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We explore the potential of the European Spallation Source (ESS) in probing physics
within and beyond the Standard Model (SM), based on future measurements of coherent
elastic neutrino-nucleus scattering (CEνNS). We consider two SM physics cases, namely the
weak mixing angle and the nuclear radius. Regarding physics beyond the SM, we focus
on neutrino generalized interactions (NGIs) and on various aspects of sterile neutrino and
sterile neutral lepton phenomenology. For this, we explore the violation of lepton unitar-
ity, active-sterile oscillations as well as interesting upscattering channels such as the sterile
dipole portal and the production of sterile neutral leptons via NGIs. The projected ESS sen-
sitivities are estimated by performing a statistical analysis considering the various CEνNS
detectors and expected backgrounds. We find that the enhanced statistics achievable in view
of the highly intense ESS neutrino beam, will offer a drastic improvement in the current con-
straints obtained from existing CEνNS measurements. Finally, we discuss how the ESS has
the potential to provide the leading CEνNS-based constraints, complementing also further
experimental probes and astrophysical observations.

I. INTRODUCTION

Coherent elastic neutrino-nucleus scattering (CEνNS) was theoretically proposed over five
decades ago by Freedman [1] and later revisited by Drukier and Stodolsky [2]. In this process,
a neutrino interacts coherently with the entire nucleus via the exchange of a virtual Standard
Model (SM) Z boson, leading to nuclear ground-state-to-ground-state transitions. The contri-
butions from all nucleons add up coherently, resulting in an enhanced cross section that scales
approximately with the square of the neutron number of the target nucleus. For this to occur,
the momentum transfer q must remain comparable to or smaller than the inverse of the nuclear
radius. Notably, CEνNS constitutes the dominant neutrino scattering process, significantly sur-
passing other relevant neutrino processes such as the elastic neutrino-electron scattering (EνES).
Despite its large cross section, the experimental observation of CEνNS remained elusive for decades
due to the extremely small recoil energies imparted to the nucleus in the interaction.

The first experimental observation of CEνNS was achieved by the COHERENT Collaboration
at Oak Ridge National Laboratory, which utilized neutrinos from pion-decay-at-rest (π-DAR) pro-
duced at the Spallation Neutron Source (SNS) facility. This milestone was accomplished using a
CsI detector [3, 4], it was later confirmed with a liquid argon detector [5], and more recently with
a germanium detector [6]. By exploiting reactor antineutrinos, a suggestive evidence for CEνNS
was reported by the Dresden-II Collaboration, also using a germanium target [7]. Very recently,
the upgraded version of the CONUS experiment [8, 9], referred to as the CONUS+ experiment,
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has observed reactor antineutrino-induced CEνNS signals with a statistical significance of 3.7σ
using a germanium detector [10]. Moreover, the XENONnT [11] and PandaX-4T [12] Collabora-
tions, using liquid xenon detectors, reported their first CEνNS measurements induced by solar 8B
neutrinos. Beyond these, several experimental efforts aim to exploit diverse neutrino sources and
detection technologies to further advance CEνNS studies. The Coherent Captain Mills experiment
at Los Alamos National Laboratory plans to utilize a liquid argon target for CEνNS detection [13].
Reactor-based experiments such as CONNIE [14], νGen [15], NUCLEUS [16], RICOCHET [17],
MINER [18], νIOLETA [19], TEXONO [20, 21], NUXE [22], CHILLAX [23], RED-100 [24–26],
Scintillating Bubble Chamber [27] etc. are also under development for CEνNS measurements with
high precision (for a review see [28]).

The current data have already marked a significant milestone in the field of low-energy neutrino
physics, prompting several studies to explore both SM and beyond the SM physics. For instance,
CEνNS measurements allow for precision tests on fundamental parameters of SM electroweak
theory such as the weak mixing angle at low energies [29–39]. They also constitute powerful
probes of nuclear structure parameters like the neutron root mean square (rms) radius [31, 34, 40–
43], which remains poorly constrained for most nuclei. Concerning physics beyond the SM, CEνNS
data has been analyzed to set stringent constraints on nonstandard neutrino interactions (NSIs) [32,
34, 44–52], neutrino generalized interactions (NGIs) [34, 35, 53–56], light mediators [34, 39, 57–
64], heavy scalar and vector mediators [34, 65, 66], sterile neutrino oscillation [34, 53, 67, 68],
upscattering production of sterile neutral leptons [34, 69–71], deviations from lepton unitarity [68],
and neutrino electromagnetic properties [31, 34, 72, 73].

The European Spallation Source (ESS), currently under development in Lund, Sweden, will
utilize the world’s most powerful superconducting proton linear accelerator in combination with
an advanced hydrogen moderator to produce the most intense neutron beams in the world, paving
the way for a diverse experimental program [74]. The facility will operate with a 2 GeV proton
beam and an unprecedented beam power of 5 MW, resulting to a proton-on-target (POT) number
of 2.8× 1023 over 208 days, (equivalent to a calendar year) of operation. In addition to its primary
focus on neutron science, the ESS will generate an intense, pulsed neutrino flux offering unique op-
portunities for CEνNS measurements with high statistics. Compared to existing π-DAR facilities,
the ESS is expected to achieve an order-of-magnitude enhancement in neutrino flux compared to
the SNS. This significant increase, combined with the proposed cutting-edge detector technologies,
positions the ESS to enable precision studies of CEνNS with unparalleled statistical accuracy. Six
advanced detector technologies have been proposed [75], including detectors based on CsI, Xe, Ge,
Si, Ar, and C3F8. The resulting experimental reach is anticipated to provide deep insights into
both SM parameters and physics beyond the SM, offering enhanced sensitivity far beyond current
experimental capabilities. Surprisingly, only a limited number of phenomenological studies have
investigated the potential of ESS in probing SM and BSM physics parameters. These, mainly
include projections for a precise determination of the weak mixing angle [75] and constraints on
neutrino electromagnetic properties [75, 76]. Moreover, the ESS sensitivity on NSIs using CEνNS
has been analyzed in Ref. [77], highlighting its capability to probe a large portion of a previously
unexplored region of the parameter space.

Motivated by the latter we are intended to explore the discovery potential of ESS by performing
a thorough study investigating several physics scenarios, for the first time. We begin by evaluating
the projected sensitivities focusing first on low-energy SM precision measurements at the ESS, e.g.,
the determination of the weak mixing angle and the nuclear neutron rms radius. Then, concerning
new physics we focus our attention in scenarios beyond conventional vector-type NSIs, in an effort
to extend previous works. To this purpose, we instead consider the broader framework of NGIs, and
explore both the light and heavy mediator regimes taking into account several Lorentz-invariant
structures. Furthermore, we study potential signatures due to the violation of lepton unitarity and
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the existence of sterile neutrinos and sterile neutral leptons. For the latter, we examine two different
possibilities: i) short-baseline active-sterile oscillations, and ii) sterile neutral lepton production in
the context of the sterile dipole portal which is possible via the upscattering of active neutrinos on
nuclei. Going one step further, we explore sterile neutral leptons by systematically analyzing various
Lorentz-invariant interactions including scalar, pseudoscalar, vector, axial vector, and tensor ones.
For all the aforementioned scenarios, our results are presented for the individual detectors as well
as in terms of a combined analysis.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II, we outline the theoretical
framework, providing a brief description of the CEνNS cross sections for the different scenarios
within and beyond the SM. Section III describes the adopted methodology for event simulation
and statistical analysis used in the present work in order to estimate the projected sensitivities.
This section also includes a detailed overview of the specifications regarding the different CEνNS
detector technologies proposed at the ESS. In Sec. IV, we present and discuss the results of our
sensitivity projections. Finally, we conclude with a summary of our findings in Sec. V.

II. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

In this section, we present the CEνNS cross sections corresponding to the various physics sce-
narios within and beyond the SM.

A. The standard CEνNS cross section

At tree level, within the SM CEνNS is a flavor-blind neutral current process, mediated by the
Z boson [78]. For incoming neutrino energies much below the Z boson mass (Eν ≪ MZ), the
quark-level four-Fermi interaction Lagrangian governing this process can be written as [44]

L νq
SM ⊂ −GF√

2

∑

q=u,d
α=e,µ,τ

[
ν̄αγ

ρ(1− γ5)να
] [

q̄γρ(g
V (SM)
q − gA (SM)

q γ5)q
]
, (1)

where GF = 1.1663787 × 10−5 GeV−2 denotes the Fermi constant [79], q = {u, d} represents the

up and down quarks, and g
V (SM)
q and g

A (SM)
q represent the SM vector and axial vector couplings

of the quarks to the Z boson. The values of these couplings are given by

gV (SM)
u =

1

2
− 4

3
sin2 θW , g

V (SM)
d = −1

2
+

2

3
sin2 θW ,

gA (SM)
u =

1

2
, g

A (SM)
d = −1

2
.

(2)

These couplings depend on the weak mixing angle, which constitutes a fundamental parameter of
the Salam-Weinberg electroweak theory [80, 81] and has been precisely measured at the Z pole to
be sin2 θW (MZ) = 0.23121± 0.00004. At low energies, however, such as those relevant to CEνNS
(i.e. for q → 0), the weak mixing angle remains poorly constrained by experiments. Indeed,
despite numerous experimental efforts [79], existing low-energy measurements suffer by substantial
uncertainties. Theoretically, its value is extrapolated via renormalization group equations (RGE)
in the context of MS scheme, as sin2 θW (q = 0) = 0.23857± 0.00005 [79, 82]. Therefore, a precise
low-energy determination of the weak mixing angle will constitute a critical test of the SM. CEνNS,
being a low-energy process, provides a valuable avenue for probing the weak mixing angle at low
momentum transfer.
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For a neutrino with energy Eν scattering off a nucleus of mass mN , the differential cross section
with respect to the nuclear recoil energy, TN , is expressed as [1, 83]

[
dσ

dTN

]CEνNS

SM

=
G2

FmN
π

[
F2
W (q2) (QV

W )2
(
1− mNTN

2E2
ν

− TN
Eν

)

+FA(q
2)

(
1 +

mNTN
2E2

ν

− TN
Eν

)]
.

(3)

The SM vector charge, QV
W , is defined as,

QV
W = Z (2gV (SM)

u + g
V (SM)
d ) + N (gV (SM)

u + 2g
V (SM)
d ) , (4)

with Z and N being the proton and neutron numbers of the nucleus, respectively. Given that the
nucleus is a composite object, a nuclear form factor, FW (q2), accounting for the spatial distribution
of the nucleons within the nucleus, is also incorporated. In this analysis, we adopt the Helm
parametrization [84]

FW (q2) = 3
j1(qR0)

qR0
e−

q2s2

2 , (5)

where j1 is the spherical Bessel function of the first order, s = 0.9 fm [85] represents the surface
thickness, and R2

0 = 5
3(R

2 − 3s2), with R denoting the rms nuclear radius which is parametrized

as R = 1.23A1/3 fm.

The SM axial vector contribution to the CEνNS cross section is subdominant in comparison to
the vector component, being highly suppressed by the nuclear spin [44]. However, in our analysis,
we have incorporated this component, with the corresponding axial vector form factor taken to
be1 [83, 86]

FA(q
2) =

2π

2J + 1
· g2A · ST

11(q
2) , (6)

where J denotes the total angular momentum of the nucleus in its ground state (see Table I), while
the axial vector coupling of the nucleon is parameterized as gA = ∆p

u −∆p
d. Here, ∆

p
q parametrizes

the contribution of the quark spin content of the nucleon. Assuming isospin symmetry, the relevant
values are taken from lattice QCD studies [87] and read ∆p

u = ∆n
d = 0.777 and ∆p

d = ∆n
u = −0.438.

The transverse spin structure functions, ST
ij , are evaluated following the methodology outlined in

Ref. [83], with only ST
11 being relevant for the SM case. This is because of the assumed isospin

symmetry together with the fact that g
A (SM)
u = −g

A (SM)
d for which only the isovector part of the

full spin-structure function survives. Moreover, tiny contributions from the longitudinal multipoles
are of the order O(TN /mN ) and hence safely ignored. It is important to note that, due to the
spin-dependent nature of the axial vector component, this contribution is non-zero only for nuclei
with non-zero total angular momentum. Therefore, among the various proposed ESS detectors
considered here, only the CsI and C3F8 ones receive non-zero axial vector contributions.

For completeness, Table I lists the physical properties of the target nuclei employed in these
detectors, including their proton and neutron numbers, atomic masses, spin values, and proton rms
radii.

1 We neglect subdominant contributions from strangeness and two-body currents.
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Target nucleus Z N mN (a.m.u) [88] Jπ [88] Rp (fm) [89, 90]

133Cs 55 78 132.91 7/2+ 4.824
127I 53 74 126.90 5/2+ 4.766

132Xe 54 78 131.29 0+ 4.786
72Ge 32 40 71.92 0+ 4.050
28Si 14 14 27.98 0+ 3.150
40Ar 18 22 39.95 0+ 3.393
12C 6 6 12.0 0+ 2.471
19F 9 10 19.00 1/2+ 2.900

TABLE I: Key properties of the proposed ESS nuclear targets (see also Table II): the number of
protons (Z), neutrons (N), atomic mass (mN ), nuclear ground-state (Jπ), and proton rms radius
(Rp).

B. Neutrino Generalized Interactions

NSIs provide straightforward and theoretically motivated SM extensions. They can be naturally
accommodated by extending the SM with an additional U(1) gauge group, which introduces a new
vector mediator. If such mediators exist, they could contribute significantly to CEνNS processes,
resulting in observable distortions of the detectable rates, being particularly relevant at low-energy
nuclear recoils. Several studies examined NSI contributions to CEνNS in both the light [62, 91]
and heavy [35, 77, 92] mediator regimes. To our knowledge, up to now there exists only one study
which explored the impact of NSI at the ESS, focusing mainly on the heavy mediator regime [77].

In addition to the conventional NSI, which usually encompasses vector (V ) or axial vector (A)
interactions arising from gauge extensions, a more generalized framework can be constructed to
account for all Lorentz-invariant interactions that may indicate new physics. This scenario is known
as NGI [54, 55], which accounts also for scalar (S), pseudoscalar (P ) and tensor (T ) interactions.
A few comments are in order: scalar and pseudoscalar interactions can emerge from Yukawa-
type interaction terms if an additional scalar/pseudoscalar mediator is introduced alongside the
existing SM particle content, while vector and axial vector interactions are commonly generated
within gauge extensions of the SM. In contrast, tensor interactions represent an effective type of
interaction, typically necessitating multiple mediators or composite particles within a UV complete
theory to be fully realized. As such, tensor interactions often arise in low energy phenomenological
processes, while a full UV complete model may require a more intricate theoretical foundation
involving composite structures or the interplay of multiple mediator particles.

Following a model-independent approach, in this work, we add the most general effective NGI
operators to the SM Lagrangian below the electroweak scale, as [55]

L νq
NGI ⊃ −GF√

2

∑

X=S,P,V,A,T
q=u,d

εXνq
[
ν̄ΓXν

]
[q̄ΓXq] . (7)

This Lagrangian incorporates all possible Lorentz-invariant, neutral-current interactions between
neutrinos and first-generation quarks. Here, ΓX ≡ {I, iγ5, γρ, γργ5, σρδ} (with σρδ = i

2 [γρ, γδ])
correspond to X ≡ {S, P, V,A, T}. The relative strengths of the new physics interactions are
encoded in the real, dimensionless coefficients εXνq. For the case of light mediators, where their
mass is comparable to or smaller than the typical momentum transfer in the experiment (∼ O(10)
MeV for CEνNS), the interaction strength is parameterized as εXνq ∼

[√
2/GF

] [
g2X/(q2 +M2

X)
]
.

Here, MX represents the mediator mass of the type X ≡ {S, P, V,A, T}, and gX denotes the
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corresponding coupling strength defined as gX =
√
gXν gXq , where universal quark couplings gXu =

gXd = gXq have been assumed, while gXν stands for the corresponding neutrino coupling. Notably,
for mediators with masses much higher than the momentum transfer of the experiment, one can
integrate out the mediator mass from the denominator of the interaction strength.

Moving from quark- to nuclear-level operators the resulting Lagrangian takes the form [55]

L νN
NGI ⊃ −

∑

X=S,P,V,A,T

CX

q2 +M2
X

[
ν̄ΓXν

] [
N̄ΓXN

]
, (8)

where CX represents the effective ν–N coupling. Among the different interactions, scalar and
vector interactions are spin-independent, whereas pseudoscalar, axial vector, and tensor interactions
depend on nuclear spin. The contributions of different interactions to the CEνNS differential cross
section are expressed as [39]

[
dσ

dTN

]CEνNS

S

=
m2

NTNC2
S

4πE2
ν(M

2
S + 2mNTN )2

F2
W (q2) , (9a)

[
dσ

dTN

]CEνNS

V

=

(
1 +

CV√
2GFQV

W (M2
V + 2mNTN )

)2 [
dσ

dTN

]CEνNS

SM

, (9b)

[
dσ

dTN

]CEνNS

A

=
4mN
2J + 1

C2
A

(M2
A + 2mNTN )2

[
1 +

mNTN
2E2

ν

− TN
Eν

]
ST
00(q

2) , (9c)

[
dσ

dTN

]CEνNS

T

=
mN

2J + 1

C2
T

(M2
T + 2mNTN )2

{[
2− mNTN

E2
ν

− 2TN
Eν

]
ST
00(q

2) +

[
1− TN

Eν

]
SL
00(q

2)

}
,

(9d)

where O(TN /mN ) and higher order O(T 2
N ) terms have been neglected. The pseudoscalar in-

teraction is neglected since its contribution at low-momentum transfer (q → 0) is found to be
negligible [39, 93]. It is important to note that the differential cross sections for X = S,A, T
interactions are provided for pure new physics contributions. In contrast, due to the interference
term, the differential cross section for the vector interaction is expressed as the sum of the SM and
BSM contributions. Even though the SM CEνNS cross section given in Eq. (3) includes an axial
vector component, there is no interference between the SM and axial vector NGI contributions
considered here. The absence of interference arises since the relevant spin-structure function for
the SM CEνNS case is ST

11, while for the NGI case the relevant spin structure function is ST
00. This

is due to the fact that for the NGI scenarios, universal quark couplings gAu = gAd are assumed. The
effective couplings for the different interactions are given as [83, 93–96]

CS = gSν


Z

∑

q=u,d

gSq
mp

mq
fp
Tq

+ N
∑

q=u,d

gSq
mn

mq
fn
Tq


 , (10a)

CV = κgVν
[
Z(2gVu + gVd ) + N(gVu + 2gVd )

]
= 3κAgVν gVq , (10b)

CA = gAν g
A
q

(
∆p

u +∆p
d

)
, (10c)

CT = gTν g
T
q

(
δpu + δpd

)
, (10d)

where mp and mn are the proton and neutron masses, mq are the quark masses, and finally the
hadronic structure parameters for the scalar interaction are [97]

fp
Tu

= 0.026 , fp
Td

= 0.038 , fn
Tu

= 0.018 , fn
Td

= 0.056 .
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For the vector-mediated interaction, we consider the anomaly-free U(1)B−L gauge extension of the
SM as the benchmark model. In this case, anomaly cancellation conditions dictate the charges
assigned to leptons (Q′

ℓ = −1) and quarks (Q′
q = 1/3) under the additional U(1)′ gauge symmetry.

This results in an effective vector charge as defined in Eq. (10b), with κ = Q′
ℓ ·Q′

q = −1/3. For axial
vector and tensor-mediated cross sections the longitudinal and transverse spin structure functions,
SL
ij and ST

ij , are evaluated following the methodology specified in Ref. [83] (for more details see
the Appendix B of Ref. [71]). Finally, for the tensor interaction, the hadronic structure functions
read [97]

δpu = δnd = 0.784, δpd = δnu = −0.204 .

Again and similarly to the axial vector case, for tensor NGI the relevant spin-structure functions
are SL

00 and ST
00.

As explained previously, among the different detectors analyzed in this study, only the CsI and
C3F8 detectors, which contain spin-dependent isotopes, acquire non-vanishing sensitivity to axial
vector and tensor-mediated CEνNS processes.

C. Phenomenology of sterile neutrinos and sterile neutral leptons

Within the context of the SM, neutrinos are left-handed and massless without any isosinglet
“right-handed” counterparts. One of the simplest mechanisms to provide mass to neutrinos is the
so-called “seesaw” mechanism, which introduces an arbitrary number of new right-handed sterile
neutral leptons for each left-handed neutrino [98–103]. These right-handed neutral leptons, typi-
cally taken as singlets under the SM gauge group, are commonly referred to as sterile neutrinos or
sterile neutral lepton in the literature2. Depending on their masses, the experimental signatures
of these sterile neutral leptons can be best probed in different ways. Therefore, in order to differ-
entiate their role and implications in neutrino phenomenology, in this work we make the following
distinction.

• Sterile Neutrinos (νs): We call them sterile neutrinos if they are sufficiently light. In that
case, they may participate in neutrino oscillations in the short baseline experiments, leading
to active-sterile oscillations [68, 104, 105].

• Sterile Neutral Leptons (NR): When they are sufficiently heavier than active neutrinos,
we simply call them sterile neutral leptons (SNL). Indeed, if their masses are significantly
larger than the electroweak scale, they would contribute to weak interaction processes only
through their mixing with the SM neutrinos, leading to a phenomenon known as lepton
unitarity violation [106–108].

SNLs can be also produced via active-sterile neutrino Transition Magnetic Moments
(TMM) [109]. Going one step further, one can also build up the framework for the produc-
tion of a massive sterile neutral lepton through the upscattering of active neutrinos on nuclei,
involving various Lorentz-invariant interactions (scalar, pseudoscalar, vector, axial vector, and ten-
sor) [70, 71, 110–112].

In this subsection, we will briefly discuss all the aforementioned scenarios, with a particular
emphasis on their implications in the context of CEνNS .

2 Note that, as far as Lorentz and SM gauge symmetries are concerned, there is no difference between right handed
neutrinos, sterile neutrinos and sterile neutral leptons. Hence these terms are often used interchangeably.
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1. Violation of lepton unitarity

We consider a scenario that extends the SM by incorporating n heavy neutral leptons (NR,i ;
i = 1, 2, · · ·n) in addition to the three standard light neutrinos. These new heavy neutral leptons are
assumed to be SM gauge singlets and much heavier than the electroweak scale. In such scenarios,
the generalized unitary lepton mixing matrix can be expressed as [106, 113]

U ≡
(
N3×3 S3×n

Vn×3 Tn×n

)
, (11)

whereN3×3 describes the mixing among light neutrino states, S and V represent the mixing between
light and heavy states, and T denotes the mixing among the heavy states. The N3×3 submatrix
can be written as [107]

N3×3 = NNP
3×3U

PMNS
3×3 , (12)

where UPMNS
3×3 is the standard 3 × 3 Pontecorvo-Maki-Nakagawa-Sakata (PMNS) unitary mixing

matrix [114, 115], while NNP
3×3 accounts for new physics effects associated with unitarity violation.

The latter matrix is parameterized in a lower-triangular form [107]

NNP
3×3 ≡



α11 0 0

α12 α22 0

α13 α23 α33


 , (13)

where the diagonal elements αii are real, and the off-diagonal elements αij are generally small and
complex. These elements satisfy the “triangle inequalities” [116, 117]

|α21| ≤
√
(1− α2

11)(1− α2
22) ,

|α31| ≤
√
(1− α2

11)(1− α2
33) ,

|α32| ≤
√
(1− α2

22)(1− α2
33) .

(14)

In Eq. (11), the submatrix S ∼ O(ε), where ε is the seesaw expansion parameter [118]. The
unitarity condition of U then implies NN †+SS† = I, leading to NN † ∼ 1−O(ε2). Consequently,
within the seesaw paradigm, we find α2

ii ∼ 1−O(ε2) and |αij |2 ∼ O(ε4) [108]. For the most general

charged-current interactions, the relevant rectangular sub-block is K ≡
(
N3×3 S3×n

)
, while for

neutral-current interactions, P = K†K is required [106]. If the energy of a given process is much
lower than the masses of the heavy sterile states, these will not be produced in the short baseline
experiments, like e.g. the ESS. For example, the heavy states will not take part in oscillation
experiments. Then, effectively, only the first 3×3 blocks of K (N) and P (N †N) will play a crucial
role in the charged- and neutral-current weak interactions, respectively.

The SM CEνNS cross section, discussed in Eq. (3), is proportional to the Fermi constant GF ,
which is usually extracted from the µ− decay width. However, in the presence of non-unitarity
(NU), the W -boson vertices are modified, and as a result the measured quantity would be the
effective muon decay coupling Gµ. These are related by [68]

G2
F

G2
µ

=
1

(NN †)ee(NN †)µµ
. (15)
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Given that at the ESS the neutrinos are generated through charged-current interaction, and
subsequently scatter with the nucleus via the neutral-current interaction channel, the zero-distance
probability factor is given as [108]

P = (NN †NN †NN †)αα , (16)

where να is the incident neutrino flavor. The ratio of the expected events in the SM (RSM) and
NU cases (RNU) is then expressed as RNU/RSM = P ·

[
G2

F /G
2
µ

]
. Following Ref. [108], we expand

RNU in powers of ε, retaining terms up to O(ε2):

RNU
νµN = (2α2

22 − α2
11)R

SM
νµN ,

RNU
νeN = (2α2

11 − α2
22)R

SM
νeN ,

RNU
ν̄µN = (2α2

22 − α2
11)R

SM
ν̄µN .

(17)

Thus, for our analysis, the relevant NU parameters affecting the neutrino signal are α11 and α22.
Unlike neutrino oscillation experiments, the neutrino signal in this case is independent of CP-
violating phases and standard oscillation phenomena.

2. Sterile neutrino oscillations

Although most theoretical neutrino mass mechanisms suggest the existence of heavy sterile
neutral leptons, it is possible that singlet neutrinos also exist in nature, being light enough to
participate in oscillations [119]. These are commonly referred to as light sterile neutrinos (νs). In
our study, we consider the simplest 3+1 scenario in which the standard lepton mixing matrix is
extended to incorporate the three standard generations of active neutrinos plus one light sterile
neutrino. In experiments such as ESS, where neutrinos are detected via CEνNS, the oscillation
effects differ from those observed in conventional oscillation experiments. The very short baseline
of such facilities suppresses the oscillations between active neutrino flavors, while matter effects
can also be neglected due to the minimal path length. Moreover, while neutrinos are primarily
produced via conventional charged-current processes, the CEνNS detection relies on neutral-current
interactions, unlike the case of dedicated oscillation experiments. Therefore, CEνNS signals in ESS-
like experiments can provide complementary constraints on light sterile neutrinos, particularly given
their potential for a high-intensity pulsed neutrino source and high-statistics data.

In this context, the survival probabilities of electron neutrinos (Pee) and muon (anti)neutrinos
(Pµµ) are expressed as [68]

Pee(Eν) ≈ 1− sin2(2θ14) sin
2

(
∆m2

41L

4Eν

)
, (18a)

Pµµ(Eν) ≈ 1− sin2(2θ24) sin
2

(
∆m2

42L

4Eν

)
, (18b)

where θ14 and θ24 are the active-sterile mixing angles, and ∆m2
41 ≈ ∆m2

42 = ∆m2 represent the
active-sterile mass splittings, while L is the baseline of the experiment. Here, we assume ∆m2 to be
much larger than the solar (∆m2

21) and atmospheric (|∆m2
31|) mass splittings. The sterile neutrino

oscillation effects modify the unoscillated flux distributions reaching the detector according to

dΦνe

dEν
= Pee(Eν)

dΦ0
νe

dEν
,

dΦνµ

dEν
+

dΦν̄µ

dEν
= Pµµ(Eν)

(
dΦ0

νµ

dEν
+

dΦ0
ν̄µ

dEν

)
,

(19)
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where dΦ0
να/dEν represents the unoscillated flux distributions produced at the source, and

dΦνα/dEν corresponds to the flux arriving at the detector.

3. Sterile dipole portal

As discussed previously, one possibility of producing SNLs is through electromagnetic upscat-
tering of an active neutrino on nuclei, provided that there is a large TMM between the active and
sterile states. When muon or electron (anti)neutrinos interact electromagnetically with a target
nucleus of charge Ze, it is possible to generate SNL via the upscattering process νe/µ N → NR N .
Neglecting the tiny contribution from the nuclear magnetic dipole moment, the differential cross
section for this process is given as [69, 109, 112]

[
dσναN
dTN

]νN−NRN

DP

=
πα2

EM

m2
e

Z2F2
W (q2)

∣∣∣∣
µνα

µB

∣∣∣∣
2

×
[

1

TN
− 1

Eν
−

m2
NR

2EνTNmN

(
1− TN

2Eν
+

mN
2Eν

)
+

m4
NR

(TN −mN )

8E2
νT

2
Nm2

N

]
,

(20)

where αEM is the fine-structure constant, mNR
is the mass of SNL, and µνα is the effective neutrino

magnetic moment3, expressed in units of the Bohr magneton, µB. The kinematics of this process
imposes an upper bound on the produced SNL mass mNR

, as

m2
NR

≲ 2mNTN

(√
2

mNTN
Eν − 1

)
, (21)

while for this scenario the minimum neutrino energy is obtained by inverting the last expression,
and reads

Emin
ν ≈

√
mNTN

2

(
1 +

m2
NR

2mNTN

)
. (22)

4. Upscattering Production of Sterile Neutral Leptons via NGIs

In analogy to the dipole portal scenario discussed previously, SNLs can also be produced via the
upscattering of active neutrinos on nuclei mediated by generalized Lorentz-invariant interactions.
For this scenario, we adopt a nuclear-level Lagrangian similar to the one considered for the NGI
framework in Eq. (8), but with the outgoing active neutrino replaced by a massive SNL (NR). The
modified Lagrangian is expressed as

L νN−NRN
SNL ⊃ −

∑

X=S,P,V,A,T
α=e,µ,τ

CX

q2 +M2
X

[
N̄RΓ

XνL,α
] [
N̄ΓXN

]
, (23)

where νL,α is the left-handed neutrino field.

3 The effective neutrino magnetic moment for the active-sterile transition is written in terms of fundamental TMMs,
CP phases and neutrino mixing parameters [69]. In this work, for simplicity we will focus on effective magnetic
moments only.
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The corresponding CEνNS cross sections by dropping O(TN /mN ) and higher order O(T 2
N )

terms4, read [70, 71]

[
dσ

dTN

]νN−NRN

S

=
mNC2

S

4π(M2
S + 2mNTN )2

F2
W (q2)

(
mNTN
E2

ν

+
m2

NR

2E2
ν

)
, (24a)

[
dσ

dTN

]νN−NRN

V

=
mNC2

V

2π(M2
V + 2mNTN )2

F2
W (q2)

×
[(

1− mNTN
2E2

ν

− TN
Eν

)
−

m2
NR

4E2
ν

(
1 +

2Eν

mN

)]
, (24b)

[
dσ

dTN

]νN−NRN

A

=
2mN
2J + 1

C2
A

(M2
A + 2mNTN )2

×
{[(

2 +
mNTN
E2

ν

− 2TN
Eν

)
−

m2
NR

2E2
ν

(
1 +

3Eν

mN
+

m2
NR

mNTN

)]
ST
00(q

2)

+
m2

NR

E2
ν

(
2 +

3Eν

mN
+

m2
NR

mNTN

)
SL
00(q

2)

}
, (24c)

[
dσ

dTN

]νN−NRN

T

=
mN

2J + 1

C2
T

(M2
T + 2mNTN )2

×
{[(

2− mNTN
E2

ν

− 2TN
Eν

)
+

m2
NR

2E2
ν

(
1 +

3Eν

mN
+

m2
NR

mNTN

)]
ST
00(q

2)

+

[(
1− TN

Eν

)
−

m2
NR

2E2
ν

(
1 +

3Eν

2mN
+

m2
NR

2mNTN

)]
SL
00(q

2)

}
, (24d)

where mNR
is the SNL mass. For the axial vector and tensor interactions, non-zero contributions

are expected only for Ar and C3F8 detectors, as previously discussed. Unlike the SM and NGI
cases, in this scenario the axial vector cross section receives non-negligible contributions from the
longitudinal multipoles as well, as previously noted in Ref. [71]. Finally, the kinematics of this
process remains essentially identical to that discussed for the sterile neutrino dipole portal scenario
in Eqs. (21) and (22). One may notice that in the limit mNR

→ 0 the NGI cross sections given in
Eq. (9) are recovered.

III. EVENTS SIMULATION AND STATISTICAL ANALYSIS

In this section, we detail the methodology for accurately simulating the CEνNS signal expected
at the proposed ESS detectors. We furthermore describe the statistical analysis procedures em-
ployed in this work for obtaining the attainable ESS sensitivities for the various SM and BSM
parameters of interest.

Following Ref. [75], we evaluate the expected CEνNS events in each nuclear recoil energy bin,

4 For the full expressions see Ref. [71].



12

Detector mdet (kg) T th
N (keVnr) Tmax

N (keVnr) σ0 (keVnr) Steady-state background

CsI 22.5 1 46.1 0.3 10 counts/keVnr/kg/day

Xe 20 0.9 45.6 0.36 10 counts/keVnr/kg/day

Ge 7 0.6 78.9 0.09 3 counts/keVnr/kg/day

Si 1 0.16 212.9 0.096 0.04375 counts/keVnr/kg/day

Ar 10 0.1 150 0.04 0.1 counts/kg/day

C3F8 10 2 329.6 0.8 0.1 counts/kg/day

TABLE II: Summary of the key parameters for different detectors proposed for CEνNS
measurements at the ESS. The table includes the target nucleus, detector mass, nuclear recoil
energy threshold, maximum nuclear recoil energy, resolution power at T th

N , and steady-state
background counts. For CsI, Xe, Ge, and Si detectors, flat background rates are provided
(counts/keVnr/kg/day), whereas for Ar and C3F8 detectors, total background counts/(kg-day)
are provided. It should be noted that the background rates listed do not include the reduction
factor of 4× 10−2 due to ESS duty cycle. The information presented here is adapted from
Ref. [75].

i, for different interaction channels x ≡ {SM, BSM} through the expression

[
Rκ

ναN
]i

= trunNTA
∫ T i+1

N

T i
N

dT reco
N

∫ Tmax
N

0
dTN G(T reco

N , TN )

∫ Emax
ν

Emin
ν (TN )

dEν
dΦνα(Eν)

dEν

[
dσ

dTN

]CEνNS

x

,

(25)

where trun is the experimental run time, and A represents the detector efficiency which is taken
to be flat 80% above the nuclear recoil threshold following Ref. [75]. Moreover, NT = mdetNA/M
is the number of target nuclei in the detector, where mdet is the detector mass, NA is Avogadro’s
number, and M is the molar mass of the target. The variables TN and T reco

N represent the true and
measured nuclear recoil energies, respectively. The minimum neutrino energy 5 required to induce
a recoil energy TN is given by Emin

ν ≈
√
mNTN /2, and the maximum recoil energy is Tmax

N ≈
2(Emax

ν )2/mN , while the maximum neutrino energy from the ESS flux is Emax
ν = mµ/2 ≈ 52.8

MeV. The neutrino fluxes consist of a prompt νµ beam from π+ decay at rest, and a delayed ν̄µ
and νe beams from µ+ decay at rest. The differential neutrino energy spectra are given by the
Michel spectra [120, 121]

dΦνµ(Eν)

dEν
= η δ

(
Eν −

m2
π −m2

µ

2mπ

)
(prompt) ,

dΦν̄µ(Eν)

dEν
= η

64E2
ν

m3
µ

(
3

4
− Eν

mµ

)
(delayed) ,

dΦνe(Eν)

dEν
= η

192E2
ν

m3
µ

(
1

2
− Eν

mµ

)
(delayed) ,

(26)

where the flux normalization η = rNPOT/4πL
2, with L = 20 m being the ESS baseline, r = 0.3

the neutrino yield per flavor per Proton On Target (POT), and NPOT = 2.8× 1023 the number of
POT accumulated over one calendar year (208 effective days).

For realistic simulations, the event spectra are smeared using a Gaussian resolution function

G(T reco
N , TN ) =

1√
2π σ(TN )

exp

(
−
[
T reco
N − TN√
2 σ(TN )

]2)
. (27)

5 For the case of upscattering processes, the kinematically allowed minimum neutrino energy is given in Eq. (22).
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FIG. 1: Expected signal and SSB event spectra as a function of the reconstructed nuclear recoil
energy for CsI, Xe, Ge, and Si detectors. The results are obtained assuming 3 effective years of
data taking time. The signal events are estimated for SM and various possible new physics
contributions to the CEνNS. The cyan curve represents the square root of the expected SSB for
visual clarity.

The energy-dependent resolution power is parameterized as σ(TN ) = σ0

√
TN /T th

N , where σ0 de-

notes the resolution power at the recoil energy threshold, T th
N . The values of σ0 for the various

proposed detectors are provided in Ref. [75] and are also listed in Table II. As outlined in Ref. [75],
the reconstructed nuclear recoil energy range is divided into bins for CsI, Xe, Ge, and Si detectors,
with the bin width taken to be twice the energy resolution at the bin center. However, for Ar and
C3F8 detectors, no recoil energy binning is considered. In these cases, the total number of events
is calculated by simply integrating the event rate between the threshold and the maximum nuclear
recoil energies.

The relevant specifications of the various proposed CEνNS detectors at the ESS in Ref. [75]
are summarized in Table II, which includes information on detector-specific parameters such as
mass, nuclear recoil thresholds, energy resolution, and background rates. These steady-state back-
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grounds (SSB), primarily arising from cosmic ray interactions, are anticipated to be the dominant
background for CEνNS searches at ESS, as discussed in Ref. [75]. Other potential background
sources, such as Beam-Related spallation Neutrons (BRN) and Neutrino-Induced Neutrons (NIN),
are considered to be negligible due to their relatively small contributions.

In Fig. 1, we present the simulated event spectra for the CsI, Xe, Ge, and Si detectors, assuming
3 years of data taking time. The spectra show the number of signal events as a function of
the reconstructed nuclear recoil energy, incorporating the SM prediction for CEνNS as well as
contributions from various new physics scenarios at future ESS. Notice that the SM case is found
to be in excellent agreement with Ref. [77]. Additionally, the SSB is displayed for each detector
with a cyan curve, by noting that for the sake of better visualization its square root shown.

For the spectral analysis, we employ the following Poissonian χ2 test statistic

χ2(S) = 2
∑

i

[
Ri

th(S;α, β)−Ri
exp +Ri

exp ln

(
Ri

exp

Ri
th(S;α, β)

)]
+

(
α

σα

)2

+

(
β

σβ

)2

, (28)

where Ri
exp represents the expected number of events in the ith energy bin, derived as the sum

of the SM contributions from signal and SSB, i.e., Ri
exp =

∑
α

[
RSM

ναN
]i
+ [RSSB]

i. The term Ri
th

denotes the theoretically predicted events in the ith bin, incorporating both signal and background
contributions as determined by the model under consideration. The latter quantity incorporates the
nuisance parameters α and β, which account for signal and background systematic uncertainties,
respectively, as

Ri
th(S;α, β) = (1 + α)

∑

α

[
Rx

ναN
]i
+ (1 + β) [RSSB]

i . (29)

Here, S denotes the set of free parameters associated with the interaction channel x being tested.
As suggested in Ref. [75], a systematic uncertainty of σα = 10% is adopted for the signal prediction,
which accounts for cumulative uncertainties from neutrino flux estimation, nuclear form factors,
and energy efficiency. Finally, the systematic uncertainty on background normalization is fixed to
σβ = 1% for all detectors considered in this analysis.

IV. RESULTS

We now present the results on the projected ESS sensitivities considering 3 years of experimental
run time for the various physics scenarios discussed in Sec. II. For visual clarity, whenever possible
the latter are illustrated in the form of combined sensitivities, extracted from a simultaneous
analysis of all the proposed ESS detectors. While it is not clear whether all the aforementioned
detectors will be deployed at the ESS, in this work we intend to explore the full potential of
future ESS measurements given the provided information [75]. For completeness, the projected
sensitivities obtained for the individual detectors are shown in Appendix A. Let us also stress that,
as can be seen from the Appendix, for most of the cases the constraints coming out from the
individual detector analyses are quite similar, hence the combined analysis presented below is not
driven by a particular nuclear target.

We begin by exploring the projected constraints on the SM weak mixing angle. With its high-
intensity neutrino flux and potential for large statistical samples, ESS is a favorable facility to
constrain the weak mixing angle in the low-energy regime. The ∆χ2 profile of sin2 θW from the
combined analysis of all ESS detectors considered in this study is shown in Fig. 2, while the
corresponding 1σ determination is found to be6

6 The value of the RGE extrapolated weak mixing angle which coincides with our best fit point, has been rounded
to match the number of significant figures.
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FIG. 2: Projected sensitivity on the weak mixing angle from the combined analysis of the
proposed ESS detectors.
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FIG. 3: sin2 θW evolution within the SM, depicted by the magenta solid line, under the MS
renormalization scheme as a function of the renormalization scale (µ). The blue error bar denotes
the 1σ determinations of sin2 θW from the combined analysis of all detectors considered in this
study. Other measurements from various experiments across different renormalization scales are
also included for comparison.

sin2 θW = 0.239
+0.011
−0.010 .

The individual 1σ projections on sin2 θW coming out from the analysis of the different detectors
are provided in Table IV in Appendix A. As expected, the extracted best fit value matches ex-
actly with the RGE-extrapolated value of sin2 θW in the low-energy regime. This is expected by
recalling that in our performed statistical analysis when treating the weak mixing angle as a free
parameter, we compare the corresponding predicted events with the expected SM events. Since
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FIG. 4: Projected sensitivity on the neutron rms radii of different detectors at the ESS.

the latter is evaluated by fixing the weak mixing angle to the value predicted by the low-energy
RGE extrapolation, we consistently obtain this to be the best fit point. In Fig. 3, we compare our
results with determinations from other probes [34, 35, 122] across a wide range of energies. While
the 1σ uncertainty of sin2 θW in the low-energy regime will not be able to compete with other pre-
cision experiments such as atomic parity violation (APV), the complementarity with other CEνNS
measurements is particularly noteworthy. Indeed, due to the high statistics anticipated from the
ESS facility, its sensitivity on sin2 θW is expected to surpass that of current CEνNS-based mea-
surements. For instance, our present results imply that the uncertainty will be reduced by ∼ 60%
with respect to the COHERENT limit [34] and ∼ 80% compared to Dresden-II [35, 72]. Further
improvements can be achieved by combining the future ESS sensitivities presented here with APV
data, as recently done in Refs. [33, 36] for the case of COHERENT.

The nuclear rms radius is another crucial SM parameter of the CEνNS cross section which
enters through the nuclear form factor (see Eqs. (1) and (5) for reference). From the theoreti-
cal perspective, the estimation of this parameter is heavily dependent on the nuclear structure
model [83, 123–125]. While the nuclear proton rms radius (Rp) has been measured experimen-
tally with high precision [126], the corresponding nuclear neutron rms radius (Rn) is yet poorly
constrained. CEνNS being a purely neutral-current process offers a valuable probe for a precise
determination of Rn [43, 127–129]. In this study, different rms radii are considered for protons and
neutrons, i.e., we take Fp(q

2) ̸= Fn(q
2). Specifically, for each detector nucleus, the proton rms

radius is fixed as listed in Table I, while the neutron one is treated as a free parameter.

Since a combined analysis has no meaning for Rn, in Fig. 4 we show the projected sensitivities
for the different proposed target nuclei at the future ESS experiment. The corresponding 1σ
ranges are summarized in Table III. Comparing with bounds placed from the analysis of available
CEνNS data, we conclude that a significant improvement is expected to be reached by the ESS.
In particular, for CsI (Ar) we find an improvement of ∼ 40% compared to an existing analysis
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Detector CsI Xe Ge Si Ar C3F8

Rn (fm) [5.948, 6.425] [5.975, 6.458] [4.527, 5.602] [2.612, 4.609] [3.252, 4.911] [1.994, 4.057]

TABLE III: 1σ range of neutron rms radius Rn for different detectors.
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FIG. 5: Projected sensitivity in the (Rn, sin2 θW ) plane for the various proposed ESS detectors.
The shaded teal region represents the allowed 1σ region.

of COHERENT-CsI [34]. Notice that the analysis of COHERENT-LAr data [32, 34] yielded an
upper limit only, thus the future ESS measurement will provide valuable new information. For the
case of germanium, the first COHERENT data [6] have low statistics, while existing data from
the Dresden-II and CONUS+ reactor experiments —for which the momentum transfer is rather
low— are less sensitive to nuclear physics effects. Finally, for Xe target nuclei utilized by the direct
dark matter detection experiments, while the momentum transfer is not as low as in the reactor
experiments, the statistics is still poor to provide a strong constraint.

Finally, we perform a simultaneous fit allowing both sin2 θW and Rn to vary. Figure 5 displays
the projected 1σ sensitivity in the (Rn, sin2 θW ) plane for different detectors. The different panels
provide a comprehensive understanding of the interplay between the weak mixing angle and the
neutron nuclear rms radius, highlighting the capability of ESS to simultaneously constrain these
parameters. From the various plots one can see that the use of heavier target nuclei leads to an
enhanced sensitivity on the nuclear neutron rms radius. This is expected since for the latter cases
the effect of the nuclear form factor becomes more pronounced at lower recoil energies, leading to
spectral features. Before closing this discussion, let us also mention that the band-shaped regions
found for Ar and C3F8 detectors are due to the fact that a single-bin analysis is done for these
cases. For the case of CsI, the ESS results will improve previous limits placed by the analysis of
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FIG. 6: Projected sensitivities at 90% C.L. for the various X = {S, V,A, T} interactions derived
from a combined analysis of all proposed detectors at the ESS.

COHERENT-only data [33, 36]. However, we must note that in a recent work [37] a global fit of
all available electroweak data was performed, combining CEνNS with APV (on Cs and Pb) and
PREX-II data. This led to a dramatic improvement in the simultaneous determination of both
sin2 θW and Rn. A similar analysis, including future CEνNS data from the ESS will offer further
improvement.

We now explore the prospect of constraining several BSM physics scenarios at the ESS via the
CEνNS channel. We begin our discussion by focusing on NGIs. In Fig. 6, we present the 90% C.L.
projected sensitivities in the (MX , gX) parameter plane, obtained from a combined analysis of all
proposed detectors. Our purpose here is to highlight the relative strength of the constraints for the
different interaction channels. As can be seen, the scalar and vector interactions are expected to
yield the most stringent limits, while the nuclear spin-suppressed axial vector interaction will be
the least constrained. The projections concerning the various NGIs X = {S, V,A, T} derived for
each ESS detector individually, are demonstrated in Appendix A.

It is interesting to examine the complementarity of the projected ESS limits obtained in the
present work, with existing constraints in the literature from various experimental and astrophys-
ical sources. Figure 7 overlays the ESS sensitivities (blue contours) with constraints derived from
available CEνNS data, in particular, from a combined analysis of COHERENT CsI and LAr
data7 [34, 62, 130] as well as from a combined analysis of the recently measured solar 8B neutrino-
induced CEνNS signals of PandaX-4T and XENONnT [39, 64]. We also include constraints
from EνES-based analyses of data available from BOREXINO [131], CHARM-II [132], TEX-
ONO [62, 133], and from a combined analysis of PandaX-4T, XENONnT, and LZ data [62, 91, 134].
Limits from the invisible decay of novel bosons at NA64 [135, 136] are also included. We further-
more depict limits from dark photon searches at fixed target electron beam-dump experiments
(such as CHARM [137, 138], NA64 [139–141], NOMAD [142], E141 [143, 144], E137 [145, 146],
E774 [147], KEK [148], Orsay [146], U70/ν-CAL I [149, 150], APEX [151], etc.) and high-energy
collider experiments (e.g., BaBar [152, 153] and LHCb [154]). These dark photon search limits

7 The constraints incorporate both CEνNS and EνES events for COHERENT-CsI data, whereas only CEνNS events
are considered for COHERENT-LAr data analysis. For further details see Ref. [34].
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FIG. 7: Projected sensitivities at 90% C.L. in the (MX , gX) parameter space for scalar, vector
B −L, axial vector, and tensor NGIs, derived from the combined analysis of all the proposed ESS
detectors (blue contours). Existing constraints from other experimental and astrophysical probes
are included for comparison (see main text for more details).

have been recast into the relevant parameters using the darkcast software package, as detailed
in Refs. [155, 156]. Additionally, constraints from astrophysical observations, such as Supernova
1987A (SN1987A) [157–159], and cosmological parameters like Neff [160–162], which also incorpo-
rate Big Bang Nucleosynthesis (BBN) limits [163, 164], are superimposed.

From the present analysis we conclude that future CEνNS measurements at the ESS will sub-
stantially advance the sensitivity to NGIs, complementing and extending existing bounds from di-
verse experimental and observational datasets. Specifically, for the case of scalar and vector B−L
interactions, the ESS will dominate the constraints for MS > 40 MeV and 25 < MV < 200 MeV,
respectively. Notably these regions are not in conflict with bounds from cosmology. On the other
hand, for the spin-dependent axial vector and tensor interactions, the ESS will not be able to
compete with existing constraints obtained from EνES analyses. However, this comparison is valid
only under the assumption of universal couplings between the novel mediators with the quarks and
leptons. Focusing on constraints solely from CEνNS, the ESS has the prospect to surpass all the
CEνNS-based constraints for all the interactions8.

At this point we consider the potential to probe unitarity violation effects in the neutrino mixing

8 Let us remind that the COHERENT constraints reported in Refs. [34, 39] includes also EνES data, which drive
the depicted constraints to lower couplings for low mediator masses.

https://gitlab.com/philten/darkcast
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FIG. 8: Projected sensitivity on the NU parameter α22 from the combined analysis of all the
proposed ESS detectors considered in this study. For comparison, the corresponding 90% C.L.
constraint derived from neutrino oscillation global fits is also shown.

matrix at ESS. As discussed in Sec. II C 1, for the case of ESS the relevant NU parameters are α11

and α22. However, since the different components of SM events spectra, RSM
νµN , RSM

ν̄µN , and RSM
νeN ,

are approximately equal, using Eq. (17) the ratio of the total number of events can be expressed as∑
αR

NU
ναN /

∑
αR

SM
ναN ≈ 3α2

22. As a result, the total number of events is predominantly sensitive to
α22, rendering ESS incapable of severely constraining α11. In Fig. 8, we present the ∆χ2 profile of
1− α2

22 from the combined analysis of all detectors considered in this study. As for the previously
studied cases, the individual detector sensitivities are shown in Appendix A. From the combined
analysis, the projected 90% C.L. sensitivity on 1− α2

22 is determined to be

1− α2
22 < 0.14 .

For comparison, Fig. 8 also includes the constraints on α22 derived from a global fit of neutrino
oscillation data [165]. It becomes evident that given the considered experimental setup, the sensi-
tivities projected for the ESS are not expected to be competitive with those of large-scale oscillation
experiments.

Now we turn our attention on exploring the potential of probing sterile neutrino oscillations
via neutral current CEνNS measurements at the ESS. The left panel of Fig. 9 shows the 90%
C.L. projected sensitivity in the (sin2 2θ14,∆m2) plane, corresponding to oscillations of electron
neutrinos into light sterile states. The right panel displays the corresponding constraints in the
(sin2 2θ24,∆m2) plane for oscillations involving muon neutrinos. Since the ESS will exploit π-DAR
neutrinos, the sensitivity to (sin2 2θ14,∆m2) is notably weaker compared to the (sin2 2θ24,∆m2)
case. It becomes evident that the ESS is not expected to provide stringent constraints in comparison
to short baseline neutrino experiments, see e.g., Ref. [166].

Next we discuss the future ESS sensitivity on active-sterile neutrino transitions in the presence of
nonzero TMMs. Figure 10 presents the projected 90% C.L. exclusion regions for µνe (left panel) and
µνµ (right panel) as a function of the sterile neutral lepton massmNR

. These projections are derived
from the combined analysis of all detectors considered in this work. Due to the specific nuclear
recoil ranges of the various ESS detectors and the energy range of π-DAR neutrinos produced at the
ESS, the generated SNL mass (mNR

) is kinematically limited to approximately 50 MeV, as implied
by Eq. (21). For a comparison with our present ESS sensitivities we include existing constraints
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FIG. 10: Projected 90% C.L. sensitivity on the sterile dipole portal scenario. The left and right
panels show the contours in the (mNR

, µνe) and (mNR
, µνµ) planes, respectively. The results are

obtained from the combined analysis of all detectors proposed for the ESS CEνNS experiment.
For comparison, constraints from other experimental and astrophysical probes have been
superimposed (see main text for further details).

from CEνNS analyses of COHERENT [34, 69], Dresden-II [61]9, and from the combined analysis
of PandaX-4T and XENONnT data [73]. Also included are limits coming from EνES analyses
using Borexino [167, 168] and CHARM-II [169] data, as well as from the recent combined analysis
of XENONnT, PandaX-4T and LUX-ZEPLIN data performed in Ref. [73]. Additional bounds
from LSND [170], LEP [170], NOMAD [171, 172], MiniBooNE [173], T2K [174, 175], and from
NR → νγ decay [168, 176] using solar (Borexino and Super-Kamiokande) and atmospheric (Super-
Kamiokande) [177] data, are also shown10. We finally superimpose bounds from astrophysical

9 This analysis is based on the iron-filter (Fef) quenching factor model.
10 We account for a factor 2 difference in the Lagrangian defined in Refs. [168, 170]. For the case of MinibooNE,
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FIG. 11: Projected sensitivity to scalar-mediated SNL production at the future ESS experiment,
derived from the combined analysis of all detectors. The left (right) panels display the 90% C.L.
exclusion contours for ESS with orange lines, projecting on the mediator (SNL) mass, considering
three benchmark scenarios mNR

= {0.1, 1, 10} ×MS . For comparison, the ESS projections are
shown together with constraints from current XENONnT and COHERENT data, as well as with
sensitivity projections from DUNE Near Detector measurements.

and cosmological data such as SN1987A [170, 178], BBN [167, 170], and CMB constraints on
∆Neff [167].

For SNL masses below 10 MeV, the ESS analysis performed in this work results in exclusion
limits as low as µνe ∼ 8 × 10−10 µB and µνµ ∼ 6 × 10−10 µB. These projections demonstrate
a significant improvement over existing limits. For instance, the ESS is expected to improve the
COHERENT bound by a factor 5 for both electron and muon neutrinos. It will furthermore improve
the combined PandaX-4T and XENONnT CEνNS result by factor 2 (3) for the case of electron
(muon) neutrinos. While the projected exclusion for µνe is slightly weaker than the limits inferred
from Dresden-II reactor data [61], the ESS experiment offers a broader reach in SNL masses. In
particular, the ESS facility using the CEνNS channel has the prospect to investigate a completely
unexplored part of the parameter space as it will dominate the constraints in the mass range
10 ≲ mNR

≲ 40 MeV (10 ≲ mNR
≲ 40 MeV) for electron (muon) neutrinos. Before closing this

discussion we must warn that the limits depicted in the figure are not always directly comparable.
This is due to the fact that the effective magnetic moments corresponding to the various experiments
depend on different combinations of TMMs, CP phases and oscillation parameters (for a discussion
see Ref. [69]). Since both COHERENT and ESS exploit π-DAR neutrinos, a direct comparison is
possible for these two experiments only, where the more intense ESS neutrino beam will offer a
significant improvement.

We now present the projected sensitivities for upscattering production of SNL in the presence
of NGIs at the future ESS experiment. Figures 11, 12, 13, and 14 illustrate the 90% C.L. projected
exclusion limits for scalar, vector, axial vector, and tensor-mediated channels respectively, denoted
by X = {S, V,A, T}. As previously, the obtained results come out from the combined analysis of all
ESS detectors, while the results corresponding to the individual detectors are given in Appendix A.
The figures demonstrate three representative benchmark scenarios with mNR

= {0.1, 1, 10} ×MX .

the depicted constraints are relevant for muon neutrinos only, for which the preferred regions are shown from the
analysis of energy (EQE

ν ) and angular (cosθ) data.



23

10−2 10−1 100 101 102 103 104

MV (MeV)

10−7

10−6

10−5

10−4

10−3

10−2
g V

ESS (Combined) COHERENT
DUNE ND XENONnT

Cosmology

mNR = 10 MV

mNR = MV

mNR = 0.1 MV

10−2 10−1 100 101 102 103 104

mNR (MeV)

10−7

10−6

10−5

10−4

10−3

10−2

g V

ESS (Combined) COHERENT
DUNE ND XENONnT

MV = 0.1 mNR

MV = mNR

MV = 10 mNR

FIG. 12: Same as Fig. 11, but for vector-mediated SNL production.
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FIG. 13: Same as Fig. 11, but for axial vector-mediated SNL production.

In each case, the left panels illustrate the limits in the coupling-mediator mass plane, gX vs MX ,
while the right panels show the contours in the coupling-SNL mass plane, gX vs mNR

. At small
mediator (MX) or SNL masses (mNR

), the sensitivity contours plateau, reflecting the saturation
of constraints, and become essentially identical to the NGI cases shown in Fig. 7. Conversely,
for larger MX or mNR

, the behavior diverges. In the left panels the exclusion limits diminish at
different mediator masses MX based on the different mNR

/MX ratios, while in the right panels the
sensitivity loss occurs at a fixed SNL mass, as dictated by the kinematic constraint of Eq. (21).

To assess the complementarity of the ESS projections, the figures also overlay existing con-
straints from XENONnT and COHERENT CsI, along with projected limits from the DUNE Near
Detector, as reported in Ref. [71]. It becomes evident that different experiments dominate in dif-
ferent regions of the parameter space. For instance, XENONnT using the EνES channel provides
the most stringent constraints for very low MX or mNR

, while for mNR
≥ 0.5 MeV, the ESS pro-

jections are expected to surpass XENONnT sensitivities. Notably, the ESS sensitivity is expected
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FIG. 14: Same as Fig. 11, but for tensor-mediated SNL production.

to exceed current limits from COHERENT CsI-2021 across most of the parameter space, except
at low mNR

for some cases11. For scalar and vector interactions, ESS constraints outperform those
anticipated from DUNE Near Detector measurements until they reach the kinematical constraint of
about 50 MeV. Instead for the spin-dependent axial vector and tensor interactions, the DUNE Near
Detector offers enhanced sensitivity since the corresponding CEνNS cross sections are suppressed
by the nuclear spin, which is not the case for the EνES-based DUNE constraints. Additionally,
the high neutrino beam accessible at DUNE enables a broader reach of SNL masses compared
to the ESS across all channels. As a result, the ESS experiment and the DUNE Near Detector
provide complementary results, with the two experiments dominating in different mass regimes.
For completeness, whenever available we superimpose cosmological constraints (see the discussion
of Fig. 7).

V. CONCLUSIONS

The highly intense ESS neutrino beam will produce a wealth of new CEνNS data, opening a new
avenue for probing interesting physics phenomena within and beyond the SM. The unprecedented
statistics characterizing the new era of CEνNS measurements at the ESS, will offer improved sensi-
tivities by up to one order of magnitude —or more depending on the physics scenario in question—
in comparison to existing ones from CEνNS measurements exploiting π-DAR (COHERENT), re-
actor (Dresden-II) and solar (PandaX-4T and XENONnT) data. In this work, a comprehensive
exploration of the ESS potential is carried out focusing on the various detectors, highlighting the
promising potential of the ESS to explore both fundamental and exotic neutrino physics. For the
various physics scenarios, by performing a combined analysis of all the proposed ESS detectors,
the projected sensitivities are quantified. The attainable sensitivities resulted by analyzing each
detector individually are given in Appendix A, where their relative performance is also discussed.

The explored physics scenarios focus on important SM parameters such as the weak mixing
angle and the nuclear size through the neutron rms radius. For the former, we find that the ESS

11 Notice that the authors in Ref. [71] incorporated both EνES and CEνNS signals in their analysis of COHERENT
CsI-2021 data; this dual-channel strategy enhances the sensitivity for very low mNR , i.e., in a region where EνES
events dominate over the CEνNS ones.
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will improve the precision reached by COHERENT (Dresden-II) by ∼ 60% (∼ 80%), with Ar and
C3F8 expected to set the most stringent limits. Concerning the nuclear neutron rms radius, the
multitarget strategy of the ESS CEνNS experiment will constrain the Si and C3F8 rms radii for
the first time. In the case of Ar and CsI where constraints already exist from e.g. COHERENT, an
improvement of ∼ 40% is anticipated for the case of CsI, while for the case of Ar only an upper limit
exists. Moreover, while there exist CEνNS measurements on Xe and Ge targets from the Dresden-
II and the dark matter direct detection experiments (PandaX-4T and XENONnT), it should be
stressed that the corresponding sensitivities are weak. This is because reactor experiments are not
ideal to probe nuclear physics effects as they are sensitive to the (almost fully) coherent regime,
while the statistics collected by the dark matter direct detection experiments is yet poor. Turning
to new physics scenarios, we explored NGIs and presented the corresponding constraints for the
Lorentz-invariant scalar, vector, axial vector and tensor interactions. We found that in general
the ESS will drastically improve previous CEνNS-based constraints in all cases, with the different
proposed detector performing equally well (for a detailed discussion see the Appendix). Moreover,
for the scalar and vector interactions, the projected constraints will not only complement collider
and astrophysical limits but are expected to dominate in certain regions of the parameter space e.g.
for MS > 40 MeV and 25 < MV < 200 MeV, respectively. On the other hand, as expected the spin-
dependent axial vector and tensor ESS sensitivities will not be able to compete with existing bounds
resulting from EνES analyses. Our present analysis implies that future CEνNS measurements at
the ESS will not be able to provide competitive sensitivities for the case of active-sterile neutrino
oscillations and the violation of lepton unitarity. However, by focusing on upscattering channels we
have verified that the ESS will serve as a valuable probe of sterile neutral lepton phenomenology.
To this aim, we explored two interesting scenarios for producing massive sterile particle states,
e.g., the so-called sterile dipole portal in the presence of neutrino magnetic moments and via
NGIs. For the former case, the ESS will surpass previous CEνNS sensitivities and will furthermore
probe a previously unexplored region in the parameter space i.e., for 10 ≲ mNR

≲ 40 MeV and
10 ≲ mNR

≲ 40 MeV for electron and muon neutrinos, respectively. Finally, we investigated the
possible production of final state sterile neutral leptons within the NGI framework and discussed
the complementarity with existing π-DAR-induced CEνNS at COHERENT, solar neutrino-induced
EνES searches at dark matter direct detection experiments, as well as with prospects from the
future DUNE Near detector.
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Appendix A: Projected limits from individual detectors

Sec. IV presents the combined ESS limits on various physics scenarios derived by combining the
results from all the proposed detectors considered in this study. For completeness, in this Appendix
we present the projected limits obtained from the analysis of the individual detectors.

The ∆χ2 profiles of sin2 θW for the different detectors are shown in Fig. 15, while the projected 1σ
determinations are listed in Table IV. These results indicate that, within the specified experimental
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FIG. 15: Projected sensitivity on the weak mixing angle obtained exploiting different ESS
detectors.

Detector sin2 θW Detector sin2 θW

CsI 0.239
+0.019
−0.016 Si 0.239

+0.017
−0.016

Xe 0.239
+0.019
−0.017 Ar 0.239

+0.016
−0.014

Ge 0.239
+0.018
−0.015 C3F8 0.239

+0.015
−0.013

ESS Combined 0.239
+0.011
−0.010

TABLE IV: Best fit values and 1σ uncertainties of sin2 θW obtained for the various ESS detectors.

setup, the most precise limits on sin2 θW can be expected from the C3F8 detector, while the least
precise limits are expected from the Xe detector. Our results are in good agreement with those
extracted in Ref. [75]. We should further note, that while the most stringent constraints are
expected for the heavier target nuclei, since in these cases the statistics is higher, the different
backgrounds corresponding to each detector together with the nuclear physics suppression and the
different thresholds are forcing the limits to be stronger for the C3F8 detector.

Figure 16 depicts the 90% C.L. projected NGI sensitivities at the ESS in the (MX , gX) parameter
space for scalar, vector B − L, axial vector, and tensor interactions. Let us remind that only
the CsI and C3F8 detectors exhibit sensitivity to nuclear spin-dependent axial vector and tensor
interactions, while the rest detectors being spin-zero nuclei are not sensitive to these interactions
(see also Table I). Among these, the C3F8 detector is projected to impose more stringent constraints
on spin-dependent interactions compared to the CsI detector. This is because the relative axial
vector contribution compared to the dominant SM vector component is more significant for light
nuclei, since the latter are composed by fewer nucleons and hence their vector part is less enhanced.
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FIG. 16: Projected sensitivities at 90% C.L. in the (MX , gX) parameter space for scalar, vector
B − L, axial vector and tensor interactions, derived for the individual ESS detectors.

For the case of spin-independent scalar and vector B − L interactions, all the detectors provide
similar constraints, except the Ar and C3F8 cases which perform slightly worse. Further, in the
case of scalar interactions, it is worth noting that, unlike the CsI, Xe, Ge and Si detectors, the
little kink in the contour around MS ≈ 10 MeV is absent for the Ar and C3F8 cases. This feature
and the performance difference arise due to the adoption of a single-bin analysis strategy for these
detectors.

Turning to the NU scenario, we present the ∆χ2 profile of 1−α2
22 for the different ESS detectors

in Fig. 17. The projected 90% C.L. upper limits on 1−α2
22 for each detector are listed in Table V.

Under the specified experimental setup, the CsI and Xe detectors are projected to provide the most
stringent constraints on α22, while the Si detector is expected to yield the least stringent limit. As
explained in the main text, the NU sensitivity at the ESS using the CEνNS channel will not be
able to compete with oscillation experiments.

Focusing now on the active-sterile neutrino oscillation scenario, the upper and lower panels of
Fig. 18 illustrate the 90% C.L. sensitivities in the (sin2 2θ14,∆m2) and (sin2 2θ24,∆m2) parameter
space, respectively. As can be seen from the plot, similar sensitivities are found from the analyses
of the individual ESS detectors. We conclude that, the ESS sensitivity on this scenario is rather
weak and quite far from that of dedicated short baseline neutrino experiments [166].

We now focus on the active-sterile dipole portal scenario, i.e., we explore the possibility of
generating a massive final state sterile neutral leptons via upscattering in the presence of nonzero
TMMs. For the different ESS detectors, the upper two rows of Fig. 19 present the projected exclu-
sion limits at 90% C.L. in the (mNR

, µνe) plane, while the lower two rows show the corresponding
result in the (mNR

, µνµ) planes. As can be seen, the Si and Ge detectors are anticipated to provide
the most stringent constraints, whereas the Ar and C3F8 detectors —for which a single-bin analysis
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FIG. 17: ∆χ2 profile of 1− α2
22 for the different ESS detectors. The green dashed line represent

the corresponding 90% C.L. upper limit derived from neutrino oscillation global fits.

Detector 1− α2
22 Detector 1− α2

22

CsI < 0.14 Si < 0.22

Xe < 0.14 Ar < 0.18

Ge < 0.16 C3F8 < 0.18

ESS Combined < 0.14 Oscillation limit < 0.01 [165]

TABLE V: Projected 90% C.L. upper limits on 1− α2
22 for different ESS detectors considered in

this study. For comparative purposes, the 90% C.L. upper limit on 1− α2
22 derived from global

fits of neutrino oscillation data is also included.

is performed— are expected to yield the least stringent constraints.

Finally, we present the 90% C.L. projected limits regarding the production of sterile neutral
leptons via neutrino upscattering in the presence of NGIs. Again, the results are obtained from
the individual analysis of the various proposed ESS detectors. The upper two rows of Fig. 20 and
Fig. 21, illustrate the limits for the scalar and vector-mediated interaction by projecting on the
mediator mass. The lower two rows of Fig. 20 and Fig. 21, depict the corresponding projections on
mNR

. The spin-dependent axial vector and tensor interactions are shown in Fig. 22 and Fig. 23,
respectively. The left (right) panels show the projections on the mediator (SNL) mass. In each case
the limits are demonstrated for three benchmark scenarios: mNR

= {0.1, 1, 10}×MX . Concerning
the spin-independent scalar and vector interactions, the CsI, Xe, Ge and Si detectors perform
equally well, while the Ar and C3F8 ones provide less stringent constraints. As explained previously,
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FIG. 18: Sensitivity projections at the 90% C.L. in the (sin2 2θ14,∆m2) and (sin2 2θ24,∆m2)
planes, for the different ESS detectors. The magenta (blue) contours represent the exclusion
regions for active-sterile oscillations involving electron (muon) neutrinos in the upper (lower)
panel.

this is because a single-bin analysis is performed for these detectors. Regarding the spin-dependent
axial vector and tensor interactions, only CsI and C3F8 detectors are relevant since the nuclear
ground state of Cs, I and F isotopes is different from 0+. Among these detectors, the lighter C3F8

nuclear target performs significantly better (see the discussion on the NGI in the main text).
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FIG. 19: Projected 90% C.L. exclusion regions in the sterile dipole portal for the individual ESS
detectors. The results are shown for electron (muon) neutrinos in the 1st and 2nd (3rd and 4th)
rows.
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FIG. 20: Projected 90% C.L. limits for the case of the scalar-mediated scenario for SNL
production via upscattering, assuming three benchmark scenarios: mNR

= {0.1, 1, 10} ×MS . The
results are projected in the (MS , gS) plane (1st and 2nd rows) and in the (mNR

, gS) plane (3rd
and 4th rows), for the individual detectors at ESS.
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FIG. 21: Same as Fig. 20, but for vector-mediated upscattering.
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FIG. 22: Projected 90% C.L. limits on the axial vector-mediated scenario for SNL production via
upscattering, for the three considered benchmark scenarios: mNR

= {0.1, 1, 10} ×MA. The left
panel shows the projections in (MA, gA) plane, while the right panel shows the projections in the
(mNR

, gA) plane.
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FIG. 23: Same as Fig. 22, but for tensor-mediated upscattering.
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