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Abstract: The IceCube Neutrino Observatory includes low energy extensions such as the existing
DeepCore subarray and the upcoming IceCube Upgrade, which will consist of seven new strings
of photosensors with denser instrumentation than the existing array. The setup will allow for the
study of neutrino oscillations with greater sensitivity compared to the existing instrumentation,
improve neutrino mass ordering studies, and test for the unitarity of the PMNS mixing matrix
with high precision. A critical component in these low-energy physics analyses is the accurate
reconstruction of event information, particularly the zenith angle of incoming neutrinos. In this
study, we discuss the processes that limit the zenith resolution, which include the transverse spread
of the hadronic shower, in-ice photon scattering, module resolutions, and module noise. By
considering approximations to these processes, we aim to approach the intrinsic zenith resolution
limits for purely hadronic events.
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1 Introduction

The IceCube Neutrino Observatory consists of a cubic kilometer of ice instrumented with 5160
Digital Optical Modules (DOMs) distributed across 86 strings, positioned at depths ranging from
1450 m to 2450 m. Most of the detector features modules spaced 125 m apart horizontally and
17 m vertically, optimized for detecting astrophysical neutrinos with energies exceeding ∼100 GeV
[1]. The bottom center of the detector includes 8 strings forming the DeepCore region where the
optical transparency of the ice layers is the cleanest in the instrumented region [2]. Through its
increased instrumentation density, DeepCore lowers the detection energy threshold to approximately
10 GeV [2] enabling improved event reconstruction of such low-energy events and allowing for the
exploration of the fundamental properties of neutrinos [3]] [4] [5] [6].

1.1 The IceCube Upgrade

The IceCube Upgrade [7] will be deployed in the 2025/2026 Antarctic Field season, where seven
additional strings of photosensors and calibration devices will be dispersed within the DeepCore
volume. Most of the new optical sensors will be installed at depths between 2160 m and 2430
m, with a smaller number of calibration devices placed between 1300 m and 1900 m as well as
below 2450 m. The modules will be positioned with an average horizontal and vertical spacing
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of 30 m and 3 m, respectively, designed to further lower the energy threshold to approximately 3
GeV [8]. The increased instrumentation density will enhance photon statistics on a per-event basis
and consequently improve event reconstruction at a few GeVs. The majority of the new optical
modules will be multi-PMT Digital Optical Modules (mDOMs) [9], each equipped with 24 3"
PMTs, along with several dual-PMT modules called DEggs1 [10]. Compared to the currently
deployed single-PMT modules and DEggs, the mDOMs offer enhanced directional coverage and
nearly isotropic sensitivity allowing for more accurate reconstruction of neutrino direction.

1.2 Event signatures

Neutrinos are detected by underwater/ice neutrino telescopes when they interact with the transparent
detector medium, producing relativistic charged particles that emit Cherenkov radiation detectable
by the optical modules [11]. These events are classified as "cascades" or "tracks" depending on the
light signature left in the detector by the produced charged particles. Above a few GeVs, neutrino-
nucleon interactions are typically deep inelastic scatterings [12] which result in the disintegration
of the nucleon and a subsequent hadronic shower, observable in all events starting inside the
detector volume. The emitted Cherenkov photons undergo scattering as they propagate through the
medium toward the modules which distorts their initial directional information. The finite number
of PMTs in the receiving modules results in a finite photon directional resolution, which improves
proportionally with the PMT count per module. Noise in the IceCube modules is noncorrelated
Poissonian distributed noise of a thermal origin and correlated noise originating from scintillation
within the module glass [13]. These generate signals mimicking physics hits, further complicating
the extraction of actual physics information.

In 𝜈𝑒 CC and flavorindependent neutralcurrent (NC) interactions, electromagnetic and hadronic
showers are observed while 𝜈𝜇 charged-current (CC) interactions produce an additional muon which
leaves a track signature. In 𝜈𝜏 CC interactions, 17% of the tau leptons decay to muons [14] while
the rest decay to cascades. At energies around 10 GeV, due to the coarse detector granularities,
distinguishing between these different topologies becomes increasingly challenging [15]. In 𝜈𝜇

CC events, the track lever arm can be short enough that it becomes difficult to distinguish from
a cascade event while in 𝜈𝜏 interactions, the small spatial separation between the dual cascades
causes them to resemble a single cascade. These events can thus be modeled well by a point-like
singlecascade model in reconstructions which are described by relatively fewer parameters than
tracks. Given the similarity of event topologies at these very low energies and motivated by the
simpler event modeling for single cascades, this study focuses on the directional reconstruction for
NC events characterized by a hadronic shower.

1.3 Importance of zenith reconstruction

This study aims to analyze the processes that limit the zenith directional information in IceCube
Upgrade events. This is directly relevant for all low-energy neutrino oscillation analyses in
water (ice) Cherenkov experiments [3] since it translates into the oscillation length 𝐿, given by
𝐿 ≈ 2𝑅 cos 𝜃 (where R denotes the radius of the Earth), as depicted in Fig. 1. Previous studies
in IceCube have shown that a 5%, 10%, and 15% improvement in the zenith angle resolution
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results in a 3%, 10%, and 15% enhancement in Neutrino Mass Ordering (NMO) sensitivity,
respectively [16]. Since better reconstruction yields improvements in analysis sensitivities, efforts
are directed toward improving reconstruction algorithms. Therefore, it becomes essential to check
the performance status of the reconstruction algorithms relative to the resolution limits, the latter
of which are determined by assuming perfect detector modeling and accounting for all processes
that constrain the achievable resolutions.

The study is motivated by a prior investigation pursued by the KM3NeT Collaboration2 [17],
which explored the information-limiting processes in 𝜈𝑒 CC and 𝜈𝜇 CC events in the ORCA3 water
Cherenkov detector. These included fluctuations in the hadronic shower composition, particle
propagation, and photon sampling effects. The resolution limiting processes included in this study
are the transverse shower spread, in-ice light scattering, module directional resolutions due to finite
PMTs in the modules, and noise in the PMTs (Section 5).

Figure 1. Diagram illustrating the correlation between the distance a neutrino travels through the Earth and
the incident zenith angle of the neutrino.

This paper is organized as follows. Section 2 outlines the approximations used in the event
simulation that make it more idealized in contrast to the Monte Carlo (MC) simulation chain
used by the IceCube Collaboration. Section 3 details the event simulation procedure, including
the incorporation of simplifications and information loss processes. In Section 4, we describe
the reconstruction methodology, the expected photon distributions in IceCube events, and the
reconstruction resolutions based on the different measurements made by the optical modules.
Section 5 examines the impact of different processes that limit physics information in IceCube
Upgrade events and evaluates the reconstruction performance using a toy simulation for a more
accurate estimate of resolution limits. Finally, Section 6 summarizes the results and concludes the
discussion.

2The Cubic Kilometre Neutrino Telescope (KM3NeT)
3Oscillation Research with Cosmics in the Abyss (ORCA)
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2 Approximations in this study

Since events in Cherenkov detectors are characterized by detected photon signatures, the reconstruc-
tion of events relies on the precise modeling of the medium through which the photons propagate. In
the IceCube experiment, the optical properties of glacial ice show a strong depth dependence which
reflects the changes in Earth’s climate history [18]. The ice sheet is also not horizontally uniform
and is titled due to the underlying bedrock topography [19]. In addition, there is a direction-
dependent anisotropy effect due to birefringent polycrystals which leads to an average deflection in
the diffusion pattern towards the flow axis [20]. Moreover, the modules are deployed into holes
made by hot water drilling. This hole ice [21], on re-freezing, has different optical properties than
the bulk ice and contains a bubbly column (with poor optical properties) approximately at the center
of the column.

Due to these ice anisotropies and the grid-like geometry of the detector, the measured an-
gular and timing distribution of photons (Fig. 4) by a receiving optical module depends strongly
on the interaction vertex position and event direction. The similarity of the scattering length and
module spacing scales further make the photon distributions analytically not tractable. In an ideal
likelihood-based reconstruction, the actual expected photon distributions must be generated for each
optical module for every hypothesized position and direction of the event. Given the detector’s large
volume and the extensive number of optical modules, this results in a substantial simulation cam-
paign and makes the ansatz computationally infeasible. In practical application, simplified photon
distribution models using approximate symmetries and translational invariance are employed. In
this study, in contrast, we circumvent the modeling challenges by simplifying the assumptions about
the photon propagation and using other approximations in the simulation of the detector.

Events are simulated and reconstructed in a homogeneous ice medium, where the optical prop-
erties remain uniform throughout the volume, incorporating translational and rotational symmetry
in the photon distributions in space and time. There is no ice stratification, layer undulations,
birefringence, or hole ice, which otherwise require detailed parameterization of the ice-depth de-
pendence. All PMTs in the modules are assumed to be identical, with the same angular acceptance,
which defines the fraction of photons detected at a given angle relative to the PMT axis. Moreover,
the simulations in this study only include 24-PMT mDOMs at all module positions in the detector
geometry whereas typical MC simulations also include other module types such as pDOMs and
DEggs. This results in better directional resolutions since mDOMs offer a better pointing resolution
as compared with other modules with fewer PMTs. The assumption is appropriate for this study
which seeks to estimate the optimistic resolution limits.

The chosen detector geometry is significantly larger than the actual IceCube Upgrade volume,
with the events completely confined within the detector which prevents emitted photons from es-
caping and loss in directional information. In the actual detector, however, events at the edge of
the detector emit photons that are undetected which may degrade the reconstructed resolution. The
strings are arranged in a hexagonal geometry where the vertical and horizontal module separations
are fixed at 30m and 3m, respectively. In contrast, the actual Upgrade array will have non-uniform
string spacings ranging between 20m and 40m and will include a DeepCore and IC-79 string with
sparser instrumentation. Because Upgrade strings have denser instrumentation and more PMTs in
each mDOM, they register significantly more photon hits than non-Upgrade strings. As a result,
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the influence of photon hits on non-Upgrade strings on the final resolutions is negligible.
To generate the expected angular and timing distribution of detected photons relative to the

shower axis and vertex time (Section 4.2), respectively, a randomized geometry (Section 4.3) is
created. Events are simulated with interaction vertices distributed uniformly throughout this ge-
ometry. The vertex-averaged distribution of detected photons across all modules removes photon
sampling bias caused by the local geometry around the event. This approach allows the use of a
single probability density function (PDF), representing the modeled angular and timing distribution
of photons summed over all hit modules and averaged over multiple events, to reconstruct all events.
The PDFs generated in this way are independent of the source-receiver distance and represent an
idealization, deviating from standard likelihood reconstructions (Section 4.1) that rely on photon
distributions from each module. The expected number of photon hits in a module, defined as
charge in this study, is distance-dependent and has been incorporated in the likelihood formulation.
Note that the definition of charge in this study slightly differs from the one used by the IceCube
Collaboration [22], as explained later in this section.

Although detailed modeling of angular and timing profiles of hit photons from each sensor
adds event information which may lead to more accurate reconstructions, they demand large lookup
tables generated with high statistics MC simulations that consume substantial memory. The az-
imuthal symmetry around single PMT modules, which previously reduced the dimensionality of
photon tables by one dimension, is disrupted by the segmented mDOMs. This symmetry break-
ing increases the size of these photon tables to hundreds of gigabytes, leading to substantial data
management challenges that this study seeks to avoid. A rough estimate of the potential resolution
improvements by including the per-module photon information is presented in Section 5.

The MC simulation chain (Section 5) used by IceCube is further idealized by omitting the
conversion of incident photons into PMT readout pulses. In the official simulation, the pulse charge
is sampled from a single photoelectron (SPE) charge spectrum generated at a standard PMT gain
of 107 for an in-ice module [22]. If the sampled charge exceeds 0.25 PE, discriminators trigger
the data acquisition; otherwise, the photon is not registered resulting in a loss of event informa-
tion. This study avoids such losses by directly using the incident photon data, bypassing PMT
and electronic effects. Additionally, the idealized simulation excludes the complexities of event
filtering and advanced pulse-cleaning algorithms based on photon hit distributions. In the standard
simulation chain, pure noise events are filtered out in the event selection stage by applying a cut on
the surviving pulse count after noise-cleaning. These steps are taken to ensure that a high-purity
sample of neutrino events, consisting mostly of physics hits, is reconstructed. This study replicates
the process by first simulating physics hits from a neutrino event and then introducing noise hits
based on the published dark rate of mDOMs [23], achieving the same signal purity as the standard
simulation, as detailed in the next section.

3 Event Simulation

This study uses the standalone, open-source version of the Photon Propagation Code (PPC) [24]
used by the IceCube Collaboration. Events are simulated as purely hadronic cascades resulting
from NC interactions mediated by a neutral boson, with no charged lepton emitted at the interaction
vertex. The standard input to PPC is comprised of information on an IceCube event which includes

– 5 –



the event type, interaction vertex coordinates and time, incoming directions in zenith and azimuth,
and the energy of the hadronic shower. Since the study focuses on intrinsic directional resolution
limits, the uncertainties linked with angular offset between the parent neutrino and the shower axis,
have not been considered. However, it is worth mentioning that the average kinematic opening
angle between the incoming neutrino and the shower axis scales with energy [25] approximately

as Ψ�̂�, ®𝑢 ≈ 𝛼

(
𝐸𝜈

GeV

)−𝛽
. The coefficients 𝛼 = 12◦ and 𝛽 = 0.3 were fitted to the angular distribution

of shower secondaries in 10 GeV purely hadronic cascades using the GENIE [26] event generator.
The Cherenkov photons emitted from propagating charged particles in the shower are simulated

using light yield parameterizations [27] of physical processes and then propagated through the ice
until they get absorbed or reach one of the modules. The scattering angle of propagating photons
at each scattering point is sampled from a linear combination of scattering functions [18], which
is predominantly characterized by forward scattering. The output from PPC includes the strings
and modules hit by photons with the corresponding timestamps, photon directions at the point of
incidence on a module, and the polar coordinates of the impact point relative to the DOM center.

The overall angular distribution of emitted photons by the individual charged particles in
the hadronic shower relative to the shower axis, referred to as "shower spread" in this study,
is given as 𝑑𝑙

𝑑𝑥
≈ exp(−2.61 · 𝑥0.39) · 𝑥−0.61, where 𝑙 is the length of the light emitting track

segment and 𝑥 = 1-cos(𝜃) [27]. To switch off the shower spread, the simulation skips the step
in the simulation that samples the opening angles of emitted photons from the above-described
distribution and instead draws them from a Cherenkov cone, whose axis aligns with the
shower axis, with a wavelength-dependent opening angle [28]. The scattering and absorption
of photons are governed by the bulk ice properties and have been derived from [18]. For
this study, the scattering and absorption coefficients are set to 𝑎𝑒 = 0.00129217 m−1 and
𝑏𝑒 = 0.0126575 m−1, respectively. These values represent the ice properties at a depth of approx-
imately 2300 m, corresponding to the most transparent ice layers within the Upgrade physics region.

Figure 2. Schematic illustrating the incorporation of module resolutions in the simulation. 𝛾A and 𝛾B are
the MC truth direction of 2 photons, and the angles between these photons and corresponding nearest PMT
axis vectors, respectively, are indicated by PA and PB respectively. The purple cross indicates that 𝛾𝐵 does
not register a photon hit due to the low angular sensitivity of PMT at larger angles.
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The PPC simulations only involve the generation and propagation of photons through the
ice. Other information loss factors such as module resolutions and module noise for this study
are manually incorporated to the PPC output. To simulate a multi-PMT Digital Optical Module
(mDOM) [9], which will be the most common optical module in the Upgrade, 24 PMTs are arranged
in four belts positioned at zenith angles of 𝜋/8, 3𝜋/8, 5𝜋/8, and 7𝜋/8 relative to the center of the
module. The PMT population per belt is 5, 7, 7, and 5, respectively, with the PMTs within each belt
uniformly distributed in azimuth. The overall angular resolution of the optical modules, referred to
as "module resolution" in this study, is simulated using the following procedure to account for the
finite number of PMTs and the shape of the angular acceptance curve for each PMT.

The PMT closest to the point of photon impact is first chosen as shown in Fig. 2. The
angle between the incident photon direction and the PMT axis vector (𝜃A, 𝜃B) is then calculated.
Rejection sampling is employed to select photons based on this angle and the angular acceptance
curve of a PMT. For the purpose of our reconstruction, the PMT axis (PA, PB) is assumed as the
photon direction for the sampled photons reflecting the known polar orientation of the hit PMT.
The procedure is illustrated in Fig. 2 using two photons, 𝛾A and 𝛾B, incident on a multi-PMT
module. The angle 𝜃A between 𝛾A and the nearest PMT vector PA is smaller than the angle 𝜃B

between 𝛾B and PB. Consequently, 𝛾A has a higher probability of registering a photon hit as the
acceptance function (shown in orange) increases monotonically with decreasing opening angles.
The simulation method here does not preserve the absolute detection efficiency [29] of the mDOMs.
However, this detail is inconsequential for our study because all resolutions are binned in photon
hit counts. Whenever module resolutions are not included in the simulation, the true direction of
the photon is used instead.

Signal purity in an IceCube event is defined as the fraction of surviving physics hits after
noise-cleaning out of the total observed photon hits, which includes correlated and uncorrelated
noise hits. The overall dark rate for the mDOM PMTs was measured to be 750Hz [23] which
translates to 0.1 noise hits per module in a waveform readout window of approximately 6𝜇s. As a
first-order approximation, the number of noise hits for a module is assumed to be Poisson distributed
with 𝜇=0.1. This corresponds to a high signal purity of approximately 90% which is in agreement
with the values given in [8]. To simulate a noise hit in a module, a PMT is randomly selected and
a timestamp is sampled uniformly within the event time window. The overall noise rate is included
in the simulation without distinguishing between correlated and uncorrelated noise and therefore,
without any spatial or temporal clustering of noise hits. The generated noise hits are then combined
with the physics hits to give the total observed hits for an event. Given the negligible impact of noise
on our reconstruction (Section 5) due to the high signal purity, this technique provides a sufficiently
good approximation of noise contamination in IceCube events.

4 Reconstruction Methodology

4.1 Reconstruction techniques in IceCube

A point-like cascade event is characterized by 6 parameters [30]: the incoming zenith 𝜃 and
azimuth 𝜙 of the shower axis, interaction vertex coordinates ®𝑣 = {v𝑥 ,v𝑦 ,v𝑧} and the vertex time
t𝑣 . The average number of emitted photons scales linearly with the summed track length of all
charged particles, which increases linearly with the energy of the particle [31] [27]. This results
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in a sparse pulse distribution, with very few detected photons per event at energies of a few GeV
[30]. Noise cleaning further reduces the physics hits due to misclassification posing challenges to
the reconstruction process and necessitating an accurate algorithm.

An IceCube reconstruction algorithm employed in the low-energy regime is the Single-string
ANTares-inspired Analysis (SANTA) [30] which utilizes information from minimally scattered
photons. This is done by a rigorous photon hit selection based on the delay timing of photons
followed by an event selection based on the surviving photon hit counts. A chi-squared fit on
the measured arrival photon hit times for an event hypothesis is finally performed to obtain the
optimized parameters. Another standard reconstruction, which additionally exploits the in-ice
scattering information, is a maximum likelihood estimation [32] that fits a point-like cascade
model to the measured light yield in the detector. The cascade template outlines the expected light
distribution in a module for the given cascade hypothesis parameters. A binned Poisson likelihood
finally identifies the hypothesis that best describes the observed light pattern.

The IceCube Upgrade will feature new detector strings spaced irregularly and novel optical
modules with different PMTs per module. Adapting the likelihood methods to accommodate these
upgrades is challenging because incorporating them breaks the symmetries in the current detector
such as its regular geometry and uniform module type, which makes it hard to keep memory usage
and computing time manageable. More recent algorithms use machine learning models such as
Convolutional Neural Networks (CNNs) [33] and Graph Neural Networks (GNNs) [34] trained
on high-statistics, low-energy data for atmospheric neutrino oscillation studies [33]. The CNNs
transform the hit module map into uniformly sized images that assume a regular detector geometry
and significantly reduce the event information [34], whereas, the GNNs incorporate the irregular
geometry naturally through a graph representation of the data. The GNN architecture also integrates
the PMT pointing directions and different module types which increases the parameter space but
remains manageable due to the fast reconstruction speeds. Overall, they have demonstrated a 15-
20% improvement [34] in directional resolution compared to the traditional maximum likelihood
methods used in IceCube [30].

4.2 Reconstruction framework for this study

The longitudinal length of hadronic showers in water and ice increases logarithmically with the
shower energy and measures 2-4 meters at energies of O(10 GeV) [35] [36] [37]. Since the sparse
instrumentation of neutrino telescopes does not allow the resolution of shower details at such low
energies, we model it as a point-like source with an anisotropic photon emission. The parameter of
interest for this study is the zenith angle 𝜃, derived from reconstructing the direction unit vectors
®𝑢 = {𝑢𝑥 , 𝑢𝑦 , 𝑢𝑧} of the shower axis in this study, is a relevant parameter for oscillation analyses.
Combined with the parameters listed in Section 4.1, this study aims to reconstruct 7 parameters -
𝑢𝑥 , 𝑢𝑦 , 𝑢𝑧 , 𝑣𝑥 , 𝑣𝑦 , 𝑣𝑧 , 𝑡𝑣 - sufficient to describe this topology.

The reconstruction uses an extended unbinned likelihood approach for its statistical robustness,
with the assumption that it achieves minimum variance bounds since the assumed PDFs accurately
represent the true distributions. Our method uses the direction, residual timing, and charge infor-
mation of the detected photons, followed by a combined likelihood that exploits the correlation
between these observables which is finally used for reconstructions in Section 5. For an anisotropic
point source, the angular distribution of the incident photons ®𝛾 relative to the direction of the shower

– 8 –



axis ®𝑢 encloses directional information about the shower axis because more photons are detected
in the modules in front of the shower. For the same reason, the number of photons registered by
sensors is direction-dependent because sensors in front of a shower receive more photons than those
behind it. The residual timings, defined as the difference between the observed 𝑡obs and geometric
𝑡geo timestamps, are sensitive to shower direction since sensors behind the shower receive more
backscattered and delayed photons.

Figure 3. Illustrative diagram showing the (a) directional information and (b) timing information of the
shower axis direction contained in detected photons. Vertex coordinates and vertex time are denoted by
®𝑣 = {𝑣𝑥 , 𝑣𝑦 , 𝑣𝑧} and 𝑡𝑣 , respectively, while all photon direction vectors are shown as ®𝛾. The green arrow
shows the axis vector ®𝑣PMT of the nearest PMT from the incident photon. The shower axis is indicated by
®𝑢={𝑢𝑥 , 𝑢𝑦 , 𝑢𝑧}. The opening angle between the detected photons and the shower axis is ΔΨ while the angle
between the radius vector 𝑟 and the shower axis is Δ𝜁 . The Cherenkov angle is denoted by 𝜃c.

In the likelihood reconstruction, events are first simulated by including a specific information
loss process. The expected PDFs within the likelihood description are then generated using the
simulated events. As a result, these distributions vary depending on the processes included in
the simulation. For instance, a simulation that accounts for module resolutions projects the true
directions of incident photons onto the nearest PMT axis, resulting in more smeared angular
distributions of hit photons compared to those using the true incident directions. These events
are next individually reconstructed using the generated PDFs. To reconstruct a single event, the
likelihood functions used in this study are described as follows:

𝐿𝑑 (𝜽 | ΔΨ,Δ𝜁) =
𝑁sens∏
𝑠=1

𝑁𝑠∏
𝑖=1

𝑝𝑑 (ΔΨ𝑖,𝑠,Δ𝜁𝑠 | 𝜽) (photon direction information), (4.1)

𝐿𝑡 (𝜽 | Δ𝑡,Δ𝜁) =
𝑁sens∏
𝑠=1

𝑁𝑠∏
𝑖=1

𝑝𝑡 (Δ𝑡𝑖,𝑠,Δ𝜁𝑠 | 𝜽) (photon timing information), (4.2)
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𝐿𝑞 (𝜽 | 𝑁𝑠) =
𝑁sens∏
𝑠=1

𝑝𝑞 (𝑁𝑠 | 𝜽) (charge information), (4.3)

𝐿corr(𝜽 | ΔΨ,Δ𝑡,Δ𝜁, 𝑁𝑠) =
𝑁sens∏
𝑠=1

𝑁𝑠∏
𝑖=1

𝑝corr(ΔΨ𝑖,𝑠,Δ𝑡𝑖,𝑠,Δ𝜁𝑠 | 𝜽)·𝑝𝑞 (𝑁𝑠 | 𝜽) (correlated information),

(4.4)

where 𝜽 = {®𝑢, ®𝑣, 𝑡𝑣} is the 7-dimensional parameter set of the event, 𝑠 is the module index,
𝑖 is the photon index for a given module index 𝑠, and Nsens denotes the total number of modules.
The opening angle enclosed between the shower axis ®𝑢 and a detected photon ®𝛾𝑖,𝑠 is represented by
ΔΨ𝑖,𝑠, and Δ𝜁𝑠 represents the angle between the shower axis and a vector ®𝑟 connecting the vertex
and a module. The residual timing of a detected photon, defined as the difference between observed
and geometric timestamps, is denoted by Δ𝑡𝑖,𝑠 = 𝑡obs,𝑖,𝑠 − 𝑡geo,𝑖,𝑠 ( ®𝜃). The photon direction, timing,
and correlation PDFs, 𝑝𝑑 , 𝑝𝑡 , and 𝑝corr are the expected averaged distributions over all hit sensors
and are not individually defined for each sensor. The photon count per module, or charge, follows
a Poissonian distribution given by

𝑝𝑞 (𝑁𝑠 | 𝜽) =
𝜇(𝜽)𝑁𝑠

𝑁𝑠!
𝑒−N(𝜽 ) ,

where 𝜇 and 𝑁𝑠 represent the expected and observed charge for a specific module. The normalized
expected charge for the hit modules in an event is shown in Fig. 7. The generation procedure of
these PDFs is further discussed in Section 4.3.

Equation 4.1 calculates the likelihood of observing a given angular distribution ΔΨ of detected
photons ®𝛾 and hit modules relative to the shower axis ®𝑢 for different parameter hypotheses 𝜽

(see left panel of Fig. 3). This formulation exploits the radial symmetry of the photon emission
relative to the shower axis ®𝑢 to infer its direction. When module resolutions are considered, the
photon direction is replaced by the axis direction ®𝑣PMT of the hit PMT (see Fig. 3). Equation 4.2
evaluates the likelihood based on the observed residual timing, Δ𝑡, of detected photons, along with
the angular distribution Δ𝜁 of hit modules. Equation 4.3 determines the likelihood of observing a
charge in a module at a radial distance 𝑟𝑠 from the vertex ®𝑣 and an opening angle Δ𝜁 relative to the
shower axis ®𝑢, based on an expected charge template (Fig. 7). Finally, the combined likelihood is
calculated by simultaneously taking into account the observed photon directions, residual timing,
angular distribution of hit modules, and charge in a module (Eq. 4.4). The likelihood product is
calculated over per-module detected photons N𝑠 (except Eq. 4.3) and then over hit modules Nsens,
and the hypotheses that minimize the negative log-likelihood L are identified as the reconstructed
parameters. The minimization is achieved with the Nelder-Mead method [38] with the truth
parameter values as the initial seed in order to avoid bias from incomplete minimization. The
parameters are illustrated schematically in Fig. 3 where only the scattering effects are shown on the
directionality and temporal distributions of observed photons relative to unscattered photons.

4.3 Photon distributions

The likelihood reconstruction described in Section 4.2 is dependent on the accurate modeling of
the underlying PDFs. Due to the grid-like geometry of the detector, the direction, timing, and
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correlation PDFs, 𝑝𝑑 , 𝑝𝑡 , 𝑝corr, and the expected module charge 𝑝𝑞 in a homogeneous ice medium
are dependent on the interaction vertex position and direction hypothesis of the shower axis. This
is shown in the left panels of Fig. 4 for two combinations of incoming zenith 𝜃 and azimuth 𝜙 of the
shower axis for a fixed vertex position and the corresponding angular (top) and temporal (bottom)
distributions of detected photons relative to the shower axis. For this study, we shall refer to them
as the true integrated PDFs that model the integrated, or cumulative angular and timing distribution
of photons over all hit modules when each event parameter is fixed to the true value.

The features in these PDFs contain information about the incoming directions such as the
local geometry around the simulated event in homogeneous ice. Since the scattering process in the
ice cannot be solved analytically, these PDFs can only be derived from simulations which means
generating new expected distributions for every hypothesis, which soon becomes computationally
challenging when reconstructing over a large parameter space. To circumvent the complexity of
generating these true PDFs for every hypothesis, we generate representative angular and timing
distributions of detected photons using a randomized geometry. The procedure is as follows.

Figure 4. Left panel: Contours of two-dimensional KDE fits (solid lines) to the angular (top) and timing
(bottom) distributions of hit photons for a single event with a fixed vertex position, comparing two different
incoming direction hypotheses; Middle panel: KDE fits to the angular (top) and timing (bottom) distributions
of hit photons for the same hypotheses but averaged over multiple vertex positions; Right panel: Pull
distribution showing the agreement between the 2D histograms for the two direction scenarios as shown in
the middle panel.

We randomly position 100 simulated strings, each with 50 modules, within a cylindrical
volume of base area 40000 m2 and height 200 m. We set thresholds on the minimum and maximum
distances between modules to prevent clustering and large gaps. This approach ensures that the
instrumentation density of the randomized geometry approximates that of the Upgrade physics
region. Events are then simulated with vertices uniformly distributed within a cylindrical region
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centered at the geometric center of the instrumentation and maintaining a sufficient distance from
the edges to prevent photons from escaping. The fitted spatial and temporal distribution of detected
photons in all hit modules and averaged over multiple event vertices, referred to as the vertex-
averaged integrated PDFs (Fig. 4; middle panel), removes photon sampling bias introduced by the
local geometry. They exhibit agreement within the statistical errors (Fig. 4; right panel) for different
incoming direction hypotheses due to the homogeneous ice introducing translational and rotational
symmetries.

Figure 5. Reconstruction performance with truth (blue) and average (green) integrated PDFs when a vertex
is 1 m away from the closest module and the event direction is towards the module in an Upgrade-like
module spacing; (a) Angular distribution of detected photons relative to the shower axis, (b) Residual timing
distributions of detected photons, and (c) Distribution of differences in zenith reconstruction resolutions,
Δcos𝜃avg and Δcos𝜃truth, when events are reconstructed with the averaged and truth PDF, respectively.

Figure 6. Reconstruction performance with truth (blue) and average (green) integrated PDFs when a vertex
is 15 m from the closest module and the event direction is vertically upward, parallel to a string in an
Upgrade-like module spacing; (a) Angular distribution of detected photons relative to the shower axis,
(b) Residual timing distributions of detected photons, and (c) Distribution of differences in zenith angle
reconstruction resolutions, Δcos𝜃avg and Δcos𝜃truth, when events are reconstructed with the averaged and
truth PDF, respectively.

Given that the true integrated PDFs (Fig 4; left panel) differ from averaged integrated PDFs
(Fig. 4; middle panel), it is important to assess how this modeling error impacts reconstruction
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resolutions. We, therefore, evaluate the reconstruction resolutions for two distinct events, with
cascade energy of 5 GeV, characterized by different PDFs, one with minimal photon scattering
and the other dominated by scattering effects in an Upgrade configuration. The true (averaged)
integrated PDFs are shown in blue (green) in Fig. 5 and Fig. 6, with the angular and timing PDFs
in the left and middle panels, respectively. We show the 1D projected PDFs without PMT-induced
photon direction smearing to highlight the effect of scattering on photon distributions. Note that
the subsequent event reconstruction includes all information loss processes, including the photon
direction smearing by PMTs. The first case describes a setup where the vertex is 1m away from
the nearest module, which is positioned on the Cherenkov ring of the shower. In the second case,
the event is directed vertically upwards parallel to a string, with the vertex 15m from the nearest
module, resulting in significantly more scattering than in the first scenario.

We define a resolution bias metric as the difference between the zenith-angle resolutions,
Δcos𝜃avg and Δcos𝜃truth, obtained using the averaged and true integrated PDFs, respectively. The
results in the right panel of Fig. 5 and Fig. 6 show median differences compatible with zero,
indicating that the vertex-averaged PDFs do not yield worse reconstruction on average. The RMS
spread, which represents the uncertainty introduced by approximating the PDF, is about 0.06 and
0.09 for the two cases respectively. When compared to the overall resolutions (black line) shown
in Fig. 10, with average hit counts of 50 (20) for the less (more) scattering case, the RMS spread
is comparable to the median values of ∼0.1 (∼0.13). However, the RMS spread is expected to be
smaller in less extreme scenarios where the difference in PDFs is less pronounced. It should also be
noted here that the true integrated angular and timing distributions sum over photon distributions
in all modules and are independent of the source-receiver distance. Due to this, they blur the light
pattern information in each module. The improvement in resolutions incorporating the distance-
dependent angular and timing distributions is discussed later in Section 5 and presented in Fig. 11.

4.4 Reconstruction with different observables

Reconstruction is initially performed using the direction (equation 4.1) and residual timing
(equation 4.2) information of photon hits to study them individually. The performance metric
here is the resolution, quantified as the absolute difference between reconstructed and true cosine
zenith. Error bounds are determined as the 1𝜎 resolution uncertainty, derived from the 84th and
16th percentiles of the resolution distribution for a given photon count. Since the reconstruction
resolution is driven by the number of detected photons, we present the resolutions binned in photon
hit counts (instead of cascade energy).

To determine reconstruction resolutions for all cases shown in this study from now on, 30000
purely hadronic events are simulated within a geometry similar to the Upgrade instrumentation,
with a uniform module spacing of 20 m horizontally and 3 m vertically. This setup resembles the
actual Upgrade geometry and differs from the previously discussed randomized geometry with
randomized string and module positions, which is only used to generate the expected PDFs. The
events are confined entirely within the detector with shower energies spanning 1-20 GeV. The
simulations include all the considered information loss processes, as described in Sections 1.3 and
3. The expected angular and residual timing distribution of hit photons as used in the likelihood
PDFs are shown in the middle panel of Fig. 4. The expected charge recorded by a module is
modeled by the distribution shown in Fig. 7. Each event is reconstructed using the different
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Figure 7. Contours of a two-dimensional variable-bandwidth KDE fit (solid red lines) to the expected charge
for a module at a radius r and angle Δ𝜁 relative to the shower axis for an event, represented as 𝑝q in Equation
4.3. The dark bins at the closest distances indicate zero population and are not indicative of low module
charge.

likelihood scenarios presented in 4.1, 4.2, 4.3 and then by the combined likelihood 4.4.

Figure 8. Zenith reconstruction resolutions with unbinned likelihood formulations using (a) only directional
information, (b) only residual timing information, of individual photon hits, and (c) charge information of
individual hit modules. Errors are depicted as shaded regions, with 32 linear bins between 3 to 100 photon
hits.
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The zenith reconstruction performances using the different observables are shown in Fig. 8.
Reconstructions that use the direction and timing information of hit photons, shown in dashed green
and dotted orange lines, respectively, are comparable suggesting that both are equally significant
sources of directional information. The reconstruction based on the charge information from hit
modules, represented by the solid magenta line, shows relatively poorer resolution. This outcome
is expected since the charge represents the photon summary statistics at each module instead of
photon-level information, reducing the available information. The expected distribution pcorr for
the combined likelihood is constructed by generating a three-dimensional histogram binned in the
angular distribution of hit PMT vectors and hit modules relative to the shower axis and the residual
timing for each hit photon. Three-dimensional KDEs are fitted to the underlying distribution and
slices showing the marginalized distributions in each dimension are shown in Fig. 12 for proper
visualization. We observe that the improvement in median resolutions is minimal compared to
those obtained when treating photon direction and timing separately. This suggests that leveraging
the correlation between observables does not contribute substantial additional information beyond
what is captured by the two-dimensional PDFs discussed in Section 4.3.

The black solid line in Fig. 8 also represents the achievable resolutions with all the considered
information loss processes included. They are approximate due to the modeling errors in the
averaged integrated PDFs which differ from the true integrated PDFs. Additionally, the hit PDFs
represent the integrated photon distributions over all sensors rather than modeled for each sensor,
the latter of which might contain additional cascade directional information, as discussed in Section
4.3. The simulation includes all processes that degrade event information, and the likelihood
reconstruction is performed with a reasonably good representation of the underlying true integrated
PDFs. Given the huge computational cost of generating these PDFs for each module, these
resolutions represent the achievable reconstruction performance within computational feasibility. A
toy simulation that further improves these resolutions by incorporating the source-receiver distance
is discussed in the following section.

5 Results

We now investigate the processes that limit the physics information in IceCube Upgrade events and
degrade reconstruction resolution. Each event is simulated using the same detector setup discussed
in Section 3 and with identical MC information before the photon generation and propagation stage.
The subsequent simulation incorporates each specific information loss process one at a time, as
detailed in Section 3 while keeping all other processes disabled. This simulation step then deter-
mines the photon generation, propagation, and detection. Reconstruction is performed using an
extended likelihood formulation (Equation 4.4), which offers the best performance as discussed in
Section 4.4 and shown in Fig. 8. The expected correlation PDF and module charge, pcorr and pq

respectively, are generated for each case with the same information loss process included as in the
respective simulation.

The resolutions are shown in Fig. 9. The impact of module noise (solid red) on the overall
resolution is minimal. This result is expected, given the low dark noise rate in mDOM PMTs
resulting in a high signal purity, as discussed in Section 3. In the absence of scattering effects,
the degradation of event information by photon direction smearing by PMTs (dashed green) is also
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negligible and comparable to module noise. This is because, despite the smearing of the angular
distribution of photons caused by the PMTs, the charge distribution still enables an almost perfect
reconstruction of the shower axis direction in the absence of a hadronic shower and photon scatter-
ing. The degradation in resolution due to the spread of shower particles (dashed-dotted orange) is
significantly higher, making it a major factor in limiting event information. The resolution deteri-
oration caused by in-ice photon scattering (dotted blue) is even greater than that from the shower
spread highlighting that in-ice scattering is the primary factor restricting the physics information in
events.

Figure 9. Zenith resolutions for events, using the same MC as in Fig. 8 before photon generation and
propagation, binned by photon hit counts. Each simulation includes one factor at a time: module noise
(solid red), module resolutions (dashed green), transverse momenta of shower particles (dashed-dotted burnt
orange), and in-ice photon scattering (dotted blue) while neglecting other effects. Errors are depicted as
shaded regions, with 16 linear bins between 3 to 50 photon hits.

The individual impacts of the information loss processes on reconstruction resolutions are
analyzed in Fig. 9. Since these processes degrade reconstruction resolution, we evaluate the
improvement in resolutions when any one of the resolution-limiting processes is disabled while
keeping all others active in the simulation. This approach is the reverse of the earlier study,
which analyzed the contribution of each limiting process to the overall resolution. The results in
reconstruction resolutions are shown in Fig. 10. When the effect of PMT smearing of incident
photon directions (dashed green) is removed, the degradation remains negligible indicating that
module resolutions have a minimal impact on overall performance. An important implication of
these results is that enhancing module resolutions by increasing the number of PMTs within a
module would not significantly improve reconstruction performance. Disabling the effect of shower
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spread (dashed-dotted orange) yields an approximate 30% improvement in resolutions over the
benchmark. The most pronounced improvement, around 50% over the benchmark, occurs when
in-ice photon scattering (dotted blue) is excluded, indicating its dominant influence in limiting
resolutions. While the former is inherent to shower formation, the latter could be reduced in a
different detection medium with reduced scattering, such as water [39]. These results confirm the
conclusions from earlier discussions regarding the contributions of resolution-limiting processes.

Figure 10. Zenith reconstruction resolutions on events, with the same MC as in Fig.10 before photon
generation and propagation, binned in photon hit counts when a specific information-limiting process is
excluded from the simulation. A specific process is excluded at a time while all other factors are included in
the simulation. Errors are depicted as shaded regions, with 53 linear bins between 3 to 80 photon hits.

The resolutions representing the combined degradation effect on reconstruction from all of the
included information loss processes, were derived in Sec. 4.3 and have been shown as a reference
line (black dotted) in Fig. 11. To determine the loss in directional resolutions due to PDF modeling
errors in this case, a toy simulation is constructed. The opening angles and residual timings of hit
photons from the PPC simulation are replaced with values sampled from the averaged integrated
PDF. The observed values for each photon hit are replaced, ensuring that the integrated PDF and
the per-module PDFs replicate the vertex-averaged photon PDFs, shown in the middle panel of
Fig. 4. Since the observables, 𝛾𝑖,𝑠 and 𝑡obs𝑖,𝑠 , are randomly sampled from the averaged PDF, the
simulation represents an unphysical scenario where the amount of scattering a photon goes through
is distance independent. This means that a module close to an event might register larger timestamps
and more scattered photons than a module much further away. However, for this study, this toy
simulation simply demonstrates the reconstruction performance when the underlying angular and
timing distributions are the same as the expected ones.
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The results, depicted by the brown solid line in Figure 11, indicate that the reconstruction
performance improves by approximately 20% when the underlying photon distributions for each
module are perfectly modeled. This outcome aligns with the RMS spread observed when comparing
reconstructions using the true and averaged PDFs, as discussed in Section 4.3 and shown in the
right panel of Figures 5 and 6. These insights can serve as a reference for reconstruction algorithms
used by the IceCube Collaboration to identify the key processes that limit performance and quantify
the potential resolution improvements through a deeper understanding of those processes.

Figure 11. Zenith reconstruction resolution for events with the same MC as in Fig. 8 and Fig. 9 before photon
generation and propagation, binned in photon hit counts, for the simulated events using PPC (dotted black); a
more accurate estimation of the achievable resolutions with a toy simulation (solid brown); and GNN-based
reconstruction (dashed burnt orange) on 𝜈𝑒 NC events through Upgrade full-detector MC simulations. Errors
are depicted as shaded regions, with 32 linear bins between 3 to 100 photon hits.

6 Summary and Conclusions

In ice-based neutrino detectors, inhomogeneities and anisotropies within the medium pose chal-
lenges (Section 3) for accurate shower reconstruction since they lead to increasing complexities in
modeling the photon propagation in the ice. Moreover, new expected photon angular and timing
distributions have to be generated for every new hypothesis which is challenging in likelihood
reconstruction methods.

These challenges have been circumvented by using homogeneous ice (Section 3) ensuring the
obtained photon distributions are translationally and rotationally invariant. To bypass the issue of
direction-dependent photon distributions in homogeneous ice due to the local detector geometry
around the event, a randomized geometry is constructed from which averaged integrated PDFs are
generated (Section 4). These PDFs are independent of incoming directions and are used for all
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simulated events. An extended unbinned likelihood reconstruction is employed based on the direc-
tion and timing information of individual photons along with the per-module charge information,
simulated via the Photon Propagation Code (Section 4).

We have derived the individual contributions from the processes limiting the physics informa-
tion, which subsequently impose limitations on the achievable resolutions. We have demonstrated
(Fig. 9) that in-ice photon scattering and transverse momentum spread of shower particles (Section
3) are the dominant factors in limiting physics information. These contributions dominate over
limitations arising from the directional resolution of incoming photons from PMTs in modules and
module noise, both exhibiting minimal impacts on the reconstruction degradation.

The achievable reconstruction resolutions in ice are derived using integrated averaged PDFs
and a toy simulation further indicates a 20% improvement in resolutions when angular and timing
profiles of detected photons for every module are perfectly modeled instead of using an integrated
distribution over all modules. These results highlight the scope for potential improvement in the
performance of the state-of-the-art ML-based reconstruction algorithms on IceCube Upgrade simu-
lations. Given the significant computational cost of training these algorithms, which increases with
network complexity and benefits from larger training samples, these results provide key insights
into optimizing resource allocation to enhance low-energy reconstruction methods.

Although the simulations and subsequent reconstruction in this paper have been performed
for ice, the analysis is applicable to water-based Cherenkov detectors like ORCA. This is because
seawater and ice are predominantly H20 leading to similar neutrino-nucleon cross-sections and
subsequent particle propagation and overall shower profiles [40]. Therefore, it is expected that
the limits on directional resolution by the shower spread will apply equally well in seawater. The
proposed detector layout in ORCA has multi-PMT optical modules similar to mDOMs which are
deployed on vertical strings. This detector architecture is expected to record photon distributions
comparable to those in this study, though they will be shifted due to the different refractive index
of water. Due to the lower scattering coefficient of water, photon scattering would have a smaller
effect on limiting resolutions in water than in ice.
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A Supplementary figures and Plots

Figure 12. Photon distribution slices from the correlation PDF. Top row: Angular distribution slices of hit
modules relative to the shower axis, Middle row: Angular distribution slices of hit PMT vectors relative to
the shower axis, Bottom row: Slices of residual timing distributions for detected photons, shown relative to
the vertex coordinates and time.
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