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Toward virtual thin-beam ν cross-section measurements: A feasibility study
of ν-Ar interaction analysis with DUNE-PRISM
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Neutrino-nucleus cross section measurements are critical for future neutrino oscillation analyses. However,
our models to describe them require further refinement, and a deeper understanding of the underlying physics
is essential for future neutrino oscillation experiments to realize their ambitious physics goals. Current
neutrino cross section measurements provide clear deficiencies in neutrino interaction modeling, but almost
all are reported averaged over broad neutrino fluxes, rendering their interpretation challenging. Using the
concept of deep underground neutrino experiment-precision reaction independent spectrum measurement
(DUNE-PRISM)—a movable near detector that samples multiple off axis positions—neutrino interaction
measurements can be used to construct narrow virtual fluxes (less than 100 MeV wide). These fluxes can be
used to extract charged-current neutrino-nucleus cross sections as functions of outgoing lepton kinematics
within specific neutrino energy ranges. Based on a dedicated simulation with realistic event statistics and flux-
related systematic uncertainties, but assuming an almost-perfect detector, we run a feasibility study
demonstrating how DUNE-PRISM data can be used to measure muon neutrino charged-current integrated
and differential cross sections over narrow fluxes. We find that this approach enables a largely model-
independent reconstruction of powerful observables, including energy transfer, typically accessible only in
electron scattering measurements, but that large exposures may be required for differential cross section
measurements with few-percentage statistical uncertainties.

DOI: 10.1103/y9tz-sgcs

I. INTRODUCTION

The next generation of accelerator-based neutrino oscil-
lation experiments, deep underground neutrino experiment
(DUNE) [1,2] and Hyper-Kamiokande (Hyper-K) [3], are
poised to dramatically improve the characterization of
neutrino oscillations. This will be achieved through mea-
surements of neutrino interaction event rates in intense
neutrino beams at near detectors located close to the beam
production point (before oscillations occur) and again at far
detectors, positioned many hundreds of kilometers away.
The DUNE experiment, which aims to independently
determine the leptonic CP-violating phase and the neutrino
mass ordering without relying on input from other oscil-
lation experiments, will use a broad neutrino flux with a
peak neutrino energy of ∼3 GeV.
Both DUNE’s and Hyper-K’s abilities to achieve

their target sensitivities will depend on our understanding
of neutrino-nucleus interaction cross sections and the

reconstruction of the incident neutrino energy from the
measured final state particles [4,5]. Experimentally,
the neutrino oscillation probability is determined from
the measured neutrino interaction rate with atomic nuclei
in detectors. This interaction rate arises from the product of
the neutrino cross section, the energy resolution (smearing
between true and reconstructed energy), and the incoming
neutrino flux. Current models of neutrino interactions are
constrained by experiments’ near detectors, but significant
systematic uncertainties remain [4,6,7]. Even with very
large exposure near detector data, neutrino interaction
modeling uncertainties on the extrapolation of constraints
from the near detector to the far detector can still play a very
important role, and are likely to dominate future error
budgets [4]. Specialized measurements of neutrino-nucleus
interaction cross sections from a wide variety of experi-
ments demonstrate clear deficiencies in the modeling used
for oscillation experiments (see, e.g., Ref. [8] for a review
of this topic). However, these measurements are almost
always reported as averaged over a broad neutrino energy
flux with widths from a few 100 MeV to a few GeV. This
is much wider than the width of features of interest in the
cross section (for example the width of the quasielastic or
resonant peaks that appear as a function of energy transfer
or the hadronic invariant mass), rendering the interpretation
of these measurements challenging.
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To constrain neutrino interactions and flux, DUNE
employs a near detector, shown in Fig. 1, consisting of three
subdetectors. Two of these subdetectors utilize the precision
reaction independent spectrum measurement (PRISM) con-
cept, first suggested by the NuPRISM Collaboration [9],
allowing them to move with respect to the neutrino beam
axis in a configuration called DUNE-PRISM [10]. At each
position, or off axis angle, a different flux distribution as a
function of energy is sampled. Linear combinations of
sampled fluxes at different off axis positions allow for the
creation of custom flux shapes. For instance, such a custom
flux can be constructed to match the expected oscillated
neutrino flux at the far detector.
Owing to the absence of monoenergetic high-energy

neutrino beams, a neutrino interaction model cannot typically
be tested at individual neutrino energies. Instead, experiments
tune the interaction models to reproduce their near-detector
data. While informative, these flux integrated constraints are
insufficient to ensure the models’ accuracy for each value of
energy or for the distribution of neutrino energies observed at
the far detector. For precision measurements using a broad-
energy neutrino beam, the extent to which near-detector data
alone can constrain models is challenging to project, since
the neutrino flux will differ significantly at the far detector
due to oscillations. Thus, it is crucial to utilize as many
neutrino interaction model constraints as possible using
globally available data.
As part of ongoing efforts to address this challenge,

various dedicated electron scattering experiments with
targets and energies of interest to neutrino experiments
are under operation, and more are being designed [11]. By
knowing the incoming electron energy, such experiments
allow a detailed and tailored exploration of the precise
nuclear physics responsible for neutrino interaction uncer-
tainties in the analysis of neutrino oscillations. For exam-
ple, electron scattering experiments have demonstrated the
capability to test the energy reconstruction methods for

various neutrino interaction final state topologies and com-
pare their results to the actual beam energy and to electron
interaction model predictions [12]. However, since electron-
nuclei scattering interactions are dominated by the vector
electromagnetic interaction, they cannot constrain the axial-
vector component of the weak interaction. As a result, whilst
measurements from electron scattering experiments provide
essential constraints, a complete understanding of neutrino
interactions requires further inputs from neutrino scattering
experiments.
In this work, we investigate the feasibility of using the

DUNE-PRISM concept to conduct neutrino measurements
analogous to those performed in electron scattering by
effectively constraining the energy of incoming neutrinos.
By leveraging linear combinations of off axis fluxes, we
demonstrate a potential capability to generate narrow,
custom flux spectra—referred to as virtual fluxes—and
investigate how they can be used to measure neutrino
interaction cross sections. Measurements made using this
approach alleviate the major source of ambiguity in assess-
ing the cause of current model-measurement disagreements,
permitting robust measurements of observables usually
reserved for electron scattering. This complements the
few past measurements of monoenergetic neutrino scatter-
ing using pion or kaon decay-at-rest sources [13,14], which
are limited to only very low neutrino energies (236 MeV for
kaon decay at rest), far outside of the DUNE region of
interest, and which have unknown flux normalizations
(permitting shape-only cross section measurements). The
nuSCOPE Collaboration proposes to make similar mea-
surements, but without using the PRISM concept, via a
tagged neutrino beam [15].
Within this work we consider muon-neutrino virtual-

flux-averaged cross section measurements of only lepton
kinematics using a simple simulation in which we assume
an almost perfect detector. We evaluate the broad expected
statistical power of these measurements, but we do not
thoroughly optimize the virtual flux construction, which
may allow improvements. The scope of this work is a
simple first feasibility study to evaluate whether effective
cross section measurements over narrow fluxes can be
made using DUNE-PRISM.
The simulation used for this analysis is described

in Sec. II, followed by the methods for constructing the
virtual flux datasets in Sec. III, and the results in Sec. IV.
These results are discussed in Sec. V before concluding
in Sec. VI.

II. SIMULATION

For this work, charged-current muon neutrino inter-
actions on an argon nuclear target in the near detector
are simulated using the NuWro 19.02.1 event generator
[16,17]. NuWro generates quasielastic interactions using
the Benhar spectral function model [18], using an effective
implementation for argon [19], with optical potential

FIG. 1. A schematic of the DUNE near detector. The System for
on-Axis Neutrino Detection beam monitor is placed on axis,
whilst a liquid argon near detector (ND-LAr) and a muon
spectrometer (TMS) are able to move from an on axis position
up to 28.5m off axis. The beam axis and direction are indicated.
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corrections from Ref. [20] and a dipole axial form factor
with the nucleon axial mass set to 1.03 GeV=c2 (the default
within NuWro). The 2p2h model is an implementation of
the model from the Valencia group [21,22]. Resonant pion
production uses the Adler model [23,24] considering only
the dominant Δð1232Þ resonance. At higher momentum
transfer, an inelastic model is used based on the GRV98
parton distribution functions [25] and PYTHIA6 [26].
NuWro is chosen due to both its event generation speed,
as this work requires large simulations, and due to its use of
a spectral function nuclear ground state, which is more
realistic than the Fermi gas models prevalent in many other
generators. In the context of this predominantly qualitative
feasibility study, it is not expected that the fine details of the
neutrino interaction model will change the conclusions.
One simulation is run using the flux for each of 58

different off axis slices of 1 mrad, spanning angles between
0 and 3.32 degrees with respect to a position 574 m
downstream of the detector along the central axis of the
beamline’s magnetic focusing horn (corresponding to the
range of angles the near detector can span with the PRISM
concept). More details on the flux modeling can be found in
Refs. [1,10,27]. Note that in this work we only consider
flux predictions using DUNE’s nominal magnetic horn
current.1 At each off axis position, 10 million interactions
are generated.
The event rates are weighted to match a run plan where

each off axis position is sampled for the same amount of
time (assuming 1.1 × 1021 protons on target per year as in
Ref. [10]), meaning events at large off axis angles (where
the flux is smaller; see Fig. 2) are weighted down more. The
resultant event rates are shown and discussed further in
Appendix A. Note that the run plan assumed in this work is
different from DUNE’s preliminary run plan, which allo-
cates a little over half of the beam time on axis [10].
Therefore, one year of events used in the run plan considered
in this study would be a subset of the events used in two
years of the DUNE preliminary run plan. It should be noted
that this chosen run plan is just an example modification to
the preliminary plan that places more statistics in the off axis
angle samples but is not necessarily optimal. Future work
may consider alternative run plans.
As stated in Sec. I, in this analysis we assume a perfect

detector. This is to say that we do not account for detector
smearing; efficiency effects; or backgrounds arising from
neutral current interactions, electron neutrino charged-
current interactions, pileup or cosmic rays. However, since
this study focuses solely on the outgoing muon (aside from
a very loose cut on neutrino energy discussed later), for the
selection of which the DUNE near detector expects more
than 80% acceptance and less than 2% backgrounds [10],

these effects are unlikely to alter the qualitative conclusions
of interest within this feasibility study. This study addition-
ally assumes that the beam configuration is approximately
stable over time, such that off axis measurements can be
combined without introducing time-dependent distortions.
Under this assumption, flux uncertainties predominantly
contribute as an overall normalization uncertainty.

III. METHODS

A. Constructing virtual flux datasets

1. Gaussian flux matching

As stated in Sec. I, with DUNE-PRISM, measurements
are performed at different detector positions relative to the
neutrino beam. These measurements allow the construction
of virtual fluxes Φ̃ðEνÞ, which are linear combinations of
the fluxes observed at different off axis positions. We define
Ẽν as the neutrino energy at which the virtual flux Φ̃ðEνÞ
reaches its maximum. A virtual flux can be tailored to
approximate a desired flux shape, which we refer to as the
target flux ϕðEνÞ. Specifically, we construct virtual fluxes
as follows:

X

α

cαΦαðEνÞ ≈ ϕðEνÞ; ð1Þ

where ΦαðEνÞ is the flux at off axis position α, and cα are
the coefficients of the linear combination. For discrete
energy bins indexed by i, this system can be rewritten as

Φc⃗ ≈ ϕ⃗; ð2Þ

where Φ is a matrix with elements Φiα, representing the

flux at energy bin i and off axis position α. The vector ϕ⃗
represents the target flux at energy bin i, and c⃗ is the
coefficient vector that determines the contribution of each
off axis position. Note that we are free to choose the
normalization of the target flux, since it cancels out when
calculating cross sections and estimating uncertainties.
Equation (2) is visualized in Fig. 2. Throughout this study
we used a flux matrix with 800 energy bins from 0 to 8 GeV
and 58 angle bins from 0 to 3.32 degrees.
Numerical methods can be used to find a c⃗ which

approximates ϕ⃗. Using the obtained coefficients, the virtual
flux is defined as

Φ̃ðEνÞ ¼
X

α

cαΦαðEνÞ; ð3Þ

which serves as an approximation of ϕðEνÞ. To generate
a corresponding dataset, events from different off axis
positions are reweighted according to cα, yielding a virtual
event rate:

1The simulation used for this study uses a horn current of
293 kA, but it should be noted that this has since been updated
to 300 kA.
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Ñ ¼
X

α

cαNα; ð4Þ

where Nα represents the observed event rate at off axis
position α. Note that while Nα are measured numbers of
events, and therefore are natural numbers, Ñ is a real
number, calculated by reweighting the observed numbers of
events Nα by real weights cα, and so Ñ can even be
negative.
The statistical uncertainty on the virtual event rate Ñ is

ΔÑ

Ñ
¼

ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi

P

α c
2
αNα

p

j
P

α cαNαj
; ð5Þ

and it is dependent on both the coefficients and the event
rates at each off axis angle.
Solving Eq. (2) using an ordinary least squares approach

often results in high statistical uncertainties. Large positive
and negative coefficients may cancel when computing
the expected event rate but still contribute additively to
the variance, as can be deduced from Eq. (5). To mitigate
this issue, we apply Tikhonov regularization [28], adding a
penalty term proportional to the total L2 norm kc⃗k2. This
suppresses large overall coefficient values, reducing stat-
istical fluctuations at the cost of slightly broader virtual
fluxes. Although regularization reduces the magnitude of
the coefficients cα, its main effect is a reduction in the
numerator of the right-hand side of Eq. (5). The denom-
inator remains approximately fixed due to the flux-matching

constraint, while the numerator decreases as regularization
pulls positive and negative cα toward smaller absolute
values. These still cancel in the sum but contribute less
to the variance, leading to a monotonic decrease in statistical
uncertainty with increasing regularization strength.
In general, regularization parameters can be determined

using methods such as the L-curve method [29]. However,
in this analysis, they were chosen manually, based on the
known properties of the off axis flux distribution and the
target flux. An illustration of the application of regulari-
zation is shown in Fig. 3, demonstrating that, while the
obtained virtual flux is wider than the target flux, the
statistical uncertainties associated with the corresponding
event rates are significantly reduced.

2. Uncertainties

Uncertainties are considered by producing two separate
sets of ensembles (“toys”) of event rate histograms, based
on statistical and systematic uncertainties. Statistical uncer-
tainty toys were randomly drawn from Poisson distribu-
tions for each event rate bin.
To produce flux systematic uncertainty toys, we consider

the 13 beamline systematic uncertainty components, which
correspond to variations in the target density, water layer
thickness, magnetic focusing horn current, position (four
position components in total), decay pipe radius, proton
beam position, angle (two angular components in total),
and width, as used in Ref. [10], as well as proton-on-target
(POT) counting. Uncertainties in the flux due to unknown

FIG. 2. This visualization demonstrates the process of flux matching, as described in Sec. III A 1. The flux matrix Φ is combined with
a solution vector c⃗ to approximate the target flux ϕðEνÞ. Left: a plot of the flux matrix Φ used for this work, with 58 different bins of off
axis angle and 800 neutrino energy bins, each 10 MeV wide. Center: an ordinary least squares solution c⃗ of Eq. (2) for a Gaussian target
flux ϕðEνÞ centered at 1 GeV and with a standard deviation of 70 MeV. Right: a plot of both the target flux ϕðEνÞ and the virtual flux
Φ̃ðEνÞ constructed by the solution in the middle plot.
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cross sections for production of the parent hadrons of
neutrinos are also considered, following the same approach
described in Ref. [2]. Variations of the incoming neutrino
flux at each off axis position are considered under variations
of hadron-production cross sections to build a covariance
matrix correlating their impact across bins of neutrino energy
and off axis angle. The vast majority of the variance encoded
in the matrix can be extracted through a relatively small
number of independent principal components (PCs). This
analysis includes the 20 most significant independent hadron
production components, as adding more was found to have a
negligible impact on the uncertainty.
To generate the n-th toy dataset, events in off axis angle

bin α and energy bin i were reweighted according to

wnαi ¼ 1þ
X

#PCs

j¼1

Xnjσjαi; ð6Þ

where Xnj is sampled from a Gaussian distribution with a
mean of zero and a standard deviation of 1 and σjαi is the
relative variation of an event in off axis angle bin α and
neutrino energy bin i, when varying just the j-th uncer-
tainty PC.
Note that the input flux uncertainty estimates were

coarsely binned relative to our simulated data, both in
energy and off axis angle. Specifically, the input flux
covariance matrix spans 34 off axis positions, each with
between 14 and 32 discrete energy bins, whereas our
simulated events are distributed across 58 off axis angles
with practically continuous energy values (up to NuWro’s
numerical resolution). This mismatch required us to

redistribute the generated events into the coarser binning
used for the flux uncertainty evaluation. Since measure-
ments with different virtual fluxes use the same sets of data
(although weighted differently), it is important to consider
correlations between different virtual flux measurements
induced by both systematic and statistical uncertainties. By
using the same set of toys for different virtual fluxes such
correlations can be evaluated. For each of our main results
in Sec. IV we present statistical, systematic, and total
uncertainty correlations (for example, Fig. 5).
Owing to the large normalization uncertainty—shifting all

bins coherently—and small shape uncertainty implicit in
flux uncertainties (for example, see Ref. [30]), it is unsur-
prising that simulations show strong bin-to-bin correlations,
which lead to significant normalization uncertainties in event
rate distributions. To calculate the uncertainties regarding the
distribution’s shape and normalization uncertainties sepa-
rately, we used the norm-shape decomposition scheme from
Ref. [31]. We normalize each distribution in order to
calculate the shape-only uncertainty, and keep track of the
normalization uncertainty using the last bin. For each toy, the
full distribution of bins across all the plotted variable’s bins
and virtual flux centers Ẽν, denoted by Ni, with n total bins,
is transformed with the following bijective mapping:

fi ¼

8

<

:

Ni
P

k
Nk

; 1 ≤ i ≤ n − 1

P

k Nk i ¼ n:
ð7Þ

The covariance is then calculated for each pair of bins,
so the relative shape uncertainty is the standard deviation of

FIG. 3. (a) Coefficients as a function of the off axis position index for the ordinary least squares (OLS) solution and the Tikhonov-
regularized solution, corresponding to the virtual flux construction based on a Gaussian target flux with μ ¼ 1 GeV and σ ¼ 70 MeV, as
defined in the linear combination described in Eq. (2). (b) Virtual event rates as a function of true neutrino energy using virtual fluxes
based on the same Gaussian target flux. The event rates constructed based on an ordinary least squares solution of Eq. (2) have
σ ¼ 71 MeV (estimated from a Gaussian fit to the virtual event rate), and the event rates constructed based on a Tikhonov-regularized
solution have σ ¼ 78 MeV.
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fðNiÞ across toys for i < n. The relative normalization
uncertainty is the standard deviation of fðNnÞ. The sys-
tematic uncertainty is decomposed into normalization and
shape components to enable separate inspection of their
contributions. However, these components are correlated,
and therefore their quadrature sum does not recover the full
systematic uncertainty. To provide a more complete repre-
sentation, both components are shown individually, along-
side the total uncertainty obtained by combining the full
systematic uncertainty (including correlations) with the
statistical uncertainty in quadrature.

B. Cross section measurements with

virtual flux datasets

With a virtual flux defined by the set of coefficients c⃗ and
our event simulation, virtual measurements can be obtained.
This is done by adding each off axis measurement histogram
along with its corresponding coefficient as a weight. We
simulated a measurement of the integrated cross section
σðEνÞ by building six narrow Gaussian virtual fluxes Φ̃ðEνÞ

each centered around a Ẽν (the mean energy of the target
flux) between 0.5 GeV and 1.75 GeV in steps of 0.25 GeV.
The standard deviation of the target fluxes is set to 70 MeV
(which is comparable with the expected width of features in
the cross sections we aim to extract). We limit the analysis to
1.75 GeV, as it becomes increasingly challenging to build
smooth, thin virtual fluxes centered at higher energies
without applying very large coefficients (which would
propagate to very large statistical uncertainties) due to
limited coverage of the PRISM off axis spectrum. While
this threshold was chosen conservatively, it could be further
optimized depending on the desired balance between flux
fidelity and energy reach.
It is important to note that this study does not rely on the

virtual fluxes being an exact representation of the target
fluxes. The goal is to produce effective fluxes that are thin
and well known. The utility of cross section measurements is
not affected by the virtual fluxes being shifted, skewed, or
having a slightly different standard deviation with respect to
the target flux. It is possible that a Gaussian choice of target
flux is suboptimal, and so future work could consider other
target flux shapes (or explore analysis methods in which a
specific target flux is not necessary).
Cross sections averaged over a virtual flux can be

calculated through the following relation:

hσ̃i ¼
Ñ

E · ε · Ntargets

R

Φ̃ðEνÞdEν

; ð8Þ

where Ñ is the expected event rate in a virtual flux as
defined in Eq. (4). E represents the beam exposure (i.e., the
number of protons on target considered), and ε is the
selection efficiency (always 1 for this analysis). A deriva-
tion of this result is provided in Appendix D. The number

of target nuclei, Ntargets, is proportional to the mass of the
DUNE-PRISM detector’s fiducial volume. We assume a
fiducial volume of 2 × 3 × 0.574 m3, corresponding to a
total mass of 4.8 metric tons of liquid argon. Here it is
important to note that we apply the coefficients to the event
rate (i.e., by using Ñ) rather than using a linear combination
of separate cross section measurements, as is discussed in
Appendix D. Note that the virtual flux scaling is determined
by the calculated coefficients [see Eq. (3)]. The normali-
zation of the virtual flux is arbitrary and carries no physical
meaning, but it must be included consistently so that it
cancels properly when converting event rates into cross
section measurements. In this work we consider measure-
ments of the muon neutrino charged-current inclusive cross
section.

1. Integrated cross section measurements

A challenge in extracting a virtual-flux-integrated cross
section arises from small, localized “bumps” that often
appear in the tails of the virtual fluxes. These are artifacts of
the limited span of the flux matrix: since it is constructed
from a finite set of off axis input fluxes, it cannot exactly
reproduce all possible smooth energy spectra. These bumps
are especially problematic because the neutrino interaction
cross section σðEνÞ generally increases with energy in the
relevant range, so even a small excess in the high-energy
tail of the flux can be amplified into a disproportionately
large contribution to the event rate, as seen near ∼6.5 GeV
in Fig. 3(b). Consequently, integrating over such a flux can
yield a significantly biased cross section estimate—either
positively or negatively—relative to what would be
obtained using an idealized, smooth target flux such as a
Gaussian.
To suppress contributions from these unwanted features

of virtual fluxes, we opt to apply a loose cut of 4 GeVon the
sum of visible outgoing particle energies (i.e., using the
sum of Eμ, the outgoing muon energy and Eavail, the sum of
proton and charged pion kinetic energy, plus neutral pion,
and photon total energy, introduced in Ref. [32] and further
explored in Ref. [33]). The sum Eμ þ Eavail serves as a
proxy for neutrino energy with relatively small smearing.
The migration of events with true neutrino energy larger
than 4 GeVacross the 4 GeV cut is small when the cut lies
well above the peak of the virtual flux; in our simulation,
the subsequent above-threshold contribution remains
between 1.6% and 5.0% of the proxy-selected virtual event
rate for all fluxes except one, where a prominent bump near
4 GeV inflates the ratio to 17.8%. However, this has no
effect on our results, as the background subtraction in our
simulation is exact. For such cases, in a more sophisticated
analysis, the threshold can easily be adjusted to a different
value (e.g., 3 GeV) while still remaining sufficiently
separated from the bulk of the virtual flux.
Such a cut must be accompanied by a redefinition of the

cross section we measure to be flux averaged only over the
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range of neutrino energy up to the cut value. In addition, a
small background subtraction is required for events that
pass the cut but in fact have true neutrino energies above
4 GeV. This can be written as

hσ̃cuti ¼
Ñ − B̃

E · ε · Ntargets

R

E0

0
Φ̃ðEνÞdEν

; ð9Þ

where B̃ ¼
P

α cαBα and Bα is the expected background
rate at an off axis position α for a threshold set to E0 (4 GeV
in our case), and ε should incorporate the simulated
efficiency of the cut. Note that as reconstruction-induced
smearing is excluded, the efficiency of the cut is still 100%,
as kinematically the neutrino energy proxy is always less
than the true neutrino energy. Whilst the background
subtraction introduces a model dependence, the looseness
of our cut ensures that the background introduced by
smearing over the cut boundary was found to be on the
scale of no more than a few percentages. As discussed, the
exact threshold can be optimized to minimize the amount of
background, depending on the particular features of a virtual
flux, based on the expected background and at the cost of a
slightly increased interaction model dependence. We note
that since the background subtraction is taken directly from
the simulation and we do not consider any uncertainties in
neutrino interaction modeling, this procedure is equivalent
to simply cutting on true neutrino energy.
In a real detector, finite hadronic-energy resolution

would migrate events across the Eμ þ Eavail < 4 GeV
threshold and would therefore introduce some model
dependence through the subtraction of the above-threshold
contribution. As a simple estimate of the scale of this effect,
we performed a toy study in which Eavail was smeared
event-by-event with Gaussian fractional resolutions of 20%
and 30% before applying the same cut. For most virtual
fluxes, this changed the signed above-threshold contribu-
tion, B̃=Ñ, by less than about one percentage point. The
largest contribution occurs for the lowest-energy virtual
flux, where the fraction is already 17.8% without smearing
and increases to 18.8% under 30% smearing. This indicates
that the dominant sensitivity in this study is associated with
high-energy structure in the virtual flux rather than with
detector smearing alone; in a full detector-level analysis,
the threshold should therefore be optimized together with
the associated subtraction uncertainty.

2. Differential cross section measurements

We additionally extract the differential cross section as a
function of the reconstructed energy transfer dσ

dωreco
where

ωreco ¼ Ẽν − Elepton; ð10Þ

where Ẽν is the aforementioned mean energy of the target
flux and Elepton is the energy of the outgoing lepton.

In the limit of a narrow virtual flux, Ẽν ≈ Eν, such that
ωreco ≈ ωtrue, with the true energy transfer defined as

ωtrue ¼ Eν − Elepton: ð11Þ

Energy transfer is of particular interest because different
reaction channels and key nuclear effects, which are
relevant for DUNE oscillation analyses, are strongly energy
transfer dependent [4,11,34]. It is often measured as a key
observable for nuclear physics analyses in electron scatter-
ing experiments but usually remains inaccessible to neu-
trino experiments due to the broadband nature of neutrino
beams rendering ωreco very smeared with respect to ωtrue.
However, it should be noted that electron scattering mea-
surements usually measure energy transfers for an approx-
imately fixed scattering angle, resulting in a distribution of
energy transfer with distinct peaks for different interaction
channels. This corresponds to a narrow scan through the 2D
space of energy and three momentum transfer, which
reveals a multitude of features of inclusive cross sections.
Unfortunately, significant statistical uncertainties resulting
from the narrow Gaussian flux matching make tight angular
restrictions impractical in the current analysis. While energy
transfer remains an interesting observable and serves as a
proof of principle of the methods introduced, Appendix C
also considers the hadronic invariant mass, which can help
disentangle different interaction channels while reducing
reliance on a fixed scattering angle.
To produce this measurement, for each of the aforemen-

tioned six virtual fluxes, a histogram of event rates as a
function of ωreco is generated. The event rate is then
transformed to a virtual flux-averaged differential cross
section measurement using Eq. (8), with an additional term
to account for the bin width in ωreco.
Another advantage of ωreco is in an opportunity to use

a minimally model dependent unfolding procedure to
ωtrue ¼ Eν − Elepton, which is discussed in Appendix B.

IV. RESULTS

A. Integrated cross section measurements

In order to explore DUNE-PRISM’s potential ability to
produce thin neutrino fluxes, six values of incoming
neutrino energies below 2 GeV were chosen, as described
in Sec. III B. The desired virtual fluxes were then chosen as
Gaussian distributions centered around each of these values
with a standard deviation of 70 MeV. This value was
chosen to balance the need for a flux that is close to
monochromatic while keeping statistical uncertainties rea-
sonable (as discussed in Sec. III A). However, the exact
choice of target fluxes and the regularization used in the
computation of the virtual flux still allow room for addi-
tional optimization.
Figure 4 shows the six different virtual fluxes considered

and the flux-averaged integrated cross section measured for
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each of them (with and without a cut on neutrino energy)
with uncertainties assuming ∼2.5 years of DUNE data
taking (in a non-nominal run plan; see Appendix A). These
results are compared to the true cross section, predicted by
the NuWro generator, as a function of neutrino energy and
the flux averaged cross section calculated using the perfect
Gaussian target fluxes. Non-Gaussian features in the virtual
fluxes move the projected cross sections from the ideal
Gaussian flux case. As discussed in Sec. III B, the most
impactful of these features are present at higher energies,
where small alterations to the flux are enhanced by the
larger cross section. Applying the neutrino energy cut
therefore brings the virtual flux-integrated cross sections
significantly closer to an ideal Gaussian shape, making
the results easier to interpret and allowing virtual flux-
integrated measurements to serve as reasonable estimates of
the true cross section. While the cut on neutrino energy
typically reduces the cross section across bins, it leads to a
modest increase in the 1.25 GeV case. This is because this
virtual flux has a small negative contribution at energies
above 4 GeV. The remaining differences from the ideal
Gaussian case stem from the features observable on the right
of Fig. 4 outside of the main peak. Features to the left of the
peaks are suppressed by their smaller cross section, features
to the right of the peak (but below the energy cut) are in
regions of larger cross section and so enhanced. However,
overall these non-Gaussian features do not prevent the

virtual flux-averaged cross section measurement from
corresponding to a narrow and well-understood virtual flux.
While the virtual fluxes visibly deviate more from their

Gaussian targets at higher energies, this is not inherently
problematic. As discussed in Sec. III B, the target fluxes are
not physical inputs we aim to match exactly, but rather
auxiliary tools used to construct virtual fluxes with desirable
properties. As long as the resulting virtual fluxes remain
sufficiently narrow and well characterized, the correspond-
ing cross section measurements remain useful.
The observed differences between the projected flux-

averaged measurements (with or without the energy cut)
and those obtained using idealized Gaussian target fluxes
do not indicate a flaw in the analysis. Rather, they illustrate
the limitations of representing a virtual flux using only a
single characteristic energy and associated uncertainty. A
complete quantitative model comparison to these virtual
flux integrated measurements can still be performed, but
the models would need to be folded through the virtual flux
the measurement was made with.
The correlations between bins in the projected measure-

ment of the integrated cross section can be seen in Fig. 5.
The very large correlations across all bins, clearly domi-
nated by the flux systematic uncertainties, indicate that the
measurement is dominated by an overall normalization
uncertainty. Considering only the uncertainty on the shape
of the measurement, the combined statistical and systematic

FIG. 4. (a) Simulated virtual-flux-integrated charged-current muon neutrino inclusive cross section measurements from DUNE-PRISM.
The dotted line plots true σðEνÞ. Dashed and hollow data points are flux integrated simulated measurements based on virtual fluxes
constructed with the target fluxes according to Eq. (8). Colored data points are the same measurements but applying Eq. (9), including a cut
to remove high-energy contributions to the virtual flux tails. The colors correspond to the virtual fluxes shown in the right figure. The
horizontal position of each point corresponds to the mean neutrino energy Ẽν of the virtual flux; its width in Eν is the standard deviation of
that flux. The vertical (y axis) uncertainty bars for each point (both colored and dashed data points) are composed of shape systematic
uncertainty (inner cap) and statistical uncertainty (middle cap), as well as the total uncertainty (systematic and statistical, outer cap, lighter
color), assuming ∼2.5 years of DUNE running (in a non-nominal run plan; see Appendix A). The empty colored bar shows the separate
normalization systematic uncertainty. The bottom panel is a residuals plot, showing the relative difference between the simulated PRISM
cross section measurements (colored points) and the true cross section (dashed line). The error bars are displayed following the same rule as
the main panel, reflecting total uncertainty, including statistical and systematic components. (b) Virtual fluxes on which the simulated
measurements are based, with line colors matching data point colors on the left.
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uncertainty ranges between 3.8% and 7.2% with
∼2.5 years of DUNE data (in a non-nominal run plan;
see Appendix A). The total uncertainty, including normali-
zation uncertainty ranges between 9.0% and 11.6%. While
utilizing the full 20-year dataset would further reduce
statistical uncertainties, meaningful results with less than
10% combined statistical and systematic shape uncertainties
will be available earlier. The statistical uncertainty induced
correlations between different flux-averaged cross section
measurements are also shown in Fig. 5, demonstrating
significant correlation strength. This is expected, since all of
the data points are based on the same set of events; for
example, giving weights with opposite signs to the same
events will increase the anticorrelation between data points.

B. Differential cross section measurements

For three virtual fluxes, the differential cross sections are
obtained as a function of reconstructed energy transfer as

defined in Eq. (10). Figure 6 shows dhσ̃i
dωreco

compared to the

true simulated distributions along with the different con-
tributions of each charged-current reaction channel: qua-
sielastic (CCQE), meson exchange (2p2h), resonances
(RES) and deep inelastic scattering (making up most of
the “other” component). More details on the modeling of
the different reaction channels can be found in Refs. [4,16].
The different CCQE and RES reaction channels make up
two distinct peaks with 2p2h filling in the gap between
them, as is observed in electron scattering data [11].

FIG. 5. Correlations between the simulated flux-integrated cross section measurements plotted in Fig. 4. (a) Correlation between
integrated cross section measurements, calculated with toys generated based on statistical uncertainties. (b) Total uncertainty correlation,
calculated by combining the covariance of the systematic toy measurements, calculated based on toys generated based on systematic
uncertainties, and statistical toys measurements.

FIG. 6. Simulated differential cross section measurements of inclusive charged-current muon neutrino interactions, shown as a
function of reconstructed energy transfer, for Gaussian virtual fluxes centered at different neutrino energies. The uncertainty is
composed of shape systematic uncertainty (inner cap) and statistical uncertainty (middle cap), as well as the total uncertainty (systematic
and statistical, outer cap, lighter color). The blue band shows the normalization systematic uncertainty separately. Colored interaction
mode histograms are based on the true MC interaction classification.
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The uncertainty of the results was estimated by assuming
∼10 years of DUNE data taking (in a non-nominal run
plan; see Appendix A). They are dominated by a normali-
zation uncertainty, as seen by the blue filled area in Fig. 6,
which leads to highly correlated measurements, as seen in
Fig. 7. However, excluding normalization uncertainty, the
combined statistical and systematic shape uncertainty
remains below 9% in the region where the reconstructed
energy transfer ωreco is kinematically allowed for a neutrino
of energy Ẽν, i.e., for ωreco ≤ Ẽν −mμ. This region corre-
sponds to the domain in which ωreco approximates the true
energy transfer ωtrue, and the plotted values can therefore be
interpreted as physically meaningful differential cross
sections.
We assess that the few highly anticorrelated bins between

simulated measurements that are based on different virtual
fluxes are the result of the fluxes having coefficients with
opposite signs; thus, more events in one off axis position
increase the result for one flux and decrease it for the other.

V. DISCUSSION

The results in Sec. IV demonstrate how DUNE-PRISM
data, taken with a broad spectrum of neutrino energies,
could be utilized to estimate a neutrino-nucleus cross
section for specific incoming neutrino energies.
A simulated measurement of the integrated inclusive

cross section, shown in Fig. 4, resulting from six narrow
virtual-flux averaged measurements, is very close to the
cross section at the virtual flux mean neutrino energy, Ẽν,
especially when applying a cut on reconstructed neutrino
energy (which can be approximated using a cut on visible
neutrino energy, as described in Sec. III B 1). This implies
that DUNE-PRISM is capable of measuring neutrino
interaction cross sections as a function of neutrino energy.
Such measurements have been attempted using broad-band

fluxes, for example [35–40], typically with ∼10% uncer-
tainties. At slightly higher energies but still in the DUNE
neutrino energy range, ∼5% precise measurements have
been presented by NOMAD, MINOS, and MINERvA
using the low-ν method [41–43]. Whilst this precision is
comparable to or exceeds that shown in Fig. 4, these
measurements attempt to reconstruct the neutrino energy
from the kinematics of outgoing particles and so are
inherently reliant on a model to relate reconstructed and
true energies. Moreover, the use of the low-ν method has
also been shown to exhibit considerable model dependence
at GeV-scale neutrino energies [33]. Conversely, a meas-
urement of the neutrino cross section as a function of
neutrino energy by DUNE-PRISM is expected to have
almost no interaction model dependence.
Concerning the differential cross sections, presented in

Fig. 6, showing simulations of measurements of dhσ̃i
dωreco

, for

increasing values of Ẽν the distributions become double
peaked, as RES interactions are dominant when Ẽν

approaches 1 GeV. The experimentally observable distribu-
tion shows clear evidence of this underlying structure
through its broadening, allowing a meaningful separation
between the CCQE and RES dominant regions. This is
observable even without constraining the outgoing lepton
angle (as is done in electron scattering measurements). As in
the case of the integrated cross section, experimental
inferences of energy transfer in neutrino scattering have
been made (see, e.g., [32,44,45]), but these are either model
dependent or measure variables that are smeared with respect
to true energy transfer in a complicated way (see Ref. [33]
for many details regarding the challenges of reconstructing
energy transfer). However, for a DUNE-PRISM measure-
ment the energy transfer is smeared only by the width of
the virtual flux and the detector muon energy resolution,
significantly reducing the dependence on the cross section

FIG. 7. Correlations between the simulated differential cross section measurements plotted in Fig. 6. (a) Statistical uncertainty
correlations, assuming ∼10 years of DUNE running (in a non-nominal run plan, see Appendix A); (b) Systematic uncertainty
correlations; (c) Total uncertainty correlation of both systematic and statistical uncertainty. In all of the plots, the ði; jÞ block corresponds
to the correlation between the i-th and j-th leftmost simulated measurement in Fig. 6.
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model used to make the measurement (at the cost of
increasing the dependence on the better-controlled flux
model). In Appendix B, the possibility of unfolding the
relatively well-known smearing from the flux width is
explored. Overall, the results show an interesting potential
for DUNE-PRISM to access kinematic variables such as
energy transfer in differential cross section measurements.
An even better separation of interaction channels, using the
reconstructed hadronic invariant mass rather than energy
transfer, is demonstrated and discussed in Appendix C.
Unlike in electron scattering analyses, the results shown

in this paper are limited by the expected statistics, as they
require DUNE-PRISM to run at many off axis angles for
sufficient time and the construction of virtual event rates
involves subtractions of similarly sized large numbers. We
note that further optimization of the virtual flux construc-
tion algorithm described in Sec. III A 1 (for example, by
taking systematics into account when choosing the optimal
coefficients, by building fluxes with other shapes besides
Gaussians, or by optimizing the regularization used) as well
as run plan optimization, and a wise choice of the virtual
fluxes could significantly improve the results. In any case,
our results suggest that integrated cross section measure-
ments as a function of neutrino energy could be obtained
within the first few years of DUNE-PRISM running.
It is found that flux uncertainties contribute significantly

to these results. However, we observe that assuming a per-
fect stable detector, they primarily contribute to an overall
normalization uncertainty and so are less significant in a
shape-only analysis (e.g., when constraining the shape of
the cross section as a function of neutrino energy or of
energy transfer).
Overall, this analysis provides access to usually inacces-

sible kinematic variables that characterize neutrino inter-
actions in new ways, allowing future measurements to probe
neutrino scattering at a level of precision usually only
possible for electron scattering. These studies can also be ex-
panded. In particular, it would be interesting to extend the
currently simulated differential measurements, which provide
results analogous to those of inclusive electron scattering
experiments, to the exclusive case. In addition to updating the
studies presented here to include realistic detector effects,
future work could explore measurements of missing momen-
tum and energy, expanding on Refs. [46–48], as well as
exploring the possibility of measurements of the difference
between true and reconstructed neutrino energy, which is
a key ingredient for DUNE’s neutrino oscillation physics
program.
As mentioned in Sec. II, this study assumes an ideal

detector with perfect efficiency and reconstruction with no
backgrounds. In a full DUNE-PRISM analysis using real
data, position-dependent efficiency, detector smearing, and
background subtraction must be corrected for. In practice,
efficiency corrections would be derived separately for each
off axis position and applied to the event counts Nα defined

in Eq. (4). The same framework can be generalized to
event-by-event reweighting based on off axis location,
vertex position within the detector, and relevant kinematic
variables, ensuring that the virtual flux combinations
remain valid after detector effects are accounted for.
Still, it should be stressed that consideration of a realistic
detector response would reduce statistics and add additional
sources of uncertainty. The quantitative uncertainties pre-
sented in this work should therefore be considered an
indicative lower bound on what DUNE could achieve if this
analysis was applied to real data. Consideration of detector
smearing is expected to have a small impact (see discussion
in Sec. III B 1). Uncertainties on the detector efficiency are
expected to be highly correlated across off axis detector
positions, mitigating their potential impact on a real-data
measurement.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

This work represents a first feasibility study toward
demonstrating that DUNE-PRISM may be used to make
cross section measurements averaged over virtual fluxes
that are narrower than key features caused by nuclear
effects, such as the CCQE and RES peaks in energy
transfer or the hadronic invariant mass, such that they can
be resolved. An analysis of simulated measurements in a
perfect-detector case demonstrates how the PRISM tech-
nique can be leveraged to provide a priori knowledge of
the incoming neutrino energy such that, within some
resolution (∼100 MeV), it can be well constrained without
using a neutrino scattering model. This allows measure-
ments of the cross section as a function of neutrino energy
as well as differential cross sections as a function of
observables usually reserved for electron scattering experi-
ments, such as energy transfer, with reduced model
dependence compared to usual wide-beam measurements.
The consideration of detector effects is left for future
studies and would be expected to degrade sensitivity with
respect to the results reported here. Whilst the current study
suggests statistical uncertainties will be significant, there
remains considerable scope for optimization in the analy-
sis, particularly with regards to the choice of run plan and
of the specific target fluxes and regularization used to build
the virtual fluxes.
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APPENDIX A: EVENT RATES

The simulation for the analysis within this paper assumes
equal exposure in each off axis position from on axis to
3.32 degrees off axis, in slices of 1 mrad (approximately
0.057 degrees; a 0.574 m wide slice). For comparison, a
preliminary DUNE yearly run plan in Ref. [10] assumes
12 days for seven different off axis positions, alongside a
14 week exposure on axis plus another week on axis with
an alternative horn current. Therefore, our exposure in the
nominal plan would correspond to 90 out of the 201 days of
data taking per year (the 7 times 12 day DUNE-PRISM off
axis positions plus six days of an on axis position, which
samples the off axis angles on either side of the beam).
The event rates in each off axis slice considered in the

paper per 90 days are shown in Table I. One year of DUNE
exposure in the DUNE preliminary run plan would provide
these event rates (alongside many more events on axis). In a
dedicated non-nominal plan, where each position was
sampled evenly, this would correspond to a little less than
half of a year of data taking. Throughout this paper we give
exposure times based on these event rates corresponding to
half a year of data.

APPENDIX B: UNFOLDING TO TRUE

ENERGY TRANSFER

Virtual flux based measurements of differential cross
sections as a functionωreco, can in principle be unfolded into
differential cross sections as a function of the true energy
transfer, ωtrue ¼ Eν − Elepton. This can be done in a mini-
mally model-dependent way since the smearing is domi-
nated by the well-known width of the virtual flux used to
make the measurements. Since we are only considering flux
uncertainties, ωreco only differs from ωtrue according to the
energy spread of the virtual flux, and therefore we model S
using a Gaussian smearing matrix constructed from the
spread in the virtual flux.

TABLE I. The angular range and event rates considered for
each of the 58 off axis slices considered in our analyses. The
event rates correspond to a total of 90 days of DUNE-PRISM data
taking (just under half a DUNE beam year) in a non-nominal run
plan where each off axis position is sampled evenly. The same
events would be available as a subset of data taken in one year of
DUNE running under the preliminary run plan given in Ref. [10].

Off axis
index

Lower edge
[deg.]

Upper edge
[deg.] Events=90 days

1 0.00 0.06 299584.76
2 0.06 0.11 298570.86
3 0.11 0.17 295320.91
4 0.17 0.23 290926.46
5 0.23 0.29 283970.18
6 0.29 0.34 275706.26
7 0.34 0.40 264759.94
8 0.40 0.46 251676.87
9 0.46 0.52 237966.82
10 0.52 0.57 222610.65
11 0.57 0.63 206338.86
12 0.63 0.69 189282.06
13 0.69 0.74 172244.09
14 0.74 0.80 155980.15
15 0.80 0.86 140945.11
16 0.86 0.92 127201.72
17 0.92 0.97 114669.57
18 0.97 1.03 103686.96
19 1.03 1.09 93687.16
20 1.09 1.15 85014.86
21 1.15 1.20 77544.09
22 1.20 1.26 70862.19
23 1.26 1.32 64983.13
24 1.32 1.38 59823.02
25 1.38 1.43 55173.42
26 1.43 1.49 51090.73
27 1.49 1.55 47412.73
28 1.55 1.60 44035.92
29 1.60 1.66 41045.33
30 1.66 1.72 38331.74
31 1.72 1.78 35822.96
32 1.78 1.83 33523.61
33 1.83 1.89 31451.68
34 1.89 1.95 29516.61
35 1.95 2.01 27786.59
36 2.01 2.06 26156.78
37 2.06 2.12 24639.36
38 2.12 2.18 23189.62
39 2.18 2.23 21958.92
40 2.23 2.29 20703.17
41 2.29 2.35 19536.93
42 2.35 2.41 18526.06
43 2.41 2.46 17537.77
44 2.46 2.52 16565.03
45 2.52 2.58 15708.49
46 2.58 2.64 14906.22
47 2.64 2.69 14130.65
48 2.69 2.75 13418.87
49 2.75 2.81 12784.37

(Table continued)
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Event rates in both variables are related by

�

dÑ

dωreco

�

i

¼
X

i;j

Sij

�

dÑ

dωtrue

�

j

;

where the smearing matrix component Sij is the probability
of an event in ωtrue bin j to be reconstructed in ωreco bin i.
For a narrow enough flux Φ̃ðEνÞ centered at Ẽν, where
Φ̃ðEνÞ ≈ δðEν − ẼνÞ, σðEνÞ is approximately constant
around Ẽν. Thus,

dÑ
dEν

∝ Φ̃ðEνÞ, which allows us to assume

a Gaussian smearing matrix or one that is directly con-
structed using Φ̃ðEνÞ. We explored both a Gaussian smear-
ing matrix and one constructed directly from Φ̃ðEνÞ, and
found that the former performed better in our study.
To unfold the simulated measurements, we used a least

squares algorithm with Tikhonov regularization. The regu-
larization parameter for each distribution was selected
using an L-curve method. The algorithm we used finds
the point of maximal curvature with a trade-off between the
unfolded distribution’s L2 norm, which regularizes the
distribution’s variance (to mitigate oscillations), and its
integrated value, which regularizes its total bias (to avoid
results that are too suppressed). This algorithm was applied
separately to each toy dÑ

dωreco
distribution. Uncertainties were

evaluated by calculating the covariance of these toy
unfolded distributions, for the statistical and systematic
uncertainties separately (in the same way they were
calculated for dN

dωreco
).

For the Gaussian smearing matrices, the Gaussian
distribution was defined such that its width is equal to
the standard deviation of the virtual flux, rather than the
standard deviation of the perfect target flux, mainly because
virtual fluxes that are generated using Tikhonov regulari-
zation are broader than the initial target flux. The resulting
cross section, using a Gaussian smearing matrix based on
the flux width, is shown in Fig. 8. It captures the dominant

features of the true distribution, including visible CCQE
and RES peaks, demonstrating that the essential structure
of the interaction dynamics is retained. At the same time,
some points exhibit significant deviations from the true
curve, most notably at ω ∼ 0.7 GeV and ω ∼ 0.9 GeV.
These discrepancies reflect bias introduced by the unfolding
procedure; in particular, regularization suppresses statistical
fluctuations to stabilize the integrated result, but this comes
at the cost of local accuracy. A more refined treatment of this
trade-off is left to future work.
In this unfolding procedure, the smearing matrix is built

from the flux width rather than the actual smearing between
true and reconstructed energy transfer. These are only
exactly equivalent when the cross section is constant across
the width of the flux, which is only approximately true (the
narrower the virtual flux, the better this holds). This results
in an extracted cross section that is slightly biased with
respect to the truth. A correction for this bias would be
model dependent, relying on the knowledge of the evolu-
tion of the cross section over the width of the flux, but it is
also small. Methods to further evaluate and correct for this
bias are left to future work.

TABLE I. (Continued)

Off axis
index

Lower edge
[deg.]

Upper edge
[deg.] Events=90 days

50 2.81 2.86 12136.05
51 2.86 2.92 11540.08
52 2.92 2.98 10997.79
53 2.98 3.04 10482.17
54 3.04 3.09 10007.06
55 3.09 3.15 9544.40
56 3.15 3.21 9107.26
57 3.21 3.27 8691.73
58 3.27 3.32 8313.94

Total 0.00 3.32 5.17 M
FIG. 8. Unfolded simulated differential cross section measure-
ment as a function of the true energy transfer, ωtrue ¼ Eν − Eμ,
for a Gaussian target flux with Ẽν ¼ 0.75 GeV and flux width of
78 MeV (with a 70 MeV target width). Violet data points are the
unfolded differential cross section simulated measurement, cal-

culated by unfolding dhσi
dωreco

. The uncertainty is composed of

statistical uncertainty (inner cap) and shape systematic uncer-
tainty (middle cap), as well as total uncertainty (systematic and
statistical, outer cap, lighter color). The blue band shows the
separate normalization systematic uncertainty. Statistical uncer-
tainties assume ∼10 years of DUNE-PRISM data taking (in a
non-nominal run plan; see Appendix A). The black line is the
interpolated true differential cross section. Colored interaction
mode histograms are based on the true simulation interaction
classification. The bottom panel is a residuals plot, showing the
absolute difference between the simulated unfolded PRISM cross
section measurements (violet points) and the true cross differ-
ential cross section (vertical line).
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APPENDIX C: MEASUREMENTS AS

A FUNCTION OF HADRONIC

INVARIANT MASS

Analogously to the case of energy transfer detailed in
Sec. III B, we can additionally extract the differential cross
section as a function of the reconstructed hadronic invariant
mass dσ

dWreco
where

Wreco ¼
ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi

M2
N þ 2MNðẼν − EleptonÞ −Q2

reco

q

; ðC1Þ

where MN is a nucleon mass, Ẽν [as in Eq. (10)] is a proxy
for true neutrino energy taken to be the mean of the target
flux considered, Elepton is the energy of the outgoing lepton,
and Q2

reco is a reconstructed version of the four-momentum
transfer assuming ðEν ≈ ẼνÞ:

Q2
reco ¼ −M2

lepton þ 2ẼνðElepton − plepton cos θleptonÞ; ðC2Þ

where plepton, θlepton, and Mlepton are the momentum, angle
with respect to the incoming neutrino, and the mass of the
outgoing lepton (in this case a muon) respectively. As in the
case for energy transfer, for a narrow virtual flux, Eν ≈ Ẽν,
the reconstructed hadronic invariant mass approaches its
true value. The interest of this variable lies in its ability to
isolate the rest mass of the baryon excited by the inter-
action, i.e., a nucleon for CCQE interactions or a resonance
(dominantly the Δ baryon with a mass of 1232 MeV) for
RES interactions.
Figure 9 shows the virtual event rate as a function of

Wreco compared to the true simulated distributions, along
with the different contributions of each charged-current
reaction channel (analogously to Fig. 6). In this appendix,
only statistical uncertainties are considered, although it is
expected that the size of the flux uncertainty would be
similar to the case of energy transfer. The figure demon-
strates that a DUNE-PRISM measurement of Wreco clearly
isolates the different interaction channels, showing a
separation of the CCQE and RES peaks with 2p2h filling
in the dip region between them. The peaks are consistent
with their expected values (the nucleon and Δ masses).
Such a measurement of Wreco is complementary to that of
ωreco, better isolating the different interaction channels but
offering sensitivity to different physics.

APPENDIX D: VIRTUAL FLUX EQUATION

In this appendix, we prove Eq. (8), noting that the virtual
flux-averaged cross section should be built from a virtual
event rate rather than from a linear combination of cross
section measurements.
By definition, the flux-averaged cross section, σ, is

given as

hσi ¼

R

ΦðEνÞσðEνÞdEν
R

ΦðEνÞdEν

: ðD1Þ

The flux-averaged cross section for a single off axis
position, σα, is

hσiα ¼

R

ΦαðEνÞσðEνÞdEν
R

ΦαðEνÞdEν

: ðD2Þ

To form the virtual cross section, hσ̃i, we can insert
the virtual flux from Eq. (3). If we change the order of
integration and summation,

hσ̃i ¼

R

Φ̃ðEνÞσðEνÞdEν
R

Φ̃ðEνÞdEν

¼

P

α

R

cαΦαðEνÞσðEνÞdEν
R

Φ̃ðEνÞdEν

:

ðD3Þ

If we multiply each addend in the numerator by
R

ΦαðEνÞdEν
R

ΦαðEνÞdEν

, we get

hσ̃i ¼
X

α

cα

R

ΦαðEνÞσðEνÞdEν
R

ΦαðEνÞdEν

R

ΦαðEνÞdEν
R

Φ̃ðEνÞdEν

: ðD4Þ

The first fraction in each addend is our definition of hσiα
in Eq. (D2), so that

hσ̃i ¼
1

R

Φ̃ðEνÞdEν

X

α

cαhσiα

Z

ΦαðEνÞdEν; ðD5Þ

and because the following equation holds for each off axis
position,

FIG. 9. Simulated virtual event rates as a function of hadronic
mass for a Gaussian target flux with Ẽν ¼ 0.75 GeV and flux
width of 78 MeV (with a 70 MeV target width). Black data points
are the total projected event rates showing also the statistical
uncertainty. Colored interaction mode histograms are based on the
true simulated interaction classification. The statistical uncertainty
is calculated assuming ∼10 years of data (in a non-nominal run
plan; see Appendix A).
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N ¼ E · ε · Ntargets · hσi ·
Z

ΦðEνÞdEν; ðD6Þ

we can substitute Nα

E·ε·Ntargets
¼ hσiα

R

ΦαðEνÞdEν to get

hσ̃i ¼
1

R

Φ̃ðEνÞdEν

X

α

cα
Nα

E · ε · Ntargets
: ðD7Þ

And finally, because E and Ntargets should be separately
constant for different off axis positions, by inserting our
definition of Ñ in Eq. (4), we arrive at

hσ̃i ¼
Ñ

E · ε · Ntargets ·
R

Φ̃ðEνÞdEν

; ðD8Þ

which is exactly Eq. (8).

If we plug in Eq. (D3) for the case of a virtual flux in
Eq. (8), we get

Ñ ¼ E · ε · Ntargets ·
Z

Φ̃ðEνÞσðEνÞdEν; ðD9Þ

which is the standard relation between event rates and flux.
From this equation, we can deduce that in terms of event
rates, a linear combination of fluxes is completely equiv-
alent to a real physical flux with the same distribution.
It follows that by constructing a virtual flux such that
Φ̃ðEνÞ → δðEν − E0

νÞ, we get

σðE0
νÞ ≈

Ñ

E · ε · Ntargets
; ðD10Þ

so that with a narrow enough virtual flux, we can measure
neutrino-nucleus interactions’ cross section at a specific
energy E0

ν.

[1] Babak Abi et al. (DUNE Collaboration), Deep underground
neutrino experiment (DUNE), far detector technical design
report, volume II: DUNE physics, arXiv:2002.03005.

[2] B. Abi et al. (DUNE Collaboration), Long-baseline neutrino
oscillation physics potential of the DUNE experiment, Eur.
Phys. J. C 80, 978 (2020).

[3] K. Abe et al. (Hyper-Kamiokande Collaboration), Hyper-
Kamiokande design report, arXiv:1805.04163.

[4] L. Alvarez-Ruso et al. (NuSTEC Collaboration), NuSTEC
white paper: Status and challenges of neutrino–nucleus
scattering, Prog. Part. Nucl. Phys. 100, 1 (2018).

[5] Teppei Katori and Marco Martini, Neutrino–nucleus cross
sections for oscillation experiments, J. Phys. G 45, 013001
(2018).

[6] M. A. Acero et al. (NOvA Collaboration), Improved meas-
urement of neutrino oscillation parameters by the NOvA
experiment, Phys. Rev. D 106, 032004 (2022).

[7] K. Abe et al. (T2K Collaboration), Updated T2K measure-
ments of muon neutrino and antineutrino disappearance
using 3.6 × 1021 protons on target, Phys. Rev. D 108,
072011 (2023).

[8] M. Buizza Avanzini et al., Comparisons and challenges of
modern neutrino-scattering experiments, Phys. Rev. D 105,
092004 (2022).

[9] S. Bhadra et al. (nuPRISM Collaboration), Letter of intent
to construct a nuPRISM detector in the J-PARC neutrino
beamline, arXiv:1412.3086.

[10] V. Hewes et al. (DUNE Collaboration), Deep underground
neutrino experiment (DUNE) near detector conceptual
design report, Instruments 5, 31 (2021).

[11] A. M. Ankowski et al., Electron scattering and neutrino
physics, J. Phys. G 50, 120501 (2023).

[12] M. Khachatryan et al., Electron-beam energy reconstruction
for neutrino oscillation measurements, Nature (London)
599, 565 (2021).

[13] E. Marzec et al. (JSNS2 Collaboration), First measurement
of missing energy due to nuclear effects in monoenergetic
neutrino charged-current interactions, Phys. Rev. Lett. 134,
081801 (2025).

[14] A. A. Aguilar-Arevalo et al. (MiniBooNE Collaboration),
First measurement of monoenergetic muon neutrino charged
current interactions, Phys. Rev. Lett. 120, 141802 (2018).

[15] F. Acerbi et al., nuSCOPE: A short-baseline neutrino beam
at CERN for high-precision cross section measurements,
arXiv:2503.21589.

[16] Tomasz Golan, Cezary Juszczak, and Jan T. Sobczyk, Final
state interactions effects in neutrino-nucleus interactions,
Phys. Rev. C 86, 015505 (2012).

[17] T. Golan, Jan Sobczyk, and J. Żmuda, NuWro: The Wro-
cław Monte Carlo generator of neutrino interactions, Nucl.
Phys. B, Proc. Suppl. 229–232, 499 (2012).

[18] Omar Benhar, A. Fabrocini, S. Fantoni, and I. Sick, Spectral
function of finite nuclei and scattering of gev electrons,
Nucl. Phys. A579, 493 (1994).

[19] Artur M. Ankowski and Jan T. Sobczyk, Argon spectral
function and neutrino interactions, Phys. Rev. C 74, 054316
(2006).

[20] Artur M. Ankowski, Omar Benhar, and Makoto Sakuda,
Improving the accuracy of neutrino energy reconstruction in
charged-current quasielastic scattering off nuclear targets,
Phys. Rev. D 91, 033005 (2015).

[21] Richard Gran, J. Nieves, F. Sanchez, and M. J. Vicente
Vacas, Neutrino-nucleus quasi-elastic and 2p2h interactions
up to 10 GeV, Phys. Rev. D 88, 113007 (2013).

TOWARD VIRTUAL THIN-BEAM ν CROSS-SECTION … PHYS. REV. D 114, 012018 (2026)

012018-15

https://arXiv.org/abs/2002.03005
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-020-08456-z
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-020-08456-z
https://arXiv.org/abs/1805.04163
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ppnp.2018.01.006
https://doi.org/10.1088/1361-6471/aa8bf7
https://doi.org/10.1088/1361-6471/aa8bf7
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.106.032004
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.108.072011
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.108.072011
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.105.092004
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.105.092004
https://arXiv.org/abs/1412.3086
https://doi.org/10.3390/instruments5040031
https://doi.org/10.1088/1361-6471/acef42
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-021-04046-5
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-021-04046-5
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.134.081801
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.134.081801
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.120.141802
https://arXiv.org/abs/2503.21589
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.86.015505
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysbps.2012.09.136
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysbps.2012.09.136
https://doi.org/10.1016/0375-9474(94)90920-2
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.74.054316
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.74.054316
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.91.033005
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.88.113007


[22] J. Nieves, I. Ruiz Simo, and M. J. Vicente Vacas, Inclusive
charged–current neutrino–nucleus reactions, Phys. Rev. C
83, 045501 (2011).

[23] Stephen L. Adler, Application of current algebra techniques
to soft pion production by the weak neutral current: V,a case,
Phys. Rev. D 12, 2644 (1975).

[24] Stephen L. Adler, Photoproduction, electroproduction and
weak single pion production in the (3,3) resonance region,
Ann. Phys. (N.Y.) 50, 189 (1968).

[25] M. Glück, E. Reya, and A. Vogt, Dynamical parton
distributions revisited, Eur. Phys. J. C 5, 461 (1998).

[26] Torbjorn Sjostrand, Stephen Mrenna, and Peter Z. Skands,
PYTHIA 6.4 physics and manual, J. High Energy Phys. 05
(2006) 026.

[27] A. Abud Abed et al. (DUNE Collaboration), Low exposure
long-baseline neutrino oscillation sensitivity of the DUNE
experiment, Phys. Rev. D 105, 072006 (2022).

[28] A. N. Tikhonov, A. V. Goncharsky, V. V. Stepanov, and
A. G. Yagola, Regularization methods, in Numerical Meth-

ods for the Solution of Ill-Posed Problems (Springer
Netherlands, Dordrecht, 1995), pp. 7–63.

[29] Per Christian Hansen, The l-curve and its use in the
numerical treatment of inverse problems, in Computational

Inverse Problems in Electrocardiology, edited by P.
Johnston (WIT Press, 2001), pp. 119–142.

[30] Lukas Koch and Stephen Dolan, Treatment of flux shape
uncertainties in unfolded, flux-averaged neutrino cross-
section measurements, Phys. Rev. D 102, 113012 (2020).

[31] J. Chakrani et al., Parametrized uncertainties in the spectral
function model of neutrino charged-current quasielastic
interactions for oscillation analyses, Phys. Rev. D 109,
072006 (2024).

[32] P. A. Rodrigues et al. (MINERvA Collaboration), Identi-
fication of nuclear effects in neutrino-carbon interactions at
low three-momentum transfer, Phys. Rev. Lett. 116, 071802
(2016); Phys. Rev. Lett.121, 209902(A) (2018).

[33] Callum Wilkinson, Stephen Dolan, Luke Pickering, and
Clarence Wret, A substandard candle: The low-ν method at
few-GeV neutrino energies, Eur. Phys. J. C 82, 808 (2022).

[34] Artur M. Ankowski and Alexander Friedland, Assessing the
accuracy of the GENIE event generator with electron-
scattering data, Phys. Rev. D 102, 053001 (2020).

[35] S. J. Barish et al., Study of neutrino interactions in hydrogen
and deuterium: Inelastic charged current reactions, Phys.
Rev. D 19, 2521 (1979).

[36] N. J. Baker, P. L. Connolly, S. A. Kahn, M. J. Murtagh, R. B.
Palmer, N. P. Samios, and M. Tanaka, Total cross-sections
for muon-neutrino N and muon-neutrino P charged current

interactions in the 7-ft bubble chamber, Phys. Rev. D 25,
617 (1982).

[37] P. Abratenko et al. (MicroBooNE Collaboration), First
measurement of energy-dependent inclusive muon neutrino
charged-current cross sections on argon with the Micro-
BooNE detector, Phys. Rev. Lett. 128, 151801 (2022).

[38] P. Abratenko et al. (MicroBooNE Collaboration), Measure-
ment of triple-differential inclusive muon-neutrino charged-
current cross section on argon with the MicroBooNE
detector, Phys. Lett. B 870, 139939 (2025).

[39] K. Abe et al. (T2K Collaboration), Measurement of the νμ
charged-current quasielastic cross section on carbon with
the ND280 detector at T2K, Phys. Rev. D 92, 112003
(2015).

[40] Y. Nakajima et al. (SciBooNE Collaboration), Measurement
of inclusive charged current interactions on carbon in a few-
GeV neutrino beam, Phys. Rev. D 83, 012005 (2011).

[41] L. Ren et al. (MINERvA Collaboration), Measurement of
the antineutrino to neutrino charged-current interaction
cross section ratio in MINERvA, Phys. Rev. D 95,
072009 (2017); Phys. Rev. D97, 019902(A) (2018).

[42] J. Devan et al. (MINERvACollaboration), Measurements of
the inclusive neutrino and antineutrino charged current cross
sections in MINERvA using the low-ν flux method, Phys.
Rev. D 94, 112007 (2016).

[43] P. Adamson et al. (MINOS Collaboration), Neutrino and
antineutrino inclusive charged-current cross section mea-
surements with the MINOS near detector, Phys. Rev. D 81,
072002 (2010).

[44] P. Abratenko et al. (MicroBooNE Collaboration), Inclusive
cross section measurements in final states with and without
protons for charged-current νμ-Ar scattering in Micro-
BooNE, Phys. Rev. D 110, 013006 (2024).

[45] M. A. Acero et al. (NOvA Collaboration), Measurement of
d2σ=djq⃗jdEavail in charged current νμ-nucleus interactions at
hEνi ¼ 1.86 GeV using the NOvA near detector, Phys. Rev.
D 111, 052009 (2025).

[46] L. Jiang et al. (Jefferson Lab Hall A Collaboration),
Determination of the argon spectral function from
ðe; e’pÞ data, Phys. Rev. D 105, 112002 (2022).

[47] L. Jiang et al. (Jefferson Lab Hall A Collaboration),
Determination of the titanium spectral function from
ðe; e’pÞ data, Phys. Rev. D 107, 012005 (2023).

[48] P. Abratenko et al. (MicroBooNE Collaboration), Measure-
ment of nuclear effects in neutrino-argon interactions using
generalized kinematic imbalance variables with the Micro-
BooNE detector, Phys. Rev. D 109, 092007 (2024).

S. Abbaslu,114 A. Abed Abud,35 R. Acciarri,66 L. P. Accorsi,193 M. A. Acero,12 M. R. Adames,193 G. Adamov,72

M. Adamowski,66 C. Adriano,30 F. Akbar,176 F. Alemanno,98 N. S. Alex,176 K. Allison,43 M. Alrashed,123 A. Alton,13

R. Alvarez,39 T. Alves,89 A. Aman,69 H. Amar,84 P. Amedo,85,84 J. Anderson,8 D. A. Andrade,88 C. Andreopoulos,131

M. Andreotti,95,67 M. P. Andrews,66 F. Andrianala,5 S. Andringa,130 F. Anjarazafy,5 S. Ansarifard,114 D. Antic,19

M. Antoniassi,193 A. Aranda-Fernandez,42 L. Arellano,137 E. Arrieta Diaz,181 M. A. Arroyave,66 M. Arteropons,159

J. Asaadi,197 M. Ascencio,112 A. Ashkenazi,194 D. Asner,20 L. Asquith,191 E. Atkin,89 D. Auguste,161 A. Aurisano,40

V. Aushev,127D. Autiero,113 D. Ávila Gómez,58 M. B. Azam,88 F. Azfar,157A. Back,92 J. J. Back,210Y. Bae,145 I. Bagaturia,72

S. ABBASLU et al. PHYS. REV. D 114, 012018 (2026)

012018-16

https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.83.045501
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.83.045501
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.12.2644
https://doi.org/10.1016/0003-4916(68)90278-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s100529800978
https://doi.org/10.1088/1126-6708/2006/05/026
https://doi.org/10.1088/1126-6708/2006/05/026
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.105.072006
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.102.113012
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.109.072006
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.109.072006
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.116.071802
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.116.071802
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.121.209902
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-022-10754-7
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.102.053001
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.19.2521
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.19.2521
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.25.617
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.25.617
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.128.151801
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2025.139939
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.92.112003
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.92.112003
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.83.012005
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.95.072009
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.95.072009
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.97.019902
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.94.112007
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.94.112007
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.81.072002
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.81.072002
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.110.013006
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.111.052009
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.111.052009
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.105.112002
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.107.012005
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.109.092007


L. Bagby,66 D. Baigarashev,2 S. Balasubramanian,66 A. Balboni,67,95 P. Baldi,24 W. Baldini,95 J. Baldonedo,207 B. Baller,66

B. Bambah,82 F. Barao,130,116 D. Barbu,21 G. Barenboim,84 P. Barham Alzás,35 G. J. Barker,210 W. Barkhouse,150 G. Barr,157

A. Barros,193 N. Barros,130,61 D. Barrow,157 J. L. Barrow,145 A. Basharina-Freshville,203 A. Bashyal,20 V. Basque,66

M. Bassani,100 D. Basu,151 C. Batchelor,57 L. Bathe-Peters,157 J. B. R. Battat,211 F. Battisti,93 J. Bautista,145 F. Bay,4

J. L. L. Bazo Alba,170 J. F. Beacom,155 E. Bechetoille,113 B. Behera,187 E. Belchior,133 B. Bell,54 G. Bell,52 L. Bellantoni,66

G. Bellettini,104,168 V. Bellini,94,31 O. Beltramello,35 A. Belyaev,216 C. Benitez Montiel,84,10 D. Benjamin,20

F. Bento Neves,130 J. Berger,44 S. Berkman,141 J. Bermudez,102 J. Bernal,10 P. Bernardini,98,180 A. Bersani,97 E. Bertholet,194

E. Bertolini,99 S. Bertolucci,93,17 M. Betancourt,66 A. Betancur Rodríguez,58 Y. Bezawada,23 A. T. Bezerra,62 A. Bhat,37

V. Bhatnagar,160 M. Bhattacharjee,90 S. Bhattacharjee,133 M. Bhattacharya,66 S. Bhuller,157 B. Bhuyan,90 S. Biagi,107

J. Bian,24 K. Biery,66 B. Bilki,15,111 M. Bishai,20 A. Blake,128 F. D. Blaszczyk,66 G. C. Blazey,151 E. Blucher,37 B. Bogart,140

J. Boissevain,132 S. Bolognesi,34 T. Bolton,123 L. Bomben,99,110 M. Bonesini,99,142 C. Bonilla-Diaz,32 A. Booth,173

F. Boran,92 R. Borges Merlo,30 N. Bostan,111 G. Botogoske,101 B. Bottino,97,71 R. Bouet,134 J. Boza,44 J. Bracinik,16

B. Brahma,91 D. Brailsford,128 F. Bramati,99 A. Branca,99 A. Brandt,197 J. Bremer,35 S. J. Brice,66 V. Brio,94

C. Brizzolari,99,142 C. Bromberg,141 J. Brooke,19 A. Bross,66 G. Brunetti,99,142 M. B. Brunetti,204 N. Buchanan,44 H. Budd,176

J. Buergi,14 A. Bundock,19 D. Burgardt,212 S. Butchart,191 G. Caceres,23 R. Calabrese,101 R. Calabrese,95,67 J. Calcutt,20,156

L. Calivers,14 E. Calvo,39 A. Caminata,97 A. F. Camino,169 W. Campanelli,130 A. Campani,97,71 A. Campos Benitez,208

N. Canci,101 J. Capó,84 I. Caracas,136D. Caratelli,27D. Carber,44 J. M. Carceller,35G. Carini,20B. Carlus,113M. F. Carneiro,20

P. Carniti,99,142 I. Caro Terrazas,44 H. Carranza,197 N. Carrara,23 L. Carroll,123 T. Carroll,214 A. Carter,177 E. Casarejos,207

D. Casazza,95 J. F. Castaño Forero,7 F. A. Castaño,6 C. Castromonte,109 E. Catano-Mur,213 C. Cattadori,99 F. Cavalier,161

F. Cavanna,66 S. Centro,159 G. Cerati,66 C. Cerna,115 A. Cervelli,93 A. Cervera Villanueva,84 J. Chakrani,129 M. Chalifour,35

A. Chappell,210 A. Chatterjee,167 B. Chauhan,111 C. Chavez Barajas,131 H. Chen,20 M. Chen,24 W. C. Chen,199 Y. Chen,185

Z. Chen,24 D. Cherdack,81 S. S. Chhibra,173 C. Chi,45 F. Chiapponi,93 R. Chirco,88 N. Chitirasreemadam,104,168 K. Cho,126

S. Choate,111 G. Choi,176 D. Chokheli,72 P. S. Chong,165 B. Chowdhury,8 D. Christian,66 M. Chung,202 E. Church,158

M. F. Cicala,203 M. Cicerchia,159 V. Cicero,93,17 R. Ciolini,104 P. Clarke,57 G. Cline,129 A. G. Cocco,101 J. A. B. Coelho,162

A. Cohen,162 J. Collazo,207 J. Collot,76 H. Combs,208 J. M. Conrad,138 L. Conti,106 T. Contreras,66 M. Convery,185

K. Conway,189 S. Copello,103 P. Cova,100,163 C. Cox,177 L. Cremonesi,173 J. I. Crespo-Anadón,39 M. Crisler,66

E. Cristaldo,99,10 J. Crnkovic,66 G. Crone,203 R. Cross,210 A. Cudd,43 C. Cuesta,39 Y. Cui,26 F. Curciarello,96 D. Cussans,19

J. Dai,76 O. Dalager,66 W. Dallaway,199 R. D’Amico,95,67 H. da Motta,33 Z. A. Dar,213 R. Darby,191 L. Da Silva Peres,65

Q. David,113 G. S. Davies,146 S. Davini,97 J. Dawson,162 R. De Aguiar,30 P. Debbins,111 M. P. Decowski,148,3

A. de Gouvêa,152 P. C. De Holanda,30 P. De Jong,148,3 P. Del Amo Sanchez,51 G. De Lauretis,113 A. Delbart,34

M. Delgado,99,142 A. Dell’Acqua,35 G. Delle Monache,96 N. Delmonte,100,163 P. De Lurgio,8 G. De Matteis,98,180

J. R. T. de Mello Neto,65 A. P. A. De Mendonca,30 D.M. DeMuth,206 S. Dennis,29 C. Densham,179 P. Denton,20

G.W. Deptuch,20 A. De Roeck,35 V. De Romeri,84 J. P. Detje,29 J. Devine,35 K. Dhanmeher,113 R. Dharmapalan,79

M. Dias,201 A. Diaz,28 J. S. Díaz,92 F. Díaz,170 F. Di Capua,101,147 A. Di Domenico,182,105 S. Di Domizio,97,71 S. Di Falco,104

L. Di Giulio,35 P. Ding,66 L. Di Noto,97,71 E. Diociaiuti,96 G. Di Sciascio,106 V. Di Silvestre,182 C. Distefano,107

R. Di Stefano,106 R. Diurba,14 M. Diwan,20 Z. Djurcic,8 S. Dolan,35 M. Dolce,212 M. J. Dolinski,54 D. Domenici,96

S. Dominguez,39 S. Donati,104,168 S. Doran,112 D. Douglas,185 T. A. Doyle,189 F. Drielsma,185 D. Duchesneau,51 K. Duffy,157

K. Dugas,24 P. Dunne,89 B. Dutta,195 D. A. Dwyer,129 A. S. Dyshkant,151 S. Dytman,169 M. Eads,151 A. Earle,191

S. Edayath,112 D. Edmunds,141 J. Eisch,66 W. Emark,151 P. Englezos,178 A. Ereditato,37 T. Erjavec,23 C. O. Escobar,66

J. J. Evans,137 E. Ewart,92 A. C. Ezeribe,184 K. Fahey,66 A. Falcone,99,142 M. Fani’,145,132 D. Faragher,145 C. Farnese,102

Y. Farzan,114 J. Felix,77 Y. Feng,112 M. Ferreira da Silva,201 G. Ferry,161 E. Fialova,50 L. Fields,153 P. Filip,49 A. Filkins,192

F. Filthaut,148,174 G. Fiorillo,101,147 M. Fiorini,95,67 S. Fogarty,44 W. Foreman,132 J. Fowler,55 J. Franc,50 K. Francis,151

D. Franco,37 J. Franklin,56 J. Freeman,66 J. Fried,20 A. Friedland,185 M. Fucci,189 S. Fuess,66 I. K. Furic,68 K. Furman,173

A. P. Furmanski,145 R. Gaba,160 A. Gabrielli,93,17 A.M. Gago,170 F. Galizzi,99,142 H. Gallagher,200 M. Galli,162 N. Gallice,20

V. Galymov,113 E. Gamberini,35 T. Gamble,184 R. Gandhi,78 S. Ganguly,66 F. Gao,27 S. Gao,20 D. Garcia-Gamez,73

M. Á. García-Peris,137 F. Gardim,62 S. Gardiner,66 A. Gartman,50 A. Gauch,14 P. Gauzzi,182,105 S. Gazzana,96 G. Ge,45

N. Geffroy,51 B. Gelli,30 S. Gent,188 L. Gerlach,20 A. Ghosh,112 T. Giammaria,95,67 D. Gibin,159,102 I. Gil-Botella,39

A. Gioiosa,106 S. Giovannella,96 A. K. Giri,91 V. Giusti,104 D. Gnani,129 O. Gogota,127 S. Gollapinni,132 K. Gollwitzer,66

R. A. Gomes,63 L. S. Gomez Fajardo,183 D. Gonzalez-Diaz,85 J. Gonzalez-Santome,35 M. C. Goodman,8 S. Goswami,167

TOWARD VIRTUAL THIN-BEAM ν CROSS-SECTION … PHYS. REV. D 114, 012018 (2026)

012018-17



C. Gotti,99 J. Goudeau,133 C. Grace,129 E. Gramellini,137 R. Gran,144 P. Granger,35 C. Grant,18 D. R. Gratieri,70,30

G. Grauso,101 P. Green,157 S. Greenberg,129,22 W. C. Griffith,191 A. Gruber ,194 K. Grzelak,209 L. Gu,128 W. Gu,20

V. Guarino,8 M. Guarise,95,67 R. Guenette,137 M. Guerzoni,93 D. Guffanti,99,142 A. Guglielmi,102 F. Y. Guo,189 A. Gupta,87

V. Gupta,148,3 G. Gurung,197 D. Gutierrez,171 P. Guzowski,137 M.M. Guzzo,30 S. Gwon,38 A. Habig,144 L. Haegel,113

R. Hafeji,84,85 L. Hagaman,37 A. Hahn,66 J. Hakenmüller,55 T. Hamernik,66 P. Hamilton,89 J. Hancock,16 M. Handley,29

F. Happacher,96 B. Harris,165 D. A. Harris,217,66 L. Harris,79 A. L. Hart,173 J. Hartnell,191 T. Hartnett,179 J. Harton,44

T. Hasegawa,125 C.M. Hasnip,35 R. Hatcher,66 S. Hawkins,141 J. Hays,173 M. He,81 A. Heavey,66 K.M. Heeger,215

A. Heindel,189 J. Heise,190 P. Hellmuth,134 L. Henderson,156 K. Herner,66 V. Hewes,40 A. Higuera,175 A. Himmel,66

E. Hinkle,37 L. R. Hirsch,193 J. Ho,53 J. Hoefken Zink,93 J. Hoff,66 A. Holin,179 T. Holvey,157 C. Hong,162 S. Horiuchi,208

G. A. Horton-Smith,123 R. Hosokawa,118 T. Houdy,161 B. Howard,217,66 R. Howell,176 I. Hristova,179 M. S. Hronek,66

H. Hua,89 J. Huang,23 R. G. Huang,129 X. Huang,146 Z. Hulcher,185 A. Hussain,123 G. Iles,89 N. Ilic,199 A.M. Iliescu,96

R. Illingworth,66 G. Ingratta,217 A. Ioannisian,216 M. Ismerio Oliveira,65 C.M. Jackson,158 V. Jain,1 E. James,66 W. Jang,197

B. Jargowsky,24 D. Jena,66 I. Jentz,214 C. Jiang,119 J. Jiang,189 A. Jipa,21 J. H. Jo,20 F. R. Joaquim,130,116 W. Johnson,187

C. Jollet,134 R. Jones,184 N. Jovancevic,154 M. Judah,169 C. K. Jung,189 K. Y. Jung,176 T. Junk,66 Y. Jwa,185,45

M. Kabirnezhad,89 A. C. Kaboth,177,179 I. Kadenko,127 O. Kalikulov,2 D. Kalra,45 M. Kandemir,60 S. Kar,19 G. Karagiorgi,45

G. Karaman,111 A. Karcher,129 Y. Karyotakis,51 S. P. Kasetti,133 L. Kashur,44 A. Kauther,151 N. Kazaryan,216 L. Ke,20

E. Kearns,18 P. T. Keener,165 K. J. Kelly,195 R. Keloth,208 E. Kemp,30 O. Kemularia,72 Y. Kermaidic,161 W. Ketchum,66

S. H. Kettell,20 N. Khan,89 A. Khvedelidze,72 D. Kim,195 J. Kim,176 M. J. Kim,66 S. Kim,38 B. King,66 M. King,37 M. Kirby,20

A. Kish,66 J. Klein,165 J. Kleykamp,146 A. Klustova,89 T. Kobilarcik,66 L. Koch,136 K. Koehler,214 L.W. Koerner,81

D. H. Koh,185 M. Kordosky,213 T. Kosc,76 V. A. Kostelecký,92 I. Kotler,54 W. Krah,148 R. Kralik,191 M. Kramer,129

F. Krennrich,112 T. Kroupova,165 S. Kubota,137 M. Kubu,35 V. A. Kudryavtsev,184 G. Kufatty,69 S. Kuhlmann,8 A. Kumar,145

J. Kumar,79 M. Kumar,87 P. Kumar,120 P. Kumar,184 S. Kumaran,24 J. Kunzmann,14 V. Kus,50 T. Kutter,133 J. Kvasnicka,49

T. Labree,151 M. Lachat,176 T. Lackey,66 I. Lalău,21 A. Lambert,129 B. J. Land,165 C. E. Lane,54 N. Lane,137 K. Lang,198

T. Langford,215M. Langstaff,137 F. Lanni,35 J. Larkin,176 P. Lasorak,89D. Last,176A. Laundrie,214G. Laurenti,93 E. Lavaut,161

H. Lay,128 I. Lazanu,21 R. LaZur,44 M. Lazzaroni,100,143 S. Leardini,85 J. Learned,79 T. LeCompte,185 G. Lehmann Miotto,35

R. Lehnert,92 M. Leitner,129 H. Lemoine,144 D. Leon Silverio,187 L.M. Lepin,69 J.-Y Li,57 S.W. Li,24 Y. Li,20 R. Lima,62

C. S. Lin,129 D. Lindebaum,19 S. Linden,20 R. A. Lineros,32 A. Lister,214 B. R. Littlejohn,88 J. Liu,24 Y. Liu,37 S. Lockwitz,66

I. Lomidze,72 K. Long,89 J. Lopez,6 I. López de Rego,39 N. López-March,84 J. M. LoSecco,153 A. Lozano Sanchez,54

X.-G. Lu,210 K. B. Luk,80,129,22 X. Luo,27 E. Luppi,95,67 A. A. Machado,30 P. Machado,66 C. T. Macias,92 J. R. Macier,66

M. MacMahon,203 S. Magill,8 C. Magueur,161 K. Mahn,141 A. Maio,130,61 N. Majeed,123 A. Major,55 K. Majumdar,131

A. Malige,45 S. Mameli,104 M. Man,199 R. C. Mandujano,24 J. Maneira,130,61 S. Manly,176 K. Manolopoulos,179

M. Manrique Plata,92 S. Manthey Corchado,39 L. Manzanillas-Velez,51 E. Mao,192 M. Marchan,66 A. Marchionni,66

D. Marfatia,79 C. Mariani,208 J. Maricic,79 F. Marinho,117 A. D. Marino,43 T. Markiewicz,185 F. Das Chagas Marques,30

M. Marshak,145 C.M. Marshall,176 J. Marshall,210 L. Martina,98,180 J. Martín-Albo,84 D. A. Martinez Caicedo,187

M. Martinez-Casales,66 F. Martínez López,92 S. Martynenko,20 V. Mascagna,99 A. Mastbaum,178 M. Masud,38

F. Matichard,129 G. Matteucci,101,147 J. Matthews,133 C. Mauger,165 N. Mauri,93,17 K. Mavrokoridis,131 I. Mawby,128

F. Mayhew,141 T. McAskill,211 N. McConkey,173 B. McConnell,92 K. S. McFarland,176 C. McGivern,66 C. McGrew,189

A. McNab,137 C. McNulty,129 J. Mead,148 L. Meazza,99 V. C. N. Meddage,68 A. Medhi,90 M. Mehmood,217 B. Mehta,160

P. Mehta,120 F. Mei,93,17 P. Melas,11 L. Mellet,141 T. C. D. Melo,62 O. Mena,84 H. Mendez,171 D. P. Méndez,20

A. Menegolli,103,164 G. Meng,102 A. C. E. A. Mercuri,193 A. Meregaglia,134 M. D. Messier,92 S. Metallo,145 W. Metcalf,133

M. Mewes,92 H. Meyer,212 T. Miao,66 J. Micallef,200,138 A. Miccoli,98 G. Michna,188 R. Milincic,79 F. Miller,214 G. Miller,137

W. Miller,145 A. Minotti,99,142 L. Miralles Verge,35 C. Mironov,162 S. Miscetti,96 C. S. Mishra,66 P. Mishra,82 S. R. Mishra,186

D. Mladenov,35 I. Mocioiu,166 A. Mogan,66 R. Mohanta,82 T. A. Mohayai,92 N. Mokhov,66 J. Molina,10 L. Molina Bueno,84

E. Montagna,93,17 A. Montanari,93 C. Montanari,103,66,164 D. Montanari,66 D. Montanino,98,180 L.M. Montaño Zetina,41

M. Mooney,44 A. F. Moor,184 M. Moore,185 Z. Moore,192 D. Moreno,7 G. Moreno-Granados,208 O. Moreno-Palacios,213

L. Morescalchi,104 C. Morris,81 E. Motuk,203 C. A. Moura,64 G. Mouster,128 W. Mu,66 L. Mualem,28 J. Mueller,66

M. Muether,212 F. Muheim,57 A. Muir,52 Y. Mukhamejanov,2 A. Mukhamejanova,2 M. Mulhearn,23 D. Munford,81

L. J. Munteanu,35 H. Muramatsu,145 J. Muraz,76 M. Murphy,208 T. Murphy,192 A. Mytilinaki,179 J. Nachtman,111 Y. Nagai,59

S. Nagu,135 D. Naples,169 S. Narita,118 J. Nava,93,17 A. Navrer-Agasson,89,137 N. Nayak,20 M. Nebot-Guinot,57 A. Nehm,136

S. ABBASLU et al. PHYS. REV. D 114, 012018 (2026)

012018-18

https://orcid.org/0009-0006-4610-603X


J. K. Nelson,213 O. Neogi,111 J. Nesbit,214 M. Nessi,66,35 D. Newbold,179 M. Newcomer,165 D. Newmark,138 R. Nichol,203

F. Nicolas-Arnaldos,73 A. Nielsen,24 A. Nikolica,165 J. Nikolov,154 E. Niner,66 X. Ning,20 K. Nishimura,79 A. Norman,66

A. Norrick,66 P. Novella,84 A. Nowak,128 J. A. Nowak,128 M. Oberling,8 J. P. Ochoa-Ricoux,24 S. Oh,55 S. B. Oh,66

A. Olivier,153 T. Olson,81 Y. Onel,111 Y. Onishchuk,127 A. Oranday,92 M. Osbiston,210 J. A. Osorio Vélez,6 L. O’Sullivan,136
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