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Abstract: We have studied three realistic benchmark geometries for a new far detector

GAZELLE to search for long-lived particles at the SuperKEKB accelerator in Tsukuba,

Japan. The new detector would be housed in the same building as Belle II and observe the

same e+e− collisions. To assess the discovery reach of GAZELLE, we have investigated

three new physics models that predict long-lived particles: heavy neutral leptons produced

in tau lepton decays, axion-like particles produced in B meson decays, and new scalars

produced in association with a dark photon, as motivated by inelastic dark matter. We

do not find significant gains in the new physics discovery reach of GAZELLE compared

to the Belle II projections for the same final states. The main reasons are the practical

limitations on the angular acceptance and size of GAZELLE, effectively making it at most

comparable to Belle II, even though backgrounds in the far detector could be reduced to

low rates. A far detector for long-lived particles would be well motivated in the case of a

discovery by Belle II, since decays inside GAZELLE would facilitate studies of the decay

products. Depending on the placement of GAZELLE, searches for light long-lived particles

produced in the forward direction or signals of a confining hidden force could also benefit

from such a far detector. Our general findings could help guide the design of far detectors

at future electron-positron colliders such as the ILC, FCC-ee or CEPC.
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1 Introduction

While strong theoretical arguments point towards the existence of physics beyond the

Standard Model (SM), no unambiguous signal of new physics has been observed at high-

energy colliders such as the Large Hadron Collider (LHC). There is no clear theoretical

guidance for the scale of new physics, and many possibilities remain viable. In this situation,

it is desirable to diversify the experimental search program as much as possible, taking full

advantage of the current and future experimental facilities.

If new physics exists below the weak scale, strong constraints necessarily require rather

weak couplings to the SM states. Light weakly coupled hidden sectors offer rich phe-

nomenology of beyond-the-Standard Model signatures even in the minimal models, and

have received significant attention over the last few years [1–19]. An intriguing possibility

is that a light, feebly coupled dark sector contains the Dark Matter (DM) particle. This

possibility is especially interesting in light of the stringent constraints on weak scale DM

placed by direct detection experiments, which are already probing loop-suppressed scatter-

ing cross sections [20, 21]. Many of the light dark sector models naturally feature long-lived
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Figure 1: Signature of signal events with two charged particles (f± = e±, µ±, π±, or K±)

(left) without and (right) with additional neutral particles or invisible particles.

particles (LLPs), due to small couplings and/or small mass splittings in the hidden sector.

The search for such states at colliders is complicated by the fact that for sufficiently long

lifetimes the particles decay outside the active detector volume. In this limit only generic

signatures with missing energy remain.

To achieve a better coverage for such scenarios, adding a so-called far detector at a dis-

tance from the primary interaction point can enhance the sensitivity to long decay lengths

compared to the main detector. At the LHC, this idea has motivated far detectors such as

the recently approved experiment FASER [22] or the proposed experiments CODEX-b [23],

MATHUSLA [24], and ANUBIS [25]. Far detectors at the LHC have been shown to provide

a substantial gain in sensitivity for a large number of light and weakly coupled new physics

scenarios.

At the Belle II experiment at SuperKEKB in Japan, the conditions for LLP production

and decay are different from the LHC case: LLPs are produced with a lower boost and

in a cleaner environment with less background, making studies of LLPs with the Belle II

detector alone already very sensitive. Further improvements in the LLP signal reach could

in principle be achieved using dedicated detectors. The sensitivity to LLPs with very

long decay lengths is mostly determined by the fiducial efficiency of a far detector, which

scales with the angular acceptance times the radial thickness. Increasing the detector

volume while keeping the full angular coverage would clearly enhance the sensitivity to

LLPs beyond Belle II. However, for practical reasons such as the positioning and supply of

the Belle II detector in the Tsukuba hall, it is impossible to build a far detector with full

angular coverage. To obtain realistic predictions for the physics reach of a far detector at

Belle II the instrumental requirements have to be investigated in a dedicated study.

In this paper, we explore the projected sensitivity of several realistic options for a far

detector at Belle II. We call the ensemble of new detectors GAZELLE (GAZELLE is the

Approximately Zero-background Experiment for Long-Lived Exotics).a For our study we

focus on models with LLPs that decay into two charged particles, plus potential additional

neutral particles (Fig. 1). The signature in GAZELLE consists of two charged tracks that

originate from the LLP decay vertex. Neutrinos and other neutrals escape the GAZELLE

detector as missing energy. Our goal is to assess the sensitivity gain of GAZELLE com-

aGAZELLE is a recursive acronym. Recursive acronyms are common in computing and used by many

organizations [26].
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pared to decays in the Belle II tracking detectors for a series of benchmark models. In this

way we can explore the discovery potential of a far detector at an e+e− experiment, which

might also guide the construction of far detectors at future e+e− colliders like the ILC,

FCC-ee or CEPC.

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we describe the three GAZELLE

detector options and briefly comment on Belle II’s tracking detectors, which will serve as a

comparison. In Section 3 we give a qualitative overview of possible backgrounds and discuss

ways to control these backgrounds to achieve a good sensitivity to LLPs at GAZELLE.

Section 4 is devoted to dedicated sensitivity studies for three benchmark models: heavy

neutral leptons (HNLs), axion-like particles (ALPs), and inelastic Dark Matter (iDM). We

generalize our findings in Section 5 to cover models with similar features. In Section 6 we

explore alternative new physics scenarios that could be detected with a GAZELLE-like far

detector at Belle II. We finally conclude in Section 7 and give an outlook to far detectors

at future e+e− colliders.

2 Detector

To measure the aforementioned LLP final states we require a detector that is capable of

tracking charged particles and reconstructing a common vertex of those particles. For

simplicity we restrict the discussion to a vertex within the air-filled GAZELLE detector

volumes. If this requirement is loosened, the fiducial volume of GAZELLE can be increased

at the expense of potentially larger backgrounds.

The physics requirements for the GAZELLE detector are a timing resolution of the

order of 100 ps to reconstruct the flight direction and velocity of particles, moderate latency

times of the order of one microsecond to include GAZELLE in the Belle II trigger, and a

position reconstruction precise enough to obtain a clear vertex resolution of the order

of 10 cm for an LLP that decays inside the GAZELLE detector. The previously defined

physics requirements do not mandate calorimetry to measure photons, or very good position

resolutions. This significantly reduces the cost of the GAZELLE detector. Such a detector

can provide the following observables that can be used to reconstruct the LLP kinematics

and to reject backgrounds:

• Vertex: Two charged tracks enable the reconstruction of a common decay vertex.

This allows a very precise direction measurement of the LLP direction given the long

distance of GAZELLE from the e+e− interaction point.

• Mass: The LLP mass can be reconstructed from the track pair opening angle and

the speed β of each track. β is measured using the precise timing information along

the track [27].

• Track direction: The sign of β (or the direction of the track) can be used to reject

backgrounds from tracks entering GAZELLE.
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• Pointing angle: Since LLPs are moderately boosted, the two charged tracks can be

used to reconstruct an approximate pointing angle that must be consistent with an

LLP origin near the e+e− collision point.

• Absolute time: When synchronized with the Belle II readout, a loose time coincidence

of activity in both detectors can be used to reject backgrounds.

Since it will be challenging to provide a magnetic field for such large volumes, it is not

possible to directly reconstruct the particle momentum in GAZELLE.

We focus on four detector configurations that differ in size and positioning. The

coordinate system is oriented such that the Belle II collision point is at (0 m, 0 m, 0 m).

The z–axis of the laboratory frame coincides with that of the Belle II solenoid and its

positive direction is approximately that of the incoming high–energy electron beam. The

GAZELLE detector configurations are:

• Baby-GAZELLE (BG): A (4×4×4) m3 cube-shaped detector positioned on the floor

of Tsukuba hall centered at x ≈ 10 m, y ≈-3.7 m, z ≈ 10 m (Fig. 2). The solid angle

coverage is Ω = 0.12 sr (0.95 % angular coverage)

• L-GAZELLE (LG, consisting of LG-B1 and LG-B2):

– LG-B1: A (6× 16× 24) m3 detector covering the forward wall of Tsukuba hall

centered at x ≈ 35 m, y ≈ 2.3 m, z ≈ 0 m (Fig. 3). The solid angle coverage is

Ω = 0.34 sr (2.7 % angular coverage)

– LG-B2: A (26×16×3) m3 detector covering the far wall of Tsukuba hall centered

at x ≈ 19 m, y ≈ 2.3 m, z ≈ 10.5 m (Fig. 3). The solid angle coverage is

Ω = 0.76 sr (6.0 % angular coverage)

• GODZILLA (GZ): A (25 × 10 × 50) m3 detector placed outside of Tsukuba hall at

ground level centered at x ≈ −27 m, y ≈ 18 m, z ≈ 20 m (Fig. 4). The solid angle

coverage is Ω = 0.74 sr (5.9 % angular coverage)

The placements could be realized with minimal or moderate civil engineering around

the Belle II interaction point. The exact placement would be subject to civil engineering

constraints such as existing doors or the Belle II electronics hut.

There are several options for a detector technology that fulfills the aforementioned

requirements, while at the same time remaining cost efficient. These include detectors

based on scintillating fibers, scintillating plates, and multi-gap resistive plate chambers

(RPCs):

• Scintillating fibers are a well tested option that are being used for the SciFi tracker

upgrade of the LHCb detector [28]. One could adopt this layout, where the detector

is built from individual modules (0.5 m × 4.8 m), each comprising 8 fibre mats with

a length of 2.4 m as active detector material. The fibre mats consist of 6 layers of
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Figure 2: Baby-GAZELLE (left) sideview and (right) topview. 4

Option B: L-GAZELLE

L-GAZELLE 
B1: 6×16×24 m, centered at x = 35m, y = 2.279m, z = 0m 
B2: 26×16×3 m, centered at x = 19m, y = 2.279m, z = 10.5m
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Figure 3: L-GAZELLE (left) sideview and (right) topview.

densely packed blue-emitting scintillating fibres with a diameter of 250µm. The

scintillation light could be read out by multi-channel photomultipliers or SiPMs.

• Another option would be low-cost scintillating plates, such as the scintillating tiles

used as an active medium in the TileCal hadronic calorimeter of the ATLAS detec-

tor [29], or the long organic plastic scintillator strips that are widely used in many

neutrino experiments (e.g. MINOS, OPERA, MINERvA, T2K).

• Multigap Resistive Plate Chambers (MRPC) represent another fairly inexpensive

option with good timing and spatial resolution. This technology has been employed

in the ALICE [30] and STAR [31] detectors.

For the studies in this paper we do not assume a particular detector technology but assume

full detection efficiency within the respective GAZELLE volumes for charged particles.

– 5 –



6

+x

+y
Belle II

Collision point ×

sideview

GZ

5

GZ

+zBelle II

Collision point
×

topview

+x

Figure 4: GODZILLA (top) sideview and (bottom) topview.

The GAZELLE detector should be synchronized with the Belle II readout and ide-

ally even with the level 1 trigger system in both directions, i.e. triggering Belle II with

GAZELLE and vice-versa. While offline synchronisation of the two detectors can be used

to reject background and reconstruct the LLP production mechanisms, low multiplicity fi-

nal states such as those discussed in Sec. 4.3, might not be triggered by the default Belle II

trigger algorithms.
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We compare the sensitivity of GAZELLE to the sensitivity that can be obtained from

LLP decays within the Belle II tracking detectors. We assume that the Belle II tracking

detectors are fully efficient for polar angles 17◦ < θ < 150◦, −55 cm < z < 140 cm (z as

defined above), and radial displacements of up to 60 cm. The solid angle coverage is

Ω = 11.5 sr (90 % angular coverage).

To reject backgrounds from prompt standard model decays, we exclude vertices with

radial displacements up to 0.9 cm. We use this selection whenever we show Belle II results

in the following sections.

3 Backgrounds

Any signature that can fake a two-track signature pointing back to the Belle II interaction

point and a timing consistent with a bunch crossing after correcting for time-of-flight is

a potential background. There are two main classes of backgrounds in GAZELLE: Those

induced by the primary e+e− collisions, and those from cosmic rays. The most abundant

backgrounds are expected to be neutral K0
L mesons that decay into two charged particles

and additional (undetected) neutral particles, and muon decays into one electron and two

neutrinos.

K0
L mesons originating from the Belle II interaction point are almost completely ab-

sorbed in Belle II or the surrounding concrete shielding. However, K0
L mesons can also be

produced by muons originating directly from the interaction point or by muons from B, D,

or τ decays, interacting with the shielding material. This background can be reduced if the

primary muon is tracked in Belle II (Fig. 5 left). To a lesser extent muon-induced production

of K0
S mesons and Λ baryons will produce similar backgrounds if they are produced close

to the GAZELLE detector. While neutral hadrons are a rather rare component in cosmic

rays, the same muon-induced production process can occur in the material surrounding the

Tsukuba hall. The incoming cosmic muon cannot be used to reject this background since

it never enters any active detector, but the pointing angle of the K0
L meson decay products

will generally not point towards Belle II (Fig. 5 right).

Muon decays can mimic a 2-body particle decay if the incoming muon direction is not

correctly reconstructed (Fig. 6). In that case a muon decay would appear as a LLP decay

into two charged particles. While for muons from Belle II the decay kinematics typically

points away from Belle II and can be rejected, cosmic muons can mimic LLP decays that

point towards Belle II.

There are several features of GAZELLE that would allow for potent rejection of these

backgrounds.

• The direction and angles of the particles in relation to the Belle II interaction point

will typically result in a reconstructed mass that is too large to have been produced

in SuperKEKB collisions.

• A two-body LLP decay into two charged particles would ensure that the two charged

particle tracks and the line connecting the decay vertex to the collision point lie in a
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Figure 5: Background from direct and muon-induced K0
L meson decays originating from

(left) primary collisions and (right) cosmic muons.

Backgrounds 2: muon decays
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Figure 6: Background from (left) muon decays from primary collisions and (right) cosmic

muons.

plane. This kinematic feature would be extremely rare among cosmic muon induced

events.

• LLPs are typically produced together with other prompt particles that are visible in

Belle II, for example from B or τ decays. If the event missing momentum vector can

be computed in Belle II, it must point to the vertex position in GAZELLE.

• The event in GAZELLE and Belle II must have a time coincidence. Since the LLP

mass reconstruction is model-dependent, this timing window must be rather large

but it will still allow powerful background rejection.

While additional passive shielding between Belle II and GAZELLE stops neutral hadrons,

it also increases the rate of muon-induced hadron production and must be optimized ac-

cordingly. If the shielding is too close to the GAZELLE volume, additional background

from K0
S meson decays into two pions, as well as Λ decays, are a concern. Active cosmic ve-

toes on top of GAZELLE could be used to further reject cosmic muon induced backgrounds.
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Preliminary simulations of the Belle II hall and simplified detector setups show that

cosmic muon decays and meson decays from e+e− collisions are a particular experimental

challenge. A full study of the backgrounds is beyond the scope of this paper. In the

following, we assume an optimistic scenario with zero backgrounds, expecting that the

combination of background rejection measures discussed above will be able to reduce the

GAZELLE backgrounds to a reasonable level.

4 Benchmark models with long-lived particles

To assess the potential discovery reach of the different GAZELLE detectors, we focus on

three simple models: heavy neutral leptons (HNLs) with couplings to τ leptons; axion-like

particles (ALPs); and dark scalars in a model for inelastic dark matter(iDM). These three

models are distinguished by the production of an LLP. HNLs are produced in τ lepton

decays, ALPs are produced in meson decays, and dark scalars from inelastic dark matter

are produced in association with a dark photon, similar to Higgs-Z associated production

at a future electron-positron collider. While other production modes are possible in each

model, we focus on these three modes, which lead to different kinematics of the LLP decay

products and resemble most of the common ways to produce LLPs at Belle II. We consider

the three selected models as representatives of classes of models with similar features.

The three models exploit the main assets of Belle II: producing tau leptons in a clean

environment (HNLs); probing extremely rare B meson decays (ALPs); and resolving dis-

placed vertices (iDM). While other experiments share some of these features, we expect that

Belle II is competitive or superior in its sensitivity to the corresponding signatures. Our

goal is to explore to what extent GAZELLE could enhance the reach and thus strengthen

the position of Belle II in probing these and similar models.

In the following, we will discuss the discovery potential of GAZELLE for each of the

three models and compare it to the expected reach of Belle II. In each model, the signature

consists of two displaced charged particles from a common vertex, the decay products of

the LLP. The detection of additional particles in the final state can enhance the sensitivity,

but renders the search more model-dependent. Our goal is not to optimize the discovery

potential for a single model, but to cover a wide class of models with similar signatures.

The long-lived ALPs and dark scalars decay into displaced pairs of leptons or into

hadrons if these decay modes are kinematically accessible. Typically all decay products

are detectable, and their invariant mass reconstructs to the mass of the decaying LLP. HNL

decays always involve a neutrino in the final state. The missing energy prevents a direct

reconstruction of the HNL’s mass from the visible decay products. As a consequence, the

reconstruction and background suppression is more involved than in the other two models.

To determine the probability that an event is seen in the Belle II or GAZELLE detec-

tors, we generate sample-sets of N events using EvtGen [32] (ALPs) or MadGraph [33] (HNLs

and iDM). For each event i in one of these samples, we extract the production point and

the momentum direction of the LLP. If the LLP misses the detector as a whole, there is no

chance to detect its decay products. Therefore we first check whether the LLP’s direction

geometrically intersects with the detector. If that is the case, we determine the distances
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`in and `out between the LLP’s production point and the point where the LLP enters and

leaves the detector. The probability P for the LLP in event i to decay inside the detector

depends on its boost γβi and proper decay length cτ as

Pi = exp

(
− `ini
γβicτ

)
− exp

(
− `outi

γβicτ

)
. (4.1)

To obtain the average probability 〈P〉 for an LLP to decay inside the detector, we take the

mean of all probabilities Pi in the sample-set,

〈P〉 =
1

N

N∑
i=1

Pi . (4.2)

We calculate this probability for each of the three GAZELLE detectors and for Belle II, as

described in Section 2, for a few benchmark parameters in each LLP model. Throughout

our analysis we assume a detection efficiency of 100% and zero background in the detector.

4.1 Heavy neutral leptons

Heavy neutral leptons (HNLs) are electroweak singlet fermions, N , of mass mN [34]. While

several of these new particles could exist, we restrict ourselves to the case of a single HNL.

The HNL couples to the SM lepton doublets, Lα, via the neutrino portal interaction

LHNL =
∑
α

cα(L̄αH̃)N ′, (4.3)

where the index α = 1, 2, 3 runs over the SM generations, H is the Higgs doublet and cα is a

dimensionless coupling constant. This structure fixes the SM charges of N ′ to be zero, thus

N ′ is also called a “sterile neutrino”. After electroweak symmetry breaking the neutrino

portal interaction generates a mixing between the SM neutrinos, να, and the HNL, N . The

neutrino flavor eigenstates, ν ′α, N ′, and the mass eigenstates να, N , are related by

ν ′α ' να + UαN, N ′ ' −Uανα +N, (4.4)

to leading order in the small mixing angles Uα. This means that the interactions of N are

exactly the same as for the SM neutrinos, rescaled by the mixing Uα. If N predominantly

mixes with just a single SM lepton flavor, α, we denote it as Nα, i.e., for Ne we have

Ue � Uµ,τ .

At Belle II, several production mechanisms for HNLs can be important. HNLs lighter

than the τ lepton can be produced in τ decays (Fig. 7 left), due to the large number of τ ’s

produced at Belle II. For heavier HNLs, the decays B± → Nα`
± and B → NαD`

± are the

most important production processes. We restrict our analysis to the case of τ -flavored

HNLs Nτ , i.e., we take Uτ 6= 0 and Ue = Uµ = 0, and assume that mN < mτ . In this

region of parameter space the main source of HNLs are the decays τ → Nτ `ν,Nτqq̄; other

production channels can be safely neglected. We focus on the hadronic 2- and 3-body

decays τ± → Nτπ
±(π0), since these contain easily identifiable final-state particles.

Inside the Belle II detector the HNL can decay via an off-shell W or Z boson, giving

rise to the channels Nτ → νν̄ν, `+`−ν, or qq̄ν, with ` = e or µ (Fig. 7 right). We consider
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Figure 7: Representative Feynman diagrams for (left) tau-flavored HNL production

via tau decay and (right) HNL decay. The dot vertex indicates the neutrino mixing

parametrized by an angle Uτ .

all kinematically available decay channels for a given mN and require at least two charged

particles in the final state. Analytical expressions for N production and decay are taken

from Ref. [35] and are summarized in Appendix A.

We have simulated events at Belle II using MadGraph for three benchmark HNL masses,

mN = 0.5, 1.0, 1.5 GeV. Using the full kinematical information, we compute the average

probability of an HNL to decay inside the detector volume as in Eq. (4.1). Fig. 8 shows

the average decay probability for each GAZELLE configuration, normalized to the average

probability to decay within Belle II.

We then estimate the expected number of HNL decays inside the GAZELLE detector

as

Ndec = Nττ × Brprod(mN , Uτ )× Brdec(mN )× 〈P(mN , Uτ )〉 . (4.5)

Here Nττ = 5× 1010 is the number of τ pairs produced at Belle II with 50 ab−1 luminosity.

The branching ratio for the inclusive decay τ → NX, Brprod(mN , Uτ ), depends on both

the HNL mass and the mixing angle with the tau neutrino. Further, Brdec(mN ) is the

branching ratio for the inclusive decay N → νXdec, where Xdec contains at least two

visible particles, i.e., charged leptons or pions.

In Fig. 9, we show the expected event yield at GAZELLE, assuming 100% efficiency

and zero background in the detector. In this best-case scenario, we can claim a signal with

95% confidence over the null hypothesis if we observe at least Ndec = 3 events. This value is

represented by the horizontal line in Fig. 9. As an example, in this ideal case L-GAZELLE

would be able to probe mixing angles down to Uτ ∼ 1.4 × 10−3 for mN = 1.5 GeV or

Uτ ∼ 7.1× 10−3 for mN = 0.5 GeV.

These predictions need to be compared with the expected reach of Belle II, assuming

100% detector efficiency as for GAZELLE. A previous study estimated that Belle II could

probe mixing angles down to Uτ ∼ 1.6 × 10−3 for mN = 1.5 GeV and Uτ ∼ 2 × 10−3 for

mN = 0.5 GeV [36].b In Table 1, we show the comparison of the reach of L-GAZELLE

bThe estimated detector efficiency in Ref. [36] is about 25%, which we used to rescale the results to

obtain the projections at 100% efficiency.
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Figure 9: Expected number of HNL events inside the GAZELLE detectors as a function

of the mixing angle Uτ , for three mass benchmarks.
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mN [GeV] L-GAZELLE Belle II LG/Belle II

0.5 7.1× 10−3 2.0× 10−3 3.6

1.0 2.2× 10−3 1.1× 10−3 2.0

1.5 1.4× 10−3 1.6× 10−3 0.85

Table 1: Projected reach of L-GAZELLE and Belle II for the mixing angle Uτ with the

three mass benchmarks considered. The last column shows the ratio of the reach at L-

GAZELLE over Belle II, assuming 100% efficiency for both detectors. Ratios smaller than

one indicate a better performance of L-GAZELLE.

versus Belle II for the three mass benchmarks. For high HNL masses, L-GAZELLE is

sensitive to smaller mixing angles Uτ than Belle II, while the opposite is true for small

masses. This strong mass dependence is due to the scaling of the HNL branching ratios.

In particular, the three-body decay width of the HNL into charged states relevant for L-

GAZELLE scales as m5
N , while Belle II also probes other decay channels. This explains the

larger gain of L-GAZELLE over Belle II for large HNL masses, despite a smaller average

decay probability (Fig. 8).

The analysis performed here for τ -flavored HNLs can be easily extended to the e- and

µ-flavored cases, Ne and Nµ respectively. At Belle II the main production mechanisms

would be τ , D and B decays. In the very light mass region mN . 100 MeV, the HNL

could be in principle produced with enough boost to largely escape the Belle II detector.

However, this region is already excluded by beam dump experiments, see e.g. Ref. [37].

For heavier HNLs, the gain of GAZELLE over Belle II would be dictated again by the

respective fiducial coverage.

4.2 Axion-like particles

Axion-like particles (ALPs) arise in pseudoscalar extensions of the Standard Model. These

hypothetical particles are pseudo Nambu-Goldstone bosons associated with a chiral sym-

metry, the Peccei-Quinn symmetry, that is broken at some high scale Λ [38–40]. ALPs

can couple to gauge bosons and fermions of the SM via dimension-5 operators (frequently

referred to as the “axion portal” in the literature) [41–43]. At Belle II, ALPs with masses

below the GeV scale can be abundantly produced as on-shell particles in B meson decays.

Subsequently, the ALPs travel through the detector and decay to leptonic or hadronic final

states, if these are kinematically allowed. In our analysis, we focus on the final states with

electron or muon pairs, B → K + a (a→ `+`−) (Fig. 10).

The relevant ALP interactions around the B mass scale are described by an effective

Lagrangian

LALP = −2gij
∂µa

Λ
d̄iγ

µPLdj +
c`
2

∂µa

Λ
¯̀γµγ5`, i, j = 1, 2, 3, ` = e, µ, (4.6)

where gij is the effective coupling of the ALP to down-quark FCNCs and c` is the coupling

of ALPs to leptons. The FCNC coupling, gij , can originate directly from a broken Peccei

Quinn symmetry at a high scale Λ or be generated from flavor-diagonal couplings in the
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Figure 10: Feynman diagram for ALP production via B → Ka decays at Belle II.

electroweak theory at loop level [44, 45]. For simplicity we assume that only g23 = gsb and

c` = ce = cµ are non-zero.c The production rate of an on-shell ALP from B decays is [45]

ΓB→Ka =
|gsb|2

16πΛ2

∣∣f0

(
m2
a

)∣∣2 (m2
B −m2

K

)2
mB

(
1− (mK +ma)

2

m2
B

) 1
2
(

1− (mK −ma)
2

m2
B

) 1
2

,

(4.7)

where f0

(
m2
a

)
is the scalar hadronic form factor at momentum transfer q2 = m2

a, see

e.g. Ref. [46]. In our numerical analysis, we consider only B+ → K+a decays. Owing

to their nature as Nambu-Goldstone bosons, the decay rate of ALPs into leptons scales

quadratically with the lepton mass [44, 47],

Γa→`−`+ =
m2
` |c`|

2

8πΛ2

√
m2
a − 4m2

` . (4.8)

For small ALP-lepton couplings c`, the ALP decays at a distance from the production

point. The signal resulting from B+ decays consists of two charged lepton tracks that

point to a displaced vertex and a charged kaon. The kaon momentum can be reconstructed

from its decay products, allowing for an efficient background rejection.

Following the procedure described in Sec. 4 and using Eqs. (4.7) and (4.8), we calculate

the probability of ALPs decaying inside the GAZELLE configurations discussed in Sec. 2

relative to Belle II. The corresponding probability ratios for various ALP masses are shown

in Fig. 11. We can see that for small values of the coupling, which correspond to long

lifetimes, GODZILLA and (for some masses) L-GAZELLE outperform Belle II, while Baby-

GAZELLE has a much lower rate than Belle II for all couplings.

At the value of c`/Λ for which the probability ratio rapidly drops in Belle II’s favor,

the ALP becomes short-lived on the scale of the Belle II detector. We also notice that

the sensitivity of Baby-GAZELLE and L-GAZELLE is significantly better for heavy ALPs

with masses near the kinematic endpoint in B → K decays. The reason is that heavy

ALPs inherit the forward boost of the B mesons, so that a far-distance detector positioned

in the forward region captures more of them.

cWhile the qualitative results of our study hold in general, the lifetime and leptonic branching ratios

of the ALP can drastically change in the presence of additional couplings, such as couplings to photons,

gluons, and light quarks.
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ma [GeV] gsb L-GAZELLE Belle II LG/Belle II

0.3 3.9× 10−6 1.4× 10−5 1.2× 10−5 1.2

2.0 3.8× 10−6 1.7× 10−6 1.4× 10−6 1.3

4.0 3.5× 10−6 4.4× 10−7 4.5× 10−7 1.0

Table 2: Projected reach of L-GAZELLE and Belle II for the ALP coupling c`/Λ [TeV−1]

for three mass benchmarks. The second line shows the maximum coupling gsb allowed by

current bounds from flavor experiments (see text). The last column shows the ratio of

the reach at L-GAZELLE over Belle II, assuming 100% detection efficiency. Ratios smaller

than one indicate a better performance of L-GAZELLE.

We also estimate the maximum number of events expected at GAZELLE,

Ndec = NBB̄ × BrB±→K±a(ma, gsb)× Bra→`+`−(ma, c`)× 〈P(ma, c`, gsb)〉, (4.9)

where NBB̄ = 5 × 1010 corresponds to the number of BB̄ pairs produced at Belle II with

50 ab−1 luminosity. For the ALP production rate, we determine the largest coupling gsb
that is allowed by previous searches at flavor experiments for B → K decays with missing

energy in the final state, assuming that the majority of LLPs escape the detector. To date,

the strongest upper bounds on gsb come from searches for B → K+invisible at BaBar [48].

In our numerical analysis we take these bounds into account and fix gsb to the values given

in Table 2. The resulting number of `+`− pairs produced in the GAZELLE detector is

shown in Fig. 12. As in the previous section, we mark the line of Ndec = 3 events above

which we can claim a signal with 95% CL given zero background.

In Table 2, we show the smallest ALP couplings c`/Λ to which L-GAZELLE and Belle II

are sensitive if a 100% detection efficiency is assumed. While the reach is comparable to

Belle II’s, it is a bit smaller, which we discuss more generally in Sec. 5. The sensitivity gain

of L-GAZELLE increases with the ALP mass, because heavy ALPs are more abundantly

produced in the forward region and missed by Belle II.

A detailed study of an inclusive search for B → K + invisible at Belle II can be found

in [49].
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Figure 11: Ratio of average ALP decay probabilities within different configurations of

GAZELLE/Belle II as a function of the effective ALP-lepton coupling c`/Λ and for various

ALP masses ma.
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Figure 12: Maximum expected number of events in the GAZELLE detectors as a function

of the ALP-lepton coupling c`/Λ for various ALP masses.
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4.3 Inelastic dark matter

Thermal dark matter of a few GeV is severely constrained by CMB observations and direct

detection searches [50]. These constraints can be avoided if dark matter couples inelastically

to the SM fields. As discussed in, e.g., Refs. [51–54], the most straightforward realisation

of this idea, dubbed inelastic dark matter (iDM), is a pair of Majorana fermions, χ1 and

χ2, coupled to a massive dark gauge boson, A′, which kinetically mixes with the Standard

Model. In this scenario, χ1 is the dark matter candidate, mχ2 > mχ1 to avoid the stringent

direct detection limits resulting from A′ exchange with nuclear targets, and mA′ > mχ1 to

avoid CMB limits associated with the annihilation χ1χ1 → A′A′ in the early universe. A

natural setup to explain the A′ mass, as well as the mass splitting between χ1 and χ2, is

to introduce a Higgs mechanism in the dark sector [55]. We will adopt this iDM setup and

study the production and decay of the associated dark scalar h′. The dark sector has seven

free parameters: the masses associated with A′, h′, χ1 and χ2, the angle θ characterizing

the mixing with the SM scalar, the kinetic mixing ε, and the dark fine structure constant

αD. We refer the reader to Ref. [55] for details.

Figure 13: Feynman diagram for dark Higgs production and decay in the iDM model.

At Belle II the dark Higgs can be copiously produced if it is radiated from a dark

photon, as indicated in Fig. 13. To assess the prospects of detecting such dark scalars in

the different configurations of GAZELLE, we will assume that they decay into a pair of

muons.

Accordingly, we simulate the process e+e− → χ1χ1`
+`−h′ in MadGraph [33], where

` = e or µ. The corresponding cross section does not depend on the mixing angle and can

be large if the dark photon produced in association with h′ is on-shell. In this case the

cross section can be computed from

dσ(e+e− → A′h′)

d cosϑ
=

8πααDε
2

√
s
(
s−m2

A′
)2 k (2m2

A′ + k2 sin2 ϑ
)
, (4.10)
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where
√
s is the center-of-mass energy at Belle II,

k =

√
s

2

(
1− (mA′ −mh′)

2

s

) 1
2
(

1− (mA′ +mh′)
2

s

) 1
2

(4.11)

is the three-momentum of the dark Higgs in the center-of-mass frame, and ϑ is the cor-

responding scattering angle. Motivated by current experimental limits [55], we fix the

following parameters

ε = 10−3 , αD = 0.1 , mA′ = 8 GeV , mχ1 = 2 GeV , mχ2 = 4 GeV. (4.12)

We will consider three benchmarks for the dark Higgs mass, mh′ = 0.4, 1, and 3 GeV. The

expected number of events from the decay of the dark Higgs in the different GAZELLE

configurations is evaluated through

Ndec = Nχ1χ1`+`−h′ × Brh′→µ+µ− (mh′)× 〈P(mh′ , θ)〉 . (4.13)

The number of iDM events Nχ1χ1`+`−h′ is calculated from the cross section obtained by

MadGraph assuming 50 ab−1 of data. The branching ratio for h′ → µ+µ− is evaluated using

Brh′→µ+µ− (mh′) =
Γh′→µ+µ−

Γtot
, with Γh′→µ+µ− =

sin2 θ GF mh′m
2
µ

4
√

2π

(
1−

4m2
µ

m2
h′

) 3
2

. (4.14)

In order to account for the hadronic contributions to the total width of the dark scalar,

Γtot, we employ the results from Ref. [56]. Finally, the decay probability 〈P(mh′ , θ)〉 is

computed following the method described around Eqs. (4.1) and (4.2). We note that in

the mass range of interest the dark Higgs width Γtot is proportional to sin2 θ. Therefore

the decay probability depends on the mixing angle through the lifetime of the dark Higgs,

τh′ = 1/Γtot, while the branching ratio Brh′→µ+µ− is independent of θ and only depends

on mh′ .

In Fig. 14, we show the expected number of decay events as a function of the scalar

mixing angle θ for the three scalar masses mentioned above. Similarly, in Fig. 15 we

compare the probabilities of detecting a dark Higgs decay in the different configurations of

GAZELLE against those for Belle II. For θ & 10−4, Belle II can detect many more events,

whereas for smaller angles the detection probabilities in the GAZELLE detectors are similar

to those at Belle II, especially for GODZILLA and L-GAZELLE. In Table 3, we show the

smallest θ to which L-GAZELLE and Belle II are sensitive if a 100% detection efficiency is

assumed. For all benchmarks, their ratio is only marginally bigger than 1.
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Figure 14: Expected number of dark Higgs events from iDM as a function of the scalar

mixing angle, for the parameter set in Eq. (4.12) and the indicated dark Higgs masses.
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Figure 15: Ratio of average decay probabilities for a dark Higgs in the iDM model within

different configurations of GAZELLE/Belle II, as a function of the scalar mixing angle θ,

for the parameter set in Eq. (4.12) and the indicated dark Higgs masses.
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mh′ [GeV] L-GAZELLE Belle II LG/Belle II

0.4 1.46× 10−6 1.14× 10−6 1.29

1.0 4.82× 10−7 3.7× 10−7 1.31

3.0 7.93× 10−7 5.8× 10−7 1.37

Table 3: Projected reach of L-GAZELLE and Belle II for the mixing angle θ with the three

mass benchmarks considered. The last column shows the ratio of the reach at L-GAZELLE

over Belle II, assuming 100% efficiency for both detectors. Ratios smaller than one indicate

a better performance of L-GAZELLE.
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5 Comparing the LLP reach at GAZELLE and Belle II

Despite the different LLP production and decay modes, the overall sensitivity of GAZELLE

does not significantly exceed the one of Belle II in most of the benchmarks we considered.

The high sensitivity of Belle II and the comparably modest additional reach of GAZELLE

is mostly due to the geometry and the positioning of the detectors.

The sensitivity to LLPs with large decay lengths, d ≡ γβcτ , is mostly determined by

the solid angle Ω (as viewed from the collision point) times the radial thickness D of the

detector, see also Sec. 1. This follows from rewriting the radial decay probability, Eq. (4.1),

as

P(`in) = exp

(
−`

in

d

)
− exp

(
−`

in +D

d

)
, (5.1)

and expanding the exponential for d� `in, D, in which case the average decay probability

is approximated by

〈P〉 ≈ Ω× D

d
. (5.2)

Using the geometry parameters from Sec. 2, we can roughly estimate the fiducial acceptance

Ω×D for Belle II and the three GAZELLE detectors as

Belle II : 11.5 sr× 0.6 m = 6.9 sr m,

Baby-GAZELLE : 0.12 sr× 2.5 m = 0.3 sr m,

L-GAZELLE : 0.34 sr× 5.3 m + 0.76 sr× 4.1 m = 4.9 sr m,

GODZILLA : 0.76 sr× 4.1 m = 8.9 sr m.

(5.3)

For Baby-GAZELLE, the fiducial acceptance is too small to compete with Belle II. For

L-GAZELLE and GODZILLA, the fiducial acceptance is comparable to that of Belle II,

resulting in a similar sensitivity to LLPs in the limit of long decay lengths. This explains

the typical decay ratios of 〈P〉LG/GZ/〈P〉CDC ≈ 1 for the three models in Figures 8, 11

and 15 at small couplings. In all three models the reach at long lifetimes is determined by

the detector geometry, rather than the exponential decay probability, which dominates for

smaller decay lengths. Deviations from the simple estimates in Eq. (5.3) are due to the

kinematic distribution of the LLPs, as well as the limited validity of approximation 5.2.

At future e+e− colliders, geometric limitations can be overcome by optimizing the fidu-

cial acceptance. For instance, this idea has been put forward in the HADES proposal [57],

a 4π detector positioned at a distance around the collision point of the planned future

electron-positron collider FCC-ee.

Finally, we comment on the complementarity of displaced vertex and missing energy

searches. Due to its high angular coverage, Belle II can efficiently detect LLPs with very

long lifetimes as missing energy. For example, in the ALP model from Sec. 4.2 the projected

rates for ALP decays in GAZELLE are limited by existing searches for B → K+invisible at

BaBar [48]. Searches with displaced vertices or missing energy searches are complementary,

as they cover all possible decay channels of neutral LLPs. In general, the sensitivity
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to signatures with missing energy depends on the detector efficiency to reconstruct the

remainder of the event and on the backgrounds that can mimic the signal. Compared with

the LHC experiments, Belle II has the advantage of lower backgrounds, and compared to

LHCb also the advantage of a nearly full angular coverage. On the other hand, event rates

at Belle II are typically lower than at the LHC. The reach obtained by either displaced

vertices or missing energy searches, at the LHC or at Belle II, depends on the details of the

new physics models, and dedicated comparisons are warranted on a case by case basis.

6 Forward physics and confining dark sectors

The three benchmark models discussed in Section 4 are representative of a broad range

of LLPs that would typically arise in weakly coupled hidden sectors. In this section we

discuss several new physics scenarios that go beyond our previous discussion. In Section 6.1,

we explore the gain of GAZELLE to detect light LLPs that are produced in the forward

direction, and thus tend to escape the Belle II detector acceptance. In Sections 6.2, 6.3,

and 6.4 we then discuss three possible signatures of hidden sectors that contain a confining

dark strong force. The confinement may lead to novel phenomena such as emerging jets,

quirks, and soft bombs that could be seen at a far detector such as GAZELLE.

6.1 Forward LLP production

Belle II’s lack of angular coverage in the forward region reduces the sensitivity to LLPs pro-

duced along the beam axis. If LLPs are predominantly produced in the forward direction,

GAZELLE would detect the LLP decay products with an improved efficiency compared to

Belle II.

An example of this effects is the ALP benchmark with mass ma = 4 GeV, close to the

kinematic threshold in B → Ka decays, see Section 4.2. The forward boost of the B meson

at Belle II is inherited by the ALP, which is then also emitted in the forward direction and

as such tends to escape the Belle II detector. A far-distance detector positioned in the

forward region would have an enhanced probability to detect such heavy LLPs.

Another example of a forward process is the production of a dark photon A′ via

e+e− → γA′. This process features a collinear enhancement, even if the dark photon is

moderately heavy, see, e.g., Eq. (7) in Ref. [58], as well as the discussion in Ref. [59].

The logarithmic divergence in the forward direction is cut off by the mass of the incoming

electrons [60]. Based on a rough estimate, we find three times as many dark photons

produced in the forward direction compared to the event rates within the polar angle

acceptance of Belle II in the center-of-mass frame, 0.22 . ϑ∗ . 2.42. This may lead to

some sensitivity improvement at a far detector in certain models. In the minimal scenario

where A′ only couples to electrons, this is not the case since A′ would be too short-lived

to reach the far detector before decaying [61]. However, in the non-minimal scenarios from

Section 6.2, where the A′ decays to dark sector states, which then decay back to the

SM particles far from the interaction point, a forward detector could have an improved

discovery reach over Belle II.
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We believe that similar arguments will apply to other NP setups such as a light axial

vector, scalar or pseudo-scalar state that couples to electrons. A simple immediate exam-

ple for a pseudo-scalar is an ALP with couplings to electrons,d which would be directly

produced via e+e− → γa. As in the case of the A′, also here the production and the decay

are controlled by the same coupling, leading to too small production rates if the particle is

to be long-lived. The exception to this conclusion are decays to the dark sector, followed

by subsequent decays back to the Standard Model, a possibility that we now discuss in

more detail.

6.2 Emerging jets

If a dark sector contains several relatively light states, the production of dark sector par-

ticles can result in dark jets with some of the dark sector particles decaying back to the

Standard Model.e A well motivated example is a dark sector that contains “dark quarks”

qD charged under a confining force SU(ND). In this case the production of dark sector

particles mimics the production of QCD jets in the Standard Model. The hard produc-

tion process, e+e− → qD q̄D, is followed by the emission of “dark gluons” splitting into

other dark quarks. This decay chain results in jets of dark particles, just as e+e− → qq̄

production results in two QCD jets. The dark gluons and dark quarks confine into dark

mesons, πD, ρD, . . ., and dark baryons, nD, n
∗
D, . . . The dark mesons decay to SM states,

because the dark quarks have feeble interactions with the Standard Model. The lightest

dark baryon is assumed to be stable and escapes the detector.

The phenomenology of dark jets depends on the details of the dark sector model, both

on the confining group, as well as on the dark sector field content and their masses (see

Ref. [63] for some benchmarks). The pattern of decays into SM particles depends on the

flavor structure of the portal interactions. In principle many decays are possible, such as

πD → e+e−, µ+µ−, qq̄, γγ, . . . and nD → e+e− + inv, . . . are possible. The branching

ratios of the different channels are fixed by the flavor structure of the couplings to the

SM fields. Examples of such signatures are lepton jets [64–66], semi-visible jets [67–69], jet

substructure from dark sector showers [70], and emerging jets [71].

If the decays of dark sector particles are prompt, this results in a shower of visible

particles in the Belle II detector. The possibility that the decays lead to displaced vertices

is experimentally less constrained. In this case the dark jets originate from many dark

particles with varying decay times, resulting in a collection of displaced decays that appear

in the detector as emerging jets forming far away from the interaction point [71]. For large

enough decay times the decays occur mainly outside the Belle II detector, leaving only

a signature of missing energy for Belle II. A far detector like GAZELLE would increase

the volume in which the emerging decays can be detected, thus covering a larger range of

dSetting aside the model building challenge posed by the fact that, if this is a true PNGB, the interactions

to electrons are suppressed by the electron mass and thus the phenomenologically relevant scale f would

be very low.
eSuch decays are possible even if the interactions with the Standard Model are very weak, i.e., even if

the dark sector is in a “hidden valley” [62].
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possible decay times. A detailed study of the Belle II sensitivity to such models can be

found in [72].

As an example let us consider a simple toy model of cascade decays in the dark sector.

A dark scalar φ1 is produced in positron–electron collisions, e+e− → φ1φ1. Subsequently,

φ1 decays to a pair of lighter dark scalars, φ1 → φ2φ2, followed by φ2 decaying to SM

particles, φ2 →SM+SM. The production of the final SM states, i.e., the constituents of

emerging jets, is no longer controlled by a simple exponential as in the benchmark models in

Section 4, but rather by a convolution of two sequential decays. In the long lifetime limit the

average probability for emerging jet constituents to arise in the detector is parametrically

given by (rather than Eq. (5.2))

〈P〉 ≈ Ω× D

d1
× D

d2
, (6.1)

with the respective decay lengths di = γiβicτi and assuming that φ1,2 are much lighter

than the collision energy. Because of the larger radial size GAZELLE has a parametric

advantage to explore such scenarios compared to Belle II. One can thus easily imagine a

possibility where dark sectors are discovered in a missing energy signature at Belle II and

then explored fully only using GAZELLE or a variation thereof.

6.3 Quirks

If the confining SU(ND) dark sector only contains heavy dark quarks, QD, in the GeV

range, at Belle II the production via e+e− → QDQ̄D does not leave enough energy to

create another QDQ̄D pair from the vacuum. Unlike in the case of light dark quarks,

Section 6.2, now the dark mesons cannot form. Instead, the heavy quarks are connected

by a flux tube of dark gluons that act as a string connecting at the ends to the two quirks,

QD and Q̄D [73–75]. The quirks fly apart until the energy stored in the string tension is

increased enough to stop the quirks. At this point the string pulls the quirks back toward

each other. Equating the kinetic energy Ekin ∼
√
s = O(10 GeV) of the QDQ̄D pair and

the potential energy associated with the SU(ND) confining scale ΛIR gives an estimate of

the typical length scale of the string [75],

` ∼ Ekin

Λ2
IR

∼ 10 m
Ekin

10 GeV

(10 eV

ΛIR

)2
. (6.2)

In the e+e− center-of-energy frame the two quirks appear as though they were oscillating

back and forth, connected by a string. In the lab frame, the two quirks have an overall

boost and therefore move through the detector, oscillating back and forth, and finally

exit. During the oscillations the string and the quirks slowly shed energy by emitting

SM particles, which can potentially be observed in the experiment. They also lose energy

through interactions with the detector material and thus can even get stopped in the

detectors [76]. A far detector like GAZELLE would probe flux tubes with longer string

length ` than Belle II alone. For Ekin ∼ 10 GeV, this would mean that one would probe

dark force confinement scales in the range ΛIR . 10 eV.
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6.4 Soft bombs

Strongly coupled hidden valley models [62] may result in spherically symmetric distribu-

tions of soft particles with very high multiplicity, the so-called soft bombs [77, 78]. In

the perturbative regime of a non-abelian gauge theory such as QCD, the radiation in the

evolution of the jet is either collinear or soft, since these are the phase-space regions with

logarithmically enhanced parton splitting. However, when the ’t Hooft coupling of the

gauge theory is large, parton emission with a large momentum fraction can occur also at

larger splitting angles. This results in a more isotropic phase-space distribution of dark

particles. Once the dark sector states decay to the SM states, one obtains the typical event

topology of a soft bomb: large numbers of spherically distributed soft SM particles with

typical momenta as low as 10 to 100 MeV. If the decays to the SM particles are suppressed

by a small coupling, they could be displaced and occur outside the Belle II detector. The

wave of soft particles, a.k.a. the “belt of fire”, could then only be seen by the GAZELLE

detector.

7 Summary

Based on our investigations of the physics potential of GAZELLE, we draw the following

general conclusions.

In models with feebly coupled long-lived particles, such as heavy neutral leptons, axion-

like particles or dark Higgs bosons, we have shown numerically that GAZELLE provides at

most a modest gain in sensitivity over Belle II. For long lifetimes (and thus small couplings),

the expected reach at GAZELLE is up to a factor of O(1) higher than at Belle II, assuming

no backgrounds. We find that the Belle II detector itself is already very sensitive to even

tiny couplings, i. e., long lifetimes, of particles in the 100 MeV to GeV region. Compared to

Belle II, the three realistic detector geometries for GAZELLE we considered have smaller

angular coverage, but (in two out of three) a larger radial depth. This results in comparable

effective fiducial acceptances and in a comparable reach of Belle II and GAZELLE for LLPs

with long lifetimes. For shorter lifetimes the LLPs mostly decay inside the Belle II detector

and do not reach GAZELLE in appreciable numbers.

The high angular coverage, smaller boosts, and relatively small backgrounds distin-

guish Belle II from other experiments where far detectors can provide a substantial sensi-

tivity gain in the LLP searches. For experiments with a low angular acceptance, such as

LHCb, a far detector with larger fiducial acceptance and lower background, such as the

CODEX-b proposal, is clearly a valuable addition to probe LLPs with long lifetimes. At

ATLAS and CMS the angular coverage is already high. Thanks to a much larger size,

the MATHUSLA proposal has, despite smaller angular coverage, a similar acceptance for

LLP decays in the long-lifetime limit as ATLAS or CMS. Nevertheless, MATHUSLA has a

significantly increased projected reach to LLPs with lifetimes above 10 m since it would op-

erate in the low-background regime without trigger limitations. The much smaller FASER

experiment placed far downstream from the ATLAS interaction point will be able to very

efficiently search for light new physics produced in the forward direction in an essentially
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zero-background environment, improving the reach of ATLAS and CMS by orders of mag-

nitude. Such large sensitivity gains are not expected at GAZELLE compared to Belle II,

because the latter already operates in a relatively low background environment. Due to

smaller boosts, both Belle II and GAZELLE are expected to be sensitive to shorter lifetimes

than the proposed far detectors at the LHC, thereby covering the apparent gap left by the

combination of near and far detectors at the LHC [16, 79].

We highlight two exceptions where the addition of a far detector at Belle II could

yield substantial sensitivity gains. First, light LLPs directly produced in electron-positron

collisions are emitted mainly along the beam line, a region of phase space that is not

covered by the Belle II detector. In this case a far detector in the forward region could

fill the acceptance gap of Belle II and enhance the sensitivity. Second, many models with

a confining force in a hidden sector predict phenomena like emerging jets, flux tubes or

high-multiplicity final states, which emerge at a distance from the production point and

require a large detection area, changing the effective acceptance in favor of GAZELLE.

Searching for signs of hidden confinement could thus motivate the construction of a far

detector, even if the near detector has good angular coverage.

Besides the fiducial acceptance, the relative sensitivity of Belle II and GAZELLE de-

pends crucially on the background suppression that can be achieved in different channels.

For GAZELLE, our studies of backgrounds from neutral kaon decays and cosmic muons

lead us to believe that they can be rejected to a low level by exploiting the direction and

timing of the particle trajectories. Belle II, on the other hand, has a high potential to go

beyond displaced vertex searches and detect particles with very long lifetimes through sig-

natures with missing energy. There is thus complementarity of LLP searches via displaced

vertices at Belle II and GAZELLE, and via missing energy signatures at Belle II, which

merits more detailed studies within concrete models.

Beyond Belle II, our findings can guide the design of far detectors at future electron-

positron experiments, the ILC (see [80]), CEPC and FCC-ee (for the latter see the HADES

proposal [57]). Since these are expected to operate similarly in a relatively low background

environment, the potential far detectors should aim at high fiducial coverages (large angular

coverage and radial depth). Only in this way it is possible to appreciably increase the

sensitivity reach of far detectors to LLPs over what should already be possible to achieve

with general purpose detectors near the interaction point.

In conclusion, the construction of a far detector at Belle II that would require only a

modest disruption of the present infrastructure could improve the reach of LLP searches.

However, in general the gain in sensitivity is not very large. This highlights the great

potential that the searches for LLPs at Belle II already have. In the event of a discovery,

the construction of GAZELLE would become highly motivated. It would facilitate further

studies of LLP decays, especially if these involve non-minimal or strongly coupled dark

sectors. Finally, with significant civil engineering efforts a much larger angular coverage

of GAZELLE than considered here could be possible. In this case gains in sensitivity to

LLPs of up to two orders of magnitude compared to Belle II could be possible.
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A HNL production and decay

Here we report the relevant N production and decay mechanism used in Sec. 4.1. A

complete review of these mechanisms can be found in Ref. [35].

In our analysis we take the case of τ -flavored HNLs, that is Uτ 6= 0, Ue = Uµ = 0

and mN < mτ , which makes τ decays the dominant production channels. We consider the

decays τ± → Nπ±, τ± → N`±α ν̄α and τ± → Nπ±π0. The latter is greatly enhanced by

the vector ρ± resonance and its decay width can be well approximated by the two body

decay τ± → Nρ± (see Ref. [35]). The widths are

Γ(τ± → Nπ±) =
G2
F f

2
πm

3
τ

16π
|Vud|2|Uτ |2

[(
1− y2

N

)2 − y2
π

(
1 + y2

N

)2]√
λ(1, y2

N , y
2
π) , (A.1)

Γ(τ± → N`±α ν̄α) '
G2
Fm

5
τ

192π3
|Uτ |2

[
1− 8y2

N + 8y6
N − y8

N − 12y4
N log(y2

N )
]
, (A.2)

Γ(τ± → Nρ±) =
G2
F g

2
ρm

3
τ

16πm2
ρ

|Vud|2|Uτ |2
[(

1− y2
N

)2
+ y2

ρ

(
1 + y2

N − 2y2
ρ

)2]√
λ(1, y2

N , y
2
ρ) ,

(A.3)

where GF = 1.16×10−5 GeV−2 is the Fermi constant and |Vud| = 0.974 is the CKM matrix

element of light quark mixing. The meson masses and decay constants are fπ = 130.2 MeV,

mπ = 139 MeV and gρ = 0.162 GeV2, mρ = 775.5 MeV respectively. Here we defined

yi = mi/mτ , while the function λ is defined as

λ(a, b, c) = a2 + b2 + c2 − 2ab− 2ac− 2bc . (A.4)

In the second equation we took the limit y` → 0 to simplify the expression.

Once produced, the HNL can decay via Z-mediated processes only into leptons or

pions. Final states are visible in GAZELLE only when charged particles are present. This

is the case for some of the considered final states, while other ones remain invisible.
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We consider the invisible decays N → ντ ν̄βνβ (β = e, µ, τ) and N → ντπ
0 with widths

Γ(N → ντ ν̄βνβ) = (1 + δτβ)
G2
Fm

5
N

768π3
|Uτ |2 , (A.5)

Γ(N → ντπ
0) =

G2
F f

2
πm

3
N

32π
|Uτ |2

(
1− x2

π

)2
, (A.6)

where xi = mi/mN .

The visible decays we take into account are N → ντ ¯̀̀ and N → ντπ
+π−. Similarly to

the production case, the two pions channel is enhanced by the ρ0 resonance and its decay

width can be well approximated by the two body decay N → ντρ
0. The visible widths are

then

Γ(N → ντ ¯̀̀ ) '
G2
Fm

5
N

192π3
|Uτ |2

(
1

4
− s2

w + 2s4
w

)(
1− x2

`

)
, (A.7)

Γ(N → ντρ
0) =

G2
Fκ

2
ρg

2
ρm

3
N

32πm2
ρ

|Uτ |2(1 + 2x2
ρ)(1− x2

ρ)
2 , (A.8)

where sw is the sine of the weak mixing angle and κρ = 1− 2s2
w. In the first equation we

neglected terms of order O(x4
` ), which is a good approximation for the three benchmarks

considered in Section 4.1.
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