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Abstract: One of the basic propositions of quantum field theory is Lorentz invariance.

The spontaneous breaking of Lorentz symmetry at a high energy scale can be studied

at low energy extensions like the Standard model in a model-independent way through

effective field theory (EFT). The present and future Long-baseline neutrino experiments

can give a scope to observe such a Planck-suppressed physics of Lorentz invariance violation

(LIV). A proposed long baseline experiment, Protvino to ORCA (dubbed ”P2O”) with a

baseline of 2595 km, is expected to provide good sensitivities to unresolved issues, especially

neutrino mass ordering. P2O can offer good statistics even with a moderate beam power

and runtime, owing to the very large (∼ 6 Mt) detector volume at KM3NeT/ ORCA.

Here we discuss in detail, how the individual LIV parameters affect neutrino oscillations

at P2O and DUNE baselines at the level of probability and derive analytical expressions

to understand interesting degeneracies and other features. We estimate ∆χ2 sensitivities

to the LIV parameters, analyzing their correlations among each other, and also with the

standard oscillation parameters. We calculate these results for P2O alone and also carry

out a combined analysis of P2O with DUNE. We point out crucial features in the sensitivity

contours and explain them qualitatively with the help of the relevant probability expressions

derived here. Finally we estimate constraints on the individual LIV parameters at 95%

confidence level (C.L.) intervals stemming from the combined analysis of P2O and DUNE

datasets, and highlight the improvement over the existing constraints. We also find out

that the additional degeneracy induced by the LIV parameter aee around −22×10−23 GeV

is lifted by the combined analysis at 95% C.L.
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1 Introduction

The phenomenon of neutrino oscillation which was first experimentally established more

than twenty years back from the observations of atmospheric and solar neutrinos [1, 2]

is one of the most transparent currently available portals into the rich physics beyond

the standard model (BSM) of particle physics. In standard scenario neutrino oscillation

is governed by six parameters, namely the three mixing angles (θ12, θ13, θ23); one Dirac

CP phase (δ13), and two mass-squared differences (∆m2
21, ∆m2

31). So far θ12, θ13, ∆m2
21

and the magnitude |∆m2
31| have been measured with good precision from various neutrino

experiments. One of the principal focus of the neutrino oscillation community is now on

the measurement and implications of the values of the remaining parameters: the leptonic

(Dirac) CP phase δ13, the sign of ∆m2
31 (denoting the correct neutrino mass ordering)

and the octant of the mixing angle θ23. A value of δ13 not equal to zero or π would

indicate CP violation in the lepton sector. This, in turn, can potentially shed light on the

another fundamental puzzle, namely the baryon asymmetry of the universe [3]. Resolution

of the correct mass ordering and octant can help narrow down the plausible set of models

explaining neutrino mass generation.

Presently running long-baseline neutrino oscillation experiments Tokai to Kamioka

(T2K) [4] and NuMI Off-axis νe Appearance (NOνA) [5] are already giving us glimpses to

the resolutions of the issues mentioned above. T2K data [6] has ruled out CP conservation

(δ13 ' 0, π) at 95% confidence limit (C.L.). Irrespective of the mass ordering, at 99.73%
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C.L. (3σ) T2K excludes 42% of the entire parameter space for δ13 (mostly around +π/2),

restricting the allowed region to roughly δ13 ∈ [−π, 0.04π] ∪ [0.89π, π]. NOνA data [7], on

the other hand indicates a slight preference for θ23 lying in the higher octant (HO) at a C.L.

of 1.6σ. It also excludes most of the choices near δ13 = π/2 at a C.L. > 3σ for inverted mass

ordering (IO). These measurements are expected to become more accurate as more data

pour in. Though the global analyses of neutrino data [8–11] shows an indication towards

NO with θ23 possibly lying in the higher octant, the CP phase still has a large uncertainty.

In near future, various other next-generation neutrino experiments with more sophis-

ticated detection technologies are expected to start taking data. These experiments in-

clude, among others, Deep Underground Neutrino Experiment (DUNE) [12, 13], Tokai to

Hyper-Kamiokande (T2HK) [14], Tokai to Hyper-Kamiokande with a second detector in

Korea (T2HKK) [15], European Spallation Source ν Super Beam (ESSνSB) [16], Jiangmen

Undergound Neutrino Observatory (JUNO) [17], Protvino to ORCA (P2O) [18]. These ex-

periments are expected to reach upto an unprecedented (∼ a few percent) level of precision

in measuring the oscillation parameters and hence are also susceptible to the presence of

various possible new physics.

CPT symmetry, one of the most sacred foundations in local relativistic quantum field

theory, is based on the assumptions of the hermiticity of the hamiltonian, Lorentz invari-

ance and local commutativity. Since an interacting theory with CPT violation also breaks

Lorentz invariance [19], one widely used strategy to probe CPT violation is to analyze the

associated Lorentz invariance violation (LIV). Spontaneous breakdown of Lorentz invari-

ance may occur in theories of quantum gravity (in string theory, for e.g.) at Planck scale

(MP ∼ 1019 GeV), forcing a Lorentz tensor field to acquire a non-zero vacuum expectation

value, thus selecting a preferred spacetime direction [20–24]. It has been shown in litera-

ture that the Standard Model (SM) of particle physics can be extended to construct a low

energy effective field theory (EFT), namely Standard Model Extension (SME) [25–27] that

includes such Lorentz invariance violating effects, suppressed by MP . Neutrino oscillation

by virtue of its interferometric nature, can probe such LIV effects at SME, thereby offering

us a probe to the Planck scale physics.

A broad range of experimental parameters such as neutrino-beam flavor composi-

tion, length, direction, and energy, as well as detector techniques provide different and

often complementary sensitivities to the many higher dimensional operators characteriz-

ing LIV at accessible range of energies. Indeed, constraints on LIV parameters of SME

have been obtained analysing the data from several neutrino experiments, - LSND [28],

MINOS [29, 30], MiniBooNE [31], Double Chooz [32], Super-Kamiokande [33], T2K [34],

IceCube [35]. Outside the experimental collaboration also, there exist studies to explore

LIV and CPT-violation ,- for e.g., in long-baseline accelerator neutrinos [36–44], short-

baseline reactor antineutrinos [45], atmospheric neutrinos [46–49], solar neutrinos [50], and

high-energy astrophysical neutrinos [51–53]. Recently, the authors of [54] have explored

higher dimensional LIV parameters in the context of muon g-2 measurements by analysing

available oscillation data for NOνA and T2K. For a comprehensive list of constraints on

all the LIV parameters collected together we refer the readers to reference [55].

The proposed P2O experiment [18, 56–58] will have a baseline extending approximately
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2595 km from the Protvino accelerator complex to the ORCA/KM3NET detector at the

Mediterranean, - both of which are already existing. P2O baseline is most sensitive to

first νµ → νe oscillation maxima around 4-5 GeV. Neutrino interaction around this energy

is dominated by Deep Inelastic Scattering which is relatively well described theoretically,

compared to, for e.g., 2-2.5 GeV (for DUNE) where resonant interactions and nuclear

effects can potentially impact the measurements more significantly [59–64]. Such a very

long baseline and relatively higher energy of the oscillation maxima gives P2O an excellent

level of sensitivity, especially towards neutrino mass ordering. As has been illustrated in

reference [65], the P2O baseline is favourable to determine mass hierarchy also due to the

much less interference by the hierarchy-CP phase degeneracy. The very large detector

volume of 6 Mt at ORCA will allow to detect thousands of neutrino events per year even

with a very large baseline and a moderate beam power, - subsequently offering sensitivities

to neutrino mass ordering, CP violation and θ23-octant that are competitive with the

current and upcoming long-baseline neutrino experiments1 [18, 66]. Recently it has been

proposed that it is also possible to reach unprecedented sensitivity to leptonic CP violation

at P2O using tagged neutrino beams by utilizing the kinematics of neutrino production in

accelerators and recent advances in silicon particle detector technology [67]. In recent years,

there has been some interests in estimating new physics capabilities of P2O. Reference

[68] discussed the sensitivity reach of P2O to Non-unitarity of the leptonic mixing matrix

and also estimated how it will affect the standard physics searches. The authors of [65]

discussed about the possible optimization of P2O in order to explore non-standard neutrino

interactions. In the present work, we analyze the capabilities of P2O to probe violations

of Lorentz invariance and CPT symmetry to estimate the constraints that can be put on

these new physics parameters.

The present manuscript is organised as follows. In Sec, 2 we briefly describe the

formalism of LIV. In Sec. 3 we discuss in detail the probability expressions in presence

of LIV parameters and provide a thorough analysis of the changes induced by each LIV

parameter by means of heatplots. Sec. 4 describes the simulation procedures followed in

this work. Secs. 5 and 6 illustrate the ∆χ2 sensitivity results showing the correlations of

LIV parameters among themselves and with the standard oscillation parameters δ13 and

θ23. Sec. 7 shows our final results as the constraints on LIV parameters obtained from this

work, followed by the summary and conclusion in Sec. 8.

2 Theoretical background

We follow the widely used formalism of introducing Planck-suppressed CPT/Lorentz in-

variance violating effect to write a Lagrangian for the Standard Model Extension (SME),

as developed in [25–27, 69–72]. The Lagrangian relevant for neutrino propagation in SME

is then given by,

L =
1

2
Ψ̄(i/∂ −M + Q̂)Ψ + h.c., (2.1)

1P2O in its nominal configuration with a 90 kW beam, can resolve mass ordering with & 6σ sensitivity

in 5 years of running, and also has a projected sensitivity of more than 3σ to θ23-octant with 3 years of

running. With a 450 kW beam, it can offer 2σ sensitivity to δ13 after 3 years of operation.
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where Ψ is the spinor containing the neutrino fields. The first two terms inside the paren-

theses are the usual kinetic and the mass terms in the SM Lagrangian while the LIV effect

has been incorporated by the operator Q̂. The Lorentz invariance violating term, which

is suppressed by Planck-mass scale MP can be written in terms of the basis of the usual

gamma-matrix algebra. Considering only renormalizable and only the CPT-violating LIV

terms, one can write the LIV Lagrangian from Eq. 2.1 in terms of vector and pseudovec-

tors [25],

LLIV ⊃ −
1

2

[
aµαβψ̄αγµψβ + bµαβψ̄αγ5γµψβ

]
, (2.2)

where aµ, bµ are constant hermitian matrices and are in general combinations of tensor

expectations, mass parameter and coefficients arising from the decomposition of gamma

matrices. We focus on the following CPT-violating LIV parameter that is relevant in the

context of the propagation of left handed neutrinos,

(aL)µαβ = (a+ b)µαβ. (2.3)

Since our focus is on the isotropic component of the LIV terms, we will make the Lorentz

indices zero. To further simplify our notation we will henceforth denote the parameter

(aL)0
αβ as aαβ

2.

Using spinor redefinitions to get rid of the non-trivial time derivatives in the Lorentz

invariance violating Lagrangian in Eq. 2.1 and carrying out some lengthy algebra with

the resulting modified Dirac equation one can derive the Lorentz invariance violating ef-

fective hamiltonian relevant for ultrarelativistic, left-handed neutrino propagation through

matter [71, 72, 74].

H ' 1

2E
U

m2
1 0 0

0 m2
2 0

0 0 m2
3

U †

︸ ︷︷ ︸
Hvac

+
√

2GFNe

 1

0

0


︸ ︷︷ ︸

Hmat

+

 aee aeµ aeτ
a∗eµ aµµ aµτ
a∗eτ a

∗
µτ aττ


︸ ︷︷ ︸

HLIV

=
1

2E
U

 0 0 0

0 ∆m2
21 0

0 0 ∆m2
31

U † +
√

2GFNe

 1

0

0

+

 aee − aττ aeµ aeτ
a∗eµ aµµ − aττ aµτ
a∗eτ a∗µτ 0

 .

(2.4)

The first term containing the usual leptonic mixing matrix U and the neutrino mass eigen-

states mi(i = 1, 2, 3) is the standard vacuum hamiltonian. The second term, proportional

2The presence of LIV makes it necessary to report the LIV bounds in a specific frame to conveniently

compare the results from various experiments. Following the widely used practice in literature, the LIV

coefficients used in our analysis are defined in the Sun-centered celestial equatorial frame. The Z direction

points north along the earth’s rotational axis, X direction points towards the vernal equinox, while the Y

direction completes the right-handed coordinate system [70]. Observations performed in any other inertial

frame of reference can be related to that in this Sun-centered frame via Lorentz transformations. We refer

the reader to reference [73] for more details on LIV-related measurements performed in other frames of

reference and how they can be related to the standard Sun-centered celestial frame of reference.
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to Fermi constant GF and electron density Ne along the neutrino propagation, originates

from standard charged-current coherent forward scattering of neutrinos with electrons in

earth matter. The third term containing the LIV parameters aαβ’s (α, β = e, µ, τ) incor-

porates the effect of LIV (and also CPT-violation). The off-diagonal aαβ’s (α 6= β) are

complex with a phase (ϕαβ) associated to them, while the diagonal parameters are real.

As per convention, in the second line of Eq. 2.4, a common term (m2
1) has been subtracted

from the diagonal elements in Hvac, and another common term aττ has been subtracted

from the diagonal elements of HLIV. Both of these subtractions have the effect of removing

an overall phase factor, which will have no impact on the oscillation probabilities. This

implies that neutrino oscillation can effectively probe only two of the three diagonal param-

eters in HLIV. In our analysis, those two parameters are ãee = aee−aττ & ãµµ = aµµ−aττ ,

while the individual value of aττ cannot be probed by the oscillation experiment. Thus for

simplicity we take aττ to be zero and thus ãee = aee, and ãµµ = aµµ. Note that, any one of

the three diagonal LIV parameters can be chosen to be removed from the analysis in this

way.

It is worthwhile to mention here that the physics of neutral current (NC) Nonstandard

interaction (NSI) (usually denoteds by εαβ) that arises from neutrino mass models and

introduces couplings between the neutrinos and the first generation fermions e, u, d, has an

apparent similarity with the form of LIV hamiltonian, - thereby suggesting a mathematical

mapping: εαβ ↔ aαβ/
√

2GFNe. But there is a crucial difference between these two different

kinds of physics scenario as discussed in detail in reference [75]. NC NSI is proportional to

the density along the neutrino trajectory and is thus very tiny for short-baseline neutrino

experiments. LIV, on the other hand, is an intrinsic effect that is present even in the

vacuum.

3 Impact of LIV parameters on probability

In this work we focus on aαβ’s and we will now describe how they affect the oscillation

probability expressions in various channels. Since the main contribution comes from the

νµ → νe oscillation channel, we discuss about how P (νµ → νe) is affected by LIV. The most

important LIV parameters impacting this channel are aeµ and aeτ , and also to a lesser extent

aee. Following the similar approach as in reference [43, 76–78], we can approximately write

the νµ → νe oscillation probability as the sum of the following three terms,

Pµe(SI+LIV) ' Pµe(SI) + Pµe(aeµ) + Pµe(aeτ ), (3.1)

where the first term on the right hand side is the probability term corresponding to standard

interaction (SI) with earth matter, while the other two terms come due to the presence of

LIV parameters aeµ and aeτ . The three terms on the right hand side can be shown to have

the following forms.

Pµe(SI) ' X + Y cos(δ13 + ∆), (3.2)
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Figure 1. The impact of individual LIV parameters on oscillation probability at the P2O baseline of 2595

km. The top (bottom) row shows the probability for appearance (disappearance) channel, while the left

(right) column indicates the neutrino (anti-neutrino) mode. The black dotted curve shows the probability

for the standard (no LIV) case, while the solid coloured curves are for individual LIV parameters present.

The non-zero values of the individual LIV parameters aαβ was taken as 5×10−23 GeV, while the CP phase

associated with the off-diagonal LIV parameters was taken as zero.

Pµe(aeµ)

' 8|aeµ|E∆s13 sin 2θ23c23 sin ∆

∆m2
31

[
− sin ∆ sin(δ13 + ϕeµ) +

(
s2

23

c2
23

sin ∆

∆
+ cos ∆

)
cos(δ13 + ϕeµ)

]
,

(3.3)

Pµe(aeτ )

' 8|aeτ |E∆s13 sin 2θ23s23 sin ∆

∆m2
31

[
sin ∆ sin(δ13 + ϕeτ ) +

(
sin ∆

∆
− cos ∆

)
cos(δ13 + ϕeτ )

]
.

(3.4)
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The different familiar terms appearing in Eqs. 3.2, 3.3, 3.4 are given in the following.

X = 4s2
13c

2
13s

2
23

sin2
[
(1− Â)∆

]
(1− Â)2

; Y = 8αs12c12s23c23s13c13
sin Â∆

Â

sin
[
(1− Â)∆

]
1− Â

,

Â =
2
√

2GFNeE

∆m2
31

; ∆ =
∆m2

31L

4E
; sij = sin θij ; cij = cos θij ; α =

∆m2
21

∆m2
31

.

(3.5)

In presence of aee, the replacement Â→ Â[1 +aee/
√

2GFNe] ' Â+aee/(2E/∆m
2
31) has to

be made. In order to understand the impact of the LIV parameters, we first have a look at

the oscillation probability at the P2O baseline of 2595 km. This was estimated numerically

using the widely used General Long Baseline Experiment Simulator (GLoBES) [79, 80] and

the associated package snu.c [81, 82] with necessary modifications. We consider Normal

mass ordering (NO) and take the following best fit values [8] of the oscillation parameters:

θ12 = 34.3◦, θ13 = 8.58◦, θ23 = 48.8◦, δ13 = −0.68π,∆m2
21 = 7.5 × 10−5 eV2,∆m2

31 =

2.5 × 10−3 eV2. We take one LIV parameter aαβ non-zero (fixed at the same numerical

value of 5× 10−23 GeV, and the associated CP phase ϕαβ = 0) at a time to assess the role

of individual LIV parameters in the probability level, and show the results in Fig. 1.

As expected, the appearance channel is most affected by the LIV parameters aeµ and

aeτ . Compared to the standard case (black dashed curve), aeµ increases the magnitude of

P (νµ → νe) while the presence of aeτ shows a depletion around the oscillation maxima of

4− 5 GeV. This is due to the fact that both the sin δ13 and cos δ13 terms within the square

brackets of Eq. 3.4 have the same sign (negative, thus decreasing Pµe), while there is a

relative sign between two such terms in Eq. 3.3, - thus leading to a smaller enhancement of

Pµe. The effects of aeµ and aeτ become qualitatively opposite for the Pν̄µ→ν̄e channel. We

also observe that aee increases or decreases the probabilities only mildly. The disappearance

channel, on the other hand is impacted by only the parameters aµµ and aµτ , - the changes

induced by them being in the opposite direction for ν and ν̄-modes.

The sensitivity to the LIV parameters depends on the change in probability due to the

presence of LIV:

∆Pαβ = Pαβ(SI+LIV)− Pαβ(SI), (α, β = e, µ, τ). (3.6)

In order to have an approximate idea about the physics behind the sensitivity estimates,

we focus on the dominant channel, i.e., the νµ → νe channel and the most relevant LIV

parameters aeµ, aeτ , aee.

In Fig. 2 we show by means of a heatplot, how the absolute difference |∆Pµe| evolves

with variation in the LIV parameters and the variation in the standard CP phase δ13, for

a fixed baseline and energy. In top (bottom) row, we consider the baseline 2595 (1300)

km and approximate first oscillation maximum energy 5 (2.5) GeV for the P2O (DUNE)

experiment. The light yellow end of the colour spectrum corresponds to lower |∆Pµe| (i.e.,

more degeneracy between SI and LIV), while the darker shades indicate a higher impact

of the corresponding LIV parameter, resulting in a higher value of |∆Pµe|.
In all the heatplots we see that there is little to no change in the probability for

very small values of the LIV parameter, which is consistent with our expectation. In
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presence of aeµ (aeτ ), we note the presence of a set of two degenerate (yellow) branches

appearing at two different values of δ13. Interestingly these degeneracies remain present

irrespective of the values of |aeµ| or |aeτ | and the degenerate regions are almost parallel to

the LIV parameter axis. These features are more prominent for the P2O baseline than the

DUNE baseline. On the other hand, in presence of aee, P2O baseline shows an additional

degeneracy approximately around aee ' 22 × 10−23 GeV, but curiously this is absent for

DUNE.

For an analytical understanding of the various features, we use Eqs. 3.1, 3.2, 3.3, 3.4

to express |∆Pµe| in presence of aeµ or aeτ as the following.

∆Pµe(|aeµ|) ' 8|aeµ|
π

2
Es13 sin 2θ23c23

[
− sin δ13 +

2

π

s2
23

c2
23

cos δ13

]
, (3.7)

∆Pµe(|aeτ |) ' 8|aeτ |
π

2
Es13 sin 2θ23s23

[
sin δ13 +

2

π
cos δ13

]
. (3.8)

Note that, since all the heatplots are generated corresponding to the first oscillation max-

imum, we put ∆ = ∆m2
31.L/E ' π/2 in deriving Eqs. 3.7 and 3.8. ∆Pµe(|aeµ|) (or

∆Pµe(|aeτ |)) is directly proportional to |aeµ| (or |aeτ |) respectively, - which clearly shows
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Figure 2. We plot the heatplot for |∆Pµe| = |Pµe(SI+LIV) − Pµe(SI)| for the P2O baseline of 2595 km

(top row) and for DUNE baseline of 1300 km (bottom row). The plots were done for the respective values

of energies roughly corresponding to first oscillation maximum: 2.5 GeV for DUNE and 5 GeV for P2O.

The heatplot is shown as a function of the three LIV parameters (|aeµ|, |aeτ |, aee) along the horizontal axes

and the standard (Dirac) CP phase δ13.
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that for very small values of the LIV parameters, we get a degeneracy. For the pair of yel-

low degenerate branches in the first two columns of Fig. 2, the quantities inside the square

brackets of Eqs. 3.7 and 3.8 need to vanish, and the solutions are independent of the value

of the LIV parameter and the baseline. For the case of |aeµ|, this condition becomes,

sin δ13 =
2

π

s2
23

c2
23

cos δ13. (3.9)

Putting θ23 = 48.8◦, the solutions are δ13 ' 39◦,−141◦. It is clear from the (s23/c23)2

factor that for θ23 lying in the higher octant, first solution for δ13 will move (mildly) closer

to π/4, making the second solution move towards −3π/4. For the case of |aeτ |, using Eq.

3.8 the degenerate condition translates to,

sin δ13 = − 2

π
cos δ13, (3.10)

the solutions of which are given by roughly δ13 ' −33◦, 147◦. We note that the solutions for

δ13 for Eqs. 3.9 and 3.10 for the locations of degeneracies approximately differ by a sign (as

long as θ23 does not lie too far from the maximal value of π/4), or equivalently they differ by

a ±π/2 phase-shift. These locations of degeneracies and the shift of the solutions for |aeµ|
and |aeτ | are consistent with Fig. 2. The slight slanting nature of the degenerate branches

with increase in |aeµ| originates due to subdominant higher order terms, which we have not

considered in our simplified analysis. In Fig. 2, we note that deviation from the standard

case happens more quickly when the CP phase δ13 ∈ [−π/2, 0] (for |aeµ|) and δ13 ∈ [0, π/2]

(for |aeτ |), - manifested by the presence of darker patches around |aeµ| or |aeτ | & 2× 10−23

GeV. These two separate quadrants for δ13 originate due to the presence of the relative sign

between the sin δ13 and cos δ13 terms inside the square brackets in Eqs. 3.7 and 3.8. The

proportionality of Eqs. 3.7 and 3.8 with energy suggests that the features are quantitatively

more prominent for P2O than DUNE, since the peak energy corresponding to the former

is twice the latter (5 GeV, as compared to 2.5 GeV for DUNE). To understand the features

induced by the presence of aee, we deduce the corresponding probability difference as follows

(using Eq. 3.2 and replacing Â→ Â[1 + aee/
√

2GFNe] to account for aee).

∆Pµe(aee) ' 4s2
13c

2
13s

2
23

{
sin2

[
1− Â(1 + aee/

√
2GFNe)

]
∆[

1− Â(1 + aee/
√

2GFNe)
]2 −

sin2
[
1− Â

]
∆[

1− Â
]2

}
+cos δ13-term.

(3.11)

The cos δ13-term containing Y from Eq. 3.2 is suppressed by a factor α ( = ∆m2
21/∆m

2
31 ∼

10−2) compared to the first term in Eq. 3.11. We neglect this term for simplicity. Thus the

degeneracy condition (∆Pµe(aee) ' 0) in presence of aee can be simplified to the following

equation.[
sin
[
1− Â(1 + âee)

]
∆

1− Â(1 + âee)
−

sin
[
1− Â

]
∆

1− Â︸ ︷︷ ︸
I−

]
×

[
sin
[
1− Â(1 + âee)

]
∆

1− Â(1 + âee)
+

sin
[
1− Â

]
∆

1− Â︸ ︷︷ ︸
I+

]
= 0,

(3.12)
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Figure 3. The two terms in I− from Eq. 3.12 are plotted for both DUNE (red) and P2O (blue) as functions

of the parameter âee = aee/
√

2GFNe. The solid curve is the first term
( sin[1−Â(1+âee)]∆

1−Â(1+âee)

)
, while the dashed

curve is the second term
( sin[1−Â]∆

1−Â

)
. The small coloured circles show the locations of solutions where the

two terms intersect.

where âee = aee/
√

2GFNe. It is easy to see that I+ cannot be zero, and for I− to vanish

we can immediately identify aee = 0 as the trivial solution. To examine the possibility of

further degeneracies, we note the following.

∆ ' π/2; (for both P2O and DUNE)

Â ' 2
√

2GFNeE

∆m2
31

' 0.03× ρ[g.cm−3]× E[GeV] '

{
0.225, (for DUNE, ρ ' 3, E ' 2.5)

0.448. (for P2O, ρ ' 3.2, E ' 5).

(3.13)

To find other solutions when I− = 0, we plot the two terms in I− for both DUNE and P2O

as a function of the parameter âee in Fig. 3. The first term is an oscillating function of

âee, while the second term is a constant. For DUNE, having a lower baseline and energy,

the sine function (red solid) oscillates slowly and has only the trivial solution in the range

shown. Corresponding sine function for P2O (blue solid) oscillates faster, given the larger

baseline and energy, and thus can have a second (non-trivial) solution at a reasonably

smaller positive value of âee ' 2.2, which translates to aee = 2.2
√

2GFNe ' 24.8 × 10−23

GeV. This is almost exactly the location of the second degeneracy in the top right panel

of Fig. 2. The mild dependence of this degeneracy brach on the CP phase δ13 arises from

the cos δ13-term in Eq. 3.11 which we have neglected for simplicity.

In Fig. 4, we show the heatplot for |∆Pµe| in the parameter space of θ23 and one LIV

parameter (|aeµ|, |aeτ |, aee), for a fixed CP phase δ13 = −0.68π. Comparing the first and
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Figure 4. Similar to Fig. 2 but shown as a function of θ23 with fixed δ13.

the middle columns, we see that aeµ has a slightly bigger impact than aeτ . Moreover,

presence of aeµ induces more deviation at lower octant (LO), while that of aeτ is apparent

at higher octant (HO). If we look at the analytical expressions for ∆Pµe in Eqs. 3.7 and 3.8,

this octant dependendence originates due to the overall factor c23 in presence of aeµ and s23

in presence of aeτ (note that the factor sin 2θ23 in those equations are octant-independent).

In the third column of Fig. 4, aee again gives rise to additional degeneracy for P2O, which

has already been explained above with regard to Fig. 2.

4 Simulation details

We simulate the long baseline neutrino experiments DUNE and P2O using GLoBES [79, 80]

and use the add-on snu.c [81, 82] to implement the physics of LIV. DUNE is a 1300 km

long baseline experiment from the accelerator at the site of FermiLab to the site employing

a liquid argon far detector (FD) of 40 kt fiducial mass at South Dakota. The experiment is

capable of using a proton beam of power 1.07 MW and of running 3.5 years each on ν and ν̄

mode (resulting in a total exposure of roughly 300 kt.MW.yr corresponding to total 1.47×
1021 protons on target or POT). The flux, cross-sections, migration matrices for energy

reconstruction, efficiencies etc. were implemented according to the official configuration

files [83] provided by the DUNE collaboration for its simulation.

P2O (Protvino to ORCA) is a proposed long baseline neutrino experiment with a

baseline of nearly 2595 km from the Protvino accelerator complex, situated at 100 km south

– 11 –



of Moscow to the site of ORCA (Oscillation Research with Cosmics in the Abyss), hosting

6 MT Cerenkov detector located 40 km off the coast in South France, at a mooring depth

of 2450 m in the Mediterranean sea. ORCA is the low energy component of the KM3NeT

Consortium [84], with a primary goal of studying atmospheric neutrino oscillations in the

energy range of 3 to 100 GeV in order to determine the neutrino mass ordering. Currently,

10 lines (i.e., detection units) of the ORCA detector are live and taking data. A full

ORCA detector is expected to have 115 lines and foresees completion in subsequent phases

around 2025 [85]. Construction of the neutrino beamline and relevant upgradation of the

accelerator for the P2O experiment is expected to be completed in a few years. Assuming

a favorable geopolitical situation and available funding, the P2O project in its nominal

configuration might be realised during the next decade [86]. We simulate the nominal

configuration3 of P2O experiment using a 90 kW proton beam with a runtime of 3 yrs. in

ν and 3 yrs. in ν̄ mode, - corresponding to a total POT of 4.8× 1020. The baseline mostly

passes through the upper mantle of the earth with an average density of 3.4 g/cc and the

deepest point along the beam being 134 km [87]. The fluxes, detector response parameters,

the detection efficiencies, signal and background systematics etc., corresponding to our

nominal P2O configuration were taken from [18, 84].

To estimate the sensitivity of LBL experiments to probe the LIV parameters, we carry

out a ∆χ2 analysis using GLoBES. The analytical4 form of the ∆χ2 can be expressed as,

∆χ2(ptrue) = Min
ptest,η

[
2

mode∑
k

channel∑
j

bin∑
i

{
N test
ijk (ptest; η)−N true

ijk (ptrue) +N true
ijk (ptrue) ln

N true
ijk (ptrue)

N test
ijk (ptest; η)

}

+
∑
l

(ptrue
l − ptest

l )2

σ2
pl

+
∑
m

η2
m

σ2
ηm

]
. (4.1)

N true corresponds to the simulated set of event spectra corresponding to true set of

oscillation parameters ptrue, where only standard scenario is assumed with all the LIV pa-

rameters aαβ (α, β = e, µ, τ) kept fixed to zero and all the standard oscillation parameters

are kept fixed to their bestfit values. N test denotes the events simulated in presence of LIV,

where the LIV parameters, as well as some of the less well-measured standard oscillation

parameters are allowed to vary. The total set of standard and LIV parameters that generate

N test are denoted by ptest. Table 1 summarizes the values of the standard and LIV oscilla-

tion parameters used in our analysis. Note that in generating N test we have kept the three

well-measured standard parameters θ12, θ13,∆m
2
21 fixed to their bestfit values. We have

checked that varying these three parameters in the fit produces negligible changes to the

result. We varied the other three less well-measured standard parameters θ23,∆m
2
31, δ13, as

well as the LIV parameters |aαβ|, ϕαβ (α, β = e, µ, τ). Throughout the analysis we assume

the true mass hierarchy to be normal and vary the test value of ∆m2
31 over both the normal

3There are proposals for using an upgraded proton beam with 450 kW power and also to use the

Super-ORCA detector with denser geometry, lower energy thresholds and better flavour identification ca-

pabilities [18].
4This is the Poissonian definition of ∆χ2, which in the limit of large sample size, reduces to the Gaussian

form.
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Fixed/Varied Parameter Bestfit/true value Variation range 1σ uncertainty (prior)

(ptrue) (3σ interval) (ptest) (σpl)

Fixed θ12 [Deg.] 34.3 [31.4, 37.4] -

θ13 [Deg.] 8.53 [8.16, 8.94] -

∆m2
21 [10−5 eV2] 7.5 [6.94, 8.14] -

Varied θ23 [Deg.] 48.8 [41.63, 51.32] 3.5%

∆m2
31 [10−3 eV2] 2.55 [2.46, 2.65] ∪ [−2.55,−2.37] 2.4%

δ13 [Deg.] −122.4 [−180, 0] ∪ [144, 180] -

aee[10−23 GeV] 0 [−40, 40] -

aµµ[10−23 GeV] 0 [−10, 10] -

|aeµ|[10−23 GeV] 0 [0, 5] -

|aeτ |[10−23 GeV] 0 [0, 5] -

|aµτ |[10−23 GeV] 0 [0, 5] -

ϕeµ [Deg.] 0 [−180, 180] -

ϕeτ [Deg.] 0 [−180, 180] -

ϕµτ [Deg.] 0 [−180, 180] -

Table 1. The values of standard and LIV parameters used in our study. The first column indicates

whether the parameters were kept fixed or varied around their true values. The third column shows

the true values used (taken from the globalfit analysis in [8]), while the next column shows the

range of variation (taken to be the current 3σ interval). The rightmost column shows the prior

uncertainties used while varying the corresponding parameters in the analysis. If the 3σ upper and

lower limit of a parameter is xu and xl respectively, the 1σ uncertainty is (xu−xl)/3(xu+xl)% [13].

and inverted hierarchy. The sums over the three indices i, j, k signify the summations over

the energy bins, the oscillation channels (νe appearance and νµ disappearance), and the

running modes (neutrino and antineutrino modes) respectively. For DUNE we take a total

of 71 energy bins in the range of 0− 20 GeV, - with 64 bins with uniform widths of 0.125

GeV in the energy range of 0 to 8 GeV and 7 bins with varying widths beyond 8 GeV [83].

For P2O, we take 40 uniform bins up to 12 GeV. Thus the first term (N test−N true) inside

the curly braces accounts for the algebraic difference between the two sets of data, whereas

the log-term gives a kind of fractional difference between them. The entire expression in

the curly brackets with summations over i, j, k consists of the statistical part of the ∆χ2.

Uncertainties in the prior measurement of the lth oscillation parameter are given by

the parameters σpl. As indicated in Table 1, for the variation of θ23 and ∆m2
31, we have

used prior uncertainties of 3.5% and 2.4% respectively5. For ∆m2
31 we have varied over

the sign also to take care of the possible fake solutions in the opposite mass hierarchy. We

have allowed the rest of the parameters δ13, aee, aµµ, |aeµ|, |aeτ |, |aµτ |, ϕeµ, ϕeτ , ϕµτ to vary

in an unrestricted manner without any prior uncertainties. ηm is the nuisance parame-

ter/systematics and σηm is the corresponding uncertainty which arises from the detector

properties. Table 2 summarizes the overall normalization uncertainties of these system-

atic parameters for various signals and backgrounds used in our analysis. We assume the

various signal and background systematic parameters are distributed in a Gaussian way

5Due to the degenerate solutions existing in two octant of θ23, we have also checked some of our sub-

sequent results by increasing the prior uncertainty of θ23 to values higher than 3.5%, such that the test

θ23-values span both the octants. We found that as long as the prior is not too high (. 15%), the results

do not change significantly.

– 13 –



Systematics Uncertainty (ση) Uncertainty (ση)

/Nuisance parameters (η) (DUNE) (P2O)

νe signal normalization 2% 5%

ν̄e signal normalization 2% 5%

νµ signal normalization 5% 5%

ν̄µ signal normalization 5% 10%

νe background normalization 5% 10%

ν̄e background normalization 5% 10%

νµ background normalization 5% 10%

ν̄µ background normalization 5% 10%

Neutral current background normalization 10% 10%

ντ background normalization 20% 20%

ν̄τ background normalization 20% 20%

Density 10% 10%

Table 2. The signal/ background systematics and the density uncertainties used in our analysis

for both DUNE and P2O configurations.

with mean value 0 and standard deviation σηm , indicated in the second and third columns

of Table 2 for DUNE and P2O respectively. This way of treating the systematics in the

∆χ2 calculation is known as the method of pulls [88–91]. The background normalization

uncertainties include correlations among various sources of backgrounds (contamination of

νe/ν̄e in the incident beam, flavour misidentification, neutral current, and ντ ). We further

include a 10% prior uncertainty on both the baseline densities of DUNE (2.95 g/cc) and

P2O (3.4 g/cc). The final estimate of the (minimum) ∆χ2 is obtained after varying the

relevant oscillation parameters (as mentioned earlier and summarized in Table 1 and the

systematic parameters along with the densities (see Table 2), and reporting the minimum

value of the ∆χ2. The procedure is known as the marginalization of the relevant oscillation

parameters so that the final result gives a conservative estimate of ∆χ2. The ∆χ2 thus

estimated is the frequentist method of hypotheses testing [89, 92].

5 Correlations among the LIV parameters

In Fig. 5, we show the 95% confidence level (C.L.) regions in the parameters space spanned

by one off-diagonal LIV parameter |aαβ| (|aeµ|, |aeτ | or |aµτ |) and one diagonal LIV param-

eter aα′β′ (aee or aµµ). Thus we assume the presence of two LIV parameters at a time in

the fit. The three standard parameters as well as the relevant LIV phases are then varied

(see Table 1) and to obtain the minimum ∆χ2 (i.e., we marginalize over the three stan-

dard parameters and the LIV CP phases.). For instance, for the analysis in the parameter

space of aee − |aeµ|, we vary θ23,∆m
2
31 (sign and magnitude) with priors 3.5% and 2.4%

respectively and δ13, ϕeµ without priors in an unrestricted manner and obtain the minimum

∆χ2 as a function of aee and |aeµ|. We repeat the procedure for many sets of (aee, |aeµ|)
to plot the iso-∆χ2 contours at a C.L. of 95% (which corresponds to a ∆χ2 value of 5.99

for 2 d.o.f.). The blue contours show the sensitivity reach of P2O alone while the red ones

illustrate the results of combining the projected data of P2O and DUNE (which we write as
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Figure 5. This shows the exclusion regions in the parameter space consisting of one diagonal (along the

horizontal axis) and one off-diagonal LIV parameter (vertical axis) for P2O only (blue contours), DUNE only

(green contours), and P2O combined with DUNE (red contours). The results are shown at the confidence

level (C.L.) of 95%. The triplet of numbers (%) in each panel indicates the area lying (excluded) outside

the 95% C.L. contours, expressed as a percentage of the total area of the parameter space considered. The

numbers are shown for the three cases, - blue for P2O only, green for DUNE only, and red for the combined

case of (P2O + DUNE), and thus they offer a measure of the exclusion capabilities of each experimental

configuration for each relevant parameter space.

(P2O + DUNE) hereafter). For completeness we have also shown the analysis with DUNE

only case, although that is not the main focus of our work. We refer the interested readers

to [41] for a more comprehensive analysis of the capabilities of DUNE to probe LIV pa-
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rameter space6. For each of these three experimental configurations, namely P2O, DUNE,

and (P2O+DUNE), in each panel, we estimate the regions excluded at 95% C.L. contours

(i.e., the area outside the contours with blue, green, and red boundaries respectively), and

express that as a percentage of the total area of the parameter space is shown. The three

numbers thus give us a quantitative measure of the improvement of the combination (P2O

+ DUNE) over P2O only or DUNE only in excluding the relevant parameter space at 95%

C.L.7 The improvement is remarkable in almost all cases, covering more than 90% of the

parameter space considered. In presence of aee, we observe the additional/fake degenerate

region around aee ' −22× 10−23 GeV, which arises due to marginalization over the oppo-

site mass hierarchy. Note that the location of this fake solution is approximately opposite

in sign to the degeneracies in the corresponding probability heatplots (Figs. 2 and 4: third

column, top row), where the additional degeneracies were found around aee ' 22× 10−23.

It can be qualitatively understood as follows. Without considering flux and cross-sections

for simplicity, the dominant statistical contribution to the sensitivity in the LIV scenario

(test scenario) involving the parameter aee and another parameter, say c, roughly follows

the corresponding probability deviation from the true standard case (in the similar spirit

as discussion in Sec. 3):

∆χ2(aee, c) ∼ ∆Pµe(aee) + ∆Pµe(c) + (other terms), (5.1)

where the other terms contain contributions from the νµ → νµ disappearance channel,

antineutrinos, priors and systematics, - which we have neglected in order to have a simple

qualitative understanding. Using our previous discussion concerning Eqs. 3.11 and 3.12,

we can write,

∆χ2(aee, c) ∼ ∆Pµe(aee)

∼

[
sin
[
1− Â(1 + âee)

]
∆

1− Â(1 + âee)
−

sin
[
1− Â

]
∆

1− Â︸ ︷︷ ︸
I−

]
×

[
sin
[
1− Â(1 + âee)

]
∆

1− Â(1 + âee)
+

sin
[
1− Â

]
∆

1− Â︸ ︷︷ ︸
I+

]
.

(5.2)

Within the same mass hierarchy for the true and test scenario, the minimum for ∆χ2(aee, c)

is obtained at the true solution aee ' 0, making I− vanish. But while marginalizing

over the opposite mass hierarchy in the test scenario, Â and ∆ changes sign in the term

sin[1− Â(1 + âee)]∆/[1− Â(1 + âee)] containing aee, and we have,

∆χ2(aee, c) ∼

[
sin
[
1 + Â(1 + âee)

]
∆

1 + Â(1 + âee)
+

sin
[
1− Â

]
∆

1− Â︸ ︷︷ ︸
I−

]
×

[
sin
[
1 + Â(1 + âee)

]
∆

1 + Â(1 + âee)
−

sin
[
1− Â

]
∆

1− Â︸ ︷︷ ︸
I+

]
.

(5.3)

6The analysis with DUNE-only case in the present work is qualitatively consistent with [41] with some

minor differences due to different choices of the set of values of the oscillation parameters, different ranges

of marginalization, different minimization techniques etc.
7Similar estimates were used in reference [78] in order to quantify the improvement of one experimental

configuration over another in the context of non-standard neutrino interaction.
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Figure 6. Similar to Fig. 5 but shows the exclusion regions in the parameter spaces with both off-diagonal

LIV parameters (top-left, bottom-left and bottom-right panels) and both diagonal LIV parameters (top

right panel).

Because of the relative changes of signs, now I− cannot vanish and the minimum solution

is obtained when I+ goes to zero instead. That is obtained when âee = −2 and thus

aee ' −22× 10−23 GeV. Such a degeneracy can also be observed for the DUNE only case

(green contours), which is consistent with previous analyses with LIV in case of DUNE [41].

Although a combination with DUNE significantly constrains this additional degeneracy at

95% C.L., it still does not go away completely (we have checked that it still remains at

99% C.L.). For the parameter aµµ we see the contours are roughly symmetric around the

true solution aµµ = 0. If aµτ is present, a combination with DUNE can probe more than

92% of the entire parameter space considered at a C.L. of 95%. This sensitivity to |aµτ |
mainly comes from the νµ → νµ disappearance channel.

Fig. 6 shows the ∆χ2 correlation among the off-diagonal LIV parameters themselves

(|aeµ|, |aeτ |, |aµτ |) and also between the two diagonal parameters aee and aµµ, for P2O,

DUNE and (P2O+DUNE). The improvement by the combined analysis is especially promi-

nent for the most impactful parameter space aeµ− aeτ (top left panel of Fig. 6). At a C.L.

of 95%, (P2O+DUNE) combination can exclude 89% of the parameter ranges considered,
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compared to 62% by P2O alone.

6 Degeneracies with the standard oscillation parameters
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Figure 7. Exclusion regions at 95% C.L., showing the correlations of the LIV parameters with the CP

phase δ13 for P2O (blue contours), DUNE (green) and P2O+DUNE (red contours). Similar to Fig. 5, the

triplet of numbers (%) in each panel indicates the area of parameter space excluded at 95% C.L., expressed

as a percentage of the total area of the parameter space considered.

In Fig. 7 (and Fig. 8), we demonstrate how efficiently the projected data from P2O,

DUNE and the combined case of (P2O+DUNE) can reconstruct the standard CP phase δ13

and mixing angle θ23, in correlation with the LIV parameters present. Here we assume the

presence of one LIV parameter at a time and marginalize over the relevant LIV phase, as

well as over the standard parameter not shown along the axes (see Table 1 for the ranges

and priors.). For instance, for the analysis in the |aeµ| − δ13 plane, the minimum ∆χ2

is obtained after varying ∆m2
31 (both magnitude and sign) and θ23 with priors of 2.4%

and 3.5% respectively and ϕeµ without prior in an unrestricted manner. Similarly, for

the |aeµ| − θ23 plane, the marginalization is carried over δ13 and ϕeµ without priors in an
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unrestricted way and over ∆m2
31 with a 2.4% prior. At the C.L. of 95%, the presence of any

LIV parameter at P2O can give rise to allowed regions covering a large δ13-space (entire

δ13-space for aee and aeτ .). But the combination (P2O + DUNE) significantly shrinks the

allowed regions to lie around the true solution of δ13 = −122.4◦. Similar observation holds

in Fig. 8 for the parameter space containing θ23 also. Concerning the combined analysis of

(P2O+DUNE) (i.e., the red contours in Fig. 8), although the maximal mixing (θ23 = 45◦)

got excluded in case of all the LIV parameters, in case of aeµ and aeτ (bottom row, first

and second columns of Fig. 8) we note that the allowed regions still appear in the opposite

(lower) octant. We refer the readers to [43] for a more in-depth discussion regarding the

impacts of aeµ and aeτ on θ23-octant. It is clear that for P2O alone, the exclusion region in

presence of aeµ is greater than in presence of aeτ (67% versus 54% of the total parameter

space considered, at 95% C.L.). This can be connected to the higher impact of aeµ in

the probability deviation |∆Pµe| in Fig. 4 (top row, first and second column) and related

discussions in Sec. 3. aee generates the additional degeneracy around −22× 10−23 GeV as

usual.
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Figure 8. Similar to Fig. 7 but showing the correlation of the LIV parameters with θ23.
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7 Bounds on the LIV parameters
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Figure 9. Expected sensitivity of P2O (blue) and the combined (P2O+DUNE) (red) analysis to the LIV

parameters. The black dotted (solid) line indicates the 95% (99%) C.L. at 1 degree of freedom. Each panel

corresponds to individual LIV parameter.

Parameter Bounds from DUNE Bounds from P2O Bounds from (P2O+DUNE)

[10−23 GeV] [10−23 GeV] [10−23 GeV]

aee [−24 < aee < −20] [−30.8 < aee < −21.9] −2.6 < aee < 3.3

∪ [−3.2 < aee < 5.6] ∪ [−3.9 < aee < 8.6]

aµµ −1.9 < aµµ < 2.0 −4.0 < aµµ < 4.3 −1.6 < aµµ < 1.6

|aeµ| 0.6 1.6 0.4

|aeτ | 1.3 2.1 0.7

|aµτ | 1.5 2.9 1.3

Table 3. Bounds on the LIV parameters as obtained from the simulations of LBL data: (DUNE,

P2O and (P2O+DUNE) in the 2nd, third, fourth column respectively) at 95% C.L.

Fig. 9 shows the one dimensional projection (after marginalising away all other pa-

rameters including the CP phases, θ23, ∆m2
31) of ∆χ2 as a function of each LIV parameter
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individually. The results are illustrated for P2O alone (blue), DUNE alone (green) and

for the combined analysis of (P2O + DUNE) (red). The ∆χ2 values corresponding to

95% and 99% C.L.s are marked with horizontal black lines. The significant increase in the

steepness of the red sensitivity curves is indicative of the crucial impact of the combined

analysis in constraining the LIV parameters. For aee, we note the lifting of the troublesome

degeneracy at aee ' −22× 10−23 GeV by the combined analysis above 95% C.L. This was

not possible with the analysis done with DUNE alone (see also [41]) or with P2O alone.

Table 3 shows our final result: the constraints obtained on the five LIV parameters at 95%

C.L. with the combined (P2O+DUNE) analysis and compares the numbers obtained from

only DUNE or only P2O. We note that the constraints on the diagonal parameters can

be tightened significantly with the combined analysis. This is especially noticeable for aee
since the fake solution can be ruled out at 95% C.L. as mentioned before. For |aeµ|, |aeτ |
and |aµτ | also the bounds improve moderately. Some comments are in order regarding the

bounds on LIV parameters achieved by existing atmospheric neutrino data. Atmospheric

neutrino experiments are sensitive to a much wider range of baseline and energy, and hence

can obtain strong constraints on LIV parameters. For instance, the SK data have put the

following bounds on the LIV parameters at 95% C.L. [33],

|aµµ| . 1.9× 10−23 GeV,

Re(aeµ), Im(aeµ) . 1.8× 10−23 GeV;

Re(aeτ ) . 4.1× 10−23 GeV; Im(aeτ ) . 2.8× 10−23 GeV;

which roughly translate to,

|aeµ| . 3.2× 10−23 GeV;

|aeτ | . 5× 10−23 GeV.

Analysis of high energy astrophysical and atmospheric neutrino at IceCube have put fol-

lowing stronger constraints, at an even higher statistical significance of 99% C.L. [35]:

|Re(aµτ )|, |Im(aµτ )| . 0.29× 10−23 GeV =⇒ |aµτ | . 0.41× 10−23 GeV.

The next generation IceCube-Gen2 [93] is expected to reach much tighter bounds on LIV

parameter space. On the other hand if LBL experiments such as DUNE is also used to

collect and analyse atmospheric neutrino data (in addition to beam neutrinos), it becomes

sensitive to a much wider range of baseline and energy, and the constraints on LIV pa-

rameters can then improve by several orders of magnitude [13]. We would also like to

mention that in comparison to LBL data, high energy astrophysical and atmospheric neu-

trino experiments can become more sensitive to higher order LIV parameters (which are

energy-dependent) which we have not considered in the present analysis. As more neutrino

data become available in near future, it will be possible to strategically combine LBL and

atmospheric neutrino data and search for the presence of LIV with an unprecedented sen-

sitivity reach. However, in the present analysis we have focused on the capability of LBL

experiments only to probe the LIV parameters. A full combined analysis of both LBL and

atmospheric data (simulated/real data) is beyond the scope of the current work, and we

leave it as a future project.
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8 Summary and conclusion

In this work we consider the proposed long baseline experiment P2O with a 2595 km

baseline from the already existing accelerator complex at Protvino to the far detector

situated at the site of KM3NeT/ ORCA with a fiducial mass of approximately 6 Mt. and

a peak energy of around 4-5 GeV. Such a long baseline offers very high sensitivity to

neutrino mass hierarchy and the massive far detector provides very high statistics even

with a relatively moderate 90 kW proton beam. In this work, we have discussed the

capability of an LBL experiment to probe fundamental theories of quantum gravity that

can potentially manifest itself in the form of Lorentz invariance violation (LIV) around

this energy range. We first discuss how the probabilities can deviate from the standard

interaction (SI) scenario by different Lorentz invariance violating parameters (which are

also CPT-violating) at the P2O baseline. We then analytically derive the approximate

changes in the appearance probabilities, ∆Pµe (= Pµe(SI+LIV)−Pµe(SI)) that are induced

by individual LIV parameters. We illustrate by means of heatplots of ∆Pµe, how the LIV

parameters impact at the baseline of P2O at its peak energy and compare it with DUNE

experiment. In presence of aeµ and aeτ , we find interesting degenerate branches (existing

even for larger values of the LIV parameters) at specific values of the standard CP phase

δ13. As a function of θ23, we observe that the impact of aeµ on ∆Pµe is slightly higher than

that of aeτ . These features were also explained with the help of probability expressions

in presence of these two parameters. We also find two degenerate regions at the level of

probability for aee ' 0, 22 × 10−23 GeV, whereas for DUNE we find only the trivial one

at aee = 0. We explain this by breaking down the corresponding ∆Pµe and showing that

the relevant sine-term oscillates faster for P2O (due to higher peak energy and a slightly

higher value of average baseline density), - forcing a second nontrivial solution. We then

proceed to estimate ∆χ2 sensitivities to LIV parameters for P2O alone and also discuss how

significantly the results improve when the simulated data of P2O is combined with that of

DUNE. For completeness, we have also compared the results with a similar analysis using

the simulated data of only DUNE. The sensitivity analyses were carried out by showing

correlations of the LIV parameters (aee, aµµ, aeµ, aeτ , aµτ ) among themselves and also with

the two standard oscillation parameters δ13 and θ23. For aee we discuss in detail analytically

how a crucial change in sign due to marginalization over the opposite mass hierarchy

produces a fake ∆χ2 minimum around aee ' −22×10−23 GeV. For all the parameter spaces

we numerically estimate the area of the regions that are excluded (at 95% C.L.) by P2O (or

DUNE) individually and compare it to that by the combined analysis of (P2O + DUNE).

The significance quantitative increase in the excluded area for (P2O+DUNE) shows the

overwhelming advantage of the combined analysis in all cases. Finally we calculate the

one-dimensional ∆χ2 projections as a function of all five individual LIV parameters after

marginalisation over all other parameters and estimate the 95% C.L. constraints. We find

that for the diagonal LIV parameters there is a significant improvement of the constraints

estimated with the combined (P2O+DUNE) analysis. Especially noteworthy is the lifting of

degeneracy around aee ' −22×10−23 GeV, which is not possible with P2O-only or DUNE-

only analysis. For the off-diagonal LIV parameters also our estimated bounds improve
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moderately.

Acknowledgement

MM acknowledges the support from IBS under the project code IBS-R018-D1. We thank

D. Zabarov for providing us with the P2O flux files. NRKC gratefully acknowledges the

financial support of the Ministry of Science, Innovation and Universities: State Program

of Generation of Knowledge, ref. PGC2018-096663-B-C41 (MCIU / FEDER), Spain. NF

is grateful for a visiting position at IBS CTPU where this work was finished. We would

also like to thank the anonymous referee for the valuable suggestions.

References

[1] Super-Kamiokande Collaboration collaboration, Evidence for oscillation of

atmospheric neutrinos, Phys.Rev.Lett. 81 (1998) 1562 [hep-ex/9807003].

[2] SNO collaboration, Direct evidence for neutrino flavor transformation from neutral current

interactions in the Sudbury Neutrino Observatory, Phys. Rev. Lett. 89 (2002) 011301

[nucl-ex/0204008].

[3] A. Sakharov, Violation of CP Invariance, C asymmetry, and baryon asymmetry of the

universe, Sov. Phys. Usp. 34 (1991) 392.

[4] T2K collaboration, Observation of Electron Neutrino Appearance in a Muon Neutrino Beam,

Phys. Rev. Lett. 112 (2014) 061802 [1311.4750].

[5] NOvA collaboration, NOvA: Proposal to Build a 30 Kiloton Off-Axis Detector to Study

νµ → νe Oscillations in the NuMI Beamline, hep-ex/0503053.

[6] T2K collaboration, Constraint on the matter–antimatter symmetry-violating phase in

neutrino oscillations, Nature 580 (2020) 339 [1910.03887].

[7] NOvA collaboration, First Measurement of Neutrino Oscillation Parameters using

Neutrinos and Antineutrinos by NOvA, Phys. Rev. Lett. 123 (2019) 151803 [1906.04907].

[8] P. de Salas, D. Forero, S. Gariazzo, P. Mart́ınez-Miravé, O. Mena, C. Ternes et al., 2020
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