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This Letter reports the precise measurement of reactor antineutrino spectrum and flux based on
the full data set of 4.7 million inverse-beta-decay (IBD) candidates collected at Daya Bay near detec-
tors. Expressed in terms of the IBD yield per fission, the antineutrino spectra from all reactor fissile
isotopes and the specific 235U and 239Pu isotopes are measured with 1.3%, 3% and 8% uncertainties
respectively near the 3 MeV spectrum peak in reconstructed energy, reaching the best precision in
the world. The total antineutrino flux and isotopic 235U and 239Pu fluxes are precisely measured
to be 5.84 ± 0.07, 6.16 ± 0.12 and 4.16 ± 0.21 in units of 10−43cm2/fission. These measurements
are compared with the Huber-Mueller (HM) model, the reevaluated conversion model based on the
Kurchatov Institute (KI) measurement and the latest Summation Model (SM2023). The Daya Bay
flux shows good consistency with KI and SM2023 models, but disagrees with HM model. The Daya
Bay spectrum, however, disagrees with all model predictions.

Nuclear reactors produce an essentially pure flux of
electron antineutrinos (νe) via β-decay processes of fis-
sion isotopes. They have been one of the most powerful
tools to study neutrino properties from neutrino discov-
ery [1] to neutrino oscillations [2–5], and are expected
to continue making significant contributions in the up-
coming precision era [6–11]. Accurate knowledge of the
energy spectrum and flux of reactor νe are important for
precision oscillation measurements.

Despite many advances in understanding the reactor
νe spectrum and flux from both experimental measure-
ments [12–21] and theoretical calculations, including con-
version models [22–24] and summation models [25–27],
there remain anomalies to be resolved. The measured
reactor νe flux rate has an overall 6% deficit with re-
spect to the Huber-Mueller (HM) model [28]. This rate
anomaly tends to vanish when confronted with the recent
measurement at the Kurchatov Institute (KI) [24] which
claims an over-estimation of the 235U contribution in the
HM model as first indicated by Daya Bay in Ref. [16].
The measured reactor νe spectrum shape exhibits typi-
cally an excess around 5 MeV not found in both conver-
sion and summation model predictions [15, 17, 19–21].
The latest summation model [26], noted as SM2023, has
been improved with refined β-decay formalism and re-
cent evaluated nuclear decay data compared to previous
SM2018 model [25], and gives the complete error budget
of the summation method for the first time. An alterna-

tive summation model, noted as SM2023*, incorporates
a single empirical parameter α in the β-transition model
that corrects for the pandemonium effect and missing
transitions [26]; and it shows good agreement with the
STEREO νe spectrum with α = 0.7 [29]. These recent
developments provide insight into the possible origin of
the anomalies in spectrum and flux, however, definitive
conclusions remain elusive due to limited precision. More
precise measurements of reactor νe spectrum and flux
would provide further understanding of these discrepan-
cies. Such measurements also offer accurate data-driven
inputs for other experiments aiming at high-precision
neutrino oscillation studies such as JUNO [6–9], and a
benchmark for future elastic neutrino-nucleus scatter-
ing experiments at low-enriched uranium (LEU) reac-
tors [30]. Moreover, such measurements offer valuable in-
puts for sterile neutrino searches, as well as applications
in nuclear science and reactor safety [30, 31].

This Letter reports a comprehensive measurement of
reactor νe spectrum and flux at Daya Bay, using data col-
lected over the full experimental operation period. The
Daya Bay experiment, consisting of 8 antineutrino de-
tectors (ADs) deployed in 2 near sites (2 ADs each) and
1 far site (4 ADs), detects νe from 6 commercial reac-
tor cores [32]. In commercial LEU reactors, four parent
isotopes, i.e. 235U, 238U, 239Pu and 241Pu, contribute
more than 99.7% of the νe flux. Utilizing the gadolin-
ium doped liquid scintillator (Gd-LS) technology, Daya
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Bay detects νe via the inverse beta decay (IBD) reaction,
i.e. νe + p → e+ + n, with a prompt signal of positron
and a delayed signal of neutron captured primarily on
Gd (n-Gd). The experiment operated for 3158 days from
2011 to 2020 and accumulated about 4.7 million n-Gd
IBD candidates with its near detectors. The total reac-
tor νe spectrum and flux are measured in terms of the
IBD yield aggregating all isotope contributions. The to-
tal spectrum and flux are then decomposed into 235U and
239Pu isotopic contributions using the fuel evolution anal-
ysis technique developed by Daya Bay [16, 17]. To exam-
ine the data to model consistency, the Daya Bay spectra
and fluxes are compared with predictions based on the
most representative models to date, including HM, KI,
and SM2023. Furthermore, the spectra are unfolded from
reconstructed energy to neutrino energy, where the un-
folding technique is applied for multiple spectra together,
for the first time, by considering their correlation.

The reactor νe IBD yield, denoted as σf , can be under-
stood as the number of νe per fission multiplied by the
IBD cross section. It is experimentally defined at Daya
Bay for each AD as,

σf =
NIBD

ϵIBD Np Teff

∑6
r=1

Wth,r

4πL2
rE

. (1)

The NIBD stands for the number of IBD events obtained
based on IBD candidates after the non-equilibrium and
spent nuclear fuel corrections, background subtraction, as
well as oscillation correction. The denominator of Eq.(1)
represents the effective fission number, in which ϵIBD is
the IBD detection efficiency, Np is the number of target
protons, Teff is the effective livetime, Wth,r is the reactor
thermal power, Lr is the distance between reactor and
detector, E =

∑
i fi,rei is the average energy release per

fission with fi,r the fission fraction and ei the energy
release per fission. The subscript indices i and r stand
for the isotope and reactor core respectively.

The systematic uncertainty in the IBD yield measure-
ment arises from the detector, reactor and background ef-
fects, with the detector effects being the dominant factor.
The detector uncertainty in the flux rate is 1.2%, incorpo-
rating contributions from the proton number, detection
efficiency and IBD cross section [33]. The uncertainties of
the energy scale [34], energy non-linearity [35] and inner
acrylic vessel effect [32] are further taken into account in
the spectrum shape measurement. The uncertainties of
the reactor power and the fission fraction are 0.5% and
5% respectively and are treated as reactor-uncorrelated.
The energy release per fission and its uncertainty are
taken from Ref. [36]. The uncertainties associated with
non-equilibrium and spent nuclear fuel effects are both
30% [32, 34]. The uncertainties related to background
and oscillation parameters are taken from Ref. [37].

In this analysis, the IBD events are classified into
25 bins according to the reconstructed energy of IBD
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FIG. 1. The total IBD yield spectrum measured at Daya Bay
is shown as the black points in the top left panel, in compar-
ison with HM (red) [22, 23] and SM2023 (blue) [26] models.
The ratio between data and HM model is shown in the bot-
tom left panel, as well as the ratio of SM2023 to HM. The top
right panel shows the flux rate comparison between Daya Bay
and models, including HM (6.15± 0.15), KI (5.90± 0.14) and
SM2023 (5.92± 0.19) in units of 10−43cm2/fission. The error
bars in the data points represent the square root of the diago-
nal elements of the covariance matrix for the total spectrum,
incorporating both statistic and systematic uncertainties. The
error bands for different models reflect the uncertainties in-
herent to each specific model.

prompt signals from 0.7 to 8 MeV: 1 bin in 0.7-1.25 MeV,
23 equal bins in 1.25-7 MeV and 1 bin in 7-8 MeV. Ac-
cording to the definition of Eq.(1), Daya Bay measures
the total IBD yield spectrum sf using the data of all near
ADs, as shown in Fig. 1. Its precision reaches about 1.3%
at the typical reconstructed peak energy around 3 MeV,
where the systematic uncertainty is dominant.

In comparison with the HM model, the measured total
spectrum shows a disagreement of more than 5σ signif-
icance with most notably a 8% deficit below 4 MeV in
terms of reconstructed energy. The SM2023 prediction
matches the Daya Bay spectrum better overall at 1.2σ
significance but shows a worse agreement around the 5
MeV region.

By integrating all energy bins, the total IBD yield σf

is measured to be [5.84±0.07]×10−43cm2/fission, where
the systematic uncertainty is dominant and the statistic
uncertainty contributes less than 5% of the total uncer-
tainty budget. As shown in the right panel of Fig. 1, the
Daya Bay flux shows 5.0% deficit with respect to HM
model, while it is consistent with KI and SM2023 mod-
els.

By factorizing out the rate difference from models to
Daya Bay data, a shape-only comparison is therefore per-
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FIG. 2. The extracted 235U (left) and 239Pu (right) IBD yield spectra in terms of reconstructed energy of prompt signals are
shown as black points. For comparison, the HM and SM2023 predictions are drawn in red and blue respectively. The SM2023*
with the empirical parameter α = 0.7 is drawn in magenta. The ratios between data and the HM model are shown in the
bottom panels, as well as the ratios of SM2023 and SM2023* to HM. The error bars for the data points represent the square
root of the diagonal elements of the covariance matrix, while the error band illustrates the uncertainty associated with models.
The error bars in the data points represent the square root of the diagonal elements of the covariance matrix for the extracted
spectra. The error bands for HM and SM2023 predictions reflect the uncertainties inherent to each model. Only central values
are plotted for SM2023*.

formed. And it turns out that the Daya Bay spectrum
shape shows a clear excess around 5 MeV with respect
to the HM model at more than 5σ significance and the
SM2023 model at 3σ level.
The total IBD yield can be considered as the combi-

nation of the four major isotopic yields from 235U, 238U,
239Pu and 241Pu. Each nuclear isotope yields unique νe
spectrum and flux due to different fission yields and beta
decay branches. With the burning of reactor fuel, the
fraction of isotopes evolves, inducing an evolution of the
total IBD yield. The effective fission fraction Fi viewed
by one AD is defined as

Fi =

6∑
r=1

Wth,rfi,r
L2
r

∑
i fi,rei

/

6∑
r=1

Wth,r

L2
r

∑
i fi,rei

, (2)

to study the IBD yield evolution. In commercial reactors,
during one fuel cycle, the 235U fraction decreases mono-
tonically, and the 238U fraction remains approximately
constant, while the 239Pu and 241Pu fractions both in-
crease monotonically. Based on the data from all near
ADs, the average effective fission fractions of the 4 iso-
topes are determined at Daya Bay to be F 235 : F 238 :
F 239 : F 241 = 0.564 : 0.076 : 0.304 : 0.056.

The F239 is chosen to represent the fuel evolution sta-
tus. In the following analysis, the F239 is first calcu-
lated in a weekly basis; then 20 groups are defined based

on the weekly F239 values; the IBD data is then cate-
gorized into the 20 groups, leading to an evolved IBD
yield with F239. The evolution of the IBD yield rate can
be approximated with a linear relation with respect to
F239, where the slope dσf/dF239 is determined to be
[−1.96± 0.11(stat.)± 0.07(syst.)]× 10−43cm2/fission.
The evolution of the total IBD yield spectrum sf en-

ables a decomposition of the isotopic spectra, denoted as
si, according to the following χ2 analysis,

χ2 = χ2(sf ,F, si, ϵ) + χ2(s238, s241). (3)

The χ2 analysis constructs for each F239 group the dif-
ference between measured total spectrum (sf ) and cor-
responding prediction that is the combination of isotopic
spectra (si) according to the effective fission fractions
F. The ϵ represents nuisance parameters encompassing
systematic uncertainties from the reactor, detector and
background [32, 33, 37]. The evolution of isotopic fission
fractions is degenerate, because 239Pu and 241Pu frac-
tions evolve in a similar manner, and 238U fraction is
stable during the fuel burning. In order to reduce the
degeneracy and extract 235U and 239Pu spectra, exter-
nal constraints based on HM model are introduced on
238U and 241Pu spectra through χ2(s238, s241), given that
238U and 241Pu are minor contributions at Daya Bay.
The external constraints are loosely set by considering
enlarged uncertainties with respect to HM original ones.
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The shape uncertainty of 238U spectrum is set to be 10-
35% in 0.7-8 MeV, and the rate uncertainty is set to
be 10%, which covers the uncertainties from data and
also the difference between data and model [38]. The un-
certainty of 241Pu spectrum is set to be 7-35% for the
shape, and 10% for the rate. Consistent results are ob-
tained when the SM2023 model replaces the HM model
in the χ2(s238, s241) term.

The extracted 235U and 239Pu spectra, i.e. s235 and
s239, are shown in Fig.2. The 235U and 239Pu spectra
reach unprecedented precision of 3% and 8%, respec-
tively, in the 3 MeV region, leading to a 15% improve-
ment compared to previous Daya Bay results [17]. The
statistical uncertainty still contributes more than 50% for
both spectra.

The 235U spectrum measured at Daya Bay differs from
HM model with a deficit below 4 MeV with more than
4σ significance. However, it differs from SM2023 model
most notably with an excess between 5 and 7 MeV which
reaches about 3σ significance. The SM2023* model, de-
spite showing agreement with the STEREO 235U spec-
trum [29], disagrees with the Daya Bay 235U spectrum
above 5 MeV as illustrated in Fig.2. The precision of the
Daya Bay 239Pu spectrum is insufficient to differentiate
between models.

In terms of the shape-only comparison, the Daya Bay
235U and 239Pu spectra differ from both HM and SM2023
models with a bump around 5 MeV. The local shape-only
discrepancy around 5 MeV for 235U spectrum is quanti-
fied at 4σ level when comparing the Daya Bay measure-
ment with both HM and SM2023 models, while that for
239Pu spectrum is less than 2σ due to the relatively large
uncertainty in the measurement.

The fission fractions of 239Pu and 241Pu exhibit an ap-
proximate proportionality. Thus, as proposed in Ref. [17],
the reconstructed energy spectra of 239Pu and 241Pu can
be treated as a single combined component, named as Pu
combo. This is defined as scombo = s239 + ks241, where
the scombo stands for the spectrum of Pu combo and the
coefficient k = 0.185 is derived by fitting the correlation
between F239 and F241. The Pu combo approach reduces
the reliance on the model for s241 and the relative uncer-
tainty in scombo is 30% less than that of s239 with negligi-
ble impact on s235. The Supplemental Material contains
the scombo results.
In analogy with the spectrum decomposition, the

235U and 239Pu flux rates, denoted as σ235 and σ239,
can also be extracted through a χ2 analysis similar
to Eq.(3) by replacing 25 energy bins by an integrated
bin. The rate decomposition gives σ235 and σ239 respec-
tively as [6.16 ± 0.04(stat.)± 0.08(syst.)± 0.08(model)]
and [4.16 ± 0.07(stat.)± 0.09(syst.)± 0.18(model)] ×
10−43cm2/fission, as shown in Fig.3. The systematic un-
certainty and the uncertainty from model constraint of
238U and 241Pu are equally dominant for σ235, while the
uncertainty from model constraint is dominant for σ239.
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FIG. 3. The extracted isotopic reactor νe fluxes of 235U and
239Pu in terms of IBD yield are represented by the black
point. The green contours indicate the σ235 and σ239 two-
dimensional allowed regions with 1, 2, and 3σ significance.
For comparison, the HM, KI and SM2023 model values are
provided for σ235 as 6.62± 0.14, 6.27± 0.13 and 6.16± 0.20,
and for σ239 as 4.34 ± 0.11, 4.33 ± 0.11 and 4.41 ± 0.15, in
units of 10−43cm2/fission.

The Daya Bay 235U flux shows 7.0% deficit in compar-
ison with the HM value with about 3σ significance, while
it is only 1.8% lower to the KI prediction and well con-
sistent with the SM2023 prediction. The Daya Bay 239Pu
flux shows respective 4.1%, 3.9% and 5.7% deficit to HM,
KI and SM2023 model predictions in this analysis with
full data set, while it was consistent with models in pre-
vious measurements using partial data [16, 17]. However,
considering its relatively large uncertainty, this deficit has
only about 1σ significance.

Thanks to the flux decomposition analysis, Daya Bay
is able to examine the possible contributing isotopes re-
sponsible for the reactor antineutrino anomaly in total
rate with respect to HM model. Hence, several hypoth-
esis tests are performed. In the previous Daya Bay pub-
lication [16], only HM central values are considered in
the hypothesis test, whereas a more inclusive approach
is adopted here by also taking into account the uncer-
tainties of the HM model. Compared to the case where
both 235U and 239Pu contribute to the deficit in total
rate, the hypothesis of 235U as the sole contributor is
slightly disfavored by 0.9σ; the hypothesis of 239Pu as
the sole contributor is more significantly disfavored by
2.6σ; moreover, the hypothesis of the four isotopes as
the contributors is merely disfavored by 1.4σ. Due to the
deficits observed in both 235U and 239Pu in the final data
set, Daya Bay has no strong preference for 235U as the
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sole offending isotope in HM prediction.
The aforementioned measurements on total, 235U or

239Pu IBD yield spectra are achieved in terms of recon-
structed energy for positron signals, which contains de-
tector response effects, such as energy scale nonlinear-
ity and resolution. The neutrino energy spectrum can be
obtained by applying unfolding technique, such as SVD
regularization [39], Wiener SVD [40] and Bayesian iter-
ation [41] methods. The unfolded neutrino energy spec-
trum facilitates a direct comparison with models or ex-
periments, and can also serve as an input spectrum for
other reactor neutrino experiments.

As Daya Bay extracts simultaneously the recon-
structed energy spectra of 235U and 239Pu , where corre-
lation exists between s235 and s239, the correlation should
be taken into account when performing unfolding. In ad-
dition, as shown in reference [42], a generic unfolded neu-
trino energy spectrum (sνg) can be constructed primarily
based on Daya Bay’s total spectrum(sνf ), with isotopic
spectra (sνi ) as corrections according to the fission frac-
tion difference between experiments. In this context, the
correlation among the Daya Bay reconstructed energy
spectra of sf , s235 and s239 should be all included when
performing unfolding.

The Wiener-SVD method achieved a smaller Mean
Squared Error (MSE) than other methods in the pre-
vious Daya Bay analysis where each spectrum was un-
folded individually [42]. The correlation among spectra
affects the Wiener filter undesirably but does not affect
the traditional SVD regularization. Therefore, the SVD
regularization method is adopted to unfold the sf , s235
and s239 together, which is achieved by minimizing the
following χ2,

χ2 = (S −RSν)
T
V −1 (S −RSν)

+ τ (CSν)
T
(CSν) . (4)

S is composed of the three reconstructed energy spectra,
sf , s235 and s239, and Sν is composed of the correspond-
ing neutrino energy spectra, sνf , s

ν
235 and sν239. V is the

covariance matrix of the three reconstructed energy spec-
tra. R is the response matrix, which contains the conver-
sion relation between reconstructed energy and neutrino
energy, and it contains three sub-matrices for the three
spectra. τ is the regularization strength that minimizes
the MSE between data and the model. C is composed
of three second-order derivative matrices arranged diag-
onally, through which the smoothness of each individual
spectrum is imposed. The total, 235U and 239Pu spec-
tra are unfolded together, bringing about the neutrino
energy spectra as presented in Fig. 4. Consistent results
are obtained when using different models for the MSE
minimization. The additional smearing matrices and co-
variance matrices associated with the unfolded neutrino
energy spectra, as well as the unfolding inputs can be
found in Supplemental Materials.
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FIG. 4. Unfolded neutrino energy spectra for the overall, 235U
and 239Pu IBD yields. The unfolding imposes smoothness con-
dition while the characteristic spectral features persist in the
energy range between 5 and 7 MeV. The error bars for the
data points represent the square root of the diagonal elements
of the covariance matrix.

In summary, this Letter presents a comprehensive
measurement of reactor νe spectrum and flux based
on the full IBD data set collected with Daya Bay
near detectors. The reactor antineutrino spectra and
fluxes from 235U and 239Pu are extracted using the
fuel evolution technique. In terms of the reconstructed
energy of prompt signals, the total, 235U and 239Pu
spectra are measured with precision 1.3%, 3% and 8%
respectively, around the 3 MeV peak energy. The Daya
Bay spectra are inconsistent with model predictions,
exhibiting most notably a 5 MeV bump in shape. When
considering the comparison in both shape and rate, the
Daya Bay 235U spectrum shows significant deficit below
4 MeV compared to the HM prediction. In addition,
Daya Bay measures the energy-integrated overall, 235U
and 239Pu fluxes with 1.2%, 1.9% and 5.0% precision
respectively. The total and 235U fluxes of Daya Bay show
respectively 5.0% and 7.0% deficits compared to HM
predictions at about 3σ significance level; however, they
are consistent with KI and SM2023 models. Moreover,
the measured three reconstructed energy spectra are
unfolded into neutrino energy spectra using the SVD
regularization method with correlations among differ-
ent spectra taken into account when simultaneously
unfolding multiple spectra together. The world-leading
precision measurement presented in this Letter enriches
the knowledge about the reactor νe spectrum and flux.
The discrepancies presented in this Letter reinforce
the necessity of higher precision measurements and the
further refinement of models in the future.

The Daya Bay experiment is supported in part by the
Ministry of Science and Technology of China, the U.S.



7

Department of Energy, the Chinese Academy of Sciences,
the CAS Center for Excellence in Particle Physics, the
National Natural Science Foundation of China, the New
Cornerstone Science Foundation, the Guangdong provin-
cial government, the Shenzhen municipal government,
the China General Nuclear Power Group, the Research
Grants Council of the Hong Kong Special Administra-
tive Region of China, the Ministry of Education in Tai-
wan, the U.S. National Science Foundation, the Ministry
of Education, Youth, and Sports of the Czech Republic,
the Charles University Research Centre UNCE, and the
Joint Institute of Nuclear Research in Dubna, Russia. We
acknowledge Yellow River Engineering Consulting Co.,
Ltd., and China Railway 15th Bureau Group Co., Ltd.,
for building the underground laboratory. We are grateful
for the cooperation from the China Guangdong Nuclear
Power Group and China Light & Power Company.

∗ Now at Department of Chemistry and Chemical Technol-
ogy, Bronx Community College, Bronx, New York 10453

† Now at Department of Physics and Astronomy, Univer-
sity of Rochester, Rochester, New York 14627

‡ Now at Department of Physics and Astronomy, Louisiana
State University, Baton Rouge, LA 70803

[1] C. L. Cowan, F. Reines, F. B. Harrison, H. W. Kruse,
and A. D. McGuire, Science 124, 103 (1956).

[2] K. Eguchi et al. (KamLAND Collaboration), Phys. Rev.
Lett. 90, 021802 (2003), arXiv:hep-ex/0212021.

[3] F. P. An et al. (Daya Bay Collaboration), Phys. Rev.
Lett. 108, 171803 (2012), arXiv:1203.1669 [hep-ex].

[4] Y. Abe et al. (Double Chooz Collaboration), Phys. Rev.
Lett. 108, 131801 (2012), arXiv:1112.6353 [hep-ex].

[5] J. K. Ahn et al. (RENO Collaboration), Phys. Rev. Lett.
108, 191802 (2012), arXiv:1204.0626 [hep-ex].

[6] F. An and et al., Journal of Physics G: Nuclear and Par-
ticle Physics 43, 030401 (2016).

[7] A. Abusleme et al. (JUNO Collaboration), Prog. Part.
Nucl. Phys. 123, 103927 (2022), arXiv:2104.02565 [hep-
ex].

[8] A. Abusleme et al. (JUNO Collaboration), Chin. Phys.
C 46, 123001 (2022), arXiv:2204.13249 [hep-ex].

[9] A. Abusleme et al. (JUNO Collaboration), (2024),
arXiv:2405.18008 [hep-ex].

[10] J. Zhang and J. Cao, JHEP 03, 072 (2023),
arXiv:2206.15317 [hep-ex].

[11] A. Cabrera, CERN EP Seminar,
CERN, Geneva, Switzerland (2022),
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.7504162.

[12] Y. Declais et al., Phys. Lett. B 338, 383 (1994).
[13] M. Apollonio et al. (CHOOZ Collaboration), Eur. Phys.

J. C 27, 331 (2003), arXiv:hep-ex/0301017.
[14] F. Boehm et al., Phys. Rev. D 64, 112001 (2001),

arXiv:hep-ex/0107009.
[15] F. P. An et al. (Daya Bay Collaboration), Phys. Rev.

Lett. 116, 061801 (2016), [Erratum: Phys.Rev.Lett. 118,
099902 (2017)], arXiv:1508.04233 [hep-ex].

[16] F. P. An et al. (Daya Bay Collaboration), Phys. Rev.
Lett. 118, 251801 (2017), arXiv:1704.01082 [hep-ex].

[17] D. Adey et al. (Daya Bay Collaboration), Phys. Rev.
Lett. 123, 111801 (2019), arXiv:1904.07812 [hep-ex].

[18] F. P. An et al. (Daya Bay Collaboration), Phys. Rev.
Lett. 130, 211801 (2023), arXiv:2210.01068 [hep-ex].

[19] H. de Kerret et al. (Double Chooz Collaboration), Nature
Phys. 16, 558 (2020), arXiv:1901.09445 [hep-ex].

[20] S. G. Yoon et al. (RENO Collaboration), Phys. Rev. D
104, L111301 (2021), arXiv:2010.14989 [hep-ex].

[21] M. Andriamirado et al. (PROSPECT Collaboration),
Phys. Rev. Lett. 131, 021802 (2023), arXiv:2212.10669
[nucl-ex].

[22] P. Huber, Phys. Rev. C 84, 024617 (2011).
[23] T. A. Mueller, D. Lhuillier, M. Fallot, A. Letourneau,

S. Cormon, M. Fechner, L. Giot, T. Lasserre, J. Martino,
G. Mention, et al., Phys. Rev. C 83, 054615 (2011).

[24] V. Kopeikin, M. Skorokhvatov, and O. Titov, Phys. Rev.
D 104, L071301 (2021), arXiv:2103.01684 [nucl-ex].

[25] M. Estienne, M. Fallot, A. Algora, J. Briz-Monago,
V. Bui, S. Cormon, W. Gelletly, L. Giot, V. Guadilla,
D. Jordan, et al., Phys. Rev. Lett. 123, 022502 (2019).
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