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ABSTRACT: Lepton flavor violation (LFV) offers a powerful probe of physics beyond the
Standard Model, particularly in models addressing neutrino masses and the baryon asym-
metry of the universe. In this study, we investigate LFV processes within the framework
of type II seesaw leptogenesis, where the Standard Model is extended by an SU(2), triplet
Higgs field. We focus on key LFV processes including ™ — ety, um — etee™, and
@ — e conversion in nuclei, deriving stringent constraints on the parameter space from
current experimental data. We scan the 3o range of neutrino oscillation parameters and
identify the most conservative bounds consistent with existing measurements. Our results
reveal that the MEG experiment currently provides the strongest constraints in the normal
ordering (NO) scenario, while the SINDRUM experiment offers comparable sensitivity in
the inverted ordering (IO) case. Future experiments, such as MEG II, Mu3e, Mu2e, and
COMET, are predicted to significantly improve the sensitivity, testing larger regions of
the parameter space. This work underscores the crucial role of LF'V experiments in prob-
ing type II seesaw leptogenesis, providing an avenue to explore the connections between
neutrino mass generation, baryogenesis, and inflation at experimentally accessible energy
scales.
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1 Introduction

It is well-known that in the Standard Model the lepton flavor L., L,, L, are conserved,
arising as accidental symmetries. However, with the discovery of neutrino oscillations [1-7],
it is realized that the lepton flavor is not a symmetry in nature. Although charged lepton
flavor violation(CLFV) has not yet been observed, numerous neutrino mass models have
provided such sources. Therefore, the CLFV experiments have become excellent probes of
new physics, shedding light on the origin of neutrino masses [8-12].

Among the various neutrino mass models, the seesaw models are the most popular [13—
21]. Moreover, the lepton number violation and CP violation in seesaw models naturally
lead to the mechanism called leptogenesis [22, 23], which is an appealing candidate for the
explanation of baryon asymmetry of our universe. However, leptogenesis through type I or
type III seesaw generally involve high energy scales [24], thus are difficult to probe. On the
other hand, it is known that type II seesaw mechanism can not lead to successful thermal
leptogenesis [25, 26]. Interestingly, recent works show that by considering Affleck-Dine
mechanism and non-minimal coupling of the scalar fields to gravity, it may be possible to
realize successful non-thermal leptogenesis in type II seesaw mechanism [27, 28]. Thus one
may explain the origin of neutrino mass, inflation and baryon asymmetry simultaneously
in the framework of type II seesaw leptogenesis.

An attractive feature of type II seesaw model is that the relevant scale is relatively low
among the numerous new physic models. This means it can be tested by current and future
upcoming experiments, both in the high energy frontier with collider experiments [29-36]
and in the intensity frontier with charged lepton flavor violation(CLFV) experiments [37—
46]. Since both classes of experiments have obtained null result, constraints can be placed
on the parameter space of the model. In this paper our discussions would focus on the
CLFV tests of type II seesaw leptogenesis, however, most of our methods and results are
generic to any type II seesaw models. Analogous analyses have been conducted in [43],
however, they only obtained the constraints at several benchmark points of the neutrino
oscillation parameters. In this paper, we scan the 30 range of the neutrino data and
obtain the most conservative constraints on the parameters of type II seesaw leptogenesis.
In addition, comparing the analysis on p — e conversion in the titanium(Ti) nuclei in
[43], we also include the y — e conversion in aluminum(Al) nuclei. In this work, we
mainly focus on the constraints of CLFV experiments from the muon sector, including the
searching for u™ — ey, u™ — eTe"e™ and u~ N — e~ N processes. Current best limits
on these processes are provided by the MEG, SINDRUM and SINDRUM II experiments
respectively [47-50]. Moreover, several upcoming experiments will improve the sensitivity
by up to four orders of magnitude [51-55], which will greatly extend the parameter region
we are interested in.

This paper is organized as follows. In Sec.2 we briefly review the framework of type
IT seesaw leptogenesis. In Sec.3 we calculate the CLFV processes in the muon sector and
obtain the current most stringent constraints on the parameter space of type II seesaw
leptogenesis. Then, we analyses the sensitivity of future CLFV experiments on the model.
Finally in Sec.4 we give a summary and draw conclusions.



2 Type Il Seesaw Leptogenesis

2.1 Type II Seesaw Mechanism

In the type II seesaw mechanism, the SM is minimally extended by an SU(2), triplet Higgs
field A with hypercharge Y = 1 and lepton number L = —2:

AT ATt
(07 20) o

H= (?;) . (2.2)

The Lagrangian of the type-II seesaw scenario is given by

and the SM Higgs is

ﬁgeesaw - ESM +Tr |:(DALA)T (DMA)} -V (Ha A) - EYukaway (23)
where
Lvukawa = ‘C%ll\l/lkawa — hl]Lf(lU2)ALJ + h.c. . (24)

The Higgs potential V(H, A) has the form,

V(H,A) = —m%HH + Ay (HTH)2 +mATr (ATA) A (HTH) Tr (ATA)

o (Tr (ATA>>2 + AsTr (ATA)2 +MHTAATH + [,u,(HTz'aQATH)

/
+ﬁ<HT¢02NH)(HTH) + ﬁ(HTw?ATH)(NA) +hel| (2.5)
MP MP

where the terms in the bracket violate the lepton number, which are necessary for lepto-
genesis during inflation. At low energy scales where we are interested in, only the y—term
contributes.

After electroweak symmetry breaking(EWSB), the neutral components of H and A
obtain nonzero vacuum expectation value(vev). In the limit ma > vgw, which is consistent
with the constraints from LHC [56], we get the tiny triplet vev:

2
Iy
va = (AY) ~ LW (2.6)
2mai
where vgw ~ 174GeV. Once the neutral component of the triplet Higgs A° obtain its
non-zero vev, a tiny neutrino mass is generated from the Yukawa term. The neutrino mass
matrix can be computed as
(m,,)”, =myp = 2hll’UA . (27)

Thus the matrix of Yukawa couplings hyy is directly related to the PMNS neutrino mixing
matrix Upyvnsg = U,

1
hy = — (U*diag (mqy,ma, m3) UT> ) (2.8)
20A w



BFP + 1o NO 10
sin? 05 0.30410:012 0.30410:015
sin? B3 0.57310.016 0.5750 51
sin? 0,5 0.0221970:00062 0.022387 400065
ﬁTeile 742405 7.4275%
el +2.51775038 —2.498*0.0%

Table 1. The best fit parameters (BFP) and 1o allowed ranges of the neutrino oscillation
parameters for both the normal ordering (NO) and inverted ordering (IO) scenarios, derived from
a global fit of the Super-Kamiokande atmospheric neutrino oscillation data by Nufit [57]. Note that
Am2, = Am3; > 0 for NO, and Am2, = Am?, < 0 for 10.

where m; are the masses of the neutrino mass eigenstates, and U is the PMNS matrix
which takes the form,

U =V (012,023,013,6) Q (21, 31) (2.9)
where
1 0 0 C13 0 8136716 ci2 s12 0 1 0 0
V=10 cx s o 1 0 —s12¢120 |, Q= 0¢2/2 0 ,
0 —S823 €23 —8136i5 0 C13 0 01 0 0 eia31/2
(2.10)

and ¢;; = cosb;j, s;j = sinb;j, 0 is the Dirac phase, and the matrix @) contains the two
Majorana phases, ao; and as;. The best fit values of these parameters obtained from
latest neutrino oscillation experiments are given in Table.1 [57].

Currently the absolute value of neutrino masses have not been measured, and the
strongest constraint is obtained from cosmological observation, ¥m; < 0.12eV [58]. In
order to generate the observed neutrino masses successfully, while also ensuring that the
Yukawa couplings remain perturbative, it is required that va 2 0.05eV [28].

After EWSB, the massless gauge bosons acquire masses through the Higgs mechanism,
and the 10 degrees of freedom in the scalar sector reduces to 7 physical scalar fields with
definite mass: H**, H* HO A° h0. The H** is simply AT+, the HT is given by the
mixing of AT and ¢*, and the mixing of A® and ¢° gives rise to H?, A’ and standard
model Higgs hY [59-61].

2.2 Affleck-Dine leptogenesis through type II seesaw

Since the minimal type II seesaw model can not lead to successful thermal leptogenesis,
the Affleck-Dine mechanism is taken into account. In the Affleck-Dine mechanism [62], a
scalar field carrying nonzero baryon or lepton number acquire a large vacuum expectation
value along the flat direction of the potential in the early universe. With baryon or lepton
number violating terms in the potential, the nontrivial angular motion in the phase of the
scalar field during the evolution of universe leads to the generation of baryon or lepton
number asymmetry. Fortunately, the scalar field carrying lepton number required in the



Affleck-Dine mechanism can be provided by the triplet Higgs A. Furthermore, the non-
minimal coupling of the scalars H and A to gravity induces a flat potential required by the
Affleck-Dine mechanism and a Starobinsky type inflation during the early universe [63—70].
This framework is called type II seesaw leptogenesis [27, 28, 71], and in this framework, the
origin of neutrino mass, inflation and baryon asymmetry may be explained simultaneously.

Considering the non-minimal couplings of A and H to gravity, the relevant Lagrangian

in Jordan frame can be written as

L 1
=2 —iMl%R—f(H,A)R—kg*‘”(DuH)T(DVH)+g‘“’Tr(DuA)T(D,,A)—V(H, A) (2.11)
-9
where R is Ricci scalar. To simplify the analysis, we focus on the neutral components ¢°
and §° and consider the non-minimal coupling to be

FH,A) = Eu|d P + €a| A" (2.12)

After a Weyl transformation, the Lagrangian can be written in Einstein frame, in which
the gravitational portion is of Einstein-Hilbert form. The scalar potential in Einstein frame
is
My
2
(M3 +2f(H,A))

which exhibits a flat direction at the large field limit of ¢° and A°. This flat direction can
be recognized as a Starobinsky-like inflationary trajectory, and the inflaton is the mixing
of A and ¢°.

During the inflationary evolution, the nontrivial motion of the angular direction of A°

Ve(H,A) =

V(H,A) (2.13)

generate nonzero lepton number, which subsequently transfer to ordinary particles during
reheating. After reheating and before electroweak phase transition, a part of net lepton
number is converted to baryon number through the sphaleron process [72-75].

However, any lepton number violating processes in thermal equilibrium after reheating
will wash out the generated lepton asymmetry. Thus it is required that the processes
LL +» HH and HH <> A are never in thermal equilibrium,

Dlpey, = nlov) = h2p? /ma < Hlp_ o (2.14)
12
Cip(HH < A)lp_,,, =~ E < Hlpopr (2.15)
7r2g*

2 2
where H|T:mA = 5 %. Using va ~ % and Eq.(2.15), the necessary condition to

avoid washout effect is found to be

ma )71/2 (2.16)

<10°°
va 5 10 GeV(lTeV

For ma 2 1TeV [56], we require that va S 10keV to prevent the washout effect and
achieve successful leptogenesis. In the limit of vao < vgw and ma > vgw, the mass
spectrum of the scalar sector except for the SM Higgs is approximately degenerate,

Mp++ ~ Mp+ ~ Mpo 40 ~ MA. (2.17)



3 The Lepton Flavor Violation Processes

In the type II seesaw model the couplings of triplet Higgs scalar with the SM lepton sector
lead to charged lepton flavor violation processes, and the most stringent constraints from
experiments are set by the muon sector, including 4 — ey, 4 — 3e and p — e conversion in
nuclei [11, 12, 40]. The relevant parameters include the Yukawa couplings, the mass scale
of triplet scalar ma and the lepton number violating coupling u. Note that the Yukawa
couplings can be parameterized by neutrino masses and the PMNS matrix, which are
relevant in neutrino oscillation experiments. On the other hand, the other two parameters
are relevant to leptogenesis. Thus, in this section, we conduct an integral analysis of
both parts of parameters and figure out that the constraints from CLFV experiments with
the requirement of satisfying the current neutrino oscillation data lead to constraints on
the parameters relevant to leptogenesis. Since the neutrino oscillation experiments have
not pinned down all the parameters of neutrino masses and mixing, we adopt the Monte
Carlo method to scan the parameter region to satisfy the neutrino data within 30 range.
Finally we obtain the most conservative constraints on the parameters of type II seesaw
leptogenesis consistent with current neutrino data, and also obtain the future experimental
reach of the parameter space.

In type II seesaw the leading contribution to p — 3e amplitude is at tree level, while
the contribution to ;x — ey and p — e conversion arise at one-loop. The corresponding ef-
fective low energy LF'V Lagrangian generated at one-loop contributing to the p-e transition
processes can be written as [40]:

Lo — _46\(/;5 (muArea™ PritFa + hec.)
€2GF 2\ -« =
5 A (—m2) ey*Pop > qoQ1aQ + hec. | (3.1)
Q=u,d

where e is the proton charge, and qg is the electric charge of the up or down quark. The
form factors Apg 1, are given by,

Ay — 1 (hTh)w< 1 N 21 > (3.2)

V2Gp 482 8m3,.  mi

1 hlh 1 1 —q? m?
Ap q2 — _ le'"tp < + f( 7 l 7 (33
( ) V2Gp 6 12m%{+ m12q++ qu++ m%{++ )
where m; is the mass of the charged lepton [,l = e, u, 7. The loop function f(r,s;) is well
known:

2 4 4
sl> 14 38 VT4 VT +4s (3.4)

4s;
= 122 VITVI TS
frs)=—=+ Og(51)+( " NN = T

In the limit in which the charged lepton masses m; < mpg++, one has f(r,s;) ~ logr =

log(mi/m%ﬁ-%—)‘



3.1 The u — ey Decay
Using Eq.(3.1) and Eq.(3.2) we get the branching ratio of u — ey decay:

2
BR (1 — e) 2 38472 (4ncem) | Ap|? = —em ‘(mh)e“ ( L 8 )2 (3.5)
w— ey) = 384" (dra RrR|“ = , .
em 192r G% m%ﬁ m%HJr

where ag,, is the fine structure constant, and G g is the Fermi constant.
At present, the strongest constraint on this process is given by the MEG collabora-
tion [47], with an upper limit on the branching ratio,

BR(p — ey) < 4.2 x 10713, 90%C.L. (3.6)

For mg+ = mg++ = ma, using Eq.(3.5) and Eq.(3.12) we can derive a bound on the

(),

from which we can derive the following ma dependent lower bound on the triplet Higgs

Yukawa couplings,

mAa 2
—_— 3.7
800 GeV> ’ (3.7)

<1.6x 1074 (

parameter u,

R (GO B
> 1.7 x 107" GeV 3.8
S eV 800GeV (38)
where we have used Eq.(2.6). From Eq.(2.8) it is not difficult to get:
‘ (me> = ‘013 (Am%lc12623512 +e7 (Amgl — Am%lsi) 513523))
en
- ‘UegUgﬂAmgl + UnU, Am3y| (3.9)

where ¢;; = cos 0;; and s;; = sin 6;;. From the above equation we can see that ‘ (me) w‘ is
independent of the Majorana neutrino phases and the unknown absolute neutrino masses,
varying only with the ¢ phase once the mixing angles and mass differences are fixed (see
Fig. 1).

As illustrated by the scattered points in Fig. 1, we scanned the whole neutrino mass
and mixing parameters consistent with neutrino oscillation experiments with Monte Carlo
method. The scattered points are obtained by varying all the neutrino oscillation param-
eters within the corresponding 3o intervals and allowing for arbitrary values of the Dirac
phase in [0, 27] with a uniform distribution of random sampling. In order to obtain the most

conservative constraints, the minimum of ‘(me) eu} obtained in Monte Carlo simulation

(i),

which is almost the same for NO and I0. Substitute the above result into Eq.(3.8), we get

are adopted,
~22x107%eV?, (3.10)

min

mA

2.5 x 1078 GeV—2—
=20 “V300GeV

(3.11)
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Figure 1. The ‘(me)eu‘ parameter, being independent of the lightest neutrino mass and Ma-

jorana phases, as a function of Dirac phase for the NO (Blue) and I0 (Red) scenarios once the
mixing angles and mass differences are fixed by the best fit values in Table 1. The scattered points
are obtained by varying the neutrino oscillation parameters within their corresponding 3¢ intervals
and giving random values to the Dirac phase.

as the Green lines shown in the Fig.6 and Fig. 7.
The upcoming experiment MEG II, which is an upgrade of the MEG experiment,
promises to reach a sensitivity of [51]

BR (1 —ey) <6x 1071, (3.12)

which is one order of magnitude better than the current limit. The expected sensitivity on

the parameter space is
mA

800 GeV ’
as the Green dashed lines shown in the Fig. 6 and Fig. 7.

p>4.9x 1078 GeV (3.13)

3.2 The y — 3e Decay

The leading order contribution to the u — 3e decay amplitude is at the tree level, generated
by the diagram with exchange of a virtual doubly-charged Higgs boson AT, The branching
ratio can be easily calculated:

2

N oM O
— 3e) = =
(=3 = G2 i . Gl 160

1 ‘m:emﬂe‘Q

, (3.14)

where the last step we have used Eq.(2.7), and where

a31—20) 2 ] [e*i(a31*5)m3513523

X 2 2 ia 2 2 i
[Mgempue| = c13 [m1012013 + e ?tmacigsiy + el m3sis
—i6 —ia —is
—miciz(cazsia + e “ciasi3sas) + e “Yimasia(ciacos — e S12513523)(3-15)



From the above equation we can also see that |m,m,.| is dependent of the lightest neu-
trino mass, Dirac phase and Majorana neutrino phases once the mixing angles and mass
differences are fixed (see Fig.2 and Fig. 3).

Firstly, we consider the dependence of |me.| and CP phases. To do this we consider
the CP phase parameter sets that maximize and minimize the |m}, m.| parameter. In the
NO scenario, taking m; < 107%eV, the |me.| component is found to be minimized when
the CP phases satisfy as; — @31 + 20 = 7w, and maximized when this relation is equal to 0.
However, for m; > 10~*eV, one can have |me.| = 0 for specific values of m; if CP phases
a9 and a3y — 20 satisfy that ag; = 7, and (31 — 20) = 0 or 7. This is illustrated in Fig. 2,
for [0cp, as1,az1] = [0,7,0] we have |mee| = 0 at m; ~ 2.25 x 1073 eV, while in the case
of the [0, 7, 7] we have |mee| = 0 at m1 ~ 6.31 x 1073 eV,

If the light neutrino mass spectrum is with inverted ordering (ms < m; < mg), we have
|Mee| 2 1/ ‘Am%l‘ + m% cos 2012 > 1.96 x 1072 eV with mg3 = 0 for the best fit parameters.
In addition, the appearance of zeros is also caused by the variation of the |m,.| component
with the CP phases. In the NO scenario, the minimal value of |m.| is obtained for as; = ,
d =0 or m and a3y = 0 or 7. This can be shown in Fig. 2, for [0, , 0], the zero takes place
at my >~ 7.2 x 1073 eV, while for [r, 7, 7] we have |[m,e| = 0 at my ~ 8.0 x 10~2eV. On the
other hand, the maximal value of |m.| satisfies that a3y — a1 = 6 and 0 = 7, and we get
Imyue| < 8.1 x1073eV.

In the IO scenario with negligible m3 ~ 0, the maximal value of |m.| corresponds to

d = 0 and o) = 7 and is given by max (|mye|) ~ 4/ ‘Am%l ‘013(023 sin 2612+s23513 c08 2012) ~
3.19 x 1072¢V for the best fit parameters. The component |mye| is strongly suppressed

(see Fig.3), i.e., we have |my .| < max(|mye|), when § ~ 7/2 and the Majorana phase aa;

which is determined by the equation,

. 2 2
€93C12812 Sin arg1 ~ (cm + s75 COs agl) $23s13 (3.16)

from which we derive the value ao; ~ 0.375 for the best fit parameters in Table 1.

The properties of the |me.| and |mye| described above allow us to understand most of
the specific features of the dependence of |m}, m,.| on the neutrino mass ordering and the
CP phases. In the NO scenario with negligible m; ~ 0, the maximum of the |m} me| is
obtained for aig; — g1 = 6 = 0, that is, [d, @21, a31] = [0,0,0], and Eq.(3.15) becomes

max (|mi,mye|) = | (masiycls + masis) ez (masia (cracas — s12523513) + M3sassis)|
(3.17)
where the best fit parameters of the neutrino oscillation parameters is given in Table 1,
from which we can get the maximum of |m},m,.| is approximate to 2.81 x 1075 eV2,
On the other hand, in the IO scenario with m3 ~ 0, the maximum of the |m} mye| is
achieved when 6 = 0 and a9 = 7, and reads:

1
max(|mi,mye|) = [Am3; | cls (2023 sin 4015 + s93513 cos® 2012> ~6.1x107%eV?, (3.18)

while the minimal case occurs at the parameter set satisfying Eq.(3.16), from which we can
get the minimal value of the [m,mye| ~ 9.9 x 1076 eVZ.
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Figure 2. The dependence of |m},my.| on the lightest neutrino mass m4 in the NO scenario, for
four sets of values of the Dirac and the two Majorana phases, [J, a1, as1]. All the best fit values
of the neutrino oscillation parameters are given in Table1. The scattered points are obtained
by varying the neutrino oscillation parameters within their corresponding 3¢ intervals and giving
random values to the Dirac and Majorana phases.

Finally, the scattered points in Fig. 2 and Fig. 3 are obtained by varying all the neutrino
oscillation parameters within the corresponding 3¢ intervals and allowing for arbitrary
values of the Dirac and Majorana phases in [0,27]. The most conservative constraints
from p — 3e process to our model can be derived from the minimal value of |m} m.|. In
the 10 scenario we obtain

10) ~ 1.1 x 1075 V2. (3.19)

| mZemue | min (

In the NO scenario, however, in some parameter region |m},m,e| may vanish, thus this
part of parameter region is not constrained by u — 3e experiments. Therefore in the NO
scenario we focus on the parameter region with m; < 1073 eV, and obtain

ImEmpuel . (NO) ~2.4 x 107%eV?,  my S10%eV. (3.20)

The current best upper bound on the u — 3e branching ratio is derived from the
results of the SINDRUM experiment, [48]

BR (p — 3e) <1072, 90%C.L., (3.21)
from the present limit and Eq.(3.14), one can obtain the following constraint on ‘ (hT) ce (M) el
f —6 (_Ma \?

‘(h ) ()| < 7510 <800 GeV) ’ (3.22)

from which and using Eq.(2.6) we also get the lower bound on the cubic coupling u,

’mzemlle‘ ma

> 7.7 x 1076 GeV .
" % YTV 800GeV

(3.23)

~10 -
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Figure 3. The same as in Fig.2 in 10 scenario.

Using Eq.(3.23) and the results of Monte Carlo, we determine the lower bounds on coupling
term p from the current SINDRUM experiment,

ma
800 GeV ’
where the bracket in the above equation means the case of I0. Note that from the above

p>1.2(2.6) x 1078 GeV (3.24)

equation, we can get the parameter space between the cubic coupling i term and the mass
of triplet Higgs from the u — 3e decay process in the case of the normal ordering and
inverted ordering for the neutrino mass, as we shown the Red lines in Fig. 6 and Fig. 7.

The upcoming experiment known as Mu3e promises to deliver significantly improved
sensitivity to the p — 3e process, potentially probing the branching ratio by an additional
four orders of magnitude, that is [52]

BRuuse (10 — 3e) < 10716 (3.25)
which will provide the corresponding limit on the Yukawa couplings,
2
hT) h | <75%x10°8 (A) : 3.6
( o We . 800 GeV (3.26)
and the cubic coupling u,
1> 7T % 100 Gy Y Meel el _ma (3.27)

leV  800GeV '’
providing an order of magnitude improvement to the sensitivity to u.
Similarly, using Eq.(3.27) and Monte Carlo results, the future expected lower bounds
on the cubic coupling p from Mu3e experiment can be determined,
ma
800 GeV ’
where the bracket means the case of I0. Similarly, from Eq.(3.28), we can also get the

p>1.2(2.6) x 1077 GeV (3.28)

parameter space between the cubic coupling p term and the mass of triplet Higgs from
the p — 3e decay process in the case of the normal ordering and inverted ordering for the
neutrino mass, as we shown the Red dashed lines in Fig. 6 and Fig. 7.

- 11 -



N Zeyf Dm,f’/2 V(”)m;‘r’/2 Ceapt (106571) F(—mi)
3STi 17.6 0.0864 0.0396 2.590 0.54
2TAL 11.62 0.0362 0.0161 0.7054 0.64

Table 2. Nuclear parameters relevant to p — e conversion in 35Ti and 25Al[40, 76].

3.3 The u — e Conversion in Nuclei

Finally we consider the u — e conversion in a generic nucleus N. From the interaction
Lagrangian Eq.(3.1), we get the conversion rate of the u — e conversion in Nuclei process
in the type-II seesaw scenario

2 2Gp |4, D + (2qu +qq) A v<p>2 (3.29)
Fcapt R /7477'0[6771 qu qd L ; .

where Apr and Ay, have been presented in Eq.(3.2) and Eq.(3.3). In Eq.(3.29), the param-
eters D and V® present overlap integrals of the muon and electron wave functions, and

CR (uN — eN) = (47em)

[capt is the experimentally known total muon capture rate [76].
Considering a light nucleus, one has with a good approximation D ~ 8y/4maenV P,
with the vector type overlap integral of the proton, V(® given by

1
V)~ Emiﬂag,/fszle/?F (-m2) | (3.30)
where F(¢?) is the nuclear form factor at momentum transfer squared ¢®> = —mi, my

being the muon mass, and where Z.;; is an effective atomic charge. Using the result for
D quoted above, Eq.(3.2), Eq.(3.3) and Eq.(3.30), the conversion rate can be written as
5 5

aem m
CR(pN — eN) = o 6W4T:ngffZF2(—mi)x

2 (3.31)

5 1 1
f f
<h h)eu |:24’I7’L%1r+ + 2 :| + 2 Z helf (7“, Sl) hlu

m m
H++ H* | Ze 7

The two nuclei that were used in the past and are of interest in the future in p —
e conversion experiments are 551i and 7{Al. The relevant parameters involved in the

calculation of 4 — e conversion are given in Table 2.
2
Thus, assuming mg+ ~ mg++ = ma, we have CR (uN — eN) o ‘qﬁﬁ” , where
1 29
IT) — T
C’,ge ) = Q 2 <me)eu + Z my f(r,s)my, | (3.32)

ZZS,M,T

and we have used Eq.(2.7). In the above equation, the first term is given by Eq.(3.9), and
the form of f(r,s;) is depicted by Eq.(3.4). Using Eq.(3.32), we can get the dependence of
4112A ‘C’ffel)‘ and the lightest neutrino mass, Dirac phase and Majorana phases in the PMNS
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matrix once the mixing angles and mass differences are fixed, as depicted in Fig.4 and
Fig. 5.

For ma = 800 (2 X 106) GeV and NO scenario with m; < 1073, the maximal value of
C(I n

2 ‘C’,Sg)’ takes place in [d, aa1, az1] = [0, 0,0] and at the maximum we have 4v3 ‘
3.78 (8.04) x 1073 eV (see Fig. 4) for the best fit parameters given in Table 1.

As analyzed at Section 2, the fact that the loop function is negative when ma varying
from 800 GeV to 2 x 106 GeV allows us to get the suppression of the conversion rate. For
values of the CP phases [0, ag1, a31] = [0,7,0] and ma = 800 (2 X 106) GeV, 403 ‘CELIeI)
goes through zero at m; ~ 0.0252 (0.0439) eV (see Fig.4).

On the other hand, in the IO case with negligible m3 (ms < 1072), the maximal value

of 4v% ‘C’l(fe[)’ occurs for [0, ag1, a31] = [7/2,37/2,0] and at the maximum in this case we

Ol =~ 7.9(12.2) x 1073 for ma = 800 (2 x 10°) GeV. While the minimum of

have 4v3 A ’
402 A ‘C’fw

for ma = 800 (2x 10°) GeV we get 403 |Cfc"| = 1.3(6.04) x 1073 eV. Taking the CP
phase parameter set [m, 7, 0], one can get a strong suppression of the conversion ratio for

mg3 ~ 0.012 (0.038) eV and ma = 800 (2 x 10%) GeV (see Fig. 5).
Finally, the scattered points in Fig. 4 and Fig. 5 are obtained by varying all the neutrino

for small mg can be found when the CP phases take [r, 7, 0]. At the minimum

oscillation parameters within the corresponding 3¢ intervals and allowing for arbitrary
values of the Dirac and Majorana phases in [0, 27]. Since the value of 4v% ‘C,Slel)‘ vanishes

at some part of parameter region, we consider only the region with mj(m3) < 1073 eV, and

obtain 4v3 ‘C’ - ~25x1073(5.5x107%) eV? for ma = 800 GeV and 403 )C’
min

6(3.9) x 1073 eV? for ma = 2 x 10 GeV in the NO(IO) scenario.

3.3.1 The p — e Conversion in Ti nuclei

Currently, the best constraints on the conversion rate are provided by the SINDRUM II
experiment, which utilised Ti nuclei, [49]

R(uN — eN) < 4.3 x 1072, 90%C.L.. (3.33)

The constraint translates to the following limit,

3 (A)Q : (3.34)

(I1)
‘C 800 GeV

with a corresponding limit on the cubic coupling g,

A /41)2A ’Cl(fel m
p>2.4 %1077 GeV = (3.35)

1eV 800 GeV ’

Using Eq.(3.35) and Monte Carlo method, at present the most conservative limits of y — e
conversion in Ti nuclei can be obtained in the Fig. 6 and 7 as the Blue lines shown.
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Figure 4. The dependence of 4v% ’CP(LI@I) ‘ on the lighest neutrino mass m; in the case of NO, for four

sets of values of the Dirac and the two Majorana phases, [5cp, as1, az1] and ma = 800(2x 10%) GeV,
plain (dashed) curves. The figure is obtained for the best fit values of the neutrino oscillation
parameters given in Table 1. The scattered points are obtained by varying the neutrino oscillation
parameters within their corresponding 3¢ intervals and giving random values to the Dirac and

Majorana phases.

0.010

— [rt/2,371/2,0]
— [0,711,77]

— [m,m,0]

— [r1/2,0.375,0]

4vp?|Ce M |(eV?)
o
(=)
=)

s
L

10-5 L L
1.x107* 5.x107 0.001

0.005 0.010 0.050 0.100

mz(eV)

Figure 5. The same as in Fig. 4 in the IO scenario.

3.3.2 The i — e Conversion in Al Nuclei

The upcoming COMET and Mu2e experiments, which search for y—e conversion in the field
of Al nuclei, is aiming to improve the current limit by several orders of magnitude, [53, 54]

CRcoMET (,u/\/ — eN) <7x1071 , (3 36)
CRutuze (WN — eN) < 6.2 x 10716 '

we consider the better sensitivity provided by Mu2e, which can be translated into the

following sensitivity,

2
<1.2><10—4( mA ) , (3.37)

coUn A
‘ pe 800 GeV
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with a correspondingly a limit on the cubic coupling u,

4vi )Cﬁlel)

ma
leV 800 GeV'

p>1.9x107%GeV (3.38)
Therefore, as previously calculated, by the Monte Carlo method, the future sensitivities of
i — e conversion in Al nuclei can be found in the Fig.6 and Fig.7 as the Purple dashed
lines shown.

3.4 Current constraints and future sensitivities

In this subsection we summarize our previous analyses and present the final results. The
current constraints on the parameter space of ma and u from different CLE'V processes are
shown in Fig. 6 (a) and Fig. 7 (a) for the NO and IO scenario respectively. The constraints
from requiring perturbative Yukawa couplings and avoiding the wash out effect are also
depicted. As is discussed in previous subsections, the constraints are derived from scanning
the parameter region which is consistent with neutrino oscillation data with Monte Carlo
method and adopting the points with minimal predicted decay rates, which are translated
to the most conservative constraints on the model. It is shown that in the NO scenario,
the most stringent constraint comes from p — ey decay at MEG, while in the 1O scenario,
the most stringent constraint is derived from p — ey decay at MEG and p — 3e decay at
SINDRUM, which are close to each other.

We also illustrate the sensitivities of future CLFV experiments in Fig. 6 (b) and Fig.
7 (b). In the NO scenario, u — 3e decay at Mu3e and pu — e conversion in Al at MuZ2e
have comparable sensitivities, which are more sensitive than y — ey at MEG II. In the 10
scenario, the most sensitive experiment will be Mu3e.

4 Discussion and Conclusion

In this paper, we focus on the charged lepton flavor violation (CLFV) tests within the
framework of type II seesaw leptogenesis. The key processes considered include u™ — e™+,
put — eteet and p~ N — e~ N. We performed a comprehensive parameter space scan
using the Monte Carlo method and derived conservative constraints on the parameters of
type I seesaw leptogenesis that are consistent with current neutrino oscillation data. Our
results indicate that, in the normal ordering (NO) scenario, the most stringent constraint
arises from the y — ey as measured by the MEG experiment. In the inverted ordering
(IO) scenario, the strongest constraints are derived from p — ey decay at MEG and
1 — 3e decay at SINDRUM, with both providing similar sensitivities. We also analyzed
the potential sensitivities of upcoming CLFV experiments. For the NO scenario, u — 3e
decay at Mu3e and p — e conversion in aluminum nuclei at Mu2e are predicted to have
comparable sensitivities, both surpassing the sensitivity of u — ey at MEG II. In the 10
scenario, the most sensitive experiment is expected to be Mu3e.
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Figure 6. The current limits (Left) and future experimental sensitivities (Right) is depicted for the

, ‘mlemue} and 4v% ‘Cff@[)‘ in the NO scenario. The neutrino

most conservative values of ‘ (me) eu
parameters are given by the best fit parameters in Table 1 within their 3¢ intervals. The constraints
from requiring perturbative Yukawa couplings and avoiding the wash out effect are depicted as the

black and orange region respectively.
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Figure 7. The same as Fig. 6 in the IO scenario.
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