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ABSTRACT: We investigate the potential of light calorimetry in liquid argon time projec-
tion chambers and its intrinsic self compensation properties, emphasizing its advantages
alongside conventional charge calorimetry. Previous studies have demonstrated that light
calorimetry can achieve energy resolution comparable to advanced charge based techniques,
particularly for GeV scale neutrinos. In this work, we explore the complementarity of light
calorimetry with charge calorimetry for precision measurements of key physics parameters
in the DUNE, including CP violation (CPV) and mass hierarchy determination. While
charge calorimetry provides superior resolution in CP phase measurements, light calorime-
try independently offers significant insights into CPV and mass hierarchy sensitivities.
Furthermore, our exposure versus CPV sensitivity studies indicate that the 50 discovery
potential is reached faster using light and charge calorimetry than with the traditional
TDR based reconstruction methods. These findings highlight the promising role of light
calorimetry as a simple yet effective reconstruction method, serving as a complementary
approach to enhance the physics capabilities of DUNE.
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1 Introduction

Neutrino oscillations, the phenomenon in which neutrinos oscillate between different flavors
as they travel through space at varying energies and distances, have been experimentally
confirmed and are now a cornerstone of neutrino physics. The parameters governing these
oscillations, such as neutrino masses and mixing angles, have been measured with high pre-
cision, as demonstrated by recent global fits [1]. Despite significant advancements in mea-
suring oscillation parameters, several unresolved questions remain within the framework
of mass induced neutrino oscillations. Key open issues include determining the neutrino
mass ordering (i.e., the sign of Am?ﬂ), pinpointing the value of the CP violating phase
(6cp), and identifying the correct octant of the mixing angle 3. Further improvements
in the precision of these measurements are essential to advancing our understanding of
neutrino physics. Resolving the neutrino mass ordering would provide deeper insights into
the structure of the neutrino mass matrix and help distinguish between various theoretical
models of neutrino masses [2]. Additionally, determining the CP violating phase and the
mass ordering plays a crucial role in the leptogenesis scenario, which seeks to explain the
matter and antimatter asymmetry in the universe [3].

Accurate measurement of neutrino properties and interactions is a fundamental goal in
modern particle physics. To advance neutrino oscillation experiments, such as probing CP
violation in the lepton sector and testing the three neutrino mixing framework, systematic
uncertainties must be controlled at the percent level. One of the main challenges in these



experiments is the precise reconstruction of neutrino energy, which depends on accurate
interaction modeling, detector response, and energy reconstruction techniques. This is
crucial for both cross-section measurements and oscillation studies as a function of base-
line and neutrino energy. The reconstruction of neutrino energy requires a full kinematic
reconstruction of all final state particles in a neutrino interaction, including both leptons
and hadrons. Additionally, it must account for missing energy contributions from particles
below detection thresholds, energy deposited in inactive materials, and neutral particles
that escape detection.

The Liquid Argon Time Projection Chamber (LArTPC) represents a groundbreaking
advancement in neutrino detection technology. Originally proposed [4] in 1974 by Nobel
laureate Carlo Rubbia, it has played a key role in shaping modern neutrino experiments,
beginning with the iconic ICARUS project [5]. Since then, many liquid argon based exper-
iments have been developed, with some currently operating at Fermilab and others, such
as the DUNE experiment [6], being proposed for the future. When a high energy particle
passes through liquid argon (LAr), it ionizes argon atoms, creating electron ion pairs (e~
and Ar™). At the same time, some argon atoms are excited to higher energy states (Ar*)
without ionization. These excited atoms relax to their ground state, emitting scintillation
light in the vacuum ultraviolet (VUV) range, 128 nm. Free electrons generated during
ionization may recombine with positive ions, producing additional excited argon atoms.
These excited atoms can interact with nearby argon atoms to form argon dimers. When
the dimers return to their ground state, they emit VUV photons with a wavelength of 128
nm. If recombination occurs, the number of free electrons available for collection (charge
signal) decreases, while the scintillation light (light signal) increases. Conversely, in the
presence of a strong electric field, recombination is suppressed as the field pulls electrons
away from ions, resulting in more charge collection and reduced light production. The
balance between charge collection and scintillation light production depends strongly on
the electric field. Recombination processes in LAr detectors are also closely tied to the
ionization energy deposition per unit path length (dE/dx), which characterizes the local
energy density deposited by a particle. At higher dE/dx, such as with slow, heavily ionizing
particles (e.g., alpha particles or highly charged ions), ionization density is greater, increas-
ing the probability of electron ion recombination. This leads to reduced charge collection
but enhanced scintillation light production. In contrast, at lower dE/dx, such as with min-
imally ionizing particles (e.g., high energy muons), ionization density is low, resulting in
sparse distributions of electrons and ions. In such cases, recombination is less likely, leading
to higher charge collection and lower light contribution. In regions with high ionization
density (e.g., near the Brag peak of a particle or for low energy protons), recombination is
more likely due to the dense packing of electrons and ions. This increases scintillation light
production while decreasing charge collection, especially in low field regions. The anti-
correlation between charge and light signals provides complementary information about
the energy deposited by the particle and the nature of the interaction. In LArTPCs, the
total energy deposited is calculated by combining measurements of both collected charge
and scintillation light. Recombination reduces the charge signal while contributing to the
light yield. By leveraging this anticorrelation, LArTPCs can achieve precise energy recon-



struction, making them invaluable for understanding particle interactions.

In this study, we exploit the capabilities of the LArTPC as a dual calorimeter, utiliz-
ing both ionization charge and scintillation light to estimate neutrino energy. The light
calorimetry in the LArTPC is self compensating, as the energy deposited in liquid argon
involves mechanisms of charge recombination and scintillation light production. We in-
vestigate the sensitivity of DUNE to leptonic CP violation, CP phase resolution, neutrino
mass hierarchy, and the octant of o3, using energy reconstruction methods that are dis-
cussed in detail in paper [7]. Furthermore, we compare different energy reconstruction
approaches one based solely on charge measurements and the other on light measurements
and evaluate their respective contributions to the improvement of physics sensitivity.

The remainder of this paper is structured as follows: Section 2 provides a brief overview
of the theoretical framework for standard neutrino oscillations. Section 3 details the ex-
perimental setup of the DUNE experiment, including simulation procedures. In Section
4, we discuss the energy resolution based on both light and charge measurements. The
main results, along with a qualitative discussion, are presented in Section 5. Finally, we
conclude the paper in Section 6.

2 Effective Hamiltonian

The effective Hamiltonian governing neutrino propagation in the flavor basis is written as

Hf:HV+HSI
000 100
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Here, a = 2221 and A = %, where the term 2v/2EGpn. represents the stan-
dard charged currsélnt (CC) potenti:l resulting from the coherent forward scattering of
neutrinos passing through a medium with electron density n., Gr is the Fermi constant
and FE is the neutrino energy. The first term in the effective Hamiltonian represents the
vacuum contribution, while the second term reflects the matter effects. The PMNS matrix
U is the three flavor neutrino mixing matrix, which diagonalizes the vacuum component
(Hy) of the Hamiltonian. It is parameterized by the three mixing angles 6012, 023, 613,
and one CP violating phase dcp. In the scenario where neutrinos are Majorana parti-
cles, two additional Majorana phases may appear in the three flavor case; however, they
have a negligible effect on neutrino oscillations. The PMNS matrix [8], commonly used in
parametrization, is given by

1 0 0 C13 0 Slge_iécp ci2 Si12 0
U = 0 C23 S23 0 1 0 —S812 C12 0 5 (2.2)
0 —893 €23 _81361'501: 0 C13 0 0 1

where Sij = sin 97;]' and Cjj = COS GU



3 Experimental Setup and Simulation Methodology

3.1 Experimental Setup

The DUNE experiment [9] aims to study neutrinos over a 1,300 km baseline, from their
production at Fermilab, Chicago to detection at the Sanford Underground Research Facility
(SURF), South Dakota. To analyze the sensitivity of the experiment to the measurement
of standard unknowns, we adopt four primary benchmark configurations for DUNE:

e TDR: Technical Design Report [9, 10]
e Charge (Q3): advanced charge imaging technique with refined energy resolution [7]

e A. Friedland et al. (Q): alternative charge reconstruction method proposed by A.
Friedland et al. [11]

e Light (L1): simple light calorimetry [7].

Further details on these configurations are provided in Section 4. In all configurations, we
assume a 40 kton LArTPC detector and a 120 GeV proton beam operating at 1.2 MW beam
power, delivering 1.1 x 10%! POT per year. We assume equal runtime for neutrino and
antineutrino modes, expressed in calendar years (CY). The term CY is used to differentiate
from DUNE’s actual runtime schedule, which accounts for an uptime of 57% per calendar
year. Further details on systematic errors and efficiencies are available in Refs. [10].

3.2 Simulation Details

To quantify the statistical sensitivity of the numerical simulations conducted in this study,
we utilize the built-in x? function in GLoBES [12, 13]. The total x? is calculated as the sum
of the four channels that DUNE can explore: muon disappearance and electron appearance
in both neutrino and antineutrino modes. We marginalize over the standard oscillation
parameters, when applicable, to minimize the y2. For all our numerical simulations, we
used a line averaged constant Earth matter density of p = 2.848 gm/cm?, as per the
PREM profile [14, 15]. Unless specified otherwise, we adopted the benchmark values for
the three standard neutrino oscillation parameters, as shown in Table 1. These benchmark

Parameters Bestfit value 30 interval Relative uncertainty
NO (10) NO( 10) NO (10)

012/° 33.68 31.63 — 35.95 2.1%
013/° 8.56 (8.59) 8.19 — 8.89 (8.25 — 8.93) 1.4% (1.3%)
O23/° 43.3 (47.9) 41.3 — 49.9 (41.5 — 49.8) 3.1%

Am3, /107%eV? 7.49 [6.92 — 8.05) 2.5%

Am3,/1073eV? | 2.513 (-2.484 ) | 2.451 — 2.578 (-2.547 — -2.421) 0.8%
Scp/° -148 (-86) [-180, 180] -

Table 1. Three flavor oscillation parameters with their bestfit values, 30 intervals and relative uncer-
tainties. If the 30 upper and lower limit of a parameter are z, and x; respectively, then the 1o relative
uncertainty is (x. — z1)/3(xu + 21)% [1]. Values for Inverted ordering are written inside the brackets.



parameters closely match the current global fit results [1]. We assume a 2% uncertainty
in the average matter density and marginalize over it when calculating the minimum x?2.
The normalization uncertainties for the muon and electron neutrino signal are set to 5%
and 2%, respectively. A common 5% uncertainty is applied to the muon and electron
neutrino backgrounds. Additionally, we consider a 10% uncertainty on the neutral current
background and a 20% uncertainty on the tau neutrino background.

4 Energy Resolution

In LArTPC based neutrino detectors, the calorimetric reconstruction of neutrino energy
is commonly employed to estimate the energy of incoming neutrinos interacting with LAr
atoms. LArTPC operates as a dual calorimeter by capturing both charge and light sig-
nals, which serve as inputs for estimating energy. However, this reconstruction is subject
to various inaccuracies due to several factors. These include nuclear effects in neutrino
interactions, undetected energy carried away by secondary neutrinos, particles exiting the
active detector volume, quenching of liquid argon ionization or excitation due to nuclear
breakups, electronic noise in the charge readout system, electron attachment along the
drift path, and electron-ion recombination effects.

In this work, we adopt the reconstruction methods (Q3 and L1) proposed by X.Ning et
al. [7]. Their approach emphasizes the simplicity of Light Calorimetry (L1), which achieves
performance comparable to more advanced charge imaging techniques, such as Q3, while
avoiding the complexities associated with charge reconstruction. In the L1 method, the
total detected scintillation light (L) from all particle activities is summed and scaled to
estimate the incident neutrino energy, as described in Ref. [7]:

L1 L
rec T 0.42°

In the Q3 approach, it assumes that electron (e) and hadron (h) charge activities can

(4.1)

be effectively grouped using pattern recognition algorithms applied to 3D images (cf. Ap-
pendix C from Ref. [7]). The charge contributions from e and h are scaled separately
before being summed to estimate the incident neutrino energy. Furthermore, tracks longer
than 2cm are assumed to be reconstructible, with the dE/dx along these tracks measur-
able. The energy deposited (Eqep) along such tracks can be accurately reconstructed by
applying corrections for charge recombination factors as outlined in Eq. (17) of Ref. [7].
Additionally, we compare this charge reconstruction method with an alternative technique
proposed by A. Friedland et al. [11], where author investigates the optimal scenario for
incoming neutrino energy reconstruction, assuming the detector can identify all particles
in an event and account for the small but frequent energy deposits from recoiled neutrons.
The study concludes that this approach could improve reconstruction performance by up
to a factor of 3 compared to the values reported in the TDR. Previous studies on physics
sensitivity at DUNE have explored improved energy reconstruction using charge calorime-
try alone [16-18]. In this work, we explore various reconstruction methods, including Q
based reconstruction (Q3) and L based reconstruction (L1), both introduced in Ref. [7], as



well as an alternative Q-based reconstruction (Q) method from Ref. [11]. Our study aims
to evaluate these approaches, with a particular focus on investigating light calorimetry for
the first time.

The aforementioned energy reconstruction methods, except for the TDR, have been
parameterized using the energy resolution function,

e~ (E—Er)? /202

oV 2 ’

where E represents the true neutrino energy, E, is the reconstructed energy, and ¢ denotes

R(E,E,) = (4.2)

the energy resolution. The resolution o is defined as:
0(E)/GeV =a(E/GeV) +b\/E/GeV + ¢, (4.3)

where a, b, and ¢ are the fit parameters. We assume the same energy resolution for
neutrino and antineutrino modes, as well as for appearance and disappearance channels.
Additionally, the energy resolution migration matrices for neutral current backgrounds,
Ve contamination, misidentified muons, and v, — v, backgrounds have been consistently
applied for all cases, as provided in TDR [10].

— TDR
—— Charge (Q3): a=0.027, b=0.024, c = 0.007
Light (L1): a=0.007, b =0.076, c = 0.001
—— A.Friedland et al. (Q): a=0.045, b=0.001, c = 0.048
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Figure 1. Energy resolution as a function of true neutrino energy in neutrino mode. The TDR
(blue), Light Calorimetry (L1, green), Charge Calorimetry (Q3, orange), and the charge-based
method by A. Friedland et al. (Q, black) are shown. Fit parameters for each method are provided
for reference.

Fig. 1 shows the energy resolution as a function of the true energy of neutrinos in
neutrino mode for TDR, charge calorimetry (Q3), light calorimetry (L1), and the charge-
based method by A. Friedland et al. (Q), represented in blue, green, orange, and black,
respectively. The resolution reported in the TDR is the least precise among all methods,
while charge calorimetry (Q3) demonstrates the highest resolution. Light calorimetry (L1)
also exhibits improved resolution compared to the TDR and performs comparably to the
method proposed by A. Friedland et al. (Q). Notably, for higher neutrino energy values,
the resolution of light calorimetry closely approaches that of charge calorimetry.



5 Results and Discussion

5.1 Sensitivity to CP Violation

DUNE aims to determine whether CP violation occurs in the leptonic sector within the
framework of the standard three flavor neutrino model. The experiment’s sensitivity to
discovering CP violation at a given true value of dop is evaluated by minimizing Ax?2,
defined as

Axgpy = min [AxEp(0EF = 0), Axep(66F = 7)] (5.1)
where Ax% p= th&sjt — thcr%e. This leads to a distinct double peak structure in the sensi-

tivity curve, centered around the CP violating phases, dop = £7/2.

CP Violation Sensitivity: Normal Heirachy CP Vi i itivi Inverted i
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Figure 2. CP violation sensitivity as a function of the true value of dcp for different energy
reconstruction methods. The left panel corresponds to the Normal Hierarchy (NH), while the right
panel represents the Inverted Hierarchy (IH). The blue, black , green, and orange curves depict the
sensitivity for the TDR, the charge-based energy resolution from A. Friedland et al. (Q), Charge
Calorimetry (Q3), and Light Calorimetry (L1) respectively.

Figure 2 shows the significance of CP violation as a function of the true value of dcp,
assuming a total runtime of seven years (3.5 years in v-mode + 3.5 years in 7-mode) for
four scenarios: TDR, Q, Q3, and L1. The left panel corresponds to the normal hierarchy,
while the right panel corresponds to the inverted hierarchy. These conventions remain the
same for all subsequent figures, except for exposure vs. sensitivity plots, where the runtime
is fixed.

Among the four scenarios, Q3 demonstrates the highest sensitivity near the maximal
CP violating phase values, dcp = +m/2, while TDR exhibits the lowest sensitivity for both
NH and TH. The L1 and Q methods yield nearly identical results for all values of dcp.
A sensitivity of 50 can be attained near the maximal CP violating phase values for all
four scenarios and both mass orderings. For IH, the peaks exhibit a very similar shape at
dop = —m/2 and dcp = 7/2. The peaks are more pronounced for NH than IH at dop =
/2, whereas they are stronger for IH than NH near dcp = —n/2. This figure illustrates
the CPV sensitivity for a fixed exposure of 336 Kt-MW-CY (40 Kt x 1.2 MW x 7 CY?),
which may reveal additional features when varying the exposure.

LCY represents the calendar year, which we distinguish from the actual runtime of DUNE, as its uptime
is 57% of CY. Therefore, DUNE must run longer to achieve the desired exposure.
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Figure 3. Same as Fig. 2 for CP violation sensitivity with exposure in Kt-MW-CY. Here, the
solid curves represent sensitivity for cp = —7/2, while the dashed and dotted curves correspond
to 50% and 75% of possible true dcp values, respectively.

Figure 3 presents the significance level for CPV determination with exposure, measured
in Kt-MW-CY for all four scenarios and both mass hierarchy’s. The dashed and dotted lines
indicate the sensitivity for 50% and 75% of dcp values, respectively, while the solid curve
corresponds to dcp = —m/2. This convention is maintained for all subsequent exposure
versus sensitivity figures. Assuming dop = —7/2, a 5o sensitivity is achievable with NH
after approximately 7 years using TDR, 5.3 years using Q, 5.2 years using L1, and 4.7
years using Q3 based reconstruction. In the case of IH, the required exposure is reduced
to 4.9 years for TDR, 4 years for Q, 3.9 years for L1, and 3.8 years for Q3. For 75% of
dcp values, a 3o sensitivity is attained after approximately 15 years with TDR, 12.8 years
with L1, 13 years with Q, and 12.4 years with Q3 under NH, while IH requires slightly
shorter exposures of 13.9,12.5,12.7, and 12 years, respectively. For 50% of dcp values, a
5o significance is reached after approximately 11.2 (10.3) years using TDR, 9.5 (9.3) years
using Q, 9.4 (9.1) years using L1, and 9.4 (8.8) years using Q3 under NH (IH). Among the
three alternative calorimetry methods Q3, L1, and Q similar performance is observed for
75% of true d¢p values in both mass orderings. The overall comparison demonstrates that
these three approaches outperform TDR, with L1 exhibiting a complementary performances
with Q and Q3.

5.2 CP Phase Resolution

Given the strong potential to discover the violation of CP in the leptonic sector, precisely
measuring the Dirac CP phase, dcop, is expected to be a key objective of future neutrino
oscillation experiments. We examine the impact of various calorimetric energy reconstruc-
tion methods on the precision of dcp measurements at DUNE. Assuming a total runtime
of seven years (3.5 years in v-mode and 3.5 years in 7-mode), figure 4 presents the variation
in dcp resolution (in degrees) for different true dop values across four scenarios: TDR, Q,
Q3, and L1.

The resolution is notably better near CP conserving values (0,7) compared to max-
imally CP violating values (£7/2) across all scenarios. Among these, TDR shows the
poorest resolution around maximally CP violating values for both mass orderings, with
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Figure 4. J¢op resolution (degree) as a function of true values of d¢p.

the normal hierarchy generally yielding better resolution than the inverted hierarchy. Near
CP conserving phases, the resolutions for QQ, Q3, and L1 are nearly identical, but at maxi-
mally CP violating values, Q3 demonstrates the best resolution. At dcp = 0, the resolution
is 9° (9.1°) for Q3, 9.1° (9.3°) for L1, 9.1° (9.3°) for Q, and 9.5° (9.5°) for TDR under NH
(IH). Similarly, at dcp = £180°, the resolution is 9.2° (9.2°) for Q3, 9.4° (9.3°) for L1,
9.4° (9.4°) for Q, and 9.8° (9.6°) for TDR. The results indicate that both mass hierarchies
achieve nearly equal resolutions near CP conserving phases, while the inverted hierarchy
(IH) shows the poorest resolution at maximally CP violating phases. Additionally, Q and
L1 provide almost identical resolutions near CP-conserving values. Importantly, all three
alternative calorimetry methods (Q, Q3, and L1) consistently outperform TDR in terms
of resolution for both hierarchies.

Figure 5 shows the ¢ p resolution for different exposures in Kt-MW-CY for TDR, L1,
Q, and Q3, with true dcp values set to 0 and —m/2 for both NH and IH. Here, the solid
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Figure 5. The resolution of dcp as a function of exposure (Kt-MW-CY) is shown for dgp = 0
(dashed) and dcp = —m/2 (solid).

lines represent dcp = —7/2, while dashed lines correspond to dcp = 0. These values are
selected because the resolution is generally worst at dcp = 0 and best at dop = —m/2
among all possible dop values. It can be observed that the resolution for dop = 0 is
consistently better than for dcp = —m/2. With increasing exposure, all four scenarios
yield nearly identical resolutions for dcp = 0, whereas for dcp = —m/2, Q3 outperforms



L1, Q, and TDR. L1 and Q provide nearly identical resolutions, except near dcp = +£7/2,
in both NH and IH. For an exposure of 20 years, the resolution at dcp = 0 in NH (IH) is
found to be 6.5° (6.5°) for TDR, 6.2° (6.1°) for L1, 6.2° (6.1°) for Q, and 6.1° (6.1°) for
Q3. A resolution of 10° at écp = 0 can be achieved after approximately 6 (6.3) years for
TDR, 5.5 (5.9) years for Q, 5.4 (5.8) years for L1, and 5.3 (5.6) years for Q3 in NH (IH).
TDR consistently exhibits the worst resolution among the four scenarios, regardless of the
mass ordering.

5.3 Sensitivity to Mass Ordering

The determination of the neutrino mass ordering in oscillation experiments primarily relies
on the matter effects experienced by neutrinos as they propagate through Earth. These
matter effects modify neutrino oscillations differently for the normal and inverted mass
orderings [19]. With its 1300 km long baseline, DUNE is well-positioned to determine the
neutrino mass ordering with high significance [6]. To evaluate this capability, we quantify

the mass ordering discovery potential using the approach described below.

AXQ _ {X%H — X?\/H (for true NH), (5.2)

Xam — X3 (for true IH) .

Figure 6 presents the significance with which the neutrino mass ordering can be determined
as a function of the true value of o p, assuming a total runtime of seven years (3.5 years
in v-mode and 3.5 years in v-mode). The results are shown for four scenarios: TDR, Q,
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Figure 6. Significance of neutrino mass ordering determination with the true values of dcp.

Q3, and L1, in both the normal and inverted hierarchies. The characteristic shape of the
sensitivity curves arises due to the interplay between matter effects and CPV, leading to
a near degeneracy at dop = 7/2 (0cp = —m/2) for true NH (IH). It can be seen from
the figure, DUNE is capable of resolving the neutrino mass ordering with a minimum
significance of 50 across the entire dop range for both NH and IH. Additionally, the Q, Q3,
and L1 calorimetry scenarios consistently demonstrate higher sensitivity than the TDR
scenario. Furthermore, Q and L1 yield nearly identical results and remain competitive
with Q3 in both mass orderings.

The significance of determining the neutrino mass ordering is presented in figure 7
for NH (left panel) and IH (right panel), in four scenarios: TDR, Q, Q3, and L1, with

~10 -



exposure in Kt-MW-CY. The dashed curves represent the sensitivity for 100% of dcp
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Figure 7. Significance of neutrino mass ordering determination as a function of exposure (Kt-MW-
CY). The solid curves represent the sensitivity for cp = —m/2, while the dashed curves correspond
to the results for 100% of possible true dcp values.

values, while the solid curves correspond to dcp = —m/2. A 150 discovery can be achieved
for cp = —n/2 in NH (IH) within 4.7 (19.9) years using TDR, 4.3 (15.3) years with
Q, 4.2 (15) years with L1, and 4.1 (14.2) years with Q3. For 100% of the values dcp, a
significance of 10c is reached in NH (IH) after 12.1 (8.1) years with TDR, 9.2 (6.3) years
with Q, 9 (6.2) years with L1, and 8.5 (6) years with Q3. The observed differences in NH
and ITH sensitivity arise due to the lowest sensitivity occurring at dcp = —7/2 for NH and
at dcp = 7/2 for IH. As a result, the sensitivity curves for 100% of dop values closely
follow those for dcp = —m/2 in IH. Among all the scenarios, TDR consistently exhibits
the lowest sensitivity.

5.4 Octant Sensitivity

In DUNE, the appearance channel (v, — v.) is primarily sensitive to sin? fa3, while the
disappearance channel (v, — v,) depends on sin® 2053. By combining both channels,
DUNE can effectively probe the octant of 63 [6]. The sensitivity to the octant is quantified
using the Ax? metric, defined as:

AX® = xP(m/2 = 055°) — X*(055")- (5:3)

Figure 8 illustrates the significance of determining the octant of f23 as a function of the
true values of sin? fo3, assuming a seven-year total runtime (3.5 years in v-mode and 3.5
years in v-mode) across four different scenarios, with the left panel corresponding to NH
and the right panel to IH. The chosen range of sin? f3 is based on the 3¢ allowed region
from Table 1. These sensitivity curves are obtained after minimizing over the full range of
6ie € [—m, mr]. The results indicate that the sensitivity to the octant of fa3 is comparable
for Q, L1, and Q3, while TDR consistently exhibits lower sensitivity. Additionally, for both
NH and IH, the lower octant shows better sensitivity compared to the upper octant.

- 11 -



Octant itivity: Inverted Heirachy

0.400 0.425 0.450 0.475 0.500 0.525 0.550 0.575 0.600 0.400 0.425 0.450 0.475 0.500 0.525 0.550 0.575 0.600
sin? 623(true) sin? Bz(true)

Figure 8. Significance of the determination of the fo3 octant as a function of the true values of
.2
sin” fa3.

6 Conclusion

In this study, we explored the impact of improved energy resolutions beyond the TDR
approach, considering charge based methods such as the approach proposed by A. Friedland
et al., the advanced charge calorimetry method, and a simple light calorimetry technique
proposed by X. Ning et al. We evaluated their effects on the precise determination of key
unknowns in neutrino oscillation physics, including CP violation, mass ordering, and the
octant of f23. Our analysis was conducted using both a fixed exposure of 336 Kt-MW-CY
and varying exposures at DUNE. The results demonstrate significant improvements in the
measurement of these parameters with enhanced energy resolution, as compared to the
standard TDR approach. Notably, the performance of the simple light calorimetry method
is particularly promising. The key conclusions from this study regarding the measurement
of these unknowns are summarized as follows.

CP Violation: Based on the CPV sensitivity results discussed in Section 5, we find
that charge calorimetry provides the highest sensitivity among the four scenarios. Light
calorimetry exhibits a slight advantage over A. Friedland et al.’s method near dcp = £7/2,
independent of the mass ordering. As given in Table 2, the discovery of CPV is expected to
be achieved earlier for IH than NH. A 30 or higher sensitivity for 75% of dcp values can be
obtained after approximately 12.4 years (12 years) for NH (IH) using charge calorimetry. In
comparison, A. Friedland et al.’s method and light calorimetry require 13 years (12.7 years)
and 12.8 years (12.5 years), respectively. While both methods yield similar performance,
light calorimetry performs slightly better than A. Friedland et al.’s method. Similarly, a
50 or higher sensitivity for 50% of dcp values is achieved after about 9.4 years (8.8 years)
in NH (IH) using charge calorimetry, with light calorimetry outperforming A. Friedland
et al.’s method in both mass orderings. Overall, charge, light, and A. Friedland et al.’s
calorimetry approaches demonstrate superior sensitivity compared to the TDR, with light
calorimetry outperforming A. Friedland et al.’s method.

CP Phase Resolution: The resolution for all four scenarios is poorest near the
maximally CP-violating phase, dcp = —m/2, and best near the CP-conserving phase,
dcp = 0. In general, NH provides better resolution than ITH. With 20 years of exposure,
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Exposure in Years
Physics Milestone TDR A. Friedland et.al. Light Charge
NH (IH) NH (IH) NH (IH) NH (IH)
30 CP violation 2.3 (L.6) 1.8 (1.3) 1.7 (1.3) 1.6 (1.2)
(6cp = —7/2)
30 CP violation 3.6 (3.1) 3.1 (2.9) 3(2.8) 2.6 (2.7)
(50% of dcp values)
35 CP violation 15 (13.9) 13 (12.7) 12.8 (12.5) 12.4 (12)
(75% of dcp values)
50 CP violation 7 (4.9) 5.3 (4) 5.2 (3.9) 47 (3.8)
(6cp = —7/2)
50 CP violation 11.2 (10.3) 9.5 (9.3) 9.4 (9.1) 9.4 (8.8)
(50% of dcp values)
dcp Resolution of 10° 6 (6.3) 5.5 (5.9) 5.4 (5.8) 5.3 (5.6)
(6cp =0)
dc.p Resolution of 20° 5.4 (7.2) 3.8 (4.7) 3.6 (4.6) 3.3 (4.2)
(6cp = —7/2)
50 Mass Ordering 2.8 (1.9) 2.1 (1.5) 2.1 (1.5) 2.0 (1.4)
(100% of écp values)
100 Mass Ordering 12.1 (8.1) 9.2 (6.3) 9 (6.2) 8.5 (6)
(100% of écp values)

Table 2. The exposure in runtime, equally split between neutrino and antineutrino modes, needed to
achieve the selected physics milestones with TDR, A. Friedland et.al. (Q), Light calorimetry (L1), and
Charge calorimetry (Q3).

equally divided between neutrino and antineutrino modes, the achieved resolutions for
TDR, A. Friedland et al., Light, and Charge calorimetries are 6.5° (6.5°), 6.2° (6.1°),
6.2° (6.1°), and 6.1° (6.1°), respectively, in NH (IH) at dcp = 0. Light, A. Friedland et
al., and Q3 Charge calorimetries exhibit nearly identical performance and remain highly
competitive with each other at large exposures, regardless of mass ordering. As given in
Table 2, a resolution of 10° at dcp = 0 can be achieved approximately eight months earlier
with Charge calorimetry, seven months earlier with Light calorimetry, and six months
earlier with A. Friedland et al. compared to TDR, irrespective of the mass ordering.
Similarly, a resolution of 20° at dcp = —m/2 can be reached nearly 2 years earlier in NH
and 3 years earlier in IH compared to TDR, with Light and A. Friedland et al. calorimetries
yielding nearly identical results and remaining competitive with Charge calorimetry.
Mass Ordering: A 50 significance for determining the neutrino mass ordering for
100% of d¢p values can be achieved in approximately 2 (1.4) years with Charge calorimetry,
2.1 (1.5) years with Light calorimetry, 2.1 (1.5) years with A. Friedland et al. calorimetry,
and 2.8 (1.9) years with TDR in NH (IH). Thus, Charge calorimetry reaches this milestone
ninemonths months earlier than TDR for NH and six months earlier for IH. Light and
A. Friedland et al. calorimetries exhibit nearly identical performance, independent of the
true mass ordering. A 10c significance for mass ordering discovery, covering 100% of d¢cp
values, can be attained after approximately 12.1 (8.1) years with TDR, 9.2 (6.3) years
with A. Friedland et al., 9 (6.2) years with Light, and 8.5 (6) years with Charge in NH
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(IH). With a fixed exposure of 336 Kt-MW-CY, a minimum 50 sensitivity is achievable
for all values of dop, regardless of the true mass ordering. Light and A. Friedland et
al. calorimetries perform competitively, with Light slightly outperforming A. Friedland
et al. in certain cases. All three calorimetry approaches significantly outperform TDR,
demonstrating their effectiveness in enhancing mass ordering sensitivity.

Octant of f33: The sensitivity to the octant of a3 is significantly improved with
Charge, Light, and A. Friedland et al. calorimetries compared to the TDR configuration.
The statistical significance for determining the octant is consistently higher when 63 lies
in the lower octant than in the higher octant. Furthermore, all three advanced calorime-
try methods Charge, Light, and A. Friedland et al. exhibit comparable performance in
resolving the octant, whereas TDR demonstrates the weakest sensitivity.

In conclusion, the precise measurement of key neutrino oscillation parameters at DUNE
is essential for testing the validity of the standard three flavor neutrino framework. En-
hanced energy resolution from advanced calorimetry techniques, such as A. Friedland et
al., charge calorimetry, and light calorimetry, significantly improves the discovery potential
for CP violation and mass ordering compared to the traditional TDR approach. Among
these methods, light calorimetry stands out for its simplicity in reconstructing neutrino en-
ergy while providing results that are both complementary to and competitive with charge
calorimetry. These improvements collectively strengthen DUNE’s capability to deliver
groundbreaking insights into the nature of neutrinos and their role in the universe.
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