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Neutrino oscillations at the highest energies and longest baselines provide a natural quantum
interferometer with which to study the structure of spacetime and test the fundamental principles
of quantum mechanics. If the metric of spacetime has a quantum mechanical description, there is
a generic expectation that its fluctuations at the Planck scale would introduce non-unitary effects
that are inconsistent with the standard unitary time evolution of quantum mechanics. Neutrinos
interacting with such fluctuations would lose their quantum coherence, deviating from the expected
oscillatory flavor composition at long distances and high energies. The IceCube South Pole Neu-
trino Observatory is a billion-ton neutrino telescope situated in the deep ice of the Antarctic glacier.
Atmospheric neutrinos detected by IceCube in the energy range 0.5-10 TeV have been used to test
for coherence loss in neutrino propagation. No evidence of anomalous neutrino decoherence was
observed, leading to the strongest experimental limits on neutrino-quantum gravity interactions to
date, significantly surpassing expectations from natural Planck-scale models. The resulting con-
straint on the effective decoherence strength parameter within an energy-independent decoherence
model is T'p < 1.17 x 107! €V, improving upon past limits by a factor of 30. For decoherence effects
scaling as E2, limits are advanced by more than six orders of magnitude beyond past measurements.

The construction of a consistent and predictive quan-
tum theory of gravity is an outstanding challenge in fun-
damental physics. A central experimental and theoreti-
cal question is whether the metric of spacetime exhibits
the quantum fluctuations that are intrinsic to all other
known fundamental fields. Such fluctuations would rep-
resent quantum perturbations in the geometry of space-
time itself, most pronounced on Planck-scale distances
or times. At scales below the Planck energy Ep this
sea of “spacetime foam” [1] could induce small modifi-
cations to standard quantum mechanical time evolution
rule of propagating particles, leading to non-unitary ef-
fects [2]. Testing for these small violations is one of the
few clear experimental avenues through which searches
for quantum gravity can be conducted at the single par-
ticle level [3].

The oscillations of massive neutrinos between flavor
states is a quantum process that has been widely studied
over many energies and baselines and with a multitude
of neutrino production and detection techniques [4]. Be-
cause they interact only through the weak force and grav-
ity, neutrinos are largely isolated from their surroundings

and rarely interact as they propagate through matter.
This isolation allows quantum coherence to be exhibited
over distance scales of thousands of kilometers, enabling
neutrino oscillations to serve as a precise interferometer
for fundamental studies of the quantum nature of space-
time.

Oscillations of neutrinos produced in cosmic-ray air
showers (termed atmospheric neutrinos) have been exper-
imentally verified to maintain quantum coherence over
distance scales of at least the diameter of the Earth
(1.2x10* km) [5, 6]. If propagating neutrinos were
to exchange quantum information about their flavor or
mass with a fluctuating environment, or to experience
stochastic perturbations to their quantum phases, their
coherence would be lost during travel [7]. Coherence
loss causes distinct initial state wave functions to pro-
duce equivalent final states, in violation of quantum me-
chanical unitarity. Its observation would therefore be a
smoking-gun signature of neutrinos undergoing quantum
gravitational effects that would be difficult to explain by
other means [3].

The signatures of neutrino decoherence include both a



FIG. 1. Illustration of the quantum gravitational de-
coherence effect. Interactions of neutrinos with fluctuat-
ing spacetime leads to decoherence of neutrino oscillations
through non-unitary time evolution. Roman indices repre-
sent mass states, v, and v. are flavor states, and v~ a phase-
perturbed state carrying neither definite mass or flavor.

damping of neutrino flavor transitions at large distances,
and a non-unitary flavor evolution below the oscillation
wavelength, which is longer at the higher energies. A
general description is provided by the formalism of open
quantum systems whereby new superoperators are in-
serted into the Lindblad master equation [7]. We follow
the original proposal of Hawking [8, 9] and investigate
a class of theories where the mechanism for coherence
loss is the interaction between propagating particles and
virtual black holes (VBHs) generated in quantum fluctu-
ations of the spacetime metric, as shown schematically
in Fig. 1. When a neutrino is absorbed and re-radiated
with its wave function either collapsed or its phase per-
turbed [10], a stochastic contribution to its time evo-
lution is introduced leading to coherence loss (Fig. 2).
Although relying on a different underlying mechanism,
vVBH interaction models of decoherence exhibit strik-
ingly similar phenomenology to theories advanced by
Penrose [11], and Diosi [12], whereby fluctuations in the
metric encode an intrinsic quantum uncertainty into the
phase of particles propagating in otherwise empty space-
time through uncertainty introduced into the time co-
ordinate or path length. Because energy is the cause
of spacetime curvature, and also because the effects of
Planck-scale theories are expected to be suppressed at
lower energy scales, tests of decoherence benefit from
using the highest possible energies, while measurements
over the longest possible baselines allow even miniscule
effects to accumulate into potentially measurable signals.

The IceCube Neutrino Observatory [13], a neutrino de-
tector within the glacial ice of the Geographic South Pole,
occupies 1 km?® of ice from 1450-2450 m under the sur-
face. A total of 5,160 Digital Optical Modules (DOMs)
[14] are distributed among 86 cables, with a more-densely
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instrumented sub-array called DeepCore [15] located at
the center of the detector. IceCube has detected two
major populations of high energy neutrinos: astrophys-
ical neutrinos [16] which dominate the flux of v, above
200 TeV and traverse cosmological baselines; and atmo-
spheric neutrinos with a rate peaking around 1 TeV in
IceCube, and baselines of up to the Earth diameter. Al-
though they have the longest baselines and highest ener-
gies, searches for decoherence with astrophysical neutri-
nos are limited by not knowing the oscillation baseline to
within an oscillation wavelength, and the unknown flavor
composition at the source. While these neutrinos may
be used to test for other violations of Lorentz-symmetric
quantum mechanical time evolution [17], the above con-
siderations prohibit their unambiguous use for decoher-
ence searches. The large ensemble of high-energy atmo-
spheric neutrinos detected by IceCube, however, present
an especially compelling window through which to seek
evidence of quantum gravitational effects at the single-
particle level.

Charged-current (CC) interactions of neutrinos with
matter produce charged leptons that emit Cherenkov
light in identifiable distributions within the detector,
which can be categorized into two basic morphologies:
tracks and cascades. The electrons from v, CC interac-
tions yield electromagnetic showers with a roughly spher-
ical distribution of photons (cascade), whereas muons
from v, CC interactions emit light along a linear tra-
jectory (track). Track events can be further sub-divided
into two categories: “starting tracks” emanating from
the detector volume itself, and “through-going tracks”
where the neutrino interacted in the ice or rock beneath.
The latter category is statistically dominant in this en-
ergy range, due to the much larger effective target vol-
ume. Tau leptons from v, CC interactions have sig-
nals with characteristics of both track and cascade mor-
phologies. In addition, neutrinos of all flavors can have
neutral-current (NC) interactions with matter that pro-
duce hadronic showers, in turn inducing cascade signals.
This analysis focuses on through-going tracks, which pro-
vide a large, high purity sample of events with which to
search muon-neutrino disappearance signatures induced
by decoherence.

Two forms of ¥VBH interaction have been tested for
using the energy and zenith spectrum of these tracks:
neutrino mass state phase perturbation (hereafter phase
perturbation) and democratic mass/flavor state selection
(hereafter state selection). These specific flavor models
have been selected for concreteness, but the limits ob-
tained are similar for each and our results can be inter-
preted broadly as constraints on the scale of decoherence
of neutrino oscillations induced by coupling to spacetime
foam.
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FIG. 2. Decoherence of an oscillating neutrino ensem-
ble. Non-unitary oscillation behaviour can emerge from vari-
ous types of interactions between neutrinos and VBHs, includ-
ing absorption with emission in a random flavor eigenstate
(top row), absorption of a neutrino with emission in a ran-
dom mass eigenstate (middle row), or a random perturbation
to the neutrino phase (bottom row). The full phenomenology
of these models is described in Ref. [10].

DECOHERENCE IN NEUTRINO OSCILLATIONS

Calculating the flavor oscillations of neutrinos detected
by IceCube requires consideration of a plethora of effects,
including vacuum oscillations [18], coherent forward-
scattering from matter [19], neutrino absorption [20, 21],
and 7 regeneration [22, 23]. Because the ensemble of neu-
trinos is subject to both unitary and non-unitary effects
such as absorption and re-interaction, the problem must
be approached through the master equation formalism.
We perform this calculation using the NuSquids software
package [24], by adding decoherence terms to the neu-
trino oscillation master equation governing time evolu-
tion of the neutrino reduced density matrix p(¢). Our
parameterization is explained in detail in Ref. [10] and
briefly reviewed below.

Atmospheric neutrinos are produced predominantly
through decays of charged pions and kaons [25]. Pro-
duction of v, /v, is highly suppressed, inhibited by the
large mass of the 7+, lepton which can only be created

through decays of heavy hadrons [26]. Decoherence ef-
fects introduce muon neutrino disappearance (v, — v,
and v, — v;), and also increased fluxes of v, at all en-
ergies that exhibit a complex oscillation phenomenology.
High-energy v, undergoing CC interactions produce a 7+
lepton, which decays weakly to a lower energy v, as well
as producing secondary neutrinos of all flavors, includ-
ing additional v, [23, 27]. These secondary neutrinos
also oscillate, and in the case of the secondary v, lead
to further regeneration. Because the neutrino flux is a
steeply falling function of energy, the disappearance of v,
through decoherence is a significantly larger effect than
the appearance of v, through re-generation from higher-
energy v,, though both are included in our calculations.
An example oscillogram for a representative set of pa-
rameters, showing the change in v, flux as a function of
energy and zenith angle across the high-energy IceCube
v, sample is shown in Fig. 3.

The evolution of a neutrino system with Hamiltonian
H and decoherence superoperator D [p] is described by
(in natural units with i =c¢ = 1),

p=—ilH.p) = Dlp). (1)

The first term encodes the standard unitary time evolu-
tion that drives neutrino oscillations, and the second en-
capsulates the potentially non-unitary contributions that
may be introduced through quantum gravitational ef-
fects. A convenient, general form of D [p] is an expansion
in the SU(3) basis [10, 28-31] where

D(p) = (D p")V", (2)

with p” as the density matrix projection along SU(3)
basis vector b* (the Gell-Mann matrices). D,, is a 9 x
9 matrix that parameterizes the decoherence effects on
the neutrino system. In the phase perturbation model
(Fig. 2, bottom), the outgoing neutrino state emerges
with one or two of the phases of the mass basis states
distinctly perturbed. The effect on the average oscillation
probability corresponds to a damping that follows

Dphase perturbation = dlag(oy Pa Fa 07 Pa Fa F7 F» 0)7 (3)

where I' is the decoherence parameter, with dimensions
of energy. At distances long relative to 1/T, this model
predicts a flux that tends towards an incoherent sum of
mass eigenstates.

The loss of neutrino flavor or mass information
in a YVBH interaction is expected on the basis of
non-conservation of global quantum numbers by black
holes [32]. This motivates models whereby v emerging
from VBH interactions are emitted in states collapsed
randomly into a given mass or flavor basis state. State
selection in either the mass or flavor bases (Fig. 2, top
and middle) impose equivalent overall damping effects,
leading to a flux equally weighted in all neutrino flavors
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FIG. 3. Muon neutrino oscillogram. Ratio of the pre-
dicted v, flux for the state selection model with the decoher-
ence parameters listed versus the standard model prediction.

at distances longer than 1/T". This democratization is
independent of the initial flux and basis of the random-
ization [10]. In the SU(3) basis, the state selection model
takes the form

Dstate selection — diag(O, F7 F, F, Fv Fa F7 Fa r) (4)

Compared to the phase perturbation case, the state selec-
tion D matrix has two additional non-zero terms. These
are the third and eighth diagonal elements, sometimes
referred to as the relazation terms [33, 34].

In both models, the neutrino energy F, dependence
of the damping factor T' is unknown. We thus test a
representative set of models for I'(E,), parameterized by

I'(E,) = FO(?ZY’ (5)

where n is the energy scaling power, Ey is an arbi-
trary reference energy, and I'g quantifies the decoherence
strength at Ey. This power-law energy-dependence has
also been assumed in previous experimental searches for
neutrino decoherence [34-36]). The values of n and T'y
are free parameters, and we take the approach of fixing n
and profiling over I'. Since the curvature of spacetime de-
pends on energy density, it is natural to expect that the
exponent n would be positive. Some models of quantum
decoherence due to gravitational effects have suggested
an E? energy scaling [37-39]. The value of Ty for a given
model depends on Ej, which for convenience we have
set to be close to the peak of the detected neutrino en-
ergy distribution at 1 TeV. The value of Ty for any other
choice of Ey can be obtained via Iy = f‘O(EO/EO)”, and
to compare with past experiments we present the final
results at the reference energy of 1 GeV.

A related quantity is the coherence length Leon, de-
fined as the distance at which the damping effects re-
sulting from the loss of coherence reaches 1/e at a ref-
erence neutrino energy. In the models considered here,
Leon(E) = 1/T'(E) can be interpreted as the vVBH inter-
action mean free path [10], itself dependent on the VBH
number density and vVBH interaction cross section.
A natural expectation for decoherence effects emerging
from physics at the Planck scale can be obtained by set-
ting I'(Ep) > Ep. This corresponds to the assumption
that one Planck-energy neutrino has a mean free path
for interaction with a VBH of a Planck length or less,
implying that quantum coherence is effectively impossi-
ble at the Planck scale. Our results probe deep into this
“Planck scale naturalness” region of parameter space for
energy scaling factors n < 3.

EVENT SELECTION AND SYSTEMATIC
UNCERTAINTIES

This article presents an analysis that constrains ¥VBH
decoherence models with IceCube data using 305,735 re-
constructed up-going v, and 7, events in the energy
range 0.5-10 TeV. The sample was described in detail
in Ref. [40], and has been used by the IceCube collabora-
tion for searches for eV-scale sterile neutrinos through
matter-resonant oscillations [41, 42] and for neutrino-
nucleus non-standard interactions [43].

The event selection provides a sample of track-like
events produced by up-going muons traversing the de-
tector. In this energy regime the tracks tend to be well-
reconstructed with energy resolution oyog, (£,) ~0.3 and
angular resolution o..s¢ varying between 0.005 and 0.015
as a function of energy. Since cosmic-ray muons are
blocked from the upgoing flux by the Earth, the event
selection is predicted to have a purity of 299% of muons
generated by CC v, interactions below and within the
IceCube detector. In scenarios where high-energy v, ap-
pearance is enabled, such as decoherence models, the
sample also contains a contribution from the 17% of lep-
tonic 7 decays following v, CC interactions below or in-
side the detector volume.

A detailed discussion of the signal simulation and the
suite of systematic uncertainties considered can be found
in Ref. [40] and is summarized briefly in the Supplemen-
tary Information. Included in the uncertainty budget are
parameters associated with the primary cosmic ray flux,
hadronic interaction cross sections governing air-shower
evolution, the astrophysical neutrino flux, detector per-
formance parameters, ice properties, and neutrino inter-
action cross sections. Each uncertainty contribution is
treated as continuous nuisance parameter in a likelihood
maximization analysis that compares the best-fit likeli-
hood at various values of I" to establish a unified, fre-
quentist confidence interval for each power index n and
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FIG. 4. Test statistic distributions. 90% CL sensitivity
(dashed) and data (solid) -2ALLH distributions for phase per-
turbation (top) and state selection (bottom). Frequentist re-
gions for 95% and 68% of 1,000 pseudoexperiment trials are
also included (shaded region). The corresponding models of
n =0, 1, 2, 3 are from right to left. Coherence distances at 1
TeV are shown relative to the Earth diameter Lg.

decoherence model. The likelihood test statistic follows
Ref. [44] and is constructed to account for both data and
Monte Carlo statistical uncertainties.

We constrain I'y for n=0,1,2,3 using events binned log-
arithmically in reconstructed muon energy, log(EX,_) (13
bins, E¥_ € [500 GeV,9976 GeV]), and uniformly in

reco

zenith angle (20 bins, cos(0%.,) € [-1.0,0.0]).

NEW CONSTRAINTS ON ANOMALOUS
DECOHERENCE

The analysis was developed blindly using simulated
data and then applied to real data following a staged un-
blinding protocol developed for IceCube oscillation mea-
surements. Prior to unblinding, the median analysis sen-
sitivity in the event of a null signal and its 68% and
95% envelopes were established using 1,000 Monte Carlo
pseudoexperiments. The expected analysis performance
in the event of an injected signal was also tested. Sig-
nals beyond the 90% contour were recovered exactly in
un-fluctuated fits and with the expected level of accuracy
when data fluctuations were included.

A multi-stage blind fit procedure was followed, first
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FIG. 5. Comparison to previous results, from [34, 35].
Top: Comparison of limits from both analyses on the phase
perturbation interaction model to previous results. Bottom:
Comparison of limits from both analyses on the state selection
interaction model to previous results.

checking energy and zenith pull distributions and then
1D histograms at the best-fit point, followed by nuisance
parameter pulls, the joint [energy,zenith] distribution and
pulls, and finally unblinding the full result. The result
is consistent with the null hypothesis for all decoherence
models. The p-value, defined as the fraction of simulated
decoherence-free pseudoexperiments with test statistic
larger than that observed in the data, is in the range
0.59-0.61 for each tested decoherence model and energy
scaling power n. The final upper limits on the decoher-
ence parameter I' in all cases fall within the 68% enve-
lope of values expected if no decoherence is present, as
shown in Fig. 4. Feldman-Cousins ensemble tests were
performed at the 90% Confidence Level (CL) positions
to check for proper coverage [45]. The 90% CL locations
from Wilks’ theorem were found to be slightly weaker
than the Feldman Cousins values, with a maximal devi-
ation of 28.2% in the value of I at 90% CL. This differ-
ence is imperceptible on the logarithmic I" axes of Figs. 4
and 5. The 90% confidence limits from this analysis



n|Phase Perturbation I'gg |State Selection I'gg
0 1.18 - 10~ eV 1.17-10" P eV
1 6.89 1071 eV 6.67-10710 eV
2 9.80-1071% eV 9.48 - 10718 eV
3 1.58 10719 eV 1.77-10719 eV

TABLE I. The 90% CL upper limits on gy for each n in
Ep=1 TeV in the state selection (SS) and phase perturbation
(PS) models.

Tgo(Eo=1 TeV) for the State Selection (SS) and Phase
Perturbation (PS) scenarios are tabulated in Thl I. For
reference, Fig. 4 also lists the corresponding coherence
lengths for a 1 TeV neutrino.

We thus report strong new constraints on the mag-
nitude of anomalous decoherence from quantum grav-
ity as neutrinos oscillate across the Earth. Using flavor
structures motivated by neutrino interactions with space
time foam through vVBH interactions and four power
law models, 90% CL limits have been obtained on the
parameter I'g with pivot energy Fo=1 TeV. To facili-
tate comparison to previous studies, our results can be
mapped to the pivot energy 1 GeV that has tended to be
favored by previous works. A comparison to past data
is shown in Fig. 5. For all tested power law indices and
both tested flavor models, the results presented in this
paper provide the world’s strongest limits. In all cases
with n < 3 the new limits significantly surpass the natu-
ral Planck scale benchmark.

The energy-independent (n = 0) scenario has been ex-
plored previously for T2K [34], Super-Kamiokande [35],
and MINOS [34]. The IceCube limits extend beyond past
measurements by a factor of around 30 for the state selec-
tion model and 50 for phase perturbations, thanks to the
larger sample size of the IceCube atmospheric neutrino
data set.

The substantially increased energy range of the Ice-
Cube atmospheric neutrino sample leads to a far more
dramatic improvement in sensitivity for models where
the decoherence strength depends on energy with a pos-
itive exponent. Past results have been obtained for the
gravity-motivated n = 2 model [37-39] by the aforemen-
tioned three experiments, which primarily collect neu-
trinos at around three orders of magnitude lower energy
than the peak of the IceCube sample. We report improve-
ments by six orders of magnitude in the phase perturba-
tion model, and eight orders of magnitude in the state
selection model. Since quantum gravitational effects are
anticipated to scale positively with energy density, the
limits presented in this paper represent a major increase
in sensitivity to anomalous decoherence from quantum
gravity in the neutrino sector.
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SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION

Simulation methods and systematic uncertainties

To predict the expected rate of upgoing tracks selected
as a function of zenith and energy, a three-flavor predic-
tion of neutrino flux emerging from cosmic-ray air show-
ers is first made using the MCEq software package [25].

The simulation of neutrino flux with MCEq employs

Value at Best Fit (n =0)
Phase State
Perturbation| Selection

Parameter Prior

Detector Parameters

DOM Efficiency 0.97 £ 0.10 0.96 0.96
Bulk Ice Gradient 0 0.0+ 1.0" -0.08 -0.07
Bulk Ice Gradient 1 0.0+ 1.0" 0.58 0.60
Forward Hole Ice (p2) -1.04+10.0 -3.32 -3.30

Conventional Flux Parameters

Normalization(®conw.) 1.0+0.4 1.10 1.10
Spectral Shift (Aconw.) 0.00+0.03 0.07 0.07
Atmospheric Density 0.0+1.0 -0.10 -0.11
Barr WM 0.00+£0.40 -0.01 -0.00
Barr WP 0.00+£0.40 0.01 0.01
Barr YM 0.00+£0.30 -0.06 -0.06
Barr YP 0.00+0.30 -0.04 -0.04
Barr ZM 0.00+0.12 -0.01 -0.01
Barr ZP 0.00+0.12 -0.02 -0.02

Astrophysical Flux Parameters

0.79+ 0.36* 0.84 0.84
0.00+ 0.36" -0.02 -0.01

Normalization(®qstro.)
Spectral Shift (Agstro.)

Cross sections

Cross section (0, ) 1.00+0.03 1.00 1.00
Cross section (o7, ) 1.00+0.075 1.01 1.01
Kaon re-interaction (ox4)| 0.0+1.0 -0.16 -0.14

TABLE II. Summary of nuisance parameters used in
the analysis. Each row specifies the constraint used in the
frequentist analysis for each physics or nuisance parameter.
All priors are one dimensional Gaussian functions, except
in the case of the bulk ice and astrophysics flux parame-
ters (marked with an asterisk) where a correlated prior is
employed. The value of the nuisance parameters at best-fit
point for n = 0 are given for both state selection and phase
perturbation interaction modes. A fully detailed description
of these parameters and their technical implementations can
be found in Ref [40].
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Systematic Pulls, Phase Perturbation
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Systematic Pulls, State Selection
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FIG. 7. Systematic Pulls for State Selection

the SIBYLL cosmic-ray interaction model [46, 47], varied
within systematic uncertainties as described by Barr et.
al [48]. Neutrinos from the decays of heavy hadrons are
also incorporated, according to the model of BERSS [26].
The uncertainty deriving from production height depen-
dence is insignificant for these energies. Uncertainties in
the re-interaction cross section of kaons as they travel
through the atmosphere are relevant and are included.

The astrophysical neutrino flux is simulated and prop-
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agated using parameters informed by existing IceCube
measurements [49], but with a wide systematic uncer-
tainty on normalization and spectral index. The central
model is taken to be a single unbroken power law in neu-
trino energy with spectral index of 2.5. Variation of the
astrophysical flux as a result of decoherence was tested
and found to lead to negligible effects within the analysis
sample. Each flux is propagated under the three-flavor
oscillation formalism including decoherence, absorption
and tau regeneration with the nuSQuIDS package [24] to
provide an energy, zenith and flavor dependent predic-
tion at the detector for each oscillation hypothesis. The
detector response to each flux is calculated by applying
the reweighting protocol described in Ref. [50] to a large
Monte Carlo event ensemble to predict the final energy
spectrum, which is used as input to calculate the analysis
likelihood test statistic.

All systematic uncertainties are implemented as con-
tinuous nuisance parameters that are fitted through a
profile log-likelihood analysis. The test statistic incor-
porates both accurate treatment of low-population bins
and also the effects of finite Monte Carlo sample size,
and is discussed in Ref. [44]. The dominant sources of
systematic uncertainty in this analysis are the detector
performance uncertainties, which include the photon de-
tection efficiency of the DOMs [51], the properties of the
refrozen ice in the vicinity of the detector strings [52], and
the properties of the bulk ice in the array [53]. Depth-
dependent uncertainties on optical absorption and scat-
tering in the bulk glacial ice are accounted for following
the method described in [54]. An improved ice model
that incorporates crystal birefringence as a mechanism
to explain the observed anisotropic light propagation in
the glacier [55] was also tested within this analysis as a
post-unblinding check, and was not observed to affect the
results significantly.

Sub-leading systematic uncertainties associated with
the primary cosmic-ray flux, evolution of atmospheric
neutrino air showers, atmospheric density effects, astro-
physical neutrino flux normalization and spectral shape,
and neutrino cross section, are also included. The full list
of systematic uncertainties, their Gaussian priors, and
the best-fit values in one example decoherence scenario
is shown in Tbl. II. The full distribution of pulls for each
model point is shown in Fig 7. The largest deviation on
any systematic uncertainty is the cosmic-ray spectral in-
dex which pulls to 2.30 at its best-fit point. No other
parameter deviates further than lo from the center of
its prior. This behaviour is qualitatively similar to what
has been observed with previous IceCube analyses that
have employed this sample to search for BSM oscillation
physics [41-43].
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