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Quasidegenerate neutrinos in type II seesaw models
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We present an analysis of normal and inverted hierarchical neutrino mass models within the framework
of tri-bimaximal mixing. Considering the neutrinos to be quasidegenerate (QDN), we study two different
neutrino mass models with mass eigenvalues (m;, —m,, m3) and (m,, m,, ms) for both normal hierarchical
and inverted hierarchical cases. Parameterizing the neutrino mass matrix using best-fit oscillation and
cosmology data for a QDN scenario, we find the right-handed Majorana mass matrix using the type I
seesaw formula for two types of Dirac neutrino mass matrices: charged lepton type and up quark type.
Incorporating the presence of the type II seesaw term which arises naturally in generic left-right
symmetric models along with the type I term, we compare the predictions for neutrino mass parameters
with the experimental values. Within such a framework and incorporating both oscillation as well as
cosmology data, we show that a QDN scenario of neutrino masses can still survive in nature with some
minor exceptions. A viable extension of the standard model with an Abelian-gauged flavor symmetry is
briefly discussed which can give rise to the desired structure of the Dirac and Majorana mass matrices.
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L. INTRODUCTION

Recent neutrino oscillation experiments have provided
significant amount of evidence which confirms the exis-
tence of the nonzero yet tiny neutrino masses [1]. We know
that the smallness of three standard model (SM) neutrino
masses [1] can be naturally explained via the seesaw
mechanism. In general, the seesaw mechanism can be of
three types: type I [2], type 11 [3], and type III [4]. All these
mechanisms involve the inclusion of additional fermionic
or scalar fields to generate tiny neutrino masses at tree
level. Although these seesaw models can naturally explain
the smallness of neutrino mass compared to the electro-
weak scale, we are still far away from understanding the
origin of neutrino mass hierarchies as suggested by experi-
ments. Recent neutrino oscillation experiments T2K [5],
Double ChooZ [6], Daya-Bay [7], and RENO [8] provide
the values of various neutrino oscillation parameters as
follows:

Am3, = (7.12-8.20) X 1077,
[Am3,| = (2.21-2.64) X 1073,
sin?6;, = 0.27-0.37, (1)
sin?6,; = 0.37-0.67,
sin?6,3 = 0.017-0.033.
The above recent data have positive evidence for nonzero
6,5 as well, which was earlier thought to be zero or negli-

gibly small. The values of these mixing angles have non-
trivial impact on the neutrino mass hierarchy as studied in a
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recent paper [9] where the author showed that the atmos-
pheric angle 6,5 is found to discriminate the possible hier-
archies in the type I and type II seesaw frameworks using
different texture zero-mass matrices. In this context, to know
the actual hierarchy of the neutrino masses has become
equally important like the issue of nonzero 6,3 both from
neutrino physics as well as from a cosmology point of view.
The recent cosmological upper bound [10] on the sum of
three absolute neutrino masses Y ;m; = 0.28 eV has ruled
out quasidegenerate neutrino (QDN) mass models with
m; = 0.1 eV. This has made studying the survivability of
QDN models as important as the issue of the normal and
inverted hierarchical natures of neutrino masses.

Detailed analysis of normal versus inverted hierarchical
neutrino masses using different approaches started just
after the discovery of the neutrino oscillation phenomena.
The inverted hierarchical neutrino was studied exclusively
in Ref. [11] considering neutrino as a pseudo-Dirac particle
with nonconservation of L, — L, — L,,, where L; denotes
lepton number corresponding to individual lepton (/) gen-
eration. Use of specific grand unified models explaining
the seesaw mechanisms has also been done in the last few
years to study the hierarchy of neutrino masses. An analy-
sis done in Ref. [12] showed that every normal neutrino
mass hierarchy solution of a grand unified model corre-
sponds to an inverted hierarchy solution. It was also men-
tioned in their work that any future observation of inverted
hierarchy would tend to disfavor the grand unified models
based on the conventional type I seesaw mechanism. But
models with type II and type III or models based on
conserved L, — L, — L, symmetry may favor the
inverted hierarchical nature of neutrino masses. Models
based on seesaw mechanism with three right-handed neu-
trinos can also generate inverted hierarchical neutrino
masses [13] within the framework of bimaximal mixing.
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As stressed earlier, along with the hierarchy of neutrino
masses, the explanation of nonzero 6;; as well as CP
violation is also an unsolved agenda in neutrino physics.
From the supernova neutrinos point of view, it was shown
[14] that one can discriminate the inverted hierarchy from
the normal one if sin?6,; = a few X 107*. If a particular
neutrino mass hierarchy is assumed this can bias cosmo-
logical parameter constraints [15] like the dark energy
equation of state parameter as well as the sum of the
neutrino masses.

In view of the importance of understanding the hierar-
chies as stressed above, this paper presents an analysis of
normal and inverted neutrino mass hierarchies incorporating
the contributions from both type I and type II seesaw
mechanisms. However, our analysis does not attempt to
explain nonzero 3 as has already been explained in the
literature by considering deviations from the TBM mixing
using different corrections. The present analysis is done
within the framework of TBM mixing which theoretically,
is a very close approximate description of neutrino mixing.
In the present analysis we use the appropriate neutrino mass
patterns in the framework of TBM mixing by considering
neutrinos to be QDN. The mass matrices are parameterized
for the QDN case with the help of present neutrino oscil-
lation data and the cosmological upper bound on the sum of
neutrino masses. Using these QDN mass matrices and con-
sidering two possible structures of the Dirac neutrino mass
matrix myp: charged lepton (CL) type and up quark (UQ)
type, we calculate the right-handed Majorana mass matrix
using type I seesaw formula. We then take into account the
contributions from type II seesaw term in a generic left-right
symmetric theory [16]. In the presence of both type I and
type II seesaw contributions, we perform our detailed analy-
sis to calculate the predictions for neutrino parameters to
show the survivability of the QDN scenario. In the end, we
also outline a simple extension of the standard model by an
Abelian-gauged flavor symmetry which can give rise to the
specific structure of Dirac neutrino mass matrices used in
the analysis.

This paper is organized as follows: in Sec. II, we discuss
the methodology of the type II seesaw mechanism. In
Sec. III, we discuss our numerical analysis and results. In
Sec. IV, we outline a simple extension of standard model
by an Abelian-gauged flavor symmetry which can natu-
rally give rise to the desired structure of mass matrices. We
conclude in Sec. V.

II. METHODOLOGY AND TYPE 11
SEESAW MECHANISM

The type I seesaw framework is the simplest mechanism
for generating tiny neutrino masses and mixing. There is
also another type of noncanonical seesaw formula (known
as the type-II seesaw formula) [3] where a left-handed
Higgs triplet A; picks up a vacuum expectation value
(vev). This is possible both in the minimal extension of
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the standard model by A; or in other well-motivated
extensions like left-right symmetric model (LRSM) [16].
The seesaw formula can be written as

my, = mil +ml, )

where the usual type I seesaw formula is given by the
expression,

I —1,.T
myy = ~migMprmyg. &)

Here, m;p is the Dirac neutrino mass matrix. The above
seesaw formula with both type I and type II contributions
can naturally arise in extension of standard model with
three right-handed neutrinos and one copy of A; . However,
we will use this formula in the framework of LRSM where
My arises naturally as a result of parity breaking at high
energy and both the type I and type II terms can be written
in terms of Mgy as we will see below.

In this present analysis, we consider m; y in a diagonal
form and Mgy in general nondiagonal form. In LRSM with
Higgs triplets, Mg can be expressed as Mpr = vpfr With
v being the vev of the right-handed triplet Higgs field Ag
imparting Majorana masses to the right-handed neutrinos
and f is the corresponding Yukawa coupling. The first
term m¥, in Eq. (2) is due to the vev of SU(2); Higgs
triplet. In the usual LRSM, m#/, and Mgy are proportional
to the vev’s of the electrically neutral components of scalar
Higgs triplets A; and Ay, respectively. Thus, m, = f v,
and Mpg = frvg, where v, g denote the vev’s and f; p are
symmetric 3 X 3 matrices. The left-right symmetry
demands fr = f; = f. The induced vev for the left-
handed triplet v; can be shown for generic LRSM to be

M2
vy = Y—W
VR
with My, = 80.4 GeV being the weak boson mass such that

|'UL| < MW < |UR|.

In general, vy is a function of various couplings in the scalar
potential of generic LRSM and without any fine-tuning vy is
expected to be of the order unity (y ~ 1). The type II
seesaw formula in Eq. (2) can now be expressed as

mpp = y(My/vg)*Mgg — mpgMghm? p. “4)

With the above seesaw formula (4), the neutrino mass
matrices are constructed by considering contributions from
both type I and type II terms. Here, My is defined as
Mpgpr = vpfr. If fr is held fixed, both terms in Eq. (4) vary
as 1/vp. Here, we hold Mgy fixed, so the first term is vg
dependent while second term is fixed. However, different
choices of vy, for fixed M, would lead to different values
of m#, while keeping m}, unchanged. This ambiguity is
seen in the literature where different choices of vy are
made according to convenience [17-20]. However, in this

2
paper, we will always take vy as vgp = yAZ—;Vz ¥ X 10 GeV
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[20]. It is worth mentioning that here the SU(2)g X
U(1)p_; gauge symmetry-breaking scale (as in generic
LRSM) vy is the same as the scale of parity breaking
[17]. Using this form of wg, the seesaw formula (4)
becomes

_ ( My
o y'y><1015

Since a type II term is inversely proportional to y, smaller
values of this parameter (say, v ~ 0) would give rise to a
more dominating type II term whereas y ~ 1 would cor-
respond to the minimum possible contributions from a type
II term.

After fixing the symmetry-breaking scales as above, we
carry out a complete analysis of the normal and inverted
hierarchical models of neutrino masses in the framework of
TBM mixing. We vary the dimensionless parameter 7y from
0.001 to 1.0 and check the survivability of neutrino mass
models with contributions from type I and type II terms.
We adopt a natural selection for the survival of neutrino
mass models which have the least deviation of y from
unity. The nearer the value of vy to one the better the chance
for the survival of the model in question. Thus, the value of
v is an important parameter for the proposed natural
selection of the neutrino mass models in question.

2
) MRR - mLRMEle{R. (5)

III. NUMERICAL ANALYSIS AND RESULTS

For detail numerical analysis we use the specific u-7
symmetric neutrino mass matrix [21] which gives rise to
TBM type mixing pattern
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TABLE I. Input parameters and predictions for different pa-
rameters consistent with experiments using type I seesaw only.

Parameters IH(+ — +) IH(+ + +) NH(+ — +) NH(+ + +)
Am3[10°9 V2] 763 7.65 7.65 7.65
[Am%|[1073 eV?] 240 2.40 2.40 2.40
m3(eV) 0.08 0.08 0.10 0.10
sin’6,; 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50
sin?6, 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.33
m(eV) 0.09340  0.09340 0.08674 0.08675
m,(eV) —0.09380 0.09380 —0.08717  0.08717
S im;(eV) 0.267 0.267 0.274 0.274
A 0.031 0.09353 0.02877 0.08688
B —0.0624 0.00013 —0.05797 0.00014
D 0.08 0.08 0.10 0.10

which has eigenvalues m; = A — B, m, = A + 2B, and
m3 = D. Then we parameterize the above matrix for the
QDN case. From presently available cosmological con-
straints, the upper bound on the sum of neutrino masses
has come down to the lowest value Y ;m; = 0.28 eV [10],
which has ruled out QDN neutrino models with m; =
0.1 eV. Parametrization of the matrix (6) is done with
this upper bound and taking the largest allowed value
m; = 0.1 eV consistent with the latest cosmological data.
A classification for threefold QDN neutrino masses [22]
with a maximum Majorana CP-violating phase in their
eigenvalues is used here. CP phase patterns in the mass
eigenvalues for both NH and IH are taken as (m, —m,, ms)
(denoted as + — +) and (m,, m,, m3) (denoted as + + +).
Using the best-fit global values of neutrino oscillation
observational data [23] on solar and atmospheric neutrino
mass squared differences, and taking m; = 0.1 eV, predic-

A B B tions for neutrino parameters are calculated within the
my, = | B %(A +B+ D) %(A +B—D) |, (6) cosmological upper bounds mentioned above. First, we
B % (A +B— D) % (A+ B+ D) calculate the neutrino mass parameters using the above
TABLE II. Right-handed Majorana neutrino masses in GeV.
(m, n) (6, 2) (8, 4)
38X 10° =226 X10° —4.67 X 10° —219x 10> —134x10°> —575X%10°
H(+ + +) —226X10° 723 %10 —1.18 X 10! —1.34 X 10> 432x10% —1.45x 10"
—4.67 X 10° —1.18 x 10'"  3.09 x 10"3 —575X10° —1.45x 10" 7.87x 101
123061 —1.043 X 108  —2.16 X 10° 733.40 —6.22 X 10°  —2.66 X 108
H(+ — +) —1.04 X 108 2.80 X 10"  —1.04 X 10" —6.22 X105 1.67x 108  —1.28 X 10"
-2.16 X 10° —1.04x 102  1.20 X 10'3 —2.66 X 108 —1.28 X 10" 3.04 X 10'3
3.95X 10° =291 X 10°. —6.01 X 10° 236 X 100 —1.73 X 10> —7.40 X 10°
NH(+ + +) —291X10° 672X 10"  9.64 X 100 173X 10> 4.01 x10%  1.19 X 10'
—6.01 X 105 9.64 X 101  2.87 x 103 —7.40 X 10°  1.19 X 101 7.3 x 10"
1.3 X 10° —1.12x 108 —2.32 X 10° 790.241 —6.70 X 10> —2.86 X 108
NH(+ — +) 112X 108 193 x 10" —8.92 X 10" —-6.70 X 10° 116 X 108  —1.10 X 10"
—-232X10° —-892x 10" 827 x 102 —2.86 X 108 —1.10 x 10'"  2.10 X 10"
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Normal Hierarhy
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FIG. 1 (color online). Variation of the predicted values of Am3, as a function of 7y in NH case for both charged lepton and up quark
type myp as well as both types of maximal Majorana CP phases.

form of the matrix (6) taking into account only type I
seesaw contributions. These predictions along with the
input parameters for IH and NH cases in the presence of
only type I seesaw are presented in Table I. Then we take
into account contributions from the type II seesaw term
given in Eq. (5) to study the survivability of the neutrino
mass models. Using the inverse type I seesaw formula

(7)

— T -1
Mpgr = mpgmp mpg

first we calculate the Mpp for each case using Dirac
neutrino mass (m; ) in the diagonal form. In this analysis,
my g is being taken as either the charged lepton mass matrix
or the up quark mass matrix. The general form of the Dirac
neutrino mass is

A0 0
mgg=1 0 A" 0 |m, (8)
0 0 1
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FIG. 2 (color online). Variation of the predicted values of Am%1 as a function of y in NH case for both charged lepton and up quark
type myp as well as both types of maximal Majorana CP phases.
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FIG. 3 (color online). Variation of the predicted values of Am?, as a function of v in IH case for both charged lepton and up quark

type myp as well as both types of maximal Majorana CP phases.

where m; corresponds to m,tanf for (m,n) = (6,2),
tanB = 40 in case of a charged lepton, and m;, for (m, n) =
(8,4) in the case of up quarks [24,25]. A = 0.22 is the
standard Wolfenstein parameter. My for both the cases are
presented in the Table II.

Entering the values of Mz in Eq. (5), we compute the
type I + II neutrino mass matrix m;; and find the mass
eigenvalues and eigenvectors to compute the |Am§l| and
Am3, and corresponding mixing angles for various val-
ues of y. Deviations of these predicted Am?’s from the

data central values are then plotted in Figs. 1-4 against
the parameter y. It is observed from the figures that all
the mass models survive at y ~ 1 except the fact that for
UQ type myg, the predictions for Am3, has deviated
slightly from the 30 range of experimental data. On
the other hand, predictions for the mixing angles, i.e.,
015, 0,3, show that all the models survive provided vy is
close to 1 (or in other words, type II term has minimal
contribution). The calculated values of neutrino parame-
ters for y = 0.25, 0.50, 0.75, 1.0 are given in Tables III,
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FIG. 4 (color online). Variation of the predicted values of Am%1 as a function of vy in IH case for both charged lepton and up quark

type myp as well as both types of maximal Majorana CP phases.
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TABLE III. Predictions for neutrino parameters using type I + II seesaw for CL type m;p with inverted hierarchy.
IH(+ — +), IH(+ —+), IH(+—+), IH(+—+), IH(++ +), IH(+ + +), IH(+ + +), IH(+ + +),
Parameters y = 0.25 vy = 0.50 v =0.75 v = 1.00 vy =0.25 v = 0.50 vy =0.75 v = 1.00
Am3,[1075 eV?] 6.19 6.91 7.14 7.25 10.01 8.57 8.18 8.02
|Am3,I[1073 eV?] 2.31 2.32 2.32 232 2.29 2.31 2.31 2.31
sin?6,3 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.51 0.50 0.50 0.50
sin%6,, 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.15 0.22 0.26 0.33

IV, V, and VI. From this analysis we observe that QDN
neutrino mass models can survive in nature within the
framework of TBM mixing (with a few exceptions), with
contributions from both type I and type II seesaw
mechanisms.

IV. AVIABLE MODEL WITH A GAUGED
ABELIAN FLAVOR SYMMETRY

The standard model (SM) of particle physics, if
extended by the inclusion of three right-handed neutrinos
which are singlet under the SM gauge group, can give rise
to tiny neutrino mass by the type I seesaw mechanism [2].
Alternatively, if the SM is extended by a scalar triplet, a
tiny neutrino mass can arise from the type II seesaw
mechanism [3] after the neutral component of the scalar
triplet acquires a tiny vacuum expectation value. Being
singlets under the gauge group, the mass matrix of the
right-handed neutrinos can have off-diagonal terms as
well. Similarly, the gauge structure of the SM does not
prevent off-diagonal Dirac Yukawa couplings. In other
words, both the Dirac and right-handed Majorana mass
matrices can be nondiagonal in general. However, through-
out our analysis in the previous sections, we have restricted
the Dirac neutrino mass matrix to its diagonal form only.
This can be achieved by incorporating additional symme-
tries (global or local) with family nonuniversal gauge
charges so that off-diagonal mass terms are not allowed.
In this paper, we take up one such highly motivated
extended symmetry: the Abelian gauge extension of the
SM. It should be noted that although our analysis in the
previous sections considered the type II seesaw formula (4)
for a general left-right symmetric model, here we outline a
simpler extension of the standard model by an Abelian-
gauged flavor symmetry to explain the desired form of the
mass matrices.

The Abelian gauge extension of the standard model is
one of the best motivating examples of beyond standard

model physics. For a review see Ref. [26]. Such a model is
also motivated within the framework of grand unified
theory models, for example, E¢. The supersymmetric ver-
sion of such models have an additional advantage in the
sense that they provide a solution to the minimal super-
symmetric standard model w problem. Such an Abelian
gauge extension of SM was studied recently in Ref. [27] in
the context of neutrino mass and cosmology.

Here we consider an extension of the standard model
gauge group with one Abelian U(1)y gauge symmetry.
Thus, the model we propose here is an SU(3),. X SU(2); X
U(1)y X U(1)x gauge theory with three chiral generations
of SM and three additional right-handed neutrinos. We will
consider family nonuniversal U(1)y couplings.

The fermion content of our model is

u 1 v 1
Qi = d ""(3, 2;6; nqi): Li = ~(1’2x _E) nli)’

. * 2 c *
ul‘~(3 ,lyg;nui)) di ~(3 )ly_gyndi)

e~ (L1, ~1Ln,), vi~(1,1,0n,),

—_ o

where i = 1, 2, 3 goes over the three generations of the
standard model and the numbers in the brackets correspond
to the quantum number under the gauge group SU(3), X
SUQ2); X U(1)y X U(l)x. The U(1)y gauge quantum
numbers should be such that they do not give rise to
anomalies. We consider the following solution of the
anomaly matching conditions:

n =ng =0,

gi = Mui Ny = Nej = Nyj = N

Do =D n =Y n; =0,
_ 3 _ 3 _
Znu—Znei—ani— -

TABLE IV. Predictions for neutrino parameters using type I + II seesaw for CL type m;p with normal hierarchy.

NH(+ — +), NH(+ — +), NH(+ — +), NH(+ — +), NH(+ + +), NH(+ + +), NH(+ + +), NH(+ + +),

Parameters y=025 y=050 y=075 y=100 =025 y=050 =075 y=100
Am2,[105eV?] 6.72 7.16 7.30 7.36 9.76 8.63 8.32 8.19
|Am2,|[1073 eV2] 248 2.48 2.48 2.47 2.51 2.49 2.49 2.48
sin20,3 0.49 0.49 0.50 0.50 0.48 0.49 0.49 0.50
sin20,, 0.33 0.33 0.33 033 0.20 0.25 0.27 0.33
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TABLE V. Predictions for neutrino parameters using type I + II seesaw for UQ type m;r with inverted hierarchy.

IH(+ — +), IH(+ —+), IH(+—+), IH(+—+), IH(++ +), IH(+ + +), IH(+ + +), IH(+ + +),
Parameters y = 0.25 v = 0.50 v =0.75 v = 1.00 vy =0.25 v = 0.50 vy =0.75 v = 1.00
Am3,[1075 eV?] 3.28 5.49 6.20 6.53 15.98 10.86 9.49 8.94
|Am3,I[1073 eV?] 2.30 231 2.31 231 2.24 2.28 2.30 2.30
sin?6,3 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.54 0.52 0.51 0.50
sin?6, 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.12 0.22 0.27 0.33

TABLE VI. Predictions for neutrino parameters using type I + II seesaw for UQ type m; with normal hierarchy.

NH(+ — +), NH(+ — +), NH(+ — +), NH(+ — +), NH(+ + +), NH(+ + +), NH(+ + +), NH(+ + +),
Parameters v =025 v = 0.50 v =075 v = 1.00 vy =025 v =0.50 v =075 v = 1.00
Am3,[1075 eV?] 4.83 6.23 6.68 6.89 14.00 10.36 9.33 8.90
|[Am3,I[1073 eV?] 2.49 2.48 2.48 248 2.58 2.52 2.50 2.50
sin?6,3 0.49 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.46 0.48 0.49 0.50
sin?6, 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.15 0.20 0.26 0.33
In particular, if we choose ny = 0, n, = n,n; = —n,only  both type I and type II seesaw formulas within the frame-

the following types of Dirac Yukawa terms will be present
in the Lagrangian:

Ly DYULHYS + YILH e,

where H is the Higgs field responsible for breaking elec-
troweak symmetry and has the quantum numbers
(1,2, — % 0) with respect to the gauge group. For the
chosen Abelian charges, two singlet Higgs fields must exist
S1(1,1,0,0), S,(1, 1,0, 2n) to give rise to a general struc-
ture of the right-handed Neutrino mass matrix. One of
these singlet fields S, (1, 1, 0, 2n) (after acquiring a nonzero
vev) also breaks the gauge symmetry SU(3). X SU(2); X
U(1)y X U(1)y to that of the standard model. Also, since
the quarks have zero charges under the additional Abelian
symmetry, they continue to have the usual CKM (Cabibbo-
Kobayashi-Maskawa) structure of the mixing matrix. Such
a model can have rich phenomenology from a collider as
well as a cosmology point of view. However, for the
purpose of our current work, we outline this model just
to explain one possible origin of the specific structure
(diagonal) of Dirac neutrino mass matrix mp used in the
analysis. A more detailed investigation of such a model is
left for future studies.

V. DISCUSSION

Analysis of the effect of Majorana CP phases in case of
quasidegenerate neutrinos is done with contributions from

work of TBM mixing. Fitting the neutrino mass matrix
with best-fit oscillation and cosmology data, the right-
handed neutrino mass matrix is calculated using type I
seesaw formula only for both CL-type and UQ-type
Dirac neutrino mass matrices. Adding a type II seesaw
term (which arises in generic left-right symmetric models)
to the type I term, the predictions for neutrino parameters
are calculated. It is observed that for the minimal possible
contribution of a type II seesaw term (which corresponds to
the value of the dimensionless parameter vy in a type II
seesaw term of order 1) to the neutrino mass matrix, all the
neutrino mass models can survive in nature except the fact
that for UQ type m;y the predictions for Am3, have
deviated slightly from the 30 range of experimental data.
Apart from this exception, all other predicted values of the
neutrino parameters are consistent with neutrino oscilla-
tion data. Apart from neutrino oscillation data, these pre-
dictions are also within the limit of the cosmological upper
bound Y ;m; = 0.28 eV. In view of above, the scenario of
quasidegenerate neutrinos can survive in nature within the
framework of type I and type II seesaw mechanisms and
hence cannot be ruled out yet. However, here we stick to
the TBM mixing framework and have not made any
attempt to explain the nonzero 6,5 as confirmed recently
by several neutrino oscillation experiments. As an exten-
sion of this work, one can incorporate various corrections
to my; to explain nonzero 63, which we have left for
future studies.
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