2407.10422v1 [nucl-th] 15 Jul 2024

arXiv

A Semi-Empirical Formula for Two-Neutrino Double-Beta Decay

O. Nitescut 23

and F. Simkovich* *

Y Faculty of Mathematics, Physics and Informatics,
Comenius University in Bratislava, 842 48 Bratislava, Slovakia
2 International Centre for Advanced Training and Research in Physics, P.O. Box MG12, 077125 Mdgurele, Romania
3 “Horia Hulubei” National Institute of Physics and Nuclear Engineering,
30 Reactorului, POB MG-6, RO-077125 Bucharest-Magurele, Romania
4 Institute of Experimental and Applied Physics, Czech Technical University in Prague, 110 00 Prague, Czech Republic

We propose a semi-empirical formula for calculating the nuclear matrix elements for two-neutrino
double-beta decay. The proposed model (PM) dependence on the proton and neutron numbers, the
pairing, isospin, and deformation properties of the initial and final nuclei is inspired by the insights
offered by nuclear many-body methods. Compared with the previous phenomenological and nuclear
models, the PM yields the best agreement with the experimental data. Its stability and predictive
power are cross-validated, and predictions for nuclear systems of experimental interest are provided.

Introduction.—In 1935, about a year after the Fermi
weak interaction theory was introduced [1], Wigner drew
attention to the two-neutrino double-beta decay (2v35-
decay):

(A, Z2) 5 (A, Z+2)+e +e +Tc+Te. (1)

In this process, two neutrons in the nucleus are converted
into two protons while emitting two electrons and two
electron antineutrinos. Goeppert-Mayer estimated the
half-life of 2v33-decay to be 10'7 years by assuming a
Q-value of about 10 MeV [2]. In 1939, after Majorana
formulated the theory of Majorana neutrinos [3], Furry
proposed the concept of neutrinoless double-beta decay

(0v3B-decay) [4],

(A, Z) = (A, Z+2)+e +e . (2)

This process involves two subsequent § decays of neu-
trons connected via the exchange of virtual neutrinos [5].
There are other modes of double-beta decay transform-
ing the (A, Z + 2) nucleus into the (A4, Z) nucleus [6, 7]:
the double-positron emitting (2v/0v873%) mode, the
atomic electron capture with coincident positron emis-
sion (2v/0vECBT) mode, and the double electron cap-
ture (2v/0vECEC) mode. These processes are less fa-
vored due to smaller Q-value, small overlap of the bound
electron wave function with the nucleus, and Coulomb
repulsion on positrons.

The primary focus is on studying Ov(3-decay, which
is not allowed by the Standard Model of particle physics.
Thus, it can provide insight into neutrinos’ Majorana na-
ture, masses, and CP properties by violating the total
lepton number [8-14]. To date, the Ovf33-decay has not
been observed. The best lower limit on the half-life of
this process is approximately Tlo/”2 > 1026 years for "°Ge

[15] and '35Xe [16]. The discovery of Ov33-decay would
have far-reaching implications for particle physics and
fundamental symmetries.

The first direct observation of 2v3/3-decay, allowed by
the SM, was achieved for 82Se in 1987 [17, 18]. Nowa-
days, the 2v33-decay has been detected in direct counter

experiments in nine different nuclei, including decays
into two excited states. In addition to laboratory ex-
periments, geochemical and radiochemical observations
of 2vpBB-decay transitions have been recorded [19] (and
references therein). Furthermore, there are some pos-
itive indications of the 2vECEC mode for *°Ba and
132Ba from geochemical measurements [20-22] and for
T8Kr [23, 24] and, recently, the first direct observation of
the 2vECEC process in 12*Xe have been claimed [25, 26].
The measurement of 2v33-decay yields valuable insights
into nuclear structure physics, which can be used in
OvpB[B-decay calculations and the search for new physics
beyond the SM.

The inverse 2vf@[(-decay half-life is commonly pre-

sented as
(rih)

where G?¥ is the phase-space factor (PSF), and

— |M2V|2 G2V, (3)

M - gAM g\2/MI27U7 (4)

is the nuclear matrix element (NME) governing the tran-
sition. g, and g;, = 1 are the axial-vector and vector
coupling constants, respectively. The impulse approxi-
mation for nucleon current and only s;,, wave states of
emitted electrons are considered. The Fermi M7 and
Gamow-Teller (GT) M2 matrix elements are governed
by the Fermi and GT operators, which are generators
of isospin SU(2) and spin-isospin SU(4) symmetries, re-
spectively. The isospin is known to be a good approxima-
tion in nuclei. Thus, it is assumed that M3 is negligibly
small, and the main contribution is given by M2%., which
takes the form

GT—mezE

E +Ef)/ (5)

with
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Here, |0;") (|O}F>) is the ground state of the initial (final)
even-even nuclei with energy E; (Ey), and the summa-
tions run overall |1;}) states the intermediate odd-odd
nucleus with energies E,, and overall nucleons m inside
the nucleus.

The phase-space part of the decay rate can be ac-
curately computed with a relativistic description of the
emitted (captured) electrons in a realistic potential of
the final (initial) atomic system. The most precise PSFs
computed within the self-consistent Dirac-Hartree-Fock-
Slater method, including radiative and atomic exchange
corrections [27, 28], are presented in Table I. On the
other hand, the computation of the NMEs is a challeng-
ing and long-standing problem in this field. Due to the
growing interest in detecting neutrinoless modes, there
have been significant reductions in the uncertainties of
half-lives for two-neutrino modes (see Tf/'j;“p form Ta-
ble T) and consequently of the experimental NMEs, i.e.,
M=o — (TP/7PG?)~1/2 (see Tables IT and IIT).
The spread and structure of the experimental NMEs are
still poorly understood. A model that aligns with the
current experimental NMEs could provide realistic rec-
ommendations for future experiments across the nuclear
chart.

Currently, the predictions of the 2v83-decay NMEs
are based on various nuclear structure models, such as
the proton-neutron quasiparticle random phase approxi-
mation (pn-QRPA) and its variants [50, 51, 63-74], the
nuclear shell model (NSM) [55, 56, 75-81], the interacting
boson model (IBM) [52-54, 82|, the projected Hartree-
Fock-Bogoliubov (PHFB) method [57], effective theory
(ET) [58], and others [83, 84], as well as phenomenolog-
ical models [60-62]. Calculating the 2v33-decay NMEs
in nuclear theory is challenging due to the complex struc-
ture of open-shell medium and heavy nuclei, and the need
to describe a complete set of intermediate nucleus states.
Only two approaches have been used for a long time: the
pn-QRPA and the NSM. Although limited to low-lying
excitations, the NSM accounts for all possible correla-
tions. To match the 2v33-decay data, the Gamow—Teller
operator is adjusted (quenched) to fit the results of sin-
gle B decays or charge exchange reactions, and an un-
quenched g4 is assumed [56, 75]. The pn-QRPA includes
orbitals far from the Fermi surface, considering high-lying
excited states (up to 20-30 MeV), but it included fewer
correlations. It was found that M2 and M7 depend
sensitively on the isoscalar and isovector particle-particle
interactions of nuclear Hamiltonian, respectively [51, 85].
Recent models like the IBM simplify the low-lying states
of the nucleus into L = 0 (s boson) or L = 2 (d boson)
states, focusing on 07 and 2% neutron pairs converting
into two protons. The PHFB formalism obtains nuclear
wave functions with good particle number and angular
momentum by projecting on axially symmetric intrinsic
HFB states. However, it limits the nuclear Hamiltonian

to quadrupole interactions. The impact of this simplifi-
cation on M2 calculations is not fully understood. Cal-
culating the 2v58-decay NMEs remains a complex and
ongoing task in nuclear theory.

Phenomenological models aim to simplify the process
description. For example, according to [86, 87|, 2v3(-
decays with a 1T ground state of the intermediate nucleus
are determined solely by two virtual  decay transitions.
The first connects the initial nucleus with the 17 inter-
mediate ground state, and the second connects this 17
state with the final ground state. This assumption is the
single-state dominance (SSD) hypothesis. One advan-
tage of SSD is its independence from the nuclear struc-
ture model, as M?" can be determined from measured
log ft values or charge-changing reactions. However, a
recent study on electron energy distributions in 2v3(-
decay of 19“Mo [36] suggests that transitions through
higher-lying states of the intermediate nucleus also play
a crucial role, with destructive interference occurring be-
tween these contributions to M2V,

To our knowledge, three other phenomenological mod-
els have been proposed for predicting the 2v33-decay
half-lives or NMEs. One model [60] is similar to the
Geiger-Nuttall law used for a decay. The other two
models [61, 62] suggest that half-lives or NMEs depend
on parameters such as the Coulomb energy parameter
(€ = ZA~1/3), the Q-value, and the quadrupole deforma-
tion parameter of the initial nucleus. However, it will be
shown later that these models could benefit from refine-
ments to better capture the complexity of the problem.

Phenomenological model.—This letter proposes a phe-
nomenological description of the 2v53-decay NMEs, mo-
tivated by nuclear theory findings. The proposed model
(PM) is

where Z;, Ny, and Ty are the proton number, neutron
number, and the isospin of the final nuclear ground state,
respectively. We note that the ground state of the initial
(final) even-even nucleus belongs to the isospin multi-
plet with T; = (N — 2)/2 (Ty = (N — Z —2)/2) and it
is the only state of this nucleus belonging to that mul-
tiplet for which the isospin projection equals the total
isospin. The dependence of M2 on the value of the
isospin was established in the study performed within an
exactly solvable model [85]. The Z/N dependence was
motivated by observing that the values of (Z/N)%°T?,
displayed in Figure 1 and Table III, show a spread sim-
ilar to M?*~*P_ The six largest peaks correspond to
the NMEs for the 2v33-decay of Mo, '*Cd, '9Ru,
97r, 119Pd, and Mo, in this order. While °°Mo
has the largest measured NMEs, theoretical predictions
[50, 88, 89] suggest that the other cases might have larger
NMEs than '°°Mo. Unfortunately, these cases have not
yet been measured due to their lower @Q-values [90]. It



Table I. The decay properties for various 2v33-decays (right arrow) and 2vECEC processes (left arrow). T represents the total
isospin of the final nucleus. A, and A, denote experimental proton and neutron pairing gaps in units of MeV, respectively.
B£%%%2 is the deformation parameter deduced from the corresponding B(E2) transition. G in yr~' is the most precise PSF
computed in this work for 2v33 cases and taken from [29] ("*Kr, '°°Cd, *°Ba, and '*?Ba) and [30] (***Xe) for the 20ECEC cases.

le/";p b and le/";“p are the half-lives evaluated with the PM and the experimental half-lives with the smallest uncertainties,

respectively. The "®Kr data are for double electron capture from K orbital. For '2Te, the experimental half-life is obtained
using the ratio Tf/";m(p(13OTe)/T12/"27°XP(128Te) = (3.5240.11) x 107* [31]. The transitions under the ”Fitted” label are used
as input for the PM, while those under the ”Predicted” label are its predictions.

Nuclear transition Ty  AZ AZ AT AT g% pZ+2 G?* Tf”;ph Tf”;c"p
Fitted

30Casg — 35 Tizg 2 2179 1.688 1.896 1.564 0.107 0.262 1.58 x 1017 1.2 x 10%° 6.4717 x 10M7[32]
5Geas — 53Sesn 4 1561 1535 1.751 1.710 0.188 0.219 5.07 x 1072° 1.8 x 10*'  2.02277012 x 10*'[33]
82%e4s — 52Krae 5 1.401 1.544 1.734 1.644 0.194 0.203 1.68 x 107 9.1 x 10'® 8.6970: 09 x 10M9[34]
967156 — 9SMosa 6 1.539 0.846 1.528 1.034 0.060 0.172 7.24 x 107 3.4 x 10 2357021 x 10*°[35]
1PMoss — 43°Ruse 6 1.612 1.358 1.548 1.296 0.231 0.215 347 x 107! 7.2 x 10'® 7.07T0 1] x 10"8[36]
1°Cdes — £0°Snes 8 1.493  1.377  1.763 1.204 0.135 0.112 291 x 10°*® 2.3 x 10" 2.6370:15 x 10M[37]
39Ters — 13%Xere 11 1.104 1.180 1.307 1.248 0.118 0.128 1.62 x 107 7.5 x 10%° 8.767517 x 10%°[38, 39]
186X egy — 135Bago 12 1.009 1.436 1.265 1.031 0.091 0.125 1.52x 107 2.5 x 10* 2171058 x 1021[40]
$ONdgp — ¢3°Smgs 13 1.224 1.046 1.444 1.193 0.285 0.193 3.85 x 10717 2.5 x 10*° 9.3757 x 10*8[41]
338U16 — 55°Puaa 25 0.813  0.606 0.662 0.589 0.289 0.285 1.65 x 107! 9.1 x 10* 2.075:8 x 102! [42]
Predicted

160Pdes — 15°Cde2 7 1.422 1.442 1479 1.362 0.257 0.172 1.46 x 1077 3.1 x 10%° > 10"%[43]
2480, — 24 Ter, 10 1.671 1.314  1.248 1.343 0.0952 0.170 6.00 x 107*° 1.9 x 10*! -
18Ters — 128Xers 10 1129 1.280 1.319 1.265 0.135 0.202 3.00 x 10722 1.5 x 10%* 2497099 % 10
¥4%ego — 23*Bazg 11 1.134 1.020 1.329 1.176 0.115 0.163 2.25 x 10723 4.0 x 10?° > 2.8 x 10?%[44]
Fitted

Seas + 56Krao 5 1.442 1637 1.577 1.691 0.270 0.256 5.20 x 10°%* 1.7 x 10%® 1.9753 x 10%2[45]
538 Ters «+ 13*Xero 10 1.249  1.344  1.357 1.339 0.170 0.223 1.83 x 102 2.0 x 10*2 1.1010 25 x 10°%[46]
Predicted

19%Pdgo <+ 13°Cdss 7 1.472 1.401 1.460 1.338 0.162 0.168 5.54 x 10727 2.1 x 10%* > 4.7 x 10°[47]
180X er6  139Bazy 11 1.308 1.248 1.351 1.298 0.128 0.215 1.57 x 1072 6.0 x 10%*? 22703 x 1021 [48]
2% erg < 13%Bars 12 1.240 1.181 1.390 1.236 0.141 0.185 4.09 x 10°2* 1.0 x 10?8 > 2.2 x 10%*[49]

Table II. The 2v3B-decay NMEs obtained with the proposed model (PM), the ones from the SSD hypothesis, and the most
recent calculations from various nuclear structure models. The ”Fitted” and ”Predicted” nuclei (see caption of Table 1) are
delimited by ”x?/N” displaying the chi-squared divided by the number of available data for each set.

MZufth MZV*ph
pn-QRPA  pn-QRPA IBM IBM IBM NSM NSM PHFB  ET PM  SSD
Nucleus [50] [51] [52] [53] [54] [55] [56] [57] [58] MPv—exp [59]
BCa — 0.016 0.060 0.024 0.045 — 0.039 — — 0.0314 £+ 0.0030  0.022 —
6Ge — 0.063 0.083 0.018 0.085 — 0.097 — 0.085 0.0987 +0.0010 0.105 —
82Ge — 0.058 0.072 0.024 0.063 0.099 0.105 — 0.156  0.0828 &+ 0.0005 0.081 —
967y — 0.133 0.058 0.054 0.034 — — 0.092 — 0.0770 + 0.0040  0.063 —
1000\fo 0.105 0.251 0.197 0.157 0.045 —~ —~ 0.164 0.179 0.2019 +0.0016 0.199 0.174
16q 0.112 0.049 0.089 0.069 0.031 —~ —~ —~ 0.137 0.1142 4+ 0.0027 0.120 0.148
180 0.057 0.053 0.035 0.010 0.038 0.027 0.036 0.059 0.034 0.0265=+0.0003 0.028 —
186X e 0.036 0.030 0.056 0.022 0.032 0.024 0.021 — — 0.0174 +0.0002 0.016 —
150N — — 0.077 0.054 0.017 0.069 — 0.048 — 0.0527 £0.0019 0.032 0.023
28y — — — — 0.023 — — — — 0.0550 + 0.0110  0.026 —
X°/N 5170 2100 2845 2828 1773 470 636 3442 4774 - 30 233
TI0pq 0.167 - - 0.022  0.041 - - - 0.211 < 2.61 0.147 -
1249n 0.023 — — — 0.034 0.037 — — — - 0.029 —
128 0.051 0.063 0.022 0.018 0.044 0.013 0.040 0.058 0.050 0.0366 & 0.0007 0.047 0.015
134X e 0.063 — — — — — — — — <1.25 0.033 —

seems (Z/N)?° T® form captures this ordering of NMEs  and is a solid base for improvements.



Table III. The 2vf33-decay NMEs obtained with previous phenomenological models [60-62] compared with those predicted

by: (A) (Z;/Np)™T7, (B) (Z5/Np)* 4T3, (C) (Zg/Ny)**HTH AL

(D) (Zs/Np)* M T{ [Apn /(B> — B<)]"*" and

pn

(PM) (Z5/Ng)* M TF [Apn /(1 — B< /B>)]"%2. The "Fitted” and ”Predicted” nuclei (see caption of Table I) are delimited by

9.2

a specific nucleus is involved in the LOOCV for PM.

X, (v)” displaying the values of reduced chi-squared (number of DOF) for each model. The last column shows the X2 when

A42V7ph
Previous models Present models LOOCYV for PM
Nucleus [60] [61] [62] A B C D PM M —exp X2 (prediction)
BCa 0.030 0.035 0.037 0.008 0.012 0.020 0.023 0.022 0.0314 = 0.0030 48 (0.022)
8Ge 0.198 0.123 0.410 0.026 0.044 0.068  0.108 0.105 0.0987 + 0.0010 41 (0.107)
82Ge 0.095 0.096 0.163 0.015 0.027 0.040  0.080 0.081 0.0828 + 0.0005 35 (0.073)
967y 0.060 0.063 0.008 0.027 0.049 0.058  0.068 0.063 0.0770 %+ 0.0040 48 (0.063)
0Mo  0.073 0.091 0.220 0.045 0.079 0.110  0.197 0.199 0.2019 + 0.0016 47 (0.183)
Heécd  0.071 0.093 0.121 0.031 0.058 0.081  0.129 0.120 0.1142 4 0.0027 49 (0.121)
130 0.077 0.068 0.032 0.006 0.014 0.016  0.029 0.028 0.0265 + 0.0003 32 (0.030)
136X e 0.030 0.055 0.017 0.004 0.010 0.012  0.016 0.016 0.0174 + 0.0002 40 (0.015)
150Nd  0.030 0.061 0.203 0.009 0.021 0.025  0.027 0.032 0.0527 + 0.0019 9 (0.031)
2387 0.024 - 0.046 0.005 0.014 0.010  0.020 0.026 0.0550 + 0.0110 48 (0.026)
X2 (V) 5651 (9) 24981 (2) 17632 (7) 5450 (8) 3171 (8) 2017 (7) 67 (7) 43 (7)
T0pq 0.135 0.160 0.270 0.047 0.084 0.115  0.143 0.147 < 2.61
1249n 0.098 — 0.019 0.009 0.018 0.025  0.029 0.029 —
128g 0.067 - 0.042 0.014 0.030 0.037  0.045 0.047 0.0366 + 0.0007
134% e - - 0.086 0.010 0.022 0.025  0.033 0.033 <1.25

Further refinements involve the quantities f. =
min(8%, 8Z+2) and B> = max(B?,34%2), which are de-
fined using % and B?72, the quadrupole deformation
parameters of the initial and final nuclei in their ground
states, respectively. This dependence on the deforma-
tion parameters reflects the observation from pn-QRPA
[70, 71], PHFB [91, 92], and NSM [93] calculations that
a mismatch in the deformations of initial and final states
reduces the NME value for 2v35-decay. Additionally,
the pairing parameter Ay, is a product of experimental
pairing gaps [94],

Apn = AZ AZ NZH2 AZ42, N
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Figure 1. The phenomenological NMEs, obtained using a
simplified model M?*~P"* = (Z/N)®® T®, are represented in
blue in the (Z, N) space for stable even-even nuclei. The base
of the representation, shown in orange, corresponds to the
known nuclear chart.

It reflects the significance of transitions through the low-
est 1T states of the intermediate nucleus. The corre-
sponding 3 transition amplitudes are linked to the BCS
u and v occupation amplitudes, which can be derived
from the gap parameter.

The best fitting parameters «, v, and o have been
obtained from the minimization of the chi-squared

2

Y (0= P)
227( -

i=1

9)

where O; is the experimental NME with uncertainty o;,
and P; is the predicted NME. The sum runs over the
direct counter experiments and radiochemical observa-
tions. The 2vp@(-decay transitions under the ”Fitted”
label from Table I (N = 10), led to the best PM with
a =46.94, v = 0.22 and ¢ = 4.90. Interestingly, when
"Fitted” 20vECEC cases were added as inputs (N = 12),
but with Ty — Ty + 1, the same fit parameters were ob-
tained. This might indicate multilevel modeling for both
types of transitions, though more half-life measurements
for proton-rich nuclei are needed for a clear answer.
Table 1T compares the 2vf35-decay NMEs obtained
from the PM, the SSD hypothesis, and the most recent
calculations of different nuclear models. These datasets
are compared using x?/N values. The PM shows the best
agreement with experimental NMEs, generally yielding
x%/N values two orders of magnitude smaller than the
other calculations. Note that the values for nuclear mod-
els in Table II are the calculated M2, each multiplied by
the square of an effective g4 as chosen by the respective
papers. We note smaller x?/N values from the SSD hy-



pothesis and NSM calculations, but general conclusions
are difficult to draw due to the small number of cases
in those datasets. Additionally, we note that the pn-
QRPA results from [51], which include a restoration of
the SU(4) symmetry and an effective g4 = 0.904 based on
observed 2v@3-decay half-lives, show a considerable de-
crease in x?/N compared to the pn-QRPA study in [50].
In the latter, B-decay observables adjusted the nucleon-
nucleon interaction and single-particle energies for each
BB-nuclear system [95].

Table III presents the NMEs from present and previ-
ous phenomenological models [60-62] alongside the ex-
perimental values. To assess the goodness of fit, we com-
puted the reduced chi-squared x2 = x?/v, where v is
the number of degrees of freedom (DOF). We note con-
siderably large x2 values for the previous models. The
increase in precision has been introduced gradually from
the simplified model A to the PM by varying fit parame-
ters and increasing the model’s complexity (see the cap-
tion of Table I1T). The best previous model [60] is similar
in precision to the simplified model A. Our study found
that considering the deformation overlap is the most crit-
ical refinement of the PM.

We applied leave-one-out cross-validation (LOOCV) to
assess the robustness of the PM in describing the exper-
imental data and making predictions. LOOCYV involves
systematically excluding one data point at a time from
the fitting procedure and evaluating the performance of
the PM on the remaining data. The values of x?2 for the
PM with each exclusion are presented in the last column
of Table III. The NME prediction for the excluded case
is presented in parentheses. Excluding a specific case
scarcely influences the predictions. Moreover, the small
variations in x2 values confirm the PM’s stability and
predictive power.

At first glance, the PM prediction for the 2v33-decay
NME for '28Te seems to disagree with the experimen-
tal measurement. However, it should be noted that the
latter is obtained from the half-lives ratio of *°Te and
128Te derived from geochemical measurements of ancient
tellurium ores [31]. These measurements must be taken
with caution, as there might be some unknown produc-
tion channel of daughter isotopes during their formation.
In [96, 97], it is even suggested that obtained results
might be affected by a time dependence of the strength
of the weak interaction. These possibilities could also in-
fluence the measurements of 139Ba and '32Ba. Therefore,
we excluded all geochemical cases as inputs from the fit.
Only future direct counter experiments on these cases
can resolve these ambiguities and confirm the robustness
of the PM. Nevertheless, it is interesting to note that the
PM predicts quite different NMEs for nuclear systems
differing by two neutrons. This is also a feature of the
modern nuclear structure models as shown in Table II for
130Te and 28Te. It is also the case of 139Xe and its 2033
partner with two neutrons less, 3*Xe. The prediction of

the PM for their NMEs ratio is around 2, and it might
be tested in future liquid Xenon experiments [98-101].
Other similar cases are %Mo, '*Cd, and **Zr but their
very small Q-value limit their near-future measurements.

Conclusions.—In this letter, we proposed a semi-
empirical description of the NMEs for two-neutrino dou-
ble beta decay. Inspired by the findings of nuclear many-
body methods, the PM depends on the proton and neu-
tron numbers, pairing, isospin, and deformation proper-
ties of the initial and final nuclei. We also found an in-
dication of multilevel modeling for both 2v33-decay and
2vECEC process, but more measurements for proton-rich
nuclei are required for a definitive answer. A comprehen-
sive comparison with previous phenomenological and nu-
clear models revealed that the PM yields the best agree-
ment with the experimental data, explaining the large
spread of measured 2v(33-decay NMEs. The stability of
the PM was confirmed by the LOOCYV and reasons to
exclude geochemical measurements as inputs were dis-
cussed. Finally, we noted that the PM predictions of the
NMEs for 2v3f nuclear systems differing by two neu-
trons, are significantly different (by about a factor 2).
Its correctness can be checked by measuring additional
2v B33 transitions.
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