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FIG. 5. Comparison between data and expectations for the case of oscillations and no-oscillations. In each figure the zenith
distribution for an energy band is shown (top), and the ratio of the data and the best-fit to no-oscillations is shown (bottom).
The binning corresponds to that used for obtaining the best-fit oscillation parameters. Bands indicate the impact of the
assumed systematic uncertainties.

FIG. 6. Distribution of events as a function of reconstructed
L/E. Data are compared to the best fit and expectation with
no oscillations (top) and the ratio of data and best fit to
the expectation without oscillations is also shown (bottom).
Bands indicate estimated systematic uncertainties.

FIG. 7. 90 % confidence contours of the result in the sin2 ✓
23

�
�m2
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plane in comparison with the ones of the most sensitive
experiments [8–10]. The log-likelihood profiles for individual
oscillation parameters are also shown (right and top). A nor-
mal mass ordering is assumed.


