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Abstract

The present report documents the results of Working Group 20 andx
decays, of the workshop on Flavour in the Era of the LHC, heldERN from
November 2005 through March 2007.

With the advent of the LHC, we will be able to probe New PhygN®) up
to energy scales almost one order of magnitude larger thaasitbeen possi-
ble with present accelerator facilities. While direct deiten of new particles
will be the main avenue to establish the presence of NP at i@, lindirect
searches will provide precious complementary informatg&ince most prob-
ably it will not be possible to measure the full spectrum ofvrgarticles and
their couplings through direct production. In particulprecision measure-
ments and computations in the realm of flavour physics areatgd to play a
key role in constraining the unknown parameters of the Liagjemn of any NP
model emerging from direct searches at the LHC.

The aim of Working Group 2 was twofold: on one hand, to provadeoher-
ent, up-to-date picture of the status of flavour physics teetbe start of the
LHC; on the other hand, to initiate activities on the pathadois integrating
information on NP from highp: and flavour data.

This report is organized as follows. In Sé¢. 1, we give an\aeer of NP

models, focusing on a few examples that have been discussamirie detalil
during the workshop, with a short description of the avddatomputational
tools for flavour observables in NP models. Séc. 2 containergise dis-
cussion of the main theoretical problem in flavour physite ¢valuation of
the relevant hadronic matrix elements for weak decays. [Beontains a de-
tailed discussion of NP effects in a set of flavour obsenstiiat we identified
as “benchmark channels” for NP searches. The experimenbapects for
flavour physics at future facilities are discussed in Se&idally, Sec[b con-
tains some assessments on the work done at the workshop epdogpects
for future developments.
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1 New physics scenarios
1.1 Overview

The Standard Model (SM) of electroweak and strong intesastidescribes with an impressive accuracy
all experimental data on particle physics up to energiehefdrder of the electroweak scale. On the
other hand, we know that the SM should be viewed as an eféettirory valid up to a scale My ,
since, among many other things, the SM does not contain axelitandidate of dark matter and it does
not account for gravitational interactions. Viewing the @Man effective theory, however, poses a series
of theoretical questions. First of all, the quadratic siviti of the electroweak scale on the cutoff calls
for a low value of , in order to avoid excessive fine tuning. Second, severdi@higher dimensional
operators which appear in the SM effective Lagrangian weothe accidental symmetries of the SM.
Therefore, their coefficients must be highly suppresseddermmot to clash with the experimental data, in
particular in the flavour sector. Unless additional supgimsmechanisms are present in the fundamental
theory, a cutoff around the electroweak scale is thus phenotogically not acceptable since it generates
higher dimensional operators with large coefficients.

We are facing a formidable task: formulating a natural egim of the SM with a cutoff close to
the electroweak scale and with a very strong suppressioddifianal sources of flavour and CP viola-
tion. While the simplest supersymmetric extensions of thev@th minimal flavour and CP violation,
such as Minimal Supergravity (MSUGRA) models, seem to beptienomenologically most viable NP
options, it is fair to say that a fully consistent model of SUIeaking has not been put forward yet. On
the other hand, alternative solutions of the hierarchy lembbased on extra dimensions have recently
become very popular, although they have not yet been tested same level of accuracy as the Minimal
Supersymmetric Standard Model (MSSM). Waiting for the Lie@iscover new particles and shed some
light on these fundamental problems, we should considengeraf NP models as wide as possible, in
order to be ready to interpret the NP signals that will showrujine near future.

In the following paragraphs, we discuss how flavour and CRatian beyond the SM can be
analyzed on general grounds in a model-independent wayh#&¥especialize to a few popular extensions
of the SM, such as SUSY and little Higgs models, and preseit ithost relevant aspects in view of our
subsequent discussion of NP effects in flavour physics.



1.2 Model-independent approaches
1.2.1 General considerations

In most extensions of the Standard Model (SM), the new degrE&reedom that modify the ultraviolet
behavior of the theory appear only around or above the elseimk scalexX 174 GeV). As long as
we are interested in processes occurring below this scaéd @se , D andk decays), we can integrate
out the new degrees of freedom and describe the new-phyfectse-in full generality— by means of an
Effective Field Theory (EFT) approach. The SM Lagrangiaodmes the renormalizable part of a more
general local Lagrangian which includes an infinite towehigher-dimensional operators, constructed
in terms of SM fields and suppressed by inverse powers of a sgal > .

This general bottom-up approach allows us to analyse distiezextensions of the SM in terms of
a limited number of parameters (the coefficients of the higli@ensional operators). The disadvantage
of this strategy is that it does not allow us to establishalations of New Physics (NP) effects at low and
high energies (the scalg;» defines the cut-off of the EFT). The number of correlation®agdifferent
low-energy observables is also very limited, unless sorsgictive assumptions about the structure of
the EFT are employed.

The generic EFT approach is somehow the opposite of theataitmp-down strategy towards NP,
where a given theory —and a specific set of parameters— aregaao evaluate possible deviations from
the SM. The top-down approach usually allows us to estabksieral correlations, both at low energies
and between low- and high-energy observables. Howevepribe to pay is the loss of generality. This
is quite a high price given our limited knowledge about thggits above the electroweak scale.

An interesting compromise between these two extreme giemtds obtained by implementing
specific symmetry restrictions on the EFT. The extra comgBancrease the number of correlations in
low-energy observables. The experimental tests of suctelations allow us to test/establish general
features of the NP model (possibly valid both at low and higbkrgies). In particularg, D andk
decays are extremely useful in determining the flavour-sgtmyrbreaking pattern of the NP model. The
EFT approaches based on the Minimal Flavour Violation (MRypothesis and its variations (MFV at
largetan , n-MFYV, ...) have exactly this goal.

In Sect[1.2.P we illustrate some of the main conclusionsieN® effects in the flavour sector de-
rived so far within general EFT approaches. In Ject. 11.2.anmadyse in more detail the MFV hypothesis,
discussing: i) the general formulation and the general egusnces of this hypothesis; ii) the possible
strategies to verify or falsify the MFV assumption from l@mergy data; iii) the implementation of the
MFV hypothesis in more explicit beyond-the-SM frameworsch as the Minimal Supersymmetric SM
(MSSM) or Grand Unified Theories (GUTS).

1.2.2 Generic EFT approaches and the flavour problem

The NP contributions to the higher-dimensional operatbtse@EFT should naturally induce large effects
in processes which are not mediated by tree-level SM angggy such as meson-antimeson mixing
( F = 2amplitudes) or flavour-changing neutral-current (FCNGgrdecays. Up to now there is no
evidence of deviations from the SM in these processes ardrifilies severe bounds on the effective
scale of various dimension-six operators. For instancegttod agreement between SM expectations
and experimental determinations ©f°—K ° mixing leads to bounds above)* TeV for the effective
scale of s = 2 operators, i.e. well above the few TeV range suggested bytuaahatabilization of
the electroweak-symmetry breaking mechanism. Similandsiare obtained for the scale of operators
contributing to lepton-flavour violating (LFV) transitisnn the lepton sector, such as! e .

The apparent contradiction between these two determimatid is a manifestation of what in
many specific frameworks (supersymmetry, technicolowr,) gfoes under the name fdivour problem
if we insist on the theoretical prejudice that new physics ttaemerge in the TeV region, we have to
conclude that the new theory possesses a highly non-geftevaur structure. Interestingly enough,
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Fig. 1: Constraints on the— plane using tree-level observables only, from Ref. [7] @ee Ref. [8]).

this structure has not been clearly identified yet, mainlaose the SM (the low-energy limit of the new

theory), doesn't possess an exact flavour symmetry. Withiodel-independent approach, we should try
to deduce this structure from data, using the experimentairnation on FCNC transitions to constrain

its form.

1.2.2.1 BoundsonF = 2operators

In most realistic NP models we can safely neglect NP effectdlicases where the corresponding ef-
fective operator is generated at the tree-level within tMe $his general assumption implies that the
experimental determination of and 3/,,jvia tree-level processes (see Hif). 1) is free from the con-
tamination of NP contributions. The comparison of the expental data on meson-antimeson mixing
amplitudes (both magnitudes and phases) with the thear&iel expectations (obtained by means of
the tree-level determination of the CKM matrix) allows taide some of the most stringent constraints
on NP models.

In a wide class of beyond-the-SM scenarios we expect sizaieuncorrelated deviations from
the SM in the various F = 2 amplitudest As discussed by several authors [2—6], in this case NP
effects can be parameterized in terms of the shift inducetiém .—B ; mixing frequenciesq = d;s)
and in the corresponding CPV phases,

Bl 2Bl L i,
B S Bl
and similarly for the neutral kaon system. The two equivegarameterizations(€g ,; &, )Or (rq; 4]

have been shown to facilitate the interpretation of theltesi the UTfit [7] and CKMfitter [8] collabo-
rations for thes 4 case, shown in Fif] 2.

The main conclusions that can be drawn form the present sesbyf new-physics effects inF =
2 amplitudes can be summarized as follows:

= roieZiq ; (1)

— In all the three accessible short-distance amplitugesk °, B .—B 4, andB .—B ;) the magnitude
of the new-physics amplitude cannot exceed, in size, thetgivt-glistance contribution. The latter

1 As discussed for instance in Ref. [1], there is a rather giienit where NP effects inF = 2 amplitudes are expected
to be the dominant deviations from the SM in the flavour sectbiis happens under the following two general assumptions:
i) the effective scale of NP is substantially higher than élextroweak scale; ii) the dimensionless effective cagdiruling
F = 2transitions can be expressed as the square of the corrésgord = 1 coupling, without extra suppression factors.

Q
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is suppressed both by the GIM mechanism and by the hieraicsticicture of the CKM matrix
(V ): 2 2
F=2 G F M W
2 2
Therefore, new-physics models with TeV-scale flavouredeksy of freedom and (1) flavour-
mixing couplings are essentially ruled out. To quantifysteiatement, we report here the results
of the recent analysis of ref. [9]. Writing

VuV) i joi o] )% i @)

k

) ck o
AN272 12]},M j(Ql ij)Zj‘/I j_;

(3)



where ¥ is a generic Dirac and colour structure (see ref. [9] for Higtaone ha$

8
< 10 Tev 372

2
> 2 10Tev  £77
"3 1GTev 5,77

— As clearly shown in Fid.]3, in the .—B 4 case there is still room for a new-physics contribution up
to the SM one. However, this is possible only if the new-pbysiontribution is aligned in phase
with respect to the SM amplitude {* close to zero). Similar, but thighter, constraints holdals
for the new physics contribution to the®—x © amplitude.

— Contrary toB B4 andk °—x ° amplitudes, at present there is only a very loose bound on the
CPV phase of the -—B s mixing amplitude. This leaves open the possibility of olbser a large
Acp(Bgs ! J= )atLHCb, which would be a clear signal of physics beyond the SM

As we will discuss in the following, the first two items listatbove find a natural explanation within the
so-called hypothesis of Minimal Flavour Violation.

1.2.3 Minimal Flavour Violation

A very reasonable, although quite pessimistic, solutioth&oflavour problem is the so-called Minimal
Flavour Violation (MFV) hypothesis. Under this assumptiarhich will be formalized in detail below,
flavour-violating interactions are linked to the known sture of Yukawa couplings also beyond the SM.
As aresult, non-standard contributions in FCNC trans#titmn out to be suppressed to a level consistent
with experiments even for few TeV. One of the most interesting aspects of the MFV hypsithis
that it can naturally be implemented within the EFT approchlP [10]. The effective theories based
on this symmetry principle allow us to establish unambiguoarrelations among NP effects in various
rare decays. These falsifiable predictions are the key dlignés to identify in a model-independent way
which are the irreducible sources of flavour symmetry bnegki

1.2.3.1 The MFV hypothesis

The pure gauge sector of the SM is invariant under a large sstmyngroup of flavour transformations:
Gsu = Gg G U (1}, where

Gy=SU@B), SUMBYy, SUEBh,; G.=SU@BL, SUQGK, (4)

L

and three of the fivg (1) charges can be identified with baryon number, lepton nuniéthgipercharge
[11]. This large group and, particularly tt&7 (3) subgroups controlling flavour-changing transitions, is
explicitly broken by the Yukawa interaction

Ly = Qp.YpDrH + Q1 YyUrHc+ L, YgERH + hxc: (5)

SinceGgy is already broken within the SM, it would not be consisterinipose it as an exact symmetry
beyond the SM: even if absent a the tree-level, the brealiag,o would reappear at the quantum level
because of the Yukawa interaction. The most restrictiveothgsis we can make footectin a consistent
way flavour mixing in the quark sector, is to assume thatandy; are the only sources af, breaking
also beyond the SM. To implement and interpret this hypdshiasa consistent way, we can assume that
Gq Is indeed a good symmetry, promoting , to be non-dynamical fields (spurions) with non-trivial
transformation properties under this symmetry

Yo o GBB3ilk, i Yo o (318, : (6)

2The choice * = P,  Pr gives the most stringent constraints. Constraints fronemtiperators are up to one order of
magnitude weaker.

10



MFV dim-6 operator Main observables [TeV]
QLYY Q) ki Mp,; Mg, 59+1 88[ ]
eHY DrY YyY; Qp F B! Xg 501 90[ ]
QuLYyYy Qu)TLi L) B! (x)“ K/ ;O Y 371 32 ]
QuYyY; Qu)HYID H) B! (X)“ K! JC M 20 ] 20[ ]

Table 1: 95% CL bounds on the scale of representative dimension-sixabpesin the MFV scenario. The con-
straints are obtained on the single operator, with coefficiel= 2 (+ or denote constructive or destructive
interference with the SM amplitude).

If the breaking of the symmetry occurs at very high energyescawell above the TeV region where
the new degrees of freedom necessary to stabilize the Haggsrsshould appear— at low-energies we
would only be sensitive to the background values ofthe.e. to the ordinary SM Yukawa couplings.
Employing the effective-theory language, we then defineahaeffective theory satisfies the criterion of
Minimal Flavour Violation in the quark sector if all higheimensional operators, constructed from SM
andy fields, are invariant under CP and (formally) under the flaxgroup G, [10].

According to this criterion one should in principle considgerators with arbitrary powers of the
(dimensionless) Yukawa fields. However, a strong simplibcaarises by the observation that all the
eigenvalues of the Yukawa matrices are small, but for theotum and that the off-diagonal elements of
the CKM matrix (7;5) are very suppressed. Using thgsymmetry, we can rotate the background values
of the auxiliary fieldsy such that

Yp = 4 Yo = VY 4 ; (7)

where are diagonal matrices and is the CKM matrix. It is then easy to realize that, similarythe
pure SM case, the leading coupling ruling all FCNC transigiavith external down-type quarks is:

(
YoyYS 2V, Vs i6 §;
( rclig= Uy £ ) (8)
0 i= Jj:
The number of relevant dimension-6 effective operatorsas strongly reduced (representative examples
are reported in Tablg 1, while the complete list can be fouridef. [10]).

1.2.3.2 Universal UT and MFV bounds on the effective opesato

As originally pointed out in Ref. [12], within the MFV framewk several of the constraints used to deter-
mine the CKM matrix (and in particular the unitarity triaegjlare not affected by NP. In this framework,
NP effects are negligible not only in tree-level processasatso in a few clean observables sensitive
to loop effects, such as the time-dependent CPV asymmety,in J= K 5. Indeed the structure
of the basic flavour-changing coupling in EQl (8) impliesttthee weak CPV phase @&f ;—B 4 mixing is
arg[(ViqV,,)°], exactly as in the SM. The determination of the unitarifgrigle using only these clean
observables (denoted Universal Unitarity Triangle) isvehon Fig.[43 This construction provides a
natural (a posteriori) justification of why no NP effects bdeen observed in the quark sector: by con-
struction, most of the clean observables measuresl &ictories are insensitive to NP effects in this
framework.

In Table[1 we report a few representative examples of the d®won the higher-dimensional op-
erators in the MFV framework. As can be noted, the built-inNCKuppression leads to bounds on the

3The UUT as originally proposed in Ref. [12] includes 5 ,= M 5. and is therefore valid only in models of CMFV (see
Sec[1.2.31). On the other hand, removing = ,= M 3, from the analysis gives a UUT that is valid in any MFV scenario
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Fig. 4: Fit of the CKM unitarity triangle within the SM (left) and inegeric extensions of the SM satisfying the
MFV hypothesis (right) [7].

effective scale of new physics not far from the TeV regione3débounds are very similar to the bounds
on flavour-conserving operators derived by precision edeatak tests. This observation reinforces the
conclusion that a deeper study of rare decays is definitedded in order to clarify the flavour problem:
the experimental precision on the clean FCNC observablgsirezl to obtain bounds more stringent
than those derived from precision electroweak tests (amsdibly discover new physics) is typically in
the1s 10% range.

Although the MFV seems to be a natural solution to the flavaoblem, it should be stressed
that we are still very far from having proved the validity d¢fis hypothesis from data. A proof of the
MFV hypothesis can be achieved only with a positive evidesfqehysics beyond the SM exhibiting the
flavour pattern (link betweea! d,b! d,andb! stransitions) predicted by the MFV assumption.

1.2.3.3 Comparison with other approaches (CMFV & n-MFV)

The idea that the CKM matrix rules the strength of FCNC tramss also beyond the SM has become a
very popular concept in the recent literature and has beg@iemmented and discussed in several works
(see e.g. Refs. [12-16]).

It is worth stressing that the CKM matrix represents only pag of the problem: a key role
in determining the structure of FCNCs is also played by quasdsses, or by the Yukawa eigenvalues.
In this respect, the MFV criterion illustrated above prasdhe maximal protection of FCNCs (or the
minimal violation of flavour symmetry), since the full sttuce of Yukawa matrices is preserved. At the
same time, this criterion is based on a renormalizationygfimvariant symmetry argument. Therefore,
it can be implemented independently of any specific hypathedsout the dynamics of the new-physics
framework. The only two assumptions are: i) the flavour syrmmynand the sources of its breaking; ii)
the number of light degrees of freedom of the theory (idezdifivith the SM fields in the minimal case).

This model-independent structure does not hold in most efalternative definitions of MFV
models that can be found in the literature. For instanceddiimition of Ref. [16] (denoted constrained
MFV, or CMFV) contains the additional requirement that tlifleeive FCNC operators playing a sig-
nificant role within the SM are the only relevant ones alsodmelythe SM. This condition is realized
within weakly coupled theories at the TeV scale with only ¢ight Higgs doublet, such as the model
with universal extra dimensions analysed in Ref. [17], @ MiSSM with smalltan and small term.
However, it does not hold in other frameworks, such as texhoir models, or the MSSM with large
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tan and/or large term (see Sedt. 1.2.3.6), whose low-energy phenomenologiy still be described
using the general MFV criterion discussed in Sect. 1.2.3.1.

Since we are still far from having proved the validity of thé=M hypothesis from data, specific
less restrictive symmetry assumptions about the flavaucstre of NP can also be considered. Next-
to-minimal MFV frameworks have recently been discussedah R18,19]. As shown in Ref. [19], a
convenient way to systematically analyse the possibleatievis from the MFV ansatz is to introduce
additional spurions of thegy group.

1.2.3.4 MFV at largetan

If the Yukawa Lagrangian contains only one Higgs field, as @qn @), it necessarily breaks both,
and two of theu (1) subgroups ofzgy . In models with more than one Higgs doublet, the breaking
mechanisms of, and theu (1) symmetries can be decoupled, allowing a different oveifmalization

of theyy 5 spurions with respect to the SM case.

A particularly interesting scenario is the two-Higgs-dimibmodel where the two Higgses are
coupled separately to up- and down-type quarks:

Ly,=QrYpDrHp + Q1. YyUrHy + Ly YgEgHp + hwx: (9)

This Lagrangian is invariant underia(1 ) symmetry, denoted (1), , whose only charged fields ape;
andEy (charge+ 1) andH , (charge 1). TheUp, symmetry prevents tree-level FCNCs and implies
thaty, » are the only sources f, breaking appearing in the Yukawa interaction (similar te tme-
Higgs-doublet scenario). Coherently with the MFV hypotbem order to protect the good agreement
between data and SM in FCNCs and® = 2 amplitudes, we assume thag , are the only relevant
sources ofs, breaking appearing in all the low-energy effective opamatd his is sufficient to ensure
that flavour-mixing is still governed by the CKM matrix, andtarally guarantees a good agreement with
present data in the F = 2 sector. However, the extra symmetry of the Yukawa inteoaictillows us

to change the overall normalization of , with interesting phenomenological consequences in specifi
rare modes.

The normalization of the Yukawa couplings is controlledtay = iy i=H  i. Fortan 1
the smallness of the quark and lepton masses can be attributed to the smallness-ain rather
than to the corresponding Yukawa couplings. As a resulttdar 1 we cannot anymore neglect the
down-type Yukawa coupling. In this scenario the deternidmatf the effective low-energy Hamiltonian
relevant to FCNC processes involves the following threpsste

— construction of the gauge-invariant basis of dimensigreperators (suppressed by? ) in terms
of SM fields and two Higgs doublets;

— breaking ofsu (2) U (1) and integration of the 1 ? ) heavy Higgs fields;

— integration of thed (1 2 ) SM degrees of freedom (top quark and electroweak gauge bpson

These steps are well separated if we assume the scale higrarc M 4 M . Onthe other hand, if

My , the first two steps can be joined, resembling the one-Hitpablet scenario discussed before.
The only difference is that now, at largen , Y, is not negligible and this requires to enlarge the basis
of effective dimension-six operators. From the phenomagiohl point of view, this implies the breaking
of the strong MFV link betweer - ands -physics FCNC amplitudes occurring in the one-Higgs-deubl
case [10].

A more substantial modification of the one-Higgs-doubletecaccurs if we allow sizable sources
of U (1)po breaking. It should be pointed out that thel)-, Ssymmetry cannot be exact: it has to be
broken at least in the scalar potential in order to avoid tlesgnce of a massless pseudoscalar Higgs.
Even if the breaking ofy (1), andG, are decoupled, the presencewfl)-, breaking sources can
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have important implications on the structure of the Yukanraction. We can indeed consider new
dimension-four operators such as

QLYpDr(Hy) or  QrYyY YpDr(Hy)®; (10)

where denotes a generig-invariantU (1)s o -breaking source. Even if 1, the product tan
can beo (1), inducing O (1) non-decoupling corrections tby,. As discussed in specific supersym-
metric scenarios, for tan = O (1)theU (1}, -breaking terms induce (1) corrections to the down-
type Yukawa couplings [20], the CKM matrix elements [21]ddhe charged-Higgs couplings [22-24].
Moreover, sizable FCNC couplings of the down-type quarkthtoheavy neutral Higgs fields are al-
lowed [25-30]. All these effects can be taken into accourltorders with a proper re-diagonalization
of the effective Yukawa interaction [10].

Since theb-quark Yukawa coupling becomes (1), the largetan  regime is particularly inter-
esting for helicity-suppressed observablessirphysics. One of the clearest phenomenological conse-
guences is a suppression (typically in tite 50% range) ofthes ! ‘ decay rate with respectto its SM
expectation [31]. Potentially measurable effects inlthe 30% range are expected alsoBn! X, and

M .. The most striking signature could arise from the rare de@ay, ! ‘*‘ , whose rates could
be enhanced over the SM expectations by more than one ordeagditude. An enhancement of both
Bs! “““ andBy4 ! “*‘ respectingthe MFVrelation Bs ! “** )= B! “** )  Ii=VuT
would be an unambiguous signature of MFV at large

Within the EFT approach where all the heavy degrees of freedacept the Higgs fields are
integrated out, we cannot establish many other correlatamong the helicity-suppressedphysics
observables. However, the scenario becomes quite presliwithin a more ambitious EFT: the MSSM
with MFV (see Sect_1.2.3.6). As recently discussed in R&-B4], in the MFV-MSSM with large
tan and heavy squarks, interesting correlations can be esiteoliamong all the -physics observ-
ables mentioned above and several flavour-conserving vdises (both at low and high energies). In
particular, while compatible with present-physics constraints, this scenario can naturally restiiee
long-standingig 2) anomaly and explain in a natural way, why the lightest Higgsdm has not been
observed yet. The predictivity, the high-sensitivity taivas B -physics observables, and the natural
compatibility with existing data, make this scenario a viemgresting benchmark for correlated studies
of low- and high-energy data (see Sédt. 5).

1.2.3.5 MFV in Grand Unified Theories

Once we accept the idea that flavour dynamics obeys a MFVipkanat least in the quark sector, it
is interesting to ask if and how this is compatible with Graswified Theories (GUTS), where quarks
and leptons sit in the same representations of a unified gguoyg. This question has recently been
addressed in Ref. [35], considering the exemplifying cds&Uo(5)gauge-

Within SU (5)yauqe, the down-type singlet quark® ¢ ) and the lepton doublets.{) belong to
the 5 representation; the quark doublet(), the up-type ¢2) and lepton singletse(} ) belong to the
10 representation, and finally the right-handed neutringg @re singlets. In this framework the largest
group of flavour transformation commuting with the gaugeugrdas Goyr = SU (3)s  SU (3)¢
SU (3)1, which is smaller than the direct product of the quark andidilavour groups compatible with
the SM gauge sectoG; G. We should therefore expect some violations of the MFV mtaahs, either
in the quark sector, or in the lepton sector, or in both (aeevof the MFV predictions for the lepton
sector [36] can be found in the WG3 section of this report).

A phenomenologically acceptable description of the lowrggp fermion mass matrices requires
the introduction of at least four irreducible sourcesagf;+ breaking. From this point of view the
situation is apparently similar to the non-unified case: fthe G, spurions can be put in one-to-
one correspondence with the low-energy spuriong = plus the neutrino Yukawa couplirg (which
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is the only low-energy spurion in the neutrino sector assignan approximately degenerate heayy
spectrum). However, the smaller flavour group does not allendiagonalization of, andyy (which
transform in the same way undeg ;) in the same basis. As a result, two additional mixing ma#ric
can appear in the expressions for flavour changing rates T3t hierarchical texture of the new mixing
matrices is known since they reduce to the identity matr@limity, = v, . Taking into account this
fact, and analysing the structure of the allowed highereatisional operators, a number of reasonably
firm phenomenological consequences can be deduced [35]:

— There is a well defined limit in which the standard MFV scamndor the quark sector is fully
recovered:j¥ j 1andsmallan . The upper bound on the neutrino Yukawa couplings implies
an upper bound on the heavy neutrino masses)( In the limit of a degenerate heavy neutrino
spectrum, this bound is about'? GeV. Form 10 GeV and smaltan , deviations from the
standard MFV pattern can be expected in tardecays but not iB physics? Ignoring fine-tuned
scenariosM 10*? GeV is excluded by the present constraints on quark FCNGitians.
Independently from the value of , deviations from the standard MFV pattern can appear both
in K and inB physics fortan ~ m =m 1.

— Contrary to the non-GUT MFV framework for the lepton sectbe rate for ! e and other
LFV decays cannot be arbitrarily suppressed by loweringnttass of the heavyy . This fact
can easily be understood by noting that the GUT group alldssa -independent contributions
to LFV decays proportional to the quark Yukawa couplings.e Taitter become competitive for

M < 10'? GeV and their contribution is such that for < 10 TeVthe ! e rate is above
10 3 (i.e. within the reach of MEG [37]).
— Within this framework improved experimental searches on and ! e are akey tool:

they are the best observables to discriminate the relatheeaf the non-GUT MFV contributions
with respect to the GUT ones. In particular, if the quarkeioeld terms turn out to be dominant,
theB ( ! )=B( ! e )ratio could reach values af (10* ), allowing ! to be just
below the present exclusion bounds.

1.2.3.6 The MFV hypothesis in the MSSM

A detailed discussion of the so-called Minimal Supersynmimetxtension of the SM will be presented
in Sect[1.B. Here we limit ourself to analyse how the MFV hyesis can be implemented in this
framework, and to briefly summarise its main implications.

It is first worth to recall that the adjectiv@inimalin the MSSM acronyms refers to the particle
content of the model and not to its flavour structure. In galhghe MSSM contains a huge number
of free parameters and most of them are related to the flatouatsre of the model (sfermion masses
and trilinear couplings). Since the new degrees of freedonpdrticular the squark fields) have well-
defined transformation properties under the quark-flaveaugG,, the MFV hypothesis can easily be
implemented in this framework following the general ruleslioed in Sect,_ 1.2.311: we need to consider
all possible interactions compatible with i) softly-brokeupersymmetry; ii) the breaking cf; via the
spurion fieldsyy 5 . This allows to express the squark mass terms and the #iligeark-squark-Higgs
couplings as follows [10, 38]:

mE = m® ally bYyY)+ bYpY) + byYp YUYy Y + byYu Y Y Y + i ;o (11)
mSR = m? a,ll+ Y[ Yy + i (12)

4 The conclusion that decays are the most sensitive probes of possible devidtiomsthe strict MFV ansatz follows from
the strong suppression of the! d short-distance amplitude in the SMiv,, = 0 (10 *)], and goes beyond the hypothesis
of an underlying GUT. This is the reason why ! decays, which are the best probessof d F = 1 short-distance
amplitudes, play a key role in any extension of the SM coirtgimon-minimal sources of flavour symmetry breaking.
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m?2 = m? asll+ LY Yp + i ; (13)

p
a
I

A all+ yYp Y + i Yy (14)

Ap

A asl+ byYyYy + i Yp (15)

where the dimensionful parametersanda set the overall scale of the soft-breaking terms. In Eg9—11
(@5) we have explicitly shown all independent flavour stooes which cannot be absorbed into a redef-
inition of the leading terms (up to tiny contributions quatilt in the Yukawas of the first two families).
Whentan is not too large and the bottom Yukawa coupling is small, émnens quadratic iry, can be
dropped.

In a bottom-up approach, the dimensionless coefficiengmdb; in Egs. [(11)-f(1b) should be con-
sidered as free parameters of the model. Note that thiststeuts renormalization-group invariant: the
values ofa; andb; change according to the Renormalization Group (RG) flowtteitgeneral structure
of Egs. [11)-i(1b) is unchanged. This is not the case ibtlage set to zero (corresponding to the so-called
hypothesis of flavour universality). If this hypothesis &t as initial condition at some high-energy scale
M , then non vanishings  (1=4 ¥ mM “=m ? are generated by the RG evolution. This is for instance
what happens in models with gauge-mediated supersymmegaking [39-41], where the scale is
identified with the mass of the hypothetical messengergasti

Using the soft terms in Eqs. (11)—(15), the physi€al 6 squark-mass matrices, after electroweak
symmetry breaking, are given by

w2 o méL+YUYva§+ 2 25f M7 cos2 @Ay Yy cot )Wy
v Ry Yoot Vwy Mg, b YSYyvs o+ SsiMfoos2
w2 o mSL + Yp Y2 % %svzq M 2 cos2 (&p Y% tan )vwp
=
(Ap % tan Yy mp 4+ YIYpvg  isp M cos2
(16)
where s the higgsino mass parameter and, = Hypi (tan = w=wp). The eigenvalues

of these mass matrices are not degenerate; however, thesplasags are tightly constrained by the
specific (Yukawa-type) symmetry-breaking pattern.

If we are interested only in low-energy processes we cagiate out the supersymmetric particles
at one loop and project this theory into the general EFT dised in the previous sections. In this case
the coefficients of the dimension-six effective operatorgtan in terms of SM and Higgs fields (see
Table[1) are computable in terms of the supersymmetric lwefiking parameters. We stress that if
tan 1 (see Secf. 1.2.3.4) and/or ifis large enough [42], the relevant operators thus obtaired g
beyond the restricted basis of the CMFV scenario [16]. Thecht effective scale suppressing these
operators (assuming an overall coefficieat ?) is

4 m : (17)

Looking at the bounds in Tablé 1, we then conclude that if MBldh, the present bounds on FCNCs do
not exclude squarks in the few hundred GeV mass range, ilewitiein the LHC reach.

It is finally worth recalling that the integration of the suggmmetric degrees of freedom may
also lead to sizable modifications of the renormalizableratpes and, in particular, of the effective
Yukawa interactions. As a result, in an effective field thyeaith supersymmetric degrees of freedom,
the relations between; 5 and the physical quark masses and CKM angles are poteraltijffied. As
already pointed out in Se¢t. 1.2.B.4, this effect is paldidy relevant in the largean regime.
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1.3 SUSY models
1.3.1 FCNC and SUSY

The generation of fermion masses and mixings (“flavour mati) gives rise to a first and important
distinction among theories of new physics beyond the eleaak standard model.

One may conceive a kind of new physics that is completely 6ilablind”, i.e. new interactions
that have nothing to do with the flavour structure. To provaaleexample of such a situation, consider
a scheme where flavour arises at a very large scale (for icestdre Planck mass) while new physics is
represented by a supersymmetric extension of the SM witersymmetry broken at a much lower scale
and with the SUSY breaking transmitted to the observableséy flavour-blind gauge interactions. In
this case one may think that the new physics does not causmajoy change to the original flavour
structure of the SM, namely that the pattern of fermion msss®l mixings is compatible with the
numerous and demanding tests of flavour changing neutredrugt

Alternatively, one can conceive a new physics that is eréahgith the flavour problem. As an ex-
ample consider a technicolour scheme where fermion masskasixings arise through the exchange of
new gauge bosons which mix together ordinary and technifersn Here we expect (correctly enough)
new physics to have potential problems in accommodatingshial fermion spectrum with the adequate
suppression of FCNC. As another example of new physics shabt flavour blind, take a more con-
ventional SUSY model which is derived from a spontaneousbkdén N=1 supergravity and where the
SUSY breaking information is conveyed to the ordinary seofdhe theory through gravitational inter-
actions. In this case we may expect that the scale at whiobuitarises and the scale of SUSY breaking
are not so different and possibly the mechanism of SUSY lmgadnd transmission itself is flavour-
dependent. Under these circumstances we may expect aipbflavour problem to arise, namely that
SUSY contributions to FCNC processes are too large.

The potentiality of probing SUSY in FCNC phenomena was fgadialized when the era of
SUSY phenomenology started in the early 80’s [43, 44]. Irtipalar, the major implication that the
scalar partners of quarks of the same electric charge bahfglg to different generations had to share
a remarkably high mass degeneracy was emphasized.

Throughout the large amount of work in the past decades drbecclearer and clearer that gener-
ically talking of the implications of low-energy SUSY on FCNmay be rather misleading. We have
a minimal SUSY extension of the SM, the so-called Constdiilinimal Supersymmetric Standard
Model (CMSSM), where the FCNC contributions can be compinddrms of a very limited set of un-
known new SUSY parameters. Remarkably enough, this mimnealel succeeds to pass all FCNC tests
unscathed. To be sure, it is possible to severely constnaiistUSY parameter space, for instance using
b! s ,inaway thatis complementary to what is achieved by dirét$% searches at colliders.

However, the CMSSM is by no means equivalent to low-energ$ BlA first sharp distinction
concerns the mechanism of SUSY breaking and transmissithre tobservable sector that is chosen. As
we mentioned above, in models with gauge-mediated SUSXimg#GMSB models [39, 40, 45-68]) it
may be possible to avoid the FCNC threat “ab initio” (notibattthis is not an automatic feature of this
class of models, but it depends on the specific choice of ittersthat transmits the SUSY breaking in-
formation, the so-called messenger sector). The other figar®nical” class of SUSY theories that was
mentioned above has gravitational messengers and a vgey danle at which SUSY breaking occurs.
In this brief discussion we focus only on this class of gravitediated SUSY breaking models. Even
sticking to this more limited choice we have a variety of ops with very different implications for the
flavour problem.

First, there exists an interesting large class of SUSY zatiins where the customary R-parity
(which is invoked to suppress proton decay) is replaced bgraliscrete symmetries which allow either
baryon or lepton violating terms in the superpotential. ,Baen sticking to the more orthodox view
of imposing R-parity, we are still left with a large variety extensions of the MSSM at low energy.
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The point is that low-energy SUSY “feels” the new physicshat superlarge scale at which supergravity
(i.e., local supersymmetry) broke down. In the past yearshewe withessed an increasing interest
in supergravity realizations without the so-called flavouiversality of the terms which break SUSY
explicitly. Another class of low-energy SUSY realizatiormehich differ from the MSSM in the FCNC
sector, is obtained from SUSY-GUT's. The interactions mr superheavy patrticles in the energy
range between the GUT and the Planck scale bear importaticatipns for the amount and kind of
FCNC that we expect at low energy [69—71].

1.3.2 FCNC in SUSY without R-parity

It is well known that in the SM case the imposition of gauge syetry and the usual gauge assignment
of the 15 elementary fermions of each family lead to the aatimrconservation of baryon and lepton
numbers (this is true at any order in perturbation theory).

On the contrary, imposing in addition to the ussal (3) SU (2) U (1)gauge symmetry an N=1
global SUSY does not prevent the appearance of terms whigliciély break B or L [72, 73]. Indeed,
the superpotential reads:

W = nh'QHyu +nhPQHpd+ h"LHpe"+ HyHyp
+ q‘l uL + gkufd‘;di + ?_ij ;L jdi + ijkL ;L jei H (18)
where the chiral matter superfields, u®, d° L, €5, Hy andHp transform under the above gauge
symmetry as:

Q  (3;2;1=6); 0 B;l; 2=3); d  8;1;1=3); (19)
L (1;2; 1=2); & (1;1;1); Hy (1;2;1=2); Hp (1;2; 1=2):

The couplingshV , h? , h™ are3 3 matrices in the generation spadg;j andk are generation indices.
Using the product of ®and ® couplings it is immediate to construct four-fermion operatleading
to proton decay through the exchange of a squark. Even if bo@safor the existence of and @
couplings only involving the heaviest generation, one ¢awsthat the bound on the product ~ ©of
these couplings is very severe (@f(10 7)) [74].

A solution is that there exists a discrete symmetry, B-pdrib—79], which forbids the B violating
terms proportional to ®in eq. [I8). In that case it is still possible to produce digadffects in FC
processes. Two general features of these R-parity viglatimtributions are:

1. complete loss of any correlation to the CKM elements. Retance, in the above example, the
couplings °and have nothing to do with the usual angleg andv.; which appearim ! sl 1
in the SM;

2. loss of correlation among different FCNC processes, Wwhie tightly correlated in the SM. For
instance, in our example ! dI* 1 would depend on and parameters which are different
from those appearing iRy B4 mixing.

In this context it is difficult to make predictions given thibirariness of the large number ofand
Oparameters. There exist bounds on each individual cougiiag assuming all the other L violating
couplings are zero) [80, 81].

Obviously, the most practical way of avoiding any threat @il L violating operators is to forbid
all such terms in eql_(18). This is achieved by imposing the URuahtter parity. This qguantum number
is + 1 for every ordinary particle and 1 for SUSY partners. We now turn to FCNC in the framewaork of
low-energy SUSY with R parity.
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1.3.3 FCNC in SUSY with R-parity - CMSSM framework

Even when R parity is imposed the FCNC challenge is not ovéxtiue that in this case, analogously to
what happens in the SM, no tree level FCNC contributioneafitowever, it is well-known that this is a

necessary but not sufficient condition to consider the FCKBIpm overcome. The loop contributions
to FCNC in the SM exhibit the presence of the GIM mechanismwaadhave to make sure that in the
SUSY case with R parity some analog of the GIM mechanism igeact

To give a qualitative idea of what we mean by an effective s@& mechanism, let us consider
the following simplified situation where the main featuresegge clearly. Consider the SM box diagram
responsible foxk ° K ° mixing and take only two generations, i.e. only the up androhguarks
run in the loop. In this case the GIM mechanism yields a siggioe factor ofo (m?2 mZ)M 2 ).

If we replace the W boson and the up quarks in the loop withr tBRISY partners and we take, for
simplicity, all SUSY masses of the same order, we obtain as@M factor which looks like the GIM
one with the masses of the superparticles instead of thogeeaforresponding particles. The problem
is that the up and charm squarks have masses which are mgeh than those of the corresponding
quarks. Hence the super-GIM factor tends to beaf ) instead of being (10 ° ) as it is in the SM
case. To obtain this small number we would need a high degepné&etween the mass of the charm and
up squarks. It is difficult to think that such a degeneracy tmawnccidental. After all, since we invoked
SUSY for a naturalness problem (the gauge hierarchy isswexhould avoid invoking a fine-tuning to
solve its problems! Then one can turn to some symmetry redsmrinstance, just sticking to this simple
example that we are considering, one may think that the maindf the charm and up squark masses is
the same, i.e. the mechanism of SUSY breaking should have saiversality in providing the mass to
these two squarks with the same electric charge. Anothesiliy one may envisage is that the masses
of the squarks are quite high, say above few TeV’s. Then ettiey are not so degenerate in mass, the
overall factor in front of the four-fermion operator resgtie for the kaon mixing becomes smaller and
smaller (it decreases quadratically with the mass of tharkg) and, consequently, one can respect the
experimental result. We see from this simple example traidbue of FCNC may be closely linked to
the crucial problem of how we break SUSY.

We now turn to some more quantitative considerations. Welsyaliscussing the different degrees
of concern that FCNC raise according to the specific low-gn&USY realization one has in mind. In
this section we will consider FCNC in the CMSSM realizatioms Sect.[1.34 we will deal with CP-
violating FCNC phenomena in the same context. After disogsithese aspects in the CMSSM we will
provide bounds from FCNC and CP violation in a generic SUStémsion of the SM (Sedt._1.3.5).

Obviously the reference frame for any discussion in a speStlSY scheme is the MSSM. Al-
though the name seems to indicate a well-defined particleemede can identify at least two quite
different classes of low-energy SUSY models. First, we liageCMSSM, the minimal SUSY exten-
sion of the SM (i.e. with the smallest needed number of swglddj with R-parity, radiative breaking of
the electroweak symmetry, universality of the soft bregkierms and simplifying relations at the GUT
scale among SUSY parameters. In tbimstrainedversion, the MSSM exhibits only four free param-
eters in addition to those of the SM, and is an example of a Sw®8¥el with MFV. Moreover, some
authors impose specific relations between the two parametandB that appear in the trilinear and
bilinear scalar terms of the soft breaking sector, furtleeiucing the number of SUSY free parameters to
three. Then, all SUSY masses are just functions of theserfdepiendent parameters and, hence, many
relations among them exist.

In SUSY there are five classes of one-loop diagrams thatibotérto FCNC and CP violating
processes. They are distinguished according to the vigagicles running in the loop: W and up-
quarks, charged Higgs and up-quarks, charginos and upksqureeutralinos and down-squarks, gluinos
and down-squarks. It turns out that, in tleisnstrainedversion of the MSSM, at low or moderaten
the charged Higgs and chargino exchanges yield the dom#id8ty contributions, while at largesn
Higgs-mediated effects become dominant.
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Obviously this very minimal version of the MSSM can be verggictive. The most powerful
constraint on this minimal model in the FCNC context comesib ! s [23,82-84]. For large values
of tan , strong constraints are also obtained from the upper bom® 0! * ,from M  and
fromB B ! ) [27-30, 32, 85]. No observable deviations from the SM ptéatis in other FCNC
processes are expected, given the present experimenttieorgtical uncertainties.

It should be kept in mind that the above stringent resulistitrdepend not only on the minimality
of the model in terms of the superfields that are introducedlalso on the “boundary” conditions that
are chosen. All the low-energy SUSY masses are computedrirstef the four SUSY parameters at
the Planck scalel ; ; through the RG evolution. If one relaxes this tight consiran the relation of
the low-energy quantities and treats the masses of the SW8Klps as independent parameters, then
much more freedom is gained. This holds true even in the MSSiM MFV at small or moderate
tan : sizable SUSY effects can be present both in meson-antim@édng and in rare decays [86], in
particular for light stop and charginos.

Moreover, flavour universality is by no means a predictionoaf-energy SUSY. The absence of
flavour universality of soft-breaking terms may result froadiative effects at the GUT scale or from
effective supergravities derived from string theory. Fmtance, even starting with an exact universality
of the soft breaking terms at the Planck scale, in a SUSY GUiEmse one has to consider the running
from this latter scale to the GUT scale. Due to the large vafitbe top Yukawa coupling and to the fact
that quarks and lepton superfields are in common GUT multiplee may expect the tau slepton mass
to be conspicuously different from that of the first two gextien sleptons at the end of this RG running.
This lack of universality at the GUT scale may lead to larg#ations of lepton flavour number yielding,
for instance, ! e at a rate in the ball park of observability [87]. In the noriwansal case, most
FCNC processes receive sizable SUSY corrections, anddritBaeur physics poses strong constraints
on the parameter space of SUSY models without MFV.

1.3.4 CP violation in the CMSSM

CP violation has a major potential to exhibit manifestatiah new physics beyond the standard model.
Indeed, it is quite a general feature that new physics psssesew CP violating phases in addition
to the Cabibbo-Kobayashi-Maskawa (CKM) phasexy ) or, even in those cases where this does not
occur, cxy Shows up in interactions of the new particles, hence witlemidl departures from the SM
expectations. Moreover, although the SM is able to accaaurhg observed CP violation, the possibility
of large NP contributions to CP violation in! s transitions is still open (see séc.13.7 and ref. [88] for
recent reviews). The detection of CP violationdn mixing and the improvement of the measurements
of CP asymmetries i ! s penguin decays will constitute a crucial test of the CKM yietwithin

the SM. Again, on general grounds, we expect new physicsddige departures from the SM CKM
scenario. A final remark on reasons that make us optimisticawving new physics playing a major
role in CP violation concerns the matter-antimatter asytryria the universe. Starting from a baryon-
antibaryon symmetric universe, the SM is unable to accoointhfe observed baryon asymmetry. The
presence of new CP-violating contributions when one gogsrikthe SM looks crucial to produce an
efficient mechanism for the generation of a satisfactoB/asymmetry.

The above considerations apply well to the new physics semted by low-energy supersymmet-
ric extensions of the SM. Indeed, as we will see below, sypemsetry introduces CP violating phases
in addition to -xy and, even if one envisages particular situations where sxch-phases vanish, the
phase -« itself leads to new CP-violating contributions in procesgéere SUSY particles are ex-
changed. CP violation ib ! stransitions has a good potential to exhibit departures fileerSM CKM
picture in low-energy SUSY extensions, although, as wedisituss, the detectability of such deviations
strongly depends on the regions of the SUSY parameter spatss gonsideration.

In this section we will deal with CP violation in the contexttbe CMSSM. In Sed._1.35 we will
discuss the CP issue in a model-independent approach.
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In the CMSSM two new “genuine” SUSY CP-violating phases assent. They originate from
the SUSY parameters, M , A andB. The first of these parameters is the dimensionful coefficién
theH ,H 4 term of the superpotential. The remaining three paramaterpresent in the sector that softly
breaks the N=1 global SUS¥ denotes the common value of the gaugino masses, the trilinear
scalar coupling, while denotes the bilinear scalar coupling. In our notation akththree parameters
are dimensionful. The simplest way to see which combinatioithe phases of these four parameters
are physical [89] is to notice that for vanishing values ¢ofv , 2 andB the theory possesses two
additional symmetries [90]. Indeed, lettirgand vanish, a (1) Peccei-Quinn symmetry arises, which
in particular rotatesi , andH 4. If M , A andB are set to zero, the Lagrangian acquires a continuous
U (1) R symmetry. Then we can consider M , A andB as spurions which break the (1), and
U (1)x symmetries. In this way the question concerning the numibemnature of the meaningful phases
translates into the problem of finding the independent caatlins of the four parameters which are
invariant underu (1), andU (1)x and determining their independent phases. There are toe s
independent combinations, but only two of their phases radepgendent. We use here the commonly
adopted choice:

a=arg (@A M ); p=arg(B M ): (20)

The main constraints on, and  come from their contribution to the electric dipole momeoitshe
neutron and of the electron. For instance, the effect pfand 5 on the electric and chromoelectric
dipole moments of the light quarks,(d, s) lead to a contribution taf; of order

2

100G ev
sin AB 1023 ean , (21)

ds
N
11105

wherem here denotes a common mass for squarks and gluinos. We hefeeader to the results of
Working Group Il for a detailed discussion of the presetist of constraints on SUSY from electric
dipole moments. We just remark that the present experirhbatands imply that » 5 should be at most

of 0 (10 2 ), unless one pushes SUSY masses up toT&v ).

In view of the previous considerations most authors deahith the CMSSM prefer to simply
put » and g equal to zero. Actually, one may argue in favour of this cediy considering the soft
breaking sector of the MSSM as resulting from SUSY breakireginanisms which force, and 3
to vanish. For instance, it is conceivable that batlandM originate from the same source 0f(1 )z
breaking. Since , “measures” the relative phasemfandM , in this case it would “naturally”vanish. In
some specific models it has been shown [40] that through dogmss mechanism also; may vanish.

If . = & = 0, then the novelty of the CMSSM in CP violating contributiomgrely arises
from the presence of the CKM phase in loops with SUSY pasi{®9, 91-96]. The crucial point is that
the usual GIM suppression, which plays a major role in evalga' and "’in the SM, is replaced in the
MSSM case by a super-GIM cancellation, which has the sameépgoof suppression as the original
GIM (see previous section). Again also in the MSSM, as it & ¢hse in the SM, the smallness "of
and " is guaranteed not by the smallness gf . , but rather by the small CKM angles and/or small
Yukawa couplings. By the same token, we do not expect anyfisignt departure of the MSSM from
the SM predictions also concerning CP violatiorgirphysics. As a matter of fact, given the large lower
bounds on squark and gluino masses, one expects relatimglgdntributions of the SUSY loops in
" or "%in comparison with the normai loops of the SM. Let us be more detailed on this point. In
the MSSM the gluino exchange contribution to FCNC is subtepgvith respect to chargino ( ) and
charged HiggsH ) exchanges. Hence when dealing with CP violating FCNC mse®in the MSSM
with o = 5 = 0one can confine the analysis to andH loops. If one takes all squarks to be
degenerate in mass and heavier than200 GeV, then a loops are obviously severely penalized
with respect to the SN gloops (remember that at the vertices the same CKM angles otboth
cases). The only chance to generate sizable contributio@$tviolating phenomena is for a light stop
and chargino: in this case, sizable departures from the SMdigions are possible [86].
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In conclusion, the situation concerning CP violation in M8SM case with , = ; = 0and
exact universality in the soft-breaking sector can be surim®d in the following way: the MSSM does
not lead to any significant deviation from the SM expectafimnCP-violating phenomena asg; , ",
"0and CP violation irB physics; the only exception to this statement concerns d gmiion of the
MSSM parameter space where a very liglaind * are present.

1.3.5 Model-independent analysis of FCNC and CP violatingppesses in SUSY

Given a specific SUSY model it is in principle possible to mak&ill computation of all the FCNC

phenomena in that context. However, given the variety abogtfor low-energy SUSY which was men-
tioned in the Introduction (even confining ourselves hematalels with R matter parity), it is important
to have a way to extract from the whole host of FCNC processes af upper limits on quantities that
can be readily computed in any chosen SUSY frame.

A useful model-independent parameterization of FCNC &ffesthe so-called mass insertion (Ml)
approximation [97]. It concerns the most peculiar source@NC SUSY contributions that do not arise
from the mere supersymmetrization of the FCNC in the SM. Tdrginate from the FC couplings of
gluinos and neutralinos to fermions and sfermions [98—1@e chooses a basis for the fermion and
sfermion states where all the couplings of these partidesttral gauginos are flavour diagonal, while
the FC is exhibited by the non-diagonality of the sfermioogargators. Denoting by the off-diagonal
terms in the sfermion mass matrices (i.e. the mass termngplsfermions of the same electric charge,
but different flavour), the sfermion propagators can be egpd as a series in terms of=  =m? where
m is the average sfermion mass. As long ass significantly smaller tham 2, we can just take the
first term of this expansion and, then, the experimentalrmédion concerning FCNC and CP violating
phenomena translates into upper bounds on thé&sp 01-104].

Obviously the above mass insertion method presents ther @ma@y@ntage that one does not need
the full diagonalization of the sfermion mass matrices tdgren a test of the SUSY model under consid-
eration in the FCNC sector. It is enough to compute ratiohefiff-diagonal over the diagonal entries of
the sfermion mass matrices and compare the results withethergl bounds on the’s that we provide
here from all available experimental information.

There exist four different mass insertions connecting flavoumsnd j along a sfermion propaga-
tor: ( i5).., ( 55)gs ( i) g @nd( i), . TheindicesL andRr refer to the helicity of the fermion
partners. Instead of the dimensionful quantitiest is more useful to provide bounds making use of
dimensionless quantities, that are obtained dividing the mass insertions by an ageségymion mass.

The comparison of several flavour-changing processes ioekigerimental values can be used to
bound the s in the different sectors [104-116]. In these analysesaugomary to consider only the
dominant contributions due to gluino exchange, which gigead approximation of the full amplitude,
barring accidental cancellations. In the same spirit, thénlls are usually obtained taking only one non-
vanishing Ml at a time, neglecting the interference among.Milhis procedure is justifiea posteriori
by observing that the MI bounds have typically a strong l@ng making the destructive interference
among different Mls very unlikely.

The effective Hamiltonians for F = 1and F = 2 transitions including gluino contributions
computed in the MI approximation can be found in the litematiogether with the formulae of several
observables [104]. Even the full NLO calculation is avdidior the = = 2 effective Hamiltonian [117,
118]. See Refs. [111-113] for the calculationtafi -enhanced subleading terms for severallecays
in the case of general flavour violation.

In our study we use the phenomenological constraints deliiein Tabld 2. In particular:

Sector 1-2 The measurements ofM ¢ , " and "=" are used to constrain the ¢, , =~ with
(A ;B) = (L;R). The first two measurements,M  and " respectively bound the real and
imaginary part of the product ¢, ¢, . In the case of M g, given the uncertainty coming
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Observable \ Measurement/Bound | Ref.
Sector 1-2
M g (00-53) 10° GeV [119]
" (2232 0:007) 10° [119]
H"=")su sy 3 <2 107 -
Sector 1-3
Mg, (0507  0:005) ps? [386]
sin 2 0675 0:026 [386]
cos2 > 04 [120]
Sector 2-3
BR(©! (s+d) )[E > 2:0GeV) (306 049) 10* [121]
BR(b! (s+d) )E > 18GeV) (351 043) 10f [122]
BRb! s )E > 19GeV) (334 0:18 048) 1d [123]
Acp (! s ) 0004 0:036
BR(©b! sI'l )(0:04GeV < ¥ < 1G&V) (1134 596) 10/ [124,125]
BR(b! sI'l )(1GeV < #< 6GeV) (159 49) 10/ [124,125]
BR(©b! sI'l )(144GeV < o < 25G&V) (434 145) 10’ [124,125]
Acp (! sI'l) 022 026 [119]
Mg, (17:77  0:12)pst [126]

Table 2: Measurements and bounds used to constrain the hadr&sic

from the long-distance contribution, we use the conseargatinge in Tablgl2. The measurement
of "=", on the other hand, puts a bound on Ifh§. This bound, however, is effective in the case of
the LR MI only. Notice that, given the large hadronic unciatias in the SM calculation of®=",

we use the very loose bound on the SUSY contribution showraliie[2. The bounds coming
from the combined constraints are shown in Talble 3. Notiag tiere and in the other sectors, the
bound on the RR Ml is obtained in the presence of the radigtineluced LL MI (see eq.[(11).
The product §, | ¢, .. generates left-right operators that are enhanced bothéQBD
evolution and by the matrix element (for kaons only). Therefthe bounds on RR Mis are more
stringent than the ones on LL Mis.

Sector 1-3The measurements ofv ;, and2 respectively constrain the modulus and the phase
of the mixing amplitude bounding the products’, ¢, . For the sake of simplicity, in Tabld 3
we show the bounds on the modulus of; only.

Sector 2-3 This sector enjoys the largest number of constraints. Thentemeasurement of
M g constrains the modulus of the mixing amplitude, thus baumthe products §; S, 5
Additional strong constraints come fromB = 1 branching ratios, such @& ! s andb !

sI' 1 . Also for this sector, we present the bounds on the modulus;’gf in Table[3.

All the bounds in Tabl€]3 have been obtained using the NLOesgions for SM contributions
and for SUSY where available. Hadronic matrix elements af = 2 operators are taken from lattice
calculations [127-130]. The values of the CKM parameterand are taken from th&JTfit analysis
in the presence of arbitrary loop-mediated NP contribugi¢r]. This conservative choice allows us
to decouple the determination of SUSY parameters from th&Qkatrix. Forb ! s we use NLO
expressions with the value of the charm quark mass suggbsgtéte recent NNLO calculation [373].
For the chromomagnetic contribution 1&-" we have used the matrix element as estimated in Ref. [131].
The 95% probability bounds are computed using the statistical oethescribed in Refs. [107, 132].

Concerning the dependence on the SUSY parameters, the dougidly depend on the gluino
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Table 3: 95% probability bounds o

for details.

mass and on the “average squark mass”. A mild dependencenonis introduced by the presence of
d in chromomagnetic operators. This dependence howeveniessizable
. Approximately, all bounds scale as squark and gluino nsasse

double Mls

d
ij

d

d

d

d

12 LL RR 12 LL=RR 12 LR 12 rL
1 16 2 16 5 16 5 16
( 1112)LL,RR ( fZ)LL:RR ( fZ)LR ( l112)RL
3 16 2 16 6 16 6 16
d d d d
13 LLRR 13 LL=RR 13 LR 13 rRL
7 16 5 16 1 16 1 16
d d d d
23 LL 23 RR 23 LL=RR 23 LRRL
2 10 7 16 5 16 5 16

LL
only for very large values ofan

JJ 1R

ij aB

2A

jobtained for squark and gluino masses of 350 GeV. See the text




1.4 Non-supersymmetric extensions of the Standard Model

In this Section we briefly describe two most popular non-ssjpametric extensions of the Standard
Model (SM), paying particular attention to the flavour sture of these models. These are Little Higgs
models and a model with one universal extra dimension.

1.4.1 Little Higgs models
1.4.1.1 Little hierarchy problem and Little Higgs models

The SM is in excellent agreement with the results of parjitigsics experiments, in particular with the
electroweak (ew) precision measurements, thus suggestatghe SM cutoff scale is at least as large
as10TeV. Having such a relatively high cutoff, however, the SMuiges an unsatisfactory fine-tuning
to yield a correct (13 GeV) scale for the squared Higgs mass, whose correctionguadratic and
therefore highly sensitive to the cutoff. This “little hagchy problem” has been one of the main moti-
vations to elaborate models of physics beyond the SM. Whilge&ymmetry is at present the leading
candidate, different proposals have been formulated merently. Among them, Little Higgs models
play an important role, being perturbatively computabléaipbout10 TeV and with a rather small num-
ber of parameters, although their predictivity can be waakieby a certain sensitivity to the unknown
UV-completion of these models (see below).

In Little Higgs models [133] the Higgs is naturally light assi identified with a Nambu-Goldstone
boson (NGB) of a spontaneously broken global symmetry. AacekGB, however, would have only
derivative interactions. Gauge and Yukawa interactionthefHiggs have to be incorporated. This can
be done without generating quadratically divergent ormg-loontributions to the Higgs mass, through
the so-callectollective symmetry breaking

In the following we restrict ourselves to product-grouptleitHiggs models in order not to com-
plicate the presentation. The idea of collective symmetgaking has also been applied to simple-
group models [134, 135], however the implementation is sona¢ different there. (Product-group)
Little Higgs models are based on a global symmetry grougike G = ¢ ¥ in the case of moose-type
models [133,136] o = SU (5) in the case of the Littlest Higgs, that is spontaneously &noto a
subgroupH G by the vacuum condensate of a non-linear sigma model field subgroup ofG is
gauged, which contains at least two (2) U (1) factors, or larger groups containing such factors. The
gauge group is then broken to the SM gauge greup2), U (1) by the vacuum expectation value
(vev) of . The potential for the Higgs field is generated radiativetgking thus the scale of the ew
symmetry breakings © 246 GeV a loop factor smaller than the scalewhere the breaking ! H
takes place.

In order to allow for a Higgs potential being generated rtady, interaction terms explicitly
breaking the global symmetry group have to be included as well. However, these interactions hav
preserve enough of the global symmetry to prevent the Higgsmnpial from quadratically divergent ra-
diative contributions. Only when two or more of the corresging coupling constants are non-vanishing,
radiative corrections are allowed. In particular, onlywdtor higher loop level, quadratically divergent
contributions appear, but these are safely small due tatheflctor in front. This mechanism is referred
to as the collective symmetry breaking.

1.4.1.2 The Littlest Higgs

The most economical, in matter content, Little Higgs modethie Littlest Higgs (LH) [137], where
the global groupsu (5) is spontaneously broken in®o (5) at the scalef 0 (1TeV) and the ew
sector of the SM is embedded in aw (5)=S0 (5) non-linear sigma model. Gauge and Yukawa Higgs
interactions are introduced by gauging the subgroupwi{5): [SU (2) U (1)] [SU (2) U (1)} with
gauge couplings respectively equaldo;g? ;q, ;93. The key feature for the realization of collective SB
is that the two gauge factors commute with a different(3) global symmetry subgroup &fU (5), that

25



prevents the Higgs from becoming massive when the coupbihgse of the two gauge factors vanish.
Consequently, quadratic corrections to the squared Higigsrimvolve two couplings and cannot appear
at one-loop. In the LH model, the new particles appearingp@ffeV scale are the heavy gauge bosons
(W, ;Zy ;Ay ), the heavy topT) and the scalar triplet .

In the LH model, significant corrections to ew observablemedrom tree-level heavy gauge
boson contributions and the triplet vev which breaks theadial SU (2) symmetry. Consequently, ew
precision tests are satisfied only for quite large valueb®NP scalee 2 3TeV[138,139], unable to
solve the little hierarchy problem. Since the LH model bg®to the class of models with Constrained
Minimal Flavour Violation (CMFV) [12], the contributionsfdhe new particles to FCNC processes turn
out to be at most0  20% [140-146].

H

1.4.1.3 T-parity

Motivated by reconciling the LH model with ew precision &s€heng and Low [147, 148] proposed to
enlarge the symmetry structure of the theory by introducimtiscrete symmetry called T-parity. T-parity
acts as an automorphism which exchangesshie(2) U (1)]Jand[SU (2) U (1)3 gauge factors. The
invariance of the theory under this automorphism implies- g, andg® = g2. Furthermore, T-parity
explicitly forbids the tree-level contributions of heavgiugye bosons and the interactions that induced the
triplet vev. The custodiabU (2) symmetry is restored and the compatibility with ew precistata is
obtained already for smaller values of the NP scale, 500GeV [149]. Another important consequence
is that particle fields are T-even or T-odd under T-paritye BM patrticles and the heavy tap are T-
even, while the heavy gauge bosang ;Zy ;Ay and the scalar triplet are T-odd. Additional T-odd
particles are required by T-parity: the odd heavy topand the so-called mirror fermions, i.e., fermions
corresponding to the SM ones but with opposite T-parity and TeV) mass [150].

1.4.1.4 New flavour interactions in LHT

Mirror fermions are characterized by new flavour interagsiovith SM fermions and heavy gauge bosons,
which involve two new unitary mixing matrices, in the quadctor, analogous to the Cabibbo-Kobayashi-
Maskawa (CKM) matrixvckm [151, 152]. They arey 4 andvy , respectively involved when the SM
quark is of down- or up-type, and satisfying’ vy 4 = Vckm [153]. Similarly, two new mixing matrices

Vy « andvy , appear in the lepton sector and are respectively involviednvithe SM lepton is charged
or a neutrino and related to the PMNS matrix [154—-156] thtoug vy - = Vg, BOthVy g andvy
contain3 angles, likevckm andvppns, but 3 (non-Majorana) phases [157], i.e. two more phases than
the SM matrices, that cannot be rotated away in this case.

Therefore,v, 4 can be parameterized as

0 1
d i d d . id
. » s L 1, e lllzd . sjze -13d c
Vig= @ §2c§3el L2 @25235?391( 13 23) C?zcgzs st%s‘f:%el( 3 12 23 5313513139 taA
s, S§3ei( f2* %) ¢,5; S?3ei is &, Sczl3ei 2 §,53 S?3ei( 1) 533
(22)

and a similar parameterization appliesto-.

The new flavour violating interactions involving mirror ferons contain the following combina-
tions of elements of the mixing matrices

K)
i

is i (@) by i (s) iby , i .
= Vy éisVHlddf i = Vg ?VHldd; iS = Vy JoJIOVHlSd (1= 1;2;3); (23)

in the quark sector, respectively far, B ; andB ¢ systems, and

(e _ ieq, 1, (e _ ier, 1,
i = Vg aVygg i = VgV

VHi 7 (24)

that enter the leptonic transitions! e, | eand ! ,respectively.
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As the LHT model, in contrast to the LH model without T-paritges not belong to the Minimal
Flavour Violation (MFV) class of models, significant effe@h flavour violating observables both in the
guark and in the lepton sector are possible. This becomekemvif one looks at the contributions of
mirror fermions to the short distance functions Y andz that govern rare and CP-violating andB
decays. For example, the mirror fermion contribution to bdeal to the SM one in the function has
the following structure [158]

1 b (1) (i) 1
1 1
0 s, Fmygiympp)+ s Fmyi;mus) ; (25)
t
. .. P 3 (1) . . .
where the unitarity condition 14 =0 has been used; denotes a function of mirror fermion

masses ; 5 (j= 1;2;3), and " are the well-known combinations of CKM elements, with K ;d;s
standing fork , B 4 andB ¢ systems, respectively.

It is important to note that mirror fermion contributionseagnhanced by a factae éi) and are
different fork , B4 andB , systems, thus breaking universality. AS'’' 7 4 16, whereas *

1 16 and ¥ 7 4 168, the deviation from the SM prediction in the system is found to be by
more than an order of magnitude larger than in thesystem, and even by two orders of magnitude
larger than in thes ; system. Analogous statements are valid forthandz functions.

Other LHT peculiarities are the rather small number of neviiglas and parameters (the SB scale
f, the parametexk;, describingT, mass and interactions, the mirror fermion masseswangdandvy -
parameters) and the absence of new operators in addititre 8 ones. On the other hand, one has to
recall that Little Higgs models are low energy non-linegnsa models, whose unknown UV-completion
introduces a theoretical uncertainty reflected by a logantally enhanced cut-off dependence [142,158]
in F = 1 processes that receive contributions from Z-penguin axddimgrams. See [142, 158] for a
detailed discussion of this issue.

1.4.1.5 Phenomenological results

We conclude this section with a summary of the main resulisidoin recent LHT phenomenological
studies [153, 158-161].

In the quark sector [153,158,159], the most evident depestfrom the SM predictions are found
for CP-violating observables that are strongly suppressatle SM. These are the branching ratio for
Ky, ! O and the CP-asymmetry , that can be enhanced by an order of magnitude relative to
the SM predictions. Large departures from SM expectatisasaiso possible foB rx , ! %" “ )
andBr®* ! ° ) and the semileptonic CP-asymmefgy, that can be enhanced by an order of
magnitude. The branching ratios fer,, ! * andB ! X 4 ,instead, are modified by at most
50% and 35%, respectively, and the effects of new electroweak penguirs ! K are small, in
agreement with the recent data. The new physics effeats In X ;; andB ! X 4" turnoutto
be below5% and15% , respectively, so that agreement with the data can easibbtened. Small, but
still significant effects have been foundgn ; mass differences. In particular,;7a suppression of M
is possible, thus improving the compatibility with the ratexperimental measurement [126, 162].

The possible discrepancy between the valuesrof following directly fromaco By ! Kg)
and indirectly from the usual analysis of the unitarity igde involving M 4 and j7,,=V4,jcan be
cured within the LHT model thanks to a new phase, © 5.

The universality of new physics effects, characteristicMid-V models, can be largely broken, in
particular betweerx andB ;4 systems. In particular, sizable departures from MFV refedibetween
M gandBr(Bsy ! © )andbetweers . andthex ! decay rates are possible. Similar
results have been recently obtained in a model witftontributions [163].

More recently, the most interesting lepton flavour violgtolecays have also been studied [160,
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161]. These are; ! ‘5 analyzed in [160,161] and ! P (withp = ; ;9, I eee,
the six three-body decays ! ‘, ; ‘. » the rate for e conversion in nuclei, and the or B
decayskrs ! eKus ! % eBgs ! &Bgs ! eandBy ! studied in [161]. It
was found that essentially all the rates considered carhrea@pproach present experimental upper
bounds [164]. In particular, in order to suppress thel e and ! e &'e decay rates and
the e conversion rate below the experimental upper boundsythenixing matrix has to be rather
hierarchical, unless mirror leptons are quasi-degenefaite finds [161] that the pattern of the branching
ratios for LFV processes differs significantly from the omee@untered in supersymmetry [165-167].
This is welcome as the distinction between supersymmeihylL &l models will be non-trivial in high
energy collider experiments. Finally, the muon anomaloagmetic momentg 2) has also been
considered [160, 161], finding the resalt®* < 12  16°, even for the scal& as low as500G ev .
This value is roughly a factos below the current experimental uncertainty, implying ttie possible
discrepancy between the SM prediction and the data canrsaieed in the LHT model.

1.4.2 Universal Extra Dimensions

Since the work of Kaluza and Klein [168, 169] models with mtran three spatial dimensions often
have been used to unify the forces of nature. More recemtbpiied by string theory, extra dimensional
models have been proposed to explain the origin of the Tel $£@0-179].

A simple extension of the SM including additional space disiens is the ACD model [180] with
one universal extra dimension (UED). Here all the SM fielésdemaocratically allowed to propagate in
a flat extra dimension compactified on an orbifalé=z , of size 10 ** m or smaller. In general UED
models there can also be contributions from terms residirtpeaboundaries. Generically, these terms
would violate bounds from flavour and CP violation. To be ¢stesit with experiment, we will assume
the minimal scenario where these terms vanish at the cigeafie. The only additional free parameter
then compared to the SM is the compactification saafe. Thus, all the tree level masses of the KK
particles and their interactions among themselves and th@lSM particles can be described in terms
of 1=R and the parameters of the SM. In the effective four dimeraditmeory there are, in addition to
the ordinary SM patrticles, denoted as ze&ro= 0) modes, corresponding infinite towers of KK modes

n  1)with masseﬁnfn);KK =m 2+ m2, wherem , = n=R andm , is the mass of the zero mode.
A very important property of UEDs is the conservation of KKripathat implies the absence of
tree level KK contributions to low energy processes takitac® at scales 1=R. Therefore the

flavour-changing neutral current (FCNC) processes likeéigarantiparticle mixing, rar&k andB de-
cays and radiative decays are of particular interest. Simese processes first appear at one-loop in the
SM and are strongly suppressed, the one-loop contribufioms the KK modes to them could in prin-
ciple be important. Also, due to conservation of KK paritg 8IM mechanism significantly improves
the convergence of the sum over KK modes and thus removesitiséigity of the calculated branching
ratios to the scale 1=R at which the higher dimensional theory becomes non-peativdy and

at which the towers of the KK particles must be cut off in anrappate way. Since the low energy
effective Hamiltonians are governed by local operatorsaaly present in the SM and the flavour and CP
violation in this model is entirely governed by the SM Yukaxbe UED model belongs to the class of
models with CMFV [10, 12]. This has automatically the foliog important consequence for the FCNC
processes considered in [17,181-183]: the impact of the I&He®r on the processes in question amounts
only to the madification of the Inami-Lim one-loop functiofis4], i.e. each function, which in the SM
depends only om , now also becomes a function bR :

(26)
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1.5 Tools for flavour physics and beyond
1.5.1 Tools for flavour physics

An increasing number of calculations of flavour (relatedyetvables is appearing, including more and
more refined approaches and methods. It is desirable to hage talculations in the form of computer
codes at hand. This allows to easily use the existing knayadddr checks of the parameters/models for
a phenomenological/experimental analysis, or to checkdegendent calculation.

As a first step in this direction we present here a collectibonomputer codes connected to the
evaluation of flavour related observables. (A differentsslaf codes, namely fit codes for the CKM
triangle, are presented later in Section 1.5.3.) Some afetledes are specialized to the evaluation of
a certain restricted set of observables at either low or leigbrgies (the inclusion of codes for high-
energy observables is motivated by the idea of testing axpeter space from both sides, i.e. at flavour
factories and at the LHC). Others tools are devoted to thiatian of particle spectra including NMFV
effects of the MSSM or the 2HDM. Some codes allow the (esalyjtiarbitrary calculation of one-loop
corrections including flavour effects. Finally tools areluded that faciliate the hand-over of flavour
parameters and observables. Following the general ideaoviding the existing knowledge to the
community, only codes that are either already publicly latéée, or that will become available in the
near future are included. In order to be useful for the highrgy physics community, it is mandatory
that the codes provide a minimum of user friendlyness anpgaup

As a second step it would be desirable to connect differetésgworking in the same model) to
each other. This could go along the lines of the SUSY Les Hesigkccord [185, 186], i.e. to define
a common language, a common set of input parameters. It wegldre the continuous effort of the
various authors of the codes to comply with these definitidxrsother, possibly simpler approach is to
implement the tools as sub-routines, called by a mastert@de¢akes care of the correct defintion of the
input parameters. This is discussed in more detail in Sedib.2. It will facilitate the use of the codes
also for non-experts.

name short description av.
1. no name K K mixing, B B ;) Mmixing,b! s ,b! sI'1l inNMFVMSSM | o
2. no name B physics observables in the MFV MSSM +
3. no name rareB andk decays in/beyond SM o
4. SusyBSG B ! X, in MSSM with MFV +
5. no name FCNC observables in MSSM o
6. no name FC Higgs/top decays in 2HDM /11 o
7. no name squark/gluino production at LO for NMFV MSSM +
8. FeynHiggs Higgs phenomenology in (NMFV) MSSM +
9. FCHDECAY FCNC Higgs decays in NMFV MSSM +
10.FeynArts/FormCalc | (arbitrary) one-loop corrections in NMFV MSSM +
11. SLHALib2 read/write SLHA2 data, i.e. NMFV/RPV/CPV MSSM, NMSSM +
12. SoftSUSY NMFV MSSM parameters from GUT scale input +
13. SPheno NMFV MSSM parameters from GUT scale input +

Table 4: Overview about codes for the evaluation of flavour relateseotables;
av. availability: + = availableo = planned

An overview of the available codes is given in Table 4. To giveetter idea of the properties of
each code we also provide a list summarizing the authorspi dbscription, the models included, the
input and output options, as well as the available liteeatur
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1. no name
Authors: M. Ciuchiniet al.[107,116,187]
Description: calculation ok K mixing, B B ) mixing,b! s ,b! sI1
Models: NMFV MSSM
Input: electroweak-scale soft SUSY-breaking parameters
Output: see Description, no special format
Availability: available from the authors in the near future

2. no name
Authors: G. Isidori, P. Paradisi [32]
Description: calculation of physics observables
Models: MFV MSSM
Input: electroweak-scale soft SUSY-breaking parameters
Output: see Description, no special format
Availability: available from the authors upon request

3. no name
Authors: C. Bobeth, T. Ewerth, U. Haisch [188-190]
Description: calculation of BR’s, F/B asymmetries for rareandk decays (in/exclusive)
Models: SM, SUSY, CMFV
Input: SM parameters, SUSY masses, scales
Output: see Description, no special format
Availability: available from the authors in the near future

4. SusyBSG
Authors: G. Degrassi, P. Gambino, P. Slavich [191]
Description: Fortrancodef@®d B8 ! X4 )
Models: SM, MSSM with MFV
Input: see manual (SLHA(2) compatible)
Output: see Description, no special format
Availability: cern.ch/slavich/susybsg/home.html, manual available

5. no name

Authors: P. Chankowski, S. Jager, J. Rosiek [192]
Description: calculation of various FCNC observables iea MSSM (computes 2-, 3-, 4-point Greens
functions that can be used as building blocks for variouslainaes)
Models: MSSM
Input: MSSM Lagrangian parameters in super CKM basis (ad.H/AR)
Output: see Description, no special format
Availability: available from the authors in the near future

6. no name
Authors: S. Bejar, J. Guasch [193-195]
Description: calculation of FC decays:! tc, ! bs,t! ¢ ( = h;H ;A)

Models: 2HDM type I/ll (with 5; )
Input: similar to SLHAZ2 format
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Output: similar to SLHAZ2 format
Availability: available from the authors in the near future

7. no name
Authors: G. Bozzi, B. Fuks, M. Klasen
Description: SUSY CKM matrix determination through squaakd gaugino production at LO
Models: NMFV MSSM
Input: MSSM spectrum as from SUSPECT (SLHA2 compliant)
Output: cross section (and spin asymmetry, in case) asifunscof CKM parameters
Availability: from the authors upon request

8. FeynHiggs
Authors: S. Heinemeyer, T. Hahn, W. Hollik, H. Rzehak, G. §l&in [199-201]
Description: Higgs phenomenology (masses, mixings, gestons, decay widths)
Models: (N)MFV MSSM, CPV MSSM
Input: electroweak-scale soft SUSY-breaking parametek$iA(2) compatible)
Output: Higgs masses, mixings, cross sections, decay sW@®hHA(2) output possible)
Availability: www.feynhiggs.de, manual available

9. FCHDECAY
Authors: S. Bejar, J. Guasch [196-198]
Description: BR ! bs;tc)( = h;H ;A),BR(®! s ), masses, mixing matrices
Models: NMFV MSSM
Input: via SLHA2
Output: via SLHA2
Availability: fchdecay.googlepages.com, manual available

10. FeynArts/FormCalc
Authors: T. Hahn [202—-204]
Description: Compute (essentially) arbitrary one-looprections
Models: NMFV MSSM, CPV MSSM
Input: Process definition

Output: Fortran code to compute e.g. cross-sections, cdmierl with SLHALIb2 to obtain data
from other codes

Availability: www.feynarts.de, www.feynarts.de/formcalc, manual available

11. SLHALib2
Authors: T. Hahn [185, 205]
Description: read/write SLHA2 data
Models: NMFV MSSM, RPV MSSM, CPV MSSM, NMSSM
Input: SLHAZ input file
Output: SLHAZ2 output file in the SLHAZ2 record
Availability: www.feynarts.de/slha, manual available

12. Softsusy

Authors: B. Allanach [206]
Description: evaluates NMFV MSSM parameters from GUT sagbeit
Models: NMFV MSSM
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Input: SLHAZ input file
Output: SLHAZ2 output file
Availability: hepforge.cedar.ac.uk/softsusy, manual available

13. Spheno
Authors: W. Porod [207]
Description: evaluates NMFV MSSM parameters from GUT sagteit and some flavour obs.
Models: NMFV MSSM
Input: SLHAZ input file
Output: SLHAZ2 output file
Availability: ific.uv.es/ porod/SPheno.html, manual available

1.5.2 Combination of flavour physics and high-energy tools

It is desirable to connect different codes (e.g. workinghia (N)MFV MSSM, as given in the previous
subsection) to each other. Especially interesting is tmebtoation of codes that provide the evaluation
of (low-energy) flavour observables and others that dedl higgh-energy (highor ) calculations for the
same set of parameters. This combination would allow tottes{(N)MFV MSSM) parameter space
with the results from flavour experiments as well as from keglergy experiments such as ATLAS or
CMS.

A relatively simple approach for the combination of diffetecodes is their implementation as
sub-routines, called by a “master code”. This master collest@are of the correct defintion of the
input parameters for the various subroutines. This woulabne.g. experimentalists to test whether
the parameter space under investigation is in agreemehtvartous existing experimental results from
both, flavour and high-energy experiments.

A first attempt to develop such a “master code” has recentyntstarted [208]. So far the flavour
physics code (2) [32] and the more high-energy observabémi@d codereynHiggs [199-201] have
been implemented as subroutines. The inclusion of furthées is foreseen in the near future (see [1100]
for the latest developments).

The application and use of the master code would change apegimental data showing a devia-
tion from the SM predictions is available. This can comeegifirom the on-going flavour experiments, or
latest (hopefully) from ATLAS and CMS. If such a “signal” aggrs at the LHC, it has to be determined
to which model and to wich parameters within a model it camespond. Instead of checking parameter
points (to be investigated experimentally) for their agneat with experimental data, now a scan over
a chosen model could be performed. Using the master codeats/islabroutines each scan point can be
tested against the “signal”, and preferred parameter nsgo@n be obtained using & evaluation. It
is obvious that the number of evaluated observables has &s lb@rge as possible, i.e. the number of
subroutines (implemented codes) should be as big as pessibl

1.5.3 Fittools

The analysis of the CKM matrix or the Unitarity Triangle (UfEquires to combine several measurements
in a consistent way in order to bound the range of relevararpeters.

1.5.3.1 The UTfit package

The first approach derives bounds on the parameteed , determining the UT. The various observ-
ables, in particulark , which parameterizes CP violation in the neutral kaon setie sides of the UT
Vu=Vae] mg, mg= mg andthe angles, and , canbe expressed as functions oind , hence
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their measurements individually define probability regiamthe ( , ) plane. Their combination can be
achieved in a theoretically sound way in the framework ofBlagesian approach [132].

Each of the functions relates a constraint(where c; stands for x , 37,,=V4,j etc.) to and

cg=c( 5 x): (27)

The quantities; andx are affected by several uncertainties, which must be plpgeten into account.
The final p.d.f. obtained starting from a flat distribution ofand is
Z v Y
£C 5 )/ £33 5 x) falxg)dx;: (28)
=1 E1N

The integration can be done by Monte Carlo methods. Therseweral ways to implement a Monte
Carlo integration, using different techniques to geneestmnts.

The UTiit Collaboration has developed a software package, writt€h, that implements such
a Bayesian Monte Carlo approach with the aim of performirgg Wi analysis. A considerable effort
has been spent in order to achieve an optimal Monte Carlorgtme efficiency. All the recent analyses
published by the Collaboration are based on this packad(7209-211].

The UTiit code includes an interface to import job options from a setasffiguration files, an
interface for storing the relevant p.d.f.s inside ROOT dusams, tools for generating input quantities,
the p.d.f.s of which cannot be expressed in simple analyfiizen but must be numerically defined -
e.g. the current measurements ofand - and tools for plotting one-dimensional p.d.f.s and two-
dimensional probability regions inthe (,  plane). The UTit code can be easily re-adapted to solve any
kind of statistical problem that can be formalized in a Bage$nferential framework.

1.5.3.2 The CKMFitter package

Another, somewhat different approach is followed by CKNHfitan international group of experimental
and theoretical particle physicists. Its goal is the phemaniogy of the CKM matrix by performing a
global analysis:

— within the SM, by quantifying the agreement between tha dat the theory, as a whole;

— within the SM, by achieving the best estimate of the thezmakparameters and the not yet mea-
sured observables;

— within an extended theoretical framework, e.g. SUSY, bgrdaing for specific signs of new
physics by quantifying the agreement between the data andxtended theory, and by pinning
down additional fundamental and free parameters of theneeig theory.

The CKMfitter package is entirely based on the frequentipt@gch. The theoretical uncertainties are
modeled as allowed ranges (Rfit approach) and no @thgiori information is assumed where none is
available. More detailed information is provided in Refl §&d on the CKMfitter website [212].

The source code of the CKMfitter package consists of more 49000 lines of Fortran code
and 2000 lines of C++ code. It is publicly available on the Clittdr website. Over the years, the fit
problems became more and more complex and the CPU time cptisanmcreased. The global fit took
about 20 hours (on one CPU). A year ago, it was decided to nmiathematica [gain: analytical vs.
numerical methods]: the global fit takes now 12 minutes. Remdots, we moved also from PAW with
kumac macros to ROQOT.
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2 Weak decays of hadrons and QCD
2.1 Overview

QCD interactions, both at short and long distances, necdlyss#odify the amplitudes of quark flavour
processes. These interactions need to be computed sufficierl in order to determine the parameters
and mechanisms of quark flavour physics from the weak deddyadoons observed in experiment. The
standard framework is provided by the effective weak Hamikins
X
Here CiQis (29)

i

based on the operator product expansion and the renoriti@tizroup method. The Wilson coefficients
C ;include all relevant physics from the highest scales, ssdh@weak scal® ; , or some new physics
scale, down to the appropriate scale of a given process, asigh, for B -meson decays. This part is
theoretically well under control. Theoretical uncert@stare dominated by the hadronic matrix elements
of local operators) ;. Considerable efforts are therefore devoted to calcukgtmate, eliminate or at
least constrain such hadronic quantities in flavour phyasjgdications.

This section reviews the current status of theoretical wagho treat the strong interaction dy-
namics in weak decays of flavoured mesons, with a particuteehasis ore physics. Specific aspects
of D -meson physics will be discussedin]3.9, kaons will be careid in 3.8.

The theory of charmless two-body decays and the concept of factorization are reviewéd in 2.2.
The status of higher-order perturbative QCD calculationthis field is described. Universal properties
of electromagnetic radiative effects in two-boslydecays, which influence precision studies and isospin
relations, are also discussed here. Factorization in theyhguark limit simplifies the matrix elements
of two-body hadroni® decays considerably. In this framework certain nonpedtivb input quantities,
for instanceB -meson transition form factors, are in general still regdir QCD sum rules on the light
cone (LCSR) provide a means to compute heavy-to-light faaoiors at large recoilg( ! , B !
K , etc.). The results have applications for two-body hadr@s well as rare and radiative-meson
decays. This subject is treated in secfiod 2.3. Complemeittormation can be obtained from lattice
QCD, a general approach, based on first principles, to caenmmuriperturbative parameters of interest to
quark flavour physics. Decay constants and form factorsnfallsecoil) are among the most important
guantities. Uncertainties arise from the limitations of tiractical implementations of lattice QCD. A
critical discussion of this topic and a summary of results loa found in sectionh 2.4.
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2.2 Charmless two-bodys decays
2.2.1 Exclusive decays and factorization

The calculation of branching fractions and CP asymmetoegitiarmless two-bodg decays is rather
involved, due to the interplay of various short- and longtaince QCD effects. Most importantly, the
hadronic matrix elements of the relevant effective Hamilio 1 2~ * [213] cannot readily be calculated
from first principles. The idea of factorization is to disamgjle short-distance QCD dynamics from
genuinely non-perturbative hadronic effects. In order tamify the hadronic uncertainties resulting
from this procedure we have to

— establish a factorization formula in quantum field theory,
— identify and estimate the relevant hadronic input paramet

2.2.1.1 Basic concepts of factorization

We consider generic charmlessdecays into a pair of mesons, ! M ;M ,, where we may think of

B ! as a typical example. The operatarsin the weak Hamiltonian can be written as the local
product of quark currents (and electro- or chromomagnetid ftrength tensors), generically denoted as
J2%. In naive factorization one assumes that also on the hadfeve! the matrix element can be written
as a product,

Ci( )M M ,DsPR1 G )M FEBIMM L, FPPi+ M, $ M y) (30)

wherecC ;( ) are Wilson coefficients, and the two matrix elements (if resoz define thee | M form
factor and the decay constantiof, respectively. The naive factorization formula}(30) canipe exact,
because possible QCD interactions betweenand the other hadrons are neglected. On the technical
level, this is reflected by an unmatched dependence on th@ifation scale .

In order to better understand the internal dynamics ingheé M 1M , transition, it is useful to
classify the external degrees of freedom according to tiygical momentum scaling in the -meson
rest frame:

heavybquark: p, * my (1;0, ;0), constituents of1 : py / uim =2 (1;0, ;+ 1)
soft spectators:ps o( ), constituents ofl,: pe, © vim =2 (1;0, ; 1)

where is a typical hadronic scale of the order of a few 100 MeV. Thieiy denotes the directions in
the plane transverse to the two pion momentaane; are momentum fractions satisfying v ;v;

1. Interactions of particles with momenta andp, imply internal virtualites of orderp;, )%
In Table[5 we summarize the situation for the possible intevas between the -meson and pion
constituents. We observe the emergence of two kinds of-gligtdnce modes,

— hard modes with invariant mass of ordey,
— hard-collinear modes with energies of ordeg=2 and invariant mass of ordgr M.

The systematic inclusion of these effects requires a sanatius expansion in=m,and . The leading
term in the =m, expansion can be written as [214,215]
Z
MM, DsPi = FPYIfy, QuTiw) w,(v) + M1$ My)
v4
+ fp fi v, dldudvTfu;vi!) s, (1) u, @) M, (V): (31)

The functions y and g, denote process-independent light-cone distribution angas (LCDA) for
light and heavy mesons, respectively, , f; are the corresponding decay constants, Bid is a
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Table 5: External momentum configurations and their interactiors ih M 1M ,.

heavy soft coll coll,
heavy| - heavy hard hard
soft | heavy soft hard-coll hard-coll
coll; hard  hard-coll coll; hard
coll, hard hard-col hard colb

B ! M QCD form factor aty” = 0. These quantities constitute the hadronic input. The coeffi
function T, contains the effects of hard vertex corrections as in Hi).5¢;" = © ( <) describes
the hard and hard-collinear spectator interactions asdgn@c). The explicit scale dependence of the
hard and hard-collinear short-distance functians T, matches the one from the Wilson coefficients
and the distribution amplitudes. The formulal(31) holdslfght flavour-nonsinglet pseudoscalars or
longitudinally polarized vectors up te=m , power corrections which do not, in general, factorize. Maiv
factorization, Figl b(a), is recovered in the limif ! Oand =m, ! 0, inwhichTreduces ta.

2

2 :
Hog c2 h l c2
b ' b
qs qs
cl c
(@) cl (b) cl

1
(©) c

Fig. 5: Sample diagrams for QCD dynamicsan! M 1M , transition: (a) naive factorization, (b) vertex correc-
tion, sensitive to the momentum fractierof collinear quarks inside the emitted pion, (c) spectatteriactions,
sensitive to the momenta of collinear quarks in both piors@fithe soft spectator in the-meson.

2.2.1.2 QCD factorization and soft-collinear effectivedhy (SCET)

The factorization formulal(31) can also be understood indbetext of an effective theory for soft-
collinear interactions (SCET), see for instance Refs. 21, 220]. Here the short-distance functions
7,7 arise as matching coefficients between QCD and the effettiwery. The effective theory for
B ! M 1M, decays is constructed in two steps. As a consequence, thedistance functiorr [ can

be further factorized into a hard coefficiemt™ and a hard-collinear jet functian
Z

TiH(u;v;! )= dzH iH(v;z)J (zyu;!): (32)

H {fandJ comprise (respectively) the contributions associated wie hard scale,,  m;, and the
hard-collinear scale ;.. m, from Feynman diagrams that do involve the spectator andatann
be absorbed inte 2" . The effective theory can be used to determine the hardhealt contributions
and to resum, if desired, parametrically large logarithms,= 1, by renormalization group methods.
We emphasize that the theoretical basis for the (diagramjrfattorization approach and SCETtie
same The factorization formuld (31) was originally derived bp@awer-counting analysis of momentum
regions of QCD Feynman diagrams and the resulting conaniat{214, 215]. However, in SCET the
formulation of factorization proofs, the classificationpafwer corrections of order =m ,,, the emergence
of approximate symmetries, etc. may be more transparet £2D].
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2.2.1.3 QCD factorization vs. “pQCD approach”

The so-called “pQCD approach” [221] follows an alternatagproach to understand the strong dynam-
ics in charmles® -decays. In contrast to QCD factorization, whereshmeson form factors as well as a
certain class of power corrections are identified as “nanefdzable” quantities of order ,)°, the pQCD
approach describes all contributions to the hadronic matements in terms ab ( ) hard-scattering
kernels and non-perturbative wave functions. This is agueby introducing additional infrared pre-
scriptions which include an exponentiation of Sudakov fages and a phenomenological model for
transverse momentum effects. The discussion of paranmaidcsystematic theoretical uncertainties in
the pQCD approach is more difficult, because a complete NleOJ(i( 2)) analysis of non-factorizable
effects has not yet been performed, and because indepeinfi@mbation on the hadronic input func-
tions is not available. We will therefore not attempt a dethreview here, but instead refer to a recent
phenomenological analysis [222] for details.

2.2.2 Theoretical uncertainties
2.2.2.1 Status of perturbative calculations

The calculation of the coefficient functions™ in SCET involves the determination of perturbative
matching coefficients as well as of anomalous dimensionsffective-theory operators. The matching
coefficients at order ¢ have been calculated in the original BBNS papers [214, ZPI3. 1-loop jet func-
tion enteringT " has been determined in [224-227]. NLO results for the sparcsgattering function at
order 2 have been reported in [228] and will be further discusse@@tisn[2.2.8 below. One important
outcome of these investigations is that the perturbatiy@esion at the hard-collinear scale seems to be
reasonably well behaved, and the uncertainty associatidiva factorization-scale dependence is under
control.

2.2.2.2 Hadronic input from non-perturbative methods

Most of the theoretical information om -meson form factors (at large recoil) and light-cone distri
bution amplitudes comes from the QCD sum rule approach, ete[R9] and references therein for
a review. State-of-the art predictions for decays into tligeeudoscalars or vector mesons can be
found in Refs. [230-232] and section 2.3. Typically one fia8s20% uncertainties for form factors
atE = E, . and thel=u moment of distribution amplitudes. Recently, an altes@procedure has
been proposed [233] (see also Refs. [234, 235]), where sien ane derivedvithin SCET at the hard-
collinear scale. In particular, this approach allows ussfgesate the “soft” contribution t8 -meson form
factors, which is found to be dominating over the spectatattering term.

Information on the light-cone distribution amplitude oéth-meson is encoded in the phenomeno-
logically relevant moments
Z q! Z q! h i

& ol — e (1 ); S g — "+ =) (33
0 . 0 . .

A recent OPE analysis [236] finds! = (2:09 024)Gev® and = 161 o009at = 1GeV.
Similar results, with somewhat larger uncertainties, Hasen obtained from sum rules in Ref. [237].

2.2.2.3 BBNS approach vs. BPRS approach

So far, we have only considered the leading term inithe , expansion. Comparison with experimen-
tal data as well as (model-dependent) estimates show thaeftain decay topologies power correc-
tions may not be negligible. Different options for dealingthwthese (non-factorizable) contributions
lead to some ambiguity in the phenomenological analyse® tWh main players are the “BBNS ap-
proach” [223, 238, 239] and the “BPRS approach” [220, 240fjualitative comparison of the different
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Table 6: Comparison of different phenomenological assumptionsBNB and BPRS approaches

BBNS BPRS
charm penguins included in hard functions left as complex fit parameter
spectator term perturbative factorization fit to data

(two real-valued quantities and ;)

ext. hadronic input form factor and LCDA LCDA for light meson

(different scenarios)
power corrections model-dependent estimate part of systematic uncertainties

(complex functionx , andx g )

assumptions is given in Tablé 6. For more details see se@fd3, the original publications and the
controversial discussion in [241].

The main obstacle in this context is the quantitative exgtian of strong phases from final-state
rescattering effects. The factorization formula preditisse phases to be either perturbative (and cal-
culable) or power-suppressed. This qualitative picture &lao been confirmed by a recent sum rule
analysis [242]. However, a model-independent approachakoutate the genuinely non-perturbative
rescattering effects is still lacking.

2.2.2.4 Flavour symmetries

It is known for a long time (see for instance [243—-245]) thap@ximate flavour symmetries in QCD
can be used to relate branching fractions and CP asymmatriggferent hadronic decay channels.
In this way the hadronic parameters can be directly extdafriem experiment. For instance, in case
of B ! ; ; decays, the isospin analysis provides a powerful tool tesitam the CKM angle

in the SM (see Ref. [246] for a recent discussion). Isospaiation from the small quark mass
differencem , my and QED corrections are usually negligible. Still one hasstep in mind that long-
distance radiative QED effects can be enhanced by largeitloges nM z = and compete with short-
distance isospin violation from electroweak penguin ofesanH .¢¢. Forinstance, it has recently been
shown [247] (see sectidn 2.2.4 below) that the inclusiorofifighoton radiation in chargesl ! ; K
decays can give up to 5% corrections, depending on the emeetal cuts. Including hadronic states
with strange quarks, one can use flavour-SU(3) to get ever mmmstraints. In general, one expects
corrections to the symmetry limit to be not larger than 30%twhe possible exception of potentially
large differences in non-perturbative rescattering ptlasee for instance the sum-rule analysis in [248].
In the long run, one should also aim to constrain first-ogler(3) corrections directly from experimental
data.

2.2.3 NNLO QCD corrections

NNLO QCD corrections to the heavy-quark expansion of haidroratrix elements for two-body charm-
less hadroni® -decays can be phenomenologically relevant and are imgddassess the validity and
perturbative stability of the factorization framework. i$tsection gives a concise account of available
results and their phenomenological impact.

2.2.3.1 Hard and hard-collinear matching coefficients

The hard coefficients [ andH ;" introduced in 2.2]1 (eqd_(B1) arid {32)) are found by matgttie lead-
ing momentum dependence of (respectively) QCD four- anddaiat functions with a0 ; insertion to
operators in SCEJgiven by products of a light (anti-)collinear quark bilimend a heavy-light current.
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Schematically,

Z h Z i
1
Qi = dtTHO[ (M) (0)1Caol (0)h (0)1+ —  dsCr1(S)L (0)D2 et (804 )0y (0)]
7 b
L dtdsH {f(t;s) [ () (0)I (0)D2pe (sny )hy (0)]; (34)
mp

where certain Wilson lines and Dirac structures have beppregsed. The particular choice of heavy-
light current in the first line is designed to reproduce thk @CD (not SCET) form factors; other
choices of operator basis as, for instance, in the “SCETagmtr” [220], simply result in a reshuffling
of contributions between the; and# ' terms. The product structure of either term together with th
absence of soft-collinear interactions from the SGEdgrangian at leading power suggests factorization
of both terms’ hadronic matrix elements into a light-congtrifbution amplitude™ ,f 1Pi/ v, and
(respectively) the QCD form factar " * and a SCET nonlocal “form factor” 21 (s) [249]. This
expectation is indeed borne out by the finiteness of the dotiwas, found in all available computations.

The jet functions (see eq.[(32)) arises in matching the-type current from SCEJonto SCET:
and is known to NLO [224-227]. This matching takes the fonmp@sition space)

7 Yooy

A*)T Linr () (0)D2ne(sni by (0)] =  dwdrd (sjw)l (mn. ) (0)Lgwn )hy (0));

(35)
where we again have suppressed Dirac structures and Witsss) Fourier transforming with respect to
s, r, w results inJ (z;u;! ) entering eq.[(31).

At leading power, all one-loop corrections 0" andJ and part of the two-loop contributions to
T are now available. The current-current corrections toforthev A v A operators{= 1;2) have
been found in Refs. [228, 250, 251]. The imaginary parts efdbrresponding two-loop contributions to
T have been computed in Ref. [252, 253]. These are sufficiettain the topological tree amplitudes
a; anda,, involving the large Wilson coefficients; 1:1 andc, 02, at NNLO up to arp (2)
correction to the real part of . In particular, the imaginary part cf; , is now fully known ato ( 2).
As it is first generated ab ( ), this represents a first step towards an NLO prediction afadiCP
asymmetries in QCD factorization. Spectator-scatteriogections from the remaining A v+ A
operators, as well as penguin contractions and magnetigugennsertions, have been computed in
Ref. [254]. Together they constitute the QCD penguin amgésa’, (p = u;c) and the colour-allowed
and colour-suppressed electroweak penguin amplitafes & anda?,, where the sign in front o}
depends on the spins of the final-state mesons, and certaiarinally enhanced power correctiorﬁg,
annihilation, etc.) are omitted (see, however, sedtior32Z22.

2.2.3.2 Phenomenological impact and final remarks

Numerical estimates of the and their uncertainties require estimatingn ,, corrections, some of which
are “chirally enhanced” for pseudoscalars in the final st@fethese, the scalar penguifj, and its elec-
troweak analogig, happen to factorize at ( ;). NNLO corrections are not known and their factorization
is an open question. Here we use the knawn ;) results. Annihilation and twist-3 spectator interac-
tions do not factorize already at LO (( )). The former are not included in amy but enter the physical
decay amplitudes. The latter have flavour structure idahtecthea; and are by convention included as
estimates. For the colour-allowed and colour-suppressedamplitudes; anda,, we find

aij( ) = 1015+ [0025+ 0:012iy + [?2+ 0:027i} v
h in o

% 00201 + 0034+ 0029}y + 0012k 3

= 0975 2+ (00107022 )i; (36)
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a( ) = 0:184 0153+ 0:077i] + [ 0:049i}y
h in o

% 012216 + 0050+ 0053iky + 0071k 3

= 0275058 + (0073 0501 (37)

In each expression, the first line gives the form-factort@srcontribution, the second line the spectator-
scattering contribution, and the third line their sum withesstimate of the theoretical uncertainties due
to hadronic input parameters (form factors, LCDAs, quarksses), power corrections, and neglected
higher-order perturbative corrections as explained imitlet Ref. [254], where also the input parameter
ranges employed here are given. The first two lines in Hqgs). 486 [37) are decomposed into the
tree (naive factorization, ?), one-loop '), and two-loop ¥ v ) vertex correction (the question marks
denote unknown real parts); tree( LO), one-loop (2, H V), and twist-3 power correction (tw3)
to spectator scattering. The prefactey = (9f, ,fz )=m ,F="* ;) encapsulates the bulk of the
hadronic uncertainties of the spectator-scattering teNumerically, fora; the corrections are, both
individually and in their sum, at the few-percent level, Istlcata; is very close to 1 and to the naive-
factorization result. On the other hand, individual coti@ts toa, are large, with a near cancellation
between naive factorization and the one-loop vertex ctimeca, is thus especially sensitive to spectator
scattering and to higher-order vertex corrections. Thas¢hare all important is seen from the7, LO,
andHd v numbers in eq[(37).

Analogous expressions can be given for the remaining andgliparameters’ :::a%, [254], ex-
cept that no two-loop vertex corrections are known. Quialitdy, NNLO spectator-scattering corrections
are as important for the leading-power, but small (elecéaky penguin amplitudes?_ﬁﬁ;10 as they are
for a, but are found to be small for the large electroweak penguiplimde a5. Corrections to the QCD
penguin amplitude’; are also small, in spite of the involvement of the large Wilsoefficientc ;. This
is due to a numerical cancellation, which may be accidefitaé scalar QCD and electroweak penguin
amplitudesal and a5 are power suppressed but “chirally enhanced”. NNLO coivestto them are
currently unknown but might involve sizable contributigm®portional toC ;, unless a similar numerical
cancellation as in the case &f prevents this. This would be relevant for direct CP asymie®in the

K system and elsewhere. For a more complete discussion, $€@548.

A good fraction of NNLO corrections to the QCD factorizatiftormula are now available. While
the perturbation expansion is well-behaved in all case®gesof these corrections turn out to be signif-
icant, particularly those to the colour-suppressed trag (@tectroweak) penguin amplitudes. Further
important corrections to the QCD and colour-suppressed EWgpin amplitudes proportional t©;
may enter through the chirally-enhanced power correctishanda, making their NNLO calculation
an important goal.

2.2.4 QED corrections to hadroni® decays
2.2.4.1 Introduction

The large amount of data collected so faBafactories has allowed to reach a statistical accuracy on
B decays into pairs of (pseudo)scalars at a level where elaaignetic effects cannot be neglected
anymore [255, 256]. On one hand, a correct simulation of thevoidable emission of photons from
charged patrticles has to be included in Monte Carlo progriamsder to evaluate the correct efficiency.
Onthe other hand, a clear definiton of the effective cut oft{photon spectra is essential for a consistent
comparison both between theory and experiments and betgsalts from different experiments.

We discuss the theoretical and experimental treatmentdiditiae corrections in hadronie de-
cays. We present analytical expressions to describe thinpa&ffects induced by both real and virtual
(soft) photons in the generic proceiss! PP, ( ), where bothH andp;, ,, are scalar or pseudoscalar
particles. We then discuss the procedures to be adoptegbérimmental analyses for a clear definition of
the observables.
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2.2.4.2 The scalar QED calculation

General properties of QED have been exploited in detail fostnof the pure electroweak processes or
in general for processes that can be fully treated in termgedirbation theory. This is not the case of
hadronic decays. However, due to the universal charactefrafed QED singularities, it is possible to
estimate the leading ( ) contributions to these processes within scalar QED, in pipeaximation of a
point-like weak vertex.

The most convenient infrared-safe observable relatedeégtbcesss ! P;P, is the photon
inclusive width

SHE™™)= (B! PP+ n )} cgnax= 12+ 12¢n E"); (38)

namely, the width for the process ! P,P, accompanied by any number of (undetected) photons,
with total missing energy less or equal®d #* in the B meson rest frame. The infrared cut-aff* #*

can be the photon energy below which the statep, i cannot be distinguished from the stafep, +

n i, however, in principle it can also be chosen to be a high esiee scale (up to the kinematical
limit). At any order in perturbation theory we can decompos$g*in terms of two theoretical quantities:
the so-called non-radiative width,?,, and the corresponding energy-dependent e.m. corredictorf

G 12 (E™),

elEre) = 9 ()G L E™™; ) (39)

Inthe limte™2* M 3 the electromagnetic correction factor can be reliablynested within scalar
QED. We define the non-radiative widtH, ( )as

0 = Ty Pereansl Y | (40)
h ih i m -

1 @ B ; 1= —; (41)
Mg

2

2 1 @+ 1)

namely the tree-level rate expressed in terms of the rerlaeda(scale-dependent) weak coupling. Here
them ; refer to the masses of the light mesons in the final state,is theB -meson mass. The function
G 12 (E™3; )can be written as

2

1
GipE; )=1+ — bzl + Fio+ 5H12+ Ni( ) 5 (42)

B
4F 2
whereH |, represents the finite term arising from virtual correctioasdF;, the energy-independent
contribution generated by the real emission (lere E™2*):

7 " ! #

@Bk X A@B! PP, ) m 2 E
— ( 12)=—b12]n—2+F12+O — : (43)
s <x (2 P2E A @B ! PiPy) 4F M g

spins

As expected, after summing real and virtual corrections, itifrared logarithmic divergences cancel
outinG i, (E ; ), giving rise to the universah (M 5z =E ™ #*) term. The scale dependence contained in
N 1, ( ) cancels out in the product’, G, due to the corresponding scale dependence of the weak
coupling. For the explicit expressions Bf,,H 1, andN 1, and a more detailed discussion of the
dependence we refer to [247]. The result thus obtained capied to bottB andD decays.

We finally give the results fo6. andG. in the limitm ., E M g, Which represents a
convenient, and very good approximation:

4E2 2

G. =1 — 2h +1+h1l * hn 7 4 4+ 1+0()  (44)
B
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4F
Gso = 1 — I +1+h(@+ )}]nM—Z 2 t— 1+0 () (45)
B
where
mi+my m 1 mo
_tT 72, i 46
ZMB ! m1+m2’ ( )

with 12 = + |, + 0, respectively. This approximation also serves to clatifg physical relevance of
the correction factors. The logarithmic terms as well as@oailomb correction ( ?) are model-
independent, well defined effects. On the other hand, thairéng constant pieces (1) are not mean-
ingful in the absence of the proper UV matching, but they almlsminant and numerically rather small.

2.2.4.3 Inclusion of final state radiation effects in an ekpental analysis

We will discuss in particular the inclusion of final state iedtbn in the analysis of rare decays aB
factories. In this kind of environment, the efficiency isiestted through Monte Carlo simulation where
QED effects are taken into account using the PHOTOS sinounlg@idckage [257]. The firstissue is then to
check if the performances of the entire event simulatiorirchee the ones expected from the theory. One
can thus compare the simulated, (£ ™ ®* ) function, as well as the energy and angular distributiornef t
generated photons (whose analytical expression can be fou247]) and then, if needed, correct the
distributions on which efficiency and parametrization af th variables are evaluated. Then, particular
care has to be taken in order to quote the results in such ahlaayadiation effects can be disentagled.
In principle, it would be necessary to selectcandidates with a specified maximum amoundaofi00
MeV) photon energy in the final states, a quantity which ifiaift to reconstruct in & factory context.
Instead, one could define the data sample selecting on arveliseriable which can be clearly related
to the maximum allowed energy for photon$ °*. The variable E = E P s=2, wherek ; is the
reconstructeds candidate energy in the" e center of mass (CM) frame ar?dé the total CM energy,

is clearly suitable for this purpose. Ther window chosen for the analysis would then allow for the
presence of radiated photons up to the chosen cut, providmgossibility of quoting results, e.g., on
branching fractions, with a defined cut on the soft photorcspen. Once a result of this kind is obtained,
it is easy to extract the weak couplings — which cannot bectliraneasured due to the intrinsic and
unavoidable features of QED — employing the theoreticatudation explained in the previous section.
This is very important, since the comparison between thatepredictions and experiments can be
done more efficiently in terms of the weak couplings. Morep@emeaningful comparison between
different experiments can only be done in terms of the wealpliogs (non-radiative quantities) or in
terms of the inclusive widths employing the same infraredatfi

2.2.5 Outlook on future improvements

The improvement of our quantitative understanding of hadr@ffects in charmless non-leptonic-
decays requires both experimental and theoretical efforts

Completion of the NNLO analyses for the factorizable wedad hard-scattering contributions to
reduce the perturbative uncertainties.

Further improvement in hadronic input parameters (foretdies, LCDA) by non-perturbative
methods, combined with experimental dataronandD -meson decays.

More systematic treatment of power-corrections.
Better understanding &fU (3)-breaking effects in the analysis Bf; andB ,, 4 decays.

In the future, the main limitations will probably be due t@thnetical uncertainties in non-perturbative
strong rescattering phases.
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2.3 Light-cone QCD sum rules
2.3.1 Distribution Amplitudes

Light-cone wave functions or distribution amplitudes (Ddte matrix elements defined near light-like
separations connecting hadrons to their partonic comstitu They are widely used in hard exclusive
processes with high momentum transfer [258], which arenofieminated by light-like distances. For-
mally they appear in the light-cone operator product exjpand COPE) and can be seen as the analogue
of matrix elements of local operators in the operator pro@xpansion (OPE). The terms in the OPE are
ordered according to the dimension of the operators, thegan the LCOPE according to their twist,
the dimension minus the spin. We shall discuss distribwimplitudes for light mesons, which are most
relevant for the LHCb experimefit We shall take th& (495) and thek (892) as representatives for
the light pseudoscalar and vector me$ons

Z 1
igx)x  sE0BO)K (@i = ifgxg x due™* g @)+ 0 & mg);
0 7 )
Wigx)x  K;0BO)K (@ )i = (") x¥mx  due®I* fu)y+oimi ) (47)
0 7 .
Wigx) K;0BO)K (@ )i = i"g "lgq)E () due™I* I )+ 0xmg ):

The vectorx is to be thought of as a vector close to the light-cone. Theaabbru (u 1 u)
can be interpreted as the collinear momentum fraction edrbiy one of the constituent quarks in
the meson. Corrections to the leading twist come from thoeeces: 1. other Dirac-structures (e.g.
H0jq(x) s x;01(0)K (9)i), 2. higher Fock states (including an additional gluon) &nchass and light-
cone corrections as indicated in the equations above.

The wave functions (u; )are non-perturbative objects. Their asymptotic forms aw@nkn from
perturbative QCD, (u; ) ! " 6uu. Use of one-loop conformal symmetry of massless QCD is made
by expanding in the eigenfunctions of the evolution kertted, Gegenbauer ponnomia]sf:Z,

%
w; )= 6uu 1+ ()T u 1) (48)

n=1

where the , are hadronic parameters, the Gegenbauer momentsislbdd they vanish for particles
with definite G-parity, e.g. ,,.1( ) = 0. Forthe kaon ,,, 1 (® ) & 0, which contributes to SU(3)
breaking. In practice the expansion is truncated after atéems. This is motivated by the fact that the
hierarchy of anomalous dimensiong, ; > , > 0implies j ., 1j< j »jat a sufficiently high scale.
From concrete calculations and fits it indeed appears tedtigrarchy already sets in at typical hadronic
scales 1Gev. Moreover, for smooth kernels the higher Gegenbauer masrggve small contributions
upon convolution much like in the familiar case of the pamrave expansion in qguantum mechanics.

A different method is to model the wave-functions by usingeskmental and theoretical con-
straints. In [276] a recursive relation between the Gegeebamoments was proposed, which involves
only two additional parameters. This constitutes an adtiva tool especially in cases where the confor-
mal expansion is converging slowly.

We shall not report on higher-twist contributions here befer to the literature [274, 275]. It
should also be mentioned that higher-twist effects can thergrominent such as in the time dependent
CP asymmetry il8 ! K  via soft gluon emission [262].

There are of course other DA of interest. Baryon DA have rédgdreen reviewed in [259], the photon DA is treated
in [260] and a recent lecture on the B-meson DA can be foung6ai]
8n the literature sometimes another phase convention fovéictor meson states is used, whete, oo, = 13 inere-
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2.3.1.1 Decay constants

The decay constants normalize the DA. For the pseudoscalarghey are well known form experiment.
The decay constants of theand ° and in general their wave functions, are more complicatel td

- “mixing and the chiral anomaly and shall not be discussed. Heve the vector patrticles there are
two decay constants as seen frdm| (47). The longitudinalydemastants can be taken from experiment.
For instance for °, ! and they are taken froow® ! e"e andfor andk from [V .
It is worth noting that the difference ific andf seems consistent with the expected size of isospin
breaking, whereas some time ago there seemed to be a shgiing266].

For the transverse decay constants one has to rely on theory. QCD sum rules provide both
longitudinal and transverse decay constants [232, 263]

(206 7)M &V £ (1Gev)= (165 9)Me&v
fx = (222 8)M eV £ (1Gev)= (185 10)M eV : (49)

£

In lattice QCD there exist two quenched calculations of titeorof decay constants [264, 265], which
are consistent with the sum rule values above. Combinintheie experimental, sum rule and lattice
results we get [267]

f = (216 2)Mev £ (1Gev) = (165 9)Mev
f, = (187 5)Mev £ (1Gev) = (151 9)Mev
fx = (220 5)Mev £ (1GeV)= (185 10)Mev
f = (215 5Mev ff(1Gev)= (186 9)MeV : (50)

2.3.1.2 The first and second Gegenbauer moment

As mentioned before, the first Gegenbauer moment vanishgsafticles with definite G-parity. Intu-
itively the first Gegenbauer moment of the kaon is a measutieeodverage momentum fraction carried
by the strange quark. Based on the constituent quark motseéitpected that ; (K ) > 0. A negative
value of this quantity [268] created some confusion andait&t reinvestigations. The sum rule used
in that work is of the non-diagonal type and has a non-pesitiefinite spectral function, which makes
the extraction of any kind of residue very unreliable. Laiardiagonal sum rules were used and stable
values were obtained [232,269] € 1GeV)

?

&K ;)=1003 002; Z® ; )=004 003; (51)

1(K; )= 006 003;
although with relatively large uncertainties. An intemegtalternative method was suggested in [270]
where the first Gegenbauer moment was related to a quark-ghatrix element via the equation of
motion. An alternative derivation and a completion for alkes was later given in [271]. The operator
equation for the kaon is

2 2
9 m m m m
- 1K)= ——+ 44— 8,4(K);
5 Mg+ mg m g

where the twist-4 matrix element; is defined ash0iq(gG )i ssX (@)i= ig fxm? .(K ). Sim-
ilar equations exist for the longitudinal and transverssecalt is worth stressing that those operator
relations are completely general and it remains to detezrttie twist-4 matrix elements. Attempts to
determine them from QCD sum rules [270, 271] turn out to besistant with the determinations from
diagonal sum rules (51) but cannot compete in terms of tharacg. Later lattice QCD provided the
first Gegenbauer moment for the kaon DA from domain-wall fema [272] and Wilson fermions [273]
whose values agree very well with the central value ofk ) in (51), but have significantly lower un-
certainty.
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The second Gegenbauer moment has also been determinedifégoma sum rules for the and
K [269,274]
2(K )
2( )
It can be seen that the SU(3) breaking in the second momergssimably moderate. Values of for
the vector mesons, K and have recently been updated in [275].

2( ;1Gev )= 027 008

=105 0:15 (52)

2.3.2 Heavy-to-light form factors from LCSR

Light-cone sum rules (LCSR) were developed to improve onesofrthe shortcomings of three-point
sum rules designed to describe meson-to-meson transitionféctors. The problem is that fer ! M
transitions, where1 is a light meson, higher order matrix elements grow with rendering the OPE
non-convergent. In the cage ! M three-point sum rules and LCSR yield comparable results. A
review of the framework of LCSR can be found in [229].

The form factors ofy anda currents forB to light pseudoscalar and vector mesons are defined
as@=p: P

m2 m2 m2 m2

PP (p)jq bB (s )i= £ (@) (= + P) %q +fo(q2)%q (53)
) ) 2V (T°) ) "

otV (p;")dag (1 s)oB (pg )i= ) " PP 2imy Ao (@) — g (54
mpg + My q

" " m2 m2
imp + my AL " —d + i) —— @+p g

q mp + My q

, o ,
The factore, accounts for the flavour content of particles: = 2for ©, ! ando, = 1 otherwise.
The tensor form factors, relevantfer! v orB ! P (v )I'1 , are defined as

if
P (p)jg g bP (ps)i= i) T+ ps) M mp) (55)
mpg + Mp
oWV (p;")3g g 1+ s5)bB (ps )i= 21T () " PP (56)
+To() M3 my)" (" @p+p) + T3 (" qa ﬁ(ﬁs + p)
B \

with T;(0) = T,(0). Note that the tensor form factors depend on the renormalizascale of the
matrix element. All form factors if(53) E(56) are positiveda 12> = 1.

LCSR allow us to obtain the form factors from a suitable datien function for virtualities of
0 < o < 14Gev? The residue in the sum rule is of the typs; £, (¢%))sz. Using a second sum
rule for (fg )sz to the same accuracy, the form factor is obtainedcas= (s £, (@°))sr =(fs )sr,
where several uncertainties cancel. The final uncertaimti¢he sum rule results for the form factors are
around10% and slightly more for thee ! K transitions due to the additional uncertainty in the first
Gegenbauer moment. The most recent and up-to-date cadcufat B | M form factors, including
twist-3 radiative corrections, can be found in [230, 231i.isl not obvious how the accuracy can be
significantly improved by including further corrections.n®interesting option would be to calculate
NNLO QCD corrections, which could first be attempted in thgéa , limit.

Another interesting question is whether it is possible tieed the form factor calculations to the
entire physical domain < o? < my mp v ,)?. Ithas been advocated by Becirevic and Kaidalov [277]
to write the form factort, as a dispersion relation i with a lowest-lying pole term plus a contribution
from multiparticle states, which in a minimal setup can bpragimated by an effective pole term at
higher mass:

£o(F) = ———5+ ds ! S+ — ¢ (57)
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Table 7: Form factors from light-cone sum rules.

£21(0) T (0) VB (0) AL (0) att (o ASS (0)

0258 0:031 0267 0:023 0323 0030 0303 0:029 0:242 0023 0221 0023

In the past it has often been popular to adopt Vector Meson iDame (VMD), i.e. to set, = 0.
BaBar measurements of semileptonic decay spectra with fingib the o?-distribution now strongly
disfavour simple VMD [278]. Another important point is thhe fits to the parametrisation (57) allow us
to reproduce the results from LCSR extremely well [230, 231]e parametrisation also passes a number
of consistency tests. The soft pion pofigtm 2 ) = £5 = can be attained upon extrapolation, leading to
aB -meson decay constant of 205M ev . This is well in the ballpark of expectations and consistent
with the Belle measurement of ! . Moreover the residugx )s, = (fz gz )=(2m g ), which

is rather stable under the fits, agrees within ten percertt what is known from hadronic physics.
Representative results are given in Tdble 7. More form factan be found in eq. (27) and Tab. 3
of [230]forB ! ;K ; andinTab. 8 of [231]foB ! ;K ; ;!. It has to be emphasized that the
B ! K ;K transitions have been evaluated before the progress inlilig)dreaking was achieved.
An update would be timely and will certainly be undertakendoch important casesas! K 11 .

In particular forthes ! K  decay rate in the standard model (SM) it was emphasized (8; 23D]
that within the framwork of QCD factorization; (0)sy exppocor = 028  0:02. An update of SU(3)-
breaking effects yields, (0) = 031  0:04 [281], which seems reasonably consistent.

In certain decay channels, suchms! K 1'1 , several form factors enter at the same time.
Sometimes ratios of decay rates are needed, e.g. for thecaatr of y/ =V jfromB | K . Simply
taking the uncertainties in the individual form factors autling them linearly could be a drastic over-
estimate since parametric uncertainties, such as thaoserfrg might cancel in the quantities of interest.
In the former case no efforts have been undertaken. In tter lzdse a consistent evaluation [263] leads
to the form factor ratioc ' ¥ (0)=TC ' (0)= 147  0:00.

2.3.3 Comparison with heavy-to-light form factors from givistic quark models
W. Lucha, D. Melikhov, S. Simula, B. Stech

Quark models have been frequently used in the past to estinaalronic quantities such as form
factors. They may be applied to complicated processesyhaodlessible to lattice calculations and they
provide connections between different processes thrdugivave functions of the participating hadrons.
Relativistic quark models are based on a simplified pictfi@@D: Below the chiral symmetry breaking

Table 8: Examples of form factorsfag !  [Bs ! K ]from the quark model [292].

v (0) A1(0) 2,(0) A,(0) T; (0) T5(0)
0.31[0.44] 0.26[0.36] 0.24[0.32] 0.29[0.45] 0.27[0.39].18[0. 27]

scale 1 GeV, quarks are treated as patrticles of fixed mass interpoie a relativistic potential
and hadron wave functions and masses are found as solutidghgee-dimensional reductions of the
Bethe—Salpeter equation. The structure of the confiningrtiat is restricted by rigorous properties of
QCD, such as heavy-quark symmetry for the heavy-quark s§82, 283] and spontaneously broken
chiral symmetry for the light-quark sector [284]. The vauaf the constituent-quark masses and the
parameters of the potential are fixed by requiring that trecspm of observed hadron states is well
reproduced [285, 286].

Various versions of the quark model were applied to the dasan of weak properties of heavy
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hadrons (see e.g. [287—-289]). For instance, the weak tiam$orm factors are given in the quark model
in [290] by relativistic double spectral representationdarms of the wave functions of initial and final
hadrons and the double spectral density of the correspgrigitynman diagrams with massive quarks.
This approach led to very successful predictionsofaecays [291,292]. Many results for variomsand

B ; decays have been obtained [292-296], yielding an ovekdliyg in agreement with other approaches,
such as QCD sum rules. Table 8 gives examples of the resoifts[#92]. A comparison between various
guark models performed in [297] leads to a qualitative estéof the overall uncertainty of some 10—
15% . The main limitation of the quark model approach is the ditfic to provide rigorous estimates of
the systematic errors of the calculated hadron paramdtethis respect, quark models cannot compete
with lattice gauge theory.
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2.4 Lattice QCD
2.4.1 Recentresults

In this section we give a summary of recent lattice resulsvemnt to flavour physics. The tables should
be consulted with an eye on the systematics discussed i#. 2Fbr a more complete coverage, see
the review talks on heavy flavour physics [298—-300] and kaoysios [301-303] at the last few lattice
conferences.

2.4.1.1 Decay constants
The axial-vector decay constants relevant to the ‘ leptonic decays

Hjd  su)(x)j (p)i= if p e P> (58)

(and analogously fak ;D ;B mesons) may be evaluated on the lattice. Some recent raseiitellected
in Table[9. The first column gives the statistical and systengarors. The second column says whether

Table 9: Decay constants from lattice QCD.

fx =f = 124(2) Ne= 2+ 1 dom/dom no RBC/UKQCD [304]
fx =f = 1218(2)(",}) N:; = 2+ 1 stag/dom no NPLQCD [305]
fx =f = 1208(2 )(*fﬁj) N:= 2+ 1 stag/stag yes MILC [306]
fx =f = 1:189(7) Ne= 2+ 1 stag/stag yes HPQCD [307]
fp. = 242(09)(10)M eV Ne=0 —/clov yes ALPHAI[308]
fp, = 240(5)(5)M &V Ng= 0 —/clov yes Romell [309]
fp. = 249(03)(16) M eV N¢= 2+ 1 stag/stag yes FNAL/MILC/+[310]
fr.=238011) (") )Mev  Ng=2 clov/clov yes CP-PACS [298]
fDS = 2413 )M ev Ne= 2+ 1 stag/stag yes HPQCD [307]

= 232(7)( )(53)M eV N¢= 0 —J/dom no RBC]J[31]1]
p 202(12)(+ ZO)M v Ne= 2 clov/clov yes CP-PACS [298]
fp =fp = 1:05(2)(", 9y6) Ne=0 —J/dom no RBC]J[31]1]
fp =fp = 124(7) Ne= 2+ 1 stag/stag yes FNAL/MILC/+[310]
fp . =fp = 1:162(9) N¢= 2+ 1 stag/stag yes HPQCD [307]
fp. = 192(6)(4) M eV Ng =0 —/clov yes Romell [309]
fg, = 205(12)M eV Ng= 0 —/clov yes ALPHA[312]
fp. = 191(6)M ev N¢= 0 —/clov yes ALPHA[313]
fg, = 242(9)(51)M &V Ng = 2 clov/iclov yes CP-PACS [314]
f5, = 217(6)(",5 )M &V Ne = 2 stag/wils yes MILC [315]
fp. = 260(7)(26)(8)Mev  Neg= 2+ 1 clov/clov no HPQCD [316]
fp.=fp = 1:179(18)(23) Ng = 2 clov/clov yes CP-PACS [314]
fp.=fp = 1:16(1)(3) (", 4) Ne= 2 stag/wils yes MILC[315]
fp_=fp = 1:13(3)("y,)) Ne= 2 clov/iclov no JLQCD [317]
fp.=fz = 120(3)(1) N¢= 2+ 1 stag/stag yes HPQCD [318]
fy.=fg = 129(4)(6) Ne= 2 dom/dom no RBC]J[319]

the simulations are quenchel ¢ = 0), or dynamical with a commom ,4 mass only [ = 2), or

with strange quark loops includedi{ = 2+ 1). The remaining columns indicate the light quark
formulation in the sea and valence sectors and whether &noom extrapolation has been attempted.
To the quenched results, an extra 5% scale setting errolcdsheuadded (s€e 2.4.2.1). Generally, the
lattice results compare favourably to the recent expertaieleterminations (using the appropriate CKM
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element from another processy = 223(17)(03)M ev at CLEO [320], fp. = 282(16)(7)M eV at
CLEO [321],fp . = 283(17)(16) M &V at BaBar [322] andfs = 229(";°) ("5 )M ev at Belle [323].
One may also form the ratio M , _f, .= M, f, and compare to the result30(12), implied by the
CLEO and BaBar numbers.

2.4.1.2 Form factors

The vector form factors of semi-leptonic decays like! ‘ orD ! K ‘ ,defined irBB), can be
calculated intherangg , < o < ¢ .., where? ., = Mz M )*;Mp Mg )? respectively, while
o ., is a soft bound (set by the cut-off effects and noise one densitolerable). Oftefi. (0) = £,(0)is
used and a parametrisation is employed to extrapolate. grtftnmost popular are those of Becirevic-
Kaidalov [277] and Ball-Zwicky [277,278]
f

b
BK _ . BK = R
S s e @ T g

f ref
f£28(f) = + 60
€ I ¢ 1 I g) ©
whereg? = =4 2 (or o?=v 2 for D -decays), with the parametefs= £, (0); (BK,BZ) andr
(BZ). The expression il (60) is equivalent to the approxarfarm in (57). Some recent results, with
the same meaning of the columns as before, are given in [[@blEhe definition ofF is given in [330].

(59)

Table 10: Form factors from lattice QCD.

£55(0)= 0960(5)(7) Ne= 0 —/clov no Romel-Orsay [324]

£51 (0)= 0952(6) Ne = 2 clov/iclov no JLQCD [325]

££5 (0)= 02968(9)(6) Ne = 2 dom/dom no RBC [326]

££° (0)= 09680(16) Neg= 2+ 1 dom/dom no UKQCD/RBC [327]

£55 (0)= 0962(6)(9) Ne= 2+ 1 stag/clov no FNAL/MILC/+ [328]

2 (0)= 064(3)(6) Ne= 2+ 1 stag/stag no FNAL/MILC/+ [329]

£21 X (0)= 0:73(3)(7) Ne= 2+ 1 stag/stag no FNAL/MILC/+ [329]

£8Y (0)= 023(2)(3) Ne= 2+ 1 stag/stag no FNAL/MILC/+ [330]

fBY (0)= 0:31(5)(4) N¢= 2+ 1 stag/stag yes HPQCD[331]

F2'P(1)= 1:074(18)(16) Nf= 2+ 1 stag/stag no FNAL/MILC/+[330]

FE'P(1)= 1:026(17) Ne= 0 —/clov yes Romell [332]
Earlier work on the ! * form factors can be found in [333-336]. For! K * andD ! ‘
the o?-dependence of the form factors has been traced out by the. RMIAC/+ collaboration [329] and
compared to experimental results by the BES [337] and FOQ338][collaborations. FoB ! ‘

the o*>-dependence, as determined by the HPQCD and FNAL/MILC/kabotations, is in reasonable
agreement [298]. For a generic comment why the form factef at 0 is not always the best thing to
ask for from the lattice, see sectibn 214.3.

2.4.1.3 Bag parameters
On the lattice, the SM bag parameters ( )andBg ( ) for neutral kaon an@ -meson mixing

8

K %5(sdya (sdya K1 = 5MKZfKZBK (61)
8

B oo a Baka Bl = Mg fBe,  (@= djs) (62)
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are extracted indirectly. The measured quantitiestgmes and £z ; then the ratio is taken to obtain the
guotedBy (similar for Bk ). Therefore, it makes little sense to combigge from one group and;
from another to come up with a lattice value fey B . On the other hand

- (63)
Bs,

is benevolent, from a lattice viewpoint, since it followsiin the ratio of the same correlator with two
different quark masses (in practice, an extrapolathon! m shys is needed). Many systematic uncer-
tainties cancel in such ratios, but the chiral extrapolatoror is not reduced. It would make sense to

guote the renormalisation scheme and scale independentitgua
h i

By = Im ()70 1+ 4—SJNf + m By () (64)

with knownJy, . From a perturbative viewpoirity andgy are equivalent, but from a lattice perspective
the latter is much better defined. Recent result®fpr= By (2Gev )andBy = By (m 1) are quoted in
Table[11. Note that these values refer to bag parametersspiitlor structure/ v + A A in the 4-fermion

Table 11: Bag parameters from lattice QCD.

Bx = 0:5746(061)(191) Ne= 0 —/dom yes CP-PACS [339]
Bg = 055(7) Ne= 0 —Jover yes MILC [340]
Bx = 0:96(10) [hat] Ne= 0 — /wils  yes Becirevic et al. [341]
Bx = 0:563(21)(49) Neg=0 —/dom yes RBC[342]
Bg = 0:563(47)(07) Neg=0 —Jover yes BMW [129]
Bx = 0:789(46) [hat] N:= 0 — twis  yes ALPHA [343]
Bx = 0:49(13) Ng = 2 clov/iclov. no UKQCD [344]
Bg = 0:495(18) Ng = 2 dom/dom no RBC[345]
Bx = 0:618(18)(135) Ne= 2+ 1 stag/stag no HPQCD/UKQCD [346]
Bg = 0:557(12)(29) N¢= 2+ 1 dom/dom no RBC/UKQCD [347]
By, = 0:940(16)(22) Neg=0 —/over no Orsay [348]
By = 0:836(27)(".F) Ne = 2 clov/clov. no JLQCD [317]
Bgp.=Bp = 1017(16)("F) N¢ =2 cloviclov. no JLQCD [317]
Bg_,=Bp = 1:06(6)(4) Ne= 2 dom/dom no RBC][319]

S
fs. Bp.= 281(21)Me&V N¢= 2+ 1 stag/stag no HPQCD [349]

= 1143)() Ne= 2 cloviclov no JLQCD [317]

= 1:33(8)(8) Ne = 2 dom/dom no RBC][319]

operator, as they appear in the SM.

2.4.1.4 BSM matrix elements

There are several hadronic matrix elements for BSM opesataailable from the lattice. Kaon-mixing
matrix elements wittv v A2 ;SS+ PP;SS P P;TT spinor structure in the 4-fermion operator are
found in [129, 130,342,350,351] and’ * K “iis being addressed in [352]. In the literature, they go
by the name of “SUSY matrix elements”, but the idea is thay dné (perturbatively calculated) Wilson
coefficient refers to the specific BSM theory, while the {&&ttevaluated) matrix element is fully generic.
Thanks to massless overlap fermions [353, 354] obeying ihepgarg-Wilson relation [355] and hence
enjoying a lattice analogue of chiral symmetry [356], it @npossible to avoid admixtures of operators
with an unwanted chirality structure.
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Table 12: CKM matrix elements from lattice QCD.

j]usiatOS j]ubiat% j]cdj.at05 j]csiat05 j‘]cbiat05
0:2244(14) 3:76(68)10 ° 0245(22) 0:97(10) 3:91(09)(34)10 2

2.4.1.5 CKM matrix elements

In his Lattice 2005 write-up [298], Okamoto quantifies thegmitudes of all CKM matrix elements,
except i’y j usingexclusively lattice resultéand experimental data, of course). They are collected in
Table[12. The magnitudes,.4 j Vs 3 Vo jmay be subsequently determined, if one assumes unitarity of

Vegw - This givesiiua 2.5 = 0:9743(3), Vs Ths = 3:79(53)10 2 and 374, §%, - = 0:9992(1).

2.4.2 Scale setting and systematic effects
2.4.2.1 BurningN¢ + 1 observables ini ¢ flavour QCD

In a calculation with, say, a commani and separate ;c quark masses, four observables must be used
to set the lattice spacing and to adjuisty ;m ¢ ;m . to their physical values (with 4 there is a practical
problem, but this is immaterial to the present discussidm)general N¢ + 1 lattice observables cannot
be used to make predictions, since LQCD establishes a ctomec

1
0 M 1 0 1 0 f
p QCD B .
B M B m g Tk iBx
B B ud B £ :f
E M () B m + B 0.
M m _
D < % s ifs. A
B m p
|—A{z—} |—{z—} Bp iBs,
experiment parameters | t——r0u!
predictions

With infinitely precise data it would not matter which obsanles are sacrificed to specify the bare
parameters in a given run (every observable depends a badnadd theN  + 1 parameters). In practice,
the situation is different. To adjust the bare parameteesdontrolled way, it is important to single out
N¢+ 1 observables that are easy to measure, do not show tremeawloof§ effects and depend strongly
on one physical parameter but as weakly as possible on &f.dBy now it is clear that one should not
use any broad resonance (e.g. thesince this introduces large ambiguities [357].

Frequently, the Sommer radius [358] is used as an intermediate scale-setting quantity;tee
continuum limit is taken forf; _r,. But the issue remains what physical distance should béifigen
with ro. Typically, a quenched lattice study converts a valuefforr, with specified statistical and
systematic errors into an MeV result fog _, assuming that, is exactly0:5 i (the preferred value from
charmonium spectroscopy), or exactly7 fm (from the proton mass), or exacttys1 m (from fx ). If
one is interested in quenched QCD, any of these values isHiowever, if one intends to use the result
for phenomenological purposes, it is more advisable tibate a certain error tary M &V ) itself. For
instance, one might usg = 0:49(2)fm. This is where the suggestion to add an extra 5% scale-gettin
ambiguity to most quenched results comes from. In principleeh ambiguities persistin: = 2+ 1
QCD, hut they get smaller as one moves towards realistickquasses.

2.4.2.2 Perturbative versus non-perturbative renornzai

On the lattice, there are two types of renormalisation. Obsfy, any operator which “runs” requires
renormalisation. For instance, when calculating a bagrpeter, the lattice result i8 J“<*=™ @ 1),
where the superscript indicates the specific cut-off scheefimed by the gluon and fermion actions that
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have been used. In order to obtain an observable with a veélied continuum limit, this object needs
to be converted into a scheme where the pertinent scaeot linked to the cut-off * . Consequently,
the conversion factoriB Y S( )= c ( a)BJ"**™™ (a 1 )would diverge in the continuum limit, but this
is immaterial, since& ( a)is not an observable.

Besides, a finite renormalisation is used for many quaatitifeinterest. For instance, to measure
£ , one multiplies the point-like axial-vector curremt = d  su with a renormalisation factor. , .
Asymptotically (for large ), this factor behaves like, = 1+ const= + 0 (2 ). Accordingly,Z ( )
may be calculated either in weak coupling perturbation theo non-perturbatively. For some actions
both avenues have been pursued, and sometimes it was fatwitthin perturbation theory it is difficult
to estimate the error (there may be big shifts when going fielmop to 2-loop and/or all perturbative
calculations ofz , ( ) may differ significantly from the outcome of a non-perturbatdetermination).
The results withh: = 2+ 1 staggered quarks rely on perturbation theory and some edear that some
of the renormalisation factors may be less precisely kndvan wwhat is currently believed. On the other
hand one might argue that these actions involve UV-filtefligk-fattening”) and may be less prone to
such uncertainties than unfiltered (“thin-link”) actioffhese issues are under active investigation.

2.4.2.3 Summary of extrapolations

Lattice calculations are done in a euclidean hox T with a finite lattice spacing. From a field-

theoretic viewpoint only thea ! 1 limit is needed to define particle properties (to locate tbeep
of an Euclidean Green’s function and to extract the residoez ! 1 behaviour of the correlation
function C (t) needs to be studied). All other limits are taken subsequémtihe physical observables.
A summary of all extrapolations involved is:

1) T ! 1 orremoval of excited states contamination (in practiceosdingT L is sufficient)
2) a ! 0orremoval of discretisation effects (at fixed= L ° and fixedv ,,.4L)

3) v ! 1 orremoval of (spatial) finite-size effects (at fixed renolised quark masses)

4) m 4 ! m 2% or chiral extrapolation

5 mp! m ghys or heavy-quark extrapolation/interpolation (not with fédab formulation)

Extrapolations 1-3 are standard in the sense that one knows$dcontrol them. The chiral extrapolation
is far from innocent, since it is not really justified to usarahperturbation theory [359, 360] if one
cannot clearly identify chiral logs in the data, and it isch&w tell such logs from lattice artifacts and
finite-size effects. The entries with the smallest erroslzanong thei: = 2+ 1 data quoted above stem
from simulations with the staggered action. In such stuthesextrapolations 2 and 4 are performed by
means of staggered chiral perturbation theory [361, 3G2hgJa large number of fitting parameters. This
makes it hard to judge whether the quoted error is realibtit at least the “post processing” is done in
a field-theoretic framework (no modelling). The fifth poirgpknds on the details of the heavy-quark
formulation (NRQCD, HQET, Fermilab) employed, but evelijyavith a * 7 10 G ev and higher, one
could use a standard relativistic action.

2.4.2.4 Conceptual issues

Besides these practical aspects, there might be concdpsuas regarding the theoretical validity of
certain steps. In the past, the so-called quenched appatiwimhas been used, where the functional
determinant is neglected. While fundamentally uncorgdyllit seems to have little impact on the final
result of a phenomenological study — as long as no flavouratirguantity is measured, final-state
interactions are not particularly important and the lomgtahce physics involved does not exceed
(i.,e.form > 200M ev, which still is the case in present simulations). Stat¢hefart calculations use
the partially quenched framework [363—-365], which, desjiit name, isiot a half-way extrapolation
from quenched to unquenched. It amounts to having, besid&s= m "2}, also data withn 5% > m 2!

which typically stabilise the extrapolation 052 = m 73! = m Ezys. But even with the determinant
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included, things remain somewhat controversial. The ngpirocedure with staggered quarks (to obtain
N¢ = 2+ 1, the square-root oflet(D Iﬁtud ) and the fourth-root ofiet(D ) is taken) has been the
subject of a lively debate. Much theoretical progress orewstdnding its basis has been achieved — for
a summary see the plenary talks on this point at the last thtéee conferences [366—369].

2.4.3 Prospects of future error bars

Future progress on the precision of lattice calculationr@GD matrix elements will hopefully come from
a variety of improvements, including a growth in computewpq the development of better algorithms,
the construction of better interpolating fields, and thagtesf better relativistic and heavy quark actions.
Some of these factors are easier to forecast than otherfdtance, the amount of CPU power is a rather
monotonic function of time (for the lattice community as aoM) not for an individual collaboration).
By contrast, progress at the algorithmic frontier comesvioliionary steps — we have just withessed
a dramatic improvement of full QCD hybrid Monte Carlo algbms [370]. The last two points are
somewhere in between; here, every collaboration has itspeferences, which are largely driven by
the kind of physics it wants to address. Below, some estisrfatefuture error bars on quantities relevant
to flavour physics will be given, but it is important to keepnirind two caveats.

The first caveat is a reminder that the anticipated percen&agprs quoted below belong to a
rather restricted class of observables. In the foresedahlee lattice methods can only be competitive
for processes where the following conditions hold simétzursly:

only one hadron in initial and/or final state,

all hadrons stable (none near thresholds),

all valence quarks in connected graphs,

all momenta significantly below cut-off scate =a.

This is the case for the quantities discussed below, but #@ma¢hat quick progress on other interesting
quantities, such as® ' (o), is not likely.

The second caveat concerns the role of the theoretical tamtes, as discussed in the previous
paragraph. For instance, some of the estimates given bedsuwnge that certain (finite) renormalisation
(i.e. matching) factors will be known at the 2-loop level. cBucalculations are tedious and rely on
massive computer algebra (the lattice regularisation gesluhe full Lorentz symmetry, resulting in a
proliferation of terms). Accordingly, future progress afch calculations is difficult to predict. In the
same spirit one should mention that in the predictions dised below it is assumed that far =
250:::350 M eV one is in a regime where chiral perturbation theory applies ean be used to further
extrapolate the lattice data to the physical pion mass.druttlikely event that for some specific process
this is not the case, the corresponding prediction wouldergm substantial revision.

With these caveats in mind it is interesting to discuss tlogepted error bars as they are released
by some lattice groups. For instance MILC has a detaileddimap” of their expected percentage errors
(including statistical and theoretical uncertainties) dmumber of matrix elements. They are collected
in the following Table_ 1B, which they kindly provide. By fand most ambitious plans are those of
HPQCD. They have just released numbersfpr and £, .=f, with a claimed accuracy of 1.3% and
0.8%, respectively [307]. They plan on computifag, and £z as well as thes ! form factor at
¢’ 16 G eV % to 4%. Finally, they envisage releasing the ratio=fz with 2% accuracy and with 3%
accuracy by the end of 2007.

In this context it is worth pointing out that progress in atffields, in particular in experiment,
has the potential to ease the task for the lattice commuRdy.instance, quoting the vector form factor
£, for semileptonicB !  decay atf = 0 is not the best thing to ask for from the lattice, since a
long extrapolation is needed (dee 2.4.1.2). Still, in thet pleis was common practice, since there was
very limited experimental information available. In theanéime the situation has changed. Now, rather
precise information on the shape of this form factor (viankid differential decay rate data =d<)
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Table 13: Prospects for lattice uncertainties (MILC Collab.). Thet  “ form factoris taken aff = 16 G ev .

Lat06 Lat'07 2-3yrs. 5-10yrs.
fp.ifs, 10 7 5 3-4
o p;fB 11 7-8 5 4
fg Bpg 17 8-13 4-5 3-4
- 4 3 1-2
®B;D)! ®K; ) 11 8 6 4
B! (D;D ) 4 3 2 1

is available, and only the absolute normalisation is diffibm determine in experiment (see e.g. [371]
for a detailed analysis). As a result MILC and HPQCD give thturfe lattice precision attainable at
o= 16 G eV 2, i.e. at a momentum transfer which can be reached in the ationl
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3 New physics in benchmark channels
3.1 Radiative penguin decays

The flavour changing neutral current (FCNC) transitiens s andb ! d are among the most valu-
able probes of flavour physics. They place stringent coimttran a variety of New Physics models,
in particular on those where the flavour-violating tramsitito a right-handed- or a-quark is not sup-
pressed, in contrast to the Standard Model (SM). Assumiagii to be valid, the combination of these
two processes offers a competitive way to extract the rdt{okav matrix elementsy =V j This deter-
mination is complementary to the one fraammixing and to the one of the SM unitarity triangle based
on the tree-level observableg,,=V+,jand the angle . Other interesting observables are the CP and
isospin asymmetries and photon polarization. Radiaivgecays are also characterized by the large im-
pact of short-distance QCD corrections [372]. Considerafiort has gone into the calculation of these
corrections, which are now approaching next-to-nextetding order (NNLO) accuracy [373—385]. On
the experimental side, both exclusive and inclusive s branching ratios are known with good ac-
curacy, $forB ! K and 7% forB ! X [386], while the situation is less favourable for
b! d transitions: measurements are only available for exatushannels. Here, we shall discuss first
the inclusive modes, then the exclusive ones. We shall beijinan overview of the current status of
the SM calculations and later consider the situation for e®df New Physics.

311 B ! X 4, Iinclusive (theory)

The inclusive decay rate of the-meson & = B or B ) is known to be well approximated by the
perturbatively calculable partonic decay rate of thguark:

2 2
B! X = Dbl xParen + 0 65
S E >Eg s E >Eg mﬁmg my, ( )
with .cp andE, the photon energy cut in the-meson rest frame. The non-perturbative cor-

rections on the r.h.s. of the above equation were analyz&efs. [387—394]. There are also additional
non-perturbative effects that become important whgibecomes too largee(;,  mp=2 ) [395-397]
ortoosmall€y m=2)[398,399].

Fig. 6: Sampk LO diagram fortheb! s tansiton.

It is convenient to consider the perturbative contributiost. At the leading order (LO), it is
given by one-loop diagrams like the one in Hify. 6. Dressing dimgram with one or two virtual gluons
gives examples of the next-to-leading order (NLO) and thé.RNliagrams, respectively. The gluon and
light-quark bremsstrahlung must be included as well. Theeci experimental accuracy (see Hq.l1(67))
can be matched on the theoretical side only after includiegNNLO QCD corrections [373].

At each order of the perturbative series ig, large logarithms, = nM 2 =m Z are resummed by
employing a low-energy effective theory that arises aftralipling the top quark and the electroweak
bosons. For example, the LO includes dli." terms, the NLO all 21" ! terms, etc. Weak interaction
vertices (operators) in this theory are either of dipolestyp W and s T2kG?# ) or contain four
quarks (s bl dg). Coupling constants at these vertices (Wilson coeffis)eate first evaluated at the
electroweak renormalization scalg m;M by solving the so-callednatching conditions. Next,
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they are evolved down to the low-energy scale my,according to the effective theory renormalization
group equations (RGE). The RGE are governed by the operatwing under renormalization. Finally,
one computes thenatrix elementf the operators, which in the perturbative case amountsltuiating
on-shell diagrams with single insertions of the effectivedry vertices.

The NNLO matching and mixing are now completely known [3748]3 The same refers to those
matrix elements that involve the photonic dipole operatona [379-383]. Matrix elements involving
other operators are known at the NNLO either in the so-cdlegke- , approximation [384] or in the
formalm . m =2 limit [385]. The recently published NNLO estimate [373]:

BB ! Xs k s16cey = (315 023) 10° (66)

is based on this knowledge. The four types of uncertaintiesi-perturbative (5%), parametric (3%),
higher-order (3%) and _-interpolation ambiguity (3%) have been added in quadesitu{66) to obtain
the total error. The main uncertainty is due to unknown ¢ =my) non-perturbative effects related
to the matrix elements of four-quark operators (see [383)wthich no estimate exists. Similar effects
related to dipole operators have been recently estimat#tigacuum insertion approximation [394].

As far as inclusivéo ! d decays are concerned, their measurement is quite chaignlylore-
over, due to non-perturbative effects that are suppressitby ., =m , their theoretical accuracy is
not much better than in the exclusive case. On the other hla@@xperimental prospects in the exclusive
case are brighter.

312 B ! X ga) Iinclusive (experiment)
3.1.2.1 Present status

The inclusiveb ! s branching fraction has been measured by BaBar, BELLE andCCu&ing both

a sum of exclusive modes and a fully inclusive method [123, 430, 441]. The inclusive measurement
utilizes the continuum subtraction technigue using theredbnance data sample. In order to suppress
the continuum contribution the BaBar measurement usesridpgs. The analyses of BELLE and CLEO
are untagged and their systematic errors are dominated riijnoam subtraction. The accuracy of the
BaBar measurement is limited by the subtraction of backgsufrom othems decays. The BELLE
measurement extends the minimum photon energy down te<lz.8which covers 95% of the entire
photon spectrum. Alb ! s branching fractions measured by BaBar, BELLE and CLEO ubioitp
exclusive and inclusive methods agree well, giving a newldvaverage of [386]

BB ! Xs k s16cey = (355  0:30) 10%: (67)

This is a bit high compared to the recent NNLO calculatioria)(

The published measurements are based on only a fractior @fvililable statistics, but improve-
ments with the full data set will be limited by systematicoest from the fragmentation of the hadronic
X ¢ in the sum of exclusive modes, and from the subtraction dkdpaeinds in the fully inclusive method.
A new method measures the spectrum of photons recoilingisigmsample of fully reconstructed decays
of the others . This is currently statistics limited, but should evenly&lave lower systematic errors. A
final accuracy of 5% on the inclusive! s branching fraction looks achievable. As for the d
inclusive branching fraction, the measurement using a suexausive modes is under study and looks
to be feasible with the full datasets from the B factorie®liBrinary results have appeared in [442].

We note that thé ! s spectral shape also provides valuable information on tepesfunctions
in B meson decays. This information has been used as an inpw exthaction ofv,;,, from inclusive
b! u‘ decays [443,444].

Measurements of the direct CP asymmetries, published ¢tusiveb ! s by BaBar [445] and
BELLE [437], show no deviation from zero. All these measueams will be statistics limited at current
B -factories, and will not reach the sensitivity to probe thé @ediction.
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3.1.2.2 Future prospects

One would expect a substantial improvement of the expetiaherecision for inclusive measurements at
future B -factories. Studies have been performed for SuperK EKBéBeith 50 ab * data, assuming the
existing Belle detector [820]. This is probably a reasoaassumption in many cases since the expected
improvements in the detector, especially in the calorimet®uld be just sufficient to compensate for
the necessity to cope with the increased background.

For the measurements that are fully statistics dominated ias straightforward to extrapolate
to a larger integrated luminosity. The error for the diresyrametry measurement of! s would be
0:009(stat) 0:006 (syst) for 5 ab' or  0:003(stat) 0:002(syst) 0:003(m odel) for 50 ab .
A small systematic error implies that kaon charge asymeeire well under control. The size of the
total error is still much larger than the SM estimate, butva percent deviation from zero due to New
Physics could be identified.

One would also expect a better measurement of the brandfsiotioh ofs ! x . Although the
background level is more and more severe, it would be passidlbwer thee bound by0:1 G ev with
roughly twice more data, and it would be possible to meadwdtanching fraction for > 15Gev
with a fewab ' . Beyond that, one may need to make use offhtag events or | & e conversion
to suppress backgrounds from continuum and neutral hadforsther challenging measurement would
be inclusiveb ! d to improve our knowledge on/y=V jbesides the m ¢ measurement, since the
one from exclusives ! will hit the theory limit soon. The first signal may be measlvéth 5 ab *
using the sum-of-exclusive method, with a total error of 25% , of which the systematic error would
already be dominant.

3.1.3 Exclusiveb ! (s;d) transitions (theory)

Whereas the inclusive modes can be essentially computadipatively, the treatment of exclusive chan-
nels is more complicated. QCD factorisation [279, 280, 4B} has provided a consistent framework
allowing one to write the relevant hadronic matrix elemeags
4 1
W oPiBi= TPVOITS+ d duT T qu) s () Ly (V) : (68)
0
Here is the photon polarisation four-vectay; is one of the operators in the effective Hamiltonian for
b! (s;d) transitions,r?' " isaB ! Vv transition form factor, ands, 3 5 are leading-twist light-
cone distribution amplitudes of ttee meson and the vector mesun respectively. These quantities are
universal non-perturbative objects and describe the listgnce dynamics of the matrix elements, which
is factorised from the perturbative short-distance irggoas included in the hard-scattering kernels
andT/" (see Sed.]2 for a more general discussion).

Eq. (68) is sufficient to calculate observables that ar® of ) in the heavy quark expansion,
ikeB®B ! K ) ForB@® ! ( ;!) ) on the other hand, power-suppressed corrections play an
important rdle, for instance weak annihilation, which isdrated by a tree-level diagram. In this case,
the parametric suppression by one power.ef ,, is alleviated by an enhancement factor’ relative
to the loop-suppressed contributions at leading order=in ,. Power-suppressed contributions also
determine the time-dependent CP asymmetrg in v , see Refs. [262,404—-406], as well as isospin
asymmetries [407] — all observables with a potentially éacgpntribution from new physics. A more
detailed analysis of power correctionsBn! Vv ,including alsos decays, was given in [267].

The non-perturbative quantities entering Eql (68), 7.2 ¥ and the light-cone distribution am-
plitudes, at present are not provided by lattice, althouds tay change in the future. The most up-
to-date predictions come from QCD sum rules on the lightegavhich are discussed in section]2.3. In

K7



Ref. [263], the following result was obtained for the bramghfraction ratio:

BB ! (1)) ¥ud
R — = (075  0:41( ) 0:02UT param., Ol(=m))) ; 69
=6 K ) Va7 p (=v) (69)
where P'E (0)=T.  (0) = 147 0:09 (Sec.[ZB). The error of is dominated by that

of the tensor decay constants % » Which currently are known to about 10% accuracy [263]; a new
determination on the lattice is under way [408], which wiéllfn to reduce the error on to  0:05.
Concerning Eq.[{69) two remarks are in order. First, the fmab of thel=m ,, correction are due to
an accidental CKM suppression. Second, ke , corrections have a dependence 3=V jas well,
originating from a discrimination in the andc-loops. Eq.[(€P) allows one to determine =V, jfrom
experimental data; at the time of writing (February 07), KEF4uotesR o, = 0:028  0:005, from
which one findsy =V £ 525 = 0192 0014(th) 0:016(exp) which agrees very well with the
results from global fits [8, 120]. The branching ratios thelmss carry a larger uncertainty because the
individual T2 ' V' are less accurately known than their ratio. The explicititsscan be found in [267].
The isospin asymmetry iB ! K  was first studied in Ref. [407] and found to be very sensitive t
penguin contributions; it was updated in [267] with the tesu

%! K %) B! K )

Ar(K )= = (54 14)% ; 70
r® ) BT KO0 )s & 1 & ) | ) (70)

the present (February 07) experimental result from HFAG[38 (3  4)% . The isospin asymmetry for
B ! depends rather crucially on the anglg267]. The last observable in exclusige ! v tran-
sitions to be discussed here is the time-dependent CP adyynmikich is sensitive to the photon polar-
isation. Photons produced from the short-distance prasess(s;d) are predominantly left-polarised,
with the ratio of right to left-polarised photons given byethelicity suppression factor s 4=m . For

B ! K ,where direct CP violation is doubly CKM suppressed, the §Frametry is given by

8%t ! K %) Ewm ! KO .
Acp (B) = 550 K9 )r @0 KO )=Ccos( mpept)+ Ssin( mgt); (72)
with sy = 2+ 0 (g))sin(2 Jmg=my+ 3% being the contribution induced by the elec-

tromagnetic dipole operatay ;. The dots denote additional contributions inducedoby s g, which
are not helicity suppressed, but involve higher (thredigla) Fock states of the andk mesons. The
dominant contributions to the latter, duedguark loops, have been calculated in Ref. [262] from QCD
sum rules on the light-cone in an expansion in inverse poofdige charm mass and updated for all other
channels in [267]. A calculation of the charm-loop conttibo without reference to a=m . expansion

is in preparation [409] and shows that there is a large stphage. Thei-quark loop contributions are
essential fob ! dtransitions since they are of the same CKM-order as:theark loops: a new method

for their estimation was devised in [267], building on eariideas developed f@& ! [410].
Sy | B! B! ! |B!K |Bs! K |By!
in% | 02 16| 04 17 (23 1) 03 13 (01 04)

This class of observables is interesting because any exeetal signal much larger than 2% will con-
stitute an unambiguous signal of New Physics. Scenariosrabethe SM that do modifg must include
the possibility of a spin-flip on the internal line which rewes the helicity suppression of. Ex-
amples include left-right symmetric models and non-MFV SU%o date the experimental result is
Sprac = (28 26)%.
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3.1.4 Exclusiveb ! (s;d) transitions (experiment)

3.1.4.1 Present status

Many exclusiveb ! (s;d) modes have been studied by BaBar, Belle and CLEO. Resulsefaral
important channels are collected in the following tableg[38

decay |B* ! k * |B°1 Kk |B*1 * |BO!1 O |BOy 1

0:28 0:19 0:20

BR/10 ° ‘ 403 2% ‘ 4011 2@‘ 0:88,5 ‘ 0:93" 3% ‘og6gﬂ7

The results on thg ! ,B ! ! branching fractions are still statistics limited, but by ttnd of the
B factories it is likely that the theoretical uncertaintiesl Wwe the most significant factor.

Direct CP asymmetries have been publisheddfot k¥ andB ! K7 decays [436, 446,
447]. The time-dependent CP asymmetry has been measur8d4[8 448] using the technique of

projecting thek s vertex back to the beam axis for a large samplesof! x ° ! k¢ ° and
B ! kKJ % decays inthe higlk -mass range. In the near future, similar measurements osirey
exclusive radiative decay modes sucheds! k{ ,forwhich ! K*K provides thes -decay

vertex measurement, could provide similar constraints.

3.1.4.2 Future prospects

A systematic study of CP violation in radiative pengaindecays will be performed at LHCb using a
dedicated highp; photon trigger [449]. Due to small branching ratios of or@ier> - 10 ¢ their recon-
struction requires a drastic suppression of backgrouraia frarious sources, in particular combinatorial
background frombevents, containing primary and secondary vertices andactenized by high charged
and neutral multiplicities.

The background suppression exploits the generic progesfieeauty production ipp collisions.
The large mass of beauty hadrons results in hard transvesseemtum spectra of secondary particles.
The large lifetimeh ¢ i  5mm, results in a good isolation of ttee decay vertex and in the incon-
sistency of tracks of -decay products with the reconstructeg-collision vertex.

The selection procedure was optimized on the exampie%f x © ! K~ decay [450],
which LHCb considers as a control channel for the study ofesgatic errors common for radiative
penguin decays. The selection cuts, based on using the ddpH#inematics and various geometrical
cuts on the primary and secondary vertices, were applied tmiBion fully simulatedio events. The
invariant mass distribution for the selected events, shiovirig.[4, corresponds to a data sample collected
in 13m in of LHCb running at nominal luminosity of  1¢?°an ' s '. LHCb expects the yield for
BY ' K ° decays to be 36k signal events peiv 1 of accumulated data with background to signal
ratio0:78 0:11. Forgg ! decays, the corresponding yield is estimated to be 6k witlb&tkground
to signal ratio less than 0.95 at 95% CL. The measuremenrt’of kK ° decay looks also feasible at
ATLAS [451].

Similartos® ! kK ° decays the time-dependent CP-asymmmetry sensitive tchbterp po-
larisation can also be measuredsig ! decays provided that the proper time resolution is sufficien
to resolveB —B ¢ oscillations. The proper time resolution depends on therkiatics and topology of
particularB ¢ candidates, mainly on the opening angle between kaons frdecays. The sensitivity of
this measurement is presently under study at LHCb.

For the futures -factory, scaling the error of the measured time-depen@éntiolation asymmetry
forther® ! x 2 © channel, one would expect a statistical accuracy of abduat® ab * , or 0.03 at
50ab t.

LHCb also studied the possibility to measure the photonrjgalion in the radiative decays of
polarized beauty baryons, like,, ! , using the angular asymmetry between thespin and the
photon momentum combined with thé¢ ! p decay polarisation [452, 453].
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Fig. 7: The nvariantm ass distrbution orsekected B? | K ° candifates fiom a BB iclisive sam pk. The
points ndicate ttieB? ! K °  eventsand the Ikd histogramm represents com bihatorialbackground.

3.1.5 New Physics calculations and tools

New Physics affects the matching conditions for the Wilsoefficients of the operators in the low-
energy effective theory and may even induce sizable coeffisifor operators that have negligible or
vanishing coefficients in the SM. The theoretical accuraicthe predictions for radiatives decays in
extensions of the SM is far from the accuracy achieved in tfile Gomplete NLO matching conditions
are available for the MSSM with Minimal Flavour Violation @) and/or largetan , as well as for
a class of non-supersymmetric models [422] that include&iMiggs-Doublet-Models and Left-Right
symmetric (LR) models. The unknown NNLO contributions te thatching conditions beyond the SM
are unlikely to be numerically relevant at present.

3.1.5.1 Summary of New Physics calculations
Here is a brief summary of recent calculations and analysései most popular New Physics scenarios.

2HDMs have been studied in full generality at NLO [83,411, 412]tHe type-ll 2HDMBR !

X s )places a strong bound on the mass of the charged Higgs bhogon> 295 GeV at 95% CL,
independently of the other 2HDM parameters [373]. This i<imstronger than other available
direct and indirect constraints ony - .

MSSM The complete LO contributions in the MSSM have been knownesthe early nineties
[413-420] but the NLO analysis is still incomplete to dateevwNsources of flavour violation
generally arise in the MSSM, making a complete analysisequamplicated even at the LO [421].
While B ! X does place important constraints on the MSSM parameteesppiaey depend
sensitively on the exact SUSY scenario and are hard to suinenaecause of the large number of
parameters.

— MFV In the MFV scenario the NLO QCD calculation af ! X is now complete: the
two-loop diagrams involving gluons were computed in re#,[822], and the two-loop di-
agrams involving gluinos were more recently computed in [#23, 424]. Since weak in-
teractions affect the squark and quark mass matrices inferetit way, their simultaneous
diagonalization is not RG-invariant and MFV can be imposely at a certain renormaliza-
tion scale. The results of [423, 424] therefore depend eitlglion the MFV scale, which is
determined by the mechanism of SUSY breaking.
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— Large tan . Inthe limit of heavy superpartners, the Higgs sector of tH&3W is modified
by non-decoupling effects and can differ substantiallyrfrine type-1l 2HDM. Large higher
order contributionst® ! X inthatlimit originate from terms enhanced byh  factors,
and can be taken into account to all orders in an effectivatagjan approach [10, 23,24, 29,
425]. In fact, largetan and logs ofv .,5,<M y have been identified in [23] as dominant
NLO QCD contributions in MFV with heavy squarks. Ref. [33teatly studied thean -
enhanced effects when MFV is valid at the GUT scale and auafditiflavour violation in the
squark sector is generated by the RGE of the soft SUSY-lmggb@rameters down to the
weak scale.

— Beyond MFV. In the more general case of arbitrary flavour structure ingtpeark sector,
experimental constraints am ! s transitions have been recently studied at LO [107, 108]
and includingtan -enhanced NLO effects [111-114]: radiative decays playrakrole in
these analyses, and the constraints are quite strong far ebthe flavour-violating parame-
ters.

Large extra dimensions In these models the contributiorBto. x ; from the Kaluza-Klein
excitations of the SM particles can induce bounds on theditee additional dimension(s). This
has been studied in ref. [17,426] for the case of flat extreedsions and in ref. [427—-429] for the
case of warped extra dimensions.

Little Higgs. In these models the Higgs boson is regarded as the pseudistGu boson of a
global symmetry that is broken spontaneously at a scale rfawgbr than the weak scale. The
most extensively studied version of the model, the Littléiglgs, predicts the existence of heavy
vector bosons, scalars and quarks. The contributian to X 3 from these new particles has been
studied in ref. [142, 146] for the original Littlest Higgs mel, and in ref. [159] for the model in
which an additional T-parity and additional particles areoduced to preserve the SU(2) custodial
symmetry.

LR models. The contributions of Left-Right symmetric modelgta x, are known at the
NLO [422], but no recent phenomenological analysis is add.

An alternative to the analysis & ! X ¢ indifferent models consists in constraining the Wilson
coefficients of the effective theory. Thimodel independent approachhas been applied combining
variousB decay modes and neglecting operators that do not contributee SM [430, 431]. While
BB ! X )fixesonly{;my)jthe sign can be learned from ! x ‘" “ [188].

3.1.5.2 MSSMtools fa ! X

Several public codes (see also Sec] 1.5) that determine 8®&M/mass spectrum and other SUSY ob-
servables contain MSSM calculationspfB | X s )invarious approximations. bnicrOMEGAs [432]
the SM part of the calculation is performed at NLO, while th& 8M contributions are implemented fol-
lowing [23]. The calculation irsuspect [433] includes also the NLO gluon corrections to the chargin
contributions from [84] in the case of light squarks. In gast,SPheno [207] andFeynHiggs [204,434]
include the SUSY contributions only at LO, but they allow #ogeneral flavour structure in the squark
sector. A computer code for the NLO QCD calculationmofz | X )in the MSSM with MFV
[423,424] has recently been published [191].
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3.2 Electroweak penguin decays
3.2.1 Introduction

In the SM, the electroweak penguin decays s(d)‘* * are only induced at the one-loop level, leading
to small branching fractions and thus a rather high serisitig contributions from new physics beyond
the SM. On the partonic level, the main contribution to theagerates comes from the semi-leptonic
operatorso 5, 0 1o and from the electromagnetic dipole operatoy in the effective Hamiltonian for

j Bj= 7 s()j= 1 transitions [213]. Radiative corrections induce addiloeensitivity to the
current-current and strong penguin operators; ando ;. Part of these effects are process-independent
and can be absorbed into effective Wilson coefficients. haae regions of phase-space and for par-
ticular exclusive and inclusive observables, hadronicediainties are under reasonable control and the
corresponding short-distance Wilson coefficients in angbbd the SM can be tested with sufficient
accuracy.

Because of their small branching fractions these decaysxerimentally challenging. Their
detection requires excellent triggering and identificatid leptons, with low misidentification rates for
hadrons. Combinatorial backgrounds from semileptaniandD decays must be managed, and back-
grounds from long-distance contributions, suclBas J= X ¢, must be carefully vetoed. Once iden-
tified, their interpretation (particularly the angular tilsutions) requires disentangling the contributing
hadronic final states. Most of these experimental probleamsbe managed by confining studies to the
simplest exclusive decay modes. Leptonic states areaestrioe* e and * |, and hadronic states
are the simplest one- or two-particle varieties, typically Kk , , or . More inclusive studies are
significantly less sensitive but have the advantage of aleintpeoretical interpretation. Fortunately,
measuring fully reconstructed decays to final states wipkoles (especially muons) is a strength of all
future proposed physics experiments, hence all are capable of contributinttis topic in the LHC
era.

3.2.2 Theory of electroweak penguin decays
3.2.2.1 Inclusive decays

The heavy quark expansion and the operator product expairstbe theory of inclusives ! x  ** *
decays allow to calculate radiative QCD and QED correctitm¢he partonic decay rate and to pa-
rametrize and estimate power corrections to the hadronicixnelements in a systematic way. The
calculation of NNLO QCD corrections has (essentially) beempleted recently [374, 376, 454—-459].
These reduce the perturbative uncertainties below 10%o silbleading J.,=mZand ;. =m7,

o cp = 1 corrections [387,389,460-463] as well as finite bremskiraheffects [464,465] are available
in the literature.

At this level of accuracy, QED effects become important, tBor instance, the scale ambiguity
from o, ( )between = My and = my alone results in an uncertainty of about4% . QED
corrections to the Wilson coefficients have been calculamt&kf. [459], and the results for the two-loop
anomalous dimension matrices have been confirmed in [4@BP Qremsstrahlung contributions where
the photon is collinear with one of the outgoing leptons areamced byin (m =m 7). They disappear
after integration over the whole available phase space lnwive and remain numerically important

whend? is restricted to either low or high values.

A numerical analysis [466], done under the assumption ofepeiseparation of electrons and
energetic collinear photons, results in the following lmfaing ratios integrated in the rangeGeV? <
mZ < 6GeV?:

h
BB ! Xs© ) = 159 0084 096

t

0024 ;. 0015, 002 4,
i
001%ky  0:02G6r.,  10° = (159 041) 10° ; (72)

R



h
BB ! Xse'e ) = 164 008ue 006, 002%,, 001%, 002 4,
i
001%kn  0:02Ggr.,  10° = (164 0:11) 10° ; (73)

where the error includes the parametric and perturbativemainties only. For central values and error
bars of the input parameters see Table 1 of Ref. [466]. Thatrele and muon channels receive different
contributions because of the (m 2=m 7) present in the bremsstrahlung corrections. The differepte
reduced when the BaBar and Belle angular cuts are includete ghould also keep in mind that the
contributions of the intermediate and °are assumed to be subtracted on the experimental side. A
numerical formula that gives the branching ratio for non-&\les of the relevant Wilson coefficients is
given in Egs. (12) and (13) of Ref. [466].

The differential branching ratio (BR) is sensitive to théenfierence of the Wilson coefficients;
andcg. The forward-backward asymmetry (FBA) for the chargeddeptis sensitive to the products
C7C1p @andCy Cqo. Forinstance, reversing the sign ©f makes the zero of the FBA disappear [430]
and leads to an enhancement of the lgiintegrated BR:

BB ! Xs " )=2311 16; B@® ! Xse'e )=319 16 : (74)

(A similar value for that case has been found in [188].)

3.2.2.2 Exclusive decays

We focus on the theoretical description®f! K ‘¢ decay as one of the phenomenologically most
important examples. The double-differential spectrum toeyparametrized as [467]

d? 3 5
——— = — (1+ cos
dg?dcos . 8

DHr(@)+ 2cos “Ha(@)+ 2(1 o HHp () = (75)

Here, forB ° orB  decays, - is the angle between the and theB -meson 3-momentum in th& “
c.m.s! ando? = m 2, is the invariant mass of the lepton pair. Alternatively, thiectionsH x (g°) can be
expressed in terms of transversity amplitudes [468]

Hr () = ﬁ?;szJf ﬁ?RjZJf ﬁk;szijMmfi (76)
Hy () = j“xo;szJr ﬁo,Rjzi (77)
Ha (@) = 2Re AygP, gz BB,y (78)

If the invariant mass of the lepton pair is sufficiently beltve charm threshold af® = 4m 2

and above the real-photon polect= 0, the transversity amplitudes can be estimated within th®QC
factorization approach [280, 469, 470]

b q2 h ? i
Arp=xm ' Pgpm 2Nmg 1 7z Ci (@) Cio = (@) (79)
B
N m 2 h i
Agpr ' = 1 il Ci@)  Cio () (80)
53 mg

where the normalization factar is defined in Eqg. (3.7) in [468]. The functiorcn:gf’;10 (@) can be calcu-
lated perturbatively in the heavy-quark limit, requiring < m,  4m 2 [280,469]. Large logarithms
can be resummed using renormalization-group techniqussftrcollinear effective theory [470]. The
form factors . , (o) have to be estimated from experimental data or theoreticalets® 1-m , power
corrections may be sizeable and currently constitute amsajarce of theoretical uncertainty.

"Different sign conventions are used in the literature.
8The conventions to define the form factors,, in [470] are different from those of Ref. [469]. Thereforeethxplicit

expressions fot. ™ also differ.
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Similarly, in the region far above the charm resonances,hiileity amplitudes can be treated
within heavy-quark effective theory, based on an expanision=m ;, and 4m 2=q” [471]. To first approx-
imation one finds

o 2m
A,z ' 2N mp 1 Hiiz C§ @)+ ;?B Cy  Co msg); (81)
B
P . 2m . £ ()
Aggr 2N mp CS @)+ %m Cro qu ; (82)
B
m 2 2m f(@)+ m? )ay (@)
Aorm ' NmB—Bpi_ cs () + bce C1o T s d T {83)
2m g o ms M B

Heref (¢ );9(d? );a, () are the leading HQET form factors [471]. The effective “Witscoefficients”
cs are functions of the lepton invariant mags and combine short-distance dynamics encoded in
Wilson coefficients and (non-trivial) long-distance dynesnat the scale . In the naive factorization

approximation, they are related @@ * (%) via

5 2m e - 2m N
ci () Col )+ Y (5 )+ C?B CS ( )+ 1::= CS (P)+ ;HB Ce + ::: (84)
2m
Cs () Co( )+ Y (5 )+ T=2CF ()= CF )+ —PCT 4 (85)
B B
(In the following, we will also use the notatialg ;0 ( = my) = AgnpoandCs ( = my)= Aq.)

It is to be stressed that the theoretical systematics inithentatic regions®®  4m 2 and?
4m g is quite different, due to the different short-distanceeeff§ to be accounted for in the calculation

of cg? ;k(q2 ) or C 54, the independent hadronic form factors in SCET/HQET, aeddifferent nature of
(non-factorizable) power corrections.

Experimentally, the dilepton invariant mass spectrum &edforward-backward (FB) asymmetry
are the observables of principal interest. Their thecaéBgpressions can be easily derived from Egl (75).
In particular, the forward-backward asymmetry vanishegaf Re C¢ (@) = 0 ;which turns out to be
very sensitive to the size and relative sign of the electedw/ilson coefficients ; andc o [472,473].
The theoretical predictions depend on the strategy to fik#uzonic input parameters, and on the scheme
to organize the perturbative expansion in QCD. The authbf2a®, 469] fix the hadronic form factors
from QCD sum rules [474] and calculate the short-distanefioents in fixed-order perturbation theory.
For the partially integrated branching fraction they find

6 gev 2 . o (4 cav 9 ) !
dBrB* ! K * ] x(4Ge :
dg? = = o e 337020 14 (86)

1Gev?

where the leading dependence on one ofghé K form factors has been made explicit. For neutral
B mesons the result is about 10% smaller. The forward-backasymmetry zero in this scheme comes
out to be

$K 1= 436" 0P cev?; LK 1= 415 0% cev?; (87)

with an additional uncertainty from power corrections mestied to be of the order of 10%.

The authors of [470] fix the form factor, (0) by comparing the experimental results®mn! K
with the theoretical predictions at NLO at leading power asduming a simple energy dependence of
the form factor. Furthermore, the leading perturbativeatithms in SCET are resummed. They get a
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somewhat smaller value for the partially integrated bramgfractior?
7%eV?
d.B I(B + | K + 4+ 4 )
de’

dg?

=@ :92+00:5507 jk +OO:§8O jZKM +OO:2108 ) 10 7 ; (88)
1 GeV?

which is mainly due to a smaller default value for the! K form factor , taken from [231]. The
forward-backward asymmetry zero now reads

¢ = @07 2%)GeV? ; (89)

where the smaller parametric uncertainties compared_th 487 traced back to the renormalization-
group improvement of the perturbative series and the diffestrategy to fix , (7). Isospin-breaking
effects between charged and neutsatlecays, and potentially large hadronic uncertainties fpanwer
corrections have not been specified in [470].

As has been pointed out in [475], thke meson is always observed through the resomant
K )* + decay. Depending on the considered phase-space regioa Dalitz plot, this may induce
further corrections to the position of the asymmetry zera.tk® other hand, it allows for an analysis of
angular distributions. Following Ref. [468], one can calesithe polarization fractions

Hi (@) Hr (@)
Fp@)= ; Fr (@)= 90

L Hp (@) + Hr (@) T Hp(@)+ Hr (@) (90)
and thek -polarization parametery (q°) = 2F;=Fr 1. Like the FBA, these observables have
smaller hadronic uncertainties (for small valuesyo¥, as the hadronic form-factors cancel in the ratios
to first approximation [468]. Introducing the anglg of thek meson relative to the -momentum in
thek rest frame, the triple differential decay rate reads

& CFy coff s’ > @ m)sn® . (0 2, 2
= - COS SN P+ — s + COSs ‘
3 L K 3 L K A

2 dr ds
+ = sin® g cos -
4 dg? do?

Finally, the remaining angle,, between the decay planes of the lepton pair andneson defines the
distribution [468]

dg?dcos jdcos k

(91)

d? 1 1
- — 1+ mHa?

d
m > > T cos2 + Ay sin 2 - (92)
q

dg?

where the asymmetmy f) (&) is sensitive to new physics from right-handed currents,thecamplitude

A g, IS sensitive to complex phases in the hadronic matrix elésnémthe SM, the asymmetrzyf) and
the amplituden 5, are negligble at lowy, so the measurement of either is a precision null test.

The differential decay rate foB ! K ‘* 4 can be found in [469]. Within the SM the FB
asymmetry inB ! K ‘*“ is highly suppressed. At hadron colliders, also the decagass !
“ 4 andBg ! @+ 4 can be studied. Their theoretical description is analogouthe B !
K (K )case, butaccurate numerical studies require better kigelef the hadronic parameters entering
theB ., and ( ; °-meson wave functions.

Baryonic decay channels,, !  °“" “ , are theoretically less well understood. So far, they have
only been discussed within the (naive) factorization agipnation, based on symmetry relations and
model estimates for the,, !  © form-factors (see e.g. [476-478]). Besides tfespectrum and the
FBA, the baryonicb ! s** “ decays offer the possibility to study various asymmetnapaaters and

0 polarization effects, which exhibit a particular depencieon NP effects [479-485]. Also a possible
initial , polarisation can be accounted for [486].

®Notice that the upper limit of integration iR (B8) is slightarger than those if (36).
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3.2.2.3 Charmonium resonancesdn s‘‘

The calculation of inclusive and exclusive observablesih s‘* “ decays is complicated by the
presence of long-distance contributions related to ingeliatec c pairs from the 4-quark operators in the
effective Hamiltonian. The effect depends on the invarmaassy of the lepton pair.

For the inclusive rate, the charm quarks can be integrate@enturbatively within an OPE based
on an expansion ing and (1=m . ;1=m },) (with the ratiom .=m , kept fixed). Below the charm threshold
q°  4m Z, the expansion in=m 2 still converges, and the inclusive decay spectrum can beridesd
in terms of a local OPE [389, 392, 393, 460, 487, 488]. Sinyildor exclusive decays it is possible to
integrate out the intermediate charm loops perturbatiMelyding to non-local operators whose matrix
elements can be further investigated using QCDF, SCETgint{tione) sum rules, see the discussion in
Sec[2 and [262, 391] (for the cagé= 0).

Approaching the charm threshold@t  4m?, the heavy-quark expansion breaks down, both in
inclusive and exclusive decays. A pragmatic solution isgtmoire thec c resonance region completely
by introducing “appropriate” experimental cuts gh Alternatively, one may attempt to model a few
resonances explicitly (in practice the and the (2s)), see e.g. [473] and references therein. However,
this method bears the danger of double-counting when cadbivith the OPE result, which can be
avoided by using dispersion relations for the electromignsacuum polarization [489]. Still, non-
factorizable soft interactions between the resonatingrobaium system and the ! X ¢ transition
cannot be accounted for in a systematic way at present.

For values ofy’ above the charm threshold, the invariant mass of the hadifonal state is small,
and the decay rate is dominated by a few exclusive statesrusbthe OPE result for the inclusive
spectrum, one has to smear the experimental spectrum owifficiently” largeq? range and rely on
the (semi-local) duality approximation. For the descdptof the exclusive channels in that region, one
has to rely on an expansion in termséef =g within HQET [471]. In summary, to avoid contamination
from charmonium or light vector resonances, one shouldidenshe range. Gev? &  6Gev2.

Finally, one has to mention that light-quark loops need dlainmvestigation in order to assess
the role of light vector resonances at small valuesyof We also should stress that while analyzing
the cc background in inclusivee ! X 1" 1 transitions, special care should be taken of the chain of

B ! J= X5 J= ! 1'1 X decays, mimicking! sI'1 withg® < m?_ .

3.2.3 Experimental studies of electroweak penguin decays
3.2.3.1 Measurements (prospects) at (Supefgctories

The B -factory experiments BaBar and Belle have succeeded inuriagstheb ! s‘* “ process in

B decays, both exclusively [490-492] and inclusively [12B]1L Measured observables include: total
branching fractions; direct CP asymmetries; partial bnamg fractions vs. the dilepton® and the
hadronicx ¢ mass; and, foB ! K “*“ , the dilepton angular asymmetey- s vs. the dilepton
¢, thek longitudinal polarization vs. the dileptost, and fits of thed® =dcos dg distribution to
extract experimentally ;=2 ; anda o= ;. Upon accumulation of more data in currentfactories or
the proposed supes factories, it should be possible to extract most of the ola#es described in
Section 3.2.2, in increasingly finer binning and precisidime expected experimental sensitivity of 50
ab! ofB ! K ‘*‘ dataata supes factory is comparableto 3.3fbofs?! Kk ° * dataat
LHCDb, as described below.

The optimal measurement technique is to completely renartshe signak decay: selection of
events with an electron or muon pair, selection of all hadrohthe appropriate ; system K or K
mesons for the exclusive case, ari dlus 1, 2, 3 or 4 pions for the inclusive case), and then agiitin
of the standard kinematic requirements in mass and energhédaesultings candidate. Partial or full
reconstruction requirements for the recBilare in general suboptimal. Triggering signal events is/full
efficient and patrticle identification is both efficient (tgplly 80-90% per particle) and pure (negligible
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Result L(fb') vyield efficiency (%) B (10 °)

BaBars ! K ‘‘[492] 208 46 10 15 1 034 007 002
BelleB ! K “/[490] 253 79 11 13 1 055 008 003
HFAGB ! K ‘/[493] 044 005
BaBars ! K “‘[492] 208 57 14 79 04 078 049 01
BelleB ! K ““[490] 253 82 11 46 02 165 023 011
HFAGB ! K “‘[493] 117 016
BaBarB | X .‘/[124] 82 40 10 20 04 56 15 13
BelleB ! x4“/[125] 140 68 14 251 05 41 08 09
HFAGB ! X “*[493] 45 190

Table 14: Branching fraction measurementsafactories foro ! s** * decays, including integrated luminosity,
signal yield, detection efficiency, and the measured briagdhaction over the fulb?® range. The HFAG averages
are also included.

fake rates for electrons, percent level fake rates for mamuokskaons) down to low particle lab momenta
(0.3 GeVEfor electrons and 0.7 Ge¥for muons). Charmonium background can be efficiently vetoed
by the lepton-pair mass and does not significantly contaimitieeq” regions dominated by the short-
distance physics of interest. The remaining combinatdd@akground, mostly from semileptoriic and

D decays, is significant, but it can be reliably separated fsagnal by extrapolation from distributions
in kinematic sidebands, typically via an unbinned maximikalihood fit. Branching fraction results are
shown in Tablé14. The effective signal to background raticttiese results varies from 1:2 (inclusive)
up to 2:1 (Bellek ‘). Comparable sensitivity is attained for both electron emgn decay channels.

Assuming HFAG branching fractions, and the efficiencies laackgrounds observed in the Belle
results, the expected signal yields (and their statisoatision) per 1 ad are229 16 (7%),215 16
(7%), and4se 24 (5%), fork “/, K “‘, andX ¢‘*, respectively. The experimental uncertainty for total
branching fractions should therefore be less than or coafgparto current Standard Model theoretical
uncertainties, using -factory data alone. Direct CP violation will be bounded tzd tevel of 5-7%
with 1 ab ', and thus a Supeg factory would obtain a high precision test (1% ) of the null result
expected in the Standard Model. Similar precision is exgkébr measuring differences in branching
fractions between electron and muon channels, which is atsmteresting null test of the Standard
Model [431,494]. A possible complicating factor for the lumive X ¢ ““ (partial) branching fractions is
the necessity of an aggressive requirement on the massto be less than 1.8 Ge¥/. Such a tight
cut may introduce significant shape function effects int® ititerpretation of the results, in the same
manner as a photon energy cut doesgor! X . [495,496]. A loosen y_ requirement will have
poorer precision, and thus Superfactory samples may be required to compare with the mosiggec
predictions.

TheB factories have also succeeded in accumulating large erughk  ““ samples to perform
angular analyses as a function of dilepton mass. The anglgyzed thus far include the angle;,
between the positive (negative) lepton andeh@ ) momentum in the dilepton rest frame, and the angle,

x » Of thek meson relative to the momentum in th& rest frame. The integrated longitudirtal
polarizationF; and the forward-backward asymmetxy ; are related to the decay products’ angular
distribution via Eq.[(911), which upon integration of one bé&tangular variables reduces to

2
T EFLc:oszK+§(1 F ) sih? x d—; (93)
dg?dcos k 2 4 dg?
d? 3 5 5

3
_— ~Fp sih® «+ = (1 F )L+ cos
dg®dcos gt 8( L)

)+ App COS - j—qzz (94)

From the singly- or doubly-differential angular distribris (in a giveny?-bin) it is then possible to infer
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L (ab?) 1 5 10 50
K “:Ars inl-6GeVP—? 18 82 58 2.6
> 10GeVe=* 11 47 33 15

Al 79 35 25 1.1
K ‘F, £in1-6 GeVP=* 12 53 3.7 1.7
&> 10GeV?=¢* 9.4 42 3.0 1.3
Al 72 32 23 10
K* “Arg Al 84 37 26 1.2

Table 15: Expected statistical precision of a Suefactory, in percent, for the angular observalilges; andr
versus the integrated luminosity, integrated over varianges ofy.

Arp () andF, (%) simultaneously. There is also the remaining angleyetween the decay planes of
the lepton pair an& meson, which has yet to be analyzed, seel[Eq. (92).

BaBar has measured: ; andr,, in two bins ofg” (above and below 8.4 GeM)), via unbinned
maximum likelihood fits to the singly-differential disttibons ofcos . andcos  , which take into ac-
count signal efficiency as a function of angle as well as bakyd angular distributions (which are in
general non-uniform and forward-backward asymmetricR[4Table[ 15 shows the expected precision
for these observables extrapolated to Super B luminosiiesuming HFAG branching fractions and
Standard Model predictions fat =d¢. The ultimate 50 ald precision of theay of B | K */,
integrated over the theoretically preferred range of 1-§ Ge?, is 2.6%. If this region is extended more
aggressively to the original BaBar choice of 0.1-8.4 Ge¥, the signal statistics are doubled, and the
precision improves to 1.8%. Similar precision is expectadf, . Measuring integrated angular observ-
ables of these types has the advantages of model independetiteir interpretation; the underlying
relation between these measurements, the Wilson coefficiand the form factors can change without
necessitating revision of the measurement. The averadinwutiiple experimental results is also very
straightforward.

Alternatively, Belle has analyzed the doubly-differehtilistribution d° =dcos .dg? and then
performed a maximum likelihood fit to extract the Wilson dasént ratiosa ;=2 ; andA ,=A ; from the
data [491]. Using the theoretical approximation in Ref.J4&and assuming the form factor model of
Ref. [473], they find

Ao=h, ' 15372 11
A=A, ' 10322 18; (95)

where thea ; are the leading order Wilson coefficients. This is in agresthweth the LO Standard
Model predictions of -12.3 and 12.8, respectively. The dwant systematic uncertainty is from theo-
retical model dependence, particularly the form factor el@hd parametric uncertainty from,,. This
method has been studied for Supeifactory luminosities, as discussed in Ref. [497]. Fidureh8ws

a projection ofda » 5 =dg” from a likelihood fit to the Wilson coefficients, for a simudt sample of 5
ab ', compared t: ;  integrated over various bins if measured from the same sample. Employing
the entire range off, the expected statistical precision is shown in Table 16th\&10 ab’ , the ex-
pected statistical uncertainty will be less than the cursgstematic uncertainty. The expected ultimate
statistical sensitivity for 50 ab is about 4% for each coefficient. These fits extract essgntie same
information as that obtained from measuring the zgrof da »  =d” (a theoretically clean estimator
of A o=A+), except that the distribution is analyzed globally andjost in the vicinity ofoZ; equivalent
uncertainties fomﬁ are identical to those af 5. In order to control theoretical uncertainties, it may be
necessary to restrict the fit to 1-6 G&\*. For that measurement the price in experimental statigics
roughly a factor of 0.6, with an even larger sacrifice in s@vigj for A 14, which is most relevant at high
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Fig. 8: Expected measurement 6f -5 =dg® for8 ! K ‘" (points) with 5 ab! of data from a Super
factory; the best fit of that data for Wilson coefficieats anda ,, is superimposed (solid line) [497].

R

L@ 1 5 10 50
Ao 25 11 7.8 35
Ao 29 13 9.2 4.1

Table 16: Expected statistical precision for a Superfactory, in percent, for Wilson coefficients; anda 14
versus the integrated luminosity, integrated over theeméinge ofy.

With more data, it could also be possible to bound other Wilsoefficients which are negligible
in the Standard Model, such as those corresponding to smadaiator products or products with flipped
chirality. Fitting triply- or quadruply-differential disibutions with the additional decay angless x
and , asis currently done for large samplesrof! v v decays, will also be possible.

Measuring the angular distribution of inclusige ! X ‘‘ decays has not yet been attempted,
however with thousands of events expected at a Sapé&actory there will be sufficient statistics for
a precise measurement af:z [498]. This is an attractive measurement, as observablels asc?
are predicted more precisely than for the exclusive case5¢ ). Scaling from the expected yield per
ab' of 486 24, and assuming the same sensitivityatea ; per event as forthe ! K “ Wilson
coefficient fits, a 5% statistical precision far=a , (and henceg) could be achieved with roughly 10
ab ', although again a critical issue for the precision is howanadange off’ is appropriate for such fits.
Understanding systematic uncertainties from a sum-ofdske-modes analysis will be challenging, in
particular the effect of imprecise ; fragmentation modeling on the multiply-differential eféncy.

3232 Byg! K ©* atLHCb

The exclusiveey ! K ° *  decay can be triggered and reconstructed in LHCb with hi§jbieficy
due to the clear di-muon signature and Kseparation provided by the RICH detector [499].

The selection criteria including the trigger have an efficie of 1:1% for signal. The trigger
accepts 89% of the Monte Carlo signal events, which are snosted offline. In2 b * of integrated
luminosity this selection gives an estimated signal of 7@@énts with a total background of 3500 events
ina 50M &/=¢ mass window around the mass and 100M &/=¢ window around thex ° mass.
The branching ratiofor, ! Kk ° * wasassumedtolie22 10°. The irreducible non-resonant
Bg ! K7 * background was estimated at 1730 events; the branchirgusaéd for this was
set using a 90% upper limit estimate found from the sidebafidse k ° mass in [492]. Other large
components of the background are 1690 from events with twdlsptonic B decays, 640 of which
are from semileptonic decays of both thend thec quarks within the same decay chain. Exclusive
backgrounds from othes | s * decays were considered and contribute at a very low leveDof 2
events.
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The selection efficiency as a function @fis flat in the regiordm 2 to 9G ev =c* due to the high
boost of thes 4. For highc? values the selection efficiency as a function gik flat while for lowq* the
efficiency is highest around, = =2[500].

In addition to the well-known forward-backward asymmety, s , LHCb will be able to extract
information about the differential decay rate =ds and the transversity amplitudes, A,, anda,

through the asymmetry |’ and thek  ° longitudinal polarisatiory;,, see Eqs{91) an@(D2).

For measuring the zero point i 5, a linear fit is performed to the measured 5 in the region
2 6Gev=c! as illustrated in Fig]9. For the resolution in the zero paihk »; [500] we estimate
0:50(027)G &/ =c* with 2(10)fb ' of integrated luminosity. If the background is ignored tesalution
iS 0:43(025)G &v %=c*.

Mean = 4.01 GeV?

Sigma = 0.50 GeV*
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Fig. 9: The forward-backward asymmetry®y ! K ° *  with 2fb ! of integrated luminosity at LHCb. To
the left the forward-backward asymmetry as a functiorfofn a single toy Monte Carlo experiment and to the
right the fitted zero point location for an ensemble of Mon&l@ experiments. The peaks at 2 and 9 correspond
to fits where the zero point was outside this region.

The statistical errors fok ;- 5, A\’ andr;, have been estimated by performing simultaneous fits to

the , x and projections of the full angular distribution in 3 bins gf below the resonances [501].
In the theoretically favoured region of < o < 6G &/ ’=c* the resolution inAf’ is 0:42(0:16) with
2(10)fo ! of integrated luminosity. See Taljle]17 for estimated dtasiserrors on all the parameters. In

particular the resolution on f) would improve if the theoretically comfortable region coble expanded
upwards fromé G ev =c”.

& region Arg Al FL
(ceva=c!) | 2!t 10! 2% 10! 2H' 10Hd°
005 100 0034 0:017 0:14 0:07 0027 0:011
1:00 600 0020 0:008 042 0:16 0016 0:007
6:00 895 0022 0:010 0:28 013 0017 0:008

Table 17: The expected resolution for measurements of the parametets Af) andr., for thep, !

K ° * decayat LHCb in regions of the squared di-muon mgssith 2and10 o * of integrated luminosity.

3.2.3.3 Rk atLHCb

Reconstructingg * ! K*e'e aswellase* ! K* * allows us to extract the ratinx of
the two branching fractions, integrated over a given didapmass range. The same reconstruction
requirements are applied ®* | ®* * andB* ! K *e"e decay. A proper bremsstrahlung
correction is essential in the latter channel. The comector the lower reconstruction and trigger
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Fig. 10: Expected3 * candidate mass distributionsinthe ! K *e'e (lefjandB* ! K* * (right)
modes for10 b ' at LHCh. The dotted lines show the contributions from sigaad specific backgrounds as
extracted from the fit (see text).

efficiency in the electron mode is extracted fram !| J= K * decays. The di-lepton mass range is
chosen to beim > < o < 6Gev?=c* in order to avoidc c resonances (especially in tie=  mode)
and threshold effects due to the highemass. The event yields are extracted from a fit torh& ‘
mass distributions. Peaking backgrounds fem ! J= K * andBy ! K ‘*‘ are measured using
control samples and included in the fit.

The expected candidate mass distributions are shown in Eig. 10 for fives/éa o ') of data
taking. The yields returned by the fit are given in the tablleweThey are compatible with the number
of true MC events. The =S ratios are given for the full signal box within 600 M ev around thes,
mass (shown in Fid. 10).

Yield B=S mg,)
BYf I K* * 18774 230 29 14M ev=t
BY I K*te'e 9240 380 30 68Mev=t

The errors on the yields are the statistical error returngthb fit. Using these errors one gets an
error onRg of 4:3% for 10 1.

3.2.3.4 Semileptonic rare decays at ATLAS

With the ATLAS experiment, new physics effectsin! s1* 1 transitions will be searched for in the
branching ratio and forward-backward asymmetry; (o°) betweenc-hadron andl” momenta. With
baryonic decays (, ! ° * ) new physics effects can also be extracted frofnpolarisation and
asymmetry parameters (Figs. 2,3,4 from [480]), but infl@eoicpossible initial , polarisation has to be
accounted for [486]. Note that the measurement of the detemass spectrum is more sensitive to the
ATLAS detector efficiency than to new physics.

The main part ofs -physics studies will be performed in the initial LHC lowrhinosity stage (3
years atL. = 10> an ?s1'). It is expected that the luminosity will vary by a factor of 2 during
beam-coast and there will e 3 interactions per collision. The production ratetippairs at ATLAS
is 500 kHz, which implies having 19 pairs per year10’ seconds).

Experimental feasibility studies for rare decaysmf, B2, B* and , at ATLAS have been
performed using the full detector simulation chain [502heTdecay kinematics was defined via matrix
elements included into thephysics Pythia interface [503%(, B 0) or using the EvtGen decay tool [504,
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505] B *, ) with matrix elements taken from theoretical publicatiam§292,430,477,479,506]. The
pp interactions were generated using Pythia6 [507] tuned darect -quark production [503]. Events
were filtered at generator level to emulate the di-muonic 1\tligger cuts (see below) and charged tracks
from theB -decays were required to fit in ATLAS tracking system captid (or = 05Gev, j j< 25
[508]). These cuts influence thg spectrum and\r; shape. Study of the sample of, ! © *

events have shown that higher di-muon mass values are @fgraction of events with? below J=
mass decreased froav % to 58 %) andAr  is affected in thef*<M 2 < 0:1 region (suppression by
40 % of A 5 jwas found).

The trigger system at ATLAS consists of three levels: Levetidger (LVL1), Level 2 trigger
(LVL2) and Event Filter (EF) [509]. LVL1 stage is based on tietection of two highsr muons by
the fast muon trigger chambers;(, > 6 GeV,pr , > 4 GeV andj ,,j< 2:5 driven by detector
acceptance). A preliminary study of the di-muonic LVL1 perhance was shown in [510]. The LVL1
rate is dominated by real di-muons giving a rate of 150 Hz, but also by events with a single muon,
doubly counted due to overlap of trigger chambers. In ordesuppress the fake di-muon triggers, a
system of overlap flags was introduced. The study indicatat dignal rejection due to this overlap-
removal algorithm is less thens % . Efficiency suppression due to small di-muonic opening englas
also studied, finding the effect below%. Overall (75 80) % single muon and 60 % di-muon
trigger efficiency was found for the sample of ! ©° * events. At the second level, the muon
pr measurement will be confirmed in the Muon Precision ChamBéles Calorimeter and extrapolated
to the Inner Detector in order to reject muons freme decays. The di-muon specific detailed LVL2
and EF strategies have not yet been set up. The purpose of isdbZelect preliminary candidates for
the B -hadrons rare decay, based on track parameters and fastat@aios. A secondary fast vertex fit
can optionally be used at LVL2 level to achieve a satisfgctiackground rejection. At the EF level,
offline-like selection cuts will be applied.

The key signature of rare decays is the presence of the dpprisrge muon pair. The di-muon
pair is likely to form a secondary vertex which is detachemfrthe primary vertex. The identification
of this vertex, if particularly close to the interaction ptirequires well reconstructed leptons. The event
selection is done in the following order: muon and di-muoeniification; secondary hadron selection;
B -hadron selection. The analysis has to rely on topologiagbbles as vertex quality, vertex separation
(c s 0:5 ps) and pointing to primary vertex constraint on thehadron momentum. The vertexing
algorithm used is the one adopted from the CDF collabordban]. Simple vertex fits are used to select
secondary hadrons and di-muon candidates, while foBtiedron the whole cascade decay topology
is fitted at once.

Due to low signal BRs, great background suppression has &xtieved. The main background
source comes from beauty decays producing a muon pair inrthestiate. The present study based on
asampleotb ! X , .su)jcev pr>4cev EVENS, provides upper limits for fake events as sketched in
Table[18.

Decay Signal Background Interval of =1 2 209 944 959

BY!I kO ¥ 2500 12000 Number of events 570 540 990

BS ! * 900 10000 Arp 118% 6:1% 13:77%

B* I K * * 2300 12000 Statistical error 42% 4:3% 32%

BY ! K+ ¥ 4000 12000 SM prediction 10% 14% 29%
L 0 800 4000

Table 19: Averageda 5z of BS ! K% *  from AT-
Table 18: Expected number of events for signal andLAS simulations (not corrected for detector effects and
background upper limit afte30 fo ' measurement. background) at.,,. = 30 fb !, its statistical precision
and comparison to SM prediction.

In Table[I9 the reconstructed  is presented foB{ ! k? * decay. We divide the
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o’=M Z—region into three intervals: the first interval fro@m =M ; )? to the so-called “zero-point”
[472], the second interval from the “zero-point” to the lavibundaries of the= and “resonances,
and the last interval from the resonance aregt@ My )*=M 2. Data collected in 3 years of LHC
operations, corresponding &9 fb * of integrated luminosity, will be enough to confirm the Starth

Model or to set strong limits on SM extensions.

An attempt to estimate the statistical errors of the bramghatio measurements has been made for
BY ! K* * andB* ! K * * decays[512]. They were 35 % and 6:5 %, respectively
fore* ! k* * andB* ! K * * decays. These errors on the branching ratio measurements
are much smaller than the current experimental and theataines.

3.2.4 Phenomenological implications and new physics coastts
3.2.4.1 New Physics in exclusiwe s‘* “ induced decays

The potential of Standard Model (SM) tests and New Physi€y @¢arches witb ! s‘* * transitions
has been stressed and explored in several works, e.g.,949B,and references therein. Of particular
interest for the LHC are the exclusive decaysgi) ! “*“ ,(i)B ! K ()« B! 7|

Bs ! O« and (i) ! “+ where’= ¢e; ;( ). Decays involving additional photons, such
asBs ! ‘“*‘ [514] are more sensitive to the hadronic QCD dynamics thamrtbdes (i—iii). They are
briefly considered in Se€._3.4. Lepton flavor violating (LFd8cays such as! se are discussed
e.g. in [515,516] and will not be considered further here.dtvess that FCNCs with final stateleptons
are poorly constrained experimentally to date, and it wdaddhighly desirable to fill this gap since they
test third generation couplings. The latter feature is alsred by the di-neutrino final states discussed,
e.g.,in [517] and in Se€._3.3.

The presence of NP can lead to modified values for the shsidite coefficients ;, including
new CP-violating phases, and the generation of new operatdhe weak effective Hamiltonian. These
could include chirality flipped versions of the SM operator$(down bym .=m ;, within the SM) from
right-handed currents or scalar operators from Higgs exgéso s » (down bym .m ,=m 2 within the
SM), or tensor currents. Scenarios witbht NP particles require additional operators, build out of
the latter, see [518] for the MSSM with light sbottom and glui Model-independent information on
C 7(68 ,’9;10 has been previously extracted from combined analysis lof s** * and radiativeb ! s ;sg
data [430, 473, 491], also including (pseudo)-scalar dmmionsCs » [431,519]. In this program the
study of correlations between decays and observables mporiant ingredient, which enables identifi-

cation of a possible SM breakdown and its sources.

The leptonic decaEQ I “* ¢ js asmoking gun for neutral Higgs effects in SUSY models with
largetan and is discussed in detail in Sectlonl3.4. A clean test of mmhiflavour violation (MFV,
see sectioh 1.2.3) is th@y-B.-ratior ..  BBJ ! ““* )=B®J ! “ “ ) Inthe SM and within
MFV models0:02 < R.., < 0:05 whereas in non-MFV scenari@s.. can beo (1) [520]. Phases
in Cs» are probed with time-dependent and integrated CP-asyr@se®quiring lepton-polarization
measurements [521-523].

Besides the measurement of branching ratiosgthe ¥ “* # andB ! K ‘" ‘ decays offer
a number of orthogonal observables. For instance, thet lexpgrimental results from Belle and BaBar
for these modes [491,492,524] already include first ingasitbns of angular distributions. The dilepton
mass §°) spectraoB ! K () * are sensitive to the signafe(c$ c§ )and to NP contributions in
Co.0, and flippedc g,_lo [525] — however, with rather large hadronic uncertaintiesrf form factors and
non-factorizable long-distance effects (see §ec.13.2J8)ng constraints oCs » jfromB, !+
[519] showsthat ! K (‘" spectra are rather insensitive to NP effects inandcp .

The forward-backward asymmetry for decays into light pesgdlarsAzz 8 ! K “* * ), van-
ishes in the SM. Beyond the SM it is proportional to the leptass and the matrix elements of
the new scalar and pseudoscalar penguin operators. Ther Ba&surement of the angular distribu-
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tion [492] is consistent with a zero FB asymmetry. Using moaddependent constraints ofis » jfrom
Bg! ° [519] one expecta -5 (B ! K * )< 4%. Moreover, in the MSSM with largean

one hascg Cp, and the FB asymmetry comes out even smallery; 8 ! K “** ) < 1(30)%

for © = ( )[494,526,527]. In contrast, for decays into light vectorsomes,Ar5 B ! K “*“/ )is
non-zero in the SM and exhibits a characteristic zgravhose position is relatively free of hadronic un-
certainties, see Séc. 3.2.2. In a general model-indepeheanalysis [525,528] the position of the zero,
the magnitude and shape®f; B8 ! K ‘" ‘ )are found to depend on the modulus and phases of all
Wilson coefficients. Note that also, ! “ + decays share the universal SM g -zero in lowest
order of thel=m , and ¢ expansion [476]. In off-resonan@ ! K “ ‘ decays the analogous: 5
zero is also sensitive to NP effects [475]. The CP-asymnfetrihe FB asymmetry i ! K ‘" is

a quasi-null test of the SM [517], with¢E 4y < 10 °. Sizable values can arise beyond the SM, for
instance from non-standard CP-violatingpenguins, contributing targ[C 10}

The (CP-averaged) isospin asymmetrygint K “* “ is defined from the difference between
charged and neutra decays [529]. It vanishes in naive factorization (assumsggpin-symmetric
form factors). A non-zero value arises from non-factorigailnteractions where the photon couples to
the spectator quark. For small valuese9f the isospin asymmetry can be analyzed in QCDF [529]. The
largest contributions are induced by the strong penguimatpeso 5 ¢, and the sign of the asymmetry
depends on the sign af$ . Within the SM and minimal-flavour violating MSSM scenatitise isospin
asymmetry is found to be small. Sizable deviationgefB ! K ‘" ‘ )from zero would thus signal
NP beyond MFV.

Following Ref. [468], one can construct further observalflem an angular analysis of the de-
cayB?! K %! K ), seel(@D,92). The SM predictions are consistent with thetiegi
experimental data for the (integrated) value of the lordjital K polarization¥;, [492]. A model-
independent analysis with flipperl® shows some sensitivity of the angular observables to tiginided
currents [468], see also [525]. The shapes of the transesygametries: - (¢ ) depend strongly on ;
andc Y whereas NP effects ins ;o are rather small taking into account constraints from otheshysics

data. Moreover, the zeros af"'*’ () are sensitive ta: 2. NP can give large contributions to the polar-
ization parameter x  (°) andFy, 1 (@7 ) in extreme scenarios, however the influencecefandc 1, is
stronger and theoretical errors are larger than |,

The muon-to-electron ratios

Z rz
2 d ! H * 2 d B! H&
Ry dq2 ( ) dqz ( €e )

a do? a do?

H=fK;K g (96)

are probing for non-universal lepton couplings, for ins&ifrom Higgs exchange or R-parity violating
interactions in SUSY models. Kinematic lepton-mass effece tiny,0 (m =m 2). Taking the same
integration boundaries for muon and electrons, the SM ptiedis are rather free of hadronic uncertain-
ties [431]

RM =1+0m?=m?); wih RZ™ =1 00001; R™M = 0991 0002; (97)

and agree with the measuremeRts = 106 048 008andk = 0291 045 0:06[492].
Studying correlations between different observables, miag be able to discriminate between
different NP models. For instance, non-trivial correlatieffects appear between; andB B !

* ) sinceB ! K *‘ dependsomsy + CJ, Whereass ) ! “*‘ )JonCsp  CJ, [431]
Also,B®Bs ! * )and m g are strongly correlated in the minimal-flavour violating B4 at
largetan [30], whereas no such correlation occurs in models with aitiathal gauge singlet, like the
NMSSM studied in [530]. A summary of all observables withttehresults is given in Table_20.
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Table 20: Summary of observablesimn ! Kk “*“ ,B ! K “*‘ andB]! “*‘ decays.

Observable comments
d 8 ! K () )=dg® Hadronic uncertainties (form factors, non-factorizatffeas, c o)
SM: depends or- ¢, ,jandRe(CS C§ )
NP: sensitive te -penguinsc J, , son (€ ¢ ), but not toc \
Arg B ! K1) SM: 7 0 (quasi null test)
NP: sensitive t@ s + C
usinges ! *  constraint:< (fews for * )
dAarg B ! K “*‘ )=dg® Hadronic uncertainties

(shape and magnitude) NP: sensitivesta (C5$ ), san(C T, ), Z -penguins
FB asymmetry zero Smaller uncertainties (test of the SM)
ACE SM: < 10 3 (quasi null test)

NP: CP-phase ia 1, (+ dynamic strong phase)
da;(B ! K ‘““‘ )=dg® Hadronic uncertainties
SM:0 (+10% )forg? 2Gev? dependsomss (cf.A1(B ! K )
o( 1%)for2 & 7Gev? depends ol s,
NP: sensitive to strong penguin operatogs; (C S )

(1;2)

A", k ,Fug Smaller uncertainties (test of SM)
NP: right-handed currents, e.g.
Ry () Tiny uncertainties< 1%

SM:1+ O (m?=m ) (common cuts)

NP: non-universal lepton couplings
B(BSI [ Uncertainties:fy

SM: depends o1t 14 Vig J

NP: lepton-mass effects;
R . Uncertainties:fy ,=f _

SM: 3 F=VFE] =£7

NP: test of MFV

©)

e neutral Higgs exchange

.

s p» Neutral Higgs exchange

3.24.2 B ! K “‘and universal extra dimensions

FCNC B decays are sensitive to new physics scenarios involvinga elitnensions. As an example,
we discuss here the possibility to constrain the model wegdn [180] (ACD model), which is an
extension of the SM by a fifth (universal) extra dimensione BExtra dimension is compactified to the
orbifold s'=Z ,, and all the SM fields are allowed to propagate in all dimemsioThis model only
requires a single additional parameter with respect to tlerg&amely the radiu® of the compactified
extra dimension. The Standard Model is recovered in thetli|k ! 1 where the predicted extra
Kaluza-Klein particles decouple from the low energy theory

The effective Hamiltonian inducing ! s ,b ! s andb ! s transitions in ACD
has been computed in [17,181]. In the case of the exclusivdes®® ! K ()* B I K ()
andB ! K there are several observables sensitiva=te that can be used to probe this scenario
[182,183]. At present, the most stringent experimentalnigoon 1=k comes froms ! K , leading
to1=R 300 400 GeV, depending on the assumed hadronic uncertainties.

For values ofi=R of the order of a few hundred GeV, one expects an enhancementm !
KO yandB ® ! K () ) with respect to the SM (of the order of 20% fosr = 300 GeV) and a
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suppressionat B ! K )(atthe same level far=R = 300 GeV). In general, the sensitivity 1R is
masked by the uncertainty of the hadromic! kK ¢ ' matrix elements. A useful observable with smaller
hadronic uncertainties is the position of the forward-lveatd asymmetry zeroiB ! K ‘" ‘ ,which

in ACD is shifted to smaller values asrR decreases, as shown in Higl 11 (left). Another interesting
guantity, which however has a more pronounced dependentadnonic uncertainties is the position
(@ Jm ax Of the maximum of the longitudinal helicity fraction &f in the same process; its sensitivity

to 1=R is also shown in Fid._11 (right).

5
. —
< 3’
w® (‘?’1.5
Q, 5
& & 1
1 o)
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0 200 400 600 800 1000 0 200 400 600 800 1000
1 1
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R R

Fig. 11: Position of the zeros, o, of Az (left) and of the maximum of the longitudinal helicity fraction
(rightyinB ! K “*‘ asa function ofi=R in the ACD extra dimension scenarig. is the radius of the com-
pactified extra dimension. The uncertainties only inclute® ! X form-factor dependence; non-factorizable

corrections have not been taken into account.

InthecaseoB ! K ') * decays, -polarization asymmetries can be considered, in which
the hadronic form factor dependence drops out for latgerecoil energies. The transverse asymmetry
decreases as=R is decreased, whereas the branching fraction increasescdrnbined observation of
this pattern of deviations from SM results would represesigaature of the ACD scenatrio.
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3.3 Neutrino modes

Here we discuss the so called neutrino modes. In particwlartalk about the rare SM modes !

X andB ! . Experimentally, these modes are similar since both arecated with large
missing energy. IB | X there are the two neutrinos, i ! the decays very fast, yielding
a final state with two neutrinos as well. Theoretically these modes are differents ! X is a
FCNC process and thus occurs at one loop in the SM. , on the other hand, occurs at tree level,
but it is strongly suppressed for several reasons: heligismall CKM factor and the decay mechanism
by weak annihilation 1=mjy.

3.3.1 Neutrino modes: theory
3.3.1.1 Inclusive>! s decays

Here we follow [532] with necessary updates. The FCNC dexay X is very sensitive to exten-
sions of the SM and provides a unique source of constrainsoore NP scenarios which predict a large
enhancement of this decay mode. In particularghée X mode is very sensitive to the relatively

unexplored couplings of third generation fermions.

From the theoretical point of view, the decay! X is a very clean process. Both the
perturbative 5 and the non-perturbative=m 2 corrections are known to be small. Furthermore, in con-
trast to the decag ! x ‘" “ , which suffers from (theoretical and experimental) backmd such

asB ! Xy J= ! Xg*" ‘ there are no important long-distance QCD contributioniser€&fore, the
decayB ! X, is well suited to search for and constrain NP effects.
Another advantage of the | X mode is that the missing energy spectrum can be calculated

essentially in a model independent way. Thus, one can Hireotnpare experimental data with the
theoretical expressions as derived in specific models. tthéeonly assumption of two-component left-
handed neutrinos the most general form of the four-fermidgaraction responsible fax ! X, ;
reads

L=CLO0p+ CgrOg ; (98)

where ' ' ' .

Or=I[ag blly [l Or=Ila Il [ (99)
HereL andR denote left- and right-handed components; d;s, andi;j = e; ; . As the flavours
of the decay products are not detected, in certain modelg than one final state can contribute to the

observed decay rate. Then, in principle, bath andCy carry three indices;; i; 5, which label the
quark and neutrino flavours in the final state.

Inthe SM,B ! Xy proceeds vialr -box andz -penguin diagrams and only is present.
The corresponding coefficient reads
P -
2Gy X 24+ X 3x 6
cM oy TV, VX ;X =2 + nx : 100
L s o Vis X 0 (Xt) 0(x) s x 17 = 17 X (100)

wherex. = m Z=m . The leadingl=m ? and  corrections to the SM result are known. Thus, the
theoretical uncertainties in the SM rate are rather smedls tharo (5% ). They come mainly from the
uncertainties im , ¥ jand unknown higher order corrections. At lowest order, thgsing energy
spectrum in thes rest-frame is given by [531]

d B! Xg 134 my

. = 56 3 frf+ £rf S@ix): (101)

Here we have not yet summed over the neutrino flavours. Traitums (r;x ) describes the shape of the
missing energy spectrum

S (r;x) = (1 x¥ r@d =x)¢dx )+r@ 3x) gr(l 2% r): (202)
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The dimensionless variable= £, i ,c=m , canrange betweefi r)=2 x 1 P T, andr = m 2=m ﬁ.
The parameter = Re(G, Cy )=(£1 ¥+ £r T)ranges between > <. Sincer is very small,
in practice the spectrum is independent of the relative gize;, andCcy and therefore immune to the

presence of new physics.

It is convenient to define two “effective” coefficients, and&y , which can be computed in terms
of the parameters of any model and are directly related taeiperimental measurement. To remove
the large uncertainty in the total decay rate associated thém ; factor, it is convenient to normalize
BB ! Xg ) to the semileptonicrate (8 ! Xe ). The contribution fronB ! X, e ,as well
as possible NP effects on the semileptonic decay rate atigitdgy In constraining NP, we can also set
m s = 0and neglect both order, and1=m ? corrections. This is justified, since when averaged over the
spectrum these effects are very small, and would affectuieenical bounds on the NP parameters only
in a negligible way. Forthe total ! X, ; ;decay rate into all possible= d;sandi;j= e; ;
final state flavours, we then obtain

BB ! X ) T
BB ! Xce ) VapFfmz=m?)

; (103)

wheref (x)= 1 8x+ 8¢ ¥ 12¥¢ Inxisthe usual phase-space factor, and we defined

2 1 X 2 2 1 2

_ aij <, _ aij “,

@L = G > CL H @R = 8G—2 CR : (104)
Fogij g

Note that channels with a different lepton flavour in the fistate do not interfere. Thus, the sum among
different channels is in the rate and not in the amplitudee B prediction, including NLO QCD
corrections [213,547,548], 85" B ! X4 y=4 16.

New physics can generate new contributions toand/or toC z . Many new physics models were
studied in [532]. In general, there are bounds from othecgsees, in particula, ! s “ . In all
models where these two processes are related, the NP ctiwtnilio the neutrino modes is bounded to
be below the SM expectation. In that case one needs to mahsuneutrino mode at high precision in
order to be able to probe these models of new physics.

The other case may be more interesting. In some models thareenhancement of the couplings

to the third generation. Ther ! X is related only too ! s* . This mode is very hard to
measure and thus there is no tight bound on these modelsatinabes NP could enhance the rate much
above the SM rate. That is, if we find that the ratesof X is much above the SM rate, it will be

an indication for models where the third generation is odfd.

3.3.1.2 Exclusive! s decays

In principle, the theoretically cleanest observables aoxided by inclusive decays, on the other hand,
the exclusive variants will be more readily accessible ipegiment. Despite the sizable theoretical
uncertainties in the exclusive hadronic form factors, ¢h@®cesses could therefore give interesting first
clues on deviations from what is expected in the Standarddféd 7]. This is particularly true if those
happen to be large or if they show striking patterns. In thiefidng, we discuss integrated observables
and distributions in the invariant mass of the dilepton eysty?, for the three-body decays ! M ,
withM = K ,K . The kinematical range ef isgivenby0 & (mg my )°. IntheB ! M
decaysg?’ is not directly measurable but it is related to the kaon enarghe B -meson rest frameg , ,

by the relationy® = m2 + m 2 2mg Ey , Wherem y, Ey mZ +mZ )=Cmsp).

B! K
The dilepton spectrum of this mode is particularly simplel dénis sensitive only to the combination

1+ C, 7[535,536]. This s in contrast to the inclusive case whellg tre combinationi |, ¥+ 1, F
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entered the decay rate. In the inclusive case all the im@Tée terms average to zero when we sum
over all the possible hadronic final states. In this way esigki processes are natural grounds where
to perform tests of right-handed NP currents, given theterfierence with the purely left-handed SM
current. Finally, the dilepton spectrum is [535, 536]

2.4 5

d B! K )G 2
56 °

ds N

3=2

VeVS 5 (S)EZ(s) Ty + CrF (105)

2
F
2
where we have defined the dimensionless variabless?=m 2 andr, = m 2 =m 2, and the function

M (8)= 1+ rﬁ +s 28 2% 25 S : (106)

In the case of1 = K the hadronic matrix elements needed for our analysis aendby [53) with
P = K. Up to small isospin breaking effects, which we shall negldee same set of form factors
describes both chargeg ( ! K )and neutral§° ! K °) transitions. Thus in the isospin limit we
get

B! K ) B! K* )=2 B! Kps ): (107)
The absence of absorptive final-state interactions in tlisgss also leadsto(B ! K )= B(!
K ), preventing the observation of any direct CP violating &ffdntegrating Ed.105) over the full
range ofs leads to
2
C C
BE ! K )= 382) 100 L& (108)
’ Cr iy
where the error is due to the uncertainty in the form factors.

If the experimental sensitivity oB (B ! K ) reached thel® level, then the uncertainty
due the form factors would prevent a precise extractionzof + C jfrom (108). This problem can
be substantially reduced by relating the differential ritisttion of B ! K totheoneofs ! «
[537,538]:

— 2
d ! K )ds 3 2 VoV © ok (s) T7 £X(s)
= — C : 109
d (®O! et o)=ds 2V (s) £, (s) i+ Cf (109)

Indeedf® (s) and £, (s) coincide up tosU (3) breaking effects, which are expected to be small, es-
pecially far from the endpoint region. An additional unegmty in (109) is induced by the CKM ratio
VsV F=¥upF Which, however, can independently be determined from qihecesses.

B! K

A great deal of information can be obtained from the chamnel investigating, together with
the lepton invariant mass distribution, also the forwaadkward (FB) asymmetry in the dilepton angular
distribution. This may reveal effects beyond the Standamt®l that could not be observed in the
analysis of the decay rate. The dilepton invariant masstepamfB !| K decays is sensitive to
both combinationsf;,  C; jand{, + C j[535,536,539]:

(
d B! K ) G2 “m3 - 8s x (s)VZ2(s)

2 1 2
= A% — +C
ds 1022 5 YeVed « (8 TTre=pm Tt Cad
1 - 2 (s)AZ(s
+— 1+ er ¥ (x (s)+ 12rx s)AZ(s)+ K—(pg
1574 (1+ I )2

2% ()1 & s (s)Au(s) £, G F ;i (110)

70



where the form factors | (s), A, (s) andV (s) are defined in[(B4). Integrating E§. (110) over the full
range ofs leads to

2 2

, C
+ @Qatl?)  10° CLLi%CR (111)
M

CL + CR
CL%M

BB ! K ) = @3t 10° (112)
SM

BB ! K ) = (2480 10°

A reduction of the error induced by the poor knowledge of thierf factors can be obtained by
normalizing the dilepton distributions af ! K to the one ofg ! & [538,540]. This is
particularly effective in the limits ! 0, where the contribution proportional t¢, + C j(vector
current) drops out.

3313 B!

Recently, the Belle [323] and BaBar [533] collaborationyehabserved the purely leptonic decays
B ! ,[[20) and[(121). Even if both measurements are still adfibdiy large uncertainties,
the observation of the ! transition represents a fundamental step forward towadieger un-
derstanding of both flavour and electroweak dynamics. Theipe measurement of its decay rate could
provide clear evidence of New Physics, such as a non-stdidiggs sector with largean  [31].

Duetothev A structure of the weak interactions, the SM contributions tdé “ are helicity
suppressed. Hence, these processes are very sensitiva-8Meffects (such as multi-Higgs effects)
which might induce an effective pseudoscalar hadronic veemient [31]. In particular, charged Higgs
bosons§ ) appearing in any model with two Higgs doublets (includihg 8USY case) can contribute
at tree level to the above processes. The relevant fourifetanaction for the decay of charged mesons
induced byw andH has the following form:

4G ¢

_ - m
P Vu (@ PLb)(* P, ) tah

(TGPrDb)(‘Py ) (113)

2

My

wherepPg 5 = (1 5)=2. Here we keep only thean enhanced part of the ub coupling, namely
them,tan term. The decays ! “ proceed via the axial-vector part of the coupling and via
the pseudoscalar part of thie coupling. The amplitude then reads

@

2
m -
Ag, + = P=Vyfs m. m. tan’ 2B i1 5) (114)
m
H

ol

We observe that the SM term is proportionakto because of the helicity suppression while the charged
Higgs term is proportional ten . because of the Yukawa coupling.

The SM expectation for the ! branching fraction is
G2 2 2 2 .
BB ! = Fr?giBm 1 m—2 295 F 5 = (159 040) 10%7 (115)
m

B

where we usedyv,.,j= (439 0:33) 10° from inclusiveb ! u semileptonic decays [386]z =
1643 0:010 ps, and the recent unquenched lattice regukt 0216  0:022 GeV [318].

The inclusion of scalar charged currents leads to the faigwexpression [31]:

! 2 2
RB = B(B . ) = Iy = 1 tar% mB ’ (116)

BB ! M m

2
H
Interestingly, in models where the two Higgs doublets arepted separately to up- and down-type
quarks, the interference betwegn andr amplitudes is necessaritiestructive For a natural choice
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of the parameters3p < tan < 50,05 < My =Tev < 1) Eq. (116) implies a (5-30)% suppression
with respect to the SM. The corresponding expressions kth! ‘ channels are obtained with the
replacementi s ! mx ,whilefortheD ! ‘ casem? ! (m.=m.)mZ. Itisthen easy to check that
a30% suppression oB (B ! ) should be accompanied byca3s suppression (relative to the SM)
inB(M ! “ )andB (K ! “ ). Atpresent, the theoretical uncertainty on the correspandecay
constants does not allow to observe such effects.

Apart from the experimental error, one of the difficultiesintaining a clear evidence of a possible
deviation ofRs  from unity is the large parametric uncertainty induced-byjand 3,3 An interest-
ing way to partially circumvent this problem is obtained byrmalizings 8 ! ) to theE)-B
mass difference (M 5 ) [32]. Neglecting the tiny isospin-breaking differencasnasses, life-times and
decay constants, between andB mesons, we can write [32]

SM 2
BB ! 3 m m
B _ ~ 1 — = (117)
g Mg, 4 5SomiM 2 Bp, My m g Vig

V=V ©  0:836
0:464 Bg

= 197 10° (118)

d

Following standard notation, we have denotedsiym E:M V% ), s andBg the Wilson coefficient, the
QCD correction factor and the bag parameter of thee = 2 operator within the SM (see e.g. Ref. [29]),
using the unquenched lattice resgilf | = 0:836  0:068 [317] andj/,,=Vyj= 0:464  0:024 from the
UTfit collaboration [210].

The ratiORg =B®B ! )=s M g, could become a more stringent test of the SM in
the near future, with higher statistics on the ! channel. In generic extensions of the SM the
New Physics impact on; andRY is not necessarily the same. However, it should coincidesif t
non-SM contribution to M g is negligible, which is an excellent approximation in thass of models
considered in [32].

For consistency, the7,,=V. jcombination enteringiny =B @B ! )=s M g should
be determined without using the information om 5, andB ! (a condition that is already
almost fulfilled). In the near future one could determines ttatio with negligible hadronic uncertainties
using the relationy/,,=Vigj= jsihh .., =sin .., J

From Eq.[(116), it is evident that such tree level NP contiims, namely they factor, do not in-
troduce any lepton flavour dependent correction and thuartleps from the SM lepton universality are
not introduced. However, as pointed out in Ref. [534], thiad longer true in realistic supersymmetric
frameworks if the model contains sizable sources of flavaolation in the lepton sector (a possibility
that is well motivated by the large mixing angles in the nieotisector). In the last case, we can expect
observable deviations from the SM in the ratios

R 2= ——— 1 . (119)

withP = ;K ;B and“, = e; ; . The lepton-flavour violating (LFV) effects can be quitegatine

or modes, while in first approximation they are negligible ia thchannels. In the most favourable sce-
narios, taking into account the constraints from LF\decays [165,166], spectacular order-of-magnitude
enhancements far;  ando (100% ) deviations from the SM i .~ are allowed [32]. The key ingre-
dients that allow visible non-SM contributions &, within the MSSM are large values efn  and
sizable mixing angles in the right-slepton sector, suchtther ! ‘; ;rate (withi& 5) becomes non
negligible.
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3.3.2 Neutrino modes: experiment

Experimental prospects for neutrino modes, such as s ,B ! andb! c , are discussed.
Because of the missing multiple neutrinos in the final stdtese decays lack kinematic constraints,
which could be used to surpress background processes.cTde B -factories, where background is
relatively low and can be reduced by reconstructing the mpamyingB meson, would be the ideal
place to measure these decays. We also discuss the prospect f , which can be used to test the
lepton universality in comparison ® !

Belle and BaBar have used hadronic decays to reconstruetcttmmpanying (hadronic tags),
for which the tagging efficiency is about 0.3(0.1)% for theuged (neutralp meson. BaBar has used
also semileptonic decays ! D (’“ (semileptonic tags) to increase the efficiency at the expehs
the signal-to-noise ratio.

The present’ e B -factory experiments are starting to measure some of thessyd, as demon-
strated by the first evidence &f ! , which was recently reported by Belle. However, precision
measurements and detection of very difficult modes, sucgh!ass , require at least a couple of tens
ab ' data, which can be reached only at the proposed ssigfactories.

3321 b! s
Presently, experimental limits on exclusive s modes are available from Belle and BaBar. Belle has
reported the result of asearchfor | X using a 253 fb data sample [541]. The analysis utilizes

the hadronic tags, and requires that the event has no remaiharged tracks nor neutral clusters other
than thex candidate. Fid. 12 a) shows the distribution of remainingtra cluster energy recorded
in the electromagnetic calorimetet { . ;,) after all the selection cuts are applied. The signal detect
efficiency is estimated to b&3% for the tagged events. In the signal region, defined as;, < 03
GeV, the expected number of signals is 0.70, assuming timel&ta Model branching fraction & (B !

K )= 4 16, while the number of background estimated from the sidelwtatd is2:6  1:6.
The deduced upper limit (90% C.L.) on the branching fracisB (B ! K )< 36 16. More
recently, Belle has reported an upper limitfg © ! K © )< 34 18, from a similar analysis
on a 492 fb! data sample [542].
BaBarhasreporteH(® ! K )< 52 16, by combining the hadronic and semileptonic
B - KV\_) <
> 10 —— > |
v |
o o ] Background o) §
g I [ ]signak 10 o
= 1 e
2 ] a
T | ©
- | >
1w
ool .-Il-.-i"-l---t-»l i T T

Hs %05 T
E. (GeV) Eoyira (GEV)

Fig. 12: Distribution of remaining energyf@ ! X candidates; a) from Belle’s analysis using the hadronic
tag on a 253fb* data sample, and b) from BaBar’s analysis using the serpitéptag on a 82ft data sample.
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tag events from a 82 fb data sample [543]. Fif._12 b) shows the distribution of theiaming energy
(E exra in BaBar's notation) for the semileptonic tag sample. Beeaaf the larges | D ()~
branching fractions, the semileptonic tag method has aifacto 3 higher efficiency than the hadronic
tag method.

Based on a simple-minded extrapolation from the Belle amlwith the hadronic tags, the re-
quired integrated luminosity for observing the ! K decay with 3(5) statistical significance
is 12(33) ab' . The statistical precision for the branching fraction meament will reach 18% at 50
ab ' . Addition of the semileptonic tag sample may improve thesigfity (this is under investigation).

It is extremely difficult to perform an inclusive search fot s . No serious studies have been
made yet.
3.322 B!
Detection ofB ! is very similar to that ofs ! K’ , and it requires that the event has

no extra charged tracks nor neutral clusters other tharetfrom the decay and the accompanyirg
decay.
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Fig. 13: Distribution of the remaining energy fa& ! candidates; a) from Belle’s analysis using the

hadronic tag on a 414fb data sample, and b) from BaBar’s analysis using the semitéptag on a 288 fb*
data sample.

Recently Belle has reported the first evidencegor ! by applying the hadronic tag on

a4l4fb’ data sample [323]. The reconstructecdecay modes are ! e .
0 +

. Fig.[13 a) presents thex - ;. distribution, combined for all the decay modes,
which shows an excess of events near-, = 0. The number of signalN(;) and background events
(N y) in the signal region are determined to be = 17 2*45:73 andN, = 320 0:7 by an unbinned
maximum likelihood fit. The significance of the excessis including both statistical and systematic
uncertainties. The obtained branching fraction is [323]

BB ! )= (179050 (sta) Jif(sys)  10°: (120)

BaBar has reported results ofma ! search using the semileptonic tag on a 288 fb
data sample [533]. The tag reconstruction efficiency is &abotlo, depending slightly on run periods.
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When all the analyzed decay modes are combined, 213 events are observed, whikathground
is estimated to be91:7  11:7. Since the excess is not significant, they provide an uppdt bf
BB ! )< 18 1¢ (90% C.L.), and also quote the value [533]

BB ! )= (088 °°%(sta) 0:1(sys)) 10 : (121)

The semileptonic tag gives roughly two times higher efficiethan the hadronic tag, but introduces
more backgrounds.

Within the context of the Standard Model, the product of theneson decay constant and the

magnitude of the CKM matrix element,,;,jis determined to bex 37,,5= (101" 2(sta) [ >(sys))

10 ¢ GeV from the Belle result. Using the value of.,j= (439 0:33) 10> from inclusive

charmless semileptonie decay data [386], we obtaify = 0229 (¢ (sta) 255 (sys) GeV.
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boundaries in theM ; . ;tan ) plane (right). The top figures show the constraint from thespnt Belle result.
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The charged Higgs can be constrained by comparing the mezhbuanching fractiong*?®) to
the Standard Model value &f°™ = (1:59 0:40) 16, which is deduced from the abowe,,,jvalue
andfgz = (0216 0:022)GeV obtained from lattice QCD calculations [318]. Using Bale result,
the ratio[116) iy = 1:13 0:53, which then constrains the charged Higgs in thg - ;tan )plane,
as shown in Fid._14 (top). The hatched area indicates themexicluded at a confidence level of 95.5%.
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Fig. 15: Expectedv 4 . reach attan = 30 as a function of the integrated luminosity. The three curves
correspond ta ¥ wpFVup £ & =fs )= red:(0%,0%), blue:(2.5%,2.5%) and green:(5%,5%).

Further accumulation of data helps to improve on both thiéstitzal and systematic uncertainty
of the branching fraction. Some of the major systematicreysuch as ambiguities in the reconstruction
efficiency and the signal and background shapes, come frerfinthted statistics of a control sample.
On the other hand, the error in the ratip depends on the errors in the determinationif, jand 5 .
Fig.[14 (bottom) shows the expected constraint at 5 abssuming the scaling of the experimental error
by 1= L (L is the luminosity) and 5% relative error for boti,,jand f5 . Fig.[I5 presents the ,, -
reach atan = 30 as a function of the integrated luminosity. Here the . reach is defined as the
upper limit of the 95.5% excluded region at a givem . The figure shows the expectation for three
cases,( VuwFVuwd fs=fz )= (0%,0%), (2.5%,2.5%) and (5%,5%). Precise determinatfofr g,
andfy is desired to maximize the physics reach.

3323 B! DU

The semileptoni® decay into final stateg ! D’ , is also a sensitive probe for the charged Higgs.
In the SM, the branching fractions are expected to be about10° forB ! D andi1s 16

forB ! D , respectively. Because of the presence of at least twoinestin the final state, the
reconstruction of these modes requires the reconstrucfitihe other B meson in the event, and hence
requires a larger data sample with respect to thatused teurem | D ‘) where‘= ;e Fifl8
presents the expected future constraint in the, - ;tan ) plane for a SupeB factory with a 5 and

50 ab! data sample.

3.3.24 B!

Contrary to the ! case, thes ! decay has more kinematic constraint because it
has only one neutrino in the final state and the charged lept@nfixed energy in the rest frame.
Therefore, present analyses by Belle and BaBar take a ctomahapproach, where one looks for a
single high momentum lepton, and then inclusively recarassrthe accompanyirg via a 4-vector sum

of everything else in the event. The lepton momentum is setearthe center-of-mass frame duerto
momentum to give a couple of hundred MeV/c width.

Fig.[17 a) shows the muon momentum distribution from thedBatlalysis to search for the !
decay using the conventional approach on a 253fata sample. The signal detection efficiency
is 2.2%. The expected number of signals based on the Stahtatel branching fraction{:1.  107)
is 4.2, while the estimated background is 7.4. The reporfgaeulimit isB (3 ! ) 1
10 ©(90% C.L.) [544].

[o] =



50 T i
Y N RRRERARREILLLRRK,
T vssssssssissssiss
B 7777 e sssssssssssssssss
A s
Y s
- A s
T SIS,
7,55 SIS
- iz st
iz et
I IAIAIIIIIIIIIIIIIIAY o2
L G s
iy S
WA AIIIIAIIIIIIs
400— .00 S5
V /Al Satatetel
/777 S Satatel
L 7 V0000007 $959%8
s 5%
[ X8 5%
L~ Yo %
O - 0,2 Y s
- A s
~ /77 7 AR R KRR KK KR AKKARK
L e s sasssssss
s s st
e 5 s s st
L /577, R S BB EEE
o e BB S BB S
o 55555 B S BB
%, 5255 B BB
300 2 Y s v
s A o i e e s s itas058%
N—r S APRRRRK LXK LRHKLHXH LI HRKLKX LXK KL K LXK KLXKXLHXKKL
L [ e e S BB BB
7)) Y s s s s s
[ 5400000 55 B A0 S As05050500%%
7)) - 2 o Y s, o s oo
5550 Ao 30505050505
[ R R R R R R R AR H A H LK LKL KAIKRHHLK LK,
L e A e s Aase5050505%%
Y s e As05050505%%
R e e e S SBBSSEEEES
s o IS0 0ot
- s, i Ao s st
s e A0 30505050558
+l R R o R IR
- A0 30505050558
7 000 As03050505%%
00505050558
e S BB 505556508
- s e A As05050505%%
R e S S BB EEEES
I BB SIS
- R e S S BB EEEES
e e B S BB
B BB
L BB
R BB
LSS SEEE
st
- S
RIS
SIS
100 Y s Tevatron Run |
858858 Excluded (95% C.L.)
LEP Excluded (95% C.L.)

0 20 40 60 80 100
tanf

Fig. 16: Expected constraint on the charged Higgs from measuremétiieB ! D branching fraction at 5
and 50 ab* .

Recently BaBar has reported a result of the search using the hadronic tags on a 208.7 fb
data sample. In this case, as thenomentum is determined by the full reconstruction, thermismear-
ing in the lepton momentum. Fig. 117 b) is the muon momenturmibiigion after all the selection cuts
are applied. The signal detection efficiency is about 0.1&8f6prder of magnitude lower than for the
conventional analysis. The reported upper limBig ! ) 79 106(90% C.L.) [545].

Fig.[18 shows the expected statistical significance as difumef the integrated luminosity, based
on a simple extrapolation from the present Belle result. ukaalation of 1.6 (4.3) ad data will allow
us to detect thes ! signal with 3 (5) statistical significance. The 50 atiata at supes -
factories will allow us to detect about 800 signal events ems@dsure the branching fraction with about
6% statistical precision.
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Fig. 17: a) Muon momentum distribution from the Belle analysis usingnclusive reconstruction of the accom-
panyingB for a 253fb ' data sample. b) The same distribution from the BaBar armlysing the hadronic tags
on a 208.7 fb* data sample.

There are some points which need to be further studied.
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Fig. 18: Expected sensitivity fo ! as a function of the integrated luminosity.

— Optimization of the tagging; there may be some improvenbgniising the semileptonic tag in
addition to the hadronic tag, especially fer ! K , for which the impact of additional
neutrinos seems to be relatively small.

— Effects of backgrounds in a high luminosity environmentufe prospects are discussed so far by
extrapolation from the present results, which may be to@krn particular, the impact of higher
backgrounds to the tagging efficiency and the missing engplution have to be more carefully
examined.
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3.4 Very rare decays
3.4.1 Theoryofs, ! ‘" andrelated decays

A particularly important class of very rare decays are tidaic FCNC decays of a4 or aB g meson.

In addition to the electroweak-loop suppression the cpording decay rates are helicity suppressed in
the SM by a factor ofa 7=m 2, wherem . andM 5 are the masses of lepton andmeson, respectively.
The effectivej B j= § Sj= 1 Hamiltonian, which describes ! s decays, already contains 17
different operators in the Standard Model, in a generic rigdiependent analysis of new physics this
number will exceed 100. One virtue of purely leptosig decays is their dependence on a small number
of operators, so that they are accessible to model-indemersudies of new physics. These statements,
of course, equally apply tb ! d transitions and leptonie 4 decays. While in the Standard Model all
SixBg ! ‘" * decays (withy= dorsand‘= e; or )are related to each other in a simple way, this
is not necessarily so in models of new physics. Thereforsialliecay modes should be studied.

Other very rare decays, suchmg ! “*« >« «+« &  are briefly considered in Sec.

B.4.1.3 below.

3411 B4 ! ‘" inthe Standard Model

Photonic penguins do not contributerg ! ‘" “ , because a lepton-anti-lepton pair with zero angular
momentum has charge conjugation quantum nuntbet 1, while the photon hag = 1. The
dominant contribution stems from the Z-penguin diagramiarghown in Figuré 19.

w+,G*
t t

A
l l

Fig. 19: Left: Z-penguin contributiont®, ! “* * .

There is also a box diagram with two W bosons, which is sugeedy a factor oft ? =m Z with
respect to the Z-penguin diagram. These diagrams detetiméné/ilson coefficient , of the operator
0n = b @’ s (122)

We will further need operators with scalar and pseudosaaaplings to the leptons:
Os = mpxaq ‘'’ Qp = mpxq ‘5’ (123)

Their coefficientsc s andCp are determined from penguin diagrams involving the Higgghermeutral
Goldstone boson, respectively. Whitgg andC are tiny and can be safely neglected in the Standard
Model, the situation changes dramatically in popular medéhew physics discussed below. The effec-
tive Hamiltonian reads

H = P=—5—VypVig [CsOs+ CpQp + CaQa I+ hx: (124)
2 s~ yw

The operator® 7, 09 andQ {, where the chiralities of the quarks in the currents are flipped with
respect to those i (122), (1123), may also become relevaggneral extensions of the SM.

Ca has been determined in the next-to-leading order (NLO) oDQ846-548]. The NLO cor-
rections are in the percent range and higher-order coomgplay no roleC is commonly expressed

Q0



in terms of thev S mass of the top quarkg .. A pole mass ofn ft’oje = 1714 2:1 Gev corresponds
tom.= 1638 2:0 Gev. An excellent approximation to the NLO result for, which holds with an
accuracy ofs 10 for 149 Gev < my< 179 GeV, is

804 Gev mt
My 164 Gev

0:9636

Ca@:) = (125)
In the literaturec » @) is often calledr @ ?=M 2 ). The exact expression can be found e.g. in Egs. (16-
18) of [548]. The branching fraction can be compactly exgeesn terms of the Wilson coefficients, ,
Cs andCp:
S

Gz 2 4m 2
B Bg! “¢ = —E 5 .v.f s Mg E2 1
q 3 . 4 Vg Bg' Bq Bg 2
64" sin® ! Mg .
4m ? . om. 7
1 > MBqCS + MBqCP Ca : (126)
Mg, Mg,

Herefg, and g are the decay constant and the lifetime of themeson, respectively, ang, is the

Weinberg angle. Since, ! ‘" “ is ashort-distance process, the appropriate value of teestimicture
constantis = (M ;)= 1=128. With Eq. (125) andcs = C» = 0 Eq. (126) gives the following
Standard Model predictions:

2

Bs Vis ] fr,

B Bg! = (820 031) 10 (127)
1527ps 00408 240 M eV
.2
£
B B! * 386 0:45) 1D Bs Ve Bs (128)
1527ps 00408 240 M eV
.2
£
B By! e'e (905 034) 1 Ee Ves = (129)
1527ps 00408 240 M ev
.2
£
B By! 223 008) 19 Sa Vi Ea (130)
1527ps 00082 200 M ev
.2
£
B By! (106 004) 1V B Vi B4 (131)
1527ps 00082 200 M ev
i £
B By! e'e 249 009) 18 Ba Vi By (132)
1527ps 00082 200 M ev

The dependences on the decay constants, which have sizabtetical uncertainties, and on the relevant
CKM factors have been factored out. White,jis well-determined through the precisely measured
747 the determination ofy jinvolves the global fit to the unitarity triangle and sufférsm larger
uncertainties. The residual uncertainty in Egs. {127}+58s from the Z v error infm ..

Alternatively, within the standard model, the CKM dependeas well as the bulk of the hadronic
uncertainty may be eliminated by normalizing to the wellasigred meson mass differences 5, thus

trading fqu for a (less uncertain) bag parameﬁg [549]:

By YO@EM )
» 2 2 ar

BBgq! “*)=C (133)

wheres is a perturbative short-distance functian,= 4:36  16° includes a normalization and NLO
QCD corrections, and = e; . This reduces thé&tal uncertainty within the SM below the 15 percent
level. (A similar formula may be written fof= )
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3412 B, ! ‘7 ‘ andnew physics
Additional Higgs bosons

The helicity suppression factor of .= 5, in front of C, in Eq. (126) makes B, ! ‘" * )sensitive
to physics with new scalar or pseudoscalar interactions¢hwbontribute tocs andcCyp . This feature
rendersB, ! ‘" “ highly interesting to probe models with an extended Higgdase Practically all
weakly coupled extensions of the Standard Model contairad#tggs multiplets, which puts (8 !

“* 4 ) on the center stage of indirect new physics searches. Higgsns couple to fermions with
Yukawa couplings/:. In the Standard Mode}, / m =M  andy. / m .= are so small that Higgs
penguin diagrams, in which the Z-boson of Fighré 19 is regalalby a Higgs boson, play no role. In
extended Higgs sectors the situation can be dramaticdflgreint. Models with two or more Higgs
multiplets can not only accommodate Yukawa couplings oéoahe, they also generically contain tree-
level FCNC couplings of neutral Higgs bosons. In simple tiliggs—doublet models these unwanted
FCNC couplings are usually switched off in an ad-hoc way bpasing a discrete symmetry on the
Higgs and fermion fields, which leads to the celebrated tiggbtdoublet models of type | and type II.
Here we only discuss the latter model, in which one Higgs tkiub,, only couples to up-type fermions
while the other oneH 4, solely couples to down-type fermions [550]. The parametentrolling the
size of the down—-type Yukawa couplingtsn = wv,=vg, the ratio of the vacuum expectation values
acquired (L{)yH « andH 4. The Yukawa coupling: of H 4 to the fermionf satisfies;s sih = m:tan =v

withv= vZ+ vi= 174 Gev. Hencey, 1for tan 50. The dominant contributions t® and

Cp forlargetan involve charged and neutral Higgs bosons, but the final resul be solely expressed
in terms oftan and the charged Higgs boson masg . [551]

m s Inr . M 2+
Cg = Cp = 5 tan?® with r = _H2 : (134)
a 5 r 1 m g

while c 5 remains the same as in the SM. Although for very large vallies® =M , . the branching
fraction can be enhanced, the contributions in Eq.|(134icafy reduceB B, ! “* “ ) with respect

to the Standard Model value. The decouplingiog - ! 1 isslow, e.g.fortan = 60andM . =
500 G ev the new Higgs contributions redueeB4 ! “* * )by 50%!
Supersymmetry

The generic Minimal Supersymmetric Standard Model (MSSbhtains many new sources of flavour
violation in addition to the Yukawa couplings. These newdlavviolating parameters stem from the
supersymmetry—breaking terms and their effects couldyeasteed those of the CKM mechanism. In
view of the success of the CKM description of flavour—chagdirmnsitions one may supplement the
MSSM with the hypothesis dflinimal Flavour Violation (MFV) which can be formulated systemati-
cally using symmetry arguments [10]. In the MFV-MSSM theyosburces of flavour violation are the
Yukawa couplings, just as in the Standard Model. In thisisedhe MSSM is always understood to
be supplemented with the assumption of MFV. While in MFV st@s the contributions from virtual
supersymmetric particles to FCNC processes are normallyienthan the Standard Model contribution,
the situation is very different fag ., ! “* * .

The MSSM has two Higgs doublets. At tree-level the coupliagsas in the two-Higgs-doublet
model of type Il, because the holomorphy of the superpaiefuibids the coupling of , to down-type
fermions and that ofi 4 to up-type fermions. At the one-loop level, however, thaation is different,
and both doublets couple to all fermions. The loop-induaaaplings are proportional to the product of
a supersymmetry-breaking term and thearameter. Iftan is large, the loop-induced coupling Bf,
and the tree-level coupling of 4 give similar contributions to the masses of the down-typenfens,
because the loop suppression is compensated by a facten of[20]. In this scenario the Higgs sector
is that of ageneraltwo-Higgs-doublet model, which involves FCNC Yukawa cangé of the heavy
neutral Higgs bosons ° ands © [25]. The Wilson coefficients s andc, differ from those in Eq.[(134)
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in two important aspects: they involve three rather than pswers oftan and they depend on the
massM ,o My o instead of the charged Higgs boson mass. The branching sat&e as

|t mﬁm%tan6
B Bg! )susy / M—40
A

and could, in principle, exceed the Standard Model resunlt&qgs. [I2V=132) by a factor ab® [27].
Thus the experimental upper limitan® ! * )from the Tevatron, which is larger than(B ; !

s iN Eq. (128) by a factor of 25, already severely cuts into taemeter space of the MSSM.
BBs; ! ) in MSSM scenarios with largean has been studied extensively [27-30, 519, 552—
554].

Very popular special cases of the MSSM are the minimal supeity model (INSUGRA) [555—
559] and the Constrained Minimal Supersymmetric Standandéfi(CMSSM). While the MSSM con-
tains more than 100 parameters, MSUGRA involves only 5 iathdit parameters and is therefore much
more predictive. In particular correlations betweens ; ! * ) and other observables emerge, for
example with the anomalous magnetic moment of the muon anchtss of the lightest neutral Higgs
boson [554]. Other well-motivated variants of the MSSM inmate the parameter constraints from
grand unified theories (GUTsk B ! * )is especially interesting in GUTs based on the symme-
try group SO(10) [554,562,563]. In the minimal SO(10) GU® thp and bottom Yukawa couplings
andy. unify at a high scale implying thatan is of order 50. While realistic SO(10) models contain
a non—minimal Higgs sector, any experimental informatiartlee deviation ofy,=y. from 1 is very de-
sirable, as it probes the Higgs sectors of GUT theories. hjurwtion with other observables like the
mass difference inthe, - B, system [30]JoB B8+ ! * )[31,32,564], which depend in different
ways ontan and the masses of the non-Standard Higgs bosons and the\gupestric particles, the
measurementat 8, ! © ) atthe LHC will, within the MSSM, answer the question whettiex
top and bottom Yukawa couplings unify at high energies.

3.4.1.3 Other very rare decays

The decays, ! “** andb, ! ‘" ‘ ‘@ are of little interest from a theoretical point of view.
First, they are difficult to calculate, since they involveofdn couplings to quarks and are thereby
sensitive to soft hadron dynamics. Second, they are natityelsuppressed, because the (real or vir-
tual) photon can recoil against a lepton pair ima= 1 state. This implies that they probe operators
of the effective Hamiltonian which can more easily be stddi®em B, ! X andB ! X’ ‘
decays. However, the absence of a helicity suppression syake! ‘*‘  a possible threat to
By ! ‘" ‘ as will be discussed in the experimental sections. A naitgnate givesB (B !

* ) mi=m?) =4 )BBs! * ) B®B ! * ) whileamore detailed analysis
evenfinds B! * )>B Bs! * )[296].

Lepton-flavour violating (LFV) decays like, ! * , * = ¢ , are negligibly small in the
Standard Model. They are suppressed by two powers i ; , wherem denotes the largest neu-
trino mass. However, this suppression factor is absentriaicemodels of new physics. In supersym-
metric theories with R parity (such as the MSSM) their brangtratios are smaller than those of the
corresponding lepton-flavour conserving decay, B.g.! * . Large effects, however, are possible
in models that contain LFV tree-level couplings or leptatgsa Here supersymmetric theories without
R parity and the Pati-Salam model should be mentioned. Sympenetry without R parity involves a
plethora of new couplings, which are different for all comdstions of quark and lepton flavour involved,
so that no other experimental constraints prevent largeceffinB, ! * . Flavour physics in the
Pati-Salam model has been studied in [565].
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Table 21: Branching fraction upper limitg 20% confidence level foB ; !

+

from different experiments.

Experiment | Year | Limit [10 ° ] Process Reference
DO 2007 75 ppatlo96Tev [568]
CDF 2006 80 ppatl96Tev | [569,570]
CDF 2005 150 ppatl196Tev [571]
DO 2005 410 ppatlo96Tev [572]
CDF 2004 580 ppatloecTev [573]
CDF 1998 2,000 ppatls8Tev [574]
L3 1997 38,000 ee | 2 [575]

Table 22: Branching fraction upper limits &0% confidence levelfory ! *  from different experiments.

Experiment | Year | Limit [10 ° ] Process Ref

CDF 2006 23 ppatl96Tev | [569,570]

CDF 2005 39 ppatlo6Tev [571]

BaBar 2005 83 ete ! (49) [566]

CDF 2004 150 ppatlo6Tev [573]

Belle 2003 160 ete ! (45) [576]

CLEO 2000 610 ete ! (49) [577]

DO 1998 40,000 ppatls8Tev [578]

CDF 1998 680 ppatls8Tev [574]

L3 1997 10,000 ete | 2 [575]

UAl 1991 8,300 ppat630Gev [579]

ARGUS 1987 45,000 ete | (4S) [580]

CLEO 1987 77,000 ete ! (49) [581]
3.4.2 Present experimental statusBf; ! ‘" decays
The experimental searches fBy, ! “* * have focusedoB; ! * andBy ! * . Forthe
e" e final states, the branching fractions are suppressed wafert toB (8 ! *  )bym 2=m? =

23 10°. The best limit that has been setdsB !
(CL) [566]. Though the branching fraction of the
respect to that of the*  mode, the only experimental upper limit from BaBagigs, ! * )<

4:1 103 @ 90% CL [567]. This is less sensitive than the deaay! * . Due to at least two
missing neutrinos in the decays of the twa the reconstruction of this mode is rather difficult, since
no kinematic constraint can be employed to eliminate bamkgis. At ane* e superB factory the

Bg ! ¥ mode may be observable by fully reconstructing anmeson in a hadronic mode and then
searchingfoBe4y ! *  inthe recoil system.

Thus,Bgs ! *  are the most promising modes to test the Standard Model.e&Ebksum-
marizes the searches far, ! * by different experiments in the past two decades. Jbe
CL upper limits are shown in Figufe R0 in comparison to the Sidtion. The lowest limit of
BBs! * )< 93 10° @ 95% CL is obtained by the DO experiment usiagout 2fo ' of
p p data [568]. Using780pb! of p p data CDF achieved a branching fraction upper limitofs, !

)< 100 107 @ 95% CL[569,570]. The corresponding searchesHor! *  are summa-
rized in Tabld 2R. Here, the lowest limit@f B4, ! * )< 30 10° @ 95% CL is obtained by
the CDF experiment usingg0pb ! of p p data [569,570]. Theos CL upper limits are also shown in
Figure[20 in comparison to the SM prediction.

In the present CDB !

e"e )< 61 107 @ 90% confidence level
mode is enhanced by a factor of 212 with

analysis, the background level is at about one event, whde t
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branching fraction upper limi¢ 90% CL lies about a factor of 20 above the SM value. Thus, any arsly
attempting to reach a sensitivity at the level of the SM ol needs a significant improvement in
background rejection. Scaling the present CDF result torarasity of 10 fo * yields branching fraction
upper limits ato0s confidence level o622 10° forB, ! *+ and1s8 10° forBg ! *

A simple scaling of the BaBar result tceb * yieldsB 84! * )< 9 10° @ 90% CL.
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Fig. 20: Compilation of90% confidence level upperlimitsfa 8, ! * )(leftyandB B4 ! * ) (right)
from different experiments in comparison to the SM predicti

3.4.3 LHC preparations for measurements of the very ragedecays

Three LHC experiments, LHCb, ATLAS and CMS, are aiming foe thheasurement of very ram
decays. Differences in the detector layouts lead to diffestrategies in data-taking, triggers and the
offline selections to maximize the gain of signal events.

3.4.3.1 Luminosity conditions and triggers

Whilst the nominal LHCb luminosity will bg2  5) 16 an ?s?, the forward muon stations can
identify muons with low values of transverse momenta, athgnthe first level trigger (LO) to collect
events with one or two muons with: values as low as:1G ev=c [582]. Because the beauty cross
section grows rapidly at small transverse momenta, theloW€b luminosity is compensated by higher
b-production. ATLAS and CMS will start to collect the exclusidi-muonB decays at a luminosity of
few times10°>* an 2 s * and will later continue at the nominal LHC luminosity 0§** cm 2 s *. Thus
rare B -decays will be recorded at all LHC luminosities. Howeves ttrentral detector geometries will
allow muons to be recorded only abowe (3 6)Gev=catthe first trigger level (L1) [583,584].

First level triggers for the exclusive di-muan decays in LHCh, ATLAS and CMS are summa-
rized in Tablé 2B. In LHCb the strategy relies on both thelgimguon trigger witho: 11Gev=cand
di-muon trigger streams withpr () 13Gev=c. ATLAS and CMS will collect the majority of
their signal events & 10> an 2 s ' through the di-muon trigger with the muon transverse moonant
thresholdss G ev =cand 3G ev =c, respectively. Such triggers will result in output ratesabbut700H z
and3500H z for ATLAS and CMS, respectively, and abozt0 kH z for LHCb.

The high level trigger (HLT) strategy is similar for all tleeexperiments. First, one confirms the
presence of trigger muon(s) by reconstructing tracks withe so called region of interest (Rol) around
a muon candidate and by matching reconstructed tracks imtiee detector with tracks from the muon
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Table 23: L1(0) triggerp: thresholds. The output trigger rates are given for a lumitgaxf 2 10%2am 2 st
(LHCb)and2 10**cm 2s?! (ATLAS/CMS).

Experiment L1(0) momentumcut L1(0) Rate
ATLAS 2 er () 60G eV =c 0:7kH z
CMS2 pr () 30Gev=c 38kHzZ
LHCb 1 pr () 1ildGev=c 110kH z
LHCb 2 pr () 13Gev=c 145kH z

system. Further, cuts are applied to the muons requiringpth@alues to be abovec v =c for LHCb

and abovedG ev=c and 6G ev =c for CMS and ATLAS, respectively. Then, primary and secogdar
vertices are reconstructed. Cuts on vertex quality 20 and on the flight path oB, candidates
Lyy 200 m (ATLAS)andlsp 150 m (CMS) are applied. LHCDb (single muon stream) uses an

impact parameter cutp ( ) 3 1 and for the di-muon stream the secondary vertex quality éut
20. Finally, a cut on the invariant mass of the two muons is @obhh G ev =2 M 6G eV =¢
(ATLAS), M 256G eV =¢ (LHCb di-muon stream), or a mass window around the nonsnainass

of 150M ev=¢ (CMS). The HLT rate is less than:7H z for CMS and about60H z for LHCb. A
detailed description of trigger algorithms can be founds8Z—584].

3.4.3.2 Offline performance and signal selection

After the trigger the offline analysis faces the challengsedécting a signal from backgrounds of similar
topology. The most important offline performance paranseter the di-muon events in the kinematic
ranges accepted by triggers are given in Table 24. The diffars lead consequently to different selection
strategies.

Table 24: LHC detector performance parametersfort  *  events in the kinematic ranges of trigger accep-

tances. 1, isthe muon track impact parameter resolution, istheB, ! * mass resolution.
Experiment LHCb ATLAS CMS
pr ,GeVic > 3 > 6 > 4
Im, M 14 26 25 70 30 50
v SMev=’ 18 84 36

In ATLAS the reconstructed di-muon invariant mass is required to be within an interval of
( 70M eV =&, + 140M eV =c?) around thes ; mass. The isolation cut in the ATLAS experiment requires
no charged tracks with; 0:8G ev=cin an angular cone 15around thes ; candidate. For the
reconstructed vertices the significance of the reconstduftight path in the transverse plane defined as
Lyy= 1 iS required to be larger than 11 and the vertex reconstmctieality parameter 2 15. The
space separation between two muon candidateRis- 24 2 09. Details of the study can
be found in [585].

In CMS isolation is defined as
pr B2)

I= 5 —  085: (135)
prBg)+ wkPr]

Avalue of . r jis calculated for all charged tracks in a cone witR = 1 around thes ¢ candidate.
For the muon separation the value ok should be in the range (0.3, 1.2). The vertex cuts are the
following: Ly,= 1 18and ° 1. The momentum of the, candidate should point to the primary
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vertex: cos 0:995, where is the angle between the momentum of tiecandidate and the vector
connecting the primary and secondary vertites V., . Atight mass cut is appliedi Mg, J
100M ev =c?. Details of the study are given in [586].

In LHCDb the selection is divided into several steps [587istRhe following soft selection cuts are
applied: # Mg.j 600M ev=¢,vertex quality cut > 14, IP= 1 6 for the B; candidate,
secondary and primary vertex separatide:  Zprim F v 0, pointing angle < 0: rad, soft muon
identification for both candidates (=95% and =1%). Further on three categories of discriminant
variables are introduced: Geometry (G; lifetinee,and impact parameter, distance of closest approach
(DOCA) and isolation), PID (particle identification) and Ifihvariant mass). These variables are used
to compute the S/B ratio event by event, while no further emésapplied. Each event is weighted with
its S/B ratio in the signal sensitivity calculation. Usimgstmethod it is expected to reconstruct about 70
signal events pez fo  [587]. If the previous method is combined with the requiret® > 0:7, with
no background events left, this leads to an estimate of 2takigvents to be reconstructed in the same
period as above.

In Table[2% the number of signal events is shown for each expet for different integrated
luminosities. For ATLAS/CMS the number farfb * is simply scaled from the one fan fo * . In the
same way the LHCb number fan fo ! is obtained by scaling the number forb 1. The CMS and
ATLAS studies for100f * were published in [588] and [589], respectively. In the CM&ly harder
selection criteria have been applied for high luminosignde the reconstruction efficiency for signal
events is lower with respect to lower luminosity.

Table 25: Number of signal events as a function of integrated lumiyo3ihe time after which the corresponding
luminosity will be delivered is indicated in parentheses.

Experiment 2fb ! 10 o * 30fb * 100fb ! 130 fo *
ATLAS 1.4 7.0 21.0 92 113 (4 years)
CMS 1.2 6.1 18.3 26 44 (4 years)
LHCb 20 100 (5 years) - -

3.4.3.3 Background studies
The searchfoB, ! *  has to deal with the problem of an enormous level of backgtoun

The largest contribution is expected to come from combiiatbackground. These events consist
predominantly of beauty decays, where the di-muon canelidatiginate either from semileptonic decays
of band b quarks or from cascade decays of one of theyuarks. To determine the contribution of
this background LHCb simulated a sample of inclusieevents, requiring that both-quarks have
j j< 400m rad, to match, on the safe side, the LHCb acceptanc®of rad. Nevertheless, the sample
of 34 million events corresponds to only 046 * . The study of this sample, however, showed that in the
sensitive region of phase space, the relevant backgroumdios two real muons fromxdecays. Hence,

a specific sample of 8 million events was generated, correpg to an effective luminosity of 36b *,
where for bothi-hadron decays a muon is required among the decay produeiSb luses this sample
to evaluate the background and extrapolates the result tieea (ntegrated luminosity, for instance, 2
fo 1. In the sensitive regions( > 0:7) [587], no background event was selected, hence an uppir lim
of 125 events is estimated at®90CL. ATLAS simulatedib events with two muons, requiring to have
transverse momenta: > 6 (4)G ev =cfor the first (second) muon. In CMS the cut for both muons was
pr > 3Gev=c. The pseudorapidity of each of the muons was required to lteeimange; j< 2:4

in agreement with the trigger acceptances. Additionally dirmuon mass was required to be in the
intervalM < 8Gev=c? and5Gev=c’ < M < 6Ge&V=c’ in ATLAS and CMS, respectively. The
number of background events generated with these cutsspomes tal0 (8)pb ' for ATLAS (CMS).
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Both experiments evaluated the background using theselessnamd extrapolated the results to a given
integrated luminosity. ALO o * ATLAS expects 20 12 events [590] and CMS 147 events [586].

Due to the high sensitivity of the LHC experiments, the backgd composition may be changed
relative to the situation at the Tevatron. In addition to bimatorial background, contributions from
topologically similar rare exclusive decays as well as dasiification effects may become important.
We give a classification of the different types of these pidéibackgrounds and several estimates of
their contribution.

First, let us consider the veryraredecays ! ( ° ; ) *  with branching ratios expected to
be 2 10° [296]. A background contribution may arise when thee is soft and escapes detection.
The di-muon invariant mass distribution has been modeledllinAS and CMS for cases when a

is not reconstructed in the inner tracker, or & ) with E; (2 4) GeV escapes detection in the
electromagnetic calorimeter. Based on a full detector ktian CMS concluded that neither of the
processess ¢ ! * ,B ! * orB? ! 0 will contribute significantly in the

signal region. ATLAS reached similar conclusions for thetfiwwo processes, while they plan to do
a detailed study for the third decay. These very rare decapredls are worth studying in their own
right, since some properties (for example the di-muon iavdmmass spectrum) are also sensitive to NP
contributions [296].

Decays into four leptons, such B% ' * ., are another possible background source to

Bs ! T .Ifthep; of one of the leptons is below the detector reconstructigrabdities, then there
are only two tracks observed from tBemeson vertex and the invariant mass of the di-lepton pair ca
be close to th& 4, mass. The expected branching fractions of these decays are0® andg  10°

for B andB !, respectively [591]. Using the fast simulation tool (ATLEA), ATLAS showed that the
number of background events from" ! * * can be as high as 50 % of the accepted signal
events fromB; ! *  with a SMrate. In CMS the analysis showed that the contioufiom this
source is negligible. The difference is due to different sneesolutions of ATLAS and CMS. LHCb
simulated a resonant mode of the four-lepton chalﬂsn(*g)l 1g= ! f ) in which two muons
are coming fromy= . The study led to the conclusion that the background frosi¢hannel in the mass
region 60M ev=¢ around thes ; mass is lessthan 10% ofsa, ! *  signal within the SM.

The last category considered are backgrounds fromlecay channels where secondary hadrons
are misidentified as muons. The simplest backgrounds cametfre two-body hadronic decags, < !
K ,Bas ! K K andBgg ! . The background contribution can be estimated by assigning
to each of the final-state hadrons a probability that it wduddregistered as a muon. This probability
was obtained from full detector simulations of large sammpmieébeauty events. Such a study has been
performed at LHCb, resulting in 2 events perfh?® (ina 2 mass window). CMS concluded
that these backgrounds are negligible. ATLAS studies agagress. Fake signal events can also be
generated by semileptonic decays such ag° ! *  which have a branching ratio 10%. As
in the previous case, background can arise from  misidentification and a soft neutrino escaping an
indirect identification. Similar channels to be accounteidafieB, ! ¥ *+ andp* ! K* *

3.434 LHCreachfoB,! *

The results of the signal and background studies describ#tkiprevious sections were finally used to
estimate upper limits on the branching ratioeof ! * , which are shown in Figurds P1 ahd] 22.
ATLAS and CMS used the algorithms of [164], while LHCb deysd the new approach published
in [587]. In all cases the results were given at 90% confidémed as a function of integrated luminosity.
The theory prediction foB 85 ! * )shown in Figure6 21 arild P2 uses the valueof = (230

9)M ev extracted from the CDF measurement afi ;. = 17:8 0:1ps'. The prediction therefore
assumes that new physics neither affexts! nor M g_. Note that the above value fag _ is
also consistent with direct QCD lattice calculations (ssgtion[2.4).
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Fig. 22: Branchingratioof3; ! * observed (3) or discovered (5) as a function of integrated luminosity
for LHCb.

After one year of LHC the expected results from LHCb will &lléo exclude or discover NP in
Bs ! * . ATLAS and CMS will reach this sensitivity after three yeasfter LHC achieves its
nominal luminosity, the ATLAS and CMS statistics will inage substantially. After five years all three
experiments will be in a position to provide a measuremeti®branching ratio ok s ! *

3.4.4 Conclusions
The very rare decays, ! *  are special in many respects. Their branching ratios ardl smtae
Standard Model, but can be enhanced significantly in thelwitadied Minimal Supersymmetric Stan-

Q7



dard Model (MSSM). Leptonic meson decays belong to the phytsipics that can be experimentally
studied by three of the four major LHC experiments, namelOBHATLAS and CMS. The LHC exper-
iments will probe the branching fractionaf; | *  down to the Standard Model value and possibly
reveal a smoking gun signal of new physics well ahead of tteetisearches using high- physics. Irre-
spectively of whethes 85 ! * )isfound in agreement with the Standard Model predictionaty n
the measurement will severely constrain the Higgs secttheoMSSM and will provide valuable input
for LHC Higgs physics: any sizable enhancemensaf s ! * )implies a large value ofan , so
that the non-standard Higgs bosons couple strongtygoarks and -leptons. Then these Higgs bosons
will be dominantly produced in association witHets and will decay dominantly inte-hadrons and
-leptons.
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3.5 UT angles from tree decays
3.5.1 Introduction

It is very fortunate that the system allows an almost pristine determination of all theg¢tangles from
“tree” decays. ( 1)from J= K s-like modes and ( 3)from D K -type modes are genuine tree decays
and are theoretically very clean. The irreducible theorprefiTE) for is expected to be less than 1%
and may be even considerably less than that [39ZDn the ITE is estimated at O(0.1%). Fox ,)

the situation with regard to theory error is a bit more comwggiéd. Isospin analysis allows, in principle,
extraction of ( ,)from , ,or , butelectroweak penguin contributions (EWP) do not resspec
isospin. So, in each of the three channels the EWP contitsitind other isospin violations are difficult
to ascertain rigourously. But given that there are threexphks it seems reasonable that the theory error
even for will be small, O(few%) (seeg.g, [594]). Given that we now have theoretical methods that
will allow us to quite precisely determine all the three asglwhich are fundamental parameters of
the SM, it is clearly important to determine them with aceyraoughly commensurate with what the
theoretical methods promise. In this brief report we willrsnarize the current status as to our attempts
to extract these three angles directly from data collectadgrily through the spectacular successes of
the two asymmetri® factories, followed by our guess estimates for the poteofia Supers factory
(SBF) with regard to this goal. Of course, LHCb will soon begperation, and our expectations for the
precisions on tree-level angle determinations from LHGbaso presented.

3.5.2 Angles fromB factories of today & of tomorrow
3521 (1)

Measurements afP asymmetries in the proper-time distribution of neutsatlecays tacp eigenstates
mediated byb ! ces transition provide a direct measurementsaf2 (= sin2 ;). The time-dependent
decay-rate asymmetry for decaysd® eigenstates containing a charmonium arndameson is given
by

Acp (B)= Spi @essin( mgt)  Cpi aescoS( m gtb): (136)

where m 4 is the mass difference between the t®d mass eigenstates. Since these decays are
dominated by a single (tree level) amplitutfe one expects to a very good approximation s =
cp sin2 andcC, & = Owhere .p isthecP eigenvalue of the final state.

In 2001, both BaBar and Belle collaborations establishedviolation in the® system through
thesin 2 measurements in! cesdecays [595,596].

In the latest results, the BaBar collaboration [597], usarggs million B B events, includes the
cp-odd (cp = 1)final statess= kJ, (2S)KJ, «KJand K aswell asthep-even (cp =
+1) J= K final state. In addition, the vector-vector final state K withk ! K¢ ° whichis
found from an angular analysis to havg- close to+ 1 [599], is used. The Belle collaboration [598]
uses a sample af35 million B B events where only= K { andd= K ? (golden modes) are analysed.
The results for  ¢p Sy s @andCy, = are given in Tableé 26 and in Fig. 123 and are at thelevel for

each collaboration.

The world average computed by the Heavy Flavor Averagingu@it1FAG) [493] includes also
the results obtained by the ALEPH, OPAL and CDF experimentsig

sn2 = 0675 0026 (137)

where most of the systematic uncertainties have been draatencorrelated. This result suggests that on
the time scale of 2008, when an integrated luminosity of oodi@ fb ! is expected from the factories,
the total uncertainty osin 2 will be around 0.02.

%For a more conservative (but data driven) estimatesgg ref. [593].

The same processes can be described by a penguin diagrambwinigs corrections at order .
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Table 26: Results for thecp -violating parameters in the | ccs decays:Sy,; s andCy, 5. TheB factory
averages are given after ICHEP 2006 as calculated by HFAG][4®Bhe final world averages include also the
results from ALEPH, OPAL and CDF (which use only the & ? final state).

Experiment cp Sp! s Ch! s

BaBar [597] 0:710 0:034 0:019 0:070 0:028 0:018
Belle [598] 0642 0:031 0:017 0:018 0:021 0:014
B factory average 0674 0:026 0:012 0:022
Confidence level 0:18 002

Average 0675 0:026 0:012 0:022

sm(ZB) sm(chl)@ . p=e, R

PRELIMINARY o
0
BaBar i H L 0.71+0.03 +£0.02 1L U
hep- ex/0607107 ; )
H H i Cc
Belle ; 5 Mo 0.64 % 0.03 + 0.02 08 z
hep-ex/0608039 : ' o
R H R @
ALEPH : — — , 084705{£016 06 - <
PLB 492, 259-274 (2000) : | <
OPAL ? § L 3.20 330+ 0.50, 0.4 s 9
EPJ C5, 379-388 (1998) | o 1 75, g
CDF i i 5 0.79 104 o2l a0 A
PRD 61, 072005 (2000) 1 | o
' H =
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Fig. 23: (Left) World average of measurements®f, s as calculated by HFAG [493]. (Right) Constraints on
the (" i~ ) plane, obtained from the average of.; S, <« and Eq[137.

The actuakin 2 result gives a precise constraint on the~ ) plane, as shown in Fig.23 and can
be compared with the expected value obtained with othertnts fromCPp conserving quantities,
and withcPp violation in the kaon system, in the form of the parameter Such comparisons have
been performed by phenomenological groups: for exampéerebult from the global UT fit without the
measurement afin 2 is obtained by CKMfitter [8] to be:823" %, or by UTfit [209] to be0:759
0:037. It is clear that the increased precision in #ie2 measurement is now revealing some tension
with the rest of the fit. This is mainly due to the actwral, value, and in particular to the inclusive one,
strikingly in countertendency with respect to the reldiMew value ofsin 2 [120].

With sin 2 being now a precision measurement, other analyses are peifiymed in order to
remove the two-fold ambiguity unavoidable with a sine deieation.

Considering thes meson decays to the vector-vector final statex °, in the case of a final state
not flavour-specific ° ! &k '), atime-dependent transversity analysis can be perfomatieding
sensitivity to bothsin2 andcos2 [600]. Such analyses have been performed by lotfactory
experiments: from Table 27 we can remark that at presentehdgts are dominated by large and non-
Gaussian statistical errors, but nevertheless it can bdelsaicos2 > 0is preferred by the experimental
dataing K

Finally, decays oB mesons to final states suchms ° are governed by ! cad transitions. If
the final state is @p eigenstatei.e. D » ¢, the usual time-dependence formulae are recovered, with

100



Table 27: Results from thes factories together with the HFAG averages [493] from#te! J kK ° and the
B? ! D ('nlanalyses.

B! J K Y sin 2 cos2

BaBar [602] 010 057 014 3320 027

Belle [603] 024 031 005 056 0:79 041
Average 016 028 164 0862

B%1 D )n® sin 2 cos?2

BaBar [604] 045 036 005 0:07 054 054 008 048
Belle [605] 078 044 022 187,00 022
Average 057 030 116 042

the sine coefficient sensitive &n 2 . Since there is no penguin contribution to these decayse ke
even less associated theoretical uncertainty thamfor ccs decays likee ! J K 2. When multi-
bodyD decays, suchas ! k2 * , are used, atime-dependent analysis of the Dalitz plotef th
neutralD decay allows a direct determination of the weak phase601]. Such analyses have been
performed by botl® -factory experiments. Thedecays! o °B ! b ,B! p!,B ! D ‘and

B ! D areused. The daughter decaysmre! D %andD ! XK J * . Theresults are shown in
Table[ZT. Again, it is clear that the data prefes2 > 0. Taken in conjunction with the K results,
cos2 < 0can be considered to be ruled out at approximageby [209]. Time-dependent analysis of
thedecayp ! D *D K] also prefersos2 > 0.

3.5.22 ()

1
The CKM unitarity angle (= ), defined as = arg ;’tjzﬂ; , IS a measure of the relative phase
of the CKM elements/,, andv in the usual parameteriz:';\ticu)n of the CKM unitarity matrix ot of
the experimental information on is extracted from measurements of the charmless degays
B ! andB ! , Which can arise from the tree-level transitibn! uTud), carrying the CKM
elementv,, (left diagram in Figl2¥). In a simple world, where a decay maetdch ass ! *
is dominated by a single tree diagram, one needs only to medse time-dependeritP asymmetry
S = sin2 . However, a complication to this picture arises from thespree of loop (penguin) pro-
cesses (right diagram in Fig.]24), involving different CKMimix elements, but leading to the same final
states. The interference of the two diagrams then obschieesannection between tliee observables
and the angle , requiring a “tree and penguin disentanglement” strategihé experimental program.
This involves a larger set of experimental observablesherdetermination of the anglethat includes
the time-dependentP asymmetriess: andC: in B ° decays, and the branching fractions and direct

CP asymmetries in both neutral and chargeddecays. The net effect of the penguin amplitude is to
f

introduce the possibility of directp violation (C ¢ 0) and a nonzero value of * = _ , Where
‘' is determined from the relatios; = ! 1 cZsin2 [ .FortheB ! decays, the penguin cor-

rection can be determined from an isospin analysis [244] of the daoaylitudes of thes !

andB ! decays. (See Fig.R5.) A key element of this analysis is thadhing fraction for the de-

caye ! ° % which is an indicator of the size of the penguin effects amusequently of the penguin

correction , Which is bounded [606] byin? < % Ref. [211] proposes to add

information on the hadronic amplitudes to the isospin asia)yfor example by using the branching ratio
ofBg; ! K*K to constraint the penguin contribution (even allowing S}{@aking effects as large
as 100%). This would help constraining the value pin particular eliminating the solutions at 0.

A system analogous to that of tize ! decays is the family of the ! decays §° !
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Fig. 24: The tree (left) and penguin (right) diagrams contributind'¢harmless”B decays such aB ! ,
B ! andB !

BT 1t 0 B0 00y Whileingeneral thes © ! decays can be a mixture of -even
andcp -odd components, the angular analysis of the dex&y! * (andalsoB* ! * 9) has
shown that the P -even component (longitudinal polarization) is domindetice significantly simplify-
ing the time-dependentp analysis of the process [607,608]. As in the case df , time-dependent

cp asymmetriess™ andC® are used to determine_ . The branching ratio fo ° ! © © relative
toB ! * andB ! * Y setsthe scale of the penguin correction = o , which can be
determined from an isospin analysis of the decay amplitudes
Decay mode BR( 10) S¢ Ce(oracp fore ™)
BY 1 52 02 059  0:09 039 007
B* 1 *+ 0 5:7 04 - 0:04 0:05
B 0 ! 0 0 13 02 - Osgoo:égf %A(B“
32 AB°— T
BO1 ¥ 2313 ¢
[fL, = 0968 0:023] 0:13 0:19 0:06 0:14
B ! l v0 18:2 3:0 o AB—TT)=AB— 1 T)
0:044
[fL = 09127 e - 0:08 0:10
Bo1 00 116 046
0:12
(£, = 08670, - -
Fig. 25: Table: Summary of measured decay properties ofthe andB ! decays that are relevant to

the determination of the CKM unitarity angle We quote here the averages updated after ICHEP 2006 as given

by HFAG [493] with a total ofs82 million B B pairs from BaBar §47 million events [609]) and Belles35 million
events [610]) experiments. Figure: Isospin trianglesiiers ! system.

In Table[25 we present the current status of measurementsiusiee determination of in the
B ! andB ! systems [493]. Nearly all components of the isospin anglystheB !
system are now measured, albeit with varying degrees ofgioec Also the current measurements allow
for the isospin triangles to close in both systeths

The fact that the branching fraction for the de@ay  ° °is of the same order as the branching

fractions fore* ' * %andB® ! * is indicative of significant contributions from penguin
amplitudes in this channel. Currently tile ! ° 9 search is giving the first evidence of a signal
(BaBar reporting & effect [611]) and thus a very preliminary measurement ofr#tte. Still, the major
advantage of the ! system over the one is clearly evident from the suppressiongoft ° ©
relative to ! * andB ! * ©decays, implying a much smaller correction and smaller
related uncertainties from this source. The currentcorrection upper limits are < 41 at90%

C.L. from BaBar and < 21 at90% C.L.from BaBar.

One other advantage of the system is that, in contrast t6 °, a time dependerntp -asymmetry
analysis of the © ? final state will be possible as soon as enough statisticsvaikable. This feature will

12This was not the case for tfe ! system with the pre-2006 measurements.
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Table 28: Summary of measuredp -asymmetry parameters of the system following the convention used
in [615]. We quote here the averages updated after ICHEP a8@fven by the HFAG [493] with a total afoe
million B B pairs from BaBar 47 million events [613]) and Belle4a9 million events [614]) experiments.

Q2B/Dalitz plot analysis

S C S C A
003 0:09 003 007 002 0:10 036 007 0:13 003
At A"
011 0:06 019 0:13

allow both s andc °° to be accessed. From a feasibility study we can foresee déat4b ' scenario
an error of 0.3 ors °° and 0.25 ort °°. This information will greatly help in reducing the ambites in
the extraction from this system.

TheB ! system presents a special case with the possibility of iaddit handles: the final
states * and *, which can be reached by bo#tY andB °, have substantial overlap in the Dalitz
plot; thus their amplitudes interfere and generate addhifidependence onand the strong phases of the
final states. Quinn and Snyder [612] have shown that thef@rarce effect can be exploited to extract
the angle even in the presence of penguins. This involves the ampglituthlysis of thed Dalitz
distribution.

The final states are natP eigenstates, and four flavour-charge configurati®$® ©) !

) must be considered. Both experiments assume that the adgditcorresponding to these final
states are dominated by the three resonan¢es and °. The resonances are assumed to be the
sum of the ground state(770) and the radial excitations (1450) and (1700). Possible contributions
tother® ! ¢ ° decay other than the’s are studied as part of the systematic uncertainties. The
time-dependent analyses use a general parameteriZatibat allows to describe the differential decay
width as a linear combination of independent functions, sehcoefficients are the 26 free parameters of
the fit.

From the bilinear coefficients, both experiments extraet dnasi-two-body (Q2B) parameters.
Considering only the charged bands in the Dalitz plot, th& @Balysis involves 5 different parameters
s ,C , s , C anda_;. The firsttwo parameterize mixing-induce® violation related to the
angle and flavour-dependent direc violation, respectively. The second two are insensitive #o
violation: s is related to the strong-phase difference between the ardph contributing t@ ° !

decays, and ¢ describes the asymmetry between the ratgg® !  + )+ (®° ! )
and ®B°! I+ @B Finally, A ., is the time-independent charge asymmety.
symmetry is violated if either one of the following condit®is true:a ., 6 0,C 6 O0ors & O.
The first two correspond taP violation in the decay, while the last conditiond® violation in the
interference of decay amplitudes with and withautmixing. In Tablg 28, we report the HFAG averages
of the Q2B parameters provided by the experiments, whichlghoe equivalent to determining average
values directly from the averaged bilinear coefficientse@an transform the experimentally motivated
CP parameters: ., andC into the directCP violation parametera * anda * defined in [615].
A * (A% )describescp violation in B ° decays where the is emitted (not emitted) by the spectator
interaction. Both experiments obtain values for* anda * which are averaged in the Taljle] 28. In
addition to thes © ! Q2B contributions to the * 0 final state, therecanalsobsd ! ©° °
component. Belle and BaBar have extracted the Q2B parasnateociated with this intermediate state
which average tos o o = 0:30 0:38andC., o = 012 38 (HFAG Summer 2007).

In Fig.[28, the plots of the averages and the separate resulke various P -violating parameters

1335ee for details Refs. [613], [614] and [493].
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Fig. 26: The experimental results on tlie> asymmetry parameters in the (left), (center) and  (right)
systems, as summarized by HFAG [493].

are shown: it can be seen that the two collaborations, BaihBalle, are still discrepant at the level of
2 (15 )intheB ! = (B! ) system. Inthe system, though, some updates to the entire
currently available statistics are still missing.

We can get an estimate of the current experimental valuepftting together all the analyses in
all the modes. The results on the Standard Model (SM) saldit@n the two fitting groups are(92  7)
for the bayesian approach [209] amB+9”) for the frequentist approach [8]. From the same analyses
we can also extract the SM values using the UT fit constraints and without using thaformation:
(93  6) for the bayesian approach a *159 ) for the frequentist one. We can remark how the current
values are in very good agreement with the expected SM values

3523 (3)
Measurement of from B decays to open charm

The possibility of observing directp violation inB ! D K decays was first discussed by I.Bigi,
A.Carter and A.Sanda [616,617]. Since then, various methmdheasure the weak anglg= 3) using
B ! DK decays have been proposed. All these methods are based kaywbservations: neutral °
andD ° mesons can decay to a common final state, and the detay D X * can produce neutral
mesons of both flavours via! cusandb ! Tcs transitions (Figl2l7), with a relative phase between
interfering amplitudes that is the sumy + , of strong and weak interaction phases. For the decay,
B ! DK ,therelative phaseis = 3 , S0 bothg and can be extracted from measurements
of such charge conjugate decay modes. The feasibility of themeasurement crucially depends on the
size ofry , the ratio of thes decay amplitudes involvedy{ = A B* ! DK*)+A®* ! DK *)).
The value ofrg is given by the ratio of the CKM matrix elementg , v _ +¥,V . jand the colour
suppression factor, and is estimated to be in the range.Q.]608]. These methods are theoretically
clean because the main contributions come from tree-léagraims (Figl_2i7}*. Various methods have
been proposed to exploit this strategy using different doatibns of final states. These approaches
include using the branching ratios of decays to eigenstates (GLW method [621—623]) or using doubly
Cabibbo suppressan modes (ADS method [624]). A Dalitz plot analysis of a threehp final state of
theD meson allows one to obtain all the information required i@ determination of in a single decay
mode [625—627]. Three-body final states suckids *  [626,627] have been suggested as promising
modes and give today the best estimate of the angle

¥p -D mixing is neglected in the current analyses. This effectlmincluded though [619] and is shown to be very small
within the SM [620].
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Fig. 27: Feynman diagram of the* ! D°K * andB* ! D °K * decays.
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Fig. 28:Rcp anda.p averages obtained by thefactories [386].

In the GLW method, the is reconstructed through its decayds eigenstates. The experimental

observables are the ratio of charge averaged partial rtes,, and the charge asymmetey:> which
are related to the model parameters through the relatons = 1+ r§ 21 cos g cos andAcp =

2r sih g sih =Rcp . CP, refers to thecP -even final states, * andkK K , andcp refers
to thecp -odd final statesk { °,k 2 , K !... Results are available from both BaBar and Belle in the
decaymode® ! DK ;B ! D K andB ! DK (Fig.[28). The errors for.» and
Acp are typically 10% for the most promising mode, ! DK . A3 significance for the charge
asymmetry of thes ! D K mode seems to be within reach in the near future, when 1 of data will
be collected by each experiment. For the ADS method, usingparessed ! fdecayp®! K*
K* K ...), the measured quantities are the partial rate asymmetr, s, and the charge averaged
rate,Raps = B ! [ELK )= (B ! [ELK ) Raps isrelated to the physical parameters by
the expression? + r2 + 2rs 1 cos( s + p )oos . The overall effective branching ratio is expected
to be small (  107), but the two interfering diagrams are of the same order ofmitade and large
asymmetries are therefore expected. The method has fonoums: ,, 5 + p andthe amplitude
ratio rp . However, the value af, can be measured using decay®omesons of known flavour. If one
wants to use the ADS method alone, two modes need to be usarhu@k, one can also combine one
ADS mode (as an example) with one GLY® eigenstate. No significant signal has been yet observed
for the ADS modes at the factories so onl\r » , s has been measured so far for thé 'K ¢ ' modes
(Fig.[29). These measurements will bring soon valuabletcainss onrs .

In the Dalitz methodp ° andD ° mesons decay into the same final stat¢ *  [626,627] (or
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Fig. 29: R, s averages obtained by tiefactories [386].

K* 0 [625]). Assuming na@P asymmetry in neutrab decays, the amplitude of decay as a function

ofDaIitszotvariabIesnf:mﬁo+andm2:m§0 iSM =fm?;m?)+rme’ "t fm?;m?),
S S

wheref m ? ;m ? )is the amplitude of the ° ¢ k0 *  decay. The method has a second ambiguous
solution: ( + 180 ; 5 + 180 ), since this transformation does not change the sum orrdiftee of
phases that are actually measured.

Results from the twa factories Belle and BaBar are available. The Belle collabon uses a data
sample of386  10B B pairs [628] where the reconstructed statesmre! DK *,B* ! D K~

withp ! D %ande* ! DK *withk * ! K] *. Analysis by the BaBar collaboration [629] is
based or847 1¢BB pairsusingB* ! DK *andB* ! D K * withtwoDp channelsp ! D ©
andD ! D (the previous BaBar [630] publication includes alsoife ! DX * channel but this

mode is not included in the recent update). The number ofnsoacted signal events in the Belle’s
data are331 23,81 11and54 g8fortheB ! DK*,B* ! D K" andB* ! DK *
channels, respectively. BaBar findss 23,97 13and93 12signaleventsinth& ! DK *,
B*" ! D p k*andB* ! D D K* channels respectively. The amplitudds parametrized
as a coherent sum of two-body decay amplitudes (16 for BdBdior Belle) plus a non-resonant decay
amplitude and is determined directly in data from a large eledn sample of flavour-tagged decays
produced in continuumg® e annihilation. For example, Belle includes five Cabibbaatd ampli-
tudes: K (892)" , K (1410)" , K,(1430)" , K,(1430)" andkK (1680)" , their dou-

bly Cabibbo-suppressed partners, and eight channels W{Ilﬁ and a resonance: , !, % (980),
£,(1270), £5(1370), (1450), 1 and , . The parameters of the resonances obtained in the fit are
M , =519 6MeV/é, | =454 12MeV/é,M , = 1050 8MeV/¢and , = 101 7

MeV/c (the errors are statistical only), while the parametersefdther resonances are taken to be the
same as in the CLEO analysis [631]. The agreement betweeatathend the fit result is satisfactory for
the purpose of measuringand the discrepancy is taken into account in the model wiogyt

Oncef is determined, a fit t®@ data is performed to obtain the Cartesian parameterss=
r cos( + g)andy = r sin( + g ), which have the advantage to be Gaussian-distributed,
uncorrelated and unbiasetk(is positive definite and hence exhibits a fit bias toward lavgéues when
its central value is in the vicinity of zero) and simplify tlaeraging of the various measurements.
Figure[30 shows the results of the sepamteands datafitsforB ! DK,D K andDK modes
inthex vy plane for the BaBar and Belle collaborations. Confidencervais were then calculated
by each experiment using a frequentist technique (the beddseyman ordering in the BaBar case, the
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Feldman and Cousins ordering [632] in the Belle case). Theaaevalues for the parameters r and

s from the combined fit (using thex ;y ) obtained for all modes) with their one standard deviation
intervals are presented in Talple] 29. Note that there are lemgrelations between the fit parameters
andr . With the available data the statistical error oincreases with decreasing and thus it depends
strongly on the central value of; as determined by the fit. The uncertainties in the model uged t
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Fig. 30: Results of signal fits with free parameters = rcos andy = rsn forB ! DK ,D K
andD K  modes from the BaBar and Belle latest publications [628].6Z8e contours indicate one standard
deviation.

parametrizeth® ° ! k0 *  decay amplitude lead to an associated systematic erroeifitttesult.

These uncertainties arise from the fact that there is nougnadpoice for the set of quasi-2-body channels
in the decay, as well as the various possible parametenmatf certain components, such as the non-
resonant amplitude. To evaluate this uncertainty sevémhative models have been used to fit the data.

Table 29: Results of the combinationa&f* ! DK*,B* ! D K*,andB* ! DK * modes for BaBar and
Belle analyzes. The first error is statistical, the secorg/&ematic and the third one is the model error. In the
case of BaBar, one standard deviation constraint is givethér; values.

Parameter BaBar Belle

(92 41 11 12) (53" 3 9)
s DK ) < 0140 059" 22 0012  0:049
5 DK ) (118 63 19  36) (146",0 3 23)
s D K) 0017 0203 0175258 0013 0:049
5D K) ( 62 59 18 10) (302750 6 23
s DK ) 0564"22° 0041 0084
5 DK ) (243" 3 49)

Despite similar statistical errors being obtained tar ;y ) in both experiments, the resulting
error is much smaller in Belle’s analysis. Since the undetyaon scales roughly as=g, the
difference is explained by noticing that the BaBar ;y ) measurements favour valuesgf smaller
than the Belle results.

All methods (GLW, ADS and Dalitz) are sensitive to the samepeeters of thes decays, and
can therefore be treated in a combined fit to extract Such comparisons have been performed by
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various phenomenological groups, such as CKMfitter [8] anditl209]. The CKMfitter group using a

frequentist statistical framework obtain%7  31) whereas the UTfit group with a bayesian approach

obtains(82  19). This is in agreement with the prediction from the global CKiMwhere the direct
measurement has been excluded from the fit). As mentiondidretire size of the; parameters play

a crucial role in the determination and they are foundtohe( K ) < 0:13, s (D K ) < 013 and

s DK )< 027at90% C.L. by Ref. [8]ands (DK ) < 010, 5 (D K )< 0d2andrs DK )<

026 at 90% C.L. by Ref. [209]. All values are in agreement with tiaédve expectation from CKM and

colour suppression.

Clearly, the precision on will improve with more data. However, the dependence of #resgiv-
ity on the value ofrz means that we should be careful when extrapolating the pressults to a higher
statistics scenario. Assuming a valuergfin the range of 0.1-0.15, the statistical error obtainedhay t
end of ther factories (2 ab' ) will be 10-15 degrees. The way to improve thesensitivity in the near
future is to include more ° (and use ob °) modes, with combined strategies [619], use of differéntia
spectra [633], many body modes, charm factory inputs [684hg with the use of ° modes [633,635].
Although at present (and until the end Bf factories era) the accuracy in thex ) * analysis is
dominated by the statistical uncertainty, the model errdk eventually dominate in the context of a
SuperB factory. Model independent ways to extracthave been proposed [625, 626, 636]. One way
to implement this is to notice that in addition to flavour tadg © ! KJ* decays, one can use
cp tagged decays t& ) * from the (3770) ! DD process. Combining the two data sets, the
amplitude and phase could be measured for each point on tiitz plat in a model independent way.
Study with MC simulations (assuming= 02) indicates that with 50 ab of data can be measured
with a total accuracy of few degrees [636]. Combining allitinethods with the statistics anticipated at a
Supers factory (50 ab'), it is expected that an error of about two degrees is obdén@hapter 4).

Measurementofsn2 + from B decays to open charm

Interference between decays with and without mixing camipiccthe nonep eigenstates © !
D) (). The Cabibbo-favoured ! < decay amplitude interferes with the Cabibbo-suppressed
b ! udecay amplitude with a relative weak phase shifffhese modes have the advantage of a relatively
large branching fraction but a small ratiamf suppressed to favored amplitudes. Time-dependent asym-
metries in these modes can be used to consteaine + )[641]: the coefficient of th&n( m t)
term can be written, to a very good approximationsas= 2rsin(2 + ), where is the strong
phase shift due to final state interaction between the degayesons.
Potential competing P violating effects can arise from ! u transitions on the tag side if a kaon
is used to tag the flavour on the other in the event, resulting in an additionaln term s° =

2r%sin (2 + %) [637]. Here,r°( 9 is the effective amplitude (phase) used to parameterige th
tag side interference. To account for this term, one canitever ass = (a c) + b where
a= 2rsh(2 + )cos ,c= cos(2 + )Prsn + Zsin %Jandb= 2r%in@ + )cos % The

results frome factories [638—640] are shown for andD  modes in terms of andcin Fig.[31.cp
violation would appear as € 0. External information is however needed to determirag . Naively,
one can estimate V. Vur=VuaVy,j 7 0:02. One popular choice is the use of SU(3) symmetry to
obtainr by relating decay mode ® decays involvingd ¢ mesons [641].

3.5.3 Expectations from LHCb
3.5.3.1 Introduction

This section summarises the outlook for measurements of @Kiles through tree-level processes at
LHCb. All estimates are given fazfb * of integrated luminosity, which is a canonical year of LHCb
operation. (In the summary section, extrapolations am miade tol0 fo ', which represents five years
of operation.) Background estimates have been made usingjiBdn simulated generi¢b events and,
where appropriate, with specific samples of known dangetopaslogies. Full details may be found in
the cited LHCb notes and other references.
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Fig. 31: Results of thea andc measurements for tte  (left) andD  (right) modes.

3.5.3.2 Measuring withB® ! J= K J

The channek ° ! J= K {, with theg= decayingto * , is relatively easy to trigger on and recon-
struct at LHCb. In order to minimise systematic effects cida cuts have been developed which impose
the least possible bias on the lifetime distribution of tieeal/ingg °.

It is estimated that 333k untagged triggered events will béected per 2 fb' of integrated
luminosity. Background studies have been performed usitayge sample of generitb events and
a dedicated sample of prompt events. The results indicate that the expected B/S rato fre two
sources is 1.1 and 7.3 respectively. The high backgrourd pmomptJ= ’s has little consequence for
the sin 2 sensitivity, as the events are restricted to low proper simehe performance of the flavour
tag is determined from the similar topology’ ! J= K ° control channel. The statistical precision on
sin2 with 2 fb ! is estimated to be 0.015. More information may be found i®]65

3.5.3.3 Measuring with? ! andB? ! at LHCb

The potential of LHCb in the decay® ! b ° has been studied extensively [642]. The hard
spectrum of the ©, together with the vertex constrains onthe  pair means that the decay can be well
isolated from background, even in the high multiplicity Bamment of the LHC. A multivariate variable
is built up to exploit all available discriminating variasl. It is estimated that:4  1¢ events will be
accumulated per & * of integrated luminosity. The acceptance for these everfary uniform over
Dalitz space, apart from in the region of low ¢, ,,m ? ), which is depopulated due to the minimum
energy requirement on the’.

The background has been studied with large simulated sangblgenericko events and with
specific charmless decay channels. It is concluded thag ti#eratio should not exceed one, a value
which has been assumed for the subsequent sensitivityestudi

The expected precision on the anglénhas been estimated using a toy Monte Carlo, taking the
resolutions and acceptances from the full simulation, aondetling the background as a combination
of non-resonant and resonant contributions. Repeatedxogrienents are performed, each of which
has 10000 signal events. Various scenarios have been eceditbr the relative values of the penguin
and tree amplitudes contributing to the final state. Theltesthhown here assume the ‘strong penguin’
case [643]. An unbinned log likelihood fit is used to extrde physics parameters of interest, in partic-
ular . The achievable precision onvaries between amplitude scenarios, and fluctuates expetito
experiment. The statistical error is belaw for about 90% of experiments. The mean value is around
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Fig. 32: Change in 2 with for a fit to simulated experiments assuming the LHCb perfereavith 1000 signal
events and a B/S ratio of 1. Each curve corresponds to aeliffexperiment. Superimposed in black is the average
of all experiments. The input value ofis 97 .

8 . On about 15% of occasions the fit converges to a pseudoinsiotation, but these effects diminish

with larger data sets. Figurel32 shows the variationrfor fits to many toy experiments as a function

of , and the average of these curves, with a clear minimum sede @&iput value of = 97 . Studies

of potential systematic uncertainties indicate that it v important to have good understanding of the
lineshape.

The performance of LHCb has also been investigated in theesmd ! ands !
It is concluded that although significant numbers of eveatslme accumulated, the total event samples
are similar in size to those that will come from thefactories. More promising is the decay’ ! © ©
which can be used in an isospin analysis to constrain thedniasarising from penguin contamination
in the channeB ° ! . 1200 events will be obtained perf2 !, assuming a branching ratio of
12 10°. More details on this analysis, and estimates of its impadhe extraction within possible
scenarios can be found in [642].

0

3.5.3.4 Measuring withB ! DK strategies at LHCb

In principle alle ! DK channels, where the decays hadronically, carry information on the angle

. LHCb has investigated several modes, with the emphasisas® twhere the decays involve charged
tracks only. The presence of one or more kaons in the fina stakes these decays particularly suited
to LHCDb, on account of its RICH system. The estimated evezitigifor the modes so far considered are
summarised in Table B0. Background studies have been @¢amieusing large simulation samples of
generickhevents, as well as specific channels which are potentiateswf contamination, for example
B ! D .Inallcases itis concluded that the background levels earefuced to an acceptable level.
More information can be found in the referenced notes. Mdilgestrategies that have been investigated
are common to those pioneered at théactories and discussed in Section 3.5.2.3.
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Table 30: Expected event yields and estimated backgroundfor! inB ! DK decay modes so far considered
at LHCb. In the rows where two signal yields are listed, thekgaound corresponds to that expected in either
channel. All numbers come from typical scenarios preseintéiue references quoted in the text. The background
intheD ®x JK *K )K final state has not yet been studied, but it is expected tajpéfisantly smaller than that
inthep ®J * )X mode.

Decay Mode Signal Background
B ! DK'K X 2600, 3200 3700 1000

B ! D(* K 900, 1100 3600 1500

B ! DK K 28000, 28300 17500 1000
B ! DK K 10, 400 800 500

B ! DK K 30400, 30700 20200 2500
B ! DX K 20, 410 1200 360

B ! DKJ T K 5000 1000 5000 (90% C.L.)
B ! DKJK'K XK 1000 /

B ! DK'K * K 1700 1500 600

B ! O YK K 16800, 16600 34300 11500
B ! O K K 350, 100 4800 3800

B ! O K K 9400, 9300 34300 11500
B ! O K K 10, 140 4800 3800
B%B°! DK*K )X %K © 240, 450 < 1000 (90% C.L.)
BYB?! D(* K © 70, 140 < 1000 (90% C.L.)
B%B?! DK K ;K © 1750, 1670 < 1700 (90% C.L.)
B%B?! DK K ;K © 350, 260 < 1700 (90% C.L.)

The simplest topologies are ! D K decays where the ° (D ) decays to &P -eigenstate such
ask "k or * ,ortox . Of particular interest is the subset of highly suppressdaiS’ decays
B ! DK )K  where the interference effects are highest. The exact nuaflegpected events in
this mode depends on the assumptionrforthe ratio of the interfering@ decay amplitudes. Assuming a
value ofry = 0:08 leads to the expectation of around 400 events, integratedro andB  channels,
with a variation dependent on the value of the strong phdgereince between the diagrams involved in
both the B and D decays [644].

The 3-body Dalitz analysis af J * inB ! DK decays has been successfully pioneered
at theB factories. Here too LHCb expects to make a significant doution with 5000 triggered and
reconstructed decays perf2 ! [646]. A technical challenge in selecting these events ésgmted
by thosek J’s which decay downstream of the VELO region; these decagsuat for around two
thirds of the total sample. Although such events can be ssbaly reconstructed offline, this procedure
is challenging to perform in the high level trigger, where tbxisting track-search algorithm fer
daughters does not fit within the allocated CPU budget. logek that this difficulty will be overcome.
The problem is not so critical for the sister 3-body made! k Jk "k , where the two kaons offer
the possibility of devising an inclusive high level triggeelection not dependent on the finding of the
KJ.

The 4-body mode® ! K * andD ! K*K are particularly attractive to
LHCb as all the decay products are prompt charged tracksemggmt on the charge of the decayimng
and the charges of the particles in thedecay, thex channel accesses four possible final states, of
which the raresttwoB ! D (K * )K , possess large interference effects through the ADS
mechanism. The expected sample size integrated over thvesehtannels is about 400 events [647].



Provided that the sub-resonant decay structure can be fittedfour-body amplitude analysis these
suppressed channels will provide high sensitivy taither in isolation, or in conjunction with the other
ADS modes. An analysis of the 4-body Dalitz spac&dfk  *  accesses in a similar way to the
3-body self-conjugate mode?) * . Here 1700 events are expected [647].

Extensions of the standaml ! DK strategies have also been considered at LHCb. Detailed
studies have been performedmf ! DK °, where the charge of the kaonintke® ! K decay
chain tags the flavour of the decayipd [648]. Here both the interfering ° decay diagrams are colour
suppressed, and hence the interference effects are higdreiirt thes case, although the branching
ratios are lower. Another method under studygis ! D K , where theD decays either through
D% %orp? . Asthere is aP -conserving phase difference ofbetween these two paths, separation
of the respective modes gives powerful additional constsain the analysis. At LHCb the energy of
the neutral particles is too low to permit efficient seleatidtHowever, sufficient constraints exist in the
decay topology to allow a full reconstruction using the geartracks alone. Preliminary results indicate
a promising performance, although there are at presenfficismt Monte Carlo statistics to make a
meaningful background estimate [645].

Assuming the 2b * event yields listed in Table_80, and the background estisnatening out of
the Monte Carlo studies, full sensitivity studies have bperformed for several of the analyses. The
precision on depends on the parameters assumed. Takjng 0:08, the statistical undertainty is
foundtobes 10 foracombined8 ! DK analysis involving the two-body D decay modes, and
D ! K , where the resonant substructure of the latter decay iarsodglected [644]. A similar
sensitivity is found forthes® ' DK © study involving two body modes only, where the ratio of the
interfering diagrams is taken to b4 [648]. Estimates have also been made of theensitivity in
KO+ [646]. Including acceptance effects and background givigpiaal sensitivity of15 , again
takingrs = 0:08. At present the only available studiestof k=~ *  [649] are for signal events only.
A background free analysis with the LHCb annual signal yietslld have a statistical uncertainty of
14 , also withry = 0:08. Systematic effects have not yet been considered, butlitsdady known from
the B factories that work is needed to improve the confidence irothe x 2 * decay model, an
issue which is likely to be important for all the 3 and 4 body &dys.

Other decay modes remain to be investigated, for example! DK ,K ! KJ . The
full power of theB ! D K sensitivity will only come with a combined analysis of alkcassible decay
modes. The preliminary indications suggest that D K decays will provide LHCb’s most precise
value of , with a few degrees uncertainty being achievable witt» 2 of data. There is no reason to
expect that the experimental systematics will signifigafithit this sensitivity, although more detailed
studies are required. It is clear, however, that residuaktainties associated with the understanding
of theD decay in the 3 and 4 body modes could be important. A possil@easio is presented in the
Summary section based on arbitrary assumptions concethigigource of uncertainty.

3.5.3.5 Measuring withB.;B:;! D_K andB’;B°! D

The isolation o8 s ! D _ K decays is experimentally very challenging, because ofaebranching
ratio and the order-of-magnitude more prolific ! D, decay mode. The LHCDb trigger system gives
good performance for fully hadronic modes and selects D . K events with an efficiency afos .
The K discrimination of the RICH system reduces the! D contamination to 10%. It
is estimated that the experiment will accumulate 6.2k evpet 2 * of integrated luminosity, with
a combinatoric background to signal level 0f0.6 [650]. The excellent 30 fs proper time precision
provided by the silicon Vertex Locator will ensure that the oscillations will be well resolved, and
hence allow thep asymmetries to be measured. It is estimated that the gtatiptecision on from
this channel alone will be0o for2 fo ', assuming m ;= 175ps ', ¥ s = 0:10[650]. Note
that this extraction requires knowledge of the weak mixihgge in thes ¢ system, which is imported
from parallel LHCb studies performed with® ! J=  decays.
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A potential difficulty with theBs ! D_K extraction arises from ambiguities. In the limit
that s very small the analysis returns an 8-fold ambiguity. A +zemo value of . in principle
ameliorates the problem, reducing the number of true anitilguo four only, but even in this case the
eliminated solutions may in practice remain as false miniomeaccount of the limited experimental res-
olution. An attractive way to circumvent this difficulty is tnake a combined analysis of the observables
in the B ; decay and those in the U-spin symme®i€ ! D channel [651]. This approach has the
added bonus of exploiting® ! D decays in a manner which does not require knowledge of the
ratio between the interfering tree diagrams, which ingresystem is known to be very small, and hence
hard to determine experimentally. LHCb will accumulate Qk8vents per Zo * in this channel [652].
The combined analysis has the potential to reach a statigtiecision of5 , depending on the values of
the parameters involved. Any bias associated with the d-spinmetry assumption also has a varying
impact on the measurement, depending on the position imedes space. In many scenarios the effect
is expected to be below the statistical uncertainty [653].

3.5.4 Summary

Table[31 presents a summary of the current status and theo&ufthr future direct measurements of the
angles of the unitarity triangle from tree dominatediecays. The last column of this table is an estimate
of the ITE, which is the intrinsic error coming purely frometbretical limitations of the methods being
used. It seems that farin 2 , at the end of the factory era with an estimated 2ab’® of data, the
experimental determination will be close to the expectewiy error. In fact the theory error. (1% ) is
somewhat smaller but apparently our current understandititat experimental systematics are difficult
to reduce below about 2-3%. Measurementnf2 at LHCb also looks very promising so far as the
statistical error goes.

For although each of the three methods,, , and  will have a residual theory error due
to isospin violation by EWP and/or from other sources, it istg likely that once the experimental
information with high statistics on all the three modes lmeees available the remaining intrisic theory
error will be small, O(few%). The curremt factories and LHCb are expected to be able to determine
to an accuracy arounsl 8, i.e. considerably worse than the ITE. A Sugerfactory should be able
to attain the level of accuracy O(2%) ITE.

Unfortunately a precise determination of the anglis likely to remain a challenge for a long time
to come. Admittedly we have been somewhat cautious in oyegtions for thee factories and there
is some chance that we will gain more from combined strasegiempared to projections in this table,
as additional data becomes available in the next year or tmgeed LHCb should however be able to
do at least five times better than thise( an accuracy of about 2.6 degrees), with a final uncertainty
dependent on the errors associated with the knowledge d tthecay structure in the modes exploited
intheB ! DK channels. Itisinteresting to note that with a SBF, and thg kigh statistics associated
with an LHCb upgrade, the experimental error ortould approach 1 degree, but would still be larger
than that of the associated ITE.

Table 31: Unitarity Triangle from trees decays: Current status andriprospects. ITE means irreducible theory
error; see text especially regarding the LHCb projections.

= BF (Now)  BF(End '08) LHCbD LHCb SBF ITE
Ldt 1 ab! 2ab! 2fb ! 10fb * 50ab*
() 10 (11%) 7 (8%) 81 (9%) 46 (5%) 15 (16%) O(few %)
(sh2 ) 0:026(4%) 0:023(3:3%) 0015(2:1%)  0007(1%)  0:013(2%) .13
() 30 (46%) 15 (23%) 45 (7%) 24 (4%) 2 (3%) 0(0.1%)




Lastly, we must caution the reader that the LHCb numbersieftal are merely illustrative values,
extrapolated from present simulation studies, togeth#r eértain (in some cases) arbitrary assumptions
about systematic errors. The estimated precisionssfop.  contain statistical uncertainties only, as
the experimental systematics are impossible to estimatpeply in advance of first data. The values
for are dominated by the input from the° ! analysis, with the conservative assumption of
a limiting systematic of , associated with issues in the Dalitz analysis and the statating of the

lineshape. The estimates includes inputs fromtee ! DK ,B ! D()(hh;hhhh)K ,
B ! D®J ) andB?! D (h)X (K* )analyses. Here itis assumed that progress with
the understanding of the decay structure will result in systematics ®fforthep ! KJ  mode,
and twice this for the 4-body decays. An arbitraryerror is assigned to the ° channel to account for
the possibility of other amplitudes contributing thethh )k * final state. Thes ! DK inputs
assume amy value of 0.08. The assumed quantities for other parametergieen elsewhere in the text
and references.



3.6 B -meson mixing
3.6.1 Introduction

During this workshop there has been a breakthrough in therempntal study oB ; B ¢ mixing with the
measurement of the following quantities: the oscillatimyliency m by the CDF collaboration [126],
the time-integrated untagged charge asymmetry in seroitéps , decaysa ;7" "and the dimuon asym-
metry A 51, by D@ [655, 656], thes ¢ lifetime from flavour-specific final states [493, 657—661], ;= -
from the time-integrated angular analysismf ! J=  decays by CDF [662], supplemented by the
three-dimensional constraintog, ¢, andthes; B mixing phase from the time-dependent angular
analysisofs; ! J=  decays by D@ [663]. These measurements can be comparecheigtandard
Model (SM) predictions and used to constrain New Physics) @datributions to thes; B¢ mixing

amplitude.

In this section we first discuss the theoretical predictiaithin the SM and their uncertainties.
We then present the results of a model-independent anaisl® inB; B mixing. We discuss the
implications of the experimental data for SUSY models bhesitallowing new sources of flavour and
CP violation in thes ¢ sector or by considering a constrained Minimal Flavour &limin SUSY scenario.
The remainder of the section is devoted to the experimesiaéas of the measurements listed above
and gives an outlook for the LHC.

3.6.2 Standard model predictions

The neutralB 4 and B ; mesons mix with their antiparticles leading to oscillaidmetween the mass
eigenstates. The time evolution of the neutral meson doubldescribed by a Schrodinger equation
with an effective2 2 Hamiltonian

q q ' a a
d Bg _ Mpj My 1 11 12 By

= = a d q a Z (138)
dt Bg Mpyp Mp 2 1 11 Bg

with g = d;s. The mass differencem 4, and the width difference  are defined as

_ a a . _ a a .
Mg=mMy my; 7 a= 1 H o/ (139)

whereH andL denote the Hamiltonian eigenstates with the heavier ahtElignass eigenvalue, respec-
tively. These states can be written as

1
? 1+ Jap)F 4P

Theoretically, the experimental observables ;,, 4 and jg=p),jare related to1 }, and ..
IntheB; BgyandB; B, systems,theratiof,=1 [ isof 0 mZ=m )’ 10 * and, neglecting terms
of O (m ;=m {), one has

q C1{2 g 1 C1{2
meg=2M=Ly; —E= Re 22 ; 1 = = —Tm —= 141
q ¥ %3 m g Mflz P g 2 Mfz ( )

The matrix elements! , and ¢, are related to the dispersive and the absorptive parts of the
B = 2 transitions, respectively. Short distance QCD correstitmthese matrix elements have been
computed at the NLO for bottt , [687] and ¢, [688—690]. The long distance effects are contained
in the matrix elements of four-fermion operators which h&aesn computed with lattice QCD using
various approaches to treat thguark (HQET, NRQCD, QCD) [349, 691-696]. The correspondiag
parameter® are found to be essentially insensitive to the effect of ienghed approximation (see sec.

2.4).



The quantitymm ( {,=M ;) can be measured through the CP asymmetry jrmdecays to flavour-
specific final states. An important example is the semildptasymmetry

Bs! I'X) N B! 1X),
Bs! I'X)+N@Bs! 1X)

N
- - (142)

Two updated theoretical predictions for .= 5 and for the semileptonic asymmetrny, , ob-
tained by including NLO QCD and (1=m ) [697] corrections, are

= s= (7 3) 1 ; AZ = (256 054) 10 [690];
= =013 2) 19 ; AS, = (206 057) 10 [698]: (143)

The difference in the central values of .= 4 is mainly due to a different choice of the operator ba-
sis [698] and it is related to unknowm ( 2) andoO ( c=m ;) corrections. Although the basis chosen in
ref. [698] leads to smaller theoretical uncertainties, shidt observed in the central values may signal
that the effect of higher-order corrections on .= ; is larger than what could have been previously
estimated. We take into account this uncertainty by quotasgfinal theoretical predictions in the SM,
the more conservative estimate [699]

= s= (11 4) 1 ; AS, = (@23 05) 10: (144)
Concerning m g, the SM predictions obtained by the UTfit and CKMfitter Cobiedtions are

me= (184 24)ps’ [120] ; ms= (1897 )ps’ [8]: (145)

3.6.3 B, B4 mixing beyond the SM

We now discuss the analysis Bf;, B mixing in the presence of new physics (NP) contributions to
the B = 2 effective Hamiltonian. These can be incorporated in thdyaisin a model independent
way, parametrising the shift induced in the mixing frequeraod phase with two parameters; . and

s 2., having in the SM expectation values of 1 and 0, respectii&ig]:

SM + NP
™ 57T

CBSelS CB5621B5=
S
M 12

(146)

)SM

As for the absorptive part of the, B mixing amplitude, which is derived from the double
insertion of the B = 1 effective Hamiltonian, it could be affected by NP effects iB = 1 transitions
through penguin contributions. Such NP contributions veergsidered in [7,210]. We shall neglect them
in the present discussion. In this approximation, whicloiived by most authors, NP entess B
mixing only through the two parameters definedin (146).

Since the SM phase of;,=1 7, is small in comparison with the current experimental sénit
we shall assume in the following that CP violationsn mixing is dominated by the NP mixing phase

<. We then have

AS, = ° tan o (147)

s

and the same NP phase will also govern mixing-induced CP violation in the exchssichanneB g !

J= . Note that the phases i, = In ( 3,2M ,)andintheB, ! J=  asymmetry are different
from each other in the SM, wheeag(  3,M ) 0:004 while the phase measuredan! J=
decayis 2 22 0:04 (see e.g. [698]).

Making use of the experimental information described in8eg.6, it is possible to constra
and 5. [7,9,210,665,698,700,701]. We report here the resultsioetl in ref. [9].
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The use of .= ¢ from the time-integrated angular analysissof ! J=  decays is described
for instance in ref. [7]. Here we use only the CDF measurerf@8] as input, since the D@ analysis is
now superseded by the new time-dependent study [663]. Tiee faovides the first direct constraint on
the B .—B s mixing phase, but also a simultaneous bound on, and .. The time-dependent analysis
determines the .—B ;¢ mixing phase with a four-fold ambiguity. First of all, beinmtagged, it is not

directly sensitive tosin ¢, resulting in the ambiguity s;cos 1,) $ ( s; cosip), Where 1,
represent the strong phase differences between the traegpelarisation and the other ones. Second,
at fixed sign ofcos ; ,, there is the ambiguity s; <) $ ( s+ s). One could be tempted

to use factorisation [698] @By ! J= K with SU(3) [702] to fix the sign otos ;. Unfortunately,
neither factorisation nor SU(3) are accurate enough to diamv conclusions on these strong phases.
This is confirmed by the fact that the two approaches lead posife results. Waiting for future, more
sophisticated experimental analyses, which could resthligeambiguity with a technique similar to
the one used by BaBariny ! J= K [602], we prefer to be conservative and keep the four-fold
ambiguity.

Compared to previous analyses, the additional experirhangat discussed below improves con-
siderably the determination of the phase of thg B mixing amplitude. The fourfold ambiguity
inherent in the untagged analysis of ref. [663] is somewhdticed by the measurementszaf, and
Ay (seel(d5D)), which slightly prefer negative values @f.. The results foccs_ and 3 _, obtained
from the general analysis allowing for NP in all sectors, are

Cg.,=103 029 ; .= ( 75 14)[ ( 19 11)[ (9 10)[ (102 16) : (148)

Thus, the deviation from zero ing _ is below thel level, although clearly there is still ample room for
values of 3 _ very far from zero. The corresponding p.d.f. in the_- z_ plane is shown in fid._33.
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Fig. 33: Constraints on 5, vs. C, from the NP generalised analysis of ref. [9].

3.6.4 B, B inSUSY with non-minimal flavour violation

The results ort ;. and _ obtained above can be used to constrain any NP model. Asenesting
example we discuss here the case of SUSY with new sourcesvofifland CP violation, following
ref. [703].

To fulfill our task in a model-independent way, we use the riassrtion approximation to evalu-
ate the gluino mediated contributionto! s transitions. Treating off-diagonal sfermion mass terms as
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interactions, we perform a perturbative expansion of FCNlgudes in terms of mass insertions. The
lowest non-vanishing order of this expansion gives an éxatehpproximation to the full result, given
the tight experimental constraints on flavour-changingsmasertions. It is most convenient to work in
the super-CKM basis, in which all gauge interactions cdreysgame flavour dependence as in the SM. In
this basis, we define the mass insertiqr@ )ag as the off-diagonal mass terms connecting down-type
squarks of flavout.and j and helicitya andB, divided by the average squark mass (see[set. 1.3).

The constraints oni 9;)az have been studied in detail in ref. [116] using as experialénput
the branching ratios and CP asymmetriepof s andb! s ‘ decays and the first measurement of
B B Mmixing. We perform the same analysis using the full inforieraencoded it 5 and 5 _, and
the recently computed NLO corrections to the = 2 SUSY effective Hamiltonian [118]. We refer the
reader to ref. [703] for all the details of this analysis.

For definiteness, we present here the results obtained msitighban average squark mass3ed
GeV, a gluino mass 0350 GeV, = 350GeV andtan = 3. The dependence onand ontan is
induced by the presence of a chirality flipping, flavour covisgy mass insertion proportional totan
In Fig.[34, we show the allowed ranges in the Rg apoIM % .5 Planes. The corresponding upper
bounds at 95% probability are presented in Table 32.

Table 32: Upper bounds at 95% probability on the mass insertion patersi¢ ¢, .5 Jsee the text for details.

d d d d
23 1L 23 RR 23 LL=RR 23 LRRL
2 16 | 7 16 5 16 5 16
1 i d d d i
One finds that the constraints on3;  and 5; = §; .. come from the interplay of
Bs Bgmixingwithb! sdecays. ¢, = Is dominated by the information an; B . mixing, while
95 ., and ¢ aredominated by B = 1 processes.

3.6.5 B, BinSUSY with minimal flavour violation

As a second model-specific case for meson mixing we mentianahSUSY with Minimal Flavour
Violation (MFV). The MFV scenario is defined, in general, lniit the effective field theory approach of
ref. [10]. In the specific case of SUSY, the soft squark massdgparametrised in the previous section
in terms of mass insertions, are expanded in terms of the Skdwa couplings [10, 38] and the relevant
parameters become the expansion coefficients. A detailsdommaixing study within this approach has
been performed in ref. [42] and for lowan shows that: (i) NP contributions areturally small, for

M ¢ of the order ofl=ps; (ii) such contributions are always positive; (iii) ifis not small, gluino con-
tributions enhance (even for lown ) scalar operators, which then spoil the phenomenologicaliie
of (V-A) (V-A) dominated MFV [12]. In particular item (i) emphasisttee importance of precision
determinations for lattice parameters likeif NP is of minimal flavour violating nature.

3.6.6 Present experimental situation

New information concerning the ; mixing parameters became available during the workdilagour

in the Era of the LHCThe highlight was the measurement aof ; by D@ and CDF. The D@ experiment
used the semileptonie; ! Dy X decays withDg ! , and determined a 90% confidence range
for mg 17< mg< 21pst. Theinitial CDF result yielded a 3observation o8, B, mixing by
making use of semileptonic and hadronic decay modes [66W]t!$ after CDF published an improved
analysis [126]. In this analysis the signal yield was inseghby improving the particle identification
and by using a neural network for the event selection, whildwa the use of additional decay modes.
Moreover the flavour tagging was improved by adding an opeeasde flavour tag based on the charge
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of the kaons, and by the use of a neural network for the contibmaf the kaon, lepton and jet-charge
tags. The result for m ; equals

mg= 1777 0010 007 ps : (149)

The probability that a statistical fluctuation would produbis signal iss  10° (> 5 evidence). This
value for m . is consistent with the SM expectation, see Bq.](145). The fiat;=V jwas determined
by CDF as well [126], and equals2060  0:0007( ms) s ( m 4+ theory).

Also information on thes ; mixing phase became available [663]. The D@ experimenbpad
two independent measurementszdf, , defined in[(14R), using the same sign dimuon pairs [656] and
time-integrated semileptonic decays ! DswithD g ! [655].

The same sign dimuon asymmetryBndecays at Tevatron can be expressed as [665]:

N@f! © *X) N(@@! X))  fqZ4A3, + fsZAS,
Asy = = ; (150)
N (! X )+ N (! X faZgq+ £5Z2 4
Z ! ! M 2 4)
q = 5 7 Xg = q= g7 Yq = g=\£ gl
1 ¥ 1+x3

Herefy = 0398 0:012andfy = 0:103 0:014 are theBy andB ¢ fragmentation fractions. The
measured asymmetrys; was presented by D@ in Ref. [656]:

fSZS s

Ag, D )= AgL + HASL = 0:0092 0:0044(stat:) 0:0032(syst:): (151)
aZa

Measurements af &, were performed by thefactories. The average value ®f | is [665]:

AS, = +00011 00055 : (152)
This leads to the value af, from the same sign dimuon asymmetry:
AS, = 00064 00101 : (153)
Recently D@ has also presented a time-integrated directune@ent of S 1. ° using semileptoni® !
D decays [655]. They measure:
Ag; = +00245 0:0193(stat:)  0:0035(syst:): (154)

These two measurements®f ; are independent and their combination gives the chargerasgiy in
semileptonicB ; decays:Ag; = 0:0001  0:0090 [666]. The analysis of the time-dependent angular
distributions inB s | J=  decays Yields both the decay width difference s and CP violating phase
s [663]:
s =017 009 0:03ps ;
s = 079 056 001: (155)

Combining the results fok g, , s» s and using the CDF result on the mass difference ¢ [126]

gives an improved estimate fo and  [666]: :

s = 0:13 009pst ;

s = 090.% : (156)
Also new results have been released recently concernirg dhigetime and ;. At D@ theB ¢ lifetime
forBs ! D. X was measured to be398  0:044(stat) sy (sys) ps* [661]. The average .
lifetime equalsi 466  0:059 ps® [119]. CDF published the measurement of . = 0:47" ;7 (stat)
0:01(sys)ps * [662].

In the near future the LHC experiments LHCb, ATLAS and CMS3 stirt to provide information
onBg B mixing. Inthe following sections the sensitivity of LHCbtioe B ; mixing parameters m g,
s sandag; and the prospects for CMS will be discussed.
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3.6.7 LHCDb

The LHCb experiment is designed as a single-arm forwardtspeeter to studydecays and CP viola-

tion. Its main characteristics are precise vertexing, ieffictracking and good patrticle identification. The

high-precision measurements at LHCb will enable furthetst®f the CKM picture, and probe physics

beyond the SM. This is in particular true for the measurentért; B ¢ mixing parameters such as
m g, s, sandAgyg.

LHCb will run at a nominal luminosity of. = 2 162 cm ?s . Assuming akb production
cross-section of ,,, = 500 b, this will correspond to an integrated luminosity ofo * per nominal
year of 10’ s of data taking. All event yields quoted below are #db ' . They have been obtained from
a full Monte Carlo (MC) simulation of the experiment, whigftiuded the following: pileup generation,
particle tracking through the detector material, detadetector response (including timing effects such
as spillover), full trigger simulation, offline reconsttian with full pattern recognition, and selection
cuts. High-statistics samples of signal events have bemtuped for a detailed study of resolutions and
efficiencies. Combinatorial background has been studigdywssample of 27M inclusive i events
corresponding to about 10 minutes of data taking, whiletified physics background sources have been
studied with large specific background samples.

3.6.7.1 Sensitivitytom s fromB, ! Dy

S F o
3 16000 g 350
N 5 B; ~ Do e [Jtagged as mixed
N7 C - \ — . il . .
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Fig. 35: Left: Reconstructeg s ! D mass distribution from full MC simulation, after triggerdall selection
cuts [667]. The points with error bars represent the sigmalgh arbitrary vertical scale). The histogram represents
theB ! D * background and the dotted flat line represents the uppetr dihthe combinatorial background
from b events, normalised to the signal. RigiReconstructest; ! D, proper time distribution from full

MC simulation of the signal, corresponding to an integrdtedinosity of 0:5fb * [667]. The lower histogram
represents the events tagged as mixed. The backgroundstooh.

The mass difference m ¢ between the mass eigenstates ofshe B system is best measured
as the frequency of the oscillatory behaviour of the propeedistribution of flavour-tagged . mesons
decaying to a flavour-specific final state. The best chanm¢hf®at LHCbisB; ! D , with the sub-
sequenD ! decaytk *K  *, because of its easy topology with four charged tracks aneiatively
large branching fractionof 8; ! Dy ) B®: ! K*K *)= (177 0:48) 10* [667].
Such decays can be detected, triggered, reconstructed edectes! with a final mass resolution of

14 MeV=¢ (see Fig[3b left) and a total efficiency of about 0.4%, legdina yield of (140k  40k)
events in2fb 1. After the trigger and selection, the combinatorial backmd is expected to be domi-
nated by events, and has been estimated to be less than 5% of the ai@®8t CL, ina 50 MeV/&
mass window around the signal. Using the same sample of gfetii events, the background from
partially reconstructed-hadron decays in the same mass window has been estimatedléssbthan
40% at 90% CL. This includes partially reconstructegands 4 decays. A dedicated study showed that
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the background fronB ! D * decays (where one of the charged pions fromithdecay could be
misidentified as a kaon) is approximately 5% of the signal.

The proper time resolution, obtained on an event-by-evasistirom the estimated tracking errors,
typically varies between 15 fs and 80 fs with an average vafue 40 fs (dedicated studies are being
done at LHCb to model the proper time resolution [668] andaiafy the estimated tracking errors [669]
with data). A flavour tagging power ofD? of at least 9% is achieved on the MC signal, combining
several tags in a neural network: a muon or electron fromthe ‘ decay of the other-hadron, a
charged kaon fromthe ! c! sdecay of the other-hadron, the vertex charge of the othelnadron,
and a charged kaon accompanying the signain the fragmentation chain [670].

The statistical uncertainty on the measurement af ; using an integrated luminosity affb *
is expected to be 0:007 ps’ [650]. It will be dominated by systematic uncertaintiesatet! to the
determination of the proper time scale. Figluré 35 (rightvehithe proper time distribution from which
such a measurement could be extracted.

TheBs ! D sample will play a crucial role as a control sample in all tidependent B
analyses; indeed it can be used to measure directly theodil(due to flavour tagging and proper time
resolution) on thesin( m st) andcos( m ¢t) terms in time-dependent CP asymmetries. It will also be
used as a normalisation channel for many measurememts bfanching fractions. More details on the
selectionofB, ! D events can be found in Ref. [667].

3.6.7.2 Sensitivity togand ¢ from exclusivéo ! ccs decays

TheB; B mixing phase ¢ can be measured from the flavour-taggeddecays to CP eigenstates
involving theb ! ocs quark-level transition. The best mode for this at LHChRis! J=
However, in this case, the vector nature of the two partitigébe final state causes their relative angular
momentum to take more than one value, resulting in a mixtit€R»even and CP-odd contributions.
An angular analysis is therefore required to separate them statistical basis. This can be achieved
with a simultaneous fit to the measured proper time and deecatbnsversity angle of the reconstructed
decays. Such afitis sensitive also to ; because of the presence of the two CP components.

The sensitivity to ¢ has been studied so far with the following modes:

- Bg! J= (%' ) ®K*'K )[671,672]

—Bg! (F * ;% K'K ;K'K K'K ) ®BR'K )[671,672]
—-Bs! J= (" ) ( ;v 9671672

-Bs! J= (" )% ( )t ;o ) )[673,674]

—-Bs! DI!X®*'K "), K'K )[671,672]

The results are summarised in Tablé 33. For each signal @vehe full simulation the proper
time and its error are estimated using a least-squares fie digtributions of the proper time errors
(scaled with the sigma of their pull distribution) are shoimnFig.[36. Most channels have a proper
time resolution below 40 fs. A good proper time resolutiomiportant for resolving the fast; B
oscillations.

The sensitivities tothe s B ; mixing parameters are determined by means of fast paraiseder
simulations, with the results of Talile]33 as inputs. A largmber of experiments are generated assuming
the following set of parameters:m ; = 175pst, 5= 004rad, ¢= s= 0:15 1= = 1:45pS,
and a fraction of CP-odd component®f = 02 (for 8, ! J= ). The different parameters are
extracted by performing a likelihood fit to the mass, properet and transversity angle (farg !

J= ) distributions, including a background contribution. The ccs likelihood is simultaneously
maximised with a similar likelihood forthe; ! D control sample such as to constraim ¢ and the
mistag fraction from the data. The background propertiesdatermined from the ; mass sidebands.
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Table 33: Characteristics of different exclusive! ccs modes for the measurement of. The first 6 columns of
numbers are obtained from the full MC simulation. They repre the expected number of triggered, reconstructed
and selected signal events with an integrated luminosity fof * (before tagging), the background-over-signal
ratio determined mainly from inclusivéevents, the ; mass resolution, the average value of the estimated event-
by-events ¢ proper time error scaled by the width of its pull distributjahe flavour tagging efficiency, and the
mistag probability. These parameters have been used ast;madast MC simulation to obtain the sensitivity on

s given in the last column. The last line describes the comtiahnel (see text).

Channel 21fb . B=S m ass tim e tag !tag (s)
yield [MeV/c?] | [fs] | [%] | [%] | [rad]
Bg ! J= 131k | 0.12 14 36 57 33 | 0.023
Bs! ¢ 3k | 0.6 12 30 66 31 | 0.108
Bs! J= ( 8.5kl 2.0 34 37 63 35 0.109
B! J= (* 0) 3k | 3.0 20 34 62 30 | 0.142
B, ! J= Y ) 2.2k | 1.0 19 34 64 31 0.154
B, ! J= Y 4.2k| 0.4 14 29 64 31 0.080
B.! D.D. 4k | 0.3 6 56 | 57 | 34 | 0.133
B, ! D, 140k | 0.4 14 40 | 63 | 31 | —
Z:'; 0.08F
S’ E Mean 1, error p,,, scaled with Z;
z 007 B, - N, U, = 30.4fs,%, = 1.16
< 006 N - T B, — J/y n( T, oy, = 33.6 f5, %, = 1.32
SR PEC R T B, ~ JP @y, =36.0fs,5,=1.22
005~  fsTPe L B. — JWN(W), Hoy = 37.1 75,5, = 1.22
0.04 E_ R By - DTt e, = 39.815,2, =1.21
= N B, - D, D, |, = 56.0fs, %, = 1.26
0.03
0.02—
001F- i
% ) 40 R R T T} 140

Bg: 1, error scaled with pull [fs]

Fig. 36: Distribution of the event-by-event proper time resolutjés for different B ; channels, as obtained from
the full MC simulation. The normalisation is arbitrary.

The physics parameters, extracted in the signal region alitbther parameters fixed, are,,
s= s 1= s ltagg@ndR 1 (forBg ! J= ).

The sensitivities to  for the different channels, obtained as the rms of the tistion of the fit
results, are given in the last column of Tablé 33. They gedélgrease with increasing . and do not
depend much on ¢= . Forinstance, the statistical uncertainty anfor ;= 02radis 0:026rad
fromB, ! J= alone, with2fb * [671]. The best performance is achieved with the ! J=
sample, which also yields a statistical precision 06:0092 0on <= s(2fb !). The | sensitivities
obtained from the other modes (which are pure CP-eigems3tare not as good, but still interesting.
Combining all modes, a statistical uncertainty ;)=  0:0092 rad is expected afterofb* .

mSl
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LHCb has the potential to perform the first significant measwent of g, test the consistency
with the SM expectations, and possibly uncover New Physiasrhay be hiding irs; B ¢ mixing.

3.6.7.3 Sensitivityta. 3, fromB, ! Dy X andBs! D

The CP-violating charge asymmety, is an important parameter to constrain new physics contribu
tions inB ; mixing, see Section 3.6.3.3 is accessible by measuring the charge asymmetry of the time-
integrated rates of untagged, decays to flavour-specific final states suclbas * X orb_ * [675].

In LHCDb the asymmetry 3, is measured by fitting the time-dependent decay rates. Téilsod allows

a determination of £, also for a non-zero production asymmetrymof andB ; mesons which, at the
LHC, is expected to be af (1% ). Based on a large sample of fully simulated inclusiiseevents and

a dedicated signal sample, LHCb estimates a signal yieldvoBL ! D, X eventsin2fb?! of
data, with aB =s ratio of about 0.36 [676]. This leads to a statistical prieciof 0:0020n243, [677].

A similar analysis based on 14Gk; ! D events is expected to reach a precision 0f:005 with
the same integrated luminosity offo * [677]. Systematic uncertainties are expected to be doeinat
by the detector charge asymmetry, which needs to be detedhsieparately. A method is proposed to
control the detector charge asymmetry by measuring therdificen 3,  AS, usingB ; andB ; decays

to the same final state, e ! D, * X andBy ! D " X,whereD, ! K'K and

D ! K*K

3.6.7.4 Correcting for trigger biases in lifetime fitting @t Cb

Lifetime measurements at LHCb will help for the detectoilration and provide tests of theoretical

predictions based on the heavy-quark expansion. In ordexptoit the full range of decays available at

LHChb, it is important to have a method for fitting lifetimeshadronic channels, which are biased by the
impact parameter cuts in the trigger. We have investigatbtbate-Carlo independent method to take
into account the trigger effects. The method is based onlzding event-by-event acceptance functions
from the decay geometry and does not require any externat.irurrent results with the method are

given in [678]. The method is described, for the case of twdybdecays, in [679].

The decay, ! D * has an expected yield of 1.34M events pdb ' . Thes=B ratio is
expected to be around 5 [652]. Fitting thg lifetime with 60k toy Monte Carlo signal events achieves
a statistical precision of 0.007 ps, while fitting to 60k siand 15k background events achieves a
precision of 0.009 ps (the current world average is 1.53@.009 ps [119]). A similar result is seen in
data generated with the full LHCb detector simulation [67Bherefore, although the systematic errors
associated with this method are unknown at the moment, wexjagct a very good measurement of the
B4 lifetime using the decag, ! D *.

3.6.8 CMS
3.6.8.1 Sensitivityto ¢

Also at CMS the decag, | J= ! * K*K isbeing studied [680]. Several important back-
ground processes have been identified. The pramaptproduction is the main source of background
at trigger level, since it represents a dominant contrdsuto the Level-1 dimuon trigger rate. For the
offline selection, the main background is the inclusiveajge! J= x.Thedecay, ! J= K !

R " is of particular concern, since the pion can be mistaken ta kaon, and hence the de-
cay be misidentified aBs ! J= . Furthermore, the final state of this; decay also displays a
time-dependent angular distribution similar to that of thedecay under study, with different physical
parameters. Thae ; decay chain is selected at Level-1 by the dimuon trigger. [&tter demands two
muons with a transverse momentum ab@veev =c, and the additional requirement that these muons
have opposite charge can be used.

In the HLT [681],bcandidates are identified by doing a partial reconstruaifdhe decay products
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in the tracker in restricted tracking regions and imposimgriant mass and vertex requirements [682].

The HLT selection of the decay; ! J=  has been separated in two steps. In the first, called
Level 2, J= candidates with a displaced vertex are identified. Trackstlaen reconstructed in the
tracking regions defined by the Level 1 muon candidates, hivdiek pairs of opposite charge for which
the invariant mass is withinso M ev =¢? of the world-average/= mass are retained. To remove the
promptJ= background, the two muon candidates are then fitted to a candaoay vertex and the
significance of the transverse decay length is required taboee3. With this selection, the accepted
rate is reduced to approximately 15 Hz, with 80% of the originating in the decay dfhadrons.

Next, at Level 3, a further reduction is achieved by doingler&construction of thes ; decay. To
reconstruct the kaons, the tracking region is chosen arthandirection of eacki= candidate. Assign-
ing the kaon mass to the reconstructed tracks, all opppsitelrged track pairs for which the invariant
mass is withinc0o M ev = of the world-average mass of themeson are retained, for a resolution in the
invariant mass of the meson of4:5 M ev=¢?. With the two muon candidates, the four-track invariant
mass is required to be withiro0 M ev =c? of the world-average mass of tike, meson. The resolution
in the invariant mass of the . meson is found to bés M ev =?. Here as well, a vertex fit of the four
tracks is performed, imposing a similar requirement as abdkhe total rate for this selection is well
below 0.1 Hz, and a yield of approximatelp6000 signal events can be expected withio o * of
data.

In the offline selection, candidates are reconstructed bybining two muons of opposite charge
with two further tracks of opposite charge. As CMS does naspss a particle identification system
suitable for this measurement, all measured tracks have tmhsidered as possible kaon candidates,
which adds a substantial combinatorial background. A kistiarfit is made, where the four tracks are
constrained to come from a common vertex and the invariargsméthe two muons is constrained to
be equal to the mass of tlie= . With this fit, a resolution on the invariant mass of the meson of
14 M ev = is found. The invariant mass of the two kaons is required tovitein 8 M v = of the
world-average mass of themeson.

With this selection, a yield of approximately 327 000 sigaatnts can be expected witlin fo *
of data, with a background of 39 000 events. These do notdechi requirement on the four-track
invariant mass of the candidates, since the sidebands beulded later in the analysis. However, only
a small fraction of these events are directly underahepeak, and even a simple cut will reduce the
number of background events by a significant factor.

The measurement of the width difference ¢ can now be done on this sample of untagged
candidates. As mentioned earlier, the final state is an admixture of CP-even and CP-odd states, and
an angular analysis is required [683]. As the CP-even and@@Peomponents have different angular
dependences and different time evolutions, the differembimeters can be measured by performing
an unbinned maximum likelihood fit on the observed time edofuof the angular distribution. In
the absence of background and without distortion, the .pd@$cribing the data would be the original
differential decay rate. The distortion of this distrilmrii by the detector acceptance, trigger efficiency
and the different selection criteria must be taken into antdy an efficiency function modelling the
effect of the decay length requirements and the distortidheangular distribution.

A sample corresponding to an integrated luminositylef fio ' was considered, which allows
us to have a realistic ratio of misidentified; ! J= K and signal events. With the low number of
background events that remain after all selection requéres) an accurate modelling of the background
is not possible, neither of its angular distribution nor & fime-dependent efficiency. Therefore the
background events are simply added to the data set and ttpeicted distribution is not included in
the p.d.f. used in the fit. The p.d.f. then simply describesith distribution. With such a fit, in which
the invariant mass of the candidates is not taken into a¢caumstriction on the invariant mass of the
candidates should obviously be made. Choosing a window & M v =¢ around the world-average
B mass reduces the numbermf, background events by another 59%, while reducing the nurober
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signal candidates by only 2.9%. The result of the fit is givemable[ 34, where both the statistical and
expected systematic uncertainties are quoted. A first measnt of the width difference of the weak
eigenstates could thus be made with an uncertainty of 20%a @rger sample, corresponding to an
integrated luminosity of0 f !, it is foreseen that the statistical uncertainty would miced to 0.011.

Table 34: Results of the maximum likelihood fit for an integrated lumsity of 1:3 fo * (signal and background).

Parameter Input value Result Stat. error Sys. error | Total error | Rel. error
Po(0)F 0.57 0.5823 0.0061 0.0152 0.0163 2.8%
A 50)F 0.217 0.2130 0.0077 0.0063 0.0099 4.6%
A, (0)F 0.213 0.2047 0.0065 0.0099 0.0118 5.8%
s 0.712ps*' | 0.7060ps® | 0.0080ps ' | 0.0227ps* | 0.0240ps * 3.4%
s 0.142ps?' | 0.1437 ps® | 0.0255ps ! | 0.0113ps?® | 0.0279ps ! 19%
= s 0.2 0.2036 0.0374 0.0173 0.0412 20%

3.6.8.2 Missing particles in the reconstruction

The best way to study the, B oscillations is to have a fully reconstructed final statehaf &
decay. The disadvantage of such decay channels is the dirsiitgistics. Much more signal events
can be collected in semileptonic decayseas! D, ‘" . Due to the missing neutrino in this decay
the B, momentum, and hence the proper-time resolution forgheis less precise than in the fully
reconstructed case, even if a correctiarfdctor) is applied. However, recently a new methodréco)
has been proposed [684], which allows us to calculate th&#gineumomentum with the help of vertex

information.

In order to verify the -reco method a MC simulation has been developed to stydyB ; mixing
in the semileptonic decay mode. Kinematical cuts, trackmpaters and vertex positions (primary and
secondary) have been simulated according to typical haclsthider detector conditions [658, 661, 685,
686]. The proper time resolution obtained is= 132fs with thek-factor method and = 91 fs with the
-reco method.
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3.7 Hadronicb! sandb ! d transitions

Flavour-changing neutral current processes can occuratrtlye loop level in the Standard Model and
therefore are potentially sensitive to new virtual paescl In particular, hadronic FCNE decays are
sensitive to new physics contributions to penguin opesatdmong these decays, the penguin-dominated
b ! sggtransitions are the most promising [704—706]. However,@ueate evaluation of the Standard
Model amplitudes is required in order to disentangle newsjisycontributions. Unfortunately hadronic
uncertainties hinder a pristine calculation of the decayldades. In this chapter, various theoretical
approaches to the calculation of the hadronic uncertaitie discussed. In addition, the present experi-
mental status is presented together with prospedsfaictories and LHCb.

3.7.1 Theoretical estimates ofs with factorization

In the following we quantify S; ¢S sin(2 ), wheres is the sin-term of the time-dependent
CP asymmetry, based on QCD factorization [214,215] cadliowia of theB ! £ decay amplitudes. We
may write the decay amplitude as

AB ! f)= VgV al+ VyV,.as / 1+ e’ de; (157)

whereds = gy af=ag xmdr and gy = VuprVus=VaVes)j  0:025. The expectation that S¢ is
small derives from the CKM suppressiof, and the expectation that the ratio of hadronic amplitudes,
d:, is not much larger than 1. Then

Se= 2 gy Red:)cos(2 )sin  + O (&): (158)

QCD factorization calculations of s¢ for various final states have been performed at leading order
[707] and next-to-leading order [239, 708, 709]. Otherdaeation-inspired calculations can be found
in [240, 710]. The results are generally in good agreemetit @ach other. The following is primarily

an update of [708]. Ref. [709] also discusses an estimatengftlistance rescattering effects. Since the
significance of the model underlying this estimate is uncléeese (small) effects will not be included
here.

The hadronic amplitudes? are sums of “topological” amplitudes, referring to col@liewed
tree (r), colour-suppressed tree J, QCD penguin ¥ P), singlet penguin £?), electroweak penguin
(PLy iPLy o) and annihilation contributions. The numerical analysidoty takes into account all
flavour amplitudes following [239], but it suffices to focus a few dominant terms to understand the
qualitative features of the result. Then, for the variouslfstates, the relevant hadronic amplitude ratio
is given by

~ [P+ [C] ~ [P"] [C]
oK d —_— oK d —_—
s £ S s £ PC]
N [ P"] [C] & [ P"]
% d —_— K d 159
s £ [ o] s £ T po] (159)
~  PUI+ [C] ~ [P"I+ [C]
K d —_— 'K d —_—
s £ Pl s £ =5

The convention here is that quantities in square brackets pasitive real part. (Recall frorh (158) that
S¢ mainly requires the real part af:.) In factorization Rep “=P ©]is near unity, roughly indepen-

dent of the particular final state, hences - receives a nearly universal, small apasitivecontribution

of about2 xy cos(2 )sin 0:03. On the contrary the magnitudes and signs of the penguiniampl

tudes’ real parts can be very different. Hence the influeridbe colour-suppressed tree amplitude
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Mode S¢ (Theory) S¢ [Range] Mode S¢ (Theory) S¢ [Range]
OK s 007" 252 [+ 0:03;0:13] OK s 0:08 258 [ 029;0:01]
% s 001" 2t [+ 0:00;003] K s 002" 2t [+ 0:01;005]
Ks 040" 5 [ 0:76;027] | !Kg 043" 08 [+ 0:02;021]

Table 35: Comparison of theoretical and experimental results fr.

determines the difference ins ¢ between the different modes. For’; ;! )k s the effect ofc is con-
structive, but for( ; 9K s it is destructive. However, the magnitude of Relis much larger for K 5
than for K, hence Read; ) remains small and positive fofk 5, but becomes negative foK 5.

The result of the calculation of s ¢ is shown in Tablé_35. The columns labeleds': (Theory)”
use the input parameters (CKM parameters, strong couplijngrk masses, form factors, decay con-
stants, moments of light-cone distribution amplitudeshsharized in Table 1 of [239]. The uncertainty
estimate is computed by adding in quadrature the indivigaghmeter uncertainties. The result displays
the anticipated pattern. The variation of the central vditae the nearly universal contribution of ap-
proximately xy Is due to Rec =P ©] and the error comes primarily from this quantity. It is thfere
dominated by the uncertainty in the hard-spectator séagt@ontribution toc , and the penguin annihi-
lation contribution tce . In general one expects the prediction of the asymngetmyn factorization to be
more accurate than the prediction of the direct CP asymnuetnginces: is determined by Real=a?)
which is large and calculated at next-to-leading order. rElseltant error on S ¢ is roughly of the size of

S¢ itself. Quadratic addition of theoretical errors may notays lead to a conservative error estimate.
Therefore we also perform a random scan of the allowed theargmeter space, taking the minimal and
maximal value of an observable attained in this scan to démredicted range. In doing so we discard
all theoretical parameter sets which give CP-averagecchiag fractions not compatible within 3 sigma
with the experimental data, that is we require < 10°Br ( °k %)< 118,25 < 10°Br ( %K %) < 82,

53 < 10°Br( KY) < 119,29 < 10°Br ('K %) < 75, 02 < 10°Br( k%) < 2:4. Note that we

do not require the theoretical parameters to reproduce ¥hé branching fraction for reasons explained

in [708]. The resulting ranges for s from a scan of 200000 theoretical parameter sets are shown in
the columns labeled “s - [Range]” in Tabld 3b. It is seen that the ranges are not muiééreint from
those obtained by adding parameter uncertainties in quuadra except for the X g final state. For K g

large negative values of s ¢ originate from small regions of the parameter space, wherahcellations

the leading penguin amplitude. becomes very small. This leads to large amplifications e <, and
hence s:. Except for the case ofK g, these parameter space regions are excluded by the lowes lim
on the branching fractions.

Factorization-based calculations of two-body final statitk scalar mesons and three-body final
states are on a less solid footing than the final states disduabove. The following estimates have been
obtained for the three-kaon modes [711]

SK*K K s = 0 :O6+00:(:)O28 7 Sk sKsKs = 0 :O6+OO:(:)OOO : (160)
The quoted error should be regarded with due caution.

In conclusion, QCD calculations of the time-dependent GPnasetry in hadronicc ! s tran-
sitions yield only small corrections to the expectationss¢ sin(2 ). With the exception of the
k ¢ final state the correction S¢ is positive. The effect and theoretical uncertainty is ipatarly
small for the two final statesk s and % s [239]. The final-state dependence of : is ascribed to the
colour-suppressed tree amplitude. It appears difficultaiastrain S ¢ theory-independently by other
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Table 36: Measured CP asymmetriesif ! 3P decays [493].

Mode sn2 € ) Cs
K 5K sK 5 [598,720] 051 021 023 0:15
° 9K 5 [810] 084 071 008 027 052 013
K*K Kgg [717,719] 058 04307 015 009

observables. In particular, the direct CP asymmetriesecttarged decays correspondingte M K g
probe hadronic quantities other than those relevant 3@, if these observables take values in the ex-
pected range. Hemg stands for a charged light meson. Large deviations from &atiens such as
large direct CP asymmetries would clearly indicate a defectur understanding of hadronic physics,
but even then the quantitative implications for would be unclear. A hadronic interpretation of large

S¢ would probably involve an unknown long-distance effect ttiacriminates strongly between the
up- and charm-penguin amplitude resulting in an enhanceofehe up-penguin amplitude. No model
is known that could plausibly produce such an effect.

3.7.2 Theoretical estimates ofs from three-body decays

While a possibility of constraining the CKM weak phase frdmee-body S = 1 B decays has been
raised a long time ago [712], a discussion of three-body Btatks as probes of CKM phase has gained
more momentum only recently with the experimental advantés present experimental situation that
includes measurements of time-dependent CP asymmetri@8 in K sK sKs,B° ! ¢ %K 5 and

B ! K'K Kgg is summarized in Table_86. The quoted CP asymmetries aree mpae dps)
integrated quantities with

R 21
3PN (1 ofyan2 © - m OPSp ReRe) (161)
dps AeF+ dpsRAeF

Heref, is the CP-even component fraction, while andA : denote thea 8° ! f)anda ®° ! f)
amplitudes respectively. Whie® | KsKsKsandB? ! © %k g are decays into completely CP
even final states [713], the decay ! K "K K s has both components, but is still mostly CP-even
with £, 0:9. This is obtained either from isospin analysis fr@h ! K sK sK g decay assuming
penguin dominance [714-718], or directly from angular gsial[719], in agreement with each other.

A s = 1B decay amplitude can be in general decomposed in terms @&""fre Vv, V)
and "penguin” ( V,V.s) contributions as shown in EQ. 1157 for the case of two-badgecays. An
expression analogous to Eqg. 158 holds far¢, here given by

S¢g=sin2 © sn2 = 2cos2 sin Re(); (162)
wheresin 2 © is defined in ed._1681 and the ratio

R
VopVus 5 dps T P¢ )
V,Ves dpsP.P¢’

(163)

£

suitably averaged over the final phase space, replaces ttbedradefined in the previous section for
two-body decays. In addition, the direct CP asymmetriegjsen by

Cf: 2 sin ﬁ'ﬂ(f)t (164)

The difference s: was analysed using SU(3) flavor symmetries [714, 721, 728]veas cal-
culated in a model-dependent way in Ref [711]. The approadbiased on flavor SU(3) and exploits
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the fact that the related s = 0 final states,f are more sensitive to the "tree” amplitudes which are
CKM enhanced when compared to the = 1 amplitudes, (because,; < V,q). However, "penguin”
amplitudes are CKM suppressed (because! V). This then leads to a bound or of the form

S

X 0
£ < argo B r(f ) H (165)

£0

where = 0:22, aro are the coefficients arising fromu (3) Clebsch-Gordan coefficients, and the sum
isover s = 0final statest®. The bounds are better if less modes enter the sum, whichecaoheved
through a dynamical assumption of small annihilation-gkeplitudes. This then gives

K+ ko< 1:02[721]; KsKsKsg < 0131[722],’ (166)

with bounds for a number of other modes listed in [721]. Thegeonly very conservative upper bounds
not at all indicative of the expected size ~ *T:=P:. One also expects +x x o < & .k.k s, SINCE

in the latter case all the tree operator contributions aré<Dgpressed as the final state does not contain
valenceu-quarks. This expectation was confirmed by a model-depencioulation that combined
QCD factorization with heavy-meson chiral perturbationdty [711]. This approach is valid only in a
region of phase space where one of the light mesons is slowhanather two are very energetic, while
for the remaining phase space a model for the form factorsused. Ref. [711] then obtains

SKSKSKS = 0302; SK*K Kg * O(O:l): (167)

An argument exists that the latter could be smaller [723]dme should also keep in mind the comment
at the end of the previous section.

A different use of three-body final states is provided by theetdependent Dalitz plot analysis
with a fit to quasi-two body resonant modes. Interferencésdren resonances then fix relative strong
phases giving additional experimental information. Irsthiay BaBar was able to resolve the !

=2 discrete ambiguity using B ! K *K K4 Dalitz plot analysis [724]. The interference
of CP-even and CP-odd contributions leads teoa2 ¢ term (with € ! in the limit of no tree
pollution). Another example is measuring phases af = 1 amplitudes of8 | (K ) 1550,
Bs! K K)-;andB.! (K K )—;fromresonance interferencessn! K andB; ! KK
This then gives information on CKM parameters complemgntarother methods [725—-727]. Using
SU(3) hadronic uncertainties due to electroweak penguéraiprso  ando ;o were shown to be very
smallinB ! K andB; ! K and somewhat larger ing ! K K [727]. The first processes
imply a precise linear relation between and , with a measurable slope and an intercept at= 0
involving a theoretical error of 0.03. The decays ! K permit a measurement of involving a
theoretical error below a degree. Furthermore, while taolependence is required when studyigg
decays at the (4s), it may not be needed when studyirg decays at hadronic colliders.

3.7.3 Flavour symmetries and estimatesioft s transitions

Decomposing th& ! M M amplitudes in terms of flavor SU(3) or isospin reduced matiexments
leads to relations between different amplitudes since tleetéave weak hamiltonian usually transform
only under a subset of all possible representations [728}e droup theoretical approach based on
reduced matrix elements [243, 729, 730] is equivalent toagrdinmatic approach of topological am-
plitudes [731-735]. In the latter it is easier to introduggamical assumptions such as neglecting
annihilation-like amplitudes. These were shown tols& , suppressed for decays into nonisosin-
glets [736], while not all of them are=m , suppressed, if ; °occur in the final state (see Appendix
C of [240)).

The SU(3) approach has been used in global fits to the expatéthemeasureds ! PP and
B ! PV decays [737-746] in which both the values of hadronic pataraas well as the value of weak
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phase are determined. However, in order to obtain a stable fit a mrobdynamical assumptions are
needed. Inthe mostrecent fitko ! P P [741] =quark dominance in penguin amplitudes and negligible
annihilation-like topologies (also for isosinglets) werssumed. Both and were determined, with
central values slightly above the CKMfitter and UTfit deterations. Allowing for a new weak phase in
Pry for S = 1 modes leads to statistically significant reduction &f while choosing this phase to
be zero does give the size ¢fzy; jin excellent agreement with the Neubert-Rosner relatid7750].

A large strong phase differenceg(C =T ) 60 was found, while expected to bhem 1, suppressed
from QCD factorization and SCET [220, 239, 751]. As stresseef. [752] the direct CP asymmetries
AepB2! KT yandacrB* ! K* Y)would be of the same sign faeig(C =T ) small, which is
excluded a#:7 at present.

Assumption of negligible annihilation topologies used d(38) fits can be tested by comparing
B! K%Y B* ! K*'K? where annihilation is CKM enhanced, with* ! K ° * [753, 754].
SU(3) breaking has been addressed in [741, 755] showing H effezt on the values of extracted pa-
rameters. Further tests of SU(3) breaking or searches of ilBevpossible usings ; decays [756—758],
with the first CDF measurement &fr(B, ! K *K ) leading the way [759]. Errors due to the
dynamical assumptions can be reduced, if fits are made to aslybset of modes, e.g. to ; K
[741,745,755,760-762]. Furthermore, dynamical assumgtcan be avoided entirely, if only a set of
modes related through U-spinis used [763,764]. This leadtable fits, while giving with a theoretical
error of a few degrees [763]. Further studies of SU(3) bregldffects are called for, though.

Because of the different CKM hierarchy of tree and penguiplédodesin s = 1and s = 0
decays, tree pollution in S = 1 decays can be bounded using SU(3) related = 0 modes [714].
Correlated bounds ons¢ andc¢ for % 5 and °K s final states have been presented in [765—-768].
Such a model independent bound o8 ¢ _ is not available at present, since many more = 0 modes
enter, some of which have not been measured yet [769].

Very precise relations betweens = 1B ! K CP asymmetries or decay rates can be ob-
tained using isospin decompositions. The sum rule betweenaydwidths ®° *)+ ®* )=
2 ®* 9+ 2 ®° 9[770,771] (equivalentta, = R.[772]) is violated by CKM doubly suppressed
terms calculable in=m ,, expansion [220, 239, 240, 751], while harder to calculatepm-breaking cor-
rections cancel to firstorder [773]. Thesumrulex * )+ ®° *) 2 ®* %9 2 ®° 9=0
for the rate differences (£)= ® ! f) (B ! £)isvalid in the isospin limit, and is thus violated
by EWP. However, these corrections vanish in the SU(3),! 1 limit making the sum rule very
precise [774].

3.7.4 Applications ofy -spin symmetry t® 4 and B ¢ decays

The current data iB physics suggests thaty decays agree well with SM predictions, while decays
remain poorly known and might be affected by New Physics. hivithe Standard Model, the CKM
mechanism correlates the electroweak part of these tiamsjtbut quantitative predictions are difficult
due to hadronic effects. The latter can be estimated relyintdpe approximate U (3)-flavour symmetry
of QCD : information on hadronic effects, extracted fromadit one channel, can be exploited in other
channels related by flavour symmetry, leading to more ateymeedictions within the Standard Model.

In addition to isospin symmetry, an interesting theorétioal is provided byu -spin symmetry,
which relatesd- and s-quarks. Indeed, this symmetry holds for long- and shatadlices and does not
suffer from electroweak corrections, making it a valuabkiument to analyse processes with significant
penguins and thus a potential sensitivity to New Physicswéder, due to the significant difference
ms mg, U-Spin breaking corrections of order 30% may occur, dependimthe processes.

As afirst application oty -spin, relations were obtained betweepn ! * andBg! K *K
This led to correlations among the observables in the twaykesuch as branching ratios and CP asym-
metries [756, 775] and to a prediction feR B, ! K *K )= (35°,7) 16 [761]. These results
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helped to investigate the potential of such decays to deschew Physics [757, 776]. Unfortunately,
the accuracy of the method is limited not only by the persistisscrepancy between Babar and Belle on
Bq! ©  CPasymmetries, but also by poorly knownspin corrections. In these analyses, the ratio
of tree contribution® . = ¢ =T¢ jwas taken from QCD sum rules as/6  0:17 [248] (updated to
1527718 [269]). In addition, the ratio of penguin-to-tree ratios= B =TS )=@< =T )jwas as-
sumed equal ta[761]or1 0:2[757,776] in agreement with rough estimates within QCDdesttion
(QCDF) [777].

Indeed QCDF may complement flavour symmetries by a more atwstudy of short-distance
effects. However, QCDF cannot predict some significant 5 -suppressed long-distance effects, which
have to be estimated through models. Recently, it was peaptis combine QCDF and -spin in the
decays mediated by penguin operaters! K °k andB, ! K °K °[778].

First, tree  °) and penguin °°) contributions t® ; ! K °K ° can be determined by combining
the currently available data withr?®  p9°§ which can be accurately computed in QCDF because
long-distance effects, seen as infrared divergencesgetamthis difference.U -spin suggests accurate
relations between these hadronic parameteisdn K °k ° and those iB; ! K °K °. Actually, we
expect similar long-distance effects since théx ° final state is invariant under thes exchange. Short
distances are also related since the two processes aretatktiapenguin operators through diagrams
with the same topologies! -spin breaking arises only in a few places : factorisableemtions encoded
inf = MZF®" % (0)EMZ FP' ¥ (0)] and non-factorisable corrections from weak annihilation
and spectator scattering. Because of these expected ¢igtibns, QCDF can be relied upon to assess
U -spin breaking between the two decays. Indeed, up to therfsable factort, penguin (as well as tree)
contributions to both decays are numerically very closenges inBy ! K °K “andB, ! K K
should have very close values as well, whereas no suchaelasists for the (CKM-suppressed) tree
contribution to the latter, to be estimated in QCDF.

These relations among hadronic parameters, inspired {pin considerations and quantified
within QCD factorisation, can be exploited to determinettbe and penguin contributions#g, | K K
decays and the corresponding observables. In particulargetssR 8, ! KK %) = (18 7 4
2) 16 andBR(B,! KK )= (20 8 4 2) 4¢inverygood agreement with the latest CDF
measurement. The same method provides significantly inegroeterminations of the -spin breaking
ratios = 083 036andrR = 22 0:. These results have been exploited to determine the impact
of supersymmetric models on these decays [779].

New results orB ! K form factors and on the&, ! K °K ° branching ratio and direct CP-
asymmetry should lead to a significant improvement of thdipti®ns in theB ¢ sector. The potential of
other pairs of nonleptonie 4 andB g decays remains to be investigated.

3.7.5 Applications of the RGI parametrization o ! s transitions

Few general parametrizations of th& = 1 hadronic amplitudes exist in the literature. Here we use the
parametrization proposed in Ref. [780] which decomposeaylamplitudes in terms of Renormalization-
Group-Invariant (RGI) parameters. For our purpose, we fiegtd to recall a few basic facts about the
classification of RGI's. First of all, we have six non-pengparameters, containing only non-penguin
contractions of the current-current operatars,: emission parameters ,, annihilation parameters
A, and Zweig-suppressed emission-annihilation parameters,. Then, we have four parameters
containing only penguin contractions of the current-coir@perators ; ,, in the GIM-suppressed com-
binationQ ¢, {0 PP ™ and Zweig suppresserlf ;' . Finally, we have four parameters containing
penguin contractions of current-current operators, (the so-called charming penguins [781]) and all
possible contractions of penguin operators ;, : P, and the Zweig-suppressed ... In the following
Zweig-suppressed parameters are neglected. We referatierrto the original reference for details. We
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can then write schematically the! sdecay amplitude as:

X X
AB ! F)= VyVus T;+ g™ ViVes  Pi; (168)

whereT; = fE ;;A ;;EA ;g are not present in pure-penguin decays.

The idea developed in Refs. [782] is to write down the RGI peai@rs as the sum of their ex-
pression in the infinite mass limit, for example using QCDidazation, plus an arbitrary contribution
corresponding to subleading terms in the power expansitiesd additional contributions are then de-
termined by a fit to the experimental datadn s penguins, the dominant power-suppressed correction
is given by charming penguins, and the corresponding pasman be determined with high precision
from data and is found to be compatible with am ,, correction to factorization [782]. However, non-
dominant corrections, for example GIM penguin parametens i s decays, can be extracted from
data only in a few cases (for exampleBn! K decays). Yet predictions for S depend crucially
on these corrections, so that one needs external input &tra@m them. One interesting avenue is to
extract the support of GIM penguins frogU (3)-related channelsy(! d penguins) in which they are
not Cabibbo-suppressed, and to use this support, incluaipgssible larges U (3) breaking of100% ,
in the fitof b | s penguin decays. Alternatively, one can omit the calcufatiofactorization and fit
directly the RGI parameters from the experimental datdeans of fitting the power-suppressed correc-
tions [593, 783].

Compared to factorization approaches, general paramatems have less predictive power but
are more general. In particular, they tend to overestimagettieoretical uncertainty and are thus best
suited to search for NP in a conservative way. In additioes¢hmethods have the advantage that for sev-
eral channels the predicteds decreases with the experimental uncertainty k's and CP asymmetries
ofb! sandsu (3)relatedb ! dpenguins.
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Fig. 37:cp asymmetriesfoB | K decays, obtained varying subdominant contributions irrdinge [0, UV],
with the upper value UV scanned between zero and one (in ahits). For comparison, the experimentds
(95% ) probability range is given by the dark (light) band.

In the analysis reported here [88, 784], we vary the absehiiges of the subdominant amplitudes
in the rangel0;U L J(while the phases are unconstrained) and study the depemdéihe predictions on
the upper limitu .. For example we show in Fif. B7 the effect of changing the upmit of the range
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in which subdominant terms are varied on the prediction aiesobservablesin ! K decays. Itcan
be seen that reasonable subdominant terms mak& anguzzle disappear. Furthermore, the prediction
of s ox . has small theoretical error and is quite stable againstfteeteof subdominant terms.

In Table[37 we collect predictions fors ¢ obtained using the method sketched aboveufor =
035 (in units of the leading amplitude), as suggested bysttig3)-related modes ! K K . Notice that
the theoretical uncertainty is smaller fer!  °k ; because the number of observables ingheé K
system is sufficient to constrain efficiently the hadronicapaeters. This means that the theoretical error
can be kept under control by improving the experimental dathese channels. On the other hand, the
information onB ! K ¢ is not sufficient to bound the subleading terms and this tesula relatively
large theoretical uncertainty that cannot be decreasdubuititadditional input on hadronic parameters.
Furthermore, using U (3)to constrain S  _ is difficult because the number of amplitudes involved is
very large [243,721,722,769].

Table 37: Predictions for s ¢ using the RGI parametrization.

S ok, (24 59) 10° S, ( 07 54) 16
S x, 04 92) 10° Sk, ( 62 84) 16
Sik, (56 10{7) 107

The ideal situation would be represented by a pure penguwaydfr which the information on
p ™M is available with minimal theoretical input. Such situatis realized by the pure penguin decays
B ! K%k %) An upper bound for thee & ™ entering this amplitude can be obtained from the
sU (3)-related channels ; ! K °C )k °C). Then, even adding a generou®s SU (3) breaking and
an arbitrary strong phase, it is possible to have full cdraver the theoretical error in s [783].

3.7.6 b ! stransitionsinthe MSSM

In this section we discuss phenomenological effects of #we sources of flavor and CP violation in
b ! sprocesses that arise in the squark sector [104, 108, 109808% of the Minimal Supersymmetric
Standard Model (MSSM). In general, in the MSSM squark maaseseither flavor-universal, nor are
they aligned to quark masses, so that they are not flavor d&gothe super-CKM basis, in which quark
masses are diagonal and all neutral current vertices aw@ ftimgonal. The ratios of off-diagonal squark
mass terms to the average squark mass define four new sofiftee®oviolation intheb ! s sector: the
mass insertions 9, )5, With A ;B = L ;R referring to the helicity of the corresponding quarks. Tehes

's are in general complex, so that they also violate CP. Ondluak of them as additional CKM-type
mixings arising from the SUSY sector. Assuming that the d@nt SUSY contribution comes from
the strong interaction sectarg. from gluino exchange, all FCNC processes can be computestnmst
of the SM parameters plus the fours plus the relevant SUSY parameters: the gluino magsthe
average squark mass,, tan and the parameter. The impact of additional SUSY contributionshsuc
as chargino exchange has been discussed in detail in R&}. W& consider only the case of small or
moderatetan |, since for largean  the constraints fromss ! and m ¢ preclude the possibility
of having large effects ib ! s hadronic penguin decays [28,29,32,34,114,115, 794].

Barring accidental cancellations, one can consider orgdesin parameter, fix the SUSY masses
and study the phenomenology. The constraints sncome at present from ! X5 ,B ! X I'1
and from theB ; B mixing amplitude. We refer the reader to refs. [88,107, 806] for all the details
and results of this analysis.

Fixing as an example:; = m4 = j j= 350 GeV andtan = 3, one obtains the following
constraints on ’s:

HSued< 2 10%; A Skri< 7 10%; H Skuzri< 5 107: (169)
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Notice that all constraints scale approximately lineari$hvthe squark and gluino masses.
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Fig. 38: Probability density functionsfas « _,S ox ., S o . ands,x _ induced by( §;)as Witha ;B = fL;Rg.

Having the present experimental bounds on tf&e we can turn to the evaluation of the time-
dependent CP asymmetries. The uncertainty in the caloolati SUSY effects is larger than the SM
one. Following ref. [107], we use QCDF enlarging the rangepfmver-suppressed contributions to an-
nihilation chosen in Ref. [239] as suggested in Ref. [806¢ Wdrn the reader about the large theoretical
uncertainties that affect this evaluation.

In Fig.[38 we present the results ferx _, S ox _, S &, ands,x .. They do not show a sizable
dependence on the sign ofor ontan for the chosen range of SUSY parameters. We see that:

— deviations from the SM expectations are possible in alhobés, and the present experimental
central values can be reproduced;

— deviations are more easily generated.lzyandr L insertions, due to the enhancement mechanism
discussed above;
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— as noticed in refs. [807, 808], the correlation between andsy+ depends on the chirality of
the NP contributions. For example, we show in [Fig. 39 theedation betweersx , andsSg . o
for the four possible choices for mass insertions. We seethies, . andSy _ o are correlated
for LL andLR mass insertions, and anticorrelated far andR R mass insertions.

An interesting issue is the scaling of SUSY effects inwith squark and gluino masses. Similarly
to the constraints from other processes, the dominant SW&tibution tos ; scales linearly with SUSY
masses as long as; mq . This means that there is no decoupling of SUSY contribstimors: as
long as the constraints from other processes can be satigfied < 1. The bounds on. 1. andR R mass
insertions quickly reach the physical boundary at 1. On the other hand,R andR L. are well below
that bound. Chirality flipping.R andR L. mass insertions cannot become too large in order to avoid
charge and color breaking minima and unbounded from belogctidons in the scalar potential [809].
Nevertheless, it is easy to check that the flavor bounds usedkaare stronger for SUSY masses above
the TeV scale. We conclude thak andr L. mass insertions can give observable effectstdor SUSY
masses within the reach of LHC and even above.

Fig. 39: Correlation betwees ¢ . ands o _ for LL, LR,RL andRR mass insertions.

3.7.7 Experimental status and future prospects for timepg@dentC P violation in hadronicb !

s(d) transitions
c P asymmetries ime ° andB , decays that are governed by the s transition are very sensitive to new
C p -violating phases beyond the Standard Model (SM). Thera &e® golden modes that are practically
free from hadronic uncertainties; examples inclefe ! k2, ®J, x Jx Jx JandB? ! , see
Figure[40. Precise measurements for these decays have feeiy the most important topics of quark
flavor physics in the last few years, and will also remain @ilicimportant in the future.

Fig. 40: The penguin diagrams for the hadromi¢ andB ? decayssuchas® !  kJ,B° ! &7 (left) and
B! (right).
At the B factories, the decay chain (4s) ! B’B? ! fep fag IS Used to measure time-

dependent P asymmetries, where one of the mesons decays at timg, to a final statef-, and
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the other decays at timg,, to a final statef.,, that distinguishes between® ands °. The rate of this
decay chain has a time dependence [616,617] given by
o h i
P(t=elT 54,0 1+q Ssih( mgq t)+Acos( mgq t) : (170)

Heres andA arec p -violation parameters,; . is ther ° lifetime, m 4 is the mass difference between
the twoB ° mass eigenstates,t=t:» %4, and the-flavor chargeg=+1 (1) when the tagging
meson is & ° (B "). To a good approximation, the SM predicts=  ¢sn2 ; andA = 0 for both
tree transitions (e.go ! ¢ cs) and penguin transitions (e.g.! Sss) unlessy,, or Vi is involved in the
decay amplitude. Here- = + 1( 1) corresponds ta P -even (-odd) final states.

BaBar and Belle have accumulated more thah B B pairs with both experiments combined,
and have measured time-dependemt asymmetries in various ° decays that are dominated by the
b ! stransition. Details of the measurements are describedvblre [598, 717, 720, 724, 810-813];
we here explain the essence of the measurements brieflyctdranfractions for these charmless decay
modes are typically arountb ° ignoring daughter branching fractions. Efficient contimusuppression
using sophisticated techniques such as Fisher discringindikelihood ratios and neural network has
been performed to keep a reasonable signal-to-noise ratie. flavor of the accompanying meson
is identified from inclusive properties of remaining pdek; information from primary and secondary
leptons, charged kaons, baryons, slow and fast pions is combined by using a neuralarkt(BaBar)
or a lookup-table (Belle). A typical effective efficiencyrffiavor tagging is 30% in both cases. Good
understanding of the vertex resolution function is obtdibg using large-statistics control samples such
asB ! D') D ‘ etc. Lifetime and mixing measurements with a precisio af )% are obtained
as byproducts.
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Fig. 41: Summary of experimental results on time-dependantasymmetries from BaBar and Belle as of August
2007.

The present status of the measurements is summarized idTFigAlthough the result for each
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individual mode does not significantly differ from the SM expation (i.e.S,_ x o), most of thes values
are smaller than the SM expectation. When allthe s modes are combined, the result differs from
the SM expectation by 1.1'® Combining the results of all the ! s modes is naive as the theoretical
uncerainties vary considerably amongst the modes. Mucle thata are needed to firmly establish a new
C p -violating phase beyond the SM for each golden mode.

Measurements of the terms yield values consistent with zero, i.e. consisterth wie SM at
the moment. Non-zer@ requires a strong phase difference between the SM amplandethe NP
amplitude. Therefore it is possible to observe significaewiations from the SM fors while A is
consistent with zero. Also, singe is not calculable precisely, in general it is hard to obtaiarmitative
information from the measurements afterms. An exception isthe® | kK ° ° decay. Thanks to
a precise sum rule based on the isospin symmetry [774], the Y¥ar 2« « o can be predicted within
the SM from measurements of branching fractions amdasymmetries of the other | kK decays;
Axoo= 0:16 0:04is predicted while measurements yieldo o = 012 0:11.

Due to further CKM-suppressior; P asymmetry measurements for modes dominated by the
b ! dtransition require even higher statistics than those reguior the studies of the ! s transition.
The only measurement available at the momestis, , o, o = 128770 [814], where the first
error is statistic and the second error is systematic.

In the near future the LHCb experiment will probe new CP \tialg phases beyond the Standard
Model inb ! s transitions. With the copious production Bff mesons LHCb will be able to study
b ! stransitions using the the decay’ ! , see Figure40. In the Standard Model the CP violating
phases forB? ! is expected to be very close to zero as there is a cancellatithre B 2 mixing
and decay phases [815].

In the LHCb experiment the reconstruction efficiency #df ! is expected to be larger than
forB° ! & which compensates for the four times smaller fraction-gfiarks to hadronise intom.
meson. In addition, flavour tagging is also favourableEdrdecays where the same-side kaon tagging
contributes significantly to the effective flavour taggirfficeency. From a full simulation LHCb expects
a yield of 3100 reconstrucesl? ! events in & f ' data sample with a background to signal ratio
B=S < 0:8at90% C.L[816]. Thes sensitivity has been studied using a toy Monte Carlo, takieg
resolutions and acceptances from the full simulation. Aimdd likelihood fit is performed on 500 toy
data sets. This is used to extract and all other physical parameters which cannot be detedrinoen

elsewhere. Ina o ! datases can be measured with a precision ofs )= 0:11 (statistical error
only). After about 5 years of data taking, LHCb is expecte@¢oumulate a data sample of 10 *
which will give a statistical uncertainty of (s )= 0:05[816].

Table 38: c P reach at LHCb [1025] and at a Supgrfactory for theb ! s decay modes that are theoretically
cleanest. The estimated accuracy fromzhéactories (2 ab' ) is given for comparison. We assume an integrated
luminosity of 10 fb* for LHCb and 50 ab' for a supes factory, which are the goals of the experiments. Errors
for LHCD are statistical only. Projections for the supefactory are from Ref. [818] and include both statistical
and systematic uncertaintiesangn2 ; sin2 ;° sh?2 ;.

Mode Observable B Factories LHCb  Supes Factory
2ab! 10 i * 50 ab*
B! KV sin2 1 0.13 0.10 0.029
B! X&O sin2 1 0.05 - 0.020
B?! KJKIK sin2 ; 0.15 - 0.037
B! S - 0.05 -

+

5Due to the highly non-Gaussian errors of the result ff! £,x 2 with £, ! , and the fact that this result has a
significant effect on the ? of the naveb ! s penguin average, this outlying point is excluded.
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In a similar study LHCb investigated the decay ! K 2. A yield of 920 events is expected in
2 o ' of integrated luminosity with a background to signal ratis < B=S < 1:1 at 90% C.L. The
sensitivity for the CP violating asymmetsgn 2 ¢ is 0.23 (0.10) in a 2 (10)b * data sample [817].

Table[38 lists the expectetip reach at LHCb and a Superfactory for the theoretically cleanest
b ! sdecay modes. We expect that the precision will be better lmyréer of magnitude than now. Such
measurements will thus allow us to detect effects from pisybeyond the SM even if the mass scale of
the new physics is (1) TeV.

3.7.8 Two body hadroni® decay results from the -factories

This class of8 decays manifests a wide range of interesting phenomenom, directc P violation,
broken SU(3) symmetry constraints on the standard modertainties in measurements of the unitarity
triangle angles, to the amplitude hierarchy found in de¢ayimal states containing two spin one particles
(vector or axial-vector mesons, anda , respectively).

The only directc P violation signal observed by the-factories is inthes J | & channel.
In contrast to the small effect observed in kaon decay, thecdt P asymmetry inB§ ! K is
large: 0:093  0:015[609,819]. The quest for additional signals of direcp violation inB meson
decays is ongoing in a plethora of different channels [493)e next goals of th& -factories are to
observe direct P violation in the decay o, mesons and othex ] channels.

The B -factories have recently observed CPVER ! % ° decays [598,813]. These! s
penguin processes are probes of NP, and have the most [yrauisasured time-dependear asym-
metry parameters of all of the penguin modes. Any deviatianof the measured asymmetry param-
eters « o from sin2 is an indication of NP (For example, see [498, 820]). In addito relying
on theoretical calculations of the SM pollution to theseayesc[240, 708, 711], it is possible to exper-
imentally constrain the SM pollution using SU(3) symmetr$$]. This requires precision knowledge
of the branching fractions of the J meson decays to the following pseudo-scalar pseudo-s(Rir
final states © 9; © ; 9 9 ;0 ;0 Ofinal states [821, 822]. The related decaysy; ! ° and
Bug ! K [823,824] can also be used to understand the standard muatebetions tos § ! K ©
decays and the hierarchy ok °to % © decays.

The angular analysis & ! VvV decays provides eleven observables (six amplitudes and five
relative phases) that can be used to test theoretical atilmos [600]. The hierarchy af, 2 , , anda
amplitudes obtained from a helicity (ar,, 2 ,, anda , in the transversity basis) analysis of such decays
allows one to search for possible right handed currents ynN# contribution to the total amplitude.
For low statistics studies a simplified angular analygiseisfcpmed where one measures the fraction of
longitudinally polarised events defined ais= #,7= #:F. Tree dominated decays suchm$ !

* havefy, 1:0 [825, 826]. Current data for penguin dominated process&s (892) [827, 828],
K (892) [829,830]) that are observed to have non trivial values afan be accommodated in the SM.
In addition to this, one can search for T-od& violating asymmetries in triple products constructed
from the angular distributions [831]. It has also been sstgpethat non-standard model effects could be
manifest in a number of other observables [832]. The medgates of electroweak penguin dominated
B decays to final states involving ameson are also probes of NP [833]. The studgof AV decays
also provides this rich set of observables to study, howeuaent results only yield an upper limit on
BJ ! a, decays [834].BABAR have recently studied the angular distribution for the eeténsor
decayB? ! K (1430)[827].

3.79 B ! h*h® decaysatLHCb

The charmless decays Bf mesons to two-body modes have been extensively studied at-thctories.
Even if the current knowledge in the, and B, sectors starts to be quite constrained, thesector
still remains an open field. At present, by using a displacedex trigger, CDF has already collected
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Channel Assumed BR| Annual yield | B/S (combinatorial)| B/S (two-body)
BY! 7 48 36000 0:46 0:08
B! K* 185 138000 0:14 0:02
BJ! 'K 48 10000 1:92 0:54
B! K'K 185 36000 < 006 0:08
p! P 48 9000 166 011
b! PK 185 32000 < 008 002

T AR
5.45 5.5
GeVic?

Table 39: Annual yields and background-to-signal ratiosfort h* h® decays at LHCb [836].

an interesting sample &f ! h*h® decays [835], providing a first observation of the two-bodyde
Bs ! K"K . However it will most likely not be able to perform precisiomasurements of the time
dependent CP asymmetry ofthg | K *K decay.

The LHCb experiment, thanks to the large beauty productrmsscsection at the LHC and to
its excellent vertexing and triggering capabilities, vii# able to collect huge samples®f! h*h°
decays [836]. Furthermore, its particle identificationteys, composed in particular by two RICH de-
tectors, will allow to disentangle the varioBs! h*h® modes with a purity exceeding 90% as well as
high efficiency. The PID capabilities of LHCb are clearlyibls in Fig.[42, which shows the distribution
of the * invariant mass from Monte Carlo samples®f! h*h" modes, before and after the
employment of the PID information.

In order to calibrate the PID response, LHCb will make usedd@icated trigger line - not making
use of PID information in order not to introduce biases -niged to collect very large samples of
decay chains to charged kaons and pions. In order to rejetbioatorial background, the event selection
is based on a series of cuts, optimized by means of a muliteastechnique, which include the transverse
momenta and the impact parameter significances of the ah#ge with respect to the primary vertex,
the 2 of the common vertex fit, the transverse momentum, the impactmeter significance and the
distance of flight significance of the the candidate b-hadnmad the invariant mass (the resolution for
ther ! h*h® modes is expected to be about 18 MeYJ/cThe event yields and background-to-signal
ratios estimated using a full GEANT4 based simulation apemred in Tablé 309.

In order to measure CP violation from the time dependent @hagetries, other key ingredients
are the tagging capability and the propertime resolutiba,latter being particularly relevant to resolve
the fastB  oscillations. The effective tagging power foeg decay at LHCb, according to full simula-
tions, is expected to be about 5%, while fa& adecay it is significantly larger, due to the larger efficiency
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of the same side kaon tagging, and is about 9%. The calibrafithe tagging power foB ! h*h’
modes will be performed by using the flavour specific moglgs! K * andB; ! *K . Asfar

as the propertime resolution is concerned, it is predictethb full simulation to be about 40 fs, and it
will be calibrated on data by using large samplesef ! *  decays, collected through a dedicated
di-muon trigger line thought not to introduce biases indke propertime.

The direct CP asymmetries of the flavour spedific  h* h® modes can be measured without a
time dependent fit, and without the need of tagging the B meBba statistical sensitivity on the charge
asymmetry, corresponding to a running timeiof s at the nominal LHCb luminositg an 2 s
("one nominal LHCb year” in the following) is 0.003 fortiee; ! K *  decay and 0.02 for the !

*K decay. In order to extract the direct (C) and mixing-indu¢8HCP violation terms from the time
dependent decay rates of thg ! ¥ andB, ! K 'K and estimate the statistical sensitivity,
we performed unbinned maximum likelihood fits on fast Montal€ data sets which parametrize the
decay rates according to the outcomes of the full simulatiBhe expected sensitivity for C and S,
corresponding to one nominal LHCb year, both for the ! andB; ! K"K channels, is
about 0.04.

According to the method proposed in [775], the employmenthefU-spin symmetry allows to
combine the measurements of Cand Sforghe! * andB;! K *K modes in order to extract
the angle. Assuming a perfect U-spin symmetry, we predict aigeibgon  for a nominal LHCb
year arounds . If a 20% U-spin breaking is taken into account, the sensjitaleteriorates up to about
10 , still not spoiling the method of its predictive capabdéiion . Being these modes characterized by
the presence of loops inside the penguins, they could réeal Physics effects, pointing to a value of

in contrast with the one determined from pure tree-levebglecsuch as ! D K modes.

In Table[39 LHCDb also reports expected yields ferbaryon decays. An additional application of
the  baryon that has been considered is testing CP and T symmaetiigg the decay modesg, ! Vv
wherev = J= ; %;!. This is discussed in Ref. [837].
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3.8 Kaon decays
3.8.1 Introduction

The rare decayg * | andg, ! ° play an important role in the search for the underlying
mechanism of flavour mixing and CP violation [838—841]. Aslsthey are excellent probes of physics
beyond the Standard Model (SM). Among the many mareand B -decays, thex * ! and
Ky, ! O modes are unique since their SM branching ratios can be cmuiga an exceptionally
high degree of precision, not matched by any other flavoarghng neutral current (FCNC) process
involving quarks.

The main reason for the exceptional theoretical cleannee® * ! andg, !
decays is the fact that, within the SM, these processes ati@tad by electroweak amplitudes®fG § ),
described by °-penguins and box diagrams which exhibit a power-like GIMchamism. This property
implies a severe suppression of non-perturbative effedtich is generally not the case for meson de-
cays receiving contributions of (G ) (gluon penguins) and/ar (G «, )(photon penguins), which
therefore have only a logarithmic GIM mechanism. A relategortant virtue, following from this pe-
culiar electroweak structure, is the fact that ! amplitudes can be described in terms of a single
effective operator, namely

0

Q= (s du)(rn 1): (171)

The hadronic matrix elements of_, relevant fork ! amplitudes can be extracted directly from
the well-measured * ! Ye" decay, including the leading isospin breaking (IB) coricett [842)].
The estimation of the matrix elements is improved and exddrjf43] beyond the leading order analysis.

Inthecaseok ! ° ,whichis CP-violating and dominated by the dimension-ejx quark
contribution, the SM Short-Distance (SD) dynamics is thecoeled in a perturbatively calculable real
function X that multiplies the CKM factor . = v, Vyy. Inthe case ok * ! * also a charm
quark contribution proportional to. = V_,V4 has to be taken into account, but the recent NNLO QCD
calculation of the dimension-six charm quark correctid®4], 845] and the progress in the evaluation of
dimension-eight charm and long-distance (LD) up quarkot$f§846] elevated the theoretical cleanness
ofk * I 7 almosttothe level ok, ! ° . More details will be given in Sector8.8.2.

The important virtue ok ! decays is that their clean theoretical character remailic iva
essentially all extensions of the SM and thay;, due to the special properties of the neutrinos, remains
the only relevant operator. Consequently, in most SM extessthe New Physics (NP) contributions
toxk* ! * andg, ! © can be parametrized in a model-independent manner by just tw
parameters, the magnitude and the phase of the functiorn [847

X = XE*; (172)

that multiplies . in the relevant effective Hamiltonian. In the S, j= X gy and x = 0.

The parametersk jand y can be extracted from xk , ! yandB (g ! 7 ) with-
out hadronic uncertainties, while the functian can be calculated in any extension of the SM within
perturbation theory. Of particular interest is the ratio

BKy ! °© X % s z
Ky ) _ sin ( . X ) . (173)
BKr! % v Xgu sin
Bearing in mind that 214, Eq. [I73) shows that , ! ° is a very sensitive function of the
new phasey . The pattern of the twa ! branching ratios as a function fis illustrated in

Fig.[43a. We note that the ratio of the two modes shown in[Elp. depends very mildly ok jand
therefore provides an excellent tool to extract the nongaed CP-violating phase; .

An interesting and complementary window 10s j= 1 SD transitions is provided by the, !
0«4 gystem ¢ = ;e). While the latter is theoretically not as clean as the! system, it is
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Fig.43:a)B®* ! * )VS.B (K, ! © )forvarious values of; = x (including E949 data) [761].
The dotted horizontal lines indicate the lower part of thpesimental range [848—850] and the grey area the SM
prediction. We also show the Grossman-Nir (GN) bound [8B}]The ratio of thex ! branching ratios as

a function of y for X j= 125; 15; 2:0. The horizontal line is again the GN bound.

sensitive to different types of SD operators. Ehe ! ‘" * decay amplitudes have three main ingre-
dients: i) a clean direct-CP-violating (CPV) componenedeiined by SD dynamics; ii) an indirect-CPV
term due tak °—k ° mixing; iii) a LD CP-conserving (CPC) component due to twmfon intermediate
states. Although generated by very different dynamicssalteree components are of comparable size
and can be computed (or indirectly determined) to good aoyuwvithin the SM [852, 853]. In the pres-

ence of non-vanishing NP contributions, the combined nreasents ok ! andg ! 0«
decays provide a unique tool to distinguish among diffeMfatmodels.
The following discussion concentrates on the! andg ! %7 decays in the SM

(Section3.8.2 and Section 3.B.3) and its most popular eikiea (Sections 3.8.4 and 3.8.5). In Sec-
tion[3.8.6 we stress the complementaritykof andB -physics as well as the interplay with the high-
physics at the LHC. Recent theoretical updates on kaon demayfound in [854—856]. Experimen-
tal programs at CERN and J-PARC are described in Sectioi ar&l Section 3.8.8, respectively. The
current experimental status is summarized in Table 40.

BE*® ! * ) B! 9 ) B®! Ye) B®.L! 9* )
147550y 180 <67 16 <28 18° <38 14°
[848-850] [857] [858] [859]

Table 40: Current experimental results or limits for rake decay branching fractions.

382 k+t 1 * andx, ! ° in the SM
After summation over the three lepton families the SM bramgatios for thex ! decays can be
written as
m > Re Re 2
BK™! 7 ow= . B Kew  + B “Xosu + S (Pt Bep) i (174)
0 In ¢ ’
BKry ! s = 1 —5 Xsu ; (175)

where = j/,cjwhile , = (526 006) 18 ( =0225°and . = (229 003) 18 ( =0225)°
[860] include the leading IB corrections in relatifg ! tok ! O¢" [842]. The dimension-
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six top quark contributiorx g, = 1:464  0:041 [844,845] accounts for aroungBs and almostL00%

of the total rates. It is known to NLO [547,548], with a scaleertainty of about% . Inx * ! * ,
dimension-six charm quark corrections and subleading d#ioa-eight charm and LD up quark effects,
characterized by. = 038 0:04[844,845]and B,, = 0:04 0:02[846], amount to a moderats%
and a meret$ . Light quark contributions are negligible in the case ofthe ! ° decay [861].

Taking into account all the indirect constraints from thie&t global unitarity triangle (UT) fit, the
SM predictions for the tw& ! rates read

BK"™! * o= (84 10) 1 ; BKL! % o= (@7 04 18: (176)

The quoted central value ef * |+ corresponds tap = 1:3Gev and the given error breaks
down as follows: residual scale uncertainties), m . (22% ), CKM, 4, andm . (37% ), and matrix-
elements fronk * ! %" and light quark contributions26% ). The main source of uncertainty in
K, ! © is parametric 4% ), while the impact of scales.{% ) and IB (15% ) is subdominant. SM
predictions forg ! with total uncertainties at the level 6& or below are thus possible through
a better knowledge of. ., of the IB in thek ! form factors, and/or by a lattice study [862] of
higher-dimensional and LD contributions.

While the determination of/.yj sin2 , and from thexk ! system is without doubt still
of interest, with the slow progress in measuring the relevaanching ratios and much faster progress
in the extraction of the angle from theB; ! DK system to be expected at the LHC, the role of
thex ! system will shift towards the search for NP rather than thierde@nation of the CKM
parameters.

In fact, determining the UT from tree-level dominated ands -decays and thus independently
of NP will allow to find the “true” values of the CKM parametermserting these, hopefully accurate,
values in Egs[(174) and (1]75) will allow to obtain very psecEM predictions for the rates of both rare
K -decays. A comparison with future data &n ! may then give a clear signal of potential NP
contributions in a theoretically clean environment. Evewidtions by20% from the SM expectations
could be considered as signals of NP, while such a conclusianot be drawn in most other decays, in
which the theoretical errors are at lease .

383 K ! 04+ 4 inthe SM

As mentioned in the introduction, the, !  °“* © amplitudes have three main components. The inter-
esting direct-CPV component, proportionalto ., is generated by °-, -penguins and box diagrams
and is SD dominated. It is encoded by local dimension-sixorez, = (sdy (‘) and axial-vector
Q7 = (sdy (““)a operators, whose Wilson coefficients; ;;» are known to NLO [863]. The former
produces the® * pairinal state, the latter both in* * and0 * states. Asin th& ! ~ case,
the corresponding hadronic matrix elements are obtainecigely fromk .; decays [842].

The other two components are of electromagnetic origin aeddaminated by LD dynamics.
These contributions cannot be computed from first prinsipléowever, they can be related to measurable
guantities within Chiral Perturbation Theory (CHPT). Tinglirect CPV amplitudea K ., "Kq !

0 1 04 yis determined [864] — up to a sign ambiguity — by the measurémefB (K 5 !

0+« ). In this case the* “ pairis produced ina state and interferes with the SD contribution of
0 v . As discussed in [852, 865], various theoretical argumpaist toward a constructive interference.
Finally, the CPC contributionx(;, ! ° 1 %« « ) produces the* “ pair either in a helicity-
suppressed* * state or in a phase-space suppresset state. Within CHPT, only the* * state is
produced at LO through the finite two-loop process !  %p*p + 0 1 0sv (p = x),
Higher-order corrections are estimated using ! °  experimental data for both thee* and2* *
contributions [852, 853].
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Cdjr Cjnt Cmix C

‘=e (462 024) w3, + w3, (113 03)wy 145 05; 0
‘= (109 005) w3, + 2:32w3, (263 0:06) wyy 336 020 52 1%

Table 41: Numerical coefficients for the evaluation®fk , ! °“* “ )as given in Eq[{147).

Altogether, the branching ratios can be expressed as [832, 8
By ! %7*)=(Cl, Ch.Bsi+ConpBhsf+C’ ) 106%; (177)
where thec ; are reported in Table 4137, 7v = In ( 72 7v )=In  andpsj= 12  02is fixed
fromB=® Kg ! 0+ [866,867]. Using the SM values of, v [863], the predicted rates are

et e =+ 0:98 oot 0:62 1, *
Bsu = 3547555 1567549 16" ; B

G = 1417028 0057022 18t ;  (178)

for constructive (destructive) interference. Currentlye theory error (see Fig. ¥6a) is dominated by
the uncertainty onag j Better measurements Bf K s !  °“*  )would thus be very welcome. Also,
better measurements®f, ! °  would help in reducing the error on tlie* and2* * contributions.
Alternatively, they can be partially cut away through eryecgts or Dalitz plot analyses [852, 853, 868].
As shown in Fig[[4ba, the irreducible theoretical errors loese modes can be pushed below the
level, allowing very significant tests of flavour physics.

The integrated forward-backward (or lepton-energy) asytmyn(see references in [868]), gener-
ated by the interference between CPC and CPV amplitudeaptae reliably estimated at present for
‘= ebecause of the poor theoretical control on the contribution. In the case af . . the situation
is better since the* * part is negligible. One has _ | 20% ( 12% )for constructive (destructive)
interference. Interestingly, though the error is large,, can be used to fix the sign af.

Let us close with a short commenten, ! * . Here the SD partis CPC and has recently
been evaluated at NNLO [869]. The much larger LD contribugiwoceeds via two photons. While its
absorptive part is fixed fror& |, ! , its dispersive part is difficult to estimate, requiring aokvn
counterterms in CHPT [870]. Moreover, in this case the tlotpn LD amplitude interferes with the
SD one (they both produce a lepton pair ir0o& state). This interference, which depends on the
sign ofA K ! ), is presumably constructive [871] and better measuremsfrks, ! °  or
K* 1! * could settle this sign. However, even with the help of thi®imation it is difficult to
reduce the theoretical error below 50% of the SD contribution.

384 x* ' andk;, ! °  beyondthe SM

Minimal Flavour Violation In models with Minimal Flavour Violation (MFV) [10, 12] both
decays are, like in the SM, governed by a single real functiahat can take a different value than in the
SM due to new particle exchange in the relevaftpenguin and box diagrams (see FFig. 43a). Restricting
first our discussion to the so-called constrained MFV (CME8e [872]), in which strong correlations
betweerk - andB -decays exist, one finds that the branching ratioxfér | andg, ! °
cannot be much larger than their SM values given in Eq.l(176&95% probability bounds read [190]

BK* ! *  oury 119 18 ; BEKy ! ° Oury 46 18 : (179)

Explicit calculations in a model with one Universal Extrani#insion (UED) [181] and in the Littlest
Higgs model withoutr -parity [142] give explicit examples of this scenario withetbranching ratios

within 20% of the SM expectations. The latest detailed analysks of in the Minimal Supersym-
metric SM (MSSM) with MFV can be found in [860].
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Fig.44:a)B(K, ! % )vs.BE" ! ¥ ) in the LHT model [158]. The shaded area represents the
experimentall -rangefors ® * ! ¥ ). The GN bound is displayed by the dotted line, while the slitie
separates the two areaswherek , | ° )islarger or smallertha k* ! * . b)BEK, ! Plete )
(uppercurve)ané (K , ! ° * ) (lowercurve) as functionsd (k , ! ° )inthe LHT model [158].

Probably the most interesting property of this class of nioidea theoretically clean determination
of the angle of the standard UT, which utilizes both branching ratios anithdependent of the value
of X [873,874]. Consequently, this determination is univevsittin the class of MFV models and any
departure of the resulting value of from the corresponding one measuredsirdecays would signal
non-MFV interactions.

Littlest Higgs Model with T-parity  The structure ok ! decays in the Littlest Higgs
model with T -parity (LHT) differs notably from the one found in MFV modetiue to the presence of
mirror quarks and leptons that interact with the light fesms through the exchange of heavy charged
(w ) and neutral ¢ ) , A5 ) gauge bosons. The mixing matrix 4 that governs these interactions can
differ from v« , which implies the presence of non-MFV interactions. ladtef a single real function
X that is universal within th& -, B 3- andB s-systems in MFV models, one now has three functions

Xx = Kx 5 ;5 Xa= Ka®' %7 Xs= KsP°; (180)

that due to the presence of mirror fermions can have difftepfrases and magnitudes.  Moreover,
it is important to note that mirror fermion contributionseagenhanced by a CKM factar= éi’ with

i= K ;d;sforthex -, B4 andB .-systems respectively. As' ' 7 4 14, whereas )7 1 16

and és’ ’ 4 16, the deviation from the SM prediction in the-system is found to be by more than
an order of magnitude larger than in thg-system, and even by two orders of magnitude larger than in
the B ;-system. This possibility can have a major impact onghe system, since the correlations
betweerk - andB -decays are partially lost and the presence of a large phasan change the pattern
of these decays from the one observed in MFV. A detailed aisa[{158] shows that both branching
ratios can depart significantly from their SM values, and baras high ag:0  18°. As shown in
Fig.[44a, there are two branches of allowed values with gtroorrelations between both branching
ratios within a given branch. In the lower branch omlyx * ! ~ ) can differ substantially from
the SM expectations reaching values well above the presaiat experimental value. In the second
brancnB®, ! ° jandB® ! * ycan be ashighas0 16 and2:3  148°, respectively.
MoreoverB K, ! ° )can be larger thaB (k" ! * ywhich is excluded within MFV models.
Other features distinguishing this model from MFV are thayly discussed in [158].
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Supersymmetry Within the MSSM withR -parity conservation, sizable non-standard contribu-
tions tox ! — decays can be generated if the soft-breaking terms have-dRdhstructure. The
leading amplitudes giving rise to large effects are indumgd) chargino/up-squark loops [131,847,875,
876] ii) charged Higgs/top quark loops [877]. In the firstedarge effects are generated if the left-right
mixing (& term) of the up-squarks has a non-MFV structure [10]. In #eoad case, deviations from the
SM are induced by non-MFV terms in the right-right down secpoovided the ratio of the two Higgs
vacuum expectation valuessqh = w,=vy) is large tan 30 50).

The effective Hamiltonian encoding SD contributions in tieneral MSSM has the following
structure:

&ory VeV X1 (s d)m  x)+ Xr(s &)wn wn)l; (181)

=e; ;
where the SM case is recovered for = 0 andX; = X gy . In general, botiX x andX ;, are non-
vanishing, and the misalignment between quark and squasiuitastructures implies that they are both
complex gquantities. Since the ! matrix elements of(g d;)and (g dg) are equal, the
combinationX ; + X allows us to describe all the SD contributions®o ! ~ decays. More
precisely, we can simply use the SM expressions for the biagaatios in Eqs[(174) t¢_(1¥5) with the
following replacement

SUSY

XSM ! XSM +XL +X1§USY : (182)

In the limit of almost degenerate superpartners, the lgadimargino/up-squarks contribution
is [876]:
L GG L O 323 0T 8050, (183)

96 t 9 « M2 M2)RR
As pointed out in [876], a remarkable feature of the abovaltés that no extrad ™ =M gy gy ) SUp-
pression and no explicit CKM suppression is present (asppéas in the chargino/up-squark contribu-
tions to other processes). Furthermore, the, )-type mass insertions are not strongly constrained by
others - andk -observables. This implies that large departures from Meegpectations irk ! -
decays are allowed, as confirmed by the complete analysel9f 860]. As illustrated in Fid. 45a,
K ! ~— are the best observables to determine/constrain from empetal data the size of the off-
diagonal ( ' ) mass insertions or, equivalently, the up-type trilineamt®a ;5 [ 0 2);, 3, mA i3]
Their measurement is therefore extremely interesting ialsioe LHC era.

X

In the largetan  limit, the charged Higgs/top quark exchange leads to [877]:
" | |
m gm g £ (923082 )2 métﬁ I2<Rt2

XH
b oM 2 . M2 1+ st )

£y (Ve )i (184)

whereyy = m2M 2, £y (x)= x=4(1 x)+ xbgx=4(x 1jand ;zxgrt = O (1)fort = tan

50. The first term of Eq[(184) arises from MFV effects and itsgmtial tan enhancement is more than
compensated by the smallnessof .. The second term on the r.h.s. of Hg. (1184), which would appea
only at the three-loop level in a standard loop expansionbzatargely enhanced by then* factor
and does not contain any suppression due to light quark maSamilarly to the double mass-insertion
mechanism of Eq[(183), also in this case the potentiallgitepeffect is the one generated when two
off-diagonal squark mixing terms replace the two CKM fastog; andv.

The couplingofthe g dz )( 1 )effective FCNC operator, generated by charged-Higgs/top
guark loops is phenomenologically relevant only at latge and with non-MFV right-right soft-
breaking terms: a specific but well-motivated scenario wigtand-unified theories (see e.g. [878,879]).
These non-standard effects do not vanish in the limit of Wesmuarks and gauginos, and have a slow
decoupling with respect to the charged-Higgs boson masshéwn in [877] thes -physics constraints
still allow a large room of non-standard effectskin ! ~ even for flavour-mixing terms of CKM size
(see Figl 4bb).
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Fig. 45: Supersymmetric contributions to ! ~— . a) Dependence of various FCNC observables (normalized
to their SM value) on the up-type trilinear terms ; and 2 .3, for A ;5 Ag andtan = 2-4 (other key

parametersin GeV: = 500 10,M , = 300 10,M,, = 600 20,M, = 800 20,A, = 1000)[860]. b)
Sensitivity to ( £ )23 ( £ )31 of various rarex - andB -decays as a function of ;; ., settingtan =50, <0
and assuming almost degenerate superpartners (the boonmdthe twok ! modes are obtained assuming
a 10% measurement of their branching ratios while the, ! * bounds refer to the present experimental
limits [877]).

385 K., ! %+ peyondthe SM

Within the SMK, ! %e*e andk, ! ©° * decays have a very similar dynamics, but for the
different lepton masses. This makes them an ideal probe dfféBts when taken in combination [853,
868]. Moreoverx, ! ©° * is sensitive to Higgs-induced helicity-suppressed opesato which

K ! (andg ! %e* e )are blind.

NP with SM operators In many scenarios, such as enhanced electroweak pengUEWHRIE
[761], the MSSM at moderatein  [880], Little Higgs models (LHT) [158], UED [181], and lemjoark
models [881], NP only modifies the strength of the SM opegtaithout introducing new structures.
In general, these models induce larger effectskfgr ! °© than forg, ' %« | Still, the latter
modes should not be disregarded as they offer the posgibililisentangle effects in the vector and
axial-vector currents. Indeed,;, produces the final lepton pair also in a helicity-suppresséd state,
hence contributes differently o, ! %e"e andx, ! ©° * , while theg -, contributions are
identical for both modes (up to phase-space correctiortsaasuming lepton flavour universality) [853].

As a consequence, the area spanned irBttie;, ! %ete ) B®, ! ° * )plane for
arbitraryw 1» v is non-trivial, see Fid.46b. Taking all errors into accquhis translates into the bounds
01+ 024B* B 06+ 058B°withB ' =B®, ! %“ ) 10[868].

Usually, in specific models, there are correlations betwiheneffects of NP orp v andQ 7,
operators. In the MSSM at moderaten , the dominant effect is due to chargino contributions te
and -penguins [131, 847, 875, 876] sensitive to the double wasdgmass insertions. Since’- and

-penguins are correlated, so &g, andQ ;x and only a subregion of the red area can be reached. This
is true whether or not there are new CP-phases. Interegtinghe LHT model [158], the contributions
to w5y cancel each other to a large extent, leading to a quasi eoeeaorrespondence, see Higl 44b.
This constitutes a powerful test of the model. In the case B¥Mhe overall effect is found to be always
smallerthanfox , ! ° , with a maximum enhancement w.r.t. the SM of abbut [860]. Finally,
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Fig. 46: a) Theory error as a function of the errorgn §b)B K, ! ©° * HagainsB®, ! ‘e" e )for
various NP scenarios [868]. The red sector is allowed foMifileon coefficientsy;, andy-y , exclusively, to take
arbitrary values; the green broken line with squares cpoads to a common rescaling of the two coefficients.
The LHT result of [158] lies between EEWP and V,A only. Lighad (dark blue) corresponds to arbitrans ;7
together withReys j< 90 (dmyp j< 35), respectively, while the yellow region correspondsio 7v s » arbitrary
but compatible with thes x , ! * ) measurement, wherg; andys are the coefficients for scalar and
pseudoscalar operators.

the contribution of the dipole operators d)F can be absorbed intos; [131] and NP contributions
of this type cannot be singled out.

NP with New Operators NP could of course also induce new operators. A systematilysis
of the impact of all possible dimension-six semileptoniemors onk ;, ! %" “ can be found
in [868]. Here we concentrate on the most interesting cagpsdudo-)scalar operatogs; = (sd)(¢”)
andQp = (sd)¢ 5“), inducing a CPC (CPV) contribution. These operators araecdd in the MSSM
atlargetan where they originate from neutral Higgs exchanges and argitsee to down-squark mass
insertions [553]. Being helicity-suppressed, they aftedy the muon mode and can lead to a clear signal
outside the red region in Fig. #6b. Of course, in the MSSM,tbed)(““)and ( s sd)(“ 5*) operators,
contributing tok ;, ! “*‘ , are also generated. Interestingly, the currerk , ! * =P still
leaves open the large yellow region in Higl 46b, when contbimigh generab) 7 72 operators.

Finally, note that tree-level leptoquark exchange [881drutrino exchange in SUSY withowrit
parity [882—885] can also induce (pseudo-)scalar opesabut without helicity-suppression. However,
to evade the strong constraint fromk , ! e'e )*® = (9°0) 1062, one would need to invoke a
large breaking of lepton-flavour universality to have ablisieffectink , ! © *

3.8.6 Conclusions on the theoretical prospects

Rarek -decays are excellent probes of New Physics. Firstly, #aaeptional cleanness allows to access
very high energy scales. As stressed recently in [35, 158,88D], NP could be seen in raxke-decays
without significant signals i® 4 .-decays and, in specific scenarios, even without new pestiafithin
the LHC reach. Secondly, if LHC finds NP, its energy scale balffixed. Then, the combined measure-
ments of the four rar& -modes would help in discriminating among NP models. Faaimse, we have
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seen that specific correlations exist in MFV or LHT, which ¢enused as powerful tests (see [Fig. 44).
Further, in all cases, the information extracted from the fnodes is essential to establish the NP flavour
structure in thes | d sector, as illustrated in the MSSM at both moderate (seé4Big) and largean

(see Figs[_45b and 6b). Rake-decays are thus an integral part, along witkphysics and collider
observables, of the grand project of reconstructing the Migghfrom data. Experimentally, together
with these very rare modes, improving bounds on forbiddesage (e.gk ! e ) can be interesting.
Also, rarek -decays would benefit from experimental progress in (less) nadiativek -decays like
Kg ! 9+ (see Fig[4ba). For all these reasons, it is very importaputsue ambitious. -physics
programs in the era of the LHC.

3.8.7 Program at CERN

The proposed experiment NA62 (formerly NA48/3) at CERN-$B86] aims to collect aboug0 K * !

* events with an excellent signal over background ratio inyears of running, allowing for a0%
measurement of the branching ratio of the ! * decay. The data taking should start in 2010.
NAG62 will replace the NA48 apparatus at CERN and will make afsthe existing beam line. The layout
of the experiment is sketched in figure 47.
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Fig. 47: Layout of the NA62 (NA48/3) experiment.

The experiment proposes to exploit a kaon decay in flightrtiegle to achievel0% of signal
acceptance. An inteng®0 G eV =c proton beam, extracted from the SPS, produces a secondaiyech
beam by impinging on a Be target. W0 m long beam line selects® G ev =c momentum beam with a
1% RMS momentum band. This beam coverssacm ? area, has an average rate of abgut MHz and
is composed by% of K * and94% of *,e" and protons. A differential Cerenkov counter (CEDAR)
placed along the beam line ensures a positive kaon idetitiical he beam enters in& m long decay
region evacuated at a level of © mbar, enough to avoid sizeable background from the intieracf the
particles with the residual gas. The kaon decay rate in thaydeegion is about MHz : it provides about
10'3 K * decays in two years of data taking, assuming 100 days asngiimie at60% of efficiency,
which is a very realistic estimate based on the decennial@\&¢perience at the SPS.

The experimental signature ofa* ! is one reconstructed positive track in the down-
stream detector. The squared missing mass allows a kinsahaéparation between the signal and about
90% of the total background (see figlirel 48). The precise kineralatéconstruction of the event requires
a performing tracking system for the beam particles and lzeged decay products of the kaons.
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Fig. 48: Squared missing mass for Kaon decays. The squared missisg ismaefined as the square of the
difference between the 4-momentum of the kaon and of theygelasack in the hypothesis that it is a pion.

The beam tracker consists of three Si pixels stations (SB)Bi&ving a surface af6 48 m m?.
The charged particle rate on each station is alsolIHz cm 2 on average. The stations are made up by
300 300 m?pixels,300 m thick and containing the sensor and the chip bump-bondetl Amlieast
200 ps time resolution per station is required to provideitable tag of the kaon track. A mistagging
of the kaon, in fact, may be a source of background becaugeilsghe resolution of the reconstructed
squared missing mass.

Six straw chambers, 0.5% radiation length thick, placechengame vacuum of the decay region
form the downstream spectrometer. Two magnets provide andaht measurement of the particle mo-
mentum, useful to keep the non gaussian tails of the reeartstn under control. The central hole of
each station, which lets the undecayed beam pass througth beandisplaced in the bending plane of the
magnets according to the path of the G ev =c positive beam. This configuration allows the tracker to
be used as a veto for negative particles uptas v =c, needed for the rejection of backgrounds like
K* ! * & .Areduced size prototype will be built and tested in 2007.

A system of vetoes, a veto and a RICH complement the tracking system to guarani€E’ a
level of background rejection.

A 18 m long RICH located after the spectrometer and filled W#hat atmospheric pressure is
the core of the = = separation. Al1 an radius beam pipe crosses the RICH and two tilted mirrors
at the end reflect the Cerenkov light toward an array of ab6002hototubes placed in the focal plane.
Simulations showed that enough photoelectrons can bectedleper track to achieve a better than

= separation betweerb and35 G eV =c. The RICH provides also the timing of the downstream track
with a 100 ps time resolution. The construction and test of a full langtotype is planned for 2007.

A combination of calorimeters covering up to 50 mrad sengegdentify the photons. Ring-
shaped calorimeters, most of them laying in the high vacubithe decay region, cover the angular
region between 10 and 50 mrad. Tests on prototypes builgused scintillator tiles and scintillating
fibers are scheduled for 2007 at a taggefacility at LNF. The existing NA48 liquid krypton calorimet
(LKr) [887] is intended to be used as a veto fodown to 1 mrad. Data taken by NA48/2 in 2004 and a
test run performed in 2006 using a taggedbeam at CERN show that the LKr matches our requests in
terms of efficiency. A program of consolidation and updatthefreadout electronics of the LKr is under
way. Small calorimeters around the beam pipe and behind tlenmeto cover the low angle region.

Six meters of alternated plates of iron and extruded skitdils form a hadronic sampling calorime-
ter (MAMUD), able to provide a.0° rejection. An aperture in the center lets the beam pass ghrou
and a magnetic field inside deflects the beam out of the acuapta the last veto.

Simulations of the whole apparatus basedec@aNT3 andGEANT4 showed that 10% signal ac-
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ceptance are safely achievable. The use of the RICH comstihe accepted pion track within the
(15;35) G ev =c momentum range. The higher cut is an important loss of sigoedptance, but assures
that events likex * ! * 0 deposit at least0 G ev of electromagnetic energy, making their rejection
easier. The simulations indicate that a 10% background igveearly achievable.

The overall experimental design requires a sophisticatetinology for which an intense R&D
program is started. Actually we propose an experiment ableach a sensitivity of0 ‘2 per event,
employing existing infrastructure and detectors at CERN.

3.8.8 Program at J-PARC

The Japan Proton Accelerator Research Complex (J-PAR@] [8& new facility being constructed in

the Tokai area of Japan as a joint project of High Energy Aere¢br Research Organization (KEK) and
Japan Atomic Energy Agency. Slow-extracted proton beaniciwis of 30GeV and whose intensity is

2 10 protons per 0.7-sec spill every 3.3 sec at the Phase-1,rispoated to the experimental area
called NP Hall (figuré 49). The proton beam hits the target@oduces a variety of secondary particles,
including low-energy *’'s andx ;,’s.
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Fig. 49: A plan for the layout of NP Hall at J-PARC.

The first PAC meeting for Nuclear and Particle Physics Expernits at J-PARC was held in the
early summer of 2006 [889]. Concerning kaon physics, twgepsals: “Measurement of T-violating

Transverse Muon Polarizationin® ! ° * Decays” and “Proposal fat, ! © Experiment at
J-Parc” received scientific approval. The latter proposatrex ;, ! © decay is discussed in this
section; the former one is discussed in the “Charged Lept#T Csection of WG3.

The branching ratio fok ;, ! ° is predicted to be2:7  04) 18 in the Standard

Model, while the experimental upper limig:;7  10° at the 90% confidence level, is currently set by
the E391a Collaboration at the KEK 12-GeV PS using the ddtaated during the second period of
data taking [857]. E391a was the first dedicated experimamkf ! ° and aimed to be a pilot
experiment. The new proposal at J-PARC [890] is to measwrédthnching ratio with an uncertainty
less than 10% and takes a step-by-step approach to achisgoéth.

The common T1 target on the A-line and the beamline with addrek extraction angle, as shown
in figure[49, will be used in the first stage of the experimert4E Survey of a new neutral beamline in
the first year of J-PARC commissioning and operation is gi&den understands the beam-related issues
at J-PARC. The E14 experiment will be performed by the dat® giears of LHC” ( 2012/2013); the
goal is to make the first observation of the decay. In the otisenulation, 3.5 Standard Model events
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with 1:8 1@ protons on target in total are expected with the S/N ratio.4f The beamline elements
and the detector of E391a will be re-used by imposing necgsaadifications. A schematic view of
the detector setup is shown in figurel 50. In particular, theoped Csl crystals in the calorimeter for
measuring the two photons fronf inx, ! ° will be replaced with the smaller-size and longer
crystals used in the Fermilab KTeV experiment (figuré 513cdssions on the loan of the crystals are
in progress. The technique of waveform digitization will iiged on the outputs of the counters in the
detector to distinguish pile-up signals from legitimateotphoton signals under the expected high-rate
conditions. A new extra photon detection system to redue&th ! ° © background will cover the
regions in or around the neutral beam.

CCo01 FB CC02 MB BCV CV CsI CCO3 C(CC04 CCO5 CC06 BHCV BHPV
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125 m

RS A Vi

Fig. 51: Layout of the calorimeter for the J-PARKC, experiment with the KTeV Csl crystals.

After the E14 experiment establishes the experimentahigdies to achieve the physics goal, the
beamline and the detector will be upgraded for the next stdfgre than 100 Standard Model events
(equivalent to a single event sensitivity of less tkan 10 1° ) with a S/N ratio of 4.8 will be accumulated
by the era of a “super B-factory” ( 2020).
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3.9 Charm physics
3.9.1 Case for continuing charm studies in a nutshell

While nobody can doubt the seminal role that charm studiageal for the evolution and acceptance
of the Standard Model (SM), conventional wisdom is less @sgld about their future. Yet on closer

examination a strong case emerges in two respects, bothichiahe based on the weak phenomenology
predicted by the SM for charm:

— to gain new insights into and make progress in establisthiegretical control over QCD’s non-
perturbative dynamics, which will also calibrate our thetaral tools fore studies;

— to use charm transitions as a novel window into New Phy$i&y) (

Lessons from the first item will have an obvious impact on #eks listed under the second one. They
might actually be of great value even beyond QCD, if the Newskis anticipated for the TeV scale is
of the strongly interacting variety.

Detailed analyses of leptonic and semileptonic decays afnathadrons provide a challenging
testbed for validating lattice QCD, which is the only knowarhework with the promise for a truly
guantitative treatment of charm hadrons that can be imgreystematically

While significant ‘profit’ can be ‘guaranteed’ for the firstih, the situation is less clear concerning
the second one, the search for New Physics. While it had toxpected that no sign of New Physics
would show up at the present level of experimental sengitivio clear-cut benchmark has been set at
which level New Physics could emerge with even odds. In thass one is dealing with hypothesis-
generating rather than probing research. It will be esaktdiharness the statistical power of the LHC
for high quality charm studies.

Yet the situation is much more promising than it seems atdiestce. New Physics scenarios in
general induce flavour changing neutral currents (FCNQ)dhariori have little reason to be as much
suppressed as in the SM. More specifically they could be antislly stronger for up-type than for
down-type quarks; this can happen in particular in modelglwhave to reduce strangeness changing
neutral currents below phenomenologically acceptablelsdvy some alignment mechanism.

In such scenarios charm plays a unigue role among the upgtyaeksu, candt; for only charm
allows the full range of probes for New Physics in general #adour-changing neutral currents in
particular: (i) Since top quarks do not hadronise [891]réhean be nar® T9 oscillations. More
generally, hadronisation, while hard to bring under théocat control, enhances the observability of
C P violation. (ii) As far asu quarks are concerned?, and °decay electromagnetically, not weakly.
They are their own antiparticles and thus cannot oscillatee asymmetries are mostly ruled out by
CPT invariance.

Our basic contention can then be formulated as folld@lsarm transitions provide a unique portal
for a novel access to flavour dynamics with the experimertightson being a priori quite favourable
(apart from the absence of Cabibbo suppression). Yet eatinéimdicap can be overcome by statistics.

The truly committed reader can find more nourishment forHigréuriosity in several recent re-
views [892—-894].
These points alluded to above will be addressed in somewtia detail in the following sections.

3.9.2 Charm Mixing

Prior observations of mixing in all down-type quark mixingsteems puts charm physics in a unique
position in the modern investigations of flavour physicstestystem where the first evidence for the
phenomena has emerged only recently (just before the atiblic of this document). Results of these
studies are addressed after a short phenomenologicatiuatiion.
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The Standard Model contributions to charm mixing are sugg®d totan® . 5% becausen®
decays are Cabibbo favoured. The GIM cancellation coulthéursuppress mixing through off-shell
intermediate states to0 2 10¢. Standard Model predictions for charm mixing rates spareisty
orders of magnitude [894,895]. Fortunately, CP violatiomiixing iso (10 ° )inthe SM so CP violation
involving D °D © oscillations is a reliable probe of New Physics.

Charm physics studies are complementary to the correspgnatiograms in bottom or strange
systems due to the fact that’D ° mixing is influenced by the dynamical effectsddwn-type particles

Effective C = 2 interactions generate contributions to the effective afwes that change @ °
state into & ° state, leading to the mass eigenstates

2
Pii=pp°i P’ RZ= o (185)
p
where the complex parametgssand g are obtained from diagonalising tle® D° mass matrix with
¥ + §f = 1. If CP-violation in mixing is neglectedy becomes equal tg, so P i1 become CP
eigenstates; PP i= D i
The time evolution of @ ° or D ° is conventionally described by an effective Hamiltonianiakh
is non-Hermitian and allows the mesons to decay. We write
" # " #
e Powi y i P Ow)i
i - b
et Powi 2 P )i

whereM and are2 2 matrices. We invok& P T invariance so thatt ; = M », M and ;; =
22 . The eigenvalues of this Hamiltonian are
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whereM ; , are the masses of tite; , and ; , are their decay widths, and
S
a_ My

p M2

12

N - | N -

12

The mass and width splittings between these eigenstategvareby
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These parameters are experimentally observable and catudieds using a variety of methods to be
discussed below. SM and all reasonable models of NP pregict 1[894,895], which influences the

available strategies for those measurements.

(186)

3.9.3 Semileptonic decays

The most natural way to search for charm mixing is to employiptonic decays. It is also not the
most sensitive way, as it is only sensitive g, , a quadratic function ok andy. Use of theD °
semileptonic decays for the mixing search involves the mreasent of the time-dependent or time-
integrated rate for the wrong-sign (WS) decaystof wherec ! © ! s —, relative to the right-
sign (RS) decay rate; ! s‘* . DecaysD? ! K () “*~ have been experimentally searched for
[896—900]. Although the time integrated rate is measurederal experiments use the time dependence
of D Y decays to increase the sensitivity. Currently the bestitbétysis reached by the Belle experiment,
Ry = (020 047 0:4) 10 ,using 253 fb' of data ine mode only. Projecting to a possible
2 ab' one can hope for a sensitivity of abouto2  10°, including also systematic uncertainty.
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3.9.4 Nonleptonic decays to non-CP eigenstates

A decay mode providing one of the best sensitivities to themgiparametersi® ° ! K * . Time-
dependent studies allow separation of the direct doublyiib® suppressed (DC$)° ! K *  am-
plitude from the mixing contributiom ® ! D° ! K *  [901,902],
h o i
Do x* = e "Ag +j2 Rp + RpRp (yocos Lsin ) t+ RT%]RD%I ( tf ; (187)

wherer j, is the ratio of DCS and Cabibbo-favoured (CF) decay ratexeSi andy are small, the best
constraint comes from the linear termstithat are alsdinear in x andy. A direct extraction ok andy
from Eq. [187) is not possible due to the unknown relativergirphasex  of DCS and CF amplitudes,
asx’= xcos ¢ + ysih x ,y’= ycos k x sin ¢ . This phase can be measured independently
(see CLEO-c result in Sectién 3.9.8). The correspondinméda can also be written [903] far ° decay
withx®!  ®andr, ! R, !.

Experimentally, this method af ° mixing search requires a good understanding of the detector
decay time resolution to model correctly the measuredidigton. Several experiments performed fits
to disentangle the individual contributions in Elg. (187049910]. The most recent study by BaBar
collaboration [911] finds an evidence for non-zero valueshef mixing parameters. The preliminary
95% C.L. contours of the measured values are shown if_Eiglrb&zrms of single parameter errors to
be used for projections the most accurate is the measurdmgedelle, using 400 fot of data. Several
fits to decay time distributions are performed; assumingjtthe CP violation is negligible, the result is
xZ= (048 071) 10%,y°= (06 1Y) 10° andrRp, = (364 017) 10°, where the errors
are statistical only. Projections of the 95% C &% ;v°) contour to the axes yield confidence intervals
of xX2 < 072 10° andy®2 [ 99;6:8] 10°. With a 2 ab® data sample a statistical accuracy of
01 10° and2 10° can be expected fot® andy?®, respectively, similar to the current systematic
uncertainties; a large contribution to the latter is duehslackground modelling, the understanding of
which might improve with a larger data sample as well.

CDF has demonstrated the potential of experiments at hamblliders to make mixing-related
measurements using hadronic decays through the recegtaftdSp ° | K *  events [912]. Using
the distinctivep ! D ° signature and an integrated luminositya$s fo * a sample of around 2000
WS decays have been accumulated with a background to seymdldf order 1. The ratio of WS to RS
decays is found to be:05 021(stat) 0:l(syst) 10 . This ratio is equivalentta  in the limit
that x° and y° are zero, and CP violation is negligible. Provided that tystesnatic uncertainties can
continue to be kept under control, the full Tevatron datagseveral®h ' will give a more precise result
for R, than the B-factories, under the stated assumption. Moegdsting results are to be expected
should it prove possible to perform a time-dependent measeint.

LHCb expects to collect very high statistics in all charged-bodyD ° decays through the inclu-
sion of a dedicatedd ! D °(hh? filter in the experiment’s high level trigger [913]. In oneayeof
operation at nominal luminosity2( ) 0.2 million WS and 50 million R& events will be written
to tape, where the triggered has originated from & decay. A similar number of decays are expected
where thed is produced in the primary event vertex.

In a mixing analysis it is necessary to measure the propetirttie of the decaying °. LHCb’s
good vertexing allows the decay point of thé’ to be well determined, and also the production point in
the case 0b s produced in the primary vertex. For that sample wherettharises from & decay it
is necessary to vertex the? direction with other® decay products in order to find the production point,
a procedure which entails a loss in efficiency. Additionasare needed to enhance the purity of the WS
signal, and combat the most significant background sourberevthe wrong ‘slow pion’ is associated
with a genuined °. This contamination is dangerous for the reason that is liagge of the slow pion
which tags the initial flavour of the ° meson. After this selection, 46,500 WS decays are expegteu f
B events pee b ' , with a background to signal ratio of around 2.5.
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These performance figures have been used as input to a ‘toyeMoarlo’ study to determine
LHCDb’s sensitivity to the mixing parameters, including htie effects of background and the estimated
proper time resolution and acceptance. The study was peefbrfor event yields corresponding to
10 & ! of integrated luminosity, that is 5 years of operation at im@hoperation. It was found that
with such a sample LHCb will have a statistical sensitivity :¢* andy°of 0.6  10* and 0:9
10 ° respectively. Further work is needed to identify and conthatpossible sources of systematic
uncertainty.

3.9.5 Multi-body hadronicd © decays

In multi-body hadroni® ° decays possible differences in the resonant structuredsetthe CF and DCS
decays must be taken into account, and, as discussed ba&l@xploited. The time integrated relative
ratessRy s = _ @° ! K* (@ )= ®°! K " (n )), which assuming negligible CP violation
equaltoR, + Rp y%+ x%+ y®)=2, have been measured for = °; *  [915,920,924,925]. For
the latter mode Belle measurrg s (K )= (0320 0:018 0:013)%. Assuming a particular value
of x%in combination with the previous equation gives an allowaddin the R ;, ;y°) plane; however,
one should note that the value ofis decay mode dependent. Studies with ! X * events
will also be possible at LHCb, where plans are under conatiter to extendth® ! D%h*h )

high level trigger stream to include charged 4-baunly decays. The foreseen event yields would be
similar to those anticipated for the® ! K case.

The BaBar collaboration studied the time-dependence dltlbee multi-body decay modes [926].
Since the possible mixing contribution followed by CF dec&gds to be distinguished from the DCS
decays, the sensitivity of the measurement is increasectlegtdrg regions of phase space where the
ratio of the two is the largest. The preliminary valueraf , which is not affected by this selection, is

found to bery = (0:023 (517  0:004)% (Ru < 0:054% at 95% C.L. using a Bayesian approach)

inthep?® ! K* % mode, and without selecting a region of phase-spage & °)= (0214
0:008 0:008)% is obtained. By combining the obtainedlogL (R, ) curve with the one from the
study of thep © | K * * channeRy = (0020 (210)% (Ru < 0:042% at95% C.L. using

a Bayesian approach) is obtained (stat. uncertainty onljje combined data are compatible with the
no-mixing hypothesis at the 2.1% C.L.

3.9.6 Time-dependent Dalitz-plot analysis

Due to the strong variation of the interference effects diem ° | K * (n ) phase-space a Dalitz
analysis of these modes can give further insight intatfemixing. Such an analysis has been performed
forp% ! Kg * channel by CLEO collaboration [928], and recently resultsfBelle collaboration
became available [929]. Different intermediate statedrdmriing tOK ¢ * (CP even or odd, like
KsfoorKg Y orflavour eigenstates, like (892)" ), that can be determined by inspection of the
Dalitz plane, contribute differently to the decay time disition of D ° ! K ¢ *. A simultaneous

fit of the Dalitz and decay time distributions is used to deiae the mixing parameters = (0:30

029 047)% andy= (033 024 0:15)%. Important systematic error arises due to the uncertainty
of the model used for the description of the Dalitz structyegound 0:15% and 0:10% onx and

y, respectively). Projecting the amount of data used in tradyais (540 fb' ) to the amount possibly
available to the B-factories in the future (2 &b the statistical precision on each parameter could be
improved to  0:15% . Hence the systematic error, receiving contributions ftbmuncertainty of the
distribution modelling (similar as for the casemf ! kK *  decays) as well as from the Dalitz model,
will need to be studied carefully.
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3.9.7 Nonleptonic decays to CP eigenstates

D % mixing can be measured by comparing the lifetimes extraftted the analysis ob decays into the
CP-even and CP-odd final states. In practice, the lifetimasmed irb decays into CP-even final state
fcp,SUChak *xK ; ; Kg, etc., is compared to the one obtained from a measuremeetcald
to a non-CP eigenstate, suchras . This analysis is also sensitive tdiaear function ofy via

o! K 7) R2 1

D1 KR 1= ycos x sin m2 ; (188)

Ycp =

where is a CP-violating phase. In the limit of vanishing CP vidaty-» = y. This measurement
requires precise determination of lifetimes. It profitsnfreome cancellation of the systematic uncer-
tainties inthe ratio (®% * )= (&p). TodatecP = +1final statesk "k and * have been
used [930-936].

In the course of preparation of this document the Belle boltation obtained new result on »
using 540 fb' of data [936]. It represents evidence for théD ° mixing, withycr = 131 032
0:225% differing from zero by 3.2 standard deviations.

With the currently available statistical samples at theaBtdries, the statistical uncertainty of the
measurements using tle * tag is comparable to the systematic one. The latter arisésliyrfeom
an imperfect modelling of thet distribution of the background (although the overall backmd level
is small, and the systematic uncertainty due to this soulghtndecrease with increased data sample),
and from the possible non-cancellation of systematic sroorindividual lifetime measurements. With
the final B-factories’ data set one can hope for a total uag@st ony-p of around 0:25%. To this,
systematic error contributes 0:10% if the sources expected to scale with the luminosity arertaki
account.

LHCb intends to make an important contribution to the meaments of a non-zero value of
yvep through the high statistics available from the trigger, and the excellent particle identification
capabilities of its RICH system. Asampleps 16D°! K *K eventsis expected from decays
alone after all selection cuts. The expected sensitivity-te from this source with 5 years of data is
05 103,

3.9.8 Quantum-correlated final states

The construction of tau-charm factories introduces tieve-independentethods that are sensitive to
a linear function ofy. One can use the fact that heavy meson pairs produced in tayslef heavy
guarkonium resonances have the useful property that thetwsmns are in the CP-correlated states [937,
938]. For instance, by tagging one of the mesons as a CP &gens lifetime difference may be
determined by measuring the leptonic branching ratio ofdtier meson. The final states reachable
by neutral charmed mesons are determined by a set of selatties according to the initial virtual
photon quantum numbers®© = 1 [938,939]. Currently, the decay rates of several singhgtal
(only a single meson is fully reconstructed) and doublyg&(both mesons reconstructed) final states
of theD °D © pairs are measured at CLEO-c [940], where the individuaitivas depend on the mixing
parametersy andR, , D ° branching fractions and phases between DCS and CF decayses Bf
decays considered include semileptonic decays and decdia/dur and CP eigenstates. The above
parameters are determined from a fit to the efficiency-cterkyields using 281 pb of data, with the
preliminary results most relevant to tbe” mixingy =  0:058 0:066,R = (1:7 15) 10° and
cos ¢ = 109 066. The systematic uncertainties, expected to be of smaller are being evaluated.
At CLEO-c the precision of results is expected to be redugethtreasing the data sample by a factor
of three, increasing the number of CP eigenstate modes,sing constraints from other measurements
of D ¢ branching fractions. The same method will be exploited b\BBIE with an expected data sample
of 20 fb *. Statistical uncertainty could be reduced tay) 0:002, Ry ) 02 10° and
(cos g ) 0:02.
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Fig. 52: Allowed regions in the:° vs y° plane (left) andx vsy for the measurements described in the text. We
assumeyx = 0 to place they results inx°vsy®% A non-zerox  would rotate thep © | CP eigenstatesy
results) confidence region clockwise about the origin by

Table 42: Approximate expected precision) on the measured quantities using methods described iexhér

the integrated luminosity of 10 fb at LHCb, 2 ab® at the B-factories at 10 GeV, and 20 that BESIII running

at charm threshold. The LHCb numbers do not include the effiesystematic errors, but neglect the contribution
of events from prompt charm production. Entries markedn the LHCb column are where expected performance
numbers are not yet available.

Mode Observable LHCb (10fb) B-factories (2 ab') (3770)(20fb 1)

DO K ()~ Ry = 02 10°
DO K* x® 06 10° 15 10°
y° 09 10° 25 103
D%! K*K Yep 05 103 3 103
Do K 7 X = 2 10°
y = 2 103

(3770) ! DD O x? 3 104

y 4 103

cos 005

3.9.9 Summary of Experimentab Mixing Results

The constraints ix°vs y’andx vs y are shown in Fig._52. Approximate uncertainties of the messu
guantities, as expected from the data samples assumed, @peshown in Table 42. The errors shown
include scaled statistical errors from the most precisetiexj measurements and estimates of possible
systematic uncertainties.
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Table 43: Approximate expected precision ) on the measured quantities using methods described ireffte t
for the integrated luminosity of 100 fb at an upgraded LHCb, 75 ab at a Super B-factory at 10 GeV, and
200 fb ! at a Super B-factory running at charm threshold. The upgtad¢Cb numbers are merely the results
from Table[42 scaled to the new integrated luminosity.

Mode Observable LHCb (100 fb) Super B (75 ab') (3770) (200 fb 1)
DO1 K* x® 20 10° 3 10°
y° 28 104 7 104
DY! K*K Ve 15 104 5 104
Do K ¥ x = 5 107
% = 5 104
(3770) ! DD x? < 02 10°
y @ 2 10
cos < 005

s 3 s 3
g A g [
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Fig. 53: All charm mixing measurements are combined by HFAG [386}twide constraints in the vsy plane.
Contours (1 through 5) of the allowed region are shown. The significance of thellation effect exceeds .

As a simple illustration of the projected results, @aminimization in terms of the mixing param-
etersx andy, andcos ¢ can be performed. For the unknown true valses 5 10°,y=1 102
and x = 0, one finds the central 68% C.L. intervalssof2 [3;7] 10°,y 2 [085;1:15] 107
and x 2 [ 12;12 1 In some cases the p.d.f's for the estimated parametersiguiicantly non-
Gaussian.

The charm decays subgroup of the Heavy Flavour Averagingu®s{886] is preparing world
averages of all the charm measurements. For charm mixiegatbrages not only take into account
correlations between meaurements but combine the mukidsmonal likelihood functions associated
with each measurement. A very preliminary average is avigil[886] givingx = (8:7°;Y) 10° and
y= (66"75) 10°. Allowing for CP violation the very preliminary averagesis= (8:4";) 10°
andy = (69 2:1) 10°.

The constraints in the vs y plane are shown in Fig. 53. The significance of the osciltaéfiect
exceeds .
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The interpretation of the new results in terms of New Phy&daconclusive. It is not yet clear
whether the effect is caused ky= 0ory = 0 or both, although the latter is favoured, as shown in Table
[43. Both an upgraded LHCb and a high luminosity Super B-fgaioll be able to observe both lifetime
and mass differences in the® system, if they lie in the range of Standard Model prediction

A serious limitation in the interpretation of charm osdiltens in terms of New Physics is the
theoretical uncertainty on the Standard Model predictidanetheless, if oscillations occurs at the level
suggested by the recent results, this will open the windowearches foc P asymmetries that do
provide unequivocal New Physics signals.

3.9.10 New Physics contributions t mixing
As one can see from the previous discussion, mixing in thenclsgstem is very small. As it turns out,
theoretical predictions aof andy in the Standard Model are very uncertain, from a percent dersrof
magnitude smaller [895, 941]. Thus, New Physics (NP) cbations are difficult to distinguish in the
absence of large CP violation in mixing.

In order to see how NP might affect the mixing amplitude, ib&tructive to consider off-diagonal
terms in the neutral D mass matrix,

L 1 =0, c-2 0.
M — = D 189
R e PR (189)
L, X DS pimy O PO
ZMD M p En‘i‘i

n

wheren = ! is the effectivej C = 1 Hamiltonian. Since all new physics particles are much
heavier than the Standard Model ones, the most natural fad¢P to affect mixing amplitudes is in
the j C j= 2 contribution, which corresponds to a local interactionh& ¢harm quark mass scale.

New Physics mixing predictions
1 3 5 7 9 11 13 15 17 19 21 23 25 27 29 31
1.00E+00 4—+——+—+—+—+——+—+——+——+——+—+—+———+——+——————++—
1.00E-01 1, . . o .
1.00E-02 + . { ¢ T
L] L]
1.00E-03 + o .o
__ 1.00E-04 +
x
1.00E-05 o T
1.00E-06 + T T T
1.00E-07 { {
1.00E-08 +
1.00E-09
Reference Index

Fig. 54: NP predictions fori j Horizontal line references are tabulated in Table 5 of &95].

As can be seen from Fid._(b4), predictions fovary by orders of magnitude for different models. It is
interesting to note that some modedgjuire large signals in the charm system if mixing and FCNCs in
the strange and beauty systems are to be small (e.g. the Slig@¥ant model).
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The localj C j= 2interaction cannot, however, affect , because it does not have an absorp-
tive part. Thus, naively, NP cannot affect the lifetime elifncey. This is, however, not quite correct.

Consider @ ° decay amplitude which includes a small NP contributimm © ! nl= a "’ + a 0",

Here,AIﬂNP) is assumed to be smaller than the current experimental taitges on those decay rates.
Then it is a good approximation to writeas

X X
n . (SM)p (SM) 0 (NP)p (SM)
y ! —A A+ 2 AV AL : (190)

n D n b

The SM contribution tgy is known to vanish in the limit of exact flavogiu (3). Moreover, the first order
correction is also absent, so the SM contribution ariseg aslasecondorder effect. Thus, those NP
contributions which do not vanish in the flavaty (3) limit must determine the lifetime difference there,
even if their contributions are tiny in the individual decayplitudes [942]. A simple calculation reveals
that NP contribution toy can be as large as several percent in R-parity-violating Ysbi®dels or as
smallas 10'° in the models with interactions mediated by charged Higgsgbes [942]. Assuming
the projected precisions of y andcos( ¢ ) discussed below are achieved, a range of NP models can
be ruled out. On the other hand, the uncertainty of SM pramlistfor the mixing parameters can in
some scenarios (positive measurement, x) make the identification of NP contribution difficult. It is
important to make a precise determination of individuakpaeters, using all the experimental methods
mentioned (and possibly new ones) in order to pin down ptessiacks in the SM.

3.9.11 D mixing impact on CKM angle = ;

Beside the importance of the mixing in the charm sector pediscussed above, the results of mentioned
measurements can also have an impact on the determinatios Ghitarity Triangle angle = 5. Several
proposed methods for measuring ; use the interference betwean ! D% andB ! DK

which occurs when both ° andD ° decay to the same final state [616, 621,622, 625, 634].

The quantity sensitive to the angle= ; is the asymmetna,x = BrB ! fpK )
Br@" ! f,K")EBr®B ! fpK )+ Br®" ! f,K*)] wheref, denotes the common
final state ofo ° andD °. A, x can be expressed as

2rs Ip € Sjn(B+ D)Sjn=3
Apg =

; 191
- (192)

2+ 12+ 2rprpe cos(p + p)oos = 3

where g is the difference of the strong phases indecays! D’k andB ! D°K , , isthe
difference of the strong phases o’ ! f, andD® ! £, ry is the ratio of amplitudespr 8 !
DK )¥A® ! D% )jandr, istheratiop ©° ! £, )R (D° ! £ )j The dilution factor
e arisesifx;y & 0.

In case of non-negligible ° mixing the time integrated interference term betweem ° ! £, )
anda 0 ° ! £, )depends ox andy, resulting in [620]
1( 5

8

2

1
+y2) + 5 Z(xchSZD+yzsjnZD) : (192)

UHN| =

Using £, which is a CP eigenstate [621, 622] (the case wigre= K0 * is dicussed in
sectior 3.9.2711) and neglecting CP violatiornifi decays the above expressions simplify dueto=
1, p = 0,andthus = y¥=4. Forf = K*K ; * the asymmetna , x is measured to be
006 0:14 0:05using an integrated luminosity of 250*fj943]. Projecting the result to 2 ab
the expected statistical accuracy i90:05. An uncertainty ony of 2%, on the other hand, reflects in an
errorof (Apx ) 5 10° using the above equations (conservatively assuming 0:25; sin 5 =
sin 3 = 1). Itis thus save to conclude that neglecting the effeab 6fmixing in this method of =
determination is appropriate.
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Besidef, being a CP eigenstate, the final state can be chosen to ans®ICS decays [625,634].
In this case the strong phasg enters the expressions. To illustrate the effect pofon extraction
of the angle = ; one can envisage usage of two distinct final states, for elathe above men-
tionedf = K*K ; * andk * which can also be reached from eithef or D °. For the
former the same asymmetny, x can be measured, while for the latter the ratipx = Br(B !
DgpK )=Br(B ! DgyK )is also sensitive to = 5. Here,D .., denotes DCS decays® !
K* andD ¢, standsfom ° ! K *.Rpx depends on the unknown angles:

RDK=r§+r§+2rBrD cos(p + p)cos =13 ; (193)

withy, = (62 0:1) 10° [119]. Assumingrs is known, measuring.p x andRpx constrains
possible ranges fory and = ;. Knowledge of , clearly helps in limiting the (= 5, ) allowed
region. We can use the projected resulty = 006 0:05andtherati®,x = (23 15 0:1) 16

as obtained using 250 fb of data [944]. Hence one can expectx = (2:3 06) 10° with the
final B-factories data set. The approximate two dimensi@8&b C.L. contour obtained by plotting the
corresponding ¢ of the two projected measurements as a function-ef; and 5 is shown in Fid.5b.
The left plot shows the allowed region for the current valie o= (0  1:15) rad [940]. To show the
effect of an improved knowledge of tlie meson decays strong phase the valye- (0 0:45) rad (see
Table[42) is used in the right plot. The allowed region of tiknown angles is significantly reduced
although it should be noted that the actual region strongjyedds on the central values gf as well as
rg (for the latter the value 0.12 was used in the plots).

0g [radl
0g [radl

0

@5 [rad]

Fig. 55:68% C.L. contour for = 5 and  using the projected results of measurements describecitest. The
strong phase difference, betweerp® ! K* =k * decays is assumed to have the values marked in the
plots.

3.9.12 c P Violation with & without Oscillations
3.9.13 Theoretical overview
Most factors favour or even call for dedicated searcheg ferviolation in charm transitions:

Since baryogenesis implies the existence of New Physicspirviolating dynamics, it would
be unwise not to undertake dedicated searches forasymmetries in charm decays, where the ‘back-
ground’ from known physics is between absent and small: fithiawthe SM the effective weak phase
is highly diluted, namely 0 (%), and it can arise only isingly-Cabibbo-suppresseansitions,
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where one expects asymmetries to reachdh@:1% ) level; significantly larger values would signal
New Physics. Any asymmetry inCabibbo-allowed or doubly-suppressetiannels requires the inter-
vention of New Physics —except for | Kg  [893], where thec P impurity in K 5 induces an
asymmetry of3:3  16. One should keep in mind that in going from Cabibbo-allowedCabibbo
singly- and doubly- suppressed channels, the SM ragappressedy factors of about twenty and four
hundred, respectively:

su He! = 1D:sw Hc! [B=0D: su H! [S=+1)"

1 :1=20 :1=400 (194)

One would expect that this suppression will enhance theéilitgiof New Physics.

Strong phase shifts required fdirect C P violation to emerge in partial widths are in general
large as are the branching ratios into relevant modes; vidnigge final state interactions complicate the
interpretation of an observed signal in terms of the miaopsc parameters of the underlying dynamics,
they enhance its observability.

Since the SM provides many amplitudes for charm decays,asymmetries can be linear in
New Physics amplitudes thus increasing sensitivity to ittet.

Decays to final states ofiore thantwo pseudoscalar or one pseudoscalar and one vector meson
contain more dynamical information than given by their uglttheir distributions as described by Dalitz
plots or T odd moments can exhikitt asymmetries that might be considerably larger than thastéo
width. This will be explained in a bit more detail later on.

The distinctive channab ! D provides a powerful tag on the flavour identity of the
neutraldD meson.

The ‘fly in the ointment’ is thab® D © oscillations are on the slow side.

Nevertheless one should take on this challenge CFowiolation involvingD® D © oscillations
is a reliable probe of New Physics: the asymmetry is comobby sSihn mp,t Im(@p) O ! f).
Within the SM both factors are small, namely 0 (10° ), making such an asymmetry unobservably
tiny — unless there is New Physics; for a recent New Physicdetngee [429]. One should note that this
observable idinear in x, rather than quadratic as farp insensitive quantities like °(t) ! 1 X.
D% DY oscillations,c P violation and New Physics might thus be discovered simabhasly in a
transition. We will return to this point below.

Honesty compels us to concede there is no attractive, leeatompelling scenario of New
Physics for charm transitions whose footprints should mosden also iB decays.

Itis all too often overlooked that CPT invariance can preunbntrivial constraints oo P asym-
metries. For it imposes equality not only on the masses aiadl wodths of particles and antiparticles,
but also on the widths for ‘disjointsulsets of channels. ‘Disjoint’ subsets are the decays to fiatds
that camot rescatter into each other. Examples are semileptonic vsleptonic modes with the latter
subdivided further into those with strangeness=  1;0:+ 1. Observing aC P asymmetry in one
channel one can then infer in which other channels the ‘cosgeng’ asymmetries have to arise [893].

3.9.14 Directc P violation in partial rates

C P violation in ¢ = 1 dynamics can be searched for by comparing partial widthsCfer conju-
gate channels. For an observable effect two conditions twabe satisfied simultaneously: a transition
must receive contributions from two coherent amplitudeth\ia) different weak and (b) different strong
phases as well. While condition (a) is just the requiremérit ® violation in the underlying dynamics,
condition (b) is needed to make the relative weak phase wdisier Since the decays of charm hadrons
proceed in the nearby presence of many hadronic resonandasirig virulent final state interactions
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(FSI), requirement (b) is in general easily met; thus it jileg no drawback for thebservabilityof a
Cc p asymmetry — albeit it does for itaterpretation

As already mentioned CKM dynamics does not support@nyviolation in Cabibbo allowed and
doubly suppressed channels due to the absence of a secakndmglitude; the only exception are modes
containing ak s (ork ) likeD* ! Kg *vs.D ! Kg which have to exhibit an asymmetry
of 0:0032 reflecting thec P impurity in thek s (or K ;) wave function. In once-Cabibbo-suppressed
transitions one expectsP asymmetries, albeit highly diluted ones of ordér  10°.

While we have good information on the size of the weak phasgjewnot know how to predict the
size of the relevant matrix elements and strong phases iiebleeway. Even if a direct P asymmetry
larger than about0 * were observed in a Cabibbo-suppressed mode — say even asakrg > —,
at present we could not claim such a signal to establish tleeviention of New Physics. A judicious
exercise in ‘theoretical engineering’ could, howeveryeabur conundrum.

3.9.15 Theoretical Engineering

C P asymmetries in integrated partial widths depend on hadroritrix elements and (strong) phase
shifts, neither of which can be predicted accurately. H@véhe craft of theoretical engineering can be
practised with profit here. One makes an ansatz for the gefogra of the matrix elements and phase
shifts that are included in the descriptionf ! PP;PV;VV etc. channels, where andv denote
pseudoscalar and vector mesons, and fits them to the medmwarazhing ratios on the Cabibbo allowed,
once and twice forbidden level. If one has sufficiently aateirand comprehensive data, one can use
these fitted values of the hadronic parameters to pretlictasymmetries. Such analyses have been
undertaken in the past [945], but the data base was not ad bruhprecise as one would likELEO-c
and BESIII measurements will certainly lift such studiea twew level of reliability.

3.9.16 c P violation in final state distributions

Once the final state ip ! £ is more complex than a pair of pseudoscalar mesons or a psealdo
plus a vector meson it contains more dynamical informati@ntgiven by the modulus of its amplitude,
since its kinematics are no longer trivial. P> asymmetries in final state distributions can be substéntial
larger than in integrated partial widths.

The simplest such case is given by decays into three psealdosgesons, for which Dalitz plots
analyses represent a very sensitive tool with the phaseniaftion they yield. They require large statis-
tics; yet once those have been obtained, the return is véustauotial. For the constraints one has on a
Dalitz plot population provide us with powerful weapons tmtrol systematic uncertainties.

Such phenomenological advantages of having more complakstiates apply also for four-body
etc. final states. Measuring T odd moments with

Or =) Or (195)

is an efficient way to make use of data with limited statist&simple example for a final state with four
mesons, b canddis givenbyo: = e @ )i

While FSI are not necessary for the emergence of such effeatdike the situation for partial
width asymmetries —, they can fake a signal of T violatiorhwitbeing amantilinear operator; yet that
can be disentangled by comparing T odd momentg ferconjugate modes [946]:

Or( ! £)6 O;( ! £) =) CP violation (196)

A dramatic example for P violation manifesting itself in a final state distributionugh more
dramatically than in a partial width has been foundkin decays. Consider the rare mode, !

1RR



* e"e and define by the angle between the ande" e planes. The differential width has
the general form

—KL! " ee )= jcof + ,sin® + 3c0s si (297)

Upon integrating over the 5 term drops out from the total width, which thus is given imterof ;.
with 5 representing a forward-backward asymmetry.

da da 5
mi R0 = > (198)
0 a ( 1+ 2)
Under P and T one has casin ! cos sin . Accordinglyra iand ;5 constitute a T odd correlation,

while ., are T even. 5 is driven by theCc P impurity x in the kaon wave functionta i has been
measured to be large in full agreement with theoretical iptixhs [947]:

i= 0138 0:022: (199)

One should note this observable is drivenfyy 7 0:0023.
D decays can be treated in an analogous way. Consider thel@ahiippressed channél

()
D! KK ° (200)

and define to be the angle between tlhex and *  planes. Then one has

2

D! KK © ) = joof + ,sin® + sc0s si (201)

D! KK © ) = joof + ,sin® + sc0s si (202)

As before the partial widthfap D 1! KK isgivenby 1,[ 121 16 10r 6 ,represents
directc p violation in the partial width. ;& 5 constitute T odd correlations. By themselves they do not
necessarily indicate P violation, since they can be induced by strong final staerautions. However

36 3 =) CP vioclation! (203)

It is quite possible or even likely that a difference igvs. s is significantly larger than in | vs. ;
or ,vs. ,. Furthermore one can expect that differences in detecfiiciemcies can be handled by
comparing s with ;,and ;with .

3.9.17 c p asymmetries involving oscillations

For final states that are common o’ andD ° decays one can search forP violation manifesting
itself with the help ofo © D ° oscillations in qualitative — though certainly not quaatiite — analogy
toBgy ! Kgs. Such common states can be eigenstates — ke ° ! K"K =+ =Kg O
but do not have to be: two very promising candidatestate! K s * , where one can bring the full
Dalitz plot machinery to bear, aml® ! K+ vs.DY! K ', since its SM amplitude is doubly-
Cabibbo-suppressed. Undertakitige-dependenalitz plot studies requires a higher initial overhead,
yet in the long run this should pay handsome dividends exaatce Dalitz analyses can invoke many
internal correlations that in turn serve to control systecancertainties.

1This mode can exhibit direct P violation even within the SM.
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Searching for such effects with the required sensitivitge(delow) will be quite challenging.
Nevertheless one should take on this challenge. d@rviolation involvingD © D ° oscillations is a
reliable probe of New Physics: the asymmetry is controllgdib m, t Im(g=p) ©® ! £). Within
the SM both factors are small, namely 0 (103 ), making such an asymmetry unobservably tiny —
unless there is New Physics; for a recent New Physics mode[429]. One should note that this
observable idinear in x, rather than quadratic as farp -insensitive quantities like °(t) ! 1 X.

D% DY oscillations,c P violation and New Physics might thus be discovered simattasly in a
transition.

3.9.18 Experimental searches far P violation
Let the amplitude fop ° to decay to a final state be written as

Af  hfHpPli

whereH . is the interaction Hamiltonian responsible for’ ! £. If CP is conserved, that is if
M 1;CP 1= 0, then we can clearly write

Ar = HEJCPY(CPMH P i (204)
= KEJCP VYH £ CP)P i
= HHnP’ A
where £ is the conjugate final state to. Consequently, a measurement that shows® ! f) &
0 %! f)is ademonstration that CP is violated in this decay.

Most CP violation results are from the FNAL fixed target expents E791 and FOCUS, and the
CLEO experiment and search for direct CP violation. The GRation asymmetry is defined as
! £) (©! f)

A — 205
©F © ! £)+ © ! f) (205)

A few results from CLEO, BaBar and Belle experiments conside violation in mixing. Typically,
precisions of a few percent are obtained [119]. No evidenc€P violation is observed consistent with
Standard Model expectations.

Certainly very large samples will be available from hadrofliders. From an existing CDF mea-
surement [950] it is possible to anticipate yields of oveés—-Q millonD® ! K K events being
available with the likely final Tevatron integrated lumiitgsof 5-10 b 1. This sample will have an
intrinsic statistical precision of 02% . With the higher production cross-section and its deditate
trigger LHCDb will accumulate samples of up to 10 million taggevents in each year of nominal opera-
tion [913]. The RICH system will ensure a low background, #reke decays will be complemented by
those selected intme® ! *  mode. In order to exploit these enormous statistics it vélhecessary
to pay great attention to systematics biases. Initial stayenmetries and detector asymmetries will be
the main concerns.

3.9.18.1 Three-body decays

Direct CP violation searches in analyses of charm decayse¢etody final states are more complicated
than two-body decays. Three methods have been used to $eafch asymmetries. (1) Integrate over
phase space and construct > as in two-body decays; (2) Examine CP asymmetry in the quasi-
body resonances; (3) Perform a full Dalitz-plot analysisifoandD separately. The Dalitz-plot analysis
procedure [914] allows increased sensitivity to CP violatby probing decay amplitudes rather than
the decay rate. E791 [915], FOCUS [916] and BABAR [917] havalyredD * | K *K  * using
method (1). E791 and BABAR have also analyzed ! K K * * using method (2). FOCUS has

1R7



a Dalitz-plot analysis in progress [918]. The" | K kK  * Dalitz plot is well described by eight
guasi-two-body decay channels. A signature of CP violaitiooharm Dalitz-plot analyses is different
amplitudes and phases forandD samples. No evidence for CP violation is observed.

Thedecayp * ! D * enables the discrimination betweer? andD °. The CLEO collab-
oration has searched for CP violation integrated acros®#igz plot inp ° ! K °[919, 920],
KJ *  [921]and * °1922] decays. No evidence of CP violation has been observed.

CLEO has considered CP violation more generally in a simebas fittotheo © | &2 *
andD? ! KJ* Dalitz plots. The possibility of interference between Céhserving and CP—
violating amplitudes provides a more sensitive probe of @kation. The constraints on the square of
the CP-violating amplitude obtained in the resonant sulemotb ° ! xJ *  range from3:5 10°
to28:4 10% at 95% confidence level [921].

3.9.18.2 Four-body decays

FOCUS has searched for T-violation using the four-body yecadesp ° ! K "k * [946]. As
described in Sectidn 3.9116, a T-odd correlation can be édrmith the momentag ® - (@ -
© )). Under time-reversalC; ! Cr, howeverc; & 0 does not establish T-violation. Since
time reversal is implemented by an anti-unitary operatar,& 0, can be induced by FSI [923]. This
ambiguity can be resolved by measuring (g . :: p ))inD ! K*K * ;Cr 6 Cq
establishes T violation. FOCUS reports a preliminary asytmg - = 0:075  0:064 from a sample of
400 decays. More restrictive constraints are anticipated f@inkO-c where in 281 pb a sample of
2300D ! KJK *  have been accumulated.

3.9.19 Experiments exploiting quantum correlations

Most high-statistics measurementsmof decay employ “flavour tagging” through the sign of the slow
pionindD ! ,.D. Thatis, if combined with a slow* to make ab ~, the neutralb meson is a
D °. Conversely, a slow implies aD °.

An entirely different way to tag flavour, and P, is to exploit quantum correlations in °D °
production ine" e annihilation [937—-939].

The production process e !  (3770) ! D "D ° produces an eigenstate of +, in the first
step, since the (3770) hass® ¢ equal tol . Now consider the case where both thé and thep °©
decay into CP eigenstates. Thenthe decaggs70) ! £if) or £ £’ are forbidden, where, denotes
acp+ eigenstate and denotes @ P eigenstate. This is becausee (£ £7)= ( 1j = 1for
the - = 1 (3770). Hence, if a final state such as{K )( * ) is observed, one immediately
has evidence of CP violation. Moreover, alP + andCP  eigenstates can be summed over for this
measurement. The expected sensitivity to direct CP vaslas 1% . This measurement can also be
performed at higher energies where the final statép © is produced. When either decays into a

0and ap °, the situation is the same as above. When the dedayis! D ° the CP parity is changed
by a multiplicative factor of -1 and all decays £7 violate CP [923]. Additionally, CP asymmetries in
CP even initial states depend linearly smllowing sensitivity to CP violation in mixing of 3% .

Fore" e machines running atthe(3770), theD mesons are produced with very little momentum
in the laboratory. Hence, their flight distance is virtuaitypossible to determine, and we instead measure
time-integrated decay rates. From Ref. [939]

(3ik)= Qu P (3;K)F + Ry B (Gik)F (206)

where
A(j,‘k) AjAk AjAk
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is the “unmixed” contribution to the decay rate, and

. P g
B (j,k) —AjAk —AjAk
q P

is the contribution frond © D mixing. The integrations also yield the factors

1 1 2

+ 1 X y2
1 1+ x2 2
1 1 x% + y2

1 ¢ 1+ x? 2

Qm =

RM =

NI NI

Mixing does not occur if the eigenstates of the decay Hamidto have the same mass and width, i.e.
x = y = 0. In any case, we expesty Qu 1. Nevertheless, mixing would result in the second
term of Eq[ 206 and it is here that one obtains sensitivitg to violation throughg 6 p. This will be
exploited at CLEO-c, and eventually to a greater extent & BE

3.9.20 Benchmarks for future searches

Since the primary goal is to establish the intervention olvNRhysics, one ‘merely’ needs a sensitivity
level above the reach of the SM; ‘merely’ does not mean it @silye be achieved. As far adirect

C P violation is concerned — in partial widths as well as in firtats distributions — this means asymme-
tries down to thel0 ° or even10 * level in Cabibbo-allowed channels and 1% level or betteniice
Cabibbo-suppressed modes; in Cabibbo-once-suppressagisdene wants to reach the ° range al-
though CKM dynamics can produce effects of that order becfutsre advances might sharpen the SM
predictions — and one will get them along with the other cledg\nFortime dependerdsymmetries in
D! Kg* ,K*K , * etc.candinD® ! K*  one should strive for the (10 * ) and

0 (10 * ) levels, respectively.

Statisticswise these are not utopian goals considering/éhe large event samples foreseen at
LHCb.

When probing asymmetries below the 1% level one has to struggle against systematic uncertain-
ties, in particular since detectors are made from matteerd bre three powerful weapons in this struggle:
() Resolving the time evolution of asymmetries that aretmmled by x, andyy , which requires ex-
cellent microvertex detectors; (ii) Dalitz plot consistgrchecks; (iii) quantum statistics constraints on
distributions, T odd moments etc. [937,939]

3.9.21 Rare Decays

Searches for rare-decay processes have played an impakair the development of the SM. Flavour
changing neutral current (FCNC) processes have been dtegtensively fork andB mesons in both
kK © K andB® B’ mixing and in rare FCNC decays. The corresponding procésshe charm sector
has recieved less attention and the experimental uppdslaré currently above SM predictions. Short-
distance FCNC processes in charm decays are much more lsgppressed by the GIM mechanism
than the corresponding down-type quark decays because rtfe top quark mass.

Observation ob * FCNC decay® *;p; ! *I'1 andK "I'1 could therefore provide an
indication of New Physics or of unexpectedly large rateslémg-distance SM processes like" !
*v,v ! I'1, with a real or virtual vector mesoni. Detailed description on rare charm decays
can be found in references [892, 894]. The charm meson nesglidecays are also very important to
understand final state interaction which may enhance thaydates. In Ref. [892,894], the decay rates
ofb ! v (vcanbe ,b!, andk )hadbeenestimatedtohe > 10°, which can be reached at
BES-IIl and thes -factories.
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3.9.22 Inclusivec ! u transitions

Thes ! dandb ! stransitions offer a possibility to investigate effects of Physics in the down-
type quark sector. The ! u transition, however, gives a chance to study effects of NaysRs in
the up-type quark sector. In the Standard Model the corttdbucoming from the penguin diagrams
inc ! u transition is strongly GIM suppressed giving a branchingpraf order 10 *® [951]. The
QCD-corrected effective Lagrangian giveR (¢! u )’ 3  10° [952,953]. A variety of models
beyond the standard model were investigated and it was fthaidhe gluino exchange diagrams [954]
within general minimal supersymmetric SM (MSSM) might léadhe enhancement

BR(c! u Mlssu
BR(c! u kM

r102; (207)

Within SM thec ! ul"1 amplitude is given by the andz penguin diagrams and box diagram
at one-loop electroweak order in the standard model. It midated by the light quark contributions
in the loop. The leading order rate for the inclusiveé ul" 1 calculated within SM [955] was found
to be suppressed by QCD corrections in [892]. The inclusibth® renormalization group equations
for the Wilson coefficients gave an additional significanpmession [956] leading to the ratesic !
ue"e )=p0 =24 10%and (! u*t )= ,0= 05 10!, These transitions are largely
driven by virtual photon at low dilepton mass;,.

The leading contributionte ! u1* 1 in general MSSM with the conserved R parity comes from
one-loop diagrams with gluino and squarks in the loop [892,955]. It proceeds via virtual photon
and significantly enhances the! ul"*1 spectrum at small dilepton mass,. The authors of [892]
have investigated supersymmetric (SUSY) extension of lesgh R parity breaking and they found
that it can modify the rate. Using the most recent CLEO [9%8Lits fortheb* | *&"e one can
set the bound for the product of the relevant parametersiegtthe R parity violating™5,, ~9,, * 0:001
(assuming that the mass of squazrl&k ’ 100 GeV). This bound give the ratesRy (c! ue'e )’

16 10% andBRyz(c! u * )’ 18 108.

Recently, the effects of Littlest Higgs models were invgatied in rared decays [145] and it was
found that there is a new tree level coupling in which gives!a uz transition. However, that effect is
insignificant due to the parameters constrained by the ptedectroweak data (see Ref. [25] in [145]).
A number of models of New Physics contain an extra up-typ&hqaark [959] causing the appearance
of the flavour changing neutral currents at tree level for Wpequark sector. The Lagrangian which
describes this FCNC interaction is given by

Lyc = ——2 (3, , sif g Jgy )i (208)

oS y W

whereJ, , is the same electromagnetic current as in the SM, while is given by

Jys= %UE Uy =D[ DT (209)
with L = %(1 5)and mass eigenstates’ = (up ;o it ;I1 )", DT = (dujsu b))t . The neutral
current for the down-type quarks is the same as in the SM,enthié¢ up sector has additional currents
(see ref. [145]). The unitarity conditions of the CKM matrmight constrain this coupling. However,
the present bound onm in D ° D ? transition limits the parameter describing thez. vertex to be

ue " 0:004, giving the more strict limit on that parameter. The invatidilepton mass distribution of
thec! ul"1 distribution is only moderately enhanced.

3.9.23 Exclusive rar& decays

The study of exclusiv® meson rare decay modes is very difficult due to the dominahteedong-
distance effects [145, 892-894, 951-963] . The! Vv decay rates were calculated in Refs. [894,
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951, 960, 962]. The long-distance contribution is inducgdHhe effective nonleptonig cj= 1 weak
Lagrangian. In calculations of Ref. [962] the long-distamedfects were determined using a heavy meson
chiral Lagrangian. The factorization approximation hasrbased for the calculation of weak transition
elements. The results of Ref. [951] obtained within a défgrframework are in very good agreement
with the results of Ref. [962]. In Table ¥4 the branchingaatofD ! Vv decays [962] are given.
The uncertainty is due to relative unknown phases of varmamgributions. Although the branching

Table 44: Predicted branching ratios for ! v  decays.

D! Vv BR

po1 g ° 6 36] 10
DIl * 20 80] 10
por 0 o1 1] 10
DO 01 09] 10
DO 04 191 10
Dt ! F 04 63] 10
D! ! K ¥ 12 511 10
DY I K * 03 44] 1¢
po1 g ° 03 20] 1¢

ratios are dominated by the long-distance contributidms stze of the short-distance contribution can be
extracted from the difference of the decay widthgp® ' ° jyand @° ! ! )[961]. Namely, the
long-distance mechanismu ! & screenstheu ! uu transitonind! ©° andp®! ! | the
Oand! mesons being mixtures of u anddl. Fortunately, the LD contributions are mostly cancelled
in the ratio
BRO%! %) BR@! ! ) ADO! uu )

R= BROO! ! ) /ReA(DO! ad ); (210)

which is proportional to the SD amplitude(® ° ! uwu )driven byc ! wu . This ratio isRy =

(6 15)% in Ref. [961], and can be enhanced upcta@l) in the MSSM. In addition to the ! u
searches in the charm meson decays, in Ref. [955] it was stegjg search for this transition in the
decayB. ! B, ,where the long distance contribution is much smaller.

The inclusivec ! uI"1 process can be tested intheraredeqays * ,D ! P (V)I'1
[892, 894, 955, 956]. The branching ratio for the rare degay * is very small in the SM. The

detailed treatment of this decay rate [892] gies(®> ! * )’ 3  10'° [892]. This decay
rate can be enhanced within a study which considers SUSY Rvtiarity breaking effects [892, 893].
Using the bound"J,, ~9,, ’ 0:001 one obtains thelimiBr@® ! * ) ’ 4 10',avalue which
would be accessible at LHCb [913]. The ! P (v )I' 1 decays offer another possibility to study the
c! ul'1l transitionincharmsector. The* ! *1'1 andD?! Ye'e decay modes are simplest

to be accessed by experiment [145]. The effects of SUSY witiafiRy violation were studied in [892].
The recent experimental results of [957] restrict the Rtpariolating parameters found in [892] more
than one order of magnitude.

The most appropriate decay modes for the experimentaltsesaf the New Physics coming from
the FCNC tree level currentae* !  *1'1 andD® ! Ye'e . Thetotal rate fop ! x I'1
is dominated by the long-distance resonant contributidndilepton massn ; = m ;m,; m and
even the largest contributions from New Physics are not @epeto affect the total rate significantly
[892, 955]. New Physics could only modify the SM differehtspectrum at lown ;; below or the
spectrum at highn ;; above . In the case ob ! I 1 differential decay distribution there is a

171



new physics: tree—levet —>u Z coupling

new physics: tree-levet —>u, Z coupling (Q,=0.0004
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Fig. 56: (left) The dilepton mass distributiofiB r=dm 2, for the decayp * !

*e&" e as a function of the

dilepton mass square 2. = (p, + p ). (right) The figure shows the dilepton mass distribution ot !

Oet e .

broad region at high 1, (see Fig[3.9.23), which presents an unique possibilityudysthec !
transition [145,955]. In Table 45 we present branchingpsator theD * !

*e"e andDp 0!

ul* 1
011

Table 45: Branching ratios for the decays probing the ul* 1 transition

Br short distance total rate’ experiment
contribution only long distance contr
SM SM + NP
D" ! fete |6 10* | 8 107 19 10° < 74 10°
1 6 10* | 8 107 19 10° <88 10°
DY! O¢fe negligible | 5 101%° 16 107 <10 10°
po1 0+ negligible | 5 1010 15 107 <22 10°

, giving the SM short-distance, long-distance contrilngioas well as the effects of NP arising from the
existence of one extra up-type quark. The total rates inddtahand New Physics models are completely
dominated by the resonant long-distance contribution x v, ! x I* 1 [145,892]. The SM short-
distance contribution fop © ! °1* 1 (see Fig[(3.9.23) is not shown since it is completely nejgliégi

in comparison to the long-distance contribution. The fodsaackward asymmetry fap © | 91" 1
vanishes in SM, while it is reaching:05 in a NP model with extra up-type quark as given in Eig. 3.9.23.
Such an asymmetry is still small and it will be difficult to @pged in present or planned experiments
given that the rate itself is already small.

3.9.24 Experimental Results

There are a large number of FCNC charm decays includingtiegljdully leptonic decays, lepton flavour
violating (LFV) and lepton number violating (LNV), that hebeen measured experimentally.

Belle has reported the observation of the depay! This is the first observation of a flavor-

changing radiative decay of a charmed meson. The Cabiblbe@our-suppressed decays ! 0,

are also observed for the first time. The branching fractamess (D° !

10 ° - somewhat higher than predicted in Tablé 84p ° !

179
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Fig. 57: The figure shows the forward-backward asymmetnpfér! %c*e .

BMD?! )= [1:48 0:47 0:09] 16.

Recently, CLEO-c reported the branching fraction of theonemit decaysr ©* ! *+ !
Tefe )= (28 19 02) 16 [957]. The lepton-number-violating (LNV) or lepton-flaueu
violating (LFV) decays * ! 'K I'I" and * *e are forbidden in the SM. Past searches

have set upper limits for the dielectron and dimuon decayea¢tl19].
The BABAR collaboration has recently reported on FCNC dsaafythe formd *=D ;= [ !
=k *=p" “* ‘0 , where the two leptons;” and ‘° , can each be either an electron or a muon. Upper
limits are set at the 90% confidence level between10° and40 10° onthe SM and LFV processes
[958].
In Table[46, the current limits and expected sensitivitieBBS-III are summarized fop * and
D °, respectively.

3.9.25 Precision CKM Physics

Precision measurements of the CKM matrix continue to be eaiginterest, despite impressive strides
in determining its parameters [7-9,120,209-211]. We first gn overview of ways in which studies of
charm can help this effort. More details on some aspectsiaea g0 subsequent subsections.

In section[3.9.26 we discuss direct measurements of the Ck¥Meamts governing: ! d and
c ! stransitions. We then turn in section 3.9.27 to ways in whichrm can be of help in determining
the remaining elements. An elementary constraint on newsiphys discussed in sectibn 3.9.28, while
sectior 3.9.29 summarizes.

3.9.26 Direct determinations
3.9.26.1 V.4, Vs, and unitarity

The parametev,s = is measured (with some recent contBbutlons playing a k&) to be0:2257
0:0021 [119]. To sufficient accuracy, one then expeetg = 1 34sF = 09742  0:0005, since
V.3’ 0:004 and hence its square can be neglected in the unitarityorlati,q ¥ + Vo ¥+ Vupf = 1.
The experimental value for.4, based primarily upon comparing beta-decays of certaitenta muon
decays, is/,q = 097377  0:00027, S0 unitarity is adequately satisfied for the first row.
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Table 46: Current and projected 90%-CL upper limits on rare” andD ° decay modes at BES-IIl with 20 fb
dataat (3770)peak.

Reference Best Upper BES-II Reference Best Upper BES-II
Mode Experiment limits10 ®) ( 10°) | Mode Experiment limits{0 ¢) ( 10°)
D* D
fete CLEO-c[957] 7.4 0.03 CLEO [964] 28 0.05
o FOCUS [965] 8.8 0.03 * DO [966] 2.4 0.03
e BABAR [958] 5.9/10.8 0.03 Te E791[967] 8.1 0.03
et e CLEO-c[957] 3.6 0.03 ete E791[967] 6.2 0.03
* *  FOCUS|[965] 4.8 0.03 0+ E653[968] 180 0.05
Tet E791[967] 50 0.03 0 *et  CLEO[969] 86 0.05
K*e'e CLEO-c[957] 6.2 0.03 Oct e CLEO[969] 45 0.05
K* * FOCUS [965] 9.2 0.03 Kg * E653[968] 260 0.1
K* e BABAR[958] 5.9/5.7 0.03 Ks "e CLEO[969] 100 0.1
K e'e" CLEO-c[957] 4.5 0.03 Kge'e CLEO[969] 110 0.1
K * * FOCUS[965] 13 0.03 * CLEO[969] 530 0.1
K *e' [E687[970] 130 0.03 Te CLEO[969] 100 0.1
ge CLEO[969] 110 0.1

3.9.26.2 Vv,

For the first column, one expect8.of + Vo + ¥ = 1. With the value ofv,4 quoted above
and y/5j ’ 0008, one then expecty/yj= 0227 0:001. This is to be compared with the value
0230 0011 obtained from neutrino interactions [119] ade13 0:008 0:021 from charm semilep-
tonic decays [971]. The first error is experimental and theosd is associated with uncertainty in the
form factor. Measurements of the branching fractionsdor! ‘ decay are improving somewhat
(Sec[3.9.29]2) so the precision ¥t jfrom this source will improve. However, from the current enc
taintiesinB (O ! “ )itis clear that one will not be able to match the precisionhaf tinitarity test for
the first row of the CKM matrix anytime sooiivenCKM unitarity, which says to sufficient accuracy
that we should expect the value §f.;jmentioned above, one can use it to constrain form factors in
semileptonic charm decays and compare them with lattice Q&al€ulations.

3.9.26.3 Vv
A similar philosophy applies _to the CKM element,. Unitarity applied to the second column of the
CKM matrix implies y.sj= 1 JisF I F. Taking the experimental value of,; mentioned

above and the unitarity-based estinate ’  V,, we estimatey.sj= 0:9733  0:0006. This precision
will not be matched by experiment soon. The best measurenceme from semileptonic charm decays
and yieldy/.sj= 0957 0017 0:093, with the second error coming from uncertainty in the form
factor. Again, assuming unitarity one will be able to subjattice gauge theory predictions to important
tests.

3.9.27 Indirect tests
3.9.27.1 v

The primary difficulty in measuring the matrix element, is that it must be extracted fromsemilep-
tonic decays which proceed to charm all but 2% of the timelubige methods must rely on kinematic
separation techniques, the oldest of which is the studyatbies with energies beyond the endpoint for
b ! ¢’ . Exclusive decays such &s ! ‘ andB ! ‘ do not share this problem, but one must
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understand the corresponding form factors. Tests of fortofa incharmdecays predicted by lattice
gauge theories can help validate predictionsHadecays.

The phase of/ ., ( or s in the standard parametrisations) can be measured in $evaya
with the help of information from charm decays. These hefp, dxample, in using decays such as
B ! Dc¢pK decaystolearn. Forb modessuchags * , * OK*K 0 andK 5K ,
Dalitz plots yield information on CP-eigenstate and flaveigenstate modes and their relative phases
[972].

The interference ob ! cus(real) ando ! ucs ( & )subprocessesin ! D°K and
B ! DK , respectively, is sensitive to the weak phase This interference may be probed by

studying common decay products of andD _ into neutralp CP eigenstates or into doubly-Cabibbo-
suppressed modes [616, 621,622,625, 634].

As one example, thedecags ! K (K *K ) andB ! K (K K "), provide infor-
mation on if the relative (strong) phase betwepd ! K K andD®! K K * is known [973].
One can learn this relative phase from the studpd8f! K *K  ° since both final states occur and
interfere with one another where * andk  bands cross on the Dalitz plot [974]. This method
was used recently by the CLEO Collaboration [975] to showt this interference was predominantly
destructive in the overlap region.

As another example, one can determinausingB ! DK followed byD ! kg *
KsK*K ;Kg ° °[626,976]. Recent high-statistics studies have been paeio by BaBar [630]
and Belle [628]. The precision of these measurements wihtally be limited by the understanding
ofthep ! KJ * Dalitz plot. K-matrix descriptions of the S-wave may yield improved models
of charm Dalitz plots and these models will be tested usiegcth tagged sample of charm decays at
CLEO-c and later at BES-IIl. The model uncertainty, whicleugrently 10, may be reduced to a few
degrees.

Model independent methods [636, 977] use taggedk { * andDD ! ®KJ * )*to
control the Dalitz plot model uncertainty. Analyses undayvat CLEO-c are expected to control this
systematic uncertainty on= ; to a few degrees.

3.9.27.2 V.,

The semileptonic decays & mesons tab or D mesons are one source of information about the
elementv, but one must understand form factors satisfactorily. itatjauge theories make predictions
for such form factors; the validation of lattice form factmredictions in charm decays again is a key
ingredient in establishing credibility of the ! D (’ form factor predictions. Moreover, under some
circumstances it is helpful to have precise informationutmo branching ratios to specific final states,
which detailed charm studies can provide.

3.9.27.3 Vy and =V 3

The mixing ofB ° andB ' is governed primarily by the CKM produdl, v If unitarity is assumed,
7 5Jis very close to 1, so the dominant CKM source of uncertaisty/i;§ However, the matrix
element of the short-distance operator inducing #ie! db transition contains an unknown factor
fBZB s, Wherefy is theB meson decay constanwhile Bz = 0 (1) is known as the “bag constant” or
“vacuum saturation factor” and expresses the degree tohathie vacuum intermediate state dominates
the transition. The corresponding mixing of strargs and their antiparticles is governed by, Vi
andf; Bg,.

Lattice gauge theories predict not oy and £ . (as well as the constants; andBy ), but
also the decay constanfs and £t . for charmed mesons. Thus, the study of charmed meson decay
constants (Set. 3.9.29.1) and their ratios, and compawiithrattice predictions, can shed indirect light
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on guantities of interest in determining the CKM matrix etgtsv.y andv.

To give one example of the role charm measurements can plsyekpected on rather general
grounds [978] thaty =fz andf; =f; are equal to within a few percent. Now, the rafio_=f; is a
key ingredient in the extraction gf =V jfrom measurements af B ° andB -8B ;% mixing. The de-
termination of Ref. [664] utilized an estimatés . Bz _=fz~ Bg )= 121" % from the lattice [298].
With a sufficiently good measurement £f _=f;, and the theoretical input (again, from the lattice) that
By =By ’ 1, 0ne could check the lattice prediction or simply substitaih experimental measurement
for it.

3.9.28 New physics constraint

To see how great an impact even modest improvements indeSiiM unitarity in the charm sector
would have, we consider a model in which a fourth famity;’) of quarks is added to the usual three,
with neutrinos heavy enough to evade the constmaint 3 due to invisiblez decays. Unitarity relations
involving the first two rows and columns of the expanded 4 CKM matrix allow us to calculate the
following 90% c.l. upper limits using the best-measuredniitias mentioned above:

Vupd = i 1 3waF  MsF  IF 005 ; (211)
Vapd = o 1 3w MsF IF 05 (212)
Vead = o 1 3wd ¥ F 007 ; (213)
Vs = 1 34sF ¥ MsF 05 (214)

(215)

The poor quality of the bounds o} jand 34 jis largely due to the 10% error o1 jwhich translates

to errors of 0.18 ony’o,§ and 374§ and 90% c.l. upper limits on them of about 1/4. Thus improved
measurements of_; could have a great impact on closing a rather gaping windewéav physics or
even revealing it.

3.9.29 Summary of overview

The above examples show that charmed particle studies hésgerole to play in precision CKM
physics, affecting nearly all the elements of the CKM mathixturn, precision CKM physics is impor-
tant as a clue to the very origin of quark masses, since the @kdttix arises from the same physics
which generates those masses.

3.9.29.1 Leptonic Decays

Purely leptonic decays of charm mesons are of prime impogtdor checks of theoretical QCD calcu-
lations and searches for New Physics. Extraction of preCis®l information from neutrald mixing
requires precision knowledge of the ratio of decay constéons . andBs © [213]. While QCD calcula-
tions provide this estimate, the uncertainties are largkthe methods need to checked by seeing if they
can reproduce charm measurements. Leptonic decays procderiStandard Model by annihilation of
the charm quark and spectator antiquark into a virtudl, that transforms to a lepton-antineutrino pair
as shown for the * meson in Figl_58.

In the SM the decay width is given by [979]:

2

Ot 1 = Ggf2 2 1 W f o 216
. )—8— p+miMp- M 2 Vad i ( )
D+

whereM . is theD * mass,m - is the mass of the final state leptofi,jis a CKM matrix element
assumed to be equal tp,sj andG = is the Fermi coupling constant. (The same formula applies to
DI ' “ decays with the replacementof mass andy . 3j)
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Fig. 58: The decay diagram fay * ! “*

New Physics can affect the expected widths; any undiscdvelnarged bosons would interfere
with the SMw *. These effects may be difficult to ascertain, since they @sithply change the value
of the f's. The ratiof . =f, . is much better predicted in the SM than the values indiviguaio
deviations see here could point to beyond the SM chargednBogtor example, Akeroyd predicts that
the presence of a charged Higgs boson would suppress tioisiguificantly [980].

We can also measure the ratio of decay rates to differergrieptind the predictions then are fixed
only by well-known masses. For example, for to *

ot 1t o+
R o1 - )= — 3 (217)

Any deviation from this formula would be a manifestation bfypics beyond the Standard Model.
This could occur if any other charged intermediate bosomstedi that coupled to leptons differently
than mass-squared. Then the couplings would be differemhémns and ’'s. This would be a manifest
violation of lepton universality, which has identical cdings of the muon, the tau, and the electron to the
gauge bosons (; z° andw ) [981]. (We note that in some models of supersymmetry thegeltbHiggs
boson couples as mass-squared to the leptons and thetsfpresence would not cause a deviation from
Eq.217 [31].)

The CLEO-c collaboration has published a resultfgr. [320, 982]. Several results have been
obtained forfD; , the most precise being a preliminary result from CLEO-c.mM@asurer, . CLEO-
c uses a “double-tag” method, possible because at"an centre-of-mass energy of 3770 GeV, the
location of the ®resonancep * D final states are produced without any extra particles. Heeo
is fully reconstructed and then there are enough kinematisttaints (energy and momentum) to search
foro* ' * by constructing the missing mass-squared (Mdpposite thed  and the muon, which
should peak at the essentially zero neutrino mass-squsgadicitly

MMZ2= Epogm E- ° R P (218)

wherep, is the three-momentum of the fully reconstructed . The CLEO-c MM distribution is
shown in Fig[5B. The peak near zero contains 50 signal ee¢mikich 2.8 are estimated background.

The resulting rate is
BO" ! " )= (440 066°2%) 10*: (219)

The decay constartt, - is then obtained from Ed.(2116) using 1.040.007 ps as the™ lifetime [119],
and ¥4 j=0.2238 0.0029, giving

fre = (2226 16777 )Mev : (220)
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Fig. 59: CLEO-c missing mass-squared distributions. (left) Using tags and one additional opposite sign
charged track depositing 300 MeV (consistent with a muon) in the calorimeter and noseghergetic clusters.

The insert shows the signal regionfor | * enlarged; the defined signal region is shown between the two
arrows. (right) Using . tags but allowing any energy deposit in the calorimeter §tsient with muon or pion).
The curve is the predicted shape forthesomm ! * +pf ' * |, * 1 * normalized to the data for

MM? < 02 GeV?.

CLEO-c also sets limitsom (D * ! e .) < 24 10°;[320,982]andB D" ! * )
branching ratio to< 2:1 10> at 90% C.L. [983]. These limits are consistent with SM exatohs.

Before turning to theoretical prediction af, . , we discuss the current statusof !
Results here have been obtained by several experiments Ha®&ever, these results have been subject
to sizeable systematic errors, the largest of which ususitile uncertainty om (0 ; ! *), that is
important because the measurements are usually hormdjztsking the ratio of the observed number
of “* eventsto * events.

CLEO-c eliminates this uncertainty by making absolute raeaments directly. Data are obtained
near 4.170 GeV. Here the cross-sectiontiqr D, is 1nb. Both * and * decays are examined,
with two different decay modes of the® used, * andé& . The MNdistribution for the sum of
Dyt * +4p: 1t * 1 % isshown on the right side of Fig.59. Analysing these samples
separately, they find the ratio from Eq.[217 is consistent with the SM expectation of 9.72mBiming
both gives a measurement using Eq.]2160f = 282 16 7M ev:CLEO-calsousesthg ! *

(S tofindg£_ = 278 17 12M v :Combining the two results gives

= 2801 116 6:0Mev: (221)
Usingonlytheo '  * , 1 & andtherf ! * , CLEO-cfinds
+ +
R= 2o )99 17 o4 (222)
©s ! ")

again consistent with the SM expectation. Furthermore Cldsls0 sets limitso® (D ! &' o) <
31 104:

The branching fractions, modes and derived values of from all measurements are listed in
Table[4T7. Most measurementsof ! “* are normalized with respect ®(D/ ! *). These
measurements are difficult to average because of the umtgria this scale, and we do not attempt

this here. We can extract a value for ratio using the CLEO-asuements only, since the scale error is
absent

foo=fp. = 126 041 0:03: (223)
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Table 47: Measurements of, . Results have been updated for new values ofthdifetime. ALEPH uses both
measurements to derive a value for the decay constant.

Exp. Mode B B (%) £, (MeV)
CLEO-c ¥ (657 090 0:34) 30 281 19 7
CLEO-c o, (74 14 03) 210 296 29
CLEO-c T, e (629 0:78 0:52) 210 278 17 12
CLEO-c combined - 2801 116 620
CLEO [984] ¥ (62 08 13 1%) I0 36 09 273 19 27 33
BEATRICE[985] * (83 23 06 21) I0 3.6 09 315 43 12 39
ALEPH [986] * 68 11 18) 320 3.6 09 285 19 40
ALEPH [986] * (58 08 18) %0

OPAL [987] * (70 21 20) 10 286 44 41

L3 [988] * (74 28 16 18) A0 302 57 32 37
BaBar [322] ¥ (6:7 08 03 0:7) 30 47 05 283 17 7 14

£ +
Theoretical calculations df_ . , £, . and the ratiofD—i are listed in Tabl&48. While the CLEO-c

decay constant results are slightly higher than most tﬁeat@xpectations, the ratio is quite consistent
with Lattice-Gauge theory and most other models. Furtheemmo deviations from SM expectations are
found in the ratio of decay rates for various lepton species.

Table 48: Theoretical predictions of, - andf, . =f;, . . QL indicates quenched lattice calculations.

Model £+ (MeV) fp+ (MeV) £+ =fp+
Lattice (v.=2+1) [310] 249 3 16 201 3 17 124 001 0:07
QL (Taiwan) [989] 266 10 18 235 8 14 143 003 005
QL (UKQCD) [695] 236 g1/ 210 10Y 123 00Z.%

QL [990] 231 12 211 147 110 0902

QCD Sum Rules [991] 205 22 177 21 116 001 003
QCD Sum Rules [992] 235 24 203 20 115 004
Quark Model [993] 268 234 1.15

Quark Model [994] 248 27 230 25 1.08 0.01
Potential Model [995, 996] 241 238 1.01
Isospin Splittings [997] 262 29

3.9.29.2 Semileptonic Decays

The study of semileptonic charm decays has several imgadarifications. Figuré 80 shows the Feyn-
man diagram describing these decays. It shows that thexmeérinent describing these decays can be
expressed as the product of a leptonic current, unaffecgestrong interactions, and a hadronic cur-
rent, where the non-perturbative QCD effects are generalbgelled with form factors. Theoretical
predictions for these form factors have been derived intliéwork of quark models, QCD sum rules,
and lattice QCD. Thus the study of inclusive and exclusivaikgptonic decay branching fractions and
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form factors provides the experimental constraints ne¢dedsess whether theoretical calculations are
reliable and feature well understood errors.

Fig. 60: Feynman diagram for the semileptonic decay of charmed nsesdre QCD non-perturbative effects are
described byy dependent form factors.

On the other hand, once computational techniques develtpgdedict relevant form factors
demonstrate that they can achieve reliable results with welerstood errors, these data allow pre-
cise determinations of the CKM matrix elementg andv.y. Moreover a combination of charm and
beauty semileptonic decay studies can be used to to detrmin

3.9.30 Branching Fractions

We are now progressing towards a complete precision datetion of the absolute inclusive and exclu-
sive charm semileptonic branching fractions. Inclusiveaiggptonic widths can provide some informa-
tion on weak annihilation diagrams [893]. Finally, betteolledge of the inclusive positron spectra can
be used to improved modelling of the “cascade” decaysc ! se" . and thus it affects the precision
of several measurementsioflecays.

CLEO-c uses the two tagging modes with lowest backgroond{ x * andpD ! K* )
to measure the inclusive ° and D * semileptonic branching fractions [998]. The kinematic -con
straints available through the usemftagged samples from data taken at th@770) provide a unique
tool to select a pure sample of electrons/positrons comiogn© semileptonic decays. They obtain
BO® ! X“.)= (646 017 0:13)% andB(@O ! X ‘o) = (1613 020 0:33)%. The
inclusive branching fractions can be translated into isielel semileptonic widths ;. and [, using
the well knownD lifetimes [119]. These widths are expected to be equal, teadaspin violations, and
indeed the measured rati¢g’, = 5%, = 02985 0:028  0:015: thus isospin violations are limited to be
below 3%.

BES-II [337,999] and CLEO-c [1000, 1001] have recently jmi#d data on exclusive semilep-
tonic branching fractions. BES-II results are based on 33 pthe CLEO-c published data are based on
the first 57 pb* , preliminary results included in this report are based oh @8 * .

The variableu Eniss T8 iss] Wherek, s and g, 155 represent the missing energy and
momentum of thed meson decaying semileptonically, is used to select sigraits. This variable is
a non Lorentz invariant version of M 2. Table[49 summarizes the recent data, as well as the averages
reported in the PDG 2006 [119].

A comparison between the inclusive branching fractionseft* andb ° mesons with the sum
of the measured exclusive branching fractions determinestiver there are unobserved semileptonic
decay modes.The corresponding sums of exclusive brandragtions are: B0 ° ! X’ o) =
61 02 oO02and BO* ! X;*.)= 151 0:50  0:50: the measured exclusive modes are
consistent with saturating the inclusive widths, althotlggre is some room left for higher multiplicity
modes. In particular, CLEO-c also provides the first evigefw D ® ! kK * & _[1002]. They
study them M 2, inferred from the missing energy and momentum in the evedttaey obtain the
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preliminary branching fractions:

Bp’! X " & .= @9 05 10 (224)
BO"! K1(1270)" o) BK, (1270)! K * )= (2'* o02) 10° (225)

This branching fraction is about at the level predicted lgytsand Scora [289], and is consistent with the
expectation that charm semileptonic decays are dominatéddebpseudoscalar and vector lowest mass
resonances.

Finally, D semileptonic decays are a tool to explore light quark spsctpy. For example, a
few years ago the FOCUS collaboration reported some eved&r@an s-wave interference effect in the
decay amplitudeaf * ! K °° * [1003]. This observation can shed some light on our undedatg
of the elusive scalar meson This observation has been recently confirmed by CLEO-céncttannel
D* ! K %" _[1004]. This study will acquire soon a broader scope when Gidwill pursue similar
analyses in the , system.

Table 49: CLEO-c branching fractions and new world averages.

D * Mode Recent Data (%) PDG 2006 | D “ Mode Recent Data (%) PDG 2006

K %" . 886 047 020 87 05| Ke' . 3.58 0.05 0.05 3.47 0.13
Oet 0:397 0:027 0:028 044 004 e . 0309 0.012 0.006 0.262 0.026
S 0129 0019 007 K & . 2.16 0.15 0.08 2.16 0.16
K %" 556 027 023 561 031 €& o 0.156 0.016 0.009 0.194 0.41
Ot | 0232 0020 0012 022 004

le' . 0149 0027 0:005 046%
3.9.31 Formfactorsfom ! X ( ) andD ! K ( )’
Recently, non-quenched lattigec D calculations foro ! K * andD ! * have been reported

[329]. The chiral extrapolation is performed at fixed= v g wherek is the energy of the light meson
in the centre-of-masp frame,w is the unit 4-velocity of the& meson, andy is the 4-momentum of
the light hadrore (K or ). The results are presented in terms of a parametrisatigimally proposed
by Becirevic and KaidalovH K ) [277]:

F F
£, = ; £ = —; 226
= T gy = T (226)
whereq? is the 4-momentum of the electronpair, ¢ = g?=m? , andF = £, (0), and are
fit parameters. This formalism models the effects of highassnresonances other than the dominant
spectroscopic poled(;* for thek * final state and** for “ [1005]).

Table[50 shows the fit results obtained from FOCUS [338], CUE{1006], Belle [1007], and
BaBar [1008] compared to the lattice QCD predictions [328]addition, all these experiments perform
a single pole fit, traditionally used because of the conematli ansatz of several quark models [1009],
and theB K parametrisation discussed before. In Table 51 we includinpinary results of fits obtained
with the simple pole model by CLEO-c. All of these experingeabtain very good fits also with simple
pole form factors; however the simple pole fit does not yiéld &xpected spectroscopic mass. This
may hint that other higher order resonances are contrigputinthe form factors [1005]. It has been
argued [1010] that even tleK parametrisation is too simple and that a three parameter factor
is more appropriate. This issue can be resolved by larger stanples, with better sensitivity to the
curvature of the form factor near the high recoil region.
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Table 50: Measured shape parametecompared to lattice QCD predictions.

%! K ) % )
Lattice QCD[329] 055 004 007 044 004 0207
FOCUS [338] 028 008 007
CLEOIII[1006] 036 040,% 037702 045
Belle [1007] 040 012 009 003 027 013
BaBar [1008] 043 003 004

Table 51: Measured shape parametecompared to lattice QCD predictions.

M pole (D o1 K )(GeV) M pole (D 01 © ) (Gev)
FOCUS[338] 193 005 0903 19107 0407
CLEOIII [1006] 189 0:052% 186" 55 0y
Belle [1007] 188 006 003 201 013 004
BaBar [1008] 1:854 0016 0:020
CLEO-c[1002] 126 0:03 0:01 195 004 002
In experimental studies af ! K ( )’ usually single pole parametrisation of form factors was

used. Following Becirevic- Kaidalov approach in Ref [1Qlld12] new parametrisation of relevant form
factors was given by

- 210 - 820
Ald) = I b%x Ba(@) = 1 p%)(1 bPx)

_ A (0) _ A1 (0)
Ro@) = Tyaasyy Vv @) = 1 x)(L ax)

This parametrisation takes into account all known scaliraperties of the decay to light vector
semileptonic transition. The study of nonparametric deteation of helicity amplitudes in the semilep-
tonicb ! K ( )* decays will shed more light on the corresponding decays ihyigs.

3.9.32 Lattice QCD Checks

g9gq - —
@t * )

By combining the information of the measured leptonic amdilptonic widths, a rati® ; = 5T e T

independent ofy.4j can be evaluated: this is a pure check of the theory. We assswspin sym-
metry, and thus © ! & o) = (@Y ! et o) =2 O ' %" ). For the theoret-
ical inputs, we use the recent unquenched lattice QCD cdlouk in three flavours [310], as they
reflect the state of the art of the theory and have been eealuata consistent manner. The theory

! Tthmp+ 1+
ratio ISR = % = 0212 0:028. The quoted error is evaluated through a care-
ful study of the theory statistical and systematic uncaeties, assuming Gaussian errors. The corre-
sponding experimental -* is calculated using the CLEO4#;, and isospin averaged(D ! & .):
REP- 57— = 0237 0019:Thetheory and data are in good agreement, though the errors

need to be reduced both in theory and experiment to valiti@¢hieory at the needed level of precision
( 1 3%).

3.9.32.1 Hadronic Decays

While the dynamical issues are considerably more compl@omieptonic than in semileptonic decays
— both a blessing and a curse —, the available theoreticl &me more limited. For inclusive rates like
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lifetimes one can turn to expansions in powersleh . to obtain at least a semi-quantitative descrip-
tion. For exclusive modes we have ‘Old Faithful’, namely duaodels, but also QCD sum rules and
chiral dynamics with the latter two (in contrast to the firsied firmly rooted in QCD. Lattice QCD,
usually perceived as panacea, faces much more dauntinigrodpes in dealing with nonleptonic charm
transitions than for semileptonic modes due to the centlal played by strong final state interactions.
Yet comprehensive measurements can teach us valuabledassa can enlighten us about light flavour
spectroscopy and also serve as cross checks studies. Below we list some core examples for such
lessons.

3.9.32.2 Lifetime ratios

Heavy quark theory (HQT) allows to describe inclusive deaafycharm hadrons through an expansion in
powers ofl=m . implemented by the OPE. With the charm quark massxceeding ordinary hadronic
scales merely by a moderate amount the expansion pararseiet imuch smaller than unity. In the de-
scription of fully integrated widths like lifetimes the ldiag nonperturbative contributions arise in order
1=m 2 rather thani=m ., which might be their saving grace. Indeed the resultingtétical description

of the lifetime ratios for the seven weakly decaying= 1 charm hadrons has been remarkably success-
ful [893]. Note that these seven charm lifetimes vary by adiaof 15, while the four singly-beautiful
hadrons differ by less than 30%. The meson is shorter lived by a factor of three than the other four
beauty hadrons — not surprisingly, since it represents idfigid charm decay.

The same framework allows one to predict also the lifetinfab®C = 2 double-heavy baryons
o ccandeventhe = 3 . [893]:

(&) 035ps; (L) 007ps; (&) Oidps; () 0iddps (227)

The SELEX collaboration has found tantalizing evidence f&f" * baryons all decaying with ultrashort
lifetimes below0:03 ps. This feature cannot be accommodated in HQdonfirmed, one would have to
view the apparent successes of the HQT description of the 1 lifetimes as mere coincidences.

3.9.32.3 Absolute branching ratios

Precision absolute branching fraction measurements é#reudti due to normalisation and systematic
effects. Only onggolden modeés needed to anchor the rest for each state. A desire to usbatjed
final states necessitates use of some three-body modes miogrer modeling of the Dalitz structure
is needed to ensure an accurate efficiency simulation. Tilessdts serve not only to normalize charm
physics, but also much physics due to dominance bf! cdecays. For example, charm branching
fractions affecB ! D ‘ , used to extract...

Near-threshold D pairs from (3770) decays ant . D . produced at 4170 MeV from CLEO-
¢ now provide the best precision. Systematics are contt@led normalization provided with tagging:
studying oneD vs. a fully-reconstructedag D . Precision on the golden modes® ! kK * and
D" ! K * * results are limited by uncertainties of about 1% per trac¢k R from tracking-finding
and particle-identification efficiencies. Further studi#814] are reducing these to less than 0.5% per
track. Current statistical precision for; ! K *K * decays [1014] is 5%; final CLEO-c accuracy
should be about 3%, limited by statistics. Producing a ussw result for the populap [ ! *
mode is complicated by several factors: a non-resonantibation under the , Breit-Wigner tails of
the , treatment of nearby resonances like th@g0), and lack of detail in existing publications. The
merit of such studies goes beyond determining the branataitig forD ; ! * and learning about
hadronic resonances (see below). Their greatest impaditmigne in precision analyses®f; | K
and itsCc P asymmetries.
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3.9.32.4 Dalitz plot studies & light flavour spectroscopy

Dalitz plot studies represent powerful analysis tools #rat deservedly experiencing a renaissance in
heavy flavour decays. Constructing a satisfactory desenipif the Dalitz plot populations allows one
to extract the maximal amount of information from the dataigelf-consistent way. One has to keep
in mind, though, that a priori different parametrisatiorende chosen; one has to make a judicious
choice based on theoretical considerations. Along witkebéheoretical descriptions of the decay rate,
improved treatments of background and efficiency may alsoeeeled.

One important application concerns the spectroscopy bf figvour hadrons, i.e. those made up
from u, d and s quarks. Modes like , ! 3 ;3K ;K ;KK offer more than a treasure trove of
additional data: since the final state evolves from a wellngefiinitial one, we know some quantum
numbers of the overall system. Finding evidence for, say, aesonance like the in Cabibbo favoured
D and Cabibbo suppressed, modes with parameters consistent with what is inferred filomenergy

scattering would constitute a powerful validation for théeing a bona fide resonance.

Such lessons possess considerable intrinsic value. Ttee latgreatly amplified, since these
insights will turn out to be of great help in understandimglecays into the analogous final states, when
searching forc P asymmetries there.

3.9.32.5 QCD Sum Rules

More than twenty years ago a pioneering analysi® ohnd D ¢ decays into two-body final states of
thep P andPV type was performed by Blok and Shifman through a novel apptia of QCD sum

rules. Those are — unlike quark models — genuinely based ®®D. Their drawback, as for most
applications of QCD sum rules, is that one has to allow forgadiicible theoretical uncertainty of about
20%; furthermore they are very labour intensive. The aglobRef. [1015] assumesiU (3 )¢, Symmetry

to make their analysis manageable — clearly a source offgigni theoretical uncertainty. It would be
marvellous, if some courageous minds would take up theexngdl of updating and extending this study.

3.9.32.6 On theoretical engineering

Even without reliable predictions for exclusive nonleptowidths, it makes a lot of sense to measure as
many as precisely as possible on the Cabibbo allowed, orcénace suppressed levels. It can provide
vital input into searches for directP violation in charm decays.

C P asymmetries in integrated partial widths depend on hadromatrix elements and (strong)
phase shifts, neither of which can be predicted accurakébyvever the craft of theoretical engineering
can be practised with profit here. One makes an ansatz foraihergl form of the matrix elements and
phase shifts that are included in the descriptiomoft PP ;PV;vV etc. channels, where andv
denote pseudoscalar and vector mesons, and fits them to #sirad branching ratios on the Cabibbo
allowed, once and twice forbidden level. If one has suffityeaccurate and comprehensive data, one
can use these fitted values of the hadronic parameters tacpreH asymmetries. Such analyses have
been undertaken in the past [945] and more recently by [10083], but the data base was not as broad
and precise as one would like. CLEO-c and BESIII measuresnaiiit certainly lift such studies to a
new level of reliability.

Similar information can be obtained in a more subtle and rhimdiependent way using quantum
entanglement in [937]

e"e ! (3770)! DO (228)

and observing the subsequent decay of the nemtraksons into final states likep )= k= * ;K *
K*K ; * .Sincethe °D ° pair forms a coherent system, one can extract the strongephekably.
This procedure is described in detail in Subsedtion 8.9.2.
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3.9.32.7 Time dependent Dalitz studies

Tracking three-body channels like® | Kk ;K¢  through time-dependent Dalitz plot studies is a
very powerful way to look for New Physics throughp asymmetries involving © D © oscillations,
as described in more detail in Sectidns 3.9.2[and 3.9.12.

3.9.33 Summary on Ongoing and Future Charm Studies

Even accepting for the moment that the SM can provide a camplescription of all charm transitions
detailed and comprehensive measurements of the latteconllinue to teach us important and quite
possible even novel lessons on QCD. Those lessons are aflemtse intellectual value and would also
prepare us, if the anticipated New Physics driving the ed@atak phase transition were of the strongly
interacting variety.

Yet most definitely those lessons will sharpen both our érpamtal and theoretical tools for
studyingB decays and thus will be essential in saturating the disgqwetential for New Physics there.
Analyses of (semi)leptonic charm decays will yield powerfalidation challenges to LQCD that if
passed successfully will be of great benefit to extractidny g, jin particular. Careful studies of three-
body final states in charm decays will yield useful constsin analyses of the correspondiagmodes
and theirc P asymmetries. The relevant measurements can be made autteham, thes and Super-
flavour factories. Yet there is one areathis context, where hadronic experiments and in particular
LHCb can make important contributions, namely in the sedochand observation of doubly-heavy
charm baryons of thggtype and their lifetimes.

The study of charm dynamics was crucial in establishing tdep&@radigm. Even so it is conceiv-
able that another revolution might originate there in gaifir by observing non-SM type P violation
with and without oscillations. For on one hand the SM prexractically zero results (except for direct
C P violation in Cabibbo suppressed channels), and on the bt flavour changing neutral currents
might well be considerably less suppressed for up- thandamdtype quarks. Charm is the only up-type
quark that allows the full range of searches fop violation. Modes likep® ! K *K ,K* have
the potential to exhibit (time dependent asymmetries that — if observed — would establish the pres-
ence of New Physics. Likewise for asymmetries in final st&gidutions like Dalitz plots or for T odd
moments. Again especially LHCb appears well positionedritoghthe statistical muscle of the LHC to
bear on analyzing these transitions.
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4 Prospects for future facilities

There are several new facilities for flavour physics disedss the community among which the Su-
per Flavour Factories (SFF) and the upgrade of the LHCb éxeat are the most important ones for
B physics. These are analysed in this chapter (for future kamhcharm physics facilities see also
Section$ 318 and 3.9).

The physics case of a Super Flavour Factory is worked out atic@d4.1. All opportunities of
such a facility ine , charm and lepton physics are discussed. Then the two existing prépfsasuch
a machine, namely Superand SuperKEKB, are presented in Secfion 4.2 and Sectibme$@ectively.
Finally, the physics, detector and accelerator issues okaiple future upgrade of the LHCb experiment
are discussed in Section 4.4.

4.1 On the physics case of a Super Flavour Factory

We summarize the physics case of a high-luminositg flavour factory collecting an integrated lumi-
nosity of 50 75 ab’. Many New Physics sensitive measurements involengndD mesons and
leptons, unique to a Super Flavour Factory, can be perforvigtdexcellent sensitivity to new particles
with masses up to 100 (or even  1000) TeV. Flavour- andcP -violating couplings of new particles
that may be discovered at the LHC can be measured in mostrazgnaven in unfavourable cases as-
suming minimal flavour violation. Together with the LHC, afeu Flavour Factory, following either
the SuperKEKB or the Superproposal, could be soon starting the project of reconstrgadhe New
Physics Lagrangian.

4.1.1 Introduction

Many open fundamental questions of particle physics amedlto flavour: How many families are
there? What is their origin? How are neutrino and quark nsssel mixing angles generated? Do
there exist new sources of flavour and violation beyond those we already know? What is the relation
between the flavour structure in the lepton and quark settbrgure flavour experiments will attempt
to address these questions providing the exciting poggilbd learn something about physics at energy
scales much higher than those reachable by current expgsme

The Standard Model (SM) of elementary particles has beensigrcessful in explaining a wide
variety of existing experimental data. It accounts for agef phenomena from low-energy physics
(less than a GeV), such as kaon decays, to high-energy (adedréd GeV) processes involving real
weak gauge boson® ( andz ) and top quarks. There is, therefore, little doubt that thkiSthe theory
to describe physics below the energy scale of several hdr@ed/, namely all that has been explored so
far.

In spite of the tremendous success of the SM, it is fair to bay the flavour sector of the SM is
much less understood than its gauge sector, reflecting okrdhanswers to the questions mentioned
above. Masses and mixing of the quarks and leptons, whiol &aignificant but unexplained hierarchy
pattern, enter as free parameters to be determined expeghye In fact, while symmetries shape the
gauge sector, no principle governs the flavour structurehef3M Lagrangian. Yukawa interactions
provide a phenomenological description of the flavour psses which, while successful so far, leaves
most fundamental questions unanswered. Hence the needteygnd the SM.

Indeed the search for evidence of physics beyond the SM isnéia goal of particle physics
in the next decades. The LHC at CERN will start soon lookingtiie Higgs boson, the last missing
building block of the SM. At the same time it will intensivedearch for New Physics (NP), for which
there are solid theoretical motivations related to the twarstabilization of the Fermi scale to expect an
appearance at energies arounteV.

However, pushing the high-energy frontier, i.e. incregdime available centre-of-mass energy in
order to produce and observe new particles, is not the omptavkook for NP. New particles could reveal
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themselves through their virtual effects in processesliting only standard particles as has been the case
several times in the history of particle physics. For theise lof searches the production thresholds are
not anissue. Since quantum effects become typically snadldhe mass of the virtual particles increases,
the name of the game is rather high precision. As a matterobf fégh-precision measurements probe
NP energy scales inaccessible at present and next-gemecatliders at the energy frontier.

Flavour physics is the best candidate as a tool for NP sestbh@ugh quantum effects for several
reasons. Flavour Changing Neutral Currents (FCNC), nemegon-antimeson mixing ard violation
occur at the loop level in the SM and therefore are potegtistibject too (1) NP virtual corrections.

In addition, quark flavour violation in the SM is governed Ine tweak interaction and suppressed by
the small quark mixing angles. Both these features are nmgssarily shared by NP which, in such
cases, could produce very large effects. Indeed, the ilcius the SM of generic NP flavour-violating
terms with naturab (1) couplings is known to violate present experimental coirgsaunless the NP
scale is pushed up t0—100 TeV depending on the flavour sector. This difference betwibemMP scale
emerging from flavour physics and the one suggested by Higgsigs could be a problem for model
builders (the so-called flavour problem), but it clearlyicates that flavour physics has the potential to
push the explored NP scale in theo TeV region. On the other hand, if the NP scale is indeed close t
1 TeV, the flavour structure of NP must be highly non-triviabathe experimental determination of the
flavour-violating couplings is particularly interesting.

Let us elaborate on this latter option. Any new-physics nhoestablished at the TeV scale to
solve the gauge hierarchy problem, includes new flavoureiicfgs and new flavour- andp -violating
parameters. Therefore, such a model must provide a solafsm to the flavour and? problems,
namely how new flavour changing neutral currents amrdviolating phenomena are suppressed. This
may be related to other interesting questions. For instaimcsupersymmetry the flavour problem is
directly linked to the crucial issue of supersymmetry biegk Similar problems also occur in models
of extra-dimensions (flavour properties of Kaluza-Kleiates), Technicolour models (flavour couplings
of Techni-fermions), little-Higgs models (flavour cougs of new gauge bosons and fermions) and
multi-Higgs models ¢P -violating Higgs couplings). Once NP is found at the TeV scadrecision
measurements of flavour- anad -violating observables would shed light on the detaileddtre of the
underlying model.

On quite general grounds, quantum effects in flavour prasessplore a parameter space includ-
ing the NP scale and the NP flavour- ane -violating couplings. In specific models these are related t
fundamental parameters such as masses and couplings ofanieles. In particular, NP effects tend to
disappear at large NP scales as well as for small couplingerefore a crucial question is: could NP
be flavour-blind, thus making searches for it with flavour gibg unfeasible? Fortunately, the concept of
Minimal Flavour Violation (MFV) provides a negative answewen if NP does not contain new sources
of flavour andcp violation, the flavour-violating couplings present in thisl @re enough to produce
a new phenomenology that makes flavour processes sensitilie presence of new particles. In other
words, MFV puts a lower bound on the flavour effects generbyeldP appearing at a given mass scale, a
sort of “worst case” scenario for the flavour-violating ctings extremely useful to exclude NP flavour-
blindness and assess the “minimum” performance of flavoysiph in searching for NP, always keeping
in mind that larger effects are quite possible and easilgpeced in many scenarios beyond MFV.

In the light of the above considerations, a Super Flavoutdra¢SFF), following the recent pro-
posals for SuperKEKB (see Sectionl4.3 and ref. [820]) anceBupsee Sectioh 412 and ref. [211]), has
one mission: to search for new physics in the flavour sectploéing a huge leap in integrated luminos-
ity and the wide range of observables that it can measure.eMemthis goal can be pursued in different
ways depending on whether evidence of NP has been found titrth@ SFF starts taking data.

In either scenario, a SFF can search for evidence of NP emse of the values of the new
particle masses and of the unknown flavour-violating cawgdi A large number of measurements could
provide evidence for NP at a SFF. Afirst set is given by measargs of observables which are predicted
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by the SM with small uncertainty, including those which aamighingly small (the so-called null tests).
Among them are the flavour-violating decays, directP asymmetries irB ! Xg, 4 ,in  decays
and in some non-leptonic decaysCP violation in neutral charm meson mixing, the dilepton inaat
mass at which the forward-backward asymmetryBof! x ¢ “* 4 vanishes, and lepton universality
violating B and decays. Any deviation, as small as a SFF could measure, fo8M value of any
observable in this set could be ascribed to NP with essbntial uncertainty. A second set of NP-
sensitive observables, including very interesting decayh as ! s penguin-dominated non-leptonic
B decays,B ! ,B ! D) B! K ,B ! , and many others, require more accurate
determinations of SM contributions and improved controthaf hadronic uncertainties with respect to
what we can do today in order to match the experimental poecechievable at a SFF and to allow for
an unambiguous identification of a NP signal. The error onSlkcan be reduced using the improved
determination of the Cabibbo-Kobayashi-Maskawa (CKM)rirgrovided by a SFF itself. This can be
achieved using generalized CKM fits which allow forsa determination of the CKM parameters using
tree-level and F = 2 processes even in the presence of generic NP contributim$ar as hadronic
uncertainties are concerned, the extrapolation of ourgnieglsnowledge and techniques shows that it is
possible to reach the required accuracy by the time a SFFwillinning using improved lattice QCD
results obtained with next-generation computers [211]@rbunding the theoretical uncertainties with
data-driven methods exploiting the huge SFF data sample.

As we already noted, the NP search at a SFF could reveal tiiaMaffect of particles with masses
of hundreds of TeV and in some cases, notably = 2 processes, even thousands of TeV depending
on the values of the flavour-violating couplings. Therefthis search is worth doing irrespective of
whether NP has already been found or not. If new particleslis@vered at the energy frontier, a SFF
could enlarge the spectrum providing evidence of heavaestnot accessible otherwise; if not, guantum
effects measurable at a SFF could be the only option to lookiFofor a long time.

If the LHC finds NP at the TeV scale — in particular if the findinigclude one (or more) new
flavoured particle(s) —then a SFF could measure its flavoutea -violating couplings. Indeed all terms
of the NP Lagrangian non-diagonal in the flavour space amyaccessible at the LHC. A SFF would be
needed to accomplish the task of reconstructing them. mhseble to do that even in the unfavourable
cases provided by most MFV models. Indeed, for the purposefefring the NP Lagrangian from
experiments, the LHC and SFF physics programmes are coreplany.

Finally, it must be emphasised that while a Super Flavoutdraavill perform detailed studies
of beauty, charm and tau lepton physics, the results willigalyy complementary to those on several
important observables related ®o, meson oscillations, kaon and muon decays that will be medsur
elsewhere. Most benchmark charm measurements, in paricukresting NP-related measurements
such ascp violation in charm mixing, will still be statistics-limité after the CLE®@, BESIIl andB
Factory projects are completed, and can only be pursuecciouhimate precision at a SFF. Operation
atthe (55)resonance provides the possibility of exploiting the cleaa environment to measuee!
decays with neutral particles in the final state, which welirgplement the channels that can be measured
at LHCb. A SFF has sensitivity for physics that is far superior to any other existing or proplose-
periment, and the physics reach can be extended even fimghbe possibility to operate with polarized
beams. It is particularly noteworthy that the combined tinfation on and flavour violating decays
that will be provided by MEG [1022] together with a SFF candlight on the mechanism responsible
for lepton flavour violation.

4.1.2 Experimental Sensitivities

A Super Flavour Factory (SFF) with integrated luminositys0f£75 ab ' can perform a wide range of
important measurements and dramatically improve uponekelts from the current generation Bf
Factories. Many of these measurements cannot be made in@lwadnvironment, and are unique to a
SFF. The experimental sensitivities of a SFF can be scheafigttlassified in two categories:
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— Searching for New Physics:
Many of the measurements that can be made at a SFF are higiditise to NP effects, and
those with precise SM predictions are potential discovéignoels. As an example: the mixing-
inducedcp asymmetry parameter fa° ! K ° decays can be measured to a precision:0f,
as can equivalent parameters for numerous hadronic deaynels dominated by the ! s
penguin transition. These constitute very stringent tetany NP scenario which introduces
new CP violation sources, beyond the Standard Model. The presehcew sources ofp
violation in D °-D ° mixing, where the SM background is negligible, can be testedimilar
precision. New physics that appears in thé sector (involving up-type quarks) may be different
or complementary to that in the? or B ? sectors. DirectP asymmetries can be measured to
the fraction of a percent level in ! s decays, using both inclusive and exclusive channels,
andb ! s ‘ can be equally thoroughly explored. Equally precise sesrdbr directcp
violation in charm or decays provide additional NP sensitivity, since the SM gamknd is
largely absent. At the same time, a SFF can access chanaeBr¢hsensitive to NP even when
there are no new sources 0P violation, such as the photon polarizationin! s , and the
branching fractions oB* ! ‘" . the latter being sensitive probes of NP in MFV scenarios
with largetan . Furthermore, rare FCNC decays of thdepton are particularly interesting since
lepton flavour violation sources involving the third gertema are naturally the largest. Any of
these measurements constitutes clear motivation for a SFF.

— Future metrology of the CKM matrix:
There are several measurements that are unaffected by NRrig lkely scenarios, and which
allow the extraction of the CKM parameters even in the presesf such NP effects. Among
these, the angle can be measured with a precision1ef2 , where the precision is limited only
by statistics, not by systematics or by theoretical errdy. contrast, the determination of the
elementsy/,,jand /4, jwill be limited by theory, but the large data sample of a SFF aliow
many of the theoretical errors to be much improved. Withapéted improvements in lattice
QCD calculations, the precision on,,jand /4, jcan be driven down to the percent level. These
measurements could allow tests of the consistency of thedStd Model at a few per mille level
and provide the NP phenomenological analyses with a datatian of the CKM matrix at the
percent level.

In Tablg52 we give indicative estimates of the precisionames of the most important observables
that can be achieved by a SFF with integrated luminositgsf/s ab ' . Here we have not attempted
to comment on the whole range of measurements that can b@ped by such a machine, but instead
focus on channels with the greatest phenomenological impac more details, including a wide range
of additional measurements, we guide the reader to thetejitirl,498,820,1023,1024], where also all
original references are given.

The most important measurements within the CKM metrologyhar angles of the Unitarity Tri-
angle, the angle (also known as ;), measured using mixing-inducex® violation inB° ! J= K °,
the angle ( .), measured using rates and asymmetries in s and , andthe angle (5),
measured using rates and asymmetries in D ¢ 'K () decays, using final states accessible to both
D % andD °. Moreover, a SFF will improve our knowledge of the lengthshu sides of the Unitarity
Triangle. In particular, the CKM matrix element, . jwill be precisely measured through both inclusive
and exclusive semileptonie! u decays.

Among the measurements sensitive for New Phykieie are the mixing-inducetl violation pa-
rameters in charmless hadromicdecays dominated by the! s penguin transitions ( K °), s ( & 9)
ands (K JK Jx 2). Within the Standard Model these give the same valugrof2 ) that is determined

MNotice that this method for extractingis insensitive to NP in QCD penguins. However it could becifd by isospin-
breaking NP contributions.
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Table 52: Expected sensitivity that can be achieved on some of the impeirtant observables, by a SFF with
integrated luminosity 060—75 ab * . The range of values given allow for possible variation i thtal integrated
luminosity, in the accelerator and detector design, andniitihg systematic effects. For further details, refer
to [211,1024].

Observable Super Flavour Factory sensitivity
sn(2 )(J= K9 0.005-0.012
(B! DUk ") 1-2
(B! ioi ) 1-2
7 upj(exclusive) 3-5%
Vupj(inclusive) 2—6%
17-34%
07-1:7%
S(K?) 0.02-0.03
SHE 0.01-0.02
SEKIKIKY) 0.02-0.04
b 1-3
B®B ! ) 3—4%
B®B ! ) 5-6%
BB ! D ) 2-25%
BB ! =B B! K ) 3-4%
Acp ! s ) 0:004—-0:005
Acp (! (s+d) ) 0:01
SKS %) 0:02-0:03
s(% ) 0:08-0:12
AFEB ! X' ) so 4-6%
BB ! K ) 16—20%
B( ! ) -8 10
B( ! ) 02-1 10
B( ! ) 04—4 10

inB? 1 J= K °decays, up to a level of theoretical uncertainty that iswatied to be 2-5% within
factorization. (The theoretical error in these and othedespsuchas ! K s °, can be also bounded
with data-driven methods [88]. Presently these give latgerertainties but will become more precise
as more data is available.) Many extensions of the StandadeMesult in deviations from this predic-
tion. Another distinctive probe of new sourcesa violation is  , thecP violating phase in neutral
D meson mixing, which is negligible in the SM and can be prédgiseeasured using, for example,
D! KJ* decays. Furthermore, branching fractions for leptonic sewhileptonicB decays are
sensitive to charged Higgs exchange. In particular thesgesare sensitive to new physics, even in
the unfavourable minimal flavour violation scenario, wittagye ratio of the Higgs vacuum expectation
values,tan . Measurements of rare radiative and electroweak penguicegses are well-known to be
particularly sensitive to new physics: The ratio of bramchfractionsB (B ! =B® ! K )de-
pends on the ratio of CKM matrix parameteys;=V j with additional input from lattice QCD. Within
the Standard Model this result must be consistent with caimés from the Unitarity Triangle fits. The
inclusiveCp asymmetriesicp (b! s )OraAcp (b! (s+ d) )are predicted in the Standard Model to
be small or exactly zero respectively with well understdogretical uncertainties. The mixing-induced
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CP asymmetry in radiativé> ! s transitions, measured for example througtk ¢ ° ), is sensitive to
the emitted photon polarization. Within the SM the photostiengly polarized, and the mixing-induced
asymmetry small, but new right-handed currents can brealptiediction even without the introduction
of any newcCP violating phase. Similarlys ( ° ) probes radiativeo ! d transitions. The dilepton
invariant mass squaredat which the forward-backward asymmetry in the distribntad B | X **
decays is zero (denoted® (B ! X ‘" ) sy), for which the theoretical uncertainty of the Standard
Model prediction is small, is sensitive to NP in electrowgmnguin operators; finally, the branching

fraction for the rare electroweak penguin decy! K is an important probe for NP even if this
appears only well above the electroweak scale. A SFF alswalfor the measurement of branching
ratios of lepton flavour violating decays, such as ! , ! and ! . Within the Stan-

dard Model, these are negligibly small, but many models of plysics create observable lepton flavour
violation signatures.

For some of the entries of Tallle]52 some additional commeatmarder:

— With such large data samples as will be accumulated by atB&Encertainty on several measure-
ments will be dominated by systematic errors. Estimatirguitimate precision therefore requires
some knowledge of how these systematic uncertainties camgreved. One such important chan-
nel is the mixing-inducedP asymmetry inB® ! J= K °, which measuresin(2 )in the SM.
The systematic uncertainties in the currenfactory analyses are around2% , coming mainly
from uncertainties in the vertex detector alignment andrbspot position. Another example is
directcP asymmetry, both in exclusive and inclusive modes. Measengsnwith precision better
than1% require knowledge of detector asymmetries at the same. I®e&dluction of these errors
will be highly challenging, but there is some hope that inweraent by a factor of about two may
be possible.

— The precision that can be achieved+in,jdepends on improvements in the theoretical treatment.
The most notable effect is for the exclusive channels, whestaction of the error on form factors
calculated in lattice QCD is extremely important.

— The sensitivities for some measurements depend on hadpamameters that are not yet well
known. For example, for, to be measured at least one of thé-D ° mixing parameters, and
yp Mmust be nonzero. The first evidence for charm mixing has tgcbeen reported [911, 936],
but large ranges for the obtained parameters are still afowOur estimate of the sensitivity is
obtained by extrapolating results fromthe! Ks *  time-dependent analysis [929], which
currently appears to be the single most sensitive chanitiebuegh better constraints can certainly
be obtained by combining information from multiple decaysdas.

— The specific details of the accelerator and detector caafiigun are important considerations for
some measurements. For studies of mixing-inducedasymmetry that obtain the decay ver-
tex position from a reconstructed? meson (such as® ! x Jx Jx JandB® ! K ° )the
geometry of the vertex detector plays an important role tebgirecision is achieved for a larger
vertex detector. Similarly, several channels with missngrgy (such as ! ,B ! D
andB ! K ) make full use of the constraints available in4s) ! B decays by fully re-
constructing on® meson to know the kinematics of the other. Such measurerasntfependent
on the background condition and the hermeticity of the detedndeed, it is obvious that the
sensitivity for all measurements depends strongly on thectlsr performance, and improvements
in, e.g, vertexing and particle identification capability will bé great benefit to separate signal
from background.

— The sensitivity to very rare processes, such as the lewaut violating decay ! depends
strongly on how effectively the background may be reducati@nother possible improvements
to the analysis techniques used.
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The sensitivities of these measurements to New Physictsefi@y be shown by a few examples:
In Figure[61 we show a simulation of the time-dependent asgmninB® ! K ° compared to that
forB? ! Jg= K °. The events are generated using the current central vafiles measurements. With
the precision of a SFF and the present central values, tfexalice between the two data sets is larger
than the theoretical expectation, showing evidence of Nribwitions.
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Fig. 61: Simulation of new physics effects m° ! K Y, as could be observed by a SFF. The open circles show
simulateds © ! J= K ° events, the filled circles show simulated ! & ° events. Both have curves showing
fit results superimposed. From [1024].

In Figure[62 we show how lepton flavour violation in the decay! may be discovered at
a SFF. The simulation corresponds to a branching fraction ©f ! ) = 10°%, which is within
the range predicted by many new physics models. The siguttasly observable, and well within the
reach of a SFF. The simulation includes the effects of ircdzla background from initial state radiation
photons, though improvements in the detector and in theysisaimay lead to better control of this
limitation. Other lepton flavour violating decay modes, lsias ! do not suffer from this
background, and have correspondingly cleaner experirhgigi@atures.

The differences between the SFF physics programme and tifabe currents factories are
striking. At a SFF measurements of known rare processesasich s or CP violation in hadronic
b ! spenguin transitions such a” !  k { will be advanced to unprecedented precision. Channels
which are just being observed in the existing data, suckas ° ,B* ! * andB ! D'’
will become precision measurements at a SFF. Furthermetaijled studies of decay distributions and
asymmetries that cannot be performed with the presensttati will enable the sensitivity to NP to
be significantly improved. Another salient example liesoifi-D © oscillations: the current evidence
for charm mixing, which cannot be interpreted in terms of Netwsics, opens the door for precise
measurements of thep violating phase in charm mixing, which is known to be zerohe Standard
Model with negligible uncertainty.
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Fig. 62: Monte Carlo simulation of the appearance of! at a SFF. A clear peak in the invariant mass
distribution is visible above the background. The branglifaction used in the simulationis( ! )= 108,

an order of magnitude below the current upper limit. Withab * of data the significance of such a decay is
expected to exceed .

In addition, these measurements will be accompanied by atiamiscoveries of new modes and
processes. These will include decays suclBas K« , Which is the signature of the theoretically
clean quark level process ! s . The high statistics and clean environment of a SFF allow for
the accompanyingg meson to be fully reconstructed in a hadronic decay modectwtiien in turn
allows a one-charged prong rare decay to be isolated. Anettemple ise* ! * “* * | the most
accessible>! d“* * process. These decays are the next level beyonds‘* * decays, which were
first observed in th@& Factory era. Such significant advances will result in a stpphenomenological
impact of the Super Flavour Factory physics programme.

Comparison with LHCb:Since a SFF will take data in the LHC era, it is reasonable kchasv
the physics reach compares with thephysics potential of the LHC experiments, most notably LHCb
By 2014, the LHCb experiment is expected to have accumulategh * of data frompp collisions at
aluminosity of 2 16 an 2 s . In the following we assume the most recent estimates of LHCb
sensitivity with that data set [1025]. Note that LHCb is plang an upgrade where they would run
at 10 times the initial design luminosity and record a dataga of about100 b ', see Section 414
and [1026].

The most striking outcome of any comparison between SFF &fthLis that the strengths of the
two experiments are largely complementary. For examplke |alge boost of th& hadrons produced
at LHCb allows studies of the oscillations and mixing-inddcCP violation ofz ; mesons while many
of the measurements that constitute the primary physicsvaimn for a SFF cannot be performed in
the hadronic environment, including rare decay modes wiitsimg energy such a8* ! ‘* . and
B* ! K* . Measurements of the CKM matrix elemenigjand /o,jand inclusive analyses of
processes such as! s also benefit greatly from the SFF environment. At LHCb theorestruction
efficiencies are reduced for channels containing sevendraleparticles and for studies where the
decay vertex must be determined frork & meson. Consequently, a SFF has unique potential to measure
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Fig. 63: Regions corresponding teb% probability for the CKM parameters and selected by different con-
straints, assuming present central values with preseotsefeft) or with errors expected at a SFF tuning central
values to have compatible constraints (right).

the photon polarization via mixing-inducetp violation ins8° ! k2 ° . Similarly, a SFF is well
placed to study possible NP effects in hadronit s penguin decays as it can measure precisely the
CP asymmetries in mang ¢ decay modes includingx °, % % kK Jk 2k 2 ork J °. While LHCb

will have limited capability for these channels, it can &slei complementary measurements using decay
modes such ag ? ! andB? ! for radiative and hadronip ! s transitions respectively.

Where there is overlap, the strength of the SFF programnts ability to use multiple approaches
to reach the objective becomes apparent. For example, LHiClbavable to measure to about5
precision using ! , but would not be able to access the full information in theand  channels,
which is necessary to drive the uncertainty down toithe level of a SFF. Similarly, LHCb can certainly
measuresin (2 ) through mixing-inducedP violation inB° ! J= K ? decay to high accuracy (about
0.01), but will have less sensitivity to make the compleragnmeasurementg(g, in g= % andb h°)
that help to ensure that the theoretical uncertainty is uodetrol. LHCb plans to measure the angle
with a precision of2-3 . A SFF is likely to be able to improve this precision to abaut LHCb can
make a precise measurement of the zero of the forward-badkasgymmetry ire® ! kK ° * | but
a SFF can also measure the inclusive chamnel s+ * , which is theoretically a significantly cleaner
observable [457].

The broad program of a SFF thus provides a very comprehensivef measurements, extending
what will already have been achieved by LHCb at that time.s Vil be of great importance for the
study of flavour physics in the LHC era and beyond.

4.1.3 Phenomenological Impact

The power of a SFF to observe NP and to determine the CKM paeasnprecisely is manifold. In
the following, we present a few highlights of the phenomegial impact (for more detailed analyses
see [211,498, 820, 1023, 1024]).

Precise Determination of CKM Parameters in the SWhast of the measurements described in the
previous section can be used to select a region intheplane as shown in Figlreb3. The corresponding
numerical results are given in Tallle|53. The results indithat a precision of a fraction of a percent
can be reached, significantly improving the current sitimgtand providing a generic test of the presence
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of NP at that level of precision. Note that in the right plotFe§ure[63 - where the expected precision
offered by a SFF is used - the validity of the SM is assumedhsaodmpatibility of all constraints is put
in by hand. In contrast, in Figute 64 we assume that all resake the central values of their current
world averages with the expected precision of a SFF. In thi® cthe hints of discrepancies present in
today’'s data have evolved into fully fledged NP discoveries.

= 0.6F
0.55— e
0.4:
0.35

0.2F

Fig. 64: Region corresponding to 95% probability for the CKM paragnetand™ selected by the different con-
straints, assuming todays central values with the pratisi@ SFF. Note for example that the band corresponding
tothe measurement does not pass through the intersection ofadhstraints.

Table 53: Uncertainties of the CKM parameters obtained from the Sieshtflodel fit using the experimental and
theoretical information available today (left) and at timae of a SFF (right). The precision corresponds to the

plots in Figure§ 613 and 64.

Parameter SM Fittoday SM Fitata SFF
- 0163 0028 0:0028
- 0344 0016 0:0024

927 42 045
222 09 0:17
646 42 0:38
Of course, many of the measurements used for the SM deteioringf = can be affected by

the presence of NP. Thus, unambiguous NP searches requitermihation of” and™ in the presence
of arbitrary NP contributions, which can be done using = 2 processes.

New Physics in Models with Minimal Flavour Violatiomhe basic assumption of Minimal Flavour
Violation (MFV) [10,12,1027] is that NP does not introducaansources of flavour andp violation.
Hence the only flavour-violating couplings are the SM Yukawaplings. One can assume that the top
Yukawa coupling is dominant in the simplest case with onegsligoublet and - with some exceptions
- also in the case with two Higgs doublets with smalh ; this means that all NP effects amount to a
real contribution added to the SM loop function generateditiyal top exchange. In particular, in the
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Fig. 65: Exclusion regions at 95% probability in the, —tan plane for the 2HDM-II (left) and the MSSM
(right) obtained assuming the Standard Model valus & ! “ ) measured witte ab * (dark (red) area) and
75ab ! (dark (red) + light (green) area). In the MSSM case, we haeglus 10 > [1028].

B = 2amplitude, MFV NP may be parameterized as
So(xe) ! Soe)+ S

where the functiors o (x.) represents the top contribution in the box diagrams agds the NP contribu-
tion. Therefore, in this class of MFV models, the NP contiitou to all F = 2 processes is universal,
and the effective Hamiltonian retains the SM structure.

Following Ref. [10], this value can be converted into a NHescaing

2
S=4a — (229)

where (= Yisin? y My = 2:4 Tev is the SM scaley: is the top Yukawa coupling, is the NP
scale and: is an unknown (but real) Wilson coefficient of (1).

The UT analysis can constrain the value of the NP parametgtogether with™ and™ . In the
absence of a NP signal,s; is distributed around zero. From this distribution, we cémain a lower
bound on the NP scale.

For a one-Higgs-doublet model (LHDM) or a two-Higgs-doubf®del (2HDM) in the lowtan
regime, the combination of measurements at a SFF and thewegbiattice results give

> 14TevV @ 95% CL (230)

These bounds are a factor of three larger than those availathy [210]. This means that even
in the “worst case” scenaridg., in models with MFV at smaltan , the sensitivity of flavour-violating
processes to NP is strong enough to allow for the study of #ivedir-violating couplings of new particles
with masses up t600 GeV. This conversion to a NP scale in the MFV case deservéseivexplanation.
Consider that the SM reference scale corresponds to virtuaxchange in the loops. As MFV has
the same flavour violating couplings as the SM, the MFV-NResisasimply translated to a new virtual
particle massas= , My . It must be noted, however, that as soon as one considesstarg , or
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relaxes the MFV assumption in this kind of analysis, the Nitests raised by at least a factor of three,
covering the whole range of masses accessible at the LH@ctrnlfe RGE-enhanced contribution of the
scalar operators (absent or subleading in the small MFV case) typically sets bounds an order of
magnitude stronger than those on the SM current-curreniatge correspondingly increasing the lower
bound on the NP scale. This is the case, for instance, in theteMinimal Flavour Models (NMFV)
discussed in Ref. [18] as described in the analysis of REf. [9

The largetan  scenario offers additional opportunities to reveal NP byaeting flavour-violating
couplings in B = 1 processes with virtual Higgs exchange. This can be the cadedays such as
B! “ orB! D whose branching ratios are strongly affected by a charggddHfor large values
of tan . In Figure[65 we show the region excluded in thg —tan plane by the measurement of
B@®B ! ‘ )withthe precision expected at the end of the cureeritactories and at a SFF, assuming the
central value given by the SM. Itis apparent that a SFF puteelewer bound omt ; , corresponding,

for example, totan 50 from the hundreds of GeV region up to about 2 TeV, both in th®RHII
and in the MSSM. Another interesting possibility is to tesitbn flavour universality by measuring the
ratioR,~ = B(B ! )=B (B ! ), which could have & (10% ) deviation from its SM value at

largetan [32,534], whereas the relative error on the individual lofang fraction measurements at a
SFF is expected to b& or less. In Figuré 86 we show the region excluded inthe —tan plane by
the measurement & B ! D ‘ )ata SFF, assuming the central value given by the SM.

MSSM with Generic Squark Mass Matricéhere is also an impressive impact of a SFF on the
parameters of the MSSM with generic squark mass matricemnpeterized using the mass insertion
(MI) approximation [97]. In this framework, the NP flavouielating couplings are the complex Mils.
For simplicity, we consider only the dominant gluino cobttion. The relevant parameters are therefore
the gluino massn 4, the average squark mass, and the Mis( %. )as, wherei;§ = 1;2;3 are the
generation indices andl ;B = L ;R are the labels referring to the helicity of the SUSY partneargs.

For example, the parameters relevanbtd s transitions are the two SUSY masses and the four Mis
($5hmnzrzrLrr- Inorder to simplify the analysis, we consider the contitiu of one MI at a time.
This is justified to some extent by the hierarchy of the prebeninds on the Mis. In addition, barring
accidental cancellations, the contributions from two orenells would produce larger NP effects and
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Fig. 67: Sensitivity region of SFF in then —3( fj )as jplane. The region is obtained by requiring that the
reconstructed Ml i away from zero. The cases ¢f; ). (upper left),( {5 )= (upper right),( &5 ). (lower
left) and ( 95 ). (lower right) are shown. For LR Mis the theoretical upper bdallowed parameter region is
below these lines) discussed in the text is also shownder = 5;10;35;60 (dashed, dotted, dot-dashed, solid

line respectively).

therefore make the detection of NP easier, while simultasiyamaking the phenomenological analysis
more involved [108, 421]. The analysis presented here istas results and techniques developed in
Refs. [104, 105, 107]. The aim of this analysis is twofold. & one hand, we want to show the bounds
on the MSSM parameter space as they would appear at a SFhisqurpose, we first simulate the
signals produced by the MSSM for a given value of one MI. Wentbleeck how well we are able to
determine this value using the constraints coming from a. 8Fparticular, we examine the ranges of
masses and Mls for which clear NP evidence, given by a norsiviang value of the extracted Ml, can

be obtained. In Figure_67 we show for some of the different,Nie observation region in the plane

m ,—7 ¢ jobtained by requiring that the absolute value of the recoottd Ml is more thars  away from
zero. For simplicity we have taken, mg4. From these plots, one can see that a SFF could detect NP
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effects caused by SUSY masses upte15 TeV corresponding tg %;23 L 1. Even larger scales
could be reached byr Mls. However overly larga.R Mls are known to produce charge- and colour-
breaking minima in the MSSM potential [809], which can beided by imposing the bounds shown
in theLR plots of Figure 6l7. These bounds decrease-as, and increase linearly withan . Taking
them into account, we can see that stil Mls are sensitive to gluino masses upetel0 TeV for tan
between 5 and 60. The plots of Figlrd 67 show the values of thtadl can be reconstructed if SUSY
masses are belowTeV. In the cases considered we find, )., = 2-5 102, ($5)r = 215 107,
(%hee =25 10 and( $3nr = 510 10°. These value are typically one order of magnitude
smaller than the present upper bounds on the Mls [1029].

Figure[68 shows a simulation of how well the the mass insest{dIs), related to the off-diagonal
entries of the squark mass matrices, could be reconstrattedSFF. Figuré 68 displays the allowed
region in the plan& e( fj )as—In ( % )as With a value of( fj s allowed from the present upper bound,
mg4 = 1 TeV and using the SFF measurements as constraints. Themelegnstraints come from
B! s )Acpb! s ,BbO! s’ )Acp®! s’ ) mg, andAg . Itis apparent the
key role ofa.pr (b ! s )together with the branching ratios of! s andb! s* ‘ . The zero of
the forward-backward asymmetry in! s‘" “ , missing in the present analysis, is expected to give
an additional strong constraint, further improving thesabity excellent extraction af $; ).z shown in
Figure[68.

Lepton Flavour Violation in  Decays:The search for Flavour Changing Neutral Current (FCNC)
transitions of charged leptons is one of the most promisiingctions to search for physics beyond
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Fig. 69: B( ! ) in units of 107 vs. the high energy universal gaugino mass,(,) within a SO (10)

framework [1030]. The plot is obtained by scanning the LHCemssible parameter space, 5 Tev for

tan = 40. Green or light (red or dark) points correspond to the sdenghere LFV is governed by the PMNS
(CKM) mixing matrix. The thick horizontal line denotes theepent experimental sensitivity. The expected SFF
sensitivity is2 10 °.

the SM. In the last few years neutrino physics has provideaiminguous indications about the non-
conservation of lepton flavour, we therefore expect thisypheenon to occur also in the charged lepton
sector. FCNC transitions of charged leptons could occut b&fond any realistic experimental reso-
lution if the light neutrino mass matrixa( ) were the only source of Lepton Flavour Violation (LFV).
However, in many realistic extensions of the SM this is net thse. In particular, the overall size of
m is naturally explained by a strong suppression associatttetbreaking of the total Lepton Number
(LN), which is not directly related to the size of LFV intet@mms.

Rare FCNC decays of the lepton are particularly interesting since the LFV soureeslving the
third generation are naturally the largest. In particusmarches of ! at the10® level or below
are extremely interesting even taking into account thegmestringent bounds on ! e . We illustrate
this with one example where the comparison of possible bewndor evidences for) ! , ! e
and other LFV rare decays provides a unique tool to idenkig/riature of the NP model.

In Figure[69, we show the prediction fer( ! ) within a SUSY SO(10) framework for the
accessible LHC SUSY parameter space , 15Tev,mg 5Tev andtan = 40[1030]. Note
that the measurement af( ! ) at a SFF can distinguish the scenario where LFV is governed by
neutrino mixing matrixus, s from the scenario where LFV is governed by the quark mixindrixa
Vegw -

Little Higgs Models:These models address the tension between the naturalrbssetéctroweak
scale and the precision electroweak measurements showiegidence for new physics up 0 10
TeV. The Littlest Higgs model [137] is based o & (5)=S0 (5) non-linear sigma model. It is strongly
constrained by the electroweak precision data due to éed-tontributions of the new particles.

Implementing an additional discrete symmetry, so-callgquhafity [147], constrains the new par-
ticles to contribute at the loop-level only and allows for B Ncale around00 G ev. It also calls for
additional (mirror) fermions providing an interesting ftar phenomenology.

The high sensitivity for decays serves as an important tool to test the littlest Higgdel with
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Table 54: Upper bounds on some LFV decay branching ratios in the LHTehaith a new physics scale =

500 G v, after imposing constraintson ! e I e e e, ! and ! e O,
Decay Upper bound|
I e 1 18
! 2 18
I e e'e 2 16
! * 3 18

Table 55: Comparison of various ratios of branching ratios in the LHa@dw®l and in the MSSM without and with
significant Higgs contributions.

Ratio LHT MSSM (dipole) | MSSM (Higgs)
Bt tecec) 04-25 6 1d 6 1
Bl lece) 0.4-2.3 1 19 119
S 04-23 2 1 1 1b

T-parity (LHT), in particular to distinguish it from the M3&[161]. Upper bounds on some lepton
flavour violating decay branching ratios are given in Table 5

By comparison with Table 52, these are seen to be well withénréach of a SFF. However, the
large LFV branching ratios are not a specific feature of thelliiit a general property of many new
physics models including the MSSM. Nevertheless, as Tdbleldarly shows, specific correlations are
very suitable to distinguish between the LHT and the MSSM different ratios are a consequence of
the fact that in the MSSM the dipole operator plays the ctuoia in those observables while in the LHT
the z ° penguin and the box diagram contributions are dominant. petteern is still valid when there is
a significant Higgs contribution in the MSSM, as can be reddrof Table[55.

Comparison of different SUSY Breaking ScenarlosSUSY models the squark and slepton mass
matrices are determined by various SUSY breaking parasieded hence a SFF has the potential to
study SUSY breaking scenarios through quark and leptontasignals. This will be particularly im-
portant when SUSY particles are found at the LHC, becauseutaoff-diagonal terms in these mass
matrices could carry information on the origin of SUSY brie@kand interactions at high energy scales
such as the GUT and the seesaw neutrino scales. Combinedhai®USY mass spectrum obtained
at energy frontier experiments, it may be possible to gatie whole structure of SUSY breaking. In
order to illustrate the potential of a SFF to explore the SU&aking sector, three SUSY models are
considered and various flavour signals are compared. Thesé)athe minimal supergravity model
(mMSUGRA), (i1) a SU(5) SUSY GUT model with right-handed neutringsii) the MSSM with U(2)
flavour symmetry [1031]. In mSUGRA, the SUSY breaking termesassumed to be flavour-blind at the
GUT scale. The SU(5) SUSY GUT with right-handed neutrincs igell-motivated SUSY model which
can accommodate the gauge coupling unification and thewseasahanism for neutrino mass gener-
ation. There is interesting interplay between the quarklaptbn sectors in this model. Since quarks
and leptons are unified in the same GUT multiplets, quark flavoixing can be a source of flavour
mixings in the slepton sector that induce LFV in the chargguddn processes. Furthermore, the neutrino
Yukawa coupling constants introduce new flavour mixings &éma not related to the CKM matrix. Due
to the SU(5) GUT multiplet structure sizable flavour mixirenooccur in the right-handed sdown sector
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ofB ! KJandB ! J= K J modes forthree SUSY breaking scenarios: mSUGRA(left) 53 3USY GUT

with right-handed neutrinos in non-degenerate case (mjddhd MSSM with U(2) flavour symmetry (right). The
expected SFF sensitivities are also shown.

as well as the left-handed slepton sector, and contribsitiorvarious LFV and quark FCNC processes
become large. When we require that the neutrino Yukawa aaogiglonstants only induce flavour mix-
ing in the 2-3 generation, then the constraint from the e process is somewhat relaxed (so-called
non-degenerate case). Finally, in the MSSM with U(2) flavmgmmetry, the first two generations of
quarks and squarks are assigned as doublets with respéet same U(2) flavour group, whereas those
in the third generation are singlets. Therefore this moglans the suppression of the FCNC processes
between the first two generations, but it still providesBieaontributions fob !  stransition processes.

Flavour signals in thé& ! s sector are shown in Figufe]70 for these three SUSY breakiag sc
narios. Scatter plots of the time-dependent asymmetsy of k 2 ° and the difference between the
time-dependent asymmetries®f !  kJ andB ! J= K J modes are presented as a function of
the gluino mass. Various phenomenological constrainth a8& (o ! s ), the rate ofs; mixing, and
neutron and atomic electic dipole moments are taken intowadcas well as SUSY and Higgs particle
search limits from LEP and TEVATRON experiments. For the SUBJT case, the branching ratios of
muon and tau LFV processes are also calculated and useditthérallowed parameter space. Sizable
deviations can be seen for SU(5) SUSY GUT and U(2) flavour sgtnntases even if the gluino mass is
1 TeV. The deviation is large enough to be identified at SFRh@rother hand, the deviations are much
smaller for the mSUGRA case.

The correlation betweem (! yandB (! e )isshown in Figuk€ll for the non-degenerate
SU(5) SUSY GUT case. In this case, both processes can reagmtcupper bounds. It is thus possible
that improvements inthe | e search at the MEG experiment and in the! search at a SFF
lead to discoveries of muon and tau LFV processes, respéctiNotice that the Majorana mass scale
that roughly corresponds to the heaviest Majorana neutriass is takento b x = 4 10* Gev
in these figures. When the Majorana mass scale is lower, flaignals become smaller because the
size of the neutrino Yukawa coupling constant is propodldo = M ; and LFV branching ratios scale
with M 2. This means that a SFF can cover some part of the parametee fpm ! if the
Majorana scale is larger thard'® Gev. The pattern of LFV signals also depends on the choice of
SUSY breaking scenarios. If we take the degenerate caseeas tleavy Majorana masses in a SU(5)
SUSY GUT,B( ! e )can be close to the present experimental bound while bragdhitios of tau
LFV processes are generally less them®. The LFV branching ratios for both muon and tau LFV
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processes are negligible for the mSUGRA case. In MSSM with) flavour symmetry, LFV signals
depend on how the flavour symmetry is implemented in the tepextor so that there is a large model
dependence.

4.1.4 Summary

In conclusion, the physics case of a Super Flavour Factdhgatimg an integrated luminosity afo—75

ab ! is well established. Many NP sensitive measurements im@iE andD mesons and leptons,
unique to a Super Flavour Factory, can be performed with [extesensitivity to new particles with
masses up to 100 (or even  1000) TeV. The possibility to operate at the(5s) resonance makes
some measurements with; mesons also accessible, and options to run in the tau-cHameshiold
region and possibly with one or two polarized beams furthhreatlens the physics reach. Flavour- and
CP -violating couplings of new particles accessible at the Lé#@ be measured in most scenarios, even
in the unfavourable cases assuming minimal flavour viatatitogether with the LHC, a Super Flavour
Factory could be soon starting the project of reconstrgdire NP Lagrangian. Admittedly, this daunting
task would be difficult and take many years, but it providesatiting objective for accelerator-based
particle physics in the next decade and beyond.
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4.2 SupeB proposal

The two asymmetri®@ Factories, PEP-II [1032] and KEKB [1033], and their compandetectors,
BABAR [1034] and Belle [1035], have produced a wealth of flavourgits/results, subjecting the quark
and lepton sectors of the Standard Model to a series of stnirtgsts, all of which have been passed. With
the much larger data sample that can be produced at a Supactory, qualitatively new studies will
be possible, including searches for flavour-changing aéatrrrents, lepton-flavour violating processes,
and new sources afp violation, at sensitivities that could reveal New Physieydnd the Standard
Model. These studies will provide a uniquely important seuof information about the details of the
New Physics uncovered at hadron colliders in the comingakefE036].

In light of this strong physics motivation, there has beemeagdeal of activity over the past six
years aimed at designing ahe B Factory that can produce sampleskpt-and decays 50 to 100
times larger than will exist when the curremtFactory programs end.

Upgrades of PEP-11[1037] and KEKB [1038] to Sufefactories that accomplish this goal have
been considered at SLAC and at KEK. These machines are eldt@ns of the existingg Factories,
with higher currents, more bunches, and smalldunctions (1.5 to 3 mm). They also use a great deal of
power (90 to 100 MW), and the high currents, approaching J@&e significant challenges for detectors.
To minimize the substantial wallplug power, the SuperPEdesign doubled the current RF frequency,
to 958 MHz. In the case of SuperKEKB, a factor of two increaskeiminosity is assumed for the use of
crab crossing, which is currently being tested at KEKB, seetiSn[4.3.

SLAC has no current plans for an on-site accelerator-basgudnergy physics program, so the
SuperPEP-II proposal is moribund. The SuperKEKB propasabnsidered as a future option of KEK.
The problematic power consumption and background issusxased with the SLAC and KEK-based
Superd Factory designs have now, however, motivated a new apptogghpers Factory design, using
low emittance beams to produce a collider with a luminosfty@*, but with reduced power consump-
tion and lower backgrounds. This collider is called Spddesign parameters of the exisiting colliders
PEP-Il and KEKB are compared with those of SuperPEP-II, BUpKB, and SupéB in Table[56.

Table 56: Comparison o Factory and Supes Factory designs.

PEP-II KEKB  SuperPEP-II  SuperKEKB Suger

Ergr (GeV) 3.1 3.5 3.5 3.5 4
Engr (G&V) 9 8 8 8 7
Nopare ( 109) 8 5.8 10 12 6
Toer @A) 2.95 1.68 4.5 9.4 2.28
Tugr A) 1.75 1.29 2.5 4.1 1.3
Wallplug power (MW) 22.5 45 100 90 17
Crossing angle (mrad) 0 15 0 0 17
Bunch length , (mm) 11 6 1.7 3 7

, (nm) 6900 2000 700 367 35

L(m) 160 110 58 42 5.7

, (mm) 11 6 15 3 0.3
Vertical beam-beam tune shiff ~ 0.068 0.055 0.12 0.25 0.17
Luminosity (cm?s ') ( 164) 1.1 1.6 70 80 100

The SupdB Conceptual Design Report [1039] describes a nascent attenal effort to construct
a very high luminosity asymmetrie" e Flavour Factory. The machine can use an existing tunnel or
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it could be built at a new site, such as the campus of the Usityeof Rome “Tor Vergata”, near the
INFN National Laboratory of Frascati. The report was pregabpy an international study group set up
by the President of INFN at the end of 2005, with the chargeauafygng the physics motivation and the
feasibility of constructing a Super Flavour Factory thatwdocome into operation in the first half of the
next decade with a peak luminosity in excess0f cm 2 s ! atthe (4S)resonance.

The key idea in the SupBrdesign is the use of low emittance beams produced in an aatmle
lattice derived from the ILC Damping Ring Design, togethatima new collision region, again with
roots in the ILC final focus design, but with important new cepts developed in this design effort.
Remarkably, Supé produces this very large improvement in luminosity withcalating currents and
wallplug power similar to those of the curremtFactories. There is clear synergy with ILC R&D; design
efforts have already influenced one another, and many aspiitte ILC Damping Rings and Final Focus
would be operationally tested at SuBer

There is quite a lot of siting flexibility in the SupBrCDR design. Since the required damping
times are produced by wigglers in straight sections, th@sadf the ring can be varied (within limits,
of course) to accommodate other sites and/or to optimizé cemaller radius designs are also being
explored, in which the bending magnets bear a greater bund@mducing the needed damping.

Employing concepts developed for the ILC damping rings andl fiocus in the design of the
Supep collider, one can produce a two-order-of-magnitude ingeeia luminosity with beam currents
that are comparable to those in the existing asymmetrieactories. Background rates and radiation
levels associated with the circulating currents are coafgarto current values; luminosity-related back-
grounds such as those due to radiative Bhabhas, increastastially. With careful design of the interac-
tion region, including appropriate local shielding, angigthtforward revisions of detector components,
upgraded detectors based BaBAr or Belle are a good match to the machine environment: in tisis d
cussion, we usBABAR as a specific example. Required detector upgrades incladaction of the radius
of the beam pipe, allowing a first measurement of track pmsitloser to the vertex and improving the
vertex resolution (this allows the energy asymmetry of thiéider to be reduced to 7 on 4 GeV); replace-
ment of the drift chamber, as the current chamber will haweeerled its design lifetime; replacement of
the endcap calorimeter, with faster crystals having a snkibliére radius, since there is a large increase
in Bhabha electrons in this region.

SupeB has two additional features: the capability of running atteeof-mass energies in the
/charm threshold region, and longitudinal polarizatiortte electron (high energy) beam. The lumi-

nosity in the 4 GeV region will be an order of magnitude belbwattin the (4s) region, but even so,
data-taking runs of only one month at each of the interestimgrgies ( (3770), 4.03 GeV, threshold,
etc) would produce an order of magnitude more integrated lusitpdhan will exist at the conclusion
of the BES-II program. The polarization scheme is discussawdme detail in the SupBrCDR [1039].
The electron beam can be polarized at a level of 85%, makipgssible to search far violation in
production due to the presence of an electric dipole monoeiidr CP violation in  decay, which is not
expected in the Standard Model.

The SupeB design has been undertaken subject to two important camistral) the lattice is
closely related to the ILC Damping Ring lattice, and 2) as yn@&P-Il components as possible have
been incorporated into the design. A large number of PER#Honents can, in fact, be reused: The
majority of the HER and LER magnets, the magnet power supplie RF system, the digital feedback
system, and many vacuum components. This will reduce theaodsengineering effort needed to bring
the project to fruition.

The crabbed waist design employs a large “Piwinski angle” 3= where is the full geometric
crossing angle of the beams at the interaction point. Byywivdy the large Piwinski angle through the
use of a large crossing angle and a very small horizontal b&ae) and having , comparable to the
size of the beam overlap area, it is possible simultanedowsproduce a very small beam spot, reduce
the vertical tune shift and suppress vertical synchrobmtatesonances. However, new beam resonances
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Table 57: Parameters of the Suf2HER and LER rings compared with the ILC damping rings.

LER HER ILC DR

Energy (GeV) 4 7 5
Luminosity (cm?s ') 1 10° -
C (m) 2249 6695
Crossing angle (mrad) 2 17 -
Longitudinal polarization (%) 0 80 80
Wiggler field Bw (T) 1.00 0.83 1.67
Lpend (M) (Arc/FF) 0.45/0.75/5.4 5.4/5.4 3/6/-
Number of Bends (Arc/FF) 120/120/16 120/16 126/-
Uo (MeV/turn) 1.9 3.3 8.7
Wiggler length:Lt(m) 100 50 200
Damping time 5;  (ms) 16/32 16/32 12.9/25.7

, (mm) 6 6 9

« (hm-rad) 1.6 1.6 0.8
y (pm-rad) 4 4 2

g (%) 0.084 0.09 0.13
Momentum compaction 18 10° 31 10t 42 10*
Synchrotron tune g 0.011 0.02 0.067
VRE (MV), N cavities 6,8 18, 24 24,18
Npare (- 109) 6.16 3.52 2.0
Theam (A) 2.3 1.3 0.4
Ppeam(MW) 4.4 4.3 3.5
f.r (MHZ) 476 650
N bunches 1733 2625

then arise, which can be suppressed by using sextupolesasephith the IP in the plane and with a
=2 phase difference in the plane. This is the crabbed waist transformation. Thesealpélements
have an impact on the dynamic aperture of the lattice; stutheried out after the SugICDR indicate
that an adequate dynamic aperture can be achieved. Therlbageh length made possible by the
new scheme has the further advantage of reducing the prstidéitigher order mode heating, coherent
synchrotron radiation and high power consumption. Beamssand particle densities are, however, in a

regime where Touschek scattering is an important detemhimigbeam lifetime.

The Super concept is a breakthrough in collider design. The inventibthe “crabbed waist”
final focus can, in fact, have impact even on the current geioer of colliders. A test of the crabbed waist
concept is planned to take place at Frascati in late 2007rtyr 2208; a positive result of this test would
be an important milestone as the SuPBetesign progresses. The low emittance lattice, fundamental
as well to the ILC damping ring design, allows high lumingsiiith modest power consumption and

demands on the detector.

Since the circulating currents in Supeare comparable to those in the currentFactories, an
upgrade of one of the existing Factory detectorsBABAR or Belle is an excellent match to the SuBer
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machine environment. As an example, we will describe thages envisioned in an upgrade BABAR,
beginning with those components closest to the beamline.

Developments in silicon sensors and materials technologkenit possible to improve the res-
olution of the silicon vertex tracker (SVT) and to reduce thiameter of the beam pipe. This allows
reduction of the energy asymmetry of Supdo 7 on 4 GeV, saving on power costs, and slightly im-
proving solid angle coverage. The first layer of the SVT wiltinlly be composed of striplets, with
an upgrade to pixels in the highest luminosity regime. Thénnracking chamber will still be a drift
chamber, although with smaller cell size. The radiatorshef DIRC particle identification system will
be retained, but the readout system will be replaced withrsime that occupies a smaller volume. The
barrel Csl (TI) electromagnetic calorimeter will also b&aieed, but the forward endcap will be replaced
with LYSO (Ce) crystals, which are faster and more radiatiand. A small backward region calorime-
ter will be added, mainly to serve as a veto in missing ener@lyaes. The superconducting coil and
instrumented flux return (IFR) will be retained, with the fleturn segmentation and thickness modified
to improve muon identification efficiency. The instrumeittatin the endcap regions of the IFR will
be replaced with scintillator strips for higher rate cafighbi The basic architecture of the trigger and
data acquisition system will be retained, but componentstioe upgraded to provide a much-increased
bandwidth.

SupeB [1040] is an extremely promising approach to producing they/high luminosity asym-
metricB Factory that is required to observe and explore the cortabs of physics beyond the Standard
Model to heavy quark and decays. Its physics capabilities are complementary tetbban experiment
such as LH®at a hadron machine [1041] . TieFactories, building on more than thirty years of work
in heavy flavour studies, have developed an extraordinaifiyant and productive physics community.
They have produced more than four hundred refereed puidiitsabn mixing-induced and directp
violation, improved the measurements of leptonic, senuleie and hadronic decays and discovered a
series of surprising charmonium states. Eh&actories have also been an excellent training ground for
hundreds of graduate students and postdoctoral fellowpeBwvill no doubt be similarly productive.
The physics emphasis would, however, shift to constraivinglucidating physics beyond the Standard
Model.

INFN has formed an International Review Committee to aiticexamine the SupBrConceptual
Design Report and give advice as to further steps, incluglifmgmnission of the CDR to the CERN Strategy
Group, requests for funding to the Italian government, grlieation for European Union funds.

Should the proposal process move forward, it is expectettiieacollider and detector projects
will be realized as an international collaborative effdtembers of the Sup& community will apply
to their respective funding agencies for support, whicH ultimately be recognized in Memoranda of
Understanding. A cadre of accelerator experiments mustbenabled to detail the design of SuBer
while an international detector/physics collaboratiofoisned. The prospect of the reuse of substantial
portions of PEP-Il andBABAR raises the prospect of a major in-kind contribution fromttf#&DOE and/or
other agencies that contributed BaBAR construction; support of the project with other approriat-
kind contributions is also conceivable. It is anticipathdttthe bulk of the US DOE contribution would
be in kind, in the form of PEP-Il components made availabléhhe termination of the SLAC heavy
flavour program. These include the HER and LER magnets, thaerFligital feedback systems, power
supplies and vacuum components andBaBAR detector as the basis for an upgraded SBplatector.

The BABAR model of international collaboration, based on experiegaeed at CERN and other
major laboratories in building and managing internatiot@laborations over the past several decades
is expected to serve as a model for the S&peffort [1040]. The funding agencies of the participating
countries will have a role, together with the host agency host laboratory, in the management of
the enterprise, as well as a fiscal role through an Intemali6inance Committee and various review
committees.
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4.3 Accelerator design of SuperKEKB

The design of SuperKEKB has been developed since 2002 [1T#R]baseline design extends the same
scheme as the present KEKB, as described below. The reaawbloped nano-beam scheme will be
further studied as an option of SuperKEKB, while maintaimg baseline design for the time being. The
possibility of an intermediate solution between these talemes is not excludeapriori.

4.3.1 Baseline Design of SuperKEKB

SuperKEKB is a natural extension of present KEKB. The basglarameters of SuperKEKB are listed
in Table[58.The luminosity goaf  10° an 2 s ', is about 50 times higher than present KEKB. The
gains of the luminosity will be achieved by higher currents(-  6), smaller (  2), and higher beam-
beam parameter,( 4:5).

Table 58: Parametes of SuperKEKB and present KEKB, for the low (LER)Eigh (HER) energy rings.

SuperKEKB KEKB

LER/HER | LER/HER
Flavor e /e e /e
Beam energy 3.5/8 3.5/8 GeVv
Beam current 9.4/4.1 1.7/1.4 A

o 3/200 6 /600 mm

Beam-beam, 025 0.055
Number of bunches / beam 5000 1400
Horizontal emittance', 6-12 18-24 nm
Bunch length , 3 6 mm
Peak luminosityL 8 0.17 10®¥an ?st
Wall-plug power 100 45 MW

A higher stored current requires more rf sources and acbgr cavities. The baseline design
adopts the same rf frequency, 509 MHz, as the present KEK8ntimber of klystrons will be doubled
and the number of cavities will be increased by 50%. The wwtdl-plug power will be doubled. An
option to adopt 1 GHz rf system to reduce the power is undesideration. The cavities will be modified
for high current operation. The normal conducting accéteravith resonantly-coupled energy storage
(ARES) cavity will have higher stored energy ratio of theratge cavity to the accelerating cavity. The
superconducting cavity will have a new higher-order mod®KH absorber to dissipate 5 times more
HOM power, 50 kW per cavity. These designs of rf system and cavities haea lbasically done and
prototyping is going on [1043-1047].

To store the high current, it is necessary to replace alltiagjsbeam pipes in both rings. In
the positron ring, beam pipes with antechamber and speagifdce treatment such as TiN coating are
required to suppress the electron cloud. The antechamberseaessary to store such high currents to
absorb the power of the synchrotron radiation in both rifgso all vacuum components such as bellows
and gate valves must be replaced with low-impedance anddugknt capable version. The small
requires shorter bunch length, which raises another re@ms@place the beam pipes, otherwise the HOM
loss and associated heating of the components will be d¢rddi@ designs of beam pipes, bellows, gate
valves for SuperKEKB have been done and some prototypes tesied at present KEKB. There still
remain a few R&D issues in beam collimators and coherenttegtion radiation [1048—1053].

SuperKEKB will switch the charges of the beams from presdfiKR to store positrons and elec-
trons in the HER and the LER, respectively. The charge swilidirelax the electron-cloud instability
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and reduce the amount of the positron production. For thegehswitch, the injector linac will be up-
graded with C-band system, whose prototype has already héktrand tested successfully. Also new
ideas such as single-crystal target for the positron priiclutave been already utilized to increase the
intensity of the positronst al) [1054, 1055].

All existing magnets of KEKB will be reused in SuperKEKB, ept the interaction region (IR),
which must be renewed for smaller. The final focusing superconducting quadrupole with compen
sation solenoid will be made stronger and their prototypedieeady been produced. Also the crossing
angle will be increased from 22 mrad to 30 mrad. A local chriicityt correction system, which is
currently installed in the LER, will be added in the HER. Amet issue with the smaller is the
aperture for the injected beam, especially for positronsiedv damping ring for positrons will be nec-
essary in the injector linac to reduce the injection emataand to increase the capture efficiency of the
positrons [1056].

The boost in the beam-beam parameteassumes the success of “crab crossing”, which recovers
an effective head-on collision under crossing angle bintjleach bunch by a half crossing angle. The
crab cavities have been built and operated at KEKB sinceuagp?007, basically showing the design
performance in the voltage, Q-value, and phase stability, €he associated tilt of the beam and the
effective head-on collision have been confirmed in varidoseovations including streak cameras. The
resulting beam-beam parameter reached 0.086, which ighighn the geometrical gain by about 15%.
Further study is necessary to realize higher beam-beanmedea ¢ 0:1) predicted by simulations for
the present KEKB [1057-1062].

A number of beam instrumentations and controls will be uggobat SuperK EKB, including beam
position monitors, feedbacks, visible light and X-ray niors, etc. Also utilities such as water cooling
system will be reinforced [1063].

The current estimate of the total cost of the upgrade for 8UpKB is about 300 M (1 €
150 Y), excluding the salaries for KEK employee in the acedte group (about 90 FTE/year). If the
upgrade of the rf system is deferred, the initial cost willreduced to 200 M.

One of the options to reduce the cost of the construction &utreeity is to change the energy
asymmetry from 8 GeV + 3.5 GeV to 7 GeV + 4 GeV. An early study basn done for the option
resulting in a reduction by about 30#in the construction, and 12 MW in the electricity. Such a
possibility will be investigated further.

This machine should have a flexibility to run at the charmghodd. The damping time and the
emittance can be controlled by adding wigglers in the HERHat purpose. A polarized beam for the
collision needs intensive study for implementation of spitators.

4.3.2 Studies for Nano-beam Scheme at KEK

The crab waist scheme is one of the most innovative featurédseonano-beam Superdesign (Sec-
tion[4.2 and [1039]). Simulation by K. Ohmi has shown that ¢cheo waist scheme can improve the
luminosity of present KEKB as powerfully as crab crossinghwvarab cavities. Actually crab waist can
be even better than crab crossing, as it only needs conwnahtiextupole magnets whose construction
and operation will be much easier than the state-of-art ceafties. Efforts have been made at KEK to
make such a design of lattice to involve sextupole magngtsestent KEKB (H. Koiso, A. Morita). A
number of possibilities have been studied to locate thesgatupoles, close or apart from the interaction
point (IP), one pair or two pairs, which are necessary to ebiie unnecessary’ term at the IP.

This study of lattice has realized that the dynamic apertdirine ring is drastically reduced by
tuning on the crab sextupole magnets. These sextupolesiaee pial or I transformation, and the IP
is located within the pair. If the transformation betweea flair is completely linear, the nonlinearity of
the first sextupole is completely absorbed by the seconds Kihd of cancellation has been succesfully
working in existing machines including KEKB. In the caselw trab waist, however, there is the IP in
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the middle of the pair, and the nonlinearities around theidiates the cancellation of the nonlinear terms
of the sextupoles. At least two kinds of nonlinearity, thede field of the final focusing quadrupoles
and the kinematical terms in the drift space around the I1®,deen known to be inevitable, and either
one of them is enough to degrade the dynamic aperture by 5@hefringe field and the kinematical

terms are quite fundamental for the elements around théiEPnot possible to remove them. The hope
is to put several nonlinear magnets around the IP to caneeidhlinearity at the IP. A. Morita has tried

such possibility by introducing many octupole magnets,rmityet successful so far.

The degradation of dynamic aperture by crab waist sextgpeitbe also serious for future Super-
B. Y. Ohnishi has studied the dynamic aperture for a Supeatfcé given by P. Raimondi. The stable
horizontal amplitude with the crab-sextupoles were drojpe70% on the on-momentum patrticles, and
even worse for off-momentum, synchrotron-oscillatingtigées. Again it has been known that the fringe
field and the kinematical terms at the IP are the reason ofeithaction of the dynamic aperture.

One of the questions on the nano-beam scheme is that no-stirmmg simulation has been done.
Because of the relatively long bunch length, such a sinanatill take the computer power more than
100 times than that for usual schemes. Some preliminarytefoe going on by K. Ohmi for intermedi-
ate bunch length or with simplified models.

Anyway the nano-beam scheme can be still attractive evemowfitthe crab waist, because it
has a potential to achieveo*® cm ?s * with smaller beam current. Therefore the KEKB team has
decided to study the nano-beam scheme as an option of Suli&HKE make a flexible lattice and an
IP design which is compatible both with the nano-beam antd-higrent schemes. Such a design study
will identify fundamental and technical issues on the nhram scheme more specifically.
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4.4 LHCb upgrade
4.4.1 Introduction

Flavour Physics has played a major role in the formulatiorthef Standard Model (SM) of particle
physics. As example is the observation of CP violation whiolthe SM, can be explained with three
generations of quarks. However despite its success, thes3den as an effective low-energy theory
because it cannot explain dark matter and the force hieyalthe search for evidence of new physics
(NP) beyond the Standard Model is the main goal of particlesjas over the next decade.

The Large Hadron Collider (LHC) at CERN will start operatiimg2008 and will start to look for
the Higgs boson and for NP particles which are expected inymaodels at the 1 TeV scale. However
probing NP at the TeV scale is not restricted to direct sezg&t the high-energy frontier.

Flavour physics also has excellent potential to probe NRhénSM, flavour-changing neutral
currents (FCNC) are suppressed as these only occur throogtdiagrams. Hence these decays are very
sensitive to NP contributions which, in principle, coulchttbute with magnitude (1) to these virtual
guantum loops. The NP flavour sector could also exhibit CRatian and be very different from what
is observed in the SM. In fact, the existing experimentaltrfrom the flavour physics point to either a
suppression of the couplings also for NP or an even higher Bfsmcale.

LHCDb is a dedicated heavy-flavour physics experiment desigo make precision measurements
of CP violation and of rare decays of B hadrons at the LHC [10B6BICb will start taking data in 2008
and plans to record an integrated luminosity ofo:5 ! in the first physics run. During the following
five years LHCb expects to accumulate a data sample ab fio* . This will put LHCb in an excellent
position to probe new physics beyond the SM. The expectddmpeance is summarised in Sectlon 414.2.

During this first phase of LHC operations, particle physidh rgach a branch point. Either new
physics beyond the Standard Model (SM) will have been disEm at the general purpose detectors
(ATLAS and CMS) and LHCDb or new physics will be at a higher mssale. In both scenarios we will
then almost certainly require a substantial increase isiseties to flavour observables, either to study
the flavour structure of the newly discovered particles opttwbe NP through loop processes at even
higher mass scales.

The LHCb detector is optimised to operate at a luminosityzab 5  16?an ?s ', which
is a factor of 20 to 50 below the LHC design luminosity. The Lld€elerator will reach its design
luminosity of 10** an 2 s ' after a few years of operation. The LHC machine optics allaW€b to
focus the beams in order to run at a luminosity of up to 50% eflthlC luminosity. To profit from the
higher peak luminosities that are available at the LHC th&CbHexperiment is proposing an upgrade to
extend its physics programme. The plan to operate the LH@ztbe at ten times the design luminosity,
ie.at2  10°am ?s',is described in Sectidn 4.4.3. The LHCb upgrade would tlovahe LHCb
experiment to probe NP in the flavour sector at unprecedesgasditivities.

Initial studies of the physics reach of the proposed LHClragg are discussed in Section 414.4.
To profit from these higher luminosities the LHCb experimmgjuires an upgrade such that the detectors
and triggers are able to cope with these larger luminosifiess is described in Section 4.4.5. A summary
and conclusions are given in Sectlon 414.6.

4.4.2 LHCb Physics Programme - The First Five Years

The large cross section 660 b for Bo-quark production irpp collisions at 14 TeV centre-of-mass en-
ergy will allow the LHCbh experiment to collect much largeta@@amples o8 mesons than previously
available. The expected performance for measurements\i@b has been determined by a full simu-
lation [1025]. Many of these results have been describeiaildn Sectior B of this report. We expect
exciting results from the LHCb experiments over the next figars. Here we summarise some of the
anticipated highlights.
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In the Standard Model flavour-changing neutral current (BEN! stransitions are suppressed
as these only occur through loop diagrams. Of particularést is the decag{ ! *  whichis very
rare. The SMbranchingratie? ! * )iscalculated at3:86 0:15) 10° (Equl128)[27]. New
physics beyond the SM can enhance this branching ratio deradily. For example, in the constrained
minimal supersymmetric extension of the SM (CMSSM) [56@ branching ratio increases as°
wheretan s the ratio of the Higgs vacuum expectation values. Theettifimits from CDF and DO
are about a factor 20 above the SM prediction. Using theidgaeariant mass resolution™ )

20 M ev and low trigger threshold on the transverse momengym 1 G &v, LHCb will to be able to
probe the full CMSSM parameter space. With # ' of data LHCb expects to discover? | *
with 5 significance at the SM level [587].

Another major goal is to probe the weak phaseof B ! mixing. This is another excellent NP
probe as the SM prediction for, is very small: ;= 272 0:035where and are Wolfenstein
parameters of the CKM matrix [L065]. Currently there are tnorgy constraints ong available and large
CP violation inB ¢ mixing is allowed [663, 665,698,700, 701]. The LHCb expaitnexpects to collect
131kB? ! J= decays with a 2 * data sample. The corresponding precision gris estimated
tobe () 0:023[672]. Avalue of ;of O (0:1) or larger could be clearly observed by LHCb. This
would be a clear signal for Non-Minimal Flavour Violation ¥NFV) beyond the SM [10].

LHCb will perform measurements of the CKM angleusing two interfering diagrams in neu-
tral and charge®® ! DK decays aswellas? ! D_K decays. The interference arises due to

decays which are common m° andD ° mesons such as®0 °) ! k2 *  (Dalitz decay [626])
andD?°D %) ! K ;K"K (ADS and GLW [618, 624]), or through ; mixing. The expected
sensitivities for 2 o ' of LHCb data are estimated at( ) 7  15. When combining these mea-

surements LHCb expects to achieve a precision) 2:5ina 10 b ' data sample [1025]. This will
improve substantially the measurements from the B-factories which currently haveraredainty of
about30 [386].

4.4.3 LHCb Luminosity Upgrade

After the first five years of operation with the LHCb experirhghe LHC will hopefully provide answers
to some of the open questions of particle physics and, vesgiple, produce a few new puzzles. To be
able to make progress in determining the flavour structureesf physics beyond the SM or probing
higher mass scales, it is very likely that the required mieai for several flavour physics observables
will need to be improved substantially. It is also expectedt the precision of many LHCb physics
results will remain limited by the statistical error of thellected data. The following questions arise:
What is the scientific case for collecting even larger datagas? Is LHCb exploiting the full potential
for B physics at hadron colliders? Note that LHCb is the only detéit heavy flavour experiment
approved to run after 2010. In the remainder of this reportuiktry to answer these questions.

The LHCb experiment has commenced studying the feasitofitypgrading the detector such
that it can operate at a luminosity 2 18 a 2 s ', which is ten times larger than the design
luminosity [1067]. This upgrade would allow LHCb to collextata sample of aboabo fio * during
five years of running. This increased luminosity is achiévddy decreasing the amplitude function at
the LHCb interaction point. The LHCb upgrade does not regthie planned LHC luminosity upgrade
(Super-LHC) as the LHC design luminositylis®* an “ s ', although it could operate at Super-LHC.
Thus an upgrade of LHCb could be implemented as early as 2014.

As the number of interactions per beam crossing will inceetsn 4 this will require im-
provements to the LHCb sub-detectors and trigger. A majonmanent of the LHCb upgrade will be
the addition of a first level detached vertex trigger whicll wse information from the tracking detec-
tors [1068, 1069]. This trigger has the potential of incihegghe trigger efficiencies for decays into
hadronic final states by at least a factor of two. The implawat@n of this detached vertex trigger will
require large modifications to the detector read-out ed@dts which will be discussed in Sectibn 414.5.
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4.4.4 Physics with the LHCb Upgrade

A 100 ' data sample would allow to improve the sensitivity of LHChutgprecedented levels such
that new physics beyond the SM can be probed at the 1% levak We present estimates for a few
selected channels. These are based on the following assms\pivhich have yet to be demonstrated:
maintaining trigger and reconstruction efficiencies athhigminosity running and, making use of a
detached vertex trigger to double the trigger efficiencytfadronic modes. Systematic errors are only
treated in a very simple way. Hence the quoted sensitiviiee® very large uncertainties and should be
treated with caution. However, these estimates are exityenseful to motivate simulation studies for
validating these assumptions. In addition, as soon as LHiCktart taking data, the simulations for low
luminosity running can be verified with data.

New physics can be probed for by studying FCNC in hadrenic s transitions. One approach
is to compare the time-dependent CP asymmetry in a hadremigyin loop decay with a decay based
on a tree diagram when both decays have the same weak phéselrémic FCNC transitions unknown
massive particles could make a sizable contribution tasthe s penguin loop whereas tree decays are
generally insensitive to NP. The B-factories measure tha§fnmetrysin 2 © in the penguin decay
B?! KJ. Avalue forsin2 © which is different fromsin2 measured irB° ! J= K J would
signal physics beyond the SM. Within the current availabbkision, allsin 2 © measurements are in
reasonable agreement with the SM, but most central valebwaer than expected. For example, we
findforthedecayp ® !  kKJthat s( KJ)=sn2 ¢ sh2 =029 0:17[1066].

This approach can also be appliedetd mesons which will be exploited by LHCb. Within the
SM the weak mixing phase; is expected to be almost the same when comparing the timendept
CP asymmetry of the hadronic penguin deca ! with the tree decapg’ ! J= . Duetoa
cancellation of thes 2 mixing and decay phase, the SM prediction for the sine-term, ), in the time-
dependent asymmetry af? ! is very close to zero [815]. Thus any measuremernt of )& 0
would be a clear signal for new physics and definitively rulé Minimal Flavour Violation [10]. From
a full simulation, LHCb expects to collect 31@Q ! events in 2 ! of data with a background
to signal ratioB=s < 08 at 90% C.L [816]. Thes ( ) sensitivity has been studied using a toy
Monte Carlo, taking resolutions and acceptance from thiesfaiulation. After about 5 years LHCb
expects to have accumulated a data sample ofid®@ and will measures () with a precision of

(S( ))= 0:05[816]. This precision is expected to be statistically limit systematic errors are likely
much lower.

The LHCDb upgrade will substantially improve the measurenoés (), since this is a hadronic
decay mode which will benefit most from the first level detathertex trigger. Scaling the sensitivity up
to a data sample of 10@ * , we estimate a precision of(S ( )) 0:01 to 0:02rad. This sensitivity
presents a exciting NP probe at the percent level which wgliably be (one of) the most precise time-
dependent CP study in! s transitions.

In a similar study LHCb investigated the! spenguindecag ! Kk J. Ayield of 920 events
is expected ire b ' of integrated luminosity and the background to signal ratio:3 < B=S < 1:1.
The sensitivity for the time-dependent CP violating asyrmnenn 2 © is estimated to be 0.10 in a
10 ' data sample [817]. This is a hadronic decay which will alsafipfrom a first level detached
vertex trigger. With 100f ' of integrated luminosity LHCb upgrade will allow to improtiee sin 2 ©
sensitivity fors { ! KJto  0:025t0 0.035.

Using the tree decag ! ! J=  LHCb will also probe NP in the CP violation @& ° mixing.
With a 10 ! data sample the weak phasgwill be determined with a precision @f:01 [1025]. This
corresponds to 3:5 significance for the SM expectation qffor which the theoretical uncertainty is
very precise ¢ (0:1% )). This precision is expected to be still statistically lied. A significantly larger
data-set would allow LHCb to search for NPEnmeson mixing at an unprecedented level. An upgrade
of LHCb has the potential to measure the SM value ofwith 10 significance ( (s)  0:003) in
BJ ! J= decays. To control systematic errors at this level will be/\@hallenging.
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In the SM, the angle can be determined very precisely with tree decays whichteerétically
very clean. When combining all measurementsin ! DK andB? ! D_ K (including systemat-
ics) LHCb will constrain the value of to about 2.5 However, it will not be possible to push below the
desired1 precision. Therefore, a very precise determination afi tree decays is an important objec-
tive of the LHCDb upgrade physics programme. The expectddsjia 100 & ! of data are very large:
Examples are 620k 2 ! D_K ,500kB ! D (J * )k and 5600k ! D (K )K events,
respectively. All these modes will benefit greatly from an improved first-level treggstrategy that does
not rely solely on high transverse momentum hadrons. Sistplestical extrapolations show that several
individual modes will give a potential statistical uncémtst close to1 . Systematic uncertainties will
clearly be very important. However, these uncertaintieslagely uncorrelated amongst the modes and,
in many cases, can be measured in control samples. Therafglebal determination to below of the
tree level unitarity triangle will be possible [1026]. Thisll act as a standard candle to be compared to
all loop determinations of the unitarity triangle paramste

The very rare decag? |~ is key to many extensions beyond the SM. With a 180"
data sample LHCb upgrade would be able to make a precisiosureraent of the branching ratio
BB ! * )toabout 5% atthe SM level. This will allow LHCb upgrade to either measur
precisely the flavour properties of new SUSY patrticles disced at the LHC or to put very stringent
constraints on all SUSY models in the largen  regime [560].

LHCb upgrade should also aim to observe the even rarer degay * which has a SM
branching ratio of(1:06 ~ 0:04) 10'° (Equ.[131). Therati®@®J ! * )=B®J! * )is
sensitive to new physics beyond the SM and will allow to dptiish between different models. This
search will be extremely challenging as it requires an dgntelunderstanding of the detector to reduce
the muon fake rate due to backgrounds from hadronic two boolya® to an acceptable level.

LHCb will exploit the semileptonic decag ' kK ° * which is sensitive to new physics
in the smalltan range. Using a full simulation LHCb expects to collect 7200! K ° * per
2 ! [499]. In addition to the forward-backward asymmety; , these large data samples will allow
LHCb to measure the differential decay rates in the di-muassrsquared;y?, and the angular distribu-
tions, and probe NP through the transversity amplityé@ and thex ° longitudinal polarisation [468].

In the theoretically favoured region af < o < 6 Gev?=c* the resolution inAf) is estimated at
0.16 with 10 & ! of integrated luminosity [501]. While this data sample miglovide a hint of NP, a
ten-fold increase in statistics will allow to probe new piogsat the few percent level and cover a large
region of the MSSM parameter space. With a 180" data sample LHCb upgrade expects to collect

360kB ! K ° *  events. The corresponding precision ﬁof) is estimated to be 0.05 to 0.06.

There are several other channels which have a large pdt@atjizrobing NP with a 1005 * data
sample. An excellent exampless’ ! which is sensitive to the photon polarisation and righteeh
currents [404]. Using a full simulation LHCb expects a yiefd115008 0 ! events in 21 of
data with a background to signal ratio 0:91 at 90% C.L. [450]. The sensitivity of this decay to NP
arising in right-handed currents is under study. LHCb ugdgrevould also be able to search for NP by
studying the decays ; ! * andB ! () *

The very large charm sample would allow LHCb upgrade to $efocNP inD © mixing and CP
violation in charm decays. The expected statistical seitgiton the parameters®, vy’ andy.» are
2 10°,28 10* and1:s5  10%, respectively (Table43). An LHCb upgrade could also praptdn
flavour violation in the decay mode ! * with a an estimated sensitivity a4  10° [1070].

The Standard Model (SM) as well as SUSY or Extra Dimension efsodan be augmented by
additional gauge sectors [1071-1073]. This is a very génersequence of string theories [1074-1076].
These gauge sectors can only be excited by high energyicolisAn example is the “hidden valley”
sector. The manifestations of many of these models couldelewAflavoured particles with a long
lifetime [1071]. These can decay to a pairaindbquarks that produce jets in the detector. An example
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is the Higgs decay process | 2 O followed by O ! B LHCb is designed to deteetflavored
hadrons and thus in a good position to detect decays of lgad-hew particles. The LHCb vertex
detector (VELO) is 1 m long making it possible to measure these decays. LHCladpgwill increase

the sensitivity to much lower production cross section Fase processes.

In Table[59 we present a summary of the expected sensiiitieselected key measurements,
discussed above and that could be performed with an upgfatie aHCb experiment. These sensitiv-
ities will exceed the range for probing NP from LHCb and Btfaies considerably, and they will also
improve upon the precision of SM parameters.

Table 59: Expected sensitivity for LHCb upgrade with an integratechilwosity of 100 o *. A factor two of
improvement for the LO hadron trigger and systematic erstingates are shown as a range.

Observable LHCb upgrade sensitivity
SBs ! ) 001 002
SBs! KJ) 0025 0035
s(@= ) 0003
sin(2 )(J= KJ) 0003 0:010
(B! btk ) <1
(Bs! DgK) 1 2
BBs! ) 5 10%
BBg! * ) 3
AP 1RO 005 006
ArpgB ! K 9" s 007 Gev?

We now compare the physics potential of LHCb upgrade cafiga 100 fio * data sample, with
that of a Super Flavour Factory (SFF), based ofbao 75 ab ' data sample which is discussed in
Sectior[ 4.1 of this report.

The strengths of the two proposals are surprisingly complaary. For example the more benign
environment of are* e collider allows the SFF to make inclusive measurements ¢f s and the
CKM matrix elementv,,, and of rare decays with missing energy suctgas! ‘- . However, LHCb
upgrade is unique in its potential to exploit the physics imesons, especially in°? oscillations. A key
motivation for LHCb upgrade is the ability to probe new plagsin hadronico ! s penguin transitions
by measuring the time-dependent CP asymmetry in the de€ay with a precision of 0.01 to 0.02.
The SFF will make complementary measurements by studyiaginie-dependent CP asymmetries of
b ! stransitions in severa { decays.

LHCb upgrade will be able to measure CP violation in the fietence of mixing and decay in both
B2 andB J mesons. This will allow LHCb to probe NP simultaneously inNKCwithB§ ! J= K {
andsl ! J= (tree)ands)! xJandB? ! (hadronicb ! s penguin) to the unprecedented
level of 1%.

The LHCb upgrade will probe NP contributions to right-hathairrents by measuring the time-
dependent CP asymmetry in the de&dy ! . The SFF will make complementary measurements and
exploit their better reconstruction efficiencies for dexayth several neutral particles in the final state to
measure the photon polarisation®f ! xJ ° .

In channels where both approaches are possible, the sdistiare often comparable. LHCb
upgrade usually will have larger statistics, but systematrors in the hadronic environment will be
more difficult to control. Both, LHCb upgrade and SFF proptmsmeasuresin 2 to 0:01 and the CKM
angle with 1 precision.
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A SFF can measure the zero of the forward-backward asymnrethye inclusive channeb !
s** * , but LHCb upgrade will collect a substantially larger saenpf 360kB{ ! k ° *  decays

compared to 11k at a SFF. This will enable LHCb to measureshmeetrya f) to 5%.0nly LHCb
upgrade will be able to measurethd | *  branching ratioto 5% :This will precisely determine
the flavour structure of new particles discovered at the LHHGaverely constrain the SUSY parameter
space.

4.45 LHCb Detector and Trigger Upgrade

We start out by presenting the limitations of the LHCb deaieeind trigger which prevent LHCb from
operating the detectors at higher luminosity. At the desigminosity of2 16?an “ s the visible
cross section is 63 mb which corresponds to about 10 MHz oftbenossings with at least one visible
interaction. Note that increasing the luminosity framo 10 16%an 2 s * will only increase the
number of interactions by a factor of two since the numberwfdh crossings with visible interactions
increases from 10 to 26 MHz.

The LHCDb experiment has a two level trigger system. The L-8uglgger (LO) is implemented in
hardware and the Higher Level Trigger (HLT) is running onrgéaCPU farm. The LO trigger operates at
40 MHz. The purpose of LO is to reduce this rate to 1.1 MHz wliéctihe maximum at which all LHCb
detectors can be read-out by the front-end electronics.LOhggger selects objects (hadrone, and )
with high transverse energy,?’e; , in the electromagnetic and hadronic calorimeters andibéiighest
transverse momentunp,() muons in the muon system. At the nominal luminosityof 16¢?an * s*
the typical trigger thresholds ate” 35 Gev, E7 25 Gev andp 1 Gev. Events with

multiple interactions are vetoed.

Simulations show that the LO muon trigger efficiency for mstouctible events at the design lumi-
nosity of2 16%an 2 s isaround 90% and that the output rate raises almost lingathyluminosity
upto5 16?an 2 s'. Forlarger luminosities the loss in efficiency is minor. Aetdesign luminosity
the muon trigger uses about 15% of the LO bandwith. Howekier -0 hadron trigger has a lower perfor-
mance. The efficiencies of this trigger for hadronic decagsoaly about 40% at the design luminosity,
whereas the LO hadron trigger uses about70% of the LO bandwith. At higher peak luminosity the rate
of visible pp interaction increases which requires an increase in theskiold and the corresponding loss
in efficiency results in an almost constant yield for the loadrigger [1068].

This illustrates that the existing trigger does not scaléhWwiminaosity, in particular the hadronic
trigger will not allow operating the LHCb experiment at témés the design luminosity. The total trigger
efficiency including the HLT for hadronie decays is expected to be 25 to 30% [1025]. The goal of the
LHCb upgrade should also be to improve the hadron triggerieffcy by at least a factor two.

We have commenced initial studies which investigate howpgrade the LHCb detector and
triggers such that the experiment can operate at lumiessiti 2 16°an 2 s ' . These show that the
only way to achieve this is to measure both the momentum anirthact parameter of chargeddecay
products simultaneously. The present front-end architeds not compatible with this requirement. The
vertex and tracking detectors are read-out at a maximumofatel MHz, thus this information is not
available to the LO trigger.

Hence the LHCb upgrade has opted for a front-end electravingsh will read-out all LHCb sub-
detectors at the full bunch crossing rate of 40 MHz of the LIB@ta will be transmitted over optical
fibres to a off detector interface board which is read out ByDAQ. This has clear advantages as it would
allow the implementation of a LO displaced vertex triggeai€PU farm. In fact all trigger decisions
would be software-based which allows flexibility.

A initial study for the 40 MHz trigger useB? | D _ K decays simulated at a luminosity of
6 10%an 2 s'. Events with large numbers of interactions are employednuilsite larger effective
luminosities upt®@  16°an ? s *. Assuming enough CPU power to process an event rate of 5 MHz
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we obtain a trigger efficiency of 66% for this channel. Theuiegments are a transverse enery >

3 G ev from the LO hadron trigger which has an efficiency of 76% fagnsil combined with a matched
track that has a transverse momentgm > 2 GeV/c and an impact parameter > 50 m. In this
combined trigger the minimum bias rate does not dependglyamn the luminosity and the triggered
event yield scales linearly with the luminosity. In additjdhe total trigger efficiency is 60% larger when
compared with the existing baseline.

However this approach requires a replacement of the frodtedectronics for all sub-detectors,
with the exception of the muon chambers which are already oesh at 40 MHz. Replacing the front-
end electronics will require new sensors for several sidtesys. Besides the VELO silicon sensors, the
silicon sensors of the tracking stations will need to beaeptl. The sensors close to the beam will suffer
from a ten-fold increase in radiation and hence more ramhatiard sensors will be required. The RICH
photon detectors have encapsulated front-end electranigsieed to be replaced entirely.

The vertex detector (VELO) silicon sensors undergo rapliatiamage and it is expected that these
will need to be replaced when 6 to® * of luminosity has been collected [1077]. However the channe
occupancy in the VELO is 1% at design luminosity. When increasing the luminosity by @da of
tento2 10°an 2 s! the occupancy only increases to 3% and the corresponding efficiency loss is
small.

A preliminary study of the performance of the electromagnealorimeter (ECAL) at high lumi-
nosity shows only a small degradation for the selection ieffity of the decay ? ! . It might be
necessary to upgrade the inner section of ECAL to improvgramularity and energy resolution. The
increased radiation level of irradiation leads to a degiadeof the energy resolution and will require
that half the inner ECAL section will need to be replacedratgears of operation @& 16°am ?s’.

R&D efforts have started on technologies for radiationehegrtex detectors that will be able to
operate in the LHC radiation environments at LHCb upgradeitosities. The detector sensors will
need to be able to operate at radiation doses of ab@itit 1M eV equivalent neutrons=an 2. Initial
studies of Czochralski ang-on-p sensors irradiated up 5 10* 24 GeV protons/crhare promising
and show that the charge collection efficiencies saturaeaptable bias voltages [1077]. Pixel sensors
are very radiation hard and R&D on this technology has ddarte

Two different vertex-detector geometries are envisagede (3 to shorten the strips, the other
is to use pixels. Removing the RF foil that separates the VEEfsors from the primary beam-pipe
vacuum would reduce the radiation length before the firstamemment by 3% and improve the proper
time resolution o8B meson decays.

4.4.6 Summary and Conclusions

The LHC will open a new window for discovering new physics jNieyond the Standard Model. The
LHCb experiment will probe NP with precision studies of flavebservables, whereas the general pur-
pose detectors ATLAS and CMS aim to directly observe newigdast Both approaches are required to
study the mass hierarchy and the couplings of the new phyisi¢€b will collect an integrated luminos-
ity of about 10 fio * during its first five years. Very likely the LHC results will sW that a significantly
better sensitivity will be required for both, the direct aindlirect approaches. Here we present a pro-
posal to upgrade the LHCb detectors to be able to operatendintes the design luminosity, i.e. at
2 160°an ? s',andto collect a data sample of 1G8 * with an improved detector. Initial sensitiv-
ities for physics with LHCb upgrade are presented. These shat LHCb upgrade has the potential to
probe new physics at unprecedented levels that is mainlyprentary to the proposed Super Flavour
Factory. The upgraded LHCb experiment will include a firsledetached vertex trigger for which a
new front-end architecture must be designed. A more ramhidiard vertex detector is required to cope
with the increased radiation doses.
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5 Assessments

In Sect.[1 we briefly introduced several NP scenarios andugésdd their impact on FCNC and CP
violating processes. Then, in Sect. 3 we considered selerathmark channels that are particularly
sensitive to NP, discussing the present status and futweaiements. The aim of this Section is to
summarize the present status of NP flavour scenarios, thfg@ossible patterns of NP signals, and to
describe the first attempts that have been made during thestwap to connect constraints on NP (and
possible NP signals) in flavour and high-energy physics. fireetwo items are discussed in Sdct.15.1,
the last one is presented in Séct]5.3.

5.1 New-physics patterns and correlations

The past decade has witnessed enormous progress in thef fielbor physics: B-factories have studied
flavour and CP violation iy B4 mixing and in an impressive number Bfdecays; the Tevatron has
produced the first results an; B¢ mixing and has studied several BRs and CP asymmetri@s in
andB ¢ decays; very recently, B-factories have established tsediridence ob D mixing. This
flourishing of experimental results has been accompanieselgral remarkable improvements on the
theory side, both in perturbative and non-perturbative motations. Let us just mention the NNLO
calculation of BRb ! s ), the proof of factorization in nonleptonie decays in the infinite mass limit
and the first unquenched results ®mphysics from lattice QCD.

Thanks to these experimental and theoretical achievemaetaow have a rather precise idea of
the flavour structure of viable NP extensions of the SM. Theegal picture emerging from the gener-
alized Unitarity Triangle analysis performed in ref. [7220] and from the very recent dataon D
mixing [911, 929, 936, 1078] is that no new sources of CP timfeof 0 (1) are observed i® 4, K and
D mixing amplitudes. However, the possibility of NP CP-viilg effects inB 3 mixing is still open.
Concerning F = 1 processes, the situation is quite different. In particularge NP contributions
tos! dg, b! dgandb ! sgtransitions are not at all excluded. Sizable NP effects in dz,

b ! dz andb ! sZ vertices are also possible, although the available exmatah data excludes
order-of-magnitude enhancements. Finally, FC Higgs auigons generated by NP can still give large
enhancements of scalar vertices, although the upper bcamas, ! * are getting tighter and
tighter.

To summarize, we can say that, although the idea of minimabdiaviolation is phenomenolog-
ically appealing [10, 12,82, 84,190, 872,1027], an equadigsible alternative is that NP is contributing
more to F = 1 transitions thanto F = 2 ones. Within the class of F = 1 transitions, (chromo)-
magnetic and scalar vertices are peculiar since they reguihirality flip to take place, which leads
to a down-type quark mass suppression within the SM. On ther ¢tand, NP models can weaken this
suppression if they contain additional heavy fermions anddditional sources of chiral mixing. In this
case, they can lead to spectacular enhancements for thiiciere$é of (chromo)-magnetic and scalar
operators. Furthermore, if the relevant new particles atered, they can naturally give a strong en-
hancement of chromomagnetic operators while magneticatgesr might be only marginally modified.
The electric dipole moment of the neutron puts strong cairgs on new sources of CP violation in
chirality-flipping flavour-conserving operators involgtight quarks, but this does not necessarily imply
the suppression of flavour-violating operators, espactalbse involvingo quarks. Therefore, assuming
that NP is sizable in severalF = 1 processes is perfectly legitimate given the present infion
available on flavour physics.

Thus, we can identify at least three classes of viable welkdracting NP extensions of the
SMm:18

1. Models with exact MFV;

8strongly-interacting NP most probably lies beyond the heakdirect searches at the LHC and so will not be discussed
here [9].
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2. Models with small©©o (10% )) departures from MFV;
3. Models with enhanced scalar or chromomagnetic = 1 vertices, and a suitable suppression of
NP contributions to F = 2 processes.

In models belonging to the third class, we expect sizable fidéts inB physics. From a theoret-
ical point of view, a crucial observation is the strong biiegkof the SMsU (3)° flavour symmetry by
the top quark Yukawa coupling. This breaking necessaribppgates in the NP sector, so that in general
it is very difficult to suppress NP contributions to CP vigdat in b decays, and these NP contributions
could be naturally larger i ! s transitions than iro | d ones. This is indeed the case in several
flavour models (see for example Ref. [1079]).

Another interesting argument is the connection betweenkgaad lepton flavour violation in
grand unified models [110,1080-1082]. The idea is very smible large flavour mixing present in the
neutrino sector, if mainly generated by Yukawa couplingmmusd be shared by right-handed down-type
quarks that sit in the sam&U (5) multiplet with left-handed leptons. Once again, one expéatthis
case large NP contributions 10! s transitions.

5.2 Correlations between FCNC processes

On general grounds, it is difficult to establish correlatidretween FCNC processes without specifying
not only the NP flavour structure, but also the details of the iNodel. However, there is a notable
exception, given by models of Constrained Minimal Flavoiolation (see Seckl1 for the definition of
this class of MFV models). While correlatingr = 1to F = 2 processes is not possible without
specifying the details of the model, in the case of CMFV tlegesseveral interesting correlations between
FCNC processes. In CMFV, all NP effects can be reabsorbedredefinition of the top-mediated
contribution to FCNC amplitudes. Thus, all processes thailve the same top-mediated amplitude are
exactly correlated. This has interesting phenomenolbgieasequences, allowing for stringent tests of
CMFV by looking at correlated observables [10, 12,190, 8083].

It is enough to go from CMFV to MFV to destroy many of these etations: for example, in
MFV models with two Higgs doublets at largen it is in general not possible to connect, B and
B decays in a model-independent way. However, interestimgletions remain present also at large
tan . Forexample, the enhancementQf! *  corresponds in general to a depletion afi  [30]
(actually, both features might be phenomenologically ptadde [32]).

Of course, within a specific model it is in general possibledoelate ¥ = 1and F = 2pro-
cesses and to fully exploit the constraining power of flayalysics. The most popular example is given
by the minimal supergravity models, where one can combirienly all the information from flavour
physics, but also the available lower bounds on SUSY padieind the constraints from electroweak
physics, dark matter and cosmology [1084—-1100, 1129—-11883resting correlations between FCNC
processes are also present in the CMSSM if one considers georeral SUSY spectra than minimal
supergravity [86,1027].

Even allowing for new sources of flavour and CP violation topoesent, correlations remain
present between the several flavour observables gengrafédicted by the same NP flavour violating
parameter. An interesting example is given by SUSY modeth emhanced chromomagnetic! s
vertices (see.qg.ref. [107]).

Another general class of NP models in which interestingatations between FCNC processes can
be established is given by SUSY-GUTs. Grand unification iegplhe equality of soft SUSY breaking
terms at the GUT scale. Thus, any new source of flavour and GlRtian present in squark masses
must also be present in slepton masses, leading to a carela¢tween squark and slepton FCNC
processes [69]. An extensive discussion of these comakthas been carried out in ref. [70]. As an
example, we present in Fig.172 (from ref. [70]) the constaion ¢, __ (defined in Sed."1.3.5) from
hadronic constraints only (upper left), leptonic consttaionly (upper right), all constraints (lower left)
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constraints only (upper right), all constraints (lowet)efnd all constraints with improved leptonic bounds (lower
right).

and all constraints with improved leptonic bounds (lowght). In this interesting case, hadronic and
leptonic bounds have comparable strengths. Exploiting2bld correlation, it is possible to combine
them to obtain a much tighter constraint orf; . .
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5.3 Connection to high-energy physics

Recent low-energy data from flavour physics experimentsvedarelatively good agreement with the
SM prediction (taking into account the theory uncertagijtieThis imposes strong constraints on any
new physics scenario. In view of the new results and the namd® on physics beyond the SM the
demand for scenarios that could be used for studies at ATLAGMS (or more generally for setting
up the infrastructure for future studies once ATLAS and CM8écollected their first data) was issued.
These scenarios should be in agreement with all existingndk physics data and possibly show
interesting signatures at the LHC experiments.

In this respect the question which parameter choices afalis®a benchmark scenario depends
on the purpose of the actual investigation. If one is inteaksfor instance, in setting exclusion limits
on the SUSY parameter space from the non-observation of Stikg¥ls at the experiments performed
up to now, it is useful to use a benchmark scenario which gigesto “conservative” exclusion bounds.
An example for a benchmark scenario of this kind isithig=*-scenario [1101, 1102] used for the Higgs
search at LEP [1103] and the Tevatron [1104, 1105]. Anothepgse for using benchmark scenarios
is to study “typical” experimental signatures of e.g. SUS¥duals and to investigate the experimental
sensitivities and the achievable experimental precisfonshese cases. For this application it seems
reasonable to choose “typical” parameters (a notion wtsasf course hard to define) of certain SUSY-
breaking scenarios (see e.g. the “Snowmass Points andsSIdd#®7]). In this context it can also be
useful to consider “pathological”’ regions of parametercgpar “worst-case” scenarios.

In the perspective of future improvements Bnandk physics data, it is also worth to consider
the possibility of apositive signal of new physics selected by some low-energy obsearvabi this
perspective, it is useful to consider benchmark scenaritswell-defined low-energy signatures, such
as the MFV scenario with largean discussed in Ref. [32], or models with small flavour-bregkin
structures departing from the minimal structure of the t@iised MSSM. These cases are particularly
useful to explore the capability of future flavour-physiceasurements in constraining a limited set of
the SUSY parameter space, both separately and in conjangita future ATLAS/CMS data.

A related issue concerning the definition of appropriateades is whether a benchmark scenario
chosen for investigating physics at ATLAS and CMS should crapgatible with additional information
from other experiments (beyorml andK physics). This refers in particular to constraints from-cos
mology or the measurement of the anomalous magnetic moréme onuon,(g  2) [1106]. On the
one hand, applying constraints of this kind gives rise to rfenealistic” benchmark scenarios (see e.g.
Ref. [1107]). On the other hand, one relies in this way orheirassumptions (and has to take account of
experimental and theoretical uncertainties related tedlalditional constraints), and it could eventually
turn out that one has narrowed down the range of possililite much by applying these constraints.
This applies in particular if slight modifications of the nebdinder investigation have a minor impact
on collider phenomenology but could significantly alter Boeinds from cosmology and low-energy ex-
periments. E.g. the presence of a small amount of R-parihation in a SUSY model would strongly
affect the constraints from dark matter relic abundanceeMeiaving the phenomenology at high en-
ergy colliders essentially unchanged. Thus we restricselues to scenarios which are compatible with
flavour physics, with existing lower bounds on new parti¢keg. the bound on the lightest MSSM Higgs
boson [1103, 1108]) and with other electroweak precisida,dsee Ref. [1109] and references therein.

The general procedure of setting up new scenarios folloestips:

1. identify the models of interest;

2. identify within these models the regions of the paramgpeice that are compatible with the exist-
ing constraints from flavour physics, electroweak precigbysics and direct bounds;

3. identify specific sub-regions which could be selectedutyre improvements on flavour physics;

4. study the most interesting points in view of their higlkergy phenomenology that can be explored
at ATLAS and CMS;
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5. set up the infrastructure for the analysis of (possibkgadhat will be collected at ATLAS and
CMS to test the new high-energy results against existingdoergy data.

Concerning the first step, the model(s) which exhibited rirastest during the workshop are the MSSM
with (N)MFV. Consequently, in the following we concentrate this class of SUSY models.

Within the second and third step it is desirable to connefférgint codes (e.g. working in the
(N)MFV MSSM, see Section 1.5.1) to each other. Especiatigrasting is the combination of codes that
provide the evaluation of (low-energy) flavour observalded others that deal with high-energy (high
pr) calculations for the same set of parameters. This combmatould allow to test the (N)MFV
MSSM) parameter space with the results from flavour experimas well as from high-energy experi-
ments such as ATLAS or CMS.

A relatively simple approach for the combination of diffetecodes is their implementation as
sub-routines, called by a “master code” (see Sections]913532). This master codes takes care of
the correct definition of the input parameters for the vasigsubroutines. Concerning the last step, the
application and use of the master code would change onceiegrdal data showing a deviation from
the SM predictions is available. This can come either fromah-going flavour experiments, or latest
(hopefully) from ATLAS and CMS. If such a “signal” appearsthé LHC, it has to be determined to
which model and to which parameters within a model it canezpond. Instead of checking parameter
points (to be investigated experimentally) for their agneat with experimental data, now a scan over
a chosen model could be performed. Using the master codet&/isabroutines each scan point can be
tested against the “signal”, and preferred parameter nsgaan be obtained using & evaluation. It
is obvious that the number of evaluated observables has &s l@rge as possible, i.e. the number of
subroutines (implemented codes) should be as big as pessibl

5.3.1 The first approach:
prediction ofb-physics observables from SUSY measurements

The first approach was followed in collaboration with ATLAS.

An LHC experiment will hopefully be able to measure a sigaifithnumber of SUSY parameters
based on the direct measurement of SUSY decays. The expdaimmotential in this field has been
studied in detail for various benchmark points. Based osdlstudies, a possible approach is to focus
on specific models for which many SUSY parameters can be meghatithe LHC, and to try to answer
the following questions:

1. How precisely caf-physics variables be predicted using measured SUSY péeesfie
2. Vice versa: can we usephysics measurements to constrain badly measured SUSYhp&ers?

3. Isthe precision of the measurements on the two sides atietprule out minimal flavour violation
and/or to constrain flavour violation in the squark sector?

We will show in the following the application of this apprdaaespecially of question (1), to a point of
the MSSM space which was adopted as a benchmark point by fherssmmetry Parameter Analysis
(SPA) group [1110]. This model is defined in terms of the parars of the MSUGRA modeh(, = 70
GeV,m,_, = 250GeV,A, = 300GeV,tan = 10, > 0). Thisis a modification of the point SPS1a,
essentially achieved by lowering, from 100 to 70 GeV, originally defined in Ref. [1107] to takeéan
account more recent results on dark matter density.

The values of the sparticle masses at tree level, computbdiva program ISASUSY 7.71[1111],
are given in Tablé_ 80. Constraints on the sparticles massede obtained from measurements of the
kinematics of the SUSY cascade decays Ref. [1112—-1114§ frbigram has been carried out recently
for the SPS1a model point [1115], assuming the performamdbBeoATLAS detector. The resulting
constraints allow the measurement of the masses’pf-9, ~%, g, &, &, B, B " "L, ~, Whereg;,
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Sparticle | mass [GeV]| Sparticle| mass [GeV]]

- 97.2 -9 180.1
9 398.4 - 413.8
" 189.4 % 124.1
~ 107.7 ~ 194.2
% 347.3 % 562.3
w 533.3 g 607.0
h 116.8 A 424.6

Table 60: Masses of the sparticles in the considered model as cakdittree level with ISAJET 7.71 [1111]

0.8

} (a) SPST

H
f

+ |

+ ‘ﬂ+‘ L1 ‘ [ | #“f*#hu\*’
200 400 600 800

AP T R B
My (Ge\/> 042 0.4 0.6 0.8
Br(edge)/Br(bbX)

Nedge/Nall

o
-]
|||||||||||||||||

of
|||||||||||||||||

nt
o
(@]
o HH‘HH‘\H\‘\H\‘HH‘HH‘HH‘HH‘H\

Fig. 73: Left: my distribution for model point SPSla. Right: relationshiptdeen N 44N, and
BR(edge)=BR(dx ) for different model points as described in [1117]. Both figaifrom [1117].

andez are the average of the masses of the squarks of the first tverag@ms. All these masses should
be measurable with an uncertainties of a few percent, fontegiated luminosity of 300 f6. The
estimated uncertainties will be used as an input to thisystud

For the stop sector a detailed study is available [1117]agdsvperformed in the framework of
the ATLAS collaboration. This analysis studies ttgnvariant mass distribution in SUSY events. This
distribution, shown in the left panel of Fig. 173 shows therelteristic kinematic edge which can be
expressed as a function of the masses. Two main SUSY decmggheld atofinal state signature:

g! ft! thv (231)
and
g! Bib! tb~ : (232)

Therefore the position of the end-point in themass distribution{ ,,“) will measure the average of the
edges for the two decays weighted by the relative BR, whieldgia constraint on a humber of MSSM
parameters:

M gy = £ g jmy jmg;m L iig)

From the height of the observed kinematic distribution osie also measure the ratio of events in the
mass distribution to all SUSY events withogair in the final statey .;4.=N .1 This observable is well
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correlated, as shown in the right panel of Figl 73, with thardity BR(edge)=BR(g ! X ) where
BR(edge) is the sum of the BR’s for the decays (231) and {232) abovealliyidirect searches in the
SUSY Higgs sector yield additional constraints on the MS®M garameters.

The next step is the extraction of the soft SUSY-breakingupeaters from the measured spatrticle
masses and branching ratios. We use a Monte Carlo techrédyieg on the generation of simulated
experiments sampling the probability density functionshef measured observables. We proceed in the
following way:

1. An‘experiment’ is defined as a set of measurements, eashioh is generated by picking a value
from a Gaussian distribution with mean given by the centa#le calculated from the input param-
eters of the considered model and width given by the estifrstgistical+ systematic uncertainty
of each measurement.

2. For each experiment, we extract the constraints on theNB®del as we will describe in the
following.

We obtain as a result of this calculation a set of MSSM modbash of which is the “best” estimate for
a given Monte Carlo experiment of the model generating treented measurement pattern. For each of
these models thie-physics observables can be calculated.

Three groups of soft SUSY-breaking parameters are reldearthe prediction of-physics ob-
servables:

— The parameters of the neutralino mixing matrix;, M ,, , tan

— m », the mass of the pseudoscalar Higgs, defining (together taith ) the Higgs sector at tree
level

— The masses and mixing angles of third generation squaakd®

For the first two a detailed discussion is given in [1118] viahiee will briefly summarize here.

In the SPA point only the mass of three neutralinos (1,2 argdd)oe measured. The three masses
give a strong constraint an 1, M ,, , but have little sensitivity taan . Therefore we use a fixed input
value fortan , and we calculate the values mf;, M ,, from numerical inversion of the neutralino
mixing matrix. We will then study ‘a posteriori’ the depemde ontan . The resultant uncertainty on
M.,M, IS 5-6 GeV, corresponding to the uncertainty on neutralinosesasBy varyingan  in the
range3 < tan < 30, the calculated values vary by less ttaGeV.

Information ontan andm , can in principle be extracted from the study of the Higgs@edthe
ATLAS potential for discovery is shown in Fig. 74, from [1]13The light Higgs bosom can be dis-
covered over the whole parameter space, but the measurefrieninass only provides somewhat loose
constraints, depending on the knowledge of the parameténg stop sector. Much stronger constraints
would be provided by the measurement of the mass and productoss-section of one or more of the
heavy Higgs bosons. For the model under consideration, with = 10andm, 425 GeV, heavy
Higgs bosons cannot be discovered at the LHC in their SM deuages. Moreover, the heavy Higgs
bosons can not be produced in chargino-neutralino casceaaiy/sl because the decays are kinematically
closed. The only possibility would be the detectionaefs ! ~9~9 ! 4‘“. Unfortunately the rate is
very small, 40 events/experiment for 300 fb before experimental cuts. A very detailed background
study would be needed to assess the detectability of thiglsig

We can now turn to the extraction of parameters of the stgtain sector. The sector is defined
by 5 soft SUSY-breaking parameters: (Q 3 ), the mass of the left-handed third generation doublet;
m (tz ) andm (& ), the masses of the stop and sbottom right-handed singletand2 ., the stop and
sbottom trilinear couplings. More convenient mixing vates would be ; and , the left-right sbottom
and stop mixing angles. For the considered point 5 measunismeéll be available at the LHC:
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The assumed experimental errors on these variables ane igiieable 61.

| Variable | Value | Eror |

Mg My 128.7 GeV| 1.6 GeV

my m, | 86.9GeV|25GeV
BR®) 0.70 0.05
BR(t) 0.21 0.08

M 411.3 GeV| 5.4 GeV

thetab

BRg! & ! W~3)=BR(! B ! ~J)(BR®) [1115]
HX ) (BR(®) [1117]

Fig. 75: Allowed 1 bands on the - . plane re-
spectively for the measurement of @&
downwards hatching) and of BR (blue upwards

) (red

Table 61: Assumed uncertainties for the LHC measurements in stapfhagector. The assumed statistics is
300fb!. The only systematic error considered is the jet energyeseabr on the mass/end point measurements.

It is therefore possible to solve the available constraiotsn

of building Monte Carlo experiments described above.

The strategy is to scan the three-dimensional space ,, ., and to find the point in space which
reproduces the measured valuesiof,, BR(t), BR(®). For fixedm f s the measurement of the position
inthe .- . plane is given by combining the crossing of the line corresiiog to the measured value of
BR (&) with the line corresponding to the measured values oftBRWe show in Fig[_7b respectively
the band constrained by 1 around the input values of BR and BR(t) when all the other MSSM
parameters are kept fixed. Because of the rather loose aoniston BRY), and the low statistics in the
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~ as discussed in [1119].

In [1119] the parameters of the gaugino matrix were assuméd tmeasured with infinite precision at

the ILC, and the errors on the parameters in the stop sect@ egtimated by mapping the region in the
. ™y plane compatible within the estimated errors with the natwalues of the five observables.

We incorporate the LHC uncertainties on the measurememnt;of/ ,,

, and we use the technique
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Fig. 76: Left: distribution of the calculated mass for an ensemble of Monte Carlo experiments at the LHfD1RIi
distribution of the calculated, versus , for an ensemble of Monte Carlo experiments. The assumastigtats
300fb*.

B, peak, the region where the two bands cross, which roughhesepts the allowed region in the plane,
extends from the region around the input valug£{ 0:933, , = 0:42)with a very low tail towards the
region of high ,and low ..

The results of the scan are shown in Figl 76. In the left ploshaw the distribution of the measured
m g values for the considered ensemble of MC experiments. Th& RMhe distribution is 17 GeV,
corresponding to a 5% uncertainty on the light stop mass. The measured valudein versus
plane are shown in the plot on the right of Hig] 76. As expefiteah the discussion above, a significant
number of experiments yield a high value gfand a low value of ..

The conclusions on the MSSM parameter measurement for tAen®&félel point under the as-
sumption of no FCNC effects from sfermion mixing matrices #nus:

Neutralino/chargino mixing matrices fixed with 5% if the value oftan is known.
Slepton sector well constrained, including stau mixinglan
Masses of first two generations squarks (L & R) and of gluireasured at 5-10% level

Enough constraints to fix the 5 parameters of the stopfsimosector. For fixedan uncertainty
of 5% on stop mass, long tails in the measurement ahd ..

Weak constraints oten andm »

We can now, based on the expected precision for the measurefme@ SSM parameters estimate
how precisely observables in thesector can be predicted. We focus on two variables:

- BRB.! )
~BRB ! X. )

Two public programs micrOMEGAs 1.3.6 [1120] and ISARED [1]1 &llow the evaluation of these two
variables from an input set of MSSM parameters. Both programrk in the MFV framework, and are
based on the most recent NLO calculations. The results froaonOMEGAs 1.3.6 were used for the
present exercise.
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The study is done in different steps. We first perform scartberparameter space to evaluate the
sensitivity of the two observables to the key parametererddfter, based on the method of Monte Carlo
experiments described above, we evaluate the expected IBR®B ! yand BRB ! X )
for each Monte Carlo experiment. The spread of the obtaingdhlitions is taken as the experimental
uncertainty of the observables. Sineg andtan are badly constrained by the LHC measurements,
this is done keeping. » andtan fixed.

The dependence of BR; ! yonm,, tan is shown in the left panel of Fig. ¥7. Since
BRB ! )/ tan® =m 3, this measurement has a strong constraining poweson if tan > 15.
For lower values ofan the effect becomes too small and SUSY is indistinguishatolen the SM.
The present limits from the Tevatron experiments only el@té a small region of the parameter space
with smallm , and largetan . The expected 90% bound from ATLAS&%  10° for 30 fb ' [1121]
would allow us to exclude a region in tan similar to the one excluded by non-discovery of
H=A ! . For highertan the measurement of a deviation from the SM would provide a oioss-
check withtan as measured from =A production.

Thevalue of BRB ! X, )inthem, tan plane is shown in the right panel of Figl77. The
present world average for BR !| X )[493]:

33 04) 10°

would select a narrow band inthe,  tan  plane, thus providing essentially no boundngnand a
strong constraint on the allowedn range, in the MFV hypothesis.

SPA point, MSSM with minimal flavour violation SPA point, MSSM with minimal flavour violation
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Fig. 77: Left: curves of equal value for BR ! yinthem, tan plane. Right: curves of equal value for

BRB ! X ). The MSSM parameters are as defined for the SPA point and khwdlaizons are performed using
MicrOMEGASs.

We show in Fig[ 7B the values of BR ! yand BRB ! X4 )in themtl . plane with
the other parameters fixed (see Higl 79 below for an analysikeoeffect of their uncertainty). The
variation of BRB ¢ ! ) over the considered space is moderate. The present exjpégineeror on
the measurement of BR ! X . )already defines a very small slice inthe . plane. For fixed .
the dependence an . is not very strong. We therefore conclude that a precise areaent of . is the
key ingredient for the prediction of BR ! x )fromthe LHC SUSY data.

As a next step we verify that the experimental uncertaintyhentwo considered observables is
indeed dominated by the measuremenhgf, tan , m ” and .. To this effect we calculate BR 5 !
yand BRB ! X ) for all the Monte Carlo experiments, letting all of the MSSMrameters
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Fig. 79: Distribution of the predictions BB, ! ) (left) and BRB ! X ) (right) for an ensemble of

LHC experiments when , , tan ,m., . ,are kept fixed at the nominal values and all the remaining MSSM
parameters are smeared according to the expected measutremeertainty

fluctuate according to the experimental error, except the farameters mentioned above. The result
is shown in Fig[7B. In these conditions the uncertainty ial§m.3% on the prediction of BB !

) and 1% for the prediction of BB ! X ). These parametric uncertainties do not include the
theoretical uncertainties in the calculation of the twoestables.

Finally, we can evaluate how precisely we can predictitphysics observables, by varying all
of the MSSM parameters, according to the expected measuatgmnecision at the LHC for the SPA
point, excepin , nd tan , which are kept fixed. The results are shown in Eig. 80. Wermbksa 5%
uncertainty on the prediction for BR ¢ ! ),and a 15% uncertainty on the prediction for BR !

X s ). For both observables one can roughly observe two popuakticorresponding to the regions in

x ¢ observed in Fig. 76. The experiments in the tail of mismesbur and ; contribute respectively
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LHC experiments when , , tan , are kept fixed at the nominal values and all the remaining MPSrameters,
including the ones defining the stop sector are smeared dotpto the expected measurement uncertainty

to the region of high values of BR ! ), and to the bump for low values of BR ! X ).

We have thus shown that for the considered model good enoeglsurements of MSSM param-
eters are possible at the LHC to provide predictions fonBR X ), BR®B; ! ) as a function of
the two unconstrained variables:, andtan

Once the LHC data are available, one can imagine differaaragios, e.g.

— A=H ! is observed andan andm, measured.
At this point a consistency check would be possible amongdhe constraints provided by the
Higgs measurement and the one provided bytpdysics observables calculated in the MFV
scheme. A significant disagreement, once all the experahemd statistical uncertainties are
evaluated, would indicate the presence of flavour violatiotihe squark sector.

— tan is not constrained by highr searches.
A signal for non-minimal flavour violation could still be prided by the inconsistency of the
tan regions constrained by respectively(h), BR® ! X ), and BRB ! ). In case of
consistency the results could be taken as a measuremem @fth parameter.

Relevant questions at this point are: what are the pred@siequired on the MSSM and on thehysics
measurements and on the theoretical calculations to be@blaim a signal for flavour-changing terms
in the squark mass matrices?

In case the measurements are consistent with MFV, whatiadalitconstraints on the flavour violation
sector can be extracted by combining MSSM studiestapldysics measurements?

Various analyses are available in the literature [107]3]1based on assessing present allowed
regions of non-diagonal elements in the super-CKM matratametrised in terms of ;). , Where
AB can berRR, LL,RL, LR. Bounds on are normally given for some special choice of soft SUSY-
breaking parameters, eg.(@) = m4 = = A, for different choices ofn (). Additional variables
are also considered suchasl ;,BRB ! X "‘ ),Acp B ! X5 )

Based on the study presented here it would be interestingpeat these analyses but for the
parameters of a specific SUSY point, incorporating the etgaeexperimental errors on the SUSY pa-
rameters. As a result of these studies, one could get gwedanavhich are the MSSM measurements
crucial to discover flavour violation, thus pointing the wiy the investigation of SUSY models in
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high-pr physics.

5.3.2 The second approach:
SUSY measurements in-physics favoured parameter spaces

A second, somewhat complementary, approach was followedliaboration with CMS physicists.

5.3.2.1 b-physics favoured parameter space

The model under investigation is the MSSM, in the first stefh W FV, and possibly in a later stage also
with NMFV. The compatibility with flavour physics was takemd account following Ref. [32], where
the MSSM parameter space was analyzed under the assumptieawy scalar quarks and leptons, and
large tan . The range of SUSY parameters has been restricted to thesvhfited in Table 82. Here
tan is the ratio of the two vacuum expectation valugs, denotes the mass of the CP-odd Higgs
boson, is the Higgs mixing parameter] oz are the diagonal soft SUSY-breaking parameters in the
scalar quark and scalar lepton sector, respectively. Alltthinear couplings are set to be equalxo
(the tri-linear Higgs-stop coupling), while 5, M , andM ; are the gluino mass and the soft SUSY-
breaking parameters in the chargino/neutralino sectdip@dameters are assumed to be real. The upper
part of Tablé 6P are the more relevant parameters, whileotlier part has a smaller impact on the flavour
physics phenomenology.

The ranges in Ref. [32] are generally compatible with thestaxy low-energy constrains. How-
ever, one expects to be able to select narrow sub-regionsdrg precise measurements of specific
B -physics observables, such as BR! yorBR(® ! * ). The “best” values denote specific
points for which a more detailed investigation of the higite®y signatures at CMS has been performed.

‘ range ‘ “best” value(s) ‘
tan 30-50 40
M [GeV] | 300-1000 | 300, 500, 800, 100(
A.[GeV] | -2000 —-1000 -1000, -2000
[GeV] 500 — 1000 500, 1000
M 4 [GeV] > 1000 1000, 2000
M , 1/2M 4
M 4 M 4
M ; [GeV] 300, 500
M 1 1/2M ,

Table 62: Selected ranges and “best values” of the SUSY parametetBddCMS analysis” in the MFV MSSM
(following Ref. [32]): tan is the ratio of the two vacuum expectation valuesg, denotes the mass of the CP-odd
Higgs boson, is the Higgs mixing parametey, _, are the diagonal soft SUSY-breaking parameters in thescala
quark and scalar lepton sector, respectivalyjs the tri-linear Higgs-stop coupling, where all trilineasuplings

are set equath 4, M , andM ; are the gluino mass and the soft SUSY-breaking parametéingigaugino sector.
All parameters are assumed to be real.

5.3.2.2 Experimental analysis

The strategy followed by CMS physicists is to apply an alyeaaiderstood search analysis to the sample
of MSSM points that are consistent with flavour constrairgslascribed above. The starting point is
Ref. [1122], in which CMS studied the production and deca80EY particles via inclusive final states
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including muons, highe; jets, and large missing transverse energy. In that work|la $imulated and
reconstructed low mass (LM1) Constrained MSSM (CMSSM) puias taken as the benchmark for
selection optimisation and study of systematic effecterBhough the study was performed within the
context of CMSSM, the method is not specific to the CMSSM franrk and should apply equally well
in other contexts including, i.e. also in the general MSSM.

The response of the CMS detector to incident particles wasilaied using a GEANT4-based
framework [1123], known as the Object-oriented SimulafmnCMS Analysis and Reconstruction (OS-
CAR) [1124]. The inclusion of pile-up and the reconstructaf analysis objects (muons, jets, etc) from
hits in the detector was performed by a software framewokwknas the Object-oriented Reconstruc-
tion for CMS Analysis (ORCA) [1124]. In addition, a standaéofast simulation, known as the CMS
FAst MOnte Carlo Simulation (FAMOS) framework [1124], wased to facilitate simulations involv-
ing CMSSM parameter scans. The fast simulation FAMOS has beewn to adequately represent the
full CMS simulation [1122]. In both the full and fast simutats, hits from minimum bias events are
superimposed on the main simulated event to reproduce @ piconditions expected for a luminosity
of2 10°m ?s'?.

Because the work presented in Ref. [1122] is an inclusivdystf signatures involving at least
one muon accompanied by multiple jets and lakge several SM processes contribute as sources of
background and had to be taken into account. Accordingéymhin backgrounds studied in Ref [1122]
correspond to QCD dijet (2.8 million events with< pr < 4Tev=d), top (&t production (3.3 mil-
lion events), electroweak single-boson production (4.H4ioni events with0 < ¢r < 4:4Tev=c) and
electroweak dibosons production (1.2 million events). l#dckgrounds used were fully simulated and
reconstructed.

The method employed in Ref. [1122] is to search for an exge#ise number of selected events,
compared with the number of events predicted from the SM. Adlie Algorithm (GARCON [1125])
was used for the optimisation of cuts to select the LM1 CMSS®itpand results inE ™ 5> 130G eV,
EJ > 440Gev,EX > 440G eV, j 1< 19, 3 Pj< 15, 7 P5< 3,008 (4;P) <02, 095<
cos (B, ;3l) < 03, cos (B, ;) < 0:85. Assuming 10 fb' of collected data, this set of cuts
would expect to select a total of 2.5 background events fioenSM and 311 signal events from the
CMSSM LM1 benchmark signal point [1122].

In order to extend the work presented in [1122] to the contéxthe MSSM parameter space
suggested by flavour considerations as described aboweras@oints within the ranges of the MSSM
parameters listed in Tablel62 were sampled and simulateg tise CMS fast simulation FAMOS. (The
Pythia parameters used to generate each MSSM point may he fioiRef. [1122].) In the CMS exercise,
the same set of selection cuts presented above, is dirgxlied (i.e. not re-optimised) to each simulated
MSSM point. Finally, the number of selected events from esiotulated MSSM point is tallied and
compared with the expected number of standard model bagkdreventsify = 2:5).

It has been shown that the analysis method also works fofribig” part of the MSSM parameter
space. Clearly, an optimization could enhance the angbgsi®r. More detailed results will be presented
elsewhere.

5.3.3 The “master code”: multi-parameter fit to electroweakd low-energy observables

A first attempt to develop a “master code” as described absse ¢lso Sectidn 1.5.2) has been started in
the course of the workshop in collaboration with physicfsten CMS [208].

Based on flavour physics computer code from [32] and the migieénergy observable oriented
computer codereynHiggs [199—-201], a first version of a “master code” has been deeslopThis
“master code” combines calculations from both low-enengy @lectroweak observables in one common
code. Great care has been taken to ensure that both setgwaftiahs are steered with a consistent set
of input parameters. The current version of the “master t@leestricted to applications in the MSSM
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parameter space assuming Minimal Flavour Violation (MFR8ble[63 shows the observables which are
currently considered in the “master code”.

However, in the future it is foreseen to significantly extehed “master code” by including other
calculations both for different New Physics models as weladditional observables (e.g. cosmology
constraints), see [1100] for the latest updates and dewedats. With the help of the “master code” it
will eventually be possible to test model points from the demergy side (via flavour and electroweak
observables) and from the high-energy side (via the measamts of ATLAS/CMS). Thus a model point
can be tested withll existing data.

‘ Observable ‘ Source ‘ Constraint ‘ theo. error
RBR, . = BRy/ 3 =BRY', [32] 1127 012 0:1
Ry = M= Mm3M [32] 08 02 0:l
BR,, [32] <80 10° 2 10°
RBR, = BRy/**=BRY/ [32] 1125 052 01
a = a%vsy M FeynHiggs | (276 84) 10°° | 20 10%°
M JUSY FeynHiggs | 80:398 0:025GeV | 0:020GeV
sin? SUSY FeynHiggs | 023153  0:00016 0:00016
M TH(SUSY) FeynHiggs > 1144 GeV 3:0 GeV

Table 63: List of available constraints in the “master code”. The shaxalues and errors represent the current
best understanding of these constraints. Smaller erros f’ ¥ andsin® 5USY are possible using a dedicated
code [1126,1127], which is, however, so far not includedim‘itmaster code” (see, however, [1100]).

Using the “master code” as a foundation, an additional cagerl containing a 2 fit [1128]
has been added to determine the consistency of a given seE8Mparameters with the constraints
defined in Tablé_83. Other studies of this kind using todayta dan been performed in Refs. [1129—
1133]. Studies using the anticipated data from the LHC aredltit are carried out and documented in
Ref. [1134,1135].

Using the “master code” we will present a few showcases foiohal “ fit using asimplified
version of the MSSM. The fit considers the following paramet® , (the CP-odd Higgs boson mass),
tan (the ratio of the two vacuum expectation valuem;)@ll_I (a common diagonal soft SUSY-breaking
parameter for squark and sleptons, respectivaly)a common trilinear Higgs-sfermion coupling) (the
Higgs mixing parameter)y ; andM , (the soft SUSY-breaking parameters in the chargino/nkuitra
sector) anah ; = M 5 (the gluino mass). All parameters are assumed to be reale &8ather simplifying
restrictions are applied: For the parametawre requirej j> M ,. This ad-hoc Ansatz is fully sufficient
for our illustrative studies but in the future it will be reggled with a more sophisticated treatment of the
parameters and of the experimentally excluded phase spgams (e.g. sparticle mass limits, etc.) In
addition the Ansatz assumes, = a,; Mqas well as fixed values far | ;M ,;andM 3. The initially
assumed values af g= 05M,= 200 GeV,M ;3 = 300 GeV andM | = M ,=2 are later varied within
reasonable ranges to evaluate the systematic impact ossluengtion on the final results.

The <is defined as:
5 Nxenst: (o onsty Pred;M SSM ))?

- Const?2+ Pred? (233)

i

whereC onst:; represents the measured values (constraints)parwdi :; defines the MSSM parameter
dependent predictions of a given constraint. These piedictare obtained from the “master code”.

229



They depend on SM parameters like, m , and 5. Some of these parameters still exhibit significant
uncertainties which need to be taken into account in the ditguiure. In a simple 2 approach it is
straightforward to include these parametric uncertagnéie fit parameters with penalty constraints. For
our study the uncertainty of the top quark mass was found toylfar the dominating parametric uncer-
tainty. The required minimization of the? is carried out by the well known and very reliable fit package
Minuit [1128].

In the following section we present some illustrative shases that utilize this global? fit to
extract quantitative results. However, these studies aimlynmeant to demonstrate the potential and
usefulness of “external” constraints for the interpretatof forthcoming discoveries and for the corre-
sponding model parameter extraction.

5.3.3.1 Scan in the lightest Higgs-boson mass

One of the most important predictions of the MSSM is the exisé of a light neutral Higgs boson
with M 135G ev [199, 200]. This upper limit together with the lower limit @ined at LEP,
M et 114:4Gev [1103, 1108]° represent a tight constraint on the remaining allowed param
ter space of the MSSM. In the MSSM (with the simplificationplained above)y ,, depends mainly on
the average squark mass,, the Higgs mixing parameter, the tri-linear Higgs-squark coupling, and
tan . However, these parameters are also important for the gifeds of low-energy and electroweak
observables in the MSSM. Therefore, a global fit using thestramts listed in Table_63 not only al-
lows a consistent extraction of the important MSSM paransebeit will also provide a prediction for
the most probable light Higgs boson mass in the MSSM. A convenient way to illustrate the sensi-
tivity of these parameters 1o ,, is a scan of the preferred parameter space as a functionsofdhiable.
For this procedure the globaF fit is performed repeatedly each time with a different valoetheM ,,
constraint. Therefore, the extracted set of MSSM paramd@reach individual fit correspond to the
preferred parameter space for a given valuergf. While all M ;, scan values below the lower limit of
M J=t > 114:4G ev are already excluded by experiment, it is neverthelessdstiag to see the results
of theM ;, scan over the entire parameter space (i.e. alsoifpivalues < 115G ev). For that reason
the lowerM ,, limit from the direct search at LEP has not been included én thfit.

5.3.3.2 M, scan using today’s constraint values and errors

Fig.[81 shows the results of thve;, scan using the constraint values listed in Table 63. Sinesethalues
represent today’s best knowledge of these observablestatilt provides a first estimate of how low-
energy and electroweak measurements constrain the MSSivhpeer space. In the following we will
refer to this scan result deday’sM ,, scan

It is important to note that the ,, [110;125]G eV region seems to be preferred by thescan.
On the one hand, alt ,, values in this distinguished region of minimat are almost equally likely. On
the other hand, values outside this window (kel110G ev or > 125G &V ) are clearly disfavoured by
the low-energy and electroweak constraints. This is arréstang observation suggesting that today’s
low-energy and electroweak data prefer a light MSSM Higgsonovith a mass significantly higher than
the most probable value for the SM Higgs boson. For compayitee current preferred value from the
general electroweak fit ig " 80G ev [1136-1138].

In order to qualitatively estimate the systematic impacthef assumed parameter valugs,(=
200G eV,M 3 = 300G &V andaq;lz 0:5) on the scan results, a variation of the parameter valudsrwit
reasonable ranges has been carried out.[Fig. 81 shows thts r@fstwo of these cross checks: the blue-
dashed line corresponds to the parameter setting= 200Gev, M 3 = 300G ev and 3,y = 033,
while the green-dashed line uses, = 300Gev, M 3 = 500G eV and 3,y = 05 The observed

91t is possible that the current lower limit could be even liertimproved before the LHC will start data taking in 2008 by
the currently running Tevatron experiments CDF and DO.
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Fig. 81: This figure shows the result of the extracted MSSM fit paramsetrd the corresponding distribution
(lower right plot in each case) for the two scan scenarioday’sM ;, scan(left five plots) and2009-EW-LowE

M 1, scan(right five plots). Each plot shows three scan results wheeeull-red curve corresponds to the default
assumptions off , = 200Gev, M 3 = 300G eV and 3y, = 05 The blue-dashed line (large dash) changes
a,, = 0:33with respect to the default setting, while the green-dasinedsmall dash) modifies , = 300G ev,

M 3 = 500G eV with respect to the default setting.

variation is rather small indicating that the general casins are not strongly affected by the assumed
parameter setting of these quantities. In particular teégpred minimal 2 region ofM ,, remains almost
unchanged.

The overall 2 minimum oftoday’sM ,, scanis atM ,, 123G v and the preferred values of the
important MSSM parameters are, ~ 400G &V, tan 10, A 1000Gev, andy 500G &V .
These values are qualitatively compatible with the rang&alidwed” MSSM parameter space reported
in sectiori 5.3.2. The fact thedday’sM ;, scanprefers somewhat lower values fam andu  is mainly
explained by the change in the experimental Belle resmtmﬁ from0:7 0:3t01:125 O 52[323].
Using0:7 03instead of the other more recent (corrected) value yields 30, M, 700G eV,
anda 1500G ev but does not change the general conclusion of the resudjs tfee preferreds,
range remains the same).

Fig.[82 shows a comparison of the predicted constraint gadungl their corresponding measure-
ments obtained fronioday’'sM ;,, scan The measurements and their errors are also listed in Table 6
In general, good agreement between prediction and measatemobserved in the preferred minimal

2region ofM ,,  [110;125]G ev . The fact that the? scan prefers a prediction &f ,, _ very close
to unity is explained by (1) the already rather tight limit BR®. ! * )< 8 10° and (2)
the large value oR BR,, - Both constraints prefer low values @fn and thus result in a predic-
tion of R y . 1. However, today’s experimental value is still within ongraa compatible with this
prediction.

Another interesting observation is the prediction of B8R ! * ). Although the constraint
used for this quantity allows values uptoBR, ! * )< 8 108, the scan predicts (in the
interestingM ,, region) an almost constant value of B, ! * ) B0 4:0] 10. This
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the overall 2.

Observable Constraint theo. error
RBR,, . 1427  0d 0:1
Ry . 08 02 0:1
BRy, (35 035) 10° 2 10°
R BR,, 08 02 0:1
a (276 84) 10° | 20 1010
M 5UsY 80392  0:020GeV | 0:020 GeV
sin? 3USY 023153 000016 0:00016
M }]fght(SUSY) > 114:4G eV 30Gev

Table 64: Assumed constraint values and errors for #089-EW-LowEcenario.

is an interesting observation because this value coinciddswith the standard model prediction of
BRB, ! * )M 3-5 10°. This might suggest that the current low-energy and elaetad
data preferavalue of BB, ! * )close toits SM prediction. It will be interesting to see wieat
the soon forthcoming comblned resultbgr =~ from BABAR and Belle will confirm this trend. If
this is the case spectacular effects from new (MSSM) physicgributions seem rather unlikely for
Bg! *
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Fig. 83: Z distribution for scenarid HC-M ,-M , Fig. 84: 2 distribution for scenarid HC-M M 5

(red curve),LHC-M  (blue dashed curve), argD09- testing the hypothesis that a discovered light higgs bo-

EW-LowE (green dashed curve). All curves are evalgon candidate with a mass erroroft , = 3 GeV (red

ated with an assumed errorafi ,, = 3 GeV. curve), 2 GeV (blue dashed curve), and 1 GeV (green
dashed curve) is compatible with the MSSM.

5.3.3.3 Interpretation of potential LHC discoveries

The LHC will start collecting physics data in 2008. For thaason, the first results are not expected
before early 2009. In the meantime, however, it is likelyttivost of the considered low-energy and
electroweak constraints will further improve. Therefdre2009 it will be possible to even more strongly
restrict the allowed MSSM parameter space. Table 64 ligsatisumed constraint values that might be
achieved by this time period. The assumed values and emersndy chosen for illustrative purposes.
The sole intention of this study is to demonstrate the pa@tkot low-energy and electroweak data to
constrain the parameter space of new physics and to evnpwal/ide guidance for the interpretation
of potential new physics discoveries at the LHC. Eid. 81 (filas on the right) shows the results of the
2 scan using the constraints listed in Tablé 64. In the follgyiwe refer to these results 28609-EW-
LowEM ,, scan Similar to the results from thieaday’sM ,, scan the general results and conclusions of
this study are largely unaffected by the variation of theuassd values fom ,, M 5 and Ay As shown
in Fig.[81 the 2 preferredM ,, region becomes even more pronounced. Hence, the allowedvMSS
parameters space is further reduced. In particular thegmmation will become very useful in the case of
LHC discoveries and their corresponding interpretatiamoider to illustrate this property we define a
few hypothetical scenarios:

— 2009-EW-LowE
This scenario includes only the observables listed in T@Hle The overall ? minima for this

scenario is achieved fof 5 350G &V, tan 22, 5Gev, A 450G eV, andM
350 GeV. The corresponding prediction of the light MSSM Higgstmomass ist , 115G &v.
— LHC-M 4

This scenario include8009-EW-LowEand additionally assumes that the relevant squark fhass

20For example this could be achieved by a determination of thp siass. In particular this mass is important for the
determination of the lightest Higgs boson maiss in the MSSM.
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Fig. 85: This figure shows the 2 = 1 contours of the Fig. 86: The red contour corresponds to scenaritC-

four scenarios:2009-EW-LowEDblue contour),LHC- M ,-M ,-M, that includes the low-energy and elec-

M 4 (red contour),LHC-M 4-M , (black contour), and troweak constraints, while the blue contour makes the

LHC-M 4-M 5 -M ,, (green contour). same assumptions about the assumed LHC discoveries,
but does not include any external constraints.

M 4 is known at the level of 10%. To be consistent wA09-EW-LowEwe therefore define:
Mg= 350 35Gev.

— LHC-M M 4
This scenario includesHC-M ,, and additionally assumes that the massiqf; is known to
10%. To be consistent witk009-EW-LowEwe therefore defines , = 355 35Ge&V.

— LHC-M M 5 -M y:
This scenario includesHC-M 4-M » and additionally assumes that the massiqf is measured
with a 3 GeV error. To be consistent wiD09-EW-LowEwe therefore definem , = 115 3
GeV.

Fig.[87 shows the results of the,, scan for the scenarip009-EW-LowEand the scenaribHC-
M M a. As expected, the # allowed region ofv ,, is reduced to a small window by including the
additional information of1 , = 355 35Gev andM4 = 350 35Gev. This information can, for
example, be utilized to test the consistency of a discoviigbtiHiggs boson candidate with:

a) other discoveries of MSSM particle candidates (in ouecagiark and heavy Higgs candidates),
b) low-energy and electroweak constraints.

Assuming that a light Higgs boson candidate has been olibamnve that its mass is measured with an
errorof M, = 3Gev, Figl84 shows the 2 distributions for the scenari2009-EW-LowHgreen
small-dashed line),HC-M 4 (blue large-ashed line) andHC-M 4-M » (red full line).

As defined above, all scenarios correspond to one MSSM pagarset that has a? minimum
for™m , 115Gev. The 2, and therefore also the exclusion limits, are defined wiipeet to this
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Fig. 87: This figure shows the result of the extracté&ily. 88: 2 distribution as a function af ,, for the three
MSSM fit parameter and the corresponding dis- scenarios2009-EW-Low ,, scan(full-red curve) to-
tribution for the two scan scenario009-EW-LowEday’sM , scan(green-small-dashed curve), ahHC-
M, scan(full-red curve) andLHC-M 4-M 5 -M ,, scan M 4-M » -M y, scan(blue-large-dashed curve).
(green-dashed curve).

MSSM parameter set. For the most constraining scenarianadises above 130G ev are excluded
at 95% CL. Therefore, in this hypothetical case must be belowl30G ev in order to be compatible
with the other observed LHC discoveries as well as with teedémergy and electroweak constraints. A
discovery of a lightest Higgs boson with a mass abo¥@G v would rule out the MSSM at 95% CL.
It is clear that the exclusion limit depends on the assumeat éor M ,. For scenarid HC-M M »,
Fig.[83 compares the results fom ,, = 3, My, = 2,and M, = 1. With an assumed error of
2 GeV, the 95% CL exclusion limit would be arourd, 128G &v, while for a 1 GeV error it would
be as stringentas ,, 126Gev.

Therefore, together with the discoveries of a stop candidatd a heavy Higgs candidate, the
consistency of a measured light Higgs candidate within tt8M hypothesis can be tested. It should
be noted that without the use of low-energy and electrowealsttaints, this consistency test would be
much weaker. For example the three LHC discoveries alorienatikignificantly constrain the important
MSSM parametersan andA. This feature is clearly demonstrated in Figl 86. Withowt iticlusion
of the low-energy and electroweak constraints, the pamrsein anda are much less determined.
Thus, the overall sensitivity of the consistency test isigigantly worse.

Another way to illustrate the potential of external conistigfor the interpretation of new physics
discoveries and the eventual extraction of the model paemé shown in Fid._85 which displays the
2 = 1 contours of the four different scenarios for various paraneombinations. AlthougB009-
EW-LowE(blue contour) only utilizes indirect constraints (i.e. dioect measurement of new physics

quantities) the MSSM parameter space is already ratheiatest AddingM 4 = 350 35GevV (red
contour) in particular helps to further constraiim  and to some extent also, , while measuring also
the heavy (black contour) and also the light Higgs boson rfgreen contour) will restrict the allowed
range fora rather significantly. Also here the use of the external lovergy and electroweak constraints
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is essential to determine the important MSSM parametats anda.

5.3.3.4 Outlook

In order to fully exploit this interesting potential, it wibe important to extend the “master code” by
adding additional calculations such as extra low-energenlables, as well as, potentially, constraints
from cosmology data (see [1100]). This will eventually dieln important tool for the comprehensive
interpretation of future new physics discoveries.
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5.4 Discrimination between new physics scenarios

At present, the SM gives a fully consistent description béaperimental data in the flavour sector, apart
from a few, not yet statistically significant deviations. i§imeans that flavour physics can at present
only rule out models that produce too large deviations frbe $M; in practice, this means giving an
upper bound on new sources of flavour and CP violation for alfXE scale, or giving a lower bound
on the NP scale for fixed values of the NP flavour parametersdigaissed in Se€. 5.1, this gives us
hints on the flavour structure of NP models with new particlpgo the TeV range. However, to fully
exploit the constraining power of flavour physics, additibfexternal) information on the spectrum of
new particles must be provided. First examples of the coatlain of flavour and highpe; information
have been presented in Sec]5.3, and there is increasingyaictithis direction.
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