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Contents

* New Measurements of B->K*y

— About nine times larger statistics than previous analysis

* Lepton Flavor Dependent Angular Analysis of B> K*|+I-

* Search for B=2>h*)vv with semileptonic tagging

All the analyses used a full data sample of 711fb*
containing 772x10° BB events



Wilson Coefficients in b—=>s processes
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In the SM, b—>s transition can be written

by real Wilson coefficients which

correspond to short distance couplings in

effective Hamiltoniam approach
— b>sy:C,
— b=>sll:C,, Cyand Cy,
— C,~-03,C,~4,Cpy ™~ -4
If NP contributes,
— Deviation from the SM values
— Lepton flavor dependent Cy 2Cy,

— New coefficients appear
* Imaginary parts Im(C)

 Chirality flipped coefficients (C/)
- I:’L(R) 9 I:’R(L)

 Scalar and Tensor coefficients (Cs, C, , C; and Cy)
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New Measurements of B> K*y



B—2>K*y

 The decay
— Dominated by one loop penguin diagrams (FCNC)

* Sensitive to NP in the loop

.
=

d d

— Relatively small contributions from weak annihilation diagrams

e Some sensitivity to NP in the tree
 Cleanest exclusive b—>sy decay.
— BF~4x10°
* About 12% of inclusive B->Xsy rate
— Prediction of branching fraction is limited by a tensor form factor at
q%=0; T,(0).
r 11

— The exclusive BF is not so sensitive to new physics but is a probe for
T,(0) or QCD.

* Precise measurements of BF(B->X.y) constrain new physics in |C,| so much.



Ratios with B> K*y

By taking a ratio of decay widths (or BF), a dominant uncertainty
due to T,(0) cancels out (partially) thus sensitive to new physics
— Ratio of B(B=>K*y)/B(Bs=>dy)
* New Physics in annihilation diagrams
° TlBQK*(O)/TlBSQd)(O)

— Isospin Violation; A, [(BY 5 K*') — [(B* — K**~)

* New physics in annihilation diagrams
— CP Violation; A

* New phases

T T(BY = K*q) + (BT — K**7)
I'(B— K*y)—T'(B — K*v)

- I'(B—= K*y)+I'(B = K*v)
* Sensitive to Im(C,) Altmannshofer, Straub EPJC 75, 82 (2015)
* Insensitive to chirality flipped operator C,’ Paul, Straub 1608.02>36

— Difference of A, between B* and B%; AA_,

* Prediction for inclusive b=>sy : sensitive to Im(Cy/C,)
* but not for exclusive decaysyet A A-p = AC;;J(BJF — }«(*hl,.-:) — A(;-.-;J(BU N I{*“fr]




Reconstruction of B2>K*y

Four subdecay modes
— K*O>KLOn0, K

— Flavor eigenstates except for K.°n°

K**>K*n0, K Omr

* Self-flavor tagged modes

B selection

—0.2 GeV < AE< 0.1 GeV
5.20 GeV < Mbc < 5.29 GeV

M, < 2.0GeV : to check feed down from higher resonances

Background suppression

BB : n%m veto with M.,
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Continuum : NeuroBays with event shape variables

*  To maximize the FoM

Best candidate selection

Number of candidates per event is 1.16 with MC.
Randomly selected in order not to bias other variables

K* selection

My, — M| < 75MeV

0.4
AE (GeV)

3500 H

B— K%y
M, (GeVic)

3000~

2000
1500 F
1000F

500F

2500;— M C

L | == T
5.26 5.28
M, (GeVic?)

0.1—

Neurobayes Output

B— K"y

0.08
0.06
0.04—

0.02—

- NeuroBays MC

—>

s At AT

Signal
Continuum
B> Xsy

0.5 1
Neurobayes Qutput



Extraction of BF, A, Ay, and AA,,

Unbinned maximum likelihood fit to M, . distributions.
— Signal w/o 1 (w/ %) : Gaussian (Crystal Ball)
— Cross-feed : ARGUS + Bifurcated Gaussian (the yield is proportional to signal yield)
— Continuum background : ARGUS
— BB background : ARGUS + Bifurcated Gaussian

To extract the BF and A, for each subdecay, separate fit is performed.

To measure the combined BFs, A,,, A, and AA,, simultaneous fit is
performed to seven M, distributions with the likelihood.

— With input parameters of efficiencies, number of BB pairs, lifetime ratio and production
of B*B~ and BYB° in Y(4S) decays

L(My|BY,BY AN, ASp)
= LR (M |BY)
X TILET ™ (M| BY, AN p) x TILET™ (Mye| BN, AN D)
x TLLK™ (MBS, AS ) x LK™ (M| B, AS )
x TILKS™ (MBS, AS p) x TILKS™ (MBS, AS p),



Results

* First Evidence for A,, with 3.1c
* First measurement of AAp

— Consistent with zero

B(B" = K*) = (3.96 £0.07 £0.14) x 10~,
B(B* = K**v) = (3.76 £0.10 £0.12) x 1075,

Acp(B® — K*%9) = (1.3 + 1.7 £ 0.4)%,
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BF(B>K*v)

New Belle results consistent with
previous measurements

— But slightly (¥10%) smaller than
Babar results which dominated the
WA.

Also consistent with
by Bharucha, Starub and
Zwicky.

— Belle results a bit closer to
than before

Most precise measurements

— Can be used to check T,(0)

— Already systematic dominant
* Photon detection and PID

B—>K*0~(

Belle 2004 78fb™
401+ 021+ 017

Babar 2009 347ib’’

447 £0.10+£ 0.16

PDG 2017
4.33 £0.15

Belle 2017 711fb"’
3.96 + 0.07 £ 0.14

B> K"y

Belle 2004 78tb™
425 +0.31+0.24

Babar 2009 347ib’’

4221014 +£0.16

PDG 2017
421+ 0.16

Belle 2017 711fb"
3.76 +0.10+ 0.12




BF(B°—>K*%)/(B.= ¢)

e Calculation
— Used Belle measurement of BF(B,— ¢y) with 121fb! D. Dutta et al. PRD 91 01101 (2015)

B(BY = ¢y) = (3.6 £ 0.5(stat.) = 0.3(syst.) £0.6(f,)) x 102

— Only used K*% - K*1- mode to cancel out common
systematics

B(B" — K*%) = (3.95+ 0.07 +£0.14) x 107°

e Result

B(B" - K*0) |
~— =1.10+0.16 = 0.09 £ 0.18
B(BY = o) ’

B
1.23£0.06 £0.04 £ 0.10

— The uncertainty dominated by uncertainties of
BF(B,—>¢y)
The third uncertainty due to f,, which is a fraction of Bs(*)Bs*)
production from Y(5S)

* Belle result Consistent with LHCb, and Belle 2017 711fb” + 121fb" — o
. . . 1.10£0.16 £ 0.09x0.18
theoretical predictions by
and

B(B® —» K* Y)/B(BS —0v)



AO+

First evidence of isospin violation in b—>s
transition with 3.1c significance.

Ao+ = (+6.2 £ 1.5(stat.) £ 0.6(syst.) = 1.2(f+—/foo))%

Dominant uncertainties are statistical one
and due to f, /f,,.

New Belle result is consistent with Babar,
and also theoretical predictions within
the SM by , and

This result will be used to constrain new
physics

For example,
Mahmoudi, JHEP 12 (2007) 026
Descotes-Genon, Ghosh, Matias, Ramon, JHEP 06 (2011) 099
Lyon, Zwicky, PRD 88, 094004 (2013).

Belle 2004 78fb
+1.2+44+£286

Babar 2009 347fb"

+68.6+211x22

PDG 2017
+5.2+ 26

Belle 2017 711fb”
+62+15+1.3
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Acp

New Belle results are most precise to date

Consistent with zero and previous
measurements by Babar and LHCb

— Also PDG

Consistent with theoretical predictions
within the SM by and

— Strong constraints to Im(C,)

Altmannshofer, Straub EPJC 75, 82 (2015)
Paul, Straub 1608.02556

B —» K" v

Belle 2004 78fb"

-3.0+55+14

Babar 2009 347

186 +22 42007

LHCb 2011 1.0fb"
+081.7 2089

PDG 2017
02415

Belle 2017 711
1.3+£1.7204

B— K™y

Belle 2004 7&fb
W07 +74+17

Babar 2009 347fh

+1.8 28+ 0.7

PDG 2017
+1.8+28

Belle 2017 711
+11+23+03
B—-Ky

Belle 2004 7&fb
A5 +44412

Babar 2009 347fh

D3 1.7 207

PDG 2017
D317

Belle 2017 711’
04 +1.440.3

-15

-10

Acp(B = K™ 7)
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S. Wehle et al, PRL118, 111801 (2017 Mar 13)

Lepton Flavor Dependent Angular
Analysis of B2 K*|*I-


https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.118.111801
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Angular Analysis of B?—> K*0[*|-

LHCb reported 3.4c deviation from a SM prediction in P’ for 4 < g?<
8GeV? which was obtained from full angular analysis of B> K*°upu

— There is a discussion that the deviation can be explained by a charm loop

Global fit to radiative and EW penguin B decays gives Wilson coefficient
C, deviated about -1 from SM values (or C,,)

— Driven by P5’, F,, B(Bs=2>dpup) etc.
Independent analyses/checks are desired.

S.Descotes-Genon et al, PRD 88 074002 (2013)
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R¢and R/ *

LHCb also reported anomaly in Lepton Flavor Universality
observables, R, and R«

Ry =1(B — Kup)/I'(B — Kee)
Ri~=1(B — K*up)/I'(B — K*ee)

Next measurement should be lepton flavor universality in
angular observables

-9-LHCh -m-BaBar —k—Belle 2.0 ————
i L] I L) L) L) L 'I L] L] L] Ll 'I L) L] L] I T L i i i o
R LHCb < | !
[ _ 5 :
. » E i l .
i | n |
- + SM - 'EE el T = g
: h ] 0.5 :_ ® LHCb _:
- = B BaBar -
- . LHCb Preliminary : Bellear 1
= 00 i 1 1 1 1 | | I | | | 1 1 1 1 | 1 1 1 1 ]
- X L . I L1 X L 1 0 5 10 15 20
0 5 10 15 20 « PRD 86 (2012) 032012 q2 [GeVQ/Czl]

qf |(J‘¢V3_IL-4| * PRL 103 (2009) 171801



Differential Decay Width for B> K*|l

e Differential decay width as a
function of 4 variables, g2, 6,, 6,, and
O, is expressed in terms of form
factor independent observables, P..

S. Descotes-Genon et al. JHEP 05 (2013) 137
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+ 1(1 — :‘-_L}sin2 Ak cos 26,

’ - Sj=4,5,7.8 — F; cos® B cos 20, + S3sin? Ak sin” A cos 2¢
i=4.5.6,8 — _ _ _ _
\/FL(l — Fr) + S45in 20K sin 20 cos @ + Sg sin 20k sin 0] cos ¢

+ Sgsin® B cos B + S7sin 20k sin 0 sin ¢

+ Sgsin 20k sin 2 sin ¢ + Sg sin” Ak sin” A sin 2¢ }



?i— Electron
127*+15

7y

« Muon
. 185+17
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Reconstruction

Events / (0.003 GeV/c? )
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 Decay modes =i it

— BY2>K*O*I", K*0 = K+pi-

— B*K*H, K¥* D Ksmtt, Ko |
— 312=23events (LHCb 2398+57) k/’\

* Signal fraction as a function of Mbc " eV

* Separate electron and muon modes to test Lepton Flavor
Universality, Q, = 0 in the SM
— P’,P’*and Q, =P - P/

* Only measured P,, P.", Q,, Q¢



Folding

e Since statistics is small, we performed folding technique as
LHCb did in 2013

— Use symmetry of trigonometric function to eliminate coefficients
other than F, S; and another one

O — —@ for o < 0

, . .
P . m — - 7 2
b1 (¢ m—¢  forfy>m/ 0p — m—0; for 0 > m/2,

(b — —¢ for o < 0
5]
515.
kﬁf%‘ﬁ—fgf for 0p > w/2,

1 a*r 9 3(1 FL)sin? O + Fi cos20
dl/dg2 dcosf); dcosflx dp dg? — 327 |4 — L)sin Uk | cos” Bk

1
+ E(l —F1) sin Ak cos 20
— F cos® Ak cos 28] + Sz sin® B sin® #; cos 2¢

P ceg= Sj=4,57,8 + 54 sin 20k sin 26 cos ¢ + Ss sin 20k sin f) cos ¢
1i=4.5,68 —

Fr(1-Fp) + Sgsin? Bk cos B + S7sin 20k sin A sin ¢

+ Sz sin 20k sin 20 sin ¢ + S¢ sin? Ok sin® 6 sin 20 }
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Results P,” and P.
Observed 2.6c deviation from the SM prediction by DHMV

— Systematic error small (taken very conservatively)

1.0}

All Modes
Electron Modes
Muon Modes

&3 |

i

SM from DHMV/LQCD |

15 ———

7 10}

i H+  All Modes 1
] T @ Electron Modes ]
] i HH  Muon Modes ]
7] 0.5 —_

[0 SM from DHMV/LQCD |

TESNOTE

—
] ol [ ———
. L L L 1 . . . . 1 . , -15 1 . L 1 1 1 . L . L 1 . . . L
5 10 15 20 0 5 10 15 20
1 2.2
¢’ [GeV?/c?| q° [GeV?/c?]
2 - 1 2, 2 ‘
g° in GeV* /e P, P:

[1.00, 6.00] —0.4575355,£0.09 0.237)20 £0.07
[0.10, 4.00] 0.11759 £0.05 0477727 +0.05
[4.00, 8.00] —0.347932 £ 0.05 —0.307912 +0.00
[10.09, 12.90] —0.181022 £0.06 —0.1772-2% +0.01
[14.18,19.00] —0.147038 £0.05 —0.5170-22 +0.01




Results Q, and Q.

* Consistent with both SM and NP with C*\, =-1

— Systematic error small (taken very conservatively)

14.18,19.00] 0.041 £ 0.565 4 0.082

T 7 T T 7 L L L T 15 T T T
[ SM from DHMV |
1 NP Example 1.0
] 0.5
—t—1 & o0
- i -0.5
: _ 101 ) SM from DHMV
U H N T 1 NP Example
5 10 15 2( =15 TR I N T S T R T S SO S H
2 1y Vg 9 0 5 10 15
7 [GeVT/c) q° [GeV?/c?]
g2 in GeV?/c? Q4 Qs
[1.DD, G.DD] 0.498 + 0.527 + 0.166 0.656 + 0.485 4+ 0.103
[D.lD, 4.00] —0.723 +£ 0.676 = 0.163 —0.097 = 0.601 - 0.164
[4.00, S.DD] 0.448 4+ 0.392 4+ 0.076 0.498 4+ 0.410 + 0.095
|

0.778 £ 0.502 £ 0.065

20



Capdevila, Crivellin, Descotes-Genon, Matias, Virto, 1704.05340

Global Fit to b=>s

* Including PS’, Qg etc, Ry, Bs2>up, b—>sy
— Suggest Cg "" ~ -1

______________________________

........




J. Grygier et al., arXiv:1702.03224 submitted to PRD

Search for B>hvv with semileptonic tagging



Search for B=>h{*)hyvy

W
If Cy is deviated from the SM value, vector b S
current in b=>svv could be also affected in t c
some BSM models. Z

Proceeds via penguin or box diagrams b

Theoretically very clean. gw gw
— No charm loop as in b=2>sl*l 2 v

Experimentally, need to tag the other B « v
meson due to final states having multiple

_ A. Buras, et al. JHEP 02 184 (2015)
neutrinos.

Hadronic B tagging already done. Mode B [10°]

Bt — Ktvr 3.98+0.43 £0.19
B - KQvv  1.8540.20 + 0.09

Semileptonic B tagging are used this analysis g+ % +7,5 991 £ 093 + 0.54
BY - K*%p 9.19 + 0.86 £ 0.50




Current Status

* For K*, K*Yand K** modes, ULs are about 3~5 times larger
than theoretical predictions in the SM

BaBar hadronie BaBar semileptonic
10-2 m==  5M prediction A  Belle hadronic
A A
o 107t . A . A
CC“ L H H H H l
5 A A
® F Y
1075} | -
1 ! - ! 1 ! | ! 1 1
K*tve Ko K%Y K  ohew mlui v P

B decay channel
A. Buras, et al. JHEP 02 184 (2015)
, PRD 87, 111103(R) (2013)
TT2M BB



Reconstruction

Semileptonic tagging

— Hierarchical reconstruction of B> D*)lv using NeuroBays
— More efficient than hadronic tagging
Signal hadron decay modes

— h(*®) = K+, Kso’ K*+(KSO7I+, K*r0) , K*O(K*m') , m*, m°, o, po
Requirement of no other particles

— No charged tracks, ©° nor K°

I rare I continuum I B°-background

Background suppression Soackground g Mpredicion x ¢

— Continuum : event shape

Signal is extracted from extra energy in ECL
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wanks /{01 Gav )
wants {01 Gav')
B3 ga I» gn en

Results

=
E

02 04 05 DE

02 04 D5 DB

2

1 1.2 1 1.
gy (E8V) Egpry 152V)

. . . (a) BY = K+ (b) BY = KSvi
* Fit with histogram templates - o

— Signal

varts /{01 GaV)
vards /{01 Gav )

=
=

— Backgrounds

, continuum, b->u,d,s

02 04

e Relative fractions are fixed to MC values

(dy B® = K*"uw

* Signal yields consistent with zero :T ++ 3
S = e
— But signal seen for K* and K**? sab 4 Landfdet] < JTH J(
2 2
il = + o 4
10
I:II} D2 D4 08 0B 1 1.2 2 04 06 DB 1 1.2
Epe, (GEV) Eee, (E2V)
Channel Observed signal yield Significance (&) B* L (f) B° 0
e — T — T
Ktvi 17.7 + 9.1 + 3.4 190 - = 16 E—
K v 0.6+ 4.2+ 14 0.00 3 _l_ g -
K*tup 162+ 7.4+ 18 2.30 = | + +’H £ 10 -
K*%ui 20+ 36+18 0.00 : FTR +.]_ i
mtu 5.6 + 15.1 + 5.9 0.00 C s _H
77 02+ 56+ 1.6 0.00 of . o =
02 D4 068 OB 1 1.2 (H 0 04 G 08 1 1.2
pTvp 6.2 £12.3 + 2.4 03¢0 Bec (GeV) By (G}

p v 11.9 £ 9.0+ 36 1.2¢0 (g) BY = ptwi (h) B = pwir




Upper Limits

* Worlds most stringent upper limits on
_ h(*) - KSOI K*O, TE+, TEO, p+’ p0
— Upper limit on BF(B=>K™vv) is just two times larger than a SM
prediction

* The BF and F, measurable at Belle II

BaBar hadronic BaBar semileptonic
A Belle hadronic result == SM prediction
V  this work expected A this work observed
A A
Channel Efficiency Expected limit  Observed limit ; : : ;
_ _K _E - ]_U_t- i i i i
Kt 2.16 x 1072 0.8 x 10°° 1.9x107° = A A N
K2 vir 0.91 x 1073 1.2 x 107° 1.3x107° o 4 A A
K Twp  057x107° 2.4 x 107° 6.1x 107" = 4 ol N
K%  051x107° 24 %1077 L8x 1070 A VX v |V
n T v 2.92 x 1072 1.3 x 107° L4x107" % P -
v 1.42 x 1073 1.0 x 1078 0.9x10°5 3107 o = )
pv 1.11 x 107° 2.5 x 107° 30x107° &
p'vo 0.82 x 107° 2.2 x 107° 4.0 x 107° -
105

Ktvo Ksvv K=typ K*%w ntve 7w v pluw
B decay channel



Summary

* New measurement of B>K*y performed.
— First evidence for Isospin Violation in b—>sy decay
— All the measurements are most precise to date.
— Used to constrain new physics

* Lepton flavor dependent angular analysis of B> K*|[+I-
— Consistent with both SM and NP with Cq "* = -1

 Search for B=>hvv

— The upper limit on K*° modes just two times larger than SM
predictions = BF and F, at Belle Il
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Systematics Table for BF and A,, in B>K*y

Source Kér" Ktn~ K'7” Kon™ K™ K*F Aos
photon reconstruction effi.| 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 —
tracking effi. 0.7 0.7 0.4 1.1 0.7 0.8 0.05
K /7 identification effi. — 1.7 0.8 0.8 1.6 0.8 0.38
7Y reconstruction effi. 1.6 — 1.6 — 0.1 0.5 0.21
K? reconstruction effi. 0.2 — — 0.2 <0.1 0.1 0.05
Oxg and 72 /7 veto effi. 06 06 06 06 06 06 -
AFE selection effi. 1.1 <01 1.1 0.1 0.1 04 0.15
charge asymmetry in effi. — <0.1 <01 < 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.01
MC stat. 0.4 0.1 0.3 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.11
number of BB pairs 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 —
f+—/foo 1.2 1.2 12 12 1.2 12 1.16
lifetime ratio — — — — — —  0.19
higher kaonic resonance 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 —
cross-feed 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.03
peaking backgrounds 1.6 1.2 1.2 1.1 1.2 1.1 0.14
background Acp and Agy | 0.2 <01 <01 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 0.03
fixed parameters in fit 3.9 0.1 1.5 <01 0.1 0.2 0.10
fitter bias 2.4 0.2 1.3 0.7 0.2 0.2 0.08
total 5.9 3.5 4.2 3.3 3.5 3.3 1.29




Systematics Table A, and AA, in B> K*y

Source K n Kt Ként K K*t K* AAcp
tracking effi. — — —  <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01
K /7 identification effi. - - —  <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01
7Y reconstruction effi. — — —  <0.01 «<0.01 <0.01 <0.01
K? reconstruction effi. — — —  <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01
charge asymmetry in K/« detection| 0.40 0.04 041 0.40 0.25 0.28 0.48
cross-feed 0.02 0.04 0.03 0.02 002 0.02 0.02
peaking backgrounds 0.04 0.06 0.08 0.04 0.06 0.05 0.04
background Acp and Apgs 0.10 0.13 0.09 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.05
fixed parameters in fit <0.01 0.13 0.02 <0.01 0.02 <0.01 0.02
fitter bias 0.07 0.16 0.12 0.07 009 0.08 0.12
total 042 0.26 045 0.42 030 0.31 0.50




Difference of BF between Belle and Babar

 There is slight difference. | think one of the reasons might be due to
modeling of B->Xsy background

— Dominant peaking background from B—>Xsy is B> Knmy
* Belle models B->Xs y background as

— Exclusive B>Kpy and B> K*ny with measured BFs

— Inclusive B>Xs v (other than B->K*ny and B>Kpy ) decayed with PYTHIA.
* Babar modeled B->Xs y background as

— Inclusive B->Xs y decayed with PYTHIA. A. Yarritu, SLAC-PUB-14233
* We simulated B> Xsy with Belle PYTHIA setting and found that

fraction of B->Knmy is significantly smaller than PDG value.

— If we used the PYTHIA background (wrong background description), the
BFs of B>K*y become about 3% higher.



BF with wrong assumption

Wrong BF(B—2>Knmy) assumption ——

N

B—>K*0~(

Belle 2004 78fb™

4.01+ 021+ 017

Babar 2009 347ib’’
447 £0.10+£ 0.16

PDG 2017
4.33 £0.15

Belle 2017 711fb"’
3.96 + 0.07 £ 0.14 == A

/ *.
B> K"y

Belle 2004 78tb™

425 +£0.31£0.24

Babax 2009 347ib’’
4.22 £

PDG 2017
421+ 0.16

Belle 2017 711fb"
3.76 +0.10+ 0.12




Previous Belle BF

Previous Belle assumed
f,/foo=1

If we take latest value
f, /f,, = 1.058.

— BF(B>K*%) =4.24 x 10

— BF(B>K*Y)=4.02x10° —

B— K"y

Belle 2004 78fb"

401021017

Babar 2009 347fb’
447 +0.10 £ 0.16

PDG 2017

Belle 2017 711fp"’
3.96 +0.07 £0.14

B—oK"y

Belle 2004 78fb"

- 31+ 0.24 —t )

Babar 2009 347ib"
422 +0.14 £ 0.16

PDG 2017
421+ 0.16

Belle 2017 711fb”
3.76 + 0.10 £ 0.12

3.5
BF(B - K" v)

2.5 3

4

4.5
10°



Previous Belle Results on A,

* Previous Belle assumed

f+_/f00 =1
TB+/TBO =1.086 Belle 2004 78" »
e If we take latest value H2144526 ¢ °
f+_/f00 =1.058
Tg,/Tgo = 1.076 T .
A. = +6.3% / FDG 2017
O+ +Hh2+26 ', '
Belle 2017 711fb”
+62+15+1.3 .
-10 -5 0 5 10

Ao, (B > K* ) %



