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This paper gathers a selection of standard model predictions issued from the metrology of the Cabibbo-
Kobayashi-Maskawa parameters performed by the CKMfitter group. The selection includes purely
leptonic decays of neutral and charged B, D, and K mesons. In the light of the expected measurements
from the LHCb experiment, special attention is given to the radiative decay modes of B mesons as well as
to the B-meson mixing observables, in particular the semileptonic charge asymmetries a‘s”lf which have
been recently investigated by the DO experiment at Tevatron. Constraints arising from rare kaon decays
are addressed, in light of both current results and expected performances of future rare kaon experiments.
All results have been obtained with the CKMfitter analysis package, featuring the frequentist statistical
approach and using Rfit to handle theoretical uncertainties.
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I. INTRODUCTION

In the standard model (SM), the weak charged-current
transitions mix quarks of different generations, which is en-
coded in the unitary Cabibbo-Kobayashi-Maskawa (CKM)
matrix [1,2]. In the case of three generations of quarks, the
physical content of this matrix reduces to four real parame-
ters, among which one phase, the only source of CP violation
in the SM (we do not consider minute CP-violating effects
from the strong-interaction 6 term or from the masses of
neutrinos). One can define these four real parameters as
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and exploit the unitarity of the CKM matrix to determine all
its elements (and when needed, to obtain their expansion in
powers of A) [3].

Extracting information on these parameters from data is
a challenge for both experimentalists and theorists, since
the SM depends on a large set of parameters which are not
predicted within its framework, and must be determined
experimentally. A further problem comes from the pres-
ence of the strong interaction that binds quarks into had-
rons and is still difficult to tackle theoretically, leading to
most of the theoretical uncertainties discussed when ex-
tracting the CKM matrix parameters. The CKMfitter group
follows this goal using a standard y*-like frequentist ap-
proach, in addition to the Rfit scheme to treat theoretical
uncertainties, aiming at combining a large set of con-
straints from flavor physics [3,4].
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inputs are our own averages obtained as described in the text.

Constraints used for the global fit, and the main inputs involved (more information can be found in Ref. [4]). The lattice

CKM Process Observables Theoretical inputs
|V,al 0" — 0" transitions IVyalhua = 0.97425 £ 0.00022 [5] Nuclear matrix elements
V.l K— ml IV, leemif +(0) = 0.2163 * 0.0005 [6] £.(0) = 0.9632 = 0.0028 + 0.0051
K— ev, B(K — ev,) = (1.584 = 0.0020) X 1075 [7] fr = 1563+ 0.3 = 1.9 MeV
K— puv, B(K — uv,) = 0.6347 = 0.0018 [6]
T— Kv, B(r — Kv,) = 0.00696 = 0.00023 [7]
Vsl / [Vl K— pv/m— pv By = (1.3344 = 0.0041) X 1072 [6] Fx/fs = 1205 % 0.001 +0.010
T— Kv/T— 7 B = (6.53 = 0.11) X 1072 [8]
V.4l D— uv B(D — puv) = (3.82+032+0.09) X 104 [9]  fp /fp = 1.186 = 0.005 = 0.010
V.l D, — Tv B(D, — 7v) = (5.29 = 0.28) X 1072 [10] fp, =2513+ 1.2 %45 MeV
D, — uv B(D; — uv,) = (5.90 +0.33) X 10~% [10]
[V Semileptonic decays [Viplsemi = (3.92 % 0.09 = 0.45) X 1073 [10] Form factors, shape functions
B— Ty B(B — 7v) = (1.68 = 0.31) X 107 [4] fp, =231 £3 =15 MeV
f5./f5 = 1.209 + 0.007 = 0.023
[Vepl Semileptonic decays [Veplsemi = (40.89 + 0.38 + 0.59) X 1073 [10] Form factors, OPE matrix elements
@ B — mm, pm, pp Branching ratios, CP asymmetries [10] Isospin symmetry
8 B— (cO)K $in(28)[e) = 0.678 = 0.020 [10]
0 B — DK Inputs for the 3 methods [10] GGSZ, GLW, ADS methods
ViiVig Amy Am, = 0.507 + 0.005 ps — 1 [10] Bp /By, = 1.01 £ 0.01 = 0.03
Am, Amg =17.77 £ 0.12 ps — 1 [11] Bp =128 £0.02 +0.03
ViVigs VigVey €x lex| = (2.229 = 0.010) X 1073 [7] By = 0.730 = 0.004 = 0.036

ke = 0.940 = 0.013 = 0.023

Not all the observables in flavor physics can be used as
inputs for these constraints, due to limitations on our
experimental and/or theoretical knowledge on these quan-
tities. The list of inputs of the global fit is indicated in
Table I: they fulfill the double requirement of a satisfying
control of the attached theoretical uncertainties and a good
experimental accuracy of their measurements. In addition,
we only take as inputs the quantities that provide reason-
ably tight constraints on the CKM parameters A, A, p, and
7. This selects, in particular, leptonic and semileptonic
decays of mesons yielding information on moduli of
CKM matrix elements, nonleptonic two-body B decays
related to angles of the CKM matrix, and B and
K-mixing parameters.

The current situation of the global fit in the (p, 7) is
indicated in Fig. 1. Some comments are in order before
discussing the metrology of the parameters. There exists a
unique preferred region defined by the entire set of observ-
ables under consideration in the global fit. This region is
represented by the yellow surface inscribed by the red
contour line for which the values of p and % correspond
to C.L. < 95.45%. The goodness of the fit can be addressed
in the simplified case where all the inputs uncertainties are
taken as Gaussian, with a p value found to be 14% (i.e.,
1.507; a rigorous derivation of the p value in the general
case is beyond the scope of this paper [12]). One obtains
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FIG. 1 (color online). Constraints on the CKM (p, 7) coordi-
nates from the global SM CKM fit. Regions outside the colored
areas have C.L. > 95.45%. For the combined fit the yellow area
inscribed by the contour line represents points with C.L. <
95.45%. The shaded area inside this region represents points
with C.L. < 68.3%.

033005-2



PREDICTIONS OF SELECTED FLAVOR OBSERVABLES ...

the following values (at 10) for the four parameters de-

scribing the CKM matrix:
A =0.81675011, A =0.225181000036 (2)
p = 0.144700% 7 = 0.34275912. 3)

At this stage, it is fair to say that the SM hypothesis has
passed the statistical test of the global consistency of all
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observables embodied in the fit, although some discrep-
ancies are detailed in the following sections. We are there-
fore allowed to perform the metrology of the CKM
parameters and to give predictions for any CKM-related
observable within the SM. Let us add that the existence of a
C.L. <95.45% region in the (p, 1) plane is not equivalent
to the statement that each individual constraint lies in the
global range of C.L. < 95.45%. One of the interests of SM

TABLE II. Comparison between prediction and measurement of some flavor observables in the SM. The first column describes the
observables. The second and third columns give the measurement and the prediction from the global fit (not including the measurement
of the quantity considered), respectively. The fourth column expresses the departure of the prediction to the measurement, when

available.
Observable Measurement Prediction Pull (o)
Charged leptonic decays
B(BT —1rv,) (16.8 = 3.1) X 107° [4] (7.57708) x 1073 2.8
B(B* — utv,) <1076 [10] (3.747344) x 1077
B(Df — 77v,) (5.29 +0.28) X 1072 [10] (5.441095) x 1072 0.5
B(D} — ptv,) (5.90 = 0.33) X 1073 (5.397231) x 1073 1.3
B(D* — ptv,) (3.82 = 0.32 = 0.09) X 107* [9] (4.187933) x 107 0.6
Neutral leptonic B decays
BBY— r7717) (7.7375331) x 1077
BB)— utu) <32 % 1079 [10] (3.647347) x 107°
BB —ete) <2.8 X 1077 [10] (8.547049) x 10714
B(BY— 77 77) <4.1 X 1073 [10] (2.367212) x 1078
BBY— putu) <6 X 1077 [10] (1.13739%) x 10710
B(BY— ete™) <83 % 107 [10] (2.647033) x 1071
B, — Bq mixing observables
AT /T 0.09275:021 [10] 0.179%8:957 0.5
ad, (=47 £ 46) X 1074 [10] (=6.5519) x 1074 0.8
agy; (=17 £91713) X 107* [13] (0.297200) x 10~* 0.2
ay; — ad; (6.8719) x 1074
sin(28) 0.678 = 0.020 [10] 0.83279913 2.7
23, [0.04; 1.04] U [2.16;3.10] [14] 0.036375:001¢
0.76903% +0.02 [15]
Radiative B decays
B(B; — K*(892)y) (43.3 = 1.8) X 1076 [10] (64132) x 107° 1.2
B(B~ — K*(892)y) (42.1 = 1.5) X 1079 [10] (6612)) X 107° 1.1
B(B, — ¢y) (57+21) X 107 [10] (65731) X 107° 0.1
B(B — X,y)/B(B— X.Av) (3.346 = 0.247) X 1073 [10] (3.03723%) x 1073 0.2
Rare K decays
B(Kt — 7t vp) (1757182 x 10710 [16] (0.85470:118) x 10710 0.8

B(K; — 7vd)

(0.277+0038) x 10710
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predictions is that each comparison between the prediction
issued from the fit and the corresponding measurement
constitutes a null test of the SM hypothesis. Indeed, we
will see that discrepancies actually do exist among the
present set of observables considered in this paper (the
corresponding pulls are reported in Table II).

We predict observables that were not used as input
constraints, either because they are not measured with a
sufficient accuracy yet, e.g., B(B; — €*€~), or because
the control on the theoretical uncertainties remains con-
troversial, e.g., Al';/I";. The corresponding predictions
can then be directly compared with their experimental
measurements (when they are available). We also consider
some particularly interesting observables used as an input
of the fit, e.g., B(B — 7v). In this last case, we must
compare the measurement of the observable with the out-
come of the fit without including the observable among the
inputs, so that the experimental information is used only
once.

Following this procedure, we do not take the following
quantities as inputs, but we predict their values: the semi-
leptonic asymmetries ag; and a‘SZL, the weak phase in the
BY mixing B;, the branching ratios of the dileptonic decays
of neutral B mesons B(B,;, — €*¢~), the branching ratio
of (exclusive and inclusive) radiative b — s transitions,
and rare K — wvv decays. The first three observables all
have in common to provide only loose constraints on the
CKM parameters, while the two latter, though fulfilling the
requirement of a good control of their related theoretical
uncertainties, are so far out of reach of the current experi-
ments. The LHCb experiment should bring a breakthrough
in that respect very soon and these quantities will be
included in the global fit once the required measurement
accuracy is achieved [17]. The experimental situation is
pretty similar for the semileptonic asymmetries related to
neutral-meson mixing, with the additional drawback that
these observables suffer from large theoretical uncertain-
ties. The exclusive radiative b — s transitions suffer from
significant uncertainties and are thus only considered for
predictions. On the contrary, the inclusive B — X7y, which
have been measured and are well controlled theoretically,
will be added as input of the global fit [12], but are kept for
the present paper among the predictions. Finally, rare kaon
decays have not been measured yet or provide only loose
constraints on the CKM matrix elements.

In the following sections, we first discuss the main
sources of theoretical uncertainty, before spelling out
some of the fundamental formulas used for our predictions
within the SM. We then collect the results obtained and
compare them with their measurements (when available).

II. STRONG-INTERACTION PARAMETERS

The first category of theoretical uncertainties in flavor
analyses arises from matrix elements that encode the ef-
fects of strong interaction in the nonperturbative regime.

PHYSICAL REVIEW D 84, 033005 (2011)

These matrix elements boil down to decay constants, form
factors, and bag parameters for most of the observables
under scrutiny in the present note, and all our predictions
are subjected to and limited by the uncertainties in the
determination of these observables. These uncertainties
must be controlled with care since their misassessment or
underestimation would affect the statements that we will
make on flavor observables.

Among the different methods used to estimate nonper-
turbative QCD parameters, quark models, sum rules, and
lattice QCD (LQCD) simulations are tools of choice. We
opt for the latter whenever possible, as they provide well-
established methods to compute these observables not only
with a good accuracy at the present time, but also with a
theoretical framework allowing for a systematic improve-
ment on the theoretical control of the uncertainties. Over the
past few years, many new estimates of the decay constants
and the bag factors have been issued by different lattice
collaborations, with different ways to address the uncer-
tainties. A part of the uncertainties has a clear statistical
interpretation: lattice simulations evaluate Green functions
in an Euclidean metric expressed as path integrals using
Monte Carlo methods, whose accuracy depends on the size
of the sample of gauge configurations used for the compu-
tation in a straightforward way. But systematics are also
present and depend on the strategies of computation chosen
by competing lattice collaborations: discretization methods
used to describe gauge fields and fermions on a lattice,
interpolating fields, parameters of the simulations, such as
the size of the (finite) volumes and lattice spacing, the
masses of the quarks that can be simulated, and the number
of dynamical flavors included as sea quarks (2 and 2 + 1
being the most frequent, after a long period where only
quenched simulations were available). These simulations
must be extrapolated to obtain physical quantities (relying,
in particular, on effective theories such as chiral perturba-
tion theory and heavy-quark effective theory).

The combination of lattice values with different ap-
proaches to address the uncertainty budget is a critical
point of most global analyses of the flavor physics data,
even though the concept of the theoretical uncertainty for
such quantities is ill defined (and hence is the combination
of them). Several approaches have been proposed to per-
form such a combination. We have collected the relevant
LQCD calculations of the decay constants fz, fg, fp, .
fp» fx» and f, as well as the bag parameters By, By,
and By, and the Ky form factor f,(0). In addition we
designed an averaging method aiming at providing a sys-
tematic, reproducible, and to some extent conservative
scheme [18]. These lattice averages are the input parame-
ters used in the fits presented in this paper.

In the specific case of decay constants, the SU(3)-flavor
breaking ratios fx/f. fp./fp, and fg /fp are better
determined than the individual decay constants. We will
therefore take these ratios as well as the strange-meson

033005-4
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decay constants as reference quantities for our inputs. In
the same spirit, it is more relevant to consider the predic-
tions of the ratio Ky, /¢, of the kaon and pion leptonic
partial widths, as well as B(r — Kv,)/B(r — wv,) in-
stead of the individual branching ratios.

A comment is in order concerning the second category
of theoretical uncertainties that are not directly related to
LQCD. As far as global fit inputs are concerned, this is the
case for the inclusive and exclusive determinations of |V, |
and |V,,|, which involve nonperturbative inputs of differ-
ent nature. We use the latest HFAG results [10] for each of
these determinations and combine inclusive and exclusive
determinations following the same scheme as for the com-
bination of lattice quantities. We refer the reader to
Refs. [19,20] for a more detailed discussion of each con-
straint, whereas the related hadronic inputs can be found in
Ref. [4].

III. NEUTRAL B-MESON LEPTONIC DECAYS

Dileptonic decays of B, and B; mesons are among the
most appealing laboratories to study scalar couplings in
addition to the SM couplings. The current experimental
limits set by the Tevatron and LHCb experiments on the
dimuonic branching ratios [21,22] are already giving sig-
nificant constraints on scenarios beyond the standard
model. The main limitation in the current predictions arises
from the knowledge of the decay constants fz and fp .
The master formula for the branching ratios reads as

2.2 £2 2
GFaemedJ memp, 7B,

1673sin*65if

BBy, — € lsm =

4m> m2
X Al = 5VE Vi s 21/2(—’),
m%d’x | th ¥ t(d,s )l m%v

“4)

where Y is the next-to-leading order (NLO) Inami-Lim
function [23,24]. m, is the top quark mass defined in the

MS scheme, related to the pole mass m?**

Tevatron as in,(ii,) = 0.957mP™® at next-to-leading order

of QCD. G, is the Fermi constant, sin?6%! the electroweak
mixing angle, and «,,, the electromagnetic coupling con-
stant at the Z pole. We vary the renormalization scale
between m,/2 and 2m,.

determined at the

IV. CHARGED MESON LEPTONIC DECAYS

The decay of a charged meson M ( = m, K, D, D, B)
into a leptonic pair €», is mediated in the SM by a charged
weak boson, with the branching ratio:

BIM — €vilsm
_ G%-mMm%

m% 2 20 M2
- 1 - m_2 1% “qdl fMTM(l + Oem ), (5)

M
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where ¢, (q,) stands for the uplike (downlike) valence
quark of the meson, respectively, V, , is the relevant CKM
matrix element, f;, is the decay constant of the meson M,
and 7, its lifetime. A similar formula holds for 7 decays
into a single light meson (pion or kaon). The corrective
factor 6M? stands for channel-dependent electromagnetic
radiative corrections. They are taken into account in the
case of the lighter mesons (7 and K), where their impact is
estimated to be at the level of 2%—3% [25], and for the D
mesons, where the effect is 1% [26]. In the case of B
mesons, no dedicated corrections are supposed here, and
we assume that all the corrections from soft photons will be
taken into account through the Monte Carlo analyses of the
experiments (see Ref. [27] for a discussion of the correc-
tions due to soft-photon emission).

V. RADIATIVE B-MESON DECAYS

The radiative transitions b — s(d)y(*) provide very in-
teresting probes of New Physics, as they are mediated by
penguin transitions which are directly related in the SM
with B, and B, mixing (from the CKM point of view), but
can be affected differently by additional particles/cou-
plings. A convenient framework for their analysis is pro-
vided by the effective Hamiltonian where all degrees of
freedom heavier than the b quark have been integrated out,
leading to Wilson coefficients C; (encoding short-distance
physics) multiplied by operators with light degrees of free-
dom (describing long-distance physics).

Hadronic uncertainties may be significant for the exclu-
sive decays B(B; — K*(892)y) and B(B; — ¢7y) due to
the form factors and the long-distance gluon exchanges:

BB — Vylsm
_Tp G%aemm%mi< B m%,>3
3 32t m%
2
X[TEYOP Y | X VisVwal |, ©)
X=L,R ' U=u,c

where ¢y is a Clebsch-Gordan coefficient, «,,, the elec-
tromagnetic coupling constant at vanishing momentum,
the index X = L, R corresponds to the photon polarization,
and a%; is mg/my, suppressed compared to a5y =
C; + O(a,, 1/my), where C; is the Wilson coefficient of
the electromagnetic dipole operator (corrections can be
estimated using a 1/m,, expansion). In Eq. (9), U denotes
any up-type quark. We follow Ref. [28] for the prediction
of the branching ratio and the analysis of hadronic uncer-
tainties [however, we use results from light-cone QCD sum
rules and do not perform any rescaling of the tensor form
factor T5~V(0)].

The inclusive transition b — sy can be treated relying
on the quark-hadron duality and using a heavy-quark ex-
pansion, so that the prediction for this transition suffers
from fewer theoretical uncertainties (mostly related to the
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precise values of the quark masses and the higher orders in
both «, and 1/m,, expansions). However, this observable is
not fully inclusive as a cut in the photon energy is required.
The corresponding expression is [29]

B[B — Xs?’]SM,Ey>EO

ViVis |26
&t F[P(Eo) + N(Ey)],

= B[B— X_ep] v

(7)

where C is a factor related to the choice of b — ¢ transition
as a normalization for the computation, N(E,) collects the
estimate from nonperturbative 1/m,-suppressed contribu-
tions, and P(E;) has been estimated up to next-to-next-to-
leading order (NNLO) using an interpolation on the charm
quark mass, leading to a formula of the form P(E,) =
3. ;CiC,K;;(Ey), where the K;; are perturbative kernels.
For the present analysis, we use the parametrization de-
scribed in detail in Ref. [20].

The (exclusive and inclusive) radiative decays
b — s€* €~ provide more observables, which are already
experimentally accessible, but they are out of the scope of
this short note [12].

VI. CP-VIOLATING B-MIXING OBSERVABLES

The mixing of the B, and B; mesons can be described
upon introducing the mass and decay matrices, M4 = M4t
and ' = I'?t. These matrices are involved in the evolu-
tion operator for the quantum-mechanical description of
the B, — B, oscillations (with ¢ =d or g = s5). Their
dlagonahzatlon defines the physical eigenstates |B,) and
|B) with masses M{;, M} and decay rates I'Y;, I' . One can
reexpress these quantities in terms of three parameters:
|MY, |, ITY,1, and the relative phase ¢, = arg(—M{,/T'{,)

Oscillation frequencies, which feature the CKM ele-
ments directly, can be predicted in a theoretically clean
way, though the precision is severely limited by the knowl-
edge of the decay constants and bag parameters [19]. Here
we would like to concentrate on the prediction of the four
CP-violating observables B, (mixing phases) and ad;
(semileptonic asymmetries), with ¢ =d or ¢ = s. The
two first observables are CKM angles of the B, and B
unitarity triangles, respectively, and read as functions of
the CKM elements:

Vch*b
g = arg(— 1 2) ®)
thVth
V. V:
B, = — arg(— — o ff’). 9)
Vtthb

These angles (which should not be confused with the
relative phases ¢, introduced above) measure CP viola-
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tion arising in the interference between mixing and decay
in b — c¢s and hence exhibit a strong hierarchy between
the d and s quarks. On the contrary, the semileptonic
asymmetry probes CP violation in the mixing, and can
be written as

q I, IFqI
"gL:Z(l_ |E|>_I M?Z_IM sindg

AT,
= AM tanq’Jq (10)

The ingredients needed to predict these asymmetries
are hence the matrix elements M, and I'j;,. The dis-
persive term M1, is mainly driven by box diagrams involv-
ing virtual top quarks, and it is related to the effective

|AB| = 2 Hamiltonian HL,AB 1=2 a5

(B, IH "1,
R T (11
2Mp,

The SM expression for HlAB| =2 s [23]
HPP=2 = (Vi V,)2C0 + He. (12)

with the four-quark operator Q = ¢y, b, 4. y*b, and the
Wilson coefficient C:

GZ -2
CM = M3, ABS( ) (13)
W

and the Inami-Lim function S is calculated from the box
diagram with two internal top quarks. The absorptive term
I'?, is dominated by on-shell charmed intermediate states,
and it can be expressed as a two-point correlator of the
|AB| = 1 Hamiltonian HLABl:l. By performing a 1/m,
expansion of this two- point correlator one can express
I'?, in terms of Q and Qg = qu Bb"‘ where § stands
for “scalar” and a, B=1,2,3 are color indices [19].
The matrix elements are expressed in terms of the bag
parameters:

(B4|QIB,) = 3M}, f} Bs,, (14)

1
(B,|0s1B,) = *Mz JE, B, (15)

One has also to consider further bag parameters BR,Bq

which parameterize the matrix elements of the subleading
operators in the heavy quark expansion of the CP-violating
observables (only rough estimates are available for these
bag parameters) [19]. The SM predictions of the mixing
phases and semileptonic asymmetries for the neutral me-
sons in the SM are collected in Table II.
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VII. THE RARE KAON DECAYS K" — 7 vw
AND K; — 7'vi

Theoretically clean constraints on the CKM matrix can
be obtained from rare kaon decays with neutrinos in the

BIK* — 7% vl = x4 (1 + Aem)[(

where the isospin-breaking parameter « can be extracted
from semileptonic K decays with a correction A, for
the photon cutoff dependence, the X, functions comprise
the top quark contributions, and the light quark contribu-
tions are given by the P, and 6P, parameters, which are
the dominant theoretical uncertainties. Similarly for the
K, — 7vv mode, the SM decay rate is given by [30]

B[K, — 7vilgy = KL<%X,>2, (17)
with only small residual uncertainties from the isospin-
breaking parameter «; and scale invariance. In terms of
CKM parameters, a measurement of the K s atup
provides a quasielliptical constraint in the (p, ) plane,
centered close to the vertex of the unitarity triangle located
at (1, 0). The measurement of the branching ratio for
K, — 7°vv would provide a clean constraint on 7>.

VIII. DISCUSSION

This paper collects a selection of SM predictions driven
by the global fit of the CKM parameters, in view of related
recent or foreseeable experimental measurements. The
main outcome is summarized in Table II, gathering the
SM predictions using the inputs collected in Table I.
The third column of Table II shows the agreement between
the measurement and the prediction as a pull. The latter is
computed from the y? difference with and without the
measurement of this observable, interpreted with the ap-
propriate number of degrees of freedom, and converted in
the number of equivalent standard deviations (the lack of
an updated average for B, between the Tevatron experi-
ments explains the presence of two distinct measurements
as well as the absence of a pull).

The largest departures of the measurements from the SM
predictions are found for two observables: B(B* — 77 v,)
and sin(2). It is remarkable that this discrepancy can be
accommodated by a very simple extension of the SM
allowing for the presence of New Physics in B mixing, as
discussed extensively in Ref. [19]. One can also notice that
the D, — pv decay exhibits only a mild discrepancy
between prediction and measurement, due to the recent
improvements in both lattice simulations and experimental
measurements.

Concerning neutral-meson mixing, and following
the outstanding success of the B factories in their

ImA,;
/\5
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final state, as they can only arise via second-order weak
transitions (Z penguins and box) within the SM, and light-
quark loops are strongly GIM suppressed. Within the SM,
the K™ — 7t v decay rate is given by [30-33]

> [Rel. ReA, \2
Xt) n ( Aep 4 5Pm> + %X,) ] (16)

A

[

measurements of sin(283), one of the main goals and
challenges for the LHCb experiment will consist in char-
acterizing the B-meson mixing properties through the
measurement of all the relevant observables. Each of these
measurements in LHCb but sin(28) will provide a null test
of the SM hypothesis. In the present experimental context,
two of these observables are particularly interesting: the
BYBY mixing weak phase 3, and the difference of the semi-
leptonic asymmetries for the B; and B; mesons. The
former is predicted very accurately:

28, = 0.0363+0.0016, (18)

Significant constraints have already been set on this phase
by the Tevatron experiments [14,15]. The LHCb experi-
ment should in the near future settle its value, as suggested
by the promising exploratory work with the first data
described in Ref. [34].

The semileptonic asymmetries are determined far less
precisely by the global fit of the CKM parameters. Their
prediction suffers from notable strong-interaction uncer-
tainties (in particular bag parameters). Yet, following a
recent DO measurement of the dimuon asymmetry which
departs from the SM by 3.2¢ [35], the measurement by the
LHCb experiment of the difference of the semileptonic
asymmetries af; — ad, is eagerly awaited. The prediction
of the difference in the SM is

ay, —ad = (6.8119) x 1074 (19)

Among the null tests of the SM hypothesis, the Z-penguin
decay rate B(B? — w"u~) is specially appealing. Its
NLO prediction from the global fit reads

B(B)— p*u”) = (3.647011) X 107°.  (20)

We would like to conclude this discussion with observ-
ables which can uniquely be measured at super-B factories.
The important role of B(B* — 7" v.) onto the global fit
has been already underlined in this paper, and its SM
prediction is

BB — v, = (71.57108) X 1075, (1)

An improved precision of the measurement can only be
achieved at high-luminosity B factories. The branching
ratio of the muonic mode, predicted to be
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BB — utv,) = 37494 x 1077, (22)

is a further experimental target.
Let us finally add that this short paper has collected
the SM predictions for some salient observables in flavor
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