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7 — 3u many solutions

K*up




D, — n(ppy)pv

e Last time | showed you the fits with  background.

» Now the fits are updated with the » calibrated D, — n(uuy)uv
yield.

o Still everything looks fine.
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Expected limit

» Note was send to conveners on Monday.

§ THAT MIGHT BE
YOUR SECOND PARA— T™M A HIGHLY TRAINED
GRAPH 15 POINTLESS TECHNICAL WRITER. A TRICK QUESTION,
AND CONFUSING. LET'S M:’AOL mﬁgo Ym }HG;N“ H BU'EI' _}:&PRETTYR
JUST DELETE IT. S mm

» We decided to give two limits with D, — n(uuy)ur and with 7 veto.

VO of the note(no systematics in the limit):
© 1 veto: Br(pup) < 4.8 x 1078
® n: Br(upu) < 4.7 x 1078

Yesterday | evaluated the limits with background systematics. The
limits gets around: 5.1 x 108
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Unfolding for K*uu

¢ Recently every one had statistics problems.
« | felt alienated that i have none.
e Thank god that Nico provided some problem :)
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Nico hypothesis

We have our PDF:

PDF =

a*r 9 . .
JePdcoshy dcost,dd — 327r(J1ss:n20k+J1000329k+(Jgssm26k+

Joc€08%) 0820, + J38in?0x Sin*0,c0s2¢ + J4Sin20) sind;cosd+
J55in20,5ind;cosp + (JssSin®0x + JocC0820x ) coSH,+
J75in20sind;sing + Jgsin20, sin26,;sinphi + Josin®0ysin®0,sin24) (1)
And corresponding moments measured moments: M7 corresponding
to the i*” moment. Nicos hypothesis: The true Moments: M/ = AIMf.

But he can’t prove it and it looks insane at the first looks. So in the
process of proving he is wrong | proved that this is true.
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Nico hypothesis, proof

So the true moments: M = [ PDFf; = J; [ f2 = J; x const Now for the
measurements you need to have some efficiency:

e(dcosby, dcosb;, d¢), we assume it is C*°. So one can Taylor expand
this function.

The only thing | need to proof now is that the arbitrary element in the
Taylor expansion can be write using all J; in the first order: MR

| PDFficos 0 cos” 0,6 = >, J; [ fifjcos 0 cos¥ 0,6% = 3, J,const;
Which ends the proof. | calculated epr|C|t matrlx element correspond
to cos 65 cos¥ 0,97, but it's 3 pages long(in the attachment if one likes
horrors).
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Back to the unfolding

The unfolding for the method of moments can(and will) be done with 2
unfolding approaches.

¢ Unfolding using matrix.

¢ Unfolding using event weighting using the same weights as for the
fits.

» We can check internal consistency.
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