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ABSTRACT: We present a method that maximises the experimental sensitivity to new physics
contributions in B* — 7t u* ™ decays. This method relies on performing an unbinned
maximum likelihood fit to both the measured dimuon ¢? distribution of B* — n¥utu~
decays, and theory calculations at spacelike ¢, where QCD predictions are most reliable.
Using known properties of the decay amplitude we employ a dispersion relation to describe
the non-local hadronic contributions across spacelike and timelike ¢? regions. The fit
stability and the sensitivity to new physics couplings and new sources of CP-violation are
studied for current and future data-taking scenarios, with the LHCb experiment as an
example. The proposed method offers a precise and reliable way to search for new physics
in these decays.
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1 Introduction

Over the past decade, several experimental results have hinted at the possibility of
new physics in b — s¢T¢~ transitions. Most notably, deviations from the predic-
tions of the Standard Model have been observed in the decay rates of B®— K*0u*p~,
B* — K**ptyu~, B* - K*ptu~, and BY— ¢utp~ decays [1-6]; and angular distribu-
tions of BY— K*Ou*tpu~, BT — K**utp~ and BY— ¢utpu~ transitions [7-12]. The signs
of electron-muon universality violation in b — s¢T¢~ have all but evaporated as presented
by the recent updates to Rx and R+ measurements by the LHCb collaboration [13]. This
suggests that the decay rates and angular distributions of b — seTe™ processes exhibit the
same tensions with SM predictions as their muon counterparts.

Global analyses of these updated measurements point predominantly to anomalous
couplings between a left-handed 5b current and a vectorial lepton current [14, 15]. Such a
hint is quantitatively supported by, separately, branching ratios and angular b — s data [16],
whose systematic uncertainties are generally very different. A more mundane explanation
of the experimental measurements involves underestimating hadronic contributions in the
SM [15]. Such hadronic effects involve non-local matrix elements of four-quark operators
that are hard to compute from first principles. However, recent re-appraisals of these
hadronic components suggest they are less likely to be the cause of the observed anomalies
in b — sup~ decays [17]. Such a conclusion could be validated by suitable observables
at high ¢2, which share the very same short-distance sensitivity while not suffering from
the same long-distance issues [16]. These observables include By — ptp~ [18] and the
inclusive B — Xsutu~ [19] among the others.

Traditionally, measurements of b — sy~ transitions involve binning the data in re-
gions of the invariant mass of the dimuon system squared (¢?) and performing measurements
of decay rates and angular observables within each of these bins. Recent developments
in theory and experiment have opened up the possibility of fitting the entirety of the
differential decay rate of B — K™yt ;= transitions to determine new physics couplings
and hadronic contributions from the data [20-22].

The additional CKM (Cabibbo-Kobayashi-Maskawa matrix) suppression in the SM
of b — dlT¢~ relative to b — s¢{T¢~ processes makes observables of the former even
more sensitive probes of new physics [23]. In light of the tensions with SM predictions in
b — s¢t{~ processes, maximising the experimental sensitivity in B* — 7~ decays is
of paramount importance to ascertain a more complete picture of the flavour structure of
these tensions, be they due to new physics or hadronic effects. Recently, branching fraction
measurements of B — 7t u~ [24], B — K*u*tpu~ [25] and B® — putpu~ [26, 27] decays
have been combined to constrain new physics contributions in b — d¢™ ¢~ processes [28, 29].
However, such analyses suffer from limited experimental precision and coarse information
regarding the ¢? distribution of B¥ — 7% u* = processes. The analysis of Ref. [30] uses a
dispersive model for the non-local contributions in b — d¢*¢~ transitions to predict lepton
flavour universality ratios, for which hadronic uncertainties largely cancel. However, in order
to ascertain new physics contributions in lepton-flavour-specific final states, it is imperative
to separate long- and short-distance effects. This can only be done through an unbinned fit



to the dimuon spectrum of B* — 7yt~ transitions adopting an effective field theory
description of the decay amplitudes. Additionally, as will be demonstrated, employing QCD
factorisation and light-cone sum rules (LCSR) predictions at negative ¢ to constrain the
size of hadronic contributions is essential to maximise sensitivity to new physics in these
decays, the incorporation of this information is the primary innovation of this paper.

This paper is organised as follows: Sec. 2 introduces the theoretical background and
provides a description of the model used, Sec. 3 describes how the fits to pseudo-datasets
are set up, Sec. 4 details our results and finally Sec. 5 provides a conclusion.

2 Theoretical Framework

We work within the usual weak effective theory for low-energy b — d¢™ ¢~ transitions. Its
effective Lagrangian reads [31, 32]
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where we abbreviate the CKM factors A\, = quVq*;l and use
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Above, the sums run over the set of operators Z = {3—10,7 —10", P, P', S, 8", T,T5}. These
operators are commonly classified as either semileptonic (9,9’,10,10", P, P', S, 58", T,T5),
radiative (7,7,8,8), current-current (1,2) and QCD penguin operators (3 —6). In contrast
to b — s transitions, b — d transitions exhibit a flat hierarchy of the CKM factors
Ay ~ Ae ~ A¢, which requires one to keep all the terms in Eq. (2.1) in the calculations. Note
that we allow for BSM physics to enter the weak effective theory through the semileptonic
operators O; with ¢ = 9,9',10,10’, P, P’,S,S’,T,T5 only. This procedure follows what is
done in b — s¢™¢~ transitions.

The matrix elements arising from these effective operators can be classified as either
local form factors or non-local form factors. Local form factors enter the amplitudes through
the hadronic matrix elements of a two-parton current, e.g., from the semileptonic operators
or the QED radiative operators ¢ = 7,7'. Non-local form factors enter the amplitudes
through the time-ordered product of the electromagnetic current with effective operators:
the four-quark current-current or QCD penguin operators; and radiative operators with
i =8,8. In Fig. 1 we provide a schematic overview of the two classes of contributions.

In the case of B — 7 transitions, there exist only three local form factors, which are
labelled fy, fo and fr. Other form factors must vanish due to Lorentz invariance and parity
conservation within the strong interaction. The three form factors are defined via:
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Figure 1. Schematic overview of the two classes of contributions to B* — 7%t~ decays. The
local contributions are presented in the left and central sketches, and one example of the non-local
contributions is presented in the right sketch.
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Figure 2. B — 7 local form factors obtained in Ref. [33] by a combined fit to lattice QCD and
light-cone sum rule estimates. The bands correspond to the 68% interval.

The form factors are scalar-valued functions of the momentum transfer ¢?, which requires
some form of parametrization. Here, we use the nominal parametrization and numerical
results from Ref. [33]. The parametrization used is based on the original BCL parametriza-
tion [34]. The numerical results are obtained from a combined fit to lattice QCD [35-37]
and LCSR [33, 38, 39] inputs. We display these form factor results in Fig. 2.

The Lagrangian density Eq. (2.1) gives further rise to non-local contributions, stemming
either from the full set of four-quark operators or the radiative operators with 1 = 8, 8’.
In the case of B — = transitions, there exists only a single Lorentz structure for these
non-local contributions:

HPEE = / d*z e ((B)[ T Q jo™(2), CLOY(0) + COB(0) + > Ci0i(0) ¢ |BE(p))
i€{3-6,8,8'}
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The non-local contributions can be recast into a shift to the Wilson coeflicient Cy via:
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Due to the CP-violating nature of the weak interaction, we must take care to define such a
shift separately for the BT and the B~ initial state.

Using the above definitions, the differential decay rate for the B* — n%utu~ reads
[40],
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where ¢> = mfm and |k| = \/E2 — M2. This decay rate is defined separately for BT —
+
7tptp and BT — 7wt p, with each having a unique C’SH’B term defined as follows,

€ + 3 +
CETBY () = |Cole* 0 + ACP™ (¢7). (2.8)

2.1 Modelling the non-local contributions

In the ¢? < 0 region, it is possible to compute the size of the non-local contributions to

B* — 7T~ transitions using QCD factorization and LCSR. The individual non-local

components are labelled as follows: factorizable loops ngt Lo> Weak annihilation H%) ,

(»)

factorizable NLO contributions ’Hggt NLO» hon-factorizable soft-gluon contributions H_ i

and Héﬁt Os and non-factorizable spectator scattering Hr(li)nf spect” where the B* index is
dropped for legibility. The individual components are provided in Sec. 3 of Ref. [41]. These
components are summed to compute the full non-local contribution as in the following

expression,

HP (4%) = Hill 1o () + Hipa () + M awo (67) + Hibg, ()
+ Hbh 00 (4°) + Hionpecs (1)

nonf,spect

(2.9)

To model H®)-B* (qz) across the full ¢? range, including the physical ¢ > 0 region, we
employ once-subtracted dispersion relations! as in Eq. (41) of Ref. [41]. Combining with
Eq. (2.6) results in the following relation,
ACE(¢%) = ACT (6§) + Y2 (a") + Yo (a) + Y iy yos), (@) + Yibiala®). (210)
9 \g 9 \do pw 4 LQc\q J/(28),..\4 2P,cc\q )- .
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We refer to our model as a once-subtracted dispersion relation following the nomenclature used in
Refs. [22, 41]. However, while our model is inspired by a dispersion relation it does not qualify as one on
mathematical grounds, as discussed later in the section.



To ensure the convergence of the dispersive integral for #®)5 - (¢?), we require one subtrac-
tion in the dispersion relation. The emerging subtraction terms are matched to the results
of the QCD factorisation and LCSR calculations at the subtraction point qg, as originally
proposed in Ref. [41]. For this analysis, we choose the subtraction point ¢2 = —1.5 GeV?.
Finally, the various yB* (¢) terms are the individual components of the non-local contribu-
tions that will be introduced in the following paragraphs.

Resonances The resonances considered within the full ¢ spectra of B — n¥utyu~
decays are the p(770), w(782), J/v, ¥ (2S), 1(3770), 1(4040), 1(4160), and the 1)(4415).
As in Ref. [41], we ignore the presence of the ¢(1020) since its production is either OZI
suppressed (in the production through current-current operators) or suppressed by small
values of the SM Wilson coefficients (in the production through QCD penguin operators).

Each resonance (V') contribution to AC’éBi (¢?) is described with a relativistic Breit-
Wigner distribution as follows,

5ot (2 —qd) my Loy
YE (g% = nf e - : . (2.11)
v v (m¥ — q3) (m} — ¢?) — imy Ty (¢?)

Here 7y is the resonance magnitude, dy its phase?, and I'y(¢?) the running width,
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where (A, B,C) = A%+ B> + C? — 2(AB + AC + BO).

where p(¢%) =

The description of the width involves the breakup momentum p both as a function of ¢?
and evaluated at ¢% = m%/ Our choice of the description of the residues in terms of two
magnitude and phases, one each for the BT and B~ decay, facilitates the description of
CP-violation in the decay.

Open charm continuum We jointly model the combination of the non-resonant contin-
uum of open charm states and the contributions due to further broad vector charmonia
following the model suggested in Ref. [22]. This model is governed by an overall coupling
strength for the modelled two-particle open charm continuum and further includes terms
for the S- and P-wave contributions. As for the resonance terms, we choose to describe
each coupling in terms of a magnitude 1 and a phase ¢, to facilitate the description of
CP-violation in the decay. In contrast to our modelling of the resonances, we choose to use
the same coupling strength for both BT and B~ decay. The model expression reads:

2 2 oo ~
g i 5, (4 —q ds  pj(s)
YQ%cé (q2) = 772P6“52P Z njewﬂ( 0) / . J( i~
j=D*D,D*D*,DD 4 Sf) (S - QO) (8 —q ) (213)
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2Contrary to what is done in the description of exclusive b — su™ ™ decays, the phases in our hadronic

model for the non-local contributions are not strong phases; instead, they are superpositions of two strong
phases arising from the two terms and the relative weak phase in Eq. (2.1).



where p; are hadronic spectral densities defined in Ref. [22] and we use the same subtraction
point qg = —1.5 GeV? as before. We fix the magnitudes np+p, np+p+ and npp of the
modelled contributions to unity and fix the phases d pp, dpxp= and dpp to zero. In contrast,
the “global” parameters 7op and dop are allowed to vary in fits to pseudo-data.

The joint modelling of the heavy charmonium resonances as one-body intermediate
states and the two-particle continuum amplitudes inevitably leads to some double counting
and model error. We expect this to be insignificant compared to the statistical uncertainties
achievable with the upcoming LHCb datasets. To validate this assumption, we assess the
impact of this model choice on the measurement of the Wilson coefficients Cg and C1g9. We
perform fits to pseudo-data generated with the default non-local amplitudes, including the
ones above the open charm threshold, and fit back with variations of the non-local amplitude
that involve turning off individual open-charm resonant and two-particle amplitudes. The
resulting variations on the extracted values of Cg and Cy¢ are found to be negligible compared
to the statistical precision of any current or future experiment.

Light-quark continuum Finally, we need to consider the non-local contribution from
the “light-quark” continuum, i.e., the continuum of %u, dd and 3s states. In a perturbative
picture, this contribution arises from weak annihilation and light-quark loop diagrams. This
contribution is modelled using the following integral over hadronic spectral densities,

4m?, ( 2 2) (qi)(s)
VBE 2 / d T~ %)PLo 2.14
LQC(q ) Z sg ~ 1.5 GeV? i (S - qg)(s - q2 - i\/greff(S)) 7 ( )

q=u,c

where pgg(s), ,0](%(8) and Teg are provided in Eq. 38, Eq. 39 and in the text of Ref. [41],

respectively. Using a duality threshold sqp = 1.5 GeV? reduces the impact of any potential
double counting between the p(770) and the w(782) and the light-quark continuum. The
physical quantities that build up this component are known well enough such that YL%% (¢?)
is fixed in the fit.

3 Analysis Setup

We generate pseudo-datasets using the decay rate in Eq. (2.7) and keep the Wilson coefficients
set to their SM values. The parameters that describe the local form factors are assigned to
the central values obtained in Ref. [33]. The parameters in the description of the non-local
form factors are instead obtained from a x? fit of our model described in Sec. 2.1 to the
theoretical pseudo data points at ¢ < 0 computed in Ref. [41]. Our results for the latter
parameters are compatible with those of Ref. [41]. We present our results for the non-local
contributions expressed in terms of the quantity ACy in Fig. 3.

To ascertain a realistic expected precision on the parameters of interest from the fit
to the ¢? spectrum of B* — n% T~ decays, we need to take into account the expected
experimental ¢? resolution R(q? ..., ¢>) and the reconstruction efficiency £(¢?). We use the
experimental ¢? resolution used in the LHCb analysis of B¥ — K+~ decays in Ref. [42].
Our choice is motivated by the expectation that this resolution is close, if not identical, to
the LHCb resolution for B* — 7%y~ decays. For the reconstruction efficiency, we take
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Figure 3. The model employed for the non-local contributions to B* — 7+ utu~, along with the
¢? < 0 reference values and introduced in Sec. 3.1.

the ¢? shape of the efficiency reported in Ref. [42] and extrapolate it linearly to the larger
phase space of B¥ — &7~ decays. The final signal ¢> model is given by the convolution

R(@reeen ) ® (jqis(q%) , (3.1)

which is obtained through a fast Fourier transform.
The signal yield is obtained using the expression

+
9 f dI‘élJ]BQ )dq2
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where « is a factor that represents all relative efficiency effects such that the calculated

Ve

Ves

(3.2)

Bi
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signal yield is compatible with that of the measured yields in different ¢ bins in Ref. [24].
The factor Np+_, j/y i+ is the reconstructed yield of B* — J/¢(— pTu~)K* candidates
taken from Ref. [42] that used 3 fb~! of LHCb Runl data. The ratio of CKM matrix
elements converts Np=_, j/yx+ to the number of expected B* — J/¢K* decays. The
factor £ scales up the yields from 3 fb~! of LHCb Runl data to future projections of LHCb
integrated luminosities, including the increase in the B-hadron production cross-sections
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Figure 4. Pseudo-data generated to represent a selected B — 7%t~ dataset obtained from
Runl+2 of LHCDb data (top) and 300 fb=! (bottom), BT — 7T utu~ (left) and B~ — 7~ utpu~
(right).

coming from the centre-of-mass energy changes of the LHC. The factor #,12 uses
T3, () Pdg?

our model of the B¥ — 7Fu*u~ decay rate to transform the BT — J/ynT yield into

one across the entire ¢? phase space. Finally, the signal purity is estimated from Fig. 3

of Ref. [24], and the ¢® model of the background is taken from Fig. 3 of Ref. [42] and

modelled using a kernel density estimator. Pseudo-datasets are generated with a sample

size corresponding to that expected in the current LHCb Runl+2 dataset (9 fb~!) and

future LHCb Upgrades of 23 fb=1, 45 fb—! and 300 fb—!.

We perform unbinned maximum likelihood fits to these pseudo-datasets where the
magnitude parameters nJB/Z and the parameters of the local form factors are fixed in the
fit. Fixing these parameters incurs a systematic uncertainty, the size of which we assess
in Sec. 4.2. In this fit configuration, we measure all the phases, including the phase of Cy,
relative to that of C'7, which is fixed in the fit.

Examples of pseudo-datasets representing 9 fb~! and 300 fb~! are presented in Fig. 4
along with the model employed in the pseudo-dataset generation. The non-local, penguin,
and interference components of the model are shown separately.



3.1 Constraining the non-local contribution

We relate the model of the non-local contribution ACéBi, as in Eq. (2.10), to the sum
of the various QCD factorisation and LCSR predictions at negative ¢ as in Eq. (2.9).
This relationship is visualised in Fig. 3 where the red points denote the QCD factorisation
and LCSR predictions, and the black line is our model of the non-local contributions to
Bt — 7t~ decays.

We can exploit this relation when fitting our model for the B*¥ — 7%~ decay rate,
Eq. (2.7), to data in the physical ¢> > 0 region through the introduction of a multivariate
Gaussian factor to the likelihood function. This factor relates our dispersive non-local
model to the theory reference values computed at different ¢ < 0 values, indicated by the
red points in Fig. 3. The dimensionality of this multivariate Gaussian constraint is given by
the number of negative ¢? points considered multiplied by four?.

The uncertainties of the reference values and the correlations between these uncertainties
need to be taken into account in the multivariate constraint. As Ref. [41] does not provide
these correlations, we make the conservative assumption that all the uncertainties used to
compute the theory terms are uncorrelated between ¢? points and between real /imaginary
BT /B~ contributions. Assuming the uncertainties between the ¢ points are uncorrelated
reduces the statistical power of the constraint.

Constraints are placed on the magnitude parameters of the resonances V = p(770),
w(782) and ¢(2S) using measured central values and uncertainties for the CP-averaged
branching fractions of B(B — V(— u"u~)w) and of AYp [43]. These are essential for
reliable fit convergence and are employed in all the fits discussed in this paper.

3.2 Choosing a ¢> range

The region of ¢> above the open-charm threshold is particularly problematic due to the
presence of multiple broad overlapping resonances that interfere with non-resonant contri-
butions. With the number of signal decays expected in the existing LHCb Runl+2 dataset,
it is unfeasible to float all the parameters associated with non-local contributions arising
from open-charm states. Their impact, however, is sub-dominant for ¢> < 14 GeV2. This
leads us to fix these parameters and to restrict the phase space region for our analysis.

We use the results from the BT — KTutu~ measurement of Ref. [42] scaled by
|Vea/Ves| to fix the residues of the open-charm states. We further limit the phase space to
Q2o < 14.06 GeV2. This cut is motivated by the fact that, taking into account resolution
effects, contributions above the 9 (3770) are negligible.

In future datasets, such as those expected by LHCb’s planned upgrade, the signal yield
will be sufficient to fit the entire ¢> phase space with these non-local parameters floating.
Therefore, the open charm region is included in the fits to 300 fb~! of pseudo-data, as
presented in the bottom panels of Fig. 4.

3For the real and imaginary components of the non-local amplitude for both B and B~.



Fit success (%)

Size of the dataset Relative size
w/o¢> <0 withqg®<0

9 bt 1 36 78
23 b1 2.5 83 94
45 b=t 5 91 95
300 fb~! 33 100 100

Table 1. Stability of the fits to pseudo-data. The last column separates fits that do not use
theoretical inputs at negative g2 from those that do.

3.3 Contamination from B* — K+t~

The decay B* — K*putp~ with a K* — 7% misidentification is a potentially dangerous
background to measurements of B¥ — 7T~ as it is less CKM suppressed than the
B* — 7%t~ process. However, the binned measurement of the B¥ — 7%yt u~ decay
rate presented in Ref. [24] demonstrated that the B* — K*u*u~ background can be
brought under control through the use of particle identification information from the ring-
imaging Cherenkov (RICH) systems of LHCD. In this study, we assume the signal purity of a
window of +40 MeV around the B* mass as given in Ref. [24]. However, the B¥ — 7%y~
analysis of Ref. [24] vetoed the regions associated with resonant dimuon contributions from
BT — K*(— ptp~) decays, where 1 is J/1 or 4(2S). Therefore, our assumed purity
of B¥ — 7t~ decays in the ¢ regions near the large charmonia resonances is not
valid. In principle, an experimental analysis that attempts to fit the entire ¢? spectrum
of B* — n*utu~ decays would have to adopt stricter particle identification criteria to
reduce the background from B* — K*1)(— pT ™) decays down to a controllable level at
the expense of signal efficiency. An experimental analysis may need to undertake some
optimisation of the selection, including a background component for B¥ — K*y(— putp™)
backgrounds in the fitted model and studying the impact on the signal precision. Therefore,
dealing with this background is beyond the scope of our study.

4 Experimental precision and prospects

To estimate the expected sensitivity to new physics and understand the impact of the ¢? < 0
constraint, we fit generated pseudo-datasets with and without the theoretical constraint
at ¢*> < 0 included in the likelihood. Each fit is initialised from multiple starting positions
to avoid localised turning points in the likelihood space. The fit result with the largest
likelihood is recorded.

4.1 Fit stability

With the signal yields expected from the 9 fb~! LHCb Runl+2 dataset, we find that the
best-fit point of a significant fraction of pseudo-datasets lies in an unphysical region. The
decay rate of Eq. (2.7) is not differentiable with respect to C1g in the point Cjp = 0 due to
the |C10|> dependence in the decay rate. As our likelihood minimisation relies on gradient

~10 -



descent methods, the algorithm fails when the estimated value of C1g =~ 0. Reparametrising
the likelihood in terms of |Cyo|? (rather than Cjg), we find the fits to these pseudo-datasets
converge with negative |C1g|? values, implying an unphysical value for |C1g|. We, therefore,
classify these fits as failed and remove them from our ensembles of pseudo-experiments. We
report the fraction of successful fits as a function of dataset size for fits with and without
the ¢? < 0 constraint applied in Tab. 1.

We observe that the success rate of the fits increases by increasing the dataset size or
by including the ¢?> < 0 constraint in the likelihood. For smaller-sized datasets, where the
fraction of successful fits is low, imposing some additional assumption on the new physics
model, for example, CNF = —C)P (where CNP = C; — CPM), improves fit stability at the

expense of introducing a model dependence.

4.2 Assessing sensitivity to new physics

When employing the ¢> < 0 constraint, we observe a significant improvement in the statistical
precision of the non-local contributions, as shown in Fig. 5. This improvement subsequently
translates into gains in the statistical precision of the new physics parameters Re(C%P),
Re(C)'F) and Im(CJF). The phases of the resonances and the parameters describing the
Yf,ié(qg) contributions exhibit significantly reduced uncertainties when employing the
¢*> < 0 constraint. In contrast, the gains in precision to the magnitude parameters of the
resonances are modest as the sensitivity to these parameters is dominated by the prior
knowledge of their branching fractions, as mentioned in Sec. 3.1. Taking the best-fit points
of an ensemble of pseudo-experiments, we construct confidence intervals that illustrate the
estimated sensitivity to the short-distance parameters Re(Chy ), Re(Cy'Y) and Im(CJ'P).
These intervals are presented in the lower panels of Fig. 5 for fits to pseudo-datasets
representing 45 fb~! of LHCb data both with and without the ¢? < 0 theory constraint.

The systematic uncertainties that arise from fixing 7753/1 and the local form factor
parameters in the fit are computed and folded into the statistical confidence intervals. These
systematic uncertainties are obtained using SM pseudo-experiments for 45 fb~! and 300 fb—?
scenarios separately. This is done for two reasons. Firstly, the 300 fb~! fits employ the entire
¢? region and float more parameters of the non-local model, including those of the open-charm
resonances. Secondly, the uncertainties of the B* — .J/1)(— pu*pu~)7T branching fractions
are scaled for the 300 fb~! scenario according to a projected improvement in precision.
The estimated improvement in precision is based on the following assumptions: we assume
no improvement in the CP-averaged branching fraction measurement of B* — J/¢7®
decays, as it is already systematically limited [4]; we scale the statistical uncertainty of
the statistically limited Acp measurement in BT — J/¢n* decays [44] by the expected
gain in signal yields at the LHCb experiment; and finally, we assume no improvement in
the uncertainty of B(J/¢ — ptu™) as it is also systematically dominated [45]. Intervals
for the Wilson coefficients Re(CLY), Re(CHP) and Im(C™) both with and without these
systematic uncertainties are presented in Fig. 6. These intervals represent the expected
sensitivity to these parameters when including the ¢ < 0 constraint and are presented for
both the 45 fb~! and 300 fb~! scenarios.
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component of C’SH’Bi (¢°); (bottom) the 68%, 95% and 99% intervals for the Wilson coefficients
Re(CNF), Re(CF) and Im(CHY).

The uncertainties of the local form-factor coefficients are the primary source of system-
atic uncertainty on all the short-distance parameters: Re(CYY), Re(C5'F) and Im(CHF). We,
therefore, stress the importance of reducing form-factor uncertainties alongside the coming
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increase of signal yield expected from future runs of the LHC. We present an illustrative
example to highlight this point. We overlay intervals obtained using smaller form factor
uncertainties in the lower panels of Fig. 6. Here, we assume improved calculations could
produce uncertainties three times smaller. This would be in line with the improvements
achieved for B — K™ in Ref. [46]. The improvement in the intervals is significant and
brings the result much closer to the statistical-only intervals in the top panels of Fig. 6.
Given that the flavour anomalies could be indicating the presence of large lepton
flavour universality violating (LFUV) contributions to C§, the study of C§ through b —
d{ete”,utpu~} transitions is an increasingly interesting subject [47-54]. As demonstrated
in Ref. [22], large non-local contributions from C§ can be imprinted into the ¢? spectrum of
Bt — K*utu~ decays. Larger futures datasets of B* — 7%t~ decays could be used
to study the ¢? distribution of B¥ — 7¥u* = decays by including a CJ contribution for
TT re-scattering to pu. Additionally, with larger datasets, it would be possible to lift the
model-dependence of the open charm continuum model by floating individual components
of the Y2€té(q2) model or by allowing for CP-violation. Increasing the complexity of the
non-local model will only increase the relevance of the ¢?> < 0 constraint. Finally, in the
future, it will be possible to fit the B* — 7%t 1~ decay rate for the presence of new physics
with scalar and tensor Wilson coefficients. This would require a 2D fit of ¢? and the lepton
helicity angle cos(6;) using the double-differential decay rate [55, 56]. Employing the ¢* < 0
information will be essential to maximise sensitivity to new physics in all these studies.

5 Summary and Conclusions

This paper presents an approach that maximises the sensitivity of new physics searches in
B* — 7T transitions. We employ a dispersive model to perform unbinned maximum
likelihood fits to both the measured dimuon ¢? spectrum of B* — 7%t~ decays and to
theoretical constraints on the non-local contributions at ¢> < 0. Our approach ensures that
the size and the ¢ dependence of non-local contributions to B* — 7%~ transitions in
the ¢> < 0 region align with predictions. We perform fits to pseudo-datasets and demonstrate
the expected sensitivity to CP-violating and CP-conserving contributions for a variety of
upcoming datasets. We observe that including the theoretical constraints markedly increases
the fit stability and improves the sensitivity to non-local parameters and, consequently, to
the Wilson coefficients. Variations in the modelling of the non-local amplitude above the
open-charm threshold were found to have a negligible impact on the extracted values of
the Wilson coefficients compared to their statistical precision. We conclude that without
increased model dependence, an unbinned analysis of the Runl1+2 LHCb dataset would
be challenging due to poor fit stability. Instead, we present the expected sensitivity for
the future scenarios of 45 fb~! and 300 fb~! of LHCb data. We include systematic effects
arising from our incomplete knowledge of the B* — J/v¢(— pu*p~ )7t branching fractions
and local form-factors. We find that uncertainties due to the local form factor knowledge
currently form the dominant systematic uncertainty. This highlights that improving the
precision of local form factors will be an essential step to fully exploit the physics potential
of future datasets.
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