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YI&1"43BESIII Detector Performance

Exps.
MDC

Spatial 
resolution

MDC

dE/dx
resolution

EMC

Energy 
resolution

CLEO-c 110 µm 5% 2.2-2.4 %

BaBar 125 µm 7% 2.67 %

Belle 130 µm 5.6% 2.2 %

BESIII 
115 µm <5%

(Bhabha) 2.4%

Exps .

TOF

Time 
resolution 

CDFII 100 ps

Belle 90 ps

BESIII 68 ps (BTOF)
60 ps (ETOF)

MUC:    Efficiency ~ 96%
BG level:  < 0.04 Hz/cm2(B-MUC), < 0.1 Hz/cm2(E-MUC)
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Analysis Technique 
�‡ e+e-�ÆDD (�/ c

+�/ c
�� ), near Thrs.    

�9 Tagging D�� (D0), �/ c
�� from 

hadronic decay modes 

�‡ Event is very clean    

�‡ Double tag analysis   

�9 (semi-)leptonic decay event can 
be well reconstructed in the 
recoil side of the tagged D (�/ c

��)  

�‡ High tagging efficiency  
�‡ Most systematic uncertainties 

can be cancelled out  

! "
#$%%$&'() "

#$%%*–*+"
#$%%*�a, *D���ÆK���S���S��   vs.  D+�Æ�P���Q��

�P����

" Event is very clean 
" High tagging efficiency 
" Most systematic uncertainties can be cancelled
" CouldmeasureabsoluteBFs 
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BABAR as well as with the c → uγ branching fractions
expected in the SM and MSSM [5].

TABLE I. Summary of systematic uncertainties for D 0 ! !! .

Source Contribution
Cut variation ± 6.8%
PDF shape +4 .0

! 2.4 events
Photon detection ± 4.4%
K 0

S reconstruction ± 0.7%
" 0 identification ± 4.0%
B(D 0 ! K 0

S " 0) ± 3.3%

)!
 u

"
B

(c
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-410
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S
M

M
S

S
M

FIG. 2. Ranges of the c ! u! branching fraction predicted in
the SM and MSSM [5] are compared with our obtained upper
limit on B(D 0 ! !! ), shown by the purple solid line. The
limits from BABAR [8], BESIII [9], and CLEO [7] are indicated
by the green dotted, red long-dashed, and black dashed lines,
respectively.

In summary, we search for the rare decay D0 → γγ
using the full data sample recorded by the Belle experi-
ment at or above the Υ (4S) resonance. In the absence
of a statistically significant signal, a 90% CL upper
limit is set on its branching fraction of 8.5 × 10−7. Our
result constitutes the most restrictive limit on D0 → γγ
to date and can be used to constrain NP parameter
spaces. This FCNC decay will be probed further at the
next-generation Belle II experiment [20].
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momentum in the φ rest frame. As we wish to apply cor-
rection factors obtained from D0 ! φγ, which contains
one photon, to the signal channel with two photons in the
final state, we shift the MC M(γγ) mean value by twice
its correction and multiply the width by the square of
the corresponding correction factor. On the other hand,
the ∆M resolution is dominated by the momentum mea-
surement of π+

s , for which there is no difference between
the signal and control channel. Therefore, the ∆M cor-
rections are applied without any change.
To calibrate the peaking background shape in M(γγ),

we compare data and MC distributions in a sample of
D0 ! π0π0 that is partially reconstructed using the
higher-energy photons from each π0 decay. The ∆M
correction factors are obtained using a sample of can-
didates in data and MC events for the forbidden decay
D0 ! K0

S γ, where the selected candidates are mostly due
to partially reconstructed D0 ! K0

S π
0 decays.

We apply the fit to simulated MC samples and obtain
yields for the three event categories that are consistent
with their input values. Furthermore, we check the sta-
bility and error coverage of the fit by applying it to an
ensemble of pseudo-experiments where events are drawn
from the PDF shapes for all three event categories as
described above. The exercise is repeated for various
possible signal yields ranging from 0 to 100. We find a
negligible bias on the fitted signal yield and the latter
consistent with the input value within uncertainties.
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FIG. 1. Projections of candidate events onto the M (!! ) (left)
and ! M (right) distributions, applying a signal-region crite-
rion on the other variable. Points with error bars are the
data, blue solid curves are the results of the Þt, blue dot-
ted curves represent the combinatorial background, magenta
dashed curves are the peaking background, and red Þlled his-
tograms show the signal component.

Applying the 2D fit described above to the 3148 candi-
date events, we find 4± 15 signal, 210± 32 peaking back-
ground and 2934 ± 59 combinatorial background events.
Figure 1 shows the results of the fit. In the absence of a
statistically significant signal, we derive an upper limit at
90% CL on the signal yield (N90%

UL ) following a frequentist
method [18] using an ensemble of pseudo-experiments.
For a given signal yield, we generate 5000 sets of sig-

nal and background events according to their PDFs, and
perform the fit. The CL is obtained by calculating the
fraction of samples that gives a fit yield larger than that
observed in data (4 events). The systematic uncertainty
(described below) is accounted for in the limit calcula-
tion by smearing the fit yield. We obtain N90%

UL to be 25
events.
As this is a relative measurement, most of the sys-

tematic uncertainties common between the signal and
normalization channels cancel. However, some resid-
ual systematics remain. We estimate their contributions
by varying the selection criteria that do not necessar-
ily factor out. These include E! 2, AE , and P(π0). For
E! 2 we estimate N/ε with and without any requirement
on the photon energy in the D0 ! φγ control sam-
ple. The change with respect to the nominal value is
taken as the corresponding systematic error. The un-
certainty due to the P(π0) requirement is calculated in
the same control sample by comparing the nominal yield
with the one obtained with a substantially relaxed cri-
terion [P(π0) < 0.7]. We double the above systematic
uncertainties, as our signal has two photons. Since we
do not have a proper control sample for AE , we fit to
the data without this requirement and take the resulting
change in the upper limit as the systematic error.
Another source of systematics is due to the calibration

factors applied to MC-determined PDF shapes for the
fit to data. In case of signal, we repeat the fit by vary-
ing the PDF shapes in accordance with the uncertainties
obtained in the D0 ! φγ control channel and take the
change in the signal yield as the systematic error. To
estimate the PDF shape uncertainty due to the peak-
ing background, similar exercises are also performed by
changing the corresponding calibration factors by ± 1σ.
Finally, there is a systematic uncertainty in the effi-

ciencies for photon detection, K0
S , and π0 reconstruc-

tion. The systematic error due to photon detection is
about 2.2% for E! = 1GeV [19]. With two energetic
photons in the signal final state, we assign a 4.4% uncer-
tainty. The uncertainty associated with K0

S reconstruc-
tion is estimated with a sample of D! + ! D0π+

s , D0 !
K0

S (π
+ π" )π+ π" decays and is 0.7%. We obtain the sys-

tematic error due to π0 reconstruction (4.0%) by com-
paring data–MC differences of the yield ratio between
η ! π0π0π0 and η ! π+ π" π0. The last error is that
on the branching fraction of the normalization channel
D0 ! K0

S π
0 [13]. Table I summarizes all systematic

sources along with their contributions.
The 2D fit is then applied to the normalization channel

of D0 ! K0
S π

0, using the same signal and background
models as for D0 ! γγ. All signal shape parameters are
floated during the fit. We find a signal yield of 343 050±
673 events. Using the above information in Eq. (1), we
obtain a 90% CL upper limit on the branching fraction
of B(D0 ! γγ) < 8.5 " 10" 7. In Fig. 2, we compare our
upper limit with those obtained by CLEO, BESIII and

U0#6T3A! `)*+E] D.<D*G++*)

use a Crystal Ball Line function (CBL)[22] plus a
Gaussian, and in theΔEγγ dimension, we use a second-
order exponential polynomial:

YðΔEγγÞ ¼ N × e! ðc1áΔEγγþc2áðΔEγγÞ2Þ:

In our nominal fitting procedure, we fix the following
parameters based on MC: the power-law tail parameters of
the CBL, the coefficients (c1 andc2) of the above exponential
polynomial, and the mean and the width of the Gaussian
function. The normalization for the background from all
otherD0 øD0 decays is left free in the fit, as are the mean and
width of the CBL and the ratio of the areas of the CBL and
Gaussian functions. TableI lists the DT signal-reconstruction
efficiencies for each of the five tag modes.

As a test to validate the fitting procedure, we fit to
10,000 sets of pseudo-data (toy MC samples) generated
by randomly distributing points based on our generic
MC samples while taking into account the Poisson
distribution with inputD0 ! γγ branching fractions of
ð0; 5; 10Þ × 10! 6. The average branching fractions mea-
sured with these samples areð0.3% 1.2; 5.0% 2.4;
10.0% 3.1Þ × 10! 6, respectively, where the quoted uncer-
tainties are the root-mean-squares of the distributions.

Figure 2 shows projections of the fit to the DT data
sample ontoΔEγγ (top) andΔEtag (bottom). We also
overlay background distributions predicted by the MC
simulations. The fit yieldsNtag;γγ ¼ ð! 1.0þ3.7

! 2.3Þ, demon-
strating that there is no signal forD0 ! γγ in our data. This
corresponds toBðD0 ! γγÞ ¼ ð! 0.6þ2.0

! 1.3Þ × 10! 6 where
the uncertainties are statistical only.

IV. SIZE OF D0 ! ! 0! 0 BACKGROUND

To estimate the contribution of background fromD0 !
π0π0 events to our selection, we make a second DT
measurement with the same sample used in searching
for D0 ! γγ. Within these tagged events, we reconstruct
D0 ! π0π0 with the π0 candidates that are not used in
reconstructing the tag modes. The selection criteria for
theseπ0 candidates are the same as those used in recon-
structing the tags. We select the pair ofπ0 s that gives the
smallestjΔEπ0π0

j and extract the DT yield by fitting to
Mπ0π0

BC , while requiring! 0.070< ΔEπ0π0
< þ0.075 GeV.

In this fit, a double-Gaussian function is used to represent
theMπ0π0

BC shape for theD0 ! π0π0 decays, while theD0 øD0

MC shape describes the background.
Figure 3 shows the fit to theMπ0π0

BC distribution in
1.840< M π0π0

BC < 1.886 GeV=c2, which yields Nobs
π0π0 ¼

1036% 35 events forD0 ! π0π0. Thus the yield in our
data sample ofD0 ! π0π0 with a øD0 decaying into one of
the five tag modes isNproduced

π0π0 ¼ Nobs
π0π0=ϵπ

0π0

DT , whereϵπ
0π0

DT ¼
6.08% is the DT efficiency forD0 ! π0π0 as determined
with MC. The expectedπ0π0 contribution to ourγγ
candidates can be then obtained as

Nexpected
π0π0 ¼ Nproduced

π0π0 × ϵγγ
π0π0 ¼ Nobs

π0π0

ϵγγ
π0π0

ϵπ
0π0

DT

whereϵγγ
π0π0 ¼ 0.11%is the efficiency forD0 ! π0π0 to be

counted asD0 ! γγ. The efficienciesϵγγ
π0π0 and ϵπ

0π0

DT

include the reconstruction efficiencies for the tag sides
as well as the branching fractions, although these cancel in
the ratio.

We consider the following sources of systematic uncer-
tainty in determining theD0 ! π0π0 contamination:π0

reconstruction (1.5%), photon reconstruction (2.0%), bin-
ning of Mπ0π0

BC (0.1%), fit range (0.1%), background shape
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FIG. 2 (color online). Fit to the DT sample in data (points),
projected ontoΔEγγ (a) andΔEtag (b). The dashed lines show the
overall fits, while the dotted histograms represent the estimated
background contribution fromD0 ! π0π0. The solid line super-
imposed on theΔEγγ projection indicates the expected signal for
BðD0 ! γγÞ ¼ 10× 10! 6. Also overlaid are the overall MC-
estimated backgrounds (gray shaded histograms) and the back-
ground component from non-D øD processes (diagonally hatched
histograms).

M. ABLIKIM et al. PHYSICAL REVIEW D 91, 112015 (2015)

112015-6

" 89:;;; 0"6 703L3"67K"5\&1$Y%4
5$%7"2@%"7@$%

" "%4 A31#&$$4 5$%71$L$X6#6732"7@56
" /$YL4 67@LLK3 5$2I37@7@A3^@70703X@%"L

!!K"1 6"2IL3
" !37"@L34I 1$j357@$%67Y4#@6%334347$

5035\ ^0"7 @670351@7@5"LI$@%76X$1
!!K"1 6"2IL3 6@k3

6

BABAR as well as with the c ! u! branching fractions
expected in the SM and MSSM [5].

TABLE I. Summary of systematic uncertainties for D0 ! γγ.

Source Contribution
Cut variation ± 6.8%
PDF shape +4.0

−2.4 events
Photon detection ± 4.4%
K0

S reconstruction ± 0.7%
π0 identiÞcation ± 4.0%
B(D0 ! K0

S π
0) ± 3.3%

)!
 u

"
B

(c

-1010

-810

-610

-410

)!!"0Upper limit on B(D

S
M

M
S

S
M

FIG. 2. Ranges of the c ! uγ branching fraction predicted in
the SM and MSSM [5] are compared with our obtained upper
limit on B(D0 ! γγ), shown by the purple solid line. The
limits from BABAR [8], BESIII [9], and CLEO [7] are indicated
by the green dotted, red long-dashed, and black dashed lines,
respectively.

In summary, we search for the rare decayD 0 ! !!
using the full data sample recorded by the Belle experi-
ment at or above the " (4S) resonance. In the absence
of a statistically signiÞcant signal, a 90% CL upper
limit is set on its branching fraction of 8.5 " 10! 7. Our
result constitutes the most restrictive limit on D 0 ! !!
to date and can be used to constrain NP parameter
spaces. This FCNC decay will be probed further at the
next-generation Belle II experiment [20].
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(0.5%), signal shape (1.7%), and the! E! 0! 0
requirement

(0.6%). Combining statistical and systematic uncertainties,
we estimate the number ofD0 ! ! 0! 0 events among
the D0 ! "" candidates to be 18 events with a
relative uncertainty of 4.6%, spread across the! E""

fit range.

V. SYSTEMATIC UNCERTAINTIES
FOR D0 ! γγ ANALYSIS

MC studies demonstrate thatD-decay measurements
based on DT-to-ST ratios benefit from cancellation of most
of the systematic uncertainties of tag reconstruction. The
overall systematic uncertainty in our measurement is there-
fore dominated by other effects. The systematic uncertain-
ties that are independent of our signal-fitting procedure are
that associated with detection of the two photons, which is
estimated by studying the reconstruction efficiency of a
daughter photon from! 0 decay in a DTD0 ! K0

S! 0 sample
(2.0%); the signal-sideM""

BC requirement, which is esti-
mated from the! E! 0! 0

distribution of the DTD0 ! ! 0! 0

sample and by observing the stability of theBðD0 ! ! 0! 0Þ
while varying the selected range ofM! 0! 0

BC (3.1%). The
systematic uncertainties in ST yields (1.0%) are estimated
first for individual tag modes, and then combined in
quadrature with weights based on the observed tag yields
(Ni

tag). The sources for the uncertainties of ST yields we
consider are the choice of fit range, assumed signal para-
metrization, and theMtag

BC signal window. Combined in
quadrature, these total 3.8%.

We also consider six possible sources of systematic
effects due to our fitting procedure. (i) Fits are redone
with all possible combinations of fitting ranges:

−ð0.12;0.10;0.08Þ< ! Etag< þð0.08;0.10;0.12Þ GeV and
−ð0.30; 0.25; 0.20Þ < ! E"" < þð0.20; 0.25; 0.30Þ GeV.
(ii) The MC-based analytic form of theD0 øD0 background
shape (excluding theD0 ! ! 0! 0 contribution) is varied
by changing the input branching fractions forD0 !
! 0#=##=K0

L#=K0
L! 0 by $1$PDG [17]. (iii) The flat non-

D øD background shape is replaced with a shape that is
linear in the! E"" dimension. (iv) The fixed size of the
background fromD0 ! ! 0! 0 is varied by$4.6%. (v) The
fixed shape of the background fromD0 ! ! 0! 0 is studied
by comparing! E distributions of DT events fromD0 !
! 0! 0=K0

S! 0=K!! 0 between data and MC simulations in
which we intentionally ignore the lower-energy photon
from each! 0 decay to mimic our background. We conclude
that we do not need to assign additional systematic
uncertainty due to the assumedD0 ! ! 0! 0 background
shape in the fit, except to give an extra Gaussian smearing
of $ ¼ 5 MeV in the! Etag dimension. (vi) The fixed signal
shape is studied based on the DTD0 ! ! 0! 0 sample in
which we study distributions of its! Etag and ! E! 0! 0

for
four cases by requiring that one of the two photons from
each of the two! 0 to have at least 0.5, 0.6, 0.7, and 0.8 GeV
to mimic our signal photon energies. From all four cases,
we find that we need an extra Gaussian smearing of$ ¼
16 MeV and a shift by a factor of 1.0025 in the! E""

dimension as well as an extra smearing of$ ¼ 5 MeV in
the ! Etag dimension.

Table II summarizes systematic uncertainties that are
independent of our fitting procedure, as well as systematic
variations that we consider to estimate uncertainties due to
the fitting procedure. In the next section, we describe how
we combine these systematic uncertainties into our
measurement.
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FIG. 3 (color online). Fit to theM! 0! 0

BC distribution in data
(points) forD0 ! ! 0! 0 DT candidates. The solid line is the total
fitted result, while the dotted and dashed lines are the background
and signal components of the fit, respectively. The diagonally
shaded histogram is the background determined with MC.

TABLE II. Systematic uncertainties and variations forD0 ! ""
analysis.

Uncertainties independent of fitting procedure

Source Relative uncertaintyð%Þ
Photon reconstruction 2.0
M""

BC requirement 3.1
ST D0 yields 1.0
Total 3.8

Systematic variations due to fitting procedure

Source Variations

Fit range (GeV) $0.02 in Etag and$0.05 in E""

D0 ! ! 0! 0 norm. $4.6%
D0 ! ! 0! 0 shape Smear in! Etag

D0 øD0 bkg shape ! Binput½D0 ! ð#! 0=##=K0
L ! 0=K0

L#Þ'
Non-D0 øD0 bkg shape Flat vs Linear
Signal shape Smear in! Etag and ! E"" , shift in E""
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the inclusive DD̄ MC samples, in which both D mesons
decay inclusively, indicates that there are no significant
backgrounds which peak in MBC.

B. Double-tag event selection and yields

We search for the signal Dþ → γeþνe in the remaining
charged tracks and showers recoiling against the ST D−

candidates. Exactly one good remaining charged track is
required, with charge opposite to that of the ST D−. The
track must be identified as an electron by combining the
information from dE=dx, TOF and the EMC. The PID L
is required to satisfy LðeÞ > 0 and LðeÞ=ðLðeÞ þ LðπÞþ
LðKÞÞ > 0.8. There must be at least one remaining photon
to be selected as the candidate radiative photon. The
selection criteria of good photons are the same with those
for the ST side; in the case of multiple candidates, the
highest energy photon is used. However, we reject events in
which any pair of photons satisfies χ2 < 20 in the π0 1C
kinematic fit. To improve the degraded momentum resolu-
tion of the electron due to FSR and bremsstrahlung, the
energy of neighboring photons, presumably due to FSR, is
added back to electron candidates. Specifically, photonswith
energy greater than 50 MeVand within a cone of 5° around
the electron direction (but excluding the radiative one) are
included. To suppress the background Dþ → K0

Le
þνe, the

radiative photon is further required to have a lateral moment
[27] within the range (0.0, 0.3). This lateral moment, which
describes the shape of electromagnetic showers, is found in
MC event studies to peak around 0.15 for photons but to vary
broadly from 0 to 0.85 for K0

L candidates.
In the selection of DT events, the undetected neutrino is

inferred by studying the missing energy, Emiss, and missing
momentum, ~pmiss, which are defined as

Emiss ≡ Ebeam − Eγ − Ee; ð4Þ

and

~pmiss ≡ −
h
~pγ þ ~pe þ öpST

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
E2
beam=c

2 −m2
D−c2

q i
; ð5Þ

in the rest frame of eþe− system. Here, Eγ (Ee) and ~pγ (~pe)
are the energy and momentum of the radiative photon
(electron), respectively, andmD− is the nominal mass of the
D− meson [21]. In calculating ~pmiss, only the direction
vector of the ST D− candidate, öpST, is used; the corre-
sponding magnitude of momentum is fixed. The variable
Umiss is then defined as

Umiss ≡ Emiss − j~pmissjc: ð6Þ

The distribution of Umiss for the surviving DT candidates is
illustrated in Fig. 2; the Dþ → γeþνe signals should peak
around zero, as shown with the dotted curve.
By studying the MC simulation samples, the background

from the semileptonic decayDþ → π0eþνe is found to have
a nontrivial shape in Umiss. Therefore, we study the Dþ →
π0eþνe backgrounds exclusively by selecting a control
sample in data with exactly the same selection criteria for
the STevents and electron candidates used in the selection of
signal events. The π0 candidates are reconstructed from two
photons with a 1C kinematic fit constraining their mass to
the π0 nominal value and having a fit χ2 < 20.We extract the
yield of the control sample Dþ → π0eþνe, Nπ0

DT, by fitting
the corresponding Umiss distribution. The expected number
of background Dþ → π0eþνe in the selection of signal
Dþ → γeþνe, N

exp
π0

, is calculated with

Nexp
π0 ¼ Nπ0

DT
P

i
Ni

ST
εiST

εiDT;π0

X

i

Ni
ST

εiST
εi;γDT;π0 ; ð7Þ
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FIG. 1. The MBC distributions for the six tag modes. Dots with
error bars are data. The blue solid lines show the overall fit curves
and the red dashed lines are for the background contributions.
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black dotted line shows the signal MC simulation normalized to
the branching fraction BðDþ → γeþνeÞ ¼ 100 × 10−5.
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which takes into account the effects of both systematic and
statistical uncertainties. We obtain a smooth probability
density function (PDF) from the data sample using the
kernel estimation method[30]. A large number of toy MC
samples are generated according to the smooth PDF, while
the number of events in each MC sample is allowed to
fluctuate with a Poisson distribution according to the yield
found in the fit to the data sample. The same fit procedure
used for data is applied to each toy MC sample, while
randomly making systematic variations in the fit procedure,
as described in the previous section. In the calculation of
the branching fractionBðDþ ! ! eþ" eÞ for the toy MC
sample, the DT efficiencies are varied randomly according
to the detection efficiency uncertainties (5.8%), and the
ST yields and the corresponding efficiencies are varied
randomly according to the statistical uncertainty due to the
size of data and MC samples. The resultant distribution of
BðDþ ! ! eþ" eÞ for all toy MC samples is shown in
Fig. 3. By integrating up to 90% of the area in the physical
region BðDþ ! ! eþ" eÞ ! 0, we obtain an upper limit
at the 90% C.L. for the branching fraction as
BðDþ ! ! eþ" eÞ < 3.0 ! 10" 5.

VI. SUMMARY

In summary, we present the first search for the radiative
leptonic decayDþ ! ! eþ" e in the charm sector based on a
DT method using a data sample of2.93 fb−1 collected with
the BESIII detector at a center-of-mass energy!!!

s
p

¼ 3.773 GeV. No significantDþ ! ! eþ" e signal is

observed. With a 10 MeV cutoff on the radiative photon
energy, the upper limit of the decay branching fraction
for Dþ ! ! eþ" e is BðDþ ! ! eþ" eÞ < 3.0 ! 10" 5 at the
90% C.L. The result approaches the theoretical predictions
in Refs.[12,13]; more data may help to discriminate among
the full suite of theoretical models.
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With E" >10MeV 
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where! iDT;" 0 is the DT efficiency ofDþ → " 0eþ#e, ! i;$DT;" 0 is

the rate of misidentifyingDþ → " 0eþ#e asDþ → $eþ#e for
the tag modei, individually. The values of the corresponding
efficiencies are summarized in TableII. We find N" 0

DT ¼
3016# 68 and Nexp

" 0 ¼ 612# 14, respectively, where the
errors are statistical only.

An extended unbinned maximum likelihood fit is per-
formed on the finalUmissdistribution as shown in Fig.2. The
signal shape is derived from the simulatedDþ → $eþ#e
events convoluted with a Gaussian function to compensate
for resolution differences between data and MC simulation.
The parameters of this Gaussian smearing function are
extracted according to the discrepancy in resolution between
data andMCsimulation in thecontrol sampleDþ → " 0eþ#e,
and are fixed in the fit. The shape of the backgroundDþ →
" 0eþ#e is extracted from the simulatedDþ → " 0eþ#e
sample, and is normalized toNexp

" 0 . For the other background
components, the shape from the inclusive MC sample
(excluding the contribution fromDþ → " 0eþ#e) is adopted
and the yield is determined in the fit. We obtain a signal yield
of NDT ¼ −21# 23, and the resulting branching fraction is
BðDþ → $eþ#eÞ ¼ ð−2.5# 2.7Þ × 10−5, where the uncer-
tainties are statistical only. Since no obvious signal is
observed, an upper limit at the 90% C.L. on the branching
fraction ofDþ → $eþ#e will be set below after taking into
account the effects of statistical and systematic uncertainties.

IV. SYSTEMATIC UNCERTAINTIES

The systematic uncertainties in the selection of the ST
candidates are assumed to largely cancel, with any residual
effects being negligible. Other systematic uncertainties,
related to the detection efficiencies, are summarized in
TableIII . To evaluate the systematic uncertainty related to
the model of the decay dynamics, an alternative signal MC
sample based on the single-pole model[1,12] is produced,
and the resultant difference in the detection efficiency with
respect to the nominal value, 3.5%, is assigned as the

systematic uncertainty. The uncertainties of electron
tracking and PID are estimated to be 0.5% and 0.5%,
respectively, by studying a control sample of radiative
Bhabha scattering events. The uncertainty in photon
reconstruction is assigned as 1.0%, based on a study of
double-taggedD0 → KS" 0 events[28]. The uncertainty
related with the lateral moment requirement for the photon
is estimated to be 4.4% by studying a photon control
sample from radiative Bhabha scattering events. The
quadratic sum of the above systematic uncertainties, related
to detection efficiency, is 5.8%.

The systematic uncertainty associated with the estimated
number of backgroundDþ → " 0eþ#e events includes a
statistical uncertainty on the size of the DT control sample
(Dþ → " 0eþ#e) of 2.3%, and relative uncertainties on the
detection efficiency relative to signal of 1.0% for the" 0 1C
kinematic fit and 1.0% for the extra photon with respect to
the signal. Adding in quadrature, the total uncertainty of the
backgroundDþ → " 0eþ#e rate is 2.7%. Note this value is
not the direct fractional change in the branching fraction of
Dþ → $eþ#e; it is the fluctuation of backgroundDþ →
" 0eþ#e and will be considered along with other effects
from the fit procedure.

Various sources of systematic uncertainties in the fit
procedure are considered: (a) fits are redone with the fitting
range being asð−0.15; 0.25Þ GeV or ð−0.20; 0.25Þ GeV,
(b) the mean and width of the smearing Gaussian function
for the signal shape are varied according to the correspond-
ing uncertainties obtained from the control sample
Dþ → " 0eþ#e, (c) the number of the backgroundDþ →
" 0eþ#e is varied according its uncertainty (2.7%), and
(d) the shape derived from the inclusive MC sample is
replaced by a second-order polynomial function to describe
the other backgrounds excludingDþ → " 0eþ#e. All of
these fitting procedure effects are accounted for within the
upper limit evaluation described next.

V. THE UPPER LIMIT ON THE BRANCHING
FRACTION

To set the upper limit on the decay branching fraction
BðDþ → $eþ#eÞ, we follow the method in Refs.[28,29]

TABLE III. Systematic uncertainties related to detection effi-
ciencies in the branching fraction measurement.

Source Relative uncertainty (%)

Signal MC model 3.5
eþ tracking 0.5
eþ PID 0.5
$ reconstruction 1.0
Lateral moment 4.4
" 0eþ#e backgrounds 2.7a

aNote that this value is a fractional change in the" 0eþ#e rate,
not in the branching fraction ofDþ → $eþ#e.

TABLE II. Summaries of the DT efficiencies ofDþ → $eþ#e
(! iDT) andDþ → " 0eþ#e (! iDT;" 0 ), and the rates of misidentifying

Dþ → " 0eþ#e as Dþ → $eþ#e (! i;$DT;" 0 ), where the branching

fraction of K0
S → " þ" − and " 0 → $$ are not included. The

uncertainties are MC statistical only.

Tag mode ! iDT (%) ! iDT;" 0 (%) ! i;$DT;" 0 (%)

Kþ" −" − 27.09# 0.11 27.93# 0.14 5.32# 0.07

Kþ" −" −" 0 14.28# 0.08 13.79# 0.11 3.05# 0.05

K0
S" − 28.97# 0.10 30.23# 0.14 5.87# 0.07

K0
S" −" 0 15.62# 0.08 15.17# 0.11 3.29# 0.06

K0
S" þ" −" − 17.86# 0.09 17.55# 0.12 3.72# 0.06

KþK−" − 21.12# 0.10 22.28# 0.13 4.19# 0.06
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the inclusiveD øD MC samples, in which bothD mesons
decay inclusively, indicates that there are no significant
backgrounds which peak inMBC.

B. Double-tag event selection and yields

We search for the signalDþ ! ! eþ" e in the remaining
charged tracks and showers recoiling against the STD!

candidates. Exactly one good remaining charged track is
required, with charge opposite to that of the STD! . The
track must be identified as an electron by combining the
information from dE=dx, TOF and the EMC. The PIDL
is required to satisfyL ðeÞ > 0 andL ðeÞ=ðL ðeÞ þ L ð#Þþ
L ðKÞÞ > 0.8. There must be at least one remaining photon
to be selected as the candidate radiative photon. The
selection criteria of good photons are the same with those
for the ST side; in the case of multiple candidates, the
highest energy photon is used. However, we reject events in
which any pair of photons satisfies$2 < 20 in the #0 1C
kinematic fit. To improve the degraded momentum resolu-
tion of the electron due to FSR and bremsstrahlung, the
energy of neighboring photons, presumably due to FSR, is
added back to electron candidates. Specifically, photons with
energy greater than 50 MeV and within a cone of 5¡ around
the electron direction (but excluding the radiative one) are
included. To suppress the backgroundDþ ! K0

Le
þ" e, the

radiative photon is further required to have a lateral moment
[27] within the range (0.0, 0.3). This lateral moment, which
describes the shape of electromagnetic showers, is found in
MC event studies to peak around 0.15 for photons but to vary
broadly from 0 to 0.85 forK0

L candidates.
In the selection of DT events, the undetected neutrino is

inferred by studying the missing energy,Emiss, and missing
momentum,~pmiss, which are defined as

Emiss≡ Ebeam! E! ! Ee; ð4Þ

and

~pmiss≡ !
h
~p! þ ~pe þ öpST

ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
E2

beam=c
2 ! m2

D! c2
q i

; ð5Þ

in the rest frame ofeþe! system. Here,E! (Ee) and~p! (~pe)
are the energy and momentum of the radiative photon
(electron), respectively, andmD! is the nominal mass of the
D! meson[21]. In calculating~pmiss, only the direction
vector of the STD! candidate,öpST, is used; the corre-
sponding magnitude of momentum is fixed. The variable
Umiss is then defined as

Umiss≡ Emiss ! j ~pmissjc: ð6Þ

The distribution ofUmissfor the surviving DT candidates is
illustrated in Fig.2; theDþ ! ! eþ" e signals should peak
around zero, as shown with the dotted curve.

By studying the MC simulation samples, the background
from the semileptonic decayDþ ! #0eþ" e is found to have
a nontrivial shape inUmiss. Therefore, we study theDþ !
#0eþ" e backgrounds exclusively by selecting a control
sample in data with exactly the same selection criteria for
the STevents and electron candidates used in the selection of
signal events. The#0 candidates are reconstructed from two
photons with a 1C kinematic fit constraining their mass to
the#0 nominal value and having a fit$2 < 20. We extract the
yield of the control sampleDþ ! #0eþ" e, N#0

DT, by fitting
the correspondingUmiss distribution. The expected number
of backgroundDþ ! #0eþ" e in the selection of signal
Dþ ! ! eþ" e, N

exp
#0 , is calculated with

Nexp
#0 ¼ N#0

DT
P

i
Ni

ST
%iST

%iDT;#0

X

i

Ni
ST

%iST
%i;!DT;#0; ð7Þ
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FIG. 1. TheMBC distributions for the six tag modes. Dots with
error bars are data. The blue solid lines show the overall fit curves
and the red dashed lines are for the background contributions.
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FIG. 2. TheUmissdistribution. Dots with error bars are data, the
red solid-line histogram shows the overall fit curve, the blue
dashed-line histogram shows the backgroundDþ ! #0eþ" e, and
the green shaded histogram includes all other background. The
black dotted line shows the signal MC simulation normalized to
the branching fractionBðDþ ! ! eþ" eÞ ¼ 100× 10! 5.
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contributions in c ! u! and c ! ul+l! transitions are described by:

LSD
eff =

GF"
2
V "
cbVub

!

i=7,9,10

CiQi, (1)

The operators are then:

Q7 =
e

8" 2
mcFµ! ū#µ! (1 + ! 5)c, Q9 =

e2

16" 2
ūL! µcL l̄! µl, Q10 =

e2

16" 2
ūL! µcL l̄! µ! 5l. (2)

In (1) Ci denote, as usual, e! ective Wilson coe" cients (they are determined at the scale µ = mc),
Fµ! is the electromagnetic field strenght and qL = 1

2(1 # ! 5)q. In the case of the c ! u! decay
only C7 contributes, while in the case of c ! ul+l! all three Wilson coe" cents are present. At
the one-loop level contributions coming from penguin diagrams are strongly GIM suppressed
giving a branching ratio $ 10! 18 [5, 6, 7, 8, 9]. The QCD corrections enhance this rate to
BR(c ! u! )SM = 2.5%10! 8 [10, 11]. Within SM the short distance contribution coming from
Q7,9 leads to the branching ratio [8, 12, 13, 14]

BR(D ! Xue
+e! )SDSM & 3.7 %10! 9. (3)

However, this short distance contribution is overshadowed by long distance contributions, which
are the result of the nonleptonic D decays [8, 12]. The branching ratio for the inclusive decay is:

BR(D ! Xue
+e! )LDSM $ O(10! 6). (4)

The amplitude for the D ! V ! decay can be most generally written as:

A [D(p) ! V (p#, $#)! (q,$)] = # iACP$µ!"# qµ$" ! p" $"#,#

+ APV [($"#,# áq)($" ! áq) # (p áq)($" ! $" ! )] . (5)

The authors of [15] have reinvestigated long distance dynamics. Using the QCD sum rules result
for the tensor form factors (T $ & T% & 0.7 ± 0.2 ) they found that parity conserving (violating)
amplitudes are (A$,%

PC,PV )
SD & 0.6(2) % 10! 9/mD|C7(mc)/0.4 á10! 2| where superscripts %,&

denote the appropriate vector meson state V . For the determination of short distance
contribution one has to know the matrix element of the Q7 operator. In the calculations of it the
tensor form-factors are present [15]. The long distance contribution was estimated by knowing
that the relation BR(D0 ! K" 0! )/BR(D0 ! K" 0%0) = BR(D0 ! '! )/BR(D0 ! '%0) is

a consequence of vector meson dominance [15] |(AV
PC,PV )

LD| = [32" /2m3
D(1 # m2

V
m2

D
)! 3#(D !

V ! )]1/2, what gives, for V = ' , |(A&
PC,PV )

LD| = 5.9(4)%10! 8/mD. These estimations are close
to the previously determined ones in [5, 6].

The SM short distance contributions to D0 ! !! and D0 ! µ+µ! can be determined using
the e! ective Lagrangian (1), while in both decay modes the dominant contribution comes from
long distance e! ects [12, 9]. Recently D0 ! !! and D0 ! l+l! were reconsidered in [13]. The
branching ratio coming from long and short distance contributions are BRSM

LD (D0 ! !! ) &
(1 # 3) %10! 8, BR2! loops

SD (D0 ! !! ) & (3.6 # 8.1) %10! 12. In the D0 ! l+l! decay also the
SM long distance contribution dominates over the short distance ones. The authors of [13]
considered contributions coming from !! intermediate states due to long distance dynamics in
D0 ! !! arriving at the value BR(D0 ! µ+µ! ) $ (2.7# 8.0)%10! 13. Recently LHCb improved
the bound on the branching ratio BR(D0 ! µ+µ! ) ' 6.2 %10! 9 [17].

Among all exclusive decay modes containing lepton pair in the final state, the simplest one
for experimental searches are D+ ! " +(+( ! and D+

s ! K+(+( ! . Close to the ' resonant peak

2



!"#$%&'("%&

= OL"A$1'/0"%&@%&'a3Y71"L'/Y113%7'`O/a/]'`3D&D'! �Çl0 �Ç3�Ç3�É]' I1$536636'
"13'3ZI35734'7$'K3'A31#'1"13'6@%53'@7'5"%'%$7'$55Y1'"7'7133'L3A3L'@%'703':_D'

:0$17'4@67"%53B'V'+*J+*VJ. L3A3LF'_URS,'`+..<]'.EH

R$%&'4@67"%53B'V'+*JEVJG L3A3LF'UT!HE'`)**H]'*HC*+*

= R3I7$%'aY2K31'N@$L"7@$%'`RaN]'`3D&D'! �Çl0 �É3�Ç3�Ç]'435"#6'"13'X$1K@443%'
@%'703':_F'^0@L3'K3#$%4'703':_F'3D&DF'

_"j$1"%" %3Y71@%$B'V'+*J<*VJ)< L3A3LF'UT!EC'`)**+]'++C**.

2"#'K3'&13"7L#'3%0"%534'7$'V+*JGVJE ^@70'9Um/H+'`)*++]'+H+G]

= b0Y6F'I1$536636'$X'703'X$12'! �Çl 033 I1$A@43'"'63%6@7@A3'"%4'"%'@43"L'L"K'
X$1'@%A367@&"7@%&'%3^'I0#6@56'^@70@%'"%4'K3#$%4'703':_D'S%#'$K631A"7@$%'
$X'43X@%@73'6@&%"L6'^$YL4'K3'5L3"1'3A@43%53'$X'aUD

= 89:;;;'0"6'5$LL35734'"'0Y&3'$I3%'50"12'4"7"'6"2IL3F'@7f6'3ZI35734'7$'&37'
K37731'136YL76'X$1'70363'435"#6D

T �Ç�� / �Ç5�Ç5�É =F?2T�Ç�� / �É5�Ç5�Ç

)*+,-)-. /0"12'1"13'435"#6'"7'89:;;; )*



!"#$%&'("%&

Previous measurements

)*+,-)-. /0"12'1"13'435"#6'"7'89:;;; )+



!"#$%&'("%&

:5"7731'IL$76'X$1'_8/ A316Y6'n9F'^0313'703'6@&%"L'13&@$%6'"13'60$^%'
"6'"'KLY3'1357"%&L3D'b03'5$%7$Y16'"13'437312@%34'X1$2'_/'6@2YL"7@$%'
7$'3%5L$63',Co'$X'6@&%"L'3A3%76'X$1'3"50'50"%%3LD

3,5DC>CF=,;,5.HDB.
XB+)520H)DC./5?Y

)*+,-)-. /0"12'1"13'435"#6'"7'89:;;; ))

3,5DC>CF=,;



!"#$%&'("%&

Systematic Errors

)*+,-)-. /0"12'1"13'435"#6'"7'89:;;; )<

3,5DC>CF=,;



!"#$%&'("%&

T%̂/X/VY55 0,+<5..5.

)*+,-)-. /0"12'1"13'435"#6'"7'89:;;; )C

6.2. RARE DECAYS 83

Table 6.2: The latest experimental upper limits on branching fractions (in unit of 10! 6) for the
rare D decays intoh(h")e+e! .

Decay Upper limit Experiment Year Ref.
D0 ! ⇡0e+e! 45.0 CLEO 1996 [14]
D0 ! ⌘e+e! 110.0 CLEO 1996 [14]
D0 ! !e+e! 180.0 CLEO 1996 [14]
D0 ! K0e+e! 110.0 CLEO 1996 [14]
D0 ! ⇢e+e! 124.0 E791 2001 [15]
D0 ! �e+e! 59.0 E791 2001 [15]
D0 ! K#0e+e! 47.0 E791 2001 [15]
D0 ! ⇡+⇡! e+e! 370.0 E791 2001 [15]
D0 ! K+K ! e+e! 315.0 E791 2001 [15]
D0 ! K ! ⇡+e+e! 385.0 E791 2001 [15]
D+ ! ⇡+e+e! 1.1 BaBar 2011 [16]
D+ ! K+e+e! 1.0 BaBar 2011 [16]
D+ ! ⇡+⇡0e+e!

D+ ! ⇡+K0
Se

+e!

D+ ! K+⇡0e+e!

D+ ! K+K0e+e!

" ;%Y%@7$X+* JE

" 89:;;; 5$YL4YI4"73 "LL$X7032
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FIG. 3. Scan likelihood curves with respect to the signal BFs. The arrows point to the position of the ULs at the 90% CL.

For D 0 ! K ! ! + e+ e! , the expected BF and its uncer-436

tainty are also evaluated, as relatively more significant437

non-zero BF is seen. This conforms to the predictions438

in Ref. [20]. The BF in the lower M
e

+

e

! region is given439

to exceed 0.99⇥ 10! 5. And in the whole region, the BF440

adds up to 1.6 ⇥ 10! 5, which is dominated by the LD441

Bremsstrahlung and (virtual-)resonance-decay contribu-442

tions in the lower and upper regions, respectively. To443

better resolve the contributions from these LD e↵ects,444

we divide the M
e

+

e

! distribution into 3 regions and im-445

plement the corresponding estimations. All these results446

are listed in Table V, which are all consistent with the447

SM predictions.448

VI. SUMMARY449

To summarize, searches for D + and D 0 decays into450

h1(h2)e+ e! final states are performed, based on the DT451

analysis of a sample of 2.93 fb! 1 e+ e! collision data taken452

at
p

s = 3.773GeV collected with the BESIII detector.453

No evident signals are observed and the corresponding454

ULs of the decay rates are determined at the 90% CL,455

as shown in Table V. For the 4-body D + decays, the456

searches are performed for the first time. The reported457

ULs of the D 0 decays are improved in general by a factor458

of 10, compared to previous searches [10]. All the results459

are compatible with the SM predictions [2, 20].460

TABLE V. Results of the signal BF ULs at the 90% CL,
the corresponding results in PDG and the expected B. Also
listed the results of the BFs in the di!erent M e+e! regions
for D 0 ! K ! ! +e+e! . The errors include both statistics and
systematics.

Signal decays B PDG [ 10]
( " 10! 5) ( " 10! 5)

D

+ # ⇡

+

⇡

0

e

+

e

!
< 1.4 -

D

+ # K

+

⇡

0

e

+

e

!
< 1.5 -

D

+ # K

0

S ⇡

+

e

+

e

!
< 2.6 -

D

+ # K

0

S K

+

e

+

e

!
< 1.1 -

D

0 # K

!
K

+

e

+

e

!
< 1.1 < 31.5

D

0 # ⇡

+

⇡

!
e

+

e

!
< 0.7 < 37.3

D

0 # K

!
⇡

+

e

+

e

!  
< 4.1 < 38.5

D

0 # ⇡

0

e

+

e

!
< 0.4 < 4.5

D

0 # ⌘e

+

e

!
< 0.3 < 11

D

0 # !e

+

e

!
< 0.6 < 18

D

0 # K

0

S e

+

e

!
< 1.2 < 11

  in Me+e! regions:
[0.00, 0.20) GeV /c2

< 3.0(1 .5! 0.9
+1.0 ) -

[0.20, 0.65) GeV /c2

< 0.7 -
[0.65, 0.90] GeV /c2

< 1.9(1 .0+0.5
! 0.4) -
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tainty are also evaluated, as relatively more signiÞcant437

non-zero BF is seen. This conforms to the predictions438

in Ref. [20]. The BF in the lower M e+ e! region is given439

to exceed 0.99⇥ 10! 5. And in the whole region, the BF440

adds up to 1.6 ⇥ 10! 5, which is dominated by the LD441

Bremsstrahlung and (virtual-)resonance-decay contribu-442

tions in the lower and upper regions, respectively. To443

better resolve the contributions from these LD e!ects,444

we divide the M e+ e! distribution into 3 regions and im-445

plement the corresponding estimations. All these results446

are listed in Table V, which are all consistent with the447

SM predictions.448

VI. SUMMARY449

To summarize, searches forD + and D 0 decays into450

h1(h2)e+ e! Þnal states are performed, based on the DT451

analysis of a sample of 2.93 fb! 1 e+ e! collision data taken452

at
p

s = 3.773 GeV collected with the BESIII detector.453

No evident signals are observed and the corresponding454

ULs of the decay rates are determined at the 90% CL,455

as shown in Table V. For the 4-body D + decays, the456

searches are performed for the Þrst time. The reported457

ULs of the D 0 decays are improved in general by a factor458

of 10, compared to previous searches [10]. All the results459

are compatible with the SM predictions [2, 20].460
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listed the results of the BFs in the di↵erent M e+ e! regions
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  in M e+ e! regions:
[0.00, 0.20) GeV / c2 < 3.0(1 .5! 0 . 9

+1 . 0 ) -
[0.20, 0.65) GeV / c2 < 0.7 -
[0.65, 0.90] GeV / c2 < 1.9(1 .0+0 . 5

! 0 . 4 ) -
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!" " [18]. Using 2.92 fb! 1 data sample taken at
!

s = 3.773GeV with the BESIII detector, the

sensitivity of D 0 " #0" " measurement is expected to reach 10! 3.

$ (nS) " D (" )0l+ l ! /D (" )0!

The c " u transitions of $ (nS) are unobservably small in the SM [2, 19], while some

possible new physics scenarios would allow large FCNC transition rates. For example, the

branching fraction of J/$ " DX u mediated by c " u transition could be enhanced to the

order of 10! 6 # 10! 5 [2]. Thus any observation of FCNC in low-lying charmonium decays

would indicate new physics. However it is di�cult to separate pure c " u mediated transitions

from c " s and c " d hadronic weak decays for $ (nS) " D (" )X u at BESIII. In stead, the

FCNC dominated semileptonic decay $ (nS) " D (" )0l+ l ! and radiative decay $ (nS) " D (" )0!
are distinct by exploiting final state lepton and photon as a kinematic constraint.

6.2.3 Conclusion

With a sample of 1010 J/$ events to be collected by the BESIII detector, we expect to im-

prove the branching fraction measurements of J/$ weak decays, including both hadronic and

semileptonic weak decays, by an order of magnitude, which will provide a more stringent exper-

imental test of the SM than the previous searches, and hence further constrain the parameter

spaces of some new physics models.
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In Charm hadr on decays
" Lepton Flavor Violation 

(LFV) processes
" Lepton Number Violation 

(LNV) processes
" Baryon Number Violatoin

(BNV) processes
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Motivation 

! "

¾ Various Grand Unified Theories (GUTs),   
Standard Model (SM) extensions:  superstring 
models and Super Symmetry (SUSY) . 
 

¾ Baryon number violation: baryon (B) and    
lepton (L) number violations are  allowed, but 
the difference (B − L) = 0 is conserved.  
 

¾ A higher generation SUSY model predicts the 
X and Y bosons have electric charge 4/3e and 
1/3e. 

SUSY:ΔB≠0,ΔL≠0,Δ(B-L)=0 
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Motivation

Many standard model (SM) extensions and Grand UniÞed Theories (GUTs) such
as superstring models and SUSY predict proton decays. In this case, baryon
number is violated while the di! erence∆(B ! L) is conserved.

In the assumption of the heavy bosons X (4/3e) and Y (1/3e), there exists
baryon number violation processes viac(u)X ū or c(u)Yd̄(s̄) coupling.

CLEO-c has searched forD 0 " p̄e+ and D 0 " pe− and obtained the upper
limits at 10−5 (PR D79 097101).

In this analysis, we search for the baryon number violation processes
D+ " Λ̄(Σ̄)e+ and D+ " Λ(Σ)e+.

c

øq

X

e+

øs( ød)

øu

øq

c

q̄

Y

e+

ū

s̄(d̄)

q̄

Zhang Sifan, Chen Shenjian, Ma Hailong (NJU,IHEP)Search for baryon number violation processesD+ ! ! ( " )e+ and D+ ! ø! ( ø" )e+Sep 13, 2017 3 / 31
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Motivation

Many standard model (SM) extensions and Grand UniÞed Theories (GUTs) such
as superstring models and SUSY predict proton decays. In this case, baryon
number is violated while the di! erence! (B ! L) is conserved.

In the assumption of the heavy bosons X (4/3e) and Y (1/3e), there exists
baryon number violation processes viac(u)X øu or c(u)Y ød(øs) coupling.

CLEO-c has searched forD 0 " øpe+ and D 0 " pe! and obtained the upper
limits at 10! 5 (PR D79 097101).

In this analysis, we search for the baryon number violation processes
D+ " ø" ( ø# )e+ and D+ " " (# )e+.

c

øq

X

e+

øs( ød)

øu

øq

c

øq

Y

e+

øu

øs( ød)

øq
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D+ - >Lambda - bar(Sigma - bar)e+
T. %̂&=>)?=2 5
T[2%̂F)=, 5[
T9 %̂0)=,25[
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Prospects for Lc decays 

Current dataset

@4.6GeV

How about 
@peak 4.63Gev?

LXR Seminar at Center for HEP, PKU., 2017 !"
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