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QUESTION: (F. OLNESS)

HOW “STRANGE” IS THE STRANGE PDF?
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HOW “STRANGE” IS THE STRANGE PDF?

ANSWER: THE NNPDF1.2 SET
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STABILITY

COMPARISON TO PREVIOUS NNPDF SETS
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DETERMINING STRANGENESS

COMPARISON TO PREVIOUS NNPDF SETS

STRANGENESS UNCERTAINTY UNDERESTIMATED

e NNPDF1.0
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STRANGENESS UNCERTAINTY UNDER CONTROL
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DETERMINING STRANGENESS

COMPARISON TO OTHER NNPDF SETS
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STRANGE MOMENTUM FRACTIONS

INCREASED UNCERTAINTY DUE TO GREATER FLEXIBILITY
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CKM MATRIX ELEMENT

CAN BE DETERMINED WITH SURPRIZING ACCURACY
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THE NUTEV ANOMALY



THE NUTEV ANOMALY

IS GONE
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IMPACT ON SOME LHC STANDARD CANDLES:

IT COULD BE WORSE

e TOTAL W/Z XSCT DOMINATED BY CENTRAL RAPIDITY REGION
— UNCERTAINTY ON STRANGENESS UNDER CONTROL

e AWAY FROM CENTRAL REGION UNCERTAINTY MUCH LARGER
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