
UNCERTAINTY QUANTIFICATION
ON SPENT NUCLEAR FUEL WITH LMC
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ABSTRACT

The recently developed method Lasso Monte Carlo (LMC) for uncertainty quantification
is applied to the characterisation of spent nuclear fuel. The propagation of nuclear data
uncertainties to the output of calculations is an often required procedure in nuclear com-
putations. Commonly used methods such as Monte Carlo, linear error propagation, or
surrogate modelling suffer from being computationally intensive, biased, or ill-suited for
high-dimensional settings such as in the case of nuclear data. The LMC method combines
multilevel Monte Carlo and machine learning to compute unbiased estimates of the uncer-
tainty, at a lower computational cost than Monte Carlo, even in high-dimensional cases.
Here LMC is applied to the calculations of decay heat, nuclide concentrations, and critical-
ity of spent nuclear fuel placed in disposal canisters. The uncertainty quantification in this
case is crucial to reduce the risks and costs of disposal of spent nuclear fuel. The results
show that LMC is unbiased and has a higher accuracy than simple Monte Carlo.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Nuclear codes make predictions about spent nuclear fuel (SNF), that are then used by regulators to make
informed decisions that reduce the risks and costs of SNF storage. It is therefore important that the
uncertainties of these codes are quantified and taken into account when making predictions. This work
studies methods to calculate the uncertainty in quantities used to characterise SNF, namely the decay
heat, nuclide inventory, and the k-effective of the SNF canisters.

One of the main sources of uncertainty in neutron transport codes is nuclear data, which include tens
of thousands of uncertain parameters such as neutron cross-sections, fission product yields, neutron
multiplicity, or the fission spectra. The uncertainty propagation from nuclear data has traditionally been
done with either linear perturbation methods, or Monte Carlo (MC) [1]. The former method assumes
the linearity of the response function, and requires computing the sensitivity of the response with respect
to each input dimension, thus it is potentially biased and its cost increases with the input dimension.
On the other hand, MC methods are dimension-independent and make no (or weak) assumptions on
the distribution of the output. However, MC is known to have a slow convergence and needing a large
number of simulations, rendering the method computationally expensive.
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In the case of Switzerland, over 12 thousand SNF assemblies are expected [2], corresponding to a 60-year
operation of currently operating nuclear power plants. Computing the nuclear data uncertainty requires
close to a thousand simulations per assembly, with each simulation running in an order of ten hours on a
single CPU core. This amounts to a rough estimate of at least 100 million expected CPU hours for all the
uncertainty calculations required in Switzerland. Therefore, it is of high interest to investigate methods
that reduce the computational costs of uncertainty quantification (UQ) from nuclear data.

Recent advances in machine learning have shown large increases in speed in several domains, with the
use of fast surrogate models that replace the computationally expensive codes (e.g. [3]). However,
surrogate models, similarly to linear perturbation methods, introduce model bias by making assumptions
on the response function, and suffer from the curse of dimensionality [4]: since nuclear data has tens
of thousands of dimensions, training a surrogate model would require tens of thousands of expensive
simulations. Other UQ approaches that focus on dimensionality reduction, such as principle component
analysis [5] or active subspaces [6], have not been investigated in this work. However, these methods are
in general also biased as they ignore the effect of certain inputs dimensions.

In this work, the Lasso Monte Carlo (LMC) method [7] is applied to UQ from nuclear data. This
method uses a Lasso [8] surrogate model, which is a simple sparse linear model that requires few training
samples, and then computes the moments of the response function with Multilevel Monte Carlo [9],
which corrects for the bias of the surrogate model. Overall, the method is unbiased and more accurate
than MC. This is computationally verified with UQ calculations on a variety of quantities for two fuel
assembly (FA) examples, one uranium oxide case (UO2) and one mixed oxide case (MOX). Note that
this paper only includes a brief explanation of the LMC method without any proofs, as the full details of
the method can be found in [7].

The rest of the paper is organised as follows. In the methodology section several UQ methods are ex-
plained, with emphasis on the most recent method, LMC. This section also includes details regarding the
computational tools, the uncertainties in nuclear data, and the two studied fuel assemblies. The results
section compares LMC to the other described methods, all of which are applied to a range of quantities
of interest. Finally, the conclusion summarises the work and discusses future research directions.

2. METHODOLOGY

2.1. Nuclear Codes

The burnup calculations were carried out with the nuclear lattice code CASMO5 [10]. A single fuel
assembly was modelled as a 2D slice with reflecting boundaries. Starting from the fresh fuel character-
istics, CASMO5 repeatedly solves the decay equation and the nuclear transport equation to simulate all
the burnup and cooling cycles of the assembly, until its end of life (EOL). The output quantities, that
were of interest in this work, were the decay heat w.r.t. cooling time, and the nuclide inventory at EOL.

For the UO2 simulations, large burnup steps with cycle-wise averaged quantities were used (as was done
in [11]), and a quarter-symmetry was considered. These simulations needed approximately 10 minutes
each. For the MOX case, a detailed burnup history with in-cycle variations was used, since it was
available, and the full 2D slice of the FA was simulated, without any symmetry assumptions. The MOX
burnup simulations needed approximately 3 hours each. All simulations and further calculations were
carried out on single CPU cores, specifically on Intel Xeon Gold 6152 processors with 2.10 GHz and 4
GB of RAM.

The PSI in-house code Shark-X [12, 13] was used to perturb the nuclear data in the 20 energy groups
used by CASMO5, based on the covariances of ENDF/B-VII.1 [14]. The perturbed quantities were the
neutron elastic and inelastic cross-sections, neutron capture cross-sections, fission cross-sections, fission
product yields, fission spectra, and neutron multiplicity. The total number of perturbed nuclear data
values was 15 557.
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The criticality calculations were preformed with the open source Monte Carlo code OpenMC [15]. These
calculations were only carried out for the UO2 assemblies. The modelled system was an SNF canister
containing 4 identical depleted FAs, surrounded by a 14 cm layer of carbon steel, and filled with water.
Fig 1 shows the model of a spent fuel canister, based on the dimensions and arrangement used in [16]
(although here the FAs are placed in zircaloy boxes rather than carbon steel boxes as in the original
work). The calculations were done in 2D, and with an 8-fold symmetry and reflecting boundaries. The
nuclide inventory of the depleted FAs was obtained from the CASMO5 output files, hence one criticality
calculation was carried out for each burnup simulation. The nuclear data employed by OpenMC was
ENDF/B-VII.1 [14] (formatted ACE files distributed by OpenMC developers), and was used without
perturbations. Each OpenMC simulation required approximately 6 hours, and was carried out with 2 ·105

neutron histories for 400 batches (of which the first 100 were inactive), to obtain a statistical uncertainty
σstat = 10 pcm. For the criticality calculations a RAM of 32 GB was used.
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Figure 1: Canister design employed in the OpenMC criticality calculations, with shape based on the
design from [16]. The inner and outer radii of the canister are 41 cm and 55 cm respectively, and the four
SNF assemblies are identical. To speedup calculations, an 8-fold symmetry simulation was assumed,
hence only the part in the red triangle was modelled, with reflecting boundary conditions.

2.2. Monte Carlo Uncertainty Quantification

Consider a quantity of interest q that is given as an output of a calculation q = f (x), where x ∈ Rd is
a vector containing the d input parameters. Consider now that the input is a random variable X with a
known mean and covariance matrix, from which input vectors can be sampled x1,x2, ... . Then the output
is also a random variable Q = f (X), and one wants to calculate the mean E[Q] and standard deviation√

Var[Q] (i.e. the uncertainty) of the quantity of interest. In the case of this paper q could be the decay
heat, nuclide concentrations, or k-effective, the calculation f is a burnup computation with CASMO5,
or CASMO5 followed by a criticality calculation with OpenMC, and the vector x contains d = 15557
nuclear data parameters.

With simple Monte Carlo (MC), a set of input vectors x1,x2, ...,xN is sampled and used as input for N
calculations. Then the sample mean and variance can be estimated from the outputs q1,q2, ...,qN with
the usual sample estimators (eq. 1). With this method, the expected errors on µN and σN converge to
zero with the number of samples as O(1/

√
N), i.e. the method is unbiased and dimensionality indepen-

dent. The disadvantage of MC is that the convergence is slow, and thus f needs to be executed a large
number of times to obtain a small error in the estimations. As an example, in this work it was found that
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approximately N = 1000 was required to obtain a 1% error in the estimator σN for the decay heat.

µN =
1
N

N

∑
i=1

qi, σ
2
N =

1
N −1

N

∑
i=1

(
qi −

N

∑
j=1

q j

N

)2

. (1)

2.3. Lasso Monte Carlo (LMC)

The LMC method, recently introduced in [7], uses a combination of machine learning (ML) and multi-
level Monte Carlo (MLMC), to estimate the mean and variance of Q. The following paragraphs briefly
explain how ML and MLMC can each be used for UQ, before finally introducing the LMC method and
how it combines these two techniques. All of the following methods use the same data as simple MC, i.e.
the N input-output samples x1,x2, ...,xN and q1,q2, ...,qN , and an additional set of M inputs z1,z2, ...,zM,
where it is assumed that M ≫ N.

In recent years there has been a trend in the use of ML to reduce computational costs in methods that use
repeated calculations. With this approach, the set of N input-output pairs is used to train a fast surrogate
model f̃ . Then, f̃ is used for the other M evaluations to obtain the outputs q̃1, q̃2, ..., q̃M, which are used
for the usual estimators (eq. 1). The bottleneck of this approach is evaluating f N times, since training
the surrogate model and evaluating it M times has a negligible cost. Therefore, this method is clearly
only advantageous if N < M. However, since ML techniques suffer from the curse of dimensionality,
the required size of the training set increases exponentially with the input dimension d, and any model
trained with N < d will be heavily biased, and produce biased estimates of the mean and variance. In the
case of nuclear data, the input dimension is d > 104, hence using N = 1000 as in the simple MC case will
lead to poor results. In conclusion, using ML for UQ, when the input dimension is large, has a higher
computational cost than simple MC.

In the remaining part of the paper it will be assumed that f̃ is a Lasso surrogate model [8]. While it is
possible, in principle, to use any other ML technique for the methods explained here, Lasso is a natural
choice in cases where the training set is small N ≪ d, which is the case in all the examples in this paper.
The Lasso is a simple sparse linear model, i.e. it fits a model of type f̃ (x) = β · x+b, where the weight
vector β is sparse. The method of fitting the model (coordinate descent) ensures that, the weights of β

corresponding to input variables with small correlations to the output, are set to zero.

The MLMC [9, 17] approach is similar to using ML, but it produces unbiased results. Here, the N
input-output samples are split into a training set of size Ntr and an evaluation set of size Neval , with
Ntr +Neval = N. The training set is again used to train a surrogate f̃ , which is used to evaluate the M and
Neval samples. Then, all of the evaluations of f and f̃ are used together in the multilevel estimators (eq.
2). These estimators are unbiased and converge at a rate O

(
1/
√

Neval
)
. Despite MLMC being unbiased,

there is no guarantee that for a given sample size N it will be more or less accurate than simple MC, and
its accuracy largely depends on the choice of Ntr and Neval .

µNeval ,M =
1
M

M

∑
i=1

f̃ (zi)+
1

Neval

Neval

∑
i=1

[
f (xi)− f̃ (xi)

]
,

σ
2
Neval ,M =

1
M−1

M

∑
i=1

(
f̃ (zi)−

M

∑
j=1

f̃ (z j)

M

)2

+
1

Neval −1

Neval

∑
i=1

( f (xi)−
Neval

∑
j=1

f (x j)

Neval

)2

−

(
f̃ (xi)−

Neval

∑
j=1

f̃ (x j)

Neval

)2
 .

(2)

The LMC method can be seen as a variation of MLMC, that removes the need to optimally balance
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the training and evaluation sets, and guarantees that its estimates will be equally or more accurate than
simple MC. Here the N input-output samples are split into S subsets of equal size N/S. Then for each
subset a surrogate is trained and the multilevel estimates are calculated µN/S,M and σN/S,M with eq. 2.
The LMC estimators (eq. 3) are simply the mean of these S multilevel estimates. In the LMC paper [7] it
is shown that, under mild conditions on f , if the surrogate is a Lasso model and M ≫ N, then the LMC
estimators MN,M and ΣN,M are equally or more accurate than simple MC for a given N. Therefore, to
obtain the same error in the estimates as simple MC, LMC will require less expensive evaluations of f .
The full LMC method is shown in Algorithm 1, and table 1 compares the four explained methods.

Algorithm 1 The Lasso Monte Carlo Algorithm

Require: The training sets {x1, ...xN} and {z1, ...zM}, and model f : Rd 7→ R.
1: Compute f (x1), ..., f (xN).
2: Split the N input-output samples into S subsets of size N

S each. The subsets are s1,s2, ...,sS.
3: for p = 1 . . .S do
4: The p-th subset is the evaluation set, containing the samples sp = {x′1,x

′
2, ...,x

′
N/S}.

5: Make a training set of size N S−1
S by joining the other subsets s1 ∪ s2 ∪ ...∪ sp−1 ∪ sp+1 ∪ ...∪ sS.

6: Fit a Lasso model f̃p to the training set.

7: Compute f̃p(z1), f̃p(z2), ..., f̃p(zM), and f̃p (x′1) , f̃p (x′2) , ..., f̃p

(
x′N/S

)
.

8: Combine the N/S evaluations of f and f̃p with the M evaluations of f̃p to compute the two-level
estimators (µN/S,M)p and (σ2

N/S,M)p (eq. 2).
9: end for

10: Compute the LMC mean and variance, by averaging out the estimations of each split (eq. 3).

MN,M =
1
S

S

∑
p=1

(
µN/S,M

)
p , and Σ

2
N,M =

1
S

S

∑
p=1

(
σ

2
N/S,M

)
p
. (3)

Monte Carlo Machine Learning Multilevel Monte
Carlo

Lasso Monte Carlo

Split No No Training and eval-
uation sets Ntr +
Neval = N

S subsets of size N/S

Strategy Compute µN and
σN

Train f̃ , then evalu-
ate M samples and
compute µM and
σM

Train f̃ , then com-
pute multilevel esti-
mators µNeval ,M and
σNeval ,M

For each subset, train
f̃ , then compute
µN/S,M and σN/S,M.
Average out the esti-
mations to compute
MN,M and ΣN,M

Error Unbiased
errorMC ∼ 1√

N

Biased and curse of
dimensionality

Unbiased Unbiased
errorLMC ≤errorMC

Table 1: Summary of the discussed UQ methods. Each method starts with a set of N input-output
samples, and M input samples, with the assumption M ≫ N.

2.4. Implementation of LMC

The LMC implementation is available in a GitLab repository [18]. It is written in Python and makes use
of standard libraries. The user can choose any surrogate model for the LMC method, but for this paper
only the Lasso Sklearn [19] implementation was used. The sparsity of β in the Lasso model is controlled
by a regularisation parameter λ (see [8], referred to as alpha in the Sklearn implementations), which
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needs to be selected by the user. It can be chosen via model selection strategies such as cross-validation
or BIC, with all strategies leading to similar results. In this paper, λ was chosen such that the number of
nonzero elements of β would be the closest integer to 0.95 ·Ntr, for a given number of training samples
Ntr.

2.5. Simulated Assemblies

Two representative assemblies of UO2 and MOX fuel were used in this work, and the studied quantities
of interest where the decay heat at cooling times of 2 and 50 years, and the concentrations of 235U, 239Pu,
and 137Cs at EOL of the assembly. Furthermore, for the UO2 assembly, the k-effective of a canister
containing the depleted fuel at EOL (fig. 1) was also computed.

The UO2 assembly is a 15×15 FA from the Swedish Ringhals-2 pressure water reactor (PWR), with an
enrichment of 3.095% 235U, and a final reported burnup of 35.7 MWd/kgU [20]. This FA was part of a
decay heat measurement campaign, and was used as a benchmark for a CASMO validation study [11].

The MOX example is a 14× 14 FA from a Swiss PWR, with an average concentration of 3.6% fissile
plutonium, and a final reported burnup of 58.9 MWd/kgU [21]. This FA has been analysed and compared
to simulations in [22].

3. RESULTS

This section shows the results of UQ calculations with the described methods (table 1). In the following
plots, and for the remainder of the paper, the UQ methods use M = 6000 to ensure M ≫ N. Additionally,
the MLMC method uses Ntr = 0.8 ·N, and LMC uses S = 5 (see table 1 and alg. 1).

Figure 2 shows 20 independent UQ calculations of the decay heat at 2 years of cooling, with simple MC
and LMC, with respect to the number of CASMO5 simulations N. The uncertainty is due to nuclear data
perturbation of the aforementioned 15557 quantities. It is clear that LMC converges faster, and that for
N > 200, the estimations become stable, whereas the simple MC method still shows large oscillations in
its estimations up to N = 1000. Only LMC and simple MC are compared in this case to allow for easier
readability. A comparison between all four UQ methods can be found in figure 3, where it can be seen
that LMC is more accurate than all other methods for any N.
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Figure 2: Estimation of mean and standard deviation of the decay heat of the UO2 assembly after 2 years
of cooling. Each line is an independent UQ calculation with increasing N, and there are 20 lines for each
method.
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Figure 3: Convergence of the squared error, in the estimation of the mean and variance of the outputs.
The studied quantities are the decay heat at 2 years of cooling for UO2, and the concentration of 239Pu
in MOX fuel at its EOL. Each line is the mean squared error of 20 independent UQ calculations, and the
halos represent the 95% confidence intervals.

Figure 4a shows the errors with simple MC and LMC for several quantities and N = 50,200, when
estimating the relative standard deviation 100 · σ

µ
. The performance of both methods varies extensively

among the predicted quantities, but LMC is consistently equal or more accurate than simple MC. The
quantities where MC has the largest errors are 137Cs and the decay heat at short cooling times, and both
of these quantities have the largest improvement in error when using LMC. This suggests that LMC is
the most advantageous when MC has large errors, and this can be further observed in figure 4b. It shows
the improvement in accuracy Absolute Error with MC

Absolute Error with LMC with respect to the relative standard deviation. There
appears to a be a positive correlation between these two quantities, which indicates that quantities which
have the largest uncertainties due to nuclear data are the ones that benefit the most from LMC.

The computational speedup of LMC with respect to MC is plotted in figure 4c for each quantity. The
speedup is measured as speedup= NMC

N , where NMC is the average number of samples required with
simple MC, to achieve the same mean squared error that LMC achieves with N. Similar speedups are
observed between the UO2 and MOX quantities, except for the 239Pu, where the speedup is roughly
4 times smaller in the MOX case. The largest speedup is around 1000 for the concentration of 137Cs,
followed by speedups in the order of 10 for the decay heats and nuclide concentrations. The lowest
speedup is in the k-effective, although this could be explained by the small effect of nuclear data on this
quantity – since the nuclear data was only perturbed in the burnup calculations, the k-effective was only
affected by the perturbations in the nuclide concentrations. If one were to perturb the nuclear data of the
criticality calculations it is likely that the k-effective would have larger variations and hence a stronger
speedup from LMC.
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Figure 4: (a) Errors of 20 estimations with MC and with LMC. The boxes represent the interquartile
range (50% of samples fall in this range), while the whiskers represent the minimum and maximum.
The line inside the boxes is the median of the errors. (b) Improvement in accuracy when using LMC
versus MC, for N = 200. The markers are the medians of 40 UQ calculations, and the errorbars are the
interquantile ranges. (c) The mean speedup with LMC versus MC. Continuous lines are for the UO2
calculations, and dashed lines for the MOX ones.
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4. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

The UQ problem of propagating the uncertainty of nuclear data is challenging due to its high-dimensionality.
The best method currently in use is simple MC, which requires a large number N of costly simulations.
In this paper the novel method LMC [7] was applied to this problem, as well as two other methods,
multilevel Monte Carlo and Lasso machine learning.

The LMC method is the most accurate of the four methods, and it is the only one that is equal or better
than simple MC for any N. Although LMC is consistently more accurate than MC, its exact improvement
depends largely on the studied quantity. The quantities with the largest improvement from LMC are the
concentration of 137Cs and the decay heat at 2 years of cooling. Experiments suggest that quantities
that show the strongest improvement from using LMC are those which are the most affected by nuclear
data perturbations, i.e. those with the largest uncertainty. For the prediction of k-effective, LMC and
MC performed similarly, with negligible differences. The computational speedups due to LMC are up to
1000 for predicting the concentration of 137Cs, and in the order of 10 for most other quantities. Similar
results and speedups were found between the UO2 and MOX cases.

Future work will further explore the applications of LMC to other quantities that characterise SNF.
Efforts will go towards a better prediction of the k-effective uncertainty at different cooling times, and the
perturbation of nuclear data will be included to criticality calculations, not only the burnup simulations.
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