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Abstract

This work presents stellar weak rates and mass fractions of 20 most important
electron capture (ec) and beta-decay (bd) nuclei with A < 65, according to a recent
study, during the presupernova evolution of massive stars. The mass fractions of
these nuclei were calculated using the Saha’s equation, which assumes nuclear sta-
tistical equilibrium for a set of initial conditions (79, p and Y, ) that represents the
trajectory which a massive star’s central region takes after its silicon core burns.
Our computed mass fractions were found in decent comparison in most cases, and
up to a factor 4 difference was noted when compared with the Independent Par-
ticle Model results. The weak interaction (ec and bd) rates were calculated in a
totally microscopic fashion using the proton-neutron quasiparticle random phase
approximation model and without assuming the Brink-Axel hypothesis. The rates
were computed for a wide range of density (10 — 10'!) g/cm? and temperature
(0.01 —30) GK. In comparison with large-scale shell-model, our computed rates
were found bigger at high values of core temperature. The current study may con-
tribute in a more realistic simulation of stellar evolution processes and modeling
of core-collapse supernovae.

Keywords: B-decay, Electron Capture, Nuclear Statistical Equilibrium,
pn-QRPA ,Mass Fractions, Lepton-to-baryon Fraction

1. Introduction

Core-collapse supernovae are considered to be one of the main contributors
to the formation of heavier elements in the stellar matter. However, core-collapse
simulators, to date, find it challenging to successfully transform the collapse into
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an explosion. The details of the micro-physics in the stellar environment are
poorly understood. There are many complexities involved. Researchers, world-
wide, continue their quest for a better understanding of the dynamics of core-
collapse. Since the final outcome of the explosion is sensitive to various physical
inputs at the start of each stage of the entire process (i.e., collapse, shock for-
mation, and shock propagation), therefore, the computation of the presupernova
stellar structure with the best possible physical data currently available is highly
desirable. The structure of the presupernova star is altered both by the change in
lepton-to-baryon fraction (Y,) and entropy in its interior. Both, smaller core mass
and lower entropy of the precollapse iron should favor an explosion. Because of
the small size of iron core, the energy loss by the shock in photodisintegrating
iron nuclei in the overlying onion-like matter would be correspondingly smaller
[1]. As aresult, less energy is stored in nuclear excited states in the lower entropy
environment of the presupernova as well as the collapsing core. Thus the collapse
can proceed to a higher density and can produce a stronger bounce and a more en-
ergetic shock wave [2]. In addition, the smaller entropy environment reduces the
abundance of free protons (the main sink of electrons via electron capture reac-
tions) and assists in achieving a higher Y, value at the time of bounce. The entropy
profile determines the extent of the convective burning shells and has crucial ef-
fects on the presupernova core structure and nucleosynthesis.

B-decay (bd) and electron capture (ec) rates are amongst the key nuclear-physics
inputs that determine both the Y, and the entropy at the presupernova phase [3].
They are believed to have several vital effects in the later phases of stellar evolu-
tion of the massive stars. The ec effectively reduces the number of electrons avail-
able for pressure support, while bd has a converse action. Both these processes
have a direct influence on the overall Y, ratio of the core of the star. The neutrinos
and antineutrinos, produced during these nuclear weak reactions, escape from the
star (during the early phases of presupernova evolution) and thereby channel out
the entropy and energy away from the core. These weak interaction rates are im-
portant not only in the accurate determination of the structure of the stellar core
but also play a vital role in the elemental abundance calculations and nucleosyn-
thesis. Weak interactions in presupernova stars are known to be dominated by
allowed Fermi and Gamow-Teller (GT) transitions [2].

In the past, several attempts were made to calculate weak interaction rates in
stellar environments in order to gain a better knowledge of the stellar dynamics.
Fuller, Fowler, and Newman (FFN) [4, 3,16, (7] performed the pioneering calcula-
tion by tabulating the weak interaction rates for a total of 226 nuclei with masses
in the range 60 > A > 21, employing the independent-particle model (IPM) with
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the help of the then available experimental data for astrophysical applications.
Their rates resulted in a sizable decrease in the Y, fraction throughout the stellar
core, contributing to a refined understanding of the evolution of stars prior to su-
pernova [8]. In 1994, Aufderheide and collaborators [9] investigated the role of
weak interaction rates in the evolution of heavy mass stars after silicon burning
and compiled a list of most important nuclei (bd and ec) in Y, range of 0.40-0.50
employing the IPM model. They extended the FFN work to include heavy nuclei
(A > 60) and introduced an explicit quenching of the GT strength. However, few
researchers e.g. [10, [11, [12] highlighted a flaw in the systematic parameteriza-
tion used by FFN and Aufderheide et al. Later, the proton-neutron quasiparticle
random phase approximation (pn-QRPA) [[13,|14] and shell model [15] computed
stellar weak rates and revealed that the GT centroids were misplaced by FFN in
some key nuclei which results in disagreement with experimental results. Heger
et. al. [16] also conducted simulation studies during the presupernova evolution
by estimating weak rates in the mass range 65 > A > 45 employing large scale
shell model [17]. More recently, Nabi and collaborators [18] performed simula-
tion study of the presupernova evolution employing the pn-QRPA computed rates.
The pn-QRPA model was used to calculate the stellar weak rates and mass abun-
dances of a total 728 nuclei with mass in the range A = 1-100 and the authors
compiled a list of 50 most important ec and bd nuclei that had the greatest effect
on Y,. The authors compared their calculations with the results of Gross Theory
[19] and IPM [9]. The study’s conclusion mandates the application of a micro-
scopic model for accurate and reliable computations of stellar weak interaction
rates for nuclei possessing astrophysical importance.

The large-scale shell model (LSSM) and the pn-QRPA are two of the most
successful and extensively used models for the microscopic calculation of stellar
weak rates. In this project we focus on the top 50 most important ec and bd nuclei
averaged across the whole stellar route for 0.40 < Y, < 0.50 (see Table 7 of [18]).
In the first phase of our study, we selected 20 most important fp-shell nuclei with
A < 65, that are ec and bd unstable, from the list of nuclei compiled by [18] and
present a refined calculation of pn-QRPA rates incorporating latest experimental
data and optimum values of model parameters. Another reason for selecting nuclei
with A < 65 for the current project was to compare our new calculation with the
earlier reported LSSM rates which were performed for the mass range 45 < A <
65 [15].

The pn-QRPA model is well suited for stellar rate calculations since it does not
use the Brink-Axel hypothesis [20] to compute excited state GT strength distribu-
tions, as is the case with conventional stellar rate calculations. In order to justify
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the use of the nuclear model for such a study, earlier a good comparison between
the pn-QRPA model and experimental data was achieved for almost a thousand
nuclei (see Figures 11-17 and Tables E-M of [14]). The pn-QRPA model can
make use of a large model space (up to 74®) which permits the calculation of
excited states GT strength distribution functions for heavier nuclei. It may be
noted that the temperature effects in the current pn-QRPA model appear via a
Fermi-Dirac distribution function incorporated in the phase space factors. The pn-
QRPA equations do not depend on temperature and allows us to adjust the Fermi
and Gamow-Teller amplitudes to experimental values under terrestrial conditions.
Calculations using a finite-temperature version of proton-neutron QRPA show that
GT strength functions can evolve as the pairing force weakens with temperature
(see e.g. [21]). Such calculations showed that increasing temperature shifts the
GT resonance to lower energies and made room for low- and negative-energy GT
transitions. However, finite-temperature QRPA calculations have their own short-
comings and it was later commented that correlations beyond thermal QRPA led
to significantly higher electron capture rates under the typical thermodynamical
conditions [22]. The mass fractions were calculated using Saha’s equation under
the assumption of nuclear statistical equilibrium. The mass fractions are sensitive
to nuclear partition functions, which in turn are heavily dependent on the input
mass models [23, 24]. In the current study, all theoretical masses (including Q-
values) were taken from the recent mass compilation of Audi et al. [25]. In case
any mass values were not reported in Audi et al., they were adopted from Ref.
[26] to compute the Q-value of the decay reactions.

The paper is structured as follows. Section 2 provides a brief overview of the
formalism used in our calculation. Section 3 discusses and compares our findings
with previous calculations. The final section contains summary and concluding
remarks.

2. Formalism

The QRPA computations include two main steps. The quasi-particle (q.p)
states were specified in terms of nucleons states using Bogoliubov transformation
and then RPA equation was solved in the basis of proton-neutron q.p pairs. The
current pn-QRPA model uses separable forces (particle-hole (ph) and particle-
particle (pp) channels) to compute the strength functions of the GT transitions.
The resulting RPA matrix equation is thereby transformed into an algebraic equa-
tion which is easily solvable. We began with a spherical nucleon basis (cj-m, Cjm)s
with j as total angular momentum and z-component m. The spherical basis was
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transformed to the (axial-symmetric) deformed basis, denoted by (d,i,a, dne), US-
ing the transformation equation
— i
g = LD}, (1)
where d' and ¢ are particle creation operators in the deformed and spherical ba-
sis, respectively. The matrices D;-”O‘ were obtained by diagonalizing the Nilsson
Hamiltonian. The BCS computation for the proton and neutron systems was per-

formed separately. We took a constant pairing force of strength G (G, and G, for
protons and neutrons, respectively),

Voair=—G Y, (—l)lﬂ_mc;mc;m (2)
jmj'm'
!’ i
(—1)1 +J 7mC./ 1C ./ ’
j—mTjm

the summation over m and m’ was limited to m, m > 0, and [ is the orbital angular
momentum. A q.p basis (ajna,ama) was later introduced from the Bogoliubov
transformation

e = tmadyg — Vmadsio 3)
aj;'ux = umad,;t,a + VmocdmOh (4)

where 7, a” and a represent the time reversed state of m, the q.p. creation and
annihilation operator, respectively which comes in the RPA equation. The occu-
pation amplitudes (u,,¢, and v,,¢) were computed using BCS approximation (sat-
isfying u2,, 2,4 = 1).

Within the pn-QRPA framework, the GT transitions are described in terms of
phonon creation and one describes the QRPA phonons as

AL(w) = Y X5 (Wahal —Y5" (1)anap), (5)
pn

where the indices n and p stand for m,o, and m,0,, respectively, differentiat-
ing neutron and proton single-particle states. The summation was taken over all
proton-neutron pairs satisfying 4 = m, —m, and 7,.7,=1, with 7 representing
parity. In Eq. (3), X and Y represent the forward- and backward-going ampli-
tudes, respectively, and are the eigenfunctions of the RPA matrix equation, given

(% ) (G) =) ©
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As mentioned above, in our model the proton-neutron residual interactions work
through ph and pp channels, characterized by interaction constants } and K, re-
spectively. The ph GT force can be expressed as

1

h
VPR =12x ¥ (mD)MYYT, 7)
u=-1
with
Y, = Z < Jpmp | t— Oy | jumy, > Cj',,m,,cjnmna (8)
jpmpjnmn
and the pp GT force as
1
VPP — 2 Z (_1>.Up;;p_“, 9)
u=-1
with
Pi= Y < juma|(t—op)" | jpm, > x
jpmpjnmn
_1\ntin—my T T
( 1) cjpmpcjn_mn' (10)

Here, the different signs in ph and pp force reveal the opposite nature of these in-
teractions i.e. pp force is attractive while the ph force is repulsive. The interaction
constants y and k were chosen in concordance with the suggestion given in Ref.
[27]. The pn-QRPA equations strongly depend on the pp channel. If pp channel
is strongly attractive, the QRPA equations leads to imaginary eigenvalues for the
lowest solutions and the ground state correlations are much enhanced, violating
the basic assumption of RPA. However, in our formalism, even if the lowest so-
lution enters the non-physical region, the other solution with positive eigenvalues
can still be obtained. This means, on the other hand, an occurrence of the RPA
collapse is not apparent. This behavior of the lowest-lying solutions can be seen
once the pp strength is changed step by step [28]. Further the Ikeda sum rule was
satisfied for all the cases considered in our calculation and this happens when all
the QRPA solutions are in positive energy region [28]. For separable forces, the
matrix equation (Eq. [6)) can be given explicitly as:

Xy = 2% (qpnZe + GinZ4)

W —Epy (11)
_ZK(qgnZ;_ + anZ$+>]7
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1
Yo' = 2 Z5+ qonZe
) w+8pn[ X(Qpn o T 49pn a)) (12)

+2k(45, 25 + a)uZe ),

where €,, = €, + &,
_ U _
qpn = fpnupvn’ 9pn = fpnupun,

~ vV _
qpn = fpnvpun’ 9pn = fpnvpvn,

Zy = Z(Xo[;nCIpn - Y(gan) (13)
pn

zZ- =Y (x""g,, —YE" 14

® Z( o Y9pn ® Qpn) (14)
pn

Zy =Y. (X845, +Y5"q),) (15)
pn

Z5t =Y (X8 qy, + Y55 (16)
pl’l

We finally get a matrix equation,
Mz =0, a7

with solution given by
M| = 0. (18)

Consequently, the RPA matrix equation (Eq. [6)) is reduced to determining roots of
algebraic equation (Eq.[18). In the absence of pp force (k = 0), Eq.[18]is a second
order equation while the equation is of fourth-order once the pp force is switched
on. For more information on the solution of Eq.[18] we refer to Ref. [28].

The weak decay rate from the mth state (parent nucleus) to the nth state
(daughter nucleus) in stellar environment can be determined using the formula
given below

ec(bd) % ec(bd)
Aonn - D [¢mn <p7T7Ef)]
B(GT)mn
B(F)ym+——]|. 19
XIB(F) (ga/gv) 2 1



The value of constant D appearing in Eq. [19 was taken as 6143 s [29]. The
value of ga/g,, representing the ratio of axial and vector coupling constant, was
taken as -1.2694 [30]. B(F ), and B(GT ), are the total reduced transition prob-
abilities due to Fermi interactions and GT interactions, respectively.

B(F)mn=[20n+1]7" |<n|| Y& || m>|? (20)
k

B(GT)yn = [20m+1]"" |<n || Y 8" || m>P2, 1)
k

where J,,, t+ and G stands for the total spin of parent nucleus, isospin operators
(raising/lowering) and Pauli spin matrices, respectively.

The phase space integrals (¢, ) for ec and bd are; (hereafter natural units are used,
h=c=m,=1)

= [ wOmn+ w202 = P (4Z,w)Gdw, (22)
wy

bd _ /1 (i — )22 — 1) F(+Z,w) (1 — G )dw, (23)

In Egs.22land 23] w, w; and w,, stands for total energy (Kinetic+rest mass) of the
electron, total threshold energy for ec and the total energy of bd, respectively. The
Fermi functions (F(+Z,w)) were calculated employing the procedure used by
Gove and Martin [31]. G_ represents the electron distribution function expressed
as

E—-E
G- =[1+exp(—)7", 24)

where E (=w — 1) and Ey are the kinetic and Fermi energy of electrons, respec-
tively.
The ec and bd total weak-interaction rates were calculated using

Acclbd) ZP AP, (25)

The summation was applied over all the initial and final states and satisfactory
convergence in ec and bd rates was achieved. P, in the above equation denotes the
occupation probability of parent excited states and follows the normal Boltzmann
distribution.



The mass fractions of m"”" nucleus can be calculated using the Saha’s equation
expressed as

xm(A,Z) =

Gu(A,Z,T) ( pNaAI\* !
2 2

x AXXA 2L exp[On(A,Z) [ksT), (26)

where G,,(A,Z,T) denotes the nuclear partition function (NPF) of the m™ nucleus
which was computed using a newly recipe introduced by nabi and collaborators
[32,133]. Q,, stands for the ground state binding energy of the nucleus m. Ny
is the Avogadro’s number while Ay (= [2h’2ankBT]%l) denotes the thermal
wavelength. The mass fractions of free proton (x,) and free neutron (x,) can be
computed subject to mass and charge conservation, respectively given by

Y xm=1, 27)

Z, 1—
_mxm:Ye_ n

= 2
o - (28)

m
where 7 stands for neuron excess. Mass fractions of any nucleus can be computed
after x, and x,, are determined. We refer to [18] for further details of the underlying
formalism.

3. Results and Discussion

We present the computation of stellar weak rates and mass fractions of the 20
most important ec and bd fp-shell nuclei with A < 65. These nuclei were selected
from the published top 50 list (see Table 7 of [18]) and are reproduced in Table
The rank of nuclei mentioned in Table[Il was adopted from [[18]. The stellar weak
rates (ec and bd) were computed employing the pn-QRPA model and the results
were compared with those of large-scale shell model [[15] (referred to as LSSM
throughout the text). The mass fractions were calculated employing the Saha’s
equation under the assumption of nuclear statistical equilibrium and were com-
pared with the IPM results [9], referred to as IPM here onwards.

Fig. (Il displays our calculated mass fractions for most abundant nuclei as a func-
tion of ¥, at different densities (p = 10°, 107 & 10'") g/cm? and fixed temperature
(Ty = 3) GK. Fig. [2l shows mass fractions for the same nuclei as a function of Y,
at different temperatures (79 = 3, 5 & 7) GK and fixed density (p = 107 g / cm’.
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It can be seen from these figures that there is slight increase in mass fractions
with increase in Ty values. This behavior is in accordance with the findings of
Ref. [34]. As the core density increases, the mass fractions decrease considerably.
This is because with increase in core density, re-distribution of the mass occurs
and new nuclei begin to appear because of the assumption of nuclear statistical
equilibrium. This behavior can also be seen in the IPM calculation.

Tables depict the comparison of our computed mass fractions with those
of IPM results (wherever available). Eight different sets of initial conditions in-
cluding p, Ty and Y, were selected to compute the mass fractions by IPM. In order
to compare the two calculations, we chose the same initial conditions. These sets
mainly describe the trajectory that a massive star’s central region follows after its
silicon core burns. Table 2 & 3] compare mass fraction results of the most impor-
tant ec nuclei, whereas Table 4] & [3] compare those of bd nuclei. It can be seen
from the tables that our computed mass fractions are, at times a factor 4 smaller
and at times comparable to the IPM results. The use of different recipes for com-
putation of nuclear partition function (no discrete excited state was calculated by
IPM and an integration was performed on all excited states using a back-shifted
Fermi gas level density formula) and usage of different mass models could be the
reason for the discrepancy in the two computations. The pool of nuclei considered
by [18] was 728 and that by IPM was 150.

We compare our computed ec and bd rates for the selected fp-shell nuclei with
those of LSSM rates in Tables (6H9). It is worth mentioning that the same set of
physical conditions were used for comparing the two microscopic calculations.
Tables [6] & [7] show the comparison of ec rates for the 20 important ec nuclei at
Ty (= 1, 3, 10 & 30) GK and pY, range (pY, = 107 —10'°) g/cm?, whereas Ta-
bles[8l & O show the comparison of bd rates for the important bd nuclei at the same
Ty and pY, values. These tables show that as the stellar temperature rises, both the
ec and bd rates on the selected nuclei increase. This is due to the fact that as tem-
perature rises, the occupation probability of the parent excited states increases,
contributing effectively to overall rates. The ec rates further increase with rise in
pY. values due to increase in electron chemical potential. There is a reduction in
the bd rates for high pY, values due to decrease in available phase space because
of increased electron chemical potential. For the sake of analysis of comparing
ec rates, we selected one odd-odd (°°Co) and one even-even (°°Fe) nucleus. The
0Co is rated as the top-most important ec nucleus according to the survey of IPM
while it is 4th according to the compilation of Ref. [18]. For ®°Co at low densities
(pY, = 107 & 10%) g/cm?, the LSSM computed ec rates are orders of magnitude
bigger than the pn-QRPA rates for low Ty values (1 & 3) GK. However it is to
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be noted that the computed rates are very small in magnitude, in the two models,
and can hardly affect the simulation results. At 79 = 10 GK the two computations
match well while the pn-QRPA rates are an order of magnitude bigger at Ty =
30 GK. For higher densities (pY, = 10° & 10'0) g/ cm?, both computed rates are
comparable at low Ty values whereas the pn-QRPA rates are an order bigger in
magnitude at Ty = 30 GK. The ec rates of *°Fe are of considerable astrophysical
importance in the presupernova evolution of a massive star. It is rated 12¢4 in the
IPM while 21st according to compilation of Ref. [[18]. For this case, at all pY, val-
ues, the pn-QRPA rates are up to an order of magnitude smaller than LSSM rates
at Ty = 1 GK. It is again to be to be noted that this difference is not significant
keeping in view that the magnitude of the computed rates is too small. At 79 =3
& 10 GK, the two computations are in good agreement. An order of magnitude
bigger pnQRPA rates are noted at 7y = 30 GK.

For presenting a comparison of the calculated bd rates in the two models, we
selected one even-odd (°’Fe) and one odd-even (°?Mn) nucleus. Both these cases
are among the top 20 important bd nuclei according to both IPM and Ref. [[18]
compilations. Considering the case of >’Fe, for all pY, values, the pn-QRPA
computed bd rates are smaller at 79 = 1, 3 & 10 GK. At Ty = 30 GK, the pn-
QRPA rates are up to an order of magnitude bigger than LSSM bd rates. For
>9Mn, the bd rates of pn-QRPA are comparable to LSSM rates at temperature (Ty
=1, 3, & 10) GK at almost all pY, values. For high temperature (79 = 30) GK the
pn-QRPA computed rates are an order of magnitude bigger than the LSSM rates
at all pY, values.

To summarize, the pn-QRPA computed ec rates for almost all the cases shown
in Tables are bigger than the corresponding LSSM rates at all 7y and pY,
values (except S6Fe, 90Co, 5Ni, 92V, 0S¢ and 56Mn). The enhancement factor is
high for high pY, values. The pn-QRPA model calculates small ec rates at low
temperatures compared to LSSM rates. These are however small numbers and
hardly can affect the simulation results. Our computed bd rates for most of the
cases shown in Tables are bigger than LSSM rates at all Ty and pY, values
except at pY¥, = 1019 g/cm3. Again few exceptional cases (>>Mn, *Co, >'Sc,
>7Fe and °’Co) were there, for which the LSSM rates were found bigger at low
core temperatures. At higher temperature (79 > 5) GK, excited states do play
significant role in convergence of rates. The LSSM approach applied the Lanczos
method to derive GT strength function but was limited up to 100 iterations which
were insufficient for converging the states above 2.5 MeV excitation energies.
Moreover, LSSM used the Brink-Axel hypothesis [20] to estimate contribution
from higher excited states at high temperatures and densities. These may be cited
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as the reasons for the lower rates of LSSM at high Ty and pY, values. The pn-
QRPA approach had no such model limitations. Moreover, the pn-QRPA model
involves a large model space (up to 74®) to adequately handle excited states in
parent and daughter nuclei. We emphasize that Brink-Axel hypothesis was not
employed in calculation of excited state GT strength functions in our computation
[35].

4. Summary and Conclusion

In this study we provide the calculations of stellar weak rates and mass frac-

tions of 20 most important fp-shell nuclei of astrophysical significance with A <
65. The selected nuclei were the ones having largest effect on the Y, according to
the compilation of Ref. [18]. The mass fractions were computed from the Saha’s
equation under the assumption of nuclear statistical equilibrium and were com-
pared with the IPM calculation. It was found that the calculated mass fractions of
both the models were in fair comparison (within a factor 4). Our calculated mass
fractions used a novel technique for computing nuclear partition functions. We
treated all excited states up to excitation energy of 10 MeV as discrete and per-
formed summation over the states. This may lead to a more reliable computation
of isotopic abundances according to a previous study.
The ec and bd rates, for the selected nuclei, were calculated for a wide range of
pY, (10 —10'Y) g/cm? and Ty (0.1 - 30) GK and were compared with the LSSM
rates. It was found that our computed ec and bd rates were most of the time big-
ger than LSSM rates (up to an order of magnitude) except for few cases at low Ty
values. The problem of convergence of GT strength functions and use of Brink-
Axel hypothesis in the rate calculation could be the reasons for the smaller LSSM
numbers. During the later stages of the stellar evolution, the contribution from
excited states becomes significant due to high temperature and can efficiently in-
crease the stellar weak rates. We computed the excited state GT strength functions
in a microscopic fashion without incorporating the Brink-Axel hypothesis in our
calculation of weak rates. It is hoped that the present study, due to it’s increased
reliability, could prove useful for simulation of the stellar evolution processes and
modeling of core-collapse supernovae. A similar comparison of weak rates for
A > 65 with previous calculations is currently in progress and would be reported
once completed.
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Table 1: The 20 most important fp-shell nuclei [[18] considered in this project. The electron capture
(ec) and B-decay (bd) nuclei are shown in separate columns.

ec nuclei bd nuclei
A Symbol Rank | A Symbol Rank
56 Mn 1 49 Sc 2
52 VvV 2 65 Co 3
60 Co 4 63 Co 4
53 Mn 5 50 Sc 5
49 Sc 6 59 Mn 6
50 Sc 8 53 Mn 7
55 Fe 9 64 Co 8
59 Co 10 |49 Ca 9

61 Ni 13 |55 Mn 10

51 Ti 16 | 58 Cr 11
56 Ni 18 | 61 Fe 13
56 Fe 21 |51 Ti 14

65 Cu 22 | 51 Sc 15
55 Co 23 | 57 Fe 16
57 Ni 25 | 57 Cr 17
54 Cr 27 |55 Cr 18
64 Cu 30 | 62 Fe 19
57 Co 31 |57 Mn 20
63 Cu 32 |57 Co 21
58 Ni 33 |33 Ti 22
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Table 2: The computed mass fractions of the ec nuclei at different Ty, p and Y, values. Comparison
is shown with the IPM calculation [9] wherever possible. The units of Ty and p are GK and g/cm?,
respectively. The exponents are shown in parenthesis.

Mass Fractions (top 20 ec nuclei)

To =7.33 Ty =5.39 To = 4.93 To =424
p =4.01(+10) p =2.20(+09) p = 1.06(+09) p =3.30(+08)
Y, =041 Y, = 0.425 Y, =043 Y, = 0.44

pn-QRPA  IPM | pn-QRPA IPM | pn-QRPA IPM | pn-QRPA  IPM
Mn | 5.23(-05) — 2.85(-04) 3.09(-04) [ 4.17(-04) 5.62(-04) | 6.53(-04) 1.12(-03)
2y | 2.08(-04) 2.08(-04) | 6.01(-04) 5.61(-04) | 6.50(-04) 7.40(-04) | 4.71(-04) 6.76(-04)
0Co | 3.85(-06) — 2.58(-05) 4.25(-05) | 4.41(-05) 9.51(-05) | 1.14(-04) 3.26(-04)
3Mn | 6.45(-10) — 4.12(-09) — 9.54(-09) — 1.21(-07)  2.66(-07)

98¢ | 5.44(-03) 1.39(-02) | 9.28(-03) — 6.65(-03) — 1.18(-03) —
0S¢ | 8.34(-03)  1.03(-02) | 2.58(-03) 4.66(-03) | 8.86(-04) 1.74(-03) | 2.59(-05) 5.81(-05)
SFe | 2.92(-10) — 2.25(-09) — 5.87(-09) — 1.05(-07)  1.94(-07)
¥Co | 3.37(-07) — 5.57(-06) 1.25(-05) | 1.49(-05) 4.42(-05) | 1.33(-04) 5.16(-04)
6INi | 4.65(-08) — 6.74(-07) — 1.76(-06)  3.41(-06) | 1.67(-05) 4.39(-05)
SITi | 8.77(-03)  8.77(-03) | 2.64(-02) — 2.43(-02) 2.91(-02) | 7.60(-03) 9.99(-03)

Ni | 1.31(-20) — 4.23(-21) — 5.72(-21) — 1.22(-19) —

Fe | 1.35(-07) — 5.12(-06) — 2.02(-05) — 5.05(-04) —
5Cu | 5.12(-06) — 4.69(-05)  7.94(-05) | 8.64(-05) 1.84(-04) | 2.08(-04) 5.52(-04)

SCo | 7.67(-17) — 5.43(-17) — 8.30(-17) — 1.33(-15) —

SINi | 1.74(-17) — 1.20(-17) — 1.86(-17) — 3.36(-16) —
Cr | 9.48(-04) — 2.48(-02) 1.85(-02) | 5.98(-02) — 2.14(-01) 2.02(-01)
%4Cu | 7.20(-08) — 3.06(-07) — 4.81(-07) 5.41(-07) | 1.30(-06) 1.97(-06)

Co | 3.27(-11) — 2.25(-10) — 5.79(-10) — 1.10(-08) —
BCu | 2.96(-09) — 2.38(-08) — 5.48(-08) — 4.52(-07)  1.26(-06)

BNi | 3.07(-14) — 1.74(-13) — 4.88(-13) — 1.82(-11) —
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Table 3: Same as Table 2 but with different Ty, p and Y, values.

Mass Fractions (top 20 ec nuclei)

Ty =3.8
p = 1.45(+08)
Y, =045

pn-QRPA

IPM

Ty = 3.65
p =1.07(+08)
Y, =0.455

| pn-QRPA

IPM

To=34
p =5.86(+07)
Y, =047

| pn-QRPA

IPM

Ty =3.26
p =4.32(+07)
Y, =0.485

| pn-QRPA

IPM

56Mn
52V
GOCO
53Mn
49SC
SOSC
55Fe
59CO
61Ni
51Ti
56Ni
56Fe
65Cu
SSCO
57Ni
54Cr
64Cu
57CO
63Cu
SSNi

3.75(-04)
7.18(-05)
2.01(-04)
4.34(-05)
5.71(-06)
5.91(-09)
7.14(-05)
3.07(-03)
5.75(-04)
8.32(-05)
2.16(-14)
9.34(-02)
1.40(-04)
2.72(-11)
1.08C-11)
1.69(-01)
4.74(-06)
1.10(-05)
1.97(-05)
2.19(-07)

7.03(-04)
1.17(-04)
6.03(-04)
8.08(-05)

1.14(-04)
1.14(-02)
1.46(-03)
1.28(-04)
8.30(-02)

1.63(-01)
7.37(-06)
3.84(-05)
5.16(-05)

1.46(-04)
1.80(-05)
1.12(-04)
1.82(-04)
4.18(-07)
1.37(-10)
3.73(-04)
4.48(-03)
9.43(-04)
8.08(-06)
7.88(-13)
3.06(-01)
5.20(-05)
4.67(-10)
2.11(-10)
7.73(-02)
3.26(-06)
6.44(-05)
3.41(-05)
3.07(-06)

2.77(-04)
2.95(-05)
3.45(-04)
3.74(-04)

6.68(-04)
1.75(-02)
2.55(-03)
1.18(-05)
2.89(-01)

7.30(-02)
5.28(-06)
2.53(-04)
9.55(-05)

9.37(-09)
2.35(-10)
3.04(-08)
6.39(-03)
1.36(-14)
2.81(-20)
2.87(-02)
1.36(-04)
5.22(-05)
6.49(-13)
3.24(-05)
5.29(-01)
7.60(-10)
1.71(-04)
1.46(-04)
4.54(-06)
2.82(-09)
9.01(-03)
3.06(-06)
6.08(-02)

9.37(-09)
2.35(-10)
3.04(-08)
1.30(-02)

5.20(-02)
1.36(-04)

2.72(-05)
5.29(-01)
5.35(-04)
1.71(-04)
4.54(-06)
2.82(-09)
3.55(-02)

5.44(-02)

2.80(-15)
3.09(-17)
1.89(-14)
2.18(-04)
1.62(-23)
4.55(:31)
1.47(-03)
4.97(-09)
2.56(-09)
1.26(-21)
1.56(-01)
8.17(-04)
2.08(-17)
1.52(-02)
1.77(-02)
1.40(-12)
3.06(-15)
6.12(-04)
1.88(-10)
2.59(-01)

7.09(-15)
7.53(-14)
4.86(-04)

2.96(-03)

1.37(-01)
8.64(-04)
5.15(-02)
2.25(-02)

2.69(-03)

2.50(-01)
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Table 4: The computed mass fractions of the bd nuclei at different Ty, p and ¥, values. Comparison
is shown with the IPM calculation [9] wherever possible. The units of 7y and p are GK and g/cm?>,
respectively. The exponents are shown in parenthesis.

Mass Fractions (top 20 bd nuclei)

Ty =7.33
p =4.01(+10)
Y, =0.41

pn-QRPA

IPM

Ty = 5.39
p =2.20(+09)
Y, = 0.425

| pn-QRPA

IPM

To=4.93
p = 1.06(+09)
Y, =043

‘ pn-QRPA

IPM

Ty =4.24
p =3.30(+08)
Y, =0.44

| pn-QRPA

IPM

49SC
65C0
63C0
SOSC
59Mn
53Mn
64C0
49Ca
55Mn
SSCr
611:*e
51Ti
51ge
5TFe
57Cr
SSCr
62Fe
57MI]
57C0
53Ti

5.44(-03)
3.96(-03)
2.35(-03)
8.34(-03)
2.09(-03)
6.45(-10)
3.29(-03)
3.77(-02)
6.03(-06)
3.44(-03)
3.43(-03)
8.77(-03)
2.93(-03)
1.76(-06)
2.63(-03)
1.37(-03)
1.19(-02)
4.50(-04)
3.27(-11)
6.09(-03)

1.39(-02)
4.78(-03)
1.03(-02)
3.16(-03)
2.56(-03)
3.88(-02)

6.09(-03)
8.77(-03)
1.08(-02)
5.92(-03)

6.87(-04)

1.28(-02)

9.28(-03)
1.04(-03)
6.26(-03)
2.58(-03)
1.90(-03)
4.12(-09)
1.80(-03)
5.84(-03)
9.36(-05)
1.08(-03)
6.37(-03)
2.64(-02)
3.53(-04)
2.89(-05)
1.51(-03)
6.96(-03)
1.68(-02)
2.84(-03)
2.25(-10)
1.63(-03)

3.50(-03)
1.89(-02)
4.66(-03)
3.38(-03)
1.44(-03)
6.00(-03)
1.78(-03)
1.47(-02)
1.51(-03)
2.66(-05)
4.37(-03)
1.62(-02)
5.92(-03)

3.86(-03)

6.65(-03)
2.90(-04)
5.15(-03)
8.86(-04)
9.82(-04)
9.54(-09)
7.14(-04)
1.29(-03)
2.25(-04)
3.15(-04)
4.30(-03)
2.43(-02)
7.49(-05)
7.44(-05)
6.38(-04)
8.35(-03)
9.15(-03)
3.78(-03)
5.79(-10)
4.88(-04)

9.56(-04)
1.69(-02)
1.74(-03)
1.76(-03)

5.68(-04)
4.85(-04)
4.99(-04)
1.06(-02)
2.91(-02)

1.91(-03)
1.78(-02)
8.38(-03)
8.95(-03)

1.18(-03)
2.93(-06)
9.42(-04)
2.59(-05)
5.97(-05)
1.21(-07)
2.13(-05)
9.47(-06)
1.34(-03)
3.86(-06)
4.83(-04)
7.60(-03)
5.68(-07)
5.65(-04)
2.40(-05)
5.29(-03)
4.42(-04)
3.21(-03)
1.10(-08)
7.97(-06)

9.43(-06)
3.34(-03)
5.81(-05)
1.08(-04)
2.66(-07)
1.69(-05)
8.52(-06)
3.62(-03)
5.98(-06)
1.29(-03)
9.99(-03)
2.37(-06)
8.47(-04)
7.66(-05)
1.29(-02)
3.80(-04)
8.60(-03)

1.73(-05)
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Table 5: Same as Table @ but with different Ty, p and Y, values.

Mass Fractions (top 20 bd nuclei)

To=38 To = 3.65 To=34 To =3.26
p = 1.45(+08) p =1.07(+08) p =5.86(+07) p =4.32(+07)
Y, =045 Y, = 0.455 Y, =047 Y, = 0.485

pn-QRPA IPM | pn-QRPA IPM | pn-QRPA IPM | pn-QRPA IPM

¥sc | 5.71(-06) — 4.18(-07) — 1.36(-14) — 1.62(-23) —
5Co | 1.93(-11) — 1.01(-13) — 1.97(-27) — 1.99(-42) —
BCo | 1.60(-06) 6.93(-06) | 6.71(-08) 2.66(-07) | 2.23(-17) — 9.48(-29) —
305¢ | 5.91(-09) — 1.37(-10) — 2.81(-20) — 4.55(-31) —
Mn | 2.04(-08) — 4.93(-10) — 2.72(-20) — 4.45(-32) —

3Mn | 4.34(-05) 8.08(-05) | 1.82(-04) 3.74(-04) | 6.39(-03) 1.30(-02) | 2.18(-04) 4.86(-04)
%4Co | 1.67(-09) — 2.20(-11) — 4.52(-23) — 2.59(-36) —
¥Ca | 9.83(-11) — 7.37(-13) — 6.61(-25) — 1.27(-37) —

SMn | 1.12(-02) 2.94(-02) | 1.18(-02) 3.21(-02) | 9.08(-05) 9.08(-05) | 1.68(-09) 5.51(-09)
3¢r | 5.05(-11) — 3.70(-13) — 7.98(-26) — 1.44(-39) —
6lFe | 3.86(-07) 1.31(-06) | 1.26(-08) — 1.78(-18) — 4.82(-30) —
STy | 8.32(-05)  1.28(-04) | 8.08(-06) 1.18(-05) | 6.49(-13) — 1.26(-21) —
SIS | 8.65(-12) — 7.25(-14) — 1.18(-25) — 3.03(-38) —

5Fe | 8.10(-03) 1.19(-02) | 1.02(-02) 1.56(-02) | 1.61(-04) 1.61(-04) | 4.26(-09) 7.92(-09)
S7cr | 3.93(-09) — 7.41(-11) — 1.75(-21) — 1.84(-33) —
35Cr | 2.08(-04) 5.85(-04) | 3.08(-05) 8.36(-05) | 1.18(-11) — 5.10(-20) —
Fe | 3.62(-08) — 5.06(-10) — 7.80(-22) — 4.05(-35) —
STMn | 2.27(-04)  6.72(-04) | 4.06(-05) 1.16(-04) | 3.26(-11)  1.03(-10) | 2.04(-19) —

Co | 1.10(-05) 3.84(-05) | 6.44(-05) 2.53(-04) | 9.01(-03) 3.55(-02) | 6.12(-04) 2.69(-03)
BTi | 3.25(-10) — 3.85(-12) — 1.77(-23) — 7.86(-36) —
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Table 6: The comparison of computed ec rates (1) for 56Mn, 32V, 90Co, 53Mn, 4°Sc, *°Sc, P Fe,
3Co, ®'Ni and 3! Ti, with LSSM calculation [[17], as a function of pY, and Ty values. The units of

To, pY, and A° are GK, g/cm?® and s~ ! respectively.

A’EC
pY, =10’ pY, =108 pY, =107 pY, =10

Nuclei Ty pn-QRPA LSSM | pn-QRPA LSSM | pn-QRPA LSSM | pn-QRPA LSSM
56Mn 1 1.17(-26) 2.52(-11) 1.82(-20) 8.41(-06) 3.27(-07) 1.37(-02) 5.36(+01)  2.79(+01)
3 1.67(-10) 4.16(-07) 2.77(-08) 4.66(-05) 5.22(-04) 1.91(-02) 9.18(+01)  3.10(+01)
10 4.53(-03) 1.49(-03) 2.03(-02) 6.44(-03) 7.53(-01) 2.02(-01) 2.98(+02)  4.78(+01)
30 | 2.34(+02) 1.04(+01) | 2.51(+02)  1.12(+01) | 4.94(+02)  2.19(+01) | 7.13(+03)  2.90(+02)
2y 1 1.71(-26) 4.52(-13) 2.92(-20) 6.04(-07) 1.60(-06) 8.81(-03) 3.76(+03) 1.28(+01)
3 3.61(-09) 1.54(-07) 6.27(-07) 2.24(-05) 2.77(-02) 1.59(-02) 3.73(+03) 1.42(+01)
10 2.56(-01) 1.07(-03) 1.16(+00)  4.58(-03) 4.74(+01) 1.29(-01) 1.58(+04)  2.44(+01)
30 | 3.42(+03)  7.98(+00) | 3.67(+03)  8.57(+00) | 7.23(+03)  1.66(+01) 1.04(+05)  2.13(+02)
80¢Co 1 3.70(-19) 2.01(-09) 4.91(-13) 8.73(-07) 4.71(-03) 7.19(-03) 7.48(+01)  5.92(+01)
3 2.11(-08) 1.17(-06) 2.91(-06) 4.35(-05) 1.94(-02) 1.83(-02) 1.14(+02)  6.43(+01)
10 8.77(-03) 3.40(-03) 3.87(-02) 1.45(-02) 1.27(+00) 4.32(-01) 3.40(+02)  9.25(+01)
30 | 3.51(+02) 1.72(+01) | 3.77(+02) 1.85(+01) | 7.41(+02)  3.59(+01) 1.07(+04)  4.70(+02)
SMn 1 3.21(-05) 2.10(-06) 1.01(-03) 5.85(-04) 4.74(-01) 1.67(-01) 1.35(+02) 1.52(+02)
3 7.11(-05) 2.15(-05) 2.22(-03) 1.01(-03) 7.40(-01) 2.39(-01) 1.69(+02) 1.58(+02)
10 4.31(-02) 1.22(-02) 1.76(-01) 5.25(-02) 3.76(+00) 1.58(+00) | 2.75(+02)  2.06(+02)
30 | 476(+02)  2.56(+01) | 5.11(+02)  2.75(+01) | 9.84(+02)  5.37(+01) 1.16(+04)  7.06(+02)
s 1 1.52(-26) 2.34(-29) 2.59(-20) 2.46(-23) 6.82(-07) 4.72(-18) 1.08(+02) 3.82(-01)
3 2.92(-09) 1.67(-12) 5.07(-07) 1.67(-10) 2.00(-02) 1.42(-07) 2.05(+02) 5.08(-01)
10 3.63(-02) 1.36(-04) 1.63(-01) 5.65(-04) 6.43(+00) 1.25(-02) L.18(+03)  2.74(+00)
30 | 4.06(+02)  4.25(+00) | 4.37(+02)  4.55(+00) | 8.55(+02)  8.75(+00) 1.16(+04) 1.02(+02)
S0sc 1 1.04(-30) 1.24(-27) 1.76(-24) 1.98(-21) 1.12(-10) 3.38(-12) 1.22(+02) 8.85(-02)
3 3.83(-11) 5.19(-12) 6.65(-09) 7.10(-10) 3.15(-04) 5.11(-06) 1.81(+02) 2.02(-01)
10 8.83(-03) 7.94(-05) 3.97(-02) 3.39(-04) 1.64(+00) 8.81(-03) 7.59(+02) 1.93(+00)
30 | 6.68(+02)  2.79(+00) | 7.18(+02)  3.00(+00) 1.42(+03)  5.78(+00) | 2.11(+04)  7.06(+01)
SFe 1 8.41(-05) 1.20(-05) 4.13(-03) 5.61(-04) 2.47(-01) 3.21(-01) 8.30(+01)  2.14(+02)
3 2.33(-04) 4.72(-05) 6.30(-03) 1.54(-03) 3.16(-01) 4.47(-01) 8.85(+01)  2.21(+02)
10 2.04(-02) 2.14(-02) 8.38(-02) 9.12(-02) 1.75(+00)  2.59(+00) 1.69(+02)  2.87(+02)
30 1.91(+02)  3.47(+01) | 2.05(+02)  3.72(+01) | 4.00(+02)  7.24(+01) | 5.37(+03)  9.33(+02)
PCo 1 3.27(-11) 6.82(-13) 7.21(-06) 9.33(-08) 6.14(-02) 8.97(-03) 1.19(+02)  8.53(+01)
3 1.34(-06) 1.72(-07) 1.41(-04) 1.55(-05) 1.04(-01) 1.64(-02) 1.19(+02)  8.81(+01)
10 8.02(-03) 4.11(-03) 3.48(-02) 1.77(-02) 1.01(+00) 5.53(-01) 2.00(+02) 1.22(+02)
30 | 2.82(+02)  2.10(+01) | 3.03(+02)  2.25(+01) | 5.94(+02)  4.39(+01) 8.26(+03)  5.85(+02)
6INi 1 7.69(-10) 1.52(-09) 8.36(-05) 8.41(-05) 8.00(-02) 6.68(-02) 7.16(+01) 1.38(+02)
3 6.14(-06) 5.04(-06) 5.89(-04) 3.92(-04) 1.26(-01) 1.07(-01) 8.43(+01) 1.46(+02)
10 7.35(-03) 6.84(-03) 3.15(-02) 2.99(-02) 8.26(-01) 9.93(-01) 1.73(+02) 1.79(+02)
30 | 230(+02)  2.40(+01) | 2.48(+02)  2.58(+01) | 4.86(+02)  5.02(+01) | 6.90(+03)  6.71(+02)
SITy 1 9.64(-34) 3.93(-34) 1.64(-27) 5.28(-28) 1.01(-13) 7.53(-15) 1.37(+00) 2.42(-01)
3 1.77(-12) 2.94(-13) 3.08(-10) 4.09(-11) 1.45(-05) 6.64(-07) 1.67(+01) 3.50(-01)
10 1.44(-03) 1.25(-04) 6.49(-03) 5.28(-04) 2.67(-01) 1.34(-02) L11(+02)  2.96(+00)
30 1.89(+02)  3.17(+00) | 2.03(+02)  3.40(+00) | 4.00(+02)  6.58(+00) | 5.75(+03)  8.17(+01)
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Table 7: Same as Table [@ but for °Ni, 3°Fe, % Cu, 3Co, 5'Ni, 4Cr, %*Cu, 57Co, ®3Cu and *3Ni.

A’EC
pY, =10’ pY, =108 pY, =107 pY, =10
Nuclei Ty pn-QRPA LSSM | pn-QRPA LSSM | pn-QRPA LSSM | pn-QRPA LSSM
S6Ni 1 3.39(-04) 8.11(-04) 1.33(-02) 5.31(-02) 1.36(+00) 1.18(+01) | 7.74(+02) 1.08(+03)
3 5.94(-04) 1.87(-03) 1.58(-02) 9.14(-02) 1.80(+00)  1.27(+01) | 7.89(+02) 1.10(+03)
10 9.89(-02) 2.54(-01) 4.13(-01) 1.07(+00) 1.10(+01)  2.43(+01) 1.03(+03) 1.21(+03)
30 | 6.47(+02) 1.04(+02) | 6.95(+02)  1.11(+02) 1.35(+03)  2.15(+02) 1.66(+04)  2.63(+03)
S0Fe 1 1.66(-21) 1.92(-20) 2.82(-15) 2.39(-14) 6.05(-03) 8.77(-03) 6.58(+01)  8.67(+01)
3 3.19(-09) 1.24(-08) 5.28(-07) 1.77(-06) 1.57(-02) 2.40(-02) 6.90(+01)  9.25(+01)
10 3.60(-03) 4.85(-03) 1.56(-02) 2.11(-02) 4.93(-01) 6.95(-01) 1.19(+02) 1.34(+02)
30 [ 9.57(+01)  2.22(+01) 1.03(+02)  2.38(+01) | 2.01(+02)  4.63(+01) | 2.76(+03)  6.00(+02)
05Cu 1 1.10(-12) 2.91(-13) 4.25(-07) 1.96(-07) 3.30(-01) 5.81(-02) 1.44(+02)  3.43(+01)
3 3.81(-06) 9.16(-07) 4.30(-04) 8.63(-05) 4.16(-01) 6.82(-02) 1.67(+02)  3.57(+01)
10 3.33(-02) 5.25(-03) 1.44(-01) 2.19(-02) 3.86(+00) 5.08(-01) 426(+02)  6.00(+01)
30 | 7.31(+02) 1.56(+01) | 7.85(+02) 1.68(+01) 1.53(+03)  3.24(+01) | 2.03(+04)  4.01(+02)
SCo 1 5.74(-03) 4.62(-04) 1.09(-01) 1.60(-02) 4.42(+00)  4.57(+00) | 6.93(+02)  6.73(+02)
3 8.17(-03) 7.48(-04) 1.40(-01) 2.49(-02) 5.41(+00)  5.07(+00) 8.00(+02)  6.81(+02)
10 1.91(-01) 1.11(-01) 7.80(-01) 4.74(-01) 1.65(+01) 1.24(+01) 1.10+03)  7.91(+02)
30 | 7.87(+02)  7.14(+01) | 8.45(+02)  7.67(+01) 1.63(+03)  1.49(+02) 1.97(+04) 1.86(+03)
STNi 1 7.62(-03) 6.92(-04) 1.11(-01) 2.44(-02) 2.98(+00)  7.26(+00) | 2.21(+02)  8.97(+02)
3 1.50(-02) 1.32(-03) 2.07(-01) 4.35(-02) 4.92(+00)  7.82(+00) | 3.04(+02)  8.97(+02)
10 1.57(-01) 1.50(-01) 6.21(-01) 6.41(-01) 1.03(+01) 1.65(+01) | 5.46(+02)  9.89(+02)
30 | 4.74(+02)  9.16(+01) | 5.09(+02)  9.84(+01) | 9.91(+02) 1.91(+02) 1.30(+04)  2.37(+03)
Scr 1 1.92(-35) 2.11(-36) 3.24(-29) 3.00(-30) 2.05(-15) 1.82(-17) 5.30(+01)  5.25(+00)
3 7.93(-13) 1.93(-13) 1.37(-10) 2.86(-11) 6.35(-06) 5.66(-07) 5.62(+01)  5.94(+00)
10 1.11(-03) 2.59(-04) 4.98(-03) 1.12(-03) 2.00(-01) 3.48(-02) 1.05(+02) 1.41(+01)
30 | 7.33(+01)  7.00(+00) | 7.89(+01)  7.52(+00) 1.55(+02) 1.46(+01) | 2.25(+03) 1.85(+02)
®4Cu 1 1.11(-10) 9.23(-04) 6.12(-06) 1.84(-02) 3.83(-01) 6.90(-01) 3.17(+02) 1.35(+02)
3 1.51(-05) 5.96(-04) 1.29(-03) 1.17(-02) 9.12(-01) 5.24(-01) 5.11(+02) 1.29(+02)
10 9.48(-02) 1.33(-02) 4.06(-01) 5.61(-02) 1.08(+01)  1.40(+00) 1.19(+03) 1.62(+02)
30 | 8.11(+02) 1.98(+01) | 8.71(+02)  2.13(+01) 1.70(+03)  4.16(+01) | 2.28(+04)  5.61(+02)
ST¢Co 1 1.86(-05) 1.27(-05) 2.03(-03) 5.18(-04) 6.07(-01) 2.80(-01) 2.79(+02)  2.70(+02)
3 1.38(-04) 2.90(-05) 5.37(-03) 9.51(-04) 7.00(-01) 3.85(-01) 2.70(+02)  2.76(+02)
10 3.18(-02) 2.42(-02) 1.33(-01) 1.02(-01) 321(+00)  2.94(+00) | 3.78(+02)  3.51(+02)
30 | 3.87(+02)  4.36(+01) | 4.17(+02)  4.68(+01) | 8.11(+02)  9.10(+01) 1.06(+04) 1.17(+03)
03Cu 1 3.11(-06) 5.74(-06) 2.18(-03) 1.28(-03) 1.13(+00) 2.28(-01) 3.48(+02) 1.08(+02)
3 1.96(-04) 4.20(-05) 1.05(-02) 2.18(-03) 1.64(+00) 2.48(-01) 4.07(+02) 1.12(+02)
10 9.31(-02) 9.68(-03) 3.93(-01) 4.10(-02) 9.59(+00)  1.09(+00) | 7.71(+02) 1.60(+02)
30 1.02(+03)  2.22(+01) 1.10(+03)  2.39(+01) | 2.13(+03)  4.66(+01) | 2.69(+04)  6.30(+02)
S8Ni 1 6.12(-06) 2.85(-10) 3.81(-03) 7.18(-05) 5.82(-01) 9.10(-01) 3.44(+02)  4.06(+02)
3 8.95(-05) 7.35(-06) 5.65(-03) 6.95(-04) 6.37(-01) 1.14(+00) | 3.52(+02)  4.13(+02)
10 3.01(-02) 4.30(-02) 1.28(-01) 1.85(-01) 3.46(+00)  5.46(+00) | 4.76(+02)  5.19(+02)
30 [ 2.86(+02)  5.74(+01) | 3.08(+02)  6.17(+01) | 6.00(+02)  1.20(+02) | 7.83(+03) 1.51(+03)
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Table 8: The comparison of computed bd rates (A??) for 4°Sc, °Co, %3Co, °Sc, 3*Mn, >*Mn,
64Co, 4°Ca, >Mn and *8Cr, with LSSM calculation [[L7], as a function of pY, and Ty values. The
units of Ty, pY, and A% are GK, g/cm? and s~ ! respectively.

ﬂ,bd
pY, =107 pY, =10% pY, =10’ pY, =100
Nuclei Ty pn-QRPA LSSM | pn-QRPA LSSM | pn-QRPA LSSM | pn-QRPA LSSM
Psc 1 4.76(-03) 1.23(-04) 4.36(-05) 8.91(-07) 1.28(-17) 2.18(-20) 1.55(-47)  2.32(-47)
3 8.07(-02) 1.42(-04) 1.58(-02) 1.12(-05) 1.26(-06) 3.59(-09) 1.26(-16)  4.74(-17)
10 7.10(-01) 1.05(-02) 472(-01) 9.46(-03) 3.16(-02) 3.80(-03) 2.69(-05) 1.77(-05)
30 | 3.06(+00) 1.69(-01) 3.01(+00) 1.66(-01) 2.36(+00) 1.43(-01) 3.59(-01)  3.14(-02)
65Co 1 6.75(-01) 5.14(-01) 5.00(-01) 3.79(-01) 3.89(-02) 2.89(-02) 7.83(-28)  3.50(-27)
3 9.12(-01) 5.45(-01) 6.90(-01) 4.10(-01) 7.45(-02) 4.37(-02) 8.38(-11)  4.52(-10)
10 | 1.70(+00)  1.72(+00) 1.48(+00)  1.56(+00) 4.20(-01) 6.55(-01) 8.18(-04)  3.01(-03)
30 | 1.54(+01)  2.08(+00) | 1.52(+01)  2.06(+00) 125(+01)  1.76(+00) | 2.25(+00)  3.89(-01)
63Co 1 3.38(-02) 2.24(-02) 1.23(-02) 8.39(-03) 6.12(-10) 1.91(-10) 8.09(-40)  8.79(-39)
3 6.52(-02) 2.49(-02) 3.05(-02) 1.10(-02) 3.81(-05) 5.24(-05) 455(-15)  8.00(-14)
10 1.60(-01) 3.03(-01) 1.23(-01) 2.65(-01) 1.56(-02) 8.49(-02) 1.74(-05)  2.24(-04)
30 | 222(+00)  9.71(-01) 2.18(+00)  9.57(-01) 1.74(+00)  8.07(-01) 2.69(-01) 1.64(-01)
0S¢ 1 6.81(-02) 7.05(-03) 5.12(-03) 3.09(-03) 6.12(-15) 2.33(-05) 5.09(-44)  8.99(-24)
3 1.15(+00) 1.22(-02) 2.28(-01) 7.06(-03) 1.69(-05) 4.95(-04) 1.79(-15)  5.73(-10)
10 | 4.45(+00) 1.72(-01) 2.98(+00) 1.58(-01) 2.19(-01) 7.57(-02) 1.93(-04)  5.90(-04)
30 | 1.96(+01)  6.68(-01) 191(+01)  6.61(-01) 1.44(+01)  5.74(-01) 1.76(+00)  1.39(-01)
9Mn 1 1.95(-01) 9.79(-02) 7.91(-02) 6.05(-02) 4.33(-04) 3.72(-04) 2.84(-32) 3.26(-31)
3 2.59(-01) 1.01(-01) 1.26(-01) 6.49(-02) 2.94(-03) 1.59(-03) 1.81(-12) 1.59(-11)
10 | 1.06(+00)  4.99(-01) 8.61(-01) 4.50(-01) 1.69(-01) 1.86(-01) 3.33(-04) 1.14(-03)
30 | 1.07(+01)  1.99(+00) 1.05(+01)  1.97(+00) | 8.85(+00)  1.71(+00) 1.93(+00)  4.25(-01)
53Mn 1 6.67(-31) 7.80(-29) 3.67(-34) 1.11(-33) 8.18(-48) 1.75(-46) 9.42(-78)  3.58(-76)
3 2.50(-12) 6.47(-12) 1.29(-13) 4.99(-13) 3.44(-18) 7.28(-17) 3.33(-28) 1.21(-26)
10 3.05(-05) 1.09(-04) 2.03(-05) 7.93(-05) 2.73(-06) 9.82(-06) 1.14(-08) 1.40(-08)
30 | 4.93(-01) 1.96(-02) 4.86(-01) 1.92(-02) 4.17(-01) 1.57(-02) 9.42(-02)  2.99(-03)
64Co 1 1.63(-01) 1.73(+00) 7.96(-02) 1.42(+00) 1.50(-06) 3.40(-01) 254(-36)  4.47(-21)
3 4.05(-01) 8.07(-01) 2.30(-01) 6.56(-01) 1.47(-03) 1.55(-01) 201(-13)  5.87(-09)
10 9.62(-01) 8.61(-01) 7.71(-01) 7.80(-01) 1.24(-01) 3.24(-01) 1.52(-04) 1.60(-03)
30 | 535(+00)  1.35(+00) | 5.24(+00)  1.33(+00) | 4.17(+00)  1.14(+00) 6.19(-01)  2.56(-01)
PCa 1 3.05(-03) 8.13(-04) 1.75(-03) 1.82(-05) 1.09(-07) 4.90(-17) 3.44(-33) 1.05(-30)
3 1.26(-02) 9.75(-04) 7.60(-03) 1.21(-04) 8.05(-05) 2.11(-06) 8.95(-13)  2.43(-11)
10 3.48(-01) 1.79(-01) 3.13(-01) 1.67(-01) 1.22(-01) 9.29(-02) 3.81(-04) 1.05(-03)
30 1.27(+01)  6.46(-01) 1.25(+01)  6.38(-01) 1.07(+01)  5.60(-01) 2.48(+00)  1.41(-01)
55Mn 1 8.13(-13) 1.29(-13) 1.28(-17) 3.87(-17) 2.96(-30) 4.38(-29) 7.11(-60) 1.43(-58)
3 6.18(-08) 2.92(-07) 5.74(-09) 4.36(-08) 2.82(-12) 3.17(-11) 8.09(-22)  7.29(-21)
10 8.75(-04) 4.19(-03) 7.01(-04) 3.33(-03) 1.41(-04) 5.92(-04) 2.08(-07)  9.82(-07)
30 | 4.12(-01) 1.29¢-01) 4.05(-01) 1.27(-01) 3.25(-01) 1.05(-01) 5.09(-02) 1.96(-02)
3BCr 1 1.11(-01) 9.35(-02) 4.35(-02) 2.56(-02) 6.71(-10) 4.40(-09) 5.47(-38)  3.95(-36)
3 1.14(-01) 9.10(-02) 4.94(-02) 3.26(-02) 3.14(-05) 1.26(-04) 1.06(-13)  2.66(-12)
10 5.15(-01) 4.39(-01) 4.48(-01) 3.94(-01) 1.59(-01) 1.64(-01) 6.78(-04) 1.13(-03)
30 | 830(+00)  1.58(+00) | 8.18(+00)  1.56(+00) | 7.00(+00)  1.36(+00) 1.57(+00)  3.37(-01)
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Table 9: Same as Table ] but for ¢! Fe, 1 Ti, 31Sc, *>’Fe, 3’ Cr, 3Cr, %2Fe, 3’Mn, >’Co and *>Ti.

ﬂ,bd
pY, =10’ pY, =108 pY, =107 pY, =101
Nuclei Ty pn-QRPA LSSM | pn-QRPA LSSM | pn-QRPA LSSM | pn-QRPA LSSM

0TFe 1 6.14(-03) 2.95(-03) 1.80(-03) 6.84(-04) 8.95(-09) 2.54(-09) 1.01(-37) 8.89(-37)
3 2.87(-02) 6.34(-03) 1.34(-02) 2.77(-03) 7.91(-05) 5.15(-05) 3.76(-14) 2.40(-13)

10 1.15(-01) 1.43(-01) 9.40(-02) 1.28(-01) 2.24(-02) 4.67(-02) 5.96(-05) 1.67(-04)

30 7.46(+00) 6.75(-01) 7.36(+00) 6.65(-01) 6.21(+00) 5.68(-01) 1.26(+00) 1.23(-01)

Sty 1 1.80(-03) 1.25(-03) 7.14(-05) 2.34(-05) 2.47(-15) 5.51(-16) 1.32(-44) 1.92(-44)
3 336(-03)  1.62(-03) | 7.08(-04)  238(-04) | 1.64-06)  581(-07) | 3.55(-16)  1.26(-15)

10 1.07(-01) 6.14(-02) 8.91(-02) 5.35(-02) 1.89(-02) 1.80(-02) 2.40(-05) 6.97(-05)

30 4.05(+00) 4.46(-01) 3.98(+00) 4.40(-01) 3.21(+00) 3.76(-01) 5.02(-01) 8.22(-02)

5TSc 1 6.71(-04)  522(-02) | 3.96(-04)  2.64(-02) | 479(-06)  755(-05) | 1.72(-26)  5.92(-25)
3 5.11(-01) 5.35(-02) 3.50(-01) 2.90(-02) 1.74(-02) 6.08(-04) 8.18(-11) 9.73(-10)

10 | 538+00)  1.94(-01) | 4.55(+00)  1.78(-01) | 1.06(+00)  9.20(-02) | 1.70(-03)  1.37(-03)

30 1.07(+02) 7.36(-01) 1.05(+02) 7.29(-01) 8.63(+01) 6.43(-01) 1.51(+01) 1.74(-01)

STFe 1 1.86(-15) 5.05(-16) 2.34(-20) 3.30(-20) 5.69(-34) 1.33(-31) 6.53(-64) 3.56(-61)
3| 238:08)  3.69-08) | 8.81(-10)  7.43(-09) | 2.68(-14)  7.73(-12) | 2.61(-24)  1.46(-21)

10 9.62(-05) 2.75(-03) 7.06(-05) 2.17(-03) 9.20(-06) 3.61(-04) 1.05(-08) 5.24(-07)

30 1.48(-01) 9.42(-02) 1.45(-01) 9.27(-02) 1.16(-01) 7.57(-02) 1.76(-02) 1.36(-02)

5TCr 1 1.19(-01)  328(-02) | 755(-02)  186(-02) | 2.87(-04)  124(-04) | 805(-33)  2.68(-31)
3 1.40(-01) 3.82(-02) 9.25(-02) 2.28(-02) 2.48(-03) 9.46(-04) 1.58(-12) 2.32(-11)

10 3.94(-01) 3.44(-01) 3.37(-01) 3.13(-01) 9.12(-02) 1.37(-01) 1.77(-04) 8.89(-04)

30 | 6.84+00)  125(+00) | 6.75+00)  1.23(+00) | 5.61(+00)  1.07(+00) | 1.06(+00)  2.62(-01)

Ser 1 1.11(-03) 2.39(-03) 1.04(-04) 2.70(-04) 5.35(-15) 1.82(-15) 9.57(-45) 1.15(-43)
3 4.84(-03) 2.29(-03) 1.43(-03) 5.71(-04) 1.09(-06) 1.40(-06) 1.57(-16) 2.09(-15)

10 | 484(-02)  8.04(-02) | 3.82(-02)  7.01(-02) | 627(-03)  222(-02) | 7.26(-06)  6.85(-05)

30 1.45(+00) 6.49(-01) 1.42(+00) 6.40(-01) 1.15(+00) 5.42(-01) 1.88(-01) 1.14(-01)

2Fe 1 1.10(-03)  625(-03) | 627(:05)  5.11(:05) | 9.71(-18)  2.54(-15) | 9.25(-45)  3.60(-43)
3 1.25(-03) 7.74(-03) 1.68(-04) 1.21(-03) 1.49(-07) 8.93(-06) 6.00(-16) 1.62(-14)

10 1.34(-01) 3.21(-01) 1.12(-01) 2.82(-01) 3.24(-02) 9.40(-02) 1.58(-04) 2.79(-04)

30 | 5.47(+00)  124(+00) | 5.40(+00)  122(+00) | 4.59(+00)  1.03(+00) | 1.04(+00)  2.14(-01)

5TMn 1 548(-03)  470(-03) | 7.78(-04)  547(-04) | 401(-15)  459(-15) | 149(-44)  1.46(-43)
3 9.23(-03) 4.83(-03) 2.32(-03) 1.11(-03) 3.15(-07) 1.99(-06) 1.11(-16) 1.69(-15)

10 | 298-02)  1.05(-01) | 2.14(-02)  899(-02) | 2.88(-03)  2.52(-02) | 7.05(-06)  6.64(-05)

30 2.23(+00) 7.36(-01) 2.20(+00) 7.24(-01) 1.83(+00) 6.11(-01) 3.47(-01) 1.26(-01)

57Co 1 143(28)  L71(26) | 1.06(:33)  520(31) | 938(-47)  2.74(-44) | 1.08(-76)  4.63(-74)
30| 294¢13)  T41CID | 292¢14)  481¢-12) | 1.04(-18)  3.06(-16) | 1.01(-28)  4.38(-26)

10 | 857(-:07)  2.01(-04) | 526(-07)  1.36(-04) | 2.83(-08)  130(-05) | 224(-11)  1.77(-08)

30 | 1.96(-03)  1.82(-02) | 191(-03)  1.79(-02) | 1.46(-03)  146(-02) | 1.83(-04)  2.79(-03)

3T 1 769(-03)  134-02) | 475(-03)  3.89(-03) | 2.74(-05)  4.00(-06) | 748(-32)  1.50(-31)
3 1.39(-02) 1.95(-02) 9.46(-03) 8.61(-03) 9.59(-04) 5.43(-04) 1.13(-11) 3.10(-11)

10 1.32(+00) 3.79(-01) 1.19(+00) 3.48(-01) 4.56(-01) 1.65(-01) 1.29(-03) 1.52(-03)

30 2.66(+01) 1.15(+00) 2.62(+01) 1.14(+00) 2.20(+01) 9.95(-01) 4.23(+00) 2.55(-01)
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Figure 1: Calculated mass fractions for selected nuclei, as a function of Y, and p, at fixed core
temperature. The units of p and Ty are g/cm? and GK, respectively. The mass fractions are shown
in log scale.
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Figure 2: Calculated mass fractions for selected nuclei, as a function of ¥, and To, at fixed stellar
density. The units of Ty and p are GK and g/cm?, respectively. The mass fractions are shown in
log scale.
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