arXiv:2310.01116v1 [nucl-th] 2 Oct 2023

EPJ manuscript No. (will be inserted by the editor)

Shell-model study of β^+/EC-decay half-lives for Z = 21 − 30 nuclei

Vikas Kumar^{1a}, Praveen C. Srivastava^{2b}

1Department of Physics, Institute of Science, Banaras Hindu University Varanasi, Varanasi - 221 005, INDIA 2Department of Physics, Indian Institute of Technology Roorkee, Roorkee 247 667, INDIA

October 3, 2023

Abstract. In the present work, we have reported β^+/EC-decay half-lives for Z = 21 − 30 nuclei using large-scale shell-model. A recent study shows that some proton-rich nuclei in this region belong to the island of inversion. We have performed calculations for these nuclei using KB3G effective interaction, while for Ni, Cu, and Zn nuclei we have used JUN45 effective interaction in the f_{5/2}pg_{9/2} model space. The calculated quenching factors for fp and f_{5/2}pg_{9/2} space using KB3G and JUN45 effective interactions are also reported. Shell-model results of β-decay half-lives, excitation energies, logft values, and branching fractions are discussed and compared with the available experimental data. We have obtained a reasonable agreement with the available data.

PACS. 21.60.Cs Shell model, 23.40.-s β-decay

1 Introduction

The recent development of radioactive ion facilities opens opportunities to study nuclei away from the stability lines, these nuclei may decay by different modes of beta decay. Thus, it is important to study these nuclei theoretically using novel approaches. Recently, beta decay properties using ab initio theory were reported in Ref. [1]. It is still very challenging to study nuclei in the entire region of the nuclear chart using an ab initio approach, thus study of these nuclei using a large-scale shell model is very important. A weak sub-shell effect at N=40 in the Cu isotopes is obtained in [2]. Recchia et al. [3] reported sub-shell closure in Co isotopes toward the N=40 and the new island of inversion. The recent studies in [4,5,6,7,8,9,10,11,12] show the coexistence of normal and intruder configurations in neutron rich nuclei around N=40 shell gap. Due to the emergence of a new island of inversion and sub-shell closure around N=40 the nuclear structure study including β-decay properties of these nuclei is very important [13, 14,15,16]. Recently, shell-model results for neutron capture rates for several nuclei including Cr and Ni chains are reported in Ref. [17].

The experimental β-decay half-lives of^{41,42}Sc nuclei are reported in [18,19]. The spectrum of γ-rays following the β-decay of^{43}Sc has been measured and reported in [20]. Sarriguren et al. [21] studied stellar electron-capture rates for fp shell nuclei using quasiparticle random-phase approximation. In [22], the half-lives of^{42}Sc,^{46}V,^{50}Mn, and^{54}Co nuclei are reported. The ground-state β^+-decay

a vikasphysics@bhu.ac.in b praveen.srivastava@ph.iitr.ac.in of^{42}Ti has been investigated and the half-life, branching ratios, and logft values are reported in [23]. The beta decay of^{43}Ti to its mirror nucleus^{43}Sc has been studied up to 5 MeV excitation energy in [24]. First time, observations of non-analog 0^+→0^+ branches in^{38m}K,^{46}V,^{50}Mn, and^{54}Co are reported in [25]. The β-delayed proton radioactivity of proton-rich nuclei^{44}Cr,^{47}Mn,^{48,49}Fe and 50Co are studied in [26]. In Dossat et al [27], a series of experiments at the SISSI/LISE3 facility of GANIL was conducted for long time and they reported β-decay halflife and their total β-delayed proton emission branching ratio of 26 nuclei between^{36}Ca and^{56}Zn. Orrigo et al [28] reported the half-lives and the total β-delayed proton emission branching ratios of three proton-rich nuclei with T_z = -2, namely^{48}Fe,^{52}Ni, and^{56}Zn, produced at GANIL. The β^+-decay study of T_z =-1 nuclei^{54}Ni,^{50}Fe, 46Cr, and^{42}Ti produced in fragmentation reactions at GSI is reported by Molina et al [29]. The first time the β-decay half-life of^{58}Zn has been determined at the ISOLDE online separator facility at CERN in [30]. In [31], half-lives and γ-ray intensities of^{64}Cu and^{68}Ga were measured at IFIN-HH.

In the last few years, many experiments have been performed around the globe using RIB facilities for the measurement of β-decay half-lives, logft values, branching ratios, etc. in fp and f_{5/2}pg_{9/2} shell nuclei, many of them are neutron rich nuclei and belongs to the island of inversion. A systematic theoretical estimate for β^+-decay half-lives of neutron rich nuclei is needed despite the progress in the experimental side. Motivated with these recent data, in the present work we have performed a systematic shellmodel (SM) study of β-decay half-lives, excitation energies, logft values, and branching fractions for Z = 21 − 30 nuclei. In the present work, our SM calculations are based on allowed Fermi and GT-transitions. Previously, SM calculations for the β^−-decays of fp and fpg shell nuclei are reported by us in Ref. [4].

This paper is organized as follows. In section 2, the theoretical formulas for β decay half-lives calculations are discussed. Shell model spaces, effective interactions and the quenching factor calculations are reported in section 3. In section 4, the theoretical results along with the experimental data are discussed. Finally, in section 5 the summary and conclusions are drawn.

2 Formalism for β-decay half-lives

In all three different types of β-decay processes, the mass number A of the parent nucleus remains unchanged, only the atomic number Z changes by one unit. The β-decay selection rules permit all those transitions which are inside the energy window defined by Q-value from the ground state of the parent nucleus to different excited states of the daughter nucleus. The transition probability T_{f i} is related to the half-life of β-decay as

t_{1/2} = ln2 T_{f i} . (1)

The resulting expression for total decay half-life of a combined β^+ and electron-capture (EC) transition, denoted by β^+/EC, is given by

f_0t_{1/2} = [ f^{(+)}_0 + f^{(EC)}_0 ] t_{1/2} = κ [g^2_A ∗ B(GT ) + B(F )] , (2) where, g_A (= 1.270) represents the axial-vector coupling constant of the weak interactions and f_0 represents the phase-space factor, sometimes also called the Fermi integral. The B(F) and B(GT) are the Fermi and Gamow–Teller reduced transition probabilities, respectively. the latest updated value of κ is taken from [32] κ ≡ 2π^3ℏ^7ln2 m^5_ec^4(G_F cosθ_C )^2

= 6289s, (3)

where, the θ_C is the Cabibbo angle.

The Fermi reduced transition probability B(F ) is given by B(F ) ≡ g^2_V 2J_i + 1

|M_F |^2, (4)

where, g_V (= 1.0) represents the vector coupling constant of the weak interaction and M_F is the Fermi matrix element.

The Gamow-Teller reduced transition probability B(GT ) is given by B(GT ) = ⟨στ ⟩^2. (5) In the above expression, the nuclear matrix element for the Gamow-Teller operator is given by ⟨στ ⟩ = ⟨f|| ∑ k σ^kτ^k_±||i⟩ √ 2J_i + 1

, (6) where initial and final states are represented by the quantum numbers i and f, respectively. ± refers to β^± decay, τ_± =^1_2 (τ_x + iτ_y) with τ_+p = n, τ_−n = p, and J_i is the total angular momentum of the initial-state. The sum in Eq. 6 runs over all the nucleons.

For β^∓ decay, the phase-space factor is given by

f^{(∓)}_0 = ∫_{E0} 1 F_0(±Z_f , ϵ)pϵ(E_0 − ϵ)^2 dϵ, (7)

where, F_0 is called Fermi function and ϵ ≡ E_e m_ec^2

, E_0 ≡ E_i − E_f m_ec^2 , p ≡ √ ϵ^2 − 1, (8)

where E_e is the total energy of the emitted electron/positron and E_i and E_f are the energies of the initial and final nuclear state.

The phase-space factor for the electron capture [33] is given by f^{(EC)} 0 = 2π(αZ_i)^3(ϵ_0 + E_0)^2, (9)

where ϵ_0 ≡ 1 − 1 2 (αZ_i)^2, (10)

and α is the fine-structure constant, α =^1_{137} . The simple non-relativistic s-electron wave function was assumed in Eq. 10. This approximation is valid when αZ_i ≪1. For Z_i < 40 this approximation holds good. In a non-relativistic approximation the Fermi function F_0 can be written as Primakoff-Rosen approximation [34]

F_0(Z_f , ϵ) ≈ ϵ p F^{(P R)}_0 (Z_f ). (11)

F^{(P R)}_0 (Z_f ) = 2παZ_f 1 − e^{−2παZf} . (12)

This leads to the phase-space factor for β^+ - decay

f^{(+)}_0 ≈ 1 30 (E^5_0 − 10E^2_0 + 15E_0 − 6)F^{(P R)}_0 (−Z_f ). (13)

The endpoint energy E_0 can be extract by using the following relation

E_0 = Q_{EC} − m_ec^2 m_ec^2

. (14)

The experimental β -decay Q_{EC} values are taken from [35].

Usually, ft values are large so expressed in terms of ‘log ft values’. The logft ≡ log_{10}(f_0t_{1/2}[s]).

The total half-life can be calculated with the help of the partial half-life (t_i) of the daughter state i using the following expression:

t_{1/2} = ( ∑ i 1 t_i )_{−1} . (15)

The expression for the partial half-life of the allowed β-decay is taken from [33].

The branching ratio b_r is related to partial half-life t_i and the total half-life t_{1/2} of the allowed β-decay as

t_i = t_{1/2} b_r . (16)

3 Shell model Hamiltonian and quenching factor

In the present work, for Z = 21−30 nuclei we used KB3G [36] and JUN45 [37] effective interactions for shell model calculations. The shell model code NuShellX@MSU [38] is used for the diagonalization of energy matrices.

We have reported β-decay half-lives for nuclei in two different model spaces using two different effective interactions KB3G and JUN45. The mass dependence and original monopole changes in KB3 are known as KB3G effective interaction [36]. The idea behind this is to treat properly the N = Z = 28 shell closure and its surroundings. The single-particle energies are taken to be -8.6000, -6.6000, -4.6000, and -2.1000 MeV for the f_{7/2}, p_{3/2}, p_{1/2} and f_{5/2} orbits, respectively for KB3G effective interaction.

Honma et al [37] developed JUN45 effective interaction for f_{5/2}pg_{9/2} model space. The JUN45 interaction is a realistic interaction that is based on Bonn-C potential. Further, this interaction is fitted by 400 experimental data (binding and excitation energies) with mass numbers A = 63 - 96. For JUN45 interaction the single-particle energies are taken to be -9.8280, -8.7087, -7.8388, and -6.2617 MeV for the p_{3/2}, f_{5/2}, p_{1/2}, and g_{9/2} orbits, respectively. A large number of experimental data are taken for fitting around N = 50 shell closure. The full-fledged shell-model calculations have been performed for all transitions.

The matrix element M(GT ) [39] can be defined in terms of reduced transition probability B(GT ), by follow- ing M(GT ) = [(2J_i + 1)B(GT )]^{1/2}, (17)

where J_i represents the total angular momentum of the initial state. The matrix element M(GT ) is normalized to the “expected” total strength W in order to get effective axial-vector coupling constant g_A, W is defined as W = { |g_A/g_V |[(2J_i + 1)3|N_i − Z_i|]^{1/2}, forN_i ≠ Z_i, |g_A/g_V |[(2J_f + 1)3|N_f − Z_f |]^{1/2}, forN_i = Z_i, (18) The matrix elements R(GT ) are defined as R(GT ) = M(GT )/W. (19) The theoretical versus experimental R(GT ) values are plotted in Fig. 1. From table 2, the experimental logft values are used to get the R(GT )_{Expt}.

The theoretically calculated Gamow-Teller strengths on the basis of model independent Ikeda sum rule “3(N- Z)” are larger than observed values, so we needed a quenching factor (q) for a particular model space. The average of all the ratios between experimental and theoretical

R(GT ) values give the quenching factor (q) for a given model space. The straight line in Fig. 1 gives the average quenching factor. In the present work, we have obtained two different quenching factors: q = 0.719 ± 0.050 for pf space using KB3G interaction, and q = 0.743 ± 0.030 for f_{5/2}pg_{9/2} space using JUN45 interaction. Fig. 1 shows that a few data points are notably away from the straight line, we marked those data points by^AX. There are four data points in fp space and eight data points in f_{5/2}pg_{9/2} space which are away from the straight line. After excluding these data points we get the quenching factor q = 0.669 ± 0.020 and q = 0.768 ± 0.030 for pf and f_{5/2}pg_{9/2} space, respectively.

4 Results and discussions

The computed Phase Space Factors (PSF) for β^+/EC decay along with log(f^{(+)}_0 + f^{(EC)}_0 ) values are given in table 1. For higher Q value, the relation f^{(+)}_0 ≫f^{(EC)}_0 and the half-life of a β^+/EC transition is determined by the β^+ decay. For small decay energies the electron-capture dominates as reflected from the table. We have calculated f^{(+)}_0 and f^{(EC)}_0 for small decay energies and compared them in table 1. We considered the calculated log(f^{(+)}_0 + f^{(EC)}_0 ) values using Eq. 7 in our shell model calculations for 13 nuclei (^{43}Sc,^{45}Ti,^{53}Fe,^{55}Co,^{57}Co,^{58}Co,^{56}Ni,^{57}Ni,^{61}Cu, 64Cu,^{60}Zn,^{62}Zn and^{65}Zn) where f^{(EC)}_0 were significant. The shell model results of half-lives and branching ratios are improved for these nuclei after including the dominant EC phase space factor in our calculations.

The theoretical shell-model (SM) results of excitation energies as well as β-decay properties such as logft values, and branching percentages of the concerned nuclei are compared with the experimental data in table 2. Columns 3 and 4 represent the theoretical and experimental excitation energies, respectively of each state associated with the β^+ - decays. Columns 5 and 6 represent quenched theoretical and experimental logft values, respectively. The theoretical logft values are quenched by quenching factor q = 0.719 for fp space and q = 0.743 for f_{5/2}pg_{9/2} space, respectively. The theoretical and experimental branching fractions are listed in columns 7 and 8, respectively. The theoretical results of excitation energies, logft values, and the branching ratios are in reasonable agreement with the experimental data.

Table 3 represents the comparison of theoretical and experimental β-decay half-lives of concerned nuclei. The experimental β-decay Q values, I_β+ +I_ϵ decay probabilities and theoretical quenched ∑ B(GT ) values are also reported. The first and second columns represent parent and daughter nuclei, respectively. The experimental Q values are taken from [35] and listed in column 3. The theoretical quenched ∑ B(GT ) values are presented in column 4. In column 4, the quenched ∑ B(GT ) values are reported by quenching factor q = 0.719 and 0.743 for fp and f_{5/2}pg_{9/2} space, respectively, while in the small bracket, the theoretical results are quenched by quenching factor

Fig. 1. The experimental versus theoretical matrix element R(GT ) values are compared. SM calculations are based on the “free-nucleon” Gamow-Teller operator. Each transition is represented by a point in the graph. The theoretical and experimental values are taken on x, y coordinates, respectively. The data points which are away from the average quenching factor are indicated by^AX.

q = 0.669 and 0.768 for fp and f_{5/2}pg_{9/2} space, respectively. The quenched ∑ B(GT ) values are smaller with q = 0.669 than 0.719 thus the quenched half-life with q = 0.669 are a little bit larger than q = 0.719 for fp space. In the case of f_{5/2}pg_{9/2} space, the quenched ∑ B(GT ) values with quenching factor q = 0.768 are larger than q = 0.743 thus the quenched half-lives with q = 0.768 are a little bit smaller than q = 0.743 and are in general closer to the experiment.

Columns 5 and 6 present theoretical and experimental β-decays half-lives, respectively. In column 5, the quenched half-lives are reported by quenching factor q = 0.719 and 0.743 for fp and f_{5/2}pg_{9/2} space, respectively, while in the small bracket, the theoretical results are quenched by quenching factor q = 0.669 and 0.768 for fp and f_{5/2}pg_{9/2} space, respectively. Overall the quenched half-life results with q = 0.719 are closer to the experimental data for fp space while in case of f_{5/2}pg_{9/2} space, the results with q = 0.768 are closer to the experimental data. The experimental I_β+ +I_ϵ decay probabilities are presented in the last column. In our present work the ground state spin parity J^π of parent nuclei is determined using shell model for nuclei where the experiment ground state J^π is not confirmed, it is indicated by * in table 2.

For^{41}Sc,^{43}Sc,^{42}Ti nuclei experimental data are available in refs. [18,20,23] and the experimental β^+-decay half-lives for these nuclei are found to be 596.3 ± 17 ms, 3.891 ± 12 h, and 208.65 ± 80 ms, respectively, whereas the SM results with q = 0.719 are 1213.8 ms, 4.4 h and 181.8 ms, respectively. The quenched SM results are closer to the observed values. In the case of^{43}Sc, the f^{(EC)}_0 values for the transitions at 7/2^− (0 MeV) and 5/2^− (0.373 MeV) are significant compared to f^{(+)}_0 . The quenched half life is 4.4 h with q = 0.719 using computed log(f^{(+)}_0 + f^{(EC)}_0 ) values, where as without f^{(EC)}_0 the half-life is 4.6 h, also the branching ratios shifted towards experimental value after including f^{(EC)}_0 in calculation.

The half-life of^{43}Ti was found to be 509±5 ms in ref. [24] which is determined from the high-energy γ-rays of mass-separated samples, while the calculated shell model result is 1054.7 ms with q = 0.719. For^{45}Ti, the f^{(EC)}_0 is significant at the transitions 7/2^− (0 MeV), 5/2^− (0.543 MeV), 5/2^− (0.720 MeV) and 7/2^− (1.408 MeV) with log(f^{(+)}_0 + f^{(EC)}_0 ) values 0.652, -0.287, -0.614, and -0.932, respectively. The predicted half-life is 132.4 min with quenching value 0.719. The branching ratios are also improved.

The^{48,49}Fe and^{50}Co nuclei are proton-rich nuclei [26] which are produced by fragmentation of a^{58}Ni beam at 650 MeV/u with the GSI Projectile-Fragment Separator FRS. The theoretical quenched β^+-decay half-lives, quenched logft values and branching ratios of these nuclei are also calculated and compared with the experimental data. There are five transitions in^{53}Fe at 7/2^− (0 MeV), 5/2^− (0.378 MeV), 9/2^− (1.619 MeV), and 5/2^− (2.273 MeV) where the EC decay is significant. The SM result of half-life is 9.3 min with q = 0.719 which is close to the experimental value 8.51 min.

In the case of^{42}Sc →^{42}Ca,^{42}Ti →^{42}Sc,^{46}V → 46Ti,^{50}Mn →^{50}Cr,^{48}Fe →^{48}Mn,^{50}Fe →^{50}Mn,^{54}Ni →^{54}Co, and^{58}Zn →^{58}Cu transitions, the Fermi matrix elements are non-zero. So, we reported the superallowed Fermi decay for 0^+ → 0^+ transition for these nuclei and compared the calculated logft values and branching ratios with experimental data in table 3. The calculated half-lives and branching ratios of these nuclei improved after including the Fermi transition. There are notable differences observed between calculated and experimental logft values for^{53}Fe,^{55}Co and^{60}Zn decay, probably the results may be improved if we take extended model space such as fpg_{9/2}. There are six transitions observed in^{55}Co at 5/2^− (0.931 MeV), 7/2^− (1.316 MeV), 7/2^− (1.408 MeV), 5/2^− (2.144 MeV), 9/2^− (2.212 MeV), and 9/2^− (2.301 MeV) in which the EC branching ratios are significant. Our calculations in table 1 also support that

Table 1. Computed phase space factors for β^+/EC decay (considered only those nuclei in which the EC phase space factors are significant), log(f^{(+)}_0 + f^{(EC)}_0 ) values, together with experimental Q values taken from [35].

AZi(J^π )^AZ_f (J^π ) Q^{(EXP T.)} (MeV) f^{(+)}_0 f^{(EC)}_0 log(f^{(+)}_0 + f^{(EC)}_0 ) 43Sc(7/2^−)^{43}Ca(7/2^−_1 ) 2.220 7.137 0.425 0.878 43Ca(5/2^−_1 ) 1.848 1.779 0.294 0.316 45Ti(7/2^− )^{45}Sc(7/2^−_1 ) 2.062 4.063 0.421 0.652 45Sc(5/2^−_1 ) 1.519 0.288 0.228 -0.287 45Sc(5/2^−_2 ) 1.342 0.066 0.178 -0.614 45Sc(7/2^−_2 ) 1.088 0.0005 0.116 -0.933 53Fe(7/2^−)^{53}Mn(7/2^−_1 ) 3.742 174.33 2.292 2.247 53Mn(5/2^−_1 ) 3.364 92.39 1.851 1.974 53Mn(9/2^−_1 ) 2.122 4.510 0.734 0.720 53Mn(5/2^−_2 ) 1.468 0.179 0.350 -0.277 55Co(7/2^− )^{55}Fe(5/2^−_1 ) 2.521 14.546 1.161 1.196 55Fe(7/2^−_1 ) 2.135 4.581 0.831 0.733 55Fe(7/2^−_2 ) 2.043 3.313 0.761 0.610 55Fe(5/2^−_2 ) 1.308 0.039 0.310 -0.457 55Fe(9/2^−_1 ) 1.240 0.016 0.279 -0.530 55Fe(9/2^−_1 ) 1.151 0.003 0.240 -0.615 57Co(7/2^− )^{57}Fe(5/2^−_1 ) 0.699 – 0.087 -1.060 58Co(2^+)^{58}Fe(2^+_1 ) 1.497 0.216 0.407 -0.206 58Fe(2^+_2 ) 0.633 – 0.071 -1.148 56Ni(0^+)^{56}Co(1^+) 0.415 – 0.034 -1.468 57Ni(3/2^−)^{57}Co(3/2^−_1 ) 1.886 1.736 0.722 0.391 57Co(1/2^−_1 ) 1.759 0.976 0.628 0.205 57Co(3/2^−_2 ) 1.506 0.224 0.459 -0.166 57Co(5/2^−_1 ) 1.344 0.057 0.365 -0.375 61Cu(3/2^−)^{61}Ni(3/2^−_1 ) 2.238 6.087 1.131 0.858 61Ni(5/2^−_1 ) 2.171 4.900 1.064 0.775 61Ni(1/2^−_1 ) 1.955 2.241 0.862 0.491 61Ni(1/2^−_2 ) 1.582 0.359 0.563 -0.035 61Ni(5/2^−_2 ) 1.329 0.048 0.396 -0.353 61Ni(3/2^−_2 ) 1.138 0.002 0.290 -0.535 61Ni(5/2^−_3 ) 1.105 0.0007 0.273 -0.563 61Ni(3/2^−_3 ) 1.052 0.00003 0.247 -0.607 64Cu(1^+)^{64}Ni(0^+_1 ) 1.675 0.617 0.631 0.096 60Zn(0^+)^{60} Cu(1^+_1 ) 4.109 269.56 4.240 2.437 60 Cu(1^+_2 ) 3.806 172.51 3.636 2.245 60 Cu(1^+_3 ) 3.501 105.18 3.075 2.034 62Zn(0^+)^{62} Cu(1^+_1 ) 1.620 0.439 0.653 0.038 62 Cu(1^+_2 ) 1.072 0.0002 0.284 -0.547 62 Cu(1^+_3 ) 0.983 – 0.238 -0.623 65Zn(5/2^−)^{65}Cu(3/2^−_1 ) 1.352 0.059 0.453 -0.291

the f^{(EC)}_0 is significant for these transitions. After using the calculated log(f^{(+)}_0 + f^{(EC)}_0 ) values the SM result of half-life is 9.9 h with q = 0.719, where as without the f^{(EC)} 0 , the SM result is 1.36 h. In case of^{57}Co, 99.8% EC transition is observed at 5/2^−_1 (0.136 MeV) with half-life 271.7 d. The calculated f^{(EC)}_0 > f^{(+)}_0 and the calculated SM results with quenching factor 0.719 is 275.1 d which is close to the experimental value 271.74 d. In case of^{58}Co the dominant EC transitions are observed, our calculations also show that f^{(EC)}_0 is dominating over f^{(+)}_0 , using log(f^{(+)}_0 + f^{(EC)}_0 ) from table 1 the SM half-life is 45.0 d with q = 0.719.

In^{56}Ni decay, the 100% EC transition was observed at 1^+ (1.720 MeV) with logft = 4.40. When the Q values of the EC transition are less than the electron rest mass energy the endpoint energy E_0 becomes negative and the β^+ mode cannot exist. As in table 1, the f^{(+)}_0 is negative for^{56}Ni decay (indicated by “–”) with f^{(EC)}_0 = 0.034. The calculated half-life is 6.9 d by considering only EC transition which is very close to the experimental value 6.07 d.

In case of^{61}Cu we computed and compared PSF for EC and β^+-decay and reported the half-life 2.8 h with q = 0.719 which is close to the experimental value 3.336 h. Similarly we computed f^{(EC)}_0 and f^{(+)}_0 for^{64}Cu and

Table 2. The theoretical excitation energies, logft values, and branching ratios of β^+-decays of the concerned nuclei are compared with the experimental values. Where the experimental ground state energy and parity J^π of the parent nucleus is uncertain is indicated by an asterisk. In the last column, the references of the experimental data are given.

Ex. energy (keV) logft value Branching (%) AZi(J^π )^AZ_f (J^π ) Theo. Expt. Theo. Expt. Theo. Expt. Ref.

41Sc(7/2^−)^{41}Ca(7/2^− ) 0 0 3.768 3.452 99.97 99.96 [18] 41Ca(5/2^− ) 6500 2575 3.643 5.830 0.027 0.023 42Sc(0^+)^{42}Ca(1^+) 9068 – 3.969 – 37.32 – 43Sc(7/2^−)^{43}Ca(7/2^− ) 0 0 5.240 5.04 69.67 77.54 [35] 43Ca(5/2^− ) 216 373 5.113 4.98 25.57 22.53 3425 1931 5.527 5.68 4.75 0.02 42Ti(0^+)^{42}Sc(1^+) 342 611 3.216 3.495 80.23 56.06 [23] 42Sc(1^+) 4111 1888 4.694 4.80 0.03 0.41 43Ti(7/2^− )^{43}Sc(7/2^−) 0 0 3.888 3.554 88.03 90.28 [24] 3115 1408 6.145 5.130 0.015 0.67 43Sc(5/2^−) 2162 845 3.833 4.78 11.93 2.6 3740 2288 6.763 3.85 0.001 4.6 4309 2335 5.589 4.91 0.004 0.38 45Ti(7/2^− )^{45}Sc(7/2^−) 0 0 4.598 4.591 89.94 99.69 [40] 2519 1408 5.777 5.78 0.12 0.09 45Sc(5/2^−) 1533 720 6.064 6.26 0.35 0.14 45Sc(9/2^−) 1727 1662 5.275 5.55 0.001 0.06 44V((2)^{∗+})^{44}Ti(2^+) 1300 1083 4.497 4.70 70.21 32 [26] 44Ti(2^+) 3360 2530 4.628 4.56 21.72 23 45V(7/2^−)^{45}Ti(7/2^− ) 0 0 4.305 3.64 89.89 95.6 [41] 45Ti(5/2^− ) 12 40 5.701 5.0 3.57 4.3 46V(0^+)^{46}Ti(1^+) 3809 4315 4.953 5.0 6.62 0.01 [25] 47V(3/2^−)^{47}Ti(5/2^− ) 0 0 4.786 4.901 99.67 99.55 [42] 1950 2166 5.836 6.25 0.02 0.01 47Ti(3/2^− ) 1338 1550 6.576 6.08 0.02 0.04 1922 2163 5.294 5.36 0.10 0.07 2294 2548 5.913 5.77 0.01 0.01 47Ti(1/2^− ) 1848 1794 5.195 5.10 0.15 0.28 2844 2793 4.812 5.18 0.002 0.003 45Cr((7/2^−)*)^{45}V(7/2^−) 0 0 4.599 – 40.06 – [43] 2425 4800 5.250 3.68 2.83 19.6 45V(9/2^−) 1565 1322 4.685 – 16.11 – 47Cr(3/2^−)^{47}V(3/2^−) 0 0 4.535 3.70 76.11 96.1 [44] 47V(5/2^−) 3 87 5.056 5.1 22.88 3.9 48Mn(4^+)^{48}Cr(4^+) 2700 1858 5.665 5.4 8.540 5.9 [45] 4932 4428 4.352 4.6 68.32 10.0 5394 5792 7.032 3.49 0.11 58.3 49Mn(5/2^−)^{49}Cr(5/2^− ) 0 0 4.388 3.68 86.42 91.8 [35] 49Cr(7/2^− ) 280 272 5.109 4.8 13.43 5.8 2299 2504 6.324 4.3 0.14 2.3 50Mn(0^+)^{50}Cr(1^+) 3539 3628 5.004 5.14 6.41 0.056 [25] 4814 4998 6.254 5.90 0.13 0.0007 51Mn(5/2^−)^{51}Cr(7/2^− ) 0 0 5.315 5.297 99.73 99.62 [46] 1307 1557 7.099 7.09 0.06 0.007 2321 2312 5.678 5.662 0.05 0.09 51Cr(5/2^− ) 1168 1353 7.178 7.32 0.06 0.05 1971 2001 6.214 6.314 0.05 0.03 48 Fe(0^+)^{48}Mn(1^+) 90 403 4.085 3.9 33.75 42 [28] 1702 3204 5.033 4.8 2.10 1.0 2123 3495 4.056 4.5 16.9 1.8 2823 3619 4.197 4.7 9.13 0.9 3187 3713 6.974 4.6 0.01 1.3 3291 4299 4.986 4.4 1.20 1.2 3523 4399 4.626 4.5 2.49 0.9 3728 4517 4.404 4.3 3.77 1.3 3931 4755 4.374 4.4 3.68 0.8 49Fe((7/2^−)*)^{49}Mn(5/2^− ) 0 0 5.985 – 4.79 – [47] 1873 3959 5.349 5.97 9.10 1.2

Table 2. Continuation.

Ex. energy (keV) logft value Branching (%) AZi(J^π )^AZ_f (J^π ) Theo. Expt. Theo. Expt. Theo. Expt. Ref.

49Mn(7/2^−) 279 261 4.900 – 52.02 – 2298 4381 7.576 5.83 0.04 1.4 2525 4814 6.923 4.36 0.18 34.5 50Fe(0^+)^{50}Mn(1^+) 426 651 3.967 3.81 39.63 22.5 [29] 2415 2403 4.352 4.36 3.53 1.47 3119 2684 4.543 4.56 1.15 0.70 3302 3380 4.401 4.14 1.32 0.84 3539 3643 5.002 4.80 0.25 0.15 3787 4012 5.245 5.10 0.10 0.04 3898 4316 4.114 4.60 1.28 0.08 51 Fe(5/2^−)^{51}Mn(5/2^−) 0 0 4.323 3.653 82.69 93.7 [48] 51Mn(7/2^−) 265 237 5.074 4.86 12.26 5.0 51Mn(3/2^−) 1854 1825 5.627 5.32 0.98 0.49 2063 2140 5.323 5.51 1.63 0.24 2943 2914 5.189 5.54 1.50 0.10 3301 3555 5.185 5.00 0.91 0.16 53 Fe(7/2^−)^{53}Mn(7/2^−) 0 0 5.132 5.22 72.27 55.95 [49] 2409 2685 7.877 5.10 0.0002 0.01 53Mn(5/2^−) 385 378 5.276 5.06 26.84 42.09 2055 2273 6.321 4.90 0.03 0.38 2937 3126 6.515 4.50 0.002 0.14 53Mn(9/2^−) 1815 1619 6.974 5.30 0.01 1.0 3007 2946 6.673 5.10 0.002 0.05 3465 3248 5.933 4.80 0.001 0.04 50Co((6^+)*)^{50}Fe(6^+) 3151 3159 7.032 4.78 0.87 15 [50] 3739 8458 4.889 3.32 99.12 42.1 52Co((6^+)*)^{52}Fe(6^+) 4394 4326 4.331 – 58.02 – [51] 4936 5655 4.355 3.4 41.97 – 53Co((7/2^− )*)^{53}Fe(7/2^−) 0 0 4.266 3.62 87.42 94.49 [52] 53Fe(9/2^−) 1459 1328 4.652 4.44 12.57 5.6 55 Co(7/2^− )^{55}Fe(5/2^−) 946 931 5.923 6.25 67.22 51.6 [35] 2110 2144 6.346 6.69 0.56 0.55 2688 2578 7.877 7.44 0.05 0.04 55Fe(7/2^−) 1398 1316 6.114 6.725 14.95 5.6 1692 1408 5.979 5.785 15.31 36.3 55Fe(9/2^−) 2314 2212 5.937 6.110 1.22 1.86 2592 2301 6.309 5.780 0.17 3.4 57 Co(7/2^− )^{57}Fe(5/2^−) 0 136 6.286 6.450 77.25 99.80 [35] 981 706 7.877 7.70 22.74 0.17 58Co(2^+)^{58}Fe(2^+) 802 810 6.386 6.61 98.19 98.8 [35] 1789 1674 7.178 7.69 1.80 1.21 54Ni(0^+)^{54}Co(1^+) 871 936 3.899 3.84 46.07 19.8 [53] 2075 2424 5.397 5.43 0.66 0.16 2715 3376 5.555 4.67 0.28 0.37 3934 3889 5.226 4.43 0.21 0.37 4547 4293 5.250 4.46 0.10 0.21 4824 4323 4.500 4.70 0.42 0.11 4993 4543 4.912 4.46 0.13 0.15 5095 4822 3.994 4.37 0.97 0.12 5323 5202 7.275 4.88 0.0003 0.02 56Ni(0^+)^{56}Co(1^+) 1299 1720 4.308 4.40 100 100 [54] 57Ni(3/2^− )^{57}Co(3/2^− ) 1815 1377 5.583 5.64 75.90 64.5 [35] 2043 1757 6.372 6.22 3.42 5.66 57Co(1/2^− ) 1967 1504 5.991 6.05 19.34 17.04 57Co(5/2^− ) 1879 1919 6.576 5.74 3.42 12.3 2356 2133 6.415 8.13 0.001 0.03 57Cu(3/2^− )^{57}Ni(3/2^−) 0 0 3.655 3.67 83.36 89.9 [55] 57Ni(5/2^−) 1119 768 8.877 5.44 0.0002 0.94 57Ni(1/2^−) 1989 1112 3.752 4.37 16.63 8.6 58Cu(1^+)^{58}Ni(0^+) 0 0 3.735 4.87 96.39 81.2 [56] 3004 2943 4.391 4.77 1.99 10.1

Table 2. Continuation.

Ex. energy (keV) logft value Branching (%) AZi(J^π )^AZ_f (J^π ) Theo. Expt. Theo. Expt. Theo. Expt. Ref. 4296 3532 4.926 6.64 0.004 0.07 58Ni(2^+) 1298 1454 5.728 6.20 0.41 1.4 2969 2776 4.837 >6.4 0.74 <0.28 3856 3038 4.888 6.23 0.24 0.32 58Ni(1^+) 3309 2902 7.877 5.13 0.001 4.6 59Cu(3/2^−)^{59}Ni(3/2^−) 0 0 5.168 5.0 64.04 58.05 [57] 1169 878 5.154 5.3 12.69 8.78 2603 1734 5.963 5.3 0.08 1.99 2950 2414 5.171 5.5 0.17 0.20 59Ni(5/2^−) 542 339 6.169 5.8 3.17 5.89 1644 1188 6.057 7.0 0.66 0.11 2312 1679 6.099 5.4 0.13 1.61 3373 2681 5.731 6.0 0.02 0.03 59Ni(1/2^−) 672 464 7.032 6.0 0.36 3.39 1867 1301 4.406 4.7 18.67 19.5 60Cu(2^+)^{60}Ni(2^+) 1635 1332 6.129 7.3 10.27 5.0 [58] 2141 2158 5.442 6.4 30.90 15.3 3078 3124 4.925 5.1 36.04 52.34 3456 3269 5.813 6.0 2.85 4.99 60Ni(3^+) 2505 2626 5.567 6.8 15.88 2.8 61Cu(3/2^−)^{61}Ni(3/2^−) 80 0 5.207 5.07 45.10 67 [59] 1290 1099 5.612 5.86 0.71 0.68 1840 1185 6.114 5.00 0.19 4.2 61Ni(5/2^−) 0 67 6.129 6.35 4.46 2.9 1277 908 6.555 5.72 0.12 1.30 1287 1132 8.877 6.49 0.003 0.15 61Ni(1/2^−) 592 283 4.860 5.53 43.05 8.1 1523 656 4.725 4.95 5.33 13.3 62Cu(1^+)^{62}Ni(0^+) 0 0 4.958 5.158 99.30 99.59 [60] 2192 2048 6.731 6.00 0.01 0.08 62Ni(2^+) 1820 1172 5.459 7.03 0.62 0.14 2445 2301 5.974 5.98 0.03 0.02 64Cu(1^+)^{64}Ni(0^+) 0 0 5.004 4.969 93.46 99.23 [31] 64Ni(2^+) 1637 1345 5.805 5.504 0.003 0.76 58 Zn(0^+)^{58}Cu(1^+) 0 0 3.258 4.1 80.36 18 [30] 1476 1051 4.424 4.1 2.19 10 59Zn(3/2^−)^{59}Cu(3/2^− ) 0 0 3.774 3.698 61.71 94.1 [61] 3336 4773 5.657 6.5 0.07 0.002 59Cu(1/2^− ) 422 491 3.887 4.86 36.95 4.8 3416 4347 5.285 6.09 0.15 0.01 59Cu(5/2^− ) 1655 914 5.899 5.39 0.16 1.1 60 Zn(0^+)^{60}Cu(1^+) 476 62 4.901 5.3 55.53 20.4 [62] 549 364 5.023 5.9 25.76 3.1 971 670 4.461 4.4 18.64 72.8 61Zn(3/2^−)^{61}Cu(3/2^− ) 0 0 5.207 5.40 77.57 66.7 [63] 1650 1660 5.647 5.30 3.82 10.80 2024 1932 6.071 6.25 0.79 0.79 2379 2358 5.701 5.70 0.98 1.29 2605 2472 6.224 5.60 0.19 1.29 61Cu(5/2^− ) 1397 970 5.923 7.10 2.91 0.46 1669 1394 6.038 6.69 1.51 0.66 1952 1904 5.832 6.80 1.55 0.23 62 Zn(0^+)^{62}Cu(1^+) 159 0 5.212 4.99 61.0 40.2 [64] 63Zn(3/2^−)^{63}Cu(3/2^− ) 0 0 5.446 5.40 96.13 84.04 [35] 1511 1547 5.918 6.70 0.77 0.04 63Cu(1/2^− ) 824 669 6.647 5.82 1.02 7.92 63Cu(5/2^− ) 1635 962 5.877 5.61 0.60 6.08 1875 1412 6.297 5.87 0.12 0.7 65Zn(5/2^−)^{65}Cu(3/2^− ) 0 0 5.895 7.450 28.04 49.96 [35] 65Cu(5/2^− ) 1569 1115 5.777 5.893 71.95 50.04

Fig. 2. The theoretical and experimental β^+/EC- decay half-life versus mass number A of the concerned nuclei for fp space.

Table 3. List of superallowed transitions with 0^+ → 0^+. The theoretical logft values and branching ratios of β^+/EC decay of the concerned nuclei are compared with the experimental values. The experimental ground state energy and parity J^π of the parent and daughter nucleus are listed along with Q values. In the last column the references of the experimental data are given. J^π_P ( J^π_D ) and EP (ED) are spin-parity and excitation energy of parent (daughter) nuclei, respectively.

logft Branch (%) Nuclide Decay Q(keV) EP (keV) J^π_P ED(keV) J^π_D Theo. Expt. Theo. Expt. Ref. 42Sc β^+/EC 6426.1 0.0 0^+ 0.0 0^+ 3.493 3.485 58.02 99.98 [19] 42Ti β^+/EC 7016.48 0.0 0^+ 0.0 0^+ 3.497 3.495 19.73 47.74 [23] 46V β^+/EC 7051.4 0.0 0^+ 0.0 0^+ 3.497 3.484 87.8 99.97 [25] 50Mn β^+/EC 7634.48 0.0 0^+ 0.0 0^+ 3.497 3.485 93.44 99.93 [25] 48Fe β^+/EC 11290 0.0 0^+ 3036.8 0^+ 3.196 3.300 26.94 35.03 [28] 50Fe β^+/EC 8151 0.0 0^+ 0.0 0^+ 3.497 3.490 52.7 74.17 [29] 54Ni β^+/EC 8790 0.0 0^+ 0.0 0^+ 3.493 3.501 51.13 79.17 [53] 58Zn β^+/EC 9364 0.0 0^+ 203 0^+ 3.497 3.486 17.44 72.08 [30]

Fig. 3. The theoretical and experimental β^+/EC- decay half-life versus mass number A of the concerned nuclei for f_{5/2}pg_{9/2} space.

reported half-life 21.0 h with q = 0.719. In case of^{64}Cu decay the observed β^+/EC -decay branching ratio 61.5 % is scaled to 100 % in order to be consistently comparison between computed β^+/EC -decay branching. The SM half-life results slightly change for^{60}Zn,^{62}Zn and^{65}Zn after considering f^{(EC)}_0 in SM calculations.

The theoretical and experimental β-decay half-lives of concerned nuclei are plotted in Figs. 2 - 3 and the data are taken from table 4. In the figure, we used a log frame to show the β^+-decay half-lives. The figure indicates that the β-decay half-lives increase rapidly with the increasing mass number. The experimental data are presented by dotted lines with error bars. For most of the fp and f_{5/2}pg_{9/2} shell nuclei SM results of β-decay half-lives are in reasonable agreement with the experimental data. The SM results of Cu and Zn isotopes for f_{5/2}pg_{9/2} space using JUN45 interaction, show a reasonable agreement with experimental data.

5 Summary and Conclusion

In the present work, we have reported a comprehensive nuclear shell model study of β-decay half-lives, logft values, and branching fractions for the fp and f_{5/2}pg_{9/2} shell nuclei with Z = 21 − 30. The calculations have been performed in two different model spaces. For fp shell nuclei the KB3G effective interaction has been used and for Cu and Zn nuclei in f_{5/2}pg_{9/2} model space the JUN45 effective interaction has been used. Over all the calculated results of excitation energies, logft values, half-lives, and branching fractions for most of the nuclei are in reasonable agreement with the available experimental data. The present shell model results of β-decay, half-lives, logft values, and branching fractions will add more information to the earlier experimental works. Further, the calculated quenching factors in this work for fp and f_{5/2}pg_{9/2} space will play an important role for β-decay study in this space.

Acknowledgment:

V. Kumar acknowledges financial support from SERB Project (File No. EEQ/2019/000084), Govt. of India. The authors also acknowledge PARAM Shivay Computing facility at IIT (BHU) Varanasi. V. Kumar also acknowledges financial support from IoE Seed Grant, BHU (R/Dev/D/IoE/Seed Grant-II/2021-22/39960). PCS acknowledges financial support from SERB (India), CRG/2022/005167. In addition, we would like to thank the National Supercomputing Mission (NSM) for providing computing resources of ‘PARAM Ganga’ at the Indian Institute of Technology Roorkee, implemented by C-DAC and supported by the Ministry of Electronics and Information Technology (MeitY) and Department of Science and Technology (DST), Government of India. We would like to thank Prof. T. Suzuki for useful suggestions.

References

1. P. Gysbers et al., Nature Phys. 15, 428 (2019). 2. M. L. Bissellet al., Phys. Rev. C 93, 064318 (2016). 3. F. Recchiaet al., 2012 Phys. Scr. T150 014034. 4. V. Kumar, P. C. Srivastava and Hantao Li, J. Phys. G:

Nucl. Part. Phys., 43 105104 (2016).

5. J. Ljungvall et al., Phys. Rev. C 81, 061301 (2010). 6. V. Kumar and P. C. Srivastava, Eur. Phys. J. A 52, 181 (2016).

7. F. Recchia et al., Phys. Rev. C 85, 064305 (2012). 8. V. Kumar, P. C. Srivastava and A. Kumar, Acta Phys.

Pol. B, 51 961 (2020).

9. S. Naimi et al., Phys. Rev. C 86, 014325 (2012). 10. P. Choudhary, A. Kumar, P.C. Srivastava and T. Suzuki, Phys. Rev. C 103, 064325 (2021).

11. O. B. Tarasov et al., Phys. Rev. Lett. 102, 142501 (2009). 12. C. Santamaria et al., Phys. Rev. Lett. 115, 192501 (2015). 13. T. Otusuka et al., Rev. Mod. Phys. 92, 015002 (2020). 14. B. A. Brown, Physics 3, 104 (2010).

15. J. Williams et al., Phys. Rev. C 100, 014322 (2019). 16. S. M. Lenzi, F. Nowacki, A. Poves, and K. Sieja, Phys.

Rev. C 82, 054301 (2010).

Table 4. The theoretical (SM) results of β^+-decay half-lives for the concerned nuclei are compared with the experimental data, experimental Q values, I_β+ + Iϵ - decay probabilities and theoretical quenched ∑ B(GT ) values are reported in this table.

Q value Sum Half-life I_β+ + Iϵ AZi(J^π )^AZ_f (keV) B(GT ) Theo. Expt. % 41Sc(7/2^−)^{41}Ca 6495.48±16 2.436(2.110) 1213.8(1402.04) ms 596.3±17 ms[18] 100 42Sc(0^+)^{42}Ca 6426.10±10 0.485(0.420) 822.2(950.4) ms 680.79±28 ms[19] 100 43Sc(7/2^−)^{43}Ca 2220.7±19 0.064(0.055) 4.4(5.1) h 3.89±12 h[20] 100 42Ti(0^+)^{42}Sc 7016.48±22 2.528(2.188) 181.8(210.1) ms 208.65±80 ms[23] 100 43Ti(7/2^− )^{43}Sc 6867±7 1.892(1.638) 1054.7(1218.2) ms 509±5 ms[24] 100 45Ti(7/2^− )^{45}Sc 2062.1±5 0.517(0.448) 132.4(153.0) min 184.8±5 min[40] 100 44V(2^+)^{44}Ti 1.343×10^4 ±12 0.804(0.696) 98(113.2) ms 111±7 ms[26] 100 45V(7/2^−)^{45}Ti 7126±17 0.256(0.221) 2335(2697.1) ms 547±6 ms[41] 100 46V(0^+)^{46}Ti 7051.4±10 0.183(0.159) 810.1(935.7) ms 422.50±11 ms[25] 100 47V(3/2^−)^{47}Ti 2930.34±30 0.401(0.347) 23.9(27.6) min 32.6±3 min[42] 100 45Cr(7/2^− )^{45} V 1.291×10^4 ±50 0.401(0.347) 110.4(127.5) ms 60.9±4 ms[43] 100 47Cr(3/2^− )^{47} V 7444±14 0.160(0.138) 2688.7(3105.6) ms 500±15 ms[44] 100 48Mn(4^+)^{48}Cr 13525±10 0.320(0.277) 176.5(238.9) ms 157.7±22 ms[45] 100 49Mn(5/2^− )^{49}Cr 7715±24 0.192(0.166) 1848.1(2134.7) ms 382±7 ms[35] 100 50Mn(0^+)^{50}Cr 7634.48±7 0.041(0.035) 592.5(684.3) ms 283.19±10 ms[25] 100 51Mn(5/2^− )^{51}Cr 3207.5±3 0.033(0.028) 47.3(54.6) min 46.2±1 min[46] 100 48Fe(0^+)^{48}Mn 11290±90 1.397(1.209) 11.1(12.7) ms 45.5±8 ms[28] 100 49Fe(7/2^−)^{49}Mn 16895±73 0.204(0.177) 267.8(309.4) ms 64.7±3 ms[47] 100 50Fe(0^+)^{50}Mn 8151±8 1.220(1.056) 241.7(279.2) ms 152.0±6 ms[29] 100 51Fe(5/2^−)^{51}Mn 8041±9 0.332(0.287) 1221.1(1410.4) ms 305±2 ms[48] 100 53Fe(7/2^−)^{53}Mn 3742.6±17 0.058(0.050) 9.3(10.7) min 8.51±2 min[49] 100 50Co(6^+)^{50}Fe 16895±73 0.051(0.040) 255.3(294.4) ms 38.8±2 ms[50] 100 52Co(6^+)^{52}Fe 14340 0.354(0.306) 163.1(188.4) ms 104±7 ms[51] 100 53Co(7/2^− )^{53}Fe 8300±18 0.298(0.258) 977.6(1129.2) ms 240±20 ms[52] 100 55Co(7/2^− )^{55}Fe 3451.8±4 0.021(0.018) 9.9(11.5) h 17.53±3 h[35] 100 57Co(7/2^− )^{57}Fe 836.0±4 0.002(0.001) 198.5(229.3) d 271.74±6 d[35] 100 58Co(2^+)^{58}Fe 2307.6±12 0.002(0.001) 44.4(51.3) d 70.86±6 d[35] 100 54Ni(0^+)^{54}Co 8.79×10^3 ±5 1.128(0.976) 164.1(189.5) ms 114.2±3 ms[53] 100 56Ni(0^+)^{56}Co 2136±12 0.192(0.165) 0.05(0.06) d 6.07 ±10 d[35] 100 57Ni(3/2^−)^{57}Co 3264.2±26 0.029(0.025) 32.8(37.9) h 35.60±6 h[35] 100 57Cu(3/2^− )^{57}Ni 8770±16 1.656(1.769) 173.2(151.8) ms 196.3±7 ms[55] 100 58Cu(1^+)^{58}Ni 8565.6±14 1.216(1.298) 0.3(0.2) s 3.204±7 s[56] 100 59Cu(3/2^− )^{59}Ni 4798.4±4 0.271(0.289) 121.2(106.2) s 81.5±5 s[57] 100 60Cu(2^+)^{60}Ni 6128.0±16 0.095(0.101) 0.75(0.65) min 23.7±4 min[58] 100 61Cu(3/2^− )^{61}Ni 2237.8±10 0.194(0.207) 2.8(2.4) h 3.336±10 h[59] 100 62Cu(1^+)^{62}Ni 3958.90±48 0.094(0.101) 5.98(5.24) min 9.67±3 min[60] 100 64Cu(1^+)^{64}Ni 1674.62±21 0.051(0.055) 21.0(18.4) h 12.7006±20 h[31] 100 58Zn(0^+)^{58}Cu 9364±50 2.451(2.620) 44.8(42.0) ms 86±8 ms[30] 100 59Zn(3/2^−)^{59}Cu 9142.8±6 1.425(1.522) 137.3(120.3) ms 178.6±18 ms[61] 100 60Zn(0^+)^{60}Cu 4170.8±16 0.235(0.252) 4.2(3.7) min 2.38±5 min[62] 100 61Zn(3/2^−)^{61}Cu 5635±16 0.145(0.155) 65.5(57.37) s 89.1±2 s[63] 100 62Zn(0^+)^{62}Cu 1619.5±7 0.152(0.163) 15.1(13.3) h 9.193±15 h[64] 100 63Zn(3/2^−)^{63}Cu 3366.5±16 0.093(0.100) 48.2(42.2) min 38.47±5 min[35] 100 65Zn(5/2^−)^{65}Cu 1352.1±3 0.012(0.013) 4.9(4.4) d 243.93±9 d[35] 100

17. K. Sieja and S. Goriely, Eur. Phys. J. A 57, 110 (2021). 18. D. E. Alburger and D. H. Wilkinson, Phys. Rev. C, 8 657

(1973).

19. W. W. Daehnick and R. D. Rosa, Phys. Rev. C 31, 1499

(1985).

20. K. C. Young, Phys. Rev. C 12, 567 (1975). 21. P. Sarriguren, Phys. Rev. C 87, 045801 (2013). 22. V. T. Koslowsky et al., Nucl. Inst. Meth. Phys. Res. A

401, 289 (1997).

23. A. M. Aldridge, K.W. Kemper and H. S. Plendnol, Phys.

Lett. 30B, 165 (1969).

24. I. N. Borzovet al., Nucl. Phys. A 471, 489 (1987). 25. E. Hagberg et al., Phys. Rev. Lett. 73, 396 (1994). 26. L. Faux et al., Nucl. Phys. A 602, 167 (1996). 27. C. Dossat et al., Nucl. Phys. A, 792 18 (2007). 28. S. E. A. Orrigo et al., Phys. Rev. C 93, 044336 (2016). 29. F. Molina et al., Phys. Rev. C 91, 014301 (2015). 30. A. Jokinen et al., Eur. Phys. J. A 3, 271 (1998). 31. A. Lucan, M. Sahagia, A. Antohe, Applied Radiation and Isotopes 70, 1876 (2012).

32. C. Patrignani and Particle Data Group, Review of Particle Physics. Chin. Phys. C, 40 100001 (2016).

33. J. Suhonen, From Nucleons to Nucleus: Concepts of Microscopic Nuclear Theory (Springer, Berlin, 2007).

34. H. Primakoff, S.P. Rosen, Rep. Prog. Phys., 22 121 (1959). 35. ENSDF database, http://www.nndc.bnl.gov/ensdf/. 36. A. Poves et al., Nucl. Phys. A 694, 157 (2001). 37. M. Honma, T. Otsuka, T. Mizusaki and M. Hjorth-Jensen, Phys. Rev. C 80, 064323 (2009).

38. B. A. Brown, W. D. M. Rae, E. McDonald, and M. Horoi, NushellX@MSU, Nucl. Data Sheets 120, 115 (2014)..

39. B. A. Brown and B. H. Wildenthal, At. Data Nucl. Data Tables 33, 347 (1985).

40. F. T. Porteri, M. S. Freedman, F. Wagner Jr., and K. A.

Orlandini, Phys. Rev. 146, 774 (1966). 41. C. Dossat et al., Nucl. Phys. A 792, 18 (2007). 42. L. K. Fifield et al., Nucl. Phys. A 204, 516 (1973). 43. J. C. Hardy, H. Schmeing, R.L. Graham, J.Q. Geiger, Phys. Lett. 79B, 341 (1974).

44. T. W. Burrows, J. W. Olness, and D. E. Alburger, Phys.

Rev. C. 31, 1490 (1985).

45. T. Sekin et al., Nucl. Phys. A 467, 93 (1987). 46. K. M. Glibert and H. T. Easterday, Nucl. Phys. 86, 279 (1966).

47. L. Faux et al., Nucl. Phys. A 602, 167 (1969). 48. J. Äystö et al., Phys. Lett. 138B, 369 (1984). 49. J. N. Black et al., Phys. Rev. C 11, 939 (1975). 50. L. Faux et al., Nucl. Phys. A 602, 167 (1969). 51. E. Hagberg et al., Nucl. Phys. A 613, 183 (1997). 52. S. Kochan et al., Nucl. Phys. A 204, 185 (1973). 53. F. Molina and B. Rubio et al., AIP Conf. Proc. 1423, 23 (2012).

54. B. Sur et al., Phys. Rev. C 42, 573 (1990). 55. D. R. Semon et al., Phys. Rev. C 53, 96 (1996). 56. H. W. Jongsma et al., Nucl. Phys. A 179, 554 (1972). 57. D. M. van Patter, F.Rauch, B.Seim, Nucl. Phys. A 204, 172 (1973).

58. D. M. Van Patter, F. Rauch, Nucl. Phys. A 191, 245 (1972).

59. R. A. Meyer et al., Phys. Rev. C 17, 1822 (1978). 60. D. M. Van Patter et al., Nucl. Phys. A 146, 427 (1970). 61. Y. Arai et al., Nucl. Phys. A 420, 193 (1984). 62. E. J. Hoffman and D. G. Sarantites, Phys. Rev. 177, 1640 (1969).

63. E. J. Hoffman, D. G. Sarantites, Nucl. Phys. A 157, 584 (1970).

64. S. Antman, H. Pettersson, A. Suarez, D. G. Sarantites, Nucl. Phys. A 94, 289 (1967).