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Abstract

We present the NuclearConfectionery, a modular framework for simulating the full
dynamical evolution of relativistic heavy-ion collisions. Its core hydrodynamic module,
ccake 2.0, represents a major advance over previous SPH-based relativistic hydrodynamic
codes. ccake 2.0 simultaneously evolves energy–momentum and multiple conserved charges
(B, S, Q) with a four-dimensional equation of state, and can be run in either Cartesian or
hyperbolic coordinates, enabling consistent simulations from the RHIC Beam Energy Scan
to LHC energies. We have implemented a particlization module that supports global BSQ
charge conservation on the freeze-out surface; the resulting hadron ensemble is then propa-
gated through a hadronic transport afterburner. A source term is included on the equations
of motion to couple jets to the fluid, allowing simultaneous bulk and hard-probe evolution
or, alternatively, for stopped baryons at low beam energies. The framework offers flexible
choices of equations of motion (Israel–Stewart, DNMR, ADNH) and transport coefficients,
along with GPU-ready performance via Kokkos/Cabana, offline equation of state inversion
for 4D tables, and containerized portability. We validate the code with semi-analytical
benchmarks (including BSQ Gubser and Landau–Khalatnikov solutions) and extensive con-
vergence studies. The NuclearConfectionery provides a user-friendly, high-performance,
open-source tool for event-by-event simulations across collision energies, offering flexibility
to study QCD matter at both vanishing and finite densities.

Keywords: Quark-Gluon Plasma, Hydrodynamics theory, Smoothed Particle
Hydrodynamics, Kokkos , Heavy-Ion Collisions
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RAM: Depending on the resolution, centrality, and neighbor count, typical (3+1)D SPH simula-
tions require ∼ 1–48 GB of RAM. High-resolution (3+1)D Au+Au runs with tens of millions of
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Keywords: smoothed particle hydrodynamics, GPUs, quark-gluon plasma, heavy-ion collisions, rel-
ativistic viscous fluid dynamics, quantum chromodynamics
External routines/libraries: GNU Scientific Library (GSL), HDF5, Numpy, Eigen, YAML
Nature of problem: Heavy-ion collisions necessitate efficient, user-friendly dynamical simulations
that can be run across a range of beam energies in order to extract information from experimental
data. The systems are very small, relativistic, short lived, begin far-from-equilibrium, and expand
freely in a vacuum.
Solution method: Use smoothed particle hydrodynamics to describe the fluid dynamic equations of
motion. Here we include shear and bulk viscosity and a full diffusion matrix (necessary for heavy-
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Configuration O+O
0–5%

Xe+Xe
0–5%

Pb+Pb
0–5%

initial state (trento) < 1 s < 1 s < 1 s
(1 event, ∆x = ∆y = 0.06 fm)

initial state (iccing) 15 s ∼ 50 s ∼ 60 s
(1 event)

(2+1)D hydrodynamics (ccake) 0.05 h 0.4 h 0.3 h
(1 event, h = 0.3 fm)

Cooper–Frye freeze-out sampler 4 s 25 s 39 s
N{s} samples: 500 100 50

hadronic transport (smash) 84 s 3.5 h 5.3 h
Total (1 event) 0.08h 3.92 h 5.62 h

Table 1: Summary of runtimes in the NuclearConfectionery package for varying colliding systems. Colli-
sions are simulated at

√
sNN = 5.02 TeV for all system configurations considered. Here we use N{s} = 500

samples of the freeze-out hypersurface per event where each sample is a unique run in smash. The times
shown for freeze-out and hadronic transport are both calculated for all samples.

Configuration Au+Au
200 GeV

Au+Au
19.6 GeV

Au+Au
19.6 GeV

Au+Au
19.6 GeV

initial state (ampt) O(102) s O(102) s O(102) s O(102) s
(1 event, ∆x = ∆y = 0.1 fm) ∆η = 0.15 ∆η = 0.15 ∆η = 0.3 ∆η = 0.3

(3+1)D (ccake) 19 h 9 h 3 h 1.8 h
(1 event, h = 0.3 fm) (online EoS) (online EoS) (online EoS) (offline EoS)
Freeze-out sampler 832 s 230 s 240 s 240 s
N{s} samples: 500 500 500 500

hadronic transport (smash) 3 h 20 min 20 min 20 min
Total (1 event) 22.25 h 9.4 h 3.5 h 2 h

Table 2: Summary of runtimes in the NuclearConfectionery package for varying beam energies and ∆η.
Collisions are simulated using hyperbolic coordinates with finite BSQ charges (no diffusion) for all beam
energies considered. We also compare ccake simulations with the online vs. offline EoS inverter. Here we
use N{s} = 500 samples of the freeze-out hypersurface per event where each sample is a unique run in smash.
The times shown for freeze-out and hadronic transport are both calculated for all samples.
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1. Introduction

The study of relativistic heavy-ion collisions provides unique insight into the properties of
strongly interacting matter under extreme conditions in a far-from-equilibrium environment.
Quantum Chromodynamics (QCD) is the quantum field theory that describes the strong
force and it can be used to calculate QCD’s equilibrium properties like the equation of state
(EoS) at vanishing net-baryon densities nB and determine its phases of matter. Due to
limitations of our approach to calculate QCD on the lattice, we cannot use first-principle
methods to solve for QCD in dynamical systems [1], especially when the system is far from
equilibrium. Heavy-ion collisions are far-from-equilibrium, dynamical systems that cannot
be used as a mechanism to directly connect the QCD EoS to experimental data. Rather,
one relies on multi-stage frameworks [2, 3, 4] that are centered around relativistic viscous
hydrodynamics where the QCD EoS is an input, but then this framework makes the direct
connection to experimental data [5, 6, 7].

A challenge for these frameworks is to be flexible enough to tackle the wide range of
phenomena that appear within heavy-ion collisions, since the dynamics of the system vary
strongly with the center-of-mass beam energy,

√
sNN . At the highest center-of-mass ener-

gies
√
sNN ∼ 0.2–6 TeV reached at the Large Hadron Collider (LHC) and the sPHENIX

experiment [8] at the Relativistic Heavy-Ion Collider (RHIC), where the net-baryon density
is close to zero (nB ∼ 0), QCD predicts a transition from a Quark-Gluon Plasma (QGP) to
a Hadron Resonance Gas (HRG). Lattice QCD calculations indicate that, in this regime, the
transition is a smooth crossover occurring at a temperature of approximately Thad ∼ 155 MeV
[9, 10, 11, 12]. Probes such as high-momentum jets, which are sensitive to the QGP at very
small distance scales [13, 14, 15], or extremely small colliding systems (e.g., Oxygen–Oxygen)
[16], provide valuable insight into the far-from-equilibrium behavior of QCD.

At lower collision energies
√
sNN ∼ 2–200 GeV, significantly higher net-baryon densities

are reached. In this domain, the QCD phase structure is expected to differ markedly: theo-
retical considerations suggest the existence of a critical endpoint [17] and a first-order phase
transition line at finite nB, although their exact locations remain unknown [18, 19, 20, 21,
22]. Ongoing experimental efforts, including the RHIC Beam Energy Scan (BES) program
[18, 23], NA61/SHINE at the SPS [24], and the future CBM experiment at FAIR [25], are
actively exploring these regions of the phase diagram.

Because quarks and hadrons carry multiple conserved charges, i.e., baryon number (B),
strangeness (S), and electric charge (Q), any calculations at finite nB necessarily involve
the inclusion of a 4D EoS due to local fluctuations of strangeness number density nS and
electric charge nQ [26]. For a 4D EoS the inversion problem exists because the EoS is normally
calculated in terms of chemical potentials µ⃗ = {µB, µS, µQ} such that the pressure is provided
in terms of p(T, µ⃗) = p(T, µB, µS, µQ), but the natural hydrodynamic variables are in terms
of entropy density s and densities, i.e., p(s, n⃗) = p(s, nB, nS, nQ). Furthermore, the inclusion
of a 4D EoS also implies that an entire BSQ diffusion matrix is required to describe how
charges diffuse through the QGP [27, 28, 29, 30, 31] and that at the point of particlization
(when the fluid is converted into hadrons) one must conserve BSQ globally for a given event
(some also enforce local conservation [32]). Since these improvements significantly slow
down dynamical frameworks, it is necessary to implement optimizations, including flexible
coordinate systems, offline EoS inverters, and extensive GPU parallelization.
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Calculations at high
√
sNN have their own challenges, especially once one considers small

system sizes. At high
√
sNN , jets are produced more often and can provide insight into the

microscopic interactions of the QGP [13, 14, 15]. Jets do not follow hydrodynamic modes but
rather their dynamics are described by some external module to hydrodynamics (but they
rely the local hydrodynamic variables as they pass through– and deposit energy onto the
fluid). Ideally, one has jets fully-coupled to the system wherein they can “dump” energy into
the hydrodynamic framework through a source term, but also the hydrodynamic background
influences the dynamics of the jet itself [33]. Jet calculations require 3+1D simulations as well
and can be enormously computationally expensive in order to obtain reasonable statistics.
Furthermore, especially in small systems, there is the possibility that fluid dynamics may
break down, leading to acausal or unstable fluid cells [34, 35, 36]. Thus, they also benefit
from the same optimization and parallelization mentioned above.

Significant advances have been made within heavy-ion collisions to dynamical frameworks
to explore a range of beam energies. However, most of these advances have been made
within grid-based codes (e.g., music [37], vhlle [38], vishnu [39], clvisc [40]). One can also
solve the relativistic viscous hydrodynamic equations using a Lagrangian method known
as Smoothed Particle Hydrodynamics (SPH) that comes originally from the astrophysical
community [41, 42]. The SPH approach offers several advantages for relativistic heavy-ion
collision simulations. Since the equations of motion are solved only in regions where the fluid
is present, the method efficiently adapts to the rapidly expanding and dilute medium, with
the smoothing length h setting the smallest resolved scale. By following fluid elements in
space and time, SPH provides a Lagrangian formulation in which time derivatives are treated
exactly through the F = MA structure of the equations of motion [43, 44], thus avoiding
common instabilities of grid-based schemes [45]. Furthermore, because each SPH particle
carries energy-momentum and all conserved charges, SPH ensures exact local conservation
of baryon number, strangeness, and electric charge in the absence of diffusion, while at the
same time facilitating the implementation of realistic multi-dimensional equations of state
and a natural treatment of large event-by-event fluctuations in the initial conditions.

The first SPH code used within heavy-ion collisions was an ideal 3+1D code called
nexspherio [46]. Later on, a 2+1D code that incorporated shear and bulk viscosity was
developed called v-USPhydro [47, 48]. The v-USPhydro code was a precursor to ccake 1.0
[26], which extended the framework to include BSQ conserved charges with a 4D EoS and
also included several numerical improvements and optimizations. However, frameworks that
cover the entire

√
sNN range possible for heavy-ion collisions are rare and must include

multiple conserved charges, a 4D EoS, and dynamical jet-fluid coupling. These upgrades
remain a significant challenge both in terms of numerical implementation but also in terms
of slow-down of runtime. Additionally, most numerical methods in the field have been devel-
oped for grid-based codes, often rendering the numerical algorithms available not portable
to SPH codes and must be re-derived with SPH in mind. Thus, dynamical frameworks also
necessitate optimization as well as heavy parallelization.

Thus, we present ccake 2.0, the next generation of the SPH-based relativistic viscous
hydrodynamics code v-USPhydro. ccake 2.0 introduces several key advances:

• Simultaneous evolution of energy–momentum and conserved charge densities (nB, nS,
nQ) in full 3+1D with a four-dimensional equation of state.
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• Flexibility to run in either Cartesian or hyperbolic coordinates, enabling applications
from low-energy RHIC BES collisions to top-energy LHC events.

• Dynamical source term framework for coupling jets and baryon stopping to the hydro-
dynamic evolution.

• Multiple formulations of viscous hydrodynamics (Israel–Stewart, DNMR, ADNH) with
consistent transport coefficients.

• GPU-ready performance through Kokkos/Cabana, with an offline EoS inversion scheme
that allows efficient use of multidimensional EoS tables.

• Global BSQ conservation of particle sampling, coupled to a hadronic afterburner smash
[49].

• Built-in functionality to calculate causality and stability, eccentricities, and perform
a variety of semi-analytical checks. Data analysis scripts are included to calculate a
variety of experimental observables with statistical error bars.

These developments directly address long-standing challenges in modeling relativistic
heavy-ion collisions across a broad range of energies and conditions. In addition to describing
the theoretical and numerical implementation, we validate ccake 2.0 against semi-analytic
solutions (e.g., BSQ generalizations of Gubser and Landau–Khalatnikov flows) and perform
extensive convergence tests. Together with its integration into the NuclearConfectionery
framework, ccake 2.0 provides a modular, portable, and high-performance platform for
precision studies of QCD matter at both vanishing and finite densities.

This paper is organized around the various stages of a hybrid approach to simulate
heavy-ion collisions and which comprise the NuclearConfectionery framework. In Sec. 2
we discuss the event-by-event fluctuations and experimental observables that can be studied
within this framework. In Sec. 3, we provide a more detailed overview of the framework, its
structure, and the challenges it is intended to address. In Sec. 4, we discuss the initial state.
In Sec. 5, we discuss the hydrodynamics. In Sec. 6, we discuss the particlization. Lastly, in
Sec. 8 we present our conclusions and outlook.

Notation
• Metric and units.– We adopt the mostly-minus metric signature {+,−,−,−} and

natural units ℏ = c = 1.

• Derivatives.– The covariant derivative of a vector Aν is defined as ∇µA
ν = ∂µA

ν +
ΓνµλA

λ, where Γνµλ are the Christoffel symbols of the second kind,

Γνµλ =
1
2
gνρ (∂µgρλ + ∂λgρµ − ∂ρgµλ) .

The comoving (or convective) derivative is defined as D ≡ uµ∇µ. The time component
of the covariant derivative can be expanded explicitly in terms of partial derivatives
and the Christoffel symbols as ∇0A

µ = dAµ

dx0
−vi∂iAµ+Γµ0σA

σ, where vi = ui/u0 are the
spatial components of the fluid velocity. To calculate partial derivatives in time, one
can write the comoving derivative as D = u0∂0 + ui∂i = u0 d

dx0
, where d/dx0 denotes

the total derivative with respect to coordinate time. Then, ∂0 = d
dx0

+ vi∂i.

7



• Hydrodynamic derivatives.– The spatial projector operator is defined as ∆αβ =
gαβ + uαuβ, and the spatially projected covariant derivative as ∇⟨µ⟩ = ∆µν∇ν . The ex-
pansion rate is defined as θ = ∇µu

µ, and the velocity-shear tensor as σµν = ∆µναβ∇αuβ,
where the symmetric, traceless projection operator is ∆µναβ ≡ 1

2

(
∆µα∆νβ +∆µβ∆να

)
−

1
3
∆µν∆αβ.

2. Event-by-event fluctuations and experimental observables

We quantify the flow harmonics in a single event through flow vectors Vn = vne
−inΨn where vn

is the magnitude of the Fourier harmonics and Ψn is the event-plane angle (the orientation
of the geometrical shape) where n = 2 is for elliptical flow and n = 3 is triangular flow.
Because the orientation of Ψn is random, we construct observables where it drops out. For
instance, a two-particle correlation can be constructed via

VnV
∗
n = v2n {cos [n (Ψn −Ψn)] + i sin [n (Ψn −Ψn)]} = v2n, (1)

where the observable is rotationally invariant. One can construct observables that look at
correlations between event planes of different orders [50], but these still do not depend on
the orientation of a single Ψn, just how they relate to each other.

To make direct comparisons with experimental data, simulations run an initial state i
through the entire heavy-ion framework from start to finish to obtain a contribution to
observable Oi with a corresponding multiplicity Mi. Each run from start to finish is called
an “event” and is analogous to a single collision in an experiment. However, in the current
experimental set-up there is too much error in reconstructing observables to compare a single
event to a single event in a simulation. Thus, to reduce error, observables are averaged over
many events in the following manner. First, one sorts events into centrality bins such as 1%
bins. In experiments this is based on multiplicity in theoretical frameworks this is typical
done by the initial total entropy S0 of the event (before running hydrodynamics). Then, one
runs millions of initial conditions, sorting by S0 to determine the bounds of the centrality
classes—essentially a dictionary between ranges of S0 and centrality % is determined. Actual
simulations, though, are run with significantly fewer events (in the order of tens of thousands)
because of their long computational times (minutes to hours), which are then sorted into
centrality classes based on the aforementioned dictionary.

Next, one gathers all the events in a given centrality bin of, say 1% bins. The exact
method of calculating the observable in a given bin is

⟨O⟩ =
∑N{ev}

i wiOi∑N{ev}
i wi

, (2)

where wi is some weight for event i. For most observables, the multiplicity Mi is used as the
weight. However, because observables must be constructed to be rotationally invariant (in
other words, the value of Ψn should be irrelevant), then one generally correlates even numbers
of particles.1 To avoid double counting particles, the weights for a 2-particle correlation are

wi {2} =Mi(Mi − 1), (3)

1For a better understanding of the flow observables and details of constructing them, see [51, 52, 53]
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where the curly brackets indicate the number of particles correlated. For a 4-particle corre-
lation, then

wi {4} =Mi(Mi − 1)(Mi − 2)(Mi − 3). (4)

This technique of weighting the observables is known as “multiplicity weighing” and is not
used universally. It is generally preferred by the LHC experiments but not always used
at RHIC (where they choose instead wi = 1). However, it can make a difference when
calculating the observables themselves, see e.g. [54], such that one must be aware of exactly
how each experimental collaboration calculates their observables.

After obtaining an observable calculated in 1% bins (or some other small bin width, but
we will use 1% widths as the example here), we then recombine them into larger bins using
the following method. One uses the weighing averaging technique again,

⟨Ocomb⟩ =
∑width

j wjOj∑width
j wj

, (5)

where the widths of the bins are often widths of 5%, 10%, or 20%, depending on the available
statistics for a given observable. The effects of multiplicity weighing and centrality re-binning
are generally negligible for 2-particle correlations but can have up to a 5% effect for 4-particle
correlations [55].

Because these observables are calculated with a finite number of statistics, i.e., N{ev} <∞,
we need to calculate the statistical error on the observable. Let us define the average of an
observable over all events, removing a single event j, as ⟨Ô⟩j, i.e.,

⟨Ô⟩j =
∑N{ev}

i̸=j wiOi∑N{ev}
i̸=j wi

. (6)

Then, the average across events ⟨Ô⟩ is

⟨Ô⟩ = 1

N{ev}

N{ev}∑
i

⟨Ô⟩i, (7)

from which we can now calculate the jackknife variance,

σ2(⟨O⟩) =
N{ev} − 1

N{ev}

N{ev}∑
j=1

(
⟨Ô⟩j − ⟨Ô⟩

)2
, (8)

where the one-standard deviation error is then the square root of this. Here we use jackknife
to calculate an entire observable since that avoids issues with not properly handling correlated
error. For instance, if the observable is a fraction of f = A/B, it is ill-advised to calculate
the error on A and B separately and then use error propagation, because the correlated error
will then overestimate the error bars. Instead, we calculate the error on the entire fraction
at once. To see this more clearly, the correct method for error propagation of this function
is

σf ∼ |f |
√(σA

A

)2
+
(σB
B

)2
− 2

(σAB
AB

)2
, (9)
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and since the correlated error −2 (σAB/AB)2 is not accounted for in standard error propa-
gation, not including this term overestimates the error.

We point out the methodology for calculating observables because these are inherently
Big Data quantities that require high statistics. To obtain these statistics a large number of
initial conditions must be run within simulations to generate the final output contribution
from a given event. This final output from a given event is then averaged over to calculate
these global quantities. For this procedure to be possible, the simulation framework must
be very efficient and user friendly. In the following, we discuss how we calculate specific
observables.

2.1. Multiplicity
Experiments measure charged particles in momentum space using the coordinates: transverse
momentum pT , transverse angle ϕ, and (pseudo)-rapidity y (η). Here we will just always
assume pT , ϕ, η (but it is straightforward to convert between y and η, if needed). These
charged particles are sometimes labeled as certain ground stable particles, e.g., pions or even
lighter resonances like ϕ-mesons. When the particle type is identified we refer to them as
PID (identified particle).

The easiest observable to calculate in theoretical simulations is always the multiplicity,
which we use as a catch-all for simply counting up either i.) all the particles produced in a
single event, ii.) all the particles within some kinematic cuts, iii.) all the particles of certain
type, e.g., pions (with or without some kinematic cuts), iv.) all the particles carrying certain
conserved charges, e.g., the total number of electrically charged hadrons is approximately
the sum of pions, kaons, and protons. One can also look at more differential quantities such
as the spectra dN/(2πpT )dpTdy that is typically the pT -dependence of the multiplicity at
mid-rapidity or dN/dy that is the rapidity dependence of the multiplicity.

For a single event {ev}, the multiplicity M{ev} is defined as

Mi =
1

N{s}

N{s}∑
{s}

∑
P{s}=π,K,p,...

P{s}Θ
(
pmin
T ≤ pT (P{s}) ≤ pmax

T

)
Θ
(
ηmin ≤ η(P{s}) ≤ ηmax

)
, (10)

where N{s} is the number of samples for a given event {ev} (see later Sec. 6). Here the
Heaviside Θ functions are defined with the chosen kinematic cuts and P{s} may be summed
over all charged particles or a subset. Additionally, pT (P{s}) is the transverse momentum of
the measured particle P{s} and η(P{s}) is its corresponding pseudo-rapidity. In experiments,
multiplicity is determined through histogramming each event. The total multiplicity is cal-
culated slightly differently than what was shown in Eq. 5 because the multiplicity weight
would just cancel. Thus, the total multiplicity (regardless if it is PID, includes kinemetic
cuts, etc.) is calculated as a straightforward average via

⟨N⟩ = 1

N{ev}

N{ev}∑
{ev}

M{ev}. (11)

2.2. Flow
One can construct a large number of flow observables that are rotationally invariant and
relevant for extracting information from heavy-ion collision data. Let us begin with multi-
particle cumulants for integrated flow (within in some kinematic range of pT , η). To preserve
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rotational invariance, we always correlate even number of particles. Let us first define mo-
ments of the flow distribution:

⟨vmn ⟩ ≡ ⟨(VnV ∗
n )

m/2⟩, (12)

wherem = 2, 4, 6, . . . is the number of particles we are correlating. However, experimentalists
do not measure the moments, but rather the cumulants such that the relationship between
moments and cumulants up to 6-th order is

vn {2} =
√

⟨v2n⟩, (13)
vn {4} = 4

√
2⟨v2n⟩2 − ⟨v4n⟩, (14)

vn {6} = 6
√

⟨v6n⟩ − 9⟨v4n⟩⟨v2n⟩+ 12⟨v2n⟩3, (15)
vn {8} = 8

√
⟨v8n⟩ − 16⟨v6n⟩⟨v2n⟩ − 18⟨v4n⟩2 − 144⟨v2n⟩4, (16)

where higher-order cumulants can be calculated as well, but they require enormous statis-
tics. The averaging in the moments always includes multiplicity weighing, which is why
multiplicity weighing plays a larger role in high-order cumulants. At the moment, we have
not yet included the 6 and 8 particle cumulants but we plan to incorporate them in a future
work.

Up until now, we have considered only an integrated flow vector that does not depend on
pT , η. However, it is possible to define a differential flow vector Vn(pT , η, P ) where P is the
particle type. Given that flow observables are always correlating at least 2 particles, we call
the particle that is part of the differential flow vector a particle of interest, or POI. Then,
POI are often correlated with reference particles, i.e., Vn that is taken from the integrated,
all charged particle flow. For example, to build a 2-particle correlation for pT -dependent flow
(we could have chosen η or P analogously) we arrive at

⟨Vn(pT )V ∗
n ⟩ = ⟨vn(pT )vn cosn (ψn − ψn(pT ))⟩. (17)

However, in this case we also choose to normalize with vn {2} to cancel the magnitude of the
integrated flow harmonics, i.e.,

vn(pT ) {2} =
⟨vn(pT )vn cosn (ψn − ψn(pT ))⟩

vn {2}
, (18)

and we can generically write the same formula for any POI (pT , η, P ),

v1POI
n {2} =

⟨v1POI
n vn cosn

(
ψn − ψ1POI

n

)
⟩

vn {2}
. (19)

It is also possible to correlate two particles of interest, such that the cosine phase drops and
one obtains

v2POI
n {2} =

√
⟨v2n⟩2POI. (20)

One can also correlate 4+ particles where one then has to choose to correlate 1POI, 3
reference; 2 POI, 2 reference; 3POI, 1 reference; or 4POI. We will not work out all these
possibilities here but rather point an interested reader to [56, 57, 58, 59, 60, 61] One can
also build other type of flow cumulants [51, 3] such as symmetric cumulants, event plane
correlations, event-shape engineering [53], and pT -flow harmonic correlations.
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2.3. Jet observables
Hard scatterings between either quarks or gluons in the initial state lead to back-to-back
jet formation. Over time these jets interact through the medium via gluon-radiation or
scatterings, which leads to the jets losing energy. During this process the jets fragment (split
apart), such that the jets are no longer point like particles but rather many particles clumped
together in a jet cone with some radius Rjet. Eventually, they decouple from the medium at
some point and stop interacting (although they may still fragment outside of the medium).
How jets interact with the QGP (in the medium) vs. outside the QGP (in the vacuum) are
not the same. One way of seeing this is to compare the number of jets in Pb+Pb (ion-ion
collisions or A+A) to the number of jets measured in proton-proton (or pp) collisions. We
can think of an A+A collision as containing Ncoll number of pp collision (otherwise known
as the number of binary collisions). Central A+A collisions have a larger Ncoll compare to
peripheral collisions where Ncoll is much smaller. Note that Ncoll scales with the number of
participating nucleons (as in ones that collide at least once) but it can be larger than that
because some nucleons undergo multiple collisions.

Thus, it is useful to define the nuclear modification factor, RAA(pT ), that determines how
many final state high pT particles appear in A+A vs. pp collisions, i.e.,

RAA(pT ) =
d2N/dpTdη

Ncoll d2N/dpTdη
, (21)

where we normalize the denominator byNcoll. The way this ratio is defined, we can now quan-
titatively determine if A+A collisions are just pp collisions scaled up by Ncoll. If RAA(pT ) = 1
there is no difference between A+A and Ncoll number pp collisions, whereas if RAA(pT ) < 1
then this implies that jets lose energy in the dense medium2.

Jets are relatively rare probes of the QGP. At high
√
sNN we may at most have a handful

of jet pairs in a given event and at low
√
sNN the high-pT end of the spectra falls off

dramatically such that either jets are no longer produced or they are produced at such
low pT that they lose all or most of their energy in the medium. Thus, in experimental
measurements RAA is always measured as a global observable, averaged over many events.
However, it can be measured in specific centrality classes or by separating out leading vs.
sub-leading jets [62]. Early jet measurements typically focused on just all charged (single)
particle RAA [63, 64, 65] whereas more recent jet measurements with the high-statistics era
of LHC [66, 67, 68] and the new sPHENIX detector now allow for jet RAA measurements
using jet-finding algorithms. Many jet observables can be constructed [13, 14] but we focus
here on the RAA and differential flow.

One can also calculate azimuthal anisotropies of high-pT all charged particles or jets.
Because jets are rare probes, these measurements are typically done with just 1POI found
in the jet or using the highest-pT charged hadron, but it has been proposed for 2+ POI of
measurements to be made in [57, 59] that could lead to further insights into jet fluctuations.

2One can also consider RAA(pT ) > 1 that may occur at certain pT ranges, which imply that A+A
collisions have more particles at specific pT . However, this possibility is only relevant for very small systems
and/or extremely large pT beyond the regime that it is relevant for the fluid-medium interactions that we
focus on here.
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Azimuthal anisotropies of jets are always soft-hard correlations and follow the same formula
as was already shown in Eq. (18), see [69, 55] for more details.

In theoretical calculations, we do not have the same statistics as experiments due to
how computationally expensive simulations of jet-medium interactions are. Instead, we
typically use a trick to obtain high-statistic observables without running millions nor billions
of events, as is what is measured in the experiments. We run on the order of hundreds to
thousands of fluid dynamic simulations and then overlay O(105–106) jet pairs on top. These
jet pairs are not coupled to the medium and are completely independent, but they do use
the information of local fluid cells to determine how much energy is lost for each jet. Thus,
including N{jets} = 600, 000 jets on top of of N{ev} = 100 events, is roughly equivalent (in
terms of statistics) to

N{jets}

2
N{ev} ∼ 3 · 107 (22)

pairs of jets found in the experiments.
Using such an approach, we can then reconstruct a differential Rr

AA,{ev}(pT , ϕ, η) where
r = q, g for quark or gluon within each event (similar to how we calculate the spectra). We
emphasize here that this Rr

AA,{ev}(pT , ϕ, η) is only a theoretical quantity and can only be
compared to experiments after averaging over many events. From this quantity, we can sum
over all quark and gluon jets and include all possible fragmentation functions to calculate
the RAA,{ev}(pT ) of a specific PID,

RPID
AA,{ev}(pT , ϕ, η) =

∑
r=q,g

∫ 1

zmin

dz
z
dσr(

pPID

z
)Rr

AA(
pPID

z
, ϕ)Dr→PID(z,

pπ
z
)∑

r=q,g

∫ 1

zmin

dz
z
dσr(

pPID

z
)Dr→PID(z,

pπ
z
)

. (23)

Here the momentum fraction is z where zmin = pPID/pmax, the fragmentation functions are
Dr→PID(z,

pπ
z
), and dσr(

pPID

z
) are cross sections of your specified parton type that can be

obtained from PYTHIA.
We can now calculate our total nuclear modification factor that can be compared to

experiment, i.e.,

RPID
AA,{ev}(pT ) =

1

2π

∫ 2π

0

∫ ηmax

ηmin

dϕdη RPID
AA,{ev}(pT , ϕ, η), (24)

that must be summed over all events, i.e.,

RPID
AA (pT ) =

∑
{ev}

RPID
AA,{ev}(pT ). (25)

Furthermore, in a given event {ev}, we can then define an event plane angle,

ψhard
n,{ev}(pT ) =

1

n
arctan

(∫ 2π

0
dϕ sin(nϕ)RAA,{ev}(pT , ϕ)∫ 2π

0
dϕ cos(nϕ)RAA,{ev}(pT , ϕ)

)
, (26)

which is only a theoretical quantity to lead to the hard sector vn. These vn are easy to get
from the reaction plane,

vhardn,{ev}(pT ) =
1
2π

∫ 2π

0
dϕ cos[nϕ− nψhard

n,{ev}(pT )]RAA,{ev}(pT , ϕ)

RAA,{ev}(pT )
. (27)
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To calculate the observable related to high-pT azimuthal anisotropies we then assume this
hard flow is the POI such that vhardn,{ev}(pT ) can be substituted into Eq. 18.

3. Framework overview

In the following, we provide an overview of the framework needed to simulate heavy-ion
collisions. Many of these details are important to understand the computational challenges
involved in heavy-ion collisions, the need for efficient codes, and the details involved in the
choice of the coordinate system and the dimensionality.

Let us begin with a brief overview of heavy-ion collision experiments. In experiments,
one takes a beam of atoms of some element and removes all the electrons (hence it becomes
an ion) such that only the nuclei remain in the beams. These nuclei then are accelerated
to nearly the speed of light within a collider. At a specific point in the experiment, the
beams are allowed to cross such that the nuclei collide. Every time a single nucleus-nucleus
collision occurs it is called an event where each event is slightly different than the last because
it depends both on quantum fluctuations within each nucleus as well as the impact parameter
of the collision itself. Here, nuclei collide millions or billions of times, producing many events.
After each collision, the remnants of that collision free stream into the detector where there
are large magnetic fields that separate out the charged, ground-state3 particles that are later
measured experimentally (the energy and momentum of these particles is measured). While
each event is measured separately, the events are always grouped together and sorted in
different manners, and then a final global observable (averaged over many events) is what is
reported as the experimental data.

In order to provide a detailed simulation of these collisions, we must consider all the
stages sequentially in a simulation chain until the final remnant is produced. However, we
do not need to take into account the final free streaming/magnetic field effects because they
are already accounted for within the experimental analysis and because particles in heavy-
ion collisions reach a point of “freeze-out” at the very end of the collision where both particle
yields and kinematics remain unchanged. Freeze-out occurs because the system is rapidly
expanding and at some point it becomes so dilute that particles no longer interact and cannot
change kinematics. We also need to perform “event-by-event” calculations, which implies that
each single collision of nuclei has unique initial conditions that need to be propagated through
the entire simulation chain and a final observable for that specific event is calculated. This
process must be repeated many times and one averages the final observable over all events
to obtain the global observable.

The necessary stages of a heavy-ion collision simulation (across any beam energy) are the
initial stage, pre-hydrodynamic stage, hydrodynamics, particlization, and hadron gas phase,
where a workflow for these stages is shown in Fig. 1. These are the generic stages that must
always be present, however, other codes and modules may still be necessary to make direct
comparisons to data. For instance, when jets are present, they may be described by various
types of energy loss pictures as they interact with the medium or split apart. Furthermore,

3By the time particles are measured, the time scales are many orders of magnitude longer than QCD
decay rates such that no hadron resonances (like the ρ meson) remain. That being said, it is often possible
to work backwards to a vertex to identify when a resonance previously existed.
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Initial State
Pre-hydrodynamics 

Stage Hydrodynamics Particalization
Hadron Gas 

Phase Observables

Heavy-Ion Collision Dynamical Framework

Jet production

Jet energy loss

Jet decoupling

τi τhydro εFO Tchem,FO Tkin,FO

Tdecτform

Figure 1: Heavy-ion collisions dynamical simulation framework. The boxes in white are modules that are
always run whereas the boxes in gray are optional. Each initial state is an event that is indexed using {ev}
and run through the entire simulation chain, where the final output is a set of observables O⃗{ev} for that
particular event. The time scales, energy density, or temperatures that are relevant characteristic scales used
to switch between modules are indicated above and explained in the text. Note that the particlization and
observables modules have no internal dynamics such that they do not have a characteristic scale. Since this
is only for a single event, the Analysis Script module is not shown.

at the end of the simulation of a given event one must first calculate the observables of a
given event. After all events have completed, one then calculates global observables across all
events—carefully taking into account statistical uncertainties, only then can one take these
final global observables and compare directly to experimental data.

3.1. Modules within the Framework
• Initial State.– The first stage corresponds to the construction of an initial state, which

represents the system when the nuclei first collide. All initial state models generate
a field of some thermodynamic quantity (i.e., energy density or entropy density) ε(r⃗),
but certain models also generate the full energy-momentum tensor T µνi (both in and
out of equilibrium) where “i” indicates that this is the initial condition and possibly
also the initial charge currents Nµ

q,i where q = B, S,Q. We define τi to be the proper
time at which the initial state has been fully constructed, but we caution that some
initial states are also provided in Cartesian coordinates at ti instead.

• Pre-hydrodynamics Stage.– Following the initial state, there is often a pre-hydrodynamics
stage. Because the initial state may be so far from equilibrium that hydrodynamics
would be acausal [35, 70], one can use a stage in between for a very short period in
which the system approaches the applicability of hydrodynamics. This duration of the
stage depends on the collision energy and the system size as well as the particular
initial state, and pre-hydrodynamical model itself [71]. We define the time scale for
the end of the pre-equilibrium scale as τhydro.

• Hydrodynamics.– Up next in the chain, the energy density field, charge density
field, or the full T µνi and Jµq,i’s, are fed into relativistic viscous hydrodynamics. For
relativistic systems, the viscous equations of motion are not the same as those of
Navier–Stokes written covariantly; it is known that relativistic extensions of Navier–
Stokes lead to acausal behavior and instabilities [72]. Rather, new viscous equations of
motion were derived first in a phenomenological manner from the entropy current from
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Israel–Stewart [73], later from the 14-moments method in kinetic theory (DNMR) [74],
more recently using a generalized-frame in (BDNK) [75, 76, 77], and [78] recovered the
14-moments terms using the entropy current method (ADNH). Here provide users with
options to select either ideal, Israel–Stewart, DNMR, or ADNH equations of motion.
We do not consider BDNK because the equations of motion would require second-order
time derivatives, which we have not yet worked out in SPH.

• Particlization.– Generally, the hydrodynamic stage is correlated with the Quark–
Gluon Plasma phase (or in other words, it describes the dynamics of deconfined quarks
and gluons). At some point these quarks and gluons join together into bound states—
known as hadrons; the process of forming bound states is called hadronization. In
simulations, we use Cooper–Frye [79] to describe hadronization (or called particliza-
tion since we generally switch to particles slightly after hadronization occurs) wherein
contributions both from a thermal distribution and out-of-equilibrium corrections are
used to determine the type of hadrons and their momentum that are produced. We
can define either a fixed temperature Thad or fixed energy density εhad (more convenient
at finite charge densities) at which the particles are converted into hadrons4. One can
either use a semi-analytical approach to obtain a continuous spectrum of hadrons or
use Monte Carlo sampling to obtain the exact number of hadrons in the system while
conserving BSQ charges exactly, we include both options in ccake 2.0 (ccake 1.0 only
allowed for a continuous spectra of hadrons).

• Hadron Gas Phase.– Once hadrons are formed they interact and decay, which is the
hadron gas phase. In simulations one can either include only direct decays (which can
consider all orders of interactions as in 1 → 2 body decays but also 1 → 3 or even 1 → 4
decays) or one can use the Boltzmann equation to describe both decays and interactions
but only 1 → 2 and 2 ↔ 2 interactions are currently possible, if one ensures detailed
balance. The gas of hadrons is expanding over time such that eventually chemical
freeze-out is reached at some temperature Tchem,FO wherein the particles no longer
undergo chemical changing processes, i.e., the particle yields are fixed. However, for
a time they can still undergo kinetic interactions that shuffle around the momenta of
the particles. Eventually, the gas becomes so dilute such that kinetic interactions also
stop at Tkin,FO, which is known as kinetic freeze-out. The simulations of this stage are
called hadronic afterburners, which cover all the necessary interactions and kinematics
from the point of particlization until the final particle momenta are detected.

• Jet energy loss.– During the early stages of the collision, hard scatterings may occur
that produce back-to-back jets. The point where the jets begin interacting with the
medium is the formation time τform. These jets are bumped around by the medium
(i.e., the relevant dynamical module, normally the hydrodynamic phase but it may be
other modules as well) and lose energy over time. Eventually, the jets decouple from
the medium at Tdec that most likely occurs before the system hadronizes because the

4In reality the transition from quarks into hadrons is a cross-over [9], so it should be a range of tempera-
tures to be completely accurate but there are challenges including this into the code at this time.
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jets are traveling much faster than the medium, however some groups also consider the
possibility of jet-hadron interactions [80, 81, 82, 83] (this is currently not available in
our framework). In principle, a user could couple their favorite energy loss model to the
NuclearConfectionery but at the moment we have implemented a parameterized
energy loss model, roughly based on the BBMG model from [84]. We allow for two
options when it comes to jet energy loss 1.) back-to-back jets can be fully coupled to
the system where they lose energy that is fed into ccake 2.0 using source terms and
that background also affects the jet energy loss, or 2.) the jets are only sensitive to the
background of the medium (source terms are not used) but then one can oversample a
single event with many jets to more efficiently calculate jet observables.

• Observables.– For each given event {ev} we must calculate its contribution to exper-
imental observables. There are many possibly experimental observables that one can
calculate, but most fit into the category of 1.) yields or spectra, 2.) collective flow, or
3.) jet observables, which will be described in detail later on. Thus, for a given event
{ev} we calculate an ensemble of its contribution to experimental observables O⃗{ev}.

• Analysis Scripts.– After many events have been run N{ev}, all of their resulting
experimental observable contributions O{ev} are fed into a final analysis script. This
script sorts events into centrality bins, takes global averages into account (consider-
ing multiplicity weighing), and calculates statistical uncertainties using jackknife error
resampling. The results from the Analysis Scripts module is what can be compared
directly to experimental data.

3.2. Challenges within heavy-ion collision simulation frameworks
Here we discuss the main challenges within heavy-ion collision simulation frameworks that
we will be addressing in this paper.

Challenge #1: choice of coordinate system
The nature of the system in heavy-ion collisions depends strongly on the colliding center-of-
mass energy

√
sNN per nucleon. In order to achieve the extremely high temperature T needed

to surpass T > Thad,
√
sNN must be extremely large. However,

√
sNN is directly related to

the speed of the incoming nuclei, such that at these high energies the nuclei experience large
Lorentz

γ =
1√

1−
(
v
c

)2 (28)

factors (where v is the velocity of the incoming nuclei and c is the speed of light5) through

γ =

√
sNN
2mp

. (29)

5Since c = 1, we normally drop it from our equations but we point this out here to make it clear this
quantity is dimensionless.

17



Then the radius of the nuclei along the direction of the beam Rbeam is extremely Lorentz
contracted,

Rbeam =
2R0mp√
sNN

, (30)

where R0 is the standard radius for a given nucleus at rest. Using top energies at the LHC
and collisions of heavy nuclei (R0 ∼ 6 fm), the radius along the beam is just Rbeam = 2 ·10−3

fm, nearly 4 orders of magnitude smaller than along the transverse plane. Such a system can
be well described in just the transverse plane (using hyperbolic coordinates that assume the
systems moves at the speed of light along the beam direction and is invariant across rapidity).
Most hydrodynamic simulations at high

√
sNN take advantage of this simpler system and

use hyperbolic coordinates (see Sec. 4.2 on coordinate systems for further details) such that
relativistic viscous hydrodynamics codes are normally run in 2+1 dimensions (2+1D).

In contrast, at lower
√
sNN the nuclei become fully 3D such that 3+1D simulations are

required. The lowest beam energy run in collider mode at RHIC is
√
sNN = 7.7 GeV,

which leads to a Rbeam = 1.5 fm which is the same order of magnitude as the transverse
plane. In fact, even lower

√
sNN are possible in fixed-target colliders, although the applica-

bility of hydrodynamics (a key component in our simulation framework) is questionable [85].
At sufficiently low beam energies, fully 3+1D simulations in Cartesian coordinates become
necessary, since the system is less strongly affected by Lorentz contraction.

There are a few challenges that arise with the change of dimensionality as
√
sNN decreases:

1.) frameworks must be able to easily run both 2+1D and 3+1D simulations, 2.) preferably
they also have the option of a generalized coordinate system such that Cartesian coordinates
are possible at low beam energies, 3.) source terms allow one to switch on hydrodynamics
earlier [86] because the nuclei take longer to pass through each other [87].

Challenge #2: jet-medium coupling
Another challenging feature of heavy-ion collisions at high

√
sNN is properly taking into

account of jet-medium interactions in simulations. These jets with large transverse mo-
mentum are described by entirely different physics compared to the soft modes (at low pT )
within a fluid dynamics picture. Thus, one requires a source term within the fluid where
the jets can dump energy into the fluid at each time step, but then their behavior is de-
scribed by the energy loss picture of jets that depend on the local fluid background (see
e.g., [88, 89, 90, 33, 91, 92]). In such a picture, the jets equations and the hydrodynamic
equations must be solved simultaneously to accurate described how each affects the other.
Furthermore, while soft physics at high

√
sNN can be reasonably well-described by 2+1D

simulations, jets require 3+1D simulations since jets can be orientated in any direction.
Thus, the challenges involved in the proper description of jet-medium coupling are 1.)

implementing source terms into the hydrodynamic simulations, 2.) translating the direction
of the jets (often in Cartesian coordinates) into hyperbolic coordinates, 3.) interpolating
over the fluid medium to obtain thermodynamic variables at a specific location, since the
code is not grid-based, 4.) obtaining high-enough statistics given that jets are rare probes,
such that back-to-back jets may produced once or only a several times in a single event, 4.)
potential causality violations in fluid dynamic simulations when large amounts of energy are
dumped within an event.
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Challenge #3: multi-dimensional equation of state
The QCD EoS is inherently multidimensional because anytime a (anti-)quark is present, it
carries multiple conserved charges. For instance, a strange quark (or hadron) in the fluid
would carry not just baryon number (B), but strangeness (S) and electric charge (Q). These
BSQ conserved charges require multiple changes within simulation frameworks. For instance,
this implies that the EoS must vary not only in T but also in all three chemical potentials
{µB, µS, µQ} such that it is 4D [93, 94] (and the EoS must be invertible since hydrodynamics
runs in s and n⃗, not in T and µ⃗). There are then two options: an “online inverter” that
uses a 4D interpolation/root-finding algorithm on top of a (T, µ⃗)-EoS to find its location for
the natural hydrodynamic variables while the hydrodynamic code is running or an “offline
inverter” that inverts a 4D table once before the simulation framework begins such that
the ccake only needs to interpolate. Furthermore, the hydrodynamic equations of motion
must include BSQ charge conservation at the minimum [38, 26] (in fact, BSQ diffusion may
also be relevant but provides further challenges, see [27, 28, 30]). These new equations of
motion also have stability requirements that can be checked [78] that include EoS and out-
of-equilibrium contributions. Finally, the conversion from a fluid into particles (freeze-out)
is altered by the presence of these new conserved charges such that each hydrodynamic
event must globally conserve BSQ charges with sampling over a hypersurface [32, 95] and
that their contributions must be included in the distribution function [37, 26]. For specific
combinations of {T, µB, µS, µQ} and particle mass at freeze-out it may not be possible to
produce certain mesons (bosons) because the Bose-Einstein distribution would diverge (see
discussion in [26]).

The challenges associated with the multidimensional EoS are then 1.) find an efficient
and accurate method to invert a 4D EoS, 2.) a method to handle out of bound fluid cells,
due to limitations in the reach of the 4D EoS, 3.) the implementation of BSQ conserved
charges and diffusion within the equations of motion (there are different possible options for
equations of motion so we allow the user to decide), 4.) exact BSQ global charge conservation
when sampling particles, 5.) the inclusion of “δf ” corrects for BSQ diffusion6, 6.) method
for handling divergent meson contributions when sampling particles, 7.) revising analysis
scripts to study identified particle observables à la [60, 96].

Challenge #4: numerical efficiency and optimization
The other three challenges identified above, necessitate significant computational improve-
ments to ccake in order to efficiently perform event-by-event simulations that will obtain
high-enough statistics to reasonably compare to data. For instance, 3+1D simulations of
ccake on a single core could take up to 2 weeks, which is not remotely feasible if one re-
quires tens of thousands of events per

√
sNN . However, we also found that the most efficient

method for running 2+1D event-by-event simulations is on a single core, but while running
multiple events in parallel. Thus, we require a code that can both run on CPUs and on
GPUs (but on a single core and in parallel) for the most efficient use of our resources. The
code should be easily portable on a variety of machines, which requires containerization so

6As of writing this paper, we are only aware of the diagonal terms that have been derived in [37] at the
point of particlization, off-diagonal terms have not yet been included.
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that it does not require a large number of dependencies to be installed when ran on a new
machine. Finally, a motivation of ccake 2.0 is to be eventually used to run in Bayesian
analyses, which require that the free parameters can be easily identified, understood what
their ranges and units are, and easily varied.

The challenge then is to 1.) rewrite ccake using Kokkos and Cabana that allows for a
simulation framework that can be run both on CPUs and GPUs, 2.) Kokkos and Cabana
cannot easily handle our “online inverter” for the EoS such that when running in parallel
or GPUs one must always use the “offline inverter”, 3.) due to the large number of free
parameters within the simulations, one wants to easily identify them in YAML files that
contains their units, ranges, and allows them to be easily varied, and 4.) the code must be
portable on a wide range of machines.

3.3. Framework structure
In Fig. 2 we demonstrate the possible workflows for the NuclearConfectionery. The
workflow begins by sending a job that contains N{ev} the number of events to the cluster
with a corresponding YAML file that contains all necessary input parameters. For a given
event i, the initial condition is produced from either trento, ampt, or smash. Then, an
optional pre-equilibrium phase exists where a few choices exist: i.) trento could be coupled
to iccing to initalize BSQ conserved charges or ii.) trento could be couple to Free-stream
to initialize a full T µν or iii.) ampt or smash can be smeared out. The pre-equilibrium phase
can also be skipped entirely and initial conditions can be fed directly into hydrodynamics.
The hydrodynamics phase also requires an EoS and equations of motion (EoM). The hy-
drodynamic phase has the option of being coupled to Jets through the melt code. After
hydrodynamics is complete, Particlization is run where either Analytical Cooper–Frye can
be calculated (only possible for 2+1D simulations) or BQS Sampler can be run (possible for
2+1D or 3+1D). One particles are produced, a Hadronic afterburner is required. For the
Analytical Cooper–Frye the only option is Direct decays. However, for the sampled particles
from BQS Sampler smash must be run but it can either be run with Direct decays or with
including the back-reactions. Finally, the results from the Hadronic afterburner and Jets
(if run) feed into Event Analysis that calculates the set of all observables for this partic-
ular event O⃗i. This process is repeated (either in parallel or in series, depending on the
user’s choice) for up to N{ev}. Once all events are run then Observables calculates the global
observables with statistical error bars that can be compared directly to experimental data.

We focus most of our attention on the upgrades to the hydrodynamic evolution, which
were sufficiently significant to warrant a new version to replace the original ccake 1.0 [26].
ccake 2.0 includes the following upgrades:

1. Flexible dimensionality, allowing the code to be run in 1+1D, 2+1D, or 3+1D

2. A generalized coordinate system which accommodates both hyperbolic and Cartesian
coordinates using a mostly minus metric diag(+,−,−,−) (although other metrics or
coordinate systems may be easily added)

3. Multiple available choices for equations of motion, including minimal Israel–Stewart
(IS) [97], Denicol-Niemi-Molnár-Rischke (DNMR) [74] that are derived from the 14
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Figure 2: Hybrid simulation framework: Initial Conditions, Pre-hydrodynamics (optional in pink),
hydrodynamics (requires EoS and EoM), Particlization, Afterburner, and Event analysis. One
option is to run Jets (in pink) coupled to the hydrodynamics phase that is then fed into
Event Analysis afterwards. Example YAML files and the simulation chain can be found at
github.com/the-nuclear-confectionery/confectionery_chain.
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moments approach in kinetic theory, and (to appear soon) Almaalol-Dore-Noronha-
Hostler (ADNH) [78] that unifies Israel–Stewart and DNMR using the phenomenolog-
ical entropy current derivation in a way which is consistent with the second law of
thermodynamics.

4. Inclusion of source terms in the equations of motion which permit, e.g., jets which are
fully coupled to the fluid [89, 33, 90, 91, 98] or the dynamical inclusion of stopped
baryons [37]

5. A Module Energy Loss Treatment (melt) that is jet energy loss code based on the
Barbara Betz–Mikolos Gyulassy (BBMG) [84, 69] approach where the scaling of the
path length dependence of the energy loss is parameterized and the equations are
determined by dimensional analysis. The paper on melt is still forthcoming, but it will
be available in this release.

6. Choice of either an offline or online inverter for a 4D EoS that allows one to map
an EoS in {T, µB, µS, µQ} space (more natural for EoS calculations) into the natural
hydrodynamic variables of entropy and number densities {s, nB, nS, nQ}.

7. Freeze-out and particlization which couple directly to our custom-made sampling rou-
tine for SPH, enabling BSQ charges to be exactly conserved globally on an event-by-
event basis

8. Options that include printing off the full T µν and Nµ
q at each time step, causality and

stability constraints, internal eccentricities, energy and BSQ conservation checks, and
comparisons to (semi-)analytical checks.

9. Single event analysis module as well as a global analysis module that calculates sta-
tistical errors and sorts events into centralities. Both low and high-pT observables are
included in the analyses.

10. Support for the Cabana library which ensures portability across CPUs / GPUs

11. Convenient configuration and input using YAML files

12. Containerization using Apptainer (just for ccake)

13. Public availability of the open-source code on Github [99]

4. Initial State and Pre-equilibrium Stage

Here we introduce the possible options within the NuclearConfectionery for initial state
models and the pre-equilibrium stage. Since the pre-equilibrium stage is often closely tied
to the choice in the initial state, we choose to combine their sections into one.
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4.1. Event-by-event fluctuations
Every time heavy-ions collide in the laboratory, i.e., in each individual event, they produce
a unique initial condition that depends on the impact parameter of the two nuclei, the posi-
tions of the nucleons (and possibly even the positions of the quarks and gluons) within the
nucleus at the snapshot in time when the nuclei collide, and

√
sNN . Because in the experi-

ment, millions or even billions of events occur and they are averaged over to obtain a single
experimental observable, in simulations we must run “event-by-event” simulations where 103–
105 different initial conditions are run through the entire NuclearConfectionery workflow,
producing each a contribution to different observables from that event. At this point in time,
the average shape (quantified by the eccentricity εn where n = 2, 3, . . . indicates an elliptical
shape, triangular shape, etc.) of an initial condition is fairly well-understood at high

√
sNN

as well as its distribution on an event-by-event basis [100, 101, 102, 103, 104, 105]. Thus,
the large scale of event-by-event initial conditions are fairly well constrained at this time.
However, uncertainties still remain regarding a number of features of the initial state such as
the nucleon width [105, 106, 107, 108], the number of hotspots [109], the relevance of out-of-
equilibrium effects in the pre-equilibrium stage [110, 111, 112, 71, 113], and the contribution
of quark/anti-quark pairs [114, 115, 116, 60] to BSQ density fluctuations. Moreover, large
uncertainties still remain at low

√
sNN for the initial that require 3+1D initial conditions

and multiple conserved charges.
For ccake 2.0 we have tested three different types of initial conditions that all can be

run on an event-by-event basis:

• trento: MC with nucleonic [102] or both nucleonic and sub-nucleonic fluctuations
[109]. Parametrized combination of thickness functions to allow maximal flexibility.
Mostly in 2+1 but a 3+1 version is also available [117].

• trento+iccing: If one assumes that the ε(r⃗) produced in trento consists only of
gluons, then iccing [115] samples the energy density profiles (in 2+1D only for the
moment) and allows for gluons to split into quark/anti-quark pairs. Thus, the energy
density profile then also includes BSQ density fields as well. In principle, this could
eventually be coupled to kinetic theory as well, as done in [116] but we do not include
that here.

• trento+Free-stream: One can also consider a pre-equilibrium of free-streaming [118]
where the particles briefly expand outwards without interactions. This expansion pe-
riod brings the system closer to a point where hydrodynamics is applicable (see e.g.
[35]) but has challenges because it is currently only conformally invariant, which does
not match to the lattice QCD equation of state [71].

• ampt: It is designed to perform the entire simulation [119, 120], but it can also be
used solely as an initial condition and pre-equilibrium stage by selecting time slices
from the system evolution. In the early stages, ampt generates color strings [121]
and then performs a partonic cascade simulation [122]. At a chosen time, one can
extract the partons and smear their four-momentum and charges to reconstruct a
continuous 3 + 1D energy-momentum tensor T µν and charge currents Nµ

q [123], which
are then decomposed and used as input for hydrodynamics. Calculations are performed
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in Cartesian coordinates, and we have written a smearing code to convert the initial
parton distribution to an initial condition in both hyperbolic and cartesian coordinates
as well.

• smash: Using a Boltzmann approach, smash [49] simulates hadronic interactions in a
relativistic system. While this hadron transport code is often used for the hadronic
afterburner, it can also be set-up to simulate the initial state [4]. When it generates an
initial state, it can provide the full T µν and all charge currents. smash simulations are
performed in Cartesian coordinates but can be converted to hyperbolic coordinates.
At the moment, the smash initial state code is not yet public but we have ensured
compatibility that we will explore more in a future work.

There are other types of initial conditions that could easily be used as well in ccake such
as ip-glasma [110], kømpøst (for pre-equilibrium) [112, 111], mcdipper [124], ekrt [103],
or the string baryon stopping model [86]. Here we just picked a handful to begin testing but
nothing prevents further initial conditions as long as they were adapted to the ccake format
framework.

Not all initial state frameworks can be run generically across all
√
sNN . For instance,

trento, iccing, ekrt, ip-glasma, and mcdipper, and kømpøst are all primarily designed
for high

√
sNN whereas ampt, smash, and the baryon string model can be run at lower

√
sNN

as well. In the following sections we will discuss some of the further challenges that appear
at the lower

√
sNN because of the dimensionality of the system.

Parameter O+O
5.36 TeV

Pb+Pb
2.76 TeV

Pb+Pb
5.02 TeV

Au+Au
200 GeV

Xe+Xe
5.44 TeV

Normalization ε or s ε s ε ε ε
trento ×125 82 ×125 ×70 ×145
τi 0.6 fm 0.6 fm 0.6 fm 0.6 fm 0.6 fm

η/s, ζ/s, κqq′ {0.12, 0, 0} {0.1, 0, 0} {0.12, 0, 0} {0.16, 0, 0} {0.12, 0, 0}

Table 3: Summary of the normalization constant, initialization times, and transport coefficients that have
been tested against experimental data for different systems in NuclearConfectionery.

In Fig. 3 we include a summary of the normalization, initial times, and transport co-
efficients that we use in this paper to study different systems. In heavy-ion collisions, one
uncertainty arises because a dimensionful normalization constant is required to reproduce
experimental data, which is typically tuned to the multiplicity of particles in central colli-
sions. What is shown in Fig. 3 are reasonable estimates of the normalization constants for
those transport coefficients, but we do not tune them precisely to data (something we leave
for a subsequent work).

4.2. Coordinate system
The general difference between the high and low beam energy models is that at low

√
sNN

the models are always 3+1D and allow baryon stopping. We note that some of the high√
sNN models also incorporate aspects of this physics. For example, mcdipper includes

baryon stopping, iccing, includes BSQ charge fluctuations, and ip-glasma and trento,
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which provide 3+1D initial conditions. However, these models still have other limitations
and do not account for all the necessary low-

√
sNN physics.

Due to the difference in dimensionality at high versus low
√
sNN different coordinate

systems are used. At low
√
sNN , the nuclei are fully 3+1D such that Cartesian coordinates

can best describe the system, that is, time with 3-spatial coordinates: {t, x, y, z}. However,
at high

√
sNN , due to the extreme Lorentz contraction of the nuclei, they are essentially flat

pancakes that collide. Then, after the collision, the system expands at nearly the speed of
light along the beam (z-axis), such that the fluid is nearly identical copies of itself along
the beam axis, which is known as “boost-invariant". To take advantage of this feature of
boost invariance and significantly simplify computations, we can use hyperbolic coordinates,
which include the proper time τ and the space-time rapidity η such that {τ, x, y, η} is the
coordinate system. Then, the proper time can be related to Cartesian coordinates using:
τ =

√
t2 − z2 and the space-time rapidity is η = tanh−1(z/t).

4.3. Dynamical initialization
As demonstrated in Eq. (30), the radius along the beam R0 is directly connected to

√
sNN

such that low
√
sNN implies the nuclei are fully 3D objects. Then, given the beam energy

we can extract the velocity of the objects, i.e.,

v =

√
1−

(
2mp√
sNN

)2

(31)

such that we can determine the time required for two nuclei to pass through each other,

tpass =
2Rbeam

v
(32)

=
2R0√(√
sNN

2mp

)2
− 1

, (33)

where we find at low
√
sNN that it can take on order of O(1) fm for the nuclei to reach

complete overlap.
Assuming a heavy nucleus radius of R0 = 6 fm (which includes both the charge radius and

any neutron skin), we can make time-scale estimates of the passing time. In Fig. 3, we plot
the passing time vs. the center-of-mass beam energies for heavy nucleus. Around

√
sNN ∼ 20

GeV is where we switch to a passing time of tpass > 1 fm. Lower beam energies, especially
as one approaches the fixed-target regime, have a significantly slower passing times.

Since the hydrodynamic phase lasts only about 10 fm, waiting until the nuclei have passed
through each other fully at low

√
sNN would leave only a very short window for hydrodynamic

evolution. To overcome this challenge, groups have begun using dynamical initialization, in
which the hydrodynamic phase is initialized before the nuclei have fully passed through
each other, so that one can simultaneously solve the initial state and hydrodynamic phase
together. Such an approach requires source terms within hydrodynamics to initialize the T µν
and Nµ

q over time, see e.g. [37, 4]. These sources terms feed into the hydrodynamics as the
initial state model reaches a region where hydrodynamics is applicable (for more information,
see Sec 5.2).
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Figure 3: Passing time for two heavy nuclei with an estimated total radius of R0 = 6 fm across different
center-of-mass beam energies

√
sNN .

In order to implement dynamical initialization in ccake, we take advantage of the fact
that both ampt and ccake can be run in Cartesian coordinates. In Cartesian coordinates,
we start at t0 = 1 fm, where not all the initial conditions are ready to run in ccake. Thus,
any remaining parts of the initial state are implemented as source terms in ccake, which
is finalized at tpass = 3.6 fm for this beam energy. Then, for hyperbolic coordinates we use
τ0 = 1 fm where once again not all the initial state is ready to for hydrodynamics such
that we also use source term until tpass = 3.6 fm is reached. For these runs, we find that
we require a different normalization for Cartesian NCart.

norm = 0.42 vs. hyperbolic coordinates
Nhyperb.

norm = 0.62. Here we ensure that we reproduce the STAR mid-rapidity data to determine
the normalization. For both systems, we take the smeared ampt initial condition at the initial
time

x0 = τ0 = t0 = 1 fm. (34)

In this initial condition, all partons generated before the desired time are contributing to the
system state. All the partons formed after the initial time are added as source terms during
the hydrodynamic evolution. We do this by smearing the parton four momentum pµj at each
SPH particle position using the cubic spline kernel

jµ(x0i , r⃗i) =
1

∆x0

x0−∆x0<x0j≤x0∑
j=partons

Nnorm√
−g

pµj W (r⃗i − r⃗j, hsource), (35)

where ∆x0 is the time step, x0j is the parton formation time, and rj is the parton formation
position. For the simulations in this section, we take hSPH = 0.3 fm, initial grid spacing (0.1,
0.1, 0.1) in fm and hsource = 1.4 fm.

In some extremely rare cases, we obtain nucleons that appear in the initial state that are
below the minimum energy condition even in the back-up EoS. In those cases we choose to
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freeze-out the nucleon instead of including it into our ccake evolution. However, we note
that even for

√
sNN = 7.7 GeV we did not find any nucleons that this condition applied to.

Figure 4: Illustration comparing ccake runtime for the same ampt initial condition. The ampt event is
initialized in a similar way using either a hyperbolic (orange) or a Cartesian coordinate system (blue).

In Fig. 4 we first compare the runtime checks for running at
√
sNN = 7.7 GeV. We

compare two different scenarios here: a Cartesian coordinate system, which we expect to
be best suited for low beam energies that are fully 3D, and a hyperbolic coordinate system,
which we expected will be more appropriate for high beam energies that are more Lorentz
contracted. We find that there is a very slight advantage to run in Cartesian coordinates in
terms of runtime, but the differences is very minimal.

Figure 5: Comparing the observables for the aforementioned ampt event, with the same initialization methods
described before. Each initial energy density was normalized to match experimental data from star [125].
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One might at first assume that it does not matter significantly if one runs in hyperbolic vs.
Cartesian coordinates. However, this is based on the assumption that these different choices
lead to similar or identical results for experimental observables. To test the convergence of
these two approaches, we have ran a single event at

√
sNN = 7.7 GeV. We then compared

the mid-rapidity spectra (left) and the multiplicity vs. pseudo-rapidity, i.e, dN/dy (right) in
Fig. 5. For the multiplicity vs. rapidity results, we also compare our results to STAR data
from [125]. For the mid-rapidity spectra results, we observe that Cartesian simulation with
t0 = 1 fm vs. hyperbolic with τ0 = 1 fm, both followed by dynamical initialization, that the
results are nearly identical across pT .

However, for a wider range of rapidities, differences appear for Cartesian vs. hyperbolic
coordinates that can be seen on the right of Fig. 5. The Cartesian coordinates lead to a
narrower distribution of dN/dy in rapidity whereas the hyperbolic coordinates leads to a
wider distribution. However, as expected from the pT -spectra, the two approaches match
at mid-rapidity (in some sense this is unsurprising since we tuned the normalization to
reproduce the STAR data). Given that ampt is calculated in Cartesian coordinates, going
from Cartesian into Cartesian coordinates is the more natural approach and we consider
those the “correct” result. Thus, we find that hyperbolic coordinates artificially lead to a
wider spectra across rapidity.

Figure 6: Integrated harmonic flow comparing the different coordinate system

In Fig. 6 we also check the integrated flow harmonics. Here we write vEPn to indicate
that this is just the magnitude of the flow harmonic for a single event (for a single event
there is no difference between the event plane method and cumulants), where the superscript
EP stands for event plane. While the flow harmonics are clearly very close to each other
(approximately a 20% effect between our choice in initialization), they are not identical. In
this single event, we find that v2 and v3 are enhanced for hyperbolic coordinates vs. v4 and v5
that are suppressed. It is hard to say at this point if this is a systematic effect or something
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in this single event.

5. Hydrodynamics expansion

5.1. Equation of state
The EoS is essential for closing the hydrodynamic equations of motion in heavy-ion col-
lisions. The most general EoS spans a four-dimensional phase space defined by {T, µ⃗} =
{T, µB, µS, µQ}. At high energies, the system produces nearly equal numbers of particles and
anti-particles, each of which may carry the three conserved charges of baryon number (B),
strangeness (S), and electric charge (Q). Because quarks and hadrons can carry mixtures of
positive and negative charges, the EoS must cover a wide range of T and chemical potentials.
The temperature should range from 0 (to ensure conservation of energy-momentum) up to
Tmax ∼ 700 MeV for top LHC collisions, while the chemical potentials should ideally cover
µB ∼ ±1000 MeV, µS ∼ ±1000 MeV, and µQ ∼ ±1000 MeV to fully account for the phase
space reached in heavy-ion collisions (from the highest to lowest beam energies).

At vanishing chemical potentials µ⃗ = 0, the EoS can be calculated directly from lattice
QCD in the range T ∼ 130–1000 MeV. At finite µ⃗, direct calculations are not possible, but
one can expand perturbatively around µ⃗ = 0 to obtain pressure susceptibilities:

χBSQijk =
∂i+j+k(p/T 4)

∂(µB/T )i ∂(µS/T )j ∂(µQ/T )k

∣∣∣∣
µB=µS=µQ=0

. (36)

These susceptibilities can then be used in a Taylor series (or other expansion schemes) to
reconstruct the EoS at finite µ⃗, e.g.,

p(T, µ⃗)

T 4
=
∑
i,j,k

1

i!j!k!
χBSQijk

(µB
T

)i (µS
T

)j (µQ
T

)k
. (37)

Since these expansions are in powers of µ⃗/T , they break down rapidly at large chemical
potentials or low temperatures. Currently, the only open-source available EoS reconstructed
from lattice QCD with baryon, strangeness, and charge chemical potentials are reliable only
up to µ⃗/T ∼ 2.5–3 [93, 94, 126].

Fortunately, the hadron resonance gas EoS can fill in some of the gaps left by the current
lattice QCD results. At sufficiently low T the HRG can be used to calculate the EoS and
reproduces lattice QCD well as long as the full list of particles are used (see, e.g., [127, 128]).
However, the challenge is the regime at temperatures just above hadronization where the
HRG phase is not applicable, but T is low enough to make the lattice QCD expansions
challenging. For example, hadronization occurs around T ∼ 130–150 MeV (depending on
the values of µ⃗) and if one is at µB = 600 MeV then µB/T ∼ 4–4.6, which is well beyond
the regime of validity of our current methods. Thus, in [26] backup EoS were developed to
ensure thermodynamic stability and continuity if a fluid cell is outside the validity regime of
the given EoS. The EoS class contains 5 EoS in total: table (lattice QCD), tanh-conformal,
conformal, conformal diagonal (twice) wherein the algorithm always searches in the first
EoS (lattice QCD) for its location in {T, µ⃗} and then progressively moves on to the next
EoS until the point in the QCD phase diagram can be found within the EoS. Two conformal
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diagonal EoS are included because the conformal diagonal EoS has a minimum energy density
condition that is dependent on the reach of chemical potentials. The first conformal diagonal
does not reach a sufficiently low minimum energy density, so we use a second one to fill that
gap (see Appendix A).

EoS inverter
A further complication is that the natural hydrodynamic variables differ from those that are
most easily used to calculate and tabulate the EoS. EoS tables are typically provided on fixed
grids of {T, µ⃗} whereas hydrodynamics is written in terms of densities such as the entropy
density s, and the number densities of the conserved charges, i.e., {s, n⃗} = {s, nB, nS, nQ}.
Note that grid codes often use the energy density ε instead of entropy, but the same challenges
of converting from one basis to another remain. Thus, there are two options within ccake 2.0
that we provide to the user:

• Online inverter.– The code takes an EoS table in 4D on a fixed grid of {T, µ⃗} and
uses a 4D interpolator and root-finder to obtain all thermodynamic quantities in terms
of {s, n⃗} while the code is running. If a fluid cell fails to find its location in the EoS;
it moves to the backup EoS. This option is the most numerically accurate and allows
one to easily change the EoS, but it is slower.

• Offline inverter.– A separate code is provided that takes a given EoS on a fixed grid
of {T, µ⃗} coupled with the backup EoS and then converts this to a single EoS table on
a fixed grid(s) in {s, n⃗}. This conversion is done once and the new inverted EoS table
can be run within ccake 2.0. This option is significantly faster, but it is not quite
as numerically accurate and also often requires multiple different grids because {s, n⃗}
varies significantly more than {T, µ⃗}.

It was previously found in [129] that a very fine grid around the critical point is needed
within the EoS to run relativistic viscous hydrodynamics and properly account for critical
scaling of both the EoS and transport coefficients within a simplified hydrodynamic frame-
work. Thus, we anticipate that our more realistic simulations will require special care in
ensuring that the critical point is accurately included in our numerical calculations, which
we leave for a future work.

One major performance bottleneck in ccake 1.0 was the 4D root-finding routine of the
EoS. Because ccake 2.0 is written with Kokkos which necessitates definitions of variables
on the host space and the device space (see Sec. 5.9.1 for details), 4D root-finding signifi-
cantly slows down runtime on GPUs/running in parallel. With this construction, the online
inversion requires data transfer from device space to host space to perform the root-finding,
followed by data transfer back to device to evolve the simulation, at each each timestep.

The solution we employ here for ccake 2.0 is to precompute the mapping from (sources)
{T, µB, µS, µQ} to (targets) {s, nB, nS, nQ}, and load this conversion table into memory. The
conversion now only requires an interpolation, instead of interpolation and root-finding7; the

7Due to its large complexity, root-finding for non-linear functions is not tractable on GPUs.
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offline inversion procedure uses the existing root-finder and interpolator. The downside is
that the table can grow very large depending on the resolution of the sources. Note that in
ccake, entropy density is a natural variable whereas in most other (grid based) codes in the
field, ε is used as the natural variable. It is straightforward to redefine ε instead of s as the
natural hydrodynamic variable using the same method described above.

One significant challenge in making an efficient 4D inverted table in {s, nB, nS, nQ} space
is the very non-linear relationship between the sources and targets. Thus, a 4D EoS that is
on a regular grid in {T, µB, µS, µQ} would lead to an oddly shaped region in {s, nB, nS, nQ}
on an irregular grid. However, irregular grids are very challenging for interpolation methods,
leading to large numerical error. To avoid this problem, our backup EoS makes it possible to
obtain a regular grid in {s, nB, nS, nQ} even when we are well outside of the regime reached
from lattice QCD.

Another challenge that arises from the non-linear relationship between the sources and
targets is that the targets can span many orders of magnitude. Thus, if one uses a fixed grid
across the entire table, one must choose either an extremely fine grid (to ensure accuracy
at low T , where thermodynamic quantities vary rapidly with T ) or a coarse grid (which
significantly loses accuracy at low T ). The fine grid option slows down the hydrodynamic
code and causes storage issues, due to the enormous size of the table (also a time issue of
interpolating over a large table for each run), while the coarse grid introduces errors that
are too large to be reasonably used.

To overcome this problem, the conversion tables are constructed to be evenly spaced in
logarithmic decades. This uniform spacing ensures that the interpolation is as inexpensive
as possible, while the grid arrangement maintains roughly constant relative resolution across
scales. The resulting tables are log-scaled overall but linearly spaced locally, keeping interpo-
lation efficient and numerically well-conditioned across the full dynamic range. In practice,
this means that the grid for smight look like s = {0.01, 0.02, . . . , 0.1, 0.2, . . . , 1.0, 2.0, . . . , 10}.
With this optimization alone, we observe a decrease in runtimes by a factor of eight.

EoS convergence tests
We use convergence tests to quantify the effect of the offline inverter (this new feature
added to ccake 2.0 vs. the online inverter that reads in an EoS on a regular grid in
{T, µB, µS, µQ} (note that lower-order dimensions of the EoS are also allowed in this code)
that was included already in ccake 1.0. When doing this, we use our grid size that varies
logarithmically with s, as discussed above. We find that the offline inverter significantly
decreases runtime (and is the only method possible with GPUs), but it sacrifices a slight
numerical accuracy in the EoS. When comparing to the semi-analytical Gubser flow that
includes both shear viscosity and BSQ densities, we find that the offline inverter leads to
subtle numerical deviations in the EoS at very late times (see discussion around Fig. 7).

Previous work [130] has already confirmed the validity of ccake 1.0 compared to the
Gubser check in the presence of conserved charges and shear viscosity. In that paper, the
“online EoS inverter” was used (wherein the interpolation is done during the hydrodynamic
runs across a space of {T, µB} using a multidimensional table, then a root-finder is used
within the hydrodynamic code itself to convert into the natural hydrodynamic variables of
{s, nB}. While the online EoS inverter is a slower procedure, it is numerically accurate and
reproduces the Gubser test with shear viscosity well. In principle, since the EoS for the
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Figure 7: Comparison of the BSQ Gubser test with shear viscosity from [130] to ccake 2.0. We compare
the EoS with the online vs. offline inverter (see Sec. 5.1 for details).

Gubser test is always conformal, one could rather trivially analytically convert it into the
natural hydrodynamic variables. However, instead of doing that we use this as an opportunity
to test the numerical accuracy of our EoS inverters.

In Fig. 7, we compare the Gubser solution with a conserved charge and shear viscosity to
ccake 2.0 runs that were performed with both the offline EoS inverter and the online EoS
inverter. Both methods for the EoS inversion are able to capture the semi-analytical solution
quite well, especially for the energy density, baryon density, and flow. However, we find that
at late times that the offline EoS inverter does lead to some slight numerical inaccuracy in
the shear stress tensor πxy. It appears that sharp changes in πxy vs. the radial component
are hard to capture with the offline EoS inverter (these appear around r ∼ 1–2 fm).

In Fig. 8 we take a closer look at the shear stress tensor, looking at the difference in the
EoS inverters. To do so we plot the difference between our ccake results to the analytical
results, normalized by the maximum analytical πxy. We use this observables instead of the
percentage difference because many values of πxy are very close to 0 (especially at small r)
such that the percentage difference would look deceptively bad in the regions where πxy ∼ 0
even though the ccake works quite well there (around r ∼ 0). Then in Fig. 8 we find that
the differences between the offline and online inverters is smaller at earlier times (and the
numerical accuracy is better). Only at later times we find the differences grow slightly and,
indeed, the offline inverter is slightly more numerically inaccurate than the online inverter.
However, the differences are concentrated only around r ∼ 1–2 fm, as we saw in the previous
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Figure 8: Comparison of the discrepancy in shear viscosity between the analytical and ccake result using
online vs. offline inverter.

plot. Additionally, the differences between the offline and online inverters are relatively
small such that given the significant speed-up in the code, the offline inverter can have a
large advantage to use.

In future work we plan to quantify this error on experimental observables to better
understand if it affects flow or multiplicity. At the moment, our code has been optimized to
handle a smooth EoS without a real phase transition. However, previous work [129] found
that an extremely fine grid is required as one approaches a critical point.

5.2. Equations of motion
The most general form of the conservation equations that govern the hydrodynamic expan-
sion is given by:

∇µT
µν = Iν ,

∇µN
µ
q = Iq ,

(38)

where T µν is the energy-momentum tensor, Nµ
q is the charge current, Iν is a source term of

energy and momentum and Iq are the source terms of charge q associated with each current
Nq.

Hydrodynamic fields: the tensor decomposition of the energy-momentum tensor and charge
current with respect to the time-like four-vector velocity uµ can be written as:

T µν = εuµuν − (P +Π)∆µν + πµν + 2h(µuν) ; (39)
Nµ
q = nqu

µ + Jµq , q ∈ {B, S,Q} (40)
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Where ε = uµuνT
µν is the energy density in the local rest frame of the fluid, nq = uµN

µ
q is

the particle number density in the local rest frame of the fluid. p = 1
3
T µν∆µν is the isotropic

pressure, πµν = T<µν>, is the shear stress tensor, hµ = T<µ>νuν is the energy-momentum
diffusion current and finally Jµq is the diffusion current for the conserved charge q. By defi-
nition, we have the following: uµπµν = 0; πµµ = 0; uµh

µ = 0; uµJ
µ
q = 0 where in ideal

fluid dynamics, all dissipative currents πµν = hµ = Jµ = 0 and the quantities ε and nq
matches the local thermodynamical energy density and charge density of the fluid, respec-
tively.

Hydrodynamics frame: In general, for dissipative fluids, one loses the notion of local equi-
librium. To define the frame of local equilibrium of the fluid, one possibility is to identify
the fluid four-velocity to be identical to the energy flow of the fluid, i.e.,

εuµ = uνT
µν , nq = uµN

µ
q , (41)

With this particular choice of “hydrodynamic frame", heat diffusion is not allowed in the
fluid, therefore, we set hµ = 0. This choice is the well-known “Landau matching condition"
also known as the Landau frame. Another choice of frame is the so called “Eckart frame",
where the fluid four-velocity is chosen to be identical to the particle number flow, i.e., no
diffusion is allowed nµq = 0. In this work, we will follow the choice of the Landau frame. The
conservation equations are:

Dε+ (ε+ p+Π)θ − πµν∇⟨µ⟩uν = uνI
ν , (42)

(ε+ p)Duµ +∆µν∇λπνλ − πµνDuν −∇µp = ∆µ
νI

ν . (43)
Dnq + nqθ +∇µJ

µ
q = Iq . (44)

Source terms: in an isolated system, both sources are set to zero (Iν = 0, Iq = 0). While
the medium in heavy-ion collisions as a whole is an isolated system, there can be overlap
in time between different stages of the collision, such that one would not want to switch
from one phase to the next at a fixed point in time, but rather one would like to smoothly
transition from one model into the next such that a dynamical initialization process would
be required; see Sec. 4.3. In addition, those terms will not be zero when the dynamical
evolution is coupled to jets where they provide the feedback of the jets to the medium.

Equations of motion: In ccake 2.0, we solve the full set of fluid equations of motion in
generalized coordinates and for any dimensions for the following transient theories

Israel–Stewart.– Relativistic viscous fluids must remain both causal (velocities less than
the speed of light c) and thermodynamically stable. From the conservation equations (44),
one can always construct an equation of motion for a given entropy current, and in the
absence of external sources,

∇µS
µ = βν∇µT

µν − α∇µN
µ
q , (45)
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PbPb 0 − 5 %
sNN = 5.02 TeV

Figure 9: Illustration showing the time evolution of a central Pb+Pb collision at
√
sNN = 5.02 TeV.

where the derivatives of T µν and Nµ are given by the conservation equations. Together
with the second law of thermodynamics, this leads to the phenomenological IS equations,
which are derived by constraining the entropy production to be positive definite. Taking as a
starting point a proposition for the entropy current up to second order (n = 2) in dissipative
currents Π, πµν , Jµ [73]. Then the equations of motion take the form

τΠΠ̇ + Π = −ζθ − τΠΠ

2βΠ
β̇Π − τΠ

2
Πθ + . . . (46)

τππ̇
µν + πµν = 2ησµν − τππ

µν

2βπ
β̇π −

τπ
2
πµνθ + . . . (47)

τqq′ J̇
µ
q′ + Jµq = −κqq′∇µαq′ +

τqq′J
µ
q′

2β
θ − τqq′

2β
β̇q′lJ

µ
l + . . . . (48)

Here, the shear relaxation time τπ provides a time scale to relax back to the Navier–Stokes
solution, which preserves causality (at least in the linear regime). The . . . appear in Eqs. (46),
(47) and (48) refer to coupling and higher-order terms appear. These terms either connect
directly to πµν or can couple to other out-of-equilibrium effects like bulk viscosity ζ of
diffusion κ. A minimal IS approach has been developed in [131] where the equations of
motion take the following form:

τΠΠ̇ + Π =− ζθ − τΠΠθ + ... (49)

τπ∆µναβDπ
αβ + πµν =2ησµν −

4

3
τππµνθ (50)

τqq′ J̇
µ
q′ + Jµq =− κqq′∇µαq′ +

τqq′J
µ
q′

2β
θ + ... , (51)

and has been tested in [48]. ccake 2.0 supports both versions of the IS equations, and some
of the results presented here are based on this minimal IS.

DNMR.– Unlike the IS theory, DNMR is a microscopic based fluid dynamics theory which
is derved directly from the Boltzmann equation via the 14 moment approximation, and with
a systematic truncation scheme where the power counting is done in powers of Knudsen and
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Reynolds numbers Eq.(61) [74]. This is done in the following form:

τΠΠ̇ + Π = −ζθ + J +K +R ,

τnJ̇
⟨µ⟩ + Jµ = κnI

µ + Jµ +Kµ +Rµ ,

τππ̇
⟨µν⟩ + πµν = 2ησµν + Jµν +Kµν +Rµν ,

(52)

where the J terms indicate all terms of first order in Knudsen and inverse Reynolds numbers,
the K terms are all second order in Knudsen number, and the R terms contain all terms
of second order in inverse Reynolds number. Besides the well-defined expansion parame-
ter, DNMR has the advantage and appealing feature that the calculations of the transport
coefficients are done consistently.

ADNH.– Recently, the authors of Ref. [78] have developed a new approach to the phe-
nomenological IS theory where new terms were derived in the equations of motion using zero
entropy current contributions, the so-called ADNH approach. This technique was used to
derive some of the terms from DNMR and can be developed further to derive more terms.
In the ADNH approach, the EoM take the form:

τΠΠ̇ + Π = −(ζ +
τΠ
2
Π)θ − τΠ

2βΠ
β̇ΠΠ− ζδqJΠ

β
∂µJ

µ
q +

ζλqΠ
β
Jµq ∇µδ

q
JΠ

+
ζδΠπ
2β

πµνσµν ,

τππ̇
µν + πµν = 2ησµν − τπ

2
πµνθ − τπβ̇π

2βπ
πµν − 2ηδqJπ

β
∇⟨µJν⟩q +

2ηλqπ
β

J ⟨µ
q ∇ν⟩δqJπ

− ηδΠπ
β

Πσµν +
Λππ
β
πλν(σ

λ
µ +

1

3
∆λ
µθ)) ,

τqq′ J̇
µ
q′ + Jµq = −κqq′∇µαq′ +

τqq′J
µ
q′

2β
θ − τqq′

2β
β̇q′lJ

µ
l − κqq′δ

q′

JΠ

β
∇µΠ− κqq′δ

q′

Jπ

β
∇νπ

µν

− κqq′λ̃
q′

Π

β
Π∇µδq

′

JΠ − κqq′λ̃
q′
π

β
πµν∇νδ

q′

Jπ ,

(53)

The public version of ccake 2.0 supports the possibility of running any of the dynamics
above by switching on/off any of the available terms. We refer the reader to an example
YAML configuration file in [99] where a set of parameters have been designated to turn
on/off each of these terms. In practice, the public version of the code has all the tested
terms and excludes the following:

• For Israel–Stewart and ADNH equations of motion, β̇ terms are required in the equa-
tions of motion that require time derivatives of c2s. There are both numerical challenges
to calculate c2s derivatives live during the hydrodynamic expansion as well as theoreti-
cal challenges (these derivatives are not available in initial state models) such that we
leave the inclusion of the β̇ terms for future work. However, we caution that it has
been found in [132] that these terms were necessary for exploring a critical point in an
Israel–Stewart approach.
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• For the DNMR equations, at the momentum, we only include the shear and bulk
viscosity terms. The relevant transport coefficients for these terms are discussed in
Sec. 5.3. We exclude K terms and all couplings with diffusion terms. This exclude the
transport coefficients relevant to these terms. (to be included in a future work).

• The second order R terms for shear and bulk viscosities have been included, but their
relevant transport coefficients were set to zero, i.e., φ1 = φ3 = φ6 = 0.

5.3. Transport coefficients
In relativistic systems, several types of transport coefficients appear. Because we adopt
Landau matching for our frame of reference, there is no heat flow. Thus, the relevant
transport coefficients currently used within ccake 2.0 are shear viscosity, bulk viscosity, and
diffusion. Here, we briefly review the expected behavior of these transport coefficients based
on microscopic models and phenomenology, before describing how they are implemented in
ccake 2.0.

Figure 10: Behavior of transport coefficients at vanishing chemical potential as predicted by Bayesian anal-
ysis.

Shear viscosity: Shear viscosity is the most important transport coefficient in heavy-ion col-
lisions, as it strongly influences the hydrodynamic evolution of the system. Since η can be
interpreted as a linearization over equilibrium, it is often discussed in its dimensionless form,
comparing the relaxation time of the fluid to quantum time scales. This is given by the
shear-viscosity-to-enthalpy ratio,

ηT

w
=

ηT

ε+ p
, (54)

where the enthalpy w is the energy density ε plus the pressure p. In the limit of vanishing net
densities (nB = nS = nQ = 0), this reduces to η/s, because the Gibbs-Duhem relation, given
by, ε + p = sT +

∑
q=B,S,Q nqµq, simplifies to s = (ε + p)/T . Physically, the shear viscosity

describes the amount of friction between fluid layers as the system relaxes to equilibrium.
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This dimensionless ratio, η/s(T ), plays a central role in characterizing the QCD medium,
and its temperature dependence has been widely studied. As discussed in Sec. 3.1, the
community generally expects η/s(T ) to reach a minimum near the QCD phase transition,
although Bayesian analyses are still consistent with both a constant and a temperature-
dependent η/s [133, 134, 135, 136, 137, 138].

While η/s(T ) is expected to have a minimum at vanishing densities, the behavior of
ηT/w(T, µ⃗) at finite µ⃗ remains largely unknown and is an active area of research. Recent
pQCD calculations at finite µB and finite µ⃗ [139, 140, 141] suggest a complicated dependence
that can increase or decrease depending on the region of the phase diagram. Holographic
approaches tend to predict a decrease [142, 143], whereas PNJL models show an increase
[144, 145] (although they compute η/s rather than ηT/w). Hadronic models suggest a
decrease in ηT/w at fixed T with increasing µ⃗ [146, 147, 148, 149, 150, 151, 152, 153, 154].
However, since the phase transition line bends to lower T [155, 156, 157, 158, 159], the value
of ηT/w at the transition actually increases significantly (because shear viscosity in hadronic
models scales inversely with T ) [160]. Meanwhile, Bayesian studies at finite density remain
scarce, but preliminary results suggest an increase in shear viscosity [161, 162, 138]. Thus,
the behavior of shear viscosity at large densities remains an open question.

Within ccake 2.0 we provide three options for shear viscosity:

• Constant: Fix η/s to a constant value across the entire {T, µB, µS, µQ} phase diagram.

• Table: In the future we will have an option to use ηT/w(T, µB, µS, µQ) tables from
[141], which will be included as an additional EoS column.

• Parameterized: Use simple parameterizations of η/s (with no density dependence)
that feature a minimum around the phase transition.

Bulk viscosity: Bulk viscosity ζ is also relevant in heavy-ion collisions, as it describes the
resistance of the fluid to compression and expansion. Because Π is the trace of the out-of-
equilibrium contribution to T µν , bulk viscosity is directly related to deviations from confor-
mality (recall that conformal systems satisfy ε = 3p, implying c2s → 1/3). Whenever the
trace anomaly ε − 3p ̸= 0, bulk viscosity is expected to increase. Lattice QCD results [10]
show a peak in the trace anomaly near the deconfinement crossover transition, which implies
a corresponding peak in bulk viscosity. At both very high and very low T , however, the
system approaches conformality and the bulk viscosity becomes small.

The exact location and magnitude of the bulk viscosity peak remain uncertain. Although
generally less important than shear viscosity, bulk viscosity does affect observables such as
the average transverse momentum of identified particles ⟨pT ⟩ [163]. Significant uncertainty
also persists in modeling bulk viscosity at particlization [47, 48, 134], and known issues arise
when converting a conformal pre-equilibrium phase into a non-conformal fluid, leading to
artificially large bulk pressure Π [71, 113].

Within ccake 2.0 we provide two options for bulk viscosity:

• Scaling with c2s: Since bulk viscosity scales with c2s in various theories, we include
a form that depends on c2s. Near a critical point, we also expect critical scaling (see

38



[164, 165, 166, 132]), so the full form includes contributions from both a non-critical
regime (NC) and critical scaling (CS):(

ζT

w

)
NC

= A

(
1

3
− c2s

)α
, (55)(

ζT

w

)
CS

=

(
ζT

w

)
NC

[
1 +

(
ξ

ξ0

)3
]
, (56)

where A is the normalization, α is a power (e.g. α = 2 for weak coupling and α = 1 for
strong coupling [167]), ξ is the correlation length, and ξ0 sets the critical scale. Since
c2s → 0 across the first-order phase transition line (in nB), a discontinuity is built in.
For EoS with c2s > 1/3, Eq. (55) is not valid if α is odd, as it would give ζT/(ε+p) < 0.

• Table: In the future we will have an option to use ζT/w(T, µB, µS, µQ) tables, for
example from holography [143], which will be included as an additional EoS column.

• Constant: For testing purposes, we allow for the possibility of ζ/s = const. However,
we discourage users from relying on this limit for realistic simulations. We know already
that at very low and high T the EoS approaches the conformal limit wherein ζ/s→ 0.

BSQ diffusion: The last of the transport coefficients covered by ccake is the BSQ diffusion
matrix. Diffusion, κq, describes the speed with which a conserved charge q ∈ {B, S,Q}
spreads across a fluid (typically thought of in terms of Brownian motion). For an intuitive
understanding of this quantity, one can use the simple example of ink being dropped into
water. For such a system, diffusion will describe the speed at which the system changes
color. For heavy-ion collisions, QCD has three relevant conserved charges: baryon number,
strangeness, and electric charge (therefore, BSQ), which means that there are associated
diffusion coefficients for each κB, κS, κQ.

However, all quarks and hadrons carry all three of these conserved charges and, in fact,
have non-trivial correlations between them. For instance, the strange quark carries B =
1/3, S = −1, Q = −1/3 such that it will contribute to the diffusion process of all three
charges, which makes diffusion extremely hard to compute using the same tools mentioned
earlier in this section. Thus, one obtain a diffusion matrix,

κ ≡

κBB κBS κBQ
κSB κSS κSQ
κQB κQS κQQ

 , (57)

that is symmetric [27]. Recent years have led to a initial calculations of this matrix in
kinetic theory [27, 28, 29, 30, 31] or holography [142], but a general consensus has not
yet been reached in the field on its overall behavior. However, it has been found that the
off-diagonal terms can lead to more fluctuations of conserved charges [28], that net-proton
multiplicities are sensitive to baryon diffusion [37], and that critical scaling of diffusion can
affect the passage through the QCD phase diagram [168]. That being said, no full dynamical
simulations exist today in 2+1D or 3+1D that incorporate the full diffusion matrix, including
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off-diagonal terms. Furthermore, the conversion from a fluid into hadrons still remains to
be resolved with diffusion and the full BSQ matrix. Thus, diffusion remains today the least
understood transport coefficient.

Within ccake 2.0 we currently provide the options for diffusion matrix that has constant
values of κqq′/T 2 (but that each component of the matrix can differ). Future work will
explore parameterized dependencies and tables.

5.4. BSQ Diffusion and the Beam Energy Scan
Here we have incorporated the necessary changes in ccake in order to explore a wide range
of

√
sNN . In this section we will explore the new updates to ccake, discuss their effects on

the hydrodynamic evolution, and perform new convergence tests across
√
sNN .

It has been previous shown in [28] for simplified systems (i.e., 1+1D) that the BSQ
diffusion matrix can introduce new fluctuations into nB, nS, nQ densities. Moreover, in [26,
60] the consequences of initializing BSQ fluctuations in the initial state were explored for
ideal BSQ currents. Now that ccake includes the full BSQ diffusion matrix, we can study
the influence of the BSQ diffusion matrix on initial BSQ charge fluctuations.

In Fig. 11, we use a trento+iccing initial condition that initialized BSQ fluctuations ran
with ideal BSQ currents compared different scenarios for the BSQ diffusion matrix: baryon
diffusion only, diagonal currents only, and full BSQ matrix. The full matrix is given by

κqq′

T 2
=

 0.0482 −0.0482 0.0000
−0.0482 0.1447 0.0147
0.0000 0.0147 0.0880

 ,
with relaxation times τqq′ = 1

T
diag(0.2, 0.2, 0.2), which were motivated by values tested in

[28]. For this test, we have minimal IS with shear and bulk viscosity set to constant values
of η/s = 0.16 and ζ/s = 0.08. iccing produces initial state fluctuations in {µB, µS, µQ} from
gluons splitting into quark anti-quark pairs, distributed in the transverse plane. We then
ran the hydrodynamic simulations until τ = 3.1 fm to study the influence of our choice of
diffusion.

We find that ideal BSQ charges preserved the most structure from the initial condition
into the final state, where the distribution of {µB, µS, µQ} looks similar to what was found in
the initial state but it is just spreads out over time. Once any diffusion is switched on, much
of that structure is smeared out. If we only turn on baryon diffusion, we see some structure
in µS, µQ remain because the strangeness and electric charge currents are unaffected. Both
with the diagonal only matrix as well as with the full BSQ matrix we find that nearly all
the structure is eliminated in the strangeness and electric charge channels.

The baryon chemical potential still maintains large fluctuations in µB even to late times
and this occurs regardless of the choices made regarding the BSQ diffusion matrix. The
nature of these fluctuations appear to be quite different when any baryon diffusion is turned
on vs. the ideal case. With baryon diffusion the fluctuations tend to spread to the edges of
the system where large regions of either anti-matter or matter is formed. It almost appears
as if the like charges clustered together in certain regions. We suspect that there will be
experimental consequences for this effect but we leave a full systematic study for a later
work where we can construct global observables across many events. We believe the reason
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Figure 11: trento+iccing+ccake simulations with the same initial condition. Distribution of chemical
potentials are compared for baryon number (left column), strangeness (middle column), and electric charge
(right column). Rows compare the initial condition (top) followed by (starting from the top) simulations
with no diffusion, baryon diffusion only, a diagonal BSQ diffusion matrix, or the full BSQ diffusion matrix.
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that baryon fluctuations remain while strangeness and electric charge are washed out are
because the value of baryon diffusion is the smallest in the BSQ diffusion matrix compared
to strangeness diffusion or electric charge diffusion. This effects seems to suppress charge
fluctuations for SQ but rather enhance B fluctuations. Since we are looking specifically at
an event that has no net-BSQ charges it is difficult to say how this picture will change if
there is a large net-baryon number and electric charge, which will occur when there is baryon
stopping.

5.5. Causality and Stability
Hydrodynamics is applicable in the limit where the microscopic scale is much smaller than the
large scales. However, in a system with multiple different types of dissipative currents there
is not a single small or larger scale. Quantities that define the applicability of hydrodynamics
are Knudsen and inverse Reynolds numbers that look at the ratio of small scale properties
to large scale. The typical ones for shear and bulk viscosity are

Knπ = τπ
√
σµνσµν , (58)

Re−1
π =

√
πµνπµν
p

, (59)

KnΠ = τΠθ, (60)

Re−1
Π =

|Π|
p
, (61)

where the ratios should be small in the limit that hydrodynamics is applicable. In fact,
the previously mentioned DNMR equations of motion are derived in order of Knudsen and
inverse Reynolds numbers.

One significant challenge is that what constitutes “small” and “large” is somewhat ar-
bitrary. Thus, it is more useful to have a quantity that acts like an order parameter for
hydrodynamic vs. not-hydrodynamic behavior. Causality and stability constraints can be
used precisely as such an order parameter. While the equations of motion presented in this
work guarantee causality for fluids very close to equilibrium, challenges can arise if the sys-
tem has a T µν that begins or is perturbed far from equilibrium (e.g., by a jet). Fortunately,
by studying the characteristic velocities of the equations of motion and the corresponding
nonlinear set of partial differential equations, the authors of [34] were able to derive a set
of nonlinear causality conditions which could be used to identify how well a fluid described
by those equations of motion respects causality. The study found both necessary conditions
(which are required for causality to be respected) and sufficient conditions which, if satisfied,
guarantee that the evolution is causal.

These conditions have been used within the community to determine that the most
commonly used in initial conditions often lead to causality violations [35], that leads to
consequences on experimental observables [36]. Causality violations can arise because of a
mismatch in the bulk pressure when switching from a conformal pre-equilibrium phase into
a non-conformal hydrodynamic phase [113]. Additionally, incorporating a penalty into a
Bayesian analysis for causality violations changes the extracted bulk viscosity [70]. Recent
work has extended the causality constraints to finite nB [169] that we will include in future
work.
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In ccake 2.0 there is a class that calculates the necessary and sufficient conditions,
labeling each individual fluid cell over time. While running the causality conditions is not
a default in ccake 2.0, there is a flag that can switch on these conditions and then output
the results (including which condition is violated and if it is necessary or sufficient) across
the fluid dynamic field at each point in time. Along with the causality conditions, one can
also track Knudsen and inverse Reynolds numbers.

PbPb 0 − 5 %
sNN = 5.02 TeV

Figure 12: Results for trento+ccake run with minimal Israel–Stewart equations of motion. The columns
from left to right show the causality constraints, the inverse Reynolds number from shear, the Knudsen
number from shear, the inverse Reynolds number from bulk, the Knudsen number from bulk. The rows
show different times steps starting from early times on top, going to late times on the bottom. The freeze-
out surface is plotted in orange.

Here we study the interplay between the causality conditions and the Knudsen and inverse
Reynolds numbers. In Fig. 12 we consider a Pb+Pb collision at 5.02 TeV with η/s = 0.16
and ζ/s = 0.08 with a freeze-out at ε ≈ 0.26 GeV/fm3 that corresponds to T = 150 MeV at
zero chemical potential. For these simulations we use a trento initial condition and varying
the hydrodynamic equations of motion using minimal Israel–Stewart in Fig. 12. Here we
only consider systems to µ⃗ = 0. Unlike previous studies [35, 36, 113, 70] we do not include a
pre-equilibrium phase here but rather initialize only the energy density within ccake. The
rows show the expansion over different times of a single event. The columns demonstrate
different quantities that relate to the applicability of hydrodynamics. Starting from the
farthest left column, we plot the causality constraints, then the inverse Reynolds number
for shear viscosity, the Knudsen number for shear viscosity, the inverse Reynolds number for
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bulk viscosity, and the Knudsen number for bulk viscosity. For the causality constraints, the
shaded regions are in red for acausal, blue for causal, and purple for indeterminate. We plot
the freeze-out surface in orange.

We find that essentially all fluid cells begin as indeterminate but quickly become causal
over time. A ring of indeterminate fluid cells remain around the edges across nearly all time
steps, but most of those fluid cells are below the freeze-out surface. Only at very late time do
we find some acausal fluid cells. We can then compare the causality results to the Knudsen
and inverse Reynolds numbers (that should be large when fluid dynamics is not applicable
and small when it is). At early times, these values are all very small since we do not include
a pre-equilibrium phase such that it requires time for these values to build up.

We find distinctive differences for shear vs. bulk viscosity in terms of the applicability of
hydrodynamics. The shear viscosity Knudsen and inverse Reynolds numbers are largest in
regimes of the largest changes in the gradients (i.e., between valleys between bumps in the
energy density field) whereas the bulk viscosity Knudsen and inverse Reynolds numbers are
largest at the edges of the system (almost entirely well below the freeze-out hypersurface).
Comparing these to the causality constraints, we find that both contribute to the causality
constraints and that there appears to be a correlation between the highest Knudsen and
inverse Reynolds numbers with the indeterminate fluid cells for both shear and bulk viscosity.

5.6. Numerical solver: Smoothed particle hydrodynamics (SPH)
Due to the high complexity of the relativistic hydrodynamics equations of motion, it is
necessary to use numerical simulations to solve the equations.

Most numerical simulations of fluid dynamics for high energy collisions are Eulerian or
grid based. In general, the SPH Lagrangian algorithms [42, 170] have been the standard
state of the art for astrophysical applications of fluid dynamics. The SPH desirable features
are: i) conservation of energy-momentum and particle number is enforced by construction,
ii) possibility to smooth over any undesirable degrees of freedom, and iii) robustness against
geometry.

5.6.1. SPH interpretation of a fluid element
To define the SPH method, let A be any desired quantity, it can be written as

A(r⃗) =

∫
V

A(r⃗′)δ(r⃗′ − r⃗) dV, (62)

where V is any volume that contains r and δ(r⃗) is the three-dimensional Dirac δ function.
In SPH, the δ function is approximated by W (r⃗, h), called the kernel function, with specific
properties: ∫

V

W (r⃗, h) dV = 1, (63)

lim
h→0

W (r⃗, h) = δ(r⃗), (64)

wherein as the smoothing length h is decreased, W gets closer to the Dirac δ. Using the
kernel, it is possible to calculate the integral Eq. (62) as

A(r⃗) ≈
∫
V

A(r⃗′)W (r⃗′ − r⃗, h) dV. (65)
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Then, discretizing integral Eq. (65) as a sum over N elements,

A(r⃗) ≈
N∑
i=1

A(r⃗i)W (r⃗i − r⃗, h)∆Vi. (66)

The pieces in which the fluid is discretized are known as “SPH particles", and by smoothing
the fluid over the particle volume, we have a continuously differentiable representation of the
state of the system at any given time-step.

Each SPH particle then evolves independently according to its own equations of motion,
in a way which depends on the locally smoothed densities in its vicinity. The kernel function,
thus, acts to define the neighborhood over which the smoothed physical state of the system
influences the subsequent evolution of a particle.

Let us now define Q as a quantity in the fluid rest frame. The density of Q is defined as

q =
dQ

dV
, (67)

where in the laboratory frame,
q∗ = qu0

√
−g, (68)

in which the superscript ∗ indicates that the quantity is measured in the laboratory frame.
Now, using Eq. 66, it is possible to write

q∗a =
N∑
b=1

q∗(r⃗b)W (r⃗a − r⃗b, h)∆V
∗
b . (69)

By defining M as any conserved quantity in the system, it is possible to write

∆V ∗
j =

mj

σ∗
j

, (70)

where σ∗
j is the density of M and mj is the M fraction of particle j. Then, using the notation

q∗(r⃗a) = q∗a,

q∗a =
N∑
b=1

mb
q∗b
σ∗
b

W (r⃗a − r⃗b, h). (71)

Then for σ∗,

σ∗
a =

N∑
b=1

mbW (r⃗a − r⃗b, h), (72)

and

Mtot =
N∑
b=1

mb. (73)

For relativistic hydrodynamics, an issue arises regarding the conserved quantity. The natural
choice for a conserved quantity in hydrodynamics, mass, cannot be used anymore because it
can be converted into energy during the fluid’s evolution. The system may be radiating large
amount of energy as well, making total energy also not a good choice. One could also think
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that the fluid may be carrying some quantum number and use it as conserved quantity.
However, often these quantum numbers can be either positive or negative, implying that
there are points in the system where the density is vanishing. The entropy can work when
there is no viscosity, but once one introduces dissipative quantities, entropy is not conserved
anymore.

If we keep the number of particles fixed in time, then, it is a natural conserved quantity
for both the dissipative and the ideal case. By doing this, the total conserved quantity
becomes

Mtot =

NSPH∑
b=1

mb = NSPH, (74)

if we assign the same mass for all the particles, the only possible mass is

mb = 1 ∀b, (75)

and then the specific density,

σ∗
b =

1

V ∗
b

, (76)

is just the inverse of the particle volume in the laboratory frame.

5.6.2. Kernel function
There are several types of kernel functions W (r, h) used in SPH. The one used here is
the cubic spline kernel, where r is the Euclidean distance between particles and h is the
smoothing length. The kernel function is given by

W (r, h) =


σd
(
1− 3

2
q2 + 3

4
q3
)

if 0 ≤ q ≤ 1,

σd
1
4
(2− q)3 if 1 < q ≤ 2,

0 if q > 2,

(77)

where q = r
h
, and σd is the normalization constant for dimension d such that σ1 = 2

3h
, σ2 =

10
7πh2

and σ3 = 1
πh3

. The distances are defined by

rij =

√√√√ D∑
d

(xdi − xdj )
2. (78)

The generalized gradient of the kernel function, required to calculate gradients of physical
quantities during the hydrodynamic evolution, is:

∇W (r, h) =
σd
h

·


(
−3q + 9

4
q2
) ri−rj

r
if 0 ≤ q ≤ 1,

−3
4
(2− q)2

ri−rj
r

if 1 < q ≤ 2,

0 if q > 2.

(79)

The numerical accuracy of the SPH fluid description will depend on the number of the SPH
particles and the smoothing length h, and convergence checks to see how these parameters
affect the observables can be found at Eq. (5.8).
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5.6.3. Derivatives in relativistic SPH
To obtain a partial spatial derivative it is only necessary to take a derivative of the kernel

∂kq
∗
a =

N∑
b=1

mb
q∗b
σ∗
b

∂kW (r⃗a − r⃗b, h) =
N∑
b=1

mb
q∗b
σ∗
b

∂kWab. (80)

There are various ways to compute the spatial derivatives that will appear below, in addition
to Eq. (80) [171] by expanding q∗a as

∂kq
∗
a =

1

(σ∗
a)
n
∂k [q

∗
a(σ

∗
a)
n]− n

q∗a
σ∗
a

∂kσ
∗
a. (81)

The first term can be written using the SPH sum as

q∗a(σ
∗
a)
n =

N∑
b=1

mbq
∗
b (σ

∗
b )
n−1W (r⃗a − r⃗b, h), (82)

which allows us to obtain

∂kq
∗ =

N∑
b=1

mb

[
q∗b
(σ∗

a)
n−1

(σ∗
b )
n

− nq∗a
(σ∗

a)
n−1

(σ∗
b )
n

]
∂kWab. (83)

The case where n = 0 corresponds to the usual SPH derivative, for n = −1, one obtains a
derivative where the permutation of particle i by particle j changes its sign, which is useful
for the calculation of forces. The case of n = 1 is the opposite, where permuting particles
keep the sign of the derivative, which is useful when the derivative is contracted with another
vector forming a scalar.

5.6.4. Equations of motion
To solve the equations of motion defined in Sec. 5.2. We need to evolve two thermodynamical
quantities, the dissipative currents and position and velocity of particles. In the SPH method,
to recover the smooth solution, we can write for any quantity A:

A(r⃗, τ) =

NSPH∑
b=1

mb
1

γbτ

(
A

σ

)
b

W [r⃗ − r⃗b(τ);h] . (84)

Therefore, the natural choice of dynamical variables in the SPH method is

ϕa =

{
r⃗, u⃗,

( s
σ

)
,

(
Π

σ

)
,

(
πµν

σ

)
,
(nq
σ

)
,

(
Jµq
σ

)}
a

, (85)

with a = 1, . . . , NSPH indicates the SPH particle carrying these quantities. Since σ = 1/V ,
for the entropy, we interpret

Sa =
( s
σ

)
a
, (86)

as the total (extensive) entropy carried by each SPH particle, and a similar understanding
can be applied for the other quantities.
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Since SPH is a Lagrangian method, we need to calculate the total derivative

dϕa
dx0

(87)

for each one of the dynamical variables. When a charge diffusion is non-zero, it couples the
charge conservation equations with all the other equations. The strategy is then to write the
equations for s/σ, qµq /σ, Π/σ, and πµν/σ as

d

dx0

( s
σ

)
a
=MS

j;a

duj

dx0
+RS

b;a

dNb

dx0
+ F S

a , (88)

d

dx0

(
Π

σ

)
a

=MΠ
j;a

duj

dx0
+RΠ

b;a

dNb

dx0
+ FΠ

a , (89)

d

dx0

(
Jµq
σ

)
a

=Mµ;J
j;a

duj

dx0
+Rµ;J

b;a

dNb

dx0
+ F ν;J

a , (90)

d

dx0

(
πµν

σ

)
a

=Mµν;π
j;a

duj

dx0
+Rµν;π

b;a

dNb

dx0
+ F µν;π

a , (91)

and in a similar way for vectors and scalars, or quantities that do not depend on the charge
index. Then, we substitute the charge and flow equations, to write

Ra
b

dNb

dx0
=Ma

j

duj

dx0
+ F a (92)

M i
j

duj

dx0
= Ri

b

dNb

dx0
+ F i. (93)

We invert the first equation and substitute it into the second

M i
j

duj

dx0
= Ri

b

(
(Ra

b )
−1Ma

j

duj

dx0
+ (Ra

b )
−1Fa

)
+ F i. (94)

Then we can solve for the four acceleration via

dui

dx0
=
(
M i

j −Ri
b (R

−1)baM
a
j

)−1

︸ ︷︷ ︸
(Mi

j)
−1

(
Rj

b (R
−1)ba F

a + F j
)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
Fj

. (95)

Once the four-acceleration is known, it can be substituted back in Eq. (92). These two
quantities can be used to calculate the other equations. Therefore, the objective of the
calculations is to determine the matrices M,R and the vectors F .

Using both the first law of thermodynamics in Eq. (45) and the conservation equation in
Eq. (42), the entropy production for the dissipative case when sources are present is

TDs+ µqaDn
q
a = uµI

µ − (ε+ p+Π)θ + πµν∇⟨µ⟩uν .

In this case, since the derivative D is acting on Lorentz scalars, D = uµ∂µ,

u0T
ds

dx0
+ u0µa

dn

dx0 a
= uµI

µ − (ε+ p+Π)θ + πµν∇⟨µ⟩uν .
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We can use the chain rule to write the term proportional to the expansion rate as a derivatives
of dS/dx0 and dNa/dx

0, where S = s/σ and Na = na/σ. From the chain rule we obtain
additional terms, which exactly cancel the LHS. After rearranging the remaining terms, one
obtains

u0σT
dS

dx0
+ u0σµa

dNa

dx0
= uµI

µ − Πθ + πµν∇⟨µ⟩uν . (96)

Since we want to work with derivatives of contravariant components of the vector and
since the metric is a constant from the point of view of the covariant derivative, we rewrite
it as πµν∇µuν = πµν∇µu

ν . We split this sum as a term which depends on ∇0u
ν and another

which depends on ∇iu
ν . We write:

∇0u
ν =

duν

dx0
− vk∂ku

ν + Γν0σu
σ,

and
duν

dx0
=

(
δνk − δν0

uk
u0

)
duk

dx0
− δν0

uαuβ

2u0

dgαβ
dx0

. (97)

We also expand the covariant derivative of the spatial components and after some algebra,
we obtain the final result

πµν∇µuν =

(
π0
j − π0

0

uj
u0

)
duj

dx0
+
(
πkν − π0

νv
k
)
∂ku

ν + πµνΓ
ν
µσu

σ + π0
0Gu

=Mπ u
j

duj

dx0
+ F π u, (98)

with Mπ u
j defined as

Mπ u
j =

(
π0
j − π0

0

uj
u0

)
, (99)

and F π u as

F π u =
(
πkν − π0

νv
k
)
∂ku

ν + πµνΓ
ν
µσu

σ + π0
0Gu. (100)

At last, we return to the entropy production expression from Eq. (88), inserting the above
result and obtain

dS

dx0
=MS

j

duj

dx0
+ F S +RS

a

dNa

dx0
, (101)

where

MS
j = −

[(
π0

0 − Π
) uj
u0

− π0
j

]
1

σu0T
, (102)

F S =

uµjµ + (πkµ − vkπ0
µ

)
∂ku

µ − u0Π∇⃗ · v⃗

+ πσµΓ
µ
σνu

ν − Πu0
d ln

√
−g

dx0
+ (π0

0 − Π)Gu

 1

u0σT
, (103)

RS
a = −µa/T. (104)

The same process can be applied to each one of the dynamical equations for variables to
obtain the full set of M,R, and F ’s necessary for the fluid evolution.
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Figure 13: Conservation plots of energy and BSQ conserved charges for Au+Au 0–5% centrality for
√
sNN

= 19.6 and 200 GeV.

5.6.5. Exact conservation
Even with the analytical checks performed in this section, we cannot test every single term
in our equations of motion in 3+1 because some terms disappear in these highly symmetry
systems. For instance, all the analytical checks are performed for conformal EoS such that
ε = 3p. In the limit of the conformal EoS, the trace anomaly has no trace, which implies that
bulk viscosity is exactly zero. Thus, we do not have the possibility of performing analytical
checks for any terms related to the bulk viscosity.

One method for testing even these complicated equations of motion is to check energy
conservation. While energy non-conservation does not allow one to easily pin-point exactly
where a problem is, it can still indicate that there is a problem if energy conservation is
strongly violated (note that it is typically conserved at the percent level or even significantly
better than that). Thus, in this section we check energy conservation.

In addition to energy conservation, one might ask how well ccake conserves BSQ charges
as well. Due to its Lagrangian nature, a feature of the SPH method is that in the absence of
dissipative currents, the entropy and charges are conserved exactly and naturally. This can
be easily seen in the equations of motion, the equations are

dS

dx0 i
=

ds

dx0 i
+ siθi = 0, (105)

dNX

dx0 i
=

dnX
dx0 i

+ (nX)iθi = 0, (106)

where it is clear that the quantities are conserved exactly for each SPH particle. The energy,
on the other hand, is not exactly conserved, due to numerical errors in the integration
method, but still, the energy conservation violation is generally expected to be very small if
one solves SPH close to the continuum limit.
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In Fig. 13 the energy conservation for and BSQ charge conservation over time are shown
with 3+1D simulations for both

√
sNN = 19.6 GeV (top) and

√
sNN = 200 GeV (bottom).

We find (as expected) that ccake has exact conservation of BSQ charges over time. We
do find a small amount of energy loss over time at the order of the percent level. Overall,
the lower beam energy has a slightly large energy loss but it not a significant difference.
We note that 2+1D simulations have about an order of magnitude smaller energy loss (and
sometimes even less).

5.7. Code validation: (semi)analytical checks
Given the significant number of changes made from ccake 1.0 to ccake 2.0 between the
incorporation of Cabana, the offline inverter of the EoS, the generalized coordinate system,
and the extension from 2+1 into 3+1 dimensions, it was not guaranteed a prior that the
equations of motion would accurately pass (semi) analytical checks. Thus, we include a
variety of (semi) analytical checks that can determine if ccake 2.0 is accurately solving the
equations of motion.

Here we use the following checks to ensure that ccake is accurately solving the equations
of motion, with the correct convergence in terms of both the grid size and the smooth scale
h:

• The Landau–Khalatnikov solution [172, 173, 174, 175] tests the accuracy of ccake
when solved using Cartesian coordinates

• The 2+1D BSQ Gubser solution from [130] tests the validity of the offline inverter for
the EoS

• The 3+1D checks in hyperbolic coordinates from [176] tests the accuracy of our solu-
tions in hyperbolic coordinates.

Let us begin with the Landau–Khalatnikov solution, which is a well-known model for the
hydrodynamical evolution and can be used to test the longitudinal expansion in cartesian
coordinates. We consider a uniform distribution of matter of size 2l in the z axis with zero
velocity. The solution for early times is the relativistic Riemann Simple Wave, a rarefaction
wave that propagates with a speed of cs. Once the simple wave reaches the center of the
fluid, the solution must be matched to the Landau–Khalatnikov solution [177].

Defining

ψ = ln

( ε

ε0

) c2s
1+c2s

, (107)

and assuming ε = c2sP we can write the relativistic simple wave solution as

x

t
=

tanh(−ψ/cs)− cs
1− tanh(−ψ/cs)cs

, (108)

v = tanh

(
−ψ

cs

)
, (109)

where x = z − l.
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Then for each point z, for a given time t, we invert the equation to find ε(z, t) and use
it to calculate the velocity v(z, t). This is valid for all the fluid until the wave reaches the
center of the fluid at tl = l/cs. After this, the Landau–Khalatnikov solution is given byx = e−ψ

(
∂χ
∂ψ

sinh y + ∂χ
∂y

cosh y
)

t = e−ψ
(
∂χ
∂ψ

cosh y + ∂χ
∂y

sinh y
) , (110)

where y = arctanh v and

χ(ψ, y) = −l
√
3eψ

∫ −ψ

y/
√
3

e2ψ
′
I0

[√
ψ′ − y2

3

]
dψ′, (111)

with I0 being the modified Bessel function of the first kind. Then, this system is solved
numerically following the method described in [177].

The Landau–Khalatnikov solution is only valid for the more central portions of the fluid,
and the simple wave must be used at the edges. Therefore, the full solution is obtained by
combining both. For t ≤ l/cs, the solution (108,109) describes the whole fluid evolution, for
t > l/cs, we apply (110) where y < −ψ/cs , and the simple wave (108,109) where y ≥ −ψ/cs.

Figure 14: Simulated longitudinal cartesian hydrodynamics compared to Landau–Khalatnikov solution, here
we have 20, 010 SPH particles and h = 0.0012 fm, l = 1 fm. The ccake results are represented by the dashed
curves and the analytical ones by the solid curves.

The results of the simulation can be found in Fig. 14. It is possible to see that SPH code
has an excellent agreement with the Landau–Khalatnikov solution, but it has some difficulty
reproducing the matching region where there is a peak. The initial time step also have a
mismatch caused by the fact that the simple wave solution is simply describing only the
“edge” of the fluid, before the wave start to propagate.

Analytical and semi-analytical solutions exist in 2+1D for the highly symmetrized Gubser
flow. The original Gubser flow can be found in [178, 179] where they were extended to
relativistic viscous hydrodynamics solutions and benchmarked against hydrodynamics for
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Figure 15: Comparison of the ideal “shifted Gubser" solution [176] to ccake 2.0. From left to right, we show
the energy density εsG, the radial flow velocity ur

sG, and the rapidity component of the velocity uη
sG, for

η = 0 (top) and η = 1 (bottom).

53



the first time in [131]. Then Gubser flow was extended to finite baryon densities (but as an
ideal fluid) in [37] or as a fluid with shear viscosity but without evolution of the chemical
potentials [39]. Only in [130] was a relativistic viscous hydrodynamic solution fully coupled to
BSQ conserved charges considered, which is what we will use here to benchmark ccake 2.0.

In Gubser flow, it is possible to use different types of conformal EoS. Here we use what
was defined as EoS2 in [130] that is the same as our conformal EoS defined in Sec. 5.1.
Then, the following equations of motion are obtained for the temperature profile, chemical
potentials, and shear stress tensor:

1

T̂

dT̂

dρ
=

[
1

3

(
ˆ̄π − 2

)
+ ˆ̄π

∑
Y

(
T∗
µ∗

µ̂Y

T̂

)2
]
tanh ρ , (112a)

1

µ̂Y

dµ̂Y
dρ

= −2

3
(1 + ˆ̄π) tanh ρ, (112b)

dˆ̄π

dρ
=

4

3C
tanh ρ−

ˆ̄π

τR
− 4

3
ˆ̄π2 tanh ρ, (112c)

where π̂ ≡ π̂ηη , ˆ̄π ≡ π̂/(Ê+ P̂), and θ̂ = −3σ̂ηη = 2 tanh ρ. Here T∗ and µ∗ are just constants,
which we choose to be T∗ = µ∗ = 1 GeV.

As recently pointed out in [180], any solution of the hydrodynamic equations of motion
can used to generate an infinite number of new solutions by applying to it a transformation
consistent with those equations of motion. This insight can be used to convert the ideal
2+1D Gubser solution (which depends only on τ and r) into a 3+1D solution with non-trivial
dependence on τ , r, and η [176]. This is specifically done by implementing a “temporal shift,"
i.e., a constant translation of the Gubser solution in Minkowski time t: t → t′ = t + t0. In
Milne coordinates, the transformation is given by

τ → τ ′(τ, η, r) =
√
τ 2 + 2t0τ cosh η + t20, (113)

η → η′(τ, η, r) = arctanh

(
τ sinh η

τ cosh η + t0

)
, (114)

r → r′(τ, η, r) = r. (115)

The original Gubser viscous solution is most conveniently written in terms of the tem-
perature TG, where the subscript ‘G’ denotes ‘Gubser’, TG is related to the energy density
by εG ≡ f∗T

4
G (where f∗ ≡ 11) and is defined by [178, 179]

TG(τ, r) =
ℏc
f
1/4
∗ τ

T̂ (ρ(τ, r)) , (116)

T̂ (ρ) =
T̂0

(cosh ρ)2/3

(
1 +

H0

9T̂0
(sinh ρ)3 2F1

(
3

2
,
7

6
,
5

2
;− sinh2 ρ

))
, (117)

the variable ρ is defined by

sinh ρ =
q2 (τ 2 − r2)− 1

2qτ
, (118)

and H0 ∝ η/s.
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The flow uµG is defined by

uτG =
1 + q2 (τ 2 + r2)√

1 + 2q2 (τ 2 + r2) + q4 (τ 2 − r2)2
, (119)

urG =
2q2 rτ√

1 + 2q2 (τ 2 + r2) + q4 (τ 2 − r2)2
. (120)

Gubser’s complete viscous solution for TG and uµG is thus given by Eqs. (116), (119), and
(120).

The shifted version of Gubser’s solution (denoted by the subscript ‘sG’) is then obtained
by applying the transformation Eqs. (113)-(115) to the solution Eqs. (116)-(120). The result
is [176]

TsG(τ, r, η) = TG(τ
′, r), (121)

εsG(τ, r, η) = εG(τ
′, r), (122)

where τ ′ is defined by (113), and the corresponding flow profile is

ursG(τ, r, η) = ur
′

G (τ ′, r) , (123)

uτsG(τ, r, η) = uτ
′

G (τ ′, r)

(
τ + t0 cosh η√

τ 2 + 2t0τ cosh η + t20

)
, (124)

uηsG(τ, r, η) = −uτ ′G (τ ′, r)

(
t0 sinh η

τ
√
τ 2 + 2t0τ cosh η + t20

)
, (125)

with such a method we obtain an analytical solution in 3+1D in hyperbolic coordinates that
will allow us to benchmark ccake 2.0.

In Fig. 15 we present the exact shifted Gubser analytical solution in 3+1D compared to
ccake 2.0. In the figure we used the temporal shift parameter t0 = 0.5 fm, an initial time
of τ0 = 1 fm, and q = 1 fm−1. We show results for ideal (H0 = 0) evolution only, with
T̂0 adjusted so that the energy density εsG = 80 GeV/fm3 at the point (τ, r, η) = (0.5 fm,
0, 0). Our initial grid spans [−5 fm,+5 fm] in the x and y directions (with grid spacings
∆xx = ∆xy = 0.05 fm), and [−2,+2] in the η direction (with ∆xη = 0.025). Additionally,
we have chosen a timestep of dτ = 0.001 fm and a smoothing scale h = 0.1 fm, which
corresponds to roughly 6 × 106 SPH particles in the simulation. Overall, we find a nearly
perfect agreement between the analytical solution and ccake 2.0, showing that we accurately
solve the 3+1D equations of motion.

5.8. Convergence Tests
With SPH, the smoothing scale h sets the lowest, resolvable scale of the fluid dynamic sim-
ulations. However, within that scale h, one must oversample the fluid with a large enough
number of SPH particle in order to accurately determine the hydrodynamics variables. Thus,
studies of convergence must take into account the total number of SPH particles NSPH as
well as the number of nearest neighbors Nnb. These quantities are interconnected because a
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finer initial grid size increases both NSPH as well as Nnb. Furthermore, a large h increases Nnb

because it increases the range at which the code finds more nearest neighbors. Astrophysical
studies often determine h dynamically based on a fixed Nnb, but such an approach (known
as adaptive-SPH [41, 181, 182, 183, 42]) that requires new terms in the gradient of the kernel
function that we have not yet derived for our coordinate systems such that we leave this for
a future work. In [184] it was shown that a large Nnb ≳ 1000 for 3+1D astrophysical simu-
lations is necessary for convergence to continuum solutions (although modern astrophysical
codes often use closer to Nnb ≳ 300 [170]). However, their systems are significantly different
(larger total system that live significantly longer) than heavy-ion collisions such that we must
test what is the necessary Nnb for convergence in heavy-ion observables.

We always begin our initial condition on a fixed grid. We calculate the total volume of
our system for the initial condition:

Vsys =
D∏

i=x,y,...

(Xi,max −Xi,min) (126)

where Xi,max − Xi,min is the range of the initial grid size in a given dimension (for heavy-
ion collisions Xi,max ∼ 10 fm and −Xi,min ∼ −10 fm). Then we can estimate our total
number of SPH particles NSPH as the Vsys times the number density of SPH particle in each
direction nSPH. Since the initial condition is a grid, nSPH is just inverse of the step size of
each dimension in the grid multiplied together, i.e.,

N est
SPH = nSPHVsys =

D∏
i=x,y,...

Xi,max −Xi,min

∆xi
(127)

where ∆xi is the step size in the ith dimension. To give an example, for 2+1D initial
conditions that start at a fixed τ0 with a grid of ∆xx = ∆xy = 0.06 fm and a range of
Xx,max − Xx,min = Xy,max − Xy,min = 24 fm, we obtain N est

SPH = 40, 000. Now, the caveat
here is that within our hydrodynamic simulations, we only run SPH particles that have
more energy density than some very small threshold εmin such that our actual number of
NSPH < N est

SPH because our initial conditions are elliptical (not a square) so there are always
points in our initial conditions that have vanishing or nearly vanishing energy densities.

Next we can determine the number density of SPH “cells.” Each SPH cell has a radius of
r = 2h such that their entire length in a given dimension is w = 4h. Then in D dimensions
this leads to a cubic volume per SPH cell of V cub

h ≡ (4h)D where the number density of SPH
cells is just nh = 1/V cub

h since there is one cell in each volume. Our number of SPH cells
within a cubic volume is:

N cub
h = nhVsys (128)

=

∏D
i=x,y,... (Xi,max −Xi,min)

(4h)D
. (129)

Now we can estimate our number of nearest neighbors N cub
nb is our number of SPH particles
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within a cubic volume of V cub
h , i.e.,

N cub, est
nb =

NSPH

N cub
h

(130)

=
(4h)D∏D

i=x,y,...∆xi
. (131)

However, SPH fluids cells are Not cubes but rather spheres. Thus, we now need to calculate
our number density of nearest neighbors within a cubic volume ncub

nb = N cub, est
nb /V cub

h and
then multiple it by the actual volume of an SPH fluid cell in 3+1D is VSPH = 4/3π(2h)3 or
in 2+1D it is an area ASPH = π(2h)2, i.e.,

N est
nb ≡ ncub

nb VSPH (132)

=
4

3

π(2h)3

∆xx∆xy∆xz
, (133)

where we work it out for the case of 3+1D.
That provides us with an estimated N est

nb for a given initial condition. After the initial
time step, the SPH particles will move with the system such that these estimates no longer
hold. Thus, at late times one must calculate the actual number of nearest neighbors that
surrounds some point r⃗, i.e.,

Nnb(r⃗) =

NSPH∑
α

Θ(2h− |r⃗α − r⃗|), (134)

which will vary with r⃗.
For 2+1D simulations, different types of convergence tests have been performed for the

v-USPhydro code. First in [47] h was held constant while NSPH was systematically increased
(thus Nnb was also increased in this process). It is a bit challenging to compare Nnb in 2+1D
to 3+1D simulations since one picks up a factor of

N2D
nb =

4h

∆z
N3D
nb (135)

where for a typical heavy-ion simulation 4h
∆z

= 20 when h = 0.3 fm and ∆z = 0.06 fm. With
this caveat in mind, [47] found for 2+1D simulations that N2D

nb ≳ 400 where if we assume
the same grid size and h for the z direction as well (i.e., h = 0.3 fm and ∆z = 0.06 fm), then
we obtain N3D

nb ≳ 8000. However, given the astrophysical results that N3D
nb ≳ 1000 seems

reasonable, it may be that we do not need quite as fine of a grid for 3+1D simulations, which
must be checked now.

Before arriving at our convergence tests here, we also note that in [185] another 2+1D
study was performed where the grid size was kept fixed while h was varied. However, it
was pointed out in that work that a larger h smooths out small scale structure in the initial
condition up to the scale of h such that too large of an h may loose important information
from the initial condition. Thus, it was recommended to use as small of an h as possible
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while increasing the grid size instead. Furthermore, another challenge of a large h is that it
significantly slows down the hydrodynamic code as well.

In this work, we perform our convergence tests with a focus on N est
nb while holding h fixed

at either h = {0.3, 0.4} fm. One challenge with heavy-ion collisions is that the dynamics
in the transverse plan may require a different choice in the grid size than in the rapidity
or longitudinal directions (depending on the choice of coordinates). Here we will always fix
∆xx = ∆xy but will allow ∆xz or ∆xη to vary in our convergence tests. For simplicity’s sake
then our nearest neighbor estimate becomes:

N est
nb =

(4h)3

(∆xx)
2∆xz

, (136)

where ∆xz may instead be ∆xη, depending on the coordinate system. Here we also find it
useful to define our 2D and 3D nearest neighbors, i.e.,

N2D
nb ≡ (4h)2

(∆xx)
2 , (137)

N3D
nb ≡ 4h

∆xz
N2D
nb , (138)

N3D
nb

N2D
nb

=
4h

∆xz
, (139)

since we have already performed convergence tests on the transverse plane and have a decent
understanding of the nearest neighbors required there. One can imagine different choices of
∆xz vs. ∆xx that could lead to degenerate solutions of N3D

nb . However, they may not lead to
equivalent results for the convergence test because generally the transverse plane has more
structure than the rapidity direction (at least for large

√
sNN . Thus, we expect that our

results from the convergence tests will find that ∆xz ≥ ∆xx (and not the opposite).

√
sNN = 200 GeV

N est
nb h [fm] ∆xx [fm] ∆xz [fm] Converged?

1728 0.3 0.1 0.1 yes
√
sNN = 19.6 GeV

N est
nb h [fm] ∆xx [fm] ∆xz [fm] Converged?

1152 0.3 0.1 0.15 yes
576 0.3 0.1 0.3 for v2, v3

Table 4: Estimated number of nearest neighbors for a given initial condition. We note that at lower beam
energies due to long run time, one may decide to run a coarser grid that provides reasonable results for v2
and v3 but not for higher harmonics.

In Tab. 4 we run through the different combinations of h,∆xx,∆xz that we have checked
that led to different values of N est

nb at two different beam energies of
√
sNN = 200 GeV and√

sNN = 19.6 GeV. In this paper, we focus both on internal convergence tests like energy
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conservation and internal eccentricity calculations as well as final state flow observables. The
internal eccentricities that we calculate are:

ε2,x|η ≡

√√√√⟨x2 − y2⟩2εγ + ⟨2xy⟩2εγ
⟨x2 + y2⟩2εγ

, (140)

ε2,p|η ≡

√
⟨T xx − T yy⟩21 + ⟨2T xy⟩21

⟨T xx + T yy⟩21
(141)

where ε2,x and ε2,k are the spatial and momentum eccentricities, respectively. Here, the
Lorentz factor is

γ =

√
1− u2x − u2y −

u2η
τ 2

(142)

and

⟨f(x, y)⟩w =

∫
dx dy w(x, y)f(x, y)∫

dx dy w(x, y)
(143)

and we hold η = const. within a small rapidity cut. We calculate these eccentricities across
the transverse plane for different rapidity cuts.

5.8.1. Convergence of SPH particle number / grid spacing
At top RHIC and LHC energies, i.e.,

√
sNN = 200 GeV to 5.02 TeV, previous convergence

tests for the transverse plane found that ∆xx = ∆xy = 0.06 fm provided a reasonable grid
size to reproduce v1–v6 up to the percent level accuracy (higher harmonics are generally more
sensitive to the grid size) in the original v-USPhydro [47]. These tests were performed for
a variety of 2+1 initial conditions trento, mcglauber, mckln, ip-glasma. However, we
do not yet have intuition on the correct grid size for ∆xη and also even what the transverse
plane grid size should be for 3+1D simulations and as

√
sNN is varied to low beam energies.

Furthermore, with the improvements of the code from v-USPhydro to ccake 2.0, other
sources of numerical error have been improved and we no include higher-order terms in the
equation of motion such that such a fine grid size may no longer be needed. Thus, we test
independently varying both ∆xx (we always assume ∆xx = ∆xy so we do not mention ∆xy
further) and ∆xη, while keeping h fixed.

For these these test we require a 3+1D initial state code that can be run across a wide
range of beam energies. Thus, we use ampt which is open-source, in 3+1D, has all three
conserved charges, and can be run at a wide-range of beam energies to perform a convergence
test. The added advantage of ampt is that it is originally in Cartesian coordinates such that
we will also use it to compare Cartesian vs. hyperbolic coordinates. Here we will test two
different beam energies

√
sNN = 200 GeV and

√
sNN = 19.6 GeV for Au+Au collisions.

At
√
sNN = 200 GeV we use only the energy density profile, but at

√
sNN = 19.6 GeV we

incorporate the conserved charges as well. When running we use η/s = 0.08 and in 3+1D we
must use MC sampling of the freeze-out surface but since we do not what that to influence
our results we include an enormous sample size of N{s} = 200,000.

We begin with testing the effects of the transverse plane (since we already have reasonable
intuition of a good ∆xx size from 2+1D simulations) and then once we have determined ∆xx
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we will vary ∆xη. We will also use our ratio of N3D
nb

N2D
nb

estimate as a guideline for reasonable
guesses for ∆xx and ∆xη. Here we only show the results for all charged particles and we
have not focused on obtaining the precise normalization or best fit transport coefficients for
the given

√
sNN and centrality since this is only for a single event and also only for testing

purposes. We do not expect any significant changes in our results if one varies the normal-
ization or transport coefficients. We purposefully used a mid-central event because it allows
for a quicker run time but also because it has less matter such that our convergence tests
should be reasonable across a wide range of centrality class. If one performs a convergence
test only on the most-central events, there is a risk of the numerical convergence breaking
down for peripheral collisions since the system size is significantly smaller. Similarly, for very
small systems like p+Pb or pp, one should redo the convergence tests described here but we
leave this challenge for another work since the value of h should likely also change (and is
decrease with system size).

On the bottom of each plot in the sections below, we always show the absolute value of
the percentage difference for a given observable O, i.e.,

∆ [%] ≡ |O∆xi>cont(m)−Ocont(m)|
⟨O⟩

(144)

where m is whatever variable is along the x-axis, we always choose Ocont to be the finest grid-
size possible, and we normalize by the average ⟨O⟩ =

∑
mO(m)/Nm, i.e., for the differential

spectra m = pT such that ⟨O⟩ = dN/dy. The reason we do not normalize by Ocont(m) is
because at low pT or large |η| the spectra/flow becomes very small, which makes the error
appear artificially large.

Figure 16: Eccentricity results across rapidity slices for Au+Au
√
sNN = 200 GeV, η/s = 0.08 and vanishing

charge densities for fixed longitudinal step-size ∆xη = 0.1.

Varying the transverse plane grid size.– Keeping ∆xη = 0.1 fm fixed, we now vary ∆xx.
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For these simulations we have turned off BSQ conserved charges since there is very little
baryon stopping at

√
sNN = 200 GeV. From very high energies, we expect that integrated

flow should be sensitive to the transverse grid size. Previously, at top LHC energies we have
used ∆xx = 0.06 fm (or sometimes even smaller) for 2+1D simulations. Here we generally
find that we do not need quite as small of a grid size for the 3+1D simulations. However,
∆xx is still quite small.

To test the required ∆xx in 3+1D simulations at the Beam energy scan we start with
Au+Au collisions of 200 GeV and look at the internal eccentricities in Fig. 16. There we see
convergence starting around ∆xx = 0.15 fm. We note that ∆xx = 0.2 fm is quite close but
shows divergences at late time. We also note that the coordinate space eccentricities seem
to be more sensitive to the choice in ∆xx than the momentum space eccentricities.

Figure 17: Grid size convergence test for ∆xx [fm] while holding ∆xη = 0.1 fixed. The differential spectra
in pT is shown on the left and the rapidity dependent multiplicity is shown on the right.

In Fig. 17 we now check the influence of the transverse plane’s initial grid size on the
differential spectra at mid-rapidity (left) and dN/dη (right). We check a mid-central event
because less central events are more sensitive to initial grid size effects (they have few nearest
neighbors due to their small system sizes). We note that the differential spectra is shown
on a log-scale such that it is difficult to see small differences visually. However, we do find
that one requires an initial grid size of ∆xx ≲ 0.2 fm in order to obtain an error at the
percentage level. For the dN/dη distribution we find that nearly all transverse plane grid
sizes are reasonable.

Next in Fig. 18 we compare the influence of the initial grid size on the integrated flow
calculate at mid-rapidity for v2–v5. We find that integrated flow is, indeed, more sensitive to
the grid size in the transverse plane. For instance, ∆xx = 0.3 fm significantly over predicts
v2 (on the order of 30%). However, if one only consider v2 and v3, then using ∆xx ≤ 0.2 fm
appear to be entirely reasonable. A word of caution, though, is that ∆xx ≤ 0.2 fm leads to
error in v4 and v5 on the order of ∼ 15%. If one wishes to obtain results for higher-order flow
harmonics, then one should include a grid size as small as ∆xx = 0.1 fm for v4 but may want
to consider even smaller to obtain v5. Given these results, we general consider ∆xx = 0.1
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Figure 18: Grid size convergence test for ∆xx [fm] while holding ∆xη = 0.1 fixed for the integrated flow
harmonics are shown for n = 2–5, calculated at mid-rapidity.

fm to be our fiducial values for
√
sNN = 200 GeV, but we also provide times estimates for

∆xx ≤ 0.2 fm since it is a reasonable choice if one is not interested in higher harmonics.

Figure 19: Grid size convergence test for ∆xx [fm] while holding ∆xη = 0.1 fixed for the differential
flow harmonics are shown as a function of pT for n = 2–5, calculate at mid-rapidity. Here we include
N{s} = 10, 000 samples of the freeze-out surface.
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In Fig. 19 we show the differential flow vs. pT when varying the initial grid size in the
transverse plane. Here we note that we have used N{s} = 10, 000 samples of the freeze-out
surface for these calculations. Generally, we find that our vn(pT ) flow curves look fairly
similar to each other (with the exception of ∆xx = 0.3 fm, but that is to be expected given
our results for the integrated flow). However, we do obtain large fluctuations at different
points in pT that we suspect has more to do with our number of samples rather than the grid
size itself. Given that this is for a single event, the jaggedness would like disappear when
averaging over many events.

Figure 20: Grid size convergence test for ∆xx [fm] while holding ∆xη = 0.1 fixed for the differential flow
harmonics are shown as a function of η for n = 2–5.

In Fig. 20 we show the differential flow vs. η when varying the initial grid size in the
transverse plane. Here we note that we have used N{s} = 10, 000 samples of the freeze-out
surface for these calculations. We find similar results to the differential flow in that one can
see the same qualitative trends in the flow (especially for v2(η) and v3(η)) but there is quite
a bit of noise as one compares neighboring points in η. For higher-order harmonics the noise
is extremely large and we do not trust current v5(η) results. Significant more work would
be required to determine the convergence needed in ∆xx, ∆xη, and N{s} to obtain smooth
results.

Varying the rapidity direction grid size.– Keeping ∆xx = 0.1 fm fixed, we now vary
∆xη. We have chosen a range of ∆xη from 0.025-0.4 where the lower bound is primarily
limited by the capabilities of ampt. The upper bound is constrained by the size of h, such
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that ∆xη < 2h otherwise there may be no particles within a certain SPH fluid cell8. Our
“continuum limit” here is ∆xx = 0.1 fm and ∆xη = 0.025.

Figure 21: Eccentricity results across rapidity slices for Au+Au
√
sNN = 200 GeV, η/s = 0.08 and vanishing

charge densities for fixed transverse step-size ∆xx = 0.1 fm.

In Fig. 21 we first check the internal eccentricities for the case of a fixed ∆xx = 0.1 fm
and varying ∆xη. We find that at

√
sNN = 200 GeV that there is almost no dependent

on the ∆xη grid size, except for the coarse grid of ∆xη = 0.4 fm that just begins to show
divergence. Thus, it seems reasonable to say that at least for the internal eccentricities that
∆xη ≤ 0.3 fm has converged.

In Fig. 22 we show the differential pT -spectra on the left and the dN/dη spectra on the
right for our single event. For the differential pT -spectra we enforce a standard rapidity cut
from STAR of |η| < 0.5. We find that the differential spectra is nearly independent of our
choice in the ∆xη grid, which is to be expected since it is a pT dependent quantity. We do
find, though, that for the largest ∆xη = 0.4 that we obtain an error of a few percentages.
For the dN/dη results (right) we integrate over the entire pT range. Once again our dN/dη
multiplicity converges well for most choices of the grid size but ∆xη = 0.4 has the most
significant error up to 7% for forward/backward rapidity. While the ∆ [%] is smaller at
mid-rapidity, one can visually see a difference in the values of dN/dη such that it is clear
that ∆xη = 0.4 is too coarse of a grid.

In Fig. 23 we plot the integrated flow for vn with n = 2–5 for a single event. Generally,
spectra is one of the easiest observables to obtain (i.e., does not require a fine grid for
the initial state) and integrated flow may require a somewhat finer spacing (followed by
differential flow that we will discuss later). Thus, we anticipate that we will see larger
deviations in the ∆ [%] for the integrated flow than what we saw previously in Fig. 17.

We find that all initial grid sizes manage to calculate the integrated flow observables up

8Note a dimensionful factor of 1 fm−1 is used to deal with the dimensions of h vs. η, which is dimensionless.
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Figure 22: Grid size convergence test for ∆xη while holding ∆xx = 0.1 fm fixed. The differential spectra in
pT is shown on the left and the rapidity dependent multiplicity is shown on the right.

Figure 23: Grid size convergence test for ∆xη while holding ∆xx = 0.1 fm fixed for the integrated flow
harmonics are shown for n = 2–5, calculated at mid-rapidity.

to v5 within a 10% error—even for the coarsest grid. In fact, for elliptical flow that is the
most robust to grid size changes, we see nearly identical results across all initial grid sizes
with the one exception being ∆xη = 0.4 that has an error around 5%. Similarly, v3 has
nearly identical results for for all grid size and only has up to a maximum error of 3% even
for ∆xη = 0.4. Note that normally there is a hierarchy of higher-order harmonics being more
sensitive to grid-size effects, but since this is only a single event some small differences may
appear. Since some studies only focus on dN/dy and integrated v2 and v3, then one may be
able to use a coarse grid of ∆xx = 0.1 fm and ∆xη = 0.2 for the sake of speed.

We now compare v4 and v5 and see larger deviations for ∆xη = 0.4 (up to 7%) and find
a rather significant deviation for v5 with ∆xη = 0.2 to be nearly 10%. Thus, for higher-
harmonics for intergrated flow we suggest using a grid size of ∆xη = 0.1.
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Figure 24: Grid size convergence test for ∆xη while holding ∆xx = 0.1 fm fixed for the differential flow
harmonics are shown as a function of pT for n = 2–5, calculate at mid-rapidity. Here we include N{s} =
10, 000 samples of the freeze-out surface.

In Fig. 24 we compare the different in pT convergence tests when varying ∆xη for v2–v5
for a single event. Since we are keeping our grid in the transverse plane fixed and look only at
mid-rapidity we do not expect any significant differences in our differential flow harmonics.
Visually, it is nearly impossible to see any deviations from the plot but because we are
dealing with small numbers here even time changes end up causing larger percent differences
(especially for higher-harmonics). At low pT we do not find any significant error, but we do
find that the error increases with increasing pT . However, that may be also from the finite
number of samples to obtain particles that we require for 3+1D simulations. Given that it
is such a tiny difference we do not explore this point further.

Finally, we come to Fig. 25 where we compare the differential flow in η that we expect
to be very sensitive to our choices in the initial grid size. Looking at the elliptical flow, we
see that ∆xη = 0.3 leads to a significant error in v2(η) such that the qualitative behavior vs.
η even changes. For this particular event v3 has small fluctuations across η but is not quite
as dramatic as elliptical flow. Thus, there is no clear “winner”. Then for v4(η) and v5(η)
we see that we actually obtain a rather bumpy distribution even for our “continuum limit”
(especially for v5(η)). Thus, we argue that if one requires very sensitive v5(η) results, it is
probably best to use an even finer grid or increase N{s} further. However, most studies do
now compare to such observables so we do not strive to a better numerical accuracy beyond
what was achieved here.
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Figure 25: Grid size convergence test for ∆xη while holding ∆xx = 0.1 fm fixed for the differential flow
harmonics are shown as a function of η for n = 2–5.

To summarize, after performing these convergence tests, we suggest a grid size of ∆xx =
0.1 fm and ∆xη = 0.1 that balances performance and accuracy. If one is only interested
in multiplicity and integrated elliptical and triangular flow than ∆xx = 0.1 fm and ∆xη =
0.2 would be sufficient as well. However, calculations focused on higher-order harmonics
(especially vs. η) should be very cautious and do a more in-depth study on tracking down
the source of numerical error. Would would suggest varying ∆xx, ∆xη, and N{s} until a clear
convergence was achieved.
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5.8.2. Convergence tests at
√
sNN = 19.6 GeV

Now we move on to a lower
√
sNN = 19.6 GeV where the system is significantly less Lorentz

contracted. Once again, we use a single event at this beam energy to test convergence. Here
we keep the initial condition fixed and just increase/decrease the grid size that is fed into
ccake. At this lower

√
sNN we have less intuition both about the required step steps in the

grid as well as how any internal eccentricities relate to final flow harmonics. Thus, we repeat
the same process that we did before at

√
sNN = 200 GeV.

In this section we will test not only ∆xx, ∆xη but also our underlying smoothing scale
h. Lower

√
sNN implies a smaller amount of momentum transferred between collisions of

nucleons in the initial state. When less momentum is transferred the resulting degrees-of-
freedom are less gluon and sea quark dominated, and instead are influenced by the valence
quarks. The valence quarks lead to large scale internal correlations within the systems
(compared to gluons and sea quarks, which are short scale fluctuations). Thus, we anticipate
that low

√
sNN may have a larger smoothing scale h as compared to high

√
sNN .

Figure 26: Eccentricity results across rapidity slices for Au+Au
√
sNN = 19.6 GeV, η/s = 0.08 and BSQ

charges for fixed longitudinal step-size ∆xη = 0.1

Internal eccentricities.– We begin with the internal eccentricities from Eq. (140) in Fig. 26
for ∆xη = 0.1 while varying ∆xx and in Fig. 27 for ∆xx = 0.1 fm while varying ∆xη. Here
we keep h = 0.3 fm fixed, but will explore varying h when it comes to the experimental
observables. In Fig. 26, when we keep the rapidity grid fixed and vary only the transverse
plan, we see a clear convergence in both εe,x (top row) and εe,p (bottom row) across all
rapidity slices. Generally, any choice of ∆xx ≤ 0.2 fm shows convergence. The results for
the transverse plan seem to show approximately the same degree of convergence regardless
of rapidity slice. These results imply that for the internal eccentricity the beam energy of√
sNN = 19.6 GeV does not show a strong dependence on the initial transverse plane grid

size choice. These results are consistent with our discussion above that it appears that small
scale fluctuations are less relevant at this low beam energies.
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Figure 27: Eccentricity results across rapidity slices for Au+Au
√
sNN = 19.6 GeV, η/s = 0.08 and and

BSQ charges for fixed transverse step-size ∆xx = 0.1 fm.

Next we move to Fig. 27 where we keep the transverse plane fixed with converged values
of ∆xx = 0.1 fm while varying ∆xη. We find that momentum space eccentricities (bottom
row) shows convergence between ∆xη = 0.1 and ∆xη = 0.05 but ∆xη = 0.2 already shows a
good deal of divergence at η = ±1. In contrast, the spatial eccentricities (top row) do not
demonstrate clear convergence even comparing ∆xη = 0.1 and ∆xη = 0.05, which is pretty
surprising. Given that the experimental observables are calculated in momentum space, it
may be that convergence in the spatial eccentricities is not required. However, one clear
conclusions from the internal eccentricities is that the initial rapidity grid size appears to be
more important than the initial transverse plane grid size. This conclusions is the opposite
of what we found at high

√
sNN = 200 GeV. Next we will check if this conclusion holds once

looking at the experimental observables.

Spectra and dN/η.– Now we come to differential spectra in pT and η observables, which can
be measured experimentally. At high

√
sNN we found these observables fairly robust to grid

size choices (with the one exception being an extremely coarse ∆xx choice). In Fig. 28-29
we explore the influence of the grid size and smoothing h scale on the differential pT -spectra
and the rapidity dependent multiplicity distribution dN/η. In Fig. 28 we study the effect of
varying ∆xx while fixing ∆xη = 0.1 and in Fig. 29 we show the effect of varying ∆xη while
fixing ∆xx = 0.1 fm. We also explore the consequence of the smoothing scale h (different
columns).

Let us first look at the differential pT -spectra (top row) where we find almost no difference
depending on the underlying choice of the initial grid size ∆xx in Fig. 28, although at high
pT we find larger error mostly because this is calculated as a percentage difference and is
normalized by a very small value. Similarly, we find almost no dependence on the h scale.
We compare also the dN/dη multiplicity (bottom row) and find nearly perfect convergence
across rapidity, with the exeception of very forward or backward rapidity i.e. |η| > 4, which
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Figure 28: Grid size convergence test for keeping ∆xη = 0.1 fixed, while varying ∆xx [fm] . The differential
pT -spectra is shown in the top row and the rapidity dependence dN/dη is shown on the bottom row. The
columns different choices of the smoothing scale h varied from 0.3–0.5 fm.

is for similar reasons as the high pT spectra because there the overall dN/dη is extremely
small. These results are consistent with our results from the internal eccentricities.

Figure 29: Grid size convergence test for keeping ∆xx = 0.1 fm fixed, while varying ∆xη. The differential
pT -spectra is shown in the top row and the rapidity dependence dN/dη is shown on the bottom row. The
columns different choices of the smoothing scale h varied from 0.3–0.5 fm.
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In Fig. 29 we look at the spectra and dN/dy for varying ∆xη, while fixing ∆xx = 0.1 fm.
Here we find a slightly stronger dependence on the choice of ∆xη. For the differential spectra
in pT (top row), we find at low pT there is almost no difference in the spectra depending
on the choice of ∆xη. However, at high pT there is a stronger dependence, although once
again we point out that the normalization there is very small which enhances these effects.
However, one key difference here when studying the initial grid size in the rapidity-directions
vs the transverse plane, we note that there is more of an h dependence in the differential
spectra. We see that for h = 0.5 there is even a few percentage level change based on the
grid size. Thus, we can conclude that at low

√
sNN the observables are more sensitive to our

choice in the initial rapidity grid size and smoothing scale.
Next also in Fig. 29 (bottom row) we look at dN/dy. For h = 0.3 fm we see that too

coarse of a grid in rapidity can be problematic, specifically ∆xη = 0.4 can lead to errors
above the 10% level. However, if one chooses a larger h than that difference disappears.
This result goes back to the idea of having enough nearest neighbors, if h is too small and
∆xη is too coarse then too few Nnb leads to numerical error. Similarly, if h is too large it can
over-smooth the system, leaving out important small scale structure [185] (this appears to
be starting to happen somewhat for h = 0.5 fm). That being said we otherwise find a fairly
robust regime of h, ∆xx, ∆xη that produce equivalent results.

Figure 30: Grid size convergence test for ∆xη while holding ∆x = 0.1 fm fixed (top) and for ∆xη = 0.1 while
varying ∆x [fm] (bottom). The integrated flow harmonics are shown for n = 2–5. The columns different
choices of the smoothing scale h varied from 0.3–0.5 fm.

Collective flow.– In Fig. 30 we show our convergence tests on integrated flow. The top
row compares the initial grid variation in the transverse plane, while fixing ∆xη = 0.1 and
the bottom row compares the initial grid size variation in the rapidity direction, while fixing
the ∆xx = 0.1 fm. Once again, the columns vary the smoothing scale h.
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We first look at fixing ∆xη = 0.1 and varying the transverse plane. Let us first start with
h = 0.3 fm, where we find some small dependence on ∆xx for v2 but it is less than a 10%
effect. The triangular flow is largely independent of ∆xx, but v4 and v5 show significantly
more sensitivity where on requires ∆xx ≲ 0.1 fm to obtain v4 within a 10% error and v5
requires even a smaller grid. If we next look at h = 0.4 we find similar results for v2 and
v3, but v4 and v5 are still quite sensitive to the initial transverse plane grid size (v5 shows
even less convergence). Finally, for h = 0.5 we find that even v2 is relatively insensitive to
the grid size but v3 begins to show more numerical error. Interestingly enough, v4 and v5
show less sensitivity to the transverse plane grid size, which is likely because h = 0.5 fm is
smoothing out important gradients relevant to v4 and v5. Thus, we would suggest running
h = 0.3− 0.4 fm with ∆xx ≲ 0.2 fm if one is only interested in v2 and v3, but then a smaller
grid size if one also wants v4 and v5.

Finally, we come to the bottom row in Fig. 30 where we study the the influence of ∆xη
on the integrated flow. We find that the integrated flow harmonics are not as sensitive to
our choice in ∆xη (not the percentage difference scale has a smaller range in the bottom row
of Fig. 30 compared to the top row). Generally, we find that v2 and v3 are fairly insensitive
to our grid size choice in ∆xη (at least below the 20% error level). However, we find that v4
for h = 0.3 fm is very sensitive to our choice of ∆xη, which is likely because the of potential
issues with too small of h with too coarse of grid there when one studies a very sensitive
observable like v4. A slightly larger h = 0.4 fm appears to resolve this problem, although
v5 appears to be worse for h = 0.4. Looking at h = 0.5 fm, the overall effects seems to
be relatively consistent, although we actually find the very tiny grid size of ∆xη = 0.075
appears to differ from nearly all the other results. We briefly comment, though, that one
should not be too concerned by the large percentage error on v4 and v5 because we are once
again normalizing by very tiny numbers (on the order of ∼ 0.001) such that small differences
lead to large percentage errors. We note that looking at v4 data from HADES [186], their
errors are generally larger than what we are seeing here. Thus, given that our numerical error
for v4 and v5 is small compared to the experimental data error, we also have a reasonable
range of ∆xη and h that we can choose to run in ccake.

5.9. Optimization
Given the significant upgrades to ccake 2.0 that include more complicated equations of
motion and the move to 3+1D, the run time is significantly longer. Thus, optimizations
were required to ensure that event-by-event simulations are still possible. Below we detail
parallelization and GPU-enabling efforts and how they influence the runtime.

5.9.1. Libraries: Kokkos and Cabana
ccake 2.0 leverages the C++ libraries Kokkos [187, 188] and Cabana [189, 190] to achieve
performance-portable parallelization across CPUs and GPUs.

Kokkos provides a high-level abstraction layer over parallel execution and memory man-
agement, enabling architecture-agnostic code that can target diverse back-ends such as
OpenMP and CUDA. The configuration of execution and memory spaces involves speci-
fying distinct roles for the Host (typically CPU) and Device (GPU, but can be CPU in
non-accelerated environments), with data and computation mapped accordingly. Kokkos
manages memory layout and placement across devices through View objects—independent,
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multidimensional arrays that are implicitly mapped to the appropriate memory space—
allowing fine-grained control over access patterns while maintaining portability between host
and device memory. When device-resident data must be accessed or updated on the host,
such as in diagnostic routines or during implicit operations, we use Kokkos::deep_copy to
transfer data between memory spaces. This can become a performance bottleneck in certain
routines, such as the online EoS inverter, where deep copies are triggered at each time step.
In contrast, offline inversion strategies avoid this overhead by pre-computing look-up tables,
resulting in significantly faster execution. We discuss this more in detail in Fig. 7, and Fig.
8 with corresponding details in Sec. 5.1.

Cabana builds on Kokkos and provides specialized support for particle-based simulations.
It offers optimized data structures—specifically the Array-of-Structs-of-Arrays (AoSoA) layout—
which inherit Kokkos::View memory abstraction features and improve memory access effi-
ciency on modern hardware architectures. AoSoA is a hybrid of the traditional Array-of-
Structs (AoS) and Struct-of-Arrays (SoA) layouts. As shown in Fig. 31, AoS refers to a
memory layout where each particle is represented as a struct containing particle properties,
for instance, and these structs are stored sequentially in an array. This layout facilitates
access to multiple properties of a single particle but impedes vectorization, which is critical
for high-performance simulations involving large particle counts. In contrast, SoA stores
each property of all particles in its own contiguous array, grouping data by property rather
than by particle. This enables efficient vectorized operations across a single property but
suffers from poor cache locality when accessing multiple properties of an individual parti-
cle. The AoSoA format balances these trade-offs by grouping small blocks of particles into
struct-like chunks while preserving SoA-style field access within each block. This layout is
particularly well-suited to SIMD (Single Instruction Multiple data) parallelization—a form
of vectorized parallelization where a single instruction operates on multiple data elements
simultaneously—and memory coalescing on GPUs, leading to high throughput in large-scale
particle-based computations.

We also leverage the implementation of VerletList in Cabana to efficiently identify
neighboring particles for SPH interactions. The domain is partitioned into a uniform grid,
and the particles are spatially binned. The neighbors of each particle are drawn from nearby
cells within a cut-off radius depending on the smoothing length, reducing the search cost
from O(N2) of a naïve brute-force algorithm to O(N).

5.9.2. Time checks
In Fig. 32 we show time checks that have been bench-marked using the semi-analytical
Gubser check. We use the Gubser check since we already know the number of SPH parti-
cles required to accurately describe the solution, and given that nearly all codes benchmark
against these semi-analytical checks it is straightforward for other groups to compare their
code against ours. Moreover, we use the offline EoS inverter for these checks to avoid per-
formance bottlenecks with the online inversion routine, which showed a significant reduction
in parallelization benefits during testing. The results were calculated and averaged over 100
different runs of the Gubser check within ccake to avoid small fluctuations in run time de-
pending on hardware differences on high-performance computing nodes. Our Gubser check
starts at τ0 = 1 fm and is run for 672 timesteps with a step-size in time of dτ = 0.001
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Figure 31: A visual representation that demonstrates how AoSoA type data is stored in memory [191].

Figure 32: Parallelization and efficiency time checks for 2+1D viscous Gubser semi-analytical solution. Top
row shows a system with only 40k SPH particles (typical for 2+1D simulations), bottoms row shows a system
with approximately 4x the number of SPH particles.

fm. We compare parallelization across different number of cores (along the x-axis) versus
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speed up compared to the single core calculations. We also include NVIDIA A100 GPU in
our checks. To better understand the importance of parallelization and its relation to the
number of SPH particles in the system, we compare runs with 40,000 SPH particles vs. runs
with 160,000 SPH particles.

We find that as one increases the number of cores, the code speeds up quite significantly.
However, it is not a linear increase. In fact, at some point too many cores actually slows
down the run time (this occurs going from 32 to 64 cores for 40k SPH particles and from 64
to 128 cores for 160K SPH particles). Generally, systems with more SPH particles see larger
speeds up with parallelization. This implies that 3+1D simulations that have significantly
more SPH particles can benefit the most from parallelization.

However, it is insufficient to run heavy-ion simulations just once to compare to experi-
mental data. Rather, one must run the entire simulation framework (each event) thousands
of times to compare to observables. Let us give the scenario were a group has access to a
certain number of cores: Ncor and has to choose wisely how to run multiple events. Here we
assume X is the number of cores that the code is parallelized across. Thus, one is actually
interested in knowing if which of the following options is the best:

1. A given event is run on a single core, but Ncor events are simultaneously running in
parallel.

2. A given event is run in parallel across all Ncor cores. After that event is completed,
the next event is ran across all Ncor cores.

3. A given event is run in parallel across a limited number of cores X. In parallel, other
events are also run (each across X cores), allowing a total of Ncor/X events to be run
at a given point in time.

In order to determine the best option, we now look at the efficiency of the parallelization
defined as τrun/X.

In Fig. 32 our efficiency results are shown, once again looking at 40k SPH particles (top)
vs. 160k particles (bottom). One should always compare the results against the single core
result (1 on the x-axis). In terms of event-by-event simulations, there is only an advantage of
the efficiency is greater than the single core result. We find that the top figure demonstrates
that event-by-event simulations for a small number of SPH particles shows no advantage
parallelizing across cores, thus, option 1 is the best. However, when there are many SPH
particles, there is a small advantage parallelizing across 2-4 cores, but larger number of cores
receive a larger penalty. Thus, for very large systems and 3+1D simulations, then a small
amount of parallelization can have an advantage (so option 3).

5.10. Freeze-out hypersurface construction
The constant ε = εFO freeze-out surface is determined by

εFO = ε
(
x = (x0, x1, x2, x3)

)
(145)

To calculate the surface element dσµ one starts by writing

dσµ = | dσµ|nµ, (146)
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where nµ is the normal vector to the surface. Since the surface is given by Eq. (145), the
orthogonal vectors can be calculated by the gradient of this surface. Then, normalizing

nµ =
Nµ√
|NµNµ|

= − ∂µεFO(x)√
|∂µεFO(x)∂µεFO(x)|

, (147)

where the − sign is chosen so that the vectors always point “outwards", and the derivatives
are calculated using the SPH method. And then, the norm | dσµ|, for SPH particle k, is
[192]:

| dσµ|k =
mk

σk|uµk(nµ)k|
. (148)

With these two quantities, it is then possible to construct the freeze-out surface element dσµ,
which is then used in the next stage of the simulation. ccake includes the functionality to
also output other quantities at the point of freeze-out such as the thermodynamical variables
and velocity fields.

6. Particlization

Once a hydrodynamic event is completed and the hypersurface is calculated, we must convert
the fluid surface into particles, which is known as particlization. Our prescription for par-
ticlization contains both theoretical techniques to convert a fluid into hadrons, taking into
account both a thermal distribution and out-of-equilibrium effects, as well as the numerical
challenges that must be overcome to accurately describe the final experimental observables.

The theoretical description of converting particles into hadrons is called Cooper–Frye that
has the general format of f0 +

∑
λ=η,ζ,... δfλ where the ideal contribution to the distribution

function is contained in f0 and it is assumed to be the dominant contribution, then the out-
of-equilibrium contribution(s) are contained in δf where each type of transport coefficient
has its own δf term that are summed together.

In principle, applying our SPH method to the Cooper–Frye formula one could analytically
calculate the produced particles as long as one assumes a continuous spectra of particles, i.e.,
not discrete particle. What that implies is that a given fluid cell could produce a fractional
contribution to a particle, i.e., there could be 1/2 of a pion. From a continuous spectra
of particles it is possible to use direct decays (i.e., heavier resonances decays into lighter
daughter particles) and calculate all needed collective flow observables, as has been done
in a number of previous works e.g. [193]. However, direct decays do not include 2 ↔ 2
reactions, nor re-scatterings that can affect the overall pT -dependence of the spectra. Thus,
an alternative approach is to sample discrete particles from an event (the averages for each
particle yield is determined from the analytical formulas as well as the underlying distribution
to sample from). In this way, the sampled event mimics an actual event that produces a
similar number particles on an event-by-event basis.

However, one of the challenges is that a given event {ev} produces N{ev} ∼ O(103–106)
particles (across the entire coordinate space), which is often not enough to fully reconstruct
the spectra and collective flow of that event, especially if one considers identified particles
and/or slices in rapidity or pT . In experiments, billions of events are collided such that even
if a single event’s underlying spectra and flow are not completely accurately resolved, we
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calculate global observables such that these have enough statistics to converge. However,
in theoretical calculations we do not have enough computational resources to recreate these
statistics. To avoid numerical artifacts when reconstructing the spectra of Qn vectors, we
then over-sample the event multiple times such that we can accurately represent the spectra
and collective flow of that event without introducing numerical error. Every time a given
event {ev} is sampled we index the sample with {s}. Each individual sample is then later
ran through a hadronic afterburner, see Sec. 7, and later used to reconstruct the observables
for that event.

Throughout this section, we choose to indicate the purely numerical quantities of the
sample and event number in a very specific notation using curly brackets {. . . } because
they should not be confused with physical dependencies like the freeze-out hypersurface,
coordinates, or the equation of state. For the remainder of this section, we will distinguish
numerical quantities related to sampling by surrounding them by curly brackets.

In the following, we first describe the theoretical framework of Cooper–Frye that provides
our distributions from which we sample in Sec. 6.1. Additionally, that section includes the
continuous spectra approach that his analytical within SPH. Then we walk through our
sampling procedure in Sec. 6.2 with specific focus on how we enforce BSQ conserved charges
globally in a given sample of an event in Sec. 6.2.1. Finally, we perform convergence tests in
Sec. 6.2.2 to determine the number of particles required, which we find depends on the type
of particle we are observing.

6.1. Cooper–Frye (continuous)
The particle distribution for each species i can be calculated from the freeze-out surface using
the Cooper–Frye prescription [79]

E
d3Ni

dk3
(xµ, kµ) =

∫
σ

kν d3σν(f0i(x
µ, k) + δfi(x

µ, kµ)), (149)

where d3σν the infinitesimal freeze-out surface element, f0i the equilibrium distribution is:

f0i(k⃗) =
gi

(2π)3
1

exp
(
(u(x) · k −

∑
q qiµq(x))/T

)
± 1

, (150)

with +1 for fermions and to −1 for bosons, u is the four-velocity, gi the spin degeneracy and
qi = Bi, Si, Qi the conserved charge carried by the particle species i. The δfi term represents
the out-of-equilibrium corrections. For the sampling procedure, we take into account only
the shear contributions [48].

6.2. Sampling
To couple the hydrodynamic simulation to a hadronic transport model, it is not enough to
just calculate the particle distributions, but rather one requires information about individ-
ual particles. This is done by a Monte Carlo sampling procedure, where the Cooper–Frye
distribution in Eq. (149) is interpreted as the probability distribution of species i in the
phase-space. We generalize the algorithm [194, 195] to take into account the sampling and
global conservation of multiple charges.
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The sampling algorithm interprets the integrand in Eq. (149) as a phase-space probability
density associated with a fluid cell. This probability is used to randomly produce particles
which are consistent with the properties of the fluid cell. Here we outline the steps in our
implementation of the algorithm.

1. Pre-sampling: A known numerical issue is that the Cooper–Frye distribution may have
negative contributions at specific pT or ϕ. These negative contributions occur for two
reasons: a.) spacelike surface element |pνd3σν | < 0 which indicates that a particle is
moving into the fluid, or b.) f0i +

∑
λ δfi,λ < 0 (with λ = {πµν ,Π, Jµ}) which may

occur at large pT when out-of-equilibrium corrections are too large. One way to handle
this issue is through the modification of the Cooper–Frye formula with a step function:

E
d3Ni

dk3
(xµ, kµ) =

∫
σ

kν d3σνfi(x
µ, k)Θ(fi(x

µ, k))Θ(kν d3σν). (151)

The physical interpretation of the step function is that only outgoing particles with a
positive probability distribution are being sampled. This step is done prior to sampling.

2. The average number of particles emitted (per cell) is given by:

∆Na =
∑

i=π,K,...

∫
σ

kν d3σνfi(x
µ, k)Θ(fi(x

µ, k))Θ(kν d3σν). (152)

Given that hadronization is quantum mechanical and we require discrete particle dis-
tributions, the actual number of particles emitted from a freeze–out cell will fluctuate
from event to event. Thus, for any specific Monte Carlo sampling realization {s} of
an event {ev}, the sampled particle number from cell a, ∆N{s}

a , will generally differ
from the hydrodynamic mean value ∆Na. Therefore, we draw the number of emitted
particles from a Poisson distribution with mean ∆Na:

P (N) =
(∆Na)

N

N !
. (153)

The superscript {s} labels an individual Monte Carlo sampling of the same hydro-
dynamic background. The hydrodynamic quantity ∆Na is a smooth, deterministic
mean, whereas a microscopic event must contain an integer number of particles that
fluctuates around this mean value. Accordingly, for each sampling realization {s} we
draw

∆N{s}
a ∼ Poisson(∆Na). (154)

This procedure generates the correct event-by-event multiplicity fluctuations, while
the averaging over many samples satisfies ⟨∆N{s}

a ⟩ = ∆Na, as discussed later in the
section.

Here ∆Na is the total mean number of particles emitted from cell a, defined as the
sum over hadron species,

∆Na ≡
∑

i=π,K,...

∆Na,i, (155)
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with the species–dependent contributions given by

∆Na,i =

∫
σ

kνd3σν fi(x
µ, k)Θ(fi(x

µ, k))Θ(kνd3σν). (156)

where individual particles across a range of momentum are considered. The spacelike
surface elements, regions with p·d3σ < 0 make the integral harder to evaluate, reducing
the sampling efficiency. Therefore, the general strategy is to perform rejection sampling
whenever the original function is not trivial to sample.

For the hadron number, we start by writing∫
σ

kν d3σνfi(x
µ, kµ)Θ(fi(x

µ, kµ))Θ(kν d3σν) ≤ 2|d3σ|
∫
k

(u(x) · k)f0i . (157)

Which then defines the envelope (upper bound) for the mean particle yield from cell a
for species i as

∆Nmax
a,i ≡ 2 |d3σa|

∫
k

(u(x) · k)f0i (158)

=
|d3σa|gi
π2ℏ3

∫ ∞

0

k2LRF dkLRF

exp

[√
k2LRF +m2

i −
∑

q qiµq(x))

T (x)

]
± 1

, (159)

with +1 for fermions and to −1 for bosons, which replaces the full Cooper–Frye in-
tegrand (including step functions and regulated viscous corrections) by its maximal
possible value which satisfies from Eq. (157) that

∆Na,i ≤ ∆Nmax
a,i (160)

for all momenta. Then, we sample the Poisson distribution in Eq. (153) with the max-
imum mean ∆Nmax

a,i , replacing the original hadron number, giving us an overestimated
number of hadrons. By setting this upper bound from Eq. (158) or “the envelope",
the number of sampled hadrons is guaranteed to be larger than the true count from
Eq. (152) for all momenta and viscous corrections. This makes it safe to over sample
and then filter which particles to keep later, once we have the four momentum sampled,
using an acceptance weight.

3. For a given, individual sampled particle {i} , one must next determine its local momen-
tum distribution in the local rest frame from the true local momentum distribution:

Qi(k⃗) =
2|d3σ| f0i(k⃗)
∆Na,i,max

, (161)

which includes a non-trivial dependence on momentum and mass. In addition, it is not
easy to sample randomly from the above distribution directly. The trick then is to use
an auxiliary random variable r⃗ with a known and easy-to-sample probability density

79



Ri(r⃗). Momenta are then generated from the proposed distribution Ri(r⃗), using some
coordinate transformation from r⃗ to k⃗ such that

Qi(k⃗) d
3k = C ×Ri(r⃗) d

3r × wi(k⃗), (162)

where C is a normalization constant. Here C is chosen such that C Ri(r⃗) ≥ Qi(k⃗)

for all k⃗, ensuring that the acceptance probability wi(k⃗) = Qi(k⃗)/[CRi(r⃗)] lies in the
interval [0, 1] required by the acceptance–rejection method. A sample will be accepted
with probability wi(k⃗); otherwise it is redrawn until acceptance.

Typically, Ri(r⃗) is chosen depending on the particle being sampled [98] :

• Pions.– Since pions are the lightest known hadrons, the most efficient function
is the massless Boltzmann distribution,

Ri(r⃗) ∝ exp (−k/T ) k2, (163)

which is sampled using the trick from [98]. The acceptance weight correcting the
massless proposal to the true Bose distribution generalized for multiple charges is

wπ(k⃗) =
ek/T

eE/T−
∑

q qiµq/T − 1
, E =

√
k2 +m2

i . (164)

Due to the low pion mass, the denominator from Eq. (164) can be larger than
one for low-momentum/high-chemical potentials. To handle this issue, we check
if wπ(k⃗) ≥ 1 for any k = |⃗k| and the particular (mi/T,

∑
q qiµq/T ) combina-

tion considered; if true, we renormalize the weight by the maximum value al-
lowed for this specific combination. The “allowed region” is determined by a
curve calculated numerically, looping over all possible momenta for each pair
(mi/T,Ωi =

∑
q qiµq/T ), and the maximum value for the pair is calculated nu-

merically beforehand and interpolated during sampling. The maximum value and
the allowed region for pions can be found on the left-hand side of Fig. 33.

• Heavy Hadrons.– For heavy hadrons, we sample from the Boltzmann distribu-
tion in spherical coordinates

Ri(r⃗) ∝ exp (
∑
q

qiµq/T − Ei/T ) k
2, (165)

which is sampled using the same procedure of [98, 194]. The acceptance weight
correcting generalized for multiple charges is

wi(k⃗) =
k

Ei

eEi/T−
∑

q qiµq/T

eEi/T−
∑

q qiµq/T +±1
, Ei =

√
k2 +m2

i . (166)

with +1 for fermions and to −1 for bosons. For baryons, the weight is guaranteed
to be below or equal to one. For mesons, at very high chemical potentials, it
is possible to have a weight greater than one. For this, we proceed in the same
way as done for the pions, and the maximum value for the pair is calculated
numerically beforehand and interpolated during sampling. The maximum value
and allowed region for pions can be found on the right-hand side of Fig. 33.
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Figure 33: Maximum weight value for any momenta k in the (m/T,Ω =
∑

q qiµq/T ) plane.

4. Once we have the momentum, we can decide to accept or discard the particle, to
recover the original Cooper–Frye distribution. The acceptance weight is defined by

wkeep,i(k) =
k · d3σΘ(k · d3σ)

(u · k)|d3σ|︸ ︷︷ ︸
wdσ

× 1

2

(
1 +

δfi
f0i

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

wδf

. (167)

Here wdσ(k) is a purely geometric flux factor that depends only on the hypersurface
normal and the particle momentum, and is therefore species-independent. In con-
trast, wδf,i(k) is species-dependent, as both the equilibrium distribution f0i(k) and the
regulated viscous correction δfi(k) depend on the hadron mass, statistics, and local
thermodynamic conditions. The product wkeep,i(k) satisfies 0 ≤ wkeep,i(k) ≤ 1 by con-
struction, ensuring a valid accept–reject probability. Applying this species-dependent
keep-weight to each oversampled particle yields, on average, reproduces the correct
multiplicities and momentum distributions for all hadron species, as prescribed by the
underlying Cooper–Frye formula.

5. The last step before we store the data is to compute the lab frame momenta and also
set the lab frame position to that of the freeze-out cell. Lastly, the particle list of each
event is written to be integrated with smash.

After Steps #1 → #5 have been performed for every hadron species and for every freeze–out
cell on the hypersurface, the sampling routine produces, for each Monte Carlo event {ev},
a complete list of particles together with their lab–frame momenta and positions. This list
represents a microscopic realization of the Cooper–Frye emission function for that particular
event. From these sampled particle lists we can reconstruct the event–wise momentum–space
population densities

ñ
{ev}
i (k⊥, ϕ, η), (168)

which serve as Monte Carlo estimators of the underlying Cooper–Frye spectra. These pop-
ulation densities form the basis for computing event–wise multiplicities, charged–particle
yields, and the event–averaged observables discussed in the next section.
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For a given event, one obtains the population densities at freeze-out across momentum
space for a given particle i, i.e., ñ{ev}

i (k⊥, ϕ, η), using the analytical formulism. To be clear,
the population densities are positive definite quantities where we do not include their corre-
sponding conserved charges, i.e., ñΛ̄ ≥ 0 even though Λ̄’s are anti-baryons. One can always
reconstruct the net-number densities by summing over all relevant particles multiplied by
their conserved charge, i.e., for strangeness this would be:

ns =
∑
i

Siñi. (169)

Thus, we denote the population densities with tilde’s to distinguish them from number
densities of conserved charges. Then, if we integrate over the entire freeze-out surface we
can determine the average number of particles produced within a given event:

⟨Ni⟩{ev} ≡
∫ ∞

0

∫ 2π

0

∫ ηmax

ηmin

ñ
{ev}
i (k⊥, ϕ, η)dk⊥dϕdη. (170)

Using these average particle numbers, we can also determine the average number of all
particles produced in a given event:

⟨Nall⟩{ev} =
∑
i

⟨Ni⟩{ev} (171)

as well as the average number of charged particles in that event with

⟨Nch⟩{ev} =
∑
i

Θ(|Qi| − 1) ⟨Ni⟩{ev}, (172)

where the Heaviside function enforces that only particles that carry electric charge are
counted.

To calculate observables that connect to data, one must then take a second average over
events, i.e.,

⟨⟨Nch⟩⟩ =
1

N{ev}

N{ev}∑
{ev}

⟨Nch⟩{ev} (173)

where N{ev} is the number of events we are considering and we use the double angular
brackets ⟨⟨. . . ⟩⟩ to indicate an average over both the samples of events and then again over
all events.

In a given sample of an event, we obtain a yield N{s,ev}
i for each individual particle i that

is not necessarily equal to the average particle yield for that particle, i.e., N{s,ev}
i ̸= ⟨Ni⟩{ev}.

Instead, N{s,ev}
i is sampled from a Poisson distribution around ⟨Ni⟩{ev} such that if enough

samples are taken, the average over the samples should reproduce ⟨Ni⟩{ev}, i.e.,

⟨Ni⟩{ev} =
1

N{s}

N{s}∑
{s}

N
{s,ev}
i . (174)

whereN{s} is the number of times we have sampled the event (this is generally a fixed quantity
that does not fluctuate event-to-event). Once N{s,ev}

i is determined from a given event, the
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underlying momentum space distribution is sampled N{s,ev}
i times (indexed by {j}) to obtain

the momentum coordinates of the {j}-th particle of particle type i: k⃗i,{j} = (k⊥, ϕ, η). We
then have the differential spectra of particles that can be passed onto a hadronic afterburner.

6.2.1. BSQ global charge conservation
The above sampling scheme is well-established in the field of heavy-ion collisions and works
well in the limit of high-energies where BSQ charge conservation does not play a strong role
for certain observables e.g. all charged particle collective flow. However, certain observables
are more sensitive to charge conservation [37, 60, 96, 196] and at the bare minimum, sampling
codes should conserve BSQ charges globally. It is not yet as clear how important local charge
conservation is so we leave that problem for a future work.

Previous work has already established an algorithm to locally conserve charges in grid-
based codes [32, 95]. However, this has not yet been attempted in Lagrangian codes. Thus,
we develop here an algorithm for global charge conservation for SPH codes (see Tab. 5 for
an overview of calculated vs. sampled quantities). Likely this could be extended to local
charge conservation by using clustering algorithms for SPH particles, but we leave this for a
future work.

To begin, we need to establish how to calculate the total population yields of a specific set
of conserved charges. We select on a specific set of B, S,Q that may be positive or negative
using:

Ñ
{s,ev}
B,S,Q ≡

∑
i

δ (Bi −B) δ (Si − S) δ (Qi −Q)N
{s,ev}
i , (175)

where we sum over all particles in a given sample of a given event. Within the summation,
we only obtain non-zero values of the δ(xi − x) functions when x = xi, i.e.,

δ(xi − x) =

{
1 xi = x
0 else (176)

such that this sum obtains a specific choice for B, S,Q values (these B,S,Q values may
be positive or negative). We emphasize here that Ñ{s,ev}

B,S,Q is positive definite, just as the
population number density was.

Then, in order to obtain the net conserved charges (note these may be positive or nega-
tive), we calculate:

N
net,{ev}
B ≡

∑
i

BiÑ
{s,ev}
i (177)

= Ñ
{s,ev}
+1,a,a − Ñ

{s,ev}
−1,a,a (178)

N
net,{ev}
S ≡

∑
i

SiÑ
{s,ev}
i (179)

= 3Ñ
{s,ev}
−1,+3,−1 + 2Ñ

{s,ev}
−1,+2,a + Ñ

{s,ev}
−1,+1,a + Ñ

{s,ev}
0,+1,a

−Ñ{s,ev}
0,−1,a − Ñ

{s,ev}
+1,−1,a − 2Ñ

{s,ev}
+1,−2,a − 3Ñ

{s,ev}
+1,−3,−1 (180)

N
net,{ev}
Q ≡

∑
i

QiÑ
{s,ev}
i (181)

= 2Ñ
{s,ev}
+1,a,+2 + Ñ

{s,ev}
a,a,+1 − Ñ

{s,ev}
a,a,−1 − 2Ñ

{s,ev}
−1,a,−2 (182)
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where we use the symbol a to indicate that all possible values of that conserved charge
are considered, e.g., for Strangeness a = ±3, ±2, ±1, or 0. Note that Nnet,{ev}

X where
X = B,S,Q does not have a superscript of {s} because these are conserved quantities that
cannot depend on an individual sample. Rather, they must be exactly identical in every
sample. Thus, an individual sample can achieve a fixed N

net,{ev}
X in a variety of different

ways, but the net numbers must be conserved. For instance, if Nnet,{ev}
B = 3 this could be

achieved with Ñ
{s,ev}
+1,a,a = 3, Ñ

{s,ev}
−1,a,a = 0 or Ñ{s,ev}

+1,a,a = 5, Ñ
{s,ev}
−1,a,a = 2, which could be different

different samples.
Let us now walk through some examples of our notation to make this clearer. The

subscript of Ñ{s,ev}
B,S,Q will separate out particle species with specific quantum numbers e.g.

Ñ
{s,ev}
+1,−3,−1 indicates Ω− baryons and their resonances. If a subscript a is included, that

implies all possible combinations are considered, i.e., Ñ{s,ev}
+1,a,a implies that all baryons are

consider (include all strangeness and electric charge combinations) but not anti-baryons.
Using our notation, net-baryons are defined as:

N
net,{ev}
B = Ñ

{s,ev}
+1,a,a − Ñ

{s,ev}
−1,a,a (183)

where all strangeness and electric charge combinations are considered.

Calculated Sampled
Nnet
B Eq. (178)

Nnet
S Eq. (180)

Nnet
Q Eq. (182)

N
{s,ev}
+1,a,a ✓

N
{s,ev}
−1,a,a Eq. (185)
Nnet
SB Eq. (186)

N
{s,ev}
0,−1,a ✓

N
{s,ev}
0,+1,a Eq. (187)
Nnet
BQ Eq. (188)

Nnet
SMQ Eq. (189)

N
{s,ev}
0,0,+1 ✓

N
{s,ev}
0,0,−1 Eq. (191)

N
{s,ev}
0,0,0 ✓
N ch ✓

Table 5: Summary table of the calculated vs. sampled quantities in our BSQ sampling technique. One starts
at the top and works downwards in terms of calculations and sampling. See also the flow chart in Fig. 34.

Our algorithm starts by sampling all baryons N{s,ev}
+1,a,a (including all light and strange

baryons, but not including any anti-baryons) where the only constraint that we must have
is that

N
{s,ev}
+1,a,a ≥ N

net,{ev}
B . (184)

Then, we determine the number of anti-baryons by taking

N
{s,ev}
−1,a,a ≡ N

{s,ev}
+1,a,a −N

net,{ev}
B , (185)
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where again this includes all baryons (both light and strange). The value of N{s,ev}
−1,a,a must be

exactly constrained to Eq. (185) to enforce baryon number conservation.
Our next step is to randomly sample the S = −1 mesons, i.e., N{s,ev}

0,−1,a. Since we must
require strangeness neutrality (with the one extremely rare exception being if hypernuclei
were ever collided), then generally we will always have Nnet,{ev}

S = 0, but we leave in the
notation of a generic Nnet,{ev}

S to allow for a future extension to local charge conservation.
We have no constraints whatsoever on N

{s,ev}
0,−1,a such that it can be any positive integer. At

this point, we have already ensured that the net-baryon number is conserved, but we need to
ensure that strangeness is also conserved. To do so, we consider all strangeness contributions
to net-strangeness, as was done in Eq. (180) where we have separated out the baryons vs.
meson contributions to the net-strangeness. Given that we have already sampled over all
baryons, we can just calculate the net-strangeness contribution from the baryons, i.e.,

N
net,{s,ev}
SB ≡ −N{s,ev}

+1,−1,a +N
{s,ev}
−1,+1,a − 2N

{s,ev}
+1,−2,a + 2N

{s,ev}
−1,+2,a

− 3N
{s,ev}
+1,−3,−1 + 3N

{s,ev}
−1,+3,+1 (186)

where our net-strange, baryon contribution N
net,{s, ev}
SB does have a superscript {s} because

this can fluctuate on an sample to sample basis. Then, we can calculate how many anti-
strange mesons we require using

N
{s,ev}
0,+1,a = N

net,{s,ev}
SB −N

{s,ev}
0,−1,a −N

net,{ev}
S (187)

to ensure exact strangeness conservation in a given sample of an event.
Finally, we must consider electric charge, which is significantly more complicated since

we can get (anti)particles that carry anything from −2,−1, 0,+1,+2 values. Given that we
have sampled all our baryons, we already have knowledge of the following yields:

N
net,{s,ev}
BQ ≡ N

{s,ev}
+1,a,+1 +N

{s,ev}
−1,a,+1 −N

{s,ev}
+1,a,−1

− N
{s,ev}
−1,a,−1 + 2N

{s,ev}
+1,a,+2 − 2N

{s,ev}
−1,a,−2 (188)

and the strange meson contribution,

N
net,{s,ev}
SMQ ≡ N

{s,ev}
0,+1,+1 −N

{s,ev}
0,−1,−1 (189)

from our strangeness sampling procedure. Thus, the only remaining unknown contributions
to electric charge are from light, charged mesons such that we can write down our net-electric
charge contributions as

N
net,{ev}
Q = N

net,{s,ev}
BQ +N

net,{s,ev}
SMQ +N

{s,ev}
0,0,+1 −N

{s,ev}
0,0,−1, (190)

where our only unknowns are the charged light mesons. We then arbitrarily choose to sample
our positive charged mesons such that N{s,ev}

0,0,+1 ≥ N
net,{ev}
Q . Then, we calculate our negatively

charged mesons,

N
{s,ev}
0,0,−1 = N

net,{s,ev}
BQ +N

net,{s,ev}
SMQ +N

{s,ev}
0,0,+1 −N

net,{ev}
Q . (191)
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Finally, the only remaining particles are ones that are electrically neutral and either light
or have hidden strangeness. The light, neutral particles e.g. π0’s, we just sample directly.
The particles with hidden strangeness like ϕ(ss̄) are currently sampled directly (just like
the π0’s), but we plan to study future work where we include finite µS in the Fermi-Dirac
distribution. We summarize our notation and how final state observables are obtained in
Tab. 6. Additionally, a flow chart of our algorithm can be see in Fig. 34.

Quantity Description Method of computation
ñi Momentum-space particle density Cooper–Frye

⟨Ni⟩{ev} Avg. particle yield per event Integrated over ñi
N

{s,ev}
i Sampled yield for species i Poisson around ⟨Ni⟩

N
{s,ev}
B,S,Q Yield for specific charge Summation over sampled particles

N
net,{ev}
X Net B, S, or Q per event Must be conserved (Input constraint)

Table 6: A summary of the notation for the quantities used in the sampling algorithm and how each quantity
is calculated.

6.2.2. Sampling tests
We developed a sampling subroutine on the hypersurface such that ccake can be connected
to smash. An open question remains as to the number of samples required to accurately
reproduce the particle spectra. Here we use the number of samples N{s} as a free parameter
to look for convergence, as was done in Fig. 35.

In order to test our numerical sampling method, we take a single event {ev} in ccake 2.0
for Pb+Pb

√
sNN = 5.02 TeV collisions, so trento+ccake. In these simulations, we only run

direct decays in smash. We then keep the hypersurface fixed and resample the hypersurface
N{s} times. Every time a single event {ev} is sampled, we will indicate it by the index {s}.
A single sample {s} of an event {ev} produces a large number of particles across a wide
range of hadronic species where we sum up all particles for a species i in N{s,ev}

i

N
{test,ev}
i =

N{s}∑
{s}

N
{s,ev}
i (192)

∼ N{s}⟨Ni⟩{ev} (193)

where i = π,K,Λ, . . . , {ev} indicates a single event, and {s} is a sampled set of particles
from that event. We define that the number of test particles N{test, ev}

i is the summation of
the total number of sampled particles i across all samples of an event {s}. If we have taken
enough samples N{s} then Eq. (193) is a good approximation.

In Fig. 35 (left) we compare the differential spectra versus transverse momentum pT of
both all charged particle vs. identified particles, while varying N{s} for each species. Here we
are looking for an overall convergence such that increasing N{s} does not significantly affect
our spectra. We find that for all charged particles (top left) we find a very quick convergence
with few samples required. Already with N{s} = 50, we obtain a spectra that is relatively
smooth and by N{s} = 500 it appears that the results have converged such that we see no
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Read-in freeze-out hypersurface &
construct ñi

Compute ⟨Ni⟩{ev} from ñi

Sample N{s, ev}
i ∼ Poisson

Sample N{s, ev}
+1,a,a

Set N{s, ev}
−1,a,a

Check Bnet

conservation
Sample N{s, ev}

0,−1,a

Set N{s, ev}
0,+1,a

Check Snet

conservation
Conserve
Qnet

Sample Remaining Neutrals

if true

if true

if true

Figure 34: Flow chart for the BSQ sampling algorithm inside the NuclearConfectionery.

difference with further samples. It is common to use N{s} ∼ 200, which seems reasonable for
all charged particles.

A large motivation of the development for ccake 2.0 is to study identified particles (PID)
such that also want to study the convergence of pions π+, protons p, and omegas Ω−. Given
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Figure 35: Convergence check for a Pb+Pb event, comparing several values of the particle sample number.
The convergence is heavily dependent on the particle mass. In the rows we compare all charged particles,
pions, protons, and Omega baryons. The column compares the particle spectra (left) vs. the integrated
particle flow (right) for both elliptical and triangular flow. On the right-hand side the star marker represents
the 10,000 samples.
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that pions make up the vast majority of all charged particles, we expect similar results for the
π+ spectra compared to all charged particles. Indeed, in the upper right-hand figure we find
that N{s} = 100 is already quite close to converging for the π+ spectra and by N{s} = 500
we have converged to a smooth result.

However, heavier particles are significantly suppressed due to their mass such that ⟨Ni⟩{ev}
may be orders of magnitude smaller compared to pions. Then, for heavier particles one
obtains a significantly smaller N{test, ev}

i to sample the differential spectra across pT . For
instance, at the Beam Energy Scan the average proton yields per event (so in our language
per sample) is on the order of ⟨⟨Np⟩⟩ ∼ O(10) [125]. We can compare this to the order of
magnitude for the pions that is an order of magnitude larger ⟨⟨Nπ⟩⟩ ∼ O(100). With this
estimate on hand, we can then make a guess for the sample size that allows for convergence
(N con

{s} ) we require, i.e,

N con
{s} ∼ 104

⟨⟨Ni⟩⟩
(194)

where ⟨⟨Ni⟩⟩ is the experimentally obtained average yield for particle i in a given central
class and beam energy. Since we found that pions required samples that had an order
of magnitude of N{s} ∼ O(100), then this implies that a reasonable spectra must have
approximately N{test, ev} ∼ O(104). Thus, given that we produce an order of magnitude
fewer protons, we estimate that we will require N{s} = O(103). Indeed, when we study the
protons we find that N{s} = 1, 000 is quite reasonable for convergence and by N{s} = 5, 000
we can see clear convergence.

We now check the Ω− baryons which are even more significantly suppressed because of
their mass. Very few Ω− baryons are produced per event (in fact, it is not guaranteed that
every event will produce an Ω− baryon) such that their order of magnitude in a given event
is ⟨⟨NΩ−⟩⟩ ∼ O(0.1–1) such that we expect the number of samples that we will require
to be N{s} ∼ O(104–105). Here we find that even N{s} = 10, 000 that we have not fully
converged and one would require more samples to obtain an accurate convergence of the
spectra. However, our estimate of N{s} = 10, 000 is probably a reasonable lower bound for
the number of samples required, being that we appear to be close to obtaining a smooth
spectra.

It is important to not only just to consider the differential spectra but also the integrated
flow of the event (specifically elliptical and triangular flow). In the right column in Fig. 35
we perform our convergence test with N{s} for the integrated flow as well. Generally, we find
similar values of N{s} for both the spectra and the flow.

For all charged particles, we find a rather quick convergence over N{s} such that N{s} ≳
500 is already a reasonable estimate of the flow (especially for v2). A similar result can be
found for the pions, which is unsurprising since the all charged particle result is primarily
composed of pions. However, the integrated flow for protons requires a large number of
samples and only taking N{s} = 500 leads to around a 20% error on the integrated flow.
Thus, for protons one should consider at least N{s} ≳ 1, 000 samples, which is similar in
order of magnitude for what we found for the spectra. Finally, we find similar results for the
integrated flow of Ω− baryons. While the elliptical flow appears to have a near convergence
already for N{s} = 5, 000, triangular flow has not yet converged at that point. Thus, for Ω−

baryons we suggest at least N{s} = 10, 000 samples are required.
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The results here present a specific challenge for low beam energies where PID provides an
important insight into the properties of the dense QGP. At this point we have only considered
single particle measurements but if one wanted to look net particle yields such that one should
accurate obtain the results of anti-baryons than we anticipate further challenges because of
how suppressed anti-baryons are at low beam energies.

Estimates for N con
{s} for 0–5% centrality

PID
√
sNN = 5.02 TeV

√
sNN = 200–39 GeV

√
sNN = 7.7 GeV

ch or π O(10) O(102) O(102)
p or Λ O(103) O(103) O(103)
p̄ or Λ̄ O(103) O(103–104) O(104–105)
Ξ or Ω O(104) O(104) O(104)

Table 7: Estimated number of samples required for convergence for flow and spectra calculations within
hydrodynamics for A+A collisions based on Eq. (194) and using hadron yield data from the LHC from the
ALICE experiment [197] as well as Beam Energy Scan data from STAR [125].

Using our formula in Eq. (194) we can refer to experimental data at the LHC and RHIC
to make order of magnitude estimates for the number of samples required to converge to
reasonable results for the spectra and flow across beam energies. In Tab. 7 we show our
estimates. We should note that here we have note studied more differential quantities like
fluctuations of net-particles yields (e.g., [18]), which would like require a much large sample
sizes.

7. Re-scattering (smash)

Following our sampling procedure, we run the hadronic afterburner smash [49] using the
PDG2021+ list from [128]. In [128], it was found that the hadronic cross sections must
be rescaled when more resonances are included and a systematic procedure was developed.
Within smash one can run direct decays that includes multi-body decays (1 → 2, 1 → 3,
and 1 → 4) or perform hadronic re-scatterings that include 2 ↔ 2 body interactions. For
most of this paper, we are only concerned with convergence and time checks such that the
hadronic re-scatterings are not relevant to these studies, such that we will primarily focus on
direct decays. That being said, hadronic re-scatterings can have a small but not insignificant
effect on a number of experimental observables. Thus, future work that focuses on direct
comparisons to experimental data will include hadronic re-scattering as well.

8. Conclusions and Outlook

In this work, we have made significant upgrades to the relativistic viscous hydrodynamics
code with BSQ conserved charges, ccake, that is solved using the SPH algorithm that is
now open-source with the release of this paper. The primary changes include the flexibility
in dimensions to run in 0+1D, 1+1D, 2+1D, or 3+1D in a generalized coordinate system
(Cartesian or Hyperbolic); the inclusion of second-order transport coefficients so one can
run with Israel–Stewart, DNMR, or in the future ADNH equations of motion—all three of
which include the BSQ diffusion matrix; enforcing global BSQ conservation at particlization,
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followed by the hadronic afterburner smash; the inclusion of source terms that are relevant
to jets or dynamical initialization; the ability to calculate causality constraints; and it is
rewritten using Kokkos/Cabana to allow the flexibility to run on either CPUs or GPUs. We
have ensured that with all the improvements to ccake 2.0 that it still passes all known
(semi)-analytical checks and convergence tests.

After a series of time checks we have determined the optimal methods to run ccake 2.0
on an event-by-event basis. There is not a universal answer because it depends on both the
dimensionality and

√
sNN of the system. Generally, 2+1D systems work best in serial given

that they require fewer SPH particles and already have short runtimes O(102–103) seconds.
For 3+1D systems, running in parallel/GPUs can aid run times due to the significant increase
in SPH particles. In parallel using 2-4 cores appear to be optimal. Overall, we have runtimes
of O(0.1) CPU hours for 2+1D systems and O(1) CPU hours for 3+1D systems (without
any parallelization). The way we initialize the system can also play a role in runtime. A run
with low

√
sNN in 3+1D is slightly faster using Cartesian coordinates. Otherwise, at higher√

sNN we find that hyperbolic coordinates are quicker.
Here we benchmark the number of samples required to reproduce spectra for identified

particles and flow observables, leading to an important benchmark to compare against for
sampling the production of hadrons. While O(101–102) samples of the freeze-out hypersur-
face in a given event shows convergence well for all-charged particles, we find that identified
particles (especially for baryons) require significantly more samples (approximately O(103–
104) for baryons and up to O(105) for antibaryons at low

√
sNN) to accurately reproduce

their spectra. This finding implies that accurate calculations of PID observables at low√
sNN require a significant number of samples per event.
Here we have demonstrated future use cases for ccake 2.0 such as jets fully coupled

to the medium. Additionally, we demonstrate that we obtain a reasonable nuclear modifi-
cation factor, reproducing previous results. Furthermore, sources terms were also used for
dynamical initializations that make ccake 2.0 ready to run a beam energy scan to compare
to heavy-ion collision data. Obvious future extensions include methods to include critical
fluctuations and explorations that search for the QCD critical point.
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Appendix A. Modified EoS to permit lower εmin

Appendix A.1. Modifying the conformal-diagonal EoS
The conformal-diagonal EoS is defined as

pcd(T, µ⃗) = A0T
4
0

[(
T

T0

)4

+
∑

q=B,S,Q

(
µq
µq,0

)4
]
, (A.1)

This EoS guarantees the existence of an exact solution to the inversion problem as long as
the following condition is satisfied:

ε0 ≥ εmin(n⃗0) ≡
3

4 · 22/3(A0T 4
0 )

1/3

∑
q=B,S,Q

(µq,0 |nq,0|)4/3 , (A.2)

where

A0 ≡ pT,0/T
4
scale,

T0 ≡ 1 fm−1, (A.3)

µq,0 ≡ T0µq,max

(
A0

pX,max − pT,0

)1/4

,

Tscale ≡ 1.1TFO , (A.4)

where TFO is fixed by the point where the ε = εFO hypersurface intersects the T axis in the
phase diagram (at µ⃗ = 0⃗) and

pT,0 ≡ ptable(Tscale, 0⃗),

pB,max ≡ ptable(Tscale, µB,max, 0, 0),

pS,max ≡ ptable(Tscale, 0, µS,max, 0),

pQ,max ≡ ptable(Tscale, 0, 0, µQ,max),

The problem may occasionally arise that this inequality is not satisfied for a given combina-
tion of input densities. One way to handle this situation is simply to decrease the values of
the µq,0 until the εmin(n⃗0) can be presumed sufficiently small to cover all practical scenarios
of interest.

On the other hand, one may want to fix the µq,0 scales independently as was done above,
in which case there is no additional flexibility for reducing εmin. In this case, we can introduce
a new, more flexible EoS (also conformal) with the following form:

pmc(T, µ⃗) = A0T
4
0

[(
T

T0

)4

+
∑

q=B,S,Q

(
µq
µq,0

)4

+
∑

q=B,S,Q

cq

(
T

T0

)2(
µq
µq,0

)2
]
, (A.5)

109



where cq > 0. The other thermodynamic quantities (e.g., densities and susceptibilities) are
found immediately:

s(T, µ⃗) = 2A0T

(
2T 2 +

∑
q=B,S,Q

cq

(
µq
µq,0

)2
)
, (A.6)

nq(T, µ⃗) =
2A0µq
µ4
q,0

(
2µ2

q + cqT
2µ2

q,0

)
, (A.7)

χTT = 2A0

(
6T 2 + cq

(
µq
µq,0

)2
)
, (A.8)

χTq =
4A0cXTµX

µ2
q,0

, (A.9)

χqq′ =

{
2A0

µ4q,0

(
6µ2

q + cqT
2µ2

q,0

)
q = q′

0 q ̸= q′.
(A.10)

One checks easily that ε = −p + sT +
∑

q nqµq = 3p, as must hold for any conformal EoS.
Note also that the new EoS reduces to the conformal-diagonal EoS if we set all cq → 0.

Appendix A.2. Computing the minimum energy density at finite charge density
The problem we need to solve is again ε(T, µ⃗) = ε0, n⃗(T, µ⃗) = n⃗0. Introducing the variables
µq = χqT , these conditions are written as

χq
(
2χ2

q + cqβ
2
q

)
=

β4
q

2A0

nq,0
T 3

, (A.11)

1 +
∑

q=B,S,Q

(
χ4
q

β4
q

+ cq
χ2
q

β2
q

)
=

ε0
3A0T 4

, (A.12)

where βq ≡ µq,0/T0. The density conditions are all cubic equations of the general form
χ3
q+

1
2
cqβ

2
qχq−

β4
q

4A0

nq,0

T 3 = 0. Using standard results about the solutions of the cubic equation,
one can show from the fact that

c3q +
27β2

Xn
2
q,0

8A2
0T

6
> 0

that there is only one real solution for χq. This solution can be written in a closed form
which depends on T :

χq(T ) =
21/3δ

2/3
q (T )− 2 · 31/3αq,1
62/3δ

1/3
q (T )

, (A.13)

where

αq,1 ≡
1

2
cqβ

2
q , αq,2(T ) ≡

β4
q

4A0

nq,0
T 3

,

δX(T ) ≡
√

12α3
q,1 + 81α2

q,2(T ) + 9αq,2(T ). (A.14)
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Note that αq,1 > 0 and therefore δq > 0 as long as cq > 0. The remaining equation for T is
then obtained by substituting back the χX solutions into the energy condition. This latter
condition cannot be solved for T in closed form, so it must be solved numerically instead.
The energy condition becomes

1 +
∑

q=B,S,Q

(
cq
χ2
q(T )

β2
q

+
χ4
q(T )

β4
q

)
=

ε0
3A0T 4

. (A.15)

The minimum energy density εmin(n⃗0) occurs when T → 0, corresponding to

εmin(n⃗0) = 3A0

∑
q=B,S,Q

(
µq,0|nq,0|
4A0T0

)4/3

,

which is the same condition as was found above for the conformal-diagonal EoS. The mini-
mum energy may therefore be adjusted by modifying the values of T0 and the µq,0 as before.

Appendix A.3. Fixing parameters of the modified EoS
Finally, in order to reduce the value of εmin in practice, we rescale the values of the µq,0
above to

µq,0 ≡
T0µq,max

f

(
A0

pq,max − pT,0

)1/4

,

where f ≥ 1 is the resulting factor by which εmin is to be reduced. Note that there is no
reason a priori that all the µq,0 should be scaled by the same factor f , and the question of
whether it may be advantageous to scale them by different factors is deferred to future work.

We fix the remaining parameters in the new EoS by matching to the tabulated EoS at
Tscale and µq = 0:

A0 ≡ pT,0/T
4
scale,

T0 ≡ 1 fm−1, (A.16)

cq ≡
µ2
q,0

2A0f 2T 2
scale

χqq,max ,

where χqq,max ≡ χqq(T, 0⃗). The original conformal-diagonal EoS corresponds instead to
choosing f = 1 and cq = 0.
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