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A new open-source cluster finding library ”Common Clusterization Library” (CCL) is proposed to
describe the clusters production when applied to the transport codes. The new library was applied to
the Parton-Hadron-Quantum-Molecular Dynamics approach to be comparable with the established
and well known MST and SACA implementations on the exactly same set of the events. The
presented procedures were tested with rapidity density distributions and complex observables like
⟨Mimf ⟩ and ⟨Zmax⟩ vs Zbound2 at the energies of ALADiN and NA49 experiments. An improvement
to the simulated annealing chain is proposed to reduce the computational time. The new stable
clusters tracking algorithm for the ”lost” cluster recovering is presented. The results of the ”box-
like” coalescence procedure and a mixed method which incorporates the coalescence algorithm steps
and the negative binding energy criteria are presented. The difference between the Helium-3 found
by the MST-based cluster finding procedure and the coalescence algorithm applied on the exactly
same set of events and baryons is shown for the first time.

I. INTRODUCTION

Decades ago transport approaches were proposed to
address the problem of the heavy-ion collisions dynam-
ics description. It is experimentally known, that in such
collisions initial nuclei can fragment into new free parti-
cles and many heavier bound objects: nuclei, hypernu-
clei. One of the very first attempts to describe the cluster
production was the application of the cluster finding pro-
cedure in [1], which was based on the proximity in the
coordinate space criterion – so called ”Minimum Span-
ning Tree”, ”MST” procedure [2].

Then, a new method for the earlier clusters recognition
at earlier time steps, when particles (and bound groups of
particles) are not yet well separated was proposed in [3]
where authors firstly introduced the Simulated Annealing
(SA) procedure [4] into the transport approaches. The
proposed method used the overall system binding energy
as the minimization criteria for the Metropolis algorithm
[5], but was presented for the relatively small systems.

The next evolution of the application of the Simulated
Annealing technique was proposed in [6] for heavier ini-
tial nuclei (larger systems): the authors used the classical
SA procedure as the first ”Metropolis step”, then a sec-
ond ”Fragment exchange” step was applied. On this step
fragments or nucleons obtained after the first step were
passed again through the simulated annealing procedure
to overcome the trapping to any local minima.

Recently, a new approach for the early clusters iden-
tification in the transport approaches, FRIGA, was de-
scribed in [7]. It was demonstrated that inclusion of ad-
ditional components into the binding energy calculations
yields into the better description of the isotopes yields
and hypernuclei production.

All proposed approaches shows good results and agrees
with the experimental data in wide energy range, but all
of them are closed-source and available mostly for a very
limited set of the transport codes.

On order to overcome this limitation a new open-source

library ”Common Clusterization Library” (CCL) [8] is
developed on the base of previously presented ”psMST”
[9] library.
The next procedures are implemented within CCL:

• ’Box-like’ coalescence for light nuclei and hypernu-
clei.

• Cluster finding procedure based on the Minimum
Spanning Tree.

• A new DSU MST and two-pass Simulated Anneal-
ing chain.

The MST-based clusterization will be described in Sec-
tion II. The Simulated Annealing procedures and their
results are covered in Section III. The coalescence ap-
proach and ”mixed” procedure are presented in Section
V.
The results of the cluster finding procedures (MST,

SACA and CCL SA) will be tested with ALADIN exper-
iment complex observables:

• ⟨Mimf⟩ – stands for the mean multiplicity of the
forward-emitted (θ < 90◦ or y > 0) intermediate
mass fragments (IMF) with the charge 3 ≤ Z ≤ 30.

• ⟨Zmax⟩ – average maximal charge of the single frag-
ment in the event.

• Zbound2 – total number of bound charges (Z ≥ 2)
within the forward-emitted clusters in event.

Additional observable to control the clusterization results
quality:

• ⟨Ebind⟩ – the mean binding energy of all forward-
emitted clusters of the event.

The coalescence procedure and the proposed ”mixed”
procedure, which combines the coalescence algorithm
steps and the usage of the Ebind criterion, will be shown
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with the NA49 experimental data to be comparable with
previous coalescence results within ”psMST” [10]. Only
QMD-based approaches will be used as ”parent” models
to simulate the data as in contrast to BUU-based mod-
els they can propagate particles correlations through the
collision evolution without additional modifications [7].

II. MST, DSU

A spanning tree is a simplified version of a connected
graph: it is a subgraph that uses the original graph’s
vertices but only enough edges to connect every vertex
without cycles. A single graph can have many different
spanning trees. When each edge in the original graph
has a ”cost” or ”weight”, we can look for the spanning
tree with the smallest total ’weight” – this is called a
Minimum Spanning Tree (MST).

For the given set of N particles in the event {pi}Ni=1,
the graph G = (V,E) is defined with:

• Vertices: V = {p1, p2, . . . , pN},
• Edges: E = (pi, pj).

The MST-based procedure is adapted for particle clus-
tering, where particles are treated as vertices, and edges
represent proximity relationships. The weights of the
edges implicitly defined by a distance threshold (”clus-
terization radius” rclust) in the (i, j) pair center-of-mass
frame:

rclust =
√

(x′
i − x′

j)
2 + (y′i − y′j)

2 + (z′i − z′j)
2

Usually, MST in the context of the ”clustering” in the
heavy-ion collisions is understood as an algorithm which
relies on the coordinate space only, however, in the au-
thors opinion, it is not limited to this and could therefore
be extended by including the momentum space too or any
other physically justified criteria. Thus, a possibility to
check the proximity in the momentum space between two
baryons in the center of mass frame of the checked pair
is also available: ∆p = p′

i−p′
j , where p

′
i, p

′
j are baryons

momentum are in the pair COM frame.
The Disjoint Set Union (DSU), also known as Union-

Find, is a data structure that efficiently manages a par-
tition of a set of elements into disjoint (non-overlapping)
subsets, for the first time described in [11]. It supports
two primary operations:

• Find: determines the representative (or ”root”) of
the subset containing a given element. Two ele-
ments are in the same set if and only if their ”Find”
operations return the same representative.

• Union: merges two subsets into a single subset.

For the given event with N particles and a ”roots”
array S the DSU structure manages:

1. Initialization: S[i] = i, ∀i ∈ {0, 1, . . . , N − 1}.

2. Find Operation:

find(i) =

{
i if i = S[i],

find(S[i]) otherwise,

with path compression: S[i]← find(S[i]).

3. Union Operation: for particles i, j:

• Compute roots: ri = find(i), rj = find(j),

• If ri ̸= rj : S[rj ] = ri.

DSU is particularly efficient for problems involving
grouping, such as constructing the MST clusters in a
graph. The path compression, which is also included in
CCL, enhance the ”find” operation, thus the querying
the ”root” (cluster) of a particle is nearly constant time
after initial queries.
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Figure 1: Upper panel: ⟨Mimf ⟩ vs Zbound2; Lower
panel: ⟨Zmax⟩ vs Zbound2; Black solid lines – PHQMD
MST at t = 50 fm/c. Red dashed lines – PHQMD MST
at t = 100 fm/c. Orange dash-dotted lines – CCL MST

at t = 50 fm/c. Blue dotted lines – CCL MST at
t = 100 fm/c. ALADiN experimental data (black

circles) are taken from [7].

The MST procedure in CCL is implemented as DSU
based, while MST in PHQMD constructs the full graph.
Fig. 1 show the comparison of the MST clusterization re-
sults: ⟨Mimf ⟩ (upper panel) and ⟨Zmax⟩ (bottom panel)
vs Zbound2 for both methods applied on the same set of
events at two time steps: t = 50 fm/c and t = 100 fm/c.
All observables: ⟨Mimf ⟩, ⟨Zmax⟩ are calculated for the
forward-produced clusters.
It is clearly visible, that both MST implementations

provides identical results, however the CCL MST does
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not construct the full graph for each event, thus its cal-
culational time is reduced comparing to the full-graph
MST.

The upper panel of Fig. 2 show the CCL MST cluster-
ization results for four time steps: t = 50, 100, 150, 200
fm/c. The calculated mean binding energy ⟨Ebind⟩ is also
plotted on the bottom panel. While the ”rise and fall”
curve is stably reproduced at all time steps, the mean
binding energy at the earlier time is mostly positive for
lighter IMF clusters, that means they are not actually
”bound”. Same picture is also true for the original MST
procedure.
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Figure 2: ⟨Mimf ⟩ (top panel) and ⟨Ebind⟩ (bottom) vs
Zbound2 for CCL MST. Black solid lines – t = 50 fm/c,
red dashed lines – at t = 100 fm/c, orange dash-dotted
lines – t = 150 fm/c, blue dotted lines – t = 200 fm/c.

Black circles – ALADiN experimental data [7].

III. SACA, SA

As it is seen on the Fig. 1, the MST-based cluster-
ing overestimate the mean multiplicity of the intermedi-
ate mass fragments and finds mostly unbound clusters
at earlier time steps. Thus, decades ago another proce-
dure was proposed to be applied on top of the MST clus-
ters – the Simulated Annealing Clusterization Algorithm
(SACA). In short, the main idea of the SACA procedure
was to take the MST pre-fragments and free baryons as
an input and then run the two stages of the minimiza-
tion procedure for the total binding energy in the system
by recombination of bound and unbound baryons in all
possible ways.

The main problem with the total system binding en-
ergy check is related to the combinatorial issue. For the
Au + Au system with 394 baryons the number of to-
tal possible combination of free and bound particles is
represented by the Bell number B394 which is roughly
B394 > 10500 combinations per event. Despite the fact
that the Simulated Annealing procedure is limited by
the control parameters such as ”temperature”, ”cooling
rate”, ”number of tries” and others to speedup the calcu-
lational time, and thus can not check all available com-
binations, it can find the system binding energy close to
the global minimum.

The CCL library also provides the classical imple-
mentation of the Simulated annealing procedure (”CCL
SA”). The CCL SA algorithm operates on a set of par-
ticles, each particle can be assigned to the cluster or be
free (unbound), and iteratively proposes new cluster con-
figurations by:

• moving particle from cluster to the new singleton
(particle became ”free”),

• transferring free particle, or particle bound in one
cluster to another existing cluster.

The new system is always accepted if its total bind-
ing energy is lower than binding energy of the previ-
ous system: ∆Ebind = Ebindproposed

− Ebindcurrent
< 0.

The escape from the local minimum can be governed by
the Metropolis-Hastings criterion, which allows to occa-
sionally accept higher-energy configurations: Paccept =
exp

(
−∆E/T

)
. In the next subsection the algorithm will

be described in more details.

A. CCL SA description

The CCL Simulated Annealing (CCL SA) procedure
consists of two stages: let’s call them ”pass 1” and ”pass
2”.

”Pass 1” procedure is the classical implementation of
the Simulation Annealing algorithm which optimizes par-
ticle clustering by minimizing the total binding energy
Ebind of a system of N particles {pi}Ni=1, each with a
four-momentum (mi,pi) and position (ti,xi), and an ini-
tial cluster assignment from a prior MST clustering. The
”all baryons are free” or ”one single cluster” inputs are
also allowed, the latter is subsequently used within the
combined SA chain in CCL.

During the ”pass 2” stage, clusters and free parti-
cles after the ”pass 1” are recombined in that way, that
baryons can not be taken out of the clusters: baryons
and whole clusters can only merge into bigger clusters.
The Ebind minimization criterion is the same as during
the ”pass 1”.
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1. System Binding Energy

The total binding energy of the system is defined as:

Esystem(S) =
∑

C∈S
|C| · Ebind(C), for |C| > 1,

where S = {C1, C2, . . . , Ck} is the set of clusters, |C|
is the number of particles in cluster C, and Ebind(C) is
the binding energy per nucleon of cluster C, computed
based on the four-momenta of its constituent particles in
the cluster rest frame.

2. Algorithm Control Parameters

The algorithm uses the following parameters:

• Initial temperature: T = Tmax.

• Minimum temperature: Tmin.

• Cooling rate: α ∈ (0, 1).

• Steps mode: Determines the number of iterations
per temperature level:

steps =





S if fixed mode,

S · T
Tmax

if linear mode,

S · αℓ if exponential mode,

where S is the base number of steps, and ℓ is the
temperature level index.

• Probability of creating a new cluster: Pnew, option-
ally adjusted linearly:

Pnew = Pnew,min + (Pnew,max − Pnew,min) ·
T − Tmin

Tmax − Tmin

This adjustment leads to the higher probability for
a particle to became free at earlier ”temperature”,
and to be bound into the existing cluster at the
lower levels when the ”temperature” cools down.

• Switch to enable or disable the usage of the
Metropolis-Hastings criterion during minimization
procedure.

3. Algorithm Workflow

During ”pass 1” at every trial a candidate configura-
tion C ′ is drawn from Ccurr with one of two elementary
moves:

a. (A) Move to singleton (free particle): Select uni-
formly a non-singleton cluster Cin and uniformly select
a particle p ∈ Cin, move it out of the cluster and set
Cin ← Cin − {p}.

b. (B) Move between clusters (including singletons):
Choose two different clusters Csrc and Cdst uniformly at
random (they may be singletons). Choose a particle p ∈
Csrc uniformly (if |Csrc| = 1 then p is that singleton).
Perform

Csrc ← Csrc − {p}, Cdst ← Cdst + {p}.

If Csrc becomes empty, remove it.
At the the ”pass 2” stage only the move (B) is allowed.

4. Acceptance criterion

Let the energy of the current configuration be Ecurr =∑ |Ccurr| · Ebind(Ccurr) and the energy of the proposed
configuration be Eprop =

∑ |Cprop| ·Ebind(Cprop). Define

∆E = Eprop − Ecurr

The acceptance rule is:

• ∆E < 0: always accept.

• ∆E ≥ 0: accept if Uniform(0, 1) < exp(−∆E/T ).

When Metropolis–Hastings (MH) acceptance criterion
is enabled the algorithm accepts ”uphill” moves with
probability exp(−∆E/T ), allowing escape from local
minimum.

B. Full CCL SA chain

The full ”CCL SA” clusterization chain consists of:

1. MST stage: at this stage pre-fragments are found
by the proximity in the coordinate space (and pos-
sibly in the momentum space too) criteria. At the
earlier time steps these found pre-fragments can be
not bound enough. At this stage three arrays are
filled:

• Free (unbound) baryons.

• ”Stable” clusters with Ebind/A < Ecut.

• ”Unstable” clusters with Ebind/A > Ecut.

Here Ecut = −4 MeV.

2. SA ”pass 1”: at this step each of the previ-
ously found MST-based ”unstable” clusters with
Ebind/A > Ecut MeV is passed through the Simu-
lated Annealing procedure to find most bound con-
figuration within this cluster. As it is only sin-
gle cluster which is passed to the SA each time, it
is more profitable to increase the probability of a
baryon to became ”free” on this stage to find more
smaller clusters and then preform ”pass 2”. At the
end of the ”pass 1” clusters with the binding energy
Ebind/A > Ecut are deconstructed to the unbound
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baryons, then newly found ”free” baryons (if any)
are passed to the unbound baryons array, clusters
with Ebind/A < Ecut are stored in the ”stable” clus-
ters array. This new for the simulated annealing
based cluster finding procedures approach drasti-
cally reduces the calculational time as the number
of the initial steps per the temperature level can be
significantly reduced for the single cluster.

3. SA ”pass 2”: during this step clusters are not any-
more allowed to ”decay”: baryon can not be taken
out of a cluster. All clusters: ”stable” Ebind/A <
Ecut, ”unstable” and free baryons are recombined
to get the most bound configuration: baryon can
be added to another baryon to form a new cluster,
baryon can be added to the existing cluster or one
existing clusters can be added to another cluster to
form a bigger fragment.

Steps 1 and 2 are the key difference between this pro-
cedure and the original SACA [6] idea, where the MST
clusters plays the role of ’seeds’ for the first pass of the
Simulated Annealing applied on the whole set of the MST
clusters and free baryons.

It is more profitable in terms of the calculational time
to use less initial steps for the ”pass 1” and increase it
for the ”pass 2” (×2 of ”pass 1” here).

For this study the ”CCL SA” procedure was applied to
the simulated data with the parameters shown in the Ta-
ble I. The number of initial steps, initial and final ”tem-
peratures” as well as the initial probability of baryon to
became ”free” are fixed for all sets, only the clusteriza-
tion radius rclust and the momentum difference ∆p were
varied.

Label rclust ∆p Pmax Pmin Tmax Tmin Steps

S1 2.5 0.3 0.9 0.1 1 10−15 500
S2 2.5 – 0.9 0.1 1 10−15 500

Table I: CCL Simulated Annealing procedure
parameters for ”pass 1”. rclust are in ’fm’ and ∆p are in

’GeV/c’ units.

C. SACA and SA results

The results of the PHQMD SACA and CCL SA proce-
dures are shown the Fig. 3 for the same events at the time
t = 50 and t = 100 fm/c. At earlier time t = 50 fm/c
both procedures succeeds to describe the ALADIN exper-
imental data, however, the proposed ”CCL SA” routine
with the ”S1” preset shows a bit better agreement. The
PHQMD SACA very slightly underestimates experimen-
tal ⟨Mimf⟩ points at larger Zbound2 > 45.
Similar behavior is true for the ”⟨Zmax⟩ vs Zbound2”

observable: both SACA and SA curves are very close to
the data points with slight overestimation from SACA at

larger Zbound2 > 45, but the ”CCL SA” agreement with
the data is perfect.
The mean binding energy of the system ⟨Ebind⟩ curves

for both methods surprisingly differs: the curve of the
”CCL SA” procedure is more monotonic, while ”SACA”
give some ”bump”-like structure at the medium to high
Zbound2 region.
At the larger time t = 100 fm/c the ”CCL SA” used

the ”S2” preset without proximity checks in the momen-
tum space: at larger times baryons with the high rel-
ative momentum are mostly not at the same place. At
this time step both methods again shows good agreement
with the data, but SACA have a bit larger discrepancies:
it overestimates ⟨Mimf⟩ at smaller 20 < Zbound2 < 45
and underestimates same quantity at Zbound2 > 50; it
also overestimates ⟨Zmax⟩ at larger Zbound2 > 50.
While ”CCL SA” has some overestimation of the
⟨Mimf⟩ at smaller 20 < Zbound2 < 45 (however, smaller
than SACA), it perfectly describes the tail of the distri-
bution and the ⟨Zmax⟩ vs Zbound2 dependence.
As for the mean binding energy ⟨Ebind⟩, at later time

step both methods have similar smooth curves which are
close to each other.
”CCL SA” results gives an insight: it is not enough to

have some single fixed set of parameters in the MST of SA
cluster finding approach to describe complex observables
such as ”rise and fall” of IMF – e.g., at earlier stages it
is more logical to use smaller rclust than at later times
and/or to also check the proximity in the momentum
space.

IV. TRACKING

As it was discussed in [12], the QMD dynamics propa-
gates single baryons and thus if the MST-based clusteri-
zation procedure marks group of baryons as a stable clus-
ter, on the next time step this cluster can dissolve without
collision occurred even if the corresponding quantum sys-
tem must be stable. The authors proposed the ”advanced
MST” (”aMST”) procedure, which uses the collision his-
tory and the information of the kinetic ”freeze-out” time
to reconstruct back some of the artificially ”destroyed”
clusters.
The CCL library has a different tracking technique

which works sequentially from the first time slice till the
last without the explicit knowledge of the kinetic ”freeze-
out” time, using only information about particles colli-
sions within current and previous time steps.
Consider a set of input clusters

P = {p1, p2, . . . , pN},

with each cluster p having a set of constituent particles:

C(p) = {c1, c2, . . . , ck(p)}

A cluster p from the input vector enters the stable can-
didates pool for further tracking only if it satisfies the
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Figure 3: ⟨Mimf ⟩ (top panel), ⟨Zmax⟩ (middle panel)
and ⟨Ebind⟩ (bottom panel) as a function of Zbound2.
Black solid lines and orange dash-dotted lines are
PHQMD SACA at t = 50 and t = 100 fm/c. Red

dashed lines and blue dotted lines – CCL SA at t = 50
and t = 100 fm/c. Black circles – ALADiN

experimental data taken from [7].

physical stability criteria:

Ebind(p) < 0 and ∀ c ∈ C(p) : tcoll(c) ≤ tstep,

where tcoll(c) is the current latest collision time recorded
for constituent baryon c, and tstep is the current evalua-
tion time. The Ebind(p) < 0 condition was chosen for the
analysis, but cut in the code can be set to other value or
even disabled for some studies. Let S = {s1, s2, . . . , sM}
denote the persistent list of currently registered stable
clusters carried over from previous time steps with ini-
tial S = ∅.

Two clusters p and s are overlapping if their con-
stituent sets are not disjoint:

p ∼ s ⇔ C(p) ∩ C(s) ̸= ∅

For each candidate p ∈ P, the set of overlapping stored

clusters is defined as:

O(p) = {s ∈ S | p ∼ s}

The update rule for S is as follows:

1. If O(p) = ∅, then p is a new physical cluster:

S ← S ∪ {p}

2. If O(p) ̸= ∅, then

smax = arg max
s∈O(p)

A(s)

is the largest previously registered variant of this
identity.

The collision-time advancement condition:

∆tadv(p, s) = ∃ c ∈ C(p) ∩ C(s) : tnewcoll (c) > toldcoll(c | s).

Let

adv(p) =
∨

s∈O(p)

∆tadv(p, s)

indicate whether any overlapping stored cluster has
outdated collision timestamps.

The candidate p replaces all overlapping entries if
and only if:

A(p) > A(smax) ∨
(
A(p) ≤ A(smax) ∧ adv(p) = true

)
.

In this case:

S ←
(
S \ O(p)

)
∪ {p}

This rule enforces two physical principles:

• Preferential growth: a cluster that has accreted ad-
ditional baryons is always accepted.

• Controlled dissociation: the cluster shrinkage is
permitted only when supported by the evidence of
re-scattering: increased collision time of at least
one constituent.

The current rule is a conservative default. It can be
easily adjusted or made stricter if needed for specific
physics studies.
After processing all p ∈ P within all subsequent time

steps, the updated set S contains an ensemble of stable
bound clusters at the end of reaction.
Fig. 4 illustrates the work of the stable cluster tracking

algorithm which is denoted as ”sMST” (”smart” MST)
on the plots. The parameters sets used to define the MST
edges are shown in the Table II. On the two upper pan-
els the rapidity density distributions for deuterons at the
lowest NA49 experiment energy [13] are shown, on the
two bottom panels same distributions are presented for
the 3He correspondingly. The (s)MST procedure with
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Figure 4: Rapidity density distribution of deuterons and
3He with and without stable clusters tracking

procedure with several parameters sets for the MST
edges (II): black solid lines – T1 set, T2 – red dashed
lines, T3 set – orange dash-dotted lines. Black circles –

NA49 experimental data[13].

T1 set is shown with black solid lines, (s)MST with T2
set is represented by the red dashed lines, T3 set – by or-
ange dash-dotted lines. In both cases when the tracking
procedure was disabled, the clusters multiplicity in mid-
rapidity region at the end of reaction are much lower
than the experimental measurements. The enabling of

the ”sMST” tracking procedure drastically improves the
mid-rapidity clusters stability.

∆r, fm ∆p, GeV/c

T1 4.0 –
T2 2.5 –
T3 2.5 0.3

Table II: MST parameters for the ”sMST” tracking
procedure.

V. COALESCENCE

More than half of a century passed since the coales-
cence approach was firstly proposed [14] to describe the
deuterons production in emulsions, then modified to de-
scribe the light nuclei production in relativistic heavy-
ion reactions [15]. Now the CCL implements the ’box-
like’ coalescence proposed and successfully used by the
authors of the UrQMD [16, 17] transport approach in
[18, 19].

In this coalescence approach it is assumed that nu-
clei can be formed after the last collision of its con-
stituent particles (protons, neutrons, hyperons) – so
called ”freeze-out” condition. At the ”freeze-out” times
the relative distances between particles in the coordinate
and momentum spaces ∆r and ∆p are calculated pair-
wise in the pair COM frame, the particle pair can poten-
tially form nuclei if their ∆r < ∆rmax and ∆p < ∆pmax.
Then, next particle can be added to the pair by satisfying
same conditions, assuming that the pair momentum and
position are ppair = p1 + p2 and rpair = (r1 + r2)/2. Af-
ter collecting potential nuclei, the formation probability
(spin-isospin factor) is applied.

Currently, in the CCL the coalescence approach is ap-
plicable up to 4He and 4HΛ, the UrQMD built-in coales-
cence is advanced for anti-nuclei and S = −2 hypernuclei.
It is not possible to make absolutely equal port of the
coalescence algorithm between two different approaches,
however, the Fig. 5 shows almost perfect match between
UrQMD built-in algorithm and the CCL coalescence im-
plementation. Some discrepancy can also come from the
fact that methods were applied to the different data sets,
as the built-in coalescence takes out baryons bound in
nuclei from the particles output.

A. CCL coalescence procedure

The coalescence of particles into light nuclei is deter-
mined by spatial and momentum criteria in the center-of-
mass (COM) frame of particle pairs, with optional bind-
ing energy or probabilistic (e.g. spin-isospin factor) con-
ditions for the final nuclei selection.
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Figure 5: Rapidity density distribution. Black solid
lines and orange dash-dotted lines – d and 4He from

UrQMD, red dashed lines and blue dotted lines – same
from CCL coalescence. Probabilities to form nuclei are

taken from the UrQMD model source code.

Like the MST-based clusterization, the coalescence
procedure rely on the pairwise processing. The total en-
ergy and momentum of the particles pair are:

Tpair = E1 + E2

Then, the pair velocity:

βx =
px,1 + px,2

Tpair
, βy =

py,1 + py,2
Tpair

, βz =
pz,1 + pz,2

Tpair
,

where Ei, pi = (px,i, py,i, pz,i) are the energy and mo-
mentum of particle i in the lab frame. Both particles
are Lorentz-boosted to the pair’s COM frame using the
boost vector β = (βx, βy, βz).

Then, to ensure that spatial coordinates are calculated
at the same time, the particles positions are adjusted to a
common latest ”freeze-out” time within the pair. Let t1
and t2 be the ”freeze-out” times of particles p1 and p2 in
the pair COM frame, the time difference is ∆t = |t1−t2|.
If t1 < t2, the particle p1 position is propagated with
straight lines to the time t2:

x1 ← x1 +
∆t

E1
px,1, y1 ← y1 +

∆t

E1
py,1, z1 ← z1 +

∆t

E1
pz,1,

t1 ← t2

If t2 < t1, adjust the p2 particle position is propagates
similarly.

At this moment particles coordinates in the pair COM
frame are synchronized, and the proximity check can be
performed. The squared distance between the particles
in the synchronized COM frame is:

dr2 = (x1 − x2)
2 + (y1 − y2)

2 + (z1 − z2)
2

The particles pass the distance check if:

dr2 ≤ R2,

where R is an algorithm control parameter – coalescence
radius. When particles passes check for the proximity in

the coordinate space, the squared relative momentum is
computed (momenta are in the COM frame):

dp2 = (px,1 − px,2)
2 + (py,1 − py,2)

2 + (pz,1 − pz,2)
2,

The particles pass the momentum check if:

dp2 ≤ P 2,

where P is a maximum momentum difference – an al-
gorithm control parameter. The particles can coalesce if
both checks are satisfied. However, since only light nuclei
formation is implemented in the coalescence procedure,
the QMD approaches gives a multitude of that small
clusters correlated in the coordinate-momentum space,
moreover, some of these smaller clusters could be parts
of bigger fragments. Thus, in CCL, after finding coales-
cence candidates, final nuclei are chosen by the probabil-
ity driven by the spin-isospin coupling (see [18] for more
details). After passing the probability cuts, the final nu-
clei are collected.
Technically, the coalescence realized in a such way, that

it can not be applied simultaneously for all implemented
nuclei, but must be used in a ”chain”, finding heavier
nuclei first and then moving to lighter:

4
ΛH →4 He→3

Λ H → t→3 He→ d

Particles which enters to the final coalescence clusters
are removed from the initial particles vector to ensure
that they are not double-counted on the each subsequent
coalescence step.

B. Coalescence results

The limited statistics of 50k central (b = 0 − 5 fm)
Pb+ Pb events simulated within PHQMD transport ap-
proach at Elab = 20 AGeV was used to test the CCL
coalescence procedure. Several sets of coalescence param-
eters (∆r, ∆p) were used, all they are listed in the Table
III. The ”M1” set parameters are imported from [20],
the ”M2” parameters simulates the classical MST-based
clusterization parameters, the ”M3” are taken similar to
those within the ”aMST” procedure [12] (increased co-
alescence radius) and ”M4” are the mix of all previous
parameters chosen to better description of available data
of the NA49 experiment at this energy ([13]).

d t/3He 4He 3
ΛH

4
ΛH

∆r ∆p ∆r ∆p ∆r ∆p ∆r ∆p ∆r ∆p

M1 4.0 0.33 3.5 0.45 3.5 0.55 9.5 0.15 9.5 2.5
M2 2.5 0.285 2.5 0.285 2.5 0.285 2.5 0.285 2.5 0.285
M3 4.0 0.3 4.0 0.3 4.0 0.3 4.0 0.3 4.0 0.3
M4 4.0 0.33 2.5 0.285 3.5 0.3 9.5 0.3 9.5 0.3

Table III: CCL parameter sets for coalescence and
”mixed” procedure. ∆r are in fm, ∆p are in GeV/c.
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On the Fig. 6 rapidity distributions of deuterons are
shown. Several mechanisms of deuteron formation (or
finding) are presented on this figure:

• Coalescence deuterons chosen with spin-isospin
coupling criteria – solid black line. ”M1” parame-
ters set was used for ∆r and ∆p. ”Coalescence” on
the plot.

• ”Kinetic” deuterons formed in 2 ↔ 3 reactions
through the pion catalyzer – orange dash-dotted
line.

• The sum of ”kinetic” and ”MST” (or ”potential”)
deuterons found by the MST-based cluster finding
procedure with stable clusters tracking (”sMST”
with T2 parameters set) – red dashed line.

As is seen on the plot, the coalescence approach based
on the ”spin-isospin coupling” not only overestimates the
experimental data points, but also show the wrong shape
of the distribution with local maximum at mid-rapidity
y = 0. The amount of the ”kinetic” deuterons produced
in 2 ↔ 3 reactions through the pion catalyzer is rather
small at this energy, however the final result must be the
sum of ”kinetic” deuterons and those found by (s)MST
or formed via coalescence. The ”sMST + kinetic” sum is
closer to the data points and describes the experimental
data shape quite well, however, slightly underestimates
it. There is no reason to make that similar sum for the
probabilistic coalescence as it already overestimate the
data.

The coalescence results (solid black line) differs from
those from [10], but this can be explained by the smaller
coalescence parameters ∆r = 3.575 fm and ∆p = 0.285
GeV/c used in previous study, which led to the smaller
yield of deuterons.

Additionally, coalescence deuterons after the nega-
tive binding energy selection combined with ”kinetic”
deuterons are plotted with blue dotted line. The neg-
ative binding energy Ebind < 0 selection is too strong
and addition of the ”kinetic” deuteron can not compen-
sate the difference with the experimental data, however,
fix the overall shape.

On the Fig. 7 similar results are presented for 3He
formed via coalescence (solid black line) or found by the
MST procedure with additional ”sMST” tracking with
T2 parameters set (red dashed line). Here the situation
is almost the same:

• The coalescence results are not describing the ex-
perimental data shape and overestimates the data
more than by the factor of 2 at the midrapidity
region.

• The ”sMST” results also overestimates the data,
however, by around 30% at mid-rapidity, and re-
produce the experimental shape quite well.

As on the Fig. 6, coalescence with negative binding en-
ergy selection is also shown by the blue dotted line. Due

−2 −1 0 1 2
y

0

1

2

3

4

Pb + Pb, b = 0− 5 fm, Ekin = 20 AGeV, EoS = Hard, d
Coalescence Kinetic NA49

sMST + Kinetic Coalescence + Ebind cut + Kinetic

d
N
/d
y

Figure 6: Rapidity density distribution of deuterons.
Black solid lines are coalescence deuterons. The orange
dash-dotted line are ”kinetic” deuterons (see text). The

red dashed lines shows the sum of the ”sMST” and
”kinetic” deuterons. Black circles – NA49 experimental

data (measured and mirrored) [13].
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Figure 7: Rapidity density distribution of 3He. Black
solid lines are coalescence with spin-isospin coupling
cut. The red dashed lines shows the ”sMST” results.

Black circles – NA49 experimental data[13].

to the limited statistics the distribution fluctuates in mid-
rapidity |y| < 1, but overall conclusion is the same as for
deuterons: the Ebind < 0 cut suppression for the coales-
cence nuclei is too strong.
It is possible within the CCL library to check the bind-

ing energy of the produced ”coalescence” nuclei by the
exactly same way used for SA procedure: the results for
d, t, 3He and 4He are shown on the Fig. 8. Curves on
this plot are normalized to each to its maximum to be
comparable. The picture is: more than 85% of the each
”coalescence” nuclei would be considered as ”not bound”
within ”sMST” or SA-based approaches as their binding
energy Ebind > 0.
As there is possibility to check the binding energy of

the coalescence nuclei, one can ask what will happen is we
use the negative binding energy condition mixed with co-
alescence parameters ∆r and ∆p. Even if in that case this
”mixed” procedure should not be called ”coalescence”
anymore, it is worth showing its results. One can ex-
pect that such ”mixed” procedure must give results close
to that from the MST-based clusterization after ”sMST”
tracking procedure, however, the ”freeze-out” time syn-
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Figure 8: Binding energy per nucleon for found by the
”spin-isospin” based coalescence nuclei: d (black solid
lines), t (red dashed), 3He (orange dash-dotted) and

4He (blue dotted lines).

chronization can affect the particles distribution in the
coordinate space.

On the Fig. 9 the binding energy cut based ”mixed”
cluster finding procedure was tested with several parame-
ters sets to find whose which allows for the better descrip-
tion of the experimental data. The spin-isospin combina-
torial factor was excluded in this case. As on the Fig. 6,
all deuteron lines are coupled with ”kinetic” deuterons.
It is interesting, that with the binding energy selection
criteria deuterons are not very sensitive to the different
∆r and ∆p parameters. This can be explained by the
latest position of deuterons in the cluster finding chain:
relatively loose in the coordinate space particles corre-
lations are ”taken” by heavier nuclei. The shape of the
deuterons found by the ”mixed” procedure differs from
that obtained by the ”sMST” procedure: more flat in the
”mixed” case, and becomes closer to the data at larger
rapidity in the case of the ”sMST”.

The Helium-3 production is better described with the
reduced coalescence radius ∆r = 2.5 fm. Another in-
teresting observation concerning 3He is the difference in
the shape within |y| ≲ 1.3 – it became similar to the ex-
perimental with lower ∆r and ’plateau’-like with bigger
∆r = 3.5 or ∆r = 4.0 fm when 3He found by ”sMST”
on the Fig.7 is of the experimental data shape with the
same ∆r. It is also visible, that the ”mixed” case with
smaller ∆p < 0.285 GeV is even closer to the data than
”sMST” without momentum cuts. This observation can
suggest to include particles momentum checks for further
studies with (s)MST cluster finding procedure.

These are the first results of the procedures included
in the CCL library, thus, not all nuclei at all energies are
tested, however, is it clearly seen that this library has
some potential for the future use fast tests and parame-
ters tuning in the already well established procedures.

VI. SUMMARY

Seven cluster finding procedures were tested in this
work: full-graph MST, DSU-based MST, SACA, ”CCL
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Figure 9: Rapidity density distribution of deuterons
(top panel) and 3He (bottom) found by the coalescence
based on the Ebind < 0 cut. Deuteron lines are coupled
with ”kinetic” deuterons. Black solid lines are for the

initial ”M1” set of parameters, orange dash-dotted lines
– for the ”M2” set, ”M3” set – red dashed lines and
blue dotted lines are for the set ”M4”. Black circles –
NA49 experimental data (measured and mirrored) [13].

SA” chain, coalescence based on the ”spin-isospin” com-
binatorial factor, ”box-like” coalescence joined with the
Ebind < 0 cut and finally ”mixed” procedure based on
the coalescence algorithm and the negative binding en-
ergy selection criteria”.

• The MST-based clusterization reproduce ALADiN
observables quite well, however, the better descrip-
tion, which is achieved at the very late time step
t = 200 fm/c is still overestimate the data points
on the ”top” of the ”rise and fall” curve.

• The application of the SACA and/or SA proce-
dures reduces the total system Ebind at earlier times
(finds more ”bound” systems) and yields into the
better agreement with the experimental data.

• At the later times (t = 100 fm/c and higher) the
mean binding energy of the system ⟨Ebind⟩ for the
MST-based clusterization is similar to the SACA
and SA procedures. This could be explained by the
fact that at the later times the system is so dilute,
so baryons with high relative velocities/momentum
are well separated in space, so the found by the
proximity criteria (MST) clusters can be already
bound enough. That fact also leads to the priority
of the DSU-based MST clusterization at later times
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over the SACA/SA due to negligible computational
time required by the DSU-MST.

• Due to the differences between SACA and CCL SA
procedures, their results are not identical at any
time step, however, still very close to each other.

• At low energies as Elab = 600 MeV the control
parameters of the cluster finding and Ebind mini-
mization procedures must not be fixed, but chosen
accordingly to the system evolution.

• The stable clusters tracking procedure ”smart
MST” (”sMST”) allows for the noticeable repara-
tion of the artificially ”lost” nuclei (due to QMD
operation features). Proposed procedure works on-
line, does not requires the knowledge of the last
collision time of the particles and thus can be em-
bedded to the transport codes. The sensitivity of
the cluster tracking procedure to the ”MST” edges
definition was evaluated.

• The coalescence based on the spin-isospin combi-
natorial factor can describe the experimental data,
however, more than than 85% of found nuclei are
not bound with positive binding energy Ebind > 0.
Addition of the negative binding energy criterion
to the ”box-like” coalescence strongly suppress the
yields of nuclei.

• The ”mixed” procedure, which combines the coa-
lescence algorithm steps and the negative binding

energy condition instead of the spin-isospin combi-
natorial factor does not fully reproduce the MST
(”sMST”) results as one could expect, however,
gives some insights on the possible parameters tun-
ing for the MST-based cluster finding procedures
at relatively high energies of Ekin = 20 AGeV.

• The Helium-3 nuclei found by the MST-based clus-
ter finding procedure (”sMST”) and the coales-
cence algorithm applied on top of the exactly the
same set of baryons was presented for the first time
and compared to the NA49 experimental data. De-
spite the overestimation in the measured region, the
results favors the ”sMST” procedure by the overall
rapidity density shape, what agrees with the previ-
ously shown results for deuterons in [10].
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