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Conservation laws play a crucial role in the modeling of heavy-ion collisions, including the
those for charges such as baryon number (B), strangeness (S), and electric charge (Q). In this
study, we present a new 2+1 relativistic viscous hydrodynamic code called ccake which uses the
Smoothed Particle Hydrodynamics (SPH) formalism to locally conserve BSQ charges, together with
an extended description of the multi-dimensional equation of state (EoS) obtained from lattice
Quantum Chromodynamics. Initial conditions for ccake are supplied by the iccing model, which
samples gluon splittings into quark anti-quark pairs to generate the initial BSQ charge distributions.
We study correlations between the BSQ charges and find that local BSQ fluctuations remain finite
during the evolution, with corresponding chemical potentials of (∼ 100–200MeV) at freeze-out. We
find that our framework produces reasonable multiplicities of identified particles and that iccing has
no significant effect on the collective flow of all charged particles nor of identified particles when
only one particle of interest is considered. However, we show specifically for Pb+Pb collisions at the
LHC

√
sNN = 5.02 TeV that iccing does have an effect on collective flow of identified particles if two

particles of interest are considered.

I. INTRODUCTION

Relativistic heavy-ion collisions provide a unique labora-
tory for exploring the dynamics and properties of nuclear
matter at extreme temperatures and densities. In such en-
vironments, Quantum Chromodynamics (QCD) predicts
that nuclear matter will transition into a deconfined state
which is commonly known as quark-gluon plasma (QGP).
The QGP can be extremely well described by relativistic
viscous hydrodynamics [1–3].

The dynamical evolution of the QGP is dictated by
the interactions of its constituents and conservation laws.
From QCD, we know that quark flavor is conserved in ev-
ery fundamental interaction such that each quark flavor be-
comes a conserved charge in the system. In the context of
heavy-ion collisions, this implies the existence of conserved
charges such as Baryon number (B), Strangeness (S), and
Electric charge (Q).1 Based on the initial conditions of
heavy-ion collisions that depend on the BSQ charges of
the colliding ions, we expect strangeness neutrality to be
preserved globally where the average strangeness density
ρS is zero ⟨ρS⟩ = 0 (no hypernuclei are used) and the
electric charge to baryon number ratio to be conserved
and dictated by the choice of ions. For example, given an

1 Note that heavier quarks such as the charm may also be relevant,
[4] although they are produced in such low abundances that they
are extremely unlikely to reach chemical equilibrium with the
rest of the system [5].

ion that is collided in heavy-ion collisions we can define
the constraint ⟨ρQ⟩ = (Z/A)⟨ρB⟩2 where Z is the proton
number, A is the number of protons plus neutrons, ρQ is
the electric charge density, and ρB is the baryon density.
For typical ions used in heavy-ion collisions such as gold
and lead, then Z/A ∼ 0.4.

While these constraints must hold globally, they do
not need to hold locally. For instances, the initial state
starts with zero strangeness but due to gluon split-
tings into quark anti-quark pairs (qq̄) then fluctuations
in strangeness are generated such that net-strangeness
(∆NS = NS +NS̄ = 0) is still zero but the strangeness
number NS and anti-Strangeness number NS̄ are both
non-zero such that NS = −NS̄ ̸= 0. In fact, the exis-
tence of the multitude of strange mesons and baryons in
the final state at the Large Hadron Collider (LHC) [6]
and the Relativistic Heavy-Ion Collider (RHIC) where
∆NB ∼ ∆NS ∼ ∆NQ ∼ 0 are clear indicators that fluc-
tuations of all the conserved charges (BSQ) are relevant.

Meanwhile, the field has also determined that partonic
degrees of freedom (either quarks and/or gluons) play
a role in the geometry of the initial state, especially in
small systems [7–9]. Even when these sub-nucleonic fluc-
tuations have been included in the initial state, the BSQ
charge fluctuations of these partons have been ignored at

2 Here the angled brackets ⟨. . .⟩ to denote a suitably defined en-
semble average, such as an average over many collision events.
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LHC energies.3 At the LHC and top RHIC energies, the
initial state reaches low-x such that gluons are the domi-
nate degrees of freedom [14, 15]. Thus, for experimental
observables only sensitive to the energy density fluctua-
tions it is a safe assumption that gluonic (or nucleonic)
degrees-of-freedom are the most important in the initial
state. However, for experimental observables sensitive to
hadrons that carry conserved charges, especially multiple
conserved charges (e.g. Omega baryons), one could ask if
they are sensitive to the influence of gluons splitting into
qq̄ pairs in the initial state.

The consideration of qq̄ pairs in the initial state, allows
for locally distributed, event-by-event fluctuations of BSQ
conserved charges to be transported within the QGP
during its evolution. In fact, large pockets of a specific
BSQ charge (or anti-charge) may exist that could alter
the azimuthal anisotropies of identified particles [16–18].

Accounting for such local charge distributions and their
effects requires the ability to enforce the conservation laws
locally in hydrodynamic simulations. The purpose of this
paper is to develop and present a new code designed to
do this.

A. Modelling relativistic viscous hydrodynamics
with BSQ charges

The evolution of the QGP in heavy-ion collisions at
the LHC and top energies RHIC has been modeled us-
ing relativistic viscous hydrodynamics in both 2+1D and
3+1D [11, 19–26]. Many models organize the collision
evolution into four stages: initial state, pre-equilibrium,
hydrodynamics, and a hadronic afterburner. In order
to accurately take into account local charge fluctuations,
charge conservation must be enforced at all stages of the
evolution. For the initial state, whether the initial condi-
tions incorporate baryon stopping at low beam energies
[10] or gluon splitting into quark/anti-quark pairs at high
energies [16–18], global charge conservation must be re-
spected during the sampling process. Furthermore, all
three charges must also be conserved locally as they prop-
agate within any pre-equilibrium phase (see, e.g., [27]).
Likewise, hadronic afterburners that incorporate BSQ
charges already exist [28, 29], although the freeze-out
sampling to connect hydrodynamics to these afterburners
is nontrivial [30, 31].

The hydrodynamic phase presents its own challenges
once conserved charges are included. One major com-
plication pertains to the QCD equation of state (EoS)
at finite density, which depends not only on tempera-
ture T , but also on the baryon chemical potential µB,
strangeness chemical potential µS , and electric charge
chemical potential µQ [32–37]. The EoS, which is needed

3 To be clear, BQ fluctuations have been considered previously at
the hadronic level [10–13] just not at the quark level.

to close the hydrodynamic equations of motion, is there-
fore four-dimensional (4D) once BSQ conservation is en-
forced. Another significant challenge arises because the
out-of-equilibrium hydrodynamic expansion must incorpo-
rate the 3 conserved (BSQ) currents with a 3×3 diffusion
matrix [38, 39]. Furthermore, second-order relativistic
viscous hydrodynamic equations of motion with BSQ dif-
fusion acquire coupling terms between shear and bulk
viscosity and also the BSQ currents [40, 41]. These new
terms carry their own transport coefficients which must
first be derived in some theoretical framework (e.g., ki-
netic theory [42] or holography [43, 44]). They also require
new thermodynamic derivatives that are not needed for
vanishing chemical potentials. All of this in turn generates
new equations of motion which must be solved during the
system’s evolution, in addition to those which reflect the
local conservation of the charges themselves. Modeling hy-
drodynamics with conserved charges is a highly involved
task which requires development on several fronts in order
to reach the levels of sophistication already available in
hydrodynamics at zero density.

Recent work has begun to explore the baryon-rich QGP
through relativistic hydrodynamic simulations with one
conserved charge B [26, 45], two conserved charges BS [39],
or three conserved charges BSQ [11]. These initial results
have found a sensitivity to enforcing strangeness neutrality
in the EoS [35], a correlation between the strangeness den-
sity and baryon density when both are allowed to fluctuate
[39], and a deviation from ideal isentropic trajectories due
to the influence of diffusive effects [46]. In addition, many
interesting questions remain, such as the mapping of ini-
tial to final state at the beam energy scan (see discussions
in [17, 18]) and the influence that a potential critical point
may have on the dynamics [46–49]. Incorporating con-
served charges into hydrodynamic models of QGP thus
opens up a wide range of potential applications.

In this paper, we make an important step-forward by
developing an open-source 2+1 BSQ relativistic viscous
hydrodynamic code called ccake (Conserved ChArges
HydrodynamiK Evolution). We use the Lagrangian nu-
merical method called Smoothed Particle Hydrodynamics
(SPH) based on the original v-usphydro code [50, 51].
Shear and bulk viscous effects are implemented according
to the new Israel-Stewart-DNMR O(Re−1)2 formalism
[41]. Only a subset of the second-order terms in this
formalism are included in this study, but we plan to in-
clude more in subsequent studies. In the charge sector,
we implement only ideal BSQ currents; diffusive correc-
tions will likewise be added in future work. We have
checked that ccake passes all known benchmarks for hy-
drodynamic simulations of nuclear collisions, including
the Gubser tests with shear viscosity [52] and with ideal
BSQ currents [26]. Furthermore, the initial conditions
for ccake are obtained from iccing [17, 18], which uses
gluon splittings into quark/anti-quark pairs to generate
local distributions of energy density and the BSQ charge
densities. This enables us to study fluctuations of BSQ
conserved charges with a realistic 4D EoS based on lattice
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QCD [33] in an expanding QGP medium for the first time.
Additionally, we explore the BSQ density profiles and cor-
relations between BSQ charges over time, collective flow
of identified particles, and the effects on the system’s
passage through the QCD phase diagram over time.

B. Structure of the paper

The paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II we pro-
vide the details of our new BSQ framework. The main
components of our framework include: the trento+iccing
initial state (Sec. IIA); the equations of motion and the
SPH formalism used to solve (Secs. II B and IIC); the
transport coefficients (Sec. IID); our implementation of
the 4D EoS and how it is connected to the hydrodynamic
evolution (Secs. II E and II F); benchmark tests of ccake,
including the Gubser test, time checks, and energy loss
(Sec. IIG); and our freeze-out procedure for ideal BSQ
currents, together with several changes that were needed
to our original v-usphydro algorithm to handle BSQ cur-
rents (Secs. II H, II I, and II J). In Sec. III, we use our new
BSQ framework to observe the time variation of the local
BSQ densities in Sec. IIIA, the trajectories through the
QCD phase diagram for an iccing event in Sec. III B and
the remaining fluctuations in BSQ chemical potentials
at freeze-out in Sec. III C. In Sec. IIID we demonstrate
the very non-linear scaling between ρB vs µB at finite
temperatures in order to better understand the range of
densities. In Sec. III E we calculate experimental observ-
ables for a single event and understand the influence of
iccing smoothed out to different scales. In Sec. IV, we
proceed to calculate the multiplicity and flow harmonics
of charged particles and identified particles, which are
shown in Secs. IVB and IVC. Concluding remarks are
offered in Sec. V, along with a discussion of future work.

II. BSQ FRAMEWORK

The BSQ framework presented here was based upon
the original 2+1D relativistic viscous hydrodynamic code,
v-usphydro [50, 51], that has been used extensively
at µB = 0 to make predictions across beam energies
[20, 22, 53–62]. A few highlights include the first study
of a deformed 129Xe in heavy-ion collisions [63], the first
study of the influence of event-by-event fluctuations with
realistic hydrodynamic backgrounds on the RAA×v2 puz-
zle [64, 65], predictions for D mesons across the proposed
system size scan at the LHC [59], and the inclusion of a
full particle list motivated by lattice QCD comparisons
[56].

Below we detail each separate component of our BSQ
framework. Significant upgrades were required for this
work and, therefore, we have decided to rename the hy-
drodynamic model as ccake to avoid confusion with the
previous version and also to provide credit to the enor-
mous effort of the authors here, most of whom were not
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FIG. 1. (color online) Comparison of Gaussian (dashed blue)
and kernel (solid red) quark/anti-quark density profiles. The
cut-off for the Gaussian profile is 0.5 fm while the kernel
function approaches zero smoothly at 1 fm.

involved with the original v-usphydro code development.
Furthermore, this paper is the first time that we are aware
of that a Smoothed Particle Hydrodynamic code of a rel-
ativistic viscous fluid with multiple conserved charges has
been developed. With this paper, we are also releasing
an open-source version of ccake at [66].

A. iccing Initial State

To run a BSQ hydrodynamic model one requires an
initial condition that initializes not just the energy-
momentum tensor Tµν but also each respective charge
current Nµ

X where X = B,S,Q. Thus, one requires both
an initial distribution of BSQ charge density but also
the contribution to the out-of-equilibrium charge cur-
rent. At this time, we consider iccing initial conditions
[17, 18] that produce BSQ charge fluctuations at vanish-
ing net-baryon densities. iccing reads in a generic initial
condition, assuming that the energy density distribution
only includes gluons. It then samples the probability that
each gluon produces a quark/anti-quark pair. Since each
flavor or quark carries certain quantum numbers, e.g., a
strange quark is characterized by having B = 1⁄3, S = −1,
Q = −1⁄3, by producing a quark distribution we are, in
fact, constructing initial conditions with a BSQ density
field. However, iccing ensures that the net densities are
always zero since quarks are always produced in pairs.
There are subtleties in connecting the iccing model to
ccake, specifically concerning how the charge density
is distributed in the initial state. We found that three
changes were required in order to couple iccing to ccake:

• The underlying distribution function to describe the
size of a gluon had to be changed from a Gaussian
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distribution to a cubic spline kernel.

• The normalization of the initial entropy density from
trento [67] had to be altered in order to reproduce
final multiplicities from the LHC.

• A perturbative cut-off had to be enforced (see [27]).

We discuss each of these changes in greater detail below.

1. Distribution function

In the original version of iccing from [18], the profile
used to distribute the charge density of a quark or anti-
quark was chosen to be a 2D Gaussian with the radius r
of the distributed charge being the width of the Gaussian,

Gaussian(x, y) =
Q

2πr2τ0
exp

[
−x

2 + y2

2r2

]
Θ(rg − r),

(1)

where r2 = x2+y2, Q is the total charge of the quark, and
the factors 1/2πr2 and 1/τ0 come from the normalization
of the 2D Gaussian and conversion from a 2D density per
unit rapidity to a 3D density per unit volume, respectively.
This profile was chosen due to its simplicity. However,
an effect of using a Gaussian profile for the quark/anti-
quark charge density is that at the edge of the radius
of the qq̄ pair is a large gradient in the charge density
which can be problematic for hydrodynamics. To address
this and provide a generalization of the quark/anti-quark
profile, we added a new class in iccing called Mask in
Mask.h which implements a kernel function option. The
motivation for including a kernel function version of the
quark/anti-quark density profile is that it smoothly ap-
proaches zero at the radius of the gluon, rg, whereas the
Gaussian has infinite tails and, thus, requires a cut-off.
Here we use the same kernel function originally from [68]
(although other kernels would be possible, see [69]) as
what is used in SPH (described in subsequent sections)
that uses a cubic spline in 2+1 dimensions:

W

( |r⃗|
h
;h

)
=

10

7πh2
× f

( |r⃗|
h

)
, (2)

where

f(ξ) =


1− 3

2ξ
2 + 3

4ξ
3 if 0 ≤ ξ < 1

1
4 (2− ξ)

3 if 1 ≤ ξ < 2

0 otherwise,
(3)

where h is the “smoothing scale", |r⃗| is the transverse
radius, and ξ is just the variable fed into f where we have
defined ξ = |r⃗|/h. For iccing we define the radius of the
gluon to be rg = 2h because in our defined kernel function
the contribution of the gluon is exactly 0 beyond 2h.

A one-dimensional comparison between the two profiles
is presented in Fig. 1. The radius at which the Gaussian

profile is cut-off is at rg = 0.5 fm and consistent with the
analysis in Ref. [61]. The radius of the kernel function
profile is chosen to be rg = 1 fm here so that it matches
closely to the Gaussian profile and effectively just adds
tails to the distribution. We have checked the the energy
density profile remains nearly identical for both the Kernel
and Gaussian distribution, similar to what was previously
shown in [61].

In Fig. 2 we compare the baryon density ρB , strangeness
density ρS , and electric charge density ρQ distributions for
both the Gaussian distribution (top) and the cubic spline
kernel (bottom) for a single iccing event corresponding
to a central collision. We find that the cubic spline leads
to a smoother distribution with fewer edge effects around
the quark/anti-quark pairs. Moreover, it is clear that
small scale structure is smoother with the cubic spline.
Thus, hydrodynamics is able to handle the cubic spline
kernel better than the sharp cut-offs from the Gaussian
distribution.

2. Normalization constant

All heavy-ion collision simulations that rely on relativis-
tic hydrodynamics include a free parameter which sets
the overall normalization of the initial conditions, such
that

S = A τ0

∫
V

s̃(r⃗, τ0) dr⃗ (4)

= N
∫
V

s̃(r⃗, τ0) dr⃗, (5)

where S here is the total entropy, s̃(r⃗, τ0) is the un-
normalized entropy density field at the initial time τ0 (then
the normalized entropy density is denoted as s(r⃗, τ0)), A
is the normalization constant without the inclusion of τ0,
and N [fm] is the normalization constant which absorbs
the τ0 term, i.e., N = τ0A. One could apply the nor-
malization constant to the energy density instead of the
entropy. However, we choose to use entropy here since it
most naturally connects to the final multiplicity.

From initial state models, one only obtains s̃(r⃗, τ0) (ei-
ther in 2 or 3 dimensions, depending on the model). Then
one simply adjusts N to reproduce experimental data of
the total multiplicity (typically in central collisions). Var-
ious studies [57, 70–74] (this is by no means a complete
list) have found a rather direct connection between the
total initial entropy and the final multiplicity, even in
the case of viscous systems where entropy is produced
throughout the hydrodynamic expansion. Thus, initial
total entropy is often used as a proxy for multiplicity.
Previous versions of v-usphydro use N = 119 for Pb+Pb√
sNN = 5.02 TeV and the standard parameters from

[56].
Because iccing requires the correct energy density scale

to perform sampling, one must determine N before run-
ning iccing. Initial papers with iccing [17, 18, 27] assumed
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FIG. 2. (color online) From left to right: baryon, strangeness, and electric charge density profiles after the iccing procedure for
a single event. From top to bottom, Gaussian and cubic spline kernel distributions. In all panels, a contour of constant energy
density, where ε = εFO, is displayed as a reference.

that N = 119 for Pb+Pb at
√
sNN = 5.02 TeV. However,

after attempting N = 119 for Pb+Pb
√
sNN = 5.02 TeV

and comparing to final multiplicity results, we found that
a higher value of N was required to reproduce the data us-
ing our current parameters, both with and without iccing.
In fact, our current N = 125 fm for both trento+ccake
and trento+iccing+ccake. We note that the inclusion
of iccing leads to an overall increase in our final multi-
plicity, for a fixed value of N . This can be understood by
considering the Gibbs relation between energy density ε
and entropy density s. Using a compact vector notation,4

4 Here we refer to the charge densities ρB , ρS , ρQ collectively as
the set ρ⃗ for brevity. Analogously, we can do the same procedure
for the chemical potentials where µB , µS , µQ are referred to as
µ⃗.

one can see that

ε+ p = sT +
∑

X∈(B,S,Q)

ρXµX = sT + ρ⃗ · µ⃗, (6)

where p is the pressure and through this work we use
the capital letters X, Y , . . . , etc. to denote conserved
charges. Then solving Eq. (6) for s yields

s =
1

T
[ε+ p− ρ⃗ · µ⃗] . (7)

In iccing the background energy is held fixed, whereas
local fluctuations are sourced according to the term ρ⃗ · µ⃗.
When gluons split into qq̄ pairs, both positive and negative
charges appear and there is a non-trivial relationship with
µ⃗. Thus, the term ρ⃗ · µ⃗ is non-zero and changes the overall
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entropy of the system, even though energy is fixed. This
clarifies the slight increase in the total multiplicity of all
charged particles when the effect of gluons splitting into
quark anti-quark pairs is considered.

3. Perturbative cut-off

Next, we discuss the perturbative cut-off that we employ
to ensure that quark/anti-quark pairs are not produced at
too low of energy densities. The need for a perturbative
cut-off was first discovered in [27] in the context of Greens
functions that allowed one to propagate the charge distri-
butions in time. However, in this work we discovered a
second reason the perturbative cut-off is needed. Essen-
tially, if quark/anti-quark pairs are produced at energy
densities which are too low, it is not possible to find a cor-
responding combination of densities {ε, ρB , ρS , ρQ} in the
lattice QCD EoS table, making it impossible to evolve the
pair using hydrodynamics. Part of the problem may arise
due to limitations in the lattice QCD EoS (see Sec. II E for
more details) or due to the breakdown of the perturbative
assumption used in generating the quark/anti-quark pairs.
At the moment, it is not yet possible to tell without access
to a more reliable EoS in the large density regime.

We apply a perturbative cut-off such that fluid cells
with energies below this value are not split into quark/anti-
quark pairs. The perturbative cut-off is defined as

Eq

EBg
< P, (8)

where P is the perturbative cut-off, Eq is the energy of
the quarks, and EBg is the energy of the background.
Setting P = 1 is equivalent to having no cut-off. Here we
set P = 0.9. Fluid cells below this perturbative cut-off
only contribute to the ε distribution and not the BSQ
charge distributions. We find that applying this cut-off
reduces the percentage of fluid cells which cannot be found
in the EoS table, although we are not able to eliminate
them entirely. Thus, in Sec. II E we develop alternative
approaches to handle out-of-bounds fluid cells within
ccake.

We can check the impact of this perturbative cut-off
on the final eccentricities5, εn, to determine if it plays
a significant role. In Fig. 3 we compare the role of the
perturbative cut-off on both the elliptical eccentricities
(left) as well as the triangular eccentricities (right) for
εn {2} =

√
⟨ε2n⟩. Note that the BSQ eccentricities cannot

be defined in the same way as that for the energy density.
The energy density eccentricities are defined in the center
of mass frame (see [18] for further discussions) but this

5 Note that eccentricities always come with a subscript n and the
number of particles correlated in the curly brackets, i.e., εn {2}
We point this out to avoid confusion with the energy density that
is just ε.

is not possible for a conserved charge since in iccing we
have no net charge density, i.e., ⟨ρB⟩ = ⟨ρS⟩ = ⟨ρQ⟩ = 0.
Thus, if one were to attempt to calculate an eccentricity
in the center of charge frame, then one would have to
normalize by zero. To circumvent this issue, we calculate
only the eccentricity of the quarks, not the anti-quarks
for the time being. There it is possible to define a center
of positive charge and calculate the eccentricities in the
usual fashion. Additionally, future work is planned where
new eccentricities are developed that can handle both
charge and anti-charge.

With this understanding of the caveats of the eccentric-
ities for BSQ conserved charges, we return to Fig. 3 to
better understand the influence of the perturbative cut-
off. We find that the cut-off has the effect of suppressing
the eccentricities in peripheral collisions, which occurs
because quark production there is heavily suppressed (es-
pecially for strange quarks). Note that unlike in [27],
we are not considering a time evolution from the Greens
functions here, meaning that there are subtle differences
in our figures with respect to those shown in that work.
Additionally, because we are not considering a time evolu-
tion, the initial times are different. In this work we switch
on hydrodynamics at τ0 = 0.60 fm/c whereas in [27] the
initial times where taken to be τ0 = 0.1 fm/c.

4. Range in chemical potentials

Taking an example initial condition, we can now apply
the lattice QCD EoS from [33] to find the range of chem-
ical potentials {µB , µS , µQ} that iccing reaches. The
spatial distributions of {µB , µS , µQ} are shown in Fig.
4 wherein each chemical potential is plotted across the
spatial coordinates for a given iccing initial condition.
Isothermal contours are shown as well to demonstrate
hotter and colder regions within the initial state. We
find a surprisingly wide range of µB especially such that
the initial state varies from µB ∼ ±400 MeV, which is
approximately the range anticipated for the Beam En-
ergy Scan. However, we should point out that these µB ’s
reached are at significantly higher temperatures than at
the phase transition (ranging up to T ≈ 400− 500 MeV)
such that we do not anticipate any influence from the
critical point at freeze-out. We remind the reader that
typical hydrodynamic trajectories begin at large T, µB

and in the limit with entropy is nearly conserved, µB

decreases significantly with T as freeze-out is approached
(so called isentrope trajectories). Thus, we emphasize that
a large µB at large T does not necessarily imply large µB

at freeze-out. Additionally, these are only fluctuations
in µB that occur around µB = 0, so after hydrodynamic
expansion in ccake we expect the range in µB to decrease
significantly. Nevertheless, one can conclude that these
conserved charge fluctuations may play a significant role
in the hydrodynamic expansion, especially if there is a
strong {µB , µS , µQ} dependence in the transport coeffi-
cients.
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FIG. 3. Eccentricities εn {2} for n = 2 (left) and n = 3 (right) comparing either no perturbative cut-off vs a cut-off of such that
the energy of the quark anti-quark pair must be less than 90% of the background Eq/EBg = 0.9. The eccentricities are shown
for the energy densities and all 3 BSQ conserved charges.

FIG. 4. (color online) Mapping the {ρB , ρS , ρQ} charge densities from iccing into {µB , µS , µQ} chemical potentials through the
lattice EoS at the initial time step τ0 = 0.60 fm/c of the hydrodynamical evolution. Isothermal lines are shown for different
initial temperatures.

5. Parameters and other details

In this work, we use the parameter values from Table I
in iccing. The normalization constant is the same for both
trento initial conditions and trento+iccing. To obtain
the correct normalization, we considered approximately
300 events in centrality collisions (0–5%) and compared
the produced spectra for all charged particles to 0–5%
centrality data from ALICE.

B. 2+1D viscous relativistic hydrodynamics

Definitions: In this work we employ the mostly minus
signature, i.e., +,−,−,− in Minkowski space-time. Nat-
ural units are used as well such that ℏ = kB = c = 1.
Throughout this paper we will be using hyperbolic coor-
dinates xµ = (τ, x, y, η) defined by

τ =
√
t2 − z2,

η =
1

2
ln

(
t+ z

t− z

)
. (9)



8

Initial State Parameter Value
fluctuation (trento) 1.6
cross-section (trento) 7.0 fm2

nucleon-width (trento) 0.3 fm
nucleon-min-dist (trento) 0 fm
grid_max (trento, iccing) 12 fm
grid_step (trento, iccing) 0.03 fm
a_TRENTo (N ) 125 fm
redistribution_method "Default"
profile "Kernel"
chemistry "GBW"
charge_type "BSQ"
perturbation_cutoff 0.9
kappa 1
radius (rg) 0.5 fm
quark_radius 1.0 fm
lambda 1
alpha_s 0.3
alpha_min 0.01
d_max 1 fm
s_chop 10−20 fm−3

tau_0 0.6 fm/c
e_thresh (Ethresh) 0.25 GeV

TABLE I. List of all parameter values used in iccing for this
remainder of this analysis. The first four parameters are shared
with trento (based on [75]) and the value for N is specified.

Our 4-vectors are defined as: pµ is the 4-momentum, xµ
is the space-time coordinate, and uµ is the flow field. In
this paper we take our metric to be

gµν =

1 0 0 0
0 −1 0 0
0 0 −1 0
0 0 0 −τ2

 , (10)

and
√−g = τ . The boost-invariant flow is uµ =(√

1 + u2x + u2y, ux, uy, 0
)
. Thus, uµuµ = 1.

Hydrodynamics is governed by conservation laws such
that for an isolated system the energy-momentum must
be conserved

DµT
µν = 0, (11)

and all conserved charge currents (here we consider cur-
rents X = B,S,Q) such that

DµN
µ
X = 0, (12)

where Dµ is the covariant derivative for a general coordi-
nate system

DµT
µν =

1√
g
∂µ(

√
gTµν) + Γν

µαT
µα , (13)

DµN
µ
X =

1√
g
∂µ(

√
gNµ

X) , (14)

where the Christoffel symbols are defined by Γα
µν =

1
2g

αβ(∂νgµβ + ∂µgβν − ∂βgµν).
In this work, we assume the Landau frame such that

uνT
µν = εuµ, (15)

where the energy density is ε and the flow vector is uµ
that is normalized to uµuµ = 1. The Landau frame is
most useful for high-energy collisions because it allows
one to ignore contributions from heat flow. In contrast,
most astrophysical simulations of relativistic fluids use the
Eckart frame, which is more natural at large baryon den-
sities. Here, we specifically consider fluctuations around
vanishing baryon densities such that we have large contri-
butions both from positive and negative densities so the
Landau frame is a more natural choice.

Then, the energy-momentum tensor in the Landau
frame where we also ignore contributions from vorticities
is:

Tµν = εuµuν − (p+Π)∆µν + πµν , (16)

where the shear stress tensor is πµν , the bulk pressure is
Π, the pressure is p, and the spatial projection operator
is ∆µν = gµν − uµuν .

We also consider multiple conserved charges where each
current Nµ

X is defined as

Nµ
X = ρXu

µ + nµX , X ∈ {B,S,Q} (17)

where the density of charge X is defined as ρX , and the
out-of-equilibrium contribution to the current is nµX .

By taking temporal and spatial projections of Eqs. (16)
and (17), we find

Dε =− (ε+ P )θ −Πθ + πµνσ
µν ,

(18)

(ε+ P )Duµ +ΠDuµ =∇µ(P+Π)−∆µν∇λπνλ

+ πµνDuν , (19)
DρX =− ρXθ −∇µn

µ
X . (20)

where the covariant time derivative is D ≡ uµD
µ, the

expansion scalar is θ ≡ Dµu
µ, the shear flow tensor is

σµν ≡ ∇⟨µuν⟩, and the spatial gradient in the local rest
frame is ∇µ ≡ ∆µν∂

ν .
At this point, to continue solving the equations of

motion, one must make a choice of the definitions of the
time dependence of the out-of-equilibrium corrections:
πµν , Π, and nµX . Here we apply a minimal Israel-Stewart
approach, although we plan to try other approaches in
future work. Additionally, we assume that the currents
are ideal such that

nµX ≡ 0, (21)

since significant complications occur in the SPH formalism
once an out-of-equilibrium conserved current is considered.
This assumption leaves us only with the time dependence
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of πµν and Π to handle.
For the minimal set of Israel-Stewart equations of mo-

tion we obtain

Π = −ζθ − τΠ (DΠ+Πθ) , (22)

πµν = 2ησµν − τπ

[
∆µν

αβDπ
αβ +

4

3
πµνθ

]
, (23)

where

∆µναβ ≡ 1

2

[
∆µα∆νβ +∆µβ∆να − 2

3
∆µν∆αβ

]
. (24)

These are the same equations of motion previously applied
to v-usphydro in [50, 51] and that were derived using the
memory function approach in [76–78].

However, one difference from v-usphydro to ccake is
that time derivatives of thermodynamic variables have
been added to the equations of motions (e.g., the “β̇"
terms discussed in [48]). However, in this work we
only consider η/s = const. at µ⃗ = 0, which general-
izes to Tη/w = const. when µ⃗ ̸= 0; in this case, the
β̇π term vanishes. Conversely, a temperature dependent
[η/s](T, µ⃗ = 0) should include a time derivative of

βπ =
τπ
2ηT

, (25)

where an extra term

τπβ̇π
2βπ

πµν (26)

would appear in Eq. (23). The new version of ccake also
includes the bulk viscosity term β̇Π

βΠ =
τΠ
ζT

, (27)

where for our specific choice of τΠ leads to time derivatives
of the speed of sound squared c2s (that we will explain in
more detail in the transport coefficient Sec. IID). Then,
one would include a term in the Π equation of

τΠ
2βΠ

β̇ΠΠ. (28)

In the code, the time derivative of c2s is taken using a
finite difference method. However, for this work we rely
on our previous parameterization from v-usphydro where
the bulk viscosity is zero such that this term does not yet
play a role. Thus, we leave a deeper study of this term
for a future work.

C. The SPH Lagrangian algorithm

The SPH Lagrangian algorithm proceeds by assigning to
each fluid element a fictitious particle (known as an “SPH
particle") with a kernel function which locally smooths

FIG. 5. (color online) The smoothing kernel function described
as a cubic spline, defined in Eqs. (2) and (3), implemented in
ccake for different values of the smoothing parameter h. In
solid red, the smoothing kernel corresponding to h = 0.3 fm,
chosen by default in ccake.

physical quantities over the volume of the system and
provides a continuously differentiable representation of
the state of the system at any given timestep. 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.

Here we use the same kernel function already defined in
Eq. (2) that was applied within iccing. However, one key
difference is that the smoothing scale h within ccake does
not necessarily have to correspond with rg/2 described in
Sec. II A. In fact, in this work we will use h = 0.3 fm for
ccake but rg/2 = 0.5 fm for iccing. The kernel function
has to obey certain symmetries, but most importantly for
this work it is normalized according to∫

W [r⃗;h] d2r⃗ = 1 . (29)

Here we demonstrate the kernel for different values of
the smoothing scale h in Fig. 5. As one can see, a large
value of h incorporates SPH particles in a wider radius,
thus, smoothing out the hydrodynamic gradients more.
In contrast, a smaller value of h allows for more short
range fluctuations, see [79, 80].

Within the SPH formalism, one must choose a con-
served current over which the equations of motion are
reconstructed using the SPH particles. In astrophysical
codes [81, 82], this is typically done from the baryon cur-
rent. However, in heavy-ion collisions this is not possible
because the baryon density may be positive or negative
and on average ⟨ρB⟩ = 0 for iccing initial conditions.
Thus, we choose a new current Jµ = σuµ that is applica-
ble in this regime known as the reference current [3, 83].
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Here σ is the local density of a fluid element in its rest
frame and as the fluid flows in time, the fluid cell itself is
deformed but the density always obeys:

Dσ + σθ = 0, (30)

which in hyperbolic coordinates can be rewritten as

∂µ(τσu
µ) = 0. (31)

One can then reconstruct the reference density in the lab
frame using the SPH formalism

τγσ → σ∗(r⃗, τ) =

NSPH∑
α=1

ναW [r⃗ − r⃗α(τ);h] , (32)

where να are constants attached to the Lagrangian co-
ordinate r⃗α(τ) and σ∗ is a sum of the distribution
ναW [r⃗ − r⃗α(τ);h] of the SPH particles. If one were to
instead use the baryon current as the conserved quantity,
then να would be the local baryon density of the fluid
cell α. However, in our case we use the initial grid size
to set the να weight that remains fixed throughout the
evolution of the code. Since our initial conditions are
based on a fixed grid all SPH particles carry the same
weight. The vector current is then

j⃗∗(r⃗, τ) =

NSPH∑
α=1

να
dr⃗α(τ)

dτ
W [r⃗ − r⃗α(τ);h], (33)

such that the continuity equation is

∂τσ
∗(r⃗, τ) +∇r⃗ · j⃗∗(r⃗, τ) = 0. (34)

If we have some extensive quantity A with an associ-
ated density is a(r⃗, τ) for an individual SPH, the SPH
description of this quantity is

a(r⃗, τ) =

NSPH∑
α=1

να
a(r⃗α(τ))

σ∗(r⃗α(τ))
W [r⃗ − r⃗α(τ);h] . (35)

For the zeroth component of the entropy current in the
lab frame s∗ = sγτ we have

s∗(r⃗, τ) =

NSPH∑
α=1

να
s(r⃗α(τ))

σ (r⃗α(τ))
W [r⃗ − r⃗α(τ);h] , (36)

and for the bulk term one finds

Π(r⃗, τ) =

NSPH∑
α=1

να
1

γατ

(
Π

σ

)
α

W [r⃗ − r⃗α(τ);h] . (37)

The dynamical variables in the SPH method are then{
r⃗α, u⃗α,

( s
σ

)
α
,

(
Π

σ

)
α

,

(
πµν

σ

)
α

,

(
nµX
σ

)
α

}
, (38)

with α = 1, . . . , NSPH , where each of these quantities
is associated with the α-th SPH particle, respectively.
However, here we consider only ideal charge currents such
that (nµX/σ)α is dropped hereafter. The fluid expansion
rate for each SPH particle is

θα = (Dµu
µ)α =

dγα
dτ

+
γα
τ

− γα
σ∗
α

dσ∗
α

dτ
, (39)

where γα = 1/
√

1− v2α. We obtain the following equa-
tions associated with the momentum conservation Eq.
(19) for each SPH particle

γ
d

dτ

[
(ε+ p+Π)

σ
uµ
]
+

1

τσ
∂µ(τπµi) =

1

σ
∂µ (p+Π)

(40)

The pressure gradients on the RHS of Eq. (19) are the
SPH representation of the gradients of pressure and bulk
viscosity and are calculated in the code using the following
parametrization:

σ∗ d

dτ

(
(ε+ p+Π)α

σα
uiα

)
+

1

τσ
∂µ(τπµi) = τ

NSPH∑
β=1

νβσ
∗
α

(
pβ +Πβ(
σ∗
β

)2 +
pα +Πα(
σ∗
α

)2
)
∂iW [r⃗α − r⃗β(τ);h] . (41)

where the 1
τσ∂µ(τπµi) term is typically quite complex

because one applies the product rule and then opens up
the individual components of the πµν . The next equation
of motion arises from the entropy production term

TDµ (su
µ) = −ΠDµu

µ + πµνDµuν (42)

which can be written in SPH format as the following

γα
d

dτ

( s
σ

)
α
+

(
Π

σ

)
α

(
θ

T

)
α

+

(
πµν

σ

)(
Dµuν
T

)
α

= 0 ,

(43)
For the relaxation time equation of the bulk and shear
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viscosity, we then write for bulk,

τΠα
γα

d

dτ

(
Π

σ

)
α

+

(
Π

σ

)
α

+

(
ζ

σ

)
α

θα = 0 , (44)

Finally, the ideal expansion rate of the BSQ charges is
expressed in the following format:

γα
d

dτ

(ρX
σ

)
α
+
(ρX
σ

)
α
θα = 0 . (45)

At this point in time, the shear stress tensor is not
obtained using the SPH kernel but rather is simply re-
constructed directly from the equations of motion, as
described in Appendix F. Previously in [51] it was checked
that the effect of this choice was negligible (except that
the SPH version generally slowed down the hydrodynamic
runs). However, in future work we plan to investigate this
effect in more detail with the new additions to the code.

As a final note, in order to streamline the SPH process,
ccake uses linked lists to determine the nearest neigh-
bors for each SPH particle in order to efficiently apply
the kernel function. At the beginning of each time step
the linked list is formed for every SPH particle with all
neighboring SPH particles that fall within a radius of 2h
of the SPH particle itself.

D. Transport coefficients

In this work, because we are only considering the mini-
mal Israel-Stewart equations of motion, we only need to
take into consideration the values of the shear viscosity
to enthalpy ratio ηT/w, bulk viscosity to enthalpy ratio
ratio ζT/w, the shear relaxation time τπ, and the bulk
relaxation time τΠ. Note that the enthalpy is w = ε+ p.

A large number of Bayesian analyses have studied the
temperature dependence of η/s and ζ/s at µB = 0. In
this limit of µ⃗ = 0, then the transport coefficients need
only be normalized by the entropy:

η

s
=

ηT

w

∣∣∣
µ⃗=0

(46)

ζ

s
=

ζT

w

∣∣∣
µ⃗=0

. (47)

From these studies, the posteriors for η/s at µ⃗ = 0 do
not clearly indicate a dependence on the temperature
[24, 25, 84, 85]. Consequently, in this work we assume
ηT/w = const. The corresponding relaxation time τπ for
shear viscosity is then taken from the usual form,

τπw

η
= const., (48)

where we have taken that constant factor to be 5 in this
particular paper.

Here we define our bulk viscosity to be of the form:(
ζT

w

)
(T ) = f

(
T

Ttransition
,
Ttransition

Tscale

)
×A

(
1

3
−min(c2s, 1)

)p

, (49)

where the prefactor

f(x, y) =
1

2
[(1 + xp) + (1− xp) tanh (y(x− 1))]

suppresses ζT/w as T → 0 according to

lim
x→0

f(x, y) =
1

2
(1− tanh(y)). (50)

By default, we set A = 8π/15, p = 2, and

Ttransition = 150 MeV, Tscale = 10 MeV.

We note that Ttransition and Tscale here are free parameters
which need not coincide exactly with other quantities in
the simulations (such as the freeze-out temperature TFO
at µ⃗ = 0), for instance. Our bulk relaxation time is

τΠw

ζ

(
1

3
− c2s

)p

= const. (51)

We have specifically chosen the form in Eq. (49) such that
it can easily vary between p = 2 for a weakly coupled
system and p = 1 for a strongly coupled system [86].
While we do not use the bulk viscosity in our results
section in this paper, a follow-up work is planned where
we will vary the parameters A, p, Ttransition, and Tscale.

One advantage of our current format for ζT/w is that it
allows for a {T, µ⃗}-dependent enhancement at the phase
transition (see [48, 49] for implications). However, as µ⃗
increases, we anticipate that the phase transition bends
towards lower temperatures (see previous lattice QCD
studies [87–91] on this matter for details). Thus, our
parametrization of ζT/w follows c2s and will naturally
capture its behavior. Additionally, the bump will either
sharpen or flatten depending on the sharpness of the dip
in c2s as one crosses the phase transition. In the presence
of a critical point, one could also add in critical scaling
to the bulk viscosity as was done in [48, 49, 92, 93].

In future work we plan to explore the possibility of
allowing ηT/w to depend on µ⃗ as well. Previous work
has developed a phenomenological approach to study
that behavior across both cross-over phase transitions
and critical points [94] with a first-order line. Within
specific theories, it is also possible to calculate shear
and bulk viscosity across the phase transition, as was
shown in [44, 95–97], in order to build intuition that can
provide guidance for further phenomenological studies.
Furthermore, there are now pQCD results available [98] for
finite µ⃗ that would be quite interesting to use as guidance.
However, none of these studies have been performed yet
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Hydrodynamics Parameter Value
ICtype: ICCING
h: 0.3 fm
dt: 0.05 fm/c
t0: 0.6 fm/c
e_cutoff: 0.15 fm−4 (0.02955 GeV/fm3)
EoS_Type: table
EoS_Path: Houston
freezeoutT: 150.0 MeV
etaMode: constant
shearRelaxMode: default
constant_eta_over_s: 0.08
zetaMode: constant
constant_zeta_over_s: 0.0 *
bulkRelaxMode: default
cs2_dependent_zeta_A: 1.67552 *
cs2_dependent_zeta_p: 2 *

TABLE II. a compact version of the input parameter file used
in ccake. A list of all parameter values used can be found in
ccake. In this work, we set ζ = 0. By default, the code sets
the value of ζ = 0.005 unless another constant is chosen by
the user, and the parameters defined by * are therefore only
relevant if zetaMode = constant and ζ = finite.

for a 4D EoS so we leave that study for a follow-up paper.

E. Equation of State

The primary EoS employed in ccake is the lattice
QCD EoS based on a Taylor series expansion up to O(µ4

X)
(where X = B,S,Q), coupled to a Hadron Resonance Gas
using the PDG2016+ [99] list6 in the low temperature
regime, and converging to the Stefan-Boltzmann limit at
large temperatures [33]. However, in order to integrate
this 4D EoS in the intensive variables {T, µB , µS , µQ}
into BSQ hydrodynamic evolution, there are a number of
specific challenges which first need to be overcome:

1. Out-of-bounds fluid cells which are beyond the reach
of the Taylor Series,

2. 4D interpolation and root-finding,

3. Accuracy and speed,

4. Thermodynamic derivatives.

We first briefly discuss each of these challenges. Then, in
the remainder of this section and Sec. II F, we discuss how
we address these challenges in greater depth. Additional
details are deferred to Apps. E, A, and D.

6 Note that recently a new PDG2021+ was released [100] but it
still has not yet been incorporated into an EoS so we leave that
for a future work.

First we consider the challenge of out-of-bounds fluid
cells. Ideally, the lattice EoS would perfectly represent
the charge densities needed to evolve iccing initial con-
ditions with hydrodynamics. In practice, however, we
have inevitably found that a number of fluid cells either
fall out of bounds of the EoS or are otherwise without a
solution in the domain of the Taylor series EoS. This can
occur due to limitations in the reach of the Taylor series
which cause it to break down at larger densities, or due
to the inability of the low-temperature hadron resonance
gas extension to yield an arbitrary combination of charge
densities at a single T .

This breakdown is more pronounced in the case of
iccing than other initial state models for two reasons: (i),
iccing incorporates quark degrees of freedom whereas
other initial state models incorporate only conserved
charges at the hadronic level, and (ii), iccing incorporates
three conserved charges whereas most other codes only
conserve baryon number (and occasionally electric charge)
and then enforce strangeness neutrality exactly [11, 35].

Because iccing incorporates quark degrees of freedom,
it reaches different combinations of BSQ unreachable by
hadronic models. For example, if a large quantity of down
quarks are clustered together, one could reach a region
of the phase diagram with a positive baryon number but
negative electric charge. While this combination can
occur in an HRG (with ∆− baryons, for example), it is
statistically suppressed in a hadronic model due to the
much larger masses of the required resonance states (as
compared to pions). In contrast, in a quark phase d quarks
are abundant, and arbitrary charge configurations can be
easily reproduced by distributing quarks appropriately.
Thus, in this work we require strategies to handle out-of-
bounds fluid cells that do not lead to energy loss within
our simulations. Our main strategy, discussed below,
will be to replace the existing Taylor series EoS with an
alternative EoS. However, a word of caution is that one
cannot jump directly from the Taylor series to a different
EoS because this will lead to energy loss within the code
(such that energy is no longer conserved). Thus, one must
find a way of doing this ‘smoothly,’ i.e., in a way which
conserves energy within the simulations.

This challenge is dealt with by utilizing several ‘fall-
back’ equations of state for those cases where the default
EoS does not yield an acceptable solution. The ‘fallback’
EoSs are ordered in such a way as to minimize the vi-
olations of energy conservation which inevitably result
when one discontinuously changes the EoS: in order, the
‘fallback’ EoSs are the tanh-conformal, the conformal, and
conformal-diagonal EoS. The functional forms of these
‘fallbacks’ are described completely in the manual for
ccake [66] and are also summarized below. Their free
parameters are chosen to provide optimal approximations
to the default EoS, again serving to minimize violations
of energy conservation.

The second challenge involves the use of 4D interpola-
tion and root-finding when numerically approximating
the EoS during the hydrodynamic evolution. For this
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purpose, we use the open-source GNU Standard Library
(GSL) routines to perform numerical rootfinding. This is
done by first constructing multi-linear interpolants of ε,
s and ρ⃗ on a grid of uniformly spaced points in T and µ⃗.
The collection of multi-linear interpolants then provides a
mapping between the (T, µ⃗) space and the (e, ρ⃗) and (s, ρ⃗)
spaces which can be passed to the GSL rootfinder. The
GSL functionality accepts a seed value for the estimated
coordinates in (T, µ⃗) space and returns either a converged
solution or a flag which indicates the failure to find an
acceptable solution.

The third challenge is to ensure that the EoS imple-
mentation is handled with efficiency efficiency and ac-
curacy. From convergence tests, Appendix D we have
found that a grid size in the EoS with step sizes of ∆T = 5
MeV and ∆µ = 50 MeV is sufficient to ensure accuracy
of our simulations. Changing these values to a finer ones
with ∆µ = 25MeV affected the measurements of flow
observables by less than 1%, see Fig. 27.

However, a significant caveat for this is that we are
considering an EoS with a only cross-over and hence no
critical point. From our experience with [49] a critical
point requires a significantly smaller grid spacing than
the one used here. We defer the consideration of these
complications to future work.

An especially important way to improve efficiency is
to avoid is taking thermodynamic derivatives during the
run time of the code. For example, in the SPH formalism,
one requires a time derivative of the enthalpy dw

dτ , which
can both be costly in terms of time and can also lead to
numerical errors. To circumvent this, we apply the chain
rule to rewrite thermodynamic time derivatives so that
they contain a piece which is calculated directly from the
EoS and another piece that is based upon quantities that
are already calculated within hydrodynamics. Thus,

dw

dτ
=
∑
φ∈Φ

∂w

∂φ

dφ

dτ
(52)

where Φ is a set of natural hydrodynamic variables al-
ready computed within the simulation and each coefficient
dw/dφ is determined solely by the EoS. For our purposes,
a natural choice of Φ is the set of variables

Φ = {s, nB , nS , nQ} (53)

We work out the corresponding derivatives of w with
respect to these variables in Sec. II F.

The fourth challenge is to incorporate these new ther-
modynamic derivatives into the EoS itself so that they
can be quickly evaluated at runtime. This requires an
involved calculation to rewrite arbitrary thermodynamic
derivatives in terms of susceptibilities and other deriva-
tives of the pressure. In this work, we have only incor-
porated this up to 2nd order thermodynamic derivatives.
Israel-Stewart has terms that require time derivatives of
c2s which would lead to third-order derivatives, although
we have not yet included these terms in our code and we

will therefore discuss them in a future work.

1. Out-of-bound fluid cells

We now discuss the first two of the four challenges
mentioned above in greater depth. The third challenge is
addressed more thoroughly in Appendix D, while we deal
with the fourth challenge in Sec. II F and Appendix E.
The primary role of the EoS is to take an input entropy
density s, baryon density ρB, strangeness density ρS ,
and electric charge density ρQ and to correlate it to the
rest of the thermodynamic quantities such as pressure p,
energy density ε, temperature T , and chemical potentials
µ⃗ = {µB , µS , µQ}. Thus, our input from each fluid cell is{

s0, ρ⃗0
}
=
{
s0, ρ0B , ρ

0
S , ρ

0
Q

}
, (54)

such that we must take a given EoS and convert that into

T = fT
{
s0, ρ⃗0

}
, (55)

µX = fµX

{
s0, ρ⃗0

}
, X = B,S,Q (56)

ε = fε
{
s0, ρ⃗0

}
, (57)

p = fp
{
s0, ρ⃗0

}
, (58)

c2s = fc2s
{
s0, ρ⃗0

}
, (59)

. . . (60)

where the . . . indicate higher-order derivatives as well.
The functions fi, where i indicates the thermodynamic
quantity that we are interested in, are dependent on which
EoS we consider because the EoS dictates the mapping
between all the thermodynamic quantities.

However, at this point, it is important to clarify that
the natural free parameters of any given EoS model used
in heavy-ion collisions are {T, µ⃗}. Thus, the EoS that
comes from the Taylor series is given along a regular grid
of values in {T, µ⃗}, whereas the natural hydrodynamic
variables are {s, ρ⃗}7. Thus, it is not just a problem of
interpolating over a 4D grid to obtain the thermodynamic
quantities; instead, one must make a choice between:

1. Inverting the full 4D EoS into the natural hydrody-
namic variables of {s, ρ⃗} and then only interpolate
directly over densities on-the-fly during simulations

2. Using both a 4D root-finder and 4D interpolation
over intensive variables on-the-fly within the hydro-
dynamic simulations

Both of these methods have their advantages and disad-
vantages. The first method is more direct but requires
performing interpolation over an unstructured 4D grid.
One way to handle this is by constructing a Delaunay

7 Some hydrodynamic codes use ε instead of s, but the problem
still remains.
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FIG. 6. (color online) Equation of state distribution on the transverse plane at times τ = 0.60, 4.60, and 10.60 fm/c in the
evolution. In all cases, SPH particles are color coded according to the EoS used: blue = lattice QCD, yellow = tanh-conformal,
purple = conformal, and red = conformal-diagonal.

triangulation of the density coordinates in the EoS and
then evaluating suitable interpolants defined on this tri-
angulation. This method is challenging to implement due
to the complexity of constructing the triangulation and
also locating the region in the the density space where a
solution is likely to be found. The second method pro-
ceeds by interpolating over a structured grid but relies
on root-finding to convert the intensive variables to the
densities, and thus tends to be the more robust method
to changes in the EoS. Both methods have comparable
efficiency, yielding up to O(100) solutions per second. If
the purpose of the code is to vary the EoS often, it is
significantly easier to include both the root-finding and
interpolation within the code itself. Furthermore, it is
easier to build in the functionality of both root-finding
and interpolation and then switch off the root-finding
down the road if a pre-inverted EoS is used. However, the
inversion required by the second method is non-trivial:
the mapping between ρB and µB is highly non-linear and
depends dramatically on the temperature T (which is
especially true in the presence of phase transitions). This
makes it difficult to obtain a ‘pre-inverted’ EoS which also
has a grid of constant step-size in densities. In the version
of ccake presented here, we fix the root-finding approach
as the default; subsequent code releases will include the
option of Delaunay interpolation as well.

Our fi also depends on the underlying EoS used. In
Fig. 7 we include a flow chart of our EoS module. We
begin by assuming a lattice QCD EoS for all particles as
the default. If a fluid cell fails to yield a solution at any
point, we then ‘fall back’ to the remaining three EoSs,
checking each systematically to see if it is possible to
find our specific set of

{
s0, ρ⃗0

}
within it. Occasionally,

because of the limitations of the current lattice QCD EoS
which is an expansion in terms of µ⃗/T , certain regions of
large µ⃗ and small T are especially susceptible to failure.
We found that in the lattice QCD table there are certain

regions of the QCD phase diagram that lead to either
acausal c2s > 1 or unstable c2s < 0 points in the EoS. If we
encounter such a point in the table then we automatically
exclude that region from the interpolation function (to
avoid compounding numerical error within neighboring
points) and send any fluid cells that are consistent with
this region of the phase diagram to a back-up EoS.

As indicated by the flowchart, we consider four different
EoSs which provide systematically less robust approxima-
tions to the true QCD EoS and finite temperature and
chemical potentials. The four EoSs we use are: (i), the
lattice QCD Taylor series EoS; (ii), an EoS designated
“tanh-conformal”, for reasons we discuss below; (iii), a
conformal EoS; and (iv), an EoS designated “conformal-
diagonal”, which we will also expound upon below. The
logic of this ordering is to begin with the optimal EoS,
namely, lattice QCD; we therefore first attempt to find{
s0, ρ⃗0

}
in that framework. If that is not possible we

check the “tanh-conformal” EoS which smoothly connects
lattice QCD (at finite T and µ⃗) to a conformal EoS us-
ing a hyperbolic tanh. If this second EoS still does not
yield a solution for the densities

{
s0, ρ⃗0

}
, we then check

a conformal EoS for a solution. Occasionally, however,
even the conformal EoS does not yield an acceptable
solution; in these cases, the rootfinder falls back to the
fourth and final EoS, the “conformal-diagonal” EoS. This
final EoS is constructed in such a way as to guarantee
that

{
s0, ρ⃗0

}
possesses a solution. It is important to note

that once a fluid cell has shifted to the right in our flow
chart in Fig. 7 then we never check an EoS to the left of
it in subsequent time steps. This implies that if a fluid
cell is out-of-bounds for the lattice QCD EoS and moves
to a tanh-conformal EoS, in subsequent time steps we
never check that fluid cell again within the lattice QCD
EoS. Instead we check first the tanh-conformal EoS and
if
{
s0, ρ⃗0

}
is not found there then we next check the con-

formal EoS. Fluid cells are checked within each EoS and
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Lattice-
based EoS

tanh-
conformal EoS conformal EoS

conformal-
diagonal EoS

FIG. 7. The flowchart for iterating over equations of state in rootfinder. The default setting iterate over all the equations of
state; however, the algorithm can iterate over only a subset based on the user’s choice or purpose of the simulation. Other
equations of state can also be added easily as well.

the final EoS, conformal-diagonal, always has a solution.
In the following, we discuss the four different EoS in

greater detail and explain how we obtain the correspond-
ing dimensionless pressure, [p/T 4] (T, µ⃗). Once the pres-
sure is obtained, it is straightforward to calculate all the
other needed thermodynamic relations, which we have
included in Appendix A for completeness.

2. Taylor series EoS

Because of the fermionic sign problem [101, 102] one
cannot determine the finite density EoS directly from
lattice QCD. Instead one must obtain susceptibilities
(derivatives of the pressure):

χBSQ
ijk =

∂i+j+k(p/T 4)

∂(µB/T )i∂(µS/T )j∂(µQ/T )k

∣∣∣∣
µB ,µS ,µQ=0

(61)

that can then be used within a Taylor series to reconstruct
the finite density EoS

p(T, µ⃗)

T 4
=
∑
i,j,k

1

i!j!k!
χBSQ
ijk

(µB

T

)i (µS

T

)j (µQ

T

)k
. (62)

where we expand the pressure in respect to µX/T where
X = B,S,Q.

The Taylor series EoS is not valid throughout the entire
QCD phase diagram, and so we must identify the range
in T and µ⃗ where it is taken to be reliable. For this,
we require T ∈ [Tmin, Tmax] and µ ∈ [µmin, µmax], where
Tmin = 0 MeV, Tmax = 800 MeV, and µmax = −µmin =
450 MeV. The tabulated form of the Taylor series EoS
used in the code has step-sizes of ∆T = 5 MeV and
∆µ = 50 MeV for each conserved charge.

We note that our Tmin is lower than the choice of
Tmin = 30 MeV made in [33]. It is important to note here
that SPH requires a thermodynamically consistent EoS
down to T = 0 in order to preserve energy conservation.
Previous studies have resolved this issue by simply attach-
ing a pion gas EoS at nearly vanishing temperatures (see
e.g. [56]). However, the pion gas EoS only works at van-
ishing µB and µS as an adequate solution. Thus, instead
we use a different approach to develop a well-behaved
EoS at low-T that can be found in Appendix C where
we smoothly extrapolated the parametrization of [33] to
zero temperature. It is important to point out that the
details of this low-T EoS are irrelevant to the simulations
themselves since these temperatures are well below the

freeze-out temperature. However, it is crucial for the
stability of the code to preserve energy conservation.

3. tanh-conformal EoS

The “tanh-conformal” EoS is similar to a conformal
EoS but includes a modulating hyperbolic tangent factor
which depends on the temperature T and more closely ap-
proximates the lattice-based EoS than a simple conformal
EoS. Although it ensures that an approximate conformal
limit is still retained at high temperatures, the modulat-
ing factor obviously removes the conformality, meaning
that the “tanh-conformal” EoS is not a true conformal
EoS. The precise functional form is given by

ptc(T, µ⃗) =
1

2
A0T

4
0

(
1 + tanh

(
T − Tc
Ts

))

×

( T
T0

)2

+
∑

X=B,S,Q

(
µX

µX,0

)2
2

(63)

where A0 and (T0, µ⃗0) are free parameters fixed by the
following constraints:

A0 ≡ pT,0/T
4
scale

T0 ≡ 1 fm−1 (64)

µX,0 ≡ A
1/4
0 T0µX,max√√
pX,max −√

pT,0
,

where X = B,S,Q 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)

Here, Tscale = 1.1TFO, and Tc = 220 MeV and Ts = 120
MeV are additional free parameters which control the
location and strength of the modulating factor. In this
study the values of Tc and Ts have been fixed by hand.
The effects of varying them will explored in future work.
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4. conformal EoS

The next EoS in Fig. 7 is a truly conformal EoS. The
pressure is defined by

pc(T, µ⃗) = A0T
4
0

( T
T0

)2

+
∑

X=B,S,Q

(
µX

µX,0

)2
2

, (65)

When the conformal EoS is being used as a fallback EoS,
the free parameters A0 and (T0, µ⃗0) are fixed by Eqs.
(64). When the conformal EoS is used as the default
EoS (e.g., for the Gubser benchmarks), we set A0 ≡
π2

90 (2(N
2
c − 1) + 7

2NcNf ), T0 = µ⃗0 = 1 fm−1, and Nc = 3
and Nf = 2.5.

Note that the conformal EoS, like the the tanh-
conformal EoS (64), may have cross-terms between the
set of variables {T, µ⃗} which are quadratic in any two of
them (e.g., terms proportional to T 2µ2

Q).

5. conformal-diagonal EoS

The final EoS in Fig. 7 is the conformal-diagonal EoS.
This EoS implements a simpler version of a conformal EoS
which eliminates cross-terms between the temperature
and chemical potentials in the system and permits a
simple, analytical solution for a given combination of
energy/entropy and charge densities. The pressure is
defined by

pcd(T, µ⃗) = A0T
4
0

( T
T0

)4

+
∑

X=B,S,Q

(
µX

µX,0

)4
 , (66)

where

A0 ≡ pT,0/T
4
scale

T0 ≡ 1 fm−1 (67)

µX,0 ≡ T0µX,max

(
A0

pX,max − pT,0

)1/4

and we adopt the same notation here as that used in Sec.
II E 3 above.

In Appendix B, we show that a necessary and sufficient
condition for the existence of a solution is the following
criterion which the energy and charge densities must
respect:

ε ≥ εmin (ρ⃗) ≡
3

4 · 22/3(A0T 4
0 )

1/3

∑
X=B,S,Q

(µX,0 |ρX |)4/3 .

(68)

The existence of an exact, closed-form solution for the
phase diagram coordinates which provide a given combi-
nation of input densities also allows this class to be used
to make an educated guess for the seed value which can
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FIG. 8. (color online) Fraction of SPH fluid cells using a given
EoS (Table, tanh-conformal, Conformal, Conformal-diagonal)
as functions of proper time τ . Here only fluid cells that that
have not yet frozen out, i.e., ε > εFO, are considered. Note
that the relative ordering of the different fractions can change
significantly from one event to the next, especially at late
times when only a small number of particles remain above
freeze out.

be supplied to the RootFinder.

6. Influence of the additional (non-lattice QCD) EoS

Due to the limitations of lattice QCD at finite densities,
we have a number of out-of-bounds fluid cells in our
simulations that end up using our alternative EoS shown
in Fig. 7. Here we quantify both the location of these
fluids cells as well as the fraction of fluid cells that utilize
each respective EoS.

In Fig. 6 an example event from Pb+Pb
√
5.02 TeV in

central collisions of 0–5% at three different time steps:
τ = τ0 = 0.60 fm/c (left), τ = 4.60 fm/c (middle), and
τ = 10.60 fm/c (right). The lattice QCD fluids cells are
shown in blue and are clearly the dominant EoS. Next
we have tanh-conformal in yellow, followed by a handful
of fluid cells from the conformal EoS in purple, and an
extremely small number from the diagonal conformal in
red. Since ccake is a Lagrangian code, the individual
fluid cells are free to move about. Thus, we can see that
while they are on a uniform grid at τ0 (although there
is a specific shape to the event because fluids cells with
very low energy densities/zero densities are not included
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in simulations), over time they spread apart and begin to
exhibit structure.

While the out-of-bounds fluid cells are scattered across
the event, more are found at the edges than in the center.
We can also see that red/purple cells are rarely found in
isolation but rather are surrounded by the tanh-conformal
EoS. This implies that these fluid cells are likely close
to the lattice QCD EoS but are slightly off. Further
extensions to the lattice QCD EoS would likely ensure
that these fluid cells are no longer out-of-bounds. We do
not see a significant increase in out-of-bounds fluid cells
over time, which indicates that testing the EoS at the
initial state is likely sufficient to quantify the effect of
out-of-bounds fluid cells.

In Fig. 8 we plot the fraction of fluid cells in a given
event that make up a given EoS at a certain point in time,
τ . In this figure we consider only fluids cells that are
above freeze-out such that over time the total number of
fluid cells considered decreases. The fluid cells labeled as
Table are the lattice QCD EoS and they are the dominant
EoS throughout the entire evolution. Next are the tanh-
conformal EoS that has over an order of magnitude fewer
fluid cells, followed by the Conformal, and Conformal-
diagonal. Our results are consistent with our findings in
Fig. 6. One new thing that we learn from Fig. 8 is that the
out-of-bounds fluid cells clearly must be near freeze-out
because of how quickly the fraction of those fluid cells drop
over time. This effect is most obvious for the Conformal-
diagonal EoS where the fraction of its fluid cells drops
by orders of magnitude over time and eventually ends
approximately 2 fm/c before the hydrodynamic evolution
is entirely frozen out. Similarly, the Conformal EoS fluid
cells and the tanh-conformal EoS fluid cells also drop
over time (although not quite as quickly). Thus, this
implies that across the entire evolution fluid cells that
are not yet frozen out (i.e., the high temperature fluid
cells) are predominately still coming from the lattice QCD
table. Note that this need not be true in every event at
sufficiently late times: since only particles above freeze out
are shown in Fig. 8, some events may exhibit a different
relative ordering once the vast majority of particles has
frozen out and only a few particles remain above freeze
out. In this case, however, the ordering is no longer
statistically significant and it remains true that the Table
EoS overwhelmingly dominates the system’s dynamical
evolution.

These findings are consistent with what one would
expect from the error of a Taylor series expanded in µ⃗/T .
Essentially, our out-of-bounds fluid cells are more likely to
occur at lower temperatures and larger µ⃗, which is where
our series expansion is most likely to break down. Since
the expansion for the lattice QCD EoS is in terms of µ/T
and there is a non-linear mapping between densities and
µ⃗, then it is also of interest to understand how the use of
these different EoS map into densities. In Fig. 9 we plot
the type of EoS used for individual isentropes both for the
scenario where there is only one conserved charge (just
baryon density, shown in the top panel) as well as the

FIG. 9. (color online) Plot of the EoS used for particu-
lar entropy vs baryon densities for zero electric charge and
strangeness (top) and finite strangeness and electric charge
densities (bottom). The green line demonstrates our freeze-out
criteria.

scenario where all 3 conserved charges are finite (bottom
panel). We also compare these different types of EoS
along isentropes to our freeze-out criteria, which is shown
in green. We find then in Fig. 9 that the vast majority
of fluid cells, before they freeze-out, use the lattice QCD
EoS. However, there is some small subset that uses the
tanh-conformal or the conformal EoS. After freeze-out
there are a significant number of fluid cells at low entropies
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that use either the tanh-conformal or conformal EoS and
almost none that use the conformal-diagonal EoS.

One further consideration is that fluid cells carrying
multiple conserve charges more quickly have troubles
matching to the lattice QCD EoS, especially for low en-
tropy densities. Note that here we show results only for rel-
atively small ρB (saturation is approximately ρsat ∼ 0.16
fm−3 and falls at the right edge of the figure). Later on
we will show that the remaining baryon densities are rela-
tively small at freeze-out such that Fig. 9 is a reasonable
comparison for BSQ fluctuations at the LHC. However,
for future studies at the beam energy scan where large
ρB ’s are reached at freeze-out it may be better to explore
new methods for the low entropy regime of the EoS to en-
sure that most fluid cells have matches within the correct
EoS.

F. Time derivatives of thermodynamic variables

In Sec. II E, we have discussed four separate challenges
to implementing the thermodynamics of QCD matter in
hydrodynamic simulations. We now discuss the fourth
of these challenges – namely, the evaluation of general
thermodynamic derivatives in terms of derivatives with re-
spect to the pressure. In the absence of conserved charges,
the EoS can generally be parametrized in terms of a sin-
gle quantity, such as the temperature T . For multiple
conserved charges, however, one must supplement the tem-
perature with the corresponding chemical potentials. For
BSQ conservation, one thus has {T, µB , µS , µQ}, resulting
in a 4D EoS.

For most EoS models, it is most natural to
calculate thermodynamic observables along grids of
{T, µB , µS , µQ}. This makes it significantly easier to take
derivatives along trajectories in {T, µB , µS , µQ}-space,
rather than along lines of constant entropy density, s,
for instance. Relativistic hydrodynamics, however, for-
mulates the system evolution in terms of densities, such
as the energy density ε or entropy density s, along with
the 3 BSQ densities: {ρB , ρS , ρQ}. In ccake, the lat-
ter set of densities is used in the evolution. One must
therefore have a way to translate to the more natural in-
tensive variables of the EoS {T, µB , µS , µQ} into the more

natural extensive variables required by hydrodynamics
{s, ρB , ρS , ρQ}.

This translation is accomplished by first separating
time derivatives of the extensive densities {s, ρB , ρS , ρQ}
from thermodynamic derivatives, as in Eq. (52), and then
formulating the latter entirely in terms of the intensive
variables {T, µB , µS , µQ}. In the remainder of this sub-
section, we outline this procedure as it is implemented in
ccake.

In the momentum conservation equation Eq. (19), one
deals with the time derivative of the enthalpy density
(w = ε+ p). The enthalpy density is related to the other
thermodynamic quantities by the Gibbs relation Eq. (6).
Applying this relation to the time derivative of w we find:

d

dτ

(
ε+ p

)
=

(
ds

dτ

)
T + s

(
dT

dτ

)
+

(
dρ⃗

dτ

)
· µ⃗+ ρ⃗ ·

(
dµ⃗

dτ

)
. (69)

Here all thermodynamic quantities are effectively func-
tions of a single variable s = s(τ), ρX = ρX(τ), etc., where
τ parametrizes a particular trajectory through the phase
diagram by means of a complete set of thermodynamic
variables, such as {s(τ), ρ⃗(τ)} or {T (τ), µ⃗(τ)}.

In order to translate between intensive and extensive
quantities, we treat {T, µ⃗} as dependent functions of our
chosen independent variables {s, ρ⃗}. We have

T = T (τ) = T
(
s(τ), ρ⃗(τ)

)
,

dT

dτ
=

(
∂T

∂s

)
ρ⃗

ds

dτ
+
∑
X

(
∂T

∂ρX

)
s , ρX ̸=ρY

dρX
dτ

(70)

and similarly for dµX

dτ . Thus
(
∂T
∂s

)
ρ⃗

is a derivative with

all of {ρB , ρS , ρQ} held constant and
(

∂T
∂ρX

)
s , ρX ̸=ρY

is a

derivative with respect to only the one density ρX , with
the others being held fixed.

Inserting this back into (69) allows us to eliminate dT
dτ

and dµX

dτ , yielding:

dw

dτ
=

[
T + s

(
∂s

∂T

)−1

ρ⃗

+
∑
X

ρX

(
∂s

∂µX

)−1

ρ⃗

]
ds

dτ
+
∑
Y

[
µY + s

(
∂ρY
∂T

)−1

s , ρX ̸=ρY

+
∑
X

ρX

(
∂ρY
∂µX

)−1

s , ρX ̸=ρY

]
dρY
dτ

,

(71)

where we have replaced the first-order derivatives with
their inverses, which presumably works as long as the
functions are nonzero. The time evolution of the enthalpy
density w therefore involves two types of derivatives: (i)

time derivatives of extensive quantities {s(τ), ρ⃗(τ)} which
are propagated dynamically by the hydrodynamic equa-
tions of motions; and (ii), thermodynamic derivatives
with respect to intensive variables {T, µ⃗} (appearing in
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the square brackets in Eq. (71)) which depend only on
the EoS and therefore need only be evaluated once in a
given simulation. The evaluation of dynamical derivatives
has already been outlined in Sec. II C; here, we focus on
the thermodynamic derivatives.

The derivatives in Eq. (71) can be divided into the
following four subcategories:(
∂s

∂T

)
ρ⃗

,

(
∂s

∂µX

)
ρ⃗

,

(
∂ρX
∂T

)
s, ρX ̸=ρY

,

(
∂ρY
∂µX

)
s, ρX ̸=ρY

.

It is convenient to group these terms in this way because
then the derivatives have the same form for different
charges X,Y ∈ (B,S,Q).

In the remainder of this subsection, we illustrate how
to evaluate the first of these four types of derivative in
the simple case of a single conserved charge. Extending
this treatment to all four subcategories in the presence of
three conserved charges (B, S, Q) is straightforward but
tedious; the details are deferred to Appendix E.

To evaluate (∂s/∂T )ρB
, we begin by treating {T, µB}

as independent variables. Using the notation introduced
in Appendix A, these equations take the differential form

ds =

(
∂s

∂T

)
µB

dT +

(
∂s

∂µB

)
T

dµB

= (∂2T p) dT + (∂2µB ,T p) dµB

= χTT dT + χTB dµB , (72)

where χab = ∂2p/∂a∂b are second-order susceptibilities
of the pressure, and similarly,

dρB = χTB dT + χBB dµB . (73)

We impose baryon number conservation by setting dρB =
0. Using Eq. (73), this implies(

dT

dµB

)
ρB

= −χBB

χTB
. (74)

Finally, we employ Eqs. (72) and (74) to evaluate the
derivative we are interested in:(

∂s

∂T

)
ρB

=
χTT dT + χTB dµB

dT

∣∣∣∣∣
ρB=const.

= χTT − χ2
TB

χBB
. (75)

As the procedure above illustrates, the thermodynamic
derivatives needed for the time derivative of the enthalpy
density w (see Eq. (71)) can be evaluated entirely in
terms of second-order derivatives of the pressure p with
respect to the temperature and chemical potentials. This
provides us with the connection we need between the
system’s thermodynamic properties and its hydrodynamic
evolution, thereby allowing us to close the equations the
motion.

G. The dynamical evolution and numerical tests

The previous version of the code (i.e., v-usphydro)
has been benchmarked against the Gubser solution,
TECHQM, energy conservation, convergence tests of the
smoothing scale h and grid size, and efficiency checks.
However, with the new version of ccake, significant
changes have been made such that one must rerun these
benchmark checks, specifically with conserved charges in
mind. Hence, the Gubser check was performed both for
the case of shear viscosity as well as for an ideal fluid
with three conserved charges. In Appendix D we have
also studied the energy loss, efficiency, and convergence
checks relate to the performance of ccake. Additionally,
we have developed a new method in Appendix D3 that
includes “buffer” particles to ensure numerical stability
in certain extreme cases (although the default within the
code is to turn this option off).

1. Gubser check

Analytic and semi-analytic solutions to relativistic hy-
drodynamic equations of motion are only available when
certain symmetry constraints are met and they provide an
invaluable tool for testing and quantifying the accuracy of
numerical implementations. For example, the well-known
Hwa-Bjorken solution relies on translation and rotational
invariance in the transverse plane and boost-invariance
along the beamline [103]; despite the usefulness of this
solution, it neglects the description of transverse expan-
sion. A non-trivial radial flow dependence can be obtained
for conformal fluids by demanding azimuthal symmetry
around the transverse plane instead of translation invari-
ance. This solution is known as Gubser flow and was
originally obtained by Gubser [104], further developed by
Gubser and Yarom [105] for ideal systems, expanded to
shear viscous systems in [52], and then extended to one
conserved charge (baryon density) in [26] but for ideal
equations of motion.

The Gubser flow solution assumes a system that pos-
sesses boost-invariant longitudinal evolution and a non-
trivial transverse flow; additionally, it assumes a confor-
mal equation of state (see Sec. II E 4). The conformal
symmetry is a crucial assumption and restricts the types
of fluids that can obey the solution. For instance, only
shear viscosity can be considered and the shear viscosity
to entropy density ratio must be constant. In practice,
this solution results in a rigorous test for nuclear collision
simulations.

We have checked that ccake reproduces the Gubser
solution in two different scenarios: (i) evolution with finite
conserved charge densities and zero shear viscosity; and
(ii), evolution with finite shear viscosity and no conserved
charge densities.

For the ideal case, here we have derived the Gub-
ser test for multiple conserved charges (BSQ), extending
the work done in [26]. We found the resulting analytic
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FIG. 10. (color online) Comparison between the analytic
results from Eq. (78) (solid) and ccake (dashed) at times
τ = 1.0, 1.2, 1.5, and 2.1 fm/c along the y = 0 fm axis.

expressions for the energy density

ε(r, τ) =
ε0
τ4

(2κτ)8/3

[1 + 2κ2(τ2 + r2) + κ4(τ2 − r2)2]
4/3

, (76)

flow velocity,

ur(r, τ) =
2κ2rτ√

1 + 2κ2(τ2 + r2) + κ4(τ2 − r2)2
, (77)

and charge densities,

ρX(r, τ) =
ρX,0

τ3
4κ2τ2

1 + 2κ2(τ2 + r2) + κ4(τ2 − r2)2
, (78)

where X = B,S,Q. In the above equations, r =√
x2 + y2 is the transverse radius, κ is a free parame-

ter in the system that is inversely related to the system
size (i.e., a small κ implies a larger system) where we take
κ = 1 fm−1 to be consistent with previous works; the
initial conditions at r = 0 fm for the initial energy density
ε0 and initial charge densities ρX,0 are free parameters
chosen as ε0 = 1 fm−4, ρB,0 = ρS,0 = ρQ,0 = 0.5 fm−3.

Figure 10 shows the comparison between the Gubser
analytic and the ccake numerical solutions for the spatial
profile of multiple charge densities along the y = 0 fm
axis at different times of the hydrodynamic evolution. For
all conserved charge densities, the numerical solution is
in full agreement with the analytic solution.

For the shear viscous case we can also reproduce

the Gubser test. The high degree of symmetry of the
system completely dictates the flow, which is the same
as in Eq. (77). However, both the temperature and the
shear-stress tensor follow the relaxation-type equations
given by [52, 106]

1

T

dT̂

dρ
+

2

3
tanh ρ− 1

3
π̄η
η(ρ) tanh ρ = 0,

c

T̂

η

s

[
dπ̄η

η

dρ
+

4

3

(
π̄η
η

)2
tanh ρ

]
+ π̄η

η =
4

3

η

sT̂
tanh ρ, (79)

where π̄η
η = π̂η

η/(T̂ ŝ). These ordinary differential equa-
tions are obtained by using a coordinate transformation on
Eqs. (18) and (23) from hyperbolic space to the so-called
Gubser coordinates x̂µ = (ρ, θ, ϕ, η) defined by

sinh ρ = −1− κ2τ2 + κ2r2

2κτ
, (80)

tan θ =
2κr

1 + κ2τ2 − κ2r2
. (81)

In these conformal coordinates, Eqs. (79) can be solved
numerically, resulting in a semi-analytical solution. In
hyperbolic coordinates, the solutions for the temperature
and the components of the shear-stress tensor take the
form

T (τ, x, y) =
T̂

τ
, (82)

and

πxx(τ, x, y) = − 1

2τ4

[
1 +

(x
r

)2
sinh2 ξ

]
π̂η
η , (83)

πyy(τ, x, y) = − 1

2τ4

[
1 +

(y
r

)2
sinh2 ξ

]
π̂η
η , (84)

πxy(τ, x, y) = − 1

2τ4

[(xy
r2

)
sinh2 ξ

]
π̂η
η , (85)

τ2πηη(τ, x, y) =
1

τ4
π̂η
η , (86)

where T̂ and π̂η
η are the numerical solutions of Eqs. (12)-

(13) in [52] and

sinh ξ = arctanh

(
2κ2τr

1 + κ2τ2 + κ2r2

)
. (87)

The semi-analytical solution profile at τ = τ0 = 1 fm/c
serves as an initial condition for ccake. In the numerical
solution we have used a grid of maximum size xmax =
ymax = 5 fm and spacing of δx = δy = 0.05 fm, as well
as a smoothing scale parameter of h = 0.1 fm, η/s = 0.2,
c = 5, and δτ = 0.01 fm/c as time step. As seen in Figs.
11 and 12, our numerical solution reproduces well the
semi-analytical solutions for the temperature T , radial
flow, and shear stress tensor until at least 2.0 fm/c.



21

FIG. 11. (color online) Comparison between the semi-analytic results from Ref. [52] (solid) and ccake (dashed) at times τ = 1.0,
1.2, 1.5, and 2.1 fm/c along the y = 0 axis.

FIG. 12. (color online) Comparison between the semi-analytic results from Ref. [52] (solid) and ccake (dashed) at times τ = 1.0,
1.2, 1.5, and 2.1 fm/c along the y = x axis.
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2. Time checks

We document here the typical runtimes associated to
the most significant parts of the ccake evolution. For
typical events, evolved using a second-order Runge-Kutta
method, we find that a single time-step takes O(30 s)
to complete with maximum optimizations enabled. This
translates to an overall runtime O(1− 2h) for the largest
central events generated by iccing.

The largest contributions to the runtime of a single
time-step include the smoothing of particle fields, gra-
dients over their nearest neighbors, and the evaluation
of the particle thermodynamics, which includes the root-
finding procedure described in Sec. II E. Obtaining the
thermodynamic quantities of a given SPH particles has
a linear complexity in the number of particles, i.e., it is
O(NSPH). The smoothing of particle fields and gradients
depends on both the number of particles and the average
number of neighbors per particle, which is expected to
scale quadratically with the smoothing scale h, and thus
has complexity O(NSPHh

2). Under maximum optimiza-
tions, we find that the smoothing procedure can process
up to O

(
103
)

particles per second, while the root-finding
procedure can achieve up to O

(
104
)

solutions per second.

H. Freeze-out

In the previous version of v-usphydro, freeze-out was
developed assuming a constant freeze-out temperature,
TFO. While this is a reasonable assumption when µ⃗ = 0, at
finite densities it is known that both the hadronization [87–
91] and chemical freeze-out temperatures [107–112] lower
with increasing µ⃗’s such that the assumption of TFO =
const. breaks down. Thus, for ccake we have rewritten
our freeze-out criterion such that it is instead implemented
at a constant energy density. Such an approach naturally
captures the behavior of the freeze-out line bending down
to lower TFO as one increases µ⃗. Additionally, it follows
well the same curvature as the chiral phase transition
[87, 89, 91] as shown from lattice QCD calculations.

In order to switch from a TFO = const. to a εFO = const.
freeze-out hypersurface, there were a number of changes
that had to be implemented within the code. The general
algorithm as well as the changes (highlighted in bold) are
as follows:

• TFO at µ⃗ = 0 is chosen

• Change: Using the EoS, one determines εFO(TFO)
at µ⃗ = 0

• Every fluid cell is tracked in time and is only frozen
out if it remains below εFO after two subsequent
time steps (to avoid fluid cells that return immedi-
ately back to the fluid).

• Tiny fluctuations around εFO are allowed which
occur between dτ time steps.

• Change: The normal vectors are calculated assum-
ing εFO ≈ const., (see Sec. II I)).

• The hypersurface is reconstructed using the SPH
formalism that allows one to switch integrals into
summations (see Sec. II J).

• Change: Using this hypersurface Cooper-Frye
freeze-out is performed in such a way as to include
finite µ⃗ and also to contain corrections to the distri-
bution function from shear and bulk viscosity

• The primordial spectra of all particles are calculated
from the particle data group (PDG) 2016 list [99]
that includes all * to **** star states. This list is
known as the PDG2016+.

• Direct decays from the PDG2016+ using an adapted
version of the direct decay code from [113] are per-
formed in order to obtain the final spectra of stable
particles.

• The adaptations from the original direct decay code
in [113] include: new particle resonances, improved
input/output, full range of ϕ angle, and change:
finite µ⃗.

• Using these spectra all final state observables are
calculated.

Much of this procedure has been standard in the v-
usphydro framework for years. The main changes occur
because of the switch from TFO → εFO and the addition
of µ⃗ within Cooper-Frye. In the following sections, we
discuss those specific changes.

I. Normal vectors for εFO = const.

The normal vector to the constant energy hypersurface
in the 2+1D case is

nµ =
(∂τε, ∂xε, ∂yε)√

(∂τε)2 − (∂xε)2 − (∂yε)2
. (88)

To calculate the hypersurface normal we use the general
relation

Dε = γ ∂τε+
(
u⃗ · ∇⃗ ε

)
, (89)

and, using the energy density conservation, i.e., Eq. (18),
we obtain

∂τε =
1

γ

(
−(ε+ P )θ −Πθ + πµνσ

µν − u⃗ · ∇⃗ ε
)
. (90)

For the spatial gradients, we follow the SPH
parametrization:

(∇iε)β =
∑
α

ναs
∗
β

(
εα(
s∗α
)2 +

εβ(
s∗β
)2
)
∇βWαβ , (91)
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FIG. 13. (color online) Constant energy density hypersur-
face of a central Pb+Pb at

√
sNN = 5.02 TeV event from

trento+iccing+ccake at |y| ≤ 0.2 fm, see II I. The color and
the grey arrows of every SPH particle indicate the temperature
and the normal vectors at freeze-out, respectively.

An example hypersurface for the constant energy den-
sity approach is shown in Fig. 13. The hypersurface
vectors are color coded to indicate the corresponding
freeze-out temperature that εFO relates to. Clearly, the
lower freeze-out temperatures occur for fluid cells that
freeze-out at large chemical potentials. From the figure
we find that most fluid cells freeze-out in temperatures
ranging from TFO ∼ 140− 150 MeV where a significantly
smaller amount fall at the lower end of this range as
compared with the upper end.

J. Cooper-Frye in SPH at finite µ⃗

Once the hypersurface Σ is determined, we can calculate
the total number of particles of a given species j using

Nj =

∫
ρµj dΣµ, (92)

where ρµj is the particle number density. Using the Cooper-
Frye formula [114], one determines the particle momentum
spectra at freeze-out

E
d3Nj

dp3
=

gj
(2π)3

∫
σ

fj(p)p
µdσµ, (93)

where pµ is the momentum, gj is the degeneracy, fj is
the distribution function, and dσµ is an element of the
hypersurface.

The distribution function itself has both equilibrium
contributions, f (i)eq,j , as well as out-of-equilibrium contribu-
tions from shear δf (i)Shear

j , bulk δf (i)Bulk
j , and diffusion

δf
(i)diff
j such that

f
(i)
j = f

(i)
eq,j

[
1 +

(
1− ajf

(i)
eq,j

)
δf

(i)
j

]
, (94)

where j is again a specific particle species, i is the ith SPH
particle. Note that here we have redefined the δf (i)j term
slightly from previous works wherein we have pulled out
the f (i)eq,j

(
1− ajf

(i)
eq,j

)
contribution from the individual

dissipative δf contributions for simplicity’s sake. Then,

δf
(i)
j = δf

(i)Bulk
j + δf

(i)Shear
j + δf

(i)diff
j , (95)

is the out-of-equilibrium correction to the distribution
function. The ideal distribution, f (i)eq,j , is defined as

f
(i)
eq,j =

1

e(p·u−µ⃗i·X⃗i)/Ti + aj
, (96)

where aj = 1 for fermions, aj = −1 for bosons, and
aj = 0 for Boltzmann. We have also defined the vector
X⃗i = {Bi, Si, Qi} and adopted the notation:

p · u ≡ pµ,iuµ,i (97)

where it is understood that we substitute the values of mo-
mentum and flow for the ith SPH particle. The correction
term for the shear viscosity is

δf
(i)Shear
j =

πµνpµpν
2 (εi + pi)T 2

, (98)

the correction term for the bulk is

δf
(i)Bulk
j = Π

[
B

(i)
0 +D

(i)
0 (p · u) + E

(i)
0 (p · u)2

]
, (99)

where the coefficients B0, D0, and E0 are taken from the
14 moments approximation, and the correction term for
the diffusion for a single component is

δf
(i)diff
j =

∑
X=B,S,Q

nµXp⟨µ⟩

βX

(
ρX
εi+pi

− Xi

p · u

)
,(100)

where βX = κX/τX is the ratio of the diffusion to relax-
ation time and p⟨µ⟩ ≡ ∆µνp

ν . There are, of course, cross-
correlations when it comes to BSQ charges [38, 39, 42]
but the δf corrections have not yet been derived for the
entire diffusion matrix. Rather, Eq. (100) is equivalent to
the diagonal terms in this diffusion matrix. In this work
we assume ideal conserved charge currents (i.e., nµX → 0)
such that we obtain δf (i)diffj = 0.
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Now that the equations for Cooper Frye freeze-out are
established, we must next make a choice about:

1. The coordinate system: here we choose hyperbolic
coordinates.

2. The numerical hydrodynamic algorithm: SPH sig-
nificantly simplifies the hypersurface calculation.

First, the coordinate system dictates the form of our
four-vectors such that in Cartesian coordinates:

pµ · nµ = Ent + pxnx + pyny + pznz, (101)

where nµ are the normal vectors of the constant energy
density hypersurface defined in Sec. II I. In hyperbolic
coordinates

pµ =
(
m⊥cosh(η − y), px, py, m⊥sinh(η − y)

)
pµ · uµ = m⊥uτcosh (η − y)− p⃗⊥ · u⃗⊥ (102)
pµ · nµ = m⊥nτcosh (η − y)− p⃗⊥ · n⃗⊥ (103)
uµ · nµ = uτnτ + uxnx + uyny (104)

πµνpµpν = m2
⊥
[
π00cosh2(η − y) + τ4π33sinh2(η − y)

]
+ p2xπ

11 + p2yπ
22 + 2pxpyπ

12 (105)

where we considered all possible contributions needed for
Cooper-Frye with both shear and bulk viscosity (diffusion
contributions would require other terms).

Next, we use the features of the SPH formalism to
simplify the integral over the isothermal hypersurface
[83, 115] such that it is written in terms of a sum of SPH
particles as

d3N

dydp2T
=

g

(2π)3

NSPH∑
i=1

∫ ∞

−∞
dηi

(p · n)i
(n · u)i

νi
σi
f
(i)
j , (106)

where NSPH is the total number of SPH particles, (nµ)i
is the normal vector of the isothermal hypersurface recon-
structed using the i-th SPH particle, (uµ)i is the 4-velocity
of the SPH particle, Πi is the bulk viscosity of the SPH
particle, dηi is the integral over the rapidity of the ith
particle, and πµν

i is the shear stress tensor of the SPH
particle. Then, in hyperbolic coordinates the ideal distri-
bution function is

f
(i)
eq,j = ep⃗⊥·u⃗⊥/T0e−m⊥uτ/T0cosh(η−y), (107)

and the integral over the isothermal hypersurface becomes

d3N

dydp2T
=

g

(2π)3

NSPH∑
i=1

1

(n · u)i
νi
σi

{
m⊥nτ

∫ ∞

−∞
dηi cosh (η − y) f

(i)
j + [pxnx + pyny]

∫ ∞

−∞
dηi f

(i)
j

}
, (108)

where it should be clear that f (i)j is a function of the
following hydrodynamic variables at freeze-out: T , uµ,
pµ, πµν , Π, nX,µ. For further details on the numerical
implementation with the freeze-out code, see Appendix B
from [51] for details on shear viscosity and Appendix B
from [50] for details on ideal and bulk viscosity. The out-
of-equilibrium corrections for diffusion will be explored in
a future work.

One challenge that arises when including finite µ⃗ is that
occasionally fluid cells freeze-out at such large chemical
potentials that the µ⃗ term in Eq. (96) is larger than the
energy term, i.e.,

p · u < µ⃗i · X⃗i, (109)

such that it can lead to diverging contributions to the mul-
tiplicity. These contributions are especially problematic at
low temperatures. In order to prevent these contributions
to the multiplicity, we insert a check such that:

f
(i)
eq,j =


[
e(p·u−µ⃗i·X⃗i)/Ti + aj

]−1

if p · u ≥ µ⃗i · X⃗i

0 otherwise.
(110)

This essentially ensures that a single fluid cell has enough
energy to actually produce a certain particle, given its

local µ⃗.

III. RESULTS: FLUCTUATIONS IN BSQ AT
FREEZE-OUT

Having presented the main elements of the BSQ frame-
work (consisting of trento+iccing+ccake) in Sec. II, we
now apply this framework to the description of fluctua-
tions of BSQ conserved charges in Pb+Pb collisions at
the LHC

√
sNN = 5.02 TeV collision energy. We first

consider in Sec. IIIA how the ρ⃗(τ) evolve during the hy-
drodynamic expansion of a central event (in the 0–5%
centrality class). Next, we show in Sec. III B how the evo-
lution of conserved charges is reflected in the dynamical
trajectories of individual fluid cells which pass through
the QCD phase diagram as they expand and cool over
time. The resulting trajectories span a wide range in
chemical potentials as a consequence of event-by-event
fluctuations in the initial state. In Sec. III C, we study
the extent to which these fluctuations in µ⃗ survive until
the system freezes out. Then in Sec. III D we discuss how
it is possible that such large BSQ density fluctuations
in the initial state can lead to relatively small chemical
potentials in the final state. Finally, we discuss in Sec.
III E how BSQ charges affect standard experimental ob-
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servables (including spectra and flow) at the level of a
single event.

A. Dynamical evolution of BSQ charge densities

Because of the strong expansion of the system, one
expects the charge densities ρB(τ), ρS(τ), ρQ(τ) to de-
crease over time. However, due to the finite lifetime of the
system and complications arising from out-of-equilibrium
effects, the rate of decrease is far from obvious. This
leaves it an open question whether the effects of finite
charge density will still be relevant at freeze out.

To explore the time evolution of ρB(τ), ρS(τ), ρQ(τ),
we plot the distribution in the density of SPH particles at
each point in time, τ in Fig. 14. We show only distribu-
tions of the positive charge densities (ρ⃗ > 0) as functions
of τ , and use the color scales to indicate the number of
SPH fluid cells at a specific density. The top panel shows
ρB(τ), the middle panel shows ρS(τ), and the bottom
panel shows ρQ(τ). On average, all three densities ex-
hibit an approximate 1/τ dependence on time which is
characteristic of Bjorken expansion (the scaling is not
exact here, since the system also contains fluctuations
and strong transverse expansion, which are absence from
the Bjorken model). The densities also have a similar
order of magnitude, although close inspection reveals rel-
atively minor quantitative differences in their evolution.
For instance, ρQ remains roughly twice as large as ρB
(and approximately 50% larger than ρS) for much of the
evolution. This is reasonable in light of the fact that the
scale of the average positive densities (dash-dotted curves)
is set by the typical scale of the quantum numbers on
the u, d, and s quarks sampled in the iccing model. In
particular, the up (anti-)quarks carry a quantum numbers
of |Q| = +2⁄3 and |B| = +1⁄3 and are produced in larger
quantities than down and strange quarks due to their
smaller masses, thereby resulting in a larger scale for ρQ
than ρB . We emphasize that the charge densities shown
in Fig. 14 arise only from fluctuations in the initial state
and do not reflect the average relationships between densi-
ties mentioned earlier, specifically ⟨ρQ⟩ = (Z/A)⟨ρB⟩. To
account for this additional constraint, one would need to
include a net BSQ density when constructing the initial
state. This feature has not yet been implemented in the
current framework.

In addition to the qualitative behaviors noted above,
we also observe several non-trivial features in Fig. 14, such
as small increases and decreases in densities at a various
point during the evolution. These behaviors are likely
due to interactions between the background fluctuations
as well as the 4D EoS. If diffusion was also included in
our model, we would anticipate even further complex
behavior. The panels of Fig. 14 also show that the charge
densities initially reach values 2-4 times in excess of the
nuclear saturation density ρ0 ≈ 0.16 fm−3. However,
after approximate τ ∼ 2.5 fm/c we find that all densities
have dropped below ρ0, with their final values an order

FIG. 14. (color online) Dynamical evolution of conserved
densities {ρB , ρS , ρQ} (top, middle, bottom) in the hydrody-
namic evolution starting from their initial time until the final
hydrodynamic step. Here we only show the SPH particles
in ccake which have positive charged densities and energy
density above freeze-out.
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of magnitude smaller than ρ0.

B. Passage through the QCD phase diagram at the
LHC

In ideal fluid dynamic systems, one can determine
isentropic trajectories through the QCD phase diagram
wherein the total entropy over baryon number is held
constant, S/NB = const. Isentropes have been applied
in many different cases in the field of heavy-ion colli-
sions (see e.g. [33, 116–119]). However, it was recently
pointed out in [48] with other follow-up papers on the
work in [120, 121] that large deviations from isentropic
trajectories should be anticipated for viscous fluids due
to entropy production (this also changes the passage over
the first-order phase transition [122]). In our case, our
initial conditions are still “ideal" in the sense that the
initial Tµν

0 provided by trento+iccing do not yet contain
out-of-equilibrium components (although initial work in
that direction can be found in [27] and the kømpøst
group [123, 124] will likely have this capability in the near
future). However, because we incorporate shear viscos-
ity in our hydrodynamic simulations, entropy production
over time still leads to deviations from the isentropic
trajectories. Here we will study these out-of-equilibrium
trajectories and the regions of the QCD phase diagram
that are covered within our model.

In Fig. 15 we plot the trajectories across {T, µB} (left),
{T, µS} (middle), {T, µQ} (right). Each line represents
the trajectory of a single fluid cell with ccake and we
select only fluid cells that start at high temperatures
T0 > 300 MeV, in order to make the qualitative behavior
of the trajectories more easily visible. The trajectories
are color coded by their initial temperatures.

Looking first at {T, µB} trajectories in Fig. 15 we find
a very wide initial spread in µB for high temperatures in
the range of ∆µ0

B ∼ ±400 MeV. As the fluid expands and
cools, we find that the fluctuations in µB are significantly
suppressed but do not disappear entirely. Around freeze-
out, i.e., TFO ≈ 150 MeV, we can see that the range is
still quite broad, with ∆µFO

B ≈ ±100 MeV. Thus, we
anticipate non-trivial effects in both our spectra and flow
observables. Note that, since we have only selected fluid
cells with initial temperatures above T0 > 300 MeV, the
actual spread in µB at freeze-out is even wider, arising
from fluid cells that begin at lower temperatures.

The {T, µS} trajectories are shown in the center panel
of Fig. 15. We find a somewhat narrower initial distri-
bution in the fluctuations of µS than in the case of µB,
with ∆µ0

S ∼ ±250 MeV. The distribution at freeze-out is
also narrower, but we nevertheless observe fluctuations
at a scale of approximately ∆µFO

S ∼ ±50 MeV. Since the
fluctuations in µS are non-vanishing even at freeze-out, we
anticipate that strange observables may still be affected
by them.

Finally, we consider the {T, µQ} trajectories in Fig. 15
and find a similar initial range of electric charge chemical

potentials to that of baryons, in the range of ∆µ0
Q ∼ ±350

MeV. By freeze-out, however, the systems narrowed to a
similar range of the strangeness chemical potentials, such
that the scale of fluctuations is about ∆µFO

Q ∼ ±50 MeV.
Thus, after comparing the ranges of the various chem-

ical potentials at freeze-out, we anticipate that baryon
fluctuations are likely to be more important than fluctua-
tions of strangeness or electric charge, although one must
check this expectation systematically against a number of
experimental observables. The picture is also complicated
by the fact a larger spread in chemical potential need not
always correspond to a larger spread in density, as evi-
dence by the preceding discussion of Fig. 14. Additionally,
the fluid cells with lower T0 may enhance the fluctuations
of some charges over others at freeze-out.

Up until this point, we have considered only slices of
the QCD phase diagram which plot temperature against
individual chemical potentials. However, all chemical
potentials are also related to each other through the EoS
and by the charge correlations which arise from the quarks
initially seeded by iccing. We therefore have non-trivial
correlations between all three charges (both densities and
chemical potentials) in our approach. To explore these
correlations, we next plot different chemical potentials
against one another, in order to see clearly how the charge
correlations are mapped to the full 4D phase diagram of
QCD.

In Fig. 16 we show the correlations between different
pairs of chemical potentials in the initial state obtained
from iccing. In the upper left panel, we see that µB ex-
hibits a noticeably positive correlation with µS . Likewise,
in the lower left panel we observe little correlation be-
tween µB and µQ, whereas µS and µQ exhibit a significant
anti-correlation. We stress that these correlations need
not imply similar correlations between the correspond-
ing densities. This is because the presence of multiple
conserved charges on a single quark automatically gen-
erates highly non-trivial correlations between the charge
densities which need not be reflected in the correlations
between the chemical potentials.

As an illustration of this last point, consider a scenario
where T = 800 MeV, µB = 450 MeV, and µS = µQ = 0.
In this case, by straightforwardly evaluating the pres-
sure and charge densities of the table EoS described in
Sec. II E 2, we find approximately that

p

T 4
= 4.10,

ρB
T 3

= 0.177,
ρS
T 3

= −0.179, and
ρQ
T 3

= 0

(111)

We observe that ρB/ρS ≈ −1 and ρQ ≈ 0. We can
understand this result by first recalling that the u, d, and
s quarks each carry the quantum numbers

B S Q

u : 1/3 0 2/3

d : 1/3 0 − 1/3

s : 1/3 − 1 − 1/3
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FIG. 15. (color online) Trajectories of fluid cells that have initial temperatures above T0 ≥ 350 MeV across the phase diagram
in {T, µB} (left), {T, µS} (middle), {T, µQ} (right). The trajectories are color coded by their initial temperature, T0. The
BSQ local charge fluctuations survive during the hydrodynamical response and result in finite BSQ chemical potentials at the
freeze-out hypersurface.

FIG. 16. (color online) Two-dimensional histogram of the
correlation of {µS , µB} (top-left), {µQ, µB} (bottom-left), and
{µQ, µS} (bottom-right) chemical potentials at τ = 0.60 fm/c
for a Pb+Pb system at

√
sNN = 5.02 TeV. In all cases, a

solid contour enclosing 68.27% and a dashed contour enclosing
95.45% of the SPH particles is displayed.

Setting µB ̸= 0, µS = µQ = 0 thus creates a system which
has equal parts of each quark flavor with a total baryon
density proportional to Bu+Bd+Bs = 1⁄3+ 1⁄3+ 1⁄3 = +1,
total strangeness density proportional to Su + Sd + Ss =
0 + 0 + (−1) = −1, and total electric charge density

proportional to Qu +Qd +Qs = 2⁄3 + (−1⁄3) + (−1⁄3) = 0.
These results are consistent with the patterns observed
in (111).

Similar considerations apply in the case where two
chemical potentials are non-zero. For example, one finds
by a similar calculation for T = 800 MeV, µB = 3µS = 450
MeV, and µQ = 0 that approximately

p

T 4
= 4.09,

ρB
T 3

= 0.117,
ρS
T 3

= 0, and
ρQ
T 3

= 0.060.

(112)

This charge configuration corresponds to a roughly equal
number of u and d quarks and few or no s quarks, thus
agreeing well with the situation found in iccing [18]. More-
over, if one fixes µB = 3µS and decreases both chemical
potentials to 0 (thereby mimicking the positive corre-
lations visible in the upper left panel of Fig. 16), the
charge densities in Eq. (112) decrease accordingly, while
still maintaining the approximate ratio ρB/ρQ ≈ 2 and
ρS ≈ 0. We conclude that a correlation between two
chemical potentials (in this case, µB and µS) cannot be
naively interpreted as a correlation between the corre-
sponding charge densities (i.e., ρB and ρS). Again, this is
ultimately a consequence of the fact that different quark
flavors carry different charge combinations.

In addition to being influenced by the non-trivial charge
combinations carried by the u, d, and s quarks, correla-
tions between chemical potentials are further modified by
the correlations implicit in the hadronic contributions to
the Taylor EoS. For example, for thermal models in global
equilibrium, in general the following is approximately true
[35]:

µQ ∼ −0.1µB (113)

This is also influenced by the constraint that electric
charge is conserved in the collision and most heavy-ion
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collisions have an initial condition of Z/A ∼ 0.4.
We see, however, from Fig. 16 (lower left panel) that

once one considers the effect of qq̄ fluctuations that we no
longer have a clear hierarchy between µB and µQ, such
as one would expect in global equilibrium. Rather, there
are a number of fluid cells that find µB and µQ to have
similar orders of magnitude.

Likewise, in Fig. 16 (upper left), the correlation between
µS and µB agrees well with the scaling typically found in
thermal models:

µS ∼ µB/3. (114)

The anti-correlation between µS and µQ visible in the
lower right panel of Fig. 16 can be understood in a similar
way. Like the above chemical potential correlations, it
represents a complex interplay of charge correlations at
both the partonic and hadronic levels. Nuclear collisions
therefore probe the QCD phase diagram in rich and highly
non-trivial ways.

C. Fluctuations of BSQ chemical potentials at
freeze-out

So far we have explored the spread in T and µ⃗ covered
by BSQ fluctuations at the LHC during the evolution
itself. Given that Fig. 14 exhibits a steady decrease in
ρ⃗(τ) over time, however, one might worry that the BSQ
fluctuations would be negligible by the time the system
freezes out, so that their effects would be washed out
in the hadronization process. In order to assess this
possibility, we now consider how large the fluctuations
and correlations in chemical potential are anticipated to
be at freeze-out.

In Fig. 17 we show scatter plots of the correlations
between all combinations of µ⃗ at the point of freeze-
out. We emphasize that each SPH particle’s chemical
potentials are plotted at the proper time at which that
particle freeze out. We denote this in the Figure by writing
τ = τfreeze−out, where τfreeze−out thus assumes different
values for different particles.

We make two key observations. First, note that the cor-
relations present in the initial state (and observed above
in Fig. 16) appear to be qualitatively preserved at freeze-
out. For instance, a visual comparison of Figs. 16 and
17 suggests a weakly positive correlation between µS and
µB (upper left), a noticeably negative correlation between
µQ and µS , and no discernible correlation between µQ

and µB. The correlations born in the initial state are
thus to some extent preserved in the final state. However,
the correlations appear to be significantly dampened by
the time the final state, which leads up to believe that
hydrodynamics has a smearing effect on the initial state
correlations between µ⃗ that are formed from an iccing
initial condition.

Second, the range of fluctuations in Fig. 17 is consid-
erably reduced with respect to that in Fig. 16. Using

FIG. 17. (color online) Two-dimensional histogram of the
correlation of {µS , µB} (top-left), {µQ, µB} (bottom-left), and
{µQ, µS} (bottom-right) chemical potentials at freeze-out after
hydrodynamical evolution using ccake for a Pb+Pb system
at

√
sNN = 5.02 TeV. In all cases, a solid contour enclosing

68.27% and a dashed contour enclosing 95.45% of the SPH
particles is displayed.

the 95% contours to guide the eye, we estimate that that
|µB | <∼ 75 MeV, |µS | <∼ 50 MeV, and |µQ| <∼ 25 MeV,
in rough agreement with the estimates made using Fig.
15. The fluctuations in chemical potentials are thus re-
duced during the evolution by an approximate factor of
5-10, but are still non-vanishing. We therefore expect
the final state to be a qualitatively accurate (but quanti-
tatively suppressed) reflection of the chemical potential
correlations in the initial state.

D. Densities at finite T

A reader may wonder how it it possible that an iccing
event leads to such large ρ⃗ fluctuations in the initial state
that is many times larger than ρsat. However, let us
consider the local density contribution of a single strange
quark that carries B = 1/3, S = −1, Q = −1/3. Let us
assume this quark is produced with a radius of rs = 0.5
fm, then the density is

ρX =
X

4/3πr3
(115)

for ρS = −1.9 fm−3 and ρB = ρQ = 0.6 fm−3, which
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FIG. 18. Baryon density ρB vs baryon chemical potential
along fixed slices of temperature. For a fixed µB the ρB grows
significantly with T .

is quite significant! In fact, from the production of just
a single quark the local fluctuations end up being many
times the nuclear saturation density. If multiple gluon
splittings occur near each other then the local charge
densities can be quite large, which is evident already in
Fig. 2 where fluctuations can reach up to ρX = ±4 fm−3

= 25 ρsat. For strange quarks, it’s easiest to see that the
maximum densities are reached when just 2-3 ss̄ pairs are
produced close enough to each other that the densities
overlap.

Another common questions is if these large local fluctu-
ations of ρ⃗ are realistic in terms of the EoS? Aren’t they
many times denser than even the core of a neutron star
(around ∼ 6 ρsat vs 25 ρsat that we find here)? Indeed, it
is true that the densities that we obtain in iccing appear
to be very large at first glance, however, one must realize
that this is a feature of the EoS and the very non-trivial
relationship between ρ and µ at finite T .

In Fig. 18 we plot ρB vs µB along different T slices. We
find that for a fixed µB that increasing T dramatically
increases ρB. At µB = 400 MeV, for instance, ρB ends
up increases approximately 3 orders of magnitude from
T = 100 MeV to T = 600 MeV. Thus, these large densities
do not translate to extremely large chemical potentials.
In fact, as we showed in Sec. III C the initial chemical
potentials decrease significantly over time (similar to what
is found from isentropic trajectories). Thus, what may at
first appear as extremely large densities produced from
iccing end up leading to very reasonable and relatively
small final state fluctuations in chemical potentials.

FIG. 19. (color online) Cartoon of a gluon splitting into a
quark anti-quark pair (qq̄). The separation distance between
the qq̄ pair is r⊥. The smoothing scale or rather the scale at
which structure can be resolved is h0 for the initial state. If the
smoothing scale is larger than the separation scale (h0 ≥ r⊥),
the charge fluctuations cannot be resolved and the initial state
appears to have no charge fluctuations. If the smoothing
scale is less than the separation scale (h0 < r⊥), the charge
fluctuations can be resolved and the initial state appears to
have BSQ charge fluctuations.

E. Effect of BSQ fluctuations on a single event:
multiplicity, mean transverse momentum, and flow

The effect of the BSQ charge fluctuations is an inher-
ently short-range correlation. The BSQ fluctuations arise
from gluons splitting into quark anti-quark pairs and the
distance between the splitting, r⊥, determines the im-
portance of the BSQ charge fluctuations as a function of
length scale throughout the dynamical evolution. If qq̄
pairs are produced at distances below the resolution scale
of hydrodynamics, then their charges will cancel and the
initial state will appear to have no charge fluctuations.
However, if hydrodynamics can resolve structure below
r⊥ then the BSQ charge fluctuations will be relevant to
the dynamics of a heavy-ion collision.

Using the method of SPH we can test precisely this
effect of the resolution of hydrodynamics on BSQ charge
fluctuations. The SPH kernel function described in Sec.
II C can be applied to just the initial state (as was pre-
viously done in [79, 80]), allowing us to define the initial
smoothness scale as h0 (which should not be confused
with the usual smoothing scale h = 0.3 fm used dur-
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FIG. 20. (color online) Here, δO% ≡ 100 · |OICCING −
OTRENTo|/OTRENTo. Initial smoothing of the iccing events
with different values of the smoothing parameter h0 results in
washing out the BSQ charge contribution to the flow. Both
iccing and trento events converge when smoothed by around
h0 = 0.5 fm.

ing the subsequent hydrodynamic evolution). Thus, we
can then test our previous mentioned assumption that if
h0 < r⊥ we anticipate effects from BSQ charge fluctua-
tions to play a role on experimental observables. However,
if h0 ≥ r⊥ then we expect that BSQ charge fluctuations
will be washed out and there will be no effect on experi-
mental observables. We summarize this discussion with
an illustration in Fig. 19 that demonstrates the interplay
of h0 and r⊥ on a single qq̄.

The value of r⊥ is sampled from the qq̄ splitting prob-
ability which is a complicated function that depends on
the underlying color glass condensate model, the strong
coupling constant, and momentum transferred (see Fig. 2
in [18]). Given our iccing parameters used in this work,
most r⊥ <∼ 1 fm, although the function has a long tail
that extends to longer distances as well. The peak of the
probability function is around r⊥ ∼ 0.5 fm such that we
anticipate h0 ∼ 0.5 fm values to be the relevant scale.

Then, to test the relevant scale of iccing we systemati-
cally vary h0 for a single event and calculate the change
in the multiplicity dN ch/dy, the mean transverse momen-
tum ⟨pT ⟩, and the anisotropic flow vn. The multiplicity is
obtained from the all charged particle spectra wherein we

have already integrated over the azimuthal angle ϕ such
that our spectra varies only in pT and rapidity y. Then,
one can integrate over pT to obtain:

dN ch

dy
=

∫ pmax
T

0

dpT
d2N ch

dpT dy
, (116)

which is our all charged particle multiplicity.
The ⟨pT ⟩ is obtained by weighting the spectra by pT

and then normalizing by the multiplicity, i.e.,

⟨pT ⟩ =
∫ pmax

T

pmin
T

pT
d2Nch

dpT dydpT∫ pmax
T

pmin
T

d2Nch

dpT dydpT
, (117)

wherein the experiments use pmin
T = 0 to pT = 3 [GeV ] for

the range of integration. Note that for ⟨pT ⟩ all integration
must be in the same range, even if the spectra itself has
been previously calculated across a wide range of pT .

Finally, we can characterize the size of the azimuthal
anisotropies by the Fourier coefficients:

dN ch

dϕ
∝ 1 + 2

∞∑
n=1

vn cos [n (ϕ−Ψn)] , (118)

where vn are the Fourier coefficients, ϕ is the azimuthal
angle of a particle, and Ψn defines the n-th order event
plane. These vn can be calculated in an individual event
directly from the spectra:

vin =

∫ pmax
T

pmin
T

dpT
∫ 2π

0
dϕ d3Ni

dpT dydϕ cos
[
n
(
ϕ− ψi

n

)]
∫ pmax

T

pmin
T

dpT
d2Ni

dpT dy

, (119)

where the event-plane angle for an individual event is ψi
n.

Further details can be found in Appendix C from [? ].
In Fig. 20 the results for the percentage change of these

three observables compared to the baseline of this given
trento+ccake event are shown. When the δO% → 0
for each observable O, then this implies that there is no
effect from iccing. We can see that only if we can resolve
the initial state below a scale of h0 < 0.5 fm do we see
any significant effect from iccing. The largest effect from
iccing is seen if one can resolve very small scale structure,
i.e., h0 ∼ 0.1 fm. Our default SPH smoothing scale is
h = 0.3 fm that is equivalent to smoothing the initial
scale to that same value, such that we anticipate small
changes from iccing at the percent level for dN ch/dy and
vn, but no discernible effect for ⟨pT ⟩.

As mentioned above, our default h = 0.3 fm is used for
the remainder of the paper. However, it would be inter-
esting to study the effects of iccing using even smaller
h to determine the influence of resolving iccing at even
shorter length scales. There is a somewhat delicate bal-
ance, though, because a smaller h implies both the need
for more SPH particles and large Knudsen and inverse
Reynolds numbers [79]. Thus, we leave this study to a
future work.
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IV. RESULTS: COMPARISONS TO
EXPERIMENTAL DATA AND PREDICTIONS

In the following, we will compare to multiplicities, av-
erage transverse momentum ⟨pT ⟩, and flow of both all
charged particles (ch) and identified particles (PID). Be-
cause PID results from the LHC only exists for the ALICE
experiment at the moment, we focus solely on results for
their momentum cuts 0.2 < pT < 3 [GeV].

For the purposes of the present paper, we are not in-
terested in conducting a comprehensive scan of param-
eter space. Instead, in order to compare the results for
trento+ccake and trento+iccing+ccake, we have only
adjusted the normalization constant to reproduce the
all charged particle spectra and included a reasonable
value Tη/w = 0.08, as discussed above. We emphasize
that these choices are made purely for illustrative pur-
poses, and defer a Bayesian analysis to a future work.
Additionally, we use identical trento events both in the
trento+ccake and trento+iccing+ccake such that di-
rection comparisons between the two frameworks require
lower statistics and one can be certain that any differ-
ences that show up are due to physics, not event-by-event
fluctuations.

Our current framework differs in several minor ways
from some of the recent Bayesian tunes which focus pri-
marily on observables that correlate two particles or fewer
(e.g., vn {2} or dN ch/dy). The most significant differences
include: (i), that we omit a pre-equilibrium phase from
our framework since incorporating conserved charges into
this phase is still a work in progress (see initial steps
in that direction [27, 125]); (ii), that we do not include
hadronic rescatterings; (iii), that we do not consider a
finite bulk viscosity; and (iv), that we use a small value
of the nucleon width σ = 0.3 fm compared to σ ∼ 1 fm
extracted from recent Bayesian analyses [23, 24, 84]. The
choice of a smaller σ is motivated by recent studies on
⟨pT ⟩ correlations with vn that demonstrate a smaller σ
appears to be preferred [126–128]. Similar results are
found for multiparticle cumulants in small systems [55].

We begin our study by calculating the multiplicity of
all charged particles at mid-rapidity dN ch/dy across all
centralities. The results of dN ch/dy vs centrality com-
pared to ALICE Pb+Pb data at

√
sNN = 5.02 TeV [130]

are shown in Fig. 21. We use these results to fix our
overall normalization constant for both trento+ccake
and trento+iccing+ccake. We found that using the
same normalization constant N

provides results for trento+ccake and
trento+iccing+ccake that are both consistent
with data, although that for trento+iccing+ccake is
slightly higher. The increase when one includes conserved
charges has been discussed already in Sec. II A 2. Because
of this small increase in dN ch/dy, we normalize all
PID multiplicities by dN ch/dy in order to ensure an
apples-to-apples comparison of our framework with and
without conserved charges.
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FIG. 21. (color online) Multiplicity (dNch/dy) in Pb+Pb
collisions at

√
sNN = 5.02 TeV for all charged particles as mea-

sured by the ALICE collaboration [129] across all centralities
compared to our theoretical results from trento+ccake and
trento+iccing+ccake.

A. Identified particles in central collisions

We now compare our results directly to experimental
data from central Pb+Pb collisions at

√
sNN = 5.02 TeV

using identified particles from ALICE [129, 131–133]. The
data is available from 0–5% centrality for the light parti-
cles (π, K, p) and from 0–10% centrality for the strange
baryons (Λ, Ξ, Ω).

Identified particle yields are interesting for several rea-
sons:

1. The proton-to-pion (p/π) ratio puzzle. LHC particle
yields have seen tension between the protons and
strange baryons when comparing to thermal models,
a tension which has been highlighted by poor fits
to the p/π ratio [134]. Many solutions have been
proposed to this puzzle such as missing resonances
[135–137], multi-particle interactions [136–138], the
S-matrix approach [139], and two freeze-out tem-
peratures [34, 111, 112, 140, 141]. However, the
solution is still an open question in the field.

2. Strange baryons have also been notoriously hard to
reproduce from hydrodynamic calculations [142], al-
though an EoS with strangeness and electric charge
can improve comparisons [32].

3. While we do not add net-strangeness or net-baryon
number to the system, iccing certainly leads to
larger local fluctuations in BSQ, meaning there is
a chance that iccing calculations could produce
too much of a specific type of particle. Comparing
to identified particles thus provides an important
benchmark check of the iccing model.
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FIG. 22. (color online) (Top) Identified particle multiplicities
normalized by dNch/dy at midrapidity and (bottom) ⟨pT ⟩
for central Pb+Pb collisions at

√
sNN = 5.02 TeV. We use a

shorthand notation when naming hadrons (e.g., π refers to π+

and π− and Ξ refers to Ξ− and Ξ̄+, etc.); for multiplicities
this represents the sum and for ⟨pT ⟩ this is the average of
individual particle values. Solid red and dashed blue lines
show the result of performing the hydrodynamic evolution
with and without initial charged densities, respectively. The
pT -cuts and the 0–10% centrality bin used for Ξ and Ω are
chosen to reflect experimental reports. Experimental data
points from Refs. [129, 131, 132], including statistical and
systematic uncertainties as error bars and boxes, respectively.

In Fig. 22 we compare the identified particle yields
normalized by dN ch/dy (top) and the mean transverse
momentum ⟨pT ⟩ (bottom) computed in trento+ccake
and trento+iccing+ccake with the corresponding AL-
ICE data in central Pb+Pb collisions. The particles yields
are computed by averaging the yields for degenerate par-
ticles i.e. π = (π+ + π−)/2. For the ratio of identified
particle multiplicities normalized by all charged particles
i.e. (dN i/dy)/(dN ch/dy) we have propagated the exper-
imental error ourselves. Because there is a significant
amount of correlated error between these observables,
the experimental error is overestimated in our approach
since we do not have access to the covariance between
different uncertainties. The statistical error in the theoret-
ical calculations is determined using jackknife resampling.
However, the statistical error is extremely small and is
not visible in the multiplicity plots.

We find that our comparisons to the experimental data
fit quite well from trento+iccing+ccake. Generally,
the yields are about 10–20%. The contribution from
iccing appears to play almost no role at all for the overall
yields, although there is a very tiny enhancement in Ω’s.
Thus, the overall yields by themselves do not provide any
additional motivation to include quark degrees of freedom
in the initial state.

We still observe tension between the protons and
strange baryons. The protons are slightly over-predicted,
which may be a sign of needing a lower freeze-out tempera-
ture, and the strange baryons are slightly under-predicted,
possibly indicating the need for a higher freeze-out tem-
perature.

These results are consistent with some of the studies
which have addressed the previously mentioned p/π puzzle
by arguing for assigning a lower freeze-out temperature
to light particles and a higher freeze-out temperature to
strange particles. Including two freeze-out temperatures
with our current parameter set would thus likely bring our
model closer to the experimental data. However, at this
time we do not draw any strong conclusions because one
should study the effects of varying other hydrodynamic
parameters first.

Also in Fig. 22 we compare ⟨pT ⟩ for identified particles
in central collisions. Experimental results are presently
available only for π, K, p. We find that the proton ⟨pT ⟩
fits nearly perfectly compared to the experimental data,
but that the pion and kaon theory predictions slightly
overshoot the data (around 20%). This is likely a conse-
quence of our choice to show only results without any bulk
viscosity, since it has been shown previously that bulk vis-
cosity can help with decreasing ⟨pT ⟩ in simulations [143].
Our smaller chosen nucleon width also likely contributes
to these larger ⟨pT ⟩ compared to the Bayesian results.
Additionally, in this work we have used the PDG2016+
list, whereas the PDG2021+ may slightly affect these
results [144] as well.

B. Collective flow of all charged particles

In the following, we will compare directly to collective
flow experimental data from Pb+Pb

√
sNN = 5.02 TeV

from all charge particles vn {2} from ALICE in [133].
As above, for all results we compare the trento+ccake
framework, in which all BSQ charge fluctuations are set
to 0, with the trento+iccing+ccake set up, in which
BSQ charge fluctuations are included. We emphasize that
our trento+ccake results are slightly different from past
trento+v-usphydro results because we use a different
tuned normalization constant here, a smaller nucleon
width, and a larger η/s at µ⃗ = 0. Additionally, the results
in this section have been obtained with a low statistics
run, since our goal is primarily to understand the effects
of including iccing in the simulations. Later work will
study in more detail how to better tune parameters for
the inclusion of iccing and the effect of different transport
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coefficients on fluctuations in µ⃗.
Let us first discuss how one calculates the 2-particle

collective flow observables of all charged particles, which
is relevant because identified particles are calculated dif-
ferently. The collective flow of the reference particles can
be characterized by the flow vector:

Vn = vne
inΨn , (120)

where vn is the magnitude of the flow vector and Ψn

is the event plane angle for that specific event. For a
given event, the collective flow observable should not
depend on the individual event plane angle because the
orientation of each collision is random. Thus, we want
rotationally invariant observables. The simplest possible
such observable that can be created with Vn is a 2-particle
correlation i.e.

⟨VnV ∗
n ⟩ = v2n. (121)

The angular brackets ⟨. . . ⟩ implies an averaging over
all pairs (within specific kinematic cuts) in a single event.
The 2-particle correlation in Eq. (121) is for a single event
and must be averaged over many events to obtain a global
observable. The averaging over many events typically
includes assigning a weight wi to the ith event such that
for an observable O:

⟨⟨O⟩i⟩events =

∑Nev
i wi⟨O⟩i∑Nev

i wi

, (122)

where an averaging over pairs occurs first within a single
event and then another averaging occurs over the ensemble
of events.

The most common weight is the multiplicity which we
define here for a single event by Mi = (dN ch/dy)i, such
that for a 2-particle correlation

wi =Mi(Mi − 1), (123)

This skews events towards the higher multiplicity events
(see [145–147] for the experimental observables and [53]
for the consequences). The results in this paper include
multiplicity weighting. It is also typical in experimental
analyses to include centrality re-binning, where events are
originally binned into 1% bins and then recombined into
larger centrality classes. Due to our low statistics runs
here we will not include that effect in this work.

The actual experimental observable calculated is then
the root-mean-squared, i.e.,

vn {2} =
√
⟨v2n⟩, (124)

where the {2} indicates that it is a 2-particle correlation.
This vn {2} relates the second moment, ⟨v2n⟩, of the vn
distribution to the 2nd cumulant of the distribution. In
[148] a detailed discussion on why it is important to
calculate the actual cumulant and not just the mean (or
the event-plane method) of the vn distribution is outlined.
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FIG. 23. (color online) Elliptical and triangular flow vs cen-
trality of integrated all charge flow vn {2} from 0.2 ≤ pT ≤ 3.0
GeV/c compared to ALICE results from Pb+Pb
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TeV collisions [133].

Additionally, we point interested readers in the direction
of [2] for more discussion on the collective flow observables.
It is worth noting that our statistics are relatively low
(only 1200 events across all centralities) such that it is
not yet possible to calculate 4-particle cumulants.

In Fig. 23 one can see the results for all charged par-
ticles collective flow compared to the ALICE data. Our
theoretical calculations provide a reasonably good fit to
v2 {2} and are slightly above the v3 {2} data from ALICE.
In principle, one could likely get closer to the data by
slightly increasing η/s at µ⃗ = 0 and/or including a finite
bulk viscosity. For this work, we argue that these results
are close enough since we are more interested in differences
that appear when including iccing, rather than exact fits
to experimental data. We see essentially no difference in
vn {2} results for all charged particles with or without the
inclusion of iccing, which is consistent with [18] wherein
the energy density distribution is not altered by iccing.
Instead, we expect the effects from iccing to show up in
observables sensitive to charge fluctuations.

C. Collective flow of identified particles (one
particle of interest)

As a next step we study the collective flow of identified
particles using 2-particle correlations. Unfortunately, ex-
perimental data does not yet exist for Pb+Pb 5.02 TeV for
collective flow of identified particles so our results must be
taken as predictions. We focus solely on central collisions
here since this is where we anticipate the largest effects
from iccing and also this centrality should have the best
statistics for identified particles.

Due to lower statistics of identified particles, the stan-
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dard approach is to consider 1 reference particle (this
is from all charged particles) and 1 particle of interest
(POI) (this is the identified particle that we are interested
in). Thus, our 2-particle correlation is then inherently a
correlation between our background energy density and
our conserved charge(s) - depending on which particle
we’re observing. For instance, a π+ only carries one con-
served charge (Q = +1) in contrast to Ξ− that carries all
3 conserved charges (B = +1, S = −1, Q = −1).

For identified particles, the calculation of flow harmon-
ics differs slightly from what was shown in Sec. IVB.
Identified particle flow harmonics are two-particle corre-
lations wherein one correlates a reference particle (i.e.,
typically a charged particle within a low pT cut-off like
0.2 ≤ pT ≤ 3 GeV/c) and a particle of interest or POI
(in our case, we consider identified particles like a kaon
within the same pT cut-off, i.e., 0.2 ≤ pT ≤ 3 GeV/c).
The flow of the reference particles can be characterized
by the flow vector (as discussed previously):

Vn = vne
inΨn , (125)

where vn is the magnitude of the flow vector and Ψn is
the event plane angle for that specific event. The POI
have their own flow vector that we define as:

V ′
n = v′ne

inΨ′
n , (126)

where v′n is the magnitude of the POI flow vector and
Ψ′

n is the POI event plane angle for that specific event.
Generally, we always use ′’s to indicate the number of
POI in our observables. For instance, an observable with
′′ indicates two POI. Then, to calculate a two particle ob-
servable (with 1 reference particle and 1 POI) we correlate
the two particles such that:

v1POI
n {2} =

⟨Vn (V ′
n)

∗⟩
vn {2}

(127)

=
⟨Vn (V ′

n)
∗⟩

vn {2}
(128)

=
⟨vnv′n cosn (Ψn −Ψ′

n)⟩
vn {2}

, (129)

where vn {2} is the all charge particle 2-particle collec-
tive flow (the same that was calculated for the reference
particles in Fig. 23) and the numerator contains the an-
gular difference between the reference and the POI flow
harmonics. The reason that the 1 POI is normalized by
vn {2} is to cancel out any effect on the overall magnitude
of v1POI

n that would come from the all charge particle
vn {2}.

The averaging over events is done in the same way as
was done in Eq. (122) but the weights themselves are
changed. For 1 reference particle and 1 POI then the
weights for a given event i are a mixture

wi =Mimi, (130)

where mi = dN i/dy is the multiplicity of an identified
particle of interest, e.g., pions and Mi is the same as
before.

Recent works have begun to explore the possibility of
2 POIs. ALICE has already been able to calculate 2POI
in regards to pT dependence observables [149] in the soft
sector. In [150] a large number of new observables were
proposed for an arbitrary number of POI for multiparticle
correlations (relevant for high pT , identified particles,
and rapidity dependent observables etc) and in [151] the
role these 2+ POI observables play in understanding
jet physics was explored. The motivation for these new
studies with 2+ POI is that the LHC has accumulated
enormous data sets such that these observables may now
be (or soon be) possible. Using these other studies as a
motivation, we also explore the 2POI scenario wherein
the 2-particle correlation becomes

v2POI
n {2} = ⟨V ′

n (V
′
n)

∗⟩ (131)

=

√
⟨(v′′n)2⟩, (132)

because the event plane angles are again 100% correlated
such that one only takes the root-mean-squared. Also,
one does not need to normalize by the all charge particle
vn {2} because Vn does not directly enter this calculation.

Once again, the averaging over events is done in the
same way as was done in Eq. (122) but the weights differ.
For 2 POI then the weights for a given event i are a
mixture,

wi = mi(mi − 1), (133)

such that only the multiplicity of the identified particle
of interest mi enters the calculation.

In Fig. 24 the vPID
n {2} for Pb+Pb at

√
sNN = 5.02

TeV in the 0–5% centrality class for pions, kaons, protons,
lambdas and neutral sigmas, cascades, and omegas. We
only show the 0–5% centrality class because the effect of
iccing is the strongest in most central collisions. In Fig.
24 we compare both vn calculated using 1 or 2 POI, com-
paring trento+ccake vs trento+iccing+ccake. For
mesons, we have essentially no effects if we calculate our
results with 1 or 2 POI, nor do we see an effect from iccing.
However, for baryons (and especially strange baryons),
we begin to see effects from iccing. There is a very tiny
effect that is not yet clearly statistically significant with
and without iccing if one considers 1POI where iccing
enhances vn (the effect appears larger in elliptical flow
than triangular flow). For 1 POI the best chance of see-
ing this effect is for particles with the most conserved
charges, i.e. Ω’s, although smaller effects appear in pro-
tons, lambdas/sigmas, and cascades. We consistently find
that iccing increases the vn, which agrees with what was
found from the strangeness eccentricity calculations in
[18].

However, a much better way to see the effect of iccing
is to calculate vn using 2 POI. In Fig. 24 we find that
there is a significant difference (compare the blue to brown
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FIG. 24. (color online) Elliptical (top) and triangular flow
(bottom) in central collisions 0–5% for identified particles
calculated with and without iccing. We compare here calculate
the flow harmonics with 1 particle of interest vs 2-particles of
interest.

markers) for lambdas/sigmas, cascades, and omegas that
likely could be measurable. The difference is most pro-
nounced for heavy strange baryons and elliptical flow but
can be measured in v3 as well.

The reason that 2 POI is more sensitive to quark anti-
quark fluctuations in the initial state (i.e., iccing) and 1
POI is not that sensitive, is because of the nature of the
scalar product in Eq. (127). In Eq. (127) if the event plane
angles are decorrelated between the POI and the reference
particle, then v1POI

n is suppressed even if v′n is large. That
is exactly what happens with iccing. For iccing the
quark/anti-quark pairs are produced isentropically around
the location of the gluon that split such that the total
event plane angle may look very different for strangeness
vs identified particles that are more sensitive to the energy
density distribution. Thus, the cos term suppresses the
magnitude of v1POI

n , masking the effect of iccing. However,
in the case of 2 POI then the strangeness event plane
angle can be completely misaligned with that of the all
charged particles (or rather the energy density) and the
signal of v′n still remains. Thus, flow calculations with
2 POI are important to observe effects of BSQ charge
fluctuations.

V. CONCLUSIONS

In this work, we have presented an upgraded relativis-
tic viscous hydrodynamic code called ccake based on
the SPH formalism with 3 conserved charges: baryon,
strangeness, and electric charge to be used in heavy-ion
collisions. The code is then used to study the influence of
BSQ charge fluctuations that arise from gluon splittings
into qq̄ pairs produced in the initial state. The gluon
distributions are described using trento initial conditions
and are coupled to iccing in order to generate BSQ charge
fluctuations.

While the effect of BSQ charge fluctuations are signifi-
cantly dampened throughout the hydrodynamic expan-
sion, we find that signatures of these fluctuations still
remain at freeze-out. For instance, fluctuations in the
local µB chemical potentials range from µB ∼ ±400 MeV
in the initial state and are dampened out to a range of
µB ∼ ±50 MeV. Of course, the global µglobal

B = 0 MeV but
we find non-trivial fluctuations around this global value.
Similar results are found for µS and µQ, Furthermore, we
find non-trivial correlations between chemical potentials
themselves that emphasizes the importance of developing
EoS that include wide ranges of {µB , µS , µQ}, not just
along specific trajectories.

The trento+iccing+ccake framework allows for direct
comparisons to experimental data of multiplicity and
collective flow of both all charged particles and identi-
fied particles. We found two significant results in these
comparisons: (i) BSQ charge fluctuations lead to an en-
hancement of v2POI

n {2} when 2-particles of interest are
considered for strange baryons (ii) the remaining particle
multiplicities and collective flow of all charged particles
(and even those with 1 particle of interest) are not affected
by BSQ charge fluctuations. With future upgrades at the
LHC and higher luminosity, it is likely possible to measure
these observables with 2 POI to test the sensitive to the
produce of quark anti-quark pairs in the initial state of
heavy-ion collisions.

We emphasize that our results are the first study on the
effect of these BSQ charge fluctuations within relativistic
viscous hydrodynamics relevant for LHC energies. Thus,
these results open the door for many future explorations.
First, certain improvements to ccake can be made in
the future such as including second-order transport coef-
ficients as well as the full BSQ charge diffusion matrix.
Additionally, it would be interesting to investigate out-of-
equilibrium contributions to iccing (coupled to something
like kømpøst) and what role these play through the pas-
sage of the QCD phase diagram. In this study, we only
explored a limited number of events and centrality classes.
Future work should, of course, probe a much wider range
of data, taking full advantage of the wealth of data that
exists at the LHC and RHIC. While most of the fluids
cells are located well within the range of the lattice QCD
EoS expansion, it may be of interest to also explore EoS
that include a critical point such as [36, 152]. Finally, be-
cause we already know differences in the extracted viscous
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transport coefficients, a better understanding of eccen-
tricities when BSQ fluctuations are taken into account
are warranted. Overall, these BSQ charge fluctuations
provide a new window into the QGP wherein we can
probe not just the hydrodynamic response to the energy
density but also study charge fluctuations even at LHC
energies where the system is better understood and more
well-controlled with a wealth of high-statistics data as
compared to lower beam energies.
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Appendix A: Thermodynamic relations for the complete EoS

In the following, we outline the required thermodynamic relations to construct the full EoS given the dimensionless
pressure at a fixed point in temperature and chemical potentials, p/T 4 (T, µ⃗). A similar useful summary for the case of
a single conserved charge only is given in Ref. [153].

For any EoS, the starting point is always a definition of the pressure p in terms of the temperature T and any
chemical potentials µ⃗ (where the vector notation allows for multiple chemical potentials):

p = p (T, µ⃗)

All quantities in this appendix depend explicitly on T and µ⃗ unless otherwise indicated. For notational clarity below,
we suppress this explicit dependence on T and µ⃗, and use capital letters (e.g., X, Y ) to designate arbitrary conserved
charges. We also denote partial derivatives using standard subscript notation, e.g.,

∂2A,Bf =
∂2f

∂A∂B
(A1)

Once the form of p has been specified, the entropy density s and charge densities ρ⃗ are obtained by taking suitable
derivatives in the thermodynamic coordinates:

s = ∂T p|µX
and ρX = ∂µX

p|T,µY ,µZ

Using these densities, we can determine ε using the Gibbs relation:

ε = −P + sT +
∑
X

µXρX
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The corresponding second-order derivatives define a symmetric matrix of thermodynamic susceptibilities:χTT χTB χTS χTQ

χBT χBB χBS χBQ

χST χSB χSS χSQ

χQT χQB χQS χQQ

 =


∂2T,T p ∂2T,Bp ∂2T,Sp ∂2T,Qp
∂2B,T p ∂2B,Bp ∂2B,Sp ∂2B,Qp
∂2S,T p ∂2S,Bp ∂2S,Sp ∂2S,Qp
∂2Q,T p ∂2Q,Bp ∂2Q,Sp ∂2Q,Qp

 (A2)

For each susceptibility (χab = ∂p/∂a∂b), thermodynamic coordinates not used to take the derivatives are held
constant. For instance, if a = T then µB,S,Q are held constant. The generalization of these identities to include
additional conserved charges is straightforward.

The final necessary ingredient in our code is the squared speed of sound c2s. For the conformal equations of state,
this is simply 1/3. For the non-conformal equations of state, the expression for c2s is vastly more complicated and was
first derived in [154]. It is defined by [33]

c2s = ∂εp|ρX
+
∑
X

ρX
ε+ p

∂ρX
p|T,ρY ̸=X

(A3)

This expression can be evaluated by a straightforward (albeit, tedious) expansion in terms of the other thermodynamic
quantities described above.

Appendix B: Derivation of energy constraint for conformal-diagonal EoS

Using the definition of the pressure (66), one can find from the identities in Appendix A that the corresponding
energy density ε, entropy density s, and charge densities ρX satisfy

ε(T, µ⃗) = 3A0T
4
0

( T
T0

)4

+
∑

X=B,S,Q

(
µX

µX,0

)4


= 3pcd(T, µ⃗)

s(T, µ⃗) = 4A0T
3

ρX(T, µ⃗) =
4A0T

4
0 µ

3
X

µ4
X,0

.

For a generic SPH particle, we find the phase diagram coordinates by solving the set of constraints

ε(T, µ⃗) = ε0 and ρX(T, µ⃗) = ρX,0

at the initial timestep and

s(T, µ⃗) = s0 and ρX(T, µ⃗) = ρX,0

at subsequent timesteps for T and µ⃗. In both cases, the solutions for the chemical potentials are trivial:

µX = sgn (ρX,0)

(
µ4
X,0 |ρX,0|
4A0T 4

0

)1/3

,

where the signum function is

sgn (x) =


+1 if x > 0

0 if x = 0

−1 if x < 0.

Given s0, the solution for T is also trivial:

T =

(
s0
4A0

)1/3

,
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If instead ε0 is given, the only real and positive solution for T becomes

T =

(
ε0 − εmin(ρ⃗0)

3A0

)1/4

(B1)

which requires that ε0 ≥ εmin(ρ⃗0), where εmin(ρ⃗) is given by (68).

Appendix C: Extrapolating Taylor series EoS to T = 0 MeV

The Taylor series EoS paper [33] defined Tmin = 30 MeV as the lowest temperature that is reliable within that EoS.
Hydrodynamics, however, requires the ability to fix the thermodynamic information of fluid elements with arbitrarily
small energy and charge densities, meaning that a prescription for extending the tabulated EoS to T = 0 MeV is
necessary. Notice that this problem is specific to the Taylor series EoS considered here; the “fallback" equations of
state are all analytic functions of T and µ⃗ which can be evaluated reliably at any value of T > 0 MeV. We therefore
construct the necessary extrapolation only for the Taylor series EoS.

As noted above, the Taylor series EoS is constructed in terms of the coefficients χBQS
ijk (T ), whose T dependence is

parameterized using either Padé approximants or simple combinations of transcendental functions. These parametriza-
tions are adjusted in order to agree with lattice QCD calculations which have been smoothly matched to a hadron
resonance gas at temperatures below T ∼ 154 MeV [33].

In order to extend this EoS to T = 0 MeV, we must extend the χBQS
ijk (T ) to T = 0 MeV as well. We do this by

identifying a switching temperature Tswitch at which we match the Taylor series EoS smoothly to the following generic
form:

χlow-T (T ) = Ae−B/T (C1)

The coefficients A and B must be determined separately for each of the χBQS
ijk (T ). This is done by matching the value

and first derivative of each χBQS
ijk at Tswitch to those of its corresponding low-T extrapolation.

Explicitly, we have the conditions

χBQS
ijk (Tswitch) ≡ χ0 = Ae−B/Tswitch (C2)

dχBQS
ijk

dT
(Tswitch) ≡ χ′

0 =
AB

T 2
switch

e−B/Tswitch (C3)

The solutions are

A = χ0 exp (Tswitchχ
′
0/χ0) (C4)

B = T 2
switch

(
χ′
0

χ0

)
(C5)

A and B are thus fixed for each of the coefficients χBQS
ijk , allowing Eq. (C1) to be used for the extrapolation of each

coefficient to T = 0 MeV. In this work we have set Tswitch = 70 MeV, which is well below the transition to the hadron
resonance gas and has completely negligible effects on the hydrodynamic evolution.

Appendix D: Benchmark checks: Energy loss, efficiency, and convergence tests

We carried out convergence tests of three aspects of our simulations framework: (i), ensuring the conservation of
energy and charge densities; (ii), optimizing the grid size used in the EoS; and (iii), stabilizing the low density regime
of the fluid.
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1. Energy loss in SPH

Within ccake any numerical issues often show up first in issues with the conservation of energy. The hydrodynamic
code must conserve energy and momentum i.e.

∂µT
µν = 0. (D1)

where apply the Christoffel symbols in hyperbolic coordinates leads to

gνβ
1

τ
∂µ (τT

µν) + gνβΓ
ν
λµT

λµ = 0 (D2)

1

τ
∂α (τTαβ) + gβ0τT

33 = 0 (D3)

where β = i provides the momentum conservation law:

1

τ
∂α (τTαi) = 0 (D4)

and β = 0 provides the energy conservation law:

1

τ
∂µ (τTµ0) + τT 33 = 0. (D5)

Focusing on the energy conservation term we can separate out the 0 and i components in µ i.e.

1

τ
∂τ (τT00) +

1

τ
∂i (τTi0) + τT 33 = 0 (D6)

∂τ (τT00) + τ2T 33 = 0 (D7)

since T i0 = T 0i is symmetric the middle term ( 1
τ ∂

i (τTi0)) is zero due to momentum conservation.
Then we can integrate over the entire field at a specific time step τ such that

d

dτ

∫
dx⃗ (τT00) +

∫
dx⃗ τ2T 33 = 0 (D8)

(D9)

In this work, we assume Bjoerken scaling along the rapidity direction such that we can trivially relate

T 33 = −g33(p+Π) + π33 =
1

τ2
(p+Π) + π33 (D10)

(D11)

Arriving to

d

dτ

∫
τT 00 +

∫
(p+Π) + τ2π33 = 0 (D12)

In Fig. 25 we demonstrate the energy loss over time for 300 different events. Initial we see a small energy loss
Overall, the change in energy is significantly less than a percent level change, even taking account small differences
event-by-event.

In Fig. 26 we plot the change in BSQ densities over time. Because the SPH formalism identically conserves BSQ
charges within each SPH particle there is no loss of the total BSQ charges over time.

2. Convergence tests on the EoS grid size

There is a delicate balance between including a fine grid in the EoS and ensuring an efficient run time for ccake.
The finer the grid spacing, the longer the interpolation and root-finding routine will take. On the other hand, too
coarse of a grid spacing may lead to error in the interpolation/rootfinding algorithm. Thus, we test any changes that



43

0 2 4 6 8 10 12
τ [fm/c]

−0.25

0.00

0.25

0.50

0.75

1.00

E
n

er
gy

lo
ss

[%
]

FIG. 25. (color online) Percentage energy loss as a function of τ for 300 central events. Global energy loss is generally limited to
0.5% or less.
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FIG. 26. (color online) Change in the conservation of total Baryon number, strangeness, and electric charge over time in ccake.

our grid spacing in ∆µ has on the final flow harmonics (in past work we have tested more thoroughly the spacing in
∆T ).

In this work, we have chosen ∆µ = 50 MeV, which seems a reasonable assumption given that we have a cross-over
phase transition. We have then also tested a finer grid of ∆µ = 25 MeV to see if there is any discernible effect on our
final flow observables. In Fig. 27 we compare vn {2} for n = 2, 3, 4, 5 for ∆µ = 50 MeV and ∆µ = 25 MeV. We find
that we obtain nearly identical results even with the smaller grid. Thus, for this EoS our results appear to converge.
However, for an EoS with phase transitions or a critical point likely a much finer grid would be needed.
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FIG. 27. (color online) Sensitivity of the measurement of flow observables is within 1% effect on multiplicity and pT by decreasing
the grid size used in this work which confirms robustness of our calculations against the numerics of the EoS code itself.

3. SPH particle buffering

While in many respects SPH Lagrangian methods provide a robust alternative to standard Eulerian grid-based
methods, the former nevertheless tend to encounter instabilities when SPH particles have too few neighbors within
the width of the smoothing kernel to ensure a numerically stable evaluation of the locally smoothed densities in their
vicinity. This occurs more often in regions with very low density or where local gradients are especially large, typically
near the edge of the system. In fact, in SPH codes one cannot run fluid cells with vanishing energy densities. Thus,
a energy density cut-off is enforced, e_cutoff, where fluid cells below this energy density are removed from the
simulation.

The best way to deal with this issue would be to use adaptive SPH methods [68, 81, 155–158]. However, this has
not yet been attempted in heavy-ion collisions so we leave that approach for a future work. Instead, it is occasionally
useful to artificially insert additional (very low density) SPH particles, not present in the initial conditions themselves,
which provide additional neighbors to those cells where instabilities tend to arise. We refer to these particles as “buffer”
particles. ccake allows the user to do this by turning on the buffer_event flag (which is set to false by default).
This can be done in one of two ways: (i), by initializing every empty cell in the initial conditions grid with a default
particle; or (ii), by initializing empty cells within a fixed distance of the origin, whose scale is determined by the size of
the unbuffered initial conditions.

Each default particle is initialized with zero flow velocity, zero charge densities, and a small energy density equal to
the cut-off energy density e_cutoff. The default value of e_cutoff is approximately 3 MeV/fm3, roughly 100
times smaller than the freeze-out energy density, and thus ensures that the buffer particles have litte effect on the
overall evolution. “Buffering" the event thus provides a convenient way to stabilize potentially unstable evolution
without appreciably changing the geometry or physical characteristics of the system.

In Fig. 28 we demonstrate the effect that the buffer particles have on a given central trento event. The left figure is
the energy density distribution of the transverse plan for all grid points that are above e_cutoff. The right figure
demonstrates the addition of the buffer SPH particles where they are added in a circle around the event. Because
e_cutoff is very small compared to the center of the event, the effect of these buffer particles is minimal. Note
that in the default ccake, the buffer particles are turned off and they can be turned on if needed for the evolution.
Important to notice that we did test the effect of their presence on the flow observables and we observed they do not
affect the flow.

Appendix E: Thermodynamic relations for time dependent quantities

In the following, we work out the required thermodynamic relations in order to rewrite time dependent derivatives
of thermodynamic quantities in order to avoid taking time derivatives in real time within the ccake. This approach
improves both the speed and accuracy of the code because these derivatives need only be computed once at the point
when the EoS is generated. Throughout this appendix, we assume that X,Y, Z,W ∈ {B,S,Q}.
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FIG. 28. (color online) A central Pb+Pb event generated from trento without (top) and with (bottom) additional SPH buffer
particles. The buffer particles are each initialized with a small but non-zero energy density which has minimal effects on the
overall evolution, while also minimizing potential edge effects.

1. First Term
(

∂s
∂T

)
ρ

The desired derivative is
(
∂s
∂T

)
ρ
, which we want to express through the thermodynamic basis (T, µX):

ds =

(
∂s

∂T

)
µ

dT +
∑
Y

(
∂s

∂µY

)
T,µ′

dµY(
∂s

∂T

)
ρ

=

(
∂s

∂T

)
µ

+
∑
Y

(
∂s

∂µY

)
T,µ′

(
∂µY

∂T

)
ρ

(E1)
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where by
(

∂s
∂µY

)
T,µ′

we mean that T and all other chemical potentials µX ̸= µY (other than the one being differentiated)

are being held fixed.
Suggestively, we can already reformulate (E1) in terms of a matrix product:

(
∂s

∂T

)
ρ

=

(
∂s

∂T

)
µ

+
[ (

∂s
∂µY

)
T,µ′

]
Y

(∂µY

∂T

)
ρ


Y

, (E2)

where we have explicitly indicated the matrix index Y being contracted.
Now all of the nontrivial conditions on the differentials dT, dµY are contained in the column vector

(
∂µY

∂T

)
ρ
, which

means that these quantities must be obtained by simultaneously solving the 3 constraint equations:

0 = dρX =

(
∂ρX
∂T

)
µ

dT +
∑
Y

(
∂ρX
∂µY

)
T,µ′

dµY (E3)

or, equivalently,

0 =

(
∂ρX
∂T

)
µ

+
∑
Y

(
∂ρX
∂µY

)
T,µ′

(
∂µY

∂T

)
ρ

(E4)

In matrix notation (and using the summation convention), this is

−

(∂ρX

∂T

)
µ


X

=

 (
∂ρX

∂µY

)
T,µ′


XY

(∂µY

∂T

)
ρ


Y

. (E5)

The single matrix constraint equation is directly solved by matrix inversion to give(∂µY

∂T

)
ρ


Y

= −

 (
∂ρX

∂µY

)
T,µ′


−1

Y X

(∂ρX

∂T

)
µ


X

= −

 χXY

−1

Y X

χXT


X

(E6)

where in the last line we have used the thermodynamic relations ρX =
(

∂p
∂µX

)
T,µ′

,
(

∂p
∂µX∂µY

)
T,µ′

= χXY , and(
∂p

∂µX∂T

)
µ′

= χXT . Back-substituting into (E2) and also using the thermodynamic relation s =
(

∂p
∂T

)
µ

allows us

finally to write

(
∂s

∂T

)
ρ

= χTT − V †M−1 V, where V =

χTB

χTS

χTQ

 and M =

χBB χBS χBQ

χSB χSS χSQ

χQB χQS χQQ

 . (E7)

2. Second Term:
(

∂s
∂µX

)
ρ

We now apply the same logic to the other terms. Here we are interested in the rate of change with respect to a
particular choice i of chemical potential µX , so we must distinguish between this particular µX and the others µX ̸=Y :

ds =

(
∂s

∂T

)
µ

dT +

(
∂s

∂µX

)
T,µ′

dµX +
∑
X ̸=Y

(
∂s

∂µY

)
T,µ′

dµY

(
∂s

∂µX

)
ρ

=

(
∂s

∂µX

)
T,µ′

+

(
∂s

∂T

)
µ

(
∂T

∂µX

)
ρ

+
∑
X ̸=Y

(
∂s

∂µY

)
T,µ′

(
∂µY

∂µX

)
ρ

. (E8)
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This equation also has the form of a matrix product, although the relevant 3-component matrix is a combination of
different-looking quantities:

(
∂s

∂µX

)
ρ

=

(
∂s

∂µX

)
T,µ′

+
[(

∂s
∂T

)
µ

(
∂s

∂µX ̸=Y

)
T,µ′

(
∂s

∂µX ̸=Y

)
T,µ′

]

(

∂T
∂µX

)
ρ(

∂µX ̸=Y

∂µX

)
ρ(

∂µX ̸=Y

∂µX

)
ρ

 , (E9)

which mixes together T and the two chemical potentials µX ̸=Y which are not being fixed. In the same way as before,
we need to impose the constraints

0 = dρZ =

(
∂ρZ
∂T

)
µ

dT +

(
∂ρZ
∂µX

)
T,µ′

dµX +
∑
X ̸=Y

(
∂ρZ
∂µY

)
T,µ′

dµY

0 =

(
∂ρZ
∂T

)
µ

(
∂T

∂µX

)
ρ

+

(
∂ρZ
∂µX

)
T,µ′

+
∑
X ̸=Y

(
∂ρZ
∂µY

)
T,µ′

(
∂µY

∂µX

)
ρ

−
(
∂ρZ
∂µX

)
T,µ′

=

(
∂ρZ
∂T

)
µ

(
∂T

∂µX

)
ρ

+
∑
X ̸=Y

(
∂ρZ
∂µY

)
T,µ′

(
∂µY

∂µX

)
ρ

(E10)

which can again be expressed (and solved) as a matrix equation:

−

( ∂ρZ

∂µX

)
T,µ′


Z

=


(

∂ρZ

∂T

)
µ

(
∂ρZ

∂µY ̸=X

)
T,µ′

(
∂ρZ

∂µY ̸=X

)
T,µ′(

∂ρZ

∂T

)
µ

(
∂ρZ

∂µY ̸=X

)
T,µ′

(
∂ρZ

∂µY ̸=X

)
T,µ′(

∂ρZ

∂T

)
µ

(
∂ρZ

∂µY ̸=X

)
T,µ′

(
∂ρZ

∂µY ̸=X

)
T,µ′


ZY


(

∂T
∂µX

)
ρ(

∂µX ̸=Y

∂µX

)
ρ(

∂µX ̸=Y

∂µX

)
ρ


Y


(

∂T
∂µX

)
ρ(

∂µX ̸=Y

∂µX

)
ρ(

∂µX ̸=Y

∂µX

)
ρ


Y

= −


(

∂ρZ

∂T

)
µ

(
∂ρZ

∂µY ̸=X

)
T,µ′

(
∂ρZ

∂µY ̸=X

)
T,µ′(

∂ρZ

∂T

)
µ

(
∂ρZ

∂µY ̸=X

)
T,µ′

(
∂ρZ

∂µY ̸=X

)
T,µ′(

∂ρZ

∂T

)
µ

(
∂ρZ

∂µY ̸=X

)
T,µ′

(
∂ρZ

∂µY ̸=X

)
T,µ′


−1

Y Z

( ∂ρZ

∂µX

)
T,µ′


Z

(E11)

where we have tried to show the structure of the matrix explicitly. Inserting this expression back into (E9) yields the
solution (

∂s

∂µX

)
ρ

=

(
∂2p

∂T ∂µX

)
µ′

−A†M−1B (E12)

with

A =


(

∂2p
∂T 2

)
µ(

∂2p
∂T ∂µX ̸=Y

)
µ′(

∂2p
∂T ∂µX ̸=Y

)
µ′


Y

B =


(

∂2p
∂µX ∂µZ

)
T,µ′(

∂2p
∂µX ∂µZ

)
T,µ′(

∂2p
∂µX ∂µZ

)
T,µ′


Z

M =


(

∂2p
∂µZ ∂T

)
µ′

(
∂2p

∂µZ ∂µY ̸=X

)
T,µ′

(
∂2p

∂µZ ∂µY ̸=X

)
T,µ′(

∂2p
∂µZ ∂T

)
µ′

(
∂2p

∂µZ ∂µY ̸=X

)
T,µ′

(
∂2p

∂µZ ∂µY ̸=X

)
T,µ′(

∂2p
∂µZ ∂T

)
µ′

(
∂2p

∂µZ ∂µY ̸=X

)
T,µ′

(
∂2p

∂µZ ∂µY ̸=X

)
T,µ′


ZY

. (E13)
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Finally, since the notation and matrix organization may be a little opaque, let us switch to the notation of Appendix
A and write out the result explicitly for the case of µX = µB :(

∂s

∂µB

)
ρ

= χTB −A†M−1B (E14)

with

A =

χTT

χTS

χTQ


Y

B =

χBB

χBS

χBQ


Z

M =

χBT χBS χBQ

χST χSS χSQ

χQT χQS χQQ


ZY

. (E15)

One can then obtain the other equations by cyclic permutation of B/S/Q in the matrices.

3. Third Term:
(

∂ρX
∂T

)
s,ρX ̸=ρY

Starting with

dρX =

(
∂ρX
∂T

)
µ

dT +
∑
Y

(
∂ρX
∂µY

)
T,µ′

dµY

(
∂ρX
∂T

)
s,ρX ̸=ρX

=

(
∂ρX
∂T

)
µ

+
∑
Y

(
∂ρX
∂µY

)
T,µ′

(
∂µY

∂T

)
s,ρX ̸=ρX

(
∂ρX
∂T

)
s,ρX ̸=ρX

=

(
∂ρX
∂T

)
µ

+

[(
∂ρX

∂µB

)
T,µS ,µQ

(
∂ρX

∂µS

)
T,µB ,µQ

(
∂ρX

∂µQ

)
T,µB ,µS

]
(

∂µB

∂T

)
s,ρX ̸=ρX(

∂µS

∂T

)
s,ρX ̸=ρX(

∂µQ

∂T

)
s,ρX ̸=ρX

 (E16)

we now have the constraints ds = 0 and dρX ̸=Y = 0:

ds = 0 =⇒
(
∂s

∂T

)
µ

+
∑
Z

(
∂s

∂µZ

)
T,µ′

(
∂µZ

∂T

)
s,ρX ̸=ρX

= 0, (E17a)

dρX ̸=Y = 0 =⇒
(
∂ρX ̸=Y

∂T

)
µ

+
∑
Z

(
∂ρX ̸=Y

∂µZ

)
T,µ′

(
∂µZ

∂T

)
s,ρX ̸=ρX

= 0. (E17b)

While these three constraint equations look different, they can again be combined and solved as a single matrix
equation:

−


(
∂s
∂T

)
µ(

∂ρX ̸=Y

∂T

)
µ(

∂ρX ̸=Y

∂T

)
µ


Y

=


(

∂s
∂µB

)
T,µS ,µQ

(
∂s
∂µS

)
T,µB ,µQ

(
∂s

∂µQ

)
T,µB ,µS(

∂ρX ̸=Y

∂µB

)
T,µS ,µQ

(
∂ρX ̸=Y

∂µS

)
T,µB ,µQ

(
∂ρX ̸=Y

∂µQ

)
T,µB ,µS(

∂ρX ̸=Y

∂µB

)
T,µS ,µQ

(
∂ρX ̸=Y

∂µS

)
T,µB ,µQ

(
∂ρX ̸=Y

∂µQ

)
T,µB ,µS


Y Z


(

∂µB

∂T

)
s,ρX ̸=ρX(

∂µS

∂T

)
s,ρX ̸=ρX(

∂µQ

∂T

)
s,ρX ̸=ρX


Z


(

∂µB

∂T

)
s,ρX ̸=ρX(

∂µS

∂T

)
s,ρX ̸=ρX(

∂µQ

∂T

)
s,ρX ̸=ρX


Z

= −


(

∂s
∂µB

)
T,µS ,µQ

(
∂s
∂µS

)
T,µB ,µQ

(
∂s

∂µQ

)
T,µB ,µS(

∂ρX ̸=Y

∂µB

)
T,µS ,µQ

(
∂ρX ̸=Y

∂µS

)
T,µB ,µQ

(
∂ρX ̸=Y

∂µQ

)
T,µB ,µS(

∂ρX ̸=Y

∂µB

)
T,µS ,µQ

(
∂ρX ̸=Y

∂µS

)
T,µB ,µQ

(
∂ρX ̸=Y

∂µQ

)
T,µB ,µS


−1

ZY


(
∂s
∂T

)
µ(

∂ρX ̸=Y

∂T

)
µ(

∂ρX ̸=Y

∂T

)
µ


Y

(E18)
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Inserting this result back into (E16) gives(
∂ρX
∂T

)
s,ρX ̸=ρX

=

(
∂2p

∂T ∂µX

)
µ′

−A†M−1B (E19)

with

A =


(

∂2p
∂µX ∂µB

)
T,µ′(

∂2p
∂µX ∂µS

)
T,µ′(

∂2p
∂µX ∂µQ

)
T,µ′


Y

B =


(

∂2p
∂T 2

)
µ(

∂2p
∂T ∂µX ̸=Y

)
µ′(

∂2p
∂T ∂µX ̸=Y

)
µ′


Z

M =


(

∂2p
∂T ∂µB

)
µS ,µQ

(
∂2p

∂T ∂µS

)
µB ,µQ

(
∂2p

∂T ∂µQ

)
µB ,µS(

∂2p
∂µX ̸=Y ∂µB

)
T,µ′

(
∂2p

∂µX ̸=Y ∂µS

)
T,µ′

(
∂2p

∂µX ̸=Y ∂µQ

)
T,µ′(

∂2p
∂µX ̸=Y ∂µB

)
T,µ′

(
∂2p

∂µX ̸=Y ∂µS

)
T,µ′

(
∂2p

∂µX ̸=Y ∂µQ

)
T,µ′


ZY

, (E20)

and again it is instructive to write explicitly the case for ρX = ρB :(
∂ρB
∂T

)
s,ρS ,ρQ

= χTB −A†M−1B (E21)

with

A =

χBB

χBS

χBQ


Y

B =

χTT

χTS

χTQ


Z

M =

χTB χTS χTQ

χSB χSS χSQ

χQB χQS χQQ


ZY

, (E22)

and the other equations can be obtained by cyclic permutation.

4. Fourth Term:
(

∂ρY
∂µX

)
s,ρX ̸=ρY

Starting with

dρY =

(
∂ρY
∂T

)
µ

dT +

(
∂ρY
∂µX

)
T,µ′

dµX +
∑

W ̸=X

(
∂ρY
∂µℓ

)
T,µ′

dµℓ

(
∂ρY
∂µX

)
s,ρX ̸=ρY

=

(
∂ρY
∂T

)
µ

(
∂T

∂µX

)
s,ρX ̸=ρY

+

(
∂ρY
∂µX

)
T,µ′

+
∑

W ̸=X

(
∂ρY
∂µℓ

)
T,µ′

(
∂µℓ

∂µX

)
s,ρX ̸=ρY

(
∂ρY
∂µX

)
s,ρX ̸=ρY

=

(
∂ρY
∂µX

)
T,µ′

+
[(

∂ρY

∂T

)
µ

(
∂ρY

∂µk ̸=i

)
T,µ′

(
∂ρY

∂µk ̸=i

)
T,µ′

]
W


(

∂T
∂µX

)
s,ρX ̸=ρY(

∂µk ̸=i

∂µX

)
s,ρX ̸=ρY(

∂µk ̸=i

∂µX

)
s,ρX ̸=ρY


W

(E23)
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we have the constraints ds = 0 and dρZ ̸=Y = 0:

ds = 0 =⇒ 0 =

(
∂s

∂T

)
µ

(
∂T

∂µX

)
s,ρX ̸=ρY

+

(
∂s

∂µX

)
T,µ′

+
∑

W ̸=X

(
∂s

∂µℓ

)
T,µ′

(
∂µℓ

∂µX

)
s,ρX ̸=ρY

, (E24a)

dρZ ̸=Y = 0 =⇒ 0 =

(
∂ρZ ̸=Y

∂T

)
µ

(
∂T

∂µX

)
s,ρX ̸=ρX

+

(
∂ρZ ̸=Y

∂µX

)
T,µ′

+
∑

W ̸=X

(
∂ρZ ̸=Y

∂µℓ

)
T,µ′

(
∂µℓ

∂µX

)
s,ρX ̸=ρX

. (E24b)

We cast the constraints into matrix form and solve them:

−


(

∂s
∂µX

)
T,µ′(

∂ρZ ̸=Y

∂µX

)
T,µ′(

∂ρZ ̸=Y

∂µX

)
T,µ′


Z

=


(
∂s
∂T

)
µ

(
∂s

∂µW ̸=X

)
T,µ′

(
∂s

∂µW ̸=X

)
T,µ′(

∂ρZ ̸=Y

∂T

)
µ

(
∂ρZ ̸=Y

∂µW ̸=X

)
T,µ′

(
∂ρZ ̸=Y

∂µW ̸=X

)
T,µ′(

∂ρZ ̸=Y

∂T

)
µ

(
∂ρZ ̸=Y

∂µW ̸=X

)
T,µ′

(
∂ρZ ̸=Y

∂µW ̸=X

)
T,µ′


ZW


(

∂T
∂µX

)
s,ρX ̸=ρY(

∂µW ̸=X

∂µX

)
s,ρX ̸=ρX(

∂µW ̸=X

∂µX

)
s,ρX ̸=ρX


W


(

∂T
∂µX

)
s,ρX ̸=ρY(

∂µW ̸=X

∂µX

)
s,ρX ̸=ρX(

∂µW ̸=X

∂µX

)
s,ρX ̸=ρX


W

= −


(
∂s
∂T

)
µ

(
∂s

∂µW ̸=X

)
T,µ′

(
∂s

∂µW ̸=X

)
T,µ′(

∂ρZ ̸=Y

∂T

)
µ

(
∂ρZ ̸=Y

∂µW ̸=X

)
T,µ′

(
∂ρZ ̸=Y

∂µW ̸=X

)
T,µ′(

∂ρZ ̸=Y

∂T

)
µ

(
∂ρZ ̸=Y

∂µW ̸=X

)
T,µ′

(
∂ρZ ̸=Y

∂µW ̸=X

)
T,µ′


−1

WZ


(

∂s
∂µX

)
T,µ′(

∂ρZ ̸=Y

∂µX

)
T,µ′(

∂ρZ ̸=Y

∂µX

)
T,µ′


Z

. (E25)

Back-substituting into (E23) gives the solution(
∂ρY
∂µX

)
s,ρX ̸=ρY

=

(
∂2p

∂µY ∂µX

)
T,µ′

−A†M−1B (E26)

with

A =


(

∂2p
∂µY ∂T

)
µ′(

∂2p
∂µY ∂µW ̸=X

)
T,µ′(

∂2p
∂µY ∂µW ̸=X

)
T,µ′


W

B =


(

∂2p
∂T ∂µX

)
µ′(

∂2p
∂µZ ̸=Y ∂µX

)
T,µ′(

∂2p
∂µZ ̸=Y ∂µX

)
T,µ′


Z

M =


(

∂2p
∂T 2

)
µB ,µS ,µQ

(
∂2p

∂T ∂µW ̸=X

)
µ′

(
∂2p

∂T ∂µW ̸=X

)
µ′(

∂2p
∂µZ ̸=Y ∂T

)
µ′

(
∂2p

∂µZ ̸=Y ∂µW ̸=X

)
T,µ′

(
∂2p

∂µZ ̸=Y ∂µW ̸=X

)
T,µ′(

∂2p
∂µZ ̸=Y ∂T

)
µ′

(
∂2p

∂µZ ̸=Y ∂µW ̸=X

)
T,µ′

(
∂2p

∂µZ ̸=Y ∂µW ̸=X

)
T,µ′


ZW

. (E27)

For the concrete substitutions of B/S/Q, there are a few cases to consider. First consider the diagonal cases µX = µB

and ρY = ρB : (
∂ρB
∂µB

)
s,ρS ,ρQ

= χBB −A†M−1B (E28)

with

A =

χBT

χBS

χBQ


W

B =

χTB

χSB

χQB


Z

M =

χTT χTS χTQ

χST χSS χSQ

χQT χQS χQQ


ZW

. (E29)
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Similarly for µX = µB and ρY = ρS we have(
∂ρS
∂µB

)
s,ρB ,ρQ

= χSB −A†M−1B (E30)

with

A =

χST

χSS

χSQ


W

B =

χTB

χBB

χQB


Z

M =

χTT χTS χTQ

χBT χBS χBQ

χQT χQS χQQ


ZW

. (E31)

As before, all other necessary derivatives of this form can be obtained from suitable permutations of these examples.

Appendix F: Shear-stress tensor evolution

Several dynamical quantities in the SPH equations of motion are defined and evolved in relation to the SPH reference
density σ, e.g., Π/σ and ρX/σ (cf. Eqs. (44) - (45)). The shear viscous tensor πµν , on the other hand, is evolved
directly, as indicated below:

dπµν
dτ

=

η

2γτπ
[∂µuν + ∂νuµ]−

η

2τπ

[
uµ
duν
dτ

+ uν
duµ
dτ

]
− η

3γτπ
∆µν

(
∂βu

β +
γ

τ

)
− η

γτπ

[u3
τ
g3νg

0
µ +

u3
τ
g0νg

3
µ + γτg3νg

3
µ

]
(F1)

− η (u3)
2

2τ3γτπ

(
uµg

0
ν + uνg

0
µ

)
− 1

γτπ
πµν − 1

γ

(
γuµπ

j
ν + γuνπ

j
µ − uµπ

0
νu

j − uνπ
0
µu

j
) duj
dτ

(F2)

− πµν
γ

(
γ

τ
− (u3)

2

γτ3
− γ

σ∗
dσ∗

dτ

)
(F3)

− 1

τ3γ
u3 (gµ0πν3 + gν0πµ3)−

1

τγ
u3 (gµ3πν0 + gν3πµ0)−

1

τ3
(gµ3πν3 + gν3πµ3) (F4)

As noted in the main text, the effects of propagating πµν directly (as opposed to πµν/σ) are negligible, and is
documented here only in the interest of completeness.
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