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Abstract In this study, we explore the applicability

of Transfer Learning techniques for estimating collision

centrality in terms of the number of participants (Npart)

in high-energy heavy-ion collisions. In the present work,

we leverage popular pre-trained CNN models such as

VGG16, ResNet50, and DenseNet121 to determineNpart

in Au+Au collisions at
√
s = 200 GeV on an event-

by-event basis. Remarkably, all three models achieved

good performance despite the pre-trained models be-

ing trained for databases of other domains. Particularly

noteworthy is the superior performance of the VGG16

model, showcasing the potential of transfer learning

techniques for extracting diverse observables from heavy-

ion collision data.

Keywords Heavy-ion collision · Centrality · Deep

Learning · Transfer Learning

1 Introduction

One of the main objectives of various heavy-ion collision

(HIC) programs at different accelerator facilities is to

scan the entire phase diagram of strongly interacting

matter [1] and to study the properties of the created

matter. At ultra-relativistic beam energies, when two

Lorentz-contracted nuclei collide, they produce an enor-

mous energy density at the collision zone. The energy

deposited during a collision is crucial in determining the

post-collision state of matter and the relevant degrees

of freedom. The amount of energy deposited depends

strongly on the extent of overlap between the colliding

nuclei. Lattice QCD calculations suggested that exceed-

ing an energy density of 1 GeV/fm3 in collisions trig-

gers a transition from a hadronic phase to a deconfined

ae-mail: dipankar0001@gmail.com
be-mail: kalyan.dey@buniv.edu.in (corresponding author)

state of matter known as Quark-Gluon Plasma (QGP),

where quarks and gluons are no longer confined within

individual hadrons. Consequently, the nature, proper-

ties, and space-time evolution of the created matter in

relativistic HIC depend strongly on collision geometry.

Determination of centrality is often considered a top

priority for analyzing experimental data on HIC. The

concept of centrality is introduced to quantify the nu-

clear overlap and, hence, the initial geometry of heavy-

ion collisions. Theoretically, collision geometry can be

described by various proxies such as impact parameter

(b), number of binary nucleon-nucleon collisions (Ncoll),

and number of participating nucleons (Npart). The men-

tioned quantities are not, however, directly measurable

in experiments and are generally derived from the ex-

perimental data recorded during the collisions by using

other quantities that scale approximately with them.

For this purpose, the Glauber model [2] is often used.

The Glauber model applies quantum-mechanical scat-

tering theory to understand the interactions of compos-

ite systems, allowing the calculation of geometric quan-

tities that can be connected to experimentally measur-

able observables such as charge particle multiplicity or

forward energy carried by spectator nucleons, etc [3].

The recent years have witnessed a surge in the ap-

plication of machine learning (ML) and deep learning

(DL) techniques across diverse scientific disciplines. In

the field of high-energy nuclear physics, these methods

have demonstrated significant success compared to con-

ventional approaches [4–21]. These data-driven tech-

niques have used for various tasks in high-energy nu-

clear physics, including estimating the impact param-

eter of collisions [7, 9, 10, 13, 17–19], analyzing flow

observables [22], and even helping to identify the na-

ture of the elusive QCD phase transition [8]. Machine

learning algorithms like Convolutional Neural Networks
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(CNN) and Light Gradient Boosting Machine (Light-

GBM) were used successfully by Li et al. [7, 13] to esti-

mate impact parameter for Au+Au collisions at inter-

mediate energies (0.2-1.0 GeV/nucleon) and Sn+Sn col-

lisions at the beam energy of 270 MeV/nucleon respec-

tively. With reasonable accuracy, both studies could

predict the impact parameter. While achieving good

accuracy, their results were sensitive to the parameter

set of the event generator used for simulating heavy-ion

collisions. Xiang et al. [17] used the energy spectra for

final-state charged hadrons to calculate the impact pa-

rameter for Au+Au collisions at
√
s = 200 GeV using

multi-layer perceptron (MLP) and convolutional neu-

ral network (CNN) models. Both networks performed

well in estimating impact parameter for semi-central

and semi-peripheral collisions, with the CNN slightly

outperforming the MLP model. In ref. [18], constrained

molecular dynamics simulations for 124Sn +124 Sn col-

lisions at low-intermediate (50 - 100 MeV/nucleon) in-

cident energies were utilized to predict impact parame-

ter using the convolutional neural network (CNN). The

study demonstrated that this approach outperforms tra-

ditional methods in terms of accuracy across all im-

pact parameter ranges, particularly for central colli-

sions. Elliptic flow (v2) in heavy-ion collisions at the

RHIC and LHC energies was estimated by Mallick et

al. [20, 21] for Pb-Pb collisions at
√
s = 5.02 TeV us-

ing DNN model. The results showed a good agreement

between the model prediction and simulated true value

in both cases. In our previous work [23], we demon-

strated the precise determination of collision centrality

in terms of Npart through the effective utilization of

Deep Neural Networks (DNN and CNN). In that in-

vestigation, the studied deep learning models exhibited

remarkable proficiency in predicting Npart, with CNN

slightly outperforming DNN. The accuracy of the Deep

Learning models was found to be particularly high for

semi-central and central collisions, compared to periph-

eral collisions. Moreover, these DL models exhibited ro-

bustness, implying their ability to maintain satisfactory

performance even with slight alterations in collision en-

ergy or model parameters at the event generator level.

In the present investigation, an attempt has been

made to explore the possibility of determination ofNpart

employing the Transfer Learning technique within the

framework of Deep Learning. Transfer Learning, a pow-

erful technique within Deep Learning, has gained sig-

nificant traction across various fields in recent years.

Notably, it has demonstrated success in medical imag-

ing analysis [24–27]. Its application in particle physics

has been relatively limited, with examples including the

classification of neutrino interactions [28], the training

of emulators for simulations of relativistic heavy ion col-

lisions [29], enhancement of weak supervision searches

[30], and the development of efficient, data-efficient jet

tags to capitalize on universality [31] etc.

The structure of the paper is as follows: Section 2

introduces the Transfer Learning technique. Section 3

covers the methodology of this investigation, including

data generation using AMPT and the preparation of

inputs for the deep learning models. This section also

addresses both the default and customized pre-trained

models utilized in the study. Section 4 discusses the

training procedure, evaluation metrics, and model per-

formance after fine-tuning. The effect of the bin size of

input images on the the studied models’ performance is

also examined in this section. Finally, Section 5 outlines

the key findings of the study.

2 Transfer Learning Method

Conventional machine learning and deep learning meth-

ods have been extensively used across several domains,

yielding significant success in numerous instances [32–

35]. Machine learning models, however, perform to the

best of their ability when the feature space or data dis-

tribution of the source and target are the same. Conse-

quently, the performance of the model degrades when

the feature space or distribution of test data differs from

that of train data. In other words, machine learning

models are designed for specific tasks. As a result, any

modifications to the feature space require the model

to be rebuilt and retrained from scratch. Furthermore,

training a new ML model, especially a deep learning

model, is a time-intensive and resource-demanding task,

requiring substantial amounts of data and processing

power. When training data is limited, the performance

of DL models deteriorates significantly. This is where

transfer learning becomes handy. Transfer learning [36]

refers to the method that reuses a previously trained

model in a new task (called the target task) by lever-

aging the knowledge obtained from other related but

different tasks (called source tasks). The core idea be-

hind Transfer Learning involves utilizing the knowledge

acquired by a model from a task with abundant training

data and applying it to a new task with limited data.

Rather than beginning from scratch, patterns acquired

from previous tasks are used as a starting point for

new tasks. The two major advantages of transfer learn-

ing are faster learning speed and the non-requirement

of vast amounts of data. Generally, there are two ways

to use a pre-trained model in transfer learning tech-

nique: fixed feature extraction and fine-tuning [37]. In

the fixed feature extraction method, the top layers, i.e.,
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Fig. 1 Two-dimensional (2D) pT-weighted (η − ϕ) spectra of charged hadrons generated using AMPT-SM for Au+Au colli-
sions at

√
s = 200 GeV for three different values of Npart with a binning of 32× 32.

fully connected (FC) layers of the pre-trained models,

are removed while the rest of the network, which com-

prises a series of convolution and pooling layers known

as the convolutional base, serves as a fixed feature ex-

tractor. On top of the fixed feature extractor, any ma-

chine learning classifier can be put in addition to the

standard FC layers. Training is limited to the additional

layers on a particular dataset of interest. On the other

hand, fine-tuning is an optional step, where after the

feature extraction process, the entire or a part of the

pre-trained network is retrained with the new data with

a very low learning rate. This method can yield signif-

icant enhancement in the performance of the model by

gradually adjusting the pre-trained characteristics to

the new data. For this present work, both fixed feature

extraction and fine-tuning methods have been imple-

mented.

3 Methodology

3.1 Data Generation

The input data for the present analysis is generated

with the help of AMPT (a multi-phase transport) model.

AMPT is a hybrid transport model extensively used

to simulate relativistic heavy-ion collisions [38]. AMPT

has four components, which include initialization of col-

lisions by the heavy-ion jet interaction generator model

(HIJING) [39], parton transport by Zhang’s Parton Cas-

cade model (ZPC) [40], hadronization process of the

partons by quark coalescence model [41] in string melt-

ing version of AMPT and via the Lund string fragmen-

tation scheme [42] in the default version of AMPT. The

last component of the AMPT model is the hadronic in-

teractions based on the A Relativistic Transport (ART)

model [43]. In the current study, the string melting

(SM) version of the AMPT model is used for gener-

ating Au+Au collisions at
√
s = 200 GeV.

3.2 Input Preparation

For conducting regression tasks using transfer learn-

ing effectively, it is crucial to carefully select input fea-

tures that exhibit a robust correlation with the tar-

get variable. This involves identifying and incorporat-

ing features that contribute significantly to the predic-

tive power of the model, thus ensuring its ability to

generalize well to new data. The current investigation

focuses on utilizing the STAR detector [45] kinemat-

ics from the RHIC experiment. The study incorporated

three key raw observables of charged hadrons generated

in Au+Au collisions at
√
s = 200 GeV for input prepa-

ration: transverse momentum (pT), pseudorapidity(η),

and azimuthal angle (ϕ). Transverse momentum weighted

(η − ϕ) spectra were used as input to the DL models.

Taking the realistic detector conditions into account,

charged hadrons within the mid-rapidity (|η| < 1) re-

gion and with a transverse momentum above 0.2 GeV/c

were selected. These observables were transformed into

two-dimensional (2D) pT-weighted (η − ϕ) histograms

for each event with 32 × 32 bins. Each bin of the his-

tograms is constructed by summing the pT of particles

within a specific range of pseudorapidity (η) and az-

imuthal angle (ϕ). These ranges, denoted by dη and dϕ,

are fixed values (0.0625 and 0.098 units, respectively).

Fig. 1 illustrates the pT -weighted (η − ϕ) spectra hav-

ing 32× 32 bins for different values of Npart. Each im-

ages were resized to 32× 32 pixels, and the image pixel

values were normalized by scaling them to the range [0,

1]. Normalizing the data helps neural networks to learn

more effectively and converge faster.

3.3 Models Used

In this study, we employed three established pre-trained

architectures: VGG16 [44], ResNet50 [46], DenseNet121

[47], known for their high performance in image classifi-
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Fig. 2 Architecture of the VGG16 model: (a) Original configuration [44], (b) Customised for the proposed work.

cation tasks on the ImageNet dataset [48]. ImageNet is

a widely utilized dataset in Computer Vision, compris-

ing 1.28 million natural images categorized into 1,000

classes. It has been instrumental in the progress of both

developing and evaluating computer vision models.

3.3.1 VGG16

The VGG16 model [44] is a convolutional neural net-

work architecture that gained prominence for its sim-

plicity and effectiveness in image recognition tasks. De-

veloped by the Visual Geometry Group (VGG) at the

University of Oxford, VGG16 is characterized by its

deep architecture consisting of 16 layers, including 13

convolutional layers and 3 fully connected layers. The

VGG model won the ImageNet 2014 competition [49]

with a staggering accuracy of 92.7% on the ImageNet

dataset. The VGG16 variant of the architecture consists

of five blocks of convolutional layers followed by three

fully connected layers. There are a total of 13 convolu-

tion layers, each with a kernel size of 3×3 with a stride

of 1 and padding of 1 to ensure that every activation

map keeps the same spatial dimensions as its preceding

layer. Max pooling layers with 2×2 kernels with a stride

of 2 and no padding are used at the end of each con-

volutional block to down-sample the spatial dimension.

Rectified Linear Unit (ReLU) activation function [50]

is applied in all layers except the last one where soft-

max activation function [51] is used. It is to be men-

tioned that while VGG16 was primarily designed for

image classification tasks, it can also be repurposed for

regression tasks. However, its architecture, consisting

of convolutional and fully connected layers, was origi-

nally optimized for classification tasks and may not be

ideal for regression tasks. In this investigation, we re-

placed the final three fully connected layers with our

custom layers, consisting of four fully connected layers
with 256, 128, 64, and 1 neurons, respectively, as shown

in Fig. 2(b).

3.3.2 ResNet50

To enhance the performance of deep learning networks,

a common strategy is to increase their depth. However,

deeper networks often suffer from the vanishing gradi-

ent problem, leading to degraded performance. K. He

et al. [46] introduced the Residual Network (ResNet) to

address this issue. ResNet solves the problem of the van-

ishing gradient problem even with extremely deep neu-

ral networks. In residual learning networks, blocks of

convolutional layers are skipped by introducing short-

cut connections between the input and output of a stack

of a few convolution layers to form blocks named resid-

ual blocks. Shortcut connections allow the models to be

made deeper without degrading performance. ResNet

comes in several architectures, with the 50-layer ver-
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Fig. 3 The architecture of the ResNet50 model: (a) Original configuration [46], (b) Modified version tailored for this study.

sion utilized in this study. This architecture comprises

50 layers (49 Convolution layers and one fully connected

layer) with 23,534,592 trainable parameters. For this

study, the ResNet50 structure was modified by replac-

ing the fully connected layer with three fully connected

layers with 256, 128, and 1 neurons, respectively. Both

the original and modified ResNet50 structure are de-

picted in figure 3.

3.3.3 DenseNet121

The Dense Convolutional Network (DenseNet) proposed

by Huang et al. in 2017 [47] is a convolutional neural

network with a densely connected structure. In DenseNet,

each layer receives inputs from all preceding layers and

passes its own feature maps to all subsequent layers.

Consequently, the final output layer has direct access

to information from every prior layer. This distinctive

structure enhances the learning ability of the network

by reusing features, which notably reduces the num-

ber of parameters and mitigates the vanishing gradient

problem. A DenseNet architecture begins with a basic

convolution with a kernel size of 7 × 7 followed by a

max pooling layer with 3 × 3 kernels with a stride of
2. The DenseNet architecture consists of several dense

blocks and transition layers in series. Each dense block

is composed of a varying number of convolutional blocks

which follow a specific sequence. Each convolutional

block starts with a batch normalization layer, then a

ReLU activation function, and finally, a Conv2D layer.

Transition layers are placed in between two dense blocks.

Each transition layer includes a 1 × 1 convolutional

layer, followed by a 2 × 2 average pooling layer with

a stride of 2. Finally, a global average pooling layer is

followed by a classification layer (fully connected layer

with softmax activation function). We have modified

the DenseNet121 architecture for our study by replac-

ing the global average pooling layer with a flatten layer

to prepare the data for the fully connected layers. The

final classification layer is then substituted with three

new fully connected layers, featuring 256, 128, and 1

neurons, respectively, as shown in Fig. 4. This modifi-
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Fig. 4 Architecture of DenseNet121 model: (a) Original configuration (b) Customised version for this study.

cation was tailored for regression rather than classifica-

tion.

4 Results and Discussion

Although initially trained on classification tasks, the

transfer learning models used in the current study are

adapted for regression, a new task requiring them to

predict continuous values rather than categories. More-

over, the image dataset used for pre-training the origi-

nal models differs from our heavy-ion dataset. We started

with the fixed feature extraction approach of Transfer

learning. The top layers of the models were replaced

with custom fully connected layers forming the regres-

sion head. Each model now consists of two parts: the

convolutional base and the regression head. The convo-

lutional base, which is the pre-trained model, extracts

domain-independent features from the input images.

These extracted features are then transferred to the

custom fully connected layers, which utilize them to

perform regression on the input images based on the

training data. During training, we started with freezing

all the layers of the convolutional base and only trained

the regression head. Freezing prevents weights in those

layers from being modified during training. The weights

of all the pre-trained models were initialized with the

ImageNet dataset.
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Fig. 5 Mean-Squared-Error Loss per epoch during the training of all the transfer learning models with 150K minimum biased
Au+Au collisions at

√
s = 200 GeV.

For all networks, Adam optimizer [52] was used with

a learning rate of 0.0001. To prevent over-fitting, (i)

L1 regularization [53] and L2 regularization [54] and

(iii) EarlyStopping technique [55] were employed. Each

model was trained for up to 100 epochs with a batch size

of 64, and the Mean-Squared-Error (MSE) loss func-

tion was used to monitor model performance during

training. The EarlyStopping technique helps to prevent

overfitting by monitoring the validation loss with a pa-

tience level of 10; if overfitting occurs, the weights with

the minimum loss were selected. ReLU was used as the

activation function in all fully connected layers of the

regression head, except for the last layer, where a lin-

ear activation function was used. All the model training

and evaluation tasks in this study were performed on

a system with Intel(R) Core(TM) i5-10300H CPU @

2.50GHz ×8 and 16 GB DDR4 RAM.

4.1 Evaluation Metrics

To check the performance of the models, we used two

evaluation metrics, namely the R-squared (R2) value

and the Mean-Squared-Logarithmic-Error (MSLE). R2

value or the coefficient of determination is a statistical

measure in a regression model that shows how well the

model predicts the outcome of observed data. R2 values

range from 0 to 1 where 1 represents a perfect fit. The

R2 value is expressed as

R2 = 1−
∑N

i=1 (y
t
i − ypi )

2∑N
i=1 (y

t
i − ⟨yt⟩)2

. (1)

where yti , y
p
i and ⟨yt⟩ are the true values, model pre-

dicted values and the mean of true values of target vari-

able respectively. Considering the large range of target

variable (Npart in our case), we used MSLE value as the

additional performance evaluator as it is useful when

the data has a wide range of values. MSLE gives the av-

erage of the squared differences between the logarithms

of the predicted and true values and is defined as

MSLE =
1

N

N∑
i=1

{log
(
1 + yti

)
− log (1 + ypi )}

2
. (2)

4.2 Training of the models

Using the AMPT-SM setup, a total of 180K Au+Au

collisions at
√
s = 200 GeV were generated. We used

150K events to train the models, with 75% of these

events allocated for training and 25% for validation.

Figure 5 shows the MSE loss curve for both training

and validation as a function of the epoch number. The

figure clearly demonstrates that the training and vali-

dation loss for each model considered in this study de-

creases significantly with the number of epochs. After

a few epochs, both the training and validation losses

align closely, indicating that the trained models gener-

alize well when using the validation dataset to predict

the target variable. The performance of the models is

summarized in Table 1, which lists the MSLE and R2

values. The results show that all models perform satis-

factorily, with VGG16 outperforming the others.

Table 1 Performance of the models after feature extraction

Model MSLE R2

VGG16 0.0800 0.9785
ResNet50 0.1645 0.9552
DenseNet121 0.1037 0.9714
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Fig. 6 Mean-Squared-Error Loss per epoch during the fine-tuning of all the models with learning rate of 0.00001
.

Fig. 7 Predicted values by the fine-tuned models versus actual values of Npart for 30K AMPT-SM simulated minimum biased
Au+Au collisions at

√
s = 200 GeV. The red dashed line indicates perfect agreement between predicted and actual values.

4.3 Fine Tuning

For better performance, all the trained models were

retrained using the fine-tuning technique. In the fine-

tuning approach, all the layers of the convolutional base

of the pre-trained model are unfrozen, and the entire

model is trained again with a reduced learning rate. The

low learning rate is essential as otherwise, it may impact

the previously learned knowledge. All the models were

thus retrained with a learning rate of 0.00001 for 10

epochs. As the unfrozen models are much larger, there

is always a possibility of over-fitting. The EarlyStop-

ping technique was applied with a patient level of 2 to

address overfitting. When overfitting was detected, the

model weights were restored with minimum validation

loss. Figure 6 displays the learning curves of the mod-

els during fine-tuning, indicating that both the train-

ing and validation losses continue to decrease. This fur-

ther reduction in loss demonstrates the effectiveness of

the fine-tuning process. It also suggests that the mod-

els are increasingly able to generalize from the training

data to the validation data, improving their predictive

performance. These results highlight the robustness of

the models in adapting to the new regression task. Ta-

ble 2 shows the performance of the fine-tuned models

compared with our previous CNN model from [23]. It

indicates that the performance of all models improved

after fine-tuning, with VGG16 emerging as the top per-

former, matching the performance of our previous CNN

model [23].

Table 2 Performance of the models after fine tuning

Model MSLE R2

VGG16 0.0602 0.9834
ResNet50 0.0754 0.9784
DenseNet121 0.0767 0.9820
CNN [23] 0.0592 0.9847
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Fig. 8 The ratio of predicted and true Npart as a function of true Npart for all the fine-tuned models.

Figure 7 presents the correlation plot between the

predicted value of Npart and the ground truth values of

Npart for all three transfer learning models evaluated in

this study. The plot clearly illustrates that the predicted

values are densely clustered around the diagonal dashed

line, signifying that the predicted values closely match

the real values. This high level of accuracy is consistent

across all three transfer learning models, demonstrating

the robustness and reliability of this approach for this

task.

Furthermore, we have plotted the ratio of predicted

to true Npart values against the true Npart for all three

fine-tuned models in Figure 8. The figure shows that all

models perform better for semi-central and central colli-

sions. The poorer performance of all models for periph-

eral collisions can be attributed to the lower number of

particles produced in these collisions, resulting in less

information being fed to the deep-learning models for

training. However, the VGG16 and DenseNet121 mod-

els also show a slight decline in performance for extreme

central collisions. It is to be noted that the extreme cen-

tral collisions are the rare event present in the dataset.

This rarity leads to data imbalance, adversely affect-

ing the performance of these underrepresented extreme

central collisions.

4.4 Effect of the bin-size of input histograms

In the present regression task, pT -weighted (η−ϕ) his-

tograms with 32×32 bins were employed as input for the

transfer learning models. The size of histogram bins can

significantly influence the outcome of a deep learning

(DL) task. For instance, smaller bin sizes capture finer

details in the distribution of pixel intensities, which,

in turn, can help the model to learn subtle variations

in the data, potentially leading to better performance.

However, smaller bins can also introduce noise if these

fine details are irrelevant, leading to increased statisti-

cal fluctuations and reduced regression accuracy. Addi-

tionally, finer bin sizes may lead to overfitting, where

the model learns noise rather than the true pattern, re-

ducing its generalizability to new data. Conversely, a

broader bin size reduces noise and highlights broader

patterns in the data. However, if the binning is too

coarse, it might miss important variations in the data,

leading to poorer performance. Therefore, striking a

balance between resolution and statistical reliability is

paramount. This study investigates the effect of vary-

ing histogram bin sizes on the performance of centrality

determination in heavy-ion collision. This study used

the best-performing fine-tuned VGG16 model for dif-

ferent histogram bin configurations such as 16 × 16,

32 × 32, 64 × 64, and 128 × 128. Figure 9 shows the

pT -weighted (η−ϕ) histograms of charged hadrons pro-

duced in Au+Au collision with Npart = 390 for different

bin configurations. It is to be noted that for this present
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Fig. 9 Two-dimensional (2D) pT weighted (η − ϕ) spectra drawn for charged hadrons generated using AMPT-SM for a single
Au+Au collision at

√
s = 200 GeV with Npart = 390 for different bin sizes.

study, uniform image size (32× 32) for all four configu-

rations was chosen during the training procedure. Fixed

image size ensures that the number of parameters of the

DL model remains the same. Table 3 shows the perfor-

mance of the fine-tuned VGG model with different his-

togram bin configurations, evaluated using metrics such

as MSLE and R2. The results indicate that histograms

with 64 × 64 bin configurations performed better than

other bin sizes.

In Fig. 10, the ratio of the predicted and true Npart

values are plotted as a function of true Npart values for

different bin configurations. This figure reveals a similar

decline in performance for peripheral events across all

studied configurations. Additionally, a slight decrease in

performance is observed for the most central collisions

Table 3 Performance of fine-tuned VGG16 model for differ-
ent bin sizes of input histograms.

No. of bins MSLE R2

16× 16 0.0678 0.9760
32× 32 0.0602 0.9834
64× 64 0.0576 0.9852
128× 128 0.0806 0.9816

in nearly all studied bin configurations. To quantita-

tively assess model performance for central collisions,

MLSE values for all configurations were calculated for

the 0-10% centrality class and presented in Table 4.

This study indicates that for the most central colli-
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sions, model performance improves as the number of

bins or the image resolution increases. Smaller bin sizes

in the input histograms enhance granularity and pro-

vide a more detailed representation of the input data,

thereby improving the model performance.

Table 4 Performance of the pre-trained VGG16 model in
terms of MSLE values for 0− 10% central Au+Au collisions
at

√
s = 200 GeV when trained and tested with images having

different bin sizes.

No. of
bins

16× 16 32× 32 64× 64 128×128

MSLE 0.0066 0.0030 0.0027 0.0025

5 Summary and outlook

In this investigation, the transfer learning technique

is used to determine collision centrality in terms of

the number of participants (Npart) for Au+Au colli-

sions at
√
s = 200 GeV. For this purpose, three popu-

lar pre-trained models, namely VGG16, ResNet50, and

DenseNet121, were deployed. We customized the clas-

sification heads of all three models to meet the require-

ments of this regression task while keeping the convolu-

tional heads intact. Simulated data generated using the

string melting version of the AMPT model was used to

train the pre-trained models. A total of 150K events

were used for the training and validation of the models,

where 75% of the total events were used for training and

the remaining 25% were used for validation. The mod-
els were first used for feature extraction from the in-

put histograms, where only the classification heads were

trained, keeping the pre-trained weights of the convo-

lutional heads frozen. Next, we fine-tuned the entire

models with a lower learning rate of 0.00001 to adapt

the pre-trained weights to the new data. All three mod-

els achieved good accuracy in predicting Npart values,

especially for semi-central and central collisions, with

the VGG16 model outperforming the others. The per-

formance of the VGG16 model is comparable to that

of the CNN model [23], with MSLE and R2 values of

0.06 and 0.98, respectively. This study suggests that

the transfer learning technique can effectively deter-

mine centrality, even when the model is pre-trained on

images from different domains. Additionally, we inves-

tigated the impact of input histogram bin size on model

performance by training and testing the VGG16 model

with histograms of varying bin sizes while keeping the

image pixel size constant during training. It was ob-

served the bin size of the histogram has an effect on

the performance of the model, where histograms with

64× 64 bin sizes performed better than other bin sizes.

It was also found that the accuracy of determination

of Npart increases with the decrease of the bin size for

central collisions.

This study highlights the usefulness and potential of

transfer learning techniques in heavy-ion physics data

analysis. By leveraging pre-trained models, these tech-

niques can be applied to determine various important

observables, opening new avenues for research in this

field. Transfer learning thus holds promise for enhanc-

ing our understanding of heavy-ion collisions.
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