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ABSTRACT

Debris disks, which consist of dust, planetesimals, planets, and gas, offer a unique window into

the mineralogical composition of their parent bodies, especially during the critical phase of terrestrial

planet formation spanning 10 to a few hundred million years. Observations from the Spitzer Space

Telescope have unveiled thousands of debris disks, yet systematic studies remain scarce, let alone

those with unsupervised clustering techniques. This study introduces CLUES (CLustering UnsupErvised

with Sequencer), a novel, non-parametric, fully-interpretable machine-learning spectral analysis tool

designed to analyze and classify the spectral data of debris disks. CLUES combines multiple unsupervised

clustering methods with multi-scale distance measures to discern new groupings and trends, offering

insights into compositional diversity and geophysical processes within these disks. Our analysis allows

us to explore a vast parameter space in debris disk mineralogy and also offers broader applications

in fields such as protoplanetary disks and solar system objects. This paper details the methodology,

implementation, and initial results of CLUES, setting the stage for more detailed follow-up studies

focusing on debris disk mineralogy and demographics.

Keywords: Debris disks (363); Planetary system formation (1257); Silicate grains (1456); Exoplanet

formation (492); Planetesimals (1259); Exo-zodiacal dust (500); Spectroscopy (1558); In-

frared astronomy (786); Minimum spanning tree (1950); Clustering (1908)

1. INTRODUCTION

Debris disks are planetary systems that contain dust,

planetesimals, planets, and gas (Hughes et al. 2018),
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and can have lifetime of 5 Myr to 5 Gyr (Hernández

et al. 2007; Wyatt 2008; Chen et al. 2020). As debris

disks’ life span overlaps with a critical stage of form-

ing terrestrial planets (10–200 Myr, Chambers 2013;

Genda et al. 2015; Quintana et al. 2016), planetary sys-

tems’ formation and evolutionary history are imprinted

in these disks. Amongst all components in a debris disk,

dust grains reveal particularly unique information about

their parent planetesimals mineralogical composition.
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We can directly observe the composition of dust grains

formed from planetesimal collisions, in the same plane-

tary system, and thus infer what minerals that the plan-

ets are made of. This information provides us critical in-

sights about the properties of starting material (e.g., Fe

and water content, redox properties; Hirschmann 2022;

Young et al. 2023). Additionally, the process of plane-

tary differentiation (e.g., partial melting, magma crys-

tallization, volcanic eruptions, impact associated vapor-

ization & melting), surface processes (e.g., weathering,

aqueous alteration), and tectonics (e.g., metamorphism)

produce a wide diversity of silicate mineral assemblages

in the solar system (Best 2013; Hazen et al. 2023). These

silicate rocks can be distinct from the bulk composition

of Earth’s mantle and/or undifferentiated planetesimals

(Kleine et al. 2020). Thus, the presence of different min-

erals in debris disks can be directly related to analogous

geophysical processes on terrestrial planets, Jovian and

Saturnian moons, asteroids, and comets (Morlok et al.

2014; Lisse et al. 2007).

However, to date, there have been few systematic

studies on debris disk mineralogy and structure, leverag-

ing nearly a thousand debris disks found with the Spitzer

Space Telescope (e.g., Chen et al. 2014; Mittal et al.

2015; Chen et al. 2020), especially analyzing this dataset

with modern unsupervised clustering techniques to an-

alyze the disk population characteristics (e.g., Nielsen

& Nielsen 2016; Baron & Ménard 2021). Detailed spec-

tral modeling of a small number of disks has revealed

the existence of two broad categories of dust composi-

tions - crustal-like and mantle-like compositions (e.g.,

Lisse et al. 2012; Morlok et al. 2014; Lisse et al. 2020;

Wilson et al. 2016). The first “crustal-like” group is

representative of terrestrial crustal materials and dis-

plays strong 9 – 9.5µm features produced from silica,

such as tektite, SiO2, and obsidian (Lisse et al. 2007,

2020). High-temperature processing of silica-rich differ-

entiated crustal rocks such as evaporation and conden-

sation during grazing hit-and-run collisions can produce

these glassy minerals. The other “mantle-like” group

resembles Earth mantle materials and contains silicates,

which have strong pyroxene, and olivine bands in 9 to

12 µm regions (e.g., Chen et al. 2007; Olofsson et al.

2012; Lu et al. 2022). These minerals can either be ex-

cavated from deep planetary interiors in giant collision

events, such as the collision between proto-Earth and a

Mars-sized planetesimal that formed the moon (Cham-

bers & Wetherill 1998; Kenyon & Bromley 2006; Gabriel

& Cambioni 2023) or be representative of dust from

undifferentiated planetesimals (Weiss & Elkins-Tanton

2013; First et al. 2023). Morlok et al. (2014)’s work

reveals two groups of disks that represent analogs of

crustal and mantle composition of terrestrial planets,

laying the foundation for a global, process-based, clas-

sification of debris disks. However, their analysis (and

similar work by Lisse et al. 2012) have focused on us-

ing spectral index based approaches. In Figure 1, we

show the spectral indices band locations in gray, using

an example spectrum from HD 98800, a young disk (∼10

Myr old; Zúñiga-Fernández et al. 2021). The positions

of the strongest 10µm band are determined and inte-

grated line fluxes are computed for bands A, B, C, and

D, which are centered at 9.0–9.6, 9.8–10.2µm, 10.8–11.4

and 12.2 – 12.7µm, respectively. Subsequently, band ra-

tio (A-B)/(C-D) along with the position of the strongest

spectral feature can be calculated to distinguish compo-

sition between the crustal and mantle-like compositions

on a 2D plot.

Figure 1. Spectral Indices Band Locations with an example
Spitzer IRS spectrum. The band positions of the strongest
10µm band is plotted against the emissivity of band A (8.9 –
9.6µm), B (9.8 – 10.2µm), C (10.8 – 11.4µm) and D (12.2 –
12.7µm). The x-axis is wavelength in microns and y-axis is
emissivity which is usually defined to be disk flux divided by
fitted continuum flux from 8–13µm (Morlok et al. 2014).

However, it is challenging to directly apply the empir-

ical indices-based method in Morlok et al. (2014) (and

similar studies) to a larger sample that spans over a wide

wavelength range. There are, in particular, 2 challenges

associated with the indices method: (1) incomplete un-

derstanding of the line-to-continuum ratio in the 10 µm

region & its effect on the indices for weaker features and

(2) limited wavelength range used in the spectral indices

(i.e., not using the full IRS 5 – 35µm spectra). With re-

gards to the first challenge – the fluxes of band ratio

and positions of the strongest feature are sensitive to
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the assumption of the underlying blackbody emission.

The sensitivity of the strongest band wavelength posi-

tion with respect to a ∼ 100 K offset in temperature

can be as large as 0.2µm (Chihara et al. 2002; Koike

et al. 2003; de Vries et al. 2012; Lu et al. 2022). The

indices method is also limited to the 10 µm region with

a δλ = 5 µm (or FWHM = 2.5µm). However, the 10µm

feature is empirically known to be associated with 20

and 30µm complexes (Chihara et al. 2002; Koike et al.

2003; Zeidler et al. 2015), and the 10, 20 and 30µm

jointly reveal information such as Fe/Mg ratio and grain

temperature distribution that are inaccessible to using

10µm alone. Because the Spitzer IRS data contains a

full wavelength range from 5 to 35µm, we need meth-

ods that can utilize this much wider range wavelength

to extract more information about the dust composi-

tion and understand the geophysical processes associ-

ated with their formation.

With the accelerated discoveries of debris disks

over the past decade, increase in available laboratory

measurements, and a self-consistent and homogenous

dataset for all disk spectra, we can analyze the pop-

ulation statistics of disk compositional properties and

planetary compositional variations. However, given that

we are working with disk samples with 100s of disks, we

need automated methods to analyze the spectra. We

would also ideally like to reduce any pre-existing human

bias in disk data classification/clustering. These chal-

lenges motivate the new tool development described in

this study. We develop a new non-parametric and fully-

interpretable machine-learning spectral analysis tool -

CLUES (CLustering UnsupErvised with Sequencer). This

allows us to discover new groupings and trends in spec-

tra data by combining multiple unsupervised clustering

methods with multi-scale distance measures (Sequencer

algorithm, Baron & Ménard 2021).

While the primary focus of this study is Spitzer IRS

data and debris disk science, our toolkit can be applied

to other high-dimensional spectral datasets. Thus, the

method has relevance for not only other fields within

planet formation such as protoplanetary disk spectra

and exoplanets emission/transmission spectra but also

to other mineral spectroscopy in more general areas of

astrophysics and remote sensing (e.g., high-resolution

satellite-based imaging). For instance, this tool suite

would be useful for multi-spectral astrophysical datasets

such as high-resolution optical spectroscopy (e.g., Keck

and LSST - stellar data). Similarly, JWST MIRI in-

strument operates in commensurate wavelengths as that

of the Spitzer IRS. Thus, our tool can be directly ap-

plied to JWST MIRI data without significant additional

customization. Finally, multi-spectral and hyperspec-

tral datasets are increasingly becoming common in ter-

restrial and planetary remote sensing (e.g., visible and

near-IR hyperspectral data, PACE satellite).

A key utility of this tool is to reduce the effective di-

mensionality of the datasets, especially when they con-

tain 100s to 10,000s of individual spectra (e.g., Inte-

gral field spectrograph for JWST or data hypercubes

for hyperspectral mapping of planetary surfaces) and

find representative end-member spectra that can be ana-

lyzed in detail with detailed mineralogical modeling and

follow-up observations. In the context of debris disks, we

are interested in finding representative exemplar disks

for detailed follow-up observations with Hubble, JWST,

ALMA, and other optical-IR observatories - such that

we can learn about the planet formation processes in

general rather than being just focused on interesting,

albeit outlier, systems.

In this work, we describe the methodology for the un-

supervised clustering. In Section 2, we briefly outline

our overarching spectral analysis architecture which con-

sists of four main parts. We describe the part 1 (P1),

the data preprocessing stage in Section 3. We then de-

scribe P2, the CLUES workflow in detail in Section 4 and

show clustering results of applying CLUES to 3 different

datasets in Section 5 - a pure material library, an ensem-

ble of 59 meteorite spectra, and one debris disk spec-

trum along with the Emissivity library. In Section 6, we

discuss the implications and potential applications for

CLUES. Finally, we summarize the paper in Section 7.

Our results establish the analysis framework to analyze

debris disk mineralogy in Paper II.

2. SPECTRAL ANALYSIS WORKFLOW

In this section, we summarize the overall workflow as

an overview with the next sections laying out the parts:

• P1. Preprocessing stage (getting from observa-

tions to emissivity) e.g., Stellar Photosphere Mod-

eling and Subtraction, Average Emissivity calcu-

lations, Disk Continuum Modeling - different ap-

proaches for continuum subtraction followed by

data binning and normalization.

• P2. CLUES Data analysis Workflow for unsuper-

vised clustering analysis

• P3. Tools and methods for Visualization of results

as well as various intermediate steps in the work-

flow to better interpret the results.

The techniques described here in parts P1 and P2 will

be tailored for IRS/mid-IR data mostly and will need

some modifications for other datasets depending on the

science applications.
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Figure 2. A Flowchart of Data Processing Steps (P1): Each
rectangular box represents a data processing step (in black
fonts) and its corresponding subsections (in gray fonts) in
the next section.

3. PREPROCESSING STAGE 1

We then describe our photosphere fitting procedure to

isolate the disk emission from the stellar emission. Next,

we define the concept of “average emissivity” for de-

bris disk spectra. Thereafter, we describe our data pre-

processing steps, including normalization and binning,

to improve the SNR of the data. The entire process is

illustrated in the flowchart in Figure 2 and accompanied

by step-by-step illustrations with a debris disk example

in Figure 3.

3.1. Stellar Photosphere Modeling and Subtraction

The debris disks in the Spitzer IRS catalog are spa-

tially unresolved and therefore the spectra contain flux

both of stellar photospheres and of the disk thermal

emission, such that

Ftarget(λ) = F⋆(λ) + Fdisk(λ) (1)

To obtain a spectrum with only disk emission, we sub-

tract the stellar photosphere emission from the disk

spectra. The photosphere parameters are taken from

Chen et al. (2014), in which they model the stellar pa-

rameters with absolute V-band magnitudes from Strom-
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Figure 3. Visualization of Data Processing (Section 3) for
an example debris disk spectra, HD 113766. Top: The orig-
inal spectrum of HD 113766. We show the stellar photo-
sphere (red dotted line), disk continuum (green dashed line),
anchor points (black points) for fitting the disk continuum,
and the sum of the stellar and disk flux contribution (orange
solid line) as described in sections 3.1 and 3.3. Middle: We
present a spectrum in blue, with the stellar photosphere (red
dotted line) and the debris disk continuum (green dashed
line) subtracted. The red points denote where data points
become negative in value after disk continuum flux subtrac-
tion as described in 3.1. We truncate the spectrum at wave-
lengths beyond 33 µm where the photosphere-subtraction
and disk-continuum subtraction often result in negative data
due to noises in Spitzer/IRS data. Bottom: We show an
emissivity spectrum in blue as described in Section 3.2.

gren photometry corrected for stellar rotation. They

also apply bolometric correction (Flower 1996) in their

luminosity derivation. There have been no new V band

measurements for our sample since the publication of

Chen et al. (2014); hence we will use their best fit stel-

lar parameters as is.
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3.2. Determining the Average Emissivity for the Small

Dust Grain Population from IRS Spectra

Emissivity is an intrinsic radiative property of dust

grains that strongly depends on dust composition, shape

and sizes. The flux of a debris disks is correlated with

its dust grain emissivity, shape and size in the following

way:

Fdisk,ν =

∫ amax

amin

πa2

d2

k∑
i

Qem,i,a
dn

da
Bν(Ti(a))da, (2)

where amin (amax) is the minimum (maximum) size of

the grain, and dn/da is an arbitrary size distribution

of grains with radius a. Qem,i is the emissivity (hence

also the absorption efficiency) of a grain with a given

composition (ith composition with up to a total k dust

species) and size (radius), a. Bν(Ti) is the blackbody

emission for the ith composition. πa2 is the geometric

surface area of the grains that are emitting, assuming

the grain is a simple sphere and d is our distance to the

system.

We can extract information about grain emissivity of

the grains in a debris disk given its spectrum. In an

ideal scenario, if we know the precise shape and size dis-

tribution, we can work out Qem,i, the grain emissivity

for each species, i, at a given size, a, from the smallest

nanometer-sized grains to the largest km-sized planetes-

imals. However, realistically, the grain emission features

in the MIR wavelengths are only sensitive to the com-

position of grains in the Rayleigh limit. In the Rayleigh

limit, the grain emission features are probing grains that

are much smaller than the emission, in our case, grains

from sub-µm to at most a few µm in sizes. We can

use IRS spectra to constrain the emissivity properties of

averaged over the grain sizes and also over a range of

blackbody temperatures, from ∼ 100 − 600 K.

We define the average emissivity of the small (sub-µm

to a few µm) grain populations in debris disks to be

Avg Emissivity = ϵ̄ ≡ Fdisk

Fcont
, (3)

where the Fcont is the continuum flux that approximates

the sum of the thermal emission of large grains and plan-

etesimals’ blackbody emission. This average emissivity,

ϵ̄, constrains the grain composition, temperature, and

shape. Extensive laboratory experiments show compo-

sitions most predominately affect the locations at which

the emission features peak at, while grain shape pre-

dominantly affects the overall full-width half-maximum

(FWHM) of the emission features. In addition, as indi-

cated in Equation 2, the grain temperature (Bν(Ti(a))

and overall abundance (dn/da) of grains at that tem-

perature affect the relative amplitude of the 10, 20 and

30µm emission complexes. Since the emissivities of dust

grains with various compositions and sizes are measured

in the lab, we can compare the average emissivity of de-

bris disks to the lab-measured emissivities to study the

dominant grain compositions and sizes in debris disks

and understand their demographics.

Since disk continuum emission is an important part of

ϵ̄, in the following section, we describe our disk contin-

uum emission modeling in detail.

3.3. Disk Continuum Modeling

The objective of continuum modeling is to isolate the

characteristic dust features emitted by sub-µm–sized

grains from the blackbody emission of large (10–100 µm)

dust grains. The large grain emission can be approxi-

mated by polynomials fitted to spectral regions that are

relatively free of narrow emission features (Mittal et al.

2015; Watson et al. 2009). In Figure 3, we demonstrate

the continuum fitting process with an example IRS disk

spectra, HD 113766 from our sample. We use 5.61–

7.94, 13.02–13.50, 14.32–14.83, 30.16–32.19, and 35.07–

35.92 µm regions (shown in blue dots in Figure 3) as

anchoring points to fit for a 3rd order polynomial. The

resulting polynomial fit is shown in the upper panel in

orange and represents the contribution of large grains

that emit like black bodies. It is worth mentioning that

the spectra become noisy (due to instrumental and data

reduction artifacts) in regions beyond 30µm and there-

fore, might appear to have sawtooth patterns and neg-

ative values in flux. In the middle panel of Figure 3,

we show the continuum-subtracted spectra, pointing to

a common situation where the continuum is over-fitted

partially due to the contribution of these noisy regions.

As highlighted by red dots, regions beyond the 30µm

continuum model often overshoot the IRS flux. There-

fore, we apply an offset value such that the offset con-

tinuum flux is always equal to or less than the IRS spec-

trum. We also exclude the data in regions beyond 33µm

where noises dominate the spectrum. We then divide the

offset disk continuum emission (green dashed dotted line

in the top panel of Figure 3) from the spectra to obtain

emissivity spectra in the bottom panel of Figure 3. If

throughout the spectrum wavelength range (from 7µm

out to 33µm, beyond which the fringing takes over),

there exists at least one point at which continuum sub-

traction results in a negative value, we take the abso-

lute values of the resulting negative values. We use the

largest absolute value as the offset value to apply to the

continuum model such that there are no negative values

in the spectrum after continuum subtraction.

Another choice for fitting the continuum is to use

multiple black body components, because black body
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components are proxies to the exo-asteroidal belt and

exo-Kuiper belt analogs. We also experiment with the

blackbody approach, but find more than half of the IRS

debris disk sample is best modeled with a continuous

disk model instead of a few black bodies (consistent with

Mittal et al. 2015). In addition, the emission from large

dust grains population cannot be well-modeled by black

body emissions.

For the complete debris disk catalog sample which we

will use in subsequent analysis, we pre-selected debris

disks based on solid-state features identified by Mittal

et al. (2015). They define these features’ signal-to-noise

ratio (SNR) as the ratio of the integrated flux over the

10 and 20µm bands to their respective uncertainties.

This method identified 120 disks with solid-state fea-

tures, amenable for the disk continuum modeling meth-

ods described in the above two paragraphs.

3.4. Binning data in Spectra to improve SNR

We bin the data to improve the SNR of each spec-

trum because at least 20% of spectra in our sample show

fringing patterns as a result of detector artifacts. We

combine N adjacent data points by averaging both their

wavelength and emissivity values. The uncertainties are

calculated by combining the uncertainties of each data

point in quadrature. We experiment with different val-

ues of N for binning data and find N=4 optimizes the

fringe reduction and only reduces spectral resolution by

a factor of 4, while doubling the SNR of each data point

in the binned spectrum.

3.5. Spectra Normalization

To compare the disks with differing brightness and not

have our analysis being solely dominated by these vari-

ations, we normalize the spectra in the 8 – 13µm region.
In our entire dataset, we have disks with 10-µm emis-

sion flux as high as 25 Jy and as low as 0.1 Jy. Since

our focus is explicitly on the dust composition, rather

than the amount of dust (which dominates the abso-

lute flux), we normalize each spectrum by selecting the

highest point in each emissivity spectrum from 8–13µm

following Morlok et al. (2014) and normalize the highest

value to unity.

One main limitation of this methodology, as applied

to the Spitzer data in particular, is the analysis of the 20

and 30µm wavelength features. Even though the emis-

sivity definition has proven to be an effective method

for the 10µm features that span from 8–13µm, it is

not as effective for the 20µm spectral features. As the

silicate and silica emission bands are narrow (2 – 5µm

in equivalent width) in the 10µm region, the emitter

can be considered as 300–500K blackbodies. It is thus

justified to divide the disk flux by the emissivity by di-

viding a blackbody-like continuum flux over the nar-

row wavelength range. However, the silicate emission

bands become broad (≥ 10µm in equivalent width) over

the 20 and 30µm wavelength region, and the continuum

emission cannot be approximated by a single blackbody

temperature but rather a combination of various tem-

peratures. Our lack of knowledge about the underlying

continuum blackbody temperatures limits our ability to

precisely determine the relative amplitudes of features.

In general, the inclusion of an increasingly colder compo-

nent would bring down the emissivity in the longer wave-

length range and cause systematic errors in the relative

amplitude of 20 and 30µm features. Thus, overall there

are a few different choices for normalization and back-

ground removal for unresolved disks (e.g., most Spitzer

IRS spectra) wherein the 10, 20, and 30µm features may

not even represent the same physically co-located dust

population. This issue is much less of a challenge for spa-

tially resolved disks. For example, one way to correctly

estimate the underlying continuum is to jointly perform

an image and spectra analysis to determine the overall

spatial distribution of various populations of dust (e.g.,

Ballering et al. 2016). The measured dust spatial profile

will allow us to perform dust-mass-weighted normaliza-

tion. Unfortunately, because only less than 10% of spec-

tra in the Spitzer/IRS catalog is spatially resolved, for

the following analysis, we will use the simple spectral

normalization scheme described in the previous para-

graph for simplicity and generality. However, for our

debris disk analysis in Paper II, we explore the effect of

different normalization choices on our final results and

our interpretation of the dust composition.

After performing these data processing steps - stellar

photosphere subtraction, disk continuum fitting, aver-

age emissivity calculation, binning data, and spectral

normalization, we display the resulting emissivity spec-

tra in Figure 3 bottom panel.

4. CLUES ANALYSIS WORKFLOW

The next step after data processing involves classifica-

tion of the disks using our Sequencer derived workflow

(Figure 4). Briefly, we start by calculating a multi-scale

distance matrices using Sequencer algorithm. This dis-

tance matrix enables us to perform two separate anal-

yses, as indicated by the bifurcated arrows in the next

step. We have the option to calculate a minimum span-

ning tree (MST) by collapsing the distance matrix into

a 1D ordered sequence. The MST minimizes the total

edge weights and connects all nodes (unique spectra in

our case) without any cycles. MST thus provides one vi-
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MST 1D Sequence
§ 4.5

Average Emissivity Spectra
§3.5

Sequencer: 
Distance 
Matrix

§ 4.1 & 4.2

Silhouette 
Score Analysis

§ 4.4

Visualization with 
Multiple Methods

§ 4.5

Hierarchical 
Clustering
§ 4.3 & 4.4

Minimum 
Spanning Tree

§ 4.1

Figure 4. A Flowchart of Data Analyses Steps - CLUES: Each rectangular box represents a data processing step (in black
fonts) and its corresponding subsections (in gray fonts). The top rectangular box displays our input forsterite library emissivity
spectra. The subsequent step involves calculating the distance matrices using Sequencer. This distance matrix enables us
to perform two separate analyses, as indicated by the bifurcated arrows in the next step. We have the option to calculate a
minimum spanning tree by collapsing the distance matrix into a 1D sequence. Alternatively, hierarchical clustering algorithms
can be utilized to classify compositionally-representative spectra. The next box connected to the ”hierarchical clustering”
rectangular box corresponds to the silhouette score analysis, which serves as a clustering criterion. By applying this criterion,
we can generate our final outputs, groupings of spectra for further parametric modeling. Finally, various tools are employed
to visualize the distance matrices for our dataset, facilitating the understanding of the correlation between any science target
spectrum and external mineral library spectra.

.
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sualization of the relationship between spectra and their

resemblance with respect to each other.

Alternatively, hierarchical clustering algorithms can

be utilized to classify compositionally-representative

spectra. The next box connected to the rectangular box

corresponds to the silhouette score analysis, which serves

as a cluster number selection criterion. By applying this

criterion, we can generate our final outputs, which con-

sist of groups of clustered spectra for the most likely

number of groups. Finally, various tools are employed

to visualize the distance matrices for our dataset, fa-

cilitating the understanding of the correlation between

debris disk composition and external stellar properties.

In the following, we describe each step in detail.

4.1. Sequencer and its Associated Workflow

Sequencer (Baron & Ménard 2021) is a tool that pro-

vides a non-parametric and systematic way to simulta-

neously examine an ensemble of spectra to find underly-

ing patterns. In this section, we run the Sequencer tool

on a monomineralic spectral template library, in which

each spectrum represents only one mineral composition,

to compute the distance matrix, which characterizes how

different or similar any pair of spectra is.

The Sequencer method can overcome challenges

posed by the indices method. While the indices method

is less suitable to the 20 and 30µm features due to a

much smaller line-to-continuum ratio and large equiv-

alent widths, Sequencer uses information from the

full wavelength range. Instead of picking out a sin-

gular strongest wavelength value across the sample,

Sequencer quantifies the differences between pairs of

spectra and clusters them without prior assumptions.

Hence, we will use Sequencer to address these aspects.

We demonstrate our workflow in Figure 4, where each

rectangular box represents a data processing step and is

described in a subsection. The upper rectangular box

illustrates our input Spitzer IRS debris disk spectra.

Following this, we calculate the distance matrices us-

ing Sequencer. These matrices facilitate two distinct

analyses, as demonstrated by the split arrows in the

subsequent step. One option is to generate a minimum

spanning tree by reducing the distance matrix to a one-

dimensional sequence. Alternatively, we can apply hi-

erarchical clustering algorithms to identify spectra with

representative compositions. Connected to the ”hierar-

chical clustering” rectangle is the next box, which per-

tains to the silhouette score analysis, utilized as a cri-

terion for clustering. By applying this criterion, we can

generate our final outputs, which consist of the average

spectra for the clusters. Finally, various tools are em-

ployed to visualize the distance matrices for our dataset,

facilitating the understanding of the correlation between

debris disk composition and external stellar properties.

There are however a few caveats that are particu-

larly important for using the Sequencer. In particular,

the data needs to be appropriately formatted to use in

Sequencer. Sequencer takes an array of spectra that

share the exact same wavelength axis. To meet this re-

quirement, we down-sample all spectra to the lowest res-

olution data in the sample, because the IRS disk spectra

are observed with a combination of spectral resolutions:

R∼ 100 and R∼ 600. The advantage of our “down-

sampling by binning” approach is that all data points in

our sample have high fidelity because we do not produce

additional data points with “interpolated” values.

For the template spectral library, we use laboratory

forsterite (enstatite) data (Chihara et al. 2002; Koike

et al. 2003) and down-sample the spectra to the IRS

spectral resolution (R∼ 100). In Figure 5, we show the

MIR spectral library of forsterite as a function of Fo

number, which characterizes the Mg/(Mg+Fe) ratio, in

forsterite grains. We also make a copy of “noisy” data

to simulate the uncertainties in the data such as fring-

ing. In Figure 5 right panel, we add random Gaussian

noise that is 5% of the flux level as the IRS data AdOpt

extraction in our sample usually corrects the effect of

fringing to < 5% (usually close to the noise floor at 1–

2%; Lebouteiller et al. 2010; Higdon et al. 2004).

Our debris disk sample is selected from a master

catalog of 571 Spitzer IRS debris disk spectra from

Chen et al. (2014). Roughly 20% (110 out of 571) of

the disks in the master catalog were processed with

optimal extraction and the rest 80% are processed

with the Advanced Optimal extraction method (AdOpt,

Lebouteiller et al. 2010) archived in the Cornell Atlas

of Spitzer/Infrared Spectrograph Sources (Lebouteiller

et al. 2011). Briefly, for disks observed with optimal ex-

traction, the sizes of the extraction window increase as

a function of wavelength, consistent with the increasing

size of the diffraction-limited point-spread function. For

disks processed with AdOpt, in addition to the wave-

length dependence on PSF, the detector-level spatial de-

pendence on PSF is accounted for. AdOpt uses empir-

ical super-sampled PSFs to simultaneously fit the 2D-

PSF to all of the pixels on the detector in the spatial

and spectral directions of the slit to account for spa-

tial and wavelength-dependent detector biases such as

inter-pixel variability and fringing. In doing so, AdOpt

weights the pixels in the extraction window by their SNR

and position on the detector to measure the flux at every

wavelength and achieves a ∼ 1 – 2% level point-to-point

uncertainty on average. A detailed description of data

reduction can be found in Section 4 of Chen et al. (2014).
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We select a lower and an upper limit to the wavelength

range uniform across our dataset of IRS debris disk spec-

tra, considering the spectral resolution, fringing pattern,

and known issues to the data products. We select a cut-

off wavelength of 7µm at the blue end of the spectra be-

cause 5–7µm region is known to have a steep declining

slope for debris disks with an inconclusive cause, that

could be either astrophysical or attributed to pipeline

point-to-point calibration issue. We also truncate the

spectra beyond 33µm because degraded data quality

longward of the wavelength. As shown in Figure 3,

the photosphere-subtraction and disk-continuum sub-

traction often result in negative data due to noises in

Spitzer/IRS data in regions beyond 33µm.

Although our data contains a mixture of low-

resolution (R∼ 100, 5.2 – 38µm) and high-resolution

(R∼ 600, 9.9 – 37.2µm), both the modes have an over-

lap in the 9.9 – 37.2µm wavelengths range. Additionally,

the majority of spectra in our catalog were also observed

in SL module such that spectral region between 7 and

9.9 µm is covered. In the downsampled dataset, be-

tween 7 and 9.9 µm, SL data was directly used and

high-resolution data was used wherever applicable for

longer wavelengths. Our common wavelength axis has

a resolution of R∼ 60 − 100 data points, nearly equiv-

alent to that of IRS low-resolution spectral resolution.

However, the CLUES algorithm can be used for different

spectral resolution spectra depending on the use cases.

4.2. Selecting a Distance Metrics

We use the Earth-Mover-Distance (EMD) metric

which is a measure of the distance between two probabil-

ity distributions over a spectral region. EMD (Székely

& Rizzo 2013) first calculates a probability distribution

function (PDF) for the entire dataset. Then for each

individual spectrum, it calculates the distance between

the spectrum and the PDF. A pairwise distance be-

tween two spectra is computed by taking the squared

sum of their individual distances to the PDF. In our

situation, this distance can be understood as the prod-

uct of the FWHM of spectral features and its spectral

width for every two disks in the sample. It then sorts the

disks according to that distance to reveal any interesting

trends across the sample. In comparison, L2 is simply

the Euclidean distance often used in χ2 minimization.

It’s defined as the distance between two points on an

Euclidean space and its mathematical expression can be

found in Baron & Ménard (2021) Equation (6). While

there are alternative distance measures (e.g., Euclidean

distance or energy distance between spectra) possible,

we empirically find that the EMD maximizes the min-

imum spanning tree elongation (implying efficient low

dimensional projection while keeping the most meaning-

ful variation within a high-dimensional dataset) among

the commonly available distance measures. We jointly

explore the combinations of the distance metrics with

distance scale expand on more details in the next sec-

tion (Sect. 4.3).

4.3. Optimizing the Distance Scale

We focus on comparing the emission lines in debris

disk spectra to classify the disk mineralogy. Emission

line strengths are empirically quantified by their equiv-

alent width and line-to-continuum ratio in parametric

models. Because the Sequencer is a non-parameter al-

gorithm, it introduces a new concept called “distance

scale” (l).

The distance scale l decides the minimum wavelength

range over which to compare any two spectra and there-

fore is an important parameter to investigate. Before

computing the distance matrix, the Sequencer divides a

spectrum of N data points into N/2l contiguous chunks,

where l denotes the distance scale. Sequencer then

computes the distance metric with respect to the chunks

that one defines. The distance matrix focuses on the

broad spectral feature with a small scale number and on

narrow spectral features with a large scale number. In

Table 1, we show the results after experimenting with l

of 1, 2, 5, 10, and 20 with EMD and L2 distance met-

rics. We find overall, EMD performs better than L2

on all scales. For EMD, we find l= 5 empirically gives

the best elongation that produces the longest sequence

for the sample library spectra of forsterite. Therefore,

a scale of 5 for the spectral library dataset means that

the entire spectrum from 7–33 µms is divided into 30

chunks each with a wavelength range that spans 1µm.

In Figure 6, we show the collapsed 1D sequence with

an maximized elongation of 21 out of a total of 26

forsterite library spectra. In Fig. 6 left panel, we show

input data of “clean” and “noisy” pairs of forsterite spec-

tra with various Fo numbers. The input spectra are

shuffled with no specific orders. Fig. 6 right panel shows

when l=5 and EMD is selected, the elongation of the se-

quence across the dataset. Pairs of “clean” and “noisy”

forsterite spectra are neatly ordered with an increasing

Fo number as indicated on the y axis.

However, while a single scale of 5 optimizes the output

1D sequence, we use the aggregate information from a

list of scales to understand both narrow and broad fea-

tures. We use the weighted distance matrix calculated

from a number of elongation-weighted distance matrices

(see Eq (4) in Baron & Ménard 2021). In the next step,
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Figure 5. Forsterite Emissivity Library. Left: Forsterite Emissivity plotted as a function of Fo number from Jena Database
(Chihara et al. 2002). Right: Forsterite Emissivity with 5% random Gaussian noise.

Figure 6. Input data versus output sequenced spectra with the best elongation. Left:Input Forsterite spectral
Library that includes both panels in Figure 5. Right: Output sequence selected by the best elongation with an EMD metric
and a scale of 5.

we visualize the weighted distance matrix over a scale

list of [1, 2, 5, 10, 20, 50].

4.4. Clustering analysis

Sequencer outputs a distance matrix that contains

distances between every two spectra, and hence is N by

N in dimension as shown in Figure 7. In Figure 7, on the

horizontal axis, every tick represents a library forsterite

spectra with their Fo number. The matrix is symmet-

ric, and therefore, the vertical axis to the right shows

the same information. For each grid, a distance is cal-

culated for the corresponding 2 spectra. In Figure 7, we

show an example of how to read this plot. The square

with a dotted white borderline is enlarged to the right.

The color in the square grid maps to a distance, where

a darker color represents more similarities and lighter

color represents more differences. For instance, the di-

agonal of the matrix is black because every spectrum is

being compared to itself, producing a distance of 0.

We use a hierarchical clustering tool to cluster the

distance matrix to show respective groupings. The rows

in this matrix are ordered by “Ward” distance, where
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Table 1. Elongation for Various
Metrics and Scales

Metric Scale (l) Elongation

EMD 1 15.11

EMD 2 16.57

EMD 5 21.49

EMD 10 12.22

EMD 15 8.91

EMD 20 8.91

EMD 50 9.57

L2 1 8.91

L2 2 8.91

L2 5 8.91

L2 10 9.74

L2 15 8.91

L2 20 8.91

L2 50 9.57

Note—EMD stands for Earth
Mover Distance metric, L2
stands for the Euclidean dis-
tance and l stands for distance
scale. The details for the two
metrics and distance scale are
presented in sections 4.2 and
4.3. The table uses the data
shown in Figure 6.

the variance between two distances is minimized as the

following

di,j,m,n = ||di,j − dm,n||2, (4)

where di,j is the distance between ith (jth) spectrum,

and dm,n follows the same rule. At the initial step, all

clusters are singletons, which are clusters containing a

single point. Then the Ward method runs recursively

to minimize the variance within each cluster. According

to the given distances matrix, the row rearrangement

clusters the spectra into subgroups, as visualized by the

dendrogram on the left/top vertical of the distance ma-

trix in Figure 7. The dendrograms show hierarchical,

tree-like structures, in which every branch is called a

“clade” and the terminal end of each “clade” is called a

leaf.

The clusters in the forsterite library from the bottom

up reveal a trend of increasing Fo number that corre-

sponds to a systematic shift in emission features towards

shorter wavelengths which agrees with parametric anal-

yses based on laboratory measurements (Kuebler et al.

2006; Fabian et al. 2001), demonstrating that this non-

parametric clustering methodology can be useful to dis-

cover new trends in our IRS data. In the dendrogram to

the top of Figure 7, the bottom-most clades group every

pair of “clean” and “noisy” with the same Fo number

together, meaning that the hierarchical clustering is ro-

bust against 5% of spectral noise. When we move up

one level from the bottom-most clades, we see spectra

with their respective nearest Fo numbers are grouped

together. For example, Fa (Fo0) spectra and Fo10 spec-

tra are grouped together, and the same applies to the

clade of Fo30 and F40, the clade of Fo50 and Fo60, etc.

As the hierarchical grouping with Ward Distance fully

recovers the trends in Fo number, this experiment es-

tablishes that we should keep exploring the IRS dataset

with this methodology to understand the composition

trends in real data.

We use the silhouette score as a metric to calculate

the goodness of a clustering technique and determine the

number of optimal clusters. Silhouette score has a range

of [-1, 1] and is commonly used to study the separation

distance between the resulting clusters (Shahapure &

Nicholas 2020). In essence, the silhouette plot displays

a measure of how close each point in one cluster is to

points in the neighboring clusters and thus provides a

way to assess the number of clusters visually.

4.5. Visualize Sequencing Results with MDS

While we demonstrate that the combination of

Sequencer distance matrix and hierarchical clustering

is an effective approach to classify debris disk spec-

tra according to their compositions, we also need an

effective visualization tool to map the N by N, high-

dimensional distance matrix onto a lower dimensional

space. A low-dimensional visualization can allow us to

test physically motivated correlations between the clus-

tered spectra and their external stellar parameters (e.g.,

stellar luminosity, binarity, age, etc).

We can visualize the pairwise distances in a distance

matrix by using Multi-Dimensional Scaling (MDS).

MDS is a commonly used statistical method to map in-

formation about the pairwise distances amongst a set

of N objects onto an abstract Cartesian space (Mead

1992). There are 3 different types of MDS: classi-

cal, metric, and non-metric. In our case, metric MDS

(mMDS) is best suited to our purpose for 2 reasons:

(1). mMDS is suitable for a weighted distance matrix

over iterative methods, while the classical method lacks.

(2). classical MDS is strictly linear while mMDS is non-

linear. Principal component analysis (PCA) is also a

popular dimensional reduction algorithm that is linear.

However, we chose MDS for its non-linearity over PCA

linearity. We calculate the coordinates by optimizing
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E.g., Distance b/t Fo100 and Fo40 Spectra.

Similar Different

Figure 7. A Distance Matrix with EMD metric, sorted with Hierarchical Clustering. Every row and column represents a
unique spectra. The right and bottom axes show the Fo number of each spectrum. The color denotes a distance score, where a
darker color means the two spectra are more similar and a brighter color means they are more different from each other. The
left axis dendrogram represents the clustering results.

the stress function iteratively:

Stress(X1, X2, ..., XN ) =

√√√√ N∑
i=1

N∑
j=1,j ̸=i

(di,j − ||Xi −Xj ||)2,

(5)

where X1, X2, ..., XN are the new coordinates for each

spectrum in the lower dimensional space. di,j is corre-

sponding entry in the input distance matrix for the ith

and jth spectra. We minimize the stress with 300 it-

erations. We use sklearn.manifold.MDS and use the

default tolerance value where eps=1e−5.

We conduct experiments to test whether low dimen-

sional (e.g., 2D or 3D) MDS coordinates can produce a

satisfactory representation of the distance matrix. MDS

provides a set of coordinates that we can characterize

with the Euclidean distance. To accurately represent N

spectra, as many as (N-1) dimensions are needed. Our

objective is to find as few dimensions as possible that

still reproduce the original matrix reasonably.

We find that 2D MDS generates a satisfactory low-

dimensional representation of the distance matrix, be-

cause it recovers the original trends in the input data

and has a small quantitative difference from the original

distance matrix. In Figure 8, we show a 2D MDS visual-

ization where every circle represents a unique forsterite

library spectra colored according to their Fo number.

The x and y axes are 2 arbitrary principle components

that MDS generates. We can see that the points span

a clean sequence ordered by Fo number, from the top

right blueish points (high Fo spectra) through the top-

left yellowish (medium Fo spectra) points to the bottom-

left reddish (low Fo spectra) spectra. Additionally, the

relative distance between points on the plot shows the

difference between Fo numbers. For example, the Fo100

spectra have a larger distance to any Fo0 spectra than

to any Fo50 spectra in this cartesian coordinate.

We quantify the absolute difference between 2D MDS

presentations and the Sequencer distance matrix with

statistical methods. For all the points in Figure 8, we

calculate the pairwise distance for all the points and

generate a cartesian-coordinate-based distance matrix

based on MDS representation. If the MDS distance ma-

trix contains all the information from the original in-

putted Sequencer distance matrix, then the difference

between the 2 matrices at every (i, j)th entry should be

0. We show such a comparison for the 2D MDS case.

In Figure 9, the left panel shows the original (un-

clustered) Sequencer distance matrix, the middle panel
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Figure 8. A 2DMDS representation of the Distance Matrix.
Every circle represents a unique forsterite spectra. The colors
shows their Fo number. The x and y axes are 2 arbitrary
principle components that MDS generates.

Figure 9. The comparison between Sequencer distance ma-
trix and the MDS distance matrix. We quantify the differ-
ence between the two methods. Left: the original output of
Sequencer distance matrix. Middle: The 2D MDS Euclidean
Distance Matrix. Right: The difference between the two ma-
trices.

shows the 2D MDS based distance matrix, and the right

panel shows the difference between the left and middle

panels. We can see that the 2D MDS preserves the struc-

ture of the Sequencer distance matrix. We quantify the

difference using

Differencei,j =
|dSequencer

i,j − dMDS
i,j |

dSequencer
i,j

(6)

The percentage difference can be calculated for each en-

try in the matrix and we show the distribution of the

percentage difference in a histogram in Figure 10. We

can see that the median difference is ∼ 4% and 16th and

84th is (1, 17)%. As such, the MDS 2D representations

reduces the original 24 x 24 parameter space into a 2D

representation and only incurs a median of ∼ 4% error

to each grid.

Figure 10. A histogram of the percentage difference be-
tween the MDS-based distance matrix and the original se-
quencer distance matrix. The percentage difference for each
entry is calculated using equation 6. The y-axis shows the
cumulative number for each bin and the x-axis shows the per-
centage difference in units of %. The dotted blue line shows
the location of the median amongst the calculated difference
values and the dotted red lines show the location of 16th and
84th percentile.

4.6. Purposes of CLUES

To give a high-level summary of the tool, CLUES

introduces two main ways to understand relationships

within a dataset: identifying clusters and uncovering in-

trinsic trends. The former combines an agglomerative

hierarchical clustering algorithm and multi-dimensional

scaling to effectively identify clusters within a high-

dimensional dataset and quickly narrow down the vast

parameter spaces for subsequent modeling. The lat-

ter is directly inherited from Sequencer, which aims to

find a maximum spanning linear trend within the data,

known as MST. Unlike clustering which maximizes den-

sity within clusters, MST maximizes sparseness. One

could not use MST to directly identify clusters based

on the proximity of nodes because MST is non-unique,

and the concept of ”cluster” is not well-defined in trees

in general (Yu et al. 2015; Habib et al. 2022). We fur-

ther discuss the usages of these two approaches with

three examples detailed in the next section (Sect. 5).

Amongst the three examples, example 2 – IRS spectrum

of HD 113766 – well-exemplifies the differences between

the two approaches and the need for agglomerative clus-

tering rather than MST only.

5. RESULTS

In this section, we run three experiments using data

relevant in astrophysical (planet formation) and geolog-

ical context to illustrate the utility of the CLUES work-

flow. The three examples are as below:
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(1). A library of 34 mineral emissivity spectra:

The ingredients are relatively pure minerals drawn from

Earth’s (and other terrestrial planets’) crustal and man-

tle compositions. For example, quartz and calcite are

selected as exemplars of terrestrial planet crustal miner-

als, forsterite and enstatite are selected as exemplars of

Earth mantle minerals. These minerals in the library in-

clude forsterite, enstatite, aragonite, orthoclase, quartz,

microcline, dolomite, calcite and anorthite and are col-

lected from the JPL ECOSTRESS spectral library and

the JENA database (Meerdink et al. 2019; Jäger et al.

2003; Henning et al. 1999). The exact species used are

listed in Table 2. Our goal is to examine whether the

CLUES workflow can robustly classify different classes of

minerals non-parametrically.

(2). One debris disk spectrum + 34 Mono-

mineralic Spectra in the Emissivity library: We

take one step further away from solar system mi-

nor bodies to using remotely-sensed mid-infrared spec-

tra of an exoplanetary system HD 113766 taken with

Spitzer/IRS. We shuffle HD 113766’s spectrum amongst

the library emissivity spectra as described in (1). Our

goal is to test whether the CLUES workflow can deter-

mine the dominant mineralogy for the debris disk and

compare this with the detailed work done on this system

(Lisse et al. 2008; Olofsson et al. 2012). This example

is a step towards a full debris disk spectral analysis in

Paper II.

(3). An ensemble of 59 meteorite spectra: These

chondritic and achondritic meteorite samples are mix-

tures of various minerals and therefore more complex

in their compositions from laboratory-forged or mineral

collected from Earth’s surface. The meteorites are tan-

gible samples of minor bodies originated from the debris

disk of our solar system (as seen in our solar system that

minor bodies are from main belt, e.g., Binzel et al. 2015;

Moskovitz et al. 2010; Menichella et al. 1996) follow-

ing planetary surface evolution since the epoch of solar

system formation to present. For the spectral measure-

ments, the meteorites are ground up into fine particles

before reflectance measurements are taken in labs. We

use them to test whether mixed compositions in minor

bodies can be classified by our CLUES workflow.

5.1. Non-parametric Clustering Results

In this section, we present results from non-parametric

clustering using CLUES with three ensembles of spec-

tra, (1) the monomineralic spectral library, (2) one

(polymineralic) debris disk spectrum mixed in the

monomineralic spectral library, and (3) the polyminer-

alic meteorite spectral library. These three datasets are

Table 2. Mineral Species Optical Constant References

Species Grain Properties Ref & Notes

Forsterite 2µm Jena, (1)

Enstatite 2µm Jena, (1)

Quartz (SiO2) Fine, < 2µm Data Access, (2)

Anorthite (CaAl2Si2O8) Fine, < 2µm Data Access

Orthoclase (KAlSi3O8) Fine, < 2µm Data Access

Microcline (KAlSi3O8) Fine, < 2µm Data Access

Albite (NaAlSi3O8) Fine, < 2µm Data Access

Dolomite (CaMg(CO3)2) Fine, < 2µm Data Access

Calcite (CaCO3) Fine, < 2µm Data Access

Aragonite (CaCO3) Fine, < 2µm Data Access

Note—(1). See Jena Database for crystalline silicates optical con-
stants. (2). Data from NASA/JPL ECOSTRESS Spectral library.

increasingly complex in their composition, and therefore

are good examples to test the effectiveness and limita-

tions of our algorithms.

5.1.1. Mineral Spectral Library

We construct a common wavelength axis for the

ECOSTRESS library spectra, Jena library spectra, and

the IRS spectra. The majority of the mineral spectra

in the ECOSTRESS spectral library cover a wavelength

range from 2.1 to 25µm. Although the IRS wavelength

spans from 5.1 to 37µm, we truncate the 5.1–7.1µm and

33–37µm to minimize the effects of spectral point-to-

point calibration issue and fringing, as discussed in sec-

tions 3.5 and 4. After truncation, we preserve the origi-

nal IRS wavelength grid, and down-sampled the higher-

resolution (R ∼ 1000-3000) library spectra to the corre-

sponding IRS wavelengths. The resulting library spans

from 7.1 – 24.36µm and has a resolution of R∼300. For

a larger IRS debris disk dataset mainly consists of low-

resolution data in Paper II, the common wavelength axis

would require a lower resolution of R∼ 60 – 100.

For the library of Earth-based mineral emissivity spec-

tra (plotted in Figure 11 - Panel a), we start with the

Sequencer algorithm that helps us find the optimal

elongation of the MST after comparing a number of dif-

ferent scales and distance metrics. We find that a scale

of 10 with EMD distance metric gives a maximum elon-

gation of MST and thus this contributes primarily to

the distance matrix. One of the most immediate low-

dimension visualizations for MST is a collapsed 1D se-

quence. In Figure 12, we show the example of the 1D

sequenced spectra, where each spectrum is sequenced

with respect to their spectral features. Although 1D

https://speclib.jpl.nasa.gov/ecospeclibdata/mineral.silicate.tectosilicate.fine.tir.quartz_1.jhu.nicolet.spectrum.txt
https://speclib.jpl.nasa.gov/ecospeclibdata/mineral.silicate.tectosilicate.fine.tir.anorthite_1.jhu.nicolet.spectrum.txt
https://speclib.jpl.nasa.gov/ecospeclibdata/mineral.silicate.tectosilicate.fine.tir.orthocl_3.jhu.nicolet.spectrum.txt
https://speclib.jpl.nasa.gov/ecospeclibdata/mineral.silicate.tectosilicate.fine.tir.micro_1.jhu.nicolet.spectrum.txt
https://speclib.jpl.nasa.gov/ecospeclibdata/mineral.silicate.tectosilicate.fine.tir.albite_1.jhu.nicolet.spectrum.txt
https://speclib.jpl.nasa.gov/ecospeclibdata/mineral.carbonate.none.fine.tir.dolomite_1.jhu.nicolet.spectrum.txt
https://speclib.jpl.nasa.gov/ecospeclibdata/mineral.carbonate.none.fine.tir.calcite_2.jhu.nicolet.spectrum.txt
https://speclib.jpl.nasa.gov/ecospeclibdata/mineral.carbonate.none.fine.tir.aragonite_1.jhu.nicolet.spectrum.txt
https://www.astro.uni-jena.de/Laboratory/OCDB/crsilicates.html
https://www.astro.uni-jena.de/Laboratory/OCDB/crsilicates.html
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Figure 11. CLUES Output for a subset of ECOSTRESS Spectral library spectra. (a).Minimum Spanning Trees (MST)
computed using Sequencer. (b). Using 3D-MDS to visualize distance matrix. (c). Silhouette Score for Determining the
optimal number of clusters. (d). Dendrogram visualization for clustering a library of mineral spectra using Ward linkage.
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Figure 12. 1D Sequence from the MST of the Emissivity Library using a distance scale of 10. The left-hand side shows the
input spectra while the right-hand panel shows the ordered spectra.

sequence omits information such as elongation and clus-

ter information that are originally contained in MST,

the advantage of 1D sequence is that it gives a very di-

rect overview of how spectral features shift in the wave-

length space as a result of mineral intrinsic properties

such as Fe/Mg ratio (stoichiometry) and different min-

eral species. However, as we can see in Figure 12, the

1D sequence doesn’t nicely order all the spectra in our

datasets. Thus, we need the full CLUES analysis frame-

work for clustering the spectra and finding exemplars.

We start by visualizing the MST (Figure 11 - panel

a) where each node represents a unique spectrum in our

library. MST visualization emphasizes the difference be-

tween enstatite and forsterite by separating them into 2

different branches and states that spectra of non-silicate

minerals such as calcite and aragonite are more simi-

lar to olivine end-members than that of pyroxene end-

members, enstatite. The feldspar minerals (aluminium

tectosilicate minerals; e.g., Anorthite, Orthoclase, Al-

bite) that make up a large fraction of the continental

crust, form a distinct branch in the MST.

An alternative approach for clustering is using the

Sequencer algorithm results to obtain the optimally

weighted distance matrix. We show dendrograms result-

ing from hierarchical clustering with ward linkage in Fig-

ure 11 panel (d). These results show that at the highest

level (top of the graph) of the dendrogram, the spectra

are classified into 2 main branches, a “non-silicate” min-

eral class that contains calcite, and aragonite and a “sil-

icate” class that contains forsterite, enstatite, feldspars,

and quartz as well as dolomite. While dolomite is not

a silicate, it is grouped as an outlier with the silicate

group (Figure 11 panel d) and is close to the carbonates

overall as seen clearly in the MST. In the silicate class,

spectra are further divided into the forsterite group, en-

statite group, and feldspar group. As both the quartz

and enstatite group have spectral features at 12 and

15µm, they are grouped closer to each other compared

to forsterite, which doesn’t have any feature between 12

to 16µm. When we dive deeper down, we find that even

within a group wherein the composition is broadly sim-

ilar, the hierarchical clustering can further distinguish

the difference between high-Fe ratio and low-Fe ratio

stoichiometry (known to geologists as end-members) in

forsterite and enstatite. While low Mg/Fe spectra such

as Fo0, Fo10, Fo20, Fo30, Fo40 are grouped together (see

the bottom level clades in Figure 11 panel d), similarly

high Mg/Fe spectra Fo100, Fo92, and Fo90 are grouped

into a single cluster. The silhouette score analysis for

hierarchical clustering suggests that the optimal num-
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Figure 13. 1D Sequence of MST including a debris disk spectra with a distance scale of 15.

ber of groupings is 9 groups (with each group having

a distinct color) - this clearly separates the high vs low

Mg/Fe forsterite and enstatite, feldspars, and carbonate

groups.

We can compare the results of the two approaches by

coloring the nodes in the MST by their respective group-

ings from hierarchical clustering based on the distance

matrix. In essence, Figure 11 showcases the possibility

of simultaneously comparing 2 different ways of group-

ing based on the distance matrix. Broadly, we find the

results are consistent with the two approaches, thus pro-

viding further confidence in the overall results as well as

illustrating the utility of the CLUES methodology.

5.1.2. Classifying a Debris Disk spectrum using a Mineral
Spectral Library

Next, we add a remotely-sensed debris disk spectrum

to the library from the previous section and explore

and understand its composition in relationship with

the pure mineral spectra. The debris disk of choice is

HD 113766 because its composition is well-studied with

MIR spectra (Lisse et al. 2008; Olofsson et al. 2012).

IRS spectra of HD 113766 include SL (5.2 – 14.5µm,

R∼ 100), SH (9.9 – 19.6µm, R∼ 600) and LH (18.7 –

37.2µm, R∼ 600) modes. We use the SL for 5.2−10µm

region and high-resolution mode from 10 – 37.2µm re-

gion, resulting in a spectral resolution of R∼ 300. Al-

though the resulting spectrum spans from 5.2 – 37.2µm,

we use 7.1 – 24.36µm region to minimize the effects of

spectral point-to-point calibration issue, fringing and for

constructing common wavelength grid, as discussed in

sections 3.5, 4 and 5.1.1.

We re-run our CLUES analyses with the addition of
debris disk spectra and show our results in Figure 14.

Figure 14 panel (a) shows a similar MST as Figure 11

panel (a) but now with HD 113766 surrounded by spec-

tral library dataset. Although MST cannot be used

to interpret the clustering of the spectra, MST re-

veals new possibilities in the composition parameter

space. MST shows HD 113766’s composition is close

to Forsterite. Previous spectral modeling work on this

target shows that relatively Fe-rich forsterite (Fo80) is

present (Olofsson et al. 2012) as opposed to Mg-rich

Forsterite (Fo100). Clustering results in panel (d) are

consistent with the detailed fitting, where HD 113766

is preferentially grouped with forsterite enriched in Fe

content (cyan group, Fo 60 to Fo0) as opposed to other

mineral species. The CLUES algorithm also offers new

insights by pointing to potential contribution of anor-

thite (a common igneous mineral) in the HD113766 spec-
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Table 3. Comparison of Results amongst 3 Experiments/Datasets

Dataset Metric Scale (l) Elongation Hierarical Clustering Linkage Optimal Cluster No.

Lab EMD 10 23.61 Ward 9

IRS+Lab EMD 15 21.2 Ward 9

Meteorite EMD 1 22.1 Ward 4 or 6

tra - this is a mineral species that has not been previ-

ously considered in disk analysis. In the case of HD

113766, anorthite is clearly not the only dominant min-

eral species since although its emission feature shows a

highly similar FWHM in the 10µm to the disk data,

there are significant difference in the 20µm features

(Figure 15). Although in this specific case, anorthite

may not be most useful composition, its similarity in the

10µm potentially suggests new compositions to consider

for fitting the warm dust features.

The HD 113766 example also shows that for polymin-

eralic spectra, such as that of debris disks, embedded

in pure monomineralic library spectra, the clustering

technique outperforms the MST-based collapsed 1D se-

quence. If we compare, the 1D sequence of a pure min-

eral library shown in Figure 12 right panel with the 1D

sequencer of an IRS spectrum embedded in Figure 13

right panel, we can see that the top rows in the later

do not effectively sequence compositions from albite to

dolomite, while the former does. This is due to the fact

that HD 113766 spectrum is a composite spectrum with

various compositions and its relation with either the sil-

icate group or the other group cannot be adequately

represented on a 1D sequence.

In addition, trends in linear spaces show that the

MDS-reduced embedding representations produce a

qualitative similar relationship in a simple 3D carte-

sian space that allows hierarchical clustering to perform

well. Figure 14 panel b shows the 3D MDS embedding

overlaid with colors showing hierarchical clustering with

ward linkage. This is particularly helpful in analyzing

data that has thousands of dimensions such as a high-

resolution IFU data cube that can be computationally

intensive. Performing a dimensionality reduction algo-

rithm on those data would give us an efficient way to

understand the correlation amongst features in the pa-

rameter space as a first pass.

The results for HD 113766 also highlight an important

practical consideration when using CLUES (or other sim-

ilar clustering and unsupervised learning approaches)

- the role of ancillary data such as photometry and

whether/how to include them in the analysis. Taking

HD 113766 as an example, one could rule out anorthite

as a significant dust species by including the NIR portion

of the anorthite spectrum in the analyses and comparing

with the available photometry or non-IRS datasets (e.g.,

IRTF NIR data). In Figure 15, the anorthite emissivity

spectrum is overplotted on HD 113766’s average emis-

sivity spectrum over two wavelength regions, the NIR

(from 2 – 5µm), and MIR (from 7 – 25µm). With the

knowledge that HD 113766 lacks any prominent emis-

sion features in the NIR, we can rule out the anorthite

composition. However, from an algorithmic perspective,

if these additional constraints and even upper limits on

the strength of emission features are not included in in-

puts, CLUES will not filter the associated minerals and

they have to manually checked by the user. However, we

still provide a much smaller set of target minerals com-

pared to 1000s of possible mineral species in the spectral

libraries.

5.1.3. Meteorite Spectra

We now turn away from the laboratory-based,

monomineralic spectral library and present results on

applying CLUES to polymineralic samples, a library of

59 meteorites reflectance spectra with a wavelength

range from 2.1 to 25.0µm. In Figure 16, we show the

MST of all 59 meteorite spectra from the ECOSTRESS

database. As annotated in Figure 16 panel (a), we can

see that the achondrites, carbonaceous chondrites, and

ordinary chondrites separate cleanly on the MST and

also by hierarchical clustering (as colors separate cleanly

according to the groupings). The point of this exercise

is to show that for polymineralic samples, CLUES allows

us to quickly group spectra according to their compo-

sitions and offers direct insights into composition space

with minimal time costs.

We summarize the meta statistics of MST for our 3

datasets in Table 3. We can see that MST provides use-

ful information such as elongation, and using the differ-

ent distance measures, we can get an optimally weighted

distance matrix for further non-parametric classifica-

tions in CLUES.

6. DISCUSSION
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Figure 14. CLUES Output for a debris disk spectrum mixed amongst a subset of ECOSTRESS Spectral library spectra. (a).
Minimum Spanning Trees (MST) computed using Sequencer. (b). Using 3D-MDS to visualize distance matrix. (c). Silhouette
Score for Determining the optimal number of clusters. (d). Dendrogram visualization for clustering a library of mineral spectra
using Ward linkage.
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Figure 15. Comparison between HD 113766 Average Emissivity spectra and Anorthite Fine Grain Emissivity Spectrum

6.1. Sequencer vs CLUES and Limitations to Our

Methodology

The CLUES workflow is directly built upon the

Sequencer algorithm, though we add a significant

amount of additional unsupervised clustering compo-

nents. While the Sequencer excels at finding under-

lying patterns non-parametrically and calculating dis-

tance between every pair of spectra, it does not perform

well on clustering tasks for spectra with broad (a few

micron in FWHM) and correlated emission features and

fringing noises. The lack of correlation between spectral

features from different minerals demands an additional

clustering algorithm that specializes in taking a distance

matrix as an input and clusters spectra into composi-

tionally distinct groups. In addition, the Sequencer is

designed to find a 1D sequence of the spectra as the

end product - this isn’t feasible or useful for all spectral

data. This is why we build CLUES, which utilizes the best

parts of both Sequencer and hierarchical clustering al-
gorithms. In contrast, Sequencer focuses exclusively on

using MST to generate a collapsed 1D sequence that

maximizes the span of any 1D trends within the data.

6.2. Robustness of CLUES and its limitation

One of the practical challenges with real data analysis

is that many Spitzer IRS disk observations have low SNR

and there can be substantial fringing noise. While our

data pre-processing prior to the CLUES analysis helps to

reduce these issues, noise in the spectra remains a chal-

lenge. To analyze the sensitivity of our results, we per-

form CLUES on library spectra with simulated gaussian

noise (uncorrelated between each spectral wavelength).

We find that when the spectral noises reach 20%, CLUES

performance starts to degrade over all scales l. The max-

imum elongations with all scales start to decrease to a

small number which can be a factor of 10 less than the

total number of spectra in the sample. Moreover, the

hierarchical clustering algorithm starts to confuse en-

statite spectra with forsterite spectra because simulated

random spectral noise characteristics (such as fringes)

starts to dominate over bona-fide spectral features in

both the feature amplitude and wavelength span. Thus,

we have an empirical estimate of the SNR of >5 that is

needed for reasonable clustering results.

6.3. Distinguish Mixed Composition from Pure Mineral

CLUES performs well with mixed materials such as me-

teorites and debris disk dust grains, making it a suitable

first step for classifying spectra in a non-parametric, un-

biased way. Traditionally, human experts examine the

spectral features based on individual prior experience

and can guess the suitable compositions to add to a

model. However, when the spectra consists of a large

amount of components, the parametric space quickly

becomes too big for human eyes. CLUES enables an au-

tomated and bias-free first-pass examination of spectra

and provides a good guess of the parameter space as a

starting point for modeling. While the mineral spec-

tral library contained 34 components, one can include a

much larger dataset as a first estimate of the relevant

components in a debris disk spectrum.

In addition, CLUES workflow is also suitable for testing

the intrinsic properties of dust grains. Even for the same

composition, spectra can still be significantly affected

by additional factors such as dust grain sizes, dust grain

shape, and temperatures that they are emitting. Even

with a few compositions, these dust property quickly

expands the parameter space (e.g., with 4 compositions,

the dust intrinsic properties would multiply it by a fac-

tor of 3 and make it a 12-D parameter space), making

it computationally intensive. CLUES enables us to test

these parameters by embedding a spectrum of interest
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Figure 16. CLUES Output for 59 meteorite spectra from ECOSTRESS Spectral library. (a).Minimum Spanning Trees (MST)
computed using Sequencer. The annotations serve as visual guides to various groups of meteorite spectra according to the
hierarchical clustering results. (b). Using 3D-MDS to visualize distance matrix. (c). Silhouette Score for Determining the
optimal number of clusters. (d). Dendrogram visualization for clustering a library of mineral spectra using Ward linkage.
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in a library that consists of emissivity spectra with sim-

ilar compositions but slightly varies in dust grain size

distribution, shape, and temperature. While not shown

in the figure, we calculate forsterite and enstatite emis-

sivity from Jena optical constants by varying grain size

diameters from 0.1–10 µm in radius for a single-sized

population. In our dataset, CLUES is able to distinguish

the grain sizes for HD 113766 and cluster HD 113766’s

spectrum amongst the library spectra with the grain size

distribution between 2–5 µm.

6.4. Application to MIR IFU Data: the Case of JWST

MIRI/MRS IFU Data

In addition to archival spectra from Spitzer IRS,

CLUES will be useful for space-based MIR IFU data such

as JWST/MIRI. JWST ’s MIRI IFU spectra covers 5

to 28 µm and is sensitive to dust and gas spectral fea-

tures due to thermal emission. Given that JWST/MIRI

wavelength coverage and spectral resolution (R∼ 100 –

3000) are similar to that of IRS spectra and library spec-

tra used in our example, CLUES will be effective for the

analyses of JWST/MIRI spectra.

More importantly, the complexity of MIRI IFU data

increases the difficulty in analyzing the spectra using

the traditional, parametric spectral modeling techniques

from long-slit spectroscopy. For a target previously ob-

served with Spitzer/IRS, the MIRI/MRS IFU observa-

tion of the same target will likely possess more compli-

cated 2D PSFs, because of the MRS’s improved spatial

resolution. With appropriate preprocessing steps (such

as PSF subtraction, flux normalization) to MRS IFU

data, CLUES can also be applicable for analyzing spec-

tral features from spatially resolved IFU data cubes.

6.5. Application to NIR IFU Data

Similar to the application on MIR IFU but over a

slight different wavelength range, CLUES is also useful

for NIR IFU data such as space based JWST/NIRSpec

IFU and ground-based Gemini/GNIRS IFU data. Un-

like in the MIR where thermal emission of dust grain

dominates the flux, in the NIR wavelength, the combina-

tion of reflected light and thermal emission contribute to

the observed spectra, where reflected light and thermal

emission have different underlying physical processes.

While not presented in this paper, the JPL laboratory

measurements also include extensive reflectance spectra

which could be useful for applying CLUES to NIR IFU

data for compositional analyses.

In addition, various distance measures can be adapted

for these NIR IFU data with CLUES. For MIR spectra,

EMD works effectively because the spectra are domi-

nated by the features from thermal emission of min-

eral grains and relatively free of contamination from

grain reflection spectra or stellar photosphere fluxes.

EMD is most effective at examining the spectral peak

wavelength shifts due to changes in physical condi-

tions (such as temperature) and stoichiometry such as

Fe/Mg ratio for silicates. For NIR wavelength, the com-

peting effect of scattering due to grain geometry and

their thermal emission would require a distance mea-

sure that is scale invariant, such as Mahalanobis dis-

tance to analyze the stellar photosphere flux contribu-

tion or time-invariant distance measure such as Dynamic

Time Warping (DTW) to account for the rapidly vary-

ing sky thermal and transmission background (Acker-

mann et al. 2010; Pandit et al. 2011). These additional

distance measures can be easily added to the initial dis-

tance calculations (in the Sequencer step) and the rest

of the CLUES analysis would remain the same. Thus,

CLUES workflow can be easily adapted to other datasets

with some modification to the pre-processing stage of

the data processing pipeline and distance measures de-

pending on the science application.

6.6. Application to other datasets - Remote sensing

multi/hyperspectral data

In addition to astrophysical datasets, multispectral

and hyperspectral (Visible to Near IR typically) datasets

are becoming increasingly common for terrestrial re-

mote sensing (e.g, NASA Plankton, Aerosol, Cloud,

Ocean Ecosystem mission; Earth Surface Mineral Dust

Source Investigation mission; Gorman et al. 2019; Green

et al. 2020; Guha 2020; Qian 2021). These satellites

are collecting large hypercubes (akin to JWST NIR

IFU datasets). Thus, this data can be readily analyzed

with the CLUES workflow to infer distinct classes of sur-

face mineralogy as well as land-water-cloud separation

in an unsupervised approach. Our workflow would be

directly complimentary to other recent approaches for

unsupervised classification of remote sensing data us-

ing dimensionality reduction methods such as Principal

Component Analysis and Uniform Manifold Approxima-

tion and Projection (UMAP) as well as supervised learn-

ing methods (Sousa & Small 2023; D’Amore & Padovan

2022; Plebani et al. 2022). Similarly, the CLUES work-

flow could be useful for analysis of planetary surface hy-

perspectral data e.g., MARS CRISM (Seelos et al. 2023;

Kumari et al. 2023), Moon Mineralogy Mapper (Kramer

et al. 2011; Gilmore et al. 2011), and MESSENGER

Mercury datasets (Murchie et al. 2015). Analogous to

debris disk analysis, the CLUES workflow can serve as

a first step to find exemplar spectra for detailed sub-

sequent modeling using spectral libraries (e.g., USGS

Tetracorder system Clark et al. 2003). While methods

like UMAP has shown promise in analyzing some astro-
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physical spectral datasets , our preliminary work on us-

ing UMAP for mineralogy classification in visible-Near

IR hyperspectral satellite data did not show promising

results. Thus, when considering complex, narrow band

spectral features, a CLUES type approach may be more

robust than time series/spectral mode decomposition

approaches (e.g., UMAP, PCA).

6.7. CLUES vs just direct spectral fitting of the disks

The main objective of CLUES is two-fold: (1) to use

an unsupervised, data-driven approach to find exemplar

systems that represent a border class and (2) to nar-

row down the vast parameter space of likely composi-

tions for spectral modeling because narrowing down the

parameter space amongst hundreds of compositions is

computationally challenging for traditional parametric

methods. More concretely, for a given disk spectrum,

we can mix it in an emissivity library and only need

to run CLUES once to obtain the original clustering of

composition in the emissivity space. The emissivity li-

brary can be as large (with 1000s of components) as one

would like. We can easily include pure materials with

variations of porosity and grain size/shape distribution

as well as mixed materials in various volume ratios. The

scalability of CLUES allows us to quickly probe the degen-

eracy in compositions and grain size properties as a first

step towards detailed spectral analysis and as an input

to regression based approaches. Regression algorithms

such as MCMC become numerically very expensive and

unstable for very large spectral libraries with 100s to

1000s of components.

In addition, we can perform multiple levels of analyses

with CLUES. For instance, we can consider a Spitzer IRS

debris disk spectrum. Debris disk MIR spectra usually

have two main components: the characteristic emission

bands (often have FWHM of a tenth to a few microns)

generated by small grains, and the broad, blackbody

emission features (often have slowly varying slopes over

10-20 microns) generated from the ensemble of larger

bodies. CLUES can be performed first on the raw MIR

disk spectra to identify systems that possess a large

amount of warm dust but are devoid of cold dust, from

their counterparts. We could acquire demographic infor-

mation on the overall dust temperature from this first

level of analysis. After modeling the underlying black

body emission and subtracting them from the original

spectra to obtain residual spectra (see Figure 3 for an

example), we can run CLUES again on the specific MIR

dust features to obtain more detailed information on

grain species and properties. This type of analysis can

be repeated again after removing the dominant dust

component from the spectra to subsequently find 2nd

order dust mineralogical components and so forth. The

original Sequencer analysis has shown that such an ap-

proach can be feasible and is a very powerful approach

to find small features (Baron & Ménard 2021). The ex-

act utility and optimization of this procedure is beyond

the scope of this study but will be described in detail in

paper II.

In the paper II, we will utilize the CLUES workflow to

analyze the most comprehensive infrared, spectral de-

bris disk catalog to-date, the Spitzer IRS Debris Disk

Catalog (Chen et al. 2014; Mittal et al. 2015) with more

than 500 disks, to conduct a systematic analysis to (1)

identify the crust-like and mantle-like dust contents in

the extrasolar debris disks, and to (2) investigate their

relative dust fractions as a function of stellar properties

such as stellar age, mass, and stellar luminosity. We

will use the approach outline above - start with a global

analysis of the disk structures (without continuum sub-

traction) followed by a continuum subtracted disk anal-

ysis and a single disk-by-disk mineralogy analysis akin

to the result presented in this study. Furthermore, there

are some Spitzer IRS specific challenges for the analy-

sis with regards to normalization of 10, 20, and 30µm

spectral features since they can represent multiple dust

populations each with different dust mineralogy (see dis-

cussion in Section 3.5).

7. SUMMARY

In this paper, we propose a novel, non-parametric clas-

sification workflow for spectral data – CLUES. We demon-

strate that such a workflow is widely applicable to NIR

and MIR spectra in the field of planet formation and

geological studies. CLUES is efficient in reducing dimen-

sionality of spectra and narrowing down compositional

parameter space that serves as good initial guesses to in-
dividual vetting of each spectrum. CLUES is also scalable

to large data volume and deep data cubes as opposed to

traditional parametric, component-based models. Our

new workflow and results help set up a data-driven de-

mographic analysis of the debris disk population in Pa-

per II. We also posit that CLUES will be a widely useful

tool in the era of JWST where a substantial increase in

MIR IFU data is anticipated.
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