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Ice nucleation plays a pivotal role in many natural and industrial processes, and molecular simulations
play have proven vital in uncovering its kinetics and mechanisms. A fundamental component of
such simulations is the choice of an order parameter (OP) that quantifies the progress of nucleation,
with the efficacy of an OP typically measured by its ability to predict the committor probabilities.
Here, we leverage a machine learning framework introduced in our earlier work (Domingues, et al., J.
Phys. Chem. Lett., 15, 1279, 2024) to systematically investigate how key implementation details
influence the efficacy of standard Steinhardt OPs in capturing the progress of both homogeneous
and heterogeneous ice nucleation. Our analysis identify distance and q6 cutoffs, as the primary
determinants of OP performance, regardless of the mode of nucleation. We also examine the impact
of two popular refinement strategies, namely chain exclusion and hydration shell inclusion, on OP
efficacy. We find neither strategy to exhibit a universally consistent impact. Instead, their efficacy
depends strongly on the chosen distance and q6 cutoffs. Chain exclusion enhances OP efficacy when
the underlying OP lacks sufficient selectivity, whereas hydration shell inclusion is beneficial for overly
selective OPs. Consequently, we demonstrate that selecting optimal combinations of such cutoffs can
eliminate the need for these refinement strategies altogether. These findings provide a systematic
understanding of how to design and optimize OPs for accurately describing complex nucleation
phenomena, offering valuable guidance for improving the predictive power of molecular simulations.

I. INTRODUCTION

Crystallization is a phenomenon that is key to many sci-
entifically and technologically important processes, from
cloud microphysics and precipitation in the atmosphere1–4

to the production of nanoparticles,5 pharmaceuticals,6

semiconductors,7 solar cells8,9 and aviation equipment.10

As a first-order phase transition, crystallization typically
proceeds through a nucleation and growth mechanism.11

Nucleation is the initial– and often the rate-limiting– step
wherein a sufficiently large crystalline nucleus– known
as critical nucleus– emerges within the liquid, and its
kinetics and mechanism impact the properties of the
arising crystals, such as grain size and polymorph com-
position. Despite its significance, there are considerable
gaps in our understanding of the microscopic mechanisms
of nucleation.12,13 This is primarily due to the activated
nature of nucleation, which becomes a rare event14 when
nucleation barriers exceed kT considerably. As such, con-
ventional experimental techniques lack sufficient resolu-
tion to probe the mechanism of localized swift structural
rearrangements that underlie nucleation. Moreover, due
to long wait times preceding nucleation, traditional molec-
ular simulation techniques such as molecular dynamics15

(MD) and Monte Carlo16 (MC) are inefficient in capturing
improbable fluctuations that result in nucleation. These
considerations pose major challenges to experimental and
computational studies of crystal nucleation.
Over recent decades, advanced sampling techniques,

such as umbrella sampling,17 metadynamics,18 transition

∗ Corresponding author. Email: amir.hajiakbaribalou@yale.edu

interface sampling19 (TIS) and forward flux sampling20

(FFS) have become indispensable for elucidating the free
energetics, kinetics, and mechanisms of homogeneous
and heterogeneous crystal nucleation.21–27 Among these
methods, FFS stands out for its ability to directly cal-
culate nucleation rates from unbiased trajectories, even
in driven systems. FFS has been extensively employed
to investigate crystal nucleation across a diverse range
of systems, such as water,24,28–36 silicon,37,38 salts,39–41

Lennard-Jones,42,43 hard spheres,44,45 and beyond.46 All
such calculations rely on the availability of an order pa-
rameter (OP)– also known as a collective variable (CV)–
that quantifies the progress of nucleation. Their accuracy
and efficiency therefore rely on the extent to which the
chosen OPs also function as effective reaction coordinates
(RCs), i.e., whether they accurately predict the commit-
tor probability, which represents the likelihood that a
trajectory initiated from a given configuration will reach
the target state.47 The most effective CVs are typically
those that are physically interpretable and that closely
align with the committor probability. Beyond improving
the accuracy and efficiency of rare event simulations, well-
designed OPs also hold promise for experimental studies,
particularly in colloidal self-assembly, where real-time
tracking of particle trajectories is feasible.48,49

In crystal nucleation studies, the size of the largest crys-
talline nucleus is typically used as the OP of choice.50 Crys-
talline nuclei are commonly identified using Steinhardt
bond order parameters51 (BOPs), which effectively distin-
guish the structural arrangements of bulk fluid particles
from those within crystalline phases. The identification
process, however, is complex and typically involves select-
ing multiple cutoffs and applying additional refinement
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strategies, guided by a mix of empiricism and physical in-
tuition. In our recent work,52 we introduced a systematic
methodology that leverages high-throughput screening
and machine learning to evaluate the sensitivity of OP
performance to variations in cutoffs and implementation
details. This approach diverges from earlier methods,53

which utilized statistical tools such as maximum likeli-
hood estimators to construct optimal combinations of
pre-defined OPs. Instead, our methodology focuses on
statistically rigorous feature selection and optimization
to enhance OP efficacy. While the primary objective of
Ref. 52 was to refine structural OPs that exhibit lim-
itations in describing the heterogeneous nucleation of
close-packed crystals, we demonstrate the broader util-
ity of this approach for systematically identifying and
optimizing features critical to nucleation studies.
In this work, we employ the framework introduced in

Ref. 52 to systematically evaluate standard OPs for ice
nucleation, a process of critical importance in diverse fields
such as atmospheric physics54 and cryopreservation.55–57

We consider both homogeneous nucleation in the bulk
and heterogeneous nucleation on a graphene surface. In
addition to assessing the standard cutoffs central to the
implementation of the BOP-based OPs, we investigate
the efficacy of two widely adopted refinement strategies:
chain exclusion58 and hydration shell inclusion.28 Our
analysis reveals a striking similarity in the behavior of
OPs between homogeneous and heterogeneous nucleation
scenarios. Furthermore, we find that neither refinement
strategy consistently improves or diminishes OP efficacy.
Instead, their performance appears to heavily depend on
the selectivity of the unrefined OPs.
This paper is organized as follows. The employed

methodology, including the details of MD simulations,
OP construction, screening and assessment, is outlined
in Section II. Our findings are presented in Section III
while Section IV summarizes our key conclusions as well
as making some broad observations.

II. METHODS

A. System Description and Molecular Dynamics
Simulations

We consider homogeneous and heterogeneous ice nu-
cleation within the coarse-grained monoatomic water59

(mW) system, with heterogeneous nucleation considered
on a single layer of graphene with interaction parameters
given by Bi et al.32 All MD simulations are conducted
using LAMMPS60,61 and equations of state are integrated
using the velocity Verlet algorithm with a time step of
5 fs. In the case of homogeneous nucleation, simulations
are conducted in the isothermal isobaric (NPT) ensem-
ble at 225 K and 1 atm, with temperature and pressure
controlled using the Nosé-Hoover thermostat62 and the
Parrinello-Rahman barostat,63 respectively. In the case
of heterogeneous nucleation, simulations are conducted

in the canonical (NVT) ensemble at 240 K wherein a
supported liquid film is exposed to a rigid graphene layer.
As explained earlier,35 this corresponds to a simulation at
an effective zero pressure as the free interface can adjust
freely to accommodate density fluctuations.

B. Order Parameters for Ice Nucleation

An order parameter, or collective variable, is a mechanical
observable λ : Q → R(Z) that maps each configuration
x ∈ Q onto a real (or an integer) number, λ(x), that
quantifies the progress of a rare event. Similar to the
procedure employed in Ref. 52, we utilize the committor
probabilities calculated in Section IIA to systematically
evaluate the sensitivity of ice nucleation OPs to various
implementation details. As noted in Section I, the size of
the largest crystalline nucleus is the most commonly em-
ployed OP to track the progress of crystal nucleation. This
requires the definition of an appropriate local measure
of crystallinity, typically based on Steinhardt BOPs.51

Starting from {ri}ni=1, the positions of all building blocks
within a given configuration, the nearest neighbors of each
building block are identified using a proximity measure.
Most commonly, particles within a distance rc from the
i-th particle are labeled as its nearest neighbors, where
rc is usually selected as the position of the first minimum
in the radial distribution function of the supercooled liq-
uid (or supersaturated solution). Subsequently, a set of
complex-valued vectors is computed as follows:

qlm(i) =
1

Nb(i)

Nb(i)∑
j=1

Ylm(θij , ϕij), − l ≤ m ≤ l. (1)

Here, Nb(i) is the number of nearest neighbors of the
i-th particle, and θij and ϕij are the polar and azimuthal
angles associated with the vector connecting i to its jth
nearest neighbor. Ylm(·)’s are spherical harmonic func-
tions given by:

Ylm(θ, ϕ) = (−1)m

√
2l + 1

4π

(l −m)!

(l +m)!
Plm(cos θ)eimϕ(2)

where Plm’s are the associated Legendre polynomials ob-
tained by,

Plm(x) =
(−1)m

(
1− x2

)m
2

2ll!

dl+m

dxl+m

(
x2 − 1

)l
. (3)

Conceptually, the vector, ql(i) = (ql,−l(i), · · · , ql,l(i)) en-
codes the orientational signature of the neighbors sur-
rounding the central particle i. Once computed for all
building blocks, these ql vectors can be further refined
through additional algebraic operations, such as neighbor-
averaging64 or coarse-graining.52 Nonetheless, the arising
C2l+1 vectors will still vary upon rotating the nearest
neighbor shell around a central particle. Therefore, it is
necessary to transform them into scalar invariants that
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FIG. 1. q6 profiles of water molecules within the bulk liquid,
and cubic and hexagonal ice obtained at 225 K and 1 bar.

remain unchanged under rigid-body rotations. Since there
are multiple distinct ways of constructing such invariants,
it is important to identify a suitable set of invariants that
unambiguously distinguish the supercooled (or supersatu-
rated) state from all plausible crystals. For nucleation of
ice and other tetrahedral crystals, this is achieved by com-
puting the mean normalized inner-product of q6 across
the first nearest neighbor shell:

q6(i) =
1

Nb(i)

Nb(i)∑
j=1

q6(i) · q∗
6(j)

|q6(i)| |q6(j)|
(4)

As illustrated in Fig. 1, the histograms of q6(i) values
within the supercooled liquid are clearly separated from
those corresponding to hexagonal and cubic ice. This
separation makes it possible to define a threshold, q6,c,
such that any molecule with q6(i) ≥ q6,c is classified
as ’solid-like‘. Subsequently, solid-like particles that are
within a distance rc,c(≤ rc) of each other are clustered
together into graphs referred to as crystalline nuclei. The
size of the largest nucleus, determined by the number of
nodes (particles) it contains, is then utilized as the OP
to monitor the progress of nucleation.

It is important to note that this procedure is not unique.
Beyond its sensitivity to implementation details– such
as the choice of l, the scalar invariant(s), rc, qc and
rc,c– alternative methods for defining local crystallinity
have been proposed, including BOPs constructed from
real-valued spherical harmonic functions,65 and OPs that
do not rely on spherical harmonics altogether, such as
alignment-based nematic OPs.66 For ice nucleation, these
BOPs are further augmented with additional refinement
strategies. Here, we focus on two such strategies. The first
strategy, chain exclusion, was proposed by Reinhardt et
al.58 and addresses the formation of long-lived ice-like
chains in supercooled water. In this method, such ice-like
chains are pruned from the nucleus in order to make it
more compact. More specifically, within nuclei larger
than 10 water molecules, ice-like molecules with only one
ice-like neighbor are removed unless their sole neighbor

has at least three ice-like neighbors. This process is
applied recursively until no such molecules remain in the
nucleus. The second strategy, hydration shell inclusion,28

compensates for the limitations of bulk-based OPs in
identifying interfacial molecules. In this approach, liquid-
like molecules that are first-nearest neighbors of ice-like
molecules within a cluster are also included as part of the
cluster.

In summary, this elaborate procedure entails the speci-
fication of five cutoffs and decision points, the distance
cutoff (rc), the q6 cutoff (q6,c), the clustering distance
cutoff (rc,c), and the application (or omission) of chain
exclusion (c) and hydration shell inclusion (h). These five
features collectively impact the process of constructing
crystalline nuclei and, consequently, the size of the largest
crystalline nucleus, λ(x; rc, q6,c, rc,c, c, h).

C. Order Parameter Assessment

In order to analyze the sensitivity of OP efficacy to the
above-mentioned features, we generate 110,000 different
OPs, each corresponding to a unique combination of fea-
ture values. We assess each OP based on its ability to
predict the committor probability, pc(x), which is the
probability that a trajectory initiated from a particular
configuration x ∈ Q reaches the target crystalline basin
(before returning to the liquid). More precisely, committor
probabilities on level sets of an effective OP are expected
to be narrowly distributed. Such an analysis is, however,
only meaningful if conducted over a collection of config-
urations with a diverse range of pc’s, spanning the full
range between zero and unity. In order to generate such
a collection, we start from the crossing configurations
obtained during our prior calculations of homogeneous67

and heterogeneous35 ice nucleation rates for the mW59

system using the jumpy forward flux sampling67 (jFFS)
algorithm. More specifically, we initiate 500-ps MD tra-
jectories from a subset of configurations with ≈ 50%
survival probability52 saving configurations every 2.5 ps.
Such trajectories end up descending towards either of the
supercooled liquid and crystalline basins, yielding config-
urations with a diverse range of committor probabilities.
We randomly select nc = 1, 000 of the arising configura-
tions and directly compute their committor probabilities
by launching Nt = 50 momenta-randomized trajectories
from each configuration and enumerating the fraction of
those that first reach the crystalline basin. In this analysis,
we use the OP employed in the original rate calculation
and define the ’crystalline basin‘ in a conservative manner
to ensure that our pc estimates are not affected by the
potential lack of efficacy of the utilized OP.

We then conduct high-throughput screening of the fea-
ture space by computing the largest cluster sizes for the
same set of configurations using the 110,000 unique com-
binations of feature values. We assess each OP by the R2
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FIG. 2. Assessing OP efficacy based on committor probability
distributions. For an effective OP (A), configurations with
the same OP value exhibit narrow pc distributions, enabling
accurate pc predictions using Eq. (5). In contrast, a poor OP
(B) results in broad pc distributions, leading to a poor fit with
a small R2.

of the following nonlinear regression problem:

min
a,b

nc∑
i=1

wi

{
1

2

{
1 + erf [a(λ(xi)− b)]

}
− pc(xi)

}2

, (5)

Here, nc is the number of configurations, pc(xi) and wi are
the committor probability and weight of the i-th configu-
rations, respectively, and a and b are fitting parameters.
In other words, Eq. (5) quantifies the mean squared error
(MSE) between actual committors, and those predicted
using an error functional model,68 which is a reasonable
representation of pc for a rare event with a single dominant
free energy barrier.69,70

The weights for individual configurations are assigned
based on their committor probabilities, grouping them
into ”decades“. For instance, configurations with 0 ≤
pc < 0.1 belong to the first decade, and so forth. The
weight of each configuration is inversely proportional to
the number of configurations in its respective decade.
This approach ensures that configurations with small
or large committor probabilities– overrepresented in our
sample– do not artificially inflate the R2 value of the
MSE regression. Such configurations are typically easy
to distinguish, even with suboptimal OPs, as they are
far from the transition region. By applying weighted
regression, we aim to more accurately resolve the efficacy
of the OPs in capturing the progress of nucleation (near

the transition state).
Figure 2 depicts a scatterplot of pc(xi) versus λ(xi),

comparing the effectiveness of two different OPs. In
Fig. 2A, the chosen OP is effective: pc’s of configurations
with identical λ values exhibit a narrow distribution, indi-
cating that the OP is highly predictive of pc. Additionally,
an error-functional committor model accurately captures
this relationship, achieving an R2 value of 0.88. In con-
trast, the OP depicted in Fig. 2B is very ineffective, as
configurations with identical λ values exhibit a broad pc
distribution. Accordingly, the committor model poorly
describes the data in this case, reflected by a low R2 value
of 0.21.
After computing R2 values for all OPs, we apply ma-

chine learning (ML) techniques to evaluate the relative
importance of various features.71 We first train an Ex-
treme Gradient Boosting72 (XGBoost) model from the
Python library scikit-learn73 (Version 1.1.3) using 80%
of the dataset, reserving the remaining 20% for testing
to assess the model’s generalizability. XGBoost is a ro-
bust ML algorithm that iteratively builds decision trees
to correct previous errors, enhancing predictive accuracy.
Unlike the random forest74 approach, which independently
constructs decision trees and average their predictions,
XGBoost builds trees sequentially to minimize errors in
each step. It further optimizes traditional gradient boost-
ing by incorporating regularization to reduce overfitting
and speeding up computation. To ensure the reproducibil-
ity of the model results, the random state parameter is
set to 0. To prevent any node in the training set from
having too few points, the maximum depth and the num-
ber of boosted trees are set to 10 and 100, respectively.
Repeating our analysis using a random forest model,74

yields comparable results. To quantify each feature’s sig-
nificance, we calculate SHapley Additive exPlanations
(SHAP) scores,75 which provide a game-theoretic break-
down of feature contributions to the objective function–
in this case R2. Specifically, the SHAP score for a given
feature reflects the expected change in R2 when that fea-
ture’s value is specified. An advantage of SHAP scores
is their capacity to capture each feature’s impact on the
objective function for a particular combination of other
features’ values, accounting for correlations among fea-
tures. Features that yield consistently large SHAP scores
(positive or negative) are more likely to influence the
objective function in a statistically significant manner.
Accordingly, we employ the absolute mean SHAP score
as a qualitative measure of a feature’s importance in
determining OP efficacy.

III. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

A. Effect of Individual Features

We first examine how OP efficacy varies with individ-
ual feature values. Figures 3A-F depict box plots of the
average ⟨R2⟩ as a function of rc, q6,c, and rc,c for both
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FIG. 3. Box plots of the R2’s of distinct OPs as a function of (A,D) distance, (B,E) q6, and (C,F) clustering distance cutoffs
for (A-C) homogeneous and (D-F) heterogeneous nucleation.
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homogeneous and heterogeneous nucleation. Distance cut-
offs within the 3.1–3.7 Å range produce effective OPs for
both homogeneous (Fig. 3A) and heterogeneous (Fig. 3D)
nucleation. This is expected, as this range aligns with the
first valley of the radial distribution function. Outside this
range, OP efficacy declines and becomes more sensitive
to changes in other feature values, leading to increased
variability. Specifically, reducing rc below 3.1 Å can lead

to missed nearest neighbors and an inaccurate characteri-
zation of the orientational structure surrounding a central
molecule. When it comes to clustering distance cutoffs
(Figs. 3C,F), smaller rc,c values generally yield better OPs,
manifest in larger R2’s. What is notable though is the
relatively larger variability in R2 due to the fact that each
rc,c value encompasses all rc’s that are larger, henceforth
including OPs with a wide range of distance cutoffs. In
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other words, rc and rc,c are highly correlated, making any
inference about the impact of rc,c on R2 nontrivial. When
it comes to q6,c, the most effective OPs are attained with
0.5 ≤ q6,c ≤ 0.6 for homogeneous nucleation (Fig. 3B) and
0.45 ≤ q6,c ≤ 0.55 for heterogeneous nucleation (Fig. 3E).
These values are consistent with the separation between
the liquid and crystalline q6 histograms depicted in Fig. 1.
Using q6,c values outside this range compromises the selec-
tivity of the order parameter, resulting in the mislabeling
of liquid-like or solid-like particles.
It must also be noted that these optimal cutoffs are

independent of the mode of nucleation, and are almost
identical for homogeneous and heterogeneous nucleation.
This is in contrast to simpler liquids52 (such as the LJ
and hard sphere systems) and might be attributed to
the tetrahedral structure of water that is not as strongly
perturbed by the graphene surface. This is also consistent
with the overwhelming body of prior work that generally
demonstrates that OPs specifically designed for studying
homogeneous ice nucleation are effective at describing the
physics of heterogeneous nucleation.50,76

As depicted in Fig. 4, applying chain exclusion
(Figs. 4B,E) or hydration shell inclusion (Figs. 4B,E) does
not alter the R2 distributions considerably for neither
homogeneous (Figs. 4B-C) nor heterogeneous (Figs. 4E-
F) nucleation. As such, neither strategy appears to be
uniformly effective in improving OP efficacy. Moreover,
the simultaneous application of these strategies (or lack
thereof) appears ineffective in improving OP efficacy, as
evident from the box plots depicted in Figs. 4A,D. These
box plots denote the data quartiles, as well as outliers that
fall outside the second and third quartiles. If anything,
applying hydration shell inclusion (irrespective of whether
chain exclusion is applied or not) leads to more outliers.
In other words, applying hydration shell inclusion makes
the OP more sensitive to other implementation details,
resulting on some remarkably poor OPs.

B. Feature Selection via Machine Learning

These observations provide preliminary valuable insights
into the individual contributions of different features to
OP efficacy; however, they do not rigorously address po-
tential correlations among these features. To overcome
this limitation, we employ machine learning to compute
SHAP value distributions for various features, following
the methodology described in Section IIC, with the re-
sults presented in Fig. 5. Not surprisingly, rc and q6,c
emerge as the most influential features in determining
OP efficacy. Specifically, changing the values of these
features leads to pronounced changes in SHAP scores, as
illustrated by the swarm plots of Figs. 5A,C. Furthermore,
the absolute mean SHAP values depicted in Figs. 5B,D
reveal that rc and q6,c account for 39% and 33% of the
R2 variations in both homogeneous and heterogeneous
nucleation, respectively. Notably, the greater importance
of rc relative to the q6,c contrasts with findings for nucle-

ation of close-packed crystals, where the BOP cutoff was
at least twice as significant as the distance cutoff.52 This
discrepancy likely stems from the tetrahedral structure
of water, where selecting an rc that accurately captures
the first hydration shell of a central molecule inherently
identifies neighbors that are already tetrahedrally ordered.
Such tetrahedral arrangement within the first hydration
shell aligns well with the long-range order characteristic of
cubic and hexagonal ice. In contrast, for systems forming
close-packed crystals, the particle arrangements within
the first coordination shell often deviate significantly from
the target crystal structure at the local level, making the
distance-based identification of order less effective.

Both chain exclusion and hydration shell inclusion ex-
hibit substantial absolute mean SHAP scores, respectively
accounting for 18% and 10% of R2 variability in homo-
geneous nucleation, and 22% and 6% in heterogeneous
nucleation. This observation is intriguing, given that nei-
ther strategy appears to have a significant global impact
on OP efficacy as shown in Fig. 4. These findings suggest
that the influence of each strategy on OP efficacy depends
on the values of other features and varies across the fea-
ture space rather than being uniformly distributed. This
highlights the strength of SHAP analysis in uncovering
complex feature correlations that might remain obscured
when the objective function is projected onto a single
feature dimension.

Among the five features analyzed here, rc,c is the only
one that does not exhibit a noticeable impact on OP
efficacy. This finding is consistent with our previous
conclusion for close-packed crystals,52 which indicated
that choosing a different distance cutoff for clustering
does not lead to significant improvements in OP efficacy.
Thus, it is reasonable to infer that this strategy may not
be worthwhile, except in cases involving crystals where
the building blocks are separated by distances that are
vastly different from the characteristic size of the first
coordination shell within the metastable fluid.

To further investigate the intricacies of correlations
within the feature space, we compute the mean R2 as
a function of rc and q6,c, identified by SHAP analysis
as the two most influential features. Figure 6 presents
heat maps of R2(rc, q6,c) for homogeneous (Fig. 6A) and
heterogeneous (Fig. 6B) nucleation. In both cases, the op-
timality band– i.e., the region of the (rc, q6,c) space that
produces the most effective OPs– appears curved and
tilted, indicating correlations between rc and q6,c. This
observation is consistent with previous findings for LJ
and hard sphere systems,52 underscoring the necessity of
optimizing distance and BOP cutoffs concurrently rather
than estimating each feature’s optimal value indepen-
dently. Furthermore, the heat maps exhibit qualitative
similarity and do not appear to be sensitive to the mode
of nucleation, suggesting that the graphene surface con-
sidered here does not considerably alter the shape and
the locus of the optimality band.

We then explore how the impact of chain exclusion and
hydration shell inclusion on OP efficacy depends on rc
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homogeneous and (B) heterogeneous nucleation.

and q6,c. Figure 7 depicts heat maps of ∆R2, the change
in mean R2 upon applying the corresponding strategy.
Red regions signify improved OP efficacy in the presence
of the said strategy, while blue regions indicate deterio-
ration. We observe that chain exclusion is most effective
when the underlying OP is not selective enough, e.g., at
lower values of q6,c that produce OPs lacking sufficient
selectivity, for both homogeneous (Fig. 7A) and heteroge-
neous (Fig. 7C) nucleation. (Here, poor selectivity refers
to the inclusion of molecules with insufficiently crystalline
local environments within the nucleus.) In these cases,
chain exclusion compensates for the poor selectivity of
the underlying OP. Conversely, the biggest deterioration

in OP efficacy occurs when the OP is overly selective,
such as at excessively high q6,c values. This is consis-
tent with the main premise of chain exclusion, i.e., the
removal of molecules with a local tetrahedral arrangement
participating in chains of spuriously crystalline molecules.

In contrast, hydration shell inclusion exhibits the op-
posite behavior. By adding the first hydration shell of
the original nucleus to the nucleus, hydration shell inclu-
sion improves the performance of overly selective OPs
but exacerbates the shortcomings of OPs that lack suffi-
cient selectivity (Figs. 7B,D). This behavior is intuitive,
as adding additional molecules to a nucleus that already
contains an excess of spuriously solid-like molecules is
expected to diminish OP efficacy. It must be noted that
these observations are independent of the mode of nucle-
ation, and hold true for both homogeneous (Figs. 7A-B)
and heterogeneous (Figs. 7C-D) nucleation.

We wish to point out the connection between these
refinement strategies and pruning,52 another refinement
approach that we had previously proposed and assessed
for the heterogeneous nucleation of close-packed crystals.
Notably, our prior findings demonstrated that pruning
is most effective when the underlying OP lacks sufficient
selectivity. Collectively, these observations suggest that
the effectiveness of a refinement strategy depends on the
selectivity of the original OP and the nature of refinement–
specifically, whether it involves adding to or removing
building blocks from the nucleus identified without the
strategy. Strategies that enlarge the nucleus are more
effective when the OP is overly selective, while those that
shrink the nucleus are better suited for OPs that lack
sufficient selectivity. From a practical perspective, it is
more effective to focus on optimizing the original OP di-
rectly (by choosing the right combination of distance and
BOP cutoffs) rather than relying on innovative or complex
refinement strategies. Refinement strategies should be
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FIG. 7. Heat maps of changes in mean R2(rc, q6,c) in the presence and in the absence of (A,C) chain exclusion and (B,D)
hydration shell inclusion for (A-B) homogenous and (C-D) heterogeneous nucleation.
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FIG. 8. (A-F) An illustration of the combined effect of distance
cutoff and chain exclusion on the crystalline nucleus identified
using a distance cutoff of (A-B) 3.2 Å, (C-D) 3.6 Åand (E-
F) 4.0 Å (A,C,E) without and (B,D,F) with chain exclusion
for a representative configuration obtained for homogeneous
nucleation. Water molecules removed as chains are shown in
light purple in (A,C,E). (G) The sensitivity of q6 histograms
within the bulk liquid to distance cutoff, indicating a leftward
shift upon increasing rc.

considered primarily as backup options, employed only
when the development of a straightforward, optimized
OP proves infeasible, such as heterogeneous nucleation on
surfaces that induce considerable lateral ordering within
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FIG. 9. (A-F) An illustration of the combined effect of dis-
tance cutoff and hydration shell inclusion on the crystalline
nucleus identified using a distance cutoff of (A-B) 3.2 Å, (C-D)
3.6 Å and (E-F) 4.0 Å (A,C,E) without and (B,D,F) with
hydration shell inclusion for a representative configuration
obtained for homogeneous nucleation. Water molecules that
belong to the first hydration shell of (A,C,E) are depicted in
light purple in (B,D,F).

the fluid.

A peculiar observation in Fig. 7 is the apparent over-
selectivity of OPs that employ distance cutoffs larger
than ≈ 3.8 Å, as they improve upon hydration shell in-
clusion but deteriorate upon chain exclusion. Indeed,
applying an unrefined OP with a distance cutoff of 4 Å to
a typical configuration results in significantly smaller nu-
clei (Figs. 8C and 9C) compared to those obtained with
smaller rc values (Figs. 8A-B and 9A-B). Unsurprisingly,
chain exclusion further reduces the nucleus size (Fig. 8F),
while hydration shell inclusion partially restores some of
the excluded molecules (Fig. 9F).
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These results can be attributed to the fact that using
an rc beyond the first valley of the radial distribution
function includes molecules from the second hydration
shell among nearest neighbors. This inclusion disrupts
the coherence of the tetrahedral order between the central
molecule and its first nearest neighbors. Consequently,
the local q6 histograms of molecules within the super-
cooled liquid shift leftward as rc increases, as illustrated
in Fig. 8G. For sufficiently large crystalline nuclei, this
loss of coherence has minimal impact on their cores, where
the first few hydration shells of constituent molecules re-
main crystalline, maintaining a clear separation between
the first and second hydration shells. However, towards
the surfaces of the nuclei, the disrupted coherence mis-
classifies solid-like molecules as liquid-like, leading to an
underestimation of nucleus size. Therefore, the applica-
tion of chain exclusion further removes putative chains
from the nucleus core, while hydration shell inclusion
recovers some of the outermost molecules misclassified
due to the over-selectivity of the OP.

IV. CONCLUSIONS

In conclusion, we use MD simulations, forward-flux sam-
pling, committor analysis, and machine learning to sys-
tematically evaluate the performance of OPs for compu-
tational studies of ice nucleation. We screen over 105

OPs, each utilizing a unique combination of cutoffs and
refinement strategies to identify the size of the largest
crystalline nucleus and assess their efficacy in predicting
committor probabilities for both homogeneous and het-
erogeneous ice nucleation in the mW system. In addition
to standard distance and BOP cutoffs essential to imple-
menting traditional Steinhardt OPs, we investigate the
impact of two widely used refinement strategies: exclu-
sion of tetrahedral chains from the crystalline nucleus and
inclusion of the first hydration shell within the nucleus.
Through Shapley value analysis, we identify standard
distance and q6 cutoffs as the most influential features,
accounting for 72% of the variability in R2 for committor
probability predictions. Although chain exclusion and
hydration shell inclusion do not appear to exhibit a global
impact on OP efficacy, they explain around 28% of the
variability according to our SHAP analysis. A closer ex-
amination of the sensitivity of OP efficacy on distance and
q6 cutoffs reveals that chain exclusion enhances OP perfor-
mance when the unrefined OP lacks sufficient selectivity
but reduces efficacy when the OP is overly selective. Con-
versely, hydration shell inclusion improves over-selective
OPs while further degrading those with insufficient selec-
tivity. These findings underscore that these refinement
strategies do not possess any inherent value but can be
instrumental in scenarios where the unrefined OP lacks
the appropriate level of selectivity.
It is important to highlight that there are alterna-

tive methodologies for constructing OPs for ice nucle-
ation, ranging from traditional approaches based on Stein-

hardt BOPs77,78 to more sophisticated data science-based
techniques.79–81 All these methods rely on specific cutoffs
and implementation details, typically determined through
a combination of physical intuition and trial-and-error.
The systematic screening approach presented in this study
offers a robust framework for evaluating the relative im-
portance of such cutoffs and implementation details, and
determining their optimal values, thereby enhancing the
reliability and efficacy of OP construction across method-
ologies.

It is also critical to acknowledge the potential limita-
tions of our CV assessment strategy. First of all, the
employed error-functional committor model of Eq. (5) as-
sumes that ice nucleation constitutes a single-step transi-
tion over a sufficiently large parabolic barrier, with the sys-
tem evolving diffusively along the reaction coordinate.69,70

There are alternative committor models in the literature,
such as the logistic function.82 Moreover, instead of the
MSE approach utilized here, one can instead adopt a gen-
eralized maximum likelihood framework for parametric
optimization.70,82 It is possible that no simplified commit-
tor model may fully capture the complexity of nucleation,
which can involve multistep transitions, multidimensional
reaction coordinates, or asymmetric pathways. Addition-
ally, the choice of optimization approach may influence
the quantitative ranking of OPs. Nevertheless, prior stud-
ies on crystal nucleation within melts suggest that it is
often a single-step process satisfactorily described by an
error functional model.50,76,83,84 As such, the inferred
OP efficacy is fairly insensitive to the specific committor
model or optimization method employed.52 While these
limitations might slightly alter the computed scores, we
do not expect them to affect the key conclusions of this
work.

A key observation of this study is the striking sim-
ilarity in OP efficacy behavior between homogeneous
and heterogeneous nucleation. This is consistent with
previous investigations confirming the transferability of
standard OPs, originally developed for homogeneous ice
nucleation, to heterogeneous nucleation across various
surfaces.50,76 However, recent studies85 have shown that
excessive interfacial ordering can significantly impair OP
efficacy. Extending the systematic feature selection ap-
proach employed here to evaluate the effectiveness of
various refinement strategies for constructing robust OPs
for heterogeneous nucleation on such surfaces presents a
valuable avenue for future research.
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[62] S. Nosé and M. L. Klein, Mol. Phys. 50, 1055

(1983), ISSN 13623028, URL https://doi.org/10.1080/

00268978300102851.
[63] M. Parrinello and A. Rahman, J. Appl. Phys. 52, 7182

(1981), URL http://dx.doi.org/10.1063/1.328693.

[64] W. Lechner and C. Dellago, J. Chem. Phys. 129, 114707
(2008), URL https://doi.org/10.1063/1.2977970.

[65] A. Reinhardt and J. P. Doye, J. Chem. Phys. 136, 054501
(2012), URL https://doi.org/10.1063/1.3677192.

[66] P. Yi, C. R. Locker, and G. C. Rutledge, Macromolecules
46, 4723 (2013), URL http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/

ma4004659.
[67] A. Haji-Akbari, J. Chem. Phys. 149, 072303 (2018), URL

http://dx.doi.org/10.1063/1.5018303.
[68] A. Ma and A. R. Dinner, The Journal of Physical

Chemistry B 109, 6769 (2005), ISSN 1520-5207, URL
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/jp045546c.

[69] J. Wedekind, R. Strey, and D. Reguera, J. Chem. Phys.
126, 134103 (2007), URL http://dx.doi.org/10.1063/

1.2713401.
[70] B. Peters, Mol. Sim. 36, 1265 (2010), URL http://dx.

doi.org/10.1080/08927020903536382.
[71] S. Lundberg and S.-I. Lee, arXiv:1705.07874 (2017), URL

https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1705.07874.
[72] T. Chen and C. Guestrin, in Proceedings of the 22nd ACM

SIGKDD international conference on knowledge discovery
and data mining (ACM, 2016), pp. 785–794.

[73] F. Pedregosa, G. Varoquaux, A. Gramfort, V. Michel,
B. Thirion, O. Grisel, M. Blondel, P. Prettenhofer,
R. Weiss, V. Dubourg, et al., J. Mach. Learn. Res.
12, 2825 (2011), URL https://dx.doi.org/10.48550/

arXiv.1201.0490.
[74] L. Breiman, Machine Learning 45, 5 (2001), URL https:

//doi.org/10.1023/A:1010933404324.
[75] S. M. Lundberg and S.-I. Lee, in Advances in Neural

Information Processing Systems (2017), pp. 4765–4774,
URL https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1705.07874.

[76] L. Lupi, B. Peters, and V. Molinero, J. Chem. Phys. 145
(2016), URL http://dx.doi.org/10.1063/1.4961652.

[77] E. B. Moore, E. De La Llave, K. Welke, D. A. Scherlis,
and V. Molinero, Phys. Chem. Chem. Phys. 12, 4124
(2010), URL https://dx.doi.org/10.1039/B919724A.

[78] A. H. Nguyen and V. Molinero, J. Phys. Chem. B
119, 9369 (2015), URL https://dx.doi.org/10.1021/

jp510289t.
[79] P. Geiger and C. Dellago, J. Chem. Phys. 139, 164105

(2013), URL https://doi.org/10.1063/1.4825111.
[80] R. S. DeFever, C. Targonski, S. W. Hall, M. C. Smith,

and S. Sarupria, Chem. Sci. 10, 7503 (2019), URL https:

//dx.doi.org/10.1039/C9SC02097G.
[81] K. Z. Takahashi, Phys. Chem. Chem. Phys. 25, 658 (2023),

URL https://doi.org/10.1039/D2CP03696G.
[82] B. Peters and B. L. Trout, The Journal of Chemical

Physics 125 (2006), ISSN 1089-7690, URL http://dx.

doi.org/10.1063/1.2234477.
[83] G. T. Beckham and B. Peters, J. Phys. Chem. Lett.

2, 1133 (2011), URL http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/

jz2002887.
[84] L. Lupi, A. Hudait, B. Peters, M. Grünwald,

R. Gotchy Mullen, A. H. Nguyen, and V. Molinero, Na-
ture 551, 218 (2017), URL https://doi.org/10.1038/

nature24279.
[85] W. Zhao and T. Li, J. Chem. Phys. 158, 124501 (2023),

URL https://doi.org/10.1063/5.0144712.

https://doi.org/10.1063/5.0079702
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.3506838
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.3506838
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.5016277
https://doi.org/10.1021/jp503000u
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-physchem-040215-112215
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-physchem-040215-112215
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.1058457
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.1058457
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.102.198302
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.102.198302
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/acs.jpclett.7b01855
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/acs.jpclett.7b01855
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.28.784
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.28.784
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/acs.jpclett.3c03561
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/acs.jpclett.3c03561
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.2748396
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.2748396
https://dx.doi.org/10.1039/C2CS35200A
https://dx.doi.org/10.1039/C2CS35200A
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1602196113
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1602196113
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s12393-020-09211-6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s12393-020-09211-6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.actbio.2022.10.056
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.actbio.2022.10.056
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.4766362
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.4766362
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/jp805227c
http://dx.doi.org/10.1006/jcph.1995.1039
http://dx.doi.org/10.1006/jcph.1995.1039
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cpc.2021.108171
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cpc.2021.108171
https://doi.org/10.1080/00268978300102851
https://doi.org/10.1080/00268978300102851
http://dx.doi.org/10.1063/1.328693
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.2977970
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.3677192
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/ma4004659
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/ma4004659
http://dx.doi.org/10.1063/1.5018303
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/jp045546c
http://dx.doi.org/10.1063/1.2713401
http://dx.doi.org/10.1063/1.2713401
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/08927020903536382
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/08927020903536382
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1705.07874
https://dx.doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1201.0490
https://dx.doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1201.0490
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1010933404324
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1010933404324
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1705.07874
http://dx.doi.org/10.1063/1.4961652
https://dx.doi.org/10.1039/B919724A
https://dx.doi.org/10.1021/jp510289t
https://dx.doi.org/10.1021/jp510289t
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.4825111
https://dx.doi.org/10.1039/C9SC02097G
https://dx.doi.org/10.1039/C9SC02097G
https://doi.org/10.1039/D2CP03696G
http://dx.doi.org/10.1063/1.2234477
http://dx.doi.org/10.1063/1.2234477
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/jz2002887
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/jz2002887
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature24279
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature24279
https://doi.org/10.1063/5.0144712

	The Impact of Hydration Shell Inclusion and Chain Exclusion in the Efficacy of Reaction Coordinates for Homogeneous and Heterogeneous Ice Nucleation
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Methods
	System Description and Molecular Dynamics Simulations
	Order Parameters for Ice Nucleation
	Order Parameter Assessment

	Results and Discussion
	Effect of Individual Features
	Feature Selection via Machine Learning

	Conclusions
	Acknowledgments
	References


