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Abstract. A new quasi-isodynamic stellarator configuration optimized for the
confinement of energetic ions at low plasma β is obtained. The numerical
optimization is carried out using the STELLOPT suite of codes. New proxies to
measure closeness to quasi-isodynamicity and quality of fast ion confinement have
been included. The new configuration has poloidally closed contours of magnetic
field strength, low magnetic shear and a rotational transform profile allowing an
island divertor. It shows ideal and ballooning magnetohydrodynamic stability up
to β = 5%, reduced effective ripple, with εeff < 0.5% in the plasma core. Even
at low β, the configuration approximately satisfies the maximum-J property, and
the confinement of fast ions is good at β ∼ 1.5% and becomes excellent at reactor
values, β ∼ 4%. An evaluation of the D31 neoclassical mono-energetic coefficient
supports the expectation of a reduced bootstrap current for plasmas confined in
quasi-isodynamic configurations. A set of filamentary coils that preserve the good
confinement of fast ions in the core is presented.
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1. Introduction

The stellarator is an attractive concept, alternative
to the tokamak, for a nuclear fusion reactor based
on magnetic confinement. It offers some advantages
with respect to the tokamak derived from the fact
that in stellarators most of the magnetic field is
externally generated, without requiring an inductive
toroidal current to produce part of the confining
magnetic field. The absence of inductive current
makes steady-state operation easier. Besides, the
smallness of plasma currents in stellarators makes
them less prone to current instabilities or disruptions
than tokamaks. However, while in a tokamak the
axisymmetry ensures that all collisionless particles
are confined, the fully three-dimensional magnetic
configuration in a stellarator has important and, in
general, deleterious consequences for the confinement
of particles and energy. In a generic stellarator,
the transport of particles and energy due to the
inhomogeneities of the magnetic field combined with
inter-particle collisions (the so-called neoclassical
transport) is significantly larger than that in a tokamak
at low collisionality. However, in principle, it is
possible to design stellarator magnetic configurations
that confine particles and energy as well as tokamaks;
these are called omnigenous magnetic fields [1, 2, 3, 4].
For this purpose, careful tailoring of the magnetic
configuration is required, which is commonly known
as stellarator optimization.

A magnetic field is called omnigenous if the orbit-
averaged radial magnetic drift vanishes for all particles.
In these magnetic fields the second adiabatic invariant,
J , is constant on the flux surface for all trapped-
particle trajectories. An omnigeneous magnetic field
is said to satisfy the maximum-J property if J has
negative radial derivative over the whole plasma radius.
This property has been theoretically predicted to have
beneficial effects on the stabilization of interchange [5]
and Trapped Electron Mode (TEM) turbulence [6].

Omnigeneity has several implications for the shape
of the magnetic field. In omnigenous fields, for
each flux surface, the contours of constant magnetic
field strength close on themselves, either poloidally,
toroidally, or helically. The distance (along the field
line) between two points with the same magnetic
field strength at both sides of a local minimum
is independent of the field line. Furthermore, the
contours of absolute maxima of field strength on a flux
surface are straight lines, and the values of the local
maxima (and minima) of the magnetic field strength
are also independent of the field line.

Two particular classes of omnigenous magnetic
fields, quasi-symmetric (QS) and quasi-isodynamic

(QI), have received particular interest ‡
In QS fields, the magnetic field strength has the

form B = B(ψ,Mθ − Nφ) in Boozer coordinates
[7, 8], with ψ the magnetic toroidal flux labeling
the flux surface, N and M integer numbers and φ
and θ Boozer angles. Three different forms of quasi-
symmetric configurations can be, in principle, obtained
depending on the values of the numbers N and M .
We have quasi-axisymmetry (QA) for N = 0 [9],
quasi-helical symmetry (QH) for N 6= 0,M 6= 0 [10],
and quasi-poloidal symmetry (QP) for M = 0 [11]
Significant progress has been made in the last few years
in the search for new quasi-symmetric configurations,
and QA and QH configurations have been obtained
recently with tiny deviations of the magnetic field from
perfect symmetry [12]. In these configurations, the
neoclassical transport, as predicted by the effective
ripple [13], is very small, and the confinement of
energetic ions is also significantly improved with
respect to previous configurations [14].

In QI configurations, the magnetic field is
omnigenous with magnetic field strength contours that
close poloidally [15]. Results for QI configurations are
more scarce than for QS ones, even though the QI
class of omnigenous devices offers some advantages over
the QS class. In QI devices, the current generated
by neoclassical processes (bootstrap current) can be
kept very small. For a perfectly omnigenous stellarator
with poloidally closed B contours the bootstrap
current vanishes [15, 16, 3]. However, in QA or QH
configurations the scaling of the bootstrap current with
β is not that favorable [14].

QI magnetic configurations generated with modu-
lar coils, exhibiting magnetohydrodynamic (MHD) sta-
bility at high plasma β, small Pfirsch-Schlüter currents,
low magnetic shear and a rational surface at the plasma
edge allowing an island divertor define the Helias [17]
concept, a category to which Wendelstein 7-X (W7-X)
[18] belongs.

W7-X is the largest stellarator whose magnetic
configuration was optimized using numerical methods,
and its good confinement of thermal species has been
recently demonstrated [19]. This has been a success
for the stellarator line of research and the numerical
optimization effort in particular. The effective ripple
figure of merit has reached in the W7-X standard
configuration a level that is considered enough for
a reactor [19, 20]. However, there is still room for
improvement beyond W7-X. The bootstrap current in
the so-called standard configuration is too large for a

‡ Note that the term quasi-symmetric (respectively, quasi-
isodynamic) is often used in the literature to refer to magnetic
configurations that exactly satisfy the property of quasi-
symmetry (respectively, quasi-isodynamicity) as well as to
configurations that satisfy the property only approximately. We
will also follow this slightly loose terminology in this paper.
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reactor. It is small enough in the so-called high mirror
configuration; however, the effective ripple in this
configuration is too large, and there is no configuration
accessible with the W7-X coils that has at the same
time small enough values of both bootstrap current
and effective ripple.

Furthermore, it is known that in Helias configu-
rations the confinement of fast ions improves with β
[21, 22] and good fast ion confinement is expected to
be achievable in W7-X configurations only at high β,
which is still to be confirmed experimentally. However,
the fast ion confinement expected for W7-X is proba-
bly not sufficiently good for a reactor. A good con-
finement of energetic particles, particularly that of 3.5
MeV fusion-generated alpha particles, is crucial for a
fusion reactor because prompt alpha losses can deposit
into the first wall an intolerable amount of energy. On
the other hand, it is required that the alphas remain
in the reactor for a sufficiently long time, so that they
heat the D-T fuel, thus allowing a self-sustained chain
reaction with a minimum need for external auxiliary
energy input once ignition is reached. Furthermore,
good confinement at low values of β is highly desirable
for two reasons. First, it would facilitate the design of
high-field reactors, which could operate at a smaller β.
Additionally, in a reactor with standard magnetic field
values, alpha particles will be generated in the reactor
before it reaches its high-β physics design point, and
they need to be confined. However, the best confine-
ment properties of W7-X, including the maximum-J
property, are expected to appear at high β. In recent
years, several QI configurations have been obtained
[23, 24, 25] that exhibit good confinement of energetic
ions. However, the configuration that we will present in
this work is, to our knowledge, the first one to achieve
this in a satisfactory range of β while maintaining at
the same time good MHD stability properties.

Even though the neoclassical transport of energy
and thermal particles can be reduced to acceptable
levels through the optimization of the configuration,
turbulence is another major factor limiting the
performance of a stellarator in terms of confinement,
as demonstrated in W7-X. The performance obtained
so far is in general below the expectations based
on neoclassical calculations [26] and it was only
improved over the empirical ISS04 scaling [27] in
particular scenarios with turbulence largely suppressed
[26]. The confinement of energetic ions and the
turbulent transport are two key elements presently
under consideration for the design of a new generation
of stellarators. Other engineering-based criteria
should also be taken into account in the numerical
optimization to ensure that a configuration can
actually be constructed [28, 29, 30]. The success in
the simultaneous optimization according to all these

criteria could define the stellarator as a preferred
option over the tokamak as a fusion reactor. We
leave the assessment of turbulent transport of this
configuration for a separate publication, but we will
show that it is close to fulfilling the maximum-J
property even at low β, which is expected to be
beneficial for TEM turbulence.

In this work, we present a new four-field period
QI configuration with moderate aspect ratio, A ∼ 10 §,
optimized for MHD stability and reduced neoclassical
transport of both thermal and energetic ions. It
has low magnetic shear and a rotational transform
profile with ῑ < 1, allowing a 4/4 island divertor.
The configuration properties are analyzed in detail
and compared with configurations of W7-X. It has
an effective ripple smaller than 0.5% in the plasma
core, is predicted to be ideal and ballooning MHD
stable up to β = 5%, shows very good confinement
of fast ions at low β (1.5%), and exceptionally good
confinement at β = 4−5%, which supposes a significant
improvement with respect to W7-X‖. Besides, the
bootstrap current is estimated to be small, as expected
for a QI configuration. We also present a first feasibility
study of simplified (filamentary) magnetic coils capable
of generating this configuration keeping the good fast
ion confinement.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows.
The tools and the strategy used for the optimization
are introduced in section 2. In section 3, we
present the optimization results, and the properties of
the optimized configuration are compared to several
reference cases. In section 4 a set of modular
coils that can generate the optimized configuration is
presented. Finally, the results are summarized and
some conclusions are drawn in section 5.

2. Numerical tools and optimization strategy

In this work, we use the STELLOPT suite of codes
[32] as the basic tool for optimization. It provides a
general framework for varying the parameters defin-
ing a magnetic configuration, evaluating the config-
uration properties and optimizing it according to a
cost function that depends on these properties. STEL-
LOPT includes different global, such as the Genetic
Algorithm with Differential Evolution (GADE), and
gradient-based optimization algorithms, such as the
Levenberg-Marquardt (LMDIFF) algorithm, which is
the one used here.

The suite includes many specialized codes for
evaluating the magnetic configuration properties. We

§ For comparison, the aspect ratios for other QI configurations
are: A ∼ 11 for W7-X [18], A ∼ 12 for QIPC [15], A ∼ 9 for
HSR4/18, and A ∼ 12 for HSR5/22 [31].
‖ We will study configurations at different values of volume-
averaged β that we will simply name as β.
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use the code NEO for the assessment of the thermal
particle transport, through the calculation of the
effective ripple metric, εeff [33]. Γα [22], Γc [34]
and several other proxies related with the confinement
of energetic ions have been included in STELLOPT
¶ In addition to these codes that are integrated
in the suite and executed within the optimization
loop, we use the codes COBRA [36], MAKEGRID
[37], and BNORM [38] in a standalone manner for
evaluating the ballooning stability and generating coil-
dependent data for free-boundary equilibrium VMEC
calculations, respectively (see section 4). We use
the code ASCOT [39] for the evaluation of the fast
ion confinement in selected configurations obtained
through the optimization loop.

The basic parameters defining a magnetic config-
uration that are varied in the optimization process are
those determining the MHD equilibrium that is com-
puted with the VMEC code [40]. For vacuum config-
urations, these are the Fourier coefficients describing
the plasma boundary, either the current or rotational
transform profile, and the magnetic axis, whose initial
guess is required by VMEC. For the optimization at
finite β, we also allow variations of the pressure profile
through the PRESCALE input and the toroidal flux at
the plasma edge (PHIEDGE in VMEC input).

The cost function to be optimized (minimized) in
STELLOPT is defined as:

χ2 =
∑
i

(f targeti − fequili )2

σi
, (1)

where f targeti represents the value of property fi
established as a goal in the optimization and fequili

represents the value of this property calculated for the
configuration under evaluation within the optimization
loop. The value σi represents the tolerance associated
to the target value f targeti . Note that σi plays several
roles. On the one hand, its value defines the tolerance
for an specific target property, fi. On the other hand,
the relative size of the different σi allows us to modify
the importance of a specific property, fi, as compared
to others, and to modify the shape of the cost function
to minimize in the optimization process. The optimal
values of these σi are not known a priori and have to
be determined empirically, in general.

In the cost function 1, we include the targets
listed in Table 1. First, we use several general targets,
such as aspect ratio, A, average β, and the toroidal
current, It, which require a unique evaluation for each
configuration. We also use a set of targets evaluated
at several radial positions for each configuration: the
magnetic well, W (as defined in [41]), the rotational

¶ This has been done through the neoclassical code KNOSOS
[35], that computes the necessary orbit-averated quantities

transform, ῑ, and the effective ripple, εeff . In
addition to these “standard” targets we have defined
a set of proxies specifically related to the confinement
of energetic ions and the quasi-isodynamicity of the
magnetic field, which we present next.

2.1. New proxies for fast ion confinement

The well-known Γc proxy [34] is defined as

Γc(s) =
π

4
√

2

〈∫ B−1

B−1
min

dλ
B√

1− λB
(γ∗c )2

〉
, (2)

with

γ∗c (s) =
2

π
arctan

∂αJ

∂sJ
=

2

π

vM · ∇s
|vM · ∇α|

, (3)

where s is the VMEC radial coordinate (normalized
toroidal flux), α is the field line label, α = θ − ῑζ,
with θ and ζ the generalized poloidal and toroidal
angle magnetic coordinates, respectively; λ = v2⊥/Bv

2

is the pitch angle, with v⊥ the component of the
velocity v perpendicular to the magnetic field, and B
the magnetic field modulus; J is the second adiabatic
invariant, vM is the magnetic drift velocity, the
overline . . . means orbit average and 〈. . . 〉 means flux
surface average. The proxy Γc has already been used
in previous works for the optimization of fast ion
confinement [42]. In addition, the newly defined Γα
proxy [22]

Γα(s) =
1

2

〈∫ B−1

B−1
min

dλ
B√

1− λB

H((αout − α)vM · ∇α)H((α− αin)vM · ∇α)
〉

(4)

is also used in this work. In Eq. (4), H is the Heavyside
function. Note that this new proxy is a refinement of
the well-known proxy Γc, as demonstrated in [22] for
W7-X configurations. Γα estimates the fraction of ions
born on a flux surface that are lost by interpreting the
distribution in phase space of the quantity γ∗c , instead
of taking its average. We refer the reader to [22] for the
details of the derivation of Γα and the demonstration
of its performance. Γα has been used in this work
together with Γc for a fast evaluation of the energetic
ion confinement, which is then confirmed with ASCOT
guiding-center calculations. We have implemented the
proxies Γc and Γα in STELLOPT [43].

In addition to these proxies for fast ion confine-
ment, a set of proxies explicitly related to the devia-
tion from quasi-isodynamicity has been implemented.
First, two proxies related to the alignment of magnetic
field strength extrema: VBT (Variance of B at the
Top) and VBB (Variance of B at the Bottom) are de-
fined as the variance of the magnetic field maxima and
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Table 1. Target values used in the optimization for different properties. The targets with * are defined in a set of radial positions.
Note that not all the targets are used in all phases of the optimization process (see section 2 for details).

Property Meaning/Purpose Target value

st
an

d
a
rd

m
et

ri
cs A aspect ratio 9.5

β average β value 1.5
It toroidal current 0
εeff effective ripple [33] 0*
W magnetic well (as defined in [41]) ∼ 0.1*
ῑ rotational transform < 1*

n
ew

p
ro

x
ie

s

Γc proxy for fast ion confinement [34] 0*
Γα proxy for fast ion confinement [22] 0*
V BT alignment of B maxima (see text) 0*
V BB alignment of B minima (see text) 0*
WBW width of the central magnetic valley (see text) 0*
RDB00 radial derivative of B00 (see text) ∼ 0.2*

minima, respectively, on a flux surface. For VBT, two
slightly different versions are considered. The first one
is defined as

V BM(s) =

∑
i(Bmax(s, θi)−BM (s))2

B00(s)2Nθ
, (5)

where Bmax(s, θi) is the maximum value of B at the
flux surface s for poloidal angle θi, BM (s) is the mean
value of Bmax(s, θi) maxima, B00(s) = B(s) is the
m = 0, n = 0 component of the magnetic field (in
Boozer coordinates) for the flux surface at s, and Nθ
is the resolution in the θ angle coordinate. Based
on the property that for a perfectly quasi-isodynmic
configuration the Bmax(s, θi) maxima are aligned at
ζ = 0 [2], an alternative form of the proxy VBT, called
VB0, has been defined as

V B0(s) =

∑
i(B(s, ζ = 0, θi)−BM0(s))2

B00(s)2Nθ
, (6)

which is similar to VBM, but assumes that the
maximum values of B are aligned along the line ζ = 0.
Here BM0(s) is the mean value of B(s, ζ = 0, θi). We
have used both VBM and VB0 without a noticeable
difference in results, and we refer generically to VBT
without specifying which version is used in each case.

The proxy VBB is defined as

V BB(s) =

∑
i(Bmin(s, θi)−Bm(s))2

B00(s)2Nθ
, (7)

with Bmin(s, θi) the minimum value of B at the flux
surface s for poloidal angle θi and Bm(s) the mean
value of Bmin(s, θi) minima. These minima are not
assumed to be located along a specific curve known
a priori, but the minimum value along each constant-
θ line, for any ζ, are considered in the calculation of
the variance, as for the VBM proxy. The target value

for VBT and VBB proxies is set to zero to reduce the
variance of both extrema. Proxies similar to VBT and
VBB have already been used in ROSE [44].

A fourth proxy, WBW, related to the width of the
magnetic field central valley (in Boozer coordinates) is
defined as

WBW (s) =

∑
ij B(s, ζi, θj)ζ

2
i

4π2B00(s)NθNζ
, (8)

with Nζ the resolution in the ζ angle. The target for
this proxy is set to zero to increase the width of the
central valley of the magnetic field strength on a flux
surface (reduce the width of the region of maxima of B
at ζ = 0). The beneficial effect of a wide valley in the
magnetic field strength at the center of the period was
already discussed in [44].

In addition to these proxies, a function has been
defined in STELLOPT for the calculation of the
radial derivative of the B00 component (in Boozer
coordinates) of the magnetic field, which accounts for
the diamagnetic effect, particularly relevant in finite-β
equilibria. Namely,

RDB00 =
1

B0

dB00

ds
, (9)

with B0 the average magnetic field at the magnetic
axis. The optimization goal is to increase the value of
this radial derivative as much as possible, in general.
Then, the target value for this proxy is set positive and
large (∼ 0.2).

All the proxies described in this section are
radially local quantities evaluated at several radial
positions. The target values used for the properties
optimized in this work are listed in Table 1. Note that
not all the targets were used in all the stages of the
optimization process. The values included in the table
are those used in the final phase of the optimization.
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2.2. Optimization strategy

Our goal is to find a QI configuration with moderate
aspect ratio, around A ∼ 10, and good confinement
of both thermal and energetic ions. We seek a
configuration with a rotational transform profile with
low (positive) magnetic shear, with an island at the
edge that allows an island divertor, and avoiding low
order rationals in the confined region. With all the
proxies previously described included in the code and
their target values set, the optimization loop is followed
trying to obtain a configuration with reduced deviation
from quasi-isodynamicity, which we could expect to be
translated into reduced transport of energetic ions, also
enforced by the specific proxies Γc and Γα.

We start with two magnetic configurations from
W7-X, the standard configuration (STD) and a high
mirror configuration (HM), scale + them to the target
aspect ratio and modify the number of periods in
the VMEC input. After scaling and setting the
number of periods of the configurations, some basic
properties, such as the rotational transform profile, the
magnetic well, and the effective ripple change in the
resulting VMEC equilibria. In particular, the effective
ripple was significantly worse (larger) than that of the
starting configuration.

Starting with these configurations, we optimize
for neoclassical (NC) transport and MHD stability
with STELLOPT including targets for εeff , defined
at several (3 to 7) radial positions. We fix the
rotational transform profile in the VMEC input. We
work with vacuum configurations in this process and
allow the variation of all the RBC and ZBS boundary
coefficients. After this initial optimization, we select a
configuration with four periods, the same rotational
transform profile as that of the standard W7-X
configuration, and larger magnetic well than the initial
configurations (STD and HM). The effective ripple,
εeff , was also significantly improved with respect to
the initial configurations.

With this four-period optimized configuration, we
start the optimization of fast ion confinement. We
work with finite β equilibria, which facilitates the
optimization, by setting a quadratic pressure profile
in the VMEC input (AM input) and defining a target
for β = 1.5%. We allow the variation of ῑ and define
targets for it, such that it is is close to (and below) 1 at
the edge and avoid low order rationals in the plasma.
W and εeff , and also for the proxies related to the fast
ion confinement and the quasi-isodynamicity,

Γc, Γα, VB0, VBM, VBB, WBW, and RDB00, as
listed in table 1. The properties and proxies with radial
dependence are evaluated in several (3 to 7) radial

+ The scaling is done manually by scaling the boundary
coefficients RBCs and ZBSs in the VMEC input consistently
with the PHIEDGE input parameter.

positions.
Including all these ingredients, finding a global

minimum of the cost function can be difficult. If a large
number of modes describing the plasma boundary vary
in the optimization process the function to minimize
becomes very complicated, and the optimizer can
get stuck in local minima. The problem would be
difficult even for a global optimization algorithm such
as GADE. To overcome these difficulties, we follow a
multi-stage optimization strategy, similar to that in
[45]. We start with a small number of Fourier modes
of the plasma boundary (RBCs and ZBSs coefficients
in VMEC input) that are allowed to vary in the
optimization, and increase this number progressively.
In a first stage, only modes of the boundary with
|n| ≤ 2 and 0 ≤ m ≤ 2 are allowed to vary. Note that,
although the modes of the boundary that are allowed
to vary are limited, the boundary definition, coming
from previous stages, contains modes with larger mode
numbers and also the magnetic field still shows a
spectrum containing modes with |n| and m larger than
2. Note that the description of the boundary used in
VMEC is not optimal [46].

Once the variables and targets are fixed, the
cost function is fully defined when the tolerances
of the targets, σi in equation (1), are set. We
follow an iterative process in which, starting from the
same initial configuration, we define different sets of
tolerances for the targets, and run an optimization loop
with each set. Among the new configurations obtained,
we select the best one according to its closeness to the
target values. With this configuration, we repeat he
process until no further improvement can be obtained
for the number of modes selected∗. Then, we increase
this number to allow the variation of modes with
|n| ≤ 3 and 0 ≤ m ≤ 3, and repeat the process. We
continue the loop until |n| ≤ 7 and 0 ≤ m ≤ 7, which
does not produce significant changes with respect to
the previous step.

With this strategy, we have obtained a configura-
tion that is very close to omnigeneity, as we will show,
and exhibits also good fast ion confinement, while keep-
ing MHD stability and reduced εeff . In the next sec-
tion, we describe the magnetic configuration obtained
following this procedure and compare it with the stan-
dard and high mirror configurations of W7-X.

3. Optimization results

In this section, we discuss in detail the properties
of the final optimized configuration, with particular

∗ The final results in an optimization process using LMDIFF
depends strongly on the starting point and the optimization
function, which depends on the tolerances set for the targets.
Then, strictly speaking, we cannot say that this configuration is
the best possible.
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emphasis on the ones considered in the optimization.
We start analyzing the magnetic field structure in
section 3.1. Then, we analyze the MHD stability and
neoclassical transport in section 3.2, and the values
of the new proxies defined for fast ion confinement in
3.3. The goodness of the fast ion confinement predicted
by the values of Γc and Γα proxies is confirmed by
guiding-center calculations with ASCOT in section 3.4.
The bootstrap current, which is not considered in the
optimization loop, is discussed separately in section
3.5.

3.1. General properties of the optimized configuration

The optimized configuration obtained has four periods,
is relatively compact, with A = 9.94, and has a
magnetic field close to QI. The magnetic field strength
for this configuration, with β = 1.5%, at the flux
surface with s = 1 is shown in figure 1-left.

The QI structure (with magnetic field strength
contours closing poloidally) can be readily recognized
in this plot even at s = 1. Note that in QI
configurations, such as those of W7-X, the magnetic
field strength is usually closer to have poloidally-closed
contours near the magnetic axis than near the plasma
edge.

Figure 1-right shows Poincaré plots at several
toroidal angles for the optimized configuration. Cuts
for flux surfaces at s = 0.1, 0.5, 1 are shown for toroidal
angles φ = 0, 0.52, 1. The flux surface has a highly
elongated section at toroidal angle φ = 0, which has
been associated to drawbacks, such as a reduction
of the plasma volume [25] or an increase of the coil
complexity [47], in QI configurations. However, as we
will see in section 4, relatively simple coils can be found
for this configuration.

We show some more details about the magnetic
field structure in figure 2. The left panels in this figure
show the (normalized to B0) magnetic field strength
versus Boozer angle coordinates ζ and θ for three
magnetic flux surfaces at r/a = 0.25, 0.5, 0.75. The
quasi-isodynamic structure of the magnetic field, with
contours of a constant magnetic field closing poloidally,
is readily seen in this figure. The magnetic field is
closer to quasi-isodynamic near the magnetic axis (top
panel), while near the outer boundary the deviation
from quasi-isodynamicity increases.

The field line with α = 0 is shown in pink. Note
that we map onto the first period segments of the field
line lying on other periods. In the right panels of this
figure, the magnetic field strength along the field line
α = 0 is shown. At r/a = 0.25, the alignment of
the magnetic field minima and maxima, as expected
for a magnetic configuration close to omnigenous, is
clear. The alignment is also significantly better in the
inner radial positions. For r/a = 0.75 the alignment

of maxima and minima is significantly worse than
for inner positions, indicating a larger deviation from
omnigeneity. Getting good alignment in all radial
positions is very difficult; then, tighter tolerances were
put at the inner ones, where most of the fast particles
are generated in a reactor. It can also be seen in the
figure that the alignment of minima is better than
that of the maxima, which is more relevant for fast
ion confinement, as we will discuss later. In LHD,
the alignment of the magnetic field minima produces
a significant reduction in the effective ripple and in
the fast ion losses [48]. Another noticeable feature in
figure 2 is that the magnetic valleys are wider than the
regions of maxima of B.

To complete the analysis of the magnetic field
structure, we now look at the second adiabatic
invariant, J , whose contours, for a particular value
of the pitch-angle velocity λ ≈ 1/B00 and several
values of β, 0.5%, 1.5%, and 4.0%, are shown in figure
3. We can readily observe that the contours of J
(especially those closer to the axis) are well aligned
with the flux-surfaces. Furthermore, J is maximum
at the center, s = 0, and decreases toward the edge
(maximum-J property). As β increases, the constant-
J contours approach concentric circles, such that |∂αJ |
decreases as well as ∂sJ becomes more negative in a
wide range of α values, which positively impacts the
confinement of trapped particles, as we will see next.
We note that circular contours of J is a sufficient but
not necessary condition for good fast ion confinement;
closed contours of J (i.e. contours that do not intersect
s = 1) is sufficient. We can put the relevance of this
result in perspective by comparing these plots with the
equivalent ones for other devices. In other QI devices,
the contours of J are not very close to concentric circles
for β ∼ 4%, and open contours are typically found for
β < 3%, see e.g. [21, 22, 15].

Figure 4 shows the radial profile of the rotational
transform for the optimized configuration with β =
1.5%. The global magnetic shear is small but positive
and 0.85 < ῑ < 0.95, thus avoiding low order rationals
and allowing a 4/4 island at the edge.

3.2. MHD and neoclassical transport

Now we analyze the MHD stability and neoclassical
transport in this configuration through the standard
metrics W and εeff . Figure 5-top shows the radial
profile of magnetic well (including the finite β plasma
effect [49, 41]) for the optimized configuration at β =
1.5% compared with those for the W7-X reference
configurations at β = 1.5% and β = 0. An increase
of W with β (even above the target value) is observed
in the W7-X configurations, which is also obtained
(not shown) in the optimized one. The large values
of the magnetic well in all the radial domain ensure
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Figure 1. Left: Magnetic field strength at the last closed flux surface for the optimized configuration, with β = 1.5%. Right:
Poincaré plots at toroidal angles φ = 0, 0.52, 1 for the optimized configuration at s = 0.1, 0.5, 1. R and Z are normalized with the
minor radius, a.

Figure 2. Magnetic field strength (normalized with B0) versus Boozer angles coordinates ζ and θ at three radial positions, r/a = 0.25
(top), 0.5 (middle), and 0.75 (bottom) for the optimized configuration, with β = 1.5% (left) and magnetic field strength along the
field line starting at (θ, ζ) = (0, 0) point for the same radial positions (right). The field line with α = 0 is shown in pink. Note that
we map onto the first period segments of the field line lying on other periods.
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Figure 3. Maps of the second adiabatic invariant, J , in polar
coordinates for the optimized configuration for β = 0.5% (top),
β = 1.5% (middle) and β = 4.0% (bottom). The radial and
angular coordinates are the normalized toroidal flux, s, and
the field line label α, respectively. Constant radius contours
are shown for several radial positions s = 0.25, 0.5, 0.75, 1 with
dashed lines. The J contours correspond to λ ∼ 1/B00.

Figure 4. Rotational transform profile versus radial position
for the optimized configuration, with β = 1.5%.

Figure 5. Magnetic well, as defined in STELLOPT[49, 41]
(top), and effective ripple (bottom) profiles versus radial position
for the optimized configuration, with β = 1.5% and the W7-X
reference configurations at β = 0, 1.5%.

ideal MHD stability. Ballooning stability has also
been studied with the code COBRA, up to a value of
β = 5% using parabolic pressure profiles, showing that
the configuration is ballooning stable for these pressure
values.

In figure 5-bottom we show the effective ripple,
εeff [33] versus radial position for the optimized
configuration and compare it with those for the W7-
X configurations for β = 0 and β = 1.5%. In
the optimized configuration, the effective ripple is
below εeff = 2% in almost all the plasma radius
and εeff < 0.5% in the plasma core r/a < 0.5,
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Figure 6. Values of the the radial derivative of B00 (bottom)
versus radial position for the optimized configuration, with
β = 1.5%. W7-X reference configurations are also shown for
comparison.

which is considered sufficient for a stellarator reactor
[19, 20]. At the plasma edge εeff increases significantly,
which is not very important, however, because the
high collisionality at the edge makes the neoclassical
transport less relevant in this region [50].

3.3. QI and fast ion confinement metrics

Now, we analyze the values of the proxies most closely
related to quasi-isodynamicity and fast ion confine-
ment for the optimized configuration. The quasi-
isodynamicity character of the optimized configuration
was already discussed in section 3.1. Here we analyze
the metrics defined to enforce QI in the optimization,
which contribute to improve the confinement of ener-
getic particles, particularly the proxies Γα and Γc. The
latter has already been used for the optimization of
fast-ion confinement [42]. In section 3.4 we evaluate
the confinement of energetic ions.

Figure 6 shows the profile of the proxy RDB00
versus the radial coordinate for the optimized
configuration and the reference cases at β =
0 and 1.5%. The increase of RDB00 with β for all
the configurations is clear and reaches similar values in
the optimized and reference cases at β = 1.5%.

Figure 7 shows the values of the proxies VBT and
VBB versus the radial coordinate for the optimized
configuration with β = 1.5%. The proxy values for the
reference configurations at both β = 0 and β = 1.5%
are also shown for comparison. The reduction of these
metrics in the optimized configuration with respect to
the reference configuration values is evident, which is
consistent with the good alignment of the magnetic
field extrema shown in figure 2. The radial dependence
is also very clear in this figure, showing quantitatively
that the alignment of extrema is better in the inner
region than in the outer one. Note that the values

Figure 7. Values of the proxies VBM and VBB versus radial
position for the optimized configuration, with β = 1.5% and the
reference W7-X configurations.

obtained for the proxy VBB are significantly smaller
than those for VBT, which again is consistent with the
better alignment of minima as compared to maxima in
figure 2.

In figure 8 we show the values of the proxies Γc and
Γα obtained for the new configuration and compare
them with the reference cases. The improvement
of these metrics with β for the reference W7-X
configurations is clear. For the values of β considered
here, the values of the Γc and Γα proxies are better
(smaller) for the standard configuration of W7-X than
for the high mirror one. The improvement of these
proxies in the optimized configuration with respect
to the reference ones is also clear. Note that Γα
provides a (simplified) quantitative prediction of the
fast ion prompt losses [22], then, very small prompt
losses of fast ions, below 1%, can be expected in this
configuration for particles born in the core, s < 0.3.
This prediction should be confirmed by more precise
calculations, however, and this is what we do in section
3.4, by means of guiding-center calculations with the
code ASCOT.
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Figure 8. Values of Γc and Γα proxies versus radial position
for the optimized configuration, with β = 1.5% and the reference
W7-X configurations..

3.4. Evaluation of fast ion losses with guiding-center
calculations

In this section, we address the confinement of energetic
ions in the new configuration by means of collisionless
guiding-center calculations with ASCOT. In order to
do so, we launch energetic ions at specific positions
and follow their trajectories until they are lost at the
plasma boundary.

The final goal is making predictions on the
confinement of alpha particles in a reactor and
assessing whether they would remain in the plasma for
a sufficiently long time as to thermalize and give energy
to the bulk ions (slowing down time) or they would
escape before reaching thermalization. Note that we
do not consider collisions in the ASCOT simulations.
Specifically, we follow energetic ions with a normalized
ion Larmor radius comparable to that of alphas in a
reactor. We use as reference reactor parameters those
from [51], a = 2 m, A = 10, B = 5 T, T = 14 keV,
which give a normalized Larmor radius ρ∗ = ρL/a =
2.7·10−2 for alphas of energy E = 3.5 MeV. These fast
ions are launched at fixed radial positions with uniform
angular distribution over the flux surface and isotropic
distribution in velocities. We calculate the fraction
of ions lost after 8000 transit times, which is more
than the number of toroidal turns (6000) that alpha
particles in a reactor perform in a slowing-down time.

Figure 9. Fraction of fast ions lost versus time in the optimized
configuration, with β = 1.5% and the reference configurations,
for ions born at the radial positions s = 0.06 (top), s = 0.25
(middle) and s = 0.5 (bottom).

The results of these calculations are presented in figures
9 to 10 and discussed in the following paragraphs.

Figure 9 shows the loss fraction versus time
for ions launched at the radial positions s =
0.06, 0.25, 0.50. We show the loss fraction for the
optimized configuration at three values of β, 0.1%,
1.5% and 4%, and also for the reference W7-X
configuration at β = 1.5% and β = 4% (only W7-
X HM, as this configuration is expected to perform
better at β=4% for fast ion confinement). Even
at the smallest β value, 0.1%, the loss fraction of
particles born at r/a < 0.5 is smaller in the optimized
configuration than that for the reference configuration
at β < 4%. For β = 1.5% the losses are much



A quasi-isodynamic configuration with good confinement of fast ions at low plasma β 12

smaller (more than 20 times) than for the reference
configurations at same value of β. This is a very
relevant result, since previous QI configurations have
usually required a high value of β for confining the
fast ions, sometimes showing increased losses at low or
moderate β before the maximum-J property starts to
develop, see e.g. [22, 23]. At β = 4% no ions born at
s = 0.06 are lost after 8000 transit times. The loss
fraction increases with the radial position of birth of
the fast ions. For ions born at s = 0.25, at β = 0.1%
the loss fraction is comparable or smaller than for the
reference configuration at β < 4%, and for β = 1.5%
the loss fraction is around 10 times smaller than for
for reference configuration at β < 4%. At β < 4%, the
loss fraction is in the range of 10−3 after 8000 transit
times for ions born at s = 0.25. In the outermost
radial position considered, s = 0.5, the loss fraction is
very similar for β = 1.5% or β = 4% and only slightly
smaller than that of the reference configurations. We
have to point out that most of the alphas in a reactor
are expected to be generated in the core region, where
the density and temperature profiles have large enough
values to make the fusion reaction rate relevant.

Next, we analyze the distribution of energies of
the fast ions that are lost. In figure 10 we show
the loss fraction versus λB0 for ions born at the
radial positions, s = 0.06, 0.25, 0.5, for the optimized
configuration at β = 1.5%. In this figure, the losses
are separated into two categories: prompt and non-
prompt. The former correspond to losses for times
t < 10−3 s and the latter for times t > 10−3 s. For
ions born at s = 0.06 the losses are very small and
correspond almost exclusively to prompt losses of very
deeply trapped ions, with large values of λB0 ∼ 1.15.
The small fraction of lost ions can be explained by
the closeness to omnigeneity for the innermost radial
region of this configuration. For ions born at s = 0.25,
the losses slightly increase, and a component of non-
prompt losses, with comparable size as that of the
prompt fraction, appears. Most of the ions promptly
lost are very deeply trapped, which again reinforces
the need for a very good alignment of B minima to
minimize the losses. Losses of very deeply trapped
ions are the most difficult to avoid and require very
careful tailoring of the magnetic configuration. A tiny
fraction of losses are non-prompt and correspond to
barely trapped ions with λB0 ∼ 0.75. Finally, for
the last radial position of birth studied, s = 0.5, the
distribution of energies of the lost ions is qualitatively
different, and extends to the region of barely trapped
ions. The prompt losses show a dominant peak around
λB0 ∼ 1.15 in the deeply trapped region, and two
smaller peaks centered around λB0 ∼ 0.8 and λB0 ∼
1.05. No significant prompt losses are observed for
λB0 < 0.75, while the distribution of non-prompt

Figure 10. Fraction of fast ion lost versus normalized pitch-
angle, λB0, for the optimized configuration, with β = 1.5%, and
for ions born at three radial positions, s = 0.06 (top), s = 0.25
(middle) and s = 0.5 (bottom).

extends from the deeply trapped to the barely trapped
region, with a dominant peak around λB0 ∼ 0.75,
close to the trapping-passing limit, at λB0 ∼ 0.69. No
passing ions are lost.

We note that proxies such as Γα, Γc and VBB
target losses caused by the radial drift of fast ions
being, on average, directed in the radial direction.
These losses take place on a time scale between 10−4s
and 10−3s and thus mainly manifest themselves as
prompt losses. Our results show that optimizing Γα
and Γc indeed reduce the prompt losses, but also have
a positive indirect effect on other types of losses that
take place on a longer time scale [52]. Some of these
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losses should be positively affected by a reduction of
VBT.

3.5. Evaluation of the bootstrap current

Having shown that the confinement of energetic ions,
which was the central point of the optimization, is very
good, we analyze in this section the boostrap current.

The configuration dependence of the bootstrap
current in a stellarator can be encapsulated in
the so called mono-energetic coefficient D31. The
dependence on the plasma parameters is then
introduced by multiplication by a combination of the
plasma gradients and convolution with a Maxwellian
distribution function, see e.g. [53]. This calculation has
to be performed with codes that solve numerically de
drift-kinetic equation. Because these calculations need
to resolve with good enough accuracy a narrow region
of phase-space in the boundary between trapped and
passing particles, it requires a substantial computing
time and it is not usually included in the optimization
loop. Simple formulas such as that in [54] can capture
reasonably well the size of the bootstrap current[53],
but lack the accuracy to be employed in stellarator
optimization. A fast and accurate calculation of the
bootstrap current for general stellarator configurations
is not possible presently. However, it can be
demonstrated that for an omnigenous magnetic field
with poloidally closed B contours the bootstrap
current is identically zero [15, 16, 3].

Due to the lack of an appropriate proxy, we did
not include a target for the bootstrap current in the
optimization process. However, we could expect that
for this configuration that is close to QI, it would be
small. In this section, we present the calculations of
the D31 coefficient performed a posteriori with the code
DKES [55] for the optimized configuration. Figure 11
shows the values of the normalized] D∗31 coefficient
calculated with DKES versus collisionality for three
radial positions s = 0.06, 0.25, 0.5 and two values of
β = 1.5%, 4%. Here, ν∗ = Rν/ ῑv is the collisionality,
with ν the collision frequency and v the thermal
velocity. We show results for the high mirror and the
standard configurations of W7-X in the same figure ††.
The calculations are done assuming no radial electric
field, Er. The region of parameter space corresponding
to small Er is the most relevant one for electrons, which
are expected to contribute the most to the bootstrap
current in ion root plasmas of low collisionality regimes,
see [53]. It is shown in the figure that the values
of the coefficient D∗31 are comparable to or smaller
than those for the high mirror configuration of W7-X,

] The transport coefficients are usually normalized to the values
for an axisymmetric tokamak in the plateau regime (see [53])
††The W7-X configurations here used are vacuum configura-
tions.

and significantly smaller than those for the standard
configuration in the three radial positions considered
and for a wide range of collisionality values. As we
discussed earlier, the bootstrap current in the high
mirror configuration is considered sufficiently small for
a reactor, while that for the standard is considered too
large. The opposite situation occurs with εeff , which is
considered small enough for a reactor in the standard
configuration while in the high mirror it is too large
[19]. The optimized configuration here presented has
sufficiently small values of both bootstrap current and
effective ripple.

It is remarkable that in the optimized configura-
tion, for the innermost radial position, s = 0.06, the
values of the D∗31 coefficient are zero, within error bars,
for the whole collisionality range studied in the case
with β = 1.5%. At β = 4%, D∗31 is only slightly
larger than zero for the low collisionality regimes with
ν∗ ≤ 10−3. For collisionalities ν∗ ≥ 10−3, D∗31 is zero
for the three radial positions, and the two values of β
considered. The dependence of D∗31 with β is small, as
can be observed by comparing the left and right panels
of figure 11.

The small values obtained forD∗31 are a foreseeable
consequence of the closeness to quasi-isodynamicity of
this configuration, even though no bootstrap current
metric was included in the optimization. Based on the
results discussed in this section, we can expect that
plasmas in this magnetic configuration will show small
values of bootstrap current.

4. Feasibility study of magnetic coils

Once we have analyzed in detail the physics properties
of the new configuration, the last question that we
address in this work is the conceptual design of coils
that could generate it. We follow a two-step approach:
first optimize the shape of the magnetic configuration
and afterwards try to find coils that produce this
configuration. In principle, it is not guaranteed that
the magnetic configuration can be reproduced, to a
sufficient degree of accuracy, with realistic coils that
are simple enough as to be built. The construction of
coils introduces additional engineering constraints that
should be properly taken into account. An exhaustive
analysis taking into account all engineering criteria
required for the actual construction of the coils exceeds
the objectives of this work. Here, we perform a basic
preliminary assessment of single-filament coils that
could generate the magnetic configuration presented
in the previous sections. With these simplified coils
we calculate the MHD equilibrium with VMEC in
free-boundary mode including the coil currents, which
we compare with the previously generated equilibrium
described in section 3, obtained through a fixed-
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Figure 11. Values of the D∗
31 coefficient versus collisionality, for the optimized configuration and the two W7-X reference

configurations, for three radial positions s = 0.06 (top), s = 0.25 (middle) and s = 0.5 (bottom). Results for the optimized
configuration at two values of β are shown, β = 1.5% on the left panels and β = 4% on the right ones.

boundary calculation. We analyze the configuration
generated with the coils and evaluate to what extent
the field errors degrade the benign properties of the
original one. We will not address the analysis of
the coil-generated configuration with the same level of
detail as for the fixed-boundary equilibrium but will
concentrate on the confinement of energetic ions, which
was the main focus of the optimization, and is expected
to be very sensitive to small changes in the magnetic
field structure.

For the coil design, we use the code REGCOIL
[56], which allows reaching a compromise between coil
complexity and magnetic field error in a controlled

way. In addition to REGCOIL, for this phase of
the analysis, we use the codes MAKEGRID [32] and
BNORM [38], already included in the STELLOPT
suite, for generating the grid required for free-boundary
MHD calculation with VMEC and for the calculation
of the normal component of the magnetic field over
the winding surface (the surface on which the current
of the coils lay), respectively.

REGCOIL can assume a winding surface at a
constant distance from the plasma or use a predefined
(calculated by other means) winding surface. The
results from the constant-distance case can be
improved by relaxing this constraint and optimizing
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Figure 12. Top: Set of coils designed for the optimized
configuration using winding surface optimization and a minimum
distance from coils to plasma, dm = a. Bottom: Poincaré
plots for the fixed-boundary calculation of the original optimized
configuration and the free-boundary calculation including the
optimized coil set with dm = a. Lines corresponding to a coil set
without winding surface optimization and fixed distance d = a
(shown in figure 15) are also included for comparison.

the winding surface, which in our case is done using
adjoint methods [57]. For reference, we present the
coils obtained for winding surfaces at constant distance
from the plasma in the Appendix A while the best coils
obtained using the winding surface optimization are
presented directly in this section.

Based on the analysis performed for fixed distance
from plasma to coils (see Appendix A), we concentrate
on cases with 10 coils per period and dm = 0.9 a, dm =
a, and dm 1.25 a, where dm is the minimum distance
from the plasma to the winding surface, which is a
constraint used in the winding surface optimization,
and a is the minor radius. The best results were
obtained for dm = a.

The coil set obtained using a combination of
REGCOIL and adjoint methods for a minimum
distance of the winding surface to plasma of dm =

Figure 13. Loss fraction of energetic ions born at s = 0.06
(top) and s = 0.25 (bottom) calculated for the optimized
(fixed-boundary equilibrium) configuration, the free-boundary
configuration obtained with non-optimized coil sets (w/o
WSO) and the free-boundary configuration obtained with the
optimized coil set (WSO). Calculation for the reference W7-X
configurations are also shown for comparison.

a is shown in figure 12. The coil complexity and
minimum distance between coils in this optimized set
are comparable to those of the coils obtained with
fixed-distance winding surface (see Appendix A), while
the configuration obtained with these coils is better,
as we will see next. Figure 12-bottom shows Poincaré
plots at several toroidal sectors for the original fixed-
boundary calculation of the optimized configuration
from section 3, and the free-boundary calculation
including the optimized coil set. We also include, for
comparison, lines corresponding to a non-optimized
coil set with fixed distance d = a (shown in figure 15).
The separations from the fixed-boundary case in both
free-boundary calculations are comparable in size.

For the configuration obtained in a free-boundary
calculation with VMEC including the coils shown in
figure 12 we have evaluated the fast ion losses with
guiding-center simulations with ASCOT, following the
procedure explained in section 3.4. We focus on the
β = 1.5% case. The results of loss fraction versus time
are shown in figure 13. The loss fraction of energetic
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Figure 14. Magnetic field strength (normalized to B0) versus Boozer angles over the flux surface for three radial positions,
r/a = 0.25 (left), r/a = 0.5 (middle) and r/a = 0.75 (right), for the original optimized (fixed boundary) configuration (top row), the
magnetic configuration obtained including the non-optimized coil set from figure 15-left (middle row) and the configuration obtained
with the winding-surface-optimized coil set from figure 12 (bottom row).

ions born at s = 0.06 and s = 0.25 calculated for the
(fixed-boundary) optimized configuration presented in
section 3 at β = 1.5%, the free-boundary configuration
obtained with the best non-optimized coil set for
d = a (shown in figure 15)) and the free-boundary
configuration obtained with the optimized coil set from
figure 12 are compared. Results for the reference W7-
X configurations are also included. The benefit of
the winding surface optimization for the confinement
of energetic ions is clear from the figure. For the
innermost position, s = 0.06, this optimized coil set
produces a configuration in which the fast ion losses are
significantly smaller than those for the configurations
obtained without optimization of the winding surface.
Using different levels of regularization does not produce
big changes (not shown), while the winding surface
optimization improves the configuration from the
point of view of the confinement of fast ions. The
loss fraction for the optimized-coils configuration is

comparable to the original optimized configuration
(fixed-boundary equilibrium) from section 3 obtained
without considering coils.

For the radial position s = 0.25, the configuration
including the optimized coils has losses significantly
larger than the original (fixed boundary) configuration,
but still much smaller than those obtained for non-
optimized coil sets and much smaller than for the
reference W7-X configurations. Note that the prompt
losses, for times t < 10−3 s, for the configuration
with non-optimized coils are larger than those for the
reference configurations, while the optimized coil set
allows keeping the prompt losses at levels comparable
to the reference configurations and much smaller for
longer times.

Note that the optimized coil set, even producing
significant field errors, as shown in figure 12, generates
a configuration with very good confinement of energetic
ions. This positive result can be in part understood by
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looking at the magnetic field maps. In figure 14 we
show the magnetic field strength versus Boozer angles
for three magnetic flux surfaces at s = 0.25, 0.5, 0.75
for the original configuration from section 3, the best
configuration obtained with a non-optimized coil set
from figure 15 and for a configuration obtained with
optimized coils (Figure 12). It is clear from the figure
that the coil set obtained with the winding surface
optimization has a reduced coil ripple as compared
to the coil set without optimization, which strongly
impacts the confinement of energetic ions. The coil
ripple significantly increases with radius.

Hence, using REGCOIL and the winding surface
optimization with adjoint methods, we have obtained
a set of simplified coils that allow generating the
magnetic configuration with enough accuracy to keep
the confinement of energetic ions at levels comparable
to those of the original configuration in the plasma
core.

5. Summary and conclusions

In this work, we present a four-field period quasi-
isodynamic configuration of moderate aspect ratio
optimized for fast-ion confinement at low plasma
β. The configuration has been obtained using the
stellarator optimization suite STELLOPT, which has
been extended by including new metrics related to
the confinement of energetic ions and the proximity
to quasi-isodinamicity. The well-known proxy Γc and
the newly defined model, Γα [22] have been included
in STELLOPT and shown to be of great help in
the optimization of the confinement of energetic ions.
We have also defined several metrics related with the
proximity to quasi-isodynamicity, the variance of the
B extrema, maxima and minima, and the width of the
central magnetic field valley. A measure of the radial
derivative of B was also defined as a new target in
STELLOPT.

With these tools and following a multi-stage opti-
mization strategy, we have found a new configuration
with four periods and aspect ratio A = 9.94 that ex-
hibits very good confinement of energetic ions at low β.
It has low magnetic shear and a rotational transform
profile with ῑ < 1, allowing a 4/4 island divertor. The
magnetic field structure is close to omnigenous and has
poloidally closed B contours, particularly in the inner-
most region. This configuration has a significant mag-
netic well, which ensures ideal MHD stability and the
ballooning stability has been confirmed up to values of
β = 5% by means of calculations with the code CO-
BRA. It also shows very good confinement of thermal
particles, with an effective ripple below 0.5% in the
plasma core. The good confinement of energetic ions
predicted by the proxies Γc and Γα has been confirmed

with guiding-center calculations carried out with AS-
COT. The fast ion confinement is particularly good in
the plasma core, and it is good even for values of β as
low as β = 0.1%, improving up to a very good level at
β = 1.5%. For reactor scale plasmas, with β = 4− 5%,
the confinement of energetic ions is outstanding.

Furthermore, a small bootstrap current is ex-
pected for plasmas in this configuration as deduced
from calculations of the D∗31 coefficient carried out with
DKES. These results agree with the theoretical expec-
tation that the bootstrap current is close to zero for
configurations sufficiently close to quasi-isodynamicity.

A preliminary study of the feasibility of magnetic
coils for this configuration has been carried out. For
this study, the code REGCOIL has been used in
combination with the optimization of the winding
surface using adjoint methods [57]. A set of coils
has been designed that allows keeping the good
confinement of energetic ions at the same level as the
configuration without coils in the plasma core and
at acceptable levels up to middle radius. In future
work, we plan to design magnetic coils taking into
account additional criteria. In addition, an effort
to search for quasi-isodynamic configurations with
different periodicities that are optimized for fast ion
confinement is underway.

The results presented in this paper represent an
important advance in design of QI stellarators, as they
alleviate one of the major issues in the road towards a
helias reactor: good fast ion confinement is obtained at
low β and is found to be consistent with MHD stability
and other neoclassical criteria. Note that good fast-ion
confinement is required at low β even if the operational
design point of the reactor corresponds to a high-β
value. Otherwise, large fast-ion losses might happen
during the initial phases of a discharge, damaging the
plasma facing components of the reactor. The reason
why the configuration presented in this paper exhibits
good confinement of fast ions even at very low β is
that it (very approximately) satisfies the maximum-
J property for values of β that are much lower than
configurations reported in the literature so far (some
previous QI configurations tend to be minimum-J at
low β, and approach the maximum-J property only
for high β values [21, 22, 15]). Moreover, this has
another foreseeable and very relevant consequence:
the reduction of TEM turbulence already at low β,
which would also help reaching and maintaining the
operation point of a stellarator reactor based on this
configuration. We will discuss this in detail in a
future publication devoted to the analysis of turbulent
transport in the optimized configuration described in
this paper.
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Apendix A. Coil designs with fixed distance
from the plasma

In this appendix, we present several coil designs for
the optimized configuration from section 3, obtained
using REGCOIL with the constraint of a fixed distance
between the coil surface and the plasma, which are
comparable in complexity to the coil set shown in
figure 12 but less accurate than that reproducing the
original configuration. To illustrate the benefit of
performing an optimization of the winding surface, we
also compare the optimized winding surface and the
winding surface at constant distance from the plasma
boundary.

In a first stage, designs with 8, 10, and 12 coils
per period were explored and 10 was selected as the
optimal number, because it balances the coil-to-coil
distance, coil complexity, and field errors. With fewer
coils the magnetic configuration is poorly reproduced
while using more coils the minimum distance between
them becomes too small. We studied the dependence
of the resulting configurations with the coil-plasma
distance for d = 0.75 a to d = 2 a, with a the minor
radius, finding that for d < 0.9 a the ripple introduced
by the coils is too large, which makes it very difficult
to reproduce the configuration with acceptable fidelity.
For d > 1.1 a the coil ripple significantly decreases,
but reproducing the magnetic field accurately requires
too complicated coils and the minimum coil-to-coil
distance reduces significantly. Two examples of coils
obtained for fixed distances d = a and d = 1.25 a,
are shown in figure 15, which correspond to the best

Figure 15. Coil sets designed for the optimized configuration
at two values of the (constant) distance coils-plasma, d = a (top)
and d = 1.25 a (bottom).

trade-off between coil complexity and field errors for
these plasma-to-coil distances obtained by tuning the
regularization parameter [56]. The results obtained
with these two coil sets for the proxies Γα and Γc were
very similar, while the increased complexity of the coils
for the case of d = 1.25 a as compared to d = a is clear
in the figure. The coils in the latter case have larger
curvatures and smaller minimum coil-to-coil distances.

For coil-to-plasma distances d = 0.9 a, d = a,
and d = 1.25 a we performed detailed calculations
of fast ion confinement with ASCOT. In all cases,
the free-boundary calculation of the MHD equilibria
obtained with VMEC including the coils resulted in
a magnetic configuration in which the confinement
of energetic ions is significantly poorer than that for
the fixed-boundary calculation without coils, although
still better than for the reference W7-X configurations
(see figure 13 for an example). All the cases
analyzed with reasonable values of the regularization
parameter produced magnetic configurations in which
the confinement of energetic ions was very similar.
These results suggested the need of an optimization
of the winding surface.

As described in section 4 we have carried out
an optimization of the winding surface using adjoint
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Figure 16. Poincare plots showing the projection, at several toroidal angles, of the winding surface for the case with constant
distance coils-plasma with d = a (blue) and for a case with optimized winding surface with minimum distance from coils-to plasma
dm = a (green). The plasma is shown in red.

methods [57]. This way, the constraint of the constant
distance from plasma to the winding surface is relaxed
and a new optimized winding surface is computed.
A constraint in the minimum distance from the coil
surface to the plasma is set. The plots in figure 16
show the projection of the winding surface for the
coil set with constant distance from coils to plasma,
d = a, shown in figure 15, and for the coil set with an
optimized winding surface from section 4 in which the
minimum distance from coils to plasma is dm = a. The
separation of the optimized winding surface from the
constant-distance surface is clear in the figure. This
optimization of the winding surface translates into a
significant improvement of the fast ions confinement
(see section 4).
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