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EIn magnetic confinement fusion research, the achievement of
O _high plasma pressure is key to reaching the goal of net en-
L ergy production. The magnetohydrodynamic (MHD) model

is used to self-consistently calculate the effects the plasma
pressure induces on the magnetic field used to confine the
== plasma. Such MHD calculations — usually done computa-
. tionally — serve as input for the assessment of a number of
important physics questions. The variational moments equi-

== librium code (VMEC) is the most widely used to evaluate
>3D ideal-MHD equilibria, as prominently present in stellarat-

_C ors. However, considering the computational cost, it is rarely
O _used in large-scale or online applications (e. g., Bayesian sci-

“entific modeling, real-time plasma control). Access to fast
(C\] MHD equilbria is a challenging problem in fusion research,
= one which machine learning could effectively address. In this

paper, we present artificial neural network (NN) models able
to quickly compute the equilibrium magnetic field of Wendel-
stein 7-X. Magnetic configurations that extensively cover the

() device operational space, and plasma profiles with volume-

. averaged normalized plasma pressure (8) (8 = 2#or/B?) up
to 5% and non-zero net toroidal current are included in the

« data set. By using convolutional layers, the spectral rep-
O\l resentation of the magnetic flux surfaces can be efficiently
S computed with a single network. To discover better mod-

-=— els, a Bayesian hyper-parameter search is carried out, and

3D convolutional neural networks are found to outperform
feed-forward fully-connected neural networks. The achieved
normalized root-mean-squared error, the ratio between the
regression error and the spread of the data, ranges from 1%
to 20 % across the different scenarios. The model inference
time for a single equilibrium is on the order of milliseconds.
Finally, this work shows the feasibility of a fast NN drop-in
surrogate model for VMEC, and it opens up new operational
scenarios where target applications could make use of mag-
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netic equilibria at unprecedented scales.

1 Introduction

The computation of magnetohydrodynamic (MHD) equilib-
ria is central in magnetic confinement fusion, where it repres-
ents the core component of most modeling and experimental
applications. In the stellarator community, the 3D ideal-
MHD variational moments equilibrium code (VMEC) [1] is
the most widely used, e.g., to infer plasma parameters [2,
3], to reconstruct magnetic equilibria [4-8], and to design
future devices [9-11]. VMEC is also employed for equilib-
rium studies in perturbed, and hence non-2D, axisymmet-
ric configurations [12-22]. However, a single VMEC equi-
librium evaluation can take up to O(10) minutes' even on
a high-performance computing (HPC) facility, especially for
a reactor-relevant high-g3 plasma configuration. Table 1 re-
ports the orders of magnitude of VMEC total iterations and
wall-clock time typically encountered in target applications.
The high computational cost limits an exhaustive explora-
tion of the use case input space. A parallel version of VMEC
has recently been developed [23], however, for example, the
wall-clock time of a single free boundary equilibrium recon-
struction, both in the case of a stellarator and a tokamak
scenario, is still on the order of hours [24, 25].

In this paper, we use artificial neural networks (NNs)
(see section 2.3) as function approximators to build a fast
surrogate model for VMEC. A reduction in run times of
up to 6 orders of magnitude can be achieved. The mod-
els are trained on VMEC runs from two independent data
sets: Deonsig and Dg (see 2.2.1). Deonfig includes a wide range
of vacuum magnetic configurations, while IDg covers a distri-
bution of plasma profiles for a fixed magnetic configuration.
To find better models, and to take the human out of the
loop, a Bayesian hyper-parameter (HP) search is performed
(see section 2.4).

Since neural networks poorly extrapolate beyond the ex-
pressiveness of training data, a large and experimentally rel-

"Run time on the Max Planck computing and data facility (MPCDF)
cluster “DRACO?”, using the small partition and 16 cores.
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Table 1: Order of magnitude of VMEC iterations and wall-
clock time in target applications. Fixed-boundary equi-
libria are considered in stellarator optimization, while
the inference of plasma parameters and equilibrium re-
construction usually requires free-boundary equilibria.
VMEC computation time strongly depends on the run
requirements (e.g., radial resolution, Fourier resolution,
field periodicity, convergence tolerance), thus the 10's —
10" s range has been considered in this table.

Application Iterations  Time [s]
Bayesian Inference [26] 10* 10° — 108
Equilibrium reconstruction [4, 25] 10° 10! - 10*
Stellarator optimization [27] 10° 10* - 107

evant data set is essential for good out-of-sample perform-
ance (see section 2.2). Training runs are sampled as em-
ployed in the Bayesian scientific modeling framework Min-
erva [28, 29|, aiming to reduce the covariate shift between
the training and test data set. The magnetic configura-
tions are sampled from a large hyper-rectangle around the
nine Wendelstein 7-X (W7-X) reference configurations [30],
while the plasma profiles are modeled as Gaussian processes
(GPs) [31], and domain knowledge is embedded in the train-
ing data through virtual observations [32-35].

Since VMEC assumes nested magnetic flux surfaces, mag-
netic islands in the equilibrium field are not included by
design. Furthermore, an ideal coil geometry (i. e., no coil mis-
alignment or electro-magnetic deformations) is considered,
while ideal coil currents and plasma profiles (i.e., error-free
measurements) are assumed. The relaxation of these as-
sumptions is not in the scope of this paper.

In the past, Sengupta et. al successfully regressed single
Fourier coefficients (FCs) of the VMEC output magnetic
field, using Function parametrization (FP) with quadratic or
cubic polynomials for vacuum [36] and finite beta [37] mag-
netic configurations. The regression of the full VMEC out-
put was broken down into subproblems, where a FP model
was derived for each FC, leading to many free parameters to
learn. In this work, on top of the previously mentioned com-
ponents (i.e., physics-like plasma profiles and HP search),
the learning task is to infer the full magnetic field geo-
metry with a single multiple-input multiple-output (MIMO)
model, where all the VMEC output FCs are regressed at
once (see section 2.2.2). Using a single model drastically re-
duces the number of free parameters to learn, and it forces
the NN to efficiently share them among the outputs. Con-
trary to FP, it is well-known that sufficiently wide or deep
NNs can approximate a broad class of functions [38-42]. In
addition, convolutional neural networks (CNNs), as powerful
tools of current deep learning methods, are better suited to
extract and reproduce translation-invariant spatial features
from grid data, and to share their free parameters between
the features while reducing overfitting. Furthermore, from
the user standpoint, a single model can more easily be im-
proved, adapted, and deployed.

For real-time plasma control, having access to low-cost
magnetic equilibria can improve traditional strategies, and
enable completely new data-driven approaches (e.g., rein-
forcement learning (RL) based control). In fusion research,
the use of NN models to compute the plasma topology [43—
45] and to speed up slow workflows [46-50] is not a novel
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idea, nevertheless, to our knowledge this paper represents
the first which effectively addresses the 3D MHD physics in
WT7-X scenarios.

2 Methods

In the following relevant concepts and employed methodolo-
gies are described.

2.1 The VMEC code

The equilibrium problem under the ideal-MHD model is
characterized by the force balance equation, Ampere’s and
Gauss’s law

Jx B=Vp (1)
V x B =pgJ (2)
V-B=0. (3)

VMEC uses a variational principle to solve the inverse
formulation, which computes the mapping f 5 — T
between flux coordinates ¢ = (s, 6, ), normalized toroidal
flux (s = ®/®.aq., where ®(s) is the toroidal magnetic flux en-
closed between the magnetic axis and the flux surface labeled
s), poloidal and toroidal angle, respectively, and real space
cylindrical coordinates = (R, ¢, Z), major radius, azimuth
and height above mid-plane, respectively. VMEC adopts a
spectral representation of ¥ along the poloidal and toroidal
angles. Assuming stellarator symmetry, the cylindrical co-
ordinates can be expressed as

(4)
()

Further-

Z Ryn(s) cos(m — nNgyp)

= Zunls

where Ng, € N is the number of field periods.
more,

R(s,0,¢) =

(s,6,0) ) sin(mé — nNgp ),

A(s,0,0) Amn (8) sin(m@ — nNgyp)

=D (6)
is an angle renormalization parameter such that 6* =
0 + A(s,0,¢) represents the poloidal angle for which mag-
netic field lines are straight in (s, 6%, ) [1]. The equilibrium
magnetic field B can be written in contravariant form

B = B*¢, + B, + B¥¢, = B%¢y + B¥é,, (7)
where B - ﬁp = B® = 0 under the assumption of nested
magnetic flux surfaces. The non-zero components are given

by [1]

1, o
Bez—g@(b—%) (8)
o= Lo 2 )

NG a6

where ¢ is the rgtaticlnal tllansform, the prime denotes
9/0s, and /g = (Vs -Vl x Vp)~! is the Jacobian of the

coordinate transformation f.



2.2 Data set generation

The covariant representation of B can be obtained
from equations (8) and (9) and the metric tensor g;; =

5..p. — 0T  OF
€€ = 5¢ ¢ as follows

By=DB-éy=B’gpy + B¥gy9,
B, =B-é,=B’gs, + Bg,,.

Finally, the magnetic field vector strength is given by

B? = Zl B'B; = (B%)*gss + 2B° B? go,, + (B?)*gpg.
(12)

As in case of #, the magnetic field strength is described by
VMEC using a spectral representation:

B(s.0.¢) =Y Bua(s)cos(md — nNiyg),  (13)
Like in [1], & is redefined as & = (R, A, Z), where the angle
renormalization parameter A replaces the toroidal angle .

2.2 Data set generation

To generate a large and W7-X relevant data set of mag-
netic configurations and plasma profiles, Minerva [28, 29]
is used. Within Minerva, models are described as direc-
ted, acyclic graphs. Each node can be deterministic (e.g.,
a diagnostic model or a physics code) or probabilistic (e.g.,
plasma parameters or diagnostic observed quantities). The
edges define the dependencies between nodes. Model free
parameters can be described via probabilistic nodes, where
the node a priori distribution encodes the domain know-
ledge on the parameter. In the forward mode, observed
quantities can be computed, while in the inverse mode, the
model free parameters can be inferred with different inversion
techniques (e. g., maximum a posteriori (MAP) and Markov
chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) methods).

Using Minerva to generate physics relevant samples for
NNs training has already been explored [51]. Here, a VMEC
node is included in a Minerva model. Free parameters are
represented by the magnetic configuration and the plasma
profiles. The model is relatively simple and can be built as
a stand-alone object, yet Minerva allows embedding domain
knowledge (i. e., the prior distribution of the model free para-
meters) in the NN surrogate by reducing the covariate shift
between the training data set D and the target application
data set Diarger. This approach is similar to that described
in [52], where experimental data have been used to populate
the training data set. However, in this work, experimental
data are not used directly, but simulated data drawn from
experimentally validated distributions are used instead. This
allows a dense coverage of the input parameter space, while
restricting its extension to physically relevant regions only.

W7-X possesses a Ny, = 5-fold stellarator symmetry, i.e.,
the main coil system comprises five identical modules, each
of which is point symmetric towards the module center (see
Section 2.1). The resulting magnetic field has a five-fold
symmetry along the toroidal direction. Each half module
includes five different non-planar and two planar coils. The
vacuum field depends only on the currents ;. 5 and I4 p,
respectively, the currents in the non-planar and planar coils.

Except for a scaling of the magnetic field strength, the va-
cuum magnetic configuration does not depend on the ab-
solute values of the coil currents but only on their ratios
with respect to Iy, 425 and i4,5. The current ratios are
uniformly sampled from a hyper-rectangle whose boundaries
are provided in Table 2. These boundaries cover the nine
reference configurations of W7-X [30], while extending to a
larger set of conceivable configurations. To obtain a mag-
netic field strength of approximately 2.5T on axis, at ¢ =0
and for the standard configuration, the normalization coil
current I is set to I; = 13770 A.

The plasma profiles cover a broad range of W7-X discharge
scenarios, and include plasma pressure on axis up to 200 kPa,
corresponding to volume-averaged (3) of approximately 5 %,
and a net toroidal current ranging from —10 to 10kA. The
profiles are defined as a function of the normalized toroidal
flux s: p(s) is the pressure of the plasma at the flux surface
labeled s, and I(s) is the enclosed toroidal current flowing
inside the surface s. With this definition, I(s = 1) is the
total toroidal current in the plasma, which we will refer to
as lior-

Theoretically, all the possible continuous functions for
s € [0,1] should be sampled. The exploitation of domain
knowledge obtained from experience with W7-X discharges
allows us to restrict the function space of the profiles, and
to sample the region of interest denser as compared to un-
constrained parametrization. The profile shapes are modeled
via GPs [53], stochastic processes whose joint distribution of
every finite, linear combination of random variables is a mul-
tivariate Gaussian. GPs are usually employed in the model-
ing context, as they can be seen as distributions of functions.
For example, a one dimensional function f : s € R — R with
a GP prior is

f(S) ~ gP(M(S)a 2(57 S/))7

where p(s) is the mean function, and X(s,s’) is the cov-
ariate function. Then, for a set S, := {s € R}, the corres-
ponding F, are distributed as

(14)

Fi ~ N(u(Sx), 2(Sx, Si)), (15)

where the covariate function matrix is computed element-
wise.

In Minerva, plasma profiles are usually specified as GPs
with zero mean, which does not restrict the mean of the pos-
terior process to be zero [53], and squared exponential covari-
ance function [54]. In particular, since profiles can have sub-
stantially different gradients in the core and edge regions [55],
a non-stationary covariance function [56] is used [57]. Here,
the GP mean and covariance functions are

u(s) =0, "
o, QO'I(Si)UI(Sj)
Blsi50) = 1\ | 357 02(s,)
X ex 7M a30ij
p( ag<sl»>+az<sj>>+ o v

where o, is usually fixed to o, = 10730, [34], and o,
which represents the length scale function, is a hyperbolic
tangent function
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Table 2: Hyper-rectangle boundaries for the vacuum mag-
netic configurations, pressure and toroidal current profile
included in the data set. Each parameter is uniformly
sampled.

Magnetic configuration

Free parameter Min Max Unit
Dedge -25 -1.6 Wb
i[1...5] 0.6 1.3 -
i[A,B] -1.0 1.0 -
Pressure profile
Free parameter Min Max Unit
Do 0 200 kPa
o¢ 2.0 4.0 -
leore 2.0 3.0 -
ledge 1.0 2.0 -
S0 0.7 0.9 -
Sw 0.3 0.4 -
Toroidal current profile
Free parameter Min Max Unit
Lior -10 10 kA
Uf 2.0 3.0 -
leore 2.0 3.0 -
ledge 3.0 5.0 -
S0 0.1 0.6 -
Sw 0.01 0.1 -

lcore + ledge
2

ox(s) =

_ lcore ; ledge tanh <S - 50) 7

Sw

(18)

where loore and leqee are the core and edge length scale,
respectively. sg is the transition location and s, represents
the length scale for the transition. The domain knowledge
on the plasma profiles is encoded via the HPs of the GP
used to represent them, which define the distributions from
where the profiles are drawn. T he values of the GP HPs are
uniformly sampled from a hyper-rectangle, whose boundaries
are given in Table 2. These values are adapted from previous
works where the plasma profiles in W7-X are modeled via
GPs [34, 49, 54, 58].

The profiles are further constrained by the use of wvirtual
observations [34], such that the GP prior is refined with “vir-
tual diagnostic measurements”, described by a normal distri-
bution. As usually observed in W7-X experiments, the elec-
tron and ion density and temperature profiles are peaked!! in
the core [59-61]. Therefore, the normalized pressure profile
is constrained to 0 at the last closed flux surface (LCFS) and
1 on axis. Contrarily, the normalized toroidal current profile
is set to 0 on axis, and 1 at the LCFS. Figure 1 shows a subset
of the normalized plasma profiles, which are independently
sampled from the two refined GPs. Finally, the profiles are
scaled to the desired values: the pressure profile is multiplied
by po, the pressure value on axis, and I, which is the total
toroidal current enclosed by the plasma, is provided as input
parameter to VMEC.

ITA globally decreasing function of the radial profile, not to be confused
with a high “peaking factor” as used in the fusion community.

Table 3: Plasma volume and minor radius boundaries of valid
VMEC runs included in the data set.

Variable Min Max Unit
Vo 220 380 m?
Qeff 45 60 cm

All VMEC calculations are performed in free boundary
mode, where the confined region is characterized with the
total enclosed magnetic toroidal flux, ®c45e = P(s = 1).
Given the large input space, VMEC runs which are not rel-
evant for W7-X, e. g., runs which did not converge or exhibit
values for the plasma volume and minor radius outside the
boundaries given in Table 3, are discarded.

2.2.1 Training scenarios

To decouple the regression complexity of the 3D ideal-MHD
equilibrium from the vacuum field computation, the problem
is broken down in two different scenarios: a null and finite-
(B) cases, which lead to two independent data sets, Deonfig
and Dg. Deonsig is populated with vacuum magnetic config-
urations, i.e., pressure and plasma current profiles are con-
stant 0. This scenario targets two applications: discharges
with low () values which could be effectively studied with a
vacuum field, and further investigations of the properties of
the vacuum configurations of W7-X. In particular, the use
of a slightly modified model is envisioned to further explore
the richness of the vacuum magnetic configurations of W7-X|
searching for optimized equilibria in terms of, e.g., neo-
classical transport via the effective helical ripple amplitude
€cfy [62] or ideal MHD stability via the magnetic well [63].
In Dg, the standard magnetic configuration (EJM+252) [30]
is fixed, and the data set is populated with plasma profiles
as described in Section 2.2. This scenario covers discharges
with volume-averaged (5) up to 5 % and net toroidal current
up to 10kA.

The number of VMEC simulations for the two scenarios
are 11 360 and 11 709, respectively. Of these, only 10339 and
9675 converged. Finally, after filtering out the equilibria
based on the ranges given in Table 3, the data sets contain
|Deonfig] = 9589 and |Dg| = 9332 valid runs, respectively.

In this work, the two dimensions to characterize a W7-X
magnetic configuration, the vacuum field geometry and the
plasma profiles, are independently explored in Dconge and
Dg. Given the large vacuum magnetic configuration space
probed in Deonsig and the relatively low values of (3) included
in Dg, the spread of the FCs describing the equilibrium field
is expected to be higher in Dconge than in Dg. Furthermore,
W7-X is an optimized stellarator where the plasma influence
on the magnetic configuration has been strongly reduced by
the minimization of the bootstrap current and the Shafranov
shift [64]. Hence, the equilibrium field coefficients are expec-
ted to be smooth functions of the main parameters character-
izing the plasma, py and I, in contrast to the flexibility of
the vacuum magnetic configurations of W7-X. In the scope
of the next steps of this proof of concept, working models in
these two extreme cases can give valuable insights on the use
of NNs for the regression of the equilibrium magnetic field
in a arbitrary finite-(8) configuration.
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Figure 1: Subset of normalized plasma profiles included in
the data set as a function of the flux radial coordinate
s. Only plasma profiles which resulted in a valid VMEC

equilibrium are depicted.

2.2.2 Models inputs and outputs

In Deconsig, the inputs are represented by ®.q¢. and the six
independent coil current ratios, while in Dg, ®Pegge, Po, Ltors
and the normalized pressure and toroidal current profiles are
used. In both scenarios the regressed outputs are the iota
profile, +(s), the Fourier series of the flux surface coordinates,
represented by Ry, (s), Amn(s) and Zp,y(s) and the Fourier
series of magnetic field strength, By, (s). The output FCs
are regressed instead of the real space values for the follow-
ing reasons: first and foremost, the Fourier series profiles
are a compressed representation of the magnetic field, thus
letting the network learn a reduced number of independent
outputs. Furthermore, we seek to replace VMEC with sim-
ilar input and output signature as the original code such that
our application can serve as a drop-in replacement for exist-
ing use cases. For example, in the context of the application
of this work in the inference of plasma parameters, the flux
surface coordinates are needed to map real space diagnostic
measurements to flux coordinates [54, 65], and the magnetic
field strength plays a crucial role in the analysis of many
diagnostics (e. g., electron cyclotron emission (ECE) [26]).
For the generation of the data set, the resolution of
the VMEC output is set to Ny = 99 flux surfaces and
Mpol = Ngor = 12, where |m| < mpo and |n| < nyor are
the poloidal and toroidal Fourier modes respectively. Since
all the outputs are real quantities, omn = (0—m,—n)* for
o € {R,\, Z, B}. This limits the independent FCs to a sub-
plane (usually m > 0). Despite this symmetry consideration,
still 28 512 coefficients remain per output!!. Figure 2 shows
the FCs of the three coordinates for one sample in the data
set, evaluated at the LCFS. However, it has been argued
that mpol = ntor = 6 modes are sufficient to represent the
magnetic field in case of W7-X configurations [37]. In this
work, the sufficient Fourier resolution is further investigated.
For the radial profile, a subset of Ny flux surfaces is selected,
while up to Mpe and figoy poloidal and toroidal modes are
used for the FCs. To more densely cover the plasma region
near the axis, the flux surfaces are selected such that their

I The number of FCs per coordinates scales as O(Ns - mpol - Titor)-
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Figure 2: FCs of the cylindrical coordinates evaluated at the
LCFS. The Fourier series have poloidal modes m < mpol
and toroidal modes |n| < ngor. A logarithmic colormap is
used to show the span in orders of magnitude expressed
by the data.

radial locations s follow a quadratic progression in [0, 1]. To
compute the loss of information due to the downscaling, the
reduced representation is upscaled to match the full resolu-
tion by asserting z,,, = 0 for x € {R,\, Z} if m > 1o or

5
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[n| > fitor- Then, the outputs R, A\, Z and B are evaluated
with equations (4) to (6) and (13) on a grid along the 6 and
¢ angles, using Ng = 18 poloidal and N, = 9 toroidal points
per period. Finally, the full radial resolution is recovered by
cubic interpolation along s. Similarly, a reduced resolution
of the iota profile is investigated, using N, flux surfaces (the
same as those employed for # and B). To compare the re-
duced to the full resolution, the iota profile is then upscaled
via cubic interpolation.

Given a set ) = {y € RE} of generic quantities y with
true or reference value y* , the root-mean-square error (rmse)
between y and y* is computed as

1 K 1 |Y]
rmsey = — — i —Yr)2 . 19

Here it is used to compare the two resolutions, where for
each output, y is the reduced output representation of y*,
and K is the number of evaluation points: K, = Ns, and
Kr=K\,=Kz; =Kp= NsNgNw. Figure 3 shows the rmse
for different values of the resolution parameters.

A

In case of the iota profile, Ny = 20 flux surfaces are
sufficient for a deviation of approximately rmse’ = 1074,
Ns = 10, mpoy = 6 and 7oy = 4 are needed for the

flux surfaces coordinates to achieve rmsef; , = 107° m and
rmsey = 10~3rad , and Ns = 10, 1pol = 6 and figoy = 12 are
used for B to obtain rmsef; = 1073 T. These choices result in
20 locations for the iota profile, while 1500 FCs describe the
flux surface coordinates and the magnetic field strength!v.
This resolution represents a practical trade-off between the
complexity of the regression task and the reconstruction fi-
delity. It is important to note that rmse, rmseg ,, rmsej
and rmsej; represent a lower bound of the reconstruction er-
ror that can be achieved by using the models presented in
this work.

Given the two data sets, Dconse and Dg, and the three
output quantities, ¢, ¥ and B, six independent regression
tasks are defined: config-iota and S-iota, config-surfaces and
B-surfaces, and config-B and B-B. In the config-iota and (-
iota tasks, a NN is trained to compute the reduced resolution
iota profile, using respectively Dconag and Dy as data set.
Similarly, in the config-surfaces, B-surfaces, config-B and -
B tasks, a NN is trained to compute the FCs of the reduced
resolution ¥ or magnetic field strength B, using Deonge and
Dg, respectively.

Considering the scope of this paper which attempts to de-
velop a VMEC proof-of-concept surrogate model, it is useful
to investigate the performance on independent subproblems.
In future works, a single NN could be trained to compute all
outputs and to handle both vacuum and finite-(3) runs.

IVEach output is described by Npcs = No Ny [Mpol (27stor + 1) — Titor]
FCs, where N, is the output dimension (N, = 3 for & and N, = 1
for B).
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Figure 3: Analysis of the rmse between the full and reduced
representation of the iota profile, flux surface coordinates
and magnetic field strength. In figures 3b and 3c the trun-
cated Fourier resolutions are ordered based on the total
number of FCs used, which scales as O(pol - Ator). In
the case of the flux surface coordinates and magnetic field
strength, and for the Fourier truncated resolution of in-
terest (i.e., Mpol & 6 and Agor = 6), an increased radial
resolution of 20 flux surfaces does not significantly differ
from using only 10 flux surfaces.



2.4 'Training and evaluation pipeline

2.3 NN architectures

In general, given two quantities 1; € R¥ and ¥ € R?, and
a set of N observations (1;,7;) sampled from a fixed but
unknown distribution p(z/_;7 %), a NN, parametrized with a
set of free parameters w, can be employed to learn a map-
ping f : RX — RP which minimizes the empirical loss
L3 1H F(;;0)), where [ : RP x RP — R is a given loss

funétion. In this work, the expressive power of NNs is ex-
ploited to learn a low-cost approximation of a known func-
tion, using observations sampled from a known distribution.
A NN usually employs successive layers of artificial neurons
to create the mapping f, where each neuron computes a non-
linear transformation of the neurons from the previous layer.
The NN free parameters o are derived during the training
process to minimize the empirical loss on the given training
set. For a detailed introduction on NNs please refer to [66].

Two NN architectures are adopted herein. One is a feed-
forward fully-connected neural network (FF-FC), which is
composed of a sequence of dense blocks, each comprising a
dense layer with L? regularization and a non-linear activation
function. The number of hidden units is halved for each
successive block. The activation function for the last block
is the identity. Figure 4 illustrates the architecture for the
config-iota task, where a network with five of such blocks is
shown.

The FF-FC architecture is used on the iota reconstruction,
where the regressed output is composed of only 20 elements.
However, its number of free parameters grows linearly with
the dimensionality of the output. Thus, more efficient ar-
chitectures are needed for the surfaces and magnetic field
strength reconstruction, where each sample has 1500 output
elements. Hence, 3D CNNs [67, 68] and encoder-decoder like
architectures [69-71] are explored. In these architectures an
encoder processes variable-length input features and gener-
ates a fixed-length, flattened representation. Conditioned
on the encoded representation, the decoder then builds the
required outputs.

For the these tasks the & coordinates are stacked. Fig-
ure 5 displays an example of such architecture for the (-
surfaces task, where a CNN architecture with transposed
convolution is used. In the encoder tree, high-level features
are extracted from the plasma profiles via consecutive 1D
convolutional blocks and concatenated back with the scalar
inputs into a flattened representation. Then, a decoder tree
gradually builds up the output via consecutive transposed
convolutional blocks. Finally, the output shape is matched
via a 3D cropping operation. Each encoder block comprises
a 1D convolutional layer, batch normalization [72], and a
non-linear activation function with dropout [73]. Similarly,
a decoder block is composed of a 3D transpose convolutional
layer, batch normalization, and a non-linear activation func-
tion with dropout. For the last block, batch normalization
is not included and the identity activation function is used.
For each block the number of filters in the encoder tree is
doubled, while halved in the decoder tree. Convolutional lay-
ers with stride are employed over up-sampling operations, as
suggested by [74].

The stacking of consecutive convolutional layers acting on
inputs of different length scales, in conjunction with a scal-
ing of the feature channels, is a common approach in modern
deep convolutional neural network (DCNN) architectures.

D Input and output features

D Dense + SeLLU

o o |
LZQ'”E” ©4,B, Pedge |7

Dense, 64
T
Dense, 32

| |

| |

1

‘ Dense, 16 ‘

| |

| |
!

€1
Dense, 8

T
Dense, 20

20

Figure 4: FF-FC architecture for the config-iota task. The
grey blocks represent the input and output features, where
the dimension is indicated on the right. A single block is
composed of: a ‘Dense, m* layer with m units and a non-
linear activation function (e. g., the scaled exponential lin-
ear unit (SeLU)). The last block uses the identity function.
The values of the HP of the best performing model in the
config-iota task are shown here (see sections 2.4 and 6.1).
The use of the SeLLU activation function, as discovered
by HP search, leads to whitened layer input distributions,
which improve the convergence of the training process [79].

This structure decreases the number of free parameters by
forcing the model to learn a hierarchical representation of
high- and low-level features, while imposing a regularizing
effect during training. A subset of the NN architecture HPs
is not fixed a priori, but optimized via HP search. The lists
of the explored HPs (e.g., the layer non-linear activation
function) are provided in section 6.1.

In both architectures all weights are uniformly initialized
as suggested by [75], while the bias terms, where present,
are initialized to zero. The weights are then optimized via
the Adam optimizer [76], while reducing the learning rate
by a fixed multiplier factor once a validation loss plateau
is reached. Early stopping [77] is employed during training.
The NN models are built, trained and evaluated via the open
source software package Tensorflow [78] on a single NVIDIA
RTX8000P virtual graphical processing unit (GPU).

2.4 Training and evaluation pipeline

For each task defined in Section 2.2, the training and evalu-
ation pipeline includes the following steps:

Data scaling It is known that NN models converge
faster during training if the input distributions are
whitened [80], i.e., linearly transformed to have zero
mean and unit variance. All scalar inputs are mapped
to [—1, 1], while non-scalar inputs and outputs (plasma
profiles, ¢ profile and FCs) are scaled to the inter-quartile
range. These steps are performed via the open source
software package Scikit-learn [81].

Bayesian HPs search The large number of HPs and the
significant training time of the considered NN archi-

7



3 Results

D Input and output features
|:| Convld + bn + Leaky ReLLU 4 dropout
. Conv3d + bn + ReLU + dropout

|:| Conv3d

D Tensor operations

1 ®eager oo, o |1 pls]/po, I[s] / Tuor !
ST TR T

‘ Convld, 16, 3, [1] ‘

8 x 16

| Comvid,32,3,[1] |

l 6 x 32

‘ Convld, 64, 3, [1] ‘

4% 64

‘ Convld, 128, 3, [1] ‘
2 x 128

+
1 x 259

Reshape
1x1x1x259

3 x3x3x160

5 X5 x5 x80

TXT7Tx7x40

9x9x9x20

‘ Conv3d, 3,3 x 3 x 3, [1,1,1] ‘
11 x11 x 11 x 3

‘ Crop3d ‘
l 10x6x9x3

Figure 5: The 3D CNN architecture for the S-surfaces task.
The grey blocks represent the input and output features,
the yellow ones the 1D convolutions, the blue ones the
3D convolutions, and the red ones tensor operations. For
each block, the output dimension is indicated on the bot-
tom right, where the last number is always the number of
features, and the antecedent ones the feature dimension
(e.g., 10 X 6 x 9 x 3 refers to 3 features of size 10 x 6 x 9). .
For the convolutional blocks, the number of filters, kernel
size, and stride (in bracket) are indicated in sequence. The
use of Batch Normalization is indicated via bn. The values
of the HP of the best performing model in the 3-surfaces
task are shown here (see sections 2.4 and 6.1).

tectures make a manual model optimization procedure
hardly effective. Therefore, to standardize the search
of more performing models, an automated approach to
HPs search is used in this work. In particular, the
tree-structured Parzen estimator (TPE) [82] algorithm,
provided via the open source software package hyper-
opt [83], is employed. TPE is a sequential model-based
optimization (SMBO) algorithm, where the true fitness
function, e. g., the model training and evaluation, is ap-
proximated with a low-cost model that is cheaper to
evaluate. The proxy model is then numerically optim-
ized to retrieve new configurations to be evaluated. Con-
trarily to other SMBO strategies where the fitness func-
tion is directly learned, TPE models the distribution
function of configuration values given classes of optimal
and non-optimal fitness function values. It then optim-
izes the expected improvement (EI) criterion [84] with
a heuristic procedure. Its main advantage over other
HP search approaches is the sampling efficiency on tree-
structured configuration spaces [82], i. e. spaces in which
not all dimensions are well-defined for all the configura-
tions (e. g., number of hidden units in the second layer of
a single-layer FF-FC model). For a detailed description
of the algorithm, please refer to [82]. On each learn-
ing task, 30 search iterations are performed. The data
set is split in 20% for testing, 10 % for validation and
70 % for training. For each search iteration, the train-
ing data is used to train the model, while the validation
data is used to assess the model regression error and in-
form the search strategy. The best performing model is
then adopted in the cross-validation scheme. To ease the
computational cost of the search, a simple mean-squared
error (mse) loss is used for training and HP validation.

Repeated k-fold cross-validation To estimate the regression
error on out-of-sample data, a five-fold cross-validation
evaluation is repeated 10 times. In a k-fold cross val-
idation scheme [85, 86], the data set is partitioned into
k-folds of equal cardinality. Then, for each fold, the
training process is repeated k-times, using the selected
fold as test set, and the remaining folds for the training
and validation sets. The estimate of the regression error
is the average of the test error on each fold. However,
the cross-validation estimate of the regression error can
be highly variable due to the single partition of the data
set into the k-folds [87]. To overcome this limitation, in
the repeated k-fold cross-validation scheme, the k-fold
cross-validation scheme is repeated n-times, partition-
ing the data set into a different k-fold each time. The
average of the test error on each fold is then used as the
final estimate.

2.5 Data and code availability

The data sets and code mneeded to reproduce this
work are available at https://gitlab.com/amerlo94/
vmecfastsurrogate.

3 Results

The results achieved on each task are now presented. It
is important to remember that Dg includes plasma profile
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3.1 Iota regression

for a fixed magnetic configuration (the standard configur-
ation), while Deongig explores the rich space of W7-X vec-
uum magnetic configurations. The changes in Dg, induced
by finite-beta effects, are then small compared to those in
Deonfig, induced by coil currents (i. e., finite-beta effects span
a space that only slightly expands the vacuum solution).
Therefore, the spread of the output data in the finite-beta
cases is smaller than in the vacuum scenarios: the coil sys-
tem of W7-X has been designed to allow a large flexibility
in the vacuum magnetic configuration space [88, 89], while
the W7-X optimization explicitly targeted robustness against
changes in plasma profiles, in particular pressure profiles [64,
90]. These features are expected to make the output data in
the finite-(3) tasks more difficult to resolve because of the
smaller spread. Therefore, to quantitatively compare the res-
ults across all tasks, the normalized root-mean-squared error
(nrmse) is used instead.

Given Y = {y € RX} (see section 2.2.2), the nrmse
between the predicted y and the true or reference y* is com-
puted as:

(20)
f—

where y, = il > yki.- The ¢ profile is evaluated along the
i=1

radial profile with Ny flux surfaces, so K, = 20. As employed
in section 2.2.2, an evaluation grid with Ny = 18 and N, = 9
is used for the flux surface coordinates and the magnetic field
strength. The use of the nrmse allows us to aggregate the
regression error on the three flux surface coordinates, and to
compare the results across all outputs and scenarios.

Table 4 summarizes the results for all tasks. As expected,
on each output, the nrmse in the vacuum scenario is lower
as compared to the finite-(3) case. Moreover, a nrmse below
10 % is consistently achieved for the ¢ profile and the mag-
netic field strength. In the flux surface coordinates tasks,
nrmse values between 14 % and 20 % are achieved instead.

Given the relative small size of the data sets and of the
NNs, the model training time is on the order of magnitude
of minutes but less than an hour. More importantly, the
inference time, even in the most conservative evaluation (i. e.,
with a single thread on 1 CPU core with a batch size of
1) is on the order of few milliseconds. However, parallel
computation (e. g., batched inference and GPU deployment),
pre- and post-training optimizations (e.g., model pruning
and quantization), are expected to deliver consistent orders
of magnitude speed-up [92, 93]. These optimizations are out
of the scope of this paper.

Tables 5 to 10 list the HP values for the best performing
models discovered via HP search (see section 2.4). As repor-
ted in table 4, the nrmse obtained during search is compat-
ible with the nrmse estimated via cross-validation (i.e., its
value is within the 95% interval of the distribution). This
means that the HP search procedure did not overfitV to the
validation data, but HP values which perform well on the
whole data set were found.

VHigh variance of the model error on unseen data.

In the following, the fidelity of the different NNs is inspec-
ted in closer detail and the major influences on the regression
error are identified.

3.1 lota regression

Figure 6 shows the rmse profile along the radial flux coordin-
ates for the config-iota and S-iota tasks. Although the av-
erage nrmse in the [-iota case is higher than in the config-
iota case, the rmse is on the order of 1073 for both. In the
config-iota scenario, the rmse increases from the axis to the
edge. This may be caused by the characteristic shear profile
of W7-X magnetic configurations and the hence increasing
spread of ¢ profile in the data from the axis to the edge.
Instead, in the [-iota task, the toroidal current (and par-
tially the pressure) profile is the main parameter affecting
+. By data set construction, these have a larger spread at
mid-radius (see figure 1). The larger spread is reflected in
the maximum at s ~ 0.4. In both cases, this work shows
that even shallow, FF-FC NNs can effectively regress the ¢
profile with high accuracy.

The qualitative fitness of the model can be visualized in fig-
ure 7, which shows the worst and median predicted ¢ profiles
for the worst performing cross-validation fold. In addition,
as highlighted in figure 8, e ven in case of the worst pre-
dicted sample in the worst performing cross-validation fold
(i.e., the worst possible scenario included in the data set),
the model is still able to capture the main features of the ¢
profile (e.g., the ¢ shear).

2.5 | | —m— config-iota
—m— [-iota 1
2 /
— u
$ '
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% : o
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1 ] - % \./ \. /l a—n
/ \./ S
e -
0.5 | =
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Figure 6: Results for the config-iota (blue) and B-iota (red)
tasks. Lines show the rmse mean and 95 % confidence
interval as a function of the radial coordinate s. While
the rmse in the S-iota task is generally lower than 1073,
the rmse in the config-iota scenario increases along the
radial profile, following the characteristic vacuum W7-X ¢
profile.

3.2 Flux surfaces regression

Figure 9 shows the rmse broken down by flux surface co-
ordinate along the radial profile. The reported rmse values
are the poloidal and toroidal average on each flux surface,
on a grid as employed in section 2.2.2. A solid line depicts
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3 Results

Table 4: Main results across all learning tasks. The nrmse,

training and inference time mean and 95 % confidence in-
terval are evaluated with bootstrapping [91]. The infer-
ence time is conservatively estimated with a batch size of
1 on a single Intel Xeon Gold 6136 CPU. However, orders
of magnitude in inference time can be gained by parallel
computation, pre- and post-training optimizations (e.g.,
model pruning and quantization). The nrmsepest, which
refers to the error on the cross-validation fold used in HP
search, is within the 95 % of the nrmse distribution for all
tasks, meaning that the model discovered in the HP search
is robust across the whole data set.

Task nrmse [1072] ttrain [102 S] tinfcrcncc [1073 S] NNfrcc parameters nrmsebcst[loiﬂ
config-iota 1.51 £0.19 1.45+£0.26 4.25 + 0.67 3436 14
B-iota 4.77 + 0.50 3.71+0.87 5.51 £0.80 14276 4.5
config-surfaces  14.17 +0.37 9.0+1.9 5.93+0.74 244989 14.4
B-surfaces 19.16 4+ 0.67 13.1+27 14.7 £ 3.0 1607535 19.5
config-B 3.39 4 0.27 82+14 7.23 £0.88 316193 3.5
5-B 9.87 + 0.35 3.29 +£0.59 8.7+1.3 541921 10.2
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Figure 7: Worst and median predicted samples for the config-
iota (blue) and B-iota (red) tasks. The solid lines repres-
ent the true ¢ profiles as evaluated by VMEC, while the
dotted (worst) and dashed (median) lines show the pre-
dicted profiles by the model. The results from the worst
performing cross-validation fold are shown.

the mean on the cross-validation folds, while the shaded area
represents the 95 % confidence interval. An initial decreasing
rmse from the magnetic axis till s =~ 0.1, a plateau, and a
steep increase towards the edge can be observed in R (see fig-
ure 9a). Contrarily, the rmse for both A and Z monotonically
increases from the axis till the edge (see figures 9b and 9c).

In all coordinates, apart from R in the S-surfaces task,
the rmse is higher at s = 1, i.e., the LCFS. We find it worth
investigating this in more detail, and hence examine the po-
loidal and toroidal dependency of the rmse specifically at
the LCFS with figure 10. In order to emphasize the error,
the worst performing cross-validation fold is shown, and a
grid with Ny = 36 poloidal and N, = 18 toroidal points per
period has been used. The error for R is almost flat on the
surface, with maxima at ¢ ~ Orad, representing the tips of

10

Figure 8: Shear profiles of the worst and median predicted
samples in the config-iota (blue) and B-iota (red) tasks
(same samples as in figure 7). The solid lines represent
the true shear profiles as evaluated from the VMEC ¢
profiles, while the dotted (worst) and dashed (median)
lines show the shear profiles derived from the model ¢ pre-
dicted profiles. The results from the worst performing
cross-validation fold are shown. The shear profile is com-
puted as d¢/d®. Even in the case of the worst predicted
samples, which feature a particular sheared profile, the ¢
shear is qualitatively regressed.

the bean-shaped cross section. On the other hand, the er-
ror for Z and X shows a m = 1, n = 1 dependency. In the
config-surfaces scenario, at ¥/2r =~ 0.03 (and at #/2= =~ 0.17
following the symmetry) a higher rmse is observed. In the (-
surfaces task, while the rmse for Z still shows a poloidal and
toroidal dependency similar to that observed in the vacuum
case, the dominant rmse factor for A is a poloidal m = 1
term.

To further investigate the rmse poloidal and toroidal de-
pendency, figure 11 shows the regression error on the FCs of
(R, A\, Z) evaluated at the LCFS. In this figure, to effectively
compare the error on both low-order and high-order modes
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(b) rmse along the
A coordinate.

(a) rmse along the radial profile for the
R coordinate.

(c) rmse along the radial profile for the
Z coordinate.

radial profile for the

Figure 9: rmse along the radial profile for flux surface co-
ordinates in the config-surfaces and [3-surfaces tasks. The
plotted values are the poloidal and toroidal average over
each flux surface. The solid lines show the mean values for
the cross-validation folds, while the shaded area the 95 %
confidence interval. The rmse generally increases from the

magnetic axis towards the
near the axis.

(see figure 2), the nrmse is used. Again, the worst performing
cross-validation fold is shown. It is important to note that
the FCs are the actual quantities which the NN learned. In
both cases, the leading FCs are regressed with a nrmse below
20 %. However, there are some regions in the (m,n) space
which the model struggles to reconstruct, in particular in the
B-surfaces task (see figure 11b).

The regression performance is visualized in figures 12
and 13, where the true and regressed flux surfaces at the
bean-shape (¢ = Orad) and triangular (¥/2x = 0.10) cross
sections are represented. Worst (left), median (center), and
best (right) regressed samples from the worst performing
cross-validation fold are shown. The LCFS shows the largest
inconsistency (as already observed in figure 9), and in par-
ticular the R coordinate of the high-field side of the bean-
shaped cross section (i.e., § = 7) appears to be the most
complicated feature to resolve (as previously observed in fig-
ure 11).

Of the three flux surface coordinates, A is the most ar-
duous to reconstruct. Although not needed to compute the
location of the flux surfaces, it gives information on the dir-
ection of the magnetic field lines. In particular, the Ay, FCs
are hardly regressed in both flux surface tasks. Earlier works
have encountered similar challenges and the lack of spectral
minimization for A in VMEC is presumed to cause such dif-
ficulties [37].

3.3 Magnetic field strength regression

The variance of the magnetic field strength contained in the
vacuum and finite-(3) scenario data sets are on different or-
ders of magnitude. In config-B, the magnetic field strength
exhibits an average spread of oconfig-p = 252mT, while in
B-B, the spread is only 0g.p = 28 mT. This mainly derives
from the rich vacuum magnetic configuration space of W7-X
and the low impact of pressure and toroidal current on the
equilibrium field [89]. Therefore, the magnetic field strength
in the 5-B task is more difficult to resolve. Indeed, even

edge on all tasks, apart for R

though the achieved nrmse for the §5-B task is higher than
in config-B, the rmse in B-B is considerably lower than in
config-B, as figure 14 shows, due to the smaller spread in
the data set. Additionally, in 8-B, the rmse does not seem
to have any radial dependency, while the regression error in-
creases from the magnetic axis towards the edge for config-B.

The topology of the regression error of the magnetic
field strength at the LCFS, for the worst performing cross-
validation fold, is visualized in figure 15. In the config-B
task, in addition to a non-zero baseline error (i.e., m = 0
and n = 0), n = 1 toroidal and m = 1 poloidal terms are vis-
ible. This stems from the fact that the main FCs of W7-X,
besides By, are Byp1 and Big, while in general the other B,
are much smaller [89]. Contrarily, in the 5-B task, the rmse
surface is more indented and higher B,,, error terms become
the dominant influence on the regression error.

Figure 16 qualitatively captures the regression of the lead-
ing FCs, where the true and predicted FC profiles are plotted
in case of the worst and median samples. The worst perform-
ing cross-validation fold is shown. As observed in figure 15,
By shows the largest discrepancy.

4 Summary and outlook

This paper investigates the feasibility of building a fast sur-
rogate NN model of the MHD equilibrium code VMEC in
W7-X magnetic configurations. It extends earlier works [36,
37] by using physics constrained plasma profiles, modern NN
architectures and workflows, and by employing single models
to reconstruct multiple output quantities. The decomposi-
tion of the problem into a vacuum and finite-(3) data set
allows the independent study of the two limiting cases, of
which the viability is necessary for a future VMEC surrog-
ate model.

The reconstruction of the ¢ profile shows a nrmse between
1% and 5 %. Regression of flux surface coordinates (R, A\, Z)
gives nrmse values between 14 % and 20 %, where the A co-
ordinate appears to be the most problematic to regress. For

11



4 Summary and outlook

1.0 12

1.0 12

0 g 0 g
0.8 g 0.8 g
8 = 8 =
0.6 g 0.6 g
=|§ 6 '|—‘< <|§ 6 v‘—‘i
0.4 © 0.4 @
4 = 4 =
0.2 1= 2 0.2 2
) 2 = 0 2 g
0.0 — " 0 0.0 —— 0
000 003 005 008 010 012 015 018 020 000 003 005 008 010 012 015 018 020
£ £
P2 2m
1.0 30 1.0 30
95 = 25 T
0.8 2 g 0.8 5 g
20 = 20 =
0.6 5 0.6 5
=I& 15 =I& 15~
0.4 c'l 0.4 I
0 2 0 2
& &
0.2 .- 0.2 .-
- -
0.0 0 0.0 0
000 003 005 008 010 012 015 018 020 000 003 005 008 010 012 015 018 020
£ £
2m 2m
1.0 10 1.0 10
s 7 s 7
0.8 g 0.8 g
7 = 7T =
0.6 g 0.6 g
oIk 5 Sl 500
0.4 B 0.4 ®
3N 3 %
% %
0.2 - 0.2 LG

0.0
0.00  0.03 0.05 0.08  0.10 0.12  0.15 0.18 0.20

2
2

(a) rmse evaluated at the LCFS on the config-surfaces task
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(b) rmse evaluated at the LCFS on the §-surfaces task (H).

Figure 10: rmse for the surfaces tasks evaluated at the LCFS
on a grid with Ny = 36 poloidal and N, = 18 toroidal
points per period. The results for the worst performing
cross-validation fold are shown. In case of R, the bean-
shape (¢ ~ Orad) cross section exhibits the largest re-
gression error. While for A and Z, the #/2x = 0.03) cross
section has the largest rmse.

the magnetic field strength B, nrmse values between 3 % and
10 % are obtained. In almost all outputs, the regression er-
ror increases from the magnetic axis towards the edge. As
expected, the regression of the finite-(3) samples proves to
be more challenging than the vacuum cases. However, the
observed rmse values were often similar for the two scenarios.
Limited to the investigated scenarios, a relatively small data
set (e.g., 10k samples) seems to be adequate.

The promising results of this paper show that NNs can
be used to deploy a drop-in surrogate model for VMEC, al-
though additional questions have to be investigated. First,
the performance of such models to resolve both the vacuum
magnetic configuration and the finite-beta effects on the
equilibrium magnetic field has to be assessed by using a data
set which comprises both vacuum and finite-(8) samples.
Second, to define a quantitative required accuracy for the
models, which strongly depends on the target application,
the degree to which physics quantities of interest, such as
MHD stability or neoclassical transport rates, are faithfully
reproduced has to be characterized. This verification repres-

12

ents a key metric to gauge the use of NN models to provide
fast, yet physics-preserving, MHD equilibria.

Given such unexplored application, several paths can still
be investigated. First, multiple output quantities (e.g., ¢
and Z) can be regressed at once with a single model, thus
exploiting the correlation between those quantities. Second,
to obtain self-consistent equilibrium magnetic fields and flux
surfaces geometries, the magnetic field strength B could be
computed directly from the model’s ¢+ and & instead of being
regressed (see equations (8) to (12)). Third, domain know-
ledge and physics constraints could be embedded in both NN
architecture and training process [94], and the coil system
geometry could be extended to a generic device geometry,
thus opening up the possibility to use such a surrogate model
in a generic stellarator optimization workflow. Fourth, to
reduce the dimensionality of the problem, the radial depend-
ency of the output quantities could be cast as an additional
predictor, also gaining the ability to compute analytical de-
rivatives with respect to the radial coordinate.

Furthermore, broader HP search and an ensemble of NNs
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Figure 11: nrmse for the regressed FCs in the config-surfaces

and [-surfaces tasks.

For each FC, the nrmse value is

annotated at the (m,n) location. The worst performing
cross validation fold is shown.

could further improve the performance over single base
learner [95], and optimization techniques, such as pruning
and quantization, are expected to deliver improved inference
times. Moreover, the results of this work suggest that the
full Fourier resolution is in reach if larger NNs and longer
training time are accessible.

Finally, the use of MHD fast surrogate models can im-
pact multiple applications: fast Bayesian inference of plasma
parameters and equilibrium reconstruction workflows for
intra-shot analysisV!, access to large and rich optimization

VI If target physics quantities are not adequately reproduced by the
surrogate model, a two-stage approach should be pursued: employ
the model predictions to extensively explore the target input space,
then, switch to a high-fidelity equilibrium computation to refine the
solution. This may be applied to provide fast transformations for
diagnostics, a broad exploration of the posterior probability distri-

spaces for present and future magnetic confinement devices,
milliseconds-range MHD equilibrium computations for real-
time plasma control, and the generation of very large data
sets of equilibrium computations necessary to investigate ma-
chine learning (ML) control strategies (e.g., reinforcement
learning) VL.

bution in a Bayesian framework, or good initial configurations for a
more rapid convergence of equilibrium codes.

VTt is important to note that when a sufficiently large data set is access-
ible, given the relative low training time, the proposed NN models
could be trained to target specific data distributions expected for a
use case application, thus reducing the covariate shift between the
training and test set.
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Figure 12: True (pink) and predicted (green) flux surfaces for
the bean-shape (upper) and triangular (bottom) cross sec-
tions on the config-surfaces task (H). The worst (left), me-
dian (center) and best (right) regressed samples are shown
from the worst performing cross-validation fold.
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6 Appendix

6.1 Hyper-parameters values

Tables 5 to 10 report the HP values of the best performing
model on each task discovered via HP search.



6.1 Hyper-parameters values

Table 5: Hyper-parameters values for the best FF-FC model
on the config-iota task. The float type hyper-parameters
are reported with two significant digits.
Table 8: Hyper-parameters values for the best 3D CNN

HP value model on the B-surfaces task. The float type hyper-
parameters are reported with two significant digits.
dense layers 4
ﬁrstc layer hiddep units 64 HP value
activation function SeLU
batch size 64 encoder layers 4
learning rate 6.5 x 10~4 encoder first layer filters 16
learning rate decay rate 4.0 x 107! encoder kernel size 3x3x3
learning rate decay steps 20 encoder stride Ix1x1
L2 regularization factor 1.6 x 10~° encoder activation function Leaky ReLU
early stopping patience epochs 40 encoder dropout 4.8 x 107
decoder layers b)
decoder first layer filters 160
decoder kernel size 3x3x3
decoder stride 1x1x1
decoder activation function ReLU
decoder dropout 9.9 x 1072
Table 6: Hyper-parameters values for the best FF-FC model batch size 32
on the S-iota task. The float type hyper-parameters are learning rate 1.0 x 1073
reported with two significant digits. learning rate decay rate 3.5 x 10!
learning rate decay steps 10
HP value L? regularization factor 1.5 x 107*
dense layers 4 early stopping patience epochs 45
first layer hidden units 128
activation function SeLLU
batch size 32
learning rate 2.6 x 1073
learning rate decay rate 3.4 %1071
learning rate decay steps 20
L? regularization factor 1.6 x 1075
early stopping patience epochs 40

Table 9: Hyper-parameters values for the best 3D CNN
model on the config-B task. The float type hyper-
parameters are reported with two significant digits.

Table 7: Hyper-parameters values for the best 3D CNN

model on the config-surfaces task. The float type hyper- HP value
parameters are reported with two significant digits.
decoder layers 3
HP value decoder first layer filters 64
decoder kernel size 5XH5XH
decoder layers 5 decoder stride 1x1x2
decoder first layer filters 112 decoder activation function ReLU
decoder kernel size 3x3x3 decoder dropout 28 x 1074
decoder stride 1x1x1 batch size 32
decoder activation function SeLLU learning rate 592 % 104
decoder dropout 2.2x 1072 learning rate decay rate 3.4x 107!
batch size 32 learning rate decay steps 25
learning rate 8.9 x 1074 L? regularization factor 8.2 x 1075
learning rate decay rate 2.6 x 107! early stopping patience epochs 35
learning rate decay steps 15
L? regularization factor 3.4 x 107
early stopping patience epochs 35
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Table 10: Hyper-parameters values for the best 3D CNN
model on the 8-B task. The float type hyper-parameters
are reported with two significant digits.

HP value
encoder layers 2
encoder first layer filters 16
encoder kernel size 3x3x3
encoder stride 2x2x%x2
encoder activation function Leaky ReLU
encoder dropout 2.2x 1071
decoder layers 3
decoder first layer filters 64
decoder kernel size 5XHXDH
decoder stride 1x1x2
decoder activation function ReLU
decoder dropout 2.1 x 1072
batch size 96
learning rate 9.5 x 1074
learning rate decay rate 3.3x 1071
learning rate decay steps 15

L? regularization factor 4.6 x 107*
early stopping patience epochs 45
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Figure 13: True (pink) and predicted (green) flux surfaces
for the bean-shape (upper) and triangular (bottom) cross
sections on the -surfaces task (H). The worst (left), me-
dian (center) and best (right) regressed samples are shown
from the worst performing cross-validation fold.
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Figure 14: rmse along the radial profile for the config-B and
B-B tasks. Lines show the rmse mean and 95 % confidence
interval. The rmse in the §-B task is considerable lower
than in config-B due to the smaller spread of B in the data

set.
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Figure 15: rmse for the magnetic field strength tasks eval-
uated at the LCFS on a grid with Ny = 36 poloidal and
N, = 18 toroidal points per period. The worst performing
cross-validation fold is shown. In config-B, the errors on
the Boo, Bo1 and B terms are the major contributors to
the rmse. In §-B instead, the rmse is almost flat with a
shallow, high-order structure.
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Figure 16: The solid lines represent the true B,,, profiles
as evaluated by VMEC, while the marks show the profiles
as predicted by the model. The results from the config-
B (blue) and B-B (red) tasks, and the worst performing
cross-validation fold are shown.

19






References

References

1]

S. P. HirsHMAN and J. C. WHITSON. »Steepest-
descent moment method for three-dimensional mag-
netohydrodynamic equilibria«. In: Physics of Fluids,
Vol. 26.12 (June 1983). DOI: 10.1063/1.864116.

A. LANGENBERG et al. »Forward Modeling of X-Ray
Imaging Crystal Spectrometers Within the Minerva
Bayesian Analysis Framework«. In: Fusion Science and
Technology, Vol. 69.2 (Apr. 2016), pages 560-567. DOI:
10.13182/FST15-181.

S. BOZHENKOV et al. »High-performance plasmas after
pellet injections in Wendelstein 7-X«. In: Nuclear Fu-
sion, Vol. 60.6 (June 2020), page 066011. pOI: 10 .
1088/1741-4326/ab7867.

J. D. HansON et al. »V3FIT: A code for three-
dimensional equilibrium reconstruction«. In: Nuclear
Fusion, (2009). por: 10.1088/0029-5515/49/7/
075031.

S. A. LAZERSON and THE DIII-D TEAM. »Three-
dimensional equilibrium reconstruction on the DIII-D
device«. In: Nuclear Fusion, (2015). por: 10 .1088/
0029-5515/55/2/023009.

T. ANDREEVA et al. »Equilibrium evaluation for
Wendelstein 7-X experiment programs in the first di-
vertor phase«. In: Fusion FEngineering and Design,
Vol. 146 (Sept. 2019), pages 299-302. por: 10.1016/
j.fusengdes.2018.12.050.

E. C. HoweLL and J. D. HANSON. »Development of
a non-parametric Gaussian process model in the three-
dimensional equilibrium reconstruction code V3FIT«.
In: Journal of Plasma Physics, Vol. 86.1 (Feb. 2020),
page 905860102. po1: 10.1017/50022377819000813.

S. A. LAZERSON et al. » Validation of the BEAMS3D
neutral beam deposition model on Wendelstein 7-X«.
In: Nuclear Fusion, Vol. 60.7 (July 2020), page 076020.
DOI: 10.1088/1741-4326/ab8e61.

H. E. MyYNICK, N. POMPHREY and S. ETHIER. »Ex-
ploration of stellarator configuration space with global
search methods«. In: Physics of Plasmas, Vol. 9.3
(Mar. 2002), pages 869—-876. DOI: 10.1063/1.1445756.

M. DREVLAK et al. »Optimisation of stellarator equi-
libria with ROSE«. In: Nuclear Fusion, Vol. 59.1 (Nov.
2019), page 016010. DOI: 10.1088/1741-4326/aaed50.

Z. FENG et al. »Optimization of quasi-axisymmetric
stellarators with varied elongation«. In: Physics of
Plasmas, Vol. 27.2 (Feb. 2020), page 022502. DOI: 10.
1063/1.5127948.

D. TERRANOVA et al. »Helical Equilibrium Recon-
struction with V3FIT in the RFX-Mod Reversed Field
Pinch«. en. In: Nuclear Fusion, Vol. 53.11 (Sept. 2013),
page 113014. por: 10 . 1088 /0029 - 5515/53/11/
113014.

S. A. LAZERSON and I. T. CHAPMAN. »STELLOPT
modeling of the 3D diagnostic response in ITER«. In:
Plasma Physics and Controlled Fusion, Vol. 55.8 (Aug.
2013), page 084004. DOI: 10.1088/0741-3335/55/8/
084004.

[14]

[15]

[16]

[17]

[19]

[20]

[23]

I. CHAPMAN et al. » Three-dimensional distortions of
the tokamak plasma boundary: boundary displace-
ments in the presence of resonant magnetic perturb-
ations«. In: Nuclear Fusion, Vol. 54.8 (Aug. 2014),
page 083006. DOI: 10.1088/0029-5515/54/8/083006.

S. A. LAZERSON. »The ITER 3D magnetic diagnostic
response to applied n=3 and n=4 resonant magnetic
perturbations«. In: Plasma Physics and Controlled Fu-
sion, Vol. 56.9 (Sept. 2014), page 095006. DOI: 10 .
1088/0741-3335/56/9/095006.

J. C. ScHMITT et al. »Magnetic diagnostics for equilib-
rium reconstructions with eddy currents on the lithium
tokamak experiment«. In: Review of Scientific Instru-
ments, Vol. 85.11 (Nov. 2014), 11E817. pOI: 10.1063/
1.4892159.

J. D. KiNG et al. »Experimental tests of linear
and nonlinear three-dimensional equilibrium models in
DIII-D«. In: Physics of Plasmas, Vol. 22.7 (July 2015),
page 072501. por: 10.1063/1.4923017.

S. A. LAZERSON et al. » Verification of the ideal mag-
netohydrodynamic response at rational surfaces in the
VMEC code«. In: Physics of Plasmas, Vol. 23.1 (Jan.
2016), page 012507. DOI: 10.1063/1.4939881.

J. J. KOLINER et al. »Three Dimensional Equi-
librium Solutions for a Current-Carrying Reversed-
Field Pinch Plasma with a Close-Fitting Conducting
Shell«. In: Physics of Plasmas, Vol. 23.3 (Mar. 2016),
page 032508. DOIL: 10.1063/1.4944670.

A. WINGEN et al. »Use of reconstructed 3D VMEC
equilibria to match effects of toroidally rotating dis-
charges in DIII-D«. In: Nuclear Fusion, Vol. 57.1
(2017). po1: 10.1088/0029-5515/57/1/016013.

M. CIANCIOSA et al. »Helical core reconstruction of a
DIII-D hybrid scenario tokamak dischargea«. In: Nuc-
lear Fusion, (2017). DOI: 10.1088/1741-4326/2a6£82.

M. CiANCIOSA et al. »3D Equilibrium Reconstruction
with Islands«. en. In: Plasma Physics and Controlled
Fusion, Vol. 60.4 (Mar. 2018), page 044017. DOI: 10.
1088/1361-6587/aaaf90.

S. K. SEAL et al. "PARVMEC: An Efficient, Scal-
able Implementation of the Variational Moments Equi-
librium Code«. In: 2016 45th International Confer-
ence on Parallel Processing (ICPP). IEEE, Aug. 2016,
pages 618-627. DOI: 10.1109/ICPP.2016.77.

S. K. SEAL et al. »Parallel Reconstruction of Three Di-
mensional Magnetohydrodynamic Equilibria in Plasma
Confinement Devices«. In: Proceedings of the Interna-
tional Conference on Parallel Processing. 2017. DOIL:
10.1109/ICPP.2017.37.

J. ScHMITT. »Private Communication«. 2021.

U. HOEFEL et al. »Bayesian modeling of microwave
radiometer calibration on the example of the Wendel-
stein 7-X electron cyclotron emission diagnostic«. In:
Review of Scientific Instruments, Vol. 90.4 (Apr. 2019),
page 043502. DOI: 10.1063/1.5082542.

E. J. PAuL et al. »An adjoint method for gradient-
based optimization of stellarator coil shapes«. In: Nuc-
lear Fusion, (2018). DOI: 10.1088/1741-4326/aac1c7.
arXiv: 1801.04317.

21


https://doi.org/10.1063/1.864116
https://doi.org/10.13182/FST15-181
https://doi.org/10.1088/1741-4326/ab7867
https://doi.org/10.1088/1741-4326/ab7867
https://doi.org/10.1088/0029-5515/49/7/075031
https://doi.org/10.1088/0029-5515/49/7/075031
https://doi.org/10.1088/0029-5515/55/2/023009
https://doi.org/10.1088/0029-5515/55/2/023009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.fusengdes.2018.12.050
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.fusengdes.2018.12.050
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0022377819000813
https://doi.org/10.1088/1741-4326/ab8e61
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.1445756
https://doi.org/10.1088/1741-4326/aaed50
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.5127948
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.5127948
https://doi.org/10.1088/0029-5515/53/11/113014
https://doi.org/10.1088/0029-5515/53/11/113014
https://doi.org/10.1088/0741-3335/55/8/084004
https://doi.org/10.1088/0741-3335/55/8/084004
https://doi.org/10.1088/0029-5515/54/8/083006
https://doi.org/10.1088/0741-3335/56/9/095006
https://doi.org/10.1088/0741-3335/56/9/095006
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.4892159
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.4892159
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.4923017
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.4939881
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.4944670
https://doi.org/10.1088/0029-5515/57/1/016013
https://doi.org/10.1088/1741-4326/aa6f82
https://doi.org/10.1088/1361-6587/aaaf90
https://doi.org/10.1088/1361-6587/aaaf90
https://doi.org/10.1109/ICPP.2016.77
https://doi.org/10.1109/ICPP.2017.37
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.5082542
https://doi.org/10.1088/1741-4326/aac1c7
https://arxiv.org/abs/1801.04317

References

(28]

[29]

[31]

[32]

[38]

[40]

22

J. SVENSSON and A. WERNER. »Large scale Bayesian
data analysis for nuclear fusion experiments«. In: 2007
IEEE International Symposium on Intelligent Signal
Processing, WISP. IEEE, 2007, pages 1-6. DOI: 10.
1109/WISP.2007.4447579

J. SVENSSON et al. »Connecting physics models and
diagnostic data using bayesian graphical models«. In:
37th EPS Conference on Plasma Physics 2010, EPS
2010, Vol. 1.January (2010), pages 169-172.

T.ANDREEVA. Vacuum magnetic configurations of
Wendelstein 7-X. Technical report No. IPP III/270.
Max-Planck-Institut fiir Plasmaphysik, 2002.

J. SVENSSON. Non-Parametric Tomography Using
Gaussian Processes. Technical report EFDA-JET-
PR(11)24. JET Internal report, 2011.

J. SVENSSON et al. »Integrating Diagnostic Data Ana-
lysis for W7-AS Using Bayesian Graphical Models«.
In: Review of Scientific Instruments, Vol. 75.10 (Oct.
2004), pages 4219-4221. pOI: 10.1063/1.1789611.

O. P. ForD. Tokamak Plasma Analysis through
Bayesian Diagnostic Modelling. PhD Thesis. Imperial
College London, 2010.

A. PAVONE et al. »Neural network approximation of
Bayesian models for the inference of ion and elec-
tron temperature profiles at W7-X«. In: Plasma Phys-
ics and Controlled Fusion, Vol. 61.7 (July 2019),
page 75012. DOI: 10.1088/1361-6587/ab1d26.

S. Kwak. Bayesian modelling of nuclear fusion experi-
ments. Doctoral Thesis. Berlin: Technische Universitéat
Berlin, 2020. DOI: 10.14279/depositonce-10806.

A. SENGUPTA et al. »Fast recovery of vacuum mag-
netic configuration of the W7-X stellarator using func-
tion parametrization and artificial neural networks«.
In: Nuclear Fusion, Vol. 44.11 (Nov. 2004), pages 1176—
1188. po1: 10.1088/0029-5515/44/11/003.

A. SENGUPTA, J. GEIGER and P. J. McCARTHY.
»Statistical analysis of the equilibrium configurations
of the W7-X stellarator«. In: Plasma Physics and Con-
trolled Fusion, Vol. 49.5 (May 2007), pages 649-673.
DOI: 10.1088/0741-3335/49/5/007.

G. CYBENKO. »Approximation by superpositions of a
sigmoidal function«. In: Mathematics of Control, Sig-
nals, and Systems, Vol. 2.4 (Dec. 1989), pages 303-314.
DOI: 10.1007/BF02551274.

K. HORNIK. » Approximation capabilities of multilayer
feedforward networks«. In: Neural Networks, Vol. 4.2
(1991), pages 251-257. DOI: 10.1016/0893-6080(91)
90009-T.

A. PINKUS. » Approximation theory of the MLP model
in neural networks«. In: Acta Numerica, Vol. 8 (Jan.
1999), pages 143-195. DOI: 10.1017/50962492900002
919.

R. ELDAN and O. SHAMIR. » The Power of Depth for
Feedforward Neural Networks«. In: Journal of Machine
Learning Research, (Dec. 2015). arXiv: 1512 .03965.
URL: http://arxiv.org/abs/1512.03965.

[42]

[44]

[45]

[46]

[49]

[52]

[53]

[54]

Z. Lu et al. »The expressive power of neural net-
works: A view from the width«. In: Advances in Neural
Information Processing Systems. 2017. arXiv: 1709 .
02540.

B. P. VAN MILLIGEN, V. TRIBALDOS and J. A.
JIMENEZ. »Neural network differential equation and
plasma equilibrium solver«. In: Physical Review Let-
ters, Vol. 75.20 (Nov. 1995), pages 3594-3597. DOI:
10.1103/PhysRevLett.75.3594.

V. TRIBALDOS and B. P. VAN MILLIGEN. »Neural
network tool for rapid recovery of plasma topology«.
In: Review of Scientific Instruments, Vol. 68.1 (Jan.
1997), pages 931-934. DOI: 10.1063/1.1147774.

S. JOUNG et al. »Deep neural network Grad-Shafranov
solver constrained with measured magnetic signals«.
In: Nuclear Fusion, Vol. 60.1 (Dec. 2020), page 016034.
DOI: 10.1088/1741-4326/ab555f.

J. CITRIN et al. »Real-time capable first principle
based modelling of tokamak turbulent transport«. In:
Nuclear Fusion, Vol. 55.9 (Feb. 2015), page 092001.
DOI: 10.1088/0029-5515/55/9/092001. arXiv: 1502.
07402.

O. MENEGHINI et al. »Self-consistent core-pedestal
transport simulations with neural network accelerated
models«. In: Nuclear Fusion, Vol. 57.8 (Aug. 2017),
page 086034. DOI: 10.1088/1741-4326/aa7776.

K. L. vAN DE PLASSCHE et al. »Fast modeling of tur-
bulent transport in fusion plasmas using neural net-
works«. In: Physics of Plasmas, Vol. 27.2 (Feb. 2020),
page 022310. DOI: 10.1063/1.5134126. arXiv: 1911.
05617.

A. PAVONE et al. »Neural network approximated
Bayesian inference of edge electron density profiles
at JET«. In: Plasma Physics and Controlled Fusion,
Vol. 62.4 (Apr. 2020), page 045019. po1: 10 . 1088/
1361-6587/ab7732.

A. PICCIONE et al. »Physics-guided machine learning
approaches to predict the ideal stability properties of
fusion plasmas«. In: Nuclear Fusion, Vol. 60.4 (Apr.
2020), page 046033. DOI: 10.1088/1741-4326/ab7597.

A. PAVONE et al. »Bayesian uncertainty calculation in
neural network inference of ion and electron temperat-
ure profiles at W7-X«. In: Review of Scientific Instru-
ments, Vol. 89.10 (2018), 10K102. por: 10.1063/1.
5039286.

A. Ho et al. »Neural Network Surrogate of QuaLiKiz
Using JET Experimental Data to Populate Training
Space«. In: Physics of Plasmas, Vol. 28.3 (Mar. 2021),
page 032305. por: 10.1063/5.0038290.

C. E. RASMUSSEN. »Gaussian Processes in machine
learning«. In: Lecture Notes in Computer Science (in-
cluding subseries Lecture Notes in Artificial Intelli-
gence and Lecture Notes in Bioinformatics), Vol. 3176
(2004), pages 63-71. DOI: 10 . 1007 / 978 - 3 - 540 -
28650-9_4.

S. KWAK et al. » Bayesian modelling of Thomson scat-
tering and multichannel interferometer diagnostics us-
ing Gaussian processes«. In: Nuclear Fusion, Vol. 60.4
(Apr. 2020), page 046009. DOI: 10.1088/1741-4326/
ab686e.


https://doi.org/10.1109/WISP.2007.4447579
https://doi.org/10.1109/WISP.2007.4447579
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.1789611
https://doi.org/10.1088/1361-6587/ab1d26
https://doi.org/10.14279/depositonce-10806
https://doi.org/10.1088/0029-5515/44/11/003
https://doi.org/10.1088/0741-3335/49/5/007
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02551274
https://doi.org/10.1016/0893-6080(91)90009-T
https://doi.org/10.1016/0893-6080(91)90009-T
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0962492900002919
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0962492900002919
https://arxiv.org/abs/1512.03965
http://arxiv.org/abs/1512.03965
https://arxiv.org/abs/1709.02540
https://arxiv.org/abs/1709.02540
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.75.3594
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.1147774
https://doi.org/10.1088/1741-4326/ab555f
https://doi.org/10.1088/0029-5515/55/9/092001
https://arxiv.org/abs/1502.07402
https://arxiv.org/abs/1502.07402
https://doi.org/10.1088/1741-4326/aa7776
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.5134126
https://arxiv.org/abs/1911.05617
https://arxiv.org/abs/1911.05617
https://doi.org/10.1088/1361-6587/ab7732
https://doi.org/10.1088/1361-6587/ab7732
https://doi.org/10.1088/1741-4326/ab7597
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.5039286
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.5039286
https://doi.org/10.1063/5.0038290
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-540-28650-9_4
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-540-28650-9_4
https://doi.org/10.1088/1741-4326/ab686e
https://doi.org/10.1088/1741-4326/ab686e

References

[59]

[61]

A. TEaM. »The H-Mode of ASDEX«. In: Nuclear Fu-
sion, Vol. 29.11 (Nov. 1989), pages 1959-2040. DOI:
10.1088/0029-5515/29/11/010.

D. HiGDON et al. »Non-Stationary Spatial Modeling«.
In: Bayesian statistics, (1999).

M. A. CHILENSKI et al. »Improved profile fitting and
quantification of uncertainty in experimental measure-
ments of impurity transport coefficients using Gaussian
process regression«. In: Nuclear Fusion, Vol. 55.2 (Feb.
2015), page 023012. DOI: 10.1088/0029-5515/55/2/
023012.

S. Kwak et al. »Bayesian Inference of Spa-
tially Resolved Zeff Profiles from Line Integrated
Bremsstrahlung Spectra«. In: Review of Scientific In-
struments, Vol. 92.4 (Apr. 2021), page 043505. DOI:
10.1063/5.0043777.

P. DREWS et al. »Edge plasma measurements on the
OP 1.2a divertor plasmas at W7-X using the combined
probe«. In: Nuclear Materials and FEnergy, Vol. 19
(May 2019), pages 179-183. DOI: 10.1016/ j . nme .
2019.02.012.

T. KLINGER et al. »Overview of first Wendelstein 7-
X high-performance operation«. In: Nuclear Fusion,
Vol. 59.11 (Nov. 2019), page 112004. po1: 10. 1088/
1741-4326/ab03a7.

R. C. WOLF et al. »Performance of Wendelstein 7-X
stellarator plasmas during the first divertor operation
phase«. In: Physics of Plasmas, Vol. 26.8 (Aug. 2019),
page 082504. poI: 10.1063/1.5098761.

V. V. NEMOV et al. »Evaluation of 1/v neoclassical
transport in stellarators«. 1999. por: 10.1063/1.8737
49.

C. NUHRENBERG. »Free-boundary ideal MHD stabil-
ity of W7-X divertor equilibria«. In: Nuclear Fusion,
(2016). DOI: 10.1088/0029-5515/56/7/076010.

C. BEIDLER et al. »Physics and Engineering Design for
Wendelstein VII-X«. In: Fusion Technology, Vol. 17.1
(1990), pages 148-168. DOI: 10.13182/FST90-A29178.

A. LANGENBERG et al. »Inference of temperature and
density profiles via forward modeling of an x-ray ima-
ging crystal spectrometer within the Minerva Bayesian
analysis framework«. In: Review of Scientific Instru-
ments, (2019). DOI: 10.1063/1.5086283.

C. M. AND OTHER BISHOP. Neural networks for pat-
tern recognition. Oxford University Press, 1995.

S. Ji et al. »3D Convolutional neural networks for hu-
man action recognition«. In: IEEE Transactions on
Pattern Analysis and Machine Intelligence, (2013).
DOIL: 10.1109/TPAMI.2012.59.

Y. LECUN, Y. BENGIO and G. HINTON. »Deep learn-
ing«. In: Nature, Vol. 521.7553 (May 2015), pages 436—
444. DOT: 10.1038/nature14539.

K. CHO et al. »On the Properties of Neural Machine
Translation: Encoder—Decoder Approaches«. In: 2015.
DOI: 10.3115/v1/w14-4012. arXiv: 1409.1259.

[70]

[72]

[73]

[74]

[77]

O. RONNEBERGER, P. FISCHER and T. BROX. »U-net:
Convolutional networks for biomedical image segment-
ation«. In: Lecture Notes in Computer Science (includ-
ing subseries Lecture Notes in Artificial Intelligence
and Lecture Notes in Bioinformatics). 2015. DOI: 10.
1007/978-3-319-24574-4_28. arXiv: 1505.04597.

V. BADRINARAYANAN, A. KENDALL and R. CIPOLLA.
»SegNet: A Deep Convolutional Encoder-Decoder Ar-
chitecture for Image Segmentation«. In: IEEE Trans-
actions on Pattern Analysis and Machine Intelligence,
(2017). DOI: 10.1109/TPAMI . 2016 . 2644615. arXiv:
1511.00561.

S. IorrE and C. SZEGEDY. »Batch normalization: Ac-
celerating deep network training by reducing internal
covariate shift«. In: 32nd International Conference on
Machine Learning, ICML 2015. 2015. arXiv: 1502 .
03167.

N. SRIVASTAVA et al. » Dropout: A simple way to pre-
vent neural networks from overfitting«. In: Journal of
Machine Learning Research, (2014).

J. T. SPRINGENBERG et al. »Striving for simplicity:
The all convolutional net«. In: 3rd International Con-
ference on Learning Representations, ICLR 2015 -
Workshop Track Proceedings. 2015. arXiv: 1412.6806.

X. GLOROT and Y. BENGIO. »Understanding the dif-
ficulty of training deep feedforward neural networks«.
In: Journal of Machine Learning Research. 2010.

D. P. KinéMA and J. L. BA. »Adam: A method for
stochastic optimization«. In: 8rd International Confer-
ence on Learning Representations, ICLR 2015 - Con-
ference Track Proceedings. 2015. arXiv: 1412.6980.

H. MORGAN, N. AND BOURLARD. »Generalization
and Parameter Estimation in Feedforward Nets: Some
Experiments«. In: Proceedings of the 2Nd International
Conference on Neural Information Processing Systems.
1989. DOI: 10.5555/2969830.2969907.

M. ABADI et al. » TensorFlow: A system for large-scale
machine learning«. 2016. URL: https://research.
google/pubs/pub45381/.

G. KLAMBAUER et al. »Self-Normalizing Neural Net-
works«. In: arXiv preprint arXiv:1706.02515, (2017).
arXiv: 1706.02515.

S. WIESLER and H. NEY. » A convergence analysis of
log-linear training«. In: Advances in Neural Inform-
ation Processing Systems 24: 25th Annual Conference
on Neural Information Processing Systems 2011, NIPS
2011. 2011.

F. PEDRECOSA et al. »Scikit-learn: Machine learning
in Python«. In: Journal of Machine Learning Research,
(2011). arXiv: 1201.0490.

J. BERGSTRA et al. » Algorithms for hyper-parameter
optimization«. In: Advances in Neural Information
Processing Systems 24: 25th Annual Conference on
Neural Information Processing Systems 2011, NIPS
2011. 2011.

23


https://doi.org/10.1088/0029-5515/29/11/010
https://doi.org/10.1088/0029-5515/55/2/023012
https://doi.org/10.1088/0029-5515/55/2/023012
https://doi.org/10.1063/5.0043777
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nme.2019.02.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nme.2019.02.012
https://doi.org/10.1088/1741-4326/ab03a7
https://doi.org/10.1088/1741-4326/ab03a7
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.5098761
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.873749
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.873749
https://doi.org/10.1088/0029-5515/56/7/076010
https://doi.org/10.13182/FST90-A29178
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.5086283
https://doi.org/10.1109/TPAMI.2012.59
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature14539
https://doi.org/10.3115/v1/w14-4012
https://arxiv.org/abs/1409.1259
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-24574-4_28
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-24574-4_28
https://arxiv.org/abs/1505.04597
https://doi.org/10.1109/TPAMI.2016.2644615
https://arxiv.org/abs/1511.00561
https://arxiv.org/abs/1502.03167
https://arxiv.org/abs/1502.03167
https://arxiv.org/abs/1412.6806
https://arxiv.org/abs/1412.6980
https://doi.org/10.5555/2969830.2969907
https://research.google/pubs/pub45381/
https://research.google/pubs/pub45381/
https://arxiv.org/abs/1706.02515
https://arxiv.org/abs/1201.0490

References

(83]

[84]

[87]

[90]

[91]

[92]

(93]

[94]

24

J. BERGSTRA, D. YAMINS and D. D. Cox. »Making a
science of model search: Hyperparameter optimization
in hundreds of dimensions for vision architectures«. In:
30th International Conference on Machine Learning,
ICML 2013. 2013.

D. R. JONES. »A Taxonomy of Global Optimization
Methods Based on Response Surfaces«. In: Journal of
Global Optimization, (2001). DOI: 10.1023/A:101277
1025575.

M. STONE. »Cross-Validatory Choice and Assessment
of Statistical Predictions«. en. In: Journal of the Royal
Statistical Society: Series B (Methodological), Vol. 36.2
(1974), pages 111-133. po1: 10.1111/j.2517-6161.
1974 .tb0099%4 . x.

S. GEISSER. »The Predictive Sample Reuse Method
with Applications«. In: Journal of the American Stat-
istical Association, Vol. 70.350 (June 1975), pages 320—
328. DOI: 10.1080/01621459.1975.10479865

B. EFrRON and R. TIBSHIRANI. »Improvements on
Cross-Validation: The 632+ Bootstrap Method«.
In: Journal of the American Statistical Association,
Vol. 92.438 (June 1997), pages 548-560. DOI: 10.1080/
01621459.1997.10474007.

H. RENNER et al. » Divertor concept for the W7-X stel-
larator and mode of operation«. In: Plasma Physics
and Controlled Fusion, Vol. 44.6 (June 2002), page 325.
DOI: 10.1088/0741-3335/44/6/325.

J. GEIGER et al. »Physics in the magnetic configur-
ation space of W7-X«. In: Plasma Physics and Con-
trolled Fusion, Vol. 57.1 (Jan. 2015), page 014004. DOT:
10.1088/0741-3335/57/1/014004.

U. NEUNER et al. »Measurements of the parameter de-
pendencies of the bootstrap current in the W7-X stel-
larator«. In: Nuclear Fusion, (Dec. 2020). DOIL: 10 .
1088/1741-4326/abd61a

T. J. DiCiccio and B. EFRON. »Bootstrap confid-
ence intervals«. In: Statistical Science, Vol. 11.3 (Sept.
1996). pOI: 10.1214/ss/1032280214.

R. KRISHNAMOORTHI. » Quantizing deep convolutional
networks for efficient inference: A whitepaper«. June
2018. arXiv: 1806.08342. URL: http://arxiv.org/
abs/1806.08342.

T. LIANG et al. »Pruning and Quantization for Deep
Neural Network Acceleration: A Survey«. In: (Jan.
2021). arXiv: 2101.09671. URL: http://arxiv.org/
abs/2101.09671.

M. Raissi, P. PERDIKARIS and G. KARNIADAKIS.
»Physics-informed neural networks: A deep learning
framework for solving forward and inverse problems
involving nonlinear partial differential equations«. In:
Journal of Computational Physics, Vol. 378 (Feb.
2019), pages 686-707. DOI: 10.1016/j . jcp.2018.
10.045.

L. HANSEN and P. SALAMON. »Neural network en-
sembles«. In: IEEE Transactions on Pattern Ana-
lysis and Machine Intelligence, Vol. 12.10 (1990),
pages 993-1001. por: 10.1109/34.58871.

[96]

A. BrRAND et al. »Beyond authorship: attribution, con-
tribution, collaboration, and credit«. In: Learned Pub-
lishing, Vol. 28.2 (Apr. 2015), pages 151-155. DOI: 10.
1087/20150211.


https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1012771025575
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1012771025575
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2517-6161.1974.tb00994.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2517-6161.1974.tb00994.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/01621459.1975.10479865
https://doi.org/10.1080/01621459.1997.10474007
https://doi.org/10.1080/01621459.1997.10474007
https://doi.org/10.1088/0741-3335/44/6/325
https://doi.org/10.1088/0741-3335/57/1/014004
https://doi.org/10.1088/1741-4326/abd61a
https://doi.org/10.1088/1741-4326/abd61a
https://doi.org/10.1214/ss/1032280214
https://arxiv.org/abs/1806.08342
http://arxiv.org/abs/1806.08342
http://arxiv.org/abs/1806.08342
https://arxiv.org/abs/2101.09671
http://arxiv.org/abs/2101.09671
http://arxiv.org/abs/2101.09671
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcp.2018.10.045
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcp.2018.10.045
https://doi.org/10.1109/34.58871
https://doi.org/10.1087/20150211
https://doi.org/10.1087/20150211

	1 Introduction
	2 Methods
	2.1 The VMEC code
	2.2 Data set generation
	2.2.1 Training scenarios
	2.2.2 Models inputs and outputs

	2.3 NN architectures
	2.4 Training and evaluation pipeline
	2.5 Data and code availability

	3 Results
	3.1 Iota regression
	3.2 Flux surfaces regression
	3.3 Magnetic field strength regression

	4 Summary and outlook
	5 Author Statement and Acknowledgement
	6 Appendix
	6.1 Hyper-parameters values

	References

