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6 Birth phase space of lost ions
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| e Measured AT difference localized at the predicted leading-
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® Peaks at leading edges and the poloidal limiter
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¢ Mea§ured: s.t.ronger heating at 1.7 T on the limiters and With the highest-edge (6.30 s) #39181 profile the measured
M passive stabilizer (A, - A, < 0) sign on the limiters is reproduced; next: slice-resolved 4-7 s
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e LSN L-mode held below the L—H transition (no ELM loss); discrepancy, set by the edge input profile
LSN steers lost ions into the IRTV view, away from the
thermal-ion footprint. Tangential IRTV (100 Hz), Thomson, Outlook: toward an Al-native treatment of engineering
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VS Ppol vs Yy (g-file at birth point)
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B, scan: prompt-lost ions are born at the edge

e Quantitative predictive model; surrogate model predicting
prompt-loss heat flux directly on the unstructured PFC mesh
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