Predicting fusion rate self-consistently

Consistent workflow for evaluating beam-target fusion rate with the orbit-following code ASCOTS5
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ASCOQOT5 offers state-of-the-art EP simulations Used to study energetic particles in several devices
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How much does the inconsistent workflow overestimate slowing down density and beam-bulk fusion rate?

CASE 1: Tokamak with 150 keV passing T ion at axis CASE 2: Tokamak with 1 MeV passing D ion at axis
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Conclusions overestimated by +1.8 %
1) The discrepancy grows with slowing-down time as more fusion reactions occur.
2) The errors are at most of the order 2%
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