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Abstract. A direct quantitative comparison of Scrape-Off Layer (SOL) filament
properties from fluid turbulence simulations using the GBS code and from
experiments on the TCV tokamak is performed within the TCV-X21 validation
case. This comparison is made possible by extending the open TCV-X21
dataset with 2D turbulence measurements obtained with Gas Puff Imaging (GPI),
providing critical information on the size, velocity, and other key characteristics
of turbulent filaments at the outboard midplane and in the divertor region. For
the comparison, GBS simulations of TCV-X21 are analyzed using a dedicated
synthetic GPI diagnostic that models the neutral helium-plasma interaction and
emission processes and accounts for line-integration effects. Poloidal and radial
filament velocities are found to be in good agreement between simulations and
experiments, while the simulations overestimate the filament radial and poloidal
sizes and underestimate the relative fluctuation levels. The simulations further
indicate that filaments in the SOL are predominantly represented by density
perturbations rather than temperature perturbations, consistent with previous
assumptions in experimental analyses of cross-field turbulent transport from GPI
data. The poloidal velocity direction of the filaments agrees with the time-
averaged E ×B direction at the outboard midplane and X-point region, but not
in the divertor leg. Possible explanations are proposed and discussed, highlighting
the influence of the instantaneous E × B velocity components in both poloidal
and radial directions. This study provides new insights into turbulent filament
behavior and contributes to guiding future efforts to improve first-principles
simulations of the boundary plasma.
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1 Introduction

Understanding and predictive capabilities of tokamak
boundary turbulent transport are needed for the
successful operation of magnetic confinement fusion
devices such as ITER and DEMO. Plasma turbulence
in the edge and Scrape-off Layer (SOL) shapes the
anomalous cross-field transport from the confined
region with closed field lines towards the plasma facing
components. This influences both the confinement
performance of the core and the heat and particle load
at the divertor and first wall of the device, which have
to be mitigated [1, 2]. The importance of predicting
these processes has further enhanced with the decision
of ITER to use a full-tungsten wall [3, 4].

Among different types of turbulence features in
the boundary plasma, distinct kinds of structures
called ’blobs’ are observed and identified in various
magnetic confinement fusion devices [5]. These
blobs, also known as ’filaments’ as they are highly
elongated along magnetic field lines, featuring locally
enhanced density and temperature, are known to
contribute significantly to the turbulence-induced
cross-field particle and energy transport and hence
gained significant attention [6–11].

Substantial progress has been achieved in theory
and numerical simulations toward understanding SOL
turbulence and transport in general [12–14], and
filaments in particular [15–17]. Code validation
via comparison of experiments and realistic, full-
size, nonlinear turbulence simulations, is an essential
step to gain insights in the turbulence transport
phenomena and improve the numerical models and
their predictive capabilities [18]. Recently, at the
Tokamak à Configuration Variable (TCV) [19], a
specially designed experimental reference case, TCV-
X21, has been introduced as an optimized scenario
for the validation of edge turbulence simulations in
diverted geometry [20]. This scenario features a lower
single-null, sheath-limited plasma. A publicly available
experimental dataset with extensive measurements
from a large set of diagnostics has been employed for
the validation of transport codes [21], fluid turbulence
codes [20, 22], and gyrokinetic codes [23] in this
scenario. However, up to now, observables related to
2-D filament structures in the poloidal cross-section
have not been included in this dataset. This is
a critical missing element, considering the impact
these structures have on plasma interaction with the
first wall, as well as the significant difference in the
predictions of the structures from the different codes
in this regard in [20] (See figure 4 in this reference).

Experimentally, a key diagnostic on TCV to
obtain SOL turbulence information is the Gas Puff
Imaging (GPI) system [24], which provides 2-D
turbulence observables at different locations of the

SOL with high time resolution. GPI diagnostics have
been used widely in multiple magnetic confinement
fusion devices and have provided key information,
including filament velocity scalings, statistical features,
and quantification of their contribution to the cross-
field transport [25]. In TCV, L-mode studies with
GPI provided new insights on the filament’s 3-D
characteristics [26] and their properties in the X-point
region [27]. As such, GPI is a suitable tool for a direct
comparison with full-size turbulence simulations.

This paper contributes to the understanding
of filaments and to code validation by presenting
a comparison of 2-D filament properties between
simulations and experiments on the TCV tokamak. A
synthetic diagnostic is developed and applied to the
GBS simulations of the TCV-X21 scenario [20, 24,
28], followed by direct qualitative and quantitative
comparisons using the analysis techniques developed
for filaments in TCV. This work further extends
the TCV-X21 dataset, allowing more stringent model
validation.

This paper is organized as follows. After the
introduction in section 1, the experiment, diagnostics,
and GBS simulation setup are described in section 2.
Next, we show the workflow and working principle of
the synthetic GPI diagnostics in section 3. Then, we
present the qualitative and quantitative comparison
results between simulations and experiments in
section 4 and section 5, respectively. A deeper
investigation of the mechanism of the poloidal velocity
of the filaments in different SOL regions is given in
section 6. After a discussion in section 7, we conclude
the paper in section 8.

2 Experimental scenarios and simula-
tions

2.1 Experiments and GPI measurements

For the comparison, dedicated TCV-X21 plasma
discharges (lower single null, low magnetic field, and
low density [20]) have been repeated multiple times
in reversed magnetic field direction to obtain GPI
measurements at different locations, including the
outboard midplane, X-point region, and the divertor
leg region. In order to probe the divertor leg region, the
plasma is carefully shifted upwards to be compatible
with the Xpt GPI system, as shown in figure 1.
Equivalently [29], the field of view is approximated to
be shifted downwards, as marked by the blue dashed
line in figure 4. The discharges used in the analysis of
this paper are summarized in table 1 and the geometry
is shown in figure 4.

For the experimental part, the GPI diagnostics
in TCV (figure 1) [24] utilize actively injected
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Figure 1: GPI diagnostics in TCV. The locations and fields of view of the midplane GPI and the Xpt GPI
configurations are shown in the same poloidal cross-section, together with some typical 2-D plasma fluctuation
snapshots. Examples of plasma equilibrium flux surfaces and separatrices are plotted. The plasma can be
positioned for X-point GPI measurements around the X-point (red solid line) or around the divertor leg region
(purple dashed line). Right image adopted from [24].

neutral gas (here helium) to enhance the emission
from plasma-neutral interaction, thus revealing the
patterns and dynamics of the plasma fluctuations at
a high spatiotemporal resolution. For the outboard
midplane GPI system, the field of view covers
approximately 5 × 4 cm2, using 12 × 10 channels of
optical fibers, connected to Avalanche Photon Diode
(APD) sensors. For the X-point GPI system, the
brightness information is captured by a Phantom v2012
high-speed camera with 96×128 pixels covering a field
of view of approximately 17.5× 22 cm2.

2.2 The GBS simulation

For the comparison in this study, we use numerical
simulation results from the GBS code [28, 30]. For the
present simulation, GBS solved 3D fluid Branginskii
equations with assumed ionization locations of neutrals
located in outer core region. The spatial resolution
in the poloidal plane was ∼ 2 mm. In the toroidal
direction, the resolution is ∼ 2.8◦. The detailed
simulation setup can be found in Ref.[20].

In this work, we applied our analysis to the
reversed-field, TCV-X21 simulation output during the
steady fluctuation phase starting at 0.347 ms, with a
time resolution of 0.002 ms.

3 Synthetic GPI diagnostics

In order to conduct direct comparisons between
simulations and experiments, in this work, a synthetic
GPI diagnostic is developed and adapted to post-
process the GBS outputs.

The synthetic diagnostic is constructed by extend-
ing the 0-T model, which was developed for the design
process of the X-point GPI diagnostic in TCV [24].
The model was originally used for estimating the ex-
pected signal level for the X-point GPI system, given a
time-averaged plasma background density and temper-
ature. Here, we extended this model such that it can
post-process the outputs from numerical simulations
frame-by-frame and compute the brightness structures
dynamically in the same format and at the same posi-
tion as in the experiments.

As shown in figures 2 and 3, using 3-D background
profiles of density and temperature provided by
a simulation, the synthetic diagnostic models the
streaming and ionization loss of the injected neutral
gas by solving a continuity equation in a spherical
coordinate system (figure 3 (b)). This yields the
resulting density distribution of the neutral particles.
Then, using the emission rate coefficients provided by
an atomic database (here [31]), the model calculates
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Table 1: Summary of discharges in this work with featuring GPI measurements.

discharge Field direction Baffles GPI gas & gas flux GPI position GPI observation time
70336 Reversed SILO He 6× 1019 atom/s X-point 1.52− 1.62 [s]
70545 Reversed SILO He 6× 1019 atom/s Divertor leg 1.53− 1.63 [s]
77027 Reversed none He 2× 1019 atom/s Outboard midplane 1.40− 1.50 [s]

the emissivity of the neutral particles in the simulated
domain. Finally, via integration along the lines of sight
of the GPI system, the model provides 2-D brightness
information in the same format as from experimental
measurements.

GBS simulation

Plasma Fields

𝑛𝑒 𝑅, 𝑍, 𝜙𝑇 , 𝑡 , 
𝑇𝑒 𝑅, 𝑍, 𝜙𝑇 , 𝑡

Zero-temperature model
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Figure 2: Workflow of the synthetic GPI
diagnostic.

In this work, compared to the 0-T model in
[24], the realistic geometry of the GPI lines of sight
and the 3-D GBS input geometry are considered, as
shown in figure 3. The gas injection location is set
up as in realistic cases to obtain different fields of
view, as shown in figure 4. Under the frozen plasma
assumption, this synthetic diagnostic can be applied
to the GBS density and temperature output frame
by frame. Specifically, the frozen plasma assumption
means that, during one time frame of the neutral
distribution calculation, the plasma is static. In this

model, we also assume that the helium neutrals move
along straight trajectories before ionizing, without
considering momentum exchanges due to collisions
with ions or neutrals. This model further does not
consider the feedback of the injected neutrals on the
plasma.

4 Qualitative comparison of brightness
fluctuation snapshots

In this section, we present an example of the synthetic
diagnostic output and a qualitative comparison of the
turbulence and filament properties. The synthetic
diagnostic itself also provides useful insights on the
relationship between fluctuations of the GPI brightness
and the plasma physical quantities (density and
temperature), as also discussed.

In figure. 4, a set of 2D snapshots is displayed.
They show the relative fluctuation pattern of electron
density ne, electron temperature Te, and brightness I
from the simulation, with the latter obtained from the
synthetic diagnostic. For comparison, the last column
shows snapshots of the relative fluctuation level of
brightness from the experiment in the same scenario.

The relative fluctuation ã of a quantity a is defined
here as the quantity at a certain time frame a(t) with
its time average ⟨a⟩ subtracted (the fluctuation part),
normalized by the time average ⟨a⟩.

ã =
afluct
aavg

=
a− ⟨a⟩
⟨a⟩

(1)

In the experiments, a moving 1 ms average is conducted
to provide the average value, following the same
methods as in previous works [26, 27]. In the
simulation, the data is averaged over the whole time
window of the simulation of 0.35 ms.

Comparing the first and the second column of
figure 4, we observe that there is a correlation between
the relative fluctuation of density and temperature.
Another clear feature is that the fluctuation magnitude
of temperature appears lower than that of the
density. This observation is consistent with the
previous assumptions made in the GPI experimental
analysis, where brightness fluctuations in the SOL
were interpreted to be primarily due to density
fluctuation [27]. Then, comparing the first and the
third column, the relative fluctuation of the brightness
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Figure 3: Illustration of the geometry and working principle of the synthetic GPI diagnostic. (a)
The LCFS at multiple toroidal angles are shown in dark dotted lines. The magnetic field line at one poloidal
plane is plotted as green vectors (also shown in c) ). Multiple toroidal planes of simulation results (purple planes)
from the turbulence simulation (here GBS) are provided as an input. The GPI focal point (green circle) and
the lines of sight (blue lines) are shown for both midplane GPI and X-point GPI. (b)The simulation domain
of the neutral gas injection and reaction with the plasma, together with its spherical coordinate system. (c)A
zoomed-in view of the field of view and lines of sight of the X-point GPI system. The magnetic field direction is
plotted in green. For visualization, only part of the 96× 128 lines of sight are plotted.

is shown to be correlated with the relative fluctuation
of the density outside the separatrix. However, inside
the separatrix, this correlation no longer holds. This
could be related to the neutral gas depletion when it
gets ionized in the high-temperature core region. In the
study of filaments in the SOL (outside the separatrix),
this simulation, however, supports the assumptions
that the brightness fluctuation is strongly correlated
with the density fluctuation [32].

Next, by comparing the relative fluctuations of
brightness between the simulation and experiments,
some qualitative observations can be obtained. In this
single snapshot, the size of the simulated filaments at
the outboard midplane is larger than the experimental
case. In the X-point and the divertor leg regions, in
both simulation and experiments, we observe elongated
structures with enhanced brightness compared to the
average. The simulations reproduce the stretched
shape in the direction normal to the flux surface. This
is consistent with the interpretation in experiments
that due to the flux expansion, the upstream connected
filaments appear highly elongated in the X-point and
divertor region [27]. Besides the similarities, the

comparison also reveals some mismatches. First,
the sizes in the X-point and divertor region are
overestimated in the simulation. Secondly, comparing
the simulation and the experiments, the number of
individual filament structures is lower in the simulation
than in the experiments, which is also partially related
to the overestimated sizes of the filaments. Thirdly, the
peak magnitude of the fluctuation in the simulation
is somewhat lower than that in the experiments.
From the experimental data in the divertor leg region
(figure 4 l), we can observe divertor localized filaments
(DLFs) [27, 29], featuring a round structure in contrast
to the filed aligned, upstream-connected structures.
In the simulation, these structures can not clearly be
identified in the current data.

It is worth noting that the qualitative analysis
presented in this section is based only on a single,
yet representative, frame. To further confirm these
observations and study the dynamics of the filaments,
we conduct a quantitative analysis using data from the
whole time range of the simulation dataset, presented
in the next section.
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Figure 4: Qualitative comparison of the turbulence patterns at the different poloidal locations.
Snapshots of the relative fluctuation of electron density ne, electron temperature Te, and brightness from
simulations and experiments are plotted, respectively.

5 Quantitative simulation-experiment
comparison of filament properties

In this section, we analyze the filament properties in a
quantitative way. Due to the limited number of events
from the GBS simulation, we apply the individual blob
(filament) tracking algorithm as described in Ref. [33]
and study the statistical distribution of the properties
of the filaments. We will mainly focus on the sizes
and velocities of the filaments, which are key factors
influencing the cross-field transport.

In figure 5, at the three locations included in
this study, we illustrate the typical trajectories of the
blobs captured in the simulations (red lines) and in
the experiments (blue lines), as well as the probability
density function (PDF) of the blob sizes (δr and δθ)
and velocities (vr and vθ) in the radial (subscript r)
and poloidal directions (subscript θ). The average
value and the standard deviation of the distributions
is shown by markers and bars, respectively.

At the outboard midplane (figure 5 (a-e)), to
improve the statistics of the filament analysis in the
simulation data, the synthetic diagnostic is applied at
two toroidally separated locations in the simulation
domain, 180◦ apart. The events captured show
that the simulated filament structures are larger
than those in the experiments. The overestimation
factor is approximately 2 in the radial direction and

approximately 3 in the poloidal direction. The velocity
in the radial and poloidal direction is, however, well
reproduced by the simulation, with the mean simulated
value lying within the standard deviation. Due to the
relatively limited number of events captured by the
tracking algorithm, the distribution shape is not fully
converged in the statistical analysis of the simulation.
In the experiments, filaments appear to have a larger
population at poloidal velocities above 2 km/s.

In the X-point region and the divertor leg region,
the experimental velocity distribution is also well
reproduced by the simulation. The simulated average
velocity matches the experimental value within its
standard deviation. The simulation still overestimates
the filament radial and poloidal size by a factor of 2 in
the X-point region. However, in the divertor leg region,
the averaged poloidal size matches the experiment.
In both regions, the location and orientation of the
trajectories of filaments show a good match.

6 Study of the mechanism of the
filament poloidal velocity

A key agreement found in the quantitative comparisons
described above is that the velocities in the poloidal
and radial directions are generally well reproduced by
the simulation. This enables a deeper investigation on
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Figure 5: The filament tracking results at three locations for both the simulation and experimental
data. The typical trajectories of the filaments are plotted in a), f) and k), with experimental trajectories in blue
and simulated trajectories in red. In the other subplots, the probability density function (PDF) of the filament
sizes (δr and δθ) and velocities (vr and vθ) in the radial (subscript r) and poloidal directions (subscript θ) are
plotted. The simulation data is plotted in orange and the experimental data is plotted in blue. The average
value and the standard deviation of the distributions are shown by markers and bars, respectively.

the physical mechanism of the filament motion.
The poloidal motion of the filaments in the SOL

is believed to be mainly determined by the averaged
E × B drift. Therefore, in figure 6, we plotted the
poloidal component of the filament velocity versus the
flux coordinate ρψ for the three locations studied in
this work. For the experimental result, the filament
events are binned in uniform ρψ intervals, and the mean
velocity values are plotted in blue, with the error bars
indicating the standard deviation of the data in each
bin. The filament events tracked in the simulations are
indicated by red circles. Then, from the simulations,
the time-averaged poloidal E × B drift velocity is
calculated. The data are binned within intervals of ρψ,
resulting in the green curve with error bars showing
the standard deviation.

One can observe that for midplane filaments, the
simulated filament poloidal velocities match well with
the averaged poloidal E × B drift velocity. Fair
agreement is also found for the experimental filament
velocities and the calculated poloidal E × B velocity
for ρψ > 1.05.

In the X-point region (figure 6 (b)), we also

observe that most of the simulated filaments have a
poloidal velocity consistent with the averaged poloidal
E × B drift velocity. The experimental values are
also consistent with the simulation curve. Consistently,
in these two regions, we find for these reversed field
plasmas a positive, i.e. counter clockwise poloidal
velocity.

In the divertor leg region, instead, we find different
results compared with the previous two cases. The
filament tracking velocities in the experiments and
simulations still match well with each other. However,
they no longer agree with the local, time-averaged
poloidal E × B drift velocity, especially for ρψ >
1.05. They actually have the opposite sign. The
averaged poloidal E × B velocity is still positive,
while the tracked filament velocities are negative. This
simulation finding aligns well with the experimental
observation in [27]. A further investigation of this
observation is given in Section 7.
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Figure 6: The filament poloidal velocity profile from simulation and experiment compared with
the simulated, time-averaged poloidal E ×B velocity profile in different regions as indicated.

7 Discussion

The experiment-simulation comparison of filament
properties in this reversed-field TCV-X21 scenario
generally shows that the simulation overestimates
the filament size while capturing well the velocity.
This observation provides useful directions for the
improvement of the turbulence simulation. Possible
reasons for this overestimation include: The lack
of divertor neutrals used in the GBS simulation,
the Boussinesq approximation applied in the present
GBS simulation, and the resistivity used in the GBS
simulation, which, due to numerical considerations, is
higher than the experimental values [20]. Simulations
with the above aspects improved, partially guided by
the present findings, are the subject of ongoing work.

The reason for the difference between the poloidal
velocity of filaments and the time-averaged, poloidal
E × B velocity in the divertor leg region, seen

in experiment and simulation in Sec. 6, is further
investigated and discussed here. We will focus on two
possible driving mechanisms for the poloidal motion
of filament structure in the divertor region, assuming
that they extend as a coherent structure along the
magnetic field up to the outboard midplane. The
first mechanism is the local, instantaneous electric field
that drives the E × B drift. The second mechanism
we consider is described as follows: The upstream
connected filaments, as a whole, feature a much
faster parallel transport compared to the perpendicular
transport. Therefore, the motion of the downstream
(divertor leg region) pair of a filament could be
determined by the motion of the filament at the
outboard midplane, combined with the free streaming
of the same filament particles along the magnetic field
into the divertor. To investigate this, a deeper look
at the cross-field motion of the simulated filaments is
conducted in figure 7 and figure 8, where the time-
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averaged E × B velocity, ⟨v⃗E×B⟩, the instantaneous
E × B velocities, v⃗E×B, and the difference between
the two (i.e. the fluctuation component), δv⃗E×B,
are plotted over the snapshots of a blob motion
instance. The figures show clear distinctions between
the midplane case (figure 7) and the divertor leg case
(figure 8). At the midplane, the averaged E × B
velocity dominates the poloidal motion of the filament.
In contrast, in the divertor leg region, the magnitude
of the (upwards pointing) averaged E ×B velocity is
much smaller than the fluctuation part. The latter
points to the bottom right, consistent with the filament
motion. This is consistent with the findings in figure 6.
Therefore, the simulation suggests that the poloidal
motion of the filaments in the divertor leg region, like
the radial motion, is dominated by the instantaneous
E ×B, rather than by its time-averaged value.

Figure 7: Outboard midplane 2D snapshot
showing the cross-field motion of a filament
together with different components of the E×B
drift. The relative density fluctuation is shown by
the colormap in a) to d), where the colormap is
cropped to 0 for better visualization. In a), the red
dotted contours show the flux surfaces, and the white
dotted contour shows a filament event. The black
dotted contours show the position 11 µs before and
11 µs after the current time frame. b) shows the
averaged E × B velocity in black vectors. c) shows
the total instantaneous E ×B velocity. d) shows the
instantaneous fluctuation of the E ×B velocity.

To further confirm the E × B drift as the cause
of the filament movement in the divertor, as opposed
to effects due to free streaming along the magnetic
field from upstream, we plotted three key terms from
the density continuity equation of the filaments in
figure 9: the partial time derivative of the density,

Figure 8: Divertor leg 2D snapshot showing the
cross-field motion of a filament together with
different components of the E × B drift. The
relative density fluctuation is shown by the colormap in
a) to d), where the colormap is cropped to 0 for better
visualization. In a), the red dotted contours show the
flux surfaces, and the white dotted contour shows a
filament event. The black dotted contours show the
position 11 µs before and 15.4 µs after the current
time frame. b) shows the averaged E ×B velocity in
black vectors. c) shows the instantaneous total E ×B
velocity. d) shows the instantaneous fluctuation of the
E ×B velocity.

the divergence of the flux due to the E × B velocity
and the divergence of the flux due to the parallel
velocity. It clearly shows that the flux due to
the E × B drift accounts for most of the temporal
variation in density, confirming that the movement of
the filaments is indeed due to cross-field, rather than
parallel transport.

The results presented above show the capability
of the fluid model implemented in GBS to simulate
the filament motion, despite the fact that these tur-
bulence simulations still have some clear discrepancies
compared to the experiments in terms of the plasma
profiles [20]. The match found between the poloidal fil-
ament velocity and the time-averaged poloidal E ×B
drift velocity at the outboard midplane and X-point
supports to use GPI to calculate the radial electric
field in these regions, similarly as Doppler backscat-
tering (DBS) is being used for this purpose inside the
separatrix [34].



REFERENCES 10

Figure 9: Snapshot from GBS simulation, showing three key terms from the density continuity
equation. a) the partial time derivative of density ∂n/∂t, b) the negative divergence of the flux due to the
E ×B drift −∇ · (nvE×B), and c) the negative divergence of the flux due to the parallel flow −∇ · (nv∥e).

8 Conclusion

In this work, the 2-D filament properties in the TCV-
X21 scenario on TCV were compared between full-
size 3-D turbulence simulations and experiments. To
enable this comparison, a synthetic GPI diagnostic
was introduced and applied to the simulation outputs.
Poloidal and radial filament velocities were found
to be in good agreement between simulations and
experiments. Compared to the experiments, the
simulations overestimated, however, filament sizes (by
a factor of 2-3) in radial and poloidal dimensions.
In the simulation, filaments were predominantly
associated with a density fluctuation and showed
lower temperature fluctuations, which is consistent
with previous assumptions in experimental analysis
of cross-field turbulent transport from GPI data.
Poloidal filament velocities were found not to follow
the direction of the time-averaged poloidal E×B drift
velocity in the divertor leg region, while they do follow
it at the outboard midplane. Analysis of the simulation
shows that the instantaneous E × B drift, instead of
its mean value, contributes the most to the poloidal
(and radial) filament motion in the divertor leg, and
the cause of the filament motion in the poloidal plane
is clearly the local cross-field transport, rather than
parallel streaming of particle from a different region.

On the path towards fully predictive simulations,
a better simulation-experiment agreement of filament
sizes will be needed. Several paths are currently
being pursued: self-consistent inclusion of neutrals,
removal of the Boussinesq approximation, and code
improvement to allow for more realistic resistivity.

The public TCV-X21 dataset has been extended
here by the presented GPI data for further validations.

Acknowledgements

This work was supported in part by the Swiss National
Science Foundation. This work has been carried out
within the framework of the EUROfusion Consortium,
via the Euratom Research and Training Programme
(Grant Agreement No 101052200 — EUROfusion) and
funded by the Swiss State Secretariat for Education,
Research and Innovation (SERI). Views and opinions
expressed are however those of the author(s) only
and do not necessarily reflect those of the European
Union, the European Commission, or SERI. Neither
the European Union nor the European Commission nor
SERI can be held responsible for them.

References

[1] R. Pitts et al., “Physics basis for the first
ITER tungsten divertor,” Nuclear Materials and
Energy, 20, 100696, 2019. doi: 10.1016/j.nme.
2019.100696

[2] H. Zohm et al., “The EU strategy for solving the
DEMO exhaust problem,” Fusion Engineering
and Design, 166, 112307, 2021. doi: 10.1016/
j.fusengdes.2021.112307

[3] A. Loarte et al., “The new ITER baseline,
research plan and open R&D issues,” Plasma
Physics and Controlled Fusion, 67, (6), 065023,
2025. doi: 10.1088/1361-6587/add9c9

[4] R. Pitts et al., “Plasma-wall interaction impact
of the ITER re-baseline,” Nuclear Materials and
Energy, 42, 101854, 2025. doi: 10.1016/j.nme.
2024.101854

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nme.2019.100696
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nme.2019.100696
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.fusengdes.2021.112307
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.fusengdes.2021.112307
https://doi.org/10.1088/1361-6587/add9c9
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nme.2024.101854
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nme.2024.101854


REFERENCES 11

[5] S. J. Zweben et al., “Edge turbulence measure-
ments in toroidal fusion devices,” Plasma Physics
and Controlled Fusion, 49, (7), S1–S23, 2007.
doi: 10.1088/0741-3335/49/7/S01

[6] D. A. D’Ippolito et al., “Convective transport
by intermittent blob-filaments: Comparison of
theory and experiment,” Physics of Plasmas, 18,
(6), 060501, 2011. doi: 10.1063/1.3594609

[7] D. Carralero et al., “Experimental Validation
of a Filament Transport Model in Turbulent
Magnetized Plasmas,” Physical Review Letters,
115, (21), 215002, 2015. doi: 10 . 1103 /

PhysRevLett.115.215002

[8] C. Theiler et al., “Cross-Field Motion of
Plasma Blobs in an Open Magnetic Field Line
Configuration,” Physical Review Letters, 103,
(6), 065001, 2009. doi: 10.1103/PhysRevLett.
103.065001

[9] D. Carralero et al., “On the role of filaments
in perpendicular heat transport at the scrape-
off layer,” Nuclear Fusion, 58, (9), 096015, 2018.
doi: 10.1088/1741-4326/aacb04

[10] O. Garcia et al., “Fluctuations and transport in
the TCV scrape-off layer,” Nuclear Fusion, 47,
(7), 667–676, 2007. doi: 10.1088/0029-5515/
47/7/017

[11] A. Kirk et al., “L-mode filament characteristics
on MAST as a function of plasma current
measured using visible imaging,” Plasma Physics
and Controlled Fusion, 58, (8), 085008, 2016. doi:
10.1088/0741-3335/58/8/085008

[12] A. Stegmeir et al., “Global turbulence simula-
tions of the tokamak edge region with GRIL-
LIX,” Physics of Plasmas, 26, (5), 052517, 2019.
doi: 10.1063/1.5089864

[13] M. Giacomin et al., “First-Principles Density
Limit Scaling in Tokamaks Based on Edge Tur-
bulent Transport and Implications for ITER,”
Physical Review Letters, 128, (18), 185003, 2022.
doi: 10.1103/PhysRevLett.128.185003

[14] W. Zholobenko et al., “Tokamak edge-SOL
turbulence in H-mode conditions simulated with
a global, electromagnetic, transcollisional drift-
fluid model,” Nuclear Fusion, 64, (10), 106066,
2024. doi: 10.1088/1741-4326/ad7611

[15] D. A. Russell et al., “Blob Dynamics in 3D
BOUT Simulations of Tokamak Edge Turbu-
lence,” Physical Review Letters, 93, (26), 265001,
2004. doi: 10.1103/PhysRevLett.93.265001

[16] J. R. Myra et al., “Collisionality and magnetic
geometry effects on tokamak edge turbulent
transport. I. A two-region model with application
to blobs,” Physics of Plasmas, 13, (11), 112502,
2006. doi: 10.1063/1.2364858

[17] P. Paruta et al., “Blob velocity scaling in diverted
tokamaks: A comparison between theory and
simulation,” Physics of Plasmas, 26, (3), 032302,
2019. doi: 10.1063/1.5080675

[18] P. Ricci et al., “Methodology for turbulence
code validation: Quantification of simulation-
experiment agreement and application to the
TORPEX experiment,” Physics of Plasmas, 18,
(3), 032109, 2011. doi: 10.1063/1.3559436

[19] B. Duval et al., “Experimental research on
the TCV tokamak,” Nuclear Fusion, 64, (11),
112023, 2024. doi: 10.1088/1741-4326/ad8361

[20] D. S. Oliveira, T. Body et al., “Validation of edge
turbulence codes against the TCV-X21 diverted
L-mode reference case,” Nuclear Fusion, 62, (9),
096001, 2022. doi: 10.1088/1741-4326/ac4cde

[21] Y. Wang et al., “Validation of SOLPS-ITER
simulations against the TCV-X21 reference
case,” Nuclear Fusion, 64, (5), 056040, 2024. doi:
10.1088/1741-4326/ad3562

[22] B. D. Dudson et al., “Validation of Hermes-
3 turbulence simulations against the TCV-X21
diverted L-mode reference case,” arXiv, 2025.
doi: 10.48550/ARXIV.2506.12180

[23] P. Ulbl et al., “Influence of collisions on the
validation of global gyrokinetic simulations in the
edge and scrape-off layer of TCV,” Physics of
Plasmas, 30, (5), 052507, 2023. doi: 10.1063/5.
0144688
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