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Abstract

Accurate and rapid simulation of the free boundary tokamak plasma equilibrium
evolution is essential for modern plasma control, stability analysis, and scenario
development. This paper presents the Free-Boundary Grad-Shafranov Evolutive (FGE)
code, a highly flexible and control-oriented solver designed to address the challenges
posed by advanced plasma configurations across a range of devices. FGE evolved from
the FBT [Hofmann, 1988] and LIUQE [Moret et al., 2015] codes and is part of the MEQ
suite, sharing many of the low-level optimized functions. It self-consistently solves the
free-boundary Grad-Shafranov equation coupled with circuit equations for external
conductors and models for plasma profile evolution. The code implements a fully
non-linear, Newton-based framework with multiple, highly optimized solver options,
state representations, and residual formulations that enable rapid computation across
different simulation setups. A key capability is the self-consistent integration of various
0D and 1D current diffusion equations (CDEs) to model the resistive evolution of the
plasma current profile as well as the ability to model plasmas with multiple magnetic
axes (Doublets). Furthermore, FGE allows to linearize the plasma dynamics around a
given equilibrium to generate a state-space model suitable for controller design and
analysis. Numerical studies are presented demonstrating the code’s speed of convergence
and validating its performance against experimental data. Furthermore, benchmarks
against the RAPTOR and KINX codes for profile evolution and vertical growth rate
estimates are presented highlighting FGE’s capabilities for both prediction and analysis.
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1. Introduction

On resistive timescales, tokamak plasmas generally exist in a
state of force balance governed by the Grad-Shafranov equa-
tion [Grad and Rubin, 1958, Shafranov, 1958]. This equilib-
rium typically evolves with changes in external conductors
and the internal plasma current distribution. Our focus lies in
solving for the evolution of the free-boundary Grad-Shafranov
equilibrium together with external currents based on voltage
inputs to the active coils. The ability to rapidly simulate the
plasma response to external actuators finds applications in
many domains of tokamak operation, including shot prepar-
ation, scenario development and post-shot analysis. It is of
particular importance when designing feedback magnetic con-
trol strategies as a free-boundary plasma equilibrium evolution
model not only provides information about vertical stability
and plasma shape response but also enables testing controllers
in the loop ahead of deployment.

Consequently, numerous codes have been developed to
tackle the free-boundary magnetic equilibrium evolution prob-
lem. Early developments of equilibrium evolution codes in-
clude the SCED code [Blum et al., 1981], the PROTEUS
code [Albanese et al., 1987], the MAXFEA code [Barabaschi,
1993] and the Tokamak Simulation Code [Jardin et al., 1986].
Among the more modern codes, the list includes SPIDER,
[Ivanov et al., 2005], CREATE-NL [Albanese et al., 2015],
FEEQS [Heumann et al., 2015], GSevolve [Welander et al.,
2019], NICE [Faugeras, 2020, Gros et al., 2025], DINA [Khayr-
utdinov and Lukash, 1993], FRIDA-TD [Bonotto et al., 2023],
Tokamaker [Hansen et al., 2024] and FEQIS [Fable et al.,
2025]. These codes differ in various aspects including their
choice of the computational domain, treatment of boundary
terms, usage of finite elements or finite differences, solver
strategies and the possible addition of 1D plasma profile equa-
tions.

This paper presents the Forward Grad-Shafranov Evol-
utive (FGE) code, an evolution of the work of [Carpanese,
2021], which also served as a basis for FreeGSNKE [Amor-
isco et al., 2024]. FGE is an essential component of the Matlab
EQuilibrium Suite (MEQ), designed to rapidly solve for the
free-boundary Grad-Shafranov equilibrium while also solving
for the evolution of coil and vessel currents as well as the res-
istive evolution of plasma current profiles. Since its addition
to the MEQ suite, FGE has been continuously maintained and
improved and has already proven essential in various control-
oriented projects. We refer to [Degrave et al., 2022, Tenaglia
et al., 2024, Mele et al., 2025] for examples of recent works
that use FGE for advancing the design of magnetic control-
lers at TCV. Furthermore, FGE is already tried and tested
on different Tokamaks as e.g. SPARC [Kumar et al., 2024,
Wai et al., 2025], MAST-U and STEP [Lafferty et al., 2025].
As part of MEQ, FGE is fully integrated with the LIUQE
[Moret et al., 2015] equilibrium reconstruction code and a mat-
lab re-implementation of the FBT [Hofmann, 1988] inverse

Grad-Shafranov code, enabling streamlined workflows for run-
ning free-boundary simulations on the basis of equilibrium
reconstructions or on the equilibria computed for shot design.
Moreover, while FGE is mainly written in Matlab enabling
rapid visualization and interactive use in e.g. analysis and
simulation scripts, core functionalities shared across MEQ
are implemented in pre-compiled C-functions, significantly
improving computational performance.

In its current form, FGE implements a fully non-linear
Newton-based approach to efficiently determine the plasma
equilibrium. Building on the use of the Jacobian-Free Newton-
Krylov solver in [Carpanese, 2021], FGE was extended to
implement fully analytical jacobian computations and offer
multiple possible residual formulations enabling new solver
strategies and optimizations. FGE offers the flexibility to sim-
ulate plasmas with advanced divertor configurations and even
multiple magnetic axes like Droplets and Doublets. Optimiza-
tions in the subroutines enable FGE to solve a single time step
on the order of milliseconds with the standard TCV computa-
tional grid on consumer hardware. Hence, feedback controllers
can be rapidly tested and validated with FGE in the loop and
controller settings efficiently optimized. Similarly to NICE
[Gros et al., 2025], based on the weak formulation introduced
in the work of [Heumann, 2021], FGE was extended to offer
the capability to self-consistently solve a 1D current diffusion
equation alongside the Grad-Shafranov equilibrium.

The structure of this paper is as follows: Section 2 presents
the system of equations solved in FGE. In section 3, we lay
out the various methods implemented in the code for solving
the nonlinear system using Newton methods. Section 4 out-
lines the capability of FGE to capture plasma dynamics in a
linearized state-space system. Finally, Section 5 offers com-
prehensive results, including benchmarks on different plasma
scenarios, convergence speeds, and validation of the current
diffusion equation against analytical examples and the RAP-
TOR code.

2. Problem Formulation

We consider the problem of solving for the evolution of the free-
boundary axisymmetric equilibrium on resistive timescales.
We assume these to be much longer than the Alfvén timescales
and consequently assume MHD force balance to be fulfilled at
each time step. In this case, the plasma evolution is driven by
changing currents in active coils, passive conductors and the
plasma itself.

2.1,

In axisymmetric geometry, we adopt a right-handed cylindrical
coordinate system (R, ¢, Z) with the COCOS=17 coordinate
convention [Sauter and Medvedev, 2013]. The magnetic field
is decomposed in terms of the poloidal flux 1) and the toroidal
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Assuming MHD force balance j x B = Vp for an isotropic
pressure tensor yields the Grad-Shafranov equation [Grad and
Rubin, 1958, Shafranov, 1958]:

Atp = =21 Rpgjy = —4r* (o R*p' (W) + TT'(¥)) . (2)

expressing the toroidal current density j4 inside the plasma
domain in terms of the flux functions p’ and T'T".

In FGE, the Grad-Shafranov equation is discretized on
a uniform rectangular grid in (R, Z) containing the limiter
perimeter of the machine. The A* operator is given by a finite
difference representation and the toroidal current density jg is
discretized as a collection of ideal current filaments centered at
the grid points. We denote by I, the vector of these currents.

The plasma domain is identified by selecting possible lim-
iting points and X-points on the grid and finding the according
flux value of the last closed flux surface (LCFS). Magnetic
axes are found in a similar way and are used to compute the
normalized poloidal flux map. The plasma current filaments
I, are constrained to be zero outside the LCFS. Figure 1 il-
lustrates the computational domain used in FGE. We refer to
[Moret et al., 2015] for a more in-depth description of the
discretization and the plasma domain identification.

The poloidal flux at the grid boundary is given by the
contribution of plasma currents and coil currents

'L/}b = Mbny + MbeIe7 (3)

where M., are the mutual inductances between concentric
conductors given by an analytical expression and /. is the
vector representing external currents, comprised of active cur-
rents inside poloidal field coils and passive vessel currents. We
note that to speed up computations, the contribution of the
plasma current to the boundary flux is usually computed using
a method devised by Lackner [Lackner, 1976], inverting A*
with a homogeneous Dirichlet boundary condition and sub-
sequently evaluating the normal derivatives at the domain’s
boundary.

External coils are discretized as collections of ideal cur-
rent filaments for the coil windings. Vessel currents are by
default discretized into individual current filaments as well,
although they can alternatively be represented using combina-
tions thereof, ordered into vessel response eigenmodes, allow-
ing rapidly decaying higher-order modes to be neglected for
faster computations. The temporal evolution of the external
currents /. is modeled by the circuit equation

“4)

v, . .
( 0 ) = M1, + Meny + ReIe7

where R, are conductor resistances and V,, are the external
voltages applied to the active coils.
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Figure 1: Illustration of the discretization used in FGE showing the
computational grid, modeled coil windings, vessel filaments, and the
limiter for the top half of TCV. Boundary elements of the grid are
highlighted in gray. The plasma of TCV #61400 at 0.1s is shown in
terms of discretized plasma current filaments on the inner grid with
the plasma boundary indicated by the dashed contour.

In FGE, the profiles p’ and TT" are expressed in terms of
the linear combination of a set of basis functions Gp U G

P=> a9, TT =p Y aug. (5)
9€Gy geGr
This enables the expression of the discretized current density
using a matrix multiplication with the a, coefficient vector:
I, = Ty4(v)ag, where the dependence of T}, on ¢ stems from
evaluating the basis functions ¢ € Gp U G on the normalized
poloidal flux.
The basis coefficients are constrained using plasma para-
meters in a residual function dependent on the state of the
plasma and the conductors

0=Alag, ¥, I, ...). ©6)

A variety of residuals are implemented to constrain the p’
and T'T" profiles based on known plasma parameters. Among
them are constraints for the toroidal and poloidal beta 3;, 5,
the plasma thermal energy W, the safety factor on axis g4,
the internal inductance ¢; and the plasma current /,,. A compre-
hensive list of implemented constraint formulations is found in
Appendix 7.1. Furthermore, different versions of current dif-
fusion equations are available to constrain the profiles. These
are discussed in more detail in the next Section 2.2.



In summary, FGE simultaneously solves equations (2), (4),
(6) employing an implicit time-stepping scheme.

2.2. Current Diffusion Equations

By itself, the above set of equations does not include the effects
of plasma resistivity on the equilibrium. It is possible to add
Ohm’s law dictating how resistive effects dampen and diffuse
the plasma currents across flux surfaces. A canonical starting
point for deriving current diffusion equations (CDEs) is the
B-parallel formulation of Ohm’s law:
oE-B=j-B—ju. B. @)

Here, j,; denotes non-inductive contributions to the plasma
current. Starting from Ohm’s law, different assumptions and
simplifications lead to additional equations which can con-
strain one or more degrees of freedom of the plasma profiles.
In many transport codes like RAPTOR [Felici et al., 2011],
TORAX [Citrin et al., 2024] or ASTRA [Pereverzev et al.,
2002], equation (7) is flux surface averaged to solve for the
1D profile evolution. However, as FGE is based on a cartesian
grid, computing flux surface averages is relatively expensive
and hence avoided when solving for the plasma equilibrium.

Instead, FGE implements a range of models for the plasma
current evolution from a prescribed plasma conductivity using
CDEs which avoid the use of flux surface averages. A distinc-
tion is made between 0D CDEs, constraining the evolution of
the total plasma current and 1D CDEs, modeling the evolution
of the full plasma current profile. We list the available options
for CDEs implemented in FGE, starting with OD cases:

* OhmTor The plasma is modeled as a conductor where
the loop voltage applied is given by the change in pol-
oidal flux over the plasma domain:

oy

0= —IT—+R(

I Yy 8t - nz)~ (8)

Here, I,,; denotes the total toroidal non-inductive current
which is supplied externally.

* OhmTor-rigid The plasma is modeled as a rigid con-
ductor with a self-inductance and bulk resistance. The
induced loop voltage is given by changing currents in
external conductors:

0= LI, + MpI. + Ry(I, with
Ir )
Y

< M,..
I,

- nz)

ITM oIy, Mo =

L, = 7l

OhmTor-rigid allows the option to compute L,, dy-
namically or have it provided externally.

* CDE-stationary-state Assuming a stationary-
state case where the change in flux is mostly uniform

over the plasma domain admits a more accurate mod-
eling of the plasma response based on internal profiles
and a parallel conductivity profile:

OWa+ ) ITp /

H
En i d®. (10)

0= Ip — I+
First derived in [Carpanese, 2021], a brief derivation is

also found in Appendix 7.2 for completeness.

To resolve internal dynamics of the current profile using
1D CDEs, FGE offers three approaches based on a weak for-
mulation [Heumann, 2021] to avoid expensive flux surface
integration:

* CDE-1D This CDE implements the weak formulation
[Heumann, 2021] using g € G as test functions. In
this way, all degrees of freedom of the T'T” profile are
constrained by the residual:

_ 1 9T (+)
O_/APR En g(¢)dRrRdZ
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Here, Ap denots the plasma domain in the (R, Z)-plane
and j,; is the non-inductive current density usually ex-
pressed through the flux surface average (j,; - B) /Bo
which has to be supplied externally.

* CDE-OhmTor-1D A simpler, computationally less ex-
pensive formulation is obtained by either considering
CDE-1D using the approximation 7' = const. or by
integrating the toroidal projection of Ohm’s law against
profile test functions:

O:/A 109,

=59 (V) dRdZ
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* static—CDE-1D This CDE implements a static ver-
sion of CDE-1D which acts like a constraint of the
plasma current while allowing to solve for the relaxed
stationary-state current density profile. For this formu-
lation, all time derivatives in CDE—1D are omitted and
O¢1p s assumed to be spatially uniform providing the
loop voltage required to sustain the reference plasma
current:

0= I(UI(?) _ I(2)I(1) i=1
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This CDE is also available when solving for the equi-
librium at a single point in time, for example when
initializing a FGE simulation.

3.

The full system of equations is implemented as a root finding
problem with a state representation containing information
on both the plasma and external conductors. It is then solved
using Newton iterations.

Implementation

3.1.

Commonly, the state of the axisymmetric plasma equilibrium is
given by the poloidal flux v as well as information on internal
plasma profiles p’, T'T” and external conductors I.. Hence, a
possible FGE state representation is given by

Ty = (¢a agvle)'

Alternatively, the state can be expressed in terms of plasma
and external currents together with profile information

State Variables and Residuals

(16)

xy, = (Iy, a4, I.). 17

Since the plasma occupies only a limited region inside the
vessel, the resulting sparsity of ', enables optimized compu-
tations in FGE routines. Furthermore, using I, allows to treat
the boundary conditions of ¢ implicitly for a more concise
residual formulation. FGE offers the option to use either state
representations and provides optimized algorithms for each.

The main residual for the root finding algorithm is sub-
divided into three parts: One for the plasma representing the
Grad-Shafranov equation, one for the circuit equation of ex-
ternal conductors and one for the a, constraints:

e
Meny + Mee-[e + Re-[e - V:i
A(ag,...)

Multiple options for the plasma residual formulation are offered,
depending on the chosen state representation:

F(x) (18)

Fpl(xly) =1, — Iy(lﬁ(lwle), ag)7 (19)

FPQ(:E%E) Zw—lﬁ(fy(%ag),fe% (20)
LAY+ 21 Rpoly (v, ag),

Fys(14) = { P @

Here, (1, I.) refers to the operation of inverting the A*-
operator to compute the poloidal flux from the toroidal current
density. It uses Dirichlet boundary conditions given by the
influence of plasma and external currents on the boundary.
We note that this inversion is rapidly and efficiently imple-
mented using a tridiagonal matrix inversion subroutine. Con-
versely, I, (1, aq) refers to the operation of finding the plasma
boundary by finding limiting- and X-points and recomputing
Iy = Tyg()ay.

A notable part of the residual concerns the identification of
the plasma domain via a search for X-points and limiting points.
X-point quantities are computed based on a 6-point stencil
method outlined in [Moret et al., 2015] where X-point flux and
position are found using a local quadratic fit. Depending on
user settings, this fit is improved based on a spline interpolation
of the flux map. Limiting points are treated similarly based on
local extremum approximations with various available methods
ranging from bilinear stencils to spline fits.

To ensure numerical stability, FGE normalizes both the re-
siduals and state variables to unit magnitude based on tokamak-
specific knowledge and scalings.

3.2. Newton Method

A multitude of Newton-type algorithms for finding roots of
the above residuals are implemented, all based on the general
update rule

Jpox = —F(x). (22)

The inversion of the jacobian J is performed either using a
Jacobian-Free Newton-Krylov (JFNK) algorithm, where the
action of the jacobian is approximated using finite differen-
cing, or by directly using the full jacobian matrix. The latter
approach is made efficient by the availability of analytical de-
rivatives for all residuals in the code. Jacobians of limiting-
and X-point quantities are obtained by analytic differentiation
of the local fits used to compute them. We refer to [Carpanese,
2021, Appendix C] for a more detailed description.

Time derivatives in residual (18) arising from circuit equa-
tions and CDEs are usually handled by finite differences with
respect to the last timestep. For some applications however,
dependencies of the residual on state variables and their time
derivatives need to be separated. For these cases, analytical
jacobians are available for either.

Several GMRES [Saad and Schultz, 1986] implementa-
tions are offered to handle the efficient inversion of Jr. These
include the MATLAB-native GMRES solver as well as custom
implementations that handle the inversion of the Householder
matrix via the MATLAB backslash operator, Givens rotations
or Ayachour’s method [Ayachour, 2003]. If the full jacobian
is known, a LU decomposition or the MATLAB backslash
operator are also available for the inversion. Moreover, when
using GMRES implementations in conjunction with the analyt-
ical jacobian, FGE allows to compute analytic jacobian-vector



products implicitly without the need to assemble the full mat-
rix resulting in notable performance improvements for many
cases.

Preconditioning in FGE can be performed by computing
the full inverse of the jacobian, using an incomplete LU fac-
torization, or by supplying custom preconditioning matrices
externally. Both left and right preconditioning is supported by
the custom GMRES implementations. Users can also choose
when the preconditioning matrices are recomputed, either once
at the start of the simulation, before each time step, or before
each Newton iteration. The required level of preconditioning
depends on the chosen residual formulation. Specifically, re-
siduals F},; and F), which already incorporate the inversion
of the A*-operator, yield jacobians that are generally well-
conditioned and diagonally dominant, requiring only minimal
preconditioning for convergence. In contrast, the jacobian of
residual F},3 benefits significantly from preconditioning for the
efficient inversion through GMRES iterations.

Lastly, the solvers implemented in FGE are optimized to
exploit known sparsity patterns in the problem. As I, is con-
strained to be zero outside of the plasma domain, the jacobian
of the residual F},; usually contains many rows with only one
non-zero element on the diagonal which are trivially elimin-
ated, allowing for a significant reduction of the system size
through masking. However, because Fj,; incorporates the in-
verse of the A*-operator, the remaining jacobian is generally
dense. While not allowing for the same system reduction, the
F},3 formulation features a jacobian that is inherently sparse as
the local A*-operator is applied to compute the residual but is
never inverted. For this case, all analytical jacobian computa-
tions, preconditioning, and GMRES algorithms are equipped
to fully leverage the sparsity to speed up the solver.

4. Linearization of the Evolution
Operator

For control applications, it is often essential to express a lin-
earized dynamics in the form of a state-space system to be
used for controller design, gain tuning and system analysis.
FGE offers the capability to linearize the evolution operator
around a converged equilibrium to yield a plasma response
model in a state-space representation which can be viewed
as a generalization of the methods outlined in [Walker and
Humphreys, 2006]. The resulting state-space system describes
how perturbations from the initial equilibrium evolve in time
and in response to control inputs. It serves to analyze the
effects of control actions and allows estimation of vertical
instability growth rates by computing unstable eigenmodes.
Additionally, FGE provides the possibility to carry out full
plasma simulations with controllers in the loop based on this
linearized representation allowing for rapid prototyping and
gain tuning. As will be seen in Section 5.2, as long as the
plasma stays close to the initial equilibrium, the linearized

system reproduces the full non-linear dynamics very well at a
fraction of the computational cost.

To obtain a light-weight linearized system representation,
we exploit the fact that not all parts of the residual depend
on time derivatives of the state. Here, we explicitly include
the dependence of the residual from equation (18) on the state
representation z, its time derivative & and the control inputs u
containing applied coil voltages, non-inductive current drive
and a, constraint references. F'(z, &, u) is split into static
residuals Fs(x,u) and dynamic residuals Fp(x, %, u) based
on their dependence on . Likewise, the state vector x is
divided into static xg and dynamic zp components. This
subdivision is not inherently predetermined but must fulfill the
condition that the resulting jacobian dFg/Jx ¢ has full rank. A
canonical choice for zg and zp is to group quantities involved
in the force balance equation (I, or ) as static states and
quantities related to circuit equations (I.) as dynamic states
with states containing the a4 coefficients being assigned to
either group depending on the usage of plasma constraints and
CDEs.

Given a static equilibrium zg, ug with 0 = F'(xq, Zg, o)
and zg = 0, the residual is expanded to arrive at the linearized
representation

_ OFs OFs OFs

2
0 s org + 92p oxrp + 5 u, 23)
_ OFp . OFp -
4 Ubs, 4 95y, | O, 24)
Ozrs oxrp ou

Here, the perturbations dz, du are relative to the reference
equilibrium and all jacobians are computed at (xq, ug). Equa-
tion (23) now admits an expression of the static states in terms
of the dynamic ones:

szs = 2% 50p + 9% 50 with (25)
oxp ou
dzs OFs\ ' OFs
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(28)
the dynamic equation is expressed as
0= Séxp — Kdéxp — Usu — Véu, (29)



Hence, the linearized evolution is governed by a state-space
system (A, B, C, D) with

A=S"1K, B:=[S7'U,S7'V],

Oxs (30)
C::H[amD}, D:=0.

1p

Here, H denotes the matrix extracting the measurements y
from the full state = such that the dynamics are given by

dzp = Adzp + Boa

(3D
y = Coxp + Dot + yo,

where y are the measurements obtained from the initial equi-
librium z( and 64 denotes the vector [du, du]. Expressing the
Newton iter: JFNK
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Figure 2: Comparison of convergence rate and computational time
between the three residuals for the newton solver using the analytical
jacobian and the JFNK solver. Data is taken from a FGE simulation
of TCV #61400 from 0.1s to 0.8s done at 10kHz. The top plot
shows residual norms of the k-th iteration vs the k+1-th iteration with
tolF=1e-8. Only the first 1000 time steps are shown in the scatterplot
to maintain visual clarity. The background lines indicate second order
convergence. The bottom shows box-plots of the computation time
spent per time step for two different solver tolerances using an Intel
19-12900K CPU. The box-plots display the 25th to 75th percentile as
the box with the median line inside. The whiskers extend to 1.5 times
the inter-percentile range.

linearized system only in terms of the dynamic states allows
for a drastic reduction in system size resulting in the number
of states being determined mainly by the number of degrees of
freedom used to describe external currents, independently of
the grid used.

5. Numerical Studies

This section presents results from numerical studies demon-
strating the performance of FGE. Apart from presenting res-
ults on the fictitious Anamak tokamak (see Appendix 7.3),
we use TCV #61400 for our numerical studies. TCV #61400
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Figure 3: Comparison between full nonlinear simulation (blue) and
state-space model (orange) for Anamak #2 (see Appendix 7.3). Traces
for the coil voltages applied to the first three coils are shown at the
top. Below, radial and vertical displacement and the plasma current
are shown. At the bottom, two zooms of the plasma current trace
are provided. Finally, two equilibria from the nonlinear simulation
at Oms and 43ms are shown where contours of the poloidal flux
are plotted in black, the LCFS is highlighted in red and the toroidal
current distribution is shown in color.
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Figure 4: Comparison of FGE (left) and KINX (right) for vertical growth rates of different plasmas. From left to right: TCV shots #67084,
#77017, #84062 at 0.9s plus a fictitious doublet plasma. The poloidal flux perturbation of the largest Eigenmodes is shown inside the plasma

domain.

was chosen as a benchmark case as it contains shape changes
throughout the shot, EC and NBI heating and an unusual trans-
ition from a limited to a diverted configuration as the active
X-point is formed very close to the limiter. We first examine
solver convergence, verifying expected convergence rates and
reporting computational times. Next, we provide a comparison
between the full nonlinear evolution with its linearized coun-
terpart. We benchmark vertical growth rates against the KINX
code [Degtyarev et al., 1997] and evaluate the 1D CDE imple-
mentations against a RAPTOR baseline. Finally, we present a
measurement based resimulation of TCV #61400 using FGE.

5.1.

To verify second order convergence for the different solver
methods and residuals, a simulation of TCV #61400 is per-
formed using various solver settings with a time step of 100.us.
Specifically, we compare the use of all three presented resid-
uals as well as comparing the JENK method with the Newton
method based on the analytical jacobian. In all cases, we use
the GMRES implementation from [Ayachour, 2003] and en-
able matrix-free jacobian-vector product computations. For
residuals F},; and F},», we employ left preconditioning using
the inverse jacobian from the first time step, while for F},s,
preconditioning is done using the incomplete LU factorization,
recomputed at every time step. For the plasma profiles, the
OhmTor CDE is used with g4 and 3, constrained to reference
values from the shot preparation. A simple position and I,
controller is employed to keep the plasma stable

Figure 2 shows the results from this comparison. All meth-
ods generally exhibit second-order convergence, though the
JFNK approach shows slightly diminishing convergence rates
as residuals become very small. The achievable minimum
residual norm is consistently bounded by floating point errors,
with the specific floor varying across residual formulations.
On average, the Newton solver requires approximately 2.1
iterations per time step for a tolerance tolF=10"% and 1.2 it-

Convergence Studies

erations for tolF=10~%, where tolF is the tolerance for the
2-norm of the normalized residual used in the Newton solver.
Additionally, Figure 2 shows the time spent per time step for
the simulation of TCV #61400 with different residual formula-
tions and solver methods. The simulation is carried out using
the standard TCV grid (28 x65) on a consumer-grade desktop
computer using an Intel 19-12900K CPU. For well chosen set-
tings, the average computational time spent per time step is
less than 10ms demonstrating the ability to simulate a full-
length TCV shot at 10kHz within minutes. We note that this
performance is typically observed in practice and not specific
to TCV #61400.

5.2. FGE vs. FGEL

To compare the full non-linear evolution with the evolution
dictated by the linear state-space system (31), we analyze
the diverted configuration in Anamak #2 (see Appendix 7.3)
equipped with a feedback controller on the radial and vertical
plasma position as well as the plasma current. We perturb the
equilibrium with a series of vertical kicks actuated by briefly
applying a high voltage to one of the coils. The simulation is
carried out over 100ms in total with a temporal resolution of
100us. The state-space system is computed from a lineariza-
tion based on the initial equilibrium and evolved using implicit
Euler stepping.

We observe a near exact match in the predicted dynamics
between the full linear model and the linearized state-space
representation for small deviations from the initial equilibrium.
We observe that a significant mismatch arises only as the ver-
tical displacement is sufficient to change the configuration
from diverted to limited. In this case, the linearization of the
initial diverted equilibrium does not accurately describe the
dynamics of the limited equilibrium. This highlights the limits
of the state-space model for cases with a significantly changing
plasma configuration. We observe that the mismatch in the
dynamics diminishes when the equilibrium is brought back



close to its initial configuration. We report a computational
time per time step of 10.5ms for the full non-linear solver and
0.9ms for the linearized system on an Intel 19-12900K CPU
with the standard Anamak computational grid (34 x 33).

5.3. Growth Rate Comparison With KINX

We compare growth rates of axisymmetric vertical resistive
wall modes with the KINX code [Degtyarev et al., 1997] which
solves for eigenvalues in the variation of the total energy with
plasma displacement in the ideal MHD setting. As KINX as-
sumes a perfectly conducting plasma, we employ the 1D CDE
with a very large conductivity to provide a fair comparison.
We choose a set of eleven spline basis functions to represent
the plasma profiles. These are specifically chosen to contain
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the degrees of freedom needed to represent non-zero values
at the plasma boundary. This ensures that induced edge cur-
rents can be approximately modeled in the FGE growth rate
computation. Extra steps were taken to ensure that both codes
are computing the unstable modes with the same resistive wall
representation. It should be noted that the comparison with
KINX does not serve as a definite reference but as a useful
benchmark with an established code with more fundamental
modeling assumptions. We compare four cases, a negative
triangularity shot, a TCV “standard” shot, a shot with an X-
point target and a fictitious doublet plasma which features two
unstable vertical modes.

The results of this comparison are shown in Figure 4. We
observe a qualitative agreement with FGE and KINX detect-
ing unstable modes with the same overall structure and the

©)
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Figure 5: Comparison between FGE using the CDE-1D and the
FBT-RAPTOR coupling for Anamak #1 (see Appendix 7.3). The
simulation is run for 100ms and off-axis ECCD is switched on after
30ms. The top equilibria show contours of the poloidal flux with the
toroidal current density drawn in color showing the transition from a
flat current profile to an off-axis peaked current distribution. Below,
profiles for current density, g, p’ and T'T" are shown for FGE (blue)
and FBT-RAPTOR (orange) for different times. The p’ profiles are
only plotted in blue as they constrained to be equal between FGE and
FBT-RAPTOR.
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Figure 6: Comparison between the FGE initialization using the
stationary-state 1D CDE (blue) and the raptor stationary-state solver
(orange) for Anamak #2 (see Appendix 7.3) with oft-axis ECCD.
The equilibrium from the FGE initialization is shown at the top with
poloidal flux contours plotted in black, the LCFS highlighted in red
and the toroidal current density drawn in color. Below, plasma profiles
are compared where p’ is only plotted in blue as it is constrained to
be equal between FGE and FBT-RAPTOR.



computed growth rates of the unstable modes largely agreeing.
However, KINX tends to underestimate the instability com-
pared to FGE for the negative triangularity shot and the doublet.

t=0.10s t=0.44s t=0.78s t=1.12s t=1.46s t=1.80s

Ip=-167kA Ip=-189kA Ip=-187kA Ip=-208kA Ip=-212kA Ip=-211kA

0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1 1.2 1.4 1.6 1.8
Time [s]

Figure 7: Results from the FGE resimulation of TCV #61400. The
top plot shows selected equilibria from the simulation. The LCFS
from the LIUQE reconstruction is overlayed in green. The time traces
below show a comparison between simulated quantities (black) and
measurements (colored). Vertical lines highlight the times of the
plotted equilibria. Measurements of axis position R4, Z4 and vessel
filament currents I,, are taken from the LIUQE reconstruction.

Some disparities are expected as both codes solve very dif-
ferent systems. The larger differences might be due to KINX
solving for the plasma response on a finer flux-coordinate grid
and the different treatment of the vessel. We note that resolving
induced currents close to the X-point does not only play a large
role for the doublet plasma but also for single-axis plasmas
and, together with the limited resolution of the 1D profiles,
might add to the observed differences. However, we emphasize
that FGE is also able to model the vertical modes with a more
realistic conductivity profile where the plasma response in the
cold edge plays a less significant role. we refer to [Marchioni,
2024, Appendix D] for a more exhaustive comparison between
vertical growth rate estimates from FGE and KINX.

5.4. CDE Comparison with RAPTOR

A comparison with the RAPTOR code is performed by com-
puting a benchmark equilibrium evolution on Anamak #1 (see
Appendix 7.3) through coupling RAPTOR [Felici et al., 2011]
with the FBT [Hofmann, 1988] inverse Grad-Shafranov solver.
To this end, an iteration is carried out between FBT computing
a sequence of equilibria with prescribed shape, profiles and
loop voltage and RAPTOR computing the profile evolution
based on the geometric properties of these equilibria. After
converging, the solution represents a fully consistent equilib-
rium and profile evolution. Finally, this is compared with the
evolution as computed by FGE with the 1D CDE using the
coil voltage traces computed by FBT. As the 1D CDE does not
predict the evolution of kinetic profiles like temperature and
density, we prescribe the pressure and conductivity profiles
from RAPTOR to give a fair comparison.

Results computed for the fictitious circular plasma of Ana-
mak #1 with off-axis ECCD are shown in Figure 5. The simula-
tion is run for 100ms with 10045 resolution. The traces show
a good agreement between RAPTOR and CDE-1D for the
profile evolution throughout the changing current distribution.

Additionally, we perform a comparison between stationary-
state solutions for a diverted plasma with off-axis ECCD. The
FBT-RAPTOR coupling is carried out with the RAPTOR nat-
ive stationary-state solver [Van Mulders et al., 2021] and com-
pared to the FGE initialization computed with static-CDE-
1D. Results are shown in Figure 6. We see that the FGE solver
is able to correctly reproduce the highly variable TT” profile.

5.5. Discharge Resimulation

We showcase the capabilities of FGE resimulating TCV #61400
from ¢=0.1s to t=1.8s with a temporal resolution of 100us
using the analytical jacobian computations and residual F;.
The tolerance was chosen to be tolF=10~8. For this test, we
additionally constrain the plasma beta, as well as the internal in-
ductance to match the reconstruction and run with the OhmTor
0D CDE to model the plasma current response. The vessel is
modeled using 80 eigenmodes with experimentally determined
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resistances. During the simulation, the plasma is controlled
by the same controller as used in the experiment. It should
be noted, however, that the digital controller implemented in
the simulation does not perfectly replicate the analog control-
ler from the experiment leading to a slightly worse perform-
ance for vertical stabilization and notable oscillations in the
early phases. The results from the simulation are presented in
Figure 7, with experimental reference traces taken from the
LIUQE reconstruction.

Albeit the significant changes in the plasma configura-
tion throughout the shot, we observe an excellent agreement
between the FGE simulation and the reconstructions from the
experiment. Shaping as well as position of the plasma are
nearly identical to the experiment. Using the same controller,
the coil currents also behave very similar to their experimental
counterparts which highlights the utility of FGE for controller
development and validation. The full simulation ran in 225.9s
on an Intel 19-12900K CPU which translates to ca. 13ms per
time step. The slight increase in computational time compared
to the results presented in Section 5.1 is likely due to noisy 3,
and g4 references used to constrain the plasma profiles.

6. Conclusion

We have presented the Free-Boundary Grad-Shafranov Evolut-
ive (FGE) code, a fast and control-oriented tool for simulating
the time evolution of free-boundary tokamak equilibria. FGE
self-consistently couples the Grad—Shafranov solution with ex-
ternal circuit dynamics and a range of current diffusion models,
enabling rapid simulations suitable for control design and in-
tegrated scenario development. Numerical benchmarks verify
the solver performance, demonstrate accurate reproduction of
linearized plasma dynamics, and show good agreement with
established codes such as RAPTOR and KINX. Furthermore,
a resimulation of a highly dynamic TCV discharge confirms
the code’s predictive capabilities under experimentally relev-
ant conditions. By combining control-oriented design with
fast, reliable solvers and accurate physical models, FGE offers
a comprehensive and effective framework for free-boundary
plasma equilibrium simulation.
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7. Appendix
7.1.

In this section, we give a comprehensive list of the available
choices for the a, residual function A introduced in equa-
tion (6). We note that although A takes as input the a, coeffi-
cients together with other plasma parameters, we omit these
other dependencies for readability and to highlight the role of
constraining the a, degrees of freedom.

To clearly express the implemented residuals, we formally
introduce ) as the index set underlying the (R, Z)-grid, on
which the discretized toroidal current distribution I,, is defined,
and W, as the discretized representation of 1 on the same grid.
We further define J)» C ) as subset of indices lying inside the
plasma domain.

Plasma Constraint Details

* Direct constraints of the a4 coefficients. Any one of
the a4 coefficients can be directly constrained to some
reference value:

ref

Aq,(ag) = ay — ag,

g€ G,Ugr. (32)

* Plasma current I,. The plasma current is constrained
by the residual

AIP (a'_(]) = I;)Ef - Z(Iy(ag))u

i€y

(33)

where the dependence of I, on the a, coefficients is
given by the T}, matrix as described in Section 2.1.

* Poloidal beta 3. We start from the expression for 3,
from [Lao et al., 1985]

fvp pdV

Sl L 34
Vo2 /202 e

By

With the approximations V' ~ 272ka®Ry, | = 27+\/ka
for the plasma volume and the poloidal perimeter of the
plasma, respectively, we arrive at the expression

Ziey Egegp 2mR; ag g((\I’y)Z)

Bp = (35)
' THoRoI3
Defining the plasma current by
I(ag) =Y (I,(ag))i, (36)

i€y
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dependent on the a4 coefficients, the constraint reads

ZZ27TR(199 v)i)

i€Y g€y

1
_B;ef <4MOROI§(GQ)> .

Toroidal beta 3;. By expressing the toroidal magnetic
pressure as toroidal magnetic energy divided by volume
Wior/V, the definition of toroidal beta reads

B Sy, pdV
T Wi

Aﬂp ag

(37

(38)

Approximating W, by its vacuum component

TR2B
~ 0 mR3Blo Z 7 (39)
ieYp

¢,vac dv
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Wor |
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yields the constraint residual

Z Z 2R, agg((

i€Yp g€G)

A, ( Uy)i) = B Wor.

1a9

(40)

Normalized internal inductance £;. In MEQ, the £;(3)
[Jackson et al., 2009] expression for the normalized
internal inductance is used:
4w,
poRoI2

(41)

The poloidal magnetic energy is computed using the
finite difference representation of |V ¥|?:

Zp>

~ Ampg i€y

2
Bl)

/VP

240

VU ?
R,

p =

(42)
Including the dependence of I, on the a, coefficients,

the constraint reads
ref 1 2
— 4 ZMORUIP(%) .

Safety factor at magnetic axis g 4. Following [Moret
et al., 2015], the safety factor at the axis is expressed as

Agi (ag) = Wp (43)

\tr H| Ty (44)
A= —,
1 Vdet H toR%jg,a

where H is the Hessian of 1 at the axis and T4 is the
value of the T-profile at the magnetic axis approximated
using the vacuum component of the toroidal magnetic
field B(ZS,O at Ry:

Th = RoBg,o +

1
FoBy g > agg(a). (49

™ geGr

With the toroidal current density at the magnetic axis
being given by

. 1
Joa=Ra Y agg($a)+ Ra D ag g (W),
9€Gy 9geGT
(46)
we arrive at the constraint residual

( Vet H
po R

|tr H |
7.2. CDE derivations and relations

ref

Ay, (ag) = di > Joa—Ta. (47)

In this section we outline the derivations for the different CDE
formulations as well as viewing them in the context of conser-
vation laws.

Many of the CDE formulations in Section 2.2 solely present
a model for the evolution of toroidal currents in the plasma.
Consequently, their derivation begins with the toroidal projec-
tion of Ohm’s Law:

O'E(zg = j¢ - jni,¢- (48)
While only the B-parallel formulation of Ohm’s law is physic-
ally accurate, adopting the toroidal projection greatly simpli-
fies the CDE equations by omitting terms related to poloidal
currents. In most practical cases, this approximation remains
close to the B-parallel form, with deviations often being negli-
gible, particularly when parameters such as the bulk plasma
resistance I?;, are empirically determined.

Furthermore, non-inductive currents are most often as-
sumed to be driven in the B-parallel direction and many trans-
port codes represent them in terms of the flux surface averaged
quantity (j,; - B)/By [Felici et al., 2011, Pereverzev et al.,
2002]. In contrast, all CDEs discussed in Section 2.2, with the
exception of CDE-1D and CDE-stationary-state, con-
sider only their toroidal contribution. As we will see later, the
total non-inductive current /,,; used in many OD formulations,
when considered in the context of the bulk plasma resistivity
R, defined below, does not directly correspond to the integral
of the toroidal component of j,; and should be treated with
care.

Multiplying the toroidal projection of Ohm’s Law with j
and dividing by the conductivity yields a local power balance
equation:

JoFo = —jolo = juis) 9)
Here, the left hand side represents work done on toroidal cur-
rents in the plasma and the right hand side describes the Ohmic
dissipation. Many CDEs can be interpreted as integral for-
mulations of this equation under different assumptions and
approximations. Furthermore, this expression lends itself to be
reformulated in an energy conservation form as the dissipated
energy must come from the plasma or external conductors and

actuators.
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The OhmTor CDE is derived from equation (49) by integ-
rating and expressing the toroidal electric field using the time
derivative of the poloidal flux

7/.a¢
H

2rR . . )
Jo gy dRRdZ = /HTM(M — Jni,p) AdRAZ. (50)

Here, the integral over the whole space is done by multiplying
by 27 R and integrating over the right half plane H. Defining
the bulk plasma resistivity as

1 2R
szﬁ/ =—jsdRdZ (51)
p
yields
7/](75 ot deZ+R ( - nz) (52)

where I,; has to be defined accordingly. Discretizing the
integral as a sum over grid cells finally results in the OhmTor
formulation.

This expression can be further modified to include changes
in the plasma magnetic energy by decomposing 1 into the
plasma component ¥4smq and the component )., arising
from currents in external conductors:

oY

0= / jd’a dRAZ + RpIy(Ip — Ini)
H
. a/(/)plasma a/(/)ezt
=17 dRdZ + dRdZ
w00t H Jo~ oy
+ RPIP(I[) - Ini)-
Using equation (2) and partial integration:
. a'L/)plasma
Jjo—=——dRdZ
/H T ot
1 a¢pla5ma
== A2D2,, asma ™~ o, dv
/Rs 2R e ot
1 8(valasma)
= T _2p2. asma S T~ dVv
/Rs R ot
— prplasma'Bp,plasma av
R3 Ho
2
_9 / By.piasma av
ot \Jrs  2n0
results in
0
0= / jd’aif dRAZ + RpIy(Ip — Ini)
H
BZ
_9 / Zp.plasma gy, / wdedZ
ot R3 2:”’0 H
+ R, L,(I, — I;).

(53)
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Hence, OhmTor describes a power balance equation relating
the dissipated energy to the change in the magnetic energy
of the plasma as well as the work done by external coils. By
defining the self-inductance of the plasma as

1 B2 . .
Lp == p,plasma d‘/7 (54)
Ip Ho
we arrive at
0= gt ( L I2> W“t ARAZ + R,I,(I, — ;).
(55)

Assuming a the plasma to be a rigid conductor with con-
stant self-inductance and dividing by I,, yields the OhmTor-
rigid formulation. As mentioned in Section 2.2, OhmTor—
rigid offers the option to recompute L, dynamically. In this
case, the residuals of OhmTor-rigid and OhmTor differ
only by the term 1L,,I,:

IT%+R

» U Ot (p

- nz)
) (56)
I, — I;) + = L,I,,.

= Lyl, + Myl + Ry( 5

Closely related is a CDE commonly found under the name
Ejima equation [Ejima et al., 1982], which takes the form

( le) 0Yp

+ BN +R
where g denotes the flux at the plasma boundary. While
this equation is currently not implemented in FGE, we non-
etheless include it in this dicussion for reference. To arrive at
this equation involving the internal inductance, one integrates
equation (49) over the plasma volume Vp instead of the whole
space.

19

1, 0t ol

- Inv)v

oy

0:/ Jogo o ARAZ + Ryl (T, — Ti)
(L)L,
== —dV | — —L - dS 57
ot ( Vp 210 ovp 210 v ©7
1 oy
- oy L,(Ip — Lni),
/BV o gy VA8 + Ry, — 1)

where vy, is the velocity of the plasma boundary. In this case,
integrating by parts introduces a boundary term but does not
require the decomposition of the poloidal flux into the plasma
and external contribution as all external currents are outside
of the plasma domain. Furthermore, an additional term arises
from switching the time derivative and the integral when integ-
rating over the possibly moving plasma domain.

This way of expressing the power balance lends itself to
an interpretation in the context of Poynting’s theorem as the



boundary term in the equation above is equal to the boundary

integral of the Poynting vector:
1 0
/ v —~ [ (B xB,)-as
3] ovp Mo
(58)

Ve 42 R?pg ot
In short, the power available to be dissipated comes from
the change of internal energy with an added term due to the
moving boundary and the electromagnetic energy entering the
plasma volume. Assuming no shape changes, we get v, = 0
and 0;1) constant on the boundary

1 o

—Vy-dS

Mg 1

- ——— VY- dS = —— / B,  d¢
~/8V79 47T2R2[L0 ot ’(/} (9 Ho AP P
oY
=—
ot (59)

and the Ejima equation is recovered. A different path for the
derivation involves starting from the OhmTor equation and
decomposing the change of the total magnetic energy into
the change of internal energy and the energy flux across the
boundary.

If shape changes are present, the Ejima equation differs
from equation (53) only in a term involving boundary move-
ment:

;p/y¢gwdeZ+R( — 1)
—}i( L1§)+8§B+R( — 1) (60)
2#0[ Ap (aw - aqu) By df
This follows from the identity v, = (%"—f %) IVVJJPP:
BQ

v, Tt a1 V95 [, e S
:/V 477211% %zfvw d5+/6v7: &LZ]%% s
SRR
B _/3,47: 2;0 (851& - agtB) By dt- IpagTB

This shows that while the term involving the plasma surface
velocity v, in equation (57) can be recast to closely resemble
the Poynting vector surface integral, these terms unfortunately
do not cancel exactly to yield 0y9p I,.

As mentioned in Section 2.2, versions of the current dif-
fusion equation based on flux surface averages are not eas-
ily applicable to the cartesian grid of FGE. However, CDE—
stationary-state presents an exception and its deriva-
tion shares many steps with CDEs implemented in RAPTOR
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[Felici et al., 2011] or ASTRA [Pereverzev et al., 2002]. The
equation
0P

ot |,

oV
oy

from [Hinton and Hazeltine, 1976] presents the starting point.
The parallel formulation of Ohm’s law is used to give

——(E-B) ©1)

0P ov ., av . B
el &‘w *%<J'B>*%<m'3> =
ov . av . av .
%<J¢B¢> + @Qp ‘By) — %< ni - B).
(62)
The right hand side is expressed using
; Jo oy e
By) =T (= ) =2aT——
e By) <R> oV Joa, Sz
oY OI,(v)
e T (63)
. 1 27
<Jp : Bp> = 7<(VXBt) : Bp> = _7T/<B -B >
:“0 Ho
2,00 200,
B Tov o4, Bydt= T v )
(64)

Here, I,,(1) denotes the toroidal current contained inside the
flux surface with label ). Together, this yields

oo ) _0L(y) 27, AAT
%N 3t *Mé# po L W)~ G lini B)
, 0 (L) 9V,

Dividing by T2 and integrating over the poloidal flux coordin-
ate from the axis 1/ 4 to the plasma boundary 5 gives

_ VB JH oP VB B Ip(w)
0—‘/% 2 ot d‘”“”/m 8¢<T> v
Ve 1 9V .
/w ﬁ@( ni - B) dy)
5 o (0D(Y) O I, — I
__ i
= /0 T2< ot at)dq)” T, o (00

where I,,; has to be defined accordingly. Under the stationary-
state assumption, 9; ®(1)) = 0 and 9;1p = const. = 3(Jpha +
Oy g) resulting in the CDE-stationary-state residual.

Regarding the derivation of CDE~-1D, as well as the discus-
sion of its associated power balance equations, we directly refer
to [Heumann, 2021]. Its simplified version, CDE-OhmTor—
1D, can be viewed as an approximation of CDE-1D without
poloidal currents (77 = 0) or as the product of directly in-
tegrating the toroidal projection of Ohm’s Law against test
functions. As important terms relating to the power balance of



poloidal currents from CDE-1D are left out, CDE-OhmTor—
1D doesn’t lend itself to a simple representation in terms of
energy conservation. We note that CDE-OhmTor-1D could
be turned into a power balance equation by multiplying by j
before integrating, albeit with the downside of increasing the
complexity of the residual.

In the above derivations, the definition of the total non-
inductive current is not necessarily intuitive. For the OhmTor-
type CDEs with the bulk plasma resistivity defined as in equa-
tion (51), I,; is formally given by

2R s dRAZ
Ini:Ip <fH ua J¢J L )

(67)
2nR 2
Ju 555 AR dZ
which can be interpreted as a fraction of I, based on a weighted
average of the non-inductive current density.

For CDE-stationary-state, the appropriate defini-
tion of the total non-inductive current reads

I-—/wBT% 1 al <.]nzB>
" ha T2 27TRO 8’¢

By
which, assuming a small diamagnetic contribution, translates
to an approximation of the integral of the non-inductive current
density over the poloidal cross-section of the plasma.

While these definitions are unwieldy, they correctly corres-
pond to the total non-inductive current in an important edge
case. If the whole plasma current is supported by non-inductive
current drive and steady-state is reached, equation (48) im-
plies jo = jni,¢ and equation (62) implies (j - B) = (jn; -
B). Therefore, for both the OhmTor-type CDEs and CDE—
stationary-state, the respective definitions of the total
non-inductive current correctly satisfy I,,; = I, in the case of
a fully non-inductively driven steady-state plasma. However,
in general, the notion of I,,; in 0D CDEs carries some caveats
as the differences arising from different deposition locations
in the plasma cannot be resolved. Hence, 1D CDEs are para-
mount when a consistent treatment of non-inductive currents
is required.

dy,  (68)

7.3. Anamak

MEQ implements a ficticious tokamak “Anamak” used as a
toy example for code development, validation and benchmark-
ing. Anamak features an elliptical vacuum vessel with active
coils consisting of single windings being distributed uniformly
around. Equations for the limiter, vessel and coil positions are

given by
(2) = (0) #o (o)
(2)= () v
(%) = (0) +ee ()

The limiter, vessel, and coil surfaces are defined using minor
radii a;, a,, and a., typically a; = 0.45, a,, = 0.5, and a, =
1.4a, are used. s denotes the elongation of the vessel and can
be adjusted by the user. The angular coordinate 6 is discretized
into evenly spaced points from 0 to 2. Similarly, 6. spans 0
to 27 with a number of points equal to the specified number of
PF coils.

This parametrization allows for easy changes in major
radius, minor radius, vessel elongation, toroidal magnetic field
and the number of active coils. A list of Anamak “shots” with
standard properties is natively implemented in MEQ. These
feature a circular plasma, a lower single null D-shaped plasma,
a highly elongated plasma, a negative triangularity plasma,
a doublet and more. Figure 8 shows a small selection of
implemented Anamak equilibria.

Anamak #3, Ip=200kA  Anamak #11, Ip=500kA

Anamak #1, Ip=200kA  Anamak #2, Ip=200kA
@ ! .

Figure 8: Plots of seven Anamak shots with different geometries.
The poloidal flux is shown as contours where the LCFS is highlighted
in red. The colormap shows the toroidal current distribution.

7.4. Analytical Examples for CDE Valida-
tion

We detail analytical expressions for two circular equilibria in
the low aspect ratio limit that can be used for validating 1D
CDE formulations. The equilibria fulfill the cylindrical limit
of equation 2:

At = —4n® (o Rep' (v) + TT'(v))

with Ry = 1, as well as the B-parallel formulation of Ohm’s
law (7). We lay out two cases, one with inductive current drive
and one with a decaying plasma current.

To this end, let Jyp: Ry — R, J;: R. — R be the Bessel
functions of the first kind of orders zero and one, respectively.
Furthermore, let 1o = 2.404... be the first root of Jy. Let
r = |(R — Ro, Z — Zy)| be the minor radial coordinate and
rg > 0 be the minor radius of the plasma separating the
plasma region (r < rp) and the vacuum region (r > rp). Let
By o be the vacuum toroidal field strength at Ry and « == :—;,
8,7 > 0 be parameters such that 472 (119y+/3%) = 2. Finally,
let op > 0 be the bulk conductivity of the plasma.

(69)
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The first equilibrium with inductive current drive is then
defined by the following radial profiles:

Jo(ar) — ta forr < rp.
1/)(7’) = Ho00 . .
—aJi(rg)rgln E) e forr > rp,
2
. <
Jg(r) = 2ho Jo(ar) forr <rg,
0 forr > rpg,
t
T(’I“) = ﬂ(w(r) + /1.0(70) + Bc/),O for r S rB,
By.0 forr > rpg,
oy @) + ) — %qu forr < rp,
p(r) =
0 forr > rpg,
2 P(an)
ooa® (Jo(ar) + B forr < rp,
UH(r) =
0 forr > rp.
(70

For the same parameter definitions, given the time scale
k = a?/pupog, the second equilibrium with exponentially
decaying plasma current is given by:

Jo(ar)e "t forr <rp,
V() = —aJi(rg)rpln (é) et forr > rp,
. ( ) Qf:;oiﬁ fOI'TSTB,
T g
Jo 0 forr > rp,
B f <
T(r) = {531/’(7’) + B0 fOf?" <78,
$,0 orr >rpg,
p/(’l") _ ")/’l/)(’f‘) - %B¢70 for r < B,
0 forr > rp.
(r) 0o forr < rp,
o —
I 0 forr > rp.
(71)

To verify the formulation of CDE-1D, the residual is eval-
uated on these analytical configurations for increasing spatial
and temporal resolution. The CDE-1D residual is adapted to
the low aspect ratio limit by setting R = 1 throughout the
domain of integration. Figure 9 shows the results of this bench-
mark forrp =1, = 0.5, By o = 1 and 09 = 1le+6 and
shows a clear convergence of the residual with decreasing grid
cell size and time step.

—6— Steady-state
—6— Decaying
1072
K}
&
1073
10-4 L L L
103 1072 101
h

Figure 9: Benchmark of the normalized CDE-1D residual on the
analytical screw-pinch configurations. & is the fidelity parameter with
the number of grid cells given by N, = % and the time step given
by At = 0.1h%
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