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Abstract

Thea Energy, Inc. has developed the preconceptual design for “Helios,” a fusion power plant based on the planar coil
stellarator architecture. In this overview paper, the design is summarized and the reader is referred to the papers in
this special issue for more detail. The Helios design is based around a two-field-period quasi-axisymmetric (“QA”)
stellarator equilibrium with aspect ratio 4.5 and a novel tokamak-like X-point divertor. The natural stability, low recir-
culating power, and steady-state capability of the stellarator are leveraged. Stability and transport are calculated using
state-of-the-art, high-fidelity codes and grounded in measured performance of existing experiments. The electromag-
netic coil set is high-temperature superconducting (“HTS”) and consists of 12 large, plasma-encircling coils like the
toroidal field coils of a tokamak, and 324 smaller, field-shaping coils. All coils are planar and convex. A maximum
of 20 T on-coil is enforced, a value which has been achieved in existing large-bore HTS coils. There is a minimum
of 1.2 m between plasma and coils, leaving space for tritium breeding blanket and neutron shielding. Because of
this thick shielding, all coils have a minimum 40-year operational lifetime, the same minimum lifetime of the overall
power plant system. 1.1 GW of thermal power and 390 MW of net electric power are produced. The shaping coils are
individually controllable, enabling a uniquely configurable magnetic field for relaxed manufacturing and assembly
tolerances as well as plasma control in the presence of bootstrap current. A practical maintenance architecture is
a primary driver of the design; maintenance is performed on entire toroidal sectors that are removed from between
the encircling coils. A biennial maintenance cycle is estimated to take approximately 84 days, resulting in an 88%
capacity factor. In all systems, rigorous engineering constraints such as temperature and stress limits are enforced.

1. Introduction

Thea Energy, Inc. has developed the preconceptual
design for “Helios,” a fusion power plant based on the
planar coil stellarator architecture [1, 2, 3, 4, 5]. In this
overview paper, the design is summarized and the reader
is referred to the papers in this special issue for more
detail [6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19,
20].

As a plasma confinement device, the stellarator [21,
22, 23] has a mature physics basis, alongside the toka-
mak [24]. There are more than a dozen large (R > 1
m), high-field (B0 > 1 T) stellarator experiments in the
International Stellarator Database [25], spanning four

decades and many countries. Critical performance pa-
rameters such as stability and transport may now be pre-
dicted with reasonable accuracy.

From a power plant basis, stellarators are recognized
as having practical advantages over other architectures.
There is no need to drive electrical current within the
plasma itself, leading to an inherently steady-state and
low-recirculating-power facility. The stability of the
stellarator is excellent, and they are immune from the
damaging disruptions seen in tokamaks. Finally, there
is no Greenwald density limit in stellarators, permit-
ting them to operate at higher density than tokamaks
[26, 27]. Comparative analyses of tokamak-based and
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stellarator-based pilot plant architectures have favored
the latter [28].

However, stellarators initially lagged behind toka-
maks in this area. The earliest power plant design stud-
ies used what would now be called un-optimized stel-
larators such as the torsatron and the heliac [29, 30].
Consequently these designs were predicted to lose sig-
nificant fractions (> 40%) of the fusion-product alpha
particles. These designs had to make compromises to
produce significant self-heating. Some were impracti-
cally large. Some were designed to operate colder and
denser than optimal, resulting in a lower power density.
Some had to extend plasma physics assumptions into
the realm of the implausibly aggressive.

A turning point in the field of stellarator theory came
in the 1980s and 1990s, when categories of stellara-
tors were developed whose particle transport were sim-
ilar to that of tokamaks, so-called optimized stellarators
[31, 32, 33, 34, 22]. Early power plant designs based
on these configurations revealed that the improved ther-
mal and energetic particle confinement was enabling
to the concept [30, 35], though new difficulties were
identified (an alternate research track continues on the
Heliotron approach, informed by the LHD experiment
[36, 37, 38]). These optimized stellarators required so-
called modular coils, 3D-curved electromagnetic coils
with no particular symmetry and tight hardware tol-
erances. In these optimized stellarators, close prox-
imity between the coils and the plasma boundary was
required. This latter requirement resulted in designs
which were often just as large as prior generations of
un-optimized stellarators. [30, 39].

At the same time, three modular-coil experiments
were designed to implement these optimized stellara-
tors: HSX, NCSX, and W7-X [40, 41, 42]. Of these, all
three exhibited cost and schedule overruns, and identi-
fied significant practical difficulty in designing, manu-
facturing, and assembling complexly curved, 3D coils
to the required precision [43, 44, 45, 46]. NCSX was
canceled partway through manufacturing.

Recent breakthroughs led to the possibility of a prac-
tical, compact stellarator power plant. The first was
the development of quasi-axisymmetric (“QA”) stellara-
tor equilibria. This type of equilibrium can be more
compact, their boundaries can be less strongly mag-
netically shaped, their coils can consequently be fur-
ther away from the boundary [41, 47, 48]. The second
was the invention of the planar coil stellarator archi-
tecture, which utilizes planar, convex coils that can be
manufactured conventionally by winding in tension, and
individually controllable planar field-shaping coils that
can both correct for hardware defects or assembly er-

Figure 1: The Helios equilibrium and coil set. The coils (silver) are
planar and convex. The quasi-axisymmetric plasma equilibrium (red
to blue) is shaded by the magnetic field amplitude on the surface pro-
duced by that coil set. Very good quasi-symmetry is visible.

rors and control the bootstrap current of the QA plasma
[1, 2, 3, 4, 5]. The third was the commercialization of
high-temperature superconductor (“HTS”) [49, 50, 51],
which can carry significantly higher current, at a higher
magnetic field, at a higher temperature, than Low Tem-
perature Superconductor (“LTS”). This higher current
density and temperature is enabling to the compactness
and power balance of the superconducting stellarator.

Combined here for the first time, the Helios power
plant design leverages all three of these features. The
design considers the interrelation between physics, en-
gineering, and economic considerations. Helios does
not have the highest power density of the realistically
proposed fusion power plants; nor does it have the high-
est magnetic field or beta; nor is it the most compact.
Rather, it combines engineering constraints that are ei-
ther known (temperature, stress) or extrapolated (neu-
tron damage thresholds, heat flux) with achieved nor-
malized plasma performance (confinement, stability),
into an integrated power plant design. Practicality, con-
servatism, and engineering margin are primary design
drivers.

An important touchstone in the field of stellarator
power plant design is the ARIES-CS study [52, 47]. He-
lios bears a resemblance to that design. The size and
magnetic field strength are similar. However, the as-
sumed plasma beta and confinement multiplier are sig-
nificantly less aggressive. These changes are informed
by higher-fidelity modeling than what was available
when ARIES-CS was designed, as discussed later in this
paper.
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Additionally, the quasi-symmetry error of the He-
lios equilibrium is lower than that of ARIES-CS, owing
in part to advances in the optimization procedure [53].
This results in improved energetic particle confinement,
easing self-heating thresholds and decreasing the con-
straints on the divertor. This degree of quasi-symmetry
can be seen in the smooth, toroidal bands of |B| visible
on the plasma boundary shown in Figure 1.

The Helios equilibrium is less strongly shaped, allow-
ing the coils to be further away. This significantly eases
the design of the breeding blanket while protecting the
coils for the 40-year lifetime of the plant. ARIES-CS
required a highly optimized non-uniform blanket that
prioritizes shielding at the expense of breeding zone in
certain places [54].

The ARIES-CS coil structure was 3,000 tons and en-
visioned to be 3D printed on-site, as it was too big to
transport [55]. Tight coil tolerances were required, per-
haps impractically so. The Helios coils, on the other
hand, are all planar and convex, and can be wound
in tension. The coil winding packs can be seen in
Figure 1. Additionally, tolerances are significantly re-
laxed as manufacturing and assembly errors can be cor-
rected during operation by the device’s control system,
which independently adjusts the operating currents of
the shaping coils.

Because of the small gaps between ARIES-CS coils,
there were only three small ports envisioned for mainte-
nance. Consequently 222 individual components had to
be serially removed through these ports [56]. Helios has
large gaps between large, planar encircling coils, and
the shaping coils can be removed from between them.
Entire toroidal sectors may be removed and replaced at
a time.

At one point during the ARIES-CS development, the
field-period-based maintenance scheme was considered
[57]. In this scheme, entire field periods are removed
and maintained. ARIES-CS rejected this approach be-
cause it involved removing 4,000-ton components (en-
tire thirds of the stellarator), and the removal, replace-
ment, and realignment of the superconducting coils each
time. The Helios sector-based maintenance scheme re-
moves much smaller components, toroidal sectors that
can fit between the encircling coils. The encircling coils
do not have to be removed and re-integrated.

Together, these considerations result in a design
which is significantly more practical than a plant based
on an approach similar to ARIES-CS.

Figure 2: Helios architecture, cut-away view. From interior to exte-
rior, the plasma (green), the blanket (black and blue), the shaping coils
(orange), the encircling coils (gray). The cryostat surrounds all with
removable panels. The divertor pump ducts, cryogen delivery mani-
fold, and microwave waveguides are also shown.

2. Summary of the design

The most important global parameters of the Helios
facility are tabulated in Table 1. A rendering of the stel-
larator itself, including many of the key features, can be
seen in Figure 2.

Helios has an 8 m major radius, aspect ratio 4.5, and 6
T axial magnetic field. It is a two-field-period QA stel-
larator. Its plasma is a mixture of deuterium and tritium
and undergoes thermonuclear fusion at a rate sufficient
to produce 960 MW of fusion power. The plasma is
started up by high-frequency microwaves (electron cy-
clotron resonance heating) and fueled by gas puffing at
the edge and pellet fueling of the core. Operating in
steady state it is essentially ignited, self-heating via the
fusion reaction. The stability and confinement of the
Helios plasma was targeted using the normalized perfor-
mance of existing stellarators and verified using high-
fidelity, 3D models of the relevant phenomena.

Helios has a novel toroidally continuous non-
resonant X-point divertor like that of a tokamak, a first
for a stellarator power plant design. This divertor can
be expected to exhaust gas 10 times more effectively
than existing stellarator divertors [58]. The Helios de-
sign incorporates a tokamak-like divertor into a fully op-
timized stellarator configuration, leveraging decades of
practical tokamak experience and permitting more con-
servative vacuum-pumping solutions. The divertor tar-
gets are tungsten, cooled with helium.
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Parameter Symbol Quantity
Major radius R 8 m
Aspect ratio A 4.5
Minor radius a 1.8 m
Magnetic field on-axis B0 6 T

Auxiliary ECRH heating power Paux
10 MW (startup)
<1 MW (ignited)

Volume-averaged beta ⟨β⟩V 2.7 %
Rotational transform at 2/3 surface ι2/3 0.46
ISS04 confinement enhancement factor HIS S 04 1.4
Energy confinement time τE 1.8 s
Peak electron density ne0 2.1 × 1020 /m3

Peak ion temperature Ti0 20 keV

Sudo density limit multiplication factor fS udo
1.25 (startup)
1.1 (ignited)

Plasma volume V 500 m3

Fusion power P f us 958 MW
Total thermal power Ptherm 1.1 GW
Thermal conversion efficiency η 40 %
Net electric power Pnet,e 390 MWe

Magnet operating temperature Tcoil 20 K
Maximum magnetic field on-coil Bmax 20 T
Minimum plasma-coil distance 1.2 m
Idealized tritium breeding ratio T BR 1.3
Coil minimum lifetime 40 years
Tritium startup inventory I0 1-2 kg

Table 1: A Summary of Helios’s key geometric, physics, and engineering properties

4



Helios is designed with a minimum of 1.2 m between
the plasma and any part of a coil. This permits a uniform
radial build. The first wall is a vanadium alloy, chosen
for its long survival (15 years) under high-energy neu-
tron flux. The tritium breeding blanket is a lead-lithium
eutectic with 65% isotopic enrichment of lithium-6. The
idealized tritium breeding ratio is 1.3. There is ample
room for a multi-layer neutron shield, which limits the
heating and neutron damage of the coils. The blanket,
first wall, and shield are cooled with helium. The coils
are well-shielded from neutrons and last a minimum 40-
year lifetime (the lifetime of the stellarator), a key en-
abler of economic operation. An approximately two-
meter-thick concrete bioshield surrounds the stellarator
hall. The neutronic properties were modeled using 3D
Monte Carlo neutron and photon transport simulation.

Including the tritium breeding reaction in the blanket,
1.1 GW of thermal power is produced in total. 390 MW
of net electric power is produced via a steam Rankine
cycle. Around 1-2 kg of tritium is required to start up
the plant; thereafter it is self-sufficient with respect to
tritium.

The coils are HTS operated at 20 K. All coils are
planar and convex. 12 plasma-encircling coils act sim-
ilar to tokamak toroidal field coils. The 324 field-
shaping coils are individually controllable, permitting
good quasi-symmetry and divertor strike point control
during startup and through to ignited operation. Coil
tolerances can be relaxed by magnetic configurability
of this type. The encircling coils are insulated. Upon
a detected quench, their currents are actively dumped
into external resistors. The shaping coils are partially-
insulated and self-protecting in the case of a quench.

Helios is designed subject to the constraint that
the maximum field on-coil is 20 T. This value is set
via a tradeoff between magnet practicality and fusion
power density. Large-bore high-field HTS magnets
have achieved 20.1 T in practice [59]. Using achieved
physics and engineering limits such as this field limit is
deemed an engineering requirement. If, in the future,
25 T on-tape is found to be plausible, the field on-axis
would be 7.5 T, the total fusion power would be 2.3 GW
and the net electric power would be 1.0 GW. However, a
higher-field coil is more likely to destructively quench,
with 60% higher quench energy released at 25 T. Like-
wise, the magnetic forces are 60% higher. Using a 20 T
maximum field permits the material stresses to remain
within the capabilities of ordinary steel and not require
the use of exotic alloys. The quench dynamics of the
coil are modeled using multi-physics COMSOL. The
coil support structure is modeled using a commercial
3D CAD/FEA package.

The Helios maintenance operation occurs during one
planned outage of approximately 84 days every two
years, enabling an 88% capacity factor. Entire toroidal
sectors of the radial build are removed from between the
encircling coils.

3. Plasma design and simulation

In this section, the design of the Helios equilibrium,
plasma, operational scenario, and divertor is discussed
in more detail. Each subsection discusses a plasma
physics phenomenon. The reader is referred to the other
papers in this special issue for more detail on each sub-
ject.

In Section 3.1, a low-fidelity scoping activity is dis-
cussed. In Section 3.2, the plasma equilibrium is de-
scribed. In Section 3.3, simulations of energetic particle
confinement are shown. Section 3.4 discusses consid-
erations of magnetohydrodynamic stability and evolu-
tion. In Section 3.5, turbulent transport is simulated,
and the temperature profile evolution is simulated un-
der self-consistent transport models. In Section 3.6,
the physics design of the coils is provided. In Section
3.7, the tokamak-like X-point divertor is described and
shown.

3.1. Scoping studies, heating and fueling, and dynamic
accessibility

Before detailed equilibrium design and plasma
physics analysis, reduced 0D scoping models were used
to target the stellarator scale and bulk parameters. 1D
profile-dependent models were further used to refine the
design and develop operational and startup scenarios.

The 0D scoping step is common and commensurate
with other stellarator systems codes [3, 60, 29, 61, 37].
Transport in Helios is assumed to follow the ISS04 scal-
ing [25], with a confinement enhancement multiplier of
HIS S 04 = 1.4. This value has been achieved in the W7-X
stellarator [62, 63]. This assumption is verified by self-
consistent gyrokinetic calculations in Section 3.5. The
empirical Sudo line-averaged density limit is used [64],
and is exceeded by less than 10% at ignition, and tran-
siently by less than 25% during startup. It is commonly
assumed that the Sudo density limit can be exceeded by
50% [60, 26], or more if the plasma is very pure [65].

For the purposes of 0D scoping, the density and
temperature profiles are assumed to follow a parabolic
power law, which allows for analytic evaluation of
volume-averaged quantities [66, 67]. Impurity and ash
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Figure 3: POPCON plot of the plasma operational trajectory (red)
from zero plasma pressure through an ignited state. 10 MW of ECH
power is required to start up. No operational constraints are violated.

dilution is included based on an assumed fraction. Ther-
mal conversion and auxiliary heating efficiencies are as-
sumed based on likely and achieved values. A facil-
ity power balance model was developed commensurate
with this level of detail. This systems model was used
to widely explore the design space of possible scales,
magnetic field strengths, and equilibrium types.

Next, the 1D BP3 code was used to further explore
the available operational scenarios [68, 69]. This in-
cludes 1D profiles that are self-consistent with respect to
an assumed W7-X-like thermal diffusivity profile shape,
and radiation effects. BP3 was used to further refine the
power plant operational point.

BP3 was also used to develop startup scenarios. The
POPCON approach is used to visualize the path from
zero plasma pressure through an ignited mode. Mag-
netic control of the plasma during startup is not consid-
ered in the POPCON plot but is required. Magnetic con-
trol is required to maintain nested flux surfaces, main-
tain good quasi-symmetry, and ensure that the divertor
strike points stay within their dedicated plasma-facing
components. Preliminary modeling suggests that the
planar coil set described in Section 3.6 is sufficient to
provide this control. This startup procedure is currently
envisioned to occur over a timescale of ∼ 2 hours.

The POPCON plot is shown in Figure 3. It highlights
that only 10 MW of electron cyclotron resonance heat-
ing (“ECRH”) power is required to start up Helios. The
plasma starts up in a hot and tenuous mode, then densi-
fies slowly over time via additional core and edge fuel-

ing. The Sudo density limit is never exceeded by more
than 25%, and in the ignited state is exceeded by less
than 10%. The beta is never higher than 2.7%, which
is enforced as a hard limit for conservatism. Stability
at this beta is confirmed in Section 3.4. Figure 3 differs
from a typical POPCON plot because only the thermally
stable branch is shown. Typically, POPCON plots in-
clude an unstable cooler, denser branch, but this branch
does not appear in the initial-value BP3 code because it
is thermally unstable.

Heating occurs via ECRH at 170 GHz using ITER-
spec gyrotron tubes [70]. The microwaves are launched
from the high-field side in the X1 polarization. 10 MW
of heating is required during startup operation, then only
nominal heating (1 MW) is required once the plasma
self-heats in the ignited phase, to expel impurities from
the core [71]. Fueling occurs via deuterium and tritium
ice pellet injection and edge gas puffing. Hydrogenic ice
pellet injection has occurred in plasma physics experi-
ments, using a single isotope species and for limited-
duration discharges [72]. Edge gas puffing is required
to maintain edge conditions suitable for the divertor.

For more information on the scoping studies, heating
and fueling, and dynamic accessibility of Helios, see the
dedicated companion paper in this special issue: [6].

3.2. The stellarator equilibrium
A two-field-period, quasi-axisymmetric equilibrium

was developed to serve as the reference equilibrium for
Helios. The preliminary targets for the scale and pa-
rameters of the equilibrium were determined using 0D
scoping models discussed in Section 3.1. The DESC
stellarator optimization suite was used to represent the
equilibrium and optimize it for techno-economic (in-
cluding plasma physics) figures of merit [73].

These figures of merit included (in part) quasi-
symmetry for neoclassical particle confinement [22],
the Mercier criterion for ideal MHD stability [74], the
ideal ballooning growth rate, and consistency with the
pressure-driven bootstrap current [75]. A set of encir-
cling coils were co-optimized along with the plasma
equilibrium in so-called single-stage optimization [76].
A shell of scalar current potential [77, 78] was co-
optimized, standing in for the shaping coils. In this
manner, metrics of coil feasibility were directly targeted
in the equilibrium, including proxies for magnetic field
strength, stress, and total coil cost.

The resultant equilibrium is shown in 3D rendering in
Figure 1, and four toroidal cross-sections of the bound-
ary can be seen in Figure 4. It has 8 m major radius, an
aspect ratio 4.5, and 6.0 T magnetic field strength on-
axis. The value of beta is 2.7%. The maximum value
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Figure 4: Four toroidal cross-sections of the boundary of the He-
lios plasma equilibrium. The equilibrium was optimized for several
techno-economic figures of merit including proxies for coil cost and
complexity.

of rotational transform occurs at outer-mid-radius and
is ιmax = 0.46, of which roughly 1/3 is due to vacuum
field shaping and 2/3 is due to bootstrap current.

While Figures 1 and 4 depict the fixed-boundary tar-
get equilibrium, four near-identical equilibria are actu-
ally analyzed in this report. The fixed-boundary equi-
librium is used to model MHD behavior and turbulent
transport (Sections 3.4 and 3.5), and to design electro-
magnetic coils (Section 3.6). An identical equilibrium
with the same beta but hotter and more tenuous plasma
was developed using the BP3 code during scenario de-
velopment (Section 3.1). A free-boundary equilibrium
fit to the reference coil set (Section 3.6) was used for en-
ergetic fusion product confinement (Section 3.3). A sec-
ond free-boundary equilibrium fit to a re-optimization
of the reference coil set was used to study the divertor
(Section 3.7), as the X-point of the reference coil set
is 10 cm further from the plasma boundary. The fu-
sion product confinement of the free-boundary of the
re-optimized coil set is similar to that of the reference
coil set.

For more information on the design and properties of
the stellarator equilibrium, see the dedicated companion
paper in this special issue: [7].

3.3. Energetic particle confinement

Confinement of energetic fusion products is not guar-
anteed in stellarators; rather it must be directly opti-
mized for via one of several proxies [22, 79, 80]. For
Helios, quasi-symmetry was found to be the most ef-
fective at producing equilibria which confine energetic
particles.

The ASCOT5 code was used to simulate the behavior
of energetic fusion products within the Helios equilib-
rium, including collisions [81]. A free-boundary equi-
librium was used to include the effect of discrete coils.
6.6% of the fusion product energy is simulated to be lost
to the wall. While this is higher than some examples
in academic literature [53], it is entirely sufficient for
plasma self-heating and ignition. The energetic parti-
cle power deposition to the walls is highly peaked, with
some areas receiving up to 4 MW/m2 of heat flux; this
is an area of ongoing optimization.

Diffusive drift is the dominant loss mechanism. The
majority of lost alpha orbits exhibit significant variation
in J|| associated with diffusive drift [82], Further opti-
mizations will target this loss channel.

For more information on the confinement of the ener-
getic fusion products, see the dedicated companion pa-
per in this special issue: [8].

3.4. Magnetohydrodynamic stability and evolution

The magnetohydrodynamic (“MHD”) properties of
the Helios plasma have been evaluated using the ideal,
linear, spectral stability code TERPSICHORE [83, 84]
and the resistive, nonlinear, time-domain evolution code
M3D-C1 [85, 86, 87]. The TERPSICHORE results are
generally consistent with stability, though interpretation
is required. No large-scale unstable mode is seen in the
M3D-C1 simulations.

The growth rate of the most unstable mode found by
TERPSICHORE is positive at the operating beta, with
a value of γ/ωA = 1.42% where ωA is the Alfvén fre-
quency. The interpretation of TERPSICHORE results
is non-trivial but best practices have been developed by
comparing the results to stellarator experiments [88].
A mode is typically considered serious if its growth
rate exceeds 2% of the Alfvén frequency. The Helios
equilibrium at the operational beta has a most-unstable
growth rate below this value, thus we move on to a
higher-fidelity code to further characterize the MHD be-
havior.

M3D-C1 is a resistive, nonlinear, time-domain, MHD
evolution code first developed for tokamaks [85] and
later extended to stellarators [86]. We have recently
added a model of stellarator bootstrap current to the
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Figure 5: M3D-C1 simulation results. Poincaré sections of the magnetic field at ϕ = 0 (a-e), π/4 (f-j), and π/2 (k-o) shown as a function of time
for 0 ≤ t ≤ 1600τA (left to right). Perfect stability would be indicated by nested flux surface of different colors, and little change between times.
Small island chains do appear. Stochastic regions occur at the edge but do not result in pressure profile flattening. No large-scale unstable modes
are in evidence.
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code [87]. A perfectly conducting wall is placed 10 cm
from the plasma boundary. A ratio of κ⊥/κ∥ = 10−5

is used, a realistic anisotropy of the thermal diffusivity.
Poincaré sections of the magnetic field at three toroidal
locations and five times are shown in Figure 5.

No large-scale instability is seen. The fluid kinetic
energy (not plotted) has an initial spike as the idealized
DESC equilibrium relaxes, then decreases over time in-
dicating no growing mode. Some stochastization of the
magnetic field can be seen at the edge, but the pres-
sure profile (not plotted) remains peaked even at this
high thermal diffusivity anisotropy, indicating that the
stochastization is not a major contributor to transport.

For more information on the ideal MHD stability and
nonlinear MHD evolution of the plasma within Helios,
see the dedicated companion paper in this special issue:
[9].

3.4.1. A note on the effects of an abrupt plasma termi-
nation in Helios

While Helios is designed and simulated to be stable,
any plasma may suddenly stop. Off-nominal scenarios
can not be prevented with absolute certainty; for exam-
ple, objects can fall through the plasma (“UFOs”, often
wall tiles) and end the discharge [89]. It is important to
note that an abrupt termination in Helios would resem-
ble a radiative collapse of a stellarator plasma more than
a potentially damaging disruption of a tokamak plasma.
Helios is designed not to take damage during a termina-
tion, and be easily re-started.

Unlike in a stellarator, the stored magnetic energy in a
tokamak plasma due to the plasma current is larger than
the thermal energy within the plasma. In ITER, there is
approximately 1 GJ of plasma magnetic energy and 350
MJ of plasma thermal energy [90]. This GJ of magnetic
energy concentrates nonuniformly as eddy currents in
conductive structures and causes large Lorentz forces.
ITER is designed to survive only 15 un-mitigated dis-
ruptions due to this challenging dynamical system.

In Helios, the scenario is very different. The He-
lios equilibrium carries plasma current due to neoclassi-
cal effects (bootstrap current), but it does not approach
that of a similarly scaled tokamak. The much smaller
JET tokamak experiment routinely carried more plasma
current than the power-plant-scale Helios. The plasma
magnetic energy from the bootstrap current is only ap-
proximately 100 MJ, 10% that of ITER. The plasma
thermal energy is double this, making the dynamics
more stellarator-like than tokamak-like. Because of the
existence of vacuum rotational transform, it is likely that
the plasma current is magnetically confined even in the
case of an abrupt termination. While modeling abrupt

termination is left to future work, this difference in scale
and kind give confidence that it would not damage the
stellarator system.

For more discussion, see the MHD companion paper
in this special issue: [9].

3.5. Turbulence, transport, and profile prediction

For the purposes of scoping and scenario develop-
ment (see Section 3.1), transport in Helios was assumed
to follow the ISS04 scaling [25], with a confinement en-
hancement multiplier of HIS S 04 = 1.4. This value has
been achieved in the W7-X stellarator[62, 63]. However
this level of turbulent transport should also be justified
via high-fidelity, first-principles simulation.

The GENE code was used to simulate electrostatic
gyrokinetic evolution within a flux tube [91]. This anal-
ysis produces the local plasma heat flux. This calcula-
tion was coupled to the Trinity 3D (“T3D”) code [92],
an extension of the Trinity code [93, 94] to the stellara-
tor geometry. This code evolves the temperature pro-
file across a larger temporal and spatial domain than
the gyrokinetic simulation, efficiently reaching a self-
consistent, steady-state profile. Additionally, neoclassi-
cal transport, electron-ion collisional equilibration, aux-
iliary heating, fusion product heating, and radiation are
considered by T3D. The density profile is fixed, as is
the temperature boundary condition at the outer edge,
ρ = 0.85.

This exploration resulted in a scenario which was
developed with an identical fusion power and slightly
lower confinement multiplication factor of HIS S 04 =

1.33. The density and auxiliary power are commen-
surately increased to compensate. The ion temperature
is unchanged from the reference case, but the electron
temperature is increased by 5 keV in the core due to
its preferential heating via electron cyclotron resonance
and fusion product heating. The profile shapes are oth-
erwise broadly similar.

The shape of the Helios equilibrium rotational trans-
form ι(ρ) has a wide region of what tokamaks would call
reversed or negative magnetic shear −ρ∂ρι/ι > 0, which
has been shown to strongly suppress turbulence in ex-
periments [95, 96, 97]. This raises the intriguing possi-
bility that Helios would exhibit a much higher HIS S 04,
requiring less heating and/or permitting a smaller device
to produce net electric power.

For more information on transport, turbulence, and
profile prediction in Helios, see the dedicated compan-
ion paper in this special issue: [10].
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Figure 6: Rendering of the planar coil set of Helios, shaded by the
magnetic field strength |B| on the winding pack. No superconductor is
subjected to a magnetic field stronger than 20 T.

3.6. Electromagnetic coil physics design
Helios uses a novel planar coil architecture consist-

ing of 12 planar, plasma-encircling coils similar to the
toroidal field coils of a tokamak, and 324 smaller, pla-
nar, field-shaping coils that surround the plasma bound-
ary. All shaping coils are circular and have the same
radius, minimizing the number of unique parts. Thea
Energy has previously published on the advantages of
this coil set [1, 2, 3, 4, 5]. All coils are planar and
convex, and can therefore be wound in tension. Hun-
dreds of individually controllable coils permit an un-
precedented degree of magnetic field control and con-
figurability. This configurability permits much looser
manufacturing and assembly tolerances, as errors can
be tuned out during operation by controlling the coil
currents. The large gaps between the encircling coils
permit entire toroidal sectors of the radial build to be
removed for maintenance.

As discussed in Section 3.2, the process of single-
stage stellarator equilibrium optimization also produces
an initial guess for a set of encircling coils, and a shell
of scalar current potential that approximates a set of
shaping coils. These are used as the initial guesses in
a second stage of coil optimization, which has been
described previously [4]. The coil winding packs are
shown, along with their on-tape magnetic field strength,
in Figure 6.

In the optimization, the usual quadratic flux penalty
(
∫

dA(B⃗·n̂)2) is used to ensure that the equilibrium is ac-
curately reconstructed. The average normal field error
on the equilibrium boundary is 0.21%. The good recon-
struction of a quasisymmetric magnetic field can be seen
by the |B| contours on the target (fixed-boundary) equi-
librium boundary in Figure 1. The equilibrium is recon-

structed sufficiently well that energetic particle confine-
ment is good in a free-boundary equilibrium fit to this
coil set; see Section 3.3.

By using the recent approximate formulation of Lan-
dreman et al. [98], magnetic field on-coil can be ef-
ficiently calculated, and quantities such as maximum
field on-coil and total HTS tape length may be opti-
mized directly. This field on-coil is shown in Figure 6;
the maximum field on-coil is 20 T, limiting quench en-
ergy and stress. Large-bore, HTS coils have been con-
structed and operated at 20 T, indicating achievable en-
gineering feasibility [59].

A minimum distance of 1.2 m between the plasma
and coils is enforced. This leaves space for adequate
breeding blanket and neutron shielding; see Section 4.3.
A novel technique is used to enforce the existence and
location of a tokamak-like X-point divertor; see Section
3.7. Free-boundary plasma equilibria are used for the
plasma physics analyses, so that the effect of finite coils
is included.

The engineering of these coils is described in more
detail in Section 4.1. For more information on the planar
coil architecture and the physics design of the Helios
electromagnetic coil set, see the dedicated companion
paper in this special issue: [11].

3.7. Divertor physics
Helios features a novel toroidally continuous non-

resonant X-point divertor, like that of a tokamak. For
a tutorial approach to the tokamak poloidal divertor, see
Chapter 5 of Stangeby’s textbook [99]. This type of di-
vertor has been theorized in stellarators, and recently
discovered in a database of QA vacuum solutions [100].
This is the first time to our knowledge that a stellara-
tor equilibrium has explicitly designed to include such
a divertor, and the first time that a power-plant-relevant
equilibrium with finite beta and bootstrap current has
been paired with such a divertor. It is the most detailed
exploration of the practicality of such a divertor.

This novel divertor type has the potential to resolve
an outstanding problem in stellarator design. Several
divertor types have been proposed, well summarized in
Chapter 2.3 of the Stellcon report [101], but none have
a clear scaling to a power plant system. The experimen-
tally verified frontrunner is arguably the island divertor,
as implemented on W7-X [102]. However, the island
divertor is acknowledged by its proponents not to scale
directly to a power plant as its neutral particle compres-
sion is insufficient to enable a practical vacuum pump-
ing scheme [103, 104].

In tokamaks, the X-point divertor has been mod-
eled to compress plasma density at the target an order
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Figure 7: Poincaré section (black) and connection length (shaded)
plots for a toroidal cross-section of the equilibrium. Features isomor-
phic to a tokamak poloidal divertor topology are present, including
divertor legs and a private flux region. The divertor stays on the bot-
tom of the plasma for the entire toroidal domain.

of magnitude more effectively than the island divertor
[58]. This is counterintuitive from the simple two-point
model perspective [99]; the increased connection length
of the island divertor would appear to be superior. How-
ever the inclusion of perpendicular transport into an ex-
tended two-point model [58] reveals that the very low
pitch angle that accompanies a high connection length
causes saturation of the compression effect.

Additionally, the tokamak-like divertor is more easily
baffled, enabling greater compression of the neutral par-
ticles born when the plasma contacts the divertor target.
From a practical standpoint, the tokamak-like X-point
divertor is simpler in that it lies on the bottom of the
plasma and does not multiply link it as do competing
divertor designs.

The FLARE code [105] has been used to explore the
topology and behavior of this novel divertor in Helios.
The equilibrium used is a free-boundary fit to the planar
coil set, and self-consistent plasma current is included.
A toroidal cross section of this of the wall-to-wall con-
nection length can be seen in Figure 7 and compared to
the familiar tokamak poloidal divertor. This connection
length was used to place divertor target elements and
neutral gas baffles.

A simple field line diffusion model was used to esti-
mate heat flux on the targets, again using FLARE. The
result shows that additional consideration is required
to keep the heat flux below an assumed limit of 10
MW/m2; some combination of radiative impurity seed-
ing in the edge, or detachment, or enhanced core radia-
tion, or finely contoured targets to maximize the strike
point uniformity.

The engineering design of this divertor, including
plasma-facing components, is described in Section 4.2.
For more information on the magnetic topology and
early plasma physics modeling of this tokamak-like X-
point divertor, see the dedicated companion paper in this
special issue: [12].

4. Engineering design of systems

In this section, the engineering design of the systems
that generate the plasma and receive the fusion power
are discussed in more detail. A strong driver of the
design is a facility that is buildable, and maintainable
under unforeseen circumstances. Each subsection dis-
cusses a system. The reader is referred to the other pa-
pers in this special issue for more detail on each subject.

In Section 4.1, the coil system, including quench and
structure, is described. In Section 4.2, the divertor, first
wall, and vacuum systems are described. In Section 4.3,
neutronic analysis of the blanket and shield is presented.
In Section 4.4, the thermal cycle, fuel cycle, and the
power flow diagram for the facility are shown. In Sec-
tion 4.5, the sector maintenance scheme, cryostat, and
cryogenic system are discussed. Section 4.6 outlines
the electrical system and power supplies. Section 4.7
discusses the instrumentation and control of the plasma
and facility.

4.1. Electromagnetic coil engineering
As described in Section 3.6, Helios uses a set of pla-

nar, plasma-encircling coils and planar, field-shaping
coils.

The 12 encircling coils are composed of pancakes of
HTS cable, operated at 20 K. They are similar to toka-
mak toroidal field coils. Their turns are insulated, and
superconductor quench mitigation is active and exter-
nal via a dump resistor. The structural solution within
encircling coils is based on a stainless steel case, pro-
viding the stiffness to maintain the on-coil strain at less
than 0.4%. The structural solution between encircling
coils includes a central support structure and inter-coil
truss structures. The central support structure is analo-
gous to a tokamak bucking cylinder [106]. The struc-
tural solution is compatible with the sector-based main-
tenance scheme described in 4.5. No part of the struc-
ture exceeds 800 MPa, compatible with widely available
stainless steel alloys. With additional design, a maxi-
mum stress not exceeding 600 MPa appears achievable.
These reasonable structural requirements are a benefit
both of the less-shaped QA equilibrium choice and of
the decision not to exceed 20 T on-coil. This structure
is shown in Figure 8.
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Figure 8: Finite element analysis of the von Mises stress distribution
within the encircling coil structure. Red: 800 MPa. The coil cases,
central support structure, and inter-coil trusses are visible and below
acceptable stress limits. The trusses can be removed to access com-
ponents for maintenance.

The 324 shaping coils are composed of pancakes
of partially insulated HTS tape stacks, operated at
20 K. The large number of coils necessitates a high-
inductance, low-operating-current approach to mini-
mize the heat leak due to charging cables. The shap-
ing coils all have the same inner and outer diame-
ters, enabling only one size of pancake to be manu-
factured. These pancakes can be stacked in different
numbers to create shaping coils with different magnetic
strengths. The coils are self-protecting with respect to
quench by virtue of the partially insulated approach;
a multi-physics COMSOL analysis simulates this pro-
cess. Shaping coils are ganged together into field-
shaping units (“FSUs”) which can be removed from be-
tween the encircling coils. FSUs route services such as
cryogens, power, and data to shaping coils.

For more information on the engineering of the He-
lios planar coil set, see the dedicated companion papers
in this special issue: Shaping coils [14] and encircling
coils [13].

4.2. Divertor engineering and the first wall
As described in Section 3.7, Helios has a novel

toroidally continuous non-resonant X-point divertor like
that of a tokamak, a first for the design of an op-
timized stellarator. The divertor system consists of
high-heat-flux plasma-facing target plates and an ITER-
like dome to improve neutral compression lying below
the plasma, as is common in tokamak configurations
[107, 108, 109, 110]. The targets are composed of
51,000 tessellated hexagonal tiles of tungsten 2.5 cm
in width, cooled with a closed system of helium im-
pingement jets. Their location within the system can
be seen in Figure 9. An assumed 10 MW/m2 of heat

Figure 9: Rendering of the divertor system. Left: Postion of the
plasma (green) within the first wall (blue), with the targets and dome
(grey). Right: Detail of the targets and dome. Pump ducts are not
pictured.

flux is incident on the targets, using Siemens Simcen-
ter Amesim for thermofluid modeling to design tiles
that remain within acceptable temperature limits. The
hexagonal tiles are mounted to a vanadium alloy sup-
port structure. The helium coolant enters from the blan-
ket, where it has been pre-heated to above the ductile-
to-brittle transition temperature of tungsten.

The vacuum pumping system uses turbomolecular
pumps rather than cryosorption pumps due to their ef-
ficiency at pumping helium and steady-state operation
without regeneration. The pumps themselves must be
situated far enough from the stellarator that they can
be magnetically shielded [111, 112]; this necessitates
longer pump ducts than a cryopump based design. The
high neutral compression of the tokamak-like X-point
divertor enables this design. The dimensions and perfor-
mance of the pump ducts were designed using lumped-
element conductances of choked molecular, transitional,
and fluid flow [113].

The first wall is 2 cm thick with integrated helium
cooling channels. It is composed of a vanadium alloy
layer with a thin layer of tungsten armor. Specifically
the alloy considered is V-4Cr-4Ti (“V44”), though there
are significant uncertainties with respect to the suitabil-
ity of materials for fusion environments [114]. V44 is
used in this design exercise over EUROFER97 or other
RAFM steels because of its higher operating temper-
ature, no ferromagnetism, high neutron damage toler-
ance, and low activation properties [114, 115, 116, 117,
118, 119]. The chief advantage of using V44 in the first
wall is its resistance to high-energy neutron damage,
permitting the first wall a lifetime of 15 full-power years
(compared to less than half that for reduced-activation
steels). This is discussed in Section 4.3. The superior
high-temperature creep strength of V44 allows for an
additional factor of safety over RAFM steel. Consider-
ations potentially contraindicating V44 include its high
affinity for hydrogenic species, swelling under irradia-
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tion, and immature supply chain.
For more information on the design of the Helios di-

vertor systems and the first wall, see the dedicated com-
panion paper in this special issue: [15].

4.3. Neutronics, blanket, shield, and bioshield

The reference design for the tritium breeding blan-
ket uses a lead-lithium breeding medium. This is one
of the more common types of blanket architectures. It
is the choice of the ARIES-CS, EU-DEMO, and recent
Stellaris studies, among others [54, 120, 103]. In it, Li-6
nuclei within a flowing molten alloy of lead and lithium,
usually at the eutectic mixture of 17% lithium by atom
(“Pb-17Li”), absorb neutrons and produce tritium via
the 6Li + n → 3H + 4He “breeding” reaction. Typi-
cally, the lithium in the mixture is required to be isotopi-
cally enriched with lithium-6. Typically, an additional
coolant fluid other than the liquid metal is required to
remove heat at a sufficient rate.

The Helios lead-lithium blanket design is enriched
with 65% lithium-6 isotope. It completely surrounds
the plasma and first wall in a uniform 50-cm-thick layer.
EUROFER97 [121] is used as the structural material
and cooled with helium gas. The lead-lithium flows
at a rate of 6.6 cm/s; it is then run through a heat ex-
changer and the tritium extraction system and returned
to the blanket. Silicon Carbide (“SiC”) inserts form
an inert and non-conductive break between the flowing
lead-lithium and the EUROFER97 structure, reducing
the MHD pressure drop and pumping power to a rea-
sonable level. The tritium breeding blanket is split into
sectors that fit between the encircling coils and allow for
sector-based maintenance, as discussed in Section 4.5.

The OpenMC Monte Carlo neutron and photon trans-
port simulation code was used to calculate the neutronic
properties of the blanket [122]; A novel implementa-
tion of the cell-under-voxel algorithm was written and
contributed to OpenMC in order to perform volume-
resolved simulations [123]. OpenMC was used to pre-
dict the neutron flux, damage rate, tritium yield, mate-
rial activation, nuclear heating, photon activity, and ef-
fective dose in the first wall, blanket, shield, coils, and
in the stellarator hall. A cutaway rendering of the nu-
clear heating in the structure is given in Figure 10.

The idealized (homogenized, no penetrations) tritium
breeding ratio (“TBR”) is 1.3, a good target for this level
of fidelity to allow for non-ideal reductions [54]. Fuel
cycle modeling indicates that a final TBR of 1.1 is suf-
ficient for tritium self-sufficiency of the facility.

As discussed in Section 3.6, a minimum distance of
1.2 m between the plasma and coils was rigorously en-

Figure 10: Cutaway of volume-resolved nuclear heating density as
simulated by OpenMC. The heating is highest at the first wall and
decays through the breeding zone and shield.

forced. This distance permits a thick neutron shield be-
tween the breeder zone and the coils to protect them
from the damaging high-energy neutron flux. A multi-
layer shield was designed to absorb and moderate neu-
trons of successively lower energies. Closest to the
breeding zone is a tungsten carbide (“WC”) shield for
high-energy neutrons, followed by successive layers of
boron carbide (“B4C”), 316L stainless steel constituting
the vacuum vessel, a layer cooled by borated water, and
finally borated high-density polyethylene (“HDPE”) for
the lowest-energy neutrons. This thick, multi-layer
shield strongly attenuates the flux of high-energy neu-
trons and allows the coils to last more than 40 years,
making them lifetime components. The fast-fluence
limit of the coils was estimated using measurements of
ReBCO HTS exposed to neutrons from a fission core
[124, 125].

An approximately 2.0 m thick concrete bioshield en-
sures the effective dose outside the stellarator hall is be-
low permitted limits for public exposure by the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission.

For more information on the design of the Helios
blanket, shield, and bioshield, see the dedicated com-
panion paper in this special issue: [16].

4.4. Thermal cycle, power flows, and fuel cycle
A Rankine cycle for power generation has been de-

signed for Helios. 1.1 GW of thermal power is gener-
ated in Helios, both from the fusion reaction itself (958
MW) and from the exothermic 6Li + n → 3H + 4He
breeding reaction within the blanket. Temperatures in-
side the stellarator are carefully controlled to maxi-
mize performance and remain within material capabil-
ities. Power from the blanket, first wall, and divertor
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is transported via lead-lithium and helium to interme-
diate heat exchangers. These heat exchangers are part
of a closed cycle loop that transfers heat to boil wa-
ter into steam while simultaneously cooling the blanket
and helium fluids to their inlet temperatures. The steam
is superheated to 635 ◦C, and enters a series of three
steam turbines that generate electric power. A simula-
tion of the Rankine cycle design outlines intermediate
flow splits and recombination to increase system effi-
ciency and maximize cycle power generation. The total
generated power is 460 MWe, with 22 MWe required
to pump the various coolants, for a gross electric power
of 438 MWe from the thermodynamic cycle. The com-
bined efficiency of the Rankine cycle is approximately
40.2%. If instead the efficiency is computed using the
total generated power, as in some fusion power plant
design studies, the efficiency is approximately 42.2%.

The global facility power flow is represented by a
Sankey diagram in Figure 11. During steady-state, ig-
nited, power-producing operation, 958 MW of power
is released within the plasma via deuterium-tritium
(“D-T”) fusion. Of this energy, 80% is released as
high-energy neutrons that heat the blanket. There, the
exothermic tritium breeding reaction of lithium-6 ab-
sorption (less endothermic reactions) produces an ad-
ditional 135 MW; lithium-6 is also a power-producing
fuel.

Of the 192 MW of fusion power that is released as
alpha particles within the plasma, 13 MW is lost to
the wall without thermalizing. The remainder heats the
plasma, and makes its way eventually to the wall as light
(electromagnetic radiation from core, edge, and diver-
tor) or particle kinetic energy. In total, 1,094 MW of
thermal energy is generated in the plasma and blankets.

Of this thermal power, 460 MW is converted into
electrical power via the thermal conversion cycle, of
which 22 MW are used to pump coolants, for a gross
electric power of 438 MW. 681 MW is lost as waste
heat. Of the gross electric power, 48 MW are required
to maintain the facility in power producing state, with
similar amounts being required to separate tritium fuel,
keep the cryogenic magnets cold, and other uses. 2.5
MW is budgeted for a nominal amount of ECRH (1
MW) for plasma control and to expel impurities from
the core. This leaves approximately 390 MW of net
electric power available to deliver to the grid.

The fuel cycle returns un-fused tritium to storage and
extracts tritium bred in the blanket, thence to re-inject
into the fusing plasma. We have performed precon-
ceptual design and modeling of a tritium fuel cycle.
TMAP8, A network-based model considering flows be-
tween reservoirs and residence times of those reservoirs

was used [126]. This model, and the fuel cycle ana-
lyzed, is typical of ITER, EU-DEMO, and published
studies from private companies [127, 128, 129, 130].
The tritium residence times and loss fractions are es-
timates based on ITER and typical assumptions from
literature for each component, and are likely to be of
the correct order of magnitude for present technology
[130].

A sensitivity analysis of plant parameters shows that
the main drivers of inventory and required TBR include
availability factor and doubling time as tradeoff param-
eters, and tritium burn fraction. fusion power, and re-
serve time as optimal parameters. Direct internal re-
cycling fraction, breeding zone residence time, and tri-
tium extraction efficiency have minimal impact on sys-
tem dynamics, but are shown to affect system complex-
ity, blanket inventory, and extraction system inventory
respectively. <1 kg of startup tritium and TBR of <1.15
appear satisfactory for tritium self-sufficiency. Technol-
ogy advances may reduce requirements further. This
gives confidence that tritium self-sufficiency is achiev-
able for the Helios FPP with a lead-lithium breeding
blanket.

For more information on the thermal cycle, power
flows, and fuel cycle of Helios, see the dedicated com-
panion paper in this special issue: [17].

4.5. Cryostat, maintenance, and cryogenic system
The stellarator is encased in a stainless-steel cryostat,

maintaining a vacuum to limit heat leak into the cryo-
genic components. The cryostat has large removable ra-
dial ports through which components are removed and
maintained, in accordance with the sector maintenance
scheme. The heat leak and thermal load is about 40 kW
into the 20 K cold mass, and about 750 kW into the 77
K thermal shields. Cooling is distributed via helium and
nitrogen respectively. There are nominal loads on a 4.5
K system if low-temperature superconducting magnets
are used for the gyrotron tubes; these are handled lo-
cally. A large expander cycle cryogenic plant to cool
these loads would require 10 MW of electrical power,
taking a plausible 25% of the Carnot efficiency.

Helios has a practical maintenance strategy where en-
tire sectors of the radial build are removed, including
first wall, blanket, shield, plasma vessel, and shaping
coils, from between the encircling coils. This is de-
picted in Figure 12. This permits rapid removal and
replacement of high-wear layers allowing for a high ca-
pacity factor of ∼88%. The encircling coils remain in-
tegrated into the stellarator during maintenance. The
projected maintenance cadence is one 84-day planned
outage every two years.
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Figure 11: Sankey diagram of the facility power flows during ignited operation.
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Figure 12: Two views of the ground based remote handling platform grappling a sector of the plasma vessel for removal and maintenance. The
remote handling platform is extended through a side panel port, with overhead manipulators inserted through adjacent upper dome ports.

This is in contrast to alternative stellarator mainte-
nance schemes proposed. ARIES-CS considered a port-
based scheme, in which 222 parts are extracted through
three small ports [56]. This scheme was required be-
cause only small spaces exist between the modular coils
of the ARIES-CS design. Other studies have consid-
ered a field-period-based approach, sometimes called
sector-splitting [57, 103, 104]. In this approach, entire
field periods, including the coils, are removed from the
stellarator and maintained. For the ARIES-CS design,
these field periods were 4,000 tons. This approach was
not chosen because the practical challenges of removing
and reintegrating entire thirds or quarters of the stellara-
tor appear significant.

The toroidal sectors that are removed from between
the encircling coils represent a balance between the
port-based and field-period-based approach. The sec-
tors are not so small that hundreds must be removed
serially, but not so large that they weigh thousands of
tons and are impractical to remove and reintegrate. The
encircling coils remain integrated during maintenance.

The sector-based approach used for Helios is in-
spired by the same concept in tokamaks, in which en-
tire toroidal sectors of the radial build (first wall, diver-
tor, blanket, shield) are removed from between toroidal
field coils [131]. This sector-based approach has been
proposed for stellarators before now, but it required
the plasma equilibrium to support modular coils whose
outer legs are straight [132, 133]. The addition of shap-
ing coils, which can be removed and replaced from be-
tween the encircling coils, eliminates this constraint.

For more information on the maintenance scheme,

cryostat, and cryogenic systems of Helios, see the dedi-
cated companion paper in this special issue: [18].

4.6. Electrical systems and power supplies
The electrical systems of Helios supply internal plant

loads and provide the grid interface. Steady-state op-
eration requires ∼70 MW of auxiliary power, mainly
for thermal-hydraulics, tritium processing, cryogenics,
and maintenance. This demand is distributed via a
34.5 kV medium-voltage (“MV”) backbone fed by a
station-service transformer from the 345 kV grid. Six
grouped subsystems draw from this backbone: Pri-
mary Heat Transfer System (“PHTS”), ECRH and Mag-
net power supply units (“PSUs”), Cryogenics, Con-
trols & Computing, Utilities & Facilities, and Tritium
Systems. To stabilize transients, the MV system in-
cludes a ±200–300 Mvar Static Synchronous Compen-
sator “STATCOM” or Static Var Compensator (“SVC”),
harmonic filters, and a Battery Energy Storage Sys-
tem (“BESS”). At the high-voltage yard, twin 300
MVA transformers connect the Rankine-cycle turbine-
generator to the grid, while the station-service trans-
former supports auxiliaries during start-up. Power-up
sequences energize controls, cryogenics, fueling, and
ECRH with ramp-rate limits, after which the plant de-
livers up to 390 MWe net electric power to the grid.
This integrated architecture ensures reliable auxiliary
supply, smooth import-to-export transitions, and high-
quality grid delivery.

The power supplies of Helios sustain the stellarator’s
magnetic configuration and heating through three fami-
lies: encircling coil, shaping coil and ECRH. Encircling
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coil supplies drive the 12 superconducting coils with
modular converters up to 50 kA, offering four-quadrant
control, rapid constant power/current charging, and re-
generative discharge with quench protection. Shaping
coil supplies regulate the 324 planar coils via modu-
lar DC/DC converters with hot-swappable units, redun-
dancy, and bidirectional energy exchange. The ECRH
system powers twelve gyrotrons (10 MW RF during
startup, 1 MW during power production) using mod-
ular pulse-step high-voltage supplies with fast regula-
tion, low fault energy, and N+1 redundancy, supported
by auxiliary anode and body units. Together, these sys-
tems emphasize modularity, redundancy, and regenera-
tive operation to deliver efficient, grid-compliant power
for reliable long-pulse operation.

For more information on the electrical systems and
power supplies of Helios, see the dedicated companion
paper in this special issue: [19].

4.7. Instrumentation and control

The control and instrumentation systems of Helios
enable safe, reliable, and continuous operation through
a hierarchical architecture. At the top, the Main Con-
trol Unit (“MCU”) combines Graphics Processing Units
(“GPUs”) for optimization with field-programmable
gate arrays (“FPGAs”) for real-time execution, coordi-
nating distributed controllers. Operating independently,
the Safety Control System (“SCS”) uses programmable
logic controllers (“PLCs”) to enforce interlocks and
manage alarms. The Machine Instrumentation System
collects data from diagnostics such as magnetic probes,
quench-detection fibers, and plasma diagnostics includ-
ing Thomson Scattering and Electron Cyclotron Emis-
sion (“ECE”). These inputs support protection, plasma
control, performance optimization, and predictive main-
tenance. At the MCU core, the Plasma Control System
(“PCS”) runs multi-rate loops on a GPU/FPGA plat-
form, maintaining a real-time plasma model and adjust-
ing heating, fueling, and shaping coils. Designed for
deterministic timing, redundancy, and graceful degra-
dation, the system ensures steady-state operation with
high reliability and safety compliance.

For more information on the instrumentation and
control of Helios, see the dedicated companion paper
in this special issue: [20].

5. Conclusion

Helios combines the natural steady-state and low re-
circulating power operation of the stellarator approach

with simpler, programmable magnets. The design is in-
tended to overcome the outstanding concerns around ex-
isting stellarator approaches, which include the complex
coils, the required proximity of the coils to the plasma,
the large overall size, and the lack of a divertor solution
with efficient particle compression.

This paper summarizes the results of high-fidelity
analyses that are conducted in the companion papers
in this special issue. These include nonlinear, resistive
MHD evolution, nonlinear electrostatic gyrokinetic heat
flux, 3D finite element structural simulations, 3D Monte
Carlo neutron transport simulations, and more. The re-
sults paint a compelling picture of a uniquely practical
stellarator, within the capabilities of present-day engi-
neering, superconductors, and materials. The design
is securely grounded in the last four decades of large,
high-field stellarator experiments.

In the next few years, Thea Energy plans to ver-
ify and de-risk the operation of the plasma and sub-
systems in its large-scale integrated stellarator facility,
“Eos” [3]. In Eos’s initial operational phase, the heat-
ing, fueling, confinement, stability, electromagnetic op-
eration, divertor, and wall condition of a Helios-like
architecture will be rigorously demonstrated. A sub-
sequent operational phase is possible, in which beam-
target deuterium-deuterium fusion further de-risks tri-
tium breeding, neutron shielding, neutron exposure ef-
fects, tritium processing, fuel cycle, and safety features.
The first plasma in Eos is targeted for 2030. The first
plasma in Helios is targeted in the mid 2030s.
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