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1.  PROGRAMMATIC RATIONALE AND OBJECTIVES

This chapter discusses the programmatic role of QPS, quasi-symmetry, the relationship of QPS to
the U.S. and world stellarator program, and to NCSX and the Compact Stellarator PoP Program
in particular.

1.1.  Programmatic Role of QPS

The most developed magnetic confinement approaches for fusion research are based on the
tokamak or the currentless stellarator.  The tokamak has low plasma aspect ratio (R/ap ~ 3), good
neoclassical confinement, and the potential for a high volume-average beta limit (〈β〉  ~5-10%).  But
all of the rotational transform is provided by an internal plasma current, which leads to certain
disadvantages – the potential for disruptions and the need for a close conducting wall and active
feedback systems for stability against external kink instabilities and vertical instability.  Even
advanced tokamak (AT) concepts which derive most of the rotational transform from a plasma-
generated bootstrap current require some external current drive resulting in high recirculating power
in a reactor.  Currentless stellarators avoid this problem by creating the poloidal field with currents
flowing solely in external windings.  But they have large plasma aspect ratios (R/ap = 6-11), leading
to very large reactor sizes (R = 22 m for the W 7-X-based HSR compared to R = 5.5 m for an AT
reactor), and have lower beta limits (〈β〉  ~ 5%).

Figure 1.1 shows the locations of major tokamak and stellarator experiments in a space ι ext//ι total
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(the fraction of the rotational transform supplied by coils) versus a/R (the inverse plasma aspect
ratio).  The size (radius) of the points is proportional to the average plasma radius a for each
experiment with U.S. experiments shown as solid circles and foreign experiments shown as open
circles.  We see that existing experiments leave a large unexplored area in this parameter space.

Figure 1.2 shows the “engineering Q” (the ratio of the net electric power produced to the total
electric power required for operation of the power plant) versus the neutron wall power density.
Reactor realizations of currentless stellarators, such as HSR or SPPS, achieve low recirculating
power, which translates into high engineering Q, but their large size and high plasma aspect ratio
(R/a = 8-11) and moderate plasma β result in low wall fusion power densities.  Tokamak reactor
studies based on AT physics, such as ARIES-RS and ARIES-AT, achieve high wall power densities
because of their compactness, but the large recirculating power needed for current drive and control
of the plasma reduces the engineering Q.  The ARIES reactor studies have shown that the projected
cost of electricity for these two approaches are comparable.  There is a clear reactor advantage if
high power density and low recirculating power can be combined with a high β.

The reduced bootstrap current in a QPS configuration, typically ~1/4 that in a comparable tokamak,
should lead to reactor configurations that are relatively insensitive to β and are robust against
current-driven modes (external kinks), vertical instabilities, and disruptions.  The QPS experiment
would test this approach at the concept-exploration level as part of an integrated compact stellarator
proof-of-principle program with emphasis on key physics issues: reduction of neoclassical
transport, scaling of the bootstrap current, and configuration invariance with increasing β, up to 〈β〉
~ 2.5%.  The larger NCSX would demonstrate disruption-free operation near 〈β〉  ~ 4% and test
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the physics of the quasi-axisymmetric approach with substantial plasma current.  Both facilities are
needed to develop the knowledge base to choose the best configuration for a possible next step in
the development of the stellarator concept.

Two scientific advances have occurred in recent years making it possible to find magnetic
configurations with the potential for an improved reactor concept.  The first is the advance in
understanding particle orbits in highly complex magnetic fields when expressed in Boozer
coordinates, and the recognition of possible symmetries that are not apparent in the usual
configuration space.  In these coordinates the drift motion is determined by a Hamiltonian that
depends only on the spatial structure of the magnitude of the magnetic field |B|.  In a stellarator, |B|
can be expressed in a Fourier spectrum as

|B| = Σ Bmn(ψ) cos (mθ – nφ)

where θ and φ are poloidal and toroidal angle variables in "Boozer" coordinates [1] and ψ is the
toroidal flux.  In this coordinate system the magnetic flux surfaces are concentric toroids (ψ =
constant) and the magnetic field lines are straight lines in a θ–φ plane.  If the Boozer spectrum
consists of only a single helicity (m, n), then the drift Hamiltonian admits a constant of motion that
limits the radial orbit excursion and in turn yields favorable neoclassical transport.  This is the
three-dimensional (3-D) analogue of the constant of motion Pφ in axisymmetric devices that
accounts for the good neoclassical transport in those devices.  Although it is not possible in 3-D to
have a single helicity in the Boozer spectrum, configurations are possible in which a single helicity
dominates.  In this case we speak of quasi-symmetry.  Section 1.2 gives a more detailed discussion
of the different quasi-symmetries.

The second advance is the combination of computational power and numerically efficient
algorithms.  It is now possible to carry out the extremely computationally intensive calculations
needed to evaluate the physics of low aspect ratio 3-D systems.  The physics properties of
stellarators (Boozer spectrum, equilibrium, transport, and stability) are determined by the shape of
the last closed flux surface, the pressure profile, and the rotational transform profile.  With modern
computers we are able to use these parameters as variables in order to obtain optimum
configurations at low aspect ratio that simultaneously have good quasi-symmetry, good neoclassical
transport, good stability, bootstrap current consistent with the MHD equilibrium, and good
engineering properties.

The U.S. stellarator community has recognized the opportunity to make a major advance in toroidal
reactor attractiveness through the investigation of compact stellarators with significant bootstrap
current.  This approach would complement the much larger foreign program in large-R/a, current-
free stellarators and allow the U.S. to make an important contribution to the international stellarator
program.  In effect this would fill in some of the blank area in Figure 1.1.  In May 1998 the U.S.
stellarator community issued a plan for a Compact Stellarator Proof of Principle Program having
the objective to develop the knowledge base needed to make a decision on a Compact Stellarator
performance extension step.  This has subsequently been adopted as a programmatic goal of the
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DOE Integrated Program Planning Activity (IPPA) – within ten years to “determine the
attractiveness of the compact stellarator”.

Analysis and design efforts since 1998 have yielded two complementary lines of investigation for
low-R/a stellarator research based on different physics approaches – (1) quasi-poloidal symmetry
and (2) quasi-axisymmetry.  If successful, either has the potential for attractive, but very different,
compact reactor realizations.

(1) quasi-poloidal symmetry – very low aspect ratio (A = R/a ~ 2.7), good neoclassical and
alpha-particle confinement due to quasi-poloidal symmetry, very high β (stable to all modes
at 〈β〉  to at least 11%), confinement improvement with increasing β,  ι increasing with radius
(tokamak-like shear), ~1/4 the bootstrap current compared to a similar tokamak due to strong
toroidal field variation, and reduced poloidal viscosity affecting poloidal flow and transport
barrier formation.

(2) quasi-axisymmetry  – low aspect ratio (A ~ 4), achieves good neoclassical confinement due to
quasi-axisymmetry, high β (〈β〉  = 4% to 6%), ι  decreasing with radius (stellarator shear),
~1/4 the bootstrap current compared to a similar tokamak due to larger ι  than in a tokamak,
and low toroidal viscosity due to quasi-axisymmetry.

Although reactor studies at the level of the ARIES tokamaks or the SPPS stellarator have not yet
been performed for compact stellarators, simple scaling studies of existing quasi-poloidally-
symmetric configurations and coil concepts using the same rules as the ARIES studies have been
carried out (see Appendix C).  This study shows that quasi-poloidally-symmetric configurations
have the potential for a more attractive stellarator reactor than SPPS, which was already
economically competitive with ARIES-RS.  Using the ARIES-AT model with Bmax = 12 T on the
coils gives compact stellarator reactors a factor of 2-3 smaller in R than other stellarator reactors for
the same assumptions.

To develop the knowledge base needed for a next step in compact stellarators requires that both
lines be investigated.  Quasi-axisymmetry, drawing as it does on advanced tokamak physics and
being a more modest decrease in aspect ratio, is a more conservative step and has been judged as
appropriate for Proof-of-Principle (PoP) level exploration as embodied in the proposed NCSX
device.  The high-β, quasi-poloidally symmetric configuration envisioned for a reactor is very
different from any previous device.  Compared to W 7-X (under construction in Germany), to
which it bears some resemblance, it represents a factor of 4 decrease in aspect ratio, has more than
twice the β limit, has the opposite shear, has significant plasma current, and employs a very different
spectrum of helicities in order to achieve confinement, stability, and bootstrap current control in the
face of a much larger 1/R (B01) field variation.  As a first-of-a-kind device, the basic physics is
appropriately investigated first at the Concept Exploration (CE) level.  We propose to investigate the
physics of quasi-symmetric stellarator configurations in a two-field-period device called QPS
having R = 0.9 m, a = 0.35 m, and on-axis magnetic field B = 1 T.
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A concept-exploration-level QPS will: (1) broaden our understanding of toroidal magnetic
configurations through exploration of quasi-poloidal symmetry; (2) allow exploration of very low
aspect ratio (~2.6) 3-D stellarator physics; (3) lay the physics foundation for QPS configurations
having β limits that are high relative to conventional stellarators, and (4) complement NCSX in
completing the knowledge base needed for advancing the development of the compact stellarator
concept to the next stage.

Role of the CE-scale device in the development of QPS physics.  The proposed CE-level device is
designed to have sufficient flexibility to change the controlling magnetic configuration properties: ι,
shear, magnetic well, helical axis excursion, mirror ratio, and plasma current.  It is the logical first
step in understanding the key physics issues important for optimizing and accessing high-β QPS
configurations.

(1) It is critical to understand quasi-poloidal symmetry and its effect on neoclassical and
anomalous transport improvement.  In order to access the high-β quasi-poloidally-symmetric
configurations it is particularly important to understand how to obtain enhanced confinement
regimes, the dependence of energy confinement on quasi-poloidal-symmetry features, and the
role (and control) of the ambipolar electric field in confinement improvement at moderate β
values (〈β〉  = 2-3%).

( 2) Understanding the configuration dependence and β dependence of the bootstrap current at
very low aspect ratio is important for understanding the high-β quasi-poloidally-symmetric
devices, which derive a significant fraction of their rotational transform from bootstrap
current.  W 7-X achieves very low bootstrap current throughout its operating range by
cancellation of the contribution from different magnetic helicities.

(3) The plasma equilibrium changes from a first stability regime to a second stability regime as β
increases.  By optimizing the plasma shape (outer flux surface), rotational transform profile,
and pressure profile for a target β, ballooning stable configurations with good bootstrap
alignment in the range 2% < 〈β〉  < 23% were obtained.  Understanding MHD stability at 〈β〉
< 2-3% is expected to begin to develop an understanding of this transition and the importance
of ballooning modes on confinement.

(4) The high-β QPS configurations have a high shear, tokamak-like transform profile (ι
decreasing radially) which could increase the size of magnetic islands and destabilize
neoclassical tearing modes.  Mitigating this is the absence of the ι = 1/2 resonance (internal
disruptions are suppressed) and other low-order resonances.  Changing (and reversing) the
shear in QPS would allow a careful study of the impact of stabilizing and destabilizing
magnetic islands and neoclassical tearing modes on confinement and equilibrium quality.

In addition to the information that the proposed experiment will provide that is specifically of
importance to understanding quasi-poloidal symmetry and its implementation in high-β
configurations, QPS will broaden our basic understanding of toroidal confinement physics.  It will
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also support the NCSX program and the world stellarator program by extending the data base to
much lower aspect ratio.

(1) 3-D equilibrium at low aspect ratio.  There are a number of basic questions related to the
existence of highly shaped equilibria at low R/a, and to our ability to predict them
numerically.  It was shown by Grad in the early 1970’s that there is no mathematical
guarantee of existence of MHD equilibria in 3D.  The most sophisticated MHD equilibrium
codes used to predict β show good magnetic surfaces exist.  Understanding neoclassical
healing effects is important, but present-day codes are not capable of simulating this.
Stellarator experiments give practical (if not mathematical) demonstration of existence at
moderate and high R/a.  QPS will extend this data base to very low aspect ratio, R/a = 2.6,
less than half that of existing stellarators.  QPS can study equilibrium quality, islands and
ergodic regions, through external coil variations which effect the plasma shaping (and hence
the |B| spectrum), ι profile , and magnetic shear.

(2) Physics of the bootstrap current.  QPS can extend the study to very low aspect ratio of the
configuration dependence of the bootstrap current in stellarators.  QPS also has the
interesting property that the number of trapped particles in the toroidal ripples does not
vanish near the magnetic axis, thereby permitting finite bootstrap current at the plasma center.
While this is not so important for configurations – such as NCSX – which have a large
rotational transform contribution at the magnetic axis from external coils – it mitigates the
need for seed current and on-axis current drive in the high-β QPS.  In addition, the direction
of bootstrap current and the sign of shear should decrease the size of magnetic islands as β
increases.

(3) Anomalous transport.  There is no information on anomalous transport in stellarators at
aspect ratio <5.  QPS can test the validity of transport scaling laws such as ISS95 and extend
the database upon which such scalings are based.

(4) Neoclassical transport.  QPS will extends the understanding of neoclassical transport and the
role of quasi-symmetry in transport reduction to quasi-poloidal systems and to very low
aspect ratio.

(5) Poloidal flow and transport barrier formation.  The direction of symmetry in a QPS is nearly
perpendicular to the magnetic field (far enough from the edge of the plasma), so damping of
the toroidal flow will be much stronger than in an axisymmetric system and for the same
radial electric field the parallel flow in QPS should be much smaller.  On the other hand,
damping in the poloidal (symmetry) direction is expected to be much weaker in QPS, thus
allowing the possibility of both self-generated and externally-driven poloidal flow.  QPS can
study the impact of poloidal flows on electric fields and enhanced confinement as well as the
level of helical ripple than can be tolerated while achieving significant control of the electric
field (and its shear) through external momentum input.
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These objectives respond to the key scientific issues of fusion science that were identified in the
DOE Integrated Program Planning Activity as those that carry particular leverage for the progress
of fusion research.

1.  Transport and Turbulence -- What are the fundamental causes of heat loss in magnetically
confined plasmas, and how can heat losses be controlled?

2.  Plasma Fluid Behavior and Macrostability -- What are the fundamental causes and nonlinear
consequences of plasma pressure limits in magnetically confined plasma systems?

The October 2000 report of the Fusion Science Assessment Committee (FuSAC) of the National
Research Council described four major physics questions motivating research with various
configurations.  Two of the issues were the need to (1) understand the stability limits to plasma
pressure and (2) understand classical plasma behavior and magnetic field symmetry.  The study of
MHD instabilities and β limits in QPS at low aspect ratio in a stellarator addresses the first issue,
and the study of equilibrium quality and the configuration dependence of the bootstrap current at
low aspect ratio in addition to the unique physics associated with quasi-poloidal symmetry address
the second issue.

1.2.  Quasi-Symmetry

The shape of the last closed flux surface (LCFS), together with the plasma current (or transform)
and pressure profiles, completely determines the equilibrium, stability, and neoclassical confinement
properties of a magnetic configuration with nested (or approximately nested) flux surfaces.  The
magnitude of the magnetic field, |B|, plays an important role in determining the properties of the
configuration.

Three types of symmetry are possible in a toroidal configuration:

(a) helical symmetry, as in an infinite aspect ratio (cylindrical) stellarator where only the ml = nk
terms in the above equation are non-zero, for pairs of integers (l, k) corresponding to a fixed
helical pitch l/k;

(b) toroidal symmetry, as in ideal tokamaks, reverse field pinches, and spherical tori where only the
n = 0 terms are non-zero (this is a special case of helical symmetry with zero “pitch”; and

(c) poloidal symmetry where only the m = 0 terms are non-zero (infinite “pitch”).  Since the drift-
Hamiltonian depends only on |B|, in such systems there is an ignorable coordinate and a
corresponding constant of motion, which leads to no viscosity in the symmetry direction and
low neoclassical transport.  In a real toroidal system the nonsymmetric terms can be made small,
but not zero (except at one magnetic surface inside the plasma).

Figure 1.3 shows the Bmn spectrum for a low aspect ratio quasi-helical stellarator configuration
which exemplifies the first (and most general) type of quasi-symmetry.  The nonsymmetric terms
can be made much smaller by going to larger A, as in the HSX (Helically Symmetric Experiment)
currentless stellarator.  Physically HSX has Ap = 8, but has an effective magnetic aspect ratio of 400
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based on the ratio |B|(m = 1, n = 0)/|B|(m = 0, n = 0) due to the 1/R field departure from helical
symmetry.  The additional non-helically symmetric terms in the example shown in Figure 1.3 were
necessary to reduce Ap to 3.6 and increase the ballooning MHD stability limit.
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Figure 1.3.  Bmn spectrum for a low-aspect-ratio quasi-helical stellarator.

Figure 1.4.  |B| structure for a quasi-helical stellarator.
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Figure 1.4 shows contours of |B| at r/<a> = 0.75 for the quasi-helical stellarator example in Figure
1.3, a three-field-period (M = 3) compact stellarator with Ap = 3.6 [2], a volume-average 〈β〉  = 2%,
and a small bootstrap current.  The pitch of the helical structure differs from that of the field lines,
indicating a variation of |B| (ripple) along the field lines.  The variation of |B| along the dominant
helical structure indicates that this system is not purely helical (in contrast to a very large Ap

stellarator), as indicated by significant energy in components of the |B| spectrum with different
helical pitch.  In general, a compromise is necessary between conflicting requirements in optimizing
a magnetic configuration.  The purpose of an experiment is to clarify these compromises and the
role of the various optimization criteria.

Figure 1.5 shows an example of a quasi-axisymmetric stellarator, the magnetic configuration
chosen for NCSX (the National Compact Stellarator experiment) with Ap = 4.4 and 〈β〉  = 4%.  In
this case the |B| structure is oriented in the toroidal direction and the pitch of the field lines is closer
to that of the |B| contours.  The n = 0 terms in the |B| spectrum are dominant and the n ≠ 0 terms
are very small (but non-zero).  Magnetically (at least as far as neoclassical transport is concerned),
this configuration is therefore similar to a tokamak and should have tokamak-like transport
properties, including a sizeable bootstrap current.  In the case of NCSX, about 1/4 of the net
rotational transform is produced by the bootstrap current.  Because the edge transform in NCSX is
much larger than it would be in a tokamak, the bootstrap current is much smaller than what would
be necessary to produce the same edge transform in a tokamak.

Figure 1.5.  |B| structure for a quasi-axisymmetric stellarator.
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The third type of magnetic symmetry is quasi-poloidal symmetry, which is the basis for the QPS
concept-exploration experiment being proposed here.  Figure 1.6 shows an example of a quasi-
poloidal stellarator with N = 2 field periods, Ap = 2.6, 〈β〉  = 2%, and a modest bootstrap current (57
kA for R = 1 m, B = 1 T) [3].  This magnetic configuration has a |B| spectrum with the m = 0 terms
dominant and the m ≠ 0 terms small.  Magnetically, it looks like toroidally linked mirrors with
rotational transform.

Figure 1.6.  |B| structure for a quasi-poloidally symmetric stellarator.
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1.3.  Relation to the U.S. and World Stellarator Program

Categorization of the main experiments in the world stellarator program according to type of
symmetry and plasma aspect ratio is illustrated in Figure 1.7.  The size of the circles is proportional
to their average plasma radius, red denotes the new proposed U.S. compact stellarators, blue the
existing U.S. stellarators, and green the foreign stellarators.  The main emphasis of the U.S.
stellarator program is on exploring different types of quasi-symmetry over a range of plasma aspect
ratios, a unique niche in the larger world stellarator program.
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Figure 1.7.  Characterization of stellarators by type of symmetry and plasma aspect ratio.

The main experiments in the world stellarator program are listed in Table 1.1.  The U.S. stellarator
program now consists of two CE-level experiments while the foreign program has facilities ranging
from the high-end CE to the Performance Extension level.  The Helically Symmetric Experiment
(HSX) is now operating at the University of Wisconsin and the Compact Toroidal Hybrid (CTH) is
now under construction at Auburn University.  HSX will test the predicted benefits of quasi-helical
symmetry on neoclassical transport and the role of high effective rotational transform on reduction
and control of direct loss orbits.  QPS would play a complementary role in testing the predicted
reduction of neoclassical transport through reduced poloidal ripple.  Shear in the ambipolar electric
field should lead to reduced anomalous transport.  The CTH stellarator will
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Table 1.1.  World Stellarator Experiments

Device Location Type
R

(m)

a (m)
R/a

Vpl

(m3) B (T)
P

(MW)

QPS
U.S.

(2006)

quasi-poloidal,

bootstrap current 0.9 0.35 2.6 2.1 1 1-3

NCSX U.S.

(2006)

quasi-axisym.,

bootstrap current 1.4 0.33 4.3 3.0 1.7 6-12

W 7-X Germany

(2006)

quasi-poloidal,

currentless 5.5 0.52 10.6 30 3 30

LHD Japan helical torsatron,

currentless
3.9 0.60 6.5 28 4 30

HSX U.S. quasi-helical,

currentless
1.2 0.15 8.0 0.5 1.3 0.2

CHS Japan helical torsatron,

currentless
1.0 0.20 5.0 0.8 2 2

W 7-AS Germany reduced I P-S,

currentless
2.0 0.20 10.0 1.6 2.5 2

CTH U.S.

(2003)

helical torsatron,

plasma current 0.75 0.18 4.2 0.5 0.5 0.1

study passive stabilization of current-driven MHD instabilities and contribute to our understanding
of kink and tearing modes in stellarators.  QPS will use an Ohmic current to approximate the
optimized 〈β〉  = 2% configuration at low collisionality, augment the bootstrap current in modifying
the rotational transform and shear for study of modified QPS configurations and neoclassical
tearing modes, and simulate (at 〈β〉  up to 2%) the very-high-β QPS magnetic configurations of
reactor interest.

W 7-X has the closest magnetic configuration to that of QPS, but at a factor of 4 higher plasma
aspect ratio.  The similarities are that each has a dominant quasi-poloidal component in |B|.  The |B|
contours on the r/a = 0.75 surface for the two-field-period, R/a = 2.6 QPS and the five-field-period,
R/a = 10.6 W 7-X are compared in Figure 1.8.  The |B| spectra Bmn(r/a) normalized to the average
magnetic field on the LCFS (ψ/ψmax = 1) are compared in Figure 1.9.  The B00 term, the average
magnetic field, is suppressed in these figures.  The magnitude of B00 on axis is 0.88 for the QPS
reference configuration gb4 and 0.99 for W 7-X; it is 1 for both on the LCFS.  The dashed curves
in Figure 1.9 indicate the quasi-poloidally-symmetric (m = 0) components of |B|.  The degree of
quasi-poloidal symmetry varies with radius for both.  The dominant m = 0 term is 1.65 to 2.07
times larger in QPS.  However, the toroidal coupling is much stronger at the very low aspect ratio of



1 - 13

QPS: the 1/R component in QPS is 3.75 times larger than in W 7-X, comparable to the ratio of
geometric aspect ratios (4.1).  The helical components B11 for both configurations are of
comparable magnitudes across the plasma cross-section.

Our studies indicate that minimizing the non-quasi-poloidal components of the |B| spectrum does
not necessarily give the lowest transport at the low aspect ratio characterizing QPS.  There are also
significant differences in the QPS and W 7-X optimizations arising from the large difference in
aspect ratios.  The cancellation of the bootstrap current in W 7-X which occurs over the entire
plasma cross-section is not present in the QPS design (due to the different ratio of B11/B10 in the
two devices).  In fact, the bootstrap current is an important component of the QPS optimization, and
although it is reduced by a large factor compared to an equivalent tokamak, it is not possible (nor
desirable) to entirely eliminate it and still retain good plasma properties.  The reduction of
neoclassical transport in QPS is associated with the near alignment of B and grad |B|, while in     
W 7-X it is associated with quasi-omnigenity, the approximate alignment of drift surfaces and flux
surfaces.  This is indicated in Fig. 1.7 where the magnetic field lines more nearly cut, on average,
the |B| contours at 90o for QPS compared with W 7-X.

Figure 1.7.  |B| contours at r/a = 0.75 for QPS (left) and W 7-X (right).
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Figure 1.8.  |B| spectra for QPS (left) and W 7-X (right).

1.4.  Relation to NCSX and the Compact Stellarator PoP Program

As a high-end CE-level compact stellarator, QPS both complements and supports NCSX, the main
element in the proposed U.S. compact stellarator program.  Compact stellarators are hybrid devices
that rely on both 3-D shaping of the plasma (as in conventional stellarators) and the plasma-
generated bootstrap current (as in tokamaks) to generate the required rotational transform.  The
flexibility inherent in having both 3-D shaping and plasma current allows exploration of a wider
range of toroidal magnetic configurations than possible in tokamaks and conventional stellarators.

QPS complements NCSX by exploring the quasi-poloidally-symmetric approach to compact
stellarator optimization, which could lead to a high-β (〈β〉  = 10-15%) attractive compact stellarator
reactor, while NCSX will explore the quasi-axisymmetric (QA) approach aimed at an attractive
compact stellarator reactor in the 〈β〉  = 4-6% range.  For the reactor configuration, the quasi-
poloidal nature becomes stronger as β increases and the thermal and alpha-particle confinement
improve with β.  Programmatically, the QA NCSX connects to the axisymmetric advanced tokamak
(AT) approach while QPS connects to the currentless high-aspect-ratio (R/a = 10.6)       W 7-X
approach, but at a factor of 4 lower aspect ratio.

At the experimental level, the distinguishing characteristics of QPS and NCSX allow each to
complement the other in extending our understanding of toroidal configurations.  Table 1.2 lists
some of these features.  NCSX achieves reduction of neoclassical transport by quasi-axisymmetry,
so NCSX should have similar transport behavior as a tokamak.  On the other hand, QPS achieves
reduction of neoclassical transport by quasi-poloidal symmetry which produces approximate
alignment of the B and grad |B| directions.  Since the radial motion of particles normal to the
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magnetic surfaces is given by the radial component of the B x grad |B| drift, this approximate
alignment reduces these drifts.  This has the potential to significantly reduce both neoclassical
energy and particle losses as well as the parallel bootstrap current arising from density and
temperature gradients.  In the limit of exact poloidal symmetry, the canonical angular momentum
pθ_ = mvθ_ + eAθ_ is conserved.  Particle orbit excursions would then be limited to the gyroradius in
the toroidal field, which is usually much smaller than the poloidal gyroradius (banana width)
characteristic of orbit widths in axisymmetric or quasi-axisymmetric devices.

Table 1.2.  Features of QPS and NCSX

Feature NCSX QOS

Scope of Experiment PoP-level CE-level

R, 〈a〉,  B,  Pheating 1.4 m,  0.33 m,  2 T,  6-12 MW 0.9 m, 0.35 m,  1 T,  1-3 MW

Magnetic Symmetry Quasi-Axial Quasi-Poloidal

R/〈a〉 4.3 2.6

Key physics issue
High-β stability and

disruption immunity

Low-R/〈a〉: toroidal mode

coupling effects on equilib-

rium, stability & transport

Enhanced Confinement

Route

Tokamak-like drift orbits,

flow-shear stabilization

Small B x ∇ B radial drift,

reduced poloidal viscosity

In addition, QPS supports NCSX in exploring the low-aspect-ratio end of compact stellarator
optimization.  With an R/a = 2.6, QPS has a significantly lower aspect ratio than NCSX.  The
toroidal and helical coupling effects are much stronger at the lower aspect ratio.  Initial reactor
scoping studies for the quasi-axisymmetric approach [4] examined both a three-field-period R/a =
4.4 configuration based on li383, the NCSX configuration, and a two-field-period R/a = 2.7
configuration, 2101, with good physics properties but for which an attractive modular coil set had
not been developed at the time that the NCSX configuration was chosen.  While the two-field-
period R/a = 2.7 configuration led to a smaller reactor, the programmatic risk associated with this
configuration was deemed too high for a PoP-level experiment.  The CE-level QPS is the correct
level to address the issues associated with the lower value of aspect ratio in a compact stellarator
experiment.  The understanding gained should allow us to have more confidence in a lower aspect
ratio extension of the QA concept, should that be deemed a desirable route for future exploration.
The combination of the PoP-level NCSX and the CE-level QPS would establish the knowledge
base needed for decisions on the next (post-PoP) stage in the compact stellarator program.

1.5.  Summary

There is a large world stellarator program focused on the high-aspect-ratio currentless approach to
stellarator optimization and a concept-exploration level stellarator program in the U.S. exploring
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unique aspects of stellarators research: quasi-helical symmetry at high aspect ratio in HSX and the
effect of ohmic current in a stellarator in CTH.  The critical missing component is optimization of
stellarators at low plasma aspect ratio that could lead to a more attractive reactor than either the
advanced tokamak or conventional currentless stellarator.  The proposed NCSX will explore the
tokamak-stellarator-hybrid quasi-axisymmetric approach at R/a = 4.3 that could lead to a reactor
with 〈β〉  = 4-6%.  The unique contributions that a concept-exploration-level QPS would make are
(1) establishing the basis for a high-β (〈β〉  > 10%) low-aspect-ratio (R/a = 2.7) compact stellarator
reactor and (2) exploration of very low aspect ratio (R/a = 2.6) and quasi-poloidal symmetry in
optimization of compact stellarators.  This information is needed in the 10-year time frame both to
meet the objectives laid out by FESAC for the compact stellarator and as input for decisions on the
next step in the world stellarator program after LHD and W 7-X.

QPS is needed because there is no existing experimental database that would allow one to
reasonably extrapolate to this high-β configuration.  A CE-level experiment is also the optimum
vehicle for studying the physics of quasi-poloidal symmetry and very low aspect ratio in a
stellarator with bootstrap current.  QPS could make unique contributions relating to some of the
key fusion science areas outlined by the IPPA: the physics of neoclassical confinement
improvement at very low aspect ratios, flux surface robustness at 〈β〉  up to 2-3% in the presence of
strong toroidal/helical coupling, the dependence of bootstrap current on configuration properties at
low aspect ratio, and the electric potential and its influence on enhanced confinement regimes.
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2.  Quasi-Poloidally-Symmetric Configurations

This chapter describes the characteristics of quasi-poloidally-symmetric magnetic
configurations and relevant physics issues.

An important property of the QPS reference configuration is the approximate poloidal
symmetry of the |B| spectrum in the plasma interior (away from the edge of the plasma).
This feature identifies QPS as having unique properties not shared by other quasi-
symmetric configurations such as NCSX (a quasi-axisymmetric device) and HSX (a quasi-
helically symmetric stellarator). One such property is the presence of a finite number of
trapped particles all the way to the magnetic axis. This implies that the bootstrap current can
be non-zero on axis (provided dp/dψ ≠ 0), thus obviating the need for a seed current to
generate finite rotational transform on axis. Another is the small poloidal viscosity
compared to the toroidal viscosity, which should result in distinctly different flow control
strategy – and hence control of the radial electric field – in QPS compared to quasi-
axisymmetric (or helical) configurations.  Also, the internally generated transform due to the
bootstrap current is small compared to the external transform in QPS, and makes the
equilibrium configuration somewhat invariant as β is varied.

2.1. Consequences of Poloidal Symmetry

The transport properties of QPS are direct consequences of the approximate poloidal
symmetry of the |B| spectrum. The dominant spectral coefficients of |B| in Boozer
coordinates for the reference QPS configuration are shown in Figure 2.1. In this coordinate
system the magnitude of the magnetic field can be expressed in a Fourier spectrum as

|B| = Σ Bmn(ψ) cos (mθ – nφ)

where θ and φ are poloidal and toroidal angle variables and ψ is the toroidal flux. It can be
seen that for interior magnetic surfaces away from the plasma boundary ρ ≡ ψ1/2 = 1, the
spectrum is dominated by the m = 0, n = 1 (in field period units) “linked-mirror”
component, i.e., |B| exhibits approximate poloidal symmetry, ∂|Β|/∂θ ≈  0. Near the edge,
there is a 1/R component (m = 1, n = 0), of comparable magnitude to the m = 0, n = 1
component, which violates the quasi-poloidal symmetry. In addition there is a smaller helical
component near the edge which decays away inside the plasma This structure is similar to
the large-Ap W 7-X spectra associated with omnigenity-optimized transport. However, the
cancellation of the bootstrap current in W 7-X which occurs over the entire plasma cross-
section is not present in the QPS design, as discussed below. The effective magnetic aspect
ratio based on the m = 1, n = 0 component of |B| (the 1/R field) is Ap,magnetic ~ 5, which is
2Ap (here, Ap is the geometric aspect ratio R/a). This indicates a reduction in the grad |B|
drift associated with this component of |B|. There is a substantial magnetic ripple associated
with the mirror field component, corresponding to a mirror ratio (Bmax/Bmin) ~2 for the QPS
configurations considered here.
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Figure 2.1.  |B| spectrum for the reference QPS configuration.

In the limit of exact poloidal symmetry, the canonical angular momentum pθ_ = mvθ_ + eAθ_

is conserved. Particle orbit excursions would be limited to the gyroradius in the toroidal
field, which is usually much smaller than the poloidal gyroradius (banana width)
characteristic of orbit widths in quasi-axisymmetric devices (e.g., NCSX or tokamaks). This
reduction in orbit size implies a concomitant reduction in the bootstrap current compared to
tokamaks. Thus QPS tends to operate either with a significantly smaller bootstrap current
than in axisymmetric devices (for the same ι , or 1/q, the potential reduction is ~ι /N) and/or
at lower ι  (higher q). Note that the implied smaller poloidal flux in QPS does not
necessarily lead to increased neoclassical losses because the limiting orbit size is the
toroidal gyroradius, which remains quite small.

Poloidally symmetric plasmas are, in Boozer coordinates at least, similar to “linked-
mirrors” without end losses (which are eliminated due to the toroidal geometry).  However,
because of the finite rotational transform in QPS, the magnetic field lines are generally
ergodically distributed over the magnetic surface (except at rational surfaces), making the
transport and stability properties of QPS plasmas more closely related to those of other
quasi-symmetric stellarators rather than to mirror-like (EBT) devices.

The effect of quasi-poloidal symmetry on neoclassical transport can be understood from
Figure 2.2, which shows the |B| contours (solid curves) and magnetic field lines (red
straight dashed lines) for QPS at the magnetic flux surface S = 0.7. Here S ~ (r/a)2 where r
is the average radius of a flux surface. Since the radial motion of particles is given by the   B
x grad |B| drift, the approximate alignment of B and grad |B| directions implies a
suppression of these drift effects away from the magnetic surfaces.  This has the potential
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to significantly reduce both the neoclassical energy and particle losses as well as the self-
consistent bootstrap current.

Figure 2.2.  Contours of |B| on the r/a = 0.75 surface for the reference configuration.

QPS exhibits departures from quasi-symmetry which typically decrease rapidly away from
the edge of the plasma (see Figure 2.1). Such a departure from exact quasi-poloidal
symmetry in QPS is desirable to drive a small, but finite, self-consistent bootstrap current.
Typically, the bootstrap current varies from ~30% (at the center) to ~ 50% (at the edge) of
the value that would occur in a tokamak with similar ι  profile, as shown in Figure 2.3. The
presence of internal bootstrap current at finite β values relieves some of the burden on the
coils for producing rotational transform. This reduces the helical excursion of the coils,
producing a more compact configuration, and thereby facilitates the engineering of coils at
low aspect ratios. In addition, small bootstrap currents can increase ballooning stability
limits by reducing unfavorable helical curvature (although opposite, destabilizing effects
have also been observed in other configurations), without introducing vertical or kink modes
in the plasma. The calculations for the QPS reference configuration have been performed to
make the bootstrap current profile and magnitude approximately self-consistent with the ι
and pressure profiles. A low collision-frequency analytic expression for the bootstrap
current is used as an approximation for jbs in QPS. Finite ν* corrections, as well as the
effect of the radial electric field at low collisionalities, have been calculated using both
Monte Carlo and DKES codes and are shown in Figure 2.4.  Both effects tend to reduce the
magnitude of the bootstrap Onsager coefficient L13 for anticipated operating regimes of the
experiment. However, since the fraction of rotational transform arising in QPS from the
bootstrap current at or near the highest stable 〈β〉  < 2% is typically small (ι bs/ι total ~ 20%,
see Figure 2.5), the variation with β and  ν* of this internal current should have a minimal
impact on the experiment. The dependence of the bootstrap current at low aspect ratio on



2 - 4

both the temperature and electric potential remains an interesting experimental feature to be
measured.
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Figure 2.3.  Ratio of the bootstrap current on the reference design to the bootstrap current
        in an equivalent tokamak.
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Figure 2.5.  Effect of the bootstrap current on the rotational transform profile for the
        reference configuration at 〈β〉  = 2%.

Note from Figure 2.5 that the bootstrap current flows along the magnetic field so that the
rotational transform it produces adds to the existing external transform arising from coils.
This feature, together with the positive shear throughout the plasma (ι  increasing radially
everywhere in the plasma), makes the QPS configuration stable to neoclassical tearing
modes, i.e. jbs*ι´/ι  > 0. This is another desirable effect of the small self-consistent bootstrap
current in QPS, which is anticipated to reduce the size of magnetic islands as β increases.

The degree of quasi-poloidal symmetry for the reference QPS GB4 configuration, and for
improvements to it from the GB5 series, decreases on a flux surface in going from the
plasma interior to the edge, as indicated in Figure 2.6 which shows the ratio of magnetic
energy in non-quasi-poloidal modes to that in quasi-poloidal  modes vs. (ψ/ψedge )

1/2 ≈ r/a.
Near the plasma edge these configurations have a more quasi-omnigenous character.

Departures from poloidal symmetry can increase neoclassical transport in QPS in much the
same way that ripple losses deteriorate confinement in tokamaks in the low collision
frequency regime.  This potentially deleterious effect for QPS has been estimated using
Monte Carlo techniques for both thermal and energetic (RF-heated) particles. In practice,
this evaluation is performed after the optimization process is completed, due to the time-
consuming nature of Monte Carlo calculations as well as the statistical noise associated with
finite particle populations which makes it difficult to evaluate numerically stable targets for
the transport optimization, as discussed in detail in Chapter 3. Near the edge of QPS, where
departures from poloidal symmetry are largest, omnigeneity can reduce the 1/ν
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transport by producing partial alignment of drift surfaces with magnetic flux surfaces. This
effect has been used to reduce the edge transport in QPS.

Figure 2.6.  Degree of quasi-poloidal symmetry versus minor radius for several
candidate QPS configurations.  

The control of the radial profile of the electric field is important for suppressing turbulence
and hence accessing enhanced confinement regimes in stellarators and tokamaks. In quasi-
axisymmetric devices, the plasma flow is viscously damped in the poloidal direction due to
magnetic pumping in the 1/R field and the radial field can be experimentally affected by the
magnitude of the toroidal flow. The quasi-poloidal symmetry in the interior of QPS causes
a damping process in the orthogonal (toroidal) direction, since the dominant magnetic
pumping occurs due to the toroidal ripple wells. This leads to much smaller toroidal flows
than in a quasi-axisymmetric system. Thus, the poloidal flow will be the control knob
available for adjusting the level of turbulence in QPS configurations.
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2.2.  Quasi Poloidal Configurations at High Beta

Whereas the reference QPS configuration has relatively modest β limits (set by high-n
ballooning modes), it is related to a class of QPS-optimized stellarators which possess a
much higher β limit (〈β〉  > 10%) and a moderate bootstrap current.  Figure 2.7 shows the
outer flux surfaces of an N = 2, R/a = 2.6, 〈β〉  = 10%, quasi-poloidally-symmetric (QPS)
configuration with contours of |B| indicated in color.  Figure 2.8 shows a higher-β (〈β〉  =
15%), N = 3, R/a = 3.7 QPS configuration.  

This class of QPS configurations exhibits properties of a tokamak-stellarator hybrid with a
|B|-spectrum possessing quasi-poloidal symmetry similar to QPS, as shown in Figure 2.9.  

    

Figure 2.7.  |B| values and shape of the LCFS for a QPS configuration at 〈β〉  = 10%.

Figure 2.8.  |B| values and shape of the LCFS for a QPS configuration at 〈β〉  = 15%.
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Figure 2.9.  |B| values vs. toroidal angle (Theta) and poloidal angle (Phi) at r/a = 0.75 for
          the N = 3 QPS configuration at 〈β〉  = 0 (left) and 〈β〉  = 23% (right).

Unlike the other plots of |B|(θ, φ) on a constant r/a surface in this document, the θ
coordinate is plotted for two poloidal turns (4π) rather than once around the torus
poloidally.  The degree of quasi-poloidal symmetry increases with β, as shown in Figure
2.10 for the N = 3, R/a = 3.7 QPS configuration.  The m ≠ 0 terms decrease with increasing
β and the B00 term, the average value of |B| on a flux surface, decreases in the center as β
increases.

These configurations have a high shear, tokamak-like transform profile (i.e., ι  decreases
radially) and have transport properties for both thermal and energetic particles which
improve with β. The non-axisymmetric components of the |B| spectrum result in a reduced
bootstrap current compared to a tokamak with the same ι  and p profiles. These
configurations achieve bootstrap alignment (i.e., the bootstrap current supplies all the
required equilibrium current) at substantially reduced values of field-aligned (parallel)
current, 1/5-1/3 that of a similar tokamak.  This finite, but lower, current results in MHD
stability at higher values of β: 〈β〉  > 20% for Mercier and ballooning stability and 〈β〉  ~
11% for vertical and kink stability.

In contrast with the concept-exploration QPS configurations, these hybrid QPS
configurations have only a small external rotational transform arising from coils (typically,
ι coils ~ 0.05-0.10, where ι coils is the rotational transform due to external coils).  Thus the
rotational transform profile is related to the internal plasma current profile much like in a
tokamak. For the configuration shown in Figure 2.8, ι  varies monotonically between 0.4 on
axis to 0.1 at the edge, with approximately half of the small edge transform arising from
currents in external coils. Note that this profile completely avoids the ι = 1/2 resonance
(internal disruptions are suppressed) and other low-order resonances.
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〈β〉 = 23%

〈β〉 = 10%

〈β〉 = 0%

Figure 2.10.  |B| spectrum for the N = 3 QPS configuration in Figure 2.8 as 〈β〉  increases.
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Figure 2.11.  Bootstrap current and equilibrium current (VMEC) for QPS configuration in
          Figure 2.8.

The main effect of the external coils in these configurations is to substantially reduce (but
not completely suppress) the self-consistent bootstrap current arising at finite β.
Configurations were optimized for alignment of the equilibrium and bootstrap currents.
Figure 2.11 shows the profiles of the field-aligned (parallel) current, the predicted bootstrap
current, and the predicted bootstrap current in an equivalent tokamak (a torus with the same
axisymmetric boundary shape and rotational transform) as a function of the flux variable S
for the configuration shown in Figure 2.8.  The reduction in bootstrap current in QPS (~1/5
- 1/3 that of the equivalent tokamak) is due to the approximate quasi-poloidal symmetry of
the |B| spectrum (similar to toroidally-linked mirrors). To achieve such a low equilibrium
current in a tokamak would require an oppositely driven current to cancel the bootstrap
current. Self-consistent bootstrap current profiles have been obtained in the range 2% < 〈β〉
< 23% which require little seed current (except in a very small volume near the magnetic
axis: to achieve the optimized rotational transform profile. Also, the L13 Onsager coefficient
(relating the bootstrap current to the pressure gradient) also decreases with β in such a way
that L13 ~ jbs is nearly independent of β for 〈β〉  > 7%. This leads to a nearly β-independent
bootstrap current in this range and gives a degree of configurational invariance similar to
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that achieved in W 7-X with zero bootstrap current. Figure 2.12 shows the bootstrap
transport coefficient as a function of collisionality for several values of 〈β〉 .
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Figure 2.12.  Approximate constancy of the bootstrap current with β.

The presence of somewhat larger bootstrap currents (due primarily to the larger stable β)
distinguishes these configurations from the very low bootstrap current QPS devices
previously discussed and results in reductions of both the helical curvature and the
connection length in QPS.  This gives rise to the higher ballooning stability β limits
observed.  The ballooning stability β-limit for these configurations was found to exceed 〈β〉
> 23%.  By optimizing the plasma shape (outer flux surface), rotational transform profile,
and pressure profile for a target β, ballooning stable configurations with good bootstrap
alignment in the range 2% < 〈β〉  < 23% were obtained.  For the three-field period, high-β
QPS configurations, decreasing β while holding the shape and rotational transform profile
fixed resulted in ballooning unstable configurations (unless β was lowered substantially).
This is an indication that these plasmas are in the second-stable ballooning regime, as
shown in Figure 2.13.  In addition to the good ballooning stability, these configurations
have good Mercier stability properties with a magnetic well over the entire cross section
producing the dominant stabilization effect.  The configuration in Figure 2.8 is Mercier
stable except at the ι = 1/5 resonance, which occurs deep inside the plasma.  The stabilizing
magnetic well increases with increasing β, as indicated by the shift in the magnetic axis in
the flux surfaces at 〈β〉  = 23% in Figure 2.14.  
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Figure 2.13.  Transition to second ballooning stability in QPS occurs first near the plasma
          edge.
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The presence of finite plasma current in QPS configurations makes them susceptible to
vertical and kink modes.  In spite of the finite plasma current and high β, the configuration
shown in Figure 2.8 is stable to vertical modes and only weakly unstable to an external kink
mode for 〈β〉  = 15%.  Keeping the same shape but scaling 〈β〉  down to ~11% (but without
modifying the rotational transform) leads to stabilization of the kink mode.  At this β, the
Troyon factor (βN = β(%)[a(m)B(T)/I(MA)]) is βN = 19.   This is a significantly larger
value of β (for kink-stability) than in the equivalent tokamak with no wall stabilization.  In
combination with the lower current compared with a tokamak, this feature gives rise to the
large Troyon factor.  Stabilization of these low-n macroscopic modes should also be
possible through either current profile tailoring (adjusting the bootstrap current near the
plasma edge) or dynamic feedback provided by suitable external coils as is done for shaped
tokamaks (although this is less desirable than passive stabilization afforded by the
combination of small external rotational transform and reduced internal current).

The quasi-poloidal symmetry of these high-β configurations also results in acceptable
neoclassical confinement times for both thermal and energetic particles.  Ion and electron
neoclassical confinement times were estimated using a Monte Carlo calculation.  For <|B|>
= 1 T and in the low collision frequency regime, we find τEneo/τISS95 = 3-5 for expected
values of the radial electric field and with a confinement enhancement factor H-ISS95 = 1.
The electron neoclassical transport rate is a factor of 3-5 smaller and is hence negligible.
Under these conditions, anomalous processes should dominate the thermal transport.  The
transport of the high-β configurations has also been tested and enhanced using a drift
kinetic equation solver in the optimization code.  Factors of 2 improvement in τEneo were
obtained by minimizing the local transport coefficients at several surfaces without
sacrificing ballooning and kink stability.  Furthermore, as β increases, the drift and flux
surfaces achieve better alignment (attaining a nearly “omnigeneous” state).  This not only
improves thermal transport, but alpha particle confinement is also calculated to improve with
increasing β.  For the highest β's we have attained in these configurations (in the range of
15-20%), alpha-particle energy losses are around 10% for a reactor-scale device (B = 5 T, R
= 10 m).

The small external transform and low number of field periods in QPS result in relatively
simpler modular coils compared with conventional, lower current, compact QPS stellarators.
Preliminary modular coils for an N = 3, R/a = 3.7 compact stellarator have been obtained
with adequate distances between the plasma and the coils, as well as between adjacent coils
needed for plasma heating and diagnostic access. Values of the ratio of coil separation to
minor radius are found which imply favorable scaling to compact-reactor sizes.
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〈β〉 = 0

〈β〉  = 23%

Figure 2.14.  Magnetic well increases with increasing 〈β〉  for the N = 3 QPS configuration.

〈β〉  = 0

〈β〉  = 23%

Figure 2.15.  |B| contours close with increasing 〈β〉  for the N = 3 QPS configuration.
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3.  QPS PHYSICS DESIGN

This chapter describes the physics optimization of the QPS plasma and coil configurations: the
optimization approach used to obtain the plasma configuration, the physics design requirements,
and the general properties of the QPS reference configuration.

3.1.  Integrated Optimization Approach

The QPS reference configuration was determined through a systematic optimization procedure1-4

that balances physics requirements (confinement quality, plasma stability to pressure and
current-driven modes, bootstrap current consistency), design goals (low aspect ratio, minimum
plasma width for good neutral shielding, rotational transform (ι ) profile which avoids low order
resonances, sizeable ι   from coils) and engineering constraints (adequate coil-plasma and coil-
coil separation, sufficient space in center for an Ohmic heating transformer and toroidal coils).

The low-Ap QPS configuration evolved from a quasi-helical configuration at much higher Ap.
During the optimization, as Ap was lowered (from ~5 to ~2.5), it was found that the plasma
naturally evolved toward a quasi-poloidally-symmetric state.  This was a consequence of
requiring the self-consistent bootstrap current to remain small (compared with that in an
equivalent tokamak having the same ι  profile), together with enforcing an omnigeneity constraint
to guarantee adequately low neoclassical transport levels (compared with the anomalous ISS-95
scaling values).  The reduction in bootstrap current required during the optimization (needed to
give good low-n MHD stability properties and greater configurational invariance with β)
produced a configuration which naturally avoided the quasi-axisymmetric state being explored
by NCSX.  To access the lower end of this range of aspect ratios, it was necessary to lower the
number of field periods, N.  Keeping Ap/N, ι /N fixed was found to be a useful guide for
preserving certain physics features during the configuration optimization.  In this way, the lowest
Ap achieved (Ap ~ 2.5) was obtained for N = 2.  The physics consequence of low N is to lower ι  
in systems with shear in order to avoid low order resonances m ~ N/ι  This generally increases
transport in configurations which rely on significant poloidal flux for orbit confinement. The
engineering consequence is to allow the stellarator coils to be “far away” from the plasma
surface (on the order of ~a/3) while still generating with modest coil currents the complex helical
field needed to produce the external transform and shear of the magnetic field.  This coil-plasma
separation is the key parameter – which should be maximized – for determining the minimum
size of a stellarator reactor based on a compact plasma configuration.

Figure 3.1 illustrates the optimization procedure used to determine a low-aspect-ratio plasma
configuration with the desired properties.  It starts with an initial assumed configuration (usually
at large aspect ratio) and proceeds through the following steps: (1) the 3-D plasma equilibrium is
calculated using the VMEC equilibrium code [1]; (2) the computed physics properties are
compared with the desired target properties and the difference χ2 is calculated; (3) the plasma
boundary shape and plasma profiles are adjusted; (4) steps (1)-(3) are repeated until no further
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Figure 3.1.  The optimization procedure used to find the QPS plasma and coil configuration.

changes in χ2 occur.  A Levenberg-Marquardt scheme is used to minimize χ2.  Typically ~100s
iterations through this loop are required and may take several hours of CPU time, depending on
the number and type of physics criteria that are computed to evaluate χ2.  The χ2 measure in the
optimization loop is the difference between the desired weighted figures of merit for a particular
QPS configuration and that obtained at any stage during the optimization process.  Typically, 30-
40 Fourier harmonics Rmn and Zmn, which describe the shape (R,φ,Z) of the last closed flux
surface (LCFS), and the expansion coefficients for the pressure and current density profiles (in a
Legendre series in the normalized toroidal flux S) are varied in the optimization until the value of
χ2 converges to its minimum value.  The optimization process at low aspect ratio proceeds in two
steps.  Physics optimization criteria, targeting transport and stability properties of the plasma, are
initially chosen to find a suitable region of the multi-dimensional phase space (of boundary
harmonics) for further exploration.  Once such a region is identified, coil and engineering
optimization criteria are added as targets to guide the optimization process toward regions of
phase space where a realizable set of coils for QPS might exist at these low aspect ratios.  The
optimized configuration depends on the particular choice of physics and engineering targets and
the relative weighting among these.  After such an optimized plasma configuration is found, a set
of coils is then determined that accurately recreates the desired LCFS, as discussed in Section
3.4. Targeting engineering criteria already at the physics optimization level helps to guarantee
that a set of coils with reasonable current densities and geometric parameters can be generated.
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3.2.  Physics Design Requirements

The optimization process successfully integrates a complex, interacting set of physics and
engineering criteria.  Because of the nonlinear dependence of these “target” criteria on the
independent boundary variables, it is often necessary for human judgment to intervene during the
optimization in order to guide the process towards an interesting physical state. This intervention
typically takes the form of changing the relative weights on the various (often competing)
physics criteria in order to eliminate local minima in the χ2 topography.

A list of physics and engineering targets that can be targeted for optimization and their
quantitative measures are given in Table 3.1.  The first three targets are  related to transport
improvement.  The alignment of constant Bmin and J (longitudinal adiabatic invariant) contours
with flux surfaces is used to minimize the direct loss of trapped particles.  The alignment of

Table 3.1.  Physics and engineering targets used in the optimization procedure

Targets
(Physics/Engineering)

Example

Bounce-average omnigeneity (drift surfaces
and flux surfaces aligned)

Bmin = Bmin(ψ)
Bmax = Bmax(ψ)

J = J(ψ)

Target nearby quasi-symmetries Minimize Bmn if m ≠ 0 (QP), or if m/n ≠ 1
(QH)

Local diffusive transport D, χ from DKES

Current profile self-consistent IBS, I(ψ) goes to 0 at edge

Limit maximum plasma current e.g., Imax < 80 kA

Iota profile i(ψ) = 0.25 (ρ = 0) 0.4 (ρ = a)

Magnetic Well, Mercier V” < 0, DM > 0 over cross section

Ballooning stability <β> ~ 2-4%

Aspect ratio R0/a ≈ 2.5 to 3.5

NESCOIL targets/feasible coil design Complexity, Berr, Max. current density

Adequate shielding of neutrals Minimum "waist" thickness

Fit within vacuum bell jar Rmax < 1.5 m

Limit outer surface curvature avoid strong elongation/cusps
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constant Bmax contours with flux surfaces improves confinement of transitional (i.e., near
trapped-passing boundaries) particles. Targeting nearby quasi-symmetries improves confinement
of all particles, but can generally only be achieved in an approximate sense.  Targeting of
transport coefficients in the Drift Kinetic Equation solver, or DKES code [2] is done for a few
surfaces (3 - 5) in the “collisional” transport regime (ν* > 1) where calculations can be performed
rapidly.  However, this target often lowers transport rates in more collisionless regimes as well
and shows good correlation with (post-process) Monte Carlo analysis.

The next three targets deal with current and iota profiles.  We try to maintain good alignment
between the plasma current profile used in the equilibrium calculation and that predicted by
collisionless bootstrap theory.  Our design goal for the concept exploration experiment has also
been to supply a large fraction of the rotational transform from coils for good equilibrium
robustness.  For this reason, during the optimization upper limits are placed on the amount of
plasma current.  The current is usually required to go to zero at the plasma edge along with the
pressure profile.  We have found that finite edge currents arising from edge pressure gradients
(associated with a pressure pedestal, for example) can significantly increase the ballooning
stability limits in QPS without destabilizing external kinks. However, the stability limits reported
here were conservatively calculated for pressure profiles without such edge gradients, since the
properties of QPS plasmas have not been heretofore experimentally examined.  Iota profiles are
targeted to avoid the major low order rational resonances when possible and to have significant
shear otherwise.  For our CE designs we have targeted stellarator-like iota profiles. These also
provide passive stabilization of neoclassical tearing instabilities for the direction of bootstrap
current which characterizes the CE devices.

The next two targets relate to stability.  We attempt to maintain a magnetic well and stability to
Mercier modes, except near rational surfaces where the Mercier criterion may become unstable
over very isolated radial regions.  Ballooning stability is targeted using the COBRA code [3]
which can very rapidly evaluate ballooning eigenvalues.  In addition to varying the outer surface
shape , this target can also vary the plasma pressure profile to improve ballooning stability.

The final five targets control geometric properties of the configuration (aspect ratio, minimum
“waist”, or thickness, of the plasma, overall size and maximum outer surface curvature) and ease
of coil design.  We have found it necessary to target minimum plasma thickness and surface
curvature due to the fact that some of our optimizations (especially when heavy weight is placed
on transport and ballooning targets) led to very narrow width flux surfaces and flux surfaces with
sharp tips.  The coil targets are obtained by running the NESCOIL code [4] to obtain surface
current solutions for coils at a fixed displacement from the outer flux surface of the plasma.
Targets based on this current sheet include the coil complexity (analytic measure of the
smoothness of the coils) and current density  We have found that optimizing these parameters of
the sheet current solution leads to subsequent improved filamentary coil designs obtained from
the COILOPT calculation.
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3.2.1.  Transport optimization.

Typical transport targets include the degree of quasi-poloidal symmetry and the L11 Onsager
transport coefficient computed using the DKES code.  At collisionalities slightly higher than
required for the onset to the 1/ν regime, L11 can be obtained rapidly, and it is therefore feasible
to include the DKES calculation within an optimization loop. A good correlation between the
DKES results for L11 and Monte Carlo calculations is typically obtained for the QPS
configurations we have studied.  This allows the DKES calculations to be used as a suitable
guide for improving thermal confinement, in spite of the neglect of non-local radial drift effects
in the DKES code.

Part of the transport optimization process is the determination of a bootstrap current that is
approximately consistent (at or near reactor collisionalities) with the internal equilibrium
stellarator current. Departures from this consistency will require driven currents. The bootstrap
current is calculated in terms of the transform (ι)  and pressure profiles, and it depends sensitively
on the |B| spectrum.  This “bootstrap” consistency turns out to be a fairly limiting constraint on
the stability properties of the plasma at finite β. However, not requiring the bootstrap current to
vanish (as in W7-X), but merely to be small compared to the equivalent tokamak value, allows
for some additional flexibility during the optimization process.  In addition, the sign of the
bootstrap current should be consistent with the shear of the transform to promote reduction of
magnetic islands widths (island healing) and stabilization of neoclassical tearing modes.

3.2.2.  Stability optimization.

To avoid low-order resonances, ι /N ≤ 0.2 was required in the optimization for the highest β ~ 2%
considered for the CE.  Two configurations (GB4_NES12B, D) with different ι  profiles (Figure
3.2) satisfying this criterion were considered during the optimization procedure.  These
configurations differ primarily in the amount of shear present in the transform profile, although
both satisfy the neoclassical tearing mode stability criterion.  The configurations corresponding
to these profiles were Mercier stable over the entire plasma volume (with the exception of a few
isolated resonances, and very near the magnetic axis for the “high” shear case), as shown in
Figure 3.3 (here positive values are stable).  The QPS configurations have a substantial magnetic
well (favorable average curvature due to both helical curvature and a small Shafranov shift) over
the entire plasma cross section and are stabilized primarily by the well rather than the shear
(bending) terms in the Mercier criterion (Figure 3.4).  This applies even to the “high” shear
(reference) configuration, except near the edge, where the destabilizing geodesic curvature is
small anyway.  The terms arising from the parallel bootstrap current are stabilizing but small.
The strong well stabilization implies that high-n resistive modes should also be stable in these
configurations.
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Figure 3.2.  Comparison of ι  profiles for (B) “high” shear and (D) “low” shear QPS
       configurations.
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The COBRA ballooning code [3] allowed us to rapidly evaluate high-n stability (ballooning)
during the optimization procedure.  It uses a combination of variational methods with quartic
mesh extrapolation (Richardson’s method) to achieve, for a predefined accuracy, computational
speeds 10-100 faster than previously available for three-dimensional systems. The ballooning
growth rates vs. the radius for the (B) “high” shear and (D) “low” shear cases are shown in
Figure 3.5.  The pressure profiles for the cases shown in Figure 3.5 have been optimized for
ballooning stability.

Figure 3. 5.  Ballooning growth rates from COBRA for the (B) “high” shear and (D) “low” shear
       QPS configurations.
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Finally, the computed self-consistent bootstrap currents in QPS for 〈β〉  < 5% are sufficiently
small so that low-n modes (kink, vertical displacement mode) are completely stable.

3.3.  General Properties of the QPS Reference Configuration

The QPS reference configuration (GB4) is a two-field-period stellarator with R/a = 2.6, R = 0.9
m, <a> = 0.35 m, <B> = 1T, and plasma volume = 2.1 m3.  Figure 3.6 shows top and side views
of the last closed flux surface (LCFS) at 〈β〉 = 2% where the color shading indicates the 2.66:1
variation of |B| on that surface.  Here magenta indicates the lowest |B| value and red the highest.
The most evident features are the two-field-period symmetry, the general poloidal banding of the
|B| contours, the helical magnetic axis, and the sharp ridge with a twist opposite to that of the
magnetic axis.  Departures from the poloidal closure of the |B| contours indicate the departure
from quasi-poloidal symmetry (which is significant at the plasma edge).  A better view of the
high-field inside end regions can be seen in the oblique view of the LCFS in Figure 3.7.  The
magnetic field variation through the plasma is illustrated in the horizontal equatorial cross
section shown in Figure 3.8.

Figure 3. 6.  Top and side views of the outer magnetic flux surface for the reference QPS
       configuration with |B| contours indicated by the color shading.
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Figure 3.7.  An oblique view of the LCFS for the reference QPS configuration.

Figure 3. 8.  Magnetic field variation in QPS reference configuration on an equatorial plane cut.

The cross section of the plasma varies from bean-shaped to comma-shaped to triangular from the
beginning of a field period to halfway through it, as shown in Figure 3.9.  These cross sections
show the helical excursion of the magnetic axis and the ridge of the LCFS as it moves toroidally
from the tips of the "bean" (normalized toroidal angle v = 0) to the end of the "comma" (v = 1/4)
to the tip of the "triangle" (v = 1/2) cross sections.  The outward shift of the magnetic axis is
evidence of the magnetic well.
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Figure 3.9.  Nested magnetic flux surfaces for the QPS reference configuration at three toroidal
       angles: v = 0, 1/4, and 1/2.

The approximate quasi-poloidal-symmetry of the QPS configuration can be seen by displaying
contours of constant |B| values on a flux surface.  The appropriate coordinates for this are
"Boozer" flux coordinates [5].  In this coordinate system the magnetic flux surfaces are
concentric toroids and the magnetic field lines are straight lines in a θ–φ plane. The magnitude of
the magnetic field can be expressed in a Fourier series in terms of these coordinates as:

|B| = Σ Bmn(ψ) cos (mθ – nφ)

where θ and φ are poloidal and toroidal angle variables in "Boozer" coordinates and ψ is the
toroidal flux.  The magnitude of |B| varies more weakly in the poloidal direction than in the
toroidal or radial directions, as shown in Figure 3.10.  The degree of quasi-poloidal symmetry
decreases on a flux surface in the QPS reference configuration in going from the plasma interior
to the edge, as shown in Figure 3.11.  Figure 3.12 shows the radial variation with ρ = ψ1/2 ~ r/a of
the largest terms in the Fourier expansion of |B|.  The m = 0, n = 0 term is just the average
magnetic field on a flux surface.  This component increases weakly with ρ; this behavior
becomes more pronounced for the high-〈β〉  QPS configurations and aids in providing energetic
particle confinement.  The next largest term is the bumpy (“linked-mirror”) m  = 0, n  = 1
component, which dominates especially near the magnetic axis ρ = 0.  The relative size of the
components of |B| which break quasi-poloidal symmetry is given by the Bmn terms with m ≠ 0.
The primary deviations from quasi-poloidal symmetry arise from the 1/R (m  = 1, n = 0) and
helical (m = 1, n = 1) components near the plasma edge.  The QPS magnetic configuration is
similar to W 7-X in this respect, but at a factor of 4 smaller aspect ratio.

The QPS reference configuration was optimized at 〈β〉  ~ 2% including the self-consistent
collisionless bootstrap current. However, we have constrained the optimization to provide most
of the rotational transform from external coils.  At 〈β〉  ≈ 2% the reference QPS configuration has
about 60 kA of bootstrap current (B = 1 T, R  = 1 m).  Figure 3.13 compares the rotational
transform profiles at full β and in vacuum (β = 0), i.e., with and without this level of bootstrap
current.  The iota profile maintains a similar shape and decreases by less than ~25% when the
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Figure 3.10.  Contour plots of |B| vs. poloidal and toroidal angles in Boozer coordinates for
         r/a = 0.1, 0.3, 0.5, 0.75, and 1.0.  The magnetic field lines are shown in red.
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Figure 3.11.  Ratio of magnetic energy in non quasi-poloidal modes to that in quasi-poloidal
         modes vs. ρ.

Figure 3.12.  Spectrum of Bmn(ρ) vs. ρ for the reference configuration.



3 - 13

0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1

io
ta

ψ/ψ
edge

β = 0, no toroidal
plasma current

β = 2%, full collisionless
bootstrap current

Figure 3. 13.  Change in the ι (r) for the QPS reference configuration due to the bootstrap current.

bootstrap current is removed.  In both cases the ι  = 2/5 resonance is avoided, except possibly at
the very edge of the plasma.  At low 〈β〉, an Ohmically driven current can be used to approximate
the equilibrium that is obtained with the bootstrap current, as shown in Chapter 7.  Variation of
the plasma current is also an important experimental parameter for studying current driven
instabilities, island formation, and the effect of different values of rotational transform on
transport.  Studies of the influence of toroidal currents on plasma stability is of relevance to the
higher 〈β〉  configurations which form the reactor vision of the QPS approach to compact
stellarators.

3.4.  An Improved Reference Configuration GB5

While the GB4 reference configuration fully satisfies the needs for the QPS CE-level
experiment, an "updated" reference configuration (GB5) that is similar in appearance to the GB4
configuration, but with significantly improved low-ν* transport properties, has been found in the
last two months that could supercede the reference GB4 configuration.  Our analysis so far
indicates that the GB5 configuration has similar stability properties as the GB4 configuration.
While the GB5 configuration has not been analyzed yet for kink and vertical stability, we do not
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expect it to be significantly different than for the GB4 configuration.  We also expect the coils to
be similar to those for GB4 based on the NESCOIL sheet current parameter.  However, the GB4
modular coils have been optimized from a number of physics perspectives using free-boundary
VMEC equilibria, and engineering analysis has been performed to assess the GB4 coil
feasibility.  This has not been done yet for the GB5 configuration, nor the same level of transport
analysis.  For these reasons we present GB4 as the reference QPS configuration, but it could be
superceded by the GB5 configuration during the conceptual design phase.  Where available,
results for the GB5 configuration are compared with those for GB4 in the following chapters.

References

[1]  S. P. Hirshman and J. C. Whitson, Phys. Fluids 26 3553 (1983).
[2]  S. P. Hirshman, K. C. Shaing, et al., Phys. Fluids, 29 (September, 1986); W. I. van Rij,
       S. P. Hirshman, Phys. Fluids B, 1 (March, 1989).
[3]  R. Sanchez, S. P. Hirshman, J. C. Whitson, and A. S. Ware, J. Comput. Phys. 161, p 576
      (2000).
[4]  Merkel, P., Nuclear Fusion 27 (1987).
[5]  A. H. Boozer, Phys. Fluids 24, 1999 (1981).



 

 4-1

4.  Determination of the QPS Coil Set 
 
The low aspect ratio (A = 2.6) and compact size of the two field-period QPS reference 
configuration, together with strong three-dimensional shaping and helical variation of the 
magnetic axis, present unique challenges for magnetic coil design.  The coil system must be 
capable of preserving the physics capabilities of a reference plasma configuration while 
satisfying critical engineering design constraints.  Favorable physics design characteristics are 
maintained through the accurate approximation of the magnetic field at the plasma boundary.  
Engineering constraints on coil current density and coil complexity are met through a 
combination of optimization targets aimed at increasing the minimum values of coil-coil 
separation, coil-plasma separation, and coil radius-of-curvature.  In addition to these physics and 
engineering criteria, project cost considerations have led to rigid spatial constraints in the coil 
optimization model imposed by:  (1) a maximum radial extent for modular coils in order to use 
an existing vacuum vessel, (2) the need for adequate access in the center of the torus for the 
center legs of the toroidal field (TF) and ohmic-current (OH) solenoid, and (3) the availability of 
existing vertical field (VF) ring coils from ATF. 
 

4.1.  Approach used to determine the reference coil set. 
 
Methods have been developed to design practical modular coils for NCSX and QPS that achieve 
the desired physics properties while satisfying realistic engineering criteria necessary for their 
manufacture, construction, and access requirements.  The approach used to optimize the modular 
coil set for the reference QPS configuration is illustrated in Figure 4.1. 
 
A coil configuration consisting of modular, TF, OH, and VF coils has been selected for the 
reference QPS design.  The method for determining the modular coil set is a generalization of a 
“reverse-engineering” [1] concept, which effectively separates the process of plasma 
optimization from that of coil design.  The plasma optimization was performed with the 
STELLOPT code [2], while the coils were designed using the COILOPT code described in 
Appendix A.  The reference plasma configuration was found through an extensive search of QPS 
parameter space by varying the plasma shape in a Levenberg-Marquardt optimization loop which 
uses a sequence of fixed-boundary VMEC [3] equilibrium solutions to target various 
equilibrium, stability and transport properties of the plasma.  At low aspect ratios, it has been 
found to be useful (even imperative) to restrict the extensive search parameter space by including 
some figures-of-merit related to coil design in the plasma optimization step.  This allows us to 
find a plasma configuration with a boundary shape and normal magnetic field distribution that 
can be reconstructed with a relatively small number of modular coils of moderate complexity 
(“kinkiness”).  This ultimately results in a trade-off between plasma performance and project 
cost, and has been included in the QPS physics optimization analysis in the form of current 
density and complexity targets based on NESCOIL [4].  NESCOIL uses a surface-current to 
provide the external magnetic fields that determine a given plasma boundary.  These NESCOIL 
solutions are easy to evaluate and therefore do not adversely impact the computational 
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performance of the rest of the physics optimization.  The simultaneous determination of both a 
plasma boundary and filamentary coils is a computationally daunting task.  Noteworthy is the 
observation that configurations with reduced current densities and complexity at the sheet current 
level also reflect similar improvements at the discrete modular coil level. 
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Figure 4.1.  Procedure used to determine the optimum coil set to create the QPS plasma. 

 
Filamentary modular coils are arranged on a coil winding surface (CWS) that initially 
approximately conforms to the reference plasma boundary, with adequate separation to allow 
space for the plasma scrape-off region, plasma-facing components under the coils such as the 
divertor plates, and the modular coil case.  The CWS shape can be fixed or it can be varied as 
part of the optimization process, which has the benefit of allowing for further improvement in the 
physics and engineering objectives.  Two methods are used for finding an optimum filamentary 
coil set on the CWS.  The first is to solve for a surface-current distribution on the CWS and then 
to convert it to a discrete-filament representation.  The second is to solve for the filament 
geometries directly using a parametric representation of their trajectory on the winding surface. 
The first method uses the NESCOIL code, described briefly in Appendix A (without the 
discretization of this continuous distribution into coil filaments), and is incorporated in the QPS 
physics optimization process (as noted above).  
The second method for determining coils, a direct-filament method, has been used to design the 
QPS modular coils.  This method uses the COILOPT code, which optimizes the coil geometry on 
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a toroidal winding surface that is required to be well separated from the plasma boundary.  A 
parametric representation of the filamentary coils is used, with spatial-reflection constraints 
imposed on the coils to ensure preservation of stellarator symmetry.  In addition, parameters in 
the representation of the winding surface geometry are varied to further improve the optimization 
targets.  
Methods for targeting magnetic surface quality as a coil design objective have been investigated 
as part of the NCSX project.  The most success has been achieved using the PIES code to 
compute small modifications to the modular coil geometry determined by COILOPT.  
Coefficients in the modular coil representation are adjusted to cancel the normal magnetic field 
components at the dominant resonant island chains in the plasma interior.  The resulting 
modified plasma has significantly improved magnetic surface quality (residual islands widths are 
greatly reduced) in NCSX.   
 

4.2.  Optimization constraints in coil design using COILOPT. 
 
The COILOPT code solves the stellarator magnetic coil optimization problem by determining the 
coefficients in an explicit representation of modular coils on a toroidal CWS, together with the 
coefficients describing the spatial position of the optimal winding surface.  Target functions in 
the optimization problem include the error in the normal component of the magnetic field at the 
plasma edge (B-normal), the lengths of individual coils, the minimum coil radius of curvature, 
the minimum separation between adjacent coils and between the coils and the plasma, and the 
minimum distance across the middle of the torus between opposing coils.  These optimization 
targets are summarized in Table 4.1. 
 
Table 4.1.  Optimization targets and figures-of-merit used in the modular coil design process.  
Target Parameter Value Purpose 
RMS field error on LCFS (%) ≤Brms  2.0 Equilibrium reconstruction 
Avg. field error on LCFS (%) ≤Bavg  1.5 Equilibrium reconstruction 
Max. field error on LCFS (%) ≤Bmax  10 Equilibrium reconstruction 
Min. coil-coil separation (cm) αcc,min ∫ 11 Min. coil current density 
Min. coil-plasma distance (cm) αcp,min ∫ 13 Access, flexibility 
Min. radius of curvature (cm) ±min ∫ 7 Coil fabrication 
Coil length (cm) Lc L0 Coil complexity 
Min. ycoil (cm) ymin ∫ 20 Access for TF, OH 
 
The primary goal of the coil optimization is to find a solution satisfying engineering feasibility 
constraints that will reproduce, or reconstruct, the targeted fixed-boundary equilibrium flux 
surfaces and plasma properties when the coils and currents are used to create the external 
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magnetic field in a free-boundary VMEC equilibrium.  Free-boundary reconstruction is an 
important test of the accuracy of the magnetic field approximation problem and is more general 
than a simple match to the optimized flux surfaces themselves. Indeed, small departures from the 
targeted flux surfaces are acceptable provided that the physics properties of the free-boundary 
equilibrium do not degrade those designed into the optimized equilibrium. 
 

4.3.  Examination of candidate modular coils for QPS 
 
Figure 4.2 shows a top view of a modular coil solution obtained from COILOPT for the 
reference plasma configuration gb4 (<R> = 1.0m, A = 2.6, ϒ = 2%), containing Nc = 8 coils per 
field period (4 unique coil types).  Starting with an approximately conformal 16 cm winding 
surface with 21 Fourier modes, a sequence of COILOPT solutions targeting minimum coil-coil 
separation (αcc,min), and minimum radius of curvature (±min), are obtained, while increasing the  

  
Figure 4.2.  Top view of the plasma boundary (dashed line) and filamentary representation of the  

       reference modular coil set 0213b2 (solid line). 
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surface with 21 Fourier modes, a sequence of COILOPT solutions targeting minimum coil-coil 
separation (αcc,min), and minimum radius of curvature (±min), are obtained, while increasing the 
number of modes describing the CWS.  The winding surface, containing 41 Fourier modes in the 
final calculation, is included in the optimization by allowing its coefficients to vary. 
 
For the two field period QPS reference configuration (gb4), optimized modular coils tend to 
extend into the inboard region of small major radius R, restricting room in the center of the 
device for TF and OH coils.  In order to maintain adequate space on the inboard side of the torus 
in the optimized coil system, an additional penalty function is imposed on the minimum y-
coordinate (see Fig. 4.2) for selected coils near the v = 1/2 toroidal symmetry plane. 
 
Modular coil solutions (with no auxiliary TF or PF coils) with Nc = 8, 10, and 11 coils per field 
period have been examined for the gb4 plasma configuration, with results summarized in 
Table 4.2. 
 
Table 4.2.  Modular coil optimization results for QPS plasma configuration gb4_nes12a. 
 

ID Nc ≤Bavg(%) ≤Bmax(%) αcc,min(cm) ±min(cm) αcp,min(cm)
0205b3 8 3.66 29.32 9.6 6.7 11.5 
0206a4 8 2.06 14.95 10.0 6.7 12.0 
0206a10 8 1.75 12.15 9.8 5.4 13.5 
0205a2 10 2.37 15.28 8.5 5.7 12.3 
0129a2 11 1.86 15.64 7.7 5.3 11.2 

 
For Nc = 8, modular optimization 0205b3 assumes coils on both symmetry planes (v = 0 and v = 
1/2), which implies 5 independent coil types in order to maintain stellarator symmetry.  Errors in 
the match to the normal component of the magnetic field at the plasma boundary for this case are 
large, and a plasma reconstruction has not been attempted.  In contrast, coil system 0206a4, also 
with Nc = 8, has no coil on either symmetry plane, reducing the number of independent coil types 
to 4, and gives a much lower field error.  Coil sets 0205a2 (with Nc = 10 and no coils on 
symmetry planes), and 0129a2 (with Nc = 11 and a coil on the v = 1 symmetry plane), both have 
5 coil types.  The optimizations with 5 coil types typically require constraints on the minimum-y 
value for 3 coils (per field period, centered at x = 0) to preserve adequate space in the center.  
Solutions with Nc = 8 and no coils on symmetry planes, however, only require the minimum-y 
penalty for 2 coils. 
 
The solutions discussed above assume uniform modular coil currents.  Optimization 0206a10 is a 
continuation of 0206a4 with variable coil currents.  This solution also includes a pair of 
axisymmetric VF coils located at R = 1.689m, Z = �1.0m, with variable coil current.  Average 
field error in this solution is reduced to 1.75% and a free-boundary VMEC equilibrium, using 
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this modular coil set to create the external field, compares favorably with the fixed-boundary 
solution from which the target plasma boundary used for this analysis was derived. 
 

Region of coil overlap

  
Figure 4.3.  Reducing the total number of modular coils from 22 to 16 eliminated the coil overlap  

       problem on the inside corner. 
 

4.4.  Reference QPS Coil Configuration 
 
Based on the results summarized in Table 4.2, together with a consideration of costs associated 
with coil fabrication and power supplies, we have concentrated our efforts on improving the 
properties of a reference coil configuration for the gb4 plasma with: 
 
= eight modular coils per field period 
= uniform modular coil currents 
= no coils on symmetry planes 
= a VF coil with fixed position and variable current.  
We find that a significant reduction in field error is obtained, together with improvements in coil 
geometry parameters, if a relatively small background toroidal field (1/R field), in a direction 
opposite to that of the modular coils, is included in the optimization.  Table 4.3 contains a sample 
of COILOPT results where the optimization is started from different values of the background 
toroidal field current (listed relative to the total poloidal current per field period Ipol) and vertical 
field coil currents.  The VF coil current is varied in the optimization in all cases except 0214a1, 
where it is set to zero.  The 1/R field is either fixed (e.g., 0216a2) or included as a free parameter 
in the optimization (e.g., 0213b2).  Solution 0213b2, chosen as the reference QPS coil 
configuration for engineering design and analysis, results in an excellent plasma boundary 
reconstruction, as shown in Figure 4.7.   
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The symmetry properties of the reference coil set are evident in Figure 4.4, where modular coils 
are shown in u-v space (u and v are the normalized poloidal and toroidal variables, respectively, 
used in NESCOIL) for one field period on the final (optimized) winding surface.  The reference 
modular coil design is presented in Figure 4.5. 
 
Table 4.3.  Optimization of 8 modular coils per field period, including one pair of vertical field 
(VF) coils and a toroidal (1/R) field, for QPS plasma configuration gb4_nes12a.  Solution 
0213b2 is the reference coil configuration.  
ID ITF/Ipol Imod(kA) IVF(kA) ≤Bavg(%) ≤Bmax(%) αcc,min(cm) ±min(c

m) 
αcp,min(cm)

0216a1 -.071 366 -201 1.42 9.52 11.5 7.3 13.2 
0213b2 -.121 374 -205 1.43 8.66 11.4 7.2 13.4 
0216a2 -.212 391 -205 1.38 7.03 11.6 7.7 13.3 
0216a3 -.283 403 -208 1.49 7.51 11.6 6.9 13.4 
0216a4 -.071 366 -90 1.64 10.22 10.4 6.6 12.5 
0216a5 -.212 391 -126 1.44 7.95 10.7 7.4 13.5 
0214a1 -.107 372 0 2.03 11.90 8.6 6.6 12.9 
 
 

  
Figure 4.4.  Modular coils 0213b2 shown in u-v space for one field period. 
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Figure 4.5.  The modular coil set 0213b2 for the QPS reference configuration. 

 
4.5.  VMEC Free Boundary Reconstruction for the QPS Reference Configuration 

 
The modular coil set determined by COILOPT with only eight coils per period has an average 
field error of 1.43% and a maximum field error of 8.66%.  The distribution of these errors in the 
u-v plane is shown in Figure 4.6.  The line of maximum errors follows the path of maximum B 
on the plasma from v = 0.15, u = 0.4 to v = 0.85, u = 0.6.  The significance of this error is 
determined by how well the free-boundary reconstruction of the equilibrium preserves the 
physics properties of the original optimized fixed-boundary equilibrium. 
 
The shape of the outer magnetic flux surface is the primary variable that determines the physics 
characteristics of a stellarator configuration.  It is therefore crucial that the QPS coil set 
determined here reproduce the shape determined by the fixed boundary optimizer as accurately 
as possible.  It is important to verify that the free boundary flux surfaces (produced by the coils) 
lead to similar physics properties as obtained for the original fixed boundary plasma.  Figure 4.7 
compares the flux surfaces from the fixed-boundary with the free-boundary calculation based on 
filamentary coils.  The surfaces are quite similar except for the narrow tip regions in the v=1/4 
and v=1/2 cross sections. 
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Figure 4.6.  Map of Bnormal errors in the u-v plane for the 0213b2 coil set. 

  

Figure 4.7.  Fixed- and free-boundary equilibria are essentially identical for the reference QPS  
       modular coil set 0213b2. 
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4.6.  Multi-filament coil model  
A single filament was used to represent each modular coil in deriving the reference 0213b2 coil 
set.  The actual cross-section coils shown in Figure 4.5 were obtained from the filamentary coil 
set subject to engineering constraints on allowable coil clearances, minimum bend radius, twist 
of the coils, and current density in the coils.  A four-filament model (shown in Figure 4.8) was 
then derived from the finite cross section coils in Figure 4.5 to test the accuracy of the single 
filament representation for the modular coils.  The comparison of the results from the original 
single-filament coil set and the four-filament model of the coil cross section are shown in 
Figure 4.9 for the vacuum case and in Figure 4.10 for the �ϒ  = 2% case.  The crosses in 
Figure 4.9 indicate where the filaments cross the toroidal plane in Figure 4.8.  The single-
filament case has a slightly larger LCFS and more rectangularity than the four-filament case in 
vacuum.  A similar behavior is seen in the �ϒ  = 2% free-boundary VMEC cases in Figure 4.10.  
The close similarity of the single-filament and four-filament models gives confidence in our use 
of the single-filament model for the present level of calculations. 
 

  
Figure 4.8.  Four-filament representation of the QPS reference coil set 0213b2. 
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Figure 4.9.  Vacuum flux surfaces (in color) from following field lines and the LCFS from the 
free-boundary VMEC code (in black) at 0º (top row) and 90º (bottom row) toroidally for the 
single-filament model (left) and the four-filament model (right). 
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Figure 4.10.  Free-boundary VMEC flux surfaces for �ϒ  = 2% at 0º (top row) and 90º (bottom 
row) toroidally for the single-filament model (left) and the four-filament model (right). 
 

4.7.  Plans to improve the QPS coil configuration  
We plan to continue efforts to optimize the QPS modular coils, together with TF and VF coils, to 
further reduce field errors and coil current density requirements.  There is also an effort 
underway to merge the capabilities of the STELLOPT free-boundary physics optimization with 
the COILOPT modular coil model in order to use parameters in the current filament 
representation as independent variables to directly optimize physics properties.  Modular coil 
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solutions developed with the present “reverse-engineering” methods would provide good starting 
points (initial solutions) for this improved coil design procedure. 
 

4.8.  Poloidal Field Analysis  
The poloidal field coil (PF) set for QPS has three functions:  (1) augment the equilibrium coil set 
(modular and auxiliary TF) in order to adequately reproduce the physics of the reference 
configuration; (2) vary the plasma configuration with, e.g., vertical and quadrapole fields in 
order to study particular physics issues; and (3) provide a moderate volt-second capability in 
order to induce toroidal plasma currents that will assist in plasma startup and configuration 
variations.  The PF coil set includes two pairs of existing axisymmetric coils, the ATF inner- and 
mid-VF coils, a pair of elliptical coils, and a racetrack-shaped central solenoid.  The geometric 
properties of these coils are illustrated in Figures 4.11 and 4.12.  
 

central
solenoid

elliptica l coil ATF inner-VF

ATF mid-VF 

 
 

Figure 4.11.  Cross section of the QPS poloidal coil set for the "crescent" shaped symmetry  
         plane.  This view shows the long dimension of the non-circular coils. 
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Figure 4.12.  Poloidal coil cross sections for both symmetry planes.  The non-circular design of 
the elliptical coil and OH solenoid are seen relative to the blue centerline. 

The configuration and flexibility functions of this coil set are presented in Chapter 7.  This 
discussion will focus on the Ohmic heating (OH) function.  Volt-second requirements are based 
on the flux required to establish the desired plasma current (LI) and on the pulse length 
requirements (Vt).  Estimates of the total plasma inductance, internal plus external, are in the 
range of 1.0-1.5 ⋅H, depending on the radial current profile.  For example, analytical expressions 
for the external inductance [5] of an axisymmetric torus of the same mean radius and average 
elongation as the QPS reference configuration give a value for Lext of about 0.72 ⋅H.  A flat 
current profile, li = 0.5, contributes an additional 0.32 ⋅H to the total inductance of 1.03 ⋅H.  
These estimates suggest that a flux of about 0.1 Wb should be adequate to induce OH currents in 
the range of 50-75 kA.   
 

The plasma resistance is strongly dependent on plasma parameters and is expected to be in the 
range of 1-10 ⋅ℑ.  The larger value results from combination of low temperatures, average 
values less than 100 eV, and moderate Zeffs.  Resistive loop voltages are thus expected to be in 
the range of 0.1 to 1.0 V for typical plasma currents.  This suggests that a flux capability of about 
0.1 Vs will be needed to sustain 50-75 kA Ohmic currents for times of ~0.1 s.  Smaller OH 
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currents in combination with bootstrap currents could be maintained for times comparable to the 
0.5 s modular coil pulse length.  Thus about 0.2 Wb should be adequate for most experiments.  
To meet this need a 2m-high racetrack central solenoid with a flux swing of 0.15 Wb (0.3 when 
double-swung) is included in the reference design.  Ideally, the flux from this solenoid would be 
excluded from the plasma volume by a set of PF windings.  Preliminary analyses for a 4m-high 
coil indicated that a small current in the mid-VF coil pair, less than 10 kA (about 5% of the 200 
kA in these coils used to produce the equilibrium fields) in each coil, will be sufficient to reduce 
the field errors that result from the OH solenoid from ~0.5%, about 1/3 of the field errors in the 
modular coil system, to the 0.05% range.  At this level, field errors from the OH solenoid should 
have a minimal impact on plasma properties.  Similar compensation for the shorter, 2m solenoid 
in the reference coil set is anticipated, given the additional flexibility of the elliptical coil and the 
inner VF coil as well as the ability to split the solenoid into inner and outer pairs. This 
calculation, however, remains to be done. 
 

The above analysis and the estimate of 0.3 Vs capability did not include the fields and fluxes due 
to image currents in the aluminum tank.  Table 4.4 presents the inductance matrix for the 
poloidal coils, the straight section of the aluminum vacuum vessel, and the plasma.  The non-
circular components (central solenoid, elliptical coil, and plasma) are approximated by 
equivalent area circular systems.  Inductances are normalized to their one-turn equivalent values. 

Table 4.4.  Inductance matrix for the reference QPS poloidal coil System.  All values are in 
micro Henries.  Self-inductances on the diagonal are shown in blue.  The tank is modeled as a 
single turn with the same height as the cylindrical portion of the vacuum tank. 
 

 PF1 PF2 PF3 PF4 PF5 Tank Plasma

PF1 inner 
solenoid 

0.38 0.05 0.03 0.07 0.09 0.05 0.11 

PF2 outer 
solenoid 

0.05 0.33 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.04 0.06 

PF3 elliptical 0.03 0.09 4.22 1.15 0.93 0.41 0.27 

PF4 ATF inner 0.07 0.09 1.15 11.05 6.10 2.28 0.87 

PF5 ATF mid 0.09 0.09 0.93 6.10 14.34 4.14 1.16 

Cylindrical tank 0.05 0.04 0.41 2.28 4.14 3.18 0.68 

Plasma 0.11 0.06 0.27 0.87 1.16 0.68 1.44 
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The tank significantly complicates the poloidal design because its large mutual inductances with 
other PF coils, as shown in Table 4.4, and its low resistivity.  Mutual inductances of the PF coils 
to the plasma are the ψω| – 2 times those of the PF coils to the tank.  Thus currents induced in the 
tank by the PF coils (image currents) are the same order as those induced in the plasma.  The 
~4 ⋅ℑ tank resistance combined with the self-inductance of ~3 ⋅H yields an L/R time constant 
of ~0.75 s.  As a result, the magnetic fields that result from driving a current in any one coil will, 
during this time period, consist of the field due to that coil and the opposing field of its slowly 
decaying image.  

The presence of image fields complicates the design of both the equilibrium coil set discussed 
earlier in this chapter and of the PF set.  The mid-VF coil is used for producing equilibrium 
fields and its image was not included in the modular coil design optimization.  These image 
fields largely cancel the fields produced by the mid-VF coil itself, and must be included in error 
analysis and plasma reconstructions.  While a new modular coil set could be designed including 
fields from the image, its time dependence and non-axisymmetric structure due to tank ports 
pose a significant challenge.  The impact on the PF design is also significant.  For example, the 
mid-VF coil is strongly coupled to the tank, and, due to field cancellations by image currents, 
much larger values of mid-VF current will be needed to cancel error fields from the OH 
solenoid.  Producing these currents on the OH time-scale will increase needed power supply 
voltages.  Calculations to estimate the power supply requirements to produce time variations on 
the ~0.1 s time scale are planned, but not yet completed.   

As a result of the issues discussed in the PF analyses, we are exploring replacing the cylindrical 
component of the present vacuum vessel with a stainless steel structure.  The time constant will 
be smaller due to the 40-times higher resistivity of stainless compared to aluminum and the 
potential reduction in thickness by a factor of two to three.  These two effects would bring the 
time constant down to ~10 ms, smaller than typical current and configuration evolution times.  
The complications due to image currents on this time scale are likely manageable. 

 
4.9.  Summary 

 
After examining several options for QPS coils, a reference configuration consisting of eight 
modular coils per field period with uniform currents and no coils on the symmetry planes, and a 
pair of existing vertical field coils, has been chosen as a reference for engineering studies.  The 
modular coil geometry and VF coil current were combined with a relatively small 1/R field in a 
COILOPT optimization model to produce a QPS coil system satisfying physics performance 
properties and engineering design criteria.  Free-boundary VMEC reconstruction of plasma 
properties and an analysis of vacuum flux surface quality show an accurate approximation of the 
targeted plasma.  A preliminary analysis of the QPS poloidal field suggests that a 2-m high 
central solenoid in combination with the ATF mid-VF coil (also used in the reference 
equilibrium coil set), the ATF inner-VF coil, and an elliptical coil should provide adequate volt-
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seconds of OH currents and sufficient shaping flexibility.  The use of a stainless steel 
replacement for the existing aluminum cylindrical vacuum vessel is appears to be a promising 
solution to the long time constants of the aluminum component. 
 
References  
[1] Hirshman, S.P., Spong, D.A., Whitson, J.C., et al., Phys. Plasmas 6 (May, 1999) 1858. 
[2] Spong, D.A., Hirshman, S.P., Whitson, J.C., et al., Nuclear Fusion 40 (March, 2000) 563. 
[3] Spong, D.A., et al. to be published in Nuclear Fusion (2001). 
[4] Merkel, P., Nuclear Fusion 27 (1987). 
[5] Hirshman, S.P. and Neilson, G.H., Phys. Fluids 29, 790 (1986). 
 



5-1

 5. MHD EQUILIBRIUM AND STABILITY

This chapter deals with the MHD equilibrium and stability properties of the reference QPS
configuration: vacuum and finite-beta flux surfaces, possible existence of magnetic islands
or ergodic regions, bootstrap current alignment, ideal MHD stability of Mercier,
ballooning, kink, and vertical modes, and finally, a brief discussion of resistive MHD
stability.  

5.1.  Introduction

The MHD equilibrium and stability of the reference configuration are discussed in this
chapter.  An important issue at the very low aspect ratio (A ~ 2.5) of QPS is the existence of
vacuum magnetic flux surfaces.  The existence of magnetic islands or ergodic regions (both
effectively increase the actual aspect ratio) will be addressed, along with a discussion of the
sensitivity of vacuum flux surfaces to different coil currents.  This is followed by a
comparison of the MHD equilibrium at finite β between the fixed and free-boundary

calculations.  The QPS experiment has been designed to run with both Ohmic current
(particularly at low β) as well as a current profile fully compatible (“aligned”) with the

bootstrap current.  The issue of bootstrap alignment and consistency (i.e., where the
bootstrap current is computed self-consistently from the ι  and p profiles, and the |B|

spectra) for the reference configuration will be discussed.

This chapter also examines ideal MHD stability of Mercier, ballooning, kink, and vertical
modes for the reference configuration.  Finally, the resistive MHD stability in QPS will be
discussed briefly.  

5.2.  Properties of Vacuum Configuration

Figure 5.1 shows a Poincaré plot of the vacuum flux surfaces obtained from following
magnetic field lines for the reference set of QPS coils using the AVAC code[1].  The outer
black curve in these figures is the last closed flux surfaces (LCFS) as obtained from the
free-boundary VMEC code for the same set of coils.  A variety of ι  profiles, corresponding

to different amounts and sign of shear, are found to be accessible by appropriately varying
the modular, PF and TF coil currents.  This gives the QPS experiment the flexibility to
investigate flux surface integrity, bootstrap current dependence, and neoclassical healing for
a range of magnetic configurations.
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Figure 5.1.  Vacuum flux surfaces from AVAC for the reference configuration.
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5.3.  Calculation of Finite Pressure QPS Equilibria

5.3.1.  VMEC Equilibria

The 3D equilibrium code VMEC [2] obtains equilibria by minimizing the plasma potential

energy dVpB )2/( 2 +∫ .  The VMEC code assumes nested flux surfaces exists and

therefore does not allow for the existence of magnetic islands. We expect that the VMEC
solutions are good approximations of real equilibria when magnetic islands are small.   
Details of this equilibrium code are contained in Appendix A.

The VMEC equilibrium is sensitive to the current in the external coils. A portion of the
outer flux surface with a cross section of the inner surfaces for a free-boundary calculation
of the reference configuration at <β> = 2% are shown in Fig. 5.2.  Flux surfaces for this

configuration are shown in Fig. 5.3.  This calculation was performed using the modular coil
set described in Chapter 4.  

For comparison, Fig. 5.4 shows the cross sections for the fixed boundary equilibrium used
to design the coils.  A direct comparison of the outer cross sections of the fixed and free
boundary VMEC calculations for the reference configuration is shown in Fig. 5.5 (same as
Fig. 4.7).  The outer surfaces are very similar for the two calculations.  The χ2 errors

(weighted mismatch between targeted and actual physics parameters) for selected
optimization parameters for the free and fixed boundary calculations are shown in Table
5.1.  Comparing the ratios of χ2 for the two calculations indicates the coils are able to

reproduce the physics properties of the fixed boundary configuration.  Note that the
reference coil configuration was generated using an unoptimized pressure profile that was
slightly ballooning unstable at several surfaces. This gives rise to the nonzero ballooning χ2

in the table. With optimized pressure profiles (see below), both of free and fixed boundary
configurations are ballooning stable at beta = 2% and have an associated χ2 = 0.

Figure 5.2.  Partial outer surface and cross sections of the reference configurations.
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Figure 5.3. Free-boundary cross sections of the flux surfaces at <β> = 1.9% for the
reference coil configuration with Imod = 374 kA, IVF = –205 kA, and ITF = –341
kA.

Figure 5.4.  Fixed-boundary cross sections of the reference configuration.

Table 5.1.  χ2 values for selected optimization parameters for the free and fixed boundary
calculations

χ2 (Balloon) χ2 (DKES) χ2 (Bootstrap)

Fixed Boundary 1.9×105 6.2×104 1.3×105

Free Boundary 3.6×105 6.0×104 6.6×104
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Figure 5.5.  Outer cross sections for free and fixed boundary calculations of the reference
case.

5.3.2. PIES Equilibria

The PIES [3,4] code is a three-dimensional equilibrium code that uses a general
representation for the field, and is therefore capable of calculating islands and stochastic
field line trajectories.  Details of the PIES code are discussed in Appendix A. The PIES
code is used to test for the existence of magnetic islands in the QPS reference configuration
and to verify the existence of good surfaces at finite β.

Figure 5.6 compares Poincaré plots at the half-period toroidal symmetry plane (v = 1/2)
obtained from fixed-boundary PIES calculations for the reference 〈β〉  = 2% QPS

configuration.  The top half of the figure shows a set of small magnetic island chains and
the bottom half shows the result of varying the boundary modes (m,n) = (1,6), (1,5), (1,4),
(1,3), (1,2), (2,6), (2,5), (2,4), (2,3), (2,2), (3,6), and (3,5) and targeting the (1,6), (2,12) and
(2,11) resonances.  The initial set of islands for the reference configuration are reduced,
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although they were not large before the surface healing process.  Larger magnetic islands, as
occurred in the initial NCSX configurations, could also be removed by a small adjustment
of the boundary shape in NCSX that had little impact on the other physics properties.  In
regions where dι /ds > 0, the positive bootstrap current is predicted to lead to decreased

magnetic island widths in configurations of the type studied here.  This is related to the
neoclassical stabilization of tearing modes that has been observed in tokamak experiments.
This neoclassical effect is being incorporated in the PIES code, but has not been included in
any of the calculations reported here.  The calculations are therefore conservative in that the
calculated island widths are likely to be larger than would be observed in an experiment
operated in a collisionless regime.

Calculations of free-boundary PIES equilibria were successful for the NCSX magnetic
configuration, but the PIES code has difficulty in calculating QPS equilibria because of the
sharp corners in the low-aspect-ratio equilibrium flux surfaces.  These points in the surface
are near a separatrix and PIES has a difficulty in extrapolating these surface to create a
vacuum region outside the last closed VMEC surface.  A singularity tends to develop in
these vacuum surfaces outside the plasma.  Techniques to address this issue need to be
further explored.

Figure 5.6.  Poincaré plots from fixed-boundary PIES calculations of the reference QPS
     configuration before (top half) and after (bottom half) the NCSX island healing process.
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A variation of the reference QPS coil configuration with unequal currents in the modular
currents was successfully analyzed for flux surface quality with the PIES code.  This 〈β〉  =
2% QPS case had slightly smaller field errors (δBavg = 1.1%, δBmax = 6.0%) but less
favorable coil-coil separation (∆cc,min = 10.5 cm) and minimum radius of curvature (ρmin =
4.6 cm).  Figure 5.7 shows a fixed-boundary Poincaré plot for this coil set in a polar (ρ, θ)

coordinate system which makes the magnetic field structure more readily visible.  In this
plot the vertical coordinate ρ is constant on VMEC flux surfaces, and the distance of the
VMEC flux surface from the magnetic axis is measured along the θ = 0, φ = 0 line.  The
horizontal (angular) coordinate θ is identical to the VMEC angular coordinate.  When

plotted in these coordinates, the Poincaré plot gives straight lines when the VMEC and PIES
solutions coincide.  The closed surface at small ρ is due to the difference in VMEC and

PIES coordinates.

 .

Figure 5.7.  Fixed-boundary PIES Poincaré plot for a QPS configuration with unequal
currents in the modular coils.
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Figure 5.8.  Free-boundary PIES Poincaré plot for the case shown in Figure 5.6.

A chain of m = 6, n = 2 islands is seen in Figure 5.7 around ρ = 0.75 where a low-order
rational surface (ι  = 1/3) would exist.  The size of the islands is larger in this case than for

the reference configuration in Figure 5.6.  The free-boundary PIES calculation
corresponding to this case is shown in Figure 5.8 in ρ-θ coordinates and in Figures 5.8 and

5.9 in normal z-R coordinates.  The bounding surface in Figures 5.9 and 5.10 is a
computational boundary that is 5% larger than the LCFS for the fixed-boundary
equilibrium to allow surfaces to protrude into the vacuum region outside the fixed-boundary
LCFS.  At this stage in the calculation, the 2/6 island chain (around ρ = 0.65) has

diminished in size, but a 4/11 island chain  has appeared that is disrupting the surface.  The
calculation in Figures 5.8-5.10 has not fully converged.  Extending this calculation further
leads to deterioration of the flux surfaces.  An earlier reference case started with an island
chain as large as that shown in Figure 5.7 and converged to an equilibrium similar to that
shown in Figure 5.8.

This case and the initially smaller island size for the QPS reference case support optimism
that the reference case will also converge to a reasonable equilibrium state, but this has not
been demonstrated and it may take further effort due to the difficulty in treating this case
with PIES.
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Figure 5.9.  Free-boundary PIES Poincaré plot in normal space coordinates for the case
shown in Figure 5.7.

   

Figure 5.10.  Free-boundary PIES Poincaré plots in normal space coordinates for the case
shown in Figure 5.8 at v = 0 (left) and v = 1/4 (right).

5.4.  Bootstrap Current Consistency

5.4.1.  Bootstrap alignment of the reference configuration.

The current profiles in the reference configuration for the QPS experiment have been
designed for alignment with the bootstrap current calculated from the VMEC equilibria.
This means that the bootstrap current, which is calculated numerically based on a low-
collisionality formulation [5], should approximate the surface-averaged parallel current
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required for equilibrium.  (The bootstrap current is therefore consistent with the magnetic
spectrum of the configuration.)  The VMEC equilibrium current and the predicted bootstrap
current profiles for the reference configuration are shown in Fig. 5.11 for β =2%.  The

degree of agreement between the equilibrium and bootstrap currents is quite good.  Also
shown in Fig. 5.11 is the predicted bootstrap current for an equivalent tokamak which is a
factor of 2-3 larger than the bootstrap current in the QPS configuration.   
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Figure 5.11. Field-aligned current profiles from a fixed boundary VMEC equilibrium (open
circles), predicted bootstrap (closed circles), and the bootstrap current in an
equivalent tokamak (green).

5.5.  Neoclassical Healing of Magnetic Islands

The direction of the bootstrap current in the QPS configuration is such that it adds to the
existing external rotational transform arising from coils. Because the relationship jBS d ln
|ι |/dφ > 0 is satisfied, the effect of bootstrap current should be to reduce (heal) magnetic
island widths [6] for finite-β QPS equilibria.  Presently, the PIES code is unable to simulate

this effect. Part of the QPS experimental program will be to investigate neoclassical healing
(or its reverse, island enhancement) by altering the sign of the rotational transform through
changes in the external coil currents.

5.6.  MHD Stability Properties

All the stability codes used here use equilibrium input from the VMEC code and are
therefore based on the assumption that nested (good) magnetic surfaces exist, at least
locally.  For a more detailed description of the codes, see Appendix A.
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5.6.1.  Description of MHD Stability Codes

The VMEC equilibrium code evaluates the Mercier stability criterion based on the
formulation of Ref [7].  

The Code for Ballooning Rapid Analysis (COBRA) [8] was developed as part of the
NCSX/QPS design project to provide an efficient analysis of ballooning stability for
compact, highly shaped stellarator configurations.  The desire to include this analysis inside
a stellarator optimization code was a primary motivation for its development, since previous
ballooning stability calculations were sufficiently slow to require post-optimization analysis.
Significant speed enhancements (factors of hundreds of times) relative to previous codes [9]
have been achieved.  Recently, a VMEC coordinate-based version of COBRA [10] has been
developed as a result of several convergence problems associated with conversion into
Boozer flux coordinates.  Namely, the marginal stability properties were sometimes
sensitive to the number of Boozer Fourier modes used in the transformation from VMEC
coordinates.

The three dimensional ideal MHD stability code TERPSICHORE [9] is used to calculate
the stability of global (low n) MHD modes.  The code determines the eigenvalues of the
ideal MHD equations by minimizing the perturbed plasma potential energy.  It has been
used to analyze the stability of QPS configurations to both vertical (n=0) and kink (n=1)
modes.  More details of the TERPSICHORE code can be found in Appendix A.

5.6.2.  Mercier stability of reference configuration.

The QPS reference configuration is stable over the entire plasma cross-section except for a
few isolated resonances (Fig. 5.12).  This configuration has a substantial well over the entire
plasma cross section due to a combination of helical curvature and a small Shafranov shift
(see Fig. 5.13). .It is stabilized primarily by the well rather than the shear (bending) terms in
the Mercier criterion (Figure 5.14).  This applies everywhere except near the edge, where the
destabilizing geodesic curvature is small anyway.  The terms arising from the net parallel
bootstrap current are stabilizing but small. The strong well stabilization implies that high-n
resistive modes should also be stable in this configuration.

The reference configuration was optimized for Mercier and ballooning stability at <β>=2%.
A sequence of plasmas at <β> = 2, 3, 4, and 5% with toroidal plasma current scaled as 59,

83, 101, and 112 kA, respectively, were obtained in order to test the stability of the QPS
configuration at higher β.  As β increases, the magnetic well deepens (Fig. 5.15).  At β =
3%, the plasma remains Mercier stable across the entire cross section.  At β = 4% and 5%,

1/5 of the outer cross section becomes first weakly and then strongly Mercier unstable.
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Figure 5.12.  Mercier stability criteria for the free-boundary reference configuration.
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Figure 5.14.  Components of the Mercier stability criteria for the reference configuration.
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Figure 5.15.  The magnetic well for the reference configuration at <β> = 2%.
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5.6.3.  Ballooning stability of reference configuration.

The QPS reference configuration is sensitive to ballooning modes as analyzed by the
COBRA code.  These set the β MHD stability limits for the reference configuration.  The

field line-bending term is weakened as a result of the small number of field periods (the
connection length R/N is relatively long). This seems to be the dominant adverse effect on
stability in QPS.

The pressure profile for the reference configuration has been optimized for ballooning
stability at <β>=2%, with the constraint dp/dφ = 0 at the plasma edge to avoid edge currents.

The optimized pressure profile is shown in Fig. 5.16.  The ballooning growth rate (positive
is unstable) of the reference configuration is shown in Fig. 5.17.  As β is increased above

2% (by scaling the pressure profile and increasing the plasma current to maintain bootstrap
alignment), a region of instability appears in the outer half of the plasma for <β> > 2.2%

(Fig. 5.18). For a coil configuration similar to the reference case, free boundary equilibria
with higher β limits were obtained by allowing an edge pressure pedestal.  Those
configurations had a β limit of > 2.5%.  This class of profiles may develop naturally as a

result of H-mode physics.
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Figure 5.16.  Optimized pressure profile for the reference configuration.
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Figure 5.17.  Ballooning growth rate normalized to the Alfvén time from COBRA for the
reference configuration with the pressure profile shown in Fig. 5.16.  
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Figure 5.18.  Ballooning growth rates for free boundary VMEC equilibria at <β> = 2.0, 2.2,
and 2.4%.

5.6.4.  External kink and vertical stability of reference configuration.

The finite current in the QPS configuration makes it necessary to address the issue of low-n
ideal MHD modes which can be destabilized by current and pressure gradients.  The
TERPSICHORE stability code was used to analyze vertical (n=0) and kink (n=1) mode
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stability of the reference configuration.  This configuration is stable to both vertical and kink
modes at <β>=2%.  The vertical and kink stability of the previously mentioned free
boundary beta scan up to <β>=5% were also analyzed.  All the cases were stable to vertical
modes.  Only the <β>=5% case with toroidal current of 112 kA was unstable to kink modes
with a kink eigenvalue of 5.4×10-4.  

The vertical stability is due primarily to the external rotational transform.  An analytic
stability criterion for vertical mode in a large aspect ratio current-carrying stellarator has
been developed (for constant current density and constant external rotational transform)
[11].  The stability criteria relates the fraction of edge rotational transform,
F ≡ι ιexternal total/ , to the axisymmetric elongation, κ:

     F ≥ −
+

κ κ
κ

2

2 1
(1)

The external transform is stabilizing because the external poloidal flux enhances the field
line bending energy relative to the current-driven term for the vertical instability.  For the

reference configuration, we have F = 0 697. , κ = 2 765. , and κ κ κ2 2 1 0 565−( ) +( ) =/ . ,

resulting in the condition being well-satisfied.  This criterion is met for all of the cases in the
beta scan and is consistent with stability to vertical modes for all of these.  

5.7.  Resistive Stability and Tearing Mode Comments

The reference QPS configuration avoids the ι=0.5 surface everywhere in the plasma and has

a monotonically increasing transform profile.  In addition, the predicted bootstrap current is
only a fraction of the typical Ohmic current in the equivalent tokamak.  In addition, QPS
configurations have a deep magnetic well which has a stabilizing influence on resistive
modes. For these reasons, the resistive stability of QPS has not been considered to be an
important issue.  Moreover, the lack of any numerical codes for calculating resistive
(tearing) modes in three-dimensional geometries compounds the difficulty of making an
accurate prediction for the stability of such modes.

5.8.  Conclusions

The reference coil configuration reproduces the physics of the fixed boundary VMEC
equilibria.  The vacuum and finite pressure surfaces are robust and are not overly
susceptible to islands or ergodic regions.  

The MHD stability limits are set by ballooning modes rather than kink or vertical modes.
The ballooning beta limit is approximately 2.2%.  The actual ballooning beta limit may be
higher than this limit if pressure profiles with edge pedestals are obtained.  Kink and vertical
modes are not an issue for the QPS configuration.  
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 6. CONFINEMENT AND TRANSPORT

This chapter is the basis for our expectation that QPS will be able to obtain the plasma
parameters needed to achieve its physics objectives.  The expected plasma performance is based
on 0-D projections from the standard stellarator confinement scaling; 1-D calculations of plasma
profiles; and neoclassical thermal confinement calculations including single particle orbits, the
effect of electric fields, and Monte Carlo transport calculations.

6.1.  0-D Plasma Parameter Projections

A large database exists for stellarators with aspect ratios R/a > 5.  In 1995 a collection of data sets
from the world stellarators was used to obtain a common scaling relation that was the best fit to the
data.  The global energy confinement time τE from these data sets is plotted in Figure 6.1 against
this so-called “ISS95” scaling relation, τEISS95 = 0.079ap

2.21R0.65P–0.59n0.51B0.83ι –0.4  with R and
ap in m, B in T, n in 1019 m–3, and P in MW.  W 7-AS and LHD have achieved energy confinement
times up to 2.5 times the τEISS95 value.  The confinement improvement is attributed by these
groups to the low shear in W 7-AS and the large plasma radius in LHD.  QPS has both these
attributes, but there is no comparable data for comparison at the low aspect ratio of QPS, a factor of
2-4 below those of the experiments plotted in Figure 6.1.  One of the objectives of QPS is to
determine the scaling of anomalous transport at very low aspect ratios and its connection with that
for the larger aspect ratio stellarators.
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Figure 6.1.  The experimental basis for the ISS95 stellarator confinement scaling relation.
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Figure 6.2.  The combined stellarator and tokamak L-mode databases.

This same confinement scaling fits the L-mode database, as shown in Figure 6.2.  This gives some
confidence in the generality of this expression.

The ISS95 confinement scaling can be used to project QPS performance for various assumed
values of the density n, magnetic field strength B, and confinement improvement factor H-ISS95 =
τE/τEISS95.  Figure 6.3 shows contours of 〈β〉 /H-ISS95 in the experimentally relevant P vs. n
plane.  The loci of the Sudo density "limit", nSudo(1020 m–3) = 0.25[P(MW)B(T)/{R(m)a(m)2}]1/2,
obtained from Heliotron-E data and 1.5 times that value are also indicated.  However, this is not
really a density limit, just the value of density above which the stored energy peaked with increasing
density in Heliotron E.  Density values higher than indicated by this scaling are routinely obtained
in stellarators: a factor of 1.2 higher was obtained in the ATF experiments and values between 1 and
2 higher are obtained in LHD experiments.  In fact the best performance in LHD is obtained for n
= 2nSudo.  The dots in Figure 6.3 indicate values of density and power used in the 1-D transport
calculations in the next section and the squares indicate values used in the neoclassical transport
calculations in the following section.  The Sudo density value and a value of 1.5 for H-ISS95 are
assumed in the estimates of the QPS plasma parameters.  For these assumptions, the contours in
Figures 6.3 and 6.4 range in 〈β〉  from 0.75% to 3%, in τE from 5 ms to 20 ms, and in <T>, the
density average of the electron and ion temperatures, from 0.3 keV to 0.9 keV.
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6.2.  1-D Plasma Parameter Projections

The profile analysis used in the NCSX study was also applied to QPS.  The calculations involve
three steps:

•  estimating the Er necessary for ambipolar particle flux,
•  estimating the ripple transport, and
•  calculating the temperature profiles.
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The temperature profile calculations are solutions of the coupled power balance equations for the
electron and ion temperatures.  The thermal diffusivities have two components: neoclassical ripple
transport and an anomalous transport model with an adjustable multiplier.  The ripple transport
depends on the density and temperature profiles – and their gradients - as well as the radial electric
field which, in turn, is established by requiring the helical particle transport to be ambipolar.
Consequently, all parameters must be solved for simultaneously, so an iterative procedure is used
until the temperatures and transport fluxes have converged.  By construction, the algorithm for
finding the ambipolar electric field searches for the ion root at the edge of the plasma.  The Shaing-
Houlberg analytic model used for neoclassical helical transport is based on a single-helicity
magnetic configuration in which the effective helical ripple calculated by the NEO code [R] is used
for all transport regimes.  This procedure is justified by: 1) a successful NCSX benchmark with the
GTC code, which makes no assumption concerning the collisionality regime, and 2) through the
ambipolar Er the electrons effectively set the overall level of transport and they are in the 1/ν regime.
The effective helical ripple for QPS configurations is shown in Figure 6.19(a).

The ripple transport is the low-collisionality non-symmetric component of the transport. It is an
upper bound which will exist only before superbanana effects drive the transport back down at low
enough collisionalities.  The neoclassical axisymmetric (Chang-Hinton) transport used in the
NCSX studies is not relevant for QPS because for quasi-poloidal symmetry the symmetric
component of transport can be quite low as a result of the short toroidal extent and narrow radial
thickness of the banana orbits.  For quasi-toroidally-symmetric devices the symmetric component
of transport can be much higher [R] than the ripple component (~ εeff

3/2) computed here at
moderately low collisionalities.

The anomalous diffusivity is adjusted in the calculations to match a target 〈β〉  or H-ISS95 value.
The power conducted by the anomalous term can then be compared to the neoclassical conduction
power as a measure of the confinement margin.  Usually a simple spatially-uniform anomalous
transport model based on ISS95 confinement scaling is used with a confinement multiplier H-
ISS95 = 1.5.  The same multiplier is used for both the electron and ion diffusivities.  Values of 2.4-
2.5 have been obtained in W 7-AS and LHD, so the value used here might be conservative.
Achieving a value for H-ISS95 of 1.5, or higher, would be a minimum objective of the QPS
experiments.

The power balance equations are solved with an assumed density profile shape, and assumed outer
boundary temperatures.  Broad density profiles are typically observed in stellarators and RF power
deposition profiles are peaked on axis.  The density and power deposition profiles used here are
shown in Figure 6.5.  The heating power is initially split between ions and electrons in the ratio
20%:80% for the high density ICRF and EBW heating case and 0:100% for the low-density ECH
case.  Coulomb collisional transfer between electrons and ions redistributes the power between the
two species.

Figure 6.6 shows the calculated ambipolar electric field and temperature profiles for an ICRF/EBW
case with P = 2 MW at B = 1 T.  The n0.51 density dependence of the ISS-95 scaling favors
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operation at high density for obtaining higher values of the confinement time τE and 〈β〉 .  The line-
average density is 1020 m–3, slightly lower than the Sudo density "limit" for this case, n = 1.06 x
1020 m–3.  The radial electric field is in the "ion root" regime everywhere in the plasma, as observed
in stellarator experiments at higher densities.  The ripple-induced transport is comparable with
anomalous transport out to r/a = 0.4 in Figure 6.7, but becomes much smaller than the anomalous
transport in the outer 5/6 of the plasma volume.  The H-ISS95 confinement multiplier used here
(H-ISS95 = 1.5) gives 〈β〉  = 2.32%, so there is some margin for enhanced anomalous transport or
neoclassical transport while still being able to obtain 〈β〉  = 2%.  Targeting 〈β〉  = 2% requires only
an H-ISS95 multiplier of 1.29.  While initially 80% of the power is assumed to go to the electrons,
the ion temperature is comparable with the electron temperature because the neoclassical losses are
larger in the electron channel and there is sufficient energy transferred at these densities.

Table 6.1 lists the parameters obtained with ICRF/EBW heating for different values of B and
heating power for the reference gb4 configuration and two lower-ripple variants, gb5_12d and
gb5_12c.  The ripple-induced component of the transport is even smaller in these configurations.
Operation at B = 0.5 T gives slightly higher values of 〈β〉 , ≈2.8%, for all three configurations, but
with lower values of plasma density, temperature, and confinement time.  The confinement
multiplier required for a value of 〈β〉  = 2% is H-ISS95 ≈1.06.

Ripple-induced transport can be enhanced by operation at lower density.  Ripple transport is more
important at the higher temperatures obtained at lower densities because it has a strong temperature
dependence.  Figure 6.8 shows the calculated ambipolar electric field and temperature profiles for
an ECH case with P = 1 MW at B = 1 T.  The line-average density is 2 x 1019 m–3, consistent with
second-harmonic 28-GHz X-mode or 53.2-GHz O-mode operation.  Density values higher than
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Table 6.1.  Calculated plasma parameters for the reference QPS configuration and variants with
lower-ripple for ICRF/EBW-heated cases.

Case B
T

P
MW

ne, nSudo
1019 m– 3

Te
keV

Ti
keV

τE
ms

–Er,

max
kV/m

〈β〉
%

0.5 1 5.0,   5.3 0.43 0.31 9.0 5.9 2.77
gb4 1 1 6.7,   7.5 0.64 0.48 18.3 10.0 1.41

1 2 10.1,   10.6 0.72 0.55 15.1 10.8 2.32

0.5 1 5.0,   5.3 0.47 0.36 9.1 5.7 2.82
gb5_12d 1 1 6.7,   7.5 0.72 0.56 18.8 9.3 1.44

1 2 10.1,   10.6 0.80 0.64 15.5 10.2 2.38

0.5 1 5.0,   5.3 0.48 0.37 9.1 5.7 2.81
gb5_12c 1 1 6.7,   7.5 0.76 0.61 18.9 9.2 1.46

1 2 10.1,   10.6 0.83 0.67 15.4 9.9 2.38

the cutoff density were obtained in Heliotron-DR at high power density.  The radial electric field is
in the "electron root" regime out to r/a = 0.9.  The electron temperature is much larger than the ion
temperature because all the ECH power goes initially to the electrons and the only power to the ions
is from collision transfer, which is small at this low density.  The ripple-induced transport
dominates out to r/a = 0.85 in Figure 6.9.  The H-ISS95 = 1.5 confinement multiplier assumed here
gives 〈β〉  = 0.77%.
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Figure 6.8.  (a) Assumed density profile and calculated radial ambipolar electric field, and (b)
 calculated electron and ion temperature profiles for the reference gb4 configuration
 for ne = 2 x 1019 m–3 and PECH = 1 MW at B = 1 T.
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Figure 6.9.  Power loss channels for the reference gb4 configuration for ne = 2 x 1019 m–3 and
 PECH = 1 MW at B = 1 T.

Table 6.2 lists the parameters obtained with ECH heating for two values of B at 1-MW heating
power for the reference gb4 configuration and two lower-ripple variants, gb5_12d and gb5_12c.
The ripple-induced component of the transport is smaller in these configurations.  Operation at
B = 0.5 T gives slightly higher values of 〈β〉 , ≈ 0.87%, for all three configurations, but with lower
values of plasma density, temperature, and confinement time.  The effect of lowering the ripple is
illustrated in Figures 6.10 and 6.11.  The ripple-induced transport is dominant only in the central
20% of the plasma volume (out to r/a = 0.45) in Figure 6.10 vs. the central 70% of the plasma
volume (out to r/a = 0.85) in Figure 6.9.  The electric field becomes stronger in the mid region of
the plasma as the ripple is reduced, as shown in Figure 6.11.  The ambipolar potential

Table 6.2.  Calculated plasma parameters for the reference QPS configuration and variants with
lower-ripple for ECH cases.

Case
B

T

ne

1019 m–3
Te

keV

Ti

keV

τE

ms

–Er

kV/m

〈β〉
%

gb4 0.5 0.5 1.52 0.11 2.8 –39.1 0.86
1 2.0 1.21 0.23 10.0 –3.6 0.77

gb5_12d 0.5 0.5 1.98 0.11 2.8 –24.5 0.87
1 2.0 1.48 0.29 10.2 –7.4 0.79

gb5_12c 0.5 0.5 2.30 0.11 2.9 –21.1 0.88
1 2.0 1.68 0.33 10.1 –11.5 0.78
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is more peaked than the electron temperature profile but is comparable in magnitude, as shown in
Figure 6.12.
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6.3.  Neoclassical Thermal Confinement

The achievement of acceptable levels of neoclassical confinement has guided our QPS design
optimization efforts since the beginning of this project.1,2,3,4,5  The goal of this design has been to
develop a compact configuration in which neoclassical confinement times exceed the anomalous
stellarator ISS95 scaling law by a significant factor (5 - 10).  The rationale behind this target has
been to allow sufficient separation between neoclassical and anomalous levels so that noticeable
changes in confinement would be observable when (and if) this experiment accesses enhanced
confinement  (i.e., turbulence suppression) regimes.  Such regimes are now observed on most
existing stellarators and exploration of their mechanisms and thresholds in the presence of quasi-
poloidal symmetry is expected to form an important goal for a QPS experiment.  The expected
neoclassical thermal confinement properties of our reference configuration have been evaluated for
a variety of operational regimes that can be accessed using the ECRH and ICRH heating sources
that are anticipated to be available for QPS.  Table 6.3 lists plasma parameters that are projected,
based on different magnetic field strengths, different heating power levels at several frequencies, and
using ISS95 scaling.  In the following, we focus on the B = 1 T cases for the transport studies of
the QPS device.

TABLE 6.3. - PLASMA PARAMETERS FOR A <Β> = 0.5 TO 1 T, Nfp = 2, DEVICE, BASED ON

ISS95 SCALING WITH ENHANCEMENT FACTOR H = 1.

Heating/ Magnetic field Density (X˚1020˚m-3) Te, Ti (keV) ν*e, ν*i <β>

0.5 MW ECH B˚=˚1 T 0.18 1.4, 0.15 0.02, 1.6 0.7%

1 MW ECH B˚=˚0.5 T 0.045 2.1, 0.2 0.002, 0.22 1%

1 MW ICH B˚=˚1 T 0.83 0.5, 0.5 0.68, 0.64 2%

1 MW ICH B˚=˚0.5 T 0.59 0.4, 0.25 0.75, 1.8 3.7%

These parameters are based on ISS95 scaling for an earlier  R0 = 0.83 m device, for the indicated
levels of heating power and magnetic field strength, but are close to those that characterize the
current reference device.  Since the more recent reference configuration will sample parameters
close to these, they will be used as test cases for our current design.  As can be seen, a significant
range of collisionality is covered by ECH and ICH heating scenarios.  As will be shown below, this
will allow tests of transport in both D ~ 1/ν and ~ ν1/2 regimes; also, for the ECH cases plasma
energy losses will generally be dominated by electrons (which will be in the 1/ν regime) while for
ICH cases losses will be dominated by ions.  The tools used to evaluate confinement in QPS
configurations include single particle orbit trajectories, J adiabatic invariant contours6, the NEO
code7, the DKES11,12 drift kinetic solver, and the DELTA5D8 Monte Carlo code.  In addition,
DELTA5D has been benchmarked for one of our earlier quasi-helical configurations against the
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GTC9 gyrokinetic particle simulation code.  In the following sections we describe these tools in
more detail and present results obtained with them for the QPS reference configuration (GB4).

6.2.1.  Single Particle Orbits

As discussed above, the reference configuration (GB4) exhibits approximate poloidal symmetry in
its |B| spectrum for radii far enough from the plasma edge (see Figures 3.10-11 in Chapter 3). The
fact that poloidal symmetry cannot be achieved precisely, leads to some level of direct orbit loss.
For particles trapped in the local magnetic wells, this loss occurs via a gradual outward drift over
many bounces.  In Figure 6.13 we show the variation of |B| along a magnetic field line (going about
6 transits around the torus) for an inner and outer flux surface.  For regions near the magnetic axis,
the ripple remains finite and the wells in |B| are relatively symmetric. Here a relatively simple
distinction between trapped and untrapped orbits is possible and there is only a single dominant
well structure in |B|.  Near the outer flux surface regions, multiple trapping regions are present,
leading to possibilities for collisionless trapping and de-trapping near the transitional boundaries in
pitch angle space between trapped and passing orbits.
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Figure 6.13 Variation of |B| along a field line for (a) ψ/ψedge = 0.003, (b) ψ/ψedge = 0.75.

For passing and transitional particles direct losses can also arise from the presence of drift surface
islands and regions of stochasticity which manifest themselves over many toroidal transits.  The
size of these islands is a function of the particle energy, with this type of loss most important for
more energetic ions.  Also, both of these types of losses can be relatively slow due to the fact that
the (approximately) poloidally symmetric magnetic structure more nearly aligns B and ∇ |B| and
thus minimizes the B x ∇ |B| drift component normal to the magnetic surface to a greater degree
than is possible with other types of stellarator symmetry.  Finally, the effects of this direct loss are
minimized, at least for thermal particles, by the influence of the ambipolar electric field and by finite
collisionality.

A typical direct orbit loss for a deeply trapped ion in our reference configuration is illustrated in
Figure 6.14(a). Figure 6.14(b) plots equivalent orbits in the ATF torsatron (which was not designed
to be close to any form of quasi-symmetry) for comparison. For the case shown in Figure 6.14(a)
the bounce motion occurs within a single field period. As mentioned above, more complex orbital
motion can also occur near trapped-passing transitional regions where orbits can be trapped over a
few bounces, become passing as they drift and then become trapped again.  Some of the orbits
plotted in Figure 6.14(b) for the ATF device have this latter characteristic Figure 6.14(a) shows,
however, that the equivalent trapped orbit in the reference configuration with no electric field (the
blue orbit) takes many more bounces to leave the confined volume than for a torsatron such as ATF
[Figure 6.14(b)]. In real time, the reference configuration orbit remained within the confined volume
for 4-5 times longer than the equivalent orbit in ATF.  This slower radial drift is directly related to
the closer alignment of B and ∇ |B| in the QPS configuration, as mentioned earlier.  The other
consequence of the slower radial drift which is illustrated in Figure 6.14(a) is the degree with which
orbits can become confined in the presence of small components of radial electric field.  Even with
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eφ(a)/ε = 0.1 (ε is the particle energy) the orbits close poloidally and are therefore confined.
Although this level of electric field provides some degree of confinement of the ATF orbit (red
curve) the orbit remains rather pathological and experiences multiple trapping/detrapping
transitions.
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Figure 6.14 - Deeply trapped 500 eV orbits in QPS reference configuration, (b) deeply trapped
500 eV orbits in ATF.
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Figure 6.15 - J* contours as a function of ambipolar potential with associated orbits (from
Figure 6.14) superimposed in magenta.



6-15

These trapped orbit trajectories in the reference configuration match rather well with longitudinal
adiabatic invariant contours.  The reference configuration has been developed with most of the
transport weighting on a DKES collisional (ν* ~ 1) transport coefficient target in order to improve

transport in this regime.  In Figure 6.15 we plot the contours of the longitudinal adiabatic invariant
J* for the reference configuration with the associated orbits of Figure 6.14 superimposed in
magenta.  As may be seen, the J* contours generally provide a good guide as to where the orbit
trajectory goes and show (in a more global way ) how the ambipolar potential improves the orbit
confinement.  The regions of white–space (no contours) in Figure 6.15 are associated with regions
(forbidden) which cannot be accessed due to v||

2 < 0 at these locations for the fixed values of ε/µ
used in making these plots.  For each of the plots in Figure 6.15 we have plotted only J* contours
for a the single value of ε/µ that is consistent with the pitch angle (v||/v = 0.1) and potentials used in

the orbit calculation.

In Figure 6.16 we display several of the different types of orbits that are formed as the initial pitch
angle of the particle is varied (as v||/v is varied the orbits are started at different flux surfaces so that
they don't lie on top of each other).  Here 500 eV ions are followed in an electric potential with
eφ(ψedge) = 100V.  The v||/v = 0.1, and 0.3 orbits are locally trapped and precessing poloidally due to
the E x B and ∇ B x B drifts.  The v||/v = 0.5 orbit is partially passing (near θ = 0° and 180°)
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Figure 6.16.  Variation of orbit topologies as the initial value of v||/v and starting flux surface are
   varied.



6-16

and locally trapped over the remaining portions of its trajectory.  The v||/v = 0.7 orbit is somewhat
similar to a tokamak banana orbit in that it is not locally trapped within a local well in the toroidal
direction, but is reflected when it reaches a poloidal position where v|| = 0.  Finally, the v||/v = 0.9
orbit is untrapped over its entire trajectory.  These orbit features are also illustrated in Figure 6.17
where we plot the v||/v = 0.3, 0.5, 0.7, and 0.9 orbits along with their associated J* contours.  The
color coding used here is that the black contour lines are for the locally trapped orbits (i.e., within a
single well of |B| as one moves toroidally); the purple contours are for the untrapped J* contours
and the magenta lines denote the guiding center orbit trajectory.

(a) (b)

(c) (d)

Figure 6.17  Longitudinal adiabatic invariant contours associated with the v||/v = 0.3, 0.5, 0.7, and
 0.9 orbits of Figure 6.16.  Black contours are for locally trapped orbits, purple
 contours are for untrapped orbits, and the actual guiding center orbits are displayed in
 magenta.
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The wide range of different orbit topologies possible in these configurations and the finite
deviations of certain classes of orbits from flux surfaces (as illustrated in Figure 6.14 and Figure
6.16), has lead us to rely on global Monte Carlo calculations of neoclassical transport( see section
6.3.4).  We find, however, that even taking into account such loss channels, the overall loss can
generally be maintained at an acceptable level.

6.2.2.  Low-collisionality (1/ν) Transport

Recently, a semi-analytic theory7 and code (NEO) have been developed for evaluating the local
diffusion coefficient L11 of the low collisionality 1/ν stellarator transport coefficient (at Er = 0) for
arbitrary |B| Fourier spectra.  This capability offers a simple and relatively fast method for
categorizing levels of low collisionality transport in compact stellarators.  This coefficient is
proportional to εeff

3/2 , where the effective ripple is εeff . This is computed by matching the value of
L11 calculated for an arbitrary |B| spectrum with the analytic form obtained from single helicity
calculations.  Although this regime (collisionless, no electric field) is somewhat idealized with
respect to what is accessed in an experiment, it does provide a useful measure of confinement.  

This measure is not currently being used in our optimizations, but may be incorporated into the
stellarator optimization code at some point in the future.  As will be discussed in the next
subsection, low density ECH plasmas in our configuration do access parameters which are fairly
deep into the collisionless regime and certainly benefit from minimizing 1/ν type transport.

In Figure 6.18(a) we plot both the effective ripple coefficient εeff
3/2 obtained from the NEO code, the

simple helical ripple coefficient  εh
3/2 which is based on measuring the variation of |B| within each

flux surface [εh = (Bmax – Bmin)/ (Bmax + Bmin)], and results for a low collisionality DKES transport
coefficient that has been normalized to the NEO results at the ψ/ψmax = 0.122 flux surface.  As can
be seen, the results from the NEO code and the DKES code show the same variation across flux
surfaces. For the QPS reference configuration, there is roughly an order of magnitude improvement
between εh

3/2 and εeff
3/2.  This difference provides a measure of the effect of the transport

optimization  (i.e., the influence of the quasi-poloidal symmetry). In Figure 6.18(b) the variation of
εeff

3/2 is plotted as we artificially improve the quasi-poloidal symmetry of our device by reducing the
size of the m ≠ 0 components of the Bmn’s which are used in the NEO calculation.  This
demonstrates that εeff

3/2 is directly reduced by increasing the degree of quasi-poloidal symmetry.

Next, in Figure 6.19(a) and (b) we plot εeff
3/2 as a function of (ψ/ψedge)

1;/2 for several different
stellarators.  In Figure 6.19(a) results are given for both the current reference configuration (labeled
gb4) along with several similar two field period configurations that have improved levels of
transport (gb5_12a, gb5_12c, gb5_12d). Figure 6.19(b) shows results obtained for a number of
existing and planned stellarators in the world fusion program including the gb4 and gb5_12c



6-18

0.01

0.1

0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1

ε
eff

3/2

sqrt(ψ/ψ
edge

)

NEO code

DKES L11 coef. at

ν/v = 10-5 normalized
match NEO at s = 5

ε
h

3 / 2

10-10

10
-8

10-6

0.0001

0.01

1

0 10 20 30 40 50

ε
eff

3/2

s (~ψ)

.01

.001

.0001

.01

1

Scaling factor for m ≠ 0
components of B

mn
:

Figure 6.18 - (a) εh
3/2 and εeff

3/2 for our reference configuration, (b) εeff
3/2 with the components of |B|

which violate poloidal symmetry artificially lowered by a constant factor.

QPS configurations.  The gb5_12c configuration falls into a similar range of εeff
3/2 as W7-AS. Both

gb4 and gb5_12c configurations have values of εeff
3/2 well below those of higher aspect ratio

torsatrons (ATF, LHD, CHS) except near the magnetic axis.  The quasi-toroidally symmetric LI383
device can attain very low values of εeff

3/2 near the magnetic axis due to the dominance there of n = 0
components in its Bmn spectrum and the fact that the axisymmetric ripple vanishes at the axis.  It
seems to be a characteristic of devices which have a predominantly quasi-poloidal symmetry (our
configurations and W7-X) that εeff

3/2 does not drop off as rapidly near the magnetic axis as for
quasi-toroidal and quasi-helical devices.   Higher aspect ratio devices such as W7-X tend to have
less overall ripple and spread in their Bmn spectrum, leading to lower levels of εeff

3/2. However, the
most highly optimized QPS configuration, gb5_12c, achieves values of εeff

3/2 that fall to within a
factor of 2 of W7-X over most of the plasma cross section. This is significant given that this is
attained in QPS at an aspect ratio that is a factor of 5 lower than that of W7-X.  In comparing the
size of εeff

3/2 between devices with different symmetry, it should be noted that εeff
3/2 is only a

measure of the low collisionality non-symmetric transport component.  The symmetric component
of transport must also be added to this.  In the case of quasi-poloidal and quasi-helical symmetry
this can be quite low as a result of the short toroidal extent and narrow radial thickness of the
banana orbits.  For quasi-toroidally symmetric devices the symmetric component of transport can
be much higher10 than the ripple component (~ εeff

3/2) computed here.
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Figure 6.19 - (a) εeff
3/2 coefficient for recent QPS reference configurations, (b) εeff

3/2 coefficient for
QPS and various existing and planned stellarator devices.

6.2.3.  Neoclassical Transport Coefficient Studies at Arbitrary
     Collisionality and Electric Field using the DKES Model

The drift kinetic equation solver code (DKES) was developed11,12 to calculate the full stellarator
neoclassical transport coefficient matrix for realistic magnetic field spectra having arbitrary
helicities.  This code is described in more detail in Appendix A. This code can be used to calculate a
variety of the transport characteristics of QPS configurations.  These include local transport fluxes
of density and heat, global particle and energy lifetimes, collisional bootstrap current levels, and
self-consistent calculations of the ambipolar electric field.  To date, only some of these options have
been developed, but in the future, we expect to use the DKES code and it’s projected enhancements
to be applied in increasing detail to the confinement analysis of QPS configurations.  Limitations of
the current DKES model and its anticipated future development are described in Appendix A.
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The transport coefficients calculated by DKES relate the radial fluxes of density (Γ), heat (Q) and
velocity (u-us) to the thermodynamic forces (gradients in density, temperature, and potential in
addition to the parallel electric field) that drive them:

The coefficients D̂ij  are related to the monoenergetic Lij coefficients that are the output of DKES

through the following velocity integrals and dimensional factors:
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Here vth is the thermal velocity, Ω is the cyclotron frequency, K is the energy (normalized to vth
2), B

is the flux surface average magnetic field, ρ is the flux surface label, and r is the average minor
radius of the ρth flux surface.  The reduced monoenergetic transport coefficients Lij are calculated

by DKES as a function of two parameters related to collisionality and the local radial electric field:
ν/v and Er/v, where v is the velocity.  In order to perform the above velocity integrals, the Lij

coefficients must be obtained over a sufficient range of ν/v and Er/v for each flux surface of interest

so that the above integrals can be carried out to a high enough energy so that the Kn e-K factor in the
integrand has decayed away sufficiently.  For example, in the case of the heat diffusivity coefficient
(D22), this factor will be K4 e-K which typically requires evaluation of L11 out to about 9 times the
thermal velocity.

DKES has been applied to the reference configurations over the ranges that are currently
numerically accessible.  Although a sufficient range of collisionalities and electric fields cannot be
accessed to do the required energy integrations for all parameters of experimental interest, the
monoenergetic coefficients provide useful physical insights over the parameter ranges where they
can be converged.  Also, a mixed model can be used where the DKES coefficients are employed
over the ranges where they can be converged and then asymptotic forms are used to extrapolate
outside these ranges.  In Figure 6.20 we plot the DKES L11 coefficient  for a flux surface about 1/2
of the way out (in flux) for our gb4 reference configuration as a function of collisionality and
electric field.  Also indicated by rectangular boxes are the approximate ranges of collisionality that
are accessed in calculating the D22 thermal diffusivity coefficient for ECH and ICH parameter
regimes at B = 1 T (see Table 6.1).  These ranges are estimated as the intervals in ν/v and E/v
associated in going from thermal energies to 9 times thermal energies (for D22 the integrand has its
maximum about halfway through this range).  These intervals are: ECH electrons (7 x 10-5 < n/v <
10-3, 8 x 10-5 < E/v < 2 x 10-4), ECH ions (6 x 10-3 < n/v < 7 x 10-2, 10-2 < E/v < 3 x 10-2), ICH
electrons (3 x 10-3 < n/v < 4 x 10-2, 5 x 10-5 < E/v < 2 x 10-4), ICH ions (2 x 10-3 < n/v < 3 x 10-2,     
2 x 10-3 < E/v < 6 x 10-3).
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Figure 6.20.  Dependence of DKES L11 transport coefficients on collisionality and electric field for
a single flux surface (halfway out in flux) showing approximate regimes for
electrons and ions in ECH and ICH heating scenarios

In Figure 6.21 we plot the L31 transport coefficient for the GB4 reference configuration over similar
ranges of collisionality and electric field. Bootstrap current profiles can be inferred from this
coefficient after extending the calculation to a full range of flux surfaces, integrating over energy
and multiplying by pressure gradients.  Such a calculation has been carried out to completion for an
axisymmetric tokamak, indicating excellent agreement between DKES and low collisionality
asymptotic theories.13  This process has not been completed yet for our reference configuration.
As Figure 6.21 shows, it may be expected that the bootstrap current will be suppressed to some
extent by finite collisionality and electric field effects.
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Figure 6.2.  Dependence of DKES L31 transport coefficients on collisionality and electric field for
 a single flux surface (halfway out in flux).

We have evaluated DKES transport coefficients  at ψ/ψedge = 0.5 and E/v = 0.0001 for the gb4 and
gb5 series of configurations that were analyzed using the NEO code in Figure 6.19(a).  The results
are shown in Figure 6.22.
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As may be seen, similar improvements are evident in going from gb4 to gb5 configurations as
shown by the ε3/2 coefficient (which is a measure of the level of the 1/ν transport regime that occurs
in this figure for ν/v < about 0.01).

A final application of DKES in analyzing our configurations is in the calculation of the
self–consistent ambipolar electric field; in certain regimes, the level of this field can exert a strong
influence over neoclassical confinement times.  Also, control of this electric field and its local shear
is expected to be a critical element in the achievement of turbulence suppression and enhanced
confinement regimes.  There are several approaches under consideration for addressing this issue.
First, one can use DKES coefficients to calculate ion and electron fluxes and then search for roots.
These fluxes can be expressed in terms of the DKES transport coefficients as follows:

In the following Figure 6.23 we give an example of the dependence of these fluxes on the radial
electric field using DKES for an earlier reference configuration.  As more results become available
for the DKES database of current reference configuration, similar calculations will be applied to this
device.  In this case we have extrapolated the monoenergetic coefficients to asymptotic limits in
regimes where it was not possible to obtain converged DKES results.  For example, at the lower
collisionality, large electric field ranges for calculations such as in Figure 6.20, we have matched
over smoothly to a ν1/2 scaling. We have chosen parameters characteristic of the ECH heated regime
with Te > Ti.  As may be seen the electric field that equalizes electron and ion fluxes is the negative
(inward pointing) electron root.  As will be shown in the next section, this is qualitatively in
agreement with Monte Carlo results for ECH regimes where the overall electric field level has been
also varied in order to equalize electron and ion fluxes through the outer flux surface.  
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Figure 6.23.  Self-consistent ambipolar electric field roots using the DKES transport coefficients
  for electrons and ions in ECH regimes.

The next step beyond this method of calculating the electric field is to attempt to dynamically
balance the ion particle fluxes that are calculated within the Monte Carlo simulation the particle
fluxes for electrons obtained from DKES.  Such a hybrid diffusive fluid electron – guiding center
ion model should avoid the time scale separation problems and noise level problems inherent in
using particle models for both electrons and ions.

6.2.3.  Monte Carlo Calculations

Global Monte Carlo particle simulations have provided the most frequently used method for
estimating global energy lifetimes in QPS configurations.  Due to the fact that the full guiding
center orbits are followed, this model includes both diffusive and direct orbit losses.  Monte Carlo
calculations have been based on the DELTA5D code (see Appendix A for a description of this
code).

For the evaluation and comparison of different configurations, the global confinement option of
DELTA5D based on diffuse profiles has been used most frequently.  In this case the initial loading
of particles is determined by the assumed density and temperature profiles.  We have typically used
flat density profiles and parabolic squared temperature profiles.  In Figure 6.24(a) we show a
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scatter plot of typical initial particle energies vs. flux along with the assumed temperature profile for
~12,000 particles.  These particles are initially distributed randomly in poloidal and toroidal angular
locations.  Their trajectories are integrated in time until they intersect the outer magnetic surface; as
they leave this surface their exit energy is added to the accumulated energy loss and they are then
re-seeded back into the plasma with random initial conditions and energy chosen from a probability
distribution that is consistent with the assumed profiles.  In Figure 6.24(b) we show a plot of the
typical energy loss rate through the outer magnetic surface, expressed as a percentage fraction of
the initial energy.  Both the instantaneous signal and the moving time-averaged result is shown,
indicating that a steady state is generally achieved where losses are balanced by sources.  We
typically only use the time-averaged results for energy lifetime predictions.
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Figure 6.24 - (a) typical Initial Monte Carlo particle loading in energy and radius, (b) Energy loss
rate through outer flux surface showing both raw signal (blue) and time-averaged signal (black).

We have generally used a fixed profile for the ambipolar potential that varies inversely with the
temperature profiles.  An example of typical potential and temperature profiles is shown
Figure 6.25.
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Keeping this potential profile fixed, we have then varied the central value φ(0) from negative to
positive values to obtain approximate ambipolar states where the electron and ion particle losses
through the outer flux surface are balanced.

In following Monte Carlo particle distributions in the presence of an electric potential and for times
on the order of collisional energy exchange times, steps must be taken to insure that the average
energy of the test particle distribution remains relatively constant in time.  If this is not done, then
steady-state conditions are not obtained and the definition of a confinement time becomes
problematical.  Within our model there are a number of mechanisms which can cause changes in
the ensemble averaged particle energy over time.  These include:  energy exchange between the
diffusing particles and the fixed background plasma as the initially more energetic particles from
near the magnetic axis move radially outward into the cooler portions of the background profile,
increases or decreases (i.e., ±e∆φ) in the particle kinetic energy as particles move radially through
the potential profile, the effective heating which is built into our particle replacement procedure (as
particles leave the outer magnetic surface, they are replaced back at their same initial flux surface at
a potential energy of eφ and a kinetic energy obtained from sampling the local Maxwellian
distribution).  We find that for the case of ions, especially at high collisionalities, these sources and
sinks of energy approximately balance out and no adjustments need to be made.  However, for
electrons, collisional energy scattering effects generally tend to drain energy out of the test particle
distribution over time; if energy scattering is not present, then the opposite trend of kinetic energy
gain often occurs due to the radial movement of electrons through an increasing electrostatic
potential while conserving their total energy (this feature is built into the guiding center orbit
equations).  In this case we have adopted a procedure that is similar to that used by Lotz,
Nührenberg, and Schlüter14 which is to keep the kinetic energy of the test particles constant.  This
is  implemented in the current calculations for electrons by including only pitch angle scattering and
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resetting the kinetic energy at each time step to its value prior to the time step (i.e., in effect we
instantly relax the kinetic energy ±e∆φ resulting from movement through the varying electric
potential).  This approach is expected to error in a conservative direction with respect to
confinement time estimates in that it doesn't allow the equilibration with the local background
plasma (and resulting lower particle energy) which would normally be expected in a more self-
consistent calculation.  In the future, we expect to explore more self-consistent methods that include
collisional energy transfers balanced by local heating allocated over the whole ensemble of
simulation particles in order to maintain a steady-state.

Using Monte Carlo calculations we have examined confinement characteristics for the parameters
of the <B> = 1 T ECH and ICH cases given above in Table 1.  This calculation allows us to
examine the dependence on electric field and plasma parameters of both the particle flux through
the outer magnetic flux surface and the global energy lifetimes for both electrons and ions.  Taking
into account the energy loss channels of both species, we can then make direct comparisons to
empirical ISS95 energy confinement times.

In Figure 6.26 we plot the particle flux (through the outer flux surface) and the energy confinement
time variation with the electric field for the relatively high density, equal electron and ion
temperature ICH case from Table 1 [n(0) = 8.3 x 1019 m-3, Te(0) = Ti(0) = 0.5 keV].  As can be
seen from Figure 6.26(a), the ion and electron particle fluxes are balanced for an ambipolar electric
field with |e|φ(ψedge)/kTe(0) > 0.  This is the ion root, as is often observed in higher density
stellarator plasmas. Figure 6.26(b) shows the variation of the energy confinement times with electric
field.  For the value of the electric field where the global particle fluxes are ambipolar from
Figure 6.26(a) the electron energy lifetime is ~210 ms while the ion lifetime is ~315 ms.  At
|e|φ(ψedge)/kTe(0) = 0, the electron energy lifetime is ~244 ms while the ion lifetime is ~65 ms.  The
ion lifetimes rise very steeply for positive values of |e|φ(ψedge)/kTe(0).  The electron lifetimes remain
large and are not strongly dependent on the electric field due to their high collisionality.
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Figure 6.26 - Variation of (a) Edge particle fluxes for ions and electrons vs. electric field for the
ICH heated case, and (b) Energy lifetimes for ions and electrons vs. electric field
for the ICH heated case.

We can then combine the electron and ion energy loss rates shown in Figure 6.26(b) to obtain a
global plasma energy confinement time using the formula:

τ τ τ
α τ α τE

global E
i

E
e

e E
i

i E
e=

+

where α i = Wi/(Wi + We), αe = We/(Wi + We), and Wi and We are the volume–averaged stored
energies in the ions and electrons. Figure 6.27 shows the variation of this global energy
confinement time with |e|φ(ψedge)/kTe(0) and indicates the level of global confinement time predicted
by the ISS95 empirical stellarator scaling law for these parameters.
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Figure 6.27 - Variation of global neoclassical confinement time from Monte Carlo (in blue) with
electric field for ICH heated parameters and comparison with ISS95 empirical
stellarator scaling law.

The neoclassical Monte Carlo confinement time exceeds τISS95 by a factor of 6.3 [for
|e|φ(ψedge)/kTe(0) = 0] to 15 (at the point where the global particle fluxes balance).  Clearly, for
these parameters, anomalous transport will dominate and neoclassical will limit confinement, except
if enhanced confinement regimes are present.

We next used Monte Carlo to analyze the opposite extreme of the spectrum of parameters that
should be accessible in the QPS device; i.e., the low density, high electron temperature, low ion
temperature ECH case from Table 1 [n(0) = 1.8 x 1019 m-3, Te(0) = 1.4 keV, Ti(0) = 0.15 keV].  In
Figure 6.28 we plot the electric field variation of the particle flux and the energy confinement times
for ions and electrons.  As can be seen from Figure 6.28(a), the ion and electron particle fluxes now
become balanced for an ambipolar electric field with |e|φ(ψedge)/kTe(0) < 0. This is the electron root,
and is often observed in ECH plasmas with Te >> Ti where the electrons dominate the transport
(reference W7-AS and CHS electron root papers. Figure 6.28(b) then shows the variation of the
energy confinement times with electric field.  For the point where the particle fluxes are ambipolar
from Figure 6.28(a), the electron energy lifetime is ~10 ms while the ion lifetime is ~35 ms.  The
ion lifetimes rise very steeply for positive values of |e|φ(ψedge)/kTe(0) due to the large electron–ion
temperature ratio (Te/Ti ~ 10).  Since the electric field is electrostatically confining for ions in the
|e|φ(ψedge)/kTe(0) > 0 direction, it is difficult to populate the Maxwellian Monte Carlo ion
distribution with enough tail ions to provide sufficient losses to define a confinement time for
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|e|φ(ψedge)/kTe(0) in the 0.25 - 1 range [equivalent to |e|φ(ψedge)/kTi(0) = 2.5 - 10].  On the other
hand, ion lifetimes monotonically decrease as |e|φ(ψedge)/kTe(0) varies from 0 to -2.  For this sign of
the potential, tail ions are not restrained electrostatically and due to the large electron-ion
temperature ratio these electric fields can drive sufficiently large E x B drifts in the low temperature
ions so as to begin unwinding their rotational transform; this effect can enhance losses for localized
groups of passing ions with energies and pitch angles such that the poloidal component of their
parallel motion along the field lines matches their poloidal E x B drift.

The electron root is of interest with respect to enhanced confinement regimes since it can lead to
large potentials and electric field shear and improved ion confinement.  It is expected that higher
electron temperatures would increase the electron particle flux  in Figure 6.28(a), leading to a larger
ambipolar electric field. Figure 6.28(b) indicates that for the range of |e|φ(ψedge)/kTe(0) which has
been simulated, the ion confinement is decreasing with increasingly negative values of
|e|φ(ψedge)/kTe(0).  However, it would be expected that as one moves further to the left on
Figure 6.28(b) than has been simulated, the ion confinement will again begin increasing at some
point.
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Figure 6.28.  Variation of (a) Edge particle fluxes for ions and electrons vs. electric field for the
  ECH heated case, and (b) Energy lifetimes for ions and electrons vs. electric field for
  the ECH heated case.

Using the above formula for the overall global lifetime and the results from Figure 6.28(b), we plot
in Figure 6.29 the variation of the global energy confinement time with |e|φ(ψedge)/kTe(0) and

indicate the level of global confinement time predicted by the ISS95 empirical stellarator scaling law
for these parameters.
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Figure 6.29.  Variation of global neoclassical confinement time from Monte Carlo (in blue) with
electric field for ECH heated parameters and comparison with ISS95 empirical

stellarator scaling law.

In contrast to the ICH case, here the neoclassical lifetime is comparable to the anomalous ISS95
lifetime.  Based on this prediction, both types of transport should be present at roughly equal levels.
This lowered level of neoclassical confinement for the ECH as compared to ICH parameters reflects
the lower collisionality, in particular for the electrons in the ECH case and their sampling of the 1/ν
regime of transport, as was indicated in Figure 6.20.

Next, in Figure 6.30 we compare Monte Carlo energy confinement times between the QPS gb4
reference configuration (gb4) and the ATF torsatron for ECH and ICH parameters.  This is based
on the full-size ATF and shows  roughly a factor of 2 improvement in confinement in each case.
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Figure 6.30 - Comparison of energy lifetimes between the QPS reference configuration (gb4) and
the ATF torsatron at |e|φ(ψedge)/kTe(0) = 0 for (a) ECH parameters and (b) ICH

parameters.

As mentioned earlier, improvements have recently been made over the gb4 reference configuration
with respect to transport optimization.  These configurations have been denoted the gb5_12a, . . .
gb5_12d series.  We have picked the gb5_12a configuration to compare with the gb4 device using
an equivalent set of Monte Carlo runs for electrons and ions in ECH and ICH heating scenarios.
Based on the low collisionality DKES and εeff

3/2 results, the gb5_12a transport coefficients were
about a factor of 4 – 5 lower than those of the gb4 configuration.

In Figure 6.31 we compare the energy lifetimes for the gb4 and gb5_12a configurations for ICH
parameters.  The ion energy lifetime is improved for the gb5_12a device, but the electron energy
lifetime is somewhat lower.  These differences are likely within the inherent noise level of the
Monte Carlo simulation. However, since the losses are dominated by the ion channel, the global
energy lifetime, shown in Figure 6.32, is higher for the gb5 device (the equivalent gb4 result was
shown in Figure 6.27) and indicates a factor of 7 – 8 improvement over the ISS95 prediction.
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Figure 6.33 - Comparison of electron and ion energy lifetimes vs. electric field between the gb4
  and gb5 configurations for the ECH heating parameters

In Figure 6.32 results for gb4 and gb5_12a configurations are compared for the ECH heating
scenario.  Here more significant confinement time improvements are obtained for the gb5_12a
device, especially for the electrons.  Since the electrons are well into the collisionless 1/ν regime, it
would be expected that their confinement would be more sensitive to configuration optimizations
that improve εeff

3/2.  For these parameters, the energy losses are generally dominated by electrons.
The global confinement time is plotted in Figure 6.34 and compared with the ISS95 scaling result.
Significant improvements  are evident over the gb4 results of Figure 6.29.  Previously (gb4), the
global Monte Carlo confinement time was approximately equal to the ISS95 time.  With the
improved gb5_12a configuration the global Monte Carlo confinement time now exceeds the ISS95
result by a factor of ~2.
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Figure 6.34 - Comparison of global neoclassical energy lifetime vs. electric field for the gb5
  configuration with the ISS95 lifetime for the ECH heating parameters.

6.2.4.  Comparisons of Transport between Fixed and Free Boundary
Configurations

An important test of the modular coil design for our reference configuration is to check that one can
reconstruct the original physics properties of the configuration using the free boundary equilibrium
obtained from discrete coils.  We have checked this issue with respect to transport properties by: (a)
using the NEO code to calculate εeff

3/2, and (b) calculating Monte Carlo energy lifetimes for fixed

and free boundary configurations.

Results for εeff
3/2 are shown below in Figure 6.34 for fixed and free boundary configurations.
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Figure 6.34 - εeff
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boundary (based on the gb4 modular coil design) equilibria.

It is interesting that based on this measure, the free boundary configuration actually improves
confinement slightly in going from the fixed to free boundary configurations.

In Figure 6.35 Monte Carlo energy lifetimes are shown vs. simulation time for ions and electrons
for the ICH regime parameters [i.e., n(0) = 8.3 x 1019 m-3, Te(0) = TI(0) = 500 eV].  Here we have
calculated lifetimes for Er = 0.
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Figure 6.35 - (a) Ion energy lifetimes and (b) electron energy lifetimes vs. simulation time for fixed
and free boundary (based on the gb4 modular coil design) equilibria.

As may be seen, the ion energy lifetimes [Figure 6.35(a)] are quite close between the fixed and free
boundary configurations with the fixed boundary confinement being slightly higher. For the
electron simulations [Figure 6.35(b)], there seems to be a tendency in the opposite direction - i.e.,
for the free boundary case to have slightly higher confinement times (after the initial transients) than
the fixed boundary case.  The electron lifetimes show more dispersion, but this is largely due to the
larger noise levels that characterize electron simulations. These larger noise levels are related to: (a)
the shorter time steps required for the higher electron velocity and collisionality prevent using as
many particles as for ions, (b) the higher lifetimes for electrons imply a smaller sample size of
escaping particles (used to compute the global lifetimes), and finally, due to the higher
computational requirements of following electrons, it is difficult to run the simulation for longer
than a fraction of the energy confinement time.

In conclusion, these tests show that the reconstructed free boundary equilibrium based on modular
coils preserves the transport properties of the reference configuration both in the collisionless (1/ν)
regime (based on the εeff

3/2 coefficient of the NEO code) and for the more collisonal ICH regime

(based on Monte Carlo calculations).
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7.  Configuration Robustness and Flexibility

The QPS reference configuration was optimized for good neoclassical confinement and MHD
stability and bootstrap alignment at 〈β〉  = 2%.  The QPS modular coils, along with the value of the
current in the outer VF coils and the auxiliary TF field, were then optimized to reconstruct the
desired physics performance obtained for the original fixed-boundary configuration, subject to
engineering constraints on the coils.  The plasma obtained from a free-boundary VMEC
reconstruction was found to have approximately the same physics properties (stability, transport,
aspect ratio) as the fixed-boundary configuration for the same pressure and current profiles that
were used in the original fixed-boundary configuration optimization.

However, to be useful for physics studies the QPS experiment must also:

(1) have good flux surfaces for the vacuum configuration (to promote ease of start-up);

(2) have a path from the initial (vacuum) state to the optimized (finite β or low ν*) state
(accessibility);

(3) be robust enough that it does not require only the optimized pressure and current profile for
good performance (robustness against profile uncertainties and perturbations); and

(4) be flexible enough to explore a range of interesting magnetic configurations, not just the
optimized magnetic configuration (flexibility).

7.1.  Quality of the Vacuum Configuration

A requirement for a useful stellarator experiment is that it should have good flux surfaces in
vacuum.  This is necessary for both confirming that there are no significant field errors in the
external coil configuration (as compared with the calculated vacuum configuration), and that low-β
(low-power or low-ν*) plasma configurations should be accessible for experimental study.  Also,
poor vacuum surfaces generally lead to poor plasma confinement and make it difficult to obtain the
higher-parameter plasmas of interest.

Vacuum flux surfaces are calculated by following magnetic field lines with the AVAC Biot-Savart
code.[1]  Convergence studies show that accurate results for the flux surfaces and ι (r) are obtained
when each coil is represented by 100 segments and field lines are followed for up to 100 toroidal
transits.  Figure 7.1 shows the last closed flux surface (LCFS) obtained for the free-boundary
VMEC vacuum case and the flux surfaces obtained by following field lines.  Both are calculated
using the same representation for the coils and the same current in the modular, VF, and TF coil
sets.  While VMEC assumes good flux surfaces and cannot calculate magnetic islands or ergodic
regions, AVAC makes no such assumption.  For these coils, excellent agreement is obtained, and
only a small region at the edge has broken surfaces.  The case shown in the left side of Figure 7.1
is for the same current in the outer VF coils as for the 〈β〉  = 2% reference case.  The right side of
Figure 7.1 shows that a reasonable fit is also obtained when the outer VF coil current is reduced by
a factor 2 and the plasma is allowed to shift outward.  In Figure 7.1, the flux surfaces from



Figure 7.1.  Flux surfaces from following field lines and the LCFS obtained from the free-
      boundary VMEC code for the vacuum case with IVF = 204 kA (left) and 100 kA (right).



following field lines with AVAC are shown in color and the outer surfaces obtained from the free-
boundary VMEC calculation are indicated by the outer black curve.

7.2.  Accessibility of the Reference Configuration

Given good vacuum flux surfaces, another requirement is that the optimized finite-β magnetic
configuration be accessible from the initial (vacuum) state.  This capability has been examined by
calculating a sequence of finite-β free-boundary equilibria in which the pressure profile shape was
held fixed and the value of 〈β〉  was varied from 0 to 2% (Figure 7.2a).  This modifies the rotational
transform profile and shear as shown in Figure 7.2b.  The main effect on the shape of the LCFS is
a small outward shift (Figure 7.3), except at the half period location (Figure 7.3c) where the
surface becomes more triangular as β increases.  A similar effect can be obtained by changing the
vertical field, as indicated in Figure 7.1.

0

4000

8000

1.2 104

1.6 10
4

0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1

P 
(N

/m
2
)

S

<β>=0.0%;  I
φ
 = 0 kA

<β>=0.5%;  I
φ
 = 22 kA

<β>=1.0%;  I
φ
 = 35 kA

<β>=1.5%;  I
φ
 = 48 kA

<β>=2.0%;  I
φ
 = 60 kA

0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1

ι

S

Figure 7.2.  Varying the peak value of the pressure for a fixed profile shape (a) changes the shear
in the rotational transform profile (b).

All the cases in the sequence are MHD stable to ballooning, kink, and vertical modes.  The
ballooning growth rate as calculated by the COBRA code is shown in Figure 7.4.  The neoclassical
confinement improves as 〈β〉  increases as indicated in Figure 7.5 by the decrease in the DKES L11
transport coefficients.  Here L11 is the transport matrix coefficient relating particle (or energy) flux
to the density (or temperature) gradient obtained from the DKES code.  The corresponding value of
the particle diffusivity D or the heat diffusivity χ is obtained by integrating the proper energy
moment over the distribution function.
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Figure 7.3.  Outward shift of the LCFS in the β sequence.



Figure 7.4.  Ballooning growth rate normalized to the Alfven time as a function of the toroidal flux
        variable S (∝  [r/a]2) for the sequence shown in Figure 7.2.

Figure 7.5.  DKES L11 transport coefficients on the S = 0.3, 0.5, and 0.7 surfaces as a function
        of β for the sequence shown in Figure 7.2.

7.3.  Robustness of the Reference Configuration

7.3.1.  Profile sensitivity.

The pressure and surface-averaged parallel current profiles for the reference case plasma are shown
in Figure 7.6.  The reference current profile was chosen  equal to the bootstrap current (this is so-
called bootstrap “alignment” with the equilibrium current).  To test the sensitivity of the reference
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case to the pressure and current profiles, test profiles that are both more and less peaked than the
reference case were chosen.  These profiles are shown in Figure 7.7 and are consistent with the
NCSX reference profiles [2].

0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1

0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1

P(
s)

/P
(0

)

S

-1

-0.8

-0.6

-0.4

-0.2

0

0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1

<
J·

B
>

(s
)/

<
J·

B
> pe

ak

S

Figure 7.6.  Reference pressure and surface-average parallel current profiles as a function of the
        normalized toroidal flux variable, S ~ (r/a)2.

Figure 7.7.  Test pressure and parallel current profiles.  The reference profiles are shown in blue.
        For the pressure profiles, both a more peaked (red) and a flatter (green) profile were
        used.  For the field-aligned current, an Ohmic profile (green) and a bootstrap profile
        with lower edge current (red) were used.



Effect of Profiles on Plasma Shape.  All of these cases were run at 〈β〉  = 2% with a total
toroidal current of 60 kA. The effect of the various current profiles on the plasma shape is shown
in Figure 7.8.  The cases shown in Figure 7.8 were all with the reference pressure profile.  The
effect of the different pressure profiles on the plasma shape is weaker than the effect of the various
current profiles.  While the plasma shape is sensitive to changes in 〈β〉  and the total toroidal
current, it is only weakly affected by modifications in the pressure and current profiles.

Effect of Profiles on Rotational Transform.  The rotational transform profile is, of course,
more sensitive to modifications of the current profile and, to a lesser extent, changes in the
pressure profile.  Figure 7.9a shows the rotational transform profiles for the three different current
profiles with the reference pressure profile.  Using an Ohmic current profile, a weakly reversed
shear profile is obtained.  The two bootstrap current profiles (the reference case and the low-edge
current case) have similar rotational transform profiles.  Figure 7.9b shows the rotational transform
profiles for the three different pressure profiles with the reference current profile.   The variation of
iota with the different test pressure profiles is similar for the other test current profiles.  The
pressure profile only has a large impact on the rotational transform if the current is forced to be
bootstrap consistent (which was not the case for these calculations).

Effect of Profiles on MHD Stability.  The effect of the test profiles on ballooning stability is
shown in Table 7.1.  The reference pressure profile is stable at 〈β〉  = 2% for the two bootstrap
current profiles but the majority of surfaces are unstable for the Ohmic current profile.  Indeed, for
the Ohmic current profile all the cases were unstable on a majority of the surfaces (cases
highlighted in red in Table 7.1).  This is likely due to the very flat iota profile associated with the
Ohmic current profile as shown in Figure 7.9a.  Both the flatter and more peaked pressure profiles
had regions of localized, weak ballooning instability for both the reference current profile.  This is
also the case for the more peaked pressure profile with the low-edge current bootstrap profile
(cases highlighted in yellow in Table 7.1).  This case can be made stable by lowering 〈β〉  to 1.9%
(this was tested and confirmed for all the cases) or possibly by slightly modifying the pressure
profiles (this was not tested).  The flatter pressure profile with the low-edge current case was
unstable over roughly a quarter of the surfaces with a maximum growth rate similar to the Ohmic
cases.  If the case is not stable on all surfaces, the numbers indicate the largest ballooning growth
rate (normalized to the Alfvén time) and the fraction of surfaces unstable.  Growth rates > 0.05 in
these units are considered significant and difficult to stabilize with modest pressure profile
variations.  More details on the effect of Ohmic current on ballooning stability are described in the
section 7.4.1.

Table 7.1.   Effect of profiles on the ballooning stability.

<J·B> ↓            P → Reference Flatter More Peaked

Reference Stable 0.052;  6/41 0.016;  3/41

Ohmic 0.098;  25/41 0.170;  22/41 0.127;  26/41

Low-edge bootstrap Stable 0.099;  10/41 0.028;  6/41
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Figure 7.8.  Cross sections of the outer flux surface at 0, 1/4, and 1/2 field periods.  These cases
        are virtually indistinguishable, but, for reference, have colors that correspond to the
        different current profiles shown in Figure 7.5.
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Figure 7.9.  Rotational transform profiles for the (a) test current profiles with the reference
        pressure profile and (b) test pressure profiles with the reference current profile.

Effect of the Test Profiles on Confinement.  The effect of the profile variation on transport
was analyzed using the DKES transport code.  The radial transport coefficient, L11, was calculated
on three radial surfaces, S = 0.3, S = 0.5, and S = 0.7.  The L11 transport coefficients for all the
combinations of test pressure and current profiles are shown in Table 7.2.  For all the pressure
profiles, the Ohmic current profile had the lowest transport coefficients.  This is likely a result
primarily of the larger rotational transform associated with the Ohmic current profile.  For the
outermost surface tested (S = 0.7), the variation of L11 is ±6% around an average of 0.78.  The
pressure profile variation seems to have a weak effect on the transport coefficients (the exception
being L11 on the S = 0.3 surface for the cases with an Ohmic current profile).  We conclude that
the transport is not sensitive to profiles.

Table 7.2.   Effect of profiles on confinement as measured by the DKES transport code.

<J·B> ↓            P → Reference
s = 0.3, 0.5, 0.7

Flatter
s = 0.3, 0.5, 0.7

More Peaked
s = 0.3, 0.5, 0.7

Reference 1.06;  0.91;  0.81 1.07;  0.93;  0.82 1.07;  0.90;  0.79

Ohmic 1.06;  0.77;  0.74 0.81;  0.79;  0.75 0.81;  0.75;  0.73

Low-edge bootstrap 1.02;  0.88;  0.78 1.03;  0.89;  0.79 1.03;  0.86;  0.77



7.4.  Configuration Flexibility

The sets of modular coils, TF coils, VF coils, and the Ohmic current solenoid provide the
flexibility needed to modify the plasma configuration to study modifications of equilibrium surface
quality, MHD stability, and neoclassical transport.  Different currents in the modular coils allow
changing rotational transform and shear, the helical axis excursion, the mirror field component, the
plasma shape, and the plasma aspect ratio.  Currents in the VF coils can shift the magnetic axis
radially and shape the plasma surface. Currents in the auxiliary TF coils (∆B = ±0.15 T) can
change rotational transform and shear, and the OH solenoid (±0.15 V-s) can be used to drive a
plasma current and change or reverse the magnetic shear.  The combination can be used to repair
outer flux surfaces that were destroyed by magnetic islands, induce magnetic islands to bound the
plasma or for open divertor studies, and test magnetic islands control and neoclassical tearing
modes stability.

Figure 7.10.  Cross sections of free-boundary flux surfaces at the beginning, 1/4, and 1/2 of a
 field period for a 〈β〉  = 2% equilibrium with a 60-kA self-consistent bootstrap current
 profile (top row) and a 60-kA Ohmic current peaked on axis (bottom row).



7.4.1.  Ohmic current.

The QPS experiment will have the capability to operate with both Ohmic-driven current and boot-
strap-aligned current.  This is confirmed in Figure 7.10 which shows the free-boundary flux
surfaces for the 〈β〉  = 2%, Ibootstrap = 60 kA case and a case with 〈β〉  = 0 and IOhmic = 60 kA.
The finite-β bootstrap current and the Ohmic current produce have different current distributions
and produce different rotational transform profiles (with opposite sign of the magnetic shear), as
shown in Figure 7.11.

A sequence of 〈β〉  = 0 free-boundary VMEC calculations was done with the plasma Ohmic current
varied through the similar values as in the 〈β〉  = 0 to 2% sequence in Figures 7.2 and 7.3.
Figure 7.12 shows the assumed current density profiles and the resulting ι (r) as the Ohmic current
is increased from 0 to 60 kA.  The same improvement in neoclassical confinement with increasing
current is seen in both cases (Ohmic vs. bootstrap current) despite the differences in the transform
profile, as illustrated in Figure 7.13.

Figure 7.12 shows that the Ohmic current solenoid can be used to change the shear from stellarator
shear (stabilizing) to tokamak shear (destabilizing) for studies of magnetic island control and
stabilization of neoclassical tearing modes.
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Figure 7.11.  Free-boundary calculations of the rotational transform profile and current profile for
 Ohmic and bootstrap current for the QPS reference configuration.
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Figure 7.12.  Ohmic profiles of field-aligned current and rotational transform as a function of the
normalized toroidal flux.
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7.4.2.  Vertical Field control.

The vertical field coils can be used for controlling plasma positioning, shape, and rotational trans-
form. The plasma equilibrium in the QPS device is sensitive to the current in the external vertical
field coils. Vertical field scans have been conducted at both 〈β〉  = 0 and 〈β〉  = 2%.



The rotational transform profiles at <β> = 0 for different values of the current in the vertical field
coils are shown in Figure 7.14.  As the current in the VF coils becomes more negative, the
rotational transform profile increases in the core and decreases at the edge, reducing the shear
across the profile.  The field from the VF coils shifts the plasma to smaller major radius as the
current in the VF coils becomes more negative.  The minor radius is relatively unchanged as the VF
coil current changes.  The resulting variation of the aspect ratio is from 2.88 to 2.47 as IVF goes
from 0 to –200 kA, (-204 kA is the nominal design point for the reference configuration).  The
variation in R and R/a is shown in Figure 7.15.
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Figure 7.14. Rotational transform profiles as a function of the toroidal flux variable S for the
         reference configuration at β = 0 for different values of the current in the external
         vertical field coils.

At finite β (〈β〉 = 2%), the plasma equilibrium was more sensitive to variations in the vertical field.
The VF coil current, IVF, was varied from –185 to –216 kA (the value for the reference case is
–205 kA).  Within this range, the effect on the rotational transform profile was weak though the
trend was the same as in the zero beta case: on axis, ι  rises from 0.23 to 0.24, and at the edge, ι
drops from 0.40 to 0.39 as IVF goes from –185 to –216 kA.  The plasma remained ballooning
stable throughout this variation in IVF.  The DKES L11 coefficients had a 5% variation within this
range of variation of IVF (with L11 decreasing as IVF became more negative).  The effect of varying
the current in the vertical field coils on the plasma shape is shown in Figure 7.16.  The field from
the VF coils shifts the plasma to smaller major radius as the current in the VF coils becomes more
negative.
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Figure 7.16.  Cross sections of the outer surfaces of free-boundary equilibria at <β>=2% for the
          reference case for different values of the current in the vertical field coils.



7.4.3.  Auxiliary TF Coils.

The QPS experiment will have the flexibility to vary the external toroidal field by roughly ±0.15 T,
or ±15% at <|B|> = 1 T and ±30% at <|B|> = 0.5 T.  To test the effect of varying external toroidal
field on the plasma equilibrium, the current in the toroidal field coils was varied by ±20% and
±40% from the reference value of 259 kA.  Overall this variation had little effect on the plasma
equilibrium.   The rotational transform profiles for this scan are shown in Figure 7.17.  As the
magnitude of the current in the external toroidal field coils is increased from 156 kA to 363 kA, the
edge rotational transform increases from 0.38 to 0.41.  This is due to the fact that the toroidal field
generated by the external toroidal field coils subtracts from the toroidal field generated by the
modular coils.  
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Figure 7.17.  Rotational transform profiles for the reference case with the current in the external
          toroidal field coils varied by ±40% around the reference value of –257 kA.

The effect of the external toroidal field on the plasma shape is shown in Figure 7.18.  As the
current in the toroidal field coils becomes more negative, the plasma tends to become more
elongated and in the 1/2 field period cross section it also becomes more triangular.  

7.5.  Summary.

Our studies indicate the following.

•  Good vacuum magnetic surfaces exist for a range of mid-VF currents.

•  The reference configuration with 〈β〉 = 2% is accessible via a sequence of stable configurations
with good transport at progressively higher β and self-consistent bootstrap current starting with
β = 0 and no toroidal current.

•  Pressure profile variations have a weaker effect on plasma shape than current profiles, but
   both have a weak effect.
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Figure 7.18.  Variation in the outer surfaces as the cases shown in Figure 7.17.

•  Ballooning stability is more sensitive to pressure profiles than current profiles.  Both flatter and
more peaked profiles lead to decreased stability.  Ohmic-like current profiles are generally
destabilizing.

•  Transport is generally insensitive to profile variations.

•  Ohmic current profiles reverse the sign of the shear from stellarator-like to tokamak-like shear.

•  Transport improves with increasing current for both Ohmic currents at β = 0 and bootstrap
   current with self-consistent betas.

•  Changing vertical fields results in a weak variation of the shear with modest variations in the
plasma position, shape and confinement (for VF currents from –185 to –216 kA with a –204 kA
reference level).



•  The auxiliary TF field is mainly useful for tuning edge transform values for optimum surface
   quality.
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8.  RF Heating Systems for QPS

Extensive, fully operational high-power RF heating systems are available at ORNL for
use on QPS (Table 8.1).  Although the ORMAK vacuum tank was designed to
accommodate neutral beam injection (NBI) heating, and NBI was first used for auxiliary
heating of a tokamak in ORMAK, the cost of refurbishing a 1-MW neutral beam line and
creating a second beam line for balanced NBI, the cost of their installation, and their
operating cost is not compatible with the budget for a concept-exploration-level
experiment.  Two types of high-power long-pulse heating systems would be used on
QPS: gyrotron systems for electron cyclotron heating (ECH) and electron Bernstein wave
heating (EBW), and RF transmitters for ion cyclotron range of frequency (ICRF) heating.
Both ECH and ICRF have been used successfully on world stellarators.  QPS has large
access and the proper conditions for ECH, EBW, and ICRF, which allows extending RF
heating experience to a new regime: heating, current drive, profile control, and flow
control in a poloidally symmetric configuration at very low aspect ratio.  Lower hybrid
heating systems are also available for parallel electron heating, but their utilization would
probably be limited to use of the 2.45-GHz system for resonant ECH cleaning at
0.0875 T.

Table 8.1.  RF Heating Systems Available for Use on QPS

Type of RF Heating Power and Frequency Range

ECH/EBW

  1.2 MW at 28 GHz, 0.3 MW at 27.7 GHz,

  0.2 MW at 35 GHz,

  0.6 MW at 53.2 GHz, 0.2 MW at 56 GHz

ICRF   2 MW at 6-20 MHz,

  1.5 MW at 40-80 MHz

Lower Hybrid   1 MW at 2.45 GHz,

  0.1 MW at 800 and 915 MHz

8. 1.  Electron Cyclotron Heating

The QPS experiment will use high power ECH for plasma startup and heating at low
density (low electron collisionality).  A power level of up to 1 MW at primarily 28 GHz
and also at 53.2 GHz and 56 GHz is available using existing and installed gyrotrons and
power supplies at ORNL.  The baseline launcher design for QPS will be designed for
high first-pass absorption.  This is essential due to the absence of an interior vacuum
vessel.  Unlike in a close-fitting metallic vacuum chamber, multi-bounce power will be
less likely to be absorbed in the plasma due to the large surface area and complicated coil
and support structures in the large vacuum tank.
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The QPS power supply and control systems are based on the existing and fully
operational ATF hardware which includes: a 90-kV, 50-A cw power supply, vacuum-
tube-based modulator/regulator, PLC control and interlock system, and other controls.
The high-voltage DC power supply is voltage regulated and has high speed crowbar
protection to minimize arc damage to the gyrotrons.  Five gyrotron sockets and magnets
are installed including three from ATF and two from the RF test facility (RFTF).

8.1.1.  High-power gyrotrons

The available gyrotrons are different models built by Varian Corp. (now CPI) and used
on  either the EBT/RFTF or ATF experiments.  Their frequencies range from 28 to 56
GHz.  There are five 28-GHz gyrotrons, one 27.7-GHz gyrotron (which would need some
refurbishment), a 35-GHz gyrotron, three 53.2-GHz gyrotrons, and a 56-GHz gyrotron.
All of these tubes are rated to 200 kW cw.  The 28-GHz gyrotrons have a large diameter
collector which should be capable of >300 kW for 1-s pulses (Varian ran an identical unit
at 340 kW for >1 hour before its window failed).  The 27.7-GHz tubes should also be
operable at 300 kW for a 1-s pulse.  The 28-GHz tubes are the primary choice since they
allow experiments with >1 MW at either 0.5 T or 1 T, which corresponds to the second
harmonic or fundamental resonance, respectively, at the plasma center.  The 53.2-GHz
and 56-GHz tubes can be used at 1T, which would allow the power to be absorbed at the
second harmonic resonance at the plasma center.  The 35-GHz tube could be used at 0.5
T or 1 T to provide slightly off-axis second-harmonic heating or at 0.6 T with on-axis
heating.

All the 28 GHz-tubes are of similar design, although the newest tube has a higher output
mode purity (>93%).  The older 28-GHz tubes have a mode purity of ~80 %, although the
mode mixture is in a form that can be reconverted to a single mode.  The lower-mode-
purity 28-GHz tubes have a mode mixture that is primarily TE02 with some TE01 and
TE03 power.  The non-TE02 power can be recovered and recombined with the TE02
power using a mode re-converter installed in the output waveguide above the tube.  The
newer 35-56 GHz tubes all have high mode purity, typically >92%.  High mode purity is
desired to provide the simplest, most efficient transmission and launching system.  The
newer 35-56 GHz tubes all have high mode purity, typically >92%.  The lower-mode-
purity 28-GHz tubes have a mode mixture that is primarily TE02 with some TE01 and
TE03 power.  The non-TE02 power can be recovered and recombined with the TE02
power using a mode re-converter installed in the output waveguide above the tube.  The
vacuum quality is the principal gage of the tube's useful lifetime.  These tubes have
integral Vac-ion pumps that keep the vacuum quality good and allow monitoring during
operation.  Some of the older 28 GHz tubes have developed small vacuum leaks in a
lower body cooling channel.  A fix for this problem has been developed and it is antici-
pated that these tubes will be repaired, possibly in-house, to restore the vacuum to the full
cw/long pulse operating capability.  The 28-GHz tubes use water-cooled copper magnets.
Some magnet power supplies will need to be acquired to support operation of more than
three 28-GHz gyrotrons.
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8.1.2.  Transmission systems

The waveguide transmission systems are designed to provide high mode purity transmis-
sion to the launchers so that control of the launch beam quality and polarization can be
maintained to maximize the coupling efficiency.  High mode purity is obtained by mini-
mizing the number of bends, keeping the waveguide diameter small, and maintaining
maximum straightness.  The 28-GHz frequency is too low to use simple miter bends in a
reasonably small waveguide diameter, so corrugated TE02 or HE11 bends must be used.
Designs for these bends are already developed and have been used in the past at ORNL
and elsewhere.  A waveguide diameter of 38.2 mm (1.5") will be used for bends and
straight sections between the bends.  Figure 8.1 shows the proposed 28-GHz ECH
waveguide configuration.  The 53.2/56-GHz transmission systems can use 1-2 miter
bends and smooth wall waveguide, as was done on ATF.  Three essentially complete
evacuated transmission systems based on 63.5 mm (2.5") copper waveguide are available
from ATF and would be used with only slight reconfiguration on QPS.  Figure 8.2 shows
the arrangement of the ECH systems for QPS and Figure 8.3 shows the QPS ECH power
supply configuration.

A waveguide-type mode converter located near the QPS vacuum vessel would be used to
convert to HE11 mode for a polarized, narrow-beam launcher.  Two possible techniques
for this mode conversion are well developed and the designs are already available from
previous projects at ORNL.  One technique is the TE01-TM11-HE11 approach, which
can be done in the largest-size waveguide but is less convenient for polarization
adjustment in the waveguide.  A grooved reflector inside the launcher can provide
polarization adjustment and beam focusing.  The TE01-TE11-HE11 approach provides
polarization adjustment in the waveguide by rotating the plane of the converter; however,
it requires a smaller waveguide diameter.

Waveguide vacuum barrier windows are needed at the QPS vacuum vessel.  Since QPS
will operate in a pulsed mode with <1-s plasma pulse length, edge-cooled single-disk
windows are adequate.  The window material will be either low-loss quartz or aluminum
nitride with metal o-ring seals.  The windows will be located after the HE11 mode
converter section in the last waveguide joint before the vacuum vessel.

8.1.3.  Launchers

A relatively narrow beam of the appropriate linear polarization needs to be launched
towards the plasma center.  High first-pass absorption will be achieved with a plasma
density in the range of 0.1 to 1 times the cutoff density, which is ~ 0.92 x 10

19
 m

-3
 for

28-GHz O-mode operation at 1 T or 0.46 x 10
19

 m
-3

 for X-mode operation at 0.5 T.  It is
likely that a high-field launch approach can be adopted for 1-T operation, which would
couple to a plasma density of ~1.8 x 10

19
 m

-3
.  For operation at 1 T, the 53.2/56-GHz

tubes can operate at a similar plasma density using low-field-launched X-mode.

To achieve a narrow launch beam from a corrugated waveguide carrying the HE11 mode,
a focusing mirror can be used, placed near the edge of the plasma.  This mirror, or a
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second flat mirror, can be grooved and rotatable to provide polarization rotation for
adjustment between O or X mode launch, as was used on ATF.

8.2.  Electron Bernstein Wave Heating

EBW is an important heating technique for QPS that could provide effective electron
heating at high density.  High-β (and hence high-density) plasmas with ωpe >> Ωce, as in
NSTX, cannot use ECH, EC current drive, or EC emission (ECE) diagnostics [which
measures Te(R,t)], so the use of electron cyclotron (EC) waves for heating and current
drive of magnetically confined plasmas has been traditionally limited to a plasma density
range below cutoff of waves at the cyclotron frequency of interest.  EBWs can propagate
in these "overdense" plasmas and have high optical thickness (τ ~ 1000 in QPS) for good
absorption at ECE resonances.  Operating at overdense conditions using the EBW mode
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Figure 8.1.  QPS 28-GHz ECH Waveguide Configuration.

QOS

Gyrotron Sockets

Transmission lines

Figure 8.2.  QPS 28-GHz ECH System Arrangement



8-5

is currently under investigation on MST, CDX-U, NSTX [1, 2, 3] and elsewhere.  EBW
emission on these experiments can provide information on the viability of EBW heating.

The in-plasma mode conversion of EC waves to EBW offers the possibility of greatly
extending the useful density range over which high frequency ECH-type heating
techniques and capabilities can be used.  The EBW wave propagates only where the
plasma frequency exceeds the cyclotron frequency.  This necessitates a wave tunneling
process for coupling power from outside the plasma.  Idealized modeling of the EBW
tunneling physics indicates that high coupling efficiency is theoretically possible through
two different routes.  Both routes require very precise control over the launched beam
direction and quality.

HV 
TRANSFORMER RECTIFIER

CAPACITOR
 BANK
12 UF

FUSED-DISCONNECT
SWITCH

RG-220

CROWBAR

X2062K 
TETRODE

SERIES 
REGULATOR

GYROTRONS
GUN

ANODE
MODULATOR

 -90kV  7A per tube

-80 KV

SERIES REGULATOR CAGE
IN GYROTRON AREA

OIL TANK

Tap
Changer

HVDC power supply -90 kV, 50A

Figure 8.3.  QPS ECH Power Supply Configuration (installed and operational).

8.2.1.  Direct X-mode conversion.  One approach is direct X-mode conversion (perpen-
dicular launch) via wave tunneling through the critical layer.  The X-mode conversion
process (emission) is illustrated in Figure 8.4 [3].  It has the advantage of a relatively
simple launcher, but may have low coupling efficiency.  The X-mode conversion depends
strongly on the plasma density profile at the extreme edge in front of the antenna.
Optimal coupling may require a small local limiter to steepen the density gradient. One
concern is that large density fluctuations in front of the antenna might interfere with the
process.
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Figure 8.4.  Fast X-Mode Conversion to EBW.
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Figure 8.5.  O-Mode to EBW Mode Conversion (O-X-B) Possible with Oblique Launch.

8.2.2.  O-X-B Mode conversion.  An alternate method is O-X-B mode conversion
heating, which is also compatible with high-β  operation.  The O-X-B scenario requires
O-mode propagation to the cutoff and a mode conversion at the turning point.  The O-X-
B mode conversion process (emission) is illustrated in Figure 8.5 [3].  Once it is excited,
the absorption of the mode converted wave is extremely high.  Density fluctuations can
also interfere with this process.  The use of O-X-B EBW for heating has been
demonstrated in one experiment (W 7-AS); however, the state of the technology and
experimental database are limited.

8.2.3.  EBW launcher issues.  EBW heating will be guided by an understanding of EBW
emission.  The EBW emission results from CDX-U, MST, MAST, and NSTX have been
very encouraging.  The CDX-U and NSTX results indicate that when steep edge grad-
ients are present, emission coupling efficiencies of up to 20% can be obtained.
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Optimized launching structures and edge profiles should lead to higher efficiencies.  The
emission and launching requirements can be explained via the CDX-U example
illustrated in Figure 8.6 [3].  As with ECH, the requirements for the launchers are that a
relatively narrow beam of the appropriate linear polarization be launched toward the
plasma center.  To achieve a narrow launch beam from the proposed corrugated
waveguide carrying the HE11 mode, a focusing mirror can be used placed near the edge
of the plasma.  This mirror or a second flat mirror can be grooved and rotatable to
provide polarization rotation for adjustment between O or X mode launch as was used on
ATF.  As examples of what can be done on QPS one launcher option for NSTX is shown
in Figure 8.7.  A second option utilizing the ECH launcher hardware used on ATF is
shown in Figure 8.8.
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Figure 8.6.  O-X-B Mode Conversion in CDX-U.
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8.3.  Ion Cyclotron Range of Frequency heating

ICRF is an important heating method for QPS.  In QPS, ICRF can provide effective
electron heating, ion heating, and may also be used for current drive or flow control.  The
ICRF options for QPS in priority order are:

(1) direct electron heating or High Harmonic Fast Wave (HHFW) heating at ≥20 MHz for
bulk electron heating;

(2) mode conversion heating (at ~15 MHz for B = 1 T) using ion Bernstein wave mode
conversion at the two-ion-hybrid resonance layer for bulk electron heating;

(3) magnetic beach heating (<14 MHz at B = 1 T) for bulk ion heating;

(4) minority-species heating (~14 MHz at B = 1 T for H minority in a He plasma) for
either heating via an energetic H tail population with ~5% H concentration or bulk ion
heating with ~30% H concentration;

(5) fast wave and HHFW current drive and flow control (≥20 MHz).

There is good access for a variety of possible antenna structures between, and on the
plasma side of, the modular field coils.  The plasma volume, minor radius and field
geometry are comparable to devices where ICRF has been used successfully (CHS, W7-
AS).  In particular, minority and mode conversion heating were observed on CHS and are
now in use on LHD with single-strap high-field-side antennas.  Mode conversion and
magnetic beach heating have both been observed on W7-AS with a two-strap high-field-
side antenna
HHFW has recently been observed on NSTX with a multi-strap low-field-side antenna
and calculations indicate it can be successful on QPS.  The ICRF options offer the
flexibility to support a broad set of physics studies.  The opportunities and issues
associated with the various heating options are discussed below.

The ICRF plans for QPS build on successful results from other stellarators, mirror exper-
iments, ST's, and tokamaks.  There are multiple requirements for the ICRF.  Fortunately,
these needs can be met with a limited number of antenna structures and within the
frequency bands of available high power RF at ORNL: 2 MW at 6-20 MHz and 1.5 MW
at 40-80 MHz.  One important requirement is to heat electrons at both low and high
density.  HHFW and mode conversion heating can both provide electron heating.  Ion
heating is also of interest in QPS.  Mode conversion and magnetic beach heating can
provide bulk ion heating.  Ion tail heating can be obtained with minority ion heating.

8.3.1.  High harmonic fast wave heating

The initial heating for QPS will be ECH.  An important mission for QPS is high-β studies
where high density is needed.  HHFW appears to be the best choice for an initial ICRF
heating system for QPS and is particularly valuable for reaching high β.  HHFW has been
successful at heating electrons on NSTX [4,5] with fields and plasma parameters similar
to those expected on QPS.  The electron temperature in an NSTX target plasma with ne ~
3.5 x 10

19
 m

-3
 was increased from 500 eV to 900 eV with the application of 2 MW of
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HHFW heating (Figure 8.9).  The results of a calculation, for QPS parameters, using the
PICES full wave code [6] are shown in Figure 8.10.  The moderate, single pass,
attenuation of the wave is apparent in Figure 8.10a.  The central deposition of the
electron heating is evident in Figure 8.10b.  The calculation indicates that for a plasma
with 〈β〉  = 1% at 1 T, the HHFW single pass absorption at 60 MHz can be 20%.  The
single pass absorption as a function of nø for the QPS plasma parameters at 0.5T and 1.0T
in Table 8.2 is shown in Figure 8.11.  The HHFW single pass absorption at 0.5 T with 〈β〉
= 1.2% can be >30%.  Figure 8.11 shows that an antenna launch spectrum with a
maximum near nø of 20 would work well for HHFW electron heating in QPS for
operation at both 0.5 T and 1 T.

lectron Temperature t= 0.23 s
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Figure 8.9.  Plasma Heating with HHFW on NSTX.

Figure 8.10.  PICES calculation of the RF electric field (left) and the power absorbed in
       electrons in QPS at 1 T and 〈β〉  = 1% for 60-MHz HHFW heating.
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Figure 8.11.  Single-Pass Absorption Calculations for HHFW Heating on QPS.

Table 8.2.  QPS Plasma Parameters for the HHFW Calculations in Figure 8.11.

ECH power

perpendicular electron heating

28 GHz

4 @ 300KW ea.

2nd 28

53 & 56 GHz

4 @ 200KW ea.

2nd 53

Parameter low high

B (T) 0.5 1.0

R (m) 0.83 0.83

a (m) 0.35 0.35

Vp (m3) 1.78 1.78

P (MW) 1.0 0.5

n (1019 m–3) 0.45 1.8

<β> (%) 1.5 1.02

τE (ms) 2.25 12.1

Te0 (keV) 3.1 2.1

Ti0 (keV) 0.30 0.23
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A 1.5-MW FMIT transmitter is available in the 40-80 MHz range.  The plasma loading in
QPS should allow at least 1MW to be coupled to the plasma.  The antennas would be
located on the outboard side and in a low field region.  For heating, a pair of single strap
antennas would be adequate.  The antenna/strap spacing can be the same as that of the
modular field coils on the outboard side (interleaved).  This strap separation would
provide an nø of ~ 20.  The design would draw from the experience on W 7-AS as well as
the substantial experience on tokamaks.

There are a suite of ICRF technology modeling tools available to aid in the design [7].
The models have been refined by comparisons to prototype antennas, and experimental
results.  The transmission lines, tuning and matching circuits and the antenna power
coupling can all be modeled.  The mechanical design will be simplified due to the lack of
disruption currents.  In addition, no active cooling would be required for pulse lengths
less than 1 s.

The design could be very similar to the antenna boxes used on NSTX.  The NSTX array
is shown in Figure 8.12.  The NSTX antenna has a low profile that would be
advantageous on QPS.  A single element is shown in Figure 8.13.  In figure 8.12 the
boron nitride frame around the antennas is visible. It has been used quite successfully as a
local limiter to protect the antennas.  For QPS, the antenna boxes could be placed
between modular field coils as shown in Figure 8.14a.  The cross section of an NSTX
style antenna at the φ = 0 plane is shown in Figure 8.14b.

Figure 8.12.  The NSTX HHFW Antenna.
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Figure 8.13.  One Element of the HHFW Antenna.

Figure 8.14.  (a, left) HHFW Antenna Elements between QPS Coils.  (b, right) Side
          view.
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Figure 8.15.  Multi-Strap HHFW Current Drive Array on QPS.

If at some time current drive and or flow drive is desired, there is adequate space for a
multi-strap array (Figure 8.15) similar to that used on NSTX for HHFW current drive
(Figure 8.12).  An alternative design would be a low radial profile combline antenna.  A
low profile combline antenna is under consideration for NCSX [8].  A combline antenna
has been successfully used on JFT-2M and one is planned for LHD [9].

8.3.2.  Mode conversion heating

An important alternate method is mode conversion heating, which can provide both
electron and ion heating.  It is also compatible with high-b operation.  Mode conversion
has been used for heating on CHS [10], W7-AS [11], LHD [12], and TFTR [13].  The
typical stellarator experiments involve a hydrogen minority (10%-40%) in a deuterium
plasma.  Bulk electron heating is observed on CHS and LHD near the two-ion hybrid
resonance layer (~15 MHz at 1 T).  The two-ion hybrid resonance is accessible from the
high field side.  In the vicinity of the resonance, the fast wave converts to an ion
Bernstein wave, where it rapidly damps on the electrons.  Long-pulse operation has been
obtained with ICRF alone or in conjunction with ECH or NBI heating.  Depending on the
specific geometry and the minority ion concentration, ion heating can compete with the
electron heating.  Thus, the relative fraction of ion or electron heating can be controlled
by adjusting the minority hydrogen concentration.  This is illustrated in the CHS
discharge shown in Figure 8.16.
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Figure 8.16.  Mode Conversion Heating of Electrons and Ions in CHS

8.3.3.  Magnetic beach heating

Two 1-MW BBC transmitters are available in the 6-20 MHz range.  The plasma loading
in QPS should allow at least 1.5 MW to be coupled to the plasma.  The antennas would
be located on the inboard side and in a high field region (Figure 8.17).  For heating, a pair
of single strap antennas, with one transmitter per strap, would be adequate.  To avoid
mechanical interference with the magnetic field coils, the straps would be mounted from
the top or bottom (Figure 8.18a), similar to that in CHS and LHD.  The antenna/strap
spacing would be the same as that of the modular field coils on the inboard side.  This
strap separation would provide an nφ of ~30.  As described above the mechanical design
would be simplified by the lack of disruptions and no requirement for active cooling.
The CHS and/or LHD mode conversion antennas would provide a good starting point for
the design.
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Figure 8.17.

Magnetic beach heating has been demonstrated on W7-AS [14].  This is similar to the
magnetic beach heating utilized on mirror experiments and requires a launch location
where the field decreases toroidally away from the antenna.  The magnetic beach
geometry for W 7-AS and the inside antenna location are shown in Figure 8.19.  This
figure shows a horizontal cross section of a half field period in W 7-AS with |B| contour
lines for a mirror configuration with the two-ion-hybrid resonance (MC) and associated
cutoff.

The main appeal of magnetic beach heating is the possibility to heat bulk ions.  Heating
bulk ions will increase the plasma β and will allow ion confinement properties of QPS to
be studied.  Heating of bulk ions will also allow comparison to the confinement of tail
ions that may be generated in mode conversion or minority ion heating.  The results of
magnetic beach heating on W7-AS are shown in Figure 8.20.  Beach heating was
successful at heating both ions and electrons with an ECH target plasma and is also
capable of sustaining an ICRF only portion of the discharge.

A sufficient field gradient (mirror ratio of ≤0.9) is required so that, the ion cyclotron reso-
nance is excluded from the high field plasma cross-section near the antenna, but exist
over some portion of the cross-section, at the low end of the field period (beach).  The
cross section for the beach location on QPS is shown in Figure 8.21.  The toroidal field
variation in QPS is more than adequate to meet the requirement.  A toroidal cut is shown
in figure 21a.  The beach geometry in W 7-AS (Figure 8.19) is quite similar to the QPS
geometry (Figure 8.21b).  The main difference is due to the larger aspect ratio (R/a ~
10.6) and higher number of poloidal field periods (N = 5) in W7-AS compared to QPS
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Figure 8.18.  Magnetic Beach Heating Geometry for QPS.
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Figure 8.19.  Magnetic Beach Heating Geometry in W 7-AS.
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Figure 8.20.  Magnetic Beach Heating Results in W 7-AS.

Figure 21.  (a, left) |B| contours through the horizontal midplane cross section of QPS.
 (b, right) The dashed region with the location of the antennas in the inside corner.
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(R/a ~ 2.6, N = 2).  The antenna locations on QPS are also shown in Figure 8.21b as red
bars.  The inside launch antenna location and design described above for mode
conversion heating would also work well for magnetic beach heating.  This eliminates the
need for additional antennas.  The only change would be to adjust the frequency to be set
above the local ion cyclotron frequency.

8.3.4.  Minority ion heating

Minority ion heating has been utilized on essentially all ICRF-heated confinement experi-
ments.  It tends to be ineffective in experiments with small and modest minor radius due
to direct ion orbit losses.  Thus minority ion heating cannot be depended on for
improving plasma parameters on QPS, but it can be used to study direct orbit losses as a
function of plasma configuration and b.  Minority ion heating can be tried with either the
low-field or high-field antennas described above.  Figure 8.4b shows the nearly vertical
|B| contours in this cross section of QPS.  This is very similar to the heating geometry on
standard tokamaks.

8.4.  Conclusions

QPS offers new opportunities for RF heating a low-aspect-ratio quasi-poloidal magnetic
configuration.  While ECH will be the mainstay for electron heating, EBW is a good
option for high-β operation.  ICRF has been very  successful on similar-sized stellarators.
The access and conditions look favorable for ICRF heating on QPS.  There are several
possible ICRF antenna designs for QPS: high-field-side antennas may be possible similar
to those on LHD, CHS, and W7-AS or low-field-side antennas similar to those on NSTX.
In addition, HHFW, mode conversion & magnetic beach heating look possible.

There are a number of open issues that need to be addressed on RF heating for QPS: first
pass absorption for ECH and ICRF, ICRF antenna size and directivity, outside or inside
launch (or both?), and the EBW coupling efficiency.
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9.  THE QPS FACILITY 
 
9.1.  Introduction 
 
The proposed Quasi-Poloidal Stellarator, QPS, is a small, low aspect ratio, concept exploration 
experiment with a non-axi-symmetric, poloidally symmetric magnetic configuration.  The 
nominal QPS design parameters are <R> = 0.9 m, <a> = 0.35 m, B = 1 T, and 0.5-s pulse length.  
The facility consists of the stellarator core, the plasma heating, diagnostics and data acquisition 
systems, the power supplies and cooling systems, and the test cell. 
 
The stellarator core consists of the modular coil set that provides the primary magnetic field 
configuration, auxiliary coils including vertical field, toroidal field and an ohmic heating 
solenoid, machine structure, and a vacuum vessel, as shown in Figure 9.1-1.  The modular coils 
represent the most difficult part of the facility design and fabrication.  The coil set has two field 
periods with 8 modular coils per period.  Due to symmetry, only four different coil geometries 
are required.  Several fabrication options are under consideration, but the baseline concept uses 
flexible copper cable conductor wound on a form and vacuum impregnated with epoxy.  The coil 
form also provides the support features that allow the coils to be connected into an integral 
structure. 

 
 

Figure 9.1-1  The QPS facility stellarator core 
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The vacuum vessel is an existing, external “bell-jar, with the modular coil set and vertical field 
coils in the same vacuum region as the plasma.  This approach has been commonly used for 
small experiments, such as the H1 device in Australia.  The coils must be canned for 
compatibility with the vacuum, but inside the vessel there is good access between the modular 
coils for plasma diagnostics and heating. 
 
The QPS device would be located in a new building in the 7600 area of ORNL (near the X-10 
site).  Existing long pulse plasma heating systems (0.6 MW ECH, 3 MW ICRF), power supplies 
(>40 MW), de-mineralized water system, and other equipment are available for this experiment. 
 
The QPS device is estimated to require 4 years from start of design to first plasma.  Status of the 
engineering design and analysis are described in the following sections. 
 
 
9.2.  General approach 
 
QPS is a small concept exploration experiment intended to investigate a compact stellarator 
configuration with quasi-poloidal symmetry.  The coil set consists of modular stellarator coils, 3 
pairs of vertical field (VF) coils, an ohmic heating (OH) solenoid, and a set of toroidal field (TF) 
coils.  The nominal device parameters are listed in Table 9.1.  The concept exploration mission 
imposes some additional constraints on the QPS device, which include: 
 
Minimum cost  
Short schedule (~ 4 years for first plasma) 
Maximum flexibility, including access for diagnostics and heating 
Maximum use of existing facilities and equipment 
 

Table 9.1   QPS General Design Parameters and Requirements 
 

Parameter Value 
Major radius, Ro 0.9 m 
Minor Radius, a 0.35 m 
Aspect ratio, Ro/a 2.6 
Toroidal field at Ro, Bo 
   From modular coils 
   From TF coils 

 
1 T 

+/- 0.15 T 
No. of Field Periods 2 
No. of Modular Coils 16 
Plasma current, Ip <70 kA 
Flattop Pulse length ~0.5 s 
Auxiliary drive power, Paux 1-3 MW 
Coil resistive power, Pres < 50 MW 
Total s.s. heat removal, Pcool < 2 MW 
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9.3.  Determination of Device Parameters 
 
The QPS device parameters (magnetic field, pulse length, average major radius, auxiliary coil 
sets, and heating power, are set by a combination of physics and practical considerations, 
including mechanical constraints, available equipment, and cost.  Here we describe the reason for 
these choices. 
 
Average magnetic field on axis <Baxis> = 1 T.  The available high-power plasma heating systems 
are designed for 1-T operation.  Restricting the magnetic field to 0.5 T would preclude use of the 
0.6-MW 53.2-GHz ECH system, which is resonant at the second electron cyclotron harmonic at 
B = 0.95 T, or use of the 1.2-MW 28-GHz ECH at the fundamental resonance at B = 1 T.  The 
cutoff density varies as B2, so there is a factor of 4 difference in the density achievable with ECH 
between operation at B = 0.5 T and B = 1 T.  The “maximum” useful density with ion cyclotron 
range of frequency (ICRF) heating or electron Bernstein wave (EBW) heating is related to the 
Sudo density “limit” nSudo = 2.5[PB/Ra2]1/2.  This density “limit” is nominally the density at 
which the stored energy no longer increases with increasing density, however, the best results are  
obtained at densities up to twice this value in LHD.  The combination of power availability and 
operating density make a significant difference in the plasma parameters expected with the 
standard stellarator confinement scaling, ISS-95 [R], 
 

≥E
ISS95

 = 0.079ap
2.21R0.65P–0.59n0.51B0.83

♦
–0.4, 

 
Confinement times up to ~2.5 times this value are now obtained on W 7-AS and LHD. 
 
Flat-top pulse length tflat-top = 0.5 s.   The current waveform and flat-top time are determined by 
the coil parameters, the power supply, and the coil heating from a base temperature.  Figure 9.3-1 
shows the modular coil current waveform for different coil temperature ranges.  About 1 s is 
required to reach B = 1 T with the existing power supplies and about 0.75 s is required for 
ramping the current back to zero, so very little is saved by having a short flat-top time.  A flat-
top time of ~0.5 s is needed to allow time for eddy currents in conducting structures (the 
aluminum vacuum tank and the coil cases) and plasma currents (bootstrap and Ohmic) to come 
to equilibrium and to keep the temperature rise in the modular coil conductor to a reasonable 
value.  The coil temperature rise and the plasma heating systems allow long-pulse operation at 
half field. 
 
Average major radius R = 0.9 m.  Since the machine cost increases with size, we set the major 
radius at the minimum value compatible with the QPS physics goals and engineering constraints.  
The limiting factor is the minimum distance needed between the modular coils so coils do not 
overlap.  The minimum distance between the filamentary coils, αc-c, is determined by the coil 
optimization discussed in Sect. 4.3, but the minimum distance between actual coils is determined 
by the width w and radial depth dr of the finite-cross-section modular coils.  Both the width and 
the depth are important because of the twist of the coils, so the diagonal length d of the winding 
pack is the relevant scale.  The optimum aspect ratio of the coil cross section, Ac = dr/w and 
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hence d, is set by engineering constraints.  Here d = [R<B>(1 + Ac
2)/(2AcNcoilsj)]

1/2 where Ncoils 
is the number of modular coils and j is the current density in kA/cm2 averaged over the coil 
winding pack. 
 
For a given coil geometry, αc-c/R = K is a constant and the minimum value of R is set by  
 

Rmin = d/(αc-c/R) = <Baxis>(1 + Ac
2)/(2AcNcoilsK

2j)  1/K2j. 
 
The fact that Rmin  1/K2 is the reason why we have put emphasis on increasing αc-c/R in the 
design of the modular coil set.  More effort will be placed on shaping the modular coil cross 
section and orienting the winding pack where the modular coils come closest to each other.  
Once R has been reduced to the point that adjacent modular coils touch, as in the reference QPS 
design, further reduction in R can only be reduced by increasing j. 
 
Coil current density j and coil operating temperature.  Only about 44% of the modular coil cross 
section is occupied by the winding; the rest is structure and winding form.  The maximum value 
of j is set by the allowable coil temperature and power supply limits.  Figure 9.3-2 shows the 
required start temperature for the QPS modular coils for three conditions: a peak temperature of 
65 C (limit for room-temperature-cured epoxy), 100 C, and the 2600-V limit for the power 
supplies.  The maximum practical current density in the conductor is ≈8.4 kA/cm2 (only about 
44% of the modular coil cross section is occupied by the winding; the rest is structure and 
winding form).  Higher current density requires operation of the coils below room temperature.  

QPS Modular Coil Current vs Time,
for various coolant temperatures

16 coils in series, 16 turns per coil, 2600 volts 
8.2 x 12 cm cross section, .43 copper fraction, 
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Figure 9.3-1.  Modular coil current flat-top time depends on the initial temperature 

of the coils. 
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As discussed in Chapter 10, even a 20 C temperature difference (start temperature of 0 C) results 
in a large differential collection of condensables on the coils, which would come off into the 
plasma during a discharge.  The benefit in current density is small, ~5%, and a costly vacuum 
liner would be required.  Lowering the temperature to get a significant increase in current density 
requires thermal insulation to reduce the heat loss in addition to the vacuum liner.  The most cost 
effective solution is to operate with room-temperature coils, which limits the current density to 
≈8.4 kA/cm2.  Lower current density, which would ease the construction of the coils, would 
result in a larger R and more cost. 
 
Heating power: 0.5 MW initially, increasing to 3 MW.  The existing ECH systems provide 1.2 
MW at 28 GHz and 0.6 MW at 53.2 GHz.  The ECH power will be phased in started with 0.5 
MW (two sockets) and increasing to 1 MW (four sockets) after initial operation.  The existing 
ICRF systems provide 2 MW at 6--20 MHz and 1.5 MW at 40-80 MHz.  A reasonable goal is 2 
MW of ICRF power in the second stage of operations. 
 
External vacuum vessel.  A large existing vacuum tank is chosen as the QPS vacuum vessel.  
While an internal vacuum vessel is the more conventional approach for maintaining good 
vacuum conditions, it has several serious drawbacks for application to QPS.  Because the shape 
of the inner bore of the modular coils changes dramatically (from bean-shaped to comma-shaped 
to triangular) in half a field period, an internal vacuum vessel must have a similarly contorted 

QPS Modular Coil Start Temp. vs
 Current Density for 0.5 sec flattop

16 coils in series, 16 turns per coil, 2600 volts, <B> = 1 Tesla 
variable cross section, R0 = .90 m
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Figure 9.3-2  Operating temperature and power supply constraints for the QPS 



 9-6 

shape.  However, in this approach, it is necessary to allow sufficient space between the vacuum 
vessel and the modular coils to allow the modular coils to slide over an interior vacuum vessel 
during assembly.  The modular coils cannot be jointed because of the current density required.  
Because the shape of a modular coil differs from the vacuum vessel over most of a field period, 
extra space must be allowed between the vacuum vessel and the coil bore, which reduces 
significantly the space between the plasma and the vacuum vessel.  In addition to the complex 
coil assembly process, the many sections of an interior vacuum vessel must be welded together, 
which presents difficulties for the last sector that is welded, and the ports must be welded to the 
vacuum vessel after the modular coils are installed.  The ports would severely limit access for 
heating, diagnostics, and in-vessel components such as divertor plates, and it is not possible to 
have personnel access into an internal vacuum vessel in the QPS case.  Care must be taken in the 
fabrication and welding of an internal vacuum vessel to ensure that the permeability of the 
vacuum vessel remains low and that there are no leaks due to the many welds.  This results in an 
expensive vacuum vessel and extra cost in the assembly process. 
 
In contrast, the existing external vacuum vessel allows assembly of the modular coil set without 
the constraint of an interior vacuum vessel, as illustrated in section 9.7, and allows maximum 
access to all parts of the interior of the vacuum tank for installation of in-vessel components such 
as divertor plates, ICRF antennas, diagnostics, etc.  The extremely good access is important for 
diagnostics in taking advantage of various sightlines through the plasma and access to the 
different sectors of a field period through the large open areas between the modular coils.  The 
large interior volume allows large-area gettering for high effective pumping speeds.  The 
external vacuum tank approach has been used successfully on a number of experiments. 
 
There are also some disadvantages with this approach.  Because the coil sets are inside the 
vacuum tank, they must be vacuum canned, and it is more difficult to bake the in-vacuum 
components and maintain good vacuum quality.  However, various standard techniques can be 
used to ensure adequate vacuum quality, as discussed in Chapter 10. 
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9.4  Modular Coil Set 
 
The modular coil set consists of two field periods with 8 modular coils per period.  Due to 
symmetry, only four different coil shapes are required.  . The coil winding geometry, generated 
using physics optimization codes, must be expanded from a single filament path to a solid model 
geometry with a finite cross section capable of carrying the required current.  This is 
accomplished with a code that orients the cross section to be approximately normal to the 
outermost plasma surface, but optimizes the twist of the coils for better coil-to-coil nesting.  For 
QPS, the winding surface is not a simple offset from the plasma surface, but is generated as part 
of the coil optimization procedure and ranges well away from the plasma in some locations. 
Figure 9.4-1 illustrates the plasma to coil distance variation.   
 
The finite cross section modular coil set with plasma is illustrated in Figure 9.4-2, and the 
modular coil parameters are listed in Table 9.4-1. 
 

Table 9.4-1 Modular Coil Parameters 

 
 

 
Figure 9.4-1  Distance from QPS flux surface to coil winding center 
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Parameter Value 
No. of Field Periods 2 
No. of Modular Coils 16 
Toroidal field at Ro, Bo 1 T 
Current per coil 337 kA 
Average winding length 5.07 m 
Winding cross section ~100 cm2 
Copper packing fraction in cable 70 % 
Winding accuracy +/- 1 mm 
Coil circuit resistance (all coils, bus and power supply) 91 m-ohm 
Coil circuit time constant (all 16 coils) 0.2 s 
Coil resistive power, Pres ~ 45 MW 

 
 
This coil set geometry is preliminary but has relatively good engineering properties.  One of the 

 

 
Figure 9.4-2 QPS finite cross-section coil winding geometry 
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most important properties is sufficient bend radius to avoid “kinking” of the cross section.  This 
problem is often not apparent for the filament models of the coils, but can appear when finite 
cross sections are modeled.  In addition to “kinking”, there are constraints associated with 
interference between adjacent coils as well as limits on the proximity of the coil to the plasma.  
Space must be provided for the coil structure, winding cross section, tolerance, and vacuum 
enclosure.  Additional space may be needed in certain areas to accommodate FW structures.  As 
the design progresses, a number of iterations will be necessary to ensure that the physics 
performance goals and engineering constraints are both satisfied.  Most of these engineering 
constraints have already become part of the coil winding path optimization process.  Figure 9.4.3 
compares the winding shape for each of the four coil types.   
 
Several fabrication options are under consideration for the modular coils, but the baseline 
concept uses flexible, copper cable conductor wound on a form and vacuum impregnated with 
epoxy.  The coil form also includes the support features that allow the coils to be connected into 
an integral structure.   The primary support feature is a contoured “I-beam” shape that follows 
the shape of the coil winding.  The windings are laid up by hand on either side of the “I-beam” 
web, as shown in Figure 9.4-4. 
 
The winding form structure is fabricated as a casting.  Due to the complexity of the shape, the 
pattern geometry must be tested and iterated to obtain a net accuracy within 5mm of the true 
shape anywhere in the section.  At this point the casting is stress relieved in a fixture and re-
measured.  Reference points are located, and all the structural interface features are machined.  
Instead of making the winding cavity undersized and contour machining it to the required size 
and accuracy, the cavity would be oversized in most areas.  A very accurate, multi-part set of 
patterns would be created using rapid prototyping techniques (such as stereolithography or 
laminated object modeling) and these would be accurately positioned in the casting.  The space 
between the winding pattern and the structure would be filled with an epoxy grout.  The pattern 

1.9 m

 Coil 1   Coil 2   Coil 3   Coil 4 
 

 
Figure 9.4-3  Modular coil shapes 
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would be removed leaving a very accurate, molded winding cavity.  This idea is illustrated in 
Figure 9.4-5.  In some areas, where the windings are very close together, there may not be room 
for the  epoxy grouting.  In these areas the web of the I-beam would be locally machined to exact 
size.  Of course, a fully machined winding cavity would be considered if the cost were favorable. 
 
The preferred option for the conductor is a flexible cable design.  A typical design would consist 
of a standard braided cable of fine copper wire (36 gage, for example) that would be pulled 
through a “turks head” into a rectangular cross section.  The conductor would be wrapped with 
fiberglass tape and hand wound into the winding cavity of the coil form.  Once a single layer of 
conductor is in place a series of chill plates are installed and the second layer of conductor is 
wound into place.  The chill plates consist of a copper sandwich containing a serpentine cooling 
passage with inlet and outlet pipes for the gas cooling.  The chill plates avoid the need for 
cooling the conductor internally, which is impractical for the turn lengths needed for QPS.  Gas 
cooling is used to avoid electrical failure modes common to water cooled coils.   
 
After winding is complete, the final geometry is verified and the assembly is vacuum pressure 
impregnated with epoxy to complete the insulation system.  The primary advantage of the 
flexible cable design is low cost, both to purchase the conductor and to wind it.  The primary 
disadvantage is the loss of copper area compared to a solid conductor.  A packing fraction of up 
to 75% can be assured, although 80% is theoretically possible.  The design is based on a packing 
fraction of 70%.  A second disadvantage is that the conductor has little inherent strength, and 

 

 
 

Figure 9.4-4  Winding and cast structure for modular coil 
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 must be almost continuously supported by the integral coil structure.  Other winding options, 
such as a “dry cable”: design with no epoxy impregnation, have been considered but these would 
require significant R&D to provide confidence that conductor motion would not cause fatigue 
failure.  It is very unlikely that a winding using all solid conductor would be feasible due to the 
highly contoured winding path.  Finally, this system requires a slightly compliant layer between 
the outside of the coil and the winding form to accommodate relative thermal expansion. 
 
After the winding pack is completed, thin side sheets are welded in place to provide a high-
vacuum “can” for the windings.  This step must come after the epoxy impregnation to allow 
vacuum leak checking of the can and to avoid contamination of the winding during welding.  
Some development will be required to insure that no distortion of the coil occurs during the 
welding process.  In local areas requiring reinforcement, intermittent ribs are bolted to the 
flanges of the “I-beam” as structural retainers for the windings. 
 
The modular coil windings will be cooled with room temperature gas, but additional 
performance may be possible by using refrigerated gas below room temperature.  Figure 9.4-6 
illustrates the dependence of pulse length on coolant schemes, including cryogenic cooling, and 
on current density.  The current density in the copper for the modular coils is a function of 
number of turns, packing fraction of the cable, insulation thickness, and chill plate thickness.   

 
 

Figure 9.4-5  Modular coil winding cross section 
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Figure 9.4-7 shows the range of current density as a function of number of turns and copper 
packing fraction.  The design point is 16 turns with a cable packing fraction of 70%, yielding a 
net current density of about 8 kA/cm^2. 
 
The modular coils are powered in groups of four by a set of existing solid state power supplies.  
The goal is to allow the current in any set of four coils can be independently controlled from 0 to 
125% of the nominal value.  The pulse length depends on the operating temperature of the coil 
set, the current density in the copper, and the voltage available from the power supplies. The 
basic electrical characteristics of the modular coils are listed in Table 9.4.2.  Since the coils are 
located in a vacuum, they can be operated over a wide range of temperatures.   As illustrated in 
Figure 9.3-1, reducing the temperature only slightly below room temperature can have a marked 
effect on the flattop time, and taking the coils to cryogenic temperatures enables flattop times of 
several seconds.  The total power as a function of current density is shown in Figure 9.4.8. 
 
The coil leads will consist of commercial coaxial conductor routed through vacuum conduit, 
where the coil sets will be connected in groups of four.  Cooling gas will flow through the 
conduit to supply the coils.  The coil return gas will flow through a separate pipe. 
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Figure 9.4-6  Pulse length vs current density in copper for various coolants 
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Table 9.4-2  Electrical parameters for modular coil set 
 
Parameter Coil 1 Coil 2 Coil 3 Coil 4 
Single turn length, m 5.97 4.93 4.82 4.57 
No of turns 16 16 16 16 
Max current / turn, kA 21.1 21.1 21.1 21.1 
Resistance at RT, m-ohms 6.2 5.1 5.0 4.7 
Circuit resistance, m-ohms 26.5 22.2 21.8 20.7 
 
 
 

 

Current density vs number of turns
QPS, 337 kAmps per coil, 

2 winding packs per coil,  chill plate = 2.5 mm
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Figure 9.4-7  Current density vs number of turns for various values of packing fraction 
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Coil circuit power vs current density in copper
337 kA-turns per coil, 16 coils per circuit,
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Figure 9.4-8 
Modular coil resistive power vs current density for two operating temperatures 

16 coils, average turn length = 5.07 m 
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9.5  Auxiliary coils: OH, VF, and TF coils  
 
Three pairs of vertical field (VF) coils, an ohmic heating (OH) solenoid, and a set of toroidal 
field (TF) coils are provided in addition to the modular coils to reduce errors and for enhanced 
experimental flexibility.  As shown in Figure 9.5-1, all these coils are located outside the 
modular coil set.  The OH solenoid and inner legs of the TF coil set are contained in a 
centerstack assembly that occupies the center of the bell jar vacuum vessel.  This arrangement 
allows these coils to operate in air, eliminating the need for vacuum electrical feed-throughs and 
separate vacuum jackets.  The inner and mid VF coils will require vacuum jacketing because 
they are located inside the main vacuum vessel.   
 

VF coils and OH solenoid 
 
The OH solenoid and mid VF coils are new coils, while the outer two pairs of coils are re-used 
from the ATF experiment.  The mid VF coil is configured in an elliptical shape to better match 
the plasma shape, but this shape has not been finalized.  The coils are standard hollow copper 
construction, and are sized to match existing power supplies as closely as possible.  Table 9.C-1 
lists the VF coil design parameters.  No fast control coils are provided. 
  

 
 

Figure 9.5-1  Auxiliary coil illustration
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Table 9.5-1  VF coil parameters 
 

 
Parameter 

PF1, PF2 
OH coils 

PF3 
Mid VF  

PF4 
Outer VF-A  

PF5 
Outer VF-B 

Current/coil, MA-turns 1.28 0.1 0.1 0.22 
Radius , avg– (a x b), m 0.10 x .9 0.75 x 1.5 1.33 1.69 
Height, m +/- .25, .75 1.27 1.23 1.04 
Winding width, dr, cm 3.1 8 10.7 17.5 
Winding height, dz, cm 4 x 50 10 16.4 19.6 
Gross current. density, A/cm2 4225 1800 570 642 
No. Of turns 4 x 45 8 16 24 
Current per turn, A 14340 12500 6250 9200 
Resistive voltage/circuit, V ~400 27 116 99 
Resistive power/circuit, MW 5.7 0.29 0.32 0.92 
Approx. Wt./coil, tons 0.23 0.13 0.9 2.3 
 
The OH solenoid must provide the required flux and must fit within the racetrack-shaped 
opening in the center of the modular coil set.  The TF coil center legs occupy the same opening, 
so the solenoid is wound around the outside of the TF coil legs.  One of the constraints on the 
modular coil design was to provide sufficient space for the solenoid, which is a tradeoff between 
current density in the solenoid windings and required flux.  Figure 9.5-2 shows that for a flux 
requirement of +/- 0.15 V-s and current density of `4500 A/cm^2, the clear opening through the 
modular coils and structure must be at least 140 mm.  The solenoid design is evolving, and the 
final capability will depend both on the geometry and the details of the power supply matching.   

Centerstack width vs current density in solenoid
length = 900 mm,  70 mm reserved for TF + can + clearance 
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Figure 9.5-2 

OH solenoid capability as a function of centerstack width and current density in the 
windings.
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Toroidal Field Coils 
 
In addition to the VF coils there is set of toroidal field (TF) coils.  The TF coils consist of a set of 
straight inboard turns that thread through the bore of the solenoid and a set of outer legs that 
return outside the “bell jar” vacuum vessel.  All of the TF conductors are thus completely located 
outside the vacuum space.  The inboard turns consist of straight copper conductor with internal 
cooling holes for water cooling, and the outboard turns are simply rolled copper buss-bars.  To 
facilitate installation and removal of the bell jar dome, the coils are jointed at the top and bottom 
of the centerstack.  A set of semi-permanent jumpers connect the flat centerstack with the 
radially spaced outer return legs.  The crossovers and feed buss are at the bottom of the 
centerstack.    Figure 9.5-3 illustrates the TF coil set and relation to the plasma and bell jar.   
 
The existing power supplies and cooling system are adequate to drive the TF set to an average 
field on axis of +/-0.15 Tesla.  The TF coil current will be controlled independently from the 
modular coils.  Table 9.5-2 lists the TF coil parameters. 

 

 

 
 

Figure 9.5-3 
TF Coil geometry relative to plasma 
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Table 9.5-2  TF Coil parameters 

 
Parameter Value Remark 
Field capability +/-0.15  T Field at 0.90 m 
No. of outboard return legs 12 Bundle of 4 turns each 
Total number of turns 48  
Current per turn 14 kA At full field 
Circuit voltage at full current 191 V All turns in series 
Power at full current 2.7 MW  
Temperature rise in centerstack ~ 2.5 C/s  
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9.6  Structural concept   
 
General description 
The support structure is composed of two basic systems.  The primary structure is formed by the 
set of modular coil winding forms, VF coil structural rings and shear panels, which are bolted 
together at assembly into an integrated structure.  The secondary structure consists of the 
external vacuum vessel and pedestal support columns, which provide the base for the machine as 
well as the support system for TF coil return legs.  
 
The modular coil structure is shown in Figure 9.6-1.  The modular coils are directly attached, via 
the vertical web structures and flanges, from coil to coil and from coil to the VF coil ring 
structures, to form an integrated structure that reacts centering loads and twisting moments.  The 
details of this structure are still being developed, but the intent is to take advantage of the coil 
form castings to provide most of the features necessary for both winding and reacting the forces 
in the coils.  The centering load will be taken as a compressive hoop load in the vault formed by 
the modular coil set.   The torque produced by the out-of-plane forces acting on the modular coils 
will be transmitted between coils via the cast bridging structure at the inner and outer perimeter 
of the coil vertical webs and to the PF rings.  Any net torque will be carried between the upper 
and lower VF rings and bridging structure via two large shear panels on the outer perimeter of 
the outer VF ring structure.  A pair of vertical shear plates is also located in the bore of the 
machine.  The bore is very crowded, so the inner shear plates have openings corresponding to the 
innermost regions of coils 1 and 2. 

 
Figure 9.6-1  Support structure system 
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Magnetic field and force analysis 
 
The magnetic fields and forces were calculated using the MAGFOR program, which handles the 
complicated modular coil winding geometry with 20 node iso-parametric bricks.  A model was 
constructed that includes the modular coils, the TF centerstack turns, the VF coils, and the plasma.  
The calculated fields for the nominal 1 Tesla operating case are shown in Figures 9.6-2 and 9.6-3.  
As shown in the figures, the maximum field at the modular coil conductor is only 2.1 T, about 
twice the average field on axis.  The peak field in the other coils is significantly lower. 
 
The forces on the coil set are rather complicated, because in addition to the nominal centering force 
there are large vertical loads on each of the coils.  The vertical forces balance out in total but cause 
substantial local loading on the structure.  The net forces are illustrated in figure 9.6-4

 
 

Figure 9.6-2  Electromagnetics model and field contours at the nominal 1 Tesla 
operating scenario 
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Figure 9.6-3  Field contours at modular coil surface 

 

 
 

Figure 9.6-4 Net force acting on modular coils
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The force distribution on the modular coil windings were also calculated, and these are plotted as a 
function of winding perimeter in Figure 9.6-5.  As expected, the forces peak on the inboard region.  
The force plot represents the total running load on the pair of winding packs for a given coil.  In 
general, the loads on the two winding packs are toward the structural web for most loading 
conditions and in most locations.  However, in a few regions around sharp curves the outside 
winding pack will tend to pull away from the coil form structure.  In these regions a reinforcing 
band may be required to retain the winding. 
 
 
 

 
 
Figure 9.6-4  – Distribution of force on the four types of modular coils per unit length vs 

a normalized poloidal location 
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Structural design studies and analysis 
A preliminary finite element structural analysis has been performed using electromagnetic loads 
for the nominal operating scenario: 1 Tesla from the modular coils, 0.15 T from the TF coils and 
the nominal currents in the outer VF coils.  The finite element model includes the I-beam cast 
structure and a series of constraints that simulate various methods of supporting the coils.  The 
winding stiffness was not included in the analysis.  The structure was modeled with plate and beam 
elements, and the analysis was performed using the ANSYS Finite Element Code. 
 
The most successful system of constraints was to tie the coils together directly with shear panels.  
This is very difficult to do in practice because the complex geometry does not lend itself to planar 
bolted joints.  However, it is possible to obtain a simple reference surface by providing a ring 
structure around the VF coils.  A vacuum enclosure is needed around the VF coils in any event, 
and it may be possible for this enclosure to double as the backbone of the structural system.   
 
The results for a moderately interconnected structure are illustrated in Figures 9.6-6 through 8.  For 
the nominal load case, this support structure will deflect approximately 1 mm and experience Von 
Mises stress due to torsion and bending of less than 100 MPa (14 ksi) in most general regions.  
There are some localized areas, however, that experience stresses over 200 Mpa.  The structure has 
not been optimized, but it should be relatively easy to locally reinforce the casting to reduce both 
the stresses and deflections.  The goal will be to reduce all the stresses to less than 100 Mpa and 
keep the deflections to less than 1 mm for the final structural configuration. 
 

 

 
 

Figure 9.6-6  Analysis model with beams representing coil-to-coil structure 
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Figure 9.6-7  Deflections for structure with intercoil support 
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Figure 9.6-8  Modular coil Von Mises stresses at 1 Tesla 
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9.7  Vacuum system and PFCs, (external vessel, pumping, wall conditioning and 
power and particle control) 
 
The QPS vacuum vessel is a large, existing bell jar.  The vessel has numerous ports and is 
divided into a reinforced flat base, a lower spool piece, a middle spool piece and a dished head.  
The head and base are made from 300 series stainless steel, but the spool pieces are fabricated 
from aluminum.  The vessel is illustrated in Figures 9.7-1 and 2.  To improve the vacuum 
quality, the large seal surfaces will be re-worked to accommodate double o-rings with interstitial 
pumping.  Thermal insulation blankets and heaters will also be added to provide a bakeout 
capability with a temperature goal of 100 to 150 C.  The temperature limit will be based on the 
differential thermal expansion of the vessel head and spool pieces and on the temperature limit of 
the solenoid winding in the centerstack   The basic vessel parameters are listed in Table 9.7-1. 
 
 

Table 9.7-1 Vacuum Vessel Parameters 
 

Baseline material    6061 Aluminum and 304l ss  
Nominal outer radius    1.9 m 
Max height     4.9 m 
Thickness     1.3 to 2.5  cm 
Inside surface area    ~75 m2 
Enclosed volume    ~45 m3 
Bake out temperature    150 C 
Operating temperature   20-100 C 
Thermal growth during bake out  0.3 cm radial 

 
 
Studies are under way to assess the effect of the aluminum spool pieces on the ability to quickly 
ramp the current in the vertical field coils.  It may be advantageous to procure new, stainless 
steel vessel sections to replace the aluminum sections.  The cost of the new sections will be 
partially offset by eliminating the need to refurbish and modify the seals on the existing vessel.   
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Figure 9.7-1  Vacuum tank and dimensions 



 9-28 

Vacuum Pumping and wall conditioning 
 
The vacuum boundary is given by the existing aluminum bell jar.  The vacuum conditions will 
be determined by the out-gassing rate of the bell jar, all internal components, and the leak rate. 
The vacuum seals are viton o-rings and are bake-able up to 150o C.  The centerstack casing may 
be limited to 100C due to the difficulty of isolating this structure from the solenoid coils.  To 
reduce the leak rate as much as possible, the main seals are differentially-pumped double seals.  
Applying a mild fore-vacuum to the space between the seals, will reduce the leak-rate by orders 
of magnitude. Hence, the targeted leak-rate of Qleak<10-5 Torr-l/s should be achieved easily.  Any 
graphite surfaces such as the divertor baffle plates should be baked at 300 oC to drive out the 
water.  
 
The out-gassing rate of Al can be as favorable as that of stainless steel; for Al with conventional 
surface cleaning and baking at 150o C, out-gassing rates of <10-9Torrl/sm-2 have been achieved 
[1].  Assuming a surface area of 75 m2 for the bell jar and doubling it for other in-vessel surfaces, 
will result in total out-gassing rates of 1.5x10-7 Torr-l/s. The base pressure will be provided by a 
set of turbo-molecular pumps with 1000 L/s effective pumping speed. That will provide a base 
vacuum of <10-8 Torr based on the leak rate and 1.5x10-10 Torr based on the out-gassing rate.   
 
The pumping will be accomplished through the large, 22 inch ports located on the midplane of 
the vessel.  Each of the four ports will be equipped with a spool piece that can accept an existing 
25 cm turbomolecular pump with its isolation valve.  A microwave screen will be required over 
the pump opening to prevent damage from the ECH system.   
 
If necessary, large area titanium pumping can be activated in the top of the bell jar. This area will 
be baffled so that the titanium is prevented from reaching the walls of the main discharge 
chamber.  Transient pumping speeds of ~105 l/s can be achieved. This pump can be activated if 
either the partial pressure of impurity gases gets too high or if the pressure of neutral hydrogen 
increases to the point that density control becomes a problem. 
 
Wall conditioning will include glow-discharge cleaning in hydrogen for chemical cleaning of the 
surfaces with chemically reactive atomic hydrogen and in helium for physical scrubbing and 
hydrogen depletion of the surfaces. For uniform glow discharges, two or more electrodes will be 
installed. Surface modifications by film deposition such as boronization or other techniques is 
foreseen for the main plasma chamber.  Boronization will be installed with the more benign 
Trimethylboron (as opposed to the highly toxic and pyrophoric Diborane).   
 
 
Limiters, Divertors and First Wall 
 
There are no plans for a separate first wall structure on QPS, only local baffles in the form of 
divertor structures near the ridgeline of the plasma.  The basic concept is illustrated in Figure 
9.7-2 – 3.  As shown in the figures, symmetrical baffles would be placed between the coils and 
the plasma in the region where most of the particle losses are expected.  The baffles would be 
coated with boron carbide rather than carbon to avoid the need for a high temperature bakeout.  
Additional limiter or baffle structures can be provided as upgrades later in the QPS program. 
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The modular coils, which represent the closest approach to the plasma, are operated at or above 
room temperature as described in section 9.3.  In order to reduce gas evolution from the coil 
surfaces, it may be possible to retrofit low-Z or low-Z- coated covers over the plasma facing side 
of the coils that can be independently heated.  This upgrade would also be useful to allow the 
coil operating temperature to be reduced. 

 

 

 
 

Figure 9.7-2  Divertor baffles relative to plasma 

 

 
 

Figure 9.7-3  Divertor baffles relative to coils 
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9.8  Diagnostic and heating access   
 
Access to the plasma for heating and diagnostics is extraordinarily good for QPS because the 
only constraints are associated with the external vacuum vessel and the modular coil structure.  
Port locations and sight lines do not have to be determined a priori, and there are no long, port 
duct extensions to constrict viewing angles.  Antennas and launchers can be mounted inside the 
vacuum region free from the typical port limitations.  Figure 9.8-1 illustrates the plasma view 
through the large 22-inch ports. 
 
In order to save cost, gate valves will not be used for the major port openings, but some 
individual diagnostics applications that require a retractable configuration may need to use a gate 
valve.  Reentrant ducts will be used where needed.   
 
Diagnostics that need to be replaced will require a vacuum opening.  This can be done by letting 
the vessel up to dry nitrogen for short periods or waiting until the next general opening if the 
diagnostic does not present a leak problem.  
 
 

(4) 22” Dia Ports

(18) 8” Dia Ports

(6) 12” Dia Ports

(23) 6” Dia Ports
for Coil Leads,

Coolant Feeds, etc. 

Plasma

Personnel
Access Door

 
 

Fig 9.8-1  Diagnostic access through external vessel ports 
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Maintenance access  
 
Maintenance inside the vacuum vessel can be accomplished in three ways:  By reaching through 
the ports in the vessel, by entering the vessel through the large man way, or by removing the 
vessel lid.  These approaches are illustrated in Figure 9.7-2 
 

 
 

 
 

Fig 9.8-2  Maintenance access via man way or by removing vessel dished head 
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9.9  Machine Assembly   
 
Device Location 
 
There are presently two possible locations for the QPS experiment, one at the ORNL site and the 
other at the Y-12 National Security Complex.  Both locations would be equivalent in terms of 
capability and infrastructure.  The current plan calls for the QPS device to be located in the 7600 
area of the Oak Ridge National Laboratory (near the X-10 site) in a new facility to be 
constructed in FY 2003.  The location is shown in Figures 9.9-1 and. 9.9-2.  The infrastructure is 
described in detail in Appendix C of this proposal.   The device will be mounted above a pit to 
provide better access for diagnostics and utility routing and to avoid carbon steel reinforcing in 
the concrete pad.  A safety enclosure (75’ x 50‘) will surround the device and a new control 
room (50’ x 25’) will be located adjacent to the enclosure. 
  
Two 20- ton capacity cranes are available for device assembly and maintenance.  The total 
estimated weight of the QPS device is about 60 tons, as described in Table 9.9-1 
 

Table 9.9-1  Component quantities and weights 
 
Component 
 

Quantity Est. wt., each 
(tons) 

Total weight 
(tons) 

External vacuum vessel 
    Base  
    Lower Ring  
    Mid Section - 
    Head 

1  
1.5 
1.1 
4.7 
3.4 

10.7 

Modular coil assemblies 
 (avg, with associated cast structure) 

2 5.8 11.6 

OH Solenoid, PF-1 ,2 4 .25 1.04 
Elliptical VF coil, PF-3 2 0.25 0.5 
Outer VF coil, PF-4 2 0.9 1.8 
Outer VF coil, PF-5 2 2.3 4.6 
Outer ring structure 2 2.6 5.1 
Elliptical coil structure 2 .8 1.6 
Inner shear panels 2 .9 1.8 
Outer shear panels 2 .8 1.6 
TF Coils 
     Inner leg assembly 
     Outer legs and jumpers 

 
1 
12 

 
1.4 
0.5 

 
1.4 
6.5 

Centerstack casing 1 3.0 3 
leads, local bus, misc clamps 1 1.0 1.00 
Base support pedestals 3 1.0 3 
Grand Total, stellarator core 
 

  56.8 
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Figure 9.9-1 
Plan view the new Energy Sciences Research Building in the 7600 area of the Oak Ridge 

National Laboratory, near the X-10 site

 

RFTF
30’ x 30’

RFTF North
15’ x 30’

Microwave
Processing

(White)
30’ x 30’

Magnet Lab
(Gouge)
30’ x 60’

BBC XMTR
(Bigelow)
25’ x 30’

Antenna Lab
(Fadnek)
25’ x 50’

Pellet Lab
(Combs)
25’ x 50’

RF Benchmark
(Bell)

25’ x 25’

RF Sintering
(Bigelow)
25’ x 25’

FMIT / FRT Transmitters
25’ x 25’

Plasma Processing
& Development Lab
(Caughman / Baylor)

25’ x 50’

Mini
Lab

(Sparks)
15’ x 25’W

om
en

s
Re

st
ro

om

M
en

s
Re

st
ro

omMicrowave Lab
(Bigelow)
25’ x 30’

Laser Lab
20’ x 25’

Confinement
Optical Lab

25’ x 50’

Shop
25’ x 50’

LHe
15’ x 25’

Pit
25’ x 25’

x 20’ Deep

Pit
22’ x 60’
x 6’ Deep

ECH

Telecom
Closet

Telecom
Closet

RF-3D Scanner
Liquid Jet

(Swain / Fisher)
25’ x 50’

275’

125’

12’x12’ 
Rollup 
Door

12’x12’ 
Rollup Door

10’x10’ 
Rollup Door

Full Partition to Roof

Full Partition to Roof

15’ High Partition

15’ High Partition

Electrical 
Trench (typ)

Sprinkler
Riser

QOS Area

5-Ton Crane Travel5-Ton Crane Travel

Low Ceiling, Storage Above

Ladder

C

CBA

BA

M2B
Magnet &
Beamline
30’ x 30’

B
ea

m
lin

e
10

’ x
 2

5’

U
til

iti
es

15
’ x

 2
5’

IN

QOS
Vacuum Tank
Lid Laydown

12’x12’ 
Rollup 
Door

16’x20’ 
Rollup 
Door

De-Min Wate

Water Coola

Plant Air

 
Figure 9.9-2  Plan view of QPS location in the new building 
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Alternate Device Location 
 
As an alternate to the new facility described above, the QPS device could be located in Building 
9201-2 at the Oak Ridge Y-12 National Security Complex, between columns 16 – 19 and 
columns D – F.  This location is shown in Figure 9.9-3.  This location would also take advantage 
of existing facilities and equipment, which minimizes the cost and schedule for the project.  The 
device would be mounted on the reinforced concrete pad that was built for ATF and would 
utilize the existing ATF safety enclosure and control room.  Two 20- ton capacity cranes are 
available for device assembly and maintenance.   
 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 

 
 

 
Figure 9.9-3  Alternate location for QPS at the Y-12 National Security Complex 
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Machine Assembly Sequence 
 
The QPS stellarator core will be assembled to the extent possible at an outside vendor’s site and 
installed on the reinforced concrete pad in the ATF area.  Assembly at the vendor’s site helps 
insure the accuracy of the completed system, since problems will be identified in a place where 
they can be more easily remedied.  It also puts more of the responsibility for quality with the 
fabricator.  However, due to the large weight of the completed stellarator core, only 
subassemblies of the machine can be handled for subsequent final assembly.  While the total 
weight of the modular coil assembly may just be under the crane limitations, a fully integrated 
assembly must include the centerstack and this component definitely puts the total weight over 
the limit. 
 
The present plan calls for the complete modular coil set to be pre-assembled, aligned, and all 
holes match reamed at the vendor site, then split apart into the two field periods.  These would be 
shipped and reassembled on site.   
 
The main assembly steps both on and off-site are listed below and illustrated in Figures 9.9-4 
through 9.9-6 
 
Machine Assembly steps at Vendor’s site 
 
Set up measurement and alignment datums 
Prepare half period coil/vessel sub-assemblies (Figure 9.9-4) 
Align and pre-fit two half period assemblies around centerstack 
Disassemble and ship two field period subassemblies to assembly site 
 
Remaining Machine Assembly to be done on-site 
 

1 Install and level pedestal attachment features on pad 
2. Install vacuum tank base 
3. Pre-positions lower outer and mid VF coils (PF-3,4,5) 
4. Install centerstack on base 
5. Install lower TF turns 
6. Install / align coil field period sub-assemblies on vessel base (Figure 9.9-5) 
7. Install upper, outer and mid PF coils and support ring covers (Figure 9.9-6) 
8. Connect cooling lines to gas manifold around base 
9. Perform coolant leak check 
10. Connect buswork to coil leads 
11. Perform low current electrical check 
12. Install vacuum tank spool piece, dished head, and outer TF coil legs (Figure 9.9-7) 
13. Leak check vacuum vessel 
14. Install machine diagnostics and I&C 
15. Perform pre-operational checkout and coil tests 
16. Install auxiliary heating systems 
17. Install plasma diagnostics 
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Support Columns
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Inner VF Coil

ATF mid VF Coil

Vessel Lower
Spool Piece
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Figure 9.9-5  Install base and pre-position lower VF coils 

 
Field Period

Subassemblies

 
 
Figure 9.9-4  Assembly of modular coil field periods with structure: pre-assemble / fit up
two field periods, then disassemble into single period subassemblies for shipment to site
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Figure 9.9-6  Install centerstack, two field periods and upper VF coils 
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Figure 9.9-7  Install main spool piece, TF legs, upper head 
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9.10 Ancillary Systems 
 
The following sections describe the ancillary systems, which include the device support facilities 
such as the coil power supplies and water cooling system, as well as experimental support 
systems and facilities such as the diagnostics and control room.   The QPS device has been 
conceived to take advantage of as many existing facilities and systems as possible.   
 
Power Supplies 
 
Existing power supplies owned by ORNL's Fusion Energy Division were evaluated to determine 
their compatibility as magnet power supplies for the coils as proposed for the QPS device. Power 
supply voltage and current ratings were matched to the amp-turn requirements of the modular 
coil set, the OH solenoid and the three pairs of vertical field coils to determine a satisfactory 
number of turns for each coil. The power supplies included in this study were the Advanced 
Toroidal Facility's (ATF) helical field power supply and ATF's three vertical field power 
supplies, and six power supplies on standby from the Large Coil Test Facility (LCTF).  Table 
9.10-1 summarizes the power supply capabilities and coil assignments 
 

Table 9.10-1 Coil Power Supply Assignments 
 
Coil Set  Power Supply 
 Modular Coils, 
 4 groups of 4 coils 
 

Existing ATF helical field power supplies, 4 each 
650 V open circuit voltage, 30 kA pulsed current 

OH solenoid, PF-1,2 
2 pairs of solenoid coils in series 

Existing ATF VF coil power supply 
625 V, 15kA pulsed 
 

Elliptical PF coils PF-3 
1 pair of coils in series 

Existing LCTF power supplies x 2 
12 V, 25 kA  
 

Outer PF coils, PF-4,5  
2 pairs of coils 

 Existing ATF VF coil power supply 
625 V. 10 kA pulsed rating (PF-4 is powered alternately 
or in series with another coil set) 

TF coils  
 1 circuit, 48 total turns in series 

Existing ATF VF coil power supply 
625 V. 15 kA pulsed rating  
 

 
 
Modular Field Coils 
 
The ATF helical field power supply consists of 8 modules that are presently connected to operate 
at 62.5 kA on a continuous duty cycle.  This system is readily compatible with the modular field 
coils consisting of 4 circuits of 4 coils each.. The buswork must be modified to provide separate 
connections to each power supply module.  
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Vertical Field coils and OH solenoid 
 
Each of the three pairs of OH / vertical field coils will be driven by separate power supplies.  The 
ATF VF coil supplies match the OH and outer VF loads well and will be used by these circuits.  
The mid VF coil requires lower voltage and can be accommodated by two of the LCTF low 
voltage power supplies.  The LCTF power supplies would have to be relocated and installed near 
the QPS device.  
 
Toroidal Field Coils 
 
The toroidal field coils will be driven by a single ATF VF coil supply.  This limits the toroidal 
field to about +/- 0.15 T.  Further optimization of the coil design is planned to better match the 
capability of this power supply. 
 
 
Cooling system   
 
Cooling for the QPS will be provided by an existing demineralized water system located in the 
7600 area of ORNL, either directly for water cooled components or through a helium gas heat 
exchanger.  The water system consists of a closed-loop demineralized water facility with a 
nominal summer continuous cooling capacity of >2 MW.  The system has the capability to 
supply 750 GPM at 60 psi.   
 
The coil gas cooling system will utilize an existing compressor rated at 200 horsepower to 
compress gas to 100 psi.  The compressor skid has an integral heat exchanger through which the 
gas is circulated.   
 
As shown in Table 9.10-1, the QPS magnets and ancillary systems have an equivalent continuous 
thermal load of ~ 600 KW.  The QPS will require about 400 gpm for a differential inlet  
 
 

Table 9.10-1  QPS Device Cooling Requirements 
 

Cooling Load (kW) System 
Peak Avg.* 

Modular coils 48,700. 82. 
VF coils 2,600. 4. 
Ancillary equip., power supplies, 
etc. (est.) 

15,000. 500. 

MACHINE TOTAL 65,300. ~ 600. 
*Assumes 1 second ESW pulse every 10 minutes 

 
and outlet temperature of 10 F.  The water will be distributed to the helium compressor, power 
supplies, gyrotrons, and other ancillary equipment.  Inlet and outlet ring headers will distribute 
the cooling gas from the heat exchanger to the 16 Modular coils (two circuits each) and the 5 
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pairs of VF coils (one circuit each).  Each cooling circuit for the magnets will be connected to 
the headers outside the vacuum vessel.  The lines will incorporate a manual flow control and 
shutoff valve, a flow indicator and inlet and outlet thermocouples.  The flow indicators and 
temperatures from the thermocouples will be monitored in the control room. 
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9.11 Schedule 
 
 
Schedule Estimate 
 
The QPS schedule is based on an engineering estimate of design, fabrication, assembly and 
installation times for the major components and systems.  The intent was to establish the 
schedule logic, identify the critical path, and make a first estimate of the total time required.  
Based on the best estimate so far, it appears possible to reach first plasma approximately four 
years after start of Title I design.  This assumes that the conceptual design is completed and the 
funding profile is not a constraint. 
 
The summary estimate is shown in Figure 9.11-1. 
 
 
 
 

 
Figure 9.11-1  Overall project schedule 
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9.12 Summary  
 
A systematic study of the QPS facility has been completed, including pre-conceptual design of 
the stellarator core, identification of ancillary equipment and infrastructure requirements, and an 
estimate of the construction cost and schedule.  The design is based on a two field period 
configuration with 8 modular coils per period.  The average major radius is 0.9 m and the 
average minor radius is 0.35 m for an aspect ratio of 2.6.  For experimental flexibility, an ohmic 
heating solenoid and 3 other pairs of vertical field coils are provided, as well as a set of toroidal 
field coils producing +/- 0.15 Tesla.  The coils and associated structure will be located inside an 
existing “bell jar” vacuum vessel, avoiding the need to fabricate a complex internal vessel.   
 
The QPS experiment will be located in a new building planned for the 7600 area of the ORNL 
X-10 site.  The existing Fusion Energy Division infrastructure, including power supplies, cooling 
systems, experimental enclosure, control room, etc. will be moved or duplicated at the new 
facility.  
 
Some of the remaining issues associated with design and construction of the stellarator core 
include: 
 

= Optimizing the coil set geometry to increase the space between coils and the bend radius 
of the winding path while minimizing the local twist of the cross section. 

= Casting the modular coil forms within a tolerance of +/- 5 mm. 
= Preparing an accurate winding cavity by grouting and/or machining and winding the coils 

within the acceptable geometric tolerance of +/-1.0 mm. 
= Vacuum “canning” the coils without causing distortion. 
= Providing a structural support concept that maximizes access to the plasma and 

minimizes deflection of the coil set 
= Performing a tradeoff study between re-using the existing aluminum vacuum vessel 

sections and buying new stainless steel sections.  This relates both to vacuum quality and 
to the long time constant of the aluminum shell. 
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10.  PLASMA-WALL INTERACTIONS AND VACUUM QUALITY

10.1.  Relevance of the Plasma Boundary Program to the QPS Mission

It has been established over the past two decades of fusion research that the control of neutrals
and impurities is a prerequisite for enhanced plasma confinement. To this extent, power and
particle handling has become a key element for optimizing the performance of any fusion
device. Even though the control of plasma-surface interactions and the development of
plasma-facing components (PFCs) are not primary objectives of QPS, they become secondary
objectives in support of the QPS mission.

To achieve good plasma performance, influx of both neutrals and impurities into the core
plasma should be minimized in QPS.  This can be achieved through the boundary
configuration and choice of materials and design of the PFCs on the one hand, and through
optimized plasma operation on the other hand. It has been demonstrated in the past that
reduction of recycling and impurity influx both has led to improvement of confinement in
tokamaks [1, 2, 3] and stellarators [4, 5],  although the question of the relative importance of
neutrals vs. impurities has never been resolved.

The effect of neutrals on plasma confinement in toroidal configurations is not fully
understood, but it has been shown that charge-exchange (cx) processes in the edge can cause
enough momentum removal from the edge to result in friction forces comparable or larger
than the effect of neoclassical damping [6, 7]. This damping of the plasma rotation by cx-
friction is a possible candidate for causing limitations on plasma performance.

The impurity story in toroidal devices is complex and we are just beginning to understand
some of the details. The goal of impurity control is to reduce the concentration of intrinsic
impurities such as oxygen and carbon as far as possible by wall conditioning and other
methods. This has dramatically improved plasma confinement as e.g. in the VH-mode [3] or
Supershot-mode [8]. Subsequently, another improvement of plasma performance was
achieved by seeding the plasma edge with extrinsic impurities, such as neon, which were
selected to produce a particular radiation profile in the edge [9]. The result was a plasma with
a radiating mantle and improved confinement. It has been shown that impurity injection
reduced long wave-length turbulence in the edge which is assumed to be responsible for
anomalous transport [10]. Radiating mantles might turn out to be well suited for operation in
ergodic boundaries of stellarators, because radiation distributes power fluxes more uniformly
to the walls than conduction and convection which could help to simplify the surface
interaction of the complicated three-dimensional boundary plasma structures with limiters or
divertor plates.

Overall, to accomplish the goals of the QPS program, it is clear that we need to achieve
plasmas with the highest possible confinement and pressure for given machine capabilities. At
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a given magnetic configuration, the control of recycling neutrals and impurities is a key
ingredient towards achieving this goal.

10.2 Vacuum and Wall Conditioning

10.2.1.  Vacuum Vessel and Pumping

A comparison between a vacuum vessel, more or less conformal with the plasma, and a bell
jar housing the plasma, the coils and most of the other machine components, led to the
decision to utilize an existing aluminum bell jar (cf. discussion in section 3.6) which had been
used in the past for the ORMAK experiment [11]. This eliminates the need for building a very
complex three-dimensional vacuum vessel and it simplifies many issues which are a
consequence of the complex plasma and coil shape. In particular, it greatly enhances the
access to the plasma for heating and diagnostics. But, on the other hand, this solution requires
vacuum-tight casing of all in-vessel components.

The achievable vacuum is given by the applied pumping speed, the total leak rate and the
outgassing rate of all internal surfaces. Practical pumping speeds which can be applied to QPS
are typically S = 5000 Ls-1 at the pumps or Seff = 2500 Ls-1 at the vacuum vessel, provided by
two existing Balzers turbomolecular pumps.

Typical leak rates in today's plasma devices with all flanges, seals, etc. are QL ≤ 10-5 Torr-Ls-1.
This should be achievable in the QPS bell jar if the main seals are double-seals with
differential pumping. The required base pressure prior to plasma operation in the bell jar is po

≤ 10 –8 Torr; which would require pumping with an effective speed of Seff ≥ 103 Ls-1. The
assumed effective pumping speed of 2500Ls-1 should be sufficient to reach the required base
pressure.

Outgassing rates depend on material and treatment. With the aluminum bell jar and stainless
steel casings of the coils, we will have approximately equal surface areas of aluminum and
stainless steel in the vacuum vessel.  The outgassing rates of aluminum have been measured
to be similar to stainless steel [12]. Typical values for aluminum are 6 x 10-6 Torr-Lm-2s-1 for
fresh aluminum and 4 x 10-10 Torr-Lm-2s-1 for aluminum baked at 100oC for 20 hours [12]. We
see that baking can reduce the outgassing rate up to four orders of magnitude. Assuming that
the residual pressure due to outgassing should not exceed the pressure caused by the leak rate,
we need to aim at a total outgassing rate which is also Qo ≤ 10-5 Torr-Ls-1.   The total surface
area of the bell jar is approximately 75 m2 (Al) and we allow for the in-vessel components
about the same surface area, i.e. we have a total surface area of approximately 150 m2,
resulting in an allowable outgassing rate of 10-5 Torr-Ls-1/150m2, i.e. 6.6 x 10-8 Torr-Ls-.1m-2.
Hence, we need an outgassing rate approximately two orders of magnitude below the value of
fresh aluminum, which should be achievable with mild baking. The residual outgassing for
stainless steel baked for 20 hours at 100oC was measured at 1 x 10-8Torr-Lm-2s-1 [12], well
within our criterion for the maximum allowable outgassing rates.
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The differentially-pumped seals (viton o-rings) in the bell jar can make up a fairly large
surface area and may contribute significantly to the overall outgassing rate. The outgassing
rate for viton is quoted as 4 x 10-3 Torr-Lm-2s-1 initially [13] and 1.8 x 10-3 Torr-Lm-2s-1 after 4
hours of pumping. Estimating a total surface area of 4 m2 of exposed viton, and a pumping
speed of Seff = 2500 Ls-1, the pressure due to the viton outgassing will be p = 2.8 x 10-6Torr,
clearly above the needed value.  Baking viton in air for 4 hours at 150°C can reduce the
outgassing rate by more than two orders of magnitude. This procedure will provide the low
outgassing rates leading the required base pressure.

Previous experience using the existing bell jar in the ORMAK experiment yielded base
pressures of p = 2 x 10-7 Torr at room temperature with 2 x 104 L/s pumping speed [14]; these
values are consistent with the above estimates for viton outgassing.  When ORMAK was
cooled down to liquid nitrogen temperatures, base pressures of 10-8 Torr were achieved.

10.2.2.  Vessel Bakeout

Unbaked metal vessels can release up to 100 monolayers (~1021 particles per m2) of water
molecules at elevated wall temperatures or by plasma bombardment. Baking can reduce
outgassing rates by orders of magnitude, in metals as well as in graphite. The necessary
temperature depends on the binding energies of the outgassing species. For metal walls, bake-
out temperatures of 150-200oC for 24 hours can reduce outgassing by 3-4 orders of
magnitude, after which the base pressure is usually in the 10-8 Torr range, with hydrogen
being the dominant residual gas. This residual hydrogen originates from the manufacturing
process and can be driven out by baking at temperatures of 400oC. This latter technique is
used in UHV applications and usually results in residual pressures in the 10-10Torr-range.
Since hydrogen is the working gas in fusion devices, the high-temperature bake is usually not
required in metal vessels used in fusion applications. For graphite walls, on the other hand,
there is considerable evidence that baking to about 350 °C is the first necessary step toward
achieving optimum wall conditions. This is the temperature necessary to drive out the water
molecules located in the graphite pores in quantities up to ~1Torr-L/g. Therefore, using
significant amounts of graphite in the plasma vessel, usually requires high-temperature
baking. If non-graphite plasma-facing components can be utilized for the device, baking
requirements are relaxed and the lower baking temperatures can substantially reduce the
engineering requirements of the device. Choices for materials of PFCs will be discussed
below.

10.2.3.  Glow Discharge Cleaning

Glow-Discharge Cleaning (GDC) is today's standard wall conditioning technique for fusion
devices. Most experiments use two or more fixed GDC anodes. GDC can be carried out in
hydrogen isotopes for chemical clean-up of oxygen etc. or for wall pre-loading with specific
hydrogen isotopes, or it can be performed in helium which provides physical cleaning by
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sputtering and hydrogen removal by particle-induced desorption.  Given uncertainties about
GDC initiation and performance in the QPS geometry, the Helium Glow Discharge Cleaning
(HeGDC) equipment should be designed for 2 ports with 4.5 inch O.D. flanges equally spaced
toroidally for fixed wall anodes. These anodes will be used for both GDC and gaseous
boronization. To reduce the pressure during the GDC, pre-ionization filaments or rf-assisted
glow will be used, if necessary. This reduces the working pressure to values of ≤10-3 Torr,
which is easier to handle by the turbo-pumps for long duration pumping.

10.2.4.  Boronization

Boronization is a much desired wall conditioning technique, because it has led to improved
performance in every single fusion machine to which it was applied. Boronization
dramatically reduces the oxygen content of the plasma by gettering and provides low-
recycling walls. The QPS boronization method should be sufficiently convenient and
economical to be an operational tool that can be applied quickly and as often as required. It
should also have minimal environmental, health, and safety impact. It should be possible to
use hydrogenated or deuterated boron compounds depending on subsequent plasma
operations.

A suitable and comparably effective candidate compound for QPS boronization is
Trimethylboron [B(CH3)3 or B(CD3)3] which is presently in use on many fusion devices.
Trimethylboron (TMB) is about a 1000 times less toxic than diborane and nonexplosive.
TMB boronization was first tested on TEXTOR where it was found to be comparable in
effectiveness to Diborane and considerably safer [15].

For the standard boronization procedure we follow a prescription used by Kugel on NSTX
[16]. Specific safety measures are applied, which have become standard operating procedures
in many fusion devices of today. Power supplies of  ~450V, ~1A per anode will be used. A
mixture of 90% He and 10% TMB [B(CH3)3  or B(CD3)3] is injected into the HeGDC until the
TMB is consumed. This application is followed by HeGDC to remove the co-deposited
hydrogen or deuterium from B/C film [16].

10.3.  Plasma-facing Components and Divertor Configuration

10.3.1.  Limiter vs. Divertor Operation

The difference between divertor and limiter operation is often not very obvious, therefore it is
useful to define the main characteristics of the two modes of operation as we will use them in
this proposal:

1. Divertor plates intercept open field lines. This could be islands or stochastic regions outside
the separatrix. Hence, divertor plates have some edge plasma as buffer between the solid
surface and the confined core plasma.  This is advantageous for neutrals re-ionization and
high recycling operation  as well as for impurity screening. For symmetric operation in a
stellarator, one set of divertor plates for each field period is needed.
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2. Limiters intercept closed field lines of the confined core plasma.  Here, the connection
lengths are long (at least several toroidal revolutions), and the solid limiter surface is in direct
contact with the confined plasma.  The limiter acts as a major recycling source of neutrals as
well as a major impurity source released into the main plasma. But, on the other hand, the
limiter provides a well-defined plasma edge and may prevent uncontrolled plasma-
interactions of islands or stochastic regions at certain parts of the wall.

Limiter operation might be the best way to start operation of QPS, while in later stages the
advantages of a separatrix should be fully utilized by having any solid surfaces remote from
the main plasma, controlling neutrals and possibly impurities by divertor baffles.

10.3.2.  Magnetic Topology Outside the LCMS and Divertor Configuration

First results on field-line tracing outside the last closed magnetic surface in QPS show that the
connection lengths of field-lines launched within a few cm outside the LCMS are long
(several toroidal revolutions).  This looks favorable for effective power and particle control
with PFCs located outside the LCMS, i.e. in divertor configuration.

To determine where power and particles leave the confined plasma, i.e. as guidance for the
design of the plasma-facing components, we have started to generate field-line plots outside
the LCMS for the top, inside and outside of the cross-sections at the start and halfway through
the field–period. First results of Poincaré plots, with an example in Fig. 10.1,  indicate that the
areas of most pronounced island formation and strongest clustering of field line punctuations
are in the top and bottom of the bean-shaped cross-sections (φ = 0). In the particular plot
shown in Fig. 10.1, a total number of 30 field lines were launched, starting at the outboard
midplane separatrix, 2 mm apart from each other. These field lines were followed many
revolutions, until they intercepted a conformal surface at 10 cm from the LCMS, where they
were stopped. The plot clearly indicates island formation outside the LCMS, in particular at
the top and bottom of the cross-section. These are the areas where the interception of the
boundary energy- and particle flows will be most efficient.  Approximate shape and positions
of top and bottom divertor baffles are indicated. It is clear, of course, that the baffles have 3-D
configurations and change their shape as a function of toroidal angle φ.
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Fig. 10.1  Puncture plots of 30 field lines launched at the outer midplane separatrix,  2 mm
apart; outer black contour: 10-cm conformal surface; blue objects: schematic divertor baffles.

The three-dimensional view of the divertor baffles (gray) along with the plasma surface (red)
is depicted in Figure 10.2. The figure shows a schematic view of the divertor baffles; the
exact shape and location, i.e. poloidal and toroidal extend, will be optimized with the aid of
neutrals modeling.

            

Figure 10.2   The QPS plasma surface (red) and the divertor baffles (2 per field-period)
running along the helical edge of the plasma

divertor
baffle
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10.3.3.  Power and Particle Handling

Power and particle handling is to a large extend determined by design and material of the
plasma-facing components (PFCs). The PFCs are typically designed for handling up to 80%
of the total input power and, ideally, to provide some neutrals control.

As discussed above, the materials choice for the PFCs also has a strong impact on the baking
temperature and, therefore, on the engineering of the device.  For our baseline design, we
consider the use of locally in-situ bakeable graphite or boron carbide for the PFCs. Boron
carbide has the advantage of having a low atomic number Z with some promise not to need
the high-temperature bake-out like graphite. It's main weakness in comparison with graphite
is the lower thermal shock resistance. But for the power fluxes anticipated in QPS, this
shouldn't present a problem. Boron carbide has been tested for limiter applications and
showed thermal shock fracture under conditions of 24 MW/m2 for t = 0.5s [17].  The PFCs for
QPS will be designed in a way so that the power flux does not exceed 10 MW/m2 for 0.5 s.
The actual materials choice and necessary bake-out temperatures have yet to be finalized.

The total heating power in QPS will be 1.4 MW:  0.4 MW of ECH and 1.0 MW of ICRF and
the pulse duration will be ≤ 1 s, realistically not above 0.5 s.  With a given input power, the
necessary surface area of the divertor plate is determined by the maximum allowable surface
temperature. If we specify a maximum allowable power flux of 10 MW/m2 for 0.5 s, a surface
area of 0.14 m2 would be necessary under the assumption of uniform power deposition.
However, since we don't know the distribution of the power flux at this point, we need to
specify a peaking factor (or an area factor) to design for safe power handling. Peaking factors
of 3 are common in designing PFCs if some experience is available, but since we are very
uncertain about the QPS boundary at this stage, we assume a peaking factor of 5 to be on the
safe side. This means that we need a surface area of 0.7 m2.

To estimate the area of the divertor baffle, we can measure the poloidal length of the divertor
baffles from Figure 10.2 to be about 0.5 m.  Assuming that each baffle covers about 60
degrees toroidally, then the total toroidal length would be 2/3 of the toroidal circumference, or
about 4 m. This would result in a total divertor baffle area of 2 m2, i.e. the total available
surface area is more than sufficient to handle the power and stay well below the limits of
boron carbide. The main question remains, of course, how the power flux in the edge is
distributed, i.e. what peaking factors result due to islands and other features in the boundary
topology.

Particle and impurity control play a key role in optimizing plasma performance. Impurity
control starts with the materials choice and the proper design of the PFCs. Proper design
includes, e.g. that the field lines intercept the PFC surfaces at shallow angles to spread out the
heat flux as much as possible and prevent excessive power flux densities and surface
temperatures. To provide the magnetic topology for the PFC design, we will study the
magnetic field configuration outside the LCMS in detail. Detailed power flux estimates will
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be performed by using field-line-following codes to generate foot prints on the divertor
baffles and estimate the area "wetted" by the plasma.

Control of neutrals has been shown to improve plasma performance, from the first H-mode
observation resulting from closely fitting divertor baffles [2] to the control of recycling by
wall conditioning with pumping surfaces [1]. In QPS the effort to control neutrals will consist
of several components: the first element of control is given by the PFCs which will be shaped
and positioned so as to minimize the neutral density outside the confined plasma, the second
means of control will be given by wall conditioning with hydrogen-pumping films as created
by boronization, and the third way of reducing neutral densities will be provided by large-area
getter panels in the top of the bell-jar. While the wall conditioning and large-area getter panels
are means of reducing the neutrals density in the bell-jar overall, the PFC design will be more
specific and will be guided by plasma boundary neutrals transport codes such as DEGAS [19].
Finally, the gas puff nozzle will be positioned at a coil location close to the plasma to enhance
direct fueling of the plasma rather than filling of the bell-jar with neutral gas.

10.4 Operation with Pre-Cooled Coils

The coil temperature range from the beginning to the end of the pulse is a crucial parameter
for the necessary coil size as well as the pulse duration. Details are discussed in section 3.6.
Since under the present design option the coils are located inside the vacuum vessel, the coil
temperature can potentially become an impurity control issue. If the temperature of the coil
casings is below ambient temperature, the concern is that impurities in the residual gas will
accumulate on the cooler surfaces between shots and then be released under plasma
bombardment during the subsequent discharge.

To estimate the effect of cooler surfaces within the bell-jar, we calculate the impurity surface
coverage on the cooler surfaces. The difficulty is that surface physics effects are usually
studied under “clean” conditions, i.e. on super-clean single crystal surfaces with well defined
conditions such as adsorption energies, etc. However, technical surfaces deviate grossly from
these ideal surfaces by having various degrees of surface roughness, oxide layers,
contaminants, and ill-defined adsorption energies, sticking coefficients, etc. Hence,
quantitative estimates have to be taken with a grain of salt, but still should give us a rough
idea of the effects of impurity accumulation at cooler surfaces.

In the following, we discuss the basic adsorption/desorption considerations for impurity
accumulation. The controlling parameter is the time for which an adsorbed particle stays on
the adsorbing surface, the “time of sojourn” τ , which is given by the Frenkel equation [18]:

τ(T) =  τ0 exp(E D/RT),

with τ0 = 10-13 s the period of vibration of the particle on the surface, ED [kJ/mole] the
activation energy for desorption, R = 8.314 [J/K.mole] the gas constant, and T [K] the
absolute temperature. As an example, the results are shown in Figure 10.3 for the surface
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adsorption of O2 on stainless steel, with an adsorption energy of 71 kJ/mole and for the
temperature range of 270 K to 350 K. Assuming an ambient temperature of 300 K and a coil
casing temperature of 273 K, i.e. a temperature difference of only 27 degrees, Figure 10.3
shows a factor of about 16 in the time of sojourn for this relatively small temperature
difference.

Other relevant residual gases are O2, N2, CO, CO2, and C3H8 which all have desorption
energies in the range of 66 to 74 kJ/mole; the only gas with significantly higher desorption
energy on stainless steel is H2O with about 94 kJ/mole. Methane, CH4 has much lower
desorption energies in the range of 50 kJ/mole. For water molecules with about 30% higher
desorption energies than oxygen, the difference in sojourn time is a factor of 41.

270 280 290 300 310 320 330 340 350
0.001

0.01

0.1

1

10

τ ( s )

T  (Kelvin)

Figure  10.3. Time of sojourn of O2 molecules adsorbed on stainless steel, as a function of
surface temperature: τ = 4 s at T = 273 K and τ = 0.24 s at T = 300 K..

So, due to the exponential dependence, relatively small differences in substrate temperatures
can lead to fairly large differences in the sojourn time of the relevant species on the surface.

In equilibrium, the amount of gas on the surface is determined by the balance between the
rates of adsorption and desorption. The rate of adsorption RA is given by

R
n v p
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α α
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with α=0...1 the sticking coefficient, n and v the density and mean velocity of the gas
molecules, p the gas pressure, M the molecular weight, and T the gas temperature in Kelvin.
The sticking coefficient can vary strongly with the surface conditions and we take here a
typical value of α = 0.1.

The rate of desorption RD is given by:
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where N is the surface coverage on the substrate in particles per unit area.

In equilibrium, we have RA = RD and the surface coverage as a function of temperature is:
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The equilibrium surface coverage in particles per cm2 is then, with α  = 0.1 and M = 16, the
gas temperature TG = 300 K, p = 5 x 10-9 Torr: for T = 273 K, N = 1 x 1012 cm-2 and for T =
300 K, N = 6 x 1010 cm-2 . Figure 10.4 shows the equilibrium surface coverage for the
temperature range of 270 to 350 K.

Figure 10.4  Equilibrium surface coverage N (particles per cm2) for particles with 71 kJ/mole
desorption energy as a function of substrate temperature T.

Since we have not changed the sticking coefficient or any other parameter as a function of
temperature, the surface coverage shown in Figure 10.4 reflects essentially the sojourn time.
By equating equations (1) and (2), we obtain the equilibrium surface coverage, but we don’t
know anything about the time in which the equilibrium is reached. So, in order to investigate
if the equilibrium coverage is even reached between shots, we need to calculate the evolution
dN/dt of the coverage:
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The solution of this differential equation for T = 273 K and for T = 300 K is depicted in
Figures 10.5a and 10.5b.

Figure 10.5a  Evolution of surface coverage for substrate temperature of 273 K and 10.5b
evolution of surface coverage for substrate temperature of 300 K.

As expected, at lower temperature the desorption rate is slowed down and it takes a larger
number of adsorbed particles to reach equilibrium, i.e a longer time to reach equilibrium. But
in either case, the time to reach equilibrium is short in comparison with the expected time
between shots which is likely to be in the range of 600 s. In other words, all species with low
desorption energies, around 70 kJ/mole or lower, will reach equilibrium coverage between
shots.

Since the surface coverage increases exponentially with the activation energy for desorption,
increased desorption energies will quickly lead to higher surface coverages. Water molecules
with 94 kJ/mole can build up significant fractions of a monolayer (i.e. ~5 x 1018m-2) within the
nominal 600 s exposure time between discharges.

Conclusions. The above discussion on adsorption/desorption leads to separate conclusions for
species with low and higher binding energies. First, we look at low desorption energies up to
71 kJ/mole;  if the total low-temperature surface area is as large as the vacuum vessel and
roughly 1/4 of it is exposed to the plasma, then the total number of impurities accumulated
here and available for the plasma is: Ni = (9 x 1011 cm2) x (104 cm2) x (15 m2) = 1.35 1017

particles. This would be less than one percent of the plasma inventory.  This seems to be
manageable, although not desirable, because we have to keep in mind, that major
uncertainties in the estimates are in the sticking coefficients and in the desorption energies,
both of which depend strongly on the surface conditions.

The situation for species with higher desorption energies appears to be quite different. Within
about 600 s between shots, desorption of these species remains low due to the high surface
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binding energy. For the assumed partial pressure of 5 x 10-9 Torr and a sticking coefficient of
0.1, significant fractions of a monolayer can be accumulated. This would clearly be a
sufficient number of impurity particles to contaminate the plasma significantly; so, this
situation needs to be avoided.  A possibility to remedy the surface build-up of impurities
would be to apply surface coatings such as boronization which should lower the sticking
coefficients as well as the surface binding energies thus lowering adsorption and increasing
desorption. But this would be a fix for the case that all else fails and is not a recommendable
strategy.  Overall, this analysis indicates that the existence of surface areas with lower than
ambient temperatures in the vacuum vessel, even if the temperature difference is only
between 273 and 300 K, should be avoided if at all possible.

10.5. Initial Experimental Plasma Boundary Program

Initially, it will be most important to analyze the boundary topology and measure the most
significant plasma parameters, using basic edge diagnostics. Once we have a first
experimental picture of the plasma boundary, we will be able to design more advanced
diagnostics and determine the optimum locations within the 3-dimensional boundary. At this
stage, we will study the plasma boundary in order to optimize the plasma-wall interactions in
support of improved plasma performance of QPS.

Magnetic Boundary Topology:
Since the topology of the plasma boundary is 3-dimensional and complex, with ergodic
regions and island areas and probably also well-ordered laminar areas near the coils, flux
surface mapping is the first experimental task to be accomplished in the edge plasma program.
Usually, this is done in vacuum and, accordingly, yields the vacuum flux surfaces. The
applied technique consists of a radially moveable electron gun and a fluorescent mesh. The
flux surfaces are obtained by taking pictures of the electron beam intercepted by the
fluorescent mesh while changing the radial position  of the electron gun. The flux surface
images are taken with a tangential view of a charge-coupled device (CCD) camera. This
method of mapping the flux surfaces has been applied to about all of today's stellarators, from
ATF to LHD [19].

Power- and Particle Control:
In the area of power- and particle handling, measuring the global power balance will be
among the first tasks. This is important because 1) we need to know through which channels
the plasma energy is lost and  2) it is necessary to monitor the power flux to the plasma-facing
components to ensure that they don't get excessively hot. The balance between input power,
radiation, convection and conduction to the plasma-facing components will initially be
measured with a bolometer array, infrared-sensitive cameras and instrumented wall
components such as divertor baffles.

In the area of particle control, the most important technique will be wall conditioning, as
described above. In addition, recycling control by well-positioned neutrals baffles will
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contribute to keep the neutrals concentrated in the areas where they are born. The main
diagnostics to investigate recycling patterns will be H-alpha arrays viewing the divertor baffle
areas and the "skinny" cross-section of the bean shape.

For the initial operation, we will also have a survey spectrometer which will be used to
determine the main plasma impurities and also to determine causes and remedies of possible
thermal collapses by radiation, which often occur during initial plasma operation.

Edge Plasma Parameters:
The initial set of edge plasma diagnostics will consist of filter-scope arrays to monitor H-
alpha and impurity lines, a survey spectrometer, Langmuir probes, cameras for infrared and
visible light, a bolometer, and  instrumented divertor baffles. With this set, we will be able to
measure the basic edge parameters such as density, temperature, particle fluxes, heat fluxes,
and major impurity radiation. Since the edge plasma is 3-dimensional and non-uniform, it will
be important to probe the overall topology and characteristic features of the boundary. To be
able to do this, larger areas of the edge need to be diagnosed to determine the location of the
features to be investigated. This will be accomplished with a combination of imaging
techniques (cameras), scanning probes, and modeling of the edge.

Optimization of Plasma-Wall Interactions:
At a later stage, the goal of the plasma edge program will be to determine the best
combination of power- and particle-intercepting baffles with most effective wall conditioning
techniques. Designing the divertor baffles so as to spread out the power flux as much as
possible and simultaneously controlling the neutrals where they are generated, which is most
likely in the top and bottom of the bean-shaped cross-sections.  Optimization of the divertor
baffles for neutrals control will accomplished with the help of neutrals transport codes such as
DEGAS [20], a technique we have successfully applied to tokamaks in the past [21].
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11.  EXPERIMENTAL PROGRAM

This chapter describes the experimental program to achieve the QPS objectives and discusses the
diagnostics needed to carry it out.

QPS is a high-end CE-level experiment that explores a compact stellarator concept.  This concept is
both complementary and supportive of the NCSX, the main element in the proposed Compact
Stellarator proof-of-principle program.  QPS is complementary to NCSX in that it explores the
low-aspect-ratio, quasi-poloidally-symmetric approach to compact stellarator optimization.  This
aspect of the program requires understanding of the properties (equilibrium, confinement, stability)
of low-aspect-ratio quasi-poloidally-symmetric configurations and their relation to the low-aspect-
ratio quasi-poloidally-symmetric high-β reactor vision.  The QPS is supportive of the NCSX
program in that it provides knowledge needed to extend the NCSX quasi-axisymmetric (QA)
approach to lower aspect ratio for a more attractive QA reactor [1].

As a high-end CE-level experiment exploring a new approach, QPS needs to address the range of
physics issues outlined by FESAC and the IPPA:  MHD equilibrium and stability, confinement and
transport, plasma heating, and particle and power handling.  However, the funding constraints of a
CE-level experiment dictate that these studies cannot be conducted at the same depth or to as high
parameters as for a PoP experiment, so a CE experiment must select a few areas for in-depth
physics studies.  For QPS these areas are equilibrium quality and energy confinement at very low
aspect ratio.  The difference between a PoP mission and a CE mission is not in the concept being
explored but in the experiment capability:  the device size and plasma heating power (and hence the
plasma parameters), the suite of diagnostics available for in-depth studies, and the size of the staff to
carry out the experimental program.  The plans presented in this chapter are preliminary, and will
evolve as a better understanding of costs (potential budgets) and of detailed physics issues is
developed.  They will also evolve through the expected contributions of the broader stellarator
community as a result of direct experimental participation in the program and through expected
advisory committees.

11.1  Phase 0 — QPS Commissioning

The purpose of the device-commissioning phase is to confirm that the capability needed to carry out
the QPS experimental program is as designed, to correct any problems that are uncovered, and to
ready QPS for the experimental physics program.  The testing would include: (1) checkout of the
coils, power supplies, and associated controls; (2) checkout of the vacuum conditions including the
pumping system, controls, and bakeout and wall conditioning systems;  (3) checkout of the machine
controls and safety systems; and (4) "first plasma" with low-power ECH to demonstrate that all
systems are functional and to uncover any problems that need correction before routine operation.
This phase only requires basic machine diagnostics (vacuum system readouts, coil currents, power
supply signals, interlock signals, low level ECH power) and a minimal set of diagnostics to verify
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attainment of first plasma.  These include, e.g., a CCD camera, diamagnetic loops, 2-mm single-
channel interferometer, and hard X-ray detector.  The same diagnostics would also allow initial tests
of the Ohmic heating system including coils, power supplies and controls.

After commissioning the QPS facility, five phases are envisioned for the QPS experimental
program:

•  characterization of the vacuum flux surfaces for the range of magnetic configurations to be
   studied
•  initial low-power ECH plasma studies at B = 0.5 T
•  plasma heating and confinement studies at B = 1 T
•  plasma edge and divertor studies
•  MHD equilibrium and stability limit studies at higher β.

The length of each phase and of the experimental program is uncertain and depends on operations
funding.  With nominal funding, a four to five year program is likely.  Table 11.1 outlines the
diagnostics and physics issues that will be emphasized in each phase.  The diagnostics needed to
take full advantage of the QPS capabilities are listed in Table 11.2 along with the phase of the
physics issues for which they are first needed.  The diagnostics in blue require more effort and
would be in the later stages of the program.  Diagnostics in red will be important in taking
advantage of the physics opportunities that QPS allows but will require resources that may be
outside of the scope of the proposed program.  Collaboration will be a key component of the
diagnostic strategy.

11.2.  Phase 1 — Characterization of Vacuum Configurations

Study of equilibrium quality at very low aspect ratio and the flexibility to vary the magnetic
configuration properties is essential to the QPS experimental program.  The first experimental
phase will be devoted to characterization of the quality of the vacuum magnetic surfaces for the
magnetic configurations previously identified in the pre-operational physics modeling studies as
configurations of the most interest for the experimental program.  This will also allow experimental
verification of the accuracy of the coil systems.  An electron beam and fluorescent mesh (as has
been used by Auburn and ORNL on the Auburn Torsatron, Uragan-3, and ATF, and, more recently,
by the TJ-II and HSX teams) or fluorescent rods (as was used on W 7-AS) and CCD camera will
be used to obtain pictures of the flux surfaces at the two symmetry planes.  This technique can also
be used to determine drift orbit deviations from flux surfaces (as on HSX) and infer the largest
components of the |B| spectrum.  The measurements will be carried out with different magnetic
field strengths and compared with the vacuum-field flux surface calculations from AVAC.  These
measurements will be used to verify the absence of significant field perturbations from the coil
leads, from coil misalignments or fabrication errors, or from any magnetic structures outside the
vacuum tank.  



3

Table 11.1  QPS Experimental Plan

11 
Resource/Phase Phase 0 Phase 1 Phase2 Phase 3 Phase 4 Phase 5

Objective
Commissionin

g
Vacuum

configuratio
ns

Configuration
characterizati

o n

Heating,
confineme

n t

Power,
particle
control

MHD
limits

Heating
ECH 500 kW

B = 0.5 T
ECH 1 MW
B = 1.0 T

ECH +
ICH

2 MW
total

CCD camera, H-alpha filter
Fast diamagnetic loop
2 mm interferometer
Fluorescent screen/rods
Soft X-ray arrays
Spectroscopy
Rogowski coils/magnetic loops
Bolometers
Probes
Charge exchange

YAG Thomson scattering
Reflectometer Under
Filtered CCD cameras discussion
Divertor probes Planned
IR camera Primary issue
Divertor bias plates emphasis

Edge interferometer
Heavy ion beam probe
High frequency magnetic probes
Fast X-ray array
Vacuum surface quality
Equilibrium, flux surface robustness
Bootstrap current
Power balance
Transport
MHD stability
Plasma edge, divertor geometry
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Table 11.2.  Physics Areas and Diagnostic Needs

PROGRAM AREA PHYSICS ISSUES DIAGNOSTIC

VACUUM MAGNETIC

GEOMETRY, FLEXIBILITY

startup/low beta geometry:
dominant |B| components, ergodic
regions, islands, aspect ratio, ellipticity,
triangularity, helical axis, etc.

electron beam with fluorescent screen or rods
and CCD camera:  low energy -- flux surfaces;
high energy — lowest |B| components and
energetic orbits.

MHD EQUILIBRIUM,

ROBUSTNESS OF FLUX

SURFACES

finite-beta geometry:
flux surfaces, magnetic axis shift, interior
ergodic regions and magnetic islands

soft X-ray diode arrays

YAG Thomson scattering

BOOTSTRAP CURRENT

variation (reduction) with coil currents,
effect on magnetic islands, ergodization
of flux surfaces, and tearing modes

Rogowski coils, magnetic loops

POWER BALANCE

power deposition

power losses

fast diamagnetic loop, YAG Thomson scattering,
reflectometer
bolometers, spectroscopy
fast ion loss cups

TRANSPORT
electron density profile
electron temperature profile
ion temperature profile
electric field

2-mm/FIR multi-channel interferometer
ECE, Thomson scattering
spectroscopy, charge-exchange
probes, spectroscopy, HIBP

MHD INSTABILITY
frequency spectrum, mode structure,
correlations

high frequency magnetic probes
soft X-ray array

PLASMA EDGE,

DIVERTOR GEOMETRY

limiting aspect ratio, edge magnetic
structure and islands, diverted flux
bundle

Langmuir probes, filtered CCD cameras, edge
interferometer, IR camera, bias on divertor plates
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11.3.  Phase 2 — Initial Low-Power ECH Plasma Studies

Initial plasma investigations will be at low power (<500 kW) 28-GHz ECH, at B = 0.5 T, and a
preliminary set of diagnostics to gain experience with different magnetic configurations and to
characterize the global plasma parameters for the reference configuration.  The first objective will be
obtaining good vacuum conditions for the initial plasma studies through a combination of baking,
glow discharge cleaning, and titanium gettering.  The second experimental emphasis will be on
studying the effects of small, but finite, beta (〈β〉  < 0.3%) on the equilibrium and surface quality.
Thirdly, the configuration dependence of transport scaling, and bootstrap current at these betas will
be examined.

Breakdown characteristics with ECH and ECH combined with OH will be studied in order to
compare different wall conditioning and plasma startup scenarios.  Initial hydrogen and impurity
ionization rates will provide an understanding of hydrogen and impurity recycling and wall
conditions.  

The initial affects of finite beta will be examined.  Magnetic configurations with good surfaces that
were identified in the mapping of the vacuum flux surfaces will be studied for deterioration at finite
β as indicated, e.g., by smaller plasma volumes.  At these beta levels, bootstrap currents should be in
the 10 kA range and can be measured with external poloidal and saddle Rogowski coils.  The
magnitude of the bootstrap current and its dependence on magnetic configuration parameters will be
compared with low-collisionality bootstrap current calculations from the DKES and BOOTSJ to
begin the development of an understanding of finite beta plasma currents.  A long-term effort to
integrate diagnostic measurements with 3-D VMEC calculations for equilibrium reconstructions
will be initiated.

Global confinement studies will be conducted with low-density (ne < 5 × 1018 m–3) low-
collisionality (νe* ~ 0.1 and νi* ~ 1) plasmas with Te < 1 keV and Ti << Te.  Comparisons with
global scaling models such as ISS95 will be made.  Ohmic heating currents in the 50 kA range will
be possible and the influence of transform magnitude and profile (OH tends to reverse the shear as
shown in Chapter 7) on confinement in this regime can be examined.

This phase of the experimental program requires a basic set of plasma diagnostics: the visible
camera (with different filters), diamagnetic loops, 2-mm interferometer (upgraded to a multi-channel
system), and hard X-ray detector used in the commissioning phase plus diagnostics needed to
characterize the global plasma parameters:  Rogowski coils for measurement of the bootstrap
current, an array of magnetic loops for characterizing the moments of the plasma current
distribution, a wide-angle bolometer and visible spectrometer for impurity investigations, and a few
single-channel soft X-ray detectors with Be filters for determination of the electron temperature and
low-frequency fluctuations.  Boronization to supplement the large-area titanium getter pumping and
installation of divertor plates would occur in this phase of the program if needed.  
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11.4.  Phase 3 -- Plasma Heating and Confinement Studies at B = 1 T

After experience is gained in Phase 2 on basic plasma operation at B = 0.5 T with low power ECH,
the experimental program will focus on plasma heating and confinement studies at low aspect ratio.
For these studies, QPS will be brought to full magnetic field and heating capability and an
expanded set of diagnostics will be installed.  The plasma performance in this stage is limited by
ECH density cutoffs than by the heating power.  The ECH power will be increased to 1 MW by
installing the remaining gyrotrons.  The best mix of 28-GHz and 53.2-GHz gyrotrons will be
decided during or before the second phase of the experimental program.

This phase of the program allows extending study of anomalous transport, internal transport
barriers, and the possible impact of poloidal flows on electric fields and enhanced confinement to
low-aspect-ratio QPS configurations.  The low electron collisionalities obtained with high-power
ECH will allow a comparison of observed transport levels and their scaling with equilibrium
parameters (shear, transform) with neoclassical electron confinement.  The additional plasma
diagnostics needed in this stage of the program are measurements of the electron temperature (ECE
and soft X-ray) and Thomson scattering, and the electric field (edge probes, spectroscopy).

Preparation for the next phase of the program will require increasing the density with Ohmic
heating and pellet injection so EBW heating can be explored and ICRF heating demonstrated.

11.5.  Phase 4 -- Plasma Edge and Divertor Studies

Characterization of the plasma edge is important for understanding the equilibrium flux surfaces
and the size (aspect ratio) of the plasma.  While this issue will be examined to some level in earlier
phases of the experimental program, the control of plasma energy and particle transport needed to
optimize confinement is particularly sensitive to this set of physics.

Edge islands or ergodic regions can determine the plasma radius and lead to further flux surface
deterioration as β increases.  The sign of the shear in QPS is in the direction theoretically to reduce
magnetic island and stabilize tearing modes.  The Ohmic current capability should cause the reverse
to occur.  Edge magnetic islands and ergodization of the boundary can be studied using edge
Langmuir probes, Hα measurements, edge interferometer measurements, and an IR camera to map
the footprint of the edge islands on limiters inserted into the plasma.  The open viewing geometry is
an advantage for these studies.

Optimization of the size and location of the divertor plates under the modular coils is needed for the
higher-power phase of the experimental program.  The pattern of the flux bundles that strike the
divertor plates can be measured using an IR camera, and the current and power density in the
exiting flux bundles can be measured with probes.  The power flow along different flux bundles
can be influenced by biasing the divertor plates as in the IMS experiment.  The biased plates can
also be used to increase the particle confinement time, as in the ATF experiment.  
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11.6.  Phase 5 -- MHD Equilibrium and Stability Studies

This phase of the program requires operation at full power and high density.  An improved divertor,
depending on the results of the divertor/edge plasma program, may be necessary during these 2-
MW experiments in order to effectively handle the power with optimum confinement.  EBW and
ICRF heating will be used at the ~2 MW level for these studies based on the experience gained in
Phase 3.  Higher power is in principle available (1.2 MW at 28 GHz, 0.6 MW at 53.2 GHz, 2 MW
at 6-20 MHz, and 1.5 MW at 40-80 MHz), but may needed for presently anticipated beta-limits and
confinement.

Equilibrium studies of the magnetic surfaces at low β and low bootstrap current would be examined

in earlier phases of the experimental program.  However, breakup of magnetic surfaces is more
probable at the higher β values and larger bootstrap currents, and more important to separate from

instability limits.  Higher bootstrap current and Ohmic current will allow

• comparing the effects of different current profiles on equilibrium quality (islands,
ergodic regions) and on its repair

• study of the configuration dependence of the bootstrap current at low aspect ratios
• changing the magnetic transform and shear to study stabilizing and destabilizing

magnetic islands and neoclassical tearing modes
• changing the magnetic transform and shear with OH vary stability boundaries.

Study of large islands or ergodic regions in the plasma interior will require a YAG 50-Hz multi-
chord Thomson scattering system for point measurements with fine spatial resolution at many times
during the evolution of the discharge and soft X-ray diode arrays to tomographically reconstruct the
interior flux surfaces with lower spatial resolution but with high temporal resolution (<< 1 ms).  The
higher-β capability allows study of β limits and instability characteristics at 〈β〉  < 2-3% for different

magnetic configurations at very low aspect ratio using arrays of high-frequency magnetic loops and
soft X-ray diodes.  

References
[1] Lyon, J. F., et al., "Compact Stellarators as Reactors", 18th IAEA Fusion Energy Conference,
Sorrento, Italy, October 4-10, 2000.
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Chapter 12 -- Project Plans and Management

This chapter discusses the schedule, cost, and organization of the QPS project.

12.1.  Project Schedule

12.1.1.  Schedule Considerations

The QPS physics and engineering design efforts leading up to this review have produced the
physics basis for the QPS CE-level experiment as a part of the compact stellarator proof-of-
principle program.  QPS is both complementary to, and supportive of, the principal experiment in
the compact stellarator PoP program, NCSX.  The reference plasma and coil configuration are
adequate for the QPS mission, but further improvements have been identified that can be made in
both; these are discussed in Chapters 3 and 4.  Refinement of the plasma and coil configuration will
be pursued during the remainder of 2001 to improve the physics capabilities and reduce the cost of
the coils.  Chapter 9 describes a preconceptual design  that should be adequate for the QPS
mission, but improvements are needed in the modular coils, the force support structure, the central
stack with the TF coil center legs and Ohmic current solenoid, and fabrication techniques for the
modular coils, as discussed in that chapter.  The major emphasis in the engineering studies will be
increasing the confidence in the design and reducing the cost of building QPS.  These physics and
engineering design optimizations are tasks that are done after a pre-conceptual design study for a
Physics Validation Review.   These tasks are needed to prepare for a Conceptual Design, Cost, and
Schedule Review, planned for April 2002.

A proposed schedule for the QPS project is shown in Figure 12.1.  The actual pace of the project
will depend on the DOE budget preparation schedule and the QPS funding profile.  The earliest
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time that actual fabrication of QPS could begin is October 2003.  This date is determined by the
Project Validation Review in May 2002 for inclusion of QPS construction in the FY-2004 budget,
which follows the April 2002 Conceptual Design, Cost, and Schedule Review.  Approval to
construct QPS would depend on a successful outcome of these reviews.  Title I, Title II, R&D, and
development of prototype modular coils and validation of fabrication techniques would occur in FY-
2003, but award of construction contracts must await the beginning of FY-2004.  The pace of
construction and commissioning of QPS depends on the annual budget for the QPS program,
which is requested at the high end of the range defined by FESAC for a CE-level program.  Key
dates for QPS prior to start of fabrication are shown in Table 12.1.

Maximum advantage will be taken of the parallel physics and engineering design efforts and the
results from the R&D tasks in the larger NCSX project as it prepares for its Conceptual Design,
Cost, and Schedule Review in April 2002 and Project Validation Review in May 2002.  The DOE
budget preparation schedule dictates that QPS hold to the same schedule.  The fact that the same
joint team is doing both and examining similar issues will maximize the team’s efficiency and
minimize the effort needed to prepare for the QPS reviews.

12.1.2.  Completing the Design and R&D.

For the remainder of FY 2001, the focus of the physics activities will be on any follow-up
calculations that are needed as a result of the April PVR and preconceptual design studies  in
preparation for conceptual design studies in FY 2002.  The primary physics activity

Table 12.1.  Required Tasks and Dates before Construction of QPS

Task/Milestone Date

Conduct Physics Validation Review of QPS 04/01

FY-2003 Project Validation Review of QPS 05/01

Update the QPS Reference Configuration 09/01

Complete conceptual design and cost estimate for QPS

Conceptual Design Review

04/02

Complete documentation needed for the FY-2004 Project

Validation Reviews of QPS

05/02

Complete design for prototype QPS coils 08/02

Update conceptual design for QPS 09/02

Start Title I design for QPS 10/02

Complete procurement of prototype QPS coils 07/03
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will be refinement of the modular coil designs for QPS and exploration of the configuration
flexibility inherent in the QPS modular coils, TF coils, vertical field coils, and ohmic current
solenoid.  Methods to simplify the 3-D surface on which the modular coils are wound will be
explored in order to reduce the complexity of this winding surface.  A new parameterization for the
winding surface will be explored and a multi-filament model for the modular coils will be
incorporated into COILOPT.  The coil geometry will be optimized and development of the basic
design concepts will proceed.  Specific engineering tasks will include:

Coil modeling.  3-D Pro-Engineer CAD models will be constructed of the coil set and structure.
These models will be used to verify geometric feasibility and for discussions with shops and
potential vendors.

Field, force, and structural analysis.  Scoping calculations will be performed to assess the fields
and forces as well as preliminary analyses of the structural response of the revised coil assembly.

Cost and schedule.  The cost will be re-assessed for the revised coil configuration, and the size and
performance will be adjusted as needed.

In FY 2002, conceptual physics and engineering design activities will be completed and advanced
conceptual design and R&D will accelerate.  The primary physics activity will be refinement of the
modular coil design, which will be finalized for the optimized QPS configuration.  Confinement
analysis will be largely completed for QPS configurations of interest.  DKES will be used to
calculate energy-integrated transport coefficients over the full plasma volume of QPS, and these
coefficients (coupled with Monte Carlo ion loss calculations) will be used to predict the self-
consistent ambipolar electric field.  Improved realism of ICRF heating in experiments and alpha-
particle confinement in reactors will be incorporated in the confinement calculations.  Exploration of
the interesting new family of high-beta, QPS/tokamak hybrid devices will continue and their
suitability as reactors will be evaluated.  The 1-D TOROPT reactor optimization and assessment
code will be used to scope out issues for further analysis with the ARIES group in preparation for a
larger study of compact stellarators as reactors.  This systems code incorporates 1-D stellarator
transport including self-consistent electric fields with the ARIES materials assumptions and costing
algorithms.  Advantage will be taken of  development of increasingly realistic tools for the modeling
of three-dimensional systems along with improvements to the Oak Ridge Stellarator Optimization
Code and the COILOPT and genetic algorithm coil optimization codes.  These developments will be
applied to assessments of equilibrium, stability, transport, and RF heating to support the design and
operation of  QPS.

Pre-conceptual engineering design, analysis, and integration for the QPS device will be carried out
for the April 2002 Conceptual Design, Cost, and Schedule Review.  Requirements for each
subsystem, including the modular coils, TF and VF coils, support structure, etc. will be finalized and
used as a basis for conceptual design.  Tasks in the major areas will include:

Modular coil design.  The geometry of the finite cross section coils will be iterated to reach a
balance between the physics requirements and a feasible mechanical design.  The magnetic fields
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and forces from all coils will be calculated.  The coil winding pack design concept will be developed
that optimizes the tradeoff between geometric, pulse-length, and cost requirements.  The number of
turns, current density, etc. will be selected.  Fabrication options will continue to be evaluated with
input from potential vendors.  Selection of a cost-effective fabrication concept is critical to meeting
the cost and schedule objectives, and this activity will receive significant attention throughout the
design phase.

Support structure.  A concept for the structural configuration of the modular coils will be developed,
including the winding form and support interface locations.

Integration and assembly.  A basic assembly concept will be developed and interfaces for pumping,
cooling, electrical leads, plasma heating, and diagnostics will be identified.

R&D.  An assessment of concept features will be made to identify R&D that may be needed.  Every
attempt will be made during the design process to avoid the need for R&D work, but at a minimum a
prototypical modular coil will be required.

Cost and schedule.  A complete, baseline cost estimate and project schedule for the conceptual
design review will be prepared, along with conceptual-level Systems Design Description documents.

In FY 2003, activities will focus on engineering design and R&D.  Physics activities will be limited
to studies that are needed for the QPS design and long lead time preparation for operation.
Advanced conceptual design and R&D that was begun after the April 2002 CDR will be completed
as will Title I design of most components.  Detailed design of many components for QPS will
begin, and design of the modular coils and external vessel will be completed.  Specifically, this will
include:

Modular coils and coil structural forms.  The detailed geometry and fabrication features for the
coil set will be finalized based on the results of the R&D.  Detailed analyses will be performed,
including coupled thermal and structural analyses and analysis of coil fault conditions.  The extra
burden of fault conditions and the thermal performance of the coils are the primary issues that will
effect the design and should be verified before the prototype coil design is completed.  The
geometry selected for the coil set will be used to produce detailed drawings and procurement
specifications of the coil winding forms and conductor.  If possible, the winding form geometry will
be specified with 3-D CAD data to minimize the number and complexity of the drawings required.

TF and VF coils.  Detailed design of the TF and VF coil sets would begin, including the integration
of the TF coil center legs and Ohmic solenoid within the centerstack assembly.

Intercoil support structure, integration and assembly.  Detailed design of the intercoil support
structure will be completed.  Particular attention will be paid to the assembly scheme and how to
insure geometric accuracy of the modular coil placement.

External vacuum vessel  All required modifications to the existing bell jar will be identified.
Detailed drawings and specifications will be prepared for the centerstack assembly as well as all
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necessary modifications to the existing bell jar, and potential vendors will be solicited to perform the
work.

Analysis.  Structural analysis of the coil winding and structure will be performed using detailed
magnetic force and temperature distributions.  The stress distribution in the coil insulation and the
gross coil deflection will be the primary concerns.  Fault conditions due to shorted coils will be
assessed.  Detailed transient thermal analysis of the coils will be performed and reconciled with the
R&D tests.  The temperature rise, subsequent temperature gradients, and cooldown time will be of
primary interest.  All remaining structural analysis, including integrated analysis of the TF and VF
coil sets will be completed.

R&D.  The primary issues are the modular coil winding, structure fabrication, thermal performance
and vacuum performance.  A complete modular coil winding form will be procured and prototype
winding will begin.  The vacuum properties of the coil winding form casting and methods for
vacuum canning of the completed coil will be determined.  These features are most critical to a cost
effective design.  The intent will be to involve at least one industrial supplier in the R&D work, and
give that vendor or vendors the option to bid on fabrication of the entire coil set.  Results of the FY
2002 and 2003 R&D, including fabrication and testing, will begin to be folded into the final design.
All R&D will be completed early in FY 2003 to allow timely input into the detailed design of the
modular coil set.

12.1.3.  Construction and Commissioning Phase

Construction activities will be begin in earnest in October 2003.  It is expected that the modular coil
central I-beam with the support members will be cast at a vendor and machined as necessary for the
coil winding process, as determined in prototype development in FY 2003.  It is anticipated that the
coil winding will be done at a collaborating university.  ~1-mm accuracy will be required in the
winding process as determined in coil prototype development in FY 2003.  After fabrication of the
individual modular coils, the complete set will be assembled to the extent possible at the outside
vendor’s site, which helps to ensure the quality of the final product by placing more of the
responsibility with the fabricator.  However, due to the large weight of the completed assembly, only
subassemblies of the machine can be handled for subsequent final assembly.  The complete
modular coil set would be pre-assembled, aligned and pre-fit around the centerstack, and all holes
match reamed.  The coil set will then be split apart into the two field periods for shipping and
reassembly at the QPS site.  The assembly procedure and preparations for commissioning are
described in Chapter 9.  The commissioning phase discussed in Chapter 11 requires connecting the
cooling lines to a gas manifold around the base and performing a coolant leak check, connecting
buswork to the coil leads and performing low-current electrical checks, leak-checking the vacuum
vessel, installing machine diagnostics and I&C, performing pre-operational checkout and coil tests,
installing two gyrotron systems, and installing the base set of machine and first-plasma diagnostics.
First plasma is projected for the near the end of FY 2006.
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12.2.  Project Cost

QPS is being designed as the minimum-cost facility needed to carry out the QPS mission.  Factors
determining that need are discussed in Chapter 4.  The main determinant on the size is the need to
have non-intersecting (buildable) modular coils with a realistic current density.  Existing
components, power supplies, and plasma heating systems will be used to a maximum degree and
only a minimum set of diagnostics is included in the project.  Installation of the remaining plasma
heating system and additional diagnostics will be covered in the operating budget.

The QPS project has been categorized by DOE as a Major Item of Equipment (MIE) activity and
the project cost defined accordingly.  The same costing procedure used for NCSX was adopted for
QPS.  The same Work Breakdown Structure (WBS) established for NCSX was used (with minor
modifications) to define the scope of work and tabulate cost.  The criteria for determining the scope
of work in the Project Cost were the same as used for NCSX:

• the facility must be fully capable of supporting the initial experimental objectives;
• the facility must be fully capable of accommodating required upgrades.

Maximum advantage was taken of the extensive costing study for NCSX including the same
costing algorithms and assumptions, and the same contingency was applied system by system.
Advantage was taken of lower labor rates at a local university, similar to what was done in
constructing HSX.  Although the estimate is as complete as possible within the limits of our current
understanding, there are large uncertainties in some of the systems as reflected in the contingencies
for those systems, which ranged from 10% to 50%.  In estimating the contingency, technical,
schedule, and cost risk factors were considered for each WBS element as in the NCSX study.  The
technical risk factor was based on the current state and level of the design.  The schedule risk factor
was based on criticality to the overall schedule.  The cost risk factor was based on the estimating
methodology used.  The overall contingency added up to ~26% of the total without contingency.

The cost estimate was based on a four-year period from the start of Preliminary Design (Title I)
until first plasma.  R&D activities prior to the start of Preliminary Design were also included in the
cost estimate.  A summary of the Project Cost by WBS element is provided in Table 12.2.  The
overall cost is $11.5 million (in FY-1999 $) including contingency.  When inflated to the expected
years of expenditure this cost becomes approximately $13.9 million.

In the conceptual design process, a bottoms up schedule will be developed.  The cost will be re-
estimated consistent with that schedule and any design changes that occur during the course of the
conceptual design.

12.3.  Project Organization

The QPS is proposed by Oak Ridge National Laboratory with Princeton Plasma Physics
Laboratory as the principal collaborator.  These two national laboratories are collaborating in the
design, operation, and physics research for the QPS project.  ORNL has the lead responsibility for
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project execution and PPPL provides important support in key physics and engineering areas.  The
University of Texas at Austin has been a partner in the development of the QPS concept.  

Table 12.2.  Cost Summary

Description FY 1999 $

Fusion Core Systems $6220 k

Vacuum Vessel $381 k

TF Coils $896 k

PF Coils $482 k

Machine Support Structure $762 k

Modular Coils $3,699 k

Auxiliary Systems $519 k

Diagnostic Systems $193 k

Power Systems $123 k

Central I&C & Data Acquisition Systems $255 k

Site & Facilities $88 k

Machine Assembly $823 k

Project Oversight & Support $581 k

Preparations for Operations $260 k

Subtotal Without Contingency $9061 k

Contingency  (~26%) $2393

TOTAL $11,454 k

Management for the Project is within the ORNL organization, reporting to the Department of
Energy through the Director of the ORNL Fusion Energy Division.

The physics concept development phase of the QPS project has been carried out by an integrated
national team, led by ORNL, with participation from several universities (to date, the University of
Texas at Austin, University of Montana, University of Tennessee, and the Universidad Carlos III de
Madrid, Spain) in addition to PPPL.  The QPS work has benefited from the work done for the
NCSX project through the participation of the QPS team in the NCSX project.  The physics and
engineering tools developed at ORNL and elsewhere for the NCSX project were applied to the QPS
work.  The national team approach has facilitated cost-effective knowledge transfer and resource
sharing within the DOE system of laboratories and been effective in broadening national
participation in the program.  Good communication is maintained cost-effectively through frequent
teleconference meetings and web-based data sharing, with little need for travel.  Input from the
larger fusion community has been obtained from two QPS Project teleconference meetings in
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addition to presentations at national and international conferences and seminars at different
institutions.

In the next (conceptual design and fabrication) phases, stronger participation with a university and
PPPL will be sought to broaden involvement and reduce costs.  ORNL will continue to lead the
team and necessarily be responsible for all procurement, fabrication, installation, testing, and
commissioning in these phases.  In the  experimental operations phase of the QPS program, ORNL
would further broaden participation with collaborating universities and other institutions.  This
model was used successfully in the ATF program and led to numerous student theses.  It also fits
well with ORNL's goal for broader participation of universities in ORNL research.  It is anticipated
that ORNL technicians will be needed for operations and facility modifications, but ~1/2 the
participants in the physics program will be from PPPL, universities, and foreign institutions.
Collaborators will be encouraged to bring specialized diagnostics for studies on QPS and a strong
theory interaction will be fostered.  Responsibility for physics areas will be shared among the
participants in the QPS program.  A national QPS Program Planning Committee will be created to
reflect the breadth of the participation in the QPS program.

The QPS Project is strongly supported by the highest level of ORNL management and appears in
the Laboratory’s institutional plan.  The QPS will serve as a focal point for the Confinement,
Theory, and Plasma Technology programs in the ORNL Fusion Energy Division, to bring back the
younger fusion researchers now mostly involved in other areas at ORNL, serve to attract new post
docs and permanent staff, and re-establish our support of southeastern universities.

The ORNL team of senior physicists and engineers has extensive experience in stellarator design,
construction, and operation, as well as in other fusion projects much larger than QPS.  These same
people have major physics and engineering design responsibilities on NCSX, which will add to the
efficiency of their QPS work.  The key personnel to date and their responsibilities are:

Program Direction
• Jim Lyon (Program Manager): overall project and program issues.
• Don Batchelor: Theory program coordination.
• Stan Milora (Fusion Division Director): ORNL management.

Physics
• Steve Hirshman (Physics Head): configuration optimization.
• Lee Berry and Dennis Strickler: modular coil design.
• Buff Miner and Prashant Valanju, U. Texas: modular coil design.
• Don Spong: confinement and transport.
• Andrew Ware, U. Montana: MHD equilibrium and stability.
• Don Monticello, Stewart Hudson, G.Y. Fu, PPPL: MHD equilibrium and stability.
• Raul Sanchez, Universidad Carlos III de Madrid, Spain: MHD equilibrium and stability.
• Peter Mioduszewski: vacuum quality, power and particle handling.
• Dave Rasmussen and Tim Bigelow: RF heating.
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Engineering
• Brad Nelson (Engineering Head): overall engineering design and construction.
• David Williamson: modular coil design.
• Mike Cole: QPS systems.
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Appendix A.  Codes for Physics Assessments and Design

Physics and engineering design of the QPS experiment required development of new tools or
extension of existing tools for magnetic configuration optimization, MHD equilibrium and stability,
neoclassical transport and energetic orbit confinement, and design of complex coils.  The magnetic
configuration optimization procedure is described in Sect. 3.1 and is implemented in the ORNL
code called STELLOPT.

A.1.  MHD Equilibrium and Stability Codes

A.1.1.  VMEC

The ORNL VMEC equilibrium code [1] has been used for the routine generation of three-
dimensional (3-D) equilibria for stability and transport studies, and it has been incorporated in the
configuration optimizer for generating candidate QPS configurations and assessing coil set
flexibility.  The VMEC code solves the 3-D equilibrium equations using a representation for the
magnetic field that assumes nested flux surfaces.  It uses an inverse moments method, in which the
geometric coordinates R and Z are expanded in Fourier series in both a poloidal angle variable and
the toroidal angle(for three dimensions).  The coefficients Rmn and Zmn in this series expansion are
functions of the normalized toroidal flux s, where s = 0 is the magnetic axis (which can be a helical
curve in three dimensions) and s = 1 is the plasma boundary.  Here, m is the poloidal and n is the
toroidal Fourier mode number.  The boundary Fourier coefficients Rmn(1) and Zmn(1) can either be
constant (corresponding to a "fixed-boundary" equilibrium calculation), or they may be self-
consistently computed from the MHD force balance equation at the plasma-vacuum boundary (for
a "free-boundary" calculation [2]).  Internally, VMEC computes an additional "renormalization"
stream function (λ) which is used to optimize, dynamically and at every radial surface, the
convergence rate in Fourier space for the spectral sum Σ (Rmn2 + Zmn2).  In the original VMEC,
radial mesh gridding is staggered, with the Rmn(s) and Zmn(s) coefficients defined on integral radial
mesh points sj = (j-1)/(Ns-1), where Ns is the number of radial nodes, and the lambda coefficients
on half-integer mesh points interleaving the Rmn, Zmn mesh.  This scheme has been proven to lead
to excellent radial resolution as well as minimal mesh separation (at least for large aspect ratio
plasmas and with limited angular resolution meshes).

VMEC has been used as the primary design tool for all of today’s existing stellarator experiments.
As such, it has been extensively benchmarked against other 3D equilibrium codes  including the
Chodura-Schlüter code, BETA, PIES, and HINT.  In addition, experimental “benchmarking” of
VMEC calculations has occurred via electron fluorescence mapping of vacuum magnetic surfaces in
ATF and HSX (see the HSX web site).  Recently, X-Ray emissivity measurements at finite β on
W7-AS [3] have confirmed the accuracy of the VMEC flux surface calculations.

Significant improvements have been made to the VMEC code in the context of the NCSX and QPS
design efforts.  It has been redifferenced to improve the convergence both on finer angular and
radial meshes as well as for equilibria with a wide range of rotational transform profiles.  In VMEC,
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the inverse equations are cast as second order equations (in radius) for the Fourier components of
R, Z, and λ.  As noted above, λ has been previously differenced radially on a mesh centered
between R, Z nodes, which greatly improved the radial resolution.  This could be done to second
order accuracy (in hs = 1/[Ns-1]) since no radial derivatives of λ appear in its defining equation, Js =
0 (here, Js is the contravariant radial component of the current).  Near the magnetic axis, however, a
type of numerical interchange instability (mesh separation) has been observed as the angular
resolution is refined.  This behavior has prevented the temporal convergence of 3-D solutions with
large numbers of poloidal (m) and toroidal (n) modes (typically, m ~ 6-8 was the practical
limitation).  It has also produced convergence problems for equilibria with low ι (<<1) where field
lines must encircle the magnetic axis many times to define magnetic surfaces.  The new differencing
scheme computes the stream function on the same mesh as R and Z (although the output values of
λ continue to be on the centered-grid for backwards compatibility), which leads to numerical
stabilization of the origin interchange.  To avoid first order errors (in hs) near the plasma boundary
resulting from the new representation of λ, the radial current Js continues to be internally
represented (in terms of λ) on the interlaced-grid.  This maintains the good radial spatial resolution
associated with the original half-grid representation for λ.  As a result, computation of accurate,
convergent solutions with substantially higher mode numbers is now possible using VMEC (m <
20).  This corresponds to much finer spatial resolution and significantly improved force balance in
the final equilibrium state.  It also allows the calculation of equilibria with lower values of ι, which
were difficult to obtain with the previous differencing scheme.

An additional improvement in the output from VMEC includes a recalculation (once the VMEC
equilibrium has been obtained) of the magnetic force balance F ≡ J x B - ∇ p = 0.  The radial (∇ s)
component of F is solved in terms of the non-vanishing contravariant components of B (Bu and Bv)
and the metric elements determined by VMEC, as a magnetic differential equation for Bs.  An
angular collocation procedure (with grid points matched to the Nyquist spatial frequency of the
modes) is used to avoid aliasing arising from nonlinear mode coupling of the Fourier harmonics of
R and Z in the inverse representation of the equilibrium equation.  The accurate determination of Bs,
together with the higher angular resolution afforded by the larger limits on the allowable m,n
spectra in VMEC, permits an accurate assessment for the parallel current (which contains angular
derivatives of Bs) as a function of poloidal mode number, to be performed.

A.1.2.  PIES

Three-dimensional magnetic fields can have magnetic islands and regions of stochastic field lines.
The VMEC code uses a representation of the magnetic field that assumes nested flux surfaces.  The
PPPL PIES code [4] is a 3-D equilibrium code that uses a general representation for the magnetic
field which is capable of calculating equilibria with islands and stochastic field line trajectories.
There is an extensive set of publications on the algorithm, implementation, validation, convergence
properties and applications of the PIES code (see references 9-13, 16-40 in Chapter 4 of the NCSX
PVR documentation).
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The PIES code solves the MHD equilibrium equations using a Picard iteration scheme,

∇  x Bn+1 = J(Bn),

∇  ·Bn+1 = 0,

where Bn is the magnetic field at the start of the nth iteration, and J(Bn) is the current found from the
force balance equation, J x B = ∇ p, and the constraint ∇  · J = 0 .  This scheme is closely related to
the Picard algorithm widely used to solve the axisymmetric Grad-Shafranov equation in the form
∆* ψn+1 = jφ( ψn).  As with the Picard iteration scheme for the Grad-Shafranov equation, under-
relaxation is used to extend the domain of convergence of the Picard iteration.

An advantage of the Picard scheme is that it provides an accurate calculation of resonant pressure
driven currents, which are believed to play an important role in determining island widths  At each
iteration, the code solves for the current from the force balance equation.  Writing J = µB + J⊥ , J⊥
= B x ∇ p / B2 gives, B · ∇ µ = −∇  · J⊥ .  Integration of this magnetic differential equation gives an
accurate method for determining the currents.  In implementing a numerical scheme for solving the
magnetic differential equation, explicit upper bounds on the associated numerical errors were
derived and are used to allow the specification of required tolerances in the code.

As the PIES code iterates, the pressure and current are flattened in islands and stochastic regions.
Several numerical diagnostics in the code allow the determination of the location of these regions.  

The PIES code has been validated by testing of the individual components, by internal checks in the
code that monitor the accuracy with which the equilibrium equations are satisfied, and by
comparison with analytic solutions and with other codes.  Analytic solutions against which the code
has been compared have included Solove’ev equilibria, large-aspect-ratio stellarator expansions,
helical force-free Bessel function equilibria with islands, and analytic solutions for saturated tearing
modes with narrow islands.  Comparison of PIES with other codes has included: comparison with
axisymmetric j-solver equilibria for TFTR and DIII-D; comparison with Biot-Savart vacuum field
solvers; comparison with marginal stability for tearing modes calculated by a linearized resistive
time-dependent code; and comparison with VMEC [5].  Ref. [5] contains a careful comparison
between the VMEC code and the PIES code solutions.  The devices modeled were the ATF and TJ-
II stellarators, for transforms where low order rationals were absent.  The flux surface shape,
location of the magnetic axis and the value of ι  as a function of flux surface were monitored as a
function of β and radial resolution.  An extrapolation in radial resolution was used to verify the
quantitative agreement of the codes.  The comparison with VMEC was continued in reference [6].
There, the rotational transform as a function of radius was in excellent agreement between the two
codes for the W7-X stellarator, at 〈β〉 = 5%.

In the context of the NCSX design effort, several modifications have been made to the PIES code
that have increased its speed by about an order of magnitude, allowing routine application of the
code to evaluate flux surfaces in candidate NCSX configurations. The speed of the code was im-
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proved by modifications to use an improved method for PIES initialization with a VMEC solution,
to convert to a spline representation for field line following, and to store matrix inverses.

Compared with VMEC, the PIES code has a more time-consuming algorithm, which is needed for a
general representation for the magnetic field.  Time is saved by initializing PIES using a converged
VMEC solution.  For this purpose, the under-relaxation scheme in PIES has been modified to
provide an improved coupling to the VMEC solution.  This involves blending with the VMEC field
in the first PIES iteration.  The previous under-relaxation scheme blended the current rather than the
fields.  The under-relaxation was skipped in the first PIES iteration, allowing a large step from the
VMEC field, and slowing the ultimate convergence.  The PIES code follows magnetic field lines as
a preliminary step to solving the magnetic differential equation determining the Pfirsch-Schlüter
current.  Conversion from a Fourier representation to a spline representation of the field has sped
up the code by about a factor of two.

In each iteration of the PIES code, a discretized Ampere's law is solved by the inversion of a block-
tridiagonal matrix.  The elements of the blocks are determined by metric elements of a "background
coordinate system'' that does not change from one iteration to the next, allowing time to be saved by
storing the inverses of the blocks.  For high resolution calculations, this changes the scaling of the
code's execution time from m3n3k to a much more favorable m2n2k where m and n are the number
of the poloidal and toroidal modes retained, and k is the number of radial grid surfaces.

A.1.3.  COBRA

The standard ballooning mode equation in magnetic coordinates is

ργ2 (k⊥
2/B2) Φ - B •  ∇ (k⊥

2/B2)B •  ∇Φ - p′/B2  (k⊥  x B) •  κ Φ = 0     

where k⊥  = ∇φ - q(ψ)∇θ -q′(θ- θk)∇ψ  with θk being the radial wave number.  In this equation, the
first term accounts for inertia, the second term corresponds to the field line bending energy, and the
last term corresponds to the destabilizing drive due to bad curvature (κ) and pressure gradient (p′).
The ORNL ballooning code COBRA [7] solves the ideal ballooning equation for the growth rate γ
using a finite difference scheme.  The ballooning mode equation then becomes a matrix equation.
The computation can be done in an extremely efficient and accurate way by taking advantage of the
Stürm-Lioville character of the ballooning equation.  This property allows one to estimate the
growth rate to 4th order on the mesh step size along the magnetic field line by variationally refining
a 2nd order estimate obtained from a standard matrix method.  Fast evaluation is made possible by
coupling this process to a Richardson extrapolation scheme, that will extrapolate to zero mesh step
size from a few previous evaluations of the growth rates computed on very coarse (and therefore
very efficient to evaluate) meshes.  Important speed enhancements (of hundreds of times) relative to
standard codes have been achieved in this way.  
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A.1.4.  TERPSICHORE

Stability of QPS to global finite-n external kink modes and vertical modes was analyzed using the
3D MHD stability code TERPSICHORE [8]. The code determines the eigenvalues of the ideal
MHD equations by minimizing the perturbed plasma potential energy. It uses a pseudo-plasma
mesh method for evaluation of the magnetic perturbation in the vacuum, treating it as a pressureless
and currentless plasma that can be solved consistently with the interior plasma perturbations.

A.1.5.  AVAC
The ORNL code AVAC [9] integrates magnetic field line equations in real space Cartesian
coordinates. AVAC computes the magnetic field, vector potential, and their partial derivatives due to
a known current distribution in vacuum and without permeable materials. It evolved from the field
line orbit code FLOC [10]. Filaments of each coil center or multi-filaments for the cross-section of
the coils are input into the code. From these closed polygons, the magnetic field is calculated using
the Biot-Savart Law at arbitrary locations in the plasma region. The current distribution is
represented by filamentary circular and/or polygonal current loops. The Cartesian components of
the magnetic field are used in the field line equations to determine the location of the field line in
cylindrical R,φ,Z space. The field lines are integrated to fixed values of the toroidal angle and these

locations are saved to generate puncture plots. The code first locates the magnetic axis and then
expands into the plasma region searching for magnetic field lines that stay inside the coils for a
specified number of field periods. The rotational transform is calculated as the limit (for a large
number of transits) of the ratio of the poloidal transits to the toroidal transits of the field line.

The current distribution is represented by filamentary circular and/or polygonal current loops. The
basic magnetic quantities can be expressed in a relatively simple closed forms for these two special
shapes of current loops. Therefore, calculation of field lines, guiding center orbits, etc. in such field
configurations is carried out by AVAC in a rather straightforward way with high accuracy.

A.2.  Neoclassical Transport Codes

A.2.1.  DKES

The drift kinetic equation solver code (DKES) was developed [11,12] to calculate the full stellarator
neoclassical transport coefficient matrix for realistic magnetic field spectra having arbitrary
helicities.  This code calculates monoenergetic transport coefficients on a single flux surface as a
function of collisionality and radial electric field by using Fourier expansions in toroidal and
poloidal angle variables and Legendre expansions in pitch angle.  By splitting the distribution
function into separate pieces that are symmetric/antisymmetric with respect to time reversal, a
variational form was developed based on the entropy production rate.  The utility of this formulation
is that upper and lower bounds are automatically obtained for all the transport coefficients, resulting
in a convenient measure of the discretization error.  The convergence of the upper and lower bounds
can then generally be improved by adding more terms to the Fourier/Legendre expansions.  This
becomes important at low collisionalities where the distribution function develops increasingly
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narrow boundary layer structures in velocity space near the transitions between the various classes
of trapped and passing orbits.

For a given configuration, the DKES transport matrix can be developed for a range of flux surfaces
after a database of monoenergtic coefficients with dependencies on collisionality, electric field, and
flux surface label is accumulated. Energy integrations must then be performed which involve
multiplying by a Maxwellian times appropriate powers of velocity.  For this purpose, a separate
post-processing code (LIJS) is used.  This code makes two-dimensional spline fits to the
collisionality (ν/v) and electric field (Er/v) dependence of the coefficients and then uses an adaptive
routine to carry out the energy integration.

There are several numerical issues that currently limit the ranges of collisionality and electric field
over which DKES can be applied.  As mentioned above, increasing numbers of Fourier and
Legendre modes must be included as the collisionality is lowered in order to converge the upper
and lower bounds on the transport coefficients.  At some point in this process, one encounters
either memory or CPU time limits which prevent further decreases of collisionality.  These limits
are exacerbated at low aspect ratio due to the larger mixture of helicities in the equilibrium magnetic
field which lead to requirements for larger number of modes in the representation of the distribution
function.  The constraint due to the CPU time limit has recently been extended by using OpenMP
parallelism for certain parts of DKES; on the 4 processor per node IBM-SP Eagle system at
ORNL this has resulted in a speed-up of about a factor of 3.  For low aspect ratio cases without
electric field, we currently find that it is generally not possible to go below the range of ν/v = 10-5 to
10-6 m-1.  When the electric field is finite another numerical limitation enters in; this is caused by ill-
conditioning of the linear system of equations that must be solved to obtain transport coefficients.
This limit is also apparently more severe for low aspect ratio devices.  Evidence of this limit shows
up through high values of the residuals (calculated by substituting the solution back into the
original equations).   This can be partially solved by solving the linear system in quad precision.
However, this can slow the code down by a factor of 20-30 and generally makes it impossible to
afford to be able to add sufficient modes to converge the upper and lower bounds on the transport
coefficients below some level of collisionality.  The above issues as well as the extension of DKES
to higher dimensionality will be addressed by an ORNL Seed Money project which will
reformulate the representation of the distribution function to better take into account the high
gradient boundary layer regions.

A.2.2.  GTC

GTC is a stellarator Monte Carlo transport code [13] developed at PPPL; this is an outgrowth of an
earlier tokamak gyrokinetic turbulence code. It uses domain decomposition in the toroidal angle and
MPI language calls for interprocessor communication to achieve parallelization. The transport
properties of thermal ions and electrons can be studied by tracking the local particle and energy
fluxes through a set of annular flux surfaces.  Both δf and full-f options are available. Hamiltonian

guiding center equations for each particle are advanced using a Runge-Kutta integration scheme.
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As particles leave the outer flux surface they are not replaced, allowing the total number of particles
to decay in time.  We have used this code to benchmark confinement times derived from the
DELTA5D code for isolated cases; however, the different particle replacement strategies has
prevented exact comparisons.

A.2.3.  DELTA5D

DELTA5D is a Monte Carlo transport simulation code that follows groups of particles on different
processors in parallel using the MPI language for inter-processor communication.  It has been
adapted to both the Cray T3E and IBM-SP computers.  DELTA5D is an outgrowth of an earlier
serial Monte Carlo code [14] developed at ORNL.  This solves four coupled Hamiltonian guiding
center equations for each particle, advancing the particles in the two angular coordinates (poloidal
and toroidal angles in Boozer coordinates) and the conjugate momenta.  Equilibrium magnetic
fields are obtained from the VMEC stellarator equilibrium code which are then transformed to
Boozer coordinates. Collisions with a static background plasma consisting of electrons and one
background ion species are simulated using a Monte Carlo collision operator based on pitch angle
and energy scattering terms, taking into account the full velocity-dependent potentials. Collisions
are allocated on a fixed time step ∆tcoll which is chosen so as to maintain ν∆tcoll << 1 and to allow a
smooth granularity in modeling the collisional processes.  The time integration step for the orbit
integration is controlled by the ordinary differential equation solver LSODE which internally
chooses an integration time step so as to maintain a prescribed accuracy level.  As particles leave the
outer flux surface, they may either be replaced back at their initial location (for thermal plasma
global transport options), or, not replaced (in the case of beam and alpha slowing-down options).

DELTA5D currently includes options for following populations of thermal plasma ion and
electrons, alpha particles, injected beam ions, and ICRF tails.  For the case of ICRF tails, a Monte
Carlo version of a quasilinear diffusion operator has been included.  Several options are available
for evaluating thermal plasma confinement; these include calculations of the local diffusivity of
particles started at a single magnetic surface, the energy and particle loss rates through the outer
magnetic surface from particles started out at a single surface, and the energy loss rates and
confinement time for a distribution of particles distributed throughout the volume.  Also, data on
particle and energy fluxes passing through a set of annular flux surfaces is retained.  In addition,
there is an option to evaluate the bootstrap current.  Particle loss locations can be plotted
superimposed on the 3D rendered outer flux surface as a post-processing option.  For the
evaluation and comparison of different QPS configurations, the option of energy loss rates and
confinement time for a distribution of particles distributed throughout the volume has been used
most frequently.
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A2.4.  BOOTSJ

The bootstrap code used in the configuration optimization is based on the physics analysis and
computer implementation described in Ref 15. The underlying analytical model is valid in the long-
mean-free path limit. Limited benchmarking has been performed against the NIFS bootstrap code,
which relies on similar physics, and Monte Carlo and DKES codes. Accurate agreement with the
Monte Carlo code is difficult in the low collision frequency regime of interest due to relatively poor
statistics achieved so far. Similarly, accurate DKES results in this regime are difficult to obtain
because of the large number of pitch-angle modes required to resolve the sharp velocity-space
boundary layers.

A.3.  Coil Optimization Codes

A.3.1.  NESCOIL

The Neumann Equation Solver code NESCOIL [16] is used to find the continuous current
distribution that minimizes B-normal.  NESCOIL uses a Green’s function method to solve for a
current potential on a given coil winding surface (CWS) enclosing the plasma, reproducing the
prescribed plasma magnetic geometry to a high level of accuracy.  To improve the targeting of both
physics objectives (represented by B-normal) and engineering objectives (i.e., low current density,
gentle bend radii of the coils) for QPS, a singular value decomposition (SVD) technique was
developed.  The new code, NESVD, runs as fast as the original NESCOIL code, which enables it to
be placed within an optimizer loop so that the shape of the coil winding surface can be adjusted to
yield further improvements in the target criteria.  A newly developed method [17] based on a genetic
algorithm (GA) is available, if desired, to convert surface current potentials computed in NESCOIL
or NESVD to an optimized set of discrete coils.

A.3.2.  COILOPT

The COILOPT [18] code solves the stellarator magnetic coil optimization problem by determining
the coefficients in an explicit representation of modular coils on a toroidal CWS, together with the
coefficients describing the spatial position of the optimal winding surface.  Target functions in the
optimization problem include the error in the normal component of the magnetic field at the plasma
edge (B-normal), the lengths of individual coils, the minimum coil radius of curvature, and the
minimum separation between adjacent coils and between the coils and the plasma.  The engineering
(geometric) constraints are introduced in the form of weighted penalty functions.  The plasma
boundary shape arises from a fixed-boundary VMEC equilibrium (which results from the physics
optimization process), and the part of the normal magnetic field due to currents in the plasma is
computed with the BNORM code.

Modular coils are represented by a current-carrying filament (corresponding to the center of a coil
cross-section) with a winding law given by a Fourier series for the toroidal and poloidal angles, φi

and θ i, of the ith coil in terms of the curve parametric t:
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φi(t) = Σaikcos(kt) + biksin(kt),
      θi(t) = t + Σcikcos(kt) + diksin(kt).

The parameter t, (0 ≤ t < 2π) must be specified (for example, in terms of arc-length along the coil)
for this representation to be unique. The secular term in the poloidal angle corresponds to the net
poloidal current carried by the modular coils (there is no net toroidal current for modular coils).  All
the calculations reported here were done with the unique choice t = θi for each coil, which precludes
wind-backs in the coils where φ(θ) is not single-valued. (Inclusion of wind-backs may be helpful to
generate coils which are better able to match the desired physics and engineering properties.) It
should be noted that θ = 2πu, Nφ = 2πv, are related to the NESCOIL angles (u, v) defined on the
unit square in a field period.

The coils are constrained to a CWS which is represented in cylindrical coordinates (R, φ,Z), with

stellarator symmetry, by

R = Σ rmn cos(mθ + nNφ),    Z = Σ zmn sin(mθ + nNφ)

COILOPT uses a modified Levenberg-Marquardt method to solve the nonlinear least-squares
problem arising from the approximation of the magnetic field at the plasma edge due to a discrete
set of coil currents.

The primary goal of the coil optimization is to find a solution satisfying engineering feasibility
constraints that will reproduce, or reconstruct, the targeted fixed-boundary equilibrium flux surfaces
and plasma properties when the coils and currents are used to create the external magnetic field in a
free-boundary VMEC equilibrium.  
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APPENDIX B -- QPS Infrastructure

B.1.  Location

The QPS device and infrastructure will be located in the 7600 Area of ORNL in a building that
will have a dedicated facility enclosure.  The new location, shown in Figure B.1, will recreate the
existing infrastructure in Building 9201-2, which is the present home of the ORNL Fusion
Energy Division (FED).  Figures B.2 to B.5 show details of the proposed new FED building.
Existing long-pulse plasma-heating systems, power supplies, de-mineralized water system, and
control room are available for this experiment.  Details of the infrastructure are given below.

Power Supplies.  Some of the power supplies are shown in Figure B.6.  Their specifications are
listed below.

Modular Coil Power Supplies:  The existing modular power supplies consist of four independent
units capable of providing 1.3 kV, 120 kA for >5-s pulses and 40 MW (60 kA) in continuous
operation.

VF, TF, Trim Power Supplies:  There are three units of which two are capable of providing 625
V, 15 kV for 5-s pulses and 1.6 MW (2.6 kA) continuously, and one power supply capable of
providing 625 V, 10 kA for 5-s pulses and 1.2 MW (1.9 kA) continuously.

ECH and ICRF Heating:  Available power supplies will provide 80-kV, 100-A for 30-s pulses
and 80-kV, 35-A continuously.  The ECH group will provide 4 sockets with 28 GHz to 53.2 GHz
capability.  Additional space will be available if a fifth socket is required.

Figure B.1.  Site Plan for proposed FED High Bay Building & power supplies
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Figure B.5.  FED High Bay Building exterior end view

Bus Work:  Bus work will be available in the facility to the point of tie-in from the device to the
power source.

Cooling Water:  The facility will be capable of providing cooling water for ancillary equipment
required for the QPS device.  The cooling water piping will be available for tie-in from the
device to the source.  The facility has two Baltimore Aircoil Cooling Towers, Model 2420, each
capable of delivering approx. 750 gal/min, at 60 psi and provide 2.1 MW of average cooling.

ICRF Transmitters:  The FMIT Transmitter is capable of delivering 1.5 MW of 30-s pulsed
power and 0.5 MW of continuous power.  The 13.8-kVA transformer is included with the
transmitter.  The BBC Transmitters will be on site and can provide 2 MW of 30-s power or
1 MW of continuous power.

Operations.

Device Enclosure:  Safely operating the QPS device is of extreme importance to the program.
As such, an enclosure with the appropriate safety interlocks and Kirk keys will be available
within the building.  The QPS enclosure and pit is indicated in Figures B.2 to B.4.

Control Room:  A control room will be available for operation of QPS.  Tie-ins from the major
equipment and diagnostics to the control room will be required, as indicated in Figure B.2.

Staffing:  The Fusion Energy Division has the existing core staffing required to operate a
successful compact stellarator experimental program over the time period anticipated for QPS.
The staff has expertise in the areas of program management, compact stellarator theory,
diagnostics, RF theory and technology, fueling and pumping technology, engineering, and
stellarator and tokamak operations.  Some staff presently on assignment to other Divisions and
working part-time on plasma programs will also be available.  In addition, there is a large group
of technical experts available within ORNL that can be called upon for help in specific areas.
Although ORNL will be primarily responsible for operating QPS, ~1/2 of the physics program
staff will be made up of collaborators from other institutions, thesis students, and post-docs.
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Figure B.6.  Some of the power supplies that will be used for QPS.
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Appendix C.  Quasi-Poloidal Stellarators as Reactors

C.1.  Introduction

A low-aspect-ratio (compact) stellarator could combine the best features of tokamaks (moderate
Ap, good confinement, and high 〈β〉 ) and currentless stellarators (steady-state operation without
external current drive or disruptions, stability against external kinks and vertical displacement
events without a close conducting wall or active feedback systems, and low recirculating power
in a reactor).  The benefits of lower Ap are larger plasma size for a given cost for an experiment
and lower cost for a given fusion power in a reactor.  The ARIES-RS reactor [1], an “advanced
tokamak” with reverse (stellarator-like) shear in the inner part of the plasma, is relatively
compact (R = 5.5 m) and should have good plasma performance, but would have a relatively low
engineering Q (the ratio of the net electric power produced to the total electric power required for
operation of the power plant) because of the power that must be returned to the plasma for
current drive and control of the plasma.  The Stellarator Power Plant Study (SPPS) reactor [2]
had relatively high engineering Q because it did not need power recirculated to the plasma for
current drive or plasma control, but its relatively large size (R = 14 m) and high plasma aspect
ratio (Ap = 8) led to a relatively low wall power loading.  In spite of this, the projected cost of
electricity was essentially the same for both because the larger size of SPPS was offset by the
reduction in the power needed for the total plant operation.  A compact stellarator reactor aims at
preserving the low recirculating power advantage of SPPS while attaining the smaller size (low
aspect ratio) advantage of tokamaks.  This combination could lead to a reactor with a lower cost
of electricity than either SPPS or ARIES-RS without feedback stabilization, current drive,
rotation drive, or a serious risk of disruptions.  A compact stellarator reactor could retain the cost
savings associated with the low recirculated power of the SPPS reactor, but with smaller size and
higher wall power density (hence lower cost of electricity) than the SPPS reactor.

C.2.  QPS Reactor Configurations

The reduced bootstrap current in a QPS configuration, typically ~1/4 that in a comparable
tokamak, should lead to reactor configurations that are relatively insensitive to beta and are
robust against current-driven modes (external kinks), vertical instabilities, and disruptions.

Figures C.1 and C.2 show two possible high-β quasi-poloidally-symmetric (QPS#1 and 2)
reactor configurations.  The characteristics of these configurations are discussed in Chapter 2.
The coils that create these configurations are characterized by A∆ = R/∆ and Bmax/B0 where ∆ is
the minimum distance between the plasma edge and the centerline of the coils for a given R, and
Bmax is the maximum field on the coils.  These ratios depend on the specific coil design and are
important because the minimum reactor size is set by Rmin = A∆(d + ct/2) where d is the limiting
(inboard) space needed for the plasma-wall distance, first wall, blanket, shield, vacuum vessel,
and assembly gaps.  The half radial depth of the modular coils is given by
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ct/2 = A∆B0/(16Ncoil jcoilk)[1 + {1 +32 Ncoil jcoilkd/( A∆B0)}1/2]

where Ncoil is the number of coils, jcoil is the current density averaged over the coil cross section
in kA cm–2, and k is the ratio of toroidal width to radial depth of the coils.  A 20-cm thick
cryostat surrounds the reactor core.  The value assumed for d is 1.12 m, similar to that for
ARIES-AT [3]; the value on the outboard side is 1.30 m.  The other reference reactor

   

Figure C.1.  |B| values and shape of the LCFS for an R/a = 2.6 QPS configuration (QPS#1) at
   〈β〉  = 10%.

Figure C.2.  |B| values and shape of the LCFS for an R/a = 3.7 QPS configuration (QPS#2) at
   〈β〉  = 15%.
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cryostat surrounds the reactor core.  The value assumed for d is 1.12 m, similar to that for
ARIES-AT [3]; the value on the outboard side is 1.30 m.  The other reference reactor
assumptions are also similar to those for ARIES-AT; e.g., a thermal conversion efficiency η =
59% and Bmax = 12 T whereas the SPPS reactor had η = 46% and Bmax = 16 T.

Rather than calculating actual coils for a large number of possible coil-plasma distances and coil
cross sections, an approximate model developed for the corresponding QA reactor scoping study
was used for a scaling study.  The NESCOIL code [4] was used to calculate Bmax/B0 at a
distance ct/2 radially in from a current sheet (at a distance ∆ from the plasma edge) that
reproduced the last closed flux surface.  The value of Bmax/B0 was increased by 15% to simulate
effects due to a smaller number of coils from experience in the SPPS study.  There is a tradeoff
between minimizing Bmax/B0, which increases the field in the plasma for a given Bmax on the
coils, and maximizing ∆ to allow a smaller R for a reactor with a given d.  Because the fusion
power Pfusion (and hence the net electric power generated, Pelectric) ∝  β2B0

4Vplasma, the value
of Bmax/B0 needed for a given Pelectric and d is proportional to (R/∆)3/4.

Using this model, the minimum value for R was calculated for the two QPS reactors subject to
several constraints: Pelectric = 1 GW, Γn ≤ 4 MW m–2, a plasma-coil distance ≥ 1.11 m, jcoil ≤ 3
kA cm–2, H-95 ≤ 3.5, 〈n〉/nSudo ≤ 1, and 〈β〉  ≤ 5%.  Here H-95 = τE/τE

ISS95 where τE
ISS95 =

0.79ap
2.21R0.65P–0.59n0.51B0.83ι –0.4 [5] and nSudo = (1/4)[PB/Ra2]1/2  [6] with R and ap in m, B in T, n

in 1020 m-3, and P in MW.  The value for Γn is an important figure of merit for reactor economics
because it relates to the power generated per unit wall area and the costs of the main reactor core
elements (blankets, shield, and coils) are proportional to the wall area.  Table C.1 shows the
results for the two QPS cases.  The minimum values for R and H-95 are obtained with 〈n〉/nSudo
= 1.

Table C.1.  Scaled 1-GW QPS Reactors with Bmax = 12 T, 〈β〉  ≤ βlimit, H-95 ≤ 5.

QPS#1 QPS#2
Plasma aspect ratio R/ap 2.70 3.70
Volume average β limit 〈β〉 limit (%) 10 15
Average major radius R (m) 7.34 7.84
Average plasma radius ap (m) 2.72 2.12
Plasma volume Vplasma (m3) 1040 690
On-axis field B0 (T) 5.23 5.03
τE/τEISS95 multiplier H-95 3.61 4.42
Volume average beta 〈β〉  (%) 4.6 6.2
Energy confinement time τE (s) 2.49 2.01

Vol.-average density 〈n〉  (1020 m–3) 1.40 1.70
Density-aver. temperature 〈T〉  (keV) 11.3 11.5
Neutron wall load Γn (MW/m2) 1.54 1.85
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The higher 〈β〉  allowed for the QPS configurations requires higher values for H-95.  The higher
〈β〉  also allows reducing Bmax, which leads to smaller R and higher Γn.  For the QPS#1 case,
reducing Bmax from 12 T to 8.5 T reduced R from 7.34 m (with H-95 = 3.6 and 〈β〉  = 4.6%) to R
= 7.09 m (with H-95 = 5.4 and 〈β〉  = 9.7%) and increased Γn from 1.37 MW/m2 to 1.65 MW/m2.

Table C.2 shows the same analysis for Pelectric = 2 GW.  The values for B0 are unchanged
because Bmax was assumed to be 12 T at 1 GW and 2 GW.  For the QPS cases, the beta limit is
not reached at 2 GW, so the reactor size is unchanged; β increases by a factor 21/2 to produce
twice the power, Γn doubles, and τE decreases by a factor 21/2 because τE ∝  β/Pelectric.  The
value for nSudo ∝  Pelectric

1/2 increases by 21/2 and 〈T〉  ∝  PelectricτE/〈n〉 , so 〈n〉  should increase by
a factor of 21/2 and 〈T〉  should not change.  This occurs for the QPS#2 case where 〈n〉 /nSudo = 1,
but not for the QPS#1 case where 〈n〉/nSudo is only 0.82.  The value needed for H-95 only
decreases by 1.4% for the QPS#1 case and by 10.9% for the QPS#2 case.  Increasing the allowed
value for 〈n〉  to 2 x nSudo (as in LHD) did not decrease Rmin for Bmax = 12 T, but decreased the
required H-95 multiplier by a factor of ~1.3.  Increasing Bmax to 16 T, as for ARIES-IV,
increased Rmin for the QPS reactors by only 25 cm, but decreased 〈β〉  by a factor of 1.86 and H-
95 to 2.41 for QPS#1 and 2.96 for QPS#2.

Table C.2.  Scaled 2-GW QPS Reactors with Bmax = 12 T, 〈β〉  ≤ βlimit, H-95 ≤ 4.

QPS#1 QPS#2
Average major radius R (m) 7.34 7.85
Average plasma radius ap (m) 2.72 2.12
Plasma volume Vplasma (m3) 1070 700

τE/τEISS95 multiplier H-95 3.56 3.94
Volume average beta 〈β〉  (%) 6.5 8.75
Energy confinement time τE (s) 1.76 1.42

Vol.-average density 〈n〉  (1020 m–3) 1.62 2.40
Density-aver. temperature 〈T〉  (keV) 13.7 11.5
Neutron wall load Γn (MW m–2) 3.07 3.68

The same assumptions were used with the plasma and coil configurations corresponding to the
W7-X based HSR [7], the LHD based MHR-S [8], and SPPS reactors for comparison with these
reactor studies.  The modified HSR* had R = 17.4 m (instead of 22 m because Bmax was
increased from 10.6 T to 12 T), H-95 = 3.06, 〈β〉  = 4.9%, and Γn = 1.24 MW m–2.  The modified
MHR-S* had R = 18.6 m (instead of 16.5 m because of the ARIES-AT blanket and shield
assumptions), H-95 = 2.87, 〈β〉  = 5%, and Γn = 0.62 MW m–2.  The modified SPPS* had R =
20.8 m (instead of 14.0 m because Bmax was decreased from 16 T to 12 T), H-95 = 3.13, 〈β〉  =
5%, and Γn = 0.60 MW m–2.  For the same modeling assumptions, the compact stellarator
configurations lead to reactors with a factor of 2 to 3 smaller major radius and a factor of 1.4 to 3
higher wall power loading.
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C.3.  Results for Two Reference Compact Stellarator Reactor Cases

Figure C.3a shows a POPCON plot of the operating space (〈n〉  and 〈T〉) for a 1-GW QPS#1
reactor with R = 7.3 m and B0 = 5.2 T.  The numbers label contours of constant auxiliary heating
power in MW, “0” indicates ignition, and the curves indicate constant levels of 〈β〉 , Pelectric, and
the Sudo density “limit”.  The dot marks the thermally stable 1-GWelectric operating point.  The
reference reactor assumptions are Bmax = 12 T, ARIES-AT inboard blanket and shield, and
Pfusion = 1.69 GW [Pelectric = 1 GW (net)].  The reference plasma assumptions are broad
ARIES-AT density profiles with ne ≤ nSudo, peaked ARIES-AT temperature profiles, τHe/τE = 6,
and an alpha-particle energy loss fraction = 0.1.  The plasma parameters at the operating point
are 〈n〉  = 1.5 x 1020 m–3, 〈T〉  = 9.1 keV, 〈β〉  = 3.74%, H-95 = 2.95, nDT/ne = 0.82, nHe/ne = 5.8%,
and Zeff = 1.48.  The saddle point in Figure C.3 determines the startup power required to reach
ignition.  Plasma parameters at the saddle point are 〈n〉  = 1.1 x 1020 m–3, 〈T〉  = 5.4 keV, 〈β〉  = 1.5
%, and Paux = 20 MW.  The H-95 confinement improvement required increases if the alpha-
particle power lost increases.

The same reactor could produce 2 GW as shown in Figure C.3b where the plasma parameters at
the operating point have increased to 〈n〉  = 2.0 x 1020 m–3, 〈T〉  = 9.3 keV, 〈β〉  = 5.28%, for H-95 =
2.65.  The plasma parameters at the saddle point are 〈n〉  = 1.3 x 1020 m–3, 〈T〉  = 5.4 keV, 〈β〉  = 1.4
%, and Paux = 39 MW.  The higher beta limit also allows decreasing the magnetic field on the
coils.  Reducing Bmax from 12 T to 8.5 T requires increasing H-95 from 2.95 to 4.1 for 1-GW
operation.  The values of 〈n〉  and 〈T〉  at the saddle point and the operating point are unchanged,
but 〈β〉  increases to 3.1% at the saddle point and 8.4% at the operating point.

Figure C.3.  Operating space for a QPS#1 reactor (a, left) at 1 GW and (b, right) at 2 GW.
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C.4.  Conclusions

Both quasi-poloidally-symmetric configurations have the potential for a more attractive
stellarator reactor compared with SPPS.  Using the ARIES-AT model with Bmax = 12 T on the
coils gives compact stellarator reactors with R = 7.3-8.2 m, a factor of 2-3 smaller in R than other
stellarator reactors for the same assumptions.  The two-field-period configuration leads to
smaller reactors because of its lower plasma aspect ratio and smaller values for R/∆.  The QPS
configurations are better suited for higher power reactors or lower magnetic field on the coils.
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