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Abstract

This work successfully generates uncertainty aware surrogate models, via the Bayesian neural network with noise
contrastive prior (BNN-NCP) technique, of the EuroPED plasma pedestal model using data from the JET-ILW
pedestal database and subsequent model evaluations. All this conform EuroPED-NN. The BNN-NCP technique
is proven to be a good fit for uncertainty aware surrogate models, matching the output results as a regular neural
network, providing prediction’s confidence as uncertainties, and highlighting the out of distribution (OOD) regions
using surrogate model uncertainties. This provides critical insights into model robustness and reliability. EuroPED-
NN has been physically validated, first, analyzing electron density ne(ψpol = 0.94) with respect to increasing plasma
current, Ip, and second, validating the ∆ − βp,ped relation associated with the EuroPED model. Affirming the
robustness of the underlying physics learned by the surrogate model.

1 Introduction

A tokamak fusion reactor must achieve a sufficiently high
core plasma pressure, density and temperature in or-
der initiate and sustain fusion reactions for net energy
generation. The standard operational scenarios in toka-
mak devices as based on the high confinement mode (H-
mode) [1]. This regime is characterized by the formation
of a transport barrier in the outer region of the con-
fined plasma, leading to steep gradients in the density
and temperature profiles within that region. As the core
plasma parameters are effectively an integration of the
transport equation from the edge boundary condition,
this steep gradient region lifts up the core parameters
and gives this feature its namesake, the plasma pedestal.

This edge transport barrier has been linked to an in-
crease in the radial electric field, Er, shear [2] which
drives a local bulk rotation shear that breaks up large
turbulent eddies [3], suppressing the dominant trans-
port mechanisms observed in that region in L-mode
regimes [4]. It should be noted that the steep gradi-
ent region still contains turbulent transport processes,
although they are driven by other mechanisms which are
less affected by the flow shear [5–7]. While the precise
mechanism of the Er-well formation for the L-H tran-
sition is still under investigation [8–10], the resulting
transport reduction causes the plasma gradients to in-
crease, along with the plasma current due to the boot-
strap effect [11], up until a point where MHD insta-

bilities occur, e.g. edge-localized modes (ELMs) [12].
These ELMs manifest as a discrete and periodic col-
lapse of the pedestal, effectively reinstating another, al-
beit higher, limit on the pressure gradient. The pre-
dominant explanation of ELMs goes via MHD theory,
specifically the interaction between instabilities in the
pressure driven (ballooning) modes and current driven
(peeling) modes [13], due to these steep gradients in the
edge region. Within the EPED model [14], this theo-
retical pedestal limit is then located where the pedestal
pressure, pped, and width, ∆, lie on the intersection of the
onset of ideal MHD instabilities and the onset of kinetic
ballooning mode (KBM) turbulence, which the latter is
represented by a semi-empirical relation. The large type-
I ELMs are well described by this model [15], tracing out
stability and instability regions in the current density-
pressure gradient (j-α) space. The EuroPED model [16]
effectively predicts these pedestal limits along these same
theoretical principles.

Unfortunately, the computational cost of both Eu-
roPED and EPED is too high for highly iterative ap-
plications such as plasma scenario optimization [17] and
motivates the development of a surrogate model which
uses less computational resources while to representing
the original model reasonably accurately. Multiple ap-
proaches to developing a surrogate model exist in the
fusion community through the usage of machine learn-
ing algorithms [18–24]. The fast computational through-
put also opens the door to explore the behaviour of the
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model and the physics behind it. This work investigates
the applicability of Bayesian neural networks (BNNs) to
generate a pedestal surrogate model, potentially incor-
porating their ability to provide uncertainty information
in a single forward pass as part of a prediction applica-
tion. This approach aligns with previous work in using
machine learning to enhance plasma pedestal modeling
[21, 25].

In the Bayesian approach, the variables in the neural
networks are treated as distributions, which are prop-
agated throughout the calculation to provide statisti-
cal information about the model prediction, labelled in
this study as output uncertainties. The training process
needs to determine the distributions of each output us-
ing a variational inference approximation [26] allowing
the construction of a feasible loss function. However, the
main drawback of variational inference is the high degree
of sampling necessary for the training. This is circum-
vented using another acceleration technique called the
Noise Contrastive Prior (NCP) [27], which has a sec-
ondary advantage of estimating both the epistemic and
aleatoric uncertainties. The epistemic uncertainties (or
model uncertaintes) are defined as uncertainties due to
the lack of knowledge about the system, such as miss-
ing input parameters or insufficent data volume, and the
aleatoric uncertainties (or data uncertainties) are defined
as uncertainties resulting from random chance, such as
repeat measurements or experiments providing different
results [28, 29]. This study expands on the methodology
and interprets the results of the trained model based on
these definitions.

Section 2 describes the specific application of the BNN-
NCP model in this study, including the considerations in
determining the user-defined parameters impacting the
aleatoric and epistemic uncertainty predictions. A dis-
cussion regarding the accuracy and utility of this model,
both in improvement in speed and in gathering physics
insights, are provided in Section 3. Finally, Section 4 pro-
vides a summary of the main conclusions and potential
future work inspired by this study.

2 Development of EuroPED-NN

In this section, the implementation of the BNN-NCP
model towards building a plasma pedestal surrogate
model is detailed.

2.1 Model description, inputs and outputs

The EuroPED model is conceptually identical to the
EPED model, which uses an ideal MHD stability descrip-
tion to predict the critical plasma pressure gradient, α,
as a function of the pedestal width, ∆. This curve is then
crossed against a semi-empirical ∆-βp,ped relation reflect-

ing the KBM constraint [14] to provide a prediction of
the pedestal properties. The assumption of a two-species
plasma in equilibrium is then used to estimate the top-
pedestal electron pressure, pe,ped, and further decompose
that into the top-pedestal electron temperature, Te,ped,
by requiring the top-pedestal electron density, ne,ped, as
input.

Thus, for the EPED model, the required input param-
eters include:

• plasma parameters:

– plasma current, Ip, in [MA];
– toroidal magnetic field, Bt, in [T];
– line-integrated effective charge, Zeff;
– top-pedestal electron density, ne,ped , in [×1019

m-3];
– normalized plasma pressure, βN ;

• and magnetic geometry parameters:

– triangularity, δ;
– elongation, κ;
– minor radius, a, in [m];
– major radius, R0, in [m].

In practice, one drawback of the EPED model is the ne-
cessity of providing ne,ped, βN and Zeff as inputs, as this
precludes the model from predictive exercises as these pa-
rameters are often unknown before performing an actual
experiment.

To remedy this, the EuroPED model was developed
by coupling an EPED-like pedestal parameter calcula-
tion workflow to the Bohm/gyro-Bohm (BgB) turbulent
transport model [30] inside a rudimentary 1D transport
solver. This removes the need to explicitly define βN and
ne,ped, as the former is provided by the kinetic profiles re-
sulting from the self-consistent transport calculation and
the latter is defined either via a regression or a neutral
penetration model provided within EuroPED. However,
this model additionally requires two engineering param-
eters as input:

• injected auxiliary heating power, Ptot;

• separatrix electron density, ne,sep.

This is seen as an improvement over the EPED model as
βN or ne,ped are difficult to estimate prior to conducting
an experiment. Although often the experiments are run
in feedback mode where these parameters can actually be
chosen. However, from the model point-of-view EPED
is still not fully predictive. While the ne,sep is equally
difficult to know prior to an experiment, the option to
estimate it via the fuelling gas flow rate, Rgas, and a
neutral penetration model is provided within EuroPED.
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This connection was excluded from this study as it was
not used in the construction of the particular database
forming the training set.

The EuroPED model then returns as outputs:

• the top-pedestal electron density, ne,ped;

• the top-pedestal electron temperature, Te,ped;

• and pedestal width, ∆.

However, due to the implementation details connecting
the EPED-like workflow to the transport model, the ac-
tual radial locations of the top-pedestal quantities may
not coincide in practice. This has some implications
on the construction of an appropriate surrogate model,
which is further discussed in Section 2.4.

2.2 BNN-NCP Technique

As mentioned earlier, Bayesian neural networks are a spe-
cific class of NNs trained using Bayesian inference meth-
ods, involving an estimation of a posterior distribution
over network weights given observed data. One of the
difficulties with training BNNs is that they can be com-
putationally expensive, particularly for large networks
with many parameters. By providing a fast and efficient
approximation to the posterior distribution, the Noise
Contrastive Prior technique can speed up BNN training.

Within this technique, the posterior distribution is ap-
proximated by a mixture of the prior distribution over
the output and a noise distribution. The network is
trained to distinguish between observed data and noise
samples generated by the noise distribution during train-
ing. Essentially, it uses simulated noise to shift the hy-
pothesis from the probability distribution of the neural
network weights to a probability distribution in the data
space, requiring less computational resources. In prac-
tice, this means that a random point from the joint input
distribution is sampled per training epoch. This sam-
pled point is passed forward through the current BNN
configuration, and the resulting mean and epistemic un-
certainty is compared to a user-defined prior output dis-
tribution via some distance metric. This significantly
reduces the number of samples required per epoch com-
pared to a typical Monte Carlo method by leveraging
the large number of epochs required for training the
model to effectively accumulate the necessary statistics,
which is similar to the training advantages offered by
mini-batching and stochastic gradient descent. Further-
more, the NCP method improves the detection of out-
of-distribution (OOD) regions in data space by directly
accounting for input variations within its epistemic un-
certainty estimation. In summary, this method allows
for an approximate calculation of the output distribu-
tion without the need to sample the weights to arrive
at a reliable estimate of the uncertainty. This approach

is presented in [27] for one input and one output prob-
lems, in this study a multidimensional approach to fit
the needs of the plasma pedestal models is built.

2.3 Neural network architecture and loss func-
tion

As a brief overview, the BNN-NCP architecture consists
of a number of fully connected feed-forward (i.e. dense)
layers with a custom layer inserted just before the out-
put layer, as shown in Figure 1a. This custom layer
consists of a variational layer and a dense layer with
a “softplus" activation function, as shown in Figure 1b,
each with only a single neuron. This variational layer
represents its weights and biases as joint probability dis-
tribution, also known as a kernel, which effectively allows
them to be sampled to assemble its predictive distribu-
tion, p(y∗|x∗,x,y, θ), where the ∗ notation is used to
differentiate a generic point from one which is explic-
itly within the training dataset. The “softplus" activa-
tion function on the dense layer enforces its output to be
positive, allowing it to represent an independent uncer-
tainty estimate. All other neurons in the network have a
“leaky ReLU" activation function, which is effectively a
piecewise function of two linear components, both with
non-zero gradients and joined together at the origin.

Due to the extension of this technique to multiple out-
put variables, the final dense layer before the custom
layer is separated into dedicated blocks per output vari-
able. This serves as an attempt to ease the training pro-
cess by reducing the amount of cross-talk between the
network predictions of each variable. It also introduces
a degree of flexibility in the last hidden layer, allowing
adjustments to suit the complexity of each variable, e.g.
the most difficult variables to fit can have a large num-
ber of neurons to account for their dependencies. This
results in a multi-input multi-output model, transform-
ing input points, x = {xi}, to output points, y = {yj},
which can then be trained on a labelled training dataset,
denoted as D = {(x,y)k}.

As a result of the BNN-NCP architecture, there are
two modes of evaluating it on a given input point, x:

1. By sampling the probability distribution represented
by the kernel in the variational layer, resulting in a
stochastic output, ŷ;

2. By computing the joint statistical moments of the
kernel in the variational layer, resulting in a deter-
ministic mean output, µ, and its standard deviation,
σ.

Both of these evaluation modes return another deter-
ministic output from the softplus neuron, s. The pre-
dictive output value of the BNN-NCP model is taken as
the mean value, i.e. y∗ ≡ µ, from the second evaluation

3



(a) Main network scheme (b) Output layer scheme

Figure 1: Architecture schema of the BNN-NCP

method due to its deterministic nature, although the first
evaluation method is still described here due to its im-
portance for the training methodology. Thus, the entire
BNN-NCP model can be mathematically represented as
a black box function, {µ, σ, s}∗ = f(x∗).

Then, based on these descriptions, the output stan-
dard deviation from taking the statistical moment of the
kernel, σ, was labelled as the epistemic uncertainty pre-
diction and the output of the independent softplus neu-
ron, s, as the aleatoric uncertainty prediction. Both un-
certainty outputs are taken to represent a value of one
standard deviation when converting them from statisti-
cal moments back into probability distributions.

The cost function used in this study is similar to the
one introduced in Ref. [27] except extended into the mul-
tidimensional approach. This results in expression pro-
vided in Equation (1). The terms are then summed over
each output variable, represented by the subscript j.

L(θ) =−
∑
j

γnll,j · ln p (yj |x, θ)

+
∑
j

γepi,j · KL (pprior,epi,j || q(µ̃j |x̃, θ))

+
∑
j

γalea,j · KL
(
pprior,alea,j || N

(
0, s̃2j

)) (1)

where γ represents a user-defined weight coefficient used
to adjust the associated loss term, θ represents the dis-
tribution of weights in the BNN, and the ∼ notation is
used to indicate quantities related to the OOD region
sampling. The sampled OOD input values, x̃, were gen-
erated from a normal distribution about each dataset
point, x, according to a user-defined input noise term,
Σx. This input noise should generally be chosen as a
large enough value to ensure the OOD sampling goes ad-
equately beyond the training dataset input values, x, but
not so large that the OOD sampling would have difficulty
resolving well the area just outside the training dataset.

The first term of the loss function corresponds to
the negative log-likelihood (NLL) which represents a
goodness-of-fit metric for the approximate predicted pos-
terior distribution, selected to be:

p(yj |x, θ) ∼ N (ŷj , sj) (2)

By minimizing this term with respect to the weights and
biases, θ, the maximum likelihood value is obtained for
the network prediction. As the aleatoric uncertainty pre-
diction, sj , is used as the weighting parameter for this
metric, it also encourages the aleatoric uncertainty to
grow where the network cannot match the specific data
point where the combination of other data points and
regularization discourage it, e.g. where data noise is
present.

The second term represents a metric to anchor and reg-
ularize the predicted epistemic uncertainty with weight
coefficients, γepi,j , which are used to adjust its relative
importance in the loss function per output variable. The
last term represents the same anchoring and regulariza-
tion metric for the predicted aleatoric uncertainty, with
its own relative weight coefficients per output variable,
γalea,j .

Both uncertainty regularization terms use the
Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence metric, which effec-
tively compares the similarity of two distributions. For
the epistemic term, the approximate output distribution
predicted by the network using an OOD input distribu-
tion, q(µj |x̃, θ), was compared against an epistemic prior
distribution, pprior,epi,j , selected to be:

pprior,epi,j = N (yj , σ
2
yj
) (3)

This represents a normal distribution where the mean is
the corresponding output value in the dataset, yj , and
the standard deviation, σyj , is a user-defined parame-
ter encapsulating any expected epistemic uncertainty al-
ready known to be associated with the data-generating
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system. This term is expected to generate a significant
loss for OOD samples far away from the training point,
effectively encouraging the epistemic uncertainty at those
OOD samples to grow in order to minimize the overall
loss. In order to save computational time during train-
ing, only one OOD point is sampled per training point
per epoch, which relies on the stochastic gradient descent
process to generalize this feature to the entire OOD do-
main and is one of the essential acceleration tricks pro-
vided by the NCP methodology. For the aleatoric term,
a normal distribution with zero mean created from the
aleatoric uncertainty prediction of the network, N (0, s2j ),
was compared against an aleatoric prior distribution, se-
lected to be:

pprior,alea,j = N (0, s2yj
) (4)

Again, this represents another normal distribution where
the standard deviation, syj

, is another user-defined
parameter encapsulating any expected aleatoric uncer-
tainty already known to be associated with the dataset
output values. This is effectively meant to provide a com-
peting pressure on the aleatoric uncertainty prediction,
sj , preventing it from growing to the point where a flat
prediction with infinite aleatoric uncertainties becomes
the most likely solution.

Basically, this way of treating the output results into
the loss function is the main difference with respect to a
regular neural network. For this matter, it is particularly
meaningful to define several parameters that will help to
adjust for the problem to solve. These user-defined val-
ues, Σx = {σxi

}, Σy =
{
σyj

}
and sy =

{
syj

}
, are

meaningful for the model as they are hyperparameters
that introduce knowledge from the system and the data
region to be modelled into the neural network. While
in principle, this would allow extensions to the labelled
training dataset, D′ =

{
(x,y,Σx,Σy, sy)k

}
, for refining

the uncertainty predictions, it was decided to leave these
extra hyperparameters constant across the entire origi-
nal training dataset, D, for this study. This is primarily
for ease of demonstration for the BNN-NCP methodol-
ogy, as it simultaneously reduces the burden of collecting
the information necessary to refine these priors and the
complexity needed to be captured by the training pro-
cess. More details about the values used for these priors
is available in Section 2.5.

2.4 Zero-Dimensional Pedestal Database

During this study, the dataset is derived from a spe-
cialized collection JET-ILW plasma discharges [31] and
their corresponding EuroPED predictions [16]. While the
dataset includes several plasma quantities, this study fo-
cused on the input and output variables needed to predict
the appropriate pedestal characteristics within a given

plasma scenario accroding to EuroPED, as discussed in
Section 2.1.

However, in order to improve the generality of the
model via the introduction of dimensionless variables, the
inverse aspect ratio, ϵ = a/R0, was used instead of the
minor radius, a, and major radius, R0. This process was
also applied to the plasma current, Ip, replacing it by a
safety-factor-like parameter, µ, expressed as:

µ =
µ0

2πa

Ip
Bt

(5)

where Ip is expressed in units of A, Bt in T and a in m.
While it is uncertain whether pedestal phenomena follow
any specific dimensionless scaling, it was attempted to
improve its extrapolation capability to other tokamaks.

However, due to the particular application of the
pedestal predictions inside the 1D transport solver within
EuroPED, the exact top-pedestal temperature and den-
sity outputs of the ideal MHD calculation are no longer
representative of the plasma state described by the pro-
files. Thus, the variables provided in this dataset used
as the target outputs were:

• electron density at ψpol = ψ0, ne(ψ0);

• electron temperature at ψpol = ψ0, Te(ψ0);

• and pedestal width, ∆

where ψpol is the poloidal magnetic flux, which is used as
a geometry-independent radial coordinate, and ψ0 ≡ 0.94
for the purposes of this study. This specific flux coordi-
nate value was chosen due to its statistical similarity to
the βpol,ped computed from EuroPED.

The pedestal dataset is composed of 1317 entries.
However, 257 of them were removed in the training and
testing because some of the variables of interest were not
available. During the training of the model, the dataset
was split into 90% for training and 10% for testing.

In Figure 2, the input data (train and test) used in
EuroPED-NN is shown as histograms. The distribution
of all the input variables as well as the range of values
can be observed.

2.5 Hyperparameters for epistemic and
aleatoric uncertainty

As observed in the loss function, Equation (1), sev-
eral user-defined parameters and hyperparameters re-
lated with both the epistemic and aleatoric uncertainty
predictions need to be determined. These values to the
training routine such that the method to the particular
problem. Therefore, additional considerations were re-
quired to provide reasonable targets for these values in
training the EuroPED-NN.
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Figure 2: Input data histograms for EuroPED-NN from the dataset used in this study, obtained from [31]

The width of the OOD region for input sampling, Σx,
was chosen to span a constant proportion of the stan-
dard deviation within the dataset of the corresponding
input quantity. These specific proportionality values are
detailed Appendix A.

Regarding the target epistemic uncertainty, Σy in
Equation (3), a small constant value was chosen across
the entire dataset. So that, when comparing, using KL
divergence, in the training loop the target distribution
and the output distribution with OOD input, the OOD
output distribution will be forced to become wider to
match the thin target distribution.

Regarding the target aleatoric uncertainty, sy in Equa-
tion (4), another small constant value was chosen across
the entire dataset. This represents the prior knowledge
that the EuroPED model is deterministic and thus, no
data error should be present within the output values
of the training dataset. The specific values used in this
study are available in Appendix A.

All of these selections have been the result of different
attempts and the personal reasoning of the authors re-
garding the nature of the model. Further details of these
sensitivities are provided in Section 3, but the main rea-
son is due to the fact that the epistemic and aleatoric
uncertainties has been designated their own loss terms,
each with their own weight coefficients, γepi and γalea, in
Equation (1).

Once these parameters informing the BNN-NCP pri-
ors have been decided, a rudimentary configuration opti-
mization exercise yielded an architecture with a common
dense layer with 20 neurons and specialized dense layers
with 8, 8, and 10 neurons for ne(ψ0), Te(ψ0), and ∆ out-

puts, respectively. Then, the BNN was trained using the
Keras package [32] in Tensorflow [33] with 2000 train-
ing epochs and a mini-batch size of 53, taking around
1.7 CPU-hours (10 minutes in 10 cores ≈ 100 minutes).
The Adam optimizer [34] was used with a learning rate
of 0.001 and a exponential decay rate of 0.1.

In order to balance the relative importance of the var-
ious loss terms in Equation (1), a rudimentary optimiza-
tion was performed. This resulted in the uncertainty
weight coefficients of γepi = 0.1 and γalea = 0.1 for all
outputs, j, and individual NLL weight coefficients of
γnll = {7, 7, 2} for ∆, Te(ψ0), and ne(ψ0), respectively.

3 Verification and Characterization of
EuroPED-NN

Using the methods and principles described previ-
ously, the surrogate model of EuroPED, referred to as
EuroPED-NN within this study, was trained. This sec-
tion details the various methods used to verify its per-
formance via whether it replicates expected behaviours.

3.1 Performance

To test the performance of the model, the EuroPED-NN
predictions are first compared against the data points
within the training set itself. Figure 3 shows the accuracy
for the output variables pedestal width, ∆, electron tem-
perature, Te(ψ0), and electron density, ne(ψ0), respec-
tively. While they are all reasonably accurate, it can be
visually inferred that ∆ returns a worse match with the
EuroPED database. This may indicate a higher degree
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(a) ∆ (b) ne,ped (c) Te,ped

Figure 3: EuroPED-NN performance for its three output variables. Train and test data are shown in blue and orange respectively.
Epistemic and aleatoric uncertainties are displayed in vertical and horizontal axis respectively.

of complexity behind the determination of this particu-
lar output, as it was found that it already required more
neurons in the last BNN layer to achieve this fit qual-
ity. Overall, it can be said that the accuracy obtained
through the training of the neural network is remark-
ably good, in spite of the typical difficulties of training
multi-output regression networks.

However, another important point of investigating the
BNN architecture revolves around its potential to differ-
entiate interpolation regions from extrapolation regions
via its uncertainty predictions [27]. This study exam-
ines this capability using the epistemic uncertainty pre-
diction, where a generally lower uncertainty is expected
in the interpolation regions. Figure 4 shows the rela-
tive predicted epistemic and aleatoric uncertainty for ∆,
Te,ped, and ne,ped using randomly generated input data,
as a function of the Euclidean distance of the input data
to the centroid of the training input dataset. This dis-
tance is calculated after re-scaling these random samples
with the same relation used to re-scale the input data
distributions to have a mean of 0 and a standard devia-
tion of 1. This is done to avoid introducing any bias on
the distance metric due to the orders of magnitude differ-
ences spanned by the absolute values of the various input
variables. It is also noted that some of the random input
data points used may not resemble realistic operational
plasma conditions, though this is not a requirement for
demonstrating the characteristics of the uncertainty pre-
dictions under extrapolation. The training data centroid
was chosen as the reference point as it should best repre-
sent the region which has the highest data density. Thus,
as the distance increases, the epistemic error should in-
crease as well because the neural network would have
less information to train its predictive capability. 4000
input entries were randomly generated using two uni-
form distributions: the first one over the central 60 % of
the dataset and the second over the central 98 %. This
has been done intentionally to highlight both the points

inside the training convex hull and those far from it.
Indeed, Figure 4b demonstrates that when the dis-

tance increases, the epistemic uncertainty also increases
notably. The random points that fall inside the convex
hull of the training data region are distinguished in these
plots. In the epistemic case, the uncertainty is expected
to be low inside the hull and growing as the points move
further out of it. In the aleatoric case, the uncertainty
should be higher inside the hull and decrease as the point
move further out of it. Indeed, this is roughly observed
in Figure 4. As the neural network catches the variance
of the training input data through the aleatoric uncer-
tainty, going far from training data means low aleatoric
uncertainty as determined by the target sj values chosen
in this study. On the other hand, epistemic uncertainty
reflects the precision of the neural network regarding the
stochastic variance of the weights and biases with respect
the training data, then out of the data region this preci-
sion should be much lower, due to the lack of information.
Although the general behavior of the uncertainty is well
captured in Figure 4, a 1D toy example can is provided
in Section 3.2 where it is more intuitively depicted while
simultaneously verifying the model via a physical scan.

Additionally, in Appendix B a study over the input
uncertainties effect on the output result of EuroPED-NN
has been done. It can be observed that in most cases the
aleatoric uncertainty accounts for the input uncertainty.

3.2 Independent physical analysis

In order to verify the model based on existing physical in-
tuition about pedestal behaviours, this section compares
the EuroPED-NN predictions against known empirical
relations.

3.2.1 Ip scan

Although the precise behaviour is dependent on many
variables, it is generally expected that ne,ped grows when
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(a) Absolute epistemic uncertainties (b) Absolute aleatoric uncertainties

Figure 4: Absolute uncertainties of the EuroPED-NN surrogate model predictions against the distance from the input position to the
input centroid of the training data. Points represents the predictions for 4000 randomly generated (uniform distribution) input data
entries inside the limits of the training dataset. Points inside data region convex hull are presented in red. This is shown for the variables
Ped. Width (∆), Te(ψ0) and ne(ψ0).

increasing Ip [35]. As ne(ψ0) is one of the outputs of
the model and Ip is used in the calculation of the model
input, µ, given in Equation (5), this trend should also
be present in EuroPED-NN. To verify this, a 1D scan
is performed over Ip while keeping the other inputs at a
fixed value.

Figure 5 clearly shows that ne(ψ0) increases with Ip,
especially in the training data region between the dot-
ted lines. While it is expected that not all input com-
binations in this scan correspond to physically achiev-
able plasma scenarios, this trend was found to be present
across a majority of random combinations of the other
input parameters, of which the 1D scan plots are not
shown for brevity. It can then be inferred that it ex-
tends to the subspace of physically-relevant parameters
as well. Additionally, as mentioned in Section 3.1, it
is noticeable how the region populated by the train-
ing database exhibits significantly lower epistemic uncer-
tainty and higher aleatoric uncertainty than the regions
outside of it.

Figure 5: One dimesional scan for input variable Ip. Model predic-
tion for ne(ψ0) is shown for different values of Ip and fixed values
for the rest of the inputs. Bands for epistemic and aleatoric un-
certainties are appreciated. The data region in Ip is represented as
the space between two vertical dashed lines.

3.2.2 ∆− βp,ped relation

As mentioned in Section 2.1, the semi-empirical rela-
tion between the pedestal width, ∆, and the normalised
plasma pressure, βp,ped, is an important component of
both EPED and EuroPED models. Thus, it is relevant
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to check whether the EuroPED-NN predictions replicate
this relation. However, as the model outputs were re-
framed to provide the kinetic parameters at ψ = ψ0 while
retaining βp(ψ0) ≈ βp,ped for purposes of consistency in
integrated modelling, it is also important to illustrate
that the surrogate model retains this feature by plot-
ting ∆ against βp(ψ0). This is due to the fact that the
outputs of EuroPED-NN are: the electron temperature
prediction Te(ψ0), electron density prediction ne(ψ0) and
the pedestal width ∆, and all of them are included some-
how in the plot. Due to the fact that Te(ψ0) and ne(ψ0)
are needed for calculating βp(ψ0). Moreover, to perform
this calculation, given in Equation (6), some of the model
inputs are required: plasma current, effective charge, tri-
angularity, elongation and minor radius. These values
are used to calculate βp, which ultimately is a measure
of the confinement, expressed as:

βp =
⟨p⟩

⟨Bp⟩2 /2µ0

(6)

where Bp is the poloidal component of the magnetic field,
and the angle brackets represent flux-surface averages
made around the poloidal angle.

Then this ∆ − βp(ψ0) representation shows roughly
the behavior of the model, as it uses all the output in-
formation and some input information. The similarities
between the plot generated from predictions of EuroPED
and from the reduced model predictions will help to ver-
ify the model with a physics-based representation and to
measure the performance of the surrogate model.

Figure 6a shows the behaviour of the original Eu-
roPED original predictions for JET-ILW experiment
database in the ∆ − βp(ψ0) space. The original square
root relation used in EuroPED and EPED models can be
appreciated as: ∆ = c

√
βp,ped. This relation was found

in the tokamak DIII-D to be held with c = 0.076 [14].
However, as EuroPED-NN gives the outputs at ψ = ψ0

and not at top pedestal for convenience purposes, the re-
lation cannot be hold in the exact same way, then some
scatter around the square root fit can be found for both
EuroPED and EuroPED-NN predictions. This is a result
from the discrepancy between βp,ped and βp(ψ0).

Figure 6b show the EuroPED-NN predictions with
epistemic uncertainty, across both the training and test
datasets from the pedestal database. This means that
the plotted uncertainties should correspond to the inter-
polation region, where the surrogate model is expected
to provide decent predictions.

In Figure 6c, the EuroPED-NN predictions for random
inputs inside the range of the dataset inputs are shown.
4000 input entries have been generated using two uni-
form distributions, one using the central 90% range of
the dataset and the other the central 60%, this has been
done to adequately populate the ∆ − βp(ψ0) space. A

convex hull using the training data has been created in
order to check which random points fall inside of it. It
can be appreciated in the plot how the points inside the
convex hull are following the square root fit with higher
precision than the rest. Then the ∆−βp(ψ0) relation has
been caught and generalized adequately to the training
space by EuroPED-NN.

Overall, it is clear that the EuroPED-NN predictions
in the ∆−βp(ψ0) space is quite similar to the original one
in Figure 6a, moreover the random points seem to follow
the trend, specially those inside the training convex hull,
so the model is capturing the behavior reasonably well.

4 Conclusion

In this study, it has been shown that EuroPED-NN,
trained using the BNN-NCP technique, is able to re-
produce the results and behavior of EuroPED database
with good accuracy, whose mean prediction provides
similar performance to that of a simple feed-forward
neural network, showing performances. Obtaining errors
under 7 % for Te(ψ0) and ne(ψ0) and under 3 % for
Pedestal Width. However the use of this BNN-NCP
technique has allowed to identify extrapolation and
interpolation regions via the epistemic and/or aleatoric
uncertainties, as the epistemic uncertainty generally
grows with distance from dataset convex hull, while the
aleatoric uncertainty falls. On top of that, the use of
these aleatoric and epistemic uncertainties allows the
model to be uncertainty aware in the predictions, so
that the prediction’s confidence can be known.
EuroPED-NN has also been tested using physical
reasonings. First, a one-dimensional scan calculating
ne(ψ0) for different values of Ip has been performed
proving the expected growth of Ip, while showing
the behavior of the prediction’s uncertainty. Second,
the ∆ − βp,ped semi-empirical relation included inside
EuroPED has been tested to hold in EuroPED-NN,
using both dataset inputs and random inputs, so that
the relation is correctly generalized.
Finally, after explaining the method, building the
surrogate model and performing the posterior analysis,
it can be said that the EuroPED-NN is completely
functional. In the Appendix B, some additional analysis
on uncertainties is performed, and in Appendix C and D,
the same methodology described has been implemented
in the EPED model and using experimental data,
respectively.

The method developed in this study, based on the work
developed in [27], can be adapted for building surrogate
models inside and outside the plasma physics field.
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(a) EuroPED dataset
(b) EuroPED-NN predictions on dataset
points (c) EuroPED-NN predictions on random points

Figure 6: Data from various sources represented in pedestal-width (∆)-βp(ψ0) space, with errorbars showing the epistemic uncertainty.
Predictions (blue dots) are fitted to show the semi empirical relation ∆ = c

√
βp,ped (square root fit in dashed red). The pedestal width

is measured in normalised magnetic flux units ψpol and βp(ψ0) is a dimensionless quantity. In (c), prediction points inside the training
convex hull are shown in orange.
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A OOD Hyperparameters

This section provides some data for the OOD related hy-
perparameters referenced in the main body. These val-
ues were specifically chosen for this study based on the
training attempts and expert reasoning of the authors.
They must be reevaluated when applying the BNN-NCP
technique to other applications.

In the case of the OOD sampling, as mentioned in the
section 2.5, the width of OOD region for input sampling
was chosen to be 2 times the standard deviation of the
dataset input variables. This range resulted wide enough
to get the desired results.

Regarding the target epistemic uncertainty Σy, the
value chosen in the three output variables was Σy =
0.001 in normalised units. The target aleatoric uncer-
tainty was also chosen to be small, sy = 0.0001 also in
normalised units.

B Input uncertainty study in EuroPED-NN

In the methodology developed in this work two types of
uncertainties are distinguished, epistemic and aleatoric.
However, it is interesting to study how the input uncer-
tainties are translated into the output uncertainties prop-
agating them through the EuroPED-NN model. Those
input uncertainties are estimated from the measurement
signals and the values appear in Table 1.

σx
µ 0.02
Bt (T) 0.001
ϵ 0.01
κ 0.01
Triangularity δ 0.01
Ptot (MW) 0.5
ne,sep (1019m−3) 0.7
Zeff 0.05

Table 1: Values for the expected uncertainty in the input data.

The method to develop this study was similar to the
procedure used in OOD sampling. The dataset input
values were modified summing to each a sample of 1000
values generated by the distribution N (0, σx). Then
this 1000 points generated with just one input entry are
passed through EuroPED-NN, from this 1000 values for
each of the outputs we obtain the standard deviation,
which correspond with the input uncertainty translated
to the output.

Figure 7 shows the results of this study comparing the
sampled uncertainty with the aleatoric uncertainty for
all the points in the dataset. Aleatoric uncertainty was
chosen for comparison due to the closest relation with
the data variation, on top of that epistemic uncertainty
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was consistently lower than both aleatoric and sampled
uncertainty. It is noticeable how in the output variables
ne(ψ0) and Te(ψ0) the aleatoric uncertainty accounts for
all the sampled uncertainty, serving as a lower bound.
In the case of ∆ both aleatoric and sampled uncertainty
are in the same order. It is expected that the aleatoric
uncertainty captures the input uncertainties translated
to the outputs, as the aleatoric uncertainty catches the
variance in the data, which is highly related with the
measurements uncertainty.

Figure 7: Comparison between sampled uncertainty coming from
the input uncertainties and aleatoric uncertainty for all dataset
points.

It is worth noting that the ne,sep uncertainty domi-

nates the results, due to the large σx values (Table 1)
and due to the importance of the variable ne,sep in the
calculation of the final output. To test it, the sampling
was repeated with lower values of σx for ne,sep, obtaining
significantly lower sampled uncertainties.

Including the effect of the input uncertainty into the
methodology of the neural network would be a desired
feature for the model. In this work some attempts were
performed, however the result was not satisfactory in
most cases. Then it is suggested for future work.

C EPED surrogate

Following the same principles and methodology devel-
oped for EuroPED-NN, and also to show the adaptabil-
ity of it, the surrogate model of EPED has been cre-
ated. Taking the inputs and outputs of EPED listed in
the section 2.1, a BNN-NCP with the same number of
neurons per layer and the same architecture has been
trained to check if the BNN captures the model and the
∆ − βp,ped relation. In this case the outputs will corre-
spond to the values of Te at top pedestal (Te,ped) and
the pedestal width ∆. The dataset used will be the same
as in EuroPED-NN, where the columns for EPED runs
were already present. The model has been trained for
1000 epochs. The performance is shown in the Figures 8a
and 8b. Both of them seem to have a good fit with the
1:1 line, and the performance is always lower than 5 %
in both test and train datasets. RMSE is consistently
lower than in EuroPED-NN, which evidence the lower
complexity of EPED that allows better performance with
the same neural network architecture.

As in EuroPED, the semi empirical relation ∆ =
c
√
βp,ped is quite relevant in EPED, so we expect the

EPED surrogate to hold the same relation. Then we
will perform the physical validation as before. Figure 9a
shows the EPED predictions and the square root relation
in them. In Figure 9b the predictions of the EPED sur-
rogate are also shown in the pedestal width (∆)-βp,ped
space, where the square root fit coefficient is almost the
same as in the original EPED model. Finally in Fig-
ure 9c 4000 random input entries were generated in the
same manner as in section 3.2.2 and they were passed
through EPED surrogate. It is appreciable that predic-
tion points that fall inside the training convex hull follow
better the trend line, although the out-hull points also
follow it reasonably well. So again, the surrogate model
generalises correctly the physic relation.

In this section, it has been shown the adaptability of
the method to another plasma pedestal model, obtaining
reasonably good performance.
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(a) ∆

(b) Te,ped

Figure 8: EPED surrogate performance for its two output vari-
ables. Train and test data are shown in blue and orange respec-
tively. Epistemic and aleatoric uncertainties are displayed in ver-
tical and horizontal axis respectively.

D Experimental Model

During the training of the EuroPED-NN model, it was
found that some of the EuroPED output predictions do
not appear to align with the experimental data. Fig-
ure 10 shows a comparison between the experimental
and EuroPED-predicted outputs, where it becomes evi-
dent that the prediction points do not follow the 1:1 line.
While the objective of this study was to train a surro-
gate model for EuroPED, its accuracy is ultimately con-
strained to the accuracy of EuroPED itself. To push fur-
ther, an experimental model was constructed, using the
same EuroPED inputs while swapping the output data to
their corresponding experimental values. By employing
the same BNN-NCP structure to create this upgraded
surrogate model, it exhibits a much better alignment for
the same variable, as illustrated in Figure 11.

However, when comparing Figures 11 and 10, it be-
comes evident that the accuracy of this “experimentally-
enhanced" surrogate model is significantly lower than
that of the EuroPED surrogate model, as illustrated
in Figure 3. This suggests that the chosen set of in-
put variables for EuroPED may be insufficient to suffi-
ciently characterize the pedestal physics contained in the

dataset, based on its inability to obtain a similarly high
model performance. Guided by recent pedestal physics
literature, an effort to include the normalized plasma col-
lisionality, ν∗, as an input variable was attempted. How-
ever, all attempts have proven inadequate in explaining
why the model performance cannot be recovered between
the models. Nevertheless, this marks a promising initial
study into the development of a sufficient set of param-
eters to fully describe pedestal physics and further re-
search in this direction is strongly recommended.
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(a) EPED dataset
(b) EPED surrogate predictions with dataset
points (c) EPED surrogate predictions with random points

Figure 9: Data from various sources represented in pedestal-width (∆)-βp,ped space, with errorbars showing the epistemic uncertainty.
Predictions (blue dots) are fitted to show the semi empirical relation ∆ = c

√
βp,ped (square root fit in dashed red). The pedestal width

is measured in normalised magnetic flux units ψN and βp,ped is a dimensionless quantity. In (c), prediction points inside the training
convex hull are shown in orange.

(a) ∆ (b) Te,ped (c) ne,ped

Figure 10: EuroPED predictions performance compared with experimental values for its three output parameters.

(a) ∆ (b) Te,ped (c) ne,ped

Figure 11: Experimental surrogate model predictions for its three output parameters compared with the respective experimental data.
Epistemic and aleatoric uncertainties are displayed in vertical and horizontal axis respectively.
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