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Abstract

Simulation-based plasma scenario development, optimization and control are crucial elements towards the successful
deployment of next-generation experimental tokamaks and Fusion power plants. Current simulation codes require extremely
intensive use of HPC resources that make them unsuitable for iterative or real time applications. Neural network based surrogate
models of expensive simulators have been proposed to speed up such costly workflows. Current efforts in this direction in the
Fusion community are mostly limited to point estimates of quantities of interest or simple 1D PDE models, with a few notable
exceptions. While the AI literature on methods for neural PDE surrogate models is rich, performance benchmarks for Fusion-
relevant 2D fields has so far remained flimited. In this work neural PDE surrogates are trained for the JOREK MHD code and
the STORM scrape-off layer code using the PDEArena library1. The performance of these surrogate models is investigated as
a function of training set size as well as for long-term predictions. The performance of surrogate models that are trained on
either one variable or multiple variables at once is also considered. It is found that surrogates that are trained on more data
perform best for both long- and short-term predictions. Additionally, surrogate models trained on multiple variables achieve
higher accuracy and more stable performance. Downsampling the training set in time may provide stability in the long term at
the expense of the short term predictive capability, but visual inspection of the resulting fields suggests that multiple metrics
should be used to evaluate performance.

1https://github.com/microsoft/pdearena
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1. INTRODUCTION

A crucial step for fusion research to build commercial fusion devices is being able to model plasma behaviour.
Modelling of both the scrape-off layer (SOL) and the core plasma is fundamental to ensure appropriate divertor
and core performance, and their reliable characterisation is desirable for not just designing and interpreting ex-
periments in the current generation of reactors, but to inform the next generation too (i.e., ITER and STEP [1,
2]). Plasma behaviour can be modelled as a strongly coupled system of partial differential equations (PDEs).
Obtaining numerical solutions of these PDEs is computationally very intensive due to the spatial and temporal
scales involved. Existing frameworks used for modelling, such as BOUT++ [3], implement numerical solvers
with a trade-off between accuracy and speed. Even for reduced-order models, which are often 1 dimensional (e.g.,
DIV1D [4]), the computational cost is still high or even prohibitive for iterative applications, such as optimisa-
tion, or real-time control. Neural network (NN) based surrogate models offer a promising avenue to enable the
fast estimation of plasma states given the initial and boundary conditions for a physical model of choice. For
example, Convolutional Neural Networks (CNNs) have been applied to emulate the behaviour of SOLPS [5, 6, 7]
over a restricted area of its parameter space, demonstrating orders of magnitude speedup. Nevertheless, solutions
derived from CNNs lack discretization invariance, and therefore are applicable only to the specific discretization
of the numerical PDE solution that they were trained on. Recent work has introduced Neural Operators (NOs,
e.g., [8]), a family of surrogate models that learn infinite-dimensional mappings between function spaces, and that
are thus capable of learning a continuous, discretization-invariant representation of PDE solutions. The Fourier
Neural Operator (FNO), where convolutional filters are learned in Fourier space, has proved a particularly suc-
cessful architecture for modelling PDEs with NNs [9]. Fusion applications of NOs have so far been sparse. A first
exploration of NOs for emulation of MHD was presented in [10], where it was shown that the FNO outperforms
non discretization-invariant, CNN-based architectures. The FNO was also capable of accurately predicting the
evolution of plasma in the Mega Ampere Spherical Tokamak visible camera images. [11] have benchmarked the
performance of a range of NOs at reproducing DIV1D simulations, and demonstrated that the FNO provides a
competitive baseline. This work will present the results of work to develop fast FNO-based surrogate models of
simulations from STORM [12] as well as JOREK [13]. Built on the BOUT++ framework, STORM is a fluid code
focused on modelling turbulence and transport processes in the scrape-off layer region (SOL) and has been used
to carry out nonlinear flux-driven simulations in double null tokamak geometry with realistic parameters [14].
JOREK is a continuously developed simulation code that is widely used to study large-scale plasma instabilities
from the core and edge regions [15]. This work will make use of the PDEArena library [16], which is built with
benchmarking different neural PDE surrogate architectures an easy task. As a first proof of concept, this paper
will focus only on the FNO and further methodologies will be explored in future work.

This work focuses in particular on the following issues:

• The size of the training dataset required to obtain performing surrogate models. As NOs are trained on
numerical solutions of PDEs, which can be expensive to obtain, this is an important efficiency metric.

• The performance of the surrogate models for long term prediction. This is prone to degradation due to errors
accumulating and eventually driving the NO outside of the training distribution. A strategy is experimented
with where the NO is trained on progressively coarser time resolutions.

• The performance of the surrogate models in cases where multiple variables are learned concurrently by the
same model, thus exploiting the correlations induced by the physical models, versus the naive case where
surrogates are learned on individual variables.

This paper is structured as follows: Section 2 provides a description of the datasets, Section 3 introduces the
NO training configuration, Section 4 outlines the results of the experiments. The key results are summarised in
section 5, which includes also a discussion on the future extensions of this work.

2. DATA

Training datasets are created from STORM and JOREK simulations. JOREK , while STORM evolves density and
electric potential for 1000 timesteps. Both simulations are run in 2D rectangular slab geometry for the purposes
of these experiments, however the long term goal will be to expand to the 3D case with more complex simulations
in full toroidal geometry. The JOREK dataset is generated using a simplified MHD simulation model evolving
density, temperature and electric potential, and involving the radial convection of multiple plasma blobs. The
simulations were all run in 2D square 100x100 slab geometry with the width and height being 1m, centred at major
radius R=10m. The plasma blobs were initialised on top of a low background density and temperature, and the
pressure gradients of the blobs cause a buoyancy-like effect that leads them to move outwards due to the toroidal
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geometry. The “multiple blobs with non-uniform temperature” dataset is used from [10], which comprises 2000
simulations with different blob numbers, starting locations, temperature fluctuations and density. Further details
can be found in [10]. 1800 simulations are used for training and 200 for testing, unless stated otherwise. The
JOREK simulations were run for 2000 timesteps, with a very small timestep size to ensure stability. In [10] the
time domain was then downsampled by a factor of 10, for a total of 200 timesteps available, and the same approach
will be adopted here.

The STORM simulations evolve density and electric potential. A vertical band of density source generates fluid
turbulence in the radial direction due to the toroidal geometry. The dataset is obtained by varying the amplitude
and width of the source. Throughout the time steps, density at the source is increased as a function of time in order
to maintain density at the starting band throughout the trajectory. The simulations were all run in 2D regular slab
geometry (384x256, scaled down by a half to reduce training time) with the dimensions being 150 and 100mm,
located around the separatrix, allowing for analysis of much smaller scale turbulence. 1000 STORM simulations
were generated, of which 900 were used for training and 100 for testing, unless stated otherwise. For STORM,
a total of 1000 timesteps were run and only post saturation of turbulence was considered, which was identified
as when vorticity (which is derived from the potential) started increasing from an initial value of zero. This was
done as early experiments showed that the transition between the two regimes was extremely difficult to capture
accurately.

Since both datasets involved the gradual diffusion of inhomogeneous density, the data distribution within the
spatial domain was severely imbalanced. Normalisation of the dataset was performed in order to address this,
specifically the training dataset was scaled linearly to allow for the field values to lie between -1 and 1 and the
same transformation was performed on the evaluation dataset.

3. METHODS

The PDEarena platform [16] includes several options of Neural PDE solvers, including the Fourier-Neural-
Operator method (FNO) [9] used in this work. The FNO architecture consists of stacked blocks defined as follows,

y = σ

(
F−1

(
RF(x)

)
+Wx+ b

)
(1)

which, for an input x combine a learned Fourier representation R and a linear transformation of the field W with
bias b using a nonlinearity σ. Here, F is the Fourier transform. See [9] for more details.

PDEarena was used as a code base and extended to support STORM and JOREK simulation data. For the
model, a modified version of the FNO configuration “FNO-128-32m” in PDEarena is used with the number of
Fourier blocks increased to 3, and where the grid discretisation is concatenated in the same dimension as field data
where available as it provides improvement in performance as demonstrated in [10].

The FNO takes in field values across a 2D grid for an initial set of time steps and outputs a set of later time
steps across the same grid. An input feed of 20 time steps of field information and an output of 5 time steps
was arbitrarily chosen. To achieve longer rollouts, the output (coupled with later timesteps from the input where
necessary) is fed back in the FNO to obtain further field evolution in time and each iteration is called a rollout step
(see Figure 1). Each FNO was trained on a single rollout step with a random starting point. Likewise, validation
was performed using a single rollout step, and an early stopping strategy with patience of 10. All results shown are
for models trained on solely the density variable apart from the comparison between individual vs multivariable
models (see Section 4.3). Each model was trained for up to 72 hours using the Adam optimizer with cosine
annealing learning rate scheduler with the starting learning rate of 0.0002 and minimum learning rate value of
1.e-7 for both. Hyperparameter optimisation is expensive and has not been performed in this case, but will be
considered in further studies. The model was trained on a mean squared error (MSE) loss function and evaluated
on mean absolute error (MAE). The model output is evaluated for the normalised dataset, in order to allow for fair
comparisons between simulation models and corresponding variables.

4. OUTCOMES

4.1. Initial results

As a first experiment, two FNOs were trained to learn the evolution of the density field from 1900 JOREK simu-
lations and 900 STORM simulations respectively, converging to a test MSE of 3.14e-4 and 2.02e-4 respectively.
Rollouts for test samples are shown in Figure 2 and it can be seen that both surrogates were able to learn global
features, such as the location of the blobs in JOREK (Figure 2 upper panels) and the location of the SOL (Figure
1, bottom panels). However, it is clear that for longer time rollouts the finer details of the fields are quite different

3
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FIG. 1. Example rollout using surrogate where the surrogate takes in 4 and generates 1 timestep. For the initial
rollout step, the surrogate uses only timesteps from the original simulation, but rollout steps beyond that start using
an increasing portion of generated rollout steps.

from the ground truth. This is shown quantitatively in Figure 3 for the density fields, and in the remainder of the
paper for the other variables. A combination of two factors might result in the observed behaviour:

• Model error: the nature of data driven approaches implies that the surrogate model learns an approximation
of future plasma states. The autoregressive strategy results in such approximations being used to predict
future timesteps, which results in compounding of error and in the model being deployed outside of the
distribution of data it was trained on.

• Physics error: the chaotic nature of the turbulence implies that even if the surrogate model almost perfectly
replicates turbulence physics, small, often unavoidable errors at the beginning of the rollout will result in a
large error towards the end.

4.2. Dataset size and long rollouts

The next experiment investigates the impact of the training dataset size on the performance of the FNO. For this
purpose, different sized subsets of the original training dataset was used, leaving the validation dataset the same
for all models. Multiple FNO models with training dataset size that varies from 900 to 300 STORM simulations
and 1800 to 300 JOREK simulations are trained. All the models are constructed and trained with identical hyper-
parameters with the exception of the training dataset size. As seen in Figure 3), in general, the larger the training
dataset, the better the performance of the model.

4.3. Individual vs multivariable

For both sets of simulations, evolution of the plasma state requires modelling tightly coupled variables as pre-
scribed by the physics of the systems of PDEs of interest. The multi-variable FNO in PDEarena was used as
described in Section 3 to test whether modelling multiple variables together is beneficial in the neural operator
framework. As shown in Figure 4, the multi-variable FNO achieves better performance in all variables for both
the JOREK and STORM simulations and this holds true for the entire rollout, while for some STORM surrogates
trained on individual variables the predictions even diverge. The conclusion drawn from this is that for highly-
correlated fields in simulations such as STORM and JOREK, the multi-variable FNO is able to better capture the
dynamics compared to the case of individual variables modelled separately, which allows an improved handling
of the accumulated rollout error for a fixed choice of hyperparameters.

4.4. On time subsampling for long term predictions

The rollout strategy of evaluation is very desirable as it allows for flexibility in the number of output timesteps.
However, as seen in the previous sections, this strategy is prone to performance degradation throughout the rollout.
In order to improve long term rollout performance, an experiment where models are trained on sparser timesteps is
conducted. For this purpose, the data is downsampled in time by a factor of N. By training on sparser timesteps, the
model is trained on the evolution of variables for longer periods of time which, it is hoped, will result in a slower
rate at which errors are integrated into the input, and therefore propagated forward in time via the autoregressive
strategy. Specifically, every N=1, 2 and 10 timesteps is used for the model trained on STORM simulations and 1,
2 and 5 for the model trained on JOREK due to limitations associated with trajectory length available. With the
exception of the change above, all models are constructed and trained in identical conditions.

Figure 5 shows the impact of training a model with different downsampling in time. The results show that
whilst during the beginning of the rollout the model with no downsampling performs better, for a longer period
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FIG. 2. FNO model rollout plotted at specific time steps, for an exmaple JOREK run (a), and an example STORM
run (b), for the electron density.
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FIG. 3. Impact of training dataset size on model rollout performance for JOREK (a) and STORM (b)
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FIG. 4. Comparing the error growth of different variables across time roll-out of the Individual FNOs (Single) and
the Multi-variable FNO (Multi) for JOREK (a) and STORM (b).

of time the models with more downsampling may perform better. While all the results shown here were obtained
using the models with the best validation loss from the early stopping strategy, models with high downsampling
factors were observed to overfit after only a few epochs, contrary to models trained without downsampling. This
implies that the significantly higher costs of training a model without downsampling may not result in improved
long-term MAE performance. However, when visually inspecting a trajectory obtained with different choices for
downsampling in Figure 6, it is unclear, intuitively, which surrogate outputs should be considered better. While the
high frequencies are retained when no downsampling is performed, the physical fields obtained by the surrogates
clearly diverge from the ground truth in a pointwise manner. On the contrary, only the large frequencies are
retained in the downsampling scenarios. This may suggests that different metrics for evaluation of neural PDE
solvers should be explored (e.g., [17, 18]).
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FIG. 5. Impact of time downsampling during training on model rollout performance for up to 100 timesteps in
JOREK (a) and 200 in STORM (b).

5. CONCLUSIONS AND FUTURE WORK

Surrogate models of PDE systems are a promising tool to speed up tokamak scenario development and optimisa-
tion. This work adopted the benchmarking suite PDEArena to explore how well an FNO neural network trained
on incremental temporal evolution of simulation data from the STORM and JOREK codes would perform as a
surrogate model of SOL physics and MHD respectively. The main contribution is that whilst the FNO fits the
requirements of an accurate, fast surrogate for shorter time periods, it suffers from compounding error which
degrades the model performance across longer periods of time. The performance of the surrogate models was
benchmarked against changes such as (i) increasing the training dataset size (section 4.2), (ii) increasing the gap
in time between timesteps (section 4.4) and (iii) training on variables together rather than individually (section
4.3). (i) improved the surrogate model performance throughout the rollout, while (ii) stabilised performance for
a longer time rollout at the expense of the former. The best performing surrogates were those trained to model
all the physical quantities of each PDE system together (iii), as they were able to exploit information about cor-
related variables to handle the accumulated rollout error better. A potential reason for these behaviours is that
the accumulating input error in the autoregressive strategy gradually causes the rollout to go out of distribution.
Moreover, the recent work by [19] found that the MSE loss emphasises learning low frequency modes very well
but not the high frequency modes. This is problematic as accurate modelling of frequencies with lower amplitude
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FIG. 6. Surrogate model rollouts for FNOs trained on density for different downsampling schemes, for (a) a
JOREK simulation, and (b) a STORM simulation. Compare to Figure 2.

becomes increasingly important to longer rollout lengths. Future directions of research will include: (i) experi-
ments directed at improving the performance of the model across longer rollouts such as different errors and the
“pushfoward” trick introduced in [20], (ii) hyperparameter tuning, (iii) more complex physics models (iv) transfer
learning from datasets of simpler models/geometries towards datasets of more complex simulations.
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