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Abstract. In a shattered pellet injection (SPI) system the penetration and

assimilation of the injected material depends on the speed and size distribution of

the SPI fragments. ASDEX Upgrade (AUG) was recently equipped with a flexible

SPI to study the effect of these parameters on disruption mitigation efficiency. In

this paper we study the impact of different parameters on SPI assimilation with the

1.5D INDEX code. Scans of fragment sizes, speeds and different pellet compositions

are carried out for single SPI into AUG H-mode plasmas. We use a semi-empirical

thermal quench (TQ) onset condition to study the material assimilation trends.

For mixed deuterium-neon pellets, smaller/faster fragments start to assimilate

quicker. However, at the expected onset of the global reconnection event (GRE),

larger/faster fragments end up assimilating more material. Variations in the

injected neon content lead to a large difference in the assimilated neon for neon

content below < 1021 atoms. For larger injected neon content, a self-regulating

mechanism limits the variation in the amount of assimilated neon. We use a back-

averaging model to simulate the plasmoid drift during pure deuterium injections

with the back-averaging parameter determined by a interpretative simulation of

an experimental pure deuterium injection discharge. Again, larger and faster

fragments are found to lead to higher assimilation with the material assimilation

limited to the plasma edge in general, due to the plasmoid drift. The trends of

assimilation for varying fragment sizes, speeds and pellet composition qualitatively

agree with the previously reported experimental observations.
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1. Introduction

A disruption mitigation system (DMS) is necessary for reactor-relevant tokamaks like

ITER [1] in order to ensure the preservation of machine components throughout their

designated operational lifespan. To address the intense heat and electromagnetic

loads that can occur during a disruption, a shattered pellet injection (SPI) system will

be utilized by ITER [2–4]. An SPI system injects material into the plasma in the form

of a cryogenic pellet that is shattered on a shatter unit, e.g. a bend in the guide tube

before entering the plasma. The shattering allows more efficient material assimilation

due to the increased surface area exposure to the background plasma [2]. The ITER

DMS is required to reduce the vessel forces by a factor of 2-3 and heat loads by at

least 90% [1, 5] when operating at its highest currents and energy. To aid the design,

optimisation and commissioning of the ITER DMS, experiments are being carried

out in present tokamaks such as DIII-D [6], JET [7], KSTAR [8], J-TEXT [9], HL-

2A [10], EAST [11] and ASDEX Upgrade (AUG) [12, 13]. An important parameter

of an SPI system which affects material penetration and assimilation is the size and

speed of the fragments generated by the shattered pellets. Here, AUG plays an

important role due to its highly flexible SPI system capable of varying fragment

sizes and speeds independently. This capability was enabled by its triple barrel

injectors [12], where each independent guide tube can be equipped with different

shatter heads. Experiments carried out in the 2022 experimental campaign [14, 15]

utilised three different shattering tubes with different cross sections and shattering

angles.

To make predictions for the ITER DMS, accurate modelling of the plasma

response to an SPI system and validation with present experiments is required.

For this purpose, 3D MHD codes have proven successful in studying the

material assimilation, MHD activity and associated radiation characteristics [16–

21]. However, these simulations are computationally expensive, limiting our ability

to carry out very detailed parameter studies. For this purpose, reduced models

are utilised to carry out larger parametric scans to understand the role of key SPI

parameters and validate their relationship with material assimilation.

In this paper, we use the 1.5D disruption simulator code INDEX [22] to validate

the trends in penetration and material assimilation in the AUG tokamak with three

key SPI parameters: fragment sizes, speeds, and pellet composition. We consider

pure deuterium and mixed deuterium-neon pellets at various mixing ratios. A back-

averaging model [23] is used to simulate the plasmoid drift that is experienced by pure

deuterium pellets. The simulation results are compared with trends of assimilation

from the experimental analysis.
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The paper is structured as follows: section 2 briefly describes the INDEX

code and the AUG-specific inputs used in the simulations, along with a detailed

description of the plasma response for a mixed deuterium-neon pellet. The results

of the parametric simulation scans are discussed in section 3 and are categorised by

the pellet composition, and further sub-categorised into scans of fragment sizes and

speeds. Experimental comparisons, wherever available, are also presented.

2. Modelling AUG SPI using INDEX

INDEX is an axisymmetric simulation code [22] that self-consistently solves 1D

transport equations in the magnetic flux coordinates along with a 2D Grad-Shafranov

equilibrium solver [24] with the boundary conditions given by solving a series of

circuit equations of toroidally continuous filaments. The free-boundary equilibrium

is evolved in time with iterations to a 1D magnetic diffusion equation. The

densities of the various ion species are individually modelled, accounting for different

charge states, while assuming temperature equilibration between the charge states.

Ionisation and recombination rates are sourced from the OpenADAS database [25].

For the SPI module, INDEX models the shattered fragments as spheres whose size

distribution is obtained from a statistical fragmentation model [16, 26]. The fragment

velocities are sampled from a Gaussian distribution centered at the pellet velocity

with a user-defined velocity spread. The 3D location of the fragments are mapped to

the 1D flux coordinates at each time step. The ablation from the shattered fragments

is estimated using the Neutral Gas Shielding (NGS) model [27]. During a simulation,

INDEX traces the motion of multiple pellet markers with given fragment velocities,

calculates the recession in fragment sizes using the NGS model and assumes the

ablated particles are deposited as a flux-surface-averaged neutral particle source.

Further details on the employed equations and details can be found in the paper by

Matsuyama [22].

2.1. Simulation parameters

For the free-boundary equilibrium solver, the poloidal location of the Ohmic and

poloidal field coils have been adopted from the AUG flight simulator [28] and are

shown in Figure 1. For the sake of simplicity, only a single injection vector is utilised

for all the simulations corresponding to the 25◦ rect. shatter head geometry (shown

in Figure 1). The largest impact of the various shattering angles comes via the

change of the fragment distribution, with the different injection direction having a

less significant role [29].
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Figure 1: Poloidal cross-section showing coil and vessel elements, along with

equilibrium contours of the q = 1, 2, 3 surfaces, the separatrix; and the SPI injection

vector (orange arrow). Green dotted line marks an edge AXUV line of sight (LOS)

intersecting the entry location of the fragments. Red dashed line marks a core SXR

LOS. Vertical black dotted lines mark the CO2 interferometer LOS.

To initialise the simulation, a set of radial profiles of electron, temperature and

current density are required corresponding to the plasma equilibrium. The inputs

used in the simulations presented in this paper are based on the AUG discharge

#40355 [15]. The density and temperature profiles were obtained from the Integrated

Data Analysis (IDA) diagnostic [30] which combined measurements from lithium

beam emission spectroscopy (LIB), deuterium cyanide (DCN) laser interferometry,

electron cyclotron emission (ECE), and Thomson scattering (TS) spectroscopy to

determine electron density and temperature. The temperature profile was further

modified to match the pressure profile from the CLISTE plasma equilibrium [31]

to take into account the contribution from fast particles not included in the IDA

thermal profiles. This adjustment serves as a practical approach to partially account

for the ablation from fast particles, which are not included in the IDA thermal

profiles. The same profiles have also been used for AUG JOREK simulations [32].

The reconstructed equilibrium and measured electron density and current density
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Figure 2: Radial plasma profiles used for initial plasma equilibrium convergence, (a)

Electron temperature (left axis) and density (right axis); (b) Current density (left

axis) and q-profile (right axis)

profiles and are shown in Figure 2. Assuming Te = Ti, the thermal energy content

before the SPI is 564 kJ. Similar to previous ITER SPI simulations with INDEX [22],

the particle transport and heat diffusion coefficient were set to Dα = 2m2/s and

Kα = 4.5m2/s respectively for the entire simulation and were assumed to be radially

uniform. For all the simulations in this paper, the velocity dispersion is set to

∆v/v = ±40% and the vertex angle of the injection cone, i.e. the spatial toroidal

and the poloidal spread is set to ±20◦ [33].

2.2. Characteristic plasma response during impurity SPI

To assist the interpretation of parametric scans reported in this paper, first we

describe the plasma response to a 200 m/s mixed deuterium-neon injection with

10% neon molar fraction. The pellet diameter is set to 8 mm and the pellet

length to 10 mm. The simulation is initialised at the time of shattering, where

a distribution of fragments is generated for a user-defined number of fragments, in

this case, Nfrags = 200.
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Figure 3: Profiles for various SPI rel-

evant plasma parameters during an

injection plotted against normalized

poloidal flux: (a) electron tempera-

ture, (b) electron density, (c) neon

density, (d) neutral particle source

function [22], (e) radiated power, (f)

current density. The circled numbers

indicate key plasma dynamics which

are discussed in the text.
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The profiles of relevant plasma parameters during the SPI are shown in Figure 3.

Two key fragment location parameters are shown in the form of pentagram and

circular scatter points: the front of the fragment plume corresponding to the location

of the fragment with 99% speed percentile and rear of the plume corresponding to

the fragment with 25% speed percentile, respectively. Additionally, the fragment

locations at the time of plotted profiles are shown in Figure 4. As the fragments enter

the plasma, at 0.7 ms, an initial rise in the neutral particle source function is observed

at the plasma edge, as marked in Figure 3d as 1 and a slight increase in radiated

power 2 is observed corresponding to line radiation from the injected neon particles.

Eventually, as the fragments travel further in the plasma, additional neutral particles

are introduced towards the core, the electron density starts to increase (Figure 3b,

3 ) and the electron temperature (Figure 3a, 4 ) decreases. Note that the ablation

front follows the front of the plume and the radiation front lags only slightly behind.

Finally, a radiative cold front (< 10eV) starts to form at the plasma edge (Figure 3a,

5 ) at 2.3 ms, leading to strong gradients in the current density (Figure 3f, 6 ).

Since the plasma edge is cold and the bulk of the fragments are towards the plasma

core which is still relatively hot, more neutrals are introduced in the plasma core

(Figure 3d, 7 ).

Like in Massive Gas Injection (MGI) experiments [34–38], once the cold front

crosses the q = 2 surface, corresponding to ψN ≈ 0.8 in Figure 3, strong tearing

modes are expected to be destabilised and initiate a thermal quench. Although the

cold front lags behind in time compared to the movement of the ablation and the

radiation front however it can still lead to the onset of the global reconnection event

(GRE) before majority of the material is assimilated. In this simulation, only ≈ 9%

of the injected material is ablated inside the plasma volume at the GRE onset. The

time between when the fragments cross the AXUV LOS shown in Figure 1 and the

cold front (< 10eV) reaches the q = 2 surface is referred to as the simulated pre-

GRE duration. In the present simulation, the pre-GRE duration is estimated as

1.25 ms. Modelling the plasma dynamics in the GRE phase and beyond is outside

the scope of this article and will be considered in future work. Hence, while the

presented simulations might extend beyond the expected GRE onset, no changes in

the transport parameters are made. Parallel transport losses are not included in

the model and might contribute to thermal energy loss especially in the presence of

stochastic fields.
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3. Parametric scans

3.1. Deuterium-neon mixture injections

3.1.1. Fragment sizes In this subsection, we discuss a set of simulations of varying

fragment sizes for 10% neon and 90% deuterium SPI molecules. The plasmoid drift

is not taken into account for any of the mixed deuterium-neon injections presented

in this subsection and is only considered for pure deuterium injections discussed in

section 3.3. The fragment sizes were varied indirectly by sampling different number

of fragments from a fixed pellet size of 8 mm diameter and 10 mm length. The mean

fragment velocity was set to 230 m/s for all cases along with a fixed velocity dispersion

of ∆v/v = 40%. The resulting relation between number of sampled fragments and

mean fragment size is shown in Figure 5. Multiple realisations were sampled from

the statistical size distribution to ensure that general trends are observed. Different

realisations of the size distribution for the same number of total fragments are plotted

with the same colour scatter points in Figure 5 and for the rest of the paper as well.
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Figure 5: Relation between sampled number of fragments and mean fragment size.

An overview of the core material assimilation trends can be obtained by plotting

the material density inside the q = 2 surface as shown in Figure 6. The general

trend indicates smaller fragments starting to assimilate quicker compared to larger

fragments. This leads to a quicker increase in the electron and neon density in

the plasma . The trend is a result of smaller fragments having a larger surface area

exposed to the background plasma leading to quicker assimilation compared to larger

fragments.



Modelling of SPI on AUG 9

0 1 2 3 4
0

5

10

n
e
 (

1
0

2
0
 m

-3
)

(a)

0 1 2 3 4

Time (ms)

0

0.2

0.4
n

N
e
 (

1
0

1
8
 m

-3
)

N
frags

 = 20

N
frags

 = 30

N
frags

 = 40

N
frags

 = 50

N
frags

 = 70

N
frags

 = 100

N
frags

 = 400

N
frags

 = 700
(b)

Figure 6: Time traces of average electron density (a) and neon density (b) inside the

q = 2 surface for different mean fragment sizes.

Assuming the GRE onset condition discussed in section 2.2, the time of the GRE

onset for each simulation is marked with filled circles in Figure 6. In contrast to the

trend discussed above, the larger fragments end up assimilating more material before

the GRE onset and the reversal in trend appears due to the location of the deposited

material. The plasma profiles at the time of expected GRE onset for each simulation

are shown in Figure 7. Due to lower ablation at the edge from larger fragments, the

edge cools slowly compared to injections with smaller fragments. As a result, larger

fragments enable higher core assimilation and at the same time allow for a longer

pre-GRE duration compared to smaller fragments. Therefore, higher core density

and lower core temperatures are observed for larger fragments compared to smaller

fragments in Figure 7.

The deeper core penetration and higher radiation from the core also lead to lower

remaining plasma thermal energy at the GRE onset as shown in Figure 8. Similar

trends in fragment sizes have also been observed in DIII-D INDEX simulations [39].

Furthermore, qualitative trends of the neon assimilation in the experiments were

also studied by Jachmich [7] by looking at the duration for the plasma current to

quench from 100% to 80% during the CQ phase (τCQ,100%→80%). The duration is an

indication of the assimilated neon as the CQ rate is determined by a balance between

the external heating and the impurity radiative cooling [40]. It was reported that

larger fragments had a shorter (τCQ,100%→80%), indicating higher neon assimilation,

however the trend was more apparent for lower neon content injections.
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Figure 7: Electron temperature profiles (a) and density profiles (b) at the expected

GRE onset for different mean fragment sizes.
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3.1.2. Fragment speeds The parametric scan for varying fragment speeds was

carried out for 10% neon and 90% deuterium pellets assuming a range of mean

fragment velocities from 300−700 m/s with a fixed velocity dispersion. An identical

fragment size distribution corresponding to 200 sampled fragments was utilised for
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all the simulations to exclude the effect of varying fragment sizes. The resulting time

evolution of electron and neon density inside the q = 2 surface is shown in Figure 9.
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Figure 9: Time traces of average electron density (a) and neon density (b) inside the

q = 2 surface for different mean fragment speeds.

The simulations show that faster fragments start to assimilate earlier than slower

fragments due to quicker penetration of the injected material. Despite the faster

fragments also having a shorter pre-GRE duration, more material is assimilated

before the cold front reaches the q = 2 surface. This effect can be explained by

the injected material being able to penetrate deeper and assimilate more material

towards the core before the formation and propagation of the cold front. The

resultant electron density and temperature profiles at the moment the cold front

reaches the q = 2 surface are shown in Figure 11. The profiles discernibly indicate

deeper assimilation of material injected with faster fragments, leading to stronger

radiative cooling of the plasma core and consequently, lower core temperatures. Time

evolution of the plasma thermal energy is shown in Figure 10. The quicker and higher

assimilation of the injected material for faster fragments also leads to more thermal

energy being radiated away in the pre-GRE phase.
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Figure 11: Electron temperature profile (a) and density profile (b) at the expected

GRE onset for different mean fragment speeds. The vertical lines mark the location

of the q = 2 surface.
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Figure 10: Time traces of the plasma thermal energy for different fragment speeds.

Similar trends have been observed for INDEX simulations for DIII-D [39] and

ITER [22] which show faster fragments leading to higher assimilation. Experimental

measurements of τCQ,100%→80% in AUG [7] also indicate faster fragments leading to

higher neon assimilation. An aspect of the SPI system not considered in the above

simulations is the effect of the gas generated during the shattering process. Gebhart

et. al. [33] have studied the amount of gas produced during the shattering process

and found it to have a strong dependence on χR, which is the ratio of pellet kinetic
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Figure 12: Time traces of average electron density (a) and neon density (b) inside

the q = 2 surface for different pellet composition.

energy to the threshold kinetic energy. At higher values of χR, < 30% of the pellet

mass has been detected from the measured fragment size distributions from fast

cameras.

3.1.3. Pellet composition scan Finally, we discuss a set of simulations for varying

neon composition of the pellet. The neon fraction in the pellet was varied from

0.1% to 50% of a 10 mm long and 8 mm diameter pellet, which corresponds to

∼ 1.2·1019 to 8.9·1021 atoms. To eliminate the influence of fragment parameters, the

same fragment size and speed distribution was utilised in all the simulations. 200

fragments were sampled with a mean fragment velocity of 230 m/s.

The time evolution of electron and neon density inside the q = 2 surface is

shown in Figure 12. Injecting higher amounts of neon lead to higher neon density

rise and lower electron density rise. The neon assimilation varies strongly for trace

amounts (< 5%) of injected neon. At higher neon quantities, the neon assimilation

changes minimally indicating a self-regulating balance between decrease in plasma

temperature due to stronger radiative cooling which in turn reduces further ablation.

Similar to the previous scans, the circular scatter points in Figure 12 indicate the

expected time of the GRE onset. Following the trend of neon assimilation, the pre-

GRE duration decreases drastically with increasing amounts of injected neon for

trace amounts (< 5%) and only minimally for larger neon amounts.

The electron density and temperature profiles at the time of expected GRE onset

are shown in Figure 13. While the larger neon amounts (> 5%) show the formation
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of a cold front at the plasma edge before the plasma core cools down, injections with

lower amounts or neon (< 1%), lead to an inside-out temperature collapse. For these

low neon amount injections, the fragments have enough time to travel to and deposit

more material in the hot plasma core because of the higher ablation rates, before

a cold-front forms at the plasma edge. In such cases, the MHD process leading to

a disruption might be drastically different compared to the outside-in temperature

collapse. Nevertheless, for the sake of comparison, the same GRE onset condition

is used for these cases. The inside-out temperature collapse also allows for more

thermal energy to be radiated away before the expected GRE event as indicated in

Figure 14 by the circular scatter points. While the time evolution of the thermal

energy follow the general trend of quicker radiation with increasing neon content,

a non-monotonic trend of the remaining thermal energy at GRE-onset is observed.

However, this trend requires further investigation as it may be influenced by the

nature of the MHD activity that leads to a disruption in such cases.
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Figure 13: Electron temperature profile (a) and density profile (b) at the GRE onset

for different pellet composition. The vertical lines mark the location of the q = 2

surface.

A limitation of the present scan is that it does not take into account the plasmoid

drift [41] which might shift the ablated material towards the magnetic low-field-side

(LFS) especially for lower neon content injections and pure D injections. While it has

been shown that the presence of 2-5% neon can substantially suppress the plasmoid

drift [21, 41], a more comprehensive relation between neon content and the extent of

drift suppression is still under investigation.
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Figure 14: Time traces of the plasma thermal energy for different pellet composition.

Experimental indications of neon assimilation in the experiments have been

indirectly provided by measuring the radiated energy fraction throughout the

disruption [14] and the value of τCQ,100%→80% [7]. Both the quantities have a strong

dependence on the neon content for lower neon content values: 1019 to 1021 atoms

or 0 to 5% of 8 mm diameter and 10 mm length pellets. While for neon content

> 1021 atoms, both quantities have minimal changes in their values indicating a self-

regulating cooling effect of the injected neon as mentioned above. The trend in neon

assimilation, as observed in the present pre-GRE simulations, provide an indirect

comparison to the experimental indications of the neon assimilation discussed above.

Figure 15 shows the neon assimilation inside the q = 2 surface at the GRE onset,

clearly indicating the strong dependence on neon content initially and saturation for

larger neon quantities.
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Figure 15: Assimilated neon inside the q = 2 surface at the GRE onset for varying

neon content injections.

3.2. General trends

The above scans are instructive in understanding the plasma response to different

fragment parameters. More general parameter trends are reported in this section.

These simulations span the expected range of fragment size and speed parameters

expected after the shattering for AUG SPI [42]. The expected pre-GRE time and the

assimilated neon fraction in the plasma volume are shown in Figure 16 for variations

in all three parameters. Overall, larger fragments allow for higher assimilation and

a longer pre-GRE duration compared to smaller fragments. While for fragment

speeds, a general trade-off between higher material assimilation and shorter pre-

GRE duration is observed. Comparing the trends across different neon composition,

higher neon content allow for higher absolute neon assimilation however the fraction

of assimilated neon is lower.

The square markers in Figure 16c correspond to simulations which had an inside-

out temperature collapse. In this case, the GRE-onset condition might be modified

and hence the trends might not be valid but are shown for the sake of comparison.

The dependence of material assimilation on fragment sizes and speeds seems to hold

across pellets with different neon content at least for the simulations where an edge

temperature collapse is observed. Further investigation is required for injections that

lead to an inside-out temperature collapse.
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Figure 16: Assimilated neon inside plasma volume and pre-GRE duration for varying

fragment sizes and speeds in AUG H-mode SPI discharges. The left axes show

absolute neon assimilation while the right axis shows the fraction of injected neon

that is assimilated. Different colors indicate different mean fragment speeds while

the different marker sizes correspond to different mean fragment size with the largest

markers corresponding to largest sizes and vice versa. The square markers in part

(c) correspond to simulations which had an inside-out temperature collapse.

3.3. Pure deuterium pellets

Pure hydrogen pellets have also been proposed for the ITER DMS [43] in a staggered

injection scheme, where the first injection will increase the plasma density for RE

avoidance, which will then be followed by a mixed hydrogen-neon injection for heat
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load mitigation. However, pure hydrogen and deuterium injections (used in AUG)

experience a plasmoid drift that can limit that limit the material assimilation to the

plasma edge [41, 44, 45]. Hence, to simulate pure D2 injections, we have simulated

the radial drift of the ablated material with a back-averaging model in INDEX [39].

The back-averaged density rise from a single fragment is estimated as

∆ndep =
∆N

(1 + βd)Vp(ρ = 1)− Vp (ρf)
, (1)

where ∆N is the number of ablated atoms and Vp is the plasma volume and ρf is the

location of the fragment. The extent of the drift is governed by the parameter βd.

While more consistent models of the plasmoid drift for shattered pellets, similar

to non-shattered pellets [46], can provide a value for βd, presently interpretive

simulations need to be used to match the simulated material assimilation with

experimental plasma density measurements, as previously done with INDEX DIII-D

simulations [39] and JOREK JET simulations [21]. We use Thomson scattering (TS)

measurements for AUG SPI discharges to determine βd, and the simulation results are

then compared to the line-integrated density measurements. The poloidal locations

of these diagnostics in the AUG tokamak are shown in Figure 1. The Thomson

scattering diagnostic has the same poloidal location as the core channel of the

interferometer.
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Figure 17: Experimental plasma parameters of #40743 during a pure D2 SPI entering

the plasma at ≈ 2.324ms. Three vertical dashed lines mark timestamps whose

corresponding density profiles are shown in Figure 19.

AUG #40743 is used as a representative discharge to determine the value of βd
and the SPI related plasma parameters are shown in Figure 17 with the relevant line
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of sights shown in Figure 1. The discharge had a dual injection with the first pure

D2 injection entering the plasma around 2.324 seconds as detected from the sudden

rise in the edge AXUV [47] channel. The first injection leads to a minor drop in the

plasma current, but does not lead to a disruption. Due to the dilution cooling from

the injected deuterium, the plasma temperature drops and the soft X-ray (SXR)

signal from one of the core channels decreases as its sensitivity reduces drastically

below 1 keV [48]. The second injection (not shown) occurs at ∼ 30ms after the first

injection, around 2.355ms.

Vertical lines in Figure 17 mark the time stamps of the TS profiles, which

are plotted against normalised poloidal flux in Figure 18 and Figure 19. To

compare the effect of the back-averaging process on the material assimilation, we

compare post-injection synthetic TS profiles with the experimental measurements

shown in Figure 18. Comparison between the simulated and experimental density

measurements shows that without the inclusion of plasmoid drift, the material

assimilation is drastically overestimated.

Considering the effect of the plasmoid drift, it is instructive to study the plasma

dynamics during pure D2 injections. An additional time slice marked with a (light-

blue) dashed line in Figure 17 indicates the time when the maximum volume-averaged

plasma density is reached in the simulations with the plasmoid drift. At this time,

most of the ablation has taken place and the rest of the material has been shifted out

of the plasma by the back-averaging process. The resultant density profile at this

point is shown in in Figure 19 marked by tsim = 3. Beyond this point, the plasma

temperature and density profiles evolve due to heat and particle diffusive transport.

Simulated density and temperature profiles from the synthetic TS diagnostic for

two βd values are compared with the experimental measurements in Figure 19. The

results indicated that βd = 4 has the best match with the experimental measurements

over the entire plasma domain. Hence, this value of βd is utilised for all pure D2

injections in this paper. We also assume, for simplicity, that the value of βd remains

constant regardless of different fragment sizes and speeds.

To further justify the value of βd, we also carried out comparisons with

the experimental measurements of the line-integrated density from the CO2 laser

interferometer at AUG [49, 50], as shown in Figure 20. The comparison is carried

out for two channels, referred to as a core and an edge channel whose poloidal

locations are marked in Figure 1. Given that the line-integrated measurements can

be sensitive to the plasma movement, which are not taken into account in the present

experimental data, the value of βd = 4 is preferred due to better matching with the

TS measurements.

Another feature to note in the comparison is that the peak density rise in the

two channels, at ∼ 3ms, is not captured by the synthetic measurements. A possible
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Figure 19: Comparison of experimental and simulated electron density profiles for

βd = 3 and βd = 4.

explanation for this discrepancy is the nature of the line-integrated measurements in

the experiments, which can detect the plasmoid passing through its line of sight and

registering a large increase in the electron density which has not been accounted for

in the INDEX synthetic diagnostic. As the plasmoid(s) eventually assimilate into

the background plasma, the experimental signal decays to a stable value which is

comparable to the synthetic diagnostic output from INDEX. It should be noted that

the present simulations do not take into account the presence of intrinsic impurities
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solid) line-averaged density along the CO2 interferometer line of sights for #40743.

Simulations with βd = 3 lead to a slightly higher interferometer signal compared to

βd = 4 due to a slightly higher density increase as also shown in Figure 19.

in the plasma which can affect the plasma dynamics, especially for pure D injections,

depending on the quantity [19, 21].

3.3.1. Fragment sizes After obtaining an estimate of βd, we carried out parametric

scans for pure D2 SPI. Similar to section 3.1.1, fragment sizes are varied by changing

the number of sampled fragments from a fixed pellet volume and sampling from

a distribution with the same mean fragment velocity. To study the material

assimilation, time traces of the electron density averaged inside plasma volume and

inside the q = 2 surface for simulations with different fragment sizes are shown in

Figure 21a. Larger fragments seem to lead to higher material assimilation throughout

most of the post-injection phase.

Due to the higher edge material assimilation resulting from the plasmoid drift,

the volume-averaged density (solid lines) initially remains higher than the average

electron density inside q = 2 surface (dashed lines). Eventually, as the plasma density

evolves due to the diffusive transport, a crossover happens and volume-averaged

electron density becomes higher than the average density inside the q = 2 surface

for all the simulations. As majority of the ablation is concluded by the time the

maximum volume-averaged density is achieved, electron density and temperature

profiles at this time are plotted in Figure 21b for all simulations.

Larger fragments enable initial deeper penetration into higher temperature

regions resulting in higher material assimilation compared to smaller fragments,

before the rest of the material is shifted out of the plasma. In all the pure D2
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Figure 21: (a) Time traces of the electron density averaged inside the plasma volume

in solid lines and averaged inside the q = 2 surface in dashed lines. (b) Electron

density profiles at the time of maximum volume averaged density for each simulation

as marked by circular scatter points in the top figure.

simulations, there is no cold front formation due to the lack of radiative cooling

associated with neon atoms.

3.3.2. Fragment speeds The effect of varying fragment speeds for pure D2 injections

is studied similarly as done in section 3.1.2 by changing the mean fragment speed

and using the same fragment size distribution for all the cases. The time traces of

average electron density for the set of simulations are shown in Figure 22. Similar

to the mixed D/Ne injections, these results also indicate faster fragments having

overall higher material assimilation throughout the simulation. The faster fragments

also allow for slightly higher assimilation towards the intermediate plasma region

compared to the slower fragments as shown in Figure 22b.
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Figure 22: (a) Time traces of the electron density averaged inside the plasma volume

in solid lines and averaged inside the q = 2 surface in dashed lines. (b) Electron

density profiles at the time of maximum volume averaged density for each simulation

as marked by circular scatter points in the top figure.

Analysis of the line-integrated density measurements in pure deuterium

injections in AUG have been carried out by Jachmich [7] using the peak density rise

from the interferometer. The experimental trends of pure D2 pellet assimilation also

indicate higher assimilation for larger and faster fragments. However, quantitative

comparisons require further experimental analysis as the peak density values can be

much higher than the final intermediate densities as also shown in Figure 20.

4. Summary

We used the INDEX code to study the material assimilation trends for different

SPI fragment parameters in the AUG tokamak. The effect of three parameters:

fragment sizes, speeds and pellet composition is reported. Mixed deuterium-neon as

well as pure deuterium injections are simulated and qualitative comparisons with the

previously reported trends is carried out. We use a semi-empirical global reconnection

event onset condition to study the material assimilation before the GRE event. For

mixed deuterium-neon injections, smaller fragments assimilate quicker but also cool

down the plasma edge quicker, hereby limiting the assimilation before the GRE onset.

Larger fragments take longer to assimilate due to the smaller surface area, however

can penetrate deeper in the plasma and assimilate more material before the plasma

edge cools down. As a result, larger fragments end up with higher assimilation before
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the GRE onset. Faster fragments also lead to higher material assimilation albeit with

shorter expected pre-GRE duration as the bulk material reaches the plasma quicker

for faster fragments. Nevertheless, the faster fragments ablate and assimilate more

towards the intermediate plasma regions compared to slower fragments before the

plasma edge cools down. Lower neon content injections can lead to an inside-out

temperature collapse as more neon ends up in the plasma core and cools down the

core quicker compared to the edge. While the assimilated neon content increases with

increasing amounts of injected neon, there is a self-regulating cooling mechanism

which limits the variation in neon assimilation to minimal amounts for injections

with more than 1021 injected neon atoms.

A back-averaging model is used to simulate the plasmoid drift for pure deuterium

injections. The back averaging parameter is determined through an interpretive

simulation of an experimental pure D2 injection discharge and its Thomson scattering

measurements. Experimental material assimilation could only be matched by

enabling the back-averaging process. Parametric scans of fragment parameters

for pure D2 injections also indicate larger and faster fragments leading to higher

assimilation. The initial material deposition is limited to the plasma edge due to

the plasmoid drift and the core density increases on a longer timescale by diffusive

transport.

The trends are in line with previously reported qualitative experimental trends,

i.e. larger and faster fragments leading to higher assimilation for both mixed D/Ne

and pure D2 injections. The neon assimilation trends for varying neon composition

are also corroborated by experimental trends of radiated energy fraction and CQ

duration.
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