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In this thesis we look at plasma turbulence in the scrape-off layer (SOL) of a tokamak, where
blob-like density structures are formed and transported across magnetic field lines to the wall. The
hypothesis that blobs are deformed versions of a conservative ancestor is explored. A conservative,
2D, two-field model for density and vorticity is derived. A set of analytical solutions obtained
along with a Hamiltonian structure for the conservative model. A more complete two-field model is
also presented, including dissipation, parallel losses and sources. This system is numerically solved
with an adapted Runge-Kutta 4th (RK4) order method, presented in conjunction with several
verification methods (such as conservation, discretization error and order of accuracy tests). The
analytic solutions are used to verify that a correct numerical model implementation is correct, and
to check the expected order of accuracy p = 4 is obtained. Simulations of the full model, initialized
with localized blob-like solutions, do show ancestral blob structures to survive the turbulent regime
of the SOL.
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I. INTRODUCTION

One of the main problems in modern tokamaks, as well
as in other fusion reactors, concerns transport in the out-
ermost region of the plasma, known as the scrape-off layer
(SOL). Extreme inner reactor conditions here present can
have undesirable effects on machine performance and ma-
terial lifetime [1–3], therefore it is important to under-
stand these effects if they are to be prevented. To bet-
ter grasp SOL dynamics, several multi-field models for
SOL transport have been developed and numerically im-
plemented [4–11]. Results show the existence inside the
SOL of aggregated blob structures with higher density
and temperature that propagate towards the wall. These
high-density structures are associated with machine-scale
flows that impact on reactor operation and lifetime of
plasma facing components [1–3]. Decreased reactor ef-
ficiency and the costs associated with wall damages are
thus a strong motivation for controlling turbulent SOL
transport.

To do this, we start with a simplified 2D, two-field,
conservative model and later add dissipative terms to ac-
count for the non-conservative dynamics always present
in the SOL. Previouslly obtained travelling-wave analyt-
ical solutions of the conservative model [12] are used here
to test the numerical algorithm that later integrates the
complete, non-conservative model. These conservative
solutions allow for Gaussian-like blob structures and we
conjecture these are the ancestors of the structures found
in previous experiments and simultions [5–11], which are
subsequently deformed by the non-conservative dynamics
[12]. Therefore we are interested to see if the conservative
structures survive the full dynamics of SOL turbulence.
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In Section II, we present the conservative two-field
model implemented in this work, its Hamiltonian struc-
ture and traveling-wave type solutions. We also present
the non-conservative complete model used in the simula-
tions, and we discuss some of the aspects regarding the
velocity dynamics of the analytical solutions. In Section
III, we describe the numerical method, a 4th order Runge-
Kutta, and the necessary modifications for our particular
implementation. We also describe our code verification
process, based on the conservative analytical solutions.
In Section IV, we present the results of our verification
methods and later show the results of simulations, ini-
tialized using the analytical solutions, for the cases of
conservative, diffusive and complete models. Finally, in
Section V, we summarize the results obtained in this the-
sis and describe possible future improvements.

II. BACKGROUND

To retrieve the dynamics of the SOL plasma, we fol-
low [13] and first obtain the Vlasov equation from the
Klimontovich equation by neglecting localized particle
dynamics in favor of ensemble effects, since we are only
interested in the collective behaviour. This describes the
evolution of a charged particle ensemble under an electro-
magnetic field. We then couple Vlasov’s with Maxwell’s
equations to describe the evolution of the (EM) fields
depending on the particle distribution. The set of equa-
tions forms a closed system that provides a statistical
description of plasma dynamics. Fluid reduction is then
performed, reducing our system to equations for veloc-
ity averaged quantities such as density and flow velocity.
The Braginskii closure is later used (through Braginskii’s
anisotropic pressure tensor), under the assumption of a
strong magnetic field, to close our system [14]. Our as-
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sumptions are a two-fluid system composed of ions and
electrons in a quasi-neutral regime, a constant but inho-
mogenious magnetic field aligned with the toroidal direc-
tion, and with a small variation in the radial direction
B ≡ B (x) ẑ, cold ions and isothermal electrons to sup-
press temperature dynamics and, finally, we assume the
flute hypothesis where we neglect parallel dynamics con-
sidering constant behavior along field lines. Finally, we
perform a velocity ordering by assuming small quantities
perturbations, leading to a two-field model, for logarith-
mic density and vorticity:

∂Ln

∂t
= − [φ,Ln]− g∂2 (Ln− φ) , (1a)

∂∇2φ

∂t
= −

[
φ,∇2φ

]
− g∂2Ln , (1b)

where Ln is the logarithmic density, ∇2φ is vorticity, φ
is potential, g = ∂1 (1/B) is the magnetic curvature term
and [a, b] = ∂1a∂2b − ∂2a∂1b. We complete our system
using the Poisson’s equation to retrieve potential from
vorticity.

The system (1) is a conservative system, in the sense
that it possesses a non-canonical Hamiltonian, given by
[14, 15]

H =
1

2

∫ ∫ (
n2 + |∇φ|2

)
dx1dx2 , (2)

where n = eLn is the non-logarithmic density.

A. Complete Model

In the above model we neglected non-conservative dy-
namics, such as matter influx from the core or parti-
cle collisions, we also neglected the dynamics along the
toroidal direction. To obtain a more realistic model, we
must go back to the continuity equation (obtained after
velocity ordering) and introduce a source term S(x1) to
the right hand side (RHS), to account for particle in-
flux from the core, and separate the advective term, on
the LHS, into its parallel and perpendicular components,
∇ · (nsvs) = ∇ · Js = ∇⊥ · Js + ∇‖ · Js, where Js
is the current density of species s. We then follow [5]
and average our force and continuity equations along the
toroidal direction. Since we assume average behaviour
along magnetic-field lines, the only term with a toroidal
dependency is the parallel divergence of the current den-
sity, which reads,

〈∇‖Js〉 = −qsσ‖eΛ−φ , (3)

where Λ = − 1
2 log

(
2πmemi

)
is the floating potential at the

edges and σ‖ is the normalized sheath conductivity. We

then obtain our complete model:

∂Ln

∂t
= − [φ,Ln]− g∂2 (Ln− φ)

+D
(
∇2Ln+ |∇Ln|2

)
−σ‖eΛ−φ + S , (4a)

∂∇2φ

∂t
= −

[
φ,∇2φ

]
− g∂2Ln

+ν∇4φ+ σ‖
(
1− eΛ−φ)+ S , (4b)

where the diffusion and viscosity terms, D and ν respec-
tively, were added somewhat heuristically to account for
collisions and also for numerical stability.

B. Analytical Solutions of the Conservative Model

The simplicity of the conservative model makes it pos-
sible to find analytical solutions, of the traveling-wave
type, in the form [12]:

Ln(x1, x2, t) = f (F (x1 − v1t, x2 − v2t))

−gx1 , (5a)

φ(x1, x2, t) = F (x1 − v1t, x2 − v2t)

+v2 (x1 − v1t)− v1 (x2 − v2t)

−gx1 , (5b)

where f is an arbitrary differentiable function and
F (y1, y2) is a function dependent on the traveling-wave
coordinates yi = xi − vit.

For the case of f (F ) = αF we can obtain two types of
solutions, a trigonometric solution,

Ln (x1, x2, t) = α [φ (x1, x2, t)− v2 (x1 − v1t)

+ v1 (x2 − v2t)]

+ (α− 1) gx1 , (6a)

φ (x1, x2, t) =
(
v2 + g +

αg

k2

)
(x1 − v1t)

− v1 (x2 − v2t)− gx1

+A cos [k1 (x1 − v1t)

+k2 (x2 − v2t)]

+B sin [k1 (x1 − v1t)

+k2 (x2 − v2t)]

+C0 + C1 cos [k (x1 − v1t)]

+C2 sin [k (x1 − v1t)] . (6b)
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and an exponential solution,

Ln (x1, x2, t) = α [φ (x1, x2, t)− v2 (x1 − v1t)

+ v1 (x2 − v2t)]

+ (α− 1) gx1 , (7a)

φ (x1, x2, t) =
(
v2 + g +

αg

k2

)
(x1 − v1t)

− v1 (x2 − v2t)− gx1

+Ae[k1(x1−v1t)+k2(x2−v2t)]

+C0 + C1e
[k(x1−v1t)]

+C2e
[k(x1−v1t)] , (7b)

where α, A, B, C0, C1, and C2 are arbitrary constants,

v1 and v2 are the traveling-wave propagating velocities,
and k1 and k2 are wave numbers, with k2 = k2

1 +k2
2. Both

solutions were obtained without imposing any boundary
conditions and therefore we are able to choose these pa-
rameters freely. A plot of the trigonometric solution (6)
can be seen in Fig. 1 for different time slices.

Choosing f (F ) = ∇Fs also leads to different solutions
depending on the choice of Fs, which must be symmetric
in its travelling-wave coordinates Fs (y1, y2) = Fs (y2, y1).
By choosing, in a generalized way,

Fs =

N∑
i=1

Aie
− γi2 [(x1−v1t−ci0)2+(x2−v2t−ci0)2] , (8)

we obtain a Gaussian type of solution,

Ln (x1, x2, t) =−
N∑
i=1

Aiγi

{
2− γi

[
(x1 − v1t− ci0)

2
+ (x2 − v2t− ci0)

2
]}
× e−

γi
2 [(x1−v1t−ci0)2+(x2−v2t−ci0)2] − gx1 ,

(9a)

φ (x1, x2, t) =

N∑
i=1

Aie
− γi2 [(x1−v1t−ci0)2+(x2−v2t−ci0)2] + v2 (x1 − v1t)− v1 (x2 − v2t)− gx1 , (9b)

which we name the ”blob” solution. If we add a sine
function to modulate one of the Gaussian blobs,

Fs = A sin
[
(x1 − v1t− c0)

2
+ (x2 − v2t− c0)

2
]

×e−
γi
2 [(x1−v1t−c0)2+(x2−v2t−c0)2] , (10)

we obtain,

Ln (x1, x2, t) = A
(

4
{

1− γ
[
(x1 − v1t− c0)

2
+ (x2 − v2t− c0)

2
]}

cos
[
(x1 − v1t− c0)

2
+ (x2 − v2t− c0)

2
]

+
{

2γ +
(
4− γ2

) [
(x1 − v1t− c0)

2
+ (x2 − v2t− c0)

2
]}

sin
[
(x1 − v1t− c0)

2
+ (x2 − v2t− c0)

2
])
e−

γi
2 [(x1−v1t−c0)2+(x2−v2t−c0)2] − gx1 ,

(11a)

φ (x1, x2, t) = A sin
[
(x1 − v1t− c0)

2
+ (x2 − v2t− c0)

2
]
e−

γi
2 [(x1−v1t−c0)2+(x2−v2t−c0)2] + v2 (x1 − v1t)− v1 (x2 − v2t)− gx1 ,

(11b)

where γ determines the width of the blob and c0 its ini-
tial positions. A plot of the ”blob” solution (9) can be
seen in Fig. 2 for different time slices. We notice the
blob is surrounded by a low density ring and travels at
constant speed v = (v1, v2) over a background gradient,
compressed in Ln but visible in φ. As for the potential
field, we observe a low potential zone that accompanies
the traveling blob at the same speed.

C. E×B drift versus travelling velocity

The solutions shown in II B propagate with constant,
pre-defined and independently set velocities v = (v1; v2),
yet we should expect density structures in a plasma to
be transported by means of the E × B drift. In fact,
E × B advection is included in the model (1), namely,

the first term on the RHS, since vE · ∇ = b̂ × ∇φ · ∇ =
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FIG. 1. Trigonometric solution (6) with α = A = C1 = −C2 = 1, B = C0 = 0, k1 = k2 = 5, v1 = 0.03, v2 = 0 and g = 8 · 10−4.

b̂ · ∇φ×∇ = [φ; ·], and so both density and vorticity are
locally transported with a velocity vE . With the help of
Eqs. (5), the relation

vE = v − (∂2F ; g − ∂1F ) , (12)

follows between the two velocities, its projection in the
direction of the density gradient reading

∇Ln · (v − vE) = [f (F ) ;F ] + g∂2 [f (F )− F ] , (13)

or, considering that both [f (F ) ;F ] = f ′ (F ) [F ;F ] = 0
and [∇2Fs;Fs] = 0,

∇Ln · (v − vE) = g∂2 [f (F )− F ] , (14)

or, still,

∇Ln · (v − vE) = g [∂2 (Ln− φ)− v1] . (15)

The fact that v and vE are not identical bears thus
no contradiction at all, the actual restriction linking the
two being (12), (14) or (15), the two latter conditions
being easier to understand when their RHS’s vanish. As
an example a flow chart of these quantities is presented
in Fig. 3.

III. NUMERICAL METHODS

Although travelling-wave solutions of the conservative
model (1) have been found, the complete model (4) ap-
pears too complex for analytical treatment, therefore a
numerical algorithm capable of providing its behaviour
must be implemented in order to ascertain full SOL dy-
namics. We choose a Runge Kutta 4th order scheme
(RK4) as our time integrating algorithm due to its sim-
plicity, reliability and popularity, which facilitates its im-
plementation and adaptation for our specific case. RK4
is a widespread algorithm therefore we wave a more com-
plete explanation, which can be found in [16], and instead
focus on some of the modifications necessary for our 2D,
two-field, PDE system dependent on time t, two spacial
coordinates (x1, x2), the fields Ln, ∇2φ, φ and their spa-
tial derivatives. In this case the necessary modifications
are:

• Discretization of our 2D domain into an uniform
mesh, where each point corresponds to an (x1, x2)
position, and is assigned the correspondent field
value. This means we can apply the classic RK4
method, for 1D ODEs’, to each individual point.
This can be done simultaneously for all points us-
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FIG. 2. Blob solution (9), with N = 1, A1 = −0.025, C10 = 0, γ1 = 200, v1 = v2 = 0.03 and g = 8 · 10−4.

FIG. 3. Blob solution (9) velocity map, with A1 = −0.025, C10 = 0, γ1 = 200, v1 = v2 = 0.03 and g = 8 · 10−4, at time t = 10.

ing matrices, which facilitates computations.

• Special care in the computation order of the inter-
mediate RK coefficients κn. Since we solve a two
equation system, to maintain the sequential order
of the coefficients, we must first compute the same-
order κ for both fields before advancing to the next
coeficient. In other words we must first compute

κLnn and κ∇
2φ

n before proceeding to κLnn+1 and κ∇
2φ

n+1.

• Invertion of Poisson’s equation for the correct RK4
time. Since equations for both fields have a de-
pendency on potential φ, vorticity ∇2φ must be in-
verted at each of the four time steps in the RK4
scheme, to make sure we use the potential field
at the correct intermediate time in the subsequent



6

evaluation. Meaning an intermediate evaluation of

the vorticity, ∇2φ (t)+ 1
2κ
∇2φ
n for instance, must be

inverted to obtain an evaluation of potential at the

correct time φ
(
t+ ∆t

2

)
, before proceeding to κ∇

2φ
n+1.

To evaluate spatial derivatives we use 4th order cen-
tral finite differences, discretized using an N ×N grid of
equally spaced points, with step size ∆x. To invert the
Laplacian in Poisson’s equation we discretize the finite-
difference Laplacian into a matrix, the potential field is
vectorized using natural ordering, and Dirichlet or Neu-
mann boundary conditions are added to the RHS of the
equation. The problem then becomes equivalent to solv-
ing the linear system

[
∇2
]

[φ] =
[
∇2φ

]
, which is done

internally using the Matlab framework.

A. Code Verification

For our code verification we follow to [17], which
presents several procedures of which we shall use three:
Energy conservation tests, since we posses a Hamiltonian
structure (2); Evaluation of the descretization error, re-
quiring analytical solutions of the tested model, which
were obtained in II B; Order of accuracy test, which eval-
uates the truncation order of our derivative and time in-
tegration schemes.

The order of accuracy test is our verification method
of choice since it ties in discretization and truncation er-
ror to obtain the truncation order of the discretization
method, in this case expected to be p = 4. This is done by
computing the discretization error, using the analytical
solutions, for successfully refined meshes. The procedure
computes the discretization error using the analytical so-
lutions and reduces it to a single numerical value using
the average

εh = ‖uh − u‖ =
1

M

M∑
i=1

|uih − ui| , (16)

or the Euclidian norm

εh = ‖uh − u‖ =

(
1

M

M∑
i=1

|uih − ui|2
)1/2

, (17)

where u (x1, x2, t) is the exact analytical solution,
uh (x1, x2, t) is the numerical solution obtained from the
simulation, M = N2× tmax

∆t is the total number of points
in the simulation and h is a parameter referring to the
systematic mesh refinement, given by

h =
∆x

∆xref
=

∆t

∆tref
, (18)

where ∆xref and ∆tref are the reference spatial and tem-
poral steps, respectively. The error satisfies the relation,
from the Taylor expansion,

εh = gph
p +O

(
hp+2

)
, (19)

where p is the theoretical order of accuracy and gp is
a function independent of the relative step h. Here we
assume the system to be in the asymptotic regime, which
means the lower order terms dominate for h → 0 and
higher order terms can be neglected. If we compute the
error for two differently spaced meshes, say h and 2h, it
is possible to obtain an expression for the observed order
of accuracy

p̂ = log2

(
ε2h
εh

)
. (20)

The code is considered verified if the observed order of
accuracy p̂ converges to the theoretical order of accuracy
p.

IV. RESULTS

A. Verification

We present verification results for the energy conser-
vation, discretization error and order of accuracy tests,
before proceeding to simulation results.

The energy conservation test was performed for the lo-
calized solutions (9) and (11), using zero value boundary
conditions on all fields. Energy variations were of the
order of 10−4% for both cases.

The discretization error test was performed for all so-
lutions presented in Subsection II B. A plot of the local
error for the ”blob” solution (9) can be seen in Fig. 4 We
calculate the average relative error, given by

ε (t) =

N∑
i=1

|uih (t)− ui (t)|

N∑
i=1

|ui (t)|

, (21)

where uh is the numerical solution, u is the analytical
solution and N is the total number of points in the mesh.
The results can be seen in Fig. 5 for all solutions. We
consider these errors to be small relatively to the absolute
values of the solutions.

For the order of accuracy test we used again the lo-
calized solutions (9) and (11) and chose for our ref-
erence spacial and temporal steps ∆xref = 0.005 and
∆tref = 0.005, respectively. We ran a total of six sim-
ulations, meaning a relative step size of h = 20...5 =
[1, 2, 4, 8, 16, 32]. The results for the blob case are shown
in Fig. 6. Both solutions converge to the expected order
of accuracy p̂→ p = 4 when near h = 1.

B. Simulation Results

We simulate models of increasing complexity in order
to better discern phenomena and adjust model coeffi-
cients. We start by simulating our conservative model,
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FIG. 4. Discretization error of the blob solution (9), with coefficients A1 = −0.025, C10 = 0, γ1 = 200, v1 = v2 = 0.03 and
g = 8 · 10−4.

using the localized solutions (9) and (11) at t = 0,
with the structures started far from the boundaries as
our initial conditions. We use constant flux for the x1

boundaries of logarithmic density (∂1Ln|x1=0,1) and fixed
zero boundaries in the cases of vorticity and potential(
∇2φ|x1=0,1 = φ|x1=0,1 = 0

)
; periodic boundary condi-

tions are used on the x2 boundaries for all fields [18].

Simulation results show the blob moving poloidaly in
the positive direction and no radial speed. The back-
ground gradients in the potential quickly dissipate due
to the boundary conditions, but the localized potential
structures remain and accompany the blob/hole density
structures movement.

The second set of simulations were done on the diffu-
sive model, which is equivalent to setting the source and
loss terms in the full model (4) to zero

(
S0 = σ‖ = 0

)
.

Values for the diffusion coefficients D and µ are the
typical values used in similar simulations [6, 8], but
rescaled to match our normalized domain, resulting in
D = µ = 10−6. Results can be seen in Fig. 7. In
this case the structures acquire both poloidal and radial
movement, in the positive direction. In the blob case the

structure loses it circular symmetry and develops an elon-
gated low density zone where we recognize spin, which is
not surprising given the results in II C.

Finally, we test our complete model (4), using for our
source term [5, 6]

S (x1) = S0e
−( x1λ ) . (22)

and the values for our coefficients are D = µ = 10−6,
S0 = 5 ·10−3, λ = 10−1, σ‖ = 2.3 ·10−8 and Λ = 3.2. Re-
sults for this case are depicted in Fig. 8. As we can see,
the blob rapidly pulls matter filaments from the source
towards its low density ring, as it moves poloidaly in the
SOL. The low density zone is stripped from the struc-
ture and moves towards the core while the dense fila-
ments move towards the blob center. The structure is
subsequently deformed and loses its circular symmetry,
revealing a spiraling motion that catches the core fila-
ments, producing the turbulent pattern seen in frame
t = 500. This interaction also alters blob motion, rel-
atively to the previous cases, as the blob inverts its di-
rection and eventually moves in the negative radial and
poloidal directions. The background gradients in the po-
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FIG. 5. Relative discretization error, using Eq. (21) for the
trigonometric using g = 8 · 10−4 (red), trigonometric using
g = 0.1 (green) exponential (blue), blob (yellow) and hole
(magenta) cases. The represented fields are Ln (solid line),
∇2φ (dashed line) and φ (dashed dotted line).

FIG. 6. Order of accuracy test for blob solution (9), with
coefficients A1 = −0.025, C10 = 0, γ1 = 200, v1 = v2 = 0.03
and g = 8·10−4, using the average (blue) and Euclidean norm
(red).

tential also dissipate as usual, leaving in the potential a
low zone structure which accompanies the density blob.
This structure also diffuses as it moves while high poten-
tial zones develop due to the matter filaments entering
from the core. We notice that while these initial struc-
tures get deformed and diffused they survive the turbu-
lent dynamics of the non-conservative system. For the
hole case however, the filaments pulled from the core
quickly deform and dissipate the density and potential

structures.

V. CONCLUSIONS

In this work we explored a conservative model of the
SOL and its analytical solutions, which were able to pro-
duce Gaussian-like structures similar to those found in
experimental and numerical works [5–11]. An analysis of
the velocity fields, for these type of solutions, revealed
the existence of blob spin due to E ×B drift.

One of our goals was to test the conjecture that conser-
vative blobs found on analytic localized solutions are the
ancestors of blobs. To this end a more complete model
was implemented numerically. We start by implementing
the conservative model and, for the first time, analytic
solutions of a SOL model are used to verify the algorithm.
A battery of tests confirms a proper implementation of
the model.

After testing we proceed with physical exploitation of
the complete model. Simulations using our localized con-
servative solutions as initial conditions reveal, for typical
parameters of tokamak SOL, that conservative structures
survive the turbulent SOL regime.

A. Future Work

The code was constructed to include the basic imple-
mentation of RK4, control and verification algorithms,
however a series of improvements can still be made to
this basic framework, which include:

• Research and implementation of a semi-implicit in-
tegration scheme with inherent numerical instabil-
ity control, developed during the coarse of this
work.

• Usage of a more lower-level language, such as C++.

• Parallel calculus using the GPU’s.

• Implementation of an adaptive Runge-Kutta
method.

• Implementation of overrelaxation or multigrid
methods for he inversion of Poisson’s equation.

• Addition of more complex models with more fields
(temperature, for example) and more complex ge-
ometry (3D).

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

I would like to thank my supervisor Prof. João Pedro
Bizarro for the patience and advice given since the be-
ginning of this project. I would also like to thank Prof.
Rui Vilela Mendes for keen insight into some aspects of
this work. Finally, I would like to thank my friends and



9

FIG. 7. Simulation of the diffusive model (4) with D = µ = 10−6 and S0 = σ‖ = 0, using realistic boundary conditions, and

initialized with Blob solution (9), with coefficients A1 = −0.005, C10 = 0.4, γ1 = 200, v1 = v2 = 0.02 and g = 8 · 10−4.

family, especially my mother, without whom this would have never been possible, for all her help and for always
believing in me.

[1] V. Naulin, J. Nucl. Mater., 363365:24-31, 2007.
[2] P. C. Stangeby, The Plasma Boundary of Magnetic Fu-

sion Devices (Institute of Physics Pub., 2000).
[3] J. A. Boedo, J. Nucl. Mater., 390-391:29-37, 2009.
[4] S. Benkadda and X. Garbet and A. Verga, Contrib.

Plasma Phys., 34(23):247-252, 1994.
[5] Y. Sarazin and Ph. Ghendrih, Phys. Plasmas, 5(12):4214-

4228, 1998.
[6] N. Bisai and A. Das et al., Phys. Plasmas, 11(8):4018-

4024, 2004.
[7] N. Bisai and A. Das et al., Phys. Plasmas, 12(10):102515,

2005.
[8] C. Colin and P. Tamain et al., Contrib. Plasma Phys.,

54(46):543-548, 2014.
[9] P. Ghendrih, Y. Sarazin et al., Nucl. Fusion, 43(10):1013,

2003.
[10] C. Figarella, P. Ghendrih et al., J. Nucl. Mater., 337-

339:342-346, 2005.

[11] F. Riva, C. Colin et al., Plasma Phys. Controlled Fusion,
58(4):044005, 2016.

[12] R. Vilela Mendes and João P. S. Bizarro, Phys. Plasmas,
24(1):012303, 2017.

[13] Dwight Roy Nicholson, Introduction to plasma theory,
edited by John Wiley and Sons (Krieger Publishing Com-
pany, 1992).

[14] Olivier Izacard, Modelisation et controle hamiltonien du
transport radial dans les plasmas magnetises a configura-
tion lineaire, PhD thesis, Aix-Marseille Université, 2011.

[15] O. Izacard and C. Chandre et al., Phys. Plasmas,
18(6):062105, 2011.

[16] W.H. Press and S. A. Teukolsky et al., Numerical Recipes
3rd Edition: The Art of Scientific Computing 3rd edition
(Cambridge University Press, 2007).

[17] W.L. Oberkampf and C.J. Roy, Verification and Vali-
dation in Scientific Computing (Cambridge University
Press, 2010).

[18] L. Easy and F. Militello et al., Phys. Plasmas,
21(12):122515, 2014.



10

FIG. 8. Simulation of the full model (4) with D = µ = 10−6, S0 = 5 ·10−3, λ = 10−1, σ‖ = 2.3 ·10−8 and Λ = 3.2, using realistic
boundary conditions, and initialized with Blob solution (9), with coefficients A1 = −0.005, C10 = 0.4, γ1 = 200, v1 = v2 = 0.02
and g = 8 · 10−4.


