Multi-code simulations of the gas baffle effects on TCV Lower
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simulations. Limitations: grid can be extended only up to baffle tip.
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Both codes: simulations baffled/unbaffled, comparison with experiments

B Comparison with experiments: preliminary results
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 Biggest effect on T , longer baffle intercepts more heat flux
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m Conclusions
« SolEdge2D-EIRENE simulations confirm that, in attached cases,
Baffle 3 maximizes cp. (n,,)4;, underestimated with respect to SOLPS.

 When ionization front iIs detached, the baffle iIs more effective because
more neutrals would be directed to the main chamber

» Baffle 4 optimizes most of the detached cases
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