New insights on the quasicoherent mode in EDA
high confinement discharges
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INTRODUCTION 1. LOW POWER EDA H-MODE

« The enhanced D-Alpha (EDA) H-mode is a promising ASDEX Upgrade
ELM-free regime for ITER and a DEMO reactor [1,2];

* Low power EDA H-mode (B, =-2.5 T, plasma current 0.6 MA, and

10 Ball-pen probe ECRH up to 1 MW) to maximize the number of experimental
Langmuir probe Observables;
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« Compare QCM experimental fingerprints with linear | , | | = Themal helium beam
gyrokinetic simulations to identify potential QCM 1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5 (THB) [5].
drivers. R [m]

2. MHD STABILITY ANALYSIS 3. QCM TURBULENT FINGERPRINTS
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4. LINEAR GYROKINETIC SIMULATIONS 6. BETA AND COLLISIONALITY SCAN (p;, = 0.99)
. Linear gyrokinetic simulations with the code 7457 Top  Center < Sensitivity scan in beta: < Sensitivity scan collisionality:
8
GENE [10,11]: 500 EI 5 « Mode growth rate (y) and frequency (w) change + Growth rate (y) strongly depends on v above
400 14 rapidly with B: KBM signature [12]; nominal: for higher values, RBM scale [13];
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ITG: ion temperature gradient; ETG: electron temperature gradient;
TEM: trapped electron mode; KBM: kinetic ballooning mode

5. COMPARISON WITH EXPERIMENT CONCLUSION

« Akinetic ballooning mode (KBM) in the pedestal foot is identified as the main candidate
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