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Abstract: It is known that periodic forcing of nonlinear flows can result in a chaotic response
under certain conditions. Such non-periodic and chaotic solutions have been observed in
simulations of heterogeneous gas flow in a pipeline with periodic, time-varying boundary
conditions. In this paper, we examine a proportional feedback law for boundary control of a
parabolic partial differential equation system that represents the flow of two gases through a
pipe. We demonstrate that periodic variation of the mass fraction of the lighter gas at the pipe
inlet can result in the chaotic propagation of gas pressure waves, and show that appropriate
flow control can suppress this response. We examine phase space solutions for the single pipe
system subject to boundary control, and use numerical experiments to characterize conditions
for the controller gain to suppress chaos.

Keywords: Control of bifurcation and chaos, Control of renewable energy resources, Energy
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1. INTRODUCTION

Chaotic behavior has been observed in a variety of con-
tinuum systems that involve gas dynamics, which are
defined by partial differential equation (PDE) systems.
Prominent examples in nature include seasonal resonances
and weather patterns in the oceanic atmosphere related to
cyclical wind bursts (Tziperman et al. (1994); Eisenman
et al. (2005)). Examples in engineered systems include
flame combustion of mixtures of hydrogen and air in mi-
crochannels (Pizza et al. (2008); Alipoor and Mazaheri
(2016)), along with the combustion process of a premixed
natural gas engine (Ding et al. (2017)). The chaotic
dynamics in these systems are observed as high sensitivity
to small perturbations in initial conditions that result in
rapid divergence of trajectories, and as irregular responses
to periodic boundary conditions.

Although chaos can be directly exploited in certain appli-
cations, such as cryptography (Kocarev (2001)), it is in
general not desirable in most engineering settings, and in
particular those that involve fluid flows. The suppression
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of chaotic dynamics is desired in engineered systems with
observable states and controllable inputs, in order to main-
tain predictable function within design limits. The appli-
cation of control methods to suppress chaos in a dynamical
system has been examined in various studies (Boccaletti
et al. (2000); Zhang et al. (2009)). Approaches including
open-loop control (Dudnik et al. (1983)), feedback control
(Pyragas (1992); Hu et al. (1995); Schuster and Stemmler
(1997)), and the Ott-Grebogi-Yorke (OGY) method (Ott
et al. (1990)) have all demonstrated the ability to control
or suppress chaotic behavior in dynamic systems.

Recently, the emergence of chaotic flows was shown to
occur in the downstream pressure of a pipeline that trans-
ports highly heterogeneous mixtures of gases (Baker et al.
(2023b)). The study was motivated from previous observa-
tions that a sudden injection of hydrogen into a natural gas
pipeline could cause pressure, density, and mass flux values
to diverge significantly from their nominal natural gas
values (Melaina et al. (2013); Eames et al. (2022); Zlotnik
et al. (2023)). Modeling flow phenomena for heterogeneous
gas mixtures is considerably more complex than for a
single gas. The flow of natural gas in a pipe is governed
by a state equation and two PDEs that describe mass and
momentum conservation. Another PDE must be added to
track the concentration of each additional gas constituent.
Because societies worldwide are investing in clean energy
resources for a transition to zero carbon economies, and
hydrogen is a compelling energy carrier that can be pro-
duced using renewable electricity (Götz et al. (2016);
Ozturk and Dincer (2021)), hydrogen blending into gas
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pipelines is being evaluated to decarbonize energy sys-
tems while using capital investments in infrastructure
for their planned lifetimes (Hafsi et al. (2019); Subani
et al. (2017); Chaczykowski et al. (2018); Elaoud et al.
(2017)). While model predictive optimal control methods
for pipeline operations have been extended to the setting of
hydrogen blending (Baker et al. (2023a)), the possibility
of chaotic pressure waves would challenge contemporary
pipeline operation methods (Baker et al. (2023b)), which
use gas compressors and pressure regulators to maintain
predictable flows. This compels methods to characterize
the onset of chaotic dynamics in pipeline systems, and
control techniques to suppress such responses.

In this study, we review techniques for characterizing re-
gions in the periodic forcing parameter space that sep-
arate chaotic and non-chaotic responses to variations of
hydrogen mass fraction in the gas mixture entering a
pipeline. Sinusoidal variation of hydrogen concentration
at the boundary of a pipeline can create chaotic flows
with large spike surges in pressure, density, mass flux, and
concentration variables that propagate along the pipe, and
this was demonstrated according to the rigorous mathe-
matical definition of chaos (Baker et al. (2023b)). Here, we
apply proportional feedback control to compressor settings
in order to regulate the mass flow at the pipe boundary,
and demonstrate with numerical simulations that this con-
troller can suppress chaotic dynamics along the pipe.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. In Section 2,
the PDE system that governs the flow of a mixture of gases
in a pipe is introduced and reduced to a finite-dimensional
ordinary differential equation (ODE) system by applying
Chebyshev discretization in space. The method that we
use to quantify chaotic dynamics in the reduced ODE
system is described in Section 3. In Section 4, we define
the proportional feedback control formula, in addition to
mathematically defining the suppression of chaotic behav-
ior. Finally, Section 4 describes numerical experiments in
which we demonstrate the performance of the controller to
suppress chaos over the space of periodic forcing parame-
ters.

2. HETEROGENEOUS GAS FLOW IN A PIPE

The time-dependent flow of a mixture of natural gas
and hydrogen in a horizontal pipe is modeled with the
parabolic PDE system (Chaczykowski et al. (2018); Baker
et al. (2023b))

∂ρ(m)

∂t
+

∂

∂x

(

ρ(m)

ρ(1) + ρ(2)
ϕ

)

= 0, (1)

∂

∂x

(

σ2
1ρ

(1) + σ2
2ρ

(2)
)

=−
λ

2D

ϕ|ϕ|

ρ(1) + ρ(2)
, (2)

where (1) is defined for each constituent gas (m = 1 for
natural gas and m = 2 for hydrogen). The variables are
natural gas density ρ(1)(t, x), hydrogen density ρ(2)(t, x),
and total mass flux ϕ(t, x) for t ∈ [0, T ] and x ∈ [0, ℓ],
where T denotes the time horizon and ℓ denotes the length
of the pipe. The diameter and friction factor of the pipe
are denoted by D and λ. The wave speeds in natural
gas and hydrogen are denoted by σ1 and σ2, respectively.
From Dalton’s law, the total pressure p of the mixture

of hydrogen and natural gas is equal to the summation
of their partial pressures. For an ideal equation of state,
the total pressure is given by p = σ2

1ρ
(1) + σ2

2ρ
(2). The

dynamics in (2) assume this ideal relation. Because the
ideal equation of state qualitatively reflects the dynamics
seen in the non-ideal case, we would expect to observe
phenomenologically similar flow behavior with the use of
more accurate nonlinear equations of state (Botros and
Jensen (2022)).

Boundary conditions for equations (1)-(2) are defined by

ρ(m)(t, 0) = u(t)s(m)(t), (m = 1, 2), (3)

ϕ(t, ℓ) = q, (4)

where s(m) (m = 1 and m = 2) are known functions
that represent the partial densities of the respective gases
at the inlet source, and q is a known constant value of
the total mass flux of the mixture being withdrawn from
the outlet of the pipe. The function u is the boundary
control variable that represents the pressure increase after
flow through a compressor station located at the pipe
inlet. To more clearly distinguish between chaos and usual
transient flow behavior, we specify initial conditions and
all boundary parameters, except for concentration, to be
as steady as possible. Thus we choose the source pressure
p = σ2

1s
(1) + σ2

1s
(1) and the withdrawal flux q to be

constant values in time. Moreover, the initial condition
is chosen to be the steady-state solution. As such, time-
dependencies of the flow variables result only from forcing
the concentration to fluctuate at the boundary. Hydrogen
concentration (mass fraction) at the boundary is defined
by γ = s(2)/(s(1) + s(2)). If γ and p are specified, then we
may use their defining equations to determine necessary
s(m) that would achieve such an outcome. Henceforth, we
assume that p and γ are specified, and we define

s(1)(t) = (1− γ(t))p/σ2
1 , s(2)(t) = γ(t)p/σ2

2 . (5)

These definitions are enforced in the boundary conditions.

In general, the solution of (1)-(4) must be obtained numer-
ically. We apply a Chebyshev discretization scheme over
the space domain [0, ℓ]. The interval [0, ℓ] is discretized at
the translated extrema nodes of Chebychev polynomials
defined by xi = ℓ/2(1 − cos(iπ/M)) for i = 0, . . . ,M .

Let us define the state variables ρ
(m)
i (t) = ρ(m)(t, xi) and

ϕi(t) = ϕ(t, xi), along with the state vectors ρ(m) =

(ρ
(m)
0 , . . . ,ρ

(m)
M )T and ϕ = (ϕ0, . . . ,ϕM )T . It can be

shown (e.g., see Ascher and Greif (2011)) that the spatial
derivative of ρ(m)(t, x) evaluated at x = xi is approxi-
mately equal to the (i+ 1)-th column of Dρ(m)(t), where
D is the (M +1)× (M +1) differentiation matrix defined
component-wise by

Dij =
∑

n6=j

1

xj − xn
, (i = j),

Dij =
1

xj − xi

∏

n6=i,j

xi − xn
xj − xn

, (i 6= j).

Similar approximations are made for spatial derivatives of
other flow variables. By discretizing the PDEs in (1)-(2)
at the collocation nodes, we obtain the system of ODEs in
the vector variables ρ(1), ρ(2), and ϕ given by



dρ(m)

dt
+D

(

ρ(m)

ρ(1) + ρ(2)
⊙ϕ

)

= 0, (6)

D
(

σ2
1ρ

(1) + σ2
2ρ

(2)
)

=−
λ

2D

ϕ⊙ |ϕ|

ρ(1) + ρ(2)
, (7)

where ⊙ denotes the component-wise product, and quo-
tients are defined component-wise as well. The boundary
conditions are integrated into the ODEs with the substi-

tutions ρ
(m)
0 (t) = s(m)(t) and ϕM (t) = q. The solutions

of (6)-(7) are obtained numerically with Matlab using the
stiff ODE solver ode15s (Shampine and Reichelt (1997))
using the collocation points {xi} corresponding toM = 16.
A nontrivial mass matrix is included in the obvious way.

3. METHOD TO QUANTIFY CHAOS IN PIPE FLOW

As discussed above, the periodic forcing function γ(t) that
determines partial pressures at the pipe inlet according
to (5) is the only time-varying parameter. We decompose
γ into its frequency components and analyze the effect
that each individual component has on the solution. Let
us define a sinusoidal variation in hydrogen mass fraction
as

γ(t) = γ (1 + κ sin(2πωt)) , (8)

where ω is the frequency of the sinusoid, κ is the amplitude
factor, and γ is the mean concentration of hydrogen about
which the sinusoid oscillates. Our previous study (Baker
et al. (2023b)) examined partitions of the boundary pa-
rameter plane (ω, κ) that resulted in monotonic, periodic,
and chaotic response regions. Below, we design a controller
to suppress chaotic responses and eliminate the area in the
(ω, κ) plane that defines the chaotic response region. We
suppose that a control design is successful at suppressing
chaos if it results in an empty chaotic response region
when applied. Before we present the control formula in the
following section, we first discuss how chaos in solutions to
the reduced system (6)-(7) can be rigorously quantified.

We consider a solution to be chaotic if it is highly sensi-
tive to initial conditions (Lorenz (1995)). The extent of
chaos in a finite-dimensional system can be quantified by
the largest Lyapunov exponent of the system (Benettin
et al. (1980)). This measure provides an estimate on the
exponential rate of divergence between two solutions that
begin their evolution relatively close to one another. Nu-
merical methods have been developed to approximate the
largest Lyapunov exponent of a finite-dimensional system
(Wolf et al. (1985); Rosenstein et al. (1993); Brown et al.
(1991)). These methods require an appropriate embedding
dimension, which could be problematic for solutions that
are generated by an underlying infinite-dimensional PDE
system. Therefore, we measure the extent of chaos in
the reduced order system by using a rate of divergence
between two specific solutions. Note that this measure
does not necessarily provide an estimate of the largest
Lyapunov exponent of the continuum system. However,
because the discretized system (6)-(7) is an approximation
of the continuum system (1)-(2) that retains the strongly
dissipative term on the right-hand side, we suppose that
observations of chaos in the former system indicate chaos
in the latter.

Consider two numerical solutions ψ1(tn) = ψ(tn, ℓ) and
ψ2(tn) = ψ(tn, ℓ) with |ψ2(0)− ψ1(0)| < δ, where δ > 0 is
small relative to ψ1(0). Here, ψ(tn, ℓ) represents the value
of any one of the numerical flow variables evaluated at
the pipe outlet x = ℓ at time tn = (n/N)T for n =
0, . . . , N . As in our previous study (Baker et al. (2023b)),
the exponential divergence between the two solutions is
quantified by

Cψ =
1

|IT |

∑

tn∈IT

log |ψ2(tn)− ψ1(tn)|

−
1

|I0|

∑

tn∈I0

log |ψ2(tn)− ψ1(tn)|, (9)

with I0 = [tn0 , tn1 ] and IT = [tn2 , tn3 ], where n0 < n1 <
n2 < n3. If one flow variable shows chaotic behavior, then
we would expect the other flow variables to show similar
chaotic behavior. Because the measures Cρ(1) , Cρ(2) , and Cp
are each sensitive to parameters and scalings, we define
the chaos measure

C = min(Cρ(1) , Cρ(2) , Cp). (10)

Because of the sensitivity of individual measures, we sup-
pose that the minimum of these measures provides more
sensitivity to the presence of chaos than using any one
individually. Large and positive C indicates exponential
divergence between the two solutions over some time in-
terval. However, small and positive C does not necessarily
imply that the solutions diverge from one another. The
chaotic interface in the plane (ω, κ) is defined to be the
function κ∗(ω), where for each ω, κ∗(ω) is the lower bound
that satisfies C(ω, κ) > C for all κ > κ∗(ω). We find
that C = 0.5 is a useful threshold to identify chaos for
the system parameters considered in this paper, and we
use this threshold moving forward. We say that the solu-
tion corresponding to the forcing parameter pair (ω, κ) is
chaotic if κ > κ∗(ω).

4. CONTROL DESIGN TO SUPPRESS CHAOS

Several different control designs varying in complexity may
each demonstrate a capability of suppressing chaos. The
design that we propose is based on proportional feedback.
Our motivation for feedback control comes from industrial
accessibility. That is, because pipelines have sensors that
record time series measurements of pressure and mass flux
values at high frequency rates, we suppose that a chaos
suppression controller could be integrated into a pipeline
control system. We propose a control action to stabilize
mass flow defined by

u(t) = µ− µ (ϕ(t, 0)− ϕ(0, 0)) , (11)

where µ and µ are scalars that represent the baseline com-
pressor ratio and the gain of the proportional feedback con-
troller, respectively. When µ = 0, the feedback controller is
deactivated and the resulting solution is called the baseline
solution. We say that the controller with gain µ suppresses
chaos at the operating point (ω, κ) if C(ω, κ;µ) < 0.5,
where C is defined as in the case without feedback control
(µ ≡ 0). The chaotic interface, κ∗(ω;µ), corresponding to
the gain µ is also defined as in the case without feedback
control using equations (9) and (10). Although the control



Fig. 1. Suppressing chaos by increasing the control gain µ in (11). Flow variables in phase space are evaluated at the
pipe outlet x = ℓ for t ∈ [75, 100]. The concentration boundary condition parameters are ω = 0.5 cyc/hr, κ = 0.85,
and γ = 0.2. The remaining parameters are µ = 1.75, p = 4 MPa, q = 75 kg/m2s, T = 100 hr, ℓ = 50 km, D = 0.5
m, λ = 0.011, σ1 = 338 m/s, and σ2 = 4σ1.

Fig. 2. Suppressing period doubling bifurcations. The time horizon is T = 400 hr and the concentration parameters are
ω = 0.1 cyc/hr, κ = 0.98, and γ = 0.2. The remaining parameters are the same as those in Fig. 1.

design in (11) is conceptually simple, we will demonstrate
that it is highly effective at suppressing chaotic dynamics
over the entire (ω, κ) parameter plane.

Let us consider an example. We select a concentration
variation parameter pair (ω, κ) = (0.5, 0.85) that results in
a chaotic solution when the controller is deactivated, i.e.
C(ω, κ; 0) > 0.5. In Fig. 1, this chaotic baseline solution
along with two additional simulations that correspond to
two nonzero control gains are displayed to demonstrate a
suppression of chaos as the control gain increases. All of
the pipeline and boundary condition parameters, except
for the control gains, are unchanged between the three
simulations. The phase space portrait of the baseline
solution corresponding to µ = 0 is shown on the left-
hand side of Fig. 1. Uninfluenced by the controller, the
solution in this case regularly changes direction in phase
space with sharp gradients. This type of behavior is typical
for uncontrolled solutions (Baker et al. (2023b)). In
the middle of Fig. 1, we show the control action for a
gain of µ = 0.0025 and the resulting phase portrait.
By inspection, we find that the controlled solution for
this gain value exhibits less hysteresis than the baseline
(uncontrolled) solution, but still does not have a closed
periodic orbit in the physical phase space. Increasing the
gain further to µ = 0.006, we obtain a periodic phase
portrait with smooth gradients and a stabilizing periodic

control associated with this solution, as shown on the
right-hand side of Fig. 1. While this example demonstrates
a transition to periodicity as the gain increases, this
does not show quantification of chaos in the rigorous
mathematical sense, i.e. that C(ω, κ;µ) < 0.5 for one of the
nonzero values of µ. Nevertheless, one of the results in our
previous study (Baker et al. (2023b)) shows that the areas
in the (ω, κ) parameter plane that correspond to periodic
and non-chaotic dynamics in fact coincide. Therefore, we
associate the transition to periodicity with the suppression
of chaos in a manner that is sufficient to confirm by visual
inspection of simulations.

Although the above example may demonstrate a capa-
bility of the controller to suppress chaos and stabilize
downstream flows to a periodic orbit for the operating
point (ω, κ) = (0.5, 0.85), the effectiveness of the controller
does not appear to be limited to a particular operating
condition. For another example, consider the operating
frequency ω = 0.1 cyc/hr. The baseline solution associated
with this frequency approaches a periodic orbit, as seen on
the left-hand side of Fig. 2; however, this baseline solution
experiences a sequence of period doubling bifurcations as
the amplitude factor κ increases to unity. For the ampli-
tude factor κ = 0.98, the baseline solution has twice the
period of the forcing concentration γ(t) as a result of the
two loops that comprise the orbit, as seen on the left-
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Fig. 3. Chaotic interfaces κ∗(ω;µ) in the (ω, κ) plane as
functions of ω for various control gains µ. The region
defined by 0 ≤ ω ≤ 2 and 0.5 ≤ κ ≤ 1 is discretized
into a 21 × 15 grid of pairs of points. For each pair
and for each control gain, two solutions are simulated
for 100 hours whose initial conditions correspond
to withdrawal rates q = 75 and q = 75.1. The
value C(ω, κ;µ) is determined from the two solutions
using (10) with intervals I0 = [0.08N, 0.15N ] and
IT = [0.5N, 0.8N ], where N = 10, 000. The chaotic
interface curve κ∗(ω;µ) is obtained from the set of
values C(ω, κ;µ) on the grid according to its definition
and then interpolated with shape-preserving splines.
The remaining parameters are the same as those in
Fig. 1.

hand side of Fig. 2. Inspecting Fig. 2, we observe that the
controller suppresses period doubling, in the sense that the
two loops in the orbit of the baseline solution transition
to a single loop for a sufficiently large control gain. The
examples in Figs. 1-2 demonstrate that the controller may
have the ability to suppress chaos while simultaneously
stabilizing its dynamics to a simple periodic orbit with
the use of sufficiently large control gains that depend
on the operating points (and other pipeline parameters).
Moreover, the examples illustrate that a stabilizing con-
troller has the potential to significantly reduce large and
undesirable gradients in phase space that could otherwise
appear in the uncontrolled solution.

We conclude by analyzing the chaotic interface κ∗(ω;µ)
as a function of frequency for various control gains. Figure
3 depicts three chaotic interfaces in the (ω, κ) parameter
space that correspond to the three control gains listed in
the figure. It may appear from Fig. 3 that for any two
chaotic interfaces, κ∗(ω;µ1) and κ∗(ω;µ2), the inequality
κ∗(ω;µ1) ≤ κ∗(ω;µ2) is satisfied for all ω whenever µ1 ≤
µ2. However, from extensive numerical simulations, we
note that there are cases for which this proposed inequality
does not hold. Such non-monotonicity in computed criteria
may be a consequence of sensitivity issues that arise in
characterizing chaotic dynamics numerically. Nonetheless,
the chaotic interfaces shown in Fig. 3 are in agreement
with the conclusions from the examples presented above.
The interfaces successfully demonstrate that a sufficiently
large control gain µ in a proportional feedback controller
of the form in (11) could in fact be capable of suppressing
chaos over the entire ensemble of operating points that
comprise the boundary parameter plane.

5. CONCLUSIONS

We have reviewed a new problem in the boundary control
of chaotic dynamics in a distributed-parameter system
defined by partial differential equations. This setting has
a compelling application to suppressing the chaotic flows
that can potentially occur in the downstream pressure of a
natural gas pipeline into which a time-varying mass frac-
tion of hydrogen gas is injected. We demonstrate a simple
single-pipe test system in which the undesirable chaotic
dynamics emerge, and then propose a local controller that
modulates the pipe inlet pressure in order to stabilize the
inlet flow using proportional feedback. This controller is
shown to completely suppress chaotic dynamics in flows
and pressures throughout the pipe for periodic hydrogen
mass fraction variations in the entire phase plane of fre-
quency and amplitude parameters. Existing compressor
station control systems already incorporate the capability
to stabilize through-flow rates, in addition to a variety of
pressure control settings. Applying the type of controller
proposed in our study, natural gas pipelines could accom-
modate injections of hydrogen produced using renewable
energy to facilitate decarbonization while using capital
investments in infrastructure for their planned lifetimes.
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