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Abstract

Equilibrated fluid-solid-growth (FSGe) is a fast, open source, three-dimensional (3D) computational platform for sim-
ulating interactions between instantaneous hemodynamics and long-term vessel wall adaptation through growth and
remodeling (G&R). Such models are crucial for capturing adaptations in health and disease and following clinical
interventions. In traditional G&R models, this feedback is modeled through highly simplified fluid models, neglect-
ing local variations in blood pressure and wall shear stress (WSS). FSGe overcomes these inherent limitations by
strongly coupling the 3D Navier-Stokes equations for blood flow with a 3D equilibrated constrained mixture model
(CMMe) for vascular tissue G&R. CMMe allows one to predict long-term evolved mechanobiological equilibria from
an original homeostatic state at a computational cost equivalent to that of a standard hyperelastic material model. In
illustrative computational examples, we focus on the development of a stable aortic aneurysm in a mouse model to
highlight key differences in growth patterns and fluid-solid feedback between FSGe and solid-only G&R models. We
show that FSGe is especially important in blood vessels with asymmetric stimuli. Simulation results reveal greater
local variation in fluid-derived WSS than in intramural stress (IMS). Thus, differences between FSGe and G&R mod-
els became more pronounced with the growing influence of WSS relative to pressure. Future applications in highly
localized disease processes, such as for lesion formation in atherosclerosis, can now include spatial and temporal
variations of WSS.

1. Introduction

The intricate interaction between hemodynamics and growth (change in mass) and remodeling (change in mi-
crostructure) of a blood vessel plays a vital role in development, homeostasis, and disease progression [1]. The
constrained mixture model (CMM) simulates the continuous deposition and degradation of tissue constituents [2, 3],
often based on the concept of mechanical homeostasis, which is visualized in Figure 1. In this model of mechanobi-
ological homeostasis, changes in vascular composition and properties stem from deviations in regulated variables
from defined set points. These regulated variables primarily include intramural stress (IMS), σI , and wall shear stress
(WSS), τw, which have consistently been found to be maintained at homeostatic values under physiologic conditions
in vivo [4].

Hemodynamics F are a crucial determinant of the biomechanical state of a blood vessel, characterized in part by
its regulated variables. Solid mechanics S within the vessel wall define blood vessel geometry and microstructure.
Changes in the solid mechanics thus trigger changes in hemodynamics, F , rendering the feedback loop a fluid-solid-
growth interaction (FSG) problem. Most prior work considered either constant or reduced-order hemodynamics. The
novelty of our work is a strongly coupled feedback between hemodynamics F and solid mechanics S in a fully three-
dimensional (3D) framework based on the equilibrated constrained mixture model (CMMe) [5]. In the following, we
review previous approaches in more detail and highlight the contributions of this work.
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Figure 1: Negative feedback characteristics of mechanical homeostasis, including hemodynamics F and solid mechanics S . Stimuli consist of
deviations of intramural stress, ∆σI , and wall shear stress, ∆τw, from homeostatic set-point values. Tissue changes are modulated by gain factors
KασI

and Kατw , which capture cell sensitivity to the particular stimulus. growth and remodeling (G&R) are influenced further by degradation rate
kα, homeostatic prestretch Gα, and orientation angle αα. In this work, tissue constituents α are elastin e, four collagen fiber families c, and smooth
muscle m, which are visualized in Figure 2. Figure adapted from [3].

Hemodynamics in vivo typically include complex flow phenomena such as flow separation and recirculation in-
duced by changes in cross-sectional area or bifurcations [6]. Consequently, pressure and WSS typically show a high
spatial and temporal variation. Local hemodynamics can be quantified with computational fluid dynamics (CFD) or
fluid-structure interaction (FSI) solutions [7]. However, the CMM commonly includes simplified assumptions for
axial pressure gradient ∆p and WSS τw based on Hagen–Poiseuille law [5]

∆p =
8µlQ
πr4 , τw =

4µQ
πr3 , (1)

with dynamic blood viscosity µ, vessel length l and radius r, and bulk blood flow rate Q. These equations assume
fully developed steady-state flow through a straight cylindrical tube with axisymmetric flow and zero radial and
circumferential components, which is generally not upheld in in vivo settings.

Reference Fluid Solid Stimuli Coupling Geometry
Figueroa et al. [8] 3D Navier-Stokes Membrane CMM pulsatile mean weak idealized
Sheidaei et al. [9] 3D Navier-Stokes Membrane CMM pulsatile mean weak in vivo
Watton et al. [10] 3D Navier-Stokes 3D hybrid pulsatile mean weak in vivo
Grytsan et al. [11] 3D Navier-Stokes 3D hybrid steady-state weak in vivo
Latorre et al. [12] Control-volume 3D CMMe steady-state strong idealized
Schwarz et al. [13] 3D Navier-Stokes 3D CMM steady-state strong in vivo
This work 3D Navier-Stokes 3D CMMe steady-state strong idealized

Table 1: Overview of some fluid-solid-growth interaction (FSG) interaction models.

The local interaction between hemodynamics and vessel growth and remodeling (G&R) mechanisms is crucial
in numerous diseases and their treatments, as, for example, in tissue-engineered vascular grafts (TEVGs) [14, 15],
vein graft adaptation and failure following coronary artery bypass graft surgery [16, 17], and in congenital heart
patients with pulmonary disease [18, 19]. For an overview of G&R models, i.e., kinematic, constrained mixture
model (CMM), and hybrid, see [20]. A non-comprehensive overview of similar fluid-solid-growth interaction models
is given in Table 1. Figueroa et al. [8] developed a method that couples three-dimensional (3D) hemodynamics to a
membrane model of the vessel wall. This theory is based on the theory of small on large [21], superimposing "small"
deformations during the cardiac cycle upon "large" deformations due to G&R. The membrane wall formulation is

2



related to the coupled momentum method for fluid-structure interaction (FSI) in blood vessels [22]. The long-term
G&R deformation is coupled to pulsatile hemodynamics, illustrated in an example of aneurysmal development. This
approach was used in a patient-specific aneurysm geometry in Sheidaei et al. [9]. The work of Latorre et al. [12]
couples 3D G&R with a simplified control-volume formulation of fluid dynamics. Pressure and wall shear stress
(WSS) are derived from an axial node-based control-volume approach based on the Hagen-Poiseuille law (1) with
additional pressure loss terms. For a more detailed discussion of reduced-order fluid dynamics, see Pfaller et al. [23].
Most recently, Schwarz et al. [13] coupled 3D CMM and 3D hemodynamics. While this constitutes the most detailed
approach so far, it comes at high computational cost due to the need to integrate heredity integrals point-wise in full
CMM.

Most FSG approaches reviewed above, except for Latorre et al. [12] and Schwarz et al. [13], employ weak
coupling between fluid and solid G&R, also known as loose or weak coupling. Here, the fluid and solid domains are
solved independently, with their solutions being exchanged only once in each load step. This approach assumes that
the interaction between the fluid and solid is relatively weak, allowing for some degree of decoupling between the
domains. Loose coupling is typically used for problems where the fluid and solid have a minor influence on each other
or when computational efficiency is prioritized over solution accuracy. On the other hand, strong coupling schemes
rely on an iterative procedure that ensures the convergence of fluid and solid solutions.

This work introduces an equilibrated fluid-solid-growth (FSGe) method to strongly couple 3D G&R based on
the equilibrated constrained mixture model (CMMe) with 3D hemodynamics. Using CMMe greatly reduces the
computational cost of evaluating the solid model and generally arrives at the desired model prediction in much fewer
steps. In the following, we introduce the governing differential equations of the fluid and solid domains (Section 2).
We then review computational techniques employed to solve the coupled fluid-solid problem (Section 3). In illustrative
computational examples of an asymmetric aneurysm, we compare key differences between a solid-only G&R model
and our FSGe formulation (Section 4). We close with a discussion of the results, limitations, and future perspectives
(Section 5).

2. Governing equations of fluid and solid domains

As outlined in Figure 1, the FSGe model relies on the solution of fluid (2.1) and solid (2.2) mechanics, whose
governing equations we briefly review in this section. Additionally, for completeness we introduce both the full
CMM (2.2.1) and CMMe (2.2.2) G&R models. Both 3D fluid and solid were solved numerically in our open-source
multi-physics solver svFSIplus [24], the C++ version of svFSI [25]; both solvers are released with the SimVascular
project [26].

2.1. Fluid dynamics
We model blood flow in large vessels at high shear rates as a Newtonian fluid in the quasi-static fluid domain Ωf

within time scale T f with the incompressible Navier-Stokes equations,

∇ · σf(u, p) = ρ
[
∂u
∂t
+ (u · ∇)u

]
, x ∈ Ωf, t ∈ [0,T f], (2)

∇ · u = 0, x ∈ Ωf, t ∈ [0,T f], (3)

with density ρ, viscosity µ, and fluid Cauchy stress tensor σf = µ(∇u + ∇u⊺) − pI, where u and p are fluid velocity
and pressure, respectively. We prescribe boundary conditions

u(x, t) = 0, x ∈ Γint, t ∈ [0,T f],

u(x, t) = uin(x), x ∈ Γf,in, t ∈ [0,T f],

n · σf(x, t) · n = pout, x ∈ Γf,out, t ∈ [0,T f],

with a no-slip boundary condition at the fluid-solid interface Γint, constant quadratic inflow profile uin at the inlet Γf,in,
and constant outlet pressure pout at the outlet Γf,out with normal n. The initial conditions are

u(x, t = 0) = u0(x), x ∈ Ωf,

p(x, t = 0) = p0(x), x ∈ Ωf,
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Figure 2: Blood vessel with length l, radius r, and thickness h. Its constituents are elastin e (isotropic), smooth muscle m (red, circumferential),
and four collagen fiber families ci (circumferential, axial, diagonal angle α0). Image created by Sebastian L. Fuchs and licensed under the Creative
Commons Attribution 4.0 International License.

with initial velocity field u0 and initial pressure field p0. See Esmaily Moghadam et al. [27, 28] for details on the
P1-P1 variational multiscale finite element solution of the Navier-Stokes equations.

2.2. Solid growth and remodeling

We follow the classic approach of finite strain theory to model the vessel wall displacement, d = x − X, with
reference position X and current position x. We calculate the deformation gradient F, the Jacobian J, and the right
Cauchy–Green tensor C as

F =
∂x
∂X
, J = det F, C = FTF.

The balance of linear momentum in the case of negligible inertial loads [29] in the solid domain Ωs yields the quasi-
static problem

∇ · σs = 0, x ∈ Ωs, t ∈ [0,T s], (4)

with solid stress tensor σs provided constitutively by the G&R material and its solid time scale T s. We prescribe
boundary conditions

da(x, t) = 0, x ∈ Γcap, t ∈ [0,T s],
σs(x, t) · n(x, t) = k d(x, t), x ∈ Γout, t ∈ [0,T s],

with zero Dirichlet boundary conditions in axial direction z at the caps of the blood vessel Γcap and external tissue
support with outward normal n and stiffness k [30]. Note that our external tissue support does not include viscous
damping since G&R is a quasi-static process. The initial condition is

d(x, t = 0) = 0, x ∈ Ωs,

We use a G&R constitutive law to relate deformation F to stresses σf. In the following, we briefly review the
full CMM and the CMMe. The CMM has been diversely applied, e.g., in altered flow and pressure conditions
[31], abdominal [32] and thoracic [33] aortic aneurysms, vein grafts [34], or tissue-engineered vascular grafts [35].
However, due to its computational complexity, there are only limited implementations in three dimensions [36, 37]. In
this work, we use the fast, rate-independent CMMe method that directly predicts the long-term evolved solution that
is in mechanobiological equilibrium [38]. This material model had been previously implemented in the open-source
finite element solver FEBio [39], with computational costs comparable to hyperelastic materials [5]. Prior work relied
on constant-pressure models [5, 33, 40] and control-volume hemodynamics [12]. We briefly introduce the CMM in
Section 2.2.1 and outline the CMMe in Section 2.2.2 but refer interested readers to the original publications.

2.2.1. Constrained Mixture Model
The CMM assumes that structurally significant constituents α with individual reference configurations, material

properties, mass balance relations, and turnover rates are constrained to move together. The mass production per unit
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volume at G&R time τ ∈ [0, s], where s is the current G&R time and τ is an intermediate time at which constituents
are deposited, is expressed as

mα(τ) = mαo Υ
α(τ),

using an original rate mαo > 0 that is modulated by a stimulus function, as, for example,

Υα(τ) = 1 + Kασ ∆σI(τ) − Kατ ∆τw(τw), (5)

with gain parameters Kαi > 0 controlling the sensitivity to stress deviations ∆σI and ∆τw, respectively. We define
these stimuli as

∆σI(τ) =
σI(τ)
σIo

− 1, ∆τw(τ) =
τw(τ)
τwo

− 1. (6)

governed by changes in intramural stress (IMS) σI (induced by pressure and axial force) and WSS τW (induced by
blood flow) from homeostatic set points σIo and τwo, respectively. The constituent removal between deposition times
τ and current time s is modeled by an exponential decay

qα(s, τ) = exp
(
−

∫ s

τ

kα(t) dt
)
, kα(t) = kαo

[
1 + Kα ∆σ2(t)

]
,

where kα is a rate parameter with homeostatic value kαo , and Kα > 0 is a gain parameter for IMS deviation. We can
express the mass density per current volume of each constituent ραR by

ρα(s) =
∫ s

−∞

mα(τ) qα(s, τ) dτ, (7)

where mα is the mass density production rate. The constituent-specific elastic strain energy density functions Ŵα for
elastin e, collagen c, and smooth muscle m are characterized by the neo-Hookean and Fung-type exponential relations
as

Ŵe = ce(Ie
1 − 3), Ŵm,c =

cm,c
1

4cm,c
2

[
exp

(
cm,c

2 (Im,c
4 − 1)2

)
− 1

]
, (8)

where ce, cm,c
1 , c

m,c
2 are material parameters and Ie

1, I
m,c
4 are constituent-specific measures of deformation that are invari-

ant to the coordinate system used. The constituents are visualized in Figure 2. Collagen fibers are further classified
into circumferentially, axially, and diagonally oriented (at angle α0) populations with fractions βθ, βz, and βd, respec-
tively. The constituent relations (8) are evaluated as Ŵα(Fαn(τ)(s)) with the deformation gradient

Fαn(τ)(s) = F(s) F−1(τ) Gα(τ), (9)

where Gα is the constituent-specific preferred homeostatic pre-stretch, which can be reduced to the scalars Gm,c for
smooth muscle cells and collagen fibers. The elastin prestretch tensor Ge is characterized by the components Ge

θ,r,z.
We obtain the total strain energy density

W(s) =
∑
α

Wα(s), Wα(s) =
∫ s

−∞

mα(τ) qα(s, τ)
ρ(s)

Ŵαn(τ)(s) dτ.

The constituent-specific mass fraction ϕα at time s is defined as

ϕα(s) =
ρα(s)
ρ(s)
.
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2.2.2. Equilibrated Constrained Mixture Model
The CMMe directly predicts the long-term evolved state in mechanical and biological equilibrium, i.e., at s→ ∞,

where production again balances removal. Note that CMMe can still be used to predict transient G&R phenomena
as long as the process is considered to be quasi-equilibrated, similar to classical problems in mechanics of quasi-
equilibrated problems. Toward this end, it is assumed that the imposed perturbations to the homeostatic state are
slow relative to the adaptive G&R process. For this purpose, the G&R process is broken up into several quasi-static
load steps where perturbations are applied in increments. This rate-independent approach does not require computing
hereditary integrals (7), thus drastically lowering the computational demand. In CMMe, the stimulus function in
Equation (5) reduces to

Υαh (∆σIh,∆τwh) = 1, (10)

depending on the equilibrated stimulus functions that can be simplified from (6) as

∆σIh =
σIh

σIo
− 1, ∆τwh =

τwh

τwo
− 1, (11)

comparing the evolved equilibrium h to the original homeostasis o, hence eliminating the time-dependency on τ.
All values with index o are determined at a hyperelastic pre-loading stage (t = 0), followed by the G&R stage h
to determine the long-term evolved variables in mechanobiological equilibrium (t > 0). The equilibrated stimulus
function yields

∆σIh = Kτσ ∆τwh, Kτσ =
Kατ
Kασ
≥ 0 ∀α, η =

Km

Kc , (12)

with a single shear-to-intramural gain ratio Kτσ for all constituents α and smooth muscle-to-collagen turnover ratio η.
Note that for Kτσ = 0 and Kτσ → ∞ the blood vessel perfectly maintains IMS σIh and WSS τwh, respectively. We
obtain the solid Cauchy stress

σs = σx − phI, σx =

e,c,m∑
α

ϕαh σ̂
α
h , (13)

where σ̂αh are the equilibrated constituent-specific Cauchy stresses, σx is the mixture stress, and ph is the equilibrated
Lagrange multiplier that enforces mechanobiological equilibrium. We define the IMS invariant throughout this work
as

σI =
trσs

3
, (14)

calculated from the solid stress tensor σs. We can now express the Lagrange multiplier, using (12), (13), and (14), as

ph = σ
x
Ih − σIo

[
1 + Kτσ

(
τwh

τwo
− 1

)]
, σx

Ih =
trσx

3
. (15)

The invariant σx
Ih can be explicitly calculated from the mixture stress σx. The original homeostatic IMS σIo is

stored locally from the pre-loading stage. Note that the tangential stiffness matrix of the CMMe material model
only has minor symmetries, no major symmetries. This can pose challenges for iterative linear solvers and their
preconditioners. We thus use the distributed memory sparse direct linear solver MUMPS [41] within the PETSc suite
[42].

3. Fluid-solid-growth coupling

In classic FSI, the solid material behavior is purely determined by an elastic response to boundary conditions and
interface conditions at the fluid-solid interface Γint. In contrast, the CMMe material behavior is characterized by a
long-term mechanobiological response to mechanical stimuli. In this section, we first highlight key similarities and
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differences between FSI and FSGe problems and then derive a robust coupling scheme. WSS is a crucial stimulus in
the models used in this work. Its local calculation is a key difference between purely solid G&R models and FSGe:

G&R: ∆τwh ≈

(
ah

ao

)−3

− 1 ≈
[

ro

ao
λθ −

(
ro

ao
− 1

)
λr

]−3

− 1, λi =
√

Ch : ei ⊗ ei. (16)

FSGe: ∆τwh =
∥τwh∥

∥τwo∥
− 1. (17)

In the G&R model, local WSS is approximated with the Poiseuille flow-derived WSS (1). The evolved local inner
radius ah of the blood vessel is approximated locally at each Gauß point of the finite elements. The approximation
uses the radial coordinate ro and inner radius ao in original homeostasis as well as the evolved local circumferential
stretch λθ and radial stretch λr with unit vectors ei [5]. In the FSGe model, we use the magnitude of the local WSS
vector τw extracted at the fluid-solid interface from a steady-state fluid solution. In response to local changes in WSS,
the endothelium alters its production of vasoactive molecules that rapidly diffuse into the wall and cause vascular
smooth muscle cell relaxation or contraction [43]. Instead of solving the diffusion equation, this work assumes that
the WSS stimulus at the interface Γint effects each radial location equally within the vessel wall. Thus, the FSGe
model is coupled via

σs := σs(τw) = σs(σf
Γint

), x ∈ Ωs, (18)

to the solid stress tensor σs. Modeling the effect of vasoactive molecules, at everly location in the vessel the solid
stress σs depends on WSS τw, which, in turn, depends on the fluid stress tensor σf

Γint
at the interface Γint. This

interaction differs from classic FSI problems, where fluid and solid are only coupled at the interface. In FSGe, the
fluid-solid interface is coupled to the whole solid volume. Furthermore, in blood flow, WSS τw is typically five orders
of magnitude smaller than the IMS σI . Thus, WSS has a negligible mechanical influence in vascular FSI models, but,
depending on the gain ratio Kτσ, a large biological influence in the FSGe model. Also, solid G&R takes place on a
time scale T s ≫ T f of weeks or months, which is much larger than the fluid dynamics time scale T f. Thus, we can
derive the interface velocity from the interface displacements d as

uΓint =
∂d
∂ts ≈ 0, x ∈ Γint, (19)

which differs from the typical FSI condition that non-zero fluid and solid velocities must match at the interface. The
interface condition (19) is equivalent to a no-slip condition in a rigid-wall fluid simulation. The traction interface
condition

σs
Γint
· n = σf

Γint
· n, x ∈ Γint, (20)

is identical to most FSI problems, with interface normal vector n. While blood pressure is typically assumed to be
constant in purely solid G&R models, the FSGe couples the normal components of local solid and fluid stress tensors,
σs
Γint

and σf
Γint

, respectively, which spatially vary according to the solution of the Navier-Stokes equations.
The choice of coupling scheme is crucial for the robustness and accuracy of the FSGe model. For a comprehensive

review of FSI coupling approaches, we refer to Hou et al. [44]. We refer to Degroote [45] for an extensive discussion
of partitioned fluid-structure coupling approaches and reuse some of the notations in this section. The FSGe model
proposed in this work is available open-source in the Python coupling code svFSGe [46]. In the remainder of this
section, we briefly review key differences between monolithic (3.1) and partitioned (3.2) coupling schemes for their
use in FSGe. The monolithic approach simultaneously solves the space- and time-discretized fluid and solid fields.
In contrast, the partitioned approach solves fluid and solid fields separately and can be implemented with either weak
(3.2.1) or strong (3.2.2) coupling.

3.1. Monolithic coupling
Let f and s denote the fluid and solid residual, respectively. The vector U represents the discrete fluid variables

velocity and pressure; the vector D represents the discrete solid displacements. The monolithic FSI problem is then
given by f(U,D) = 0

s(U,D) = 0
. (21)
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This system is commonly solved with the Newton-Raphson method. The update for fluid and solid increments, ∆U
and ∆D, respectively in iteration k at a load step t becomes[

∂U f ∂D f
∂U s ∂D s

]
t,k

[
∆U
∆D

]
t,k+1
= −

[
f
s

]
t,k
, (22)

where ∂U f denotes the partial derivative of f with respect to U. All blocks in Equation (22) are treated in the same
mathematical framework and implemented in svFSIplus. For FSI problems, the advantages of monolithic coupling
can be faster convergence and higher accuracy than the partitioned approach. However, it may require more com-
putational resources and a more intrusive software implementation. Independent of these challenges, we found a
monolithic coupling approach to be intractable for an FSGe problem. Solving Equation (22) requires solving both
fluid and solid fields with the same time step size, typically TFSI ∼ 1 ms or below in cardiovascular FSI problems
[47]. However, as discussed in Section 3, solid G&R takes place over a much longer time scale than blood flow fluid
dynamics. In fact, the CMMe returns the mechanobiological equilibrated G&R response after an infinitely long period
s→ ∞ at every load step t. This limit renders solving Equation 22 with a uniform fluid-solid time step size intractable,
and we, therefore, chose a partitioned scheme for FSGe. Note that we refer to t throughout this work as a quasi-static
G&R load step opposed to a time step in a dynamic problem. All load steps represent a long-term equilibrium at
s→ ∞, typically for different insult severities.

3.2. Partitioned coupling
In partitioned FSI, fluid field F and solid field S solve for interface traction u and interface displacements d,

respectively so that

u = F (d), (23)
d = S(u). (24)

In the fluid field F , in addition to solving blood flow dynamics (Section 2.1), we apply a deformation to the computa-
tional grid of Ω f to avoid excessive fluid mesh distortion. This is similar to the arbitrary Lagrangian-Eulerian (ALE)
formulation typically employed in FSI problems where an arbitrary grid velocity is applied. However, due to (19), the
mesh deformation is quasi-static in FSGe. In the FSGe model, we apply an interface mesh deformation dint and solve
a linear elasticity problem to solve for the fluid mesh deformation

K · d f = 0, with d f = dint on Γint, (25)

with a stiffness matrix K. Inspired by Degroote [45], we outline the steps within the fluid and solid solvers in Algo-
rithms 1 and 2, respectively. Partitioned FSI offers the advantage of reusing and combining existing fluid and solid
solvers with solution techniques targeted to the respective domain. Note that while independent solvers could be used
for F and S, we use our open-source multi-physics solver svFSIplus for both [25]. Crucially, this allows us to
natively split both time scales arising in the FSGe problem. We thus focus on a partitioned coupling approach for the
remainder of this work.

Algorithm 1 F : Steady-state fluid
1: Apply interface displacement d
2: Deform the fluid domain (25)
3: Solve for fluid variables U
4: Extract interface traction u

Algorithm 2 S: Quasi-static solid
1: Apply interface traction u
2: Propagate WSS through solid domain
3: Solve for solid variables D
4: Extract interface displacement d

Note that in comparison to a classic FSI problem, in FSGe we additionally need to radially propagate the effects of
the WSS at the interface throughout the thickness of the blood vessel in the solid domain (line 2 in Algorithm 2) as
discussed in Section 2.2. In a cylindrical reference domain with a structured solid grid, this can be easily facilitated
with a cylindrical coordinate system. A radial coordinate can be defined in patient-specific geometries, e.g., by solving
a diffusion problem commonly used in cardiac geometries [48].
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3.2.1. Weak coupling
The group of partitioned FSI coupling schemes can be further split into implicit (or strong), semi-implicit, and

explicit (or weak) schemes [49]. As Section 1 outlines, most previous FSG approaches used weak coupling. Algo-
rithm 3 illustrates the most basic case of a serial staggered weak coupling scheme. Here, the fluid solution is updated
once in every load step t based on the solid solution dt−1 from the previous load step. The updated fluid solution is
then input to update the solid solution dt. For FSGe, this weak coupling method is unstable for Kτσ > 0 and is thus
not further pursued in this work. Although weakly coupled FSI problems can sometimes be stabilized by reducing the
time step size, this strategy is not possible in FSGe. While an applied stimulus can be spread over more load steps,
the time-independent solid CMMe model always yields a long-term evolved equilibrium at s→ ∞.

Algorithm 3 Weak coupling scheme
1: d0 = 0, t = 0
2: do
3: t + +
4: dt = S ◦ F (dt−1)
5: while t ≤ tmax

3.2.2. Strong coupling
Strong coupling schemes enforce an equilibrium between fluid and solid fields in every load step, which requires

an additional iteration loop. Strong coupling is essential to solve the FSGe problem when there is a strong interaction
between fluid and solid, which is the case for Kτσ > 0, that is, when the solid G&R material depends on local WSS.
We control the convergence towards an equilibrium in coupling iterations k at every load step t with the displacement
residual

rt,k = d̃t,k − dt,k, (26)

In the following, d̃t,k denotes the output of a subsequent fluid-solid solve

d̃t,k = S ◦ F (dt,k), (27)

in contrast to the input dt,k. Equilibrium between fluid and solid is achieved when the relative displacement error norm

∥rt,k∥2

∥dt,k∥2
< ϵ0, (28)

is smaller than a given tolerance ϵ0. The most basic form of strong coupling is the Gauß-Seidel iteration scheme
depicted in line 8 of Algorithm 4. Here, fluid mesh deformation, fluid, and solid are executed sequentially, and we use
the output from the previous coupling iteration as the input for the current iteration:

dt,k = d̃t,k−1. (29)

Gauß-Seidel schemes typically converge slowly or might not converge at all [45]. A straightforward approach to
stabilize the Gauß-Seidel scheme is to introduce static relaxation

dt,k = ω d̃t,k−1 + (1 − ω) dt,k−1, 0 < ω ≤ 1, (30)

with a static relaxation parameter ω, which reduces to the Gauß-Seidel scheme (29) for ω = 1. While usually
improving numerical stability for 0 < ω < 1, this coupling scheme typically converges slowly and highly depends on
the choice of the relaxation parameter ω. A much more efficient scheme is obtained by dynamically choosing ωk in
each iteration k through Aitken relaxation [50, 51]:

ωk = −ωk−1
rk−1 · ∆rk

∥∆rk∥2
, with ∆rk = rk − rk−1. (31)

While easy to implement, Aitken relaxation can use only information from one previous coupling iteration and is
thus limited in its potential to introduce stabilization to the coupling scheme. The interface quasi-Newton with inverse
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Jacobian from a least-squares model (IQN-ILS) can use information from up to q previous coupling iterations [45, 52].
It is based on applying the Newton-Raphson method to solve the equation rt = 0, which yields

dt,k = d̃t,k−1 −

(
∂r
∂d

∣∣∣∣∣
t,k−1

)−1

rk−1. (32)

However, the Jacobian matrix ∂r/∂d is not known explicitly, and an approximation with finite differences would
require several additional solver evaluations. In IQN-ILS, the Jacobian is approximated from a linear combination of
known previous displacements, computing the input displacements as

dt,k = d̃t,k−1 +Wc, with W = [∆d̃k−1,∆d̃k−2, . . . ], ∆d̃k−1 = d̃k − d̃k−1, (33)

with coefficient vector c which we obtain by solving the least squares problem

min
c
∥Vc + rk∥2, with V = [∆rk−1,∆rk−2, . . . ]. (34)

This minimization problem is solved using the QR-decomposition QR = V. The matrices V and W are updated in
every coupling iteration k and truncated to contain a maximum of q entries. We reuse information from previous load
steps in V and W but never calculate increments across load steps. Furthermore, filtering ensures that linearly depen-
dent columns iϵ are excluded from V and W when Rii < ϵQR. The IQN-ILS approach is summarized in Algorithm 6.

Algorithm 4 Strongly coupled FSGe
1: V = ∅, W = ∅, t = 0
2: do
3: k = 0
4: dt,0 from Algorithm 5
5: do
6: k + +
7: if t = 0 then
8: dt,k = d̃t,k−1
9: else if (k = 1) or (t = 1 and k ≤ 5) then

10: dt,k = ω d̃t,k−1 + (1 − ω) dt,k−1
11: else
12: dt,k from Algorithm 6
13: end if
14: d̃t,k = S ◦ F (dt,k)
15: rt,k = d̃t,k − dt,k

16: while ∥rt,k∥2 / ∥dt,k∥2 > ϵ0
17: t + +
18: while t ≤ tmax

Algorithm 5 Polynomial predictor
1: if t = 0 then
2: dt, 0 = d0
3: else
4: dt, 0 = 2d1 − d0
5: end if

Algorithm 6 IQN-ILS
1: V = (rt,k − rt,k−1,V)
2: W = (d̃t,k − d̃t,k−1,W)
3: V = V \ Vi>q, W =W \Wi>q

4: do
5: QR = V
6: iϵ = argi

(
|Rii| < ϵQR

)
7: V = V \ Viϵ , W =W \Wiϵ
8: while iϵ , ∅
9: c = R−1 b with b = −R−T (Vrt,k)

10: dt,k = d̃t,k−1 +Wc

The strongly coupled FSGe method is outlined in Algorithm 4. We use a Gauß-Seidel scheme exclusively at t = 0
for the pre-loading stage in CMMe [5] in line 8. Here, the displacements are negligibly small, and there is only
weak coupling as pre-loading does not depend on local WSS. The G&R stage in CMMe at t > 0 requires the more
robust IQN-ILS coupling approach in line 12. Note that the performance of the algorithm also crucially depends on
an accurate prediction of displacements dt,0 at the beginning of each load step. If a previous load step is available, we
use the linear predictor in Algorithm 5. Further, note that at the beginning of each coupling iteration k = 1, we obtain
input displacements dt,k from a static relaxation step (30). Similarly, we use static relaxation for the first five coupling
iterations at t = 1, i.e., the first G&R load step, to collect an initial number of iterations for IQN-ILS.

4. Illustrative computational examples

This section compares our equilibrated fluid-solid-growth (FSGe) model to a purely solid growth and remodeling
(G&R) model. As an illustrative example, we focus on the growth of an aortic aneurysm in a mouse. Aortic aneurysms
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have been studied in prior work using the equilibrated constrained mixture model (CMMe) [5, 33] and a prior fluid-
solid-growth coupling method [8]. Given the inherently large deformation in aortic aneurysms, they locally alter blood
flow [53] and are thus a good example to demonstrate differences between solid G&R and FSGe and a good starting
step for more complex in vivo flow patterns in future research.

Solid G&R parameters [5]
Constituents e,m, c elastin, smooth muscle, collagen
Inner radius, thickness, length ao, ho, lo 0.647 mm, 0.04 mm, 15 mm
Mass fractions ϕe

o, ϕ
m
o , ϕ

c
o 0.34, 0.33, 0.33

Collagen orientation fractions βθ, βz, βd 0.056, 0.067, 0.877
Diagonal collagen orientation α0 29.9°
Elastin stiffness ce

o 89.71 kPa
Smooth muscle parameters cm

1 , c
m
2 261.4 kPa, 0.24

Collagen parameters cc
1, c

c
2 234.9 kPa, 4.08

Deposition stretches Ge
θ,G

e
z ,G

e
r ,G

m,Gc 1.90, 1.62, 1/(Ge
θG

e
z ), 1.20, 1.25

Smooth muscle-to-collagen turnover ratio η 1.0
Shear-to-intramural gain ratio Kτσ,o {0.0, 0.2, 0.4, 0.6, 0.8, 1.0}
External tissue support stiffness k 2.0 kPa/mm
Aneurysm parameters
Circumferential extent θod 0.55 π
Circumferential decay vθ 6
Axial extent zod lo/4
Axial decay vz 2
Maximum elastin degradation φe

hm 0.7
Fluid parameters
Maximum inflow velocity uin 1000 mm/s
Outlet pressure [5] pout 104.9 mmHg
Dynamic viscosity µ 4.0 · 10−6 kg/mm/s
Density ρ 1.06 · 10−6 kg/mm3

Numerical parameters
Number of elements nθ × nr × nz 64 × 1 × 40
Number of G&R load steps [5] tmax 10
Coupling tolerance ϵ0 10−3

Static relaxation parameter ω 0.1
IQN-ILS filtering tolerance ϵIQN-ILS 10−1

IQN-ILS number of old iterations q 20

Table 2: Parameters used in all computational examples in this work.

For an overview of all parameters, see Table 2, where the solid G&R parameters are taken from Latorre and
Humphrey [5]. All parameters in the G&R model are identical to the FSGe model, with the FSGe having additional
fluid and coupling parameters. The inflow velocity uin was chosen as an upper bound for systolic velocities observed
in mouse aortas [54]. Aneurysmal growth is associated with elastin degradation, modeled here by decreasing elastin
stiffness [55], i.e., ce

h → 0, and loss of mechanosensation, i.e., Kτσ,h → 0 [56]. We apply a spatial insult profile to
trigger asymmetric aneurysmal growth,

ce
h(θ, z, t) = ce

o [1 − φe
hm f (θ, z, t)], (35)

Kτσ,h(θ, z, t) = Kτσ,o [1 − f (θ, z, t)], (36)

reducing long-term evolved elastin stiffness ce
h and gain ratio Kτσ,h with the spatial and temporal factor f and maximum

elastin degradation factor φe
hm. In our computational results, we sampled aneurysmal growth for different original

homeostatic gain ratios Kτσ,o ∈ [0, 1] as it proved crucial for the G&R vs. FSGe comparison. The circumferential,
axial, and temporal factors are

f (θ, z, t) = fθ fz ft, fθ = exp
(
−

∣∣∣∣∣θo − πθod

∣∣∣∣∣vθ) , fz = exp
(
−

∣∣∣∣∣ zo

zod
−

1
2

∣∣∣∣∣vz
)
, ft =

tanh (2t/tmax)
tanh (2)

, t > 0, (37)
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where the insult is ramped up over the load steps tmax. Recall that load step t = 0 corresponds to the CMMe pre-loading
stage, whereas t > 0 corresponds to G&R. We modulate the temporal factor ft with the hyperbolic tangent to yield
approximately equal displacement increments in all load steps; this enables using a linear predictor that initializes
each load step with a solution close to the converged one. The spatial insult profile fθ fz is visualized in Figure 3 (left).
We introduce an aneurysmal region locally at the top of the blood vessel, whereas the ends and the bottom maintain
healthy parameters.

r

z
θ

Top

Bottom

RightLeft

Figure 3: Mesh (left) with fluid domain F (yellow) and solid domain S, colored by the spatial insult profile fθ fz (white healthy, purple initiating
insult profile). Plot locations (right), top, right, bottom, left, with a cylindrical coordinate system (r, θ, z).

We generated the cylindrical structured mesh in Figure 3 (left) with hexahedral linear displacement-based finite
elements that are refined at the location of the aneurysm in the middle. Further, the mesh has a conforming interface
between fluid and solid domains. The global (θ, r, z) coordinate system and four different plot locations within the
blood vessel are shown in Figure 3 (right). All results in this work are extracted at the fluid-solid interface, i.e., at the
endothelium. We show plots over the axial length of the vessel and point-wise results at the apex of the aneurysm.

4.1. Computational performance

Figure 4 shows the cumulative number of FSGe coupling iterations in each load step for varying gain ratios
Kτσ ∈ [0, 1] required to reach the coupling tolerance ϵ0. Load step t = 0 denotes the CMMe pre-loading step, which
takes only three iterations to converge in all simulations since the displacements d are close to zero during pre-loading.
Our IQN-ILS coupling scheme from Algorithm 6 relies on solutions from previous coupling iterations, which are not
yet available at the beginning of load step t = 1. In addition, since there is only one prior converged load step, we
cannot use extrapolation for the predictor. Thus, load step t = 1 requires more coupling iterations than other load steps
in all simulations. Importantly, there is a clear trend that more coupling iterations are required with higher Kτσ,o. The
average number of coupling iterations for load steps 2 to 10 ranges from 2.0 for Kτσ,o = 0.0 to 7.6 for Kτσ,o = 1.0. For
the longest simulation Kτσ,o = 1.0 with 84 coupling iterations, the total wall times on an Apple M2 Max CPU were
2.7 min (one core) for linear-elastic mesh deformation and 52 min (six cores) for fluid dynamics in the fluid domain
F and 1.7 min (one core) for G&R with CMMe in the solid domain S. This renders the steady-state fluid simulation
the computational bottleneck of FSGe.

Figure 4: Cumulative number of FSGe coupling iterations per load step for different gain ratios Kτσ,o.
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4.2. Solid mechanics

This section compares the solid mechanics between solid-only G&R simulations and coupled FSGe simulations,
both using CMMe as the solid model. Figure 5 shows the displacement fields for G&R (left column) and FSGe (right
column) for increasing original homeostatic gain ratios Kτσ,o ∈ [0, 1] from top to bottom. The red color corresponds
to the evolved gain ratio Kτσ,h after applying the aneurysm insult. Note that the evolved blood vessel retains its
healthy original homeostatic parameters outside the top part of the aneurysm where the aneurysm insult was applied.
Generally, a smaller original homeostatic gain ratio Kτσ,o leads to larger aneurysm growth. Comparing the top row
with uniform Kτσ,o = 0.0, there is little difference between G&R and FSGe results. However, the aneurysms are
smaller with FSGe than with G&R for Kτσ,o > 0. The differences become more pronounced for increasing gain
ratio Kτσ,o → 1.0, especially in the bottom aneurysmal region with intact elastin stiffness and mechanosensation.
Interestingly, the radial deformation in this region is close to zero for Kτσ,o = 0.2 and becomes negative, i.e., inward,
for Kτσ,o > 0.2.

G&R Kτσ,o = 0.0 FSGe

G&R Kτσ,o = 0.2 FSGe

G&R Kτσ,o = 0.4 FSGe

G&R Kτσ,o = 0.6 FSGe

G&R Kτσ,o = 0.8 FSGe

G&R Kτσ,o = 1.0 FSGe

0 1Evolved gain ratio  [-]Kτσ,h

Flow direction =⇒

Figure 5: Long-term evolved solid domains in G&R (left) vs. FSGe (right) for different original gain ratios Kτσ,o ∈ [0, 1] (from top to bottom). The
geometries are colored by the evolved gain ratio Kτσ,h.

Figure 6 shows the local thickness over the axial length, z, of the blood vessel for Kτσ,o ∈ {0.0, 1.0}, i.e., for
the top and bottom rows in Figure 5. Again, G&R and FSGe models were very similar for Kτσ,o = 0.0 (top row).
While all G&R results are symmetric, we observed minor thickening of about 3% downstream at z = 11 compared
to upstream at z = 4 for the FSGe model. With Kτσ,o = 1.0, there was a pronounced axial asymmetry in the FSGe
model (bottom right) compared to the G&R model (bottom left). Comparing the same locations, we observed 12%
downstream thinning at the top of the aneurysm (blue) and 24% thickening at the bottom (red). Most importantly, the
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thickness at the bottom of the aneurysm (red) reaches an evolved equilibrial thickness of more than three times the
original homeostatic value.

Flow direction =⇒

Figure 6: Thickness according to locations in Fig. 3: top (blue), bottom (red), sides (orange/green).

The local displacements d{θ,r,z} in the cylindrical coordinate system are shown in Figure 7. The comparison is
shown for the highest sampled gain ratio Kτσ,o = 1.0 (bottom row of Figure 5), which showed the most pronounced
differences between the two models. Due to the symmetry of the aneurysm, there were no circumferential displace-
ments (top row) at the top and bottom (blue/red dotted) of the aneurysm in both models. However, at the sides of the
aneurysm (orange, green), there was double the circumferential displacement, i.e. rotation, towards the bottom with
FSGe than with G&R. The radial displacements (middle row) at the bottom (red) and the sides (orange/green dotted)
of the aneurysm became negative in the FSGe model, indicating inward growth in these regions. Given the symmetry
of the G&R model, axial displacements (bottom row) are symmetric around z = 7.5 mm but asymmetric in the FSGe
model.

Flow direction =⇒

Figure 7: Displacements dθ, dr , dz (top to bottom) at the endothelium according to locations in Fig. 3: top (blue), right (orange), bottom (red), left
(green) for varying original homeostatic gain ratios Kτσ,o.

The local mechanobiology in both G&R and FSGe for Kτσ,o = 1.0 is visualized in Figure 8. The prescribed insult
profile (top row) of mechanosensation loss towards the top of the aneurysm is identical in both models. However,
the same prescribed gain ratios Kτσ,h = ∆σI/∆τw are achieved with different levels of intramural stimuli ∆σI (middle
row) and wall shear stress (WSS) stimuli ∆τw (bottom row). Since Kτσ,h = 0 at the top peak of the aneurysm (blue
curves at z = 7.5), it follows for both models that ∆σI = 0 at this location. Furthermore, recall that we maintain
intact mechanosensation at the bottom of the aneurysm (red curves at z = 7.5). While in the G&R model, the
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mechanobiologically equilibrated solution yields Kτσ,h = 1.0 ≈ (−0.1)/(−0.1), the FSGe model yields Kτσ,h = 1.0 ≈
(−0.45)/(−0.45). This means that in the G&R model’s evolved equilibrium, both intramural stimulus ∆σI and WSS
stimulus ∆τw are reduced by 10% compared to the original homeostatic state. However, in the FSGe model, these
were reduced by 45%, thus arriving at a significantly different long-term evolved equilibrium that’s characterized by
the observed differences in local thickness (Figure 6) and displacements (Figure 7).

Flow direction =⇒

Figure 8: Prescribed evolved equilibrium gain ratio Kτσ,h = ∆σI/∆τw (top) and resulting intramural ∆σI (middle) and WSS stimuli ∆τw (bottom)
in G&R (left) and FSGe (right) models. Locations according to Figure 3: top (blue), bottom (red), sides (orange/green).

We visualize the evolved local collagen mass ϕc
hJh in Figure 9 at the aneurysm mid-section over the sampled

original gain ratios Kτσ,o. Overall, collagen is deposited most at the top of the aneurysm (blue) and, to a lesser extent,
at the healthy bottom (red). Notably, with increasing gain ratio Kτσ,o → 1 in the FSGe model (right), collagen is
degraded at the bottom (red) below its initial mass fraction of ϕc

o = 0.33 (black). The degradation of collagen at the
bottom (red) of the aneurysm is associated with inward growth around this region. This is visible in Figure 10, where
radial displacements at the sides (green/orange) and bottom (red) become negative for Kτσ ≥ 0.4. These mechanisms
are much less evident in the G&R model, where there is little dependence on the original gain ratio Kτσ,o and no
collagen degradation.

Figure 9: Evolved referential collagen mass fraction (mass of collagen per unit reference volume) ϕc
h Jh at the endothelium at z = 7.5 mm for

varying original gain ratios Kτσ,o. The black line indicates the reference collagen mass of ϕc
o = 0.33. Locations according to Fig. 3: top (blue),

bottom (red), sides (orange/green).
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Figure 10: Radial displacement dr at the endothelium at z = 7.5 mm for varying original gain ratios Kτσ,o. Displacements dr < 0 (black line)
indicate an inward growth of the aneurysm. Locations according to Fig. 3: top (blue), bottom (red), sides (orange/green).

4.3. Fluid dynamics

We compared solid mechanics in G&R and FSGe models in Section 4.2. This section compares the fluid dynamics
in both models. Figure 11 shows the WSS stimulus ∆τw for G&R (left column) and FSGe (right column) simulations.
The plot locations are identical to Figure 5. Whereas the WSS stimulus in the FSGe model stems from solving the
incompressible Navier-Stokes equations (3), it is approximated from the Poiseuille solution (1) in the G&R model.
Purple regions with a value of ∆τw ≈ 0 correspond to regions that maintain WSS during the development of the
aneurysm. As expected, a higher gain ratio Kτσ,o → 1 (from top to bottom) leads to more regions with ∆τw → 0 due
to the increasing weight of WSS in finding the mechanobiological equilibrium. In G&R, ∆τw is strictly coupled to the
vessel’s local change in endothelial radius, leading to strong circumferential variations in the apex of the aneurysm.
In FSGe, ∆τw is circumferentially more uniform around the deformed centerline of the blood vessel.

G&R Kτσ,o = 0.0 FSGe

G&R Kτσ,o = 0.2 FSGe

G&R Kτσ,o = 0.4 FSGe

G&R Kτσ,o = 0.6 FSGe

G&R Kτσ,o = 0.8 FSGe

G&R Kτσ,o = 1.0 FSGe

WSS stimulus  [-]Δτw-1 0.1

Flow direction =⇒

Figure 11: WSS stimulus ∆τw in G&R (left) vs. FSGe (right) for different original gain ratios Kτσ,o ∈ [0, 1] (from top to bottom).
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Figure 12 shows velocity (left) and pressure (right) for the vessel’s longitudinal midsection for different gain ratios
Kτσ,o in the FSGe. Note that, due to the absence of local fluid dynamics in the G&R model, we cannot compare the
models. The geometries correspond to the right column in Figure 5. Recalling the fluid boundary conditions from
Section 4, it is evident that all flows have identical (parabolic) inflow conditions on the very left and identical outflow
pressures of 104.9 mmHg on the very right. While there is little variation in pressure fields for the sampled gain ratios
Kτσ,o, there are some notable differences in the velocity field. There is a small recirculation zone visible at the top
apex of the aneurysm. Due to the incompressibility of blood, for Kτσ,o = 0.0 (top), the doubling in radius inside the
aneurysm drastically decreases local velocity. This effect is less pronounced as the maximum radius decreases with
increasing gain ratio Kτσ,o. Interestingly, as the gain ratio approaches Kτσ,o → 1, the velocity is deflected upward into
the top part upstream of the aneurysm.

FSGe, Kτσ,o = 0.0

FSGe, Kτσ,o = 0.2

FSGe, Kτσ,o = 0.4

FSGe, Kτσ,o = 0.6

FSGe, Kτσ,o = 0.8

FSGe, Kτσ,o = 1.0

0 1000Velocity [mm/s] 104.9 108.6Pressure [mmHg]

Flow direction =⇒

Figure 12: Fluid domains in FSGe models with velocity and flow profiles (left) and pressure (right) with vessel wall (black) for original homeostatic
gain ratios Kτσ,o ∈ [0, 1] (from top to bottom).

Figure 13 shows fluid velocity u (left) and pressure p (right) along the deformed centerline of the vessel for all
gain ratios in Figure12. Again, prescribed boundary conditions are evident for the inlet velocity at z = 0 mm and
outlet pressure at z = 15 mm. The centerline velocity also coincides with the region of maximum velocity. The drop
in velocity inside the aneurysm and the downstream acceleration distal to the aneurysm are visible. We also observe
a linear drop in pressure along z upstream and downstream of the aneurysm and a pressure plateau in the aneurysmal
region. While there’s a more than 60% fluctuation in centerline velocity throughout all Kτσ,o samples, the pressure
changes only about 3.5% compared to the overall mean pressure.
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Figure 13: Velocity magnitude (left) and pressure (right) along the deformed vessel centerline from Kτσ,o = 0.0 (light) to Kτσ,o = 1.0 (dark).

5. Discussion

We presented a novel equilibrated fluid-solid-growth (FSGe) method, where we strongly couple the three-dimensional
(3D) Navier-Stokes equations and the 3D equilibrated constrained mixture model (CMMe). We demonstrated crucial
differences in the solution compared to a solid-only growth and remodeling (G&R) model in illustrative computational
examples of an asymmetric aortic aneurysm. We identified the original homeostatic gain ratio Kτσ,o as a crucial factor
determining the degree of interaction between fluid and solid growth in the long-term evolution. In the remainder of
this section, we discuss the results from Section 4, limitations, and future perspectives. We first review computational
aspects of the FSGe method proposed in this work: its equilibrated nature (5.1), its strong coupling (5.2), stability
of CMMe (5.3), and original homeostasis (5.4). We further review mechanobiological aspects of FSGe, namely wall
shear stress (WSS) influence (5.5) and the directionality and pulsatility of blood flow (5.6).

5.1. Equilibrated vs. transient growth and remodeling

Latorre and Humphrey [5] introduced the CMMe as a fast, rate-independent version of the constrained mixture
model (CMM). It directly yields the long-term equilibrated G&R response, i.e., at s → ∞. The computational cost
of CMMe is comparable to a solid mechanics FEM solution with a hyperelastic material. Together with our implicit
coupling scheme, this makes the FSGe highly efficient. On the other hand, it may be critical to model transient G&R
in cases where the insult is applied slowly compared to the G&R response. For example, tissue-engineered vascular
grafts (TEVGs) in Fontan patients can develop a severe stenosis, which sometimes spontaneously resolves [14, 15].
Here, the time-resolved development of G&R is crucial to studying the mechanisms behind the stenosis formation
and resolution [13], which can be modeled with FSGe [12]. However, we can only study phenomena that will yield a
long-term mechanobiological equilibrium. Yet, many clinically interesting applications involve G&R processes that
do not necessarily yield an evolved equilibrial state [57]. For example, theories have been developed to quantify the
stability or instability of G&R processes such as aneurysm formation [58, 59]. Thus, transient G&R models like the
one developed by Schwarz et al. [13] will be necessary to study fluid-solid-growth interaction (FSG) in unstable cases.

5.2. Strong vs. weak fluid-solid-growth coupling

We proposed a strongly coupled partitioned fluid-structure interaction model where the solid G&R model is given
by the CMMe. A fully implicit monolithic coupling scheme is intractable in this case due to the discrepancy in time
scales, T f ∼ 1 ms for the fluid and Ts → ∞ for the solid CMMe. Our coupling algorithm converged in only two
coupling iterations for Kτσ,o = 0.0, allowing for a weakly coupled partitioned scheme. However, the number of
coupling iterations rose with Kτσ,o → 1, highlighting the strong interaction between fluid and solid. We experimented
with static relaxation for FSGe coupling. However, this required a very low relaxation parameter ω to stabilize the
coupling scheme, which led to excessive coupling iterations. We achieved considerable speedups by introducing
dynamic Aitken relaxation [50] but could not find a solution for high Kτσ,o → 1. Thus, IQN-ILS remains our coupling
algorithm of choice [45]. More speedup could be achieved by taking into account the iterations internal to each solver
[60].

5.3. Computational stability of the equilibrated constrained mixture model

In addition to potential instabilities arising from the fluid-structure coupling in FSGe (Section 5.2), we discovered
instabilities in the underlying solid CMMe model for Kτσ,o → 1, leading to oscillations in displacements, Jacobian,
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and internal G&R variables. These are triggered by the growth of the aneurysm and can be interpreted as a mechan-
ical instability problem. There may exist other biological equilibria of ∆τw and ∆σI that satisfy a certain gain ratio
Kτσ,o > 0. Only the special case Kτσ,o = 0 = ∆σI has a unique biological solution for ∆σI . A mechanobiologically
equilibrated solution is obtained by simultaneously solving for a mechanical equilibrium (4). We believe these os-
cillations originate from evaluating the mechanobiological equilibrium (12) point-wise on each Gauß-point, without
having any continuity conditions for internal G&R variables. Thus, it is possible that Gauß-points within the same
element may converge to different mechanobiological equilibria. We currently prevent these oscillations by choosing
only one element across the vessel thickness. A more versatile solution could be using an internal G&R variable, e.g.,
collagen mass fraction ϕc

h, as an additional unknown in addition to the displacements and choosing a lower polynomial
order for its shape function. Element formulations could be adopted from (quasi)-incompressibility formulations, e.g.,
mixed-field approaches such as Q1P0 [61] or MINI elements [62]. Alternatively, a functional could be added to the
solid weak form preventing oscillations in collagen mass fraction. This idea is derived from edge stabilization in
computational fluid dynamics (CFD), where a least-squares term penalizes the jump in the gradient of the discrete
solution over element boundaries [63].

5.4. Definition of original homeostasis

In computational biomechanics, the solid reference configuration, often obtained from in vivo medical imaging, is
typically not stress-free due to fluid or other loads. This requires either finding a stress-free reference configuration,
which might not exist [64], or local residual stresses so that the initial configuration is in equilibrium with fluid loads.
Many strategies have been developed to address this issue [65–67]. In G&R, we need to satisfy a biological equilib-
rium, i.e., original homeostasis o, in addition to the aforementioned mechanical equilibrium. In this work, we achieve
a mechanobiological equilibrated original homeostasis by solving a non-linear equation for a thin-walled cylinder for
the initial in vivo blood pressure Po. Here, the inner and outer radii are fixed, as well as the homeostatic parameters in
Table 2. This approach works well in a given ideal cylinder with an unknown uniform in vivo blood pressure that can
be freely chosen in the model. However, it cannot be generalized to in vivo blood vessel geometries that were imaged
under measured blood pressure. Given the limited prior work with 3D CMM, there are few references for pre-loading
in vivo G&R models. The algorithm proposed by Wu et al. [68] solves a minimization problem by locally varying
fiber alignment. Laubrie et al. [69] prescribed a transmurally varying prestretch gradient for constituents to establish
an initial homeostatic state. Gebauer et al. [70] introduced an iterative algorithm to prestress a fixed patient-specific
cardiac geometry under fixed ventricular pressures. The algorithm solves for the local isotropic elastin prestretch
until the model is in mechanobiological equilibrium up to a specified displacement tolerance. The choice of elastin
prestretch was motivated by the fact that elastin is the only constituent that is assumed to not turn over in the G&R
time scale considered, given its long half-life [71]. In the future, this approach could be used to define the original
homeostasis in FSGe problems by either locally solving for the elastin prestretch or other quantities, such as vessel
thickness.

5.5. Influence of local wall shear stress

Previous FSG studies did not investigate differences across G&R models or found only minor differences [13]. We
observed in Section 4.2 that both G&R and FSGe models delivered similar results for Kτσ,o → 0 despite the underlying
assumptions in the purely solid G&R model. However, for high gain ratios Kτσ,o → 1, the different long-term evolved
equilibria between G&R and FSGe models became more pronounced. These differences were especially prevalent in
the bottom healthy region of the blood vessel with intact elastin stiffness and mechanosensation. Compared to G&R,
the FSGe model grew inward with a three-fold increase in vessel wall thickness. Furthermore, in Section 4.3, we
observed that the inward growth of the bottom region of the blood vessel is associated with an upward deflection of
blood flow toward the top of the aneurysm.

As mentioned previously, earlier versions of G&R relied on the Poiseuille and thin-walled cylinder assumptions
to calculate mechanical stimuli. Assuming Poiseuille flow (1) and a thin-walled cylinder for the blood vessel, analytic
relationships can be derived for WSS τw and wall stress σ components, respectively,

τw ∼ Q ·
1
r3 , σθ ∼ P ·

r
h
, σr ∼ −P, σz ∼ F ·

1
rh
, (38)
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with radius r, wall thickness h, flow rate Q, pressure P, and axial force F. We specifically developed our FSGe
coupling method to not rely on Poiseuille flow and thin-walled assumptions but rather the numerical solution of the
3D Navier-Stokes equations and 3D finite strain elasticity, respectively. Yet, we studied aneurysmal development
under steady-state flow with a low Reynolds number of Re ≈ 170 which resulted in a flow profile similar to parabolic
even in aneurysmal regions of the blood vessel. Thus, comparing the fluid and solid field solutions derived from our
FSGe model to these simplifying assumptions gives us insights into the feedback loop of biomechanically regulated
variables (Figure 1) and helps us explain the differences in mechanobiological equilibria. In our examples, the flow
rate Q was constant, and there was little change in local pressure P throughout the fluid domain. We can thus derive
the following relationships for the change in WSS and intramural stimuli

∆τw ∼
r3

o

r3
h

− 1, (39)

∆σI ∼
ho

ro

rh

hh
− 1. (40)

The differences in aneurysmal growth were associated with these different definitions of stimuli and, therefore, dif-
ferent values of mechanobiological equilibria in the two models. Our illustrative computational examples highlight
the importance of incorporating local fluid-derived WSS in the FSGe model. In the FSGe model, the fluid couples
the deformation in the aneurysmal top part of the blood vessel with the healthy bottom part. In the purely solid
G&R model, the WSS in these regions is evaluated independently from local deformations. The stimuli ∆τw < 0 and
∆σI < 0 were downregulated to a much larger extent in FSGe than in G&R at the bottom of the aneurysm. In the
G&R model, relying on relationship (39) resulted in an increase in evolved radius rh and thickness hh. In the FSGe
model, the fluid-derived WSS, ∆τw decreased with decreasing rh which is contrary to (39). This was possible due to
the Navier-Stokes-derived WSS (Figure 11, right) and the upward deflection of the blood flow inside the aneurysm
(Figure 12). In both models, this change was accompanied by an increase in thickness hh according to (40).

5.6. Pulsatility and directionality of blood flow

Our FSGe model considered steady-state flow conditions as an input for the intramural and WSS G&R stimuli,
∆σI and ∆τw, respectively. This is equivalent to some previous FSG methods in Table 1, whereas others used time-
averaged G&R stimuli from a pulsatile flow simulation. Pulsatility is an important determinant of the blood vessel
wall geometry, structure, and properties [72, 73]. For example, Eberth et al. [74] found that increased wall thickness in
hypertension correlated more strongly with pulse than with mean or systolic pressure. Extending our FSGe approach
to incorporate pulsatility would require solving an fluid-structure interaction (FSI) problem with an elastic wall in each
coupling iteration. We could then extract the instantaneous elastic properties of the CMMe with a fixed G&R state
from the evolved equilibrial state, as shown by Latorre and Humphrey [5]. In the aneurysmal region, we currently
introduce dysfunctional mechanosensing at the endothelium by regionally setting Kτσ,o → 0 in the top part of the
aneurysm [56] as a model input. In the future, mechanosensing could be a function of pulsatility and thus as part of
the model prediction.

Flow direction =⇒

Figure 14: Recirculation zone in an FSGe simulation with Kτσ,o = 0.0 (top left in Figure 12), with backflow velocity vectors for uz < 0 at the top
of the aneurysm.

Another crucial input would be the variability of WSS over a cardiac cycle. Figure 14 shows a recirculation zone
with backflow against the predominant flow direction at the top of the aneurysm. This flow separation only occurs in
the FSGe model with Kτσ,o = 0.0 (top left in Figure 12) due to its nearly two-fold increase in radius. Note, however,
that the maximum backflow velocity is only 1.6% of the maximum inlet velocity. This effectively reverses the direction
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of the local WSS vector τw acting on the vessel wall. However, in solid G&R models, τw can only be estimated as a
scalar quantity to inform the WSS stimulus, typically derived from Poiseuille flow (1). It is well established that not
only the magnitude but also the pulsatility and direction of WSS are constantly sensed by the endothelium [75, 76].
For example, the directionality of WSS plays an important role in the development of atherosclerosis [77]. Mohamied
et al. [78] proposed a new metric,

transWSS =
1
T

∫ T

0

τw · (n× τmean)
∥τmean∥

dt, τmean =
1
T

∫ T

0
τw dt, (41)

to quantify the change of direction of WSS over the course of a cardiac cycle T , with vessel normal vector n and
mean WSS vector τmean. This metric was shown to correlate better with atherosclerotic lesion prevalence than other
metrics like time-averaged or oscillatory WSS index. Our FSGe approach allows locally quantifying directionality
measures like transWSS. In the future, incorporating local and directional WSS will enable the testing of hypotheses in
FSGe-mediated aneurysm growth and atherosclerotic lesion formation using FSGe. Since current G&R models were
designed with the static and scalar nature of reduced fluid dynamics in mind, we expect future biological insights from
FSGe to arise from the advancements outlined in this work.
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