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Abstract

We implement full, three-dimensional constrained mixture theory for vascular growth and remodeling into a finite
element fluid-structure interaction (FSI) solver. The resulting "fluid-solid-growth" (FSG) solver allows long term,
patient-specific predictions of changing hemodynamics, vessel wall morphology, tissue composition, and material
properties. This extension from short term (FSI) to long term (FSG) simulations increases clinical relevance by
enabling mechanobioloigcally-dependent studies of disease progression in complex domains.

1. Introduction

It is well known that blood vessels are highly sensitive to perturbations in their mechanical environment. Early
work proposed phenomenological mechanoregulated frameworks for growth and remodeling (G&R) that restored
models of vascular tissues to a homeostatic mechanobiological state.!> Since then, increasingly mechanistic models
of vessel evolution have been developed, including the constrained mixture theory (CMT) of vascular G&R.? In
CMT, families of structurally significant constituents are continuously deposited and degraded in response to the
mechanobiological environment, while each deposited constituent is constrained to move with the mixture as a whole.
CMT has been particularly successful at modeling vessel evolution in response to a wide variety of hemodynamic and
pathological conditions. Recent developments have incorporated increasingly detailed biological processes, such as
inflammation, into vascular G&R models, enabling better modeling of vascular injuries and tissue-engineered vascular
grafts.*>6.7:8

Because of its versatility and robustness, there has been persistent interest in using CMT to predict G&R in patient-
specific anatomies.” ! Computational fluid dynamics (CFD) tools have long existed that could readily supply the
CMT with necessary hemodynamic values in arbitrarily complex geometries, typically defined within rigid wall do-
mains. By contrast, fluid-solid interaction (FSI) frameworks couple fluid behavior with deformable solid wall ge-
ometries that exhibit specific material models. These tools have allowed for increasingly detailed investigations of
hemodynamics in many clinical applications, including patient-specific simulations of coronary arteries, pulmonary
arteries, and congenital heart lesions.'! When used in isolation, of course, both CFD and FSI simulations are limited
to short term predictions. For this reason, there has been a call for melding FSI and G&R models to yield so-called
"fluid-solid-growth" (FSG) models capable of detailed long-term predictions. By enabling long-term predictions of
changing hemodynamics and vascular wall G&R, The incorporation of CMT into CFD simulations constitutes a
critical step forward.

The computational complexity of tracking the mass turnover and deformation history of the many cohorts of each
constituent needed for the full CMT has prevented it from being coupled to full-fidelity FSI solvers. Instead, early im-
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plementations of CMT used reduced-order models of vessels to simplify computation.” More recently, multi-network
and homogenized variations of the CMT have been introduced to increase computational tractability. However, neither
consider the constituent-deposition history, and practical implementations have failed to utilize full fluid simulations
for their mechano-mediated inputs.'?>!% An equilibrated formulation of CMT reduces computational cost by directly
predicting long-term adaptations without considering intermediate evolution states, but while this is ideal for finding
configurations that are at quasi steady-state, many clinically relevant problems hinge on finding configurations during
periods of dynamic remodeling.'>'* In addition, the equilibrated formulation, like the multi-network and homoge-
nized formulations, has yet to be used with full-fidelity fluid simulations.

To overcome the above challenges, our FSG framework couples the full CMT governing equations to a finite element
solver that handles 3D FSI (Figure [[). We validate the performance of this framework against benchmark CMT
problems and demonstrate its ability to handle both idealized and patient-specific geometries, including pathological
hypertension and tissue-engineered vascular grafts. We describe implementation details of CMT unique to patient-
specific formulations.

Fluid-Solid-Growth Implementation
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Figure 1: Schematic view of the FSG framework where timestep updates are determined by iterative convergence of the fluid-
structure-growth equations. The initial configuration of the mixture is chosen as the reference configuration for calculation of G&R
deformations of the mixture via F(t). The deformation experienced, at time s, by the material element of constituent a deposited
at time 7 is given by the deposition prestreich and subsequent deformation of the mixture expressed as ¥, (s) = F(s)F ' (1)F%(7)
where F(s)F~' (1) represents the constrained deformation due to the deformation of the mixture and F{(.(7) represents the deposition
deformation gradient (which includes the deposition prestretch). At each timestep, we enforce convergence of the governing
equations of the fluid, solid, and growth domains. To do this, we iteratively update the interfacing variables of each domain.
This includes the fluid velocity, 0", wall shear stress, T, and pressure, p(s), from the fluid domain, the solid displacement, d",
deformation gradient, ¥"(s), and the intramural Cauchy stress, o', from the solid domain, and the deformation-dependent spatial
elasticity tensor, T(s), and deformation-dependent Cauchy stress, o (s), from the growth domain. Note that there is not directly
coupling from the growth domain to the fluid domain. Instead, convergence between the fluid and growth domains is indirectly

mediated by the solid domain. The exact coupling algorithms and how these interfacing variables are utilized are described below.

2. Methods

We begin by outlining the governing equations of the growth, fluid, and solid domains individually and then discuss
the process for coupling them in a partitioned framework. We then provide implementation details and illustrative
examples of specific uses of this framework.

2.1. Constrained mixture formulation
Vascular tissues are comprised of myriad microscale constituents (collagen, elastin, glycosaminoglycans, smooth
muscle cells, etc.) that display unique material behaviors. In CMT, any infinitesimal element of a reference volume,
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0V inside the solid domain, Qf, is composed of a spatially homogenized mixture of multiple constituents, &, where
the mass of each constituent at current time, s, is given as 0M“*(s). From here, we follow the notation conventions
set forth in Latorre et al. 2020.!> We note that while CMT has been previously used in low-dimensional idealized
geometries, the following formulation is written fully 3D form.

The referential mass density of each constituent, p%(s) = 6M%(s)/6Vp, can evolve over time and be expressed
as

PE(s) = pR(0)Q%(s) + f M) (s, ) dr, )
0

where p%(0) is the initial referential mass density of constituent @, Q“(s) is a mass survival function that represents the
fraction of the initial mass cohort that survives to the current time s, g%(s, T) is a mass survival function that represents
the fraction of the mass deposited at past time 7 that survives to current time s, and m§(7) is the referential mass
density production rate of constituent @ given as

my(7) = my ()1 (7), )

where m{,(7) is a nominal production rate per unit reference volume that is mediated by a stimulus function (7).
The referential strain energy, Wy = 6W(s)/6Vy, can then be expressed as
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where WQ(CZ(T)(S)) is a volume-specific strain energy function, p¢ is the intrinsic mass per unit volume of constituent
a, and CZ(T)(S) is the right Cauchy-Green tensor obtained from the deformation gradient FZ(T)(S) that represents the
deformation experienced, at time s, by a material element of constituent a deposited at time 7. FZ(T)(S) is given
as

Flo(s) = F(s)F ' (0)F(7), 4)

where F{,(7) represents the constituent-specific deposition tensor at time 7 and is defined as
Fi(1) = R |RT(0)G"R(7)| = G"R(1). )

Here, G“ is a constant, symmetric, and volume-preserving deposition stretch tensor such that G*(r) = G* = GeT =
constant and det(G”) = 1. Changes in deposition stretch angle that may arise as the vessel evolves are accounted for
by R(7), the rotation tensor obtained from a polar decomposition of F(7). The remaining portion of Ky (), expressed
by F(s)F~!(1), accounts for the assumption that the motion of each constituent, once deposited, is constrained to that
of the tissue as a whole, which is given by deformation gradient F(s). The full expression for the corresponding right

Cauchy-Green deformation tensor is then
Colry(5) = Fo, T(9)F 0 (s) = [FeT(@F (1) C(s) [ (0)F ()], 6)

where C(s) = FT(s)F(s) is a measurable, mixture level deformation. The referential strain energy of the mixture as
whole is then given by a simple rule of mixtures as

Wi(s) = )" Wa(s). @

@

The change in volume of the mixture, J(s) = 6V(s)/dV), can be expressed as

J(s) = det(B(5)) = D pi(s)/p", ®)

where J(s) satisfies both definitions set forth by the current deformation gradient and the evolving referential mass
density.



The second Piola-Kirchhoff stress of constituent « is given as

AW(s)

S%(s) =2 R

€))

It is convenient to use the chain rule to express the second Piola-Kirchhoff in terms of the constituent-specific right
Cauchy-Green tensor,

OWa(s)  9C(5)
9C} ) (5) " OC(s) |
where the symbol : is the double dot product operator. The double dot product of a second-order tensor with a fourth-

order tensor is defined as (A : B)y = A;;Bjju. The constituent-specific right Cauchy-Green tensor can be simplified to
the form

S*(s)=2 (10)

Co(9) = [(FET@F (D) 0 (12" (0F ()] : Cls), (11
where the symbol © is the mixed dyadic product operator (A © B);jx; = Ay Bj;. It follows that
o0C? _(s)
n(t) _ aT -T aT -T
S0 - (F&"@F () o (F& (0F (). (12)

‘We will further define a constituent-level second Piola-Kirchhoff stress as
We(C2 ()
C2 ()

n(t

S$%(Chry(s)) =2 (13)
so that

1 A s N
S%(s) = E(pjé(O)Q"(S)G“S(CZ(O)(S))G"+ fo m3(1)g" (s, F  (DFEDS(C (NFE (DF (1) dr (14)

The deformation-dependent (i.e. the part independent of reaction terms resulting from kinematic constraints) second
Piola-Kirchhoff stress of the mixture as a whole is then

S(s) = > 8(s). (15)
The Cauchy stress of an individual constituent & can be obtained via a pushforward operator on S%(s),
1
o (s) = —F(s)S*(s)F (). (16)
J(s)

This can also be written in terms of the constituent-level Cauchy stress as

‘l S
o(s) = — (p“(O)Q“?T“(s, 0) + f m®(1)q" (s, 7)6" (s, 7) d7|, (17)
P 0
where m® (1) = mg(1)/J(7) is the mass production rate per unit of current volume of the mixture at time 7 and

A 1 @ Q @
(s, 7) = FETNO) o (OS(Cy ()FL (5), (18)

where det(FZ(T)(s)) = J(s)/J(1). The deformation-dependent Cauchy stress of the mixture is then

F(s) = ) "(s), (19)

and the full Cauchy stress for the mixture can be expressed as

o(s) = —=p(HI+ o(s), (20)
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where p(s) is a pressure-type Lagrange multiplier that enforces the known volume ratio J(s) from kinematics at time
s. Further, because G&R processes are considered to be slow compared to a cardiac cycle, evolving states can be
computed in strong form via V- o = 0. For weak form solutions, however, it is useful to compute the stiffness
matrices. The material elasticity tensor C* of constituent « that describes the change in stress which results from a
change in strain is defined as

B 2(9S"(s)
T 0C(3s) "
It is convenient to use the chain rule to express the material elasticity tensor in terms of the constituent-specific right
Cauchy-Green tensor,

a

ey

C¥(s)=2

98°(s) 5C§<r>(s)] ~ 4(5C§<T)(s) L PWis) 9C, () )

ICi(5) " 0C(s») )~ "\ 9C(s) " IC;()IC(5) " AC(s) )
The double dot product of a fourth-order tensor with a fourth-order tensor is defined as (A : B)jjir = A jmnBunti. We
can define a constituent-level material elasticity tensor as

S(X(CZ(T)(S)) _4 62WQ(S)

Aa 13 =2 =
) =2 5 = Yac, 9aC )

(23)

so that
1 N
CY(s) :E(pl‘g(O)Q“ [G* o G*]: (D(ij(o)(s)) : [G* : G 24)

¥ fo (0, o [F'@F@)] o [F @Fg] ) : 60 ([F"@F "] o [FeT@F )] d‘r).

The spatial elasticity tensor of constituent @, which corresponds to changes in Cauchy stress can then be obtained via
a pushforward operator on S%(s),

1
c*(s) = m(F(s) o F(s)) C(s) : (FT(s) o) FT(s)). (25)

The deformation-dependent material elasticity tensor of the mixture is then

C(s) = Y C(s), 26)
and the deformation-dependent spatial elasticity tensor of the mixture is
&(s) = ) e(s). @7

Specific choices for parameter values and functional forms are described in Section[3

2.2. Fluid formulation

We define Q/ as the fluid domain with Qg denoting the reference configuration of the fluid domain and Q! the current
configuration. For most studies of hemodynamics in large vessels, the governing equations for mass balance and
linear momentum balance in a non-moving domain include the incompressible Navier-Stokes equations

Vou=0 inQ/ (28)
pa+V-(pueu-o/)—pf=0 inQ/, (29)
where blood is assumed to exhibit a Newtonian behavior at high shear rates such that
o/ = —pI + u(Vu + Vu") (30)
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is the fluid stress tensor, u is the fluid velocity, p is the fluid density, u is fluid viscosity, p is pressure, f is a body force
acting on the fluid, and V is the traditional differential operator acting on the current configuration unless otherwise
noted. For moving domain simulations, it is necessary to pose these equations in a form amenable to discrete anal-
ysis in a moving domain. To do this, we can use a space-time Piola transformation to modify Equation @28)) to the
form

p@+@u—-1a)-Vu-f)-V-o/ =0, inQ/, (31)

where 1 is the velocity of the fluid domain. Derivation details can be found in elsewhere.!® To solve the strong form
of the fluid governing equations, we define the solution spaces S, and S, as well as the variational spaces V,, and V,.

We define the boundary of the fluid domain as I'y and assert the existence of F}f and Fg which refer to the portion of
the boundary with natural and essential boundary conditions respectively. The boundary conditions are then defined
on the solution space as

u=gon I/, Vues (32)
w=0onT}, VweV, (33)

where u and w are members of the function sets S and V respectively, and g is a given function.

We then pose the variational form of the incompressible, moving-domain Navier Stokes equations. Find u € S, and
p € S, such that for all w € V,, and g € V), the following is satisfied:

fw~p(l'l+(u—ﬁ)-Vu—f)dQ+f E(W):O'f(u,p)dQ—fW-hdrll—fqv-udﬂz(). (34)
of of T/ of

n

Additional implementation details of the discretization and stabilization of the fluid formulation can be found in
In the end, we are left with an iterative matrix system for fluid mechanics given in terms of u,.; and

Pn+1 that can be expressed in the form
K G)\(Aa,. | _(-R™™
5 -5

where R and R™™ are the residuals of the continuity and linear momentum equations, respectively, and K, G, D,
and L are given as

6Rm01‘”
K=— (36)
aunJrl
6Rm0m
G= 37
6pn+l
6RCUYLZ
D=— (38)
aunJrl
aRC()I‘[[
L= : (39)
Opni1
2.3. Solid formulation
In Q° the governing equations must similarly satisfy linear momentum balance,
divo +pf-a)=0 inQ, (40)

where o is the Cauchy stress in the solid, f is the solid body force per unit mass, p is the solid mass density, and a is
the solid acceleration.



Structural mechanics are solved computationally using similar methods. Here, we denote a reference and current
domain, denoted Qg and Q,, respectively. We define our trial and test function spaces as

Sa={dld(,0) € (H' Q)™ di=g  on([))) 4D
Va = (WIW(,0) € (H' Q)Y wi =0 on (I))g}. (42)
The weak formulation of the linear momentum equation is then
pr-fdQ—pr-ddQ+fw-hdl"—féS:Esz(), (43)
o o r;, [y
which can be expressed solely in the current configuration as

pr-fdQ—pr-&dQ+f
o o r

s
th

w-hdl"—fa:e(w)szO. (44)
Q;

Additional implementation details of the discretization of the solid formulation can be found in In the
end, we are left with an iterative matrix system for structural mechanics given in terms of d, 1,

KAd,.1; = -R",. (45)
where R*" is the residual of the linear momentum equation and K is given as

RS[V
K= 6.. (46)
6dn+1

This fully defines our solid formulation and allows us to solve for displacement and, by extension, the deformation
gradient and Cauchy stress in the solid domain.

2.4. Fluid-solid-growth coupling

When coupling the equations of the fluid domain (¥), the solid domain (S), and the growth domain (G), it is crucial
to consider the different timescales involved in each domain. Depending on the specific biological processes being
modeled, the changes over G occur over periods ranging from days to months or even years. By contrast, the response
times of the hyperelastic material in the solid domain and the viscous material in the fluid domain are much shorter,
typically on the scale of milliseconds or seconds. Therefore, we make the assumption that the growth domain changes
at a much slower rate compared to the fluid and solid domains such that

G = constant  on Q* and Q/ 47)

for the duration of time-stepped simulations in the fluid and solid domains. Under this assumption, we can choose a
timescale to use with our fluid and solid simulations that is independent from the timescale of our G&R domain. We
can then evaluate the growth domain at discrete timesteps such that time s can be expressed as

s=As+T, (48)

where 7 is a previous time and As is a discrete timestep. At each of these discrete timesteps, the inputs from the
fluid and solid domains into the growth domain can be calculated and the integrals in the growth domain can then be
evaluated using a numerical integration scheme. For example, using trapezoidal integration,

nag—1

1
Z my(s — kAs)q® (s, s — kAs) | + Asim%(s)q“(s, s), 49)

1
PR(s) = As5pR0)Q"(s) + | As
k=1



is the discretized form of the mass density function where n,, is the number of timesteps at a simulated time of
s = na,As. The other integrals in the growth domain can be similarly discretized.

To simultaneously find the configuration that satisfies the governing equations of the growth domain, G, the fluid
domain, ¥, and the solid domain, S at each timestep, we propose a partitioned approach that iteratively couples the
fluid-solid and solid-growth domains until convergence of all respective formulations. The details of the fluid-solid
and solid-growth coupling are given below.

The most general form of FSG iterative coupling is given in Algorithm [l TIts use of use of monolithic fluid-solid
coupling at every FSG iteration is generic to both pulsatile and steady-state flow simulations. We also introduce two
variations of this coupling schemes described in Algorithm 2l and Bl While all algorithms iterate between the fluid-
solid and solid-growth coupling and enforce convergence of the respective governing equations, Algorithm 2] utilizes
partitioned fluid-solid coupling and is optimized for problems where the fluid is in steady-state. Algorithm [3] also
utilizes partitioned fluid-solid coupling for steady-state fluid problems, but enforces convergence of the solid-growth
coupling before iterating the fluid-solid coupling. This minimizes the number of times the fluid solver is called and is
more efficient in problems where the expected evaluation time of the fluid framework is much larger than that of the
solid framework or growth framework, such as in complex geometries with large fluid domains.

2.4.1. Fluid-solid coupling
‘We define the interface of the fluid and solid domains as

=1/ ﬂ I, (50)

where I'/ is the fluid boundary and I'* is the structural boundary. To ensure that the fluid and structure domains remain
physically interfaced, we enforce the interface boundary conditions

d =d° onT! (51)
o =d on I’ (52)
w =w onT?! (53)
o'i/ = —c*n* onl!, (54)

where w/ and w* are the test functions of the fluid and structural domains, o and o are the current Cauchy stresses
of the fluid and structural domains, and i/ and A° are the normal vectors of the fluid and structural domains.

In this study, we use a partitioned scheme to solve steady-state FSI problems and a monolithic scheme to solve
unsteady or pulsatile FSI problems. This allows flexibility in building our overall FSG coupling scheme.

In steady-state problems,
w=d"=0 onI. (55)

To enforce this, we generate a volumetric fluid mesh directly from the enforced I'' and enforce u/ = 0 on I''. We then
run a rigid-wall fluid simulation to yield the pressure field and wall shear stress on I'':

phu' =F(d"), (56)

where the superscript n respresents the nth coupling iteration between the fluid and solid domains. Given this solution,
we obtain an updated displacement field by running a solid simulation using the Gauss-Seidel scheme such that

dm! = S, uh). (57)

In pulsatile simulations, we simultaneously solve for the fluid and solid domains using monolithic coupling by assem-
bling the matrix

Kii G Kp 0 )\ (Au,,, —R™™
D, L D 0 AR,H] _ —Reont (58)
Koy Gy Kn 0 [|Adyi| | -R™ [

0 0 0 K33 Aﬁn+1 _Rmsh
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where K5, D>, Kj1, and G, can be calculated from the interface boundary conditions, and R"™" and Ka3 represent the
system of equations governing the linear elastic movement of the fluid domain mesh. Then,

dn+1’pn+l’un+1 — fn:S(dn,pn,lln), (59)
where 7§ is the monolithically coupled fluid-solid domain.

2.4.2. Solid-growth coupling
A naive choice of partitioning method would be to couple the solid and growth equations such that

" !(s) = G(@") (60)

d™! = S0 (s)). (61)

We note that the solution field from the fluid domain, u”, is an input into G as the calculated hemodynamics in ¥
mediate G&R via the mass production and survival functions. However, the growth domain’s influence on the fluid
domain is mediated via the solid domain as there are no inputs into the fluid equations that directly stem from the
growth domain solution. Therefore, we focus on coupling the fluid-solid and solid-growth domains separately.

Here, we propose an alternate form of o*!(s) to achieve a solid-growth coupling framework that solely utilizes
the deformation-dependent material stiffness tensor and allows efficient implementation inside the solid formulation
framework. To evolve a vessel configuration from an intermediate time, 7, to a current time, s, we initialize the
iterative process by setting

F'(s) = F(7), (62)

where the superscript n represents the nth iteration at time s. Under this assumption, we then calculate Y*"(s), 6" (s),
c"(s). Given T*"(s), we can calculate the expected volume update from the mass density function as

I sy = ) pR"(9)1p% (63)

a

which will not necessarily equal the volume at the current iteration given as
J"(s) = det(F"(s)), (64)

but will converge as part of the iterative process. If F*(s) is expected to be a reasonable estimate of F"*!(s), the change
in configuration under the solid formulation, F* = F***!(5)F"(s)~!, can be expected to be reasonably small. Under this
assumption, the behavior of the material under F* can be well approximated in its linearized regime. Note that the
assumption of a "reasonably" small deformation gradient is distinct from the assumption of an "infinitesimally" small
deformation gradient where higher order terms are ignored. The Cauchy stress at the n + 1 iteration is expressed
as

o (s) = —p" (I + 3 (s). (65)

Assuming the stress response in F* is nearly linear, we approximate the evolution of o”*!(s) as 0*(s) = o*(s) + 0*
and rewrite o1 (s) as

0" (s) = =(p"(s) + pHL + F'F"(5)(8"(s) + SF"(s) F", (66)

Jr(s)J*
where J* = J"!(s)/J"(s). We approximate S* by linearizing the stress response at the current iteration
S* = C"(s)H, 67)

where
H* = F'(5)T(C* = DF"(s). (68)
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0"(s) can be substituted in for F"(5)S"(s)F"(s)T and the equations simplifies to

1

8 0 Cr s O TET
77 F F @ OHF()F. (69)

1
o™ (s) = =(p"(s) + pHI + FF*&"(S)F*T +

Defining the Green-Lagrange strain tensor, E* = % (C* = 1), and transitioning to use the spatial material elasticity
tensor, we produce the full form of o”*!(s) as

o (s) = =(p'(s) + pHL + %F*&"(S)F*T + %F*(é”(s) (EHFT. (70)

We use a dilational penalty framework to enforce the target volume J"*!(s) and define p*(s) such that

. 1 [(det@®)\ PP 4
E _5[( 7 ) FF -1 (71)
p* = —ky(det(F*) — J*), (72)

where k, is a volumetric penalty parameter. This stress equation has the analogous form to the St. Venant-Kirchhoff
material with prestress and a penalty enforcement which is easily implemented in many standard solid mechanics
solvers. The final configuration is then F**! with the new displacement field d**!. To aid in the convergence of the
solid-growth coupling, we additionally utilize Aitken relaxation where

d"' = So g, (73)
giving d"*! as our unrelaxed displacement and
V= d - d (74)
as the displacement residual. The updated displacement can then be expressed as
d! = " d (1 - W, (75)

where o .
n n—1 (rn— ) (rn -r )

=— . 76

w w (rn _ rn—l)T(rn _ rn—l) ( )

With the solid-growth coupling and fluid-solid coupling defined, we iterate between these coupling schemes until
convergence of the three domains.

3. Implementation Details

The finite-element formulation of constrained mixture G&R was implemented in the open-source solver svFSI, which
is part of the SimVascular software suite.!” Distance-based linear hexehedral C3D8 elements were used for spatial
discretization unless otherwise noted.'® Deformation gradient histories were tracked at every Gauss point while
hemodynamic inputs into the Y(s) functions were spatially smoothed using a distance-weighted Laplacian kernel and
cell-wise averaged. The trapezoidal rule was used for numerical integration of the heredity integrals in the growth
domain at discrete timesteps. At s = 0 the full constrained mixture model was used to initialize the model geometry.
At the beginning of each solid iteration, a ramping function and mass dampening factor was used to smooth the
transition from F*(s) to F**1(s).
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Algorithm 1 The general form of a fluid-solid-growth coupling scheme that utilizes monolithic fluid-solid coupling
and is generic to both pulsatile and steady-state flow simulations.

1:t=0,k=0

2: Initialize geometry utilizing full mixture model

3: while 7 < £, do

4 while 7 < 1, do

s: ! = 78", o' (s))

6: if n < 1 then

7 " =0.5

8 else I
4 W = -
10: end if

11: d*! = ' d™! + (1 - w")d"
12: o.n+l(s) — g(dn+l)

13: Ttol = ”r”oo

14: Tiot = 11T = 7"/ Thlloo

15: i1 =l = /ol

16: Jiot = I1/J"" = 1llso

17: if r,,; < € and 7 < € and 0y < €, and J;,; < €; then
18: break

19: end if
20: n++
21: end while
22: r+ +
23: n=0

24: end while
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Algorithm 2 Fluid-solid-growth coupling scheme for steady flow problems that utilize partitioned fluid-solid cou-
pling.

1:t=0,n=0

2: Initialize geometry utilizing full mixture model

3: while 7 < £, do

4 while 7 < 1, do

5: pt=F@d")

6: d! = S(p", o'(s))
7 if n < 1 then

8 " =0.5

9 else

10: Wt = —yl

11: end if

12: d! = 'd™! + (1 - wh)d"
13: o.n+l(s) — g(dn+l)

14: Ttol = ”r”oo

Is: Tt = 1T = 72/ Tl

16: Tior = 0 = Tl
17: Jiot = 7" 1/T" = 1o

18: if r,,; < € and 1) < € and 0 < €, and J,,; < €; then
19: break

20: end if

21: n++

22: end while

23: r++

24: n=0

25: end while
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Algorithm 3 Fluid-solid-growth coupling scheme for steady flow problems that utilize with partitioned fluid-solid
coupling. Additionally, the solid-growth coupling is enforced to converge prior to iterating the fluid-solid coupling.
1:t=0,k=0
2: Initialize geometry utilizing full mixture model
3: while ¢ < #,,, do

4 while k < k.« do

5 if k = O then

6: pr=Fd"

7 end if

8 while j < ji.x do

9: an+1 — S(pn,O'n(S))

10: if n < 1 then

11: w"=0.5

12: else e
13: W= —wt! %
14: end if

15: d! = wd™! + (1 - wHd”
16: o.n+1(s) — g(dn+l)

17: Ttol = ”r”oo

18: ot = ot = ol ohlleo

19: Jiot = 11T = 1llso
20: n++
21: if r,,; < € and o, < €, and J,,; < €; then
22: break
23: end if
24: end while
25: pt=F@d")
26: d=! = S(p", o' (s))
27: if n < 1 then
28: w"=0.5
29: else

n—1_@ O

30: a)” = —W m
31: end if

32: d! = 'd™! + (1 - wh)d"
33: o.n+l(s) — g(dn+l)

34; Tiol = |1l

35: Tior = 1T = 74 /Tl

36: o1 = o = ol ohlleo

37: Jiot = 7" 1/T" = o

38: if r,,; < € and 7, < € and 0y < €, and J,,; < €; then
39: break

40: end if

41: k++

42: n++

43 j=0

44: end while

45: r+ +

46: n=20

47: end while
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3.1. Constituent strain energy

In our implementation, we model biological constituents as either isotropic or anisotropic. For isotropic constituents
(elastin, ground matrix, and polymer), the stored energy is calculated using a neoHookean model:

W7 (Cri(5)) = S (Cie(s) : 1= 3). (77)

Anisotropic constituents (collagen fibers, passive smooth muscle) are assumed to have an associated preferential fiber
direction denoted by unit vector h*(7) = R(r)hy where hj is the fiber direction of constituent @ in the reference
configuration. The associated stretch in the direction of this fiber direction is then given as the pseudo-invariant

,CZ(T)(S) : H¥(7) where H*(7) = h*(r) ® h®(7). Their stored energy is then given by a Fung-type exponential stored

energy function:
(04

WW%AW=%&W@@%mﬁWﬂ4ﬁ—U (78)
2

Note that ¢, c{, and ¢J are constituent-specific material parameters typically determined from experimental data.

Anisotropic constituents that exert active stress (such as smooth muscle cells) utilize the relationship

vp(s)

__ RV Qact T
deuF (S))F(S)S ($)F " (s), (79)

o.act ( S) —

where @7 = p(s)/p™ represents the referential volume fraction of constituent 72 and

H. (80)

2
. R . Ay — m(act)
Sacl‘(s) — Tmax(] _ exp—C‘(s))/lgq(aLt)(s) 1— M (%
Ay — Ao

Here, Hi' = hy' ® hy'. Tpnay is the maximum stress-generating capacity of the smooth muscle. C(s) accounts for the
ratio of vasoconstrictors to vasodilators through the relationship

C(s) = Cp — CsAty(s), (81)

where Cp is the basal ratio and Cy is a scaling factor that accounts for the effect deviations in wall shear stress have on

vasoconstrictor behavior. /lzq(“”) is the circumferential stretch used to calculate active stress and is defined as

/l’:(””) = f k' g (s, T) [C(‘r) : Hg’] dr, (82)
where we let ‘
q““(s,7) = e X6, (83)

This represents relaxation of the vasomotor tone over time.

3.2. Constituent mass production and survival functions

As previously defined in Section[2.1] the referential mass production function takes the form
my(r) = my Y (1) (84)

where T%(7) is the constituent-specific stimulus function and the nominal production rate my, () = pg(7)k; where
kj is related to the half-life of the constituent. For mechano-mediated constituent production, we utilize a linearized
relation with a minimum value

To(r) =1+ KJA0#(1) — KiAtp(T) fora=m (85)
1T 1

O o O (86)
To(r) TeUr) 2 0.1
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where Aoy and Aty represent deviations in intramural Cauchy stress and wall shear stress from homeostatic values
respectively and are given by
Aoyp(t) = op()/op — 1 &7

Atp(t) = 10(0) /T — 1, (88)

and K and K are gain-like parameters for production due to deviation from homeostatic values, o, and 7. o ()
is the radially averaged first-invariant of the intramural Cauchy stress while 7(7) is the wall shear stress at the inner
radius. Both values are readily derived from the coupled fluid-solid solution.

One can add to the mechano-mediated stimulus a immuno-mediated stimulus. Such immunobiological factors can
arise in a native artery in the case of excessive wall stress or damage; they can also arise as foreign body reactions in
tissue engineering. For immuno-mediated constituent production in our tissue engineered graft simulation below, the
constituent-specific stimulus function takes the form

Falphu(T)

T(r) =K 7max(l“"lﬂh“(‘r))

fora =1, (89)

with T = §%"76"~De=0"7 for @ = i, where & and 3 are rate and shape parameters of the inflammatory response and
K is an inflammatory gain-like parameter.

Functional elastic fibers in-vivo are produced only during the perinatal period, hence for both polymer (e = p), in the
case of implanted polymeric scaffolds for tissue engineering, and elastin (e = p) constituents

Y(1r)=0 fora=p,e. (90)

Survival functions for both mechano- and immuno-mediated productions take the form

q°(s,T) = exp (—f k"(t)dt) fora =i,m. 91)
where k(1) = k(1 + K& Ao (1) + K& At (1) for a = m and k() = k4(1 + K*(1)/K2,,) for @ = i.
For elastin in homeostasis
q“(s,m)=1 fora=e (92)

as the mass fraction of elastin stays approximately constant in-vivo after maturation, except in diseases characterized
by heightened elastolysis. In mechanically mediated constituents, at homeostasis A7y(s) and Ao s(s) are presumed
to be 0 and the rate of mass degradation is presumed to equal the rate of mass production. This yields the relation-
ship

my,, = pr(0)k,  fora =m, (93)

which represents the homeostatic mass production rate. To account for cases where there is initially no existing
mechano-mediated constituent (such as in tissue-engineered grafts) we set the basal production rate as

miy(t) = max ([pp(Dki. my,1)  fora =m, (94)

ensuring that there is always a minimum reference mass. Additionally, in the case of inflammation-mediated con-
stituents
my (1) = my, for a = i, (95)

meaning that the nominal production rate is determined by the constituent’s mechano-mediated counterpart. The
survival function of polymer constituents take the form of

Q%(s) = (1 + exp(=k"") /(1 + exp(k®y*(s = {*/y")))  fora = p, (96)
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which represents their in-vivo degradation. If the polymer is part of a defined ground matrix it instead has the survival
function

s < s

Q'(s) = (s s et ¢

(1 - gﬁémm)e(_kh(‘s_bd))_h&Rmin) sz <s

for @ = pgua. 97)

Together, these mass turnover and survival functions specify the behavior of all constituents utilized to model vascular
behavior in Section 4]

3.3. Simulation boundary conditions

In the solid and fluid formulations we apply boundary conditions consistent with known values within the vascular
system. Given a known volumetric flow rate profile O(), we define F,’: , the essential boundary condition on the fluid
domain, as our inlet with the flow rate mapped to a parabolic velocity profile implemented on the domain as

u(, x) = Q(L)M onT?, (98)
2% = x.[? "
where X, is the geometric center of the inflow face. We define a resistance-based Neumman boundary at the outlets of
the fluid domains such that
p:Rfuonrg. (99)
I
On the structural conditions, the solution from the fluid formulation provides the traction boundary condition at the
interface. To mimic physiological conditions, the vessels are modeled as axially clamped such that

d-A=0onT}, (100)

where I', are the inlet and outlet face of the solid domain. To prevent spurious rigid body motions, on patient-specific
vascular domains we apply a spring-like boundary condition on the outer surface of the vascular wall

f=—kdonT, (101)

where I'}, is the outer wall of the solid domain. We choose &, to have a value significantly lower than the other
characteristic forces in the problem so that it does not have a significant impact on the solution fields.

4. Tllustrative Examples

In this section, we will demonstrate the utility of the FSG formulation. First, we validate the FSG framework on
idealized veins and show that it agrees with previous, reduced-order implementations of CMT. Next, we demonstrate
the impact that inclusion of the full fluid domain has on 3D outcomes by comparing the outcomes of G&R on venous
tissue-engineered vascular grafts (TEVGs). Then, we demonstrate the ability of the FSG formulation to simulate
large volume changes in patient-specific geometries by simulating TEVG behavior on an ovine graft segmented di-
rectly from clinical imaging. We further show the framework’s robustness to vascular type, timescale, and pathological
condition by simulating the remodeling of a patient-specific human aorta under both normal and hypertensive con-
ditions. We finally demonstrate the ability of this framework to simulate pulsatile conditions by comparing pulsatile
behavior of the normal and hypertensive aorta.

4.1. Validation of finite element framework

To validate our finite-element implementation, we conducted a comparative analysis between our framework and a
previously utilized framework which solved evolving configurations of a thin-walled, axisymmetrical vessel slice.?”
This comparison was performed using the vessel properties of the ovine inferior vena cava (IVC) with initial radius of
0.8573 cm and initial thickness of 0.743 cm informed by the parameters described in Latorre et al. 2022 and outlined
in Table[TL' The finite element model had an initial length of length of 0.8573 cm where the reduced order model was
considered of infinite length. A G&R timestep size of 4 days was used and the simulations were run for a total duration
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Ovine IVC Properties

Initial volume fractions D, D', Py 0.1,0.081, 0.8189
True mass densities 0%, 0", p¢ 1050, 1050, 1050 kg/m3
Collagen fractions B2, B, 57 0.0139, 0.137, 0.668
Diagonal collagen orientation Qo +41.94°
Elastin parameter c? 9.913 kPa
Smooth muscle parameters cl,cy 48.330 kPa, 1.02
Collagen parameters . ¢ 2.696 kPa, 14.92
Elastin deposition stretches G;, Gy, G 1/(GyG?), 1.219, 1.428
Constituent removal rate parameter k;, kZ’ k; -, 1/80, 1/80 days
WSS mediated production gains Kioor Kivsssr Kiss -,5.0,5.0
Intramural stress mediated production gains K, K, K -,1.0,1.0
WSS mediated degradation gains ngs ,Kg’ws ,ngs -,0,0
Intramural stress mediated degradation gains Kf),’ Kg’r, ch)r -,0,0
Homeostatic WSS T 0.16166 Pa
Homeostatic intramural stress o, 0.615 kPa
Maximum active stress T nax -kPa
Active stress remodeling time ket - days
Basel vasoconstriction, Vasoconstriction scaling Cpg, Cs - -

Table 1: Vessel simulation parameters of an ovine IVC informed by the parameters described previously.”’

Tissue-Engineered Neovessel Properties
pl p2 gnd

Dy l,CDOz,CDQI
PP pr? per

0.15,0.05,0.8
1230, 1530, 1050 kg/m?

Initial volume fractions
True mass densities

Material parameters el 2 2000000, 1000 kPa
Polymer degradation parameters kP kP2 ksnd 1/80, 1/10, 1/80 days
o2 245, 60
YLy 4,4
snd 0.10
si"d 14 days
Inflammatory collagen parameters e, ¢ 80.88 kPa, 14.92
Inflammatory tissue production parameters K, B 26.8196,0.25,5.0
Inflammatory tissue degradation parameter 2 0.3576

Table 2: Vessel simulation parameters of a polymer-based TEVG informed by parameters described previously.” !’

of 720 days. The convergence criteria of the finite-element framework was set to be €, = le—5 on the displacement
residual field and 1e—4 on all other fields. In the hypertensive case, an inflow of O = 20 ml/s was applied to both the

FSG and reduced order model. A constant inner wall pressure of 8610 dg{':}is was applied to the hypertensive reduced

order model while an outlet resistance of R = 430.5 % was applied to the FSG model. This represents a 40%
increase in pressure from the homeostatic value. In the increased flow case, an steady inflow of Q(¢) = 24 ml/s was

applied to both the FSG and reduced order model. A constant inner wall pressure of 6140 dynes \as applied to the

cm?
hypertensive reduced order model while an outlet resistance of R = 307.5 % was applied to the FSG model. This
represents a 20% increase in flow from the homeostatic value. Algorithm[2]was used for both simulations.

There is excellent agreement between our finite-element framework and the previously validated reduced-order frame-
work (Figure[2). This shows that the FSG framework recapitulates time-resolved solutions for known classes of G&R
problems.
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Figure 2: Initial (a) cylindrical geometry of an ovine IVC. Increased pressure and flow (b) simulations were compared to results
using a reduced-order constrained mixture model (c). The finite element results are shown by the black, solid line while the
reduced-order results are shown by the purple, dotted line.

4.2. Idealized tissue-engineered vascular graft

We show the importance of considering a fully resolved fluid field when describing the evolution of vascular geome-
tries by comparing here the outcomes of two tissue-engineered vascular graft simulations motivated by parameters
outlined previously.'>’ In these simulations, a TEVG is attached between two sections of native IVC vasculature,
such as in an interpositional IVC graft. Both of these simulations utilize identical parameters described in Table [II
and Table 2l In the first case, we utilize a purely solid-growth formulation. Here, a constant pressure condition is as-
sumed throughout the G&R simulation and does not evolve with the vasculature. The wall shear stress is assumed to
follow the radius-based Poiseuille assumption. These assumptions are standard practice in many constrained mixture
frameworks that seek to simplify the calculation of fluid-mediated inputs. In the second case, we utilize our full FSG
framework whereby the Navier-Stokes equations are solved alongside the solid-growth equations which creates a het-
erogeneous flow field that evolves with the vessel. We begin, in both cases, with a cylinder of initial radius of 0.8573
cm, initial thickness of 0.743 cm, and an initial length of 3.4292 cm. The tissue-engineered grafts is modeled to be
interposed between two segments of inferior vena cava vasculature (Figure[Zh). In both simulations, a G&R timestep
size of 2 days was used and the simulations were run for 31 total duration of 120 days. A flow rate of Q(¢) = 20 ml/s
ynes-s
cme

is imposed along with an outlet resistance of R = 307.5 s— which results in an outlet pressure of 6150 %. In

the solid-growth simulation, we assume a constant internal pressure of 6150 . The convergence criteria of the
finite-element framework was set to be €, = 1e—3 on the displacement residual field and 1e—2 on all other residual
fields. Algorithm 2] was used in both simulations, with the fluid field in the purely solid-growth coupling calculated
using the assumptions noted above.

dynes
om?2

TEVGs are marked by inflammatory mass recruitment that can cause mild to severe stenosis. This is displayed in both
simulated grafts (Figure Bb). However, only the full FSG formulation incorporates the effects that the stenosis has on
the fluid field (Figured)). In the vasculature proximal to the stenosis, the increased pressure induced by the resistance
of the stenotic region results in increased intramural stress and an increased radius, which lowers the experienced
wall shear stress. Both these changes contribute to slight volume recruitment and thickening (Figure (] and Figure
[3h). However, as maximal stenosis is reached, the vascular wall proximal to the stenosis becomes more perpendicular
to the direction of flow which increases the experienced wall shear stress. This results in volume loss and eventual
thinning of the proximal vessel wall (Figure[ and Figure[Bh). By contrast, the distal IVC experiences a marked drop in
wall shear stress due to the formation of a velocity jet through the stenosis. This results in prolonged mass recruitment
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Figure 3: Impact of fluid field on outcomes are shown by simulation of an interpositional TEVG (a) with both reduced order
hemodynamics (b, left) and full fluid field computation (b, right).

and thickening that persists throughout the simulation’s duration (Figure Bk and Figure Bh). Initially, the effects of
the fluid field have relatively little impact on the TEVG portion of the simulation as the immuno-mediated constituent
recruitment is not mechano-sensitive. However, at later stages when mechano-mediated constituents are increasingly
recruited, we see that the proximal portion of the graft is expected to have a smaller portion of mechano-mediated
constituents due to the high shear stress experienced by the proximal graft wall (Figured and Figure[3b).

This comparison highlights importance of using full resolution fluid fields in complex-domain CMT applications and
shows that remodeling in one portion of a vessel can have a profound effect on the hemodynamic stresses experienced
by the surrounding vasculature. To calculate metrics of time-resolved vascular performance, such as overall vascular
resistance, the full FSG interaction is needed.

19



aA Proximal IVC Ab Distal IVC
E Yr‘-.. T T T T T T E Y:‘.' T T T T T T
S 085 ‘\ ] 30.85{ \\ -
[2]) (2]
2 =2
g 0.8 ‘ ‘ ‘ ) . i 8 0.8 ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ | R
14 0 20 40 60 80 100 120 & ¢ 20 40 60 80 100 120
— s (days) — s (days)
IS , , , , , £ I g
2 L L0.09 E
0 0.075 Fyommsais 1
[} (7]
2 L 20.08
¥ 007 ‘ ‘ ‘ ey o i X i — ‘ ‘ ‘
E 0 20 40 60 80 100 120 E 0 20 40 60 80 100 120
s (days) s (days)
& " " Rk " BN i : —
E E 15 | B e 4
S 2 T
9] [7)] 1 - 4
2 g
% 1.5 (o= ) ) ) ) _ %0.5 r ) ) ) ) ) ]
l‘i\‘/ 0 20 40 60 80 100 120 E_’ 0 20 40 60 80 100 120
4 s (days) 4 s (days)
=10 x10
, ' i 1.6 ' ; ' '
~ 1.8+ 1~
© ©
o 16f e 014 ]
%_ 1 4 ‘Vl.l“‘/ L L L L AA e_ [L" L L L L L L
0 20 40 60 80 100 120 0 20 40 60 80 100 120
s (days) s (days)
1.0:11 I /- \: | | | - |
@ 099} @ 11 1
= 098¢ 1 7
097t ‘ ‘ ‘ appsst - 1 b ‘ , ‘
0 20 40 60 80 100 120 0 40 60 80 100 120
s (days) — SG s (days)
FSG

Figure 4: Inclusion of a fully 3D fluid field in a ovine TEVG simulation results in markedly divergent remodeling both proximally
(a) and distally to the central stenosis (b).

4.3. Patient-specific tissue-engineered vascular graft

We then expanded this framework to a patient-specific geometry segmented directly from clinical imaging. Here,
we model a tissue-engineered vascular graft in a sheep implanted interpositionally between two segments of the IVC
(Figure[@) and imaged at 1 week post-TEVG implantation. Details on graft composition and surgical procedure can
be found in elsewhere.?! MRI images were taken at 1 week post-implantation. A G&R timestep size of 2 days was
used and the simulation was run for a total duration of 42 days. A flow rate of Q(:) = 20 ml/s was imposed along
with an outlet resistance of R = 307.5 % for an outlet pressure of p = 6150 % The convergence criteria of the
finite-element framework was set to be €, = 1e—3 on the displacement residual field and 1e—2 on all other residual
fields. A spring constant of k; = 100 % was applied to the outer wall of the vessel. Algorithm[3]was used for FSG
coupling.

The subject-specific geometry mediated the fluid field throughout the entirety of the simulation (Figure[6b). Generally,
it produced a higher wall shear stress on the left-lateral portion of the TEVG wall(Figure[6k); this created a preferential
deposition of mechano-mediated constituents on the right-lateral portion of the TEVG wall (Figure [7). This finding
demonstrates that subject-specific geometry mediates the ability of the model to successfully incorporate mechano-
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Figure 5: Difference between mechano-mediated collagen distribution within the TEVG (a) and the thickness of native vasculature
attached to the TEVG (b).

mediated constituents, which will later determine the TEVG’s ability to adapt to its hemodynamic environment.
In addition, the the graft geometry is distorted from its original axisymmetrical shape throughout its growth and
remodeling. By six weeks, this results in thickness that varies by more than 10% at mid-TEVG and has an elliptical
geometry with a minimum diameter of 0.58 cm and maximum diameter of 0.74 cm (Figure [). This recapitulates
clinical observations of ovine TEVGs where diameter decreased by over 50% and evolved into an elliptical geometry
at six weeks post-implantation.?%?!

4.4. Patient-specific aortic arch

To illustrate the ability of this framework to be used in arterial settings, we use a patient-specific aortic arch segmented
from the MRI images of a healthy 27 year old from the Vascular Model Repository (https://www.vascularmodel.com/)
and arterial parameters scaled from those found elsewhere (Table[3).” A G&R timestep size of 20 days was used and
the simulation was run for a total duration of 800 days. A flow rate of O = 97.0 ml/s was imposed along with an
outlet resistance of R = 1374.53 % for an outlet pressure of p = 13333.33 dcyrﬁis. The convergence criteria of the
finite-element framework was set to be €. = 1e—3 on the displacement residual field and 1e—2 on all other residual
fields. A spring constant of k; = 100000 dcyrzis was applied to the outer wall of the vessel. Algorithm[3 was used for

FSG coupling.

The model was not at homeostasis at the initial time as the arterial parameters were optimized for an idealized tube
geometry which did not consider the impact of the patient-specific geometry and fluid flow field. Because of this,
initial remodeling causes thickening at the aortic root and on the inner curvature of the aortic arch due to low wall
shear stress (Figure[land Figure[0). The outer curvature of the aortic arch experiences comparatively high wall shear
stress and thins in response. This illustrative example does not account for many features of a full aortic model, notably
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Figure 6: We segment a subject specific geometry from clinical imaging (a) and create a finite element model (b). We simulate
growth and remodeling for 6 weeks (c,d) and demonstrate that the subject-specific geometry mediates growth and remodeling
results (c,d).

it lacks superior aortic branches that would siphon flow from the descending aorta, thus reducing wall shear stress
and pressure along the descending aorta. However, it successfully illustrates the applicability of the finite element
formulation to patient-specific geometries at a human scale. It also serves as a basis for comparison to pathological
hemodynamic conditions.

To compare to hypertensive conditions, we model the same aortic geometry but apply a distal resistance of 1924.35
%, representing a 40% pressure increase from the originally modeled case. Under these conditions, there is
mass production and thickening in response to the increased pressure conditions, as expected. However, the rate
and magnitude of thickness increase varies across the geometry and does not scale solely based on pressure increase
(Figure [8] Figure Bl and Figure [[0). In the outer curvature of the hypertensive ascending aorta, the instantaneous
pressure increase causes both increased intramural stress and decreased wall shear stress due to both dilation of the
ascending aorta and also pressure-induced dilation at the aortic root which causes overall decreased velocity as flow
rate is preserved. While the wall shear stress is still elevated compared to the homeostatic target (12 dcy[':lis vs 10
dg;?), the reduction in wall shear stress allows the intramural stress gain function to initially dominate the behavior
of mass recruitment, increasing the overall volume. This, in turn, causes the wall shear stress to increase slightly,
but at intermediate to late times, the ascending aorta generally increases in radius, once again lowering wall shear

stress and allowing the elevated intramural stress to dominate mass recruitment. In the inner curvature of the aortic
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Figure 7: Frontal cut-plane view of TEVG model showing distribution of mechano-mediated collagen (a) and axial cut-plane view
of the mid-TEVG thickness in a patient-specific TEVG.

arch, a similar phenomenon happens, although persistent depression of the wall shear stress drives mass recruitment
well past the point at which homeostatic intramural stress is recovered. This behavior demonstrates that the outcomes
of pathological conditions are also highly mediated by patient-specific geometry and full resolution hemodynamic
fields.

4.5. Simulation under pulsatile conditions

One advantageous feature of using the linearized stress response, as outlined in the solid-growth coupling section, is
that the computational cost of pulsatile simulations is significantly reduced. Unlike the full stress formulation that
requires evaluating heredity integrals at each configuration in the cardiac cycle, the linearized approach simplifies the
stress calculation by considering it as solely a function of the current configuration. This computational efficiency is
particularly advantageous given that the deformations occurring over a cardiac cycle remain relatively small and can
be well approximated within the linear regime.??

Although the illustrative examples presented in this paper do not utilize pulsatile conditions, we now demonstrate the
capability of our framework to handle such conditions. Specifically, we focus on the normal and hypertensive aortic
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Human Aortic Properties

Initial volume fractions D, D', Py 0.1, 0.0604, 0.8396
True mass densities 0%, 0", p¢ 1050, 1050, 1050 kg/m3
Collagen fractions B2, B, 57 0.0, 0.067, 0.7792
Diagonal collagen orientation o) +45°
Elastin parameter c? 553.287 kPa
Smooth muscle parameters cl,cy 784.3185 kPa, 29.16
Collagen parameters . ¢ 784.3185 kPa, 29.16
Elastin deposition stretches G;, Gy, G 1/(GyG?), 1.257,1.238
Constituent removal rate parameter kZ, kZ’ k; -, 1/70, 1/70 days
WSS mediated production gains Kioor Kivsssr Kiss -, 1.0, 1.0
Intramural stress mediated production gains K, K, K -,1.0,1.0
WSS mediated degradation gains ngs ,Kg’ws ,ngs -,0,0
Intramural stress mediated degradation gains Kg{r, Kg’{r, ch){r -,0,0
Homeostatic WSS T 0.494 Pa
Homeostatic intramural stress o, 13.33 kPa
Maximum active stress T nax 39.86 kPa
Active stress remodeling time kact 1/70 days
Basel vasoconstriction, Vasoconstriction scaling Cpg, Cs 0.7,1.2

Table 3: Vessel simulation parameters of a human aorta informed by parameters described previously.’

models discussed in the previous section and select the configuration corresponding to + = 800 days. We replace
the steady inflow condition with a pulsatile waveform and conduct a monolithically coupled pulsatile simulation
until cyclical convergence is achieved (Figure[[Th). This allows us to investigate the differential remodeling effects in
blood flow patterns between the normal and hypertensive aortas over a physiological cardiac cycle, providing valuable
insights into their respective behaviors.

Under normal pressure conditions, the aorta has a maximum displacement of 0.13 cm over a cardiac cycle, approxi-
mately 5% of the aortic radius (Figure [ITb). After adapting to hypertensive conditions, the maximum displacement
is 0.09 cm over a cardiac cycle, approximately 3% of the aortic radius (Figure [[Ik). This shows how hypertensive
adaptation can change the pulsatile response of the aorta as a whole. In addition, we can resolve the aortic response at
specific times during the cardiac cycle. Here, we see that the maximum velocity is reduced at peak systole in the hy-
pertensive aorta compared to the normal aorta. We also observe that in both models, the aorta preferentially displaces
along the outer arch, corresponding to the area of lowest thickness (Figure [I0b).

5. Discussion

The CMT is a mathematical framework that has been used to model the fluid-solid-growth (FSG) of biological tissues
under a myriad of clinically-relevant conditions. However, previous formulations of this theory have been limited in
their ability to find time-resolved solutions for patient-specific geometries that satisfy the full forms of the governing
equations in each domain.>?>!3 Here, we introduced an FSG formulation that overcomes these limitations and is
capable of simulating G&R in patient-specific anatomies. This represents a major step forward in the application of
CMT to the study of biological tissues. This class of FSG solver is particularly necessary in pathologies with acute,
dynamic changes in tissue material properties where temporal simplifications, such as equilibration or homogeniza-
tion, are inappropriate.”* An additional benefit of the current FSG formulation is that it utilizes a linearized form of the
material response within the FSI framework to iterate along the true nonlinear behavior. This linearized form, which
resembles a classical St. Venant-Kirchhoff material with a known prestress and dilational volume enforcement, is
readily implemented in many traditional FSI solvers and avoids the need to create architecture for evaluating heredity
integrals which is not typically standard. In addition, the linearized material response provides a good approximation
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Figure 8: Aorta model generated from patient-specific imaging (a) under normal (b, left) and hypertensive (b, right) conditions.

for material behavior over a cardiac cycle. While the examples presented in this paper primarily evaluate hemody-
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Figure 9: In patient-specific aortas, there are significant differences in the time-resolved remodeling of the outer (a) and inner (b)
aortic arch that are both geometry and pathology-dependent.

namic quantities under steady flow regimes, the linearized material response is seen to be applicable in the setting of
pulsatile flow conditions at any given G&R time. This opens the door to using unsteady metrics such as oscillatory
shear index, residence time, and pressure pulse as inputs into G&R which have a known impact on vascular growth
and remodeling.?>26-27

We validated the performance of this new FSG solver against reduced-order formulations of axisymmetrical vessels.
We then demonstrated its ability to simulate patient-specific arterial and venous geometries and highlighted the impor-
tance of considering both patient-specific geometries and flow fields under homeostatic and pathological conditions.
TEVGs are an important target for this solver given that their constituent makeup and geometry changes drastically
over time. Here, the ability of the FSG framework to qualitatively reproduce observed TEVG behavior in-vivo is
promising. The resulting simulations highlight how surgical placement and sizing can impact TEVG outcomes and
how evolving TEVG geometry can impact native vasculature remodeling due to its disruption of local hemodynamics.
Future work will focus on validating TEVG behavior in a larger patient-specific cohort.

The convergence rate of the FSG formulation could be improved in future studies by using a more sophisticated form
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of the material stiffness tensor. Although the deformation-dependent form used in the formulation is sufficient for the
proposed use cases, approximating how instantaneous changes in strain affect changes in constituent turnover would
provide a truer definition of stress derivative with respect to strain. This would require finding the derivative of an
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Figure 11: Aortic simulations under pulsatile inflow (a). The differential remodeling under normal (b) and hypertensive (c) results
in distinct responses over the cardiac cycle. Pulsatile displacement is calculated respect to the diastolic configuration.
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implicit function, as the stress response would be a function of a heredity integral that would rely on the stress itself,
but this could be approximated on a first-order basis.

As development of cardiovascular simulation tools continues, it will be important to better understand the underly-
ing mechanisms of vascular growth and remodeling. The stimulus functions proposed herein recapitulate observed
responses to hemodynamic perturbations, but incorporating more mechanistic models, such as cell-signaling models,
have the potential to provide insight to a wider breadth of cardiovascular problems.?®2%30 The ability to simulate
FSG of patient-specific models also calls for the ability to calculate or estimate patient-specific parameters, including
constituent material parameters, turnover rates, and perturbation gains. Although these values are difficult to measure
with precision on a patient-specific basis, uncertainty quantification could be used with this FSG framework to predict
the expected range of outcomes in the absence of exact parameters.>! Understanding how stimulus functions propa-
gate spatially will also be an important part of future FSG development as applications to patient-specific models have
the potential to yield highly heterogeneous hemodynamic fields.

6. Conclusion

This FSG formulation of the CMT represents a significant advance in the study of biological tissues. The ability

to simulate FSG in complex geometries and patient-specific models opens new possibilities for the study of cardio-
vascular disease progression and mechanobiology. However, further work is needed to improve the accuracy and
convergence rate of the FSG formulation and understand better the underlying mechanisms of vascular growth and
remodeling.
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Appendix A. Additional fluid formulation details

The weak form of the fluid governing equations can be discretized using local element-level evaluation as fol-

lows:
wh -p(u'h + " —a" - vu' - f”) dQ+f e(wh) : o/ (", p dQ—ff w-h" dr, —ff ¢"V-u"dQ =0, (A1)

fgf of r Q

L T Iy
where £ is the local element-level evaluation. Local integration is carried out using Gauss quadrature, and global
integration is performed as a sum over the total number of discrete elements with

Nl
0, ~Q = U Q, (A2)
e=1

describing the global domain where Q, represents the domain occupied by a particular element, e, where N, is the

total number of elements and N
el
dQ ~ f o (A.3)
js;f’ ; Q,
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describes the integration over the whole domain where the integration on a single element domain, €., is carried out
with Gaussian quadrature as described by Hughes.*? The respective variables u, w, p, and ¢ are element-level values

written as
u" = ZUANA» wh = ZWANA, ph= ZPANA» q" = ZQANA» (A4)
Nbf N},f Nbf Nbf

where uy and p4 are trial functions for the velocity and pressure solutions, respectively, while w4 and g4 are the
respective test functions. N, are the basis function evaluations at the same point, and N is the number of basis
functions used. Both are considered time-independent in this formulation.

The right-hand-side (RHS) residual vector of the Naviar-Stokes equations is computed by inputting prospective solu-
tion values for u” and p" into Equation[AJ] We seek to minimize the residual in order to approach an exact solution.
The residuals of the continuity and linear momentum equations, respectively, are as follows:

R = f ) N4V -u" dQ (A.5)
Q

R/ = f Nat - p (0" + " - 0)- Vo' —£") dQ + f L e(Naiy) : ol phdQ - | Nup;-h'dl, (A6)
Q A I,

where fi; represents the standard Cartesian unit vector.

In our application we utilize residual-based variational multiscale (RBVMS) stabilization. The RBVMS method
defines subgrid scale trial and test functions that attempt to capture modes of the final solution that are not resolved.
We denote these terms with a superscript "’" and define them as follows:

u=u"+u (A7)
p=p"+p (A.8)
w=w'+w (A9)
g=q"+4. (A.10)

To formulate the stabilizing terms in RBVMS, we start by ignoring fine scale terms in the test functions. We then use
integration by parts to move the derivatives onto the test functions. The additional modes are then given as

r_ _Tsups

u = -23Y (A.11)
P

mom cont

where r"" and r
pointwise form as

are the residuals of the unstabilized continuity and momentum equations. These are defined in

", p") = pa+ u-d) - Vu—£) - V- o/ @, ph (A.12)
rcom‘(uh) =V. uh' (A.]3)
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We modify the terms R{”" and R’y*" to the forms:

R :f NoV-u" dQ + Zf TSUPS —A "l p'y dQ (A.14)
of

R;:\wm — ff Nafy; ,p(l-lh n (llh —0)- vu' — fh) do + ff e(Ny1y;) : o'f(uh’ ph) dQ (A.15)
Q Q

Nl
- f Nah; - b dl"+z f Tsups (W' - VNAR;) - ©™"(u, pt) dQ
r,fll = Jal
N,l
) | prusicev - Ml do

- Z ff Tsups Nafy; - ("om(u”, p") - Vu'') dQ
=1 Y%

I
- VN ﬁl J11om J1nom
- Z ff ’: S (Tsups (", pM) ® (Tspps (U, ph)) AQ.
Q;
We use previously defined values for 75yps and vig/c that give the relationship

4
TSUPS =(A—t2+uh-Guh+C1v2G: G)_% (A]6)
visic = (tr(G)tsups) ™ (A.17)

The variable G is the element metric tensor (not to be confused with the constituent-specific deposition stretch tensors
in the G&R equations), defined as
_ 0¢T 0
T 0x ox
where £ represents parametric coordinates of the element. The variable C; is a scalar constant that depends on topology
and order, but not on the size of the element.?%33

(A.18)

Evaluation of the left-hand-side (LHS) matrix and RHS vector depends on the specific choice of time integration
scheme. We employ a generalized-a method for time advancement. To integrate in time, we assume a given set of
values at nodal points at time #,, where n is our timestepping index. These values are then used to determine a new set
of values at some future time, #,+. To create a more well-defined set of equations, we use the Newmark formulation
to define

Upyy = U, + Ar((1 = Y)Wy, + yilyy), (A.19)

where At is the fluid timestep size and 7y is a non-dimensional parameter that determines the stability and accuracy of
the solution. Here we utilize the value y = 0.5. The generalized-a method uses two additional parameters, @y and a;,
which also determine the stability and accuracy of the time integration. We define two intermediate times, 4., and
th+a,- We define the following relationships

Upie, = Uy + af(un+1 -u,) (AZO)
Wytq,, = u, + am(ﬁn+l - un) (AZ])

With these relationships, we can formulate the generalized-a@ method as: Given u,, u, p,, find W1, U,41, pp+1 sSuch
that

R (W40, > Wnrars» Pre1) = 0 (A.22)
Rmom(ﬁn+(t,,,» un+af» pn+l) =0. (A23)
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Note the relationship
Wyig, = Uy + afA(l =y, + apyAny,, (A.24)

which allows one to rewrite the equations in terms of W4, and W44, as follows

R = f N4V U, dQ (A.25)
Qf f
H»(Yf

R = fg | Nai; - p (0., + @, -k, ) vul,, —f")dOo (A.26)

vrap

+ f e(Nfy) : o/ (ul',, ., p") dQ - f N, - h* dT.
o f r

vra g vrag

These changes are extended to the stabilization terms above. We set @y and @, to 0.5 and 0.25, respectively. With a
well-defined RHS, we solve the problem iteratively on velocity and pressure using the relationship

6Rln0m Rmom

—A.n i+ —A n = _Rl"’iom A.27
It P i1 (A.27)
6R00nt R(,‘Ont

—— A1 + ——Apu = RO (A.28)
aun+l 6pn+1

Each of the partial derivatives in the system of equations represents a block in the linear system. The linear system

can then be written as:
K G)\(Au,.,| (-R™"
5 )-8

where we introduce the following definitions for K, G, D, and L:

6Rm0m
K= : (A.30)
n+
6Rm01‘ﬂ
G = " (A31)
n+
6RCUVU
D= i (A.32)
n+
6RCUVU
L= T (A.33)
n+

Within each Newton iteration, we hold convective velocity fixed so that we can linearize the equations into the ap-
propriate matrices. We will denote this variable as u. These are updated at each Newton step, meaning that the LHS
matrices are reassembled at every Newton iteration. The matrices are also assembled at the relevant « step level. We
can carry out the differentiation for these matrices and incorporate the stabilization and generalized-a terms to define
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the Galerkin form of these blocks as

Kij=1, 6ijpa'mNAN369+f SijayAtNaw,,, - (VNp) dQ+f ijua;yAt(VN, - VNp) dQ  (A.34)

f VH’&" f

vra vraf vrap
+ ff /JCYf’yAt(VNA . ﬁj)(VNB . ﬁl) dQ + ff 6[ja’m7'SUpS ﬁZHtf . VNB dQ
Qt+af Qu-af
+ ff 6l~jpa/_fyAtTSUps (l_lzﬂlf) + ff pa/_fyAtvLs,c(VNA -1;)(VNpg - ﬁj) dQ
A+(Yf A+(Yf
G=- f VNA . fl,‘NB dQ + ff TSUPS (ﬁz+af . VNA)(VNB . ﬁz) dQ (A35)
Qsa, Qray
D= ff a/_f)/VtNAV . (Ngﬁi) dQ + ff (If’}/VlTSUps (VN4 - ﬁj)(ﬁZJraf - VNp) dQ (A36)
A+(Yf L+(Yf
+ ff A TSUPS VNA . ﬁjNB dQ
Qt+af
L= f ISUPS 9N, - VN dQ. (A.37)
Q p

v+a

Additional derivation details can be found elsewhere.’*

Appendix B. Additional solid formulation details

Generalized-a can similarly be employed in the solid formulation for time integration. The nodal displacement and
acceleration at intermediate time levels are given as:

dn+(tf =d, + af(dn+1 - dn) (B.1)

dn+am = dn + a’m(&nJrl - dn) (BZ)

We again use the Newmark formula to establish a relationship between the time derivatives of the unknown vectors
as

. A2 . ”
dyor = d, + Ad, + %«1 —2B)d, + 2Bd,s 1), (B.3)

where (3 is a stability parameter. We choose
1
B= 00 +an- ar)’ (B.4)

in order to retain second-order accuracy in time.>> We construct a structural residual vector that utilizes the generalized-
a method

R} = Nyhp - ﬂﬁmm dQ + f €(Nsh) - De(dzf) dQ— [ Nafp-f"dQ - Nafy; -h" dr, (B.5)
o) Qf ’ [0 ()

where D is the second tensor representation of the fourth rank tensor C, made possible under the minor symmetry of
a physically permissible C.

The matrix system for structural mechanics is often given as
Md,,; + Kd,,; —F = 0. (B.6)
However, use of the Newmark formula requires solving in terms of d,;{, so we iteratively solve the system

RS[I" .
ga—Ad,m,; = -RY, (B.7)
n+1
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. . . . . str .
where i is an iterative index. We then represent the matrix system g.};— as K and we can rewrite
n+1

KA&;HI,[ = _Rfirl-
We differentiate the residual vector with respect to the unknown variable which reduces to

K; = f @mpNaANpS;; dQ + f aBACH; - BIDBgh; dQ,
o o

where B, is the strain-displacement matrix for the basis function N4 which satisfies

Nai 0 0
0 N 0

B0 0 N

2710 Nasz Naa|
Naz 0 Nay
Nap Naz O
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