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Abstract. For the numerical solution of shape optimization problems, particularly those constrained
by partial differential equations (PDEs), the quality of the underlying mesh is of utmost importance.
Particularly when investigating complex geometries, the mesh quality tends to deteriorate over the
course of a shape optimization so that either the optimization comes to a halt or an expensive remeshing
operation must be performed before the optimization can be continued. In this paper, we present a novel,
semi-discrete approach for enforcing a minimum mesh quality in shape optimization. Our approach is
based on Rosen’s gradient projection method, which incorporates mesh quality constraints into the
shape optimization problem. The proposed constraints bound the angles of triangular and solid angles
of tetrahedral mesh cells and, thus, also bound the quality of these mesh cells. The method treats these
constraints by projecting the search direction to the linear subspace of the currently active constraints.
Additionally, only slight modifications to the usual line search procedure are required to ensure the
feasibility of the method. We present our method for two- and three-dimensional simplicial meshes.
We investigate the proposed approach numerically for the drag minimization of an obstacle in a two-
dimensional flow and for the large-scale, three-dimensional optimization of a structured packing used in
a distillation column. Our results show that the proposed method is indeed capable of guaranteeing a
minimum mesh quality for both academic examples and challenging industrial applications. Particularly,
our approach allows the shape optimization of extremely complex structures while ensuring that the
mesh quality does not deteriorate.

Keywords. Shape Optimization, Gradient Projection Method, PDE Constrained Optimization,
Numerical Optimization, Mesh Quality
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1. Introduction

Shape optimization constrained by partial differential equations (PDEs) is concerned with the opti-
mization of some objective functional depending on both the solution of a PDE as well as the shape
of the domain on which the former is posed. For analyzing the sensitivity of such a functional w.r.t.
infinitesimal changes of the shape, shape calculus (see, e.g., [14]) is used. This gives rise to the so-called
shape derivative which enables the use of gradient-based optimization methods and, thus, facilitates the
efficient optimization of relevant practical problems. The field of shape optimization has many interesting
practical applications, e.g., the optimization of electrolysis cells [9], microchannel systems [10], aircraft
design [34], electromagnetic devices [18], or electrical impedance tomography [21].

For the numerical solution of shape optimization problems, the quality of the underlying mesh is
crucial as this determines how accurately the involved PDEs can be solved. In particular, only a few bad
mesh cells can lead to a degradation of the solution or can even make the numerical solution of the PDEs
impossible. In this paper, we consider free-form shape optimization based on shape calculus, which does
not involve any parametrizations of the shape and does, thus, not limit the reachable shapes. During the
shape optimization, the nodes of the mesh are moved to change the shape of the discretized domain. This
deformation of the mesh often leads to a deterioration of the mesh quality, at least for some cells, and
can cause a breakdown of the optimization algorithm unless an expensive re-meshing is performed, which
might not even always be possible. For these reasons, the task of computing mesh deformations which
preserve the mesh quality and do not lead to too much degradation of the mesh quality has received
great interest in the recent literature: In [36], Steklov-Poincaré-type metrics for shape optimization have
been introduced, which provide a mathematical justification for using the linear elasticity equations
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for computing mesh deformations. In [24] and [17] nearly conformal and restricted mesh deformations,
respectively, for shape optimization are investigated and analyzed numerically. Finally, in [13] and [29]
the use of W 1,∞ and p-harmonic mesh deformations, respectively, is proposed to ensure a better mesh
quality in the context of shape optimization. Other recent developments in the field of shape optimization
consider the development and improvement of solution algorithms: In [5,6] and [36] nonlinear conjugate
gradient methods and (limited memory) BFGS methods, respectively, are introduced. In [35], Newton
methods for shape optimization are introduced. Finally, in [7], the space mapping technique is extended
to the field of shape optimization.

In this paper, we present a novel approach for preserving the mesh quality during shape optimization.
We use a semi-discrete approach which enforces constraints on the quality of the mesh cells and, thus,
guarantees that the mesh quality is sufficiently high throughout the entire optimization. We do so by
formulating constraints on the minimum and maximum (solid) angles of triangular and tetrahedral mesh
cells. After computing a mesh deformation, the nonlinear mesh quality constraints are incorporated into
the optimization by projecting the mesh deformation according to the gradient projection method [32,33]
on the linear subspace of the currently active constraints, deforming the mesh along this subspace,
and performing a correction step which ensures that all previously active constraints are active again.
Additionally, the usual line search procedure is slightly modified to ensure that no new constraints
are violated to ensure the feasibility of the method. Our method is semi-discrete in the sense that,
first, a deformation is computed based on the underlying infinite-dimensional, continuous setting, and
afterwards, this deformation is interpreted as a finite-dimensional deformation of the mesh and modified
according to the mesh quality constraints. This makes our approach very flexible in the sense that it is
completely independent from the way a mesh deformation is computed. Previous approaches, although
they have been shown to enhance the mesh quality during shape optimization, cannot, to the best of our
knowledge, guarantee a lower bound on the mesh’s quality. In contrast, our method, which incorporates
the mesh quality into the optimization in the form of constraints, gives a guarantee that the mesh quality
is always above a user-specified threshold during the entire optimization. To the best of our knowledge,
such an approach has not yet been considered in the literature.

We investigate our proposed method numerically for two examples. The first is an academic example of
drag minimization of an obstacle in Stokes flow, which has been used extensively as benchmark problem
in the previous literature [5, 24, 29]. The second is a large-scale industrial shape optimization problem
for improving the separation efficiency of a structured packing for distillation which is taken from our
previous work [11]. The numerical results show that our novel approach of incorporating the mesh quality
directly into the shape optimization yields promising results and a significant improvement of the mesh
quality throughout the shape optimization.

This paper is structured as follows: In Section 2, we recall the gradient projection method for finite-
dimensional nonlinear optimization problems and briefly present some basic results from shape calculus.
In Section 3, we propose our novel gradient projection method for shape optimization which incorporates
the mesh quality constraints. Finally, in Section 4 we analyze the proposed method numerically and show
its great performance for solving both academic and industrial shape optimization problems.

2. Preliminaries

In this section, we first recall the gradient projection method for finite-dimensional optimization prob-
lems, which is the basis of our gradient projection method for the mesh quality constraints. Additionally,
we present some basic results from shape calculus.

2.1. The Gradient Projection Method for Nonlinear Optimization. Let us start with briefly
presenting the gradient projection method of Rosen (cf. [32, 33]), following [28]. Note that we only
present an overview over the method, for a more detailed analysis we refer the reader, e.g, to [28,32,33].

We consider a constrained, nonlinear, and finite-dimensional optimization problem of the form

min
x∈Rd

f(x)

subject to gi(x) = 0 for all i ∈ E ,

gj(x) ≤ 0 for all j ∈ I,

(2.1)
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where f ∈ C1(Rd;R) with d ∈ N>0 is some cost functional to be optimized, E and I are (finite and
disjoint) sets of indices, gi ∈ C1(Rd;R) for i ∈ E denote the equality, and gj ∈ C1(Rd;R) for j ∈ I
denote the inequality constraints. Throughout this section, we use the index i for the equality and j for
the inequality constraints. We call a point x ∈ Rd feasible if gi(x) = 0 for all i ∈ E and gj(x) ≤ 0 for
all j ∈ I. Moreover, at some feasible point x ∈ Rd, we define the active set A = A(x) as the set of all
indices whose constraints are active at x, i.e.,

A(x) = { k ∈ E ∪ I | gk(x) = 0 } = E ∪ { j ∈ I | gj(x) = 0 } .

Starting from some feasible point x0, the iterates xn of the gradient projection method are generated
as follows. First, the gradient ∇f(xn) as well as the active set A(xn) are computed and we denote the
cardinality of A(xn) by q = |A(xn)|. Then, we compute the gradient of all currently active constraints
at xn, i.e., ∇gk(xn) for k ∈ A(xn) and create the matrix A = A(xn) ∈ Rq×d, which is the Jacobian of
the active constraints, i.e.,

Ai,j = ∂gi

∂xj
(xn) ⇔ A = [∇gk(xn)⊤]k∈A(xn). (2.2)

The main idea of the gradient projection method is to project some search direction s ∈ Rd, which is
usually given by s = −∇f(xn), to the tangent space of the currently active constraints, i.e., to compute
a projected search direction d ∈ Rd so that Ad = 0. This projection can be computed as (cf. [28])

d = s − A⊤λ, (2.3)
where λ solves

AA⊤λ = As. (2.4)
Hence, the projected search direction can be formally written as

d = s − A⊤ (
AA⊤)−1

As =
(

I − A⊤ (
AA⊤)−1

A
)

s = Ps, (2.5)

where I ∈ Rd×d denotes the identity matrix in Rd and P = I − A⊤ (
AA⊤)−1

A ∈ Rd×d is the projection
matrix at xn. It is easy to see that Ad = 0 holds.

The projected search direction is used to compute a new trial iterate y = xn + td, where t > 0 is
some trial step size. As the gradient projection is an active set method, it ensures that all constraints
which were active at xn are also active at the next iterate. If all constraints were linear, then this would
indeed hold for y. However, due to the nonlinearity of the constraints, this is, in general, not true. For
this reason, y has to be projected back to the surface of the active constraints, which can be done with
the help of Newton’s method (with a frozen Jacobian) and works as follows. Starting with y0 = y we
compute iterates yl as follows

yl+1 = yl − A⊤ (
AA⊤)−1

h(yl),
where h : Rd → Rq with hk = gk for all k ∈ A(xn) denotes the function of all active constraints at xn.
This method converges to some y∗ for a sufficiently close initial guess, i.e., if the step size t is sufficiently
small. Moreover, all constraints that were active at xn are also active at y∗. When needed, we explicitly
denote the dependence of y∗ on xn and t as y∗ = y∗(xn, t). In Figure 1a, the projection of the negative
gradient and back-projection onto the set of active constraints is illustrated.

However, the point y∗ computed this way may still not be feasible since it could violate some inequality
constraints which were inactive at xn but are now violated by y∗, as the constraints that were inactive
previously have not been considered at all so far. Due to the continuity of the constraint functions, there
exists some step size t∗ > 0 so that y∗(xn, t∗) does not violate any previously inactive constraint and at
least one additional constraint is active at y∗(xn, t∗). Hence, the step size t∗ can be computed, e.g., with
a bisection approach. Afterwards, a suitable step size for the next iterate xn+1 can be computed, e.g.,
with an Armijo line search (see, e.g., [22]). This procedure is illustrated in Figure 1b.

Up until now, we have only added additional constraints to the active set. However, there are some
circumstances under which constraints can also be dropped. After having computed λ for projecting the
search direction in (2.4), we define γ = − min { λj | j ∈ A(xn) ∩ I } ∪ { 0 }. If |Ps| ≥ γ, we proceed as
detailed above and use d = Ps as search direction. On the other hand, if |Ps| < γ, then γ > 0 holds if
s ̸= 0 and we denote by j ∈ A(xn) ∩ I the index for which −λj = γ. In this case, the search direction is
chosen as d̄, which results from dropping constraint j from the set of active constraints. In particular,
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g 1(x
) = 0

g1(x) ≤ 0

−∇f(x n
)

d y = xn + td

y∗(xn, t)

xn

(a) Projection onto the active constraints: At xn,
constraint g1 is active. The negative gradient
−∇f(xn) is first projected to the tangent space of
g1 to produce the search direction d. A tentative
step y is generated as y = xn + td for some step
size t. This is then projected back to the active set
with Newton’s method, generating y∗.

−∇f(x n
)

xn

y

y∗

ȳ

ȳ∗

g2(x) ≤ 0

g1(x) ≤ 0

(b) Finding a feasible step size: At xn, only constraint
g1 is active. The projection y∗ of a tentative step
y violates g2. A bisection approach can be used to
find a stepsize t̄ so that ȳ = xn + t̄d is projected to
ȳ∗, where both g1 and g2 are active.

Figure 1. Illustration of the gradient projection method.

when choosing s = −∇f(xn), this constraint dropping procedure ensures that if d = Ps = 0 at xn, then
we have ∇f(xn) + λ⊤A = 0 due to (2.3) and, additionally, λj > 0 for all j ∈ A(xn) ∩ I. These are just
the first order necessary conditions for a minimizer of the constrained problem (2.1) if the vector of λ is
padded by zero for all inactive inequality constraints, as xn is also feasible by construction.

A brief summary of the gradient projection method can be found in Algorithm 1. As we use the
algorithm for the numerical solution of constrained optimization problems, all equations are only solved
approximately up to a specified tolerance. Moreover, also constraints can only be satisfied up to a
tolerance ε and constraint k is considered active at x if |gk(x)| ≤ ε.

Algorithm 1: Gradient projection method.
Input: Initial feasible point x0, initial step size t0, stopping tolerance τ ∈ (0, 1), maximum

number of iterations nmax ∈ N, parameters σ ∈ (0, 1) and ω ∈ (0, 1) for the Armijo rule
1 for n = 0, 1, 2, . . . , nmax do
2 Evaluate f(xn) and compute its gradient ∇f(xn)
3 Compute some gradient-based search direction s, e.g., s = −∇f(xn)
4 Evaluate the constraints gk(xn) for k ∈ E ∪ I and compute the set of active constraints A(xn)
5 Compute the approximate Lagrange multipliers λ by solving (2.4)
6 Compute the projected search direction d = s − A⊤λ with (2.3)
7 if |d| < − min { 0, λj } then
8 Drop constraint j from the set of active constraints for which γ = −λj

9 Set d to the projected direction according to the modified active set
10 else if d = 0 and λj > 0 for all j ∈ A(xn) ∩ I then
11 Stop with minimizer xn

12 Compute y∗(xn, t)
13 if additional constraints are violated at y∗(xn, t) then
14 Compute the maximum feasible step size t∗ at xn with a bisection
15 Set t = t∗

16 while f(y∗(xn, t)) > f(xn) + σt(d, ∇f(xn)) do
17 Decrease the step size t = ωt

18 Compute the new iterate xn+1 = y∗(xn, t)
19 Increase the step size for the next iteration: t = t/ω
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2.2. Shape Calculus. As we want to apply the previously described gradient projection method to solve
shape optimization problems, we now briefly recall some basic results in this field. A shape optimization
problem constrained by a PDE can be written as

min
Ω∈A

J (Ω, u) subject to e(Ω, u) = 0,

where J is a cost functional depending on the shape of the domain Ω, which is sought in the set of all
admissible shapes A, and the state variable u. The PDE constraint is denoted by e(Ω, ·) : U(Ω) → V (Ω)∗

and is usually considered in the weak form

Find u ∈ U(Ω) such that ⟨e(Ω, u), v⟩V (Ω)∗,V (Ω) = 0 for all v ∈ V (Ω).

Here, V (Ω)∗ denotes the topological dual space of V (Ω) and ⟨φ, v⟩V (Ω)∗,V (Ω) is the duality pairing
between φ ∈ V (Ω∗) and v ∈ V (Ω). We assume that the state equation has a unique solution u = u(Ω)
for all Ω ∈ A which satisfies e(Ω, u(Ω)) = 0. Hence, we can introduce the equivalent reduced problem

min
Ω∈A

J(Ω) = J (Ω, u(Ω)),

where the PDE constraint is formally eliminated due to the reduced cost functional J .
Shape calculus can be used to analyze such shape optimization problems. For a detailed introduction

to this topic, we refer the reader, e.g., to [14, 37]. We use the so-called speed method to derive the
variation of the cost functional w.r.t. infinitesimal changes of the domain’s shape. Let D ⊂ Rd be an
open and bounded hold-all domain and consider some Ω ⊂ D. Let V ∈ Ck

0 (D;Rd) for some k ≥ 1, i.e.,
the space of all k times continuously differentiable vector fields with compact support in D. We consider
the evolution of some point x0 ∈ Ω under the flow defined by the solution of the initial value problem

ẋ(t) = V(x(t)), x(0) = x0. (2.6)

Due to the regularity of V, the above problem has a unique solution x(t) for t ∈ [0, τ ] if τ > 0 is
sufficiently small (cf. [14]). Hence, we define the flow ΦV

t of V as follows

ΦV
t : D → D; x0 7→ ΦV

t x0 = x(t).

Now, we can define the shape derivative of a shape functional.

Definition 2.1. Let S ⊂ { Ω | Ω ⊂ D }, J : S → R be a shape functional, Ω ∈ S, and V ∈ Ck
0 (D;Rd)

for k ≥ 1 with associated flow ΦV
t . Additionally, we assume that ΦV

t (Ω) ∈ S for all t ∈ [0, τ ] with some
sufficiently small τ > 0. The Eulerian semi-derivative of J is given by the following limit

dJ(Ω)[V] := lim
t↘0

J(ΦV
t (Ω)) − J(Ω)

t
= d

dt
J(ΦV

t (Ω))
∣∣∣∣
t=0+

if the limit exists. Moreover, let Ξ be a topological vector subspace of C∞
0 (D;Rd). Then, the shape

functional J is called shape differentiable at Ω ⊂ D if it has an Eulerian semi-derivative at Ω in all
directions V ∈ Ξ and, additionally, the mapping dJ(Ω): Ξ → R; V 7→ dJ(Ω)[V] is linear and continuous.
In this case, we call dJ(Ω) the shape derivative of J at Ω (w.r.t. Ξ).

Remark 2.2. In general, the shape derivatives of PDE constrained optimization problems can be cal-
culated efficiently using the so-called adjoint approach which entails the solution of an adjoint equation.
For this reason, to compute the shape derivative for such problems, both the state and adjoint equation
have to be solved. For more details regarding the adjoint approach we refer the reader, e.g., to [22].

The sensitivity information in the shape derivative can now be used to compute the so-called gradient
deformation which can be used as part of gradient-based shape optimization algorithms. To do so, we
consider the shape derivative acting on vector fields in H1

0 (D;Rd). In particular, we consider the case
where some parts of the boundary Γ = ∂Ω of the initial domain Ω are fixed during the optimization and
denote these fixed parts by Γfix. We consider the subspace

H1
Γfix

(D;Rd) =
{

V ∈ H1
0 (D;Rd)

∣∣ V = 0 on Γfix
}

.
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Definition 2.3. Let Ω ⊂ D and J be shape differentiable at Ω. Let aΩ : H1
Γfix

(D;Rd)×H1
Γfix

(D;Rd) → R
be a symmetric, continuous, and coercive bilinear form. The gradient deformation G ∈ H1

Γfix
(D;Rd)

(w.r.t. aΩ) is defined as the unique solution of the variational problem
Find G ∈ H1

Γfix
(D;Rd) such that aΩ(G, V) = dJ(Ω)[V] for all V ∈ H1

Γfix
(D;Rd), (2.7)

which exists due to the Lax-Milgram Lemma.

In particular, if G ̸= 0, it holds that dJ(Ω)[−G] = −aΩ(G, G) < 0 due to the coercivity of aΩ. This
implies that the negative gradient deformation is a direction of descent in the sense that an infinitesimal
perturbation of Ω in direction of −G yields a decrease of the shape functional J . This fact is used for
gradient-based shape optimization algorithms as described, e.g., in [5, 36].

Remark 2.4. The choice of the bilinear form aΩ is crucial for the mesh quality when the mesh is deformed
with the gradient deformation. We follow the widely-used approach of using the linear elasticity equations
for the bilinear form aΩ (see, e.g., [5, 17,36]), which are given by

aΩ : H1
Γfix

(D;Rd) × H1
Γfix

(D;Rd) → R;

(V, W ) 7→ aΩ(V, W ) =
∫

D

2µelas ε(V ) : ε(W ) + λelas div(V )div(W ) + δelasV · W dx,
(2.8)

where ε(V ) = 1/2(DV +DV ⊤) is the symmetric part of the Jacobian DV , λelas and µelas are the so-called
Lamé parameters, for which we assume µelas > 0 and 2µelas +dλelas > 0, and A : B denotes the Frobenius
inner product between A, B ∈ Rd×d. Moreover, δelas ≥ 0 is a damping parameter, which is required to
be positive in case Γfix = ∅, where we have a pure Neumann problem. However, we note that there exist
alternative approaches, such as using the (nonlinear) p-Laplacian to define the mesh deformations [29].

2.3. Gradient-Based Descent Algorithms for Shape Optimization. Let us recall a gradient-based
descent algorithm for shape optimization, following [5]. To do so, we first discuss how to update the
shape of a domain with some vector field. While the speed method has nice theoretical properties, it is
not so easy to use for the numerical solution of shape optimization problems. Instead, we consider the
so-called perturbation of identity (cf. [5,14]) which is defined as follows. Let Ω ⊂ D be some domain and
let V ∈ Ck

0 (D;Rd). Then, we define the perturbed domain Ωt with the perturbation of identity as
Ωt = (I + tV) Ω = { x + tV(x) | x ∈ Ω } . (2.9)

As the perturbation of identity presents an equivalent alternative to the speed method for computing
first order shape derivatives [14], we observe that a perturbation of identity in direction of the negative
gradient deformation yields a decrease of the shape functional, analogous to our previous discussion.
However, we note that the speed method and perturbation of identity do, in general, not coincide for
higher order shape deriavtives [14]. With this, we have everything at hand and can present a general,
gradient-based descent algorithm for shape optimization in Algorithm 2 (cf. [5]). Note that in Line 6 of
Algorithm 2 a search direction is computed. For the classical method of steepest descent, one can choose

Algorithm 2: Gradient-based descent algorithm for shape optimization.
Input: Initial geometry Ω0, initial step size t0, stopping tolerance τ ∈ (0, 1), maximum number

of iterations nmax ∈ N, parameters σ ∈ (0, 1) and ω ∈ (0, 1) for the Armijo rule
1 for n=0,1,2,. . . , nmax do
2 Compute the solution of the state and adjoint systems
3 Compute the gradient deformation Gn by solving (2.7)
4 if ||Gn||aΩn

≤ τ ||G0||aΩ0
then

5 Stop with approximate solution Ωn

6 Compute a search direction Sn, e.g., Sn = −Gn

7 while J((I + tSn)Ωn) > J(Ωn) + σt aΩn
(Gn, Sn) do

8 Decrease the step size: t = ωt

9 Set tn = t and update the geometry via Ωn+1 = (I + tnSn)Ωn

10 Increase the step size for the next iteration: t = tn/ω
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Sn = −Gn, i.e., use the negative gradient deformation as search direction. Other choices are possible and
we refer the reader to [5] and [36], where nonlinear CG methods and limited-memory BFGS methods for
shape optimization are introduced.

3. Mesh Quality Constraints for Shape Optimization

In this section, we combine the two topics presented in the previous section: The gradient projection
method and shape optimization based on shape calculus. We do so to introduce constraints on the mesh
quality which are then incorporated into the shape optimization.

3.1. Discretization of the Shape Optimization Problem. To formulate constraints on the mesh
quality, the shape optimization approach presented in the previous section has to be discretized. We
assume that this is done with the finite element method, but other approaches, such as finite volume
methods, are also available. To discretize the geometry, a computational mesh is used on which the corre-
sponding PDE constraints are solved. We denote this mesh by Ωh. For the shape optimization approach
presented previously, the domain Ω plays the role of the optimization variable. After discretization,
Ω is represented by the mesh Ωh and, in particular, the nodes of the computational mesh act as the
optimization variables.

Throughout this paper, we restrict our attention to simplicial meshes, i.e., two-dimensional trian-
gular as well as three-dimensional tetrahedral meshes. An extension to other mesh types, such as
two-dimensional quadrilateral or three-dimensional hexahedral meshes, is straightforward. The reason
for this restriction is that the finite element software FEniCS [1], where we implement our method,
does, in general, only support simplicial meshes. In the following, let N ∈ N be the number of mesh
nodes and M ∈ N be the number of mesh cells. Moreover, we denote by v ∈ RdN , where d = 2, 3
is the dimensionality of the problem, the vector that contains the coordinates of the mesh nodes, i.e.,
v = [x1, y1, x2, y2, . . . , xN , yN ]⊤ in 2D and v = [x1, y1, z1, x2, y2, z2, . . . , xN , yN , zN ]⊤ in 3D. To discretize
the shape optimization approach, the computation of the gradient deformation (2.7) is discretized with
linear Lagrange elements. As the degrees of freedom (DoFs) of linear Lagrange elements are the point
evaluations at the nodes of the mesh, the discretized gradient deformation Gh can be identified with its
DoF vector. This vector is denoted by Gh ∈ RdN and contains the point evaluation of Gh at the nodes
of the mesh. For the sake of simplicity, we assume w.l.o.g. that the DoFs of the linear Lagrange elements
and the nodes of the mesh are ordered in the same manner. If this is not the case, a suitable permutation
for this identification has to be considered. Moreover, any discretized search direction Sh considered in
Algorithm 2 is (also) discretized with linear Lagrange elements and can be identified analogously with its
DoF vector Sh ∈ RdN . If the shape Ω is updated with the perturbation of identity (2.9) of some vector
field V according to Ωt = (I + tV)Ω, then the discretized analogue is given by the following: Let Vh be
the discretized vector field corresponding to V and let Vh be its DoF vector. The discretized perturbation
of identity updates the mesh Ωh, which is identified by the vector its node coordinates v as follows

(Ωh)t = (I + tVh)Ωh where vt = v + tVh

and vt ∈ RdN is the coordinate vector of the updated mesh (Ωh)t. For this reason, the gradient de-
formation can be interpreted as the gradient of the cost functional w.r.t. the mesh coordinates in the
discretized setting.

3.2. Constraints on the Mesh Quality. Let us now define the mesh quality constraints we consider
for the shape optimization.

3.2.1. Two-Dimensional Triangular Meshes. In the following, let τ be a non-degenerate triangle with
nodes vi, vj , and vk, where vm = [xm, ym]⊤ for m = i, j, k. Here, non-degenerate means that the triangle
does have a non-zero area. Moreover, we denote by αi, αj , and αk the triangles’ angles at node vi, vj ,
and vk, respectively. In the literature, there exist many quality measures for triangular cells, e.g., the
aspect ratio, radius ratio, edge ratio or condition number. For an overview and analysis of these measures
we refer the reader, e.g., to [31]. In this paper, we focus our attention on the angles of the triangle and
want to ensure that these are bounded from below and above to avoid degeneration of the triangle. Note
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that this, implicitly, also establishes bounds on many triangular quality measures, as discussed in [31].
For this reason, we now propose the following mesh quality constraints:

αm ≥ αthr for m = i, j, k, (3.1)

which is equivalent to saying that the minimum angle of the triangle is bounded from below by αthr.
Here, αthr ∈ (0, π/3) is a constant minimum angle threshold which is independent of the node coordinates
but may be different for each mesh cell. We discuss the choice of αthr later in Section 3.3.3. This
constraint ensures that all triangular angles are bounded from below and, thus, prevents the degradation
of the triangle. As we have that αi + αj + αk = π, it follows that

αm ≤ π − 2αthr for m = i, j, k,

i.e., the maximum angle is bounded by π−2αthr from above if (3.1) holds. For this reason, the constraints
in (3.1) are sufficient to bound the minimum and maximum angle of the triangle and, therefore, they
establish bounds on the mesh quality as discussed in [31]. In the framework of the gradient projection
method from Section 2.1, the constraints (3.1) can be written in the form

gm = αthr − αm ≤ 0 for m = i, j, k. (3.2)

Hence, if our mesh consists of M triangular cells, we consider a total of 3M mesh quality constraints.
Let us now compute the gradient of gm w.r.t. the coordinates of the mesh’s nodes. Let the edge

between vi and vj be denoted by eij , i.e., eij = [xi − xj , yi − yj ]⊤, then the angle αi can be computed as

αi = arccos
(

eij · eik

|eij | |eik|

)
.

Using elementary calculations, the gradient of the constraint functions gm of (3.2) w.r.t. the mesh
coordinates is given by

∂gi

∂vi
= −∂αi

∂vi
= −T (eij , eik) − T (eik, eij),

∂gi

∂vj
= −∂αi

∂vj
= T (eij , eik),

∂gi

∂vk
= −∂αi

∂vk
= T (eik, eij),

where we use the notation
∂gi

∂vj
=

[
∂gi

∂xj
,

∂gi

∂yj

]⊤

(3.3)

and the vector T is given by

T (a, b) = 1
|a|

a × (a × b)
|a × (a × b)| . (3.4)

Here, the vectors a, b ∈ R2 are padded with a zero in the third component for the cross products. In
particular, it is easy to see that a × (a × b) has a zero in the third component, so that T (a, b) can be
interpreted as a vector in R2, again. Obviously, it holds that ∂gi

∂vm
= 0 for all nodes vm which are not part

of the triangle τ . Hence, the gradient of the triangular mesh quality constraints given above is sparse
and only has 6 nonzero entries for each constraint.

3.2.2. Three-Dimensional Tetrahedral Meshes. Let τ be a non-degenerate tetrahedron whose nodes are
denoted by vi, vj , vk, and vl, where vm = [xm, ym, zm]⊤ for m = i, j, k, l. Again, non-degenerate means
that the volume of the tetrahedron is non-zero. We denote by αm the solid angle at vm, which is given by
the surface area of the spherical triangle that is formed by projecting each of the remaining nodes to the
unit sphere around vm (cf. [26]). In the literature, there exist plenty of quality measures for tetrahedra,
e.g., the aspect ratio, radius ratio or mean ratio. For an overview, the reader is referred, e.g., to [26].
Particularly, we note that the minimum solid angle of a tetrahedron can be used as quality measure and
in [26] it is shown that this is, in a weak sense, equivalent to the radius and mean ratio. For this reason,
we restrict our attention to the solid angles of the tetrahedron. As before, our aim is to bound these
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from above and below to avoid degeneration of the tetrahedral mesh cells. To do so, we propose the
following mesh quality constraints

αm ≥ αthr for m = i, j, k, l, (3.5)
where αthr ∈ (0, α∗) is a constant minimum solid angle treshold which might be different for each element,
analogously to before, and α∗ = arccos(23/27) ≈ 0.55129 rad is the solid angle of a regular tetrahedron.
Similar to the triangular case, it holds that

∑
m∈i,j,k,l αm ≤ 2π [26], so that (3.5) also gives an upper

bound on the solid angles, namely
αm ≤ 2π − 3αthr for m = i, j, k, l,

i.e., the maximum solid angle is bounded by 2π−3αthr if (3.5) holds. For the gradient projection method,
the constraints (3.5) can be written as

gm = αthr − αm ≤ 0 for m = i, j, k, l. (3.6)
Using (3.5) in a mesh consisting of M tetrahedrons yields a total of 4M mesh quality constraints.

To evaluate this numerically, we make use of the following relation from [26]. Let δi,j be the dihedral
angle corresponding to edge eij = [xi − xj , yi − yj , zi − zj ]⊤. Then, it holds that

αi = δij + δik + δil − π.

The dihedral angles can be computed with the formula

δij = arccos
(

(eij × eik) · (eij × eil)
|eij × eik| |eij × eil|

)
= arccos

(
nijk · nijl

|nijk| |nijl|

)
,

where nijk = eij × eik is the (unsigned and unscaled) normal vector of the face spanned by vi, vj , and
vk. Note that this formulation yields 0 ≤ δij ≤ π as well as δij = δji. Now, using the results for the
triangular case with an application of the chain rule yields the following derivative of the constraint
functions w.r.t. the node coordinates

∂gi

∂vi
= −∂αi

∂vi
= (T(nijk, nijl) − T(nikj , nikl)) × ejk + (T(nijl, nijk) − T(nilj , nilk)) × ejl

+ (T(nikl, nikj) − T(nilk, nilj)) × ekl

∂gi

∂vj
= −∂αi

∂vj
= (T(nikj , nikl) − T(nijk, nijl)) × eik + (T(nilj , nilk) − T(nijl, nijk)) × eil

∂gi

∂vk
= −∂αi

∂vk
= (T(nijk, nijl) − T(nikj , nikl)) × eij + (T(nilk, nilj) − T(nikl, nikj)) × eil

∂gi

∂vl
= −∂αi

∂vl
= (T(nijl, nijk) − T(nilj , nilk)) × eij + (T(nikl, nikj) − T(nilk, nilj)) × eik

where T is defined as before in (3.4). Analogously to before, we use the notation

∂gi

∂vj
=

[
∂gi

∂xj
,

∂gi

∂yj
,

∂gi

∂zj

]⊤

. (3.7)

Similarly to before we observe that ∂gi

∂vm
= 0 if vm is not part of the tetrahedron τ . Again, this means

that the gradient of the tetrahedral mesh quality constraints is sparse and has only 12 nonzero entries
for each constraint.

Allthough it might seem simpler to directly use the dihedral angle for the tetrahedral mesh quality
constraints, we note that this is, in fact, not a suitable mesh quality measure as discussed in, e.g., [15].
There, it is shown that there exist certain configurations where a tetrahedron can degenerate while all
its dihedral angles are bounded away from zero. Such problems do not occur for the solid angle as this
is a proper mesh quality measure [26]. For this reason, we restrict our attention to the solid angle for
the three-dimensional case.
Remark 3.1. We propose to bound all three angles of a triangle or all four solid angles of a tetrahe-
dron for computational purposes, as, usually, all angles have to be computed anyway to determine the
minimum one in each cell. To avoid technicalities when considering the minimum (solid) angle and for
the simplicity of presentation, we use the equivalent approach of bounding all (solid) angles of the mesh
cells from below. As discussed previously, this also directly bounds these (solid) angles from above.
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Remark 3.2. The presented mesh quality constraints consider a total of 3M or 4M constraints, respec-
tively, for the discretized shape optimization problem, which, however, only has 2N or 3N optimization
variables, respectively, where M ≫ N . From a formal standpoint this leads to an over-constrained
optimization problem which is, in general, not solvable. However, as we will see in our numerical experi-
ments in Section 4, only a small portion of the considered constraints actually become active during the
optimization so that our proposed approach works very well in practice.

3.3. Implementation Details. Let us now discuss some implementation details of our method. First,
we discuss how to combine the gradient projection method with shape optimization to incorporate the
mesh quality constraints proposed previously. Afterwards, we introduce additional constraints for fixed
boundaries and discuss the choice of the minimum angle threshold.

3.3.1. The Gradient Projection Method for Mesh Quality Constraints. To incorporate the previously
defined constraints (3.2) and (3.6) into our shape optimization procedure of Algorithm 2, we use the
gradient projection method described in Section 2.1. As discussed in Section 3.1, the optimization
variables of the discretized shape optimization problem are the nodes of the mesh and the discretized
search directions and gradient deformation of Algorithm 2 can be identified with their respective DoF
vectors. In particular, at first, we follow the procedure outlined in Algorithm 2 to compute a suitable
(discretized) search direction Sh for our problem, which we identify with its DoF vector Sh. Then, we
proceed as discussed in Section 2.1 and project the search direction using (2.3) and (2.4). To form the
matrix A of (2.2), the derivatives of the constraint functions w.r.t. the mesh nodes, which have been
derived in the previous section, are used. In particular, the projection step consists of computing

Dh =
(

I − A⊤ (
AA⊤)−1

A
)

Sh. (3.8)

Note that Dh can be interpreted as the DoF vector of some projected search direction Dh, analogously
to before. We note that the projection step is carried out by using (2.4) and (2.3). In particular, the
projected search direction Dh is feasible for the (linearized) constraints.

To deal with the nonlinearity of mesh quality constraints, the line search procedure of Algorithm 2
has to updated slightly in analogy to the strategy presented in Section 2.1 to find a step which is
feasible for all previously active constraints and which does not violate any new ones. The proposed
steps of back-projecting the step and using a bisection method for these issues works just as detailed in
Section 2.1. Note that after the modified line search procedure, we have obtained a new design which
is represented by the updated computational mesh. The latter is, by construction, feasible for the mesh
quality constraints. Hence, we can continue with Algorithm 2 after a suitable step is found in the line
search. In particular, this application of the gradient projection method guarantees that the mesh quality
constraints formulated in Section 3.2 cannot be violated so that the computational mesh is guaranteed
to have a minimum, user-specified quality during the entire shape optimization. The minimum mesh
quality only depends on the angle threshold αthr and its choice is discussed later in Section 3.3.3.

Remark 3.3. Regarding the computational effort of our approach we note the following: The modifica-
tions introduced by the gradient projection method only affect the optimization variables and how they
are treated. In particular, the method does not require additional solutions of the state or adjoint equa-
tions, which is the most expensive part of Algorithm 2. Additionally, as discussed in Remark 3.2, usually
only a small number of constraints are actually active during the optimization so that the linear system
solved in (2.4) is comparatively small. For these reasons, our proposed approach is computationally
inexpensive and does not require a lot of additional time or computational resources.

3.3.2. Additional Constraints for Fixed Boundaries. The framework for mesh quality constraints pre-
sented above works just fine in case that no boundaries are fixed. However, in the case that some
boundaries are fixed for the optimization, the gradient deformation, or more generally, the search direc-
tion for gradient-based shape optimization, usually take these into account via homogeneous Dirichlet
boundary conditions for the gradient deformation as discussed in Definition 2.3. Suppose that some mesh
quality constraint is active in a cell, where one face (or side) of the cell is part of the fixed boundary. To
compute a direction which is feasible w.r.t. the linearized constraints, the search direction is projected as
discussed above. However, this could yield a projected search direction which no longer vanishes on the
fixed boundary. To avoid this, we have to impose additional constraints for these fixed boundaries: Each
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node, which is part of a fixed boundary, must not be moved. Suppose that some node vm = [xm, ym]⊤
(or vm = [xm, ym, zm] for three-dimensional problems) is part of the fixed boundary. Then, the desired
behavior is achieved with the following equality constraint

gm = vm − v0
m = 0, (3.9)

where v0
m denotes the location of node vm in the initial mesh. Its derivative is given by

∂gm

∂vm
=

{
[1, 1]⊤ for two-dimensional problems,
[1, 1, 1]⊤ for three-dimensional problems,

where we use the notation (3.3) and (3.7), respectively, for the derivatives. Similarly to before, the
derivative of gm w.r.t. any other node is zero. Hence, the derivative of the equality constraint (3.9) is
sparse and has only two nonzero entries in 2D and three nonzero entries in 3D.

3.3.3. Choice of the Minimum Angle Threshold. Let us now investigate the choice of the minimum angle
threshold. To do so, we note that the gradient projection method presented earlier is a feasible method
in the sense that the initial guess has to be feasible and all iterates it produces are feasible w.r.t. the
constraints. In particular, the initial mesh has to satisfy the posed mesh quality constraints. This limits
the possible choices of the minimum angle threshold αthr.

We consider two approaches for the choice of αthr. The first is to specify a single minimum angle
threshold αthr which should be used for all mesh cells. This works well if the initial mesh is, e.g., very
regular and contains cells with approximately the same quality. If we denote by α0

min the minimum
(solid) angle in the initial mesh, then αthr has to satisfy αthr ≤ α0

min so that the initial mesh is feasible
w.r.t. the mesh quality constraints.

However, for practical applications there might be some areas where the mesh generation is problematic
and it might not be possible to obtain a good quality initial mesh. Another possible issue is the use
of mesh cells which are stretched to resolve boundary layers, in particular, if triangular or tetrahedral
elements are used. These scenarios have in common that there are usually just a few bad cells in the initial
mesh, either in problematic areas of the geometry or at regions, where a boundary layer is resolved, but
the majority of mesh cells is regular and of good quality. Using a single global minimum angle threshold
does not work well in these cases: For the few bad cells, the lower bound posed this way is sensible. For
the remaining mesh cells with good quality, however, this lower bound is too small so that it allows for
a deterioration of the mesh quality. To circumvent this issue, a second approach for choosing αthr is to
use a different threshold for each cell, based on the initial angles of the repsective cell. To do so, we
consider some mesh cell τ (either a triangle or tetrahedron) on the initial mesh and denote its minimum
(solid) angle by α0

min,τ . Moreover, let ν ∈ (0, 1) be some relative tolerance. Then, we propose to use the
minimum angle threshold

αthr = να0
min,τ

for mesh cell τ . This choice of αthr is relative to the quality of the cells in the initial mesh and, thus,
well-suited for the case of mesh with very inhomogeneous quality.

Finally, we note that these choices can also be combined as follows. First, a global minimum angle
threshold αthr and a relative tolerance ν is chosen as discussed above. For all mesh cells with α0

min,τ >

αthr, the threshold αthr is used. For all other cells, the minimum angle threshold is given by να0
min,τ .

This procedure ensures that the initial mesh is feasible w.r.t. the mesh quality constraints and combines
the advantages of both approaches.

3.3.4. Numerical Implementation. We have implemented the proposed gradient projection method and
the mesh quality constraints as extension to our open-source software package cashocs [4, 8], which is
based on the finite element software FEniCS [1, 27]. Our software package cashocs implements and
automates the adjoint approach for solving PDE constrained optimization problems with a particular
focus on shape optimization problems.

To facilitate a fast numerical evaluation of the constraint functions and their derivatives, these are
implemented as custom C++ code, which is compiled at run-time with FEniCS. The linear algebra
sub-problems of projecting a direction to the tangent space of the currently active constraints as well
as the back-projection discussed in Section 2.1 are solved with PETSc [2]. As linear solver a conjugate
gradient (CG) method preconditioned by BoomerAMG [20], an algebraic multigrid method that is part
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of hypre [23] and interfaced through PETSc, is used. Moreover, our method is parallelized with MPI to
facilitate the solution of large-scale problems arising from industrial applications.

4. Numerical Experiments

Let us now consider our proposed method numerically. First, we investigate a two-dimensional model
example for optimizing the shape of an obstacle in Stokes flow that highlights our approach’s superior
performance compared to the classical approach. Afterwards, we consider a large-scale three-dimensional
shape optimization problem for increasing the separation efficiency of a structured packing in a distillation
column, which demonstrates the capabilities of our proposed method for industrial applications.

4.1. Shape Optimization of an Obstacle in Stokes Flow. Let us consider the shape optimization
of an obstacle in Stokes flow, which is a popular benchmark problem for shape optimization algorithms
and has been used, e.g., in [5,24,29]. For this, we consider the minimization of the energy dissipated by
the flow. Additionally, the obstacle’s volume and barycenter are fixed to ensure a non-trivial solution to
the problem. Let the flow domain be denoted by Ω and its boundary by Γ = ∂Ω. The exterior boundary
is divided into the flow inlet Γin, the wall boundary Γwall, and the outlet Γout. Its interior boundary is
the boundary of the obstacle Γobs. The non-dimensionalized Stokes system is given by

−∆u + ∇p = 0 in Ω,

∇ · u = 0 in Ω,

u = uin on Γin,

u = 0 on Γwall ∪ Γobs,

∂nu − pn = 0 on Γout,

(4.1)

where u and p are the fluid velocity and pressure, respectively. Note that we use the usual do-nothing
condition (see, e.g., [25]) at the outlet Γout, where n denotes the outer unit normal vector on Γ and
∂nu = Du n is the normal derivative of the velocity. For the geometrical constraints, we fix the volume
and barycenter of the flow domain, which is equivalent to fixing those of the obstacle. The volume and
barycenter of Ω are given by

vol(Ω) =
∫

Ω
1 dx and bc(Ω) = 1

vol(Ω)

∫
Ω

x dx.

Hence, the shape optimization problem can be formulated as

min
Ω∈A

J (Ω, u) =
∫

Ω
Du : Du dx + νvol

2
(
vol(Ω) − vol(Ω0)

)2 + νbc
2

∣∣bc(Ω) − bc(Ω0)
∣∣2 s.t. (4.1), (4.2)

where Ω0 denotes the initial geometry. Note that the geometrical constraints are regularized with a
quadratic penalty function as in [5]. The set of admissible geometries for this problem is given by

A =
{

Ω ⊂ Rd
∣∣ Ω ⊂ D, Γin = Γ0

in, Γwall = Γ0
wall, Γout = Γ0

out
}

for some initial flow domain Ω0 with boundary Γ0, i.e., only the boundary Γobs is deformable and
subjected to the optimization. The hold-all domain D is given by Ω ∪ Ωobs, where Ωobs is the domain of
the obstacle. For the shape derivative and adjoint system of this problem, we refer the reader to [3].

We consider this problem in two dimensions and use D = (−3, 3)×(−2, 2), Ω = D\Ωobs, where Ωobs is
a circle with center (0, 0) and radius 0.5, in analogy to [5]. The domain is discretized with a non-uniform
mesh consisting of 3535 nodes and 6674 triangles which is refined near Γobs. For the discretization of
the state and adjoint systems the LBB-stable Taylor-Hood elements are used, i.e., quadratic Lagrange
elements are used for the velocity and linear Lagrange elements are used for the pressure. The inlet
velocity is given by the parabolic profile uin(x) = 1/4 (2 − x2) (2 + x2). Finally, the parameters for the
quadratic penalty functions are chosen as νvol = 1 × 103 and νbc = 1 × 105, which ensures that the
geometrical constraints are satisfied with an accuracy below 0.1 %. We solve this problem with the
BFGS method of [36] which is implemented in cashocs with and without the proposed mesh quality
constraints. The optimization is considered to be converged if the norm of the gradient deformation
is below a relative tolerance of 1 × 10−3. The linear elasticity equations (2.8) are used for computing
the gradient deformation with parameters µelas = 1, λelas = 0, and δelas = 0. For the mesh quality
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constraints, we choose a minimum angle threshold of αthr = 0.436 rad, which corresponds to a minimum
angle of 25◦, and a numerical tolerance of 1 × 10−2.

The BFGS method converged in 26 iterations for the classical approach without mesh quality con-
straints and needed 44 iterations to converge with the approach proposed in this paper. The resulting
optimized geometries, the computational mesh, and the minimum angle of each cell are shown in Figure 2.
In particular, we observe that the classical approach without mesh quality constraints approximates the
optimal shape very well, however, doing so results in several mesh cells with very acute angles and, thus,
a very low quality of the mesh near the tip. On the other hand, our proposed approach also approximates
the optimal shape very well, but without any deterioration of the mesh quality. In particular, it can be
seen that there exist no bad cells in the optimized mesh for our approach.

This observation is reinforced in Figure 3, where a histogram of the triangle angles and the aspect
ratio of the optimized mesh with and without mesh quality constraints is shown. Here, the aspect ratio
is is defined as |t|∞

2
√

3r
, where |t|∞ is the longest edge of the triangle and r denotes its inradius. Note that

the aspect ratio is normalized so that it has a value of 1 for a regular triangle and tends to +∞ for a
degenerating cell. From this figure, we can clearly see the superior behavior of our proposed method. In
particular, the minimum angle is bounded from below by αthr = 25◦ for our proposed method, whereas
it is significantly lower for the classical approach, where several badly shaped mesh cells exist. This
is similar for the aspect ratio, where our proposed method ensures that this is bounded and does not
deteriorate, so that our method leads to higher quality meshes overall. Due to the logarithmic scaling
of the histograms’ y-axis, we can also observe a typical feature of the mesh quality in the context of
shape optimization: Usually, there are only a couple of mesh cells that are deformed in a bad way and
whose quality deteriorates over the course of the optimization. In this example, there are only about
10 cells which have a higher aspect ratio compared to the cells of the mesh obtained with our proposed

(a) Classical BFGS method. (b) BFGS method with mesh quality constraints.

(c) Classical BFGS method - close up of the tip. (d) BFGS method with mesh quality constraints - close
up of the tip.

Figure 2. Optimized geometry with mesh and mesh quality for problem (4.2).
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(a) Minimum triangle angle in degrees. (b) Aspect ratio.

Figure 3. Histograms showing the distribution of the mesh quality after the shape op-
timization for problem (4.2).

approach. Moreover, we remark that in the final iteration of our proposed method only 130 of the 20 022
mesh quality constraints are active, so that the numerical effort for projecting the gradient deformation
is very small.

In Figure 4 the evolution of these mesh quality measures is shown over the course of the optimization,
where the quality of the mesh in each iteration is defined as the quality of the worst mesh cell. This is,
again, visualized for the minimum triangle angle and aspect ratio. For the first couple of iterations, we
observe that the steps of the optimization algorithms coincide for both approaches as no mesh quality
constraints are active. However, once the mesh quality constraints become active, we observe that
the mesh quality stays bounded for our proposed method, whereas it becomes increasingly bad for the
classical approach. In particular, we observe in Figure 4a, that the minimum angle of all cells in the
mesh is, indeed, bounded from below by 25◦ during the entire optimization, at least up to the numerical
tolerance. This, in turn, also leads to bounds on the aspect ratio of the mesh during the optimization.
Hence, this example shows that it is, in fact, sufficient to consider the angles of the mesh cells to
guarantee a bound of the mesh quality. Note that the corresponding mesh quality measures for the
optimized geometries are summarized in Table 1. However, we remark that the greatly increased mesh

(a) Minimum triangle angle in degrees. (b) Aspect ratio.

Figure 4. Evolution of the mesh quality during the shape optimization for problem (4.2).
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Table 1. Comparison of the mesh quality of the optimized mesh for problem (4.2).

Classical BFGS BFGS with mesh quality constraints

Minimum triangle angle [◦] 5.141 24.929
Maximum aspect ratio 12.358 2.605
Active mesh quality constraints - 130

quality comes with a moderate increase in computational resources as our proposed method required
nearly twice as many iterations to converge compared to the classical approach. This is mainly due to
the fact that during the line search of the gradient projection method the stepsize has to be sufficiently
small so that no previously inactive constraints are violated (cf. Section 2.1).

4.2. Shape Optimization of a Structured Packing for Distillation. Let us now consider a large-
scale, three-dimensional shape optimization problem which highlights the capabilities and practical im-
portance of our proposed method. Note that this example is taken from [11] and considers the shape
optimization of a structured packing for distillation. However, for the sake of brevity we refer the reader
to our previous work [11], where this problem and the shape optimization results are discussed in greater
detail. We consider the following simplified single phase model of the mass transfer in the distillation
column from [30], which consists of the incompressible Navier-Stokes equations and a convection-diffusion
equation for the gas phase flow. The former is given by

−µ∆u + ρ(u · ∇)u + ∇p = 0 in Ω,

∇ · u = 0 in Ω,

u = uin on Γin,

u = 0 on Γwall,

µ∂nu − pn = 0 on Γout,

(4.3)

where u is the fluid velocity, p is its pressure, µ is the dynamic viscosity of the fluid, and ρ is its density.
The boundary is divided into inlet Γin, outlet Γout, and wall boundary Γwall. The latter consists of
the cylinder jacket Γcyl, packing jacket Γpj, and packing Γpack. The geometrical setup of this problem
is shown in Figure 5. To model the mass transfer in the distillation column, the following convection-
diffusion equation is used

−∇ · (D∇c) + u · ∇c = 0 in Ω,

c = cin on Γin,

c = cpack on Γpj ∪ Γpack,

D∂nc = 0 on Γcyl ∪ Γout,

(4.4)

where c is a fictitious concentration and D is the diffusion coefficient. For a detailed discussion of the
simplified model and the simplifying assumptions used for deriving it we refer the reader to [11, 30].
As model parameters, we use the ones from [11], i.e., µ = 1.728 × 10−5 Pa s, ρ = 1.138 kg/m3 and
D = 3.72 × 10−6 m2/s, and for the boundary conditions we use uin = 0.933 m/s, cin = 100 mol/m3, and
cpack = 1 mol/m3.

We consider the following shape optimization problem from [11]

max
Ω∈A

J (Ω, c) = β(c) = V̇

Ageo
log

(
cpack − cin
cpack − cout

)
s.t. (4.3) and (4.4). (4.5)

Here, β is the logarithmic mass transfer coefficient which depends on the volumetric flow rate of the fluid
V̇ , the surface area of the packing and packing wall Ageo, and the flow-averaged outlet concentration
cout, which is defined as

cout =
∫

Γout
ρ(u · n)c ds∫

Γout
ρu · n ds

.

The goal of the optimization problem (4.5) is to increase the logarithmic mass transfer coefficient β,
which has been successfully used in [30] as a qualitative criterion for the separation efficiency of the
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distillation column. For the shape optimization, we consider the following set of admissible domains

A =
{

Ω ⊂ R3 ∣∣ Ω ⊂ D, Γin = Γ0
in, Γcyl = Γ0

cyl, Γout = Γ0
out

}
,

where the hold-all domain D is given by the cylinder shown in Figure 5 and Ω0 is the initial geometry
with boundary Γ0, i.e., only the shape of the packing jacket and packing is allowed to change. This is
further restricted by only allowing geometrical changes of the packing jacket in z-direction, so that the
overall cylindrical shape is maintained.

The domain is meshed with Ansys® Meshing and the resulting mesh consists of about 13.7 million
tetrahedrons and 2.35 million nodes. Note that the initial geometry contains some regions where the
packing is nearly tangential to the packing jacket. These regions could not be meshed with high quality
cells so that there are some cells in the initial mesh which do have a comparatively low quality.

Remark 4.1. Usually, the meshes for shape optimization with cashocs are generated with Gmsh [19]
as cashocs has an automated remeshing workflow for meshes generated this way. For this problem, it
was not possible to generate a mesh with a sufficiently high quality with Gmsh so that the commercial
software Ansys® Meshing was used to generate a finite element mesh. However, for this approach, no
automated remeshing is available with cashocs.

To discretize the state equations we proceed as follows: The Navier-Stokes equations are discretized
with linear Lagrange elements for both velocity and pressure. As this choice of elements is not LBB-
stable, a pressure-stabilized Petrov-Galerkin (PSPG) stabilization is used. Moreover, a streamline-
upwind Petrov-Galerkin (SUPG) stabilization is used for stabilizing the effects of convection and a least
squares incompressibility constraint (LSIC) stabilization is used to enhance the conservation of mass.
For a detailed discussion of these stabilization approaches we refer the reader, e.g., to [16, 25]. For the
discretization of the convection-diffusion equation (4.4), we use linear Lagrange elements. To stabilize
the equation, both an SUPG and crosswind stabilization are used [12]. For more details regarding the
nonlinear and linear solvers used for the numerical solution of this problem, the reader is referred to [11].

For the numerical solution of the shape optimization problem, we use the shape of the RP9M-3D
packing [30] as initial geometry, which is shown in Figure 5b. We employ the gradient descent method
for solving the shape optimization problem (4.5) numerically and use a fixed amount of 90 iterations.
To solve this large-scale problem numerically, we use 32 cores of an Intel® Xeon® Gold 6240R CPU. To
prevent mesh zones from overlapping, the domain of the packing, which is not part of the flow domain,
is also meshed and the state equations are extended by zero in this region. Our proposed mesh quality
constraints ensure that the cells which discretize the packing cannot be compressed arbitrarily so that
the flow regions cannot overlap. For the computation of the gradient deformation the linear elasticity
equations are used with µelas = 1, λelas = 0, and δelas = 0. These parameters are weighted w.r.t. the mesh
element size as discussed in [10], i.e., the (artificial) stiffness of the mesh cells is weighted by one over the

(a) Geometrical description of the boundaries. (b) CAD image of the initial RP9M-3D packing.

Figure 5. Geometrical setup for the shape optimization of a structured packing for dis-
tillation taken from [11].
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volume of each element. This leads to an inhomogeneous stiffness of the mesh cells which ensures that
large elements have a lower stiffness than small ones as they tend to “absorb” deformations better. For
the mesh quality constraints, we use the second approach discussed in Section 3.3.3, i.e., the minimum
solid angle threshold for this problem is different for each cell and a relative tolerance of ν = 0.25 is used
here. This approach is used due to the fact that there are some bad mesh cells in the initial mesh, so
that using a single global minimum angle threshold is not appropriate (cf. Section 3.3.3). Moreover, we
use a numerical tolerance of 2.5 × 10−3 for deciding which constraints are active.

As before, we solve this problem with the classical gradient descent method, which does not consider
the mesh quality constraints, and also use our novel approach proposed in this paper. However, the
classical approach was only able to perform 11 iterations after which the iterative linear solvers failed
to converge. The reason for this behavior is the deterioration of the mesh quality, which is discussed
below. Unfortunately, as discussed in Remark 4.1, there was no possibility to perform a remeshing, so
that the shape optimization failed for the classical approach. In contrast, our proposed method was able
to carry out the prescribed 90 iterations. In our previous publication [11] it is shown that this shape
optimization approach is very successful in practice. Our simulation results predict an increase of about
20 % for the mass transfer coefficient β. For the validation of the shape optimization results, both the
initial and optimized design were additively manufactured and investigated experimentally in [11]. The
experimental results were in great agreement with the simulation results and showed that the optimized
design has a significantly enhanced separation efficiency, which was increased by about 20 %. For the sake
of brevity, we refer the reader to our publication [11], where the shape optimization results, geometrical
changes, and experimental validation are discussed in greater detail.

As stated previously, our proposed approach of using mesh quality constraints for shape optimization
is detrimental for the successful shape optimization of this problem as the classical approach could not
change the geometry significantly and failed after only 11 iterations. The reason for the failure of the
classical gradient descent method is that the mesh quality degenerated due to the shape optimization
which lead to failures of the iterative linear solvers. In Figure 6 histograms of the mesh quality are
shown for the minimum solid angle and the aspect ratio of the mesh cells. Here, the aspect ratio of a
tetrahedron is defined as |K|∞

2
√

6r
, where |K|∞ is the longest edge of the tetrahedron and r is its inradius.

We note that the x-axes of these histograms also have a logarithmic scaling as the quality of the worst
cells is several magnitudes worse compared to the quality of the vast majority of the cells. In Figure 6,
it can be seen that the classical approach generates a mesh which has one particularly bad cell whose
quality is deteriorating significantly and three other cells which also have a very bad quality. These
few mesh cells are responsible for the breakdown of the classical gradient descent method after only 11
iterations. On the other hand, we observe that the quality of the worst mesh cells is substantially better

(a) Minimum solid angle in steradian. (b) Aspect ratio.

Figure 6. Histograms showing the distribution of the mesh quality after the shape op-
timization for problem (4.5).
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(a) Minimum solid angle in steradian. (b) Aspect ratio.

Figure 7. Evolution of the mesh quality during the shape optimization for problem (4.5).

Table 2. Comparison of mesh quality of the optimized mesh for problem (4.5).

Classical gradient descent Gradient descent with mesh quality constraints

Minimum solid angle [sr] 6.904 × 10−5 1.803 × 10−2

Maximum aspect ratio 5487.516 14.618
Active mesh quality constraints - 1584

with our proposed approach. We note that while there are some cells with a bad mesh quality for our
approach, too, these cells already had a low quality in the initial mesh, as discussed above. Our approach
ensures that the quality of these cells does not deteriorate much further and, for this, reason, enables
the shape optimization of this complex example in the first place.

These findings are confirmed by the results shown in Figure 7, where the evolution of the minimum
solid angle and the aspect ratio is depicted over the course of the optimization. As before, the mesh
quality is defined to be the quality of the worst mesh cell. Again, we observe that our approach works
very well and establishes a bound on the mesh quality during the entire optimization for both considered
quality measures. In contrast, one can clearly observe that the mesh quality deteriorates very quickly
for the classical approach and is about three orders of magnitude worse than the mesh quality obtained
with our new approach. Finally, the mesh quality of the worst cells are also summarized in Table 2.
Here, we can also see that only 1584 of the 54.8 million mesh quality constraints are active during the
final iteration of our proposed method, so that these only affect a tiny fraction of all mesh cells.

5. Conclusion and Outlook

In this paper, we have presented a novel method for incorporating mesh quality constraints into shape
optimization problems based on the gradient projection method. We recalled the gradient projection
method as well as basic results from shape calculus and presented a general gradient-based shape op-
timization algorithm. To introduce our new approach, we investigated the discretization of the shape
optimization algorithm with the finite element method. Afterwards we formulated constraints on the
angles of triangular and solid angles of tetrahedral mesh cells, respectively, which bound these from
below and above. This, consequently, bounds the quality of all mesh cells during the shape optimiza-
tion. We discussed our implementation of the method based on our software cashocs [4], focusing on
additional constraints required for the case that some boundaries are fixed, the choice of the minimum
angle threshold for the constraints, and the numerical solution of the additional equations for projecting
the search directions. We investigated our proposed method for the drag minimization of an obstacle in
Stokes flow and the optimization of structured packings for distillation from [11]. The numerical results
highlight the great performance of our method as it leads to a significantly higher mesh quality than
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classical approaches. Moreover, our method enables the shape optimization of challenging large-scale
problems with complicated geometries, which was not feasible previously, and preserves the mesh quality
even in such settings.

For future work, a thorough numerical investigation and comparison of the method proposed in
this paper with other approaches for preserving the mesh quality in shape optimization is of great
interest. For this, we note that our method is, in principle, compatible with any approach that modifies
the computation of search directions for shape optimization such as the ones presented in, e.g., [17,
24, 29] and we expect that our approach will, with moderate additional numerical cost, enhance the
performance of all of these approaches. Moreover, an extension of the method to other cell types, such
as quadrilateral meshes for two-dimensional and hexahedral meshes for three-dimensional problems is
of practical importance. Finally, the framework presented in this paper can also be extended to treat
additional constraints on the mesh. One example for this would be to also consider the discrete curvature
of the mesh and to bound this in order to ensure, e.g., the manufacturability of the optimized design.
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