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Abstract Fluid-structure interactions are a widespread

phenomenon in nature. Although their numerical mod-

eling have come a long way, the application of numerical

design tools to these multiphysics problems is still lag-

ging behind. Gradient-based optimization is the most

popular approach in topology optimization currently.

Hence, it’s a necessity to utilize mesh deformation tech-

niques that have continuous, smooth derivatives. In this

work, we address mesh deformation techniques for struc-

tured, quadrilateral meshes. We discuss and comment

on two legacy mesh deformation techniques; namely the

spring analogy model and the linear elasticity model.

In addition, we propose a new technique based on the

Yeoh hyperelasticity model. We focus on mesh quality

as a gateway to mesh admissibility. We propose lay-

ered selective stiffening such that the elements adja-
cent to the fluid-structure interface - where the bulk of

the mesh distortion occurs - are stiffened in consecutive

layers. The legacy and the new models are able to sus-

tain large deformations without deprecating the mesh

quality, and the results are enhanced with using layered

selective stiffening.
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1 Introduction

Fluid-Structure Interactions (FSI) are a common oc-

currence in nature. In FSI, solid structures interact

with internal or surrounding fluid flows through de-

formation or rigid body motion. It is observed in nu-

merous fields at different length scales; aeroelasticity

where air flows over a flexible airplane wing and biome-

chanics where blood flows inside elastic valves/vessels

(Richter, 2017). Although the numerical modeling of

fundamental FSI problems has advanced greatly in the

recent years, the application of numerical design tools

such as topology optimization (TO) to these problems

is still in its early days. So far, the number of works that

address high-fidelity topology optimization of f luid-

structure interactions (TOFSI) is still very limited com-
pared to those that address either TO or FSI separately

(Lundgaard et al., 2018; Alexandersen and Andreasen,

2020). Probably some of the reasons behind this lag

are the multidisciplinary nature of TOFSI problems,

which requires expertise in a wide range of technical

subjects. There is also the strong nonlinear nature of

FSI problems that is even exacerbated by TO result-

ing in numerous convergence and stability issues. An

additional reason that is highly relevant to this work

is the lack of proper computational tools that could

be readily adopted to perform TOFSI. In TO of sin-

gle physics systems, researchers are typically capable

of implementing a black-box solver to handle the gov-

erning equations. This is not possible with FSI, since

almost all commercial and open-source software that

have FSI analysis capability treat the fluid and solid

computational domains as separate entities in what is

known as the separated/segregated domain formulation.

Hence, finite elements (or any other discretization unit)

cannot exist simultaneously in both the solid and fluid
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domains, which undermines the concept of interpola-

tion in density-based and level set TO methods. To im-

plement a unified domain formulation, where solid and

fluid domains overlap, proprietary code has to be writ-

ten to solve the FSI governing equations1 (Yoon, 2010).

An essential part of this numerical platform is the mesh

moving technique.

A mesh moving technique must address two critical

properties: (i) Mesh Admissibility; overlapping and in-

verted elements are not permitted, and (ii) Mesh Qual-

ity; mainly skewness (non-orthogonality) and volume

change of elements (local mesh size vanishing) (Palme-

rio, 1994). It’s true that mesh admissibility is a more

critical measure of failure for fluid flow solution. In ad-

dition, although mesh quality tends to have an effect in

terms of degradation of solution accuracy and potential

loss of positiveness (i.e., convergence issues), this ef-

fect is usually minimal compared to mesh admissibility.

However, mesh quality can be considered as a gateway

to mesh admissibility, meaning that maintaining high

mesh quality does inherently maintain mesh admissibil-

ity. In addition, research has matured enough to fully

guarantee mesh admissibility in most cases, so in this

work we will focus on mesh quality as our primary goal.

In this work, we discuss and propose some im-

provements to two legacy mesh deformation techniques

for TOFSI; namely the discrete spring analogy model

and the continuous linear elasticity model. In addition,

we propose a new hyperelastic model (Yeoh) as a mesh

deformation technique. We study some tuning parame-

ters and their effect on mesh quality and computational

costs. We support our findings with numerical exam-

ples where applicable. Finally, we discuss the sensitivity

analysis of the new hyperelastic model in the context

of a three-field FSI formulation. A few worthy remarks

are in order before proceeding: (i) we focus mainly on

mesh deformation of structured, quadrilateral meshing

as it’s more common in TO applications in general, (ii)

we elect to direct our attention to mesh quality met-

rics as a gateway to mesh admissibility, and (iii) the

mesh quality metrics we elect to use are: skewness to

represent shape changes and change in element area to

represent volume changes.

2 Test Problems and Mesh Quality Metrics

A common approach to handling mesh deformations is

to model the mesh as a fictitious elastic or hyperelastic,

1While it is possible to link individual black-box solver
modules to handle the FSI governing equations, it often comes
at a cost in computational efficiency and functional capabil-
ity. Another approach is to use binary structures to avoid
interpolation, see (Picelli et al., 2020).

Fig. 1: The original structured, quad mesh of the beam in a
channel test problem. The original structure is shown in gray,
while the deformed fluid-structure interface is shown in red.
Dimensions are in meters unless otherwise noted.

Fig. 2: The original structured, quad mesh of the foil in a
channel test problem. The original structure is shown in gray,
while the deformed fluid-structure interface is shown in red.
Dimensions are in meters unless otherwise noted.

continuous or discrete media. This way the mesh is rep-

resented by a stiffness matrix to describe its behavior,

which can be linear or nonlinear depending on the ma-

terial properties and/or geometric configurations. The

boundary conditions of the mesh moving problem are as

follows; the structural deformations at the fluid-structure

interface are applied as prescribed displacements and

the remaining domain boundaries are set to zero dis-

placement. The resulting system of equations is then

solved (usually iteratively) for the nodal mesh displace-

ments as the unknown degrees of freedom.

Before proceeding with our discussion of the dif-

ferent mesh deformation techniques, we state the test

problems and mesh quality metrics to be used to demon-

strate the functionality and tuning of each mesh defor-

mation technique. In the subsequent investigations of

mesh quality, we focus mainly on the area surrounding

the fluid-structure interface since this is where the main

deformation occurs.

The first test problem is a standard benchmark

problem in FSI literature; and is termed beam in a chan-

nel (sometimes termed column or wall) (Yoon, 2010,

p. 604). A cantilever beam is inserted inside a fluid

channel such that its longitudinal axis is perpendicu-

lar to the flow in the initial state. The fluid flow exerts

a force on the beam thus deflecting it. In this work, we

hollowed out part of the base of the beam to increase the

deflection at its base, and the deformed fluid-structure
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interface is in fact generated by running an FSI analy-

sis. Figure 1 shows the original structured, quad mesh

and the deformed fluid-structure interface.

The second test problem is inspired by (Stein

et al., 2003, p. 61), and is termed foil in a channel

(since in the initial state, the longitudinal axis of the

structure is parallel to the flow like an airfoil). In this

test problem, three different types of deformations are

applied separately; a rigid-body translation in the neg-

ative y direction, a rigid-body rotation around the foil

center of mass in the clockwise direction, and a pre-

scribed U-shaped bending facing downwards. Figure

2 shows the original structured quad mesh and the

deformed fluid-structure interface for the three defor-

mation modes overlaid in one figure. Unlike the first

test problem, the deformation modes in the second test

problem are generated by applying prescribed displace-

ments to the foil, not as a result of an FSI analysis.

As for the mesh quality metrics, we utilize two

metrics in this work; skewness to describe the shape

changes and change in area to describe volume change.

Skewness is a measure of the angular skewness of quad

elements. We adopt the definition in (COMSOL, 2020,

p. 677) where for each finite element, skewness is cal-

culated for each of its four corner angles θ as follows:

1−max

(
θ − 90

90
,

90− θ
90

)
(1)

then the minimum is taken as the skewness measure

for this element. This measure is also capable of detect-

ing inverted elements for which it will give a negative

value. Unlike triangular elements, the aspect ratio is not

of critical value for quad elements. For instance, quad

elements used in boundary layers have a large aspect

ratio and is not considered a defect. As for the second

quality metric, the area change has been defined be-

fore for triangular elements in Johnson and Tezduyar

(1996). For the quad elements implements in this study,

the area change is calculated simply as follows:

Ac
A0

(2)

where Ac and A0 are the current and original areas

respectively. We pay attention to both the minimum

and the maximum area changes.

Even though boundary layers are significant in any

work with fluid flow in contact with a no-slip boundary,

a lot of work on TO of fluid flow problems still uses

regular meshing. Two main reasons for this particular

trend are:

1. Most of the works that address fluidic TO (or TOFSI)

of high Reynolds numbers are still in the academic

proof-of-concept stage and well beyond real-life ap-

plicability, hence the focus on resolving the bound-

ary layers in the optimized designs is not a priority

so far.

2. Most of the research studies so far is focused on ap-

plications where boundary layers shear stresses are

not of great significance such as minimizing total

energy dissipation in pure fluidic TO (Yoon (2016,

2020)) or studying the effect of fluid flow on a struc-

ture such that pressure is more significant than shear

stresses at the fluid-structure interface (Lundgaard

et al. (2018); Yoon (2017); Jenkins and Maute (2016)).

In addition, since the fluid-structure interface is inher-

ently implicit in TO problems (i.e. not known apriori),

it would require severe mesh deformations at best or

frequent remeshing at worst to resolve the boundary

layers in the optimized designs.

3 Legacy Mesh Deformation Techniques for

TOFSI Problems

In this section, we discuss and comment on some legacy

mesh deformation techniques used in TOFSI. The rep-

resentation of the fluid mesh as a continuous or discrete

fictitious media (elastic or otherwise) is not new, it ad-

vanced hand in hand with the numerical modeling of

problems that require a distinct fluid interface such as

free surface flows and FSI.

3.1 Discrete Spring Analogy Mesh Deformation Model

Historically, the deformation of the fluid mesh was used

first for fluid flow problems with discontinuities (e.g.,

shock waves) or with multiple phases (e.g., free surface

flow and flame propagation). Batina (1990) used lineal2

tension/compression springs along the finite element

edges connecting the mesh nodes, where the spring stiff-

ness in inversely proportional to the edge length. The

spring stiffness can also be linked to a fluid flow crite-

ria such as the Mach number. Palmerio (1994) included

a “pseudo-pressure” term to prevent local mesh size

vanishing. Nonetheless, although this model prevents

two mesh vertices from colliding, it doesn’t prevent

mesh vertices from crossing opposite edges in largely-

deformed two-dimensional triangular meshes (i.e., cre-

ating inverted elements). Later, Farhat et al. (1998a)

complemented the lineal springs model of Batina (1990)

2Lineal is used to refer to straight springs as opposed to
torsional, while linear is used to denote that the stiffness is
linearly proportional to the displacement as opposed to non-
linear.
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with torsional springs at the vertices such that the tor-

sional stiffness is calculated based on contributions from

all the triangular elements sharing that particular ver-

tex. The model by Farhat et al. (1998a) is the focus

of our work, and is henceforth referred to as the “the

spring analogy model”. This technique was later adapted

to three-dimensional meshes in a clever indirect ap-

proach in Degand and Farhat (2002). This method is

implemented in the design optimization of aeroelastic

systems (Allen and Maute, 2002, 2004) and the topol-

ogy optimization of aeroelastic structures (Maute et al.,

2002; Maute and Allen, 2004; Maute and Reich, 2006)3.

In all the above work, this technique is applied to un-

structured, triangular fluid meshes.

The spring analogy model is formulated as follows:

(Kij
lineal + Kijk

torsional)x = 0 on Ω\ΓFSI,

x = u on ΓFSI.
(3)

where the stiffness matrices Kij
lineal and Kijk

torsional rep-

resent the contributions from the linear and torsional

springs respectively, x is the mesh nodal displacements

vector, Ω is the mesh computational domain, ΓFSI is the

fluid-structure interface, and u is the structural nodal

displacements vector.

Each finite element edge is represented by a lineal

spring that is assumed to be a generally oriented truss

element of an angle α where the cross-sectional area

and the material elastic modulus are assumed unity. Ac-

cordingly, the stiffness of each lineal spring is inversely

proportional to its length L. The torsional springs part

of the model is designed such that the torsional stiffness

at each node depends on a combination of edge lengths

Lij , Ljk, and Lki, and areas Aijk of all finite elements

sharing this specific node as in Eq. 4, where Lij is the

edge length between nodes i and j, xij and yij are the

distance between nodes i and j along the x and y axes

respectively, and Aijk is the area of the finite element

sharing nodes i, j, and k (cf. Farhat et al. (1998a) for

the detailed derivation of Eq.4).

Next, we discuss in detail some important points

about this model.

Kij
lineal =

1

Lij


cos2(α) sin(α) cos(α) − cos2(α) − sin(α) cos(α)

sin(α) cos(α) sin2(α) − sin(α) cos(α) − sin2(α)

− cos2(α) − sin(α) cos(α) cos2(α) sin(α) cos(α)

− sin(α) cos(α) − sin2(α) sin(α) cos(α) sin2(α)


ij

,

Kijk
torsional = RijkT Cijk Rijk,

Rijk =

bik − bij aij − aik bij −aij −bik aik
−bji aji bji − bjk ajk − aji bjk −ajk
bki −aki −bkj akj bkj − bki aki − akj

 ,
aij =

xij
L2
ij

,

bij =
yij
L2
ij

,

Cijk =

C
ijk
i 0 0

0 Cijkj 0

0 0 Cijkk

 ,
Cijki =

L2
ijL

2
ik

4A2
ijk

.

(4)

3The work by Maute et al. (2002) is most probably the
first to address topology optimization of fully-coupled fluid-
structure interactions. Although the fluid-structure interface
was excluded from the design space (i.e., dry topology opti-
mization), this work was the first to employ three field sensi-
tivity analysis in a topology optimization context.

3.1.1 Non-Linearity and Computational Costs

In the derivation of the matrix Rijk in Eq. 4, an ap-

proximation is use, sin(∆θ) ≈ ∆θ, to obtain a linear

relation between the angles of each triangle and the dis-
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placement of its vertices (Farhat et al., 1998a, p. 234).

This approximation necessitates solving the mesh de-

formation equations in a number of smaller steps even

if there are no other constraints on the step size as is

the case with quasi-static problems. This results in a big

disadvantage for this model; that is its computational

cost. Potentially, obtaining an exact linear relation be-

tween the angles and the displacements - if any exists

- could be a game changer for this model. But again,

probably its non-linearity is one of the reasons why it

behaves well. From our numerical experiments on the

test problems, as small as 5 time steps are enough to

prevent any overlapping or degenerated elements, but

somewhere in the vicinity of 30 time steps are needed

to enhance the minimum element quality depending on

the problem.

3.1.2 Application to Quadrilateral Elements

The spring analogy model in Farhat et al. (1998a) is

derived for tri elements, hence it is not suitable for ap-

plication directly to quad elements in its current form.

Thus it’s imperative that all quad elements are trian-

gulated before applying this model. For every quad el-

ement, there are three types of triangulations; along

either diagonals separately or along both diagonals at

the same time. For instance, for a quad element with

nodes ordered counter clockwise, the possible triangu-

lations are: connect nodes 1 and 3, connect nodes 2

and 4, or connect both. Given that this is a structured

mesh, it can be easily arranged that node numbering

for all elements start from the same position (bottom

left and going counterclockwise in this work) and con-

trolling the triangulation is easily performed from the

nodal numbers directly. Alternatively, it could be ben-

eficial to pick a suitable diagonal for each element indi-

vidually. This could be easily performed by solving two

time steps with opposing triangulations then picking

the suitable diagonal for each element based on which

produces the higher quality (minimum skewness in this

work). This technique is henceforth termed selective di-

agonals. Note that even though we work with tri ele-

ments in the spring analogy model, the skewness mea-

sure is still applied to the quad, not tri, elements.

Table 1 shows mesh quality metrics for the test

problems using all possible combinations of diagonals.

Selective diagonals produce better skewness in all test

problems except the foil in a channel under rotation.

This particular test problem has the same deforma-

tion mode for all elements in the vicinity of the fluid-

structure interface and hence a particular diagonal is

more suitable in this case. Nonetheless, the selective

diagonals technique’s skewness is only 8% worse. The

reason why selective diagonals didn’t work best in this

case is probably due to the dependence between adja-

cent elements; meaning that altering the diagonal in one

element might affect the optimum diagonal orientation

in an adjacent element. However, selecting the absolute

optimum diagonal for each element would require set-

ting up an iterative optimization problem which is a

tedious task and we conjecture that the benefit in min-

imum quality increase is not worth it. Even though a

quad element is inverted in the foil in a channel under

rotation problem when using diagonal 2-4, it is no fault

of the spring analogy model which successfully resisted

inverting/overlapping any tri elements. The foil in a

channel problem under translation and under bending

is mirror symmetric around a vertical axis, hence ei-

ther diagonal individually gives the same low quality.

The beam in a channel test problem performed best

for the selective diagonals technique. This is probably

due to the fact that it contains a mixture of deformation

modes unlike the other test cases. Considering that only

the skewness measure was used in selecting the optimal

diagonals, selective diagonals doesn’t work well w.r.t.

the area change mesh metric. A weighted combination

of skewness and area change could potentially be used

in selecting the optimal diagonal for each finite element

but this compromise is inherent in the nature of mesh

deformation and is better left to the judgment of the

user.

Figure 3 shows element skewness in the foil in a

channel test problem under translation with a focus on

elements located to the left of the foil, which are sub-

jected to almost pure shear. Figure 3a shows a triangu-

lation along nodes 1 & 3, it doesn’t align well with this

shear stress mode and the elements shown are heavily

skewed. On the other hand, Fig. 3b shows a better tri-

angulation along nodes 2 & 4 and the elements shown

support the shear stresses more effectively. Figure 3c

shows both triangulations overlaid on top of each other

and the result is somewhere in between Fig. 3a and

Fig. 3b. Of course, triangulation along both diagonals

simultaneously comes at almost double the computa-

tional cost of triangulating along either diagonal sep-

arately. Figure 3d shows the result of using selective

diagonals for each element, which is better than all the

other cases.

A few worthy remarks about the two initial test runs

required for the selective diagonals technique are in or-

der. (i) The additional cost of these two additional time

steps would be negligible considering the total number

of time steps needed as is discussed in 3.1.1. (ii) Since

in this work the starting nodes for all elements are in

the same position (bottom left), the same diagonals are

used for all elements in each test run. However, if this
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Table 1: Effect of diagonal selection on the minimum skewness using the spring analogy model.

Minimum Skewness
Minimum Area Change
Maximum Area Change

Test Problem Diagonal 1-3 Diagonal 2-4 Both Diagonals Selective Diagonals

Beam in a Channel 0.065 0.283 0.241 0.327
0.247 0.280 0.264 0.239
2.740 2.764 2.733 2.890

Foil in a Channel - Translation 0.092 0.092 0.243 0.338
0.226 0.226 0.232 0.227
3.046 3.046 3.009 3.247

Foil in a Channel - Rotation 0.320 -0.022 0.211 0.295
0.300 0.274 0.288 0.274
2.755 2.714 2.708 2.970

Foil in a Channel - Bending 0.008 0.008 0.245 0.313
0.339 0.339 0.354 0.321
2.406 2.406 2.356 2.472

(a) Diagonal 1-3. (b) Diagonal 2-4. (c) Both Diagonals. (d) Selective Diagonals.

Fig. 3: Element skewness in the foil in a channel test problem under a downward translation mode. Element edges are shown
in solid red, while the diagonals are shown in dash-dot red.

is not the case, the result may be different, and this

case was not tested here. (iii) The percentage of pre-

scribed deformation used to solve the two initial test

runs might have an effect on the selected diagonal for
each element. It should neither be too small that it isn’t

representative of the real deformation modes, nor too

large that the approximate solver is inaccurate.

3.1.3 Dominance of the Lineal vs. Torsional Stiffness

Given the formulation of the spring analogy model in

Eq. 4, changing the geometric scale of the problem

doesn’t affect the behavior of the lineal springs part

of the model. However, the torsional springs part of

the model - with its dependence on edge lengths and

areas raised to different powers - is affected. That is

changing the geometric size of the problem alters the

relative contribution/dominance of the lineal vs. tor-

sional stiffness of the model. To further elaborate on

this issue, consider the original example mentioned in

(Farhat et al., 1998a, p. 239), a large triangular shape

consisting of 9 smaller triangles. The two bottom nodes

are fixed, while a prescribed displacement in the nega-

tive y direction is applied to the top node. In the top

row of Fig. 4, we alter the geometric scale by multiply-

ing the nodal coordinates and the prescribed displace-

ments by a factor (i.e., GSC). It can be observed that

a high enough geometrical scale would cause inverted

elements. The only reason inverted elements occur is if

the torsional springs part of the model is undermined.

In the bottom row of the same figure, we alter the scale

of the torsional stiffness by multiplying Cijk by a fac-

tor (i.e., TSC). It turns out that the geometrical scale

is inversely proportional to the torsional stiffness scale

due to the formulation of the torsional part in Eq. 4.

As expected, the lineal stiffness tends to resist chang-

ing the length of the finite element edges (left to right

in Fig. 4), while the torsional stiffness tends to resist

the rotation of the element edges and hence resist the

skewing/collapsing of the triangular elements (right to

left in Fig. 4). From a quad element perspective, this

means that the lineal stiffness attempts to counteract

volume changes while the torsional stiffness attempts to

counteract shape changes. In most cases, shape changes

are more critical than volume changes. Fortunately, the

diminishing of the torsional stiffness only occurs at rel-
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atively large geometrical scales that are not common in

real life applications.

3.1.4 Layered Selective Stiffening at the

Fluid-Structure Interface

Selective treatment of individual mesh deformation ele-

ments have been applied before in various forms to lin-

ear and non-linear elasticity models (Tezduyar et al.,

1992; Stein et al., 2003, 2004; Shamanskiy and Simeon,

2021). In this work, we apply layered selective stiffen-

ing to the spring analogy model. We mainly stiffen con-

secutive layers of elements in the vicinity of the fluid-

structure interface (i.e., the region where the flow solu-

tion is most critical). This simply shifts the distorted

elements away from the fluid-structure interface where

the bulk of mesh distortion is located.

Before applying the layered selective stiffening, we

need to sort mesh elements in consecutive layers start-

ing from the fluid-structure interface, which is detailed

as follows. First, the mesh nodes located on the fluid-

structure interface are identified based on the overlap-

ping between the solid and the fluid meshes. Second, the

first layer of finite elements closest to the fluid-structure

interface are identified through searching the solid mesh

for elements that share nodes with the fluid-structure

interface. Third, the second layer of finite elements are

identified through searching the solid mesh for elements

that share nodes with the first layer. The same proce-

dure is followed for identifying further layers if needed.

A worthy note specific to the spring analogy model is

that the elements to be stiffened are selected as quads,

then they are triangulated after.

We implement layered selective stiffening by multi-

plying the local stiffness matrix (both lineal and tor-

sional) by a stiffening factor greater than unity. Figure

5 presents the effect of selective stiffening of one

layer on the mesh quality of the spring analogy model

for the beam in a channel test problem. Discontinuities

in the graphs of the selective diagonals technique are

due to diagonals switching as a result of changing the

stiffening factor. Although for the case without stiff-

ening, the selective diagonals technique performs best

w.r.t. skewness, both diagonals together perform even

better with stiffening. In Fig. 5a, the best skewness is

achieved around a 1.8 stiffening factor. Similar mini-

mum skewness results are obtained for the other test

problems (Table 2), except the foil in a channel un-

der rotation where diagonal 1-3 still performs best with

stiffening. While the maximum area change (Fig. 5c)

shows a minimum (i.e., an optimum), the minimum

area change (Fig. 5b) shows a monotonous increase with

the stiffening factor, although at a diminishing rate. It’s

clear that there has to be a compromise between mesh

quality metrics based on which is more critical for each

test problem.

As for the selective stiffening of two layers, Fig.

6 presents the minimum skewness for the beam in a

channel test problem using both diagonals simultane-

ously. First results are generated for stiffening factors

ranging from 1 to 6 with a relatively large step of 0.1 as

seen in Fig. 6a. The best combination of stiffening fac-

tors is in the vicinity of 2.2 and 1.3 for the first and

second layers respectively, and produces a minimum

skewness of 0.489. In Fig. 6b, a more detailed study

is performed with a smaller step of 0.05. The minimum

skewness attained is 0.493 at stiffening factors of 2.15

and 1.25 for the first and second layers respectively.

Note that this improvement in minimum skewness is in

comparison to a value of 0.327 for selective diagonals

without stiffening (cf. Table 1) and a value of 0.432 for

both diagonals with one layer stiffening (cf. Fig. 5a).

The minimum skewness results of the remaining test

problems are included in Table 3.

This selective stiffening technique could be poten-

tially extended to more layers at the fluid-structure in-

terface. However, with more layers the search for the

optimum values of the stiffening factors becomes even

harder and the potential benefit becomes less signifi-

cant.

This concludes our discussion on the spring analogy

model, next we move on to discuss the second legacy

mesh deformation technique; the continuous linear elas-

ticity model.

3.2 Continuous Linear Elasticity Mesh Deformation

Model

One of the obvious and relatively simple approaches

to mesh deformation is modeling the mesh as a ficti-

tious continuous elastic media, so it deforms according

to the laws of linear elasticity. Tezduyar et al. (1992)

utilized a modified form of the linear homogeneous elas-

ticity model to deform the fluid mesh. The modification

includes dropping the Jacobian determinant in the cal-

culation of the stiffness matrix, thus altering the trans-

formation from the natural coordinates to the global

coordinates. This results in introducing variable mate-

rial properties where smaller elements have higher rigid-

ity than larger ones, hence they are less prone to van-

ish during mesh deformation. This is potentially ben-

eficial for boundary layers where smaller elements are

usually used at the fluid-structure interface. In addi-

tion, they also employed selective treatment through

altering the Lamé constants in order to stiffen elements
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(a) GSC 0.001. (b) GSC 1. (c) GSC 100. (d) GSC 1000.

(e) TSC 1000. (f) TSC 1. (g) TSC 0.01. (h) TSC 0.001.

Fig. 4: Effect of the geometrical (GSC) and torsional (TSC) stiffness scaling factors on the behavior of the spring analogy
model.

(a) (b) (c)

Fig. 5: Effect of selective stiffening of one layer on the mesh quality of the beam in a channel test problem using the spring
analogy model.

Table 2: Effect of one layer selective stiffening on the minimum skewness using the spring analogy model.

Test Problem Minimum Skewness Stiffening Factor Type of Diagonals

Beam in a Channel 0.432 1.80 Both Diagonals
Foil in a Channel - Translation 0.420 1.70 Both Diagonals
Foil in a Channel - Rotation 0.478 4.10 Diagonal 1-3
Foil in a Channel - Bending 0.435 3.00 Both Diagonals

more against shape changes rather than against vol-

ume changes. Later, Stein et al. (2003) introduced a

new approach of mesh deformation techniques by vary-

ing the stiffening power to control the degree by which

smaller elements are stiffened in comparison to larger

ones. Stein et al. (2004) added more control to bound-

ary layers by “glueing” the layers directly surrounding

a moving, non-deformable solid objects (i.e., rigid body

motion). Later, Jenkins and Maute (2015, 2016) utilized

this method to deform the fluid mesh in their TOFSI

using a level set approach. Even though the before-

mentioned mesh deformation techniques were applied

mainly to unstructured, triangular meshing, Jenkins

and Maute (2015, 2016) utilized this technique on quad

meshing.

In the following discussion, we utilize the following

mesh deformation problem statement:

Kelsx = 0 on Ω\ΓFSI,

x = u on ΓFSI.
(5)
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(a) (b)

Fig. 6: Effect of selective stiffening of two layers on the skewness metric of the beam in a channel test problem using the spring
analogy model.

where Kels is the linear elastic stiffness matrix, x is the

mesh nodal displacements vector, Ω is the mesh com-

putational domain, ΓFSI is the fluid-structure interface,

and u is the structural nodal displacements vector.

3.2.1 Layered Selective Stiffening at the

Fluid-Structure Interface

In this work, we implement a layered selective stiffen-

ing technique similar to 3.1.4. This is performed simply

by multiplying the local stiffness matrix by a stiffen-

ing factor, which is equivalent to modifying the elastic

modulus. Figure 7 shows the mesh quality metrics of

the test problems using the linear elasticity model with

one layer selective stiffening. It shows a range of

stiffening factors from 1 to 6 with a step of 0.05. It

can clearly be seen that the linear elasticity model per-

forms much worse than the spring analogy model even

with one layer selective stiffening. The foil in a channel

under translation has inverted elements for almost all

values of the stiffening factor. The other test problems

only start to not have inverted elements after a certain

value of the stiffening factor (1.5 to 1.8). It seems that

this model would greatly benefit from selective stiffen-

ing of more layers.

Figure 8a shows the selective stiffening of two

layers of the beam in a channel problem. The range

for both factors is 1 to 6 with a step of 0.05. Inverted

elements with negative skewness are predominantly lo-

cated in the area with a low stiffening factor for the first

layer. The best minimum skewness attained is 0.332

at stiffening factors of 3.5 and 1.25 for the first and

second layers respectively. A more detailed study with

a smaller step of 0.01 is shown in Fig. 8b. A slightly

higher minimum skewness is located at 3.48 and 1.25

first and second stiffness factors respectively. In hind-

sight, a step of 0.05 for the two layers selective stiff-

ening is more than enough for this study. Note that

this result of the beam in a channel test problem is in

comparison to a minimum skewness of -0.257 without

stiffening and a minimum skewness of 0.227 with one

layer selective stiffening factor of 4.3 (cf. Fig. 7a for

both values). Table 3 includes the minimum skewness

results for all test problems upon using two layers selec-

tive stiffening. Three of the test problems achieve their

best minimum skewness around the same values of the

stiffening factors. The foil in a channel under transla-

tion test problem - which behaved badly with one layer

selective stiffening - seems to behave well with two lay-

ers stiffening, although at rather high factors compared

to the other problems.

As for the selective stiffening of three layers,

the minimal computational costs means it’s affordable

to perform such calculations. A study is performed on

all test problems with a stiffness factor range of 1 to

6 with a step of 0.1. Table 3 includes the minimum

skewness results obtained and the values of the corre-

sponding stiffness factors. The foil in a channel problem

under translation in particular had its best minimum

skewness at the limit of the stiffness factors range 1 to

6, so we had to widen the range. While the beam in a

channel test problem shows a minor increase (≈13%) in

the best minimum skewness with three layers selective

stiffening, the foil in a channel test problems show a

much better improvement (≈25% to 30%).

A final remark about the continuous linear elastic-

ity model is in order. Shamanskiy and Simeon (2021)

mentioned that a better result could be obtained from



10 Mohamed Abdelhamid, Aleksander Czekanski

(a) (b) (c)

Fig. 7: Effect of selective stiffening of one layer on the mesh quality of the test problems using the linear elasticity model.

(a) (b)

Fig. 8: Effect of selective stiffening of two layers on the skewness metric of the beam in a channel test problem using the linear
elasticity model.

this model if it is used in iterations instead of in a single

step.

4 Hyperelastic Model

A more advanced approach compared to the linear elas-

ticity model is to represent the mesh as a hyperelastic

media since hyperelasticity models are better suited to

model shape deformations such as skewing. The same

conditions describing the linear elasticity model prob-

lem apply for the hyperelastic model except that the

material laws are different. Dettmer and Perić (2006)

utilized a pseudo-elastic model based on a simple hy-

perelastic Neo-Hookean material to represent the fluid

mesh. Then, they used a simplified strategy to calcu-

late the nodal positions so as to optimize the mesh

quality based on Braess and Wriggers (2000). Takizawa

et al. (2020) used fiber-reinforced hyperelasticity with

optimized zero-stress states to develop a low-distortion

mesh moving method. More recently, Shamanskiy and

Simeon (2021) introduced a mesh deformation tech-

nique based on a logarithmic variation of the neo-Hookean

material model.

In this work, we suggest using the Yeoh hyperelas-

tic material model as a mesh deformation technique.

Yeoh’s model was originally introduced in (Yeoh, 1993)

as an improvement over the classic hyperelasticity mod-

els such as the neo-Hookean and Mooney-Rivlin for

modeling elastomers. In its nearly incompressible form,

the Yeoh strain energy function is described as follows:

W =A10(J1 − 3) +A20(J1 − 3)2 +A30(J1 − 3)3

+ κ(J3 − 1)2.
(6)

where A10, A20, and A30 are material parameters, J1
and J3 are the first and third reduced strain invari-

ants, and κ is the bulk modulus upon which depends
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the degree of incompressibility imposed. Yeoh (1993)

mentioned that his proposed model is conceptually a

material model with a shear modulus that varies with

deformation. And since the main stress mode that af-

fects element skewness is shear, it makes sense that this

model behaves well in this aspect. Unlike a linear elastic

model where the value of the elastic modulus is com-

pletely arbitrary4, in hyperelasticity the values of the

material constants do have an effect on the quality of

the output mesh and to some degree the convergence

of the problem.

In this work, we employ the total Langrangian for-

mulation along with the second Piola-Kirchhoff stress

and the Lagrangian strain definitions. The problem state-

ment for this mesh deformation model is as follows:

tK ∆x = exF− inF on Ω,

x = u on ΓFSI.
(7)

where tK is the tangent stiffness matrix, x is the in-

cremental nodal displacements vector, exF is the ex-

ternal nodal forces vector, inF is the internal nodal

forces vector, Ω is the mesh computational domain, u

is the structural nodal displacements vector, and ΓFSI

is the fluid-structure interface. This problem is to be

solved iteratively (e.g., Newton-Raphson), where the

prescribed displacements at the fluid-structure interface

are increased incrementally until convergence. For de-

tails on the finite element implementation, see (Bathe,

2014, p. 492) or (Kim, 2014, p. 200). In the following, we

study in detail some aspects of the hyperelastic model

as a mesh deformation technique.

4.1 Parametric Study on the Yeoh Model

From numerical experiments, the material parameters

A10 and A30 don’t have a considerable effect on the

mesh quality, hence they are set to 1 and 0 respectively.

The parametric study in this subsection is focused on

the material parameter A20 and the bulk modulus κ.

As for the effect of the material parameter A20 on

the mesh quality, we solved all test problems using dif-

ferent values of A20 and the results are shown in Fig. 9.

The bulk modulus κ in this particular study is set to 1.

It seems that the best mesh metrics - for κ = 1 - are ob-

tained around a value of A20 = 103, and they plateau

for higher values of A20. For the solution time (Fig.

9d), a value of A20 = 103 doesn’t give the best com-

putational time but it’s not much higher than the near

optimum computational time obtained at A20 = 101.

4Probably the only consideration in this case is to ensure
that the mathematical system is well-scaled so as to avoid
any numerical issues due to differing orders of magnitude.

To investigate in more detail the interplay of the

material parameter A20 and the bulk modulus κ, we

solved the foil in a channel under rotation test problem

for a range of A20 and different values of κ (Fig. 10). As

expected, increasing the bulk modulus κ has a positive

effect on the volume change mesh metrics (Figs. 10b

& 10c), however this effect diminishes for values of the

material parameter A20 higher than 102. On the other

hand, increasing κ has a negative effect on the minimum

skewness (Fig. 10a) and the computational time (Fig.

10d). In addition, decreasing κ further than 1 doesn’t

have that big an effect as evident in the close overlap

of the data of κ = 0.1 and κ = 1 in Fig. 10.

4.2 Layered Selective Stiffening at the Fluid-Structure

Interface

Similar to subsections 3.1.4 and 3.2.1, we implement

layered selective stiffening with the hyperelastic model,

where the material parameter A20 - which is set to 103 -

is multiplied by a stiffening factor. Figure 11 shows the

effect of one layer selective stiffening on the mesh

metrics of the test problem. The one layer selective stiff-

ening increases the minimum skewness (Fig. 11a) even

higher, which further proves the feasibility of the hy-

perelastic model as a mesh deformation technique. The

minimum skewness in the foil in a channel test prob-

lems seems to plateau after reaching its highest value,

but this is not the case with the beam in a channel test

problem. Increasing the stiffening factor doesn’t seem to

have an effect on the minimum area change (Fig. 11b),

but it does have a positive effect on the maximum area

change (Fig. 11c).

Next, we utilized two layers selective stiffening

on all the test problems using the hyperelastic model.

We used a range of 1 to 6 for the stiffening factors with

a relatively large step of 0.25 due to the high compu-

tational cost of solving the hyperelastic model. Once

a good combination of stiffening factors is found, we

tightened the search range and used a smaller step of

0.05. Even better results are obtained from using two

layers selective stiffening. Figure 12 shows minimum

skewness results of the beam in a channel test prob-

lem and the results of the remaining test problems are

included in Table 3.

In the next subsection, we discuss the sensitivity

analysis of the hyperelastic mesh deformation model

for implementation in topology optimization of fluid-

structure interactions.
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(a) (b) (c) (d)

Fig. 9: Effect of the material parameter A20 on the mesh quality of the test problems using the Yeoh hyperelastic model.

(a) (b) (c) (d)

Fig. 10: Interplay of the material parameter A20 and the bulk modulus κ and their effect on the mesh quality of the foil in a
channel under rotation test problem using the Yeoh hyperelastic model.

(a) (b) (c)

Fig. 11: Effect of selective stiffening of one layer on the mesh quality of the test problems using the hyperelasticity model.

4.3 Sensitivity Analysis for Topology Optimization of

Fluid-Structure Interactions

In gradient-based topology optimization, it’s a require-

ment to calculate the sensitivities of the fluid mesh de-

formation model in order to calculate the overall sensi-

tivities of the optimization problem. Following the ad-

joint sensitivity of the three-field formulation presented

in (Maute et al., 2003)5, there are three sets of state

variables in a TOFSI problem; namely u the structural

displacements, x the fluid mesh nodal displacements,

and w the fluid velocities and pressures. For the ad-

joint sensitivity formulation, it’s necessary to obtain the

derivatives of the discrete equations governing the equi-

librium of the solid, the fluid mesh deformation, and

the fluid models - designated S, D, and F respectively

5Martins et al. (2005) discuss the adjoint-coupled sensi-
tivity analysis in general.
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(a) (b)

Fig. 12: Effect of selective stiffening of two layers on the minimum skewness of the beam in a channel test problem using the
hyperelasticity model.

Table 3: Summary of all minimum skewness results.

Test Problem

Spring Analogy Linear Elasticity Hyperelastic

Minimum Skewness
Stiffening Factor of Layer 1
Stiffening Factor of Layer 2
Stiffening Factor of Layer 3

Beam in a Channel 0.327 0.432 0.493 -0.257 0.227 0.332 0.377 0.433 0.480 0.512
1.80 2.15 4.30 3.50 4.00 1.50 2.20

1.25 1.25 1.60 1.45
1.20

Foil in a Channel - Translation 0.338 0.420 0.506 -1.930 0.017 0.369 0.470 0.488 0.573 0.613
1.70 2.10 1.95 5.40 7.10 2.10 3.05

1.30 4.50 3.20 1.50
1.80

Foil in a Channel - Rotation 0.320 0.478 0.510 -1.918 0.187 0.343 0.446 0.552 0.642 0.683
4.10 2.50 2.45 3.70 5.00 2.20 3.30

1.40 1.70 2.40 1.55
1.50

Foil in a Channel - Bending 0.313 0.435 0.527 -1.854 0.142 0.310 0.418 0.603 0.665 0.691
3.00 2.50 2.45 3.55 4.90 2.40 3.75

1.40 1.60 2.30 1.45
1.50

- with respect to the three sets of state variables u, x,

and w. We note that the governing equations of the

fluid mesh motion D are a function of only u and x but

not w. The total derivative of a system variable f (e.g.,

an objective function or a constraint) with respect to

design variables ρi is equal to the sum of the implicit

and explicit parts as follows:

df

dρi
=
∂f

∂ρi
+


∂f
∂u

∂f
∂x

∂f
∂w


T 

∂u
∂ρi

∂x
∂ρi

∂w
∂ρi

 . (8)

The first term on the RHS can be calculated analyt-

ically. In order to calculate the derivatives of the state

variables (u, x, and w) w.r.t. the design variables ρi,

the derivatives of the governing equations with respect

to the design variables have to be used as in:


∂S
∂ρi

∂D
∂ρi

∂F
∂ρi

+


∂S
∂u

∂S
∂x

∂S
∂w

∂D
∂u

∂D
∂x

∂D
∂w

∂F
∂u

∂F
∂x

∂F
∂w




∂u
∂ρi

∂x
∂ρi

∂w
∂ρi

 = 0, (9)
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∂u
∂ρi

∂x
∂ρi

∂w
∂ρi

 =


∂S
∂u

∂S
∂x

∂S
∂w

∂D
∂u

∂D
∂x

∂D
∂w

∂F
∂u

∂F
∂x

∂F
∂w


−1

∂S
∂ρi

∂D
∂ρi

∂F
∂ρi

 . (10)

As for the details of the hyperelastic material model,

we follow the excellent treatment in Bathe (2014, p. 492).

In fact, D represents the residual vector at equilibrium

as in:

D = exF− inF = tK ∆x ' 0. (11)

where exF is the external nodal forces vector, inF is the

internal nodal forces vector, tK is the tangent stiffness

matrix, and x is the incremental nodal displacements

vector (which is almost zero at equilibrium). This sim-

ply means that, at equilibrium, the internal nodal forces

due to material stresses are almost equal to the ex-

ternal nodal forces within a certain tolerance. In fluid

mesh deformation (be it a hyperelastic model or other-

wise), there are prescribed displacements at the fluid-

structure interface due to the structural deformations

(i.e., non-homogeneous boundary conditions) and no

prescribed6 external nodal forces. Luckily, the non-hom-

ogeneous boundary conditions can be treated internally

within inF and tK without the need to explicitly calcu-

late the unknown external reactions corresponding to

the prescribed displacements. This treatment of non-

homogeneous boundary conditions is of interest in this

context since it applies at the final equilibrium state

as well. We detail the part pertaining to the tangent

stiffness matrix as follows:

tKΩp,Ωa\p = 0, (12)

tKΩp,Ωp = I. (13)

where the subscript Ωp designates the fluid mesh nodes

with prescribed displacements (i.e., on the fluid-structure

interface) and the subscript Ωa designates all the fluid

mesh nodes. As for the part that pertains to the inter-

nal nodal forces, it can be detailed as follows (though

it isn’t relevant to our discussion):

inFΩp = Lf uΩp (14)

(at the start of each load incremental increase),
inFΩp

= 0 (15)

(at all the other Newton-Raphson iterations).

6The term prescribed is used here to describe both zero
as well as non-zero prescribed displacements. Typically, zero
displacements occur at the boundaries of the fluid mesh while
non-zero ones occur at the fluid-structure interface due to the
structural deformations.

where Lf is a load factor that should sum up to 1

from all the load incremental steps used. A nice prop-

erty of interest here is the relation between the internal

nodal forces inF and the tangent stiffness matrix tK

(see Bathe (2014, p. 493)):

∂inF

∂x
= tK. (16)

which will be utilized at the equilibrium state to cal-

culate the required derivatives. For the derivative of D
with respect to the structural displacements u:

∂D
∂u

= −∂
inF

∂u
= −∂

inF

∂x

∂x

∂u
= −tK∂x

∂u
. (17)

where x,u is a mapping that can be calculated from

the relation linking the structural displacements to fluid

mesh displacements. In this context, it makes sense to

simply use conformal mesh at the fluid-structure inter-

face so the same mesh nodes are shared between the

solid and the fluid mesh. In this case, x,u would con-

tain 1’s at the shared nodes and 0’s everywhere else and

would be very cheap to compute. This relation can be

stated as follows:

x = Nu, (18)

NΩp,Ωp = I, (19)

NΩa\p,Ωa\p = 0, (20)

∂x

∂uΩp,Ωp

= I, (21)

∂x

∂uΩa\p,Ωa\p

= 0. (22)

If non-conformal mesh is to be used, other tech-

niques can be used to calculate this mapping (see Farhat

et al. (1998b)). As for the derivative of D with respect

to the fluid mesh displacements x:

∂D
∂x

=
∂exF

∂x
− ∂inF

∂x
. (23)

Recall that there are no external nodal forces in fluid

mesh deformation. Hence, the derivative can be simpli-

fied to:

∂D
∂x

= −tK. (24)

Finally, recall that the tangent stiffness matrix tK

is calculated using relations that can be found in any

textbook on nonlinear finite element analysis, see Bathe

(2014, p. 542), then the non-homogeneous boundary

conditions treatment in Eqs. 12 and 13 must be ap-

plied before proceeding with the governing equations’

derivatives. Note that this sensitivity analysis is valid

for any hyperelastic material model and not necessarily

for the Yeoh model only. The only difference is in how

the tangent matrix tK is calculated.
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5 Conclusions

In this work, we focused on mesh deformation tech-

niques of structured, quadrilateral elements to be con-

sidered for implementation in topology optimization of

fluid-structure interactions. We emphasized mesh qual-

ity rather than mesh admissibility as maintaining high

mesh quality would inherently ensure its admissibility.

As gradient-based optimization is the de facto approach

in topology optimization, having smooth and contin-

uous derivatives is a necessity in any mesh deforma-

tion technique. In our discussion of mesh quality, we

paid more attention to shape changes (i.e., minimum

skewness) rather than volume changes (i.e., minimum

and maximum area changes). This is mainly because in-

verted elements and overlapping - which result in mesh

inadmissibility - are mainly prevented by controlling

shape rather than volume changes. In addition, the

risk of element collapsing in structured, quadrilateral

meshes is not as severe as in unstructured, triangular

meshes.

We discussed and suggested some improvements to

two legacy mesh deformation techniques; namely the

spring analogy model and the linear elasticity model.

In addition, we proposed a new mesh deformation tech-

nique based on the Yeoh hyperelasticity model. In terms

of mesh quality, the hyperelastic model came first, then

came the spring analogy model and the linear elastic-

ity model respectively. In terms of the computational

costs, the exact reverse order applies.

In all mesh deformation models discussed in this

work, layered selective stiffening was applied to consec-

utive layers of elements adjacent to the fluid-structure

interface where the bulk of mesh distortion is located.

Stiffening was achieved through multiplying the mate-

rial constant (the elastic modulus in the legacy mod-

els or the material parameter A20 in the hyperelastic

model) by a factor. The benefit of layered selective stiff-

ening is twofold. Increasing the minimum skewness of

the whole mesh and moving the distorted elements away

from critical fluid flow regions. Two comments about

layered selective stiffening are in order:

1. It’s true that in this work we assume the fluid-

structure interface to be known apriori, hence the

identification of layers of finite elements to be stiff-

ened is straightforward. However, in a true TOFSI

with large deformations the fluid-structure inter-

face would be continuously evolving. In order to ap-

ply this layered selective stiffening to an implicit

fluid-structure interface, we propose the following.

In most cases, we conjecture that the majority of

the mesh deformation would be attained in the first

solution of the governing equations. More so if the

initial structural density is the volume fraction ap-

plied uniformly to the whole design space which is

the typical approach in density-based TO. The stiff-

ening factors could then be applied as a function of

the elemental density (i.e., design variables) so gray

elements would have some degree of stiffening while

they transition to either complete solid or fluid ele-

ments. In most density-based TO problems, a rough

topology is usually reached early in the optimization

process while the remaining iterations are used to

stabilize and tune this rough result. Hence, layered

selective stiffening would be applied more accurately

once this rough design is reached.

2. The data presented in this work could potentially be

helpful in providing an educated guess on the value

of the stiffening factors to be used with each mesh

deformation model. Since the optimal stiffening fac-

tors seem to vary widely even for the same initial ge-

ometry under different deformation modes, it would

take some trials and errors to approach these opti-

mal factors for different problems. Nonetheless, as

long as the stiffening factors are decreased as layers

move away from the fluid-structure interface, the

mesh quality would still improve even if not opti-

mally.

A final noteworthy remark is that the computational

cost of deforming the fluid mesh could be greatly re-

duced by localizing the mesh deformation to the area

surrounding the moving structure where the bulk of the

mesh deformation is located.
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