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Abstract—Abdominal aortic aneurysms (AAA) pose a signifi-
cant clinical risk due to their potential for rupture, which is often
asymptomatic but can be fatal. Although maximum diameter is
commonly used for risk assessment, diameter alone is insufficient
as it does not capture the properties of the underlying material
of the vessel wall, which play a critical role in determining
the risk of rupture. To overcome this limitation, we propose a
deep learning-based framework for elasticity imaging of AAAs
with 2D ultrasound. Leveraging finite element simulations, we
generate a diverse dataset of displacement fields with their
corresponding modulus distributions. We train a model with U-
Net architecture and normalized mean squared error (NMSE) to
infer the spatial modulus distribution from the axial and lateral
components of the displacement fields. This model is evaluated
across three experimental domains: digital phantom data from
3D COMSOL simulations, physical phantom experiments using
biomechanically distinct vessel models, and clinical ultrasound
exams from AAA patients. Our simulated results demonstrate
that the proposed deep learning model is able to reconstruct
modulus distributions, achieving an NMSE score of 0.73%.
Similarly, in phantom data, the predicted modular ratio closely
matches the expected values, affirming the model’s ability to
generalize to phantom data. We compare our approach with
an iterative method which shows comparable performance but
higher computation time. In contrast, the deep learning method
can provide quick and effective estimates of tissue stiffness from
ultrasound images, which could help assess the risk of AAA
rupture without invasive procedures.

Index Terms—Ultrasound, elastography, medical imaging, deep
learning, inverse problems

I. INTRODUCTION

Abdominal aortic aneurysm (AAA) is a life-threatening
cardiovascular disease characterized by localized enlargement
and weakening of the abdominal aorta. Left untreated, the pro-
gression of an aneurysm can lead to its rupture, a catastrophic
event associated with a high mortality rate [1]. In addition,
AAAs are often asymptomatic, highlighting the importance of
early detection and continuous monitoring [2]. Most AAAs are
identified incidentally through screening programs or diagnos-
tic imaging for unrelated conditions. Individuals with certain
risk factors [3], such as old age, male sex, smoking history, or a
family history of aneurysms, are at increased risk and therefore
are prioritized for screening [4]. For such screening, ultrasound
imaging is a particularly reliable and preferred method [5], [6]
due to its accurate visualization of the aorta, as demonstrated
by Sprouse et al. [7], as well as its non-invasive, safe, and
widely accessible nature.

Accurate assessment of the risk of rupture of an aneurysm
remains a challenge, although advances in imaging techniques
have improved diagnosis and monitoring. Usually, the risk
of AAA rupture is assessed by measuring the maximum
diameter of the aorta from ultrasound images [8]. However,
diameter alone is not a sufficient indicator of rupture risk
[9]. Although diameter analysis has been widely adopted in
clinical practice, it does not account for the multi-factorial
nature of AAA pathogenesis [10]. The risk of progression
and rupture of an aneurysm is influenced by various factors
beyond the geometry, such as the biomechanical properties
of the aortic wall [11], [12], [13]. Among these properties,
stiffness is particularly significant as it provides direct insight
into the structural integrity of the aortic wall [14], [15]. Given
that ultrasound is routinely used for AAA monitoring, we can
go beyond the anatomical assessment of diameter and extract
the functional information, such as the vessel stiffness.

To address the inadequacy of diameter alone in AAA
risk assessment, an adjunct modality to ultrasound imaging,
elastographic strain imaging, has emerged as a promising
tool for estimating tissue stiffness [16]. Elasticity imaging, an
additional step to strain imaging, calculates stiffness by solving
an inverse problem using elastrography-derived displacement
fields measured from ultrasound [17]. This approach helps to
estimate the biomechanical behavior of the aortic vessel, pro-
viding a better understanding of aneurysms. Traditionally, iter-
ative techniques have been used to solve the inverse problem.
However, these methods often suffer from high computational
complexity [18]. Recently, with the rapid advancement of deep
learning, data-driven approaches have shown great potential to
solve inverse problems more efficiently [19].

Early work by Fromageau et al. [20] demonstrated the feasi-
bility of applying elastography to abdominal aortic aneurysms
(AAA) by computing the strain measured from ultrasound
data. Similarly, Bonnardeaux et al. [21] tracked the physio-
logic motion of the aortic wall, to calculate the strain, from
the B-mode ultrasound images. Trachet et al. [22] conducted
a comprehensive in-vivo study of AAA in mice comparing
various ultrasound modalities for strain estimation. These
findings also showed that diameter alone is not sufficient
to assess the risk of rupture and highlighted the value of
computing biomechanical markers. Furthermore, Voizard et al.
[23] explored shear wave elastography to calculate stiffness in
the aortic sac after endovascular aneurysm repair surgery. They
also noted that shear wave signals can go undetected in certain
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regions, particularly in the posterior wall, limiting consistent
quantification.

Several studies have applied ultrasound elastography to
AAAs, demonstrating its potential to quantify stiffness vari-
ations in aortic vessels. Mix et al. introduced a pressure-
normalized strain imaging approach to detect changes in
stiffness. Their method involved measuring strain (the spatial
derivative of displacement), which serves as a precursor to
estimating the stiffness using inverse elasticity reconstructions
[24]. Disseldorp et al. used 3D ultrasound to track vessel
wall displacements and applied an iterative characterization
method to estimate stiffness distributions [25]. This approach
relied on sophisticated 3D ultrasound probes, which are not
commonly available in standard clinical settings. Our method
uses 2D ultrasound to capture stiffness variations, offering
greater accessibility and clinically useful mechanical insights
with simpler imaging hardware. Long et al. proposed a method
to quantify the compliance, the inverse of stiffness, from the
US Doppler images of AAA [26].

In recent years, deep learning techniques have shown
promise in the field of medical imaging and in solving complex
problems. Deep learning can also make complex mappings
between the input and output images [27]. The use of such
a technique has also been extended to the field of ultrasound
elastography to calculate the properties of the material [28].
Convolutional neural networks (CNNs) in particular have been
applied to estimate strain directly from raw radiofrequency
(RF) ultrasound data [29], [30]. To solve the inverse problem
and infer stiffness, Tuladhar et al. proposed a U-Net-based
architecture to reconstruct stiffness maps from US measured
displacement fields [31].

The application of deep learning to AAAs is still an
emerging field, but its potential has been highlighted in related
work. Lu et al. [32] and Hong et al. [33] employed deep neural
networks to segment AAAs in computed tomography (CT)
scans, enabling more accurate anatomical localization and
measurement. Similiarly, Maas et al. proposed a deep learn-
ing approach for automatic AAA segmentation in ultrasound
images [34]. However, the integration of deep learning with
ultrasound elastography for AAAs remains largely unexplored,
leaving a key gap in biomechanical assessment.

To address these gaps, we introduce a deep learning frame-
work for elasticity imaging of abdominal aortic aneurysms. We
first generate a comprehensive dataset through finite element
(FE) forward modeling, which simulates realistic displacement
fields resulting from diverse underlying modulus distributions.
We then train a U-net based deep neural network using
normalized mean squared error (NMSE) as the loss function
to learn the mapping between the displacement field and
the corresponding spatial modulus distribution. To validate
the model’s generalizability and clinical relevance, we test
them on various kinds of realistic displacement data measured
from simulated, phantom and clinical ultrasound image data.
First, we test the trained network on digital phantom data
generated via 3D COMSOL simulations. Next, we expand the
experimental scope to include physical phantom experiments
involving four different types of vessels, designed to mimic
varying biomechanical conditions. Finally, we assess the per-

formance of the model on clinical ultrasound exams of human
patients with AAA, demonstrating real-world applicability. We
evaluated the output of the simulated data using a NMSE
comparison of the reconstructed modulus image and the true
forward modulus image. In addition, for the simulated data
and experimental data, we calculated the ratio of the modulus
between regions of the vessel with expected values. We com-
pare these outcome metrics for our deep learning (DL) based
predictions with results obtained from an iterative elasticity
reconstruction method (ITR), similar to that used in Richards
et. al. [18], using the same measured displacement fields.

In summary, the contributions of this study are: (1) the
development of a comprehensive and physiologically relevant
data set for the imaging of elasticity of aortic vessels; (2) the
training of a deep learning model to estimate the distribution
of the modulus from the displacement field; (3) the application
of this model in simulated, experimental phantom and clinical
data, highlighting its potential for clinical translation; and (4)
comparison with an iterative method. Unlike prior work, where
we focused on strain estimation, our approach here directly
targets the reconstruction of elastic modulus fields, thereby
advancing the capability of ultrasound elastography to produce
quantitative tissue parameter characterization.

II. DATA GENERATION AND ACQUISITION

A. Simulated Data with Finite Element Modeling

Our deep learning approach leverages a data-driven frame-
work to model the relationship between displacement fields
and modulus distributions. Using a 2D, nearly incompressible
plane strain finite element (FE) model, we simulated modulus
distributions and their corresponding displacement fields to
create a dataset to train the DL model. The FE simulations
incorporated the various components as depicted in Figure
1. The inputs included the spatial shear modulus distribution
representing the 2D modulus distribution of the aortic vessel
and the surrounding tissue domain, the vessel’s geometry
discretized into an FE mesh, and boundary conditions applied
at the tissue domain boundary and the inner wall of the
vessel. The FE mesh was composed of triangular elements
with nodes distributed over a grid spanning [-0.12,0.12] m in
the x-direction and [0,0.20] m in the y-direction. The outputs
from the model were the displacement fields in the x and y
direction, denoted as ux(x, y) and uy(x, y), respectively.

To create the spatial modulus distribution, we first con-
structed an aortic geometry by varying the inner radius of the
vessel wall and the wall thickness. We simulated the variability
of the inner radius with the following equation:

r(θ) = ro +

3∑
i=1

Aicos(2πiθ + ψ). (1)

Here, ro is the base radius randomly selected between 1.5 cm
and 2.5 cm. Variations in radius were brought about by adding
a sum of harmonic perturbations to the base radius, as seen
in Equation 1. In this equation, Ai is the amplitude of the
ith perturbation and is randomly chosen between 0 and 1 cm.
In equation (1), ψ is a random phase with an offset ensuring
non-aligned perturbations, and θ is the angle from 0 to 2π.



JOURNAL OF LATEX CLASS FILES, VOL. 14, NO. 8, AUGUST 2015 3

Fig. 1: FE simulation parameters: (a) illustrates different boundary
conditions, and (b) depicts variations in the geometry.

Thus, the radius varied between 1.5 cm to ∼ 4 cm throughout
the dataset which is the typical range for aneurysms [35]. We
also shifted the center of the geometry randomly between ±5
mm in X direction and ±1 mm in the Y direction.

Similarly, for the thickness of the aorta, we use the follow-
ing equation:

h(θ) = h0 +

2∑
i=1

Bi(1 + cos(2πiθ + ψ)). (2)

Here, h0 is the base thickness, set as 5 mm, and with similar
perturbations applied such that Bi varies between 0 and 5
mm, the vessel thickness is varied between 5 mm to ∼ 25
mm throughout the dataset, which is the estimated range for
the AAA patients [36].

We also varied the magnitude of the modulus angularly
(around the perimeter of the vessel) with the following equa-
tion:

µn(θ) = µ0 +

3∑
i=1

Ci(1 + cos(2πiθ + ψ)), (3)

where µ0 is the base shear modulus of 1 kPa and Ci is the
amplitude of the ith harmonic variations and is randomly
selected between 0.75 and 1.5 kPa. Again, ψ is a random
phase offset and θ is between 0 to 2π. To simulate regions with
more drastic changes in mechanical properties, mimicking the
heterogeneity in the vessel wall that could arise from localized
tissue remodeling, we modified the function of Equation 3 as
follows:

µ(θ) =

{
µ1(θ), if θ0 < θ < (θ0 + θ1)

µ2(θ), otherwise
(4)

where θ0 randomly chosen between 0 and 2π and θ1 is
randomly chosen between 2π/3 and π. The distribution µ1(θ)
was normalized to a range of 1 to 2 kPa, while the distribution
µ2(θ) was normalized to a range from 0.25 to 10 kPa.
Finally, for half of the generated modulus functions a Gaussian
filter, applied angularly, was used to give a smooth transition
between regions, thus resulting in modulus distributions with
both sharp transitions in simulated material properties and
smooth. Ultimately, the values of the shear modulus functions
varied between 0.25 kPa to 10 kPa throughout vessel regions
in the data set. In this work, we only modeled variations

angularly around the vessels. Radial variations were not mod-
eled. The shear modulus of the background tissue (outside the
vessel) in the models, µb, was set at a constant of 5 Pa in all
simulations.

Variations in the boundary conditions were implemented as
follows. The point in the center of the models, as shown in
Figure 1, was fully fixed in both the x and y directions, that is,
ux(0.20, 0) = uy(0.20, 0) = 0.0. The remaining displacement
magnitudes along the top edge (that is, at x = 0.20) were
randomly selected to be fixed in the x-direction or traction-
free, that is, ux(0.20, y) = 0.0 or τx(0.20, y) = 0.0. The
remaining boundary conditions on this surface were traction-
free (i.e. τy(0.20, y) = 0.0). Similarly, the bottom point,
as shown in Figure 1, of all models was fixed in the y
direction, i.e. uy(0.05, 0) = 0.0 and the remaining bottom
edge was randomly chosen to be fixed in the x direction
(i.e. ux(0.05, y) = 0.0) or traction-free (τx(0.50, y) = 0.0).
All other outer boundary conditions were traction-free. We
used a traction boundary condition on the vessel inner lumen,
approximating a hydrostatic pressure normal to the surface of
the lumen as follows:

τP = Pn, (5)

where, n is the unit vector function normal to the inner lumen
wall (see Figure 1(a)). The magnitude of the pressure (P ) was
also varied randomly between 1 to 8 kPa.

In this way, by systematically varying the geometry of the
vessel, the modulus distributions, and the applied boundary
conditions, we generated a comprehensive dataset consisting
of paired samples of the spatial modulus distribution and
their corresponding displacement fields. To further enhance
the variability, we also added random translations to the
displacement fields. Furthermore, prior to training our DL
model, we normalized the displacement fields by the applied
pressure, resulting in pressure-normalized displacement fields
that allow quantitative modulus estimation [24]:

ũx(x) = ux(x)/P, and (6)
ũy(x) = uy(x)/P. (7)

Lastly, the displacement fields and the modulus fields were
interpolated from the FE mesh to a regularly spaced grid,
which was the same for all models, of 128×128 pixels, with
a pixel spacing in x and y of 0.86 mm. (see Figure 8(c)). The
pixels in the interpolated images that were located outside the
vessel FE mesh elements were set to 0. This provided our deep
learning model with an implicit segmentation of the vessel
lumen. This data set, consisting of input images ũxij and ũyij
and output image µij , forms the basis for training our deep
learning model to solve the inverse problem in elastography.
Our training set includes 30,000 paired examples of 128×128
sized displacement and modulus images. Similarly, we created
a validation and test dataset containing 3,000 examples each
for a total of 36,000 forward, FE simulated models.

B. COMSOL Data

A central, transverse slice of displacement data was acquired
from 3D FE simulations (COMSOL) with known modulus
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variations of the ventral wall of the aorta to create simulated
US images of the deforming aorta using a point spread
function approximating a curvilinear transducer.

Fig. 2: COMSOL 3D simulation model. (a) highlights the upper
region where the modulus is varied and the lower region where it
remains constant, and (b) shows the extracted US image plane.

A 3D finite element (FE) model of the abdominal aorta was
constructed in COMSOL Multiphysics software to simulate
physiologically relevant deformation under a pressure load.
The model geometry consisted of a cylindrical segment with
a localized aneurysmal bulge, representing the aneursym.
The aortic wall was modeled as a linearly elastic, nearly
incompressible material (with poisson’s ratio of 0.495) with
regionally varying Young’s modulus. Material properties were
specified by dividing the wall into two longitudinal zones as
shown in Figure 2, with the lower region assigned a fixed
Young’s modulus of 200 kPa and the upper region assigned
a varying modulus within values of 100, 200, 400, and 800
kPa to simulate stiffness contrasts. The Young’s modulus of
the background tissue, as shown in gray in Figure 2(b), was
set to 10 kPa in all models. The FE mesh was generated using
tetrahedral elements. The average size of the mesh was 3.25
mm3 inside the vessel and 23.6 mm3 outside the vessel. A
static internal pressure (PCM ) of 5.33 kPa, mimicking pulse
pressure of 40 mmHg, was applied to the inner lumen. The
outer anterior surface, where the ultrasound transducer would
contact the tissue, was fixed to mimic the transducer-tissue
interaction. The linear elastic solver computed the full 3D
displacement field across the aortic vessel. From this output,
a central, transverse 2D slice orthogonal to the vessel’s axis
was extracted, capturing the displacement behavior across the
aneurysmal region. This 2D displacement field was used to
simulate realistic radio-frequency (RF) US images by convolu-
tion of a 2-D point spread function (PSF) with point scatterers
in an image plane. The PSF was defined to mimic the point
response of the Ultrasonix C7-3/50 convex transducer [24].
RF US of deformed tissue were created by deforming the
same point scatterers using COMSOL generated displacement
fields, within the plane of the image, and repeating the image
simulation process.

C. Phantom Data
Aorta mimicking US phantoms were also created, with

varying material properties, and imaged with a 5 MHz, curvi-
linear US transducer [24]. Displacements were tracked and
accumulated from diastolic to systolic pressure via registration
of the RF image sequences and a novel regularization.

Fig. 3: Experimental phantom setup and phantom model [24]

Phantom data were acquired using an experimental setup
as described in Mix et al. [24]. The phantoms, previously
developed and characterized as shown in Table I, were sub-
merged in a water bath and connected to a hemodynamic pump
designed to produce physiologic cyclic blood flow profiles.
The pressure profile, measured by a catheter-based pressure
sensor (Millar Mikro-Cath, Auckland, New Zealand) proximal
to the ultrasound imaging plane, was synchronized with ultra-
sound frames using a National Instruments USB-6251 DAQ
(National Instruments, Austin, TX, USA). The pulse pressure
for these phantoms (Pph) was calculated as the difference
between the maximum and minimum pressures measured via
the catheter during image acquisition. Ultrasound imaging was
performed with a Sonix-TOUCH system (Analogic) and a
C7–3/50 convex transducer at a center frequency of 5 MHz.
Imaging settings included a 60% sector, 12 cm depth, and a
single focus at the posterior wall. RF data were collected at a
frame rate of 72 Hz over a 10-second interval (720 frames),
corresponding to 10 cardiac cycles.

TABLE I: Material properties of the anterior and posterior
ends of the phantoms.

Phantom
Anterior End

Material
(PVA % wt)

µ(kPa)
Posterior End

Material
(PVA % wt)

µ(kPa)

1 10% 17.4±1 10% 17.4±1
2 15% 48.3±5.7 10% 17.4±1
3 20% 95.1±0.4 10% 17.4±1
4 25% 170±4.1 10% 17.4±1

D. Clinical Data

Patients were prospectively recruited from the vascular
surgery department at the University of Rochester Medical
Center between July 2015 and August 2016. Eligibility was
based on clinical need for a standard ultrasound screening
exam for a suspected, newly diagnosed, or previously iden-
tified non-repaired abdominal aortic aneurysm (infrarenal or
suprarenal). Exclusion criteria included individuals unable to
provide informed consent, minors, and members of protected
populations such as pregnant individuals and prisoners. Writ-
ten informed consent was obtained from all participants prior
to imaging. For each enrolled patient, raw RF image data
was collected using the same ultrasound machine and imaging
settings as those used for phantom acquisitions. Systolic
and diastolic frames were identified, via visual inspection,
using B-mode image sequences. In addition, blood pressure
measurements were taken immediately before and after ultra-
sound examination using a pressure cuff. The patient’s pulse
pressure (Pcl) was then calculated as the difference between
the recorded systolic and diastolic blood pressures, converted
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to kPa, averaged between the two measurements. [24]. Further
details of the clinical protocol can be found in Zottola et al.
[37].

III. IMAGE PROCESSING AND ANALYSIS

A. Image registration for displacement estimation

An image registration algorithm was used to measure tissue
displacements from RF US images for phantom and clinical
data. We calculated the total accumulated displacement field
within the vessel wall and surrounding tissue (excluding the
blood lumen) from diastole to systole to capture the vessel
wall deformation. The details of the registration algorithm can
be found in Tuladhar et al. [31]. Briefly, displacements were
computed sequentially, frame-to-frame, and accumulated with
respect to the diastolic frame as a reference. The optimization
functional for the ith frame-to-frame displacement is:

π[ui(x)] =
1

2

∫
Ω

(Ii-1(x+ ui-1(x))− Ii(x+ ui(x)))
2
dΩ

+ α

∫
Ω

∥∇ ·Ai(x)∥ dΩ, (8)

where Ai(x) is the constitutive relation for a linear elastic,
homogeneous, incompressible material deforming under plane
strain and can be written as:

Ai(x) =
2ν

1− 2ν
(∇ · ui(x))I+ (∇ui(x) +∇ui(x)

T ). (9)

In Equation 8 the first term estimates the displacement field
that best captures the deformation of the tissue, as realized
by spatial shifts of image intensity, while the second term
is a regularization that penalizes deformation patterns that
are physically inconsistent with plain strain. In this work,
a value of ν = 0.45 was used, as the tissue was assumed
to be nearly incompressible. The frames corresponding to
minimum diastole, where u0(x)=0, and maximum systole
were manually identified by a vascular surgeon based on B-
mode image sequences [24]. It should be noted that, unlike
in Mix et. al. [24], no accumulation of displacement fields
was performed here. The displacements were measured from
only two frames that corresponded to the point of minimum
diastolic pressure and the maximum systolic pressure. Seg-
mentation of the boundary between the vessel and blood
and the boundary between the vessel and surrounding tissue
was manually segmented by a vascular surgeon using the B-
mode image at minimum diastole [24]. Figure 8(a) shows an
example B-mode image of a phantom. Displacement fields
were measured within the vessel wall and surrounding tissue
on a finite element (FE) discretized mesh of quadrilateral
elements, created using open-source mesh generation software
[38]. The average area of the FE elements were 0.027 ± 0.015
cm2. An example FE mesh is shown in Figure 8(b).

The output of the image registration algorithm was the axial
and lateral components of the displacement field, within the
vessel wall and surrounding tissue on the FE mesh. For all
displacement field measurements to be input into the deep
learning model, the displacement field grid values within the
vessel were interpolated onto a regular grid as shown in
Figure 8(c). Again, the gridded values within the surrounding

tissue and blood regions were zeroed for both components.
Normalized displacement fields, ũxij and ũyij , were found by
dividing the COMSOL measurements with the forcing pres-
sure BC used in the forward simulation (PCM = 5.33 kPa),
the phantom measurements by the pulse pressure measured
independently during the experiments (Pph) and the clinical
measurements by the measured pulse pressure (Pcl) found
using the blood pressure cuff at the time of clinical scan.

The input to the iterative reconstruction algorithm was
the displacement field on the registration mesh, both within
the vessel and within the surrounding tissue, and thus no
interpolation or normalization was performed for those input
data.

B. Iterative method for modulus reconstruction

A model-based optimization algorithm was used to recon-
struct the modulus distribution (µitr(x)) from the measured
displacement fields of the COMSOL, phantom, and clinically
acquired US image data. The algorithm is based on a soft
prior reconstruction technique described in Richards et al.
[18], previously developed for intravascular ultrasound elas-
tography. First, a 2D finite element model was created, using a
constitutive equation for a nearly incompressible material that
deforms in plane strain, with two domains, the vessel and the
surrounding tissue, as shown in Figure 8. The Poisson ratio of
the entire domain was set to ν = 0.45 and the shear modulus
values within the vessel domain are the optimized parameters.
A 2D traction vector function, τo, is applied to the outermost
edge of the domain of this model and a pressure boundary
condition, τP with magnitude Pit such that τP (x) = Pit n(x),
is applied to the blood lumen wall. Here, n(x) is a unit vector
function defined on the inner lumen, ΓP , that is everywhere
normal to that boundary.

The iterative algorithm used here consists of two steps. The
first step solves for the boundary conditions of the desired do-
main, keeping the modulus distribution fixed, which minimizes
the difference between the total measured displacement field
(um(x)), from diastole to max systole, and a model-predicted
displacement field (up(x)), in the least squares sense. The
optimization functional for this step is as follows:

πB [τo, Pit] =
1

2

∫
Ω

∥up[τo, Pit]− um∥2 dΩ, (10)

where Ω is the modeled domain. Using the same FE discretiza-
tion as was used in the registration algorithm described in
Section III-A, we can rewrite Equation 10 as the following
matrix equation:

πB = (up − um)
T
D (up − um) , (11)

where up is an array of both components (x and y) of the
discrete displacement fields, defined at the nodal positions, and
um is an array of the same size consisting of the measured
values of the displacement fields. Here, D is a matrix that
performs the integration of shape functions for the least
squares difference of the measured and predicted displacement
fields using a 3×3 Gauss quadrature integration.

To constrain the displacement fields in Equation 10, we
also define a forward FE model for a nearly incompressible
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material deforming in 2D plane deformation (within Ω) with
the following weak form of a static linear elastic material
(neglecting body forces) as:∫

Ω

(∇(G(x)Ap(x)) ·w(x) dΩ = 0 (12)

where Ap(x) is defined in Equation 9 with ν = 0.45, G(x)
is a scaled version of the modulus distribution, and w(x) are
the weighting functions of the displacement field [39]. In this
algorithm, we chose to use a unitless modulus function, G(x),
where the regularization keeps the mean of G(x) approxi-
mately equal to 1 within the vessel domain. We then search
for the boundary conditions that result in the best match to our
measured displacement field, given that modulus. The modulus
is then scaled to a quantitative magnitude in post-processing.
With only traction boundary conditions, integration by parts
can be used to rearrange Equation 12 as (dropping the explicit
dependence on x):∫

Ω

∇w · (G Ap) dΩ =

∫
Γ

w · t dΓ. (13)

Here, t are the traction boundary conditions that we define to
exist on the entire boundary of the domain, Γ. The boundary
can also be divided into the inner lumen boundary ΓP and
the outer boundary of the background tissue Γo such that
Γ = ΓP ∪Γo. We then define the traction boundary conditions
in 3 parts: the pressure in the inner lumen, Pit, the traction
vector function on the outer boundary, τo, and a weak spring-
like traction on the outer boundary, necessary to avoid rigid
body translations and rotations and to keep the predicted
displacements close to the measured values on that boundary.
Thus, Equation 13 can be written more explicitly as:∫

Ω

∇w · (G Ap) dΩ =

∫
Γo

w · τo dΓo + ...

ks

∫
Γo

w · (um − up) dΓo +

∫
ΓP

w · τP dΓP . (14)

Here n is a function defining the normal vector to the inner
lumen wall as shown in Figure 1(a). Assuming that µ(x)
is known and fixed and using the same FE discretization as
above, we can plug Equation 5 into Equation 14 and perform
the integrations to find the following matrix equation:

Kup = Foτo + ksFo(um − up) + fPPit, (15)

where K is the stiffness matrix representing the integrations
of the LHS of Equation 14, performed within quadrilateral el-
ements using a 3 by 3 Gauss quadrature numerical integration
with reduced integration of the displacement dilatation term
of Ap(x) to avoid mesh locking [39]. Then, τo is an array of
both components of the discrete traction on the outer boundary,
only nonzero at the nodes on the outer boundary. Fo is a matrix
that performs the integration of the first term of the RHS of
Equation 14 using a 1D, 3 point Gauss integration method
on the edges of the elements along the outer surface of the
domain. This matrix is the same size as K and mostly sparse,
except for the row/column locations corresponding to nodes
on the outer boundary. Lastly, fP is an array the same size as
τTo that corresponds to the integration of

∫
ΓP

w ·n dΓP , again

using a 1D, 3 point Gaussian integration method. Equation 15
can be rearranged to solve for up as follows:

up = (K + ksFo)
−1[Foτo + fPP + ksFoum]. (16)

and plugged into Equation 11 to result in a linear equation
for the boundary parameters (that is, τo and P ), which can
be solved directly via linear least squares. In all inversions
done in this work, ks = 1e-3 was chosen empirically such
that ks(um − up) ≪ τo but large enough to keep the matrix
inversion in Equation 16 well posed.

The second step of the reconstruction method solves for the
modulus distribution (G(x)) of the desired domain, keeping
the boundary conditions found in the first step, τo and P ,
fixed. Here, the difference between the total measured dis-
placement field and a model-predicted displacement field is
minimized, as in the first step, in the least squares sense.
However, the modulus field in the second step is updated
iteratively using a quasi-Newton method. The details of the
optimization algorithm were published previously in Richards
et al. [18]. The algorithm developed there was adapted for use
in this paper. As in Richards et al. [18], the second step also
uses a priori information for modulus recovery, incorporated
into the regularization, to improve the ill-posedness of the
inverse problem. The optimization functional utilized here is
as follows:

πµ[Ĝ(x)] =
1

2

∫
Ω

∥up[G(x)]− um∥2 dΩ

+ α

∫
Ω

∥∇c(G(x), G0(x))∥ dΩ. (17)

Here, G(x) is the modulus distribution within the entire solid
tissue domain Ω, Ĝ(x) are the modulus values that fall within
the wall of the vessel and G0(x) is the nominal function that
serves as the prior spatial information to which the modulus is
regularized. In this work, the value of G0(x) within the vessel
was set to a value of 1 and the value in the surrounding tissue
was set to 0.1. Thus, we make the implicit assumption that
the segmented surrounding tissue has a shear modulus that is
1 order of magnitude lower than the logarithmic mean of the
modulus within the vessel. These modulus values also served
as the initial guess to the modulus field. Note that we only
search for, and thus update, the values of the modulus within
the vessel. Thus, the modulus values within the surrounding
tissue remain constant at 0.1. The function c(G,G0) here
serves as the logarithmic regularization function, used to
remove the dependence of the regularization on the general
magnitude of the modulus and the assumed contrast between
the modulus of the vessel and the surrounding tissue:

c(G,G0) = ln(G/G0). (18)

Thus, the regularization used here is a TVD-type regularization
of the logarithmic function c(G,G0) [18]. Only the modulus
values within the vessel (that is, Ĝ(x)) were allowed to
update. The modulus of the background tissue was held
fixed. Equation 14 was used, with τo and P fixed, as the
constraint equation of the model and an adjoint method was
used to calculate the gradient of Equation 17 as described
by Richards et al. [18]. Optimization was performed using
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Broyden–Fletcher–Goldfarb–Shanno (BFGS) algorithm with 5
update iterations each time the second step was performed.

All reconstruction methods were implemented in MATLAB
(The Mathworks Inc., Natick, MA, United States). The stiff-
ness matrix and boundary integration matrices were stored
as sparse matrices in MATLAB. We ran 30 total iterations
(Step 1 then Step 2) to arrive at the output reconstructed
modulus. Furthermore, we scaled the reconstructed modulus
field with the independently measured pulse pressure to obtain
the quantitative value of the modulus in kPa (i.e., µitr(x) =
PP×(G(x)/Pit)), where PP was equal to PCM , Pph, or Pcl

depending on the data source, and interpolated from the FE
mesh onto the same uniform spatial grid of 128×128 pixels, as
described in Section II-A, to arrive at our discrete, quantitative
modulus image, µitr

ij .

C. Deep learning for modulus reconstruction

Fig. 4: Deep learning U-NET model featuring a NMSE loss function
for optimization.

1) Deep learning framework: We used a deep learning
framework of convolutional neural networks (CNNs) to learn
the mapping between the pressure-normalized displacement
fields and the spatial distribution of modulus as shown
schematically in Figure 4. First, the computational domain was
discretized into a uniformly spaced grid of 128× 128 pixels.
Each point in the grid (i, j) corresponded to a spatial location,
where ũxij and ũyij denote the axial and lateral components of
the input displacement fields, respectively, and µij represents
the modulus output image. As discussed in Section II-A, only
those values of the input and output images that were within
the vessel wall had non-zero values. This served to provide our
CNNs with an implicit vessel geometry. To ensure a consistent
scale for the DL model and stabilize training [40], we further
normalize our input displacement fields by the maximum of
displacement magnitude, nm, calculated as:

nm = max
i,j

√
(ũxij)

2 + (ũyij)
2, (19)

where ()2 denotes a pixel-wise squaring. Then, we divide the
displacement field images:

ûxij = ũxij/nm; ûyij = ũyij/nm, (20)

and normalize the corresponding modulus image by multiply-
ing with the same factor:

Gij = µij × nm. (21)

This results in normalized axial (ûxij) and lateral (ûyij) dis-
placement field images and a normalized modulus image, Gij ,
used to train our DL model. All output modulus images output
from the fully trained model are rescaled back to a quantitative
modulus such that the values are in units of kPa:

µdl
ij = Gij/nm. (22)

This normalization and rescaling procedure was applied
consistently for both training and inference.

2) Network Architecture: We utilized a U-net based archi-
tecture [41], which is well-suited for tasks requiring precise
localization and spatial understanding. Additionally, we drew
inspiration from the Pix-to-Pix framework [27] widely used for
image-to-image translation. However, in our implementation,
we used the generator component with a loss function as
it was more appropriate with our objective of predicting
continuous-valued outputs. This neural network comprised of
7 downsampling layers in the encoder and 7 upsampling layers
in the decoder, with a latent dimension of 512.

3) Loss function: To train the model, we employed the
normalized mean squared error (NMSE) as the loss function
between the ground truth normalized modulus (Gt

ij) and the
predicted normalized modulus (Gp

ij), defined as:

LNMSE = NMSE ⟨Gt
ij , G

p
ij ⟩, (23)

where,

NMSE ⟨Aij , Bij ⟩ :=

128∑
i=1

128∑
j=1

(Aij −Bij)
2

128∑
i=1

128∑
j=1

(Aij)2
, (24)

and the ()2 operations are applied pixel-wise.
4) Evaluation Metrics: To evaluate the performance of

the DL model on the validation and test sets, we calculated
the NMSE loss between the predicted rescaled modulus µdl

ij ,
obtained from Equation 22, and the corresponding ground truth
modulus (µij) from the dataset, calculated using Equation 24,
(i.e., NMSE ⟨µij , µ

dl
ij ⟩).

In addition, to assess the model’s ability to accurately
localize the aorta, we calculate the dice score coefficient (DSC)
[42]. To calculate DSC, we first created binary masks (Bt

ij)
from ground truth modulus distribution by:

Bt
ij =

{
1, if µij > 0

0, otherwise.
(25)

The binary mask from the predicted modulus distribution
(Bp

ij) was computed similarly. The overlap between Bt
ij and

Bp
ij was then measured using the DSC:

DSC =
2
∑128

i=1

∑128
j=1

(
Bt

ij ⊙Bp
ij

)∑128
i=1

∑128
j=1B

t
ij +

∑128
i=1

∑128
j=1B

p
ij

, (26)

where ⊙ is the element-wise Hadamard product. The DSC
score ranges from 0 to 1, where 1 indicates perfect overlap
between the predicted and true mask, and 0 indicates no
overlap.
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Fig. 5: Training curve for the deep learning model

5) Training and validation: During training, model per-
formance was monitored using the validation set, evaluating
the performance at regular intervals. The model checkpoint
corresponding to the lowest validation NMSE was selected for
further evaluation. We trained our DL model for 500 epochs.
Figure 5 shows the NMSE loss for both the training set (blue)
and the validation set (orange) across the training process.
The final model was selected at the epoch corresponding to
the minimum validation loss, which occurred at epoch 384
with an NMSE of 0.013. After training completion, the model
was applied to the displacement data from four domains —
simulated test cases, COMSOL-generated digital phantoms,
tissue-mimicking phantom experiments, and clinical datasets,
to assess generalizability and robustness.

IV. RESULTS

A. Simulated Test Data
We evaluated our DL model on the test dataset to assess its

performance. Our DL model achieved a mean NMSE error of
0.0073 across the test dataset. A detailed summary of various
performance metrics is presented in Table II. We also present
two samples from the test set in Figure 6. The figure shows
the two input diplacement fields, the ground truth and the
predicted modulus distribution. For example (a), the NMSE
is 0.0037 and the DSC is 1.0, and similarly for example (b),
the NMSE is 0.0014 and the DSC is 1.0.

TABLE II: Summary of mean of various evaluation metics for the
simulated test dataset

No. of test images 3, 000

Mean NMSE 0.0073
Mean DSC 0.999

These results demonstrate that the model performs well on
the simulated data. The low NMSE values and high DSC score
confirm that the predicted outputs closely match the ground
truth, both quantitatively and spatially. We further extend the
model to the real-world data.

B. Comsol Data
For our digital phantoms simulated from COMSOL, we

first calculated the displacement fields from 3D simulated

Fig. 6: Simulated test examples showing pressure-normalized X and
Y displacement fields as inputs to the DL model, along with the
corresponding ground truth and predicted modulus distributions.

ultrasound images using the image registration algorithm as
described in section III-A. We then input the displacement
fields into both ITR and DL reconstruction techniques to
predict the modulus distribution. Our digital phantoms were
designed with two distinct regions, upper (anterior) region
and a lower (posterior) region, composed of different material
property. Hence, we divided the predictions into four quadrants
(upper, lower, right, and left) with the two corner-to-corner di-
agonals of the image, assuming their intersection approximated
the vessel center. In our digital phantoms, the stiffened region
consistently occupied the upper quadrant of the vessel, while
the lower quadrant remained within the nominal background
modulus region. We calculated the modular ratio between the
upper and lower regions, using the equation:

Modular Ratio(η) =
Modulus of upper region
Modulus of lower region

. (27)

TABLE III: Summary of evaluation metrics and modulus values on
different regions for various COMSOL simulated phantoms.

Metric Comsol 1 Comsol 2 Comsol 3 Comsol 4
DL NMSE 0.04 0.06 0.08 0.12
ITR NMSE 0.09 0.09 0.14 0.22

DL DSC 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98
ITR DSC 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96
µup (kPa) 33.3 66.7 133.3 266.7

DL-µ̂up (kPa) 30.3±2.2 54.2±1.9 104.7±3.9 212.0±14.9
ITR-µ̂up (kPa) 39.8±6.1 74.2±0.2 118.2±1.1 186.5±14.7
µlow (kPa) 66.7 66.7 66.7 66.7

DL-µ̂low (kPa) 63.4±7.8 63.1±7.4 63.6±7.3 63.9±7.8
ITR-µ̂low (kPa) 79.3±9 74.2±0.2 72.9±3.8 71.8±8.3

η 0.50 1.00 2.00 4.00
DL-η̂ 0.48 0.86 1.64 3.32
ITR-η̂ 0.50 1.00 1.62 2.59

Table III provides the details of the evaluation metrics we
used for the COMSOL data for both the DL and ITR methods.
It reports the NMSE and DSC scores for both methods.
Additionally, the modulus values for the upper and lower
regions of the four different digital phantoms are summarized
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Fig. 7: COMSOL simulation results for (a) COMSOL model 1, (b)
COMSOL model 2, (c) COMSOL model 3, and (d) COMSOL model
4, showing ground truth modulus (µij) and predictions from the DL
(µdl

ij ) and ITR (µitr
ij ) reconstruction methods.

in this table where we report the mean and standard deviation
for the expected modulus of the upper region (µup) and it’s
predicted modulus with DL (DL-µ̂up) and ITR (ITR-µ̂up)
method, expected modulus of the lower region (µlow) and it’s
predicted modulus with DL (DL-µ̂low) and ITR (ITR-µ̂low)
method, expected (η) and predicted modular ratios from DL
(DL-µ̂low) and ITR (ITR-µ̂low) method. The images of the
displacement fields and the predicted modulus distribution are
shown in Figure 7.

Fig. 8: (a) B-mode image of Phantom 1, (b) FE mesh structure used
for modeling, and (c) the interpolated spatial grid used as input to
the DL method.

C. Phantom Data

For our experimental phantoms, we first calculate the dis-
placement fields from ultrasound RF images using the image
registration algorithm, as described in Section III-A. We then
input the pressure-normalized displacement fields into both our
ITR algorithm and the DL model and predict the modulus dis-
tribution. We divided the predicted image into four quadrants
(upper, lower, right, and left) using the two corner-to-corner
diagonals of the image. We assumed that the intersecting point
of these diagonals coincided approximately with the center
of the vessel. The stiffened region of our phantoms always
covered the segmented upper quadrant of the vessel image,
while the segmented lower quadrant vessel was within the
nominal background modulus region. We then calculated the
modular ratio between the two regions using equation (27).

TABLE IV: Summary of modulus values on different regions for
various experimental phantoms.

Metric Phantom 1 Phantom 2 Phantom 3 Phantom 4
µup (kPa) 17.4±1 48.3±5.7 95.1±0.4 170±4.1

DL-µ̂up (kPa) 34.1±10.8 85.3±18.1 126.7±13.5 212.3±10.5
ITR-µ̂up (kPa) 37.6±6 80.5±16.3 129.4±40.1 154.2±83.4
µlow (kPa) 17.4±1 17.4±1 17.4±1 17.4±1

DL-µ̂low (kPa) 31.1±3.5 34.4±2.5 25.1±2.8 19±1.8
ITR-µ̂low (kPa) 33.1±4.4 34.1±6.9 30.4±10.7 21.3±7.5

η 1.00 2.78 5.47 9.77
DL-η̂ 1.09 2.48 5.05 11.17
ITR-η̂ 1.13 2.36 4.26 7.26

The results for the four different phantoms are summarized
in Table IV. In this table, we report the mean and standard
deviation for the expected modulus of the upper region (µup)
and it’s predicted modulus with DL (DL-µ̂up) and ITR (ITR-
µ̂up) method, expected modulus of the lower region (µlow)
and it’s predicted modulus with DL (DL-µ̂low) and ITR (ITR-
µ̂low) method, expected (η) and predicted modular ratios from
DL (DL-µ̂low) and ITR (ITR-µ̂low) method. The images of the
displacement fields and the predicted modulus distribution are
shown in Figure 9.

D. Clinical Data

We applied our iterative algorithm and DL model to four
patients collected from our previous clinical study. The dis-
placement fields were obtained from US image sequences
using the image registration algorithm, as described above.
The B-mode images are shown in Figure 10, which also depict
segmented vessels, blood lumen in red, and outer vessel in
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Fig. 9: Results for (a) phantom 1, (b) phantom 2, (c) phantom 3,
and (d) phantom 4, showing pressure-normalized X and Y measured
displacement inputs and the corresponding modulus predictions from
the DL (µdl

ij ) and ITR (µitr
ij ) reconstruction methods.

green, found by an expert surgeon [37]. Upon applying our
deep learning and iterative reconstruction method, we obtain
the modulus reconstruction as shown in Figure 11.

V. DISCUSSION

In this study, we created a comprehensive simulated data
set of the 2D aorta that we used to train a DL model,
which was then applied to both phantom and clinical data.
We used pressure-normalized displacements as input to the
DL model, inspired by the use of pressure-normalized strain
proposed by Mix et al. [24], to allow quantitative calculation
of the modulus. The modulus distributions predicted by our
DL model from the axial and lateral displacement fields
demonstrate strong performance across key evaluation metrics.
The low NMSE in the predicted modulus values in the test
set validates the quantitative accuracy of the model. Similarly,
the high DSC indicates strong spatial agreement between
the predicted and ground truth vessel regions. These results
confirm that the chosen architecture is well suited for solving

Fig. 10: B-mode images of clinical patients with annotation of the
aorta location.

the inverse problem in elastography and effectively captures
the underlying mechanical patterns in the data.

For the COMSOL simulated digital phantoms, we obtained
modulus values from both the DL model and the ITR algo-
rithm. Overall, both approaches show strong agreement with
the ground truth across all four cases. The NMSE values
indicate that the DL method consistently achieves lower errors
than the ITR method, suggesting that the DL approach gen-
eralizes more effectively from 2D training data to the 3D test
data and provides more accurate average modulus estimates.
Similarly, high DSC score for both methods demonstrate that
they can reliably reconstruct the geometry of the vessel with
strong overlap relative to the ground truth.

When comparing the modulus values from the upper and
lower regions for the COMSOL data, both methods provide
values close to the expected regions. The DL method tended
to accurately predict the magnitude of the lower modulus
but underestimated the recovered contrast of the upper region
relative to the lower. This underestimation may arise because,
even in a forward simulation, when localized modulus contrast
is present in a modulus distribution, the differences in the
displacement fields as the contrast is increased becomes in-
creasingly small and easily obscured by noise. We hypothesize
that the DL model may err on the side of reduced contrast
when faced with real data. In addition, the momentum-based
regularization used here effectively penalizes large jumps in
functions of the strains, which may also have reduced the
apparent contrast in the modulus prior to being input into
the DL and ITR methods. However, the ITR method overall
overestimates the value of the modulus and underestimates
the contrast in the modulus to a greater extent than the DL
method. This is likely due to the added effect of regularization
of the modulus in the optimization cost function of the ITR
method. The result is a slight overestimation of the upper
quadrant in the COMSOL 1 model and an underestimation of
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Fig. 11: Results for clinical patient (a) 1, (b) 2, (c) 3, and (d) 4,
showing pressure-normalized X and Y measured displacement inputs
and the corresponding modulus predictions from the DL (µdl

ij ) and
ITR (µitr

ij ) reconstruction methods.

the modulus for the COMSOL 3 and 4 models. With respect
to the modular ratio, the DL method achieves better estimates
at higher contrasts, whereas the ITR method performs better
at lower contrasts, possibly for similar reasons. It is also
likely that the loss of contrast recovery in the ITR technique
could have affected the overall magnitude of the modulus.
The algorithm may have adjusted the average modulus, rather
than the contrast penalized in the regularization, to best match
the displacement measurements. However, both approaches
capture the contrast ratio with reasonable accuracy, which is
itself a valuable biomarker [43].

Interestingly, for the phantom data, the DL method and the
ITR method show reasonable agreement for most experiments
with phantoms (1-3). Both methods tend to overestimate
modulus values in all cases. Specifically for Phantom 4, ITR
method tends to underestimate the expected modulus contrast,
based on the independent measurements, probably for the
same reasons as observed in the COMSOL generated data.
Moreover, DL provides more accurate contrast ratio estimates
compared to ITR, which often exaggerates contrast at higher

values. The reasons for these offsets require further study,
but both methods nonetheless preserve the relative contrast
between regions.

For ITR reconstructions, a noticeable radial variation was
observed in the COMSOL predictions and, more prominently,
in the phantom predictions. This artifact could be likely be
attributed to the nature of the optimization and the regu-
larization strategy. Clearly, iterative optimization had a bias
toward increasing the magnitude of the modulus closer to the
vessel lumen. However, such patterns do not appear in the DL
reconstruction, likely due to the fact that radial variations were
not present in the simulated data used for training.

While the ITR approach is based on explicit regularization
terms to ensure stability and converge to an optimized solution,
the DL model learns from the large amount of data. Although
the foundational approaches differ, one rooted in a physics-
based model, while the other is data-driven, both methods
yielded similar results. Incorporating physics into the deep
learning framework could further enhance its performance,
which could be a direction for future research.

For the clinical data, where ground truth modulus values
were not available, we performed a strain-based analysis of
the measured displacement data. For each clinical case, we
calculate the maximum principal strain distribution from the
estimated displacement fields. From this we calculate the
average maximum principal strain, within the vessel, and
normalize to arrive at the pressure normalized maximum
principal strain (εP+), similar to that calculated in Mix et.
al. [24]. We also calculated the average of predicted modulus
(µavg) for each clinical case. Theoretically, εP+, which is an
estimate of vessel compliance, and µavg are expected to exhibit
an inverse relationship between the images. This expected
trend is indeed observed in Figure 12, where both the DL and
ITR estimated values show similar average modulus values and
are seemingly correlated to 1/εP+, supporting the validity of
our predictions even in the absence of ground truth values.

The computational efficiency of the DL method demon-
strates a clear advantage over the ITR approach. The pro-
cessing time for the DL prediction was on average 0.058
seconds per example, compared to 158.57 seconds for the
ITR method. The image registration took an average of 55.02
seconds per example, likely due to the accumulation process,
which could be reduced with more optimized algorithm. This
highlights the effectiveness of DL as a powerful tool for
modulus reconstruction, with strong potential for real-time
application in the future.

One of the limitations of this study is that the simulated
training data was restricted to 2D. Although it would be
possible to generate 3D data, as in the COMSOL simulations,
this approach is highly time consuming and computationally
expensive. In the future, we plan to investigate simplified
3D models that may simulate a 3D deforming material, but
with limited geometries or using simplified BCs such that
generating large data sets is computationally tractable. Never-
theless, even with 2D data, the reconstructions obtained here
demonstrate strong agreement with the ground truth. Another
limitation lies in the nature of the simulated displacement
fields used for training, which are noiseless except for minor
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discretization artifacts. However, displacement fields measured
from ultrasound data are affected by multiple sources of error,
including discretization inaccuracies, limitations in displace-
ment estimation algorithms, and inherent noise in the raw RF
signals. These differences between simulated and real-world
data may impact model generalization, particularly in exper-
imental and clinical applications. In future work, we intend
to conduct noise and sensitivity studies for these methods.
The present work primarily demonstrates that a deep learning
framework can be applied to this problem and achieve perfor-
mance comparable to the ITR method. In the future, our goal
is to improve the DL model through exploration of various
architectures, hyperparameter tuning, and the generation of
more realistic simulated ultrasound data. Currently, we require
medical experts to select the ROI and appropriate frames
from ultrasound sequences manually. We plan to automate
this process and incorporate a greater number of US frames
during training to reduce the dependency on manual selection.
We also expect that the local overall accuracy of our modulus
reconstructions will increase by using frames over multiple
cardiac cycles to estimate the modulus. Finally, we plan to
expand our clinical data set and perform more extensive in
vivo evaluations to rigorously test and validate the practical
applicability of the method.

Fig. 12: Plot showing the relationship between the average modulus
and the inverse of the average pressure normalized maximum prin-
cipal strain across different clinical patients.

VI. CONCLUSION

We demonstrate that a deep learning model, trained only
on FE simulated data, can be used to predict shear modulus
from both simulated and experimental ultrasound elastography
displacement estimates. Our study includes model training
using simulated displacement fields, followed by validation
on digital phantoms, experimental phantoms, and preliminary
clinical data. The results show that the model can generalize
well across different variations and successfully learn the rela-
tionship between displacement fields and modulus distribution.
Moreover, we compared the deep learning model with iterative
reconstruction methods which shows comparable performance.
This suggests that, with sufficiently diverse and representative
simulated training data of AAAs, deep learning models can

generalize well to real-world experimental conditions for esti-
mating the shear modulus of the aorta. The clinical results
provide encouraging evidence for the applicability of our
method in practical settings.
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