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Automated and manual model
creation workflows are equally
reliable for virtual mechanical
testing of ovine bone and fracture
healing
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Salim Darwiche?? & Hannah L. Dailey'**

Virtual mechanical testing on image-based bone models (digital twins) provides subject-specific
insights about the mechanical behavior of a bone during fracture healing. However, the established
workflows for these tests are limited by reliance on commercial software and time-consuming manual
procedures needed to create the digital twins. To overcome these barriers to clinical adoption and
scalability, we have developed methods for user-independent and automated model generation. This
study aimed to: (1) compare four competing methods for digital twin creation (two manual versus two
automated approaches), (2) assess the influence of model-creation procedures and choice of material
model (single- and dual-zone) on the virtual test results, and (3) evaluate the accuracy of the model-
creation techniques through experimental validation of the results. Digital twins were generated from
59 CT scans (33 operated osteotomy fractures, 26 contralateral intact bones). Torsional rigidities were
compared between modeling workflows and validated using postmortem physical mechanical test
data. There were no significant differences in torsional rigidity between any of the four virtual testing
groups and physical testing when a dual-zone material model was implemented for bone and callus.
These results confirm that virtual mechanical testing is a reliable alternative to physical mechanical
testing for assessing intact and healing long bones, with resilience to variations in digital twin creation
methods. Automated model creation was substantially faster than the manual approaches, suggesting
that automatic digital twin analysis is the pathway toward future clinical scalability.
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Bone fractures impact are associated with substantial healthcare burdens!. Most fractures heal within a few
months, but sometimes healing fails and a nonunion occurs. Failed fracture healing is a widespread problem;
for instance, each year in the U.S., over 100,000 fractures go on to nonunion and require secondary surgery?.
In the lower extremities, tibial fractures are particularly prone to nonunion, occurring at an average rate of
12% across all injury severity levels*~. Tibial fractures also have high rates of delayed healing, with one in four
patients not healed after five months®. Nonunion is a complex, multifactorial problem with vascular, biological,
and mechanical risk factors*®7*-13, Risk stratification scoring systems can help identify which patients are at
risk for delayed healing and nonunion'!, but currently, nonunion cannot be definitively predicted using only the
information available at the time of surgery®141,

A critical barrier to improving fracture care through better prevention and treatment of nonunion is the
lack of widely available image-based mechanical biomarkers that can measure bone healing objectively and
complement existing diagnostic criteria to detect nonunion early. To address this need, we previously developed
a technique for virtual mechanical testing of tibial fracture healing using image-based finite element (FE) models.
These models enable a quantitative, objective, and noninvasive calculation of the tibial torsional rigidity in sheep
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and humans. When used to measure fracture healing, virtual torsional rigidity (VTR) shows superior ability to
predict bone biomechanics and time to union compared to callus morphometric measures and radiographic
scores'®1%. Our methods have been validated preclinically against postmortem physical tests'®-20, are applicable
to low-dose clinical CT scans*""?2, and can detect differences in healing related to biological comorbidities?* or
implant type*!. However, the methods used to perform this analysis are both time- and resource-intensive, a
major limitation to widespread clinical use.

Scaling the capacity for image-based measurement of bone healing requires automation of several steps in
the process. The first step in virtual mechanical testing involves conversion of a bone CT scan to a high-fidelity
digital twin - a surrogate model created from textural and structural information in the image of a physical
bone with shape and material properties that mimic in vivo bone and callus. The second step is simulating
the mechanical response of the digital twin to a mechanical load and reporting the results to yield reliable and
clinically interpretable insights®®. Our previously established methods for virtual mechanical testing of fracture
healing have relied on the use of commercial software with a highly trained user to perform the image processing
steps needed to build the digital twins and set up the models for mechanical analysis. Despite the promising
results, the expensive software licenses, user-dependency, and labor-intensive nature of the procedures remain
significant challenges. Future scalability for use in larger clinical studies or as a diagnostic test requires the
development of a user-independent, high-throughput, automatic approach to FE model generation. However,
the available manual and automated workflows vary markedly in their segmentation methods, meshing
configurations, and level of user interaction, yet their effects on virtual torsional rigidity have not been rigorously
evaluated. A systematic comparison is thus required to establish whether these methodological variations impact
the virtual test results and to assess whether our automated pipelines perform comparably to our previously
published manual workflows.

Accordingly, the objectives of this study were to (1) compare four competing methods for digital twin
creation (two manual versus two automated approaches), (2) assess the influence of model-creation procedures
and choice of material model on the virtual test results, and (3) evaluate the accuracy of the model-creation
techniques through experimental validation of the results (Fig. 1). These techniques had been developed in our
previous publications, but have never been compared head-to-head.

Materials and methods

Animal data

The animal data consisted of N, = 33 operated tibiae and Ncon = 26 intact contralateral tibiae from skeletally
mature Swiss alpine sheep (age 2-3 years), which were obtained from two previously completed research
studies'®26. The first study included operated tibiae with 3 mm osteotomies stabilized by 6-hole titanium plates
(broad straight veterinary 4.5/5.0 mm locking compression plate (LCP) with 5 mm bicortical screws; DePuy
Synthes, West Chester, PA, USA). The second study had contralateral intact and operated tibiae with 3-17
mm osteotomies stabilized by 11- or 12-hole stainless steel plates (broad straight veterinary 3.5 mm locking
compression plate (LCP) with 3.5 mm bicortical screws; DePuy Synthes). All animals with 3 mm osteotomies
were maintained for 9 weeks post-op; animals with 17 mm osteotomies were maintained for 12 weeks. The
animals were stunned using a captive bolt and exsanguinated, resulting in the death of the animal from cerebral
anoxia®®. Additional details about these studies can be found in our recent publication that aggregated the
datasets?’. All animal experiments were conducted in accordance with ARRIVE guidelines and approved by the
local governmental authorities of the canton of Zurich, Switzerland and conducted according to the Swiss laws of
animal protection and welfare and approved by the local governmental veterinary authorities (license numbers
ZHO071/17 and ZH183/17).

After sacrifice, the implant was removed, and the tibial diaphysis was excised. uCT scanning was performed
with tube voltage of 68 kVp, current of 1470yA, and an isotropic resolution of 60.7 um (XtremeCT II; Scanco
Medical AG, Briittisellen, Switzerland). Each scanned bone segment, on average, consisted of 2481 axial images.
These images were subsequently downsampled for easier processing and to be more representative of clinical
imaging protocols. To facilitate the conversion of Hounsfield Units ( HU [HU]) to quantitative radiodensity
(p gor [mgHA/cm?]), a hydroxyapatite calibration phantom (Scanco KP70 phantom; QRM) was scanned
under identical imaging settings.

Postmortem torsion tests were available for experimental validation of the digital twin predictions. Mechanical
tests were performed on an E10000 test frame (Instron; Norwood, Massachusetts, USA). Samples were potted in
Beracryl and mounted in a custom test fixture that rigidly fixed the distal end and rotated the proximal end. An
axial preload of 5 N was applied, then an internal rotation at 5°/min to failure. A linear regression of the torque
versus angle curve from 6 to 10 N-m was used to compute torsional stiffness (S). Experimental torsional rigidity
(GJ [N-m?/°]) was computed by multiplying stiffness by the specimen gauge length. A representative torque-
angle curve has been provided in Supplementary Appendix A.

Digital twin creation

Finite element models for virtual torsion tests were created using four methods: two workflows based on
commercial software-assisted manual methods with tetrahedral meshing and two workflows based on our
automated image processing algorithms with hexahedral meshing.

All manual (software-assisted) model creation procedures were performed in Mimics Innovation Suite
(Materialise, Inc.; Leuven, Belgium). The uCT scans were first downsampled to an isotropic resolution of 400 pm.
Two workflows for model creation were tested and compared. The first workflow — Manual Dual Segmentation
(MDS) - is a method we previously developed and published!®. The “dual segmentation” designation refers
to the first step of segmentation in which preliminary masking is performed separately for callus (400-2500
HU) and cortical bone (2500-4000 HU), then the two zones are united in a Boolean operation to create one

Scientific Reports |

(2025) 15:45050 | https://doi.org/10.1038/541598-025-32307-0 nature portfolio


http://www.nature.com/scientificreports

www.nature.com/scientificreports/

E

Manual (Software-Assisted) Model Creation

Automated Model Creation

Manual Dual
Segmentation (MDS)

1)

CT Image Stack

4

Manual Single
Segmentation (MSS)

CT Image Stack

| Snake-Reliant

I—

Technique (SRT)

Contour-Free

000000

A 4

Technique (CFT)

Extract Bone :Zi>| Hex Mesh

H C | Virtual Torsion Tests

Study Objectives

Compare Model
Creation Workflows

Compare Tissue
Properties Models

Validate to Experiments

-—,—-rﬂ
-

) |

- ~:#

l MDS | ’ CFT |
Tetd Hex8
l MSS | ‘ SRT |
A @ .-
Tet10 Hex8

Fig. 1. Study overview: digital twins of contralateral and operated ovine bones were created using (a)

two methods for manual (software-assisted) model creation, and (b) two methods for automated model
creation. (c) All models were subjected to virtual torsion testing. (d) The resulting torsional rigidities were
compared to assess differences arising from: model creation workflows and tissue material properties models.
Computational models were generated with different mesh types and further validated by comparison to
experiments.

object. The second workflow — Manual Single Segmentation (MSS) - is a simpler approach in which the full
radiodensity range (400-4000 HU) is captured in a single masking step?>. The major distinction between the
MDS and MSS methods is that MSS creates a surface layer of partial volumes on cortical bone surfaces that must
be managed carefully at the material assignment stage to avoid over-prediction of bone mechanical properties.
A comparison of the MDS and MSS methods is illustrated in Fig. 2. Detailed step-by-step procedures for
completing both workflows through the Mimics graphical user interface are documented in Supplementary
Appendices B and C.

Model geometries were adaptively meshed using linear tetrahedral (Tet4) or quadratic tetrahedral (Tet10)
elements in 3-matic (Materialise, Leuven, Belgium). Our older method for the MDS workflow'® used 3-matic
v.13.0, which only had the capability to generate Tet4 meshes. We previously performed a mesh independence
study with this workflow and selected a maximum surface element edge length of 0.4 mm and maximum
volumetric edge length of 0.875 mm!'8. Our newer method for the MSS workflow used 3-matic v.15.0, which
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Fig. 2. Comparison of the two manual segmentation methods: (a) Manual Single Segmentation (MSS)
applies a single mask to create the bone object, resulting in a surface layer of partial-volume voxels (red dots)
at cortical bone boundaries that require careful handling during material assignment. According to Inglis et
al.?%, using a dual-zone material model corrects the partial volume artifacts in cortical bone. (b) Manual Dual
Segmentation (MDS) is a multi-step reconstruction with two masks, resulting in a separation of cortical bone
without partial-volume surface effects.

introduced the capability to generate Tet10 meshes. We performed a mesh independence study with this workflow
and selected a maximum element edge length of 1 mm for surfaces and volumes?. For both workflows, mesh
convergence was documented based on achieving a difference less than 1% in the predicted virtual torsional
rigidity (VTR) of the bone. Critically, the published MDS and MSS workflows have differences in segmentation
procedures, mesh discretization, and element order (linear versus quadratic). Therefore, we have included an
assessment of element order effects alone as a separate analysis in Supplementary Appendix D.

Our automated model creation procedures included two image processing algorithms, the Contour-Free
Technique (CFT) and Snake-Reliant Technique (SRT), both of which were written in Python and are available
to download at https://github.com/Dailey-Lab. The detailed development of these algorithms has been recently
published?’. Briefly, both techniques crop the raw uCT image and downsample it for greater efficiency due to
the high resolution of the raw images. The downsampling procedure aggregated raw voxels into cubic finite
elements, so the element size was controlled by the number of voxels encompassed by the element and the raw
voxel resolution. Our previous mesh convergence analysis revealed that aggregating five elements (element size
303.5 um) produced a converged solution?’. The main difference between the CFT and SRT algorithms was in
the approach used to isolate the bone object from the image background. Thresholding, floodfilling, and removal
of improperly connected voxels were common between CFT and SRT. However, SRT imposed an additional
geometrical constraint on bone segmentation at the outer boundary to promote smoothness.

Previously, we compared the performance of the contour-free and snake-reliant techniques and concluded
that both are equally reliable with respect to physical validation test data, but CFT is faster overall, considering
the computational costs of both model creation and solution. However, the models produced by the two
techniques are different, with SRT being more analogous to the MDS manual technique and CFT being more
analogous to the MSS manual technique. Therefore, data comparing both automated methods (CFT and SRT)
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to both manual methods (MDS and MSS) are included in this paper, with CFT in the main results and SRT in
Supplementary Appendices E/F.

Material assignment

In all models, regardless of which manual or automated workflow was used, material properties were assigned to
each element using an elementwise, density-based approach. First, the Hounsfield Units ( HU) were calculated
based on the pixel gray values (v) using a linear conversion provided in metadata of the uCT scans:

HU = 0.51v — 1000 (1)

Hounsfield Units were then converted to bone mineral density ( p o) using a linear conversion obtained from
the phantom calibration:

p gor = 0.38010 (HU) — 7.37444 @)

Finally, because both contralateral cortical bones and operated bones with callus were evaluated in this study,
we compared two previously published material assignment laws to calculate Young’s modulus: (1) a single-zone
material law validated for ovine cortical bone!®, and (2) a dual-zone material assignment law validated for ovine
cortical bone and callus'. Both the single-zone and dual-zone material models can be represented as follows:

10.225p P >p
E = QCT QCT cut
{ 50 P QCT < P cut (3)

where E is in [MPa] and the cutoft threshold for soft versus hard tissue is p ., = 0 in the single-zone material
model and p ., = 665 mgHA/cm? for the dual-zone material model. This cutoff threshold was previously found
to effectively distinguish between hard and soft callus in healing ovine tibiae!”. Including a cutoff threshold also

helps compensate for partial volume artifacts on the surfaces of cortical bones?.

Finite element analysis

Models created using manual workflows (MDS and MSS) were solved in Ansys (2020 R2; Ansys, Inc., Canonsburg,
PA, USA). Models created using the automated workflows (CFT and SRT) were solved in Abaqus (2023; Dassault
Systémes, Waltham, MA, USA). Ansys simulations were set up manually through the graphical user interface
of Ansys Workbench. Abaqus simulations were set up using the integrated Python scripting interface. For both
solvers, the nodal positions, the nodal connectivity matrix, and material properties of elements were extracted
and stored as input files compatible to each software. The output of each simulation was virtual torsional rigidity
(VIR [Nm?/°]):

VTR = % (4)

where M is the computed moment reaction, L is the bone working length, and ¢ is the applied angle of twist.
The two solvers had slight differences in the workflow for applying boundary conditions for a virtual torsion
test to calculate VTR. In Ansys, twisting about the long axis of the bone was achieved through remote points
that were defined at the centroids of the distal and proximal faces of the bone. Nodes on each scoped end
face were rigidly coupled to the corresponding remote points. The distal remote point was fully constrained
in all degrees of freedom. The proximal remote point had a 1° twist about the longitudinal (z) axis, with zero
displacements in the transverse plane (x and y directions). The moment reaction (M) was queried at the fixed
distal surface. In Abaqus, the coordinates of the centers of the proximal bone end ( cprox) and distal bone end
( cais) were calculated as the average of the nodal positions on those surfaces. All nodes on the proximal surface
were kinematically coupled to a reference point positioned at cCprox in all degrees of freedom. The proximal
reference point was twisted by ¢ = 1° and the distal end nodes were constrained at all degrees of freedom. From
the solved model, the distal end nodal positions ( px, Py) with respect to the center ( cajst) along with the nodal
reaction forces ( Fx, Fy) were extracted. These values were then used to calculate the moment reaction ( M):

M = pyF; — pxFy (5)

To establish finite element solver independence and verify equivalence of the torsion boundary conditions in
Ansys and Abaqus, a verification analysis was performed. Virtual torsions tests were carried out in both Ansys
and Abaqus for one complete set of models created using the automatic CFT workflow. Results of this verification
are presented in Supplementary Appendix G.

Statistics
Statistical analyses were performed in R (version 4.4.1)* and Python (version 3.11.5). All analyses assumed
a significance level of a = 0.05. Data normality of the torsional rigidities and their pairwise differences (error
metrics between methods) was evaluated using Shapiro-Wilk tests. Due to the presence of some normality
violations, summary descriptive statistics were reported as median and interquartile range (IQR), and all
inferential procedures used non-parametric tests.

Spearman’s rank correlation coefficient (rs) was used to evaluate the strength of the monotonic association
between sets of virtual torsional rigidity (VTR) measures. VTRs obtained from the manual and automatic model-
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creation methods (MSS/MDS/CFT/SRT) were compared with each other and with the ex vivo torsional rigidity
measured in postmortem biomechanical testing (GJ). Correlation strength was qualitatively interpreted based
on established standard guidelines®. Due to the presence of some normality violations, agreement between
measures was evaluated using the mean absolute error (MAE) instead of root mean square error (RMSE)30:31.

Bland-Altman analyses®>** were also carried out to mutually compare agreement between sets of measures
by calculating the difference (§ ) for the average (1 ) of each pair of measurements, which gives insight about
the variation of agreement over the entire range of measurements. The lower and upper limits of the agreement
between each two measurement methods were calculated as the 5th and the 95th percentiles. The bias ( b5 ) was
defined as the median of the differences between the two measurements. The range of differences ( 75 ) for each
pair of measurement methods was calculated as the difference between the limits of agreement.

A Friedman test was used to compare the torsional rigidity produced by the four virtual test methods (MSS/
MDS/CFT/SRT) to experimental torsional rigidity (GJ) for the contralateral and operated limbs with both
material models. Prior to analysis, the normality of the residuals for each level of the within-subject factor was
evaluated using the Shapiro-Wilk test, and the assumption of sphericity was examined with Mauchly’s test.
Post-hoc pairwise comparisons between methods were performed using Wilcoxon signed-rank tests. The Holm
correction was applied to adjust for multiple comparisons. Differences in torsional rigidity between contralateral
and operated bones are expected clinically and are not the focus of this investigation, so no statistics for those
comparisons were reported.

For the manual workflows, inter-operator reliability between two different trained operators was assessed
using a two-way random effects ICC with absolute agreement (ICC(2,1)) following the methodology described
in3-%. The reliability of the average of both operators’ measurements was also estimated using ICC(2,2) and to
evaluate precision, 95% confidence intervals were computed. This analysis was performed on a subset of data (N
= 18) from a single previously published animal experiment.

Results

Virtual torsion tests were carried out for all digital twins in the database ( N = 59 contralateral and operated
bones) including models made by both manual workflows and both automatic workflows. Summary descriptive
statistics for VIR in all simulation groups are provided in Table 1.

Correlations between predicted VTR values were very strong when comparing the two manual workflows
(MSS vs. MDS) and the two automated workflows (CFT vs. SRT) for both the single-zone and dual-zone material
models (Fig. 3). Spearman’s correlations included data for contralateral and operated bones combined and all
were strongly significant (p <0.001) with r, > 0.982 and low mean absolute error (MAE < 0.056).

Correlations between predicted VTR values from the manual and automated model-building workflows were
also very strong (Fig. 4). Due to the extremely good agreement between the two automated workflows (CFT and
SRT), only results from the computationally faster CFT are compared to the manual results in the main figures;
SRT results are provided in Supplementary Appendix E. All Spearman’s correlations were strongly significant
(p<0.001) with 7, = 0.921 and low mean absolute error (MAE < 0.087). The companion Bland-Altman analysis
(Fig. 5) showed that for all workflow comparisons, the range of difference values (variability of the agreement)
between simulation methods was lower when using the single-zone material model (75 < 0.12) versus the dual-
zone material model (s < 0.23). Absolute bias between methods was low for both the single-zone material
model (bs < 0.02) and the dual-zone material model (b5 < 0.06).

All workflows for virtual mechanical testing were also compared to the experimental ground truth for ex
vivo torsional rigidity. Correlation analyses are shown in Fig. 6 and accompanying Bland-Altman plots are
shown in Fig. 7. Data for CFT is presented in the main figures; SRT results for experimental validation are
provided in Supplementary Appendix F. All correlations between virtual and physical mechanical tests were
statistically significant (p <0.001) and moderately strong to strong, but they were lower in strength with higher
errors compared to correlations between VTR values produced by different simulation workflows (Figs. 4 and

Virtual torsional rigidity (VTR) [Nm?/°]
Median (IQR)
Group Model creation workflow / experiment | Single-zone material model | Dual-zone material model
MDS 1.130 (0.263) 1.107 (0.262)
MSS 1.116 (0.262) 1.065 (0.253)
(le,’gtzrgl)ateral Bones cpr 1.107 (0.304) 0.994 (0.358)
SRT 1.066 (0.295) 0.980 (0.354)
Experiment 1.112 (0.400)
MDS 1.236 (0.483) 0.939 (0.303)
MSS 1.234 (0.417) 0.890 (0.278)
8\5’2?;‘1 Bones CFT 1.191 (0.487) 0.800 (0.288)
SRT 1.141 (0.471) 0.790 (0.289)
Experiment 0.829 (0.311)

Table 1. Summary descriptive statistics for the mechanical biomarkers generated from the four virtual
mechanical test methods and the experimental torsion test.
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Fig. 3. Correlations between virtual torsional rigidity (VTR) values obtained by the two manual workflows
(MSS vs. MDS) and the two automated workflows (CFT vs. SRT) for contralateral and operated bones using
both material models: (a) single-zone material model validated for ovine cortical bone'® and (b) dual-zone
validated for cortical bone and callus'®. (OP: operated, CO: contralateral, MSS: Manual Single Segmentation,
MDS: Manual Dual Segmentation, CFT: Contour-Free Technique, SRT: Snake-Reliant Technique, MAE: Mean

Absolute Error)

5). For all simulations workflows, the dual-zone material model produced better agreement between virtual
and physical tests compared to the single-zone model, as indicated by lower errors and less bias. With the dual-
zone material model, all manual and automated workflows demonstrated similar levels of agreement with the
experimental GJ data.
The four tested methods for model preparation were also compared to each other in terms of overall efficiency,
considering both model preparation time and FE solution time. Detailed time breakdowns are provided in
Supplementary Appendix H. The fastest method tested was the automated contour-free technique (CFT), which
took an average of 9.4 min per model to process the images, create the FE model, and solve the model. The faster
of the two manual methods was MSS, which took an average of 27 min per model to process, create, and solve.

Boxplots showing between-groups comparisons of the four virtual test methods and experiments are
given in Fig. 8. For the contralateral bones, both the single-zone and dual-zone material models produced
accurate representations of torsional rigidity. The Shapiro-Wilk tests on the residual were significant
(p<0.05) in both material models, indicating that the residuals deviated from normality. Mauchly’s test
indicated that the assumption of sphericity was violated for the within-subject factor for both material models
(W < 0.00026, p < 0.001). Given these findings, all subsequent analyses used non-parametric methods. The
Friedman test revealed significant effects of torsional rigidity assessment methods for both material models
(x?(4) =26.38, p < 0.001 for single-zone; x 2 (4) = 42.80, p < 0.001 for dual-zone). Holm-adjusted
Wilcoxon post-hoc tests showed no significant differences between any of the simulation methods and the
experiments (EXP). Some of the pairwise comparisons between simulation methods were significant (see Fig. 8)
despite the mean differences being small (<0.057 for single-zone; < 0.111 for dual-zone). The corresponding
rank-biserial effect sizes were mostly small to moderate, indicating minimal practical impact.
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Fig. 4. Correlations between virtual torsional rigidity (VTR) values obtained by the CFT automated workflow
and the two manual workflows (MDS and MSS) for contralateral and operated bones using both material
models: (a) single-zone and (b) dual-zone. (OP: operated, CO: contralateral MSS: Manual Single Segmentation,
MDS: Manual Dual Segmentation, CFT: Contour-Free Technique, SRT: Snake-Reliant Technique, MAE: Mean
Absolute Error).

In contrast, for the operated bones, the choice of material model did matter. The residual normality checks
again indicated non-normal distributions in all cases (p <0.05). Based on Mauchly’s test results, in both single-
zone and dual-zone material models, the assumption of sphericity was violated for the within-subject factor
(W < 0.001, p < 0.001). The Friedman tests showed significant effects of torsional rigidity assessment
method for both material models (x ? (4) = 112.6, p < 0.001 for single-zone; x 2 (4) = 33.4, p < 0.001
for dual-zone). With the single-zone material model, post-hoc Wilcoxon tests with Holm corrections revealed
that the experimental values (EXP) significantly differed from the four virtual simulation methods (adjusted
p < 0.001; mean differences > 0.357) with large effect sizes (r = 0.715). Some pairwise comparisons between
the four simulation methods (CFT, SRT, MDS, MSS) were also statistically significant, but again the mean
differences were all small (<0.074) compared to the differences to the experiments. For operated bones with the
dual-zone material model, the overall Friedman test was also significant, but none of the pairwise comparisons
with experiments (EXP) reached significance. Some pairwise comparisons between simulation methods were
significant after Holm correction, but as with the single-zone material model, the mean differences were all small
(<0.089), and effect sized ranged from small to moderate.

The ICC analysis for inter-operator comparison demonstrated excellent agreement between the two
operators. For single measurements, the ICC(2,1) was 0.95 (95% CI: 0.88-0.98; p <0.001). When the average of
the two operators’ measurements was considered, reliability increased to ICC(2,2) =0.98 (95% CI: 0.94-0.99).

Discussion

The novelty of this study is in the comprehensive comparison of several variations for manual and automated
techniques for virtual mechanical testing of contralateral and operated bones, and the demonstration that all
steps of digital twin preparation can be completely automated. The two manual workflows were both previously
published as general methods, but they each have important distinctions, so we have added step-by-step
procedures in the Supplemental Digital Content to enable others to implement the same methods precisely.
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Fig. 5. Companion to Fig. 4: Bland-Altman analysis of mutual agreement between VTR values from
automated CFT and manual MDS and MSS workflows. (OP: operated, CO: contralateral, per.: percentile, MSS:
Manual Single Segmentation, MDS: Manual Dual Segmentation, CFT: Contour-Free Technique, SRT: Snake-
Reliant Technique, VTR: Virtual Torsional Rigidity)

Both manual methods are dependent upon the availability of software licenses for image processing in Mimics,
and on the ability of a trained user to follow the protocol for the manual operations. These limitations of software
availability, manual slowness, and user training requirements motivated us to develop the automated model
creation workflows using our own open-source codes?’. In this work, we extended the automation to include
setting up and running simulations in Abaqus using its Application Programming Interface (API), which we had
not explored previously. The manual and automated techniques were mutually compared to each other for the
first time in this study.

The comparisons between methods revealed that minor variations in model creation and setup had
relatively small effects on the calculated rigidities of the bones. Specifically, the virtual torsional rigidity (VIR)
predicted by all four computational workflows tested (MDS, MSS, CFT, and SRT) had similar agreement to
experimental ground truth. In fact, all error and agreement metrics were lower for the comparisons between
the four model-building workflows than for the comparisons between virtual tests and experiments. For the
contralateral bones, none of the workflows differed significantly from the experimental torsional rigidity values
under either the single-zone or dual-zone material models, indicating consistent agreement between models and
experiments across all methods. For the operated bones, however, the results depended on the material model.
With the single-zone material model, all workflows significantly overestimated torsional rigidity relative to the
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Fig. 6. Correlations between virtual torsional rigidity (VTR) values obtained by the automated (CFT) and
manual (MDS/MSS) workflows with experimental torsional rigidity (GJ) for (a) single-zone and (b) dual-
zone material model. The EXP vs. CFT panel in (b) is adapted from Ariyanfar et al.?’”. (OP: operated, CO:
contralateral, EXP: experiment, MSS: Manual Single Segmentation, MDS: Manual Dual Segmentation, CFT:
Contour-Free Technique, MAE: Mean Absolute Error)

experimental measurements, despite showing only small differences among themselves. In contrast, with the
dual-zone material model, none of the workflows differed significantly from the experimental values, and the
mean differences were very small.

Together, these findings indicate that all four workflows show comparable performance and introduce only
minor model-building variability. For operated bones, however, the agreement with experimental torsional
rigidity is influenced primarily by the material model rather than the workflow itself.

The inter-operator reliability analysis demonstrated that, when performed by experienced users, manual
model creation can produce consistent and reproducible results. According to established thresholds®”%,
our values of ICC > 0.95 represent excellent reliability, indicating minimal variability attributable to operator
differences. The narrow confidence intervals further support the robustness of the measurement approach.
These results suggest that differences observed between animal reflect true physiologic variations rather than
measurement inconsistencies.

The results also underscored the importance of the dual-zone material model for avoiding systematic
overprediction of torsional rigidity in operated limbs. The use of the dual-zone material model did augment
some differences in the digital twins, as demonstrated by slightly larger limits of agreement and bias metrics in
Bland-Altman analysis compared to the single-zone material model (Fig. 5). However, the dual-zone material
model showed only minor variability across workflows and better agreement with experimental results, whereas
the single-zone model exhibited significantly poorer correspondence with experimental validation (Fig. 8). The
single-zone model exaggerated the deviation between experimental and virtual torsional rigidity in the operated
bones, whereas the dual-zone model produced statistically consistent and comparable rigidity values across all
methods and in both operated and contralateral specimens.
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Fig. 7. Companion to Fig. 6: Bland-Altman analysis of agreement between computational and experimental
torsional rigidity values. (OP: operated, CO: contralateral, EXP: experiment, per.: percentile, MSS: Manual
Single Segmentation, MDS: Manual Dual Segmentation, CFT: Contour-Free Technique, VTR: Virtual
Torsional Rigidity)

Despite notable differences in segmentation and meshing procedures, the manual and automated methods
yielded VTR predictions that were closely aligned. While some pairwise comparisons were statistically
significant, the corresponding mean differences and effect sizes were small, demonstrating that the workflows
were in strong practical agreement despite statistically detectable differences. This was true even for the two
manual workflows (MDS and MSS) that had both image segmentation and model discretization differences due
to the Mimics software capabilities at the time each method was developed. The additional analysis included in
Supplementary Appendix C demonstrated that element type was likely the source of the small, but significant
difference between the MSS (Tet10) and MDS (Tet4) workflows with the dual-zone material model. The overall
good agreement between results from all methods suggests that the decision about which approach to adopt can
be based on time efficiency as a primary consideration. In that case, the recommended automated approach is
CFT and the recommended manual approach is MSS.

This study has several limitations. Reliance on commercial software was not completely removed. The focus of
this paper was on the procedures involved in model preparation, for which we showed that automation was viable
and reliable. However, all the mechanical simulations were still carried out either in Abaqus or Ansys because
these solvers are widely used in industry. Future work could explore the use of FEBio* or other open-source
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Fig. 8. Boxplots comparing model-predicted torsional rigidity from all four model-building workflows to
experimental torsional rigidity for contralateral and operated bones using both material models: (a) single-
zone and (b) dual-zone. (MSS: Manual Single Segmentation, MDS: Manual Dual Segmentation, CFT: Contour-
Free Technique, STR: Snake-Reliant Technique, EXP: experiment)

software as free alternatives. In clinical translation, the image acquisition will be at lower resolution and lower
dose than scans we have used here. The implication of this is that downsampling procedures would not be used
on clinical scans. Furthermore, the thresholds used to segment bone and detect the ROI for analysis may need to
be adjusted. Introduction of adaptive thresholding could help address these limitations. Adaptive thresholding
could also assist in separating cortical bone and callus to measure callus structure and composition. Separating
callus from bone is challenging because the extent of cortical bone resorption varies substantially throughout the
callus®, leading to detection of false callus inside the cortical bone when a fixed threshold is used*!. Our imaging
was also performed ex vivo with implants removed, so no metal artifact correction algorithms were required.
With manual dual segmentation, we previously documented the need to correct the callus mask to correctly split
the old/new tissue boundaries when callus analysis is needed in addition to virtual mechanical testing!®.

With the rapidly increasing interest in the applications of computational modeling and simulation in
medicine, competing definitions for digital twins have emerged. In this study, the surrogate models from which
we have generated instantaneous (single-timepoint) mechanical biomarkers served as simplified, image-based
representative of the bone. Thus our use of the term digital twins is aligned with European organizations and
agencies*?. The definition of digital twins adopted by the US National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and
Medicine** emphasizes a bidirectional flow of information that can be updated based on new information.
To achieve this in clinical practice, we envision that virtual mechanical test of fracture healing could be used
diagnostically as feedback to guide clinical treatment, especially where serial imaging has been performed to
look for healing progression in a patient at risk of nonunion. There is also potential for image-based digital
twins to be used prognostically by coupling them with a mechanoregulatory model***> to predict the future
progression of healing. These future applications would require new datasets to enable robust clinical validation.

In conclusion, this study demonstrated that virtual mechanical testing of contralateral and operated long
bones is a reliable surrogate for physical mechanical testing and is robust to differences in methods used to
create the digital twins from imaging. The choice between any of the manual and automated techniques we
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have described is therefore at the discretion of the researcher, but the overall fastest approach would be to adopt
automated digital twin creation.

Data availability

The raw data from which this study was derived was shared with the investigators by permission from the spon-
sors and is not publicly available. Computer codes for the automated digital twin creation workflows have been
shared and are free to download from our lab GitHub. Detailed step-by-step instructions for the manual digital
twin creation workflows have been shared in the supplementary material with this manuscript.
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