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Abstract
Photoacoustic computed tomography (PACT) combines optical contrast with ultrasonic resolution,
achieving deep-tissue imaging beyond the optical diffusion limit. While three-dimensional PACT
systems enable high-resolution volumetric imaging for applications spanning transcranial to breast
imaging, current implementations require dense transducer arrays and prolonged acquisition times,
limiting clinical translation. We introduce Pano (PACT imaging neural operator), an end-to-end
physics-aware model that directly learns the inverse acoustic mapping from sensor measurements
to volumetric reconstructions. Unlike existing approaches (e.g. universal back-projection algorithm),
Pano learns both physics and data priors while also being agnostic to the input data resolution.
Pano employs spherical discrete-continuous convolutions to preserve hemispherical sensor geometry,
incorporates Helmholtz equation constraints to ensure physical consistency and operates resolution-
independently across varying sensor configurations. We demonstrate the robustness and efficiency of
Pano in reconstructing high-quality images from both simulated and real experimental data, achieving
consistent performance even with significantly reduced transducer counts and limited-angle acquisition
configurations. The framework maintains reconstruction fidelity across diverse sparse sampling patterns
while enabling real-time volumetric imaging capabilities. This advancement establishes a practical
pathway for making 3D PACT more accessible and feasible for both preclinical research and clinical
applications, substantially reducing hardware requirements without compromising image reconstruction
quality.

Keywords: Photoacoustic tomography, Physics-informed machine learning, Neural operator, 3D imaging,
Inverse problems
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1 Introduction
Photoacoustic computed tomography (PACT) has emerged as a powerful hybrid imaging modality that
combines the optical contrast of diffuse optical tomography with the spatial resolution of ultrasonography
[1–3]. By converting light absorption into ultrasonic waves through transient thermoelastic expansion,
PACT serves as a noninvasive, high-resolution imaging modality at depths beyond the optical diffusion
limit [4, 5]. This unique capability enables detailed structural, functional and molecular imaging with
rich intrinsic contrast and minimal speckle artifacts, making it complementary to other mainstream
imaging modalities such as MRI, CT and X-ray imaging [6, 7]. More recently, several PACT systems with
three-dimensional (3D) field-of-view (FOV) have been proposed [8–10], which outperforms the 2D PACT
system in terms of imaging depth and quality. 3D PACT enables various preclinical studies [10–12] and
clinical practice [13, 14], with applications including 3D transcranial imaging [15] and whole body 3D
imaging of live animals [16].

While advances in three-dimensional (3D) PACT systems have enabled impressive imaging performance,
significant challenges remain. For example, a high-resolution 3D PACT system [9, 16] requires extensive
resources, including dense transducer arrays and prolonged imaging times (e.g., a single 10-second breath-
hold for breast imaging). These requirements impose limitations on imaging speed, cost and patient
comfort, especially in resource-constrained or clinical settings where reducing scan time and transducer
count is paramount.

There is a growing interest in developing compressed sensing methods to accelerate PACT systems
[16]. Such methods aim to reconstruct high-fidelity and high-quality images with subsampled sensory
data below the Nyquist limit. Classical compressed sensing [19–21] accelerates PACT by assuming a
sparse prior [22], relying on dictionary learning and using wavelet decomposition [23]. The universal
back-projection algorithm (UBP) [18] is one of the most common reconstruction algorithms in preclinical
and clinical settings due to its balanced speed and performance. Recently, deep neural networks have
shown great success in image denoising [24, 25] and researchers are stacking the denoising network after
the conventional solvers to improve the PACT image reconstruction quality further. While most work
aims at removing artifacts in 2D PACT images [20, 26], some researchers propose deep learning methods
for 3D PACT systems. Specifically, [27] proposed an algorithm that converts the 3D problem into 2D
by simulating and training data in the axial-elevation plane. [16, 21] introduced 3D fully-dense U-net to
remove artifacts in the 3D images. However, the aforementioned work operates on the reconstructed (3D)
volumetric image and relies on another physics-based solver to reconstruct the image from the sensory
data input. They act like a denoiser and have two disadvantages: 1) The reconstruction performance can
be low as it is dependent on the physics-based solver, which provides the input to the denoiser; 2) The
reconstruction time of the method can be long as the run time of the physics-based solver needs to be
considered as well.

Our approach: In this work, we present a first end-to-end physics-aware neural operator framework
for 3D PACT image reconstruction, Pano (PACT imaging neural operator). Unlike existing denoising
networks [16, 27] that improve the solver reconstruction with learned data prior, Pano jointly learns
physics and data priors together, which is flexible with certain changes in physics and data - Pano
shows strong generalizability to real data while being primarily trained on simulation data. Additionally,
Pano is a neural operator, which is agnostic to input measurement resolution and can adapt to different
subsampling settings. Pano thus substantially reduces the reliance on dense transducer arrays and
prolonged scan time, with improved image reconstruction performance over existing methods. Our
framework achieves high-fidelity image reconstruction using fewer transducers and limited scan angles,
offering a cost-effective, fast, and clinically viable alternative to traditional approaches.

The proposed model integrates data-driven learning with physics constraints to achieve robust and
accurate reconstructions, even with noisy or incomplete data. Unlike conventional image-denoising methods
that often decouple data priors from physics, our method preserves geometric relationships by leveraging
the hemispherical transducer arrangement and learning directly on the hemispherical domain with spherical
convolutions. Additionally, we introduce a sampling-based strategy to balance computational efficiency
and gradient stability, enabling scalable implementation for large-scale data without sacrificing fidelity.

Key contributions of our approach include an improved 3D reconstruction performance over existing
method (over 30% reconstruction metric improvement over the existing widely-adapted solver [18] and 6%
improvement over an existing deep learning method [16]), the ability to reconstruct high-quality images
with only 33% scan angle coverage, and generalizability across simulated and real-world data through
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Fig. 1: Overview: The proposed Pano (Photoacoustic imaging neural operator) reconstructs
a 3D image (voxel) from photoacoustic radio-frequency (RF) data measurements. a, Schematic
diagram of the imaging system, which uses a hemispherical ultrasound (US) transducer array. The target
is placed on top of the US detection surface of the transducer array and a laser illuminates the target.
The photoacoustic (PA) waves are detected by the sensor for further processing and reconstruction
with a data acquisition system. b, The arrangements of the transducer elements with subsampled
measurement patterns (to accelerate the imaging): Full, uniformly subsampled measurements at 6×, 10×
in azimuth (top), and limited angle (3× acceleration) in azimuth and elevation. c, Overall architecture
of the proposed deep learning framework Pano for end-to-end 3D reconstruction. A neural operator
is used to transform the PA wave Ψ to 3D volumetric image P . A neural operator is designed to be
agnostic to the sampling rate of the PA wave. As a cycle consistency check, reconstruction is further
projected back to PA waves, and a physics loss is used to penalize if the reconstruction’s PA wave deviates
significantly from the input Ψ. d, Reconstruction performance (cosine similarity) and inference speed
of different reconstruction algorithms on real experimental data. The proposed neural operator Pano
achieves improved reconstruction performance with faster inference time compared to baseline methods,
such as Denoiser [16] and the iterative solver [17]. Compared with the state-of-the-art UBP (universal
back-projection algorithm) [18], Pano achieves a 10% reconstruction performance gain with similar
inference time. (Inference setting: 15× uniform subsampling.) e, Visual reconstruction comparisons of
different methods. The proposed Pano outperforms other methods, reconstructing 3D structures with
higher fidelity and lower noise.
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domain adaptation techniques. Our experiments demonstrate the feasibility of achieving high-resolution,
real-time 3D imaging with significantly reduced system complexity and cost. This advancement not only
enhances imaging speed and patient comfort but also paves the way for broader adoption of 3D PACT in
clinical and research settings, from functional brain studies to deep-tissue breast imaging.

2 Results
A schematic of the 3D PACT imaging system used in the paper is depicted in Fig. 1a, which illustrates
the source of illumination, the object being imaged (i.e., an adult human breast), the ultrasound coupling
medium (water), and a hemispherical ultrasonic detection surface.

To benchmark the accuracy of our approach we decided to use a hemispherical ultrasonic detection
surface similar to the one in [8] (see Methods). We form initial-pressure maps as p0(r) = Γµa(r) Φ(r), with
a simple homogeneous fluence Φ(r) = Φ0. Acoustic propagation is modeled in a homogeneous, lossless
medium (no attenuation), and the forward operator is evaluated semi-analytically in the frequency domain
under the free-space Green’s function for a homogeneous background. Time-domain detector signals are
obtained by inverse FFT of the frequency-domain fields at the (point) detector locations on four replicated
quarter-arc arrays matching the system geometry. We match the receive chain by band-limiting to the
array response and the DAQ (7.5 MHz analog anti-alias; 20 MHz sampling), in addition to accounting for
the transducers’ sensitivity, then add additive white Gaussian noise (AWGN). We use the ground-truth p0
volumes as supervision targets to finetune parameters in the forward model (not a reconstructed image).

To study accelerated acquisition and reduced hardware cost, we evaluate (a) uniform subsampling over
azimuthal scanning angles, (b) element subsampling within each quarter-ring, and (c) their combination.
We report uniform acceleration at 6× and 10×, and also assess limited-angle patterns in azimuth and
elevation, using the same bowl geometry as the instrument.

We consider different sensor subsampling settings (fig. 1b), which accelerate 3D-PACT or reduce the
cost. Specifically, we consider different subsampling patterns and subsampling/acceleration rates. For
subsampling patterns, we considered full, limited angle in azimuth and elevation (bottom row of fig. 1b).
This paper mainly considers uniform subsampling, as the original system is designed to have a rotating
arc, and uniform subsampling directly has the physical meaning of accelerating the imaging (or the
sensory data acquisition time). For the uniform subsampling, we consider different rates of acceleration.
Specifically, top row of fig. 1b depicts the 6×, 10× acceleration rate with uniform subsampling.

2.1 Pano for 3D PACT Reconstruction
The overall architecture of the proposed deep learning framework, Pano, for 3D PACT reconstruction
is depicted in fig. 1c. Pano is a neural operator that transforms the input PA (photoacoustic) wave Ψ
(sensory radiofrequency (RF) signal) to 3D volumetric image P . Pano is a neural operator (NO), a deep
neural architecture designed to learn maps between function spaces. The neural operator architecture
is agnostic to the sampling pattern of the sensor array that detects the PA wave, making Pano able
to accelerate PA imaging from subsampled input measurements. Pano reconstructs images at a fixed
resolution due to the setting of the 3D PACT imaging. As a cycle consistency check to ensure physics
validity, the reconstruction P̂ is further projected back to PA waves, and a physics loss is used to penalize
if the reconstruction’s PA wave deviates significantly from the input Ψ. In the following, we briefly explain
each component.

Pano overview. We illustrate the detailed architecture of Pano in fig. 2b. The input PA (photoacoustic)
wave is a radio-frequency signal in the temporal domain. We first apply the Fourier transform on the
PA wave to make it in the frequency domain. Starting from the multi–frequency PA wave Ψ(θ, ϕ, k) ∈
RNθ×Nϕ×Nk , our model Pano seeks to recover the three-dimensional initial-pressure distribution P ∈
RNx×Ny×Nz . Specifically, the PA wave Ψ is recorded in a hemispherical sensory array at the polar
location (θ, ϕ) and at different frequencies k. x, y, z refer to the spatial coordinates of the output 3D
volumetric image reconstruction.The reconstruction is realized by a composite physics-aware deep learning
architecture that we denote GΘ, whose functional form can be written compactly as

P̂ = GΘ(y) = U
(
F
(
Concatk (Dk(Ψk))

))
, (1)
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Fig. 2: Pano design and architecture. a, Conceptual comparison of different methods. 1) Solver-based
methods like UBP [18] directly invert the input Ψ with a physical imaging model. 2) Reconstruct-then-denoise
method like [16] first inverts the input Ψ with the physics model and then uses a network (e.g. U-Net) to
denoise/refine for better reconstruction. 3) The proposed Pano is the first end-to-end method for 3D PACT
reconstruction. It directly inverts Ψ with a resolution-convergent neural operator. Pano is also physics-aware
by enforcing the physical model during training. b, The design of the proposed Pano considers the physical
model/sensing matrix A of the imaging process Ψ = AP , where A is the Helmholtz equation. Specifically,
considering the Helmholtz equation is time-independent, different frequency ki components of the input PA
wave yki

are processed independently first with a local feature learning component, spherical DISCO (discrete-
continuous convolution). Spherical DISCO is a neural operator block that mimics spherical convolution and makes
Pano agnostic to different subsampling of the input measurement data (See fig. 6). Multi-frequency features
are then combined and fed to the global feature learning module, FNO (Fourier neural operator). FNO will also
perform a coordinate transform: from spherical coordinates to Cartesian coordinates. Finally, a multi-scale feature
learning module, 3D U-UNet, outputs the reconstructed 3D volumetric image P .

where the inner operator Dk is a discrete–continuous convolution (DISCO) block [28, 29] acting on each
individual frequency slice yk, F is a Fourier Neural Operator (FNO) [30] that couples the resulting feature
maps across all frequencies and U is a lightweight three-dimensional U-shaped neural network that further
improves spatial detail for reconstruction performance. DISCO processes local features of the input Ψ
with the local convolution design, whereas FNO aggregates and processes the global features. Empirically,
we justify the design of Pano with ablation studies (Section 2.2).

Resolution-convergent operator learning. Pano can be considered as a neural operator which
learns mappings between function spaces rather than finite-dimensional vectors. Such operators are
resolution-convergent : once trained at a given grid size they generalize seamlessly to unseen sensor
samplings, whether uniformly subsampled, clustered or adaptively distributed. In practice this flexibility
allows a single model to reconstruct 3D volumetric images P from sparsely sampled or accelerated
acquisitions, thereby reducing hardware cost and boosting frame rate without retraining.

Geometry-aware feature extraction. Because the PA wave sensors lie on the surface of a hemisphere,
we propose a DISCO block that performs learnable convolutions directly on the sphere S2. This spherical
treatment preserves geodesic distances, eliminates the distortions inherent to planar projections (fig. 6a),
and endows the network with rotational equivariance, as illustrated in fig. 2b. We also align the axis of
spatial coordinates of the PA wave Ψ lying on the hemisphere and the target 3D reconstruction P for the
entire framework.
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Global feature learning with FNO. Frequency-specific features after DISCO block are first concate-
nated and then fed to a Fourier neural operator (FNO) [30]. FNO learns the global features spatially by
perform the Fourier transform on the spatial coordinates of the signal in the sensory domain. The global
feature learning block complements the DISCO, which is based on convolution, the local integral operator.

3D U-Net further refines the reconstruction. We finally add a lightweight residual 3D U-Net
[24, 31] to further refine the image reconstruction, as 3D FNO learns in the low-frequency space and
may not reconstruct high-frequency components of the image. Note that the U-Net works best when
reconstructing images at a fixed resolution, which fits the 3D PACT imaging requirements, as there is no
need for the flexibility to reconstruct images at different resolutions.

Physics-aware learning. To anchor the network in physical validity we minimize a combined data
and physics loss

L(Θ) = λdata∥P̂ − P∥1 + λphys∥AP̂ −Ψ∥22, (2)

where A : RNx×Ny×Nz →RNθ×Nϕ×Nk is an operator solving the Helmholtz equation (the forward model
of the PACT imaging system). The first term rewards voxel-wise fidelity in P , whereas the second projects
the prediction back into measurement space and penalizes the sensory data PA-wave Ψ mismatches.
Because A is evaluated only during training, inference remains a single feed-forward pass with complexity
O(|Θ|). In other words, the physics loss only affects the training not the inference of the method. We also
accelerates the training by randomly subsampling Ax at different training steps.

To summarize, Pano unites spherical DISCO for local feature learning, an FNO for global feature
learning and a physics-aware loss during training. Pano simultaneously respects detector geometry, adapts
to arbitrary sampling patterns, and honors the governing wave equation. The resulting reconstruction of
Pano exhibits state-of-the-art quantitative accuracy while enabling faster, lower-cost data acquisition.

Baselines methods. We mainly consider the following baselines, as depicted in fig. 2a: 1) Solver-based
methods. Such methods rely on the physical model of the imaging and are thus learning-free. We consider
UBP (universal back-projection algorithm) [18] and iterative solver [17, 32]. 2) Learning-based method.
We follow DL-PACT [16] for the reconstruction-and-denoising framework. We refer to such a method as a
“denoiser” as it is not an end-to-end method but denoises the physics solver reconstruction. On the setting
of real data with 15× subsampling, fig. 1d compares the performance (cosine similarity) and inference
speed of different reconstruction algorithms. Pano achieves improved reconstruction performance with
faster or similar inference time over the baseline methods.

2.2 In Silico Results
Synthetic data generation. We generated paired volume–RF samples (x,y) by (i) synthesizing 3-D
vascular phantoms with VascuSynth [33] (see Initial pressure generation), (ii) mapping them to initial
pressure fields P (r) (proportional to optical absorption; positivity enforced), and (iii) propagating P
with the homogeneous acoustic model to simulated transducer data (see Physical forward model). Briefly,
VascuSynth produced binary vessel volumes on a grid, which we resampled to 200×200×160 voxels (voxel
pitch [∆x = mm]), smoothed mildly to avoid staircase artifacts, and scaled to a nominal peak pressure
P0 = [Pa] to set SNR. The acoustic forward operator included the measured/effective receive impulse
response, band-limit to the transducer bandwidth, and DFT readout over Nf = 149 positive frequencies.
Each channel’s time trace was windowed to T = [s] and sampled at fs = [MS/s].

Realism and anti–inverse-crime. To better match experiments while avoiding model overfit, we added:
(a) per-scan speed-of-sound jitter c0∼N([m/s], [σc]); (b) depth-dependent attenuation via a power-law
α(ω) within the bandwidth; (c) per-channel gain and timing offsets (calibrated/whitened as in the
Methods); and (d) complex Gaussian noise to reach target SNR ∈ [dB range]. Pre- and post-processing
(baseline removal, band-pass, time-zero alignment) followed the same settings used for reconstruction (see
UBP and Iterative reconstruction).

Measurement sparsity. For each synthesized volume we created challenged acquisitions to study
ill-posedness:

• Uniform down-sampling: retain every k-th detector (k ∈ {6, 10, 15, 20}), yielding 6×–20× sub-
Nyquist sampling.
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Fig. 3: Results on simulated data. a, Visualization of 3D reconstruction of different methods (the proposed
method Pano, Denoiser [16] and UBP (universal back-projection) [18]. Zoomed-in view is provided on the bottom
right of each subfigure for easier visualization. We consider both the uniform subsampling setting and the limited-
angle reconstruction ( 13 in full elevation) setting, as shown in fig. 1b. We use HSV color space as the color coding,
where the axial depth is encoded as hue, while the normalized PA (photoacoustic) amplitude is encoded as value.
b, Numerical evaluations of different methods, with metrics consisting of cosine similarity, PSNR and NMSE. We
observe improved and more consistent performance of the proposed Pano across different acceleration rates.

• Limited angle: restrict detectors to a 120◦ azimuthal arc (or keep only the most proximal ∼ 1
3 of

sensors near the source), inducing pronounced limited-view artifacts.

Results. Performance under different subsampling rates. fig. 3a qualitatively compares 3D reconstruc-
tions obtained with our neural operator Pano, a U-Net denoiser, and the analytic universal back-projection
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(UBP) algorithm. Under uniform 10× down-sampling (left of fig. 3a), our method Pano faithfully pre-
serves details of the 3D vessel structures, whereas the denoiser misses fine branches and UBP exhibits
pronounced streak artifacts. The performance gap widens under the limited-angle setting (right of fig. 3a),
where NO maintains coherent vessel topology while competing methods collapse into depth-dependent
noise.

The numerical performance is summarized in fig. 3b and Table A1 in the Supplementary. We observe
the Pano’s performance over the solver baseline UBP is large, with over 33% cosine similarity improvement
on average. The gain over the denoiser is also obvious, where the gain on higher acceleration rate is more
significant, with an average cosine similarity improvement of 6%. Specifically, over 6×, 10×, 15 × and
20×, Pano’s improvement of cosine similarity over UBP is 25%, 34%, 36%, and 37.4%. In terms of PSNR,
the average gain over UBP on four different acceleration rates is 6.8. The average gain over UBP in terms
of NMSE is 0.0157. Compared to the deep learning baseline [16], Pano’s improvement of cosine similarity
is 0, 3%, 5%, and 14%. In terms of PSNR, the average gain over the denoiser on four different acceleration
rates is 1.0. The average gain over UBP in terms of NMSE is 0.0023.

Performance under different subsampling patterns. We report the performance of different methods
under different subsampling patterns (uniform, limited angle in azimuth and limited angle in elevation,
as depicted in fig. 1a) under the same acceleration rate 3× (fig. 5a and Table A4). On average of all
patterns, UBP and the iterative solver achieve a cosine similarity of 54.3% and 63.5%. Denoiser and the
proposed Pano achieve performance of 83.2% and 88.3%, respectively. The proposed Pano thus has 5%
gain over a learning-based method and 25% gain over the iterative solver.

Comparison with iterative solvers. The comparison with the iterative solver can be found in fig. 5b
with numerical results in Table A3. With uniform subsampling, we observe an improved performance of
the iterative optimizer over UBP, at the cost of approximately 10× slower in inference time. Note the
estimation is on 5 iterations of running the iterative solver, with which setting we empirically obtain a
converged result with metric of cosine similarity of reconstruction and the ground truth.

Overall, the in-silico study demonstrates that our Pano delivers improved reconstruction accuracy over
existing state-of-the-art methods across severe sub-sampling and limited-angle scenarios, while affording
orders-of-magnitude faster inference time than conventional solvers and outperforming representative
deep-learning baselines. We report the ablation study results of the proposed method to justify our design
choice.

Ablation of major Pano components. Pano contains three major components: a DISCO block that
processes measurement data in a resolution-agnostic way, a 3D FNO block that learns global features
and performs coordinate transforms, and finally a 3D U-Net to further refine the image reconstruction.
We study the functions of FNO and U-Net by removing them in Pano and report the results in fig. 5c.
Removing U-Net leads to a 26.5 percentage point performance drop. Visual results show that while global
structures are still retained, removing U-Net leads to more missing of local 3D structures. Removing U-Net
leads to a drastic 55.2 percentage point performance drop, where the majority of the global 3D structures
are not retained. This indicates that it is necessary to use a global feature learning and coordinate
transform (from spherical coordinates to Cartesian coordinates) block for 3D PACT reconstruction.

Ablation of DISCO kernels. We consider three different DISCO kernels, piece-wise linear, wavelet and
Zernike, with details in Section 4.5. We visualize the three kernel configurations in fig. 6c. fig. 5d depicts
the performance under different DISCO [29] kernels. The setting is 20× uniform subsampling. We observe
that the Zernike basis gives the best performance at 77.1%, while the piecewise linear basis gives the
worst performance at 71.4%. Other than specifically mentioned, we use the Zernike basis for Pano when
reporting the numerical performance.

Ablation of physics loss. fig. 5e depicts the training convergence and performance of physics loss. The
numerical performance comparison can be found in Table A5. With physics loss, we observe an average
gain of 3.9% for different acceleration rates under the uniform subsampling pattern.

Spherical vs 2D DISCO Instead of using spherical DISCO [29], we also compare with 2D DISCO
setting. Specifically, instead of performing spherical convolution, we first project the sensory data from the
spherical coordinate domain to the 2D Cartesian domain, and then perform the 2D DISCO (as defined in
[28]) on the projected domain. The number of parameters is kept the same and the output shape is are the
same as the spherical counterpart. Note that such 2D projection and convolution would lead to distortion
as shown in fig. 1b. In fig. 5f, we report a 2% performance drop (in cosine similarity) when using
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Fig. 4: Results on real data. a, Visualization of 3D reconstruction of different methods (the proposed Pano,
Denoiser [16] and UBP (universal back-projection) [18]. We consider both the uniform subsampling setting and
the limited-angle reconstruction ( 13 in full elevation) setting, as shown in fig. 1b. We use the HSV color space,
where the axial depth is encoded as hue while the normalized PA (photoacoustic) amplitude is encoded as value.
b, Numerical evaluations of different methods, with metrics consisting of cosine similarity, PSNR and NMSE.
The proposed Pano outperforms existing methods.

2.3 Real Experimental Data Results
To evaluate the generalizability of Pano for the experimental data, we acquired dense PA measurements
of phantoms made of black wires. A densely sampled scan (k=1) serves as a proxy ground-truth volume,
while Subsets of the raw channel data were retrospectively down-sampled to yield the uniform subsampling
rate ∈{6, 10, 15, 20} and 120◦ limited-angle regimes used for testing. A small calibration set of Nft = 37
point sources (see Methods) was employed for two-stage fine-tuning of the proposed Pano ; Denoiser
baselines were fine-tuned identically. Details of the finetuning can be found in Section 4.6.

Results. Qualitative comparison. fig. 4a shows representative reconstructions. In the uniform 10×
case, Pano cleanly reconstructs 3D phantom structures (e.g. loop and ring), whereas Denoiser blurs
thin segments and UBP introduces characteristic radial streaks. Under the limited-angle setting the
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Fig. 5: Analysis and ablation study. a, Comparison with different subsampling patterns under 3× acceleration.
b, Comparison with iterative solvers [17]. With uniform subsampling, we observe an improved performance of
the iterative solver over UBP [18], at the cost of approximately 10× slower in inference time. c, Ablation study
of different Pano components. Removing the FNO block leads to a dramatic performance drop. d, Performance
under different DISCO kernel basis. The Zernike basis achieves the best 3D reconstruction performance. e,
Ablation study of the physics loss. Adding physics loss makes the training converge faster. f, Comparing spherical
versus 2D DISCO [29]. 2D DISCO directly projects the spherical coordinates into a Cartesian grid and leads to
2% performance drop compared to spherical DISCO used in the proposed Pano.

advantage becomes more pronounced: Pano retains coherent morphology, while existing methods collapse
into patchy artifacts or depth misregistrations. The qualitative fidelity mirrors the simulated study,
confirming that physics-aware operator learning generalizes to experimental imperfections.

Quantitative evaluation. The numerical performance is summarized in fig. 4b and Table A2 in the
Supplementary. We observe the Pano’s performance over the solver baseline UBP is large, with over
14% cosine similarity improvement on average. The gain over Denoiser is also obvious, where the gain
on a higher acceleration rate is more significant, with an average cosine similarity improvement of 11%.
Specifically, over 6×, 10×, 15 × and 20×, Pano’s improvement of cosine similarity over UBP is 10%, 7%,
31%, and 10%. In terms of PSNR, the average gain over UBP on four different acceleration rates is 4.2. The
average gain over UBP in terms of NMSE is 0.0006. Compared to the deep learning baseline [16], Pano’s
improvement of cosine similarity is 4%, 3%, 28%, and 10%. In terms of PSNR, the average gain over
Denoiser on four different acceleration rates is 2.0. The average gain over UBP in terms of NMSE is 0.0003.

Runtime. Thanks to a single forward pass of a lightweight network, Pano reconstructs a 2563 volume
in 0.11 s on an NVIDIA RTX 4090 GPU, corresponding to an effective 9 Hz 3D display rate. This real-time
capability is pivotal for interactive PA imaging. On the setting of real data with 15× subsampling, fig. 1d
compares the performance (cosine similarity) and inference speed of different reconstruction algorithms.
Pano achieves improved reconstruction performance with similar speed as UBP.

The close correspondence between simulated and experimental metrics indicates that (i) the domain
gap introduced by acoustic heterogeneity and system noise is modest, and (ii) limited fine-tuning suffices
to bridge it. Together, these results establish our Pano as a robust and computationally efficient solution
for practical 3D photoacoustic tomography. The strong simulation to real generalization of Pano results
indicates its potential in future work on clinical data reconstruction.
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3 Discussion
We propose Pano, a first end-to-end 3D PACT image reconstruction method that departs fundamentally
from the prevailing reconstruction-and-denoising paradigm. Conventional learning pipelines first use a
physics-based solver to form an initial image reconstruction and subsequently clean or denoise the image
with a neural network. Because the network never “sees” the raw measurements, performance hinges on
the quality and tuning of the solver. By contrast, Pano learns the inverse physics operator : A single
neural mapping that takes raw measurement PA wave data to a high-fidelity 3D volumetric image while
respecting the acoustic wave equation. Incorporating the physical model directly into learning has three
main advantages. First, generalization improves: The deep learning framework remains reliable when
sampling density, noise statistics or the target deviates from the training set, as evidenced by consistent
performance across both simulated and real experiments. Second, deployment is simplified because the
need to tune setting-specific and sample-specific hyperparameters of the solver is eliminated. Third, the
proposed Pano is a resolution-agnostic neural operator: It operates on the hemispherical sensor and
therefore accommodates arbitrary voxel grids and down-sampling factors without re-training. Taken
together with a 0.11s inference time for a 160× 200× 200 volume on a single NVIDIA RTX 4090 GPU,
these properties may enable real-time 3D PACT reconstruction and visualization.

Pano has two technical novelties for the network architectural design. 1) The geometry-aware spherical
convolutions with DISCO [29] kernels preserve geodesic locality that would be distorted by planar kernels,
allowing Pano to exploit the natural symmetries of the hemispherical sensor array. 2) Pano is physics-
aware: The neural architecture design considers the forward imaging model, the Helmholtz equation.
Additionally, a differentiable wave-propagation loss on the reconstructed image P̂ enforces acoustic
consistency, ensuring that reconstructed structures are physically plausible and avoid hallucination. The
tight coupling of geometry and physics distinguishes Pano from purely data-driven denoisers [16] and
explains its resilience to different sensory sampling patterns.

Despite these strengths, Pano has some limitations. The training still requires substantial GPU
memory because both the input PA wave and the output reconstruction are three-dimensional and
have relatively high resolution. Future work will explore implicit neural representations, such as point
clouds [34], signed-distance fields [35] or neural fields [36], to compress the voxel grid and push to higher
resolutions. Such efficient 3D representation may be beneficial for making Pano a generative model,
which has been shown useful in recent literature for 2D inverse problems [37, 38]. The current formulation
also assumes a spatially homogeneous sound speed. Additionally, extending Pano to heterogeneous media
will be essential for transcranial or abdominal photoacoustic imaging. On the experimental side, in-vivo
human studies are warranted to further validate the proposed Pano, where densely sampled ground truth
is impractical to acquire in living tissue, making rigorous benchmarking challenging.

In summary, by recasting photoacoustic reconstruction as an operator-learning problem that integrates
physics and data priors, Pano delivers high-quality, real-time 3D imaging from sparse measurements,
eliminates solver tuning and scales seamlessly across resolutions. These attributes pave the way for
compact, cost-effective PACT systems that can migrate from the bench top to bedside applications
ranging from functional imaging to diagnostics.

4 Methods

4.1 Physical model
Forward model. Initial pressure. A short laser pulse deposits optical energy that thermoelastically
launches an initial pressure rise

P (r) = Γ(r)µa(r) Φ(r), (2)

where Γ is the Grüneisen parameter, µa is the optical absorption coefficient, and Φ is the optical fluence.
Our imaging objective is to recover P (r) ≥ 0.

Acoustic propagation. The pressure field p(r, t) evolves according to the acoustic wave equation

1

c2(r)

∂2p

∂t2
(r, t) − ∇·

(
1

ρ(r)
∇p(r, t)

)
= 0, p(r, 0) = P (r), ∂tp(r, 0) = 0, (3)
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with c(r) and ρ(r) the sound speed and density. In this work we adopt the standard homogeneous model
for PACT reconstruction, c(r) ≡ c0 and ρ(r) ≡ ρ0, and impose absorbing boundaries (PML) in numerical
solvers. Frequency-dependent attenuation, when modeled, is incorporated by a complex wavenumber
k(ω) = ω/c0 + i α(ω) (power-law α).

Sensing model. Let {sm}Nd
m=1 denote detector positions. Each channel records a band-limited, impulse-

convolved version of the pressure at the aperture plus noise:

ym(t) =
(
hrx ∗ p(sm, ·)

)
(t) + ηm(t), (4)

where hrx is the receive (and electronics) impulse response, and ηm models measurement noise.
After windowing the time traces to T and applying a discrete Fourier transform (DFT) we retain Nf

positive-frequency bins, yielding complex spectra

Ψm,k = Hrx(ωk) p̂(sm, ωk) + ηm,k, ωk = 2πk
T , k = 1, . . . , Nf . (5)

Under the homogeneous model, p̂ admits the single-layer potential form

p̂(sm, ω) =

∫
Ω

P (r)
ei k(ω) ∥r−sm∥

4π ∥r− sm∥
dr, (6)

i.e., a convolution with the free-space Green’s function.
Discretizations. We discretize the volume on a Cartesian grid with N = NxNyNz = 200× 200× 160

voxels and stack P (r) into a vector P ∈ RN . Likewise, we stack the complex spectra from all detectors
and retained frequency bins into Ψ ∈ CM with M = NdNf (here Nf = 149). The forward operator
A : RN →CM factors as A = SFt G where G maps P to time-domain pressures at all detector locations
(time-domain solver or frequency-domain Green’s integral with c0), Ft is the temporal DFT restricted to
the Nf positive frequencies and multiplied by Hrx(ω), and S stacks channels and applies per-detector
quadrature/solid-angle weights if needed.

Inverse problem. We recover P by solving a noise-aware, regularized least squares problem with
nonnegativity:

P̂ = argmin
P≥0

1

2

∥∥W (AP −Ψ)
∥∥2
2
+ R(P ). (7)

Here W ⪰ 0 whitens the residuals (e.g., W = Σ
−1/2
η from noise calibration across channels; W = I if

unknown), and R promotes physically plausible images (e.g., isotropic total variation (TV) or TV+ℓ2). All
norms on complex vectors use ∥z∥22 =

∑
i |zi|2. The positivity constraint reflects P (r) ≥ 0 for nonnegative

absorbed energy and Γ > 0.

4.2 Initial pressure generation
We synthesized vascular phantoms using VascuSynth [33], an ITK-based tool that procedurally grows
3-D vascular trees under hemodynamic and perfusion constraints and exports a volumetric image and the
corresponding topology. For each phantom, we specified (i) a perfusion/root point, (ii) the target number
of terminal nodes (NUM_NODES = [# leaves]), and (iii) physical/growth parameters (e.g., PERF_FLOW,
viscosity RHO, bifurcation exponents LAMBDA, MU, asymmetry GAMMA). The voxel width for the synthesized
volume was set to ∆xsyn = [mm] via the voxelWidth argument. We used random seeds to generate a
cohort of anatomically varied trees (seeds: [list/interval]).

To control spatial distribution, we provided a piecewise-constant oxygenation (demand) map that
concentrated growth within a user-defined box (size [mm × mm × mm]) and excluded regions outside it;
the supply map was kept uniform unless noted. VascuSynth produced a stack of 2-D slices (volumetric
image) and a GXL file describing the tree geometry; we ignored the optional image-degradation/noise
settings to keep the initial pressure strictly ground-truth.

The resulting binary vessel volume V (r) ∈ {0, 1} was resampled (cubic) to our simulation grid
(200× 200× 160 voxels; voxel pitch ∆x = [mm]) and lightly smoothed (Gaussian, σ = [vox]) to avoid
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staircase artifacts at the acoustic grid scale. We then defined the initial pressure as

P (r) = P0

(
V (r) ∗ gσ(r)

)
, (8)

with P0 = [Pa] a global scaling parameter chosen to match the target SNR and gσ a mild low-pass kernel
to keep spectral content within the acoustic bandwidth (fmax). When reporting vessel dimensions, we
measured centerline-based radii on the synthesized geometry and confirmed that the resulting radius
range was r ∈ [rmin, rmax] mm and segment lengths [ℓmin, ℓmax] mm. These P (r) fields served as the initial
conditions for the forward acoustic model to generate simulated PA data.

4.3 Imaging System
The imaging system uses a custom 1024-element ultrasonic array arranged as four 256-element quarter-
rings on a hemispherical bowl, one-to-one mapped low-noise preamplifiers and multi-channel DAQ, and
an azimuthal scanning mechanism. Each element has a 1.5×2 active area with 2.4 mm pitch, 2.12 MHz
center frequency, and one-way dB bandwidth of 1.73 MHz (78% fractional). Signals are digitized at 20
MHz (12-bit) with a 7.5 MHz analog anti-alias filter. The quarter-rings are mounted on a 26 cm-diameter
PTFE hemispherical bowl filled with deionized water as the coupling medium; an engineered diffuser
expands the beams to ∼10 cm on the phantom. We used dense scans (400 azimuthal angles) to generate
the reference image. For the point-source data, we couple 532 nm light from a laser (IS8-2-L, Edgewave) to
an optical fiber (FG050LGA, Thorlabs; core diameter: 50µm) terminated with a light-absorbing material
(carbon nanopowder), which acts as a point source for PACT. For the phantom data, a 1064 nm Nd:YAG
laser is used to illuminate the black wire phantom, which generates the photoacoustic signal measured by
the transducers.

4.4 Image Reconstruction Baselines
Universal back-projection (UBP). We reconstructed all images using the universal back-projection
(UBP) algorithm [18]. In brief, UBP inverts the spherical Radon transform under the assumption of a
spatially homogeneous acoustic speed c0 and point-like detectors distributed on a measurement surface S.
For a voxel at r and detector at s ∈ S with line-of-sight distance R(r, s) = ∥r− s∥, the reconstruction
evaluates the time-of-flight t⋆ = R(r, s)/c0 on each channel and accumulates a filtered back-projection
term,

p̂0(r) ∝
∫

s∈S

w(r, s)
∂

∂t

[
t p(s, t)

]∣∣∣∣
t=t⋆

dS, (9)

where p(s, t) is the measured pressure and w(r, s) accounts for geometric/sensitivity factors (e.g., 1/R
spherical spreading and optional obliquity/solid-angle weights for non-closed apertures), following [18].

Implementation. We implemented UBP in C++ with CUDA for GPU acceleration. Each thread
processes either (i) a subset of voxels (voxel-driven) or (ii) a subset of detectors (ray-driven); we used a
voxel-driven layout for coalesced global memory access to the output volume. Time samples at t⋆ are
obtained by linear (default) or cubic interpolation of band-limited RF data. To reduce bias in limited-
view settings, detector-dependent quadrature weights were precomputed from the local tessellation of S
(Voronoi solid-angle weights).

Pre-processing. Raw time traces underwent (i) DC removal and baseline drift correction, (ii) band-pass
filtering matched to the transducer bandwidth, (iii) optional deconvolution of the system impulse response
(measured in water) to sharpen the effective temporal point spread, (iv) per-channel gain normalization,
and (v) time-zero alignment using the direct-path arrival from a point target (or the water-measurement
impulse). The speed of sound c0 was set from the water temperature using a standard polynomial and
refined by maximizing image sharpness.

Discretization details. Volumes were reconstructed on a Cartesian grid with voxel pitch chosen to
satisfy ∆x ≲ c0/(2fmax) (Nyquist for the highest usable frequency fmax). We used single-precision
accumulation with Kahan compensation to limit summation error; final images were optionally written in
32-bit float. Kernel complexity is O(NvNd) with Nv voxels and Nd detector positions.
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Output conditioning. The final p̂0 volumes were apodized to suppress boundary ringing and, where
noted, lightly denoised with a divergence-preserving 3-D total variation (TV) post-filter (no edge-
sharpening prior to quantitative analyses).

Iterative reconstruction (optimization-based). Optimization-based (iterative) PACT reconstruc-
tions [17, 32] were used to compensate for modeling errors, noise, and data incompleteness. We modeled
the measured data as

y = Hx + η, (10)

where x is the initial pressure distribution, H is the forward operator mapping x to multi-channel
time series, and η is measurement noise. The forward and adjoint operators were implemented with
a time-domain acoustic solver (pseudo-spectral k-space or high-order finite differences) with perfectly
matched layers (PML) and the measured transducer impulse/receive directivity; the adjoint corresponds
to time-reversal wave propagation with the same boundary conditions.

We solved the composite objective

x⋆ = argmin
x≥0

1

2
∥W (Hx− y)∥22 + λTV(x) +

µ

2
∥x∥22, (11)

where W whitens the data using the noise power across channels, TV promotes edge-preserving sparsity,
and the Tikhonov term stabilizes high-frequency components in low SNR regimes. We used a first-order
primal–dual scheme (Chambolle–Pock) or accelerated proximal gradient (FISTA), with step sizes set from
a power-iteration estimate of ∥H∥2 (or from the CFL limit for time-domain solvers). The proximal map
for TV used anisotropic shrinkage with optional Huber smoothing for differentiability. Nonnegativity was
enforced by projection.

Practicalities. (i) Initialization: UBP was used as the warm start. (ii) Regularization: λ and µ were
selected by the discrepancy principle (targeting E∥W(Hx − y)∥22 ≈ dof) and cross-validated against
a sharpness–stability curve; the same λ was used across scans unless otherwise stated. (iii) Stopping:
iterations terminated when the relative objective decrease fell below 10−3 or the gradient norm plateaued;
early stopping was preferred in very low SNR. (iv) Subsampling and limited view: when detectors were
non-uniform or sparsely sampled, we incorporated quadrature weights in H and used TV to mitigate
null-space artifacts. (v) Speed-of-sound mismatch: for mild heterogeneity, we used an effective c0 estimated
per scan; for stronger heterogeneity (when applicable), we allowed a spatially varying c(r) in H while
keeping the same adjoint.

Reproducibility. All reconstructions used identical pre-processing, solver tolerances, and boundary
settings; only the regularization weights were tuned as noted above. Exact run-time parameters (grid
size, ∆t, bandwidths, PML thickness, iteration counts) are reported in the Supplementary Information to
ensure full reproducibility.

Reconstruction-then-Denoising network (Denoiser). We follow the setting of DL-PACT [16]
for the reconstruction-and-denoising framework. Specifically, the PA wave sensory input Ψ is first fed
to UBP for an initial reconstruction, and then fed to a U-Net for denosing, which yields the final
reconstruction. Due to the lack of publicly available code of DL-PACT, we implement a 3D U-Net
[24, 31] with residual connections in each convolution block. The method is dubbed as Denoiser. Four
subsampling and upsampling operations is performed, with a stride of 2× 2× 2. The channels before
the first convolution and subsampling block and after the first, second, third and fourth convolution and
subsampling blocks are 32, 64, 128, 256 and 512, respectively. For fairness, the training, validation and
test split for the denoising network is the same as the Pano. Learning rate, optimizer and weight decay
are tuned for the denoising network with the validation set.

4.5 Pano Design
Overview. In this section, calligraphic symbols denote learnable operators acting on function spaces,
whereas italic symbols indicate fixed (non-learnable) mappings. The composite mapping learned by Pano
is

P̂ = GΘ(Ψk) = U
(
F
[
Concatk (Dk(Ψk))

])
(12)

14



!"#$#%"&#'(")#*+

,*-#(#.'

/#+)"0#

!"#$!%!&"'&()*+,-(%"-%,&(./+*0".-0,(&,-(%""""""""1"2'3*&-+!$"45267 +"4-88*&*%,"45267"1!0-0

$1)-1(2."1)'
0#+)#('

")32.'415*")

Fig. 6: Spherical DISCO design details. a, Motivation for using spherical convolution: Planar projection of
a spherical signal will result in distortions. Rotation of a spherical signal cannot be emulated by translation of its
planar projection. In the figure, with Mercator projection, an equatorial patch (left) stays compact, while the
same-area patch near the pole (right) inflates heavily in the vertical direction. b, We use the spherical convolution
parameterized with DISCO kernels to process PA wave sampled at hemispherical sensors, achieving distortion-free
learning with resolution-convergent design. c, Different DISCO kernel bases considered in the work. See Section
4.5 for details.

where Ψ(θ, ϕ, k) ∈ RNθ×Nϕ×Nk is the complex-valued frequency–domain pressure measured on a hemi-
spherical detector array 1 and P̂ ∈ RNx×Ny×Nz is the reconstructed initial-pressure distribution. More
rigorously, GΘ is a neural operator that learns the function space mapping ψ 7→ p0. In this paper, we
considered spatially sampled pressure (measurements) Ψ = Uψ where U ∈ H1(Ω)× L2(R) 7→ RN is a
sampling operator. We consider different sampling patterns (fig. 1b).

The three ingredients of Pano, U (3D U-Net), F (FNO), D (Spherical DISCO), are detailed below.

Spherical DISCO convolution. The sensors are spatially distributed over a hemisphere, so an
intrinsically spherical convolution is essential to preserve neighborhood relationships and guarantee
rotational equivariance. Let f : S2 →C be a function on the sphere. For a kernel κ defined over some
compact subset D ⊂ Rd, the continuous spherical convolution, which transforms input u to output v, is
given by

(k ⋆ f)(v) =

∫
D

κ(u− v) · f(u) du (13)

Given a particular set of input points (uj)
m
j=1 ⊂ D with corresponding quadrature weights qj and

output positions vi ∈ D, we adopt the discrete-continuous convolutions (DISCO) framework for operator
learning [29, 39] and approximate the continuous convolution (Eqn. 13) by

(k ⋆ g)(vi) ≈
m∑
j=1

κ(uj − vi) · g(xj)qj (14)

thereby decoupling resolution-agnostic learnable parameters from the evaluation grid. The kernel is
parameterised as a finite linear combination of basis functions, κ =

∑L
ℓ=1 θℓ κ

ℓ, with three complementary
bases evaluated in our ablation study: piece-wise linear [39], Haar wavelets and Zernike polynomials (with
details on the kernel bases in the following paragraph). Because Eqn. (14) can be executed by resampling
the neighbourhood of each detector onto a small equi-angular patch, the operation is accelerated by
standard GPU-friendly 2-D convolutions while retaining the equivariance of the underlying continuous
operator.

For multi-frequency data, we instantiate k spherical DISCO blocks Dk that share the basis but possess
frequency-specific parameters θk. Each block outputs a tensor of shape C ×Nθ ×Nϕ, capturing localised
spectral–spatial features of Ψ.

Kernel κ is defined on a disk for spherical convolutions. A spherical convolution is defined by trans-
lating (i.e. rotating) a single template κ over the sphere via the left action of SO(3). To preserve locality—a

1In practice, real-valued temporal signal is measured and we obtain the complex-valued frequency–domain pressure.
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key property of conventional planar convolutions—we restrict the support of κ to the geodesic ball (disk)
Br(n) = {x ∈ S2 | dS2(x, n) ≤ r}, centred at the north pole n. Under any rotation g ∈ SO(3) this ball is
carried to another geodesic ball of identical radius, so the induced operator remains SO(3)-equivariant
while never accessing information farther than r radians away from the evaluation point.

Kernel bases. We visualize the three kernel configurations in fig. 6c. We specifically consider three
different kernel bases: 1) piecewise linear, 2) wavelet, 3) Zernike. The bases need to satisfy two properties:
a) Linear Independence: No vector in the set can be expressed as a linear combination of the other
vectors within the same set. b) Spanning: The set of vectors can be used to represent every other vector
in the vector space through linear combinations (scaling and adding them together). We use regular
wavelet bases [40] and Zernike bases [41] defined on the disk 2. Below, we explain how we parameterize
the piecewise linear bases.

Denote by {(ρℓ, φℓ)}Lℓ=1 the collocation points obtained from K concentric rings ρ ∈ {0,∆ρ, . . . , r}
and, on each ring ρ>0, a uniform tessellation in the azimuthal direction φ ∈ {0, 2π

M(ρ) , . . . , 2π}. For every
collocation point we attach a separable hat basis

bℓ(ρ, φ) = ψrad

(
ρ− ρℓ
∆ρ

)
ψang

(
sin ρℓ
ρℓ

(φ− φℓ)

)
, (15)

with one-dimensional linear “tent” functions ψrad(t) = max(1 − |t|, 0) and ψang(t) = max(1 − |t|, 0)
defined on the periodic interval [−π, π). The learnable filter is the non-negative linear combination
κ(ρ, φ) =

∑L
ℓ=1 θℓ bℓ(ρ, φ), whose first four piecewise linear basis functions (for r = 0.1π and L = 4)

are shown in the first row of fig. 6c. This construction yields (i) compact support, (ii) continuous but
anisotropic angular response, and (iii) a sparse evaluation matrix Kij = κ

(
dS2(g−1

i xj)
)

amenable to
efficient DISCO implementation.

Fourier neural operator (FNO) for global feature learning. Local spherical convolutions provide
only a limited receptive field. To propagate information across the entire detector dome we employ a Fourier
Neural Operator (FNO) [30] that acts spectrally on the angular coordinates while treating frequency
channels as an additional depth dimension. FNO is chosen because it is a powerful neural operator
framework that efficiently learns mappings in function spaces, with many applications as surrogate models
for solving partial differential equations (PDEs) with many applications [28, 42, 43].

3D FNO. Let f (0) = Concatk
(
Dk(Ψk)

)
∈ CC×Nθ×Nϕ×Nk , where C is the number of feature channels

produced by the DISCO encoder, (Nθ, Nϕ) denote the angular grid and Nk the number of wavenumbers.
We also denote the Fourier transform as F . The FNO refines f (0) through L spectral layers, each of which
performs four steps:

(i) Spatial FFT: f̂ (ℓ−1) = Fθ,ϕ

[
f (ℓ−1)

]
is computed for every (c, k) slice, leaving the wavenumber axis

k unchanged. Fθ,ϕ denotes the 2D Fourier transform on (θ, ϕ) dimension, as the last dimension
is already in the frequency space of the time.

(ii) Spectral convolution: The complex spectrum is modulated by a learnable tensor M (ℓ) ∈
CC×Jθ×Jϕ×Jk restricted to the lowest |ξθ| ≤ Jθ, |ξϕ| ≤ Jϕ, |ξk| ≤ Jk modes:

f̃ (ℓ) =
∑

|ξθ|≤Jθ,|ξϕ|≤Jϕ,|ξk|≤Jk

M
(ℓ)
ξθ,ξϕ,ξk

f̂
(ℓ−1)
ξθ,ξϕ,ξk

. (16)

(iii) Inverse FFT: g(ℓ) = F−1
θ,ϕ

[
f̃ (ℓ)

]
.

(iv) Point-wise non-linearity: f (ℓ) = σ
(
B(ℓ)g(ℓ) + b(ℓ)

)
, where B(ℓ) is a 1× 1× 1 convolution shared

across (θ, ϕ, k) and σ is the ReLU activation.
We set (Jθ, Jϕ, Jk) = (13, 22, 98) in our experiment, which sufficed to capture global context without

incurring prohibitive memory cost.
Convert back to temporal signal. The output of the final layer, f (L) ∈ CC×Nθ×Nϕ×Nk , is converted

back to the time domain by an inverse FFT along k,

z = F−1
k

[
f (L)

]
∈ RC×Nθ×Nϕ×Nt , (17)

2Please refer to the Appendix E.2 of [28] for a detailed illustration of how Zernike bases satisfy the basis properties
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after which the negligible imaginary residue is discarded. The real tensor z serves as the input to
the subsequent 3-D U-Net decoder, providing a globally coherent yet high-resolution estimate of the
photo-acoustic field.

Multi-scale refinement with 3D U-Net. 3D FNO learns in the low-frequency space and may not
reconstruct high-frequency components of the image/ We therefore refine the intermediate prediction
with a lightweight residual 3D U-Net [24, 31]. Three down- and up-sampling stages with kernel size
3 × 3 × 3 and stride 2 × 2 × 2 progressively aggregate contextual information and then reinject it via
skip connections, resulting in sharper edges and improved tissue contrast. Encoder channel widths of
(16, 32, 64) balance accuracy and memory footprint.

Physics-aware learning. Purely data-driven supervision is prone to “hallucinating” anatomically
plausible but acoustically infeasible structures. To constrain Pano we therefore augment the voxel-wise
loss by an explicit enforcement of the governing wave equation,

L(Θ) = λdata
∥∥P̂ − P

∥∥
1
+ λphys

∥∥MAP̂ −MΨ
∥∥2
2
, (18)

where A : RNx×Ny×Nz →RNθ×Nϕ×Nk is the forward photo-acoustic operator. M is a random mask at
different training iterations that makes the training faster and increase the robustness with the randomness.
Empirically, for each iteration, we randomly sample 15 modes and 40 sensors in the sensor array to check
the validity of the physics. Hyperparameter λ is tuned in the validation set.

4.6 Implementation Details
Data. The resulting dataset indices and splits are summarized in Table 1; reconstruction uses identical
physics/filters as detailed in the Methods.

Table 1: Data used in the study. Note that this refers to the unique number
of 3D images, not considering the data augmentation during training and fine-
tuning.

Simulation Set Ex-vivo Set

Training Validation Evaluation Sum Fine-Tuning Evaluation Sum

Number of data samples 7,000 1,000 2,000 10,000 37 4 41

Training details. We use Adam optimizer [44] with a learning rate of η = 0.002 and β = (0, 0.99η).
The model is implemented with the PyTorch framework. The effective batch size is 40 (with a gradient
accumulation of every 10 iterations). We first train the model with simulated data for 90 epochs. We then
fine-tune the model with real data for another 10 epochs. We use Adam optimizer [44] with a learning
rate of η · 0.002 and β = (0, 0.99η). The model is implemented with the PyTorch framework. In total, our
training took 1.5 days on one NVIDIA A100 GPU.

Sim-to-Real domain adaptation. To make Pano work for real data, we apply the following transfor-
mation on the simulation data to reduce the simulation and real data’s domain gap. 1) Adding up to 10dB
of random white noise to the RF data input Ψ. 2) Use sensor-specific amplification rescaling. The second
step is applied because the real PACT system we use in the study has a sensor-specific amplification scale
due to manufacturing procedures. We calibrate and measure the scales and apply them to the simulated
data to reduce the simulation and real data gap. As mentioned earlier, after training on the simulation
data, Pano is also fine-tuned on a small amount of real data to improve the real performance. Considering
the size of the real data and to avoid forgetting, we use a mixed data training strategy (75% simulated
data + 25% real data) for each training iteration.

Evaluation Protocols. We adopt several metrics to evaluate the 3D image reconstruction performance
of Pano.
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1. Cosine similarity: The 3D volumetric images are first normalized with ℓ2 norm of 1, and then calculated
for the cosine similarity, i.e. cosine_similarity(P, P̂ ) = P ·P̂

∥P∥2∥P̂∥2
.Cosine similarity normalizes the

image before comparing the similarity, thus eliminating the effect of different scales of the PA
magnitude. The normalization is necessary as the relative magnitude is meaningful in PACT
reconstruction.

2. The Peak Signal-to-Noise Ratio (PSNR) measures the ratio between the maximum possible power of
a signal and the power of corrupting noise that affects the fidelity of its representation: PSNR = 10 ·

log10

(
max(ρA

i,j)
2

1
HW

P
i,j(ρA

i,j−ρ̂A
i,j)

2

)
. Note that H and W are the height and width of the image, respectively.

3. The Normalized Mean Squared Error (NMSE) measures the average of the squares of the errors

normalized by the ground truth image’s energy: NMSE =
PH,W

i,j (ρA
i,j−ρ̂A

i,j)
2PH,W

i,j (ρA
i,j)

2
.
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Appendix A Numerical Results
We present numerical results of the proposed and existing methods as a supplement to the main figures.
Unless otherwise noted, all metrics are computed against fully sampled ground-truth volumes. Cosine
similarity (%) and PSNR (dB) are higher-is-better, while NMSE is lower-is-better. An acceleration of r×
indicates that only 1/r of the sensors are used/uniformly sampled relative to the fully sampled acquisition.

A.1 Comparison with Baselines
Performance under different uniform acceleration rates. Both simulated and real results are
presented in fig. 3b and fig. 4b of the main paper. Below, we present the numerical results on the simulated
data (Table A1) and real data (Table A2).

On simulated data, Pano matches Denoiser at 6× (–0.4 percentage points cosine similarity) and
surpasses it thereafter: +2.7, +5.5, and +14.4 percentage points at 10×/15×/20×, respectively. PSNR
increases by +0.7, +1.4, and +1.8 dB at 10×/15×/20×, and NMSE is reduced by 15.4%, 26.8%, and
34.0% (tie at 6×). The quality degrades more gracefully with acceleration: cosine drops 12.8 percentage
points from 6×→20× for Pano versus 27.6 percentage points for Denoiser.

On real phantoms, Pano improves over Denoiser by +4.3, +3.0, +28.4, and +9.6 percentage points in
cosine at 6×/10×/15×/20×, respectively, with PSNR gains of +1.8, +1.5, +3.2, and +1.6 dB. NMSE
decreases by 33.3%, 25.0%, 53.8%, and 31.3%. The largest gap at 15× highlights robustness to severe
sparsity.

Table A1: Different methods’ performance on the simulation data.

method Cosine similarity (%) PSNR NMSE
6x 10x 15x 20x 6x 10x 15x 20x 6x 10x 15x 20x

UBP [18] 65.1 53.9 46.0 39.7 18.3 17.2 16.6 16.2 0.0148 0.0190 0.0218 0.0240
Denoiser [16] 90.3 85.4 76.2 62.7 25.0 24.1 22.5 20.3 0.0032 0.0039 0.0056 0.0094
Pano 89.9 88.1 81.7 77.1 24.9 24.8 23.9 22.1 0.0032 0.0033 0.0041 0.0062

Table A2: Different methods’ performance on the real data.

method Cosine similarity (%) PSNR NMSE
6x 10x 15x 20x 6x 10x 15x 20x 6x 10x 15x 20x

UBP [18] 77.3 75.1 42.1 31.0 30.7 30.4 28.8 27.9 0.0008 0.0009 0.0013 0.0016
Denoiser [16] 83.0 78.6 44.5 31.6 35.5 34.1 28.9 27.9 0.0003 0.0004 0.0013 0.0016
Pano 87.3 81.6 72.9 41.2 37.3 35.6 32.1 29.5 0.0002 0.0003 0.0006 0.0011

We also include a performance comparison to the iterative solver in Table A3.

Table A3: Performance of the iterative solver under different uniform subsampling rate. Metric
is cosine similarity (%).

subsampling pattern at 3× Uniform Limited angle (azimuth) Limited angle (elevation)

UBP [18] 67.1 49.4 46.4
Iter. solver [17] 78.5 56.9 55.2
Denoiser [16] 95.0 79.4 75.0
Pano 92.6 86.4 86.0

Performance under different subsampling patterns. We present the numerical results in Table
A4. As a reference, the results are also depicted in fig. 5a of the main paper. Intuitively, the physics loss
regularizes reconstructions toward Helmholtz-equation-consistent fields, helping preserve high-frequency
structures; the benefit grows as measurements become sparser.
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Table A4: Performance of simulation data under
different uniform subsampling rates. The metric is
cosine similarity (%).

subsampling rate (uniform) 6x 10x 15x 20x

UBP 65.1 53.9 46.0 39.7
Iter. solver 76.5 64.0 55.2 51.6
Denoiser 90.3 85.4 76.2 62.7
Pano 89.9 88.1 81.7 77.1

A.2 Ablation Study on the physics loss
We present the numerical results in Table A5. For 6×, 10×, 15× and 20× uniform subsampling, the gain
with physics loss is 3%, 3%, 5% and 5%, respectively, under the cosine similarity metric. As a reference,
the results are also depicted in fig. 5e of the main paper.

Across simulated and real data, Pano maintains the best trade-off between fidelity and sparsity,
with especially large gains under high acceleration and limited-angle sampling. The physics loss further
improves stability as data become more undersampled.

Table A5: Ablation study on the physics loss. With the physics loss,
Pano has an average gain of 3.9% over different resolutions. The metric
is cosine similarity.

subsampling rate (uniform) 6x 10x 15x 20x

Pano w/o physics loss 87.2 84.8 77.1 72.1
Pano 89.9(↑2.7) 88.1(↑3.2) 81.7(↑4.6) 77.1(↑5.0)
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