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Abstract. Photoacoustic tomography is an emerging medical imaging technology
whose primary aim is to map the high-contrast optical properties of biological tis-
sues by leveraging high-resolution ultrasound measurements. Mathematically, this
can be framed as an inverse source problem for the wave equation over a specific
domain. In this work, for the first time, it is shown how, by assuming signal spar-
sity, it is possible to establish rigorous stable recovery guarantees when the data
collection is given by spatial averages restricted to a limited portion of the bound-
ary. Our framework encompasses many approaches that have been considered in
the literature. The result is a consequence of a general framework for subsampled
inverse problems developed in previous works and refined stability estimates for an
inverse problem for the wave equation with surface measurements.

1. Introduction

Photoacoustic tomography (PAT) is an emerging medical imaging technology, rec-
ognized as one of the most sophisticated among hybrid imaging modalities [3, 36, 55,
54, 53]. PAT integrates two distinct forms of energy: electromagnetic (EM) waves,
such as light, and acoustic waves, like ultrasound. The core objective of PAT is to
map the optical properties of biological tissues, which is particularly valuable for ap-
plications such as tumor detection, vascular imaging, and even monitoring oxygen
saturation levels in tissues.

The underlying mechanism of PAT is based on the thermoacoustic effect. When
tissue is exposed to a brief pulse of EM radiation, it undergoes rapid heating and
subsequent thermal expansion. This expansion creates a pressure wave that prop-
agates through the tissue and can be detected by wide-band ultrasonic transducers
placed outside the body. Cancerous tissues, absorbing a higher level of EM radiation,
generate stronger pressure waves than healthy tissues. By reconstructing the initial
distribution of pressure, PAT can produce highly informative data that reveals critical
diagnostic details, making it a powerful tool in early disease detection and ongoing
medical research.
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2 A. FELISI

1.1. Mathematical model and stability issues. In the literature, the following
simple model for the pressure wave dynamics, known as the free space model, is often
considered. We assume that the pressure wave u is generated by an initial pressure
u0, which is supported within a compact set K ⊂ R3. The wave dynamics is described
by the wave equation:

(1)


utt − c2∆u = 0, in R3 × [0,+∞),

u(·, 0) = u0, in R3,

ut(·, 0) = 0, in R3,

where c = c(x) represents the speed of propagation in the biological tissue. Here
ut, utt denote ∂tu, ∂

2
t u, respectively. The pressure wave u is measured on a (smooth)

acquisition surface Σ ⊂ R3 over a finite time interval [0, T ], with T < +∞. Addition-
ally, we assume that K is located at a positive distance from Σ. The reconstruction
problem in PAT then reduces to an inverse problem for the wave equation: given
u|Σ×[0,T ], reconstruct the initial pressure u0 in a stable manner.
In this paper, we focus on the case where the speed of propagation c is constant,

and for simplicity, we assume c ≡ 1. For more detailed studies addressing the case
of non-constant c, we refer the reader to [4, 49, 50, 14, 51, 52, 42]. Additionally, we
highlight an alternative and possibly more accurate model, known as the bounded
space model [21, 11, 37, 2, 33, 50, 20, 51, 7, 5], which incorporates the interaction of
the transducers with the pressure wave through appropriate boundary conditions.

The ill-posedness of PAT is known to critically depend on the relationship between
K, the compact set containing the support of the initial datum u0, and the acquisition
surface Σ. Roughly speaking, if Σ is sufficiently large, the reconstruction problem
becomes well-posed; otherwise, it remains ill-posed. This statement can be formalized
using the following visibility condition for constant-speed waves.

Definition ([46]). Let Σ ⊂ R3 be a surface and let K ⊂ R3 be a compact subset
with d(K,Σ) > 0. We say that the pair (K,Σ) satisfies the visibility condition if the
following does not hold: there exists ξ ∈ R3 \ {0} and open sets ΩK ,ΩΣ ⊂ R3 with
ΩK ⊂ K and ΩΣ ⊃ Σ such that, for every x ∈ ΩK , the line {x+ tξ : t ∈ R} does not
intersect ΩΣ.

See Fig. 1 for an example of a situation where the visibility condition is not satisfied.

The following is a negative result, demonstrating that, if the visibility condition
is not satisfied, then conditional Hölder stability cannot be achieved with respect to
any Sobolev norm.
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Figure 1. Example of failure of the visibility condition. (a) The set K and
the acquisition surface Σ. (b) A nonzero element ξ and the associated line
bundle that does not intersect a neighbourhood ΩΣ of Σ. (c) An open set
ΩK contained in the intersection of K and the line bundle.

Theorem ([46, Theorem 3.1]). Let U be the linear operator defined by

U : L2(K) → D′(Σ× [0, T ]), 1

mapping the initial datum u0 to the restriction to Σ × [0, T ] of the corresponding
solution of the wave equation with constant velocity c.
Suppose that (K,Σ) does not satisfy the visibility condition. Then there do not exist

constants µ, δ, C > 0 and s0, s1 ≥ 0 such that

∥u0∥L2(K) ≤ C∥Uu0∥µHs0 (Σ×[0,T ]), ∀u0 ∈ Hs1(K) with ∥u0∥Hs1 (K) ≤ δ.

We also highlight the positive result in [49, Theorem 3], which states that a visibility
condition similar to our definition is sufficient for Lipschitz-stable reconstruction with
respect to appropriate Sobolev norms.

The visibility condition is closely related to the orientation of the singularities of
u0, due to the propagation of singularities for the wave equation. Roughly speaking,
the acquisition surface Σ must cover all directions orthogonal to the singularities
to enable stable reconstruction of u0. Unfortunately, this condition might not be
satisfied in practical scenarios with typical transducer configurations. The negative
result mentioned above suggests that Sobolev norms may not adequately describe
stable recovery results in the context of PAT with incomplete or partial data. This
raises a natural question: could a different prior on the initial datum u0 lead to a
stable recovery result better suited for such scenarios?

1.2. Main contribution. The aim of this work is to obtain a stable recovery result
(see Theorem 2.4 for the precise statement) for the reconstruction problem in partial

1Here D′ is the space of distributions on Σ× [0, T ], defined as the dual of C∞
c (Σ× [0, T ]).
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data PAT using a wavelet sparse prior. We provide a brief overview of our result as
follows.

We assume that the datum u0 ∈ L2(B1) is s-sparse with respect to a suitable
wavelet orthonormal basis (ϕj,n)(j,n)∈Γ, Γ being a suitable index set, – see Sec. 2.1 –,
namely there exists S ⊂ Γ with |S| ≤ s such that

(2) u0 =
∑

(j,n)∈S

xj,nϕj,n

for some coefficients xj,n ∈ C. Furthermore, we assume that the maximum scale j
appearing in the above expansion is j0 ∈ N.
Let u be the pressure wave associated with the initial datum u0. Let Σ be a

smooth surface embedded in R3. We assume that the following stability estimates for
the complete data on Σ hold for some sufficiently large T > 0:

c∥u0∥L2(R3) ≤∥u∥L2(0,T ;L2(Σ)) ≤ C∥u0∥L2(R3),

∥u∥L2(0,T ;H1(Σ)) ≤ C∥u0∥H1(R3),
(3)

for every smooth u0 supported in K, where K is a fixed compact set containing the
supports of all wavelets (ϕj,n)(j,n)∈Γ such that d(K,Σ) > 0. We will prove in Sec. 3.1
that (3) is satisfied in the case where the surface Σ is a sphere ∂BR for some R > 0.
Instead of measuring u on the entire surface Σ, we proceed as follows: we partition

Σ into a finite number of detectors (Ei)
N
i=1; the measurements are taken as a noisy

version of local averages of u on only m randomly chosen detectors Ei1 , . . . , Eim ,
where m ≤ N . More precisely, we assume that εk = εk(t) represents the noise
on each detector Eik , and that the measurements are given by the time-dependent
functions

yk(t) :=
1

|Eik |

ˆ
Eik

u(y, t) dσ(y) + εk(t), t ∈ [0, T ],

where | · | and dσ denote the surface measure on Σ. We assume that the noise is
controlled a priori by some noise level β ≥ 0, i.e., that ∥εk∥ ≤ β with respect to some
appropriate norm ∥·∥. The detectors used in the reconstruction procedure are chosen
according to a random design – see Section 2.3.

We now state a simplified version of the main result, given by Theorem 2.4.

Theorem. Suppose the detectors (Ei)
N
i=1 satisfy the uniform eccentricity condition –

see (12) –, and that

(4) diamR3(Ei) ≲ 2−j0 .

Suppose also that

m ≳ j0s · (log factors).
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Let û be a solution of the following ℓ1-minimization problem:

min
v0

∑
j,n

|⟨v0, ϕj,n⟩| :
1

m

m∑
k=1

∥∥∥∥ 1

|Eik |

ˆ
Eik

v dσ − yk

∥∥∥∥2
L2(0,T )

≤ Cβ2,

where C > 0 is a suitable constant and the minimum is taken over

span{ϕj,n : (j, n) ∈ Γ, j ≤ j0}

and v is the solution of (1) with initial datum v0 and c ≡ 1. Then, with overwhelming
probability, the following recovery estimate holds:

∥u0 − û∥L2 ≲ β.

In other words, the result states that we can achieve Lipschitz stable recovery of s-
sparse signals, provided the detectors are small enough relative to the signal resolution
(specifically, relative to the highest wavelet scale index j0 appearing in the expansion
(2)), and the number of sampled detectors is proportional to j0s, up to logarithmic
factors. In Theorem 2.4, we also account for a possible sparsity defect and infinite
resolution of u0 by introducing appropriate sparsity and truncation errors. We also
derive an extension of this result – see Theorem 2.7 – that can deal with more general
sensing patterns.

Remark 1.1. If the sparsity level is sufficiently small, the number of detectors m
used in the reconstruction is strictly smaller than the number of detectors N in the
partition. Indeed, condition (4) implies that

N ≳ 22j0 .

On the other hand, up to log factors, the number of detectors used in the reconstruc-
tion is given by

m ≳ j0s.

Therefore, our result shows that it is possible to achieve stable recovery of sparse
signals in the partial data regime of PAT.

1.3. Comparison with the literature. Obtaining stable recovery guarantees for ℓ1-
minimization relies on tools from compressed sensing (CS), a class of signal processing
techniques that exploits signal sparsity to achieve stable reconstruction with few
samples [18, 22, 27]. Since the advent of CS, numerous efforts have been made to
develop CS-based strategies to accelerate the acquisition process in PAT [47, 43, 30,
48, 17, 13, 16, 10, 31, 12, 42, 6, 32]. Most cited works consider the following general
measurement model:

(5) yk(t) = ⟨u(·, t), ψk⟩L2(Σ),
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where ψk ∈ L2(Σ) are suitable masks. In the literature, ψk are typically binary masks,
i.e., functions on Σ taking values in {0, 1} or {±1}; this is similar in spirit to the type
of measurements considered in this work. In some cases, the measurements are given
by pointwise samples u(xk, ·) at specific locations x1, . . . , xm ∈ Σ; such measurements
can be approximated by (5) choosing ψk as rescaled indicator functions with small
support, effectively providing local averages of u(x, ·) around xk.

The practical realization of these measurements can be achieved using different
scanning systems, such as the Fabry-Pérot photoacoustic scanner [56] or mechanically
scanned piezoelectric detectors. There are essentially two classes of scanning patterns.
In single-point scanning, the masks ψk are localized in small regions concentrated
around specific points on a grid – see, for instance, [47, 43]. To reduce coherence in
the measurements, the mask locations are often chosen according to a random design.
This more conventional approach is the focus of our method in Sec. 2.4. On the other
hand, in pattern-interrogation scanning, a series of orthogonal masks ψk supported
over the entire surface Σ is used, rather than focusing on specific locations. This
approach speeds up acquisition in many scenarios and is adopted, for example, in
[30, 48, 13, 16, 32]. We address this method in Sec. 2.5.

Reconstruction procedures using CS in PAT typically fall into two categories. The
first, known as the one-step approach, aims to reconstruct the unknown signal u0
directly from the measurements yk – see, for instance, [47, 43, 13, 16]. The second,
the two-step approach, first applies compressed sensing to reconstruct the full data
u|Σ×[0,T ], which is then used for signal reconstruction via standard techniques such as
time-reversal or back-projection. In the latter case, applying CS techniques requires
enforcing sparsity in the measurements yk; this is typically achieved by processing the
data with suitable sparsifying transformations—see, for example, [30, 48]. As argued
in [30], the two-step approach has numerical advantages, as it avoids solving the wave
equation in the first step, thereby reducing computational cost. However, it relies on
the assumption that boundary data can be efficiently sparsified via an appropriate
transformation.

Due to the complexity of the forward map in PAT, the interaction between the
signal’s sparsity and the sparsity of the measurements has so far defied a rigorous
theoretical understanding. As a result, most existing research remains empirical,
providing only partial answers regarding theoretical guarantees. In this work, we
present, to the best of the author’s knowledge, the first rigorous theoretical guarantees
for PAT in the partial data regime, leveraging the sparsity of the signal itself with
respect to a suitable wavelet basis. We also mention the work of [6], which shares
a similar spirit with our study. There, the authors show that in many experimental
setups, CS in PAT reduces to the well-known problem of reconstructing a sparse
signal from a few samples of its Fourier coefficients. While this is of theoretical
interest, [6] does not provide recovery guarantees such as those in Theorem 2.4, and
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the performance of the proposed approach in PAT is only assessed via numerical
simulations.

1.4. Main elements in the analysis. Theorem 2.4 critically depends on the gen-
eral framework for compressed sensing in inverse problems developed in [8, 9]. In
these works, the authors developed sufficiently flexible tools to study subsampled lin-
ear inverse problems with general vector-valued measurements and to derive precise
recovery sample complexity estimates that relate three key quantities: the sparsity or
compressibility of the signal, the number of measurements required for stable recovery,
and the ill-posedness of the problem. In [9], the result is based on three elements:

• Stability bounds for the natural forward map U associated with the inverse
problem, referred to as quasi-diagonalization bounds.

• A balancing property that controls the stability in the discretization of the
natural forward map U , leading to a truncated forward map F .

• Coherence bounds for the measurement operators Ft with respect to the anal-
ysis dictionary (ϕj,n)(j,n)∈Γ used in the reconstruction.

The stability properties required for the main result – see Assumption 2.1 – are
inspired by results from [26, 39]. In particular, we are able to prove that such stability
estimates hold when Σ is a sphere as a consequence of a trace identity in [39] –
see Proposition 2.2. The stability estimate in Lemma 3.3 is then obtained from
Assumption 2.1 by complex interpolation; a proof of these lemmas is provided in the
Appendix. The proof of the trace identity in [39] relies on a result from [26], which
in turn makes essential use of the properties of the spherical mean Radon transform.
Notice that, for a general smooth bounded domain Ω ⊂ R3, the following estimate is
easy to deduce:

∥u∥L2(0,T ;H1/2(∂Ω)) ≤ C∥u0∥H1(R3),

where u0 is supported in K ⊂ ∂Ω. The trace identity from [39] shows that, in the
case where Ω is a ball, such a loss of regularity of 1/2 in the Sobolev exponent does
not occur. It is reasonable to expect that the same stability should hold also for more
general smooth embedded surfaces.

Regarding the balancing property, in the case of PAT, it reduces to a bound of the
following type – see Proposition 3.2:

∥(I − PF)u∥L2(0,T ;L2(Σ)) ≤ θ∥u0∥L2(R3) u0 ∈ span(j,n)
j≤j0

{ϕj,n},

where PF is the orthogonal projection of a function in L2(0, T ;L2(Σ)) onto the space
of (time-dependent) piecewise constant functions with respect to the partition (Ei)

N
i=1

and θ ∈ (0, 1) is a sufficiently small constant. To obtain this estimate, we used ideas
from [35] concerning approximation of boundary measurements with electrodes in
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the context of the Calderón problem. Using a refined argument developed in [25], we
obtain the bound:

∥(I − PF)u∥L2(0,T ;L2(Σ)) ≲
(
max

i
diamR3(Ei)

)1/2∥u∥L2(0,T ;H1/2(Σ)).

From here, additional ad hoc estimates are required, including leveraging the so-called
Littlewood-Paley property of wavelets – we refer the reader to [44] for further details.

Finally, the coherence bounds from Proposition 3.4 exploit, in a crucial way, the
construction of tensorized wavelets and Huygens’ principle for the wave equation in
odd dimensions. Using these elements, we can apply the result from [9, Theorem 2.4]
– or, up to minor modifications, [8, Theorem 3.11] – to obtain Theorem 2.4.

1.5. Structure of the paper. The paper is organized as follows. In Sec. 2.1 we
introduce the dictionary of wavelets used in the reconstruction and the related no-
tion of sparsity. In Sec. 2.2, we discuss the model for the dynamics of the pressure
wave and discuss some assumptions on the stability of the associated inverse wave
problem. In Sec. 2.3, we introduce the discretization of measurements via the notion
of detectors, and define the associated measurements. In Sec. 2.4, we state our main
result (Theorem 2.4). In Sec. 2.5, we extend our main result to more general sensing
systems considered in the literature (Theorem 2.7). In Sec. 3, we provide the proof
of the results from Sec. 2; the proof of the more technical Lemma 3.3 is deferred to
Appendix A.

2. Setting and main result

2.1. Wavelet dictionary and sparsity. Our goal is to reconstruct a signal in
L2(B1), where B1 is the unit ball in R3, that is compressible with respect to a suit-
able wavelet dictionary. We briefly recall the construction of compactly supported
separable wavelets in R3 and define the space to which the input signal belongs. We
refer the reader to [44, 41] and [9, Appendix A] for further details.

There exists an orthonormal basis of compactly supported elements (ψ3
n)n∪(ϕ3

j,n,ε)n,ε,

where n = (n1, n2, n3) ∈ Z3, j ∈ N and ε = (ε1, ε2, ε3) ∈ {0, 1}3 \ {(0, 0, 0)}, defined
as follows:

ψ3
n(x1, x2, x3) := ψ(x1 − n1)ψ(x2 − n2)ψ(x3 − n3),

ϕ3
j,n,ε(x1, x2) := 23/2jϕε1(2jx1 − n1)ϕ

ε2(2jx2 − n2)ϕ
ε3(2jx3 − n3),

(6)

where ϕ0 = ψ and ϕ1 = ϕ are compactly supported functions in L2(R); moreover, ϕ
has zero mean. The functions ψ and ϕ are referred to as the scaling function and the
mother wavelet of the dictionary, respectively.

In what follows, we will suppose that ψ, ϕ ∈ C2; such a choice is possible – see,
for instance, [9, Proposition A.5]. In this case, the wavelet dictionary satisfies the
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following Littlewood-Paley property [9, Proposition A.7]: for each |s| < 2, there exists
constants c, C > 0 such that

(7) c∥u∥2Hs(R3) ≤
∑
n

|⟨u, ψ3
n⟩|2 +

∑
j,n,ε

22sj|⟨u, ϕ3
j,n,ε⟩|2 ≤ C∥u∥2Hs(R3), u ∈ Hs(R3).

We consider a dictionary defined as follows: up to relabeling, we denote (ψ3
n)n ∪

(ϕ3
j,n,ε)j,n,ε as (ϕj,n)j,n (j = 0 corresponding to the low frequency elements (ψ3

n)n and

j > 0 corresponding to the high frequencies elements (ϕ3
j,n,ε)j,n,ε) and consider the

index set Γ defined as

Γ := {(j, n) : supp(ϕj,n) ∩B1 ̸= ∅}.

We consider the following compact set:

(8) K :=
⋃

(j,n)∈Γ

supp(ϕj,n).

We define the space

(9) H1 := span{ϕj,n : (j, n) ∈ Γ}.

We also define the following index sets

Λj := {(j′, n) ∈ Γ: j′ = j}, Λ≤j0 := ∪j≤j0Λj,

the subspaces of H1

Mj := span{ϕj′,n : (j′, n) ∈ Λj}, M≤j0 := span{ϕj,n : (j, n) ∈ Λ≤j0}

and the corresponding orthogonal projections in H1

Pj := PMj
, P≤j0 := PM≤j0

, P⊥
≤j0

:= I − P≤j0 .

We also remark that |Λj| ≍ 23j for each j, so that

log(|Λ≤j0|) ≍ j0.

Finally, we define the analysis operator Φ: H1 → ℓ2(Γ) as Φu := (⟨u, ϕj,n⟩)j,n and the
error of best s-sparse approximation with respect to the ℓ1-norm as follows:

σs(u)1 := inf{∥Φu− x∥1 : x ∈ ℓ2(Γ) is s-sparse},

where by s-sparse we mean a sequence in ℓ2(Γ) that has at most s nonzero components.
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2.2. PDE model for PAT. Given a signal u0 ∈ L2(K), where K is as in (8), we
consider its evolution u = u(x, t) being the weak solution to the following initial value
problem for the wave equation – see [3] and the references therein:

(10)


utt −∆u = 0 in R3 × [0,+∞),

u(·, 0) = u0 in R3,

ut(·, 0) = 0 in R3.

For our purposes, the solution can be defined via Fourier multipliers as

u(·, t) = cos
(
(−∆)1/2t

)
u0 = F−1 (cos(2π| · |t)Fu0) ,

where F denotes the Fourier transform, defined by Fu(ξ) :=
´
R3 u(x) exp(−2πix ·

ξ) dx. The solution also admits an explicit integral representation, known as Kir-
choff’s formula [24, Theorem 2, Section 2.4], valid for u0 ∈ C2(R3):

(11) u(x, t) =
1

4πt2

ˆ
∂Bt(x)

(u0(y) +∇u0(y) · (y − x)) dσ(y).

In this case, u ∈ C2(R3 × [0,+∞)).
For T > 0, we use V : L2(K) → C0([0, T ];L2(R3)) to denote the operator mapping

an initial datum u0 = u0(x) to u = u(x, t), x ∈ R3 and t ∈ [0, T ], namely to the
corresponding solution of the initial value problem (10).

In the sequel, we will be dealing with the restriction of the solution u to a smooth
embedded surface Σ ⊂ R3 such that d(K,Σ) > 0. If u0 ∈ C2

K(R3), where C2
K(R3)

denotes the space of C2 functions supported in K, then u ∈ C2(R3 × [0,+∞)) and
therefore the operator U : C2

K(R3) → C2(Σ× [0, T ]), given by

Uu0 := V u0|Σ×[0,T ],

is well-defined. We assume that the following stability bounds hold.

Assumption 2.1. There exists a compact set K ′ ⊂ R3, with d(K ′,Σ) > 0 and
K ⊂ int(K ′), and there exists constants c, C, T > 0 such that following stability
estimates hold for every u0 ∈ C2

K′(R3):

c∥u0∥L2(R3) ≤∥Uu0∥L2(0,T ;L2(Σ)) ≤ C∥u0∥L2(R3),

∥Uu0∥L2(0,T ;H1(Σ)) ≤ C∥u0∥H1(R3).

Here H1(Σ) denotes the Sobolev space of L2 functions (with respect to the metric
induced by R3) on the manifold Σ that are square summable together with their Lie
derivatives. This assumption implies in particular that it is possible to extend U by
continuity and density to a bounded operator U : L2(K ′) → L2(0, T ;L2(Σ)) such that
U(H1

0 (K
′)) ⊂ L2(0, T ;H1(Σ)). The operator U so defined is an isomorphism onto its

image. Notice that the lower bound in the first inequality implies a restriction on T ,
which should be sufficiently large.
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The following Proposition, proved in Sec. 3.1, shows that Assumption 2.1 holds for
spheres ∂BR for R > 0; here BR is the ball in R3 of radius R centered in the origin.

Proposition 2.2. Let R > 1 be such that K ′ ⊂ BR, where K ′ is a compact set.
There exists T > 0 and constants c, C > 0, depending only on R and on d(K ′, ∂BR),
such that Assumption 2.1 is satisfied.

It is reasonable to expect that such stability estimates should hold also for more
general smooth embedded surfaces Σ ⊂ R3, although we were unable to find specific
references in the literature for such bounds.

2.3. Detectors and measurements. The measurements considered involve a finite
number of detectors on Σ, which we identify with closed subsets Ei ⊂ Σ with |Ei| > 0.

In order to derive our main result, we need to make some geometric assumptions
on the detectors. In particular, we suppose that there exists a constant Cecc > 0,
fixed throughout the analysis, such that the following holds for every detector Ei:

(12) diamR3(Ei) ≤ Cecc|Ei|1/2,

where the diameter is computed with respect to the Euclidean distance in R3. This
assumption is a sort of uniformly bounded eccentricity condition on the detectors. To
convince the reader that this assumption is reasonable – at least for certain geometries
–, we show in the next Proposition that a certain type of scaling (almost) preserves
the eccentricity of detectors on the unit sphere S2 ⊂ R3, provided they are sufficiently
small. We will provide a proof of the Proposition in Sec. 3.2.

Proposition 2.3. Let µ > 0. There exists a constant δ = δ(µ) > 0 such that the
following holds. Let Ẽ ⊂ Bδ(0), where Bδ(0) is the ball of radius δ in R2 centered in
0, be such that

diamR2(Ẽ) ≤ CeccL2(Ẽ)1/2

for some constant Cecc > 0, where L2 is the Lebesgue measure in R2. Let p ∈ S2,
t ∈ (0, 1] and

Et := expp(tẼ),

where expp : TpS2 → S2 is the exponential map with respect to the metric induced by

R3 on S2.2

Then

diamR3(Et) ≤ (1 + µ)Cecc|Et|1/2.

2We identify R2 with the tangent space TpS2 via a linear isometry.
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In what follows, we fix a family F = {E1, . . . , EN} of closed subsets, referred to as
detectors, on Σ that partition the surface in the following sense:

Σ =
⋃
i

Ei, |Ei ∩ Ej| = 0, i ̸= j.

We select m detectors Ei1 , . . . , Eim via a random sampling procedure. More precisely,
let ν = (ν1, . . . , νN) be the probability distribution defined on {1, . . . , N} by

(13) νi :=
|Ei|
|Σ|

.

Notice that the probability of sampling a detector is proportional to its area; in other
words, we choose larger detectors with higher probability. We then consider m i.i.d.
samples i1, . . . , im ∼ ν and the corresponding detectors Ei1 , . . . , Eim .
The corresponding measurements are then given by

(14) yk(t) :=
1

|Eik |

ˆ
Eik

Uu0(y, t) dσ(y) + εk(t) ∈ L2(0, T ),

where εk ∈ L2(0, T ) are functions modeling noise on the data.

2.4. Main result. We now state our main result.

Theorem 2.4. Consider the setting introduced in sections 2.1, 2.2, 2.3 and suppose
that (12) is satisfied. Let Σ ⊂ R3 be a smooth embedded surface such that d(K,Σ) > 0,
where K is as in (8), and suppose that Assumption 2.1 is satisfied. Then there exist
constants µ,C0, C1, C2, C3, depending only on T , on Σ, on d(K,Σ), on the wavelet
basis, on the constants c, C in Assumption 2.1, and on Cecc, such that the following
holds.

Consider u0 ∈ L2(B1). Suppose that

(15) diamR3(Ei) ≤ µ2−j0 , i = 1, . . . , N,

for some j0 ∈ N and that ∥P⊥
≤j0
u0∥L2(R3) ≤ r. Consider m i.i.d. samples i1, . . . , im

from the distribution ν on {1, . . . , N} defined in (13). Let (εk)
m
k=1 ∈ L2(0, T ) be such

that ∥εk∥L2(0,T ) ≤ β for k = 1, . . . ,m and let (yk)
m
k=1 be given by (14).

Consider a solution û to the following minimization problem:

(16) min
v∈M≤j0

∥Φv∥ℓ1 :
1

m

m∑
k=1

∥∥∥∥ 1

|Eik |

ˆ
Eik

Uv dσ − yk

∥∥∥∥2
L2(0,T )

≤ C3η
2,

where η := β +max{1, (mini |Ei|)−1/2} r. Let γ ∈ (0, 1). If

m ≥ C0smax{j0 log3 s, log(1/γ)},
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then, with probability exceeding 1− γ, the following holds:

(17) ∥u0 − û∥L2 ≤ C1
σs(P≤j0u0)1√

s
+ C2

(
β +max{1, (min

i
|Ei|)−1/2} r

)
.

A few remarks are in order.

Remark 2.5. Condition (15) on the size of the detectors guarantees stable recovery
for signals in M≤j0 . This is a reasonable assumption: indeed, M≤j0 is generated by
wavelets at resolution at most j0; those at the highest resolution j0 are supported in
a set of diameter ≍ 2−j0 . It is plausible that the measurements should be given by
averages on detectors of approximately the same size in order to get stable recovery.

Remark 2.6. The dependence of the recovery estimate (17) on the truncation level is
given by

max{1, (min
i

|Ei|)−1/2} r.

This quantity is optimized by choosing partitions with quasi-uniform detectors of

maximal size, namely families (Ej0
i )

Nj0
i=1 for each j0 ∈ N such that

c2−2j0 ≤ |Ej0
i | ≤ C2−2j0 , ∀i = 1, . . . , Nj0 ,

where c, C > 0 are constants independent of j0. In this case, the error can be bounded
by

max{1, (min
i

|Ei|)−1/2}r ≲ 2j0r.

The proof of Theorem 2.4 is based on results from [8, 9]. As remarked after the
statement of [8, Theorem 3.5], the abstract framework is suited for a uniform recovery
result except for the truncation error – see [8, Proposition 5.8]. However, Theorem 2.4
can be easily converted to a uniform recovery result; this is due to the fact that the
inversion of the full forward map U is well-posed due to Assumption 2.1. In particular,
this implies that, with high probability, the sampled detectors Ei1 , . . . , Eim achieve
stable recovery of all s-sparse signals.

2.5. General sensing patterns. We can easily extend our result to other sensing
systems that have been considered in the literature.

Our main result – Theorem 2.4 – assumes that each measurement is given by the
averaged pressure wave on a single detector. In practice, it is possible to leverage
the principles behind the so-called single-pixel camera systems [23, 28, 40] to achieve
better compression rates – see, for instance, [34, 16]. These systems simplify the task
of obtaining highly resolved spatial measurements by converting it into sequential
recording in time using a fixed array of detectors. For these types of sensing patterns,
multiple detectors activate at each measurement; the measurement is then given by
a weighted sum of the averaged pressure wave on each detector.
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We now show how it is possible to extend our framework to this setting. We assume,
for simplicity, that there exists Cu ≥ 1, fixed throughout the analysis, such that the
detectors F = (Ei)

N
i=1 satisfy the following quasi-uniformity assumption:

(18)
1

Cu

|Ei| ≤ |Ej| ≤ Cu|Ei|, i, j = 1, . . . , N.

This implies in particular that

|Σ|
NCu

≤ |Ei| ≤
|Σ|Cu

N
.

We suppose that the pressure wave measurements on the detectors is corrupted by
noise εk ∈ L2(0, T ) for k = 1, . . . ,m.
For convenience of notation, we define the following averaging operators:

Mi : L
2(0, T ;L2(Σ)) → L2(0, T ), Miv(t) :=

1

|Ei|

ˆ
Ei

v(y, t) dσ(y)

and the associated operator M defined by

Mv(t) := (M1v(t), . . . ,MNv(t)) ∈
(
L2(0, T )

)N
.

We fix a unitary matrix A ∈ CN×N .3 Let i1, . . . , im be m i.i.d. samples from the
uniform distribution on {1, . . . , N}. The measurements in the new setting are given
by

(19) yk(t) := PikAMUu0 + εk, k = 1, . . . ,m,

where Pi :
(
L2(0, T )

)N → L2(0, T ) is the projection on the i-th component. Notice

that, for A = I, the measurements reduce to the ones defined in (14) with νi ≡ 1/
√
N ,

thanks to (18).
We now state the new result; a sketch of the proof is provided in Sec. 3.4.

Theorem 2.7. Consider the setting introduced in sections 2.1, 2.2, 2.3 and suppose
that (12) and (18) are satisfied. Let Σ ⊂ R3 be a smooth embedded surface such that
d(K,Σ) > 0, where K is as in (8), and suppose that Assumption 2.1 is satisfied.
There exist constants µ,C0, C1, C2, C3, depending only on T , on Σ, on d(K,Σ), on
the wavelet basis, on the constants c, C in Assumption 2.1, on Cecc and on Cu, such
that the following holds.

Consider u0 ∈ L2(B1). Suppose that (15) is satisfied for some j0 ∈ N and that
∥P⊥

≤j0
u0∥L2(R3) ≤ r. Consider m i.i.d. samples i1, . . . , im from the uniform distribution

3A more general result would hold for invertible matrices; in this case, the constants appearing
in the estimates would also depend on max{∥A∥, ∥A−1∥}, where ∥ · ∥ denotes the operator norm.
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on {1, . . . , N}. Let (εk)
m
k=1 ∈ L2(0, T ) be such that ∥εk∥L2(0,T ) ≤ β for k = 1, . . . ,m

and let (yk)
m
k=1 be given by (19). Let

(20) B := max
i=1,...,N

(j,n)∈Λ≤j0

∥PiAMUϕj,n∥L2(0,T ).

Consider a solution û to the following minimization problem:

min
v∈M≤j0

∥Φv∥ℓ1 :
1

m

m∑
k=1

∥PikAMUv − yk∥2L2(0,T ) ≤ C3η
2,

where η := β +
√
Nr. Let γ ∈ (0, 1). If

(21) m ≥ C0τ max{j0 log3 τ, log(1/γ)}, τ := B2s,

then, with probability exceeding 1− γ, the following holds:

∥u0 − û∥L2 ≤ C1
σs(P≤j0u0)1√

s
+ C2

(
β +

√
Nr
)
.

The parameter B in (20) plays a crucial role in Theorem 2.7, as it affects the sample
complexity in (21). It is closely related to the concept of coherence in compressed
sensing. We now discuss the role of coherence in two different settings.

As previously noted, when A = I, the setting of Theorem 2.7 reduces to that of
Theorem 2.4 with νi ≡ 1/

√
N . By Proposition 3.4, we obtain that, in this case, B

can be bounded by a constant independent of j0.
4 This bound arises from the geom-

etry of tensorized wavelets. Indeed, high-frequency wavelets exhibit low sensitivity
to directionality; as a result, their energy propagates across a wide range of direc-
tions. Consequently, the corresponding pressure wave can be detected by localized
measurements on a sparse array of detectors.

Now, suppose that Theorem 2.7 also holds when the wavelet dictionary (ϕj,n)j,n is
replaced by a frame (ϕj,n,l)j,n,l whose elements exhibit higher sensitivity to direction-
ality. Examples of such dictionaries include curvelets and shearlets [19, 29, 38]. In
this case, due to the propagation of singularities for the wave equation, the energy
of the pressure wave associated with high-frequency elements in the dictionary be-
comes localized to a small number of detectors aligned with specific directions. In
other words, we expect the time-dependent vector MUϕj,n,l to be sparse. For this
reason, it is preferable to adopt a different sensing pattern that promotes incoherence
in the measurements. One possible choice is to use a binary matrix A with compo-
nents in {±1/

√
N}; examples include, for instance, Bernoulli matrices and scrambled

4Indeed, notice that, with reference to the notation of Sec. 3.3, the following identity holds:

PiMU = |Ei|−1/2Fi.



16 A. FELISI

Hadamard matrices. Another possibility is provided by sparse matrices such as loss-
less expanders, for which theoretical CS guarantees exist in the literature. For further
information, we refer the reader, for instance, [27] or the appendix in [30].

We notice that the general framework from [8, 9] applies only under the assumption
that the sparsifying dictionary (ϕj,n)j,n is either an orthonormal basis or a Riesz
system. As a result, it cannot accommodate redundant frames such as curvelets and
shearlets. We leave such extensions to future work.

3. Proofs

In this section, we provide the proof of the statements from Sec. 2.

3.1. Proof of Proposition 2.2. The thesis easily follows from the following two
identities, proved in [39, Theorem 1]:

R

2

ˆ
R3

|u0(x)|2 dx =

ˆ +∞

0

ˆ
∂BR

t|Uu0(y, t)|2 dσ(y)dt,

R

2

ˆ
R3

|∇R3u0(x)|2 dx =

ˆ T

0

ˆ
∂BR

t|∇R3Uu0(y, t)|2 dσ(y)dt,

valid for every u0 ∈ C∞(BR); here ∇R3 denotes the gradient with respect to the
Euclidean metric in R3 in the spatial variable y. By density and continuity, it is clear
that such identities hold also for u0 ∈ C2(BR).
If u0 ∈ C2

K′(BR), then Uu0(x, t) = 0 for x ∈ ∂BR and t ∈ R+ \ [d(K ′, ∂BR), 2R].
We deduce that

c∥u0∥L2(R3) ≤ ∥Uu0∥L2(0,T ;L2(∂BR)) ≤ C∥u0∥L2(R3)

and also

(22)

ˆ T

0

ˆ
∂BR

|∇R3Uu0(y, t)|2dσ(y)dt ≤ 2C2∥u0∥2H1(R3),

where c =
√

R
2T
, C =

√
R

2d(K′,Σ)
and T = 2R.

Notice that, for a smooth function v defined on R3, the following identity holds

∇Σ(v|∂BR
) = P∂BR

∇R3v,

where P∂BR
is the projection on the tangent bundle of ∂BR. This, together with (22),

implies thatˆ T

0

ˆ
∂BR

|∇∂BR
Uu0(y, t)|2dσ(y)dt ≤

ˆ T

0

ˆ
∂BR

|∇R3Uu0(y, t)|2dσ(y)dt

≤ C2∥u0∥2H1(R3),

which in turn implies the H1 stability estimate in Assumption 2.1.
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3.2. Proof of Proposition 2.3. Let δ ∈ (0, 1). We have that

d expp 0 = I.

Therefore, choosing possibly a smaller δ, we can suppose that

(23) | det(d expp v)| ≥
1

1 + µ0

, v ∈ TpS2 ∩Bδ(0),

where µ0 ∈ (0, 1) is to be assigned later.
If v, w ∈ Bδ(0) and δ ≤ µ0, then

| cos(∥v∥)− cos(∥w∥)| ≤ (sin δ)
∣∣∥v∥ − ∥w∥

∣∣ ≤ µ0∥v − w∥.
Moreover, choosing a possibly smaller δ, we can suppose that, if v, w ∈ Bδ(0) \ {0},∣∣∣∣sin(∥v∥)∥v∥

− sin(∥w∥)
∥w∥

∣∣∣∣ ≤ µ0

∣∣∥v∥ − ∥w∥
∣∣ ≤ µ0∥v − w∥.

An explicit formula for the exponential map on S2 is given by

expp(v) = cos(∥v∥)p+ sin(∥v∥)
∥v∥

v, v ∈ TpS2 \ {0},

where TpS2 is identified with p⊥ – see [1, Example 5.4.1]. Using the previous compu-
tations, we deduce that, for v, w ∈ TpS2 ∩Bδ(0),

∥ expp(v)− expp(w)∥2 = | cos(∥v∥)− cos(∥w∥)|2 +
∥∥∥∥sin(∥v∥)∥v∥

v − sin(∥w∥)
∥w∥

w

∥∥∥∥2
≤
(
µ2
0 + (1 + µ2

0)
2
)
∥v − w∥2,

which implies that, for t ∈ (0, 1],

diamR3(Et) ≤
√
µ2
0 + (1 + µ2

0)
2 diamR2(tẼ).

By the scaling properties of the Euclidean distance and of the Lebesgue measure L2

with respect to dilations in R2, we have that

diamR2(tẼ) ≤ CeccL2(tẼ)1/2, t ∈ (0, 1].

By (23), we have that

L2(tẼ) ≤ (1 + µ0)|Et|.
Putting everything together, we have that

diamR3(Et) ≤
√
µ2
0 + (1 + µ2

0)
2(1 + µ0)

1/2Cecc|Et|1/2.

The Proposition is proved by choosing a sufficiently small µ0 such that√
µ2
0 + (1 + µ2

0)
2(1 + µ0)

1/2 ≤ 1 + µ.
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3.3. Proof of the main result. Our proof of Theorem 2.4 is based on [9, Theorem
2.4]; we briefly recall here the setup for the convenience of the reader.

The measurement procedure is modeled via a family of bounded measurement
operators (Ft)t∈D : H1 → H2 between Hilbert spaces H1,H2. In our case, H1 is given
by (9), while it is convenient to write Ft as Fi for i = 1, . . . , N , where

Fiu0(t) := |Ei|1/2MiUu0 =
1

|Ei|1/2

ˆ
Ei

Uu0(y, t) dσ(y).

The space D that parametrizes the measurements corresponds then to {1, . . . , N} and
H2 is L

2(0, T ). The sampling procedure is modeled via a probability distribution ν on
D; in our case, it is given by the probability ν = (ν1, . . . , νN) on 1, . . . , N defined by

(13).5 The forward map F : H1 → (L2(0, T ))
N
modeling the collection of all possible

measurements is given by

Fu0 := (Fiu0)
N
i=1 ∈ (L2(0, T ))N .

We now compute the norm of Fu0:

∥Fu0∥2(L2(0,T ))N
=

N∑
i=1

∥Fiu0∥2L2(0,T )

=
N∑
i=1

ˆ
Σ

∥Fiu0∥2L2(0,T )

1Ei
(y)

|Ei|
dσ(y)

=

ˆ T

0

ˆ
Σ

∣∣∣∣ N∑
i=1

Fiu0(t)
1Ei

(y)

|Ei|1/2

∣∣∣∣2 dσ(y)dt,
where we carried the summation inside the square in the last equality using the fact
that |Ei∩Ej| = 0 for i ̸= j. The previous formula shows that ∥Fu0∥(L2(0,T ))N is given

by ∥PFUu0∥L2(0,T ;L2(Σ)), PF being the orthogonal projection on L2(0, T ;PF), where
PF is the space of piecewise-constant functions in the spatial variable with respect to
F = {E1, . . . , EN}. Explicitly, we have that

(24) PFUu0(t, y) =
N∑
i=1

Fiu0(t)
1Ei

(y)

|Ei|1/2
.

This implies that, up to an isomorphism, the forward map F can be identified with
PFU , where PF is a projection operator on L2(0, T ;L2(Σ)). The map U is referred
to as the natural forward map in [9, Section 2.4].

5In [9], the probability distribution was defined by a probability density function fν(t) with
respect to another measure µ on D, which in our case is the counting measure on {1, . . . , N}. Then
the correspondence between the notation of the present paper and the notation of [9] is given by
νi = fν(i).
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The assumptions to be verified in order to apply the nonuniform bound case in [9,
Theorem 2.4] are summarized in what follows.

(a) There exists constants c, C > 0 such that the following stability property
holds:

∥Fu0∥2(L2(0,T ))N ≤ C∥u0∥2L2(K), u0 ∈ H1,

c

2
∥u0∥2L2(K) ≤ ∥Fu0∥2(L2(0,T ))N , u0 ∈ M≤j0 .

(25)

(b) There exists a constant B ≥ 1 such that the following coherence bounds holds:

(26) ∥Fiϕj,n∥L2(0,T ) ≤ B
√
νi, i ∈ {1, . . . , N}, (j, n) ∈ Λ≤j0 .

We now state a version of the abstract result [9, Theorem 2.4] in the nonuniform
bound case adapted to the present context.

Theorem 3.1. Consider the previous setting. Fix j0 ∈ N and γ ∈ (0, 1). Consider:

• a signal u0 ∈ H1;
• i.i.d. samples i1, . . . , im ∈ {1, . . . , N} from ν = (ν1, . . . , νN);
• measurements ỹk = Fiku0 + ε̃k, k = 1, . . . ,m, for some ε̃k ∈ H2;
• a sparsity level s ≥ 3.

Moreover, suppose that the following assumptions are satisfied:

• the noise ε̃k satisfies

(27) max
k=1,...,m

∥ν−1/2
k ε̃k∥H2 ≤ β̃

for some β̃ ≥ 0;
• the truncation error uR := P⊥

≤j0
u0 satisfies

(28) max
i=1,...,N

ν
−1/2
i ∥FiuR∥H2 ≤ r̃, ∥uR∥H1 ≤ r̃

for some r̃ ≥ 0.

There exists constants C0, C1, C2, C
′
3 > 0, depending only on the constants c, C > 0

in (25), such that the following holds. Let

m ≥ C0τ max{log3 τ log |Λ≤j0|, log(1/γ)}, τ = B2s.

Let û be a solution of

min
u∈M≤j0

∥Φu∥ℓ1 :
1

m

m∑
k=1

ν−1
k ∥Fiku0 − yk∥2H2

≤ (β̃ + C ′
3r̃)

2.

Then, with probability greater than 1− γ, the following recovery estimate holds:

(29) ∥u0 − û∥H1 ≤ C1
σs(P≤j0u0)√

s
+ C2(β̃ + r̃).
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As noticed in [9, Remark 2.5], condition (25), which is slightly weaker than the
quasi-diagonalization condition in the statement of [9, Theorem 2.4], is sufficient for
the theorem to hold.

Using [9, Proposition 2.12], we can reduce condition (a) to the following two con-
ditions.

(a1) There exists constants c, C > 0 such that the following stability property
holds:

(30) c∥u0∥2L2(K) ≤ ∥Uu0∥2L2(0,T ;L2(Σ)) ≤ C∥u0∥2L2(K), u0 ∈ H1,

where we recall that H1 was defined in (9).
(a2) The projection PF satisfies the following balancing property :

∥(I − PF)Uu0∥2L2(0,T ;L2(Σ)) ≤ θ2∥u0∥2L2(K), u0 ∈ M≤j0

for θ =
√
c/2, where c is the constant in (30).

Therefore, the main part of the proof of Theorem 2.4 is to prove conditions (a1),
(a2) and (b). Condition (a1) is satisfied by Assumption 2.1; the results corresponding
to assumptions (a2) and (b) are stated in Proposition 3.2 and 3.4, respectively, and
are proved below.

Proposition 3.2. Let Σ ⊂ R3 be a smooth embedded surface such that d(K,Σ) > 0,
where K is as in (8). Suppose that Assumption 2.1 and (12) are satisfied. Let θ > 0.
Then there exists µ > 0, depending only on θ, on the wavelet basis, on Σ, on d(K,Σ),
on the constants c, C in Assumption 2.1, and on Cecc, such that, if the following
condition holds

(31) diamR3(Ei) ≤ µ2−j0 , i = 1, . . . , N,

for some j0 ∈ N, then the following inequality holds:

(32) ∥(I − PF)Uu0∥L2(0,T ;L2(Σ)) ≤ θ∥u0∥L2(K), u0 ∈ M≤j0 .

In the proof of Proposition 3.2, we need stability estimates with respect to the
H1/2 norm, which we state in the next Lemma. The proof of this result is provided
in Appendix A.

Lemma 3.3. Let Σ ⊂ R3 be a smooth embedded surface and let K be a fixed compact
set with d(K,Σ) > 0. Suppose that Assumption 2.1 holds. Then there a constant
C1 > 0, depending only on Σ and on d(K,Σ), such that the following holds for
u0 ∈ C2

K(R3):

∥Uu0∥L2(0,T ;H1/2(Σ)) ≤ C1∥u0∥H1/2(R3).

Here H1/2(Σ) denotes the corresponding Sobolev–Slobodeckij space – we refer the
reader to [45], for instance, for a definition.
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Proof of Proposition 3.2. Recall formula (24) for PFU . We now prove that, if (31)
holds for some µ > 0, then the following holds for u0 ∈ M≤j0 :

(33) ∥(I − PF)Uu0∥2L2(0,T ;L2(Σ)) ≤ C ′µ∥u0∥2L2(K),

for some constant C ′ > 0 which depends only on the wavelet basis, on Σ, on d(K,Σ)

and on Cecc. Choosing µ := θ2

C′ will then imply (32), which concludes the proof.
We proceed with the proof of (33). We have that

∥Uu0 − PFUu0∥2L2(0,T ;L2(Σ))

=
N∑
i=1

ˆ T

0

ˆ
Ei

∣∣∣∣Uu0(t, y)− 1

|Ei|

ˆ
Ei

Uu0(t, x) dσ(x)

∣∣∣∣2 dσ(y)dt.
We will estimate each term separately. We have that

ˆ T

0

ˆ
Ei

∣∣∣∣Uu0(t, y)− 1

|Ei|

ˆ
Ei

Uu0(t, x) dσ(x)

∣∣∣∣2 dσ(y)dt
=

ˆ T

0

ˆ
Ei

∣∣∣∣ˆ
Ei

(Uu0(t, y)− Uu0(t, x))
dσ(x)

|Ei|

∣∣∣∣2 dσ(y)dt
≤ 1

|Ei|

ˆ T

0

ˆ
Ei×Ei

|Uu0(t, y)− Uu0(t, x)|2 d(σ ⊗ σ)(x, y)dt

=
1

|Ei|

ˆ T

0

ˆ
Ei×Ei

|x− y|3 |Uu0(t, y)− Uu0(t, x)|2

|x− y|3
d(σ ⊗ σ)(x, y)dt

≤ (diamR3(Ei))
3

|Ei|

ˆ T

0

ˆ
Ei×Ei

|Uu0(t, y)− Uu0(t, x)|2

|x− y|3
d(σ ⊗ σ)(x, y)dt.

We now use assumption (12) and (31) to deduce that
ˆ T

0

ˆ
Ei

∣∣∣∣Uu0(t, y)− 1

|Ei|

ˆ
Ei

Uu0(t, x) dσ(x)

∣∣∣∣2 dσ(y)dt
≤ C2

eccµ2
−j0

ˆ T

0

ˆ
Σ×Σ

1Ei×Ei
(x, y)

|Uu0(t, y)− Uu0(t, x)|2

|x− y|3
d(σ ⊗ σ)(x, y)dt.

Notice that the following inequality holds (dσ ⊗ dσ)-a.e.:

N∑
i=1

1Ei×Ei
≤ 1Σ×Σ.

Therefore, summing over i, we get

∥Uu0 − PFUu0∥2L2(0,T ;L2(Σ))
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≤ C2
eccµ2

−j0

ˆ T

0

ˆ
Σ×Σ

|Uu0(t, y)− Uu0(t, x)|2

|x− y|3
d(σ ⊗ σ)(x, y)dt

≤ C2
eccµ2

−j0∥Uu0∥2L2(0,T ;H1/2(Σ)).

Using the estimate from Lemma 3.3, we conclude that

∥Uu0 − PFUu0∥2L2(0,T ;L2(Σ)) ≤ C2
eccC

2
1µ2

−j0∥u0∥2H1/2(R3).

The Littlewood-Paley property (7) implies that

∥u0∥2H1/2(R3) ≤ C ′′2j0∥u0∥2L2(R3).

for some constant C ′′ > 0 depending only on the wavelet dictionary. We finally
conclude that

∥Uu0 − PFUu0∥2L2(0,T ;L2(Σ)) ≤ CeccC
2
1C

′′µ∥u0∥2L2(R3),

which proves (33). □

The coherence bounds in (26) follow from the next Proposition.

Proposition 3.4. Let Σ ⊂ R3 be a smooth embedded surface such that d(K,Σ) > 0,
where K is as in (8). Then there exists a constant B0 ≥ 1, depending only on T , on
the wavelet basis, on d(K,Σ) and on Cecc, such that

∥Fiϕj,n∥L2(0,T ) ≤ B0|Ei|1/2, i = 1, . . . , N.

In particular, (26) is satisfied with B = B0|Σ|1/2.

Proof of Proposition 3.4. Let uj,n ∈ C2(R3 × [0,+∞)) denote the solution of (10)
corresponding to the initial datum ϕj,n ∈ C2

K(R3); in other words, using the notation
from Section 2.2, we have that uj,n := V ϕj,n.
Notice from (6) that the following estimates hold, where the implicit constants

depend only on the wavelet dictionary:

(34) ∥ϕj,n∥L∞(R3) ≲ 23/2j, ∥∇ϕj,n∥L∞(R3) ≲ 25/2j, (j, n) ∈ Γ.

Moreover, there exists a constant C > 0 such that, for every (j, n) ∈ Γ, there exists
a ball Qj,n of radius C2−j such that

supp(ϕj,n) ⊂ Qj,n.

Let xj,n be the center of Qj,n. We adopt the following notation for x ∈ R3 and t ≥ 0:

dj,n(x) := ∥x− xj,n∥, Dj,n(x, t) := 1[dj,n(x)−C2−j ,dj,n(x)+C2−j ](t).

We now prove that, for x ∈ R3 and t ≥ 0, the following holds for some constant
C ′ > 0 depending only on C:

(35) |∂Bt(x) ∩Qj,n| ≤ C ′2−2jDj,n(x, t).
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x

Cj,n

Qj,n

xj,n

∂Bt(x)

Figure 2. The sets in the proof of Proposition 3.4. In red, the set ∂Bt(x)∩
Cj,n; in yellow, the set ∂Bt(x) ∩Qj,n.

Indeed, clearly ∂Bt(x) ∩ Qj,n = ∅ if t < dj,n(x) − C2−j or t > dj,n(x) + C2−j, and
thus |∂Bt(x)∩Qj,n| = 0 in this case. Therefore, to prove (35) we just need to find an
upper bound of |∂Bt(x)∩Qj,n| for t ∈ [dj,n(x)−C2−j, dj,n(x)+C2

−j]. We distinguish
two cases.

(1) Suppose that dj,n(x) ≤ C2−j. Then, for t ≤ dj,n(x) + C2−j ≤ 2C2−j,

|∂Bt(x) ∩Qj,n| ≤ |∂Bt(x)| = 4πt2 ≤ 16πC22−2j.

(2) Suppose that dj,n(x) > C2−j. Let Cj,n be the simple cone – considered as a
3 dimensional solid – with vertex x whose boundary is tangent to Qj,n – see
Fig. 2. Then the cross-section of Cj,n subtends an angle 2θ, where

sin θ =
C2−j

dj,n(x)
.

The set ∂Bt(x) ∩ Cj,n is a spherical cap, whose area is

|∂Bt(x) ∩ Cj,n| = 2π(1− cos θ)t2 = 2π

(
1−

√
1− C22−2j

dj,n(x)2

)
t2.

As 1−
√
1− x ≤ x, we get that, for t ≤ dj,n(x) + C2−j ≤ 2dj,n(x),

|∂Bt(x) ∩Qj,n| ≤ |∂Bt(x) ∩ Cj,n| ≤ 2π
C22−2j

dj,n(x)2
t2 ≤ 8πC22−2j.

This proves (35). Equation (35) and (34) imply the following estimates:ˆ
∂Bt(x)

|ϕj,n(y)| dσ(y) =
ˆ
∂Bt(x)∩Qj,n

|ϕj,n(y)| dσ(y) ≤ C ′′2−j/2Dj,n(x, t),
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ˆ
∂Bt(x)

|∇ϕj,n(y)| dσ(y) =
ˆ
∂Bt(x)∩Qj,n

|∇ϕj,n(y)| dσ(y) ≤ C ′′2j/2Dj,n(x, t),

where C ′′ depends only on the wavelet dictionary and on C ′.
For t < d(K,Σ), we get that uj,n(·, t) = 0 on Σ; for t ≥ d(K,Σ) and x ∈ Σ, using

the explicit formula (11) for the solution of (10), we get that

|uj,n(x, t)| ≤
1

4πt2

ˆ
∂Bt(x)

(|ϕj,n(y)|+ |∇ϕj,n(y)||y − x|) dσ(y)

≤ 1

4πt2

(ˆ
∂Bt(x)

|ϕj,n(y)| dσ(y) + diamR3(∂Bt(x))

ˆ
∂Bt(x)

|∇ϕj,n(y)| dσ(y)
)

≤ 1

4πt2
(1 + diamR3(∂Bt(x)))C

′′2j/2Dj,n(x, t)

≤ 1 + 2T

4πd(K,Σ)2
C ′′2j/2Dj,n(x, t) =: C

′′′2j/2Dj,n(x, t).

We deduce that

∥Fiϕj,n∥2L2(0,T ) =

ˆ T

0

∣∣∣∣ 1

|Ei|1/2

ˆ
Ei

uj,n(x, t) dσ(x)

∣∣∣∣2 dt
≤ (C ′′′)22j

|Ei|

ˆ T

0

∣∣∣∣ ˆ
Ei

Dj,n(x, t) dσ(x)

∣∣∣∣2 dt
≤ (C ′′′)22j

ˆ
Ei

ˆ T

0

|Dj,n(x, t)|2 dtdσ(x) ≤ 2(C ′′′)2C|Ei|,

and we conclude. □

Proof of Theorem 2.4. The idea is to apply Theorem 3.1. We have already argued
that conditions (a1), (a2) and (b) are satisfied thanks to Assumption 2.1, Proposi-
tion 3.2 and Proposition 3.4, respectively.

We now establish a correspondence between the measurements and the noise in the
setting of Theorem 2.4 with that of Theorem 3.1. In Theorem 3.1, the measurements
are given by

ỹk = Ftku0 + ε̃k,

where Ftk ∈ L(H1,H2) is the measurement operator corresponding to the sample
tk ∈ D and ε̃k ∈ H2 is an additive noise. In Theorem 2.4, instead, the measurements
are given by

yk(t) =
1

|Eik |

ˆ
Eik

Uu0(y, t) dσ(y) + εk(t)

= |Eik |−1/2
(
Fik,Tu0 + |Eik |1/2εk(t)

)
.
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Therefore the measurements and the noise in the two settings are related by the
identities

(36) yk = |Eik |−1/2ỹk, ε̃k = |Eik |1/2εk.
Given this correspondence, we can now verify the assumptions on the noise and on the
truncation errors. If ∥εk∥L2(0,T ) ≤ β, then ∥ε̃k∥L2(0,T ) ≤ |Eik |1/2β; therefore, condition
(27) is satisfied in our case with β̃ = |Σ|1/2β.

The assumptions on the truncation error are given by (28). In our case, the mea-
surement operators are uniformly bounded, as they are given by Fi = fEi

◦ U where
fEi

is the operator of unit norm defined by

fEi
(v) :=

1

|Ei|1/2

ˆ
Ei

v, v ∈ L2(0, T ;L2(Σ)).

Therefore, we get that, if ∥P⊥
≤j0
u0∥H1 ≤ r, then

sup
i=1,...,N

ν
−1/2
i ∥FiP

⊥
≤j0
u0∥(L2(0,T ))N ≤ |Σ|1/2(min

i
|Ei|)−1/2∥U∥r.

We conclude that (28) is satisfied with r̃ = max{1, |Σ|1/2∥U∥(mini |Ei|)−1/2}. Notice
that ∥U∥ depends only on T and on Σ.

Finally, notice that in Theorem 3.1 the minimization problem to be solved is (29).
In the PAT case, ν−1

k = |Σ||Eik |−1; therefore, the identity (36) implies that this
problem is equivalent in our setting to

min
u∈M≤j0

∥Φu∥1 :
1

m

m∑
k=1

∥∥∥∥ 1

|Eik |

ˆ
Eik

Uu0(y, ·) dσ(y)− yk

∥∥∥∥2
L2(0,T )

≤ C3(β + r̃)2,

where C3 = C ′
3/|Σ|, which is exactly (16).

Having established the correspondence of Theorem 3.1 with Theorem 2.4 in our
setting, the result is proved. □

3.4. Proof for general sensing patterns. In this section, we outline a sketch of
the proof of Theorem 2.7. Essentially, the proof follows along the lines of the proof
of Theorem 2.4. The idea is always to apply Theorem 3.1 and verify that conditions
(a1), (a2), (b) stated in Sec. 3.3 hold for suitable measurement operators and forward
maps.

In this case, we define the measurement operators as

F̃i,Tu0 :=
1√
N
PiAMUu0.

The corresponding forward map is then given by

F̃Tu0 :=
1√
N
AMUu0.
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Using the fact that A is a unitary matrix, we get that

∥F̃Tu0∥2(L2(0,T ))N = ∥F̃Tu0∥2L2(0,T ;ℓ2(CN )) =
1

N

ˆ T

0

|AMUu0(t)|2 dt

=
1

N

ˆ T

0

|MUu0(t)|2 dt =
1

N
∥MUu0∥2(L2(0,T ))N .

Explicitly, the operator on the RHS is given by(
1√
N
MUu0(t)

)
i

=
1√
N |Ei|

1√
|Ei|

ˆ
Ei

Uu0(t, y) dσ(y) =
1√
N |Ei|

Fiu0(t).

Using (18), we get that, up to an isomorphism, 1√
N
MUu0(t) is given by the forward

map from Sec. 3.3. Therefore, we conclude that condition (a) in this case follows as
in the case of Theorem 2.4.

Moreover, condition (b) follows directly from (20), with νi ≡ 1/
√
N . The other

verifications concerning assumptions on the noise and on the truncation error follow
exactly as in the proof of Theorem 2.4, leading to the validation of the hypotheses of
Theorem 3.1, which can then be applied to prove Theorem 2.7.
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Appendix A. Interpolation estimate

In this section, we provide a proof of the interpolation estimate from Lemma 3.3.

Proof of Lemma 3.3. The idea of the proof is to use the complex interpolation method
to obtain stability with respect to H1/2 norms using stability estimates in the L2 and
H1 norms, respectively, from Assumption 2.1.



30 A. FELISI

Let K ′ be the compact set from Assumption 2.1; recall that

K ⊂ int(K ′).

We also fix a finite atlas of Σ, given by (Vi, φi)
n
i=1, and a partition of unity (ηi)

n
i=1 ⊂

C∞(Σ) subordinate to it. From Assumption 2.1, we get that, for i = 1, . . . , n and
u0 ∈ C2

K′(R3),

(37)

ˆ T

0

ˆ
Σ

|ηiUu0(y, t)|2 dσ(y)dt ≤ ∥Uu0∥2L2(0,T ;L2(Σ)) ≤ C2∥u0∥2L2(R3),

and also ˆ T

0

ˆ
Σ

|∇Σ (ηiUu0) (y, t)|2 dσ(y)dt

≤ 2

ˆ T

0

ˆ
Σ

|∇Σηi|2|Uu0(y, t)|2 dσ(y)dt

+ 2

ˆ T

0

ˆ
Σ

|∇V u0(y, t)|2 dσ(y)dt

≤ 2C2∥∇Σηi∥2L∞(R3)∥u0∥2L2(R3) + 2C2
1∥u0∥2H1(R3)

≤ C2
2∥u0∥2H1(R3),

(38)

where C2 :=
√
2
(
C2maxi ∥∇Σηi∥2L∞(R3) + C2

1

)1/2
; the meaning of ∇R3 and ∇Σ is the

same as in Sec. 3.1. We now have thatˆ T

0

ˆ
Σ

|ηiUu0(y, t)|2 dσ(y)dt

=

ˆ T

0

ˆ
φi(Vi)

|ηiUu0(φ−1
i (x), t)|2| det(Dφ−1

i )(x)| dxdt

≥ C2
3

ˆ T

0

ˆ
φi(Vi)

|ηiUu0(φ−1
i (x), t)|2 dxdt

= C2
3∥(ηiUu0) ◦ (φ−1

i ⊗ I)∥2L2(0,T ;L2(R2)).

where C3 := minx∈φi(Vi)
i=1,...,n

| det(Dφ−1
i )(x)|1/2. This, together with (37), implies that, for

i = 1, . . . , n and u0 ∈ C2
K′(R3),

(39) ∥(ηiUu0) ◦ (φ−1
i ⊗ I)∥L2(0,T ;L2(R2)) ≤ C4∥u0∥L2(R3),

where C4 := C/C3.
Analogously, using (38), we get that, for i = 1, . . . , n and u0 ∈ C2

K′(R3),

∥
(
∇Σ(ηiUu0)

)
◦ (φ−1

i ⊗ I)∥L2(0,T ;L2(R2)) ≤ C5∥u0∥H1(R3),
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where C5 := C2/C3. For v ∈ C2
Vi
(Σ), we have that

|∇Σ(v ◦ φ−1
i )(x)| = |(Dφ−1

i )∗(x)(∇Σv)(φ
−1(x))| ≤ C6|(∇Σv)(φ

−1(x))|,

where C6 := maxx∈φi(Vi)
i=1,...,n

∥Dφ−1
i (x)∥; here the matrix norm ∥ · ∥ refers to the operator

norm on ℓ2(R2). This implies that, for i = 1, . . . , n and u0 ∈ DKε(R3),

∥(ηiUu0) ◦ (φ−1
i ⊗ I)∥2L2(0,T ;H1(R2))

= ∥(ηiUu0) ◦ (φ−1
i ⊗ I)∥2L2(0,T ;L2(R2))

+ ∥∇
(
(ηiUu0) ◦ (φ−1

i ⊗ I)
)
∥2L2(0,T ;L2(R2))

≤ C2
4∥u0∥2L2(R3) + C2

5C
2
6∥u0∥2H1(R3) ≤ C2

7∥u0∥2H1(R3).

(40)

where C7 :=
(
C2

4 + C2
5C

2
6

)1/2
.

Let η ∈ C2(R3) be a smooth cutoff such that η ∈ [0, 1], η|K ≡ 1 and supp(η) ⊂ K ′.
Given u0 ∈ C2(R3), we have that ηu0 ∈ C2

K′(R3). For every i = 1, . . . , n, we consider
the following linear operators

Tiu0 :=
(
ηiU(ηu0)

)
◦ (φ−1

i ⊗ I),

defined for u0 ∈ C2(R3). The stability estimates obtained in (39) and (40) imply that

∥Tiu0∥L2(0,T ;L2(R2)) ≤ C4∥ηu0∥L2(R3) ≤ C4∥u0∥L2(R3),

∥Tiu0∥L2(0,T ;H1(R2)) ≤ C7∥ηu0∥H1(R3) ≤ C7C8∥u0∥H1(R3),

where C8 depends only on η.6 These estimates imply that Ti can be extended by
density and continuity to a bounded linear operator Ti : L

2(R3) → L2(0, T ;L2(R2))
such that Ti(H

1(R3)) ⊂ L2(0, T ;H1(R2)).
We can now apply the complex interpolation method [15, Theorem 4.1.2, Theorem

6.4.5] to conclude that

∥Tiu0∥L2(0,T ;H1/2(R2)) ≤ C9∥u0∥H1/2(R3),

where C9 can be chosen, for instance, to be max(C4, C7C8). This implies that, for
u0 ∈ C2

K(R3),

∥
(
ηiUu0

)
◦ (φ−1

i ⊗ I)∥L2(0,T ;H1/2(R2)) ≤ C9∥u0∥H1/2(R3),

as in this case ηu0 = u0.
By definition of the H1/2(Σ) norm, there exists a constant C10 > 0, depending only

on the atlas of Σ, such that, for i = 1, . . . , n and for u0 ∈ C2
K(R3),

∥ηiUu0∥L2(0,T ;H1/2(Σ)) ≤ C10∥
(
ηiUu0

)
◦ (φ−1

i ⊗ I)∥L2(0,T ;H1/2(R2))

≤ C9C10∥u0∥H1/2(R3).

6Notice that it would not have been possible to obtain the bound ∥ηu0∥H1(R3) ≲ ∥u0∥H1(R3) for

a non-smooth cutoff η; this motivates the necessity of considering the slightly bigger set K ′.
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We conclude that, for u0 ∈ C2
K(R3),

∥Uu0∥L2(0,T ;H1/2(Σ)) ≤
n∑

i=1

∥ηiUu0∥L2(0,T ;H1/2(Σ)) ≤ nC9C10∥u0∥H1/2(R3).

This concludes the proof. □
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