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The problem of estimating multiple loss parameters of an optical system using the most general
ancilla-assisted parallel strategy is solved under energy constraints. An upper bound on the quan-
tum Fisher information matrix is derived assuming that the environment modes involved in the loss
interaction can be accessed. Any pure-state probe that is number-diagonal in the modes interact-
ing with the loss elements is shown to exactly achieve this upper bound even if the environment
modes are inaccessible, as is usually the case in practice. We explain this surprising phenomenon,
and show that measuring the Schmidt bases of the probe is a parameter-independent optimal mea-
surement. Our results imply that multiple copies of two-mode squeezed vacuum probes with an
arbitrarily small nonzero degree of squeezing, or probes prepared using single-photon states and lin-
ear optics can achieve quantum-optimal performance in conjunction with on-off detection. We also
calculate explicitly the energy-constrained Bures distance between any two product loss channels.
Our results are relevant to standoff image sensing, biological imaging, absorption spectroscopy, and

photodetector calibration.

Quantum metrology investigates the fundamental lim-
its imposed by quantum mechanics on the precision of
measurements under resource constraints. It encom-
passes the measurement of such physical quantities as
displacement, time, force, acceleration, temperature, and
electric and magnetic fields in diverse physical systems
including atoms, ions, and spins [1, 2]. In optical sys-
tems, measuring interferometric phase shifts has been the
paradigmatic example for which quantum enhancement
has been most studied [3, 4].

Beyond unitary dynamics, the most ubiquitous phe-
nomenon present in optical systems is loss, the precise
measurement of which is a fundamental issue in science
and technology. A general loss sensing scenario is de-
picted schematically in Fig. 1. K loss elements modeled
as beam splitters are probed using a multimode probe
of which the “signal” modes (shown in red) are directly
modulated by the loss elements while the “ancilla” modes
(shown in yellow) are held losslessly. The exact nature of
the modes and loss elements need not be specified for our
analysis, which applies to diverse scenarios. Thus the K
loss elements may be actual pixels in an amplitude mask
in an image sensing scenario [5], or may represent absorp-
tion coefficients of a sample at K different frequencies in
an absorption spectroscopy setup [6], or a photodetector
whose quantum efficiency is being calibrated [7]. The K
probes may also represent temporal modes probing the
transmittance of a living cell undergoing a cellular pro-
cess [8]. More abstractly, many natural imaging problems
can be mapped to equivalent transmittance estimation or
discrimination problems [9, 10]. At optical frequencies,
we may assume that the environment modes entering the
“unused” input ports of the beam splitters are in the
vacuum state. The output environment modes are typ-

ically inaccessible for measurement, so only the signal
and ancilla modes are measured using an optimal quan-
tum measurement in order to estimate the transmissivity
values. In order to make the problem well-defined, we
constrain the energy [11] allocated to the signal modes.
Apart from accounting for resources, it is often necessary
to limit the photon flux through an optical element, e.g.,
to avoid damage or alteration of processes in live tissue
[12], to calibrate sensitive single-photon detectors [7], or
for covertness.

In this Letter, we solve the problem of quantum-
optimal estimation of K real-valued transmissivities
{\/ﬁk}ff: , using the general ancilla-assisted entangled
parallel strategy of Fig. 1 assuming that the energy allo-
cated to the signal modes probing each of the K beam
splitters is specified as { Ny} ,. We first obtain an up-
per bound on the quantum Fisher information matrix
for the problem, and then show that a very large class
of probe states achieves this bound. We find the opti-
mal quantum measurement and exhibit readily prepared
probes for which on-off detection is an optimal measure-
ment. Finally, we address the problem of discriminating
between two given loss channels by deriving the probe
state of given signal energy that minimizes the fidelity at
the channel output.

Problem Formulation and Fstimation-Theory Review:
The action of the k-th beam splitter on the m-th signal
mode annihilation operator 4™ and the m-th environ-
ment mode annihilation operator é(") takes the form

b =/ g L= &,
eon = V= g /i 6

in the Heisenberg picture, where 1 <m < M = Zszl My,
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FIG. 1.  General ancilla-assisted parallel strategy for loss
sensing: A joint probe state of the signal (red) and ancilla
(vellow) modes A is prepared. FEach signal mode queries
one of K beam splitters with unknown transmittances n =
(m,...nx). The output signal modes and ancilla modes are
jointly measured to yield an estimate 7 of . The input envi-
ronment modes (green) entering the beam splitters are in the
vacuum state, the output environment modes are inaccessi-
ble, and multiple signal modes (not shown) may query each
beam splitter.

with M}, the total number of signal modes probing the k-
th loss element. In the Schrédinger picture, this evolution
is generated by the unitary operator

G (90) = exp [-ion (36 2], (2

where the “angle” parameter ¢ € [0,7/2] satisfies
cos ¢y = \/Ng. For an initial vacuum environment state,
the evolution defines a quantum channel £,, on the sig-
nal mode that maps an input state p to the output state
L, (p) with Wigner characteristic function

Xout (€) = Xin (T, €) e M2 for e e, (3)

(M)t exa(m) L.
where xin(€) = Tr pef¥n ~€@n" is the characteristic

function of p.

Without loss of generality, we assume that the sig-
nal (S) and ancilla (A) modes are in a joint pure
state |1} (viz., the probe) satisfying the energy con-
straints (|Ng [¢)) = Ny, for k = 1,..., K, where Nj =
> M, modes a(m7Ta(m) is the total photon number opera-
tor of the signal modes probing the k-th loss element.
Including the environment (E) modes (initially in the
multimode vacuum state |0),) and the ancilla modes,
the output state of the total system ASFE is given by
Op = |\11¢> (‘Ij¢|ASE> where

|\IJ¢)ASE = jA ® (®§=1 ®7]\r{]=c1 ﬁ(m)(ﬁbk)) W))AS |0>E ) (4)

I4 is the identity operator on the ancilla system, and
¢ = (¢1,...,9K). Since the output environment modes
are actually inaccessible, the measured output state is
pp=Trpog.

The state family {pq} gives rise to the corresponding
multi-parameter quantum Cramér-Rao bound (QCRB)
[1, 13, 14]. Briefly, for each parameter ¢;, there exists
a Hermitian operator L; (that depends on ¢ in gen-
eral) called the symmetric logarithmic derivative (SLD)
satisfying Oipe = Ope/0¢; = (pd,Li + Lip¢) /2. The
quantum Fisher information matrix (QFIM) K is the
K x K matrix with ij-th matrix element given by K;; =
Tr pg (f)iﬁj + ﬁjf)z) /2. Consider any measurement ap-
plied to the output modes resulting in an estimate vec-
tor ¢ = (q@l,...,éK) for ¢. The error covariance ma-
trix ¥ of the estimate has the matrix elements X;; =
E [((ﬁl - ¢i) ((/5] - (bj)], where [E denotes statistical expec-
tation over the measurement results. For an unbiased
estimate, i.e., if E [(;31] = ¢, for all ¢ and ¢, the QCRB is
the matrix inequality ¥ > K71, For any K x K positive
semidefinite cost matrix G, the QCRB implies that the
scalar cost tr GX > tr GK™! for any unbiased estimator
@ [15]. The SLD operators in terms of the transmittance
parametrization 1 = (n1,...,nk) are related to those of
the angle parametrization via [A/,(:’) = ZL’: Ly and result
in a different QFIM and QCRB. We will indicate which
parametrization is being used by a subscript or super-
script where necessary.

The estimation of a single loss parameter has been
studied before [16-22] (see [2] for a review), but not in
the generality considered here. Thus, ref. [16] focused
on measurement optimization, [17] on specific probes
and measurements, [18] studied single-mode Gaussian-
state probes, while [19] considered optimizing the state
of a single-signal-mode probe. Refs. [20] and [21] stud-
ied ancilla-assisted schemes using Gaussian probes, while
[22] studied joint estimation of loss and phase using a sin-
gle signal-ancilla mode pair. Thus, none of these works
addressed the general multimode ancilla-assisted parallel
strategy for multi-parameter loss estimation.

Upper bound on the QFIM — We first obtain an up-
per bound (in the matrix-inequality sense) on the QFIM
for estimating ¢, extending the approach of Monras
and Paris [18] for the single-parameter case. Suppose

M
that the output environment modes {égzlt)} | are ac-
m=

cessible. From Eq. (4), the purified output state o =
etk OrHi g eiZn Ot for o = 1) (|as ® |0) (0] and
Hy = Ia @ (TMr atmTetm) 4 0m emT) - Since oy is
pure, differentiating 0(27) = 04 implies that an SLD op-
erator Zk for ¢y is ék = 20k0¢ = 21 [U¢,flk]. A direct
calculation of the ij-th matrix element of the QFIM
Kij = Trog (éiéj +l@-l@)/2 (the tilde denotes that this
matrix is calculated assuming access to the environ-
ment modes) gives /C;; = 4 (¢/| (Z%’__"l a(mtam) ) 5,5 =



4N; 0;;, where N; is the total energy of [¢)) in the signal
modes probing the i-th beam splitter. The monotonicity
of the QFIM [23] under partial trace over E implies that
the true QFIM matrix Ky satisfies

K¢ < Ky = 4 diag(Ny, ..., Nk). (5)

Note that this bound is valid for any probe state with
the given signal energy distribution and is independent of
the values of { My} . We refer to (5) as the generalized
Monras-Paris (MP) limit.

The performance of NDS probes: We now exhibit
probes saturating the limit (5). Consider first the case
of a single beam splitter probed by a pure joint signal-
ancilla state |¢)) with M signal modes. It is easily seen
that any such [¢)) can be written as

= Z Py [Xn)40)g, (6)

n>0

where [n)g =[n1)g [n2)g, -~ |nn)g,, is an M-mode num-
ber state of S, {|xn)4} are normalized (not necessarily
orthogonal) states of A, and py, is the probability distri-
bution of n. The energy constraint takes the form

ann:N; for p, = Z Pn (7)

n=0 n:ni+...+ny=n

the probability mass function of the total photon number
in the signal modes. For any transmittance value n(¢),
we can write the output state (4) explicitly as

|‘l/¢>>ASE = z |¢¢;1>>As |1>E 3 (8)
120
where
|"/}¢, Z \/pn (n 1 |Xn |Il 1 (9)
n>1
are unnormalized states of AS, B,(n1) =

L, (7 )™=t (1 = p)' is a product of binomial
probablhtles and n >1 is to be understood component-
wise. Since (Ygalthgr1) > 0, the fidelity between the
purified output states corresponding to a pair of values

n(¢) and n'(¢") equals

F(og,0p) =Tr\/\/0404\/0¢ = IZE)(<¢¢;1|¢¢';1>>- (10)

The reduced state of the AS system is given by pg =
Tr g O¢p = Zl ‘1/}(15;1» <<w¢;1|. Probes |w> for which the
{Ixn) 4} are orthonormal are called Number Diagonal
Signal (NDS) states [24, 25] since the reduced state on
S is then number-diagonal. For such probes, we have

(boalbgrr) = (boaltpgra) by from (9), and the output
fidelity evaluates to (see also [24] for the latter equality)

F(pg:per) = 3 (on

1>0

mm:imw, (11)

3

where 1= /" ++/(1=n)(1=7') = cos (¢' - ¢) € [0,1].
Significantly, the middle expression equals the fidelity
(10) between the output states on ASE. The QFT can
now be calculated as

’C¢ =—4 82F (p¢7 p¢’)/8¢l2|¢/:¢ =4N, (12)

where the first equality is a general relation between fi-
delity and QFT [26], and the latter follows from (11). We
have thus shown that for NDS probes, the QFI with or
without environmental access is equal to the MP limit
for all values of ¢, N, and M.

For M =1 and integer N, taking py =1 in (6) recov-
ers the number-state optimality result of [19]. However,
for non-integer N and in particular for N < 1, the unen-
tangled states proposed in [19] are suboptimal if ancilla
entanglement is allowed. The two-mode squeezed vac-
uum (TMSV) state is an NDS probe and its QFI was
computed by different techniques [21], although its op-
timality was not pointed out. Our result implies that
these are just two examples among an infinity of optimal
probes.

For the multiparameter case ¢ = (¢1, ..., ¢k ) with the
given energy budget {Ny}, consider the product probe
state @1, p(*) for p(*) = |w(k)) ()| with |1/)(k)) any NDS
probe of signal energy Nj. For the resulting output state
family {p¢ = ®,[f: 1p((;2)}, it is readily seen that the k-th
SLD operator A, = I ® - ® L ® - ® I for Lj, satisfying
8kpgi) = (f/k p((;z) + pgz) IA/k) /2. The SLDs are commuting
and the ij-th element of the QFIM is:

(Kg)i; =Tr pg AiAj =4N; 6, (13)

where we have used Tr p( VL1, =0 for all k and the single-
parameter result Tr p(k)L2 = 4Nj. Thus, the product

probe ®f p(F) achieves the generalized MP limit (5).
Since the SLDs commute and the QFIM is diagonal, there
is no obstacle to the simultaneous achievement of the
QCR bounds for the parameters [13, 27].

In the transmittance parametrization, the optimal

L . N N
QFIM is given by K;, = dlag(m(l_lm),---, nx(lfnx))' In
comparison, the QFIM for a product coherent-state input
with the given energies is ICCS diag (N1/n1, -, Nk /nK)

so that a large advantage is avallable if g ~ 1.

Optimal measurement and practical probes — For any
state family {p,}, measuring the basis corresponding to
the SLD achieves the QFI [26], but this basis may be
parameter-dependent and thus of limited use [28]. For a
single parameter and an NDS probe of the form (6), con-
sider jointly measuring at the output its Schmidt bases,
i.e., the basis {|xn) 4} on A and the number basis {|n)¢}
on S. Such a measurement yields a pair (N, Q), where N
denotes the index of the measured |xn) 4, and Q = N-L is
the measured photon number in S. The classical Fisher
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FIG. 2. Setup pertaining to the energy-constrained Bures
distance between loss channels L?;M and E?;,M: Each of M
signal modes (red) of a probe state [¢) of Eq. (6) entangled
with an arbitrary ancilla system A (yellow) with total signal
energy N queries a beam splitter with transmissivity either
/1 or /1. We wish to minimize the fidelity between the re-
spective output states p, and p, of the signal-ancilla system.

information on 7 of this measurement is

ZMZB(

1<n

[8lan(n,l)] N (14)

on S n(l-n)’

so that the QFT is attained for any 7.

In many sensing scenarios, the values of {Mk}f: , are
not fixed beforehand but can be varied (e.g., by using
multiple temporal or spatial modes). This flexibility al-
lows the design of practical probes and measurements.
Thus, the NDS probe

[n)=[1)g, @@ 1)

& (VI (VY1) 41005, + VINTIOV4 1))

with M = [N] signal modes is optimal for estimating a
single loss parameter and can be prepared using single-
photon sources and linear optics. Here {N} = N — |N|
is the fractional part of N. The optimal measurement
described above reduces to on-off detection in each of
the S and A modes, making the overall scheme realizable
with single-photon technologies [29]. Similarly, using M
copies of a TMSV state (which is also NDS) with each
component having signal energy N/M attains the MP
limit with an arbitrarily small level of squeezing per mode
in the limit of large M. In the limit of small squeezing,
on-off detection in every mode again becomes a quantum-
optimal measurement.

Energy-constrained Bures distance between loss chan-
nels — Consider the ancilla-assisted channel discrimina-
tion problem shown in Fig. 2 in which a probe of a given
number M of signal modes and total energy N entan-
gled with an ancilla A queries a beam splitter in order to
determine which of two possible values of transmissivity

(angle) \/7 (¢) and /1" (¢") it possesses. This problem

(15)

arises naturally in the quantum reading of a digital op-
tical memory [30] where the loss channels represent bit
values. Several measures of general channel distinguisha-
bility under an energy constraint have been proposed
recently, e.g., two versions of the energy-constrained
diamond distance [31-34], the energy-constrained Bu-
res (ECB) distance [35], and general energy-constrained
channel divergences [36]. The ECB distance between any
bosonic channels M and A on the signal modes S is given
by the expression [37]:

BN(M7N) =

sup V1-F(ide M([¢) (), id e N ([¢) (),

[)(plIa®Ns|p)=N

(16)
where F' is the fidelity, A is an arbitrary ancilla system,
id is the identity channel on A, |¢)) is a probe of the form
(6), Ny is the total photon number operator on S, and
the optimization is over all pure states of AS with signal
energy N.

We now evaluate By (E?M , /J;?,M ) between loss chan-
nels of the form of Eq. (3). We first note that among
probes with given {p,}, the fidelity between the out-
puts of the channels is lower-bounded by the NDS value
F =% pnp™ [24]. Thus, we need to minimize Y., p, 1"
under the energy constraint (7). For an arbitrary {p,}
satisfying the energy constraint, let A, = ¥, | n)Pn, and
AT—l—Al For Ny = A[' S, njnpn < [N] and Ny =
ATY S sinnpn 2 [N, we have Al N, +A; Ny = N. Since
the functlon x > p* is convex, we have F =Y p,u" >
Ay N+ Ay Nt Convexity of this function also implies
that the chord joining (N, ™) and (N, u¥) lies above
that joining (| V], u™¥) and ([N, u™1) in the interval
|N] <2 <[N]. Since the energy constraint can be sat-
isfied by taking N, = [N |, Ny = [N],pn; =1-{N}, and
pin1 = { IV} [38], the energy-constrained minimum fidelity
equals:

FR™ = (1= (N}) M (v VL (17)

The ECB distance By (ﬁ?;M ,E?,M ) then follows from
Eq. (16). Since the ECB distance is an increasing func-
tion of N, it equals (up to normalization) the ECB dis-
tance defined using an inequality constraint in [35].

The M-signal-mode NDS probe

|1/16Cb>:\/1—{N |X ) J)sl |0>S2"'|0>SM (18)
VAN xin) 4 TN D), [0)g, - [0)s,,

is optimal for any orthogonal ancilla states |X[ N J> N and
|X[ N]> 4 since it has the optimal total signal photon num-
ber distribution. Note that By (E?M ,E?;,M ) is indepen-
dent of M, depends on the loss values through ¢’ —

alone, and that the above state achieves it regardless of
these values.



Discussion — Our NDS-probe optimality results im-
ply the optimality of the quantum imaging scheme of [5]
and of the absolute calibration method [7, 39] employing
TMSV probes. For multimode TMSV probes with small
per-mode squeezing, and for the probe (15), the opti-
mality of on-off detection obviates the need for photon
counting using cryocooled detectors.

The surprising result that NDS probes attain the exact
same performance that access to the output environment
modes would give contrasts with the case of estimating
Hamiltonian shift parameters in the presence of noise, for
which the performance is strictly worse than the noiseless
case even with ancilla entanglement [40]. NDS probes
are known to be optimal in the global Bayesian approach
for general lossy image estimation problems [25]. Our
results call for a more general investigation into their
optimality within the local QFI-based approach , and for
other bosonic channels. It remains to be seen if sequential
adaptive estimation strategies [34, 41-45] can yield still
more quantum enhancement.

The exact expression for the ECB distance between
loss channels contrasts with the available results for uni-
tary channels, which are in the form of quantum-speed-
limit bounds [46]. The ECB distance gives two-sided
bounds on the energy-constrained diamond distance [47]
and hence on the error probability of quantum read-
ing [30]. It has also been used to characterize the fi-
delity of continuous-variable quantum gates [48]. NDS
probes are known to optimize general energy-constrained
channel divergences between any two phase-covariant
bosonic channels [36]. It is thus hoped that other energy-
constrained channel divergences may be calculated using
similar methods and their metrological consequences be
explored.

I thank C. Lupo, S. Pirandola, M. E. Shirokov, and
M. M. Wilde for useful discussions. This work is sup-
ported by the Singapore Ministry of Education Academic
Research Fund Tier 1 Project R-263-000-C06-112.

* nairanjith@gmail.com

[1] V. Giovannetti, S. Lloyd, and L. Maccone, Nat. Pho-
ton. 5, 222 (2011); G. Téth and 1. Apellaniz, J. Phys.
A 47, 424006 (2014); C. L. Degen, F. Reinhard, and
P. Cappellaro, Rev. Mod. Phys. 89, 035002 (2017).

[2] D. Braun, G. Adesso, F. Benatti, R. Floreanini, U. Mar-
zolino, M. W. Mitchell, and S. Pirandola, Rev. Mod.
Phys. 90, 035006 (2018).

[3] C. M. Caves, Phys. Rev. D 23, 1693 (1981).

[4] R. Demkowicz-Dobrzariski, M. Jarzyna, and
J. Kolodynski, Prog. Optics, 60, 345 (2015).

[5] G. Brida, M. Genovese, and I. Ruo Berchera, Nat. Pho-
ton. 4, 227 (2010).

[6] R. Whittaker, C. Erven, A. Neville, M. Berry, J. L.
OBrien, H. Cable, and J. C. F. Matthews, New J. Phys.
19, 023013 (2017).

[7] A. Avella, G. Brida, I. P. Degiovanni, M. Genovese,
M. Gramegna, L. Lolli, E. Monticone, C. Portesi, M. Ra-
jteri, M. L. Rastello, E. Taralli, P. Traina, and M. White,
Opt. Exp. 19, 23249 (2011); L. Qi, F. Just, G. Leuchs,
and M. V. Chekhova, Opt. Exp. 24, 26444 (2016);
A. Meda, E. Losero, N. Samantaray, F. Scafirimuto,
S. Pradyumna, A. Avella, I. Ruo-Berchera, and M. Gen-
ovese, J. Opt. 19, 094002 (2017); J. Sabines-Chesterking,
R. Whittaker, S. K. Joshi, P. M. Birchall, P. A. Moreau,
A. McMillan, H. V. Cable, J. L. O’Brien, J. G. Rarity,
and J. C. F. Matthews, Phys. Rev. Applied 8, 014016
(2017); P.-A. Moreau, J. Sabines-Chesterking, R. Whit-
taker, S. K. Joshi, P. M. Birchall, A. McMillan, J. G.
Rarity, and J. C. Matthews, Sci. Rep. 7, 6256 (2017).

[8] M. A. Taylor and W. P. Bowen, Phys. Rep. 615, 1
(2016).

[9] M. Tsang, R. Nair, and X.-M. Lu, Phys. Rev. X 6,
031033 (2016); R. Nair and M. Tsang, Phys. Rev. Lett.
117, 190801 (2016); C. Lupo and S. Pirandola, Phys.
Rev. Lett. 117, 190802 (2016).

[10] C. W. Helstrom, IEEE Trans. Info. Th. 19, 389 (1973);
X.-M. Lu, H. Krovi, R. Nair, S. Guha, and J. H. Shapiro,
ArXiv e-prints (2018), arXiv:1802.02300 [quant-ph].

[11] Throughout this paper, I refer to the average photon
number of a state of a given set of quasimonochromatic
modes simply as its “energy”.

[12] R. Cole, Cell Adhesion & Migration 8, 452 (2014).

[13] C. W. Helstrom, Quantum Detection and Estimation
Theory (Academic Press, New York, 1976); A. S. Holevo,
Probabilistic and Statistical Aspects of Quantum Theory
(Edizioni della Normale, Pisa, Italy, 2011).

[14] M. G. A. Paris, Intl. J. Quant. Info. 07, 125 (2009).

[15] For example, taking G = I yields a lower bound on the
sum of the mean squared errors of the parameters.

[16] M. Sarovar and G. J. Milburn, J. Phys. A 39, 8487
(2006).

[17] H. Venzl and M. Freyberger, Phys. Rev. A 75, 042322
(2007).

[18] A. Monras and M. G. A. Paris, Phys. Rev. Lett. 98,
160401 (2007).

[19] G. Adesso, F. Dell’Anno, S. De Siena, F. Illuminati, and
L. A. M. Souza, Phys. Rev. A 79, 040305 (2009).

[20] A. Monras and F. Illuminati, Phys. Rev. A 81, 062326
(2010).

[21] A. Monras and F. Iluminati, Phys. Rev. A 83, 012315
(2011).

[22] P. J. D. Crowley, A. Datta, M. Barbieri, and I. A. Walm-
sley, Phys. Rev. A 89, 023845 (2014).

[23] D. Petz, Quantum Information Theory and Quantum
Statistics (Springer Science & Business Media, 2008),
Theorem 10.3.

[24] R. Nair, Phys. Rev. A 84, 032312 (2011).

[25] R. Nair and B. J. Yen, Phys. Rev. Lett. 107, 193602
(2011).

[26] M. Hayashi, Quantum Information (Springer, New York,
2006); S. L. Braunstein and C. M. Caves, Phys. Rev.
Lett. 72, 3439 (1994).

[27] S. Ragy, M. Jarzyna, and R. Demkowicz-Dobrzanski,
Phys. Rev. A 94, 052108 (2016).

[28] O. E. Barndorfl-Nielsen and R. D. Gill, J. Phys. A 33,
4481 (2000).

[29] M. D. Eisaman, J. Fan, A. Migdall, and S. V. Polyakov,
Rev. Sci. Instrum. 82, 071101 (2011).

[30] S. Pirandola, Phys. Rev. Lett. 106, 090504 (2011).


mailto:nairanjith@gmail.com
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/NPHOTON.2011.35
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/NPHOTON.2011.35
http://stacks.iop.org/1751-8121/47/i=42/a=424006
http://stacks.iop.org/1751-8121/47/i=42/a=424006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.89.035002
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/RevModPhys.90.035006
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/RevModPhys.90.035006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.23.1693
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/bs.po.2015.02.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/NPHOTON.2010.29
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/NPHOTON.2010.29
http://stacks.iop.org/1367-2630/19/i=2/a=023013
http://stacks.iop.org/1367-2630/19/i=2/a=023013
http://dx.doi.org/10.1364/OE.19.023249
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1364/OE.24.026444
http://stacks.iop.org/2040-8986/19/i=9/a=094002
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevApplied.8.014016
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevApplied.8.014016
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1038/s41598-017-06545-w
http://dx.doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physrep.2015.12.002
http://dx.doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physrep.2015.12.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.6.031033
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.6.031033
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.117.190801
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.117.190801
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.117.190802
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.117.190802
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/TIT.1973.1055052
http://arxiv.org/abs/1802.02300
http://dx.doi.org/10.4161/cam.28348
http://dx.doi.org/10.1142/S0219749909004839
http://stacks.iop.org/0305-4470/39/i=26/a=015
http://stacks.iop.org/0305-4470/39/i=26/a=015
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.75.042322
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.75.042322
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.98.160401
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.98.160401
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevA.79.040305
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.81.062326
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.81.062326
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.83.012315
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.83.012315
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.89.023845
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.84.032312
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.107.193602
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.107.193602
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.72.3439
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.72.3439
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevA.94.052108
http://stacks.iop.org/0305-4470/33/i=24/a=306
http://stacks.iop.org/0305-4470/33/i=24/a=306
http://dx.doi.org/10.1063/1.3610677
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.106.090504

[31] S. Pirandola, R. Laurenza, C. Ottaviani, and
L. Banchi, Nat. Comm. 8, 15043 (2017), arXiv [quant-
ph]:1510.08863.

[32] M. E. Shirokov, Prob. Info. Trans. 54, 20 (2018).

[33] A. Winter, ArXiv e-prints (2017), arXiv:1712.10267
[quant-ph].

[34] S. Pirandola and C. Lupo, Phys. Rev. Lett. 118, 100502
(2017).

[35] M. E. Shirokov, ArXiv e-prints (2016), arXiv:1610.08870
[quant-ph].

[36] K. Sharma, M. M. Wilde, S. Adhikari, and M. Takeoka,
New J. Phys. 20, 063025 (2018).

[37] My formulation (16) differs slightly from that in [35] in
using an equality energy constraint, and is normalized to
lie between 0 and 1. As I show, the two definitions give
the same ecb-distance up to normalization.

[38] The strict convexity of z — u® implies that this is the only
signal photon number distribution achieving minimum
fidelity. Thus, Gaussian probes are suboptimal.

[39] D. N. Klyshko, Soviet J. Quant. Electron. 10, 1112
(1980); E. Jakeman and J. Rarity, Opt. Comm. 59,
219 (1986); M. M. Hayat, A. Joobeur, and B. E. A.

Saleh, J. Opt. Soc. Am. A 16, 348 (1999); M. Ware and
A. Migdall, J. Mod. Opt. 51, 1549 (2004).

[40] B. Escher, R. de Matos Filho, and L. Davidovich,
Nat. Phys. 7, 406 (2011); R. Demkowicz-Dobrzaiiski,
J. Kolodyriski, and M. Guté, Nat. Comm. 3, 1063 (2012);
M. Tsang, New J. Phys. 15, 073005 (2013).

[41] R. Demkowicz-Dobrzanski and L. Maccone, Phys. Rev.
Lett. 113, 250801 (2014).

[42] T. Cooney, M. Mosonyi, and M. M. Wilde, Comm. Math.
Phys. 344, 797 (2016).

[43] H. Yuan, Phys. Rev. Lett. 117, 160801 (2016).

[44] M. Takeoka and M. M. Wilde, ArXiv e-prints (2016),
arXiv:1611.09165 [quant-ph].

[45] S. Pirandola, R. Laurenza, and C. Lupo, ArXiv e-prints
(2018), arXiv:1803.02834 [quant-ph].

[46] M. R. Frey, Quant. Info. Proc. 15, 3919 (2016).

[47] C. Fuchs and J. van de Graaf, IEEE Transactions on
Information Theory 45, 1216 (1999).

[48] K. Sharma and M. M. Wilde, ArXiv e-prints
arXiv:1810.12335 [quant-ph].

(2018),


http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/ncomms15043
http://arxiv.org/abs/1510.08863
http://arxiv.org/abs/1510.08863
http://dx.doi.org/10.1134/S0032946018010027
http://arxiv.org/abs/1712.10267
http://arxiv.org/abs/1712.10267
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.118.100502
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.118.100502
http://arxiv.org/abs/1610.08870
http://arxiv.org/abs/1610.08870
http://stacks.iop.org/1367-2630/20/i=6/a=063025
http://stacks.iop.org/0049-1748/10/i=9/a=A09
http://stacks.iop.org/0049-1748/10/i=9/a=A09
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0030-4018(86)90288-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0030-4018(86)90288-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1364/JOSAA.16.000348
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09500340408235292
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/NPHYS1958
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1038/ncomms2067
http://stacks.iop.org/1367-2630/15/i=7/a=073005
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevLett.113.250801
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevLett.113.250801
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00220-016-2645-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00220-016-2645-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.117.160801
http://arxiv.org/abs/1611.09165
http://arxiv.org/abs/1803.02834
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11128-016-1405-x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/18.761271
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/18.761271
http://arxiv.org/abs/1810.12335

	Quantum-limited loss sensing: Multiparameter estimation and Bures distance between loss channels
	Abstract
	 Acknowledgments
	 References


