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We derive a necessary and sufficient condition for the possibility of achieving the
Heisenberg scaling in general adaptive multi-parameter estimation schemes in presence
of Markovian noise. In situations where the Heisenberg scaling is achievable, we provide
a semidefinite program to identify the optimal quantum error correcting (QEC) pro-
tocol that yields the best estimation precision. We overcome the technical challenges
associated with potential incompatibility of the measurement optimally extracting in-
formation on different parameters by utilizing the Holevo Cramér-Rao (HCR) bound
for pure states. We provide examples of significant advantages offered by our joint-QEC
protocols, that sense all the parameters utilizing a single error-corrected subspace, over
separate-QEC protocols where each parameter is effectively sensed in a separate sub-
space.

1 Introduction

Quantum metrology aims at exploiting all possible features of quantum systems, such as coher-
ence or entanglement, in order to boost the precision of measurements beyond that achievable by
metrological schemes that operate within classical or semi-classical paradigms [1-9]. The most
persuasive promise of quantum metrology is the possibility of obtaining the so-called Heisenberg
scaling (HS), which manifests itself in the quadratically improved scaling of precision as a function
of number of elementary probe systems involved in the experiment [10-19] or the total interroga-
tion time of a probe system [20]. In either of these cases, the presence of decoherence typically
restricts the quadratic improvement to a small particle number or a short-time regime, whereas
in the asymptotic regime the quantum-enhancement amounts to constant factor improvements
[21-26] even under the most general adaptive schemes [27]. Still, there are specific models where
even in the presence of decoherence the asymptotic HS is achievable via application of appropriate
quantum error correction (QEC) protocols [28-42].

Recently, a general theory providing a necessary and sufficient condition, the HNLS condition
(an acronym for “Hamiltonian-Not-in-Lindblad-Span”), for achieving the HS in a finite-dimensional
system in the most general adaptive quantum metrological protocols under Markovian noise, has
been developed [35, 36]. The theory allows for a quick identification of the most promising quantum
metrological models and provides a clear recipe for designing the optimal adaptive schemes based
on appropriately tailored QEC protocols. However, HNLS is restricted to the single-parameter
estimation case, while a lot of relevant metrological problems, like vector field sensing (e.g. magnetic
field) [43], imaging [44], multiple-arm interferometry [45, 46] or waveform estimation [47, 48] are
inherently multi-parameter estimation problems. Multi-parameter estimation problems drew a lot
of attention in recent years [49-56], yet the fundamental questions regarding the achievability of
the HS as well as the form of the optimal metrological protocols in multiple-parameter estimation
in presence of noise have not been answered so far. The aim of this paper is to fill this gap.

*These two authors provided key and equal contributions to the project.
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Figure 1: General adaptive mutli-parameter quantum metrological scheme, where P parameters w = [wi]fll
are to be estimated. Total probe system evolution time 7" is divided into a number m of t-long steps of probe
evolution & interleaved with general unitary controls U;. In the end a general POVM {M;} is performed
yielding estimated value of all parameters @(¢) with probability p(¢) = Tr(pw Me).

The methods developed for the single parameter estimation case, in particular the semidefinite
program (SDP) that allows to identify the optimal QEC protocol [36], are not applicable in the
multi-parameter regime. The reasons are threefold.

First, the widely used quantum Cramér-Rao (CR) bound for multiple parameters is not in
general saturable, due to the incompatibility of the optimal measurements for different parame-
ters [49, 51, 52]. Therefore, unlike in the single-parameter case, the quantum Fisher information
(QFT) does not provide the full insight into the problem [51, 57-60]. On the other hand, stronger
bounds, such as the HCR bound [59-64], have no closed-form expressions (except for specific cases
[65]). Moreover, the HCR bound, although solvable via an SDP [66], does not shed light on the
corresponding optimal measurements saturating it. In general, the HCR bound is only saturable
when collective measurements on all copies of quantum states are allowed, which is a demanding
condition in practice [63, 64]. As a result, the optimal measurements on the output quantum states
are hard to identify.

Second, there is no general recipe to find the optimal input states in multi-parameter estimation
even in the noiseless case [52, 53|, unlike in the single-parameter estimation case where the optimal
input state is simply the equally weighted superposition between the eigenstates corresponding to
the maximum and minimum eigenvalues of the Hamiltonian.

Finally, in the single-parameter case [36], all valid two-dimensional QEC codes were mapped
into a traceless Hermitian matrix representing the difference between logical zero and one codes. In
the multi-parameter case, however, it is not clear whether valid QEC codes could be mapped into
a convex set when the code dimension is large, which is inevitable in multi-parameter estimation.

In this paper, we generalize the HNLS condition to multi-parameter scenarios, and provide
an SDP to find the best possible QEC protocol in the situations when the HNLS condition is
satisfied (including all noiseless cases). The solution yields an explicit form of the optimal input
state, QEC codes and measurements. No collective measurements are required on the output
states. Our protocol goes beyond the typically used QFI-based formalism and overcomes all the
challenges related with the multi-parameter aspect of the problem mentioned above. Our work
reveals the advantage of QEC protocols in multi-parameter estimation and we expect that the SDP
formulation of our problem will also be an inspiration for other research areas in quantum error
correction and quantum metrology.

2 Formulation of the model

We assume the dynamics of a d-dimensional probe system Hg is given by a general quantum master
equation [67-69]:

dp . . 1
= ~ilH,pl+ Y (LipLi = S{L{ Ly, p}). (1)
k=1
where the parameters to be estimated w = [wy,...,wp] enter linearly into the Hamiltonian of
the evolution via Hermitian generators G = [G1,...,Gp]T (where T denotes transpose) so that

H=w-G= ka:l wr Gy, and Ly are operators representing a general Markovian noise. Similar to
the previous investigations [35, 36] we consider the most general adaptive scheme (see Fig. 1) [27]

Accepted in {Yuantum 2020-06-30, click title to verify. Published under CC-BY 4.0. 2



with an unlimited number of ancillae (denoted jointly as H 4), instantaneous perfect intermediate
unitary operations U, and a general POVM on the final state p,,. & represents the probe system
dynamics integrated over time ¢, whereas the total probe interrogation time is 7. Such schemes
are the most general schemes of probing quantum dynamics, assuming the total interrogation time
is T', and encompass in particular all QEC procedures.

In single-parameter estimation the optimal protocol is the one that yields the minimum estima-
tion variance. In multi-parameter case the estimator covariance matrix is the key object capturing
estimation precision, defined as [58, 59|:

Bij = 220 Tr(puw Me) (@i () — wi)(@;(€) — wj) (2)

for i, = 1,..., P, where M, > 0, >>, M, = 1, are measurement operators (“> 0” for matrices
means positive semidefinite) and w(¥) is an estimator function mapping a measurement result ¢ to
the parameter space.

Diagonal entries of ¥ represent variances of estimators of respective parameters while off-
diagonal terms represent covariance between different parameters. As a figure of merit one may
simply choose Tr(X) which will be the sum of all individual parameter variance, or more generally
Tr(WY), where W is a real positive cost matrix that determines the weight we associate with each
parameter in the effective scalar cost function

A%y o = Tr(WY). (3)

Note that we require strict positivity of W which is equivalent to saying that it is an estimation
problem of all P parameters, and not a problem where effectively only a smaller number of pa-
rameters are relevant. We assume the measurement-estimation strategy to be locally unbiased at
some fixed parameter point w, i.e.

Z‘Z}j(g)Tr(pré) = Wy, Z[Z}j(é)’n“(aipré) = 5ij7 (4)
14 14

where 0;p, = %, which is a standard assumption necessary to obtain meaningful precision

bounds within the frequentist estimation framework [70, 71].

3  The necessary and sufficient condition for the HS

We say that the HS in a multi-parameter estimation problem is achieved when there exists an
adaptive protocol such that for every W > 0, A%,& o 1/T? in the limit 7' — oo. This is equivalent
to a requirement that all parameters (and any combination of parameters) are estimated with
precision that scales like the HS. The following theorem generalize the HNLS condition [35, 36] to
multi-parameter scenarios.

Theorem 1 (Multi-parameter HNLS). The HS can be achieved in a multi-parameter estimation
problem if and only if {(G;)1,i = 1,..., P} are linearly independent operators. Here (G;)) are
orthogonal projections of G; onto space ST which is the orthogonal complement of the Lindblad
span

S = spang {1, LI i LA™ (LI L), i(LE L), ), kY, (5)
in the Hilbert space of Hermitian matrices under the standard Hilbert-Schmidt scalar product,
whereas the superscripts 1, 21 denote the Hermitian and anti-Hermitian part of an operator re-
spectively.

Proof. Let us start with a brief review of the HNLS condition in the single-parameter case, where
H = w@G involves only a single generator G. As shown in [35, 36], the necessary and sufficient
condition to achieve the HS is that G ¢ S, or in other words that G # 0. In particular, following
[36] (see the section named “QEC code for HL scaling when HNLS holds”), an explicit construction
of the optimal QEC code was provided, where the code space He C Hg ® H4 is defined on the
Hilbert space of the probe system Hg extended by an ancillary space Ha = Hg. The code space
satisfies the QEC condition [36, 72]:

H?-lc (S & ]l)HHc X HHC,VS €S, (6)
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where the operator S acting on Hg was tensored with identity on H4 and IIy, denotes the
projection onto He. Metrological sensitivity is guaranteed by the fact that G acts non-trivially on
He:

G° = H?—lc (G ® ]l)HHc * HHC' (7)

As a result we obtain a noiseless unitary evolution generated by G€ leading to the HS in the
estimation precision of w.

(Necessity) Suppose (G;)1’s are linearly dependent. Then there exists a linear (invertible)
transformation on the parameter space A € RP*F: ' = wA~!, (where we also modify accord-
ingly the generators G’ = AG and the cost matrix W’ = AW AT so that H and A%,& remain
unchanged), such that (G}), = 0 for some 4. Then, from the single-parameter theorem, w} cannot
be estimated with precision better than A%%] ~ 1/T which contradicts the HS requirements.

(Sufficiency) Suppose (G;) 1 ’s are linearly independent. We assume the ancillary space to be a
direct sum of P subspaces H 4, so that the whole Hilbert space is Hg ® (Ha, ® -+ D Ha,) (see
Fig. 2a). We may construct separate code spaces for each parameter using orthogonal ancillary
subspace He, C Hs @ Ha, so that the QEC conditions Eq. (6) are satisfied within each code
space H¢, separately. While constructing the code space for the i-th parameter, we include all
the remaining generators G; (j # 4) in the Lindblad span, so effectively treating them as noise
ie. S; = spang{{1, LI iL2H, (LLLj)H,i(LLLj)AH}j’k U{G;};2i}. As a result thanks to the QEC
condition it follows that V;.;Ils, (Gj®1) Uy, o< I3, and hence within a given subspace only
one parameter is being sensed via the effective generator Gf = Hy., (Gi ® 1)y, , while all other
generators act trivially. If |1;) € Hc, is the optimal state for measuring w;, the state to be used in
order to obtain HS for all parameters which is not affected by noise reads pi, = - Zf;l [thi) (i) €

He ® (69:;1 H Ai)—there is no measurement incompatibility issue because different parameters
are encoded on orthogonal subspaces. O

Similar to the single-parameter case, it must be admitted that in realistic situations with generic
noise, HNLS is often violated [24, 35]. Therefore, a more pragmatic approach is required taking
into account the fact that in a real experiment the total time of evolution 7" is always finite. Let us
consider a situation where H € S, but where some noise components are weak [36]. Specifically, we
divide Lindblad operators in Eq. (1) into two sets—strong noise generators {L;} and weak noise
generators {J,,,} satisfying e := || > JI J| where || - || denotes operator norm. If the HNLS
condition is satisfied for the strong noise part, we could choose the code space He which allows
to completely erase the strong noise {Li} and the resulting effective noise rate would be upper
bounded by € [36]. This means that the distance between state of the error-corrected probe and the
state evolving under ideal noiseless evolution will be of the order ©(eT"). Therefore, for sufficiently
short evolution, T' = o(1/¢), the precision of estimation will still scale quadratically with the total
time Af,@ o % whereas for larger T, it will gradually approach the standard 1/T scaling.

4 Optimal probes, error correction schemes and measurements

In Sec. 3, we provided a QEC code where each parameter is sensed separately in different error-
corrected subspaces (see Fig. 2a). Such protocols will be referred as separate-QEC protocols
(SEP-QEC). In contrast to this construction, we will now consider QEC strategies which allow
for simultaneous estimation of all the parameters in a single coherent protocol by utilizing states
within a single protected code space, which we will call the joint-parameter QEC scheme (JNT-
QEC). In this section we provide a general method to identify the optimal JNT-QEC, while its
potential advantages over the optimal SEP-QEC will be discussed in Sec. 5, as well as in Sec. 6
when studying concrete estimation models.

From now on, we assume the multi-parameter HNLS condition is satisfied. Without loss of gen-
erality, we assume the generators {G;}2;, C S* are orthonormal, since the components in S do not
contribute and there is always a linear transformation A on parameters leading to orthonormality.
The following theorem provides a recipe to find the optimal JNT-QEC.

Theorem 2 (Optimal INT-QEC). Given a cost matriz W. If the multi-parameter HNLS condition
is satisfied with generators {G;}£_, C S*, the minimum cost A%,& that can be achieved in a JNT-
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(a) SEP-QEC (b) JNT-QEC (c) Encoding
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Figure 2: Schematic diagrams of relations between Hilbert spaces Hs, Ha, He, Ha,, He,, Hr. (a) In SEP-
QEC, we use P mutually orthogonal ancillary subspaces H 4, to sense each parameter w;. Ha = @il Ha,;
and He = 691}'3:1 He,. dim(Ha,) = dim(Hs) = d and dim(He,;) = 2. (b) In INT-QEC, we use a single code
space He C Hs ® Ha to estimate all parameters jointly. dim(Ha) = (P + 1)d and dim(H¢) = P+ 1. (¢)

We use Hr to represent the logical space span{|0),|1),...,|P)} which is encoded into the physical space
He = span{|co> ) |C1> PR |CP>}'
QEC reads
P
Ao =—— min w,
w 4T? GR By vi, Kw
P’ d’-1
subject to ]1P+1® +ZGR ®G; + Z vilp i ®S; + Z B;®R; >0, (8)
i=P+1 i=P’+1

R wl, K K 1
]-—"L.] - Im[Gj ]iOa ( KP ]]_P) 2 07 (]lp F\/% Z 07

where 14/Vd, {Gi}E |, {Si}E pe1s 1R }Z P’+1 form an orthonormal basis of Hermitian operators

acting on Hg such that S = spang{1lg, ( ,»)ZP:,PH}. Moreover, GF, B; are Hermitian (P + 1) x
(P + 1) matrices (with matriz indices taking values from 0 to P), and v; € R. T' and K are real

P x P matrices (with matriz indices from 1 to P).

As a semidefinite program (SDP) it could be easily solved numerically, for example, using the
Matlab-based package CVX [73]. Before giving a formal proof, let us briefly review some existing
bounds in multi-parameter metrology and discuss their saturability.

4.1 General bounds in multi-parameter metrology

In this section, we discuss bounds for general parameter estimation problems on fixed quantum
states. We use H to denote a general finite-dimensional Hilbert space.

Most commonly, quantum multi-parameter estimation problems are analyzed utilizing the stan-
dard quantum CR bound [57-59]:

Afy@ > Tr(WF™Y),  Fi; = Re(Tr(puAil;)), (9)

where F is a P x P QFI matrix and A; (symmetric logarithmic derivatives) satisfy 9;p,, = %(Al Pwt
pwl\;). This bound is not saturable in general, due to potential non-compatibility of the optimal
measurements, unless Im[Tr(p,,A;A;)] = 0 [51]. Moreover, a direct minimization of the CR bound
over all JNT-QEC, with the saturability constraint imposed, does not necessarily guarantee the
identification of the optimal protocol—there is a possibility that the optimal protocol does not
meet the saturability constraint for the CR bound.

Therefore, in order to identify truly optimal protocols we need to resort to a stronger HCR
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bound [59, 61, 62]:

AL > g%(Tr (W -ReV) + Tr[abs(W - ImV)]), where V;; = Tr(X; X, pw),
i (10)
for Hermitian X; € £L(H), subject to Tr(X;0;pw) = d;j,

where L£(o) denotes the set of all linear operators acting on o, Re and Im denote the real and
imaginary part of a matrix (not to be confused with the Hermitian and anti-Hermitian part of
a matrix), and Tr[abs(-)] is the sum of absolute values of the eigenvalues of a matrix. When the
second term is dropped the HCR bound reduces to the standard CR bound [51, 59]. Unlike the CR
bound this bound is saturable in general using collective measurements on many copies [63, 64]. On
the other hand, the HCR is defined via an optimization problem, making it usually more difficult
to deal with than the standard quantum CR bound with a closed-form expression.

In the case of pure states p,, = |Yw) (Yw|, however, we note that the HCR is exactly equivalent
to [49]:

AL > {Ilr;n)l Tr(WV), where Vj; = (z;|z;),

for [z;) € span{[tw) .01 [Yw) -, O [d)} & C”, (11)
subject to 2Re((z;|0;|Yw)) = 0ij, (®i|tw) =0, Im(V) = 0,

which we will call the Matsumoto bound. It was also shown in [49] that the bound is always
saturable using individual measurements (which relaxes the requirement of collective measurements
in the pure state case). However, there are no known efficient numerical algorithms to find the
solutions {|x;)} of the Mastumoto bound and it is not clear yet whether or not the Mastumoto
bound will be useful in finding the optimal QEC protocols in our situation. In the following, we
will start the proof of Theorem 2 by first sketching the proof of the Matsumoto bound and then
reformulating it in such a way that the final optimization problem becomes an SDP, which will
eventually be incorporated into the QEC protocol optimization procedure.

4.2 Proof of Theorem 2
4.2.1 Proof and reformulation of the Matsumoto bound (Eq. (11))

According to the Naimark’s theorem [59], for any general measurement {M,} on H there exists a
projective measurement { £y} on an extended space H s (where H C H ) satisfying EyEy = 040 Ep
and M, = Iy, E,Il3. We now define a set of vectors |x;) € Has:

i) = Y (@i(0) = wi) Be ) - (12)

14

One may see that, thanks to the projective nature of measurements { Ey }, scalar products of vectors
|z;) yield the covariance matrix of the estimator:

Vij = (@ilz;) = (ool @i(0) — wi) BBy (@ (€) — w)) [} = S5 (13)
o

Now, instead of minimizing over the measurement { M, } on H, we can perform the minimization
directly over the vectors |z;) € H s, imposing the following constraints:

Im((zila;) =0, (wilYw) =0, 2Re((xi]0;]w)) = dij- (14)

These constraints correspond respectively to the projective nature of the measurement {FE,} and
the unbiasedness conditions as given in Eq. (4). At this point one may wonder how big the space
‘H s should be (as for a general measurement it might be arbitrary large). However, we can always
map span{|w ), {0; [tw) , |7:) 2} € Har isometrically to a (2P +1)-dimensional space. Therefore
when looking for the bound, under the constraint Eq. (14), it is enough to perform the minimization
over |z;) € span{|iw), 01 [Yw) ;s Op [w)} ® CF, which results in equation Eq. (11).
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Finally, we show that indeed for any set of |z;) satisfying Eq. (14) there exists a proper projective
measurement on H @ C¥ and a locally unbiased estimator satisfying Eq. (12), and consequently
there exists a corresponding general measurement on H. To see this, notice that since V; (), |2;) = 0
and V; ; (x;|z;) € R one may choose an orthonormal basis {|b;)} of span{|¢w),|z1),...,|zp)}
satisfying: V; (1, |b;) € R\{0} and ¥, ; (z;|b;) € R. Then one can define a projective measurement:

Eg=1bg) (be| (¢ =1,...,P4+1), Eo= Laimmn) — S be) (bel (15)

with the corresponding estimator:

il) = g €21, @(0) =0, (16)
which is locally unbiased and satisfies
P+1
|2i) = Z(@i(é) —wi)Ep the) - (17)
£=0

This proves Eq. (11).

Specifically, if dim(#) > 2P + 1 we may choose span{|vy),01 [¥w) ..., 0p [w)} & CF as a
subspace of H and optimize over |z;) € H. In this case we may also reformulate the Matsumoto
bound in a slightly different form. First, note that any vectors {|z;)} satisfying Eq. (14) need
to be linearly independent. Let {|c;)}Z; be an orthonormal basis of span{|zy), ..., |zp)}, satisfy-
ing ¥, ;Im (z;|c;) = 0 (such a set may be generated using the Gram-Schmidt orthonormalization
procedure). The locally unbiased conditions may now be rewritten as:

b

P
2Re((2;|0;|¢0w)) = D 2Re((wiler) (cild;lvu)) = D (wiler) 2Re((cxldj1vw)) = b, (18)

k=1 k=1

which (after introducing matrices Xi; = (cg|a;), Di; = 2Re({cx|0;|¥w)) is equivalent to the matrix
equality XTD = 1,. From XD = 1, we have X7 = D7! = Tr((W - V) = Tr(W - XTx) =
Tr(W - (DT D)~1), which gives

min Te(W - (DTD)™1)),
le1),...,lep)EH (19)

where D;; = 2Re (¢;|0;|¢¥w), subject to (c;|c;) = ;5.

This formulation will be more convenient to use when we will formulate the QEC protocol opti-
mization problem as an SDP.

4.2.2  Optimizing the error-correction codes

Now we apply the reformulated Matsumoto bound to our task of identification of the optimal JNT-
QEC. Consider a given input state |¢)i,). Let H¢ be any code subspace of Hg ®H 4 containing |1, )
and satisfying the QEC conditions Eq. (6)—in order to be in accordance with the reformulated
Matsumoto bound, this space may be required to be at least 2P + 1 dimensional, but as we show
in the following it will always be possible to reduce its dimensionality to P + 1 effectively. Using
QEC, our goal is to preserve an effective unitary evolution in the encoded space and coherently
acquire the sensing signal. Therefore, we are effectively dealing with pure state |1),,), which allows
us to utilize Eq. (19) as a formula for the minimal cost of sensing multiple parameters.
The effective evolution after implementing QEC is given by

P
) = exp | =T > w;llye (G5 @ Laim@ren)) Mae | [¢im) - (20)
j=1
We focus on the estimation around point w = [0, ..., 0] (which can always be achieved by applying

inverse Hamiltonian dynamics [52]) and denote |cp) = |1,—0) for notational simplicity. Then for
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any |c;) € He we have 2Re (¢;]0;|¢w=0) = 2TIm (c;|(Gj ® Lgim(24))|c0), and according to Eq. (19)
the minimum achievable cost for a fixed code space H¢ is given by:
min  Tr(W - (DTD)™Y)),
le1),...,lepYEHe (21)
where Dij = 2TIm[<c,'|(Gj ® ]]-dim(HA))|¢w>]a subject to <Ci‘Cj> = 61]

From the above formulation it is clear that we may always reduce the code space Hc to span{|cg)}i_,
without increasing the cost. Hence, the problem of optimization over both probes and error-
correction protocols is now equivalent to identification of the set {|c;)}£_, that minimizes the cost
with the constraint that He = span{|cy)}F_, satisfies the QEC conditions.

To solve this problem, it will be convenient to formally extend the Hilbert space Hgs ® H4 by
tensoring it with a (P + 1)-dimensional reference space Hg = span{|0),...,|P)} (see Fig. 2c).
This reference space will be representing the effective evolution of the probe state that happens
within the code space and it will allow us to encode QEC conditions in a compact and numerically
friendly way.

First, we introduce a matrix Q € L(Hr ® Hg) that represents a code

|co)
Q = Try, Dol el o (erl] ] (22)

lcp)

which, more formally, will be written as Q = Try, (Zf,l:o 1K) (U3 ®lek) {cil g son, ). This matrix
is proportional to the reduced density matrix of the maximum entangled state between Hp and
He. By its construction (Q > 0 and contains all relevant information on the code states in He.

Next, we introduce effective generators G* acting on Hgr so that they represent properly the
action of the physical generators on the code space [GF]u = (k|G ® Laim(s.)lcr). The effective
evolution generators are related with the () matrix via:

(GR)T = Try, [Q(lpy, ®Gy)] i=1,...,P. (23)

Note that the identity operator here acts on the reference space Hy, and not on the ancillary space
‘H 4. Taking into account the orthonormality of |c;) and the QEC condition Eq. (6), we obtain the
following constraints on @

TrHs (Q) = 1pyu, VSiES Tr?-ts [Q(]]-PJrl & Sz)] < 1pyy. (24)

Let 1,/Vd, {Gi}E,, {Si}ZP:,PH, {Ri}ji}}-&-l form an orthonormal basis of Hermitian operators in

L(Hg) such that & = spang{1q, (Si)zipﬂ}' Any non-negative @ satisfying Eqgs. (23)-(24) has the
following form:

P P’ d’-1
1 RA\T
Q=1rn® 7+ ;(Gi 7o G+ A_;luiﬂm ® S; + __;HBZ» @ R; >0, (25)

where v; € R and B; are Hermitian. Conversely, for any nonnegative defined ) > 0, we can consider
its purification |Q) € Hr ® Hs ® Ha, which when written as |Q) = ZkP:O k)20 @ 1Ck)asomn
yields the code states |c). Note that it implies that the rank of @ corresponding to the dimension
of the ancillary space. It is always sufficient to assume the dimension of the ancillary space to
be dimH4 = (P + 1)d. Therefore {GR} is an achievable set of effective generators in L(Hg)
(satisfying the QEC condition) if and only if there exist such v; € R and B;, for which @ > 0.

Finally, in order to have an explicit dependence of the cost on the total time parameter T, we
introduce a matrix I' = 55D, ie. Ty = Im[(¢;|G} ® Laim(py)lco)] = Im[GFi0, and we end up
with:

1 . _
Yo G?{?JIB?,W Tr (W(FTF) 1) ,  where I';; = Im[G}a]io,
1 P P’ d*-1 (26)
subject to 1p.y @ — + ) (GCF)T®Gi+ Y vilra®Si+ Y Bi®Ri 20.
i=1 i=P+1 i=P'+1
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4.2.3 Reduction to an SDP

In order to reformulate Eq. (26) as an SDP, we first show that we may assume without loss of
generality that TvW-1 > 0. Note that for any full rank matrix T', the polar decomposition
theorem implies that there always exists an orthonormal matrix O such that OT'vW—1 > 0. Next,
as T'y; = Im[(i|G7|0)], multiplication T' by O is equivalent to rotating the base in the reference
space Hx. Since, according to Eq. (22) such a rotation cannot change the non-negativity of @ and
at the same time it does not affect the figure of merit Tr (W(FTF)’l), the statement is proven.
To put Eq. (26) in the form of an SDP, we introduce a positive matrix K € R”*? and a positive
real number w. Now, using the following two relations,

H( Fﬁ;—l} >0 & K>TVvw-1)71, (27)

wl, K
K 1,

] >0 & wlp,>K? (28)

we see that Pminw = min Tr(K?) = min Tr (W(FTF)_l) in Eq. (8), making it equivalent to
Eq. (26). Hence the problem takes the form of an SDP.

4.3 Discussion

It should be remarked that JNT-QEC do not contain SEP-QEC as a subclass. In SEP-QEC,
unlike in JNT-QEC, the noises are not fully corrected in the entire space, and the decoherence is
only avoided by choosing a properly mixed state input. In general one could combine both these
approaches in a unified framework by dividing the set of all parameters into smaller subsets and
then applying JNT-QEC for each of these subset separately—in this approach the SEP-QEC case
would correspond to the situation where JNT-QEC optimization is applied to single parameter
subsets. Such an optimization is in principle doable, but will involve much large numerical effort
and it is not clear that it will lead to better protocols.

It is also worth noting that, apart from the improved metrological performance provided by
QEC protocols when dealing with noisy systems, the above algorithm is also applicable in the
noiseless scenario when § = spang{14}. In such a situation no QEC is required (for simplicity we
may still use He for span{|ck)}£_,, but no recovery operation or projection Iz, is needed during
evolution), but the condition w = [0,...,0] (which is achievable by applying inverse Hamiltonian
dynamics [52]) is still required, as otherwise the derivatives of the state may not scale linearly with
T. In such situations, the solution of JNT-QEC yields an optimally ancilla-assisted sensing protcol
under arbitrary system dynamics (Hamiltonitans) that resolves the potential incompatibility issues
between sensing of different parameters. It should be stressed that our approach is universal and
unlike existing approaches [43, 52, 53] does not assume any specific structures of the Hamiltonians.

5 Advantages of JNT-QEC over SEP-QEC

In this section we investigate the potential advantages JNT-QEC provide compared with SEP-
QEC. The characteristic feature of the SEP-QEC is the division resources so that each part of the
resources is used to measure a given parameter independently of the others. This is reflected in
the form of the input probe state pi, = Zil |1hi) (1;]. As a consequence we effectively measure
each parameter only once in every P repetitions of an experiment (corresponding to the 1/P factor
in the pin). Therefore for a fixed total number of measurements, the uncertainty of estimating a
given parameter will grow proportionally to P. Contrastingly, in JNT-QEC there is a chance to
avoid the division of resources and use a single pure state and a single measurement to estimate
all of them simultaneously. If there existed a code space, a state and a measurement which were
all simultaneously optimal for all parameters, then the decrease the cost by a factor P would be
achievable. This would be the largest possible advantage offered by JNT-QEC. In general we can
write (see Appx. A for more formal derivation):

A%’V(‘DJNT 2 %A%/VGJSEP (29)
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This inequality may be saturated only in special examples.

It is important to note that Theorem 2 gives us a recipe for identification of the optimal JNT-
QEC, while the explicit construction of SEP-QEC discussed in the proof of Theorem 1 was only
aimed at demonstrating the possibility of the HS and hence the protocol was not optimized. There-
fore, to make a fair comparison between the two approaches, we need to compare the performance
of the best INT-QEC with the best SEP-QEC.

Below we present a way to find the optimal SEP-QEC, i.e. the protocol for which all parameters
are measured independently on mutually orthogonal subspaces. We will also provide a useful lower
bound for the minimal cost achievable in such protocols.

5.1 Optimization of SEP-QEC

Adapting the results from [36] (see the section named “Geometrical picture”), we can infer that
for a given set of {G;}, the minimal variance achievable in estimation of a single parameter w; in

SEP-QEC is given by:
1

A’ =—, F=4T* min IGi — Gy, (30)
E; G ES@spang{G,};+i
where || - || denotes operator norm. Let |¢;) be the optimal state for measuring w;. Therefore,

using pin = 221 pi |1i) (¥;| (where in the naive approach we would set all p; = +) leads to the
P11 wy
i=1p; Fi
P 2~ P W, 2
Yoic1Pi =1, pi > 0) we get AjyQgpp = (Zi:l \/§>

i

Next, we may still improve the peromance of SEP-QEC by choosing a different QEC code based
on a new set of generators obtained via a linear transformation on the parameters A € RP*P:

total cost A%/V":’SEP => . After optimization over p; is performed (keeping in mind that

W =wAl, G =AG, W' =AWAT, (31)

so that the cost function remains unchanged.

Note also, that rescaling any generator by constant factor has no impact on the results, so we
may restrict to linear transformations satisfying (AAT);; = 1. Therefore the cost for the optimal
SEP-QEC is given by:

2
AWAT
2 ~
Niysor =, 18, (Z ) =

where Fj(A) = 4T min I(AG); — G-
G, €S®spang {(AG);} i

(32)

We want to stress that introducing this (relatively complicated) procedure of SEP-QEC optimiza-
tion is necessary in order to distniguish the cases where the true advantage is offered by the joint
multi-parameter approach compared with the situation where the advatage is only apparent and
results from a suboptimal choice of separate protocols.

Formula Eq. (32) is rather complicated and hard to compute in general. However, in case
W =1 the following lower bound is valid:

- p?
Sz wn ol =Y ()

where A% are extreme eigenvalues of G*.

Since the reasoning leading to Eq. (29) holds for any set of generators, not necessary the ones
optimal for SEP-QEC, therefore, the optimal joint-estimation cost, in case W = 1, may be bounded
as (see Appx. A for a formal derivation):

r

W, for any set of GZ (34)
i+ T Ni—

2 ~ .
A @;nr 2 min
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where \;+ are extreme eigenvalues of G;.

In order to provide the reader with some intuition on the concept presented above, we discuss
below two extreme cases illustrating the apparent and maximal advantage of joint-estimation
protocols over separate ones. These examples deal with noiseless scenarios where JNT-QEC is
always optimal and are aimed to prepare the reader for more physical noisy examples discussed
in Sec. 6. Still, in order not to introduce additional abbreviations we will still use the acronyms
JNT-QEC, SEP-QEC to describe separate and joint estimation schemes, even though the role of
QEC in these examples is trivial.

5.2 Example: Apparent advantage of JNT-QEC

Consider a noiseless physical system comprising P = 2" qubits (for technical reasons we require
the number of qubits to be the integer power of 2). Each qubit, regarded as a spin 1/2, senses
the z-component of a local magnetic field which is assumed to be independent for different qubit
locations. The corresponding sensing Hamiltonian for this system reads:

z

P
H = ZMG@ G =0 =190V gq, @ 19FD (35)
i=1

and the cost matrix is assumed to be W = 1. The minimum variance of estimating each parameter

independently is lower bounded by A%o; > W As the maximum and the minimum
eigenvalues of each G; are A\;+ = =1, the minimal variance reads A%Q; = ﬁ. According to

Eq. (34)) this implies that the optimal JNT-QEC cost is lower bounded by %. Moreover, since
the state [¢) = ﬁ (I4) + [-)®" is simultaneously optimal for all the parameters (and the tensor
structure guarantees no measurement incompatibility issue), this bound is saturable and hence

P
2 ~
AVV"‘)JNT = 472 . (36)
On the other hand, the estimation strategy where each parameter w; is estimated separately leads
2
to the cost equal %. Therefore, one may naively think that it is an example of superiority

JNT-QEC over SEP-QEC.

However, the separate protocol may be significantly improved here, by estimating different
combinations of the parameters. According to Eq. (33), we should be looking for a proper linear
combination of G; with the biggest difference of extreme eigenvalues. The most obvious choice is
G* = # Zil G,, for which A} = VP, and therefore A%V(:JSEP > %, which is exactly equal to
A%/V(‘DJNT! Below we show, that this bound may be saturated.

Let the matrix A defining the transformation to the new set of parameters be proportional to
a Hadamard matrix of size P x P (i.e. square matrix whose entries are either +1 or —1 and whose
rows are mutually orthogonal) defined as follows:

1 = TkJk
Ay = ﬁgo(_l) , (37)

where the indices of the matrix are written using the binary representation, i = Z;;é i12%, where
ir represent the binary digit of 7 at position k. Then for G' = AG we have:

P
= 2VP V) = Q@ EAG), Vim VlGNL) = (Ll G V) = 0. (38)
j=1
As a result every w; may be measured separately on subspace span{|\j ), [\;_)} with precision
1p7=- Therefore, for the initial sate py, = 5 SO ) (] with ;) = %(|)\i+> + A=) we get

P
A% @opp = —— 39
WYSsEP ek (39)

which is exactly the same as the optimal A%,VGJ sn- We see that the apparent advantage of a
JNT-QEC disappears once a proper combinations of parameters are estimated in the SEP-QEC.
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5.3 Example: Maximal advantage of JNT-QEC

As a contrasting example, here we discuss a situation where the advantage of INT-QEC is genuine
and is the maximal possible. This example also provides an intuition, what relation between the
generators (G; is responsible for this.

Consider a noiseless system Hg = span{|i)}Z_, with Hamiltonian:

H =3 G Gi= \%um (il + 1) (0)). (40)

We focus on the estimation around point w = [0,...,0] with the cost matrix W = 1. As all
generators are orthonormal Tr(G;G;) = §;;, the difference between extreme eigenvalues of any
normalized combination of them, such as G* in Eq. (33), is at most equal to /2. Therefore, the
optimal SEP-QEC cost is bounded by

Al @epp > L (41)
WYSEP — 2T2

Importantly, the state |¢i,) = |0) is simultaneously optimal for measuring all the parameters.
There is also no measurement incompatibility problem as the optimal measurement for all the
parameters is the measurement in the basis |¢). Therefore,

rP

= (42)

2 ~
Ay @;nr =
is achievable, and hence the there is a factor P decrease in the cost in case of JNT-QEC compared
with the optimal SEP-QEC protocols.

6 Examples

Here we provide representative examples of a large class of multi-parameter estimation models,
where there are unavoidable tradeoffs in determining the optimal states and measurements that
arise due to the multi-parameter nature of the problem. Our methods are useful in identifying
optimal strategies in all such models, provided the structure of noise admits the achievability of
the HS via application of the most general QEC schemes. By the construction of our algorithm
(Theorem 2), we have the guarantee that the solutions found are the optimal ones. For an interested
reader, a broader discussion and generalizations of the results presented in this section, including
proofs and analytical constructions of the codes are provided in Appx. B, Appx. C, Appx. D.

6.1 Single qubit case

Consider first the simplest single-qubit case with d = 2. The HS is achievable via QEC only in
the case of single-rank Pauli noise (specified by a single Hermitian Lindbladian L) [34]. Without
loss of generality we can set L = o, (the Pauli-Z matrix). Since § = span{1,0.}, at most two
parameters may be estimated in a qubit system with the HS (as dim(S+) = 2). However, it turns
out that when the multi-parameter HNLS condition is met there is no benefit in performing the
more sophisticated INT-QEC compared to SEP-QEC, which is shown analytically in Appx. B.

6.2 Two qubits in a magnetic field

In order to appreciate the superiority of INT-QEC over SEP-QEC, let us consider a two-qubit
model which is a multi-parameter generalization of the one from [37]. Consider two localized
qubits, coupled to a magnetic field, which is constant in both time and space, apart from some
small fluctuations in the z direction. These fluctuations are assumed to be uncorrelated in time, but
maximally anticorrelated in space (for the two qubits they have always opposite signs). Such a sys-
tem may be effectively described by Eq. (1) with H = 1 Z?:l w-o® (where ¢ = [ag(f), Jg(jz), a?]
acts on the i atom) and a single Lindblad operator L = \/ﬂ(agl) - 022)). It can be shown
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total cost Afy®

number of parameters P

Figure 3: Numerical results for the optimal JNT-QEC strategy for estimating the SU(d) generators under the
noise J, (black points joined by dashed line), in contrast with the optimal precision asymptotically achievable

by SEP-QEC A%, & = % (black solid line) and the lower bound A} & = %/22 asymptotically achievable only
in the noiseless case (solid gray line).

that the minimal cost when each parameter is estimated with the optimal individual parameter
strategy is A%y, , = ﬁ. At the same time, in accordance with the discussion presented in
Sec. 5, the best precision achievable using SEP-QEC for the standard cost matrix W = 1, is
A%/V(DSEP = % = %—see Appx. C for the formal derivation of the above formulas.

Below we present the result of numerical optimization of the JNT-QEC approach (found by
the algorithm presented in Theorem 2 and reconstructed to its analytical form). We will use the

standard Bell states notation:

22) = —=(t1) + 1), |e-) =

1 1
V2 V2

Entanglement with ancilla will be abbreviated in the subscript |¢) ® [i), = |¢),. Using the
numerical algorithm we have found out, that the optimal code space has the form

(1) — 1)),

S

(43)

W) = —= (1) + 1), Vo) (I14) = 1)

lco) = — cos() |94, + %smwx@m 1oy,

le1) = —isin(p) [@4); — cos(p) [P4),,

le2) = —sin(p) [B_), — i cos(p) [T 44)

les) = —% Sin()(|D_ )y + [B4)3) + cos() [T,

where the input state is |1),—0) = |co). Note that the presence of the last term in |c3) (entangled
with |4) ,) is necessary to satisfy the QEC conditions. The value of ¢ can be found analytically
and the minimal total cost of estimation A%, @ is achieved for:

T+4v2-3
cos(p) =\ ————— =~ 0.39, 45
0=\ (15)
while the corresponding optimal cost is:
- 5.31
Ay @ jyp = ATz (46)

As we see a significant improvement has been achieved here compared to SEP-QEC.

Accepted in {Yuantum 2020-06-30, click title to verify. Published under CC-BY 4.0. 13



6.3 SU(d) generators' estimation

Finally let us consider an example of estimating parameters associated with SU(d) generators
which shows an asymptotic advantage (with the number of parameters) of the INT-QEC over the
SEP-QEC protocol. Let Hg be d-dimensional Hilbert space, which for a more intuitive notation
may be regarded as the one associated with a spin-j particle (where d = 25 + 1).

First, let us recall the noiseless case, where the Hamiltonian H = Z?zzl w;G; is composed of
all P = d? —1 SU(d) generators. The generators together with the identity {%1, Gi,...,Gg2_1}
form an orthonormal basis of Hermitian operators on Hg. We focus on the estimation around
point w = [0,...,0] with the cost matrix W = 1. Since all G; are orthonormal the maximum
spread between their maximum and minimal eigenvalues as well as any normalized combination of
them is v/2. Using the same line of reasoning as presented in Sec. 5.3 we conclude that

p? (d* —1)?

2 ~
AWUJSEP Z ﬁ = 721_‘2 . (47)

The bound for A& syt May be derived analytically. To achieve that, we use the following
chain of inequalities involving the QFI matrix:

d?—1 d?—1 d*—1
S Ak Y (5 3 1 (4 1)

AQUJi 2 (F l)ii Z Fi 2 d2—1 ) (48)
i=1 i=1 i=1 " Zi:1 Fii

where the first one is the CR inequality and the rest are general algebraic properties of positive
semidefinite matrices. What remains to be done is to derive a proper bound for the trace of the
QFI matrix. For any input state |¢i,) € Hg ® H 4 we have:

Fi = AT? (/G2 © 1tw) — (YulG: © 1|)?) < 4T? (4| GF © L) (49)

2
Taking into account the normalization of G; and noting that Zfzfl G? is the Casimir operator of

the SU(d) algebra, and as such is proportional to the identity, we get that Z:i;l G? = #;1]1.
Therefore:

d*—1 d*—1 P21
D Fi AT (Y] Y GF @ 1) = 4T ——. (50)
i=1 i=1
After substituting the above to Eq. (48) we get
d*—1
N __d(d*>—-1) P32
Al @iny = Z A% > TCTCE (51)

i=1
The example of a state which saturates the above bound is |ti,) = % Zzzl |k) g ®1k) 4152, 53].

For such a state the QFI matrix is given by Fj; = 51-3-%, so the second and the third inequalities
in Eq. (48) become equalities. As Im((¢o|AiAj|¢w)) X (Yo|[Gi ® 1,G; @ 1][thy,) = 0, the first
one (the CR bound) is saturable as well. Note that the role of ancillae here is to make optimal
measurements with respect to different parameters compatible. As a result, we see that optimal
A%,@ . is approximately 2v/P times smaller than A%, @qpp.

Let us now consider a noisy version with a single Lindblad operator J, = >, _ ; ki |k) (k|. From
Theorem 1 we know that only parameters associated with generators G; ¢ spang{1,J., J?} may
be estimated with the HS. Therefore we consider the Hamiltonian H = Zil w;G; composed of
P = d? — 3 of SU(d) generators orthogonal to spang{1,.J,, J2}), with the standard cost matrix
W =1 (such cost makes the problem independent on choosing peculiar set of {G;}). In Fig. 3, we
present numerical results for such a problem, and we observe a significant advantage over the SEP-
QEC protocol as well as strong indication of the asymptotic P3/? scaling identical to the noiseless
case. Even though the optimal JNT-QEC code cannot be written down analytically in a concise
way, in Appx. D we provide an analytical suboptimal construction achieving the P3/2 scaling,
supporting the numerical results. The scaling advantage we prove here is not trivial because there
are no decoherence-free subspaces in the system.
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7 Conclusions and outlook

We have generalized previous results on single-parameter error-corrected metrology to the multi-
parameter scheme, obtaining a necessary and sufficient condition (HNLS) for the achievability of
the HS. In case of scenarios when HNLS is satisfied, we developed an efficient numerical algorithm
(formulated as an SDP) to find the optimal QEC protocol, including the optimal input state,
QEC codes and measurements. Our algorithm is applicable to arbitrary system dynamics as
long as the HS is achievable (including noiseless cases), which contrasts previous works where
special dynamics of quantum system is assumed [43, 52, 53] or the estimation is performed on
fixed quantum states [66]. However, it still remains open in which situations the requirement of
noiseless ancillae could be removed [37, 38] and whether QEC is still helpful in the case when
HNLS is violated, as in the single-parameter case [41, 74].

We also remark that our way of formulating the Knill-Laflamme conditions [72] as a positive
semidefinite constraint Eq. (25) is novel and may have applications beyond error-corrected quantum
metrology.

Finally, we note that in this paper we have followed the frequentist estimation approach, and
in principle more stringent HS bounds might be derived when following the Bayesian approach as
was demonstrated recently in the single parameter case [75].
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2~ 1 A2 ~
A The proof of Ajyw iyt > 5AJWepp
In the reasoning presented in the beginning of Sec. 5 we have assumed that, when estimating a
single parameter, the minimal variance of the estimator A%; achievable in SEP-QEC is no bigger
than the one achievable in JNT-QEC (even if we focus only on this particular parameter). This
statement is not so obvious as both protocols impose different constraints on the code space:

JNT—QEC . VjHHc (G] & ]]-)HHC ()6 H’Hca (52)
SEP—QEC : vj#iH'Hci (Gj [ ]I)Hﬂci X HHC,J HHC,; (Gl ® l)HHci Qf H'Hc,;’
where none of them is weaker or stronger than the other one.

Therefore, here we show directly that having JNT-QEC with accuracy A%, & JNT: One may
always construct SEP-QEC giving A}y @gpp = P+ Af, @ - Let He be the code space used in
JNT-QEC. Without loss of generality let us assume that W is diagonal (otherwise we apply a
transformation of parameters that diagonalizes W) and dim(H¢) > 2P + 1 (otherwise we trivially
extend it using an additional ancilla). From the Matsumoto bound (see Eq. (11)) the optimal cost
is given by:

Ay @ = {rlnigl} Te(WV), where Vi; = (xi|z;),

for |z;) € He, (53)
subject to 2Re((x;]0;|Yw)) = dij, (zi|w) =0, Im(V) =0,
where for w = 0 we have 9; |.,) ’w:O = —iTGS [pw—0). We define He, = spang{|c)), |c})} with:

) = 5 (Wm0 00, + b o 10, )+ 16D) = o (g o) 00, + Woaod I, )

(54)

where |z;) are the result of optimization Eq. (53). As |[hw=0),|zi) € Hc, obviously the noise acts
trivially on H¢,. Moreover:

i i c c
(ol Gy @1 cy) = QW ((Yw=ol G5 |zi) + (x| G5 |Ypw=0)) = e <ii|xi>(5ij

_ , . A (55)
(ch] Gy © 1 1e5) = & ({Whomol G Wiwro) + by (ol G o)) = (el Gy @ 1)

so also condition V. Gjlly o< Il is satisfied.
Therefore SEP-QEC with initial state piy, = ZZI |c&) (ci| and He, defined above leads to

the total cost A}, @gpp = Zil P - Wi (@]2;) = P A}y jp- From this reasoning we see clearly
that the largest possible advantage of JNT-QEC over SEP-QEC is to decreasing the total cost by
a factor P.

B Optimality of SEP-QEC in the single-qubit model

Let us consider the most general case of a two-parameter quantum estimation problem under
Markovian noise in a 2-dimensional Hilbert space when the HS achievability condition is satisfied.
Without loss of generality we assume that the Lindblad operator is L = o, the Hamiltonian is
H = w;0, + wyoy and the cost matrix is diagonal:

o) ®

(otherwise, one can always apply a proper transformation in the parameter space w’ = wA™?
which diagonalizes the cost matrix, without changing orthonormality of the generators). Below we
show that for such a problem there is no advantage of JNT-QEC over SEP-QEC.

First let us consider the optimal SEP-QEC. Each generator has eigenvalues |\, /,+) = £1 and
each parameter may be estimated with precision A2@, Iy = ﬁ [34]. Moreover, as the cost is
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diagonal, there is no point in applying an additional transformation in the optimization procedure
given in Eq. (32)—indeed, any matrix A satisfying V;(AAT);; = 1 preserves the eigenvalues of
the generators as well as Tr(AW AT). Therefore the optimal SEP-QEC cost is simply given by

A%/V‘:’SEP \/TIT@) We will show below that this cannot be outperformed by the optimal
JNT-QECs.

For the sake of notation simplicity, when tensoring an operator acting on Hg with the identity
on Hy, the part ®1 will be omitted and we will denote o; ® 1 simply as o; (unless this leads to
ambiguity).

First, we note that the diagonal elements of the QFI matrix for the state |¢,,) are

Fyi = AT?* (Y] 0illye 0i[thw) — [V Mae il o) )

, . (57)

< 4T <¢w|0iHHcUi|'¢)w> (7’ =, y)'

Moreover
Wee =~ W, 1 Wea w.
AY & = W A0, + Wy, AP0, > + =2 = e —
sz Fyy Fzz + Fyy FTTixFWI E,Emj_yFyy (58)
> ——— min + = .
Fro + Fyy pel0,1] p 1-p Foo + Fyy

Therefore we may focus on an upper bound for >, ” (Yloilly, 04|the)-
Let {|co),|c1) ,|c2)} be an orthonormal basis of He C Hg ® Ha. These vectors can be written
down as

lci) = cos(") [0) [ Ap) +sin(e) [1) |A}) (59)
where \AO /1> are normalized states in H 4 and ¢* € [0, 7] (a potential complex phase is incorporated
in the definition of|Af /1))- The QEC condition requires V;; (¢;|oz|c;) = Ady;, which leads to

the following two constraints: (i) V; cos ( ) — sin?(¢') = X means all ¢’ are equal (therefore
superscript ¢ will be omitted); (i ) i£j COS ( ) (A |A]> —sin ( ) (At| A7) = 0. Together with the
orthonormality condition V;; cos?(p) (4| A}) + sin?(p) (47| A7) = 0, we have

es) = cos(ip) 0)45) + () [1) |41 0
Vij (AS|AY) = 655, (AL|AT]) = ;.

Note that there is no fixed relationship between sets {|A§)}i=2 and {|A%)}{=2—in particular it may
happen that span{|A})} # span{|A%)}. Effective generators in the chosen bams are given as:

sin(2¢ P P
(61 = {eslonled = 2 (ag) 1) + (4l ag)), (61)
.sin(2¢ L L
(G = {esloyle = 2229 (47 ) — (g1, (62)
We focus on estimation around point w = [0, ..., 0] for which |t)y,) = |¥in) = |co). Then
2
<d)w‘0z/yn7{c0’x/y|ww Z CO|Uw/y|Cl Cl|0w/y|co>
=0
sin?(2¢) - 0] giy |2 0] giy |2 0| gt i| 40
T(Z ’<A0|A1>| + |<A1|A0>‘ + 2Re((A}|Af) (A1|AD))). (63)
i=0

Since for each k = 0/1, states {|A})}?_, are mutually orthonormal,

Z <w|UzHHc Uz|w bln

2
Z (A A * + [(A9145)*) < sin®(2¢) < 1, (64)
1=x,y =0
where the first inequality is saturated if and only if both |AS) € span{|A%)}?_, and |A9) €

. / 2
span{|A})}7_,. Using Eq. (57) and Eq. (58) we get A, @ > W. This implies that the
JNT-QEC stategy cannot outperform the best SEP-QEC strategy.
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C The optimal SEP protocol for sensing all magnetic field components
in presence of correlated dephasing noise in the two-qubit model
Here we prove formally, that the optimal precision achievable in the second example from the main

text is A%y @epp = 797
Let us briefly review the problem We consider a two-atom system with Hamiltonian H =

5 Zf LW 0'(‘) (Where o) = [ ( ) ol ] acts on the i atom) and a single Lindblad operator
L=.72 ( )) therefore
S = spang{1, L, L*} = spanp{1,0) — 6@ ¢V c®}. (65)

As for all three generators the minimal and the maximal eigenvalues are respectively —1 and +1,
we immediately see that A%@, , . > ﬁ and from that A, @gpp > % = % (which cannot be
improved by applying transformation A). Below we show that such a precision is indeed achievable.

First, w, can be estimated using a decoherence-free subspace [76] span{|i.) , 3 (o oM 40 )2},
where [¢,) = %(HT) + [44)), which leads to the precision A%w, = 1.

In case of w, the situation is slightly more complicated, as using the analogue approach the
subspace span{|i;) , 3 (0z Wy (2)) [t5)} would not satisty the QEC conditions. To get the desired
estimation precision we need to find the state |¢),) which is optimal for measuring w, (from the
point of view of noiseless, single-parameter estimation) and for which

He, = span{|ts) , < o) )} (66)
satisfies the QEC condition:

My, (0 — o)y, o< Ty,

(67)
H'ch U£1)0£2)HHCZ 0.8 H'ch s
and, moreover, other generators act trivially inside Hc,:
H'HCU (0'(1) + 0(2))HHCm X H?—[cm ) (68)

HHC ( = + 0(2))1_[7-[% X HHcm'

It is known that for single-parameter frequency estimation the optimal state corresponds to an
equally weighted superposition of states with minimal and maximal eigenvalues of the generator.

For £ (0% M 4 0(2)) it will be:

) = (Y + DA + 1) + e (1) = 1) = 1) (69)

1
2V2
for any ¢ € R. Note, that any superposition of [)¢) (with different ¢) entangled with separated
ancillae is still optimal for sensing w,. Therefore, we can take |¢,) = %(W)g) 1) 4 + [¥I)12) 4)-
We have:

(M) + ) 1) 4 + (D) + 1) 12)4), (70)

DN =

i) =
SO o) i) = 5 (1) + 1) 1)+ (1) + 1)) [2), ). (1)

and then the code space Eq. (66) satisfies Eq. (67) and Eq. (68). It gives as A%w, = . Analogous
reasoning could be provided for wy,.

Therefore for py, = 2>, .2 |0i) (Y] we have Afy@ = T2 in line with general considerations
on the performance of the SEP- QEC codes as given in Sec. 5
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D Estimating the SU(d) generators

Below we present an example of a JNT-QEC protocol allowing one to achieve the total cost
Ao = G)(P%) for the last example in the main text. For clarification, we treat d-dimensional
Hilbert space as a single spin-j particle (d = 25 + 1) and we use the notation where {|k) i:_j is
the eigenbasis of the J, operator.

We consider a problem where the noise generator J, and the unitary evolution H read:

P

J, = XJ: klk)y k[,  H=> wGi, (72)

k=—j i=1

where G; is an orthonormal basis of St—the orthogonal complement of S = span{1,.J,,J?}
(therefore P = d? — 3). For technical reasons we distinguish three groups of operators that form
the basis {G;}:

e Real off-diagonal: GE = %(U@) AL+ 1) (k)
e Imaginary off-diagonal: G¥;, = %(U@) Il =10y (k)
e Diagonal: GP = ”,7;:_]- g¥ |k) (k|

and in what follows we prove the scaling ©(P %) for each group. For simplicity, we assume, that j
is an integer (for half-integer j the proof remains almost the same) and in this section we focus on
the estimation around point w = [0,...,0] and set T = 1.

Real off-diagonal generators. We take dim(H,) = dim(Hg) and the state |[¢,) = [F) =

ﬁ we_j k) k)4 € Hs ® Ha, we have
JiG+1)
T

We construct the code space in the following way. First, we act on |¢)) with generators: GI 1) =
%(U@ 1) 4 + |1} |k) 4) and then we “fix it” to satisfy the QEC condition by extending ancilla
Ha — Ha & Hp and adding more terms:

ki) = %(I’@ D4+ 10 1K) o) + +a5) [klG) g + 7 |=5) [FI(=5)) g + 510) [FIO) ., (74)

where (klm|k'l'm') 5 = 0(kim)(k1/m’)- Then the QEC condition is equivalent to:

WO L") =0, (@F|2[0") = (73)

(crilers) =p* +¢* +17 + 5" =1,
2
p .
(el J2lefi) = Z-(k+ 1) + (¢2 = 1%)j = 0, (75)

o JU+1)
T

The off-diagonal terms are automatically zero, no matter what p,q,r, s are. We can write down

¢%, r? and s? as linear functions of p?:

2 1 (j(j+1)

2
(fil2lefi) = Bk + ) + (¢ +1%)j

— %(lz2 + 1245k + l))),

T2\ 3

7"223_2(‘7(‘]3 )f%(k2+l2—j(k+l))>, (76)
1/j(G+1) p?

521p2.72<(3)2(k2+12))

Note that p is a valid coefficient if the above set of equations has a solution (i.e. if the right-hand
sides are positive). As —2j < k+1 < 2j, k? 4+1? < 252, this always holds provided p* = §. For the
code space H¢,, spanned by vectors constructed in such a way, we have

(GRYen ") =~ el (77)
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The QFIs are
Fiyaory = 4Re(( (G er (G ) er [0T) — (0GR er [0F) (0P |(GRp) er9T)  (78)

which in our case simplifies to:

4p?
R RA\H R
Fiyaory =S4 (T ((GR)er)2[pf) = 11 (79)
As (WE|[(GE)Her, (GE,)Her]|ypT) = 0, the CR bound is saturable and the total cost is
%11 32+ 1) s
2 _ _
I R L () (80)
k>1 k>1

Imaginary off-diagonal generators. The reasoning is analogous to the previous case. Note
that using different ancillary spaces for real and imaginary generators is needed. Even though
(WRIGEJ,GE , |YB) o 61k and (WF|GET,GL [9pT) o g1 i1 are satisfied automatically,
(WRIGEJ,GL,, |97 o 61 ki may not be true.

Diagonal generators. The number of diagonal generators scales like ©(j) (whereas for off-
diagonal elements the scaling is ©(j2)), implying that the estimation with respect to diagonal
generators does not contribute significantly to the overall scaling. Therefore we could simply use
the SEP-QEC approach. Following [36], any traceless generator may by written down as:

GP = ST(GP) (pir — pi-). (s1)

We define states |¢;4) , |c;—) as purifications of these density matrices by using mutually orthogonal
ancillary subspaces Ha;y, Hai_:

pis s = Teaiss—(leis ) (eve /). (2)
Therefore
i | GP e r(|GP
1
i — D i :——T D < —
(eGP i) = =3 T(IGP) < 5.

and from that for code space span{|c;+),|c;—)} and input state (\cz+> + |¢i—)) we have F,,, >

2j1T' For a single-parameter problem the CR bound is always saturable so using the SEP-QEC

approach for the input state

1 1
D _ ) ) ) .
= 555 2 g ) + e el + i) (34)
we have
2j—2 2j-2 \
A%wP = (25 -2 — < (25 +1)(25 — 2)* = O(P2). 85
; (2] );F < (25 +1)(2) —2)* = O(P?) (85)
Results. Finally, combining all above, for the input state:
1
= 3(\¢R> W+ ") ('] +pP) (86)
(with properly applied QEC protocol) we get
L 3
> A%w; =0(P?) (87)
=1
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