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In this article we present an experimental proposal for the estimation of an optomechanical param-
eter in the presence of noise. The estimation is based on the technique of weak value amplification
which can enlarge the radiation pressure effect of a single photon on a mechanical oscillator. In our
setup we show that the weak value amplification technique is preferable for the estimation over a
method that relies on a strong measurement with postselection, because the first method does not
require a good prior knowledge of the parameter we wish to estimate, while both strategies reach the
same level of precision from a Fisher information perspective. In the presence of strongly correlated
noise the weak value amplification method is preferable, from a Fisher information perspective, than
a standard measurement strategy that does not employ postselection and that is affected by the
same type of noise.

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum metrology deals with the study of the lower
bounds on measurement errors achievable through the
use of quantum effects, and concerns with the features of
the strategies employed to reach these bounds. Accord-
ing to the central limit theorem, the average of n inde-
pendent measurements has an error that scales as n−1/2.
This behaviour, in the context of quantum mechanics,
has been called the standard quantum limit (SQL). No-
tably, with the use of quantum resources, e.g. quantum
correlations of maximally path entangled NOON states
[1] or squeezing [2], this limit can be surpassed, moving
towards a Heisenberg type of scaling as n−1 [3, 4].

In this article we investigate the precision of quantum
parameter estimation in a cavity optomechanical system.
The field of cavity optomechanics [5, 6] explores the inter-
action of light and mechanical motion through the radia-
tion pressure. From a fundamental perspective, this type
of systems allows the study of quantum effects in macro-
scopic objects, such as macroscopic superpositions and
decoherence [7–10] or optomechanical entanglement [11].
On the more practical side, optomechanical systems have
been studied for force sensing applications[12–14], radi-
ation pressure cooling [15–17], gravitational wave detec-
tion [18] and quantum information science applications
[19].

In our work we employ the technique of weak value
amplification (WVA) [20–24] for the estimation of an op-
tomechanical parameter. This method is based on weak
measurements of an observable together with a proba-
bilistic procedure called postselection, by which a final
state of the system being measured is also specified (typ-
ically only the initial system state is specified). The en-
semble average of this type of measurements corresponds
to (the real part of) a weak value. Weak values may
be larger than any of the eigenvalues of the observable
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being measured and therefore the effect on the measure-
ment device can be amplified. Weak values have been
successfully applied to high precision estimation of small
parameters, such as beam deflections [25–27], frequency
shifts [28], phase shifts [29], Doppler shifts [30], longitu-
dinal phase shifts [31], angular rotations [32] or tempera-
ture shifts [33]. Other applications of weak measurements
and weak values have been proposed for quantum con-
trol [34] and for the generation of non classical states of
macroscopic objects [35, 36].

The precision offered by measurements with postselec-
tion for parameter estimation has been analyzed in [37–
41] from the perspective of the signal to noise ratio (SNR)
or the Fisher information. In general, the precision does
not improve with postselection as compared with a stan-
dard measurement without postselection. However, it is
interesting to point out that the same level of precision
can by reached with fewer information (because the post-
selection procedure reduces the size of the data set).

In this article we propose an experimental setup for
the estimation of an optomechanical parameter. The
noise model taken into consideration is the one presented
in [39, 40], which allows to consider both a scenario af-
fected by uncorrelated noise or strongly correlated noise.
Our analysis of the precision is based on the classical
Fisher information. We compare the WVA method with
a strong measurement with postselection, showing that
both methods can reach the same level of precision but
the first technique does not require a precise knowledge
regarding the small parameter we wish to estimate. This
conclusion holds when both measurements are affected
either by uncorrelated or correlated noise.

The WVA method is also compared with a standard
measurement strategy which does not employ postselec-
tion. Both methods can reach the same level of preci-
sion in the presence of white noise, but the estimator
constructed with the WVA technique relies on fewer ob-
servations of the measurement device. In the presence
of strongly correlated noise, the WVA method offers a
larger Fisher information than a standard measurement
(without postselection) affected by correlated noise. Nev-
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FIG. 1. I1: Interferometer used to prepare the quantum state
of the mechanical oscillator by performing postselection of
photons. A mechanical oscillator is placed inside an optical
cavity and prepared in the ground state. Photons are post-
selected in the dark port, which triggers the operation of I2,
which is operated to observe of the average position of the
mechanical oscillator.

ertheless, the (increased) Fisher information in the WVA
method with correlated noise is smaller than the Fisher
information in the uncorrelated noise case.

This article is organized as follows. In Sec. II we de-
scribe the experimental setup proposed for the estimation
of the optomechanical parameter. In Sec. III we present
our analysis of the precision of the estimation, which is
based on the classical Fisher information. Finally, in Sec.
IV, the results are summarized and commented.

II. EXPERIMENTAL SETUP FOR
PARAMETER ESTIMATION

We will focus on the estimation of an optomechanical
parameter that appears in the optomechanical interac-
tion, the interaction between “light and matter”. This
task will be achieved using two interferometers, which
will be referred as interferometer 1 (I1) and interfer-
ometer 2 (I2). I1 and I2 are shown in Fig. 1 and 2,
respectively.

I1 is a Mach-Zehnder interferometer with an optome-
chanical system along its arms. The task of I1 is to pre-
pare the quantum state of a mechanical oscillator, while
the aim of I2 is to perform an optical measurement of its
average position. In this section we will describe the op-
eration of I1, while I2 will be described in Sec. III. First,
we will describe the optomechanical system in Sec. II A
and then the operation of I1, as a whole, in Sec. II B.

A. Optomechanical sytem

An optomechanical system (OMS), illustrated in Fig.
3, is put inside a Mach-Zehnder interferometer, according
to the configuration shown in Fig. 1. The OMS consists
of an optical cavity with a high-Q vibrating mirror put
in the middle (a micrometric mirror sustained by a can-
tilever).

FIG. 2. I2: Interferometric setup used to measure the length
difference between both paths. A laser beam is triggered by
a signal coming from I1. The laser is split into two paths,
A and B. The signal travelling through path B acquires a
phase which carries the information of the mechanical dis-
placement (its average position). The sum and difference of
photon counts at the detectors A′ and B′ allow to perform
a measurement of the relative phase between both paths and
thus of the mechanical displacement.

FIG. 3. OMS: A vibrating mirror is placed in the middle of
a Fabry-Pérot cavity. The fields interacts with the mirror via

the radiation pressure force F̂ = ~(ω/L)(â†1â1 − â
†
2â2), where

ω is the frequency (equal for both optical modes) and L is
the length of each side of the cavity. In our model there is no
photon hopping between both sides.

The hamiltonian that describes the OMS corresponds
to

Ĥ = ~ω(â†1â1 + â†2â2) + ~Ωb̂†b̂

−~g0(â†1â1 − â†2â2)(b̂† + b̂). (1)

The operators âi, i = 1, 2, are the (boson) cavity mode
operators of each side of the cavity (the side i = 1 being
the upper side and i = 2 the lower side). Both optical

modes have the same frequency ω. The operator b̂ is
the annihilation operator of excitations of the center of
mass of the mirror, which is treated as a harmonic os-
cillator of frequency Ω. The first two terms (from the
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left to the right) represent the free energy of the cavity
and the mechanical oscillator, while the last term consti-
tutes the optomechanical interaction via radiation pres-
sure. The parameter g0 is the vacuum optomechanical
coupling strength that characterises the magnitude of the
coupling between a single photon and a single phonon. In
our setup

g0 =
(ω
L

)
x0, (2)

where L is the effective length of each side of the cavity
and x0 are the zero-point fluctuations of the mechanical
oscillator, which in turn are defined as

x0 =

√
~

2MΩ
, (3)

where M is the mass of the mirror. For a mirror of the
size of the order of µm, x0 ∼ 10−15 m. Thus, for an
optical cavity with length L ∼ mm, g0 ∼ 1− 103 Hz.

The evolution operator ÛH(t) = exp {−(i/~)Ĥt} gen-
erated by the hamiltonian (1) can be factorized into
different operators. Following a calculation analogous
to the one presented in [42] it is easy to show that

ÛH(t) = Ûcav(t)× ÛKerr(t)× Û(t)× ÛM (t), where

Ûcav(t) = exp {−iωt(â†1â1 + â†2â2)},
ÛKerr(t) = exp {ig2 · φ(t)(â†1â1 − â†2â2)2},

Û(t) = exp {g · (â†1â1 − â†2â2) · [b̂†ϕ(t)− b̂ϕ∗(t)]},
ÛM (t) = exp {−iΩtb̂†b̂}. (4)

The operators Ûcav(t) and ÛM (t) represent the free evo-
lution of the cavity and mechanical modes, respectively.

The term ÛKerr(t) adds a phase that depends quadrat-
ically on the difference of photons between both sides
of the cavity, which shows that the optomechanical cou-
pling generates an effective Kerr nonlinearity or photon-

photon interaction. The term Û(t) generates optome-
chanical entanglement between “microscopic” degrees of
freedom (the cavity modes) and “macroscopic” degrees of
freedom (the center of mass of a vibrating mirror). The
time-dependent functions φ(t) and ϕ(t) (ϕ∗(t) denotes
its complex conjugate) are defined as

φ(t) = Ωt− sin(Ωt),

ϕ(t) = 1− e−iΩt. (5)

The adimensional parameter g that appears in the ex-

pressions for ÛKerr(t) and Û(t) is defined as g ≡ g0/Ω.
A physical interpretation of g will be given later.

The hamiltonian (1) preserves the total number of pho-

tons N̂ = â†1â1 + â†2â2, i.e. [N̂ , Ĥ] = 0. Therefore, a state
with a well defined number of photons will remain in this

subspace under the action of ÛH(t). In our experiment
we will use single photons and, consequently, the optical
component of the Hilbert space of states will be reduced

to the single photon subspace. Restricted to this sub-
space it is possible to define the operators

σ̂x = â†1â2 + â†2â1,

σ̂y = (â†1â2 − â†2â1)/i,

σ̂z = â†1â1 − â†2â2,

N̂ = 1, (6)

which satisfy [σ̂x, σ̂y] = iσ̂z (and its cyclic permutations),
and σ̂2

x = σ̂2
y = σ̂2

z = 1. This map between operators is
called the Jordan-Schwinger map [43, 44]. Hence, the

operators Ûcav(t) and ÛKerr(t) will merely add a global
phase factor and may be disregarded. Moreover, as will
be explained in the next section, the mechanical oscillator
will be initialized in the ground state and thus the free

evolution of the mirror ÛM (t) will play no role. Thereby,
under these conditions (when the mirror starts in the
ground state and single photons are employed) the evo-

lution operator ÛH(t) will be simply reduced to

Û(t) = exp {g · σ̂z · [b̂†ϕ(t)− b̂ϕ∗(t)]}. (7)

The time t spent by one photon inside the cavity before
it is emitted into the environment is not a deterministic
time, but a random time that follows an exponential dis-
tribution, i.e. t ∼ exp−γt, where γ is rate at which the
energy is dissipated from each side of the cavity (assumed
to be equal in both sides). Therefore, the average time
spent by one photon will be γ−1. It will be assumed that,
on average, the photon stays for half a mechanical period
inside the OMS before it is emitted, i.e. Ωt = π (which
can be achieved by making γ = Ω/π). The reason for
this consideration is that at half a vibrational period the
displacement of the position of the oscillator produced by
a single photon reaches a maximum value. Consequently,
the evolution operator (7) becomes

Û = exp {−(i/~) · (4gx0) · σ̂zP̂}. (8)

The operator P̂ is the momentum of the center of mass
of the oscillator. Notice that the evolution operator has
the form a measurement, according to the so called von
Neumann model [21, 23, 45]. Indeed, a discrete system

variable σ̂z couples to a continuous variable P̂ of the mea-
surement device (the mirror). The result of the measure-
ment of σ̂z is obtained by observing the conjugate vari-

able to P̂ , i.e. by observing the position Q̂ of the mirror.

From (8) it is clear that the parameter g corresponds
to the displacement produced by a single photon in the
(mechanical) phase space, i.e. it is the displacement of
the equilibrium position of the oscillator in units of x0.
For an oscillator with frequency Ω ∼ 1− 100 MHz, g is a
small parameter with values in a wide range, 10−8−10−2.
We will be interested in the estimation of this parameter.
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B. OMS in Mach-Zehnder Interferometer

It will be assumed that the mirror starts cooled down
to its ground state, i.e. ρ̂M = |0〉 〈0| (the subscript M in-
dicates that the state corresponds to a state of the mea-
surement device). The position representation of |0〉 is
given by

|0〉 =

∫
dq
( 1√

2πx0

)1/2

exp
(
− q2

4x2
0

)
|q〉 . (9)

Also, the electromagnetic field inside the cavity should
begin in a pure single photon state, namely, ρS = |i〉 〈i|
(the subscript S indicates that the state corresponds to
a state of the system). The details regarding the prepa-
ration of ρ̂S will be given later.

Therefore, the initial state of the system (S) and the
measurement device (M) is given by

ρ̂SM (0) = ρ̂S ⊗ ρ̂M . (10)

The state ρ̂SM (0) will evolve under the action of (8).
Hence, the state of the OMS immediately after the pho-
ton has been emitted will be

ρ̂SM = Û ρ̂SM (0)Û†. (11)

Now, we will distinguish two measurement strategies
of σ̂z: i) without postselection of photons (NPS), and ii)
with postselection (PS). In the first strategy we will be
interested in the average position of the measurement
device, independently of the photon counter at which the
photon is detected after it is released from the OMS. In
the second strategy, we will focus on the average position
of the measurement device conditioned on the detection
of the photon in the so called dark port (see Fig. 1).

The experiment will be repeated in N independent tri-
als. Since in each trial one single photon is employed, in
total, N quantum resources will be used. We analyze
now both strategies.

1. NPS measurement strategy

The average position of the measurement device using
the NPS strategy is given by

〈Q̂〉NPS = Tr(Q̂ρ̂SM ) = 4gx0〈σ̂z〉, (12)

where 〈σ̂z〉 = 〈i| σ̂z |i〉. Thus, in order for the displace-
ment to be maximum, the initial state of the cavity
should be

|i〉 = |1, 0〉 or |i〉 = |0, 1〉 . (13)

The first entry of | , 〉 represents the number of photons
in the mode of the side 1 of the the cavity, while the
second entry corresponds to photons in the other mode.
These states can be prepared by removing BS1 and in-
jecting the single photon directly through one of the arms
of the interferometer. Then, if the photon is properly
prepared, and in the absent of any looses, it will be ab-
sorbed by the cavity. Thus, the displacement with the
NPS strategy will be 〈Q̂〉NPS = 4gx0.

2. PS measurement strategy

When using postselection a single photon is sent into
the interferometer through one of the input ports, while
the other port is leaved unused (in the vacuum state).
The photon will enter the interferometer through BS1,
which separates the light into a reflected component
(propagating through the arm 1) and a transmitted com-
ponent (propagating through the arm 2). Both compo-
nents have equal intensities since the beam splitter is
balanced. The single photon state is a highly non classi-
cal state and thus, inside I1, a path entangled state will
be generated, i.e. a coherent superposition of the photon
propagating along each arm. Therefore, after the photon
has been absorbed by the OMS and assuming no losses,
the initial state of the light inside the OMS will be

|i〉 =
1√
2
|1, 0〉+

1√
2
|0, 1〉 . (14)

On the other hand, the pure state |f〉 is the postse-
lected state when the dark port “clicks”, and is given
by

|f〉 = t |1, 0〉 − r |0, 1〉 . (15)

The coefficients t and r are the (real and positive) trans-
mittances an reflectances of BS2, respectively. In ideal
conditions the beamsplitter preserves the energy, i.e.
t2 + r2 = 1. Hence, 0 ≤ r ≤ 1 and 0 ≤ t ≤ 1. See Ap-
pendix A for details regarding the quantum mechanical
description of BS2. It will be useful to define a parameter
δ that quantifies the level of unbalance of BS2 as

δ = t− r. (16)

When δ = 0 BS2 is a balanced beamsplitter. The config-
uration δ = 1 corresponds to the scenario in which BS2 is
removed, while when δ = −1 BS2 behaves as a perfectly
reflecting mirror.

Under these considerations the conditioned state of the
measurement device is given by

ρ̂M,PS =
〈f | ρ̂SM |f〉

Tr(〈f | ρ̂SM |f〉)
. (17)

The term in the denominator of (17) corresponds to the
probability p to successfully detect a photon in the dark
port, and corresponds to

p =
1− e−8g2

2
+
δ2

2
e−8g2

. (18)

Since g � 1 we can safely expand the exponential term
to second order,

p = 4g2 +
δ2

2
. (19)

This expression allows to define two regimes that will be
important for the our analysis: i) the weak measurement
regime (δ � g) and, ii) the strong measurement regime
(δ ∼ g).
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The average position of measurement device using the
PS strategy corresponds to

〈Q̂〉PS = Tr(Q̂ρ̂M,PS) = 4gx0

(
δ
√

2− δ2

2p

)
. (20)

In the weak measurement regime, this expression reduces
to 〈Q̂〉PS = 4gx0σz,w, where σz,w is the quantum weak
value of the operator σ̂z between the initial state |i〉 and
the final state |f〉,

σz,w =

√
2− δ2

δ
. (21)

For |δ| 6= 1 the weak value is anomalous in the sense that
it is larger, in magnitude, than any of the eigenvalues of
σ̂z, and gets larger as |δ| → 0. Recall, however, that the
weak measurement regime is restricted by δ � g.

III. FISHER INFORMATION ANALYSIS

The average position of the measurement device will
be recorded using I2, in which a classical beam with |α|2
photons is sent through one of the input ports while the
other is in the vacuum state. The laser has the same fre-
quency as the frequency of the cavity (ω). The operation
of I2 will be triggered M times. When the NPS strategy
is employed M = N , i.e. I2 will be operated for every
single photon, independently on which of the two detec-
tors of I1 clicks. For the PS strategy, I2 will be activated
only when a single photon is detected in the dark port of
I1. Therefore, in this case, M = Np.

In each operation of I2 the difference of photons
recorded at the detectors located in the output ports of
I2 (normalized by |α|2) will be read. Therefore, in total,
there will be M readings,

~R =

R1

...
RM

 . (22)

The random vector ~R will follow a multivariate normal
distribution,

f~R(~r|g) =
1√

2π|C|
exp− (~r − ~µ)TC−1(~r − ~µ)

2
, (23)

where ~r is a M -dimensional vector whose elements are
ri. The vector ~µ is the vector of M means, all of which
are identical and proportional to the length difference
between both paths of I2, i.e. ~u = 2(ω/c) · 〈Q̂〉k ·1, where
k = NPS,PS, 1 is the M -dimensional identity vector,
and c is the speed of light.

Also, C is the M ×M covariance matrix, C−1 is its
inverse matrix, and |C| stands for the determinant. The
form of the covariance matrix defines the type of noise
that affects the measurement. Here, we will consider
the model of correlated noise used in [39, 40], which

is characterized by a covariance matrix with elements
Ci,j = |α|−2[δi,j + γ(1− δi,j)], namely,

C = |α|−2


1 γ . . . γ
γ 1
...

. . .

γ 1

 . (24)

The parameter 0 ≤ γ ≤ 1 measures the amount of corre-
lation between the different readings. If γ = 0 the noise
is said to be uncorrelated or white noise, and is said to
be correlated or colored noise in any other case.

The classical Fisher information [46] with respect to
the parameter g contained in the probability distribution
(23) is defined as

I(g) =
〈
− ∂2

∂g2
ln f~R(~r|g)

〉
, (25)

where the average is taken over the distribution (23). The
classical Fisher information defines a lower bound on the
variance of any unbiased estimator ĝ of the parameter g.
This lower bound is called the Cramér-Rao bound [47–
49],

〈∆ĝ2〉 ≥ I−1(g). (26)

The variance 〈∆ĝ2〉 is a measure of the precision of the
estimator (among two unbiased estimators the one with
lower variance is preferable). Therefore, and according
to the Cramér-Rao bound, the larger the Fisher informa-
tion, the smaller will be the lowest attainable variance of
any unbiased estimator of g.

Using the definition (25) it is possible to obtain exact
expressions for the Fisher information for each measure-
ment strategy, because the noise model (24) is exactly
solvable. The Fisher information for each measurement
strategy corresponds to

IPS(g) = I0

( N

1 +Npγ

)
h(δ, g), (27)

INPS(g) = I0

( N

1 +Nγ

)
. (28)

The value I0 = |α|2 · (8x0ω/c)
2 depends on the num-

ber of photons contained in the classical beam and to
avoid additional factors we will assume that the laser
has enough power so that I0 ∼ 1. The factor h(δ, g) =
δ2 · (2− δ2) · (δ2 − 24g2)2/(16p3) depends both on g (the
unknown parameter we wish to estimate) and δ, and it
is bounded as 0 ≤ h(δ, g) ≤ 1.

A. White Noise

In the white noise case γ = 0. Thus, the Fisher in-
formation (27) and (28) will scale as N (SQL). The only
difference between both strategies is the factor h(δ, g),
which needs to be close to unity (and not near zero) in
order to minimize the difference.
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FIG. 4. The factor h(δ, g) is plotted against the postselection
parameter δ, considering g = 5 · 10−3 (red curve), g = 10−2

(blue dotted curve) and g = 2 · 10−2 (green curve). In
the weak measurement regime these curves coincide with the
black dashed curve (which corresponds to 1 − δ2/2). Notice
that when δ ∼ g each curve reaches a maximum value close
to unity but quickly drops to zero in the vicinity at which
the maximum is reached. This shows that for small values of
g the weak measurement regime is more convenient since it
admits a larger interval of possible values of δ, i.e. it does not
require precise knowledge of the parameter.

In the weak measurement regime (δ � g), this factor
reduces to

h(δ, g) = 1− δ2

2
= p · σ2

z,w. (29)

The square of the weak value∼ p−1 which shows that am-
plification effect is exactly canceled by the lesser amount
of operations of I2 (as compared to the NPS strategy).
Expression (29) also shows that in the regime 1� δ � g
the PS strategy (which relies on weak values) produces
the same Fisher information as the NPS strategy, i.e.
both strategies have the same maximum precision for
the estimation of g. Using the first strategy, however,
the amount of operations of I2 is reduced from N to
Np = Nδ2/2.

On the other hand, when the measurement is strong
(δ ∼ g), the factor is close to unity, but it quickly drops
to zero, as can be seen in Fig. 4. Therefore, a useful
measurement strategy that relies on postselection and a
strong measurement would require good prior knowledge
of the very parameter we wish to estimate. When using
weak measurements, on the contrary, we only have to
know that δ � g.

B. Colored Noise

When the noise is correlated the parameter γ will be
different from zero. In this case, by comparing (27) and
(28), and as it is pointed out in [40], it is clear that the
size of the correlations γ is reduced by a factor p when

FIG. 5. The Fisher information I(g) is plotted as a function
of the number of single photons N for different values of the
postselection parameter δ; grey curve (δ = 0.2, p = 2.0% and
σz,w = 7.0), blue curve (δ = 0.3, p = 4.5% and σz,w = 4.6),
green curve (δ = 0.4, p = 8.0% and σz,w = 3.4), and magenta
curve (δ = 0.5, p = 12.5% and σz,w = 2.6). The red curve
corresponds to the scenario without postselection. Initially,
in all cases, the Fisher information scales linearly and for large
N reaches a constant value equal to (pγ)−1 when postselection
is employed and equal to γ−1 when no postselection is taken
into account. For all curves g = 10−2 and γ = 5 · 10−2.

postselection is employed. Consequently, the factor in
brackets that appears in (27) will be larger than the one
appearing in (28) and, thereby, the Fisher information
with the PS strategy will be larger, as long as the factor
h(δ, g) does not vanish. As in the previous case, this fact
can be achieved by using a weak measurement with post-
selection, and having the certainty that g � δ (a strong
measurement would require precise knowledge about g).
Fig. 5 shows the benefits of using postselection when cor-
related noise affects the measurement, for different values
of the postselection parameter δ.

Finally, it is worth to mention that in this scenario the
Fisher information initially scales as N but then satu-
rates at a value equal to the inverse of the size of the
correlations, i.e. at γ−1 and (γp)−1 without and with
postselection, respectively.

IV. DISCUSSION

In this article this we have applied the results regarding
weak measurements with postselection in the presence of
correlated noise developed in [38–40] to the estimation
of optomechanical parameters. We have presented an
experimental proposal in which dark port postselection
of single photons, together with anomalous weak values,
allows to reach the same precision as with a strategy
without postselection, in the presence of white noise. In
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this case, the larger the weak value (i.e. the smaller the
probability of postselection), the smaller the difference
between both protocols. When the noise has correlations
(colored noise) the maximum precision is increased with
postselection. As in the previous case, the larger the
weak value, the better the maximum precision.

In both scenarios, either with uncorrelated or corre-
lated noise, the weak value is restricted by δ � g and thus
can not be made indefinitely large. In the strong mea-
surement regime a good prior knowledge of the parameter
we aim to estimate is required (otherwise the Fisher in-
formation may be close to zero) and, consequently, weak
measurements are preferable over strong measurements.

The parameter g may be estimated with the maximum
likelihood estimator (MLE) [49] using the distribution
(23). For the PS strategy based on weak values the MLE
corresponds to

ĝ =
1

8x0(ω/c)σz,w

∑Np
i=1Ri

Np
. (30)

The variance of the MLE is given by

〈∆ĝ2〉 =
[1 + γ(Np− 1)

I0N

] 1

σ2
z,wp

, (31)

which shows that in general the MLE reaches asymptoti-
cally (for large N) the maximum precision defined by the
Cramér-Rao bound, I−1

PS(g), i.e. it is asymptotically effi-
cient (which is a property of this kind of estimator). The
estimator is independent of g in the regime g � δ � 1,
and note also that when the noise is white the MLE is
efficient for every value of N (it saturates exactly the
Cramér-Rao bound). The MLE for the strategy without
postselection is analogous,

ĝ =
1

8x0(ω/c)

∑N
i=1Ri

N
, (32)

and is asymptotically efficient for correlated noise and
efficient for every sample size when the noise is white.

As can be seen from (32) when using the NPS strategy
all data is treated equally, i.e. there is not distinction be-
tween the data coming from the ensemble of successfully
postselected photons and the data coming from the group
of photons detected in the bright port. On the contrary,
when the PS strategy is employed, the non postselected
photons are simply disregarded (the operation of I2 is not
triggered in those cases) while all the data comes only
from the ensemble of postselected photons. In fact, the
estimator (32) is constructed only from observations trig-
gered when photons are successfully detected in the dark
port. Certainly, there are other strategies that take into
account both ensembles and threat them differently, for
which the Fisher information will be (possibly slightly)
increased [37, 40]. The PS strategy however exhibits the
benefit of triggering I2 fewer times and reaching the same
level of maximum precision for the estimation.

FIG. 6. BS2: unbalanced beam splitter located at the output
of I1 where the modes â1 and â2 are coherently mixed. The
parameter δ = t− r quantifies the level of unbalance between
the transmittance t and the reflectance r.
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Appendix A: Quantum Mechanical Description of
BS2

Consider the description of BS2 shown in Fig. 6. The
relationship between the input and output modes of BS2
is given by

â3 = râ1 + tâ2,

â4 = tâ1 − râ2, (A1)

where t and r are (real and positive) transmittances and
reflectances of the beamsplitter, respectively. The mi-
nus sign in the second equation is necessary in order for
the transformation to be unitary. Physically, it means
that the field reflected in lower side of the beamsplitter
acquires a phase of π. The transformation of the fields
(A1) allows to transform states between the inner and
outer paths of the interferometer, as it is described in
the following example.

|0〉3 |1〉4 = â†4 |0〉3 |0〉4
= (tâ1 − râ2) |0〉1 |0〉2
= t |1〉1 |0〉2 − r |0〉1 |1〉2 . (A2)

The subindices of the states denote the corresponding
paths in the interferometer. Notice that in the second
step of (A2) the beam splitter transformation (A1) was
employed, while the vacuum states outside and inside the
interferometer were identified. Consequently, counting a
photon in the arm 4 is equivalent to select the state

|ψf 〉 = t |1〉1 |0〉2 − r |0〉1 |1〉2 (A3)

inside the interferometer.
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