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The major problem of multiparameter quantum estimation theory is to find an ultimate measurement scheme
to go beyond the standard quantum limits that each quasi-classical estimation measurement is limited by. Al-
though, in some specifics quantum protocols without environmental noise, the ultimate sensitivity of a multi-
parameter quantum estimation can beat the standard quantum limit. However, the presence of noise imposes
limitations on the enhancement of precision due to the inevitable existence of environmental fluctuations. Here,
we address the motivation behind the usage of Gaussian quantum resources and their advantages in reaching
the standard quantum limits under realistic noise. In this context, our work aims to explore the ultimate limits
of precision for the simultaneous estimation of a pair of parameters that characterize the displacement channel
acting on Gaussian probes and subjected to open dynamics. More precisely, we focus on a general two-mode
mixed squeezed displaced thermal state, after reducing it to various Gaussian probes states, like; a two-mode
pure squeezed vacuum, two-mode pure displaced vacuum, two-mode mixed displaced thermal, two-mode mixed
squeezed thermal. To study the ultimate estimation precision, we evaluate the upper and bottom bound of HCRB
in various cases. We find that when the entangled states, two-mode pure squeezed vacuum and two-mode mixed
squeezed thermal, are employed as probes states, the upper and bottom bound of HCRB beats the standard
quantum limit in the presence of a noisy environment.

I. INTRODUCTION

In recent years, quantum information technology has ac-
complished several realizations. These accomplishments were
mainly motivated by the perspectives of quantum computers
[1–3] and quantum communications [4–6] that transform and
process information encoded in quantum systems. Generally,
two encoding schemes are using in quantum information pro-
cessing. The first one concerns the class of quantum pro-
tocols where the information encoding in discrete and finite
spectrum systems [8, 9]. The second class involves quantum
information encoded in the states of continuous and infinite
spectrum systems [10–12]. The processing of quantum infor-
mation encoded in continuous variables has attracted consid-
erable attention due to the ease of implementing experimen-
tally, as well as, from the theoretical point of view, it has an
elegant mathematical description.

Gaussian states are a particular family of continuous-
variable systems and are defined by Gaussian Wigner func-
tions [13]. This family of states is relatively easy to generate
and to manipulated experimentally. Furthermore, from a the-
oretical viewpoint, it provides benefiting tools to encode and
process quantum information with continuous variables due to
the limitation of degrees of freedom, which is limited only to
the displacement vector and the covariance matrix. Moreover,
the Gaussian characteristic of this class of quantum states can
be preserved during certain transformations, for instance, the
unitary ones such as that associated with the symplectic forms
in the phase space [11, 14], or non-unitary ones such as those
describing the noisy dynamics both Markovian [15] and non-
Markovian [16] produced by the inevitable interaction with
the environment. Hence, in view to the Gaussian states prop-
erties, they have been used successfully to achieve incredible
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progress over the past decade in several quantum physics areas
such as current quantum optical technology [17–19], descrip-
tion of optomechanical oscillators [20, 21], efficient quantum
computation [22], implementation of quantum teleportation
schemes and quantum error correction [23–25]. In addition,
quantum Gaussian states offer an open and promising techno-
logical path, especially in the quantum metrology field [26–
29] which has exploited quantum resources to improve the ac-
curacy of measurements. These are essentially motivated by
the increased need for more accurate and sensitive detectors.

In the context of improving the sensitivity of detection,
quantum metrology has developed strategies based on quan-
tum mechanical resources to achieve the limits of optimal
measurements with precision beyond the limits obtained by
classical metrology. The main contribution in this field was
put by Helstrom [30] and Holevo [31], who established the
uncertainty measurement in the estimation protocols of quan-
tum metrology. The first works carried out in quantum metrol-
ogy were devoted to the single physical parameter estimation.
These were extended soon after to the case of estimating sev-
eral physical parameters. Indeed, some applications require
quantum metrological protocols involving several physical
unknowns parameters. One may quote for instance; thermom-
etry [32, 33], microscopy [34, 35], super-resolution quantum
imaging [36, 37], magnetic field detection [38, 39], as well as
gravitational-wave detection by the use of large interferom-
eters such as VIRGO [40] and LIGO [41]. This type of es-
timation is called multiparameter quantum estimation theory
or multiparameter quantum metrology. Due to the incompat-
ible measurement, in multiparameter estimation protocol, we
cannot always reach the optimal estimation simultaneously of
several parameters encoded in a quantum system. For this, the
multiparameter estimation protocol is more challenging than
one estimating a single parameter. This difficulty arises from
the non-commutativity of the operators associated with the es-
timated parameters. Hence, the incompatibilities between the
optimal measurements [42–46]. Therefore, the quantum lim-
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its of precision cannot be attainable generally.
The importance of Gaussian state formalism in the de-

scription of quantum states of light is well established espe-
cially, in quantum information theory, including multiparam-
eter quantum metrology. Recently in the literature, there are
a certain number of works dedicated to multiparameter quan-
tum estimation theory using the concept of quantum Fisher
information matrix (QFIM) together with the Gaussian state
formalism [47–52]. Most of these studies were limited to
closed systems and the estimation of the parameters imposed
by the unitary transformations. Among these systems, we
mention the estimation parameters of Gaussian channels such
as; phase change [53–55], squeezing parameter [56–58] and
optimal phase for the mode-mixing channel [59]. Concerning
open quantum systems and non-unitary processes, quantum
metrology has been extensively applied to finite-dimensional
quantum systems as, for instance, in estimating the noise pa-
rameter of depolarizing channels [60] or the amplitude damp-
ing effect [61]. The quantum metrology based on the contin-
uous variable system remains quite limited, except, some pro-
tocols such as the estimation parameters of a lossy bosonic
channel [62], and optimal phase estimation in a Gaussian
environment[63]. Also, it must be noted that the mentioned
applications are dedicating to the single parameter estimation.
On the other hand, to the best of our knowledge, very little
is known about the use of multiparameter quantum estimation
theory in realistic noisy environments. That is the issue that
we will address in this work.

In this paper, we propose and analyze a measurement
scheme of a protocol for simultaneously estimating parame-
ters that are encoding in a displacement operator. The probe
state is Gaussian and subjected to an open dynamic. We will
investigate the role of quantum entanglement and the purity of
the probe Gaussian states to improve the simultaneous preci-
sion of measurements. To achieve this purpose, we limit the
analysis to an arbitrary two-mode Gaussian probe state that
undergoes under a displacement operator which acts only on
one of the two modes and subject to a Gaussian noise envi-
ronment. We start in Sec. II by offering a brief review of the
multiparameter quantum metrology. Next, we present in Sec
III the basic Gaussian concepts used in phase space analysis
and their performance in describing the diffusive dynamics of
quantum systems in continuous variables. We formulate in
Sec. IV, the general framework to study the joint estimation
of parameters encoded in the displacement operator acting on
the probe Gaussian states and evolving in Gaussian noise en-
vironment. In Sec. V, we investigate the estimation perfor-
mance over time t for the various state: two modes squeezed
vacuum state, two modes squeezed thermal state, two modes
coherent state, and two modes coherent thermal state. Finally,
we summarize our work and conclude with some remarks and
possible directions for future studies.

II. MULTIPARAMETER QUANTUM METROLOGY

A standard scenario of quantum multiparameter estima-
tion theory is to prepare a probe state (the input state) ρ̂inp,

which passes through a quantum channel described by the
completely positive and trace-preserving linear map Φ{θ}.
This map depends on the set of physical parameters one
wishes to estimate. The output state is denoted by ρ̂out(θ) =
Φ{θ} (ρ̂inp) and then subjected to the measurements to get
the values of unknown parameters. Let us consider that a
quantum channel depends on the set of parameters M . These
parameters are building the vector defined in the space pa-
rameter named the vector parameter θ = (θ1, θ2, ..., θM )

T .
The main goal of multiparameter quantum estimation theory
is to infer the values of several parameters θ from the out-
comes of generalized measurements x = (x1, x2, ..., xn)

T

characterized by the POVMs
{

Π̂x

}

, which are sets of pos-

itive operators satisfying Π̂x ≥ 0,

∫

Π̂xdx = 1. Further-

more, the joint estimation of the parameters is made using an
estimator vector θest (x) which depends on the set of mea-
surement outcomes {x} and satisfies the condition of the un-

biased estimator E
(

θ
est (x)

)

=
∑

x

p (x |θ )θest (x) = θ,

where p (x |θ ) = Tr
[

Π̂xρ̂out (θ)
]

is the conditional prob-

ability distribution to get the value x when the parameters
have the values θ. In the several parameters estimation θ,
the ultimate precision is fixed by the bounds named quantum
Cramér-Rao bounds (QCRBs) [29, 64, 65].

The different QCRBs can be obtained from the QFIM
[29, 66, 67], which plays an important role in multiparame-
ter quantum metrology. It provides the appropriate tool to get
the precision limits for estimating simultaneously several pa-
rameters. There are two families of QFIMs extensively used,
namely; the symmetric logarithmic derivative (SLD)[30, 68]
and right logarithmic derivative (RLD) [69–73] QFIMs. Each
one has its own QCRBs. The SLD and RLD-QFIMs are de-
fined respectively by

F
(S)
θµθν

= Tr

[

ρ̂
1

2

(

L̂
(S)
θµ

L̂
(S)
θν

+ L̂
(S)
θν

L̂
(S)
θµ

)

]

, (1)

F
(R)
θµθν

= Tr

[

ρ̂L̂
(R)
θµ

L̂
(R)
θν

†
]

, (2)

where L̂
(S)
θµ

and L̂
(R)
θµ

are the SLD and RLD operators. They
satisfy the following differential equations

∂θµ ρ̂ =
1

2

(

ρ̂L̂
(S)
θµ

+ L̂
(S)
θµ

ρ̂
)

, (3)

∂θµ ρ̂ = ρ̂L̂
(R)
θµ

. (4)

From the SLD and RLD-QFIMs, one can define two different
QCRBs

Tr
[

WCov

(

θ
est
)]

≥ Tr
[

WF (S)−1
]

, (5)

Tr
[

WCov

(

θ
est
)]

≥ Tr

[

Re
(

WF (R)
)−1

]

+TrAbs

[

Im
(

WF (R)
)−1

]

,

(6)
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where W is a given positive definite matrix allows us to
weigh the uncertainty of different estimating parameters. If
we choose W = 1, we find that the two bounds on the sum of
the variances of the estimators of the estimated parameters

n

M
∑

µ=1

var
(

θestµ

)

≥ BS = Tr
[

F (S)−1
]

, (7)

n

M
∑

µ=1

var
(

θ
est
µ

)

≥ BR = Tr

[

Re
(

F
(R)

)−1
]

+TrAbs

[

Im
(

F
(R)

)−1
]

,

(8)
where TrAbs[A] denotes the sum of absolute values of the

eigenvalues of a matrix A, and n is the number of measure-
ments performed. The SLD-QFIM is the most used to im-
prove the precision of multiparameter quantum estimation via
the SLD-QCRB. It is obtained from the Uhlmann’s quantum
fidelity between the two output quantum states [64]. It has
been applied in condensed matter physics to describe criti-
cality and quantum phase transitions [74–77], measurement
speed limits on the evolution of quantum states [78–81]. It
has been also applied for the quantification of quantum co-
herence and quantum entanglement [82–86]. However, there
are various situations of multiparameter quantum estimation
protocols in which the RLD-QFIM is given a most informa-
tive QCRB [47, 87–89], specifically in protocols connected to
the Gaussian formalism. In general, neither the SLD-QCRB
nor the RLD-QCRB can be attainable [90]. Except for the
SLD-QCRB, the situation in where the operators associated
with the estimated parameters satisfy the following condition
[42–45]

Uθµθν = 0, with µ, ν = 1, 2, ...,M (9)

where Uθµθν = − i

2
Tr
(

ρ
[

L̂
(S)
θµ

, L̂
(S)
θν

])

. This solution is

known as the compatibility condition between θµ and θν .
Hence, Uθµθν is noting as a measure of incompatibility that
arises from the inherent quantum nature of the underlying
physical system. We stress that this condition involves only
the SLD operators because their eigenstates represent the op-
timal POVM [29, 42], in contrast with the optimal measure for
RLD operators, which does not always correspond to POVM.
In this context and more recently in Ref. [91], was introduced
a quantity R called quantumness. It allows quantifying the
deviation of the compatibility condition from the SLD-QCRB
and that write as

R =
∥

∥

∥
iF (S)−1

U
∥

∥

∥

∞
, (10)

where ‖A‖∞ denoted the largest eigenvalue of the matrix A.
It has been shown that 0 ≤ R ≤ 1. Thus, the quantum-
ness R provides a figure of merit that measures the degree
of incompatibility within a multi-parameter estimation proto-
col. The saturation of the upper bound, R = 1, is equivalent
to the maximal incompatibility between the measurements of
the simultaneously estimated parameters. In the limiting case,
R = 0, the parameterization model is compatible.

We remain in the general framework of the multiparameter
estimation problem, in which a tighter bound is unified the two

bounds BR and BS into Holevo Cramér-Rao bound (HCRB)
BH . In a multiparameter model, the HCRB can be expressed
by [31, 92]

n

M
∑

µ

var
(

θestµ

)

≥ BH , (11)

where BH is defined by

BH = min
X̂∈X̂

{

Tr
[

ReZθ

[

X̂

]]

+ TrAbs
[

ImZθ

[

X̂

]]}

,

(12)
where the minimization is performed on the Hermitian opera-
tors that belongings to the set

X̂ =
{

X̂1, X̂2, ..., X̂M

∣

∣

∣Tr
[

ρ̂X̂µ

]

= 0, T r
[

(

∂θµ ρ̂
)

X̂ν

]

= δµν

}

,

(13)
and the matrix elements of Hermitian M ×M matrix Zθ are
defined by

Zθµθν

[

X̂

]

= Tr
[

ρ̂X̂µX̂ν

]

. (14)

From Eq. (12), the evaluation of HCRB requires performing
an optimization on the sets of Hermitian operators that are not
known in general. This makes this optimization very difficult
to perform, except for some non-trivial cases [31, 93–96]. Re-
cently, it has shown that the HCRB is bounded and satisfy the
following inequalities[91, 97]

(1 +R)BS ≥ BH ≥ BS . (15)

Since 0 ≤ R ≤ 1, then the estimation through the HCRB is
bounded, in fact, by the SLD-QCRB. Therefore, the HCRB
cannot provide new information about the scaling of quan-
tum enhancements possible that is not already available in the
SLD-QCRB.
It is natural to ask which of these bounds is the most informa-
tive, i.e. which one is higher and then tighter, depends effec-
tively on the multiparameter estimation model considered. In
Refs. [88, 89], the most informative bound is defined by

BMI = min
{POVM Π̂}

{

Tr
[

I−1
]}

, (16)

where I is the classical Fisher information matrix that is given
by

Iθµθν =
∑

x

(

∂ log p (x|θ)
∂θµ

∂ log p (x| θ)
∂θν

)

p (x| θ) . (17)

The most informative bound satisfies the following inequali-
ties [88]

n
M
∑

µ

var
(

θestµ

)

≥ BMI ≥ BH ≥ max {BR, BS} . (18)

From Eq.(15), the maximum incompatibility condition, R =
1, implied that the SLD-QCRB gives an estimate of the HCRB
up to a factor of 2. In other words, the upper bound that is
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possible attainable by HCRB is Bmax
H = BS (1 +R), which

becomes 2BS in the maximal incompatible condition and co-
incides with BS in the asymptotic limit. Therefore, we have
the following tight bound of HCRB

2BS ≥ BS (1 +R) ≥ BH ≥ max {BR, BS} . (19)

By evaluating the upper bound of HCRB, this inequality al-
lows us to predict the behavior of HCRB.

III. BASIC CONCEPTS OF GAUSSIAN STATES

We consider a canonical infinite-dimensional system com-
posed ofm-bosonic modes, each mode k is described by a pair
of quadrature field operators q̂k, p̂k acting on a Hilbert space
Hk. The space Hk is spanned by a number basis {|n〉k} of
eigenstates of the number operator n̂k = â†kâk. The quadra-
ture operators can be expressed in terms of the ladder opera-
tors â†k and âk as q̂k = âk + â+k , p̂k = i

(

â+k − âk
)

. In the
phase-space description of m-modes, the quadrature operators
q̂k and p̂k are collected in a vector R̂ = (q̂1, p̂1, ..., q̂m, p̂m)

T .
The canonical commutation relations between the operators
can be written in compact form with natural units (~ = 2)

[

R̂j , R̂k

]

= 2i Ωjk, (20)

where Ωjk are the elements of the symplectic matrix Ω of di-
mension 2m× 2m

Ω =
m
⊕
k=1

ω, ω =

[

0 1
−1 0

]

. (21)

In the context of quantum information processing, the in-
formation has encoded in a quantum state represented by the
matrix density ρ̂ living in a Hilbert space H, and it is a Her-
mitian positive semi-definite matrix usually normalized, i.e.
Tr [ρ̂] = 1. In the case in which the quantum information is
encoded in the states living in a finite Hilbert space, we have
the discrete variable system. In the opposite case, if the ma-
trix density lived in the Hilbert space of infinite-dimensional,
thus we talk about the continuous variables system described
by observables with continuous eigenspectra. In the last case,
the quantum archetype is represented by m-bosonic modes
corresponding to m-quantum harmonic oscillators described
in phase-space. It is important to emphasize that any density
matrix can be represented in terms of the quasi-probability
distribution defined over phase-space. This representation is
called the Wigner representation that is characterized by the
characteristic function χρ̂ (R) or Wigner function

χρ̂ (R) = Tr
[

D̂−R ρ̂
]

, (22)

where R = (q1, p1, ..., qm, pm)T is a vector of 2m real coor-
dinates in phase-space and D̂−R is the Weyl operator which
is defined by

D̂−R = e−iRTΩR̂. (23)

In what follows, we consider the Gaussian states whose
Wigner representation (χρ̂ or Wρ̂) is Gaussian, i.e.

χρ̂ (R) = exp

(

−1

2
R

T
(

ΩσΩT
)

R− i
(

Ω
〈

R̂

〉)T

R

)

(24)
The Wigner representation of the Gaussian states is com-
pletely described only by two important statistical quantities,
which are the first and second moments. The first moment
called displacement vector and expressed by

d =
〈

R̂

〉

= Tr
[

ρ̂ R̂

]

, (25)

and the second moment is the covariance matrix σ which
given by

σjk =
1

2

〈

R̂jR̂k + R̂kR̂j

〉

−
〈

R̂j

〉〈

R̂k

〉

. (26)

The covariance matrix σ is a 2m× 2m real symmetric matrix
defined strictly positive and satisfy the following uncertainty
inequality [98, 99]

σ + i Ω ≥ 0. (27)

The evolution of a quantum state is describing as a typi-
cal transformation called a quantum channel. This quan-
tum channel is characterizing by a linear map Φ{θ} : ρ̂ →
Φ{θ} (ρ̂), which is completely positive and trace-preserving
Tr
[

Φ{θ} (ρ̂)
]

= 1. The simplest quantum channels are the

ones represented by unitary transformations Û Û † = 1, and
the state of a quantum system evolved according to the fol-
lowing rule

ρ̂ → Û ρ̂Û †. (28)

When the unitary transformations preserve the Gaussian char-
acteristic of the initial quantum state, we say that these trans-
formations are Gaussian unitary transformations. They are

generated via Û = exp
(

−iĤ
)

, with Ĥ represents the Hamil-

tonians of the system. These are second-order polynomials in
the field operators (creation and annihilation operators). The
set of transformations coming from these Hamiltonians in-
dividualizes the type of unitary Gaussian operations. Each
Gaussian unitary transformation corresponds to a symplectic
transformation in the phase space, i.e. a linear transformation
preserving the symplectic form

ŜΩŜT = Ω, (29)

where Ŝ is a 2m × 2m real symplectic matrix. Under this
symplectic transformation, the statistical moments of Eq. (25)
and Eq. (26) transformed as

d → Ŝd+R, σ → Ŝ σŜ†. (30)

Noisy Gaussian channels are generally subject to noise and
loss of quantum coherence due to interaction with the envi-
ronment. The dynamics of the m-mode bosonic system cou-
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pled to an environment evolving under a noisy Gaussian non-
unitary channel are describing by the following master equa-
tion

˙̂ρ =
γ

2

m
∑

k=1

(

(Ne + 1)L [âk] +NeL

[

â
†
k

]

− M̄eD [âk]−MeD

[

â
†
k

])

ρ̂,

(31)
where the dot denotes the time derivative, γ is the overall
damping rate, while Ne ∈ R and Me ∈ C represents the ef-
fective photon numbers and the squeezing parameter of the
baths respectively. The positivity of the density matrix ρ̂ im-
poses the important constraint |Me|2 ≤ Ne (Ne + 1). For
Me = 0 the bath is at thermal equilibrium and Ne coincides
with the average number of thermal photons, i.e. Ne = n̄.
The Lindblad super-operators in Eq. (31) are defined by

L
[

Ô
]

ρ̂ = 2Ôρ̂Ô†−Ô†Ôρ̂− ρ̂Ô†Ô and D
[

Ô
]

ρ̂ = 2Ôρ̂Ô−
ÔÔρ̂ − ρ̂ÔÔ. The terms involving L [â] and L

[

â†
]

describe
losses and linear, phase-insensitive. The terms proportional to
D [â] and D

[

â†
]

describe phase dependent fluctuations. The
considered m-mode input Gaussian state with ρ̂inp of the first
moment and the second moment are respectively denoted by
dinp and σinp. We note that the time evolution governed by
the master equation preserves the Gaussian characteristic, and
the dissipation action on the first and second moments at time
t are given by [12]

σ (t) = e−γtσinp +
(

1− e−γt
)

σ∞, d (t) = e
−γt

2 dinp,
(32)

where σ∞ =
m
⊕
k=1

σk,∞ is the diffusion matrix which is ex-

pressed in terms of the bath parameters as follows

σk,∞ =

[

1 + 2Ne + 2Re [Me] 2Im [Me]
2Im [Me] 1 + 2Ne − 2Re [Me]

]

.

(33)
In particular, the second moment at any given time t Eq.(32)
must be satisfying the usual uncertainty relations of Eq. (27).

IV. GENERAL FRAMEWORK

In this section, we formalize a framework to study the si-
multaneous estimation of two parameters θ1 and θ2 encoded
in a Gaussian channel described by the displacement operator
D̂ (θ1, θ2) = exp (iθ2q̂ − iθ1p̂), which acts only on one of the
two-mode of a Gaussian probe state. The realization of this
study will be performing by preparing the initial probe Gaus-
sian state ρ̂inp. One of two-mode is displacing by the acting
of the displacement operator D̂ (θ1, θ2). After this displace-
ment, the two modes are subject to the effects of a Gaussian
environment. The latter can be considered as an unavoidable
part of the detection procedure. The state of the system, after
the interaction with the environment, is given by ρ̂out. The
two modes of the output state are mixing with a beam splitter,
and the Gaussian homodyne measurement is performing. To
illustrate this metrological scheme, we give the Fig. (1). We
mention that the precision carried out on the estimated param-
eters depends on the output states.

D̂(θ
1 , θ

2)

BS

H
om

od
yn

e
de

te
ct

io
n

Gaussian

thermal

envirnomentρ̂
in

p

ρ̂
o
u
t

FIG. 1: Schematic to illustrate the adaptive protocol for es-
timating the displacement parameters under the noises Gaus-
sian environment. Initially, we prepare the probe state ρ̂inp,
using the various Gaussian operations as illustrated in Sec.
(IV). Next, the probe state is submitting to an unknown dis-
placement D̂ (θ1, θ2). After this displacement, the two-mode
is evolving under a Gaussian thermal environment. The two
modes of output state are mixing with a beam splitter (BS),
and then the homodyne detection measurement is performed.

In general, to the best of our knowledge, there is a gap
between the estimation precision achieved by homodyne de-
tection measurement and that achieved by evaluating SLD,
RLD-QCRBs. That is not excluding since the SLD and RLD-
QCRBs are not tights. In what follows, we addressed the fol-
lowing questions: From the probe state displaced by the action
of D̂ (θ1, θ2), and in the noise environment, how can we es-
timate simultaneously, with precision, the pair of parameters?
In other words, in the presence of a noise environment, can
we evaluate tight bounds of estimation precision? And can
we attain an high estimation precision than that obtained by
HD measurement[100]? In this work, the input state consid-
ering is a general two-mode squeezed displaced thermal state,
which is given by

ρ̂inp = Ŝ2 (ξ) D̂ (α) (ρ̂th ⊗ ρ̂th) D̂(α)†Ŝ2(ξ)
†, (34)

where Ŝ2 (ξ) = exp
(

ξâ†1â
†
2 − ξ∗â1â2

)

is the two-

mode squeezing operator with the squeezed parameter r

and the rotation angle φ (ξ = reφ), and D̂ (α) =

exp
(

α1â
†
1 − α∗

1â1 + α2â
†
2 − α∗

2â2

)

is the two-mode dis-

placement operator, with αk=(1,2) = qk+ipk is the parameter
of coherent light, and ρ̂th denote the thermal states, which is
given by

ρ̂th =
∑

n

n̄n

(n̄+ 1)n+1 |n〉 〈n| , (35)

where n̄ =
〈

â†â
〉

= Tr
(

ρ̂thâ
†â
)

is the mean number of
photons in the bosonic mode, which is expressed in terms of

the temperature effect as n̄ =
(

eβ − 1
)−1

. In the limit of zero
temperature, one recovers the two-modes pure vacuum state
|00〉 〈00|.
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V. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

In this part, we focus on two kinds of probe Gaussian
states; the first, Gaussian pure states, which, in turn, decom-
posed into two situations that derived from Eq. (34); (i) two-
modes squeezed vacuum state ρ̂(i)inp = Ŝ2 (ξ) |00〉 〈00| Ŝ2(ξ)

†,
which derived from Eq. (34) with α = 0 and n̄ = 0, and
(ii) two-modes displacement vacuum state also called two-
modes coherent state ρ̂

(ii)
inp = D̂ (α) |00〉 〈00| D̂(α)

†, which
derived from Eq. (34) with ξ = 0 and n̄ = 0. The sec-
ond kind, namely Gaussian mixed states, which decomposed
into two categories; (iii) two-modes squeezing thermal state
ρ̂
(iii)
inp = Ŝ2 (ξ) (ρ̂th ⊗ ρ̂th) Ŝ2(ξ)

†, that derived from Eq. (34)

with α = 0, (iiii) two-modes coherent thermal state ρ̂
(iiii)
inp =

D̂ (α) (ρ̂th ⊗ ρ̂th) D̂(α)
†, that derived from Eq. (34) with

ξ = 0. These classes of states are typical states that can be
implemented and used in quantum information protocols with
continuous-variable systems. For example, in optomechanical
systems, the coherent states provide the appropriate descrip-
tion of laser-produced states [20, 21]. While the squeezed
states present non-classic characteristics such as the potential
ability to generate quantum entanglement [101, 102], which
is an important resource for performing the diverse protocols
in different disciplines of quantum information theory.
To simplify our purpose, we assume that the two modes are
identical, and the squeezing parameter of baths takes the value
zero (Me = 0). This assumption means that the photon num-
ber of the Gaussian environment corresponds to the photon
number of thermal states, i.e. Ne = n̄.

A. Gaussian pure states

Let us now consider two types of Gaussian probe pure
states: two-modes squeezed vacuum state and two-modes dis-
placed vacuum state. We start with the two-modes squeezed
vacuum state

1. Two-modes squeezed vacuum state (TMSV)

We will be trying to examine the case when the two-modes
squeezed vacuum (TMSV) state, also known as Einstein-

Podolski-Rosen (EPR) state, is considered as a probe state.
In this case, the input state of Eq. (34) reduced to

ρ̂inp = Ŝ2 (ξ) |00〉 〈00|Ŝ2(ξ)
†
, (36)

where Ŝ2 (ξ) |00〉 is expressed in Fock space by

Ŝ2 (ξ) |00〉 =
1

cosh r

∑

n=0

(

−eiφ tanh r
)n |n, n〉 . (37)

For every two-modes squeezing r > 0, we have the EPR cor-
relations between the quadrature, which implies that the two-
mode are entangled. In the Heisenberg picture, the evolution
of two modes, by the action of the squeezing operator, is de-
scribing by the Bogoliubov transformations, which are given
by

Ŝ2 (ξ) â1Ŝ2(ξ)
† = cosh (r) â1 + eiϕ sinh (r) â†2, (38)

Ŝ2 (ξ) â2Ŝ2(ξ)
†
= cosh (r) â2 − eiϕ sinh (r) â†1. (39)

The mean photon number of the TMSV state is given by
〈

â†1â1

〉

=
〈

â†2â2

〉

= sinh (r)
2. The first and second mo-

ment of this input state are given by dinp = 0, and

σinp =

(

cosh (2r) 12×2 sinh (2r) R̂ϕ

sinh (2r) R̂ϕ cosh (2r) 12×2

)

, (40)

where R̂ϕ is the symplectic transformation related to the
squeezing angle. It is defined by

R̂ϕ =

(

cosϕ sinϕ
sinϕ − cosϕ

)

. (41)

After the action of the displacement operator only on one of
the two-modes, the evolution of the TMSV state at a time t is
characterized by dout (t) = e−

γt

2 (θ1, θ2, 0, 0)
T and

σout (t) = e−γtσinp +
(

1− e−γt
)

(1 + 2Ne) 14×4, (42)

By using the result of Refs. [47, 52], the two QCRBs from
Eqs. (7) and (8) can be immediately evaluated as

BS (t) =
(

etγ − 1
)

(1 + 2Ne) + cosh (2r)− sinh (2r)
2

(etγ − 1) (1 + 2Ne) + cosh (2r)
, (43)

BR (t) = 2etγ (1 +Ne) + cosh (2r)− (2Ne + 1)− sinh (2r)
2

2 (etγ − 1)Ne + cosh (2r)− 1
. (44)

Now we consider a general Gaussian measurement described
by a covariance matrix σGm satisfied σGm + iΩ ≥ 0. For a
single-mode Gaussian state, the most general Gaussian mea-
surement corresponds to a displaced squeezed vacuum state,

which is characterizing by

σGm(s, φ) = R̂(φ)

(

e−2s 0
0 e2s

)

R̂(φ)†, (45)
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with R̂ (φ) =

(

cosφ sinφ
− sinφ cosφ

)

. The limits s → ∞ and

s → 0 describe, respectively, the homodyne detection and
the heterodyne detection. In the case taking into account the
inefficient detection that comes by the effect of a noisy envi-
ronment, the Gaussian measurement matrix is described by

σ
(ineff)
Gm = XσGmX† + Y †, (46)

where X = e
γt

2 12×2 and Y =
(

eγt − 1
)

12×2. It easily to
general this result in the case of two-modes Gaussian mea-
surements, such that the overall measurement matrix σ

(ineff)
Gm

is obtained by taking the direct sum of the single-mode mea-
surements, i.e. σGm

(ineff) = σGm(a1)
(ineff) ⊕ σGm(a2)

(ineff).
By exploiting the result of Ref. [100], for TMSV, the CR
bound evaluated via homodyne detection is given by

BHD (t) = 2Ne

(

etγ − 1
)

+ e2tγ
(

1 + cos (φ)2
)

+ cosh (2r)− sinh (2r)
2

2Ne (etγ − 1) + e2tγ
(

1 + cos (φ)
2
)

+ cosh (2r)− 1
. (47)

To determine the degree of incompatibility between the pa-
rameters of this model, we will calculate the quantumness pa-
rameter R, which one can obtain as

R =
etγ

etγ − 2Ne (1− etγ) + cosh (2r)− 1
. (48)

When Ne → ∞, the quantumness R tends to 0, which means
that the multiparameter model is compatible and the indeter-

minacy that arises from the quantum nature of the system dis-
appears. This limit is known as the asymptotic limit, and the
multiparameter model is called the asymptotically classical-
quantum statistical model [88]. In addition, the performance
of any measurement is very poor and does not support the ul-
timate estimation precision. In this limit, we have BH = BS .
In order to compute the upper bound of HCRB, one can be ex-
ploiting the results of Eq. (43) and Eq. (48) to find the Bmax

H ,
that has expressed as

Bmax
H (t) =

(

1 +
etγ

(etγ − 1) (1 + 2Ne) + cosh (2r)

)

(

(

etγ − 1
)

(1 + 2Ne) + cosh (2r)− sinh (2r)
2

(etγ − 1) (1 + 2Ne) + cosh (2r)

)

(49)

BH
max

BR
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max{BR,BS}
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FIG. 2: The plot of the average sum of variances for the two-modes squeezed vacuum probe state. Fig. (2a) represents the
SLD, RLD-QCRBs, the max of the SLD and RLD-QCRBs, the upper bound of HCRB, and the HD bound as functions of time
t, with Ne = 0.5 is the mean number of a photon of the Gaussian environment, and the initial squeezing parameter of the
squeezed vacuum state is taking equal to r = 0.4, the homodyne angle of the beam-splitter is fixed in π/4. Fig. (2b) represents
the upper bound of HCRB as a function of the squeezed parameter for different values of time t when the mean number of
photons of the Gaussian environment Ne = 0.5. Fig. (2c) represents the upper bound of HCRB as a function of the mean
number of photon Ne for different values of time t when the initial squeezing parameter takes the value 0.4 and the overall
damping rate γ = 1.

Fig. (2) shows the variation of the sum of mean square error as
a function of the different parameters of the system. Fig. (2a)

showing the behavior of SLD, RLD-QCRBs, and the max of
SLD and RLD-QCRBs, the upper bound of HCRB, and the
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CR bound evaluated via HD, as functions of the interaction
time t with the environment. The SLD, RLD-QCRBs, the
max of SLD and RLD-QCRBs, the upper bound of HCRB,
and the CR bound evaluated via HD are increasing functions
of the interaction time t with the Gaussian environment. From
Fig. (2a) in shorter interaction time, we noted that the up-
per bound of HCRB is greater than the SLD, RLD-QCRBs,
and coincides with HD bound, which implied that the upper
bound of HCRB is tightening by HD bound. While in more
extended interaction time, i.e. in the limits of larger times,
the upper bound of HCRB turned out to be approximately the
RLD-QCRB. This means that the parameter model, in the the
limits of larger times, will be a D-invariant quantum statisti-
cal model, in which finding that BH = BR. If we compared
the performance attained by the upper bound of HCRB, and
which gained by homodyne detection, in the short interaction
time, i.e. in the small values of times, we find that the sum
of the mean squared error obtained from the homodyne de-
tection is corresponding to the upper bound of HCRB, which
indicated that the upper bound of HCRB is tight and that the
homodyne detection is the ultimate measurement. But in in
the limits of larger times, the upper bound of HCRB renders
a better performance than which obtained by homodyne de-
tection measurement. Fig. (2b) shows the behavior of the
upper bound of HCRB, which is a decreasing function of the
initial squeezing parameter r and increasing function of the
interaction time t. We notice that the ultimate precision of
measurement in the estimated parameters (minimal values of
the upper bound of HCRB) has been adapting when t = 0
(Red solid line), which corresponds to the first control that
was performing before the interaction with the environment.
Moreover, it is remarkable to notice that once the TMSV state
is undergoing a displacement under the effect of a Gaussian
thermal environment, the upper bound of HCRB starts to in-
crease, which implied that we are beginning to lose the ulti-
mate precision that has been obtaining in t = 0, this due to
the effect of the thermal environment. It does not mean that
the ultimate accuracy is completely disappeared since, with
the great values of the squeezed parameter, the upper bound
of HCRB still reach the minimum even under the noise envi-
ronment. One can explain this by the entangled nature of the
TMSV state. Thus, when the input state become entangled,
the measurement accuracy is affected imperceptibly by the ef-
fect of noise. From the behavior represented in Fig. (2c), we
notice that the upper bound of HCRB evolves rapidly when
the average number of Gaussian thermal environment photons
Ne takes the great values. It means that the increase of Ne is
not suitable for estimating the unknown displacement param-
eters that describe the displacement of TMSV state under the
noise effect.

2. Two-modes displacement vacuum state (TMDV)

Now, we are going to examine the case in where the input
state is the two-modes coherent state. Thus, Eq. (34) reduced
to

ρ̂inp = D̂ (α) |00〉 〈00| D̂(α)
†
, (50)

where D̂ (α) |00〉 is the displacement vacuum state, that is ex-
pressed in Fock space by [103]

|α1, α2〉 = e−
|α1|2

2 e−
|α2|2

2

∑

n1,n2=0

α1
n1α2

n2

√
n1!n2!

|n1, n2〉 ,

(51)
where αk is the parameter of coherent light. Two mode co-
herent states |α1, α2〉 are the eigenstates of the annihilation
operators âk, i.e. âk |α1, α2〉 = αk |α1, α2〉 and satisfy the
following relation

1

π2

∫

|α1, α2〉 〈α1, α2|dα1dα2 = 1. (52)

In the Heisenberg picture, the annihilation operator is trans-
forming by the linear unitary Bogoliubov transformation

D̂ (αk) âkD̂(αk)
†
= âk + αk. (53)

Using Eq. (53), one can express the translation of the quadra-
ture operators as R̂ → R̂ + R where R̂ = (q̂1, p̂1, q̂2, p̂2)

T

and R = (q1, p1, q2, p2)
T . The mean photon number of

TMDV state can be expressed as
〈

â†1â1

〉

=
〈

â†2â2

〉

=

|α1|2 = |α2|2. The first and second moments of the input
state from Eq. (50) are given by

dinp = (q1, p1, q2, p2)
T

; σinp = 14×4. (54)

After the action of displacement operator only on one
mode and the interaction with the Gaussian environ-
ment, the output state is characterized by dout (t) =

e−
γt
2 (q1 + θ1, p1 + θ2, q2, p2)

T and

σout (t) = e−γt
14×4 +

(

1− e−γt
)

(1 + 2Ne)14×4. (55)

In this case, the two QCRBs BS and BR of Eqs. (7) and Eq.
(8) can be straightforwardly obtained as

BS (t) = etγ (1 + 2Ne)− 2Ne, (56)

BR (t) = etγ (1 + 2Ne) + etγ − 2Ne. (57)

By exploiting the results of Ref. [100], one can be quickly
evaluated the CR bound via homodyne detection measure-
ment as

BHD (t) = 2Ne

(

etγ − 1
)

+
1

2
e2tγ (3 + cos (2φ)) . (58)

Similarly, the calculation of the quantumness parameter R, in
this case, leads to

R =
etγ

etγ − 2Ne (1− etγ)
. (59)

When Ne → 0, we have R → 1. Thus, the incompatibility
reaches, in approximately, the maximum possible. By using
the results of Eq. (56) and Eq. (59), one gets that the upper
bound of HCRB as

Bmax
H (t) = etγ (1 + 2Ne) + etγ − 2Ne, (60)
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which exactly corresponds to the RLD-QCRB of Eq. (57) this
means that BH = BR and therefore the model, in this case, is
D-invariant.
Fig. (3) represents the average sum of variances for the two-
mode coherent probe state. Fig. (3a) describes the SLD, RLD-
QCRBs, the max of SLD and RLD-QCRBs, the HCRB that
coincides, in this case, with the RLD-QCRB, and the bound
evaluate via HD as functions of the interaction time t. In short
values of interaction time t, we noted that the HCRB coincides
with the bound evaluated by HD. Whereas, in large values of
time t, the behavior of HCRB varied under the HD bound,

which means that the HD measurement is the ultimate mea-
surement and HCRB is tightly bound. While Fig. (3b) shows
the HCRB as increasing functions of the average number of
Gaussian thermal environment photons Ne. In general, we
observe that the HCRB and the HD bound are both increases
with increasing the interaction time t and Ne. Thus, the two
modes coherent probe state is not appropriate for estimating
the displacement parameters in the presence of environmental
noise. This can be explained by the equations (56,57,58, 60)
in which the bounds do not depend on the average energy of
the coherent probe state.
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FIG. 3: The plot of the average sum of variances for the two-modes displacement vacuum probe state. Fig. (3a) represents the
SLD, RLD-QCRBs, the max of SLD and RLD-QCRBs, and the HCRB( which coincides with the RLD-QCRB in this case),
and the HD bound as functions of the interaction time t, with the mean number of a photon of the Gaussian environment
Ne = 0.5, and the homodyne angle of the beam-splitter fixed in π/4. Fig. (3b) represents the HCRB as a function of the mean
number of photon Ne for different values of time t and the overall damping rate γ = 1.

B. Gaussian mixed states

Let us consider the more general case, in where the input
states are mixed. We will focus on two of the most interest-
ing cases: the first concerns a two-modes squeezed thermal
state, and the second case corresponds to a two-modes coher-
ent thermal state. In both cases, we consider that the displace-
ment operator characterized by two unknown parameters is
acting only on one of the two modes.

1. Two-modes squeezed thermal state (TMST)

In this case, the input state of Eq. (34) reduced to

ρ̂inp = Ŝ2 (ξ) (ρ̂th ⊗ ρ̂th) Ŝ2(ξ)
†, (61)

where ρ̂th is the thermal state that given in Eq. (35). The first
and second moment for this input state reads as dinp = 0 and

σinp = (2n̄+ 1)

(

cosh (2r)12×2 sinh (2r) R̂ϕ

sinh (2r) R̂ϕ cosh (2r)12×2

)

. (62)

The average number of photons in TMST is
〈

â†kâk

〉

=

sinh2r + n̄ (for k = 1, 2). One can describe the TMST under
interaction with the Gaussian environment by the following
first and second moments. dout (t) = e−

γt

2 (θ1, θ2, 0, 0)
T and

σout (t) = e−γt(2n̄+ 1)σinp +
(

1− e−γt
)

(1 + 2Ne)14×4.
(63)

The SLD and RLD-QCRBs are computed as

BS (t) =
(1 + 2Ne)

(

2− 2etγ + e2tγ + 2 (etγ − 1) cosh (2r)
)

cosh (2r) + etγ − 1
,

(64)

BR (t) =
2Ne (1 +Ne) e

2tγ + 2 (etγ − 1) (1 + 2Ne)
2
sinh (r)

2

Neetγ + (1 + 2Ne) sinh (r)
2 .

(65)
By using Ref. [100], one can readily evaluate the CR bound
via homodyne detection as
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BHD (t) = 2Nee
tγ +

1

2
e2tγ (3 + cos (2φ)) + (2 + 4Ne) sinh (r)

2 − 2(1 + 2Ne)
2
sinh (2r)

2

4Neetγ + e2tγ (3 + cos (2φ)) + (4 + 8Ne) sinh (r)
2 .

(66)

In this situation, the quantumness parameter R that mea-
sure the incompatibility in a multiparameter model can com-
pute as

R =
etγ

(1 + 2Ne) (+etγ + cosh (2r)− 1)
. (67)

In the limit of Ne → ∞, we have R → 0. Therefore, from
Eq. (15), one can conclude approximately that BH = BS ,
this means that the model is asymptotically classical. In this
limit, the performance of any measurement is very powerless
and does not support the ultimate estimation precision. By
using the results of Eq. (64) and Eq. (67), one can evaluate
the upper bound of HCRB as

Bmax
H (t) =

(

2− 2etγ + e2tγ + 2 (etγ − 1) cosh (2r)
)

(

2etγ (1 +Ne) + (2 + 4Ne) sinh (2r)
2
)

(etγ + cosh (2r)− 1)
2 (68)
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FIG. 4: The plot of the average sum of variances for the two-modes squeezed thermal probe state. Fig. (4a) represents the SLD,
RLD-QCRBs, the max of SLD and RLD-QCRBs, the upper bound of HCRB, and HD bound as functions of the interaction
time t, with Ne = 0.5 is the mean number of a photon of the Gaussian environment, and the initial squeezing parameter of the
squeezed thermal state takes r = 0.4, and the homodyne angle of beam-splitter has fixed in π/4. Fig. (4b) represents the upper
bound of HCRB as a function of the squeezed parameter for different values of time t when the mean number of photons of the
Gaussian environment Ne = 0.5. Fig. (4c) represents the upper bound of HCRB as a function of the mean number of photon
Ne for different values of time t when the initial squeezing parameter takes the value 0.4, and the overall damping rate γ = 1.

The results obtained, when considering the mixed squeezed
thermal states as probe states, are reported in Fig. (4). Fig.
(4a) represents SLD, RLD-QCRBs, the max of SLD and
RLD-QCRBs, the upper bound of HCRB and HD bound as
increasing functions in terms of the interaction time t. From
Fig. (4a), in the limit of small values of time t, the upper
bound of HCRB is larger than the SLD, RLD-QCRBs, and
coincide with the HD bound. While for greats values of t, the
upper bound of HCRB turns out to be approximately the RLD
bound, i.e. in the large values of times and from Eq. (15), we
have Bmax

H = BR = BH , thus the parameter model becomes
D-invariant. On the other hand, in short time t, we discover
that homodyne detection is the ultimate measurement, and the
upper bound of HCRB is, in approximately, tight bound; be-
cause we find that the sum of the mean squared error obtained
from the homodyne detection is corresponding to the upper

bound of HCRB. But in large values of time t, the upper bound
of HCRB renders a better performance than which obtained
by homodyne detection measurement. Fig. (4b) shows the be-
haviors of the upper bound of HCRB as a decreasing function
of r for the different values of t. We set the average number of
thermal photon at n̄ = Ne = 0.5. From Fig. (4b), we observe
that the upper bound of HCRB has decreased and reached the
minimum values when r takes large values. It means that the
accuracy enhancement has been achieving when the TMST
state becomes more entangled. In addition, the ultimate mea-
surement has been obtaining during the first control at t = 0,
which was performing before the interaction with the environ-
ment (Red solid line). However, the performance of the mea-
surements results is not nasty when there is noise imposed by
the environment, as the upper bound of HCRB remains min-
imal provided that r becomes large. These results are sim-
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ilar to those obtained for the pure TMSV probe state. Fig.
(4c) represents the behaviors of the upper bound of HCRB as
a function of the average number of thermal photons, which
equal to the average number of Gaussian thermal environment
photons (n̄ = Ne), for different values of interaction time t.
We observe that the upper bound of HCRB increases rapidly
when Ne increases. It implies that an increase in Ne is not a
good choice for the simultaneous estimation of the displace-
ment parameters.

2. Two-modes displacement thermal state (TMDT)

Now, we consider the two-modes mixed coherent thermal
state as a probe state. It is also called two modes displaced
thermal (TMDT) state, which is obtained from the general
state of Eq. (34) and given by

ρ̂inp = D̂ (α) (ρ̂th ⊗ ρ̂th) D̂(α)
†
. (69)

This probe state described by the following first and second
moments dinp = 2(Re [α1] , Im [α1] ,Re [α2] , Im [α2])

T and

σinp = (2n̄+ 1)14×4. (70)

The average number of photons in TMDT is
〈

â†kâk

〉

=

|α|2 + n̄ (for k = 1, 2). The first and second moments of the
input state (69) where each of their modes is coupled to an in-
dependent Gaussian thermal environment with loss rate γ and
number of thermal excitation Ne obey the diffusion equation

dout (t) = 2e−
γt

2 (Re [α1] + θ1, Im [α1] + θ2,Re [α2] , Im [α2])
T

(71)

σout (t) = e−γt(2n̄+1)+
(

1− e−γt
)

(1 + 2Ne) 14×4, (72)

where n̄ = Ne corresponds to the average number photon of
Gaussian thermal environment. The SLD, and RLD-QCRBs
can be evaluating from Eqs. (7) and (8). They are given by

BS (t) = etγ (1 + 2Ne) , (73)

BR (t) = etγ (1 + 2Ne) + etγ . (74)

By using the results of Ref. [100], one can evaluate the CR
bound via homodyne detection as

BHD (t) = 2Nee
tγ +

1

2
e2tγ (3 + cos (2φ)) . (75)

In this situation, the quantumness parameter of incompatibil-
ity is given by

R =
1

1 + 2Ne

. (76)

When Ne → 0, we have R = 1. Thus, the model is maximal
incompatible. In addition, we noted that, from Eq. (76), the
quantumness parameter R does not depend on the value of
time t. Hence, the nature of the multiparameter model does
not change over time t. By applying the results of Eq. (73)
and Eq. (76), one can evaluate the upper bound of HCRB as
follows;

Bmax
H (t) = etγ (1 + 2Ne) + etγ , (77)

which coincides with the RLD-QCRB that has given in Eq.
(74) this implied that Bmax

H = BR = BH and therefore the
model is D-invariant statistical model.
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FIG. 5: The plot of the average sum of the variances for two-mode displacement thermal probe state (two-mode thermal
coherent state). Fig. (5a) represents SLD, RLD-QCRBs, the max of SLD and RLD-QCRBs, the HCRB (coincides with the
RLD-QCRB), and HD bound as functions of the interaction time t, with Ne = 0.5 is a mean number of photons of the
Gaussian environment, and the homodyne angle of beam-splitter has been fixing in π/4. Fig. (5b) represents the HCRB as a
function of the mean number of photon Ne for different values of time t. We assume that the overall damping rate γ = 1.
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The results plotted in Fig. (5) are the obtaining when the two-
mode mixed coherent thermal state has applied as a probe
state. The left figure (Fig. (5a)) represents the SLD, RLD-
QCRB, the max of SLD and RLD-QCRBs, the HCRB and
the CR bound evaluate via homodyne detection as functions
of interaction time t. We note that, as showing in Fig. (5a),
the HCRB coincides with RLD bound any let the value of
time t, which means that the parameter model is D-invariant.
As well as, as a comparison, in the small values of times t,
the homodyne detection is an ultimate measurement and the
HCRB is tight bound; because we find that the sum of the
mean squared error obtained from the homodyne detection is
corresponding to the HCRB. Contrariwise, in large values of
time t, the HCRB renders a better performance than which ob-
tained by homodyne detection measurement. The rights figure
(Fig. (5b)) shows the behavior of the HCRB as a function of
the average number of thermal photons (n̄ = Ne) for different
values of time t. One notices that the HCRB is evolving lin-
early with n̄. Thus, one can conclude that the mixed coherent
thermal state is not appropriate for estimating the displace-
ment parameters in the presence or the absence of influence
environment effects. We can explain that from the expression
of the SLD, RLD-QCRBs, HD bound, and the HCRB (Eqs.
(73, 74, 75, 77)), which they do not depend on the mean en-
ergy of the coherent state. It implies that the performance of
measurement cannot be controlling from the probe state, and
therefore no enhancement can be achieving in the estimation
of displacement parameters. These results are similar to those
obtained for the pure coherent probe state.

By inspecting the HCRB (TMDV, TMDT) or the upper and
bottom bound of HCRB (TMSV, TMST) in Fig. (6), we can
clarify the results obtained of the various states. Fig. (6a)
shows the behavior of the HCRB for TMDV state, the up-
per and bottom bound of HCRB for the pure TMSV as func-
tions of interaction time t, we fixed the squeezing parameter

in 0.4 and the average number of Gaussian thermal environ-
ment photons in 0.5. We observe that, for TMSV, the upper
and bottom bound of HCRB reached a minimum that goes be-
yond the standard quantum limit (SQL), which is evaluated
by applying the vacuum state or a coherent state as a probe
state. That is the best result which one can reach in the en-
hancement of the estimation precision. While, for the dis-
placement vacuum state, the HCRB coincides with the stan-
dard quantum limit without exceeding it. That means that
the displacement vacuum state did not provide any addition
to allowing to go beyond the limit imposed by the classical
strategy in estimating the displacement parameters simultane-
ously. Fig. (6b) represents the behaviors of the HCRB for the
mixed TMDT, the upper and bottom bound of HCRB for the
mixed TMST as functions of interaction time t. The plotted
behaviors show that the upper and bottom bound of HCRB of
the mixed TMST state exceeds the standard quantum limit. It
is similar to what obtains in the pure TMSV state. In addition,
the behavior of the upper and bottom bound of HCRB for pure
TMSV state remains below the standard quantum limit dur-
ing a longer time, t ∈ [0; 0, 7], compared with the upper and
bottom bound of HCRB of the mixed TMST state that beat
the SQL when t ∈ [0; 0, 35]. While, for the mixed TMDT,
the behavior of the HCRB takes values above the standard
quantum limit, which is worse than that obtained in the pure
TMDV state. Therefore, we conclude that the TMDT state
and TMDV state are not appropriate to enhance precision in
estimating displacement parameters. Can be explained this
result by the independence of the probe state on average en-
ergy. Contrariwise, the TMST state and TMSV state are the
best archetypes for improving the accuracy of displacement
parameter estimation under the effect of a Gaussian thermal
environment. That is essentially due to the entanglement en-
compassed in such states.
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FIG. 6: Comparative study of the average sum of variances for the various probe considering states. Fig. (6a) represents the
average sum of the variances for pure TMSV and TMDV states as functions of time t, with the mean number of photons the
Gaussian environment Ne = 0.5, and te squeezing parameter taking r = 0.4. The Fig. (6b) represents the average sum of the
variances for different mixed TMST and TMDT states as functions of time t, with the mean number of photons of Gaussian
environment taking Ne = 0.5, and the squeezing parameter takes r = 0.4, and the overall damping rate is assumed to equal
γ = 1.
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VI. CONCLUSION AND REMARKS

Quantum Gaussian states are one of the building blocks
of quantum information with continuous variables systems.
Commonly, they are used in various applications due to their
ease of generation in the labs also their behavior in the face of
losses induced by environmental effects. By using this family
of states as a probe state and the homodyne detection mea-
surement, we have investigated, in this paper, a scheme adap-
tive a protocol to estimate the ultimate precision of the two
parameters characterizing the displacement operator model-
ing the effect of environmental noise. We have studied the
limits of possible ultimate measurement by evaluating the up-
per and bottom bound of HCRB and the homodyne detection
bound. As expected, we noted that the precision of measure-
ment reduced under the effect of the environment. That pre-
cisely what one finds when the pure coherent state and mixed
coherent thermal state are considered probe states. Alterna-
tively, if we choose a pure squeezed vacuum state and a mixed
squeezed thermal state as probe states, we get the required
enhancement in the estimation precision beyond the standard

quantum limit (SQL) even when noises are present. In addi-
tion, we have found that the two-mode pure squeezed vacuum
states can provide more precision than the two-mode mixed
squeezed thermal states with the same squeezing parameter
and the same average number of thermal photons. Finally, we
emphasize that the obtained results can be explaining by the
role of quantum entanglement, which shows again it is a cru-
cial resource to reach the standard quantum limit (SQL), and
thus allows to overcome the constraints imposed by lossy evo-
lution in a Gaussian thermal environment.

In view of the obtained results in this work, we believe
that, in the future, many perspectives can be considering. The
first issue concerns the role of quantum entanglement in im-
proving the accuracy of a metrological protocol in the two-
mode Gaussian systems. In this context, we believe that the
concept of quantum Fisher information can be employed, as
a measure, to quantify the degree of quantum correlations in
multi-modes Gaussian states. In addition, the analysis fol-
lowed in our paper could be used to analyze the effect of other
noisy Gaussian environments. Finally, another prolongation
important of this work concerns the multiparameter quantum
metrology for states other than Gaussian ones.
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