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We propose a quantum-enhanced lidar system to estimate a target’s radial velocity which employs
squeezed and frequency entangled signal and idler beams. We compare its performance against a
classical protocol using a coherent state with the same pulse duration and energy, showing that
quantum resources provide a precision enhancement in the estimation of the velocity of the object.
We identify three distinct parameter regimes characterized by the amount of squeezing and frequency
entanglement. In two of them, a quantum advantage exceeding the standard quantum limit is
achieved assuming no photon losses. Additionally, we show that an optimal measurement to attain
these results in the lossless case is frequency-resolved photon counting. Finally, we consider the
effect of photon losses for the high-squeezing regime, which leads to a constant factor quantum
advantage higher than 3 dB in the variance of the estimator, given a roundtrip lidar-to-target-to-
lidar transmissivity larger than 50%.

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum metrology exploits quantum mechanical re-
sources, such as entanglement and squeezing, to mea-
sure a physical parameter with higher resolution than any
strategy with classical resources. Many quantum metrol-
ogy protocols in the photonic regime [1] have been pro-
posed such as quantum illumination (QI) [2–6], quantum
enhanced position and velocity estimation [7–13], quan-
tum phase estimation [14, 15], transmission parameter
estimation [16–20], noise estimation [21], and estimation
of separation between objects [22, 23], among others. In
these protocols, information about an object is retrieved
by interrogating it with a signal beam. In the most gen-
eral strategy, this signal is correlated or entangled with
an idler beam, which is retained in the lab to perform
a joint measurement at the end of the protocol. Indeed,
the scheme can be seen as an interferometer setup, in
which a channel depending on the parameter of interest
is only applied to the signal mode.

Of particular interest for remote sensing applications
is the QI protocol, where the aim is to detect the pres-
ence of a weakly reflecting target with an error prob-
ability smaller than using the best classical strategy.
Here, a quantum advantage in the error probability ex-
ponent can be achieved by using a global measurement
(up to 6 dB) [24–28], or by using local measurements
(up to 3 dB) [29–31]. This advantage is only achieved
in a very noisy environment, such as the case of room-
temperature microwave band, by a large bandwidth two-
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mode squeezed-vacuum state [3]. This requires a sig-
nal with a very low photon number per mode, which in
the microwave regime is challenging to transmit open-air.
Since amplifying the signal has been shown to break the
quantum advantage [32, 33], QI as originally thought re-
mains an elusive achievement so far, even though recent
progress has been made on relaxing the requirements for
quantum advantage [34].

Once the presence of a target is established, properties
like its location and velocity are also of interest. These
can be estimated via signal arrival time and frequency
measurement making use of the Doppler effect. Giovan-
netti, Lloyd and Maccone showed in [7], that the GLM
states, named after them, defined in the frequency do-
main, can attain the Heisenberg limit (HL), which is a
1/N scaling of the estimation error of the arrival time,
where N is the total number of photons. Equivalently,
GLM states defined in the time domain reach the HL
for the estimation error of frequency. This constitutes
a quadratic improvement compared with the standard
quantum limit (SQL) achieved by the classical protocol.
In [12], the simultaneous estimation of location and ra-
dial velocity was considered using two GLM states in the
frequency and time domain, respectively, that are trans-
formed into two entangled signal and idler beams via a
beam splitter. It was shown that the velocity and the
location can simultaneously be estimated achieving the
Heisenberg limit. This proves that frequency entangle-
ment lifts the Arthurs-Kelly relation [35], which states
that the location and velocity of an object can not be es-
timated with arbitrary precision using unentangled light.
The work [13] further extended this by addressing the si-
multaneous estimation of relative location and velocity
of two targets by means of two-photon entangled states.
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The main drawbacks of these previous works are the use
of two-photon states, which does not allow for a photon-
number-dependent analysis, and the use of the multipho-
ton GLM states, which are non-normalizable and thus
not physical. In [36], a normalized version of the GLM
state was introduced for range estimation. Here, it was
shown that the Heisenberg scaling persists for the nor-
malized version. However, these GLM-type states are
fragile in lossy channels. The loss of a single photon ren-
ders the state useless for retrieving information about
the parameter. Although the robustness against losses
of these GLM-type states may be improved by reducing
their entanglement, this comes at the cost of decreasing
the enhancement in the scaling of the error estimation.
Furthermore, it is challenging to produce GLM states in
the laboratory for photon numbers N > 2 [9].

In this article, we propose a protocol for a quantum
Doppler lidar, which estimates the radial velocity of a
reflecting object using quantum light. As a probe state,
frequency-entangled twin-beams are used. The signal
beam is sent against the moving object, which causes
a frequency shift due to the Doppler effect. Finally,
a measurement of the returned signal and the idler is
performed. We propose for the protocol a multimode
probe state that can be generated by a parametric down-
converter. The state is composed of photon pairs that
share frequency entanglement. This photon-pair struc-
ture is resilient against losses, since the loss of a single
photon only effects its partner, but not the other pho-
ton pairs. This is a crucial difference with GLM states,
where the loss of a single photon means the loss of all the
information about the parameter of interest due to the
global entanglement. The quantum protocol is bench-
marked against a classical protocol shining the object
with the same energy and for the same time duration
to make the comparison fair. We employ the Quantum
Fisher information (QFI) as the figure of merit in the
comparison, since it gives the maximal amount of ex-
tractable information about the parameter of interest.
Calculating the QFI for this multimode state is challeng-
ing, but by using properties of Gaussian states and intro-
ducing Schmidt modes, which effectively discretizes the
frequency-continuous problem, we derive an analytical
expression for the QFI. Two quantum resources can be
identified in our resource quantum state, namely, squeez-
ing and frequency entanglement. The performance of the
quantum protocol is studied as a function of the pho-
ton number in three different parameter regimes, called
high-frequency entanglement, high-squeezing, and mixed
regime. The latter, for which a remarkable Heisenberg
scaling can be attained, is called in this manner because
neither squeezing nor frequency entanglement are dom-
inant. We propose a measurement setup that attains
the QFI, consequently achieving the highest estimation
accuracy of the velocity. It is noteworthy that the mea-
surement setup can be performed separately in the signal
and the idler, facilitating the experimental requirements.

The paper is structured as follows. In Section IV A

v

â(ω)

b̂(ω̃)

µ−1/2â(ω/µ)

µ = 1−v/c
1+v/c

FIG. 1. Scheme of a quantum Doppler lidar. A twin-beam
multimode squeezed vacuum state is produced by the trans-
mitter on the bottom left. The signal beam is sent towards the
moving target where it is reflected and its frequency Doppler
shifted. The idler beam does not interact with the moving
target and is retained. Both the reflected signal beam and
the idler beam are measured at the receiver on the bottom
right.

and IV B, the fundamentals of quantum estimation the-
ory and Gaussian states are introduced. In Section II A,
we model the moving target as a perfectly-reflective mir-
ror boosted at a relative constant velocity. Afterwards
in Sections II B and II C, we introduce the probe states
employed in both the quantum and classical protocols.
As a figure of merit to benchmark their performance,
we make use of the QFI. Then, in Section II D, we dis-
cuss the different parameter regimes obtained and study
when quantum advantage exists and how it behaves as
a function of the signal photon number. In Section II I,
the protocol is studied in the presence of losses in the
signal beam. Finally, in section II I an optimal measure-
ment attaining the ultimate precision set by the quantum
Cramér-Rao bound is provided.

II. RESULTS

A. Model of the moving target

We model the object of which we wish to estimate its
constant radial velocity v relative to emitter as a perfect
mirror in a (1 + 1)-dimensional spacetime. For now, we
assume an absence of noise and loss. As can be seen in
Fig. 1, the quantum Doppler lidar emits a signal beam
towards the moving object, while also emitting an idler
beam which is retained in the laboratory, such that a
measurement can be performed of the returned signal and
the idler. The electromagnetic field of the signal beam
obeys the wave equation (∂2

t −c2∂2
x)φ(t, x) = 0, where c is

the speed of light and we only consider one polarisation
of the field for the sake of simplicity. The presence of
the target which is modelled as a perfect mirror imposes
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the boundary condition φ(t, xm) = 0, where xm = vt is
the location of the mirror. We assume the emitter to
be to the right of the mirror, which corresponds to its
spatial coordinate > xm. The general solution of the
wave equation satisfying the boundary condition is given
by

φ(x, t) =

∫ ∞
0

dω√
4πω

(
e−iω(ct+x) − e−iωµ (ct−x)

)
a(ω)+h.c.

(1)
where µ = (1− v/c)/(1 + v/c) is the Doppler parameter.
We choose to estimate the parameter µ instead of v, as
it naturally arises in the Doppler effect. The estimation
error of v is related to the one of µ via the error propaga-
tion formula for the QFI J(v) = (∂vµ(v))2J(µ(v)). The
Fourier coefficients a(ω) and their complex conjugates get
promoted by canonical quantization to annihilation and
creation operators, which we denote by â(ω) and â†(ω).
They satisfy the relations [â(ω), â(ω̃)] = [â†(ω), â†(ω̃)] =
0 and [â(ω), â†(ω̃)] = δ(ω−ω̃). The idler frequency mode

is referred to as b̂(ω) and satisfies the same commutation
relations. It commutes with the signal mode as both
beams are spatially separated. The first term in Eq. (1)
in brackets represents the incoming wave, while the sec-
ond term is the outgoing wave which is Doppler shifted
ω → ω/µ. Now, let us derive the Bogoliubov transfor-

mation Ûµ which maps the incoming modes â(ω) to the
Doppler reflected outgoing modes, denoted as â(−ω). For
this, a change of integration variables is performed in the
second term in Eq. (1), leading to

φ̂(x, t) =∫ ∞
0

dω√
4πω

(
e−iω(ct+x)â(ω) + e−iω(ct−x)â(−ω) + h.c.

)
,

with the operator â(−ω) ≡ −µ1/2â(µω). Thus, the
process of reflection is described by the unitary trans-
formation Ûµâ(ω)Û†µ = −µ−1/2â(ω/µ). The prefactor

µ−1/2 ensures a proper normalization and the change
of sign is the π phase shift that radiation experiences
when reflected. The vacuum state |0〉, which satisfies

â(ω)|0〉 = b̂(ω)|0〉 = 0, remains unchanged after Doppler

reflection, that is Ûµ|0〉 = |0〉. In the most general frame-
work, the outgoing mode also picks up a phase factor
exp(i2ωxm/(c− v)) depending on the velocity and loca-
tion xm of the object. Therefore, this phase could in prin-
ciple also be used to estimate the velocity, but generally
at the cost of an additional knowledge about the location.
Furthermore, in real world applications the phase often
is randomized due to surface properties of the object and
information about v is lost. Hence, as a first step, we
will neglect the information from the phase and we will
only consider the information about the velocity that is
encoded in the frequency spectrum of the light beams.
The QFI Jq derived here is a lower bound of the QFI in
which phases are also taken into account.

B. Classical protocol

In the classical protocol we take a coherent signal as
the probe state. For a continuum of frequency modes, a
coherent state is defined as |ψ〉 = exp[α

∫
dωf(ω)(â(ω)−

â†(ω))]|0〉, where we take the displacement constant α to
be a real number for the sake of simplicity. The spec-
tral amplitude f(ω) shall be an arbitrary differentiable
and normalized function, i.e.

∫
dω|f(ω)|2 = 1. We as-

sume that the carrier frequency ωc =
∫

dω|f(ω)|2ω is
much larger than the bandwidth ∆ω defined as ∆ω2 =∫

dω|f(ω)|2(ω−ωc)2, the so-called narrow-bandwidth ap-
proximation. This allows us to change the limits of in-
tegration to (−∞,∞). The reflected state is given by

Ûµ|ψ〉 = |ψµ〉 = exp[α
∫

dωµ1/2f(µω)(â†(ω) − â(ω))]|0〉,
where we have used ÛµeÂÛ†µ = eÛµÂÛ

†
µ = eÂµ , and Â

is the exponent of the coherent state. Thus, the state
is still a coherent state after the reflection but with an
amplitude f(ω) → −µ1/2f(µω). The mean frequency is
shifted to ωc/µ and the spectral bandwidth is stretched
or compressed by a factor of 1/µ. Therefore, estimat-
ing the frequency and the variance provides informa-
tion about the parameter µ. The calculation of the
QFI is straightforward, we need to compute |∂µψµ〉. As

[∂µÂµ, Âµ] = 0, we can write |∂µψµ〉 = eÂµ∂µÂµ|0〉.
As a consequence, it follows that 〈ψµ|∂µψµ〉 = 0 and

〈∂µψµ|∂µψµ〉 = 〈0|∂µÂ†µ∂µÂµ|0〉. This leads to the ex-
pression for the QFI

Jc(µ) =
4α2

µ2

∫
dω

(
1

2
f(ω) + ω∂ωf(ω)

)2

. (2)

This is the general expression for the QFI. Let us now
make some approximations to gain physical insights.
First, we consider small velocities compared to the speed
of light v/c � 1, for which the frequency Doppler shift
is approximately 2ωcv/c. Let us now introduce the spec-
tral amplitudes’ Fourier transform g(t) =

∫
dωf(ω)eiωt.

The time duration ∆T of the pulse is given by ∆T 2 =∫
dt t2|g(t)|2−

(∫
dt t|g(t)|2

)2
. Using the further approxi-

mation ∆T∆ωv/c� 1, which is standard in the classical
literature [37], we obtain

Jc(µ) ≈ 4

µ2
ω2
cNc∆T

2. (3)

We see that the classical protocol follows the SQL scal-
ing expected for a classical strategy. Furthermore, we
note that three parameters completely define the opti-
mal performance of a classical lidar, the photon number
α2 = Nc, the carrier frequency ωc and the time duration
∆T of the pulse.

C. Quantum protocol

For the quantum protocol, we use a twin-beam multi-
mode squeezed vacuum state. This state can be produced
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in the laboratory by non-linear optical processes, such
as spontaneous parametric down-conversion (SPDC). In
this process of SPDC, a pump beam, which is considered
to be classical, interacts with a χ(2) non-linear optical
medium. Photons of the pump field decay into signal
and idler photon pairs. The use of a waveguide for SPDC
allows for reducing the number of spatial modes to one

for each beam [38–42] given by â(ω) (signal) and b̂(ω̃)
(idler). The effective Hamiltonian describing the process
is given by [43]

ĤI = i~ξ
∫

dω

∫
dω̃f(ω, ω̃)â(ω)b̂(ω̃) + h.c., (4)

where the coupling constant ξ, referred to as the squeez-
ing parameter, is chosen to be real for simplicity, and
proportional to the intensity of the classical pump beam
and the strength of the interaction. The normalized joint
spectral amplitude f(ω, ω̃) depends on the specifics of the
non-linear process and on the pump beam. In the case
of SPDC, the joint spectral amplitude can be in many
cases approximated as a double Gaussian [44] which also
simplifies analytic calculations

f(ω, ω̃) =

√
2

πσε
exp

(
− (ω + ω̃ − ω0)2

2σ2

)
× exp

(
− (ω − ω̃)2

2ε2

)
. (5)

The first exponential function in Eq. (5) with argument
ω+ ω̃ comprises energy conservation of the photon decay
process and it is inherited by the frequency mode spec-
trum of the pump beam, which is assumed to be Gaussian
with mean frequency ω0 and variance σ2/2. The second
exponential function with argument ω − ω̃ corresponds
to the phase matching condition, i.e. momentum con-
servation of the photon decay process, and depends on
the spatial properties of the pump beam and the non-
linear medium. Thus, by modifying the pump beam,
both functions composing f(ω, ω̃) can independently be
tailored [42]. We again assume the narrow-bandwidth
approximation ω0 � σ and ω0 � ε. The double Gaus-
sian can be decomposed into its Schmidt modes [45] as
f(ω, ω̃) =

∑∞
n=0 rnψn(ω − ω0/2)ψn(ω̃ − ω0/2), where

{ψn(ω)} is an orthonormal set closely related to the Her-
mite functions (further details in Supplementary Mate-
rial X). The relative weight r2

n of each individual mode

is given by rn = 2
√
σε

σ+ε (σ−εσ+ε )
n with

∑
r2
n = 1. The

number of active modes is given by the Schmidt num-

ber K = (
∑
n r

4
n)−1 = σ2+ε2

2σε , which we interpret as a
measure of frequency entanglement within the signal and
idler photon pair. For K = 1, only one pair of modes is
necessary to describe the state and the double Gaussian
factorizes, that is f(ω, ω̃) = ψ0(ω − ω0/2)ψ0(ω̃ − ω0/2),
which implies no frequency entanglement. ForK > 1, the
state is frequency entangled and the degree of entangle-
ment grows monotonically with K. In Refs. [42, 46], tech-
niques were proposed to generate Schmidt numbers in the

range of K ∼ 400 − 5000, which corresponds to an ex-
tremely high-frequency entanglement of the photon pair.
The Schmidt modes capture the spectral structure of
f(ω, ω̃) in a discrete manner, and thus it is natural to in-
troduce discrete annihilation and creation operators ân =∫

dωψn(ω − ω0/2)â(ω) and b̂n =
∫

dωψn(ω − ω0/2)b̂(ω)

which are smeared out versions of â(ω) and b̂(ω̃) [47].
The modes satisfy the commutation relations [ân, âm] =

[b̂n, b̂m] = [ân, b̂
†
m] = 0 and [ân, â

†
m] = [b̂n, b̂

†
m] = δnm due

to the orthonormality of {ψn(ω)}. The discrete descrip-
tion of the problem substantially facilitates the calcula-
tion of the QFI. The Hamiltonian in Eq. (4) is given in
the discrete description by

ĤI = i~ξ
∞∑
n=0

rn

(
ânb̂n − â†nb̂†n

)
≡ i~ξ

∞∑
n=0

Ĥn. (6)

As the Hamiltonians for the individual modes commute
[Ĥn, Ĥm] = 0, the total squeezing operator Ŝ = e−iĤI/~

of the SPDC process can be written as a tensor prod-
uct of squeezing operators for each individual mode Ŝ =⊗∞

n=0 Ŝn with Ŝn = eξĤn . The squeezing parameter of
the squeezer corresponding to the mode n is given by
ξrn. Finally, we are able to express the probe state of
the quantum protocol using discrete creation operators.
Using the normal ordered representation of squeezing op-
erators [48], we find (see Supplementary Material XI for
details)

Ŝ|0〉 =

∞⊗
n=0

1

cosh(ξrn)
exp

(
− tanh(ξrn)â†nb̂

†
n

)
|0〉. (7)

Thus, the twin-beam multimode squeezed vacuum state
is just the product state of independent two-mode
squeezed vacuum states. Now, the reflected state |ψµ〉 =

ÛµŜ|0〉 is

|ψµ〉 = N exp

(
−
∞∑
n=0

tanh(ξrn)â†nµb̂
†
n

)
|0〉, (8)

where we have transformed the product in Eq. (7) into a
sum in the exponent and we have introduced the normal-
ization constant N =

∏
n 1/ cosh(ξrn), which is indepen-

dent of µ. The operator â†n transforms into ÛµânÛ
†
µ =

â†nµ = −
∫

dωµ1/2ψn(µω−ω0/2)â†(ω), picking up a phase
shift and a µ-dependence, whereas ξ, rn, and the idler

modes b̂n remain µ-independent. The mean frequency
of the transformed mode is given by ω0/2µ = ω, as one
would expect from the Doppler effect. The bandwidth of
each mode is proportional to

√
σε/2, and it transforms

into
√
σε/2µ ≡ σ after the reflection. In the continu-

ous formalism, the joint spectral amplitude converts into
f(ω, ω̃) → −µ1/2f(µω, ω̃). Now, in order to calculate
the QFI, we need to first evaluate the derivative |∂µψµ〉.
The only component of the state that depends on µ is
â†nµ. The derivative can be calculated using the prop-

erties of the Hermite functions and we find that ∂µâ
†
nµ
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is a linear combination of creation operators â†nµ rang-
ing from modes n − 2 to n + 2. As the derivative of
the exponent in Eq. (8) commutes with the exponent

itself, we find |∂µψµ〉 = −
∑
n tanh(ξrn)(∂µâ

†
n)b̂†nS|0〉,

see Supplementary Material XII. By using the transfor-

mation rule Ŝ†ânµŜ = ânµ cosh(ξrn) − b̂†n sinh(ξrn) and
the analogous rule for the idler mode, whose derivation
is discussed in Supplementary Material XI 1, we finally
find the analytic expression for the QFI (see Supplemen-
tary Material XII for the full derivation). This splits
up into frequency and mode-bandwidth contributions as
Jq(µ) = (∂µω)2Jq(ω) + (∂µσ)2Jq(σ) with

Jq(µ) =
1

µ2

ω2
0

σε

(
Zω +

σε

ω2
0

Zσ

)
, (9)

with the frequency term defined as

Zω =

∞∑
n=0

sinh2(ξrn)
(
n cosh2(ξrn−1)

+ (n+ 1) cosh2(ξrn+1)
)

(10)

and the mode-bandwidth term as

Zσ =

∞∑
n=0

sinh2(ξrn)
(
n(n− 1) cosh2(ξrn−2)

+ (n+ 1)(n+ 2) cosh2(ξrn+2)
)
. (11)

The bandwidth contribution is suppressed by the fac-
tor σε/ω2

0 as can be seen in Eq. (9), which is small due
to the narrow-bandwidth approximation. For a typical
SPDC process in potassium dihydrogen phosphate crys-
tal pumped by a frequency doubled titanium-sapphire
laser, this factor is approximately

√
σε/ω2

0 ∼ 0.01 [49].

D. A fair comparison

Let us now compare the performance of the quantum
and the classical protocols and find out under which con-
ditions quantum advantage is achieved. For that, we
examine the quantum advantage ratio Jq/Jc, where we
have omitted the dependence on µ for the sake of read-
ability. In the case Jq/Jc > 1, the quantum strategy
outperforms the classical one assuming that an optimal
measurement is performed and the Cramér-Rao bound is
attained, which is usually the case in the absence of ther-
mal noise photons. We already pointed out in Sec. II B.
that the classical lidar is solely characterized by the three
parameters photon number, carrier frequency and time
duration. So to fairly compare both protocols, we set
these three parameters equal for both signal beams. For
photon number and mean frequency, this corresponds to
ωc = ω0/2 and α2 =

∑
n sinh2(ξrn). Now, let us calcu-

late the time duration of the quantum signal beam. For
that we introduce the time-domain version of the creation

and annihilation operators via Ê†(t) =
∫

dω eiωtâ†(ω),
which is the operator creating a photon at time t at the
transmitter. The normalized power of the signal beam
is defined as |s(t)|2 = 〈ψ|Ê†(t)Ê(t)|ψ〉/NS . The time
duration can then be calculated and we find

∆T 2 =

∫
dt t2|s(t)|2 −

(∫
dt t|s(t)|2

)2

(12)

=
2

σε

(∑∞
n=0 sinh2(ξrn)n∑∞
m=0 sinh2(ξrm)

+
1

2

)
. (13)

The detailed calculations can be found in Supplementary
Material XII A. As both Jq and ∆T are given by infinite
series containing hyperbolic trigonometric functions, we
will in the following study parameter regimes in which
simple analytic expression for the respective quantities
can be obtained, which helps to interpret the results.

E. No frequency entanglement

Let us first study the case in which no frequency en-
tanglement is present between signal and idler beams.
In this case, we have K = 1, i.e. σ = ε. The state
reduces to the well-known two-mode squeezed vacuum

state |ψµ〉 = exp(ξ(â0µb̂0− â†0µb̂
†
0))|0〉 with signal photon

number NS = sinh2(ξ). We find that

Jq
Jc

= 1 (14)

for all values of the squeezing parameter ξ (Supplemen-
tary Material XII B). Thus, no quantum advantage is
achieved with a two-mode squeezed vacuum state. Both
protocols obey the SQL Jq, Jc ∼ NS . In similar inter-
ferometric phase estimation protocols, Heisenberg scal-
ing is achieved with the two-mode squeezed state. But
due to our ignorance of the target’s position xm, the
information about the velocity contained in the phase
exp(i2ωxm/(c− v)) cannot be accessed and thus Heisen-
berg scaling is not achievable in our case. Thus, fre-
quency entanglement K > 1 is necessary for quantum
advantage in our protocol with pure probe states given
in Eq. (7).

F. High frequency-entanglement regime

Let us now consider the case in which the frequency
entanglement is the dominant quantum resource. We
specify this regime by the condition ξ � K1/2, which
allows us to approximate the hyperbolic functions as
sinh2(ξrn) ≈ ξ2r2

n and cosh2(ξrn) ≈ 1. The number
of photons in mode n is given by NSn = sinh2(ξrn)� 1
and the total photon number can be approximated as
NS ≈ ξ2, where we have only taken the first term of



6

0 50 100 150 200

0.5

1

ξ

8
Z
ω
,σ
/
(4
N
S

)1
+
√ K

−
1

K
+

1

K = 10

K = 20

FIG. 2. The normalized frequency (solid lines) and bandwidth

(dashed lines) contributions 8Zω,σ/(4NS)

√
K−1
K+1 are plotted

against the squeezing parameter ξ for Schmidt numbers K =
10 and K = 20. The normalised QFI approaches 1, which
indicates a scaling above the SQL in the limit K3/2 � ξ. The
normalized bandwidth contribution is much smaller and goes
to 0 for K3/2 � ξ. It is even further suppressed by the factor
σε/ω2

0 .

the approximation into account (Supplementary Mate-
rial XI 2). With this, the ratio of QFIs is

Jq
Jc
≈ 1 +

σ2 + ε2

2ω2
0

(
1 +

1

K2
+

1

K(K2 +K)

)
. (15)

The first term is the frequency contribution and is equal
to 1. The remaining terms correspond to the bandwidth
contribution which is small due to the narrow bandwidth
approximation. Thus, in the high-frequency entangle-
ment regime no quantum advantage can be obtained,
the classical and quantum protocol perform equally well.
With the further constraint ξ � 1, the state becomes
a superposition of the vacuum and a two-photon state,
the same state used in Ref. [12, 13]. Even though these
states yield no quantum advantage in estimating the ve-
locity alone, they yield advantage in jointly estimating
the position and velocity of a target.

G. High-squeezing regime

Let us now consider a regime in which squeezing is
the dominant quantum resource and the frequency en-
tanglement is relatively weak. We specify the parameter
conditions as ξ � K3/2 and K & 1.5. These conditions
helps us to put the QFI into a concise analytic form.
Additionally, by requiring K & 1.5, the high-squeezing
regime is sufficiently distinct from the no-entanglement

regime with K = 1. The details about the calculations
performed in this Subsection can be found in Supple-
mentary Material XII D. The fraction of photons in the
mode n is given by NSn/NS , where NSn = sinh2(ξrn)
is the photon number of the mode n of the signal beam.
By increasing ξ for a fixed K, the relative contribution
of higher modes n > 0 decreases. In the high-squeezing
regime, almost all the photons reside in the 0 mode, that
is NS ≈ NS0 � NS1 � 1, implying a high photon num-
ber per mode but a low number of active modes, contrary
to the high-frequency entanglement regime. With this,
we arrive in the asymptotic limit at the result

Jq
Jc
≈ 1

3
(4NS)

√
K−1
K+1 , (16)

where it was used that NSn = sinh2(ξrn) ≈ cosh2(ξrn)
for n = 0, 1 and only terms of order NS0NS1 in Eq. (9)
contribute significantly. This is the reason why the band-
width terms are negligible. In Fig. 2, both the normal-
ized frequency (solid lines) and bandwidth (dashed lines)
terms are plotted against ξ for Schmidt numbers K = 10
and K = 20, confirming our analytical results. Inter-
estingly, the QFI in terms of the mode photon numbers
is Jq ∼ NS0NS1, which indeed indicates a scaling bet-
ter than the SQL, and nearly reaches the HL for K big
enough. As a conclusion, increasing the squeezing for a
fixed K also increases the quantum advantage, so squeez-
ing can be seen as a sensitivity-enhancing resource of the
protocol. Up to this point, photon loss and noise has
been neglected. In Section II I, the impact of loss, but
not noise, on the high-squeezing regime will be exam-
ined.

H. The mixed regime

Now, let us study the intermediate parameter regime
K1/2 � ξ � K3/2. Under these conditions, multiple
modes are active like in the high-frequency entanglement
regime and the photon number per mode is highNSn � 1
like in the high-squeezing regime, hence the name mixed
regime. Using these conditions, we can derive in the
asymptotic limit an analytic expression of the QFI

Jq
Jc
≈
(

ξ

21/2K3/2
+

σε

4ω2
0

)
NS , (17)

where the first term is again the frequency contribution
and the second term the bandwidth contribution, follow-
ing both a Heisenberg scaling Jq ∼ N2

S . For details about
the calculations in this Subsection, see Supplementary
Material XII E. The factor ξ/21/2K3/2 is smaller than 1,
but we still have (ξ/21/2K3/2)NS � 1 thus guarantee-
ing quantum advantage. Since both terms σε/4ω2

0 and
ξ/21/2K3/2 are smaller than 1, we cannot generally de-
cide which contribution is dominant. For instance, in
the experimental setup referred to in Section II C, we
had that

√
σε/ω0 ∼ 0.01, the bandwidth can be safely
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neglected in the mixed regime, at least for values of ξ
and K up to 100 as can be seen in Supplementary Ma-
terial XII E. Therefore, we will neglect the bandwidth
contribution from this point on. In Fig. 3, the ratio

FIG. 3. We plot the normalized QFI 2µ
2σε

ω2
0
Jq/N

2
S , not to

be confused with the quantum advantage ratio. The plot
shows the three parameter regimes and their corresponding
borders given by the contours ξ = K1/2 and ξ = K3/2. The
mixed regime is characterized by the value of 1, depicted as
white, and thus shows Heisenberg scaling and validates our
analytical expression for the QFI. The high-squeezing regime,
in which quantum advantage above the SQL is achieved, is
depicted as blue with values below 1. The red area is the
high-entanglement regime, where the values range far above
2 but were cut off. In this regime, no quantum advantage is
achieved.

2µ2σε
ω2

0
Jq/N

2
S ≈ 2Zω/N

2
S is plotted for both ξ and K up

to the values of 100. Three distinct regions correspond-
ing to the three parameter regimes can be appreciated.
In the white area, which corresponds to a value of 1 for
the ratio, we observe a behavior of Jq ∼ N2

S for the QFI
and thus Heisenberg scaling. The red area is the high
frequency entanglement regime and the blue area is the
high-squeezing regime. Curiously, quantum advantage is
achieved in the two regimes with high photon number
per mode, and not in the high-frequency entanglement
regime with a low photon number per mode. This in con-
trast to the quantum illumination protocol, where small
photon number per mode is necessary to achieve quan-
tum advantage. The parameter conditions of the three
regimes and their corresponding quantum advantages are
summerized in TABLE I.

I. A loss analysis for the high-squeezing regime

So far we have considered the ideal scenario in which no
photons are lost and the returned state is pure. In realis-

TABLE I. Listed are the quantum advantages for the dif-
ferent parameter regimes. Regime 1,2 and 3 correspond to
the high-frequency entanglement, the high-squeezing and the
mixed regime respectively. Here, the contributions due to the
bandwidth shift are neglected.

Regime 1 Regime 2 Regime 3

ξ � K1/2 ξ � K3/2 K1/2 � ξ � K3/2

Jq
Jc

≈ 1
Jq
Jc

∼ N

√
K−1
K+1

S
Jq
Jc

∼ ξ

K3/2NS

tic scenarios, the probe state at the receiver will be mixed
due to photon loss and thermal noise. In Ref. [11], time-
of-flight estimation in the microwave regime was studied,
in which the thermal photon number per mode is much
larger than 1. A similar state was used, a continuous
wave squeezed state, and a considerable quantum advan-
tage was proved at a certain threshold of the signal-to-
noise ratio. This so-called threshold effect arises only in
the presence of thermal noise and requires an analysis
that goes beyond the calculation of the QFI. In our pro-
tocol, we assume operation in the optical regime, in which
thermal noise can be neglected and solely relying on the
QFI suffices. Photon loss, however, has to be consid-
ered to assess if the protocol shows quantum advantage
in more realistic scenarios. Because photon loss mixes
the state, the calculation of the QFI is significantly more
complicated. Thus, we will only study the high-squeezing
regime in which the state can be described sufficiently
well by only a couple of Schmidt modes and thus allows
us to derive analytical expressions. We assume no losses
in the idler beam. Photon loss in the signal beam can oc-
cur on the way to and from the target and/or during the
interaction with the object (which generalizes the proto-
col to non-perfectly reflecting objects). The probability
of losing a signal-photon is assumed to be frequency in-
dependent and it is modeled by a beam splitter

ÛB â(ω)Û†B =
√
ηâ(ω) +

√
1− ηĉ(ω), (18)

where ĉ(ω) is an auxiliary mode which cannot be accessed
by the experimenter and will be traced out at the end.
In this framework, the beam splitter commutes with the
Doppler reflection operation, so only one beam splitter
with effective transmissivity η is required for the lidar-to-
target-to-lidar roundtrip We choose to apply this beam
splitter operation after the reflection at the receiver level.
The final state is a Gaussian state. Gaussian states are
fully described by their first two moments d and Σ, the
definitions and an introduction to Gaussian states can be
found in Section IV B and Ref. [50]. As we discussed in
Section II G, only the first two pairs of modes â0µ, â1µ and

b̂0, b̂1 are populated with a significant amount of photons.
This allows us to omit the rest of the modes by tracing
them out and thus derive a lower bound for the QFI.
Alternatively, we could justify the neglect of the higher
modes by tailoring the joint-spectral amplitude f(ω, ω̃),
such that only the first two modes are active. To use the
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formula for the QFI of Gaussian states given in [50], we
need to change the basis (i.e. the modes â0µ and â1µ)
to make it parameter independent. To do so, we assume
that a prior estimate µ0 of the parameter is known and
we only want to estimate the small deviation δ with µ =
µ0 + δ, which is standard in most parameter estimation
protocols. We expand the Schmidt modes around µ0 up
to the first order and find

â0µ ≈ â0µ0
− δ ω0

2µ
√
σε
â1µ0

(19)

â1µ ≈ â1µ0
+ δ

ω0

2µ
√
σε

(
â0µ0

−
√

2â2µ0

)
, (20)

where we have neglected the terms corresponding
to the bandwidth contribution, as they are small
in this regime, which we have previously estab-
lished in Section II G. Now, we have the modes

â0µ0 , â1µ0 , â2µ0 , b̂0, b̂1, ĉ0µ0 , ĉ1µ0 , ĉ2µ0 , where ĉnµ0 =∫
dωµ

1/2
0 ψn(µ0ω − ω0/2)ĉ(ω) are the auxiliary Schmidt

modes. The resulting covariance matrix and QFI are cal-
culated in Supplementary Material XIII. We recover the
result from Eq. (16) for the lossless case η = 1, which
confirms the validity of our approach and our approx-
imations. To make a fair comparison, we also have to
consider the classical protocol under the effect of photon
loss. The QFI of the classical strategy is simply reduced
by the factor η, that is Jc ≈ ηω2

0NS∆T 2/µ2. We arrive
at the ratio

Jq
Jc
≈ 1

1− η
. (21)

where we assumed NS1(1− η) � 1 to obtain a compact
result. This assumption causes the divergence in Eq. (21)
because as η → 1, we have NS1 → ∞. Without this as-
sumption, we recover the result of the lossless scenario
in the limit of η → 1. The quantum advantage ratio
in Eq. (21) does not depend on the photon number, and
thus, photon loss destroys the near HL scaling and brings
it down to the SQL, that is Jq ∼ NS . A constant factor
quantum advantage is achieved for all values of η, which,
however, becomes insignificant for small path transmis-
sivities η � 1. For transmissitivities η ≥ 50%, the quan-
tum advantage factor is Jq/Jc ≥ 2 ≈ 3dB. This makes
our protocol promising for short-range applications where
the path losses are small, such as Doppler microscopy for
biologicals.

J. Optimal measurement

As we are estimating only the velocity of the object,
there always exists at least one optimal measurement
saturating the QFI, but it is not necessarily unique.
Quantum estimation theory provides techniques to con-
struct some of these observables, in particular the one
related to the symmetric logarithmic derivative (SLD)

Ôµ = 1µ + L̂µ/J(µ). However, its implementation in a

realistic experimental setup is a highly non-trivial task.
In the case of a pure-state manifold, the SLD L̂µ can be

written as L̂µ = |∂µψµ〉〈ψµ| + |ψµ〉〈∂µψµ| [51]. Thus,
only |∂µψµ〉 needs to be calculated, which has been done
for the calculation of the QFI and it can be found in Sup-
plementary Material XII. However, a construction of this
observable in a lab in an optical setup is far from triv-
ial. Furthermore, it depends on the parameter µ itself,
and we would like to have a measurement working on the
whole range of velocities if possible. Otherwise, an adap-
tive measurement strategy could be followed [52]. In the
Gaussian formalism, the SLD can be written as a sum of
terms that are at most quadratic in the modes [50]. In
Supplementary Material XIII we have given the explicit
expression for the SLD derived in the limit of NS � 1 in
the high-squeezing regime under photon loss.

Let us analyze a measurement based on frequency-
resolved photon-counting of signal and idler photons
for the lossless scenario, which is discussed in detail in
Supplementary Material XIV. This measurement cor-
responds to a projection onto the frequency eigen-
states |ω, ω̃〉 ≡ |ω1, . . . , ωn, ω̃1, . . . ω̃m〉 ≡ 1√

n!m!
⊗ni=1

⊗mj=1a
†(ωi)b

†(ω̃j)|0〉, where n,m ∈ N are the signal and
idler photon numbers and ωi, ω̃j ∈ R>0 are the respec-
tive frequencies of each photon. The corresponding set of
POVM operators are {|ω, ω̃〉〈ω, ω̃|

∣∣n,m ∈ N, ωi, ω̃j ∈
R>0}. We calculate the Fisher information (FI), F̃q, cor-

responding to this measurement for a generalization |ψ̃µ〉
of the probe state |ψµ〉 given in Eq. (8). This general-
ized probe state contains phase factors depending on the
kinetic properties of the target and a complex squeezing
parameter, which were previously omitted in our anal-
ysis. We can show that the measurement outcomes do
not depend on these phases. Indeed, both states |ψ̃µ〉 and
|ψµ〉 give rise to the same probability distribution of mea-
surement outcomes. Thus, the POVM {|ω, ω̃〉〈ω, ω̃|}
is actually phase insensitive. Finally, we prove that
F̃q = Jq, so this measurement also saturates the QFI in
Section II C. Let us remark that this measurement does
not depend on the parameter µ, so it can be used for
saturating the QFI for any velocity. Also, it could in
principle be experimentally feasible by using diffraction
gratings that map frequency components to distinct loca-
tions where photon counters are placed [53, 54]. We note,
that the POVM is a separate measurement of the sig-
nal and idler beam, which further eases the experimental
implementation. This also indicates that the idler, and
thus the entanglement, solely serves as a state prepara-
tion tool. For example, one can check that the idlerless

Fock state ∼ (â†0)NS0(â†1)NS1 |0〉, which has no frequency
entanglement and could be approximately heralded with
our probe state, achieves Heisenberg scaling and shows
the same behaviour under loss as in Eq. (21) for the limit
NS � 1.
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K. Further perspectives

Lastly, we want to emphasize that the protocol can be
easily adapted to different frequency and/or bandwidth
estimating protocols. Also, the target’s trajectory can
be generalized to an accelerating one via a Bogoliubov
transformation [55, 56], but with an additional compli-
cation due to the presence of Casimir radiation. For sta-
tionary targets, the protocol can be adapted to estimate
the location, which boils down to the estimation of ar-
rival times of the signal beam. The probe state written
in the time domain has exactly the same structure as in
the frequency domain, where the variances of the double
Gaussian change as σ2/2 → 2σ2 and ε2/2 → 2ε2. The
Schmidt number remains unaltered under this transfor-
mation. Thus, the estimation of time arrival of signal
photons is analogous to the estimation of mean frequency
of the signal photons. Analogously, a measurement that
attains the optimal performance is the measurement of
photon arrival times.

III. DISCUSSION

We have proposed a protocol for a quantum Doppler li-
dar that estimates the radial velocity of a reflecting mov-
ing target using a twin beam with frequency entangle-
ment and squeezing as quantum resources. This quantum
protocol was benchmarked against a classical one by cal-
culating the QFIs for both strategies. We have identified
three different parameter regimes, achieving quantum ad-
vantage in two of them. In the high-squeezing regime,
where the frequency entanglement becomes less relevant
compared to squeezing, the quantum protocol exceeds
the standard quantum limit. In the mixed regime, where
both quantum resources are comparable, the quantum
protocol follows the Heisenberg limit. We have found
that frequency-resolved photon counting of signal and
idler beam is an optimal measurement in the lossless case.
The effect of losses on the performance of the protocol
was studied in the high-squeezing regime by modeling
the loss channel as a frequency-independent beam split-
ter. A constant factor quantum advantage ≥ 3 dB in
the variance of the estimator is achieved given a path
transmissivity ≥ 50%.

IV. METHODS

A. Quantum estimation theory

The objective of quantum estimation theory is to find
the ultimate precision limit for the estimation of a pa-
rameter µ that is encoded in a quantum system. In our
scenario, the probe state ρ that is emitted by the lidar ac-
quires information about µ during the reflection off the
moving target, which transforms the state as ρ → ρµ.

The classical Fisher information (FI) F (µ) is a mea-
sure of the information about the parameter µ that can
be extracted by a given measurement corresponding to
the positive operator-valued measure (POVM) {Πz} with∫

dzΠz = 1. The FI is given by

F (µ) =

∫
dz

1

pµ(z)
(∂µpµ(z))

2
, (22)

where pµ(z) = Tr(Πzρµ) is the probability of having the
measurement outcome z given the parameter µ. The
Cramér-Rao bound is given by [51]

Var(µ̂) >
1

MF (µ)
, (23)

where µ̂ is an unbiased estimator that maps the measure-
ment data of theM experiment repetitions to an estimate
of the parameter µ. The bound can be saturated using
the maximum likelihood estimator in the limit of large
M [57]. Maximizing the FI over all POVMs {Πz} yields
the quantum Fisher information J(µ) > F (µ). Eq. (23)
for the QFI is called the quantum Cramér-Rao bound
which sets the absolute precision limit for the estimation
of µ. In the case of a pure-state manifold, i.e. when
ρ̂µ = |ψµ〉〈ψµ| for any µ, the QFI is given by [51]

J(µ) = 4
(
〈∂µψµ|∂µψµ〉 − |〈ψµ|∂µψµ〉|2

)
. (24)

To prove a quantum advantage, we calculate the QFIs
Jq and Jc of both the quantum and classical strategy. A
quantum advantage is achieved, if the ratio is Jq/Jc > 1
assuming both strategies illuminate the object with the
same energy and an optimal measurement is performed.
An observable corresponding to the optimal measure-
ment is given by Ôµ = 1µ + L̂µ/J(µ), where L̂µ is the
symmetric logarithmic derivative (SLD), which satisfies

L̂µρ̂µ + ρ̂µL̂µ = 2∂µρ̂µ. As the optimal observable gener-
ally depends on the parameter itself, a prior guess about
the parameter is required to construct the measurement.
The measurement can then be adaptively optimized [52].

B. Gaussian states

A Gaussian state is fully defined by its first two mo-
ments d and Σ. Their components are defined as

dm = tr
[
ρ̂R̂m

]
, (25)

and

Σnm = tr
[
ρ̂{∆R̂m,∆R̂

†
n}
]
, (26)

where R̂ =
(
â0, â

†
0, â1, â

†
1, . . .

)T
and ∆R̂ = R̂−d̂. Gaus-

sian unitaries that transform the state as ρ̂′ = Û ρ̂Û†

transform the first moments as

d′ = Gd + b, (27)
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and

Σ′ = GΣG†, (28)

where G is the corresponding symplectic matrix, see
Ref. [50] for more information on how G and b relate

to the Gaussian unitary Û . A formula for the QFI of a
Gaussian state is given by

J(µ) = lim
κ→1

1

2
vec[∂µΣ]†M−1

κ vec[∂µΣ] + 2∂µd
†Σ−1∂µd,

whereMκ = κΣ†⊗Σ−K⊗K with the symplectic form
K = diag(1,−1, 1,−1, . . .). The operation vec[·] turns a
matrix into a vector as

vec

[(
a b

c d

)]
=


a

b

c

d

 . (29)

We can also calculate the SLD in this formalism. It is
given by

L̂µ = ∆R̂
†
Aµ∆R̂− 1

2
tr[ΣAµ] + 2∆R̂

†
Σ−1∂µd, (30)

where vec[Aµ] = lim
κ→1
M−1

κ vec[∂µΣ] .
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SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL FOR QUANTUM-ENHANCED DOPPLER LIDAR

VIII. CLASSICAL PROBE STATE

The coherent state D̂|0〉 = exp(α
∫

dω f(ω)(â(ω)−â†(ω)))|0〉 is an eigenstate of the continuous annihilation operator

â(ω)D̂|0〉 = αf(ω)D̂|0〉. With this, and well-known properties of Gaussian integrals, the photon number and the mean
energy can be easily calculated

〈0|D̂†N̂aD̂|0〉 = α2

∫
dω f2(ω) = α2 (31)

and

〈0|D̂†ĤaD̂|0〉 = ~α2

∫
dω ωf2(ω) = ~α2ωc. (32)

For the reflected state, we find for the photon number α2 and the mean energy ~α2ωc/µ, as expected.

IX. QFI OF CLASSICAL PROTOCOL

We note that the derivative with respect µ of a state of the form eÂµ |0〉 is given by ∂µeÂµ |0〉 = (∂µÂµ)eÂµ |0〉 =

eÂµ∂µÂµ|0〉, if [Âµ, ∂µÂµ] = 0.

In the case of the classical probe state the exponent is given by Âµ = αµ1/2
∫

dω f(ωµ)(â(ω) − â†(ω)). The
commutator is

[Âµ, ∂µÂµ] =

∫
dω

∫
dω̃ f(ωµ)∂µ(µ1/2f(ωµ))

[
â(ω)− â†(ω), â(ω̃)− â†(ω̃)

]
(33)

=

∫
dω

∫
dω̃ f(ωµ)∂µ(µ1/2f(ωµ))

(
−
[
â(ω), â†(ω̃)

]︸ ︷︷ ︸
=δ(ω−ω̃)

+
[
â(ω̃), â†(ω)

]︸ ︷︷ ︸
=δ(ω−ω̃)

)
(34)

= 0. (35)

Using D̂†D̂ = 1, we find for the inner product

〈∂µψµ|∂µψµ〉 = 〈0|∂µÂ†µD̂†D̂∂µÂµ|0〉 = 〈0|∂µÂ†µ∂µÂµ|0〉 = −〈0|∂µÂµ∂µÂµ|0〉 (36)

= α2

∫
dω ω

(
∂µ(µ1/2f(ωµ))

)2

= α2

∫
dω

(
1

2
µ−1/2f(ωµ) + µ1/2ωf ′(ωµ)

)2

(37)

=
α2

µ2

∫
dy

(
1

2
f(y) + y∂yf(y)

)2

. (38)

This is the general expression for the QFI. Let us now make some approximations to better understand the meaning
of this expression. First we use the time domain version Ê(t) and Ê†(t) of the frequency annihilation and creation

operators, whose relation is given by â†(ω) = (2π)−1/2
∫

dt e−itωÊ†(t). The exponent of the coherent probe state in
the time-domain basis is then given by

Âµ = α

∫
dt

∫
dω√
2π
µ1/2f(µω)eiωtÊ(t)− h.c. = αµ−1/2

∫
dt

∫
dω√
2π
f(ω)eiωµ tÊ(t)− h.c.. (39)

Now, we assume v/c� 1 from which µ−1 ≈ 1 + 2v/c follows. Using this approximation leads to

eiωλ t ≈ eiωteiωct2v/cei(ω−ωc))t2v/c. (40)

With the additional approximation ∆ω∆T2v/c� 1, we can neglect the last term ei(ω−ωc)2tv/c ≈ 1. We then find

Âµ ≈ α
∫

dt

∫
dω√
2π
f(ω)eiωteiωc2tv/cÊ(t)− h.c. = α

∫
dt g(t)eiωc2tv/cÊ(t)− h.c.. (41)
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The derivative of the reflected state with respect to the velocity v is then given by

|∂vψ〉 = D̂

∫
dt ∂v

[
αg(t)e−iωc2tv/c

]
Ê†(t)|0〉 (42)

= −D̂
∫

dt i2αωctg(t)e−iωc2tv/cÊ†(t)|0〉. (43)

The inner product is given by

〈∂vψ|∂vψ〉 = 4α2ω2
c

∫
dt t2|g(t)|2. (44)

Furthermore, we find

〈ψ|∂vψ〉 = −i2αωc
∫

dt t|g(t)|2. (45)

Combining these two terms, we find for the QFI

Jc(v) = 4
(
〈∂vψ|∂vψ〉 − |〈ψ|∂vψ〉|2

)
(46)

= 16α2ω2
c

(∫
dt t2g2(t)−

(∫
dt tg2(t)

)2
)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
=∆T 2

(47)

= 16α2ω2
c∆T 2. (48)

The QFI of the Doppler parameter can then be calculated

Jc(µ) =
4ω2

c∆T 2Nc
µ2

=
ω2

0∆T 2NS
µ2

, (49)

with ωc = ω0/2. Thus, within the approximation made, the QFI solely depends on the time duration of the pulse
and the transmitted energy, not the pulse shape or other parameters of the probe state. Chirping for example, which
increases the bandwidth but not the time duration, would have no effect on the QFI.

X. DOUBLE-GAUSSIAN DISTRIBUTION

A double Gaussian function

f(ω, ω̃) =

√
2

πσε
exp

(
− (ω + ω̃ − ω0)2

2σ2

)
exp

(
− (ω − ω̃)2

2ε2

)
(50)

can be decomposed into its Schmidt modes f(ω, ω̃) =
∑∞
n=0 rnψn(ω − ω0/2)ψn(ω̃ − ω0/2). The relative weight r2

n of

each mode is given by rn = 2
√
σε

σ+ε

(
σ−ε
σ+ε

)n
. The number of effective modes is given by the Schmidt number K = σ2+ε2

2σε .

We can write the coefficients completely in terms of the Schmidt number rn = (∓1)n
√

2
K+1

√
K−1
K+1

n

, where the (−1)n

is for the case ε > σ. However, for the quantities we calculate like the photon number and QFI, the cases σ > ε and
σ < ε are equivalent as they only depend on r2

n. The Schmidt modes are given by ψn(ω−ω0/2) =
√
sϕn(s(ω−ω0/2))

with s =
√

2
σε and the Hermite functions (harmonic oscillator wavefunction) ϕn(ω) = (2nn!

√
π!)−1/2Hn(ω)e−ω

2/2,

where Hn(ω) are the Hermite polynomials. The Harmonic oscillator wave functions have the following properties [58]

ϕ′n(y) = −
√
n+ 1

2
ϕn+1(y) +

√
n

2
ϕn−1(y) (51)

yϕn(y) =

√
n+ 1

2
ϕn+1(y) +

√
n

2
ϕn−1(y), (52)



13

with ϕ′n(y) = d
dyϕn(y). The center frequency is independent of n and given by∫ ∞

−∞
dω ωψ2

n(ω − ω0/2) =

∫ ∞
−∞

dω ωsϕ2
n(s(ω − ω0/2)) =

∫ ∞
−∞

dy

s

(y
s

+
ω0

2

)
sϕ2

n(y) (53)

=

∫ ∞
−∞

dy

(
1

s

√
n+ 1

2
ϕn+1(y)ϕn(y) +

1

s

√
n

2
ϕn−1(y)ϕn(y) +

ω0

2
ϕ2
n(y)

)
(54)

=
ω0

2
, (55)

using the properties in Eq. (52). For the Doppler shifted mode µ1/2ψn(ωµ − ω0/2) we obtain a mean frequency of
ω0/(2µ). The second moment is given by∫

dω ω2ψ2
n(ω − ω0/2) =

∫
dω ω2sϕ2

n(ω − ω0/2) (56)

=

∫
dy

s

(y
s

+
ω0

2

)2

sϕ2
n(y) =

∫
dy

(
y2

s2
+
yω0

s
+
ω2

0

4

)2

ϕ2
n(y) (57)

=

∫
dy

1

s2

(√
n+ 1

2
ϕn+1(y) +

√
n

2
ϕn−1(y)

)2

+
ω2

0

4
=

1

s2

(
n+ 1

2
+
n

2

)
+
ω2

0

4
(58)

=
σε

2

(
n+

1

2

)
+
ω2

0

4
. (59)

Thus, the frequency’s variance is σε
2 (n+ 1/2) and for the Doppler shifted mode σε

2µ2 (n+ 1/2).

XI. QUANTUM PROBE STATE

The twin-beam multimode squeezed vacuum state can be written as a tensor product of individual squeezing

operators Ŝ =
⊗∞

n=0 Ŝn =
⊗∞

n=0 exp(rnξ(ânb̂n − â†nb̂†n)). Also the vacuum state, that is independent of µ, can be
written as a product of the individual vacua of each mode |0〉 =

⊗
n |0〉n. The squeezing operator acting on the

vacuum thus yields

Ŝ|0〉 =
⊗
n

Ŝn
⊗
m

|0〉m =
⊗
n

Ŝn|0〉n =
⊗
n

1

cosh(ξrn)
exp

(
− tanh(ξrn)â†nµb̂

†
n

)
|0〉n (60)

= N exp

(
−
∑
n

tanh(ξrn)â†nµb̂
†
n

)
|0〉, (61)

where N =
∏
n

1
cosh(ξrn) .

1. Transformation rules

The transformation of the annihilation and creation operators due to squeezing reduces to the well-known trans-
formation of the two-mode squeezed vacuum state due to the tensor product structure of the squeezing operator

Ŝ†ânµŜ =
⊗
r

Ŝ†r ân
⊗
q

Ŝq = Ŝ†nânµŜn. (62)

With this, we find the relations

Ŝ†ânµŜ = ânµ cosh(ξrn)− b̂†n sinh(ξrn) (63)

Ŝ†b̂nŜ = b̂n cosh(ξrn)− â†nµ sinh(ξrn) (64)

Ŝ†â†nµŜ = â†nµ cosh(ξrn)− b̂n sinh(ξrn) (65)

Ŝ†b̂†nŜ = b̂†n cosh(ξrn)− ânµ sinh(ξrn). (66)
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2. Photon number

Next, let us calculate the photon number for both beams. The photon-number operator is given as

N̂ = N̂a + N̂b =

∫
dω â†(ω)â(ω) +

∫
dω b̂†(ω)b̂(ω) (67)

in the continuous formalism, where N̂a (N̂b) is the photon-number operator of the signal (idler). Using â(ω) =∑
n ψn(ω − ω0/2)ân and b̂(ω) =

∑
n ψn(ω − ω0/2)b̂n, we can rewrite N̂ in terms of discrete operators

N̂ =

∫
dω

∞∑
n=0

ψn(ω − ω0/2)â†n

∞∑
m=0

ψm(ω − ω0/2)âm +

∫
dω

∞∑
n=0

ψn(ω − ω0/2)b̂†n

∞∑
m=0

ψm(ω − ω0/2)b̂m (68)

=
∑
n

â†nân +
∑
n

b̂†nb̂n, (69)

where â†nân (b̂†nb̂n) is the photon-number operator of the signal (idler) beam of the mode n. With the transformation
rules, the photon number of the twin-beam multimode squeezed vacuum can be calculated

〈0|Ŝ†Û†µN̂ÛµŜ|0〉 = 〈0|
∑
n

(
â†kµ cosh(ξrk)− b̂k sinh(ξrk)

)(
âkµ cosh(ξrk)− b̂†k sinh(ξrk)

)
|0〉

+ 〈0|
∑
n

(
b̂†k cosh(ξrk)− âkµ sinh(ξrk)

)(
b̂k cosh(ξrk)− â†kµ sinh(ξrk)

)
|0〉

=
∑
n

sinh2(ξrn) +
∑
n

sinh2(ξrn) = 2
∑
n

sinh2(ξrn). (70)

In both signal and idler, the photon number is equal NS = NI . Furthermore, the number of photons is independent
of µ, thus the photon number is conserved in the case of Doppler reflection for a target of constant velocity. By
expanding the hyperbolic sine and using the geometric series, we find

NS =

∞∑
n=0

sinh2(ξrn) = ξ2

(
1 +

ξ2

3K
+

2

45

4ξ4

3K2 + 1
+ . . .

)
. (71)

The average photon number of mode n is NSn = sinh2(ξrn).

3. Energy

Now, let us write the Hamiltonian in terms of discrete modes and calculate the energy of the twin-beam multimode
squeezed vacuum. The Hamiltonian in the continuous formalism is

Ĥ = Ĥa + Ĥb = ~
∫

dω ωâ†(ω)â(ω) + ~
∫

dω ωb̂†(ω)b̂(ω). (72)

For the Hamiltonian operator of the signal beam we find

Ĥa = ~
∑
n,m

∫
dω ωµ1/2ψn(ωµ− ω0/2)µ1/2ψm(ωµ− ω0/2)â†nâm (73)

= ~µs
∑
n,m

∫
dω ωϕn(sµ(ω − ω/2µ)ϕm(sµ(ω − ω0/2µ))â†nâm (74)

= ~µs
∑
n,m

∫
dy

µs

(
y

sµ
+
ω0

2µ

)
ϕn(y)ϕm(y)â†nâm (75)

= ~
∑
n,m

∫
dy

(√
n

2
ϕn−1(y) +

√
n+ 1

2
ϕn+1(y)

)
ϕm(y)

sµ
â†nâm + ~

ω0

2µ

∑
n

â†nân (76)

= ~
∑
n

ω0

2µ
â†nân + ~

1

sµ

√
n

2
â†nân−1 + ~

1

sµ

√
n+ 1

2
â†nân+1. (77)
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An analogous calculation for the idler mode yields

Ĥb = ~
∑
n

ω0

2
b̂†nb̂n + ~

1

s

√
n

2
b̂†nb̂n−1 + ~

1

s

√
n+ 1

2
b̂†nb̂n+1. (78)

Thus, in this basis the Hamiltonian operator is not diagonal. However, the expectation value of the non-diagonal
terms is zero and we find for the energy

〈0|Ŝ†Û†µĤÛµŜ|0〉 = ~
ω0

2µ
NS + ~

ω0

2
NI = ~

ω0

2

(
1

µ
+ 1

)∑
n

sinh2(ξrn). (79)

XII. QFI OF THE QUANTUM PROTOCOL

The only component of the probe state that depends on µ is the operator a†nµ. So let us calculate its derivative
using the properties of the Hermite functions

∂µ

(
µ1/2ψn(µω − ω0/2)

)
= ∂µ

(
µ1/2s1/2ϕn(µsω − sω0/2)

)
(80)

=
1

2µ
µ1/2s1/2ϕn(µsω − sω0/2) + µ1/2s1/2ϕ′n(µsω − sω0/2)sω. (81)

Let us set y = µsω − sω0/2, then sω = y
µ + sω0

2µ . We find for the second term

ϕ′n(y) · (y + sω0/2) =

(
−
√
n+ 1

2
ϕn+1(y) +

√
n

2
ϕn−1(y)

)
(y + sω0/2) (82)

= −
√
n+ 1

2

(√
n+ 2

2
ϕn+2(y) +

√
n+ 1

2
ϕn(y)

)
+

√
n

2

(√
n

2
ϕn(x) +

√
n− 1

2
ϕn−2(y)

)
(83)

+

(
−
√
n+ 1

2
ϕn+1(y) +

√
n

2
ϕn−1(y)

)
sω0/2 (84)

=

(
−n+ 1

2
+
n

2

)
ϕn(y) +

ω0s

2

√
n

2
ϕn−1(y)− ω0s

2

√
n+ 1

2
ϕn+1(y) (85)

+

√
n(n− 1)

4
ϕn−2(y)−

√
(n+ 1)(n+ 2))

4
ϕn+2(y). (86)

With this

∂µ

(
µ1/2ψn(µω − ω0/2)

)
=

1

2µ
µ1/2s1/2ϕn(y) + µ1/2s1/2ϕ′n(y)

y + sω0/2

µ

=
µ1/2s1/2

µ

(
ω0s

2

√
n

2
ϕn−1(y)− ω0s

2

√
n+ 1

2
ϕn+1(y) +

√
n(n− 1)

4
ϕn−2(y)−

√
(n+ 1)(n+ 2))

4
ϕn+2(y)

)
.

We thus find for the derivative of the creation operator

∂µâ
†
nµ =

1

µ

(
ω0s

2

√
n

2
â†n−1µ −

ω0s

2

√
n+ 1

2
â†n+1µ +

√
n(n− 1)

4
â†n−2µ −

√
(n+ 1)(n+ 2)

4
â†n+2µ

)
(87)

=
1

µ

(
αnâ

†
n−1µ + βnâ

†
n+1µ + γnâ

†
n−2µ + δnâ

†
n+2µ

)
, (88)

with αn = ω0s
2

√
n
2 , βn = −ω0s

2

√
n+1

2 , γn =
√

n(n−1)
4 and δn = −

√
(n+1)(n+2)

4 .

Because the reflected state in Eq. (61) can be written as |ψµ〉 = N eB̂µ |0〉 and the derivative of the creation

operator ∂µâ
†
nµ is a linear combination of creation operators and thus [∂µB̂µ, B̂µ] = 0, the derivative is given as
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|∂µψµ〉 = N (∂µB̂µ)eB̂µ |0〉. The transformation rules imply 〈ψµ|∂µψµ〉 = 0. Then, the QFI is given by 4〈∂µψ|∂µψ〉.
Therefore, we only need to calculate the scalar product of the derivative of the state. We start by examining

|∂µψ〉 = ∂µŜ|0〉 = N∂µ exp

(
−
∑
n

tanh(ξrn)â†nµb̂
†
n

)
|0〉 (89)

=

(
−
∑
n

tanh(ξrn)∂µâ
†
nµb̂
†
n

)
N exp

(
−
∑
m

tanh(ξrm)â†mµb̂
†
m

)
|0〉 (90)

= −
∑
n

tanh(ξrn)∂µâ
†
nµb̂
†
nŜ|0〉 = −Ŝ

∑
n

tanh(ξrn)Ŝ†∂µâ
†
nµŜŜ

†b̂†nŜ|0〉 (91)

= −Ŝ
∑
n

tanh(ξrn)Ŝ†∂µâ
†
nµŜ

(
b̂†n cosh(ξrn)− sinh(ξrn)ânµ

)
|0〉 (92)

= −Ŝ
∑
n

sinh(ξrn)Ŝ†∂µâ
†
nµŜb̂

†
n|0〉 (93)

= − 1

µ
Ŝ
∑
n

sinh(ξrn)Ŝ†
(
αnâ

†
n−1µ + βnâ

†
n+1µ + γnâ

†
n−2µ + δnâ

†
n+2µ

)
Ŝb̂†n|0〉 (94)

= − 1

µ
Ŝ
∑
n

sinh(ξrn)
(
αn cosh(ξrn−1)â†n−1µ + βn cosh(ξrn+1)â†n+1µ (95)

+ γn cosh(ξrn−2)â†n−2µ + δn cosh(ξrn+2)â†n+2µ

)
b̂†n|0〉. (96)

We thus find for the QFI

Jq(µ) = 4〈∂µψµ|∂µψµ〉 =
4

µ2

∑
n

sinh2(ξrn)
(
α2
n cosh2(ξrn−1) + β2

n cosh2(ξrn+1) + γ2
n cosh2(ξrn−2) + δ2

n cosh2(ξrn+2)
)

(97)

=
4

µ2

∑
n

sinh2(ξrn)
(ω2

0s
2

4

n

2
cosh2(ξrn−1) +

ω2
0s

2

4

n+ 1

2
cosh2(ξrn+1) (98)

+
n(n− 1)

4
cosh2(ξrn−2) +

(n+ 1)(n+ 2)

4
cosh2(ξrn+2)

)
. (99)

The QFI splits into two parts, the part proportional to ω2
0s

2 due to the frequency shift, and the remaining terms
that are due to the bandwidth shift. This can be seen by writing the modes ψn as functions of the mean frequency
ω = ω0/2µ and the variable related to the bandwidth σ = (sµ)−1 =

√
σε/2µ2. With this

∂µâ
†
n =

∂ω

∂µ
∂ωâ

†
nµ +

∂σ

∂µ
∂σâ

†
nµ, (100)

where

∂ωâ
†
nµ = −µ

√
2

σε

(√
n

2
â†n−1µ −

√
n+ 1

2
â†n+1µ

)
, (101)

and

∂σâ
†
nµ = −µ

√
2

σε

(√
n(n− 1)

4
â†n−2µ −

√
(n+ 1)(n+ 2)

4
â†n+2µ

)
. (102)

With this, the QFI splits up into a frequency and a bandwidth part

Jq(µ) =

(
∂ω

∂µ

)2

Jq(ω) +

(
∂σ

∂µ

)2

Jq(σ). (103)

A. Calculating the time duration of the quantum signal beam

We define the normalized power of the signal beam as

|s(t)|2 =
〈ψ|Ê†(t)Ê(t)|ψ〉

NS
. (104)
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The time duration ∆T of the signal beam is defined via

∆T 2 =

∫
dt t2|s(t)|2 −

(∫
dt t|s(t)|2

)2

. (105)

So far we have mainly worked in the frequency domain, but for calculating the time duration of the signal pulse, it is
more convenient to switch to the time-domain basis. The state E†(t)|0〉 can be interpreted as a photon at time t at
the detector. The two bases are related via

Ê†(t) =
1√
2π

∫
dω eiωtâ†(ω) (106)

=
1√
2π

∫
dω eiωt

∑
n

ψn(ω − ω0/2)â†n (107)

=
∑
n

1√
2π

∫
dω eiωt

∑
n

ψn(ω − ω0/2)︸ ︷︷ ︸
=ψ̃n(t)

â†n, (108)

where ψ̃n(t) = (σε/2)1/4ϕn(t
√
σε/2)eitω0/2 is the Fourier transform of the Schmidt-modes ψn(ω − ω0/2) and ϕn are

the Harmonic oscillator wave function that were introduced earlier. The Fourier transform causes the change σ → 2/σ
and ε→ 2/ε. Now, let us expand the operator in Eq. (104). We find for the enumerator

〈0|Ŝ†Ê†(t)Ê(t)Ŝ|0〉 =
∑
n,m

ψ̃n(t)ψ̃∗m(t)〈0|Ŝ†â†nâmŜ|0〉 (109)

=
∑
n,m

ψ̃n(t)ψ̃∗m(t)〈0|(â†n cosh(ξrn)− b̂n sinh(ξrn)(âm cosh(ξrm)− b̂m sinh(ξrm))|0〉 (110)

=
∑
n

sinh2(ξrn)|ψ̃n(t)|2. (111)

For the time duration, we have to calculate the term∫
dt t2|s(t)|2 =

∑
n sinh2(ξrn)

∫
dt t2|ψ̃n(t)|2∑

m sinh2(ξrm)
, (112)

where ∫
dt t2|ψ̃n(t)|2 =

2

σε

(
n+

1

2

)
, (113)

which directly follows from the previous result in Eq. (59). For the other term we have∫
dt t|ψ̃n(t)|2 = 0. (114)

We finally arrive at

∆T 2 =
2

σε

(∑
n sinh2(ξrn)n∑
m sinh2(ξrm)

+
1

2

)
. (115)

In the following, we will derive analytic approximations for the time duration in three different regimes.

B. QFI for no frequency entanglement

In the case of no frequency entanglement σ = ε, we have K = 1 and rn = 0 for n 6= 0 and r0 = 1. We thus find

Jq = 4〈∂µψ|∂µψ〉 =
4

µ2
sinh2(ξ)

(
ω2

0s
2

4

1

2
+

1

2

)
=

4

µ2
sinh2(ξ)

(
ω2

0

4σ2
+

1

2

)
(116)

=
sinh2(ξ)

µ2

(
ω2

0

σ2
+ 2

)
. (117)

As ω0 � σ, the bandwidth contribution can be neglected. For the time duration we straightforwardly find ∆T 2 = 1/σε.
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C. The high frequency-entanglement regime

In the case of ξ
√

2
K+1 � 1 ⇔ ξ � K1/2, we have sinh2(ξrn) ≈ ξ2 2

K+1 (σ−εσ+ε )
n and cosh2(ξrn) ≈ 1. With this, we

find

Jq(µ) = 4〈∂µψ|∂µψ〉 = 4
ξ2

µ2

2

K + 1

∑
n

(
σ − ε
σ + ε

)2n(
ω2

0s
2

4

(
n

2
+
n+ 1

2

)
+
n(n− 1)

4
+

(n+ 1)(n+ 2)

4

)
(118)

= 4
ξ2

µ2

2

K + 1

∑
n

(
σ − ε
σ + ε

)2n(
ω2

0s
2

4

(
n+

1

2

)
+
n2 + n+ 1

2

)
. (119)

With
∑∞
n=0(σ−εσ+ε )

2n = K+1
2 ,

∑∞
n=0 n(σ−εσ+ε )

2n = K2−1
4 ,

∑∞
n=0 n

2(σ−εσ+ε )
2n = K3−K

4 , we find

Jq(µ) =
ξ2

µ2

K

K + 1

(
ω2

0

σε
(K + 1) +K2 +K + 1 +

2

K

)
. (120)

In the case of K � 1, we obtain

Jq(µ) ≈ ξ2

µ2
K

(
ω2

0

σε
+K

)
. (121)

For
ω2

0

σε > K, the frequency contribution is dominant. Conversely, for
ω2

0

σε < K the bandwidth contribution is dominant.

Let us come to the time duration of the signal quantum pulse. In the high-entanglement regime, we have sinh2(ξrn) ≈
ξ2r2

n. So the sum can be evaluated straightforwardly

∞∑
n=0

sinh2(ξrn)n ≈ ξ2 2

K + 1

∞∑
n=0

n(q2)n = ξ2 2

K + 1

q2

(1− q2)2
= ξ2 2

K + 1

K−1
K+1

(1− K−1
K+1 )2

(122)

= ξ2K − 1

2
≈ ξ2K

2
. (123)

With this we obtain

∆T 2 ≈ K

σε
. (124)

D. High-squeezing regime

We define the high-squeezing regime in which the squeezing parameter is much larger than the Schmidt number,
more accurately ξ � K3/2. Furthermore, we require K > 1.5, which will help us to put the QFI in an analytic
form as we will show in the following. This requirement also helps distinguishing the high-squeezing regime from the
no-entanglement case with K = 1. Let us look at the relative photon number NSn/NS of the first two modes, where
NSn = sinh2(ξrn) and NS =

∑
n sinh2(ξrn). We find

NS1/NS
NS0/NS

=
NS1

NS0
=

sinh2
(
ξ
√

2
K+1

√
K−1
K+1

)
sinh2

(
ξ
√

2
K+1

) . (125)

Both hyperbolic sines can be approximated as exponential functions sinh(x) ≈ exp(x)/2, if ξ
√

2
K+1

√
K−1
K+1 � 1. This

condition is satisfied in the case of ξ � K3/2 and K > 1.5, which are the conditions for the high-squeezing regime.
We thus have NSn = sinh2(ξrn) ≈ cosh2(ξrn) ≈ exp(2ξrn)/4. The ratio of relative photon numbers per mode is then
approximately given by

NS1

NS0
≈

exp
(

2ξ
√

2
K+1

√
K−1
K+1

)
exp

(
2ξ
√

2
K+1

) = exp

(
2ξ

√
2

K + 1

(√
K − 1

K + 1
− 1

))
� 1, (126)
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which is small because the absolute value of the argument is small, that is 2ξ
√

2
K+1

(
1−

√
K−1
K+1

)
� 1, which is

equivalent to the condition ξ � K3/2, the condition for the high-squeezing regime. The mode n = 0 in the high-
squeezing regime contains the majority of photons and the signal photon number is thus approximately given by

NS =
∑
n

sinh2 (ξrn) ≈ NS0 = sinh2(ξr0) ≈
exp

(
2ξ
√

K−1
K+1

)
4

. (127)

As the mode n = 0 yields the biggest contribution in terms of photon number, and the higher modes contain relatively
few photons, we only consider the terms of the QFI due to the first few modes

Jq(µ) =
1

µ2

(
ω2

0s
2

2

[
sinh2(ξr0) cosh2(ξr1) + sinh2(ξr1) cosh2(ξr0)

]
+ 2 sinh2(ξr0) cosh2(ξr2) + 6 sinh2(ξr1) cosh2(ξr3) + . . .

)
. (128)

The first two terms stem from the frequency contribution, the last two terms stem from the bandwidth contribution
which is strongly suppressed because of ω2

0s
2 � 1. Additionally, NS2 < NS1 � NS0, which justifies neglecting the

bandwidth terms, as they do not contain terms of order sinh2(ξr0) cosh2(ξr1) ≈ sinh2(ξr1) cosh2(ξr0) ≈ NS0NS1. Only
the frequency contribution contains two terms containing NS0NS1, thus, these terms are the main ones contributing
and we approximate

Jq ≈
ω2

0

σεµ2
2NS0NS1, (129)

which clearly indicates a scaling better than the SQL because NS1 > 1. We can rewrite the QFI in terms of the total

signal photon number using the fact that NS1 ∼ N
√

(K−1)/(K+1)

S . We find

Jq(µ) ≈ ω2
0

8µ2σε
(4NS)

1+
√
K−1
K+1 . (130)

For K big enough, one nearly attains the Heisenberg limit.
Let us now come to the time duration of the signal pulse. We have sinh2(ξr1)/NS � 1 in the high-squeezing regime.

With this we find

(∆T )2 ≈
NS0

(
2
σε

(
0 + 1

2

))
+NS1

(
2
σε

(
1 + 1

2

))
NS0 +NS1

=
1

σε

NS0 + 3NS1

NS0 +NS1
≈ 1

σε
, (131)

where we have neglected all modes with n > 1, because their contribution is relatively small.

E. The mixed regime

In the mixed regime, we require ξ � K1/2 and ξ � K3/2, from which follows ξ � 1 and K � 1. We want to relate
the photon number to the QFI and to do so we derive asymptotic analytic expressions of sums containing hyperbolic
trigonometric functions. We introduce the parameters x = ξ

√
2/(K + 1)� 1 and q =

√
(K − 1)/(K + 1) satisfying

0 < 1− q � 1 as convenient parameters for the derivations that follow. Let us start with

∞∑
n=0

sinh2 (xqn) =

∞∑
n=0

∞∑
m=1

2−1+2mx2m

(2m)!
(qn)2m =

∞∑
m=1

2−1+2mx2m

(2m)!

∞∑
n=0

(q2m)n (132)

=

∞∑
m=1

2−1+2mx2m

(2m)!

1

1− q2m
≈
∞∑
m=1

2−1+2mx2m

(2m)!

1

2m(1− q)
(133)

=

∞∑
m=1

2−1+2m+1x2m+1

2m(2m)!

1

2x

1

1− q
≈ sinh2(x)

1

2x

1

1− q
, (134)
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where we changed the summation order in Eq. (132), allowed by Fubini’s theorem because the series is absolutely
convergent. The approximation in Eq. (133) is asymptotically valid if q ≈ 1. We remind that the above sum in

Eq. (132) is the equal to the expected number of signal photons NS =
∑
n sinh2(ξ

√
2

K+1

√
K−1
K+1

n

). In this regime,

we can approximate sinh2(xq) ≈ exp(2xq)/4 because of ξ � K1/2. We derive at the asymptotic limit for the photon
number

NS ≈
exp

(
2ξ
√

2
K+1

)
4 · 2ξ

√
2

K+1

(
1−

√
K−1
K+1

) . (135)

Now, let us examine the frequency contribution of the QFI Jq. To do so, we examine the expression

∞∑
n=0

nk sinh2(xqn) cosh2(xqn) =

∞∑
n=0

nk
1

8
(cosh(4xqn)− 1) =

1

8

∞∑
n=0

nk
∞∑
m=1

(4xqn)2m

(2m)!
(136)

=
1

8

∞∑
m=1

(4x)2m

(2m)!

∞∑
n=0

nk(q2m)n, (137)

where k = 0, 1. Let us start with k = 0

1

8

∞∑
m=1

(4x)2m

(2m)!

∞∑
n=0

(q2m)n =
1

8

∞∑
m=1

(4x)2m

(2m)!

1

1− q2m
≈ 1

8

∞∑
m=1

(4x)2m

(2m)!

1

2m(1− q)
(138)

=
1

8 · 4x(1− q)

∞∑
m=1

(4x)2m+1

2m(2m)!
≈ 1

8 · 4x(1− q)
cosh(4x). (139)

For k = 1 we have

1

8

∞∑
m=1

(4x)2m

(2m)!

∞∑
n=0

n(q2m)n =
1

8

∞∑
m=1

(4x)2m

(2m)!

q2m

(1− q2m)2
≈ 1

8

∞∑
m=1

(4x)2m

(2m)!

1

(2m)2(1− q)2
(140)

=
1

8 · (4x)2(1− q)2

∞∑
m=1

(4x)2m+2

2m · 2m · (2m)!
≈ 1

8 · (4x)2(1− q)2
cosh(4x). (141)

In the mixed regime we have the condition ξ � K3/2, which implies cosh2(ξrn±1) ≈ sinh2(ξrn) asymptotically. With

this, we find that for the frequency contribution with x = ξ
√

2
K+1 and q =

√
K−1
K+1

Zω =
∑
n

sinh2 (ξrn)
[
n cosh2 (ξrn−1) + (n+ 1) cosh2 (ξrn+1)

]
(142)

≈ 2

∞∑
n=0

n sinh2(ξrn) cosh2(ξrn) +

∞∑
n=0

sinh2(ξrn) cosh2(ξrn) (143)

≈ 2
1

8 ·
(

4ξ
√

2
K+1

)2 (
1−

√
K−1
K+1

)2 cosh

(
4ξ

√
2

K + 1

)
+

1

8 · 4ξ
√

2
K+1

(
1−

√
K−1
K+1

) cosh

(
4ξ

√
2

K + 1

)
(144)

≈ 2
1

8 ·
(

4ξ
√

2
K+1

)2 (
1−

√
K−1
K+1

)2

exp
(

4ξ
√

2
K+1

)
2

(145)

=
exp

(
4ξ
√

2
K+1

)
2 · 42 · (2ξ

√
2

K+1 )2
(

1−
√

K−1
K+1

)2 =
N2
S

2
. (146)
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Finally, let us examine the bandwidth contribution to the QFI for which we study the series

∞∑
n=0

n2 sinh2(xqn) cosh2(xqn) =
1

8

∞∑
m=1

(4x)2m

(2m)!

∞∑
n=0

n2(q2m)n =
1

8

∞∑
m=1

(4x)2m

(2m)!

q2m(q2m + 1)

(1− q2m)3
(147)

≈ 1

8

∞∑
m=1

(4x)2m

(2m)!

2

(2m)3(1− q)3
=

2

8(4x)3(1− q)3

∞∑
m=1

(4x)2m+3

2m · 2m · 2m · (2m)!
(148)

≈ 2

8(4x)3(1− q)3
cosh(4x). (149)

The bandwidth contribution is given by

Zσ =
∑
n

sinh2(ξrn)
[
n(n− 1) cosh2(ξrn−2) + (n+ 1)(n+ 2) cosh2(ξrn+2)

]
(150)

≈
∑
n

sinh2(ξrn)
[
(n2 − n) cosh2(ξrn−2) + (n2 + 3n+ 2) cosh2(ξrn+2)

]
(151)

≈ 2
∑
n

n2 sinh2(ξrn) cosh2(ξrn) =
2 · 2

8

1

ξ
√

2
K+1

(
1−

√
K−1
K+1

) cosh
(

4ξ
√

2
K+1

)
43
(
ξ
√

2
K+1

)2 (
1−

√
K−1
K+1

)2 (152)

≈ 1

4ξ
√

2
K+1

(
1−

√
K−1
K+1

)N2
S ≈

K3/2

25/2ξ
N2
S . (153)

Here we only kept the term of leading order in 1/(1− q) because we only consider the asymptotic limit. We also used
cosh2(ξrn±2) ≈ sinh2(ξrn), which is valid for ξ � K3/2.

FIG. 4. The two terms Zσ and Zω that make up the QFI are compared by considering the contours of their ratio. The
bandwidth term Zσ is up to 100 times bigger than its counterpart Zω in the mixed regime in the considered parameter range.
Because the frequency contribution is further suppressed by the factor σε/ω2

0(∼ 10−4 typically), the bandwidth contribution
can be neglected in most experimental scenarios.

In the mixed regime, the prefactor in Eq. (153) is big, that is K3/2/25/2ξ � 1. However, the bandwidth contribution
is suppressed by the factor σε/ω2

0 , which is in most experimental setups small, of the order of 10−4. A direct comparison
between frequency and bandwidth contribution is made in Fig. 4. The bandwidth contribution can be safely neglected
in the considered parameter range.

Now, let us calculate the asymptotic limit of the time duration for the signal beam in the mixed regime. We start
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by considering the sum

∞∑
n=0

sinh2(xqn)n =

∞∑
m=1

2−1+2mx2m

(2m)!

∞∑
n=0

n(q2m)n =

∞∑
m=1

2−1+2mx2m

(2m)!

q2m

(1− q2m)2
(154)

≈
∞∑
m=1

2−1+2mx2m

(2m)!

1

(2m)2(1− q)2
=

∞∑
m=1

2−1+2m+2x2m+2

2m · 2m · (2m)!

1

22x2(1− q)2
(155)

≈ sinh2(x)

22x2(1− q)2
=

sinh2(x)

2x(1− q)
1

2x(1− q)
, (156)

with x = ξ
√

2
K+1 and q =

√
K−1
K+1 , we find

∞∑
n=0

sinh2(ξrn)n ≈ NS
1

2ξ
√

2
K+1

(
1−

√
K−1
K+1

) ≈ NSK3/2

23/2ξ
, (157)

where the last approximation is valid in the asymptotic limit K � 1. With this we obtain

∆T 2 ≈ 1

σε

K3/2

21/2ξ
. (158)

We note that all of these expressions are the asymptotic limits. For values ξ ≈ K ≈ 100, these expressions already
give reasonable approximations, with relative errors around 10− 20%.

XIII. PHOTON LOSS ANALYSIS

Let us now discuss photon loss for the high-squeezing regime. We assume that the idler beam suffers no losses. The
signal beam, however, can suffer losses on the way from the emitter to the target, at the target itself due to imperfect
reflection, and on the way from the target to the receiver. The loss is modelled as a frequency independent beam
splitter

ÛB â(ω)Û†B =
√
ηâ(ω) +

√
1− ηĉ(ω), (159)

which couples signal mode â(ω) to an auxiliary mode ĉ(ω) which the experimentator has no access to and that will
be traced out at the end. Now, let us examine how this transformation acts on the Schmidt modes

ÛB ânÛ
†
B =

∫
dωψn(ω − ω0/2)ÛB â(ω)Û†B =

∫
dωψn(ω − ω0/2)

(√
ηâ(ω) +

√
1− ηĉ(ω)

)
(160)

=
√
ηân +

√
1− ηĉn, (161)

where ĉn =
∫

dωψn(ω − ω0/2)ĉ(ω) is the auxiliary mode in the Schmidt mode basis. It is apparent that the beam
splitter operation commutes with the Doppler reflection.

Because the beam splitter operator commutes with the reflection operator Ûµ, we can introduce an effective round-
trip transmissivity parameter η. In the upcoming calculation, we will introduce the loss after the reflection. As there
are only a couple of relevant modes in the high-squeezing regime, we switch to the Gaussian formalism, which allows
us to fully describe the probe state by its covariance matrix. We introduce the basis

R̂ =
(
â0, â

†
0, â1, â

†
1, â2, â

†
2, b̂0, b̂

†
0, b̂1, b̂

†
1, ĉ0, ĉ

†
0, ĉ1, ĉ

†
1, ĉ2, ĉ

†
2

)T
. (162)

All higher modes are neglected, which corresponds to tracing them out. By neglecting these higher modes, the end
result of the QFI will be a lower bound. The initial probe state before the Doppler reflection and photon loss is in
the chosen basis a product state of squeezed vacua given by

Σ = Sâ1b̂1Sâ0b̂0IS
†
â0b̂0

S†
â1b̂1

, (163)
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where I is the identity and

Sânb̂n =


cosh(rn) 0 0 − sinh(rn)

0 cosh(rn) − sinh(rn) 0

0 − sinh(rn) cosh(rn) 0

− sinh(rn) 0 0 cosh(rn)

 . (164)

Note that the matrix is a 16× 16 matrix, but we we have only given the relevant elements of the matrix.

Now, let us derive the corresponding matrix that describes the Doppler reflection. The Doppler reflection transforms
the modes as ÛµânÛ

†
µ = ânµ. Therefore, the parameter dependence is fully contained within the basis, i.e. the modes

ânµ, and there is no parameter dependence in the elements of the covariance matrix. To use the formula for the QFI
in Eq.(IV B), all of the parameter dependence has to be in the elements of the covariance matrix. The basis has to be
parameter independent. To achieve parameter independence of the basis, i.e. the modes, we have to introduce a prior
known estimate of the parameter µ0, and expand the modes around this prior. We assume that the true value of the
parameter is given by µ = µ0 + δ, where δ is a small deviation. We will only consider the expansion up to first order
in δ, to keep the amount of modes that have to be considered small, and we obtain using properties of the Hermite
functions

â0µ ≈ â0µ0
− δ ω0

2µ
√
σε
â1µ0

(165)

â1µ ≈ â1µ0
+ δ

ω0

2µ
√
σε

(
â0µ0

−
√

2â2µ0

)
. (166)

The symplectic matrix that corresponds to this infinitesimal change of basis is

Λ =



1 0 δ ω0

2µ0
√
σε

0 0 0

0 1 0 δ ω0

2µ0
√
σε

0 0

−δ ω0

2µ0
√
σε

0 1 0
√

2δ ω0

2µ0
√
σε

0

0 −δ ω0

2µ0
√
σε

0 1 0
√

2δ ω0

2µ0
√
σε

0 0 −
√

2δ ω0

2µ0
√
σε

0 1 0

0 0 0 −
√

2δ ω0

2µ0
√
σε

0 1


, (167)

where again we only show the matrix’ relevant entries. The covariance matrix after the Doppler reflection is given by

Σδ = ΛΣΛ†. (168)

At the last step we introduce the photon loss operation, which can be modelled as the beam splitter transformation

ÛB ânÛ
†
B =

√
ηân +

√
1− ηĉn. This transformation in the Gaussian formalism corresponds to the symplectic matrix

given by

Bη =


√
η 0

√
1− η 0

0
√
η 0

√
1− η

−
√

1− η 0
√
η 0

0 −
√

1− η 0
√
η

 , (169)

again we only show the relevant entries of the matrix. The state after photon loss and after tracing out the auxiliary
modes is then given by

Σδ,η = trc

[
BηΣδB

†
η

]
. (170)
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The tracing operation is simply done by removing the rows and columns corresponding to ĉn and ĉ†n. We find

Σµ,η =



2ηNS0 + 1 0 −2δ ω0

2µ0
√
σε
η(NS0 −NS1) 0 0

0 2ηNS0 + 1 0 −2δ ω0

2µ0
√
σε
η(NS0 −NS1) 0

−2δ ω0

2µ0
√
σε
η(NS0 −NS1) 0 2ηNS1 + 1 0 −2

√
2 ω0

2µ0
√
σε
ηδNS1

0 −2δ ω0

2µ0
√
σε
η(NS0 −NS1) 0 2ηNS1 + 1 0

0 0 −2
√

2 ω0

2µ0
√
σε
ηδNS1 0 1

0 0 0 −2
√

2 ω0

2µ0
√
σε
ηδNS1 0

0 −2
√
η
√
NS0

√
NS0 + 1 0 2 ω0

2µ0
√
σε

√
ηδ
√
NS0

√
NS0 + 1 0

−2
√
η
√
NS0

√
NS0 + 1 0 2 ω0

2µ0
√
σε

√
ηδ
√
NS0

√
NS0 + 1 0 0

0 −2 ω0

2µ0
√
σε

√
ηδ
√
NS1

√
NS1 + 1 0 −2

√
η
√
NS1

√
NS1 + 1 0

−2 ω0

2µ0
√
σε

√
ηδ
√
NS1

√
NS1 + 1 0 −2

√
η
√
NS1

√
NS1 + 1 0 2

√
2 ω0

2µ0
√
σε

√
ηδ
√
NS1

√
NS1 + 1

0 0 −2
√
η
√
NS0

√
NS0 + 1 0 −2 ω0

2µ0
√
σε

√
ηδ
√
NS1

√
NS1 + 1

0 −2
√
η
√
NS0

√
NS0 + 1 0 −2 ω0

2µ0
√
σε

√
ηδ
√
NS1

√
NS1 + 1 0

0 0 2 ω0

2µ0
√
σε

√
ηδ
√
NS0

√
NS0 + 1 0 −2

√
η
√
NS1

√
NS1 + 1

−2
√

2 ω0

2µ0
√
σε
ηδNS1 2 ω0

2µ0
√
σε

√
ηδ
√
NS0

√
NS0 + 1 0 −2

√
η
√
NS1

√
NS1 + 1 0

0 0 0 0 2
√

2 ω0

2µ0
√
σε

√
ηδ
√
NS1

√
NS1 + 1

1 0 0 2
√

2 ω0

2µ0
√
σε

√
ηδ
√
NS1

√
NS1 + 1 0

0 2NS0 + 1 0 0 0

0 0 2NS0 + 1 0 0

2
√

2 ω0

2µ0
√
σε

√
ηδ
√
NS1

√
NS1 + 1 0 0 2NS1 + 1 0

0 0 0 0 2NS1 + 1
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With the formula for the QFI given in Section IV B and Ref. [50], we obtain

Jq(δ)
∣∣∣
δ=0
≡ Jq(µ0) =

ω2
0

µ2
0σε

η

(
N2
S0(2NS1 + 1) + 2NS0NS1((3− 2η)NS1 + 2) + 3N2

S1

)
2(1− η)NS0NS1 +NS0 +NS1

(171)

=
ω2

0∆T 2η

µ2
0

NS0 +NS1

NS0 + 3NS1

(
N2
S0(2NS1 + 1) + 2NS0NS1((3− 2η)NS1 + 2) + 3N2

S1

)
2(1− η)NS0NS1 +NS0 +NS1

. (172)

For the lossless case, that is η = 1, we find using NS0 � NS1

Jq(µ0) ≈ ω2
0

µ2
0σε

2NS0NS1, (173)

which is the same result we had previously obtained in Eq. (129) with QFI formula for pure states, thus confirming
the validity of our approach.

For the case with losses, that is η 6= 1, and the conditions NS0 � NS1 and (1− η)NS1 � 1, we find

Jq(µ0) ≈ ω2
0∆T 2

µ2
0

NS0
η

1− η
. (174)

The QFI of the classical strategy is given by Jc ≈ ηω2
0NS∆T 2, and with this we find for the ratio

Jq
Jc
≈ 1

1− η
. (175)

For the SLD we find with the formula given in Section IV B and Ref. [50], and in the limit NS1(1 − η) � 1, the
expression

L̂µ0
=

ω0

µ0
√
σε

√
η

1− η

(
−â0µ0

b̂1 + â1µ0

(√
2â†2µ0

√
η + b̂0

)
+
√

2â2µ0
b̂1 + h.c.

)
. (176)

The eigenbasis of this operator constitutes an optimal measurement for the lossy scenario.

XIV. FREQUENCY-RESOLVED PHOTON COUNTING

We want to prove that frequency-resolved photon counting attains the accuracy given by the QFI Jq that was derived
in the main text for the lossless case. Our proof starts as follows: We first show that F (µ) = 4〈∂µψµ|∂µψµ〉 = Jq(µ),
if the POVM and the state satisfy the conditions
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1) The POVM elements are one dimensional projectors, Πz = |z〉〈z|.

2) The measurement does not depend on the parameter µ, ∂µ|z〉 = 0.

3) The amplitudes are real, 〈z|ψµ〉 = 〈ψµ|z〉.

Using these conditions, we obtain for the classical Fisher information

F (µ) =

∫
dz

1

〈z|ψµ〉2
(
∂µ〈z|ψµ〉2

)2
=

∫
dz

1

〈z|ψµ〉2
(2〈z|ψµ〉〈z|∂µψµ〉)2

= 4

∫
dz〈z|∂µψµ〉2 (177)

= 4

∫
dz〈∂µψµ|z〉〈z|∂µψµ〉 = 4〈∂µψµ|∂µψµ〉, (178)

which is indeed equal to the QFI.
Now, let us look at the frequency-resolved photon counting corresponding to projection onto the state

|ν, ν̃〉 =
1√
n!

1√
m!
⊗ni=1 ⊗mj=1a

†(νi)b
†(ν̃j)|0〉, (179)

where n,m ∈ R gives the number of detected signal and idler photons respectively and νi, ν̃j ∈ R>0 are the detected
frequencies of each photon. The corresponding set of POVM operators are {|ν, ν̃〉〈ν, ν̃|

∣∣n,m ∈ N, νi, ν̃j ∈ R>0}Due
to the assumed absence of photon loss and thermal noise, the number of signal and idler photons is the same n = m
for each measurement outcome. Conditions 1) and 2) are clearly satisfied. Condition 3) is also satisfied if we take
the state |ψµ〉 from the main text and thus, for this particular state the measurement is optimal. In the main text,
we neglected the phase factors the state acquires due to its propagation. However, when a specific measurement is
considered such as {|ν, ν̃〉〈ν, ν̃|}, the phase factors could play a role. This is why we introduce them here, to keep
the analysis as general as possible

|ψ̃µ〉 = exp

(
−|ξ|eiζ

∫
dω

∫
dω̃µ1/2f(µω, ω̃)â(ω)eiωϕb̂(ω̃)eiω̃ϑ + h.c.

)
|0〉, (180)

where we now also allow for a complex squeezing parameter ξ = |ξ|eiζ . The phase ϕ = ϕ(µ, xm) of the signal mode
generally depends on the parameter µ and the distance xm between the moving object and the emitter. We also note
that if multiple runs of the experiment are performed, the phase generally changes due to the movement of the object.
With this more general state, it is not immediately clear that 3) is satisfied, most certainly it is not. So let us now
study the performance of this state for the given measurement. First we introduce the discrete operators

ˆ̃anµ = −
∫

dω µ1/2ψn(µω − ω0/2)eiωϕâ(ω) (181)

ˆ̃
bn = eiζ

∫
dω̃ ψn(ω̃ − ω0/2)eiω̃ϑb̂(ω̃), (182)

where we have absorbed the complex phase of the squeezing parameter into
˜̂
bn. With this, the state can be written

as

|ψ̃µ〉 = N exp

(
−
∑
n

tanh(|ξ|rn)ˆ̃a†n
ˆ̃
b†n

)
|0〉, (183)

where N =
∏
n 1/ cosh(|ξ|rn). Let us now write this state in terms of the continuous frequencies

|ψ̃µ〉 = N exp

(
−
∫

dω

∫
dω̃
∑
n

tanh(|ξ|rn)µ1/2ψn(µω − ω0/2)ψn(ω̃ − ω0/2)︸ ︷︷ ︸
≡tµ(ω,ω̃)

e−iωϕe−iω̃ϑe−iζ â†(ω)b̂†(ω̃)

)
|0〉 (184)

= N exp

(
−
∫

dω

∫
dω̃ tµ(ω, ω̃)e−iωϕe−iω̃ϑe−iζ â†(ω)b̂†(ω̃)

)
|0〉. (185)
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We have written the state in this form to easily find the 2m-photon contributions. So let us project onto the 2m-photon

state 〈ν, ν̃| = 1
m! 〈0|â(ν1)b̂(ν̃1) · . . . · â(νm)b̂(ν̃m)

〈ν, ν̃|ψ̃µ〉 =
N (−1)m

(m!)2

∫
dω1

∫
dω̃1 ·. . .·

∫
dωm

∫
dω̃mtµ(ω1, ω̃1)·. . .·tµ(ωm, ω̃m)e−iϕ(ω1+...+ωm)e−iϑ(ω̃1+...+ω̃m)e−imζ

〈0|â(ν1)b̂(ν̃1) · . . . · â(νm)b̂(ν̃m)â†(ω1)b̂†(ω̃1) · . . . · â†(ωm)b̂†(ω̃m)|0〉. (186)

For the expectation value of the ladder operators we find

〈0|â(ν1)b̂(ν̃1) · . . . · â(νm)b̂(ν̃m)â†(ω1)b̂†(ω̃1) · . . . · â†(ωm)b̂†(ω̃m)|0〉 =
∑
γ

δ(ν1 − ωγ1) · . . . · δ(νm − ωγm)

×
∑
γ

δ(ν̃1 − ω̃γ1) · . . . · δ(ν̃m − ω̃γm), (187)

where
∑
γ means that we sum over all permutations. There are no permutations between signal and idler frequencies

νn = ν̃m, the permutations are only of the form νn ↔ νm and ν̃n ↔ ν̃m. For these kind of permutations the phases
e−iϕ(ω1+...+ωm)e−iϑ(ω̃1+...+ω̃m) are invariant and thus for every summand the same. Therefore, they can be factored
out and we find

〈ν, ν̃|ψ̃µ〉 ∼ e−iϕ(ω1+...+ωm)e−iϑ(ω̃1+...+ω̃m)e−imζ
∑
γ

tµ(ω1, ω̃γ1) · . . . · tµ(ωm, ω̃γm). (188)

We thus find |〈ν, ν̃|ψ̃µ〉|2 = |〈ν, ν̃|ψµ〉|2. The proposed measurement is phase insensitive. Thus, both states |ψµ〉 and

|ψ̃µ〉 give rise to the same probability distribution of measurement outcomes. With this, it immediately follows that

F̃q(µ) = 4〈∂µψµ|∂µψµ〉 = Jq(µ), where F̃µ(µ) is the FI of the state |ψ̃µ〉 and the measurement {|ν, ν̃〉〈ν, ν̃|}. Thus,
the proposed measurement attains the accuracy given by the QFI Jq, however, it does not attain the accuracy given

by the QFI J̃q = 4(〈∂µψ̃µ|∂µψ̃µ〉 − |〈ψ̃µ|∂µψ̃µ〉|2) due to its phase insensitivity.

To demonstrate the validity of the above result, we look at the special case of high frequency entanglement K � 1
and low squeezing |ξ| � 1, where we can explicitly calculate the FI. The state can be approximated as the superposition
of the vacuum and a two-photon state

|ψµ〉 ≈ |0〉+ |ξ|e−iζ

∫
dω

∫
dω̃µ1/2f(µω, ω̃)â†(ω)e−iωϕb̂†(ω̃)e−iω̃ϑ|0〉. (189)

Thus, only zero and two-photon events are relevant, and the corresponding POVM operators are

{|0〉〈0|, â†(ω)b̂†(ω̃)|0〉〈0|b̂(ω̃)â(ω)}. For the calculation of the FI, the vacuum term does not contribute, as it does
not depend on the parameter. The measurement of the signal and idler frequency corresponds to the probability
distribution, the joint spectrum

pµ(ω, ω̃) = |〈0|â(ω)b̂(ω̃)|ψµ〉|2 = µξ2f2(µω, ω̃). (190)

Plugging this into the definition of the FI yields

F (µ) =

∫
dω

∫
dω̃

1

µξ2f2(µω, ω̃)

(
∂µ

(
µ1/2ξf(µω, ω̃)

)2
)2

(191)

= ξ2

∫
dω

∫
dω̃

1

µf2(µω, ω̃)

(
2
(
µ1/2f(µω, ω̃)

)
∂µ

(
µ1/2f(µω, ω̃)

))2

(192)

= 4ξ2

∫
dω

∫
dω̃
(
∂µ

(
µ1/2f(µω, ω̃)

))2

(193)

= 4ξ2

∫
dω

∫
dω̃

(
1

2µ1/2
f(µω, ω̃) + µ1/2∂µf(µω, ω̃)

)2

(194)

= 4ξ2

∫
dω

∫
dω̃f2(µω, ω̃)

(
1

2µ1/2
− µ1/2ω

(
ωµ+ ω̃ − ω0

σ2
+
ωµ− ω̃
ε2

))2

(195)

=
4ξ2

µ2

∫
dω

∫
dω̃f2(ω, ω̃)

(
1

4
− ω

(
ω + ω̃ − ω0

σ2
+
ω − ω̃
ε2

)
+ ω2

(
ω + ω̃ − ω0

σ2
+
ω − ω̃
ε2

)2
)
. (196)
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Using the substitution u = ω + ω̃ , v = ω − ω̃, with 2ω = u + v, the value of the Jacobi determinant 1/2 and the
fact that f2(ω(u, v), ω̃(u, v)) = 2

πσε exp(−(u − ω0)2/σ2) exp(−v2/σ2) we can compute the integral using well-known
identities for Gaussian integrals

F (µ) =
4ξ2

µ2

∫
du

∫
dv

1

πσε
exp

(
− (u− ω0)

2

σ2

)
exp

(
−v

2

ε2

)(
1

4
− u+ v

2

(
u− ω0

σ2
+
v

ε2

)
+

(u+ v)2

4

(
u− ω0

σ2
+
v

ε2

)2
)

=
4ξ2

µ2

((
1

4

)
+

(
−1

2

)
+

(
5

2 · 4
+
ω2

0K

4σε
+
K2

4
− 1

2 · 4

))
=
ξ2

µ2

(
ω2

0K

σε
+K2 + 1

)
≈ ξ2K

µ2

(
ω2

0

σε
+K

)
.

The FI indeed coincides with Jq(µ), as expected.
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