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We analytically derive universal bounds that describe the trade-off between thermodynamic cost
and precision in a sequence of events related to some internal changes of an otherwise hidden
physical system. The precision is quantified by the fluctuations in either the number of events
counted over time or the times between successive events. Our results are valid for the same broad
class of nonequilibrium driven systems considered by the thermodynamic uncertainty relation, but
they extend to both time-symmetric and asymmetric observables. We show how optimal precision
saturating the bounds can be achieved. For waiting time fluctuations of asymmetric observables,
a phase transition in the optimal configuration arises, where higher precision can be achieved by
combining several signals.

I. INTRODUCTION

An out-of-equilibrium system is kept in a black box
and observed from the outside. The only accessible in-
formation about the system is given by a time series of
discrete events, which we will refer to as “ticks” through-
out the paper. These could be audible ticks of a hidden
clock, changes of conformation of a biomolecule [1–3], a
spike train produced by a neuron [4–9], or steps taken
by a molecular motor [10–12]. In all cases, the question
we face is the same: how much does it cost, in terms of
energy dissipated by the system, to generate a precise
sequence of ticks?

Being precise despite the presence of thermal fluctua-
tions comes at a minimal thermodynamic cost quantified
by the rate of entropy production. This is the gist of
the thermodynamic uncertainty relation (TUR) [13–15].
It applies to a vast class of systems driven into a non-
equilibrium steady state, namely all systems that can, at
some microscopic scale, be modelled as a Markov jump
process or as an overdamped Brownian motion. How-
ever, the concept of precision in the original formulation
of the TUR only applies to so-called integrated current
observables X(t), which are additive in time t and anti-
symmetric under time reversal, e.g., the distance trav-
elled by a molecular motor or the number of molecules
produced in a chemical reaction.

In our general setting, however, each tick is fully char-
acterised only by the moment in time it has appeared.
The full information we have on the system is the number
of ticks N(t) recorded up to time t. Since N(t) counts the
number of events, it is always positive, even under time
reversal of the system dynamics. Therefore the TUR
does not provide us with a tool to quantify the trade-off
between precision and dissipation. As one of our main
results, we derive a useful analogue of the TUR. This
extends the quantification of the thermodynamic cost of
precision from currents to time-symmetric and asymmet-
ric counting observables.

The interplay between thermodynamic cost and var-

ious desirable or measurable properties of a non-
equilibrium system has recently been considered in
stochastic thermodynamics [16, 17]: From the study of
the performance in quickly changing a statistical distri-
bution [18–23], to the minimisation of fluctuations in first
passage times [24–27], and to inferring properties of a
non-equilibrium system from partial measurements [28–
36] or under coarse-raining [37–42]. We expand on this
theme, deriving thermodynamic bounds on precision in
a sequence of discrete events, generally characterised
through the variance of the total count, the variance of
the waiting time between events, or through large devia-
tion functions [43].

The information about a non-equilibrium system that
feeds into our bounds is arguably minimal. We only
consider the precision of ticks—an observable related
to time-symmetric, or “frenetic” aspects [44, 45]—
regardless of how exactly they are produced. And yet,
we find a relation to the overall entropy production,
a time-antisymmetric quantity with a clear thermody-
namic interpretation. Previously, such minimal observa-
tions could only be related to another frenetic quantity,
namely the dynamical activity, which is the rate of all
microscopic transitions [46–48]. Other bounds that do
involve the rate of entropy production require more in-
formation, such as the covariance of a time-symmetric
quantity with a current [49], a current along with the
dynamical activity [50], or in a run-and-tumble process a
current along with run-length statistics [51]. Recent ef-
forts to infer entropy production from waiting-time data
available for a few observable transitions [52–58] have led
to strong bounds, but require more detailed information
on the microscopic state (or class of states) before or
after a transition. With the inequalities derived in this
manuscript, an external observer can infer bounds on the
entropy that are typically looser, but require significantly
less detailed information.

The paper is organised as follows. In Sec. II, we give a
minimal description of the setup that allows us to state
the main results in Sec. III. In Sec. IV, we illustrate our
results for examples of Markov networks, show networks
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with optimal precision, and compare our results with the
relevant literature. In the following sections, we focus on
the case of ticks associated with a single edge, which al-
ready yields the correct mathematical form of all bounds
(with one notable exception). Bounds on large deviation
functions are derived in Sec. V, before focusing on typi-
cal fluctuations in Sec. VI. In Sec. VII we derive a varia-
tional principle for waiting time distributions, which then
yields analogous thermodynamic bounds on precision. In
Sec. VIII, we calculate the cost and precision exactly for
a class of networks in which bounds can be saturated.
We finally generalise all our results to the case of ticks
stemming from several edges in Sec. IX, and conclude in
Sec. X.

II. SETUP

We model the system inside the black box as a con-
tinuous time Markov jump process on a network of mi-
croscopic states, an example of which appears on the left
of Fig. 1. Thus, we consider the same class of systems
for which also the TUR holds [13, 14]. The transition
rates from any state i to another state j are denoted
as kij . They are time-independent, such that the sys-
tem reaches a stationary state with distribution ps

i . We
denote averages as 〈. . .〉. They can be sampled by re-
peated experiments with initial conditions drawn from
ps
i , or, equivalently, by pieces of a very long stationary

trajectory. The average rate of entropy production in
this steady state is given by [16]

σ =
∑
ij

ps
ikij ln

ps
ikij
ps
jkji

. (1)

The sum runs over all pairs of states of the Markov net-
work with kij > 0, microreversibility then implies that
also kji > 0. If, in the long run, entropy production
only occurs in a single heat bath at temperature T , then
Tσ is the rate of heat dissipation and also the rate at
which energy needs to be supplied to keep the system in
the non-equilibrium state (setting Boltzmann’s constant
kB = 1).

The discrete events we refer to as “ticks” are generated
autonomously by the system and are represented as ver-
tical spikes over time in the top-right plot of Fig. 1. We
will generally assume that a tick comes with some change
of the microscopic state of the system. Transitions along
certain edges always produce a tick, we identify them by
setting the constant bij = 1 for such transitions from i
to j. For all other, “silent” transitions we set bij = 0.
The counting observable N(t) increments by one every
time a transition with bij = 1 occurs, as illustrated in
the bottom-right plot of Fig. 1. Because of the hidden
microscopic dynamics of the system, the ticking process
appears non-Markovian to an external observer. Given
the average flow ps

ikij from state i to j in the steady
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FIG. 1. On the left, an exemplary network representing a
physical system composed of 8 microscopic states randomly
connected to each other. Microscopic states and gray connec-
tions are hidden from an external observer. The only informa-
tion that can be gathered on the system refers to transitions
through green (visible) edges. Such transitions (ticks) hap-
pen at random times and are represented as vertical spikes
in the top-right plot. The total number of spikes is counted
over time, labeled N(t), and plotted in the bottom-right plot.
Waiting times t∗ and total number of ticks N(t) are random
variables whose statistics give information about the under-
lying (mostly inaccessible) process.

state, the average rate of ticks follows as

〈Ṅ〉 =
∑
ij

ps
ikijbij . (2)

This rate of ticks sets the timescale relevant for an exter-
nal observer. The appropriate dimensionless quantifica-
tion of the entropic cost is therefore the average entropy
produced per tick,

σ̄ := σ/〈Ṅ〉 . (3)

Counting observables can be classified by their time-
symmetry. If for every bij = 1 also bji = 1, the resulting
counting observable is time-symmetric. This means that
the same number of ticks is counted in a forward and in
a time-reversed trajectory of the microscopic dynamics.
We call this type of counting observable “traffic-like”,
since it picks up the non-directed “traffic” (the time-
symmetric counterpart of the current [44]) for each edge
of the Markov network with bij = 1. On the other hand,
a generic counting observable has no particular symme-
try in bij . We call it “flow-like”, since it picks up the flow
of every directed edge with bij = 1.

We consider two different quantifications of the preci-
sion of the ticking process. First, the Fano factor

F := lim
t→∞

Var[N(t)]

〈N(t)〉 (4)

describes the uncertainty in the number of ticks over large
time scales. It is dimensionless and typically nonzero
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and finite, as both the variance Var[N(t)] and the mean
〈N(t)〉 increase linearly in the long run in the steady
state. Second, we consider the uncertainty in the waiting
time t∗ between two successive ticks, captured by the
dimensionless coefficient of variation

ε2 :=
Var[t∗]

〈t∗〉2 . (5)

Except in the case where successive ticks are always un-
correlated, both quantifications typically have different
numerical values and characterise complementary aspects
of the precision. A skilled drummer playing an almost
perfect rhythm of alternating half and quarter notes will
be characterised by fairly large waiting time fluctuations
(counting every beat of the drum as a tick). Yet, the
time alternations do not matter in the long run, leading
to a small Fano factor. In contrast, a less skilled drum-
mer playing only quarter notes will be characterised by
smaller waiting time fluctuations but a larger Fano fac-
tor. Both types of precision come at a minimal thermo-
dynamic cost, which we derive in this article.

III. MAIN RESULTS

We derive four different bounds on the uncertainty, one
for each class of counting observable and one for each type
of precision. The only parameter in the bounds is the
entropy production per tick σ̄. In the cost-uncertainty
plane, as shown in Fig. 2, the geometric shape of the
bounds defines the accessible regions (as so-called Pareto
fronts). Hence, they can also be understood as bounds
on the entropic cost for an observed or desired precision.

All four bounds have a similar mathematical form. As
an example, the bound on the Fano factor for traffic-like
observables reads

F ≥ min
x

[
1− x2 +

x4

σ̄/2− x artanh(x) + x2

]
, (6)

where the remaining minimisation over 0 ≤ x < 1 can
be performed numerically. A similar bound on the Fano
factor of flow-like observables will be given in Eq. (32).
For the uncertainty in the waiting time for traffic-like
observables, the bound is Eq. (41). For flow-like observ-
ables, the bound on waiting time fluctuations has the
same mathematical form as the bound on the Fano fac-
tor (32) if the entropy production is above a critical value
σ̄c ' 7.2. Below this critical value, the bound differs
slightly, see Eq. (81).

Typically, the bounds can be approached asymptoti-
cally for Markov networks where only a single, “visible”
edge with bij = 1 (and possibly bji = 1) contributes
to the counting observable. As discussed in detail in
Sec. VIII, the optimal networks consist of a single cy-
cle with a large number of states and uniformly biased
rates, except in the vicinity of the visible edge. The only
exception is encountered for the bound on waiting time
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FIG. 2. Plot of all four bounds, which constrain possible
combinations of the entropy production rate per tick and the
uncertainty of counting observables. The uncertainty on the
horizontal axis can either be quantified by the Fano factor F
(blue and orange) or by the coefficient of variation of waiting
times ε2 (green and red). The bounds for time-symmetric
(“traffic-like”) counting observables are shown in blue and
green, the ones for generic (“flow-like”) observables in orange
and red. For comparison, the TUR, which holds for time-
antisymmetric observables, is shown as a dashed line.

fluctuations of flow-like observables, where a behaviour
similar to phase separation can yield higher precision at
fixed cost σ̄ < σ̄c by combining the flow of several visible
edges with different properties.

The bounds on the uncertainty of counting observables
can be compared with the TUR that holds for a time-
antisymmetric observable X(t). Defining the Fano factor

and the scaled entropy production σ̄ = σ/〈Ẋ〉 accord-
ingly, the TUR can be written as σ̄ ≥ 2/F (dashed line
in Fig. 2). The crucial difference is that for counting ob-
servables, the minimal cost reaches zero at a finite value
of the uncertainty. This value is attained in a simple two-
state system with equal forward and backward transition
rates. There, the entropy production in the steady state
is σ = 0. The traffic between the two states describes a
Poisson process, for which F = 1 and ε2 = 1. For the
directed flow from one state to the other, a simple cal-
culation yields F = 1/2 and ε2 = 1/2. Larger uncertain-
ties can always be realised at zero entropic cost (e.g., in
a two-state system with unequal transition rates). How-
ever, smaller uncertainties soon become more costly than
in the case of time-antisymmetric observables, as visible
from the intersections in Fig. 2. For very small uncer-
tainties, the minimal cost scales asymptotically with the
inverse of the uncertainty, the dominant term being 2/F
or 2/ε2, just like in the TUR.

Note the importance of our restriction to counting ob-
servables with increments bij ∈ {0, 1}. In the case of the
two-state system in equilibrium, taking b12 = b21 = λ ∈
R leads to F = λ. This means that arbitrary precision
could be attained at σ = 0. Hence, for generic time-
symmetric observables with arbitrary increments, there
can be no model-independent lower bound on the en-
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tropy production other than σ ≥ 0. In contrast, the
TUR holds for observables with time-antisymmetric but
otherwise arbitrary real increments.

IV. ILLUSTRATION

In this Section, we analyse the tightness of the bounds
for examples of concrete Markov networks and counting
observables. For this purpose, we need exact expressions
for the precision, as opposed to the variational principles
upon which the bounds are given.

A. Exact calculations for general networks

We consider a network of M states connected to each
other through a certain set of edges and characterised by
a transition-rate matrix L with components Lij = kij
for i 6= j and Lii = −∑j kij . The scaled cumulant

generating function (SCGF) associated with a counting
observable N(t) is defined as

Ψ(s) := lim
t→∞

1

t
ln
〈
esN(t)

〉
. (7)

The Fano factor (4) can then be obtained as

F =
1

〈Ṅ〉
∂2
sΨ(s)

∣∣∣
s=0

. (8)

The SCGF can be shown to be equal to the dominant
eigenvalue (i.e., the eigenvalue with the largest absolute

value, which is real) of the so-called tilted matrix L̃(s)
with components [43, 59, 60]

L̃ij(s) = Lije
bijs. (9)

We identify the corresponding left eigenvector as l(s) and
right eigenvector as r(s),

l(s)L̃(s) = Ψ(s)l(s) and L̃(s)r(s) = Ψ(s)r(s), (10)

and choose the normalisation∑
i

li(s) = 1 and
∑
i

li(s)ri(s) = 1. (11)

Note that, by construction, li(0) = ps
i and ri(0) = 1 for

all i. Cumulants of the counting observable such as in (8)
can be obtained algebraically from an expansion of eigen-
values and -vectors in s [61]. Alternative methods for
calculating such cumulants are based on the characteris-
tic polynomial of the tilted matrix [62] or graph-theoretic
considerations [63].

The matrix S := L̃(−∞) describes the dynamics where
each transition with bij = 1 leads to an absorbing state.
With that, the waiting time distribution can be calcu-
lated as [54, 57, 64, 65]

p(t∗) =
1

〈Ṅ〉
psSetSS1 , (12)

A B
C

D

E

FIG. 3. (a) Inference of the entropy production rate σ from
the precision of a counting observable using the four bounds
of Fig. 2. The schematic network structure is indicated be-
low each set of columns. Edges contributing via their traf-
fic or flow to the counting observable are coloured in green
and the thickness of arrows indicates the magnitude of tran-
sition rates. Dashed lines represent the exact entropy produc-
tion and coloured columns the lower bounds inferred from the
precision. Where the network states can be grouped in two
classes (black and white) connected only by visible edges, our
bounds can be compared to the one by Skinner and Dunkel
(SD, grey) [54]. (b) Identification of the waiting times en-
tering our bounds (t∗traffic, t∗flow) and the bound of Ref. [54]
(t∗SD) for an example of a time series recorded by an observer
who can only distinguish the two classes (black and white) of
states.

using the matrix exponential and the vector 1 containing
M ones. The uncertainty in the waiting time (5) follows
as

ε2 = −2〈Ṅ〉psS−11− 1. (13)

B. Numerical illustration

In order to evaluate the tightness of our bounds, we
now calculate numerically the rate of entropy produc-
tion (1) and the measures for precision (8) and (13) for
examples of Markov networks.

In Fig. 3(a), we show the results for five different ex-
amples. First, network A has many connections with
random transition rates. We divide the states in two sub-
sets, black and white. A traffic-like observable is defined
by counting any transition between black and white as
a tick, for a flow-like observable we count only directed
transitions from black to white. In the vast majority



5

of such random networks, all measures of precision are
greater than 1, making our bounds not more informa-
tive than the 2nd law σ ≥ 0. Out of a random gener-
ation of networks, less than 1 % of them yield any non-
zero bound, the results for one of them are shown as
the columns labeled A in Fig. 3(a). Still, we infer only
a small fraction of the actual entropy production. This
shows that such bounds only play out their strengths for
systems that have been designed or have evolved to pro-
duce periodic oscillations.

The networks B and C of Fig. 3(a) are unicyclic, with
random, unbiased transition rates. One (B) or two (C)
transitions contribute to the counting observable. Here,
the lower estimate of the entropy production is typically
non-zero, but still less than half of the actual value. The
best results are typically obtained for random transition
rates that are biased in a single direction (D and E).
This is also the type of setting where the TUR is typically
strong (being saturated by a unicyclic network with equal
forward and equal backward rates with a slight bias).

It is worth noting that in each scenario, different
bounds give the best estimate on σ. For the experimental
inference of the entropy production, it is therefore advis-
able to consider different types of observables (if avail-
able) and both types of precision and pick the largest
lower bound on σ.

In networks A, C, and E, we count the transitions
between two classes of states. This corresponds to an
experimental setting where an observer has access to
a single binary observable, with a trajectory as shown
in Fig. 3(b). Such an observation could come, for ex-
ample, from a molecule switching between a fluorescent
and a non-fluorescent state. This setting is the same as
the one considered by Skinner and Dunkel in Ref. [54].
Their bound on σ, obtained numerically through opti-
misation of finite networks, uses the fluctuations of the
waiting time between entering and leaving one of the
classes. This is conceptually similar but different from
the waiting times considered in our bounds, as illustrated
in Fig. 3(b). Even though our bounds are applicable to
a wider range of settings (including B and D), they can
give stronger estimates of σ than the one of Ref. [54].

Inspired by the observation that the bounds on entropy
production are typically tightest for unicyclic networks,
we restrict our search for optimal networks within this
class. Moreover, we focus on a single visible edge, as in
the derivation of the previous Sections. For notational
convenience, for a unicyclic network of M states we now
label the visible edge as (M, 1). A numerical optimisa-
tion of the transition rates to minimise traffic fluctua-
tions for a given scaled entropy production reveals an
interesting pattern: All forward rates are equal and all
backward rates are equal, except for the transitions of the
visible edge (M, 1) and the other two transitions leading
out of states M and 1. The local detailed balance ratio
ln(kij/kji) between two neighbouring states can be inter-
preted as a change in effective energy, involving the free
energy difference between the states and the work done
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FIG. 4. Optimal energy landscape around the visible edge
of a unicyclic network with M = 9 states. This landscape
minimises the fluctuations of the traffic between states 9 and
1 at given scaled entropy production σ̄. The non-conservative
force driving the system is indicated through the overall slope.
The effective energy difference is constant for all edges, except
for the observed one and its two neighbours.

by a non-conservative driving force [16]. This adds up
to an effective energy landscape as shown in Fig. 4. The
visible edge is embedded in a potential well that gets in-
creasingly distorted with increasing σ̄. Since the change
in energy for the visible edge is steeper then elsewhere,
frequent re-crossings of the visible edge that would spoil
the precision are suppressed. For the bulk of edges the
slope is more shallow, in order to reduce the thermody-
namic cost of driving. In Sec. VIII, we will calculate the
cost and precision exactly for this type of network and
show that our bounds can be saturated.

V. LARGE DEVIATION BOUNDS FOR A
SINGLE VISIBLE EDGE

We start with the derivation of bounds on the large
deviation function, capturing the distribution p(N, t) of
a counting observable in the long-time limit [43]. As the

mean value t〈Ṅ〉 becomes typical for N(t), the probabil-
ity of fluctuations away from the mean by a factor of ν
(rounding to a nearby integer bνt〈Ṅ〉c) decays exponen-
tially, as described by the large deviation function

I(ν) := − lim
t→∞

1

t
ln
[
p(N = bνt〈Ṅ〉c, t)

]
. (14)

This function is related to the SCGF (7) through a
Legendre transform [43]. Due to the non-negativity of
N , also I(ν) is only defined for ν ≥ 0. We define

Ī(ν) := I(ν)/〈Ṅ〉 as a dimensionless rate function. It will
turn out that, similar to the bounds on current fluctua-
tions [66], Ī(ν) can be bounded from above by a function
depending only on the entropy production σ̄.

We employ the formalism of level 2.5 large deviation
theory for Markov jump processes [44, 67–69], on which
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also the original proof of the TUR was based [14]. It
considers the empirical flow nij , which is the fluctuating
number of transitions from i to j divided by the obser-
vation time t. Its mean value in the stationary state is
ns
ij = ps

ikij . Moreover, the empirical density pi is the
fraction of the observation time spent in state i, with
mean ps

i . The large deviation function for the joint dis-
tribution of all nij and all pi, defined analogously to
Eq. (14), is given by [44]

I({pi}, {nij}) =
∑
ij

[
nij ln

nij
pikij

− nij + pikij

]
, (15)

with the sum running over all edges (ij) with kij 6= 0 and
the constraint

∑
j(nij − nji) = 0 for all i (otherwise I is

formally assigned ∞).
A general counting observable can be expressed as

N(t) = t
∑
ij nijbij . By the contraction principle, I(ν)

can be obtained from I({pi}, {nij}) by minimising over

all pi and nij with fixed
∑
ij nijbij = ν〈Ṅ〉. A bound

on I(ν) can be readily obtained by using a suboptimal
ansatz for pi and nij consistent with the constraints.

The flow nij = (jij + uij)/2 of a directed edge of
a Markov network can be decomposed into the time-
antisymmetric current

jij := nij − nji (16)

and the time-symmetric traffic

uij := nij + nji (17)

(and likewise for the stationary averages ns
ij , j

s
ij , and

us
ij). The bound on the large deviation function for

time-antisymmetric observables, which led to the orig-
inal proof of the TUR, was derived in the following three
steps [14]: First, a full contraction over the traffic of every
edge with the optimal value

u∗ij =
√

4pikijpjkji + j2
ij , (18)

then taking the ansatz with pi = ps
i and all currents

scaled to jij = ξjs
ij by a common factor ξ ∈ R, and fi-

nally bounding the result from above by a quadratic func-
tion. A similar ansatz was used in Ref. [53], but with the
empirical distribution pi kept variable to derive a ther-
modynamic bound on the fluctuations of the time spent
in a set of states—a time-symmetric observable comple-
mentary to the traffic we consider here.

A. Traffic fluctuations

We focus at first on the case of counting observables
where ticks are produced in a single edge of the Markov
network. Without loss of generality, we label the two
states linked by this visible edge as 1 and 2. In the time-
symmetric case we then have b12 = b21 = 1 as the only

non-zero bij , such that the counting observable becomes
the integrated traffic N(t) = u12t.

As the crucial next step, we choose an ansatz similar
to Ref. [14]. That is, we choose pi = ps

i for the empirical
density and jij = ξjs

ij for the current of all edges. For the
traffic, we single out the edge (1, 2) that is constrained
by the counting observable, setting u12 = u21 = νus

12.
For all other edges, we use the optimal value uij = u∗ij of
Eq. (18). Plugging this choice for the empirical density
and the resulting flow into Eq. (15) yields an upper bound
on the large deviation function depending on the two
parameters ν and ξ.

Making use of the symmetry properties of uij and jij ,
Eq. (15) can be written as a sum over unique edges, la-
beled (ij) with i < j. For all edges other than (1, 2), our
ansatz yields the same terms as in Ref. [14], which, as
shown there, can be bounded further by σij(ξ − 1)2/4.
Here, σij := js

ij ln(ns
ij/n

s
ji) is the entropy production as-

sociated with the edge (ij). It is non-negative and con-
tributes to the overall entropy production σ =

∑
i<j σij ,

equal to Eq. (1). With that, we obtain the bound

I(ν) ≤ min
ξ

[ ∑
i<j\(1,2)

σij
4

(ξ − 1)2 − u12 + us
12

+
∑
±

ξjs
12 ± νus

12

2
ln
ξjs

12 ± νus
12

js
12 ± us

12

]
, (19)

where the first sum runs over all edges other than (1, 2).
The remaining terms come from the edge (1, 2), where
the two possible directions indicated by ± are summed
over. The minimisation over ξ is a contraction over the
scaled currents, which can be varied independently of the
counting observable.

The stationary traffic us
12 of Eq. (19) is just the average

tick rate 〈Ṅ〉 and thus accessible to the external observer.
In contrast, the stationary current js

12 would require in-
sights into the microscopic details, or at least a distinc-
tion between ticks associated with forward and backward
transitions. For a dimensionless characterisation of this
current, we write x := js

12/u
s
12. Note that, by definition,

|x| < 1. The entropy production of the edge (1, 2) can

then be written as σ12/〈Ṅ〉 = x ln[(1 + x)/(1 − x)] =
2x artanh(x), and the entropy production summed over
all other edges follows as σ − σ12. We scale all terms in
Eq. (19) by 〈Ṅ〉 to arrive at

Ī(ν) ≤ max
x

min
ξ
Bt(σ̄, x, ξ, ν) (20)

with

Bt(σ̄, x, ξ, ν) :=
1

4
(σ̄ − 2x artanhx) (ξ − 1)2 + 1− ν

+
ν + ξx

2
ln
ν + ξx

1 + x
+
ν − ξx

2
ln
ν − ξx
1− x ,

(21)

where the subscript ‘t’ stands for traffic. In the case
of unknown x we need to take the weakest possible up-
per bound on Ī(ν), hence the maximisation over x in
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FIG. 5. The upper bound (20) on the large deviation function
Ī(ν), evaluated for selected values of σ̄.

Eq. (20). To ensure that the entropy production of the
visible edge is less than the total entropy production, the
range of x is constrained by 2x artanhx ≤ σ̄.

The optimisation over ξ and x can be performed nu-
merically. As shown in Fig. 5, the upper bound on Ī(ν)
gets narrower with increasing entropy production σ̄, thus
allowing for higher precision.

In the special case of an equilibrium system, where σ̄ =
0, the only allowed value for x is x = 0. The bound (20)
then reduces to

Ī(ν) ≤ 1− ν + ν ln ν. (22)

The right hand side is the large deviation function of
a Poisson process. This bound can be saturated by a
simple two-state system with equal transition rates.

B. Flow fluctuations

We now turn to counting observables consisting of the
flow of a single edge (1, 2) with b12 = 1 and b21 = 0,
i.e., N(t) = n12t. The ansatz for the empirical density
and flow is essentially the same as in the case of the
traffic observable above. The only difference is that for
the flow of the visible edge, we choose n12 = νns

12 and
n21 = n12 − j12 = νns

12 − ξjs
12. For a dimensionless

quantification of the current we now define y := js
12/n

s
12,

which is −∞ < y < 1. The entropy production of the
observed link becomes σ12/〈Ṅ〉 = −y ln(1− y).

Following similar steps as for the traffic above, we ob-
tain the bound

Ī(ν) ≤ max
y

min
ξ
Bf(σ̄, y, ξ, ν), (23)

where now

Bf(σ̄, y, ξ, ν) :=
1

4
[σ̄ + y ln(1− y)](ξ − 1)2 + 2− 2ν

+ ν ln ν − y + ξy + (ν − ξy) ln
ν − ξy
1− y ,

(24)

with the subscript ‘f’ standing for flow. The maximisa-
tion runs over all y with −y ln(1− y) < σ̄.

In equilibrium, where σ̄ = 0 requires y = 0, the bound
reads Ī(ν) ≤ 2(1−ν+ν ln ν), which is twice the large de-
viation function of a Poisson process. Again, this bound
is saturated for a simple two-state network with equal
forward and backward transition rate, with the difference
that only forward transitions are detected. The narrower
distribution compared to traffic fluctuations relates to
an improvement in precision. It can be attributed to the
additional unobserved resetting step that is necessary be-
tween two successive ticks, making the waiting time dis-
tribution sharper than the exponential distribution of a
Poisson process.

VI. TYPICAL FLUCTUATIONS

While the large deviation function Ī(ν) describes the
whole range of fluctuations, including extremely unlikely
ones, only typical fluctuations can easily be measured
experimentally. Typical fluctuations can be assessed by
considering the quadratic expansion of Ī(ν) around its
minimum at the most likely value ν = 1, which yields
the Gaussian approximation of the distribution p(N, t).
Through the mean and variance of this distribution, the
Fano factor (4) follows as

F =
(
∂2
ν Ī(ν)

∣∣
ν=1

)−1
. (25)

As a more direct route towards bounds on typical fluctu-
ations, one could limit the discussion to infinitesimal per-
turbations to the stationary state in the first place [70].

The discussion that follows applies to both the traffic
and to the flow of a single visible edge, taking either
Bt(σ̄, x, ξ, ν) of Eq. (20) or Bf(σ̄, y, ξ, ν) of Eq. (23) for B.
The value of ξ that minimises B for ν = 1 is ξ = 1, which
corresponds to the most likely, stationary current jij =
js
ij . Here, the bound evaluates to B = 0 and coincides

with the large deviation function Ī(0) = 0. The curvature
of Ī at ν = 0 entering Eq. (25) must therefore be less than
that of its upper bound.

Since we can expect the typical fluctuations of ν and
ξ to be close to 1, it is useful to expand B to quadratic
order as

B ≈ 1

2
α(ξ − 1)2 + β(ξ − 1)(ν − 1) +

1

2
γ(ν − 1)2. (26)

The coefficients are

α =
σ̄

2
− x artanh(x) +

x2

1− x2
,

β =
−x2

1− x2
,

γ =
1

1− x2

(27)
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for the traffic and

α =
1

2
[σ̄ + y ln(1− y)] +

y2

1− y ,

β =
−y

1− y ,

γ =
2− y
1− y

(28)

for the flow. The minimisation over ξ then yields

min
ξ
B =

1

2
(γ − β2/α)(ν − 1)2 +O[(ν − 1)3]. (29)

and as bound on the Fano factor (25)

F ≥ min
x or y

α

αγ − β2
, (30)

minimising over x for the traffic or y for the flow.
Plugging in the coefficients (27), we obtain the

bound (6) on the Fano factor of the traffic, copied here
again for convenience as

F ≥ min
x

[
1− x2 +

x4

σ̄/2− x artanh(x) + x2

]
. (31)

Analogously, the coefficients (28) yield the bound

F ≥ min
y

[
1− 1

2− y + 2y2

σ̄+y ln(1−y)

]
. (32)

on the Fano factor of the flow. Both bounds are plotted
in Fig. 2.

The final minimisation over x or y cannot be performed
analytically. Nonetheless, a numerical optimisation can
be avoided by plotting the bounds parametrically using
the analytic functions σ̄(x) or σ̄(y) of the values of σ̄ for
which a given value of x or y is optimal, see Appendix A.
There, we also provide asymptotically exact expressions
for small and large σ̄.

VII. WAITING TIME FLUCTUATIONS

We now turn to the quantification of the precision
through fluctuations of waiting times between ticks. Re-
cent research has shown that many results of stochas-
tic thermodynamics can be generalised to evaluation
not at a fixed time but at a time determined by the
system’s dynamics. This applies in particular to first
passage times of either the system reaching a certain
state [26, 71] or an integrated observable reaching a cer-
tain value [24, 25, 27, 46, 48, 72].

Recall the coefficient of variation ε2 = Var(t∗)/〈t∗〉2
[Eq. (5)] of the waiting time t∗ between any two succes-
sive ticks. The average is taken over all waiting times be-
tween ticks recorded in a long trajectory. For the mean
waiting time we have the simple relation 〈t∗〉 = 1/〈Ṅ〉

(see below). However, for the second cumulant, the re-
lation F = ε2 holds only in a renewal process [73, 74],
where successive waiting times are uncorrelated. This is
typically not the case in a nontrivial Markov network.

To derive bounds on waiting time distributions we em-
ploy path reweighting techniques similar to level 2.5 large
deviation theory. We denote by i(t) the stochastic trajec-
tory that follows a tick at time t = 0 up to the time t∗ of
the following tick [the final transition producing this tick
is still recorded in i(t)]. The time t∗ is itself a functional
t∗[i(t)] of the trajectory. For the steady state statistics
of these trajectories, we can consider an ensemble of tra-
jectories i(t) obtained from a very long trajectory of du-
ration tobs involving many ticks. We then cut the long
trajectory into pieces at every tick and shift the start
time to zero for every snippet. By the law of large num-
bers, the number of snippets is Nobs = 〈Ṅ〉tobs. On the
other hand, since the total time is the sum of all waiting
times, we get tobs = Nobs 〈t∗〉, which yields 〈t∗〉 = 1/〈Ṅ〉.

The probability of observing a particular i(t) in the
ensemble of snippets is given by the path weight

p[i(t)] = pi(0)(0) exp

(
−
∑
i

witi[i(t)]

)∏
i,j

k
nij [i(t)]
ij .

(33)
Here, ti[i(t)] is the time spent in state i and nij [i(t)] is
the number of directed transitions from i to j (including
the transition associated with the tick at the end of the
trajectory but not the one at its beginning). The exit
rate out of state i is wi :=

∑
j kij . The initial distribution

pi(0)(0) is the probability to find the system in state i(0)
immediately after a tick.

The cumulant generating function (CGF) of the wait-
ing time is defined as

ln
〈
ezt

∗
〉

= ln
∑
i(t)

p[i(t)]ezt
∗[i(t)]. (34)

The summation over i(t) is shorthand for a sum over all
possible sequences of states visited by i(t) and integra-
tion over all time intervals between transitions. We now
consider an auxiliary ensemble, in which the same trajec-
tories i(t) have a different weight p̂[i(t)]. Using Jensen’s
inequality, we can construct a bound on the CGF of the
form

ln
〈
ezt

∗
〉

= ln
∑
i(t)

p̂[i(t)] exp

[
ln
p[i(t)]

p̂[i(t)]
+ zt∗[i(t)]

]

≥
〈

ln
p[i(t)]

p̂[i(t)]
+ zt∗[i(t)]

〉
aux

, (35)

where the average with subscript ‘aux’ is taken in the
auxiliary ensemble.

In the auxiliary ensemble, we choose the weights p̂[i(t)]
again according to the frequency of snippets of a long
trajectory cut into pieces at every tick. But now, the

long trajectory is generated with different rates k̂ij and
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accordingly a different stationary distribution p̂i, traffic

ûij = p̂ik̂ij + p̂j k̂ji, and current ̂ij = p̂ik̂ij − p̂j k̂ji. The
path weight p̂[i(t)] takes the same form as in Eq. (33),
but with the rates and initial distribution replaced by the
quantities for the auxiliary ensemble. We thus obtain

ln
〈
ezt

∗
〉
≥
〈

ln
pi(0)(0)

p̂i(0)(0)

〉
aux

−
∑
i

(wi − ŵi) 〈ti〉aux

+
∑
ij

〈nij〉aux ln
kij

k̂ij
+ z 〈t∗〉aux .

(36)

The first term in Eq. (36) is the Kullback-Leibler di-
vergence −DKL[p̂(0)‖p(0)] of the initial distributions,
with p̂i(0) being the distribution of the state i imme-
diately after a tick in the auxiliary ensemble. The av-
erage rate of ticks in the auxiliary ensemble is generally

〈Ṅ〉aux =
∑
ij bij p̂ik̂ij .

For the other terms in Eq. (36), consider again a very
long trajectory generated with the auxiliary transition
rates, before cutting it into pieces. As argued before for
the stationary ensemble, this trajectory has the length
tobs and the number of ticks 〈Ṅ〉auxtobs, such that we get

〈t∗〉aux = 1/〈Ṅ〉aux. Likewise, the total time tobsp̂i spent

in state i and the total number of transitions tobsp̂ik̂ij
from i to j are the sums all the observations of ti and nij ,
respectively, over all the pieces of the long trajectory, and

hence 〈ti〉aux = p̂i/〈Ṅ〉aux and 〈nij〉aux = p̂ik̂ij/〈Ṅ〉aux.

We can then use any ansatz for k̂ij with matching p̂i to
obtain a bound on the CGF for the waiting time.

We now turn to ticks produced by the traffic of a
single edge (1, 2). After a tick, the state of the sys-
tem can only be i(0) = 1 or i(0) = 2, depending on
the state before the tick. From transitions in the sta-
tionary ensemble starting in state 2 and ending in state
1, we get p1(0) = ps

2k21/〈Ṅ〉. For the other direction

we get analogously p2(0) = ps
1k12/〈Ṅ〉. The station-

ary tick rate 〈Ṅ〉 = ps
1k12 + ps

2k21 serves as normalisa-
tion. The initial distribution can also be expressed as
p1,2(0) = (1 ∓ js

12/u
s
12)/2. Likewise, we obtain in the

auxiliary ensemble p̂1,2(0) = (1∓ ̂12/û12)/2.

We use the same ansatz for the distribution p̂i, the
traffic ûij , and the current ̂ij as for the bound on the
large deviation function in Sec. V A. The rates of the

auxiliary ensemble then follow as k̂ij = (ûij + ̂ij)/(2p̂i).

The rate of ticks is 〈Ṅ〉 = us
12 in the stationary ensem-

ble and 〈Ṅ〉aux = û12 = νus
12 in the auxiliary ensemble.

Plugging this ansatz into Eq. (36) and maximising over
the free parameters ξ and ν to get the strongest possible
bound, we obtain

ln
〈
ezt

∗
〉
≥ max

ξ,ν

1

ν

[
z

〈Ṅ〉
−B∗t (σ̄, x, ξ, ν)

]
(37)

with

B∗t (σ̄, x, ξ, ν) =

(
σ̄ − x ln

1 + x

1− x

)
(ξ − 1)2

4
+ 1− ν − ν ln ν

+(ν + ξx) ln
ν + ξx

1 + x
+ (ν − ξx) ln

ν − ξx
1− x .
(38)

For unknown x we minimise the bound over x to find the
weakest possible bound.

Note that the difference between B∗t (σ̄, x, ξ, ν) and
Bt(σ̄, x, ξ, ν) of Eq. (21) stems entirely from the first
term of Eq. (36). It can be attributed to the resetting
of the initial distribution after a tick (see, in particular,
[75, 76]), when we evaluate the fluctuations of uncorre-
lated samples of waiting times.

The coefficients for the quadratic expansion of B∗t
around ν = 1 and ξ = 1, analogous to Eq. (27), read

α =
2x2

1− x2
+
σ̄

2
− x artanh(x),

β = − 2x2

1− x2
,

γ =
1 + x2

1− x2
.

(39)

This expansion is sufficient to perform the maximisation
over ξ and ν in quadratic order in z, yielding

ε2 = 〈Ṅ〉2∂2
z ln

〈
ezt

∗
〉∣∣∣
z=0
≥ min

x

[
α

αγ − β2

]
(40)

and finally

ε2 ≥ min
x

σ̄(1− x2) + 4x2 − 2(1− x2)x artanh(x)

σ̄(1 + x2) + 4x2 − 2(1 + x2)x artanh(x)
(41)

as the bound on the fluctuations of the waiting time for
the traffic. For a parametric plot of this bound, as shown
in Fig. 2, we use Eq. (A3) of Appendix A.

The same derivation as above applies to the waiting
times between increments of the flow of a single edge
(1, 2). In that case, though, the first term of Eq. (36)
vanishes, as the uniqueness of the state immediately after
a tick enforces pi(0) = p̂i(0) = δi2. As a consequence,
we get again Eq. (37), but with B∗t (σ̄, x, ξ, ν) replaced by
Bf(σ̄, y, ξ, ν), the same function that applies to the bound
on the large deviation function in Eq. (24). We thus get
the same expansion coefficients, entering into Eq. (40)
in the same way as in the bound on the Fano factor of
Eq. (30). The bound on ε2 is therefore the same as the
bound on F in Eq. (32). This equality is in agreement
with renewal property of the ticking process for this type
of observable, by which F = ε2. (Note, however, that this
equality is no longer granted when ticks are produced by
more than one edge, as will be discussed in Sec. IX B.)

VIII. OPTIMAL NETWORKS

We now turn again to the analysis of concrete net-
works, and seek to saturate the bounds on precision. We
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use the exact expressions for the precision of Sec. IV and
take cues from the numerics presented there. The lat-
ter have shown that optimal networks are unicyclic with
a single visible edge (M, 1). Upon closer inspection, we
find that for these optimal networks, the stationary prob-
ability is equal in the two states connected by the visi-
ble edge, ps

M = ps
1 =: pA, and equal for all other states

i /∈ {M, 1}, ps
i =: pB . Moreover, we find that the flow

ns
ij = ps

ikij is equal for all forward transitions and equal
for all backward transitions, except for the visible edge
(but including the two neighbouring edges).

We take networks of this form as candidates for a pos-
sible saturation of our bounds. For a convenient parame-
terisation, we fix the cycle current to ns

i,i+1 − ns
i+1,i = 1,

other values can be obtained by scaling all rates equally,
without changing the dimensionless precision and σ̄. We
use the affinities A := ln(ns

M1/n
s
1M ) of the visible edge

B = ln(ns
i,i+1/n

s
i+1,i) of all other edges (i 6= M) along

with pA as parameters. The probability pB is fixed
through 2pA + (M − 2)pB = 1. The transition rates
can be expressed in terms of these parameters as

kM1 =
1

pA(1− e−A)
, k1M =

1

pA(eA − 1)
, (42)

k12 =
1

pA(1− e−B)
, kM,M−1 =

1

pA(eB − 1)
, (43)

k+ =
1

pB(1− e−B)
, k− =

1

pB(eB − 1)
, (44)

where k± are the forward/backward transition rates for
the bulk of edges.

The tilted matrix (9) for our candidates of networks
reads as follows:

L̃(s) =



−k12 − k1M k12 0 · · · 0 k1Me
bs

k− −k+ − k+ k+ · · · 0 0
0 k− −k− − k+ k+ · · · 0
0 0 k− −k− − k+ · · · 0
...

. . .
...

kM1e
s 0 0 · · · kM,M−1 −kM1 − kM,M−1

 . (45)

We use b := bM1 as a parameter whose value determines
the kind of observable we look at: b = 0 for the flow from
M to 1, and b = 1 for the traffic through (M, 1).

The entropy production (1) in this class of networks
is simply σ = A + (M − 1)B. With the rate of ticks

〈Ṅ〉 = pA(kM1 + b k1M ) we then get

σ̄ =
eA − 1

eA + b
[A+ (M − 1)B]. (46)

Keeping σ̄ fixed thus reduces the optimisation to a two-
dimensional one.

Focusing on the sub-matrix obtained by discarding the
first and last row of (45), we end up with a tridiago-
nal structure that can be used to simplify the eigenvalue
problem presented in (10). Indeed, the now so-called
“bulk” equation for the eigenvalue problem for a general
row i ∈ [2,M − 1] reads

k−ri−1(s)− (k− + k+)ri(s) + k+ri+1(s) = Ψ(s)ri(s) .
(47)

In principle, one could solve this recursion relation ex-
actly, determining ri for all bulk states for just two (yet
to be determined) initial conditions r1 and r2, reducing
the M -dimensional algebraic problem to just two dimen-
sions.

For the calculation of the Fano factor, it is sufficient
to expand the eigenvalue to second order and the eigen-

vector to first order in s,

Ψ(s) = 0 + s〈Ṅ〉+
1

2
〈Ṅ〉Fs2 +O(s3) (48)

ri(s) = 1 + sr̃i +O(s2). (49)

Since the tilted matrix (45) is stochastic for s = 0, its
dominant eigenvalue is then 0 and its dominant right
eigenvector is 1. Taking further cues from the numerics
for optimal networks, we use the linear ansatz

r̃i = q + im, (50)

with yet to be determined parameters q and m. Plugging
everything back in (47), we obtain at first order in s the
following equation for m

k− (i− 1)m− (k− + k+)im+ k+ (i+ 1)m = 〈Ṅ〉 , (51)

which is solved by

m =
〈Ṅ〉

k+ − k−
= pB〈Ṅ〉. (52)

The coefficient q is fixed by applying the constraint (11)
on the dominant left and right eigenvectors. As the lead-
ing order of li is the stationary distribution ps

i , this con-
straint simplifies at first order in s to

M∑
i=1

ps
i r̃i = 0 . (53)
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Plugging the specific form of the stationary distribution
given by pA and pB into (53), we obtain an equation
which is solved by

q = −1

2
〈Ṅ〉(M + 1)pB . (54)

The linear ansatz (50) for r̃i also needs to be consistent
with the first and last row of the matrix Eq. (45) in the
eigenvalue problem. From the first row, we get

(−k12 − k1M )r1 + k12r2 + k1Me
bsrM = Ψ(s)r1, (55)

or, to linear order in s,

(−k12 − k1M )r̃1 + k12r̃2 + k1M (r̃M + b) = 〈Ṅ〉. (56)

Plugging in the ansatz (50) and solving for pB we get

pB =
(eA − b)

(eA + b)[(M − 1) coth(A/2) + coth(B/2)]
(57)

as a further constraint, thus reducing the dimensional-
ity of the optimisation problem to just one variable. Re-
peating this calculation for the last row of Eq. (45) yields
the same expression for pB , which shows that the linear
ansatz is consistent with this choice for pB (and accord-
ingly pA).

By making use of the first-order analytic form of r̃ in
(50), we can calculate the Fano factor from the second
order of the eigenvalue problem (48). This reads

F =
1

〈Ṅ〉
[
psL̃

′′
(0)1 + 2psL̃

′
(0)r̃

]
= 1 +

2pA

〈Ṅ〉
(b k1M r̃M + kM1r̃1) , (58)

where ′ denotes derivatives for s. We plug in r̃1 and r̃M
as given by (50) with m and q from, respectively, Eq.
(52) and Eq. (54). This finally simplifies to

F = 1− (M − 1)pB
eA − b
eA − 1

. (59)

Now we can express B through A and σ̄ using Eq. (46)
and substitute A = 2 artanh(x) for the traffic (b = 1)
and A = − ln(1 − y) for the flow (b = 0). Taking the
limit M →∞ and optimising over x and y, respectively,
then recovers the bounds (6) and (32). This shows that
the optimal networks constructed in this way can indeed
saturate these bounds.

The uncertainty of the waiting time between ticks can
also be minimised within the class of unicyclic networks
parameterised by the rates (42)-(44). For the flow of a
single edge, the Fano factor and the uncertainty of wait-
ing times are the same (see Sec. VII above), such that
the optimal precision is obtained in the same network,
for both measures of precision. We therefore focus on
the traffic only, setting b = 1. Taking the limit s→ −∞
in the matrix (9), we obtain the matrix S. We now define

for the expression in Eq. (13) r := S−11. It plays a sim-
ilar role to the right eigenvector above, hence the same
symbol. Namely, it turns out that in optimal networks it
takes the linear form ri = q + im. The bulk part of the
equation Sr = 1 fixes m = pB , while the first and last
row determine q and

pA =
eA[eA+B + (M − 2)(eB − 1)]− 1

(M − 2)(e2A − eB) +M(1− e2A+B)
. (60)

From Eq. (13) we then obtain

ε2 = −〈Ṅ〉[2q + (M + 1)pB ]− 1. (61)

Using Eq. (46), the substitution A = 2 artanh(x), and the
limit M →∞ then yields a saturation of the bound (41).

IX. GENERALISATION TO SEVERAL VISIBLE
EDGES

So far, the bounds on precision we have derived apply
to the case of ticks stemming from a single edge of the
Markov network. We now turn to the case where several
visible edges contribute to the ticking process, without
distinguishing which of these edges produced a tick. We
write T = {(i, j)|i < j ∧ bij = bji = 1} for the set of
edges contributing via their traffic (labeled only in one
direction) and F = {(i, j)|bij = 1∧ bji = 0} for the set of
directed edges contributing via their flow. For notational
convenience, we refer to elements of either of these sets by
a single letter a. We will see that in most cases mixing the
observations from several visible edges does not improve
the precision at fixed entropic cost. The only exception
is the case of the waiting time fluctuations of flow-like
observables.

A. Bounds on the Fano factor

We start by considering the fluctuations of N(t) for
traffic-like observables. There, we can write N(t) =
t
∑
a ua, where the sum runs over all a ∈ T . Scaling by

the overall rate 〈Ṅ〉 leads to ν = N(t)/〈Ṅ〉 =
∑
a caνa,

where we identify normalized weights ca := us
a/〈Ṅ〉 by

which the individual visible edges contribute to the over-
all tick rate, and the individual scaled traffic observables
νa := ua/u

s
a. The joint distribution of fluctuations of the

traffic observables is captured in the long-time limit by
the large deviation function I({νa}). A bound on this
function can be found in a similar way as in Sec. V A,
but now using an ansatz that keeps the traffic of not just
one but all visible edges fixed. Scaling by 〈Ṅ〉, we obtain

Ī({νa}) ≤ min
ξ

∑
a

caBt(σ̄, xa, ξ, νa) (62)

with xa := js
a/u

s
a, which at first we assume to be a given

set of parameters (along with ca). The large deviations
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for the overall tick rate then follow through contraction
as

Ī(ν) ≤ min
{νa}|

∑
a caνa=ν

min
ξ

∑
a

caBt(σ̄, xa, ξ, νa). (63)

The constrained minimisation over all νa with a ∈ T can
be turned into an unconstrained one after a Legendre
transform of Ī(ν). For the SCGF we then find the bound

Ψ̄(s) = max
ν

[νs− Ī(ν)]

≥ max
ξ

max
{νa}

∑
a

ca[sνa −Bt(σ̄, xa, ξ, νa)]. (64)

In principle, it is possible to carry out the minimisation
over νa for each term individually, leading to the opti-
mal νa(ξ) =

√
(1− x2

a) exp(2s) + (ξxa)2. However, the
remaining optimisation over ξ remains analytically non-
tractable.

To make further analytical progress, we focus on typ-
ical fluctuations ν ≈ 1, where we can also expect ξ ≈ 1
and all νa ≈ 1. Here we can make use of the expansion
of the function B(σ̄, xa, ξ, νa) up to quadratic order in ξ
and νa, as derived in Eq. (26). This yields

Ψ̄(s) ≥ max
ξ,{νa}

∑
a

ca

[
sνa −

1

2
αa(ξ − 1)2 − βa(ξ − 1)(νa − 1)

− 1

2
γa(νa − 1)2 + h.o.t.

]
, (65)

with αa, βa, γa defined as in Eq. (27), but with x re-
placed by xa. Higher order terms (h.o.t.) are not relevant
for bounding the variance of fluctuations. The optimal
values of νa and ξ follow as

ξ∗ − 1 = Cs+O(s2) (66)

and

ν∗a − 1 =
1− βaC
γa

s+O(s2) (67)

with

C :=

∑
a cax

2
a

σ̄/2 +
∑
a ca[x2

a − xa artanh(xa)]
. (68)

Plugging these into Eq. (65) and collecting terms yields
the bound on the SCGF Ψ̄(s) ≥ s + FBs

2/2 + O(s3),
where we identify as bound on the Fano factor

F = ∂2
s Ψ̄(s)|s=0 ≥ FB :=

∑
a

ca
γa

+
(
∑
a caβa/γa)

2∑
a ca(αa − β2

a/γa)
.

(69)
With the functional form of Eq. (27) for αa, βa, γa, this
bound becomes

FB = −
∑
a

cax
2
a +

(∑
a cax

2
a

)2
σ̄/2−∑a ca[xa artanh(xa) + x2

a]
.

(70)

Note that, since the sum of the individual entropy pro-
duction rates σa of all visible edges cannot be greater
than the total entropy production in the denominator, we
have that

∑
a caxa artanh(xa) =

∑
a σa/(2〈Ṅ〉) ≤ σ̄/2 .

In the form of Eq. (70), the bound is only useful if xa
and ca is known for all the visible edges. As this is typi-
cally not the case, we replace za = x2

a and use the convex-
ity of

√
z artanh

√
z (straightforward to check) to get the

Jensen’s inequality
∑
a ca
√
za artanh

√
za ≥ x artanh(x).

Here, we have generalised the definition of x (defined
previously for the case of a single visible edge) to x :=√∑

a cax
2
a. The parameter x is still unknown, such that

we need to take the loosest possible bound. Through the
minimisation over x, we recover Eq. (6) derived previ-
ously for a single visible edge.

Note that in Jensen’s inequality, equality holds either
if all edges contributing to the observed traffic have equal
xa (and hence equal affinity), or if all but one of the vis-
ible edges have a non-zero ca (and hence non-zero traffic
us
a). Edges with zero traffic can be removed from the

network without harm, such that in the latter case we
are back to the single visible edge case.

To obtain a bound for the fluctuations of pure flow-like
observables (with the set F containing the visible edges),
we can follow the same steps as above, with Bt replaced
by Bf . Plugging the coefficients (28) into Eq. (69) then
leads to

F ≥ 1

2
− 1

2

∑
a

caza +
(
∑
a caza)

2

σ̄
2 +

∑
a ca

2za
1+za

(
1
2 ln 1−za

1+za
+ za

)
(71)

with ca = ns
a/〈Ṅ〉, ya = js

a/n
s
a and the substitution

za = ya/(2 − ya). Summation is implied over all a ∈
F . Using Jensen’s inequality with the convex function
2z

1+z

(
1
2 ln 1−z

1+z + z
)

(in the entire domain −1 < z < 1),

setting z =
∑
a caza, re-substituting y = 2z/(1 + z), and

minimising over y, we recover Eq. (32) as a bound that is
also valid for flow-like observables involving several edges.
We show in Appendix D that this bound is also valid for
the generic case of a mixed-type observable where both
T and F are non-empty sets.

B. Bounds on waiting time fluctuations

We now turn to the fluctuations of waiting times, gen-
eralising Sec. VII to the case of several visible edges. The
derivation there, up to and including the paragraph after
Eq. (36), is valid for general counting observables, in-
cluding the case of several visible edges. We now need to
generalise the form of the distribution pi(0) immediately
after a tick, which is no longer limited to the states 1
and 2. Instead, we get in the stationary state

pi(0) =
∑
j

bjip
s
jkji/〈Ṅ〉 =

∑
j

bji
us
ij − js

ij

2〈Ṅ〉
(72)
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and likewise in the auxiliary ensemble

p̂i(0) =
∑
j

bji
ûij − ̂ij
2〈Ṅ〉aux

. (73)

Using the log-sum inequality, the Kullback-Leibler diver-
gence of Eq. (36) can be bounded by

−DKL[p̂(0)‖p(0)]

≥ ln
〈Ṅ〉aux

〈Ṅ〉
+

1

2〈Ṅ〉aux

∑
ij

bij(ûij − ̂ij) ln
us
ij − js

ij

ûij − ̂ij
.

(74)

Using the ansatz of Sec. IX A for the traffic and flow of
the auxiliary ensemble, we obtain

ln
〈
ezt

∗
〉

≥ max
ξ,{νa}

(
1

ν

∑
a

ca

[
z

〈Ṅ〉
−Ba(σ̄, ξ, νa)− νa ln νa

]
+ ln ν

)
,

(75)

with summation over a ∈ T ∪ F , where Ba(σ̄, ξ, νa) is
either B∗t (σ̄, xa, ξ, νa) for a ∈ T or Bf(σ̄, ya, ξ, νa) for

a ∈ F , and where ν = 〈Ṅ〉aux/〈Ṅ〉 =
∑
a caνa. The

expression to be maximised can be expanded in quadratic
order around ξ = 1 and νa = 1, as shown in Appendix B.
This finally yields as bound on the uncertainty of the
waiting time

ε2 ≥ C/(1− C) (76)

with

C :=
∑
a

ca
γa + 1

+

(∑
a
caβa

γa+1

)2

∑
a ca

(
αa − β2

a

γa+1

) . (77)

For pure traffic-like observables, the coefficients
αa, βa, γa depend on xa like Eqs. (39). Eq. (77) then
becomes

C =
∑
a

2ca
1− x2

a

+

(∑
a cax

2
a

)2
σ̄/2−∑a caxa artanh(xa) + 2

∑
a cax

2
a

.

(78)
Using the substitution za = x2

a, the convexity of all rel-
evant terms in za, and the monotonicity of Eq. (76) in

C, and setting x =
√∑

a cax
2
a, we finally recover the

bound (41) that we have derived before for a single visi-
ble edge.

C. Phase transition for flow-type observables

The general bound on waiting time fluctuations,
Eq. (76) and (77), also holds for pure flow-type observ-
ables. We use the coefficients of Eq. (28) and substitute

-0.5 0 0.5 1

z

0

0.1

0.2

0.3

f(
z)

+
g

(z
)

FIG. 6. Plot of the function f(z) of Eq. (80) (blue), along
with its convex hull (green). For small values of σ̄ (discussed
in Appendix C), we add the negative function λg(z) with
λ > 0 up to λmax (from dark to light grey)

za = ya/(3−2ya) (note the domain −1/2 ≤ za ≤ 1). The
quantity C of Eq. (77) then becomes

C =
1

3
− 1

3

∑
a

caza +
(
∑
a caza)

2

σ̄/2 +
∑
a caf(za)

(79)

with the function

f(z) =
3z

1 + 2z

(
1

2
ln

1− z
1 + 2z

+ 2z

)
. (80)

Remarkably, this function is not convex, as shown in
Fig. 6. This means that we cannot use a simple con-
vexity argument as in the bounds derived so far to show
that the bound for several visible edges is the same as for
a single one.

By construction, in the case of a single visible edge
(such that ε2 = F for the flow), the bound (79) reverts
to the bound (32). However, for two visible edges with
two different values za, we can obtain a bound on ε2

that is smaller than that, at the same entropy production
rate σ̄. The condition is that the optimal value for y,
as given by Eq. (A2), is such that z = y/(3 − 2y) falls
into the non-convex region of f(z). This is the case for
all σ̄ below a critical value σ̄c ' 7.1763. Then, it is
possible to choose z1 and z2, from the non-convex region
such that

∑
a caza = z and

∑
a caf(za) > f(z), leading

to a smaller bound on ε2. This is similar to the effect
of a phase transition, where the overall free energy can
be lowered by separating a system into two components
with different free energy densities. For values of σ̄ larger
than σ̄c, the best precision can be obtained by observing
ticks stemming from a single edge, for smaller values of
σ̄ an improvement of the precision can be obtained by
combining the signal of two edges with distinct affinities.

We can find a lower bound on C by replacing f(z) by
its convex hull fc(z) ≥ f(z), as shown in Fig. 6. We
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can then apply Jensen’s inequality to obtain the bound
ε2 ≥ C ′/(1− C ′) with

C ′ = min
z

[
1− z

3
+

z2

σ̄/2 + fc(z)

]
. (81)

The non-convex region is ẑ1 < z < ẑ2, determined nu-
merically as ẑ1 ' −0.2589 and ẑ2 ' 0.6646. This region
corresponds to −1.6102 . y . 0.8560.

Thanks to the linearity of the convex hull between ẑ1

and ẑ2, the minimisation of Eq. (81) can be carried out
analytically, yielding the optimal value

z∗ =
σ̄/2 + f0

∆

(
−1 +

√
3/(3−∆)

)
(82)

with the constants

f0 :=
f(ẑ1)ẑ2 − f(ẑ2)ẑ1

ẑ2 − ẑ1

∆ :=
f(ẑ2)− f(ẑ1)

ẑ2 − ẑ1

(83)

and the function value fc(z
∗) = f0 + z∗∆.

While Eq. (81) provides a bound that is valid for all
σ̄, it cannot be tight for small σ̄. The coefficients ca
and za corresponding to a point on the convex hull may
be incompatible with the requirement that the entropy
production of all the observed links cannot be more than
the total entropy production. In Appendix C, we derive a
refined bound that is relevant for σ̄ . 1.5974. Moreover,
in Appendix D, we show that this bound also holds for
mixed flow- and traffic-type observables.

In Fig. 2, we show the bound (81) with this refinement.
It turns out that one can reduce the entropic cost by up
to 31 % compared to the case of a single visible edge for
uncertainties slightly below 1/2. Using networks similar
to the ones discussed in Sec. VIII but with two visible
edges (oppositely directed, to match the signs and val-
ues of ẑ1,2), we see numerically that it is indeed possible
to “break” the bound (32) that holds for a single visible
edge. The full analysis of the form of optimal networks in
this case is left for future work. We just note in passing
that for unicyclic networks, xa and ca are related through
the constant current. Hence, it is only possible to change
the weights given to ẑ1 and ẑ2 (as necessary for a satu-
ration of the bound) by having much more than just two
visible edges.

X. CONCLUSIONS

In this article, we have discussed the problem of in-
ferring the rate of entropy production from the statis-
tics of general counting observables that record “ticks”,
triggered by some internal changes in a Markovian sys-
tem. We have analytically derived bounds that relate the
variance of symmetric (traffic-like) and asymmetric (flow-
like) observables to the rate of entropy dissipated by the

system, hereby extending the well-known TUR valid for
time-antisymmetric observables. We have derived these
bounds by opportunely minimising the level 2.5 large
deviations and only then assessing typical fluctuations.
Furthermore, we have analytically obtained bounds that
relate the rate of entropy production with the waiting
time between ticks. In deriving these results we made
use of a path-reweighting technique, similar to the level
2.5, applied on the cumulant generating function of the
waiting time. The bounds are tight in the sense that they
can be saturated, as we have shown explicitly for opti-
mal unicyclic networks. All bounds were first derived
by considering transitions stemming from a single visible
edge of the Markov network and then extended to multi-
ple visible edges. Interestingly for the latter, in the case
of waiting time fluctuations of asymmetric observables,
a phase transition to optimal configurations arises where
higher precision can be achieved by combining the signals
from different edges.

Our results apply to the vast class of systems that can,
at some microscopic scale, be modeled as a Markov jump
process. Just like for the TUR, this encompasses systems
with one or several continuous degrees of freedom under-
going overdamped Brownian motion [77], which can be
arbitrarily finely discretised. However, there needs to be
a clear separation between the states connected by a vis-
ible transition, in a way that is suitable for a Markovian
description (see Ref. [78] for an important caveat). Oth-
erwise, frequent re-crossings of the visible edge will spoil
the precision of the recorded signal. We leave it to future
work to study bounds on precision in a fully continu-
ous system, where discrete events are detected through a
“milestoning” that suppresses fast re-crossings [79, 80].

The large deviation framework we have presented here
is sufficiently versatile to generalise and refine bounds on
precision. For simplicity, we have focused here on a def-
inition of the Fano factor (4) employing the long-time
limit. However, it is straightforward to show that the
same bounds apply to the Fano factor evaluated at any
finite time, in analogy to the TUR [81–83]. Moreover,
it should be possible to bound large deviation functions
more carefully, taking into account the affinity and topol-
ogy of cycles [84, 85]. This will likely show that the preci-
sion calculated for the networks of Sec. VIII, before tak-
ing the limit M → ∞, is in fact optimal over the whole
class of networks with a fixed, finite number of states M .

In our work we have focused on the minimal setting
where ticks are only distinguishable by their point in
time. While the resulting bounds have the broadest
applicability, it may be possible to derive, in a similar
manner, stronger bounds on the entropy production in
more specific settings with more detailed information. In
particular, an extension of the formalism of Sec. VII for
waiting times between two alternating types of ticks may
yield an analytical form and a proof of the bound ob-
tained numerically in Ref. [54].

An almost periodic sequence of ticks is an indicator
for coherent oscillations in a system. In an underdamped
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oscillator with inertia, such oscillations can emerge in
equilibrium, creating a precise sequence of ticks at zero
entropic cost [86]. Hence, just like the TUR, the bounds
derived here cannot be valid for underdamped Brown-
ian dynamics. Emulating such oscillating behaviour in
an overdamped system, as relevant for biological sys-
tems on the cellular scale, requires a minimal strength
of driving [87]. For a universal quantification of coher-
ence, this trade-off has been conjectured in Ref. [88] and
recently proven [89]. Yet, a proof for a relation involv-
ing the entropy production rate [90] is still outstanding.
Our results could shed light on this problem, from the
perspective of the number of oscillations as a counting
observable.
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Appendix A: Parametric forms of the bounds and
asymptotics

We write the function to be optimised for each of the
bounds (6), (32), and (41) as f(x, σ̄) (or y instead of x for
the flow). It is possible to solve the stationarity condition
∂xf(σ̄, x) = 0 for σ̄, which then yields f(x, σ̄(x)) and
σ̄(x) as a parametric form of the bounds shown in Fig. 2.
For the Fano factor of the traffic, Eq. (6), we obtain

σ̄(x) = 2x artanh(x) + x

√
2x artanh(x) +

2x2

1− x2
, (A1)

for the Fano factor of the flow, eq. (32),

σ̄(y) = −y ln(1−y)+2y+y

√
2

2− y
1− y − 2 ln(1− y), (A2)

and for the waiting time fluctuations of the traffic,
Eq. (41),

σ̄(x) = 2x artanh(x) + 2x

√
x artanh(x) +

x2

1− x2
. (A3)

For the waiting time fluctuations of the flow, the bound
coincides with the Fano factor above the critical entropy
production σ̄c. Below, thanks to the linearity of fc(z) in
Eq. (81), the optimisation can be performed analytically
for given σ̄ (with ẑ1,2 determined numerically), such that
no parametric form is needed.

The parametric forms of the bounds can be used to de-
rive series expansions of the bounds for both small and
large σ̄. The results are given in Tab. I. Thanks to con-
vexity, the linear expansions for small σ̄ are valid globally,
but tight only for small σ̄. The slope in the bound on
flow fluctuations is the result of a transcendental equa-
tion (see Appendix C) and has therefore been calculated
numerically. The bounds for large σ̄ are asymptotically
exact and can be used to practically calculate the cost for
high precision. They have been truncated at linear order
in F and ε2, respectively. Already for a relative uncer-
tainty of 10 % (i.e., ε2 = 0.01 and analogously F = 0.01),
the difference between these approximations and the ac-
tual bounds is less than 0.05, negligible compared to the
two leading terms that give σ̄ & 209.

Appendix B: General quadratic form of the bound
on the CGF for waiting time fluctuations

The expression to be maximised in Eq. (75) can be

expanded in quadratic order as v ·Hv/2 − zs · v/〈Ṅ〉,
where the vector v has components v0 = ξ − 1 and va =
νa − 1 (starting the labelling of visible edges with a = 1)
and the vector s has components s0 = 0 and sa = ca.
The Hessian matrix has the components

bound small σ̄ large σ̄

F traffic F ≥ 1− σ̄/8 σ̄ & 2/F − 2 lnF − 1 + 3 ln 2

F flow F ≥ 1/2− σ̄/32 σ̄ & 2/F − 2 lnF − 1 + ln 2

ε2 traffic ε2 ≥ 1− (3− 2
√

2)σ̄ σ̄ & 2/ε2 − 2 ln ε2 − 1 + 2 ln 2

ε2 flow ε2 & 1/2− σ̄/21.97 σ̄ & 2/ε2 − 2 ln ε2 − 1 + ln 2

TABLE I. Expansions of our four bounds for small and
large σ̄.

H =


−ᾱ −c1β1 −c2β2 −c3β3 · · ·
−c1β1 −c1(γ1 + 1) + c21 c1c2 c1c3 · · ·
−c2β2 c2c1 −c2(γ2 + 1) + c22 c2c3 · · ·
−c3β3 c3c1 c2c2 −c3(γ3 + 1) + c23 · · ·

...
...

...
...

. . .

 , (B1)
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where ᾱ :=
∑
a caαa. The coefficients αa, βa, γa depend

on xa or ya like Eqs. (39) or (28), for a ∈ T or a ∈ F , re-
spectively. The maximisation of the quadratic form over
v form then yields the optimal value v∗ = zH−1s/〈Ṅ〉.
It can be obtained through Gaussian elimination as

v∗0 = − Y z/〈Ṅ〉
(ᾱ− Z)(X − 1) + Y 2

, (B2)

v∗a =
1

γa + 1

z/〈Ṅ〉
X − 1 + Y 2

ᾱ−Z
− βa
γa + 1

v∗0 , (B3)

with X :=
∑
a ca/(γa + 1), Y :=

∑
a caβa/(γa + 1), and

Z :=
∑
a caβ

2
a/(γa + 1). We then obtain as bound on the

CGF〈
ezt

∗
〉
≥ z

〈Ṅ〉
− 1

2〈Ṅ〉2
s ·H−1sz2 +O(z3) (B4)

and ε2 ≥ −s·H−1s/2 as bound on the uncertainty, which
evaluates to the bound shown in Eq. (76).

Appendix C: Refined bound for waiting time
fluctuations of flow-type observables at small σ̄

The bound (81) of Sec. IX C can be refined for small
σ̄. We start by splitting the function (80) into f(z) =
g(z) + h(z) with

g(z) =
3z/2

1 + 2z
ln

1− z
1 + 2z

. (C1)

and

h(z) =
6z2

1 + 2z
. (C2)

The former gives the contribution of a visible edge to the
overall scaled entropy production, which is constrained
by σ̄ ≥ −2

∑
a cag(za). For a refined bound, we need to

minimise Eq. (79) over the unknown values of za and ca
with this constraint applied. The resulting bound ε2 ≥
C ′′/(1− C ′′) with

C ′′ = min
z

[
1− z

3
+

z2

σ̄/2 + max{ca,za}|z,σ̄
∑
a caf(za)

]
(C3)

is obtained in two steps: We first maximise in the denom-
inator over ca and za with the constraint on σ̄ and fixed
z =

∑
a caza, before minimising over z. Without the con-

straint on σ̄, the inner optimisation yields as maximum
the convex hull fc(z), attained for values of za and ca for
which∑

a

cag(za) =
(ẑ2 − z)g(ẑ1) + (z − ẑ1)g(ẑ2)

ẑ2 − ẑ1
. (C4)

Plugging in the optimal value z∗ of Eq. (82), we see a
crossover of this expression with −σ̄/2 at σ̄′c ' 1.5974.

For smaller values of σ̄, the maximum in Eq. (C3) must be
less than fc(z). Because of the uniqueness of the common
tangent defining the convex hull of f(z), we do not expect
any other local optima of the unconstrained optimisation
problem. Hence, the optimum of the constrained problem
must saturate the inequality, i.e., σ̄ = −2

∑
a cag(za).

This constraint can now be accounted for through a La-
grange multiplier λ, yielding

max
{ca,za}|z,σ̄

∑
a

caf(za) = max
{ca,za}|z

∑
a

ca[f(za) + λg(za)].

(C5)
This optimisation leads to another construction of a con-
vex hull, as shown in grey in Fig. 6, in a convex region
defined through the now λ-dependent values ẑ1,2(λ), with
ẑ1,2(0) = ẑ1,2. The functions ẑ1,2(λ) need to be deter-
mined numerically, and the Lagrange multiplier will need
to satisfy

σ̄ = σ̄(z, λ) := −2
(ẑ2(λ)− z)g(ẑ1(λ)) + (z − ẑ1(λ))g(ẑ2(λ))

ẑ2(λ)− ẑ1(λ)
.

(C6)
Then, the bound can be written as

C ′′ = min
z,λ|σ̄

[
1− z

3
+

z2

ĥ(λ, z)

]
(C7)

with

ĥ(z, λ) =
(ẑ2(λ)− z)h(ẑ1(λ)) + (z − ẑ1(λ))h(ẑ2(λ))

ẑ2(λ)− ẑ1(λ)
.

(C8)
Given the linearity of the constraint σ̄(z, λ) in z, we
can solve for z and reduce the constrained optimisa-
tion to an unconstrained one over the single parameter
λ. The maximal value of λ that needs to be consid-
ered is λmax ' 0.4569, for which we obtain a horizontal
line at zero as common tangent to f(z) + λg(z), with
ẑ1(λmax) = 0 and ẑ2(λmax) ' 0.3772. This is the only
value of λ for which either ẑ1(λ) or ẑ2(λ) is zero, and
hence, given the convexity of g(z) with g(0) = 0, the
only way of getting σ̄(z, λ) = 0. Hence, σ̄ = 0 requires
z = 0 and λ = λmax, yielding C ′′ = 1/3 and ε2 ≥ 1/2, as
before for a single observed link in equilibrium.

Appendix D: Mixed flow- and traffic-like counting
observables

The generic case is a counting observable involving a
mix of flow and traffic across the different edges. For a
bound on the Fano factor, we follow the same steps as in
Sec. IX A to arrive at Eq. (69) with summation now over
both T and F . Crucially, the coefficients αaβa, γa take
the functional form of Eq. (27) for a ∈ T and of Eq. (28)
for a ∈ F . With the substitutions (as before) za = x2

a for
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a ∈ T and za = ya/(2− ya) for a ∈ F , we arrive at

F ≥ct(1− zt) + cf
1

2
(1− zf)+

(ctzt + cfzf)
2

σ̄
2 + ct(zt −

√
zt artanh

√
zt) + cf

2zf (zf−artanh zf )
1+zf

,

(D1)

where we have used Jensen’s inequality individually for
each of the partial sums over F and T in the denom-
inator. The partial contributions to 〈Ṅ〉 from T and
F are ct :=

∑
a∈T ca and cf :=

∑
a∈F ca, respectively.

Moreover, we have defined zt :=
∑
a∈T caza/ct and zf :=∑

a∈F caza/cf . Finally, we note that z−√z artanh
√
z ≤

2z
1+z (z − artanh z) for 0 ≤ z < 1 (by visual inspection of

the graphs and analysis of the asymptotics), giving us a
weaker inequality with the same functional form for zt as
for zf in the denominator of Eq. (D1). Finally, a Jensen
inequality for the two remaining terms yields Eq. (32)
with z := ctzt +cfzf and y = 2z/(1+z). Hence, the form
of the bound on the precision for pure flow observables,
being weaker than the one for pure traffic observables,

holds also for a mix of both types.
The bound derived in Sec. IX C and Appendix C for the

waiting time fluctuations for pure flow-type observables
also holds for mixed flow- and traffic-type observables.
We start with Eq. (77), where the coefficients αa, βa, γa
take the form of Eq. (39) for a ∈ T and of Eq. (28)
(applying to both waiting time fluctuations and the Fano
factor) for a ∈ F . Then, we substitute xa =

√
wa for

a ∈ T and ya = 2wa/(wa+1) for a ∈ F . For the first term
in (77) we use the inequality 2/(1−w) > (1−w)/(3−w),
for the numerator of the second term w ≥ 2w/(3 − w),
and for the denominator of the second term

2w −√w artanh
√
w ≤ 4w

3− w −
2w

1 + w
artanh(w) (D2)

in the domain 0 ≤ w < 1, which can be verified by vi-
sual inspection of the graphs and consideration of the
asymptotic behaviour. Replacing the form of the terms
for the traffic by the form for the flow therefore leads
to a weaker bound. Re-substituting ya and then za, the
bound takes the form of Eq. (79), with the summation
now running over both T and F . Optimisation over ca
and za then leads to the same bound as for pure flow-type
observables.
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