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A geometric criterion for optimal measurements in multiparameter quantum metrology
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Determining when the multiparameter quantum Cramér-Rao bound (QCRB) is saturable with experimen-
tally relevant single-copy measurements is a central open problem in quantum metrology. Here we establish an
equivalence between QCRB saturation and the simultaneous hollowization of a set of traceless operators asso-
ciated with the estimation model, i.e., the existence of complete (generally nonorthogonal) bases in which all
corresponding diagonal matrix elements vanish. This formulation yields a geometric characterization: optimal
rank-one measurement vectors are confined to a subspace orthogonal to a state-determined Hermitian span. This
provides a direct criterion to construct optimal Positive Operator-Valued Measures(POVMs). We then identify
conditions under which the partial commutativity condition proposed in [Phys. Rev. A 100, 032104(2019)]
becomes necessary and sufficient for the saturation of the QCRB, demonstrate that this condition is not always

sufficient, and prove the counter-intuitive uselessness of informationally-complete POVMs.

The quantum Cramér-Rao bound (QCRB) [1, 2] sets the
ultimate precision limit for estimating parameters encoded in
quantum states and underpins quantum-enhanced sensing and
metrology. This bound proves crucial for quantifying the im-
pact of quantum noise in practical applications such as inter-
ferometry, magnetometry, optical imaging, gravitational wave
detection, navigation, atomic clocks, and optical phase esti-
mation, see e.g. [3, 4]. While the QCRB is always achievable
in single-parameter estimation [5, 6], in multiparameter prob-
lems it remains valid but need not be saturable [7—11]. This
limitation is intrinsically quantum: the measurements optimal
for different parameters may be incompatible, as the corre-
sponding observables need not commute. The incompatibility
problem in multiparameter sensing has attracted growing in-
terest recently [12—14].

Compared to other metrological bounds [13, 15-18], the
QCRB has a closed form in terms of the quantum state, mak-
ing it particularly convenient for computations. However, de-
spite recent advances in multiparameter estimation theory, lit-
tle is known about the optimal measurements that saturate the
bound for general states, especially in the experimentally rel-
evant single-copy regime [19-27]. This problem addresses
one of the major open questions in quantum information the-
ory [28]. It is also tied to the search for necessary and suffi-
cient saturation conditions, which are still missing in the lit-
erature. In particular, it was shown that the QCRB can be
saturated at the single-copy level only when a quantum state
satisfies the partial commutativity condition (PCC) [29]. Un-
derstanding whether also the converse is true, remains out-
standing [30].

In this work, we establish the connection between satu-
rating the QCRB and the simultaneous hollowization condi-
tion of multiple traceless matrices. Here, hollowization refers
to the procedure to find a set of complete bases, not nec-
essarily orthogonal, such that the diagonal matrix elements

of a traceless operator vanish. This yields a geometric pic-
ture in which optimal measurements are confined to a sub-
space orthogonal to the space spanned by some linear Her-
mitian operators solely determined by the density operator, as
schematically shown in Fig. 1. Our results imply, among other
consequences, that information-complete Positive Operator-
Valued Measures (POVMs) are generically ineffective for sat-
urating nontrivial multiparameter QCRB. We also provide an
efficient constructive procedure for optimal measurements at
the level of each measurement outcome. We finally iden-
tify regimes in which PCC becomes sufficient to saturate the
QCRB -particularly if the dimension of the Hilbert space is
much larger than the rank of the density matrix and the num-
ber of estimation parameters, which is particularly relevant for
continuous-variable systems.

Optimal measurement conditions.— We consider a state
Px = 2oy Pax Wax) (Warl, in spectral decomposition, that
depends on s parameters and denote the estimation param-
eter by A = (4y, .-+, 4;), where the coefficients p,» are
strictly positive and r is the rank of the density opera-
tor. The classical Fisher information matrix (CFIM) that
characterize the precision limit associated with the POVM
measurement {Ea,}fj:1 is indicated as [FC],-j = Zw[Fg]ij,
where [FS],- i = 0;p(wIN)0;p(w|A)/p(w|A) and the probabil-
ity p(w|A) = Tr(paE,) is given by the Born rule. The quan-
tum Fisher information matrix (QFIM) is given by [F Q],-J- =
Y olF21ij, where [F2];; = ReTr(pxLiE,L;) and the symmet-
ric logarithmic derivative is defined as (L;ox+pAL;)/2 = dipax,
where we suppress the dependence of L; on A for simplicity.
Focusing on optimal POVMs we can assume, without loss of
generality, that E,, is of rank-one. The matrix inequality

FC < F9 (1)

holds for every w [29], where A < 0 means that A is negative-
semi-definite. The QCRB is saturated if and only if Eq. (1)
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holds for each POVM element E,,. Without loss of general-
ity, one can consider rank-one POVM with E, = |r,) (7,
where |r,,) is not necessarily normalized and therefore E,, is
not necessarily projective. The necessary and sufficient con-
ditions for saturating Eq.(1) are as follows [29]: For regular
operators where Tr(px E,,) # 0, the inequality (1) is saturated
if and only if

(Tolar) = éui (| Lilvar) . Ya, w, i, 2)

where &, ; is real coefficient independent of a. For null opera-
tors where Tr(pxE,) = 0, the inequality (1) is saturated if and
only if

WarlLijmo) = Nu.ij War|Ljlr) . Ya, o, 3)

where 7, ;; is real coefficient independent of a.

Egs. (2, 3) allow one to check whether a given POVM can
saturate the QCRB bound or not without calculating the CFIM
and QFIM explicitly. However, the presence of the unknown
real coeflicients &, ;, 1,,;; still prevents a challenge for both
analytical and numerical search of the optimal measurements.

Below, we shall present a new optimal measurement condi-
tion that removes these real coefficients.

Theorem 1. [Simultaneous Hollowization Theorem] For a
given rank-one POVM operator E,, = |r,) {(7,|, the inequal-
ity (1) is saturated if and only if

(M| Wia|mo) = 0. i, ji i # j, a. b, 4)
and
(M| M; w0y = 0, Ya, b, (5)

where the indices i, j run from 1 to the number of parameters
s, while the indices a, b run from 1 to the rank r of px, Py =
[Wan) Goxls Mi ap = [Li, Pap) and Wij oy = LiPapLj— LiP gy L.
In other words, inequality (1) can be saturated if and only
if there exists a POVM measurement basis {|r,,)} such that
the operators W;; ., and M, can be simultaneously “hollow-
ized”, i.e., they can be brought in a matrix form with vanishing
diagonal entries (so-called hollow matrices). As a result, we
indicate Theorem 1 as the hollowization theorem [31].

Furthermore, given E,, = |n,) (7|, if Fg # 0 [32], one
can always choose a given estimation parameter 4; and a cor-
responding eigenstate [z ) satisfying (zﬁ‘v\|L;|7rw) # 0, such
that the number of constraints on the W and M matrices can
be significantly reduced as follows:

(M| Wi aplme) =0, Vi€ [1,s], j#i, be[l,r],  (6)
and
(M| M5 ) = 0, ¥b € [1,7]. (7

We call (4;, [ypx)) pair-compatible with (4;, [,x)) under
the rank-one POVM E,, if Eqgs. (4,5) hold for the index pairs

@ @ e & e
V = spanR{iW; 5, M, oy Yap i =i,
a=xy,z
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FIG. 1.  (a) Schematic of parameter compatibility under a given
rank-one POVM. The yellow dots represent the tuple (4;, [yx)). The
arrows in both directions implies mutually compatibility. (b) Geo-
metric interpretation of the saturation condition. The gray shaded
area is the convex hull formed by the rank-one POVM.

(i,a) and (j,b) and E,,, as indicated by a uni-directional ar-
row in Fig. 1(a). All the parameters are called compatible un-
der a complete rank-one POVM, if and only if Eq. (1) holds,
which is equivalent to the fact that for all the pairs of parame-
ters and eigenstates are pair-compatible With this definition,
we observe that pairs with the same estimations parameter
(A, [axy) and (45, [¥pa)) are always compatible under the pro-
jective POVM formed by the eigenvectors of the SLD L;.

Asshown in Fig. 1, Egs. (6,7) further break the pair compat-
ibility among all the parameters and eigenstates down into the
pair compatibility between any pair with a central pair con-
sisting of an estimation parameter 4; and a central eigenstate
[¥ax). For pure states, there is only one eigenstate, which pro-
vides the intuition for the easier construction of optimal mea-
surements when compared to generic mixed states [19, 21].

Theorem 1 is our first main result, which leads to many
profound consequences in what follows. The proof can be
found in the Sec. S1 and S2 in the Supplemental Material [33].
Next, upon summing over w in these equations, one can see
that the set of operators {W;; ., M; g} are traceless. While
M; 4 is traceless by definition, W;; 4 is traceless if and only if
the PCC holds

WallLi, LAWsx) = 0, Vi, j.a,b, i # j. ®)

Thus, we thus see that the PCC is necessary for the saturation
of the QCRB and it naturally emerges from the simultaneous
hollowization Theorem 1. We note that the pure state version
of Eq (7) also appears in Ref. [34, 35] in searching for optimal
local measurements in single-parameter quantum metrology.
We conclude this section by noting that every single trace-
less matrix can be always hollowized [34-36] through uni-
tary transformation. As indicated by the hollowization Theo-
rems |, pair compatibility in multiparameter estimation would
imply the existence of common basis (not necessarily or-
thonormal) such that the set of matrices {W;; s, M; ap} can
be hollowized simultaneously, which highlights the mea-



surement compatibility problem in multiparameter estimation
from a different perspective. As one might expect, like the
standard simultaneous diagonalization, with the increasing
number of the traceless matrices, the difficulty to hollowize
them simultaneously can increase dramatically.

Geometry of the saturation condition — In this section, we
give a geometric interpretation of the Hollowization Theo-
rem |, from which the recipe for optimal measurements can
be easily constructed, if it exists. To this end, let us first focus
on the case of finite dimensional Hilbert space of dimension
d. we choose a set of linearly independent rank-one POVM
operators {E,, = |7,,) (7rw|}|3l1 such that Z'{f}ll E, = I, where
Q and |Q| are the set and the number of measurement out-
comes, respectively. Note that the measurement basis {|7,)}
is not necessarily orthonormal. Furthermore, due to the rank
requirement and linear independence, we know d < |Q| < d>.

Next, note that while W;;,, and M; ,, are anti-Hermitian,
for a # b both W;; 4, and M;  are neither Hermitian nor anti-
Hermitian. To introduce the geometric interpretation of the
saturation condition, we construct hermitain matrices from W
and M into two anti-Hermtian matrices. To this end, we define

Lo m
=M +iM N, (9)

(x)
[W‘ , 2 i,ab i,a

1 o
— S —
Wijab = 5Wijab +1W,-j,ab], M =

(@) _ (@) (@) (@) _ 1@ :
where Wl.j,ab = Lo, Lj—Ljo, L;and Mi’ab = [0, » Li] with

a = x, y,z are anti-Hermitian operators and 0'(;[? is defined as
» —

o-sl? = Py + Ppa, 0, = —i(Puy — Pp,). Furthermore, we
define W,(ﬂQ = Liaﬁfa)Lj —h.c. and Mle)m = [09, L;], where
Tet = Pua

With above notations, the hollowization conditions Eq. (4)
and Eq. (5) can be straightforwardly recast into
E,) = (iM?

i,ab’

iw®

ij,ab’

E,))=0 (10)

forall j € [1,s],j #i, b € [l,r], @ = x,y,z and w, where
the inner product defined on the real vector space Herm(d) is
defined as (A, B) = Tr(AB). As a higher-rank optimal POVM
measurement operator can be further refined into several op-
timal rank-one POVM measurements, Eq. (10) also holds for
higher-rank optimal POVM measurement, but is not sufficient
in general. We denote

V = spang (iW,S), iM) Yo b i jpiamrys  (112)
where V is a subspace Herm(d) or equivalently the vector
space iV with anti-Hermitian elements is a subspace of u(d).

As shown in Fig. 1(b), Eq. (10) leads to the remarkable geo-
metric interpretation of the saturation condition: The optimal
rank-one POVM operator E,, must lie in orthogonal comple-
ment of V in Herm(d), denoted as V,. We introduce the
convex hull of a rank-one POVM measurement, denoted as
Conv{Ew}L?:‘I, which is defined as the convex combination of
the all rank-one POVM measurement. The saturation of the
QCRB also means that

Conv{E,}¥ c V.. (12)

Since Y, E, = I therefore, I €V, implying TrWi(J‘.'Lb
recovering again the partial commutativity condition.
A few comments in order: (i) dim“V is upper bounded

by the total number of matrices w@ b M@b, which is s(s +
ij,a i,a

1)r?/2, where we recall that r is the rank of px and s is the
number of the estimation parameter However, it may be diffi-
cult to find simple, yet universal rules that determines dim V
exactly, as it can vary from case to case. For example, when
[Li, L;] = 0, Wi = 0, which renders dim V strictly smaller
than s(s + 1)r2/2. (ii) Nevertheless, by exploiting these struc-
ture, some results can still be found on the linear indepen-
dence or dependence among the matrices M;fy;b, see Sec. S3 in
the Supplemental Material [33].
Let us present central results that follows from Eq. (10).

=0,

Observation 1. [No-go theorem for informationally-
complete POVMs (IC-POVM)] For s > 2 and non-singular
QFIM, no IC-POVM can saturate the multiparameter QCRB.

The informationally-complete (IC-POVM) or tomographi-
cally complete POVM is the rank-one POVM with |Q] = d?.
In this case, {Ew}lﬁ | spans the real vector space of Hermitian
operators denoted as Herm(d), isomorphic to the Lie algebra
u(d). For proof of above theorem, see the End Matter. For sin-
gle parameter estimation where s = 1, IC-POVM can saturate
the QFI only for states with particular property, see details in
Theorem S1 in the Supplemental Material. This observation
is particularly relevant because meaningful quantum sensing
tasks also involve non-singular QFIM with more than one es-
timation parameters.

Next we discuss the saturation of the QCRB, when PCC
is satisfied. In this case, we know I € V, and the remain-
ing orthogonal basis must be traceless. Thus, without loss of
generality, we can choose the basis to be

To=1 TeT, =0k > 1), Te(TT;) = doy. (13)

Operationally, this basis can be found via the Gram-Schmidt
orthogonalization process under the trace inner product, start-
ing from the set of matrices {Wl(]”il b M;‘tl)b}. We denote the lin-
ear subspace of the su(d) Lie algebra N = spang{iTy}i>1 and
the dimension of N as n. Clearly, n = dimV, — 1 < d* -1,
where the upper bound can be reached if all the W and M

matrices vanish.

Observation 2. If n < d — 1, i.e., dimV, < d, the QCRB
cannot be saturated.

The proof is given in the End Matter. Geometrically, this
means that the subspace V', depicted in Fig. 1(b) is below
the critical dimension for the rank-one POVM to be complete.
Note that Observation 2 holds, independent of whether PCC
holds or not. This implies that PCC is not sufficient for the
saturation of the QCRB in general.

Theorem 2. [Outcome-wise saturability criterion] When
PCC is satisfied, a rank-one projector I1,, = |r,,) (7, | saturates
the outcome-wise QCRB, i.e., F’ S =F f;’ if and only if

1
M, = ~(I- 0@ . T), (14)



where v is a n-dimensional non-zero real vector such that
the spectrum of the d x d traceless Hermitian matrix v -
T=i, vj(‘“)Tk are (d — 1)-fold degenerate with degenerate
eigenvalue 1.

The proof is presented in the End Matter. The outcome-
wise saturability for generic rank-one POVM is trivial since
it can be always renormalized to a rank-one projector through
I, = E,/TrE,. Theorem 2 immediately leads to an efficient
numerical algorithm to search for optimal measurements, see
the End Matter. Furthermore, by exploring the structure of the
optimal rank-one projectors giving (14), we can show more
quantitatively when PCC becomes sufficient:

Theorem 3. When dim V, is large enough, more precisely,

. Zue[llg%l—z]zﬂ(d+ 1/2-p)+(d-2) (15)

is satisfied, PCC is necessary and sufficient for the saturation
of the Helstrom bound. In particular, PCC ensures the exis-
tence of an optimal rank-one projective measurements, which
can be constructed iteratively.

We prove by constructing the optimal measurements explic-
itly, see the End Matter and the Supplemental Material for
schematica detailed proofs, respectively. A few comments in
order: (a) We note that if an optimal rank-one projective mea-
surement exists, it can be always constructed via the iterative
procedure we presented in the proof of Theorem 3. (b) It is
expected that the lower bound on 7 in inequality (15) above
which PCC becomes sufficient may be further refined if the
particular structures or symmetries of p and the SLD opera-
tors are exploited.

When d > r,s and n > d? while the maximum of r.h.s.
of (15) scales d*>/2. Thus the inequality (15) holds for large
dimension of Hilbert space and we have the following obser-
vation:

Observation 3. [Asymptotic sufficiency of PCC] When d >
r, s, i.e., the dimension of the Hilbert space is much larger
than the rank of the density operator and the number of esti-
mation parameters, PCC becomes necessary and sufficient for
the saturation of the QCRB. In particular, if, for continuous-
variable systems, py is of finite rank and contains a finite num-
ber of estimation parameters, then a finite-dimensional d-Lie
algebra which contains V as a subspace can be always con-
structed with arbitrary large d [37]. As such, PCC is always
necessary and sufficient for estimation of finite-rank density
matrix with finite number of parameters.

Example: Quasi-pure States.— One might expect that
quantum states satisfying PCC may be complicated and not
general enough to be of metrological interest. However, it
was shown in the context of postselected quantum metrology
[38, 39] that for quasi-pure states, which behaves very much
like pure states, PCC becomes simple and resembles the one
for pure states. In particular, we consider the following class

of quasi-pure states generated via the classical correlations be-
tween a primary system and an ancilla:

pa = (Ux8Dpo(U§ 81 = D quldan) (Garl ® la)al, (16)
a=1
where pg = X1 qalda)(Bal ® la)al, [@ax) = UxIga), la) are
orthonormal while |¢,) is normalized but not necessarily or-
thogonal to each other. Remarkably, it was shown in Ref. [38]
that the PCC for states given by Eq. (16) reduces to

Im <Di¢a)\|Dj¢a)\> = 0’ Vl’ j» a, (17)

where |Dy,») is the covariant derivative defined as |D;¢ ) =
T = |dax) {Par]) 10idax)- It can be readily checked that, unless
for full rank states, the PCC also holds while the SLD does
not mutually commute in general [38]. Thanks to the Hol-
lowization theorem 1, we can show that If the PCC (17) is
satisfied, the measurement incompatibility between different
eigenstates disappears. Furthermore, the QCRB for the state
given by Eq. (16) can be saturated by the local measurements
with classical communications (LMCC) {|7,.,) = le\”) ® |a)},
where {|e(ya))} is the optimal measurement basis for the satu-
rating the QCRB of each of the pure state {|@,x)}, which can
be constructed systemmatically Refs. [19] and [21]. Further-
more, if Uy in Eq. (16) is generated by commuting Hamilto-
nian, i.e., Ux = e 24 with [H;, Hy] = 0, Y, k, the QCRB
for the state is always saturable for all initial state pg. The
proofs of these results, and their applications to a magnetom-
etry with two-qubit primary system and a qubit ancilla can
be found in the End Matter. It is worth noting that for generic
quasi-pure states, whether PCC is sufficient or not is still open,
as conjectured in Ref. [38].

Discussion and Conclusion.— We solve the open ques-
tion on single-copy optimal measurement in multi-parameter
quantum metrology when PCC holds. There could be sev-
eral ramifications of our results. First, even when PCC fails,
our algorithm can still be used to construct rank-one measure-
ment bases that saturate the QCRB outcome-wise, although
they may not satisfy the POVM completeness (closure) rela-
tion. This observation suggests a systematic route to practical
approximations of the QCRB, which may be of broad interest
for applications. Second, our work motivates a more com-
prehensive mathematical study of simultaneous hollowization
for sets of traceless matrices, a topic that appears largely un-
explored in the current literature. Progress along these lines
would sharpen our understanding of measurement incompati-
bility in multiparameter sensing and, more broadly, of the ge-
ometric constraints imposed by quantum theory.
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End Matter

I. PROOF OF OBSERVATION 1

Proof. We prove by contradiction. We note the fact that IC
POVM forms a complete basis on Herm(d). According to
Theorem 1, we have M; ,, = O for all i € [1,s], a,b € [1, r].
Then according to Theorem S1 in the Supplemental Material,
we know L; = a;I1s, where II; is the project to the support
space of px and a; € R. This is consistent with the condition
that W;; o = O, for all i, j € [1,s], a,b € [1, r]. However,
in this case, the QFIM element reads Fj% = ajay, which is
of rank-one and thus non-invertible, which is in contradiction
with the premise that the QFIM is non-singular. O

II. PROOF OF OBSERVATION 2

Proof. Again we prove by contradiction. We first assume
there exists one optimal measurements consisting of rank-one
measurement operators, which is denoted as {E,},eq. Since
|| > d and the optimal POVM rank-one operator forms a
linearly independent basis on V, therefore dim “V, must be
greater or equal to d, which in contradiction to condition that
dimV, <d. O

III. PROOF OF THEOREM 2

Proof. We first prove the forward direction: if a projector I,
saturate the outcome-wise QCRB, then according the geomet-
ric interpretation of the saturation condition (10), we know

é(aﬂ-—l%w>-15 = o) (Tl (18)

where @ € R and v is a real vector. This would immediate
imply that

v T = al —d|n,) (.. (19)

The traceless property of T} implies that « = 1. Then spec-
trum on the rh.s. is {1 —d,1,1,--- 1}, which completes the
proof. The backward direction is obvious: assuming Eq. (14)
holds, it apparent satisfies Eq. (10). O

IV. NUMERICAL ALGORITHMS FOR SEARCHING THE
OPTIMAL MEASUREMENTS

1. Choose a set of orthonormal complete traceless basis
{Ty};_, on V', that satisfies (13) and impose d—1 eigen-
values of v - T are equal to 1, where v is n-dimensional
real vector. This amounts to imposing d — 1 real con-
straints, which is possible only for n > d — 1, consistent
with the Observation 2. The number of distinct ways of

imposing such a(d — 1) degeneracy is d, which leads to a
set of vectors and optimal rank-one projectors denoted
as {v@), I1,,).

2. Search for non-negative o/’ € [0, 1] that satisfies
T @ = d, 3 o@y@ = 0. These two con-
ditions guarantees that to the set of optimal rank-one
POVM E,, = oW1, is complete, i.e., Z'i‘l a1l =1,
see Sec. S4 in [33] for details. If such {&'“’} does not
exists, then the QCRB is not saturable. In particular,
to search for projective measurements, |QQ] = d and
a“) = 1 and one just need to search for d vectors such
that ZEL v@ = 0.

V. SCHEMATIC PROOF OF THEOREM 3

Proof. We prove by giving a recipe of constructing the op-
timal rank-one projective measurements. A comprehensive
description of the procedure can be found in Sec. S5 in [33].
Here we briefly mention the idea behind the iterative construc-
tion. Clearly, the first projector can be constructed via the al-
gorithm above. Assuming first u rank-one projectors, denoted
as {Hq}g _,» has been constructed, the (u+1)-th can constructed

as follows:
1. We denote the orthogonal complement of the linear sub-
space spang {IL},_, in V. as VD with dim Y =

n—p+1. Clearly [**D = I-37_ T, € Y#*D All other

basis on (VTH), denoted as T,i’”l) withk =1,2,---n—y,
that are orthogonal to I**! must be traceless and satis-
fies

(T 1) = (T Vi) = 0, g € [1, pl.
We choose the normalization

(@Y, Ty = (d - . (20)

2. Clearly II,,,; lies in (V(fﬂ). Using a theorem that is
analogous to Theorem 2 (see Sec. S4 in [33]), the
only possibility to form a rank-one project is that
there exists a real vector v®*D such that (i) The ker-
nel space ofv®*+D . Tw+D = y77k vl((”“)T,< is equal to
spanc{lﬂq)}z _, (i) The (d —pu—1) of the non-zero eigen-
values must be 1, with the remaining one has to be
—(d — p — 1) due to the traceless property of T]E'“ ),

Such an iterative procedure can be carried out until the con-
struction of the (d — 1)th rank-one projector, corresponding to
p =d —2. It turns out that for constructing the (u + 1)-th pro-
jector, condition (i) at most 2u(d — ) + ¢ — 1 real constraints
while condition (ii) imposes at most (d — p — 1) constraints.
On the other hand, we note the number of free parameters is
n — u. Therefore, (i + 1)-th optimal rank-one projector can be
constructed successfully if n — yu > 2u(d — p) + d — 2. Impos-
ing such an inequality holds for all u € [1, d — 2] leads to the
inequality (15). O



VI. PROOF OF THE RESULTS ON QUASI-PURE STATES

Proof. For the state given by Eq. (16), the SLD can be ex-
pressed as [38]

Li=) Li,®la)d, @1
a=1

where L; , is the SLD for the pure state |¢,) defined as
Lio = 2(IDipax) {Parl + |ar) {Didarl). (22)
Therefore, it can be readily calculated

Wijab = Wijap ®lay (b, (23)
Mi,ab = Mi,ab ® |a)bl, 24)

where

Wijab = Lia|lpax) (ol Ljp — Lj a lpar) (ol Lip
= 2(IDigar) (Djtual = IDjdur) (Digmal) . (25)

and

M ab = Li aldar) (oal = dax) (@oal Li»
= 2(Digax) {Dpxl = lax) {Didpl) . (26)

Consider the local measurement with classical communica-
tions (LMCC) with the measurement basis of the form |, ,) =
16y ® |ay. Note that

<7Tv, a | Wij, cd|7rv, u> = <e$/a) |(Wij, cd|e$/a)> 6(106ud» (27)
<7rv, a |Mz cd|7rv, a> = <e$/a) |Mi, cd|€$/a)> 6ac(5ad~ (28)

Then according to the Hollowization theorem 1, this set of
measurements optimal if and only

(Wi 0l = 0, (“IM; 4alel®) = 0. (29)

Applying the Hollowization theorem again to find the optimal
the optimal measurement condition for the pure state |¢,x),
one immediately observe that it is the same as Eq. (29). Since
|pan) satisfies the WCC, the optimal measurement {|e,,)} can
be constructed systematically from the recipes proposed by
Mastumoto and Pezze et al [19, 21]. It is clear that LMCC
constructed in this way complete, since

DI (1@ lay¢al = ) lay¢al =T (30)

VII. APPLICATION TO SYSTEMS CONSISTING OF A
TWO-QUBIT PRIMARY SYSTEM AND QUBIT ANCILLA

We consider a two-parameter estimation problem with the

primary system being two qubits, where H; = /llo'gl)crf) and

H, = /120'561)0'562). Clearly here [H, H,] = 0. We consider the
initial state

po =410, +)€0, +|®]0) 01+ (1 - ) |1, 0) (1, g ®|1) (1], (31)

where |p) = cos(8/2)|0) + sin(6/2)|1). It can be calculated
that

Px = qldox) (Doal@10) 0+ (1 = g) [p1x) (Pial@1) (1], (32)

where [poxn) = Ux |0, +) and |¢p1x) = Ux |1, ¢). Since this state
is a quasi-pure states [38], the QFIM can be calculated as

4 0
F2 = gF9gox)] + (1 — QF[lp1a)] =

(33)

Following Matsumoto and Pezze [19, 21], we first construct
the regular optimal measurements for the estimation of |@gx )
and |@;x) locally A = 0. Optimal projectors for estimating

[ox) is
L
V3

) = % [|0+> - i% |14) +i \/g|0—>)’ (35

1 1 -3
ey = 7 [|0+> i 1+4) i \g |0—>J, (36)
€ = 11-). 7

0
et =

(104) +iV2[1+)), (34)

while the optimal regular projectors for estimating |¢;x) can
be constructed as follows:

1
ey = NG (1) +iV210¢x)), (38)
oDy = L (u@ L 10x) +i\/§ |1¢>], (39)
SR V2 2
Wy = L[l — il _.\ﬁ .
ey = @(uw 1\5|0€0x> i35 e >], (40)
ey = 10g5) (41)
where
™) = sin(6/2) |0y — cos(6/2) 1), 42)
lpx) = o, @) = cos(8/2) 1) +sin(6/2) [0y,  (43)

lpx) = i lp™) = sin(6/2) [1) — cos(6/2)[0) . (44)

Following theorem in the main text, we consider the measure-
ments {|,,4) = |¢\”) ® |a)}, which is optimal. Indeed, it can
be easily verified that the CFIM F€ is always identical to F?,
although this choice of measurement is meant to be locally

optimal at A = 0.

0 4g +4(1 — g)sin’6|"
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S1. PROOF OF THEOREM 1 IN THE MAIN TEXT

A. Null POVM basis

Our goal is to eliminate the proportionality constant 7, ;; so that Eq. (3) can be recast into a compact form.

show that for a given pair (i, j), Eq. (3) is equivalent to

Wpa|Li|

7Tm> _ <7r(u|Li|l//a>\>

WialLire)  olLilwan)’

Following from Eq. (S1), we find

Ya, b.

(M| Wij, bl = 0, Vi, j, a, b,

where

Wijab = Lilyax) (Woxl Lj — Lj Wax) Yol Li.

To see the reverse direction also holds, let us first note when a = b, Eq. (S1) indicates that

(@) _ <l/’a)\ |Li|7rw>

nw, i <Wa)\|Lj|7rw>

is a real number. Then for a # b, Eq. (S1) clearly indicates that n % is independent of a.

B. Regular POVM basis

For given i and w, Eq. (2) is equivalent to

WAL

(@)

w, i

7Tw> _ (ﬂw|Li|wa)\>

Woalre)  Tolan)

Follows from Eq. (2) straightforwardly, we obtain

<7rw|Mi,ab|7rw> = O,

Ya, b.

To this end, we

SD

(52)

(83)

(S4)

(S5)

(S6)



where

M ap = LilWan) Wpal = [Wax) Woal Li. (S7)

For the reverse direction, when a = b, Eq. (S5) implies that

(@ _ <';0a)\ |Li|7Ta)>

= , (S8)
@ <’//a)\|77w>

is a real number. For a # b, Eq. (S5) clearly indicates that fii)i is independent of a.
Now we take one step further. Note that taking two equations from Eq. (S5) for different i and j respectively and then dividing
them, we obtain Eq. (S1). However, the reverse direction is not guaranteed. To elaborate, we rewrite Eq. (S1) as

WialLilro) [ Wnalro) ol Liwan) 1 (rofan) y

- ’ a9 b’ (S9)
WiAlLilmo) | Walmo)  (TolLi{war) 1 (owan)
which implies
f(b)~ [éf(a)' ]* .
(b) w, 1, w, 1 (a)
n =2 =2 = () (S10)
J é:ff,)j é:((u ’)j J)
As before, from this equation, we conclude that ni‘:)ij is real and independent of a and
é‘:(a)'
(_a;:nw,ijER~ (S11)
w,j

This means if when Eq. (S1) holds for regular operators, for a given pair (i, j), it only ensures the ratios between §ii)i’s are real
and independent of a, not §<“)

w, i

themselves. As such, to guarantee the optimality of a regular measurement operator, in addition

to imposing Eq. (S1), we also require ffi)i is real and independent of a, which means that Eq. (S5) must hold. Note that when if
E,, is null, Eq. (S5) holds automatically.

To summarize, the optimal condition becomes the following: For measurement operator E,, of any type, either null or regular,
we require Eq. (S1) and Eq. (S5) hold. On the other hand, Eq. (S1) is equivalent to Eq. (4) in Theorem 1 while Eq. (S5) is
equivalent to Eq. (5) in Theorem 1. Note that given Eq. (S5) and Eq. (5), there is no need to distinguish whether the measurement
operator is null or regular. This concludes the proof of the first part of Theorem 1 in the main text.

S2.  PROOF OF EQ. (6) AND EQ. (7) IN THE MAIN TEXT

Before we prove Eq. (6) and Eq. (7), we present a useful observation as follows:

Observation S4. If F' 3 # 0, 1ie., [F 3],~ i = Tr(paL;E,L;) # 0, there must exists an estimation parameter A; and an eigenstate
[¥ax), called central estimation parameter and central eigenstate respectively, such that

WarlLilmy) # 0. (512)
Proof. We prove by constradictions. Assuming {y,x|L;|7,,) = O for all a and i. Then it can be readily found that

[FSl = D PaRelWanlLilmy) (TolLilax)] = 0, (S13)

which is in contradiction to the premise that F’ 2z0. O



A. Choose a central estimation parameter

By definition, we know

&) =€) (S14)

lm]l

Let us assume Eq. (6) and Eq. (7) hold for the estimation parameter A; and the central eigenstate |z ). Then we know that n(b)

and §( ) are real and independent of b. Therefore we conclude that §( ) must be also real and independent of b, which 1mphes
that Eq (5) holds for all the estimation parameters and eigenstates.
On the other hand, we should avoid §(b and n(b) being indetermine, i.e. of the type 0/0. In this case, the constraint given

by Eq. (S14) is trivial in that it is not able to constrain §( ) such that is it is real and independent of b. Fortunately, thanks to
Observation S4,when Eq. (7) holds, we know f(b) = f(”) is not of the type 0/0. Similar arugements can be applied to conclude
that r]ﬁ’)ﬁ is not of the type 0/0 when Eq. (6) and hold.

B. Choose a central eigenstate

Given Eq. (6) and Eq. (7) hold, it can be readily shown that for any given pair (i, j) and (a, b),

WoAlLimo)  WonlLifro) Wonllifra)y  (ro|Liwan) (ro|Lijwan)

WinlLirw) — WialLilro) WealLijre) ol Llwan) (ro|Lijwar)
_ WalLimo) Waallilrn) ol Lifyen) (molLilwer)  (mo|Lilwer)
 WaalLire) WaalLijre)  u|Lilen) o|Lifwen)  olLilwer)”

(S15)

In othe words,

(b) _ (@ @) _ _ @ (0x _ (o) () _ _(0)x
nw:ll - nw unw i na) unw i nw unw s nw un i = il = nw,ij’ (516)

w,ij w,ii 'w,ij

(b) (b)

which is equivalent to Eq. (4). Similar with the previous case, if n, and 1,

identities. Nevertheless, Observation S4 excludes these singular cases

; are of the type 0/0, it will invalidate the above

S3. RESULTS ON THE LINEARLY (IN)DEPENDENCE OF {W* = M@

ij,ab’ t(lb}

In this section, unless otherwise stated, we always focus on real vector space and therefore linear independence or dependence
is always defined over the real field.

Lemma S1. The QFIM is non-singular, then the set of {L;};_, are linearly independent in Herm(d).

Proof. We prove by contradiction. Consider the matrix element of the QFIM [F Q] k= ReTr(p AL;Ly). If {L;}]_| are not linearly
dependent, then 3k such that L, = },.; ¢;L; with ¢; € R and therefore [F Q] k= Dk ¢[F9] ji- That s, the k- column of the QFIM
is linear combination of the other column. Therefore the QFIM is rank-deficient and singular, which completes the proof. m

Lemma S2. If the QFIM is non-singular, then [F9];; = Tr(pALi) must be strictly positive.

Proof. We prove by contradiction. If 3j such that [F€];; = Tr(p AL?) = 0, the using Cauch-Schwarz inequality

ITr(oaL, Lo = KL Vpx. L Vs < FLFG =0, (S17)

which forces Tr(pxL;Li) = 0 for all k. This means that [F Q] jt = 0 for all k, which indicates that the j-row and the j-column of
the QFIM vanishes. Therefore the QFIM is rank-deficient and singular, which completes the proof. O

An immediate consequence of above lemma is the following:

Lemma S3. If the QFIM is non-singular, then for every parameter 4;, there must exists an eigenstate of p» corresponding to a
positive eigenvalue such that L; [y, ) # 0.



Proof. It can be readily proved by contraction. We note that [F9];; = Tr(p,\Lﬁ) = Yo ParllLjWax) P, Thus for given j, if
Lj|yax) = 0 for all a, then [FQ]jj = 0, which leads to singular QFIM. O

Before proceeding, let us note that the SLD operator can be rewritten as L; = L® + (Ll?k +h.c)+ Ll.‘k, where Lf.”ﬁ = I, LiIlg,
I1; and Il are projectors to the support and kernel of py, respectively. In particular, it is shown in [29, 38] that

LX=2) Wax) OiharI T, L =0, (S18)

Theorem S1. (Vanishing M condition) For a given estimation parameter A, if M;”a)b = 0 for all a, b, a. Then L; bears the
structure

L =al, (S19)
where a; € R and the density matrix satisfies

dilnpey =aj, Yae[l,r], (820)

Pax = Pox O {0 jparlpa) = 0, Ya, b € [1,r],a # b, (S21)

and |0 i) fully lies the support of px.

(a )} containing r* elements forms a basis of the subspace of a Hermitian operators that

(a)

Proof. We note that the set of matrices {o
fully lies on the support of p,, which is 1som0rphlc to Herm(r) or u(r). Note that o,

we know Ll?kafl‘z) = ;‘Z)Lfs = (. Therefore, we obtain

is an operator acting on the support of py,

[0, L] = [0, L] + (YL —he). (S22)

On the other hand, we know [0'2‘2), L?*lis an operator acting on the support of pa, O'ZZ)L‘?k maps the kernel space to the support
space of px while its Hermitian conjugate maps support space to the kernel space of py, these three terms must be linearly
independently. Using Eq. (S18), we obtain

L}¥=0, [0y, L] = (S23)

On the other hand, {iO'gZ)bbﬂ is basis of the fundamental representation of the u(r) algebra, which is irreducible. According to
Schur’s lemma, we know

L® o I, (S24)
The Hermiticity requirement imposes the proportionality constant must be real. This concludes the proof. O

The following theorem states that for a given i, when the set of vectors {IIi [0;/4x)}ae1, 1 are linearly independent, the set of
matrices {M;(Z)b}a, bell, rl, a=x,y,; are also linearly independent.

Theorem S2. (Linear independence among M’s) For a given i, if the set of vectors{I1i [0;/4x)}aef1.1 i linearly independent then
the set of matrices {Mf(:l)b} must be linear independent.

Proof. We consider the linear combination of the M matrices as follows:

(ar) (a) (@) (@)
zab zab - [Z tabo-ab’

ab,a ab,«
=) o, L+ [ A Lk - h.c.], (S25)
ab, ab,

(a)

where the coefficient ¢; , € R. More explicitly, according to Eq. (S18), we find

3 0 s [z 5‘2ba<a>]z|m><a Sl 56



Since the set of vectors{I; [0i¥ax)}ael1. 1 lie in the kernel of py and are linearly independent and |i/.») lies on the support of px,

in order for the commutator [}, , ¢ f‘?bO' L;] to vanish, one must have

ab’

[Z f“;b(f(”)) Wea) =0, Ve. (S27)
ab,a
This further leads to
Dol =o. (S28)
ab, a
Since the set of operators {o (o )} are linearly independent, this means that cgajb = 0, which concludes the proof. O

On the other hand, if Lgk 0, i.e., the SLD L; fully lies on the support of py, the set of matrices {M;f’;b}a, befl, rl, a=x,y,; MUSt be
linearly dependent, as stated in the following theorem:

Theorem S3. (Linear dependence among M’s) If Lbk 0, i.e., L; only lies on the support of py (including the case of full rank
states), {M;,O;)b} is linearly dependent.

Proof. We note that the set of basis {0 (@ )} containing > elements nows forms a basis of a Hermitian operators that fully lies on

the support of p,. Therefore, there ex1sts a set of real numbers {c (Q)b} with at least one of them are non-zero, such that
Li=) '), (S29)
ab, @
which leads to
(@) pgl@) _
DM, =0, (S30)
ab, «
Therefore in this case {M;o;)b} are linearly dependent. O

S4. DETAILS ABOUT THE EFFICIENT NUMERICAL SEARCH ALGORITHMS FOR GLOBAL SATURATION

The numerical search algorithm presented in the main text is justified by the following theorem:

Theorem S4. (Global saturability criterion) When PCC is satisfied, the QCRB is saturable if and only if there exists a tuplle
A = (v@, a@ € [0, 1]} e, Where v is defined as in Theorem 2, such that

Z @ =d, Z W@ =, (S31)
w w

Proof. Consider the parameterization of the optimal rank-one POVM given by
o)
E, =o', = — (- v T).

The completeness relation ), E,, = I implies that

Z E, = [Z a(‘")J (Z @y “”] T, =L (S32)

Taking trace on both sides leads to

Z @ =d, (S33)

which leads to

n

(Z a(‘”)v;:’)] T, =0. (S34)

k=1



Multiplying above equation from the left by 7 and then taking the trace yields

D@ = 0. (S35)

On the other hand, it can be readily checked that with Eqs. (S33, S35), >, E,, = Lis satisfied according to Eq. (S32). Further-
more, for projective measurements, |Q| = d and o'’ = 1, we only require

d

M =0, (836)

w=1

S5. DETAILED PROOF OF THEOREM 3

Lemma S4. Given a projector [“+D =T — ZZ _, 1, where I, = |r,) (m,| and {Inq)}’; _, is an orthonormal basis where u < d — 2,

and a set of traceless Hermitian matrices {T,E” +1)}k21, then the real linear combination between I+ and {T,E” +1)}k21 forms a rank-
one projector I,41 = |m,41) (41| that is orthogonal to {II, }f; _, if and only if there exists a real vector v such that (i) The kernel

space of WD) . T = 30 DT HED g span(|m,)),._, . (i) 1 is the eigenvalue of v¥*V - TU+V with degeneracy d - — 1.

Proof. The proof is similar to Theorem 2 in the main text. The backward direction is straightforward to prove. We prove the
forward direction. Without loss of generality, we take

1
M, = p (a1t D — ) D) (S37)
with @ € R, from which we conclude
7
WD D — gkt (d = @) Imys1) (| = @l - a’z Hy = (d = ) 1) (sl - (S38)
g=1

The traceless property of T,E” N implies that @ = 1, which is then implies

u
WD D - H—an—(d_,u) |7T;1+1><7Tp+1|~ (839)
g=1

The r.h.s gives the spectral properties of v*+D . T®+D : The kernel space is spanned by {|7r,,)}’; _, While (d — p — 1) non-zero
eigenvalues are equal to 1. O

Observation S5. Given a set of orthonormal d-dimension complex bases{l7r,1>}’ql _, and a linear Hermitian operator 7 satisfying
(nglT|my) = 0 for g = 1,2, ---u. The linear subspace spanc{lﬂ,J)}Z _, becomes the kernel of T if and only if T are u-fold
degenerate and the corresponding eigenvectores lies in spanc{lnq)}Z o1 -

Proof. The forward direction is straightforward. To prove the backward direction, we denote the degenerate eigenvalue as A and
a basis in the degenerate subspace as |/lq)’(; _; - It can be readily observed that

H H“ u
T ) (Al =T ) Img) gl = 2D 1) (4] (S40)

g=1 g=1 g=1
Then taking trace on both sides, one conclude 4 = 0, i.e., spanc{lfrq)}z _, is the kernel of T'. ]

Observation S6. Given a set of d-dimensional complex orthonormal basis {|m1), [m) - - - Im,)}, the effective real constraints of
requiring a normalized vector |4) € spanc{|r;), |m2) - - - |m,)} at most 2(d — ).

Proof. It can be readily observed that [1) € span{|ni), |m2)---|m,)} is equivalent to |A) is orthogonal to the remaining d — u
orthonormal vectors {|m,41) , |mu42) , - - - [mg)}, which imposes at most d — u complex constraints. ]



Now we are in a position to give a comprehensive proof of Theorem 3 in the main text.
Proof. The necessity of PCC has shown in Ref. [29]. Here we demonstrate its sufficiency.
1. The 1% projective rank-one POVM can be constructed according to Theorem 2 in the main text. More specifically,

(a) Define (V(j) YV, and T(l) Tk, k > 1 and satisfy the normalization condition (13). Denote the eigenvalues and
eigenvectors of vV - T = 32 v ,({I)Tlil) as {7rq('u“))}q=1 and {Izrq(v(')))}q=1 respectively.
(b) In order for the linear combination between I and T,El) to form a rank-one projector, according to Theorem 2 in the

main text, we must impose (d — 1) eigenvalues of vV - T™ be equal to 1. With out loss of generality can be taken to
be m,(vV) = 1 for 2 < g < d. Then the first rank-one optimal projector becomes

I, = ;I(JI — o0 TD) = |y (D)) (m (0 D)), (S41)

with v = — (1 (0T |y (v )y and 37 12 = d - L.

2. The remaining optimal rank-one projectors can be constructed iteratively. To construct the (u + 1)

POVM:

projective rank-one

41 Which we denoted as (V(fﬂ). We
define I#*D =W —TI, =T - Z’; 10, e Y** The other n — u mutually orthogonal bases on V**" are denoted as
Tli“”l), where k = 1, 2,---n — u. It can be readily observed that

(a) I+ must lies in the orthogonal complement of the linear subspace spang{I1,}:

(THD 1) = (DT D, (0 @) = 0, g € [1, . (542)
Furthermore, they must be traceless since
(T,E’”l), T#+Dy = <T/8HU’ Iy =0. (843)
We choose the normalization condition
(@D, Ty = (d - o (S44)
We denote the eigenvalues and eigenvectors of WD . WD = gk (D EeD o {mg(®*))e_, and
{|7rq(v(/‘+1)))}j]1=1 respectively.

(b) In order to form a rank-one projector from the linear combinations between I“*D and T,E” A according to Lemma S4,
without loss of generality, we require (i) { Inq(v(")))}’; _, lies in the kernel of v**D . TW*D (ii) (d — p — 1) eigenvalues
equal 1. According to Observation (S5), condition (i) can be guaranteed by imposing the u eigenvalues are equal,
ie.,

@) = ) = -, (D), (S45)
and |, (v#+1)) € span{lnq(v(‘I))>} for 1 < ¢ < p. Condition (i) can be guaranteed by imposing 7 (v*#*D) = 1 for

u+2<qg<d. Then

1
1 = m(w‘“) — o@D D) = (0 D)) (e (04D (546)

. 1 1 —; 1
with vV = — (1, (@ D)T Ol (D)) and 204 = d — - 1.

Now let us counter the constraints and free-parameters in the construction of (¢ + 1)-th rank-one projectors: According to
Observations S5 and S6, it is clear that condition (i) imposes u(d — u) + ¢ — 1 real constraints. Condition (ii) imposes d — u — 1
real constraints. On the other hand, the number of real free parameters is n — u. In order for real free parameters outnumbers the
real constraints for the construction of optimal rank-one projectors, up to the (d — 1)-th one, the inequality (15) in the main text
must hold. O
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