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Small correlation is sufficient for optimal noisy quantum metrology
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We propose a class of metrological resource states whose quantum Fisher information scales opti-
mally in both system size and noise rate. In these states, qubits are partitioned into sensing groups
with relatively large correlations within a group but small correlations between groups. The states
are obtainable from local Hamiltonian evolution, and we design a metrologically optimal and effi-
cient measurement protocol utilizing time-reversed dynamics and single-qubit local measurements.
Using quantum domino dynamics, we also present a protocol free of the time-reversal step that has

an estimation error roughly twice the best possible value.

Introduction.— Quantum metrology [1-4] is the study
of utilizing entanglement and other quantum effects to
measure unknown data, such as gravitational waves [5—
8], images [9-12], magnetic fields [13-17], and time [18—
22]. A typical metrological protocol involves initializing
N probes in a particular (possibly entangled) state, let-
ting the value of an unknown quantity 6 be imparted
on the state, and estimating 6 via a measurement. The
Heisenberg limit (HL) [23] restricts the best-case estima-
tion precision to scale inversely with the number N of
entangled probes, §6 ~ 1/N.

The prototypical example of a “metrologically opti-
mal” state is the Greenberger-Horne-Zeilinger (GHZ)
state [23], which is used to attain the HL in estimat-
ing a Z-axis magnetic field in a noiseless N-spin system.
Unfortunately, the useful but fragile quantum correla-
tions of this state quickly break down in the presence of
noise. Instead of attaining the HL, the optimal scaling in
a generically noisy setting is the standard quantum limit
(SQL), 66 ~ 1/+/N.

For quantum metrology to continue to bear fruit, it
is important to quantify the performance of noise-robust
metrological protocols not only in terms of the number of
probes N [23-29], but also in terms of the noise rate p of
each probe. A more precise calculation for several models
with non-negligible noise yields a precision of 60 = /p/N
[24-26, 30, 31], meaning that reducing the noise rate p
can lead to a constant-factor improvement on top of the
naive scaling with 1/ V/N. In this Letter, we continue this
direction and describe both criteria on and examples of
protocols whose variance scales optimally [32] with both
N and p (see Fig. 1 for a summary).

We show that achieving optimal scaling requires a care-
ful tuning of the quantum correlation length. The exten-
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FIG. 1. Three families of metrological optimal states and
their corresponding preparation and measurement protocols.
Each row is a special case of the previous row indicated by
C, which has more efficient schemes for state preparation and
measurement.

sive entanglement of the GHZ state is optimal only in the
relatively noiseless setting of pN ~ constant [33], while
unentangled states do not yield any p-dependent preci-
sion improvement. Interpolating between the two edge
cases, we show that a “Goldilocks” amount of quantum
correlation — quantified by a correlation length M ~ 1/p
— is required for optimality. This general theory cor-
roborates previous numerical results [34, 35] that matrix
product states with low bond dimension are optimal for
strong noise.

We construct states that satisfy our criteria for opti-
mality using local-Hamiltonian evolution, and present a
provably efficient measurement protocol utilizing time-
reversed evolution (similar to the Loschmidt echo [36])
and single-qubit measurements. We showcase our results
by an example of optimal states generated by analyti-
cally solvable quantum domino dynamics [37, 38], where
local measurements without time reversal suffice for near-
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optimal performance.

Simple example—Our optimality conditions are stated
for sensing a Z-axis magnetic field (with straightforward
extension to any single-qudit Hamiltonian via local rota-
tions) under arbitrary noise, but dephasing noise yields
an illuminating warm-up example of the correlation that
is required for optimality.

Let N qubits, labeled by i € A with Pauli matrices
X;,Y;, Z;, be prepared in a state p, with each qubit 4
undergoing the channel

Dy p(pi) = (1 —p)e 9% pel% 4 pZie % p; % Z; (1)

for 0 < p < 1/2. For simplicity, we assume p > 1/N
(otherwise the noise is asymptotically negligible and the
HL is achievable). One then measures the final state
Po = Dgg(p) to estimate 6.

The estimation precision can be bounded by the state’s
quantum Fisher information (QFI), 60 > 1/1/NoF(pg),
via the quantum Cramér-Rao bound [39-44], saturable
as the number of repeated experiments N, — oco. The
QFT for the above example is bounded by [24, 25, 30, 31]

F(ps) <4AN/[1 — (1 —2p)*] ~ N/p, (2)

yielding the aforementioned scaling of 66 ~ \/p/N [45].
This QFI bound cannot be surpassed with arbitrary state
preparation and measurement protocols, including quan-
tum error correction [27-29].

This QFI bound can be saturated (up to a constant fac-
tor) by partitioning the N-qubit system into N/M groups
of M qubits each (with N/M assumed to be an integer
for simplicity), tuning the groups’ size inversely with the
noise rate, and repeating the GHZ protocol within each
group. The corresponding quantum parity state, p =
Q) |GHZ), (GHZ|; with |GHZ), = %(|0>®M + (1)),

an instance of the quantum parity code % [46-48], is op-
timal as follows.

In the noiseless limit p = 0, each group I gains a phase
M6 independently that corresponds to a QFI ~ M2, so
the QFI of the entire state, equal to the sum of individual
QF1Is, scales as (N/M)M? = N M. This scaling is robust
against noise if pM is upper bounded by a constant, be-
cause then dephasing noise will only cause the individ-
ual QFI to reduce by a constant factor [30]. Therefore,
Eq. (2) is saturated by tuning M ~ 1/p.

Sufficient condition for optimality.— The quantum
parity state is not the only state that achieves the optimal
QFTI scaling ~ N/p, and such states need not be tensor-
product states w.r.t. the partititoning into groups I of
size M. Any state with sufficiently large intra-group and
sufficiently small inter-group correlations will do. This
partitioning idea also extends to general noise channels.

We generalize the final state to be py = Négév(p),
where AN, is the noisy channel depending on 6, and
the noise parameter p quantifies the diamond distance
between noiseless (Np,o) and noisy (N, ) evolutions [49,
Sec. 5.1].

Before stating our general sufficient condition (see [49]
for the proof), we first introduce some notation. For
any state o and operators A, B, define the expectation
(A), :==tr(cA), the correlation function

Cy(A,B) :=tr(cAB) —tr (cdA)tr (¢B), (3)

and the variance (AA?) = Cy(A, A). Let p; be the
reduced density matrix (RDM) of group I before sensing,

and let pro (p(IOg) be the noisy (noiseless) RDM after
sensing. We use A; to indicate that operator A acts
inside group I, and denote the operator norm by ||-||.

Theorem 1. For any given p, choose any M < N with
M S Cno/pv (4)

where c,o 1S a positive constant, and partition the qubits
as above. Given any state p, suppose for any group I, its
QFI in the noiseless limit is large,

0
F(pi%) ~ a2, (5)
and its correlations with other groups are small, i.e.,

> 1Co(Ar Ayl £ M~ max | Ay, (6)
J:.]¢81

where Sy is some set of groups containing a finite (in-
dependent of N,p, M) number of elements (including I)
that may have large correlation with I. Then there exists
an observable O = ZI O;1 such that

Flpo) > (9010),,) ~Na (@)

1
(AO?) o

Eq. (7) implies the optimal QFI scaling (Eq. (2)) is
saturated by choosing M ~ 1/p. Moreover, O here rep-
resents the optimal observable to measure, and <A(92>p6
and (O) 0, Tepresent its variance and expectation value
w.r.t. pg, respectively (see, e.g., Ref. [50] for the signal-to-
noise-ratio lower bound on QFI that we use in Eq. (7)).
The optimal observable is a sum of individual observ-
ables Oy on each group, and individual measurements on
each group suffice to achieve the optimal QFI. The two
conditions generalize the quantum parity state example:
(i) Eq. (5) requires that each group has the asymptoti-
cally optimal QFT ~ M? [51], and (ii) Eq. (6) requires
each group to have a large correlation with a finite num-
ber of other groups, which guarantees the linear scaling
of the QFI with respect to M.

Locally generated optimal states.— Our sufficient con-
dition is naturally satisfied by states generated by local
Hamiltonian evolution. Suppose the qubits lie on vertices
of a d-dimensional square lattice, start from |0) := [0)®™,
and evolve to a state 1)) = U |0) by a unitary U gener-
ated by a (possibly time-dependent) local Hamiltonian
for time T'. Such evolution is quasi-causal because it sat-
isfies the following Lieb—Robinson bound [52, 53]: if an
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operator A acts within set S C A, then, in the Heisenberg
picture,

A(T) == UAU ~ Ag, (8)

i.e., A(T) can be approximated (up to small error) by an

operator A that is strictly supported in the “light cone”
region

S:={ieA:d(,8) <T}, (9)

which contains all vertices within distance T" to S. Here,
T is rescaled such that the Lieb—Robinson velocity [53]
is set to 1, and d(-,-) is the distance function with
d(¢,S) = minjes d(4, j). For illustrative purpose, we as-
sume Eq. (8) is exact from now on, with the rigorous
treatment given elsewhere [49].

The state p = |¢) (0| = U|0){(0|UT has correlation
length at most 27T [54] because faraway light cones do
not intersect. Therefore, it naturally satisfies Eq. (6) if
each group I is chosen to be an L X --- x L hypercube
with L = M4 > T, as sketched in Fig. 2. We choose
T ~ L so that qubits within each group are sufficiently
correlated so as to satisfy Eq. (5) [55].

Based on Theorem 1, the class of optimal metrological
states contains any state p defined above with large intra-
group ZZ correlation:

CP(Z],Z[) Z CzLde, (10)

corresponding to Eq. (5) [51], where Z; = ), ; Z; and
cz ~ 1. Such optimal states are efficiently preparable
by definition, but it is still demanding to develop ef-
ficient measurement schemes because the measurement
observable used in Theorem 1, although separate for each
group, can be difficult to implement when the group size
is large.

Local measurement scheme with time-reversal.— For
any such state p, we propose a local measurement scheme
by only assuming the ability to time-reverse the evo-
lution U (e.g., by changing the sign of the generating
Hamiltonian). Namely, after sensing, one applies a uni-
tary Usey := Utel?Z (7 .= >; Zi) to the state pg, and
then measures in the computational basis before post-
processing the data. Here, 0, represents prior knowledge
of 0, such that 6 := § — 6, satisfies || ~ L=¢ [56]. The
idea comes from the Loschmidt echo protocol working in
the noiseless case [36], where one processes the measure-
ment data by simply computing the final probability of
returning to |0):

. 2 02 -
Pecko 2= [(0] e 970 [0)] = 1 F(po) +O(*). (1)

The measurement is optimal, i.e., the corresponding clas-

sical Fisher information ﬁ(@gPechof ~ F(py) at

small 6, where APgChO = Pocho(l — Pecho) is the variance
of a Bernoulli random variable with probability Pecho.

FIG. 2. A coarse-grained sketch for the time-reversal local
measurement protocol in 2d, where the underlying lattice is
not shown. There is an observable P; for each group I after
the time-reversal U,.,, whose expectation is only affected by
dynamics in the neighboring groups since L > T. As a cru-
cial step to establish large sensitivity Eq. (16), we show terms
like (0| [Z:(T),[Zs(T), P5]]|0) contribute subdominantly in
Eq. (13), using the fact that only sites ¢ € I,j € J (orange
dots) whose operators Z;(T) and Z;(T') (green regions) have
overlapping support contribute to these terms.

However, the global projective measurement |0) (0| in
Eq. (11) is not robust against noise. To guarantee robust-
ness, we post-process the data in the following way. After
the computational-basis measurement, one instead com-
putes projections P; := @),.7/0); (0] onto small regions
I (defined via Eq. (9)), so that the overall observable is
(Orev) ,, With Opey =30, Pri= 3, Uy PiUsey. (We of-

rev
ten omit the identity operator on the rest of the system
for simplicity, e.g., here P; means Py ®id.) This time-
reversal local measurement scheme is asymptotically op-
timal.

Theorem 2. For any p, choose L = M% such that
Eq. (4) holds for some constant cn, (which is not neces-
sarily the same constant in Theorem 1). For any locally
generated state p satisfying Eq. (10), there exist constants
C > ¢ > 1 determined by cz and d, such that for any
C>L/T >c,

1
(AO2

2

; (90 (0res),, ) ~ NLY. (12)
rev/ pg

Note that the observable O,, here is independent of
p, in contrast to O in Theorem 1 that is a function of p.
We sketch the idea of Theorem 2 and leave the full proof
to [49]. Note that all approximations “x” below stem
from the light-cone approximation in Eq. (8).

Focusing on d = 2 (generalization is straightforward)
as shown in Fig. 2 and recalling that || ~ L=2 and T ~
L, we first expand in the noiseless case,

<ﬁ1>péﬂ) _ <0‘ eieZ(T)Pje—iGZ(T) |0>

=1 401 (2(0), [2(1), PA)0) + - (13)



The first-order term vanishes similarly as Eq. (11),
and we show that the second-order term is ~ 6214,
(Note that we have required that |6] is sufficiently large
to guarantee that the second-order derivative is domi-
nant.) We expand Z = ) ; Z; and observe that only
J = I or neighbors of I contribute, because otherwise
[Z;(T), P;] = 0 since they do not overlap in space from
Eq. (8). Furthermore, when L/T is a sufficiently large
constant, the coefficient is dominated by the term

(0 (Z(T), [Z:(T), Pl |0)
~2C,(Z1,21) > 2c7L*T?, (14)

which can be verified from direct computation and
Eq. (10). The reason is that the sum of all other terms
is < LT3, which becomes subdominant when L/T is suf-
ficiently large. To show this, we note that for i € I,j €
J #1,

(0[[Zi(T), [2;(T), Pf]] 10) = 0, (15)

unless the two sites are close (d(i,5) < 2T), as shown in
Fig. 2. Then the sum of Eq. (15) over i, j is bounded by
Zj close to I Zz close to j ,S LT- T2'

Above we showed, at sufficiently large L/T, the second-
order coefficient in Eq. (13) is ~ L%. This guarantees
—39(151>p<eo> ~ 6 x [the second-order coefficient] ~ L2,
and thus

Op <Ore">pé°> ~ N. (16)

(Note that the higher orders of 6 in Eq. (13) are safely ig-
nored by similar locality analysis.) Since faraway groups
are hardly correlated,

<AOE@V>péO) ~ Z <Aﬁl2>péo) 5 ]\/V/LQ7 (17)
I

leading to Eq. (12) for the noiseless case.

Finally, we consider the noisy case p > 0. Eq. (17) still
holds (where p((,o) is replaced with py) because adding
noise does not create long-range correlation [57]. It then
remains to show Eq. (16) is also robust. For illustrative
purposes, we focus on dephasing noise here, i.e., Ny, =
De,p, yielding

96 ((Pr),,, = (Pr) )| = |([2. D82 (Pr) = ] o

S 12D (Pr) - Bi| s L', (18)

where we recall that the dual map of the dephasing noise
Dy,p is itself, and use the locality of P; to restrict the
channel to a region of size coL? with ¢y ~ 1. Taking
pL? < cno and ¢y, sufficiently small guarantees the con-
tribution from noise to Eq. (16) is subdominant relative
to the noiseless result.

Quantum domino dynamics with local measurement.—
We have shown that any state generated by local dynam-
ics with correlations of the form Eq. (10) is metrologically
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FIG. 3. Optimal noisy metrology for N = 200 qubits under
dephasing, using partitioned domino state Eq. (21) generated
from quantum domino dynamics, and local measurements Qg0
of the form Eq. (25). The y-axis quantifies (60) /N for local
estimation at 8 =~ 0. For each solid line, the spin chain is
divided to N/L groups each of size L, and the generating
time T' ~ L is suitably chosen (see [49] for details). For any
noise probability p < 1 in Eq. (1), by choosing suitable T'
and L, the performance approaches the bound Eq. (2) (pink
dashed line) up to a factor ~ 2.

optimal when L? ~ 1/p. Here we present a simple appli-
cation of this framework using quantum domino dynam-
ics [37, 38].

Consider the 3-local spin-chain Hamiltonian that flips
a spin only if its two neighbors are anti-aligned,

N—-1
1
Hdo = 5 ZQ Xz(l — Zi—1Zi+1)a (19)

which can be engineered as the effective Hamiltonian for
the transerve-field Ising model at weak X field [37]. The
vacuum |0) is an eigenstate of Hyo, and, more generally,
the number of domain walls (DWs)—transitions from |0)
to |1) or vice versa—is conserved. If the system starts
from the initial state |11) := |10---0), it only traverses
the state space with one DW e~ THao [1,) = SN g, 1,),
where |1;) is the state with 1 on the first ¢ qubits and 0
on the rest, and where the coefficients a; are determined
by T. This single-particle hopping process of the DW
justifies the name “domino”. Before T' 2 N (i.e., when
the DW propagates to the right), a; is centered around
i = vT with a velocity v. Then, an initial state |+); ®|0)
would evolve to

N
Yhao) = T |4) @ |0) = % <|0> + ;ai |1i>> ;

(20)
which is roughly a GHZ-like state on the left ~ vT" qubits
(with other qubits in state |0)), useful for metrology [38].

Adapting the domino dynamics to our partition frame-
work, we propose to evolve the initial state containing one



|+) in every L qubits:
[Wao) 1= e o () ®+F)op ® ) ®[O)rest.  (21)

This final state, which we call the partitioned domino
state, satisfies Eq. (10) for T' < L, because the two DWs
of each |+) roughly propagate in opposite directions with
constant velocity. We numerically study noisy metrology
using |¥q,) on a chain of 200 qubits, and Fig. 3 shows
the results. Remarkably, this protocol is not only optimal
asymptotically, but also quantitatively. By adjusting L
for different p, the precision (36)? is only roughly twice
larger than the ultimate limit Eq. (2).

Besides having nearly the same metrological power
as the quantum parity state, the domino-state proto-
col requires only local measurements without any time-
reversed evolution. To show this, we focus first on the
simplest one-DW case with state Eq. (20). In [49], we
prove the following for various combinations Ny, of 6-
imparting unitary evolution and a general noisy channel.

Theorem 3. In a rotated local basis (i.e., redefining
states |1); with extra phases) such that Arg(a;) = —5(1+
i) — 2051, define the measurement observable

Odo := Z

vT /2<i<20T

where Y; := ®;:1 Y;. If

> ail® > cao ~ 1, (23)

vT /2<i<20T

then

o
(AO3,)

Po

(39 <Odo>p9>2 ~T?, (24)

where pg = Ng’;v(\lde) (Yao]) with noise p < cqo/(vT)
for a constant cqo.

Eq. (22) can be realized by Y-basis local measurements
with efficient classical post-processing. The condition
Eq. (23) means that |a;|?, as a probability distribution,
is concentrated around v7T', which can be verified from
the exact solution (Bessel function) of a; [58]. The idea
is as follows. |1)g0) is roughly a superposition of GHZ
states |GHZ), , ® |0) of different size i. For each GHZ
state, the canonical observable is Y;. The problem is
that each such observable does not have large sensitivity,

ie., Og(Y;) ~ |a;| < 1, because the DW wave packet
spreads. To overcome this, we use a suitable linear com-
bination of them, namely, O4,, to accumulate the small
derivatives into 9pOdo ~ Y, la;|> ~ 1. It turns out this
linear combination does not lead to large variance of Oq,
due to the lack of interference among the GHZ states in
[d0), making O4, a suitable observable.

Generalizing the idea, the observable we use in Fig. 3
for state Eq. (21) is of the form

(me’YiJ) ® (Zbi,jYL+i,L+j> @, (25)
T, T,
where t}Jle real coefficients b; ; come from simulating the
two-DW subspace, which only requires polynomial (in L)
resource of classical computation. See [49] for details.
Spin-squeezing.— We show in [49] that certain types
of spin-squeezed states (SSS) [59, 60], though demanding
to prepare [61], are another example of metrological op-
timality. Although spin squeezing is beyond the regime
of Theorem 1, certain boundedness of correlation func-
tions is also sufficient, suggesting the general usefulness
of correlation bounds for noisy metrology.

Discussion.— In this work, we prove sufficient con-
ditions for optimal noisy metrology and illustrate them
with several examples, from simple quantum parity states
to quantum domino dynamics and spin-squeezed states.

Beyond state optimality, we also address the problem
of efficient measurement schemes for metrology. In par-
ticular, the domino example suggests that local measure-
ments apply to wider sensing scenarios beyond GHZ: Al-
though a local measurement scheme that exactly satu-
rates the QFI [62] may not exist, the QFI can still be
saturated up to a moderate prefactor. The example
also raises an interesting connection between quantum
metrology and many-body dynamics, hinting at the pos-
sibility of other natural (e.g. time-independent) Hamilto-
nian dynamics generating high-QFI states in higher spa-
tial dimensions.
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For illustrative purpose, we mainly focus on sensing Z magnetic field under dephasing noise Dy, (Eq.(1) in the
main text), and prove the three Theorems in this restricted setting first. In the last Section, we prove the full versions
in Theorem 4, after formal definitions of general noise. The reason for such arrangement is two-fold: First, the general
case requires heavier notations and sometimes more complicated proof techniques. Second, dephasing is intuitively
the most dangerous type of noise that would ruin sensing Z field, so if a state is optimal against dephasing, it is
expected to be optimal more generally.

We use a stronger non-asymptotic definition of big-O notation to avoid issues like which of the two limits N — oo
and p — 0 are taken first. Namely, we define

f=0(g) © f<ayg (0.1)
f=06() < c29 < f < c3g (0.2)
=) © g < f (0.3)
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for some positive constants ¢1234. Here, f and g are any positive functions of N (any integer > 3), p (any real
number € (1/N,1/2)), M (any integer satisfying Eq. (1.3)), and all other parameters whose domains are specified in
the contexts. In other words, we say f = O(g) if there exists a constant c¢; 2 34 independent of N,p, M, such that
f < c1g holds for any parameters N, p,--- in the aforementioned regime.

1. PROOF OF THEOREM 1: LARGE QFI PER GROUP AND SMALL INTER-GROUP
CORRELATION GUARANTEE OPTIMAL NOISY METROLOGY

We rephrase Theorem 1 in the main text here. We consider here Pauli-Z signal and dephasing noise for simplicity,
and the extension to general signal and noise models will be explained in Section 5.

Theorem 1. For each group I, suppose it has large QFI in the noiseless limit
F (%) = em?, (L1)
and its correlation with other groups is bounded by

> IC,(Ar, Ayl < MT2A, where A=max Ay, |81 <, (1.2)
J:JQS[

for some set Sy and any set of operators {A;}. Here, Sy 3 I contains a finite number of groups that may have large
correlation with I. (c,c,c” and cno below can be any positive constants independent of N,p.) Then for noise

P < Cno/M, (1.3)

there exists an observable O =%, O such that

Floo) = (9 0),,)" =ewan (1.4)

1
(a0?)

Proof. Our proof strategy is as follows: Following the intuition of the partitioned GHZ example, we first show that
QFT of each group Eq. (1.1) is robust to noise Eq. (1.3) such that

F(pro: 21) = O(M), (15)
where Z; := 3, ; Z;, and
FloA) =2 Y M (ol A8, (1.6)

a,B:pa+ps>0

given the eigendecomposition of o:
o= palo) (al. (17)

Note that beyond the case when dgpro = —i[Z1, p1.6], F (p1,6; Z1) is not equal to F (pre) in general. We then show
that Eq. (1.5) guarantees the existence of an observable Oy acting in the group that saturates Eq. (1.5) parametri-
cally. Furthermore, the O;’s for different groups are roughly independent using the bound Eq. (1.2) on inter-group
correlation, so that Eq. (1.4) follows roughly by multiplying Eq. (1.5) with the number of groups N/M.

More precisely, let Dy ,, be the pure dephasing channel on a single qubit. Since py g = DS%’IJ,M (p I 9) and F (p Iozh ) =
F (p(Ioz)) the continuity of QFT (see Eq.(A7) in [1]; see also [2]) implies

‘]:(Pl,e; Zr) — ]:( < 32M2\/HD®M 1,0 Pg g”
< 3202, /|| (Do, @ id)(p1)) — ) +|(Poy @ Doy @ id) (o ) = (Do @ id) () o
> 0,p Ple 1,0 0,p 0,p 0,p Pr,e

< 32M3?\/2pM < 32v/2¢,0M?, (1.8)



where ||-||; denotes the trace norm, id denotes the identity operation (or the identity operator as used later), the second
line uses triangle inequality to give an upper bound containing M terms, and the third lines uses || Do (o) — o, =
|—po +pZ;oZ;||; < 2p for any density matrix 0. Then according to Eq. (1.1), Eq. (1.5) holds as long as ¢y, is a
sufficiently small constant 32y/2¢,, < ¢2/2.

Then we invoke the following Lemma that we prove later:

Lemma 1. There erists a positive constant cy; = O(1) such that the following holds: For any 2M -dimensional state
o9 whose dependence on 0 is given by

Ogog = —i[A, 09] + B, (1.9)

for some operators A, B with A normalized by ||A|| = M, there exists an observable L such that

1
Oy <£>U€ > 2—]:(09;14) —ceiM ||B|;, (1.10a)
2
(Ac?), <1 (1.10b)
Furthermore, it has bounded operator norm
L] < eqiM. (1.11)

Then in the case when F(op; A) = O(M?) and B is sufficiently small, measuring £ achieves the HL while at the
same time has not-too-large operator norm (e.g., not ||£]| = O(||A]| 2™)). Note that the observable £ is similar to but
not identical with the symmetric logarithmic derivative [3]: We define £ in Eq. (1.21) below, so that we can bound
its operator norm. It is an interesting open question whether Eq. (1.11) can be further improved (e.g., getting rid of
the M dependence that allows M ~2 to be removed from Eq. (1.2)), and whether the operator norm of the symmetric
logarithmic derivative can also be bounded.

In our case, let

gp = p],g, (112)
and the generator
A=17;. (1.13)

For the dephasing noise here, B = 0 because the unitary evolution commutes with the noise channel. For more general
noise in Section 5, we will show that

B, = O(pM). (1.14)

Eq. (1.14) implies that with a sufficiently small constant ¢y, in Eq. (1.3), the second term in Eq. (1.10a) = O(pM?)
is subdominant comparing to the first = ©(M), so that Lemma 1 implies the existence of an observable O; that
parametrically saturates the single-group QFI (Eq. (1.5)):

9 (Or1),, =O(M), (AOF) <1, (1.15)
101]] = O(M), (1.16)

leading to
9 (0),, = N/M -O(M) = O(N), (1.17)

by summing over I.
Finally, to bound the variance, we derive a correlation bound for the final state pg from the initial one Eq. (1.2):

Lemma 2. Suppose Eq. (1.2) holds. Then for any set of operators {A;} normalized by
(A43) <1, (1.18)
we have

> Cop(Ar,Ay) <" =14+ M?A%, VI, where A= max [ A, (1.19)
J#I



We will prove this Lemma in Section 1.2. Note that this is the only place that uses Eq. (1.2). In other words, the
condition Eq. (1.2) can be replaced by a weaker condition Eq. (1.19), and Theorem 1 still holds. Nevertheless, we use
Eq. (1.2) because it does not depend on the noise channel.

Let A;’s in Lemma 2 be the observables O;’s, we bound the total variance:

(A0%) = "(A0%) +D > Cp(01,0)

I I J#I
<N/M (14" =1+ M20(M?))
= O(N/M), (1.20)
which combines with Eq. (1.17) to yield Eq. (1.4).
O
1.1. Proof of Lemma 1: Optimal observable with bounded operator norm
Proof. Using the eigendecomposition Eq. (1.7) for oy with p, > 0, define a Hermitian observable as
i .
L=+7 > sign(pa — pp) (o AlB) |a) (8], (1.21)
af

where the sign function sign(p, — pg) = 1,—1,0 if po — pg > 0, < 0, = 0 respectively. Assume p, decreases, after
arranging the basis {|o)} in order. Up to a factor of i/M, L is equal to A after the sign of the lower triangular part
is flipped. Such operation does not change the norm of the operator too much. According to Eq. (15) in [4],

1 1 8
I£| < i |[upper triangular part of A| < i <7r2 log 2M + O(l)) I|A]l, (1.22)

which leads to Eq. (1.11) for some constant cg;.
We then verify Eq. (1.10) by explicit computation,

00 (L), = 32 Ipo — w5l (0l AIB) P + tr (L)

ap
1 (Pa — pp)?
23p X, lelAsP - Bl L)
afipatps>0 1 PP
1
> mf(ag;A) —ceiM || Bl , (1.23)

where we have used |po — pg| < pa + pg in the second line, and Eq. (1.11) in the last line. Furthermore,

(AL, = (L), <0 3 re ol < Y palAl) P < T AP =1 (29)
@ a @
because ¢ is normalized.
O
1.2. Proof of Lemma 2: Correlations do not increase by local channels
Proof. For the groups in S; that may have large correlation with I, we have
S G, Y O, (AnANC,(AnA) < Y 1=S] 1< 1, (1.25)

JES:J#I JeSr:J#I JeSI:J#AI

from Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and Eq. (1.18).



For the other groups, we have

Y Cp(01,05) = 3 C,(01,0y)

J¢51 J¢SI

<37 (mg [6])" < 217 (1 011)

2
)

(1.26)

where O = Dy p(O) (the dual map of Dy is itself), and the second line comes from Eq. (1.2) and H@;H < O]

(operator norm is non-increasing under any dual map).

Adding Eq. (1.25) with Eq. (1.26) leads to Eq. (1.19). O

2. SIMPLIFYING SINGLE-GROUP QFI FOR A PURE STATE VIA WIGNER-YANASE
CORRELATION FUNCTIONS

The single-group QFI, i.e., the QFI of the RDM in a single group (Eq. (1.1)) does not have an explicit expression in
general. However, if the entire state py is pure, we show that it is almost equivalent to certain correlation functions,
which is more intuitive and easier to work with. The connection turns out to come from the quantity called Wigner-
Yanase skew information [5]:

Z(p,A) :=tr (pAQ) —tr (y/pAy/pA), (2.1)
defined for any state p and operator A.

Proposition 1. For a pure global state p = ) (|, consider bipartitioning the qubits into I and I° (complement of
I). Then the QFI for group I in the noiseless case is equivalent to its Wigner-Yanase skew information up to a factor
between 1 and 2:

0 0 0
(o9 Z1) < Flpi's) < 2Z(pity, Z). (2:2)
Moreover, the Wigner-Yanase skew information can be expressed as
T(pf"), Z1) = Cy(Z1, Z1) — Cy(Z1, A°), (23)
for some operator A® acting on I° with norm | A°|| < 2M.

Proof. Eq. (2.2) is known from [6], given that the generator evolving p;, is Eq. (1.13). As a result, we only need to
show Eq. (2.3).

(0)

Writing
[0) = VPala); ®la)., (2.4)
by Schmidt decomposition, we have
Py = e 0% (Zpa ), <a|1> o071, (2.5)
Defining
Zy = Zy — (Y| Z1 [Y), (2.6)
we have

I@%ﬂﬂl@%fﬁl<ZkM®MMpZ>
= pa (0l ZF o), = /paps ol Z118); (ol Z1 |B);
« af
= palal ZFa); = /babs (ol Z118); (o] A°|B) e ,
« af

= (Y| Z3 ) — (| Z1 A |) = Cy(Zr, Zr) — Cy(Z1, A%), (2.7)



where * denotes complex conjugate. Here the first line comes from the fact that the skew information Eq. (2.1) is

unchanged when adding identity to the operator Z;, and that the evolution e 7?47 commutes through Z;. The second
line comes from directly expanding Eq. (2.1). In the third line, we defined an operator A¢ acting on I¢ by

(@ A%1B) e = (al Z1 |B)7 (2.8)
and setting other matrix elements to 0. The last line of Eq. (2.7) simplifies the terms by invoking the Schmidt

decomposition Eq. (2.4), and the definition of the connected correlation function noticing (1| Z; |¢) = 0.
Finally,

Jac) = [Pz Py

- HPZPH < HZH <2|Z| = 2M. (2.9)

from Eq. (2.8), where P is the projector onto span{|a); ,Va}. O

2.1. Application: Large correlation for locally generated states implies large QFI per group

Here we show an application of Proposition 1: In the main text, the condition Eq. (10) for Theorem 2 implies
condition Eq. (5) in Theorem 1, so the locally generated states for Theorem 2 are special cases of states in Theorem
1. Note that Theorem 2 holds by itself (as we will prove in the next Section) independent of discussion here.

To show Eq. (10) implies Eq. (5) in the main text, we only need to show

L(p). Z1) = Cy(Z1, Z1) — Cy(Zr, A°) = O(L*), (2.10)

according to Proposition 1, with A° defined in Eq. (2.8). Since the first term Cy(Z, Z;) = O(LIT?), Eq. (2.10) will
hold as long as the second term scales as O(L4~1T9*1) and L/T is chosen as a sufficiently large constant. To bound
the second term Cy(Z;, A®), we separate

Z1 = Zpulk + Zboundary7 where Zboundary = Z Zia (211)
i€l:d(i,1°)<3T

(and Zbulln Zboundary similarly by Eq. (2.6); here the index I is omitted for simplicity). Here Zyoundary (Zbulk) are
summed over spins i € I close to (far from) the boundary. Since the correlation length is roughly 27,

C?/)(Zbulka AC) ~ 0, (212)

(see the later rigorous Eq. (3.5)). On the other hand, since Eq. (2.8) is linear, we can also separate

AC = Acbulk + A%oundary’ where <O¢| Agoundary |ﬁ>IC = <Oé| Zboundary |/B>>; (213)

accordingly. The contribution from Af ,, is then also negligible by Z <+ A symmetry:

Cy(Zr, Afui) = Z VPabp (] ZI 18) 1 (] Afuc [B) 1
af

= " Paps (el Z1 |B); (] Zounc B)]
e

Z VPaps (0] Z1 |8} (0] Zoui |B)
ap

> VPaps (0] A°1B); (o] Zouw |B); | = Cup(Ziune, A°)* ~ 0. (2.14)
apf

As a result,
Cy(Z1, A°) = Cy(Z1, Afun) + Cop( Zouiis Afoundary) + Cop(Zboundarys Apoundary)
~ 0+ 0+ Cy(Zboundary, Aboundary)
=tr (\/ﬁZboundary \/ﬁZboundary) < tr (PZgoundary) = Cd)(Zboundary’ Zboundary)
— O(L4T x T4 = (L4 1T+, (2.15)



Here in the second line, we have used Eq. (2.14) and Eq. (2.12) where A€ is replaced by Afoundary (because the only

crucial thing is that Zy, is far from 7¢). In the third line, we have used Cauchy-Schwarz inequality

tr (/pO/pO) = tr (((9\/,3)T ﬁo) < \/tr (((9\/,3)T O\/ﬁ) tr ((\pr)T \/Z)O) = tr (p0?), (2.16)

for Hermitian operator O = Zpoundary- The last line of Eq. (2.15) uses the fact that each i is correlated to O(T9)
other qubits, while there are O(L4~1T) qubits included in Zhoundary -

To conclude, we have shown that the second term of Eq. (2.10) is subdominant comparing to the first term. Thus,
Eq. (10) implies Eq. (5) in the main text.

3. PROOF OF THEOREM 2: LOCAL MEASUREMENT SCHEME WITH TIME-REVERSAL
3.1. Lieb-Robinson bound: Rigorous treatment of light cones

We first introduce the rigorous version of Eq. (8) in the main text. Suppose the Hamiltonian evolution time during
U is actually 7" instead of T' (although we still use notation A(T') = Ut AU), the following Lieb-Robinson bound [7, 8]
holds: There exist constants p, ', vpr = ©(1), such that for any operator A supported on set S C A, there exists an

operator /~1§ acting on S = {i € A : d(i, §) < T} such that

|A(T) = Ag|| < ' fla] emT s, (3.1)
Therefore, we can choose
T =vrT" + O(log L), (3.2)
such that
HA(T) - ZgH < ||Alle, where e:= L~ (3.3)

for some constant o > 0. Later, we will see that e always contributes in a subdominant way. The overhead log L <
L =0(T) in Eq. (3.2) is negligible so that we can still assume (Eq. (10) in the main text)

Cy(Zr1,Z1) > ez LT, (3.4)

which is equivalent to Cy,(Zr, Z;) = O[LY(T")%).
As a consequence of the Lieb-Robinson bound Eq. (3.1), faraway regions have exponentially decaying correlation
in :
|Cy(Ar, By)| < cirg |7l || Byl e~ e 40D d(1,0) > BuLe T, (3.5)
for some constants crrp, ¢f g, where d(I, J) = min;es jes d(7, 7) is the distance between the two sets. See Theorem 5.9

in [8] for a proof, where a prefactor |0I| = ©(L%™1) is absorbed into the exponential using L = ©(T”). As a result,
Eq. (1.2) is naturally satisfied for ¢, because apart from a finite number of neighboring J’s,

> 1C(AL A < cirpA? Y ememm D) < g ppATeansT « T2AZ, (3.6)
J:d(1,J)>3T J:d(I,J)>3T

Here we have used that Eq. (3.5) also holds for d(I,J) > 3T, and ¢Lrp is a constant from the convergent sum of the
exponentially decaying terms.

3.2. Proof of Theorem 2

We repeat Theorem 2 in the main text for convenience:

Theorem 2. If Eq. (3.4) holds, then there exist constants cno and C > ¢ > 1 determined by cz,d, such that for any
C > L/T > ¢ and mild noise Eq. (1.3),

L
(AOZ,

>Pe

(9 ©uw,, ) = OVLY. (3.7)



Proof. We focus on d = 2 for concreteness as shown in Fig. 1 of the main text, and other dimensions follow analogously.
We first consider the noiseless case and invoke the following Lemma that we prove later in the next subsection.

Lemma 3. For sufficiently large constant ¢ < L/T,

9y <E> o, = 0L+ 0(6°LY) (3.8)
Po
=0O(L?%, Ve le/(2L?),¢/L%, (3.9)
for some constants c1,¢ = O(1).
According to Eq. (3.9), <Orev>p(o) =>";©(L?*) = N. On the other hand,
6

(AO%.), © = ZZC o0ut,, (Prs P)

< Z 0O(1) = O(N/L?), (3.10)

which leads to Eq. (3.7) at p = 0. Eq. (3.10) holds because U,c, poU.L, is short-range entangled, so only nearby groups
(I,J) have Cp; v (Pr, Py) = O([|Pr]||[Ps]]) = O(1); the correlation between faraway groups are exponentially
small and safely ignored.

Finally, we consider the noisy case p > 0. Eq. (3.10) still holds when we replace the noiseless p( ) with the noisy
pe because adding noise does not create long-range correlation [9]. Therefore, we only need to show that Eq. (3.9) is

robust. Viewing the dephasing channel as (its dual map) acting on the observable,

o (<ﬁ1>p0 - <j5[>p(90)> ’ = ‘<[Z, DYN(Pr@id) - Pr @ id]>p<9°>
‘ + O(L%¢)

<2 HZ~ H ’ (DM @id)(P; @id) — Py @1id

< oM’ Z H (DE4 @1d)(P; @id) — (DI~ @id)(P; @ id)H + O(L2%) < O(LY)p + O(L2). (3.11)

Here in the second line, we have again used the locality of Py to restrict Z and the dephasing channel to region
Iy defined by I = {i € A : d(i,I) < T} with size M’ = ©(L2). The O(L%€) error comes from the exponentially
decaying Lieb-Robinson bound Eq. (3.1), so that only ©(L2) many Z;’s near I dominates. In the last line, we have
used the triangle inequality, |Do,,(A) — A|| = [[p(Z;AZ; — A)|| < 2p || Al|, and H(Dgé;;—l ®id)(P; ®id)H <Pyl < 1.

Therefore, there exists constant cp, such that Eq. (3.11) is smaller than Eq. (3.9) at weak noise Eq. (1.3), which
further leads to Eq. (3.7) by summing over I and combining with Eq. (3.10). O

3.3. Proof of Lemma 3: The local version of the Loschmidt echo

Proof of Lemma 3. Since the second line Eq. (3.9) follows immediately from the first line, we focus on showing the
first line Eq. (3.8) for sufficiently large ¢ < L/T. From direct calculation and Taylor’s theorem,

,89< > (0) —9; (0 eiéz(T)pTefiéz(T) |0) = 7i<0|ei§Z(T) [Z(T)’Pf]efiéz(T) 0)
= 0(0] 2(1),12(1), PA|0) + 50° (0] “D2(D), [2(1).[2(D). Pl Do), (3.12

where 0/ € [0, 0~], and we have used that the zeroth order vanishes:

(0[[Z(T), P{]]0) = (0] Z(T) |0) — (0] Z(T') |0) = 0. (3.13)

To bound the first term in Eq. (3.12), we expand Z = ) ; Z; and separate it to two kinds of terms (ignoring the
prefactor 6):



(i) The single term
(01 [Z1(T), [Z1(T), P{]]10) = 2 (0| Z}(T) P; |0) — 2(0| Z;(T) P;Z1(T) |0)
= 2(0| Z}(T)P7|0) — 2(0| Z1(T) P;Z;(T) Py |0)
=2(0] Z}(T)[0) = 2(0| Z;(T) (P; & Pp.) Z1(T)[0) + O(L%e)
=2Cy(Z;1,Z1) + O(L%) > 2cz L*T? + O(L%). (3.14)

Here we have used |0) = Py, [0) (¢ means complement) in the second line, and ||[Z;(T), P;.]

Eq. (3.3) in the third line with
(0| Z1(T) Py Z1(T) Pr. |0) < || Zo(T)I| || Pl| [|[Z1(T), Pr.]

< || Z1]| € = L?¢ from

(3.15)

We will use such manipulations many times later. In the last line of Eq. (3.14), we have used Eq. (3.4). One can see
the € term is subdominant because € < 1.
(4) All other terms can be arranged by Jacobi identity and [Z;(T"), Zx(T')] = 0 to the form

(01[2,(T),[Zk(T), P} |0), (3.16)

where K # I (J can be I, K or neither). In other words, if the original K = I, then J # I (otherwise we return to
the single term Eq. (3.14)), and we use

[2(T), [Zx(T), Pl = =[2x(T), [Py, Z5(T)]] = [P, [2(T), Zr (T)]] = [2k(T), [Z;(T), P4, (3.17)

before relabeling J <+ K. Moreover, we can assume J, K in Eq. (3.16) are neighbors of I (J can also be I itself),
i.e. one of the 9 blocks in Fig. 1 of the main text; otherwise for example ||[Zx (T), Pf]|| = O(e DY = O(e 1F) is
exponentially small from Lieb-Robinson bound Eq. (3.1), whose contribution to Eq. (3.12) is negligible.

For Eq. (3.16), since K # I, Zj (T) (k € K) contributes only when it has support on I, the red region in Fig. 1 of

the main text. This requires k € Iy = {i € A :d(3, I) < T}, otherwise H Zn (T H < e. This leads to the first line
of
(O11Z,(T), 12k (T), P1I0) = > (01[Zs(T), [Z1(T), PA}|0) + O(L*¢)
k‘,GKﬂINT
= > D _(0][Z;(D), [Z(T), P{]]|0) + O(L*e)
keKNIr I€J

= > > (0[[Z5(T), [2k(T), P |0) + O(L¢)
ke KNIy j€J:d(j,k)<2T
= O(LT - T?) + O(L%) = O(LT?). (3.18)
Here the second line comes from expanding Z; = ;. ; Z;. To get the third line of Eq. (3.18), observe that for any
pairs of j, k with d(j,k) > 2T, there exists bipartition I= I ® I, such that Z;(T') roughly has no support on I

H[Zj (1), Pfk]H < ¢, and vice versa. Therefore,

(0][2;(T), [2(T), P7]] 0) = (0] [Z;(T), [Zx(T), P, ] @ P 4 O()]0)
= (0][Z;(T), Py, ] ® [Zx(T), Py, 110) + O(e)
= (0][Z;(T), P1,]10) (0] [Z,(T), P7,]10) + O(e) = Ofe), (3.19)
where we have used Eq. (3.13) at last. This justifies the third line of Eq. (3.18), which leads to the last line because

the number of j for each k is bounded by O(T?), while the number of k is bounded by ‘K N TT‘ = O(LT).

Since there are finitely many pairs of (J, K) to choose, type (ii) terms contribute O(LT?3). Combining with
Eq. (3.14), the first term in Eq. (3.12) is 6 [2¢zL*T? — O (L*T)] = c10L* with ¢; = O(1) for sufficiently large L/T.
Namely, the single term of type () dominates.

It remains to bound the second-order remainder term in Eq. (3.12). Using Jacobi identities and Eq. (3.3) as above,
the three Z(T')’s in the commutator can all be replaced by Z7 (T') + O(L2¢). So the second term in Eq. (3.3) is
bounded by

(95||ZI I ) +O(L%) =0 {éS(L + 2T)6} ~0 (éSLG) . (3.20)
O
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4. STATES GENERATED FROM QUANTUM DOMINO DYNAMICS
4.1. Proof of Theorem 3: Local measurements for quantum domino dynamics

We restate Theorem 3 in the main text here:

Theorem 3. Consider the single-DW state |tao) in Eq. (20) in the main text. In a rotated local basis (i.e. redefining

the local states |1); with an extra phase) such that Arg(a;) = =5 (1 + i) — 20,4, define the measurement observable
Odo = Z |a:[ Y, (4.1)
vT/2<i<20T

where Y; := ®;:1 Y;. For any v,T > 0, if

> ail® > cao = O(1), (4.2)
vT /2<i<20T
then
L
(AO3,)

Po

(30 (©uel,,)” = T2, (43)

for pg = Dg;}v(wdc,) (Ydo|) under noise p < 1/(vT).

Proof. We first focus on the noiseless case. Direct computation yields expectation values
<Yi>p(0) = O7 6@ <Y,> 0) = 2|ai\i, (4.4)
0 Po

where we have used the redefined local states |1), to make sure all 9y <Yi>p(o) are at its maximum. Note that i is

the real number for qubit index, not the imaginary unit i. Although each Y; does not have HL sensitivity because
|a;] < 1 and <AY?>p(o) = <Y?>p(o> — 0 =1, a linear combination of them like Eq. (4.1) does. Here we assume a more
2] )

general form Og4, = Zf\il b;Y; for latter convenience. Eq. (4.4) then yields (Od())pw) =0 and
o
99 (Oao) 0 = 23 bilaili =0T Y bilai]. (4.5)
% vT/2<i<20vT

We then want to show the variance of Qg4 is small in the state:

(A0%,) 0 =(O%e) 0 =D WF+2 Y bibj (Yirr) 0

1<i<j<N

<Y BH2 > bibjlagl|a]

1<i<j<N
2
<y v+ (Zbian) . (4.6)
Here Y, ; := ®fg:Z Y}, and its expectation value is only contributed by |1;) and |1;), which leads to the second line.
Finally, choosing b; = |a;|, <A030>p(0) <1+ 1 =2 due to normalization, and
o
9 (Oao) ;0 = caovT, (4.7)

according to Eq. (4.5) and our assumption Eq. (4.2). This leads to Eq. (4.3) in the noiseless case.
With noise, the (dual map of) dephasing channel acting on observable Eq. (4.1) retains its form but with coefficients
b; = |a;|(1 — 2p)*. Then we can still use Eq. (4.5) and Eq. (4.6) with these coefficients, yielding

O <Odo>p9 > caovT (1 — 2p)20T, (4.8)

and <AO<210>,,0 < <AOﬁo>p<o) < 2. This establishes Eq. (4.3) for noise p < 1/(vT) because (1 —2p)?*T > (1 —2p)?/P >
0
e * for p < 1/2. O
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If T < N, Eq. (4.2) can be verified by the exact solution a; ~ (—i)*~'(i/t)J;(vT) with v = 2 [10] where J; is the
Bessel function of the first kind. Here the exact solution comes from the fact that the restricted Hamiltonian in the
1-DW subspace is the solvable matrix

m_JLli-j=1
" = { 0, otherwise (4.9)

In practice, Eq. (4.2) holds all the way up to vT &~ N from numerics, when the wavefront bounces off the right
boundary.

Note that [11] proposes another measurement scheme: after sensing, one further evolve the system under Hy, for
some time before the final local measurement, so that the DW bounces off the right boundary and approximately
returns to the initial site 1. However, this is not parametrically optimal, because the wave packet actually spreads
as Bessel function a; oc (i/t)J;(vT) = O(T~/3) < 1,Vi, yielding a small final signal (Y1), ... = ©(N~'/3) and
0 (Y1) pounce = O(N?/3) that leads to 56 = ©(N~2/3) Here Y; is the observable on the first site in the final state after
bouncing off.

4.2. Partitioned domino state

For partitioned domino state |¥4,) (Eq. (21) in the main text), one wants to use
T ~ L/(2v), (4.10)

with the DW velocity v = 2 so that DWs of each group propagate to the edges. To simplify the situation, we choose
T to be slightly smaller than Eq. (4.10), to make sure the leakage of each DW to other groups is small, so that the
groups evolve almost independently. For example, for Fig. 2 in the main text, we choose

T=13, 3.7, 87, 239, 49, (4.11)

for the five values of L = 10,20,40,100,200. In the numerical simulation, we simulate individual states |Wgimy)

generated from single |[+)’s and approximate |Uq,) using tensor product of these states. We estimate that such

approximation of independent dynamics causes small error |||¥ao) — [Wimu) ™ /L H2 < 2% for the choices Eq. (4.11).
Based on the T' chosen above, |¥q,) is approximately N/L copies of the L-qubit state

1 1
ﬁ ‘0> + E Z Qj, 5 |1i,j> y (4.12)

1<4,j<L

which is evolved from a single [+) at site L/2. Here [1;;) is all-1 from ¢ to j (including these two sites), and all-0
elsewhere. Since the Hamiltonian Hg, is real, a; ; is either real for |i — j| being even, or purely imaginary for odd
|t — j|. This structure simplifies the observable for sensing 6 ~ 0: one just measures in the y local basis, because for

e 0SS L 7 .
GHZ metrology |GHZ) = e~ Xiz Zi% (J0®Ly £iE+1118LY) at 6 =0,

99 (Y1) gz = =L (1(0] Yy " [1) =i (1] (=))* 'Yy 1 [0)) = F2L, (4.13)

is an optimal observable for any L. Note that the following still applies to cases beyond € ~ 0, where one may want
to optimize numerically over the local phases ¢; of local observables Y; — cos(¢;)X; + sin(¢;)Y;.

For sensing 6 =~ 0 with N/L copies of Eq. (4.12), we choose observable Og, = (C’):io)®N/L, where

Olo = > bijYij, (4.14)
1<i<L/2,L/2<j<L

for each L-qubit group with b; ; = |a; ;|. This follows from the idea of Theorem 3 in the main text, where we want
the signal to be contributed from terms like (0]Y; ; |1; ;). Note that one can also allow for terms with ¢ > L/2 in
Eq. (4.14); our choice simplifies the calculation a bit. Still, it is tedious to perform a fully analytical treatment like
Theorem 3 in the main text, so we numerically calculate the signal and variance of Eq. (4.14), as shown in Fig. 2 in
the main text. The results are as expected.
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5. GENERALIZATIONS
5.1. General QFI upper bound

Here we derive a general QFI upper bound of ©(N/p) for any multi-probe systems where each probe is independently
and identically subject to a quantum signal and a quantum noise with noise probability p. Specifically, we consider
the following two situations:

(1) The noise quantum channel Ay! acting on each probe describes the evolution of an open quantum system with
a Hamiltonian H,

Ny = exp(0#t + L), (5.1)

where ¢ is the evolution time (we set ¢ = 1 by default), 5#(p) = —i[Hp, p] describes the Hamiltonian evolution,
and the noise is described by

k
1
L(p) =) _ LipL — 5{LILi. p}. (5.2)
i=1

0 and - represent the strengths of the signal and the noise, respectively, where 6 is the unknown parameter to
be detected. We consider the regime where v < 1 and ¢ is some constant. The noise probability p is defined to
be

p=1-— e—’)’t7 (5.3)

and we have p = ©O(y). Viewing 6/ as the parameter to be estimated, we can use results from previous
works [12-14] to obtain

1 N N
FNZN) < <2> 4 min || (hid + L) (hid + HL)|| - (Nyt) = O <> =0 () , (5.4)
Y Vh,h,h, s.t., ol P
H+hooid+h'L+hLT+LTpL=0
L,
where L = S|, hoo € R, h e C", h € C"™" and is Hermitian. Here .F(N(?N) is the channel QFI defined
L,

by F(NN)(p) maximized over all input states p. The only assumption is the channel violates the so-called
“Hamiltonian-not-in-Lindblad-span” condition, i.e., H € span{id, L;, L;r, LZTLj,W, j}. The condition is violated
for, e.g., Pauli-Z signal and dephasing noise, as discussed in the main text. This situation also encompasses
many commonly encountered noise types, e.g., depolarizing noise, amplitude damping noise, erasure noise, etc.
When the condition holds, the HL is in principle achievable using techniques like quantum error correction [12],
which is beyond the scope of our work.

(2) Another broadly discussed scenario is the following, where the evolution of each probe is described by
Ny = exp(7.ZLt) exp(85°¢), (5.5)

where .Z and S are defined as above, which is the composition of a Hamiltonian evolution and a noise channel
afterwards. Note that situation (2) is the same as situation (1) when J# and £ commutes, e.g., Pauli-Z signal
with depolarizing noise. The assumption that the noise acts after the Hamiltonian evolution is less commonly
encountered in practice, but can be much simpler to deal with in theory when the noise channel exp(y.£t) is
analytically solvable, see, e.g. [15]. Again, we consider the limiting case where v < 1 and ¢ is a constant and p
is the noise probability that satisfies p = ©(y). Note that here the noise channel N = exp(v.£t) can represent
any CPTP map, i.e., any noisy quantum channel, and we further require the “Hamiltonian-not-in-Kraus-span”
condition to be violated, i.e, H € span{id, KJKj,Vz',j}. The assumption again holds in most noisy quantum

1 Note that we use notations Ng,./\/e(o) instead of Ng’p,Ngyo in the main text, because for a general channel there is no unique way to
define the error probability p. We will define p by a convenient choice shortly.
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systems with e.g., depolarizing noise, amplitude damping noise, etc. We assume N (-) = Z:zo KZ()K;r , where

K; are Kraus operators that we specify later. From previous works, the QFI is upper bounded by [15, 16]

FNGN) <4 min |KTh°K — H?#*|| N, (5.6)
Vh, s.t., Ht+KthK=0
Ko
where K = | : |, h € COtUX("+1) ig Hermitian. Expanding K and vh in Taylor expansions of v¢, we have
K,
e
Ko=id— 2 ;Lm +0((4)*2), (5.7)
K; = AtL; +O(yt), i=1,...,r (5.8)
h(y)'/2 +0(yt)  H+0((v1)?) )

such that Ht + KThK = 0 translates to
H + hooid + h'L + LTh + pLTL = 0, (5.10)

where hgg € R, h € C", h € C"*" and is Hermitian. Then have

min |K'h*K — H?¢?|| <
Vh, s.t., Ht+KThK=0

. . . 3/2
< (('yt) S in | (hid + L)' (hid + hL)|| + O((7¢)*/ )> (5.11)
H+hooid+hL+hLT+LTpL=0

where we ignored the H?t? term because ||A — B|| < ||A|| when A — B and B are arbitrary positive semidefinite
matrices. It implies

N N N
FWNEN) < Tt - constant + O (’Y1/2> =0 (p) , (5.12)

where the constant above is the same as the one appearing in Eq. (5.4).

As discussed above, for general noise, including Eq. (5.1) and Eq. (5.5), we always have a QFI upper bound of
O(N/p). We show next how to generalize our theorems to find metrologically optimal states achieving this scaling.
We will use the following two properties

= O(p), (5.13)

i

Haefvg — 0pN”

=0), [N —Ag”

where (9) represents the noiseless channel when taking v = 0 (i.e., NQ(O) = exp(05¢1)), |||, is the diamond norm, and
Eq. (5.13) is satisfied for both Eq. (5.1) and Eq. (5.5). Here the correctness of Eq. (5.13) can be seen from the two

expressions of the noisy channels (Eq. (5.1) and Eq. (5.5)), N(,((]) = N9|7:0 and the fact that v = ©(p).

One example of the above formalism of noise channel is the amplitude damping noise (by default we set the evolution
time ¢ = 1). We assume

Ny = exp(1.2) exp (0.7, (5.14)
Z(-) =~(|0) (1] (-) [1) (0] — %{I1> 1, (). (5.15)
Or equivalently,
Ny(-) = Kie "0 ()t o0 KT 4 Ky iHo0 ()t el (T (5.16)
Ky =10) (0] +/1=p[1) (1], Kz2=p|0)(1]. (5.17)

where p =1 — e~ 7. In the noise regime we consider, i.e., 1/N < p < 1/2, we have v/2 < p <~ and clearly p = O(y)
as required.
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5.2. General optimality of states constructed in the main text

To estimate 6 in Eq. (5.1) or Eq. (5.5), we consider the two-dimensional subspace spanned by two eigenstates
corresponding to the highest and the lowest eigenvalues of H and denote them by [0) and |1). We further assume,
without loss of generality, the highest and lowest eigenvalues are 1 and —1 and t = 1. Then any multi-qubit state
described in the main text for sensing under dephasing noise naturally represents a multi-probe state in the general
context here (Eq. (5.1) or Eq. (5.5)). We show the state optimality below.

Theorem 4. Theorem 1,2,3 continue to hold for the generalized situations above.

Proof. We first deal with Theorem 2 that is conceptually simpler. In its proof, the only step related to the noise
channel is the final paragraph. Since the variance bound still holds for general single-qubit noise that cannot create
long-range correlation, we only need to modify the derivative bound Eq. (3.11). In a nutshell, Eq. (3.11) generalizes

because it only uses the fact that Ny is p-close to N(O) in the sense of Eq. (5.13), not the specific form of N.

More precisely, below we use Ng ,./\/9( " to represent the dual maps of ./\/9,]\/'0(0). Then the p-closeness Eq. (5.13) for
the original channels implies

@] 2 10)(0) — (BN @ ia)(0)|| < O 01, ||WF @id)(©) - W¥T @ ia)(©)| 0w IOl (5.18)
where id is the identity channel acting on ancillary degrees of freedom, and O is any operator acting on the whole

system.
We can modify Eq. (3.11) as follows (we ignore the tensor product with id operators below for simplicity),

o ({7, - (), - o o0 -0 )

(@M & NFEN T (Pr) = (00§ @ NN (B

p

<Z‘<89NT )o@ NN A (Br) = @M 0 NOTEM B | +0(22

i€l

SM'maxH(agm) @ NIV T (Py) — (8N, ®N5®M’—1(E)H

p

+M/max Z H aNO)T) [NT®9®N(OT®M —1- g( ,) — N'T®g 1 N(O)T®M 9 }HJFOLz)
<M M O(p) +O(L2e) < O(L*Y)p + O(L%). (5.19)

Here in the third line, we have again used that ]51 is almost supported in region fT with size M’ = ©(L?): For a
faraway site 4, (9p.Ny); acts on identity operator and becomes zero. To get the last line, we have used Eq. (5.18) with
the triangle inequahty The generalized Theorem 2 is then proven.

Theorem 3 generalizes in a similar way.

It remains to generalize Theorem 1. In its proof, Eq. (1.5) still holds because Eq. (1.8) only uses the continuity
of QFI and the p-closeness Eq. (5.13) for Ny = Dy, and Na(o) = Dp. Then we still use Lemma 1 to choose an
observable O; for each group. Choose 09 = prg and A = H; := Ziel H; in Lemma 1, where H; represents the signal
Hamiltonian on each probe, it was shown in the proof of Theorem 1 that when Eq. (1.14) holds (which we will prove
below), there exists Oy that satisfies Eq. (1.15) and Eq. (1.16), and the rest of the proof also applies to general signal
and noise.

To prove Eq. (1.14) for general signal and noise, we note by direct calculation,

B = 0ppr,o +i[H1, p1.0] = 96 (NgM (p1)) +i[Hr, N&M (p1)]
= D NPT @ (@0ND); (pr) + iLH NG (o) = DO NG (00N0): (pr) + 1Hs, (o) (en)]) - (5.20)

iel el

where we have used the Leibniz product rule to get the second line, and that H; commutes with channels acting on
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sites other than i in the end. Taking trace norm, we have
1B]l, < M max|[[(36No), (pr) +i[Hi, (No); (pr)llly
= Mg (90N = 00N;) (1) + (00N;) (or) [ Hi (N”) (o] 3| Hi. (Mo = N5”) on]
= M max H (agNe - 89/\/9(0)> (p1) +1[H1-, (Ng _N9<°>)i (pl)} H1 — M -O(p). (5.21)

%

Here the middle two terms in the second line cancels because (89./\[9(0)) pr = —i [Hi, (./\/9(0)) _ pl}7 and we have used

Eq. (5.13) together with ||H;|| = O(1) in the end. This proves Eq. (1.14) and generalizes Theorem 1.
O

We expect our results generalize even beyond independent signal and noise on each probe to include signal and
noise that might be correlated within each group of probes, because, for example, the generalized Theorem 1 only
relies on the continuity of QFI and the existence of an observable in each group saturating its QFI.

In addition, our protocol may also tolerate noise in state preparation and measurement when the noise probability
per group Pper group 15 sSmaller than some constant cper group: Take Theorem 2 with measurement noise for example.
Suppose the measurement noise is characterized by a channel £ prior to the ideal measurement. The ideal measurement

observable 15[ for each group becomes £* (]51) Let 1 represents the error bound Eq. (5.19) for replacing py — péo),

the additional error caused by £ is

o (e ()~ 7).

< +2n

(61 (2) - 7)o |+ 20= (et () - 2,

<on' et (Pr) - EH + 30 < 2M' X Pper group + 31, (5.22)

where pper group is the diamond-norm distance between & t and the identity channel. Here we changed 21 — 37 to
account for the error restricting H := >, H; to Hy . Eq. (5.22) is then bounded by a constant times M’, which is

exactly the same as Eq. (5.19), so the presence of £ does not change the scaling of the final precision (because obviously
the variance bound Eq. (3.10) is also robust). Note that for this generalization to hold, we need the observable to
have a small operator norm H]BIH = 1 comparing to Oy <]51> = O(M); that does not hold in the case of Theorem 1

(see Eq. (1.9) and Eq. (1.11)).

5.3. Spin-squeezed states as metrological optimal states

In this work we have mainly focused on optimal states given by Theorem 1 that have large intra-group and small
inter-group correlations. However, there can be other classes of optimal states with different correlation structure.
[16, 17] studied a particular spin-squeezed state (SSS) sensing the channel Eq. (1) in the main text, and found optimal
performance even if every pair of qubits shares ©(1) correlation. Below we prove that very general SSS are optimal
for sensing magnetic field under any general single-qubit noise.

Theorem 5. Suppose p is spin-squeezed in the sense that

(X), =06(), (5.23)
(AY?) = Ng¢2, (5.24)
(AS?) = O(N/€?), VS := > S; with ||Si| =1 (5.25)

where X =3, X; etc. Each qubit undergoes a channel Ny satisfying Eq. (5.13) with Ne(o)(~) =e7192(.)el%2 for some
& < 1. Then if p= O(£2), the final state pg has the parametrically the same metrological power as its noiseless limit
at 0 = 0, because

1

Fioo 2 gy (0),) ], _, = 00N/€%) (5.26)
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Eq. (5.26) then saturates the optimal bound ©(N/p) at p = ©(£2). Furthermore, Y is an optimal observable here,
indicating the existence of an optimal local measurement strategy. Note that here we must have £ = Q(1/ VN ),
because otherwise Eq. (5.23) and Eq. (5.24) cannot be simultaneously satisfied due to the uncertainty relation. Here
we focus on sensing at § = 0 without loss of generality, because other values 6 can be dealt with similarly by rotating
the final observable Y — Y cos(26) + X sin(26). The conditions Eq. (5.23) and Eq. (5.24) are standard for SSS, which
simply mean large polarization along x and small fluctuation in polarization along y. Since <AY2> = N for a product
state along z-direction, the ¢2 < 1 is roughly the squeezing parameter. Taking S = Z for example, the third condition
Eq. (5.25) requires that fluctuation in other directions cannot be much larger than what is predicted from Eq. (5.24)
and the saturation of the uncertainty relation (AY?) (AZ2) > [(X)]* = Q(N?).

Proof. Acting the dual maps ./\/’0T on the observable, we have

Wy =2 <m< 4>>p =2 (M) (W] - NN = STV )+ OGN, (5.27)

p
%

Y lo= 0—22 ), +O(pN) = O(N), (5.28)

where we have used Eq. (5.18), and plugged in Eq. (5.23) in the second line. Similarly,
? 2
(Y2), lo=o = N+ 3 (M (Vi) @ N (¥, )>p — N+ <<ZNJ(E>> > - <(NJ(12)) >
] i i p
J , P
=< > +> (id - (v + 0)$:)*) =<
P

; p
where we have introduced an operator S; o Ng(Yi) —Y; on spin i with ||S;|| = 1, and used id — Y;*> = 0. Combining
Eq. (5.27) (the second term below) and Eq. (5.29),

> (Vi +0(p)S:)

%

> (Y +0(p)Sh)

i

> + O(pN),

(5.29)

> (i +0(p)Si)

i

9 2
> - <Z(Yi+0(p>5i>> +O(pN)

i

(AY?), lo=0 = <

= (AY?) +0(p) [C,(Y, 8) + Co(S,Y)] + O(p°) (AS?)  + O(pN)

= NE + O(pV/(AY?) (AS?)) + O(p*N/€*) + O(pN) = N&* + O(N(p + p*/€?))
=0O(N¢?), if p=0(&), (5.30)

where we have used Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and Eq. (5.25) in the third line. Combining Eq. (5.28) with Eq. (5.30)
yields Eq. (5.26).
O

One example of optimal SSS’s that saturate the conditions in Theorem 5 are SSS’s generated by one-axis twist-

ing [16-18],

) = exp(—ivX/2) exp(—ipZ?/8) exp(—iTY/4) |0), (5.31)
and taking £ = \/p and
1 T 1 4sin(p/2) cos™N - 2(,u/2)
= — = - — — - 2
a N¢’ Y73 Qarcta 1—cosN—2y (5-32)
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In this case, let a = 1 — cos™¥ =2 y, b = 4sin(p/2) cos™ ~2(u/2), p = [Yu.) (¥, we have

1 N-1
(X), = Ncos (5) =O(N), (Y),=0, (2),=0, (5.33)
(AX2), = N (N(1 = cos?™ D (£) = (V= 1)3) = 0(1/¢", (5.34)

(AY?) =N (1 + i(]\f —1)(a—+Va%+ b2)> = O(N¢€?), (5.35)

(AZ?%), =N (1 + i(N —1)(a+Va®+ b2)> = O(N/&). (5.36)

Eq. (5.23) and Eq. (5.24) hold true from above, and Eq. (5.25) further holds because let S = s, X + s,Y +
s;Z, we have <A52>p < 2 (AX2>p + 57 (AY2>p + 2 (AZ2>p + 2[szsyl /[ (X?),(Y2), + 2[sys:|/(Y?),(Z%), +
2|SZSW‘ <Z2>p <X2>p§O(N/§2)

The above proofs can generalize to cover signal/noise that acts independently but not identically on each qubit.
Finally, we note that for purely dephasing channel (Eq. (1) in the main text), we can take S; = Y; in the proof, and
one does not require condition Eq. (5.25) any more.
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