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Transmission measurements are essential from fiber optics to spectroscopy. Quantum theory dictates that the
ultimate precision in estimating transmission or loss is achieved using probe states with definite photon number
and photon-number-resolving detectors (PNRDs). Can the quantum advantage relative to classical probe light
still be maintained when the detectors fire due to dark counts and other spurious events? We demonstrate that
the answer to this question is affirmative and show in detail how the quantum advantage depends on dark counts
and increases with Fock-state-probe strength. These results are especially pertinent as the present capabilities of
PNRDs are being dramatically improved.

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum metrology promises improvements in estimation
precision relative to classical probes and measurement devices
using a comparable amount of resources [1–11]. These advan-
tages are present in transmission estimation and mathemati-
cally equivalent problems [12–29] and have been experimen-
tally demonstrated on numerous occasions [30–43], with appli-
cations including ellipsometry [44–46], spectroscopy [47–50],
and the characterization of quantum devices [51–54].

The method guaranteed by quantum metrology to be opti-
mal for measuring transmission requires detectors capable of
resolving the finest possible energy differences: they must dis-
criminate between different numbers of photons arriving at the
detectors [19, 21]. Such photon-number-resolving detectors
(PNRDs) have been maturing over the last few years [55–62],
with certain architectures now capable of detecting up to 100
photons [63, 64], paving way for these quantum advantages.1
What, then, occurs in the realistic situation that these detectors
are imperfect? In particular, what happens when the detectors
register spurious incident photons, which may come from an-
other mode or intrinsic noise in the detector? This question
has been addressed in the context of detectors capable only of
discriminating between the presence and absence of photons
[66]; we here study the important scenario of the effect of dark
counts on PNRDs capable of discriminating between arbitrary
numbers of photons.2

There are a variety of PNRD architectures, each with differ-
ent characteristics that motivate our study. Transition-edge
sensors (TESs), for example, directly resolve the different
amounts of energy imparted by different numbers of photons
to infer a particular photon number. These devices must be
extremely well calibrated and boast negligibly low dark count
rates caused by intrinsic noise in the TES [68]. However, the
low dark count rates can be overwhelmed by any stray light
impinging from an undesired mode, so these spurious noise
counts must be accounted for in any investigation. Another

1 Alternative schemes for inferring photon-number distributions without PN-
RDs are also available [65].

2 PNRDs subject to dark counts have been studied in the context of estimating
a relative phase [67]

example are multiplexed superconducting-nanowire detectors
(SNDs), where incident light is split into a large number de-
tectors capable of detecting the presence or absence of light
and the photon number is inferred from the total number of
detectors that fire [69]; moreover, an SND has recently been
used to directly count up to four photons [62]. These then
have to deal with dark count rates that are orders of magni-
tude larger than those of a TES, again motivating our study.
Photon-number-resolving cameras are also increasingly being
used with a wide range of applications from characterizing
unknown sources [70] to quantum imaging [71], with higher
dark count rates than those of cryogenic detectors. Further
use of these detection technologies in quantum sensing and
metrology necessitates our study of dark counts in optimal
transmission estimation. We show how to analyze and main-
tain quantum advantages using realistic devices that are noisy
due to anything other than the light they are trying to measure.

We study transmission estimation from the perspective of
Fisher information, which quantifies the minimum uncertainty
one can attain in estimating a transmission parameter. We
use the Fisher information paradigm to compare classical (co-
herent) and quantum (Fock) probe states in their sensing per-
formance using both ideal and realistic detectors to measure
the transmitted light, through an analysis using the true pho-
tocounting statistics underlying noisy PNRDs. This allows us
to demonstrate the marked quantum advantages of quantum
probe light and how they vary with detector noise and other
imperfections in realistic scenarios.

A. Mathematical preliminaries

Any transmission, reflection, or loss for a bosonic mode
annihilated by �̂� can be mathematically described by the input-
output relation

�̂� → 𝜂�̂� +
√︃

1 − 𝜂2�̂�. (1)

This transmits some of the light to another mode, annihilated
by �̂�, that is initially in its vacuum state and can account for the
combined effect of arbitrarily many transmissions, reflections,
and losses. It even accounts for detector imperfections that
are treated as loss, which cannot be distinguished from loss
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prior to the detector; for example, if the transmission before
the detector is 𝜂0 and the detector inefficiency is characterized
by a transmission 𝜂d, the overall transmission only depends
on the total effect 𝜂 = 𝜂0𝜂d. We refer to the real parameter 𝜂
as the transmission probability amplitude that we are trying to
estimate, where the transmission probability is 𝜂2. To find the
overall effect on the mode of interest, we trace out the mode
annihilated by �̂�, which tends to create a mixed state for most
quantum input states [72–78].

The crucial quantity for evaluating the power of a measure-
ment procedure is the Fisher information. Given a probability
distribution {𝑝𝑚} that depends on the parameter of interest,
the Fisher information is defined as

F(𝜂; {𝑝𝑚}) =
∑︁
𝑚

𝑝𝑚

(
𝜕 ln 𝑝𝑚

𝜕𝜂

)2
=
∑︁
𝑚

𝑝−1
𝑚

(
𝜕𝑝𝑚

𝜕𝜂

)2
. (2)

It provides a lower bound to the ultimate precision with which
any unbiased estimator can be constructed, quantified through
the Cramér-Rao bound

Var(𝜂) ≥ F(𝜂; {𝑝𝑚})−1. (3)

This decreases as 1/𝑀 when identical measurements are per-
formed 𝑀 times, so we here consider the optimal single-shot
(𝑀 = 1) measurement. For a given probe, one can maximize
the Fisher information over all possible measurement strate-
gies to arrive at the quantum Fisher information, which has
many useful properties [79] including methods for directly
calculating without needing to manually optimize Eq. (2).

We define our input states in terms of a superposition
over states with definite photon number (Fock states) |𝜓〉 =∑

𝑛≥0 𝜓𝑛 |𝑛〉, where |𝑛〉 = �̂�†𝑛 |vac〉 /
√
𝑛! and �̂� |vac〉 = 0. Us-

ing the quantum Fisher information, one can show that the best
setup for estimating the value of 𝜂 is to begin with a Fock state
|𝑁〉, apply the loss transformation of Eq. (1), then measure
the photon-number distribution [21]

𝑝𝑚 = 〈|𝑚〉 〈𝑚 |〉 . (4)

This achieves the maximum Fisher information of

F |𝑁 〉 (𝜂) = 4
𝑁

1 − 𝜂2 . (5)

In comparison, a classical input state with the same average
energy |𝛼 |2 = 𝑁 , |𝛼〉 = e−|𝛼 |2/2 ∑∞

𝑛=0
𝛼𝑛
√
𝑛!
|𝑛〉 , only has a max-

imum (quantum) Fisher information of 4𝑁 , so the quantum
scheme outperforms the classical limit by the factor of 1 − 𝜂2

using the same (optimal) measurement strategy.
Now, when the detector has spurious counts such as dark

counts, the measured photon-number distribution will differ
from the state’s underlying distribution. How does this affect
the results? We find the true expected distribution in the
presence of noise and detector imperfections. This allows
us to quantify the Fisher information gleaned by a realistic
detector, which we can again inspect for quantum advantages
relative to classical input light. We demonstrate the quantum
advantages attainable by Fock states with imperfect detectors
in this important task of transmission sensing.

II. EFFECTS OF DARK COUNTS

A. Photon-number distributions

We know from photodetection theory that

|𝑚〉 〈𝑚 | =:
�̂�𝑚e−�̂�

𝑚!
: , (6)

where �̂� = �̂�†�̂� and : · : is the normal-ordering operator that
places all �̂�s on the right side of all �̂�†s. This facilitates the
definition of an operator with spurious counts by replacing
�̂� with �̂� + 𝜈, where 𝜈 is the dark count rate [80–82]. The
probability of registering 𝑚 photons is then given by

𝑝𝑚 =

〈
:
(�̂� + 𝜈)𝑚e−�̂�−𝜈

𝑚!
:
〉
= e−𝜈

𝑚∑︁
𝑘=0

𝜈𝑚−𝑘

(𝑚 − 𝑘)! 〈|𝑘〉 〈𝑘 |〉 .

(7)
We can consider two probe states that have already been

subject to loss:

|𝛼〉 → e−|𝜂𝛼 |2/2
∞∑︁
𝑛=0

𝜂𝑛𝛼𝑛

√
𝑛!

|𝑛〉 = |𝜂𝛼〉 (8)

and

|𝑁〉 〈𝑁 | →
𝑁∑︁
𝑛=0

(
𝑁

𝑛

)
𝜂2𝑛

(
1 − 𝜂2

)𝑁−𝑛
|𝑛〉 〈𝑛| . (9)

By calculating their true measured photon-number distribu-
tions using Eq. (7), we can evaluate the Fisher information
from each distribution to see how well they truly perform in
realistic conditions.

Coherent states yield the true distribution

𝑝𝑚 ( |𝛼〉) = e−𝜈
𝑚∑︁
𝑘=0

𝜈𝑚−𝑘

(𝑚 − 𝑘)!e−|𝜂𝛼 |2 |𝜂𝛼 |2𝑘
𝑘!

=
( |𝜂𝛼 |2 + 𝜈)𝑚e−( |𝜂𝛼 |2+𝜈)

𝑚!
,

(10)

which can also be directly inferred from the normal-ordered
prescription. We can then use the definitions of the conflu-
ent hypergeometric function 𝑈 and the generalized Laguerre
polynomials 𝐿 to find the true photon-number distributions for
Fock states that have been subject to loss:

𝑝𝑚 ( |𝑁〉) = e−𝜈
𝑚∑︁
𝑘=0

𝜈𝑚−𝑘

(𝑚 − 𝑘)!

(
𝑁

𝑘

)
𝜂2𝑘

(
1 − 𝜂2

)𝑁−𝑘

=

e−𝜈 (−𝜂2)𝑚
(
1 − 𝜂2)𝑁−𝑚

𝑈

(
−𝑚,−𝑚 + 𝑁 + 1, (𝜂2−1)𝜈

𝜂2

)
𝑚!

= e−𝜈𝜂2𝑚
(
1 − 𝜂2

)𝑁−𝑚
𝐿
(𝑁−𝑚)
𝑚

(
𝜈(1 − 𝜂−2)

)
,

(11)
where the binomial factor accounts for 𝑚, 𝑘 > 𝑁 and there
is always some nonzero probability of measuring any large



3

photon number 𝑚 � 𝑁 .3
An alternative method for obtaining the true underlying

photon-number distribution may work better for arbitrary ini-
tial states. Instead of calculating Eq. (7) after a probe has been
subject to loss through Eq. (1), we can enact the substitution
�̂� → 𝜂2�̂� + 𝜈 and calculate expectation values in the states
before loss has occurred.4 For a general state that has not yet
been subject to loss, we thus find the probability distribution
including loss and dark counts to be

𝑝𝑚 =

〈
:
(𝜂2�̂� + 𝜈)𝑚e−𝜂2 �̂�−𝜈

𝑚!
:

〉
=

e−𝜈

𝑚!

𝑚∑︁
𝑘=0

(
𝑚

𝑘

)
𝜂2𝑘𝜈𝑚−𝑘

∞∑︁
𝑙=0

(−𝜂2)𝑙
𝑙!

〈
: �̂�†𝑘+𝑙 �̂�𝑘+𝑙 :

〉
.

(12)
Pure states then yield a convex combination of the Fock-state
results from Eq. (11):

𝑝𝑚 ( |𝜓〉) =
e−𝜈

𝑚!

𝑚∑︁
𝑘=0

(
𝑚

𝑘

)
𝜂2𝑘𝜈𝑚−𝑘

∞∑︁
𝑙=0

(−𝜂2)𝑙
𝑙!

×
∑︁
𝑛

|𝜓𝑛 |2
𝑛!

(𝑛 − 𝑘 − 𝑙)!

=
e−𝜈

𝑚!

∑︁
𝑛

|𝜓𝑛 |2
𝑚∑︁
𝑘=0

(
𝑚

𝑘

)
𝜂2𝑘𝜈𝑚−𝑘 (1 − 𝜂2)𝑛−𝑘

(𝑛 − 𝑘)! 𝑛!

= e−𝜈
∑︁
𝑛

|𝜓𝑛 |2
(
1 − 𝜂2

)𝑛−𝑚 (
𝜂2
)𝑚

𝐿
(𝑛−𝑚)
𝑚

(
𝜈 − 𝜈

𝜂2

)
.

(13)
The results for mixed-state inputs are similarly given by convex
combinations of the results for pure-state inputs.

B. Fisher information

When the spurious count rate 𝜈 is known a priori, an esti-
mate of 𝜂 provides the Fisher information as in Eq. (2). If,
however, 𝜈 is not known, one must treat it as a nuisance param-
eter [86–88]. This is done by extending the Fisher information
into a symmetric matrix with components

F𝑖 𝑗 =
∑︁
𝑚

1
𝑝𝑚

𝜕𝑝𝑚

𝜕𝜃𝑖

𝜕𝑝𝑚

𝜕𝜃 𝑗
(14)

and using it to provide a lower bound on the covariance matrix

Cov(𝜃𝑖 , 𝜃 𝑗 ) ≥
(
F−1

)
𝑖 𝑗
. (15)

3 Note similarities with the matrix elements of the displacement
operator 𝐷 that enacts 𝐷 (𝛼) |vac〉 = |𝛼〉: 〈𝑛 |𝐷 ( 𝜉 ) |𝑚〉 =√︃

𝑚!
𝑛! 𝜉

𝑛−𝑚e−|𝜉 |2/2𝐿 (𝑛−𝑚)
𝑚 ( |𝜉 |2) [83].

4 A related procedure for adding spurious noise counts is to consider a bath of
thermal photons instead of the vacuum operator in Eq. (1); this has recently
been studied in the context of optimal transmission sensing in Refs. [84, 85]
and converges to the present procedure �̂� → 𝜂2�̂� + 𝜈 in the limit of a large
number of thermal modes [81].

This serves to only increase the minimum uncertainty, with

Var(𝜂) ≥ 1
F𝜂𝜂 − F2

𝜂𝜈/F𝜈𝜈

. (16)

1. Coherent-state (classical) inputs

We start by considering 𝜈 to be known. For coherent states,
we have

𝜕𝜂 𝑝𝑚 ( |𝛼〉) = 2𝜂 |𝛼 |2𝑝𝑚 ( |𝛼〉)
(

𝑚

𝜂2 |𝛼 |2 + 𝜈
− 1

)
, (17)

yielding

F𝜂𝜂 ( |𝛼〉) =
4|𝛼 |4𝜂2

|𝛼 |2𝜂2 + 𝜈
. (18)

We again write the average input energy as |𝛼 |2 = 𝑁 to show
how the minimum uncertainty decreases

min[Var(𝜂)] = 1
4𝑁

→ 1
4𝑁

+ 𝜈

𝜂2𝑁2 . (19)

Intuitively, the extra uncertainty contributed by dark counts
increases for increased dark count rates 𝜈 and decreases for
increased transmission probability 𝜂2 and increase probe state
energy 𝑁; small transmissions and weak coherent states are
overwhelmed by dark counts.

Could we use this setup to instead measure the dark counts
with coherent states? If the loss parameter were known a
priori, we would use

F𝜈𝜈 ( |𝛼〉) =
1

𝜂2𝑁 + 𝜈
. (20)

These dark counts would then be easier to estimate by using
a weak coherent state or a setup with a small transmission
probability relative to the dark count rates (𝜂2𝑁 � 𝜈).

The final element required for evaluating this estimation
procedure using the tools of nuisance parameters is the off-
diagonal term

F𝜂𝜈 = F𝜈𝜂 =
2|𝛼 |2𝜂

|𝛼 |2𝜂2 + 𝜈
. (21)

This makes the Fisher information matrix F singular – one
measurement cannot be used to simultaneously measure both
of these two parameters! It is impossible to measure the loss
parameter using coherent state inputs when nothing is known a
priori about the dark count rate and vice versa. This is, in fact,
similar to the problem of doing the measurement when the
input coherent state strength is not known, because the output
cannot distinguish between loss and a weaker input. One
can see this directly by noting that the probability distribution
only depends on ( |𝛼 |, 𝜂, 𝜈) through a single functional form
𝜂2 |𝛼 |2 + 𝜈, so it is of course impossible to tease the parameters
apart with this measurement strategy alone, as is known from
studies of singular Fisher information matrices [89–91].
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How would this change if we had some a priori information?
Say that we already gained some Fisher information f about 𝜈
in an alternate experiment. Then, since Fisher information is
additive, we would find

F( |𝛼〉 ; 𝜂, 𝜈) = 1
𝜂2𝑁 + 𝜈

(
(2𝑁𝜂)2 2𝑁𝜂

2𝑁𝜂 1

)
+
(
0 0
0 f

)
. (22)

Inspecting the 𝜂𝜂 element of the inverse, which gives us the
minimum uncertainty for estimating 𝜂, we find

Var(𝜂) ≥ 1
F𝜂𝜂 − F2

𝜂𝜈/(F𝜈𝜈 + f)
=

1
4𝑁

+ 𝜈

4𝜂2𝑁2 + 1
4𝑁2𝜂2f

.

(23)
The extra a priori information f about 𝜈 diminishes the uncer-
tainty on 𝜂 to its theoretical minimum in the presence of dark
counts, and helps get there fast with stronger coherent states
and larger transmission. With tiny transmission, more a priori
information about dark counts is required to well estimate the
transmission parameter using coherent probe states.

Another idea would be to repeat this experiment twice with
two different coherent state energies 𝑞𝑁 and (1 − 𝑞)𝑁 . The

total Fisher information would be

F( |𝛼〉 ; 𝜂, 𝜈) = 1
𝜂2𝑞𝑁 + 𝜈

(
(2𝑞𝑁𝜂)2 2𝑞𝑁𝜂

2𝑞𝑁𝜂 1

)
+ 1
𝜂2 (1 − 𝑞)𝑁 + 𝜈

(
(2(1 − 𝑞)𝑁𝜂)2 2|𝛼 |2𝜂

2(1 − 𝑞)𝑁𝜂 1

)
,

(24)
yielding the minimum uncertainty

Var(𝜂) ≥ 𝜂2𝑁 + 2𝜈
4𝜂2𝑁2 (1 − 2𝑞)2 ≥ 1

4𝑁
+ 𝜈

2𝜂2𝑁2 . (25)

The minimum is obtained when 𝑞 = 0 or 𝑞 = 1, which makes
sense given that the value of 𝜈 is best estimated when 𝑁 = 0 and
that of 𝜂 when 𝑁 is maximal, and this minimum is equivalent
to the case where the a priori information known about 𝜈

is f = 1/𝜈. In fact, if the figure of merit is the amount of
energy used in the probe, one can get an unlimited amount of
information about the dark count rate 𝜈 by collecting Fisher
information 1/𝜈 for zero input probe energy and repeating
the process a large number of times. This helps motivate the
conclusion that, in practice, 𝜈 tends to be known a priori.

2. Fock states

The first difference we notice between coherent-state inputs
and Fock-state inputs is that 𝑝𝑚 ( |𝑁〉) depends differently on 𝜂,
𝑁 , and 𝜈, so there is no fundamental barrier to simultaneously
estimating any of these in a single measurement with a Fock
state. Still, to compare with coherent states, we might as well
assume the parameters other than 𝜂 to be known a priori, only
focusing on the F𝜂𝜂 element of the Fisher information matrix.

The Fisher information is given by the sum over all 𝑚 of the
positive terms

1
𝑝𝑚

(
𝜕𝑝𝑚

𝜕𝜂

)2
=

4e−𝜈𝜂2𝑚−6 (1 − 𝜂2)−𝑚+𝑁−2
[
𝜂2 (𝑚 − 𝑁𝜂2) 𝐿 (𝑁−𝑚)

𝑚

(
𝜈 − 𝜈

𝜂2

)
+ 𝜈

(
𝜂2 − 1

)
𝐿
(𝑁−𝑚+1)
𝑚−1

(
𝜈 − 𝜈

𝜂2

)]
2

𝐿
(𝑁−𝑚)
𝑚

(
𝜈 − 𝜈

𝜂2

) . (26)

We can analytically compute the sum for the two terms in the
expanded square that do not have a Laguerre polynomial in the
denominator, leaving us with

F𝜂𝜂 ( |𝑁〉) =
4
[ (
𝜂2 − 𝜂4) 𝑁 − 𝜈(𝜈 + 1)

]
𝜂2 (1 − 𝜂2)2

+ 4𝑒−𝜈𝜈2
∞∑︁

𝑚=0
𝜂2𝑚−6

(
1 − 𝜂2

)𝑁−𝑚 𝐿
(𝑁−𝑚+1)
𝑚−1

(
𝜈 − 𝜈

𝜂2

)
2

𝐿
(𝑁−𝑚)
𝑚

(
𝜈 − 𝜈

𝜂2

) .

(27)
In the small-𝜈 limit, we see the beginning of the deviation from

Fock states being ideal as before:

F𝜂𝜂 ( |𝑁〉) =
4𝑁

1 − 𝜂2 − 4
𝜂2 (1 − 𝜂2)2 𝜈 + O(𝜈2), (28)

while the large-𝜈 limit (which is normally avoided in reason-
able experiments) shows a behaviour independent from 𝑁 yet
retains the enhanced scaling with large transmissibility:

F𝜂𝜂 ( |𝑁〉) =
4
[ (
𝜂2 − 𝜂4) 𝑁 − 𝜈(𝜈 + 1)

]
𝜂2 (1 − 𝜂2)2 + O

(
1
𝜈

)
. (29)

To continue, we must analyze the Fisher information for

Fock states numerically. Since each term 1
𝑝𝑚

(
𝜕𝑝𝑚
𝜕𝜂

)2
in Eq.
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(26) is positive, truncating the sum at some 𝑚 will always
provide less information than truncating it at a larger 𝑚. This
directly implies that PNRDs capable of resolving more pho-
tons will always provide more information than those capable
of resolving fewer photons. We perform this truncation at a
sufficiently large number such that we do not have to worry
about edge effects where more photons arrive at the detector
than can be distinguished by such; this large number is deter-
mined by the total intensity 𝑁 +𝜈 that a detector might register.
Fock states up until 𝑁 ≈ 4 − 8 have been experimentally gen-
erated [92–94] and dark count rates tend to be much smaller
than unity, so current PNRD technologies capable of resolving
10-100 photons should all suffice to avoid edge cases. In the
remaining work we truncate our sums at 𝑚 = 30.

We first compare Fock states’ performance to that of coher-
ent states for different values of the transmission parameter 𝜂
and the dark count rate 𝜈. In Fig. 1, we can see how Fock
states with 𝑁 = 1 always outperform coherent states with
|𝛼 |2 = 1 in the presence of dark counts for all values of 𝜈 and
𝜂, extending their advantages from the 𝜈 = 0 case. We can
also see that Fock states even outperform coherent states when
the coherent states are not exposed to dark counts, so long as
the dark count rates are sufficiently low and the transmission
probability is sufficiently high; such a comparison is required
when one compares the use of a single strong coherent state
against a multitude of single-photon states with total compa-
rable energy. This behaviour is reproduced for all 𝑁 that we
evaluated.

All Fock states retain their superior scaling with 1 − 𝜂2

relative to coherent states. In contrast to the case with zero
dark counts, however, different Fock states present different

advantages. To compare the various Fock states, we scale
their Fisher informations by 1−𝜂2 and by 𝑁 to directly inspect
their relative performance in Fig. 2. It is then clear that, in
the presence of nonzero dark counts, larger Fock states with
more energy provide the most information for a given amount
of energy, breaking the equivalence between different Fock
states in the 𝜈 = 0 regime of Eq. (5) and helping motivate the
generation of larger Fock states [94].

III. CONCLUSIONS

We have performed a detailed comparison between coher-
ent (classical) and Fock (quantum-optimal, definite-photon-
number) states for sensing a transmission parameter 𝜂 using
realistic photon-number-resolving detectors that are subject to
spurious counts such as dark counts. The dramatic advantages
of Fock states over coherent states is retained in this realistic
scenario, where now Fock states with more energy are superior
to weaker Fock states. This result helps spur the production
of Fock states with more photons and of detectors capable of
resolving these large numbers of photons, with applications in
the quantum-enhanced sensing of a host of different effects.
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