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Abstract

The symmetric logarithmic derivative Cramér–Rao bound (SLDCRB) provides a fundamental limit to the
minimum variance with which a set of unknown parameters can be estimated in an unbiased manner. It is
known that the SLDCRB can be saturated provided the optimal measurements for the individual parameters
commute with one another. However, when this is not the case the SLDCRB cannot be attained in general. In
the experimentally relevant setting, where quantum states are measured individually, necessary and sufficient
conditions for when the SLDCRB can be saturated are not known. In this setting the SLDCRB is attainable
provided the SLD operators can be chosen to commute on an extended Hilbert space. However, beyond this
relatively little is known about when the SLD operators can be chosen in this manner. In this paper we present
explicit examples which demonstrate novel aspects of this condition. Our examples demonstrate that the SLD
operators commuting on any two of the following three spaces: support space, support-kernel space and kernel
space, is neither a necessary nor sufficient condition for commutativity on the extended space. We present a
simple analytic example showing that the Nagaoka–Hayashi Cramér-Rao bound is not always attainable. Finally,
we provide necessary and sufficient conditions for the attainability of the SLDCRB in the case when the kernel
space is one-dimensional. These results provide new information on the necessary and sufficient conditions for
the attainability of the SLDCRB.

1 Introduction
The estimation of unknown parameters is a fundamental part of doing science. As such, there is great excitement
surrounding the possibility that quantum resources may offer an advantage in this area [1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7]. However,
much of the previous work on this area has focused on single parameter estimation. From a practical perspective this
is not ideal, as many physical problems are intrinsically multiparameter problems [8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17].
Additionally, the incompatibility of multiple observables, a fundamentally quantum feature, is only relevant when
considering the simultaneous estimation of multiple parameters [18, 19, 20]. For recent reviews on the topic see
Refs. [21, 22, 23, 24, 25].

Due to the inherently probabilistic nature of quantum mechanics, when we perform any measurement on a system
there will be some fundamental unavoidable uncertainty associated with our estimate of the unknown parameters.
It is an important task to design the experiment, and subsequent estimation of the unknown parameters, in such a
way as to minimise this uncertainty. However, this is a difficult task which quickly becomes numerically intractable
for estimating even a small number of parameters on low-dimensional systems. To get around this difficulty, a
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series of quantum Cramér–Rao bounds have been developed [26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34], which provide
lower bounds on how small the mean squared error (MSE) in the estimate of the unknown parameters can be.
The different Cramér–Rao bounds apply in different settings. For example, the Holevo Cramér–Rao bound, CH,
(HCRB) [30, 31] can be asymptotically approached through collective measurements on infinitely many copies of
the quantum state [35, 36, 37]. The Nagaoka–Hayashi Cramér–Rao bound, CNH, (NHCRB) [32, 33, 34] applies when
we consider performing measurements on a single copy of the quantum state. However, it has recently been shown
that this is not always a tight bound in this setting [38]. The symmetric logarithmic derivative Cramér–Rao bound,
CS, (SLDCRB) [26, 27] (note that this is often referred to as the quantum Cramér–Rao bound or Helstrom bound)
is of particular interest as when estimating a single parameter it represents a tight bound, i.e. there is always a
measurement which saturates this bound [39].

The necessary and sufficient conditions for saturating the SLDCRB in the limit where one can perform a
collective measurement on infinitely many copies of the quantum state are known [40]. The attainability of the
SLDCRB in the single-copy setting is a more subtle issue and has been listed as one of five open problems in
quantum information theory [41]. Partial solutions to this problem have been presented in the view of quantum
metrology [42, 43, 44, 45, 46, 47]. For full rank probe states the problem is completely solved. A necessary and
sufficient condition for saturating the SLDCRB in this case is that the SLD operators, Li, must commute with
one another, [Li, Lj ] = 0, ∀i, j. Furthermore, Suzuki, Yang and Hayashi (see Appendix B1 of Ref. [48]) gave the
necessary and sufficient condition for the most general rank-deficient case. In this sense, the open problem appears
to be solved. An important point for understanding the solution presented in Ref. [48] is the fact that in the
rank-deficient case, the SLD operators are not unique - we are free to choose certain elements of these operators.
Suzuki, Yang and Hayashi’s solution then states that the SLDCRB is attainable if the SLD operators can be chosen
such that they commute on the extended space. However, their solution does not provide conditions for when the
SLD operators can be chosen in this manner. In this sense, the open problem in Ref. [41] could be considered not
solved [49]. The extra degrees of freedom associated with the elements of the SLD operators we are free to choose
makes the problem significantly more general and harder to solve. Finally, we note that it has recently been shown
that if the SLDCRB cannot be saturated in the single-copy setting then it cannot be saturated with a collective
measurement on any finite number of copies of the quantum state [50]— providing further motivation for solving
the single-copy attainability problem.

In this paper we show the importance of the extended space when considering this problem. We present five
examples which demonstrate different aspects of the necessary and sufficient conditions for saturating the SLDCRB.
Our examples demonstrate the following: 1) The SLD operators commuting on the support of the probe state is a
necessary but not sufficient condition for the attainability of the SLDCRB. 2) The SLD operators commuting on the
support and support-kernel space is neither a necessary nor sufficient condition for the attainability of the SLDCRB.
3) The SLD operators commuting on the support and kernel space is neither a necessary nor sufficient condition for
the attainability of the SLDCRB. We then provide necessary and sufficient conditions for the attainability of the
SLDCRB in the case when the kernel space is one-dimensional. The rest of the paper is set out as follows. We first
introduce the necessary preliminary material in section 2. In section 2.3 we present a brief summary of the known
conditions for various Cramér–Rao bounds to be equal. Then in sections 3.1 to 3.5 we present our examples. In
section. 4, we present our results for the one-dimensional kernel case. Finally, in section 5 we conclude.

2 Preliminaries
We consider a density matrix Sθ in a d dimensional Hilbert space H, which is a function of n parameters Sθ,
θ = (θ1, θ2, . . . , θn)

1. We shall consider rank-deficient quantum states with rank r < d. The quantum state has an
associated support and kernel. We shall write the density matrix S as

S =

r∑
i=1

ci |si⟩ ⟨si| , (1)

where
∑r
i=1 ci = 1, ci > 0, and we denote a set of eigenvectors for the support space by {|si⟩}. The kernel space is

also defined by S and its derivatives at the true parameter value. We shall denote the orthonormal basis vectors for
the kernel space as {|ki⟩}. The derivatives of a quantum state may exist in the support and support-kernel spaces
but not in the kernel space, where the support kernel space is spanned by the outer product of the support and
kernel vectors |si⟩ ⟨kj | and |ki⟩ ⟨sj |. We can therefore choose a basis such that the quantum state and its derivatives

1Going forward, we shall drop the explicit dependence on θ.
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can be written as

S =

(
Ss 0
0 0

)
, Sj =

(
Ss
j Ssk

j

Sks
j 0

)
, (2)

where we use 0 to denote a block matrix of zeros. Note that S existing in H, does not necessarily mean that the
derivatives span the whole space. Throughout this manuscript we shall assume that the Sj are linearly independent
to ensure the problem of estimating the unknown parameters is well defined.

2.1 Most informative bound
We can define the most informative bound CMI as the MSE which would be attained from the best possible
measurement on individual quantum states. Therefore, the conditions for the attainability of the SLDCRB refers
to the conditions for CS = CMI. The most informative bound can be defined in terms of a positive operator valued
measure (POVM). A POVM is described by a set of positive linear operators, {Πk}, which sum to the identity∑

k

Πk = Id . (3)

The k-th measurement outcome occurs with probability pk = tr{SΠk}. Based on the different measurement
outcomes we can construct an unbiased estimator for the parameters of interest, θ̂. An estimator maps each
measurement outcome to an estimate of θ. Let θ̂j,k be the estimate of θj corresponding to the measurement
outcome k. A locally unbiased estimator must satisfy∑

k

θ̂j,ktr{SΠk} = θj , (4)

where θj is the local parameter value and ∑
k

θ̂j,ktr{SiΠk} = δi,j . (5)

For estimating several parameters simultaneously the MSE matrix, V , corresponding to a given POVM and esti-
mator coefficients has elements given by

[V ]ij =
∑
k

(θ̂i,k − θi)(θ̂j,k − θj)pk , (6)

where the sum is over all possible measurement outcomes. We shall denote the optimal POVM and estimator
coefficients which minimise the trace of V as {Π∗

k} and θ̂∗j,k. This POVM and estimator coefficients saturate the
most informative bound.

2.2 Symmetric logarithmic derivative Cramér–Rao bound
The SLD operators Li are defined through the following equation

Si =
1

2
(SLi + LiS) . (7)

Note that the elements of the SLD operators in the kernel space are not specified by this equation. When we do
not consider an extended space, the SLD operator can be written in the same basis used in Eq. (2) as

Lj =

(
Ls
j Lsk

j

Lks
j Lk

j

)
. (8)

From Eq. (7), the Ls
j and Lsk

j elements are uniquely defined, whereas the Lk
j can be chosen freely. The quantum

Fisher information matrix is then defined as

JS,ij =
1

2
tr{S(LiLj + LjLi)} , (9)
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and the corresponding SLDCRB is
CS = Tr{J−1

S } , (10)

where we use Tr{} to denote the trace over a classical matrix. The elements of the SLD operators in the kernel
space do not influence the SLDCRB, however they can in some instances be chosen such that the SLD operators
either commute or do not commute.

Given a rank-deficient state S and SLD operators Lj , we can extend the state and its derivatives by introducing
an extended space H̃ = H ⊕He where He has dimensions e. Therefore, the extended Hilbert space has dimensions
d+ e. In this extended space, the quantum state and its derivatives can be written as

S =

Ss 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0

 , Sj =


Ss
j Ssk

j 0
Sks
j 0 0
0 0 0

 . (11)

Note that this does not correspond to any physical change in the problem. Similarly, as the SLD operators are
defined only in the support and support-kernel space, we are free to extended them to

Lj =


Ls
j Lsk

j 0
Lks
j Lk

j Lke
j

0 Lek
j Le

j

 . (12)

Lk
j , Lke

j and Le
j can now be chosen freely without changing the SLDCRB. Note that Lse

j is the zero matrix by
definition, see Eq. (7). We denote the orthonormal basis vectors for the extended space He by {|en⟩}. For example,
the notation Lsk denotes the matrix with elements ⟨sn| L |km⟩. When considering the full SLD operators, we shall
not use any superscripts. We use the notation L for SLD operators where any free elements are chosen to be 0 and
L for SLD operators where we choose the free elements ourselves.

We are now in a position to state our main results. To illustrate the essential elements of when this extended
space is important, we shall focus on two-parameter estimation.

1. Result A: The projection of the commutator of the SLD operators on the support space equal to 0, i.e.
⟨sn| [L1, L2] |sm⟩ = 0, is necessary but not sufficient for the existence of an extended SLD operator such that
[L1,L2] = 0. Note that the necessary part follows from many existing results, e.g. Ref. [50]. Our contribution
is to present an explicit example where this condition is not sufficient.

2. Result B: ⟨sn| [L1, L2] |km⟩ = 0 is neither a necessary nor sufficient condition for the attainability of the
SLDCRB. We present an example where the unextended SLD operators do not commute on the support
kernel space ⟨sn| [L1, L2] |km⟩ ≠ 0, but the extended SLD operators do commute [L1,L2] = 0. We then
present an example where ⟨sn| [L1, L2] |km⟩ = 0, but it is not possible to choose the extended SLD operators
such that they commute.

We also present an example with three pairs of SLD operators corresponding to the same model (L1, L2),
(L1,L2) and (L̃1, L̃2). For this example we find that ⟨sn| [L1, L2] |km⟩ ≠ 0, ⟨sn| [L1,L2] |km⟩ = 0,
⟨kn| [L1,L2] |km⟩ ≠ 0 and [L̃1, L̃2] = 0.

3. Result C: ⟨kn| [L1, L2] |km⟩ = 0 is neither a necessary nor sufficient condition for the attainability of the
SLDCRB. Our first example, used for result A above, also demonstrates that the projection of the commutator
of the SLD operators on the kernel space being equal to 0, ⟨kn| [L1, L2] |km⟩ = 0, is not a sufficient condition for
the attainability of the SLDCRB. In this example ⟨kn| [L1, L2] |km⟩ = 0, but it is not possible to find extended
SLD operators which commute. We also present an example where ⟨kn| [L1, L2] |km⟩ ≠ 0 but [L1,L2] = 0.

The above results demonstrate the importance of considering the extended space. However, the physical rea-
soning behind the importance of the extended space may not be immediately clear. A partial explanation comes
from the Naimark extension which states that a POVM can always be converted to a projective measurement in a
larger Hilbert space [51]. Note that we are considering the direct sum Naimark extension (H̃ = H ⊕He), but the
tensor product extension is also possible (H ⊗He). In the direct sum picture, the simplest Naimark extension is to
find the extended space where the SLD operators commute, so that we can measure along the eigenvectors of the
SLD operatorm, see e.g Appendix C.2 of Ref. [50]. The tensor product extension involves a unitary matrix which
acts on the quantum state and an ancilla state followed by a projective measurement [52].

4



CNH CH CS

CMI
XNH,i =

∑
k

(θ̂∗i,k − θi)Π
∗
k

[34]

XH,i =
∑
k

(θ̂∗i,k − θi)Π
∗
k

& LH,ij = LH,ji, LH ≥ XHX
⊺
H

[34]

[Li , Lj ] = 0, ∀i, j

[48]

CNH
LH,ij = LH,ji,

LH ≥ XHX
⊺
H [34] trAbs{S[Li , Lj ]} = 0, ∀i, j

[50]

CH tr{S[Li , Lj ]} = 0, ∀i, j

[40]

Table 1: Equality conditions for different Cramér–Rao bounds.

It is possible to consider the SLD operators without the extended space, and with the kernel terms set to zero,
i.e. Li in our notation. In this case, the saturation conditions involve finding POVMs that must satisfy theorems 1
and 2 of Yang et al [43]. By considering the extended space, we don’t need to concern ourselves with the POVMs.
Once, commuting SLD operators in the extended space have been found, the optimal measurement is given by the
joint eigenvectors of the extended SLD operators when projected back into the original space.

We know that CS ≤ CH ≤ CNH ≤ CMI. In order for CS = CMI, we therefore require CS = CH = CNH. The condition
for equality between CS and CNH as proven in Ref. [50], therefore shows that the SLD operators commuting on the
support of S is a necessary condition for CS = CMI. Result A shows that this is not a sufficient condition. Results B
and C show that the SLD operators not commuting on the kernel-support or kernel-kernel subspace does not imply
that the SLD operators cannot be chosen to commute on an extended space. To sum up

• ⟨sn| [L1, L2] |sm⟩ = 0 is necessary but not sufficient (Example A)

• ⟨sn| [L1, L2] |sm⟩ = 0 and ⟨sn| [L1, L2] |km⟩ = 0 is not necessary (Example B/D)

• ⟨sn| [L1,L2] |sm⟩ = 0 and ⟨sn| [L1,L2] |km⟩ = 0 is not sufficient (Example E)

• ⟨sn| [L1, L2] |sm⟩ = 0 and ⟨kn| [L1, L2] |km⟩ = 0 is not necessary (Example C/D) and not sufficient (Example
A)

2.3 Conditions for Equality
Finally, we summarise the conditions for equality between the different bounds: the most informative bound, the
NHCRB, the HCRB and the SLDCRB. These conditions are presented in Table. 1. In this table XNH,i and XH,i
represent Hermitian matrices which are the solutions to the optimisation problem found in the NHCRB and HCRB
respectively. trAbs{A} represents the sum of the absolute values of the matrix A. {Π∗

k} represents the optimal
POVM as described in section 2.1. [Li , Lj ] = 0, ∀i, j is a necessary and sufficient condition for CS = CMI. In the
remainder of this paper we shall ask under what circumstances we can choose [Li , Lj ] = 0, ∀i, j.

It should be noted that while, throughout this manuscript we discuss the conditions for CS = CMI, it may be
more accurate to say that we are examining the conditions for when the classical Fisher information matrix is equal
to the quantum Fisher information matrix. For well behaved problems the two are equivalent.
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3 Examples supporting our results

3.1 Example A
Our first example is a rank 3 quantum state in a 4-dimensional Hilbert space. Consider the model with

Ss =
1

3

1 0 0
0 1 0
0 0 1

 , (13)

and the following derivatives

S1 =
1

3


1 0 0
0 1 0
0 0 −2

0
1
2
0

0 1
2 0 0

 , and S2 =
1

3


0 1 0
1 0 1
0 1 0

0
0
− 3

2

0 0 − 3
2 0

 . (14)

This model gives rise to the following SLD operators

L1 =


1 0 0
0 1 0
0 0 −2

0
1
0

0 1 0 k1

 , and L2 =


0 1 0
1 0 1
0 1 0

0
0
−3

0 0 −3 k2

 , (15)

where k1 and k2 are free parameters. Note that, it is not necessary to present the derivatives and SLD operators,
we do so only for completeness. Note also that if k1 = k2 = 0, L1 = L1 and L2 = L2. For this model we find that
the quantum Fisher information matrix is given by

JS =

(
7
3 0
0 13

3

)
, (16)

and the associated SLDCRB is given by

CS =
60

91
. (17)

For this example we have tr{S[L1, L2]} = 0, so therefore CS = CH. Additionally trAbsS[L1, L2] = 0, so therefore
CS = CNH [50].

For this example, we see that

[L1,L2] =

 0
−1
k2

5 + 3k1
1 −k2 −5− 3k1 0

 . (18)

Therefore, there is no way to choose ⟨sn| [L1,L2] |km⟩ = 0. By choosing extended SLD operators as in Eq. (12), the
elements of the extended space do not influence ⟨sn| [L1,L2] |km⟩ terms. This example shows that ⟨sn| [L1,L2] |sm⟩ = 0
is not a sufficient condition for the attainability of the SLDCRB. This example also shows that ⟨sn| [L1,L2] |sm⟩ = 0
and ⟨kn| [L1,L2] |km⟩ = 0 is not a sufficient condition for the attainability of the SLDCRB.

This example also offers a simple analytic counter-example demonstrating that the NHCRB is not necessarily
attainable for two parameter estimation. This is stated as the following corollary

Corollary 1. For estimating two parameters the NHCRB is not always a tight bound, i.e. it is possible to find
examples where CMI > CNH.

Proof. For the example considered above trAbsS[L1, L2] = 0, therefore CNH = CS [50]. However, for the same
example, it is not possible to choose [L1,L2] = 0, therefore CMI > CS [48]. Therefore, CMI > CNH.

A numerical search for the optimal POVM demonstrates this result. We have CS = CNH ≈ 0.6593, whereas the
optimal POVM we could find has a variance of 0.6640.
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3.2 Example B
We next consider an example with r = 2, d = 3 which demonstrates the necessity of choosing the free elements of
the SLD operators appropriately. We consider the following model

Ss =
1

2

(
1 0
0 1

)
, (19)

and the following derivatives

S1 =
1

2

0 1

1 0

1
2
1
2

1
2

1
2 0

 , and S2 =
1

2

1 1

1 −1

− 1
2

1
2

− 1
2

1
2 0

 . (20)

This model gives rise to the following SLD operators

L1 =

0 1
1 0

1
1

1 1 k1

 , and L2 =

1 1
1 −1

−1
1

−1 1 k2

 , (21)

where, as before, k1 and k2 are free parameters, commonly taken to be 0. For this model we find that the quantum
Fisher information matrix is

JS =

(
2 1
1 3

)
, (22)

and the associated SLDCRB is given by
CS = 1 . (23)

Note that for this example we have tr{S[L1, L2]} = 0, so therefore CS = CH. Additionally trAbsS[L1, L2] = 0, so
therefore CS = CNH [50].

For this example, we find that

[L1,L2] =

 0 −1 + k1 + k2

−1 + k1 + k2
1− k1 − k2 1 + k1 − k2 0

 . (24)

We see that if we choose k1 = k2 = 0, then [L1, L2] = [L1,L2] ̸= 0. However, by choosing k1 = 0, k2 = 1, we can
make [L1,L2] = 0. This example shows that ⟨sn| [L1, L2] |sm⟩ = 0 and ⟨sn| [L1, L2] |km⟩ = 0 is not a necessary
condition for the attainability of the SLDCRB. For this example, we can construct a 3-outcome optimal POVM
that saturates the SLDCRB.

3.3 Example C
Consider the r = 2, d = 4 model with

Ss =
1

2

(
1 0
0 1

)
, (25)

and the following derivatives

S1 =
1

2


1 0
0 −1

1
2 0
0 1

2
1
2 0
0 1

2

0

 , and S2 =
i

2


0 1
−1 0

0 1
2

1
2 0

0 − 1
2

− 1
2 0

0

 . (26)

This model gives rise to the following SLD operators

L1 =


1 0
0 −1

1 0
0 1

1 0
0 1

0

 , and L2 =


0 i
−i 0

0 i
i 0

0 −i
−i 0

0

 . (27)
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For this model we find that the quantum Fisher information matrix is given by

JS =

(
2 0
0 2

)
, (28)

and the associated SLDCRB is given by
CS = 1 . (29)

Once again, for this example we have tr{S[L1, L2]} = 0 and trAbsS[L1, L2] = 0, so therefore CS = CH = CNH.
The two operators do not commute:

[L1, L2] =

0 0
0 0 2i

2i 0

 . (30)

For the same model, consider the following choice of SLD operators

L1 =


1 0
0 −1

1 0
0 1

1 0
0 1

1 0
0 −1

 , and L2 =


0 i
−i 0

0 i
i 0

0 −i
−i 0

0 −i
i 0

 . (31)

These two operators commute [L1,L2] = 0.
Additionally, it is worth noting that there are many possible choices for [L1,L2] = 0. Another example is the

following

L̃1 =



1 0
0 −1

1 0
0 1

0
1 0
0 1

0
√
2 0
0 0

0
√
2 0
0 0

0

 , and L̃2 =



0 i
−i 0

0 i
i 0

0
0 −i
−i 0

0 0 0

i
√
2 0

0 0 −i
√
2

0 0
0

 . (32)

Again, these two operators commute [L̃1, L̃2] = 0. It is easy to verify that all three of these SLD operators give an
SLDCRB of 1. This example shows that ⟨sn| [L1, L2] |sm⟩ = 0 and ⟨kn| [L1, L2] |km⟩ = 0 is not a necessary condition
for the attainability of the SLDCRB. We present a physical model and a measurement saturating the SLDCRB for
this example in Appendices A and B respectively.

3.4 Example D
Consider the r = 2, d = 6 model with

Ss =
1

2

(
1 0
0 1

)
(33)

and derivatives equal to

S1 =
1

2


1 0
0 −1

1
2 0 0 0
0 0 0 1

2
1
2 0
0 0
0 0
0 1

2

0

 , and S2 =
1

2



0 1
1 0

0 0 0 1
2

− 1
2 − 1

2
1
2

1
2

0 − 1
2

0 − 1
2

0 1
2

1
2

1
2

0


. (34)

This problem gives rise to the following two SLD operators

L1 =


1 0
0 −1

1 0 0 0
0 0 0 1

1 0
0 0
0 0
0 1

0

 , and L2 =


0 1
1 0

0 0 0 1
−1 −1 1 1

0 −1
0 −1
0 1
1 1

0

 . (35)
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For this model we find that the quantum Fisher information matrix is given by

JS =

(
2 1

2
1
2

7
2

)
, (36)

and the associated SLDCRB is given by

CS =
22

27
. (37)

As before, we have tr{S[L1, L2]} = 0 and trAbsS[L1, L2] = 0, so therefore CS = CH = CNH. The two SLD operators
do not commute on either the support-kernel or kernel subspaces:

[L1, L2] =


0 0 0 0 0

0 1 −1 −1
0 0
0 −1
0 1
0 1

0 0 0 2
0 0 0 1
0 0 0 −1
−2 −1 1 0

 . (38)

We now show that we can choose the kernel of the SLD operators such that they commute on the support-kernel
subspace but not on the kernel subspace. We are free to choose the SLD operators such that

L1 =


1 0
0 −1

1 0 0 0
0 0 0 1

1 0
0 0
0 0
0 1

1 0 0 0
0 −1 0 0
0 0 −1 0
0 0 0 −1

 , and L2 =


0 1
1 0

0 0 0 1
−1 −1 1 1

0 −1
0 −1
0 1
1 1

0 0 0 −1
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
−1 0 0 0

 . (39)

The two operators now commute on the support-kernel subspace but not the kernel subspace:

[L1,L2] =


0 0

0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 1
0 0 0 −1
0 −1 1 0

 . (40)

Finally, we show that there exists an extension of the SLD operators such that they commute on the extended
space. We can choose the SLD operators as

L̃1 =



1 0
0 −1

1 0 0 0
0 0 0 1

0
1 0
0 0
0 0
0 1

1 0 0 0
0 −1 0 0
0 0 −1 0
0 0 0 −1

0 0
0 −1
1 0
0 0

0 0 0 1 0
0 −1 0 0

0 −1
−1 0


, and L̃2 =



0 1
1 0

0 0 0 1
−1 −1 1 1

0
0 −1
0 −1
0 1
1 1

0 0 0 −1
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
−1 0 0 0

0 0
0 0
0 0
1 1

0 0 0 0 1
0 0 0 1

0


. (41)

Now we find [L̃1, L̃2] = 0. This example shows that neither ⟨sn| [L1, L2] |sm⟩ = 0 and ⟨kn| [L1, L2] |sm⟩ = 0, nor
⟨sn| [L1, L2] |sm⟩ = 0 and ⟨kn| [L1, L2] |km⟩ = 0, is a necessary condition for the attainability of the SLDCRB. In
Appendix C, we present a measurement based on the commuting SLD operators which saturates the SLDCRB.

3.5 Example E
We now present our final example which has r = 3, d = 5. Consider the model with

Ss =
1

3

1 0 0
0 1 0
0 0 1

 (42)
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and derivatives equal to

S1 =
1

3


1 0 0

0 0 0

0 0 −1

1
2 0

0 0

0 1
2

1
2 0 0

0 0 1
2

0

 , and S2 =
1

3


0 1 0

1 0 1

0 1 0

1
2

1
2

− 1
2

1
2

1
2 − 1

2
1
2 − 1

2
1
2

1
2

1
2 − 1

2

0

 . (43)

This problem gives rise to the following two SLD operators

L1 =


1 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 −1

1 0
0 0
0 1

1 0 0
0 0 1

0

 , and L2 =


0 1 0
1 0 1
0 1 0

1 1
−1 1
1 −1

1 −1 1
1 1 −1

0

 . (44)

For this model the quantum Fisher information matrix is equal to

JS =

(
4
3 0
0 10

3

)
, (45)

and the associated SLDCRB is given by

CS =
21

20
. (46)

As before, we have tr{S[L1, L2]} = 0 and trAbsS[L1, L2] = 0, so therefore CS = CH = CNH. The two SLD operators
do not commute on the support-kernel subspace:

[L1, L2] =


0

1 1
−1 −1
−1 1

−1 1 1
−1 1 −1

0

 . (47)

We can now consider the following extended SLD operators

L1 =



1 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 −1

1 0
0 0
0 1

0

1 0 0
0 0 1

Lk
1 Lke

1

0 Lek
1 Le

1

 , and L2 =



0 1 0
1 0 1
0 1 0

1 1
−1 1
1 −1

0

1 −1 1
1 1 −1

Lk
2 Lke

2

0 Lek
2 Le

2

 . (48)

Only terms in the support-kernel and kernel subspaces influence the ⟨kn| [L1,L2] |sm⟩ terms. In order to make
⟨kn| [L1,L2] |sm⟩ = 0, we are required to choose the free elements in the kernel space as

L1 =



1 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 −1

1 0
0 0
0 1

0

1 0 0
0 0 1

3 2
2 1

Lke
1

0 Lek
1 Le

1

 , and L2 =



0 1 0
1 0 1
0 1 0

1 1
−1 1
1 −1

0

1 −1 1
1 1 −1

4 2
2 0

Lke
2

0 Lek
2 Le

2

 . (49)

We next wish to make the two operators commute on the support–extended kernel subspace. Denoting the
dimensions of the extended space as e, this condition requires

Lek
1 =

1

2

(
a1 a2 a3 . . . ae
a1 a2 a3 . . . ae

)
. (50)

and
Lek
2 =

(
a1 a2 a3 . . . ae
0 0 0 . . . 0

)
. (51)

However, when we impose this condition we find that it is impossible to choose ⟨kn| [L1,L2] |km⟩ = 0. Therefore,
⟨sn| [L1,L2] |sm⟩ = 0 and ⟨kn| [L1,L2] |sm⟩ = 0 is not a sufficient condition to saturate the SLDCRB.
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4 One-dimensional kernel space
In examples A and B, we have d = 3 and r = 2, i.e. the kernel is one-dimensional. In one of these examples
we can saturate the SLDCRB but not in the other. Hence, one might wonder whether it is possible to provide
necessary and sufficient conditions for the attainability of the SLDCRB in this and similar settings. In this section
we provide a simple answer to this question, presenting the necessary and sufficient conditions for the attainability
of the SLDCRB whenever d = r + 1, i.e. for one-dimensional kernel spaces. This is stated in theorem 2. For this
section, let the state S and SLD operators Lj be

S =

(
Ss 0
0 0

)
, Lj =

(
Ls
j |ℓj⟩

⟨ℓj | 0

)
(j = 1, 2) . (52)

Here we have written Lsk
j as |ℓj⟩ to emphasise that these quantities are vectors and to simplify the following. In

the following we assume Ls
j and |ℓj⟩ are non zero. As before we shall use Lj to denote the SLD operator when we

choose non-zero values for the free elements. We can now state the main result of this section

Theorem 2. For a probe state S of rank r in a d dimensional Hilbert space H, such that d = r+1, the necessary and
sufficient condition to saturate the two-parameter SLDCRB is that we can choose Lj such that [L1,L2] vanishes
on the support space and support-kernel space. Furthermore, this condition is equivalent to the following three
conditions.

[Ls
1, L

s
2] is rank 2 (53)

Im⟨ℓ1|ℓ2⟩ = 0 (54)
Ls
1 |ℓ2⟩ − Ls

2 |ℓ1⟩ ∈ span{|ℓ1⟩ , |ℓ2⟩} . (55)

Proof. The commutation relation, for the SLD operators as written in Eq. (52), is given by

[L1, L2] =

(
[Ls

1, L
s
2] + |ℓ1⟩ ⟨ℓ2| − |ℓ2⟩ ⟨ℓ1| Ls

1 |ℓ2⟩ − Ls
2 |ℓ1⟩

⟨ℓ1|Ls
2 − ⟨ℓ2|Ls

1 ⟨ℓ1|ℓ2⟩ − ⟨ℓ2|ℓ1⟩

)
. (56)

The condition for commutativity on the support is

⟨sn| [L1, L2] |sm⟩ = 0 ⇐⇒ [Ls
1, L

s
2] + |ℓ1⟩ ⟨ℓ2| − |ℓ2⟩ ⟨ℓ1| = 0 . (57)

Since the two Ls
j are Hermitian, i[Ls

1, L
s
2] is also Hermitian. Furthermore, this commutator is traceless. On the other

hand, i(|ℓ1⟩ ⟨ℓ2| − |ℓ2⟩ ⟨ℓ1|) is a Hermitian matrix of rank two. However, this operator is not necessarily traceless,
tr{|ℓ1⟩ ⟨ℓ2| − |ℓ2⟩ ⟨ℓ1|} = 2i Im⟨ℓ2|ℓ1⟩. We thus have the following equivalence.

⟨sn| [L1, L2] |sm⟩ = 0 ⇐⇒ [Ls
1, L

s
2] is rank 2 and Im⟨ℓ1|ℓ2⟩ = 0 . (58)

Note that if [Ls
1, L

s
2] is rank 2, we can always find |ℓj⟩ satisfying the above condition. Secondly, let us note that if

⟨sn| [L1, L2] |sm⟩ = 0, then ⟨kn| [L1, L2] |km⟩ = 0 also holds.
Next, let us consider an extension with only kernel components.

Lj =
(
Ls
j |ℓj⟩

⟨ℓj | kj

)
(j = 1, 2) .

Under the assumption of ⟨sn| [L1, L2] |sm⟩ = 0, we immediately see that

[L1,L2] = 0 ⇐⇒ (Ls
1 − k1) |ℓ2⟩ − (Ls

2 − k2) |ℓ1⟩ = 0 . (59)

k1 and k2 can only be chosen to satisfy the above condition when

Ls
1 |ℓ2⟩ − Ls

2 |ℓ1⟩ ∈ span{|ℓ1⟩ , |ℓ2⟩} . (60)

This cannot be true in general (see Example A). However, when dimH=3, as long as the condition (57) is satisfied,
we can always find kj such that this condition is satisfied (see Example B). This is because |ℓ1⟩ , |ℓ2⟩ span the whole
two dimensional space and Ls

1 |ℓ2⟩ − Ls
2 |ℓ1⟩ can be uniquely expanded by them. Note that we have excluded the

case where one of the |ℓj⟩ is the zero vector.
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Finally, we consider a full extension of the SLDs as

L̃j =


Ls
j |ℓj⟩ 0

⟨ℓj | kj

〈
k̃j

∣∣∣
0

∣∣∣k̃j〉 Le
j

 (j = 1, 2) , (61)

where we use the notation that Lke
j =

〈
k̃j

∣∣∣ to highlight that this quantity is a vector. We use a tilde for this
vector to distinguish it from the orthonormal basis vectors which span the kernel space, defined earlier. Under the
assumption of ⟨sn| [L1, L2] |sm⟩ = 0, the commutation relation is

[L̃1, L̃2] =


0 (Ls

1 − k1) |ℓ2⟩ − (Ls
2 − k2) |ℓ1⟩ |ℓ1⟩

〈
k̃2

∣∣∣− |ℓ2⟩
〈
k̃1

∣∣∣
⟨ℓ1| (Ls

2 − k2)− ⟨ℓ2| (Ls
1 − k1) 0

〈
k̃1

∣∣∣ (Le
2 − k2)−

〈
k̃2

∣∣∣ (Le
1 − k1)∣∣∣k̃1〉 ⟨ℓ2| − ∣∣∣k̃2〉 ⟨ℓ1| (Le

1 − k1)
∣∣∣k̃2〉− (Le

2 − k2)
∣∣∣k̃1〉 ∣∣∣k̃1〉〈k̃2∣∣∣− ∣∣∣k̃2〉〈k̃1∣∣∣+ [Le

1, L
e
2]

 .

(62)
Provided the |ℓj⟩ are linearly independent, from the support-extension component, we must have

∣∣∣k̃j〉 = 0. Under
this condition, we have

[L̃1, L̃2] = 0 ⇐⇒ (Ls
1 − k1) |ℓ2⟩ − (Ls

2 − k2) |ℓ1⟩ = 0 and [Le
1, L

e
2] = 0 . (63)

This concludes that any extension with extended space does not help to have commutative SLD operators.

Finally note that for rankS = 2, the last condition in theorem 2 is automatically satisfied.

5 Discussion and conclusion
This work highlights the role and importance of the kernel and extended spaces in the attainability of the SLDCRB.
Ignoring the extended space and requiring the SLD operators to be commuting essentially limits the space of possible
measurements to be projective measurements rather than POVMs. Note that there are other, less restrictive
conditions that allow for more general POVMS without considering the extended space [43]. Hence, it is not
necessary to consider the extended space, however as our examples demonstrate the extended space can be a very
useful tool.

From a practical viewpoint, implementing collective measurements on even a finite number of copies of the
probe state is difficult [53, 54, 55, 56, 57, 58, 59, 60, 61]. Therefore, we can expect that the conditions we have
presented will be of relevance to practical quantum metrology experiments. We have presented explicit examples
which demonstrate the necessity and sufficiency of certain conditions on the SLD operators for the attainability
of the SLDCRB. However, many important open questions remain. The main open question is to provide general
conditions on when the SLD operators can be chosen to commute, i.e. what distinguishes examples A and E from
examples B, C and D? We have provided the necessary and sufficient conditions for two parameter estimation for
the case when the kernel space is one-dimensional. We have also presented a simple analytic example showing that
the NHCRB is not always a tight bound. This complements the recent numerical results of Ref. [38].

Finally, it might be tempting to argue that our examples are rather abstract and do not correspond to a physical
model. To that end, we provide a physical model for our example C in Appendix A.
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A Physical model for example C
We now present a physical model for example C, using the quantum exponential family. Given two commuting SLD
operators, the following provides a general description of the quantum state

S(θ1, θ2) = e(L1θ1+L2θ2)/2−ψ(θ)/2S0e(L1θ1+L2θ2)/2−ψ(θ)/2 (64)

where we have made the dependence on θ1, θ2 explicit, S0 is defined by Eq. (25) for our particular problem and
ψ(θ) = log(tr{S0exp(L1θ1 + L2θ2)}) is a normalisation factor. Note that the extension to multiple parameters
follows in a simple manner [48]. Evaluating Eq. (64) and its derivatives at θ1 = θ2 = 0 gives example C as claimed.

B Measurement saturating the SLDCRB for example C
In this appendix we present an explicit POVM which saturates the SLDCRB for example C. We use the SLD
operators in Eq. (31) for this. We shall use the following normalised eigenvectors to construct our POVM

|ψ1⟩ =
1√
2


0
−1
0
1

 , |ψ2⟩ =
1√
2


1
0
1
0

 , |ψ1⟩ =
1

2


−i
1
i
1

 , |ψ1⟩ =
1

2


i
1
−i
1

 . (65)

We then use the POVM {Πi = |ψi⟩ ⟨ψi|}. We can then calculate the classical Fisher information using this POVM
to find that it saturates the SLDCRB, Eq. (29) as claimed.

C Measurement saturating the SLDCRB for example D
From the commuting SLD operators in the extended space, Eq. (41), it is possible to obtain a simple projective
measurement saturating the SLDCRB. Note that as the matrices L̃1 and L̃2 are degenerate, their eigenvectors are
not unique. Therefore the standard measurement along the eigenvectors of one of the SLD operators will not work
in this case. (See e.g. Appendix C.2. of Ref. [50].) We have to measure along a set of eigenvectors that is common
to both. In this case, we can find the eigenvectors of L̃1 + L̃2 and use this to construct our POVM. The normalised
eigenvectors are

|ψ1⟩ =
1

2
√
3



0
2
0
1
−1
−2
1
1


, |ψ2⟩ =

1√
30



2
3
−2
−1
1
3
1
1


, |ψ3⟩ =

1

2
√
5



2
−2
−2
−1
1
−2
1
1


, |ψ4⟩ =

1√
2



1
0
1
0
0
0
0
0


, (66)

|ψ5⟩ =
1

2
√
2 +

√
2



0
0
0

1 +
√
2

1 +
√
2

0
−1
1


, |ψ6⟩ =

1

2
√
2 +

√
2



0
0
0
−1
−1
0

−1−
√
2

1 +
√
2


, |ψ7⟩ =

1√
6



0
−1
0
1
−1
1
1
1


, |ψ8⟩ =

1√
6



−1
0
1
−1
1
0
1
1


. (67)

We then use the POVM {Πi = |ψi⟩ ⟨ψi|}. Note that Π5 and Π6 are null POVMs, in that tr{SΠ5} = tr{SΠ6} = 0.
As such they can be combined into one POVM element Π0 with no loss of information. It is easily calculated that
for this example the trace of the inverse of the classical Fisher information matrix gives 22/27, in agreement with
Eq. (37).

13



D A second example supporting result A
In examples where theorem 2 cannot be applied, it is not so easy to check when the extended SLD operators can
be chosen to commute. In this appendix, we provide a second example, that supports result A for a system with
d = 5, r = 3. Consider the model with

Ss =
1

3

1 0 0
0 1 0
0 0 1

 , (68)

and the following derivatives

S1 =
1

3


1 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 −1

1
2 0
0 0
0 1

2
1
2 0 0
0 0 1

2

0

 , and S2 =
1

3


0 1 0
1 0 1
0 1 0

0 1
2

− 1
2

1
2

1
2 0

0 − 1
2

1
2

1
2

1
2 0

0

 . (69)

This model gives rise to the following SLD operators

L1 =


1 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 −1

1 0
0 0
0 1

1 0 0
0 0 1

0

 , and L2 =


0 1 0
1 0 1
0 1 0

0 1
−1 1
1 0

0 −1 1
1 1 0

0

 . (70)

We see that

[L1, L2] =


0

0 1
−1 −1
0 −1

0 1 1
−1 1 0

0

 (71)

We now wish to know if we can choose the SLD operators in the extended space such that [L1,L2] = 0. The
SLD operators in the extended space can be written

L1 =



1 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 −1

1 0
0 0
0 1

0

1 0 0
0 0 1

Lk
1 Lke

1

0 Lek
1 Le

1

 , and L2 =



0 1 0
1 0 1
0 1 0

0 1
−1 1
1 0

0

0 −1 1
1 1 0

Lk
2 Lke

2

0 Lek
2 Le

2

 . (72)

By construction, ⟨sn| [L1,L2] |sm⟩ = 0. We are going to show that in this example, it is not possible to find an
extended space to make [L1,L2] = 0.

A necessary condition for [L1,L2] = 0 in the whole (support–kernel–extended) space, we need ⟨sn| [L1,L2] |km⟩ =
0 in the support–kernel off-diagonal subspace. In this subspace,

⟨sn| [L1,L2] |km⟩ = 0 (73)

=⇒ Ls
1L

sk
2 − Ls

2L
sk
1 + Lsk

1 L
k
2 − Lsk

2 L
k
1 = 0 , (74)

which does not depend on entries in the extended space.
In our example, this leads to the following condition

⟨sn| [L1,L2] |km⟩ =

 0 1
−1 −1
−1 0

+

1 0
0 0
0 1

Lk
2 −

 0 1
−1 1
1 0

Lk
1 = 0 . (75)
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Writing Lk
j =

(
aj bj + icj

bj − icj dj

)
with all real variables, and working this out explicitly, we get the six conditions

⟨sn| [L1,L2] |km⟩ =

 a2 − b1 + ic1 1 + b2 + ic2 − d1
−1 + a1 − b1 + ic1 −1 + b1 + ic1 − d1
−1 + b2 − ic2 − a1 d2 − b1 − ic1

 = 0 . (76)

⟨sn| [L1,L2] |km⟩ = 0 requires that the real and imaginary parts are separately zero. In order for the imaginary
parts to be equal to zero we require c1 = c2 = 0. We now show that there’s no solution to the set of equations:

⟨s1| [L1,L2] |k2⟩ = 1 + b2 − d1 = 0 (77)
⟨s2| [L1,L2] |k2⟩ = 1− b1 + d1 = 0 (78)
⟨s2| [L1,L2] |k1⟩ = 1− a1 + b1 = 0 (79)
⟨s3| [L1,L2] |k1⟩ = 1 + a1 − b2 = 0 (80)

The first two equations imply that b1−b2 = 2 but the last two equations require b1−b2 = −2 which is a contradiction.
Therefore, there is no way to choose ⟨sn| [L1,L2] |km⟩ = 0.
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