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We analytically describe the noise properties of a heralded electron source made from a standard
electron gun, a weak photonic coupler, a single photon counter, and an electron energy filter. We
argue the traditional heralding figure of merit, the Klyshko efficiency, is an insufficient statistic for
characterizing performance in dose-control and dose-limited applications. Instead, we describe the
sub-Poissonian statistics of the source using the fractional reduction in variance and the fractional
increase in Fisher Information. Using these figures of merit, we discuss the engineering require-
ments for efficient heralding and evaluate potential applications using simple models of electron
lithography, bright-field scanning transmission electron microscopy (BFSTEM), and scanning elec-
tron microscopy (SEM). We find that the advantage in each of these applications is situational,
but potentially significant: dynamic control of the trade-off between write speed and shot noise in
electron lithography; an order of magnitude dose reduction in BFSTEM for thin samples (e.g. 2D
materials); and a doubling of dose efficiency for wall-steepness estimation in SEM.

Introduction - Heralded photon sources are an elemen-
tary resource in quantum optics. Since their first demon-
stration in 1977 [1], they have found wide-ranging ap-
plication: from their use in quantum key distribution
[2], simulation [3], and sensing [4], to defining the can-
dela [5]. Recently there has been a surge of interest in
applying principles of quantum optics to free electrons.
This was sparked in part due to various experimental
demonstrations of strong coherent coupling between pho-
tons and free electrons in electron microscopes [6–10], as
well as new theoretical predictions which propose how
such interactions could be useful for producing unique
optical and free-electron quantum states [11–13]. Most
recently, photon-mediated electron heralding in a trans-
mission electron microscope (TEM) was demonstrated
for the first time [14]. It has also been suggested that
heralding could be done using coulomb-correlated elec-
tron pairs, which have recently been produced for the
first time in a TEM[15] and a scanning electron micro-
scope (SEM)[16].

In spite of this progress toward heralded electron
sources, there has been little discussion of their poten-
tial impact. In optical microscopy, shot noise is often an
important limiting effect, giving heralded photon sources
clear utility [17]. However in high-energy electron mi-
croscopy, where detectors can be fast and efficient enough
to register nearly every electron, fluctuations in beam
current may not contribute significantly to the measure-
ment noise. In addition, the proposed heralding schemes
involve filters which would substantially reduce beam
current. This raises the question of when exactly elec-
tron heralding would improve performance.

Here, we analyze an electron heralding system modeled
after the one demonstrated by Feist et al. [14]. First, we
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parameterize this system and describe its sub-Poissonian
beam statistics in terms of the Klyshko efficiencies. We
find that the extra information provided by a heralded
source makes it possible to improve the speed, yield, and
minimum feature size in electron lithography. With suffi-
cient heralding efficiency, we find an order-of-magnitude
increase in write speeds is possible.

We then use the Fisher information formalism to quan-
tify the increase in information available for various
modalities of quantitative electron microscopy, and we
identify two limits (high dark counts and low contrast)
where signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) enhancement is pos-
sible for dose-limited imaging. We argue there is sit-
uational improvement to SNR for high energy electron
microscope applications like scanning transmission elec-
tron microscopy (STEM), but not for electron-energy-
loss spectroscopy (EELS), or energy-dispersive X-ray
spectroscopy (EDS). A heralded source could also be a
solution for dose-calibrated in-situ electron microscopy
and low background cathodoluminescence (CL) imaging.
In addition, we find heralding can improve quantitative
SEM when the dose is limited by damage or charging. We
calculate the error in surface tilt estimation of a steep-
walled feature, finding that heralding can reduce the dose
required to reach a prescribed level of measurement error
by a factor of more than 2.

A schematic for a photon-heralded electron source is
shown in Fig. 1 (the supplementary material (A) con-
tains a table with a more complete set of symbols). Free
electrons are generated from a standard electron gun,
then focused and steered to pass within the evanescent
field of a waveguide, generating photons as it passes.
These photons are sent to a single photon detector, and
the resulting electrons to an electron counting spectrome-
ter. The interaction creates an entangled electron-photon
state. If the waveguide input is the ground state, then
the output will have Poissonian photon-number statistics
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FIG. 1. A heralded electron source. (a) Free electrons are

generated by a standard electron source at a rate of Γ
(g)
e and

then coupled to the evanescent field of a waveguide. Each elec-
tron produces, on average, g ≪ 1 photons. In one time bin

(width ∆t), N
(d)
γ photons are detected with a single photon

detector (SPD) and N
(p)
e electrons are selected by an energy

filter to be sent to the sample. Each of these electrons has
probability D of being counted by an electron detector (per-
haps indirectly, via secondary electron bursts), resulting in

N
(d)
e counts. (b) The interaction with the waveguide causes

the electron beam to develop energy loss peaks spaced by the
photon energy, Eγ = ℏω. The energy filter removes the zero-
loss component of the electron by rejecting energies E > Ef .
The transmitted fractions of the zero- and single-loss peaks
are f0 and f1, respectively.

[18]. Experimental demonstrations to-date have mean
photon number (per electron) g ≪ 1; however g ≳ 1 is
possible in principle. In this analysis, we assume that
g ≪ 1, consistent with current experimental capabilities.

In photon heralding, a typical setup involves a nonlin-
ear medium which converts a higher energy pump photon
to two lower energy ones: the signal and the idler. A pho-
ton detected in the idler channel ‘heralds’ the presence
of a photon in the signal channel [19]. The traditional
figure of merit for heralded single-photon sources is the
Klyshko efficiency, which is the conditional probability
of measuring a photon in the signal channel given the
detection of a photon in the idler channel. The Klyshko
efficiency for electron heralding can similarly be defined
as the conditional probability of measuring an electron
given the detection of a photon. However, this figure of
merit does not penalize ‘false negative’ events, where an
electron arrives without a coincident photon. A low false
negative rate is critical for applications like dose control.

Instead, we will describe the heralding efficiency in

terms of the fractional reduction of variance (FRV) in

the estimate of the number of electrons N
(p)
e that pass

the energy filter, given the detection of N
(d)
γ photons in

a given time interval [t, t+∆t]. Assuming the source can
be described with Poissonian statistics, which is generally
valid for typical operating conditions [15, 16, 20],

FRV
(
N (p)

e

∣∣∣N (d)
γ

)
= κeκγ (1)

where κe is the Klyshko efficiency for heralding electrons
using photons and κγ is the Klyshko efficiency for herald-
ing photons using electrons

κe =
gηγf1

gηγ + Γ
(bg)
γ /Γ

(g)
e

, κγ =
gηγf1

gf1 + f0
, (2)

where ηγ is the photon detection efficiency, f1 is the prob-
ability that an electron belonging to the chosen sideband
passes through the filter, f0 is the probability that an
electron outside of the chosen sideband passes through

the filter, Γ
(g)
e = I/q is the average rate of electron

production from the gun with current I (q is the elec-

tron charge magnitude), and Γ
(bg)
γ is the photon detector

background count rate. A derivation of both equations
is available in the section B in the supplement.
To achieve a high FRV, both κe and κγ must be close

to 1. This requires a highly efficient photon detector.
While a strong electron-photon coupling is not necessar-
ily required, it must be possible for the energy filter to
efficiently isolate the chosen sideband, which has inten-
sity proportional to g and may be superposed with the
tail of the zero-loss distribution (i.e. we need f1 ∼ 1 and
gf1 ≳ f0). In practice, this will require the sideband
spacing (equivalently, the photon energy) to be much
larger than the energy spread of the electron gun.

In the supplement we tabulate the FRV for various
types of sources and detectors (Table B) and calculate
the maximum energy filter efficiency (section B 1). Based
on that analysis, we will assume ηγ = 0.9, f1 = 0.9, and

f0 = 0. With g = 0.01, I < 1 nA, and Γ
(bg)
γ < 1 kHz, the

effect of background counts is negligible. Then κe ≈ f1
and κγ ≈ ηγ , simplifications we assume through the rest
of this work.
Dose Estimation The task of dose calibration — mea-

suring the mean beam current beyond the beam form-
ing apertures — is difficult to do accurately in most
electron-optical systems. Resolving the moment-to-
moment Poissonian fluctuations, which ultimately re-
quires non-destructive measurements of the beam, is cur-
rently impossible. In microscopy, dose estimation is im-
portant for in-situ electron microscopy and for controlling
sample damage. In lithography, dose noise limits device
yield and minimum feature size.
Without heralding, some noise can be suppressed by

sampling N
(d)
e , the number of primary electrons regis-

tered in one time bin (perhaps indirectly, e.g. through
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secondary electrons bursts in SEM). If the probabil-
ity of registering a primary electron is D, the FRV

in the estimation of the dose is FRV
(
N

(p)
e

∣∣∣N (d)
e

)
=

D/(1 + Γ
(dc)
e /Γ

(g)
e fD) where f ≡ gf1 + (1 − g)f0 is the

total probability that an electron from the gun passes the

filter and Γ
(dc)
e is the electron detector dark count count

rate.

When D ≈ 1 and the dark count rate is negligible,

FRV
(
N

(p)
e

∣∣∣N (d)
e

)
= 1. In other words, with a perfect

electron detector and no loss in the sample, there is no
shot noise and so no benefit to heralding. As derived in
the supplement, the FRV for dose estimation obtained
by combining data from both detectors is

FRV
(
N (p)

e

∣∣∣N (d)
e , N (d)

γ

)
=

κγ +
(1− κγ)D

1 + Γ
(dc)
e /Γ

(bg)
e

− kγ(1−D)
1− κe

1− κeD
(3)

where Γ
(bg)
e = Γ

(g)
e (f − gηγf1)D is the rate of additional

background counts due to unheralded electrons. Using
the photon detector, the FRV can be close to 1 even
when the electron detection efficiency is low, which is
the case for lithographic systems where the primary elec-
tron is used to expose a resist and secondary electrons
(SEs) are not counted efficiently. When D = 0, the FRV
for dose estimation is identical to the FRV for heralding
(FRV=κeκγ).

In electron lithography, Poissonian fluctuations in the
beam current can cause errors in the written pattern.
For a resist with critical areal dose density dc (charge
per area required for full exposure), the expected relative

dose error for a pixel of area A is 1/
√
dcA/q. The error

can be reduced by using larger pixels, which increases
the minimum feature size, or using a less-sensitive resist
[21]. For a beam-current density J and clock speed C,
the maximum write speed is possible for dc ≤ J/C. For
dc > J/C, the writing speed becomes current-limited. As
an example, suppose J = 100A cm−2 and C = 100MHz.
Then the maximum write speed is possible for resists
with dc < 1 µCcm−2 or 6 electrons per (10 nm)2 pixel.
To get less than 10% dose error in each pixel, the resist
sensitivity would need to be decreased by a factor of 16,
slowing write speed proportionally. To achieve less than
10% error using (4 nm)2 pixels, the write speed would
need to be 100 times slower than the maximum clock
speed. Often, it is not possible to choose a resist with
the optimal critical dose due to issues of availability and
process compatibility.

Alternatively, the trade-off between dose error and
speed can be controlled with heralding. To do so, the
exposure is divided into m stages and the dose applied
at each stage is chosen based on the number of remain-
ing stages and the estimated dose applied so far. This
multi-pass, heralded electron lithography requires up to
m times as many clock cycles, slowing clock-limited write

FIG. 2. Relative dose error (standard deviation per mean
dose) vs exposure dose for three different line widths (with
5 pixels per line). The top axis shows the current-limited
write time using a 100A cm−2 electron source. In the grey
regions, write time is limited by clock speed. The error can
be decreased by increasing line width or, at the cost of write
time, by using less sensitive resist. Alternatively, dose error
can be reduced using a heralded electron source and applying
the dose into m > 1 stages. Here, we assume the source is a
FEG (so f1 = 1) and the photon detector is an SNSPD (so
κγ = 0.9). The points A, B, and C are referenced in the text.

times. The source current is also reduced by a factor
of gf , which slows current-limited write times. Despite
this, in some circumstances heralding can significantly
increase writing speed.

In Fig. 2, we use the heuristic strategy of selecting
the dose at each stage k of the m exposures according

to dk = F (dc −
∑

k′<k d̂k′) where d̂k′ is the estimate of
the dose applied at stage k′, and F is a number between
0 and 1. The optimal choice for F depends on dc and
m. We calculate the (root mean square) dose error for
F = {0.1, 0.2, ...0.9} and save the best result.

For a resist with critical dose of 0.6 electrons/nm2, the
dose error for a 20 nm linewidth (4 nm pixels) is 30%
(see the point labeled A). Reducing the error below
10% would require increasing the linewidth to more than
60 nm or finding a resist with one-tenth the sensitivity
(see points B and C, respectively). Alternatively, the
dose could be controlled with a heralded source using a
multi-pass exposure with m = 7. If a small fraction of
the pattern requires a linewidth of 20 nm while 60 nm
is suitable for the rest, then electron lithography with a
heralded source and sensitive resist is about (6/2)2 = 9
times faster while maintaining relative error below 10%.

Electron Heralding for Quantitative Microscopy - Elec-
tron heralding has the potential to enhance electron mi-
croscopy when shot noise or dark counts are critical lim-
itations. For example, when measuring sample transmis-
sivity, the ability to distinguish loss events from fluctua-
tions in the illumination can dramatically improve the
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signal to noise [22]. This is possible with a heralded
electron source, but some advantage is lost due to the
reduced beam current. For a heralded source to be use-
ful for faster acquisition, the signal to noise ratio (SNR)
must increase sufficiently to compensate for the lost sig-
nal. Often, the SNR is limited by effects other than ac-
quisition time and beam current, like detector well depth
or sample charging and damage. If there is a critical dose
above which the sample is unacceptably degraded, then
an appropriate figure of merit is the information gain per
electron. We will describe scenarios in SEM and bright
field STEM where a heralded electron source can sig-
nificantly improve the information gain per electron (or
equivalently the SNR at constant dose).

A standard theoretical tool for optimizing measure-
ments is the Fisher Information (FI), I(x), which is
used in conjunction with the Cramer-Rao bound σ2

x ≥
(n

(d)
e I(x0))

−1 to determine the minimum measurement
error σx when estimating an unknown sample param-
eter x (e.g. thickness, scattering mean free path, sec-
ondary electron (SE) yield, etc.) near a particular value

x = x0[23, 24]. The quantity n
(d)
e is a sample from the

random variable N
(d)
e . The advantage of this formal-

ism is that we can determine the information value of
a measurement without constructing an optimal method

for estimating x based on n
(d)
e . See section D of the

supplement for a brief review of this topic. We can re-
write the Cramer-Rao bound in terms of the SNR =

x/σx ≤ x

√
n
(d)
e I(x0).

The fractional increase in Fisher information achieved
by heralding is

I(x0|N (d)
e , N

(d)
γ )

I(x0|N (d)
e )

= 1 + κγ

(
1 + Γ

(dc)
e /Γ

(bg)
e

1−D(x0)κe
− 1

)
, (4)

By examining equation 4, we can see two potential lim-
iting cases where the fractional increase in information

is large: when dark count rate is large (Γ
(dc)
e /Γ

(bg)
e ≫ 1)

or when the contrast is low (D(x0) ∼ 1). In the remain-
der of this letter, we examine specific scenarios where
heralding may be beneficial for electron microscopy.

High Energy Electron Microscopy - In bright field (BF)
STEM, an aperture at the backfocal plane of the objec-
tive lens removes electrons which scatter to large angles
as they pass through the sample. One possible motiva-
tion for such a measurement is to estimate the thickness
t of a sample with a known, material-dependent scat-
tering mean-free-path λ. If the electron detector has
quantum efficiency ηe, then the detection probability is
D(t) = ηe(1 − e−λ/t). In Fig. 3, we show the fractional
increase in SNR (the square root of Eq. 4) relative to
the unheralded case as a function of t for ηe = 0.95.
With an SNSPD, heralding doubles the SNR ratio at
constant dose for samples with λ = 100 nm(200 nm) and
t < 20 nm(42 nm). The information added by the herald-
ing system in this case is equivalent to the information

FIG. 3. Fractional increase in bright-field STEM SNR vs
sample thickness with heralding at constant dose for different
photon detectors and electron mean free paths (λ).

collected by a high-efficiency annular dark field detector
covering all scattering angles excluded by the bright field
detector.

For other high-energy electron-microscopy modalities,
it is more difficult to use a heralded source advanta-
geously. Transmission electron microscopy and EELS
use pixelated detectors with readout speeds far too low
to preserve correlations with the photon detector signal,
but heralding could improve dose estimation as discussed
in the previous section for in-situ experiments. Herald-
ing could also help reduce noise backgrounds for EDS
and CL to the extent that the noise is uncorrelated with
the primary electrons.

Quantitative SEM - The interpretation of SEM images
can change dramatically based on the beam energy and
sample composition and morphology. For example, more
secondary electrons escape from the interaction volume
near the edges of nanostructures, causing a bright halo
and a reduction in contrast. This so-called edge effect [25,
26] can be partially ameliorated using a heralded electron
source. To show this we model the tilt-dependent SE
yield as δ(θ) = δ0δ1/[cos(θ)(δ1 − δ0) + δ0] where θ is the
surface tilt, δ0 is the SE yield for a horizontal surface
(θ = 0), and δ1 is the SE yield at the edge of a tall vertical
step [27]. We assume the detector clicks at most once
for each primary electron, which is true when a single
SE saturates the detector for longer than the spread in
SE arrival times, and so counting secondary electrons
is not possible[28]. We also assume that the SE yield is
Poissonian (with mean δ). Then we write the probability
of detection as D(δ) = 1− e−ηeδ.

When the background count rate is small, the increase
in information from heralding is proportional to eηeδ.
Heralding is especially advantageous when the SE yield
is much larger than 1 (i.e. where θ ∼ π/2), so contrast is
low due to detector saturation. In such cases, the most
information-rich events are primary electrons which fail
to produce a SE. Without heralding, these events cannot
be recognized.

Figure 4 shows a simulation of parameter estimation
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FIG. 4. Simulated SEM image showing the effects of heralding. (a) Shows a rendering of the sample, which choose to be a
parabola 1.35 µm tall with a 450 nm base. (b) Simulated SEM micrograph of the sample when an average dose of 10 electrons
is applied to each (10 nm)2 pixel. (c-d) Ground truth of the profile angle (θ) and expected SE yield (δ), respectively. (e-f) show
estimates for θ and δ without heralding. (g-h) show the improved estimate with heralding. (i-j) show the values of θ, δ, and
the expected values for their estimators (calculated from 1000 samples) for the radial profile of the the feature. Shaded areas
cover one standard deviation above and below each mean.

in an SEM. It neglects some aspects of image formation
in SEM (e.g. shadowing and point spread function), but
it provides an approximate visual comparison of quanti-
tative SEM with and without heralding. At each pixel,
the number of incident primary electrons is drawn from
a Poisson distribution with mean 10. Then numbers are
drawn from a multinomial distribution to determine the
number of coincident and non-coincident events at the
electron and photon detectors. Without heralding the

estimates of the surface tilt and SE yield are θ̂ and δ̂.

With heralding the estimates are θ̂h and δ̂h. See section
E 1 of the appendix for more details.

Prior probability distributions for θ and δ must be
specified. We assume a uniform distribution for θ (which
induces a non-uniform distribution for δ). As the true
surface tilt is not well-represented by a uniform distri-

bution, these estimators are biased (e.g. |⟨δ̂ − δ⟩| > 0
at finite dose). As seen in the radial plots on the right
of the figure, heralding reduces this bias (an effect not
captured by the Fisher information analysis).

Heralding reduces the error for the estimation of θ and
δ by a factor of 1.6 and 1.3, respectively. Equivalently,
the dose required to reach a prescribed estimate error
for δ and θ is reduced by a factor of 2.6 and 1.8 respec-
tively. Compositional analysis could also be improved by
heralding, but the advantage would only be exist when
SE yields are high enough to saturate the detector.

Conclusion and outlook - We have described a realistic
heralded electron source, calculated its statistics, and es-
timated its effectiveness in specific applications of STEM,

SEM, and electron lithography. A general figure of merit
for describing the effectiveness of a heralded source is
the FRV, which is proportional to the Klyshko efficien-
cies for both electron and photon heralding. To achieve
a high FRV in practice will not necessarily require ad-
ditional advances in sources, detectors, energy filters, or
electron-photon coupling structures, but it will require
sophisticated engineering to integrate state-of-the-art im-
plementations of each of these systems.
The goal of this analysis was to identify realistic cir-

cumstances where electron beam technologies may be im-
proved by a heralded source. We chose to examine a se-
ries of minimal models which may motivate more detailed
investigations of each potential application in the future.
Multi-pass heralded electron lithography would have

reduced beam current and may require more clock cy-
cles. However, it enables dynamic control of the trade-off
between speed and noise. Using a single layer of resist,
heralded electron lithography could quickly expose re-
gions of low detail, then apply a low-noise multi-stage
exposure to areas where noise could limit device yield.
Not all forms of microscopy benefit from heralding. For

example, in phase contrast electron microscopy, informa-
tion is extracted from the relative brightness of electron
detector pixels. However, for amplitude (i.e. bright field)
microscopy, heralding makes it possible to detect events
where primary electrons fail to arrive at the electron de-
tector. These events are particularly informative when
they are rare (i.e. low-contrast imaging). For BF STEM
of thin samples, a heralded electron source can more-than
double the SNR at constant dose. Similarly, heralding is
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beneficial in SEM for low-contrast imaging conditions.
An electron microscope equipped with a heralding sys-
tem would likely be operated in a high-current, unher-
alded mode for alignment, focusing, and feature-finding,
then switched to a low-current, heralded mode for dose
calibration and enhanced performance.

This work clarifies the specific conditions in which im-
provement from heralding can be expected. It also moti-
vates more detailed analysis and design of heralded elec-
tron sources, which have the potential to become indis-
pensable to next-generation electron-optical systems.
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Appendix A: Table of Symbols

symbol meaning
∆t size of one time bin

N
(g)
e random variable (RV) describing the

number of electrons produced by the gun
in one time bin (samples from random
variables are written in lower case)

N
(p)
e RV describing the number of electrons

which pass the filter in one time bin

N
(d)
e RV describing the number of primary

electrons which are registered by the elec-
tron detector (perhaps by generating one
or more secondary electrons) in one time
bin

N
(d)
γ RV describing the number of photons

which are registered by the single photon
detector in one time bin

Γ
(g)
e rate at which electrons are produced from

gun (after apertures)

Γ
(dc)
e electron detector dark count rate

Γ
(bg)
e electron detector background count rate

from unheralded electrons

Γ
(bg)
γ photon detector background count rate
g expected number of photons produced

per electron
f0 probability that an electron outside of the

chosen sideband passes through the filter
f1 probability that an electron belonging to

the chosen sideband passes through the
filter

f total probability that an electron passes
through the filter

D probably the electron detector (secondary
or primary) registers a count given that
a primary electron passed the filter

κe Klyshko efficiency for heralding electrons
using photons

κγ Klyshko efficiency for heralding photons
using electrons

I Fisher information
FRV fractional reduction in variance

Appendix B: Statistics of a heralded electron source

In this section, we calculate the fractional reduction in
variance achievable with the heralded source described
in the main text. In general, the superscripts (g), (p),
and (d) will distinguish between quantities relating to
the electron gun, the exit of the energy filter, and the
electron/photon detectors, respectively.
To begin, we assume the photon detector is capa-

ble of resolving arrival times into bins of size ∆t with

∆tΓ
(g)
e = ϵ ≪ 1, where Γ

(g)
e = I/q is the average rate

of electron production, I is the beam current, and q is

https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ultramic.2022.113662
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-023-40875-w
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the electron charge. With this assumption, each of the
events in the system can be described as Bernoulli (bi-

nary) random variables. Let N
(g)
e be a random variable

describing the number of electrons produced by the gun
in the time interval [t, t + ∆t]. While space charge and
Fermionic particle statistics can in principle result in an
anti-bunched electron beam, this effect is typically very
small and has only recently been observed [15, 16, 20].
Therefore we will assume electron arrival times are un-
correlated so N

(g)
e is Poissonian with mean and variance〈

N
(g)
e

〉
= ∆tΓ

(g)
e . Let N

(p)
e be a random variable de-

scribing the number of electrons which pass through the
energy filter of the heralding system. Without access to

data from the single photon detector N
(p)
e is Poissonian.

Let N
(d)
γ be a random variable describing the number

of detected photons (it too is Poissonian with mean and

variance g∆tΓ
(g)
e ). Then

p(N (g)
e = 1) ≡ p(eg) = Γ(g)

e ∆t+O(ϵ2)

p(N (g)
e = 0) ≡ p(¬eg) = 1− Γ(g)

e ∆t

and

p(N (d)
γ = 1) ≡ p(γd) = gηγΓ

(g)
e ∆t+ Γ(bg)

γ ∆t

− (Γ(bg)
γ /Γ(g)

e )O(ϵ2)

p(N (d)
γ = 0) ≡ p(¬γd) = 1− p(γd)

where g is the average number of photons produced per
electron (we will assume g ≪ 1), ηγ is the photon sys-

tem detection efficiency, and Γ
(bg)
γ is the photon detec-

tor background count rate. The term proportional to ϵ2

comes from simultaneous signal and background events

and is small as long as Γ
(bg)
γ ≪ Γ

(g)
e . We will assume this

is true. Based on the definitons of g and ηγ , we can also
write the conditional probability p(γd|eg) = gηγ .

After interacting with the coupler, the electron beam
is energy-filtered. We will assume the filter uses an
energy-selecting slit which passes electrons with energy
E0 < E < E1. If S(E) is the energy distribution of the
electron beam at the source and Eγ is the energy of a
signal photon (we will assume the energy distribution of
the photons is very narrow compared to S(E)), then let

f0 =

∫ E1

E0

dES(E)

f1 =

∫ E1

E0

dES(E − Eγ)

We can interpret f0 as the probability that an electron
passes the filter given that it didn’t produce a photon
and f1 as the probability that an electron passes the filter
given that it did lose energy Eγ to a photon. Then

f ≡ p(ep|eg) = gf1 + (1− g)f0

is the total probability that an electron which emerges
from the gun passes the filter.

In any given time bin, there are four possible outcomes

N (p)
e = 1, N (d)

γ = 1 true positive

N (p)
e = 0, N (d)

γ = 1 false positive

N (p)
e = 1, N (d)

γ = 0 false negative

N (p)
e = 0, N (d)

γ = 0 true negative

with probabilities

p(ep|γd) true positive p(¬ep|γd) false positive

p(ep|¬γd) false negative p(¬ep|¬γd) true negative

We can also condense these outputs into a single figure
of merit in the form of the conditional variance

Var
(
N (p)

e |N (d)
γ

)
≡
∑
n

p(N (d)
γ = n)Var

(
N (p)

e |N (d)
γ = n

)
=p(γd)Var

(
N (p)

e |γd
)

+ p(¬γd)Var
(
N (p)

e |¬γd
)

with

Var
(
N (p)

e |γd
)
= p(ep|γd)

(
1− p(ep|γd)

)
Var

(
N (p)

e |¬γd
)
= p(ep|¬γd)

(
1− p(ep|¬γd)

)
.

In order to calculate these conditional probabilities, we
use the above relations to obtain

p(ep|γd) =
p(γd, ep)

p(γd)
=

Γ
(g)
e ∆tgηγf1

gηγΓ
(g)
e ∆t+ Γ

(bg)
γ ∆t

p(ep|¬γd) =
p(¬γd, ep)
p(¬γd)

=
Γ
(g)
e ∆t(f − gηγf1)

1− gηγΓ
(g)
e ∆t− Γ

(bg)
γ ∆t

giving

Var
(
N

(p)
e |N (d)

γ

)
∆tΓ

(g)
e f

= 1−

(
gf1ηγΓ

(g)
e

)2
fΓ

(g)
e

(
gηγΓ

(g)
e + Γ

(bg)
γ

) +O(ϵ2) .

The intrinsic variance of the source (the variance with-
out information from the photon detector) is

Var
(
N (p)

e

)
= ∆tΓ(e)

g f +O(ϵ2) .

Incorporating the information from the photon detector,
the fractional reduction in variance (FRV) is, to first or-
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system ηγ f0 f1 κe κγ FRV(N
(p)
e |N (d)

γ )
SNSPD+FEG 0.9 0 1 1 0.9 0.9
SNSPD+SG 0.9 0 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.8
SPAD+FEG 0.7 0 1 1 0.7 0.7
SPAD+SG 0.7 0 0.9 0.8 0.7 0.6

TABLE I. Dimensionless parameters describing potential
heralding systems using either a field emission gun (FEG)
with ∆E = 0.3 eV or a schottky gun (SG) with ∆E = 0.7 eV;
and using either a Superconducting Nanowire Single Photon
Detector (SNSPD) with ηγ = 0.9 or a Single Photon Avalanch
Detector (SPAD) with with ηγ = 0.7. In all cases, we assume
the electron-photon coupling is c = 0.01, the beam current
is I = 1nA, the photon detector background count rate is

Γ
(bg)
γ = 1kHz, and the photon energy is Eγ = 1.1 eV.

der in ϵ,

FRV
(
N (p)

e

∣∣∣N (d)
γ

)
≡

Var
(
N

(p)
e

)
−Var

(
N

(p)
e |N (d)

γ

)
Var

(
N

(p)
e

)
=

(
gf1ηγΓ

(g)
e

)2
(
fΓ

(g)
e

)(
gηγΓ

(g)
e + Γ

(bg)
γ

)
=

Γ(eγ)

Γ(e)

Γ(eγ)

Γ(γ)

= κγκe (B1)

where Γ(eγ), Γ(e), and Γ(γ) are the rates of coincident
events, electron detector events, and photon detector
events, respectively.

Without heralding, the FRV is 0. With perfect herald-
ing, the FRV is 1. In terms of the system parameters
described above,

κe =
gf1ηγΓ

(g)
e

gηγΓ
(g)
e + Γ

(bg)
γ

, κγ =
gηγf1
f

. (B2)

where Γ
(bg)
γ and ηγ are the photon detector background

count rate and detection efficiency, respectively.

1. Optimal filter parameters

Here we justify f1 = 1 for a field emission gun and
f1 = 0.9 for a Schottky emitter. First we assume the tip
current is low enough such that the energy distribution
of the emitted electrons is not distorted by space charge
effects. Adapting this from Riemer [29] we have

N(E)dE =
E

(kTc)
2 exp (−E/kTc) dE

By setting the tip energy spread to 0.7 eV (for a Schot-

tky emitter, which corresponds to a 3320K tip tempera-
ture), we find the overlap of a single 1.1 eV photon side-
band with the zero-loss distribution is 0.1, as shown in
Fig. 5 below. An otherwise ideal energy filter could then
have f1 = 0.9.

For the field emitter, the energy spread is so small that
this integral is practically zero, and so f1 = 1.

Appendix C: Dose Estimation

Here we calculate the reduction in the variance of N
(p)
e

achievable using both a photon detector and an electron
detector. We will assume the electron detectors are fast
enough to count primary electrons. This assumption may
not be appropriate for the pixelated detectors used, for
example, in transmission electron microscopy, but it is
possible for STEM[30] and SEM[28] detectors with care-
ful calibration.

First, to find the reduction in variance using just the
electron detector, we first need

Var
(
N (p)

e

∣∣∣N (d)
e

)
=
∑
N

(d)
e

p(N (p)
e )Var

(
N (p)

e

∣∣∣N (d)
e

)
=p(ed)

[
p(ep|ed)

(
1− p(ep|ed)

)]
+ p(¬ed)

[
p(ep|¬ed)

(
1− p(ep|¬ed)

)]
=p(ed)

[
p(ep|ed)

(
1− p(ep|ed)

)]
+ p(ep|¬ed) +O(∆t2)

And since

p(ep|ed) =
[
p(ep)

p(ed)
p(ed|ep)

]
=

Γ
(g)
e f

Γ
(g)
e fD + Γ

(dc)
e

D +O(∆t)

=
1

1 + re

where

re =
Γ
(dc)
e

Γ
(g)
e fD

(C1)

and

p(ep|¬ed) =
[
p(ep)

p(¬ed)
p(¬ed|ep)

]
= ∆tΓ(e)

g f(1−D) +O(∆t2)

therefore

Var
(
N (p)

e |N (d)
e

)
= ∆tΓ(e)

g f

(
1− D

1 + re

)
+O(∆t2)

At this point, we can find the fractional reduction of N
(p)
e
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FIG. 5. Schematic of the electron threshold. If we have an 0.7 eV spread with 1.1 eV separation, then there is a 10% chance
that an electron that lost a photon will be identified as one that did not. This is found by integrating the curve above the
decision threshold line, shown in purple.

using N
(d)
e :

FRV(N (p)
e |N (d)

e ) = 1−
Var

(
N

(p)
e |N (d)

e

)
Var

(
N

(p)
e

) =
D

1 + re

Now we will calculate the additional variance reduction
achievable with a heralding system. First,

Var
(
N (p)

e

∣∣∣N (d)
e , N (d)

γ

)
=

∑
n
(d)
e ,n

(d)
γ

p(n(d)
e , n(d)

γ )Var
(
N (p)

e

∣∣∣n(d)
e , n(d)

γ

)
= p(ed, γd) (p(ep|ed, γd)(1− p(ep|ed, γd)))
+ p(ed,¬γd) (p(ep|ed,¬γd)(1− p(ep|ed,¬γd)))
+ p(¬ed, γd) (p(ep|¬ed, γd)(1− p(ep|¬ed, γd)))
+ p(¬ed,¬γd) (p(ep|¬ed,¬γd)(1− p(ep|¬ed,¬γd)))

Since

p(ep|ed, γd) = 1 +O(∆t2)

and

O(1− p(¬ed,¬γd)) = O(p(ep|¬ed,¬γd)) = O(∆t)

we can further simplify

Var
(
N (p)

e

∣∣∣N (d)
e , N (d)

γ

)
= p(ed,¬γd) (p(ep|ed,¬γd)(1− p(ep|ed,¬γd)))
+ p(¬ed, γd) (p(ep|¬ed, γd)(1− p(ep|¬ed, γd)))
+ p(ep|¬ed,¬γd) +O(∆t2)

so we’ll need to find five probabilities: p(ed,¬γd),

p(¬ed, γd), and three permutations of p(ep|(¬)ed, (¬)γd).
Let’s start with p(ed,¬γd). The expression should con-

tain one term representing a dark count at the electron
detector and another where a real electron strikes the
detector but either didn’t create a photon or the photon
was lost.

p(ed,¬γd) = ∆tΓ(dc)
e +∆tΓ(g)

e (f − gf1ηγ)D +O(∆t2)

Using similar reasoning,

p(¬ed, γd) = ∆tΓ(bg)
γ +∆tΓ(g)

e gηγ (1− f1D) +O(∆t2)

Now the conditional probabilities. First, we have

p(ep|¬ed,¬γd) = ∆tΓ(g)
e (f − gf1ηγ)(1−D) +O(∆t2)

Then,

p(ep|¬ed, γd) =
p(ep,¬ed, γd)
p(¬ed, γd)

=
Γ
(g)
e gηγf1 (1−D)

Γ
(γ)
dc + Γ

(e)
g gηγ (1− f1D)

Finally,

p(ep|ed,¬γd) =
p(ep, ed,¬γd)
p(ed,¬γd)

=
Γ
(e)
g (f − gf1ηγ)D

Γ
(e)
dc + Γ

(e)
g (f − gf1ηγ)D

=
f − gf1ηγ

fre + f − gf1ηγ

Putting everything together, we have
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Var
(
N

(p)
e

∣∣∣N (d)
e , N

(d)
γ

)
∆tΓ

(g)
e f

= (1− κγ)(1−D)

+
(1− κγ)Dre
1 + re − κγ

+ kγ(1−D)
1− κe

1− κeD
(C2)

1. Dose Estimation for Electron Lithography

As described in the main text, a multi-pass procedure
can be used to implement dose control. In our, strategy
the dose applied at stage k is

dk = F (dc −
∑
k′<k

d̂k′) (C3)

where dc is the target dose and d̂k is the estimated dose
at stage k. Without any information from the photon

detector, we use d̂k = nγ,k/κγ where nγ is the number of
photons detected at stage k. For the purpose of simula-
tion, we draw nγ from a binomial distribution B(ne;κe)
where ne is the number of electrons actually delivered to
the sample, which itself is a random number drawn from
a Poisson distribution with mean dk. The optimal value
of constant F depends on the total number of dose stages
m and on dc.

Appendix D: Review of Relevant Concepts related
to Fisher Information

The goal of a quantitative measurement is to estimate
an unknown sample parameter, traditionally labeled θ.
In STEM, θ could represent sample thickness or scat-
tering cross-section. In SEM, θ could represent the sec-

ondary electron yield or surface tilt. A function θ̂(X)
which uses measurement data X to produce an estimate
of θ is called an estimator. We consider X to be a ran-

dom variable and the variance Var
(
θ̂
)
=
〈
(θ̂ − θ)2

〉
is

the square of the measurement error.
It is possible to place an upper bound on the measure-

ment error without formulating θ̂ using the Cramer-Rao
bound

Var
(
θ̂
)
≤ (NI(θ0))−1

(D1)

where

I(θ0) = E

{(
∂

∂θ
logX(θ)

)2
∣∣∣∣∣θ0
}

(D2)

is the Fisher information (FI). The Cramer-Rao bound
applies only to unbiased estimator (with zero expected

error).

As an example, a Bernoulli random variable with prob-
ability mass function p(k; θ) = θk(1− θ)1−k has FI

IB =
N

θ(1− θ)
(D3)

This means that after N samples of the distribution, the
error of the best unbiased estimator is

√
Nθ(1− θ). Sim-

ilarly, for a random variable with a Poisson distribution
p(k; θ) = e−θθk/k!,

IP =
N

θ
(D4)

so after N samples of the distribution, the error of the
best unbiased estimator is

√
Nθ. Notice that when es-

timating the parameter of a Bernoulli distribution, the
FI diverges for large and small values of θ. But when
estimating the parameter of a Poisson distribution, the
FI diverges only when θ = 0.

Appendix E: Fisher Information for Electron
Microscopy

We now to estimate an unknown parameter x, which
determines D(x), the probability that an electron pro-
duced by the heralded source triggers the electron detec-
tor. The Fisher Information (FI), I(x), added per time
bin is

I(x0|N (d)
e , N (d)

γ ) =

1∑
n
(d)
e ,n

(d)
γ =0

1

p(n
(d)
e , n

(d)
γ )

(
∂xp(n

(d)
e , n(d)

γ )
∣∣∣x=x0

)2
As above, we simplify the calculation of I by assuming
that the electron detector operates in a counting regime
(it has a binary response to each primary electron) with
D(x) the probability that an electron which is produced
by the heralded source is counted by the electron detec-
tor. Without heralding, the FI for values of x near x0

gained from sampling only N
(d)
e (i.e. without heralding)

is

I(x0|N (d)
e ) =

∆tΓ
(g)
e (∂xD(x)|x0

)
2

D(x)(1 + Γ
(dc)
e /Γ

(bg)
e )

where Γ
(bg)
e is the rate at which unheralded electrons ar-

rive at the detector. Using data from the photon detec-
tor, we have

I(x0|N (d)
e , N (d)

γ ) = ∆tΓ(g)
e (∂xD(x)|x0

)
2
(Iγ + Ie) , (E1)
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where

Iγ =
κγ

D(x0)(1−D(x0)κe)
(E2)

and

Ie =
1− κγ

D(x0)(1 + Γ
(dc)
e /Γ

(bg)
e )

. (E3)

The first term in Eq. E represents the information as-
sociated with photon detections (both with and without
a coincident electron detection) and is similar in form
to the FI associated with a binomial random variable
with success probability D(x). The second term repre-
sents the information associated with electron detections
which were not heralded and is similar in form to the
FI associated with a Poisson random variable. Combin-
ing these two expressions above, the fractional gain in
information is

I(x0|N (d)
e , N

(d)
γ )

I(x0|N (d)
e )

= 1 + κγ

(
1 + Γ

(dc)
e /Γ

(bg)
e

1−D(x0)κe
− 1

)
(E4)

Notice this expression diverges for κe = 1 and D(x0) →
1. This is the same divergence we get by taking a ratio
of the Bernoulli and Poisson FI: IB/IP = 1/1 − θ (see
previous section).

1. Estimating Sample Parameters in SEM

Using FI, we can estimate the SNR improvement for
quantitative measurement in an SEM. To show this, we
will model the tilt-dependent SE yield as

δ(θ) =
δ0δ1

cos(θ)(δ1 − δ0) + δ0
, (E5)

where θ is the surface tilt, δ0 is the SE yeild for a
horizontal surface (θ = 0), and δ1 is the SE yield at the
edge of a tall vertical step [27].

In order to estimate the secondary electron yield δ and

surface tilt θ, we need to construct estimators δ̂ and θ̂
which are functions of the measurement data. The mea-
surement data consists of tallies of the number of coinci-
dent events, Neγ , electron-only events, Ne, and photon-
only events, Nγ . For applied dose d, we use the estima-
tors

δ̂h(Nγe, Ne, Nγ ; d) = Eδ{p(δ|Nγe, Ne, Nγ ; d)}
θ̂h(Nγe, Ne, Nγ ; d) = Eθ{p(θ|Nγe, Ne, Nγ ; d)}

where EX{p(X)} =
∑

x xp(X = x) is the expectation
value of X. We give these estimators the h subscript
to differentiate them from the estimators used without

heralding,

δ̂(Nγe +Ne; d) = Eδ{p(δ|Nγe +Ne, ; d)}
θ̂(Nγe +Ne; d) = Eθ{p(θ|Nγe +Ne; d)}

We can use Bayes’ theorem to write

p(δ|Nγe, Ne, Nγ ; d) =
p(δ)

p(Nγe, Ne, Nγ ; d)
p(Nγe, Ne, Nγ |δ; d)

where

p(Nγe, Ne, Nγ ; d) =

∫ δ1

δ0

dδ p(δ)p(Nγe, Ne, Nγ |δ; d)

and p(δ) is a probability distribution describing our ex-
pectations or prior knowledge of δ. We use analogous
expressions for θ. For simplicity, we will assume p(θ) is
uniform:

p(θ) =

{
2
π 0 < θ < π/2

0 else

The distribution p(δ) is induced by p(θ) and their rela-
tion in Eq. E5. Note, however, that uniform distribu-
tions are not always the best representation of maximum
ignorance.

The distribution p(Nγe, Ne, Nγ |θ; d) is a convolution
of a Poisson distribution which determines the number
of electrons produced by the gun and a multinomial dis-
tribution which selects the fate of each electron:

p(Nγe = nγe, Ne = ne, Nγ = nγ |θ; d) =∑
n
(g)
e

P(n(g)
e ; d)M(nγe, ne, nγ ;n

(g)
e , pγe(θ), pe(θ), pγ(θ))

where

P(n(g)
e ; d) =

e−ddn
(g)
e

n
(g)
e !

and

M(nγe, ne, nγ ;n
(g)
e (θ), pγe(θ), pe(θ), pγ(θ)) =

n
(g)
e !

nγe!ne!nγ !nn!
pγe(θ)

neγpe(θ)
nepγ(θ)

nγpn(θ)
nn

Where pn = 1−pγe−pe−pγ and nn = n
(g)
e −nγe−ne−

nγ , with the subscript n indicating the scenario where
an electron produced by the gun does not trigger the
electron or photon detectors.

The convolution can be simplified into a product of
three Poisson distributions:

p(Nγe = nγe, Ne = ne, Nγ = nγ |θ; d) =
P(neγ ; peγ(θ)d)P(ne; pe(θ)d)P(nγ ; pγ(θ)d)
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Finally, according to the model described above, we have

peγ(θ) = gηγf1D(θ)

pe(θ) = (f − gηγf1)D(θ)

pγ(θ) = gηγ(1− f1D(θ))

with D(θ) = 1− e−ηeδ(θ).
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