
———————————————————————————————————–

Estimating quantum Markov chains using coherent absorber post-processing and pattern
counting estimators

Federico Girotti,1, 2, 3 Alfred Godley,1, 2 and Mădălin Guţă1, 2
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We propose a two step strategy for estimating one-dimensional dynamical parameters of a quan-
tum Markov chain, which involves quantum post-processing the output using a coherent quantum
absorber and a “pattern counting” estimator computed as a simple additive functional of the out-
comes trajectory produced by sequential, identical measurements on the output units. We provide
strong theoretical and numerical evidence that the estimator achieves the quantum Cramé-Rao bound
in the limit of large output size.

Our estimation method is underpinned by an asymptotic theory of translationally invariant modes
(TIMs) built as averages of shifted tensor products of output operators, labelled by binary patterns.
For large times, the TIMs form a bosonic algebra and the output state approaches a joint coherent state
of the TIMs whose amplitude depends linearly on the mismatch between system and absorber param-
eters. Moreover, in the asymptotic regime the TIMs capture the full quantum Fisher information of
the output state. While directly probing the TIMs’ quadratures seems impractical, we show that the
standard sequential measurement is an effective joint measurement of all the TIMs number operators;
indeed, we show that counts of different binary patterns extracted from the measurement trajectory
have the expected joint Poisson distribution. Together with the displaced-null methodology of [1]
this provides a computationally efficient estimator which only depends on the total number of pat-
terns. This opens the way for similar estimation strategies in continuous-time dynamics, expanding
the results of [2].

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum statistical inference [3–11] provides the math-
ematical framework for enhanced metrology [12–23],
imaging [24–28], waveform and noise estimation [29–
35], and quantum sensing applications [36–40] includ-
ing time keeping [41], magnetometry [42–45], biomed-
ical sensing [46], thermometry [47, 48], gravitational
wave detection [49–52].

The cornerstone of quantum estimation is the quantum
Cramér-Rao bound (QCRB) [3, 4, 53, 54] which places
a fundamental restriction on the precision in estimat-
ing unknown parameters of a quantum state. For one-
dimensional parameters the bound is attainable in the
limit of many copies, by measuring a specific observ-
able called the symmetric logarithmic derivative, which
is the quantum analogue of the classical score function.
However, when dealing with complex models involv-
ing correlated states of many-body systems, the optimal
measurement may be hard to compute and implement
in practice, and in the case of pure states (and more
generally, rank deficient states) such a measurement is
highly non-unique. Therefore, it is particularly impor-
tant to devise realistic measurement schemes which al-
low the estimation of unknown parameters with close
to optimal precision, by means of computationally efficient
estimators.

In this paper we provide a general measurement and
data processing protocol for estimating an arbitrary dy-
namical parameter of a quantum Markov chain (QMC),
which satisfies the above criteria. A QMC is a discrete
time model of an open quantum system, in which the
system interacts successively with a sequence of iden-
tically prepared “noise units” representing the environ-
ment, cf. Figure 1 a). The setup is similar to Haroche’s
photon-box one-atom maser [55] and to that used in
quantum collision models [56], and provides a physical
mechanism for generating versatile many-body states
such as matrix product states [57, 58] and finitely corre-
lated states [59, 60]. By discretising time, QMCs can be
used to model continuous-time dynamics of a Marko-
vian open system coupled with Bosonic input-output
channels [61–63].

For clarity, it is useful to distinguish between two main-
stream approaches to parameter estimation in quantum
open systems. In the setting of [18, 64–69], the quan-
tum system undergoes a noisy evolution depending on
an unknown parameter, and the experimenter tries to
extract information about the parameter by repeatedly
applying instantaneous direct measurements and con-
trol operations while the system is evolving. In contrast,
the setting adopted in this paper is commonly used in
quantum optics and input-output theory [70–73] where
the experimenter does not have direct access to the sys-
tem but can measure the output field of an environ-
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FIG. 1: Basic elements of the pattern counting estimator. Panel a) A quantum Markov chain as a system interacting
sequentially with the environment via a parameter dependent unitary Uθ . The first stage estimator θ̃n is obtained

by performing a standard sequential measurement on the output and equating empirical and expected counts.
Panel b) Post-processing the output using a coherent absorber. When system and absorber parameters match, the
output is identical to the input (vacuum) Panel c) After the first estimation stage the absorber is fixed at a value
θabs = θ̃n − δn where θ̃n is the preliminary estimator and δn is the parameter shift required by the displaced-null

measurement theory [1]. The output generated by the system and absorber dynamics with unitary Vθabs
Uθ is

measured sequentially in the standard basis. Panel d) Given a measurement trajectory, excitation patterns are
identified as binary sequences starting and ending with a 1 separated by long sequences of 0s. The final estimator is
a correction to the preliminary estimator which depends only on the total number of patterns ∑α Nα,n, the QFI f at

θ̃n and the displacement parameter τn.

ment channel coupled to the system. This allows the
experimenter to track the conditional state of the sys-
tem by means of stochastic filtering equations [74–78]
and control it using feedback. As these techniques re-
quire full knowledge of the system’s dynamical param-
eters, it is important to devise tools for estimating such
parameters from the stochastic trajectory of the mea-
surement record. Since the early works [79, 80], many
aspects of continuous-time estimation have been inves-
tigated, including adaptive estimation [81, 82] filtering
methods [83–85], Heisenberg scaling [45, 86–88], sensing
with error correction [89], Bayesian estimation [90–94],
quantum smoothing [95–98], estimation of linear sys-
tems [99–102], central limit and large deviations theory
for trajectories [103–106], concentration bounds for time
averaged observables [107? ], estimation with feedback
control [108].

However, a major problem in this area has been that
standard measurement protocols such as counting and

homodyne do not achieve the ultimate precision limit
prescribed by the QCRB in terms of the quantum Fisher
information (QFI) of the output state [100, 109–113].

Two recent papers [2, 114] have addressed this problem
by introducing the idea of quantum post-processing of the
output state using a quantum coherent absorber [115]. For
a given QMC reference dynamics, the absorber takes the
system’s output as its own input and is characterised
by the property that it “reverts” the action of the sys-
tem, so that its output is a trivial product state (vacuum
in continuous-time dynamics), cf. Figure 1 b). In the
statistical estimation framework, the absorber is set to
a particular reference parameter of the QMC dynamics,
so that a small deviation of the true parameter from this
value will lead to non-trivial output statistics which can
be used to estimate the deviation as illustrated in Figure
1 c). In [114], two of the present authors proved that
the QCRB can be achieved by performing sequential,
adaptive measurements on the output units, after the
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interaction with the coherent absorber. In addition, the
adaptive measurement can be implemented efficiently
in a Markovian fashion. The work [2] deals with the
same problem but in the continuous-time setting, and
proposes to perform a standard counting measurement
(instead of an adaptive one) in conjunction with post-
processing using the coherent absorber. In both papers
the final estimator was computed from the measure-
ment trajectory using the maximum likelihood method,
which becomes inefficient for long trajectories.

The strategy proposed here is similar to that of [2], albeit
in discrete rather than continuous time, but strengthens
it in several important aspects. Firstly, we employ the
technique of displaced-null measurements [1] to provide
a precise recipe for choosing the coherent absorber pa-
rameter. As we explain below, this is an important tech-
nical detail, as the intuitive choice of parameters fails to
achieve the QCRB in the limit of long trajectories. Sec-
ondly, our strategy employs a two step adaptive pro-
cedure which allows us to compute the final estimator
as a simple linear transformation of the total number of
“pattern counts” which can be easily extracted from the
measurement trajectory, cf. Figure 1 d). This circum-
vents the computational issues associated with the max-
imum likelihood estimator. Thirdly, we provide strong
theoretical evidence that the final estimator achieves the
QCRB in the limit of large times. This is based on a novel
representation of the output in terms of translationally
invariant modes which are shown to satisfy the quantum
local asymptotic normality property [116–119].

We now give a brief summary of the two steps estima-
tion strategy proposed here and the related mathemat-
ical results. We consider a QMS whose dynamics de-
pends on a one-dimensional parameter θ which we aim
to estimate by measuring the output state produced af-
ter n time steps. In the first stage we run the QMC dy-
namics with the unknown parameter θ for 1 ≪ ñ ≪ n
time steps and measure the noise units in a fixed ba-
sis, cf. Figure 1 a). From the total counts statistics we
construct a rough estimator θ̃n by matching the empir-
ical frequency to its expected value. In general this es-
timator is not optimal but its mean square error has the
standard 1/ñ scaling ([107]). In the second stage we run
the system and absorber QMC for the remaining n − ñ
time steps and measure the output in the standard ba-
sis. If the absorber parameter matched the true system
parameter θ, this measurement would produce a string
of 0s (corresponding to no counts in continuous-time) cf.
Figure 1 b). Therefore, it would seem natural to choose
the absorber parameter to be θ̃n, our best guess at the
unknown parameter θ. However, this choice is unsuit-
able since for small deviations ∆n = θ − θ̃n, the count-
ing statistics depends quadratically on ∆n, which pre-
vents the estimation of θ at standard 1/n rate. This non-
identifiability issue is explained in detail in [1], which
also provides the solution to this problem. We deliber-
ately set the absorber parameter at θabs = θ̃n − δn, which

is away from the best guess by a small “displacement”
δn ↓ 0 chosen to be larger than the uncertainty |∆n|.
This allows us to unambiguously identify θ from counts
statistics. Stage two of the estimation procedure is illus-
trated in Figure 1 c).

We turn now to the question of estimating θ from the
counts trajectory ω = (ω1, ω2, . . . , ωn) of the second
stage measurement (setting n − ñ to n for simplicity).
Since θ − θabs is vanishingly small (even with the extra
displacement), ω will typically contain a small number
of 1s while most of the outcomes will be 0, cf. Figure 1
d). This allows us split the trajectory into long sequences
of 0s and in between them, binary “excitation patterns”
starting and ending with a 1. For each pattern α (e.g.
1, 11, 101 etc.) we count the number of occurrences
Nα,n. In Theorem 3 we show that in the limit of large
n the counts Nα,n become independent Poisson variables
whose intensities are λαu2 where u =

√
n(θ − θ̃abs) is the

“local parameter” and λα is a model dependent coeffi-
cient. Moreover the total Fisher information of the Pois-
son variables is equal to the output QFI, which shows
that the pattern counts statistics capture the full infor-
mation of the output state. Using this asymptotic be-
haviour, we construct a simple estimator θ̂n (cf. equa-
tions (23) and (22)) which is linear in the total pattern
count, and we argue why it should achieve the QCRB
in the limit of large n. To summarise, the two step pro-
cedure provides a computationally and statistically effi-
cient estimation method which involves only standard
basis measurements and a minimal amount of “quan-
tum post-processing” implemented by the coherent ab-
sorber.

For a more in-depth understanding of why the excita-
tion pattern counts have asymptotically Poisson distri-
butions, we refer to sections IV and V where we de-
velop a theory of translationally invariant modes (TIMs)
of the output. These modes turn out to capture all sta-
tistical information about the unknown parameter, and
can be measured simultaneously and optimally by per-
forming the sequential standard output measurement.
For each excitation pattern α = (α1, . . . , αk) ∈ {0, 1}k we
define the creation operator A∗

α(n) on the output chain
of length n. This consists of a running average

A∗
α(n) =

1√
n

n−k+1

∑
i=1

σα
i

where σα
i is the tensor product of the the type σα =

σα1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ σαk where σ0 = 1 and σ1 = σ+ = |1⟩⟨0|,
with first tensor acting on position i of the output chain.
In Proposition 1 and Corollary 1 we show that asymp-
totically with n, by applying the creation operators to
the reference (vacuum) state |0⟩⊗n, we obtain Fock-type
states with different excitation pattern numbers. The
creation and annihilation operators satisfy the Bosonic
commutation relations with each excitation pattern be-
ing an independent mode. For large n, a Fock state
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is a superposition of basis states consisting of long se-
quences of 0s interspersed with the corresponding pat-
terns appearing in any possible order. One of our key re-
sults, Theorem 2 shows that when the gap between sys-
tem and absorber parameters scales as θ − θabs = u/

√
n,

the quadratures of the excitation pattern modes satisfy
the Central Limit Theorem and the corresponding joint
state is a product of coherent states whose amplitudes
are linear in the local parameter u. The total QFI of this
multimode coherent state is equal to the output QFI,
showing that the TIMs contain all statistical informa-
tion about the dynamics. We also prove separately, that
the number operators of the TIMs have asymptotic Pois-
son distributions, as expected for a coherent state. To-
gether with the result of Theorem 3, this completes a
circle of ideas, which played a crucial role in formulat-
ing our estimation strategy. In a nutshell, when look-
ing at the output from the perspective of the TIMs, one
deals with a simple Gaussian estimation problem. Using
the displaced-null method, we can achieve the QCRB by
measuring the number operators of the TIMs and such
a measurement can be implemented by simple sequen-
tial counting measurements followed by the extraction
of pattern counts from the measurement trajectory ω.

The paper is organised as follows. In section II we
give a brief review of quantum estimation theory and
the displaced-null measurement technique developed in
[1]. In section III we introduce the notion of QMC and
the estimation problem, together with the idea of quan-
tum post-processing using a coherent absorber. In sec-
tion IV we define the translationally invariant modes of
the output and establish their Fock space properties. In
section V we show that the restriction of the output state
to the TIMs is a coherent state whose amplitude is linear
in the local parameter and whose QFI is equal to the out-
put QFI (cf. Theorem 2 and Corollary 2). In section VI
we establish that the excitation pattern counts obtained
from the sequential output measurement have asymp-
totically Poisson distribution (cf. Theorem 3). In sec-
tion VII we formulate our measurement and estimation
strategy and define the ”pattern counts” estimator. Fi-
nally in section VIII we present results of a simulation
study confirming the earlier theoretical results.

II. QUANTUM ESTIMATION AND THE DISPLACED
NULL MEASUREMENT TECHNIQUE

In this section we give a brief overview of the quan-
tum parameter estimation theory [5–11] used in this
paper, with an emphasis on asymptotic theory and
the displaced-null measurement technique developed
in our previous work [1]. In particular, we explain
why this method is asymptotically optimal, by employ-
ing the Gaussian approximation technique called local
asymptotic normality [116–124]. Later on, this picture
will guide our intuition when dealing with the Markov

estimation problem. For our purposes it suffices to dis-
cuss the case of one-dimensional parameters, and we re-
fer to [1] for the multi-dimensional setting.

Let ρθ ∈ M(Cd) be a family of quantum states depend-
ing smoothly on a one-dimensional parameter θ. Con-
sider a measurement described by a positive operator
valued measure {M1, . . . , Mk} and let X be the mea-
surement outcome with probability distribution pθ(X =
i) = Tr(ρθ Mi). The quantum Cramér-Rao bound
(QCRB) [3, 4, 53, 54, 125, 126] states that the variance
of any unbiased estimator θ̂ = θ̂(X) is lower bounded
as

Var(θ̂) = Eθ(θ̂ − θ)2 ≥ F−1
θ

where Fθ is the quantum Fisher information (QFI) de-
fined as Fθ = Tr(ρθL2

θ) with Lθ the symmetric logarith-
mic derivative (SLD) operator which satisfies

dρθ

dθ
=

1
2
(Lθρθ + ρθLθ) .

In general, the QCRB is not achievable when only a sin-
gle copy of ρθ is available. However, the bound is at-
tainable in the asymptotic limit of large number of sam-
ples by the following two step adaptive procedure [127].
Given n copies of ρθ one can use a small proportion of
the samples (e.g. ñ = n1−ϵ for a small ϵ > 0) to com-
pute a preliminary (non-optimal) estimator θ̃n of θ; rea-
sonable estimators will concentrate around θ such that
|θ̃n − θ| = O(n−1/2+ϵ) with high probability, which will
be assumed throughout. In the second step, one mea-
sures the SLD operator Lθ̃n

on each of the remaining
copies. If X1, . . . , Xn′ are the outcomes of these measure-
ments (with n′ = n − ñ) then the estimator

θ̂n := θ̃n +
1

Fθ̃n
n′

(
n′

∑
i=1

Xi

)
(1)

is asymptotically optimal in the sense that

nEθ(θ̂n − θ)2 → F−1
θ (2)

in the limit of large n and in addition θ̂n is asymptotically
normal, i.e.

√
n(θ̂n − θ) converges in distribution to the

normal N(0, F−1
θ ).

However, for certain models including that considered
in this paper, measuring the SLD may not be feasible ex-
perimentally. Instead, we will use a different method
called displaced-null measurement [1], which aims to esti-
mate the parameter of a pure state models ρθ = |ψθ⟩⟨ψθ |
by measuring each copy in a basis that contains the
vector |ψθ̃⟩ with θ̃ close to the true parameter θ. The
Fisher information of such a measurement is known to
converge to the QFI as θ̃ approaches θ [128–130]. This
suggests that the QCRB can be achieved asymptotically
by using a two-step strategy similar to the SLD case:
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one first obtains a preliminary estimator θ̃n and then
measures each copy in a basis containing the vector
|ψθ̃n

⟩. However, it turns out that this “null measure-
ment” strategy fails due to the fact that for small de-
viations from θ̃n, the outcome probabilities depend on
(θ − θ̃n)2 and one cannot distinguish between left and
right deviations from θ̃n, cf. [1] for the precise mathe-
matical statement. This non-identifiability issue can be
sidestepped by deliberately changing the reference pa-
rameter from θ̃n to θ0 := θ̃n − δn where δn = n−1/2+3ϵ,
so that θ = θ0 + (u + τn)/

√
n with τn = n3ϵ. The choice

of τn is not unique but we refer to [1] for the general
requirements. Since |θ − θ̃n| = O(n−1/2+ϵ) ≪ δn, it
means that θ lies on the right side of θ0 and can be unam-
biguously identified from the outcomes of a measure-
ment in a basis {|e0⟩, . . . , |ed−1⟩} such that |e0⟩ ≡ |ψθ0⟩.
In addition, as θ0 approaches θ in the limit of large n,
the displaced-null measurement exhibits the optimality
properties of the “null measurements” without sharing
their non-identifiability issues.

Let X1, . . . , Xn′ ∈ {0, 1, . . . , d − 1} be the independent
outcomes of basis {|e0⟩, . . . , |ed−1⟩} measurements per-
formed on the remaining n′ = n − ñ systems, and let
Nj,n denote the counts of the outcome j = 0, . . . d − 1.
The displaced-null estimator based on the two-stage
measurement strategy is defined as follows

θ̂n := θ̃n + ûn/
√

n

with local parameter estimator

ûn =
2

τn f

d−1

∑
j=1

Nj,n −
τn

2

where f = 4∥ψ̇θ̃n
∥2 is the QFI at θ̃n. The estimator θ̂n is

asymptotically optimal in the sense of equation (1) and
asymptotically normal.

In appendix A we give more insight into this method by
analysing its properties using the theory of local asymp-
totic normality [116–121]. In a nutshell, for large n the
original model becomes equivalent to a Gaussian one
consisting of a multi-mode coherent state whose ampli-
tude depends linearly on the parameter, while the SLD
and displaced-null strategies translated into measuring
a quadrature and respectively the modes number opera-
tors of the shifted state. While this i.i.d. setup is different
from the Markovian one studied in this paper, the over-
all asymptotic picture is similar and reader may find the
i.i.d. case useful in guiding the intuition.

III. QUANTUM MARKOV CHAINS AND
POST-PROCESSING USING COHERENT ABSORBERS

We start this section by reviewing the problem of es-
timating dynamical parameters of quantum Markov

chains (QMC). We then introduce the notion of quantum
coherent absorber, which will play a key role in design-
ing an optimal sequential measurement strategy.

A quantum Markov chain consists of a system inter-
acting successively with a chain of independent ”noise
units” (the input) modelling the environment. In this
paper the system’s space is taken to be Cd while the
”noise units” are two dimensional systems prepared in
the state |0⟩ where {|0⟩, |1⟩} is the standard basis in C2.
We expect that the theory developed here works for gen-
eral finite dimensional inputs, but we restrict here to
this minimal setup which can be used to represent a dis-
cretised version of a continuous-time Markovian model
with a single Bosonic field [131].

At each time step the system interacts with the input
unit via a unitary U on Cd ⊗ C2. If the system is ini-
tially prepared in a state |φ⟩, the joint state of system
and noise units (output) after n times steps is

|Ψn⟩ = Un|φ ⊗ 0⊗n⟩ (3)

= U(n) · · · · · U(2) · U(1)|φ ⊗ 0⊗n⟩ ∈ Cd ⊗
(

C2
)⊗n

where U(i) is the unitary acting on the system and the
i-th noise unit. By expanding the state (3) with respect
to the standard product basis in the output we have

|Ψn⟩ = ∑
i1,...,in∈{0,1}

Kin . . . Ki1 |φ⟩ ⊗ |i1⟩ ⊗ · · · ⊗ |in⟩ (4)

where Ki = ⟨i|U|0⟩ are Kraus operators acting on Cd.

From equation (3) it follows that the reduced system
state of the system at time n is given by

ρ
sys
n := Trout(|Ψn⟩⟨Ψn|) = T n

∗ (ρ
sys
in ), ρ

sys
in = |φ⟩⟨φ|,

where the partial trace is taken over the output noise
units, and T∗ : M(Cd) → M(Cd) is the Markov transi-
tion operator (Schrödinger picture)

T∗ : ρ 7→ ∑
i∈{0,1}

KiρK∗
i

whose dual (Heisenberg picture) will be denoted by T .

On the other hand, the reduced state of the output is

ρout
n := Trsys(|Ψn⟩⟨Ψn|) (5)

= ∑
i,j∈{0,1}n

⟨φ|K∗
j Ki|φ⟩ · |i⟩⟨j|

where Ki := Kin . . . Ki1 for i = (i1, . . . in).

Hypothesis 1. Throughout the paper we will assume that
the dynamics is primitive in the sense that T∗ has a unique
stationary state ρss > 0 so that T∗(ρss) = ρss and it is ape-
riodic, i.e. the only eigenvalue of T∗ with unit absolute value
is 1.
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Estimation of dynamical parameters
We investigate the following quantum estimation prob-
lem: assuming that the dynamics depends smoothly on
an unknown parameter θ ∈ R, we would like to esti-
mate θ by performing measurements on the output state
ρout

n generated after a number n of interaction steps. In
particular, we are interested in designing measurement
strategies which achieve the highest possible precision,
at least in the limit of large times.

Let θ 7→ Uθ be a smooth map describing how the dy-
namics depends on an unknown parameter θ, which is
assumed to belong to an open bounded interval Θ of R.
We use similar notations |Ψθ,n⟩, Kθ,i, Tθ to denote the de-
pendence on θ of the system-output state, Kraus opera-
tors, transition operator, etc. Two sequences of quantum
statistical models indexed by time are of interest here:
the system-output state SOn := {|Ψθ,n⟩ : θ ∈ Θ} de-
fined in equation (3) and the output state On := {ρout

θ,n :
θ ∈ Θ} defined in equation (5). While the former is more
informative than the latter and easier to analyse, we are
particularly interested in estimation strategies which in-
volve only measurements on the output, hence the im-
portance of the model On. The following Theorem [112]
shows that for primitive dynamics the QFI of both mod-
els scale linearly with n with the same rate, so having ac-
cess to the system does not change the asymptotic the-
ory. To simplify the expression of the QFI rate (7) we
assume the following ”gauge condition”

∑
j

Tr(ρss
θ K̇∗

θ,jKθ,j) = 0. (6)

The condition (6) means that ∑j K̇∗
θ,jKθ,j belongs to the

subspace {X : Tr(ρss
θ X) = 0} ⊆ M(Cd) on which

the resolvent Rθ := (Id − Tθ)
−1 is well defined as the

Moore-Penrose inverse. The condition can be satisfied
by choosing the complex phase of the Kraus operators
appropriately, or equivalently the phase of the standard
basis in the noise unit space C2.

Theorem 1. Consider a primitive discrete time Markov chain
whose unitary Uθ depends smoothly on θ ∈ Θ ⊂ R, and
assume that condition (6) holds true. The QFI Fs+o

n (θ) of the
system and output state |Ψθ,n⟩ and the QFI Fout

n (θ) of the
output state ρout

θ,n scale linearly with n with the same rate:

lim
n→∞

1
n

Fs+o
θ (n) = lim

n→∞

1
n

Fout
θ (n) = fθ (7)

= 4
k

∑
i=1

Tr
[
ρss

θ K̇∗
θ,iK̇θ,i

]
+8

k

∑
i=1

Tr

[
Im(Kθ,iρ

ss
θ K̇∗

θ,i) · Rθ(Im ∑
j

K̇∗
θ,jKθ,j)

]
where Rθ is the Moore-Penrose inverse of Id − Tθ .

In the following, we will always assume that fθ > 0
for every θ ∈ Θ. In general, the classical Fisher in-
formation associated to simple repeated measurements

(measuring the same observable on each output unit)
does not achieve the QFI rate fθ . However, the class
of available measurements can be enlarged by unitar-
ily ”post-processing” the output before performing a
standard measurement, so that effectively one measures
the original output in a rotated basis. While this shifts
the difficulty from measurement to ”quantum computa-
tion”, it turns out that the post-processing can be imple-
mented with minimal computational cost by employ-
ing the concept of a coherent absorber introduced in
[115]. Indeed [114] demonstrated that the QFI rate is
achievable by combining post-processing by a coher-
ent absorber with a simple adaptive sequential measure-
ment scheme. Furthermore, [2], argued that one can also
achieve the QFI by performing simple counting mea-
surements in the output, without the need for adaptive
measurements. Our goal is to revisit this scheme and to
provide a new, computationally and statistically effec-
tive estimation strategy.

A. Quantum postprocessing with a coherent absorber

The working of the coherent absorber is illustrated in
Figure 1 b). Consider a QMC with a fixed and known
unitary U. After interacting with the system, each out-
put noise unit interacts with a separate d dimensional
system (the coherent absorber), via a unitary V. The
system and absorber can now be regarded as a single
doubled-up system which interacts with the input via
the unitary W := VU on Cd ⊗ Cd ⊗ C2, where U acts on
first and third tensors and V on second and third. The
defining feature is that the system plus absorber have a
pure stationary state. One can arrange this by requiring

VU : |χss⟩ ⊗ |0⟩ 7→ |χss⟩ ⊗ |0⟩

where |χss⟩ ∈ Cd ⊗ Cd is a purification of the system
stationary state, i.e. ρss = Trabs(|χss⟩⟨χss|). This im-
plies that in the stationary regime the output is decou-
pled from system and absorber, and is in the ”vacuum”
state |0⟩⊗n. We briefly recall a few expressions related
to the construction of V that will be useful later on, and
refer to Lemma 4.1 in [114] for more details; for clarity,
in the following we will use the labels S, A, N to indi-
cate system, absorber and noise unit. Let us consider a
spectral representation of ρss and the corresponding pu-
rification:

ρss =
d

∑
i=1

λi|iS⟩⟨iS|, |χss⟩ =
d

∑
i=1

√
λi|iS⟩ ⊗ |iA⟩.

For simplicity we assume that the eigenvalues λi are
strictly positive and are ordered in decreasing order; one
can check that the following vectors are orthonormal:

|vi⟩ =
1

∑
k=0

d

∑
j=1

√
λj

λi
⟨iS|Kk|jS⟩|jA⟩ ⊗ |kN⟩, i = 1, . . . , d.
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For any choice of vd+1, . . . , v2d such that {v1, . . . , v2d} is
an orthonormal basis for Cd ⊗ C2 (the Hilbert space cor-
responding to the absorber and the ancilla), a suitable
choice for V is given by

V = 1S ⊗
(

d

∑
i=1

|iA ⊗ 0N⟩ ⊗ ⟨vi|+
2d

∑
i=d+1

|iA ⊗ 1N⟩ ⊗ ⟨vi|
)

.

Note that V is not uniquely defined: there is freedom
in the spectral resolution of ρss if there are degenerate
eigenvalues and in picking vd+1, . . . , v2d. The Kraus op-
erators corresponding to the reduced dynamics W =
VU of the system and the absorber together are given
by the following expression:

K̃k : = ⟨k|W|0⟩ =
1

∑
l=0

⟨kN |V|lN⟩⟨lN |U|0N⟩

=
1

∑
l=0

Kl ⊗ Vkl

where Vkl and Kl are the Kraus operators of V and U
considered without ampliation. The following Lemma
prescribes the structure of the blocks Vkl . We first define
the “recovery” channel [132–134] with Kraus operators
K′

i =
√

ρK∗
i

√
ρ−1 and note that they satisfy the normal-

isation condition and the recovery channel has ρ as in-
variant state.

Lemma 1. The absorber operators Vkl are of the following
form. The blocks V0l are determined as V0l = K′T

l where the
transpose is taken with respect to the eigenbasis of ρ. Assum-
ing that 1 − |V00|2 and 1 − |V01|2 are strictly positive, then
the V1l blocks are determined up to an overall arbitrary uni-
tary u

V10 = u|V10|, V11 = uw|V11|

where |V10| =
√

1 − |V00|2, |V11| =
√

1 − |V01|2 are fixed,
as well as the unitary w = −|V10|−1V∗

00V01|V|−1
11 .

Proof. From the definition of |vi⟩ we have

V0k =
d

∑
i,j=1

√
λj

λi
⟨jS|K∗

k |iS⟩|iA⟩⟨jA| = K′T
k .

which proves the first statement. From the fact that V is
unitary we obtain

V∗
00V00 + V∗

10V10 = 1
V∗

01V01 + V∗
11V11 = 1

from which we get

|V10| =
√

1 − |V00|2, |V11| =
√

1 − |V01|2

which means that the absolute values of V10, V11 are
fixed. Let V10 = U0|V10| and V11 = U1|V11| be their
polar decompositions. Then from

V∗
00V01 + V∗

10V11 = 0

we get V∗
10V11 = −V∗

00V01 and

U∗
0 U1 = |V10|−1V∗

10V11|V11|−1 = −|V10|−1V∗
00V01|V11|−1

which is a fixed unitary w. This proves the claim.

Later on we will require that the system and absorber
transition operator T̃ (·) = ∑k K̃∗

k · K̃k is primitive, in ad-
dition to the system’s transition operator T satisfying
the same property. At the moment we are not able to es-
tablish what is the connection between the two proper-
ties. However we performed extensive numerical simu-
lations with randomly chosen QMC dynamics and cor-
responding absorbers which indicate that “generically”
with respect to the original dynamics, for every primi-
tive T there exists a corresponding absorber such that T̃
is primitive. In fact, a stronger statement seems to hold,
which is that the spectral gap of T̃ is smaller or equal to
that of T and one can always choose the absorber such
that the two are equal. For more details on the absorber
theory we refer to the recent paper [135].

Returning to the parameter estimation setting where
U = Uθ depends on the unknown parameter θ, we note
that one cannot implement a coherent absorber which
precisely matches the system dynamics. Instead, one
can implement the absorber for an approximate value
θ0 of θ and try to estimate the offset θ − θ0 by measur-
ing the output. This setting is closely related to that of
displaced null measurements discussed in section II. In-
deed, the joint state of system, absorber and output is
pure for all θ and at θ = θ0 it is of the product form
|χss

θ0
⟩ ⊗ |0⟩⊗n, assuming that system and absorber are

initially in the stationary state. Therefore, repeated stan-
dard basis measurements on the output units constitute
a null measurement (in conjunction with a final appro-
priate measurement on system and absorber).

The exact procedure for determining θ0 will be de-
scribed in section VII and follows the important dis-
placement prescription outlined in section II. For the
moment it suffices to say that θ0 will be informed by
the outcome of a preliminary estimation stage involv-
ing simple (non-optimal) measurements on the output
(without post-processing), and it will converge to θ in
the limit of large n. While for θ0 = θ the output state
is the ”vacuum”, for θ ̸= θ0 the output could be seen
as carrying a certain amount of ”excitations” which in-
creases with the parameter mismatch |θ − θ0|.
In section IV we show how these ”excitations” can
be given a precise meaning by fashioning the output
Hilbert space into a Fock space carrying modes labelled
by certain ”excitation patterns”. In section V we show
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that from this perspective, the output state converges
to a joint coherent state of the excitation pattern modes
whose displacement depends linearly on θ − θ0. This
will allow us to devise a simple ”pattern counting” al-
gorithm for estimating θ in section VII.

IV. TRANSLATIONALLY INVARIANT MODES IN THE
OUTPUT

In this section we introduce the concept of translation-
ally invariant modes (TIMs) of a spin chain. We show
that in the limit of large chain size, certain translation-
ally invariant states acquire the characteristic Fock space
structure, and that the corresponding creation and anni-
hilation operators satisfy the bosonic commutation rela-
tions. This construction will then be used in analysing
the stationary Markov output state in section V.

Let
(
C2)⊗n be a spin chain of length n and let |Ωn⟩ :=

|0⟩⊗n be the reference “vacuum” state. For every pair
of integers (k, l) with 1 ≤ l ≤ k we define an excitation
pattern of length k and number of excitations l to be an
ordered sequence α := (α1, . . . αk) ∈ {0, 1}k such that
α1 = αk = 1 and ∑k

i=1 αi = l. For instance, for k = 1, 2
the only patterns are 1 and respectively 11 while for k =
3 the possible patterns are 111 and 101.

For each pattern α of length k we define ‘creation and
annihilation’ operators

A∗
α(n) =

1√
n

n−k+1

∑
i=1

σα
i , Aα(n) =

1√
n

n−k+1

∑
i=1

σα∗
i

where σα
i = ∏k−1

j=0 σ
αj+1
i+j , with σ0 := 1, σ1 := σ+ := |1⟩⟨0|

and the index i denotes the position in the chain.

In particular for α = 1 we have

A∗
1(n) =

1√
n

n

∑
i=1

σ+
i , A1(n) =

1√
n

n

∑
i=1

σ−
i .

We further define the “canonical coordinates” and
“number operator” of the “mode” α as

Qα(n) =
Aα(n) + A∗

α(n)√
2

, (8)

Pα(n) =
Aα(n)− A∗

α(n)√
2i

, (9)

Nα(n) = A∗
α(n)Aα(n). (10)

We now introduce “Fock states” obtained by applying
creation operators to the vacuum.

Let P denote the ordered set of all patterns, where the
order is the usual one when regarding patterns as inte-
ger numbers in binary representation. Let n : P → N

be pattern counts n = (nα)α∈P such that all but a finite

number of counts are zero, and let n! := ∏α∈P nα! and
|n| := ∑α nα the total number of patterns.

We define the approximate Fock state associated to the
set of counts n as

|n; n⟩ :=
1√
n! ∏

α∈P
A∗

α(n)
nα |Ωn⟩, n ≥ 1, (11)

where the product is ordered according to the order on
P . For any fixed n these vectors are not normalised or
orthogonal to each other, and indeed they are not lin-
early independent since the Hilbert space is finite di-
mensional; however, Proposition 1 shows that the ex-
pected Fock structure emerges in the limit of large n. Let
us first illustrate this with a simple example. The state
containing 2 patterns α = 1 is given by

|n1 = 2; n⟩ :=
1√
2
(A∗

1(n))
2 |Ωn⟩

=
1√
2n

n

∑
i ̸=j=1

|0 . . . 010 . . . 010 . . . 0⟩

where i ̸= j indicate the positions of the excitations,
while the state containing a single 11 pattern is

|n11 = 1; n⟩ := A∗
11(n)|Ωn⟩

=
1√
n

n−1

∑
i=1

|0 . . . 0110 . . . 0⟩

Now it is easy to check that as n → ∞

⟨n1 = 2; n|n1 = 2; n⟩ =
1

2n2
4n(n − 1)

2
→ 1,

⟨n11 = 1; n|n11 = 1; n⟩ =
n − 1

n
→ 1,

⟨n1 = 2; n|n11 = 1; n⟩ =
2(n − 1)

2
√

nn
= O

(
1√
n

)
.

This is generalised in the following Proposition which
establishes the familiar structure of the bosonic Fock
space in the limit of large n.

Proposition 1. Let |n; n⟩ be the ”Fock states” defined in
equation (11). In the limit of large n the ”Fock states” become
normalised and are orthogonal to each other

lim
n→∞

⟨n; n|m; n⟩ = δn,m.

Moreover, the order of the creation operators in (11) becomes
irrelevant in the limit of large n.

The proof of Proposition 1 can be found in Appendix B.
From Proposition 1 we obtain the following Corollary
which shows that the action of the creation operators on
the ”Fock states” converges to that of a bosonic creation
operator in the limit of large n.
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Corollary 1. Let β be a pattern and let δ(β) be the counts set
with δ

(β)
α = δα,β. Let |n; n⟩ be a ”Fock state” as defined in

equation (11). In the limit of large n the action of creation and
annihilation operators A∗

β(n) and Aβ(n) satisfy

A∗
β(n)|n; n⟩ =

√
nβ + 1|n + δβ; n⟩+ o(1) (12)

Aβ(n)|n; n⟩ =
√

nβ|n − δβ; n⟩+ o(1) (13)

The proof of Corollary 1 can be found in Appendix B.

V. LIMIT DISTRIBUTION OF QUADRATURES AND
NUMBER OPERATORS.

In this section we analyse the structure of the output
state obtained by post-processing the output of a QMC
with a coherent absorber, as described in section III A.
Motivated by the fact that the statistical uncertainty
scales as 1/

√
n we choose the absorber parameter θ0 to

be fixed and known, and write the system parameter as
θ = θ0 + u/

√
n, where u is an unknown local param-

eter. For a more in depth motivation we refer to local
asymptotic normality theory in appendix A.

Since the output state becomes stationary for long times,
it is natural to focus on the state of the translationally
invariant modes introduced in section IV. In Theorem 2
we show that asymptotically with n, the restricted state
of these modes is a joint coherent state whose ampli-
tude depends linearly on u, i.e. a Gaussian shift model.
Moreover, Corollary 2 shows that the QFI of this model
is equal to the QFI rate fθ0 of the output state charac-
terised in Theorem 1. This means that the TIMs capture
the entire QFI of the output. Together with Theorem 3
of section VI, these results will be the theoretical under-
pinning the estimator proposed in section VII.

We consider the system and absorber together as an
open system with space CD = Cd ⊗ Cd with D = d2,
interacting with the noise units. The corresponding uni-
tary is Wθ = Vθ0Uθ where the absorber parameter is
a fixed value θ0 (which later will be determined based
on a preliminary estimation procedure) and θ is the un-
known parameter to be estimated. We distinguish be-
tween the system Kraus operators Kθ,i = ⟨i|Uθ |0⟩ ∈
M(Cd) and the system and absorber Kraus operators
K̃θ,i = ⟨i|Wθ |0⟩ ∈ M(CD), and similarly between the
system transition operator Tθ and the system and ab-
sorber transition operator T̃θ(X) = ∑1

i=0 K̃∗
θ,iXK̃θ,i.

We will be interested in the probabilistic and statistical
properties of the output state ρ̃out

θ of the system and ab-
sorber dynamics, for parameters θ in the neighbourhood
of a given θ0. For clarity we state the precise mathemat-
ical properties we assume throughout.

Hypothesis 2. The following properties of the system-
absorber QMC are assumed to be true:

1. T̃θ has a unique faithful invariant state ρ̃ss
θ and is ape-

riodic for θ in a neighborhood of θ0;

2. The Kraus operators K̃θ,i and the stationary state ρ̃ss
θ

are analytic functions of θ around θ0;

3. At θ0 the stationary state is pure ρ̃ss
θ0
= |χss

θ0
⟩⟨χss

θ0
| and

K̃θ0,i|χss
θ0
⟩ = (1 − i)|χss

θ0
⟩ for i = 0, 1.

To formulate the result we use the local parametrisation
θ = θ0 + u/

√
n where u is to be seen as a local parameter

to be estimated from the output of length n. To simplify
the notation, we denote the derivatives at θ0 as

K̇i :=
dKθ,i

dθ

∣∣∣∣
θ0

, ˙̃Ki :=
dK̃θ,i

dθ

∣∣∣∣
θ0

,

and drop the subscript θ0 in Kθ0,i =: Ki, K̃θ0,i =: K̃i,
etc.; we also use the local parameter instead of θ e.g.
Kθ0+u/

√
n,i =: Ku,i.

Note that properties 1. and 2. in Hyothesis 2 imply that
˙̃ρss = R̃∗

˙̃T∗(ρ̃ss) where R̃ is the Moore-Penrose inverse
of Id − T̃ . In addition, K̃0|χss⟩ = K̃∗

0 |χss⟩ = |χss⟩. In-
deed by construction K̃0|χss⟩ = |χss⟩ and K̃1|χss⟩ = 0,
and by applying K̃∗

0 K̃0 + K̃∗
1 K̃1 = 1 to |χss⟩ we get

K̃∗
0 |χss⟩ = |χss⟩.

Since for large n the dynamics reaches stationarity, we
consider the output state corresponding to the system
starting in the stationary state ρ̃ss

u

ρ̃out
u,n = ∑

i,j∈{0,1}n
Tr
[
ρ̃ss

u K̃∗
u,jK̃u,i

]
|i⟩⟨j| (14)

To formulate our results below we need to introduce
several superoperators acting on the system and ab-
sorber space. For x ∈ M(CD), we define

Ai(x) =


T̃ (x) i = 0
K̃∗

1 xK̃0 i = 1
K̃∗

0 xK̃1 i = −1,
(15)

and

Ȧ1(x) = ˙̃K∗
1 xK̃0 + K̃∗

1 x ˙̃K0

Furthermore, for every pattern α of length l, we denote

Aα = Aα1 · · · Aαl and Ãα = Ȧ1Aα2 · · · Aαl .

With a slight abuse of notation we will denote the ex-
pectation with respect to a density matrix ρ as ρ(X) =
Tr(ρX).

Theorem 2. Let θ0 be a fixed parameter and assume that
the dynamics satisfies the assumptions in Hypothesis (2). Let
θ = θ0 + u/

√
n be the system parameter with fixed local pa-

rameter u. Let α be a fixed pattern and let z = β + iγ ∈ C

with |z| = 1. Then the following convergence in distribution
hold in the limit of large n with respect to the output state ρ̃out

u,n
as defined in equation (14).
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i) The quadratures (8) and (9) of the TIM mode α sat-
isfy the joint Central Limit Theorem

βQα(n) + γPα(n)
L−→ N(uµα,z, 1/2),

where N(µ, V) denotes the normal distribution with
mean µ and variance V and µα,z =

√
2ℜ(z̄µα) with

µα = ρ̃ss(( ˙̃T R̃Aα + Ãα)(1)). (16)

ii) The number operator (10) of the TIM mode α sat-
isfies the Poisson limit:

Nα(n)
L−→ Poisson(u2λα),

where λα := |µα|2.

The proof of Theorem 2 can be found in Appendix C.

We now provide a simpler expression for the parameters
µα in terms of Kraus operators and their first derivatives.
As a by-product we show that the sum of all (limiting)
QFIs of the Gaussian modes (Qα(n), Pα(n)) is the QFI
rate of the output state. This means that the TIMs cap-
ture all the QFI of the output state.

Lemma 2. Let α be any excitation pattern and let µα be the
constant defined in (16). Then µα can also be expressed as

µα = ⟨K̃α|α| · · · K̃α1(1 − K̃0)
−1 ˙̃K0χss|χss⟩

+ ⟨K̃α|α| · · · K̃α2
˙̃K1χss|χss⟩. (17)

Moreover with λα = |µα|2, one has

∑
α

λα = ∥(K̃1(1 − K̃0)
−1 ˙̃K0 +

˙̃K1)χ
ss∥2. (18)

The proof of Lemma 2 can be found in Appendix C.

Corollary 2. Asymptotically with n, the total QFI of the
TIMs is equal to the QFI rate of the output state (7), that
is

4 ∑
α

λα = 4∥(K̃1(1 − K̃0)
−1 ˙̃K0 +

˙̃K1)χ
ss∥2 = fθ0 .

The proof of Corollary 2 can be found in Appendix D.

The upshot of this section is that (asymptotically in n)
the statistical information of the output state is concen-
trated in the TIMs and the state’s restriction to the TIM
Bosonic algebra is a coherent state. Formally, in order to
optimally estimate the parameter, one would only need
to measure the appropriate quadrature of the Gaussian
shift model, as explained in section II. However, it is not
obvious how to perform such a measurement, and the
theoretical insight does not seem to help on the practical
side. Surprisingly, it turns out that the standard sequen-
tial counting measurement is an effective joint measure-
ment of all the TIMs’ number operators! This will be
the main result of the next section, which in conjunction
with the displaced null strategy discussed in section A,
provides the ingredients of a counting-based estimation
strategy.

VI. LIMIT THEOREM FOR COUNTING
TRAJECTORIES

In this section we continue to investigate the proba-
bilistic properties of the output state and consider the
distribution of the stochastic process obtained measur-
ing the output units sequentially in the canonical basis
{|0⟩, |1⟩}. We consider the system and absorber dynam-
ics with fixed absorber parameter θ0 and system param-
eter θ = θ0 + u/

√
n for a fixed local parameter u. The

output state is given by equation (14). The probability
of observing a sequence ω = (ω1, . . . , ωn) ∈ {0, 1}n as
the outcome of the first n measurements is given by

νu,n(ω) := ρss
u (Bu,ω1 · · · Bu,ωn(1)) (19)

where

Bu,j(x) =

{
K̃∗

u,1xK̃u,1 j = 1
K̃∗

u,0xK̃u,0 j = 0
.

In order to state the main result of this section, we need
to introduce a collection of events: first of all we define

B0(n) = {(0, . . . , 0)} ⊂ {0, 1}n.

Let us fix any real number 0 < γ < 1. Let m = {mα}α∈P
be a set of pattern excitation counts where all occupa-
tion numbers are zero except (mα(1) , . . . , mα(k)), and de-
fine Bm(n) as the empty set for every n strictly smaller
than ∑k

i=1 mα(i) |α
(i)|+ (k − 1)nγ (|α| is the length of the

pattern α), otherwise Bm(n) is the set of all binary se-
quences obtained concatenating mα(1) copies of α(1)s, up
to mα(k) copies of α(k)s in any order, and inserting 0s be-
fore, between and after them in order to reach a total
length of n and making sure that between two consecu-
tive patterns there are at least nγ 0s.

The following Theorem shows that the distribution of
the pattern counts m converges to a product of Pois-
son distributions with the same intensities as those of
the number operators of the TIM in Theorem 2. This
means that performing a standard output measurement
and extracting the pattern counts provides an effective
joint measurement of the number operators of the TIMs.
This finding is essential in constructing an optimal esti-
mator in section VII.

Theorem 3. For every positive constant C > 0 and finite col-
lection of excitation patterns counts m = (mα(1) , . . . , mα(k)),
the following limit holds true:

lim
n→+∞

sup
|u|<C

∣∣∣∣∣νu,n (Bm(n))− e−λtotu2
k

∏
i=1

(
λα(i)u

2)m
α(i)

mα(i) !

∣∣∣∣∣ = 0.

(20)
where

λtot := −1
2
⟨χss|(2Ḃ0∗R0∗Ḃ0∗ + B̈0∗)(|χss⟩⟨χss|)|χss⟩

= −ℜ(⟨χss, (2 ˙̃K0(1 − K̃0)
−1 ˙̃K0 +

¨̃K0)χ
ss⟩). (21)
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Moreover,

∑
α

λα = λtot.

The Proof of Theorem 3 can be found in Appendix E.

The previous result has some relevant consequences.
Let us define the “pattern extraction” function which as-
sociates to each trajectory ω ∈ {0, 1}n a set of pattern
counts {Nα,n(ω) : α ∈ P} ∈ NP , which is uniquely
determined by the condition that ω is a maximal union
of contiguous patterns separated by sequences of 0s of
length at least nγ with a fixed 0 < γ < 1; moreover, let
us consider the stochastic process given by the infinite
collection of independent random variables {Nα : α ∈
P} where Nα is a Poisson random variable with param-
eter λαu2.

Corollary 3. For every u ∈ R the law of the stochastic pro-
cess {Nα,n : α ∈ P} under the measure νu,n converges to the
one of {Nα : α ∈ P}. Moreover, for every α ∈ P , p ≥ 1 one
has

lim
n→+∞

E[Np
α,n] = E[Np

α ].

The Proof of Corollary 3 can be found in Appendix F.

However, in the following we will be interested in local
parameters with growing size, i.e. |u| ≤ nϵ′ for some
0 < ϵ′ < 1/2. In this case we can show the following
result.

Proposition 2. For 0 < ϵ′ < 1/6 and for every finite collec-
tion of excitation patterns counts m the following holds true:

lim
n→+∞

sup
|u|≤nϵ′

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
νu,n (Bm(n))

e−λtotu2 ∏k
i=1

λ
mi
α(i)

u2mi

mi !

− 1

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣ = 0.

The Proof of Proposition 2 can be found in Appendix E
as well. Upgrading this result to a weak convergence
one similar to Theorem 3 remains the subject of future
research.

VII. PATTERN COUNTING ESTIMATOR

In this section we describe our adaptive estimation
scheme which exploits the asymptotic results presented
in sections V and VI. The scheme involves four key in-
gredients:

i) perform a simple output measurement (no ab-
sorber) to compute a preliminary estimator;

ii) set the absorber parameter by using the displaced-
null measurement technique developed in [1] and
run the system-absorber dynamics for the remain-
der of the time;

iii) perform a sequential counting measurement in the
output and extract counts for the TIMs from the
outcomes trajectory;

iv) construct a simple estimator expressed in terms of
total counts of patterns for different TIM modes.

The first step of the adaptive protocol is to use ñ :=
n1−ϵ ≪ n output units to produce a rough preliminary
estimator θ̃n. This can be done by performing a repeated
standard basis measurement on the output (without us-
ing an absorber). Typically, the estimator θ̃n will have
variance scaling with the standard rate ñ−1 = n−1+2ϵ,
and ñ1/2(θ̃n − θ) will satisfy the central limit theorem
and a concentration bound ensuring that |θ̃n − θ| =
O(n−1/2+ϵ) with high probability. For instance, one can
define θ̃n by equating the empirical counting rate with
the theoretical rate nτ := Tr(ρss

τ K∗
τ,1Kτ,1), see [107, 111].

In the second step we set the absorber at a parameter
value θ0 and run the system-absorber quantum Markov
chain for the reminder of the time n′ = n − ñ. The
naive choice for θ0 is our best guess θ̃n about θ, based
on the first stage measurement. However, with this
choice, the counting measurement suffers from the non-
identifiability issue described in section II. This can be
resolved by further displacing the absorber parameter
by an amount δn := τn/

√
n where τn = n3ϵ so that

θabs := θ̃n − δn. As usual we write θ = θ̃n + un/
√

n
where un is a local parameter satisfying |un| ≤ nϵ, so
that θ = θabs + (un + τn)/

√
n.

In the third step we perform standard basis measurements
in the output of the modified dynamics which includes
the absorber. For simplicity, in the discussion below we
ignore the fact that we have n′ = n − ñ rather than n
output units, which does not affect the error scaling of
the estimator. Let ω = (ω1, . . . , ωn) be the measurement
outcome with distribution (19), where the local param-
eter un is replaced by un + τn to take into account the
displacement.

We now describe the construction of the estimator from
the outcomes of this last stage measurement. The esti-
mator will be built using the “pattern extraction” func-
tion {Nα,n(ω) : α ∈ P} ∈ NP that we defined in
the previous section; we recall that it associates to each
trajectory ω ∈ {0, 1}n a set of pattern counts, which
is uniquely determined by the condition that ω is a
maximal union of contiguous patterns separated by se-
quences of 0s of length at least nγ with a fixed 0 < γ < 1,
cf. Figure 1 d) for illustration. This means that the al-
gorithm will not detect any pattern which contains a
sequence of zeros of length larger than nγ, since this
would be seen as being made up of several identified
patterns. We now introduce the final estimator using
an intuitive argument based on extrapolating the results
of Theorem 3 from fixed to slowly growing local pa-
rameters un + τn. This means that Nα,n(ω) is approxi-



12

mately distributed as Poisson((un + τn)2|µα|2), for large
n; since τn = n3ϵ is larger than un = O(nϵ), the inten-
sity of the Poisson distribution diverges with n, and the
distribution can be approximated further by the normal
N((un + τn)2|µα|2, (un + τn)2|µα|2) with the same mean
and variance. Using

1
τn

(un + τn)
2 = 2un + τn + o(1)

1
τ2

n
(un + τn)

2 = 1 + o(1)

we obtain that

Yα,n :=
1

|µα|

(
Nα,n

τn
− τn|µα|2

)
has approximate distribution N(2un|µα|, 1). A simple
computation shows that the optimal estimator of un
based on the (approximately) normal variables Yα,n is
the linear combination

ûn := Yn :=
2

fθabs
∑
α

|µα|Yα,n =
2

fθabs
τn

∑
α

Nα,n −
τn

2
(22)

where fθabs
= 4 ∑α |µα|2 is the quantum Fisher informa-

tion rate of the output by Corollary 2. Note that Yn de-
pends only on the total number of patterns of the trajectory
ω, not to be confused with the total number of 1s.

Since Yα,n is approximately normal with distribution
N(2un|µα|, 1), we obtain that ûn has approximate dis-
tribution N(un, f−1

θabs
). The final estimator of θ is

θ̂n := θ̃n +
ûn√

n
. (23)

and it attains the QCRB in the sense that
√

n(θ̂n − θ) con-
verges in distribution to N(0, f−1

θ ).

At the moment we only have a rigorous proof of this
statement assuming a stronger version of Proposition 2,
which we were not able to obtain; however, we point
out that Theorem 2 in [1] establishes a similar optimal-
ity result in the case of multi-parameter estimation with
independent, identical copies.

Before proceeding, we need to introduce some more no-
tations. Let us consider the following collection of ran-
dom variables:

Nn,θ,θ̃ ∼ Poisson(λtot(θ̃)(
√

n(θ − θ̃) + τn)
2),

where n ∈ N, and θ̃, θ ∈ Θ. We recall that τn = n3ϵ is
the displacement size. Let us define

Yn,θ,θ̃ :=
1

2τnλtot(θ̃)
Nn,θ,θ̃ −

τn

2
.

Theorem 4. Let fix θ ∈ Θ at which fθ is continuous and let
θ̃n be a preliminary estimator which uses ñ := n1−ϵ samples

with ϵ small enough, such that it satisfies the concentration
bound

Pθ(|θ̃n − θ| > n−1/2+ϵ) ≤ Ce−nϵr (24)

for some constants C, r > 0. Let

θ̂n := θ̃n +
Yn√

n
,

be the final estimator as defined in (22) and (23).
If for every a ∈ R one has

lim
n→+∞

sup
θ̃:|θ̃−θ|<n−1/2+ϵ

|Eθ [eiaYn |θ̃n = θ̃]− E[eiaYn,θ,θ̃ ]| = 0,

(25)
then θ̂ is asymptotically optimal and asymptotically normal,
i.e. the following convergence in law holds for large n

√
n(θ̂n − θ)

Lθ−→ N
(

0,
1
fθ

)
.

The proof of the following theorem and the relationship
between the extra hypothesis in Eq. (25) and Proposition
2 can be found in Appendix G.

In the following section we illustrate our method with
results of numerical simulations on a qubit model.

VIII. NUMERICAL EXPERIMENTS

In this section we illustrate the estimation protocol
through numerical simulations, using a qubit model in-
spired by the previous work [1]. The simulations are
implemented in Python using the QuTiP package [136].

The quantum Markov chain model consists of a two-
dimensional system coupled to two-dimensional noise
units by a unitary Uθ with unknown parameter θ ∈ R,
where the noise units are all prepared in the same initial
state |0⟩. Since the system interacts with a fresh noise
unit at each step, it suffices to specify the action of Uθ on
the states |00⟩ and |10⟩, and we define

Uθ : |00⟩ → cos(θ)
√

1 − θ2|00⟩
+i sin(θ)

√
1 − θ2|10⟩+ θ|11⟩,

Uθ : |10⟩ → i sin(θ)
√

1 − λ|00⟩
+ cos(θ)

√
1 − λ|10⟩+

√
λeiϕ|01⟩,

where λ, ϕ are known parameters. In simulations we
used ϕ = π/4, λ = 0.8 and θ = 0.2 for the true values of
the parameter.

In a first simulation study we verify the predictions
made in Corollary 3. We run the dynamics for a to-
tal of n = 6 × 105 time steps, with absorber parame-
ter θabs = θ0 (cf. section III A) and system parameter
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θ = θ0 + u/
√

n such that θ = 0.2 and the local parame-
ter is u = 2.

For each run we perform repeated measurements in the
standard basis of the output units, to produce a mea-
surement record ω = (ω1, . . . , ωn). For each such tra-
jectory, the pattern counts Nα,n(ω) are obtained by iden-
tifying patterns (sequences starting and ending with a
1) which are separated by at least nγ 0s and no pattern
contains more than nγ 0s, where γ > 0 is a small pa-
rameter. This can be done by combing through the se-
quence and identifying occurrences of a given such pat-
tern padded by nγ 0s to the left and right (taking care
of the special case of the first and last patterns). Note
that for any given n this procedure will not count pat-
terns with more than nγ successive 0s. Since the mean
counts for each pattern α is |µα|2u2 and |µα|2 decays
exponentially with |α|, we find that patterns of such
length are unlikely to occur for large n. The results of
N = 2000 independent repetitions of the experiment
are illustrated in Figure 2 which shows a good match
between the counts histograms corresponding to sev-
eral patterns (in blue) and the theoretical Poisson dis-
tributions Poisson(|µα|2u2) (in orange) , as predicted by
Corollary 3.

FIG. 2: (Blue) Counts histograms for patterns
α = 1, 11, 101, 111 from N=2000 trajectories. (Orange

line) The Poisson distribution with intensity given by
|µα|2u2 matches well the empirical counts distribution,

as prescribed by Corollary 3.

In a second simulation study we use system parameter
θ = 0.2 and set the absorber at θabs = θ − δn, with dis-
placement δn = n−1/2τn for n = 6 × 105 and τn = 7. We
perform the same measurement as above and extract the
pattern counts Nα,n(ω) for each trajectory ω. We then
use the pattern counts estimator (23) to estimate θ, tak-
ing θ̃n = θ. This amounts to assuming that the first stage
of the general estimation procedure outlined in section
VII gives a perfect estimator, which is then used in set-
ting the absorber parameter in the second step. While

this procedure cannot be used in a practical situation,
the study has theoretical value in that it allows us to
study the performance of the pattern counts estimator
in its own right, rather than in conjunction with the first
step estimator. Figure 3 shows that the final estimator θ̂n
has Gaussian distribution with variance closely match-
ing 1/(n fθ), thus achieving the QCRB in this idealised
setup. This can also be seen by comparing the “effec-
tive” Fisher information Feff := (n(θ̂n − θ)2)−1 where
the mean square error is estimated from the data, with
the QFI rate fθ ; the former is equal to Feff = 13.8 while
the latter is fθ = 13.5.

FIG. 3: (Blue) Histogram of the final estimator θ̂n from
N=1000 trajectories with no first stage estimation

(θ = θ̃n). The effective Fisher information (inverse of
rescaled estimated variance) Feff ≈ 13.8 matches closely

the QFI fθ = 13.5. (Orange line) For comparison we
plot the density of the normal distribution with mean

θ̄ = 0.2 and variance σ2 = (n fθ)
−1.

In the third simulations study we implement the full es-
timation procedure described in section VII including
the first stage estimator. In the first step we fix θ = 0.2,
and run the Markov chain (without the absorber) for
ñ = 4 × 105. We then perform sequential measure-
ments in the standard basis on the output noise units
to obtain a measurement trajectory from which we com-
pute θ̃n by equating the empirical mean (the average
number of 1 counts) with the stationary expected value
cτ := Tr(ρss

τ K∗
τ,1Kτ,1), where Kτ,i are the system’s Kraus

operators. The effective Fisher information of this es-
timator is Feff = 4.06, significantly lower than the QFI
fθ = 13.5.

We then set the absorber to θabs = θ̃n − n−1/2τn where
τn = 25.5 and n = 6.6 × 106 and we run the system and
absorber chain for n′ = n − ñ steps. The system and
absorber is initialised in the pure stationary state cor-
responding to θ̃n, but since the system and absorber dy-
namics is assumed to be primitive, any other initial state
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FIG. 4: (Blue) Histogram of final estimator θ̂n from
N=1070 trajectories; the effective Fisher information is

Feff = 10.8 compared to the QFI fθ = 13.5. (Orange line)
The density of the normal distribution with mean

θ̄ = 0.2 and variance σ2 = (n fθ)
−1

.

will result in equivalent asymptotic results. We then per-
form the counting measurement as in the previous sim-
ulation studies to obtain a trajectory ω ∈ {0, 1}n′ and
extract the pattern counts Nα,n′(ω).

From these average counts we compute the estimator
(23), where the Fisher information f is computed at θ̃n
and multipled by n′/n to account for the smaller num-
ber of samples used in the last step. The results are illus-
trated in Figure 4 which compares the histogram of θ̂n
(in blue) with the density of a normal distribution with
mean θ and variance 1/(n fθ). We find that there is a
good fit with the normal distribution but less accurate
that that of the second simulation study, cf. Figure 3.
This is expected, since the final estimator is based on a
two stage estimation process and does not use any prior
information about θ. A more accurate measure of the
protocol’s performance is given by the effective Fisher
information which works out as Feff = 10.8 compared to
the QFI rate fθ = 13.5, while the effective Fisher infor-
mation of the first stage was only 4.06. These simulation
results are in agreement with the theoretical arguments
put forward in section VII which indicate that the two
stage estimator attains the QCRB asymptotically.

IX. CONCLUSIONS AND OUTLOOK

In this paper we developed a computationally efficient
strategy to estimate dynamical parameters of a quan-
tum Markov chain and provided strong theoretical evi-
dence that the estimator achieves the quantum Cramér-
Rao bound in the large time limit. In addition, we estab-

lished asymptotic results pertaining to the mathematical
structure of the output state which are of more general
interest.

The estimation strategy consisted of two estimation
stages. In the first stage a rough estimator is computed
from outcomes of simple output measurements by us-
ing a fast but non-optimal procedure, e.g. equating the
empirical counts with the expected value at the esti-
mated parameter. In the second stage, we used a coher-
ent quantum absorber [115] to post-process the output
[2, 114]. When tuned to the true value of the system pa-
rameter, the absorber “reverts” the evolution such that,
in the stationary regime, the post-processed output is
identical to the input “vacuum” product state. On the
other hand, small mismatches between system and ab-
sorber parameters lead to slight rotations away from
this product state, which can be detected by simple se-
quential measurements on the output “noise units”. To
achieve the perfect “null” setup it would seem natural
to use the first stage estimator as absorber parameter,
but as shown in [1], this leads to non-identifiability is-
sues and sub-optimal final estimators. Instead, we ap-
plied the displaced-null technique [1] which prescribes
an extra parameter shift, calibrated to remove the non-
identifiability issue while preserving the optimality of
the sequential measurement.

The key theoretical contributions of this work are related
to the understanding of the output state and the stochas-
tic measurement process. We introduced the concept
of translationally invariant modes (TIMs) of the output
and showed how they generate a Bosonic algebra in the
asymptotic limit. Each mode is labelled by a binary se-
quence called a “pattern” and its creation operator is
an average of shifted blocks consisting of tensor prod-
ucts operators. We then showed that when the mis-
match between system and absorber parameter scales
at the estimation rate n−1/2, the restriction of the output
state to the TIMs becomes a multi-mode coherent state
whose displacement depends linearly on the mismatch
(quantum Gaussian shift model). Moreover, we showed
that the TIMs carry all the quantum Fisher informa-
tion of the output state and are therefore the relevant
quantum statistics of the problem. While homodyne
is the standard optimal measurement for such models,
in the presence of the additional parameter displace-
ment the modes amplitudes become large and counting
measurements become effectively equivalent to homo-
dyne. Surprisingly, we discovered that the sequential
counting measurement acts as a joint measurement of
all TIMs number operators. Due to the proximity to the
vacuum state, typical trajectories consist of a relatively
small number of patterns separated by long sequences
of 0s. We showed that for large times the patterns counts
distribution converges to the Poisson distribution of the
TIMs coherent state. These insights allowed us to devise
a simple “pattern counting” estimator for estimating the
unknown parameter.
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Our discrete-time results open the way for fast and opti-
mal continuous-time estimation strategies based on co-
herent absorber post-processing [2] and simple pattern
counting estimation, as opposed to expensive maximum
likelihood methods. Interesting and important topics
for future investigations concerns the robustness of the
pattern counting method with respect to various types
of noises, improving the estimation accuracy for short
times, extensions to multi-parameter models and the re-
lationship between the general theory of quantum ab-
sorbers [135] and quantum estimation.
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Appendix A: Displaced-null measurements and asymptotic
normality

In this section we review the concept of quantum local
asymptotic normality (QLAN) in its simplest form involv-
ing a one-parameter family of pure states, and use it
to better understand the asymptotic theory of SLD and
displaced-null measurements. For the general QLAN
theory we refer to [116–121] and [122–124]. For our pur-
poses, QLAN expresses the fact that the statistical model
|ψθ⟩⊗n describing an ensemble of n identically prepared
systems can be approximated by a simpler quantum
Gaussian model consisting of a coherent state of a con-
tinuous variables (CV) system, whose mean is related
to θ by a linear transformation. Below, we will show
that the SLD measurement and the null measurement in
the multi-copy model correspond to measuring canoni-
cal variables and respectively displaced number opera-
tors in the Gaussian picture.

More precisely, let θ0 be a fixed parameter value and
write θ = θ0 + u/

√
n where u is a local parameter de-

scribing the deviation from θ0. The latter can be thought
of as being the first stage estimator θ̃n, and will be used
as such later on, but for the moment is considered to be
fixed and known. To simplify the presentation we as-
sume that ⟨ψθ0 |ψ̇θ0⟩ = 0, which can always be satisfied
by appropriately choosing the phase of |ψθ⟩ around θ0.
Let {|0⟩, . . . , |d − 1⟩} be an orthonormal basis such that
|0⟩ = |ψθ0⟩. Then in the first order of approximation we
can write the state as

|ψθ⟩ = |0⟩+ u√
n
|ψ̇θ0⟩+ O(n−1)

= |0⟩+ u√
n

d−1

∑
j=1

cj|j⟩+ O(n−1), cj = ⟨j|ψ̇θ0⟩.

The SLD is given by

Lθ0 = 2(|ψθ0⟩⟨ψ̇θ0 |+ |ψ̇θ0⟩⟨ψθ0 |) (A1)

and the QFI is Fθ0 = 4∥ψ̇θ0∥2 = 4∥c∥2, where c =

(c1, . . . , cd−1) ∈ Cd−1.

We now construct a Gaussian model which approxi-
mates the multiple copies model in the neighbourhood
of θ0. Let Fd−1 = F⊗(d−1) be the Fock space of d − 1
CV modes with annihilation operators (a1, . . . , ad−1),
and let |n⟩ = ⊗d−1

j=1 |nj⟩ be the Fock basis, where

n = (n1, . . . , nd−1) ∈ Nd−1. We further denote by
|z⟩ = ⊗d−1

j=1 |zi⟩ a coherent state with amplitude z =

(z1, . . . , zd−1) ∈ Cd−1 such that ⟨z|aj|z⟩ = zj. On the
Fock space we consider the quantum statistical model
with parameter u ∈ R consisting of coherent states

|cu⟩ = ⊗d−1
j=1 |cju⟩. (A2)

We now show (in three different ways) that the multiple
copies model |ψn

u⟩ := |ψ⊗n
θ0+u/

√
n⟩, which capture the lo-

cal properties of the original model around θ0 in terms of
the rescaled parameter u, is approximated by the Gaus-
sian model |cu⟩. Firstly, one can show that the collective
variables

Qn
j :=

1√
2n

n

∑
i=1

(|0⟩⟨j|+ |j⟩⟨0|)j

Pn
j :=

1√
2n

n

∑
i=1

(−i|0⟩⟨j|+ i|j⟩⟨0|)j (A3)

converge in distribution to the canonical variables Qj, Pj
of the CV Gaussian model, with respect to the state |cu⟩.
Secondly, the convergence holds on the geometric level,
i.e. it can be expressed in terms of the overlaps

lim
n→∞

⟨ψn
u |ψn

v ⟩ = ⟨cu|cv⟩.

where u, v are fixed local parameters. The reader will
recognise that for d = 2 these statements are statistical
reformulations of results from coherent spin states [137].

The third type of QLAN convergence is akin to the Le
Cam strong convergence of statistical models in clas-
sical statistics [138]; it states that the multi-copy and
Gaussian models can be mapped into each other oper-
ationally by means of quantum channels. Let Sn be the

symmetric subspace of
(

Cd
)⊗n

and let Vn : Sn → Fd−1

be the isometry

|n; n⟩ 7→ |n⟩

where |n; n⟩ is the normalised projection onto Sn of the

basis vector
(
⊗d−1

j=1 |j⟩
⊗nj
)
⊗ |0⟩n−|n| ∈

(
Cd
)⊗n

. Then
the following holds for any 0 < γ < 1 [119]

lim
n→∞

sup
|u|≤n1−γ

∥Vn|ψn
u⟩ − |cu⟩∥ = 0
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which means that the original model can be mapped iso-
metrically (with no loss of information) into the Gaus-
sian model with vanishing asymptotic error, uniformly
over all the relevant local parameters.

From the estimation perspective, QLAN can be used to
devise an asymptotically optimal, two steps measure-
ment strategy for the multi-copy model. We first com-
pute a preliminary estimator θ̃n by using a small sub-
sample and set θ0 = θ̃n. Subsequently, we map the en-
semble state into the (approximately) Gaussian one by
applying the isometry Vn, and then measure the SLD
ac† + ca† of the Gaussian shift model, which is the limit
of 1√

n ∑n
i=1 L

(i)
θ0

where Lθ0 is the SLD (A1). Joining the
two estimation stages, we compute the final estimator
as θ̂n = θ̃n + ûn/

√
n where ûn = X/Fθ̃n

and X is the
result of the second stage measurement. Similarly to (1),
the estimator θ̂n defined above is optimal in the sense
that it achieves the QCRB asymptotically, cf. equation
(2).

We now move away from SLD measurements and con-
sider the QLAN perspective on displaced-null measure-
ments. An important point here is that the parameter u
of the Gaussian shift model |cu⟩ is not completely arbi-
trary but can be considered to be bounded by nϵ, where
n is the sample size of the qudit ensemble. Indeed, recall
that the reference parameter θ0 should be thought of as a
preliminary estimator θ̃n obtained by measuring a sub-
sample of ñ = n1−ϵ qudits. Assuming this has standard
concentration properties i.e. |θ − θ̃n| < n−1/2+ϵ with
high probability, and writing θ = θ̃n + u/

√
n we obtain

|u| ≤ nϵ [1].

While the collective SLD observable in the qudit model
maps onto a quadrature of the limit model, a measure-
ment in the null basis {|e0⟩ ≡ |ψθ0⟩, . . . , |ed−1⟩} corre-
sponds to a simultaneous measurement of the number
operators Nj = a∗j aj, for all the CV modes aj. More pre-
cisely, in the limit of large n the joint distribution of the
counts {Nj,n}d−1

j=1 for outcomes corresponding to vectors

{|ej⟩}d−1
j=1 , converges to the joint distribution of the num-

ber operators {Nj = a∗j aj}d−1
j=1 with respect to the coher-

ent state |cu⟩, which is the product of independent Pois-
son distributions Poisson(|cj|2u2). Since the latter de-
pends on u2, the local parameter is non-identifiable so
the measurement does not distinguish the parameters
θ± := θ0 ± u/

√
n. Consequently, any final estimator

has an error of the same order as the statistical error of
the initial estimator, and is therefore far from optimal.
Let us now change the reference point to θ0 = θ̃n − δn,
with δn = τn/

√
n and τn = n3ϵ. From this vantage

point the limit model is |c(u + τn)⟩, and measuring in
the displaced-null basis {|e0⟩ ≡ |ψθ0⟩, . . . |ed−1⟩} is again
asymptotically equivalent to measuring the number op-
erators {Nj}d−1

j=1 , with the difference that the limiting

distribution is the product of Poisson(|cj|2(u + τn)2).
Since |u| < nϵ (with high probability) due to the pre-
liminary estimation step, and τn ≫ nϵ this means that
u is uniquely determined by the measurement distri-
bution. Moreover, for large n the Poisson distribution
can be approximated by the Gaussian N(λn

i , λn
i ) where

λn
i = |ci|2(u + τn)2. By expanding (u + τn)2/τn and

neglecting u2/τn = O(n−ϵ) we obtain that the rescaled
variable

Yi,n =
1
|ci|

(
Ni,n

τn
− τn|ci|2

)
converges in distribution to N(2u|ci|, 1). A simple signal
to noise analysis shows that the best estimator of u is the
linear combination

ûn =
1

2∥c∥2

d−1

∑
j=1

|cj|Yj,n =
1

2τn∥c∥2

d−1

∑
j=1

Nj,n −
τn

2

Its limiting distribution is N(u, F−1
θ ) where Fθ = 4∥c∥2

is the quantum Fisher information of the original model.
In particular the final estimator θ̂n = θ̃n + û/

√
n

achieves the QCRB in the sense of (2).

Appendix B: Proofs of Proposition 1 and Corollary 1

Proof of Proposition 1. Let α = (α(1), . . . , α(p)), β =

(β(1), . . . , β(q)) be the patterns with non-zero counts for
n and respectively m; let (n1, . . . , np) and (m1, . . . , mq)
be their counts, and let M be the maximum length of all
patterns in α and β.

Since pattern creation operators A∗
α(n) involve sums of

σα
i for different positions i, the Fock state |n; n⟩ is a su-

perposition of vectors obtained by applying the follow-
ing type of ordered products to the vacuum

np

∏
k=1

σα(p)

ip,k
· · ·

n1

∏
k=1

σα(1)

i1,k

where ij,k is the index marking the location of the left
end of the k-th pattern α(j), with j ∈ {1, . . . , p} and
k ∈ {1, . . . , nj}. In general, some of these operators may
‘overlap’ (act on the same spin) and the computation
of the superposition becomes cumbersome. However,
since the total length of the patterns is finite, for large n,
the main contribution in the superposition comes from
arrangements in which there are no overlapping pat-
terns. Even more, we can restrict to arrangements where
the patterns are separated by at least M zeros, in which
case each pattern in the sequence of zeros and ones can
be identified unambiguously.
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Therefore

|n; n⟩

=
1√
n|n|

1√
n!

∑
i∈I(n;n)

p

∏
j=1

nj

∏
k=1

σα(j)

ij,k
|Ωn⟩+ o(1)

=
1√
n|n|

1√
n!

∑
i∈I(n;n)

|ω(i, n)⟩+ o(1) (B1)

where n! := n1! . . . np! and I(n; n) is the subset of lo-
cations i = {ij,k} leading to non-overlapping patterns
with counts set n, such that all patterns are at distance
of at least M from each other, and ω(i, n) ∈ {0, 1}n is
the basis vector (trajectory) obtained by placing the all
the patterns corresponding to the counts set n at loca-
tions prescribed by i. More precisely i ∈ I(n; n) if for
any two pairs (j, k) and ( j̃, k̃) with ij,k ≤ i j̃,k̃ one has

ij,k + |α(j)|+ M − 1 < i j̃,k̃. The basis vector |ω(i, n)⟩ con-

sist of zeros except patterns α(j) written at positions ij,k
for j ∈ {1, . . . , p} and k ∈ {1, . . . , nj}.

To show that the remainder term is o(1) note that any
term in the superposition |n, n⟩ corresponding to a spe-
cific product of σs is a vector of the standard basis, and
any such vector |ω⟩ has at most a fixed number M · |n|
of 1s. Note also that the action of applying a pattern
σα

i to the vacuum cannot be reversed by applying sub-
sequent σs, since these contain only creation operators.
This means that for a given |ω⟩, the locations i = {ij,k}
of the σs producing this vector are limited to an area
of size 2M around each 1 in the sequence, or in other
words, the coefficient of |ω⟩ is bounded by (2M)M|n|.
On the other hand, the number of basis vectors |ω⟩ ob-
tained by applying patterns such that at least two over-
lap or are at distance smaller than M from each other
is o(n|n|) since the number of possible locations for two
such σs is O(n). Therefore, the remainder term in (B1) is
o(1).
Using equation (B1) we obtain

⟨m; n|n; n⟩ =
1√

n|n| · n|m| · n! · m!
∑
i,ĩ

⟨ω(i, n)|ω(ĩ, m)⟩+ o(1)

where the sum runs over i ∈ I(n; n) and ĩ ∈ I(m; n).
Since each i and ĩ uniquely determines the patterns it
contains, the basis vectors |ω(i, n)⟩ and |ω(ĩ, m)⟩ have
non-zero overlap (coincide) only if their sets of patterns
coincide, i.e. n = m. Therefore, if n ̸= m hold then

lim
n→∞

⟨m; n|n; n⟩ = 0.

On the other hand, if m = n then

lim
n→∞

⟨n; n|n; n⟩ = lim
n→∞

1
n|n|n!

(n!)2 |I(n, n)|
n!

= 1

where we took into account that each basis vector
|ω(i, n)⟩ appears n! times in the sum over i ∈ I(n; n),
and that

lim
n→∞

|I(n, n)|
n|n| = 1.

Proof of Corollary 1. As shown in the proof of Proposi-
tion 1 the ”Fock state” |n; n⟩ can be approximated by a
superposition of basis states in which the patterns in n
are non-overlapping and are situated at least at a certain
distance from each other. Moreover the remainder term
contains o(n|n|) basis vectors with bounded coefficients.
After applying A∗

β(n), the multiplicity of each basis vec-
tor |ω⟩ is finite and the number of possible basis vectors
is o(n|n|+1). Taking account of the factor n−(|n|+1)/2 we
find that the action of A∗

β(n) on the o(1) remainder in (1)
is still o(1). On the other hand, the action on the main
term in (1) is to add a pattern β separated by the other
patterns by max(M, |β|), with a negligible term coming
from locations in which β overlaps with or is too close to
one of the existing patterns. The factor

√
nβ + 1 comes

from the definition of the ”Fock state” |n + δ(β); n⟩.
The action of Aβ(n) on one of the vectors |ω(i, n)⟩ is to
produce a superposition of basis vectors in which the
pattern β has been removed from the set n of patters, at
all possible locations. This may include removing part
of a existing pattern α(j) which coincides with β. These
two case will produce orthogonal vectors and can be
evaluated separately. In the first case, the pattern β is
removed from one of the locations where such pattern
existed.

In the Fourier decomposition of √nβ|n − δβ; n⟩, a basis
vector |ω⟩ given by non-overlapping patterns has coef-
ficient

c(ω) =
√

nβ
n!
nβ

√n · nβ√
n|n|n!

= n!
√

n√
n|n|n!

Such a vector can be obtained in approximately n ways
by removing a pattern β from a basis vector which ap-
pears in the decomposition of |n; n⟩. Therefore its coef-
ficient in Aβ|n, n⟩ is approximately

n!√
n
· n · 1√

n|n|n!

where we took into account a factor 1/
√

n from the
definition of Aβ. We therefore obtain that the coef-
ficients of the non-overlapping terms in Aβ|n; n⟩ and
√nβ|n − δβ; n⟩ agree asymptotically. The fact that the
o(1) terms remain small after applying Aβ can be shown
similarly to the above.
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Appendix C: Proofs of Theorem 2 and Lemma 2

Proof of Theorem 2. In order to prove the theorem, we
will make use of the method of moments; this can be
done since the moment problem corresponding to the
moments of Poisson and Gaussian random variables ad-
mits a unique solution (this can be seen for instance us-
ing Cramér condition, see [139, 140]).

Number operators. We will show the convergence of
the moments of Nα(n) in the state ρout

u,n to those of a Pois-
son random variable of intensity λ(u) := u2λα. We re-
call the the r-th moment of a Poisson random variable
of intensity λ(u) is equal to ∑r

m=1 S(r, m)λ(u)m where
S(r, m) are the Stirling numbers of the second type: a
combinatorial interpretation of S(r, m) is the number of
partitions in m non-empty subsets of a set of cardinality
r.

Let us focus on the expression of the r-th moment of
Nα(n). For simplicity we denote ⟨X⟩u := ρ̃out

u,n(X). From
(10) we have

⟨Nα(n)r⟩u =
1
nr

n−|α|+1

∑
i1,...,ir=1
j1,...,jr=1

⟨σα
i1 σα∗

j1 · · · σα
ir σα∗

jr ⟩u. (C1)

Splitting of the sum based on non-overlapping groups
of σs. Let us consider a term σα

i1
σα∗

j1
· · · σα

ir σα∗
jr and repre-

sent each σα
i or σα∗

i as a block of length |α| covering po-
sitions {i, i + 1, . . . i + |α| − 1} of the string {1, 2, . . . n}.
Depending on the overlapping pattern of the blocks,
the indices can be split (uniquely) in a number s =
s(i1, j1, . . . , ir, jr) of groups (1 ≤ s ≤ 2r) such that blocks
in different groups do not overlap, and each group can-
not be split into further non-overlapping sub-groups.
Among these groups we identify g = g(i1, j1, . . . , ir, jr)
special groups characterised by the fact that they are
made up of one or more pairs of blocks of the type
(σα∗

z σα
z ) for some z. We call P0 the set of such groups.

Note that not all groups associated to a product of σs
can be in P0 because the order of σα∗

z and σα
z in the latter

is opposite to that in which such terms appear in Nα(n).
For example, consider the pattern α =”11” for n = 10
and the term

σα
8 σα∗

1 σα
6 σα∗

8 σα
1 σα∗

2 σα
2 σα∗

5

This has 3 non-overlapping groups of operators (that
commute with each others): the first one

σα∗
1 σα

1 σα∗
2 σα

2

belongs to P0, while the second and third ones

σα
6 σα∗

5 and σα
8 σα∗

8

are not in P0. Therefore s = 3 and g = 1.

Let us now look at the expected value of a given product
of σs. We have

⟨σα
i1 σα∗

j1 · · · σα
ir σα∗

jr ⟩u = ρss
u

(
Cu,1T̃ x1

u · · · T̃ xs−1
u Cu,s(1)

)
(C2)

where xi’s are the distances between the non-
overlapping groups and Cu,i is the map corresponding
to the i-th group, which is computed according to
the following rule. In every group we multiply the
operators on a given position (we may have several
σ+, σ− or σ0 on one position) and the result will be an
element of the set O := {σ+, σ−, σ0, |0⟩⟨0|, |1⟩⟨1|, 0}.
For example the first group above gives

σα∗
1 σα

1 σα∗
2 σα

2 = (|0⟩⟨0|)1(|0⟩⟨0|)2(|0⟩⟨0|)3

while

σα
6 σα∗

5 = σ−
5 (|1⟩⟨1|)6σ+

7

and

σα
8 σα∗

8 = (|1⟩⟨1|)8(|1⟩⟨1|)9.

Suppose the result of this computation is O1
i · · ·Ok

i+k−1,
with Ok ∈ O; then in the expectation, this translates into
a superoperator Cu = Cu[O1] ◦ · · · ◦ Cu[Ok] obtained by
composing in the same order basic maps Cu[O] defined
as follows

Cu[σ
+] := Au,1, Cu[σ

0] := Au,0, Cu[σ
−] := Au,−1,

Cu[0] := 0, Cu[|j⟩⟨j|] := Bu,j, j ∈ {0, 1}.

where Au,i are defined as in equation (15) by replacing
K̃i with K̃u,i and

Bu,j(x) =

{
K̃∗

u,1xK̃u,1 j = 1
K̃∗

u,0xK̃u,0 j = 0
.

In what follows we will drop the label u when u = 0.

We can now compute the expectation of our example
product of σs as

⟨σα
8 σα∗

1 σα
6 σα∗

8 σα
1 σα∗

2 σα
2 σα∗

5 ⟩u =

ρss
u

(
B3

u,0T̃uAu,−1Bu,1Au,1B2
u,1(1)

)
.

Let us define the space

1⊥ := {x ∈ M(CD) : ρ̃ss(x) = 0},

and note that the following properties hold true:

• A0 and B0 leave 1⊥ invariant;

• the image of Ai and Bj for i, j ̸= 0 is contained in
1⊥;
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• for every m ≥ 1, the norm of Am
0 = T̃ m restricted

to 1⊥ is less or equal than cλm for some c > 0 and
1 > λ > 0.

The reason why we singled out groups in P0 is given by
the following key observation: such groups are the only
ones for which the corresponding map Cu,i is only com-
posed by Au,0s and Bu,0s. Any other group will contain
at least one Au,±1 or Bu,1 factor. From this and the prop-
erties above it follows that if C is not in P0 then

∥T̃ m ◦ C∥ ≤ cλm. (C3)

We will often identify the maps with the corresponding
patterns saying, for instance, that the map is in P0 when
the corresponding group is.

We will prove the convergence of moments by expand-
ing in Taylor series in u and showing the convergence at
each order. The moment of order r of the Poisson distri-
bution with intensity u2λα is

mr =
r

∑
k=1

S(r, k)u2kλk
α (C4)

where S(r, k) are the Stirling numbers of second kind;
the mth derivative with respect to u at u = 0 is
S(r, m/2)m!λm/2

α for m even, and zero otherwise.

Recall that each term in (C1) gives rise to a a certain set
of groups of indices made up of overlapping blocks, and
each group corresponds to a map Cu,i such that the ex-
pectation is expressed as in equation in (C2). We will
show that in limit of large n, the only terms which con-
tribute to the m-th derivative are those coming from cer-
tain configurations with s − g = m where s is the num-
ber of groups and g is the number of groups in P0.

Taylor approximation for a given set (Cu,1, . . . Cu,s) up
to order m = s − g. Let us consider the sum of all
the terms in Eq. (C1) coming from all the correla-
tions corresponding to a given sequence of maps C :=
(Cu,1, . . . , Cu,s). This contribution is given by the prod-
uct between a combinatorial factor (independent of n)
counting how many products of σs in (C1) lead to the
same set of maps C and the following sum

1
nr ∑

x0+···+xs=n−K
ρ̃ss

u

(
Cu,1T̃ x1

u · · · T̃ xs−1
u Cu,s(1)

)
, (C5)

where K is the total length of all the s blocks in C, which
is smaller than 2|α|r. Note that the factors T̃ x0

u and T̃ xs
u

have been suppressed due to stationarity but the indices
x0, xs are still present in the sum. We denote by g the
number of maps in (Cu,1, . . . , Cu,s) that belong to P0.

Let us now consider the Taylor expansion of the cor-
relations in (C5). The 0-th order term is 0 because at
least one Ci is not in P0 and hence ρ̃ss annihilates the
result. This is because on one hand, Ci∗(ρ̃

ss) = ρ̃ss for

all Ci ∈ P0, but on the other hand at least one Ci is not
in P0 and hence it contains a term A±1 or B1 for which
A±1∗(ρ̃

ss) = B1∗(ρ̃
ss) = 0 since K̃1|χss⟩ = 0.

Before addressing in detail the derivatives of (C5) we
make some remarks concerning the magnitude of the
sum. Note that this contains O(ns) terms which are uni-
formly bounded and the largest possible value of s is
2r (all patterns are non-overlapping). On the other hand
the sum is preceded by the factor n−r and any derivative
further multiplies it by n−1/2 since all operators depend
on u via u/

√
n. These arguments alone are not sufficient

to deduce the convergence of (low order) derivatives, at
least for configurations C with large s.

The key additional ingredient is the fact that for Ci /∈ P0,
the factors T̃ xiCi are exponentially decreasing, cf. equa-
tion (C3). This will provide more conservative upper
bounds for the derivatives of the sum (C5), as detailed
below. Before considering that, note that the exponen-
tial bound can also be used to get an alternative proof of
the convergence to 0 of

1
nr ∑

x0+···+xs=n−K
Cu,1T̃ x1

u · · · T̃ xs−1
u Cu,s(1).

Indeed, by summing over xis for groups not in P0, we
get that the sum (C5) is O(ng/nr) rather than O(ns/nr).
Since in any configuration C , at least one group is not in
P0, and each group in P0 has at least two of the original
2r blocks, we see that g < r so that the whole sum is
O(n−1). The upshot for derivatives will be that in order
to create contributions that do not decay, the derivatives
have to be applied in an ”efficient” way, namely to fac-
tors of the type T xi ◦ Ci with Ci not in P0. This will break
the exponential decay and allow for the balancing of the
terms in the derivative with the pre-factor n−r.

Consider now the case of the first order derivative of the
sum (C5). This will split into a sum of sub-sums, one for
each of the terms Cu,i or T xi

u that are differentiated. Each
sub-sum will be shown to have a decaying contribution
to the derivative.

i) If a term Cu,i in P0 is differentiated, then the sub-
sum is similar to the original sum with the differ-
ence that Cu,i is replaced by another bounded term
Ċi). The overall contribution is then of the order
n−r × ng × n−1/2 which decays since g < r.

ii) If a term T̃ xi−1
u is differentiated, for which Cu,i is in

P0 then the product T̃ xi−1
u Cu,i becomes the sum

Si =
xi−1

∑
l=1

T̃ xi−1−l ˙̃T T̃ l−1Ci(·) (C6)

By ergodicity T̃ l−1(Ci(·)) converges exponentially
fast to ρ̃ss(Ci(·))1 for large l so

Si =
xi−1

∑
l′=1

T̃ l′( ˙̃T (1)) · ρ̃ss(Ci(·)) + O(1)
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By the same argument T̃ l′ ˙̃T (1) converges to
ρ̃ss( ˙̃T (1)) = 0 for large values of l′. The latter
follows from differentiating ρ̃ss

u (T̃u(·)) = ρ̃ss
u (·).

Therefore Si is O(1) which does not change the
magnitude of the overall sum before differentia-
tion, so this contribution decays as well, as argued
in point i).

iii) If a term T̃ xi−1
u is differentiated, for which Cu,i

is not in P0, one obtains a sum Si as in equa-
tion (C6). Since Ci leaves 1⊥ invariant we have
∥T̃ l ◦ Ci∥ ≤ cλl so the terms with large l be-
come negligible while for small l (large xi−1 − l)
T̃ xi−1−l(·) converges to ρ̃ss(·)1. Therefore, using
∑∞

l′=0 T̃ l′Ci = R̃Ci where R is the Moore-Penrose
inverse of Id − T̃ , we obtain

Si = ρss( ˙̃T R̃Ci(·))1 + o(1).

Hence differentiating T̃ xi−1
u for which Cu,i is not

in P0 removes the exponential decay associated
to un-differentiated term T̃ xi−1

u Cu,i so that the up-
per bound for this contribution to the derivative is
ng+1n−1/2n−r. Since g < r we have g + 1 − 1/2 −
r < 0 so the contribution to the derivative decays
(even though it decays slower than the previous
sub-sums, which will be important when consid-
ering higher derivatives).

iv) If a term Cu,i not in P0 is differentiated then for
large xi−1

T̃ xi−1 Ċi(·) = ρ̃ss(Ċi(·))1 + o(1)

This means that such a derivative breaks the
exponential decay of the product T̃ xi−1Ci but
the contribution to the sum is still bounded by
ng+1n−1/2n−r.

The upshot of the argument for the first order derivative
is that differentiating a Cu,i in P0 or the factor T xi−1 in
front of it, does not increase the magnitude of the sum
and the contribution to the overall sum decays. On the
other hand, differentiating a Cu,i which is not in P0 or the
factor T xi−1 in front of it, breaks the overall exponential
decay of the product and contributes with an additional
factor n1/2 compared to the un-differentiated term.

We now consider higher order derivatives. One can
again consider the possible positions where derivatives
are applied and evaluate their separate contributions to
the derivative. Following the same argument as in point
i) above, one can see that differentiating a term Cu,i in P0
once or multiple times does not bring any change com-
pared to the term before differentiation. Similarly, as in
point ii) one finds that differentiating T xi−1

u in front of
Cu,i which is in P0, once or multiple times does not bring
any change (this is due to the fact that dk

duk T x
u (1) = 0

for every k ≥ 1). Now we move our attention to terms
T xi−1

u Cu,i for which Cu,i is not in P0. As in cases iii)
and iv) above, differentiating either one of the two fac-
tors will break the exponential decay and bring an extra
overall multiplicative factor n1/2 compared to the un-
differentiated terms. However if any of the two fac-
tors is differentiated further (more than one derivative
in the product T xi−1

u Cu,i) then the additional derivative
does not change the bound except for the multiplicative
factor n−1/2 due to differentiation. This shows that in
order to obtain contributions that do not vanish asymp-
totically, the derivatives have to be placed on the prod-
ucts T xi−1

u Cu,i for which Cu,i is not in P0, with at most
one derivative for each product.

Recall that we are considering derivatives up to order
m = s − g which is equal to the number of Cu,i not
in P0. According to the argument above, the most
favourable positions for the derivatives is on different
terms T xi−1

u Cu,i. Therefore, for a derivative of order
k ≤ m the entire derivative can be upper bounded as

n−r × n−k/2 × ng × nk = n−r+g+k/2

Since k ≤ m = s − g the exponent is smaller than
t := −r + g + (s − g)/2. We will show that t ≤ 0
with equality if and only if m = s − g and the con-
figuration C is such that all groups in P0 consists of 2
perfectly overlapping σs and the groups not in P0 con-
sists of single blocks. Indeed for given total number 2r
of σ blocks, s + g is maximum if all groups in P0 have
just two σ blocks and all others have a single block, so
2g + s − g = s + g ≤ 2r, which implies t ≤ 0. In con-
clusion, for any configuration C, the derivatives below
order m = s − g decay asymptotically, and that of order
m does as well unless C is of the special type described
above. Derivatives of order above m will be treated be-
low. Note that for the special configurations, m is even
so all odd derivatives decay, as is expected from the fact
that the intensity of the limit Poisson distribution is pro-
portional to u2. We will now compute the limit of the
mth derivative for the special configuration.

If Ci ∈ P0 consists of two blocks of σs then the corre-
sponding product is

σα∗σα = Oα1 . . . Oα|α|

where α = (α1, . . . , α|α|) and O0 := 1, O1 = |0⟩⟨0|.
Therefore

Ci = C(α1) . . . C(α|α|)

with C(0) = A0 = T and C(1) = B0. Therefore when
x1, . . . , xs are large the following holds

T xi−1Ci(·) = ρss(Ci(·))1 + o(1) = ρss(·)1 + o(1)

since ρss ◦ A0 = ρss and ρss ◦ B0 = ρss This means that
for large x1, . . . , xs the derivative of order m = 2(m/2)
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factorises as

|ρss(Ṫ RAα(1) + ρss(Ãα(1))|2(m/2)

where Ãα is obtained from Aα differentiating the first
A1. This formula follows from the contributions ob-
tained at points iii) and iv) above and the fact that the
groups that are differentiated contain a single σ block.

We remark that the term for which we computed the
limit appears in the m-th derivative with a factor m! in
front.

Finally, we need to compute the combinatorial factor
counting the number of terms in the expectation which
produce the desired set C consisting of g = r − m/2
groups of two σs in P0 plus m groups of single σs (with
s = r + m/2 total number of groups).

We will show that this is exactly S(r, m/2) (Stirling num-
ber of second type) i.e. the number of partitions of a set
of r elements into m/2 non-empty subsets. For this it is
enough to show that the numbers of ways in which we
can pair the σs is in a bijection with the partitions in m/2
classes of r elements. Consider the collection of σs

σα
i1 σα∗

j1 · · · σα
ir σα∗

jr ,

which, for our purposes, we can identify with the set of
”dipoles”

(α, α∗)1, · · · , (α, α∗)r

In order to create a C in P0, we need to pair a σα∗
jz with

a σα
iw such that z < w. This induces an equivalence rela-

tion on the collection of dipoles where we identify two
dipoles (α, α∗)z, (α, α∗)w if jz = iw and we impose tran-
sitivity of this relation. By construction, in each equiva-
lence class {(α, α∗)z1 , (α, α∗)zk} we have jzl = izl+1 so all
positions of α∗s are equal to the position of α in the next
dipole. In other words, an equivalence class uniquely
determines a set of pairs of equal indices, and altogether
the set of equivalence classes uniquely determine the
splitting into P0 groups. Since iz1 and jzk are the only in-
dices that are not paired in the chosen equivalence class,
the number of classes is m/2, i.e. half of the number of
groups not in P0. The number of ways to group the r
dipoles in m/2 equivalence classes is the Stirling num-
ber of second type S(r, m/2) which provided the combi-
natorial factor for our mth order derivative.

With this we conclude that the mth order derivative of
(C1) converges to the corresponding derivative of (C4).

Reminder of the Taylor approximation (order s − g +
1). The last thing we need to check is that the remain-
der corresponding to the sum of all the terms in Eq.
(C1) with s non-overlapping blocks is negligible; the re-
minder is given by

um′

m′!nr+ m′
2

∑
x1+···+xs=n−K

dm′

dum′ fx1,...,xs (u)

∣∣∣∣∣
u=ηx1,...,xs−1

for some |ηx1,...,xs−1 | ≤ |u|/
√

n, where m′ = s − g + 1
and

fx1,...,xs(u) = ρss
u

(
C1,uT x1

u · · · T xs−1
u Cs,u(1)

)
.

Notice that r + m′/2 > s: indeed,

r +
s − g + 1

2
> s ⇔ 2r + 1 > g + s.

Therefore, it is enough to show that

dl+1

dul+1 fx1,...,xs(u)

∣∣∣∣∣
u=ηx1,...,xs−1

, 2 ≤ l ≤ 2r

are uniformly bounded: the only terms that requires
some care are the derivatives of T x

u , which are of the
type

∑
0≤l1≤···≤lk≤x

T x−lk
η T (mk)

η · · · T (m1)
η T l1−1

η ,

where T (m)
η stays for the m-th derivative of Tu evaluated

at η. Using

• the spectral decomposition of Tη(·) = ρss
η (·)1 +

Rη , with ρss
η (Rη(·)) = 0 and ∥Rη∥ ≤ λ < 1 (for n

big enough) and

• the fact that T (m)(1) = 0 (m ≥ 1),

we have that

∑
0≤l1≤···≤lk≤x

∥T x−lk
η T (mk)

η · · · T (m1)
η T l1−1

η ∥ =

∑
0≤l1≤···≤lk≤x

∥T x−lk
η T (mk)

η Rlk−lk−1−1
η · · · T (m1)

η Rl1−1
η ∥ ≤

C ∑
0≤l1≤···≤lk≤x

λlk ,

which is bounded.

Quadratures. For the sake of keeping notation simple,
we will show the proof in the case of z = 1, but the same
reasoning applies to the general case inserting z and z
where needed. We recall that k = |α|.
First of all, notice that the mean of Qα(n) converges to
uµα,1: indeed, its first moment is given by

1√
n

n−k+1

∑
i=1

ρ̃ss(u/
√

n)
(√

2ℜ(Aα)(1)
)
→ uµα,1.

In order to simplify the proof, we consider the standard-
ised random variable

√
2
(

Qα(n)−
n − k + 1

n
uµα,1

)
=

A∗
α(n) + Aα(n)− 2ℜ(µα)u =

1√
n

n−k+1

∑
i=1

σ̃α
i (u) + σ̃α∗

i (u),
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where

σ̃α(u) = σα − u√
n

ρ((Ṫ RAα + Ãα)(1))1.

In order to prove the statement, we need to show that
the sequence of standardized quadratures converges in
law to a standard Gaussian random variable.

For r ≥ 2, the r-th moment of the standardised random
process at time n has the following expression:

∑
j1,...,jr∈{α,α∗}

1
nr/2

n−k+1

∑
i1,...,ir=1

⟨σ̃j1
i1
· · · σ̃

jr
ir ⟩u/

√
n.

Consider the correlation corresponding to a choice of
indices i1, . . . , ir such that there are exactly s non-
overlapping groups and let g be the number of groups
with overlapping terms of the form σ̃α∗

z (u)σ̃α
z (u) (as be-

fore, we denote the set of such groups as P0). As before,
these are the only overlapping groups that at u = 0 will
produce an operator which is not in 1⊥.

First suppose that s − g > 0. We can prevent the maps
which do not belong to P0 to be annihilated by ρ and to
cause an exponential decay differentiating and repeat-
ing the same computations as in the case of number
operators. If we consider the m-th term in the Taylor
expansion up to m = s − g, we can see that it grows
at most as n to the power g + m/2 − r/2; if we want
the exponent to be bigger or equal than 0, we need
that m ≥ r − 2g; since m ≤ s − g, one realises that
g + m/2 − r/2 can at most be equal to 0 and this is true
when m = s − g and s + g = r, which means that every
group in P0 is of the form σ̃α∗

z (u)σ̃α
z (u) and all the other

groups are singletons. However, if a group is composed
by a single element, since we centered the random pro-
cess, the first derivative will not be enough to cancel the
exponential decay. Therefore, if s − g > 0, the corre-
sponding terms will decrease to 0.

On the other hand, if r is even and s = g = r/2, the 0-th
order term is equal to 1, hence the leading term comes
from the case when r is even and g = r/2. In this case
one can see that the limit quantity is equal to 1 times
the way we can pair the σ̃(u)’s in groups of the type
σ̃α∗

z (u)σ̃α
z (u) and this is given by (r − 1)!! (which is the

number of partition into pairs of a set of r elements).

The reminder can be controlled as in the case of number
operators.

Proof of Lemma 2. Alternative expression for µα. Using
that K̃0|χss⟩ = |χss⟩ and K̃1|χss⟩ = 0, one can write

˙̃T∗(ρ̃ss) =
1

∑
i=0

˙̃Ki|χss⟩⟨χss|K̃∗
i + K̃i|χss⟩⟨χss| ˙̃K∗

i

=| ˙̃K0χss⟩⟨χss|+ |χss⟩⟨ ˙̃K0χss|
.

Under the ”gauge condition (6) and using the explicit
expression of K̃θ,i’s in Eq. (D1) we obtain ⟨χss| ˙̃K0χss⟩ =
0.

From K̃∗
0 K̃0 + K̃∗

1 K̃1 = 1 we obtain K̃∗
0 |χss⟩ = |χss⟩.

Therefore

K̃0 = |χss⟩⟨χss|+ Pss
⊥ K̃0Pss

⊥

where Pss
⊥ = 1 − |χss⟩⟨χss|, which implies

∑
k≥0

K̃k
0| ˙̃K0χss⟩ = |(1 − K̃0)

−1 ˙̃K0χss⟩

and

R̃∗
˙̃T∗(ρ̃ss) = |(1 − K̃0)

−1 ˙̃K0χss⟩⟨χss|
+ |χss⟩⟨(1 − K̃0)

−1 ˙̃K0χss|. (C7)

When we evaluate it against Aα(1), the first term in the
previous equation gets killed, while the second one pro-
duces the term

⟨K̃α|α| · · · K̃α1(1 − K̃0)
−1 ˙̃K0χss|χss⟩.

The rest of the proof is just a trivial check.

Expression for the total intensity. Since λα ≥ 0, one has
that ∑α λα = C ∈ [0,+∞] and the limit is always the
same irrespectively of the choice of partial sums. Notice
that

λ(1) = |⟨(K̃1(1 − K̃0)
−1 ˙̃K0 +

˙̃K1)χ
ss|χss⟩|2

= Tr(|χss⟩⟨χss|Y),

where

Y := |(K̃1(1 − K̃0)
−1 ˙̃K0 +

˙̃K1)χ
ss⟩

⟨(K̃1(1 − K̃0)
−1 ˙̃K0 +

˙̃K1)χ
ss|. (C8)

For any α such that |α| ≥ 2, λα is equal to:

|⟨K̃α|α| · · · K̃α2(K̃α1(1 − K̃0)
−1 ˙̃K0 +

˙̃K1)χ
ss|χss⟩|2 =

|⟨K̃1K̃α|α|−1 · · · K̃α2(K̃1(1 − K̃0)
−1 ˙̃K0 +

˙̃K1)χ
ss|χss⟩|2 =

Tr(XK̃α|α|−1 · · · K̃α2YK̃∗
α2
· · · K̃∗

α|α|−1
),

where X := |K̃∗
1 χss⟩⟨K̃∗

1 χss| and Y is the same as in Eq.
(C8).

Therefore

∑
2≤|α|≤N

λα = Tr

(
N−1

∑
k=0

T̃ k(X)Y

)

and

lim
N→+∞

∑
2≤|α|≤N

λα = ∑
2≤|α|

λα = Tr(R̃(X)Y),

therefore

∑
α

λα = Tr((Id + R̃B1)(|χss⟩⟨χss|)Y).
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Let us massage a little the expression we obtained:

Tr((Id + R̃B1)(|χss⟩⟨χss|)Y) =
⟨χss|Yχss⟩+ ⟨χss|B1∗R̃∗(Y − Tr(Y)|χss⟩⟨χss|)χss⟩ =
⟨χss|Yχss⟩+ ⟨χss|T̃∗R̃∗(Y − Tr(Y)|χss⟩⟨χss|)χss⟩−
⟨χss|R∗(Y − Tr(Y)|χss⟩⟨χss|)χss⟩ =
⟨χss|Yχss⟩ − ⟨χss|(Y − Tr(Y)|χss⟩⟨χss|)χss⟩ = Tr(Y).

We used the fact that B0(|χss⟩⟨χss|) = |χss⟩⟨χss| and
that T̃∗R̃∗ = R̃∗ − Id. Finally,

Tr(Y) = ∥(K̃1(1 − K̃0)
−1 ˙̃K0 +

˙̃K1)χ
ss∥2

Appendix D: Proof of Corollary 2

Proof of Corollary 2. We will use the expression of ∑α λα

given by

−ℜ(⟨χss, 2 ˙̃K0(1 − K̃0)
−1 ˙̃K0 +

¨̃K0χss⟩)

as states in equation (21) in Theorem 3. The proof of this
identity can be found in Appendix E; the expression we
use here has the advantage that it immediately shows
that ∑α λα does not change for different choices of the
postprocessing. Before proceeding, we recall the expres-
sion of all the terms appearing in the previous equation
using quantities of the dynamics of the system alone.

• |χss⟩ = ∑d
i=1

√
λi|φi⟩S ⊗ |φi⟩A, where ρss =

∑d
i=1 λi|φi⟩⟨φi| is the spectral resolution of the sta-

tionary state of the system dynamics;

• The Kraus operator K̃0 is uniquely determined as
follows (left tensor is the system)

K̃0 =
1

∑
k=0

d

∑
i,j=1

√
λj

λi
⟨φj, K∗

k φi⟩Kk ⊗ |φi⟩⟨φj|. (D1)

• The derivative of ˙̃K0 is (where we keep in mind
than only the system unitary depends on θ)

˙̃K0 =
1

∑
k=0

d

∑
i,j=1

√
λj

λi
⟨φj, K∗

k φi⟩K̇k ⊗ |φi⟩⟨φj|,

• The second derivative is

¨̃K0 =
1

∑
k=0

d

∑
i,j=1

√
λj

λi
⟨φj, K∗

k φi⟩K̈k ⊗ |φi⟩⟨φj|.

Note that

⟨χss, ¨̃K0χss⟩ =
1

∑
k=0

d

∑
i,j=1

λj⟨φi, K̈k φj⟩S⟨φj, K∗
k φi⟩S

=
1

∑
k=0

Tr(K̈kρssK∗
k ).

Hence, using that ∑1
k=0 K̈∗

k Kk + K∗
k K̈k + 2K̇∗

k K̇k = 0, one
has

−ℜ(⟨χss, ¨̃K0χss⟩) = ∑
k=0

Tr(ρssK̇∗
k K̇k).

Let us consider the rest of the total intensity: using that
(1 − K̃0)

−1 ˙̃K0|χss⟩ = ∑+∞
l=0 K̃l

0
˙̃K0|χss⟩, one gets

⟨χss, ˙̃K0(1 − K̃0)
−1 ˙̃K0χss⟩

=
d

∑
i,j=1

1

∑
a,b=0

+∞

∑
l=0

∑
k1,...kl=0

λj⟨φi, K̇aKkl
· · ·Kk1 K̇b φj⟩ ·

·⟨φj, K∗
b K∗

k1
· · ·K∗

kl
K∗

a φi⟩

=
1

∑
a,b=0

+∞

∑
l=0

1

∑
k1,...kl=0

Tr(K̇aKkl
· · ·Kk1 K̇bρssK∗

b K∗
k1
· · ·K∗

kl
K∗

a )

= Tr

(
1

∑
a=0

K∗
a K̇aR

(
1

∑
b=0

K̇bρssK∗
b

))
.

Therefore,

−2ℜ(⟨χss, ˙̃K0(1 − K̃0)
−1 ˙̃K0χss⟩)

= 2Tr

(
ℑ
(

1

∑
a=0

K∗
a K̇a

)
R
(
ℑ
(

1

∑
b=0

K̇bρssK∗
b

)))
.

Appendix E: Proof of Theorem 3 and Proposition 2

Proof of Theorem 3 and Proposition 2. First of all, let us
show that λtot given by Eq. (21) is equal to ∑α λα, whose
expression is given by equation (18). We have

∥(K̃1(1 − K̃0)
−1 ˙̃K0 +

˙̃K1)χ
ss∥2 =

⟨(1 − K̃0)
−1 ˙̃K0χss, K̃∗

1 K̃1(1 − K̃0)
−1 ˙̃K0χss⟩

+ ⟨(1 − K̃0)
−1 ˙̃K0χss, K̃∗

1
˙̃K1χss⟩

+ ⟨χss, ˙̃K∗
1 K̃1(1 − K̃0)

−1 ˙̃K0χss⟩
+ ⟨χss, ˙̃K∗

1
˙̃K1χss⟩.

Note that

⟨χss, ˙̃K∗
1

˙̃K1χss⟩ = 1
2
⟨χss, B̈1(1)χss⟩ = −1

2
⟨χss, B̈0(1)χss⟩

= −ℜ(⟨χss, ¨̃K0χss⟩)− ∥ ˙̃K0χss∥2.
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Moreover, since K̃∗
0 K̃0 + K̃∗

1 K̃1 = 1,

⟨(1 − K̃0)
−1 ˙̃K0χss, K̃∗

1 K̃1(1 − K̃0)
−1 ˙̃K0χss⟩

= ∥(1 − K̃0)
−1 ˙̃K0χss∥2 − ∥K̃0(1 − K̃0)

−1 ˙̃K0χss∥2.

As for the other terms, one has

⟨(1 − K̃0)
−1 ˙̃K0χss, K̃∗

1
˙̃K1χss⟩

= ⟨(1 − K̃0)
−1 ˙̃K0χss, Ḃ1(1)χss⟩

= −⟨(1 − K̃0)
−1 ˙̃K0χss, Ḃ0(1)χss⟩

= −⟨ ˙̃K0(1 − K̃0)
−1 ˙̃K0χss, χss⟩

− ⟨K̃0(1 − K̃0)
−1 ˙̃K0χss, ˙̃K0χss⟩

and analogously

⟨χss, ˙̃K∗
1 K̃1(1 − K̃0)

−1 ˙̃K0χss⟩
= −⟨χss, ˙̃K0(1 − K̃0)

−1 ˙̃K0χss⟩
− ⟨ ˙̃K0χss, K̃0(1 − K̃0)

−1 ˙̃K0χss⟩.

Putting everything together, one gets

∑
α

λα = ∥(K̃1(1 − K̃0)
−1 ˙̃K0 +

˙̃K1)χ
ss∥2

= ∥(1 − K̃0)
−1 ˙̃K0χss∥2 − ∥K̃0(1 − K̃0)

−1 ˙̃K0χss∥2

− 2ℜ(⟨ ˙̃K0(1 − K̃0)
−1 ˙̃K0χss, χss⟩)

− 2ℜ(⟨K̃0(1 − K̃0)
−1 ˙̃K0χss, ˙̃K0χss⟩)

−ℜ(⟨χss, ¨̃K0χss⟩)− ∥ ˙̃K0χss∥2

= λtot + ∥(1 − K̃0)
−1 ˙̃K0χss∥2

− ∥(K̃0(1 − K̃0)
−1 + 1) ˙̃K0χss∥2 = λtot.

Let us now prove the first part of the theorem. What
we are actually going to show is that for n → +∞ and
|u| ≤ nϵ′ , one has

eλtotu2
νu,n (Bm(n)) ≍

k

∏
i=1

(λα(i)u
2)

m
α(i)

mα(i) !
.

Let us consider a fixed ordered sequence of excitation
patterns α(1), . . . , α(k) (here we do not require them to
be distinct). For an observation time n big enough, the
probability of observing such a sequence of patterns
separated one from the other by more than nγ consec-
utive 0s is given by

∑
x1+···+xk+1=n−K

x2,...,xk≥nγ

ρ̃ss
u

(
Bx1

u,0Bu,α(1)B
x2
u,0 · · ·

· · · Bxk
u,0Bu,α(k)B

xk+1
u,0 (1))

)
. (E1)

where K = ∑k
i=1 |αi| and Bu,α(x) := Bu,α1 · · · Bu,α|α|(x).

The rest of the proof follows a similar line as the proof of
Theorem 2: we study the Taylor expansion of the series
and identify the leading terms in the limit n → +∞. We
will often use the spectral decomposition of B0, i.e.

B0(x) = ρ̃ss(x)|χss⟩⟨χss|+ E0(x)

such that

• for any k ≥ 1, for some constants C > 0, 0 < λ <
1, one has ∥E k

0∥ ≤ Cλk,

• ρ̃ss(E0(·)) = 0 and E0(|χss⟩⟨χss|) = 0.

Notice that, in general, ρ̃ss(u) and the eigenvector of
Bu,0∗ corresponding to the spectral radius only coincide
for u = 0.

We will also use the following identities

• ρ̃ss( ˙̃T R̃Bx
0Bα(·)) = 0 follows from (C7) and the

fact that K̃1|χss⟩ = 0.

• ρ̃ss(Ḃα(·)) = 0 follows from K̃1|χss⟩ = 0

• ρ̃ss(Ḃ0(·)) = 0 follows from the ”gauge condition”
(6) and using the explicit expression (D1).

Significant terms in the Taylor approximation (up to
the 2k-th term). We will show that up to derivatives of
order 2k the only contribution in the Taylor expansion
of (E1) which does not decay with n is that coming from
the part of the order 2k derivative in which one takes the
second order derivative to each of the blocks Bxi

u,0Bu,α(i) ,
for i = 1, . . . k. This follows from the observations be-
low:

1) the first derivative of (E1) at u = 0 is zero since
ρ̃ss(Bα(·)) = 0 and the first derivative of ρ̃ss

u (Bx
u,0Bu,α(·))

at u = 0 is equal to

ρ̃ss( ˙̃T R̃Bx
0Bα(·)) +

x−1

∑
l=0

ρ̃ss(Ḃ0Bl
0Bα(·)) + ρ̃ss(Ḃα(·))

and the three terms have been shown to be equal to zero
above.

2) Each block of the type Bx
u,0Bu,α needs to be differenti-

ated twice. Indeed if it is not differentiated at all, then it
will bring an exponential decaying contribution since

∑
nγ≤x≤n

∥Bx
0Bα∥ ≤ C ∑

nγ≤x≤n
λx =

C(λnγ − λn+1)

1 − λ
→ 0;

This follows from the fact that since α contains at least
one 1, we have ρ̃ss(Bα(·)) = 0 which means that Bα(·)
belongs to the subspace on which B0 acts as the strict
contraction R0.

Alternatively, if we take a first order derivative we get a
vanishing contribution since

∑
nγ≤x≤n

∥Bx
0 Ḃα∥ ≤ C ∑

nγ≤x≤n
λx
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which decays as the term in the previous equation and

∑
nγ≤k<x≤n

∥Bx−k
0 Ḃ0Bk−1

0 Bα∥

≤ C ∑
nγ≤k<x≤n

λx ≍ Cnγλnγ →n→+∞ 0.

On the other hand, by differentiating a block of the form
Bx

u,0Bu,α twice, one stops the exponential decay and ob-
tains a linear growth in n; however, we need to remem-
ber that every time we use a derivative, everything gets
multiplied by u/

√
n, which is of the order n−1/2+ϵ′ .

Therefore, if we consider the terms in the Taylor ex-
pansion up to order 2k, the only one that does not de-
cay to 0 is the one with 2k derivatives where we use
two of them on the block ρ̃ss(Bx1

u,0Bu,α(1)(·)) at the be-
ginning and other two on each following block of the
form Bxi

u,0Bu,α(i)(·). Any other term where we have less
derivatives involved or where we spend them in a dif-
ferent way is either 0 or decays at least as (for k ≥ 2)

(n
1
2+γλnγ

)n2kϵ′

uniformly in u for |u| ≤ nϵ′ ; indeed, for any deriva-
tive used in a different way (they cannot be more than
2(k− 1) because two of them need to be used for the first
block), one gains a growth of n1/2, but suffers a decay of
at least nγλnγ

.

We now focus on the leading (order 2k) term of the Tay-
lor expansion. The second derivative of a block of the
type Bx

u,0Bu,α looks like

Bx
0 B̈α +

x

∑
k=1

Bk−1
0 B̈0Bx−kBα

+2
x

∑
k=1

Bk−1
0 Ḃ0Bx−k

0 Ḃα

+2 ∑
1≤k<s≤x

Bk−1
0 Ḃ0Bs−k−1

0 Ḃ0Bx−s
0 Bα

For large n this becomes

ρ̃ss [(B̈α + 2Ḃ0R0Ḃα)(·)
]
|χss⟩⟨χss|

+ρ̃ss [(B̈0 + 2Ḃ0R0Ḃ0)R0Bα)(·)
]
|χss⟩⟨χss|

where R0 is the Moore-Penrose inverse of Id − B0, and
we have used the spectral decomposition of B0. More-
over, the rightmost term Bxk+1

0 (1) (which is not differen-
tiated) converges to |χss⟩⟨χss|. This means that the full
2k derivative of (E1) becomes

u2k

k!

k

∏
i=1

1
2

ρ̃ss
[
B(2)

α(i)
(|χss⟩⟨χss|)

]
where

B(2)
α := B̈α + 2Ḃ0R0Ḃα + (B̈0 + 2Ḃ0R0Ḃ0)R0Bα .

The number of terms with two derivatives in each block
is equal to (2k)!/2k (it is the same as the number of terms

of the form 2k =

(
d2

dx
2
(x2)

)k
in the 2k-th derivative of

(x2)k): (2k)! simplifies with the one coming from the
Taylor expansion, while the factor 2−k can be distributed
to each factor. The expression of the factors and the up-
per bound on the error can be obtained differentiating
and using the spectral decomposition of B0; the 1/k! in
front comes from the sum: indeed one can see that

∑
x1+···+xk+1=n−K

x2,...,xk≥nγ

≍ ∑
x1+···+xk+1=n

≍ nk

k!
,

which is the number of ways one can choose k numbers
out of n.

The first term of the form

1
2

ρ̃ss(B̈α(|χss⟩⟨χss|)) = |⟨χss|K̃α|α| · · · K̃α2
˙̃K1χss⟩|2.

This follows from the fact that K1|χss⟩ = 0, so the
derivatives need to be applied the the first K1 terms of
Bα. For the second term, one gets

ρ̃ss(Ḃ0R0Ḃα(|χss⟩⟨χss|)) =

2ℜ
(
⟨K̃α|α| · · · K̃α2

˙̃K1χss|χss⟩×

⟨χss|K̃α|α| · · · K̃α1(1 − K̃0)
−1 ˙̃K0χss⟩

)
.

Finally, for the last term, below we will show that

1
2

ρ̃ss((B̈0 + 2Ḃ0R0Ḃ0)R0Bα(|χss⟩⟨χss|)) =

|⟨χss|K̃α|α| · · · K̃α1(1 − K̃0)
−1 ˙̃K0χss⟩|2.

(E2)

Note that the sum of the three terms is equal to |µα|2
where µα is given in equation (17) in Lemma 2.

In conclusion, we obtained that for large n, the probabil-
ity of any sequence of n outcomes showing the ordered
sequence of excitation patterns given by α(1), . . . , α(k) is
asymptotically equivalent to

1
k!

k

∏
i=1

(λα(i)u
2) (E3)

plus a reminder coming from neglecting the terms of or-
der bigger than 2k in the Taylor expansion. If we are
able to show that the reminder is negligible compared
to the term in Eq. (E3), then we can prove the statement
in Eq. (20). Indeed, suppose that the sequence we are
analysing belongs to Bm; then we can partition Bm into

k!

∏k
i=1 mα(i) !
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disjoint subsets containing the excitation patters in
(α(1), mα(1)), . . . , (α(k), mα(k)) in a fixed order and whose
probability asymptotically behaves as (as we just
showed)

1
k!

k

∏
i=1

(u2λα(i))
m

α(i) .

We now prove (E2). Notice that, since

|⟨χss|K̃α|α| · · · K̃α1(1 − K̃0)
−1 ˙̃K0χss⟩|2 =

⟨(1 − K̃0)
−1 ˙̃K0χss|Bα(|χss⟩⟨χss|)|(1 − K̃0)

−1 ˙̃K0χss⟩,

we need to prove that

R0∗(B̈0∗ + 2Ḃ0∗R0∗Ḃ0∗)(ρ̃
ss)) =

2|(1 − K̃0)
−1 ˙̃K0χss⟩⟨(1 − K̃0)

−1 ˙̃K0χss|+ rem,

where by R0∗ we mean the Moore-Penrose inverse and
”rem” is a term which is gives 0 when evaluated against
Bα(|χss⟩⟨χss|). Equivalently,

(B̈0∗ + 2Ḃ0∗R0∗Ḃ0∗)(ρ̃
ss) =

2(Id −B0∗)(|(1 − K̃0)
−1 ˙̃K0χss⟩⟨(1 − K̃0)

−1 ˙̃K0χss|) + rem′,

where R0∗(rem′) = rem.

By explicit computations, one can see that

(Id −B0∗)(|(1 − K̃0)
−1 ˙̃K0χss⟩⟨(1 − K̃0)

−1 ˙̃K0χss|) =
|(1 − K̃0)

−1 ˙̃K0χss⟩⟨(1 − K̃0)
−1 ˙̃K0χss|−

|K̃0(1 − K̃0)
−1 ˙̃K0χss⟩⟨K̃0(1 − K̃0)

−1 ˙̃K0χss|.

Using that K̃0(1 − K̃0)
−1 = (1 − K̃0)

−1 − 1, one gets

(Id −B0∗)(|(1 − K̃0)
−1 ˙̃K0χss⟩⟨(1 − K̃0)

−1 ˙̃K0χss|) =
|(1 − K̃0)

−1 ˙̃K0χss⟩⟨ ˙̃K0χss|+ | ˙̃K0χss⟩⟨(1 − K̃0)
−1 ˙̃K0χss|−

| ˙̃K0χss⟩⟨ ˙̃K0χss|.

On the other hand,

(B̈0∗ + 2Ḃ0∗R0∗Ḃ0∗)(ρ)

= | ¨̃K0χss⟩⟨χss|+ 2| ˙̃K0χss⟩⟨ ˙̃K0χss|+ |χss⟩⟨ ¨̃K0χss|
+2| ˙̃K0(1 − K̃0)

−1 ˙̃K0χss⟩⟨χss|
+2|χss⟩⟨ ˙̃K0(1 − K̃0)

−1 ˙̃K0χss|
+2|K̃0(1 − K̃0)

−1 ˙̃K0χss⟩⟨ ˙̃K0χss|
+2| ˙̃K0χss⟩⟨ ˙̃K0(1 − K̃0)

−1 ˙̃K0χss|
= |( ¨̃K0 + 2 ˙̃K0(1 − K̃0)

−1 ˙̃K0)χ
ss⟩⟨χss|

+|χss⟩⟨( ¨̃K0 + 2 ˙̃K0(1 − K̃0)
−1 ˙̃K0)χ

ss|
+2|(1 − K̃0)

−1 ˙̃K0χss⟩⟨ ˙̃K0.χss|
+2| ˙̃K0χss⟩⟨(1 − K̃0)

−1 ˙̃K0χss| − 2| ˙̃K0χss⟩⟨ ˙̃K0χss|.

Note that the last two lines are exactly equal to 2(Id −
B0∗)(|(1 − K̃0)

−1 ˙̃K0χss⟩⟨(1 − K̃0)
−1 ˙̃K0χss|). Let us look

at the remaining part:

rem′ =|( ¨̃K0 + 2 ˙̃K0(1 − K̃0)
−1 ˙̃K0)χ

ss⟩⟨χss|+
|χss⟩⟨( ¨̃K0 + 2 ˙̃K0(1 − K̃0)

−1 ˙̃K0)χ
ss|.

one can easily see that

R0∗(rem′) =

|(1 − K̃0)
−1( ¨̃K0 + 2 ˙̃K0(1 − K̃0)

−1 ˙̃K0)χ
ss⟩⟨χss|

+ |χss⟩⟨(1 − K̃0)
−1( ¨̃K0 + 2 ˙̃K0(1 − K̃0)

−1 ˙̃K0)χ
ss|.

In the previous Eq. we used (1 − K0)
−1

for the Moore-Penrose inverse: in general,
|( ¨̃K0 + 2 ˙̃K0(1 − K̃0)

−1 ˙̃K0)χ
ss⟩ is not orthogonal to |χ⟩ss.

It is now clear that Tr(R0∗(rem′)Bα(|χss⟩⟨χss|) = 0
which proves (E2).
Remainder. Now, we need to take care of the reminder:
it is enough to show that the following expression is
o(n2kϵ):

u2k+1

nk+1/2 ∑
x1+···+xk+1=n−K

x2,...,xk≥nγ

d2k+1

u2k+1 ρ̃ss
(

u√
n

)(
B̃x1

0,uB̃α1,uB̃x2
0,u · · ·

· · · B̃xk
0,uB̃αk ,uB̃xk+1

0,u (1))
)∣∣∣

u=η

(E4)

for any |η| ≤ u/
√

n, where

B̃α,u = eλtot |α|u2/nBα,u

for any string α.

Let us first point out some properties of the maps B̃α,u:

• for u small enough,

B̃0,u(·) = a(u)l(u)(·)r(u) + Ẽ0,u(·)

where

– a(u) = 1 + O(u3/n3/2),
– l(u)(r(u)) ≡ 1,
– l(u)(Ẽ0,u(·)) = 0,

– Ẽ0,u(r(u)) = 0 and

– ∥Ẽ k
0,u∥ ≤ Cλk for some C ≥ 0 and 0 < λ < 1.

The order of the reminder in the expression a(u) is
due to the fact that λ̇ is equal to the first derivative
at 0 of the spectral radius of B0,u which is equal to
0 because it attains a maximum there; the fact that
λ̈ = 0 as well is due to the multiplicative factor in
front of B0,u in the definition of B̃0,u.

• ρ̃ss(u/
√

n)(Ẽ0,u(·)) = O(u/
√

n).
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• For any excitation pattern α one has

l(u)(B̃α,u(·)) = O(u2/n),

l(u)( ˙̃Bα,u(·)) = O(u/
√

n).

Indeed, the first derivative of l(u)(B̃α,u(·)) at 0 is
given by

ρ̃ss(Ḃα(·)) + l̇(Bα(·)).

That the first addend is 0 has been shown ear-
lier, while for the second one, it is clear using
l̇ = ρ̃ss(Ḃα(Id −B0)

−1(·)).

• Moreover,

l(u)( ˙̃B0,u(r(u))) = O(u2/n) and

l(u)(( ¨̃B0,u + 2 ˙̃B0,uẼ0,u
˙̃B0,u(r(u))) = O(u/

√
n).

(E5)

This can be seen differentiating

l(u)B̃0,u(x(u)) = a(u)

and evaluating at 0.

• Finally,

l(u)( ˙̃B0,uẼ0,uB̃α,u(·)) = O(u/
√

n),

since ρ̃ss(Ḃ0)(·) = 0.

Let us now study the growth of the derivatives of
B̃x

0,uB̃α,u(·) for 0 ≤ x ≤ n → +∞:

1. 0th order:

B̃x
0,uB̃α,u(·) = a(u)l(u)(B̃α,u(·))x(u) + O(λx)

= O
(

u2

n
+ λx

)
;

2. 1st order:

∑
1≤l≤x

B̃x−l
0,u

˙̃B0,uB̃l−1
0,u B̃α,u(·) + B̃x

0,u
˙̃Bα,u(·) =

xa(u)2l(u)( ˙̃B0,u(x(u)))l(u)(B̃α,u(·))+

a(u)R̃0,u
˙̃B0,u(x(u)))l(u)(B̃α,u(·))+

a(u)l(u)( ˙̃B0,uR̃0,uB̃α,u(·))x(u) + O
(

u√
n
+ xλx

)
= O

(
u√
n
+ xλx

)
,

where we used that ϵ < 1/6;

We remark that in the case where the block B̃x
0,uB̃α,u(·)

is the first one, due to the action of ρ̃ss(u/
√

n), the 0th-
order term becomes O(u2/n + uλx/

√
n) and the 1st-

order one becomes O(u/
√

n), while if the block is not
the first one, λx decays exponentially fast in n since
x ≥ nγ.

3. 2nd order:

∑
1≤l≤x

B̃x−l
0,u

¨̃B0,uB̃l−1
0,u B̃α,u(·)+

2 ∑
1≤l<k≤x

B̃x−k
0,u

˙̃B0,uB̃k−l−1
0,u

˙̃B0,uB̃l−1
0,u B̃α,u(·)+

2 ∑
1≤l≤x

B̃x−l
0,u

˙̃B0,uB̃l−1
0,u

˙̃Bα,u(·)+

B̃x
0,u

¨̃Bα,u(·) =

2x2a(u)3(l(u)( ˙̃B0,u(x(u)))2l(u)(B̃α,u(·))+

xa(u)2l(u)(( ¨̃B0,u + 2 ˙̃B0,uR̃0,u
˙̃B0,u)(x(u)))l(u)(B̃α,u(·))+

2xa(u)2l(u)( ˙̃B0,u(x(u))l(u)( ˙̃Bα,u(·)) + O(1) = O(1);

4. 3rd order:

∑
1≤l≤x

B̃x−l
0,u

...
B̃ 0,uB̃l−1

0,u B̃α,u(·)+

3 ∑
1≤l<k≤x

B̃x−k
0,u

¨̃B0,uB̃k−l−1
0,u

˙̃B0,uB̃l−1
0,u B̃α,u(·)+

3 ∑
1≤l<k≤x

B̃x−k
0,u

˙̃B0,uB̃k−l−1
0,u

¨̃B0,uB̃l−1
0,u B̃α,u(·)+

6 ∑
1≤l<k<m≤x

B̃x−m
0,u

˙̃B0,uB̃m−k−1
0,u

˙̃B0,uB̃k−l−1
0,u

˙̃B0,uB̃l−1
0,u B̃α,u(·)+

3 ∑
1≤l≤x

B̃x−l
0,u

¨̃B0,uB̃l−1
0,u

˙̃Bα,u(·)+

6 ∑
1≤l<k≤x

B̃x−k
0,u

˙̃B0,uB̃k−l−1
0,u

˙̃B0,uB̃l−1
0,u

˙̃Bα,u(·)+

3 ∑
1≤l≤x

B̃x−l
0,u

˙̃B0,uB̃l−1
0,u

¨̃Bα,u(·)+

B̃x
0,u

...
B̃ α,u(·) = O(n2ϵ);

5. mth order for m ≥ 4: first, notice that

dm

dum

(
B̃x

0,uB̃α,u(·)
)
=

m

∑
l=0

(
m
l

)
dl

dul (B̃
x
0,u)

d(m−l)

du(m−l)
(B̃α,u(·)).

The term dl(B̃x
0,u)/dul is a sum over all possible

ways of distributing the derivatives among the
factors B̃0,u.

Then one can use the spectral decomposition of
the B̃0,u which have not been differentiated and
glue together differentiated terms using R0,u or
turning them into products using the projection
l(u)(·)x(u) as we did in the previous items. From
Eq. (E5), one can see that the blocks with a sin-
gle derivative of a single term B̃0,u bring a growth
of the order n2ϵ′ , the terms with two derivatives
( ¨̃B0,u + 2 ˙̃B0,uR̃0,u

˙̃B0,u) bring a growth of the order
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n1/2+ϵ′ while all other blocks (with at least 3 ele-
ments), cause a growth of the order at most n. No-
tice that the highest growth is attained by making as
many groups of three derivatives as possible and this
will be used in obtaining the following estimate.

The term d(m−l)(B̃α,u)/du(m−l) does not cause any
reduction in the growth if m − l ≥ 2, while causes
a decay equal to n−1/2+ϵ′ if m = l + 1 and n−1+2ϵ′

if m = l.
Therefore,∥∥∥∥ dm

dum

(
B̃x

0,uB̃α,u(·)
)∥∥∥∥ ≲

nmax{ f (m−2), f (m−1)− 1
2+ϵ′ , f (m)−1+2ϵ′},

(E6)

where

f (m) = a(m)+

(
1
2
+ ϵ′

)
b(m)+ 2ϵ′(m− (3a(m)+ 2b(m)))

a(m) :=
⌊m

3

⌋
, b(m) :=

⌊
1
2

(
m − 3

⌊m
3

⌋)⌋
.

a(m) is the maximum number of groups with three
derivatives and b(m) is the maximum number of groups
with two derivatives that we can make with the deriva-
tives left. Notice that if ϵ′ < 1/6, then f (m) ≤ m/3:
indeed,

a(m) +

(
1
2
+ ϵ′

)
b(m) + 2ϵ′(m − (3a(m) + 2b(m))) =

2ϵ′m + (1 − 6ϵ′)a(m) +

(
1
2
− 3ϵ′

)
b(m) ≤

2ϵ′m + (1 − 6ϵ′)a(m) +
1
2

(
1
2
− 3ϵ′

)
(m − 3a(m)) ≤

1
2

((
1
2
+ ϵ′

)
m +

(
1
2
− 3ϵ′

)
a(m)

)
≤

1
2

((
1
2
+ ϵ′

)
m +

(
1
6
− ϵ′

)
m
)
≤ m

3
.

Therefore, the growth of the term in Eq. (E6) is upper
bounded by

nmax{ m−2
3 , m−1

3 − 1
2+ϵ′ , m

3 −1+2ϵ′}. (E7)

This implies that the first two derivatives spent on a
block of the form B̃x

0,uB̃α,u cause a growth equal to
n1/2−ϵ′ , while the other m − 2 only brings a growth at
most equal to the term in Eq. (E7). Notice that it is more
convenient to spend them in a way that every block of
the form B̃x

0,uB̃α,u has two derivatives, since one has that(
1
2
− ϵ′

)
(m − 2) ≥ m − 2

3
⇔ m ≥ 2,

moreover(
1
2
− ϵ′

)
(m − 2) ≥ m − 1

3
− 1

2
+ ϵ′ ⇔ m ≥ 1

and (
1
2
− ϵ′

)
(m − 2) ≥ m

3
− 1 + 2ϵ′ ⇔ m ≥ 0.

Therefore the growth of

∑
x1+···+xk+1=n−K

x2,...,xk≥nγ

d2k+1

u2k+1 ρ̃ss
(

u√
n

)(
B̃x1

0,uB̃α1,uB̃x2
0,u · · ·

· · · B̃xk
0,uB̃αk ,uB̃

xk+1
0,u (1))

)∣∣∣
u=η

,

is of the order of O(n2ϵ′) uniformly in u and it is attained
by the term where we spend at least two derivatives in
each block of the form B̃x

0,uB̃α,u and the last derivative
in any of such blocks. One can see that it is not con-
venient to use any derivative in the final term B̃x

0,u(1),
since it is better to contrast the decay induced by the
other blocks. To conclude, the term in Eq. (E4) grows
at most as n(2k+3)ϵ′−1/2 = o(n2kϵ′). We proved Propo-
sition 2 and notice that Theorem 3 follows considering
ϵ′ = 0.

Appendix F: Proof of Corollary 3

Proof. Let us define the measurable space given by the
set Ω = NN together with the σ-field F generated by
cylindrical sets; we can consider on (Ω,F ) the law νu of
{Nα : α ∈ P} and the law of {Nα(n) : α ∈ P}, which,
with a slight abuse of notation, we still denote by νu,n
as well. We know that for every finite set A of patterns,
one has

lim
n→+∞

sup
|u|<C

|νu,n(A)− νu(A)| = 0. (F1)

Notice that, for every ϵ > 0, there exists a set Aϵ of
finitely many patter such that

inf
|u|<C

νu(Aϵ) > 1 − ϵ.

Therefore, using Eq. (F1), one has that there exists Nϵ

such that ∀n ≥ Nϵ,

inf
|u|<C

νu,n(Aϵ) > 1− ϵ, and sup
|u|<C

|νu,n(Aϵ)− νu(Aϵ)| < ϵ.
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Therefore, given a bounded function f : NP → R, for
every ϵ > 0, ∀n ≥ Nϵ, one has

sup
|u|<C

|Eνu,n [ f ]− Eνu [ f ]| ≤

∥ f ∥∞

(
sup
|u|<C

|νu,n(Aϵ)− νu(Aϵ)|+

sup
|u|<C

νu,n(AC
ϵ ) + νu(AC

ϵ )

)
≤

3∥ f ∥∞ϵ.

For the arbitrariness of ϵ, we proved the first statement
about the weak convergence.

Consider the random process Ntot(n) that counts all the
occurrences of 1’s in the output up to time n and notice
that for every α ∈ P , Nα(n) ≤ Ntot(n). Therefore for
every p ≥ 1 and m ∈ N, one has

Eνu,n [Nα(n)p1{Nα(n)>m}] ≤ Eνu,n [Ntot(n)p1{Ntot(n)>m}].

If we show that the moments of every order of Ntot(n)
converge to some finite limit and that it converges in law
to some limit random variable Xu, we obtain the second
statement as well. Indeed, let us call C(p) the limit of the
p-moment of Ntot(n); notice that for every p ≥ 1, m ∈ N

lim sup
n→+∞

Eνu,n [Nα(n)p1{Nα(n)>m}] ≤

lim sup
n→+∞

Eνu,n [Ntot(n)p1{Ntot(n)>m}] ≤

lim
n→+∞

Eνu,n [Ntot(n)pq]1/qνu,n(Ntot(n) > m)1/q′ =

C(pq)1/qP(Xu > m)1/q′ .

Notice that in the last inequality we made use of Hölder
inequality for some pair of conjugate indices (q, q′).
Therefore, if we fix p ≥ 1, for every ϵ > 0, one can
choose mϵ such that

lim sup
n→+∞

Eνu,n [Nα(n)p1{Nα(n)>mϵ}] ≤ ϵ/2,

Eνu [N
p
α 1{Nα>mϵ}] ≤ ϵ/2

and one gets

lim sup
n→+∞

|Eνu,n [Nα(n)p]− Eνu [N
p
α ]| ≤

lim
n→+∞

|Eνu,n [Nα(n)p1{Nα(n)≤mϵ}]− Eνu [N
p
α 1{Nα≤mϵ}]|+

lim sup
n→+∞

Eνu,n [Nα(n)p1{Nα(n)>mϵ}]+

Eνu [N
p
α 1{Nα>mϵ}] ≤ ϵ.

Since this holds for every ϵ > 0, we proved the state-
ment.

We need to show that, under νu,n, Ntot(n) converges in
law to a random variable Xu with finite moments of

every order and that we have convergence of the mo-
ments as well. One can see that the Laplace transform
of Ntot(n) can be expressed as

Eνu,n [e
zNtot(n)] = ρ̃ss(u/

√
n)(T̃ n

u,z,n(1)) z ∈ C,

where

T̃u,z,n(·) =K̃∗
0(u/

√
n) · K̃0(u/

√
n)+

ezK̃∗
1(u/

√
n) · K̃∗

1(u/
√

n).

Notice that T̃0,z := T̃0,z,n is independent from n and is
an analytic perturbation of T̃ . If we pick z small enough
in modulus, perturbation theory ensures that T̃0,z has 1
as eigenvalue with maximum modulus with |χss⟩⟨χss|
as left eigenvector. Let xz be the corresponding right
eigenvector such that Tr(ρssxz) = ⟨χss|xz|χss⟩ = 1, and
let

xz =

(
1 a
b c

)
be its block matrix form with respect to the decomposi-
tion of CD into C|χss⟩ and its orthogonal complement.
Then one can prove that a = b = 0 by using the fact that
the Kraus operators are of the form

K0 =

(
1 0
0 β

)
, K1 =

(
0 γ
0 δ

)
for some blocks β, γ, δ such that |β|2 + |γ|2 + |δ|2 = 1.
Let us first fix z small enough, then for n big enough,
T̃u,z,n has a unique eigenvalue λz(u, n) of maximum
modulus with corresponding left and right eigenvectors
lz(u, n), xz(u, n) and one has that

Eνu,n [e
zNtot(n)] =

λz(u, n)nlz(u, n)(1)ρ̃ss(u/
√

n)(xz(u)) + o(n)

where o(n) is uniform in u (and z in compact sets).
Notice that both lz(u, n)(1) and ρ̃ss(u/

√
n)(xz(u)) con-

verge to 1 for n → +∞; regarding the behaviour of
λz(u, n) consider the Taylor expansion up to second or-
der in u around 0:

λz(u, n) = 1 +
u√
n

λ
(1)
z +

u2

n
λ
(2)
z + o(n−1).

We can choose lz(u, n) and xz(u, n) such that
Tr(lz(u, n)xz(u, n)) ≡ 1, therefore differentiating
Tr(lz(u, n)T̃z,u,n(xz(u, n))) = λz(u, n) at 0 one gets

λ
(1)
z = Tr(lz∂uT̃z|u=0xz)

which can be easily seen to be 0. Summing up, we
proved that

lim
n→+∞

Eνu,n [e
zNtot(n)] = eλ

(2)
z
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uniformly in u and in z in compact small neighborhoods
of 0. Since for every u, fn(z) := Eνu,n [e

zNtot(n)] are ana-

lytic functions around 0, then we can deduce that eλ
(2)
z is

analytic as well and that we have uniform convergence
(on compact small neighborhoods of 0) of all the deriva-
tives, which consists exactly in the convergence of mo-
ments of all orders and we are done.

Appendix G: Achievability of the QCRB under additional
assumptions

In this section we present a proof of Theorem 4 and we
comment on the gap between the hypothesis that we
need to assume and what we proved in Proposition 2.

Proof of Theorem 4. By hypothesis, we know that θ be-
longs to the (random) confidence interval

In = (θ̃n − n−1/2+ϵ, θ̃n + n−1/2+ϵ)

with high probability. In order to prove the statement, it
suffices to show that

|(Eθ [eia
√

n(θ̂n−θ)|θ̃n]− e
− a2

2 fθ )|χ{θ∈In}(θ̃n)

can be upper bounded uniformly in θ̃n by a sequence
converging to 0. Indeed, notice that for every a ∈ R

Eθ [eia
√

n(θ̂n−θ)] = e
− a2

2 fθ Pθ(θ ∈ In)

+
∫

θ∈In
pθ(dθ̃n)(Eθ [eia

√
n(θ̂n−θ)|θ̃n]− e

− a2
2 fθ )

+
∫

θ /∈In
pθ(dθ̃n)Eθ [eia

√
n(θ̂n−θ)|θ̃n].

Since Pθ(θ /∈ In) goes to zero, the first term goes to e
− a2

2 fθ

and the third one vanishes. If we show that the second
term vanishes then we obtain the convergence in distri-
bution of

√
n(θ̂n − θ) as in the statement.

First of all notice that for every a ∈ R, for every θ̃ ∈ Θ

E[eia(Yn,θ,θ̃−
√

n(θ−θ̃))] =

eλtot(θ̃)(
√

n(θ−θ̃)+τn)2(eia/(2λtot(θ̃)τn)−1)−ia( τn
2 +

√
n(θ̃−θ)).

Therefore for every a ∈ R one has

lim
n→+∞

sup
θ̃:|θ̃−θ|<n−1/2+ϵ

∣∣∣∣E[eia(Yn,θ,θ̃−
√

n(θ−θ̃))]− e
− a2

fθ

∣∣∣∣ = 0

We will denote by u =
√

n(θ − θ̃n). The definition of θ̂n
implies that

√
n(θ̂n − θ) = Yn − u.

Therefore we obtain that

sup
θ̃:|θ̃−θ|<n−1/2+ϵ

∣∣∣∣Eθ [eia(Yn−u)|θ̃n = θ̃]− e
− a2

2 fθ

∣∣∣∣ ≤
sup

θ̃:|θ̃−θ|<n−1/2+ϵ

|Eθ [eiaYn |θ̃n = θ̃]− E[eiaYn,θ,θ̃ ]|+

sup
θ̃:|θ̃−θ|<n−1/2+ϵ

∣∣∣∣E[eia(Yn,θ,θ̃−
√

n(θ−θ̃))]− e
− a2

fθ

∣∣∣∣ .

Hence,

lim
n→+∞

sup
θ̃:|θ̃−θ|<n−1/2+ϵ

∣∣∣∣Eθ [eia(Yn−u)|θ̃n = θ̃]− e
− a2

2 fθ

∣∣∣∣ = 0

and we are done.

Let us briefly comment on the relationship between the
additional hypothesis we introduced (Eq. (25)) and the
result in Proposition 2; let us consider the following fam-
ily of stochastic processes: for every n ∈ N, θ̃, θ ∈ Θ,
consider the collection of independent random variables

Nn,θ,θ̃,α ∼ Poisson(λα(θ̃(
√

n(θ − θ̃) + τn)
2), α ∈ P

and their law νn,θ,θ̃ on NP . (together with the σ-field of
cylindrical sets). Notice that ∑α∈P Nn,θ,θ̃,α converges in
mean square and has the same law as Nn,θ,θ̃ .

Inspecting the proof, one can notice that the conver-
gence in the statement of Proposition 2 holds uniformly
in a small neighborhood of the reference parameter θ0,
therefore we can restate it in the following way: for ϵ
small enough and for every finite collections of excita-
tion patterns counts m one has

lim
n→+∞

sup
θ̃:|θ̃−θ|<n−1/2+ϵ

∣∣∣∣∣ν√n(θ−θ̃),n(Bm(n))

νθ,θ̃,n(m)
− 1

∣∣∣∣∣ = 0.

If we were able to show that the previous result still
holds integrating with respect to νθ,θ̃,n, i.e.

lim
n→+∞

sup
θ̃:|θ̃−θ|<n−1/2+ϵ

∑
m

νθ,θ̃,n(m)

∣∣∣∣∣ν√n(θ−θ̃),n(Bm(n))

νθ,θ̃,n(m)
− 1

∣∣∣∣∣ =
lim

n→+∞
sup

θ̃:|θ̃−θ|<n−1/2+ϵ
∑
m

∣∣∣ν√n(θ−θ̃),n(Bm(n))− νθ,θ̃,n(m)
∣∣∣ = 0,

(G1)

this would imply the condition in Eq. (25) (it can be seen
using the fact that ∑α∈P Nn,θ,θ̃,α and Nn,θ,θ̃ have the same
law). Unfortunately, we are not able to prove this.

The last remark we make is that Eq. (G1) cannot be true
unless

lim
n→+∞

sup
θ̃:|θ̃−θ|<n−1/2+ϵ

νθ,θ̃,n(G(n)C) = 0,
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where G(n) is the set of all m’s such that
ν√n(θ−θ̃),n(Bm(n)) > 0. We can prove that this is
indeed the case.

Lemma 3. If ϵ is small enough, then

lim
n→+∞

sup
θ̃:|θ̃−θ|<n−1/2+ϵ

νθ,θ̃,n(G(n)C) = 0.

Proof. Notice that G(n) is the set of all those patterns
counts m = (mα(1) , . . . , mα(k)) such that the following
conditions are satisfied

1. α(i) does not contain more than nγ consecutive 0s
for every i = 1, . . . , k;

2. ∑k
i=1 mα(i) |α

(i)|+ (k − 1)nγ ≤ n.

We recall that |α| is the length of the pattern α.

Let us consider a positive number η < 1 − γ and notice
that one has G̃(n) ⊆ G(n), where G̃(n) is the set of all
those patterns counts m = (mα(1) , . . . , mα(k)) such that

1. |α(i)| ≤ η log2(n) for every i = 1, . . . , k and

2. ∑k
i=1 mα(i) |α

(i)|+ (k − 1)nγ ≤ n.

We denote by A(n) the set of patterns satisfying 1. and
B(n) the set of patterns satisfying 2., hence G̃(n) =
A(n) ∩ B(n). In order to prove the statement, it suffices
to show that

lim
n→+∞

sup
θ̃:|θ̃−θ|<n−1/2+ϵ

νθ,θ̃,n(G̃(n)C) = 0.

Notice that G̃(n)C = A(n)C ⊔ (B(n)C ∩ A(n)); let us first
show that

lim
n→+∞

inf
θ̃:|θ̃−θ|<n−1/2+ϵ

νθ,θ̃,n(A(n)) → 1.

Notice that,

lim
n→+∞

inf
θ̃:|θ̃−θ|<n−1/2+ϵ

νθ,θ̃,n(A(n)) =

lim
n→+∞

inf
θ̃:|θ̃−θ|<n−1/2+ϵ

e−
(

∑|α|>η log2(n)
λα

)
(
√

n(θ−θ̃)−τn)2
= 1,

since, for every θ̃ such that |θ − θ̃| < n−1/2+ϵ, one has ∑
|α|>η log2(n)

λα

 (
√

n(θ − θ̃)− τn)
2 ≲ nη log2(λ)+3ϵ → 0

if ϵ < −η log2(λ)/3. Let us now study the probability
of B(n)C ∩ A(n): first notice that

B(n)C ∩ A(n) ⊆

{m : |α(i)| ≤ η log2(n),
k

∑
i=1

mα(i) |α
(i)|+ 2η log2(n)nγ > n},

because 2η log2(n) upper bounds the cardinality of all
the patterns of length smaller or equal than η log2(n).
Therefore

νθ,θ̃,n(B(n)C ∩ A(n)) ≤ νθ,θ̃,n(C(n))

≤ νθ,θ̃,n

m : ∑
|α|≤η log2(n)

mα >
n − nη+γ

η log(n)


 .

where C(n) is the set of pattern counts such that |α(i)| ≤
η log2(n) and ∑k

i=1 mα(i)η log2(n) + nη+γn > n. The
last term amounts to the probability that a Poisson ran-
dom variable of parameter ∑|α|≤η log2(n)

λα(
√

n(θ − θ̃)−
τn)2 ≲ n3ϵ is bigger than something that grows as
n/(η log(n)). Such a probability goes to 0 uniformly in
θ̃ if 3ϵ < 1 and we are done.
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