
ar
X

iv
:2

41
2.

07
27

1v
2 

 [
qu

an
t-

ph
] 

 1
9 

D
ec

 2
02

4

Ultimate Precision Limit of Quantum Thermal Machines

Yoshihiko Hasegawa∗

Department of Information and Communication Engineering,

Graduate School of Information Science and Technology,

The University of Tokyo, Tokyo 113-8656, Japan

(Dated: December 20, 2024)

Enhancing the precision of a thermodynamic process inevitably necessitates a thermodynamic
cost, a principle formulated as the thermodynamic uncertainty relation. The thermodynamic un-
certainty relation states that the relative variance of thermodynamic currents, calculated as the
variance divided by the squared mean, decreases as entropy production increases. This means that
if entropy production were allowed to become infinitely large, the relative variance could approach
zero. However, it is evident that realizing infinitely large entropy production is infeasible in reality.
In this Letter, we establish the ultimate limits of precision for open quantum thermal machines
operating within a finite-dimensional system and environment. We derive bounds on the relative
variance and the expectation of observables, applicable to any unitary evolution of the composite
system. These bounds are governed by the minimum eigenvalue factor, which serves as a maximal
entropy production attainable by the quantum dynamics and parallels the concept of dynamical
activity in classical stochastic thermodynamic. Additionally, we investigate how quantum coher-
ence in the initial environmental state affects these fundamental bounds, showing that the presence
of coherence can actually improve the ultimate precision limits. Our findings provide insights into
fundamental limits on the precision of quantum thermal machines and the role of quantum effects
in thermodynamic processes.

Introduction.— In the physical world, there is no free
lunch. This fundamental principle is illustrated by the
thermodynamic uncertainty relation, which shows that
making a physical process more precise comes at a ther-
modynamic cost. It was first studied in classical stochas-
tic thermodynamics [1–10] using Markov processes. Con-
sider a classical Markov process, where C represents a
thermodynamic current over the time interval [0, τ ], and
Σ denotes the entropy production generated during the
interval. Then the following lower bound exists for the
relative variance of C [1, 2]:

Var[C]

E[C]2
≥

2

Σ
. (1)

where E[C] and Var[C] denote the expectation and vari-
ance of C, respectively. Equation (1) demonstrates that
increasing the entropy production Σ is necessary to im-
prove the accuracy of a thermodynamic machine. Con-
versely, Eq. (1) indicates that if the entropy production
could be increased infinitely, the relative variance could
be reduced to zero. However, in reality, it is impossible to
generate an infinite amount of entropy production due to
the physical constraints. This issue becomes clearer when
considering finite-dimensional quantum systems. The
thermodynamic uncertainty relation of quantum thermo-
dynamics has been a focus of active research in recent
years [11–21]. Quantum thermodynamics [22, 23] aims
to understand the fundamental principles governing the
behavior of matter and energy at small scales. Open
quantum dynamics can be described by the joint uni-
tary evolution of the principal system S and the environ-
ment E with finite dimensions (Fig. 1(a)). For instance,
Ref. [24] derived a quantum thermodynamic uncertainty

relation comprising a system and an environment. Simi-
lar bound can be obtained by applying the monotonicity
relation to the lower bounds on Kullback-Leibler diver-
gence [9, 25]. These bounds provide lower bounds on
the relative variance in terms of the quantum entropy
production. However, these thermodynamic uncertainty
relations do not impose any limitations on the possible
values of the quantum entropy production as long as it
is non-negative; that is, achieving an infinitely precise
thermal machine is formally possible if the entropy pro-
duction becomes infinitely large. However, because the
dimension of the composite system is finite, it is not dif-
ficult to imagine that an infinite entropy production is
infeasible.

This Letter establishes the ultimate limit of precision
for open quantum thermal machines operating within a
finite-dimensional system and environment. We derive a
lower bound for the expectation ratio of the norm of the
observable (cf. Eq. (18)). This bound applies to any uni-
tary operator acting on the composite system. Consider-
ing a specific case of the derived bound, we can obtain a
lower bound for the relative variance (cf. Eq. (20)) that
mirrors the form of the thermodynamic uncertainty rela-
tion. Additionally, we obtain an upper bound for the ex-
pectation of the observable (cf. Eq. (21)). These bounds
are determined by the minimum eigenvalue factor. In ad-
dition to our main findings, we show that the minimum
eigenvalue factor can be understood in two ways. First, it
can be interpreted as the maximum entropy production
for a given quantum system. Second, the minimum eigen-
value factor can be seen as analogous to the dynamical
activity employed in classical Markov processes. These
insights provide a deeper understanding of the minimum
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FIG. 1. (a) The joint unitary dynamics. The system S and
the environment E undergoes the joint unitary operator U ,
in which the environment after the unitary is measured by
the Hermitian operator G. (b) The energy spectrum of the
system and the environment can be represented as two sets:
{σi}

dS

i=1
and {ǫi}

dE

i=1
, where dS and dE denote the dimensions

of the respective sets.

eigenvalue factor and its role in quantum systems. More-
over, we show that the presence of coherence in the ini-
tial state can potentially improve the ultimate limit of
the precision of quantum thermal machines.
Results.— Let us consider an open quantum thermal

machine the system S and the environment E. We can
consider the state transformation of the composite sys-
tem by applying a joint unitary operator U . Let HS

and HE be the Hamiltonian operators representing the
system S and the environment E, respectively. These op-
erators can be expressed in their spectral decompositions
as follows:

HS =

dS
∑

i=1

σi |σi〉 〈σi| , HE =

dE
∑

i=1

ǫi |ǫi〉 〈ǫi| . (2)

Here, σi and ǫi denote the eigenvalues of HS and HE

(Fig. 1(b)), respectively, while |σi〉 and |ǫi〉 represent the
corresponding eigenvectors. The dimensions of the sys-
tem and the environment are given by dS and dE , re-
spectively. After preparing the initial states, we apply
the unitary transformation U to the composite system:

ρ′SE = U(ρS ⊗ ρE)U
†, (3)

where ρS and ρE are the system and environmental initial
states, respectively, and ρ′SE is the joint state after the
time evolution.
Let ρ′E ≡ TrS [ρ

′
SE ] be the state of the environment

after the unitary operation U . We wish to measure the
environment after the unitary evolution (Fig. 1(a)). This
approach is known as indirect measurement, where rather
than directly measuring the system itself, an ancillary
system is used to measure the system. By measuring the
ancillary system, information about the principal system
can be inferred. Continuous measurement [26], which is
often considered in the context of the quantum thermo-
dynamic uncertainty relation [17], falls into this category.
Continuous measurements can be regarded as interac-
tions between S and E, where S corresponds to the dy-

namics governed by the Lindblad equation, and E corre-
sponds to the field recording jump events. By measuring
the field, information about the jumps can be obtained.
Let G be an arbitrary observable that is to be applied

to the environment E. Let E[G] ≡ Tr[ρ′EG] be the expec-
tation of G and Var[G] ≡ E[G2]− E[G]2 be the variance
of G with respect to ρ′E . Given the observable G, we
want to obtain a lower bound of Var[G]/E[G]2. Let λ(G)
be a set of eigenvalues of G, and λmin(G) ≡ minλ(G)
and λmax(G) ≡ maxλ(G). Although we aim to explore
general observables, it is necessary to impose a condition
on G; the minimum eigenvalue of G is 0, λmin(G) = 0.
Without this condition, we can make the relative vari-
ance approach 0 by transforming G to G + aI, where a
is a real value, and letting a go to infinity. This trans-
formation allows the mean value of G, denoted as E[G],
to become infinitely large while maintaining a constant
variance, Var[G]. Consequently, the relative variance
Var[G]/E[G]2 can be made infinitely small, which is un-
desirable for our analysis.
Suppose that ρ′E and G admit the eigenvalue decom-

position:

ρ′E =

dE
∑

n=1

rn |n〉 〈n| , (4)

G =

dE
∑

n=1

gn |gn〉 〈gn| , (5)

where rn ≥ 0 and
∑

n rn = 1. Here, we exclude the pos-
sibility of degeneracy for simplicity; however, this condi-
tion can be addressed if necessary. When a measurement
is performed using the operator G, one of the eigenval-
ues λ(G) = {g1, g2, . . . , gdE

} is observed. Since we have
assumed that λmin(G) = 0, we set g1 = 0 without loss
of generality. From the Petrov inequality [27], the lower
bound to the relative fluctuation of G is given by (see
Ref. [28])

E [Gs]
r/(s−r)

E [Gr]s/(s−r)
≥

1

1− P (G = 0)
, (6)

where 0 < r < s and P (G = 0) ≡ Tr[ρ′E |g1〉 〈g1|] is
the probability of observing G = g1 = 0 given ρ′E . For
r = 1 and s = 2, Eq. (6) can derive a lower bound for
the relative variance:

Var[G]

E[G]2
≥

(

1

P (G = 0)
− 1

)−1

. (7)

Equations (6) and (7) suggest that minimizing P (G = 0)
is essential for achieving higher precision. Since P (G =
0) depends on |gn〉, we should choose |gn〉 to minimize
P (G = 0). We can express P (G = 0) =

∑

n rncn. Here,
cn is defined by cn ≡ | 〈n|g1〉 |

2, and satisfies cn ≥ 0
and

∑

n cn = 1. Then the minimization problem can be
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formulated as follows:

mimimize
{cn}

∑

n

rncn (8)

subject to 0 ≤ cn ≤ 1,
∑

n

cn = 1. (9)

This minimization problem can be solved with the lin-
ear programming. In linear programming, the optimal
solution lies at an extreme point of the feasible region.
In this case, extreme points are characterized by having
exactly one of the cn equal to 1 and the others equal
to 0. The solution achieving the minimum is selected
from these extreme points. Let r1 be the minimum of
λ(ρ′E), r1 = λmin(ρ

′
E). The the minimum of P (G = 0) is

achieved when |n = 1〉 = |g1〉, which yields

E [Gs]r/(s−r)

E [Gr]
s/(s−r)

≥
1

1− r1
=

1

1− λmin(ρ′E)
. (10)

According to Eq. (10), minimizing the relative variance of
the observable G requires minimizing the smallest eigen-
value, denoted as r1, of ρ

′
E . Note that we recently derived

a thermodynamic uncertainty relation using the Petrov
inequality, where the upper bound comprises the dynam-
ical activity [29].
Next, we consider minimizing the minimal eigenvalue

r1 of ρ′E . This problem setting is equivalent to the prob-
lem of thermodynamic cooling [30–34], where ancillary
systems are used to cool the target system. ρ′E is calcu-
lated by

ρ′E =

dS
∑

n=1

(〈hn| ⊗ I) ρ′SE (|hn〉 ⊗ I) , (11)

where |hn〉 is a basis in S. Therefore, when consider-
ing all possible unitary transformations, the minimum
achievable eigenvalue of ρ′E is identical to the sum of the
dS smallest elements of λ(ρ′SE) [30, 33]. Moreover, the
eigenvalues of ρ′SE is identical to the eigenvalues of ρSE ,
which is expressed by

λ(ρSE) = {ab|a ∈ λ(ρS), b ∈ λ(ρE)}. (12)

For a vector x ∈ R
n, let x↑ represent the vector formed

by sorting the components of x in non-decreasing order,
such that x↑

1 ≤ x↑
2 ≤ · · · ≤ x↑

n, where x↑
i is the i-th

element in this sorted sequence. Similarly, let x↓ denote
the vector obtained by arranging the components of x
in non-increasing order, so that x↓

1 ≥ x↓
2 ≥ · · · ≥ x↓

n,

where x↓
i is the i-th element in this sequence. Then the

minimum eigenvalue r1 is bounded from below by

r1 = λmin(ρ
′
E) ≥

dS
∑

i=1

λ↑
i (ρSE). (13)

Equation (13) states that a lower bound of the minimum
eigenvalue can be expressed as the sum of the dS smallest

eigenvalues of ρSE . Then the dS sum part in Eq. (13) can
be bounded from below by

dS
∑

i=1

λ↑
i (ρSE) ≥ dSλmin(ρSE)

= dSλmin(ρS)λmin(ρE). (14)

where we used the condition ρSE = ρS ⊗ ρE . Combining
Eq. (10) with (14), we obtain

E [Gs]
r/(s−r)

E [Gr]
s/(s−r)

≥
1

1− dSλmin(ρS)λmin(ρE)
. (15)

Let γX (X ∈ {S,E}) be the Gibbs state:

γX =
e−βHX

ZX(β)
, X ∈ {S,E}, (16)

where β is the inverse temperature and ZX(β) ≡
Tr[e−βHX ] (X ∈ {S,E}) is the partition function. Up to
this point, no assumptions have been made regarding the
initial states ρS and ρE . From now on, the initial state of
the environment will be taken as a Gibbs state, ρE = γE .
This condition is often considered in open quantum sys-
tems [35]. In this scenario, λmin(γE) is bounded from
below by [31]

λmin (γE) =
e−βǫmax

Tr [e−βHE ]
≥

e−βǫmax

dEe−βǫmin

, (17)

where ǫmax ≡ λmax(HE) and ǫmin ≡ λmin(HE). Then we
obtain

E [Gs]
r/(s−r)

E [Gr]
s/(s−r)

≥

(

1−
dS
dE

e−Φ(β,∆ǫ,λmin(ρS))

)−1

, (18)

where ∆ǫ ≡ ǫmax − ǫmin is the energy bandwidth of the
environment E and we define

Φ(β,∆ǫ, λmin(ρS)) ≡ ln
1

λmin(ρS)
+ β∆ǫ. (19)

We refer to Φ as the minimum eigenvalue factor. For
s = 2 and r = 1, Eq. (18) provides the lower bound to
the relative variance:

Var[G]

E [G]
2 ≥

(

dE
dS

eΦ(β,∆ǫ,λmin(ρS)) − 1

)−1

. (20)

Equation (20) shows that, to achieve a higher level of pre-
cision, the energy bandwidth ∆ǫ, quantified by the differ-
ence between the largest and smallest eigenvalues of the
environment, should be large enough. A larger energy
bandwidth results in greater energy dissipation; there-
fore, this aligns with our intuition. Later, we will demon-
strate that the minimum eigenvalue factor is connected
to the maximum entropy production. The lower bound
in the conventional thermodynamic uncertainty relation
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comprises the entropy production, which depends on the
actual time evolution of the system. However, the de-
rived bound depends solely on the initial configuration
and does not involve quantities related to the time evolu-
tion. Moreover, dimensions dS and dE play an important
role in the bound. Moreover, taking s = ∞ and r = 1,
we have

E [G] ≤ λmax[G]

{

1−
dS
dE

e−Φ(β,∆ǫ,λmin(ρS))

}

. (21)

Equation (21) states that the expectation of the ob-
servable G relative to the maximum eigenvalue becomes
larger for larger Φ. This bound is reminiscent of a bound
derived in Refs. [29, 36], where Φ should be replaced by
the dynamical activity.
As mentioned in the introduction, a quantum thermo-

dynamic uncertainty relation has a lower bound compris-
ing the entropy production Σ. Φ as defined in Eq. (19)
has the term β∆ǫ. It is naturally expected that larger
β∆ǫ also results in larger entropy production. Recently,
Ref. [37] established a lower bound for the entropy pro-
duction based on the minimum eigenvalue. We ex-
plore how the minimum eigenvalue serves as an upper
bound for entropy production, offering a fundamental
limit to thermodynamic precision. As before, suppose
that the initial state of the environment is the Gibbs state
ρE = γE . The quantum entropy production is defined by
[31, 38]

Σ = D(ρSE(τ)‖ρS(τ)⊗ γE), (22)

where D(ρ‖η) is the quantum relative entropy:

D(ρ‖η) ≡ Tr[ρ(ln ρ− ln η)]. (23)

From Ref. [39], D(ρ‖η) is bounded from above by

D(ρ‖η) ≤ −S(ρ)− lnλmin(η)

≤ − lnλmin(η), (24)

where S(ρ) ≡ −Tr[ρ ln ρ] is the von Neumann entropy.
Using Eq. (24), Σ is bounded from above by

Σ ≤ − lnλmin(ρS(τ) ⊗ γE)

= − lnλmin(ρS(τ)) − lnλmin(γE). (25)

The minimum eigenvalue of γE is given by Eq. (17). In
the same way as in Eq. (14), a lower bound of λmin(ρS(τ))
can be expressed by

λmin(ρS(τ)) ≥ dEλmin(ρS)λmin(γE). (26)

Therefore, the entropy production is bounded from above
by

Σ ≤ ln
dE

λmin(ρS)
+ 2β∆ǫ

= ln dE +Φ(2β,∆ǫ, λmin(ρS)). (27)

Equation (27) shows that the minimum eigenvalue factor
Φ is indeed related to the entropy production Σ; Φ pro-
vides an upper bound of Σ− ln dE when we replace β →
2β. By substituting the entropy production Σ with the
upper bound given in Eq. (27), we can derive a quantum
thermodynamic uncertainty relation. For instance, using
the lower bound on the information divergences [9, 25,
40], it is possible to obtain a lower bound for the relative

variance:
(

√

Varf [G] +
√

Vari[G])/(Ef [G]− Ei[G])
)2

≥

(eΣ − 1)−1, where G is the observable on E and the sub-
scripts i and f denote the measurement with respect to
the initial and final states, respectively. However, the left
side of this inequality represents the relative variance of
G concerning the time-evolved state ρ′E and the initial
state ρE . This contrasts with Eq. (20), where the left-
hand side is the relative variance at the final state.
We next consider a case where there is quantum

coherence in the initial environmental state. Refer-
ences [19, 41] showed that the existence of coherence im-
proves the lower bounds of thermodynamic uncertainty
relations. Here, we show that this is also the case for the
ultimate precision bounds. Suppose that the initial den-
sity operator of the environment is given by ρcE , where

ρcE ≡ γE + χE . (28)

Here, χE is an Hermitian operator that has no diagonal
elements when represented in the energy eigenbasis of
HE . Consequently, the diagonal elements of ρcE , which
represent the population, follow the Gibbs distribution
concerning HE . Therefore, χE controls the extent of the
quantum coherence in the initial state. Then, according
to the Schur-Horn theorem [42, 43], it can been shown
that (see Ref. [28])

λmin(ρ
c
E) ≤ λmin(γE). (29)

Equation (29) guarantees that the minimum eigenvalue
becomes less than or equal to its original value in the
presence of the quantum coherence. The Schur-Horn the-
orem only provides the quantitative effect on the mini-
mum eigenvalue when coherence is present. Then, ac-
cording to the Weyl inequality [44] (see Ref. [28]), the
following relation holds:

|λmin(ρ
c
E)− λmin(γE)| ≤ C. (30)

where C ≡ ‖χE‖F with ‖ • ‖F being the Frobenius norm:

‖χE‖F ≡

√

∑

i,j

|χE,ij |
2
. (31)

The Frobenius norm is used to measure the extent of
quantum coherence, particularly since the diagonal ele-
ments of χE are zero. Thus, the coherence measure C
quantifies the degree of quantum coherence, with C = 0
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indicating the absence of coherence. Using C, from
Eq. (30), the following relation holds:

λmin(γE)− C ≤ λmin(ρ
c
E). (32)

Using Eq. (32), we obtain the following bound:

E [Gs]
r/(s−r)

E [Gr]
s/(s−r)

≥

[

1−

(

dS
dE

e−Φ − dSλmin(ρS)C

)]−1

,

(33)

where (dS/dE)e
−Φ − dSλmin(ρS)C should be positive

(otherwise, the bound becomes trivial true as the right
hand side is 0). Equation (33) shows the ultimate lower
bound in the presence of coherence. Since the coherence
term is C ≥ 0, the presence of coherence improves the
ultimate lower bound of the bound.
Next, we show that the minimum eigenvalue factor Φ

defined in Eq. (19) plays a similar role as the dynam-
ical activity in classical Markov processes, which plays
a central role in trade-off relations [3, 5, 45]. Let Wnm

be the transition rate from mth state to nth state in a
classical Markov process and let Pm(t) be the probabil-
ity that the system is in mth state at time t. Given a
Markov process Ṗ (t) = WP (t), where W ≡ {Wnm}nm
and P (t) = {Pm(t)}m is the probability vector, the dy-
namical activity A and the entropy production rate Σ are
defined by

Σ ≡
∑

n<m

(PmWnm − PnWmn) ln
PmWnm

PnWmn
, (34)

A ≡
∑

n<m

(PmWnm + PnWmn) . (35)

It has been revealed that the dynamical activity consti-
tute an upper bound to the entropy production in the
steady-state condition [46]:

Σ ≤ κ(R)A, (36)

where R = maxn6=m Wmn/Wnm and κ(R) ≡ (lnR)(R −
1)/(R+1). The entropy production can become arbitrar-
ily large if we allow the jump rate ratio Wmn/Wnm to be
infinitely large. Equation (36) states that, when there
is an upper bound to the ratio Wmn/Wnm, as specified
by R, the entropy production Σ is bounded from above
by the dynamical activity A. References [29, 47] showed
that A constitutes a lower bound in a classical thermo-
dynamic uncertainty relation. Let C be an arbitrary tra-
jectory observable within the time interval [0, τ ], which
should vanish when there is no jump. Then the following
relation is known to hold [29, 47]:

Var[C]

E [C]2
≥

(

eAτ − 1
)−1

. (37)

Equation (37) shows that the system provides more pre-
cise measurements when A is larger. Comparison of

Eqs. (20) and (37) and comparison of Eqs. (27) and (36)
suggest that Φ, as defined in Eq. (19), plays a role sim-
ilar to that of the dynamical activity. Specifically, both
Φ and A serve as lower bounds in trade-off relations and
as upper bounds for entropy production.

The bound shown in Eq. (20) is significant from a ther-
modynamic perspective, particularly in relation to the
third law of thermodynamics. In recent years, there has
been growing interest in verifying theoretical thermody-
namic relations using real quantum computers [48–50].
In our previous study [51], we confirmed a variant of the
quantum thermodynamic uncertainty relation using the
IBM quantum computer. However, due to the third law
of thermodynamics, it is impossible to prepare a pure
state as the initial state [30, 31, 33, 52]. As a result,
the initial state becomes mixed and thus λmin(γE) > 0,
which implies that β < ∞. Consequently, even when con-
sidering the third law of thermodynamics, Eq. (20) may
represent a possible limit on the achievable accuracy.

Conclusion.—In this Letter, we established fundamen-
tal precision limits for quantum thermal machines oper-
ating in the finite-dimensional system and environment.
We derived ultimate lower bounds for the relative vari-
ance and the expectation, and introduced the minimum
eigenvalue factor Φ, which determines these bounds and
serves as an analog to the dynamical activity in classical
Markov processes. Our findings reveal that, unlike classi-
cal systems, where infinite precision might be achievable
with infinite entropy production, quantum systems face
fundamental limitations due to their finite-dimensional
nature. Additionally, we found that quantum coherence
in the initial environmental state can actually improve
these fundamental bounds, providing a potential route to
enhanced precision in quantum thermal machines. Our
study provides a comprehensive framework for under-
standing the ultimate precision limits in quantum ther-
mal machines.

This work was supported by JSPS KAKENHI Grant
Number JP23K24915.
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This supplementary material describes the calculations introduced in the main text. The numbers of the equations
and the figures are prefixed with S (e.g., Eq. (S1) or Fig. S1). Numbers without this prefix (e.g., Eq. (1) or Fig. 1)
refer to items in the main text.

S1. PETROV INEQUALITY

Let X be a random variable. The Petrov inequality [1] is given by

P (|X | > b) ≥
(E [|X |r]− br)

s/(s−r)

E [|X |s]
r/(s−r)

, (S1)

where 0 < r < s, b ≥ 0, and the condition br ≤ E [|X |r] must be satisfied. By setting r = 1, s = 2, and b = 0 in this
inequality, we can derive the well-known second moment method. By definition, the observable G is non-negative (see
Eq. (5) and the following assumption). Therefore, By setting b = 0 in Eq. (S1), we have

E [Gs]
r/(s−r)

E [Gr]s/(s−r)
≥

1

1− P (G = 0)
. (S2)

When taking r = 1 and s = 2, we have

Var [G]

E [G]
2 ≥

P (G = 0)

1− P (G = 0)
. (S3)

When taking r = 1 and s → ∞, we have

(1− P (G = 0))λmax(G) ≥ E [G] . (S4)

Here, we used E[Gs]1/s
s→∞
−→ λmax(G).

S2. COHERENT INITIAL STATE CASE

In the main text, we explore the ultimate precision limits in the presence of initial coherence. For the reader’s
convenience, we provide a brief review of the theorems necessary for the derivation.

A. Schur-Horn theorem

Let A be an Hermitian matrix and let d(A) be a set of diagonal elements of A. There exits an Hermitian matrix

with diagonal values d↓1(A), . . . , d
↓
N in this order (the top left is d↓1(A) and so on) and eigenvalues λ↓

1(A), . . . , λ
↓
N (A) if

and only if

n
∑

i=1

d
↓
i (A) ≤

n
∑

i=1

λ↓
i (A) n = 1, . . . , N − 1, (S5)
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FIG. S1. The joint unitary dynamics. The system S and the environment E undergoes the joint unitary operator U , in which
the environment after the unitary is measured by the Hermitian operator G. The initial states are (a) ρS = γS and (b) ρS = γS
and ρE = γE.

and

N
∑

i=1

d
↓
i (A) =

N
∑

i=1

λ↓
i (A). (S6)

The second condition given by Eq. (S6) is trivial, as the trace should be equal to the sum of eigenvalues. From
Eqs. (S5) and (S6), it is evident that

λmin(A) ≤ dmin(A), (S7)

where dmin(A) is the minimum of the diagonal elements of A. Equation (S7) is used to derive Eq. (29) in the main
text.

B. Weyl inequality

The Weyl inequality relates the eigenvalues of two Hermitian matrices to the eigenvalues of their sum. Let us
consider two N ×N Hermitian matrices A and B. The Weyl inequality states that each eigenvalue of the sum A+B
is bounded by the sum of a corresponding eigenvalue of A and either the smallest or largest eigenvalue of B. More
precisely, for every 1 ≤ k ≤ N :

λ↓
k(A) + λ↓

N (B) ≤ λ↓
k(A+B) ≤ λ↓

k(A) + λ↓
1(B). (S8)

Then, suppose that the matrix A is perturbed by an Hermitian matrix ∆A. Then, from Eq. (S8), we have
∣

∣

∣
λ↓
k(A+∆A)− λ↓

k(A)
∣

∣

∣
≤ ‖∆A‖op , (S9)

where ‖∆A‖op denotes the operator norm which returns ‖∆A‖op = max |λ(∆A)|. Let ‖A‖F be the Frobenius norm:

‖A‖F =

√

√

√

√

N
∑

i

N
∑

j

|aij |
2. (S10)

It is known that ‖A‖op ≤ ‖A‖F , which yields
∣

∣

∣
λ↓
k(A+∆A)− λ↓

k(A)
∣

∣

∣
≤ ‖∆A‖op ≤ ‖∆A‖F . (S11)

S3. DIFFERENT INITIAL SETTINGS

In the main text, the initial state of the environment was assumed to be a Gibbs state. It is possible to consider
cases where the main system is in a Gibbs state or where both the main system and the environment are in Gibbs
states.
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Consider the case where the initial state of the main system S is the Gibbs state, ρS = γS (Fig. S1(a)). In this
case, λmin(γS) can be bounded from below by

λmin (γS) =
e−βσmax

Tr [e−βHS ]
≥

e−βσmax

dSe−βσmin

. (S12)

By using Eq. (S12), we can repeat the same argument. Using the Petrov inequality, we have

E [Gs]
r/(s−r)

E [Gr]s/(s−r)
≥

1

1− e−Ψ(β,∆σ,λmin(ρE))
, (S13)

where

Ψ(β,∆σ, λmin(ρE)) ≡ − lnλmin(ρE) + β∆σ. (S14)

Equation (S14) corresponds to Φ defined in Eq. (19). Again, the energy bandwidth ∆σ ≡ σmax − σmin of the system
Hamiltonian HS plays an important role, but unlike the case of Eq. (18), the dimensions of the system, dS and dE ,
are not included explicitly. Setting r = 1 and s = 2, the bound for the relative variance is obtained:

Var [G]

E [G]
2 ≥

(

eΨ(β,∆σ,λmin(ρE)) − 1
)−1

. (S15)

where ∆σ ≡ σmax − σmin. Again using s = ∞ and r = 1, we obtain the expectation bound:

E[G] ≤ λmax[G]
(

1− e−Ψ(β,∆σ,λmin(ρE))
)

. (S16)

Next, we consider the scenario where both the initial states of the system and the environment are Gibbs states,
denoted as ρS = γS and ρE = γE (Fig. S1(b)). Then we obtain

E [Gs]
r/(s−r)

E [Gr]s/(s−r)
≥

1

1− e−Ω(dE,∆σ,∆ǫ)
, (S17)

where Ω(dE ,∆σ,∆ǫ) is defined by

Ω(dE ,∆σ,∆ǫ) = ln dE + β (∆σ +∆ǫ) . (S18)

Again, by setting r = 1 and s = 2, we obtain

Var [G]

E [G]
2 ≥

1

eΩ(dE,∆σ,∆ǫ) − 1
. (S19)

By setting r = 1 and s = ∞, we obtain

E[G] ≤ λmax[G]
(

1− e−Ω(dE ,∆σ,∆ǫ)
)

. (S20)

S4. NUMERICAL SIMULATION

We conduct numerical simulations to verify Eq. (20). To do this, we randomly generate the system density matrix
ρS and the environmental Hamiltonian HE for an initial Gibbs state γE . We then create a random unitary U and
a random Hermitian operator G, whose minimum eigenvalue is 0. By repeating this process multiple times, we
obtain random realizations for both sides of Eq. (20): the left-hand side, Var[G]/E[G]2, and the right-hand side,
(

dEe
Φ/dS − 1

)−1
, which are plotted as points in Fig. S2(a). The dashed line in Fig. S2(a) represents the equality

condition of the bound. As we can see, all the points lie above this line, indicating that Eq. (20) holds true in our
simulations. Similarly, in Fig. S2(b), we verify Eq. (21) by plotting the left-hand side, E[G], against the right-hand
side, λmax[G]

(

1− dSe
−Φ/dE

)

. Once again, the dashed line in Fig. S2(b) represents the equality case of Eq. (21), and
our numerical results confirm the validity of Eq. (21).

[1] V. V. Petrov, On lower bounds for tail probabilities, J. Stat. Plann. Inference 137, 2703 (2007).
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FIG. S2. Results of numerical simulation. (a) Verification of Eq. (20). Var[G]/E[G]2 is plotted against (dEe
Φ/dS − 1)−1. The

points represent random realizations, while the dashed line indicates the equality case of Eq. (20). (b) Verification of Eq. (21).
E[G] is plotted against λmax[G](1 − dSe

Φ/dE). The points represent random realizations, while the dashed line indicates the
equality case of Eq. (21). In (a) and (b), the system dimension is set to dS = 2. First, we randomly select the environment
dimension dE from the set {2, 3, 4}. Then, we randomly generate the initial density matrix ρS and the random Hamiltonian
HE. A randomly generated unitary U is applied to the combined system. The measurement operator G is randomly generated
and apply the operation G → G− λmin[G]I so that the minimum eigenvalue becomes 0.
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