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We study the fundamental sensitivity that can be achieved with an ideal optomechanical system
in the nonlinear regime for measurements of time-dependent gravitational fields. Using recently de-
veloped methods to solve the dynamics of a nonlinear optomechanical system with a time-dependent
Hamiltonian, we compute the quantum Fisher information for linear displacements of the mechan-
ical element due to gravity. We demonstrate that the sensitivity can not only be further enhanced
by injecting squeezed states of the cavity field, but also by modulating the light—matter coupling of
the optomechanical system. We specifically apply our results to the measurement of gravitational
fields from small oscillating masses, where we show that, in principle, the gravitational field of an
oscillating nano-gram mass can be detected based on experimental parameters that will likely be
accessible in the near-term future. Finally, we identify the experimental parameter regime necessary
for gravitational wave detection with a quantum optomechanical sensor.

I. INTRODUCTION

Precision measurements of gravitational effects allow
for new technological advancements and for hitherto un-
charted regimes of physics to be explored. In particular,
the recent detection of gravitational waves by the Laser
Interferometer Gravitational-Wave Observatory (LIGO)
collaboration [1] has enabled the establishment of the
field of gravitational astrophysics [2]. At the other end
of the scale, fundamental tests of gravity using optome-
chanical systems have been proposed, including tests for
gravitational decoherence [3, 4], and measurements of
the gravitational field from extremely small masses in
quantum superpositions. Performing these experiments
could help probe the overlap between quantum mechan-
ics and the low-energy limit of quantum gravity [5-11].
Both endeavors are set to benefit from advances in quan-
tum metrology [12], where the inclusion of non-classical
states promises to push the sensitivity even further. This
is already the case for LIGO, where the addition of
squeezed light has significantly reduced the noise in the
system [13].

Cavity optomechanics [14] represents a promising plat-
form for developing high performance quantum sensors.
These systems consist of light interacting with a small
mechanical element, such as a moving-end mirror [15]
or a levitated sphere [16]. In recent years, a diverse
set of platforms including systems with Brillouin scat-
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tering [17-19], nanomechanical rotors [20], whispering-
gallery-mode optomechanics [21, 22] and superconduct-
ing devices [23] have been studied from both a theoreti-
cal and experimental point-of-view. When a mechanical
mode is cooled to a sufficiently low temperature, it enters
into a quantum state, which allows for properties such as
entanglement and coherence to be used for the purpose
of sensing [24].

Precision measurements of gravitational acceleration —
also known as gravimetry — with quantum optomechan-
ical systems in the nonlinear regime have been theoret-
ically considered for measurements of constant gravita-
tional accelerations [25, 26]. However, constant signals
are experimentally difficult to detect as they cannot be
easily distinguished from a random noise floor. On the
other hand, until recently it was not known how to solve
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FIG. 1. The influence of a time-dependent gravitational
acceleration on a Fabry—Pérot moving-end mirror. A small
source sphere with mass mg oscillates with frequency wy and
creates an oscillating gravitational field, which drives the cen-
ter of mass motion of the mechanical part of the optomechan-
ical system with frequency wm.
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the dynamics of fully time-dependent systems in the non-
linear regime. This prevented the careful analysis of the
measurement of time-varying signals, which can provide
significant advantages through the use of resonant effects.

The closed dynamics of time-dependent optomechani-
cal systems was recently solved in [27, 28], and a general
expression for the sensitivity of an optomechanical sys-
tem with a time-dependent coupling and time-dependent
mechanical displacement terms was derived in [29]. In
this work, we go beyond the results in [29] by deriving
fundamental bounds to measurements of time-dependent
gravitational fields and considering enhancements to the
fundamental sensitivity. We apply our methods to three
specific examples: generic gravimetry of oscillating fields,
the detection of the gravitational field from small oscil-
lating source masses, and the detection of gravitational
waves. The computations are performed for both co-
herent and bright squeezed states of the light. We ask
whether the intrinsic properties of the optomechanical
probe system, such as the form of the light—matter cou-
pling, can be employed to further enhance the sensitivity.
This is motivated by the fact that the nonlinearities in the
optomechanical coupling can be significantly enhanced
by either separately or jointly modulating the mechanical
frequency and the light—matter coupling [30, 31]. Such
modulations have been demonstrated e.g. in nanome-
chanical setups [32] or with levitated nanoparticles, such
as in hybrid-Paul trap systems [33-35]. We find that
such a modulation, performed at or close to resonance,
significantly enhances the system sensitivity. A similar
result holds when the trapping frequency is modulated at
parametric resonance (twice the mechanical frequency),
which has been shown in [36].

To relate our scheme to realistic laboratory measure-
ments, we also compute the sensitivity bounds for homo-
dyne and heterodyne detection of the cavity state. While
it was known that homodyne detection is optimal for con-
stant gravitational fields and coherent states of the light
in the cavity [25], here we show that it remains optimal
for time-varying gravitational fields using initially coher-
ent states of the optical mode (referred to as ’optics’ for
short in the following), as well as asymptotically optimal
for squeezed states.

The work is structured as follows. In Section II, we
introduce the optomechanical Hamiltonian and demon-
strate how an external gravitational source enters into
the dynamics. We outline the solution to the dynam-
ics in Section II. Following that, we compute the quan-
tum Fisher information for initial coherent states and
squeezed states in Section III and discuss when the opti-
cal and mechanical degrees-of-freedom disentangle, since
this allows us to focus exclusively on the sensitivity based
on measurements of the cavity state. We then present
our main results, which include expressions for the fun-
damental sensitivities in Section IV. Next, we consider
homodyne and heterodyne measurement schemes in Sec-
tion V. Finally, we apply our results and consider realistic
parameters for three measurement schemes in Section VI:

(i) generic gravimetry of time-dependent signals, (ii) de-
tection of gravitational fields from small masses, (iii) and
detection of gravitational waves. The paper is concluded
with a discussion covering some of the practical imple-
mentations of an optomechanical sensor in Section VII
and some closing remarks in Section VIII.

II. THE SYSTEM

The standard optomechanical Hamiltonian for a single
interacting optical and mechanical mode is given by

H = hwedla+ hwy b0 — hka'a (b7 +b), (1)

where a,a' and b,b' are the annihilation and creation
operators of the cavity field and mechanical oscillator,
respectively, satisfying [a,af] = 1 and [l;, ET] = 1, where
and w. and wy, are the optical and mechanical frequen-
cies. The light—matter coupling is denoted by k, and
its precise form depends on the experimental platform in
question!.

We consider the case where an external gravitational
signal affects the mechanical element, which gives rise
to an additional potential term in (1). However, this
is not the only change to (1) that we consider, as will
become clear later. By expanding the gravitational po-
tential to first order, we obtain the familiar expression
mg(t)&m,, where g(t) is a time-dependent gravitational
acceleration and I, = xo (IST + l;) is a linear displace-

ment of the mechanical element, with ¢ = /h/2mwy,
the zero-point fluctuation. While generic time-dependent
signals can be explored using the methods in [29], here we
restrict our analysis to gravitational signals ¢(t) that are
sinusoidally modulated around a constant acceleration,
which accounts for all three examples that we model in
this work.
We write the gravitational acceleration as

9(t) = —go (a + €ecos(wyt + ¢g)) , (2)

where gg is the overall amplitude of the acceleration, ¢,
is an arbitrary phase, a is a dimensionless constant con-
tribution, € is a dimensionless oscillation amplitude, and
wy is the angular frequency of the signal. This allows
us, for example, to model the gravitational field from an
oscillating spherical source mass, as illustrated in Fig-
ure 1, where a = 1 and € = 20rg/rg, with drg being
the amplitude of the time-dependent oscillation and g
the mean separation (see the derivation in Appendix A).
We can also use (2) to model gravitational waves (or a
set-up mimicking their effects using, for example, mov-
ing masses [37]). To do so, we set a = 0 so that only the
oscillating part of the gravitational acceleration remains.

1 This coupling is conventionally denoted by g or go, but we here
reserve these symbols for the gravitational acceleration.



It is well-known that resonances in physical systems
can be used to further enhance certain dynamical effects.
We therefore make a total of three changes to the stan-
dard optomechanical Hamiltonian (1): (i) We add a grav-
itational term g(t), (ii) we promote the standard constant
optomechanical coupling k£ to a time-dependent one, and
(iii) we let the mechanical frequency change as a func-
tion of time. The change of the mechanical frequency
(iii) can be modelled in two ways: Either by changing
the frequency wy, and thereby of b and l;T, which are de-
fined with respect to this frequency, or by addition of the
term Do(7) (bt + b)2. In this work, we choose the latter
approach, since it allows us to more easily compare this
scheme with the previously mentioned cases. The Hamil-
tonian in the frame rotating with the optical field then
becomes

H = hus b0 — Ry, (k(m) ata — Dy (7)) (b7 +b)
+ han Do (7) (BT + )2, (3)
where we adopt a rescaled time parameter 7 = wpyt,

and the linear gravitational displacement term D1 (7) be-
comes (given (2))

Di(r) = —di (a+ ecos(Qa17 + da1)) , (4)

where Q41 = wg/wWm, a1 = ¢4, and where we now iden-
tify

gi — M0 h 9
' hwm V 2wmm 2row?,

(5)

The optomechanical coupling k(7) depends on the spe-
cific system under consideration. For example, for a
Fabry—Pérot cavity with a mechanical oscillator mirror,
the coupling is a constant, k(7) = ko given by ko =
owe/(Lwm) [38], where L is the length of the cavity. For
levitated dielectric spheres, the coupling takes the form
ko = P ke xowe/(2wm Ve €9) [39], where P is the polariz-
ability of the sphere, given by P = 3Vey(e — 1)/ (e + 2),
with volume V', relative permittivity €, and the cavity
mode volume V.. Furthermore, ¢j is the vacuum permit-
tivity, and k. = 27/A. is the wave number of the light
field. A modulated spring constant k(7) is experimen-
tally feasible for Fabry—Pérot systems by positioning an
electrode with a time-varying voltage close to the can-
tilever [40]. For a levitated nanosphere, a similar mod-
ulation arises from the natural micromotion that occurs
for certain hybrid Paul-trap setups [33, 41]. We later
show that a modulation of the light—matter coupling can
be used to enhance the sensitivity of the system for mea-
surements of gravitational fields.

A. Solution of the dynamics

Our goal now is to solve the dynamics generated by (3).
The full solution was developed in [42] and [28]. We

briefly review the results here. In general, the time-
evolution operator is given by the time-ordered exponen-
tial U(7) = %exp [—i o dTH(7")/(Fwm)]. By using an
approach akin to transforming to the interaction picture,
U(7) can be written as the product

U(r) = Usq(7) Unr(7) , (6)
where
v . i T / Y (2)
Usq_?exp[ w/o dr (Nb+D2(T)(2Nb+B+ ))1
Unt, = <?exp [—Z/ dr U;[q Hy () Usq] , (7)
Wm Jo

where HNL = 7/1'(7')5”&(1%4‘8) +D1 (T) (I;T+l;), Nb = ZA)TIA),
and Bf) = b2 402, Here, Uy, encodes both the free evo-
lution of the mechanical subsystem as well as the term
multiplied by Do (7), while Un1, contains the remaining
nonlinear light—matter interaction term and the gravita-
tional displacement term.

Next, we use a Lie algebra approach to write the re-
maining time-evolution operator Unr,(7) as a product of
unitary operators. This method was first proposed by
Wei and Norman in 1963 [43] and has since been used
to solve the dynamics of a large variety of systems [44—
47]. We identify the following Lie algebra of generators,
which is closed under commutation:

N? = (a'a)
Na =a'a Nb —
By = b+ B (bt —b)

N,By =N, (' +b) N,B_:=iN, (b —=b). (8)

Similarly, it is possible to find a Lie algebra that generates
the time-evolution encoded in Usq. It is made up of the
following operators [28]: Ny, Bf) = b2 452, and B® =
i(b12 — b?).

Identifying the Lie algebra enables us to write down

the following Ansétze for the two time-evolution opera-
tors [28]

Usq(T) e_i Jv Nb 677; J4 Bf) e*i J_ B(_2) 7 (9)

A - \J —q . V2 —7 - z
UNL(T) :GilFNa Ng e zFNg NZ e zFB+ By

—i F

o« o iFngp, NaBi —iFg B —iF

¢ Fvan NaBo
By now equating the two Ansétze (9) with their respec-
tive expressions in (7) and differentiating on both sides,
we can use the linear independence of the operators to ob-
tain a number of differential equations. Solving these, we
find that the F' coefficients are given by integrals shown
in (B4) in Appendix B, and the J coefficients are similarly
given by the expressions in (B8). For explicit expressions
of the functions k(7), D1(7) and D2 (7), it is then possible
to solve the system either exactly or numerically.



In this work, we draw on analytic and perturbative
solutions developed in Refs [28] and [29], which are briefly
outlined in Appendix B.

B. Initial states of the system

It is well-known that the fundamental sensitivity of a
detector depends on the initial state of the system, and
that significant enhancements can be gained through the
use of non-classical states. For optomechanical systems,
ground-state cooling has been demonstrated for a number
of platforms [24, 48-50], however, the most realistic and
practical state of the mechanical oscillator is a thermal
state. The total initial state of the system is

5(0) = [t6e) ¢ wc|®zta“h ) (nl,  (10)

2
o cosh” r

where |i.) is the initial optical state of the cavity
and the parameter rp is defined by the relation rp =
tanh ™! (exp[—fiww/(2kp T)]), for which kg is Boltz-
mann’s constant and 7T is the temperature.

In this work, we consider two different cavity states:

(i) A coherent state |u) (accessible through laser driv-
ing), where @ |uc) = fic |c). The average number
of photons in the cavity is |uc|?.

(i) A squeezed coherent state |C,puc) = S¢|ue) (also
known as “bright squeezed state”) where 34 =
exp [(¢*a? — ¢al?)/2] with ¢ = re™.  These
states can be prepared through parametric down-
conversion [51], or four-wave mixing in an optical
cavity [52], and they have recently been used to
improve the sensitivity of LIGO [13]. Currently,
squeezed optical states with r = 1.42 [53, 54] and
even r = 1.73 [55] have been achieved in the labo-
ratory.

It is known that a Fock state superposition given by
(10)+|n))/v/2, where ata |n) = n|n) can be used to max-
imise the sensitivity of the system for a given maximum
excitation n [56, 57]. However, it is difficult to prepare
states with large n (currently, n = 4 has been experi-
mentally demonstrated [58]), and we therefore focus on
(squeezed) coherent states in this work.

III. QUANTUM METROLOGY OF LINEAR
DISPLACEMENTS

We are interested in the fundamental limits that op-
tomechanical systems can achieve when sensing displace-
ments due to gravity. For this purpose, we turn to tools
in quantum metrology.

A. Quantum Fisher information

In general, quantum metrology provides an ultimate
bound on the precision of measurements of a classical pa-
rameter 6. If § parametrises a unitary quantum channel
Ug, it is coded into the state as pgp = Uy Din Ug [12]. Then,
given a specific input state piy,, it is possible to compute
the quantum Cramér-Rao bound (QCRB), which reads

1

where Z is the quantum Fisher information (QFI) for
the parameter 6 and M is the number of measurements,
or input probes [59]. The QCRB bound is optimised
over all possible (POVM) measurements and data anal-
ysis schemes with unbiased estimators, and can be satu-
rated in the limit of M — oo.

For a unitary channel Uy, and for a mixed initial state
given by p(0) = > Ay [An) (An| the QFT is given by [60,
61]:

Var(6) >

I-= 42 An (()\n| H3 ) = (nl o [An)?)
_8 Z

n#m

i 2
D17 12
S ol Al (12

where 7:19 = —z’U,ja(,U(,. In our case, 09 is the time-
evolution operator in (6), which results from a gravita-
tional signal affecting the optomechanical system. The
general form for the global QFI for the Hamiltonian (3)
was computed in [29)].

We are interested in estimating parameters that appear
in the displacement function D (7), which arises from the
gravitational signal. We therefore pick d; in (4) as our
fiducial estimation parameter, and by the chain-rule, we
can choose to estimate any parameter that appears in
di. With this choice, only three dynamical coefficients,
Fg.. Fp,, and Fg , contain the function Dy (see (B4)
in Appendix B), meaning that all other coefficients are
zero when differentiated with respect to dy.

It follows from equation (9) in [29] that the operator

Hay is given by
Haq1 = BN, + C,B, +C_B_, (13)
where B and C. are coefficients defined by
B=—04,Fy —2Fy 5 00, Fs
Cy=—04,Fp, . (14)

The global QFT takes the form (see the derivation in Ap-
pendix C):

T = 4[B(AN,)? 4 sech(2rp) (C2+C2)], (15)

where the variance of N,, (AN, )2
(Na)?,

= Var(N,) = (N?) —
and where the bracket (-) denotes the expectation



value with respect to one of the initial states presented
in Section IIB. For the coherent state and the squeezed
state, we find (see Appendix C):

(ANa)ic = |/u'c|2 s (]_6)
¢ 1
(ANL)2 ¢ = lpel® e* + 5 sinh?(2r)
— 29{[6_%9/10}2 sinh(4r) , (17)

where we recall that r and ¢ are the squeezing parameters
given by ¢ = re’?. The angle ¢ is defined with respect
to the coherent state phase. The case of coherent states
(r = 0) was considered previously in [25, 26, 29].

For coherent states, a higher photon number |u.
yields a better sensitivity. For squeezed coherent states,
the QFI is maximised when eZ y is purely imaginary,
and when the photon number |z.|? and r are maximised.
In each case, the increase in sensitivity is not without
cost, as there are certain restrictions to how much the
mechanical element can be displaced. See Section VIIE
for a discussion of these restrictions, where we also pro-
pose order-of-magnitude limitations for the parameters
of the cavity field.

Once the QFI has been computed, we can obtain
the optimal measurement sensitivity through the QCRB.
Given the dimensionless expression (4), we use the chain-
rule to find that the sensitivity Agg to the gravitational
amplitude gy (see the expression in (2)) is

| 2

d g 2xow?
Agy > |—d = m 18
gO"dgo ' VMZI  VMZI (18)

In Section V, we consider the classical Fisher informa-
tion (CFI), which provides the sensitivity given a specific
measurement. We now turn to the question of optimal
timing of the measurement.

B. Disentangling of the optics and mechanics

For Hamiltonians such as (3), it is well-known that the
optical and mechanical subsystems evolve into an entan-
gled state [62], however, for particular choices of the dy-
namics, we find that there are certain times when the
two systems end up in a separable state. This is a con-
sequence of the unitary dynamics, and we refer to these
times as Teep-

In an experiment, it is often the case that an observable
on the cavity state is measured. If we can identify the dis-
entangling conditions and hence Tyep,, we can immediately
compute the QFT of the cavity state at these separation
times. It was also previously found that the global QFI
peaks when the states are separable, and that the noise
contained in an initially thermal mechanical state also
does not affect the sensitivity at this time [25, 29].

From (6), we note that only the exponentials with
Fy. By and Fyg p mediate entanglement between the

cavity field and the mechanics, since their accompanying

5

generators Na B+ and Na B_ encode an interaction be-
tween the light and mechanical oscillator (referred to as
"mechanics’ for short in the following). We therefore con-
struct the function K v, =Fx, p tiFy, By and express
a sufficient condition for separability as

Ky, "= FR, 5 T 5

B N, B+ - 0 . (19)

When this condition is fulfilled, the full time-evolution
operator U(7) factorises into terms that act exclu-
sively on the optical and mechanical states. The
part acting on the cavity state is given by U.(7) =
Usy(7) e iFaz Na o=iFy, Na gy later, we note that,
when applied to a coherent state |u.), the last exponen-
tial induces a phase, such that the new coherent state
parameter is fic = fic € "' ¥a. This definition will become
useful to us when we discuss homodyne measurements of
the cavity field in Section V.

The advantage of identifying the conditions for
| K Na|2 = 0 is that we can derive an analytic expres-
sion for the fundamental sensitivity that can be achieved
by measuring the cavity state. We also do not have to
concern ourselves with any contributions from the initial
thermal mechanical state. The QFI of the optical state
is then simply (from (14) and (15)):

I, =4(04,Fy )*(AN,)?, (20)

where we use the subscript ‘c’ to denote the fact that this
refers to the QFT of the cavity state only.

To determine when the condition in (19) is satisfied,
we must evaluate the expression for a given dynamics.
Firstly, we note that the form of the gravitational ac-
celeration (determined by the function D;(7)) does not
affect the entanglement between the systems. This is be-
cause D1 (7) does not feature in the integrals for Fig By
and Fy p  (see the expressions in (B4)).

In contrast, the optomechanical coupling k(7) and
the squeezing function Da(7) completely determine the
times Tsp at which the two systems become separable.
For a constant optomechanical coupling k(7) = ko, the
states reach their maximum entanglement at 7 = 7,
after which they return to a separable state at Top =
27 [25, 62]. We can prove this explicitly by computing
Fy. By and Fy 5 for a constant coupling, and we find
that [K g |* = 2k§(1 — cos(7)), which vanishes when 7 is
a multiple of 27.

When the coupling k(7) is time-dependent, however,
the behaviour of the system — and the entanglement —
becomes richer. As we are interested in whether a modu-
lated coupling can lead to resonance type enhancements,
a natural choice is to assume it takes on the form [31]

k(T) =k COS(QkT + ¢k) s (21)

where €2, is the oscillation frequency divided by wy, and
¢k is an arbitrary phase. For zero mechanical squeezing
(Dg = 0), the F-coefficients are given in (B10), and Ky



FIG. 2. Disentangling conditions for the light and mechanics. When the function ‘Kz\‘ra |2 = Fﬁ, st Fﬁ By is zero, the state

is separable. (a) is a plot of |K g |? (shown in (D1)) for a modulated optomechanical coupling (specified in (21)) with different
frequencies Qgrac = 1+ 2n1/s and with ko = n1 = 1. The resonant case Q) = 1 (not shown) never evolves into a separable
state, while \KNQ |2 vanishes at multiples of 7 = s7 for Qgac = 3 (blue solid line), Qpac = 2 (green dashed line), and Qgac = 5/3
(magenta dotted line). (b) is a plot of 2log|K | for a modulated squeezing with d2 = 0.01 and a constant optomechanical
coupling ko = 1. At no point within the shown time interval does the states evolve into a separable state.

is given in (D1). When the optomechanical coupling is
modulated at resonance with Q = 1, we find that the
light and mechanical oscillator never disentangle. This
means that we cannot ignore the mechanical contribution
to the QFI, and since computing the QFI for a reduced
state is challenging, we resort to the global expression
in (15) as an upper bound.

A key observation however, is that for specific choices
of the coupling modulation frequencies, the light and me-
chanics do disentangle at certain points in the evolution.
In Appendix D we prove that when the frequencies take
on a fractional form, Qgae = 1 4 2n1/s , for ny and s
integers (s positive), the subsystems decouple at times
that are multiples of 7y, = sm. This means that the QFI
for the cavity state is given again by (20).

Finally, for a mechanical frequency modulated with
Dy = dg cos(27 + ¢42), we find no point where the system
is completely separable (see Figure 2b).

IV. GRAVIMETRY OF TIME-DEPENDENT
GRAVITATIONAL FIELDS

We are now in a position to evaluate the QFI explic-
itly for a number of cases of interest. Throughout, we
assume that the gravitational signal is given by the time-
dependent expression in (4). Further, we keep the op-
tomechanical coupling constant for now with k(1) = ko,
and we assume that the mechanical squeezing is zero. In
Section III B, we showed that for this choice of dynamics,
the light and mechanical oscillator disentangle whenever
the time 7 is a multiple of 27.

We therefore find that (see Appendix C2), at reso-
nance with 41 = 1, and at time 7. = 2n7 with integer

n, the global QFI becomes

TO0= =4 7% n? k3 (AN,)?(2a — € cos(¢ar))?
+ (27n)2€e%sech(2r7) (22)

which is maximized over ¢41 for ¢4y1 = w. This is a phase
relation between the driving signal, which excites oscil-
lations of the mechanics, and the light-matter coupling
term, which fixes the decoupling times. The much longer
form of the QFI for a general frequency 247 is shown
in (C20) in Appendix C.

In a classical setting, we expect that driving the me-
chanical element on resonance will rapidly increase its
oscillation amplitude, which means that it becomes eas-
ier and easier to detect its displacement. We do see this
increase in the ~ n2-scaling of the second term of (22).
However, this term is usually small compared with the
first term, since both scale with ~ n? and the first term
scales with the photon number variance (AN,)?.

To focus on this point, we consider the cavity state
QFI (20) at times when the light and mechanics evolve
into a separable state. For a purely oscillating field with
a = 0, the local QFT for measurements of the cavity field
becomes

Iélezl) — (47rn)2 k(Q) € (ANQ)2 . (23)

When € = 1, this is in fact smaller than the constant
driving scenario (with a = 1) by a factor of 4. So, while
resonant driving does increase the global and local QFI
over time, as one would intuitively expect, this is pri-
marily through the amplitude change of the mechanical
element. As such, it does not translate directly to obser-
vations on the cavity field. It turns out, however, that an
analogous enhancement can be passed to the field pro-
vided modulations are introduced to the system in a dif-
ferent way. In this section we consider two additional



methods by which this can be done: Modulating the op-
tomechanical light—matter interaction, and modulating
the trapping frequency. We return to (23) later on and
use it to compare the effects of the enhancements.

We also note here that when the optical and mechani-
cal elements are disentangled, the sensitivity that can be
obtained from the cavity state alone does not depend on
the thermal noise present in the initial mechanical state.
For non-unitary dynamics, however, we expect the sys-
tem to thermalise and decohere, which generally prevents
the subsystems from completely disentangling.

A. Enhanced sensing through optomechanical
modulation

We are interested in whether the form of the light—
matter coupling k(1) can be used to enhance the sen-
sitivity of the system. Such a time-modulated coupling
has been experimentally demonstrated [32, 40, 63]. We
specifically consider a coupling of the form shown in (21).
The global QFT for a resonant gravitational signal at arbi-
trary times can be found in (C21), and it is dominated by
terms proportional to n* for large 7 when (¢g1 — ¢y ) /7 is
not an integer. Should coherence be maintained for long
periods of time, the resonantly modulated coupling leads
to rapid increases in the measurement precision.

For mechanical resonance (2, = Q41 = 1), we noted
before that the light and the mechanics do not disentan-
gle at all. This means that the QFI is global at all times,
and therefore does not necessarily reflect the sensitiv-
ity that could be realistically obtained in the laboratory
through measurements of the optical state. For multiples
of the mechanical period, 7., = 27n, the global QFI be-
comes,

T@ae=l) — 72p2k2 (AN,)? {4& cos(¢r,) (24)
+ 6(27m sin(gg1 — ¢or) + 2 cos(dar + dx)
— cos(par — ¢k)):| ’ + (2mn)?e*sech(2rr) .

The full expression for arbitrary 7 is given in (C22). We
note that the term multiplied by e provides an addi-
tional scaling with n?, leading to an overall scaling of
n*. Such an enhancement is only present when the grav-
itational field is oscillating with nonzero €, and indicates
that the two resonances (the gravitational signal and the
optomechanical coupling, resonant with the mechanical
frequency) constructively enhance the sensitivity. This is
optimised when ¢41 — ¢ = m/2. Furthermore, the term
multiplied by a is maximised for ¢ = 0, so we can choose
a1 = m/2 to optimise the expression.

For a purely oscillating gravitational field a = 0 and a
large temperature rp — oo, then setting ¢4 = 7/2 and
¢r = 0, simplifies the expression in (24) to

I(le,kzl) — 47r4n4]€g 62 (ANa)27 (25)

which, compared with a constant coupling, is an improve-
ment of ~ n?r?/4 for purely oscillating fields (23).

The global QFT is generally not accessible in an experi-
mental setting, since it is difficult to measure the mechan-
ical element directly. However, we saw in Section IIIB
that the light and mechanical oscillator become separa-
ble for very specific choices of the frequency 2, which we
referred to as the fractional frequencies Q... With this
choice, we compute the local QFT for the cavity state with
Q. = Q41 = Qpac’. Using the expression for the cavity
state QFT in (20), we find that when Qgac = 14 2n4 /s,
with s > being a positive integer and integer ny # 0 with
2n1/s > —1, the QFI becomes, at 7yep = ¢ s7, Where ¢ is
a positive integer:

I(le,k:erac) _ k(QJ(ANa)sz
¢ 4n2(ny + 8)2(2n1 + s)2
x [rgs*e(2ny + s) cos(par — dx)

— 8any ((=1)% — 1) (ny + s) sin(¢x)]?

(26)

For a purely oscillating signal with a = 0, the optimal
choice of phases ¢g1 — ¢, = 0, and ny = —1 (which
means that Qpac = 1 —2/s and s > 3), we find that the
optimal choice for ¢ and s for a given disentangling time
Tsep = ¢ ST is to maximise s which implies ¢ = 1. Then,
the QFI becomes

w2 k20

= W(ANa)Q' (27)

I(Ele,k‘,:erac)
Equation (27) is one of the main results in this paper,
since it provides a sensitivity that can be realistically
achieved from measurements on the cavity state alone.

To see how well the enhancement compares, we con-
trast Z(ar=%rac) with (23). Note that n is the parame-
ter giving the number of mechanical periods. The mean-
ing of s is different; it is the parameter defining the frac-
tional frequency. Using (27), and assuming that s is even,
such that s = 2n, we find an improvement of ~ n?/4 for
s> 1.

For arbitrary times, we refer to Figure 3, which shows
the general behaviour of the global QFI. The plot in 3a
compares resonant gravimetry Z(2¢1=1) with the en-
hancements Z(®a1.x=1) and Z(2a1.5=2rac) obtained by in-
cluding a time-dependent coupling k(1) for purely oscil-
lating gravitational fields, and the plot in 3b shows the
same quantities for a gravitational field with constant and
oscillating parts. In both plots, we consider large temper-
atures with r — oo, (which minimises any additional in-
formation which can be gained from the mechanics), and
set kg = (AN,)? = 1, since these are merely multiplica-
tive factors in the QFI. We also choose the optimal phases

2 The states disentangle regardless of the value of 41, but setting
these equal simplifies the expression for the QFI significantly. It
has no significant consequence for the overall sensitivity.
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FIG. 3. The quantum Fisher information for detecting linear displacements with a modulated optomechanical system. We
choose the example values rr — 0o, ko = 1, e = 1, and re’” = 1 in both plots in order to compare the different schemes.
(a) shows the QFI for a purely oscillating gravitational field with a = 0 and € = 1. We compare the global QFT for a resonant
gravitational signal Z(@ar=1) i (22) (green solid line) with the enhanced global QFI for a modulation of the optomechanical
coupling at resonance (41 = € = 1) denoted by Z(?41.x=1 in (C22) (blue dashed line), and the enhanced QFI for fractional
frequencies Q41 = Qi = Qfrac = 1 + 2n1/s denoted by T rac) ip (C23) (dotted purple line), where we set n1 = —1 and s = 8
for this plot. The phases have been chosen such that they optimise the QFI for each case (see the main text). The QFT for
a resonant coupling shows the strongest increase for later times, but the states never disentangle, which means that we can
only upper bound the sensitivity for a measurement of the optical field alone. (b) shows the global QFI for a constant plus
oscillating gravitational field with a = 1 and ¢ = 0.1, where we estimate the overall amplitude d;. The fractional frequencies
no longer perform well because € < a, however the scaling with the parameter s can only be appreciated when comparing the
curves for different fractional frequencies. Resonant gravimetry, denoted by Z(%¢1=1) increases smoothly but it is outperformed

by modulated resonant gravimetry T a1k=1) for large 7.

for each setting, which are ¢4, = 7 for Z(1=1 ¢, =0
and ¢y, = /2 for Z(2a1.x=1) "and finally ¢g = ¢y, = 7/2
for I(erac) .

B. Enhanced sensing through modulated
mechanical frequency

The second enhancement we consider (separately from
the above) is the inclusion of a mechanical squeezing term
Do(T) (l;T2 + 132) We assume that it is periodically mod-
ulated with

Dao(7) = da cos(QaaT + ¢a2) , (28)

where ds is the amplitude, €245 is the rescaled modulation
frequency and @42 a phase factor.

A term of this form can be generated by, for example,
modulating the spring constant [31] or the trapping fre-
quency of a levitated system [34, 35]. In particular, in
the levitated systems presented in [33-35], modulations
of the light-matter coupling are always accompanied by
a modulation of the mechanical frequency.

When Q49 = 2, this corresponds to a parametric am-
plification of the mechanical oscillation and leads to a
squeezed state of the mechanics (see [64] for how this
can be implemented experimentally). The perturbative
solutions of the dynamics were found in [28], and are valid
for do < 1 and do7 of order (at most) one. This means
that we can only consider small values of ds, especially if
we are interested in large times 7.

When the mechanical trapping frequency is modulated
sinusoidally, the light and mechanics never disentangle,
and we are therefore unable to consider the QFI of the
optical state separately (see Section III B and Figure 2b).
We therefore resort to the global QFI in (15). The mod-
ulation of the mechanical frequency leads to an enhance-
ment of the QFI depending on the phases ¢41 and ¢g2,
however the full expression is long and cumbersome. We
refer to Appendix C4, and instead find the optimal phase
choice numerically. From the QFI plotted in Figure 4, we
see that the choice of ¢4 = —7/2 and ¢41 = 0 maximises
the QFIL.

With this choice of phases, taking into account that
doT ~ 1 and ds < 1, the dominating term in the QFT is

42 (etam —1)?

I(Qd2:2) ~
d3

(AN)?. (20)

Compared with the QFT for resonant gravimetry without
any enhancements in (23), the modulated mechanical fre-
quency brings an improvement of ~ (e — 1)? ~ 3 when
dot ~ 1, and 7 = 27w. This means that the addition of
a modulated squeezing term can increase the sensitivity,
but we are limited by our perturbative method in pre-
dicting its efficiency.

The inclusion of a constant squeezing term Dy = dy
is equivalent to changing the mechanical frequency as
Wm — WmV1+4D,. Since the dimensionful QFI scales
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The plot shows the exact QFI Z(?42=2) for the sensing of a purely oscillating gravitational field (ie. a =0) for

different values for the initial phase parameters of frequency modulation and gravity oscillation (@42, ¢a1). The gravitational
field is modulated on resonance (£241 = 1) and the mechanical frequency is modulated on parametric resonance (242 = 2). For
the plots, we used the parameter values ko = 1, € = 1, d2 = 0.02, uc = 1 and no squeezing of the cavity field. However, ko, €
and p. appear only if rr is very large, as we assumed. Therefore, the only relevant parameter is ds, which defines the time-scale

on which the effect of parametric driving becomes pronounced.

with w? 3, larger do means that the QFI decreases.

V. HOMODYNE AND HETERODYNE
METROLOGY OF LINEAR DISPLACEMENTS

While the QFI and the QCRB provide the ultimate
limits to how well a parameter can be estimated, it is not
immediately clear which measurements actually saturate
this bound. Experimentally, one would almost always
measure the optical state using a homodyne measure-
ment, a heterodyne measurement, or photon counting.

The cavity field as present in our description is not
directly experimentally accessible, although the contrary
is commonly assumed in the literature. To build on these
results, one would have to consider output fields leaking
from the cavity, which we leave to future work. Instead,
here we compute the classical Fisher information (CFI)
for these ideal measurements on the cavity state, focusing
on when the light and mechanics have disentangled (see
Section IIIB).

When the light mode and mechanical oscillator are in
a_separable state, the local QFI generator reduces to
Ha1 = BN,, where B is defined in (14). The optimal
bound is given by the QFI in (20), and our aim is to
investigate whether a homodyne or heterodyne measure-
ment satisfies this.

The general expression for the CFI is

= oy (M)

3 The dimensionful QFI is proportional to kg, which in turn is

(30)

proportional to w,;?’. Furthermore, another factor of wfn appears
from the dimensionful factor given from the sensitivity in (18),
which appears as a multiplicative factor in front of the QFI.

p(xv dl)

where we henceforth denote all CFI quantities by I
rather than 7, which we reserve for the QFI, and where
= Tr[pg1 11;] is a probability distribution result-
ing from a measurement with a POVM element II,. As-
suming that the initial cavity-field state is pure (which
in the settings we consider here is always true when the
optics and mechanics are separable), we define the state

~ ~ . S AP 2]
|1/J‘r> = U, |1/}O>7 where U, = e_ZFN“Na € R

“ acts on
the cavity state. Then, noting that the probability is

given by p(z) = [(¢-]|z)|* and 1 = [dz |z)z|, the CFI
can be written,
I=2B%(N? — (R+R"), (31)
where
2 J,‘|N |¢T>
R=B /d ( o) ) p(x). (32)

The first term in (31) is relatively straightforward to cal-
culate, however, it is generally difficult to perform the
integral in (32). A particular simplification exists when
(2| Ny |¢,) is proportional to (x|i,). This occurs, for ex-
ample, when the state at 7 = 7p is a coherent state,
which can be guaranteed by choosing parameters such
that the coefficient F'y; N2 is a multiple of 27 at the disen-

tangling time (see Append1x E for details). For mathe-
matical convenience we will make this assumption in the
remainder of this section, however it turns out that this
special case is still sufficient to saturate the QFI for prac-
tical measurement schemes, unless the initial cavity state
is squeezed (in which case the CFT still approaches the
QFT for large photon number).



A. Homodyne measurements

We start by investigating homodyne measurements for
coherent and squeezed coherent optical states, since these
are standard measurements that are routinely performed
in the laboratory.

In [25], it was shown that the QFI is saturated at
7 = 27w by a homodyne measurement when the rescaled
optomechanical coupling takes an integer value and when
the gravitational acceleration is constant. The question
is whether the homodyne measurement is still optimal
when the gravitational field is time-dependent, and when
a modulation of the optomechanical coupling is included.

In general, a homodyne measurement involves a mea-
surement of the optical quadrature. The relevant POVM
is given by |z )z x| where the state, |x) = |x)), is defined
as the eigenstate of the operator,

ae™ + atet?
V2

For an initial coherent state in the cavity, we show in
Appendix E that the CFI is given by

I = 4 B*S(fice™ ). (34)
where B was defined in (14) (and thus contains the effects
of modulating the coupling), and where ji. = e~ %a ...

For matching choices of A and p., the optimal value
can always be found. When R[ji.e=*] = 0, we find

o™ = 4 B2|pcl?, (35)

which coincides with the local QFI (20) for the cavity
state. Therefore, we conclude that the CFI for homodyne
measurements saturates the QCRB, provided that the
phase A can be optimally controlled.

A similar analysis can be performed when the ini-
tial optical state is squeezed. Adopting the convention
|, ) = S(C) |uc), where the squeezing parameter is
given by ¢ = re’¥, we show in Appendix E that the max-
imum CFI (for a large photon number |p.|?, such that it
dominates over the vacuum contribution, and given the
specific conditions in (E20)), is given by

I = 4B e (36)

This is less than the maximum QFI (see the expression
n (17)) by only a vacuum contribution. However, the
CFI asymptotically approaches the QFI for large |uc|?.
In general, however, the Fisher information can still be
non-zero when p. = 0. Here, we find the vacuum contri-
bution

Zy = (33)

2sinh?(2r) sin®(p — 2))
(cosh(2r) — sinh(2r) cos(p — 2A))2”’
where ¢ = ¢ — 2Fy , and the F° -coefficients are all eval-
uated at the time of separability. Similar to the QFI,
the CFI reaches a maximum of I éhom) = 2B?sinh®(2r)

for ¢ — 2\ = £2[nm £ tan~!(e72")]. However, for all but
very small photon number (and large r) the optimal CFI
is given by (36).

(hom) _ p2
Cope=0

(37)
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B. Heterodyne measurements

The heterodyne measurement case is somewhat more
straightforward since the probabilities are calculated
with respect to coherent states [65]. Replacing |x) = |8),
where |3) is a coherent state, we find for |1g) = |puc) the
overlap appearing in R to be

(Blatalue) = B* pe(Blue) » (38)
and so,
R= BY2(a'2),, . = BYpul*. (39)
The CFI for a heterodyne measurement is then?,
1% =2 B?|uc|?, (40)
which is half of the QFT (20) associated with the light

field. For initially squeezed states, we have (see Ap-
pendix E 2),

% €% sech(r) + 2 sinh?(r)
%,&C]Q sinh(3r) sech(r)]. (41)

Iéhet) -9 32 [|Nc
— 2R[e”

Similarly to the QFI, we find that when e_%g,uc is purely
imaginary, the CFI is maximised. However, it does not
coincide with the QFI.

VI. IDEAL SENSITIVITIES FOR
OPTOMECHANICAL SYSTEMS

In this Section, we use our results to obtain an order-
of-magnitude estimate for the ideal sensitivity of grav-
ity measurements. The sensitivities we derive below are
merely indicative of the final sensitivities that can be
achieved. We then briefly discuss squeezing of the cavity
field and proceed to compute the fundamental sensitiv-
ity for three applications: generic accelerometry, sensing
gravitational signals from small source masses, and de-
tecting gravitational waves.

We identify two key formulas from our results that
provide the strongest sensitivities for the detection of
time-dependent gravitational fields. Crucially, we limit
ourselves to presenting sensitivities that we know can be
achieved by homodyne measurements in the laboratory.
This requirement rules out the enhancement that can
be achieved when the optomechanical coupling is mod-
ulated at resonance and modulations of the mechanical
frequency, simply because the system never evolves into
a separable state. With our current tools, it is difficult
to predict the sensitivity of a classical measurement on a

4 This corrects an erroneous factor of /7/2 in [26].



mixed state, however this does not mean that high sen-
sitivities cannot be achieved. We leave it to future work
to explicitly explore those settings.

For measurements of the cavity state at multiples of
7 = 27mn, the QFI for gravimetry of resonant gravita-
tional fields in (22) leads to the sensitivity

1 1 1 2hw3
Agy > ~ m 42
go_\//\747mk0(2a+e)ANaV m (42)

where we recall that m is the optomechanical mass, wy,
is the mechanical oscillation frequency, kg is the optome-
chanical coupling, a is a constant contribution from the
field and € is the oscillation amplitude.

We then allow the mechanical frequency of the optome-
chanical system and the optomechanical coupling to be
modulated at the fractional frequencies Qgac, which we
identified in Section ITIB. We use the QFI expression
in (27) to predict the following sensitivity for a measure-
ment at 7 = 7s (s > 3 being a positive integer), at which
point the light and mechanical element are found to be
in a separable state:

1 2(s—=1) 1 2hw3
Ago > Y el 4
02 7g ke AV om W)

where we have set ¢ = 1 and where we explicitly set
a=0.

For bright squeezed states of the cavity field, AN,
is maximised when p.e®?/? is fully imaginary, which
can be achieved by assuming that u. € R and that
¢ = m/2. With this condition, we find that (Ng), . =
p2 cosh(2r) + sinh?(r), and (ANG);QLC,C = etru? +
sinh?(2r)/2. As mentioned earlier, it is common to report
the squeezing in terms of decibel in experiments, which
we call Sgp. The relation between this quantity and r
reads r = Sap/(20log;,e) [66]. Schemes for obtaining
Sas = 10 have been proposed [67], which corresponds to
r = 1.73. While the CFI for homodyne detection with
squeezed states does not saturate the QCRB, it does so
asymptotically as |pc| > 1 and small r.

A. DMeasuring oscillating gravitational fields

As the simplest application, we consider measurements
of the oscillating part of a gravitational field. The con-
stant part of the field (if present), can be absorbed into
the system dynamics by letting the constant displace-
ment of the mechanics be part of the initial state. This
is equivalent to saying that we are performing a relative
measurement of the gravitational field, where only the
time-dependent part contributes. Using the parameter
values listed in Table I and considering a modulated op-
tomechanical coupling, we find that the single-shot sensi-
tivity predicted by equation (43) for measuring oscillat-
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Fundamental sensitivity for osc. gravitational fields

Parameter Symbol Value
Time of measurement T 20m
Mechanical frequency Wm 27 x 102 rad s7*
Coherent state parameter e 250
Squeezing value r 1.73
Photon number (Na) 10°
Optomechanical coupling ko 0.1
Oscillator mass m 107 kg
Sensitivity (42) Ago 7.2 x 107 ms™2
Sensitivity (43) Ago 1.4 x 107" ms™2

TABLE I. Single-shot (M = 1) sensitivity limits for mea-
surements of oscillating gravitational accelerations with op-
tomechanical systems predicted by equation (43) with Qgac =
1—-2/s = 9/10, where s = 20. For the chosen parameters,
resonant gravimetry without modulation represented by equa-
tion (42) leads to a bound that is larger by about a factor 5
in comparison to the bound given by equation (43).

ing gravitational acceleration is Agg ~ 1.4x 1071 ms=2.%

According to the equivalence principle, the sensitiv-
ity we derive here also applies to accelerometry measure-
ments, when the optomechanical system is shaken with
fixed frequency. As such, our results are valid for any
type of force measurement.

B. Measuring gravitational fields from small
oscillating masses

The interest in detecting gravitational fields from in-
creasingly small masses stems from the desire to explore
the low-energy limit of quantum gravity. If the gravi-
tational field from superposed masses can be detected,
it may, for example, be possible to examine how gravity
behaves on these small scales [3, 4, 11, 68]. An explicit
setup for measurements of a miligram mass was proposed
in [69)].

We compute the fundamental bound for sensing grav-
itational fields from small source masses, which then al-
lows us to place a limit on the masses that these systems
can detect (for realistic source-detector separations). We
refer to the expression for the gravitational potential
in (A2) in Appendix A, where we have expanded the
gravitational potential that results from small, time-
dependent perturbations from a moving spherical source

5 This sensitivity is less than that reported for constant gravimetry
in [25], though not [26] (Ago ~ 10~® ms~2) because we have
considered the oscillating part of the gravitational field, which
is generally smaller in magnitude compared with the constant
part. We also considered a different set of parameters compared
with [25].



mass. The resulting gravitational field oscillates around
a constant value where gg > €go. If the constant con-
tribution can be measured, the most practical strategy
would be to forgo any modulations of the coupling and
consider the sensitivity given by (42). However, more
realistically, it may lead to higher precision to estimate
only the oscillating part (see for example [69]). In this
case, the light—matter coupling can be modulated for an
enhancement, and we use the expression in (43).

Given the values in Table I and a number of mea-
surements M = 10%, we find that the maximum sen-
sitivity for measuring the oscillating part of the gravi-
tational field of a moving mass that can be achieved is
Ago = 1.4 x 1073 ms™2. For a spherical source mass
oscillating with amplitude drg at an average distance
ro from the source such that the time-dependent dis-
tance is (1) = rg — drg cos(Qq17), we find that (see
Appendix A) the oscillating contribution to the accel-
eration is ~ 206m9Gmg/r3, where G is Newton’s gravi-
tational constant. We can solve for mg, and assuming
that 26r¢/rg = 0.1, we find mg ~ 200ng given a dis-
tance of 100 ym between the probe and source mass. At
this distance, we expect the Casimir effect between the
probe and source sphere to become noticeable, but this
can potentially be remedied by shielding the system. We
discuss this in Section VIID below.

C. Gravitational wave detection

Recent years have seen a surge in interest regarding
the measurement of gravitational waves with novel se-
tups, including proposals for detectors with superfluid
Helium [70], Bose—Einstein condensates [71], and even in-
terferometry with mesoscopic objects [72]. Here we inves-
tigate the feasibility of gravitational wave detection with
an ideal cavity optomechanical system. Our approach is
essentially the quantum analogue of the classical scheme
presented in [73].

Compared with the previous section, here we fo-
cus on identifying the experimental parameter regimes
needed to detect gravitational waves. The gravity gra-
dient induced by a gravitational wave is given as & =
w2 h/2, and this is by far the dominant effect induced
by a gravitational wave for optical resonator systems
(see [37, 74, 75] for details of how deformable optical
resonators can be described in a relativistic framework
and how relativistic and Newtonian effects can be com-
pared). Then, the differential acceleration between the
two ends of the cavity system becomes go = Lw?2h/2,
and the error bound for gravitational wave strain h is
given as

2
Ah >
~ Lw?

Ago. (44)

Considering a single detector of 10 m length with the pa-
rameters given in Table II, we obtain Ah ~ 1 x 10721,
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Fundamental sensitivity bound for GW detection

Parameter Symbol Value
Time of measurement T 207
Number of measurements M 10
Mechanical frequency Wm 10rads™?!
Squeezing value r 2
Coherent state parameter Le 600
Photon number (Na) 107
Cavity length L 10 m
Optomechanical coupling ko 1
Oscillator mass m 107 9kg
Sensitivity (44) Ah 1.3 x 107

TABLE II. Sensitivity limit for measurements of gravita-
tional wave strain with a single quantum-optomechanical sys-
tem of 10m length predicted by equation (43) with Qgac =
1+ 2n1/s = 9/10. Similar numbers can be obtained consid-
ering a three-dimensional array of 10* detectors with cavity
length 10cm and 10 independent measurements with each
detector to obtain for the total number of independent mea-
surements M = 10°.

Strains of the order of 10~2! are expected for compact bi-
nary inspirals in the frequency range we considered here
(see figure Al of [76]). The time scale for a single mea-
surement is 7/w,, ~ 65, which is sufficiently short for sev-
eral integrated measurements before the source leaves the
considered frequency range ~ 2 Hz (see figure 1 of [77]).
The same sensitivity can be achieved by 10* sensors of
length L = 10 cm (provided that Table IT can be main-
tained).

VII. DISCUSSION

There are many practical aspects to building an op-
tomechanical gravimeter, many of which are beyond the
scope of this work. Features such as optical and mechan-
ical noise are ever-present in experiments, and we briefly
discuss these and other systematics in this section.

A. System parameters

In Tables I and II, we used example parameters to com-
pute the ideal sensitivities from our results. We here dis-
cuss the feasibility of these parameters, and we identify
a few features of different experimental platforms that
appear beneficial for displacement sensing. Our aim is to
provide a brief discussion of this topic rather than a com-
prehensive overview of the advantages and disadvantages
for each experimental platform.

From our results, we see that a low mechanical fre-
quency is beneficial for sensing. Considering the fact that

lio o wm''?, we see from (42) and (43) that Ago oc w3 . At



the time of writing, there are not yet many optomechani-
cal experiments that have achieved ground-state cooling,
and thereby operate in the quantum regime. Those that
do (see e.g. [24, 48-50]) require high mechanical frequen-
cies, which is therefore detrimental to sensing as envi-
sioned here.

We do however identify a few platforms that lend them-
selves well for sensing of the kind explored in this work,
although additional experimental progress is needed be-
fore these systems can operate in the nonlinear quan-
tum regime. Crucially, levitated systems can achieve
extraordinarily low mechanical frequencies; for exam-
ple, particles levitated in a magnetic trap [78, 79] can
potentially reach mechanical frequencies as low as ~
2rx50rads™! [80]. This type of system has in fact al-
ready been considered in the context of measuring con-
stant gravitational acceleration [81]. A cavity could po-
tentially be added to the magnetically levitated systems
described in [79], which would allow the mechanical ele-
ment to couple to the cavity field via a standard light—
matter coupling of the form considered here. We note
however that a lower frequency also requires the system
to stay coherent for longer, which is of course challeng-
ing. Similarly low frequencies have been achieved with
optically trapped nanoparticles [82].

Fabry—Pérot moving-end mirrors and membrane-in-
the-middle configurations generally operate at higher me-
chanical frequencies (see e.g. [83]). However, we note that
many of the features of optomechanical systems are in-
terlinked, such as the mechanical frequency and the cou-
pling constant. The sensitivities derived will therefore,
in principle, be different for each unique setup.

B. Restriction of the cavity-field parameters

Our results remain valid as long as the dynamics of
the system is well-approximated by the Hamiltonian (3).
The standard optomechanical Hamiltonian is derived by
assuming that the perturbation of the oscillator is small
compared with a specific length scale of the system [38,
84, 85]. For a Fabry—Pérot cavity, the perturbation must
be much smaller than the cavity length L [38, 85], and
for a levitated system, it must be smaller than or equal
to the wavelength of the cavity light mode. This ensures
that the radiation pressure force remains approximately
constant [16].

If the mechanical oscillator is strongly displaced such
that additional anharmonicities appear® in the Hamilto-
nian, our results can no longer be used to accurately pre-
dict the ideal sensitivity (that is however not to say that
the system would perform badly as a sensor). We note
that the system we consider is closed, and that the ini-
tial state corresponds to immediate radiation pressure on

6 Certain dynamics can still be solved, see e.g. [86].
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the mechanical oscillator. This effect is by far the largest
contributing factor to the displacement (especially in the
context considered in this work, where the gravitational
effects are generally weak). To ensure that the oscillator
is not displaced beyond the point at which the dynamics
changes, we must consider restrictions to the parameters
that determine the cavity field.

We introduce a generic length-scale | beyond which
the extended Hamiltonian (3) is no longer valid. The na-
ture of [ will differ for each setup. Because the system
is quantum-mechanical, we consider the probability of
detecting the centre-of-mass of the mechanical element
a certain distance away from the origin. This is well-
captured by the expectation value (%) and the stan-
dard deviation AZ,,, and we therefore require that they
remain much smaller than the length-scale [ at all times.

We derive explicit expressions for (Zy,) and Ay, in
Appendix F. The position of the mechanical oscillator is
given by &, = o (ET +5), where we chose the equilibrium
position as the origin. When prepared in the ground-
state, the general expression for the mean displacement
and its variance as a function of time 7 are given by

(7)) =200 R [D(7) + A(T) (V)] (45)
(Adm)? =af |1+ 2R[a(r)8(7)] + 2|8()
FA®RA@) (AN, (46)

where a(7) and S(7) are Bogoliubov coefficients that
arise from the mechanical subsystem evolution, given
in (B6), and where A(7) and I'(r) are given by (F2)
in Appendix F. With these expressions, we can identify
the appropriate restrictions on (N,) and AN, for reso-
nant gravimetry and the enhancement schemes presented
Section IV.

We here comment on the restriction for each scheme
considered in Section IV:

(i) For gravimetry without enhancements, we find that

(Zm (7)) oscillates with an amplitude 2z (ko (Ng) +
dya) about a mean displacement of the same size.
The restriction on the photon number is given as
(Ng) < 1/(2x0ko). Analogously, the photon num-

ber standard deviation is restricted to ANa <

l/(2$0]€0)
(ii) If the light-matter coupling is modulated as a func-
tion of time, k(7) = kocos(7), at resonance

Q. = Q41 = 1, the dominant term in (Z,,) is given
by xoko (Na>7. Thus the condition on the pho-
ton number becomes (N,) < 1/(zoko7). Analo-
gously, the standard deviation is limited by AN, <
1/(xokoT). This means that we are additionally lim-
ited by the integration time. The main difference to
(1) is that both (Z,) and Ay, increase with time,
which implies that the bound strengthens with .

(iii) Next, for Qs = Qr = Qgac, and taking into
account that 7gp, = sm, we find the condition



(Na> ,AN, < 7l /(zokoTsep), Which is larger by a
factor m compared with the resonant case.

(vi) For modulations of the mechanical frequency with
a constant coupling k = ko, we find the restriction
(N,), AN, < 1/(2x0ko(1 + €?27)), which holds for
dgT < 1.

We note that the effect of the cavity field on (%,,) can
be canceled either by preparing the mechanical state in
an appropriate coherent state, or by introducing an ad-
ditional external potential that cancels the effect of the
radiation pressure. When the light—matter coupling & (7)
is modulated (which enhances the sensitivity to displace-
ments), the now time-dependent photon pressure will in-
duce additional significant oscillations. In contrast to
a constant coupling, this effect cannot be canceled by
preparing the mechanics in an appropriate initial state.
However, by adding a time-dependent linear potential
term of the form Hey, = Fwok(T) <Na> (ET + l;), all contri-
butions of (Na> to (&) cancel. While adding H,y does
not modify the QFT for the measurement of displacement,
the potential must be known to the same precision as the
gravitational field that is being measured. We conclude
that, given the Hamiltonian (3), the strongest bound is
given by the standard deviation Azy,.

C. Scaling of the sensitivity given the cavity field
restrictions

From the expressions in (42) and (43), we see that in-
creasing the photon number standard deviation AN, de-
creases the spread Agg. However, since AN, must obey
the restrictions we derive above, and since these restric-
tions scale with time, we can consider the fundamental
scaling of the QFI when the photon number restriction is
taken into account. We focus specifically on the scaling
with n, which is a positive integer given by 7 = 27n.

Starting with resonant gravimetry, we identified the
requirement that AN, < 1/(2xoko). Since AN, does not
increase with time, the overall scaling of the sensitivity
goes as Agy oc n~t, where n = 7/(27), as per (42).

For a modulated optomechanical coupling, we identi-
fied the following restriction: AN, < 1/(zokoTsep). Since
Agp o< 3_2AN;1, as per (43), where s > 1, we see that
the overall scaling of the sensitivity with respect to s is
given by Agg o< s

These considerations show that a scaling of the sen-
sitivity oc 72 can be achieved using the modulated cou-
pling, however if the restrictions to the cavity field pa-
rameters are taken into account, the scaling is o< 7. It
remains to be determined whether these restrictions can
be circumvented and how they scale with 7 when deco-
herence is taken into account.

As an additional remark on this topic, we also note that
the phonon number displays a similar behaviour to the
variances. We plot the phonon number against time in
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Figure 6 in Appendix G. For resonant gravitational fields
and a resonant optomechanical coupling, we find that
the phonon number increases monotonically with time.
However, for the fractional frequencies, we instead find
that the phonon number returns to zero at the decoupling
times. This indicates that the sensitivity still increases
in time while the energy stored in the system does not
increase indefinitely.

D. Limitations due to the Casimir effect

When two objects are placed in close proximity, they
will almost always experience a force due to the Casimir
effect [87]. While there is an ongoing effort to derive sim-
ple expressions for alternative configurations [88], here we
use an analytic formula for the acceleration due to the
Casimir effect between two homogeneous perfectly con-
ducting spheres, which is given by the spatial derivative
of equation (21) of [89] divided by the mass:

_ 161hcRS

ac = (47)

drmrs '
where c is the speed of light, m is the mass of the sphere,
R is the radius and r is the distance between the source
and the probe. In our case, the two systems are unlikely
to be made of a perfectly conducting material, and they
might also not be entirely spherical, but we use (47) to es-
timate the order-of-magnitude of the resulting Casimir—
Polder effect.

In Section VI, we estimated the fundamental sensi-
tivity of an optomechanical system to the gravitational
field produced by a small oscillating sphere. Assum-
ing that both the source mass and the optomechanical
probe system are made of tungsten, and that they both
weigh ~ 200ng, we find an acceleration of the order of
~1x1072ms72 due to the Casimir effect at a distance
of 100 um. The constant gravitational acceleration from
the same system is also of order ~ 1 x 10712 ms~2. This
shows that the Casimir effect can become an important
systematic factor for gravimetry in the regime that we
are considering.

The numbers shown here can be reduced significantly
by considering larger distances, or by using a material
in-between the source mass and the sensor that acts as a
shield to the Casimir effect [90, 91]. The addition of the
shield induces a stationary Casimir force and the only
remaining time-dependent force on the sensor will be the
oscillating gravitational field. Here, measuring oscillat-
ing gravitational fields instead of static ones has a clear
advantage. The only limitation is the size of the shield
itself. Additional reductions of the Casimir force can
be achieved by adding nanostructures to a metallic sur-
face [92], compensating or modulating the Casimir force
with radiation pressure [93] or optical modulation of the
charge density [94]. Theoretical investigations also indi-
cate that its sign can be inverted with a shield made out
of a left-handed metamaterial [95].



A specific version of the shielding scheme arises in lev-
itated optomechanics when the oscillating source mass
can be placed behind the end mirror of the cavity. Then,
the mirror itself serves as a shield for Casimir forces [69].

E. Sensitivity from coupling to an external light
field

In an optomechanical experiment, the mechanical ele-
ment is typically probed by measuring the photons that
leak from the cavity. While we do not model this setting
in this work, we argue in the following that the sensitivity
will decrease and that the bound we derive is still fun-
damental. A measurement of the cavity field is typically
modelled as the field being coupled to at least one propa-
gating mode outside the cavity (alternatives of measuring
cavity fields by probing them with atoms sent through
the cavity have been proposed, but they are thus far lim-
ited to the microwave regime [96]). While coupling to
other systems at the time of measurement is taken into
account in the QCRB due to optimization over all POVM
measurements, a typical coupling between inside and out-
side modes via a semi-transparent mirror will already be
active in the parameter-coding phase. It is well-known
that coupling to an ancilla system during parameter-
coding can enhance the sensitivity, even if nothing is
done with the ancilla system (see e.g. [97]). However,
this requires an initial entangled state and is not possi-
ble with purely unitary evolution [98], and hence not rele-
vant in the framework of the present work. On the other
hand, a semi-transparent mirror used for coupling the
cavity mode to an outside propagating mode can lead to
additional photon-shot noise compared to a direct mea-
surement of an undamped cavity mode. For example,
in the case that the cavity state is still a coherent state
after parameter-encoding, the outcoupled state will also
be a coherent state, but with an amplitude reduced by
a factor corresponding to the transparency of the beam-
splitter. In cases where the QFI has a term proportional
to the photon number variance (see e.g. the expression
in (C8)), this contribution is accordingly reduced pro-
portional to the transparency of the beamsplitter. In
conclusion, the sensitivity achieved from measuring the
output light can be substantially reduced compared to
the ultimate bounds derived here based on direct mea-
surements of the cavity mode, by a factor depending on
the outcoupling.

VIII. CONCLUSIONS

In this work, we computed the fundamental sensitiv-
ity for time-dependent gravimetry with a nonlinear op-
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tomechanical system. We considered both coherent and
bright squeezed states of light, and we found that it is
possible to significantly enhance the sensitivity of the sys-
tem by modulating the optomechanical coupling. To en-
sure that these sensitivities are not influenced by the ini-
tial state of the mechanical element and can be achieved
through measurements of the cavity state, we identified
the points at which the mechanical oscillator and opti-
cal mode evolve into a separable state. In addition, we
proved that for coherent states the QCRB is saturated
for homodyne measurements when the optical mode and
mechanical oscillator are found in a separable state. For
squeezed coherent states, we found that this is also true
when the vacuum contribution is negligible.

Our results serve as a proof-of-principle that an op-
tomechanical system could potentially be used to mea-
sure the gravitational field from oscillating source masses
as small as 200 nano-grams at a distance of 100 ym. We
also provide bounds for quantum optomechanical systems
in the nonlinear regime when used as gravitational wave
detectors. To successfully detect passing gravitational
waves, we have assumed parameters that are experimen-
tally challenging to implement, but not beyond the reach
of technological advancement.

Our work considers the fundamental sensitivity that
can be achieved. The next step is to includes schemes by
which the intracavity field may be accessed, as well as the
effects of dissipation. A proposed scheme for coherently
opening a cavity was proposed by Tuffarelli et al. [99].
The input-output formalism has not yet been fully ex-
tended to the nonlinear regime, however some proposals
provide some initial steps in this direction [100-103]. Fi-
nally, it should be noted that our methods can be ex-
tended to additional experimental platforms, as long as
the Hamiltonian is of the general form (3).
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Appendix A: Derivation of the gravitational driving due to a spherical source mass

In this appendix, we derive the mechanical displacement term in the Hamiltonian (3) that originates from an
oscillating source mass. In particular, we show that one must consider both a constant and an oscillating part when
the source of the gravitational field is an oscillating mass. The same does not hold for gravitational waves, which
manifest as purely oscillating gravitational fields.

We start by assuming that the optomechanical system (which we approximate as a point mass) is situated a distance
r(7) away from the oscillating source mass. We then assume that the source mass oscillates around an equilibrium
position 7g, such that r(7) = ro + dro(7), where dro(7) is given by

oro(T) = —0rg cos(Qa17), (A1)

where drq is a small displacement, and €47 is the oscillation frequency of the signal rescaled by wy,.

We then assume that the full separation r(7) is perturbed by a small deviations x in addition to the optomechanical
probe system’s position. The displacement then reads r(7) = rg 4+ dro(7) — =, where x is small compared with 7o,
such that x < rg. The gravitational potential can then be Taylor expanded around ry to give

- Gmims _Gm1m2 (1 B dro(T) . 57‘0(7)2> B Gmimg (1 _ 257"0(7)) , (A2)

r(r) ro ro r3 r3 ro

where we assumed that z/rg is much smaller than the amplitude of ér¢(t)/rg. If we then ignore the first term, which
merely adds a time-dependent shift to the energy, we obtain a linear shift in = proportional to —(1 + e cos(Qq1 7)),

where € = 2dry/ro. By then promoting the small perturbed position x to an operator x — &, = 2wnm(iﬁ + I;), we

obtain the displacement term multiplied by the time-dependent function D;(7) that we use in the Hamiltonian (3).

Appendix B: Solving the time-evolution of the dynamics

In this Appendix, we outline the solution to the dynamics shown in Section II. The explicit derivation of these
solutions can be found in the appendices of Refs [28] and [29]. Starting from the Hamiltonian in equation (3) in the
main text, which is given by

H =hweala+ hwm btb — hwp, k(1) dT&(l;T + i)) — hwp, D1(7) (iJT + B) + hwy, Da(7) (ZA)T + 3)2, (B1)

the formal solution to the time-evolution operator is U(7) = %exp [—i Jo dr’ H(r )} , where we recall that 7 = wy,t is
a dimensionless time-parameter. In order to write this expression in a more manageable form, we use methods based
on finding a Lie algebra that generates the dynamics to write U(7) as [28, 29, 42]

~iFg, 5, NoBi o s, By

N R ) 5(2) . 52 R i N2
U(T):efszNb eI+ BY o—iJ- BT —iFg Nag ZFNgNae

o i Fvgp NaBo —iFs B,7 (B2)

where we have moved into a frame that rotates with the light, and where the operators are defined as

N, =a'a N2 = (afa)? Ny = bTh
By =b"+b B =i(b'—b
B = b2 4 §? B® =i (2 - 1?)

N,By = N, (b' +b) N.B_ = N,i(b" —b). (B3)
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Furthermore, the dynamical F coefficients in (B2) are given by

’

Fg =-2 /T dr' D1 (") 5(7")/0T dr" k(") Re(r") — Q/OT dr' k(t") SE(T") /OT dr" Dy (") RE(T")

a

Fy, =2 /drk / dr" k(") Re("),

Fp = [ ar D)),

0

o
I

- [Marmiry e,
Fy, == [ k)56,
Frop = [ i’k 9e(r). (B4)
where the complex function £ is given by
f=a+p", (B5)

and where o and 3 are Bogoliubov coefficients given by

1 d
04(7') 2 |:P11 ’LIp22 + Zd (P11 iIPzz):| s
1 d
ﬁ(’r) P11 +’LIp22+’Ld (Pll +ZIP22) . (BG)

Here, P11 and Ip,, are solutions to the following differential equations:

Py 4+ (1+4Dy(1)) Py = 0,
jP22 + (1 + 4D2(T))IP22 =0, (B7)

with the initial conditions Pj;(0) = 1 and P;1(0) = 0 and Ip,,(0) = 0 and Ip,, (0) = 1. Furthermore, the .J coefficients
n (B2), which arise from the inclusion of a modulated mechanical frequency are given by

_arcosh(|a? — 52])

+ — 4 9
1 2laf? -1
J_ = iarcosh <( ‘(;4 ,6’2|)) ,
1 - B?
Jp = — §Arg <a2 ﬁ2|> . (B8)

The full derivation of these quantities and additional examples of their use can be found in [28]. We now present
solutions to the F' and J coefficients for different choices of k(7), D1(7) and Da(7). We focus on displaying Fy, 5.
and F's_, since these make up the QFI in (15) and are used elsewhere both in the main text and in other appendices.
While the QFT also depends on F -, this is often an extremely long and cumbersome expression, and we do not print
it here.

We note that the ordering chosen in (B2) is not unique. A different choice of ordering of the exponential operators
would give rise, in general, to different functions (B4). Note that, in order to claim that a particular solution (B2) is a
global solution, that is, it is valid for all times 7, we need to make sure that the differential equations H = M (F, T)F
obtained for the functions F', where F' is the vector collecting the functions, H is the vector of Hamiltonian parameters
and M is a matrix that depends on F', has global solutions. In other words, we require that det(M) # 0. When
det(M) = 0, the particular choice of ordering is not a valid solution beyond the time for which det(M) = 0 [104].
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1. Dynamics for a constant coupling and a resonant gravitational field

For a constant optomechanical coupling k(7) = ko, mechanical driving at resonance, i.e. D1(7) = —di(a+ € cos(T +
¢a1)) and no mechanical modulation (which implies vanishing Ds), we find £ = e™*7. We find
1
Fg, = —§d1 [Tecos(da1) + (2a + ecos(T + ¢q1)) sin(7)]
1

Fy = Zdl [4a(cos(T) — 1) + € (27 sin(¢a1) + cos(27 + ¢q1) — cos(¢a1))]
FNEB+ = —]{70 Sin(T) 5
Fyp = ko(cos(t) — 1), (B9)

and the J coefficients in (B8) are J, = 7, J. = 0.

2. Dynamics for a modulated coupling and time-dependent gravitational field

For the case of a modulated optomechanical coupling k(7) = ko cos(Q,7 + ¢5) and a time dependent gravitational
field D1 (1) = —di(a + ecos(Qq17 + b41)), and no modulation of the mechanical frequency, such that Da(7) = 0, we
obtain

(le + 1) Sin((le — 1)7’ + ¢d1) + (le — 1) sin((le + 1)7’ + ¢d1) — 2(2d1 Sin(¢d1)

Fr = —djasin(r) — dye )
b 295, - 1)
Fy = dia(cos(r) — 1) — dle(le + 1) cos((Qa1 — V)T + ¢ar) — (Qd; — 1) cos((Qa1 + 1)7 + ¢da1) — 2 cos(par) ’
N 2023, - 1)
(Qp + 1)sin((Q — )7 + di) + (e — 1) sin((Qe + 1)7 + i) — 29, sin(ér)
Fy,p, = ko 22 ;
¢ Q-1
Fon = ko cos(¢) — cos(T) cos(QT —|—2q/)k) — Qp sin(7) sin(Qx 7™ + o) ’ (B10)
ab— Q-1
and the J coefficients in (B8) are again given by J, = 7, J+ = 0.
3. Dynamics for a time-dependent gravitational field and modulated mechanical frequency
For a constant optomechanical coupling k(7) = ko, a time-dependent gravitational field Dy (7) = —d; (a+e€ cos(Qa1 7+

¢a1)) and a mechanical frequency that is modulated with Dy (7) = da cos(27 + ¢42), we must first find the approximate
resonant solutions of the differential equation (B7). For details on how these solutions can be found see Appendix E in
Ref [28]. In short, driving the system at 242 = 2 causes the differential equations (B7) to take the form of Mathieu’s
equation [105]. It has the following form

d2
dTZ + [1 4 4ds cos(27 + daz)]y = 0. (B11)
where the solutions y(7) correspond to Pi; and Ip,, shown in (B7).

We now briefly recap the perturbation theory used in [28] to derive solutions for do < 1. We define a slow time
scale X = q7, as well as the parameter ¢ = —2ds. The solutions y can be taken to depend on both scales, such that

y(7, X). The absolute derivative d/d7 in (B11) can then be split into two independent parts:

d
L b g0y, B12
P +q0x (B12)
which means that Mathieu’s equation (B11) becomes
(0 +q0x)" y(7,X) + (1 = 2q cos(27 + pa)) y(7, X) = 0. (B13)

We then expand the solution y(7, X) for small ¢ as y(7, X) = yo(7, X) + qv1(7, X) + O(¢?) and insert this into the
differential equation above. We first recover the regular harmonic oscillation equation for yg, which is the limiting
case as ¢ — 0:

O%yo +yo = 0. (B14)

T
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To solve this equation, we propose the following trial solution:
Yo(m, X) = A(X) '™ + A*(X)e '7. (B15)
Here, A(X) is still undetermined. We continue with the equation for y;. To first order in ¢, we find
O2y1 +20,0xyo + y1 — 2¢08(2T + Paa)yo = 0. (B16)

Inserting our solution for yg, we find

‘ DA(X) OA*(X) _,
2 iWat iaT
8Ty1+y1+21\/5( ax ¢ 3 e

— 2 cos(2z + da1) (A(X) '™+ A*(X)e ') = 0. (B17)

This expression can be rearranged into

ox © 0X
— (o) 4 TR ) (A(X) € + AT(X) €)= 0. (B18)
We expand the exponentials to find
OA(X) : : QA (X) . By
2 9 _ O A*(X) ei%az iT 2 A(X ibaz ir
aTyl—l—ayl—i—(z 5X (X)e e+ —5x + A(X)e e
— A(X) ¥ITHI%e _ A% (X)) e HITTIe = (B19)

In order for the solution to be stable, we require that secular terms such as resonant terms e*” vanish. If these do not

vanish, the perturbation y; will grow exponentially [105]. We also neglect terms that oscillate much faster, such as
iz

e,

This leaves us with the condition that

A% (X) i

22—t 4+ A(X) e a2 | = B2
( S (X)e ) 0, (B20)
which can be differentiated again and solved with the trial solution A(X) = (c; — icy)e(XHi0a2)/2 4 (¢5 —

icyq) e~ (X=i0a1)/2 for the parameters ci, ¢2, ¢3 and ¢4. From the requirement in (B20), it is now possible to fix two of
the coefficients in (B22). We differentiate A(X) and use (B20) to find that the conditions ¢; = ¢ and ¢g = —c4 must
always be fulfilled. Therefore, A(X) becomes

A(X) = e1(1—4) e(X+idaz)/2 4 cs(1+1) e~ (X—i¢a2)/2 (B21)

We then recall that X = gz and after combining some exponentials, we obtain the full trial solution for the zeroth
order term yo:

yo(w) = A(gr) e'™ + A*(qr)e™""
= (cl(l — i) eT? 4 e5(1 4 1) e_"q/2> el tidaz/2 | (61(1 +i) €2 4 c5(1 —7) e_Tq/2> e iTTi%a2/2  (B22)
Using the fact that ¢ = —2ds, and rearranging, we find
Yo = 2 (01 e~ 2T 4 oy ed”) cos(x + pga/2) + 2 (01 e~ BT _ ¢y ed”) sin(x + ¢42/2) . (B23)

The coefficients are then fixed by the initial conditions, which for Py; read y9(0) = 1 and ¢0(0) = 0, and Ip,, read
y0(0) = 0 and 30(0) = 1. Using these, we find the following solutions

Py = e” 7 [(e2BT — 1) (sin(7 + ¢az) — dasin(7)) + da (€7 + 1) cos(7 + ¢az) — (2%27 4 1) cos(7)]
11 = 2(dg cos(gga) — 1) ’
e ({7 1) eos(r + ) — (447 1 1) sin(r)]
Ipy, = oo 1 , (B24)

Using (B4), we can derive the F' coefficients. They are however rather lengthy, so we will not display them here.
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Appendix C: Quantum Fisher information

In this Appendix, we derive the expressions for the QFI for the different cases considered in the main text. In [29],
the general expression for the QFI for estimating parameters of the Hamiltonian (3) with an initial coherent state of
light was given in equation (10). Here, we provide a derivation of the expression used in (15) in the main text, which
leaves the photon number variance general.

As mentioned in the main text, given unitary dynamics that encode the parameter 6 on an initial state p(0) =
Y on An [An) (An], the QFI can be written in terms of the following general expression [60, 61]

- ~ An A ~ 2
2 2 n/\m
T, = 4; An (</\n| H2 M) — Ol Ho ) ) - 8% o [l Ho ) (C1)
where H = —i Ug 8909, where A, is an eigenvalue of the initial state p(0), and where 6 is the parameter that we wish

to estimate. For a linear displacement with d;, like the one considered in the main text, we find that Hay is given by
Hay = BN, +C B, +C_B_. (C2)

Using the initial state in (10), the eigenstates of which are given by |A,) = |1).) [n), as well as the following expectation
values:

(n| B2 |n) = 2n +1,
<n\BE [ny =2n+1,
(n| ByB_|n) = — (n| B_By |n) =1, (C3)

and by then noting that (n| B+ |n) = 0, we find that
(el (n| Hay [e) In) = B* (N7) + (CF + C2) (2n+ 1) (C4)
and
<1/}c| <n| 7:[d1 |¢c> |n> =B <Na> : (05)
We then examine the off-diagonal terms in (C1). We can write these as
| (Wel (n] [Ho| [c) [m) [* = (CF + C2) ((m + 1)nms1 + (4 1)dmnt1) - (C6)

We then evaluate the two sums in (C1). We note that, for the thermal state, \,, = tanh®"(r¢)/ cosh?(r7). Using the
following two expressions (where we employ the geometric series and its derivative):

1

2n
m Z tanh“" (rr) (2n + 1) = cosh(2r7),

n=0

1 i tanh®" (rp) tanh®™ (r7)

1
1 1 = - h(2 inh(2
tanhQ"(rT) I tanhQM(TT) ((m + )5n,m+1 + (” + )5m,n+1) B tanh( TT) S ( TT) ) (07)

2
cosh”(ry) el

where the last sum can be evaluated by noting that the delta-functions will kill off any diagonal elements, which
allows us to sum over all elements, this allows us to write the QFT as

T =4|B2(AN,)? + sech(2rr) (C2 + 03)} , (C8)
where (AN,)? = (N2) — (Na>2 is the photon number variance, and where the coefficients are given in the main text.

1. Derivation of the photon number variance for initially squeezed states

Here we derive the QFI for the optical state when the cavity field is initialised in a squeezed displaced state.
For convenience we make use of the definition of two-photon coherent states |uc,() = S(¢) |uc), where S(¢) is the



25

usual squeezing operator and ¢ = re’, though one can readily move between definitions using the standard braiding
relations. By (20) the relevant quantity is (AN‘I)\QNC ¢y~ This can be calculated in a number of ways, but a convenient

approach is to first define a new operator a. as the linear combination [106],
ac = S(¢)aST(¢) = ua + va', (C9)

where we adopt the usual convention u = cosh(r) and v = €*? sinh(r) satisfying |u|?> — [v|> = 1. Then |uc, ) are
eigenstates of a,

g |pe; ) = pe |es € - (C10)
Similarly, we can transform a¢ back to a through,
a=u"ac— ”&Z" (C11)
It is also useful to note the commutation relations,
lac,a) = —v, (C12a)
[ac,a’] = u. (C12b)

With these expressions it is then straightforward to show,

<d>C = <H07 Cl U*dC - ’UCALI |M67 C> =u" e — Wﬁ = ¢, (CIS)
(e = (1er €] (il — %) ter ) = (upl — v* o)) + [ol? = el + ol

where we have used (Cl2a) to pass d¢ through @ in the second line. Higher order terms can be found in a similar

manner, leading to the following useful results,
(@%)¢ = p¢ —u*v, (C14)
(@*)¢ = pela®) — 2u™opc, (C15)
( D¢ = p¢@®) —u'v (2ug +3(a%) (C16)
(N2 = lucl(jul + 3[o* + [pel?) = (u&uv + pguv*) + 2[ul*|o]* + [o[*. (C17)

Using (C13) and (C17) one can then show that the photon number variance is given by
(AN = (N2) = ()’
= |peP(Jul® + [0]?) = (uu™v + piuv®) + 2|uf?[v]?]. (C18)
2

Note, in the limit of zero squeezing, we recover |u.|* as expected. A more convenient form is to substitute back in for

u and v. With a little algebra we find,

(AN,)? = |po|? et ;sth(Qr)—Qm[e*"’%pc]%mh(zlr). (C19)

Since the photon number variance enters into the QFI (see (C8)), we note that the QFI is maximised when e fhe 18
purely imaginary. We then have an enhancement proportional to e*” over coherent state driving of the mirror (for
large photon number), along with a squeezing dependent vacuum contribution.

2. Resonant gravitational field with constant light—matter coupling

We assume that k = kg is constant and Dy = 0. Then, § = e~7. For a general state with photon number variance
(AN,)?, the QFI at resonance with {4 = 1 becomes

7@a=1) — (AN )2 ( —da(7 —sin(7)) + €(2 7 cos(Pg1) — 4sin(7 + ¢pg1) + sin(27 + ¢da1) + 3Sin(¢d1)))2

+ —sech(2rr) (4(7’6 cos(pa1) + sin(7) (€ cos(T + da1) + 2a))? (C20)

1
4
+ (27esin(pg1) + €cos(2T + Pa1) — € cos(¢a1) + 4a(cos(T) — 1))2) .
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3. Resonant driving and modulated coupling

If we assume that k(7) = ko cos(Q7 + ¢x) and Dy = 0. Again, ¢ = e~". If the modulation of the coupling and
the oscillations of the gravitational field are at the same frequency, i.e. Q := Qg4 = Qy, the QFI becomes

k3 (AN,)?
Q2 (2 -1
+ 4aQ? sin(7Q 4 ¢r,) + 2a(Q — 1)3(Q + 1)Qsin(r — o) + 2aQsin(7 + ¢p) — dasin(7Q + ¢,)
+ 4a* sin(¢,) — 8a0? sin(¢p) + 4asin(¢r) + QL3esin(TQ + 7 — dp, + 1) — QL3esin(TQ 4+ 7 4 di + Par)
— Desin(7(=Q) + 7 — b — pa1) + Llesin(7(=Q) + 7+ ¢ — dpa1) — 2%esin(rQ + 7 — dp, + ba1)
+ DPesin(27Q + ¢y + da1) + 2Q%esin(T(—Q) + 7 + ¢ — ¢a1) + 27 (2% — 1) Qe cos(dar — o)
+ Qesin(7Q + 7 — ¢ + da1) + Qesin(7Q + 7 + O + Pa1) + Qesin(7(—Q) + 7 — . — da1)
+ Qesin(7(=Q) + 7 + ¢r, — da1) — €sin(27Q + dp + Pa1) + 40%esin(dpg — Pr)

— Q%esin(Gr + da1) + €sin(d + ¢d1))2 (C21)

Qsin(7) sin(7Q + ¢g1) + cos(7) cos(7Q + ¢a1) — cos(da1)) ) ?
02-1

T(Qa1e=2%) _ ( — 2aQ* sin(7 4 ¢r) — 2aQ3 sin(T + @) + 2aQ? sin(7 + Px)

+ 4sech(2r7) (a(—cos(T)) Ta+ e(

N (sin(7) (a (% — 1) — ecos(TQ + ¢a1)) + Qe(sin(par ) (cos(T) cos(T2) — 1) + cos(T) cos(¢ar) sin(TQ)))2
@ -1y

For complete resonance with the mechanics, i.e. for Q = Q4 = Qi = 1, the QFI reduces to

1 N
Z@are=1) — Eké(ANa)Q <4a sin(rT — @) — 12asin(7 + ¢x) + 8ar cos(T + ¢p) + 16asin(dy)

+ 272€sin(¢pg1 — or) + €sin(27 — P + da1) — 2€sin(27 + ¢p + da1) — 27€ cos(pa1 — Pr)

2
+ 27€cos(Pr + Pa1) + 27€ cos(2T + ¢y + da1) — €sin(par — ) + 2esin(dr + ¢d1)>
+ %sech(%T) <4(sin(7-)(2a + €cos(T + Ba1)) + Tecos(par))?

+ (4acos(T) — 4a + 27esin(Pq1) + € cos(2T + Pg1) — ecos(¢d1))2> . (C22)

We see that the scaling with time of the QFI depends on the choice of the phases ¢41 and ¢;. In the case of
¢a1 — ¢ = 7/2 for example, the QFI contains terms proportional to 7%. This is a highly unusual scaling: Normally,
under the conditions that coherence is retained, one obtains a scaling of the QFI o 72, as is the case e.g. for a single
harmonic oscillator whose frequency one wants to estimate [107], which in itself represents an advantage over the
classical scaling o« 7. It implies that being able to maintain coherence over long times pays off much more for the
optomechanical system with its nonlinear coupling than for a single harmonic oscillator, and suggests to rather reduce
the coupling k£ and increase 7 instead in the presence of decoherence, rather than trying to make the coupling as
strong as possible, as this is expected to reduce the coherence time due to enhanced non-classicality.

In Appendix D, we show that light and mechanics disentangle at times that are multiples of s, with s integer for
fractional frequencies = Qg0 = 1+ 2n4/s, where ny > —s/2 is an integer. At the decoupling times 7 = ¢ s7, with
q integer the QFI becomes

2 T \2 2
4n%<n1ki<f>§véll e (”q 5% €e(2n1 + 5) cos(dar — ¢x) — Sany (m +5)((-1)* — 1) sm<¢>k>)

+4a? ((=1)% —1)%sech(2r7). (C23)

ZOac) (7 = g sm) =
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4. Resonant driving and modulated mechanical frequency

We here assume that the optomechanical coupling is constant k(7) = ko and that the mechanical frequency is
modified as Da(7) = d2cos(2T + ¢g2). The general QFI is a long expression that we will not give here. Instead,
we refer to the main text for plots and simplified expressions for special cases. In particular, for the case of purely

oscillating gravitational fields @ = 0 and rr > 1, the QFI is maximized for ¢4 = —7/2 and ¢4 = 0 and becomes
approximately
2 o [6 (et —1)?
T a2=2) _ gIfgez(ANa)2 7@ pP ) —-15 (edﬂ — 1)2 + 65sin?(7) (ed’” cos(71) — 2)2
2
12 doT __ 1 3 doT _ 2
N (e ) sin(7) (e?27 cos(t) — 2) (C24)

d

+ (e — 1) ((9 cos(27) + 3) sinh(da7) + 6sin®(7) cosh(daT) + 16 (cos®(7) — 1))

Appendix D: Derivation of the fractional frequencies for a modulated optomechanical coupling

From the time evolution operator, we can deduce that the light and mechanics decouple if F'y By and Fig By vanish.

We can construct the function Ky :=Fy 5 +iFy 5 and look for the zeros of |Kyg |2. In the following, we study
the case of time dependent light-matter coupling k(7) = kg cos(Q7 + dp)-
We obtain
2 k3 . ) ) 2
Ky, I” = i1 ((Qk + Dsin((Qx — D7 + ép) + (4 — 1) sin((Q + )7 + d1) — 20 Sln(¢k))
2 _

+ 4(Qk sin(7) sin(Qr7 + @) + cos(T) cos(QT + i) — cos(qbk)) 21 . (D1)

For ), = 1 we obtain the resonance with the mechanics and we find that

(K 7 = h (277 + 2r(sin(2(r + 64)) — sin(261)) + 1 — cos(2r)

which has no zeros. Therefore, on resonance, light and mechanics never decouple completely. To study all other cases
besides resonance, and to write the equation into a nicer form, we set Q = (x +1)/(z — 1) and find

k3(x—1)2 2 2z
2 _ Ko . .
=62 T sin m—1T+¢k + sin o

R e
+ | —x cos T4 ¢ | + cos
r—1 T —

Sufficient conditions for the vanishing of |K g |* are that

K g,

T+ ¢>k> —(z+1) sin(¢k)> 2

1T+¢k> - 1>cos<¢k>)2] . (D2)

cos (a: i 1T+¢k) —cos(¢y) = —2sin (a: 1 T+¢k) sin (a: ! 17) =0, (D3)

cos( 2$17+¢k) —cos(¢y) = —2sin (xx T+¢k) sin (mx 1T> =0, (D4)

sin< 2 T+¢k>—sm oK) —2c05< ! T—|—¢k)51n( L T)Z , (D5)
r—1 T — rz—1

sin <x2xlr+¢;€> — sin(¢y) = 2 cos (leT—i—d)k) sin (x 1 ) =0, (D6)

which are fulfilled if and only if 7/(z —1) = nym and 72/(x — 1) = nemw with ny and ny integers. Then, 7 = (ny —nq)m,
x =ng/ng and Q = (n2 +n1)/(n2 — n1). By defining s = ne — ny > 0, we find the disentangling times 7yep, = s7
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and the fractional frequencies Qgoc = 1+ 2n1/s, where ny > —s/2 to obtain positive frequencies. There are infinitely
many fractional frequencies (g, for which there exist times that are multiples of w at which light and mechanics
decouple. Furthermore, from the structure of {)g.oc, we see that for each multiple of 7., given by 7 = g sm, we can
find an 77 = gny such that 1 + 271 /(gs) = Qgac. Therefore, \KNE|2 vanishes for all times that are multiples of sm.
For a given Q,c, the smallest decoupling time s7 is given by the smallest integers ny and s > 0 whose quotient nq /s
is equivalent to (Qgac — 1)/2.

Appendix E: Classical Fisher Information

In this Appendix, we compute the classical Fisher information (CFI) for homodyne and heterodyne measurement.
The results presented here provide a generalisation of those presented in [25] and [26]. We strictly focus on cases
where the light and mechanics are in a separable state, which means that we can account for the modulation of the
optomechanical coupling for fractional frequencies discussed in Section IV A, but we cannot include the squeezing
modulation in Section IV B.

The CFI for a POVM {|z)(z|} is given by,

1 (dpx))
= | do—— E1l
oo (%) =y
where p(z) = p(z|f) is the conditional probability of a measurement obtaining outcome x given the parameter
value 6. In practice, we will be interested in the Fisher Information for the field state alone, which is equivalent

to a measurement |z)(z|. ® 1,, on the global state. The derivative of the conditional probability associated to an
estimation of the parameter # = d; is then,

Oayp(eldr) = Tr |00, (UpoUY) )| @ 1| = iTr {UHay po] U )l @1}, (E2)

where po = [10Xt0| ® po.m is the initial global state (assumed to be separable) and H4, = —il/Td,, U is the Hermitian
QFT generator given explicitly by [29],

Hq, = BN, +C, B, +C_B_. (E3)

The general evaluation of (E1) is difficult, however in this work we are primarily concerned with instances where the
field and mirror completely disentangle, i.e U = U, ® Uy,. This means that terms in Hdl which act solely on the
mechanics do not contribute to (E2), and so we are free to con51der Ha, = BN, = HS,. Now, as HS, commutes with
U(7) we can then write,

(00, ())? = 20 (e la) P (0 [5G, ) — (G0l ol 1)) — (o G, lod k) (B4)

where [1),) = Ue(7) [to) is the (disentangled) cavity state. Noting that p(x) = |(,|2)|? and 1 = [ dx |z)(z|, the CFT
can be written,

I = 2(¢o|(HG,)*|¥o) — (R+ R*), (E5)

( x'Zw'TwT)) ()

dxp(z)h(z,v,)
= (h(Z,0r)) .- (E6)

The first term in (E5) is relatively straightforward to calculate, and depends only on the expectation values of the
powers of the number operator up to fourth order. For coherent states, |u), these can be found via the Bell polynomials,

where,

o fo
i

(N7 » = Bp(Jp[?). On the other hand, finding analytic expressions for the R terms is difficult in general, though as
noted in Section V, a particular simplification exists when (z|H [¢r) = f(x,1-)(z[¢-), for some function f, in which
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case h(Z,1,) = f2(,1,) (where we adopt the convention that the hat on # is post squaring, unless the power is after
the argument). If the cavity state is initially in a coherent state, this can be achieved when Fl, is engineered to be

a multiple of 27 (at the decoupling time), then”,

P N? g R iF _
) = e T NENaeT N Na ) — e N ) = |fic) (ET)

i.e., |fic) is again a coherent state.

In [25] it was shown that for this special case Homodyne measurements saturate the QFI for a constant gravitational
field, while in [26] this was confirmed numerically when the parameter of interest is also encoded in a constant
frequency shift (along with the observation that Heterodyne measurements preserve a similar scaling). Here we
provide an alternate derivation which holds for arbitrary modulations, provided the measurements are performed
when the optical and mechanical modes completely disentangle.

1. Homodyne measurements

We begin by computing the CFI for homodyne measurements.

a. Coherent states

For Homodyne measurements the relevant POVM is constructed via the state |x) = |z)), defined as the eigenstate
of the operator,

&efi)\ + dTei)\

Ty = ES8
A 7 (E8)

A rearrangement of its eigenvalue equation leads to the following action of 4 as,
(oalal = (o] (Vo™ = ae™) = (n,] f(2r,0). (E9)

To calculate the R term, we note that under the restriction that |¢);) = |fic), then from (E6) and (E9) it is straight-
forward to show,

W@, ¥r) = [Bficf(zx, fic)]” - (E10)

The last step is to take the expectation value of this function once ) is promoted to an operator. Here it is useful to
note that®

(cla3c) = i Hiiclin ). (E11)

where H,, are the Hermite polynomials. Finally, with a little algebra we find,
I, = 4B*S(fice™™)% (E12)

Note, when fice™* is purely imaginary, the CFI simplifies to,

o™ = 4 |pf* B, (E13)

He

which is exactly the QFI given in (20). Note however, that when fi.e~* is purely real the CFI is zero.

7 In the frame rotating with the optical field
8 This identity can be easily derived by noting that for any pair of
coherent states |p1) and |u2),

where G = eZmH'%t = ﬁ(\/ﬁe”‘t) and D is the usual displace-
ment operator. By evaluating the overlap, and using the generat-

ing function of Hermite polynomials, e2et—t? — oo Hn(w)%,
dn we find the desired result. i

1 N
B0 lp2) = —— —— (|G :
G118 g 2) = (i g P11Cl0a)]
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b. Squeezed states

For squeezed initial cavity states |uc, () = S(C) |te), with squeezing parameter ¢ = re'®, we can evaluate the CFI

using a similar approach to above. The first term in (E5) is independent of the POVM and is given by B> <J\7 2)¢. This
can be found immediately from the expectation value (C17). In order to calculate the corresponding R terms, we
must evaluate the overlap (x| N,U.S(¢)|uc) at the chosen decoupling time. Again, we will consider the special case

where Fg, is a multiple of 27, then by using the identity e~ AN qeAND = AN+ g and considering the action on a

coherent state, we find (zx|NoUcS(C)|1te) = (@Al NaS(O)Uelpte) = (2r|Nalfic, C), where { = ret® with ¢ = ¢ — 2Fy .
Following Appendix C 1, we define the operator a; = 5($)asSt((), with forward and backwards transformations given
explicitly by,

G; = U+ val, (El4a)
= ii"a; — vaz (E14D)

where az |fic, ¢) = fic |fic, C), and the functions @ = u = cosh(r) and & = e 2*%av = €? sinh(r) depend explicitly on

the parameter ¢. A rearrangement of (El4a) (and the adjoint of (E14b) respectively) gives,

a+ vaz
;= ———, (E15a)
al —v*a
it = . (E15b)
u

The next step is to update (E9) to remove the explicit dependence on a. Using the adjoint of (E15b) and collecting
at terms on the left hand side, we have,

. 1 ) a
(oalaf = g ol (Ve ™ = 27200 ) = o (£ (o0, ). (E16)

U — e 2y T — e—200p

Slmllarly he overlap,
<5L‘ |d €L| c <> ——7<.’L‘ | \/i.%‘ e i>\_7€ Md” &"—U&T |{L C> (El;)
A /14 5 ~ 21-)\17 A A ~ C C CH .

Expanding, and making use of the (tilded) commutation relation (C12b) we find,

G o~ K ~ ~ o~ ~ N\ 2
/h(fﬂ)\,'l/)‘r) _ B<$>\| N, |ch<> _ B_zi)\,[] [ﬂcf (CUA; lg) _ L‘f <x)\, lg) +1~)62i)“| ) (E18)

(@alfic, C) u—e @ — e #p

In order to calculate the term R = (h(iy,;))y, we need the expectation values of &y on the squeezed states |fic, ¢)
(up to fourth power). Here we note that the operator &, can be written in terms of a. and dz as,

w ac~—|—wa

V2

)\ =

where w = Gie"* — e~ = |w|e*. Thus we can see that the required expectation values can be found in a similar way

as to those over coherent states,

B O TTEIN-N (1] i{fic; (|l fie, €)
(fic: ClaX e, ¢) = (22.)an ( m ) : (E19)

Together with (C17) we can now evaluate the CFI exactly. However, one can greatly simplify the problem by noting
that the aim is to find the optimal bound. From (C19) we can expect that the maximum CFI also occurs when

%[e_%uc] = 0, while in the limit of zero squeezing, (E12) suggests the condition f[ji.e~*"] = 0. Note, in the latter
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one needs to choose A based not only on the initial state, but on the additional phase Fy picked up after the evolution.
Thus the optimal \ varies with time. Writing ji. = |ue|e?X these two conditions imply,

+

2<X—FJ\7&),

P
A Y- Fy.. (E20)

+
+

s
il
2

A

A

and so w = e~ "™, with (&) = 0. With these simplifications, and together with (C17) for the first term in (E5), the
CF1 is given by,

I8 = 4B2|pe[Pet. (E21)

This is less than the maximum QFI by only a vacuum contribution. In general, however, the CFI can still be non-zero
when p. =0,

2sinh?(2r) sin?(@ — 2))
(cosh(2r) — sinh(2r) cos(p — 2X))2"

18 (e = 0) = B

{ (E22)

This reaches a maximum of Iéwm = 2B2%sinh*(2r) for ¢ — 2\ = +2[nw +tan~'(e~2")]. However, for all but very small
photon number (and large r) the optimal CFI is given by (E21).

2. Heterodyne measurements

The Heterodyne measurement case is somewhat more straightforward as the probabilities are calculated with respect
to coherent states. Note that an additional factor of 1/7 appears in the definition of I, (E1), to account for the identity
operator in the coherent state basis though this is then removed when moving to the expectation value expressions.

a. Coherent states

When there is no squeezing of the initial cavity states the CFI can be evaluated quickly. Replacing |z) = |8) in
(E6) we have,

h= B2 (6")?, (E23)
and so,
R = B(i2a2), = B |ucl". (E24)
The CFI is then given by,
Iyt =2|uc|* B2, (E25)

which is exactly half of the QFT (20). Thus the precision obtainable through Heterodyne measurements also preserves
the optimal scaling behaviour, though in general is less favourable than performing Homodyne measurements.

b. Squeezed coherent states

The extension to squeezed states can be performed using a similar analysis to Appendix E1b above. Using the
~ . 2
adjoint of (E15b) one can calculate the overlap (3|a'alfic, ¢). This leads to h = B? (5 (fie — f;/)’*)) and so,

[

~2 ~ ~
i fic® . G
R=5* (Lt - 25 )+ L), (26)
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where the required expectation values are given in Appendix C 1, (C14-C16). After some algebra, and again making
use of (C17), we find that the CFT is given by,

et = 232 [\ pio|? €37 sech(r) + 2sinh?(r) — 2R[e~F ic]? sinh(37) sech(r)] . (E27)

Note, e_%ﬁc = e_%p,uc, which means one can fix the third term to zero (and thereby maximise I ?Ct) by choice of the
initial state alone. However, even for large photon numbers, the CFI is smaller than the QFT by a factor of 2e” cosh(r).

Appendix F: Expectation values and variances for i,

In Section VIIE in the main text, we discussed the fact that a gravitational effect causes the mechanical element to
become displaced along the z-axis of the system. In order for the optomechanical Hamiltonian to remain valid, this
displacement cannot be too large. In the main text, we identified the requirements (Z,,) < ! and AZ,, < [, where
[ is a length-scale characteristic of the system at hand (it differs for the derivation of the Hamiltonian for levitated
system and Fabry—Pérot moving-end mirrors, for example).

In this Appendix, we explore this more closely by computing the expectation value of the mechanical position
operator I, = g (i)T + 5), where g = \/h/(2mwy,). In [28], it has been shown that, for the dynamics we consider

and for an initially coherent state of the mechanical subsystem | ), (b(7)) is given by
(b(7)) = a7) pm + B(r) iy + T (1) + A7) (Na) (F1)

where a(7) and () are given in (B6), and where (N,) depends on the choice of the initial optical state. The
quantities A(7) and T'(7) are given by

A(r) = (a(r) + B(1)) Fy, p_ —ilal7) = B(7)) Fy, 5, -

D7) = (al7) + B(1))Fp_ —ia(r) = B(7)) F, - (F2)

Therefore, the expectation value of Z,, becomes:
(m(7)) = 220 R [P + Bty + T(7) + A (V)] (¥3)

This expression can be rewritten as (ignoring the dimensionfull normalisation factor for now)

(b () + (7)) = &(7) pmm + E(7)" iy + (§(7) + )V (Fp_ + (Na) Fy, ) = il€(r) = £(0))(F, + (Nao) Fy, 5,)

= 20E(r) ] + BREDN(Fp_ + (Vo) Fg 5 ) + 236N (Fg, + (Vo) F_5,)- (F4)
When the mechanical element is in the ground state with pm = 0, this becomes
(B (7) +b(r)) = 2REDN(Fp_ + (Na) Fy, 5.) + 206N (Fp, + (Na) Fg, 5,)-
Through a similar calculation, we find that the variance is given by
(Adm)? = of [1+2R[a(n)B(r)] + 2180 + 4 (RIA(T)) (ANL)?] . (¥5)

We note that (Z,,) scales with (N,), and that A, scales with AN,. For coherent states |u.), we find that (N,) =
(AN,)? = |uc|?, which means that the strongest bound on |uc| is set by (), since Az, o |pe|. For squeezed
coherent states |uc, (), on the other hand, we find that
<Na>|uc£> = |pe|? €2 + sinh?(r) — 2R[e "% pe)? sinh(2r), (F6)

where we recall that r is the squeezing factor. As noted in the main text, we can always choose the phase ¢ such that
the last term is zero.

We explore four different settings: (i) undriven evolution, as a comparison, (ii) resonant driving of the gravitaitonal
field, (iii) a modulated gravitational field and optomechanical coupling, and finally, (iv) a modulated gravitational
field and a modulated mechanical frequency.
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1. Mechanical expectation values

In this section, we compute (Z,,) for the different cases of the dynamics considered in the main text.

a. Undriven evolution

For free undriven evolution, we obtain £ = e~ FB+ =Fg =0and
FNaB+ = —ko Sin(T) y
Fg.p = ko(cos(t) — 1), (F7)

which leads to

(Zm) =2x0 ko (Ng) (1 — cos(T)) (F8)
(Aim)2 = x%(l + 4k(2) (ANa)2(1 — (2 = cos(7)) cos(1))) . (F9)

The conditions that follow from the above analysis are that 2xq kg <Na> < | and 229ko AN, < [ such that the
interaction Hamiltonian is still valid.

b. Constant coupling and a resonant gravitational field

For resonant direct driving, i.e. Di(7) = —di(a + €cos(T + ¢aq1)) (where we have set Qg1 = 1) and vanishing D,
we have £ = 7', and the F coefficients are shown in (B9). This leads to

(Zm) =20 (Q(ko (Na> + dya)(1 — cos(7)) + die(rsin(T + ¢g1) — sin(r) sin(qbdl))) , (F10)

(A;%m)2 :x(z) (1 + 4k(2) (ANQ)2(1 — (2 = cos(1)) COS(T))) . (F11)

The conditions that follow from the above analysis are that 2 zq (ko (Na> +dia) <1, zodyeT < land 2xq ko AN, <1
such that the interaction Hamiltonian is still valid. We conclude that the restrictions on (N, ) and AN, do not increase

with 7. Furthermore, the driving D; does not affect the restriction on the standard deviation ANa as it does not
change its evolution.

c¢.  Modulated coupling and modulated gravitational fields

Here we take the modulated coupling to be k(1) = kocos(Q 7 + ¢r) and the gravitational field is Di(7) =
—dy(a+ €cos(Qq1 T+ ¢a1)). The F coefficients are then given in (B10).
In the specific case that Q41 = Qi =: 2, we find

(#m) = = 220 |dra(cos(r) — 1) + ﬁ ((cos(e2r) = cos(r)) (drecos(6ar) + ko (V) cos(ow,) )
~ (sin(Qr) — Qsin(7r)) (dlesin(gbdl) + ko (V) sin(qﬁk)) )] (F12)

Cw k2(AN,)?
(AZy) =xg (1 + (?2(2_1))2

— 2c08(2¢y) cos(27)) + Qsin(7) (2 sin(2¢x ) cos(Q7) + cos(2¢) (2sin(Q7) — Qsin(7)))

<(22 +3+ 2<cos(2(QT + ¢r)) + cos(7)(2sin(2¢y) (sin(Qr) — Qsin(7)),

+ cos?(7) cos(2¢x) + (2 — 1) cos((Q + 1)7) — (2 + 1) cos((2 — 1)7)) —(Q*-1) cos(27)>> . (F13)
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We found that the QFI was maximized for the choice ¢p4y1 = 7/2 and ¢, = 0. With these values for the phases, we
find

(Zm) = — 2x0 [dla(cos(r) 1)+ ﬁ ((COS(QT) — cos(7))ko (N,) — (sin(Qr) — Qsin(r))dle)} , (F14)
(Ady)? =22 (1 + W(COS(T) - COS(QT))2> . (F15)
These expressions can be rewritten as
(Tm) = — 2x0 [dla(cos(T) -1+ 9 _1|_ T sin(7)dy e
2 (-1 (2 +1 . Q+1
_ Q215111( 5 7') (sm( 5 7') k0<Na)+cos( 5 T> dw)} ,

R 16k2(ANL)2 ., (Q—1 1\ ., [(Q+1

(Azpy)? =22 (1 + (Q%ﬁ sin ( 3 T) sin (27') ) . (F16)

We find that the expectation value of the center of mass of the mechanics contains two terms where one oscillates
with the mechanical frequency 1 (induced by the stationary part of the gravitational field) and the other oscillates
with an envelope of beating frequency |2 — 1]/2. The variance oscillates with the beating frequency.

By considering the fractional frequencies that cause the two subsystems to become separable at specific times Tyep
(see Appendix D), we find that |Qyac — 1|Tsep/2 = |n1|m, and we find that the cavity and mechanical subsystems
become separable at half and full beating periods if 77 is odd and even, respectively. For the amplitude of the beating
oscillation, we obtain the proportionality factor

2 (F17)
Q.. =1 2ny(s+mny)’
We obtain the additional condition (N,),AN, < [I(ni(s + n1))/(s?zoko)|, which approximates (N,),AN, <
1/(szokg) for ngy = —1 and s > 1. For modulation and driving at the mechanical frequency with Q4 = Qi = 1, we
find

(Zm) = — x0 [lea(cos(r) -1)- (T sin(7) (dle cos(pa1) + ko (Na> cos(d)k)>
+ (7 cos(r) — sin(r)) (dlesin(qul) + ko (N,) sin(¢k)) )} ., (F18)
(Azy)? =a? (1 + k%(ANa)z(T cos(¢y) sin(7) + (7 cos(7) — sin(7)) sin(qbk))Q) , (F19)

which leads to the conditions (N,), AN, < I/(xoko) that have to be fulfilled in addition to the general conditions
in the case of resonant driving.

2. Modulated mechanical frequency and time-dependent gravitational field

For the case where the mechanical frequency is being modulated on parametric resonance with Da(7) = dg cos(27 +
¢a2) and time dependent gravitational field D, (1) = —di (a+€cos(Qq1 7+ ¢a1)), we find for the specific case of ¢4 =0
and ¢z = —7/2,

(Zm) =2x0 [(a dy + ko <Na)> (1- ed2T cos(T)) — j—z (1- e_d”) (da e®7 cos(t) — 2sin(7’))} , (F20)
(Ay)? = a2 (cosh(2d27) + sinh(2dy7) cos(27) + 4k2(AN,)? (1- cos(T)ed2T)2> (F21)

We find that the amplitude of the oscillations increase exponentially due to the parametric driving. Then, the photon
number and standard deviation are restricted as 2zoko (N,) (1 + e%7) < [ and 2z20ko AN, (1 + e%27) < 1.
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FIG. 5. Plots showing the (dimensionless) expectation value and standard deviation of the mechanical position 2, for an
initially coherent state of the optics, given (a) undriven evolution, (b) a constant coupling and resonant gravitational field, (c)
a time-dependent coupling and time-dependent gravitational field both modulated at resonance, (d) a time-dependent coupling
and time-dependent gravitational field both modulated at the fractional frequency Qrac = 4/5, and finally (e) a time-dependent
modulation of the mechanical frequency at parametric resonance. In (d), we note that for this choice of frequency, the system
disentangles at 7 = 107, which we observe as a periodical envelope of the variance and standard deviation. For all cases, the
standard deviation AZy remains smaller than (#m). The values |uc| =10, ko =1, a =1, e = 0.5, rr = 0, and the optimal
phase choice have been used in all plots.

We then plot the expectation value (Z,,) and the standard deviation AZ,, as a function of time 7 in Figure 5.

Figure 5a shows (Zy,) and \/(2,) — (2y)” for undriven evolution, while Figures 5b, 5¢, 5d and 5e show the same
quantities for resonant gravitational fields, a jointly resonantly modulated coupling and gravitational field, jointly
modulated coupling and gravitational field at the fractional frequencies identified in Appendix D, and jointly modu-
lated mechanical frequency and gravitational field, respectively.

Appendix G: Phonon number evolution

We saw in the main text that the QFI scales as 74 when both the gravitational field and the optomechanical
coupling is modulated at resonance. Here we investigate what this increase in sensitivity means in terms of the energy
stored in the system. Since N, = a'a commutes with the Hamiltonian, the photon number stays constant at all times.
The phonon number, however, changes as a result of the optical driving. We here examine how the phonon number
changes as a function of time for the same cases as we considered in Appendix F.

When the mechanical element is cooled to the ground state, the phonon number expectation value (N, (7)) is given
by the expression [28]

(No(7)) = (la(7)]* + L(7) A*(r)) (N

where a(7) and 3(7) are given in (B6) and where I'(7) and A(7) are defined in (F2).
We plot the phonon number in Figure 6 according to the same schemes we considered in Appendix 6. Figure 6a
shows (IVp) of an undriven optomechanical systems with a constant optomechanical coupling, Figure 6b shows (V)

(T () A7) + )+ AP (ND) + [B(r)? + |0 () (G1)

for a resonant gravitational field and constant coupling, Figure 6¢ shows <Nb> for a doubly resonant gravitational
field and coupling, Figure 6d shows (IV,) for when both the coupling and the gravitational field are modulated at the
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FIG. 6. Plots showing the phonon number (Nb> for an initially coherent optical state and with the mechanical element in
the ground state. The plots show (N3) as a function of time for (a) undriven evolution, (b) a constant coupling and resonant
gravitational field, (c) a time-dependent coupling and time-dependent gravitational field, both modulated at resonance, (d) a
time-dependent coupling and a time-dependent gravitational field, both modulated at the fractional frequency Qsrac = 4/5, and
(e) a time-dependent gravitational field at resonance and a modulation of the mechanical frequency at parametric resonance.
The values |uc| =1, ko =1, a =1, e = 0.5, rr = 0, and the optimal phase choice ¢q2 = —7/2 have been used in all plots.

fractional frequencies, and finally, Figure 6e shows (Nb> for when the mechanical frequency is modulated at twice the
resonant frequency, along with a resonantly modulated gravitational field.

We note from the plots that the phonon number behaves similarly to the position expectation value and variance
(see Figure 5). The phonon number increases monotonically for the doubly-resonant case, but returns to the ground-
state once the states disentangle. This occurs, for example, at 7 = 107 when the fractional frequency is Qgac = 4/5,
as can be seen from Figure 6d. This means that one can achieve a sensitivity that grows linearly in time while at the
same time preventing a build-up of energy in the system.
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