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Estimating properties of quantum states via randomized measurements has become a significant
part of quantum information science. In this paper, we design an innovative approach leveraging
metasurfaces to perform randomized measurements on photonic qubits, together with error mit-
igation techniques that suppress realistic metasurface measurement noise. Through fidelity and
purity estimation, we confirm the capability of metasurfaces to implement randomized measure-
ments and the unbiased nature of our error-mitigated estimator. Our findings show the potential
of metasurface-based randomized measurement schemes in achieving robust and resource-efficient
estimation of quantum state properties.

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum processors [1] exploit the principles of quan-
tum entanglement and quantum superposition to solve
certain problems more efficiently than classical comput-
ers [2]. As these quantum processors scale up, character-
izing the prepared quantum states becomes significantly
challenging. Recently, protocols based on randomized
measurements have been developed [3], one example of
which is the method of classical shadows [4]. These pro-
tocols, which typically involve repeated measurements
on multiple copies of the same quantum state in ran-
dom bases, have demonstrated high efficacy in predict-
ing the properties of quantum states with considerably
lower resource requirements than quantum state tomog-
raphy. However, the implementation of randomized mea-
surements for photonic qubits [5, 6] requires the reconfig-
uration of the optical setup to modify the bases of mea-
surements, thereby impeding the practical scalability of
this approach.

We have found that metasurfaces, two-dimensional
surfaces composed of periodic sub-wavelength structured
elements operating as order-selective diffractive grating
[7, 8], can be designed to project photons in random
bases of polarization. The metasurface comprises several
metagratings, each responsible for diffracting a unique
pair of specific polarization states in two directions. The
working principle relies on the linear dependence of the
geometric phase in metagratings. This allows for manip-
ulating wavefronts using confined electromagnetic fields,
which are based on plasmonic and Mie resonances [9].
When metagratings associated with multiple polarization
basis pairs are concatenated, they form an equivalent
polarization-dependent diffractive grating. The meta-
surface directs photons to spatially separated locations
depending on their polarization. This process naturally
enables the randomized measurements of polarization-
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encoded photonic qubits. Notably, a single metasurface is
capable of measuring properties of quantum states com-
prising an arbitrary number of qubits by sequentially pro-
jecting photons, demonstrating the scalability of our ap-
proach. In this work, we design a metasurface capable of
conducting such randomized measurements and demon-
strate its efficacy through numerical simulation of its op-
tical and measurement properties.
While the theoretical analysis shows that metasurfaces

can execute noiseless randomized measurements, in prac-
tice, real-world implementations are susceptible to noise
originating from design and fabrication constraints that
can result in biased measurement outcomes. To eliminate
this noise-induced bias in estimating properties of quan-
tum states, we analyze the physical origin of metasurface
noise and construct a model that effectively explains the
impact of noise on the measurement outcomes. The noise
model is first learned through metasurface calibration.
Using the calibrated noise model, we develop an error
mitigation technique capable of extracting true results
from noisy outcomes via subsequent post-processing.
We have validated our protocol by performing numer-

ical simulations of metasurfaces in the context of ran-
domized measurements and estimation of state fidelity
and state purity using classical shadows and statistical
correlations of measurement outcomes [4]. Our results in-
dicate that the protocol effectively mitigates the impact
of noise and provides accurate estimations of quantum
state properties.
In contrast to existing randomized measurement ap-

proaches for photonic qubits [10], our protocol avoids
the need for optical setup reconfiguration. It provides
a route to scalability for larger numbers of qubits. Fur-
thermore, the proposed noise calibration and error miti-
gation techniques efficiently address basis-dependent and
photon loss noise, requiring only moderate experimental
resources.
The remainder of the paper is organized as follows.

In Section II, we discuss the ability of metasurfaces to
perform randomized measurements. Section III details
our noise model, and Section IV outlines the noise cali-
bration procedures. Section V introduces our error mit-
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(a) Error mitigated randomized
measurements using a metasurface

(b) Measurement bases visualized in the
Bloch sphere (c) Periodic elements of metasurface

FIG. 1: Implementation of randomized measurements of photonic states using a metasurface. (a) The metasurface
projects photons to one of six ports based on one of three randomly selected polarization basis pairs (H/V, H±V,
LC/RC). H and V denote horizontal and vertical, LC and RC left circular and right circular, respectively. This
process constitutes a tomographically complete set of measurements. Since the measurement of input photonic

states yields noisy outcomes due to intrinsic metasurface noise, the weights of these outcomes are adjusted according
to a calibrated noise model for the metasurface. This allows the error-mitigated outcomes to approximate ideal

outcomes, thereby efficiently encoding state information and reducing noise-induced bias in state property
predictions. (b) The Positive Operator-Valued Measure (POVM) associated with a six polarization component

metasurface is represented by the six measurement projectors 1/3{|x±⟩⟨x±|, |y±⟩⟨y±|, |z±⟩⟨z±|} illustrated in the
Bloch sphere. (c) The measurement corresponding to each pair of POVMs is realized using a metagrating layer

functioning as a binary polarization-dependent diffractive grating.[11]

igation technique. In Section VI, we numerically imple-
ment the protocol for estimating properties of quantum
states, specifically for estimating fidelity and purity of a
five-qubit photonic state via the generation of classical
shadows. Finally, Section VII summarizes our primary
findings and suggests future research directions.

II. RANDOMIZED MEASUREMENTS WITH
METASURFACE

We begin by detailing the implementation of ran-
domized measurements using metasurfaces, employing
the formalism of the Positive Operator-Valued Measure
(POVM) [12]. For a measurement involving n-qubits, the
metasurface-associated POVM, denoted by the set of ef-
fects Eglobal, takes the form Eglobal = E1×· · ·×Eq×· · ·×
En. Here, each local set of effects Eq (where q ∈ [1, n])
represents a POVM with K positive-semidefinite effects
that act only on the qth qubit. In metasurfaces, K is the
number of ports, which will be explained later. Further-
more, Eq ≡ E, i.e., the metasurface acts the same on
all qubits. A detailed explanation of the working princi-
ple of the metasurface when modeled as a measurement
apparatus using POVMs can be found in Appendix A.
The local set E comprises paired effects in the meta-

surface setup. This means that for any effect E(i,b) in
the set, there is another unique effect E(i,b̄), such that

E(i,b) + E(i,b̄) = 2
K I. Here, i denotes the measurement

basis, while b and b̄ denote the two possible measurement
outcomes. One can check that E is indeed a POVM with∑

i,bE(i,b) = I. Each local POVM effect E(i,b) is propor-

tional to a rank-one projector E(i,b) = 2
K |ϕ(i,b)⟩⟨ϕ(i,b)|,

and the set of these should be tomographically-complete.
For the randomized measurement schemes to be practi-
cal, the pure states |ϕ(i,b)⟩ corresponding to effects in E
need to form a quantum 2-design [13] (see Appendix B
for additional details). Given these assumptions, we can

write E as {E(i,0), E(i,1)}
K/2
i=1 . In the metasurface used in

this work, we have three pairs of POVM effects for each
qubit, i.e., E = {(Ex,0, Ex,1), (Ey,0, Ey,1), (Ez,0, Ez,1)},
so that K = 6, where the POVM implemented by the
metasurface is equivalent to the random Pauli measure-
ment.

With the above conditions on E, the metasurface
can perform two outcome measurements in K/2 distinct
bases. Each grating on the metasurface corresponds to a
pair of POVM effects E(i,0), E(i,1). Photons with differ-
ent measurement readouts would be emitted in various
directions from the grating and detected at spatially sep-
arated ports. Fig. 1 illustrates the operation for K = 6,
using the three measurement bases H/V (z), H ± V (x),
LC/RC (y), where H, V denote horizontal and vertical
polarization, and LC, RC denote left circular and right
circular polarization. For example, the measurements in
basis x will have two possible outcomes x+ = H + V and
x− =H - V, labeled as 0 and 1, respectively.

Our task is to evaluate the functions of a quantum sys-
tem characterized by an n-qubit density matrix ρ. The
first step in evaluating the functions of such a quan-
tum system involves data collection from randomized
measurements [14]. Specifically, we perform measure-
ments defined by the POVM Eglobal on ρ. The outcome
r = [r1, . . . , rq . . . , rn] is obtained with probability Pr,
according to Born’s rule:
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Pr = Tr(ρ · Er1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ Ern) (1)

The outcome for the qth qubit, rq, is a tuple (iq, bq),
where iq ∈ [1,K/2] represents the measurement basis,
and the bit bq ∈ {0, 1} represents the corresponding read-
out. This measurement process is repeated N times,
yielding the data set {rm}Nm=1. Following the measure-
ments, the values of a specific function are evaluated by
performing classical post-processing of the collected data,
with the specific post-processing scheme dependent on
the functions to be evaluated (see, e.g., [4, 15, 16]). We
shall discuss several specific post-processing schemes for
properties of photonic qubits in detail in Section VI.

III. NOISE MODELLING

The above discussion assumed that the metasur-
face performs ideal noise-free randomized measurements.
However, accounting for the inherent sources of measure-
ment noise in real metasurfaces is crucial. We model
these noises here as general operations acting on the
POVM effects. Specifically, we propose an effective noise
operation Ĝ, which comprises a linear transformation,
denoted by a transition matrix A [17, 18], followed by
a nonlinear operation Λ, which depends on the POVM
set E as well as on the input state ρ. We will see later
that the noise operations A and Λ have different sources.
A comes from a linear transformation of the POVM set
E, while Λ is a non-linear operator describing the re-
sult of photon loss. Thus, the effective noise operator
is Ĝ = Λ ◦ A. This model accommodates a wide range
of noise types, and its effectiveness will be validated in
Section IV. For now, we shall continue with a discussion
of the general structure of the proposed noise model.

Since the dominant noise in n-qubit measurements
conducted by metasurfaces is uncorrelated, the Kn-
dimensional global transition matrix A for the linear
transformation decomposes into a tensor product form
[17],

A =

n⊗
q=1

Γq, (2)

where Γq = Γ for all q ∈ [1, n] represents the K-
dimensional transition matrix for the local POVM E of
the qth qubit. This transforms the original POVM ele-
ments E(i,b) into noisy POVM effects Ẽ(i,b), according to
the transition matrix Γ

Ẽ(i, b) =
∑
(i′,b′)

Γ(i,b),(i′,b′)E(i′,b′). (3)

Here, the matrix element Γ(i,b),(i′,b′) is the probability of
obtaining the measurement outcome (i, b), given the ide-
alized outcome (i′, b′) in the absence of noise. To ensure

that the generated set Ẽ(i,b) also constitutes a POVM,
each column of Γ must sum to one.
Metasurfaces inherently exhibit noise from factors such

as the discontinuities in finite nanodisks, boundary con-
straints imposed by their limited size, and other in-
evitable design imperfections. Such noise is present even
when the most precise fabrication methods are used and
constitutes a significant challenge that needs to be ad-
dressed. Because the dominant intrinsic noise associated
with metasurfaces does not induce transitions between
different bases, i.e., no coherent noise contributes to the
metasurface measurements, the transition matrix Γ is
block-diagonal, Γ(i,b),(i′,b′) = δi,i′Γ(i,b),(i′,b′), allowing it
to be further decomposed into a direct sum form

Γ =

K/2⊕
i=1

Γi, (4)

where Γi is the two-dimensional transition matrix that
acts only on the pair of POVM effects {E(i,0), E(i,1)}.
Applying Born’s rule, the noisy probability distribu-

tion P̃(i,b) of measurement outcomes is then related to
the noise-free probability distribution P(i,b) via the ac-

tion of transition matrix A = Γ⊗n,

P̃(i,b) =
∑
i′,b′

A(i,b),(i′,b′)P(i′,b′), (5)

where i = [i1, . . . , iq, . . . , in] and b = [b1, . . . , bq, . . . , bn],
with iq ∈ [1,K/2] and bq ∈ {0, 1} for all qubit indexes
q ∈ [1, n].
The nonlinear action Λ depends on the noise-free

POVM set E and the input state ρ. It modifies the noisy
probability distribution P̃(i,b), in a way that depends
nonlinearly on all the noise-free probabilities {P(i,b)} that
derive from the input state. The mathematical represen-
tation of the action of Λ will be discussed in Section III C.

We now move to a detailed examination of the specific
intrinsic noise present in metasurfaces and its physical
origin. It is important to note that the noise models we
consider here are not due to defects or imperfect experi-
mental settings but are inherited from the design of the
metasurfaces. We first address linear noise sources, i.e.,
the effect of A, which derives here from finite size and
imperfect material design of the metagratings (Sections
IIIA and III B). We then address the nonlinear noise Λ
due to photon loss in Section III C. In Section IIID, we
employ an effective noise model that describes the com-
bined influence of the aforementioned noise sources.

A. Basis-flip and depolarizing noise

A metasurface consists of a finite number of discrete
units. Due to the phase change discontinuity and bound-
ary conditions arising from its finite size, readout errors
can occur. The construction of traditional optical grat-
ings relies on continuous gradual phase changes accumu-
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lated along the optical path. On the contrary, metagrat-
ings introduce a distribution of the abrupt phase shift
caused by each subwavelength unit. The limited unit
numbers provide discrete phase distribution, affecting the
efficiency of the polarisation-dependent diffraction. [19]

The most common type of measurement noise resulting
from the phase change discontinuity is due to the finite
size of the metasurface. The resulting finite size effect
on photonic qubit readout causes a flip in the measured
basis states, e.g., when a horizontally polarized photon is
erroneously diffracted in a direction associated with ver-
tical polarization. Throughout this work, we use basis-
flip noise to refer to this basis-dependent noise causing
basis-state flips.

We take the basis-flip noise to occur with a probabil-
ity pbf (i) for the ith pair of POVM effects. The outcome
b associated with the POVM effect E(i,b) is correspond-

ingly flipped to its paired outcome b̄ associated with the
POVM effect E(i,b̄) [20]. In Fig. 1, we show the effects
of random Pauli measurements when K equals 6. Here,
the specific basis-flip noise becomes a more general form
of Pauli noise. For instance, consider the basis-flip noise
during a z-basis measurement, where there is a possibility
of misreading H (horizontal) polarization as V (vertical)
polarization. This type of error results from the conven-
tional bit-flip noise, also known as X errors, and is com-
pounded by Y errors. Consequently, the total basis-flip
rate for z-basis measurements is determined by combin-
ing the rates of both X and Y errors. Similarly, errors
in both X and Z measurements contribute to basis state
flips during y-basis measurements. We also consider de-
polarizing errors, where with a certain probability pd, the
photon is output with a uniformly random probability of
1/K from all detection ports.[14].

These types of measurement noise derive from diverse
physical sources. For instance, depolarizing noise can
arise from a finite coupling strength between the pho-
ton and the measurement device, resulting in weak (non-
projective) measurement [21, 22]. In contrast, basis-flip
noise may be attributed to the open boundary and dis-
crete nature of the metasurfaces [23].

The action of each of these types of measurement noise
for the pairs of local POVM effects {E(i,b), E(i,b̄)} is de-

scribed by a channel. For example, we have K/2 basis-
flip channels acting on local POVM effects where each
channel contains two complementary effects of the lo-
cal POVM. These K/2 channels have the same form but
different parameters. More precisely, the impact of the
basis-flip noise on basis i with the rate pbf (i) is given by

Ẽ(i,b) = Ebf
(
E(i,b)

)
= pbf (i)·E(i,b̄)+(1− pbf (i))·E(i,b) =

2pbf (i) · I
K +(1− 2pbf (i)) ·E(i,b), where we have used the

pairing condition E(i,b) + E(i,b̄) = 2I
K for basis i. Sim-

ilarly, the impact of depolarizing noise on basis i with
rate pd is given by the channel Ẽ(i,b) = Ed

(
E(i,b)

)
=

pd · I
K +(1− pd) ·E(i,b) [14]. Due to the same form of Ebf

and Ed, we can merge these two types of channels and
use a single noise rate pbf (i) for each basis i to describe

their impacts on the probability distribution associated
with the POVM effects for mathematical convenience. In
this case, the transition matrix Γbf

i that corresponds to
the ith basis is then

Γbf
i =

[
1− pbf (i) pbf (i)
pbf (i) 1− pbf (i)

]
, (6)

where pbf (i) is the bit-flip error rate for the ith basis,
and for example, i = 1, 2, 3 correspond to H/V, H ± V,
and LC/RC in Fig. 1. Eq. (6) describes the combined
and indistinguishable impacts of the basis-flip and depo-
larizing noises. From now on, we call this noise effective
basis-flip noise.

B. Amplitude damping noise

Suppose a metasurface is positioned in the horizontal
plane and photons are projected vertically towards the
metasurface (see Fig. 1a); the photon wavefront spreads
across the metasurface. However, since the metasurface
exhibits asymmetry in the horizontal plane, the resulting
diffraction pattern depends on the pattern of the indi-
vidual metagratings composing the metasurface. This
can lead to unevenly distributed measurement noise for
a particular pair of polarizations. For instance, in Fig.
1, while the H polarization might be measured with high
fidelity, the V polarization could be more susceptible to
being misread as H. Similar situations arise for measure-
ments in other bases as well. Such noise behavior can be
represented by photons passing through an amplitude-
damping quantum channel in the ith basis. Thus, in the
context of photon measurement by the metasurface, we
have amplitude damping noise when a photon that should
ideally be projected to E(i,1) is instead projected to E(i,0)

with probability pad(i). This error can be seen as a re-
sult of an unwanted asymmetry in the design of the K/2
pairs of polarization ports.
The amplitude damping noise on the POVM effects

pair {E(i,1), E(i,0)} can be described by a channel [12]

such that Ẽ(i,0) = Ead(E(i,0)) = E(i,0) + pad(i)E(i,1) and

Ẽ(i,1) = Ead(E(i,1)) = (1− pad(i))E(i,1), and the associ-

ated transition matrix Γad
i can be derived as

Γad
i =

[
1 pad(i)
0 1− pad(i)

]
, (7)

where pad(i) is the amplitude damping error value for the
ith basis.

When combined with the aforementioned basis-flip
noise, the overall effect of these two types of stochas-
tic noise lead to asymmetric basis-flip noise between a
pair {E(i,0), E(i,1)} with unequal basis-flip rates, a situa-
tion that is easily described by a 2D transition matrix Γi,
which is the product of basis-flip and amplitude damping

transition matrices Γi = Γad
i Γbf

i .
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C. Photon loss noise

Photon loss noise is a form of nonlinear noise, distinct
from the linear transformations on POVM effects dis-
cussed so far. This type of noise can arise in several
circumstances, such as when a photon is reflected due to
a limited transmission rate, a photon detection port fails
to detect the existence of a photon, or a photon emerges
from a higher-order diffraction direction after coupling
with the metasurfaces [9].

The photon loss rates ppl(i, b) that are associated with
each detecting port (i, b) may vary, both with measure-
ment basis i and with outcome b. Unequal photon loss
rates for a pair of effects E(i,0), E(i,1) in the POVM can
then result in the output string probabilities deviating
from their true values.

To see this explicitly, consider the noise-free probabil-
ities Pi = {P(i,b)}b∈{0,1}n and the corresponding noisy

probabilities P̃i = {P̃(i,b)}b∈{0,1}n for basis i = [i1 . . . in].
These two probability sets are related by a nonlinear
transformation Λ such that

P̃i = Λ[Pi]. (8)

In particular, for any P̃(i,b) ∈ P̃i, we have

P̃(i,b) =
P(i,b) [1− ppl(i,b)]∑

b∈{0,1}n P(i,b) [1− ppl(i,b)]
, (9)

where 1 − ppl(i,b) =
∏n

q=1 [1− ppl(iq, bq)], with b =

[b1 . . . bn] indicating the measurement outcome.
Clearly, photon loss has the greatest impact on the out-

put statistics when the loss rates are unequal. If the loss
rates across different measurement ports are the same,
it implies an equal reduction in measurement efficiency
for all outcomes. This scenario can be interpreted as
a uniform loss of data. While this uniformity does not
introduce bias in the estimation process, which means
P̃(i,b) = P(i,b) as can be seen from Eq. (9), it does lead
to an increase in the variance of the estimation, thereby
impacting our statistical inference.

D. Composite noise model

We can now summarize an effective noise model Ĝ act-
ing on the noise-free probabilities {P(i,b)} that combines
the linear and nonlinear measurement noise processes de-
scribed above. This model describes a sequence of pos-
sible transformations: first, an effective basis-flip opera-
tion, followed by an amplitude damping operation, and
finally, a nonlinear operation due to photon loss. It is im-
portant to emphasize that the basis-flip and amplitude-
damping operations are commutative. Yet, as we shall
explain later, placing the nonlinear operation Λ after A
is crucial to ensure consistency between the noise model
and error mitigation development. Note that our model

does not consider the possibility of any class of error oc-
curring two or more times in a given error cycle since such
events have exponentially smaller probabilities. Hence,
we maintain the sequence of noise operations as presented
above, i.e.,

Ĝ = Λ ◦A, (10)

where the nonlinear map A =
[⊕K/2

i=1 Γad
i Γbf

i

]⊗n

, and

Λ is described in Eq. (8) and Eq. (9). The vector of
noisy probability distributions of measurement outcomes
P̃ = {P̃(i,b)} is then related to the vector of ideal noise-
free distributions P = {P(i,b)} by

P̃ = Ĝλ [P ] , (11)

where λ = [pbf (i), pad(i), ppl(i, 0), ppl(i, 1)]
K/2
i=0 is a vec-

tor representing the noise values for multiple noise
sources, and Ĝλ can be regarded as a λ-dependent noise
map acting on the ideal probabilities which combines the
impact of linear and nonlinear noises as per Eq. (10). Ĝ

satisfies Ĝλ=0⃗ = Î, i.e. if the noise value are all 0s, Ĝ
acts as an identity map.
The impact of these noise sources is modeled by apply-

ing the relevant transformations in Eq. (11) to the noise-
free probability distributions P(i,b), resulting in the set of

noisy distributions P̃(i,b). The error mitigation discussed
in section V can be viewed as applying an inverse trans-
formation to the noisy data that allows for extracting
true probability distributions for measurement outcomes
from the noisy photon count distributions.
It’s important to note that the error mitigation strat-

egy is not designed to correct individual data points, as
with error correction. Instead, it aims to adjust the over-
all statistical expectations derived from the data set.

IV. CALIBRATION OF INTRINSIC NOISE
CHANNELS

This section outlines the method used to design the
noise calibration experiment and the protocol to deter-
mine the parameters λ for the noise map Ĝλ. In princi-
ple, one can perform a tomography-like experiment, such
as quantum detector tomography, to learn all matrix el-
ements of every noisy POVM effect Ẽ(i,b) [24]. However,
this task becomes highly resource-intensive as the num-
ber of qubits increases. [25, 26]
Informed by our prior analysis of the noise origins in

metasurfaces, we can adopt the noise model defined by a
limited set of parameters as discussed in section III. We
can design a calibration protocol to learn this parame-
terized noise model with fewer experimental resources.
Specifically, for the linear noise operations, we consider

uncorrelated noise models without contributions from co-
herent noise, i.e., the linear part of the error model takes
the form of Eq. (4) so that transitions are allowed only
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FIG. 2: Evaluation of noise modeling and calibration.
The calibrated noise model is utilized for prediction,

with fidelity calculated against metasurfaces
measurement outcomes. The evaluations are conducted

for different states, each characterized by different
relative amplitudes and phases. The resulting fidelity
values consistently exceed 0.99, suggesting that the

calibrated noise effectively models the intrinsic noise of
the metasurface. This provides an empirical validation
of the accuracy of the noise model constructed here.

between paired POVM effects {E(i,0), E(i,1)}. The corre-
sponding noise-induced transitions are then described by
the tensor product of the Pauli stochastic noise channels
of single qubit basis-flip and amplitude damping contri-
butions detailed in Sections IIIA - IIID.

We take the case with six ports as an example. The
calibration protocol proceeds as follows. First, we use
COMSOL[27] to emulate the interaction of photons with
metagratings, i.e., noisy measurements using the de-
signed metasurface composed of three different types of
metagratings that are described in Appendix A. The pa-
rameters for these metagratings are summarized in Ta-
bles A2 and A3.

This step emulates how photons, when incident on the
metagratings, are diffracted to different ports, resulting
in the collected photon counts. The emulation aims to
replicate the physical noise in actual experiments, thus
providing a realistic basis for calibration.

In this emulation, six input states (C = 6), denoted
as {|k⟩}Ck=1, are selected. For each state, the associ-
ated outcome probability distributions, which are influ-
enced by noise, are emulated by COMSOL and denoted
as {P̄ (k)}Ck=1. These distributions reflect how the phys-
ical noise affects the photon measurement outcomes.

The central aim of the calibration is to model the
impact of physical noise through a parameterized noise
channel and characterize these parameters. This involves
adjusting noise parameters, collectively represented as
λ, and calculating the randomized measurement out-
comes accordingly, such that these outcomes align with
those obtained from the COMSOL emulations. By doing

so, we can determine twelve noise parameters, including
three effective basis-flip, three amplitude damping, and
six photon loss values. The noise model is detailed in
section III.
Concretely, given a set of noise parameters, we can

calculate the six sets of outcome probability distributions
from the simulation of the parameterized noise model as
{P̃ (k,λ)}Ck=1. This is achieved by first employing Born’s
rule to calculate the noise-free probabilities for each input
state. Subsequently, these probabilities are subjected to
a total noise map, denoted as Ĝλ, to obtain the noisy
probabilities {P̃ (k,λ)}Ck=1.
The noise calibration is identifying the noise param-

eters that yield simulation outcomes {P̄ (k)}Ck=1, which

closely resemble the emulation outcomes {P̃ (k,λ)}Ck=1.
The measure used to quantify the closeness of these two
sets of outcomes is the Bhattacharya distance [28], a
metric for evaluating the fidelity Fpr between two classi-
cal probability distributions p and q in Eq. (12).

Fpr(p, q) =

(∑
i

√
piqi

)2

. (12)

The parameters λ of the noise models are obtained via
the solution of the following optimization problem:

λopt = arg max
0≤λi≤1

[∑
k

Fpr

(
P̄ (k), P̃ (k,λ)

)]
. (13)

For the six-port case with POVMs visualized in Fig.
1, the POVM E = 1/3{|x±⟩⟨x±|, |y±⟩⟨y±|, |z±⟩⟨z±|},
where the POVM elements are eigenstates of Pauli X,
Y , and Z operators, i.e., E is the set of effects deriving
from random Pauli measurements.
The C = 6 input states are |x±⟩, |y±⟩, and |z±⟩, and

they produce corresponding 6 sets of outcome probabil-
ity distributions {P̃ (k,λ)}Ck=1. The six input states and
three pairs of measurement outcomes yield eighteen in-
dependent equations, which are sufficient for determining
the twelve noise parameters. By solving the optimization
problem in Eq. (13), we can obtain the optimal vector of
error parameters λopt which are listed in Table A4.
In this calibration protocol, we model the metasur-

face noise with a parameterized noise model and find the
noise parameters through optimization. This calibration
is critical for ensuring that the model accurately reflects
the real-world noise effects on photon measurements in
quantum experiments.
To test the validity of the fitted error model Ĝλopt

,
we then take input states that are sampled from single-
qubit superposition states in the xz and yz planes, i.e.,
ψxz(θ) = sin(θ)|H⟩+cos(θ)|V ⟩ and ψyz(θ) = sin(θ)|H⟩+
icos(θ)|V ⟩. We calculate the fidelity of the outcome prob-

abilities F (P̄ (θ), P̃ (θ,λopt)) as a function of θ, where

P̃ (θ,λopt) is obtained from our fitted model Ĝλopt , and

P̄ (θ) is from simulation of the metasurface using COM-
SOL. The results are shown in Fig. 2, from which we
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can see the fidelity is above 0.99 for all sampled values
of θ. This provides empirical validation of our generic
measurement noise model and our designed calibration
protocol that characterizes these noises.

V. ERROR MITIGATION

This section presents an error mitigation scheme to
remove bias induced by the previously discussed error
models. The method we present applies to any random-
ized measurement protocol since it operates on the level
of measurement outcome probabilities. This is important
because we aim to address basis-dependent measurement
noise, which has previously proven challenging to handle
[29, 30].

Regarding the linear components of the noise, once we
have constructed the transition matrix A via calibration,
we can then apply the inverse of A to infer noise-free
probabilities P(i,b) from the empirical estimations of the

noisy probabilities P̃(i,b) (denoted as P̄(i,b))

P(i,b) =
∑
i′,b′

[A]−1
(i,b),(i′,b′)P̄(i′,b′). (14)

In the above construction, the estimated noisy prob-
abilities on the right-hand side are influenced by noise
originating from the metasurface and statistical fluctua-
tion due to the limited number of measurement samples.

In the case of photon loss noise, we can employ an
analogous error mitigation scheme to infer the noise-free
probabilities P(i,b) from the noisy empirical estimation

P̄(i,b) of the noisy probabilities P̃(i,b). If the photon loss
rates associated with the 6 POVM effects {E(i,b)} are
ppl(i, b), then we can construct P(i,b) via the nonlinear
renormalization procedure

P(i,b) =
k(i,b)∑
b k(i,b)

, (15)

where k(i,b) is obtained from P̄(i,b) as

k(i,b) =
P̄(i,b)∏n

q=1[1− ppl(iq, bq)]
. (16)

Here k(i,b) gives the renormalization of the empirical

measurement outcomes P̄(i,b) by the photon loss proba-
bilities for each basis of the metasurface measurement.
One can immediately notice from the above equation
that if ppl(i, 0) = ppl(i, 1) for ∀i, then photon loss er-
ror would not affect the output string probability, i.e.,
P̃(i,b) = P(i,b). However, the material design is generally
more likely to give unequal probabilities.
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FIG. 3: Estimated fidelity distribution of a five-qubit W
state using classical shadows. The fidelity is estimated

from 104 metasurface measurements of ρ, i.e., 104

values of m in Eq. 18. Error-mitigated randomized
measurements lead to unbiased estimation of fidelity

(true fidelity = 1).

VI. EVALUATION OF PROTOCOL
PERFORMANCE: ESTIMATING

MEASUREMENT FIDELITY AND PURITY

We now evaluate the capability of metasurfaces to per-
form randomized measurements and the effectiveness of
the error mitigation protocol described above. We shall
focus on the properties of the n-qubit W states for the
photonic system:

|w⟩ = (|10 . . . 0⟩+ |01 . . . 0⟩+ |00 . . . 1⟩)/
√
n. (17)

These states are commonly used in quantum teleporta-
tion [31, 32], which typically employs photons as qubits.
W states are thus applicable target states for analysis of
the performance of our protocol.
Randomized measurements utilizing the metasurfaces

are performed on the photonic W states, yielding noisy
outcomes that are collected for error mitigation. The
error-mitigated outcomes undergo post-processing to ex-
tract the desired quantum state property.
We first consider the estimation of the density matrix

by the method of classical shadows [4]. In this approach,
the estimator ρ̂ of the original density matrix ρ is given
by

ρ̂m = M̂−1(Erm), (18)

where the reconstruction map M̂−1 = M̂−1
1 ⊗ M̂−1

2 ⊗
· · · ⊗ M̂−1

n with M̂−1
i (X) = 3X − I.

ρ̂m is referred as a classical shadow from the mth mea-
surement outcome rm, as in Eq. 1. The classical shadows
efficiently store information about the state so that it can
be easily stored on a classical computer. One can verify
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(a) Fidelity of W states with different numbers of qubits.
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(b) Fidelity of five qubit W state with adjusted noise levels.

FIG. 4: Measurement fidelity estimation of W states using classical shadows. The fidelity is evaluated by taking the
average over 104 classical shadows according to Eq. 19. Increased system size or higher error rates increase the noise
effect on the final state, decreasing fidelity. However, the noise-induced bias in fidelity estimation can be effectively
removed with the error mitigation protocol. Overall, the protocol shows scalability relative to (a) the number of

qubits and (b) exhibits stability within a broad range of error scale h = |λ′|/|λ|.
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(a) Purity of W states for four qubits measured with different
subsystem sizes.
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(b) Purity of W states for four qubits measured under
adjusted noise levels.

FIG. 5: Purity estimation of a four-qubit W state using metasurface-based randomized measurements. The purity is
calculated as the weighted hamming distance between the measured outcomes. The purity of a subsystem (reduced
density matrix) can quantify the entanglement of the entire system. Panel (a) shows that the use of error-mitigated
measurement outcomes results in an unbiased estimation of subsystem purity. Panel (b) demonstrates the efficacy of

the protocol across a broad noise regime.

that the classical shadow is an unbiased estimator of the
original density matrix, in the sense that classical shad-
ows averaged according to the probability distribution
Pr = P(i,b) in Eq. (1) converge to the original density
matrix, i.e., E[ρ̂] = limN→∞ 1/N

∑
m ρ̂m = ρ. For an ob-

servable Ô, the estimation of its expectation value given
the density matrix ρ is then calculated from the explicit

expression Tr(Ôρ) = 1/N
∑

m Tr(Ôρ̂m). For the estima-
tion of fidelity with the W state, we use

F(ρ, |W ⟩⟨W |) = Em[Tr(|W ⟩⟨W |ρ̂m)]. (19)

We first employ this protocol using the error calibra-
tion, measurements of photonic states, and error mitiga-
tion described in Sections IV and V to numerically evalu-



9

ate the measurement fidelity of a five-qubit W state, uti-
lizing ten thousand classical shadows collected through
randomized measurements via a metasurface. This entire
process is repeated one hundred times. The results for
both noisy and error-mitigated fidelity distributions are
graphically represented in Fig. 3. As might be expected,
the presence of measurement errors deriving from the in-
trinsic noise sources of the metasurface leads to signifi-
cant deviations in fidelity from the true value of one, indi-
cating that the noisy results do not accurately represent
the state information. In contrast, the error-mitigated fi-
delity distribution is now centered around the true value,
demonstrating the effectiveness of our error mitigation
protocol in rectifying measurement outcomes and effec-
tively removing measurement bias stemming from noise.

We observe that the fidelity can occasionally exceed
one because we rely on finite samples, which might result
in an unphysical density matrix. However, the distance
metric that assesses how close the value is to one con-
tinues to be a valid measure of fidelity. This principle
also extends to the purity estimation described below.
To guarantee that both fidelity and purity remain below
one, physical constraints can be incorporated into the
data processing using the maximum likelihood estima-
tion method [33], which is beyond the scope of this paper.
In this study, we employ the standard data-processing
method of randomized measurements to avoid inconsis-
tencies and bias in the results.

We are also interested in evaluating the performance
of the protocol across different system sizes and under
various error regimes[34]. In Fig. 4, we utilize 104 classi-
cal shadows, each generated from a single photon count,
to estimate the fidelity of the noisy and error-mitigated
states concerning the true W state, with panel (a) show-
ing the dependence on the number of qubits in the W
states, and panel (b) showing the dependence on the
metasurface error scale h = |λ′|/|λopt|, where λopt cor-
responds to the noise parameter characterized from the
designed metasurface, and λ′ denotes the re-scaled noise
parameters we obtained from λopt by multiplying a factor
h, i.e., λ′ = hλopt. Here | · | represents the magnitude of
the vector. Remarkably, we find that across a wide range
of system sizes and errors, the error-mitigated method of
classical shadows predicts a fidelity close to one, indicat-
ing that our error mitigation protocol offers an unbiased
estimator of state properties in the presence of noise.

In addition to utilizing classical shadows, properties of
ρ can be directly estimated from the collection of output
strings {rm}Nm=1, where rm is the outcome of the mth

measurement defined in Eq. (1). One such property of
significance for understanding the complexity of quantum
states and how they can be used to process quantum
information is the degree of entanglement [35, 36].

This enables easy access to another quantitative esti-
mate of the measurement error via the concept of sub-
system purity. For multi-partite systems, evaluation of
the purity of subsystems has been proposed as a simple
quantitative lower bound for the extent of entanglement

that can be generated from a mixed state [35]. There-
fore, we will use this as an additional metric alongside
classical shadows to quantify the measurement error in
an n-qubit photonic state.

For a quantum system S comprised of n qubits with the
purity of a subset A consisting of n′ qubits, subsystem
purity P (ρA) is defined by

P (ρA) = Tr[ρ2A], (20)

where ρA = TrS\A(ρ) is the reduced density matrix of

subsystem A. The purity Tr(ρ2A) of the subsystem can
be calculated using the statistics of the output strings b
of the measurements [16]:

Tr(ρ2A) = 2n
′
Eis

 ∑
is,bs,b′

s

(−2)D[bs,b
′
s] P(is,bs) P(is,b′

s)

 .
(21)

Here is = [i1, i2, . . . , in′ ] represents the measurement ba-

sis, bs = [b1, b2, . . . , bn′ ] ∈ {0, 1}n′
represents the bit

string of the readout restricted to the subsystem. The
expectation value Ei is an average overall K elements
of the measurement basis. D[bs,b

′
s] is the Hamming

distance between the two bit strings bs and b′
s. The

probability P(is,bs) is given by P(is,bs) = Tr[ρAE(i1,b1) ⊗
· · · ⊗E(in′ ,bn′ )]. Eq. 21 shows that the subsystem purity
equals a weighted average over the Hamming distance
between bitstring outcomes for pairs of measurements in
the same basis i.

Fig. 5 shows the subsystem purity evaluated for a four-
qubit W state using 2 × 104 measurement outcomes. In
Fig. 5, the dashed black dots indicate the ideal true
purity. The green dots represent the estimated purity
derived from noisy measurement outcomes without ap-
plying the error mitigation strategy. The red dots corre-
spond to the error mitigation strategy results. The left
panel (a) demonstrates that the purity, when mitigated
for errors, approaches that of the original W state. This
suggests that the error mitigation method eliminates
noise-induced bias in the purity estimation. The right
panel (b) shows the robustness of the protocol across a
wide range of error scale values, h = |λ′|/|λopt|. These
results indicate that our protocol enables an unbiased
estimation of quantum state properties and is effective
across a broad range of system sizes and noise levels.

Through this comprehensive analysis, we have demon-
strated that our error mitigation protocol for the meta-
surface measurement of photonic states efficiently im-
proves the estimation of quantum state properties in the
presence of noise, displaying its applicability and robust-
ness for diverse observables and a broad range of noisy
environments. This exemplifies the protocol’s potential
for state property estimation for quantum computing and
communication tasks.
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VII. DISCUSSION

The current work primarily focused on the intrinsic
noise associated with metasurfaces. This inherent noise
includes unwanted diffraction and photon loss, phenom-
ena that persist even under flawless metasurface fabrica-
tion and are typically stochastic. On the other hand, fab-
rication imperfections tend to result in deviations from
the desired measurement basis, which present as coher-
ent rather than stochastic noise. It is important to note
that our measurement bases are tomographically com-
plete. This means that it is also, in principle, possible to
calibrate the coherent measurement noise and model its
impact on the measurement outcomes, thereby facilitat-
ing the mitigation of noise induced by fabrication imper-
fections.

Some randomized measurement protocols need nonlo-
cal measurements. These typically involve state manip-
ulation via a unitary operation capable of generating en-
tanglement before measurements [3]. However, metasur-
faces can achieve multi-photon interference [7], a charac-
teristic that enables direct nonlocal measurements. We
expect that the scheme described in this paper can be
generalized to protocols requiring nonlocal randomized
measurements, such as Clifford measurement-based clas-
sical shadow of quantum states [4].

In this work, we have described all the procedures
required to validate the proposed protocol for measur-
ing arbitrary quantum states of light with current quan-
tum photonic technologies. Experimental implementa-
tion with small numbers of photons appears readily im-
plementable today. We expect that such near-term im-
plementation will enable further refinements and expan-
sions of the protocol.

To summarize, we have presented an efficient proto-
col to perform randomized measurements using metasur-
faces, which enables the measurement and characteriza-
tion of arbitrary quantum states of photonic qubits. We
demonstrated the feasibility and scalability of the ap-
proach, which eliminates the need for optical setup re-
configuration, thereby overcoming a significant challenge
to achieving experimental scalability. To counter the
effects of measurement noise arising in implementation
with realistic metasurfaces, we developed a protocol that
first establishes an effective noise model from calibrated
measurements. Then, we used this to develop a corre-
sponding error mitigation technique that ensures the ac-
curacy of measurement outcomes and high fidelity. Re-
sults of realistic simulations with this approach show that
the metasurface-based randomized measurement proto-
col provides a promising strategy for robust and resource-
efficient estimation of the properties of photonic quantum
states.
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Appendix A: Design and characterization of
metasurface

Nanodisks are structures made of phase-changing ma-
terials, and when nanodisks are arranged in a periodic
structure, we refer to them as metagratings. It can im-
pose a spatially varying phase shift on incoming light
waves. The metagrating functions like a unique diffrac-
tive grating, capable of directing incoming photons in
different directions based on their polarization.

Consider a metagrating designed to differentiate be-
tween horizontal (H) and vertical (V) polarizations.
When a photon, represented as |ψ1⟩, interacts with this
metagrating, it’s projected in one of two directions. The
probability of it moving in each direction is |⟨ψ1|H⟩|2 and
|⟨ψ1|V ⟩|2, respectively.
Our metasurface incorporates three types of gratings:

{(H,V ), (H + V,H − V ), (LC,RC)}. These are evenly
distributed on a two-dimensional surface. When a pho-
ton encounters the metasurface, it is equally likely to in-
teract with any of the three gratings, thereby undergoing
randomized measurements in three pairs of bases.

The guiding principle in our metasurface design is to
create a metasurface that projects photons under ran-
domly chosen basis pairs of H/V, H±V, LC/RC. Our
design involves a metasurface composed of periodic Si
nanodisks, the parameters of which are tuned to optimize
measurement efficiency. We use numerical simulations to
assist the metasurface design.

For an incident wavelength of 1550nm, as an example,
the nanodisks are designed to have a height h0 = 800 nm
and periodicity p0 = 800 nm. We then scan the width
and depth of the nanodisks along the x- (Dx) and y-axis
(Dy), calculating the corresponding optical properties of
the metasurfaces. Fig. A1 displays the transmission
and phase change spectra under x- and y-polarised plane
waves while altering the width and depth of the nan-
odisks. The design of nanodisks is optimized to enhance
the high quality of both transmission and phase change.
Due to the excitations of Mie-type electric and magnetic
dipole resonances within the nanodisks and their inter-
ference, the backward scattering is strongly suppressed,
leading to distinct phase changes along the x and y axes
and forming a birefringent film with high transmission.
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In order to separate photons with opposite polariza-
tion into +1 and -1 diffraction orders, we leverage the
spatial linear dependence of the geometric phase on the
transverse position of metagratings (along the x-axis).
We utilize the genetic algorithm (AGA) to carefully se-
lect the geometric parameters of each unit to arrange a
gradient phase distribution of two orthogonal states (ϕ1
and ϕ2) along the x-axis with high transmission. The
unit size is 750 × 800 nm. We have designed metagrat-
ings that can separate three pairs of orthogonal states
(HV, H±V, and RC/LC), illuminating into different an-
gles with 4×1, 5×1, and 6×1 meta-atoms as periodic
units (as shown in Fig. 1c). By assembling these meta-
gratings, we can form metasurfaces that distinguish three
pairs of orthogonal states into different diffractive angles,
leading to six ports for characterizing quantum states (as
shown in Fig. 1c).

The detailed parameters of the metasurface design are
listed in Table A1. Given the current experimental capa-
bilities [8], it is feasible to fabricate a metasurface with
these parameters. With this design, we numerically char-
acterize the measurement efficiency, as shown in Table
A2. The data used for noise calibration are listed in Ta-
ble A3, and the calibrated noise values can be found in
Table A4.

The transmission and phase change spectra, obtained
while adjusting the width and depth of the nanodisk,
are calculated using Rigorous Coupled-Wave Analysis
(RCWA) [37]. RCWA is a frequency-domain modal
method based on the decomposition of a periodic struc-
ture and the pseudo-periodic solution of Maxwell’s equa-
tions in terms of their Fourier expansions [38].

The optical properties of metagratings are computed
using the finite element method via COMSOL Multi-
physics 6.0 software [27].

Appendix B: MEASUREMENT CHANNEL AND
QUANTUM 2-DESIGN

In this section, we demonstrate that the quantum
channel corresponding to the measurements defined by
the positive operator-valued measure (POVM) E behaves
as a depolarizing channel when E forms a quantum 2-
design. This result, while extensively examined through
the lens of representation theory, is briefly derived here
for the sake of comprehensiveness.

We begin by defining a quantum 2-design. Consider a
set of vectors {|ϕi⟩}Ki=1, residing within the unit sphere
Sd of a d-dimensional Hilbert space Hd. This set is said
to form a quantum 2-design if it meets the following con-
dition [39]

1

K

K∑
i=1

|ϕi⟩⟨ϕi|⊗2 =

∫
Sd

|ϕ⟩⟨ϕ|⊗2dµ(ϕ), (B1)

where dµ(ϕ) is the uniform spherical measure defined on
Sd [40]. A simple criterion for testing whether a set of

states forms a quantum 2-design is given by the following
equation [13]∑

k,k′

|⟨ϕk | ϕk′⟩|4 /K2 = 2/
(
d4 + d2

)
. (B2)

The Haar integral in Eq. B1 can be evaluated using
results from representation theory [41] to give∫

Sd
|ϕ⟩⟨ϕ|⊗2dµ(ϕ) =

(
d+ 1
2

)−1

ΠSym(2)

=

(
d+ 1
2

)−1
I +W

2
,

(B3)

where ΠSym(2) is the projector onto the symmetric sub-

space of Hd⊗Hd, andW is the swap operator defined on
Hd⊗Hd, i.e. W |ϕi⟩⊗ |ϕj⟩ = |ϕj⟩⊗ |ϕi⟩,∀|ϕj⟩, |ϕi⟩ ∈ Hd.
For randomized measurements of a single qubit, we

can evaluate the measurement channel M̂ defined by the
quantum 2-design POVM E using the above results

M̂(ρ) =
1

K

K∑
i=1

Tr (ρ|ϕi⟩⟨ϕi|) |ϕi⟩⟨ϕi|

= Tr1

[
(ρ⊗ I) ·

(
1

K

K∑
i=1

|ϕi⟩⟨ϕi|⊗2

)]

=
I + ρ

3
,

(B4)

where Tr1 denotes the partial trace over the first copy
of the system, and we take d = 2 for the single qubit
case. This allows us to invert the measurement channel
as M̂−1(X) = 3X−I, which is the same as in the unitary-
based classical shadows, as expected.
In the case of a single qubit, the quantum 2-designs can

be mapped to spherical 2-designs on the Bloch/Stokes
sphere [14, 42]. The projectors in the POVM for K = 6,
8, 12 are depicted as vectors on the Bloch sphere in Fig
A2. We have also conducted numerical simulations to
estimate the fidelity of multi-qubit W-state, including
noise, using POVMs with K = 6, 8, 12, with the results
presented in Fig. A3. The performance of the differ-
ent POVMs is quite similar, although the 8-port POVM
shows a slight advantage in the absence of error mitiga-
tion, and the 6-port POVM performs marginally better
when error mitigation is employed.
Fig. A3 demonstrates that across different metasur-

face designs, the protocol consistently and accurately es-
timates the properties of photonic states, highlighting its
versatility and broad applicability. Figure A4 illustrates
that the incorporation of error mitigation incurs only a
moderate increase in experimental resource costs.
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FIG. A1: The transmission and phase change spectra of metasurfaces composed of nanodisks under x- (H) and
y-polarised (V) plane wave, while tuning the width and depth of the nanodisks. The geometry of nanodisks is

chosen to optimize the transmission and phase change.

Grating 1 2 3 4 5 6

HV
Dx (nm) 570 253 340 328
Dy (nm) 264 285 236 347

θ 0 0 0 0

H±V
Dx (nm) 257 320 341 111 397
Dy (nm) 375 314 266 400 102

θ 45 45 45 45 45

RCLC
Dx (nm) 355 355 355 355 355 355
Dy (nm) 253 253 253 253 253 253

θ 0 30 60 90 120 150

TABLE A1: The geometric parameters of three metagratings. Dx and Dy are separately the width and depth of the
nanodisk. θ is the rotation angle between the geometric and x axes.
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Incident polarization H V H+V H-V RC LC

Grating HV
T+1,0 0.76556 0.01533 0.39063 0.39026 0.39053 0.39037
T-1,0 0.01058 0.84082 0.42521 0.42619 0.4256 0.4258

Grating H±V
T+1,0 0.36103 0.36608 0.69704 0.03006 0.39121 0.33588
T-1,0 0.40301 0.43212 0.05635 0.7788 0.40897 0.42618

Grating RCLC
T+1,0 0.38659 0.38188 0.39676 0.37172 0.00028 0.76819
T-1,0 0.3874 0.38048 0.37189 0.39599 0.7676 0.00028

TABLE A2: The transmission of diffraction order +1,0 and -1,0 under the illumination of plane waves with different
polarization states on three types of gratings. To illustrate, when horizontally polarized photons hit the HV grating,
76.556 % of them are projected onto the dominant diffractive order of one H side, with 1.058 % of them on the other
V side. While there are multiple diffractive orders, we focus on the first two dominant ones (±1, 0), as higher orders

have diminishing probabilities that are hard to detect and contribute to photon loss

Ouput photon count
Incident polarization
(input 10k photons)

H V H+V H-V RC LC

H 2552 35 1203 1343 1291 1289
V 51 2803 1220 1440 1268 1273

H+V 1302 1417 2323 188 1240 1323
H-V 1301 1421 100 2596 1320 1239
RC 1302 1419 1304 1363 2559 1
LC 1301 1419 1120 1421 1 2561

TABLE A3: The calculated transmitted photon numbers on six ports with ten thousand incident photons collected
under six bases (H, V, H+V, H-V, RC, LC). The numbers are calculated based on the simulated transmission of

diffraction order +1,0 and -1,0 of three types of gratings in Table A2. For instance, if 10,000 horizontally polarized
photons are incident, about one-third interact with the HV grating. The interaction directs 76.556 % photons to the

H side and 1.058 % to the V side, producing the (10000/3) ∗ 76.556% ≈ 2552 on the left-up data of the table.

Noise H V H+V H-V RC LC
Effective basis-flip 0.012466 0.012466 0.054692 0.054692 0.000383 0.000383
Amplitude damping 7.14E-03 7.14E-03 0 0 1.46E-05 1.46E-05
Photon loss 0.223475 0.144225 0.275352 0.162548 0.234566 0.228934

TABLE A4: Calibrated noise values. The photon loss value, measured in units per injected photon, indicates the
probability of photon loss

(a) 6 ports (b) 8 ports (c) 12 ports

FIG. A2: Visulazation of the measurement bases of metasurface in the Bloch sphere. Vectors |v⟩, corresponding to
the POVM element 2

K |v⟩⟨v|, are represented in the Bloch sphere. Combined with their opposing vectors, which are
omitted here, they constitute a complete POVM set. The arrangements of these vectors adhere to a spherical
2-design, thereby resulting in the formation of geometric configurations: Octahedron (6 ports), Hexahedron (8

ports), and Icosahedron (12 ports).
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FIG. A3: Evaluation of W-State Fidelity through Randomized Measurements Using Various Metasurface
Configurations. Metasurfaces, designed based on a spherical 2-design in the Stokes sphere, with different numbers of
polarization measure bases (6, 8, and 12), produce valid randomized measurements due to their proven equivalence
to a quantum 2-design [See Appendix B]. Error mitigation is feasible across all port numbers, but it is most effective

with metasurfaces featuring six ports.
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FIG. A4: Quantifying Sample Complexity in Error Mitigation Protocols. The implementation of error mitigation
techniques effectively eliminates noise-induced bias, albeit at the cost of increasing the standard deviation (STD) of

the estimation, thus highlighting an increase in sample complexity. The fidelity STD of error mitigation is
approximately 1.5 times higher than those without, suggesting that the additional resources required for error

mitigation implementation are justifiable.
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