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We propose an estimation procedure
for d-dimensional unitary transformations.
For d > 2, the unitary transformations
close to the identity are estimated saturat-
ing the quantum Cramér-Rao bound. For
d = 2, the estimation of all unitary trans-
formations is also optimal with some prior
information. We show through numeri-
cal simulations that, even in the absence
of prior information, two-dimensional uni-
tary transformations can be estimated
with greater precision than by means of
standard quantum process tomography.

1 Introduction

The continuous advancement in the ability to
control quantum systems and its application
to the development of quantum technologies
has driven the search for high-precision mea-
surements and estimation methods. Quantum
metrology aims to develop methods and tools
that achieve the ultimate precision in param-
eter estimation. The enhancements provided
by quantum metrology depend on the state of
the probe, the quantum measurement, and the
landscape of the parameters to be estimated.
These are usually related through a multivari-
ate variational problem that generally lacks an-
alytical solutions. Despite this, quantum metro-
logical improvements have already been demon-
strated on various experimental platforms in both
the single parameter and multiparameter cases
1, 2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9, 10, 11].

Due to its intrinsic difficulty [12], the multi-
parameter case has remained less explored. In
particular, the optimal measurements for differ-
ent parameters are often incompatible [8] and the
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optimal probe states for different parameters can
typically be different. Furthermore, in the multi-
parameter estimation, the quantum Cramér-Rao
bound [13, 14|, which sets a fundamental limit
for the covariance matrix, is generally not achiev-
able even asymptotically [15, 16]. However, there
are other Cramér-Rao type bounds, which are de-
fined considering a weighted trace of the covari-
ance matrix and are attainable in some scenarios
[17, 18, 19, 20, 21].

An instance of multiparamenter estimation is
the estimation of d-dimensional unitary trans-
formations. Several methods to accomplish this
task have been studied [22, 23], particularly stan-
dard quantum process tomography (SQPT) [24],
which has been successfully implemented for re-
constructing quantum gates on ion traps [25], su-
perconducting circuits [26], among many others
[27, 28].

Here, we propose a novel method for estimat-
ing d-dimensional unitary operations. Our ap-
proach requires a single target qudit, two con-
trol qudits, controlled gates, and Fourier trans-
formations acting on the control qudits. The un-
known unitary transformation acts on the target
qudit. These resources allow mapping the unitary
transformation to a state of both control qudits,
which, after performing measurements, lead to an
estimate of the coefficients that define the uni-
tary transformation in the Weyl-Heisenberg ba-
sis. This is achieved without the need to measure
the target qudit. Although our procedure does
not provide a quantum metrological advantage,
we show that it saturates the quantum Cramér-
Rao bound for any initial target qudit state and
simply uses measurements in the computational
basis. This result holds for any finite dimension
d > 2 and for unitary transformations that are
close to the identity. In the case d = 2, all uni-
tary transformations can be optimally estimated
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provided that the octant which the Bloch vector
points to is known in advance. In this case, our
estimation procedure agrees with previous results
[29, 30, 31|. In both cases the estimation scheme
is independent of the parameters of the unitary
being estimated.

We also estimate 2-dimensional unitary trans-
formations without prior information, at the cost
of losing estimation accuracy, and compare with
SQPT. We simulate both procedures on Qiskit,
IBM’s software development platform for quan-
tum processors [32], and study the average gate
fidelity [33| as a function of the ensemble size, or
number of shots, for a set of randomly generated
unitary transformations. In the ideal case, that
is, in the absence of error sources, our estimation
procedure provides a better mean average gate fi-
delity than SQPT. Moreover, our estimation pro-
cedure shows a narrow standard deviation which
means that all unitary transformations are esti-
mated with similar average gate fidelity. In pres-
ence of noise affecting state generation, quantum
gates, and measurements, our estimation proce-
dure and SQPT exhibit similar mean gate infi-
delity, although the former with a larger standard
deviation. Median gate fidelity of our procedure
is larger than that of SQPT, which lays close to
the inferior border of the interquartile range of
our estimation procedure. Thereby, our estima-
tion procedure provides a better estimation than
SQPT in most cases.

2 Preliminary Material

2.1 Unitary transformations

An arbitrary d-dimensional unitary transforma-
tion U can be expanded in the Weyl-Heisenberg

basis as
d—1

U= > tumaX"Z", (1)
m,n=0

where X and Z are the shift and phase operators,
respectively. These act onto the canonical basis
{lk)} with kK = 0,...,d — 1 as X|k) = |k ® 1)
and Z|k) = wF|k) with w = exp(2im/d). The set
{umn = rmmei‘z’m’”} of d? complex coefficients
satisfies the unitarity constraint and characterizes

U. With this, a general unitary can be written
d—1
U= 7“0,0[ + Z

m,n=0

(m,n)#(0,0)

rm,nei‘pm’"XmZ”. (2)

where we set ¢p,0 = 0 without loss of generality.

2.2 Quantum estimation theory

The classical Cramér-Rao bound states that the
covariance matrix cov(t) of an unbiased estimator
t of a parameter vector t is bounded below by the
inverse of Fisher information matrix Z(t), that is,
for n repetitions of the experiment,

cov(t) > %Ifl(t), (3)

which leads to limits for the accuracy of the es-
timate under various figures of merit (for recent
reviews on the topic, see Refs. [12] and [34]).
The entries of the Fisher information matrix are
defined as

fo=2 i | o) et

where P(y|t) is the probability of observing the
value y in an experiment for a given parameter
vector t. In the case of quantum mechanics the
probability distribution P(y|t) depends on the
measurement performed, which leads to different
Fisher information matrices. Moreover, it is pos-
sible to derive (see Appendix H in Ref. [12]) a
new bound known as the quantum Cramér-Rao
bound given by

cov() > %I‘l(t) > %F‘l(t), (5)

where F is the quantum Fisher information ma-
trix. Eq. (5) sets a bound to the achievable pre-
cision in the estimation of a set of parameters in
the context of Quantum Mechanics. In the case
of estimating a unitary transformation that acts
onto a probe state |¢), the quantum Fisher infor-
mation matrix can be calculated as [12]

Fap = 2(0|{Ha, Hp}|9) — 4<¢|Ha|¢><¢‘Hb|¢>(a |
6
where we have H, = i(0,UT)U.

3 Results

3.1 Estimation procedure

To estimate a d-dimensional unitary operation U,
we propose a procedure which uses the quantum
circuit shown in Fig. 1. This circuit is applied to
the following initial quantum state of three qudits

12012 = [1)0 ©®]00)12, (7)
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Figure 1: Quantum circuit implementation of our estimation procedure. F' are d-dimensional Fourier transforms acting

on control qudits 1 and 2, Xt(i) and Zt(i) are controlled gates defined in Eq. (8), and U is the unitary transformation
to be estimated. State tomography of the control system leads to complete estimation of U.

where the target qudit is in the arbitrary state
|1)o, and the qudits labeled 1 and 2 are the con-
trol states. The superscript i in |®%)g;2 indicates
the time step in the circuit. Each control qu-
dit is subject to the action of a Fourier trans-
form F|k) = (1/vd) Y w™|m), followed by the
sequence of controlled shift and phase operators
Xég) and Zggl) defined by

d—1
=Y X"®@mei)(meil,
m=0

d—1
=Y Z"@moi)(moil.

m=0

(8)

The action of the previous transformations leads

to the probe state
1
‘ >012 o TEXT ) ® 1), © L2)s -
(9)

The unitary transformation U to be estimated
acts on the target qudit followed by the sequence
Z(()?) and then Xgél) and inverse Fourier trans-
forms acting on each control qudit. Thereby, the
initial state is transformed into the state

d—1

2 7

1

d

d-1
@012 = D Ui 1 (X2 [1h)o)@|m)1@|n),
m,n=0
(10)
then X T( Y and Zgéo) disentangles the target qu-

dit from the control qudits, followed by X9 which
correlates the indexes of the coefficients with the
computational basis of both control qudits. The
final state (see Appendix A for details) is

12'%012 = [¥)0 ® |¢)12, (11)

where

d—1

Z Um.n|M)1 @ |n)2.

m,n=0

) 12

The coefficients u,, , entering in Eq. (1) are now
in a one-to-one relation with the states in the
canonical basis of the control qudits. Thus, the
estimation of state ‘apo>12 by any quantum tomo-
graphic scheme for pure states leads to the es-
timation of the unknown unitary transformation
U. Moreover, simpler measurement schemes can
be used, provided that a pure state of two qudits
is defined by a set of 2d? — 2 independent real pa-
rameters while a unitary transformation acting
on a single qudit is characterized only by d? — 1
real parameters. Some specific cases are studied
below.

3.2 Estimation of 2-dimensional unitary trans-
formations

Let us now consider the case of 2-dimensional uni-
tary transformations. These can be written as
[35]

U = exp(—ian - 5), (13)
where 6 = (X,Y,Z)7 is the Pauli vector, a €
[0,7/2], and 7 € R? is a real unitary vector. After
carrying out the exponentiation, we obtain the
representation

U=mupol +uioX +u11XZ+up1Z, (14)
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where we replaced Y = ¢X Z, and the coefficients
are given by

ug,0 = cos(),

u1,0 = —isin(a) sin(6) cos(¢),

u1,1 = sin(a) sin(0) sin(¢),

up,1 = —isin(a) cos(h), (15)

with 6 € [0,7] and ¢ € [0, 27| being the spher-
ical coordinates for 7, and I the 2 x 2 identity
matrix. Notice that ug is always non-negative,
whereas the signs of u1,0,u1,1,u0,1 depend on the
octant in which the vector # points. Estimating
an unknown two-dimensional unitary transforma-
tion U is thus equivalent to estimating the values
of the angles (o, 0, ¢). Projective measurements
of control qudits lead to probabilities

P
w0 = 1
P,
2 1,0
= 20
cos”(¢) Piit Pig (20)

These relations allow for estimating the value
of o, which is always in the interval [0, 7/2]. How-
ever, parameters 6 and ¢ remain ambiguous, since
Uo,1,U1,0,u1,1 are determined up to a sign. This
ambiguity is removed when the octant pointed
to by 7 is known beforehand, in which case our
estimation procedure characterizes the unknown
unitary transformation. Furthermore, it can be
shown by direct algebra that our estimation pro-
cedure fulfills the equality 7 = F where

1 0 0
F=4]0 sin?(a) 0 . (21)
0 0 sin?(a) sin?(9)

and therefore our proposal saturates the quan-
tum Cramér-Rao bound. Moreover, F is diag-
onal, hence our circuit is optimal in the sense
that the three parameters defining U can be es-
timated simultaneously with the highest possible

precision. The quantum Fisher information ma-
trix in Eq. (21) was also obtained in other works
[29, 30, 31].

The lack of a priori information does not pre-
vent the use of our estimation procedure. As we
show through numerical simulations in section
3.4, our procedure can be complemented with
additional measurements and at the same time
achieves better estimation accuracy than that ob-
tained by standard process tomography.

3.3 Estimation of higher-dimensional unitary
transformations

In order to estimate a higher-dimensional unitary
transformation we need a clear dependence of U
in terms of d*> — 1 independent real parameters.
For example, U can be parametrized in a similar
fashion to Eq.(13) as U = exp (z 2?2:_11 )\jTj),
where T are the generalized Gell-Mann matri-
ces and A; are the independent real parameters.
For d = 2 we expanded this expression in the
Weyl-Heisenberg basis as in Eq. (14), where the
complex coefficients u,, , explicitly depend on the
corresponding parameters \; (see Eq. (15)). How-
ever, it is not possible to obtain equivalent rela-
tions for d > 2 analytically, leading to difficul-
ties in both the estimation of A; and the calcula-
tion of the classical and quantum Fisher informa-
tion matrices. Furthermore, finding a convenient
parametrization that facilitates these calculations
is an open problem. In this work, we consider the
expansion of U from Eq. (2) where the elements
in {rmn,dmn} are not independent from each
other. We restrict the analysis to unitary trans-
formations that are close to the identity, since this
approximation uncouples the parameters and al-
lows us to obtain analytically both the classical
and quantum Fisher information matrices.

To simplify the notation, we denote the coef-
ficients uy, . = u, = rpe'®?, where we have de-
fined a single index p = (pz,p,). These coeffi-
cients are constrained by the conditions

dorh =1 (22)

2
mez?
and

ST rrpame! PremTémlyTmeP: = 0 p £ (0,0)
mEZ(QZ

(23)
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which enforce unitarity (see Appendix B). For
unitary transformations close to the identity we
have that r,/ro < 1 for m # (0,0). With
this approximation, the only terms contribut-
ing in Eq. (23) are those where m = (0,0) and
m = 6p = (d — pz,d — p.). Thus, Eq. (23) be-
comes

27717 .
rpe ip rope —ipop+i=] Pzpz—i-ﬂr’ (24)

where we set ¢g0 = 0 without loss of generality.
From the previous equation we obtain

Tp R Top (25)
and

%rpa:pz + (2n+ 1)m ,with n € Z.

(26)
These conditions show that the amplitudes and
phases of the coefficients u, are related in pairs.
In the case p = ©p, Eq. (26) ties the phase to a
discrete set, that is,

pr ~ *gb@p +

7r
d
Notice that the last restriction on the phases only
occurs when d is even, and only for p = (d/2,0),
p = (0,d/2) and p = (d/2,d/2). Therefore, in
the case d = 2, the three coefficients have a fixed
phase up to a difference of .

The constraints in Eqgs. (25) and (26) allow us
to recognize the d? — 1 parameters that charac-
terizes U in the close-to-the-identity approxima-
tion. These are, for d = 2, three unpaired ampli-
tudes r,. For d > 2 odd, all the coefficients are
paired, implying that the relevant parameters are
(d? —1)/2 amplitudes r, and the same number of
phases ¢,. For d > 2 even, we have the three un-
paired amplitudes r(4/2.0), 7(0,d/2) and 7(a/2,4/2),
and (d? —4)/2 other amplitudes and equal num-
ber of phases.

To handle these three cases at once we intro-
duce the following partition of the set Zg of in-
dexes:

o+ 1
peps + 2 withneZ.  (27)

by ~ :

72 =S,US,US, US_, (28)
where Sy = {(0,0)}, Sy =
{(d/27 0)7 (07 d/2)7 (d/27 d/2)}> and S+ and
S_ are any partition such that p € S, if and

only if op € S_. In this way, we can easily
identify the set of parameters defining U:

Pary = {rr}res, U{ra, batacs, - (29)

Notice that every r, and ¢, with a € S, is respec-
tively paired with rg, and ¢g,, with 6a € S_,
via Egs. (25) and (26). Here and in what follows
we use indexes f,g € S, to label unpaired am-
plitudes and a, b € S5 to label paired amplitudes
and phases.

Let us introduce the notation | f) =
for index f = (f,f2),
(ag,az). Then, using partition (2
%), in Eq. (12) becomes

|f2)1©1/2)
and similarly for a =
8), the state

%) =70l0) + Y e )
feSu
+2 T

( ide |
a€S,
2)1/2'

Zn;é(0,0) T
Now, consider the following two-qudit opera-
tion

) e [2a)) , (30)

where ro = (1 —

‘") ,forn=0and n € S,.
ﬁ|n> = T (In) 4+ |©n)) , for n € S4.
*(\9n> |n)) ,forneS_.

(31)
This operation can be understood as a set of
Hadamard gates each acting in a subspace labeled
with paired indexes, while acting as an identity
on the other subspaces. Applying H on ‘cp0>12 we
obtain the state

1) =rol0)+ Y e )

f€Su
+ Z Ta_ (ei¢a+ei¢ea> la)
acS4
+ Yy e (e"‘f’a —ei%ee) [ea). (32)
a€S+

Projective measurements on the computational
basis for both qudits leads to the probabilities

Py = T‘(2],
Pf = T‘?c,
P, =72(1+ cos(Ay,)),
Pro = 12(1 — cos(Ay)), (33)
where A, = ¢q — Poq is given by the expression
2 .
Ay =2¢, — Faxaz — 2n+ )7 ,with n € Z.

(34)

Accepted in { Yuantum 2024-06-18, click title to verify. Published under CC-BY 4.0. 5



These probabilities lead to the estimates for the

amplitudes
rp= /Py

|P, + P,
- % (35)

and for the phases

1 P,— P, T
g =% 5 arccos <PZ—|—P22) + Eaxaz

1
+ (n+ 5)7? ,with n € Z. (36)

Thus, our proposal estimates the amplitudes and
phases that characterize any d-dimensional close-
to-the-identity unitary gate. In any case, the
phases are estimated up to a set of four candi-
dates, as implied by Eq. (36) and in agreement
with the 2-dimensional case. The discrimination
of the candidates requires prior information or
additional experiments.

For dimension d even, the quantum Fisher in-
formation matrix characterizing our process is
given (see Appendix C for details) by the block
matrix

A B 0
Feen=|BT C 0], (37)
0 0D

where the ordering in the block matrix Feyep is

given by ({Tf}v {ra};{#a}), with f € Sy, and a €
S+, and the explicit form of each block is

rer

Afg=14 ;0429 + 407, (38)
0

Bf7a = 8rf72aa (39)
L

Cup = 16% + 84 (40)

0
Da,b = 8T25a,b 5 (41)

being d;, the Kronecker delta. In particular, for
d = 2, the unitary transformation is characterized
by three unpaired amplitudes, i.e., S and S_ are
empty. Hence, the quantum Fisher information
matrix reduces to the upper left block as

Fo=A. (42)

In the case of dimension d odd all amplitudes and
phases are paired, hence S, is empty. Thus, the
quantum Fisher information matrix is given by

Fodd = (g g) . (43)

In this way, we have obtained the quan-
tum Fisher information matrix F,; for estimat-
ing close-to-the-identity unitary transformations
in every dimension. Furthermore, we show in Ap-
pendix D that the classical Fisher information
matrix Zy is equal to F4z. Thus, our estimation
procedure saturates the quantum Cramér-Rao in-
equality for close-to-the-identity unitary transfor-
mations. Let us note that within the approxima-
tion 7y, /19 < 1 the non-diagonal terms in Feyep
are O((rm/70)?), hence they can be neglected and
consequently all the Fisher information matrices
are nearly diagonal. In this way, in the case of
odd dimension, the amplitudes can be estimated
independently of each other and with equal preci-
sion. For even dimension, the amplitudes are also
estimated independently; however, unpaired am-
plitudes are estimated with half the precision of
paired amplitudes. Lastly, the precision in the es-
timation of the phases is severely restricted since
it is proportional to the inverse of the square of
the corresponding amplitude.

We must emphasize that our result is only
valid within the close-to-the-identity approxi-
mation, where the parameters in the Weyl-
Heisenberg expansion of d-dimensional unitary
matrices, namely the phases {¢,} and the am-
plitudes {r,}, are approximately independent be-
tween each other. In the case far from the iden-
tity, where the parameters are strongly corre-
lated, the above does not hold: even a slight vari-
ation in one of the amplitudes, which produces
slight variations in the other ones because of the
normalization, leads to violation of the unitarity
Since the relation between the pa-
rameters for the general case is not clear, it is
not possible to calculate, even numerically, the
partial derivatives required to obtain the classi-
cal and quantum Fisher information matrices. In
Appendix E we use a different parametrization
to compare these matrices, showing that the dis-
tance between them increases as U is further from
the identity.

conditions.

3.4 Numerical simulations

In this section we study the performance of our
estimation procedure for the case of qubit gates
without prior information. This is achieved by
measuring the quantum state in Eq. (12) in three
different bases. The resulting statistics com-
pletely characterizes the unknown unitary trans-
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formation, as shown in Appendix F.

We simulate our estimation procedure with
Qiskit [32], IBM’s software development platform
for quantum processors, and compare its perfor-
mance against the built-in function for SQPT.
Since the output of SQPT is a quantum channel
that is not necessarily unitary, contrary to our
procedure which guarantees unitarity, we use as
figure of merit the average gate fidelity, which
compares a general quantum channel with a uni-
tary quantum transformation [33]. We generate
a set of 200 single-qubit unitary matrices, which
are randomly drawn from a uniform Haar dis-
tribution. Each unitary transformation is recon-
structed 1000 times using our estimation proce-
dure and additionally SQPT. In both strategies
we calculate the average gate fidelity respect to
the ideal unitary gate. This is repeated using in-
creasing number of shots (or ensemble sizes) to
simulate the measurement results. Finally, we
also perform simulations considering various er-
ror sources (see Appendix G) and readout error
mitigation. The code implementing this method
is available in a Github repository [36].

Figure 2 shows the simulation results for our es-
timation procedure (green solid dots) and SQPT
(red solid dots). Figures (a) and (c) show mean
and median gate fidelity, respectively, as func-
tions of the number of shots obtained in absence
of error sources, that is, when the operations re-
quired by the estimation procedures are carried
out perfectly. Figures (b) and (d) show results
considering experiments with errors affecting sin-
gle qubit gates, conditional gates, thermal relax-
ation, and measurements, an scenario that we call
full noise model. This situation corresponds to a
unitary gate embedded in a noisy device. Insets
illustrate the behavior of estimation procedures
in the small number of shots regime. Shaded ar-
eas show standard deviation in Figs. (a) and (b)
and interquartile range in Figs. (c) and (d).

In the noiseless case, according to Figs. (a) and
(¢), both our estimation procedure and SQPT are
characterized by almost indistinguishable mean
and median average gate fidelity. In addition, in
regime of a large number of shots, both estima-
tion procedures exhibit extremely narrow stan-
dard deviation and interquartile range. In the
small number of shots regime, our estimation pro-
cedure has a very rapidly narrowing standard de-
viation and interquartile range. Therefore, our

estimation procedure and SQPT lead to an aver-
age gate fidelity that is independent of the uni-
tary transformation. Figures (a) and (c) show
that our estimation procedure achieves near-unit
gate fidelity for ensemble sizes as small as 2 x 103
clearly outperforming SQPT.

Simulations show that the presence of noise af-
fects the estimation of our procedure, decreasing
the mean and median average gate fidelity with
respect to their noiseless values, as exhibited in
Figs. (b) and (d). The mean average gate fidelity
of both estimation procedures becomes very sim-
ilar, while the median gate fidelity of our estima-
tion procedure is above that of SQPT, although
standard deviation and interquartile range of our
estimation procedure become wider.

In Fig. 3 we study the impact of different er-
ror sources on our estimation procedure and com-
pare it to SQPT. Figures (a) and (b) show the
mean and median average gate fidelity, respec-
tively, for the noiseless case (solid green dots),
noisy control-not gate (solid red pentagons), full
noise with ideal control-not gate (solid blue dia-
monds) and full noise (solid pink squares) for our
estimation procedure, and SQPT with full noise
(black crosses). All simulations consider readout
error mitigation as described in Qiskit documen-
tation [32]. The noise models and values used
correspond to the ibmg_quito processor, and are
provided in Appendix G. Insets depict the small
ensemble regime. As expected, Fig. 3 shows that
the full noise model leads to the the biggest de-
crease in the mean and median average gate fi-
delity. In the small ensemble regime, the estima-
tion considering noisy control-not gates leads to
a better mean and median gate fidelity than the
estimation considering other error sources. How-
ever, as the ensemble size increases, the estima-
tion procedure is clearly more affected by noisy
control-not gates. Also, in this regime mean and
median average gate fidelity become constant and
the increase in the ensemble has no impact in the
estimation accuracy.

4 Summary

In this work, we propose a procedure for estimat-
ing d-dimensional unitary gates. Our circuit tran-
scribes the coeflicients of the gate in the Weyl-
Heisenberg basis into probability amplitudes of
two control qudits. For qubit gates whose Bloch
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Figure 2: Plots (a) and (b) show the mean and plots (c) and (d) show the median gate fidelities as functions of the
number of shots for both our estimation procedure (solid green dots) and SQPT (solid red dots). The left and right
plots represent the noiseless and noisy cases, respectively. Shaded areas represent standard deviation or interquartile
range. The insets illustrate the low number of shots regime.

vector points to a known octant, we show that
our procedure saturates the quantum Cramér-
Rao bound. In this case, the quantum Fisher in-
formation matrix is equivalent to the one derived
in related works |29, 30, 31]. We extended the
analysis to higher dimensions and proved analyt-
ically that our procedure is optimal for unitary
gates close to the identity in any finite dimen-
sion. In Ref. [29] it was shown that the quantum
Cramér-Rao bound can be achieved for unitary
transformations close to the identity, but no ex-
plicit protocol was proposed; our procedure ac-
complishes this task. Far from the identity our
procedure still estimates the amplitudes 7, of the

coefficients, but the assessment of the precision
of this estimation is an open problem.

In addition, we show that our estimation proce-
dure is able to estimate any unitary transforma-
tion on qubit systems without requiring a priori
information. Unitarity of the estimated operator
is guaranteed by construction. Numerical simu-
lations show that our estimation procedure out-
performs SQPT in a noiseless scenario for every
size of the ensemble and also in noisy scenarios
with a small ensemble. Furthermore, considering
a noisy scenario with ideal control-not gates, our
procedure still outperforms SQPT for any ensem-
ble size.
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Figure 3: Mean (a) and median (b) gate fidelities as functions of the number of shots for our estimation procedure
with different noise models and SQPT with full noise. Shaded areas represent standard deviation or interquartile

range.
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A Derivation of the output state

In this appendix we follow the evolution of the state through the circuit illustrated in Fig. 1. Before
that, let us start with some preliminary definitions.

Let us consider a d-dimensional Hilbert space H and the d?-dimensional space £(#) of linear oper-
ators on H. We will denote the d** root of unity as w = exp(27i/d), the addition modulo d as & and
the sustraction modulo d as ©. Some important unitary operations in £(H) are the following:

1. Identity:
d—1
I:= Z |k) (k| . (A.1)
k=0

2. Shift operator:
d—1
X:=> |kal)k . (A.2)
k=0

3. Phase operator:

d—1
Z:=3 |k (k| . (A.3)
k=0

4. Fourier transform:
1 d—1 )
Fi=—Y k|5 (k| . A4
77 ) (A4)

It can be easily shown that the shift and phase operators satisfy the relation
Zixk = Wwikxkzi (A.5)
Also, we use a short notation for the Weyl-Heisenberg operators, defined as
Dy = Dy i,y = X" 2", (A.6)

with n = (ng,n.) € Z2, being Z4 = {0, ...,d — 1}. The set {Dn}nezg is an orthogonal basis for L(H);
indeed, considering the Hilbert-Schmidt inner product for operators (A, B) = Tr[A B] and the relation
Z?;Ol wili=k) = ddjy, it is possible to show that

where 0pm = Onym, On.m,. Consequently, any operator in £(?) can be written as a linear combination
of Weyl-Heisenberg operators. In particular, an unknown unitary U can be expanded as

U= Z Tn€i¢nDn == Z U(nx7nz)Xn$an s (A8)

2 2
nezy nezy
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where u,, = r,e!* are complex coefficients with amplitude 7, and phase ¢,,.
Additionally, we define the controlled unitary operators with shifted control:

. d-1
V=Y Vi elkeidkeil, (A.9)
k=0

where V; is a unitary gate acting on a target system ¢ controlled by a control system ¢ whose state is
shifted by i. For our procedure, we need the following four controlled operations:

d—1
0
X% =" x§ @ |ka(kl (A.10)
k=0
L d—1 d—1
28 =S Zhrekoiko1 =3 255 @ (k)i (k] (A.11)
k=0 k=0
(0) d—1
Zo) = Z5 @ k)i (k| (A.12)
k=0
1 d—1 d—1
X =S (X okotakol =Y X" o ka(kl . (A.13)
k=0 k=0

Now let us proceed with the protocol. We start with the initial joint state

@) =) @10), @ [0), , (A.14)

where [1)) is an arbitrary pure state. After applying the Fourier gates on the control qudits, it becomes

1 _ 0
‘(I’ >012 =lheheh) ‘(I’ >012 (A.15)
1 d—1 . .
= [P)o @ lj1)1 ® l42)s - (A.16)
j17j2_0
After the controlled gate Xég) we have
2 _ (v 1
’(I) >012 o (X02 ® II) ’q) >012 (Al?)
1 a1 ' ' '
=2 2 AT @iy @12, - (A.18)
Ji,92=0
Then,
3 _ (71D 2
’Q) >012 o ( 01 ® _[2) ‘(p >012 (Alg)
= L
== 2 Z7TIX )o@ lir)y @ Li2), - (A.20)
j17j2:0
Applying U on the target qudit and using Eq. (A.5), we get
4 _ 3
‘CID >012 = (UL ®I) ’CI) >012 (A.21)
1 ot 1) Tt Ry —ii— . .
= 8 Z u(nz,nz)wh( z—J1 1)X0x+J2ZDz Jji—1 |¢>0 ® ’]1>1 ® ’]2>2 . (A.22)

Ng,Nz,j1,j2=0
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Following with the next controlled operations we have

5 4
‘(I) >012 (Zm © L ‘(I) >012 (A.23)
d—1
1 . . . B . .
~d Z u(nzﬂz)w]z(nz_1)+]langx+]2Zgz ! %)o@ [1)1 ® [d2)s (A.24)
nZ:”Z:jlujQZO
and then
6 5
‘q> >012 (X2 " @ 1) ‘q) >012 (A.25)
1 d—1 . ‘
=3 Uy )@ DT X G 7071 ) 0 @ (1)) ® [iia)g (A.26)
nr7nZ7J 7]2 =0
d—1
= D U Xo" T 27T W) < Z W (1) > ( Z w71 | o) >
ng,ny=0 ]1 =0 ]2 =0
(A.27)
d—1
= D Uy X0 25T W) ® FiIng), ® Falns © 1), (A.28)
Ny ,Mz=0
Now we apply the inverse Fourier transform on the control qudits, getting
7 _ -1 —1y |46
‘(I) >012 =l ok '(I) >012 (A.29)
d—1
= Y U X0 2T ) ® na)y © n ©1), (A.30)
Nng,m,=0
d—1
- Z u(nw,nz@nng—lzgz V) ® [ng); ® nz)y . (A.31)
Ng,mz=0

In order to disentangle the target from the control qudits, we use the following controlled gates:

d—1 d—1
Xg V=Y XDk kel =3 X" @ kk (A.32)
k=0 k=0
ALY Z Z5k @ k)oK . (A.33)
Successive steps leads to:
3 _ (1) 7
‘(I) >012 o <X01 ®I2) ‘(I) >012 (A.34)
d—1
Ny ,M2=0
9 _ (10 8
‘(I) >012 - (ZO? ®II) ‘(I) >012 (A.36)
d—1
= ’¢>0 ® Z U(ng,n,®1) ’nm>1 o2y ‘77,2)2 ) (A'37)
Ng,Mz=0
and
10 _ 9
‘(I) >012 =@ h®Xs) ’(I) >012 (A.38)
d—1
= WJ>0 ® Z U(ngmy) |n:r:>1 ® |nz>2 (A.39)
Ng,n,=0
0
®© ‘90 >12 ’ (A.40)
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where |goo>12 = g;,lnzzo U(nyn.) (M) @ [n2), is the state of the control with exactly the same coeffi-

cients of U. For short, we write

‘900>12 - Z un ) = Z e’ n) (A.41)

2 2
nezy nezy

which corresponds to Eq. (12) in the main text.

B Unitarity condition

Let us consider the unitary gate U, written in the Weyl-Heisenberg basis as

U= Z e D, (B.1)
nEZ?I
and its adjoint ‘
Ut = Z rme DI (B.2)
mEZZ
where D,, is defined in Eq. (A.6). We have
UUt = Y rprae® 9D, D}, | (B.3)
m,nEZZ

but since U is unitary we also have UUT = I. Noticing that I = Dy and considering Eq. (A.7), we
have that unitarity of U implies:

d ifp=1(0,0
Tr[DIUUT = ds,g =3¢ 17 (0,0) (B.4)
0 ifp+#(0,0)
Let us calculate the left hand side of this expression using Eq. (B.3). We have:
d—1
TrDIUUT =" (k| Y rprpe ) DID, DI |k) (B.5)
k=0 m,neL
) d—1
m,nez? k=0

but in terms of the shift and phase operators we also have

(k| DD, [k) = (k] (XP= 275)T (X7 27%) (X ™ 2= [k) (B7)
= (k| Z7P= X Pz X Ne Z0z 77z X e | ) (B.8)
— - ma(nz—mz) —pz(ne—pz—maz) (k| X Me—Pe =M Zne—m=—ps ||\ (B.9)
— - ma(nz—mz) —pz(ne—pz—mz) ,(nz—m.—p:)k (k| XMe—Pe=ma | (B.10)
— - Ma(n—mz) ,=pz(na—pz—ma) ,(nz—mz—p:)k (k| k@ ng © pe © my) (B.11)
— o ma(nz—mz) ,—pz(ne—ps —mz)w(nz—mz—pz)kdnx’px@mgc (B.12)
O DL N (B.13)

where we have used the commutation relation in Eq. (A.5). Now, summing over k we get

d—1 d—1

Z <k| D;DTLDLL ‘k) — w—mw(nz—mz) ( Z w(nz—mZ_Pz)k‘> 5nz,pz®ml (B14)
k=0 k=0
- w_mz (nz_mZ)d(snz Dzdm 5nx7px@mx (B15)
= dwme(=mma) g (B.16)
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Replacing Eq. (B.16) in Eq. (B.6), we get

TrDIUUY =d Y rprpel@n—omlymmelnmmals, o, (B.17)
nuneZi
=d Y rrpgme’CremTom)yTmaps (B.18)
meZi

In particular, for p = (0,0) in Eq. (B.4) we obtain a normalization condition, which is equivalent to
the total probability rule for the outcomes of our circuit:

dorm=1. (B.19)

mEZ?i
Besides, for p # (0,0), we have

Z rmrp®mez(¢P@m_¢"l)w_mxpz e 0 . (B.20)

2
meZy

Egs. (B.19) and (B.20) appear as Eqgs. (22) and (23), respectively, in the main text.

C Quantum Fisher Information Matrix
The entries Fgp of the quantum Fisher information matrix are given by
Far = 2(®| {Hy, Hy} |9) — 4 (D] H, |@) (3| Hy D) | (C.1)

with H, =i <8aUT) U = —iUt(9,U), and |®) the probe state. In our circuit, the probe state is given
by Eq. (A.20) as

d—1
1 —ii—1 g . .
@) =e%) == > ZTXP W@ i), © iz, (C.2)
J1,52=0

where |1)), is the initial state of the target system.
Let us consider again the expansion of the unitary gate

U= Z rn€'®n D, | (C.3)

2
nez;

where n = (ng,n.) is an ordered pair and D,, = D, ,, = X"*Z". The sum can be split using
partition (28) as
U=rol + Z rfei¢fo + Z Ta <ei¢“Da + ei‘z’@“D@a) , (C4)
fESL (ZGS+

1/2
where rg = (1 = Dn£(0,0) r%) / and we have used r, = rg, in the last sum. Notice that

1/2
rg = (1— er%— Zrﬁ— Z réa>

feESy a€Sy SaesS_
1/2
=(1=->_ri—-2> . (C.5)
fESL a€S+

We can now determine the derivatives of U and therefore the operators H, that appears in Eq.
(C.1). For f € S, we have:

0, U = L1+ &9 Dy, (C.6)
T0
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and therefore

H,, =i(a,,U") (C.7)
=iy r (—e“i)nD +elon =0 phD, ) (C.8)
n€Z2
Similarly, for a € St we have:
9, U = —2:—“1 + €% D, + ei%ee Dy, (C.9)
0
and ‘ ‘
0y, U = irq(e° D, — %9 D) | (C.10)
leading to
=iy T ( Lagion D, 4 @n=0e) DI D, 4 eiln—dea) pt D ) (C.11)
nEZ2
and . '
H¢a = Z TaTn <€Z(¢n_¢a)Dan _ el(¢n_¢9a)DTeaDn) . (012)
nez?

In order to calculate the anti-commutators in Eq. (C.1), let us note that
{Ha, 1y} = [i (0,01 U] [<iUt @0)] + [i (0,UT) U] [~iUT (9.0)]
= (0.0 ) UUT 0U) + (0,UT) UUT (0a0) - (C.13)
By imposing unitarity on U we have that UUT = I and Eq. (C.13) becomes
{Ha, Hy} = (0.U1) (00) + (8UT) (9a0) - (C.14)
We can now replace Egs. (C.6), (C.9) and (C.10) into (C.14) and get:
{(H,, H,} = 22?1 :f (€% Dy + e Df) - . "0 (€1 Dy + e~ DY)
+e @00 DED, + €= DID; | (C.15)

T
{H,,, Hy ) = 45

122 (¥ Dy 4 9D ) 2 (9 Dy 70 D] 4 €900 Doy e DL, )
+ (el<¢>a—¢f>D}Da + ez’(¢f—¢a)D3Df) + (e“d’@a*@)D}D@a + ei(¢f—¢ea)DTean> 7
(C.16)
{H,,, Hy,} = irq (:ﬁ (—ei%Da +e Dl + %o D, — e*weaDTea)
+ (00Dl D, — 68 DI D, + (6060 Dl D, 4 eit®r-950) D1, D) ) ’

(0.17)
Tarb

0
— ot (e ’%D + 719D} + €99 Dey + e DL, )

ro
+ (e i(9s=60) DI D), - ¢i(da=%) DI Da) + (eiw@b—aﬁa) D} Dey + ¢¢e=9r) DE, Da)

4 (ei(d)b*d)@a)DTean + ei(¢>ea*¢b)D;fD9a) + (ei(¢eb*¢ea)DTeaDeb + ei(¢ea*¢eb)DTebDea) 7
(C.18)

Accepted in { Yuantum 2024-06-18, click title to verify. Published under CC-BY 4.0. 16



{H,,,Hg,} = 2i Tigb (—ei‘z’bDb +e WDl 4 eier Dy — e’i‘f’@”DT@b)
+ing (eiwb—m) DiDy — e/@a=®) DI D, — iéer=0a) DI Dy 4 ¢éa-9e0) DL D,

+ ei(¢>b—¢>ea)DTean _ ei(‘b@“_‘b”)DgD@a + ei(¢®a—¢)6b)DTebDea _ ei(¢eb—¢ea)DTeaD@b>
(C.19)

and
{Hy,, Hy,} = ramp <ei(¢b¢a)DlDb + ei(%ﬂbb)DZDa _ ei(¢er¢a)DlDeb _ ei(¢>a7¢eb)DTebDa

ei(¢b_¢6a)DTean _ ei(¢@a—¢b)DZDea + ei(¢@a—¢eb)DT9bDea + ei((beb_d)e“)DT@aDeb) )
(C.20)

In order to calculate the expectation values (®| H, |®) and (®|{H,, Hp} |P) in Eq. (C.1), we are
going to need (®| D, |®) and (®|DiDy|®). We can simplify the notation for our probe state and
rewrite Eq. (C.2) as

Z Z7IT XS o) |rs) (C.21)
7”5 0
Thus,
d—1 — . ,
(®| D, |®) = Z Z W (7's'| X5 2T D, 27T X ) [rs)
r’ '=0r,s=0

d—1 -
2 Z Z /| 7,3> <1/}’ st’Zlﬂ“’Danlers W}>

r’,s'=07,s=0

1 = — —S T —1—-7rys
> Zawasswm 2Dy 27X )

r’,s’=07r,s=0

— ﬁ S W XTZWTD,ZT X ) (C.22)

But X 5Z'%"D,Z 17T X5 = X*SZW(X%Z%)Z*HXS = X"e 7"z 5= " Thus,
(®| D, |®) = <¢\X"zznz |4) ”szmsz

<w‘D ‘w> nzd2 nx,O(Snz,O
= <1/J\ Dy, ) W™ 6p,,00m..0 - (C.23)
Note that Eq. (C.23) is different to zero only when n, = 0 and n, = 0, in which case D,, = Dy = I.

Hence,
(®| Dy @) = 0n0 - (C.24)
Also,
DIDy = Z=% X % X 7P
— g—a: xbo—aa b
— - 0z(ba—0z) xbz—as b:—az

= %), (C.25)
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Thus, (®| D} D, |®) = w=(==) (®| D,_, |®). Replacing Dy_, into (C.24) we obtain

(®| DI Dy |®) = w=*=P==) (0| Dy, |)

= w_aZ(bx_am)(saaﬁbz 5GZ7bz
= ap (C.26)
We can now find each (®| H, |®). By using Eq. (C.8),
(@] H,, |®) =iy (—%ei% (@] D,y ) + @91 (0] DI D, |<1>>) . (C.27)

From Egs.(C.24) and (C.26) we see that the first term in Eq.(C.27) is non-zero only for n = 0, whereas
the second term is non-zero only for n = f. Therefore,

(@ H,, |®) = =% 4irp = 0. (C.28)
To
Similarly, using Eq. (C.11) we have

(P|H,, |P) =1 Z T <_2T“ei¢n (®| Dy, |®) + et (Pn—0a) (D D:;Dn D) + e (n—dsa) (D DT@aDn |q>>>
neZi ro
=1 (_2T:L"ZO +7q + r@a>

=0, (C.29)

and using Eq. (C.12) we get

(®| Hy, |®) = Y rarn (ei(dm—%) (®] D} D, |®) — ¢n=%sa) (| DL D, |q)>>

0. (C.30)

Now let us determine the expectation values of the form (®|{H,, Hy} |®). From (C.15) and using
Eqgs.(C.24) and (C.26) we get

(@[ {H,,,

Hy, } |@) = 27558 — (et emt9n)g, 0 — 9(0 e 0)dp0 o+ (1000 4 005y
0 0 0
(C.31)
Given the partition (28), we have f,g € S,. It follows that f # 0 and g # 0, hence the second and
third term vanish. Thus,
T
(B| {H,,, H,,}|®) = 2% + 205, (C.32)
0

By replacing Egs. (C.28) and (C.32) into (C.1), we obtain the entries of the first block of F:

f

Apgy=F

TfTg

- 47"{;"9 46, . (C.33)
0

In the same way, from Eq. (C.16), we have

TfTq

- Ta (. i¢ —i¢
(®| {H,,, H,,}|®) _4? 22 (eZ I e f)af,o

_r
To
+ (ei(¢a—¢f> + ei(«t,«—%)) S0+ (ei(¢>ea—¢f) + ei(¢f—¢ea)) 5f.0a - (C.34)

(€800 + €700 + €950 + €% 0)

Accepted in { Yuantum 2024-06-18, click title to verify. Published under CC-BY 4.0. 18



Notice that all the Kronecker deltas in this equation are null because their indexes belong to different
sets of the partition (28). Thus,
T

(@] {H, L

Hy,}|®) =4

N (C.35)

and we get the second block of F:
TfTq

B, = Frpr, =8 (C.36)

r3
From Eq. (C.17), we have
— i (TS itha —iga i$ca —i¢oa
(P {Hrf, Hy, }|®) =ir, % (—e da,0 + € da0 + € dca,0 — € 6@(170)

+ (ez’<¢a—¢f) _ ei(¢f—¢>a>) 50+ (_ei(¢>ea—¢f) + ei(¢f—¢@a)> 5f7ea> . (C.37)

Again, the Kronecker deltas are always zero because of the partition, hence

and thus
frf¢a = 0 . (039)
From Eq. (C.18) we have
<CI>‘ {H’V‘a7 H’I"b} |(I)> = 8TZ;‘b - 2% (ei¢b5b’0 + @7i¢b5b,0 + ei¢9b(5911,0 + e*i¢>eb59b70)
0
_ 2@ (eifbaéa’() + e—i(]sa(sa’o + €i¢9a5@a,0 + 6_i¢9a5@a,0)

T
+ (g(m—%) + ez‘(qsrm)) Sap + (eiw@b—m) + ez’(¢r¢eb)> Sac

+ (ez‘(m—%a) + ez‘(¢ea—¢b)) Scan + (ei(¢eb—¢ea) + ez‘(¢ea—¢eb)) Sap,  (C.40)

Now, the only Kronecker deltas that do not vanish are d,5. Thus,

TaTh

<(I)| {HTwH?"b} |(I)> =8 2 + 45a,b (C.41)
0
and .
Cap = Frory = 16252 + 80, . (C.42)
U

From Eq. (C.19),

TaTp

<¢'| {Hrade)b} ’(p> =2

o (—6”"’51),0 + e b0 + €90 — 67”’9[’59&),0)

+in <ei(¢b—¢a)5a y— eiGamtg | ilbe—da) 4 cilea—don)g
+ ei(¢b*¢ea)5@a b — ei((b@a*(ﬁb)éea b+ ei(¢ea*¢6b)5a b — 6i(¢9b*¢ea)5a b> , (C.43)
but some Kronecker deltas are null because of the partition, while the terms in d, 5 cancel out. Thus,

(®[{H,, Hg,} |®) =0 (C.44)

and
Frady =0 . (C.45)
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Finally, from Eq. (C.20), we have
(D] {f]%7 H¢b} |®) = romp <ei(¢b_¢a)5a7b + ei(%_(bb)(sa,b _ ei(d)@b_‘ba)émeb _ ei(¢a_¢eb)5a,@b
_ ei(‘isb*(b@a)é@a,b _ ei(¢6a7¢b)5ea7b + ei(¢>ea*¢eb)5a7b + ei(d)@bd)@a)(sa’b)

= 4'r'arbfsa,,b
— 47,25&’1) (C.46)
and
D= Fpo, = 8200 - (C.47)

Summarizing, the quantum Fisher information matrix for estimating a unitary gate close-to-the-
identity in dimension even is

A B O
Jreven == BT C o0 ; (C48)
0 0 D

with A, B, C, and D being the blocks defined in Egs. (C.33), (C.36), (C.42) and (C.47), respectively.
This matrix corresponds to the block matrix in Eq. (37).

D Classical Fisher Information Matrix

The classical Fisher information matrix is given by

fo=2 o | ot o] (B-1)

We can expand the sum using the partition (28):
1 [0F, 8P0} 1 [3Ph} [aph] (1 {3Pc} [apc] 1
Ty = — Y = h —
TR [(‘%a} [8751, + /g; P Lot | Lo | © c;& 7. ot ) Lo | T P

Deriving the probablities in Eqgs. (33) we get:

0Ps.
Otq

0P,
oty

).

(D.2)

ory
ory

|

D

(1 D D rz) = —2ry, (D.3)

’rf heSs CES+

87}; N 87"a (1 B Z h 2 Z TC) o _474(1 ’ (D4)

heSs C€S+

Py 0
a¢sza¢a(1zr§2zr§>:0. (D.5)

heSs ceESy

op, 0

—arf = —arf 7’% = 27’h6h,f . (D'G)
oP,

o =0 (D.7)
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P,
9¢a

OP.
Ory

OP,
ory,

Considering Eq. (34),

oP.
9¢a

OPs.
ory

OPs.
ory,

OPx,
elom

=0.

- ory,

0

8rf r2 (14 cos(A.)) = 0.

0 72 (1 + cos(Ar)) = 2redae (1 + cos(A)) .
0 B 9 .

5’¢a r2 (1 + cos(Ae)) = —2rZsin(Ac)dqe -
0

5’7°f r2 (1 —cos(A.)) =0.

= 82 2 (1 — cos(Ar)) = 2redae (1 — cos(A))

9 o — 902

8¢arc (1 —cos(A¢)) = 2rZsin(A¢)dg.c -

(D.11)

(D.12)

(D.13)

(D.14)

Putting all these derivatives in Eq. (D.2), we can calculate Z by blocks. We have:

Ajgg:

9 rng
T
=412 ¥ —4rgrf5hf5hg+o
6 s Th
rirg 1
=4—5= + —4ryrsoy,
S r]% g g
=409 1 a5, .
70
Also,
Bfai=Tryr, = 8-5% + 040 =875
g 3
and
L6, =0+0+0=0,
similarly
Ca,b = Irarb
— 1622 40
3
1
+ ( r2(1+ cos A) %0 0p 0 + 57—
C; r21+cosA) TBERET 1 2(1 — cos A)
= 167"(1;“1; + (4(1 4+ cos Ay) +4(1 — cos Ay)) 0g.p
o
— 16722 4 85, ,

)

(D.15)

(D.16)

(D.17)

4r2(1 — cos AC)25a,c5b,c>

(D.18)
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and

Ira¢b = 0 + 0
. 4 .
+ CEZS <’[’MCOSA) (]. -+ cos A ) sin Ac5a,c5b,c m (1 —cos A ) Sin Acéa,cébﬁ)
= Z (—4resin Ag + 4resin Ac) 64,00p.¢
ceSy
0, (D.19)
finally
Dap = ZL.0,
4
— 4 .2 4 .. 2
=040+ CGZS <r21—i—COSA)TC S Ac(sa’c(Sb,c + mrc Sin A05a705b’c>

1 1
— 4r? sin® Acq,c0 ( )
> Aresin® Acd O 1—|—cosAc+1_COSAc

ceSy

1 —cosA 1+ cosA
— 2 ¢ip? . .
= Y 4rZsin® AcbacOpe (1 —cosZ A, T o Ac>

ceES

= Z 8T35a,c(5b,c

C€S+

Summarizing, we obtained the following classical Fisher information matrix for our procedure:

A B o
I=|B" Cc o], (D.21)
0 0D

where each block has the same definition of the corresponding block in the quantum Fisher information
matrix in Eq. (C.48).

E Comparison of classical and quantum Fisher information matrices slightly away
from the identity

E.1 Alternative Parametrization of U: Gell-Mann matrices

In order to compare the classical and quantum Fisher information matrices, we firstly need to guarantee
the unitarity of U while mantaining the independence of the parameters. A suitable way to do this is
by writing an arbitrary unitary gate as the exponential of a Hermitian operator H:

U=exp(iH) . (E.1)
We can always write H as
d2-1
H=Y \Ty, (E.2)
j=1

where T} are the generalized Gell-Mann matrices and A; are d? — 1 real parameters (see definition in

Ref. [37]).
The set {T};} of the d> — 1 generalized Gell-Mann matrices plus the operator v/2/d I is a set of d?
linear operators satisfying the orthogonality relation Tr[TiTTj] = 26;,j, with 0; ; being the Kronecker
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delta. Hence, this set is an orthogonal basis for the space of d-dimensional linear operators. As a
consequence, any operator U can be spanned as:

d2
U= u1, (E.3)
k=1
where u,gGM) are complex coefficients. In order to relate this expansion with the one in the main text,
we will rewrite here Eq. (1) as:
U= Z "Dy (E.4)
(W H) . .
where u,, are complex coefficients and Dy are the Weyl-Heisenberg operators.

Notice that every Gell-Mann matrix can also be spaned in the Weyl-Heisenberg basis. We can write
d2
k
7. =Y ¢¥D;, (E.5)

(k)

where the j-th component t; of the k-th Gell-Mann matrix can be calculated as

t®) = aTr[DTTk] (E.6)

Let us highlight that now we have two orthogonal bases in the space of d-dimensional operators.
Moreover, we know from Eq. (22) that every unitary transformation is associated to a unitary vector
when it is expanded in the Weyl-Heisenberg basis. This is not the case if we use the Gell-Mann basis,
as can be easily seen by taking the identity, which in the Gell-Mann basis has a unique component
different from zero with value \/d/2. We would like to normalize Gell-Mann matrices in such a way
that any unitary operator is still associated to a unitary vector. To this end, we define the normalized

Gell-Mann matrices as
~ d
Ty, = \/;Tk: : (E.7)

whose components in the Weyl-Heisenberg basis are

= oty - [40 ©

These components define the vectors of an alternative orthonormal basis in a d?-dimensional vector
space. Indeed, let us calculate the inner product of the k-th vector by the j-th vector:

SO 2 Z = - TrlDITy] - Tr{D]T]*
=3 - 5 TrIDIT - Tr{D{T;]
= 5g 2= (mIDiTelm){n|D;Tj|n)

= 52 > (m|D!Ty|m)(n|T] Diln)

1,m,Mn
1
= 53 2 (nlT] Diln)(m|D}Ti|m)
i,m,n
1

=342 myﬁz (Difn)(m|D) Tilm) - (E.9)

i

Accepted in { Yuantum 2024-06-18, click title to verify. Published under CC-BY 4.0. 23



But notice that
Z (Dz|n> <m|D;r> = Z (Xzz 7= In) <m’ZfizXfiz)

= > W@ i) (m @ |

iz,iz

= " d- Spnln @ iz)(m ® iy . (E.10)

Then,

Z#k ) 2d N d S (n|TT 0 @ i) (m @ | T m)

m,n,ig

- 72 m|TTZ (Im @ iz)(m @ iz|) T|m)

= Ojk - (E.11)
In the next subsection, we will use {(*)} as the measurement basis for the control system in our
circuit.
E.2 Estimating the parameteres of U (first order)

Let us consider an arbitrary unitary transformation U close to the identity. If we expand Eq. (E.1) to
first order, we get

U=1I+iH . (E.12)
Using Eq. (E.2),
d?-1
Urnl+id NTj. (E.13)
j=1

Considering the normalized Gell-Mann matrices, we have

d?—1
~I+Z\[Z)\T], (E.14)

7 & .
k=1

and we can rewrite Eq. (E.3) as

d2
=3 a7, (E.15)
k=1
_(GM) (GM) . : : : .
with @, =/2/d-u, being the components of the unitary vector representing U in the normalized
Gell-Mann basis. Thus, we have:
alM ~ 1 (E.16)
_(GM) . |2 .
ug )%z\/;)\j,forlgjng—l. (E.17)
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Now let us consider again our circuit. By measuring the final state of the control system in the basis
induced by the normalized Gell-Mann matrices, we get outcome probabilities

~(GM
Py = |u(() )|2 ~1, (E.18)
@ 2 o
pj = |1, |~7,for1§j§d—1, (E.19)

from where we get an estimation of the parameters. Assuming \; > 0, we have

d'pj

5 (E.20)

)\j ~
Now we can use this estimator to assess the quality of the approximation when we go slightly away from
the identity, and also compare numerically the classical and quantum Fisher information matrices.

E.3 Quality of the estimation

We assessed numerically the accuracy of the parameter estimation using Eq. (E.20). For each dimension
d=2,3,4 and 5 we created 10000 random unitary transformations close to the identity. Hamiltonian
parameters were chosen randomly within a variable range up to [0, 0.1], in such a way that we could scan
different distances to the identity. Although it is not properly a distance, we used 1 — rg as a measure
of how close is U to the identity operator, with rg being the component of U in the Weyl-Heisenberg
basis as in the main text (we also tried with the trace distance, obtaining equivalent results). For each
unitary transformation, we estimated the parameters in the asymptotic limit using Eq. (E.20). The
average relative error of the estimated parameters for each unitary is shown in Fig. 4. As expected,
the accuracy of the estimation gets worse as U is further from the identity. For dimensions 3, 4 and
5 the approximation leads to an average relative error easily surpassing 1% when 1 —rg > 1 x 1073,
i.e. for rop < 0.999. For dimension d = 2, the average relative error remains below 1% in the range of
parameters considered.

E.4 Classical and quantum Fisher Information comparison

For the same unitaries as the previous section, we calculated the quantum Fisher information matrix
respect to the Hamiltonian parameters and the classical Fisher information matrix for two different
measurement schemes: 1) when the control system of our circuit is measured in the computational
basis (corresponding to the Weyl-Heisenberg basis in the space of linear operators) and 2) in the basis
induced by the normalized Gell-Mann matrices. We used the trace distance between the quantum an
classical Fisher information matrices as figure of merit. Fig 5 shows that for dimensions 3, 4 and 5 the
classical Fisher information matrix is closer to the quantum Fisher information matrix when the control
system is measured in the basis induced by Gell-Mann matrices. Moreover, this distance approaches to
zero as U approaches the identity, while the distance between the classical Fisher information using the
computational basis and quantum Fisher information matrices remains constant when U approaches
to identity. In the case of dimension d = 2, where both bases are the same, the trace distance achieves
lower values than in higher dimensions.

E.5 Far from the identity

The estimation of parameters performed above only considers a first order approximation of U around
the identity. It would be interesting to go beyond this approximation to estimate parameters far from
the identity. For example, we could approximate U to second order and calculate the Hamiltonian
parameters from the outocome probabilities by using equations similar to Eq. (E.20). However, we
could not find neither analytical nor numerical solutions for the nonlinear equations system not even in
dimension d = 3. An alternative approach consists in having a good guess for the unitary gate (let us
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Figure 4: Average relative error of estimated Hamiltonian parameters using first order approximation. Figures (a),
(b), (c) and (d) show unitary transformations close to the identity in dimensions 2, 3, 4 and 5, respectively.

call it U) and expand U to first order around U. However, this approach is not straightforward, since
it involves derivatives of operators which do not necessarily commute. Finally, it would be interesting
to explore different parametrizations for unitary operators, what we let for future work.

F Qubit case without prior information

Any qubit unitary gate can be written as (13), which is expanded as

U = cos(a)I —isin(a)n - &
=cil —ic, X —ic)Y —ic, Z
=crl —ic, X + ¢, X7 —ic, 7, (F.1)

where ¢; = cos(a) and ¢ = sin(a)ny, for k € {z,v, 2}, with a € [0,7/2] and A € R? a unit vector.
Notice that for the case of qubits the quantum state |®°)g1 in Eq. (A.37) becomes

18%)012 = [¥)o ® ( —1c;|00)12 4 ¢7]01)12 + ¢y|10) 12 — iCx!11>12>
=)o ® lp" N2, (F.2)

where [p?) 12 = —ic.|00)12 4 c7|01) 12 + cy|10)12 —icy|11)12 . Measuring this state in the computational
basis (see Fig. 6) leads to probabilities PZ = |c.|?, P4 = |c1|?, P = |cy|?> and PZ = |c,|%.
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Figure 5: Trace distance between classical Fisher information (CFI) and quantum Fisher information (QFI) matrices.
For dimension 3, 4 and 5, classical Fisher information is computed from probabilities obtained by measuring the
control system in two different bases: the computational basis (WH, blue dots) and the basis induced by normalized
Gell-Mann matrices (GM, orange dots). For dimension d = 2 both bases are exactly the same.

For measuring the control qubits in the X basis we need to apply a Hadamard gate on each one (see
Fig. 7). We get the new state

1 ) . . .
|<PX>12 =5 [(—ZCZ +cr + ¢y —ic;)|00) 12 + (—ic, — cf + ¢y +icy)[01)12
+ (—ics + cf — ¢y +icy)|10)12 + (—icy — cf — ¢y —icy)|[11)12] , (F.3)

leading to probabilities

1
Po)(() =1 ((c; + cy)2 (cz + . 2)
pX _ 1 2, )2
0=y (CI—Cy) : — Cz)
pX _ 1 2 )2
10~ 3% (er — Cy)
1
P = i <(C[ + cy)2 + (cz + ¢2) ) ) (F.4)

In order to measure the qubits in the Y eigenbasis, we apply a 7/2-phase gate, defined as

= 10) 0] +[1){1[, (F.5)
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followed by a Hadamard gate on each control qubit (see Fig. 8). We get the state:

7
|<pY>12 =5 {(—cz +cr+ ¢y +¢2)|00)12 + (—c; — cr + ¢y — ¢2)|01)12

+ (=41 —cy — c)|10)12 + (—c; —cr — ¢y + ¢2)[11)12] (F.6)

and the outcome probabilities

2
P(%Zi<61+cy+cx cz),
1 2
P81—4<—01—|—cy—cm—cz>,
P%-i(cl—cy—cx—c,z)Q,
1 2
Pﬁ:4<clcy+cmcz> . (F.7)

Since the absolute values of ¢;, ¢z, ¢, and ¢, are known from the first experiment, we can now use
the outcome probabilities (F.4) and (F.7) to discriminate their signs. We denote r; = |¢;|, s; = sgn(c¢;)
and s;, = S, - S,. We obtain

Py + PY — P — Pl = 2c,c, . (F.8)
Hence
sz. = sgn(Pg + Piy — Pog — P) (F.9)
Also, it is easy to show that
X X Y Y _
Foo + Pi1 + Foo + Prp = 14 2crey (F.10)
from where we get
sy = sgn(Psy + P{y + Poy + Pl — 1), (F.11)

where we have used the fact that ¢? + ¢2 + cg +c2=1and ¢ > 0.
Now we have two ways to obtain s,. Firstly, noticing that

1
P116+P1§ = §_CICI+Csz (F12)
and that s, = s,8;,, we can write
1
Pl + Pl = 5 SaTall Tt SuSzzSyTzTy , (F.13)

from where we get
P+ Py —1/2
5y = 100 /2 (F.14)
Sp28yT2Ty — TzT]

Another possibility is start from
Y Y _
Piy — Pj} = cycq — coer + cpc; — Crey (F.15)

to get
5y = Pfa — Pﬁ + SyTITy — Sp2TaT . (F.16)

SyTyTe — SzzTIT>

Finally, we obtain s, = s;, - Sg.

Notice that the Egs. (F.14) and (F.16) are ill defined in some cases. Then, the complete protocol
to estimate the unitaries from the outcome probabilities must consider special cases. We summarize
the discrimination procedure in the following steps:
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1. Get the magnitude of the coefficients r; from Pﬂ.
2. If three of the r; are zero, then U € {I, X, Y, Z}.

3. If r, =7, =0, we only need to find s, using Eq. (F.11). In case it is exactly zero, it means that
either r; or ry is close to zero; we choose s, randomly.

4. If r; = ry = 0, we get freedom in the global phase. Hence, we choose s, randomly and calculate
s, from s, and Eq. (F.9).

5. Otherwise, we calculate s,, and s, using Egs. (F.9) and (F.11), respectively. Then we choose Eq.
(F.14) or (F.16) according to which expression has the denominator with larger absolute value, in
order to diminish the statistical variation on the estimation of s;,. If both denominators are zero,
we choose s, as the numerator of Eq. (F.16).

The codes for this algorithm are shown in github [36].
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Figure 6: Measurement in Z eigenbasis. The circuit illustrates the qubit version of the circuit in Fig. 1, without the
last X gate in the second control qubit.
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Figure 7: Measurement in X eigenbasis. The circuit illustrates the qubit version of the circuit in Fig. 1, without the
last X gate in the second control qubit. Additional rotation is performed in each control qubit in order to measure
them in the X eigenbasis.

G Noise model

We use the NoiseModel class from Qiskit to incorporate noise in the simulation of our procedure.
The simulation with full noise was accomplished by importing an approximate noise model of the
ibmg_quito quantum processor of IBM. We consider only qubits 0, 1 and 2 from the five qubits of this
processor, assigning qubit 1 for the target qubit in our protocol and qubits 0 and 2 as control register.
Table 1 shows the relevant error parameters for this setting, which are relaxation times T1 and T2,
single-qubit gates error SX, readout or measurement errors and control-not gates error.

A second noisy simulation was performed considering only control-not gate erros. To this end, we
fixed single-qubit gates and readout errors to zero. To avoid relaxation, we kept relaxation times but
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Figure 8: Measurement in Y eigenbasis. The circuit illustrates the qubit version of the circuit in Fig. 1, without the
last X gate in the second control qubit. Additional rotation is performed in each control qubit in order to measure
them in the Y eigenbasis.

set the implementation time of each gate to zero. Finally, a full noise simulation but with ideal control-
not gate was performed. In this case, only control-not error was consider equal to zero. Table 2 shows
the error parameters considered in these scenarios. These values are the maximum error parameters
in ibmq_quito at the moment of setting the model and we consider the same values for each qubit.

Error Parameter Qubit 0 Qubit 1 Qubit 2 Qubit 01 | Qubit 12

Relaxation time T1s [ns] 87.49953 x 103 | 86.63249 x 103 | 83.6549 x 10° - -

Relaxation time T2s [ns] | 121.65781 x 103 | 97.53323 x 103 | 72.867 x 103 - -

Single-qubit gate error (SX) 0.00045 0.0004 0.00027 - -
Readout errors 0.0406 0.0444 0.0841 - -
Control-not error - - - 0.01021 0.00861

Table 1: Error parameters of ibmq_quito for each qubit used in the full noise simulation.

Error Parameter Value
Relaxation time T1s [ns] | 110 x 103
Dephasing time T2s [ns] | 147 x 103
Error probabilities (SX) | 0.00045

Readout errors 0.0841
Control-not 0.0142

Table 2: For simulations with noiseless control-not gate we set its value to zero. For simulations considering only a
noisy control-not gate we set to zero the other noise sources.
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