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We derive fundamental bounds for general quantum metrological models involving both tempo-
ral or spatial correlations (mathematically described by quantum combs), which may be effectively
computed in the limit of a large number of probes or sensing channels involved. Although the
bounds are not guaranteed to be tight in general, their tightness may be systematically increased by
increasing numerical complexity of the procedure. Interestingly, this approach yields bounds tighter
than the state of the art also for uncorrelated channels. We apply the bound to study the limits for
the most general adaptive phase estimation models in the presence of temporally correlated dephas-
ing. We consider dephasing both parallel (no Heisenberg scaling) and perpendicular (Heisenberg
scaling possible) to the signal. In the former case our new bounds show that negative correlations
are beneficial, for the latter we show evidence that the bounds are tight.

Introduction. Contrasting the effects of noise is the
foremost challenge in advancing quantum technolo-
gies [1]. All real-world quantum systems are influenced
by environmental interactions that lead to decoherence,
particle losses, etc. In principle, even under these con-
ditions, quantum advantage can often be achieved with
the help of quantum error correction (QEC) codes [2].

In quantum metrology [3–13], the most spectacular
type of quantum advantage is the Heisenberg scaling
(HS), for which the precision scales as 1/N , where N
is the number of quantum resources (such as particles
or channel uses), whereas for standard scaling (SS) the

precision is proportional to 1/
√
N . Strategies to attain

the HS are known for noiseless [3, 14] and noisy [15–
17] phase estimation—in the latter case, proper QEC is
indispensable. For the majority of noise types the HS
is unattainable—nevertheless, entanglement or QEC as-
sisted protocols often allow to significantly improve the
constant in SS.

The recent developments in quantum channel estima-
tion theory allow to fully characterize the ultimate pre-
cision limits in the presence of all types of uncorrelated
noise—it is possible to determine whether a given model
exhibits HS or SS, and calculate an asymptotically tight
formula for precision via a simple semidefinite program
(SDP) [17–27].

Nevertheless, noise and signal correlations play impor-
tant role in many physical systems [28–37]. In numer-
ous works, case studies of the performance of specific
estimation strategies in the presence of various types
of correlated noise were carried out, for temporal [38–
46] and spatial [47–52] correlations, or both [53, 54].
However, universal methods that provide fundamental
bounds (also in the asymptotic regime of large resources)
for quantum metrological models in presence of corre-
lated noise are missing. As such, one cannot judge
whether the precision given by the protocols studied is
close to optimal or not. In this work, we fill this gap and
show universal methods to derive fundamental bounds
for correlated noise models.

State-of-the-art bounds Numerous metrological tasks,
e.g. phase estimation or super-resolution imaging [55],
boil down to the estimation of a single, real parame-
ter θ—the goal is to find its (locally) unbiased estima-

tor θ̃ with minimal variance ∆2θ̃. When the parame-
ter is encoded in θ-dependent quantum mixed state ρθ,
then a quantum Cramér-Rao Bound (QCRB) says that

∆2θ̃ ≥ 1
F (ρθ)

, where F (ρθ) is the quantum Fisher infor-

mation (QFI) [56, 57] (we recall the definition of the QFI
in Appendix A ). The QFI is a local quantity that de-
pends only on the state ρθ and its derivative ρ̇θ = ∂θρθ
evaluated at some specific value of θ around which the
estimation is performed.

Let |Ψθ⟩ be a purification of ρθ: ρθ = TrE(|Ψθ⟩ ⟨Ψθ|),
E is a space added for purification purposes. Obviously,
F (|Ψθ⟩) ≥ F (ρθ) because any generalized measurement
feasible with ρθ can be done on extended state |Ψθ⟩. In-
terestingly, for any ρθ one can find a QFI non-increasing
purification (QFI NIP) satisfying [18, 58] [59]

F (|Ψθ⟩) = F (ρθ), ⟨Ψθ|Ψ̇θ⟩ = 0. (1)

The existence of QFI NIP together with a simple formula
for pure state QFI, F (|Ψθ⟩) = 4(⟨Ψ̇θ|Ψ̇θ⟩ − | ⟨Ψθ|Ψ̇θ⟩ |2),
leads to a very useful general formula,

F (ρθ) = 4 min
|Ψθ⟩

⟨Ψ̇θ|Ψ̇θ⟩ , (2)

where minimization is taken over all purifications of ρθ.
In quantum channel estimation theory, a parameter θ

is encoded in a quantum channel (CPTP map) Λθ(•) =∑
kKk,θ •K†

k,θ, where Kk,θ are Kraus operators [20]. We
can probe the channel using a system living in a Hilbert
space H, possibly entangled with an ancillary system (A),
then the output state of probe and ancilla is given by
ρθ = (Λθ ⊗ IA)(ρ), where ρ ∈ L(H⊗A) is a joint input
state of probe and ancillary systems, L(•) is the set of
linear operators acting on •. The ultimate precision of θ
estimation is then quantified by the channel QFI

F(Λθ) = max
ρ

F (ρθ). (3)
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FIG. 1. General adaptive (AD) scheme probing N indepen-
dent copies of a channel Λθ. The input state ρ and interme-
diate control channels Ci can be represented as a quantum
comb C.

This maximization is arduous using brute-force tech-
niques, but can be efficiently done with the help of
(2) because minimization over output state purifications
boils down to minimization over Kraus representations
of Λθ [18]:

F(Λθ) = 4 min
h

∥α∥, α =
∑
k

˙̃K†
k,θ

˙̃Kk,θ, (4)

where ∥ • ∥ is an operator norm, h is a hermitian ma-
trix generating different Kraus representations according

to a rule ˙̃Kk,θ = K̇k,θ − ihkk′Kk′,θ, the summation is
performed over repeated index. It can be shown, that
minimization over h is equivalent to minimization over
all Kraus representations, and that (4) can be translated
to a simple SDP [20].

The real potential of quantum metrology can be ex-
ploited when N > 1 channel copies are probed collec-
tively using adaptive or active quantum feedback (AD)
strategies, where channels Λθ : L(H2i−1) → L(H2i)
for i ∈ {1, 2, ..., N} are probed sequentially, and arbi-
trary quantum control channels Ci : L(H2i ⊗ Ai) →
L(H2i+1⊗Ai+1) can act on a probe and arbitrarily large
ancilla Ai after each Λθ, see Fig. 1. The AD class covers
all estimation strategies apart from those involving indef-
inite causal order [60]—in particular, parallel strategies,
when a large entangled state probes all N channels si-
multaneously, form a subset of AD [22].

General quantum AD strategy can be represented
by a single Choi-Jamio lkowski (CJ) operator called
a quantum comb [61]. The set of quantum combs
Comb[(K1,K2), ..., (K2N−1,K2N )] consists of positive
semidefinite operators E for which there exists a sequence
of operators E(k) for k = 1, ..., N such that E = E(N),

Tr2kE
(k) = E(k−1) ⊗ 12k−1 for k = 2, ..., N, (5)

Tr2(E(1)) = 11, Hilbert spaces K2k−1,K2k can be inter-
preted as input/output of kth comb tooth respectively.

Controls Ci together with an input state ρ form a comb
C(N) ∈ Comb[(∅,H1), (H2,H3), ..., (H2N−2,H2N−1 ⊗
AN )], where ∅ represents a trivial space (the first tooth
has no input), we use roman font for channels, and ital-
ics for corresponding CJ operators. The probed chan-

nels can be represented as a comb as well, Λ
(N)
θ ∈

Comb[(H1,H2), ..., (H2N−1,H2N )]. A general comb Λ
(N)
θ

can model any type of noise and signal correlations,

whereas for uncorrelated models it reduces to Λ
(N)
θ =

Λ⊗N
θ .
To calculate the output state ρθ ∈ L(H2N ⊗ AN ), we

should concatenate the corresponding inputs and outputs

of C(N) and Λ
(N)
θ , which can be done using a link product

operation, ρθ = C(N) ⋆ Λ
(N)
θ , see Refs. [61, 62] for more

details. The adaptive channel QFI or comb QFI, defined
as [45]

F (N)
AD = max

C(N)
F (C(N) ⋆ Λ

(N)
θ ), (6)

quantifies the ultimate precision when arbitrary AD
strategy can be used to sense a parameter encoded in

a comb Λ
(N)
θ .

To calculate F (N)
AD for small N , one should first

decompose Λ
(N)
θ =

∑
k |K

(N)
k,θ ⟩ ⟨K(N)

k,θ |, where |K(N)
k,θ ⟩

are vectorized Kraus operators—this decomposition is
not unique. Then, analogously to α, defined in (4),

a performance operator can be defined as Ω̃
(N)
Λ =

Trout

(∑
k |

˙̃K
(N)
k,θ ⟩ ⟨ ˙̃K

(N)
k,θ |

)
[63] , where Trout is the par-

tial trace over the last output space of Λ
(N)
θ (H2N ),

| ˙̃K
(N)
k,θ ⟩ = |K̇(N)

k,θ ⟩ − ihkk′ |K(N)
k′,θ ⟩, h is a hermitian ma-

trix. Then the maximization in (6) can be written as
[45, 60]

max
C(N)

F (C(N) ⋆ Λ
(N)
θ ) = 4 min

h
max
C̃(N)

Tr
(

Ω̃
(N)
Λ C̃(N)

)
, (7)

where C̃(N) = TrAN
C(N).

The RHS of this equation can be formulated as a single
SDP after translating maximization over C̃(N) to mini-
mization using strong duality [45, 60]. Unfortunately, the
complexity of the resulting problem grows exponentially
with N , which makes it intractable for N ≳ 5.

In the case of uncorrelated noise models, one can go
around this problem, and for large N instead of calculat-
ing the exact value of FAD compute the bounds, using
the following iteration [27]

F (i+1)
AD ≤ F (i)

AD + 4 min
h

[
∥α∥ +

√
F (i)

AD∥β∥
]
, (8)

where β =
∑

k
˙̃K†
kKk, (see Ref. [27] for initial and Ap-

pendix B 1 for a simplified derivation). Note that if there

exists h for which β = 0, F (N)
AD will scales at most linearly

with N . Hence we can write:

lim
N→∞

F (N)
AD /N ≤ 4 min

h
∥α∥ s.t. β = 0 (9)

On the other hand, when β ̸= 0 for all h, then the HS
is in principle allowed, and the asymptotic form of (8)
reads

lim
N→∞

F (N)
AD /N

2 ≤ 4 min
h

∥β∥2. (10)

The iterative bound (8) and asymptotic bounds (9), (10)
can be formulated as SDPs [21, 27]. Interestingly, even
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though the bound (8) is not tight in general, its asymp-
totic forms (9) and (10) are always saturable, even using
narrower class of parallel strategies instead of general AD
strategies [26].

Bound for correlated noise In what follows we derive
bounds analogous to (8), (9), (10) valid for all corre-
lated noise models, and efficiently calculable for arbitrar-
ily large N .

Our results are complementary to Refs. [64, 65], where
tensor network comb representation was used to find op-
timal AD estimation strategies in the presence of corre-
lated noise for big (N ≈ 50) number of channels. The in-
troduced procedure searches through a subclass of adap-
tive strategies (involving limited ancilla size), and conse-
quently returns a lower bound of FAD. Our novel upper
bound allows in particular to benchmark the optimality
of strategies found using this approach.

The comb Λ
(N)
θ representing a correlated noise metro-

logical model can be viewed as a link product of CJ oper-

ators of its teeth
↔
Λθ : L(H2i−1⊗Ri−1) → L(H2i⊗Ri) for

i ∈ {1, 2, ..., N}, where Ri are inaccessible environmen-
tal spaces carrying information needed to model correla-
tions, the fixed state σin is an input of the first register
R0, the last register RN is traced out—see Fig. 2(a).

The ↔ symbol in
↔
Λθ indicates the presence of uncon-

catenated environmental spaces. As in the uncorrelated
case, we assume subsequent teeth are identical, but the
reasoning may be extended beyond this assumption. Let

ρ
(l)
θ ∈ L(H2l ⊗Rl ⊗Al) describe joint probe, ancilla and

environment state after the action of l teeth of Λ
(N)
θ and

let F (i) := F (ρ
(i)
θ ).

Our goal is to upper bound F (l+m) given F (l), where

ρ
(l+m)
θ is created by evolving ρ

(l)
θ through subsequent m

teeth of Λ
(N)
θ represented by

↔
Λ

(m)

θ , see Fig. 1(b,c), where
again the symbol ↔ indicates that the first input and
last output of this comb contain environmental spaces.
The evolution can be accompanied by a general adaptive
quantum control.

To simplify the bound derivation, let us assume that we

have access to |Ψ(l)
θ ⟩, which is a QFI NIP of ρ

(l)
θ satisfy-

ing (1) (El is an additional space added for purification).
This assumption can only increase F (l+m), since all tasks
doable with a state can be also done with its purification.

Let us combine |Ψ(l)
θ ⟩ and

↔
Λ

(m)

θ into a single θ-dependent

comb Λ(l,m)
θ = |Ψ(l)

θ ⟩ ⟨Ψ(l)
θ | ⊗

↔
Λ

(m)

θ .

The comb QFI of Λ(l,m)
θ is an upper bound for F (l+m)

since ρ
(l+m)
θ = Λ(l,m)

θ ⋆ C(l,m), where C(l,m) is a con-
trol comb with labeled inputs and outputs of subsequent
teeth as shown in Fig. 1(c).

To calculate the comb QFI, one needs to know the

comb and its derivative—therefore, apart from
↔
Λ

(m)

θ and
↔̇
Λ

(m)

θ , which can be directly computed for a given noise

model, we need to specify |Ψ(l)
θ ⟩ and |Ψ̇(l)

θ ⟩ . Fortu-

nately, F (l) defines |Ψ(l)
θ ⟩ and |Ψ̇(l)

θ ⟩ up to a unitary
rotation—those two vectors span a two dimensional sub-
space (sometimes called a virtual qubit [66]) Vl ⊂ H2l ⊗
Al⊗Rl⊗El, and vectors |0⟩ = |Ψ(l)

θ ⟩, |1⟩ = 2 |Ψ̇(l)
θ ⟩ /

√
F (l)

form an o.-n. basis of Vl—the orthonormality can be
proven using (1) and pure state QFI formula. Using
{|0⟩ , |1⟩} basis we can write:

|Ψ(l)
θ ⟩ =

[
1
0

]
, |Ψ̇(l)

θ ⟩ =

[
0√

F (l)/2

]
. (11)

There is no need to specify |0⟩ and |1⟩—it is enough to
know, that for some |0⟩, |1⟩ relations (11) hold. We can
then set the first input space of C(l,m) to be Vl since only
this subspace is relevant.

The maximal value of F (l+m) is an upper bound for

F (l+m)
AD , and consequently

F (l+m)
AD ≤ max

C(l,m)
F (C(l,m)⋆Λ(l,m)

θ ), Λ(l,m)
θ =

[
1 0
0 0

]
⊗

↔
Λ

(m)

θ ,

Λ̇(l,m)
θ =

[
1 0
0 0

]
⊗

↔̇
Λ

(m)

θ +

√
F (l)

AD

2

[
0 1
1 0

]
⊗

↔
Λ

(m)

θ . (12)

The registers R0 and RN are closed, so the first and
last iteration steps must be modified accordingly. The
bound might not be tight for several reasons: (i) the

state ρ
(l+m)
θ contains environment Rl+m apart from ac-

cessible probe and ancilla subsystems; (ii) C(l,m) acts on

inaccessible environmental space Rl; (iii) ρ
(i)
θ is replaced

with its purification every m steps. In a physical AD
scheme, the environment is always directly sent to a next

tooth of Λ
(N)
θ , but (i) and (ii) mean that we allow for ar-

bitrary operation acting on environment every m teeth.
This is the price to pay for dividing N correlated chan-
nels into smaller blocks of m, while keeping the universal
validity of the bound at the same time—neglecting the
information contained in environment may lead to incor-
rect, underestimated bound.

The procedure (12) may be also applied to uncorre-
lated noise models—then, (iii) is the only reason for the
bound untightness, which makes it at least as tight as
the old one given by (8) . The new bound can be strictly
tighter (for finite N) than the old one even for m = 1,
increasing m tightens the bound (12) even more—see
Appendix B 2. However, for N → ∞, the bounds are
asymptotically equivalent (and saturable) irrespectively
of m chosen.

For correlated noise, the role of m is more significant,
since information leaks from environment every m steps,
and increasing m tightens the bound also asymptotically.

To get an asymptotic form of the correlated noise
bound, we rephrase the maximization problem from (12)
using (7), and then expand a performance operator of
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FIG. 2. Any comb Λ
(N)
θ can be represented as a link product of its teeth

↔
Λθ, physically implementable estimation strategies

C(N) control probe subspaces H only (a). To derive an iterative upper bound, we divide Λ
(N)
θ into blocks of m teeth

↔
Λ

(m)

θ ,
and allow to additionally control register R after each block (b). In each iteration step (12), we concatenate the purified state

of probe, register and ancilla (A) after l channel uses |Ψ(l)
θ ⟩ with next m channels

↔
Λ

(m)

θ and compute the maximal QFI of a

resulting comb Λ(l,m)
θ (c).

Λ(l,m)
θ (Ω̃

(l,m)
Λ ) using (11) (see Appendix C 1) to get

Tr(Ω̃
(l,m)
Λ C̃(l,m)) =

F (l)

4
+ Tr

(
Ω̃

(m)
Λ C̃00

)
+

+
√
F (l)Re

(
Tr
(
β(m)C̃10

))
, (13)

where Ω̃
(m)
Λ is a performance operator of

↔
Λ

(m)

θ , |K(m)
k,θ ⟩

are its vectorized Kraus operators (we dropped sym-

bol ↔), β(m) = Trout

(∑
k |

˙̃K
(m)
k,θ ⟩ ⟨K(m)

k,θ |
)

, C̃(l,m) =

TrAl+m
C(l,m) and C̃ij = Vl

⟨i|C̃(m+l)|j⟩Vl
. The maxi-

mization of the LHS of (13) over C̃(l,m) can be upper-
bounded my maximizing each term of the RHS indepen-
dently, which leads to

F (l+m)
AD ≤ F (l)

AD + 4 min
h

[
max
C̃A

Tr
(

Ω̃
(m)
Λ C̃A

00

)
+

+

√
F (l)

AD max
C̃B

Re
(

Tr
(
β(m)C̃B

10

))]
, (14)

C̃A, C̃B are independent combs of the same type as
C̃(m+l), superscript (m+l) was dropped for conciseness.

The two maximization problems in the RHS of (14) do
not depend on l, so we can adopt convention l = 0 for

naming the subspaces on which operators C̃ij , β
(m) and

Ω̃
(m)
Λ act. Let Xm be a linear space of traceless operators

satisfying the linear conditions (5), where K1, ...,K2m

are subsequent input and output spaces of combs C̃ij ,
so K1 = ∅, K2 = H1 ⊗ R0, K3 = H2, ... ,K2m =
H2m−1, and let X⊥

m be the orthogonal complement of
Xm in the space of all operators with respect to Hilbert-
Schmidt scalar product. Then, we can uniquely decom-

pose β(m) = β
(m)
1 +β

(m)
2 , where β

(m)
1 ∈ Xm, β

(m)
2 ∈ X⊥

m .

Since C̃†
10 ∈ Xm [67], we have Tr(β

(m)
2 C̃B

10) = 0, and con-

sequently β(m) can be replaced with β
(m)
1 in (14). More-

over, as we prove in Appendix C 1, the maximization over
C̃B in (14) always returns non-negative number, which

is equal to 0 iff β
(m)
1 = 0 for a given h. If such h exists,

then the QFI scales at most linearly:

lim
N→∞

F (N)
AD /N ≤ 4 min

h
max
C̃

Tr
(

Ω̃
(m)
Λ C̃00

)
/m s.t. β

(m)
1 = 0.

(15)
If such h does not exists, then the HS is allowed by the
bound:

lim
N→∞

F (N)
AD /N

2 ≤ 4 min
h

[
max
C̃

Re
(

Tr
(
β
(m)
1 C̃10

)
/m
)]2

.

(16)
In Appendix C 2 we show how to translate bounds (12),
(15) and (16) into single SDPs using the technique from
Refs. [45, 60]. The bound became less tight after replac-
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ing a common maximization from (12) with two maxi-
mizations in (14)—however, as we show in Appendix C 1,
this has no impact asymptotically, and the bounds (15),
(16) are asymptotically equivalent to (12) iterated many
times. These asymptotic bounds are not guaranteed to
be tight, though they can be made tighter by increasing
m.

Example: correlated dephasing To illustrate the
practical relevance of this new family of bounds, we con-
sider the example of phase estimation in the presence
of correlated dephasing noise. Single-qubit dephasing is
manifested as a shrinkage of the Bloch vector by a fac-
tor η = cos(ϵ) towards axis parallel to unit vector n⃗. It
can be interpreted as a rotation of a qubit by a random
angle +ϵ or −ϵ around axis n⃗, each angle is picked with
equal probability 1/2, ϵ ∈ [0, π/2]. The corresponding

noise Kraus operators are K+ = Rn⃗(+ϵ)/
√

2, K− =

Rn⃗(−ϵ)/
√

2, where Rn⃗(φ) = e−
i
2φn⃗·σ⃗, σ⃗ = [σx, σy, σz],

the Kraus operators including the unitary signal are
K±,θ = Rẑ(θ)K± (we assume that noise acts before sig-
nal).

To investigate a basic form of correlations, we assume
that the rotational directions for consecutive dephasing
channels are elements of a binary Markov chain, where
the conditional probability of rotational direction si ∈
{+,−} in channel i assuming direction si−1 in channel
i− 1 is given by

Ti|i−1(si|si−1) = (1 + sisi−1C)/2, (17)

where i ∈ {2, 3, ..., N} , C ∈ [−1, 1] is a correlation pa-
rameter: C = 0 corresponds to no correlations, C = 1
means maximal positive correlations, and C = −1—
maximal negative correlations. In the first channel both
directions are equally probable, p1(+) = p1(−) = 1/2.

We can model the correlations by interwinding uni-
taries Vθ acting on probe (H) and register (R) qubits
with mixing operations T acting on R only [64], see Fig.
3(a). The register contains the information about the
next direction of rotation—if found in a state |±⟩, ro-
tation Rn⃗(±ϵ) is performed; |+⟩, |−⟩ are an o.-n. ba-
sis of R. The unitary operation acting on H ⊗ R is
Vθ =

√
2K+,θ ⊗ |+⟩R ⟨+| +

√
2K−,θ ⊗ |−⟩R ⟨−| . The

Kraus operators of channel T are Tsr =
√

1+srC
2 |s⟩ ⟨r|

for s, r ∈ {+,−}, so it applies the classical map (17) on
the basis |±⟩ of R.

To calculate the bound, we need to cut the whole chain

Λ
(N)
θ into pieces

↔
Λ

(m)

θ . This can be done in many different
ways, the choice affects the tightness of the bound.

Let us consider the parallel dephasing case n⃗ = ẑ, when
noise commutes with signal. If we cut a chain after T and
before Vθ, we get a full control on the sign of ϵ for the first
dephasing channel in each block—this results in apparent
HS manifested by the bound. If we cut a chain after U
and before T , then we get information about the sign of
the rotation of the last channel in each block, which also
leads to apparent HS.

FIG. 3. Binary correlations between dephasing channels
can be modeled using scheme (a). To get the tightest pos-
sible bound, the chain of correlated channels should be cut
into pieces differently for parallel and perpendicular dephas-
ing (b). The precision limits for both cases are shown in
(c). For the case of parallel dephasing, we shaded the re-
gions between the lower and upper bounds of the QFI per
channel achievable with up to N coherent channel uses. The
resulting areas for negative (C = −0.4, blue) and positive
(C = 0.4, red) correlations are disjoint, which proves that
negative correlations offer fundamental metrological advan-
tage over positive correlations. For perpendicular dephasing,
the QFI depends on |C|, but not on its sign. For two studied
cases (|C| = 0.4, |C| = 0.8) we observe that the upper bounds
are equally tight for all N for m ∈ {1, 2, 3}, which suggest
that the bounds are tight for m = 1. Moreover, for |C| = 0.4
it is possible to almost saturate the bound already with one-
qubit ancilla.

To resolve this issue, we cut the chain in the middle of
the operation T—we write a classical map T as a concate-
nation of two maps t given by conditional probabilities

ti|i−1(si|si−1) = (1 + sisi−1

√
|C|)/2, (18)

when C < 0, then a bit flip on basis |±⟩ has to be ad-
ditionally inserted between two operations t. The re-

sulting comb
↔
Λ

(m)

θ consists of m unitaries Vθ intertwined
with mixing channels T , with channels t (performing the
classical operation (18) on the basis |±⟩R) at both ends,

see Fig. 3(b). We insert
↔
Λ

(m)

θ into the iterative proce-
dure (12) to derive a bound, which is valid for a scenario
when each two neighboring unitaries Vθ are connected
by T . For the first iteration step we send the maximally
mixed state as input for the register.

We numerically observe that the HS is not possible for
correlated parallel dephasing for any −1 < C < 1 and
0 ≤ η < 1. In Fig. 3 we compare upper bounds, calcu-
lated for positive (C = 0.4) and negative (C = −0.4) cor-
relations, with lower bounds—QFIs achievable using pro-
tocols with small ancilla dimension dA, calculated using
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tensor networks based algorithm described in Ref. [64].
These bounds can be made arbitrarily tight by increasing
m and dA, respectively; however, this quickly becomes
numerically costly. We managed to perform calculations
up to dA = 4 and m = 4, for these values the lower
and upper bounds still do not coincide. Nevertheless, for
the first time we find precision limits of metrological pro-
tocols with arbitrarily large dA applicable to correlated
noise. This allows us to deduce that negative correlations
offer metrological advantage over positive correlations.

Let us also study the perpendicular dephasing case
(n⃗ = x̂), for which the HS is possible [27]. As we checked
numerically, to get the tightest bound in this case, we
should not split the noisy operations T in the blocks’
boundaries equally—instead, we should make a cut after
Vθ and before T , see Fig. 3(b). This is because non-
commuting noise acts before the signal, and the informa-
tion about dephasing direction is no longer useful after
the signal. Interestingly, the resulting bounds are equally
tight for m ∈ {1, 2, 3}, which suggests that the bound is
already tight for m = 1. We confirm this by observ-
ing that the QFI achievable by adaptive protocol with
dA = 2 is very close to the upper bound calculated for
m = 1, see Fig. 3(c). We checked, that for perpendicular
dephasing the QFI does not depend on the sign of C, but
on its absolute value—correlations may be used as an ex-
tra source of information, since the achievable precision
increases with |C|.

Conclusions. The examples presented above are just
a small sample of the numerous possible applications
of this new family of bounds. The introduced formal-
ism allows for handling not only classical but also inher-
ently quantum correlations between subsequent channels,
which arise in the study of non-Markovian open quantum

systems [29, 30, 32, 34]. Although the sequential scheme,
where channels occur one after another, suggests a fo-
cus on temporal correlations, the bound is also valid for
spatial correlations. In these cases, channels are usually
sampled in parallel, but since parallel schemes are a sub-
set of adaptive ones, the bound still holds.

The presented results are also important for uncor-
related quantum metrology, since the derived bound is
stronger (or at least equally strong) then the state-of-the
art bound [27] even in its simplest, single-channel version
(m = 1). The bound can be made arbitrarily tight by
increasing the iteration step m.

This work, together with [64, 65], establishes a compre-
hensive framework to study metrological protocols in the
presence of correlated noise for a large number of probed
channels. In the near future, we plan to apply this frame-
work to get new insights about real-life scenarios [68],
and to explore the effects of inherently quantum environ-
ments, e.g. in collisional quantum thermometry [69, 70].

A challenging extension will be to explore the contin-
uous time limit, where quantum combs (also known as
process tensors [34]) are routinely used in numerical stud-
ies of the dynamics and control of non-Markovian open
systems [32, 71–74]. Finally, it will be interesting to see
if similar ideas apply to the related problem of discrimi-
nating quantum combs [75–78].
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The elusive Heisenberg limit in quantum-enhanced
metrology, Nat. Commun. 3, 1063 (2012).
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and  L. Cywiński, Environmental noise spectroscopy with
qubits subjected to dynamical decoupling, J. Phys. Con-
dens. Matter 29, 333001 (2017).
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Appendix A: Basics of Quantum Fisher Information

The QFI of an arbitrary mixed state ρθ can be calculated using the formula

F (ρθ) = Tr(ρθL
2
θ), ρ̇θ =

1

2
(ρθLθ + Lθρθ) , (A1)

where dot denotes the derivative over θ, and the symmetric logarithmic derivative (SLD) matrix Lθ can be calculated
by solving the rightmost equation from (A1). For pure state models ρθ = |ψθ⟩ ⟨ψθ|, the closed analytical formula for
SLD and the QFI can be easily derived:

Lθ = 2
(
|ψ̇θ⟩ ⟨ψθ| + |ψθ⟩ ⟨ψ̇θ|

)
, F (|ψθ⟩) = 4(⟨ψ̇θ|ψ̇θ⟩ − | ⟨ψθ|ψ̇θ⟩ |2). (A2)

https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.98.020102
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.98.020102
https://doi.org/10.1088/1367-2630/ac92a2
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.6.031033
https://arxiv.org/abs/1409.0535
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.130.070803
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.130.070803
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.101.060401
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.101.060401
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.80.022339
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.80.022339
https://arxiv.org/abs/2403.04854
https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2403.09519
https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2403.09519
https://arxiv.org/abs/2403.09519
https://doi.org/10.1103/PRXQuantum.4.040336
https://doi.org/10.1103/PRXQuantum.4.040336
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-019-13735-9
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.123.180602
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.102.042417
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.102.042417
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.123.240602
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.123.240602
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.126.200401
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.132.060401
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.132.060401
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2406.17719
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2406.17719
https://arxiv.org/abs/2406.17719
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.101.180501
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.101.180501
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.3693621
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevResearch.1.033169
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevResearch.1.033169
https://arxiv.org/abs/2407.15712
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.127.200504


9

Appendix B: Uncorrelated noise bound

The bound (8) has been derived in Ref. [27], and the asymptotic bounds (9) and (10) are its direct consequences,
see (11), (12) from Ref. [27]. In what follows, we provide a simpler derivation of (8). From the new derivation it
is clear, that the bound generated by (12) for uncorrelated noise is at least as tight as the one given by (8). The
advantage of the old derivation is that it can be easily generalized to strategies involving causal superpositions.

1. Simplified derivation

We consider an AD scheme in which N independent channels Λθ are probed—we keep the notation from the main

text. Let ρ
(l)
θ ∈ L(H2l ⊗Al) be the probe and ancilla state after lth use of Λθ, let F (ρ

(l)
θ ) = F (l). The state after the

next control is Cl(ρ
(l)
θ ), we construct its QFI NIP |Ψ(l)

θ ⟩ ∈ H2l+1 ⊗ Al+1 ⊗ El, where El is an artificial space added
for purification purposes. Using (1) and (A2) and the fact that θ-independent channel cannot increase the QFI [58,
p. 57], we obtain

4 ⟨Ψ̇(l)
θ |Ψ̇(l)

θ ⟩ = F (Cl(ρ
(l)
θ )) ≤ F (l). (B1)

Let K̄k,θ = Kk,θ ⊗ 1Al+1⊗El
, the state of probe and ancilla after the action of the (l+ 1)th channel can be written as

ρ
(l+1)
θ = TrEl

(∑
k

K̄k,θ |Ψ(l)
θ ⟩ ⟨Ψ(l)

θ | K̄†
k,θ

)
. (B2)

Since the QFI of a subsystem is smaller or equal than the QFI of the whole system (i) and the QFI of a purification
is larger or equal than the QFI of a purified state (ii), we obtain

F (l+1)
(i)

≤ F

(∑
k

K̄k,θ |Ψ(l)
θ ⟩ ⟨Ψ(l)

θ | K̄†
k,θ

)
(ii)

≤ F

(∑
k

K̄k,θ |Ψ(l)
θ ⟩ ⊗ |k⟩E′

l

)
, (B3)

where E ′
l is an additional space added for purification, vectors |k⟩E′

l
form its o.-n. basis. After expanding the

rightmost part of (B3) using (A2), we obtain

F (l+1)/4 ≤ ⟨Ψ̇(l)
θ |
∑
k

K̄†
θ,kK̄θ,k |Ψ̇(l)

θ ⟩ + ⟨Ψ̇(l)
θ |
∑
i

K̄†
θ,k

˙̄Kθ,k |Ψ(l)
θ ⟩ + ⟨Ψ(l)

θ |
∑
i

˙̄K†
θ,kK̄θ,k |Ψ̇(l)

θ ⟩+ (B4)

+ ⟨Ψ(l)
θ |
∑
i

˙̄K†
θ,k

˙̄Kθ,k |Ψ(l)
θ ⟩ (B5)

From (B1) and identity
∑

k K̄
†
θ,kK̄θ,k = 1 we deduce that the first term is upper bounded by F (l)/4; the last term is

upper-bounded by ∥α∥ because ⟨Ψ(l)
θ |Ψ(l)

θ ⟩ = 1 and ∥A⊗1∥ = ∥A∥. Both the 2nd and the 3rd term are upper-bounded

by
√
F (l)/4∥β∥, this follows from the inequality

⟨x|A|y⟩ ≤
√

⟨x|x⟩∥A∥
√

⟨y|y⟩, (B6)

which is a weaker version of (7) from [27]. After taking this all together, we obtain (8).
To derive this bound, we assumed the access to QFI NIP of a probe and ancilla after each control. Moreover, we

maximized each term of (B4) independently—this is another factor making the bound not tight, since usually all the
terms cannot be maximal at the same time. Interestingly, to derive (12), we only assumed the access the access to QFI
NIP every m steps, no additional assumptions were required. Therefore, the bound generated by (12) is guaranteed
to be at least as tight as the one generated by (8) already for m = 1. Increasing m may tighten the bound even more.

2. Example

To illustrate the effectiveness of a bound, let us calculate it for m ∈ {1, 2, 3} for phase estimation in the presence

of amplitude damping noise, for which Kk,θ = Kke
− iθσz

2 ,

K1 = |0⟩ ⟨0| +
√
p |1⟩ ⟨1| , K2 =

√
1 − p |0⟩ ⟨1| . (B7)
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In Fig. 4, we demonstrate the results for p = 0.5. The newly introduced bound is tighter than the old one already
for m = 1 . For larger m, the bound becomes even tighter, and very close to the optimal QFI calculated exactly for
m ≤ 4 using the algorithm from Ref. [45].

1 2 3 4 10 100

N

1.0

1.5

2.0

2.5

3.0

3.5

4.0

F
(N

)
A

D
/N

old bound

new, m = 1

new, m = 2

new, m = 3

exact QFI

FIG. 4. Precision bounds for phase estimation in the presence of amplitude damping noise.

Appendix C: Correlated noise bound

1. Asymptotic bounds: the derivation details

To derive the asymptotic bounds (9), (10), (15), (16) using iteration relations (8) and (14), we will use the following
lemma.

Lemma 1 Let a(n) be a sequence of real numbers satisfying a(n+1) = a(n) +A+ 2B
√
a(n) for any integer n, a(0) = 0,

A ≥ B2. Then

lim
n→∞

a(n)/n = A for B = 0; lim
n→∞

a(n)/n2 = B2 for B ≥ 0. (C1)

Proof When B = 0, then a(n) = An, so the first part of lemma is obvious. When B > 0, then for any n ≥ 1

a(n) ≤ f(n) = An+B2n(n− 1) + (A−B2)n log n, (C2)

which is proven in the supplementary material of Ref. [27], Appendix E, in which ∥α∥ and ∥β∥ play the role of A and
B. Let us now prove that for any n ≥ 1

a(n) ≥ B2n2. (C3)

This can be shown by induction, we have a(1) = A ≥ B212, and when (C3) holds for some n, then for n+ 1 we have

a(n+1) ≥ B2n2 + 2B2n+A ≥ B2n2 + 2B2n+B2 = B2(n+ 1)2. (C4)

From (C2) , (C3), and the fact that limn→∞ f(n)/n2 = B2 follows the 2nd part of the lemma. ■

The asymptotic bounds for uncorrelated noise (9) and (10) are direct consequences of the iterative bound (8) and

Lemma 1—notice that asymptotically (for large F (i)
AD) the minimum over h is always achieved when ∥β∥ is minimal,

since it is multiplied by

√
F (i)

AD and consequently eventually dominates over the term with ∥α∥, unless ∥β∥ = 0.
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Let us proceed to the derivation of (13). Since
↔
Λ

(m)

θ =
∑

k |K
(m)
k,θ ⟩ ⟨K(m)

k,θ | and Λ(l,m)
θ = |Ψ(l)

θ ⟩ ⟨Ψ(l)
θ | ⊗

↔
Λ

(m)

θ , we can
decompose

Λ(l,m)
θ =

∑
k

|L(l,m)
k,θ ⟩ ⟨L(l,m)

k,θ | , (C5)

where |L(l,m)
k,θ ⟩ = |Ψ(l)

θ ⟩ ⊗ |K(m)
k,θ ⟩. Using Leibniz rule and (11) we obtain

|L(l,m)
k,θ ⟩ = |0⟩ ⊗ |K(m)

k,θ ⟩ , |L̇(l,m)
k,θ ⟩ = |0⟩ ⊗ |K̇(m)

k,θ ⟩ +
√
F (l)/2 |1⟩ ⊗ |K(m)

k,θ ⟩ , (C6)

and consequently | ˙̃L
(l,m)
k,θ ⟩ = |0⟩ ⊗ | ˙̃K

(m)
k,θ ⟩ +

√
F (l)/2 |1⟩ ⊗ |K(m)

k,θ ⟩, where | ˙̃L
(l,m)
k,θ ⟩ = |L̇(l,m)

k,θ ⟩ − ihkk′ |L(l,m)
k′,θ ⟩ for some

hermitian matrix h. After inserting this into the definition of the performance operator we get

Ω̃
(l,m)
Λ = Trout

(∑
k

| ˙̃L
(l,m)
k,θ ⟩ ⟨ ˙̃L

(l,m)
k,θ |

)
= |0⟩ ⟨0|⊗Ω̃

(m)
Λ +

1

2

√
F (l) |0⟩ ⟨1|⊗β(m)+

1

2

√
F (l) |1⟩ ⟨0|⊗β(m)†+

1

4
F (l) |1⟩ ⟨1|⊗Λ̃(m),

(C7)

where Λ̃(m) = Trout
↔
Λ

(m)

θ , here Trout is the partial trace over the subspace H2(l+m) ⊗ Rl+m, which is the last

output of
↔
Λ

(m)

θ . After decomposing C̃(m,l) =
∑1

i,j=0 |i⟩Vl
⟨j| ⊗ C̃ij , using (C7) and the normalization con-

dition Tr(C̃11Λ̃
(m)) = C̃11 ⋆ Λ

(m) = 1, we obtain (13). The normalization condition was derived using the

fact that C̃11 ∈ Comb[(∅,H2l+1 ⊗ Rl), (H2l+2,H2l+3), ..., (H2(l+m)−2,H2(l+m)−1)] and Λ̃(m) ∈ Comb[(H2l+1 ⊗
Rl,H2l+2), (H2l+3,H2l+4), ..., (H2(l+m)−1, ∅)], so all outputs of C̃11 are inputs of Λ̃(m) and vice versa.

The upper bound for F (l+m)
AD is obtained by maximizing the RHS of (13) over C̃(l+m) (F (l) should be replaced

with the upper bound for F (l)
AD). To further simplify the bound, we maximize each term independently (we use the

inequality between the maximum of sum and the sum of maxima), which leads to (14). This step may weaken the
bound for finite N , but, interestingly, it does not affect its asymptotic behavior. To show this, let us consider two
cases:

1. Heisenberg scaling is possible. Then, for F (l) → ∞ the last term of the RHS of (13) dominates over the middle

one. When we pick C̃(l+m) such that C̃10 maximizes the last term, then the result of a maximization over C̃(l+m)

is arbitrarily close to the result of independent maximization over C̃A, C̃B for F (l) → ∞ (the ratio between the
two results → 1).

2. Heisenberg scaling is not possible. Then, to minimize the figure of merit over h for F (l) → ∞, we should choose
h for which the last term of (13) is 0 for any C̃10. Then, we can choose C̃10 = 0 without affecting the result.

This makes the condition C̃(l+m) ⪰ 0 equivalent to C̃00, C̃11 ⪰ 0 , so the coupling between the two maximization
problems is again irrelevant.

Let us introduce the following notation:

λA(h) = 4 max
C̃A

Tr
(

Ω̃
(m)
Λ C̃A

00

)
, λB(h) = 2 max

C̃B
Re
(

Tr
(
β(m)C̃B

10

))
, (C8)

so we can write (14) as

F (l+m)
AD ≤ F (l)

AD + min
h

[
λA(h) + 2λB(h)

√
F (l)

AD

]
(C9)

To derive corresponding asymptotic bounds, let us firstly derive a sufficient and necessary condition for vanishing of

λB(h). We use the decomposition β(m) = β
(m)
1 +β

(m)
2 , see the main text below (14), and prove the following lemma.

Lemma 2 λB(h) ≥ 0, moreover λB(h) = 0 if and only if β
(m)
1 = 0.

Proof The comb conditions for C̃B are equivalent to the following set of conditions for its blocks C̃B
ij (from

now on we will use subspaces naming convention l = 0 as in the main text): (i) C̃B
00, C̃

B
11 ∈ Comb[(∅,H1 ⊗

R0), (H2,H3), ..., (H2m−2,H2m−1)]; (ii) C̃B
01, C̃

B
10 ∈ Xm; (iii) C̃B

01 = C̃B†
10 and C̃B

00 ⪰ C̃B†
10

(
C̃B

11

)−1

C̃B
10. When C̃B

11

is singular, then its inverse should be replaced with pseudo inverse in the proofs of lemmas 2 and 3. The space Xm
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is defined below (14), conditions (i) and (ii) are a consequence of the linear constraints for the comb C̃(l,m), and

condition (iii) is a consequence of the positivity constraint and Shur’s complement condition. If we choose any C̃B
00,

C̃B
11 satisfying (i) and set C̃B

01 = C̃B
10 = 0, then conditions (ii)-(iii) are also satisfied and Tr

(
β(m)C̃B

10

)
= 0 which

proves that λB(h) ≥ 0. Since for all cases C̃B†
10 ∈ Xm and β

(m)
2 ∈ X⊥

m , we have Tr
(
C̃B

10β
(m)
2

)
= 0, so λB(h) = 0

when β
(m)
1 = 0. Let us now assume that β

(m)
1 ̸= 0, and fix strictly positive definite C̃B

00 and C̃B
11 satisfying condi-

tion (i), and C̃B
01 = ϵβ

(m)
1 , C̃B

10 = ϵβ
(m)†
1 . Then, condition (ii) is satisfied since β

(m)
1 ∈ Xm, and for small enough

ϵ > 0 condition (iii) is also satisfied since C̃B
00 is strictly positive. Therefore, there exists a comb C̃B for which

Re
(

Tr
(
β(m)C̃B

10

))
= ϵRe

(
Tr
(
β
(m)
1 β

(m)†
1

))
> 0, which finishes the proof of the 2nd part of the lemma. ■

Furthermore, let us generalize the inequality ∥α∥ ≥ ∥β∥2 to the case of correlated noise.

Lemma 3 λA(h) ≥ λB(h)2

Proof Let us use the notation C̃A, C̃B for matrices maximizing λA(h) and λB(h) respectively. Obviously, λA(h) ≥
4Tr

(
Ω̃

(m)
Λ C̃B

00

)
and λB(h)2 ≤ 4

∣∣∣Tr
(
β(m)C̃B

10

)∣∣∣2, so the inequality

Tr
(

Ω̃
(m)
Λ C̃B

00

)
≥
∣∣∣Tr
(
β(m)C̃B

10

)∣∣∣2 (C10)

implies the thesis of our lemma. To prove this inequality, notice that

∣∣∣Tr
(
β(m)C̃B

10

)∣∣∣ =

∣∣∣∣∣Tr

(
Trout

(∑
k

| ˙̃K
(m)
k,θ ⟩ ⟨K(m)

k,θ |
)
C̃B

10

)∣∣∣∣∣ =

∣∣∣∣∣∑
k

⟨K(m)
k,θ |C̃B

10 ⊗ 1out| ˙̃K
(m)
k,θ ⟩

∣∣∣∣∣ =

=

∣∣∣∣∣∑
k

⟨K(m)
k,θ |

(
C̃B

11

) 1
2
(
C̃B

11

)− 1
2

C̃B
10 ⊗ 1out| ˙̃K

(m)
k,θ ⟩

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤
(i)

≤
√∑

k

⟨K(m)
k,θ |C̃B

11 ⊗ 1out|K(m)
k,θ ⟩ ·

√∑
k

⟨ ˙̃K
(m)
k,θ |C̃B†

10

(
C̃B

11

)−1

C̃B
10 ⊗ 1out| ˙̃K

(m)
k,θ ⟩

(ii)

≤
√∑

k

⟨ ˙̃K
(m)
k,θ |C̃B

00 ⊗ 1out| ˙̃K
(m)
k,θ ⟩ =

=

√
Tr
(

Ω̃
(m)
Λ C̃B

00

)
(C11)

In (i) we used Cauchy-Schwarz inequality |∑k ⟨xk|yk⟩| ≤
√∑

k ⟨xk|xk⟩
√∑

k ⟨yk|yk⟩ with |xk⟩ =
(
C̃B

11

) 1
2⊗1out |K(m)

k,θ ⟩,

|yk⟩ =
(
C̃B

11

)− 1
2

C̃B
10 ⊗ 1out | ˙̃K

(m)
k,θ ⟩. In (ii) we used the fact that the expression under the first square root is

Tr

(
↔
Λ

(m)

θ C̃B
11

)
= 1, since

↔
Λ

(m)

θ and C̃B
11 are two combs whose inputs and outputs are compatible. We also used the fact

that the matrix C̃B =

[
C̃B

00 C̃B
01

C̃B
10 C̃B

11

]
is hermitian and positive-semidefinite, which implies that C̃B

01 = C̃B†
10 , and due to

Shur’s complement condition C̃B
00 ⪰ C̃B†

10

(
C̃B

11

)−1

C̃B
10, which means that ⟨u|C̃B

00 ⊗ 1|u⟩ ≥ ⟨u|C̃B†
10

(
C̃B

11

)−1

C̃B
10 ⊗ 1|u⟩

for any |u⟩. ■

If we perform the minimization over h in (C9) for F (l)
AD → ∞, then the term with λB dominates the term with

λA(h) when λB(h) > 0. When there is h for which λB(h) = 0 then for large enough l the minimum over h is achieved
when λB(h) = 0, and, according to Lemma 2, (15) is satisfied. When there is no such h, then we can derive (16)

using Lemmas 1 and 3 applied for a sequence F (0)
AD,F

(m)
AD ,F

(2m)
AD , ... If we follow all the steps made to derive (15)

and (16) from iteration (14), we see, that we did not loose tightness asymptotically, so the asymptotic bound reflect
the asymptotic behavior of a sequence given by recursion (14). However, even if the resulting bounds are still not
guaranteed to be asymptotically tight, they can be make tighter and tighter by increasing m.

2. Formulations as SDPs

To formulate the bounds as SDPs, we will use the following Lemma.
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Lemma 4 Let us consider the following primal SDP maximization problem:

maxC Tr(AC)
s.t. C ∈ Comb[(K1,K2), ...(K2N−1,K2N )]

, (C12)

A is a hermitian matrix. Then the dual problem is

minQ(1),Q(2),...,Q(N) Tr
(
Q(1)

)
s.t. Q(N) ⊗ 12N ⪰ A

Tr2k−1Q
(k) = Q(k−1) ⊗ 12k−2 for k ∈ {2, 3, ..., N}

, (C13)

where Q(k) are hermitian matrices, Q(k) ∈ L(K1 ⊗ K2 ⊗ ... ⊗ K2k−1). The solutions of the dual problem is equal to
the solution of the primal problem.

Proof A very similar statement was proven in the Supplementary Material of Ref. [45], see Section I.B, Lemmas 5
and 6. There, A was assumed to be equal to performance operator, but this assumption was not used, and the proof
remains correct for any hermitian A. Moreover, the proof provided in Ref. [45] can be only directly applied to cases
when K1 is a trivial one-dimensional space ∅. To generalize the proof for a general case, it is enough to apply it for
a comb with an additional artificial empty teeth, so we consider C ∈ Comb[(∅, ∅), (K1,K2), ..., (K2N−1,K2N )] instead
of C ∈ Comb[(K1,K2), ..., (K2N−1,K2N )]. Then, we end up with a dual problem in the form (C13).■

The iterative bound (12) can be formulated as an SDP using Algorithm 1 from Ref. [45] directly applied

for parameter-dependent comb Λ(l,m)
θ . Let us use the decomposition (C5), (C6), and define |ċ(l,m)

k,j (h)⟩ =

H2(l+m)⊗Rl+m
⟨j| ˙̃L

(l,m)
k,θ ⟩, where |j⟩ is some orthonormal basis of H2(l+m)⊗Rl+m (notice that |ċ(l,m)

k,j (h)⟩ depend linearly

on the mixing hermitian matrix h). The upper bound for F (l+m)
AD (12) is given by the following SDP:

F (l+m)
AD ≤ 4 min

h,{Q(k)}k∈{1,...,m}

Tr
(
Q(1)

)
, subject to A ⪰ 0, (C14)

∀
2≤k≤m−1

TrH2(l+k)
Q(k+1) = Q(k) ⊗ 11H2(l+k)−1

,

TrH2l+2
Q(2) = Q(1) ⊗ 11H2l+1⊗Rl

, (C15)

where

A =


Q(m) ⊗ 11H2(l+m)−1

|ċ(l,m)
1,1 (h)⟩ . . . |ċ(l,m)

r,d (h)⟩
⟨ċ(l,m)

1,1 (h)|
... 1dr

⟨ċ(l,m)
r,d (h)|

 , (C16)

d is the dimension of H2(l+m) ⊗ Rl+m, r is the rank of Λ(l,m)
θ , Q(1) ∈ L(Vl), notice that |ċ(l,m)

k,j (h)⟩ depend on the

bound for F (l)
AD .

The asymptotic bound (15) can be written as a similar SDP with additional constraints for h coming from condition

β
(m)
1 = 0. Firstly, let us notice that the maximization over C̃ in (15) boils down to a maximization over C̃00 ∈

Comb[(∅,H1⊗R0), (H2,H3), ..., (H2m−2,H2m−1)], as in the main text we use subspaces naming condition l = 0 since

the maximization problems from now on do not depend on l. Secondly, the condition β
(m)
1 = 0 can be written as β(m) ∈

X⊥
m . Let us remind, that X ∈ Xm iff Tr(X) = 0 and there exists a sequence of operators X(1), X(2), ..., X(m−1), X(m)

for which X = X(m), ∀2≤k≤mTrH2k−1
X(k) = X(k−1) ⊗ 11H2m−2

, X(1) ∈ L(H1 ⊗ R0). Since the dual affine space to

comb space is another comb space (with outputs and inputs interchanged) [60, 79], it can be shown that β(m) ∈ X⊥
m iff

there exists a sequence of operators Y (1), Y (2), ..., Y (m−1) for which β(m) = Y (m−1) ⊗ 11H2m−1 , ∀2≤k≤m−1TrH2k
Y (k) =

Y (k−1) ⊗ 11H2k−1
, TrH2

Y (1) = Y (0)11H1⊗R0
, Y (0) ∈ C. When we introduce notation |c(m)

k,j (h)⟩ =
H2m⊗Rm

⟨j|K(m)
k,θ ⟩,

|ċ(m)
k,j (h)⟩ =

H2m⊗Rm
⟨j| ˙̃K

(m)
k,θ ⟩, then

β(m)(h) =
∑
k,j

|ċ(m)
k,j (h)⟩ ⟨c(m)

k,j | , (C17)
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notice that β(m)(h) depends linearly on h. Finally, after supplementing the SDP from Ref. [45] with the condition

for β(m), we get the following SDP for an asymptotic bound:

lim
N→∞

F (N)
AD /N ≤ 4/m min

h,{Q(k),Y (k)}k∈{0,1,...,m−1}

Q(0), subject to A ⪰ 0, (C18)

∀
2≤k≤m−1

TrH2k
Q(k) = Q(k−1) ⊗ 11H2k−1

,

TrH2Q
(1) = Q(0)11H1⊗R0 , Q(0) ∈ R, (C19)

β(m)(h) = Y (m−1) ⊗ 11H2m−1 , (C20)

∀2≤k≤m−1TrH2k
Y (k) = Y (k−1) ⊗ 11H2k−1

, (C21)

TrH2
Y (1) = Y (0)11H1⊗R0

, Y (0) ∈ C, (C22)

where

A =


Q(m−1) ⊗ 11H2m−1

|ċ(m)
1,1 (h)⟩ . . . |ċ(m)

r,d (h)⟩
⟨ċ(m)

1,1 (h)|
... 1dr

⟨ċ(m)
r,d (h)|

 , (C23)

d is dimension of H2m ⊗Rm, r is the rank of
↔
Λ

(m)

θ .
The asymptotic bound in the presence of HS (16) can be written as

lim
N→∞

F (N)
AD /N

2 ≤
[

2/mmin
h

max
C̃∈Comb[(V0,H1⊗R0),(H2,H3),...,(H2m−2,H2m−1)]

Tr

(
C̃

[
0 1

2β
(m)

1
2β

(m)† 0

])]2
, (C24)

where we replaced β
(m)
1 with β(m), which does not affect the result since Tr(β(m)C̃10) = Tr(β

(m)
1 C̃10), and we also

used the block decomposition C̃ =

[
C̃00 C̃01

C̃10 C̃11

]
where C̃†

01 = C̃10. After dualizing the maximization problem using

Lemma 4, we can write the whole min max problem as a single SDP minimization:√
lim

N→∞
F (N)

AD /N
2 ≤ 2/m min

h,{Q(k)}k∈{1,...,m}

Tr
(
Q(1)

)
, (C25)

subject to Q(m) ⊗ 11H2m−1
⪰
[

0 1
2β

(m)

1
2β

(m)† 0

]
, (C26)

∀
2≤k≤m−1

TrH2k
Q(k+1) = Q(k) ⊗ 11H2k−1

,

TrH2Q
(2) = Q(1) ⊗ 11R0⊗H1 , (C27)

where Q(1) ∈ L(V0), β(m) is given by (C17).
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