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Microbial colonization of surfaces represents the first step towards biofilm formation, which is a
recurring phenomenon in nature with beneficial and detrimental implications in technological and
medical settings. Consequently, there is a current interest in elucidating the fundamental aspects
of the initial stages of biofilm formation of microorganisms on solid surfaces. While most of the
research is oriented to understand bacterial surface colonization, such observations at a fundamental
level using photosynthetic microalgae are thus far elusive. Recent single-cell studies showed that
the flagellar adhesion of Chlamydomonas is switched on in blue light and switched off under red
light [Kreis et al., Nature Physics, 2018, 14, 45-49]. Here, we study this light-switchable surface
association of C. reinhardtii on the population level and measure the kinetics of adsorption and
desorption of suspensions of motile cells on glass surfaces using bright field optical microscopy. We
observe that both processes exhibit a response lag relative to the time at which the blue- and red-
light conditions are set and model this feature using time-delayed Langmuir-type kinetics. We find
that cell adsorption occurs significantly faster than desorption, which we attribute to the protein-
mediated molecular adhesion mechanism of the cells. Adsorption experiments using phototactically
blind Chlamydomonas mutants demonstrate that phototaxis does not affect the cell adsorption
kinetics. Hence, this method can be used as an assay for characterizing the dynamics of the surface
colonization of microbial species exhibiting light-regulated surface adhesion.

The development of microbial colonies at natural and
artificial surfaces, known as biofilms, is a recurring phe-
nomenon that has already been found in ancient forms
of life, such as in microbial mats[1], microfossils[2], and
even more presently in medical settings such as dental
caries[3], mucosal infections[4] and bacterial contamina-
tion of artificial implants[5]. Biofilms are vital com-
munities of microorganism, in which the cells are pro-
tected by a self-produced matrix of extracellular poly-
meric substances (EPS)[6], and can adhere to one an-
other as well as to solid surfaces[7]. These populations
of cells can host multiple different species [6] and are
considered as a dynamic and complex biological sys-
tem with emergent properties that provide essential sur-
vival advantages to its community [8–11]. As a result
of these collective properties, the formation of micro-
bial colonies at surfaces has far-reaching implications in
economical, technological, and medical settings[12–15].
The interest in both preventing[16] and promoting[17]
the formation of biofilms in technological applications
and physiological environments has stimulated numerous
studies aiming at elucidating the conditions and mech-
anisms by which cells interact, settle and detach from
surfaces. Particularly important for such applications
are the initial stages of biofilm formation, which in-
volve approach, surface sensing[18, 19] and attachment
to surfaces[20]. Despite the tremendous advancement
achieved in recognizing the mechanisms involved in the

formation of biofilms, the vast majority of the literature
centers around bacterial surface colonization[21–28]. In
contrast, studies of biofilms in other important exem-
plars of microbial life, particularly in photoactive mi-
croalgae, remain rather elusive. Microalgae are a diverse
group of eukaryotic and photosynthetic organisms that
are known to be primary producers of oxygen and organic
molecules on Earth and, thus, are a fundamental sup-
port for the existing ecosystems[29]. These microorgan-
isms can be found in their planktonic, i.e. free-swimming,
state in freshwater and marine ecosystems, but also colo-
nizing natural and artificial light-exposed moist surfaces.
Particularly for artificial surfaces, microalgae can also
have non-desired implications if a biofilm community is
established[30, 31]. Regarding these issues, microalgae
have attracted the interest of researchers for their ap-
plication in wastewater treatment [32, 33] as well as in
photobioreactors for the production of biofuels and syn-
thesis of pharmaceutical components [34, 35]. In con-
trast to detailed studies of bacterial surface colonization,
there have been mostly qualitative studies of microalgae
focusing on specific applications directly, thus leaving
fundamental aspects rather unconsidered[36, 37]. The
unicellular soil-dwelling microalga Chlamydomonas rein-
hardtii is a model organism[38] that has been extensively
employed to study fundamental biological and biophys-
ical processes, such as photosynthesis[39, 40], flagellar
assembly[41] and coordination[42–45] as well as micro-
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bial motility[46–48]. Its flagella do not only play a funda-
mental role in mating, but also allow individuals to swim
through their fluid environment and to interact with sur-
faces. Surface association is enabled by adhesive contacts
between the surface and glycoproteins, known as FMG-
1B, that are localized along the flagellar membrane[49].
This glycoprotein, in conjunction with the transport of
motor proteins along the flagellar axoneme, enables the
cells to glide along the surface[50]. In their surface-
associated state, the flagella are non-motile, typically
wide-spread and oriented at about 180◦ to one another,
known as gliding configuration. The gliding motility it-
self is then bidirectional along the flagella[51]. Interest-
ingly, the flagellar adhesion of individual C. reinhardtii
cells to surfaces can be switched off under red-light con-
ditions, while it fully recovers under blue light[52–54].

In this work, we exploit the light-switchable flagellar
adhesion of C. reinhardtii in a cell suspension and
characterize the kinetics governing the early stage of
surface colonization. For this, we use optical microscopy
and cell detection and tracking to monitor the temporal
dependence of the number of cells adhered to a glass
substrate. We propose an extended Langmuir adsorp-
tion model, which includes the average time it takes for
cells to change their adhesive properties, that captures
the experimental data. We also quantify the relevant
temporal parameters governing the surface colonization
of the cells for different light intensities above the critical
light intensity threshold for surface adhesion. In light
of the fact that C. reinhardtii is also able to sense light
gradients and freely swim towards or away from a source
of light, i.e perform phototaxis[55], we assess the effect of
this phototactic response on our measurements by means
of specific photoreceptor deletion mutants. Finally, we
show that when phototaxis is inhibited, the natural
swimming of the cells against the gravity gradient (i.e.
negative gravitaxis[56]) dictates the boundary of the
experimental compartment at which most of the cells in
the suspension will adsorb.

MATERIAL AND METHODS

Cell cultivation

Wild-type (WT) C. reinhardtii cells, strain SAG11-
32b, and channelrhodopsin-1 and -2 double knockouts
(ΔChR1,2) of the WT strain were grown axenically
in Tris-acetate-phosphate (TAP) medium (Gibco®,
Waltham, Massachusetts, USA) on a 12 h/12 h day-night
cycle in the controlled temperature and light conditions
of a Memmert IPP 110Plus incubator. The daytime tem-
perature was 24 ◦C with light intensity (white LED) of
1 · 1020 − 2 · 1020 photons·m−2·s−1. The temperature
during the dark cycle was 22ºC with the light inten-

sity reduced to zero. Further information regarding the
ΔChR1,2 strain as well as the WT strain are now avail-
able under the label CC-5679 at the Chlamydomonas Re-
source Center (https://www.chlamycollection.org/).

Chamber production

Circular compartments of polydimethylsiloxane
(PDMS; Sylgard™184, Dow Corning, Michigan, USA)
were made by mixing the base and curing agent with a
10:1 weight ratio respectively, as recommended by the
manufacturer. After mixing, the product was degassed
in a vacuum chamber. The mixture was placed between
two glass slides separated by a stack of three spacers,
each of 100 µm of height. The glass slides were placed in
an oven at 75 ◦C for 2 hours. After curing, the PDMS
slabs were removed and their height was measured to be
300±20 µm. A Harris uni-core punch was used to cut
holes of 4 mm in diameter in the PDMS slabs.

Sample preparation

For the adsorption experiments, vegetative C. rein-
hardtii cells were taken from the cultures in their log-
arithmic growth phase during mid daytime on the third
day after incubation. In order to work with a controlled
cell density, we counted the number of cells in a small
volume of cell suspension. For this, 50 mL of each cul-
ture were centrifuged at 100 g for ten minutes (centrifuge
5804R, Eppendorf, Hamburg, Germany). After centrifu-
gation, around 49 mL of the excess liquid phase was re-
moved and 1 mL of fresh TAP was added to resuspend
the cells. Then the cultures were placed in an incuba-
tor at 24 ◦C for 1-2 hours to ensure full regrowth of the
flagella[57, 58].
A volume of 1 mL was taken from the top of the resus-
pended culture to be used in the experiments in order to
remove as much as possible the presence of dead cells. Fi-
nally, the cell density was determined by using a hemocy-
tometer (Neubauer Improved; Laboroptik Ltd, Lancing,
UK). All the experimental suspensions were then diluted
to obtain a controlled density of (5.0 ± 0.4)·106 cells/mL.
A PDMS chamber was placed on a clean glass slide and
filled with a volume of 80 µL of this suspension. In or-
der to avoid evaporation in the suspension during exper-
iments, the cell chamber was closed by placing another
glass slide on top of the PDMS compartment (see Fig 1b).
The suspension was stirred before to remove density in-
homogeneities due to the cell’s natural gravitaxis[59] and
phototaxis[60]. Any excess of liquid was removed after
closing the chamber.

https://www.chlamycollection.org/
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FIG. 1. (a) Schematics of the experimental setup. (b) Side
view of the circular PDMS compartment containing the cell
suspension. The inner diameter of the chamber is d = 4 mm
and the height is h = 300 µm. (c) Optical micrograph ob-
tained 240 s after switching to blue light showing C. rein-
hardtii cells adsorbed at the bottom surface of the compart-
ment during a representative adsorption experiment (scale bar
is 50 µm, magnification 32x). The inset micrograph is a close-
up of the cells attached at the area enclosed in blue. The
flagella have been highlighted in red for guidance (scale bar
is 20 µm).

.

Adsorption experiments

The chamber containing the cell suspension was placed
on the stage of an inverted optical microscope (IX-
83, Olympus Corporation, Japan) and observed under
bright-field microscopy, see Fig.1a. The cell suspension
was incubated in red light for 15 minutes using a band-
pass interference filter (λ=664 nm, FWHM = 11 nm).
The illumination was provided by a LED system with an
photon flux of 1 · 1019 photons·m−2·s−1. The dimensions
of the cell chamber are such that, after setting up Köhler
illumination, the light intensity of the collimated beams
is homogeneous within the chamber.

After incubation, we replaced the red filter by a blue
bandpass interference filter (λ= 476 nm, FWHM =
11 nm) and recorded time series of bright-field micro-
graphs of the adsorption of C. reinhardtii at 3 fps, focus-
ing on the bottom surface at the center of the compart-
ment (see Fig.1c). Images were recorded for 330 s under
blue light before switching back to red illumination, dur-
ing which the cells were recorded for another 330 s to
study the desorption of the cells from the bottom sur-
face. The time span between one cycle of measurements
and the next was about 10 minutes. The light intensity
between the two light conditions was kept constant with
a corresponding photon flux of 1·1019 photons·m−2·s−1

in each cycle. In order to study the effect of the light
intensity on the adsorption kinetics, we performed ex-
periments for which, in each cycle, the cells were ex-
posed to one of four light intensities (0.5, 0.8, 1, and
2·1019 photons·m−2·s−1. The intensities were randomly
assigned in order to avoid adaptation effects. The cells
were exposed to the desired light intensity for 10 minutes
in red light before the start of each adsorption-desorption
cycle. At the end of each cycle, the cells were exposed
to darkness for 1-2 minutes so that most of the cells re-
maining on the surface could swim back to the bulk. To
assess potential effects originating from phototaxis in our
experiments, we studied the adsorption kinetics of genet-
ically modified SAG11-32b cells, which lack the two blue-
light photoreceptors[61], channelrhodopsin-1 (ChR1)[62]
and channelrhodopsin-2 (ChR2)[63], which are known to
account for phototactic responses of C. reinhardtii. We
then compared the surface density of cells adsorbed on
the top surface of the compartment with the density of
cells adsorbed on the bottom one.

Image analysis

An ideal requirement to analyze a 2D-collection of par-
ticles in a set of micrographs is to have enough resolu-
tion and contrast between the suspension medium and
the particles to allow for their spatial detection. Sev-
eral methods and software have been developed to per-
form these tasks, each of them having their own crite-
ria and accuracy[64, 65]. One of the most prominent
ones, especially used when particles have sufficiently dif-
ferent intensities than their surroundings, is the use of
thresholding. This method consists in choosing an opti-
mal value of pixel intensity to generate a binary image
displaying disconnected regions labeled as ’particles’ and
a connected region labeled as ’background’. However,
this method is not effective when the particles exhibit
a non-uniform contrast respect to the background. In
our experiments, the 32x magnification may resolve the
complex structures and organelles inside the cell bodies.
Complex structures scatter the light passing through the
cell body, which makes the determination of the contrast
between the cells and the background inaccurate.

Since the cell bodies of C. reinhardtii appear circular
when they are adhered on the surface with their flag-
ella facing in opposite directions, also known as gliding
configuration, we apply the imfindcircles MATLAB algo-
rithm, which uses the circular Hough transform to locate
circular objects given an interval of pixel radii[66]. For
our image analysis, we use pixel radii ranging between 15
and 40 pixels which is equivalent to radii between 2.6 µm
and 7 µm. The results of the cell detection are shown in
Figure 2(a-c), which displays micrographs corresponding
to three specific instants of an adsorption essay, namely
9 s, 54 s and 230 s after exposure to blue light. The de-
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FIG. 2. (a-c) Series of optical micrographs showing adsorbed WT C. reinhardtii cells during a representative adsorption run.
Time stamps indicate the time after switching to blue light conditions. Successfully detected cells are marked with a red dot.
The scale bar is 50 µm. (d) Histogram depicting the radius of adsorbed cells (N=312, 12 bins) as obtained from the cell tracking
algorithm. The solid (red) line represents a best fit to a log-normal distribution for an average particle radius of 3.61±0.06 µm.

tected cells, which are adsorbed at the bottom surface of
the circular compartment, are considered as circles and
thus highlighted in red. Cells swimming in the vicinity
of the surface appear blurry and are not detected by the
algorithm in general. The circular Hough transform pro-
vides information about the radii of the detected objects.
We find that the cell radii follow a log-normal distribu-
tion with a mean of 3.63 µm and a standard deviation
0.06 µm.

During blue-light conditions, when the cells are
adsorbed on the surface, most of them stay in the
gliding configuration, in which they move on the surface
along the flagella direction [51]. However, some cells
remain only loosely attached and may transit back to
the planktonic cell suspension. Those cells, which are
not completely attached to the surface, might still be
detected as adsorbed cells by the algorithm, leading
to noisy data or to a miscount in the number of cells
in the gliding configuration. Thus, once the algorithm
has detected the cells on the surface, it is necessary to
discriminate which ones are firmly attached to it and
which are not. To accomplish this, we monitor the po-
sition of each detected cell over subsequent micrographs
using a MATLAB tracking algorithm[67], which links
the location of all cells throughout the frames to form
a trajectory. Since the gliding speed of cells is around
1-2 µm/s[68], the displacements between recording
frames taken at 3 fps are around 0.7 µm, which is less
than the average cell radius shown in Fig. 2d. Thus we
allow the tracking function to consider displacements
up to one average cell radius between each recording
frame, which is enough to count moving cells once
they are adsorbed to the surface. Cells that are only
tracked for less than 2 s are sorted out as well, so we
end up counting only the cells firmly attached to the
surface. By identifying the adhered cells, we monitored
the time-dependent surface cell density throughout each
cycle of adsorption and desorption.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The particle detection and tracking reveal that the dy-
namics of adsorption and desorption follow a monotoni-
cally increasing or decreasing function, respectively, that
appears to be reminiscent of a sigmoidal curve, see Fig.3.

During both adsorption and desorption, we observe
that the cell surface density initially remains constant for
a certain amount of time, after which it rapidly changes.
Under blue light, this rapid change manifests as an in-
crease of the number of cells attached to the surface until
a constant plateau density is achieved. After switching
back to red light, the change is seen as the detachment
of cells from the surface, which transit back to the plank-
tonic state.

Extended Langmuir-type model for adsorption and
desorption

To quantitatively capture the dynamics of both pro-
cesses, we developed a model that is inspired by the
Langmuir model for describing the adsorption kinetics
of, e.g., molecules at surfaces[69, 70]. This model as-
sumes that the rate of adsorption decreases as the ad-
sorption sites on a surface are successively populated by
immobile objects. A key difference to our system is that,
C. reinhardtii cells can glide on the surface and poten-
tially increase the available area for new cells to adhere.
To diminish this effect, we work with small cell densities,
such that the number of adsorption sites is much larger
than the number of particles, and thus the adsorption
rate is limited predominantly by the number of available
cells in the suspension. However, a caveat of the Lang-
muir model is that it fails to capture the characteristic
initial time delay observed in our data. Hence, we ex-
tended the Langmuir model towards a time-dependent
factor s (t), such that the governing equations read:
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FIG. 3. (a) Cell density (black dots) during adsorption and
best fit of the adsorption model (blue line) given as Eq. (3).
(b) Cell density (black dots) during desorption and best fit
of the desorption model (red line) given as Eq. (4). For both
plots, the starting time t = 0 s represents the moment at
which light conditions are changed for red to blue (adsorption)
and from blue to red (desorption), respectively. The intensity
of blue as well as of red light for these experiments was kept
constant at 1019 photons·m−2·s−1

dσ (t)

dt
=

1

τ
a

s (t) (σ
0
− σ (t)) (1)

s (t) =
1

2
+

1

2
tanh

(
t− τ

delay

τ
b

)
(2)

In Eq. (1), σ0 and σ (t) represent the saturated and
instantaneous surface cell density, respectively, while τa
is the characteristic time that determines the adsorption
rate of the cells. Note that the classical Langmuir model
is recovered for s = 1. The time-dependent prefactor
s (t) in Eq. (2) is assumed to be a smooth step-function
from zero to one that we coin the stickiness function.
It accounts for the fact that there is a significant time
delay, as well as a cell-to-cell variability of this time delay,
associated to the fact that the flagella of each cell in the

suspension switch from the sticking to the non-sticking
state[52]. In this expression for s (t) displayed as Eq. (2),
τdelay is the time at which 50% of the cell population in
the suspension has switched its adhesive properties. The
parameter τ

b
measures the width of the step, providing

a scale of the cell-to-cell variability for the time that it
takes for the cells to switch their adhesive properties. A
similar model for the desorption inferred by exchanging
σ0 − σ (t) by σ (t) in Eq. (1). The analytical solution for
the adsorption and desorption equations are respectively:

σ
ads

(t)

σ
0

= 1−e
−t
2τa ·cosh

τb
2τa

(
τ
delay

τb

)
·cosh

−τb
2τa

(
τ
delay

− t

τb

)
(3)

σ
des

(t)

σ
0

= e
−t
2τa · cosh

τb
2τa

(
τ
delay

τb

)
· cosh

−τb
2τa

(
τ
delay

− t

τb

)
(4)

These analytical solutions were fitted to the experi-
mental data in MATLAB using robust regression that
minimizes the sum of the square of residuals to obtain
best-fit adsorption and desorption plots, see Fig. 3. We
find that our extended Langmuir model captures the time
delay observed in our experiments, allowing for a com-
plete quantification of the dynamics.

Time parameters

The dynamics of the adsorption and desorption are no-
tably different, as evidenced by the fact that the adsorp-
tion occurs considerably faster than the desorption, see
Fig. 4. In fact, from best fits of the extended Langmuir
model we observe that the value of τa for the desorption
(τa = 36.0±5.5 s) is, on average, about three times larger
than the one for the adsorption (τ

a
= 12.9± 3.0 s). Also

the delay time are about one order of magnitude larger
for the desorption (τ

delay
= 135.4 ± 21.4 s) as compared

to the adsorption (τ
delay

= 16.7±2.1 s). The difference of
τ
b

between adsorption and desorption arises from its re-
lation to the delay time. However, the relative variability
τ
delay

/τ
b
≈ 4.6 is similar in both processes.

We hypothesize that the difference in the time de-
lay in adsorption and desorption processes could be ex-
plained considering the number of flagellar adhesion sites
at which sticky proteins interact with the substrate. The
flagellar membrane glycoprotein FMG-1B mediates the
flagellar adhesion of C. reinhardtii to surfaces [49]. For
the adsorption process, the cells need only a few adhe-
sion sites on the flagella to interact with the surface and
stick to it. After the initial “touch”, in which the tip of
both flagella contacts the surface, comes the “pull” where
more adhesion sites from the tip to the base of the flagella
come in contact with the surface. The individual adsorp-
tion is complete when the total extent of each flagellum
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FIG. 4. Comparison of the characteristic time parameters for
(a) adsorption and (b) desorption of the wild-type (WT, rect-
angles) and channelrhodopsin-1,2 knockout (stars) strains.
Measurements were taken at the bottom surface of the ex-
perimental chamber. Open symbols indicate the average of a
single experiment consisting of 5 to 6 consecutive adsorption-
desorption cycles. Filled symbols indicate the total average
of the N independent experiments performed with a light in-
tensity of 1·1019 photons·m−2·s−1.

is interacting with the substrate, in the so-called gliding
configuration. In contrary, as soon as the cells are illumi-
nated with red light, the desorption process begins when
the flagella start disabling their adhesive contacts on the
surface. As the number of adhesion sites decreases the
beating of the flagella recovers and becomes successively
more prominent until the cells finally detach completely
and swim back to the bulk suspension.

By comparing the adsorption and desorption
timescales of the channelrhodopsin-1,2 knockout
strain with the ones shown by the WT, see Fig. 4, we
find that the time parameters τ

a
and τ

b
of the ∆ChR1,2

strain are similar to the ones exhibited by WT cells.
Only τdelay for the adsorption shows a systematically
higher value compared to the WT (see Fig. 4a, Fig. 5b),
which will be discussed further in the next section in the
context of a light intensity sweep.
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FIG. 5. Light-intensity dependence of the temporal fit pa-
rameters (a) τa and (b) τdelay for N=5 independent adsorp-
tion experiments. The gradient regions indicate the measured
light intensity threshold for the light switchable adhesion[52]
at 2-5·1018 photons·m−2·s−1, with the vertical dashed blue
line representing the mean. Below this range the cells do not
exhibit light-induced flagellar adhesion. Measurements using
the ∆ChR1,2 strain were taken focusing on the top surface
of the experimental compartment as most of the cells adhere
at the top boundary, see Fig.6. Filled rectangles indicate
average values obtained from WT experiments, whereas filled
stars represent values obtained from ChR1,2-deleted mutants.

Effect of the light intensity

Since the cells switch their adhesive properties above
a well-defined intensity threshold[52] between 2 and
5·1018 photons·m−2·s−1, we explored the light-intensity
dependence of the parameters τa and τ

delay
for the WT

strain. Furthermore, we independently assessed the ef-
fect of phototaxis on the adsorption parameters using
ChR1,2-deleted mutants[61], see Fig. 5.

First, we find that the value of adsorption rate τa does
not depend on the light intensity, see Fig. 5a. The ad-
sorption rate is mainly governed by the rate at which
planktonic cells encounter the surface, which depends on
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the motility and the compartment’s surface-to-volume ra-
tio. Both of these parameters are independent of the light
intensity giving rise to the adsorption rate τa being inde-
pendent of the light intensity.

Second, the time lag τ
delay

monotonically decreases for
increasing light intensities, see Fig. 5b. This result sug-
gests that, in this regime, the time it takes to switch
the adhesiveness of the cells on average increases as the
light intensity decreases. Since the adhesive response of
C. reinhardtii is light-activated, a decrease in the light in-
tensity implies that there are less photons triggering the
signalling pathway associated to switching the adhesion-
state of the flagella. As the light intensity decreases the
probability of switching to the adhesive state is lowered
and, hence, the average delay time increases. Particularly
for the highest light intensity (2·1019 photons·m−2·s−1)
used in these experiments, the time delay for the WT is
found to be 15.6±5.8 s, which indeed agrees well with the
typical timescale of the light-switchable flagellar adhe-
siveness as obtained from single-cell auto-adhesion exper-
iments performed in white light at the same intensity[52].

Third, both the WT and the channelrhodopsin-1,2
knockout strain exhibit consistent adsorption rates above
the light-intensity threshold for surface adhesion, with
values of τa = 16.4±0.4 s for the WT and τa = 16.5±1.2 s
for the mutant strain, see Fig. 5a. Regarding the time lag
τ
delay

, we find that the values of the mutant strain are sys-
tematically larger than corresponding values of the WT
strain, see Fig. 5b. We hypothesize that such enhanced
delay times might be caused by the absence of ChR1
and ChR2 affecting the transport of adhesion-mediating
FMG-1B along the flagella. ChR1 and ChR2 are essential
building-blocks of a signal-transduction pathway charac-
terized by light-regulated Ca2+ currents that occur in the
cell body (specifically at the eyespot, where ChR1 and
ChR2 are localized[71]) and the flagellar membrane[72].
It is known, that Ca2+ currents might also regulate the
transport of the adhesive glycoproteins FMG-1B from
the cell body to the flagella and vice versa[73, 74]. Thus,
the deletion of ChR1 and ChR2 could potentially cause a
disruption of this signalling pathway and delay the trans-
port of FMG-1B to the flagella.

We also performed experiments with intensities within
the threshold range (not shown) and found that a small
number of cells can still switch to the adhesive state and
adhere to the bottom surface. However, the correspond-
ing curve do not resemble the typical sigmoidal shape
and, hence, cannot be fitted using the extended Lang-
muir model. So far, the focus was on the kinetics and
the timescales involved in the adsorption and desorption
of C. reinhardtii at surfaces. In the following section, we
will now consider the density parameter σ

0
after having

established a plateau of the cell density at sufficiently
long times after switching from red to blue light.

Effect of phototactic response

After changing the light conditions from red to blue
light, WT cells typically exhibit photophobic and pho-
totactic responses. We find that at a light intensity of
I = 1 · 1019 photons·m−2·s−1 the initial response of the
WT starts as a transient positive phototaxis, by which
the cells in the suspension swim predominantly upwards
in the experimental compartment. After about 3 s, the
cells then reverse to negative phototaxis and swim to-
wards the bottom surface, where they start to adsorb
after around 10 s of exposure to blue light, see Fig. 3a.
As mentioned, the photoreceptors responsible for photo-
taxis are ChR1 and ChR2, which predominately absorb
light in the blue spectrum, with maximal sensitivities at
500 and 470 nm, respectively, and minimal absorption in
the red[75]. As a result, the strength of phototaxis in
red light is negligible and we studied phototaxis only in
blue/green light. For this set of experiments, we fixed
the light intensity to I = 1 · 1019 photons·m−2·s−1, and
analyzed the ratio of the cell surface density measured
at the top and the bottom surfaces of the compartment
after the adsorption plateau is reached. We find that
the vast majority of the WT cells adhere to the bottom
boundary, see Fig. 6.

to
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/
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tt
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m

SAG11-32b
0

1

2

3

4

5
average
technical average

N = 4

FIG. 6. Comparison of the ratio of the plateau cells densities
at the top and bottom surfaces achieved in four independent
experiments for each strain. Knockout cells lacking the ChR1
and ChR2 photoreceptors responsible for phototaxis adsorb
preferably on the top surface of the compartment. The wild-
type strain SAG11-32b, however, preferably absorbs at the
bottom surface. Note that the sample chamber is illuminated
from the top, see Fig. 1.

Typically, the cell suspensions exhibit a density of
about 5·106 cells/mL. If every WT cell transitions from
the swimming to the surface-associated state at the
bottom surface, we expect to achieve a maximum sur-
face density between 1500-2000 cells/mm2, which is
confirmed by our measurements as shown in Fig. 3.
The remarkable asymmetric distribution of adsorbed
WT cells in the compartment, along with the evi-
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dence of the phototactic response, further motivated
the use of channelrhodopsin-deletion mutants, namely
∆ChR1,2[61], for which phototactic responses in C. rein-
hardtii are effectively inhibited[76]. Unlike the WT, we
do not find a measurable change in the direction of
motion of the mutant cells after switching from red to
blue light illumination, indicating that there is no pho-
tophobic or phototactic responses in the mutant strain.
This is consistent with the fact that ChR1 and ChR2
are the main photoreceptors regulating phototaxis[77].
Contrary to the WT individuals, the mutant cells ad-
here mostly at the top surface of the compartment, see
Fig. 6). We attribute this to the fact that photoresponses
are absent and cannot counteract the natural negative
gravitaxis of the cells, which originates from their bot-
tom heaviness[56, 59]. This increases the population of
cells swimming near the upper part of the compartment
which, after the change to blue-light conditions, increases
the probability of cells adhering onto the top rather than
at the bottom surface of the compartment.

In conclusion, the invariance of the timescales ex-
hibited by non-phototactic and phototactic individuals
show that our methodology can be used as an assay for
probing the ability of motile photosynthetic microor-
ganisms to colonize surfaces. In addition, the parameter
accounting for the ratio of plateau densities σ

top
/σ

bottom

is governed by the strain’s phototactic response and
could thus be used to quantify the interplay of phototaxis
and gravitaxis.

CONCLUSION

In this work we established a versatile methodology
to study the kinetics of light-switchable adsorption of
C. reinhardtii based on a time-delayed Langmuir model
for microbial adsorption and desorption at solid surfaces.
We show that both adsorption and desorption exhibit
a lag response relative to the time at which the blue-
or red-light conditions are set. After exposure to blue
light, the cells adhere to the surface with a character-
istic delay time in the order of 10s of seconds, whereas
for the desorption the timescale is around one order of
magnitude larger. This delay time in the adsorption de-
creases with increasing light intensity, however the rate
at which the cells adsorb is independent of the light in-
tensity. The adsorption and desorption kinetics exhibited
in channelrhodopsin-deficient cells is comparable to the
wild-type individuals, hence phototaxis does not signif-
icantly affect the adsorption rate. It has not escaped
our attention that the photoreceptors ChR1 and ChR2
are not the ones responsible for light-switchable adhe-
sion in C. reinhardtii, hence future research has to focus
on other photoreceptors in order to elucidate the mech-
anism of this particular trait. Finally, we state that the

invariance in the timescales of adsorption and desorption
between the blind and the WT strains allows our method-
ology to be used as an assay for surface colonization of
photoactive microorganisms.
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