arXiv:2301.09852v1 [physics.bio-ph] 24 Jan 2023

Zonal receptor distributions maximize olfactory information
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The olfactory sense measures the chemical composition of the environment using a diverse array
of olfactory receptors. In vertebrates, the olfactory receptors reside in a mucus layer in the nasal
cavity and can thus only detect odorants that are inhaled with the airflow and dissolved in mucus.
These physical processes fundamentally affect how many odorant molecules contact the receptors.
We hypothesize that the olfactory system works efficiently by optimizing the placement of receptors
for maximal information transmission. Using a simplified model, we capture all relevant physical
processes and show that odorant concentrations generally exhibit an exponential distribution. Com-
bining this result with information theory, we further show that receptors separated into distinct
spatial zones maximize the transmitted information. Our results are consistent with experimentally
observed receptors zones and might help to improve artificial smell sensors.

Olfaction is a crucial sense, which measures the chem-
ical composition of the environment. Vertebrates gener-
ally sample ambient air by sniffing, which brings odor-
ant molecules into the nasal cavity with the inhaled air.
Similarly, mammals transport food odors from the phar-
ynx to the nasal cavity during exhalation in a process
called retronasal smell. In both cases, odorant molecules
dissolve in the mucus layer lining the walls of the nasal
cavity, where they come in contact with olfactory recep-
tors [1]. The information about the diverse odorants in
natural smells [2] is encoded by many different types of
olfactory receptors. The response of all receptors of the
same type is accumulated in corresponding glomeruli and
the combined response is forwarded to the brain, where
the information is decoded [3, 4]. Taken together, the
olfactory system can be described as a communication
channel, where physical and neural processes transform
the ambient odorant concentration profile into neural ac-
tivity patterns; see Fig. 1. Since the olfactory system has
likely been optimized evolutionarily, information theory
can be used to understand its specific design [5, 6]. Max-
imizing transmitted information has already been use-
ful to understand neural encoding of olfactory informa-
tion [7, 8], but an analysis of the physical processes is
still missing.

Physical processes fundamentally affect how many
molecules of each odorant reach the olfactory receptors.
It is thus likely that olfactory receptors are placed to
optimize odorant sensing. In fact, experiments have
shown that olfactory receptors are not homogeneously
distributed in the nasal cavity, but rather separate into
different zones [9-13]. We hypothesize that such a zonal
distribution optimizes sensing of physically distinct odor-
ants to maximize information transmission. To test this
hypothesis, we here develop a simplified model of the
olfactory processing, which incorporates advective trans-
port, adsorption in mucus, and detection by heteroge-
neously distributed receptors. In contrast to detailed
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FIG. 1. Olfactory system as a communication channel.
Schematic representation of olfactory processes in the nasal
cavity. The inset on the right shows the cavity wall comprised
of an epithelium covered with a mucus layer of thickness h in
which the odoroant receptors reside. The schematic picture
at the bottom depicts the nasal cavity as a communication
channel transforming information about the odor (the odor-
ant concentration vector ¢) to an excitation pattern of the
N; ~ 300 types of receptors in human.

models based on computational fluid dynamics [14-16],
our analytical results enable an analysis of the down-
stream processing. Using information theory, we then
show that a zonal distribution indeed maximizes the in-
formation the brain receives about the ambient odor.

I. RESULTS

The paper is separated into two parts: First, we ana-
lyze the physical processes of odor advection and disso-
lution to predict the odorant concentration profile at the
receptors in sections A—C. We then use these results in
combination with information theory to predict optimal
receptor distributions in sections D-F.

A. Airflow inside nasal cavity is laminar

The nasal cavity has a rigid and narrow geometry,
which suppresses turbulent flow effectively [17]. More-
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TABLE I. Typical parameter values for human nasal cavities

Quantity Symbol  Value
Cavity length [17] L 10 cm

Air mean speed [17] U 10 — 100 em/s
Cavity width [17] l 0.3cm
Mucus thickness [20] h 1073 cm

Diffusivity in air [21, 22]  D® 1072 — 0.1 em?/s
Diffusivity in mucus [20, 21] D™ 107% — 1075 em?/s
Péclet number [23] Pe = %L 103 _ 10*

Mucus velocity [24] u™ 1073 — 1072 em/s
Adsorption coefficient [20]  ~* 1072 — 103 em/s
Solubility in mucus [20, 21] KP 107°% -1

over, the direction of flow changes only little along the
length L of the cavity, so that it locally is well approx-
imated by a parabolic flow between two parallel cavity
walls separated by a short distance 2 (I < L). To de-
scribe the odor transport in the cavity, we can thus orient
the z-axis along the main direction of flow from anterior
to posterior and we choose the y-axis such that it is (lo-
cally) perpendicular to the walls; see Fig. 1. The flow
and the associated odor transport is invariant in the per-
pendicular z-direction, so the problem reduces to two
dimensions. During restful breathing, the flow can also
be approximated as stationary and incompressible [17],
implying the velocity is oriented in the z-direction and
its magnitude is given by

3
w =g (=) . (1)

where y € [—[,!] and wg is the mean instantaneous ve-
locity; see Fig. 1. Typical values of the parameters for
humans are summarized in Table I. Note that olfactory
processing is generally synchronized with sniffing [18, 19],
implying that the temporal details of the airflow are less
important.

B. Odorant concentration decays exponentially
along nasal cavity

We next consider how odors are transported with the
airflow. For simplicity, we focus on orthonasal smell,
i.e., how odorants are transported from the ambient air
into the cavity during inhalation. However, the converse
case of retronasal smell can be treated analogously. Since
odors typically comprise many different kinds of odorant
molecules, we seek the concentration ¢ of the i-th odor-
ant in the nasal cavity, which is governed by an advection-
diffusion equation,

Hcd
dre} = DIV2e} w5t (2)

where D? is the diffusivity in air and u, is given by
Eq. (1). The adsorption of odors at the walls of the
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FIG. 2. Odorant concentration decreases exponen-
tially in the nasal cavity. (a) Odorant concentration ¢*
inside the nasal cavity as a function of distances y and z
across and along the cavity, respectively. Data has been ob-
tained from numerical simulations of Eq. (4) for Pe = 10%.
(b) Cross-sectionally averaged concentration ¢* as a function
of z for Pe € {10%,10*}. The analytical approximation (solid
lines) predicts the exponential decay obtained from numer-
ical simulations (dots) and the eigenvalue analysis (dashed
lines). (a, b) Model parameters are L = 10cm, [ = 0.3 cm,
D* = 0.1em*/s and 4* = 10 cm/s.

cavity is described by the boundary condition

y==F, (3)

where v quantifies the adsorption of odorant ¢, which we
discuss in more detail below. Additionally, we consider
a fixed ambient concentration of c?(y,z = 0) = ¢? at the
inlet and we assume that advection dominates diffusion
at the end of the cavity at z = L, implying 9,¢?|,—r = 0.
Similar to the airflow discussed above, we consider the
stationary state of Eq. (2), implying

E£DJ0yci = vi'ch at

D? (8503‘ + BEC?) = Uzazc? 9 (4)

where we assumed that axial diffusion is negligible com-
pared to advection (D? < uoL). Fig. 2a shows numerical
solutions of this equation, which demonstrate a strong,
nearly exponential variation along the length of the cav-
ity, while the cross-sectional differences are small. We
thus determine the cross-sectionally averaged concentra-
tion, ¢2(z) = (21)~1 fil c2(y, z)dy, which demonstrates
the near-exponential dependence on z; see Fig. 2b.

The exponential decay of the odorant concentration
along the cavity can also be demonstrated analytically.
To do this, we split off the cross-sectionally averaged part,
2y, z) = ¢(y)é?(z), to use separation of variables on
Eq. (4). This analysis implies a mode decomposition of
the solutions, where the mode with the longest decay
length A\; dominates the result away from the inlet [17].
Consequently, we directly find ¢(z) = c)e=*/*, where
A; is the largest solution to the eigenvalue problem

2~a
TEW) _ ). )
dy? Dy

We solve Eq. (5) numerically using the appropriate
boundary condition £D?0,¢ = ¢ at y = FI. This
leads to an analytical prediction of the decay length
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FIG. 3. Odorant concentrations decrease nearly expo-
nentially inside the mucus. (a) Odorant concentration c¢™
in mucus as a function of position z along the nasal cavity and
depth y in the mucus. Data has been obtained from numeri-
cal simulations of Eq. (7) for K? =1, D™ = 107" em%/scc. (b)
Cross-sectionally averaged concentration ¢™ inside mucus as a
function of z for various K and D™. (a, b) Model parameters
are D* = 0.15em%/s 4® = 10m/sec, Pe = 1000, [ = 0.3 cm,
h =0.001cm, and L = 10cm.

scale A;, which matches the numerical data very well;
see Fig. 2b.

We next establish a scaling law that estimates the ad-
sorption length scale \; without solving Eq. (5). Based
on dimensional analysis, we propose

L? L
Ug + buo 7
D} g

K2
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(6)

where the non-dimensional parameters a and b quantify
the influence of diffusivity and adsorption, respectively.
We first estimate a ~ 5-10~* from numerical simulations
with strong adsorption (v — oo, implying ¢? = 0 at the
walls) and then use simulations with finite adsorption to
determine b ~ 0.03. This results in typical length scales
of 5 — 50 cm for the parameters given in Table I. Taken
together, we thus have an analytical prediction of the
adsorption length scale \;, which matches the numerical
data for various parameters; see Fig. 2b.

C. Odorants are absorbed by the aqueous mucus

Odorants adsorbed at the walls of the nasal cavity are
actually dissolved in a layer of mucus, which is about
h ~ 10 pm thick [20, 25]. To estimate the odorant con-
centration at the receptors located on cilia embedded in
the mucus, we next determine the passive transport of
odorants in the mucus. Since mucus only moves slowly
(1.2 — 30 mm/min [26]), advection is negligible and the dy-
namics are dominated by diffusion with diffusivity D".
We thus determine the concentration ¢*(y, z) of the i-
th odorant in the mucus by solving the stationary dif-
fusion equation. Odorants generally enter the mucus at
the air-mucus interface. The concentration c¢2(+l,z) in
air at the interface is reduced by a constant factor K3
compared to the cross-sectionally averaged concentra-
tion ¢ that we estimated in the previous section. We find
K2 ~ 2D2/(v21), where the scaling stems from dimen-
sional analysis of the boundary condition given by Eq. (3)

and we determined the numerical pre-factor from numeri-
cal simulations. The concentration ¢*(=£l, z) dissolved in
mucus, c*(£l, z) = (1, 2)/K}, follows from assuming
fast dissolution so the concentrations are in local equilib-
rium. Here, KP determines the odorant solubility in mu-
cus [20], which also includes the effect of odorant-binding
proteins [27-29]. On the epithelial side of the mucus,
odorants are adsorbed by the highly vascularized bed of
epithelial tissue [25, 30]. We again describe this by an
adsorption boundary condition, £D0,ci* = v c* at
y = F(l + h), where v/* > 0 quantifies the adsorption
strength. Since the cavity is much longer than the mu-
cus is thick, L > h, axial diffusion is negligible compared
to the cross-sectional one, implying that the stationary
state is governed by 350?1 = 0. The analytical solution
reads

) = ek [1+
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where we used 7™ = 42K?, so the boundary conditions
are consistent with those of section B. Fig. 3a shows a
typical profile inside the mucus.

The odorant receptors are located on cilia that span
the entire thickness h of the mucus [17, 20]. We thus

estimate the concentration at the receptors using a cross-
sectional average, & (z) = h~! leh ™ (y, z) dy, yielding

(8)
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Taken together, we showed that the odorant concentra-
tion at the olfactory receptors is proportional to the am-
bient concentration ¢! and decays exponentially along the
nasal cavity; see Fig. 3b. Note that the square bracket
in Eq. (9) is limited to values between 1 and 2, imply-
ing that the parameters D" and h have limited influence
on the odorant concentration ¢;*. The parameters v;", [,
and D can affect the concentration significantly, but the
odorant solubility K} and the decay length \;, given by
Eq. (6), have the strongest influence.

D. Anterior receptors are excited more strongly

We next ask how the distribution of odorant recep-
tors of a particular type affects the total signal that
is accumulated in the corresponding glomerulus. Since
we showed that the odorant concentration ¢;® mainly
varies along the axial z-direction, it suffices to character-
ize the number density n;(z) of receptors of type j along
the same direction. Each receptor senses many different
odorants [3, 4, 8] and in the simplest case the resulting
excitation of a receptor of type j is a linear function of



the concentrations of all N, odorants [7, 8]. We sum-
marize this behavior by a matrix S;;, which quantifies
the sensitivity of receptor type j to odorant ¢. Taken to-
gether, the excitation of a receptor at position z is then
given by S;;¢j*(z). The excitation of all receptors of the
same type are accumulated in the associated glomerulus,
whose excitation e; then reads

No
ej = Z Ajic) + &5, (10)
i=1

where §; is a random variable describing intrinsic noise
and the amplification matrix

L
Aji = Sjiai/ le(Z)@iZ//\i dz (11)
0

summarizes the physical processes in the cavity as well
as the sensitivity of the receptors. This simple model ap-
proximates the olfactory system as a linear communica-
tion channel; see Fig. 1. The exponential distribution of
odorants in the mucus then implies that anteriorly placed
receptors generally receive more odorants and exhibit a
larger excitation.

E. Transmitted information increases with
signal-to-noise ratio of receptors

The main role of the olfactory system is to measure
the chemical composition of the surrounding, i.e., the
odor vector ¢ = {cf,c9,..., ¢} }, where ¢ denotes the
ambient concentration of odorant i. To do this, the
brain has access to the excitation of N, =~ 300 re-
ceptor types [17], summarized in the excitation vector
e ={e1,ea,...,en,}. Both the input ¢ and the encoding
e are high-dimensional vectors, but since N, < N,, the
encoding necessarily compresses the information about
the odor. In the simplest case, an optimal encoding
preserves as much information about the input as pos-
sible, which amounts to maximizing the mutual informa-
tion [31]

I= //dc de P(c, e) log, {P(f)(]cj;ri)(c)} , (12)

where Pe,,(c) denotes the probability density of find-
ing odor ¢ in the environment, P(c,e) is the joint
probability density resulting from the mapping given by
Eq. (10), and P(e) = [ P(c,e)dc is a marginal prob-
ability density. Maximizing the information I allows
studying optimal receptor sensitivities and expression
levels [7, 8, 32, 33].

We here focus on the spatial distribution of the re-
ceptors in the olfactory epithelium and ask which con-
figuration leads to the largest information transferal.
For simplicity, we consider normally distributed inputs,
Popv(c) = N(p, X°), where p describes the mean con-
centration of each odorant and 3¢ denotes the covari-
ance matrix. Moreover, we consider normally distributed

4

intrinsic noise, P:(€) = N(0,X*), with zero mean and
covariance . The linear mapping given by Eq. (10)
then implies that the joint distribution P(c,e) is also a
normal distribution and the mutual information can be
calculated explicitly; see Appendix A.

To analyze the mutual information I, we for simplic-
ity consider a situation where odor concentrations are
uncorrelated, receptors respond to exactly one odorant,
and the intrinsic noise is uncorrelated. These conditions
imply that the matrices 3, A;;, and > are diagonal, T
becomes independent of u, and Eq. (12) can be expressed

I 2
/ni(z)efﬁ dz} ), (13)
0
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where (; = «;.9;; [E%/Eii]l/z quantifies the signal-to-noise
ratio of a single receptor responding to odorant i. Be-
cause odorants are measured independently, the total in-
formation I is the sum of the partial information on each
odorant 7. This partial information is a monotonously in-
creasing function [7, 31-33] of the signal-to-noise ratio ;.
Consequently, the transmitted information I decreases
for larger intrinsic noise Zfl Conversely, I increases for
larger signal (larger variation in the input, quantified by
¥¢,) and larger intrinsic amplification A;; of the olfactory
system.

We next ask how one could optimize the olfactory sys-
tem for a given environment. Since the external vari-
ation Xf; is determined by the environment, one could
either reduce intrinsic noise ¥¢ or increase amplification
factors A;;. The first option can be achieved by using
more or better receptors, but there are biophysical limi-
tations. The second alternative of improving the amplifi-
cation factor A;; is more interesting. Eq. (11) shows that
A;; depends on physical parameters (summarized by «;
and )\;), the sensitivities Sj;, and the spatial distribution
n;(z) of receptors. While physical parameters cannot be
easily changed, one could increase the sensitivities Sj;
or the total number of receptors to improve I. However,
these two alternatives are analogous to decreasing the in-
trinsic noise discussed above. Instead, there is also the
option to redistribute the receptors while keeping their
total density constant.

F. Optimal receptor arrays detect strongly
adsorbing odorants with anterior receptors

We finally are in a position to ask which spatial dis-
tribution of the odorant receptors in the nasal cavity is
optimal. Since the concentration of odorants absorbed in
mucus is largest at the anterior side of the nasal cavity
(see Fig. 3), it would be optimal to place all receptors
there. However, receptors cannot be packed arbitrarily
dense and they would also compete for the same odor-
ant molecules in this case. Instead, we assume that re-
ceptors have a maximal density nm.x and that merely
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FIG. 4. Anterior receptors should detect strongly ad-
sorbing odorants. (a) Receptor density n; (colored regions)
as a function of position z along the cavity obtained from
numerical optimization. Lines indicate the associated cross-
sectionally averaged odorant concentration ¢*/co in cavity.
Receptors are separated into bands, ordered by the absorp-
tion length scale of their respective odorants (A1 = 10cm,
A2 = 20cm, and A3 = 30cm). (a, b) Model parameters are
L =10cm, N; = N, = 3, and we consider the limit of large
signal-to-noise where I is given by Eq. A4. (b) Receptors
zones as a function of the length scale A2 associated with the
second receptor type for A7 = 10cm and A3 = 20cm. (c)
Size L1 of receptor zone as a function of the length scale \;
of its odorant for A2 = 20cm. The analytical theory given
by Eq. (A6) (solid lines) explains the data from the numer-
ical optimization (dots). (d) Receptor zones as a function
of the signal-to-noise ratio (2 for (1 = 10, A1 = 20cm, and
A2 = 30cm. The dashed line indicates the estimate for the
threshold value ¢3® given by Eq. (A9). (c, d) Model parame-
ters are L = 10cm and N, = N, = 2.

the distributions n;(z) of individual receptor types can
change along the anterior-posterior axis. For simplicity,
we consider the case where the overall density of all re-
ceptors reaches nyax everywhere, although realistic sys-
tems likely possess a gradient [34]. To see what distribu-
tions are optimal, we numerically maximize Igj.g given
by Eq. (13). Fig. 4a shows that optimal distributions ex-
hibit rectangular functions, where a single receptor type
dominates the distribution at each position z along the
nasal cavity. This optimization thus naturally leads to
a zonal distribution of odorant receptors, similar to ex-
perimental observations [34]. We find that the order and
sizes of the receptor zones are reproducible and depend
on the physical parameters a; and \;.

The physical properties of odorants mainly affect their
absorption length scale \;; see Eq. (6). Our numerical
simulations suggest that strongly absorbing odors (small
A;) are detected by receptors at the anterior end of the
nasal cavity (small z), while receptors for the remaining
odorants are posteriorly positioned. To test this hypoth-
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esis, we considered a system of N, = N, = 3 odorant-
receptor pairs and systematically varied the absorption
length scale of one of the odorants; see Fig. 4b. These
data confirm that the optimal order of the receptors is
directly given by the order of the increasing associated
absorption length scales. The data also suggests that the
actual lengths of the zones vary only weakly with the ab-
sorption lengths. To understand this behavior in more
detail, we investigate the limit of large signal-to-noise
ratio (¢; > 1), where the optimal zone width can be ap-
proximated analytically; see Appendix A. The resulting
expression (A6) agrees with numerical simulations (see
Fig. 4c¢) and suggests that the zone length increases pro-
portionally to the absorption length A; for small A; until
it becomes comparable to the lengths of the other zones.
This suggests that there is little advantage in placing re-
ceptors at positions beyond the absorption length and it
also captures the competition of receptors for space, re-
sulting in an even distribution for similar physical prop-
erties.

The physical properties of the receptors mainly affect
the sensitivity S;;. Fig. 4d shows that the sensitivity,
quantified by the signal-to-noise ratio (; of a single recep-
tor, determines whether receptors are useful or not, while
the zone length seems to be almost independent of this
parameter. To understand why there is a minimal signal-
to-noise ratio ¢; beyond which receptors become useful,
we next investigate an array of IV, similar receptors and
ask what signal-to-noise ratio (,qq an additional receptor
needs to have to become useful, i.e., to increase the over-
all information I. For simplicity, we consider large ab-
sorption lengths (A; — 00) where only the total count NN;
of receptors of type ¢ matters while their spatial distribu-
tion is insignificant. Eq. (A9) in the appendix gives the
analytical value for the threshold value, which approxi-
mates the numerically determined one; see Fig. 4d. The
analytical expression demonstrates that additional recep-
tor types can only be beneficial if N{ > N,. Since N/N,
is the mean number of receptors per type, this bound
indicates that the average signal-to-noise of the accumu-
lated response for each type needs to exceed 1 before
adding a new type can be advantageous. Beyond this
threshold, additional receptor types quickly contribute
to the overall information, even if their signal-to-noise
ratio (,aq is less than the average value of receptor types
already present in the system. Taken together, this anal-
ysis provides qualitative guidance for a relation between
receptor sensitivity (, receptor repertoire size V;, and the
total count N of receptors in the nasal cavity.

II. DISCUSSION

We proposed a comprehensive model that describes
how odorant molecules distribute in the nasal cavity and
excite olfactory receptors. In particular, we developed
a physical theory that predicts the distribution of odor-
ants in the mucus layer of the nasal cavity, taking into



account physical transport and adsorption processes. We
found that the concentration of odorants decays expo-
nentially with the distance from the anterior side and
that the overall magnitude of the dissolved odorants is
mainly governed by their solubility. Using information
theory, we then concluded that this odorant distribu-
tion informs how receptors should be distributed in the
olfactory epithelium for maximal information transferal
to the brain. In particular, we found that olfactory re-
ceptors segregate into different zones, similar to experi-
mental observations [9, 10, 12], with receptors sensitive
to more soluble odorants located anteriorly. Taken to-
gether, our model suggest that the physical transport of
odorants in the nasal cavity affects their distribution in
mucus significantly. Olfactory receptors and the down-
stream processing need to take this into account to be
able to reconstruct a faithful representation of the ambi-
ent odor.

To obtain insight and analytical results, our model em-
ployed several simplifications. While the qualitative re-
sults will likely prevail, the quantitative details might
change when some of the simplifications are lifted. For
instance, odorant transport in realistic nasal geometries
might be altered and affect receptor placement, which
could be analyzed using detailed computational fluid dy-
namics modeling [14-16]. Moreover, the linear encoding
that we study is a simple abstraction of the odorant de-
tection by receptors since real receptors have non-linear
dose-response curves [35] and the downstream processing
of the excitation is also non-linear [32, 33, 36-38]. Incor-
porating non-linearities in the theory will likely change
details, like the width of receptor zones, but receptors re-
sponding to more soluble odors still need to be placed an-
teriorly. Receptors also respond to many different odor-
ants, so their placement should be based on the concen-
tration profiles averaged across all odorants they respond
to. Here, receptors that predominately respond to odor-
ants originating from food might be preferentially placed
posteriorly to aid in retronasal smell. We hypothesize
that the competition between orthonasal and retronasal
smell, the fact that receptors detect many odorants, and
the physical limitations of the genetic circuit that se-
lects receptor identity of olfactory neurons [39, 40] lead
to much less well defined receptor zones than our theory
predicts. However, a heterogeneous distribution of recep-
tors can likely increase overall information transmission,
which might also aid in improving artificial olfactory de-
vices [41].
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Appendix A: Mutual information

We here analyze the mutual information I, given by
Eq. (12), for uncorrelated inputs and noises. Assum-
ing Gaussian input and noise distributions, P,y (c) =
N (p, =) and Pg(€) = N(0,%%), the distribution of the
output e, defined by the linear map given in Eq. (10),
is also Gaussian and reads P(e) = N(Ap, X°¢) with
3¢ = AR°AT + »¢ [42]. Similarly, we find a Gaussian
joint distribution P(e,e) = N(p, X) with

[ e [ = Y
= [ANC} and %= [AEC asear ) - A

Hence, the mutual information reduces to [43]

1 55|
I=—-1 ] .
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For the simple case where the matrices X¢, A, and ¢
are diagonal, we have

1" ) X5
Lyt = 5 > log, | 1+ A2 SHE
=1

(2

(A2)

(A3)

Using the definition of A;; given in Eq. (11), we find
Eq. (13) where ¢ = ;8;[2%/%5]Y/? quantifies the
signal-to-noise ratio of a single receptor.

We start by considering the case of high signal-to-noise
(¢ > 1). In this case, Eq. (13) becomes

N, N, L
Tging. 1 & 2:log2 G+ E:log2 </ nie dz) , (A4)
i=1 i=1 0

so we can maximize the information irrespective of (.
In particular, we consider the situation where receptors
are sorted into distinct zones and optimize Igjag,n With
respect to the zone length. In the simplest case of N, = 2
types of receptors, we have

Nmax 0< 2z <Ly
= A5
m(2) {O otherwise (A5a)
Nmax L1 <z<L
= A5b
n2() { 0 otherwise ( )

where we assumed Ay < Az and nyax = N/L. Optimizing
l4iag,u With respect to Ly, we find the optimal lengths

201 Ao (1 — el/A2 2A1 A
L) = 22 e

= = A6
Ao — (2)\1 + /\2)61’/)‘2 201 + A2 ( )

and Lj = L — LY.
In the opposite limit of low signal-to-noise (¢;N; < 1)
we consider for simplicity A\; — 00, so Eq. (13) becomes

1
Lgiag, . = 2 Z NZQQQ , (A7)
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where the total number of receptors is N = Y. N;. We
then ask when it is useful to add an additional recep-
tor type to an existing array. For simplicity, we con-
sider an array of N, receptor types with equal {; = (¢ for
i =1,...,N; and add a receptor type with potentially
different signal-to-noise (yqq. Using N; = (N — Naqq) /Ny
for ¢ = 1,..., N;, we obtain the optimal count of the
added receptor, N}i4(N,(,Cada), from the optimality

au

condition Ol4iag,1,/ONadd = 0,

N.NC (N, + N*¢?)
NiG2(N:? = N2¢2) + (24 (N:* + N2¢?)?

* —
add — )

(A8)

which is valid for (yqq > C;Hd. The threshold value C;gd
follows from the pole of Eq. (A8) and reads

wm _ SVNEN.G2 - N

add — NQC2 + Nr2

(A9)

Since ggd needs to be real, we require N > N;.
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