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Abstract

We introduce a biologically detailed, stochastic model of gene expression describing the multiple rate-limiting steps
of transcription, nuclear pre-mRNA processing, nuclear mRNA export, cytoplasmic mRNA degradation and translation
of mRNA into protein. The processes in sub-cellular compartments are described by an arbitrary number of processing
stages, thus accounting for a significantly finer molecular description of gene expression than conventional models such
as the telegraph, two-stage and three-stage models of gene expression. We use two distinct tools, queueing theory and
model reduction using the slow-scale linear-noise approximation, to derive exact or approximate analytic expressions for
the moments or distributions of nuclear mRNA, cytoplasmic mRNA and protein fluctuations, as well as lower bounds
for their Fano factors in steady-state conditions. We use these to study the phase diagram of the stochastic model; in
particular we derive parametric conditions determining three types of transitions in the properties of mRNA fluctuations:
from sub-Poissonian to super-Poissonian noise, from high noise in the nucleus to high noise in the cytoplasm, and from
a monotonic increase to a monotonic decrease of the Fano factor with the number of processing stages. In contrast,
protein fluctuations are always super-Poissonian and show weak dependence on the number of mRNA processing
stages. Our results delineate the region of parameter space where conventional models give qualitatively incorrect
results and provide insight into how the number of processing stages, e.g. the number of rate-limiting steps in initiation,
splicing and mRNA degradation, shape stochastic gene expression by modulation of molecular memory.

1 Introduction

Chemical dynamics is stochastic [1]. The Stochastic Simulation Algorithm (SSA) [2, 3], a useful tool to simulate
stochastic chemical reaction systems, also provides a simple means to understand how the stochasticity in molecule
numbers emerges from the stochasticity in timing events. Given the molecule numbers of all chemical species at time
t and the rate constants of all chemical reactions, two random numbers are generated, one determining which of the
possible reactions will occur and the other determining the time t + ∆t at which the reaction will fire, causing the
molecule numbers to change. A major source of this uncertainty in timing events is diffusion: many reactions occur
once a molecule has bound with another one and the diffusive process bringing two molecules together, Brownian
motion, is a stochastic process. The size of the resulting discrete fluctuations in molecule numbers, i.e. the standard
deviation divided by the mean, is roughly inversely proportional to the square root of the mean number of molecules [1],
and therefore intrinsic noise is particularly important for subcellular processes in living cells because the number of
gene copies and messenger mRNA (mRNA) molecules per cell can be very low [4]. For example, most mRNAs in
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E. coli have copy numbers per cell less than one [5] and in mouse fibroblasts less than 100 [6]. Intrinsic noise is,
to some extent, responsible for the observed heterogeneity in mRNA and protein numbers between cells, typically
deduced using fluorescent reporter measurements [7, 8]. Many studies have shown that the steady-state distribution
predicted by the simple telegraph model of gene expression [9, 10] provides a good fit to the experimentally measured
distributions of mRNA molecules per cell (see for example [11, 12]). In this Markovian model, it is assumed that the
gene switches between two states, an inactive and active one from which mRNA is produced; the mRNA subsequently
degrades. This implies that while the gene is active, a geometrically distributed number of molecules are transcribed
and the time between successive bursts of transcription is exponentially distributed, properties that are in agreement
with experiments [8]. The telegraph model also predicts three distinct types of mRNA count distributions [13]; the
same categories have been found from experiments using embryonic stem cells [14].

Importantly, the telegraph model predicts that the Fano factor of mRNA molecule numbers, defined as the variance
divided by the mean, is greater than or equal to 1 for all values of the rate parameters. Note that in this model, a Fano
factor of 1, i.e. a Poisson distribution of mRNA counts, is only obtained when the gene is always active. In the limit that
the gene spends most of its time in the off state (as commonly inferred for eukaryotic genes; see Table I of Ref. [15] for
a summary of estimates from various papers), expression occurs in isolated bursts, a process that is often referred to as
bursty transcription. In this case, the model predicts that the Fano factor is equal to 1 plus the mean burst size (mean
number of mRNA molecules transcribed when the gene is active), hence a Fano factor greater than 1 typically is taken
to imply bursty transcription. Of course, the simplicity of the telegraph model necessarily means that it excludes the
description of various biologically important processes. Hence, it has been argued that the larger than one value of the
measured Fano factor of mRNA fluctuations is not simply due to transcriptional bursting but also due to other noise
sources such as the doubling of the gene copy number during DNA replication, the partitioning of molecules between
daughter cells during cell division, the variability in the cell cycle duration time, the coupling of gene expression to cell
size or cell-cycle phase and cell-to-cell variation in transcriptional parameters [16–19]. These noise sources can be
collectively described as extrinsic noise, since they arise independently of a gene of interest [7, 20].

Despite the clear trend in the literature of considering transcription as an inherently bursty process [21], there is
also evidence to the contrary. Poissonian distributions (Fano factor equal to 1) have been measured for a number of
genes [11, 22] and there have even been isolated reports from bacteria and hints for single genes in eukaryotes of Fano
factors below 1 [23–25] though without well-controlled confirmation. These low noise genes have not received much
attention until recently, when it was demonstrated beyond any reasonable doubt that several constitutive (non-regulated)
cell division genes in fission yeast exhibit mRNA variances significantly below the mean (Fano factors as low as
approximately 0.5) [26]. The strength of this study is the relatively large sample size (which leads to small confidence
intervals for the Fano factor) and the proper accounting for extrinsic noise, which artificially amplifies the Fano factor of
mRNA fluctuations. Clearly, these observations cannot be predicted by the telegraph model or its myriad modifications
(described in the previous paragraph) because these models exclusively predict super-Poissonian noise. We note that
while models have shown that this type of noise can be obtained by negative autoregulatory feedback [27] or by
steric hindrances between RNA polymerases [28, 29], these cannot explain the observations in non-regulated genes
that are infrequently transcribed (such as cell division genes in fission yeast). Hence, a different stochastic model of
transcription was proposed in Ref. [26] which reproduces the observed low-noise, sub-Poissonian expression. While it
is clear that the model’s predictions for the moments of the mRNA can fit those measured from single-cell data, its
detailed mathematical analysis and extension to also predict the commonly observed super-Poissonian fluctuations
remains missing, principally because of its complexity. As well, it is unclear how the sub-Poissonian character of mRNA
fluctuations influences protein fluctuations — the standard two-stage and three-stage models of gene expression [30–33]
that predict protein fluctuations are extensions of the telegraph model and therefore cannot be used to study this
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question.
In this paper, we undertake a rigorous analytical study of a generalized version of the model proposed in Ref. [26].

The model under consideration is a multi-stage and multi-compartment model, meaning that we model the mRNA
fluctuations in both the nucleus and the cytoplasm, and in each of these compartments there are several processing
stages each described by a different labelled species. In principle, because the propensities of the stochastic model are
linear in the molecule numbers, all the moments of molecule numbers can be derived in closed-form. Unfortunately,
in practice, it becomes impossible to write compact expressions, from which any meaning can be deduced, when
the number of species exceeds two or three. Hence, in this paper to make progress, we resort to two powerful but
different analytical techniques: queueing theory [34–36] and stochastic model reduction using the slow-scale linear
noise approximation [37–39]. The paper is divided as follows. The model and its detailed biological interpretation are
introduced in Section 2. This is followed by the model’s analysis using queueing theory in Section 3 and using model
reduction in Section 4. The theoretical results are then confirmed by stochastic simulations in Section 5, and finally we
conclude by a summary and discussion of the results in Section 6.

2 The model and its biological interpretation

The model consists of the following set of (effective) reactions:

U0
kon−−⇀↽−−
koff

U1,

U1
k1−→ U2

k2−→ ...
kG−1−−−→ UG

kG−−→ U1 +MN
0 ,

MN
0

T
=⇒ MN

1 ,

MN
1

δ−→ MN
2

δ−→ ...
δ−→ MN

S−1
δ−→ MN

S ,

MN
S

δ1−→ MC
1 ,

MC
1

λ−→ MC
2

λ−→ ...
λ−→ MC

R−1
λ−→ MC

R
λ−→ ∅,

MC
1

λ1−→ MC
1 + P, P

λ2−→ ∅,

(1)

where Ui denote promoter states, MN
i denote nuclear mRNA species, MC

i denote cytoplasmic mRNA species and
P denotes protein species. Note that this model is a generalization of the one described in Ref. [26] (which assumed
S = 1, koff = 0 and there was no protein description). The model is illustrated by a cartoon in Fig. 1.

The states and reactions have the following biological interpretation. U0 denotes a closed chromatin state that
impairs activator binding and therefore prevents RNA polymerase II (RNAP) from accessing the promoter region [40, 41].
U1 signifies a state in which activator binding has reshaped the nearby nucleosome structure [41]. This restructuring
enables RNAP to reach the promoter region alongside all the necessary elements for transcription initiation, such as
transcription factors, co-activators and initiation factors. Once RNAP binds to the promoter, initiation occurs and the
state changes to U2 (closed RNAP-promoter complex). The next step is for the RNAP to open the DNA double helix,
a process that includes several long-lived intermediate states, which we denote by Ug (g = 3, 4, ..., G − 1) [42, 43].
Finally, an open complex results and the RNAP begins mRNA elongation but pauses shortly after (promoter proximal
pausing [44, 45]); this state is described by UG. Once the pause is released, RNAP begins moving away from the
promoter region, thus starting productive elongation that leads to an RNAP molecule with a nascent mRNA tail (MN

0 ).
Simultaneously, since the promoter region is now cleared of the RNAP, a new RNAP can bind, hence the gene state
changes back to U1 [46, 47] (volume exclusion can prevent a new RNAP binding event if another already bound RNAP
is very close to the promoter).

3



After a fixed time delay T (during which elongation followed by termination occur), RNAP detaches from the
DNA and the mRNA strand is complete (MN

1 ). Note that the modelling of elongation plus termination as a step
occurring after a fixed delay is justified by microscopic arguments: the time for a particle (RNAP) hopping in one
direction on a lattice with N sites (nucleotides) to exit the last site is a random variable distributed according to an
Erlang distribution with a coefficient of variation (ratio of standard deviation and mean) equal to 1/

√
N . Hence, if N is

large, the time for elongation plus termination to finish is approximately deterministic. Experimental support for the
deterministic nature of the elongation and termination processes is provided in Ref. [48].

In eukaryotes, the new mRNA (MN
1 ) needs processing before it is ready for translation. Hence, at this stage it is

called a pre-mRNA. The processing steps that it must go through while in the nucleus include the addition of a 5’ cap,
splicing, editing, and 3’ polyadenylation (poly-A) tail [49]. Note that for some of these processes, such as splicing,
there are opposing models suggesting they can occur either before or after the RNA is detached from DNA [50, 51].
The pre-mRNA in these various stages is described by MN

s (s = 2, ..., S). From the last stage, nuclear export occurs,
resulting in the first stage of cytoplasmic mRNA, MC

1 . We assume that cytoplasmic mRNA goes through several other
stages, MC

r (r = 2, ..., R), before it finally gets completely degraded. Each of the latter stages is associated with a
different process in the complex mRNA degradation pathway [52]. This also means that the cytoplasmic mRNA
lifetime distribution is generally not exponential [53].

Finally, we assume that translation can only easily proceed before the mRNA becomes targeted for degradation
and therefore only the cytoplasmic species from the first stage, MC

1 , can lead to protein production. The evidence for
this is that mRNA decapping (a critical step in the mRNA decay pathway) is significantly enhanced when translation
initiation is inhibited [54] although the interaction between translation and degradation is in reality much more complex
than this [55]. Protein decay is modelled by a simple first-order reaction; this effectively models dilution due to the
partitioning of protein molecules between two daughter cells when cell-division occurs.

3 Results using queueing theory

In this section, instead of using the standard chemical master equation (CME) [3] approach to study the stochastic
properties of the reaction system (1), we will make use of an alternative powerful approach based on queueing theory
(for applications of this theory to solve problems in gene expression, see for example [34, 56–61]). Our aim is to derive
expressions for the Fano factor of mRNA fluctuations in the nucleus and the cytoplasm in steady-state conditions, and
to use these to derive insight into the relationship between the two. We also obtain steady-state distributions of total
nuclear and cytoplasmic mRNA for the special case in which their processing and degradation times are deterministic.

3.1 Mapping the model to a queueing system

We begin by mapping the model (1) to a queueing system in which mRNA molecules are the customers, transcrip-
tion is the arrival process and the processing of mRNA is the service process. The arrival of nascent mRNA is described
by a Markov jump process that starts from state U1, the state the gene switches to immediately after producing a nascent
mRNA molecule, and ends in state UG from which a new nascent mRNA molecule is produced. After the production of
nascent mRNA, the gene switches back to state U1, and the process is repeated. This process therefore constitutes a
renewal process, meaning that the interarrival times are independent and identically distributed random variables.

Once a nascent mRNA molecule is produced, it is processed into a nuclear mRNA molecule after a fixed time
T . It is important to emphasize that in the queueing theory approach we do not consider neither individual nuclear
mRNA species MN

1 , . . . ,MN
S nor individual cytoplasmic mRNA species MC

1 , . . . ,MC
R . Instead, the “customers"

in our queueing system are individual nuclear and cytoplasmic mRNA molecules, which are distinguished only by
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nucleus

cytoplasm

Pause release and elongation

free promoter is ready for new RNAP II 
binding

mRNA elongation

...

...

Intermediate states 

promoter is inaccessible to 
a new RNAP II 

Promoter-proximal paused 

activators RNAP II 

Inactive state 

other TF proteins

Free promoter state 

ABS

RNAP II binds to the 
promoter region

Initiation occurs

Cytoplasmic mRNA processing and 
degradation

Protein production and degradation

...

Nuclear mRNA processing

Mature mRNA produced

...

promoter

ABS gene gene

ABS ABS

ABSABS

genegene

gene genepromoter promoter

promoter

promoterpromoter

Elongation and termination

Fig. 1 Illustration of the model. The state U0 denotes the gene-off state, where activators and other transcription factors are not
in the vicinity of the promoter. In the state U1, the activator binds to the promoter and RNAP II can access the promoter region.
Initiation begins (U2) once RNAP II binds to the promoter region. It temporarily pauses in the state UG due to promoter-proximal
pausing. The states Ug, g = 3, 4, ..., G − 1 denote multiple long-lived intermediate states between binding and pausing. After
the pause is released, nascent mRNA MN

0 is produced (not shown), followed by elongation and termination with a deterministic
time delay T , after which the pre-mRNA MN

1 is produced. This undergoes several processing steps (each associated with a stage,
MN

i , i = 2, ..., S) before being exported to the cytoplasm as MC
1 . Once in the cytoplasm, MC

1 serves as a template for protein (P )
translation. The several stages of the mRNA degradation process are modelled by MC

i , i = 2, ..., R.
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the (random) time it takes to process them. This is different from the CME formalism, which also keeps track of the
particular stage of each mRNA molecule. Hence, the system of chemical reactions that we consider using the queueing
theory approach can be better described as

U0
kon−−⇀↽−−
koff

U1, U1
k1−→ U2

k2−→ ...
kG−1−−−→ UG

kG−−→ U1 +MN
0 ,

MN
0

T
=⇒ MN , MN ⇝MC , MC ⇝ ∅,

(2)

where MN = MN
1 + · · · + MN

S and MC = MC
1 + · · · + MC

R denote the total nuclear and cytoplasmic mRNA,
respectively, and the symbol⇝ means that the reaction occurs after some random service time. The usual Markovian
case is obtained when the service time distribution is exponential (in our model, that happens only when S = R = 1).
The reaction system (2) can be considered as a queueing system consisting of two queues in a tandem. The first queue
produces a nuclear mRNA molecule MN , which is then turned into a cytoplasmic mRNA molecule after some random
time tN , which in turn is degraded after some other random time tC (the distributions of tN and tC will be discussed
later). The departure process of the first queue is therefore an arrival process of the second queue.

Tandem queues are in general difficult to study analytically, because the departures of all but the simplest queues
are generally intractable. We will therefore focus only on the total nuclear mRNA MN , which has the same arrival
process as the nascent mRNA, since the time T is fixed. We will consider total cytoplasmic mRNA MC only in the
special case in which the processing time of nuclear mRNA is deterministic, since in that case both queues share the
same arrival process. We also note that each mRNA molecule (nuclear or cytoplasmic) is processed independently of
other mRNA molecules. In queueing theory, this is equivalent to saying that both queues have infinitely many servers.
The number of customers (the number of mRNA molecules) in each queue (the queue length) is therefore equal to the
number of busy servers.

Queueing systems are usually described using Kendall’s notation A/S/c, where A denotes the arrival process, S
denotes the service process, and c denotes the number of servers. The queueing system describing the production and
processing of nuclear mRNA is a G/G/∞ queue, where the first G refers to renewal arrivals with general interarrival
distribution, the second G refers to general service time distribution, and there are infinitely many servers. This classic
queueing system was analysed in detail in Ref. [62], and analytical results were obtained for the moments of the queue
length distribution in terms of the interarrival and service time distributions. For convenience, we rephrase these results
here.

Let ti and χi for i = 1, 2, . . . denote the interarrival and service times of customers arriving to a G/G/∞
queue, respectively, and set P (ti ≤ x) = F (x) and P (χi ≤ x) = H(x) to be the interarrival and service time
cumulative distribution functions, respectively. Let η(t) denote the queue length at time t such that η(0) = 0, and let
P ∗
k = limt→∞ P (η(t) = k) denote the steady-state distribution of η(t). Define the rth binomial moment of P ∗

k as

B∗
r =

∞∑
k=r

(
k

r

)
P ∗
k , r = 0, 1, 2 . . . , (3)

Then it follows from Ref. [62] that

B∗
r =

1

α

∫ ∞

0

dtBr−1(t)[1−H(t)], r = 1, 2, 3, . . . , (4)

where α is the mean interarrival time, and Br(t) is defined as

B0(t) ≡ 1, Br(t) =

∫ t

0

dR(x)Br−1(t− x)[1−H(t− x)], r = 1, 2, 3 . . . . (5)
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The function R(x), which is called the renewal function, is given by

R(x) =

∞∑
n=1

Fn(x), (6)

where Fn(x) =
∫ x

0
dx′f∗n(x′), f(x) = dF/dx and f∗n(x) is the nth iterated convolution of f(x). From this result,

knowing F (x) and H(x), one can compute all steady-state moments recursively. A generalization of this result to batch
arrivals (multiple customers arriving at the queue at the same time) can be found in Ref. [63].

We now apply this result to total nuclear mRNA MN . We have previously established that the interarrival time
of total nuclear mRNA MN is the same as of nascent mRNA MN

0 , except for the first arrival. Since the steady-state
queue length distribution is independent of the distribution of the first arrival time [62], the above results are applicable
to total nuclear mRNA. We are interested in the Fano factor, which is a measure of the spread of fluctuations, and is
defined as the ratio of the mean and the variance of mRNA fluctuations,

FFN
G,S =

∑∞
k=0 k

2P ∗
k −B∗2

1

B∗
1

= 1 +
2B∗

2

B∗
1

−B∗
1 , (7)

where the subscripts G and S denote the number of gene states and the number of post-transcriptional processing steps
in the nucleus, and B∗

1 and B∗
2 are the first two binomial moments of the total nuclear mRNA number distribution in

the steady state,

B∗
1 =

∞∑
k=1

kP ∗
k , B∗

2 =
1

2

∞∑
k=2

k(k − 1)P ∗
k . (8)

According to queueing theory, binomial moments of the total nuclear mRNA number distribution depend only on the
interarrival time distribution (through the renewal function R(x) in Eq. (6)), and the service time distribution. The
following result establishes the distribution of the interarrival times of nascent mRNA.

Lemma 1. Let f(t) denote the probability density function of the interarrival times between successive arrivals of
nascent mRNA. The Laplace transform of f(t) is given by

ϕ(s) =

∫ ∞

0

dtf(t)e−st =
k1(s+ kon)

s2 + s(k1 + kon + koff) + k1kon

G∏
i=2

ki
s+ ki

. (9)

Proof of Lemma 1. The pdf f(t) can be found by solving the first passage time problem for the system of reactions

U0
kon−−⇀↽−−
koff

U1
k1−→ U2

k2−→ ...
kG−1−−−→ UG

kG−−→ U1 +MN
0 , (10)

where the starting point is state U1 (the state the gene goes to after initiation), and the ending point is the creation of
nascent mRNA, i.e. reaction UG → U1 +MN

0 . Let Pi(t) denote the probability that the system is in state i at time t,
and set Pi(0) = δi,1, where δi,j is the Kronecker delta. The master equation for Pi(t) for i = 0, . . . , G is given by

dP0

dt
= koffP1 − konP0, (11)

dP1

dt
= konP0 + kGPG − (koff + k1)P1,

dPi

dt
= ki−1Pi−1 − kiPi, i = 2, . . . , G.

The probability density function f(t) can be computed from

f(t) = kGPG(t). (12)
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The result in Eq. (9) follows from solving Eq. (11) for PG(t) and substituting this result in the Laplace transform of
Eq. (12). □

From Eq. (9) we get the following expression for the mean interarrival time α,

α = − dϕ

ds

∣∣∣∣
s=0

=
kon + koff
konk1

+

G∑
i=2

1

ki
. (13)

To compute Br(t), we need to compute the renewal function R(x), and the service time distribution. These results are
established in Lemma 2 and Lemma 3, respectively.

Lemma 2. Let f(t) denote the probability density function whose Laplace transform ϕ(s) is given by Eq. (9), and let
p(s) and q(s) denote two coprime polynomials such that

ϕ(s)

s[1− ϕ(s)]
=

p(s)

q(s)
=

p(s)

s2(s+ s1) . . . (s+ sM )
, (14)

where M = deg(q)− 2, and −s1, . . . ,−sM are non-zero zeros of q(s). Then the renewal function defined in Eq. (6) is
given by

R(x) =
x

α
−

M∑
r=1

Ar

(
1− e−srx

)
, (15)

where Ar = p(−sr)/q
′(−sr).

Proof of Lemma 2. It is a well-known result from renewal theory (see for example Chapter 4 in Ref. [64]) that the
Laplace transform of the renewal function R(x) is given by

L[R(x)](s) =
ϕ(s)

s[1− ϕ(s)]
, (16)

where ϕ(s) is the Laplace transform of f(t) = dF (t)/dt. Since ϕ(s) is a rational function, we can always write

L[R(x)](s) =
p(s)

q(s)
, q(s) = s2

M∏
r=1

(s+ sr), (17)

where in the last step we factorized the denominator and kept only factors that are not present in p(s), hence p(s) are
q(s) are coprime. The Laplace transform in Eq. (17) can be inverted using partial fraction decomposition,

L[R(x)](s) =
c1
s

+
c2
s2

+

M∑
r=1

Ar

s+ sr
. (18)

From here it follows that

p(s) = c1s

M∏
r=1

(s+ sr) + c2

M∏
r=1

(s+ sr) + s2
M∑
r=1

Ar

M∏
j=1
j ̸=r

(s+ sj). (19)

The polynomial on the right-hand side has a degree of M + 2. However, it can be shown that deg(p) < M + 1, from
where it follows that

c1 = −
M∑
r=1

Ar. (20)

On the other hand,

c1 = lim
s→0

d

ds

[
sϕ(s)

1− ϕ(s)

]
=

α2 − 2α2

2α2
=

CV2
f − 1

2
, (21)
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where α2 is the second moment of the interarrival time distribution, and CV2
f = (α2 − α2)/α2 is the corresponding

coefficient of variation squared. The coefficient c2 follows from

c2 = lim
s→0

sϕ(s)

1− ϕ(s)
=

1

α
. (22)

Finally, the coefficients Ar for r = 1, . . . ,M are given by

Ar =
p(−sr)

q′(−sr)
. (23)

From here the main statement of the lemma follows by inverting the Laplace transform L{R(x)}(s) in Eq. (18). □

Lemma 3. Let tN denote the random time it takes to process nuclear mRNA and export it to cytoplasm, and let
HN (t) = P (tN ≤ t) denotes its cumulative distribution function. The expression for HN (t) is given by

HN (t) =
γ(S − 1, δt)

Γ(S − 1)
−
(

δ

δ − δ1

)S−1
γ(S − 1, (δ − δ1)t)

Γ(S − 1)
e−δ1t, (24)

where γ(n, t) is the lower incomplete Gamma function,

γ(n, t) =

∫ t

0

dx xn−1e−x = Γ(n)

(
1− e−t

n−1∑
i=0

ti

i!

)
, n = 1, 2 . . . , (25)

and Γ(n) is the Gamma function.

Proof of Lemma 3. According to the reaction system (1), the nuclear mRNA processing time is a sum of two random
variables: one that is Erlang distributed with shape S − 1 and rate parameter δ, and the other that is exponentially
distributed with rate parameter δ1. The cumulative distribution function of the service time is therefore a convolution of
these two probability distributions,

HN (t) =

∫ t

0

dx e−δ1(t−x) δ
S−1xS−2

Γ(S − 1)
e−δx,

=
γ(S − 1, δt)

Γ(S − 1)
−
(

δ

δ − δ1

)S−1
γ(S − 1, (δ − δ1)t)

Γ(S − 1)
e−δ1t. □ (26)

We now have all the ingredients to compute Br(t) and B∗
r for any r, and therefore the Fano factor FFN

G,S .
According to Eq. (4), B∗

1 reads

B∗
1 =

1

α

∫
0

dt[1−HN (t)] =
ρ

α
, (27)

where α and ρ are the mean interarrival and service times, respectively. The mean interarrival time α has been computed
in Eq. (13). The mean service time ρ follows from Lemma 3,

ρ =
S − 1

δ
+

1

δ1
. (28)

The following Proposition gives the expression for B1(t).

Proposition 1. Given R(x) and HN (t) obtained in Eqs. (15) and (24), the expression for B1(t) is given by

B1(t) = R(t)− 1

α

[
φ(S − 1, δ, 0, t)

Γ(S − 1)
−
(

δ

δ − δ1

)S−1
φ(S − 1, δ − δ1,−δ1, t)

Γ(S − 1)
e−δ1t

]

+

M∑
r=1

Arsr

[
φ(S − 1, δ, sr, t)

Γ(S − 1)
−
(

δ

δ − δ1

)S−1
φ(S − 1, δ − δ1, sr − δ1, t)

Γ(S − 1)
e−δ1t

]
(29)
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where the function φ(n, a, b, t) is defined as

φ(n, a, b, t) =


γ(n,at)

b −
(

a
a−b

)n
γ(n,(a−b)t)

b e−bt, b ̸= 0

tγ(n, at)− γ(n+1,at)
a , b = 0.

(30)

Proof of Proposition 1. For r = 1 in Eq. (5) we get

B1(t) =

∫ ∞

0

dx
dR(x)

dx
[1−HN (t− x)] (31)

The result in Eq. (29) can be obtained by inserting dR(x)/dx and HN (t− x) into Eq. (31), and using the following
identity,

φ(n, a, b, t) ≡
∫ t

0

dxγ(n, a(t− x))e−bx, (32)

where the expression for φ(n, a, b, t) is given in Eq. (30). This integral is easily solved by integration by parts. □
To compute B∗

2 and finally the Fano factor FFN
G,S , we need to perform the integral in Eq. (4) for r = 2 using

B1(t) and HN (t) computed in Lemma 3 and Proposition 1, respectively. Although the integral can be carried out
analytically, the calculation is quite tedious for general S. Instead, we demonstrate the calculation for the special cases
S = 1 and S = 2.

Corollary 1. For S = 1, the Fano factor of the total nuclear mRNA reads

FFN
G,1 = 1−

M∑
r=1

Arsr
sr + δ1

=
1

1− ϕ(δ1)
− 1

αδ1
, (33)

where ϕ(s) is the Laplace transform of the interarrival time distribution given by Eq. (9).

Proof of Corollary 1. The S = 1 case is a special limit of the S = 2 case when δ → ∞, hence the proof will be given
in Corollary 2. □

Corollary 2. For S = 2, the Fano factor of the total nuclear mRNA reads

FFN
G,2 = 1−

M∑
r=1

Ar
sr(δ + δ1)

3 + s2r(δ
2 + 3δδ1 + δ21)

(δ + δ1)2(δ + sr)(δ1 + sr)
. (34)

Proof of Corollary 2. For S = 2 the cumulative distribution function HN (t) is given by

HN (t) = 1− δ

δ − δ1
e−δ1t +

δ1
δ − δ1

e−δt, (35)

The mean service time ρ reads

ρ =
1

δ
+

1

δ
, (36)

which gives

B∗
1 =

1

α

(
1

δ
+

1

δ1

)
. (37)

Next, we insert HN (t) into Eq. (29), and then insert the resulting expression into Eq. (4) for r = 2, which yields

B∗
2 =

1

2
B∗2

1 − 1

α

M∑
r=1

Ar
sr(δ + δ1)

3 + s2r(δ
2 + 3δδ1 + δ21)

(δ + δ1)2(δ + sr)(δ1 + sr)
. (38)
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Inserting Eqs. (37) and (38) into Eq. (7) yields the stated expression for the Fano factor. To prove the result in
Corollary 1, we set δ → ∞ in Eq. (34). The second equality follows from Eqs. (16) and (18). □

Application of queueing theory to the total mRNA. We note that the results for the G/G/∞ queue can be applied
to compute the Fano factor of the total mRNA number, which includes both nuclear and cytoplasmic mRNA. In that
case, we need to compute the service time distribution of the total time tN+C it takes the cell to process nuclear mRNA,
export it to cytoplasm, and degrade it. The distribution of tN+C is given by

HN+C(t) = P (tN+C ≤ t) =

∫ t

0

dx
λRxR−1

Γ(R)
e−λxHN (t− x). (39)

From here it follows that the mean service time ρ is

ρ =
S − 1

δ
+

1

δ1
+

R

λ
, (40)

and therefore
B∗

1 =
1

α

(
S − 1

δ
+

1

δ1
+

R

λ

)
, (41)

where α is given by Eq. (13). The next step is to insert the expression for HN+C(t) in Eq. (39) into Eq. (5) to compute
B1(t), using R(x) given by Eq. (15). Inserting the resulting expression for B1(t) into Eq. (4) for r = 2 yields B∗

2 ,
which in turn can be used to compute the Fano factor of the nuclear and cytoplasmic mRNA combined. This calculation
is omitted here as it is quite tedious.

In the rest of this section, we consider a case in which the service process consists of an infinitely many steps, such
that the service time becomes deterministic. In that case, it is possible to compute the steady-state distribution of the
total nuclear or cytoplasmic mRNA.

Proposition 2. Let koff = 0, δ1 = δ and ki = k for i = 1, .., G. Assume that S → ∞ and δ → ∞ such that the mean
time to process nuclear mRNA, TN = S/δ, is finite. In that case the distribution of tN becomes deterministic, i.e. the
probability density function of tN is given by a Dirac delta function, hN (t) = dHN/dt = δ(t − TN ). Under these
conditions, the steady-state distribution of the total nuclear mRNA MN , PN

G,∞(m), is given by

PN
G,∞(0) =

e−kTN

G

G−1∑
j=0

(G− j)
(kTN )j

j!
, (42a)

PN
G,∞(m) =

e−kTN

G


G(m+1)−1∑

j=0

[G(m+ 1)− j]
(kTN )j

j!

−2

Gm−1∑
j=0

(Gm− j)
(kTN )j

j!
+

G(m−1)−1∑
j=0

[G(m− 1)− j]
(kTN )j

j!

 , m ≥ 1. (42b)

Proof of Proposition 2. This problem can be solved using renewal theory as described in Ref. [65]. Since the service
time is fixed, the number of nuclear mRNA at some time t in the steady state is equal to the number of nuclear mRNA
that arrived between t− TN and t. The Laplace transform of this probability distribution reads [64]

L[PN
G,∞(m)](s) =

∫ ∞

0

dTNPN
G,∞(m)e−sTN

=


αs− 1 + ϕ(s)

αs2
, m = 0

[1− ϕ(s)]2[ϕ(s)]m−1

αs2
, m ≥ 1,

(43)
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where ϕ(s) is the Laplace transform of the probability density function of the interarrival time of nuclear mRNA, and α

is the mean interarrival time. For the Erlang distribution,

ϕ(s) =

(
k

s+ k

)G

, α = G/k. (44)

The inverse of Eq. (43) using Eq. (44) has been computed in Appendix B of Ref. [65], yielding the result in Eq. (42). □

Corollary 3. Let tC denote the time it takes to process and degrade cytoplasmic mRNA. Let koff = 0, ki = k for
i = 1, .., G and δ1 = δ. Set S → ∞ and δ → ∞ such that the mean nuclear mRNA processing time, TN = S/δ,
is finite. Similarly, set R → ∞ and λ → ∞ such that the mean time to process and degrade cytoplasmic mRNA,
TC = R/λ, is finite. In that case the distribution of tC becomes deterministic, i.e. the probability density function of tC

becomes a Dirac delta function, hC(t) = dHC/dt = δ(t− TC). Under these conditions, the steady-state probability
distribution of cytoplasmic mRNA MC , PC

G,∞(m), is given by Eq. (42) in which TN is replaced by TC .

Proof of Corollary 3. Since the processing of nuclear mRNA is deterministic, the interarrival time of cytoplasmic mRNA
is the same as the interarrival time of nuclear mRNA. The degradation of cytoplasmic mRNA is also deterministic,
hence the steady-state distribution of the total number of cytoplasmic mRNA is the same as the steady-state distribution
of the total number of nuclear mRNA, except that TN is replaced by TC . □

Proposition 3. Under the conditions of Corollary 3, FFN
G,∞ decays monotonically with TN . Since FFC

G,∞ has the
same dependence on TC as FFN

G,∞ has on TN , FFC
G,∞ decays monotonically with TC .

Proof of Proposition 3. Let ΨN
G,∞(z) denote the probability generating function of total nuclear mRNA number in the

stationary limit,

ΨN
G,∞(z) =

∞∑
m=0

zmPN
G,∞(m). (45)

Using Eq. (43), the Laplace transform of ΨN
G,∞(z) with respect to TN is given by

L[ΨN
G,∞(z)](s) =

∫ ∞

0

dTNΨN
G,∞(z)e−sTN

=
1

s
+

(z − 1)[1− ϕ(s)]

αs2[1− zϕ(s)]
. (46)

From here it follows that the mean and the variance of the total nuclear mRNA number are given by

µN =
TN

α
, (σN )2 = L−1

{
1 + ϕ(s)

αs2[1− ϕ(s)]

}
(TN )−

(
TN

α

)2

, (47)

and therefore the Fano factor FFN
G,∞ reads

FFN
G,∞ =

1

TN
L−1

{
1 + ϕ(s)

s2[1− ϕ(s)]

}
(TN )− TN

α
. (48)

The first term in Eq. (48) can be computed using partial fraction decomposition,

1 + ϕ(s)

s2[1− ϕ(s)]
=

(k + s)G + kG

s2[(k + s)G − kG]
=

c1
s

+
c2
s2

+
c3
s3

+

G−1∑
r=1

Ar

s+ sr
, (49)

where sr are defined as
sr = k(1− ϵr), ϵr = e

2πir
G , r = 1, . . . , G− 1. (50)
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From here we get that

Ar =
2

kG

ϵr
(1− ϵr)2

, c1 = −
G−1∑
r=1

Ar, c2 = 1− 2

G

G−1∑
r=1

1

1− ϵr
, c3 =

2k

G
. (51)

Inserting Eq. (51) into Eq. (49) and inverting the Laplace transform yields

FFN
G,∞ = 1 +

2

G

G−1∑
r=1

ϵr
1− ϵr

{
1− 1

kTN (1− ϵr)

[
1− e−kT (1−ϵr)

]}
, (52)

where we also used the following result,

G−1∑
r=1

1

1− ϵr
= −

G−1∑
r=1

ϵr
1− ϵr

. (53)

which is easy to verify. Namely, if G is odd, then ϵ1, . . . , ϵG−1 are positioned symmetrically in the complex plane with
respect to the real axis, meaning that ϵr = 1/ϵG−r. In that case,

G−1∑
r=1

1 + ϵr
1− ϵr

=

G−1
2∑

r=1

[
1 + ϵr
1− ϵr

+
1 + 1/ϵr
1− 1/ϵr

]
= 0. (54)

On the other hand, if G is even, then there is an extra point ϵr = −1 for r = G/2, which satisfies 1/(1 − ϵr) =

−ϵr/(1− ϵr).
Let θr = 2πr/G. The expression in Eq. (52) simplifies to

FFN
G,∞ =



1

G

1 + 2

G−1
2∑

r=1

g(kTN , θr)

 , G is odd

1

G

1 + 2

G−2
2∑

r=1

g(kTN , θr) + g(kTN , π)

 , G is even,

(55)

where g(x, y) is defined as

g(x, y) =
1− cos(xsin(y))e−x(1−cos(y))

x(1− cos(y))
, y ̸= 0. (56)

Next, we show that ∂g/∂x < 0 for x > 0 and y ̸= 0, which means that g(x, y) is monotonically decreasing for positive
x. The partial derivative of g(x, y) with respect to x is given by

∂g

∂x
= −1 + [xcos(y + xsin(y))− (1 + x)cos(xsin(y))] e−x(1−cos(y))

x2(1− cos(y))
. (57)

Since 1 − cos(y) > 0 for y ̸= 0, the factor in front of the curly brackets is always negative. On the other hand, the
expression in the curly brackets is positive for any x > 0 and y ̸= 0, since in that case e−x(1−cos(y)) < 1 and

xcos(y + xsin(y))− (1 + x)cos(xsin(y)) > −x− (1− x) = −1, (58)

where we used that cos(y + xsin(y)) > −1 and cos(xsin(y)) < 1 for y ̸= 0. The proof is the same for total
cytoplasmic mRNA, since it has the same arrival process as the total nuclear mRNA. □

Corollary 4. Under the conditions of Corollary 3, if TN < TC then FFN
G,∞ > FFC

G,∞ and vice versa.
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Corollary 5. Let CV N
G,∞ =

√
⟨m2⟩NG,∞ − (⟨m⟩NG,∞)2/⟨m⟩NG,∞ and CV C

G,∞ =
√
⟨m2⟩CG,∞ − (⟨m⟩CG,∞)2/⟨m⟩CG,∞

denote the coefficients of variation of the total nuclear and cytoplasmic mRNA, respectively. Then CV N
G,∞ decays

monotonically with TN , and CV C
G,∞ decays monotonically with TC . Furthermore, if TN < TC then CV N

G,∞ >

CV C
G,∞ and vice versa.

Proof of Corollary 5. Note that CV N
G,∞ =

√
FFN

G,∞/⟨m⟩NG,∞, where ⟨m⟩NG,∞ is the mean number of total nuclear

mRNA, ⟨m⟩NG,∞ = TN/α = TNk/G. Since ⟨m⟩NG,∞ ∝ TN , and FFN
G,∞ decays monotonically with TN , it follows

immediately that CV N
G,∞ decays monotonically with TN . The same argument applies to total cytoplasmic mRNA with

TN replaced by TC . Since CV N
G,∞ and CV C

G,∞ have the same functional dependence on TN and TC , respectively,
then TN < TC implies CV N

G,∞ > CV C
G,∞ and vice versa. □

In summary, we mapped the model in Eq. (1) to the model in Eq. (2) describing total nuclear and cytoplasmic
mRNA, and reframed it as a G/G/∞ queue. As our main result, we computed the Fano factor of the total nuclear
mRNA MN using results of Ref. [62]. In the special limit in which the processing of both nuclear and cytoplasmic
mRNA becomes deterministic, we computed the distributions of the total nuclear and cytoplasmic mRNA numbers, and
proved that their Fano factors decay monotonically with their respective processing times. In Section 5, we will test
these results using stochastic simulations.

4 Results using stochastic model reduction

In this section, we use a completely different method of mathematical analysis than the previous section. We utilize
the slow-scale linear-noise approximation (ssLNA) [37, 38], which provides a rigorous method of model reduction for
systems with linear propensities (such as ours) when there exists timescale separation between species. Specifically, the
ssLNA provides an analytical recipe to compute the first and second moments of the number of molecules of the slow
species. It provides accurate results whenever the timescales of the transients in the mean molecules of different species
are well separated. Other methods that provide a reduced stochastic description of stochastic reaction kinetics have also
been developed; see for example [66–70].

4.1 Determining the timescales for each species

Before we can determine the timescales, we need the time-evolution equations for the mean molecule numbers of
the reaction system (1). These can be derived directly from the CME, though in this case it is simpler to state them
directly using the law of mass action because since each reaction is first-order then the time-evolution equations for the
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means are precisely the same as the deterministic rate equations:

d[U0]

dt
= koff [U1]− kon[U0],

d[U1]

dt
= kon[U0] + kG(1− [U0]− ...− [UG−1])− koff [U1]− k1[U1],

d[Ug]

dt
= kg−1[Ug−1]− kg[Ug], g = 2, 3, ..., G− 1,

d[MN
1 ]

dt
= kG(1− [U0]− ...− [UG−1])− δ[MN

1 ],

d[MN
s ]

dt
= δ[MN

s−1]− δ[MN
s ], s = 2, 3, ..., S − 1,

d[MN
S ]

dt
= δ[MN

S−1]− δ1[M
N
S ],

d[MC
1 ]

dt
= δ1[M

N
S ]− λ[MC

1 ],

d[MC
r ]

dt
= λ[MC

r−1]− λ[MC
r ], r = 2, 3, ..., R,

d[P ]

dt
= λ1[M

C
1 ]− λ2[P ],

(59)

where [x] denotes the mean molecule numbers of species x, and [UG] = 1−
∑G−1

g [Ug] follows from the conservation
law of gene states (assuming one gene copy).

Note that we have not included a rate equation for the nascent mRNA species MN
0 . This is not important in the

determination of the mean molecule numbers of other species because due to the deterministic nature of elongation
(and termination), the time between two subsequent MN

0 production events is precisely the same as the time between
two subsequent MN

1 production events. Hence, from a steady-state perspective, one could as well replace the set of
reactions UG → U1 +MN

0 ,MN
0 ⇒ MN

1 by the simpler reaction UG → U1 +MN
1 . This argument holds not only for

the rate equations but also for the CME description of the system, hence in all that follows we do not track the nascent
mRNA species.

The steady state mean molecule numbers of each species are obtained by setting the time derivative to zero and
solving the equations simultaneously. Before presenting this solution, we define the elementary symmetric polynomial,
since it enables the results to be presented compactly.

Definition 1 (Elementary symmetric polynomial). The elementary symmetric polynomial eg(k1, ..., kG) in G

variables for g = 1, 2, ..., G is defined as [71]

eg(k1, ..., kG) =
∑

1≤j1<j2...<jg≤G

kj1 · · · kjg . (60)

Note that eg(k1, ..., kG) = 1 for g = 0, whereas eg(k1, ..., kG) = 0 for g < 0 or when g is larger than the number of
variables.
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The mean concentrations of each species are then given by

[U0] =
koffeG−1(k2, ..., kG)

koneG−1(k1, ..., kG) + koffeG−1(k2, ..., kG)
,

[Ug] =
eG+1(kon, ..., kG)/kg

koneG−1(k1, ..., kG) + koffeG−1(k2, ..., kG)
, g = 1, 2, ...G,

[MN
s ] =

eG+1(kon, ..., kG)

δ(koneG−1(k1, ..., kG) + koffeG−1(k2, ..., kG))
, s = 1, 2, ..., S − 1,

[MN
S ] =

eG+1(kon, ..., kG)

δ1(koneG−1(k1, ..., kG) + koffeG−1(k2, ..., kG))
,

[MC
r ] =

eG+1(kon, ..., kG)

λ(koneG−1(k1, ..., kG) + koffeG−1(k2, ..., kG))
, r = 1, 2, ..., R,

[P ] =
λ1eG+1(kon, ..., kG)

λ2λ(koneG−1(k1, ..., kG) + koffeG−1(k2, ..., kG))
.

(61)

Next, we construct the Jacobian matrix associated with the deterministic rate equations. If each species is assigned
a number, then the (i, j) element of the Jacobian matrix is obtained by differentiating the right-hand side of the
time-evolution equation for the mean of the ith species with respect to the mean of the jth species. We do not write
explicit equations for this matrix since it is cumbersome, but it can be done easily using Eq. (59). Finally, the timescale
of each species can be determined from the Jacobian matrix and the steady-state solution Eq. (61), as follows.

Definition 2 (Timescales). Let τGg , τNs , τCr , and τP denote the timescales of gene states g = 0, ..., G, nuclear mRNA
species s = 1, ..., S, cytoplasmic mRNA species r = 1, ..., R and proteins, respectively. The timescale of each species
is an inverse of an eigenvalues of the Jacobian matrix evaluated at the steady-state mean molecule number solution of
the deterministic rate equations. Furthermore, we define a timescale separation parameter between species i and j,

Λi,j =
max[τ i]

min[τ j ]
, (62)

where i, j = G,N,C, P . A species i is fast compared to species j if Λi,j ≪ 1.

Given a set of parameter values, using the above definition, it is always possible to numerically find the timescales
for each species. Provided a slow species can be identified, then the ssLNA is applicable and the equations for the
steady-state means and variances of the slow species can be determined in a closed form. A brief summary of the
ssLNA method can be found in Appendix A.

These timescales are roughly known for mammalian cells. The median lifetimes of cytoplasmic mRNA and protein
are about 9 hours and 46 hours [6], respectively, hence protein species are the slowest of the two. The nuclear mRNA
lifetime (retention time) has a median of 20 minutes [72], hence cytoplasmic mRNA species are slower than nuclear
mRNA species. Finally, gene timescales are very short, of the order of seconds to few minutes [73], and therefore gene
species can be considered faster than both mRNA and protein species. Given the natural timescale separation between
various species, next we apply the ssLNA to derive expressions for the statistics of mRNA and protein fluctuations.

4.2 Applying the ssLNA to reaction system (1)

Proposition 4. Let FFC
s denote the Fano factor of total cytoplasmic mRNA MC = MC

1 + · · · + MC
R where the

subscript s refers to the result being obtained using the ssLNA. Under the assumption that the timescale of each
cytoplasmic mRNA species is significantly larger than the timescales of all gene and nuclear mRNA species, the Fano
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factor of total cytoplasmic mRNA in steady-state conditions is given by

FFC
s =1 + 2eG(k1, ..., kG)

(
1− (2R− 1)!!

(2R)!!

)
×
(
koffeG−1(k2, ...kG)− konkoffeG−2(k2, ..., kG)− k2oneG−2(k1, ...kG)

)
(koffeG−1(k2, ...kG) + koneG−1(k1, ...kG))2

.

(63)

Note that an analogous analysis can be conducted for nuclear mRNA, assuming that nuclear mRNA exhibits
sufficiently slower dynamics compared to gene states, and that the export rate (δ1) is equal to the nuclear mRNA
processing rate (δ). In that case, the resulting Fano factor for nuclear mRNA is the same as that for cytoplasmic mRNA,
i.e. Eq. (63), with R replaced by S.

Sketch of the derivation of Proposition 4. The ssLNA states that the covariance matrix of the slow variables obeys a
Lyapunov equation of the form

JC
s C

C
s +CC

s [J
C
s ]

T +DC
s = 0, (64)

where CC
s is the covariance matrix of cytoplasmic mRNA species, JC

s is the reduced Jacobian matrix and DC
s is the

reduced diffusion matrix, which are defined below.
In Appendix B, we show that the non-zero elements of JC

s are given by

JC
s(1,1) = −λ,

JC
s(i,i−1) = λ, JC

s(i,i) = −λ, for i = 2, 3, ..., R,
(65)

and the non-zero elements of DC
s are given by

DC
s(1,1) = λ[MC

1 ] + eG+1(kon, k1, ..., kG)

×
(
k2oneG−1(k

2
1, ..., k

2
G) + eG−1(k

2
2, ..., k

2
G)(k

2
off + 2koffkon + 2koffk1)

)
(koffeG−1(k2, ..., kG) + koneG−1(k1, ..., kG))3

,

DC
s(i−1,i) = −λ[MC

i−1], D
C
s(i,i) = λ([MC

i−1] + [MC
i ]), DC

s(i,i+1) = −λ[MC
i ],

for i = 2, 3, ..., R− 1,

DC
s(R,R−1) = −λ[MC

R−1], D
C
s(R,R) = λ([MC

R−1] + [MC
R ]).

(66)

Directly solving the Lyapunov Eq. (64) for arbitrary values of the model parameters is too difficult. Instead, we
solved the equation explicitly for several small-species systems, e.g. by setting (G = 2, R = 1), (G = 2, R = 2) and
so on, from which we deduced a general form for CC

s :

CC
s(i,j) =

(koffeG−1(k2, ..., kG)− konkoffeG−2(k2, ..., kG)− k2oneG−2(k1, ..., kG))

λ(koneG−1(k1, ..., kG) + koffeG−1(k2, ..., kG))3

× 22−i−jΓ(i+ j − 1)

Γ(i)Γ(j)
koneG(k

2
1, ..., k

2
G), for i ̸= j,

CC
s(i,j) =eG+1(kon, k1, ..., kG)

k2oneG−1(k
2
1, ..., k

2
G) +

(2R−3)!!
(2R−2)!!koffk1eG−1(k

2
2, ..., k

2
G)

λ(koneG−1(k1, ..., kG) + koffeG−1(k2, ..., kG))3
(67)

+

(
2− (2R−3)!!

(2R−2)!!

)
eG+1(kon, k1, ..., kG)(koffeG−2(k2, ..., kG) + koneG−2(k1, ..., kG))

λ(koneG−1(k1, ..., kG) + koffeG−1(k2, ..., kG))3

+
eG−1(k

2
2, ..., k

2
G)(2koffkon + k2off)

λ(koneG−1(k1, ..., kG) + koffeG−1(k2, ..., kG))3

)
, for i = j.
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We then verified the solution by substituting it in the left-hand side of Eq. (64), and showing that it leads to zero for an
arbitrary set of model parameters.

The variance of total cytoplasmic mRNA is equal to the sum of the covariances of each pair of cytoplasmic mRNA
species (the sum over all i and j). On the other hand, the mean of total cytoplasmic mRNA is equal to the sum of the
mean of the cytoplasmic mRNA species, as given by Eq. (61). Hence, by dividing the variance by the mean, we obtain
the Fano factor of total cytoplasmic mRNA. We note that the Fano factor of total cytoplasmic mRNA in Eq. (63) is
independent of the parameters of reactions involving nuclear mRNA, i.e. δ (the nuclear processing rate) and δ1 (the
nuclear export rate).

Corollary 6. If the activation rate kon is large enough such that the condition eG−1(k2, ..., kG)−koneG−2(k2, ..., kG) ≤
0 holds, then the fluctuations in the total cytoplasmic mRNA are sub-Poissonian for all values of the deactivation
rate koff , i.e. FFC

s < 1. On the other hand, if kon is small enough such that the condition eG−1(k2, ..., kG) −
koneG−2(k2, ..., kG) > 0 holds, then the fluctuations change from sub-Poissonian (FFC

s < 1) to super-Poissonian
(FFC

s > 1) as the deactivation rate koff crosses a threshold k⋆off given by

k⋆off =
k2oneG−2(k1, ..., kG)

eG−1(k2, ..., kG)− koneG−2(k2, ..., kG)
. (68)

Furthermore, when k1 = k2 = .. = kG = k, the condition eG−1(k2, ..., kG) − koneG−2(k2, ..., kG) > 0 reduces to
k > kon · (G− 1), and the threshold simplifies to

k⋆off =
1

2

G(G− 1)k2on
k − kon(G− 1)

. (69)

Corollary 7. Covariances of cytoplasmic mRNA states, denoted by CC
s(i,j), where i ̸= j ∈ {1, . . . , R}, are positive

when FFC
s is super-Poissonian (FFC

s > 1) and negative when FFC
s is sub-Poissonian (FFC

s < 1).

Proof of Corollary 7. Given Eq. (67) and Corollary 6, it follows that if kon is large enough such that eG−1(k2, ..., kG)−
koneG−2(k2, ..., kG) ≤ 0 holds, i.e. FFC

s < 1, then

koff(eG−1(k2, ..., kG)− koneG−2(k2, ..., kG))− k2oneG−2(k1, ..., kG) < 0, (70)

and therefore CC
s(i,j) < 0. If kon is small enough such that eG−1(k2, ..., kG)− koneG−2(k2, ..., kG) > 0 holds, and if

koff ≥ k⋆off , i.e. if FFC
s ≥ 1, then

koff(eG−1(k2, ..., kG)− koneG−2(k2, ..., kG))− k2oneG−2(k1, ..., kG) ≥ 0, (71)

from where it follows that CC
s(i,j) ≥ 0. On the hand, if koff < k⋆off , i.e. if FFC

s < 1, then

koff(eG−1(k2, ..., kG)− koneG−2(k2, ..., kG))− k2oneG−2(k1, ..., kG) < 0, (72)

from where it follows that CC
s(i,j) < 0. Therefore, CC

s(i,j) > 0 when FFC
s > 1 and CC

s(i,j) < 0 when FFC
s < 1. □

Corollary 8. The Fano factor of the total cytoplasmic mRNA, FFC
s , increases with the number of processing steps R in

the cytoplasm provided FFC
s is super-Poissonian (FFC

s > 1), and decreases with R provided FFC
s is sub-Poissonian

(FFC
s < 1).
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Proof of Corollary 8. For any R ∈ Z+, we will show that the sign of FFC
s (R+ 1)− FFC

s (R) depends on whether
FFC

s is super-Poissonian or sub-Poissonian. The difference FFC
s (R+ 1)− FFC

s (R) is given by

2eG(k1, ..., kG)

(
(2R− 1)!!

(2R)!!
− (2R+ 1)!!

(2R+ 2)!!

)
×
(
koffeG−1(k2, ...kG)− konkoffeG−2(k2, ..., kG)− k2oneG−2(k1, ...kG)

)
(koffeG−1(k2, ...kG) + koneG−1(k1, ...kG))2

=2eG(k1, ..., kG)

(
(2R)!

(2R+ 2)!!(2R)!!

)
×
(
koffeG−1(k2, ...kG)− konkoffeG−2(k2, ..., kG)− k2oneG−2(k1, ...kG)

)
(koffeG−1(k2, ...kG) + koneG−1(k1, ...kG))2

.

(73)

From here we conclude that the sign of FFC
s (R+ 1)− FFC

s (R) depends on the sign of the expression in the last row.
If eG−1(k2, ..., kG)− koneG−2(k2, ..., kG) ≤ 0 holds such that FFC

s < 1, then

koffeG−1(k2, ...kG)− konkoffeG−2(k2, ..., kG)− k2oneG−2(k1, ...kG) < 0, (74)

i.e. FFC
s (R+ 1)− FFC

s (R) < 0.
From Eq. (68) it follows that if eG−1(k2, ..., kG)− koneG−2(k2, ..., kG) > 0 and koff ≥ k⋆off such that FFC

s ≥ 1,
then

koffeG−1(k2, ..., kG)− konkoffeG−2(k2, ..., kG))− k2oneG−2(k1, ..., kG) ≥ 0, (75)

i.e. FFC
s (R+ 1)− FFC

s (R) ≥ 0, and when eG−1(k2, ..., kG)− koneG−2(k2, ..., kG) > 0, and koff < k⋆off such that
FFC

s < 1, we have

koffeG−1(k2, ..., kG)− konkoffeG−2(k2, ..., kG))− k2oneG−2(k1, ..., kG) < 0, (76)

i.e. FFC
s (R + 1) − FFC

s (R) < 0. Therefore, the sign of Eq. (73) is positive when FFC
s > 1 and negative when

FFC
s < 1. □

Corollary 9. The squared of the coefficient of variation for the total cytoplasmic mRNA is given by[
CV C

s

]2
=

λ(koffeG−1(k2, ...kG) + koneG−1(k1, ...kG))

ReG+1(kon, ..., kG)

+ 2

(
1− (2R− 1)!!

(2R)!!

)
λ
(
koffeG−1(k2, ...kG)− konkoffeG−2(k2, ..., kG)− k2oneG−2(k1, ...kG)

)
Rkon(koffeG−1(k2, ...kG) + koneG−1(k1, ...kG))

.

(77)

This increases with the number of processing steps R in the cytoplasm provided fluctuations are super-Poissonian and
decreases with R if they are sub-Poissonian.

Proof of Corollary 9. The formula Eq. (77) follows immediately by the fact that
[
CV C

s

]2
equals the ratio of FFC

s and
the mean total cytoplasmic mRNA counts (R× [MC

s ]). The dependence on the number of processing steps R can be
proved in a similar way to the Fano factor case (Proof of Corollary 8). □

Corollary 10. Let

k⋆1 :=
eG−1(k2, ..., kG)eG−2(k2, ..., kG)

eG−2(k22, ..., k
2
G)

,

k⋆on,1 :=
eG−1(k2, ..., kG)

eG−2(k2, ..., kG)
,

k⋆on,2 :=
eG−1(k2, ..., kG)eG−1(k1, ..., kG)

k1eG−2(k22, ..., k
2
G)− eG−1(k2, ..., kG)eG−2(k2, ..., kG)

.

(78)

The Fano factor of cytoplasmic mRNA FFC
s varies with respect to the deactivation rate koff according to the following

three cases.

19



• Case 1: When k1 > k⋆1 and kon > k⋆on,2, the Fano factor FFC
s first decreases until it reaches the critical point

koff,1, and then increases, eventually approaching 1 from below.

• Case 2: When k1 ≤ k⋆1 and kon ≥ k⋆on,1 or k1 > k⋆1 and k⋆on,1 ≤ kon ≤ k⋆on,2, the Fano factor FFC
s

monotonically increases, eventually approaching 1 from below.

• Case 3: When kon < k⋆on,1, the Fano factor FFC
s first increases until it reaches the critical point koff,1, and then

decreases, eventually approaching 1 from above.

The proof can be found in Appendix C.

Corollary 11. The minimum of FFC
s is reached when koff = 0 and k1 = k2 = ... = kG = k, and is given by

lim
k1=...=kG=k

koff=0

FFC
s =

1

G
+

(
1− 1

G

)
(2R− 1)!!

(2R)!!
. (79)

Proof of Corollary 11. It follows from Corollary 10 that when varying koff , the minimum is achieved at koff = 0 in
cases 2 and 3. We then fix koff = 0 and show that the Fano factor achieves the minimum at k1 = k2 = ... = kG = k.
When koff = 0, we have

FFC
s

∣∣
koff=0

= 1−
(
1− (2R− 1)!!

(2R)!!

)
2eG(k1, ...kG)eG−2(k1, ..., kG)

eG−1(k1, ..., kG)2

≥ 1−
(
1− (2R− 1)!!

(2R)!!

) G−1
G eG−1(k1, ..., kG)

2

eG−1(k1, ..., kG)2

=
1

G
+ (1− 1

G
)
(2R− 1)!!

(2R)!!
,

(80)

where Newton’s inequality [74] was used in the second row

eG(k1, ...kG)eG−2(k1, ..., kG) ≤
G− 1

2G
eG−1(k1, ..., kG)

2, (81)

and the equality holds if and only if k1 = k2 = ... = kG = k. Hence, in cases 2 and 3 the minimum is achieved
provided k1 = k2 = ... = kG = k.

Since we do not have explicit proof that the minimum in case 1 is smaller than the global minimum 1
G + (1 −

1
G

(2R−1)!!
(2R)!! ), we checked it for many parameter values. We computed the Fano factor for two groups of parameters

using the theoretical result, each group containing 10000 points. In group 1, we set G = 3 and R = 3, and in group
2, we set G = 4 and R = 6. Other parameter values were selected from the interval (0.1, 100) with the constraint
k1 > k⋆1 and kon > k⋆on,2 which is necessary to enforce case 1 (see Corollary 10). For all parameter sets, we found that
the Fano factor was larger than Eq. (79), which suggests that this equation gives the global minimum Fano factor for all
three cases. □

Proposition 5. Let FFP
s denote the Fano factor of protein number fluctuations with G gene states. Under the

assumption that the timescale of protein species is significantly larger than the timescales of all other species, the ssLNA
predicts that in the steady state,

FFP
s = 1 +

λ1

2λ
+

λ1

2λ

eG−1(k
2
2, ..., k

2
G)(k

2
off + 2koff(kon + k1)) + k2oneG−1(k

2
1, ..., k

2
G)

(koffeG−1(k2, ..., kG) + koneG−1(k1, ..., kG))2
, (82)

where λ is the cytoplasmic mRNA degradation rate, and λ1 is the protein production rate. The Fano factor of protein
number fluctuations is always larger than 1 and independent of the number of mRNA processing steps in the nucleus
(S) and the cytoplasm (R). Note that for the special case G = 1, this reduces to the much simpler result

FFP
s |G=1 = 1 +

λ1

λ
+

λ1

λ

koffk1
(koff + kon)2

, (83)
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which is precisely the same as that obtained using the standard three-stage model of gene expression (U0
kon−−⇀↽−−
koff

U1
k1−→

U1 +M,M
λ−→ ∅,M

λ1−→ M + P, P
λ2−→ ∅), when the timescale of protein fluctuations is much larger than of mRNA

and gene fluctuations [32]. Generally, it can be shown that FFP
s |G=1 ≥ FFP

s , implying that the three-state model
overestimates the Fano factor of protein noise.

Sketch of the derivation of Proposition 5. Similar to the proof of Proposition 4, using the ssLNA one can write a
reduced Lyapunov equation of the form

JP
s C

P
s +CP

s [J
P
s ]

T +DP
s = 0, (84)

where CP
s is the covariance of protein number fluctuations (that we need to solve for), JP

s is the reduced Jacobian
matrix and DP

s is the reduced diffusion matrix. Note that since in this case we only have one slow variable, all matrices
in the Lyapunov equation reduce to scalars. The reduced Jacobian and diffusion matrices are given by

JP
s = −λ2, (85)

and

DP
s =

λ1

λ
×
(
eG−1(k

2
2, ..., k

2
G)(k

2
off + 2koff(kon + k1)) + k2oneG−1(k

2
1, ..., k

2
G)

(koffeG−1(k2, ..., kG) + koneG−1(k1, ..., kG))3

)
× eG+1(kon, k1, ..., kG) +

(
λ2
1

λ
+ λ1

)
[MC

1 ] + λ2[P ].

(86)

The substitution of Eq. (85) and Eq. (86) into the Lyapunov equation Eq. (84) immediately leads to the solution

CP
s =

DP
s

2λ2
. (87)

The Fano factor can then be calculated using the formula CP
s /[P ] where [P ] is given by Eq. (61). For details of the

calculations, see Appendix D.

Corollary 12. The Fano factor of protein FFP
s varies with respect to koff according to the following three cases.

• Case 1: When k1 > k⋆1 and kon > k⋆on,2, the Fano factor FFP
s decreases until it reaches the critical point koff,1

and then increases, eventually approaching 1 + λ1

λ from below.

• Case 2: When k1 ≤ k⋆1 and kon ≥ k⋆on,1 or k1 > k⋆1 and k⋆on,1 ≤ kon ≤ k⋆on,2, the Fano factor FFP
s

monotonically increases, eventually approaching 1 + λ1

λ from below.

• Case 3: When kon < k⋆on,1, the Fano factor FFP
s first increases until it reaches the critical point koff,1 and then

decreases, eventually approaching 1 + λ1

λ from above.

Definitions for k⋆1 , k⋆on,1, k⋆on,2 and koff,1 have been introduced in Corollary 10. The proof can be found in Appendix E.

Corollary 13. The minimum of FFP
s is obtained by taking the limit of k1 = k2 = ... = kG = k and koff = 0, and is

given by

lim
k1=...=kG=k

koff=0

FFP
s = 1 +

λ1

2λ
+

λ1

2λ

k2onGk2(G−1)

k2onG
2k2(G−1)

= 1 +
λ1

2λ
+

λ1

2λG
. (88)

Proof of Corollary 13. It follows from Corollary 12 that when varying koff , the minimum is achieved at koff = 0 in
cases 2 and 3. We then fix koff = 0, and show that the Fano factor achieves the minimum at k1 = k2 = ... = kG = k.
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In that case, the Fano factor is given by

FFP
s |koff=0

= 1 +
λ1

λ
− λ1

λ

eG(k1, ..., kG)eG−2(k1, ..., kG)

eG−1(k1, ..., kG)2

≥ 1 +
λ1

λ
− λ1

λ

G− 1

2G

= 1 +
λ1

2λ
+

λ1

2λG
.

(89)

where Newton’s inequality Eq. (81) was used in the second row. From here, it follows that the minimum is when
k1 = k2 = ... = kG = k.

In case 1, we do not have explicit proof that the minimum is smaller than the global minimum 1 + λ1

2λ + λ1

2λG ,
therefore we checked this for many parameter values. We computed the Fano factor for two groups of parameters using
the theoretical result. G = 3 was fixed in group 1, G = 4 was fixed in group 2, and each group contained 10000 points.
Other parameter values were selected from the interval (0.1, 100) with the constraint k1 > k⋆1 and kon > k⋆on,2 which
forces case 1 (see Corollary 12). For every pair of λ and λ1 values, the Fano factor was found to be larger than Eq. (88)
thus suggesting that this expression provides the global minimum for all three cases. □

5 Confirmation of analytic results using stochastic simulations

In this section, we confirm our main theoretical results using stochastic simulations with the SSA [2]. In Fig. 2 and
Fig. 3, we confirm the results of queueing theory and in Fig. 4 we confirm the results obtained using model reduction.
We next discuss these figures in detail.

5.1 Queueing theory

In Fig. 2(a), we compare the Fano factor of the total nuclear mRNA FFN
G,S computed from Eq. (7) using Lemma 3

and Proposition 1 to the one computed from stochastic simulations. Each point in Fig. 2(a) corresponds to one set of
model parameters. The number of gene states G and the number of nuclear RNA states S were fixed to 2, whereas other
parameters were selected randomly to achieve variation of the timescale separation parameter ΛG,N (see Definition 2)
over four orders of magnitude between 0.01 and 100. The agreement between theory and simulations shows that our
result for the Fano factor is valid irrespective of the timescale separation parameter.

In Fig. 2(b), we use a parallel coordinates plot to explore how the Fano factor of the total nuclear mRNA for G = 2

and S = 2 depends on the model parameters koff, kon, k1, k2, δ and δ1. Each vertical line in Fig. 2(b) represents one
model parameter (koff, kon, k1, k2, δ, δ1), except the last vertical line, which represents the Fano factor FFN

G,S . Hence,
one set of connected line segments across all vertical lines represents one parameter set, ending at the value of the Fano
factor for that set. The line segments in the parallel coordinates plot suggest that high values of FFN

G,S are achieved
when koff ≫ kon, whereas low values of FFN

G,S are achieved when koff ≪ kon.
To explore this more systematically, we randomly selected 3000 parameters that were grouped into three groups.

Group 1 contained 1000 parameters sets in which the values of koff were selected from the interval (0.1, 10), whereas
the values of kon, k1 and k2 were selected from the interval (10, 100). Hence, in this group koff ≪ kon, k1, k2. The
values of the Fano factor in this group were consistently below 1, as shown in Fig. 2(c). Group 2 contained 1000
parameter sets with all parameters selected from the interval (0.1, 100), hence without a priori restriction on the values
of kon and kon. Interestingly, the Fano factor in this group was sharply peaked around 1, see Fig. 2(f). Finally, Group 3
contained 1000 parameter sets in which the values of koff, k1 and k2 were selected from the interval (10, 100), whereas
the values of kon were selected from the interval (0.1, 1). Hence, in this group koff ≫ kon, which yielded values of the

22



Fig. 2 Testing the accuracy of the queueing theory’s predictions for the Fano factor of the total nuclear mRNA and its
sensitivity with respect to rate parameters. (a) Comparison of the Fano factor obtained using results in Section 3 and the stochastic
simulation algorithm (SSA). Each point corresponds to one combination of parameters values. ΛG,N is the time separation parameter
defined in Definition (2). (b) Parallel coordinates plot showing how different values of model parameters lead to different values of
the Fano factor FFN

G,S . (c)-(k) Local sensitivity analysis for three groups of randomly chosen parameter sets, as explained in the
main text: (c)-(e) is for Group 1 (FFN

G,S < 1), (f)-(h) is for Group 2 (FFN
G,S ≈ 1), and (i)-(k) is for Group 3 (FFN

G,S > 1). (e), (h)
and (k) are correlation matrices of the (local) logarithmic sensitivity defined in Eq. (91). In all cases in this figure, we have fixed
G = 2 and S = 2. See main text for parameter values.

23



Fano factor that were typically larger than 1 (Fig. 2(i)). In all three groups δ and δ1 were selected from the interval
(0.1, 100), i.e. without further restrictions compared to other variables. These results corroborate our understanding
from the parallel coordinates plot in Fig. 2(b) that high values of FFN

G,S are achieved when koff ≫ kon, whereas low
values of FFN

G,S are achieved when koff ≪ kon.
Next, we wanted to understand how sensitive is the Fano factor FFN

G,S with respect to each of the model parameters.
For each of the three aforementioned groups of parameters sets, we performed local sensitivity analysis by computing
the (local) logarithmic sensitivity ∆(x) [75] defined as,

∆(x) =
x

FFN
G,S

∂FFN
G,S

∂x
, (90)

where x is any of the model parameters koff, kon, k1, k2, δ and δ1. The value of ∆(x) means that a change of 1% in x

causes a change of ∆(x)% in FFN
G,S . Figs. 2 (d), (g) and (j) show box plots of ∆(x) for the three groups of parameters

sets (1-3, respectively). On average, the values of ∆(x) are relatively small (< 0.1) in all three groups, except for
∆(koff) and ∆(k1) in Group 3, which are around −0.36 and 0.4, respectively.

Next, we explored how the values of ∆(x) correlate between each other for different choice of x. In Figs. 2 (e), (h)
and (k), we plotted the correlation matrix

ρx,y =
⟨∆(x)∆(y)⟩ − ⟨∆(x)⟩⟨∆(y)√

⟨∆2(x)⟩ − ⟨∆(x)⟩2
√

⟨∆2(y)⟩ − ⟨∆(y)⟩2
(91)

where x and y are any of the model parameters koff, kon, k1, k2, δ and δ1. In Group 1 (FFN
G,S < 1), there is a strong

negative correlation between the pairs ∆(koff) and ∆(kon), ∆(k1) and ∆(k2), and ∆(δ) and ∆(δ1) (Fig. 2(e)). In
contrast, there is almost no correlation between either ∆(δ) or ∆(δ1) and the rest of ∆(x) for x = koff, kon, k1, k2.
This means that the change in FFN

G,S due to a change in either δ or δ1 is practically independent of the change in
FFN

G,S due to a change in any of the remaining parameters koff, kon, k1 and k2. Hence, the sets of parameters {δ, δ1}
and {koff, kon, k1, k2} can be considered as “control knobs" for changing the value of the Fano factor, which may be of
interest in synthetic biology. In the other two groups, the correlations in general increase and in some cases are even
reversed. For example, ∆(koff) and ∆(kon) are negatively correlated in Group 1, but are positively correlated in Group
3. Similarly, ∆(δ) and ∆(δ1) are negatively correlated in Group 1, but are positively correlated in Group 3. The least
correlated pair of parameters in these two groups is (k1, k2).

In Fig. 3, we explore how the delay model defined in Proposition 2 compares to the original model defined in
reaction scheme (1). We recall that the delay model is obtained by setting koff = 0, k1 = · · · = kG = k and δ = δ1,
and then taking the limit of S,R, δ, δ1, λ → ∞ such that TN = S/δ and TC = R/λ are finite. This model describes
an idealized scenario of constitutive gene expression in which nuclear retention and cytoplasmic degradation consist
of many rate-limiting steps. In Fig. 3(a), we compare the distribution of the total number of nuclear mRNA PN

G,S(m)

obtained using stochastic simulations with the distribution PN
G,∞(m) predicted by the delay model (Proposition 2)

for increasing values of S. In this example, we chose G = 3 and k = 10 min−1 for which the mean time between
successive mRNA production events was G/k = 0.3 min−1, whereas the mean nuclear retention times was set to
TN = 1 minute. The Hellinger distance between the distributions (which varies between 0 and 1) is shown in Fig. 3(b).
As expected, the Hellinger distance is fairly large for S = 2, and decays monotonically as S is increased.

In Fig. 3(c), we inspect how the two models compare when the nuclear retention time TN is varied. We computed
the Fano factor FFN

G,S from Eq. (7) using Lemma 3 and Proposition 1 for various values of TN and S, and compared
it to the Fano factor FFN

G,∞ given by Eq. (55). We chose G = 3 and k = 0.2 min−1, which yielded the mean time
between successive mRNA production events of 15 min. The results in Fig. 3(c) confirm that FFN

G,∞ is monotonically
decreasing with TN , as stated in Proposition 3, and we find that this monotonicity is preserved even for finite values of
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Fig. 3 Testing the accuracy of the queueing theory’s results for the distributions of nuclear mRNA and the difference between
the Fano factors and coefficients of variation of nuclear and cytoplasmic mRNA, in the limit of large number of processing
steps in the sub-cellular compartments. (a) Probability distribution PN

G,S(m) obtained by SSA for various values of S = 2, 5 and
10, compared to the probability distribution PN

G,∞(m) computed in Eq. (42) (shown by a red dashed line) for the delay model defined
in Proposition 2. (b) The Hellinger distance between the two distributions with respect to the number of states S. (c) Fano factor
FFN

G,S as a function of the mean nuclear retention time TN computed by SSA for various values of S = 2, 5 and 10, compared to the
prediction of the delay model given by Eq. (55) (shown by a red dashed line). Note that in (a)-(c) the gene is always on, i.e. koff = 0.
(d)-(f) Heat plots of the relative difference δFF computed by SSA for S = 10 and 2500 pairs of TN and TC (cytoplasmic retention
time), where δFF is defined as ∆FF = FFN

G,S − FFC
G,R normalized by the maximum absolute difference max|∆FF | for the

whole dataset. In (d), Pon = 100%, in (e) Pon = 66%, whereas in (f) Pon = 33%, where Pon = kon/(kon + koff) is the percentage of
the time the gene is not in the off state. (g)-(h) The same as in (d)-(f) but for the relative difference δCV = ∆CV/max|∆CV |,
where ∆CV = CV N

G,S − CV C
G,R, and max|∆CV | is the maximum absolute value of ∆CV for the whole dataset. In (d)-(i), the

solid green line is a contour of constant difference value 0, whereas the dashed gray line denotes TC = TN for which the delay
model predicts zero difference. See main text for parameter values.
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S. We further find that the agreement between the Fano factors is excellent for small values of TN , even when S is
small. As TN is increased, the agreement gets progressively worse, but eventually saturates to a constant value for large
values of TN .

One of the predictions of the delay model, as stated in Corollary 4, is that if TN < TC then FFN
G,∞ > FFC

G,∞

and vice versa. In other words, which ever process has longer processing time, is prone to fewer fluctuations (relative to
the mean). In Fig. 3(d), we checked how well this statement holds for a finite value of S = 10. We chose koff = 0,
G = 3 and k = 0.2, and computed the Fano factors FFN

G,S and FFC
G,R using stochastic simulations for 2500 pairs of

TN and TC whose values were chosen equidistantly between 0.2 and 10 minutes. The figure shows the heatmap of
δFF = ∆FF/max|∆FF |, where ∆FF is the difference FFN

G,S −FFC
G,R and max|∆FF | is the maximum absolute

value of ∆FF for the whole dataset (2500 values). Hence, δFF is expected to be in the range between −1 and 1, and
the value of 0 indicates that the values of Fano factors are equal. We find that the contour where δFF = 0 (green
line) is reasonably close to the y = x line predicted by the delay model (dashed gray line). Next, we asked how
much this prediction of the delay model deviates when koff ̸= 0? We checked this for koff = 0.02 minutes and two
values of kon, kon = 0.04 for which the gene spends on average Pon = 66% of the time in the on state (the on state
is defined as any of the gene states U1, . . . , UG), and kon = 0.01 for which the gene spends on average Pon = 33%

of the time in the on state. Surprisingly, the relative difference δFF behaved very similarly for Pon = 66% as it did
for Pon = 100%, with only slight deviation from the prediction of the delay model (Fig. 3(e)). On the other hand,
for Pon = 33% the difference was negative (FFN

G,S < FFC
G,R) in a much larger region of TN > TC compared to

the Pon = 100% end Pon = 66% cases, suggesting that the delay model is not an adequate approximation of the full
model in the bursty regime (Fig. 3(f)). In Figs. 3(g)-(i), we repeated this analysis using the same parameter sets, but for
the relative difference in the coefficients of variation, δCV = ∆CV/max|∆CV |, where ∆CV = CV N

G,S − CV C
G,R,

and max|∆CV | is the maximum absolute value of ∆CV for the whole dataset. In all three cases of Pon = 100%

(Fig. 3(g)), Pon = 66.6% (Fig. 3(h)) and Pon = 33.3% (Fig. 3(i)), we find that the contour where δCV = 0 (green line)
is very close to the y = x line predicted by the delay model (dashed gray line).

5.2 Model reduction

In Proposition 4, we obtained the Fano factor of total cytoplasmic mRNA using the ssLNA, which assumes
that the timescale of this species is slower than the gene and nuclear mRNA timescales. To check the accuracy of
this approximation, we compared the ssLNA results with a direct numerical solution of the equations describing the
time-evolution of the first and second moments of the molecule numbers of the species in reaction system (1)—we
note that because the system is composed purely of first-order reactions, these equations when derived from the CME
are exactly the same as the rate equations (for the mean) and the matrix Lyapunov equation (for the variance and
covariances) given by the conventional LNA [76]. In Fig. 4(a), we show the relative error between the analytical
(ssLNA) and the exact (numerical LNA) predictions for the Fano factor of total cytoplasmic mRNA. Here we scanned
parameter space by fixing some of the parameters (G = 5, S = 3, R = 4, koff = 0.8, k1 = ... = k5 = 300, λ = 0.08)
and varying the rest (1 ≤ kon ≤ 4.5, 0.08 ≤ δ = δ1 ≤ 5). This confirms that the analytical Fano factor is highly
accurate when the timescales are well separated, specifically when ΛG,C and ΛN,C (see Definition 2) are sufficiently
small.

In Corollary 6, we used the ssLNA to predict the value of the deactivation rate at which the Fano factor crosses the
threshold value 1, i.e. when fluctuations change from sub-Poissonian to super-Poissonian. To validate this prediction,
we used the SSA to simulate the reaction system (1) and to calculate the probability distributions of total cytoplasmic
mRNA, below, at and above the theoretical threshold given by Eq. (68). The results are shown in Fig. 4(b)-(d). Note
that here we fixed the parameters G = 4, S = 1, R = 2, δ1 = 15, λ = 0.3, and varied the values of koff , kon, and
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Fig. 4 Simulations confirm the analytical results derived by model reduction. (a) Relative error between the Fano factor of total
cytoplasmic mRNA obtained using the ssLNA (Proposition 4) and the numerical results from LNA (exact). In the orange region, the
relative error is smaller than 1%, while in the blue region it is greater than 1%. (b)-(d) Distributions of the total cytoplasmic mRNA
(and the associated Fano factor) computed using the SSA for three different parameter sets. Corollary 6 predicts the fluctuations
to be sub-Poissonian (Fano factor < 1) for (b), Poissonian (Fano factor = 1) for (c) and super-Poissonian (Fano factor > 1) for
(d). (e) Covariance between cytoplasmic mRNA species as a function of the Fano factor. Simulations using the SSA (each point
is a parameter set) confirm the predictions of Corollary 7 which states that only the yellow and cyan regions should be inhabited.
(f) Demarcation of parameter space according to whether the Fano factor of total cytoplasmic mRNA increases (blue region) or
decreases (red region) with the number of processing steps R. These regions were constructed using the exact LNA. The solid blue
line shows the analytical prediction for the case where the Fano factor does not change with R (Corollary 8). Two insets show
examples of how the Fano factor of total cytoplasmic mRNA varies with the number of processing steps R in the blue and red
regions, respectively. (g) Three different types of behaviour of the Fano factor of total cytoplasmic mRNA with respect to koff ,
as predicted by Corollary 10. (h)-(i) The minimum of the Fano factor of total cytoplasmic mRNA obtained in Corollary 11 (solid
orange line) bounds from below the Fano factors computed for several parameter sets using the LNA (points). (j) Absolute value of
the relative difference between the Fano factors of total nuclear mRNA and protein at S = 2 and S = 12 steps of nuclear mRNA
processing (computed using the exact LNA). The blue line y = x is a visual aid, showing that the dependence of the Fano factor of
protein noise on S is comparable or weaker than that of total nuclear mRNA (Proposition 5). See main text for parameter values.
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k1 = k2 = k3 = k4 = k (specifically koff = 3, kon = 15, k = 46 for Fig. 4(b); koff = 60, kon = 10, k = 40

for Fig. 4(c); koff = 50, kon = 5, k = 150 for Fig. 4(d)). In each case we compare the distribution obtained from
simulations with a Poisson distribution having the same mean, thus clearly showing that the distributions are narrower
than Poisson, same as Poisson and wider than Poisson, respectively, in accordance with the theoretical threshold.

In Corollary 7, we showed that the covariance between any two cytoplasmic mRNA species is positive when the
Fano factor of total cytoplasmic mRNA is greater than 1 and negative otherwise. This is confirmed using stochastic
simulations in Fig. 4(e). Parameters were generated randomly and uniformly on the log scale within two regions (1)
G = 3, S = 1, R = 2, 1 ≤ koff ≤ 60, 1 ≤ kon ≤ 20, 10 ≤ k1 = k2 = k3 ≤ 100, 10 ≤ δ1 ≤ 20, 0.13 ≤ λ ≤ 0.27 and
(2) G = 4, S = 1, R = 3, 1 ≤ koff ≤ 60, 1 ≤ kon ≤ 20, 10 ≤ k1 = k2 = k3 = k4 ≤ 100, 10 ≤ δ1 ≤ 20, 0.08 ≤ λ ≤
0.1.

In Corollary 8, we showed that the Fano factor of total cytoplasmic mRNA increases with the number of processing
steps R in the cytoplasm when the Fano factor is greater than 1, and decreases when the Fano factor is below 1. We test
this analytical result in Fig 4(f). The dark blue line represents the analytical threshold when the Fano factor equals
1. The exact Fano factor is then computed for all points in parameter space using the LNA such that the regions are
coloured red when the Fano factor decreases with R and blue when the opposite occurs. Note that the analytical
threshold separates the two regions, thus verifying our result. Parameters were selected uniformly in the parameter
region: G = 4, S = 3, 1 ≤ koff ≤ 5, 1 ≤ kon ≤ 3.8, k1 = k2 = k3 = k4 = 3kon + 10, δ = δ1 = 15, λ0 = 0.1. In the
insets of Fig 4(f), we show specific examples of how the Fano factors vary with R in the two regions.

In Corollary 10, we showed that the analytical Fano factor of total cytoplasmic mRNA from ssLNA has three
different behaviours with respect to the deactivation rate koff . These three behaviours are shown in Fig. 4(g). Parameters
in these examples are G = 3, R = 3, kon = 8, k1 = 5, k2 = 4.5 and k3 = 1 for case 1, G = 3, R = 3, kon = 2, k1 =

3, k2 = 5, and k3 = 2 for case 2, and G = 3, R = 3, kon = 0.9, k1 = 4, k2 = 2, and k3 = 5 for case 3.
In Corollary 11, we derived a lower bound of the Fano factor of total cytoplasmic mRNA, in particular showing

that it depends only on the number of gene states G and the number of cytoplasmic processing reactions R. To assess
the accuracy of this theoretical result, we computed the Fano factor using the LNA for a number of parameter sets. In
Fig. 4(h)-(i) we show that the Fano factors from simulations are always larger than the theoretical minimum (shown
by a solid orange line). The parameters for this study were sampled uniformly on the log scale across the parameter
region: 1 ≤ koff ≤ 31.6, 2 ≤ kon ≤ 31.6, 10 ≤ k1, k2 = ... = kG ≤ 100, 10 ≤ δ, δ1 ≤ 31.6, 0.04 ≤ λ ≤ 0.1, and S

was fixed to 3. Furthermore, G was fixed to 2 in Fig. 4(h) and R was fixed to 5 in Fig. 4(i). Note that here we use FFC

as the notation for Fano factor of total cytoplasmic mRNA on the y-axis, as both FFC
s (the solid line) and FFC

LNA

(points) are shown in the figure.
Finally, we use the LNA to study how the Fano factor of proteins and total nuclear mRNA varies with the number

of nuclear mRNA processing steps S. The results are shown in Fig. 4(j) where we plot the relative difference in the
Fano factors for S = 2 and S = 12 steps for 2000 parameter sets. We find three types of monotonic behaviours: (1)
the Fano factors of both total nuclear mRNA and protein increase with S (orange points), (2) the Fano factor of total
nuclear mRNA decreases while that of protein increases with S (red points) and (3) the Fano factors of both total
nuclear mRNA and protein decrease with S (blue points). Note that most points fall below the line y = x, indicating
that the relative differences in Fano factors for proteins are typically smaller than those for total nuclear mRNA, hence
proteins are not significantly impacted by the number of nuclear mRNA processing steps. This is in agreement with
the prediction of Proposition 5. Note that δ was scaled to δ = (S − 1)δ0 in the simulations, where S is the number of
nuclear processing states and δ0 is the scaling factor, to maintain the same mean molecule numbers as the number of
nuclear mRNA processing states increases. The parameters in this case were carefully chosen to reflect two important
natural constraints: (1) the mean protein molecule numbers are larger than the mean total mRNA molecule numbers; (2)
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proteins exhibit longer half-lives than mRNA [6]. To fulfil these criteria, parameter values were sampled uniformly on
the log scale across the region (0.1, 100), while λ2 was constrained on the interval (0.001, 1.02).

6 Summary and Conclusion

In this paper, we have studied a complex multi-stage, two-compartment model of stochastic gene expression
using two distinct mathematical tools, queueing theory and model reduction. This allowed us to analytically probe the
statistics of nuclear mRNA, cytoplasmic mRNA and protein counts in steady-state conditions, which we then verified
using stochastic simulations.

While multi-stage models of the mRNA lifecycle are not very common, they have been previously constructed and
studied [77–82]. A speciality of these models is that since they describe the birth or death of mRNA or proteins via
several reaction steps, they explicitly account for molecular memory between individual events, i.e. the time between
successive birth/death reactions is random but not sampled from the exponential (memory-less) distribution. However,
these models describe exclusively super-Poissonian fluctuations which are characteristic of bursty transcription [83] and
therefore cannot describe sub-Poissonian fluctuations that have been measured for some genes [23–26]. A multi-stage
model was constructed in Ref. [26] to explain sub-Poisson mRNA fluctuations in some genes, but it cannot explain
super-Poisson fluctuations in other genes. The distinction of our model from these other multi-stage models in the
literature is that it is the first one which can describe both sub-Poissonian and super-Poissonian mRNA fluctuations and
therefore can be seen as a generalization of existing models that can explain the gamut of available gene expression
data.

We note that while to date most studies have found super-Poissonian noise, this is in part because often these do
not correct for extrinsic noise due to the coupling of the transcription rate to cell volume which artificially increases the
Fano factor [16, 17, 26, 84]; for single-cell sequencing data, this is further exacerbated by the large amount of technical
noise, particularly that due to the cell-to-cell variation in capture efficiency (the probability of any individual mRNA
molecule being sampled) [85]. We expect that as methods to correct for these factors become more widely used, a
significant fraction of gene expression data with apparent Fano factors a bit larger than 1 will be reinterpreted as being
due to sub-Poissonian noise, hence the development of models that can be fitted to this type of data will increasingly
become crucial to obtain a more refined understanding of gene expression.

Our model reduction theory clearly shows that the transition from sub- to super-Poisson mRNA behaviour occurs
as the deactivation rate increases beyond a certain threshold. Interestingly, this implies that the vast majority of previous
models (which can only predict super-Poisson fluctuations) are in reality only correct for large enough deactivation rates.
This threshold varies with the number of rate-limiting steps in transcriptional initiation and the speed of this process,
as well as with the magnitude of the activation rate. Curiously, while the Fano factor of mRNA in a compartment
increases with the number of processing steps in that compartment when mRNA fluctuations are super-Poissonian,
the reverse occurs when fluctuations are sub-Poissonian; this explains the seemingly contradictory observations in
Refs. [26] and [82]. We also showed that the lower bound on the Fano factor of mRNA fluctuations is achieved when
the gene is always on and the rate of moving from one transcriptional initiation stage Ui to the next Ui+1 is independent
of i. This case, of course, is only rarely met because the rates of RNAP binding, opening the DNA double helix and of
RNAP leaving the proximal-promoter paused state are not generally similar. While the lower bound was previously
computed numerically [26] here we go further by providing simple expressions that clarify the explicit dependence of
the minimum on the number of rate-limiting steps in initiation (G) and the number of processing steps in a compartment
(S or R, depending on if it is the nucleus or the cytoplasm, respectively). In contrast to what we found for mRNA
fluctuations, the lower bound for the Fano factor of protein fluctuations is greater than one, implying super-Poissonian
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fluctuations, even when the fluctuations of the mRNA from which it is translated, are sub-Poissonian. In addition, we
found that the Fano factor of proteins is not strongly modulated by the number of mRNA processing steps and that it is
smaller than that predicted by the standard three-stage model of gene expression [32].

The aforementioned results were all derived using reduction of the stochastic model and therefore are strictly only
valid in the limit that timescales of protein number fluctuations are longer than those of mRNA number fluctuations,
and the latter longer than those of gene state fluctuations. Since in mammalian cells, gene timescales are typically
quite short, of the order of seconds to few minutes [73], nuclear and cytoplasmic retention times for mRNA vary from
minutes to many hours [6, 45], while protein degradation times are often longer than the cell-cycle duration which is
many hours long [6], it follows that the timescale separation ansatz that we assumed is valid in many cases of practical
interest. Nevertheless, to develop a more general theory, we employed queueing theory, which enabled the derivation of
a number of exact and approximate results for mRNA statistics. In particular, we obtained an exact (though complex)
expression for the Fano factor of total nuclear mRNA fluctuations whose numerical computation is efficient compared
to its estimation using stochastic simulations, since the ensemble averaging step is bypassed. By the use of this formula,
we performed an extensive parameter scan that calculated the (local) logarithmic sensitivity of the nuclear mRNA Fano
factor to variation in the rate parameter values. The theory also allowed us to compute in closed-form approximate
formulae for the sub-Poissonian distributions of total nuclear and total cytoplasmic mRNA that are accurate in the limit
of small deactivation rates and quasi-deterministic nuclear and cytoplasmic retention times (which naturally follow
when the processing of transcripts in the nucleus or cytoplasm occurs in many steps). These formulae maybe useful for
maximum likelihood or Bayesian estimation of rate parameters from experimental data.

We also showed that under the same conditions that we assumed to derive the mRNA count distributions, the Fano
factor of nuclear mRNA is larger (smaller) than that of cytoplasmic mRNA, if the nuclear retention is smaller (larger)
than the cytoplasmic retention time (the time for a transcript to degrade in the cytoplasm)—the same result holds for
the coefficient of variation of mRNA fluctuations. Using stochastic simulations, we showed that this prediction was
approximately true even if the number of processing steps is not very large and if the deactivation and activation rates
are comparable. Unsurprisingly, the theory partially breaks down when the gene spends most of its time in the off state,
i.e. the deactivation rate is much larger than the activation rate. In this case, simulations show that the cytoplasmic
Fano factor is greater than the nuclear one, only when the nuclear retention time is larger than the cytoplasmic retention
time, in agreement with the theory. But they also show that the opposite case of larger Fano factor in the nucleus can
be obtained both when the nuclear retention time is larger than the cytoplasmic one and vice versa, which disagrees
with the theory. Experiments measure cases where the Fano factor is larger or smaller in the nucleus compared to the
cytoplasm [26, 82], likely indicating that the ratio of the retention times in the nuclear and cytoplasmic compartments
varies considerably in living cells.

Concluding, here we have constructed and analysed a stochastic model of gene expression that encompasses
and extends existing models to provide a nuanced quantitative description of gene expression that aligns with various
experimental results. Our dualistic approach, using two distinctly different analytical tools, shows that analytical insight
into complex biochemical models with large numbers of molecular species is not impossible, and while the calculations
are laborious, the resulting final expressions offer invaluable insight that is difficult to obtain otherwise.
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Appendix

A The slow-scale linear noise approximation (ssLNA)

Here we provide a brief, self-contained summary of the ssLNA; for details the reader is referred to the original
publication [37]. We shall specifically focus on a general chemical system composed purely of reactions with first-order
kinetics, since the system with reaction scheme (1) is of this type.

Suppose we have a reaction system composed of a set of chemical species Xi, i = 1, 2, ...,M interacting via a set
of chemical reactions j = 1, 2, ..., N , and that the jth reaction has the form

s1jX1 + ...+ sMjXM
kj−→ r1jX1 + ...+ rMjXM , (A.1)

where sij and rij are stoichiometric coefficients and kj is the rate of reaction j with units of inverse time. Note that
since each reaction is first-order, it follows that for any j, the value of sij can only be 1 for one particular value of i and
is zero for all other values of i.

One can then construct the stoichiometric matrix S with elements Sij = rij − sij and the rate vector f⃗ with
elements fj = kj

∏M
i=1[Xi]

sij , where [Xi] denotes the mean number of molecules of chemical species Xi. Note that
the latter follows directly from the law of mass action. The deterministic rate equations of the reaction system Eq. (A.1)
are then given by

d[X⃗]

dt
= Sf⃗ , (A.2)

and the elements in the associated Jacobian matrix can be written as Jij = ∂j(Sf⃗)i, where ∂j denotes the partial
derivative with respect to [Xj ].

It then follows from the linear noise approximation (LNA) [1, 76] that the covariance matrix C of molecule
numbers of each molecular species can be obtained by solving the Lyapunov equation

JC+CJT +D = 0, (A.3)

where D is the diffusion matrix given by
D = SFST, (A.4)

and F is a diagonal matrix whose non-zero diagonal elements are given by the rate vector f⃗ . Note that the volume of
the system does not appear in any of these equations because we are specifically considering a system of first-order
reactions (in the traditional formulation where other types of reactions are allowed, the volume explicitly appears).

Under timescale separation conditions [37, 38], it can be shown that the Lyapunov equation above simplifies to a
different Lyapunov equation which is only in terms of the covariance of the molecule numbers of the slow species, Cs.
This is given by:

JsCs +CsJ
T
s +Ds = 0. (A.5)

This is the ssLNA. In what follows, we explain how to obtain the matrices of constants in this equation.
The reduced Jacobian matrix is defined as Js = Jss − JsfJ

−1
ff Sff

√
F. The reduced diffusion matrix Ds is

defined as
Ds = (W −V)(W −V)T , (A.6)

where W = Ss

√
F and V = JsfJ

−1
ff Sf

√
F. Note that the Jacobian and stoichiometric matrix have the partitions

J =

[
Jss Jsf

Jfs Jff

]
, S =

[
Ss

Sf

]
. (A.7)
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These partitions of the matrices follow the partitioning of the species into slow and fast. Ss is the stoichiometric matrix
of the slow species only; Sf is the stoichiometric matrix of the fast species only; Jss is the Jacobian of the slow species
with respect to the slow species, i.e. the derivative of the RHS of the rate equations of the means of the slow species
with respect to the means of the slow species; Jsf is the Jacobian of the slow species with respect to the fast species, i.e.
the derivative of the RHS of the rate equations of the means of the slow species with respect to the means of the fast
species; Jff is the Jacobian of the fast species with respect to the fast species, i.e. the derivative of the RHS of the rate
equations of the means of the fast species with respect to the means of the fast species; Jfs is the Jacobian of the fast
species with respect to the slow species, i.e. the derivative of the RHS of the rate equations of the means of the fast
species with respect to the means of the slow species.

B Solution of Lyapunov equations for cytoplasmic mRNA fluctuations

Here, we will utilize the ssLNA notation developed in Appendix A to derive the Lyapunov equation (64).
To construct the rate function matrix F, we need to specify the order in which we consider the reactions in (1). We

shall choose the reactions in the following order (left to right and top to bottom):

U0
kon−−→ U1,

U1
k1−→ U2

k2−→ ...
kG−1−−−→ UG

kG−−→ U1 +MN
1 ,

U1
koff−−→ U0,

MN
1

δ−→ MN
2

δ−→ ...
δ−→ MN

S−1
δ−→ MN

S ,

MN
S

δ1−→ MC
1 ,

MC
1

λ−→ MC
2

λ−→ ...
λ−→ MC

R−1
λ−→ MC

R
λ−→ ∅,

(A.8)

Note that here we have excluded the species MN
0 and P since they do not influence the steady-state fluctuations of the

mRNA and gene species. Given this reaction ordering, it then follows from the law of mass action that the rate function
matrix F is given by

F =diag(f⃗)

=(kon[U0], k1[U1], ..., kG[UG], koff [U1], δ[M
N
1 ], ..., δ1[M

N
S ], λ[MC

1 ], ..., λ[MC
R ]).

(A.9)

We next formulate the stoichiometric matrix S. We order the species as follows: the slow species MC
1 ,MC

2 , . . . ,MC
R ,

followed by the fast species U0, U1, . . . , UG,M
N
1 , . . . ,MN

S . Hence, the upper R rows of the stoichiometric matrix
represent the slow species and the rest the fast species. Note that each column corresponds to a reaction defined in (A.8),
maintaining the same order as we previously used for Eq. (A.9). Given the chosen order of reactions and species, the
stoichiometric matrix is given by
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S(G+S+R)×(G+S+R+2) =

(
Ss

Sf

)
=

0
0 0 0 ... 1 −1 0 ... 0 0 0

0 0 0 ... 0 1 −1 ... 0 0 0
...

...
0 0 0 ... 0 0 0 ... 0 1 −1

−1 0 0 ... 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 ... 0

0

1 −1 0 ... 0 0 1 −1 0 0 0 ... 0

0 1 −1 .. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ... 0
...
0 0 0 ... 1 −1 0 0 0 0 0 ... 0

0 0 0 ... 0 0 1 0 −1 0 0 ... 0

0 0 0 ... 0 0 0 0 1 −1 0 ... 0
...
0 0 0 ... 0 0 0 0 0 0 ... 1 −1



.

(A.10)

We can then obtain the partitioned Jacobian matrix

Jss =


−λ 0 0 0 0 0 ...

λ −λ 0 0 0 0 ...

0 λ −λ 0 0 0 ...

...

0 0 0 0 ... λ −λ

 , Jsf =


0 0 0 ... δ1

0 0 0 ... 0

0 0 0 ... 0

...

0 0 0 ... 0

 , Jfs = 0,

Jff =



−kon koff 0 ... 0 0 0 0 0 0 ...

kon − kG −koff − k1 − kG −kG ... −kG −kG 0 0 0 0 ...

0 k1 −k2 ... 0 0 0 0 0 0 ...

...

0 0 0 ... kG−2 −kG−1 0 0 0 0 ...

−kG −kG −kG ... −kG −kG −δ 0 0 0 ...

0 0 0 ... 0 0 δ −δ 0 0 ...

...

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ... δ −δ1


.

(A.11)

Given the partitioned Jacobian matrix above, we can obtain the reduced Jacobian matrix JC
s in Eq. (64) as

JC
s = Jss − JsfJ

−1
ff Jfs = Jss, (A.12)

which trivially follows from Jfs = 0.
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Now we can calculate the W and V matrices in Eq. (A.6):

WR×(G+S+R+2) = Ss

√
F

=


0 0 ...

√
δ1[MN

S ] −
√

λ[MC
1 ] 0 ... 0 0

0 0 ... 0
√
λ[MC

1 ] −
√

λ[MC
2 ] ... 0 0

...

0 0 ... 0 0 0 ...
√

λ[MC
R−1] −

√
λ[MC

R ]

 ,
(A.13)

VR×(G+S+R+2) = JsfJ
−1
ff Sf

√
F =


b⃗1 b⃗2

0

 , (A.14)

where

b⃗1 =
(

(a1 − a0)
√

kon[U0] ... (aG−1 − aG−2)
√
kG−2[UG−2] −aG−1

√
kG−1[UG−1]

)
, (A.15)

b⃗2 =
(

(a1 − 1)
√
kG[UG] (a0 − a1)

√
koff [U1] 0 ...

√
δ1[MN

S ] 0 ...
)
. (A.16)

The variables ag above (g = 1, 2, ..., G− 1) are defined as

a0 =
kGkoneG−2(k1, ..., kG−1) + eG(k1, ..., kG) + koffeG−1(k2, ..., kG)

koneG−1(k1, ..., kG) + koffeG−1(k2, ..., kG)
,

a1 =
kGkoneG−2(k1, ..., kG−1) + koffeG−1(k2, ..., kG)

koneG−1(k1, ..., kG) + koffeG−1(k2, ..., kG)
,

a2 = a1 −
kGkone

max
1 + koffeG−1(k2, ..., kG)

koneG−1(k1, ..., kG) + koffeG−1(k2, ..., kG)
,

ag = ag−1 −
kGkone

max
g−1

koneG−1(k1, ..., kG) + koffeG−1(k2, ..., kG)
, g = 3, 4, ..., G− 1.

(A.17)

Note that in the above equations we have introduced a new variable emax
g . Based on Definition 1, we have

eG−2(k1, ..., kG−1) =
∑

1≤j1<j2...<jG−2≤G−1

kj1 · · · kjG−2
, (A.18)

and emax
g in Eq. (A.17) denotes the element kj1 · · · kjG−2

with the gth maximal sum of indices in eG−2(k1, ..., kG−1).
An example of this notation is as follows. If we consider the case G = 4, we have

e2(k1, ..., k3) = k1k2 + k1k3 + k2k3, (A.19)

and the element with the gth (g = 1, 2, 3) maximal sum of indices are

emax
1 = k2k3, emax

2 = k1k3, emax
3 = k1k2. (A.20)

Given matrices W and V, we can now calculate the effective diffusion matrix DC
s according to Eq. (A.6). The
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non-zero elements in DC
s are given by

DC
s(1,1) =

G−1∑
g=1

(ag−1 − ag)
2kg−1[Ug−1] + a2G−1kG−1[UG−1] + (1− a1)

2kG[UG]

+ (a1 − a0)
2koff [U1] + λ[MC

1 ],

DC
s(1,2) = −λ[MC

1 ],

DC
s(i−1,i) = −λ[MC

i−1], D
C
s(i,i) = λ([MC

i−1] + [MC
i ]), DC

s(i,i+1) = −λ[MC
i ],

for i = 2, 3, ..., R− 1,

DC
s(R,R−1) = −λ[MC

R−1], D
C
s(R,R) = λ([MC

R−1] + [MC
R ]).

(A.21)

Furthermore from Eq. (A.17) we have

a0 − a1 =
eG(k1, ..., kG)

koneG−1(k1, ..., kG) + koffeG−1(k2, ..., kG)
,

a1 − a2 =
koffeG−1(k2, ..., kG) + konkGe

max
1

koneG−1(k1, ..., kG) + koffeG−1(k2, ..., kG)
,

ag−1 − ag =
kGkone

max
g−1

koneG−1(k1, ..., kG) + koffeG−1(k2, ..., kG)
, g = 3, 4, ..., G− 2,

aG−1 =
kGkoneG−2(k1, ..., kG−2)

koneG−1(k1, ..., kG) + koffeG−1(k2, ..., kG)
,

a1 − 1 =
kon(kGeG−2(k1, ..., kG−1)− eG−1(k1, ..., kG))

koneG−1(k1, ..., kG) + koffeG−1(k2, ..., kG)

= − koneG−1(k1, ..., kG−1)

koneG−1(k1, ..., kG) + koffeG−1(k2, ..., kG)
.

(A.22)

Substitution into Eq. (A.21) we find that DC
s(1,1) simplifies to

DC
s(1,1) =

(
eG(k

2
1, ..., k

2
G)

2koff

k1
+
∑G−1

g=1 k2Gk
2
on(e

max
g )2 + k2offeG−1(k

2
2, ..., k

2
G)

(koneG−1(k1, ..., kG) + koffeG−1(k2, ..., kG))3

+
2koffkoneG−1(k

2
2, ..., k

2
G) + k2oneG−1(k

2
1, ..., k

2
G−1)

(koneG−1(k1, ..., kG) + koffeG−1(k2, ..., kG))3

)
× eG+1(kon, k1, ..., kG) + λ[MC

1 ]

=λ[MC
1 ] + eG+1(kon, k1, ..., kG)×(

k2oneG−1(k
2
1, ..., k

2
G) + eG−1(k

2
2, ..., k

2
G)(k

2
off + 2koffkon + 2koffk1)

)
(koffeG−1(k2, ..., kG) + koneG−1(k1, ..., kG))3

.

(A.23)

C Dependence of the Fano factor of cytoplasmic mRNA on the deactivation rate koff

Proof of Corollary 10. Firstly, a Taylor series expansion of FFC
s with respect to 1/koff gives

FFC
s =1 + 2

(
1− (2R− 1)!!

(2R)!!

)
k1(eG−1(k2, ..., kG)− koneG−2(k2, ..., kG))

eG−1(k2, ..., kG)

1

koff

+O

(
1

k2off

)
.

(A.24)

The second term in Eq. (A.24) is negative when eG−1(k2, ..., kG) − koneG−2(k2, ..., kG) < 0, and positive when
eG−1(k2, ..., kG)− koneG−2(k2, ..., kG) > 0. On the other hand, when eG−1(k2, ..., kG)− koneG−2(k2, ..., kG) = 0,
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Eq. (A.24) becomes

FFC
s =1− 2

(
1− (2R− 1)!!

(2R)!!

)
eG(k1, ..., kG)eG−2(k1, ..., kG)

eG−2(k2, ..., kG)2
1

k2off

+O

(
1

k3off

)
.

(A.25)

Therefore, the Fano factor goes to 1 when koff → ∞. Specifically, if kon is large enough such that eG−1(k2, ..., kG)−
koneG−2(k2, ..., kG) ≤ 0, i.e. kon ≥ k⋆on,1 holds, then the Fano factor goes to 1 from below; if kon is small enough that
eG−1(k2, ..., kG)− koneG−2(k2, ..., kG) > 0, i.e. kon < k⋆on,1 holds, then it goes to 1 from above.

Secondly, when koff = 0, we have

FFC
s

∣∣
koff=0

= 1−
(
1− (2R− 1)!!

(2R)!!

)
2eG(k1, ...kG)eG−2(k1, ..., kG)

eG−1(k1, ..., kG)2
< 1, (A.26)

where we have used the property

eG−1(k
2
1, ..., k

2
G) = eG−1(k1, ..., kG)

2 − 2eG(k1, ...kG)eG−2(k1, ..., kG). (A.27)

Thirdly, the critical point koff,1 is obtained by solving ∂FFC

∂koff
= 0, which gives

koff,1 =
koneG−1(k2, ..., kG)eG−1(k1, ..., kG)− k2onk1eG−2(k

2
2, ..., k

2
G)

eG−1(k2, ..., kG)(eG−1(k2, ..., kG)− koneG−2(k2, ..., kG))

+
k2oneG−1(k2, ..., kG)eG−2(k2, ..., kG)

eG−1(k2, ..., kG)(eG−1(k2, ..., kG)− koneG−2(k2, ..., kG))
.

(A.28)

For the sake of simplicity, we denote the numerator and denominator of Eq. (A.28) by N(koff,1) and D(koff,1)

respectively. When kon ≥ k⋆on,1, it follows from Eq. (78) that eG−1(k2, ..., kG) − koneG−2(k2, ..., kG) < 0, hence
D(koff,1) < 0. We consider two cases, koff,1 > 0 and koff,1 < 0, separately.

Case 1: Suppose kon ≥ k⋆on,1 and koff,1 > 0. Since D(koff,1) < 0, it follows that N(koff,1) < 0. Solving
N(koff,1) < 0 gives

kon(eG−1(k2, ..., kG)eG−2(k2, ..., kG)− k1eG−2(k
2
2, ..., k

2
G))

<− eG−1(k2, ..., kG)eG−1(k1, ..., kG).
(A.29)

From here it follows that if k1 < k⋆1 (i.e. eG−1(k2, ..., kG)eG−2(k2, ..., kG)− k1eG−2(k
2
2, ..., k

2
G) > 0), then kon < 0,

which contradicts kon ≥ k⋆on,1, and therefore k1 can only be larger than k⋆1 . Consequently, Eq. (A.29) becomes

kon >
eG−1(k2, ..., kG)eG−1(k1, ..., kG)

k1eG−2(k22, ..., k
2
G)− eG−1(k2, ..., kG)eG−2(k2, ..., kG)

= k⋆on,2. (A.30)

In addition, k⋆on,2 − k⋆on,1 gives

2eG−1(k
2
2, ..., k

2
G)eG−2(k1, ..., kG)

eG−2(k2, ..., kG)(k1eG−2(k22, ..., k
2
G)− eG−1(k2, ..., kG)eG−2(k2, ..., kG))

, (A.31)

which is positive since k1 > k⋆1 . Hence, we have k⋆on,2 > k⋆on,1. Therefore, the conditions for case 1 can be re-expressed
as

k1 > k⋆1 and kon > k⋆on,2. (A.32)
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Next, we show that koff,1 gives the local minimum of FFC
s . We take the second derivative of FFC

s and substitute
koff = koff,1, which gives

∂2FFC
s

∂k2off

∣∣∣∣
koff=koff,1

=
k1eG−1(k

2
2, ..., k

2
G)((2R)!!− (2R− 1)!!)

4k3on(2R)!!

(eG−1(k2, ..., kG)− koneG−2(k2, ..., kG))
4

β3
,

(A.33)

where
β =koneG−3(k2, ..., kG)eG(k1, ..., kG) + konk1eG−2(k

2
2, ..., k

2
G)

− eG−1(k2, ..., kG)eG−1(k1, ..., kG).
(A.34)

The only thing left to show is that β > 0. If β > 0, then

kon >
eG−1(k2, ..., kG)eG−1(k1, ..., kG)

eG(k1, ..., kG)eG−3(k2, ..., kG) + k1eG−2(k22, ..., k
2
G)

:= f1. (A.35)

As kon > k⋆on,2 according to Eq. (A.32), β is automatically larger than 0 if we can show that k⋆on,2 > f1. Indeed,

k⋆on,2 − f1 =
eG−1(k

2
2, ...k

2
G)eG−1(k1, ..., kG)eG−2(k1, ..., kG)

(eG(k1, ..., kG)eG−3(k2, ..., kG) + k1eG−2(k22, ..., k
2
G))

× 1

(k1eG−2(k22, ..., k
2
G)− eG−1(k2, ..., kG)eG−2(k2, ..., kG))

> 0,

(A.36)

since k1 > k⋆1 . Therefore, β > 0 is true and koff,1 gives the local minimum of FFC
s . In case 1, the Fano factor

decreases until it reaches the critical point koff,1 and then increases, eventually approaching 1 from below. The Fano
factor is sub-Poissonian for all values of koff .

Case 2: Suppose kon ≥ k⋆on,1 and koff,1 < 0. Since D(koff,1) < 0, N(koff,1) satisfies N(koff,1) ≥ 0, which
yields

kon(eG−1(k2, ..., kG)eG−2(k2, ..., kG)− k1eG−2(k
2
2, ..., k

2
G))

≥− eG−1(k2, ..., kG)eG−1(k1, ..., kG).
(A.37)

If k1 < k⋆1 , then

kon ≥ −eG−1(k2, ..., kG)eG−1(k1, ..., kG)

eG−1(k2, ..., kG)eG−2(k2, ..., kG)− k1eG−2(k22, ..., k
2
G)

= k⋆on,2, (A.38)

where k⋆on,2 is negative. So if k1 < k⋆1 , then the inequalities kon ≥ k⋆on,1 and kon ≥ k⋆on,2, are reduced to kon ≥ k⋆on,1.
If k1 > k⋆1 , then

kon ≤ −eG−1(k2, ..., kG)eG−1(k1, ..., kG)

eG−1(k2, ..., kG)eG−2(k2, ..., kG)− k1eG−2(k22, ..., k
2
G)

= k⋆on,2. (A.39)

In addition, it follows from Eq. (A.31) that k⋆on,2 > k⋆on,1 when k1 > k⋆1 . Hence, if k1 > k⋆1 then k⋆on,1 ≤ kon ≤ k⋆on,2.
Note that if k1 = k⋆1 , then koff,1 < 0. Under this condition, kon ≥ k⋆on,1. Therefore, the conditions for case 2 can be
re-expressed as

k1 ≤ k⋆1 and kon ≥ k⋆on,1 or k1 > k⋆1 and k⋆on,1 ≤ kon ≤ k⋆on,2. (A.40)

Since FFC
s

∣∣
koff=0

< 1, there is no critical point if koff > 0, and FFC → 1 from below when koff → ∞. From this,
we conclude that in case 2, the Fano factor monotonically increases and is always sub-Poissonian.

Case 3: Suppose kon < k⋆on,1. If koff,1 > 0, then N(koff,1) > 0 since D(koff,1) > 0. Similar to case 2, from
Eq. (A.37) it follows that if k1 < k⋆1 , then

kon >
−eG−1(k2, ..., kG)eG−1(k1, ..., kG)

eG−1(k2, ..., kG)eG−2(k2, ..., kG)− k1eG−2(k22, ..., k
2
G)

= k⋆on,2, (A.41)
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where k⋆on,2 < 0. Hence, kon < k⋆on,1 if k1 < k⋆1 . On the other hand, if k1 > k⋆1 , then

kon <
−eG−1(k2, ..., kG)eG−1(k1, ..., kG)

eG−1(k2, ..., kG)eG−2(k2, ..., kG)− k1eG−2(k22, ..., k
2
G)

= k⋆on,2. (A.42)

It follows from Eq. (A.31) that k⋆on,2 > k⋆on,1 if k1 > k⋆1 . Therefore, if k1 > k⋆1 , then kon < k⋆on,1. In addition, if
k1 = k⋆1 , then koff,1 > 0, so under this condition, kon < k⋆on,1. Hence, the conditions for case 3 can be re-expressed as

k1 ≤ k⋆1 , kon < k⋆on,1 and k1 > k⋆1 , kon < k⋆on,1, (A.43)

i.e. if koff,1 > 0, k1 can take any positive real values given kon < k⋆on,1. Hence, koff,1 > 0 as long as kon < k⋆on,1.
Next, we show that koff,1 gives the maximum of the Fano factor FFC

s . To achieve that, we need to show that
β < 0 (β was introduced in Eq. (A.34)). If β < 0, then

kon < f1. (A.44)

Since kon < k⋆on,1 in case 3, we conclude that β < 0 if f1 > k⋆on,1. Indeed, f1 − k⋆on,1 gives

eG−1(k
2
2, ..., k

2
G)eG−2(k1, ..., kG)

k1eG−2(k2, ..., kG)(eG−2(k22, ..., k
2
G) + eG−1(k2, ..., kG)eG−3(k2, ..., kG))

> 0. (A.45)

Therefore β < 0 holds for the case kon < k⋆on,1, and koff,1 gives the local maximum of FFC
s .

When kon < k⋆on,1, the Fano factor first increases until it reaches the critical point koff,1, after which it decreases,
eventually approaching 1 from above. The Fano factor changes from sub-Poissonian to super-Poissonian as koff crosses
the threshold k⋆off , which is given in Corollary 6. □

D Solution of Lyapunov equations for proteins fluctuations

Details of calculation in Proposition 5. Similar to Appendix B, we utilize the ssLNA in Appendix A to derive the
Lyapunov equation Eq. (84).

We follow the order of reactions used in Appendix B, but additionally we include the protein production and
protein degradation reactions to construct the rate function matrix:

F =diag(f⃗)

=
(
kon[u0], k1[u1], ..., kG[uG], koff [u1], δ[M

N
1 ], ..., δ1[M

N
s ], λ[MC

1 ], ...,

λ[MC
R ], λ1[M

C
1 ], λ2[P ]

)
.

(A.46)

We next formulate the stoichiometric matrix S. We order the species as follows: the slow species P , followed
by the fast species U0, U1, . . . , UG,M

N
1 , . . . ,MN

S ,MC
1 ,MC

2 , . . . ,MC
R . Hence, the first row of the stoichiometric

matrix represents the slow species and the rest the fast species. Given the chosen order of reactions and species, the
stoichiometric matrix is given by
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S(G+S+2)×(G+S+5) =

(
Ss

Sf

)
=

0 0 0 ... 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ... 0 0 0 ... 0 0 0 1 −1

−1 0 0 ... 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 ... 0

0

1 −1 0 ... 0 0 1 −1 0 0 0 ... 0

0 1 −1 ... 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ... 0
...
0 0 0 ... 1 −1 0 0 0 0 0 ... 0

0 0 0 ... 0 0 1 0 −1 0 0 ... 0

0 0 0 ... 0 0 0 0 1 −1 0 ... 0
...
0 0 0 ... 0 0 0 0 0 0 ... 1 −1

0
0 0 0 ... 1 −1 0 ... 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 ... 0 1 −1 ... 0 0 0 0 0
...

... 0 0

0 0 0 ... 0 0 0 ... 0 1 −1 0 0



.

(A.47)

From the Jacobian Jij = ∂j(Sf⃗)i, we can readily obtain its four partitioned submatrices

Jss = −λ2, Jsf =
(

0 0 ... 0 λ1

)
, Jfs = 0,

Jff = (Jff,1Jff,2) ,
(A.48)
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where

Jff,1 =



−kon koff 0 ... 0 0 0 0

kon − kG −koff − k1 − kG −kG ... −kG −kG 0 0

0 k1 −k2 ... 0 0 0 0

...

0 0 0 ... kG−2 −kG−1 0 0

−kG −kG −kG ... −kG −kG −δ 0

0 0 0 ... 0 0 δ −δ

...

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

...

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0



,

Jff,2 =



... 0 ... 0 0 0 ...

... 0 ... 0 0 0 ...

... 0 ... 0 0 0 ...

...

... 0 ... 0 0 0 ...

... 0 ... 0 0 0 ...

... 0 ... 0 0 0 ...

...

... δ −δ1 0 0 0 ...

... 0 δ1 −λ 0 0 ...

... 0 0 λ −λ 0 ...

...

... 0 0 0 0 λ −λ



.

(A.49)

Given the partitioned Jacobian matrix above, we can obtain the Jacobian matrix JP
s in Eq. (84) as

JP
s = Jss − JsfJ

−1
ff Jfs = Jss = −λ2, (A.50)

which is trivial as Jfs = 0.
Now we can calculate the diffusion matrix DP

s in Eq. (84):

DP
s = (W −V)(W −V)T , (A.51)

where
W1×(G+S+5) =

(
0 0 0 ... 0

√
λ1[MC

1 ] −
√

λ2[P ]
)
, (A.52)

and
V1×(G+S+5) =(
(ag+1 − ag)

√
kg[Ug] − aG−1

√
kG−1[UG−1] (a1 −

λ1

λ
)
√
kG[UG]

(a0 − a1)
√

koff [U1] 0 ... 0
λ1

λ

√
λ[MC

1 ] 0 0) .

(A.53)

Note that g = 0, 1, ..., G− 2; s = 1, 2, ..., S − 1; r = 1, 2, ..., R.
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The variables ag (g = 0, 1, 2, ..., G− 1) are defined as:

a0 =
λ1(koffeG−1(k2, ..., kG) + eG(k1, ..., kG) + konkGeG−2(k1, ..., kG−1))

λ(koneG−1(k1, ..., kG) + koffeG−1(k2, ..., kG))
,

a1 =
λ1(koffeG−1(k2, ..., kG) + konkGeG−2(k1, ..., kG−1))

λ(koneG−1(k1, ..., kG) + koffeG−1(k2, ..., kG))
,

a2 = a1 −
λ1(koffeG−1(k2, ..., kG) + konkGe

max
1 )

λ(koneG−1(k1, ..., kG) + koffeG−1(k2, ..., kG))
,

ag = ag−1 −
λ1(kGkone

max
g−1)

λ(koneG−1(k1, ..., kG) + koffeG−1(k2, ..., kG))
, g = 3, 4, ..., G− 1.

(A.54)

Note that the notation emax
g was previously introduced in Appendix B.

Given matrices W and V, we can now calculate the effective diffusion matrix DP
s according to Eq. (A.6):

DP
s =

G−2∑
g=0

(ag − ag+1)
2kg[Ug] + a2G−1kG−1[UG−1] + (a1 −

λ1

λ
)2kG[UG]

+ (a1 − a0)
2koff [U1] + (

λ2
1

λ
+ λ1)[M

C
1 ] + λ2[P ].

(A.55)

Furthermore, from Eq. (A.54) we have

a0 − a1 =
λ1eG(k1, ..., kG)

λ(koneG−1(k1, ..., kG) + koffeG−1(k2, ..., kG))
,

a1 − a2 =
λ1(koffeG−1(k2, ..., kG) + konkGe

max
1 )

λ(koneG−1(k1, ..., kG) + koffeG−1(k2, ..., kG))
,

ag−1 − ag =
λ1(kGkone

max
g−1)

λ(koneG−1(k1, ..., kG) + koffeG−1(k2, ..., kG))
, g = 3, 4, ..., G− 2,

aG−1 =
λ1kGkoneG−2(k1, ..., kG−2)

λ(koneG−1(k1, ..., kG) + koffeG−1(k2, ..., kG))
,

a1 −
λ1

λ
=

λ1(konkGeG−2(k1, ..., kG−1)− koneG−1(k1, ..., kG))

λ(koneG−1(k1, ..., kG) + koffeG−1(k2, ..., kG))

= − λ1koneG−1(k1, ..., kG−1)

λ(koneG−1(k1, ..., kG) + koffeG−1(k2, ..., kG))
.

(A.56)

Substitution of these into Eq. (A.55) gives

DP
s =

(
λ2
1(eG(k

2
1, ..., k

2
G)

2koff

k1
+
∑G−1

g=1 k2Gk
2
on(e

max
g )2 + k2offeG−1(k

2
2, ..., k

2
G))

λ2(koneG−1(k1, ..., kG) + koffeG−1(k2, ..., kG))3

+
λ2
1(2koffkoneG−1(k

2
2, ..., k

2
G) + k2oneG−1(k

2
1, ..., k

2
G−1))

λ2(koneG−1(k1, ..., kG) + koffeG−1(k2, ..., kG))2
)

)
× eG+1(kon, k1, ..., kG) + (

λ2
1

λ
+ λ1)[M

C
1 ] + λ2[P ]

=
λ1

λ

eG−1(k
2
2, ..., k

2
G)(k

2
off + 2koff(kon + k1)) + k2oneG−1(k

2
1, ..., k

2
G)

(koffeG−1(k2, ..., kG) + koneG−1(k1, ..., kG))3

× eG+1(kon, k1, ..., kG) + (
λ2
1

λ
+ λ1)[M

C
1 ] + λ2[P ].

(A.57)

E Dependence of the Fano factor of proteins on the deactivation rate koff

Proof of Corollary 12. Our method for analysing the dependence of FFP
s on koff is similar to that used in Appendix C,

where we calculate its values at koff = 0 and koff → ∞, and then determine the behaviour between these two extreme
points.
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Firstly, a series expansion of FFP
s with respect to 1/koff gives,

FFP
s =1 +

λ1

λ
+

λ1k1(eG−1(k2, ..., kG)− koneG−2(k2, ..., kG))

λeG−1(k2, ..., kG)

1

koff

+O

(
1

k2off

)
.

(A.58)

When kon = k⋆on,1, Eq. (A.58) becomes

FFP
s =1 +

λ1

λ
− λ1eG(k1, ..., kG)eG−2(k1, ..., kG)

λeG−2(k2, ..., kG)2
1

k2off

+O

(
1

k3off

)
.

(A.59)

Similar to Appendix C, we can conclude that the Fano factor goes to 1 + λ1

λ when koff → ∞. Specifically, if
kon ≥ k⋆on,1, it goes to 1 + λ1

λ from below; if kon < k⋆on,1, it goes to 1 + λ1

λ from above.
Secondly, when koff = 0, the Fano factor FFP

s becomes

FFP
s |koff=0

= 1 +
λ1

λ

eG−1(k
2
1, ..., k

2
G)

eG−1(k1, ..., kG)2

= 1 +
λ1

2λ
+

λ1

2λ

eG−1(k1, ..., kG)
2 − 2eG(k1, ..., kG)eG−2(k1, ..., kG)

eG−1(k1, ..., kG)2

= 1 +
λ1

λ
− λ1

λ

eG(k1, ..., kG)eG−2(k1, ..., kG)

eG−1(k1, ..., kG)2
< 1 +

λ1

λ
,

(A.60)

where we have used the property

eG−1(k
2
1, ..., k

2
G) = eG−1(k1, ..., kG)

2 − 2eG(k1, ...kG)eG−2(k1, ..., kG). (A.61)

Thirdly, to find the monotonic behaviour between koff = 0 and koff → ∞, we need to find the critical point. As in
Appendix C, the critical point is koff,1. Taking the second derivative of FFP

s and substituting koff = koff,1 gives

∂2FFP
s

∂k2off

∣∣∣∣
koff=koff,1

=
λ1k1eG−1(k

2
2, ..., k

2
G)

8k3onλ

(eG−1(k2, ..., kG)− koneG−2(k2, ..., kG))
4

β3
,

(A.62)

where β has been defined in Appendix C. From the value of β, the sign of the second derivative of FFP
s and the type

of critical point (local maximum or minimum) can be deduced.
In Appendix C, the conditions for the three cases were obtained from the expression of koff,1 and β. Since FFC

s

and FFP
s have the same dependence on koff,1 and β, it follows that FFP

s should also have the same three cases, with
the exception that in the limit koff approaches infinity, the Fano factor of proteins approaches the value 1 + λ1

λ (while
that of cytoplasmic mRNA approaches the value 1).
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