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The problem of tracking the source of a passive scalar in a turbulent flow is relevant to flying
insect behavior and several other applications. Extensive previous work has shown that certain
Bayesian strategies, such as “infotaxis,” can be very effective for this difficult “olfactory search”
problem. More recently, a quasi-optimal Bayesian strategy was computed under the assumption
that encounters with the scalar are independent. However, the Bayesian approach has not been
adequately studied in realistic flows which exhibit spatiotemporal correlations. In this work, we
perform direct numerical simulations (DNS) of an incompressible flow at Reλ ≃ 150, while tracking
Lagrangian particles which are emitted by a point source and imposing a uniform mean flow with
several magnitudes (including zero). We extract the spatially-dependent statistics of encounters
with the particles, which we use to build Bayesian policies, including generalized (“space-aware”)
infotactic heuristics and quasi-optimal policies. We then assess the relative performance of these
policies when they are used to search using scalar cue data from the DNS, and in particular study
how this performance depends on correlations between encounters. Among other results, we find
that quasi-optimal strategies continue to outperform heuristics in the presence of strong mean flow
but fail to do so in the absence of a mean flow. We also explore how to choose optimal search
parameters, including the frequency and threshold concentration of observation.

I. INTRODUCTION

Suppose an agent in a flow is sensitive to a pas-
sive scalar, say a chemical odor, which is emitted
by a stationary, unseen point source (see Fig. 1).
When the flow is turbulent, finding the source using
local concentration measurements is a notoriously
difficult task [1]. At sufficiently large distances from
the source, encounters tend to be sparse and effec-
tively randomized due to the stochastic and inter-
mittent nature of passive scalar dispersion by turbu-
lence [2, 3]. Moreover, local concentration gradients
do not generally point to the source instantaneously,
and the mean gradients take too much time to con-
verge to be exploitable [4, 5]. Searches over such
long distances are relevant to a number of applica-
tions, including the mating and foraging behaviors
of flying insects [6] and aquatic animals [7], as well as
the robotic tracking of explosives [8] and hazardous
contaminant leaks [9].

In the literature, approaches to this source-
tracking problem (often called “olfactory search”)
may be divided into two general categories: model-
based methods, which assume access to a (possibly
imperfect) model of the encounter statistics, and
model-free methods, which relax this assumption.
The former, which include the well-known and high-
performing heuristic “infotaxis” [10], are typically
Bayesian: a probability distribution (the “poste-
rior” or “belief”) over the possible source locations
is maintained and updated using incoming observa-

tion data via Bayes’ theorem. Recent progress [11–
13] on the Bayesian approach has demonstrated that
(quasi-)optimal strategies (in the sense of minimal
mean arrival time to the source) may be obtained
using the formalism of partially observable Markov
decision processes (POMDP) via approximate solu-
tion of the underlying Bellman equation [14, 15].
Consistent with the claim of quasi-optimality, the
computed policy outperforms all known heuristics,
including both infotaxis and its even more perfor-
mant variant, “space-aware” infotaxis (SAI) [11].

However, in most studies on the model-based ap-
proach, the authors impose an analytic model for
the likelihood of an encounter and draw encounters
artificially from this model, rather than test search
performance on realistic data from experiment or
simulation. This approach has at least two draw-
backs: for one, the models employed are typically
very crude descriptions of turbulence, and model
parameters are often drawn on seemingly arbitrary
grounds; we have addressed this issue in a separate
paper which studies quasi-optimal trajectories under
realistic (single-time) flow statistics [16]. Secondly,
and perhaps more seriously, even if one were assured
a given model adequately depicted the statistics of a
real flow, it would necessarily still miss the key detail
that turbulent flows, and in particular the statistics
of passive scalars [17], exhibit spatiotemporal cor-
relations, rendering the probability of an encounter
dependent on the previous encounter history. In con-
trast, the Bayesian approach explicitly assumes en-
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FIG. 1. Cartoon illustrating the search problem. An
agent, symbolized by a moth, is sensitive to a passive
scalar (blue dots) being advected by a turbulent flow and
must decide how to move in order to arrive at the unseen,
immobile source of the passive scalar (yellow star) in
minimal time. In our model-based formulation, the agent
only makes binary (low/high) measurements of the local
concentration (unfilled/filled red circles) but has access
to the likelihood of these measurements conditioned on
the agent’s position relative to the source. The search
begins with an encounter (high measurement) at time
zero, and the agent moves a fixed distance ∆x = vA∆t
every timestep ∆t, where vA is the agent speed. Unless
otherwise stated, the measurements are also taken at
every ∆t. The concentration snapshots are taken from
our simulations at U = 4.9urms.

counters are independent, and its efficacy in the face
of realistic correlations remains an important ques-
tion.

To be concrete, we will assume throughout this
paper that the agent is searching for the source lo-
cation in a turbulent, statistically stationary envi-
ronment and registers an encounter if the local con-
centration of the passive scalar is instantaneously

measured to be above some threshold cthr, so that
the agent makes measurements of a signal Ω(x, t) =
θ(c(x, t)− cthr) taking values in {0, 1} (here θ is the
Heaviside function).

We will denote the single-time likelihood, pΩ(x)
at any position x with:{

p1(x) = Pr(Ω = 1)

p0(x) = Pr(Ω = 0),

with p0(x) = 1 − p1(x). By “single-time” we mean
that the probability to make an observation is given
by the average signal in that position and is not
conditioned on any observation data from previous
times. We also assume the agent makes the obser-
vations every ∆t, or at a frequency νΩ = ∆t−1. Let-
ting tk = k∆t, the agent’s observation sequence is
then Ωk = Ω(x(tk), tk), where x(t) is the agent’s
trajectory. In addition to affording simplicity and
analytical tractability, the assumption of binary ob-
servations is plausible in realistic contexts in light
of results using computational information theory
which suggest that a very coarse measurement of
the concentration field makes optimal use of the in-
formation present in the signal [18, 19]. We assume
the agent always begins its search with an encounter,
i.e., Ω0 = 1.

The agent maintains a spatial map b(x) called the
posterior or belief, which represents the probability
density of the agent’s position relative to the source,
as inferred from the sequence of observations. It
updates b(x) after each observation Ω using Bayes’
theorem:

b(x|Ω) = b(x)pΩ(x)∫
dx′ b(x′)pΩ(x′)

. (1)

The likelihood of observation pΩ(x) is therefore as-
sumed to be known by the agent. As observation
data arrive, one iteratively applies Eq. 1, and the
posterior gradually sharpens and concentrates prob-
ability on the ground truth source location. How-
ever, this approach implicitly assumes that the ob-
servations are uncorrelated: in general, when in-
ferring variable y using observation data z1, . . . , zn,
Bayes’ theorem gives

Pr(y|z1, . . . , zn) =
Pr(z1, . . . , zn|y)Pr(y)∫

dy′ Pr(z1, . . . , zn|y′)Pr(y′)
̸= Pr(z1|y) · · ·Pr(zn|y)Pr(y)∫

dy′ Pr(z1|y′) · · ·Pr(zn|y′)Pr(y′)
(2)

unless the zi are conditionally independent, given y.
This is manifestly false when the observation data
are concentration measurements in a turbulent flow,

which tends to organize passive scalars into coherent
structures (see Fig. 1 for a visual aid).

The presence of correlations is intimately tied to
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the agent’s search parameters—its speed, its obser-
vation frequency, and the threshold concentration to
which it is sensitive—and the question of how these
should be selected. Suppose the agent moves at fixed
speed vA and makes observations at fixed rate νΩ.
Moving with at higher speed (relative to that of the
mean flow U) will tend to decorrelate successive ob-
servations, whereas making observations at a higher
rate will tend to correlate them more strongly. More
precisely, one may define dimensionless parameters

ν̄ = νΩτc; v̄ =
|vA −U |
νΩℓc

, (3)

where τc and ℓc are respectively a characteristic cor-
relation time and correlation length associated with
the concentration field; one expects correlations will
have an impact if ν̄ >∼ 1 and v̄ <∼ 1. Note that v̄
depends on the direction of motion when there is a
mean flow, so that the strength of correlations de-
pends on the actions taken by the agent.

The strength of correlations will also depend on
the observation threshold cthr. For instance, consider
a simple advection-diffusion model of the transport

∂tc+U · ∇c = D∇2c+ Sδ3(x), (4)

with D an effective turbulent diffusivity and S the
emission rate of the source. Increasing the threshold
as cthr → λcthr can then be compensated by the
transformation

c → λc; x → λ−1x; t → λ−2t; U → λU ,

i.e., by decreasing length- and time-scales (including
the diffusion length D/U → λ−1D/U). In particu-
lar, correlation lengths and times will shrink, weak-
ening the effect of correlations. Although turbulent
transport is more complex than diffusion, this basic
qualitative principle will still hold in realistic flows.

It is clear then that one cannot hope to under-
stand the impact of the choice of vA, νΩ, and cthr
without understanding the impact of correlations on
the search. In addition, the effect of correlations
on the performance of the agent should be quanti-
fied. Thus, contact with realistic, correlated data
is sorely needed. To this end, we performed high-
fidelity direct numerical simulations (DNS) of a tur-
bulent flow while tracking the positions of millions
of Lagrangian tracer particles that are emitted from
a stationary point source. To enable the study of
searching within different plume structures, we im-
pose a uniform mean flow with five different magni-
tudes (including the isotropic case without a mean
flow). [These data were also used in Refs. [16, 20].]

We then pass to a POMDP setting by
coarse-graining the particle data on a quasi-two-

dimensional gridworld with thousands of cells. We
define a threshold cthr and obtain the empirical like-
lihood of an encounter, conditioned on the agent’s
position. This is used to build Bayesian policies;
in this work, we study only the most performant:
(space-aware) infotactic heuristics and quasi-optimal
policies obtained with the SARSOP algorithm for
solving POMDPs [21]. For completeness, we con-
sider SAI to be a one-parameter family of policies
and benchmark over a full scan of the parameter
space. The complete pipeline is illustrated in Fig. 2.

We then compare how the policies perform when
searching in the DNS data. First, we assess their
relative quantitative performance in terms of the ar-
rival time to the source. We pay particular attention
to the effects of correlations, which we isolate by tun-
ing their strength in two ways which do not change
the likelihood of an encounter.

We summarize the key results as follows:

(i) The dominant effect of the enhanced corre-
lations is to increase the mean arrival time to the
source. This effect is associated with small-scale
flow structures and can be mostly explained by a
simple first-order Markovian model of the correla-
tions. An important exception to this rule occurs in
the presence of a sufficiently strong mean flow: here,
depending on the clock speed of the agent relative
to that of the flow, we actually find that the mean
arrival time can be substantially reduced relative to
the uncorrelated baseline; in other words, the pres-
ence of correlations actually helps the agent find the
source. This helpful effect is apparently associated
with large-scale flow structures.

(ii) The relative performance of the quasi-optimal
and infotactic policies is assessed, under the assump-
tion of an agent unaware of correlations, i.e., the
model for the Bayesian inference is wrong. It is im-
portant to stress that there is no reason to expect
a priori that the policy obtained through SARSOP
should outperform heuristics: the policy is optimized
with respect to the uncorrelated problem and has
no performance guarantees in the presence of real-
istic data. However, we find that, in the presence
of a sufficiently strong mean flow, the quasi-optimal
policies continue to reliably outperform the entire
SAI family, demonstrating an unexpected robust-
ness. However, the performance under isotropic,
zero-mean-flow conditions is qualitatively different.
Here, SAI outperforms SARSOP by a considerable
margin, and frequently pure infotaxis is the top per-
former in the SAI family. This is evidently a conse-
quence of the presence of very strong correlations in
the latter case, making the model of the environment
used for the optimization too far from reality.

(iii) We address the natural question of whether
strategies can be improved if the agent has some
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FIG. 2. Schematic illustrating how the DNS data are used. First, the 3–D Lagrangian data are coarse-grained on a
thin slab gridworld which is parallel to the mean wind U and contains the source, thus obtaining a 2–D concentration
field time series c(x, t). The time series is averaged in time and symmetrized in space in order to obtain the space-
dependent likelihood of the concentration being above a chosen threshold Pr(c(x) > cthr) (as well as to compute an
action-dependent correlation strength ρa). The single-time likelihood (or in the case of correlation-aware policies,
the two-time likelihood, obtainable from the correlation strength) is then used to compute a quasi-optimal policy
using the SARSOP algorithm [21], which yields an approximate solution to the Bellman equation. It is also used to
perform Bayesian updates, for both the SARSOP policy and infotactic heuristics. Finally, the policies are used to
search for the source, using the concentration time series to generate observations.

partial knowledge of the correlations and takes ad-
vantage of this knowledge during Bayesian inference
and action selection. We speak about correlation-
aware agents in this case. We show how to extend
the POMDP approach to include temporal correla-
tions up to first order at the Markov level and assess
the relative improvement with respect to the perfor-
mance of the correlation-unaware agent.

(iv) Finally, we turn to the question of selecting
agent parameters. We find evidence that, given a
choice of agent speed vA, correlations between obser-
vations induce an optimal observation rate νΩ; using
search trials, we confirm that increasing the observa-
tion rate beyond the rate at which actions are taken
does not improve and indeed even degrades search
performance. Moreover, once νΩ and vA have been
fixed, we show that there is an optimal choice of the

threshold cthr.

The remainder of the paper is organized as fol-
lows: in Sec. A, we present calculations of the effect
of correlations in the first-order Markov case, in or-
der to help us understand how unmodeled correla-
tions impact Bayesian search. In Sec. III, we present
details on the DNS, how they were used to con-
struct a POMDP, and how this POMDP was solved.
In Sec. IV we first present arrival time statistics of
search trials for different choices of policy and pa-
rameters, showing empirically how correlations im-
pact the search when α is varied. We then discuss
the parameter selection problem and support our
conclusions with additional numerical experiments.
Finally, in Sect. V we summarize our findings and
discuss future research avenues.
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II. ANALYSIS: THE IMPACT OF
MARKOVIAN CORRELATIONS ON

BAYESIAN SOURCE IDENTIFICATION

To quantitatively understand how correlations im-
pact search performance, it is useful to consider first
the simplified set-up of a stationary agent. Let us as-
sume that an agent located at position x∗ relative to
the source makes a discrete sequence of observations
Ωk ∈ {0, 1} at fixed rate νΩ = ∆t−1, updating its
posterior b(x) after each incoming observation using
Bayes’ rule (Eq. 1). We assume that the agent per-
forms the Bayesian update using the true single-time
likelihood pΩ(x) ≡ Pr(Ω|x). That is, the agent does
not have knowledge of the underlying correlations,
but otherwise has a perfect model.

To make progress, suppose the discrete observa-
tion sequence Ωk satisfies the first-order Markov
property

Pr(Ωk|Ωk−1,Ωk−2, . . . ,Ωk−i) = Pr(Ωk|Ωk−1), (5)

for any i ∈ N. This is a strong assumption which
essentially says that the correlations decay exponen-
tially in time. To be more precise, it is useful to in-
troduce the nonunit eigenvalue of the transition ma-
trix for Ωk, which has entries pΩ′Ω. We will call this
eigenvalue ρ(x); an elementary calculation yields

ρ(x) = p11(x)− p10(x) =
C(∆t;x)

C(0;x)
. (6)

Here, we have introduced the two-time likelihood

pΩ′Ω(x) = Pr(Ω(x, t+∆t) = Ω′|Ω(x, t) = Ω)

and the two-time function for the signal Ω(x, t)

C(τ ;x) = ⟨Ω(x, t+ τ)Ω(x, t)⟩t − ⟨Ω(x, t)⟩2t . (7)

The first-order Markov assumption then predicts
that the two-time function obeys

C(tk;x) = C(0;x)ρk,

for each tk = k∆t. This implies a correlation time
τc = −∆t/ log |ρ|. However, note that this model
is poor for describing anticorrelations, since it can-
not capture the correct oscillation frequency (which
it predicts to be either νΩ or 0.) In the stationary
agent setting, the eigenvalue ρ turns out to be equiv-
alent to the Pearson coefficient between consecutive
observations, which can be seen by applying the law
of total probability p1 = p11p1 + p10p0 to Eq. 6. We
therefore have |ρ ≤ 1, with equality signaling per-
fect correlation (or anticorrelation for negative sign),
while ρ = 0 is equivalent to an absence of correla-

tions [22].
In spite of the limitations of the first-order Markov

model, under its assumptions we can establish an up-
per bound on the typical time T ∗ for the stationary
Bayesian agent to estimate the source position (see
Appendix A). The result is

T ∗ ≤ Aν−1
Ω max

{
1

2
,
1 + ρ

1− ρ

}
, (8)

where A is a constant that depends on the desired
precision of estimation. The expression for T ∗ comes
from taking the maximum of two distinct character-
istic times: first, the time for the posterior to be
sharply peaked at the ground truth, and second, the
time for the posterior to be converged in probability
(i.e., in an ensemble sense). Note that for a single
stationary agent making binary observations, it is
impossible to localize the source beyond a level set
of codimension one—see Fig. 3.

Two interesting observations are worth mention-
ing. For one, the upper bound diverges when ρ → 1:
if the observation sequence is correlated on very long
time-scales, it is impossible to estimate the single-
time likelihood p1 in finite time due the presence of
arbitrarily long chains of encounters. For another,
if ρ < 0, the upper bound is less than if ρ = 0;
whereas positive correlations slow down convergence
of the posterior, anti-correlations speed up the con-
vergence and help the agent localize the source more
quickly, even when the agent doesn’t know the signal
is anti-correlated.

In a real flow, due to the tendency of passive
scalars to organize into filaments and other spatial
structures, we generally expect successive encoun-
ters with the scalar to be positively correlated over
sufficiently small separation distances; a Markovian
model therefore seems appropriate far downwind.
On the other hand, in the vicinity of the source,
and in the presence of a sufficiently strong mean
flow, passive scalars have not had time to separate
and are bound tightly into a coherent beam. If an
agent moving crosswind passes through the beam at
speed vA and makes an encounter, subsequent en-
counters will occur with small probability since the
agent will exit the beam. This is effect will tend
to anti-correlate subsequent observations with the
encounter. In fact, the coherent structure of this
beam persists, albeit on larger scales, as it moves
downwind, as can be visualized in the snapshots of
Fig. 1. We will see that large-scale coherence can
have important and generally helpful effects on ol-
factory search.
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FIG. 3. Cartoon illustrating the evolution of a stationary agent’s posterior. The upper plots depict a typical posterior
estimate of the source location b(x). The lower plots show the ensemble average posterior estimate of the likelihood
p1, with the shaded error bars indicating the standard deviation of this estimate over an ensemble of agents. [To be
clear, this cartoon is intended to be conceptual and is not depicted to correct scale.] (a) At time 0 < t ≪ T ∗ only
a few observations have been made, and the posterior on p1 is noisy (not converged in the sense of probability) and
is not centered on the ground truth p∗1. There may still be significant memory of the prior (which was induced by
an encounter at time zero). This corresponds to a posterior over physical space which is not peaked near the true
source location. (b) After a time t > T ∗, the agent can estimate p1 within a tolerance ϵ of p∗1; outside this tolerance,
the posterior is converged in probability to zero. This corresponds in space to a posterior peaked at the level curve
of equal likelihood M = {x : p1(x) = p∗1}, which contains the true source location. In the näıve strategy, the agent
only begins to move when time T ∗ has elapsed, and thereafter explores the support of b. In Appendix A, we derive
an expression for the appropriate T ∗.

III. METHODS

A. The DNS

We solved the incompressible 3D Navier-Stokes
equations

∂tu+ (u · ∇)u = −∇p+ ν∇2u+ f, (9)

∇ · u = 0 (10)

using a pseudospectral method on a 1024×512×512
grid, with periodic boundary conditions. The simu-
lation gridspacing was δx = δy = δz ≃ η, where η is
the Kolmogorov length. Here f is a random isotropic
forcing at large scales, with correlation time ≃ 1.2τη

(where τη is the Kolmogorov time-scale). For all sim-
ulations, the Reynolds number at the Taylor scale
was Reλ ≃ 150, which is in the turbulent regime.
Five point sources were moved at constant velocity
Ux̂ for U/urms ∈ {0, 1.2, 2.5, 4.9, 7.4}. The sources
each emitted 1000 particles in a small radius every
10 simulation timesteps, or about every 1/15τη. The
particles were advected by the flow according to the
tracer equation

Ẋ = u(X, t)

and their positions X were tracked and dumped
at every τη. Finally, the Galilean transformation
x → x − Utx̂ was applied to the data, thus return-
ing to the frame where the sources are stationary and
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there is a mean flow −Ux̂. All statistical data were
averaged over the five sources, which were treated as
independent.

B. POMDP details

Generically, POMDP formalism [23, 24] describes
an agent interacting with a stochastic, Markovian
environment by taking actions. The system evolves
according to some Pr(s′|s, a), where s, s′ are system
states and a is the agent action. The agent maintains
a posterior b(s) over the possible system states and
makes observations Ω which are generally governed
by some likelihood Pr(Ω|s, a). The observations are
used to update the posterior, and the agent seeks
to take actions in such a way that minimizes over
time some cost function C(s, a), where s is the cur-
rent state and a the action just taken. In our prob-
lem, the observations are encounters with the passive
scalar cue, the states are the position of the agent
relative to the source, the actions are motion in a
cardinal direction, and the cost should be chosen to
penalize long arrival times (or equivalently, reward
short arrival times).

In our setup (see Fig. 4), the search is performed
on a quasi-2–D slab at constant z which contains the
source. The slab consists of an array of cubical cells
with side length ≃ 15η. The total number of cells in
the slab was held approximately fixed at ≈ 3250, but
the aspect ratio was varied depending on the wind
speed to accommodate different plume shapes. The
grid sizes are shown in Fig. 6.

In order to translate this problem into a POMDP,
at each ∆t = τη, the number of particles in each cell
was counted in order to obtain a concentration field
c(x). The agent begins at some chosen point and at
each time step makes an observation Ω—either an
encounter or no encounter—then moves to one of the
four adjacent grid cells. The actions can thus be con-
sidered vectors a ∈ {(0, 1), (1, 0), (−1, 0), (0,−1)}.
The agent is assumed to be a strong enough swim-
mer or flier that the motion is deterministic and the
agent is not advected by the flow, i.e., Pr(s′|s, a) =
δs′,s+a. Unless otherwise stated, we set the thresh-
old cthr to 200, in units of the number of particles.

The posterior of the agent b(x) is a probability
distribution on the grid representing the possible po-
sitions of the agent, relative to the source. At each
time step, tk, after the agent makes observation Ω
and takes action a, the posterior is updated accord-
ing to Bayes’ theorem (1) adapted to our set-up:

bk(x|Ω,a) =
pΩ(x− a)bk−1(x− a)∑

x′ pΩ(x′)bk−1(x′)
. (11)

As more observations are made, the posterior, which
contains all the agent’s current information about
the source location, becomes more informative. An
important point is that the prior is chosen to be
the normalized likelihood of an encounter, b0(x) ∝
p1(x). This models the assumption that the agent
only begins searching after encountering the passive
scalar. For self-consistency, the true position of the
source (relative to the agent) is drawn at time t0 = 0
from the prior, as in Refs. [11, 13, 16, 25]; the agent
always starts in the same position in the gridworld
(see caption of Fig. 6). When searching in the DNS,
this is realized in practice by choosing a random en-
counter event from the entire time series data.

C. Correlation-aware agent

The POMDP previously described involves an
agent that is unaware of correlations, and updates
its posterior with the single-time likelihood. Sup-
pose instead that the agent is aware that the system
is correlated and has access to the action-dependent
two-time likelihoods

paΩ′Ω(x) ≡ Pr
(
Ω(x, t+∆t) = Ω′∣∣Ω(x− a, t) = Ω

)
.

The agent can then exploit this information by up-
dating its posterior with the two-time likelihood in-
stead of the single-time likelihood.

The resulting decision process can still be formal-
ized as a POMDP by augmenting the state space to
include the observation. The state transition prob-
ability is now set by the two-time likelihood, i.e.,

Pr(x′,Ω′|x,a,Ω) = paΩ′Ω(x
′)δx′,x+a,

where observation Ω′ is made at position x′ and ob-
servation Ω is made at x. Meanwhile, the belief is
still just a distribution over x since Ω is fully observ-
able, and the Bayesian update rule is now

bk(x|Ω′,Ω,a) =
paΩ′Ω(x)bk−1(x− a)∑
x′ paΩ′Ω(x

′)bk−1(x′ − a)
.

We will solve this POMDP in order to obtain first-
order “correlation-aware” policies. In principle,
this kind of approach could be extended to higher-
order Markov processes, but at exponentially grow-
ing computational cost, and with increasingly poor
empirical estimates of the multi-time likelihoods.

D. Optimal policy

The choice of action for a given posterior is ex-
pressed by the policy π : b 7→ a. The POMDP
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FIG. 4. Schematic illustrating the POMDP for a particular choice of the mean wind. The agent is shown in red, and
the source as a yellow star. The states of the system (blue points) are, collectively, a chosen grid of possible positions
of the agent with respect to the source. We denote the current state by x. At each time step, the agent makes an
observation Ω ∈ {0, 1}, where 0 represents no encounter and 1 an encounter. The likelihood of an encounter p1(x) is
shown in grayscale. After making an observation, the agent takes an action a by moving to one of the four adjacent
grid points; the four possible actions are shown as purple arrows. The prior probability at the initial time of an agent
at a given position is proportional to p1.

admits a unique optimal policy which minimizes, in
expectation, the arrival time to the source T. We de-
fine the cost function to be a unit penalty at each
time step until the agent finds the source, i.e.,

C(x,a) = C(x) =
{
0, x = 0

−1, x ̸= 0,
(12)

so that the total cost is the arrival time T (recall
that x is the agent’s position relative to the source,
so x = 0 means the agent has arrived). In practice,
we will introduce a discount factor γ ∈ (0, 1) which

regularizes the problem by reducing the influence of
long time horizons. We then seek a policy which
minimizes the expectation of the total (discounted)
cost C1+γC2+γ2C3+ · · · = 1−γT

1−γ , where Ct is the re-
ward received at timestep t, conditioned on the cur-
rent posterior and the policy; this quantity is called
the value function V π[b]. The value corresponding
to the optimal policy, V ∗, is the solution to the so-
called the Bellman optimality equation or dynamic
programming equation [14]. In the case where the
agent is unaware of correlations, the Bellman equa-
tion for this problem reads
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V ∗[b] =

{
0, b = δ(x)

1 + γmina
∑

Ω,x pΩ(x+ a)b(x)V ∗[b(·|Ω,a)], otherwise.
(13)

Note that in this model, the agent is able to observe
when it arrives to the source, collapsing its belief to
a delta function; when this is the case, the value is

zero since the time to the source vanishes. A sim-
ilar Bellman equation can be written down in the
correlation-aware case:

V ∗[b,Ω] =

{
0, b = δ(x)

1 + γmina
∑

Ω′,x paΩ′Ω(x+ a)b(x)V ∗[b(·|Ω,a),Ω′], otherwise,
(14)

where now V ∗ depends on both the belief and the
last observation made.

We approximately solve for V ∗ by applying the
SARSOP [21] algorithm to the empirical likelihood
data, using γ = 0.98, as close as possible to unity
without compromising the convergence of the algo-
rithm. The quasi-optimal policy can then be identi-
fied, for each b (and Ω, in the correlation-aware case)
as the action that realizes the min in the RHS of
Eq. 13. For further technical details on the POMDP
implementation and solution, we refer the reader to
Refs. [11–13].

The SARSOP policy continues to refine the policy
indefinitely, until terminated by the user. We chose
to compute all policies (both correlation-unaware
and -aware) over a fixed walltime of 4000 seconds.
The performance of the policy tends to fluctuate
somewhat with continued iteration, and therefore,
when we plot arrival time statistics in Sec. IV, there
is some uncertainty in the results associated with
uncertainty in the policy itself; this will not be re-
flected explicitly in the error bars.

E. Infotaxis and SAI

As an inexpensive alternative to optimization, one
can choose a heuristic strategy, the best-known of
which is infotaxis (and its variants). Infotaxis [10]
seeks to minimize the Shannon entropy of the poste-
rior b; at each time step the agent selects the action

πinfo[b] = argmin
a

∑
Ω,x

pΩ(x+ a)b(x)H[b(·|Ω,a))],

where H[b] = −∑s b(s) log b(s). [We break ties be-
tween actions by random choice.]

Infotaxis prioritizes exploration (gathering infor-
mation about the source) at the cost of exploitation
(attempting to strike to the source based on the in-
formation already gathered), and for this reason is
clearly suboptimal in some cases. One way to im-
prove infotaxis is to try to simultaneously minimize
both the entropy and the expected distance to the
source. This leads to space-aware infotaxis (SAI)
[13]. While SAI was originally envisioned as a single
policy, we will presently view SAI as a one-parameter
family of policies

πSAI,λ[b] = argmin
a

∑
Ω,x

pΩ(x+ a)b(x)Jλ[b(·|Ω,a))], (15)

where

Jλ[b] = log

(
(1− λ)eH[b] + λ

∑
x

∥x∥1b(x)
)
, (16)

x is the agent position, y is the source position, ∥·∥1
is the L1 norm, and λ is a parameter which controls
the degree of exploitation vs. exploitation. The ob-

jective function of the policy, J, nonlinearly inter-
polates between the entropy of the belief and the
expected distance to the source. Therefore, λ = 0
recovers infotaxis (pure exploration), while λ = 1
yields a greedy (exploitative) policy which tries to
strike toward the source; any λ ∈ (0, 1) interpolates
between the two.

Viewing infotaxis as a special case of this family,
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we will mainly show results for the empirically best
SAI policy (i.e., choice of λ) for a given task.

IV. RESULTS

A. Statistics of encounters with the passive
scalar

First, in Fig. 5 we visualize the concentration time
series at two test points for the case U = 2.5urms,
and compare it to our choice of threshold cthr = 200.
In the same figure, we evaluate the pdf of the concen-
tration field as well as the two-time function C(t;x)
for the observation sequence. This figure highlights
that encounters, as defined, are rare events and that
the statistics are nonstationary as the agent moves
through the flow.
Next, we show the empirical observation likeli-

hoods obtained from the DNS data, for thresh-
old cthr = 200 (Figs. 6). These are obtained by
time averaging, averaging independently over the
five sources, and symmetrizing [26]. For strong mean
flow, the likelihoods show strong conical structure,
vanishing upwind of the source and decaying rapidly
as one moves away from the centerline, in agreement
with predictions from Ref. [3]. As U decays the cone
where encounters are probable becomes more ovate
and eventually gains some support upwind of the
source. In the isotropic case, the empirical likeli-
hoods are approximately rotationally invariant and
decay as a function of distance to the source.
These likelihoods contain no information about

correlations. As an illustrative example, in Fig. 7 we
show, for cthr = 200 and U ≃ 2.5urms, the action-
dependent correlation strength

ρa(x) ≡ pa11(x)− pa10(x),

where paΩ′Ω(x) = Pr(Ω(x+a, t+∆t) = Ω′|Ω(x, t) =
Ω) is the conditional probability when taking action
a. The correlations are mostly positive and generally
decay with distance from the source. One also im-
mediately sees how, in the presence of a mean flow,
the downwind action exhibits the strongest corre-
lations; this is because that action counteracts the
decorrelating effect of sweeping by the mean flow.
Correlation strengths depend sensitively on many

parameters: spatial position, the action taken, the
threshold, the mean flow, and the rate of observa-
tion. To partially illustrate these dependencies, we
plot in Fig. 8 the value of ρ for a particular ac-
tion (moving crosswind from the centerline), when
U ̸= 0. The rate of observation is altered by a rescal-
ing parameter α ≡ τη/∆t, where ∆t is the timestep
at which the agent moves and makes observations;

this transformation will later be used to tune the
correlations without altering the single-time likeli-
hood. We see that, as claimed in the introduction,
choosing a higher threshold tends to suppress cor-
relations, and slowing time (α → 0) tends to inten-
sify them. To be clear, α = 1 means the timestep
between snapshots is τη. The correlations also de-
cay with downwind distance (or distance from the
source in the isotropic case), albeit slowly. As pre-
viously noted, encounters are anti-correlated when
moving crosswind close to the source, an effect which
is systematically underestimated when measuring ρa
alone.

B. Arrival time statistics

Now we study the statistics of arrival times to
the source under various flow conditions and poli-
cies by performing search trials in the DNS data.
As mentioned previously, for each trial, we draw
the initial position of the agent with respect to
the source by selecting at random one position and
timestep from the time series data where the local
concentration was above threshold. This is consis-
tent with the agent’s prior, which is proportional to
the single-time likelihood. We will present results
for cthr = 200.
The search trials are conducted for at most Tmax =

2500 timesteps. For a given trial, there is a small
but finite probability that the agent will not find
the source within this time, which we refer to as
“failure.” This means that average arrival times will
be infinite unless we condition on not having failed,
but this in turn can be misleading if the failure rate
is relatively large. Instead, we choose to renormalize
the arrival times in the following way:

T → F (T ) ≡
T∑

t=1

βt−1 =
1− βT

1− β
, (17)

with 0 < β < 1. This cuts off large arrival times
past a horizon H = 1/ log β−1 ≃ 1/(1 − β), so that
if T ≫ H, then F (T ) ≃ H. As β → 1 we recover
the unrenormalized arrival time T . If Tmax was sat-
urated, then the arrival time was treated as infinite.
We chose β = 0.999, corresponding to H = 1000,
which is typically deep into the tail of the arrival
time pdf. Physically, the horizon might be thought
of as a time beyond which arrival to the source pro-
vides no benefit. In what follows, all mean arrival
times have been computed after renormalization.

We will usually show the excess arrival time T −
TMDP, where T is the total arrival time and TMDP

is the minimum possible time, i.e., the distance to
the source—so named because it is the optimum of
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FIG. 5. Concentration time series, concentration pdf, and two-time function C(x, t) for the observation signal
Ω(x, t) = θ(c(x, t)− cthr) with cthr = 200, evaluated at two test points, for the case U = 2.5urms. The positions of the
test points are indicated at right within a snapshot of the DNS which shows Lagrangian particle positions in blue.

the underlying fully observable Markov decision pro-
cess. The excess arrival times are then normalized
by TMDP.

1. Experiments varying the measurement frequency:
the unaware agent

We first show the results for an agent trained ig-
noring correlations, i.e., solving the Bellman equa-
tion (13) and comparing its performances against
the infotactic heuristics. To adjust the strength of
correlations (while fixing the single-time likelihood
of an encounter), we use the previously defined scal-
ing parameter α ≡ τη/∆t, where ∆t is again the
timestep at which the agent moves and makes ob-
servations, while fixing ∆x = vA∆t. Hence, under
α → α′ we send vA → vAα/α

′ and νΩ → νΩα/α
′.We

chose several values of α ∈ {0, 1/4, 1/2, 1, 2,∞} by
which to rescale ∆t. To be clear, α = 0 means the
agent searches in a frozen concentration field, and
α = ∞ means the flow is completely uncorrelated.

In order to obtain the α = 1/4, 1/2 points, the raw
Lagrangian data were interpolated at intermediate
times using the particles’ instantaneous velocities
and accelerations; this was then coarse-grained into
a concentration field with finer resolution in time.
We roughly expect the correlations to increase in
strength as α → 0, since this eliminates the decor-
relating effect of sweeping by the mean flow. On
the other hand, for α = ∞, observations were drawn
randomly from the likelihood rather from DNS data.

The mean excess arrival times, normalized by
mean minimum arrival time, are plotted as a func-
tion of α in Figs. 9–10, for both with and without
mean wind. For each flow speed and each α, we show
the results for both the optimized SARSOP policy
and the best SAI policy. We tested each λ = j/10 for
1 ≤ j ≤ 10, where λ is the SAI parameter which sets
the exploitation/exploration tradeoff—see Eqs. 15–
16.

Näıvely, one may expect the arrival time to de-
cay monotonically as α increases. However, the ac-
tion dependence of ρ can have complicated effects,
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FIG. 6. Empirical observation likelihoods for cthr = 200,
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speed. The sizes of the gridworlds are shown with the
correct relative scale, and the gridworld dimensions are
indicated in the corner of each plot. The source is shown
as a red star in each gridworld. In order of increasing
wind speed, the agent started the search at positions
(28, 28), (10, 24), (4, 20), (4, 18), and (4, 16).

notably for U = 1.2urms (top left panel of Fig. 9).
The correlation strength, ρ, is generally largest for
the downwind action, as this motion counteracts the
decorrelating effect of sweeping by the mean flow
(see, for example, Fig. 7). On the other hand, the
sweeping effect is mitigated as α → 0, which com-
plicates the α-dependence of ρ for the downwind ac-
tion: in particular, v̄ has a local maximum when
α = 2urms/U, vanishes at α = urms/U, and di-
verges at α = 0 (see Eq. 3), resulting in strongly
non-monotonic dependence of ρ on α. As the mean
wind decreases, the agents opt to move downwind
more frequently, so that for U = 1.2urms the down-

wind action strongly influences T ∗, resulting in non-
monotonic dependence of T ∗ on α.
Another notable feature of Fig. 9 is that for large

mean flow and α ∼ 1, the mean arrival time is actu-
ally smaller than in the uncorrelated case, α = ∞.
We have checked that there is roughly uniform im-
provement in arrival time relative to the uncorre-
lated policy, regardless of starting distance to the
source. We have also checked that if the observations
are drawn stochastically from the one-step condi-
tional likelihoods paΩ′Ω(x) instead of from the DNS—
hus suppressing all but short-range correlations—
then this effect disappears. Therefore, it appears
that long-range correlations can improve the agent’s
arrival time to the source. We will examine this more
closely in Sec. V.

From the general trends in Fig. 9, we can conclude
that in the presence of mean wind and small corre-
lations, the SARSOP policy for agents unaware of
correlations generally outperforms the SAI heuristic,
according to its quasi-optimality with respect to the
uncorrelated problem. Exceptions occur when the
correlations are strong due to α being small. How-
ever, we emphasize that getting the most out of SAI
requires carefully optimizing the parameter λ.

In Fig. 9 we also compare these results to a semi-
empirical estimate derived from the upper bound (8)
obtained for the case when the agent is fixed in space
while updating its belief, discussed in Sec. II.

In order to apply Eq. 8 to our case, we need to
take into account the fact that the agent is not static
and that the correlations depend on the direction of
motion. To do that, we suppose that the primary
effect of the motion is to perform a spatial average
on the trajectory, and we estimate the excess arrival
time as an average of the static upper bound Eq. 8
over the joint probability Pr(x,a) of taking action
a at position x, and using the empirically value of
the action-position dependent correlation parame-
ters, ρa(x):

⟨T − TMDP⟩ ≃ T̃uncorr

∑
a,x

Pr(x,a)max

{
1

2
,
1 + ρa(x)

1− ρa(x)

}
. (18)

where the overall normalization factor T̃uncorr =
⟨T (α = ∞) − TMDP⟩ is the excess arrival time in
the absence of correlations [27], and where Pr(x,a)
and ρa(x) were both smoothed in space using a
window averaging filter. As one can see, the first-
order Markov estimate (Eq. 18) captures the non-
monotonicity shown for the case U = 1.2urms reason-
ably well, and agrees qualitatively with the observed

arrival time performance. However, it tends to be
pessimistic and systematically overestimates the ar-
rival time in almost every case. Similarly, the esti-
mate (18) misses the minimum at α ∼ 1 shown by
all the other windy cases, consistent with the claim
that this effect was due to long-range correlations.

Concerning the isotropic case U = 0 (Fig. 10),
where turbulent correlations are the largest because
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FIG. 7. Heatmaps showing the one-step correlation strength ρa as a function of position for each of the four possible
actions, when cthr = 200 and U/urms = 2.5. The correlations are strong when the agent moves downwind (top left
panel), which negates the decorrelating effect of the sweeping by the mean flow.

of the absence of sweeping, SAI outperforms SAR-
SOP for all five finite values of α we tested; further,
pure infotaxis (λ = 0) is the best SAI policy in three
out of five cases. One can interpret this result as fol-
lows: the strong correlations in the isotropic problem
mean that the uncorrelated likelihood is far from the
true likelihood which has been conditioned on the
time history. This means a greedy policy, reflecting
confidence in the information stored in the posterior,
should be avoided, and thus optimizing the POMDP
or taking the SAI greediness parameter λ large are
poor choices. In particular, we are led to a very dif-
ferent conclusion than that of [11], which found that
SAI was close to optimal on the isotropic problem,
outperforming pure infotaxis in particular—in fact,
this is not generally true except in the absence of
correlations. This result is similar in spirit to previ-
ous research [12] finding infotaxis to be the top per-
forming policy when the model likelihood is strongly
misspecified.

2. Experiments varying the measurement frequency:
the aware agent

We now repeat the experiment of the previous
subsection, but using an aware agent, obtained by
using SARSOP to solve the POMDP described in

Sec. III C and Eq. 14.
In Fig. 11 we show the ratio of mean arrival time

results for correlation-aware SARSOP policies to
those using a correlation-unaware policy. We see
that when used to directly optimize the POMDP us-
ing SARSOP, this approach typically yields moder-
ate performance gains of 5–15%. (In a few cases, the
performance actually degrades; this is possible since
the correlation-aware POMDP is more computation-
ally complex and thus more difficult to solve with
SARSOP.) In the isotropic problem, the gains made
are nevertheless insufficient to match the perfor-
mance of SAI, which continues to perform better in
this highly correlated case (not shown). We note in
passing that SAI can be extended to be correlation-
aware in a similar way and surprisingly the perfor-
mance markedly degrades. Tests (not shown) sug-
gest that this problem can be alleviated by increas-
ing the infotactic optimization horizon to two or
more time steps; work in this direction will be pre-
sented elsewhere.

C. Parameter selection

We have seen that with some exceptions, the pres-
ence of strong correlations tends to increase the typ-
ical time of arrival to the source. Besides simply
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a function of the downwind distance x for several choices of threshold and the time rescaling parameter α ≡ τη/∆t.
Note that correlations tend to get stronger as α → 0 or cthr → 0 and slowly decay as x → ∞. Also note the presence
of anticorrelations close to the source when U ≥ 2.5urms.

reducing the time of arrival like v−1
A , an increase to

the agent’s speed vA will also tend to decorrelate
observations, which can only further help the agent.
It therefore stands to reason that the agent should
simply move as fast as possible, with the main limi-
tations being mechanical.
The selection of νΩ and cthr at fixed vA are more

interesting questions, which we now attempt to an-
swer.

1. Selection of νΩ

When the observation frequency νΩ is very large,
observations will not have time to decorrelate. This

will tend to make each individual observation less
useful, potentially degrading search performance.
As a competing effect, a larger νΩ means more ob-
servations and more information, improving perfor-
mance. Which effect dominates?

Under the first-order Markov model, we have from
Eq. 8 (assuming positive correlations and replacing
ρ with an exponential) that the time to estimate the
source is

T ≃ Aν−1
Ω

1 + exp(−1/(τcνΩ))

1− exp(−1/(τcνΩ))

for some A. For large νΩ, the arrival time thus should
converge to a constant set by the correlation time τc :
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T ≃ 2Aτc +O(ν−2
Ω ).

We therefore expect diminishing returns on in-
creasing the observation frequency far beyond a typ-
ical inverse correlation time. In practice, we argue
that there is likely to be a finite optimum. There
are at least two reasons why this may be the case.

A first mechanism, which is perhaps specific to
Bayesian policies, is an increase in the failure rate.
Highly correlated observations made at a large rate
in time can result in a posterior which, at early
times, is strongly peaked in the wrong location (see
the discussion in Sec. II). This can sometimes lead
the agent to a region where observations are ex-
tremely rare and cause the agent to be trapped.

We observe the latter effect in the following ex-
periment: we fix the speed of the agent relative to
the flow, interpolate the concentration data, and
allow an agent to make K ≥ 1 observations per

action. [This is different from the experiments of
Secs. IVB1–IVB2 in that only the observation rate,
and not the action rate, is being changed.] To be
precise, the agent takes an action every ∆t = τη
(fixed) and makes an observation at each ∆t/K. To
extend the data to small νΩ, we also perform trials
where the agent makes an observation only once ev-
ery K > 1 actions. We show results for all wind
speeds using the SARSOP policy, performing 104

MC trials each; we have checked that SAI policies
yield qualitatively similar results. The resulting ar-
rival time performances are plotted in Fig. 12. We
find that, indeed, there is an optimal observation fre-
quency νΩ ∼ vA/∆x, i.e., the rate at which actions
are taken. In the right panel of the same figure,
we show how the failure rate increases strongly past
this optimum; it is this increase which is responsible
for the increase in the (renormalized) mean arrival
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time. For comparison, we also show results for the
uncorrelated problem; here, the performance simply
improves monotonically and appears to converge to
a small constant.

As a second mechanism for generating an optimal
νΩ, we suggest that making observations may incur
a cost in a real agent (say, due to energy expendi-
ture); minimizing a linear combination of the arrival
time and this cost would fix the optimal observa-
tion frequency at a scale set by τc. In any case, we
conclude that short-range correlations sharply limit
any gains in performance from increasing the obser-
vation frequency beyond a typical inverse correlation

time, potentially inducing a finite optimum observa-
tion frequency. The precise optimum will likely vary
according to the details of the problem (in our setup,
for example, the optimum was apparently not simply
set by a correlation time).

2. Selection of cthr

Having established that correlations induce an op-
timum observation frequency, we proceed to study
the proper choice of the threshold concentration
cthr. While we have previously established that cor-
relations tend to increase in strength as cthr de-
creases, we have checked that the dependence is not
so strong: empirically, the (action-dependent) decor-
relation rate grows slower than a power-law in cthr.
Instead, the main effect of cthr on the arrival time
to the source is relatively trivial: increasing cthr con-
centrates the prior closer to the source, where a very
large concentration event is much more likely to oc-
cur. This tends to decrease the arrival time Tsearch,
simply because the set of starting locations is drawn
closer to the source. Nevertheless, increasing the
threshold in this way comes at an opportunity cost:
the agent must wait longer for the initial encounter.
Therefore, it is interesting to ask what is the depen-
dence on cthr when we want to optimize a total time
given by the sum of the two components

Ttotal = Tsearch + Twait,

where the waiting time can be estimated as the rate
of encounters, uniformly averaged over the arena:

T−1
wait ≃

νΩ
L2

∫
dx p1(x; cthr) (19)

and L is the size of the arena. p1(x; cthr) is just the
usual likelihood, with the dependence on cthr made
explicit.

The scalings of Tsearch and Twait with cthr can be
estimated as follows. Let the radius of a puff released
from the source grow like r ∼ t1/γ for some γ ∈ (0, 1].
Then using c ∼ r−3, the concentration in the puff

reaches a level cthr at time τ ∼ c
−γ/3
thr . Supposing the

single Lagrangian particle dispersion to scale as x ∼
tα (with α ∈ (0, 1]), this corresponds to a distance of

order ℓc ∼ c
−γ/(3α)
thr . This sets a characteristic length-

scale for the problem (however, it is not the only
such scale: in the strong wind regime, the likelihood
of an encounter decays in the downwind direction

over a characteristic length ∝ c
−γ/(α(3−α))
thr [3]). In

particular, for weak wind, diffusion should dominate
both single- and multi-particle dispersion, i.e. α =

γ = 2, so we expect TMDP to scale like c
−1/3
thr . The
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FIG. 12. Left panel: mean excess arrival time for all wind speeds, as a function of the observation rate νΩ, showing
also trials performed in an uncorrelated setting where observations are drawn artificially from the empirical likelihood
(dashed lines). Right panel: failure rates for the same sets of trials.

dependence of Tsearch on cthr should be dominated
by the effect of TMDP and obey the same scaling.
Using a similar argument and simple dimensional
analysis, we can also estimate Twait ∼ ν−1

Ω ℓ−2
c ∼

c
2γ/(3α)
thr , yielding c

2/3
thr in the weak wind regime (or

whenever γ = α).
Altogether, we therefore roughly expect that

Ttotal ≃ f(νΩ)c
−γ/(3α)
thr + bL2ν−1

Ω c
2γ/(3α)
thr ,

for some constant b and some function f . In any
case, for all choices of νΩ there exists a unique opti-
mal value c∗thr which minimizes Ttotal. The optimum

will scale with the arena size like c∗thr ∝ L−2α/γ .
In Fig. 13, we show the empirical mean arrival

time ⟨T ⟩ under the optimized SARSOP policy as a
function of cthr, for each mean flow speed U (using
the usual timestep of τη). The results have been
normalized by the value at cthr = 100, the small-
est tested threshold. The result indeed agrees rea-

sonably well with the diffusive estimate ∝ c
−1/3
thr at

small U (at larger mean flow speed, ballistic trans-
port becomes more important). We also show results
for the excess arrival time, normalized by ⟨TMDP⟩.
After performing this rescaling, the dependence on
cthr is very weak, confirming that the decay in ar-
rival time is almost entirely due to the decrease in
TMDP. In Fig. 14, we compute the quantity νΩTwait

using Eq. 19. The agreement with the diffusive es-

timate, ∝ c
2/3
thr , is surprisingly good for all available

wind speeds, at least over the range of thresholds we
have tested. Importantly, we confirm that Tsearch

is monotonically decreasing with cthr and Twait is
monotonically increasing, guaranteeing the presence
of an optimum.
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V. DISCUSSION

Our results suggest that correlations in the flow
can have a substantial impact on the search per-
formance of a Bayesian agent, depending on the
strength, sign, and range of the correlations. In
general, one roughly expects positive correlations
to be harmful and anticorrelations to be helpful, at
least over short ranges. One particularly interest-
ing result is the reduction of arrival times in the
presence of a sufficiently strong mean flow—even an
agent unaware of the correlations is able to pas-
sively exploit them, as found in Sec. IVB1. This
effect, which is absent if only short-range correla-
tions are present, is probably linked to large-scale
structures in the concentration field. To help un-
derstand this, in Fig. 15(a) we plot for U ≃ 7.4urms

the ratio Pr(x|α = 1)/Pr(x|α = ∞), where Pr(x)
represents the fraction of time spent at x across an
ensemble of 105 searches. When α = 1, the agent is
substantially less likely to spend time significantly
far off the centerline or upwind of the source, where
encounters are very rare and the search is especially
difficult, relative to an agent in an uncorrelated envi-
ronment. Instead the α = 1 agent spends more time
around the centerline. This, in turn, is linked to
the fact that the agent in the α = 1 environment
is more likely to experience its second encounter
(i.e., the first after time zero) near the centerline.
We visualize this in Fig. 15(b) by plotting the ratio
Ph2(x|α = 1)/Ph2(x|α = ∞). Here, Ph2(x) repre-
sents the probability of the second encounter occur-
ring at x. Indeed, the ratio is almost always larger
than unity near the centerline. Therefore, it appears
that large-scale structure can help orient the agent
along the centerline, guiding the agent to the source
faster.

On the other hand, strong positive correlations
over short ranges can have a significant negative im-
pact on the search when sweeping by the mean flow
is not important, i.e., when the observation rate is
high and/or U is not much larger than urms (see
Figs. 9,10,12). Such correlations slow the conver-
gence of the posterior to the ground truth, increas-
ing the arrival time to the source. This effect can be
mitigated if the agent has prior knowledge of the spa-
tial dependence of the correlations through higher-
order optimization, but only partially, as discussed
in Sec. IVB2.

We have seen that the presence of correlations also
limits the utility of measuring the concentration field
at a high rate in time and found evidence for an opti-
mal rate of observation (Sec. IVC1). In Sec. IVC2,
we argued additionally for the existence of an op-
timal threshold cthr. In deriving this result, we as-
sumed the threshold is fixed. While this is a reason-

able assumption in robotics contexts, flying insects
are not bound by such a constraint: fruitfly models
have been observed to adapt their odor sensitivity
dynamically to a local mean concentration [28–30].
However, noting that the optimum threshold decays
as a power law in the arena size, one can imagine
dynamically adapting the threshold as the volume
covered by the posterior changes (typically, this will
tend to decrease as the agent acquires more informa-
tion). Qualitatively, this procedure would be similar
to adaptive sensing in insects.

We studied the effect of correlations on the time
to estimate the source position from the perspec-
tive of a one-step Markov model, assuming a sta-
tionary agent (Sec. II), and used it to develop a
crude semi-empirical estimate for the arrival time
(Eq. 18). Improving this model and validating it
against data is no small task: higher-order Markov
models rapidly become more complicated analyti-
cally as well as prohibitively data-hungry for valida-
tion purposes. Moreover, the motion of the agent
introduces complex effects due to the variation in
p1 over the trajectory and the coupling of correla-
tions to the agent’s motion; our approach of taking
a spatial average over the trajectory is a severe and
uncontrolled approximation.

In future work, it will be important to explore
more deeply the possibility of actively exploiting cor-
relations in the flow, which would likely require a
model-free reinforcement learning agent with mem-
ory. The model-free approach is known to be dif-
ficult for the olfactory search problem because the
cost signal is very sparse and a good policy requires
substantial memory; it has nevertheless seen some
recent study, for instance in Refs. [31–33]. Addi-
tionally, we suggest that teams of multiple cooper-
ating agents may be able to exploit correlations be-
tween simultaneous measurements at multiple points
in space; multi-agent problems will be studied in
forthcoming work.

Finally, a notable shortcoming of the present work
is the choice to work in two dimensions, a necessary
evil which dramatically reduces the computational
complexity of the POMDP solution but does not
take full advantage of our three-dimensional dataset.
Extending the research to three dimensions is a tar-
get for future study. We also intend to exploit the
presence of multiple sources of particles in our data;
problems with multiple sources have seen some study
[34, 35] but likely never with realistic data. Prob-
lems with multiple species of passive scalar cues are
another possible avenue for future research.
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FIG. 15. Upper panel (a): plot of the ratio Pr(x|α = 1)/Pr(x|α = ∞), where Pr(x) represents the fraction of time
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Appendix A: Asymptotic analysis of the
posterior

Consider a stationary agent at position x∗ rela-
tive to the source, and let the observation sequence
be Ωi. Let the true likelihood at x be pΩ′Ω(x) =
p(Ωi|Ωi−1, x) = Pr(Ωi = Ω′|Ωi−1 = Ω, x), i.e., the
observations are first-order Markovian, and let the
agent update its posterior using a model likelihood
ℓ(Ω′|Ω, x), which for the moment we do not specify.
Let us also introduce the notations pΩ(x) = Pr(Ωi =
Ω|x) for the true single-time likelihood at x.
Now, consider the agent’s posterior bN (x) after N

observations {Ωi}Ni=1. We have

bN (x) =
exp

(
−∑N

i=1 λi(x)
)
b0(x)∑

x′ exp
(
−∑N

i=1 λi(x′)
)
b0(x′)

, (A1)

where λi(x) ≡ − log ℓ(Ωi|Ωi−1, x).
The object of interest is the Bayes factor

B(x;x∗) ≡ bN (x)

bN (x∗)

=
b0(x)

b0(x∗)
exp

(
N∑
i=1

(λi(x
∗)− λi(x))

)
,

for when x ̸= x∗ we want B to converge to zero as
quickly as possible.

Let us introduce a shorthand: the superscript ∗

will indicate evaluation at x∗ and its absence will
indicate evaluation at a test point x. By assumption,
Ωk is a first-order Markov chain and it can be shown
[36] that as long as ρ∗ < 1 and 0 < p∗1 < 1, the

expression 1
N

∑N
i=1 (λi(x

∗)− λi(x)) obeys a central
limit theorem, yielding

logB(x;x∗) → −Nµ+
√
ΣNη, (A2)

with η ∼ N (0, 1). Here, we have neglected the con-
stant term coming from the prior and defined the
expressions



21

Σ(x;x∗) ≡ lim
N→∞

1

N

N∑
i,j=1

Cov(λi(x
∗)− λi(x), λj(x

∗)− λj(x)) (A3)

and

µ(x;x∗) ≡ lim
N→∞

1

N

N∑
i=1

E(λi(x)− λi(x
∗)). (A4)

The averages should be understood as taken over
possible observation histories.

As an immediate consequence of Eq. A2, the fluc-
tuations from µ are insignificant when N > Σ/µ2.
We therefore define

Tconverge(x;x
∗) =

Σ

µ2

as the typical time for the posterior to converge in
the sense of probability at the test point x.

We now specialize to the case where the agent is
unaware of correlations but has the correct single-
time likelihood, so that the model is ℓ(Ω′|Ω, x) =
pΩ′(x). Since the Ωi are ergodic, we have

µ = lim
N→∞

E(λ∗
N − λN ) =

∑
Ω

p∗Ω log
p∗Ω
pΩ

= DKL (p(·|x∗) ∥ p(·|x))

whereDKL(p ∥ q) denotes the Kullback-Leibler (KL)
divergence of p from q, for distributions p and q.
This expression depends only on the single-time like-
lihoods, so the correlations have no effect on µ, and
their contribution to Tconverge comes from Σ.

When N ≫ Tconverge, we have

B(x;x∗) ≃ b0(x)

b0(x∗)
exp (−Nµ) , (A5)

and since µ ≥ 0 (Gibbs’ inequality), probability will
tend to concentrate on the curve of equal likelihood
that contains the true source location, i.e., the set
M = {x : µ(x;x∗) = 0} = {x : p1(x) = p∗1}. M
will be a set of codimension one and thus have mea-
sure zero, and we have x∗ ∈ M, so the posterior is
“consistent” in the jargon of Bayesian statistics. We
refer the reader to Fig. 3 for a visualization of how
the posterior collapse on the set M.
We therefore define a second characteristic time

Tdecay(x;x
∗) = µ−1,

which is the time it takes for the posterior to de-
cay at a test point x /∈ M, assuming it has con-
verged in probability. We will eventually seek a time
T ∗ ≥ max{Tconverge, Tdecay, } guaranteeing the con-
vergence of the posterior onto the set M.

But first we must compute Σ, which can be done
by using the (left) transition matrix for Ωk: T =(
p00 p01
p10 p11

)
. One can diagonalize to compute

Tk =

(
p0 + p1ρ

k p0(1− ρk)
p1(1− ρk) p1 + p0ρ

k

)
(A6)

for all k ≥ 0 (note that ρ is an eigenvalue of T, along
with unity).

We have

Σ = lim
N→∞

Var(λ∗
N − λN ) +

2

N

N∑
i=1

N∑
j=i+1

Cov(λ∗
i , λj)

 .

Using ergodicity, the first term can be evaluated by
averaging with respect to the invariant probability
pi. The second term turns out to be a geometric
series which can be computed directly, with the aid
of T k. This leads to the following expression for Σ,

when the agent is unaware of correlations:

Σ = p∗0p
∗
1 log

2 p0p
∗
1

p1p∗0

(
1 +

2ρ∗

1− ρ∗

)
. (A7)

[Note that Σ is independent of the prior, a conse-

quence of ergodicity.] Denoting Σ0 = p∗0p
∗
1 log

2 p0p
∗
1

p1p∗
0



22

the baseline in the absence of correlations, we have

Σunaware − Σ0 =
2ρ∗

1− ρ∗
Σ0. (A8)

This tells us that positive (negative) correlations will
decrease (increase) the rate of convergence of the
posterior.
As a side remark, note that the observations can-

not be arbitrarily strongly anticorrelated, due to the
constraint

ρ ≥ −min

(
p1
p0

,
p0
p1

)
, (A9)

which follows from the requirement 0 ≤ p10, p11 ≤ 1
along with the law of total probability

p1 = p10p0 + p11p1. (A10)

This constraint means that if ρ < 0, |ρ| must be
small if p1 is close to 0 or 1. It is also worth men-

tioning the special case ρ = −1, which is only pos-
sible when p1 = 1/2, since Ωi must simply alternate
between 0 and 1 at every timestep.

We now derive T ∗. After a time T, the agent’s
posterior is converged in probability and sufficiently
decayed at x only if T > Tconverge and T > Tdecay.
We seek a single, global upper bound on the requi-
site T. The main challenge is that Tconverge blows up
near M, i.e., when the likelihood is very precisely es-
timated. This motivates imposing a tolerance ϵ > 0
on the precision of the estimated likelihood: we put
|p∗1 − p1| ≥ ϵ for some ϵ > 0. It is then possible to
establish the (sharp) inequalities

Tconverge ≤
1

ϵ2
1 + ρ∗

1− ρ∗
, (A11)

Tdecay ≤ 1

2ϵ2
, (A12)

The inequality (A11) can be proven by, for exam-
ple, defining

f(y) = (x− y)
√
x(1− x) log

x(1− y)

y(1− x)
− x log

x

y
− (1− x) log

1− x

1− y
,

for x, y ∈ (0, 1) and differentiating to show that f
has a unique maximum at y = x, namely zero. (The

form of f(y) comes from demanding
√
Σ − µ ≥ 0.)

Inequality (A12) is just a special case of Pinsker’s in-
equality. Together, these inequalities establish Eq. 8.

As a final remark, the asymptotic analysis for a
moving agent is possible, at least in the limit of con-
tinuous observation, but considerably more involved
and must be deferred to future work.
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