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The Impact of Social Behavior on the Attenuation
and Delay of Bacterial Nanonetworks
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Abstract— Molecular communication (MC) is a new paradigm
for developing communication systems that exchanges infor-
mation through the transmission and reception of molecules.
One proposed model for MC is using bacteria to carry infor-
mation encoded into DNA plasmids, and this is termed bacterial
nanonetworks. However, a limiting factor in the models that
have been studied so far is the environment considered only
in ideal conditions with a single population. This is far from
realistic in natural environments, where bacteria coexist in
multiple populations of same and different species, resulting in
a very complex social community. This complex community has
social interactions that include cooperation, cheating, as well as
competition. In this paper, the effects of these social interactions
on the information delivery in bacterial nanonetworks are studied
in terms of delay, attenuation and data rate. The numerical
results show that the cooperative behavior of bacteria improves
the performance of delay and attenuation leading to a higher data
rate, and this performance can be degraded once their behavior
switches towards cheating. The competitive social behavior shows
that the performance can degrade delay as well as attenuation
leading to slower data rates, as the population with the encoded
DNA plasmids are prevented from reaching the receiver. The
analysis of social interactions between the bacteria will pave
the way for efficient design of bacterial nanonetworks enabling
applications such as intrabody sensing, drug delivery, and envi-
ronmental control against pollution and biological hazards.

Index Terms— Bacterial social interactions, channel modeling,
chemotaxis, molecular communication.

I. INTRODUCTION

OLECULAR communication (MC) is an emerging
research area envisioned to enable diverse bioengineer-
ing applications from precise sensing and diagnosis of diseases
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Fig. 1.  (a) Bacterial communication in ideal environment. (b) Bacterial
communication in realistic environment.

in biomedicine, to pollution control and efficient biofuel pro-
duction [1]. Inspired by the nature’s inherent communication
mechanisms, various MC models have been proposed in the
literature including diffusion-based MC [2], active transport
using molecular motors [3], MC over microfluidics [4], [5],
calcium signaling within tissues [6], as well as pheromone dis-
persion [7]. In this study, we concentrate on a specific type of
MC where bacteria are utilized as information carriers, which
we term as bacterial nanonetworks [8]. This is based on a
number of bacterial properties that includes the ability to move
following a chemical gradient, i.e., bacterial chemotaxis, and
ability to hold DNA plasmids that store encoded information
as well as mechanisms to transfer them within the population,
i.e., conjugation. Chemotaxis and conjugation play crucial
roles for the survival of the bacteria. By chemotaxis, bac-
teria sense the gradient of molecules in the environment
and bias its motion towards the attractants and away from
the repellents to find more suitable environment for them-
selves [10]. Besides moving, bacteria also respond and adapt to
its environment by exchanging DNA plasmids among them by
conjugation such as plasmids containing genes for antibiotic
resistance [11].

In bacterial nanonetworks, messenger bacteria pick up infor-
mation encoded in DNA plasmids from the source using
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the conjugation process, move actively in the environment
following a chemical gradient released from the destination
and delivers the information to the destination as illustrated
in Fig. 1. Therefore the reliability of this channel depends
on the number of bacteria reaching to the receiver. The
programmability by genetic engineering and the widespread
availability of bacteria who can survive in many diverse and
harsh environmental conditions make bacteria a promising
information carrier for MC. Furthermore, the possibility of
encoding thousands of bits into a single DNA plasmid provides
a potential for fast delivery of a huge amount of information
between MC nodes and make bacterial nanonetworks stand
out among other MC techniques [8].

Researchers have studied bacteria as an information carrier
for MC in [7]-[9], [12], [13] which analyze the communication
performance of the channel in terms of end-to-end delay,
reliability as well as capacity. These studies approach the
problem by considering that there is no other bacteria in the
environment than the messengers. However, in nature bacteria
are always present within microbiomes consisting of several
different populations engaging in social behavior with one
another [14]. The objective of this study is to investigate the
social behavior of bacterial nanonetworks where populations
of bacteria interact with each other and the incorporation of it
into the design of artificial bacterial nanonetworks.

Bacteria have a highly complex form of community struc-
ture that is maintained by different types of social interactions
such as competition, cooperation, and cheating leading to
formation of biofilms, production of antibiotics, bacteria-host
interactions, production of infectious diseases, and develop-
mental processes such as sporulation [14]-[17]. Cooperative
behavior manifests in many forms such as hierarchical organi-
zation, cooperative sensing, foraging and collective learning.
However, during the cooperative process, certain bacteria can
switch to selfish behavior in which they do not contribute to the
production of public goods but benefit from the ones produced
by others. If the ratio of cheaters increases to a critical level,
this may even lead to the collapse of the community. On the
other hand, competition occurs when bacteria fight for the
limited nutrient sources by inhibiting other populations’ reach
to the resources [18]. In order to evaluate the performance of a
bacterial nanonetwork, the social interactions among bacteria
and their impact on the information transmission must be
investigated. Since all these interactions affect the number of
messenger bacteria reaching the receiver, the communication
performance of the bacterial nanonetworks will be affected.
In our study, we present a realistic environment for MC uti-
lizing bacteria as information carrier where we consider both
cooperative and competitive social interactions, and analyze
their effects on the communication channel performance, as
illustrated in Fig. 1. In particular, we analyze the effects
of social interactions between the populations, and how this
affects the bacterial propagation, which in turn affects the
communication channel.

We can summarize the main contributions of the paper as
follows:

e For the first time in literature, we study the bacteria

nanonetwork channel on the population level utilizing
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Keller-Segel model and traveling wave solutions to inves-
tigate the propagation of bacteria carrying information.

e For the abundant nutrient case where the diffusion of the
chemoattractant is strong and the consumption by bacteria
is negligible, we identify the chemotactic response to the
nutrient gradient and derive closed form solutions for
bacterial density at the receiver, as well as the delay and
the attenuation of the bacterial channel.

e We investigate the impact of social behavior on
the chemotactic response of the bacteria, and analyze the
effects of cooperation, competition and cheating on the
delay, attenuation and data rate of the channel.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section II,
we present the Keller-Segel model for bacterial propaga-
tion and we derive the bacterial density, as well as the
delay and attenuation of the bacterial nanonetwork channel.
In Section III, the data rate in bacterial nanonetworks is
calculated from the bacterial density. Then, in Section IV, we
analyze the social behavior of bacteria, where we characterize
the effects on their chemotactic response and derive the delay
and attenuation when the population faces cooperation or
competition. The numerical results are given in Section V and
the paper is concluded in Section VI.

II. TRAVELING WAVE MODEL OF
BACTERIAL CHEMOTAXIS

A. General Bacterial Chemotaxis Model

Chemotaxis is the movement of the bacteria in response to
chemical changes in the environment to relocate towards favor-
able environments. This behavior is observed in many bacterial
species such as E. coli, Salmonella enterica, Pseudomonas
aeruginosa which possess flagella [19]. In this paper, we give a
generic propagation model applicable to all motile chemotactic
bacteria populations.

Bacterial chemotaxis is studied both at the single-cell
level [20] as well as the population level [21] to reveal
the causes and mechanisms of the motility process. One
approach is using the Keller-Segel model, which presents a
system of two coupled differential equations that describes the
aggregation of motile bacteria under the influence of diffusing
chemoattractants. Besides being the most adopted model for
chemotaxis, we chose to use this model due to its intuitive
simplicity, analytical tractability and the ability to estimate
the behavior of bacterial populations accurately [23].

The general form for the Keller-Segel model is expressed
as [24]

WD) S, SV = g (HVS) + ), (1)
% = DsA(S)+ gn, S) — h(n,S), (1b)

where n(r,t) denotes bacterial cell density, S(r,?) denotes
chemoattractant concentration, x4 is the random motility coef-
ficient of the cells, y (S) is the chemotactic sensitivity, Dy is
the diffusion coefficient of chemical attractants, g(n, S) is the
production rate of chemoattractant, h(n, S) is the degradation
rate of the chemoattractant, and f(n) represents the additional
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growth term capturing the reproduction of bacteria. Further-
more, ¢ denotes time and r is the distance to the origin where
the messenger bacterial population is inoculated initially.

In the literature, each term in (1) takes different forms
depending on the properties of the bacterial population and
the culture environment. An extensive overview can be found
in [21]. The random motility coefficient, i.e., u(n, S) in (1)
assumed to be a constant u, accounts for the random, unbiased
motion of a bacterial cell [23]. The chemotactic sensitiv-
ity, x (), is the response of a bacterium to the chemoattractant
gradient which is modeled as y(S) = yo/S, which accounts
for the saturation of the bacterium response when the attractant
concentration is high.

The growth term, f(n), represents the increase in the
bacterial cell density arising from the replication process. This
term may be neglected when the time-scale of the bacteria
movement are considered to be faster than the replication
process [25] which is the case in our study since we consider
that the time frame in which the bacteria will reach the
receiver is significantly less than the reproduction time. For
time intervals larger than the replication time of the bacteria,
a population control mechanism can be used by genetically
engineering the bacteria [27] which maintain a stable popula-
tion without growth by programmed cell death [28]. Therefore,
we can assume that the messenger bacteria population under
consideration has no growth.

The chemoattractant S defined in the Keller-Segel model
in (1), may represent either a nutrient source or a cell-to-cell
signaling molecule attracting other bacteria. In this paper, we
set the chemoattractant to be a chemical gradient emitted from
a nutrient source, e.g., glucose, and the source is colocated
with the receiver nanomachine. Furthermore, we consider that
the bacteria do not produce any nutrient, i.e., g(n, §) = 0, and
decay of the nutrient is at a fixed rate, i.e., h(n, S) = hon+kS.

The Keller-Segel model in (1) provides a nonlinear set
of partial differential equations which is not easy to solve
analytically for most cases due to the coupling between the
two equations. To decouple the equations, we consider the
case where the diffusion of the attractant is strong (Dg large)
and its consumption by bacteria is negligible (A9 — 0). In the
next section, we investigate the solutions for (1) in the strong
attractant diffusion case.

B. Traveling Wave Solutions for Strong Attractant Diffusion

We consider the asymptotic case for the Keller-Segel
model, where the diffusion of the chemoattractant is strong
(Dg is large) compared to its consumption, i.e., bacteria do not
change the attractant concentration while sensing the attractant
gradient [29]. It is considered that the attractant in this case
is the nutrient whose concentration is given as S(r, r). Also,
we assume that the nutrient source which is colocated with
the receiver generates nutrients at a constant rate to establish
a steady-state nutrient concentration in the environment. Since
the consumption by bacteria does not affect the nutrient con-
centration profile, we consider that 19 = 0 which makes the
diffusion equation for the nutrient density, S(r, r), independent
of the bacterial density, n(r, t).

The equations in (1) become

) _ 0 (uan) _ 2 (nx(S)g) , (2a)

ot or\"or) or
oS(r,t 0 oS
a8t _ 9 (pg25) _ys. (2b)
ot or or
The boundary conditions are defined as
0 oS
0 =0, (r— to0) 3)
or or
S=0, (r— £o0) 4)
where the initial conditions are defined as:
n(r,0)=g@r), t=0. (5)

Then, we can easily solve for the concentration of the
nutrients S(r,¢) considering a continuous release from the
receiver considered as a point source colocated with the
receiver at r, establishing a steady-state expressed as

S, t) = Soei(%), 6)

where Sp is the nutrient release rate from source and p =
/Ds/k is the exponential mean distance depending on the
diffusion coefficient Dg and decay rate k. For distances larger
than p, the nutrient concentration drops below to 1/e of
its initial concentration. Since now the nutrient density is
known, the response of the bacteria to this density needs to
be determined.

To find the bacterial density n(r,t), we define the chemo-
tactic response y (r) as

oS
y(r) = X(S)ga @)

which leads to a constant value for the strong attractant
diffusion case due to the cancellation of the » dependent terms
in the expression of nutrient density S(r,t) found in (6) and
the definition of chemotactic sensitivity, y (S) = xo/S.

Let’s assume that the diffusion of species is weak compared
to the chemotaxis so that we can use the method of multiple
scales to solve the problem analytically [29]. Considering the
constant y, now we look for a solution to (2) in the traveling
wave form expressed as

”:(lﬁ(r_yt»t)» (8)

where ¢ (x, t) is the solution for y — 0.

We consider that the bacteria population is inoculated into
the environment at a single point which corresponds to an
initial bacterial density expressed as g(r) = Nod(r) where Ny
is the total number of bacteria in the inoculated population.
Then, the bacterial density n(r, t) is expressed in the traveling
wave form as

No r—yn?
)= — _—
n(r, 1) 4 wot exp ( 4ot ’ ©

where y = yo/p is the wave speed.
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C. Delay and Attenuation

In the bacterial channel, when the transmitter has a message
to send, it instantaneously releases messenger bacteria that
contains the information encoded into the plasmid, with a cell
density Ny at time t = 0. We consider that the transmitter is
located at r = 0. The release of the bacteria into the channel
from the transmitter sets the initial condition of the bacterial
cell density for (2).

The propagation of the message is defined as the movement
of bacteria released from the transmitter towards the receiver
governed by the equations in (2). When a threshold number
of bacteria reach the receiver, the message is considered to be
delivered. Hence, we are interested in the density of bacteria
at the receiver n(r, t)|,=, where r, is the receiver location.
Because of the slow nature of diffusion and chemotaxis,
not all the bacteria released from the transmitter will reach
the receiver. Also, it requires a significant amount of time
for a threshold number of bacteria to reach the receiver
and successfully deliver the information. Therefore, we are
interested in finding the delay and attenuation characteristics
of the channel.

The delay of the channel, 7,4, is defined as the time required
for the bacteria to reach the receiver, i.e., the time that the
traveling wave solution for the bacterial cell density reaches
its peak, and can be evaluated as:

g = {t| max n(rr, t)}. (10)
By using the expression in (9), 74 is expressed as
=" (11)
4

The attenuation of the channel, I', is defined as the ratio
of the total number of released cells by the transmitter to the
peak bacterial density of the traveling wave at the receiver,
which can be represented as

)=
_ 0 Dl=o (12)
n(rrat)|t=‘[d
By substituting 7y in (12), the attenuation can be

expressed as

I'=ydmuore/y).

III. DATA RATE IN BACTERIAL NANONETWORKS

13)

In the previous section we derived the bacterial density at
the receiver as well as the delay and attenuation in bacterial
nanonetworks. Since the information is encoded on the bacte-
rial density, any change in it directly affects the data rate of
the network. In this section, we derive the maximum data rate
for binary transmission with ON-OFF keying.

We consider that the transmitter releases bacteria with
intervals of bit period Ty, where Ny bacteria are released
to transmit bit 1 and no bacterium is released to transmit
bit 0. The released bacteria follow the traveling wave model
described in Section II-B. To detect the maximum density of
the incoming bacterial density wave, the receiver samples the
bacterial density at 7y and decides whether bit 0 or 1 was sent.

T, corresponds to the separation between two consecutive
pulses distinguishable from each other. When T increases,
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the information transmitted in unit time becomes lower.
To maximize the data rate, Ty should be minimal. To find
the minimum separation Ty, we look for the effects of the
previously transmitted pulses on the current pulse. Since the
attenuation in the channel significantly increases with time,
we assume that only the immediate previous pulse interfere
with the current pulse. We choose 75 such that the tail of
the bacterial density of the previous pulse, does not exceed
10% of the maximum bacterial density of the current pulse,
ie., ny(rr, ta+7Ts) = 0.1nc(r,, 74). Therefore the correspond-
ing maximum data rate for this binary transmission can be
expressed as

R=—.
T

(14)
IV. SOCIAL BEHAVIOR ANALYSIS FOR
BACTERIAL CHANNEL

In the nature, bacteria form communities which frequently
contain multiple populations [16]. The survival of the bacterial
community relies on its complex community structure as well
as the coordination between multiple populations. To adapt
to the environmental conditions which sometimes become
harsh for bacteria to live in such as starvation, extreme
temperatures, hazardous chemicals [32], bacterial populations
interact through cell-to-cell communication.

There are many types of social interactions that is asso-
ciated with bacteria such as cooperation, competition and
cheating [17]. A good example that exhibits dynamic social
interaction between the bacteria happens during fluctuations of
nutrient resources. Bacteria may assist and support each other
to discover nutrient sources or act selfishly and block other
species from reaching the scarce resources. In the following
subsections, we investigate how this social behavior affect the
performance of the bacterial channel. The two basic social
interaction, namely, cooperation and competition, are chosen
to be studied in this paper.

A. Impact of Cooperation on Chemotaxis

The cooperative process is achieved when the bacteria
cooperate through cell-to-cell signaling. This signaling process
is used to attract other bacteria towards them when they are
closer to nutrient sources as illustrated in Fig. 1(b) [15].
In the bacterial nanonetwork scenario, we assume to have two
populations. The first population is defined to be the messenger
population with the encoded DNA plasmids, while the second
cooperating population that is closer to nutrient sources will
emit chemoattractant molecules to attract the first population.

To incorporate the effects of cooperation into our model,
first we define bacterial cell density of the first population as
ni(r, t) and the bacterial cell density of the second population
as ny(r, t). Also, we denote the concentration of the attractant
emitted by the second population as Q(r, t). Then, by rewriting
the first equation of (1) for the first population we obtain

% = V(uVni — ni1(S)VS — n12(Q)VQ),

where y(S) is the chemotactic sensitivity of the first popula-
tion to S whereas yo(Q) is the chemotactic sensitivity of the

15)
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first population to Q. The nutrient density S is expressed as
in (6).

The bacterial cell density for the second population is
written similarly as

ona(r, t)
ot

We consider that the second population consists of non-motile
bacteria hence its bacterial cell density has established a
steady-state profile centered at .00, expressed as

=V(uVny —nax(S)VS). (16)

[r=rcoop |
Pcoop

Q@) = Qoe_(

where Qy is the release rate of the attractant molecule.
Furthermore, we assume that this steady-state profile gives
rise to a chemotactic response found as

a7)

oS o
7 +70 Z){(S)a—r +XQ(Q)6_?, (18)

which is similar to (7) where y belongs to the case without
any social behavior. Let’s define ycoop = y + yo where
70 = X0/Pcoop- According to (9), y represents the speed
of the traveling wave. Hence, when cooperation takes place,
the speed of the traveling case increases by yo representing
the attraction effect of the cooperating population. Moreover,
since the wave is arriving to the receiver sooner, it has less
time to diffuse which leads to lower attenuation.

Following a similar derivation to (9) in Section II, we obtain
the bacterial cell density for the first population as

1 ex (_ (r — Vcoopt)z)
iz P\ Ao )
where basically we replaced y with ycoop. The bacterial
density profile with and without cooperation is illustrated
in Fig. 2(a) which shows that with cooperation the bacterial
density waves move faster.

Then, the delay of the system in the presence of cooperators
can be expressed as

ni(r,t) = (19)

r
1'500 _ r , (20)
Ycoop
whereas the attenuation is expressed as
reoor = \/ 4r ,uO(rr/ycoop)- 21

Even though cooperation benefits both populations, even-
tually there will be individuals in each population who will
breakdown the cooperation by pursuing their own inter-
ests [35], and these are called “cheaters”. The cheaters will
avoid the cost of producing cooperation molecules while still
benefiting from the cooperation. When the ratio of cheaters to
cooperators increases significantly, cheaters will dominate the
population and the cooperation between the two populations
will be disrupted [36]. To reflect the impact of cheaters, the
cooperative chemotactic response yco0p(r) can be refined by
the cheater frequency &, which is defined as the ratio of the
number of cheaters in the cooperative population to the total
number of bacteria in the cooperative population. Then, the
chemotactic term in (15) becomes (1 —&)ny2(Q)VQO. E =0
represents the case where there is no cheating while ¢ = 1
represents the case where all cooperative bacteria became
cheaters and disrupted the cooperation totally.

0 0
o —Without coop, t=12 h|| 52 — Without comp, t=12 h
T 06 - - -With coop, t=12 h T 08 - - -With comp, t=12 h
c c
& 04 & 04
S 0.2 S 0.2
4] < o
-2 0 2 4 6 8 10 % 0 2 4 6 8 10
r(cm) r(cm)
0.8 0.8
- — Without coop, t=96 h|| = — Without comp, t=96 h
T 06 - - -With coop, t=96 h T 08 - - -With comp, t=96 h
c c
& 04 & 04
§ 02f  _——w=zi-e. S 0.2}
o - @ -
-2 0 2 6 8 10 % 0 2 4 6 8 10
r(cm) r(cm)
(@ (b)
0.8- o . 0. -
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§ 04 ~0-With coop, &=0.5, t=12 h _ g o4 o Teoop<Teomp: 5051 t=121
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Fig. 2. (a) Bacterial density against distance in presence of a cooperative pop-
ulation. (b) Bacterial density against distance in presence of a competitive
population. (c) Bacterial density against distance in presence of a cooperative
population with cheaters. (d) Bacterial density for against distance in presence
of cooperative and competitive populations.

B. Impact of Competition on Chemotaxis

When the nutrient sources are scarce, bacteria populations
which are spatially close to each other compete by releasing
repellent chemicals to keep the others away from the nutrient
sources as shown in Fig. 1(b) [32]. The repellents only affect
the other bacterial populations if they are from the same
species or if they are genetically close so that the competitors
identify and respond to the repellents.

Now, let’s consider that we have two sibling populations
where the first population is the messenger population and the
second population is the competitor of the first one which was
already in the environment before the release of the messenger
population. The bacterial density of the messenger population
is expressed as

% =V(uVnr —niy(S)VS +n1yp(P)VP),
where y (S) is the chemotactic sensitivity for the attractant S,
while yp(P) is the chemotactic sensitivity for the repellent P.
Note that, since P is a repellent, the sign in front of the second
term of the right hand side is negative. The nutrient density S is
expressed as in (6).

We consider that the second population consists of non-
motile bacteria and its bacterial cell density has also estab-
lished a steady-state profile centered at r¢ppp. Similar to the
attractant concentration in the cooperation case in (17), the
repellent concentration P (x, t) is expressed as follows

(22)

|[r=rcomp |
Pcomp

P(r) = Poe_( 23)

where Py is the release rate of the repellent molecules and D p
is the diffusion coefficient for the repellents.

Then, the chemotactic response in case of competition is
found as ycomp =y — yp, which is similar to (18). Note that
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there is a negative sign representing the repellent gradient that
makes the bacteria move away from the poisonous source.
Then, the chemotactic response to P is found by yp
XP/Pcomp- SINCE Ycomp represents the speed of the traveling
wave, we can conclude that according to the strength of
competition, the speed of the traveling wave is decreasing.
Since the traveling wave is slower, the bacteria will arrive to
the receiver later and will diffuse more into the environment,
leading to higher attenuation.

Similar to (19), we obtain the bacterial cell density for the
messenger population in case of competition as

_ (r— ycompt)z) , (24)
4ot

1

ni(r,t) = Wexp(
where basically we replaced ycoop With yeomp. Fig. 2(b)
illustrates the slow moving bacterial density that results from
the competition process.

The delay of the system in the presence of competitors can
be expressed as
ry

comp _
Td =

(25)

b
Ycomp

while the attenuation is expressed as

reemr = \/ 47[#0(rr/ycomp)~

C. The Impact of Joint Cooperation and Competition

(26)

Often bacteria live in microbiomes where there are multi-
ple populations cohabiting the environment. When messenger
bacteria is assumed to live in such an environment, there may
be multiple populations that they interact with cooperatively
or competitively. Each population will affect the propagation
of the messenger bacteria in different strengths according to
its distance to the messenger population and the diffusion
properties of the chemoattractant/chemorepellent it releases.
To combine the effects of every population present in the
environment we can modify the bacterial density expression
as follows

on
G_tl = V(uVni —nix(S)VS
N(:O()p NC()}ﬂp
—n D x0i(Q)VQi+m D xpi(PY)VP),

i=1 i=1

27)

where Nco0p is the number of cooperating populations, Neomp
is the number of competing populations, yo,; is the corre-
sponding chemotactical sensitivity of i population, xp.i 1s
the corresponding chemotactical sensitivity of i’ population,
Q; is the density of the i’" cooperative population, and P; is
the density of the i’ competitive population.

Following similar derivations to Sections IV-A and IV-B,
the bacterial cell density for the joint cooperation-competition
case with multiple populations can be expressed as

= )’jt)z)

28
T (28)

ni(r,t) =

1
—eX
AT ot b (

Neoo, Neom
where y; =y + 2,5 vo, — 25,207 e
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By substituting y in the expression of delay given in (11)
and the attenuation expression given in (13) by y;, the delay
of the system for joint case is found by

i_r
Tg = > (29)

Ty

while the attenuation is found by
I = J4muolrr/7))- (30)

Fig. 2(d) illustrates the bacterial density under the effects of
both cooperation and competition.

V. NUMERICAL RESULTS

In this section, the analytical results obtained for the perfor-
mance of bacterial nanonetwork channel as they undergo social
interactions are numerically evaluated. First, we study the case
of cooperation and investigate the delay and attenuation of
the channel for various transmitter-receiver distances. Then,
we conduct a similar study for the case of competition.
For the numerical evaluations, E. coli is chosen to be the
bacterial species for the messenger, cooperator and competitor
populations due to the abundance of experimental studies
on the interactions of E. coli populations. The parameter
values are taken from [33] which studies the bacterial density
of E. coli bacteria subject to multiple attractant/repellents
environments, and from [34] for chemotactic coefficients.
The random motility coefficient of bacteria is set at
uo = 1.5x 10 3cm? /s. The chemotactic sensitivity coefficient
20 for the nutrient is taken as yo = 4.1 x 10~*cm?/s and
the chemotactic sensitivity for cooperation and competition
molecules are taken as yg = xp = 1.5 x 10~%cm?/s. The
initial bacterial density is taken as 103 cells/mL and the length
of the observation chamber is considered to be 4 cm as in [34].
The transmitter is located in the middle of the chamber and
the receiver’s location is varied from 0.01 — 0.05 cm which
limits the maximum transmitter-receiver distance to 0.05 cm.

A. Impact of Cooperation

1) Delay of The Channel: In Fig. 3(a), the impact of coop-
eration on the delay of the bacterial channel is illustrated. We
evaluated the channel delay for r¢pop = 0.05 cm and 0.1 cm
and for yo 1.5 x 107 ecm?/s and 4.5 x 1079cm?/s.
It is observed that cooperation reduces the delay of the
channel significantly in all cases. It is also observed that with
decreasing rco0p the delay is decreasing. These results can be
attributed to the closeness of the transmitter to the cooperative
population producing attractants with a steeper gradient. Due
to the steeper gradient, the messenger bacteria are drawn faster
towards the receiver based on (18). Furthermore, it is observed
that the higher the chemotactic sensitivity yo, the smaller
is the delay. This follows from the fact that the messenger
bacteria are more sensitive to cooperative molecules with
higher yo which increases the strength of the chemotactic
response, which in turn increasing the speed of the bacterial
density wave according to (18). Note that a small increase
in re¢oop causes larger deviation in delay than an increase in
xo due to the fact that while yo is directly proportional



UNLUTURK et al.: THE IMPACT OF SOCIAL BEHAVIOR ON THE ATTENUATION AND DELAY OF BACTERIAL NANONETWORKS 965

1.2

No cooperation

, L == Foo0p=0-05 €M, ><Q=1.5x10'5 cm?/s
- Foo0p=0-05 €M, ,)(Q=4.5x10'5 cm?/s
—*—rcmp=0.1 cm, XQ=1.5><10'5 cm?/s
0.8r -e-rcccp:OJ cm, >('Q:4.5x10’5 cm?/s

0 I I I I I I I
0.01 0.015 0.02 0.025 0.03 0.035 0.04 0.045 0.05
r, (cm)

(@)
1
No cooperation
=0
£=0.05
0.8r =05

0
0.01 0.015 0.02 0.025 0.03 0.035

r, (cm)

0.04 0.045 0.05

©

1.6

No competition
14t *rwmp:oos em, x,=1.5x10"° em®/s
= - 5 . 2
-e-rcomp_o.os cm, xo=4.5x10" cm®/s
L r_=0.1cm, x =1.5x10"% cm?/s
1.2 comp Q
-e-rcomp=0.1 cm, XQ=4.5><10'5 cm?/s

< 1
>
«
Jos
0.6
0.4
0.0% . . . . . . .
0.01 0.015 0.02 0.025 0.03 0.035 0.04 0.045 0.05
r, (cm)
(b)
2
== No social interaction
-e-rcoop>rcomp’ XQ=XP
15 +rcoop<rcomp’ XQ=XP
’ *rcoop=rcomp‘ XQ>XP
-e-rcoop=rcomp’ Xq<Xp
<
5 1
°©
o
0.5
0
0.01 0.015 0.02 0.025 0.03 0.035 0.04 0.045 0.05
r. (cm)
@

Fig. 3. Delay of the channel against the transmitter-receiver distance for: (a) Cooperation. (b) Competition. (c) Cooperation with cheating. (d) Joint cooperation

and competition.

to delay, rc00p has a more complex effect. Firstly, with smaller
Tcoop, the cooperative population gets closer to the receiver,
i.e., the nutrient source which increases their energy to use
for cooperation. Secondly, due to smaller distances between
the cooperative population and the messenger population, the
molecule exchange gets easier.

In Fig. 3(c), the impact of cheating on delay is illus-
trated where up = 1.5 x lO’Scmz/s, Teoop = 0.05 cm,
xo =45x 1073 cm?/s. Since cheating occurs when some
of the bacteria in the population stop cooperating, it deteri-
orates the positive effect of cooperation. When the cheating
frequency, &, is 0.05, i.e. there are only 5% cheaters, the delay
is almost overlapping with the case without cheating, i.e.,
¢ = 0. However, when the cheating frequency rises to 0.5, the
delay increases since 10% of the population is not involved in
the production of cooperative molecules reducing the positive
effect of cooperation.

2) Attenuation of The Channel: In Fig. 4(a), the impact
of the cooperation on the attenuation of the channel

is investigated. We evaluated the attenuation for reeop =
0.05cmand 0.1 cm and for yo = 1.5 x 107> cm?/s
and 4.5 x 1077cm?/s to reveal the effect of these two fac-
tors defining the strength of the cooperation. It is observed
that when the cooperative population is closer, i.e. 7¢oop is
short, the attenuation is improved. As r¢yop decreases, the
attraction between the messenger bacteria and the cooperative
bacteria increases yielding a faster bacterial density wave.
Since according to (9), the amplitude of the bacterial density
is time-dependent, faster moving bacterial waves are less
attenuated. Similarly, for higher chemotactic sensitivities y g,
the bacterial waves are less attenuated. As yo increases, the
attraction between the messenger and the cooperative bacteria
increases which in turn increases the speed of bacterial density
wave subject to less attenuation. Finally, Fig. 4(a) shows that
cooperation improves the attenuation of the channel even if it
is not as significant as in the case of delay.

In Fig. 4(c), the impact of cheating on attenuation is
illustrated where uo = 1.5 x lO’Scmz/s, Teoop = 0.05 cm,
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cooperation and competition.

xo =45x 107> cm?/s. Similar to the delay of the channel,
cheating can annihilate the positive effects of cooperation
when the cheating frequency is high. For the cheating fre-
quency of ¢ = 0.05, i.e. there are only 5% cheaters, the
attenuation is not greatly affected. However, when the cheating
frequency rises to 0.5, half of the population quit participating
in cooperation, and this results in the attenuation becoming
more severe and getting closer to the attenuation level without
any cooperation.

3) Maximum Data Rate: In Fig. 5, we illustrated the
effect of cooperation where rcomp = 0.2 cm, yp = 4.5 x
1075 cm?/s. It is observed that the maximum data rate is
decreasing with increasing distance since the bacterial density
wave is widening while traveling as shown in Fig. 2. Due to
this widening effect, the previous symbol’s bacterial density
wave overlaps more with the current symbol’s bacterial density
wave requiring to slow down the rate of transmission. Further-
more, Fig. 5 shows that the cooperative behavior improves the
maximum data rate. This follows from the fact cooperation
lowers the delay which in turn lowers the widening of the
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bacterial density wave. Thus, we can transmit more frequently
without overlapping waves which results in increased data
rate.
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B. Impact of Competition

1) Delay of The Channel: In Fig. 3(b), the impact of
competition on the delay of the bacterial nanonetwork chan-
nel is illustrated. The delay of the channel is evaluated
for recomp = 0.05cmand 0.1 cm and for yp = 1.5 x
1073 cm?/s and 4.5 x 1073cm?/s. It is observed that com-
petition leads to higher delay for all the considered cases due
to the negative effects on the bacterial chemotactic response
as discussed in Section IV-B. Another observation is that the
lower rcomp, i.e., the closer the competitive population to the
messenger, will result in lower delay since the competitive
effects driving the messenger bacteria away from the receiver
are stronger when the second population gets closer. Moreover,
when the chemotactic sensitivity of the messenger bacteria
to the competition molecules yp are higher, the chemotactic
response to the competition gets stronger and decreases more
the speed of the bacterial density wave. Hence, the bacterial
wave travels slowly causing a higher delay. Note that, since the
delay is inversely related to 7¢omp, a small increase in rcomp
causes larger deviation in delay than an increase in yp which
is proportional to delay.

2) Attenuation of The Channel: Fig. 4(b) presents the
attenuation of the channel and the effects of competi-
tion on the attenuation. The attenuation is evaluated for
Tcomp = 0.05cmand 0.1 cm and for yp = 15 x

1073 cm?/s and 4.5 x 10>cm?/s. With decreasing Teomp» the
competitive interaction between the messenger and competing
population rises which leads to a stronger attenuation. This
arises since strong competitive repulsion slows down the
bacterial density wave whose amplitude gets attenuated by the
time dependent term in (24). Similarly, for higher chemotac-
tic sensitivities yp, the bacterial waves are less attenuated.
As yp increases, the repulsion between the messenger and
the cooperative bacteria increases which in turn decreases the
speed of bacterial density wave subject to greater attenuation.
Finally, Fig. 4(b) shows that the attenuation has worsened with
competition for all cases compared to the attenuation without
any competition.

3) Maximum Data Rate: In Fig. 5, we illustrated the
effect of cooperation where rcomp = 0.2 cm, yp = 4.5 x
107> cm?/s. Fig. 5 shows that the competitive behavior dete-
riorates the maximum data rate. This is due to the increasing
effect of competition on delay which causes more widening
of the bacterial density wave. Hence, the previous symbol’s
bacterial density wave overlaps more with the current symbol’s
bacterial density wave requiring to slow down the rate of
transmission.

C. Impact of Joint Cooperation and Competition

To illustrate the effect of joint cooperation and competition,
we considered that there are one cooperative and one compet-
itive populations in the environment interacting with the mes-
senger population. We considered four cases where we explore
the effects of the distance and the chemotactic sensitivity of
neighbor populations on the delay and attenuation.

1) Delay of the Channel: In Fig. 3(d), the joint effect
of cooperation and competition on the delay is illustrated.

Firstly, we consider the case where the chemotactic sensitiv-
ities of the cooperative and competitive populations are the
same, i.e., Yo = xp, whereas the cooperative population is
farther from the competitive population, i.e., 7coop > Tcomp-
In this case, since the competitive population is closer to
the messenger population, competitive behavior is dominant
which reflects as a higher delay than the no social interaction.
Similarly, in the case where yp = yp and rcoop < Fecomp, the
cooperative behavior is dominant leading to a decreased delay.

Secondly, we consider the case where the distances of
neighbor populations are the same, i.e., Fcoop > Fcomp, Whereas
the chemotactic sensitivity of the cooperative population is
higher than the competitive one, ie., yo > xp. In this
case, cooperative behavior is dominant since the messenger
population is more sensitive to the cooperative behavior which
shifts the delay in the cooperative direction to a value lower
than the social interaction case. Similarly, in the case where
Teoop = Teomp and yg < yxp, the competitive behavior is
dominant leading to an increased delay.

2) Attenuation of the Channel: In Fig. 4(d), the joint
effect of cooperation and competition on the attenuation is
illustrated. Firstly, we consider the case where the chemotactic
sensitivities of the cooperative and competitive populations are
the same, i.e., yp = yp, whereas the cooperative population
is farther from the competitive population, i.e., 7coop > Tcomp-
In this case, since the competitive population is closer to
the messenger population, competitive behavior is dominant
which reflects as a higher attenuation than the no social
interaction case. Similarly, in the case where yp = yp and
Teoop < Tcomp, the cooperative behavior is dominant and the
attenuation becomes lower.

Secondly, we consider the case where the distances of
neighbor populations are the same, i.€., Fcoop = Fcomp, Whereas
the chemotactic sensitivity of the cooperative population is
higher than the competitive one, i.e., xg > yp. In this case,
cooperative behavior is dominant since the messenger popula-
tion is more sensitive to the cooperative behavior leading to a
lower attenuation than the social interaction case. Similarly, in
the case where rcoop = rcomp and yp < xp, the competitive
behavior is dominant and the attenuation is higher than the no
social interaction case.

VI. CONCLUSION

The use of bacteria has been proposed for molecular com-
munications due to their motility property as well as the fact
that DNA plasmids with encoded information can be carried by
them. This MC technique is defined as bacterial nanonetworks.
In this paper, we first present the Keller-Segel model that
describes the dynamics of the bacterial chemotaxis process.
This is followed by expressing a traveling wave solution for the
density of the propagating bacteria through chemotaxis, where
the delay and attenuation of the bacterial nanonetwork channel
are derived. Using this traveling wave modeling approach,
the social behavior of bacteria, namely, cooperation, cheating
and competition, is analyzed in terms of their effects on the
delay and the attenuation of the channel. The numerical results
show that the social behavior have a significant effect on the
channel characteristics (the species we considered is E. coli).
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The cooperation between the bacteria improves the channel
by lowering the delay and the attenuation. However, the
benefits of cooperation are short-lived when the bacteria switch
towards cheating behavior, and the performance worsens as
the frequency of cheaters increases. Furthermore, the results
show that the competition between the bacterial species dete-
riorates the channel by leading to higher delay and heavier
attenuation. The objective of this study is to provide a model
for the propagation of bacteria transferring information in the
presence of other microorganism that may interact either posi-
tively or negatively depending on the environmental condition.
By analyzing their interaction behavior, this will result in
efficient design of bacterial nanonetworks that is realistically
found in their natural environments.

REFERENCES

[11 I. F. Akyildiz, F. Brunetti,
A new communication paradigm,’
pp. 2260-2279, Jun. 2008.

M. Pierobon and I. F. Akyildiz, “Capacity of a diffusion-based molecular
communication system with channel memory and molecular noise,”
IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory, vol. 59, no. 2, pp. 942-954, Feb. 2013.

Y. Chahibi and I. Balasingham, “Channel modeling and analysis
for molecular motors in nano-scale communications,” in Proc. ACM
NANOCOM, Boston, MA, USA, Sep. 2015, Art. no. 3.

A. O. Bicen and I. F. Akyildiz, “System-theoretic analysis and least-
squares design of microfluidic channels for flow-induced molecu-
lar communication,” [EEE Trans. Signal Process., vol. 61, no. 20,
pp. 5000-5013, Oct. 2013.

A. O. Bicen and I. F. Akyildiz, “End-to-end propagation noise
and memory analysis for molecular communication over microfluidic
channels,” IEEE Trans. Commun., vol. 62, no. 7, pp. 2432-2443,
Jul. 2014.

T. Nakano, T. Suda, M. Moore, R. Egashira, A. Enomoto, and K. Arima,
“Molecular communication for nanomachines using intercellular calcium
signaling,” in Proc. IEEE Conf. Nanotechnol., vol. 2. Nagoya, Japan,
Jul. 2005, pp. 478-481.

L. P. Giné and I. F. Akyildiz, “Molecular communication options
for long range nanonetworks,” Comput. Netw., vol. 53, no. 16,
pp. 2753-2766, 2009.

L. C. Cobo-Rus and I. F. Akyildiz, “Bacteria-based communication
in nanonetworks,” Nano Commun. Netw., vol. 1, no. 4, pp. 244-256,
Dec. 2010.

S. Balasubramaniam and P. Lio’, “Multi-hop conjugation based bacteria
nanonetworks,” [EEE Trans. Nanobiosci., vol. 12, no. 1, pp. 47-59,
Mar. 2013.

J. P. Armitage, “Bacterial tactic responses,” Adv. Microbial Physiol.,
vol. 41, pp. 229-289, 1999.

M. Llosa F. X. Gomis-Riith, M. Coll, and F. de la Cruz, “Bacterial
conjugation: A two-step mechanism for DNA transport,” Molecular
Microbiol., vol. 45, no. 1, pp. 1-8, 2002.

S. Balasubramaniam, N. Lyamin, D. Kleyko, A. Vinel, M. Skurnik,
and Y. Koucheryavy, “Exploiting bacterial properties for multi-hop
nanonetworks,” IEEE Commun. Mag., vol. 52, no. 7, pp. 184-191,
Jul. 2014.

V. Petrov, S. Balasubramaniam, R. Lale, D. Moltchanov, P. Lio’,
and Y. Koucheryavy, “Forward and reverse coding for chromosome
transfer in bacterial nanonetworks,” Nano Commun. Netw., vol. 5, no. 1,
pp. 15-24, 2014.

E. B. Jacob, 1. Becker, Y. Shapira, and H. Levine, “Bacterial linguistic
communication and social intelligence,” Trends Microbiol., vol. 12,
no. 8, pp. 366-372, 2004.

E. Ben-Jacob, I. Cohen, and D. L. Gutnick, “Cooperative organiza-
tion of bacterial colonies: From genotype to morphotype,” Annu. Rev.
Microbiol., vol. 52, no. 1, pp. 779-806, 1998.

C. D. Nadell, J. B. Xavier, and K. R. Foster, “The sociobiology
of biofilms,” FEMS Microbiol. Rev., vol. 33, no. 1, pp. 206-224,
2009.

G. M. Dunny, T. J. Brickman, and M. Dworkin, “Multicellular behavior
in bacteria: Communication, cooperation, competition and cheating,”
Bioessays, vol. 30, no. 4, pp. 296-298, 2008.

and C. Bldzquez, “Nanonetworks:
> Comput. Netw., vol. 52, no. 12,
[2]
[3]

[4]

[5]

[6]

[7]

[8]

[9]

[10]

[11]

(12]

[13]

[14]

[15]

[16]

[17]

IEEE TRANSACTIONS ON NANOBIOSCIENCE, VOL. 15, NO. 8, DECEMBER 2016

[18] M. Hasan, E. Hossain, S. Balasubramaniam, and Y. Koucheryavy,
“Social behavior in bacterial nanonetworks: Challenges and opportu-
nities,” IEEE Netw., vol. 29, no. 1, pp. 26-34, Jan. 2015.

A. Bren and M. Eisenbach, “How signals are heard during bacterial
chemotaxis: Protein-protein interactions in sensory signal propagation,”
J. Bacteriol., vol. 182, no. 24, pp. 6865-6873, 2000.

M. J. Tindall, S. L. Porter, P. K. Maini, G. Gaglia, and J. P. Armitage,
“Overview of mathematical approaches used to model bacterial chemo-
taxis I: The single cell,” Bull. Math. Biol., vol. 70, no. 6, pp. 1525-1569,
2008.

M. J. Tindall, P. K. Maini, S. L. Porter, and J. P. Armitage, “Overview
of mathematical approaches used to model bacterial chemotaxis II:
Bacterial populations,” Bull. Math. Biol., vol. 70, no. 6, pp. 1570-1607,
2008.

M. J. Tindall, E. A. Gaffney, P. K. Maini, and J. P. Armitage, “Theo-
retical insights into bacterial chemotaxis,” Wiley Interdiscipl. Rev., Syst.
Biol. Med., vol. 4, no. 3, pp. 247-259, 2012.

T. Hillen and K. J. Painter, “A user’s guide to PDE models for
chemotaxis,” J. Math. Biol., vol. 58, nos. 1-2, pp. 183-217, 2009.

E. F Keller and L. A. Segel, “Traveling bands of chemotactic bacteria:
A theoretical analysis,” J. Theor. Biol., vol. 30, pp. 235-248, 1971.

D. Horstmann, “From 1970 until present: The Keller-Segel model in
chemotaxis and its consequences,” 2003.

H. M. P. Consortium, “Structure, function and diversity of the healthy
human microbiome,” Nature, vol. 486, no. 7402, pp. 207-214, 2012.
L. You, R. S. Cox, R. Weiss, and F. H. Arnold, “Programmed population
control by cell-cell communication and regulated killing,” Nature,
vol. 428, no. 6985, pp. 868-871, 2004.

K. W. Bayles, “Bacterial programmed cell death: Making sense of a
paradox,” Nature Rev. Microbiol., vol. 12, no. 1, pp. 63-69, 2014.

D. L. Feltham and M. A. J. Chaplain, “Travelling waves in a model of
species migration,” Appl. Math. Lett., vol. 13, no. 7, pp. 67-73, 2000.
[30] E. J. Hinch,  Perturbation = Methods. Cambridge, U.K.:
Cambridge Univ. Press, 1991.

Z. Yan, E. J. Bouwer, and M. Hilpert, “Coupled effects of chemotaxis
and growth on traveling bacterial waves,” J. Contaminant Hydrol.,
vol. 164, pp. 138-152, Aug. 2014.

A. Be, H. P. Zhang, E.-L. Florin, S. M. Payne, E. Ben-Jacob, and
H. L. Swinney, “Deadly competition between sibling bacterial colonies,”
Proc. Nat. Acad. Sci. USA, vol. 106, no. 2, pp. 428-433, 2009.

I. Strauss, P. D. Frymier, C. M. Hahn, and R. M. Ford, “Analysis
of bacterial migration: II. Studies with multiple attractant gradients,”
AIChE J., vol. 41, no. 2, pp. 402-414, 1995.

R. M. Ford and D. A. Lauffenburger, “Measurement of bacterial random
motility and chemotaxis coefficients: II. Application of single-cell-based
mathematical model,” Biotechnol. Bioeng., vol. 37, no. 7, pp. 661-672,
1991.

R. Popat, S. A. Crusz, M. Messina, P. Williams, S. A. West, and
S. P. Diggle, “Quorum-sensing and cheating in bacterial biofilms,” Proc.
Roy. Soc. London B, Biol. Sci., p. 20121976, Oct. 2012.

G. M. Dunny, T. J. Brickman, and M. Dworkin, “Multicellular behavior
in bacteria: Communication, cooperation, competition and cheating,”
Bioessays, vol. 30, no. 4, pp. 296-298, 2008.

[19]

[20]

[21]

[22]

(23]
[24]
[25]
[26]

[27]

(28]

[29]

[31]

[32]

[33]

[34]

(35]

[36]

Bige D. Unluturk (S’12) received the B.Sc. and
M.Sc. degrees in electrical and electronics engi-
neering from Middle East Technical University,
Turkey, in 2011 and from Koc University, Turkey,
in 2013, respectively. Currently, she is working
toward the Ph.D. degree in the Broadband Wireless
Networking Lab at Georgia Institute of Technol-
ogy, Atlanta, GA, USA, under the supervision of
Prof. Dr. Ian F. Akyildiz. Her current research inter-
ests include nanoscale communications and molec-
ular communication networks.




UNLUTURK et al.: THE IMPACT OF SOCIAL BEHAVIOR ON THE ATTENUATION AND DELAY OF BACTERIAL NANONETWORKS 969

Sasitharan Balasubramaniam (SM’14) received
the B.S. degree in electrical and electronic engi-
neering and the Ph.D. degree from the University
of Queensland, Australia, in 1999 and 2005, respec-
tively, the M.S. degree in computer and communi-
cation engineering from the Queensland University
of Technology, Australia, in 1999. Currently, he is
an Academy of Finland Research Fellow with the
Nano Communication Centre, Department of Elec-
tronic and Communication Engineering, Tampere
University of Technology, Tampere, Finland. His
research interests include bio-inspired communication networks, and mole-
cular communications. Currently, he is an Editor for the IEEE Internet of
Things Journal, Nano Communication Networks, Swarm and Evolutionary
Computation, and Digital Communication and Networks.

Ian F. Akyildiz (M’86-SM’89-F’96) received the
B.S., M.S.,, and Ph.D. degrees in computer engi-
neering from the University of Erlangen-Nurnberg,
Germany, in 1978, 1981, and 1984, respectively.
Currently, he is the Ken Byers Chair Professor
in Telecommunications with the School of Elec-
trical and Computer Engineering, Georgia Institute
of Technology (Georgia Tech), Atlanta, GA, USA,
the Director of the Broadband Wireless Networking
Laboratory and Chair of the Telecommunication
Group at Georgia Tech. Since September 2012,
Dr. Akyildiz is also a FiDiPro Professor (Finland Distinguished Professor
Program (FiDiPro) supported by the Academy of Finland) at Tampere Uni-
versity of Technology, Department of Communications Engineering, Finland.
He received numerous awards from IEEE and ACM. His current research
interests are in nanonetworks, long term evolution (LTE) advanced networks,
cognitive radio networks, and wireless sensor networks.




<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /sRGB
  /DoThumbnails true
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 0
  /ParseDSCComments false
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo false
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo true
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts false
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Remove
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
    /Arial-Black
    /Arial-BoldItalicMT
    /Arial-BoldMT
    /Arial-ItalicMT
    /ArialMT
    /ArialNarrow
    /ArialNarrow-Bold
    /ArialNarrow-BoldItalic
    /ArialNarrow-Italic
    /ArialUnicodeMS
    /BookAntiqua
    /BookAntiqua-Bold
    /BookAntiqua-BoldItalic
    /BookAntiqua-Italic
    /BookmanOldStyle
    /BookmanOldStyle-Bold
    /BookmanOldStyle-BoldItalic
    /BookmanOldStyle-Italic
    /BookshelfSymbolSeven
    /Century
    /CenturyGothic
    /CenturyGothic-Bold
    /CenturyGothic-BoldItalic
    /CenturyGothic-Italic
    /CenturySchoolbook
    /CenturySchoolbook-Bold
    /CenturySchoolbook-BoldItalic
    /CenturySchoolbook-Italic
    /ComicSansMS
    /ComicSansMS-Bold
    /CourierNewPS-BoldItalicMT
    /CourierNewPS-BoldMT
    /CourierNewPS-ItalicMT
    /CourierNewPSMT
    /EstrangeloEdessa
    /FranklinGothic-Medium
    /FranklinGothic-MediumItalic
    /Garamond
    /Garamond-Bold
    /Garamond-Italic
    /Gautami
    /Georgia
    /Georgia-Bold
    /Georgia-BoldItalic
    /Georgia-Italic
    /Haettenschweiler
    /Impact
    /Kartika
    /Latha
    /LetterGothicMT
    /LetterGothicMT-Bold
    /LetterGothicMT-BoldOblique
    /LetterGothicMT-Oblique
    /LucidaConsole
    /LucidaSans
    /LucidaSans-Demi
    /LucidaSans-DemiItalic
    /LucidaSans-Italic
    /LucidaSansUnicode
    /Mangal-Regular
    /MicrosoftSansSerif
    /MonotypeCorsiva
    /MSReferenceSansSerif
    /MSReferenceSpecialty
    /MVBoli
    /PalatinoLinotype-Bold
    /PalatinoLinotype-BoldItalic
    /PalatinoLinotype-Italic
    /PalatinoLinotype-Roman
    /Raavi
    /Shruti
    /Sylfaen
    /SymbolMT
    /Tahoma
    /Tahoma-Bold
    /TimesNewRomanMT-ExtraBold
    /TimesNewRomanPS-BoldItalicMT
    /TimesNewRomanPS-BoldMT
    /TimesNewRomanPS-ItalicMT
    /TimesNewRomanPSMT
    /Trebuchet-BoldItalic
    /TrebuchetMS
    /TrebuchetMS-Bold
    /TrebuchetMS-Italic
    /Tunga-Regular
    /Verdana
    /Verdana-Bold
    /Verdana-BoldItalic
    /Verdana-Italic
    /Vrinda
    /Webdings
    /Wingdings2
    /Wingdings3
    /Wingdings-Regular
    /ZWAdobeF
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 150
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 600
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages false
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 600
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages false
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 400
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e55464e1a65876863768467e5770b548c62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc666e901a554652d965874ef6768467e5770b548c52175370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA (Utilizzare queste impostazioni per creare documenti Adobe PDF adatti per visualizzare e stampare documenti aziendali in modo affidabile. I documenti PDF creati possono essere aperti con Acrobat e Adobe Reader 5.0 e versioni successive.)
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020be44c988b2c8c2a40020bb38c11cb97c0020c548c815c801c73cb85c0020bcf4ace00020c778c1c4d558b2940020b3700020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken waarmee zakelijke documenten betrouwbaar kunnen worden weergegeven en afgedrukt. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create PDFs that match the "Required"  settings for PDF Specification 4.0)
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [600 600]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


