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The density of synaptic receptors in front of presynaptiease sites is stabilized in the
presence of scaffold proteins, but the receptors and $daffolecules have local exchanges
with characteristic times shorter than that of the recegtaffold assembly. We propose a
mesoscopic model to account for the regulation of the loeakdy of receptors as quasi-
equilibrium. It is based on two zones (synaptic and extrapiin) and multi-layer (mem-
brane, sub-membrane and cytoplasmic) topological orgéiniz The model includes the
balance of chemical potentials associated with the receit scaffold protein concentra-
tions in the various compartments. The model shows highbpemtive behavior including
a “phase change” resulting in the formation of well-definedtpsynaptic domains. This
study provides theoretical tools to approach the complsxeiof synaptic stability at the
synapse, where receptors are transiently trapped yetlyaiftlse laterally on the plasma

membrane.

PACS numbers: 87.16.dr, 87.16.A-, 87.15.R-

I. INTRODUCTION - BIOLOGICAL BACKGROUND AND PROBLEM

A large body of structural data has shown that synaptic tecgpccumulate in the postsynaptic
density (PSD). The classic static view of receptor distidouwas challenged a few years ago by
the evidence that receptor numbers at synapses are tuned tegulation of synaptic strength (re-
viewed in Refs|[1,/2,/3] ). This is now considered one of theeunolar bases of synaptic plasticity.
Synaptic plasticity is one of the most commonly used corsctpexplain the capacity of the brain
to adapt to external and internal conditions and to modé&toperties of neuronal networks in re-

lation to development and learning. The tuning of receptwnibers has led to the important notion
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of receptor flux into and out of synapses, both at rest andhdynliasticity. It has prompted the de-
velopment of dynamic real-time imaging approaches in guieurons, such as video-microscopy
of green fluorescent protein (GFP)-tagged receptors, toegord the fixed snapshots given by
immuno-cytochemistry. However, these multimolecularrapphes have limits: Although they
can detect receptor fluxes (e.g. using fluorescence recaftenphotobleaching, FRAP), in basal
conditions when synaptic receptor numbers remain constaartll, they cannot monitor minute
exchanges between compartments. The advent of single awligsaging techniques now en-
ables measurement of individual receptor movements irtifiegthsub-membrane compartments,
and reveals the inhomogeneities and new physical parasnietgortant for the understanding
of receptor trafficking The chemical approach is appropriate to further clarigy ititerplay be-
tween the constituent molecules of the postsynaptic mtdeagsembly. Our theoretical model is
intended to present a realistic view of how those molecuddgtbe both individually and collec-
tively.

The synapse as a multimolecular assembly should be viewad@sstruction where the con-
stituent elements are characterized by dwell time (logaidwer). In other words, the synapse as
a whole and the constituent elements have specific chaistitéimes. This view is not unique to
the synapse, but is now well accepted for structures lik@ actd microtubules with well-known
tread-milling behavior or the turnover of ATPase molecuhentors during cell motility[4] and in
intracellular trafficking[5]. Theoretical frameworks aemting for the dynamics of these struc-
tures have been proposed and have allowed the developmenh@iv experimental paradigm
[6,7,.8]. Such a theoretical approach has been lacking éoptstsynaptic membrane. The struc-
tures of the synapse that are unified for excitatory and itdrpcontacts have been extensively
studied during the two last decades. The recent developafi@ynamic methods and real-time
imaging, e.g. single-particle tracking (SPT) and FRAP [&s allowed molecular behavior to
be deciphered on a short time-scale (msec). Thereforendvispossible to propose new expla-
nations of how the stability and plasticity of synapses caratcounted for by interactions be-
tween molecules present in various compartments such atiteeellular protein domains in the
presynaptic membrane, the plasma membrane (receptorssaadiaed molecules), the cytosol
(scaffold molecules) and extracellular matrix.

The preferential and specific localizations of receptosyatpses result from their interactions
with sub-membrane scaffold proteins. Comparison with thigro-muscular junction encouraged

the postulate that scaffold proteins are involved in thealtedstabilizationandincreased density



of the receptors at synapses [9]. These two concepts, oftgmyimixed, were extended to most
central synapses and believed to be the heart of synaps#ispeceptor localization. This was
reinforced by the discovery and characterization of numeszaffold molecules interacting with
inhibitory [10] or excitatory receptors [11]. These sturetl and biochemical observations have
perpetuated the notion that at steady state receptors ackdixsynapses and that this accounts
for their density. Although electrophysiology has longcsiprovided evidence for the existence
of extrasynaptic receptors|12], they were often thougltiotastitute a pool distinct from synaptic
receptors. More importantly, their physiological rolesdaeen limited to activation by spillover
of neurotransmitter outside the synaptic cleft during nvaseeleasel[13, 14, 15, 16] or during
glutamate release by neighboring glia/[17]. The notion &éxdtasynaptic and synaptic receptors
are separate entities was reinforced by the fact that sooept@ isoforms have specific sub-
cellular distributions.

Interactions between pre- and post-synaptic elementdsr@aportant in determining not only
the localization of synaptic contacts but also their exoraor inhibitory nature [18, 19]. The key
molecules in this “balancing act” are postsynaptic negm$, which interact with thg-neurexins,
which are themselves located in the presynaptic releaseeaxine. On the postsynaptic side,
they are likely to bind to scaffold proteins. Therefore, hastsynaptic neuroligins provide
the localization signal for the specific accumulation ofegireceptors at inhibitory or excitatory
synapses. Without entering into detail, one of the mosteasteng features of this system is that
these molecules, which induce either excitatory or inbifyitsynapses, underpin the control of
excitation-inhibition balance. Other adhesive molecuslesh as N-cadherins are involved in the
homomeric interaction linking the presynaptic and posag§ic membranes.

The generic organization of the synapse is given in [Eig. 1ceRwrs are indirectly linked
to the presynaptic terminal buttonga scaffold proteins and trans-synaptic homophilic or het-
erophilic molecular interactions. We seek to link this tlmgacal organization to the movements
of both receptors and scaffold proteins. This minimal pietholds for both excitatory and in-
hibitory synapses. There are more species of receptorscafidlsl proteins at a given synapse
than shown in the figure, and the molecular organization @rather complex. In this study
we have homogenized synaptic structure to account forgiif(ureceptors and scaffold proteins
as a global entity. In fact the dynamic and static aspectssyfséeem can be viewed differently
depending on the resolution of experimental observatiomadel description. At the molecular

level, thermal agitations cause both the spatial Browniation and chemical fluctuations of con-
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FIG. 1: (Color online) (a) Generic description of molecutaechanisms involved in the accumulation of
receptors in front of terminal buttons (B). The arrow indésa (1) the membrane diffusion of receptors;
(2) the cytoplasmic diffusion of scaffold proteins and thiginding to receptors; and (3) the endocyto-
sis/exocytosis of receptors.

(b) Schematic representation of the diffusive motion okpors at the cell surface [20].

stituent molecules, added to which are the driving forcestdunteraction among the molecules.
On a mesoscopic level, the molecules are observable exelyshrough their densities, and the
thermal agitations are perceptible only as diffusion. €fae, once the diffusion has reached a
stationary or quasi-stationary state, the stability of @tigp density profile on a mesoscopic level
can coexistwith the microscopic fluctuations of constituent molecuteantioned above. This
fact, which was recognized in the late 19th century in theexdrof gas kinetics, can be applied
to many other problems where we discuss a phenomenon on ffgoedt scales. In particular,
there are cases where the stationary state can be achieedegligible net fluxes of energy and
material species, a situation callgdasi-equilibrium Such situations are characterized by the
balance of chemical potentials of molecules both in spadeirmthe chemical species in which
the molecules move around. The peculiarity of the (quagiH)drium state compared with other
steady states is that the balance conditions of chemicahpats, called the detailed balance con-
dition in statistical physics, contamo kinetic parameters [21]. In the present paper, we explore a
mesoscopic description of the quasi-equilibrium in thetpgsaptic molecular architecture. The
rationale and consequences of the model are explained argderms more accessible to biol-
ogists in Appendix C. The complexity of the synapse can im li@caccounted for by extending
the number of zones and layers, as will be defined in[Fig. 4. ¥geat the interaction between
scaffold proteins and actin cytoskeletons (see &HL). It has been shown that the postsynap-

tic scaffolds of excitatory and inhibitory synapses in lmpgampal neurons maintain their core



components independent of actin filaments and microtub[2&$

[I. PHYSICAL INTERPRETATION
A. Reciprocal stabilization

The general picture that we propose in the present paperisrékaeptors accumulating in
front of the presynaptic release site are “stabilized” bgffetding molecules. The locus of the
synaptic contact is supposed to be “determined” by homupbil heterophilic interactions be-
tween the pre- and post-synaptic membranes. The stabjilimechanism of the receptor density
through the interaction with sub-membrane substanced$@mb@en explored in the context of cell
adhesion[23, 24] or of cellular recognition[25], or the yrokr adsorption by surfactants[26]. A
distinct feature of the present case of synaptic assemhidrisciprocal nature: The sub-membrane
substances (scaffold proteins) are also assembled by tleeuhes on the membrane (receptors),
while in the former cases it was large objects like colloRIs]] vesicles [24], micron-size particles

[25] or polymers|[26] that interact with many molecules oa thembrane.

B. Decoupling of kinetics from energetics in quasi-equilibium

In the context of the problem and the minimal model of quagidérium presented above, we
will briefly describe theseparationof kinetic aspects from static ones mentioned in the intcedu
tion (see Fig[R). The conclusion is that, in the quasi-éguiim situation, the accumulation of
receptor density under the synapse should not be ascribeddgtc mechanisms such as small
mobility of receptors inside a synaptic zone, but to thestdpect of molecular interactions.

Fig.[2 (a) shows a potential profile for a receptor diffusingloe membrane with higher barriers
inside than outside synapses. Obstacles within synapsaegotential barriers which modify the
kinetics (reduced diffusion), but do not necessarily @dagjher receptor density at steady state.
One can show by a simple calculation that if the rightward lfidvard transition rates across
each barrier are symmetric, the probability of finding theepgor is homogeneously distributed in
the steady state. By contrast, in Hig). 2(b) the mean levdi@pbtential valley is lowered within
synapses, but the potential barriers are unchanged ther@ cénsequence, with potential barriers

of the same height inside and outside synapses, receptiusedequally fast in extrasynaptic and



synaptic regions, although the density is increased indtterl This simplistic schematic rep-
resentation again emphasizes that postsynaptic accuamuéatd diffusivity are two independent
physical characteristics. We note that, as this separ&tistrictly valid only at equilibrium, it is
not a mere temporal analogue of the concept of the compstibgtween microscopic fluctua-
tions and mesoscopic steady state mentioned in the present®n. Below we will identify the
time-window where we can apply approximately the theoatfimmework of quasi-equilibrium

to the processes of receptors and scaffold proteins.

FIG. 2. (Color online) Kinetic and energetic componentlagd in receptor mobility and accumulation;
(a,b) Potential energy profile (thick wavy lines) for a reoeggreen object). Note its alterations below
the presynaptic boutorBj, illustrating two extreme situations. Compared to extnaptic membrane, the
energy barrier can be higher (a) or the energy level lower The consequences are that (a) the diffusion
is slowed down beneath the synaptic bouton but the densitgaafptors can be identical at synaptic and
extrasynaptic membrane in the steady state; (b) that tfigsiih coefficients can be identical within the
two zones but receptor density is higher beneath the synhptiton. Experimental data (accumulation
of receptors and lower diffusion coefficient) [20] indicdlet a combination of the two is responsible for

accumulation of receptors.

C. Summary of time scales and justification of quasi-equilibium treatment

Neurotransmitter receptors undergo both lateral diffusio the plasma membrane and cycling
through exo-/endo-cytosis between the plasma membraneyaoplasmic vesicles. We postulate

two characteristic time scales:
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FIG. 3: (Color online) Kinetic parameters and cellular b} of receptors. Exo/endocytosis and synaptic
to extrasynaptic transfer are characterized by specifec ganstantSkendgexo < Konjor- The half-life of
receptors in the plasma membrane (on the order of tens oftesiria half a day) and the dwell time of

receptors at synapses are given in terms of these parameters

Treq . (Quasi-)equilibration time of the receptors on the paséptic cell membrane
Treyc - Fecycling time of receptors related to endocytosis anagosis

The rate of receptor exchangks, and Ko, Kendo @and Keyo allows the computation ofgeq =
(Kon+ ko) @ndrreye = (Kendot Kexo) 2, respectively (Fid.3). Experimental evidence indicales t
Treq Fanges from tens of seconds to minutes, agg. ranges from tens of minutes to about half
a day [27, 28]. The scaffold proteins also experience mowsreetween the plasma membrane
periphery and the bulk cytoplasm. Furthermore, local ant®ohscaffold proteins in the bulk
cytoplasm are regulated by means of expression/degradatidy transport-associated compart-

mentalization. Here again, we can postulate two charatietime-scales:
Tseq . (Quasi-)equilibration time for the migration of scaffqddoteins
Tseye - Fecycling time related to the synthesis and degradatistaffold proteins

Experimental evidence indicates that, is of the order of minutes to tens of minutes|[29, 30],
while 75 is likely to be several hours.

We can thus estimate the time window for quasi-equilibritstbatween minutes and hours.
That is, when (i) both the number of receptors on the plasnmalmane and the density of scaffold

proteins in the cytoplasm remain almost constant, whi)etié membrane diffusion of receptors



and the cytoplasmic diffusion of scaffold proteins havechea equilibrium. We therefore focus

on the time windowAt for observation/description with the following limits:
max{TR,eq, Tseq} SAt S min{TR,cyc, Tscyc}- (1)

and develop in the following section a quasi-equilibriumdalousing assumptions (i) and (ii).
One might ask if the actin cytoskeleton forms a network uneath the scaffold proteins and
works as a frozen heterogeneous background. The recent BR&llPses, however, have shown
that, about 85 % of actins in dendritic spines are turned witin 44 seconds[31], and also the
turnover ofa-actinin (passive actin-binding protein) is more rapidtiti@at of PSD-95, a scaffold
protein of the excitatory synapse [30]. Therefore, withia time windowAt defined above, we

assume that the actin cytoskeleton is a fluid-like backgidamd ignore it in our minimal model.

1. MESOSCOPIC MODEL AND PHASE-EQUILIBRIA
A. Spatial compartments and density variables

The quasi-equilibrium defined above will be assumed in thedgenized schema of the post-
synaptic cell (Fig.4 (a)). We assume three layers alongéhtical direction to the membrane: The
outmost layer is thenembrane layewith all the receptors and other trans-membrane signaling
proteins (see below). The intermediate aub-membrane laygia few nanometers) constitute
the cytoplasmic volume where scaffold proteins interathweceptors and other trans-membrane
molecules (e.g. adhesion molecules). The innermost laydreibulk cytoplasmwhich is the
reservoir of scaffold proteins that swap with the sub-membrayer.

Laterally, we definesynaptic(superscript: z) an@xtrasynaptiqsuperscript: x) zones. This
partition can be justified since the time-scale of modelggreater than the equilibration time of
both receptors and scaffold proteins. However, we haveeotgf possible mesoscopic substruc-
tures within the synaptic zone, a point to be considered taréuinvestigations. The reservoir
of scaffold proteins is common to these two zones. Withirs¢hieve compartments, we attribute

densities to membrane receptors and sub-membrane scaifftatgns as follows, see Fig.4(a).

0@ ando® : number of receptors (suffix: R) per surface area (arealigis the synaptic and

extrasynaptic zones, respectively,
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FIG. 4: (Color online) (a) Three-layer, two-zone model: Thedel assumes a three-layer partition of the
postsynaptic cellmembrane layersub-membrane layemdbulk layer. In the first two layers, we establish
a spatial partition with two zones: a synaptic (z) and anesytnaptic (x) zone, where the areal densitieks (
are used as variables, and recept®pgnd scaffold proteinssf are indicated as suffixes. In the bulk layer,
the density of scaffold proteins corresponds to chemicemi@l, uspuk- The receptors can diffuse within
the membrane layer, and the scaffold proteins diffuse anttomgones in both the sub-membrane layer and
the bulk layer.
(b) Correlations among molecules: The arrows indicate tblecular correlations taken into account in the

present model. The numbers like (2) etc. correspond to tbibsguations in the text.

@ andae® : number of scaffold proteins (suffix: s) per surface areadedensity) in the sub-

membrane synaptic and extrasynaptic zones, respectively.

Here superscript® [¥] denote the quantities associated with the synaptic zoxteafynaptic
zone], respectively.

The total number of receptors on the membrane is constahnirwvtiie time-scale of modeling,
and is expressed by

Ng = AD® + ANsY = constant (2)

whereNg is the total number of membrane receptors, afftland A% are the surface areas of
the synaptic zone and extrasynaptic zone, respectivelyelinental data indicate that receptors
can be exchanged between synaptic sites [20] and, therdierenembrane can be considered as
a global field where synaptic contact introduces a singylatiowing for the local accumulation
of the constituent elements of the postsynaptic machiridrys, each synapse behaves as a donor

or acceptor of molecules.
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As for the mechanism determining the spatial extension efRBD, one might consider a
physical mechanism which minimizes the free energies dwsatface (peripheral) contribution
and the bulk (areal) contribution. A possible origin is epic, that is, the steric repulsion among
molecules reflecting their three-dimensional geometacaingement. Such situation is well ex-
emplified in recent work on syntaxin 1 clusters/[32]. Howeuvbe actual size of the synaptic
density matches the size of the presynaptic active zone.h@fefore will not elaborate on this
issue and simply assume here that the size of PSD is detatmxternally. The size of the PSD is
likely to be correlated with the number of scaffold proteiiibe total number of scaffold proteins
in the sub-membrane layer can fluctuate despite a constasitgé the layer of bulk cytoplasm.
As a consequence,, scaffold protein chemical potentiahigrgortant parameter (see the text
below and Eql7).

B. Construction of free energy

The observed densities of constituent molecules in thei-guaslibrium state correspond to
the maximum probability of realization. Following Gibbgasistical mechanics, this probability
is given by the Boltzmann factog ¢/%T, whereG is a pertinent (Gibbs) free energy function for
the whole system. The maximum of this factor defines the @wmdinn) equilibriumG is the sum

of the contributions from each compartment,
G = ADgD 1 A¥NGX, 3)

whereg® [g¥] are thefree energieper unit area of the membrane in the synaptic [extrasyrjaptic
zone, respectively. The variables of these free energikdbaintroduced below. Experimental
data suggest that, in our minimal modg¥) (o = z or x) can be constructed from the following

components :
_ (@) (@) (@)
g =g@ + Oeun + Touke T Imem-subs (4)

Here the first three terms denote the contributions from &g, i.e. the membrane layer (mem),
sub-membrane layer (sub) and bulk layer (bulk), respdgtiamd the last term is the key term

representing the interactions between the first two layke.biological counterparts gfpy, 92,
(@

Foulk andg(“) correspond to the free energy associated with receptongiplasma membrane

mem-sub

(9%, scaffold proteins in the sub-membrane layer (i.e., stéfbroteins in the bulk cytoplasm

in relation to specific domaing){’)), scaffold proteins in the rest of the bulk cytoplagg{) ), and
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scaffold-transmembrane protein interactiog( _ ), respectively. We detail these terms below
(see also Fid.l4(b)).

Membrane layer.

The termg!?,, contains the density of the receptors in the corresponding,z%, and we

assume no direct binding interaction between recemrcept forthe lateral steric exclu-

sion:
0D (o) = ke T |08 log =2 + (0Ro — &) log ———2-|, (5)
0RO 0RO

whereog is the saturation density, which we assumed to be commortovihzones. EQL5

was deduced from the facterA“denA%gin/keT which gives the combinatorial number
for spatial distribution of the receptors on the membrankis Equation E§I5 establishes
the relationship between the geometrical distributiomalividual receptors and the (free)

energy of a collection of receptors.

Sub-membrane layer

The termg®., which has the same form as in Eq.5, accounts for scaffolteipr® In ad-

suby’

dition to geometrical volume exclusion,this equation takeo account a specific attractive

interaction among scaffold proteins (o).

O'ga) (@) 0'50—0'2([)
+ (00— 0dY) log ————

+U(c®), (6)
050 050

g ) = keT [0l log

whereo is the saturation (areal) density of the scaffold proteifise last termU(c®)
representing the non-combinatorial part of the free energydes the entropic cost of con-
finement U,), the mutual attraction among the scaffold proteids)(and the specific sat-
uration effect among thenug), which imposes a smaller limiting value thaiy,. Recent
molecular studies [33] on the scaffold protein for the intoity synapse (gephyrin) have
identified trimerization and dimerization domains. Theyrha responsible for the hexago-
nal oligomerization of the postsynaptic scaffold organ@a[34]. The attraction biJ,(< 0)
and non-steric saturatidi,(> 0) reflects these findings. We therefore proposéJfgo )
the following function: Ug(os) = Uios + Uoos® + Usos?, with the coefficientdd; > 0,
U, < 0 andU, > 0. see FiglLb(top). The most important terns (the attractive term)
becauséJ; can be included as a shift of the chemical potential of therxesr (see below),

while the last termJ, acts effectively as steric repulsion.
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FIG. 5: Ug(os) VSos (top) andv(os) vsos (bottom).

Bulk layer:

The termgf)‘;)lk represents the free energy associated with scaffold potdithe bulk cyto-
plasm. Itis characterized only by the chemical potentithete scaffold proteins, which we
denote byuspuk- Although there is a single contribution @from the scaffold proteins in
the bulk cytoplasm uspu) (AP P + A¥ (%), it can be separated in two parts, 8292,
andA(X)gf)XJ,k, linked to synaptic (z) and extrasynaptic (x) zones, retbpely:

Gouk(S”) = ~tspuk . ()

In biological terms, an increase in scaffold proteins in btk cytoplasm will increase
Uspulk, and therefore the capacity of these proteins to be invalvéee clustering of postsy-
naptic receptors.

Membrane/sub-membrane interface

The formal description of the interactions between conmmpants must take into account
their interfaces. The interface for molecular interacsigets a discontinuity in the molecu-
lar organization of the synapse. Depending on the zonentheaiction free energgﬁﬁéwsub
contains one or two contributions: The interaction betwaembrane receptor and scaffold
protein, and additional interaction between scaffold @roaind a trans-membrane protein
involved in pre-to-postsynaptic signaling for the locatinn of the contact. The latter con-

tribution is denominatetl;, and behaves as an attracting field (See Fig. 2(b)), intinduc
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a local energetic component recruiting scaffold proteifise interaction free energy at the

synapse is now expressed as:

el &, ho) = o (o) ~hoo§ (8)

gmem—sub R

and outside of synapse as:

() b(0'8(), o) = O'g) V(o). 9

gmem—su

The first term in both equations represents the interactaiwden membrane receptor and
scaffold protein, and depends on receptor and scaffol@jproensityv(c$?) should reflect
(i) linearity in the dilute regime, (ii) curvature for inteiediate regime, and (iii) saturation at
high concentration regime. The saturation is related tctiec hindrance of molecules and
to the number of binding sites available on a receptor farattion with scaffold proteins.
We have tried the following two formsl) (os) = w[1 — e Valos/os-valos/on’] (see Figb
(bottom)) and(2) V(os) = Vi[Vi(os/os0) — Va(os/07s0)?], Wherevi(< 0) corresponds to the
specific attractive power between the two group of molecuidsle v, (> 0) andv,(> 0) or
(> 0) realize the above three features, (i)-(iii). The ovechtracteristics o¥(os) in (2)
are similar to Fig.b (bottom) for & os/os < 1. It turns out that the qualitative results
of the numerical analyses are robust against the choiceeeetthe type¢l) and(2), and
we will present below the results for caEB only. That we have retained only the linear
dependency ong) is based on the observation that the number of receptorsyatagtic
site is usually well below the stoichiometric limit determad by the number of underlying
scaffold proteins. The number of receptors present in a B3ielow 100 for excitatory
[35] and inhibitory [36] synapses. In contrast, the numdesaaffolding molecules such
as PSD-95 in excitatory postsynaptic differentiationsiisut 300([37]. Therefore, the ratio
of receptor to scaffold binding sites is likely to be below®0The second term of Eq.8
represents the positive bias for the scaffolding molecdles to the transsynaptic signal,
and therefore exists only in the synaptic zone. This sighehrried through the interaction
between the transmembrane molecules. The rangg isfsuch that this bias is reversible

and does not exceed too much the ordei:df.

In biological terms, the expression of the free energiestiermembrane/sub-membrane inter-

face accounts for the network of molecular interactionsveen presynaptic terminals through
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adhesionlfo), scaffold proteins¢{’) and receptorsi?). This will now allow us to sum the con-
tributions from the layers and their interfaces to obtam fitee energys, which will be used in

the next section to establish the conditions of the quasiibgum.

C. Phase equilibria

What we will denominate below as thghaseis any realization of physical states that cor-
responds to the minimum of the model free energy functioraffiau function”) with respect
to its variables specifying physical states. In the presentlel the variables are the densities,
(0@, 0%, 08,5 In this case, a phase can represent spatially heterogemiésitibutions of
membrane receptors and sub-membrane scaffold proteins.pfidse changés then the phe-
nomenon where the distribution of these molecules changasdiscontinuous manner as some
model parameters are changed continuously across a toarsint.

The phase change can be strictly defined and realized otig gystem that a model represents
is infinitely large. Otherwise, the thermal fluctuations e tvicinity of the transition point may
cause the temporal switching between one phase to the diherefore, characteristic switching
time depends on the system size. The present model dealsyvietptic buttons, which are on
a mesoscopic scale. In each synaptic bouton the PSD come&iaptors and scaffold proteins
of the order of tens~50 [38]) and hundreds~@300 [37]), respectively (see [35] and the refer-
ences cited therein). Apparently the lifetime of each PSIong so that its eventual dissolution,
which corresponds to the switching from the localized phassonlocalized phase (see below),
is not observed, though it ia principle possible. We, therefore, suppose that the thermodynamic
framework describing the phase change is practically egple to our system.

As mentioned above the (quasi-)equilibrium states will beked for in a space with four
variables{c®, 0%, 0@, 7). The Landau function in our model@(see[3)), which includes the
free energies related to the interfaces between the comeats as represented in Hig. 4(a). The
highest probability of realization corresponds to the maxn ofcc e ¢/%T, or the minimum ofG,
provided that the total number of membrane receptors isti@ned to be constant, (E¢.2). We use
a standard technique of the Lagrange multiplier (see Appehd for a brief description), which

replaces the problem of constrained optimization by thevdhg conditions,d[G — u5(APc®) +
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AN /00 = 3]G — pp (AP + AW 195 = 0, for @ = zandx, or,

0G

2
0oy

0G

o]
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A = 96 6 (10)

=A@ — = =
60‘9 80':(3)()

MR

where the Lagrange multipligs;, has the meaning of the chemical potential of the membrane re-
ceptors. Itis to be determined so that the constraint ¢fl Sgatisfied. These conditions, five in to-
tal including EQ.2, are sufficient to determine the five unkneariables{o®, o, 0@, %, 12 ).

This approach was chosen because the existence of rediprtaractions prevents a straightfor-
ward estimation of receptor number as a function of scaffwlttans-membrane signal protein
number only.

Though the treatment of the model is very general and basdteoprinciples of statistical
thermodynamics, the architecture of the model is devel@pethe basis of the following details
known about the synaptic sites: the presence of the lo¢@lizaignal f), interactions between
scaffold proteins (nonlinearity dfig(c-s)), especially the intermolecular attraction (i.e. therter

U, s with U, < 0) and interaction between scaffold proteins and receptiecule V(o).

IV. RESULTS: LOCALIZATION-DELOCALIZATION TRANSITION

We analyze how the local density of receptors at the synap#ei quasi-equilibrium states
depends on control parameters represented by the presteypaptic signalingy) as well as the
chemical potential of cytoplasmic scaffold proteipgy(). One should keep in mind that, since
the total synaptic and extrasynaptic number of recephysis supposed to be constant within the
time scale of our interest, the chemical potential of thepéars iy, is not a controllable parameter
(unlike that of scaffold proteinspuik), butis a part of the output of the quasi-equilibrium coraait
This is why we did not study the variatiors 1. Eql2 and E€.10 can be solved numerically (see
Appendix A.2 for technical details).

The values of the parameters were chosen to account for geb® experimental situations
of the system. They include the proportion of membrane @&y synaptic contach®@/AX,
where we have takerA®, A®) = (0.1, 0.9) except for ing [V Dlwhere (A®, A¥) = (0.01, 0.99),
the non-steric part of the free energy of scaffold protemthe sub-membranéls(os) = Uios +
Usos? + Ugost, with {U, Uy, Us} = {1, -1.15, 0.5}, and the factor in the scaffold protein-receptor
interaction energies (sed (Y os) = \[1 — e aos/ors-valos/oo’] wwith {vf, vy, Vo) = {—6,2,1}. To

check the robustness (see below Eg. (9)), we wg§eqd) = Vi[Vi(os/os0) — Vo(0s/0s0)?], With
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{v,V1,} = {-6,1.9,1}. The units of energy and space are chosen suchkgffat= 1 and the
saturation areal density of receptors on the membragpg,and that of scaffold proteins in the
sub-membrane layet;so, are 1 in both zones.

For a certain range of parameteifs, uspuk}, EqL2 and E§.J0 have multiple solutions. When it
happens, the solution chosen is the one with the minimunmevaiG, and therefore the maximum
probability of realizationg®/%T. The phase change between different solutions corresgonds
the standard criterion of the so-called Maxwell’'s condinrg which was originally used in the

Van der Waals model of vapor-liquid condensation (see below

A. Effect of scaffold density on equilibrium

We first examine the consequences of the chemical poteftia gcaffold proteins in the bulk
cytoplasmuspuk (Fig.[B(a)). As it varies, it modifies the densities of thestors{c?), ¥} in the
respective zones (Fifl- 6fa)), and those of the scaffold proteifis?, o’} in the sub-membrane
layer (Fig[6(a)s). The chemical potentialsp,k cannot be defined as an absolute number, but its
variation contains the meaning: the higher its value, theensoncentrated the scaffold proteins in
the bulk layer.

As seen on the curve, there is a regiongjf, values where three solutions can be found with
corresponding values @. Among these, the one corresponding to the equilibrium vedsrd
mined as that wher@ has the minimum value for a given,k, or a given density of cytoplasmic
scaffold protein. The selected solutions are shown by smirges in the figures. For complete-
ness, Maxwell’'s construction is briefly summarized in thet o this subsection. When following
a curve for the densitgrg) (e.g. on Fig[ 6(ayr) from the minimum value gfis ik (Ieft-end) to the
maximum (right-end), there is a portion wherg,,x decreases. This phenomenon occurs simul-
taneously for all the density variables? ando % in Fig.[6{@ps, o ando? in Fig.[6@ps. It
applies also to the curve & (Fig.[6(a)G). The portion of the curve wheye,,x decreases corre-
sponds to the branch where the valug€zofs maximum among the three points corresponding to
thesamevalue ofuspyk. The maximum irG implies the minimum in the probability of realization
o @©/%T  The portion of the curve where the valuegf,ux decreases thus corresponds neither
to an equilibrium nor to a metastable equilibrium. So we edelthis portion of the curves of
Fig.[6(a}rr and Fig[ 6(a)s.

The crossing point in Fig. 6(&)indicates the situation where two equilibria can occur it
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(a) (b)
FIG. 6: (Color online) (a) Transition (switching) inducey the chemical potential of the scaffold protein
in the bulk cytoplasmyspyik (horizontal axis). (The value df is fixed athg = 1.) Top (r): Densities of
the membrane receptors in the membrane laykddle (os): Densities of the scaffold proteins in the sub-
membrane layer. The red [blue] curves represent, respégtihe densities in the synaptic [extrasynaptic]
zones.Bottom (G) Free energy of the system. The vertical dashed line pa#isinggh the figures marks
the point of phase change, to switch the branch of solutidhsse parts represented by dashed curves are
not realizable as quasi-equilibrium.

(b) Switching induced by the trans-membrane sighgl(The value ofuspui is fixed atuspuk = —7.747.)

same probability. The solution branches are to be switch#idsacrossing point. The equilibrium
densities corresponding to this point can be identified gn[6{a)r and Fig| 6(a)s. The switch-
ing indicates a discontinuous transition of mode of theipaning receptors and scaffold proteins
between extrasynaptic and synaptic zones. This reditivibis aphase change the sense that
we discussed if§ [ITC] The situation is schematically shown in Fjg. 7(a). Ineophase, which

we call thenonlocalized phasehe receptors are found at almost the same density in ggnapt
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and extrasynaptic zones, while there is no accumulatiocafad proteins. In the other phase,
which we call thdocalized phasgreceptors accumulate abundantly in the synaptic zoneasnd
diluted in the extrasynaptic zone. And the scaffold prateilso accumulate in the synaptic zone.
This dramatic contrast in density is genuinely collectiwéhie sense that we have carefully cho-
sen the parameters of the model so that no phase change tagesyithout reciprocal coupling

between the receptors and scaffold protegi®, .. That is, despite the attractive interaction

sub’
among the scaffold proteinggs(o-s), promoting the accumulation of the scaffold proteins, tred
trans-membrane signak-lf), favoring their density in the synaptic zone, they are muiugh to
realize the distinct accumulation of molecules at the stinagone if g = 0. . In other

mem-sub —

words, the accumulation would not occur if there were noptars on the membrane.

B. Effect of trans-membrane signal on equilibrium

The trans-membrane signal imposed by the presynaptic alespecifies the organization of
the postsynaptic plasma membrane. This determines the \elcere receptors are to accumulate,
and is likely to induce an initial metastable state for therfation of the synapse. In this second
study, we therefore analyze the effect of the amount of thisstmembrane signdly. Fig.[6(D)
shows the densities of the receptors in the respective zemagar to Fig[6(d) when changing
ho. Again, by monitoring the values @, the phase change is identified as the self-crossing point
of G. Because of the collective effect, a continuous (quasiliégum) increase of the signdd,

induces a sudden accumulation of the molecules in the sigrapte.

C. Phase diagram

The notion that scaffold and adhesion molecules act cotipelsain the formation of the post-
synaptic density is emphasized in Hig. 7(a). When we alloth tite parametergs, x andhg to
vary, our main results are summarized in the form of a phasgrain on the plane ofi{suk, ho),
see Fig[ 7(B). This diagram was numerically determinedgutiie technique described in Ap-
pendix A.2. We observe that the nonlocalized and localiZealsps are separated by a rather
straight boundary. The reason for this almost straight @basindary has to be found in the phe-
nomenon of the localization itself. Two requirements arbaatisfied. 1) in the localized phase

the term ftspui + ho)o in the free energys is important whileugpuos is negligible; (because
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FIG. 7: (a) (Color online) Densities of receptors (in greamdl scaffold proteins (in cyan) in the nonlocalized
state (top) and localized state (bottom) are shown scheatigitby concentration of the colors.
(b) Phase diagram of localizegs nonlocalized phases on the plane of the controlling pararsetThe

almost straight diagonal curve is the numerical result.

¥ < o), and 2) in the delocalized phase the sigmals not important (because? is small).

Therefore, the sumufuuk + ho) is the term that effectively influences the quasi-equilibr phase.

D. Non-relevant depletion of extrasynaptic receptors uporocalization transition

As illustrated in Figs. 6(&) ard 6(b), the receptor dendithe synapsesrg), can be localized

at the expense of its decrease outside synaﬁ§e,when the synapses occupy 10 percent of the
surface, A®, AM) = (10% 90%) It is, therefore, of interest to check if the localizatioartsition
can take place iA® is much smaller thal\®, e.g. A®, A®) = (1%, 99%) in the following
two lines of reasonings: firstly, the presence of the tramsitonfirms that the decrease in the
extrasynaptic receptor densirb;g) is not necessary for the localization transition, thougmaty
rather be a inhibitory factor; secondly, the localizaticamsition with a small synaptic area, like
1% of the total membrane, may qualitatively simulate theahstage of synaptogenesis. We have
verified numerically that the localization of both the retoep and the scaffold proteins occurs

even with the area fractionsA@, A¥) = (1%, 99%) The densitiesr?) ando? show a similar
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jump as in Figs-6(&) dr 6(b) whilel’ ando?? for the extrasynaptic zone display minute change
at the localization transition (data not shown). With sucénaall fraction of synaptic area the
conservation of the total number of receptors[Eq.2, icéffely not a constraining factor, and the
persistence of the localization transition indicates thaimechanism of the localization transition

remains inocal exchanges of molecules between a synaptic site and itsoamvent.

E. Effect of weakening of the receptor-scaffold protein ineraction

The interaction between the receptors and the scaffol@m®tan be modified by phosphory-
lation [39]. In our model, the weakening or strengtheningwlecular interactions has effects on
the quasi-equilibrium state of PSD. It can be simulated bylifiging the profile of the function

—Vq

Vo) = w1l -¢€ (‘%)_Vz(%)z]. To this aim, we varied the global factog, which accounts for
the saturating binding strength. We found (data not showrih&t wheny; is reduced to 70%
of the original value (-6.0 in the units of our model), thedbzation transitiornvs uspuk almost
disappears, while the receptor density in the synapge has strong non-linear behavior; (ii) fur-
thermore, when is reduced to 50% of the original value, there is no more leatibn transition

ando? displays a smooth sigmoidal dependence.

F. Limit of robust characters

The stability of receptor density in the synaptic regzirgi is an indication of the robustness of
the localized state. This robustness, however, has a lithé.quasi-equilibrium state for different
(conserved) values of the total receptor numbigr(between 0.02 and 0.4 in the arbitrary unit) was
estimated with fixed values &f anduspuk- In the localized state the receptor density in the synap-
tic region,o? (as well asr¥), is almost saturated and constant while that in the ext@syc
region increases roughly proportionallyfa. But if Ny is less than a critical valuexlg“) ~ 0.16,
then the localized state is destroyed and the receptorttensi synaptic and extrasynaptic re-
gions are almost the same and proportionalito Therefore, the robustness is closely related to
the cooperative effect. That the localization disappearsdo small value of; (§ IV E) implies

that the robustness is also closely related to the recipst@hilization of the PSD.
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V. DISCUSSION

A. Summary of the results and comparison with other theories

In this paper we present a minimal three-layer two-compamntnmodel to describe the for-
mation of the postsynaptic assembly of membrane recephors@affold proteins. We found the
discontinuous phase change between the nonlocalized ealtzked phases. In the localized phase,
the stable high density of receptors at synaptic sites igpatitie with the mobility of individual
receptors. This accounts for the observation that synapseation is almost an all-or-none pro-
cess, operating on a short time scale in the range of thesthfficonstant of individual molecules.
(Here one should take into account not only the diffusioneafeptors but also the local turnover
of scaffold proteins. ) We note that thkeency timgor synapse formation should be distinguished
from theduration of synapse formatipwhich we discuss here. The former time results from the
metastability of the receptor-scaffold assembly. Thisndeled one of the main message of this
paper (see V.B andc below). Although our model assumes the quasistatic eguifiy such
decoupling between kinetics and thermodynanfid@&E) should also be true even if the system is
slightly out of equilibrium. Such flexibility is the basis tife responsiveness of the synaptic junc-
tion (see, for example, a review [40]). Understanding hasutbimber of receptors is determined at
steady state as a set-point of dynamic equilibrium providesnechanism by which this number
can be modified during plastic changes of synaptic strerigéhgain of information transfer).

Recently, a new model has been proposed [41] in which thelistatf receptor density is
compatible with individual receptor turnover. This modehts only with the membrane receptor
zone in the synaptic compartment as we defined it. Nevedbgieaccounts for the key idea of
cooperativity in maintaining the stable density of recept@s too does our model. However it
does not take into account the interaction of receptors gg#ffolding molecules nor the chem-
ical potentials resulting from concentration differenaeshe cellular compartments. Therefore,
the model we propose complements the concept of coopéyatithin a more realistic frame-
work based on experimental knowledge demonstrating theagyges between extrasynaptic and
synaptic receptors [9]. This concept of cooperativity hasrbsuggested to operate between the
acetylcholine receptor and the 43kD/rapsyn protein [42¢cdtly, Fuset al. proposed a cascade
mechanism to generate different time scales of synaptisatired memories [43], which sheds

light on the quasi-equilibrium approach that we propose thskinetics are independent of the
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stability of postsynaptic molecular construction, diéfet time scales can coexist to account for
the dynamic turnover of constituent molecules in the pasiptic density. The layered structure
of the postsynaptic multi molecular assembly reflects aamesof interactions (the trans synaptic
molecule signaling to the scaffold protein assembly and tlkeeptor accumulation via reciprocal

stabilization with the scaffold proteins).

B. Implications of the results and qualitative comparison with experiments

a. Collective stabilization justifies the non-stoichiorget Only 20 to 30% of PSD-95, a
scaffold protein present at excitatory synapses, in thenseimbrane layer is likely to be bound
to receptors at steady state![37, 38]. This proportion, telibw 100%, is accounted for by our
model. Since the ratios?/0? and o /¢’ are determined by the reciprocal and collective
stabilization, there is no reason for them to be a rationailmer. From the values of the densities
of receptors 2, o%) and of scaffold proteinss”, o¢%) (in Figl8(a) and (b)), we can read out
the proportion of receptors interacting with scaffold pios, i.e.c?/c® or ¢% /0% in units of
oro/0so (data not shown). In the synaptic zone, the ra@/agz) increases dramatically upon the
localization transition, while in the extrasynaptic zohe tatioo® /o decreases only slightly
upon the localization. This is due to differences in surfaea [37, 38].

b. Competitive binding can destroy the localized phad@isturbing molecules (such as ones
producing dominant-negative competitive binding) modifiee energy profiles by altering the
chemical potentialispuk. In Appendix.B the equilibrium theory of competitive bindiis sum-
marized briefly. The theory shows that the competitive madkespecies (e.g. B) versus the
principal species (e.g. A) effectively reduces the chehgogential of the latterud by a quantity
MG = —kgT In[1+€eVs+#)eT] whereUg andug are the binding energy and the external chemical
potential, respectively, for the competitive/dominaetzative molecule. As we found that the low
chemical potentiglsp k destabilizes the localized phase, we predict that the cotiweebinding
with scaffold proteins tends to destabilize the localizkdge.

c. The fate of PSD after sudden disappearance of localimagignal should depend non-
linearly on the cytoplasmic scaffold protein concentratio Although our approach is quasistatic,
we can draw some conclusions about the non-quasistatiopiesra since the response of the post-
synaptic density (PSD) to a sudden disappearance of thizlaiban signal hg, should depend on

the other parameters of the system (see [44] for synapsawydievelopment and [45, 46] for
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mature synapses). As seen on the phase diagram, Fig.igbddalization transition occurs even
whenhy = 0 if the concentration of the scaffold protein is large eroyor, uspuk > —6.3 in
Fig.7:(b)). Foruspu Near this threshold value, the sudden disappearanigweil leave, at least
transiently, the PSD as a (meta)stable statéfer 0. However, ifusp ik was far below the thresh-
old value, then the aggregate will be disrupted rapidly bgrk diffusion after the disappearance
of hyg. In conclusion we predict that the life-time of the PSD aftez sudden disappearance of
ho depends omspuik in @ highly non-linear manner. The detailed dynamic respphswever, is
beyond the scope of the present quasi-equilibrium framiewbour paper.

d. Delayed time for the construction of a new synapse can bealtihe metastable nonlocal-
ized phase. A complementary issue to the above paragraph is “how longdvaunew synapse
take to assemble?” Experimentally, the assembly of a newtBIEE3 at least tens of minutes, more
likely 1-2 hours [47], which is not rapid, given the charaigic diffusion constant of individual
receptors (in the order of 1Qum?/sec). This time lag supports our model of cooperative auter
tion underlying synaptic localization of receptors. Whha &xpression of the scaffold proteins
in the cytoplasm raises;puik just up to the localization transition point, the nonlozead state re-
mains still metastable. Under such conditions the clusgesf PSD must wait for the random rare
event (“nucleation”) which assembles a critical conceidreof receptors as well as scaffold pro-
teins. We then predict that the waiting time of the nucleatbould be stochastically distributed,
typically obeying an exponential distribution.

e. The model accounts for the triggering role of trans-meanbrsignal on the localization.
The phenomenon of localization could be intuitively poastet from the known molecular inter-
actions, for example, between neuroligin and the scaffodtigin PSD-95/[48]. Experimental data
indicate that the neurexin-neuroligin heterophilic iatdron induces the formation of the postsy-
naptic micro-domain [48], and that, once it begins, it is pidgphenomenon, taking place within
minutes [49]. The present model is consistent with thesemvhtions. That is, the formation of
postsynaptic micro-domains is almost an all-or-none phesrmn involving a phase change, and
is imposed by the presynaptic contact.

f. The model admits the spontaneous formation of sub-meralaggregates. In the early
period of synaptogenesis spontaneous formation of subbraara aggregates of scaffold proteins
have been observed, notably at the locations of dendritdsite contact or dendrite-substrate
contact[50, 51]. In our model, spontaneous localizatioscaffold proteins can be realized without

receptors or without the transsynaptic bihg, if we modify the parameter characterizing the
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attractive interaction among scaffold proteins, thalis| in Ug(os) (seel(b)).

C. Future problems

As future problems we should incorporate other factorsfight exert influence on synaptic
receptor clustering. In particular, we may take into ac¢dlie mechanism involving aggregation
of receptors through direct interaction with an extradahumatrix molecule [52], the activation of
receptors which is indirectly related to the electrodiifunsof charged neurotransmitter molecules
[53], and the dendritic spine geometry (volume of spine haatispine length), which is strongly
correlated with the number of receptors on the spine [54].

An important question is how much time an individual receoends in the synaptic zone.
At steady state, the fraction of time spent by a particuleeptor on a particular synaptic contact
should be proportional to the density of the receptors attimeact. This is true if all receptors are
well mixed so that there is no separation between the pemtignenmobile receptors and mobile
receptors. Experimentally, single-particle tracking m@aments have established that about half
of the receptors are mobile at central excitatory synafi®@p [In contrast, FRAP experiments
of glutamate receptors at Drosophila neuromuscular janstsuggest that they are immobilized
once they enter into the postsynaptic domain [55]. Modelsstess these observations must go
beyond the simple dichotomy of synaptic - vs extrasynaptimnes.

A major unsolved problem is the determining mechanism ofpibEtsynaptic micro-domain.
The size of this domain, although variable, is maintained nelatively narrow range, 100-300
nm in diameter/[56]. In double transfection experimentdwilycine receptor and its associated
scaffold proteins, it was found that the aggregates of stthffroteins had a size close to that of
postsynaptic micro-domains [57] even in the absence ofypegsic terminals. However, this will
not specify the size of the localized cluster of scaffoldents. One may conjecture several differ-
ent mechanisms for the regulation of the size of postsyoapitro-domains. A cost of curvature
driven energy of a microdomain structure might define annogltisize of aggregates as found for
clathrin-coated vesicle formation|[58]. Or, the stericukspon among molecules reflecting their

three-dimensional arrangement may limit the size of theteh[32].
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Appendix A. Technical notes
A.1 Brief summary of the Lagrange multiplier method

This method finds stationary points (local maxima etc.)f ©f) with the constraing(x) = 0,
wherex = (X, ..., X,) = {X}. A point of stationary pointx*, together with a constant called the
Lagrange multiplierd, must satisfy the following condition:

o(f — 19) .
x)=0 ——= =0, i=1,...,n 11
9(x) Ty (11
The reason is that at* the contour surface of (x) = f(x*) and that ofg(x) = 0 must share the
same tangential plane, and that, for any function,&ay, the normal vector of a tangential plane

is along Q¢/0x%q, ..., 0¢/0%,), which can be easily verified in the case of a lane + bx, = c.

A.2 Numerical solution procedure

Formally, the problem is to solva coupled non-linear equations fon ¢ 1) variables,
fi(Xe, ..., %L %w1) = 0 ( = 1,...,n). Once we have particular solution X, ..., X, Xn:1),
then we may use the differential equations describing thetisa curve in the space of =
(X1, - -+ » Xn» Xns1): 2?:} M;jdx; =0 (i = 1,...,n), whereM is then x (n + 1) matrix containing the
componentsM;; = dfi/ox; (i=1,...,nandj =1,...,n+ 1). The latter equations can be solved

using the cofactor a1, which we denote b (i.e., M, ; is (-1)"*/ times the minor entry of; ;):

dx

as - (Mniss - - s Misnen)s (12)

wheresis a parameter along the solution curve.
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In the context of solving EQl2 and Eqg]10 we hame = 5. The variable isx =
(@@,0%, 09,08, yi. €), where the sixth component stands for either the parametegpu
(§MVVA) or hy (§TVB). To find the phase boundar§[{/] Fig.[7(b)), we haven = 11, i.e. twice the
five conditions of EQ.2 and Hq.[L0 for each phase, plus theliggoéthe total free energyG. The
variablesx consists of twice the five variablelgr?), o, 0@, o9, iz}, for the coexisting phases,

plus s puk andhp.

Appendix B: Effect of competitive binding

We take as the Helmholtz free energyks T = —nA% - n3%+ Na In(na/N)+ ng In(ng/n)+
ny In(ny/n), wheren, andng are the number of the A [B] molecules occupying among rihe
binding sites, respectively, amg = n— n,y — ng. We impose the chemical equilibrium conditions
with the solvent chemical potentials for A and B, which we aenby .} andu3, respectively;
pS = 0F/dna andud = 0F/dng. In the absence of B molecules (i.e) = —o0), equilibrium
condition for the A molecule binding writgg = ~Ua+ksT In[na/(n—na)], while for finitex3, the
right hand side of this condition is shifted ByAuS (> 0), whereAuS = —kgT In[1 + elVe+#8)/keT],
This implies that the attractive energyJ, for A molecule is partly cancelled by this amount due
to the competitive/dominant-negative molecules, BJgf <« kgT, the effect is small, in the order
ks T (more precisely: —kg T eVs*#2)/%T)  Contrastingly, largéJs/ks T has a strong influence of

the competing molecules due to the interferedge, ~ —(Ug + u3).

Appendix C. Note for the biologists

In this appendix we explain in general terms, easily undaeddble for biologists, the object of
the modelling accounting for the compatibility betweenagytic stability and molecular mobility.

The stability of the synaptic structure, with its mobileeptors, is a complex matter, because
the local turnover (at synapses) of the constituent elesnsnshorter than the lifetime of the
synapse (see comment by|[59]). In the light of the dynamiasaividual molecules such as diffu-
sion in the plane of the plasma membrane for receptors anpaties 3D diffusion of scaffolding
molecules in the cytosol, it was necessary to establish @elieal background accounting for
the accumulation of receptors at synapses. The present imasl®een developed including the

extrasynaptic membrane.
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It stresses thguasi-equilibriumwhich is valid on a time scale shorter than that of receptor
turnover on the membrane. It is not known if the turnover bgagxosis and endocytosis pro-
motes exchange of receptors between the synaptic andymdssc zones, or whether such active
exchange has a role on large time scales. However, thissrthgequestion of multi molecular
assembly as a global entity in which regulation can operéteowt destroying the integrity of the
structure. In more biological terms, the important quesisohow molecules such as receptors or
scaffold proteins can be added or removed while maintaithiegsynaptic function with variable
gain. The present model provides a general framework inlwihis now possible to conceive of
molecular interactions in terms of chemical potentials, dhdrefore, to model a kinetic view of
the synaptic multi-molecular assembly. It is also expethed the model we propose will allow
a unification of the different levels of postsynaptic evefrtsm the chemical interaction between
receptors and scaffolding molecules up to the plasticitgyofaptic transmission. In this context
we mention three aspects which may help refine our study iriutuee: heterogeneity of time
scales, collective stabilization, adaptation and mokacekploration upon PSD formation.

The components used for the modelling are of the same natuh®se used in physical chem-
istry to account for the thermodynamics of chemical reastjavhich also holds in living system.
The model predicts a discontinuous increase of the densitgaeptors at the synaptic contact
through the transition to the localization regime. Unldssr¢ is an unusual kinetic mechanism
to increase the mobility of individual receptors during tbealization transition, the increase of
receptor density in a synaptic zone should also imply a lemghg of the residence time of indi-
vidual receptors. However, one should stress that theligiatioon of receptor density (number of
receptors) in the synaptic zone with indefinite lifetime @snpatible with a finite residence time
of an individual receptor on a synaptic site. Thus, the gaace of the individual mobility of
receptors facilitates fast adaptation of receptor numberdation to changes in neuronal activity.

Another concept which arises from the present model is thi®@maohat stabilization is ae-
ciprocal mechanismin other terms, scaffold proteins stabilize receptorsl, @teptors stabilize
scaffold proteins. This means that the local turnover ofvemiprotein is not likely by itself to
determine the turnover of the structure. In the context obgyogenesis, reciprocity ensures the
synchronized and adaptive construction of the synapses seither receptor nor scaffold protein
nor transsynaptic interaction alone can stabilize thdilpaton. Reciprocity introduces robustness
against the fluctuations in total receptor number assatiaith exo-/endocytosis at extrasynaptic

sites. In addition, the reciprocity is likely to attenuate amplitude of stochastic fluctuations of
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the receptor numbers at each synaptic site.

Another major outcome of the proposed model is that it actofan changes during synaptic
plasticity or even during synapse formation, which may ltefsom changes in receptor number
in the plasma membrane and/or from changes in the densitgaffiotd proteins in the cytosol.
It explains how changes in densities, i.e. chemical pcaéntof receptors and scaffold proteins
lead to a new steady state of the postsynaptic moleculamdbgethe cooperativityunderlying
the discontinuous change in density distributions alldwesgystem to switch from one point of
equilibrium (set-point) to another one, by small changdseynparameters (trans-synaptic signal,
cytoplasmic density of scaffold proteins, density of esywaaptic receptor). At the molecular level,
the mechanisms for the stoichiometry of interaction of poes with individual scaffold proteins
are not fully understood.

The model is consistent with the fact that, once the fornmadibsynaptic contacts starts, it is
likely to be a rapid process as the system is cooperativelamasaauto-catalytic. That the recruit-
ment kinetics of various PSD molecules are remarkably ainmldicates that PSD assembly rate
is governed by a common upstream rate-limiting process [8@his context it has been observed
that the receptor and scaffold proteins can be already @sdmn the extrasynaptic membrane
[61]. Intracellular packages of NMDA receptors (NMDA-R) AMPA receptors (AMPA-R) with
the scaffold protein PSD-95 have been identified [62, 63]soApackages of glycine receptor
(Gly-R) and its scaffold protein partner, gephyrin, werarfd to be transported through the se-
cretion pathway from the Golgi apparatus to the membrark [Bderefore two mechanisms are
cooperative for the assembly of a new PSD: firstly, as meati@bove, pre-assembly of receptor-
scaffold complexes in the secretion pathway [65], secqulaéy/high diffusion rate of the receptors,
which makes them explore large areas of plasma membrarjeafji@he references cited therein).
Therefore, molecules at any location of the cell surface erapunter with a high frequency. As
a consequence, a local trans-synaptic interaction cragtesential well that will rapidly trap the
diffusing molecules. These chemical kinetics have to bemnreited with specific biological mech-
anisms. This can now be achieved because the behavior eidodl molecules can be monitored
(seel[66]), therefore allowing access to mechanisms néyrhalden in the convoluted statistics

of the behavior of large numbers of molecules.
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