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Abstract: Modification of surface structure for the promotion of food safety and health protection is
a technology of interest among many industries. With this study, we aimed specifically to develop
a tenable solution for the fabrication of self-cleaning biomimetic surface structures for agricultural
applications such as post-harvest packing materials and greenhouse cover screens. Phytopathogenic
fungi such as Botrytis cinerea are a major concern for agricultural systems. These molds are spread by
airborne conidia that contaminate surfaces and infect plants and fresh produce, causing significant
losses. The research examined the adhesive role of microstructures of natural and synthetic surfaces
and assessed the feasibility of structured biomimetic surfaces to easily wash off fungal conidia. Soft
lithography was used to create polydimethylsiloxane (PDMS) replications of Solanum lycopersicum
(tomato) and Colocasia esculenta (elephant ear) leaves. Conidia of B. cinerea were applied to natural
surfaces for a washing procedure and the ratios between applied and remaining conidia were
compared using microscopy imaging. The obtained results confirmed the hypothesis that the dust-
repellent C. esculenta leaves have a higher conidia-repellency compared to tomato leaves which are
known for their high sensitivities to phytopathogenic molds. This study found that microstructure
replication does not mimic conidia repellency found in nature and that conidia repellency is affected
by a mix of parameters, including microstructure and hydrophobicity. To examine the effect of
hydrophobicity, the study included measurements and analyses of apparent contact angles of natural
and synthetic surfaces including activated (hydrophilic) surfaces. No correlation was found between
the surface apparent contact angle and conidia repellency ability, demonstrating variation in washing
capability correlated to microstructure and hydrophobicity. It was also found that a microscale
sub-surface (tomato trichromes) had a high conidia-repelling capability, demonstrating an important
role of non-superhydrophobic microstructures.

Keywords: bio-inspired; surface microstructure; hydrophobic surfaces; fungus conidia; Botrytis;
soft lithography

1. Introduction

Food loss of farm produce during the post-harvest procedures has high economic,
environmental, and social costs [1]. Post-harvest food loss of fresh agricultural produce
is estimated at more than 30% of total fresh produce [2]. Postharvest food loss may occur
for a number of reasons including internal factors, such as enzymatic biodeterioration;
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or external factors, such as mechanical injuries and pathogenic diseases including yeasts,
bacteria, molds, insects, and other organisms [3]. One of the main causes for post-harvest
food spoilage are phytopathogenic molds [4]. Botrytis cinerea is a necrotrophic fungus
that belongs to the Botrytis genus [5], among of the most important phytopathogenic
fungi [6], and is one of the main causes for postharvest food spoilage [7]. Due to its
rapid reproduction and dispersal, resistance to low temperature, and high mutation rate,
B. cinerea can infect a variety of plant organs and more than 200 plant species, including
tomato [8]. Infected plants may show numerous symptoms, including soft rot, collapse
and water-soaking of parenchyma tissues, and the appearance of grey masses of conidia,
often referred to as the grey mold disease [8]. The ability to thrive in a variety of substrates
and environmental conditions—including a wide range of temperatures, water activity
levels, and pH values [9]—makes B. cinerea a significant pathogen of fresh fruits and
fruit juices [10], even in cold storage [11]. The most frequent reproduction mechanism of
B. cinerea is sporulation [5]. The egg-shaped conidia (spores) are formed on specialized
hyphae (termed conidiophores) and are smooth, hyaline or gray, with a mean length of
10 µm and a mean width of 5 µm [12]. Airborne conidia are the most important dispersal
propagule of Botrytis, which are predominantly wind-dispersed, though water splashes
from rain or irrigation can also promote their spreading [13].

Developing new functional surfaces, with fungi repulsion properties, holds great
potential for reducing food spoilage. One way of pursuing this is through surface coating.
A variety of coatings with chemical additive for food preservative packaging materials,
many of which are non-toxic [14,15], or anti-fog coatings [16], as well as self-cleaning
coatings [17] for greenhouse covering [18], have been used in recent decades. However,
some of the additives can be expensive to produce and integrate, and the regulation process
may be very complicated [19]. The main drawback of many coatings is their sensitivity to
scratching and degradation [20], especially in non-toxic materials, which are required for
food packaging or in greenhouses [21].

Surface structuring is an alternative, chemical-free approach to induce surfaces with
different physical properties [22–26]. Many structured surfaces were designed over the
years with anti-biofouling properties, reducing the presence of bacteria and biofilms upon
the surface [27–29]. One example for such a surface showed a significant reduction in Gram-
negative bacteria biofouling by applying submicron topographies on biomedical elastomer
surfaces. The study compared both single scale nanostructure and multilevel micro and
nanostructure to a plain surface, and concluded that in order to achieve the required
anti-biofouling response; topographies should not exceed the size of the bacteria [27].

One common inspiration for designing structured surfaces with different proper-
ties comes from natural surfaces. This field of natural-based synthetic designs is termed
biomimetics [30]. The most known example of such inspirational structure is the hier-
archical structure of the lotus (Nelumbo nucifera) leaf, which has superhydrophobic and
self-cleaning properties [31]. The leaf surface is patterned with micrometric pillars coated
with nano-metric wax crystals. Such a structure induces the creation of air cavities between
the leaf and a drop of water placed on it, which increases the water/air interface, and mini-
mizes the solid/water interface, and forms a hemispherical drop that rolls off the leaf and
carries away dust. Other studies presented superhydrophobic and self-cleaning properties
in other natural structures, such as Colocasia esculenta leaves structure [32]. Surface engi-
neering may also enhance hydrophobicity through the tailoring of surface roughness [33].
Additionally, other synthetic designs achieved, in some cases, superhydrophobicity and
self-cleaning properties based solely on the micrometer scale structure [34,35].

The methods for building such structured surfaces can be classified into two main
approaches: building the topography on top of the surface (bottom-up approach) or
scraping the surface inwards to create the desired topography (top-down approach) [36].
Some of the techniques that are used in the bottom-up approach include atomic layer
deposition [37], sol–gel [38], and vapor phase deposition [39]. There are various methods of
lithography that are used for the top-down approach [36,39–41]. Although each method has
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its advantages and disadvantages, soft lithography stands out, especially for replication of
biological surfaces due to its cost-efficiency and availability [39,42]. The most widely used
polymer in soft lithography is poly(dimethyl siloxane) (PDMS). This material is composed
of a moderately stiff elastomer [43], which is non-toxic and biocompatible [44], optically
transparent, and well suited for microscopy [45]. Additionally, it is a hydrophobic (water
contact angle of ~110◦) material that can be modified to hydrophilic (water contact angle
can be reduced down to 10◦) by exposure to O2 plasma treatment [46,47].

Many surfaces, including bioinspired surfaces that are PDMS based, have been studied
over the years for anti-biofouling activity. One example is the importance of the surface
structure of spinach (Spinacia oleracea) leaf in the E. coli bacteria attachment, which has been
demonstrated by creating a synthetic replication of the leaf surface [48]. In the context of
anti-biofouling surfaces, a great example of biomimetic structure is the texture of shark’s
skin [24], that was demonstrated in a study that focused on the adhesion of algae zoospores
to different textured surfaces. Zoospore settlements were compared between four surfaces,
induced with four different microstructures [49]. The study demonstrates a substantial
difference between the smooth surface, structured surfaces, and also different geometries
of the structures [50]. Considering that most studies were focused on bacteria as the
biofouling agent, here we use B. cinerea as a representative fungus due to its economic
importance, high production rate of average-sized conidia, and its extensive coverage in
the literature [51] to design a biomimetic structured surface that repels fungus conidia.
We hypothesized that the repelling ability of conidia from the surface can be manipulated
through controlling surface microstructure and hydrophobicity. We used two natural leaves
as molds for biomimetic structures formed through soft lithography using PDMS. The first
is the super hydrophobic leaf of Colocasia esculenta (elephant ear) and the second is the leaf
of one of B. cinereas natural host plants–Solanum lycopersicum (tomato). We examined the
conidia washing ability of differently structured surfaces with different chemical attributes
(hydrophobicity levels) and learned that surface washing ability of conidia is a complex
property that does not depend strictly on a single parameter. Additionally, we found that
tomato trichomes are microstructural features, which can be replicated to serve as the basis
for conidia repelling structured surfaces.

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Biological Materials

Leaves of Colocasia esculenta (C. esculenta) were taken from plants grown for about
two years in an outdoor shaded area within a water tank. Leaves of Solanum lycopersicum
(tomato) from m82 cultivar were taken from plants grown in a growth chamber at 25 ◦C
and under 16:8 long day conditions, fertilized with sapphire nitrate solutions (GAT NPK,
Israel). Healthy green leaves, regardless of maturation stage, were chosen for experiments.

Botrytis cinerea BO5.10 was grown on potato dextrose agar (Difco, NJ, USA), sup-
plemented with 100 mg/mL chloramphenicol (Fisher BioReagents, Pittsburgh, PA, USA)
(PDAC) media, for 10–14 days at 20 ◦C, until the mature culture produced conidia.

2.2. Synthetic Surface Fabrication

The synthetic surfaces (replicas), were fabricated using two-step soft lithography of
natural leaves, similar to previously described procedures [48]. Leaves were glued to a petri
dish and subjected to dehydration treatment in a desiccator at 80 kPa for one hour. PDMS
elastomer and curing agent (SYLGARD 184 kit Dow Chemicals, Midland, MI, USA) were
aggressively mixed in a ratio of 10/1 w/w respectively, followed by 30 min under vacuum
for bubble removal. Polymer was cured in an oven for 20 h, at 45 ◦C. Leaves were then
peeled off carefully using tweezers, and the generated negative molds were submerged
in digestion solution (3.5% w/v sodium hydroxide and 2.5% w/v sodium carbonate, both
from Sigma Aldrich, St. Louis, MO, USA, in deionized water) for 10 min, then briefly
washed in deionized water and dried at room temperature. Surfaces were then activated
using BD-20AC laboratory CORONA treater (Electro-Technic Products, Chicago, IL, USA)
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for one minute. The negatives were then left in a desiccator at 80 kPa overnight, with
100 µL Trichloro (1H,1H,2H,2H-perfluoro-octyl) silane (Sigma Aldrich, St. Louis, MO,
USA), placed on a small plastic plate and left to evaporate to preserve the polymer surfaces
at a hydrophilic state. The negative surfaces were used as molds, on which PDMS mixture
with similar ratios was poured. Replicas were cured for two days at room temperature
until completely firm, then carefully peeled off from the negative molds.

In addition, a flat PDMS surface was prepared using a 10/1 w/w ratio of elastomer and
curing agent, which were well mixed, followed by a 30 min vacuum for bubble removal.
The mixture was then poured into a petri dish until the bottom of the plate was completely
covered and cured for two days at room temperature.

2.3. Conidia Application and Washing Procedure

Conidia from B. cinerea cultures were applied onto natural leaves and synthetic surfaces
using dry scattering. Samples were placed on a glass slide, and a petri dish with B. cinerea
culture was placed upside-down on top of the glass slide and tapped gently several times,
to disperse the conidia over the surface of the samples. The samples were then visualized
using microscopy (as later described) to generate the image before washing.

For the washing procedure, the tested samples were each placed in a separate Eppen-
dorf tube filled with 1.5 mL DDW and shaken in an MRC Thermo-Shaker DBS-001 (Israel)
at 28 ◦C at 1500 RPM for 5 min. Microscopic images of the surfaces after this step represent
the images after washing. For each surface type, 5–11 repeats were performed out of which,
at least 3 repeats represented biological repetitions (that is different leaves or replicas of
different leaves).

2.4. Contact Angles Measurement

Surface contact angle was measured using a KRUSS DSA-100 Drop shape analyzer
(Germany). The contact angles of 6 µL water drops were measured with three technical
repeats for each surface, at five time points, every 3 s starting at t0. The surface contact
angle was averaged over all measurements, time points, and repetitions for each surface.

2.5. Microscopy and Image Processing

For light microscopy images, Nikon Eclipse Ni, was set to transmitted light, bright-
field filter at 10× magnification, with the condenser lens elevated all the way up. Images
were taken using a Nikon DS-Ri2 camera and NIS Elements software. All samples were
imaged using real-time extended depth focus (EDF) for multi-level focus imaging and auto-
exposure setting. Due to space limitation and zooming capabilities, several images were
taken per sample, with an overlap of ~20–30% for full coverage. Image stitching algorithm
for reconstruction of the whole surface was adopted combining the scale-invariant feature
transform (SIFT) [52] algorithm and homography transformation (HT) [53]. For a specific
set of images, the SIFT algorithm finds common points in a large number of complex
surface textures. Points were used for the calculation of a homography matrix for each
pair of images. Once the matrices were calculated, the pairs of images were transformed
and combined.

A manual conidia count was performed using manual labeling of conidia on a stitched
image by a single person, using LabelImg software v1.8.1. Labels were saved in extensible
markup language (XML) format. Labels were counted, and results were summarized in
a table and exported as an Excel file. All algorithms for mentioned applications were
written in Python with OS, LXML, Pandas [54], CV2 [55], Matplotlib [56], and Numpy [57]
modules. The area of each sample was measured from the sample stitched image using
ImageJ software 1.53e.

All SEM images were taken using a JEOL-benchtop JCM-6000 (Tokyo, Japan) scanning
electron microscope. Before imaging, natural leaves were washed briefly with deionized
water to remove dirt particles and then placed in small, sealed bottles, one leaf in each
bottle. Leaves were covered with 50% ethanol solution and left for one hour at room



Materials 2022, 15, 2526 5 of 16

temperature. Ethanol solution was replaced every hour with increasing concentrations of
ethanol (70%, 90%, 95%, 100%). Leaves were kept for at least two hours and up to three
days in 100% ethanol at room temperature before critical point drying (CPD) with K850
Quorum Critical Point Dryer. Synthetic replications and dehydrated natural leaves were
coated with a thin layer of gold using a Quorum SC7600 mini sputter coater.

2.6. Statistical Analysis

The statistical analysis and graphic visualization were carried out using the Statsmod-
els [58], Scipy [59], Pandas [54], and Seaborn [60] modules of Python 3.8 software. The
data for the analysis includes conidia repellency values of each sample (conidia count
before/after wash), contact angle measured on all surfaces, the material of the surface
(natural leaf, PDMS, activated PDMS), the structure of the sample (col, tom, flat), the total
number of conidia on the sample before wash and the date of experiment. The number of
conidia on the trichomes and the number of conidia on the rest of the surface of the sample
before and after wash were counted separately for each sample of synthetic tomato leaf
replication (PDMS and activated PDMS). Replicated leaf trichomes were counted for each
synthetic (PDMS and treated PDMS) sample. Conidia repellency levels of trichomes and
of the rest of the surface were calculated separately using the same calculations. Conidia
repellency of various surfaces was compared using a Student’s t-test for equal variances.
The contact angle of different surfaces was compared using pairwise Welch t-tests for
unequal variances. A pairwise Student’s t-test for equal variances was also used to compare
the conidia repellency of sub-structures of synthetic replications: trichomes and the rest
of the surface. Homogeneity of variances was established by the Levene test using the
Python algorithm. Correlations between conidia density before washing to the washing
efficiency level of samples were tested for each surface using Pearson’s correlation tests, and
a one-way ANOVA test was used to assess the effect of the date of the experiment on the
washing efficiency of surfaces. Results with a significance level of p < 0.05 were considered
significant. For all multiple pairwise t-tests, α was adjusted using Bonferroni correction.

3. Results
3.1. Conidia Repellent Characteristics of Natural and Synthetic Systems

To compare the efficiency of conidia wash from different surfaces, a specific washing
procedure was calibrated using B. cinerea conidia and different surfaces, as described
in the Materials and Methods Section). Conidia repellency is a unit less number that
was determined as the ratio between the number of conidia counted before wash (BW)
to the number of conidia counted after wash (AW), on the same surface (BW/AW). We
hypothesized that C. esculenta leaves, which are known for their self-cleaning and dust
repellency properties, will show high conidia-repellency. Therefore, conidia repellency
values of C. esculenta leaves were compared to those of leaves from tomato, host plant of
B. cinerea, and a crop that suffers great economic damages due to phytopathogenic molds.
As expected, the mean conidia repellency of C. esculenta leaves was higher compared to
that of tomato leaves (Figure 1).

In the next step, we examined the correlation between conidia repellency and surface
microstructure since surface microstructure is a crucial part of the functionality of many
surfaces, specifically in biological systems. C. esculenta and tomato leaves vary in many
parameters, including chemical composition and microstructure. To assess the structural
contribution to the high conidia repellency observed in C. esculenta leaves, natural leaf
microstructure was replicated in a synthetic system. Replications were fabricated using
soft lithography and the commonly used polymer, polydimethylsiloxane (PDMS). The
two-step replication process is illustrated in Figure 2A. Figure 2B presents SEM images of
C. esculenta and tomato leaves as well as their replicated microstructure, showing a reliable
replication of micro but not nano structures. The lack of nano-structure replication is due to
our choice to use only inexpensive replication methods since we are seeking an affordable
solution for surface fabrication. Conidia repellency of C. esculenta and tomato leaf replicas,
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as well as flat PDMS surfaces, were compared to evaluate the effect of microstructural
modifications on the surfaces conidia repellency ability (Figure 3). Contrary to our initial
hypothesis, the synthetic system did not replicate the trend we observed in the biological
system. Conidia repellency of tomato leaf replicas was significantly higher than that of
C. esculenta replicas, while flat surfaces showed intermediate conidia repellency values that
did not differ significantly from C. esculenta nor tomato leaf replicas (Figure 3).
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leaves (3.57 ± 0.69) were significantly higher than those of tomato leaves (1.15 ± 0.04) (p < 0.01, Bars
represent STD).
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Figure 2. Replication of C. esculenta and tomato leaves microstructure. (A) Schematics of the replica-
tion process. A leaf was glued to a petri dish and dehydrated (a). Soft polymer was applied onto the
leaf and cured in an oven (b). The leaf was carefully peeled off the negative mold (c). Negative mold
was submerged in a digestion solution, and any leaf traces were removed (d). Negative mold was
dried and treated with plasma, and then soft polymer was applied to the mold (e). Leaf replica was
cured at rooms temperature and carefully peeled off the negative mold (f). (B) SEM micrographs of
C. esculenta leaf (a) and its PDMS replication (b), tomato leaf (c) and its PDMS replication (d). Leaves
were fixated and underwent CPD, as described in the methods section. The leaves were then coated
with a thin layer of gold and visualized using SEM at a high resolution. Replicas were coated and
visualized by SEM. The images show good replication quality of leaf microstructure.
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Figure 3. Conidia repellency ability of synthetic surfaces. Conidia repellency values of three PDMS
surfaces: C. esculenta and tomato leaf replicas (orange and blue respectively) and flat surface (green)
as a control for a structure less surface with the same chemical properties. Pairs comparison was
conducted using Student’s t-test, α was adjusted using Bonferroni correction. The microstructure of
tomato leaves seemed to induce significantly higher conidia repellency values (1.9 ± 0.18) than the
texture of C. esculenta leaves (1.2 ± 0.05) (p < 0.01).
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3.2. Microstructure, Hydrophobicity, and Conidia Repellency

The relatively low conidia repellency values demonstrated by the C. esculenta leaf
replica indicated that properties other than microstructure are involved in the conidia-
repellency of C. esculenta leaves. As the self-cleaning properties of C. esculenta leaves are
often correlated to their superhydrophobicity [32], we measured the apparent contact angle
of the tested surfaces to inspect their hydrophobicity and a possible correlation between this
property and conidia repellency. Figure 4 presents the measured mean apparent contact
angle of synthetic microstructured replicas and natural surfaces. As expected, the mean
apparent contact angle of the super hydrophobic C. esculenta leaf surface is significantly
higher than that of the tomato natural leaf surface. However, the apparent contact angle
of the PDMS microstructure replica of C. esculenta leaf is only slightly higher than the
contact angle of the PDMS replica of tomato leaf. This is because the chemical basis of both
surfaces in the synthetic system is identical (as opposed to the natural system) and the
change in apparent contact angle results only from the change in microstructure. Hence,
the C. esculenta leaf microstructure shows a more hydrophobic nature than tomato leaf
microstructure, as expected, though to a lesser extent than in the natural system.
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Figure 4. Hydrophobicity measurements of natural and synthetic surfaces. The mean apparent
contact angle of synthetic and natural surfaces was measured. The bottom row presents images of
the drop in a stable state. The drop spreads on hydrophilic surfaces (for example, surfaces in the
middle section) and does not do so on hydrophobic surfaces (for example, surfaces in the left section).
Pairs comparison was conducted using Welch’s t-test, α was adjusted using Bonferroni correction.
The mean contact angle of PDMS replicas is significantly higher than the mean contact angle of
activated PDMS surfaces (p < 0.001) for all structures under consideration. The surface contact angle
of synthetic surfaces (PDMS, activated PDMS) are significantly larger than chemically identical flat
surfaces (flat) (p ≤ 0.04). Contact angle measured on C. esculenta leaf (143.7◦ ± 4.4◦) is significantly
higher than the contact angles measured on tomato leaf (87.9◦ ± 13.3◦) with p ≤ 0.00001.
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The apparent contact angle was also measured on PDMS surfaces with similar mi-
crostructures, but which were activated to turn the surface chemical properties more
hydrophilic, using O2 plasma, as described in the methods section. The results show that
the mean contact angle of PDMS microstructure replicas is significantly higher than those
of activated PDMS surfaces for all structures under consideration, as expected. Addition-
ally, structured surfaces demonstrated a larger apparent contact angle than chemically
identical flat surfaces in both hydrophilic and hydrophobic PDMS surfaces. Moreover,
in hydrophobic PDMS surfaces, the apparent contact angle measured on C. esculenta leaf
replica was larger than on tomato leaf replica, while in hydrophilic PDMS surfaces, it was
slightly lower. This shows that both chosen microstructures cause an increase in surface
hydrophobicity, the extent of which depends on the surface chemical properties.

At this point, we wanted to correlate surface hydrophobicity and conidia repelling
values. To do so, we tested all surfaces, including the activated surfaces, for their conidia
repellency. The correlation between the mean apparent contact angle of all surfaces with
their spore repellency is demonstrated in Figure 5. No correlation was found between the
surface apparent contact angle and conidia repellency ability, suggesting that hydropho-
bicity cannot act as the main mechanism explaining the differences in conidia repellency
between the surfaces.
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angle (green columns) and the mean conidia repellency (red line) of natural and synthetic surfaces.
No correlation was found between the two properties.

3.3. Sub-Surface Microstructure Conidia Repellency Abilities

Our microstructural replicas could not mimic the self-cleaning and superhydropho-
bicity of C. esculenta leaves. Yet, the unexpected high conidia repellency of PDMS replica
of tomato leaves suggested that other microstructures might induce surface conidia repel-
lency properties. To better understand this phenomenon, we inspected the images of the
surface before and after the washing procedure and found that in hydrophobic replicas of
tomato leaves, trichomes were washed more efficiently than other elements (Figure 6A).
To quantify this observation, we performed a separate conidia count for trichomes and for
the rest of the replica surface. This count confirmed that conidia were washed significantly
more efficiently from trichomes than any other surface element in the hydrophobic tomato
leaf replica (Figure 6B).
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Figure 6. Spore repellency of tomato trichomes replica. (A) Microscope images of a trichome and
surrounding surface of a tomato leaf replica before (a) and after (b) wash. The amount of conidia
washed from the trichomes (red circles) seems larger than that washed from other parts of the surface
(purple circles). (B) Quantification of conidia repellency from trichomes (red) and the rest of the
surface (purple) replica. Conidia repellency is significantly higher in trichomes than in the rest of the
replica surface.

Next, we examined the washing efficiency of PDMS replicated trichomes to the wash-
ing efficiency of all other surfaces. We counted conidia before and after wash on trichomes
and the rest of the surface on activated (hydrophilic) PDMS replicas of tomato leaves and
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also compared the washing efficiency to that of C. esculenta replica and flat surfaces made
from both PDMS and activated PDMS. We found that conidia attached to trichomes were
washed more efficiently relatively to all other replicated surfaces examined in this study.
Figure 7 demonstrates a comparison between the conidia repellency of all PDMS and acti-
vated PDMS surfaces and shows that the conidia repellency of PDMS replicated trichomes
is higher than any other tested hydrophobic PDMS surface. Additionally, tomato PDMS
replicas, which did not include trichomes, did not show higher conidia repellency than
other PDMS surfaces, indicating that the high conidia repellency observed in PDMS tomato
leaves replicas was due to the high conidia repellency of the trichomes. Among hydrophilic
PDMS surfaces, no difference was observed between any of the surface structures. Thus,
the trichome microstructural component demonstrated high conidia repellency abilities,
but only when the surface was hydrophobic. It is important to note that Botrytis conidia
surface is known to be hydrophobic [61], which implies different interactions between the
conidia and hydrophobic or hydrophilic surfaces. These interactions can change if different
fungi with different surface hydrophobicities are used. Additionally, we performed all our
washes using water, and it is possible that the results will vary given a different washing
liquid. Nonetheless, these results show the possibilities for a new, previously unknown
microstructure that repels conidia, but only when hydrophobic. This opens up an avenue
to study the mechanism involved in conidia–surface interaction, which is a complex result
of both surface microstructure and hydrophobicity.
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Figure 7. Washing efficiency of all synthetic surfaces separating trichomes from the rest of the surface.
Summarization of washing efficiencies of all synthetic surfaces examined in this study. (a) PDMS
surfaces, (b) Activated PDMS surfaces. Trichomes were counted separately from the rest of the tomato
surface (red and purple bars, respectively). Only hydrophobic trichomes had washing efficiency
significantly higher than all other surfaces.

4. Discussion

The goal of this work was to design biomimetic, simple, and affordable surfaces with
conidia repellency properties for use in agriculture, specifically post-harvest. To address
this challenge, we used B.cinerea as a model for a pervasive pathogenic fungus and two
surface models: C. esculenta for a leaf whose self-cleaning properties are known, and
tomato—a natural host for B. cinerea. We tested the leaves, and their synthetic, PDMS,
or activated PDMS based microstructural replications, as well as structureless PDMS
surfaces for hydrophobicity and conidia washing abilities. We found that microstructure or
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hydrophobicity alone could not explain conidia washing ability. Additionally, we found a
new microstructure in the form of tomato trichomes that could, in a hydrophobic state, be
used as a conidia repellent structure.

As we tested for the proportion between conidia remaining on the surface after wash
and conidia initially applied upon the surface, we were essentially looking at the adhesion
process of conidia upon a surface. The common theory is that attachment of fungal conidia
occurs in two distinct stages: immediate adhesion, which is characterized by relatively
weak adhesive forces; and delayed adhesion, which occurs only with viable conidia and
develops over time, in conditions that are suitable for germination [26]. In our study, we
found no significant correlation between conidia density and surface washing efficiency,
suggesting that conidia adhesion tested in this work is at the first stage, determined by
physical (rather than biological) adhesion forces [62]. As such, the two surface physical
properties we examined (hydrophobicity and microstructure) were expected to influence
surface washing efficiency.

We used soft lithography as a replication method for biomimetics of leaf surface
microstructure. Although our replication procedure replicated only the microstructure
of the leaf surface, without nanostructure replication, we still found that the structure af-
fected hydrophobicity values. Previous studies referred mostly to the nanostructure as the
major component in surface hydrophobicity [63–66], but our study shows that microstruc-
ture alone also plays an important role. In this study, we found no correlation between
surface hydrophobicity, as it was presented using apparent contact angle, and conidia
repellency. Super hydrophobic structures are often used as biomimetic anti-biofouling and
self-cleaning surfaces [23,24]. However, previous studies looking at fungal conidia adhe-
sion to surfaces reported contradicting results of increased adhesion to hydrophobic [67,68]
or hydrophilic [69] surfaces, and some have demonstrated that surface wettability did not
play a major role in the adhesion of conidia [70]. Our study suggests that, in the case of
B. cinerea, there is no correlation between surface hydrophobicity and conidia adhesion.
This finding, however, may be attributed to the characteristic hydrophobicity of B. cinerea
surface [71] and may vary when studying different fungi.

The second physical parameter we focused on was microstructure as previous studies
showed that nano- or high-resolution micro-components, can successfully reduce bacte-
rial adhesion to surfaces [27,72] and enhance self-cleaning effects [23]. In this study, the
microstructural replication could not recapitulate the conidia repellency observed in the
natural system. We hypothesize that this is due to the grooves of C. esculenta leaves replica-
tions that seemed larger than most conidia. We suspected that B. cinerea conidia penetrated
the surface grooves and did not wash off by the water due to the hydrophobic nature of
both the replication and the conidia [73]. A similar phenomenon was previously shown
with bacteria [74] and with algae [28]. In future studies, other known functional structures
of leaves and other organisms [48,75–77] can be replicated and tested for conidia repellency
properties. In this study, we found one conidia repelling structure-tomato trichomes. These
findings correlate with previous studies, suggesting that plant trichomes may serve not only
as a chemical [78,79], but also as a structural protection mechanism [79–81]. This repellency
was not observed in hydrophilic trichomes (trichomes on activated PDMS replications),
which matches previous claims that surface structure may induce dissimilar effects on
materials with different hydrophilic properties [82].

To conclude, the potential of self-cleaning structures—inspired by bio-surfaces—has
been explored for decades [31,48,75,83], however there is still a lack of competitive solutions
for food safety and agriculture. In addition to nano-scale structures and chemical additives,
the investigation of the microstructure of natural surfaces can provide a promising option,
considering a simpler manufacturing method. In the current study, the self-cleaning ability
of natural leaves has been employed to understand the correlation between surfaces’ conidia
washing ability, hydrophobicity, and microstructure. We found that certain microstructures
might provide synthetic surfaces with conidia repellency properties under certain chemical
attributes. Therefore, future studies are required to determine the optimal topographical
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dimensions, based on the idea that the distance between the grooves of the micro structure
should not exceed the size of conidia [27]. The pathogen type considered in the study is
only one example of the interaction between pathogens and surface structures. Taking into
account the wide variety of shapes and properties of pathogens, other fungi may exhibit
different interactions. Future studies on conidia washing driven mechanisms in the context
of micro-scale surfaces may lead to more efficient self-cleaning surface microstructures.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, H.V., C.Z. and M.K.; Methodology, H.A., M.K., C.Z., H.V.
and L.G.; Image processing, S.S.; Investigation, H.A.; resources, H.V., C.Z. and M.K.; Writing—original
draft preparation, H.A.; Writing—review and editing, H.V., C.Z. and M.K.; Supervision, H.V., C.Z.
and M.K. All authors have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research was funded partly by Agricultural Research Organization Foundation to
support a cadre of young researchers and by Israel Agricultural Chief Scientist, grant number
20-01-0200.

Institutional Review Board Statement: Not applicable.

Informed Consent Statement: Not applicable.

Acknowledgments: Tali Sayas, Yulia Kostovetsky, Noy Sadot-Muzika, Institute of Plant Sciences
and Ginat Raphael, Institute of Postharvest and Food Science are acknowledged for valuable
technical support.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References
1. Spang, E.S.; Moreno, L.C.; Pace, S.A.; Achmon, Y.; Donis-Gonzalez, I.; Gosliner, W.A.; Jablonski-Sheffield, M.P.; Momin, M.A.;

Quested, T.E.; Winans, K.S.; et al. Food Loss and Waste: Measurement, Drivers, and Solutions. Annu. Rev. Environ. Resour. 2019,
44, 117–156. [CrossRef]

2. Porat, R.; Lichter, A.; Terry, L.A.; Harker, R.; Buzby, J. Postharvest Losses of Fruit and Vegetables during Retail and in Consumers’
Homes: Quantifications, Causes, and Means of Prevention. Postharvest Biol. Technol. 2018, 139, 135–149. [CrossRef]

3. Rolle, R.S. Postharvest Management of Fruit and Vegetables in the Asia-Pacific Region; Asian Productivity Organization: Tokyo, Japan,
2006; ISBN 92-833-7051-1.

4. Hernandez-Montiel, L.G.; Droby, S.; Preciado-Rangel, P.; Rivas-García, T.; González-Estrada, R.R.; Gutiérrez-Martínez, P.;
Ávila-Quezada, G.D. A Sustainable Alternative for Postharvest Disease Management and Phytopathogens Biocontrol in Fruit:
Antagonistic Yeasts. Plants 2021, 10, 2641. [CrossRef]

5. Romanazzi, G.; Feliziani, E. Chapter 4-Botrytis Cinerea (Gray Mold). In Postharvest Decay; Bautista-Baños, S., Ed.; Academic Press:
San Diego, CA, USA, 2014; pp. 131–146; ISBN 978-0-12-411552-1.

6. Dean, R.; Van Kan, J.A.L.; Pretorius, Z.A.; Hammond-Kosack, K.E.; Di Pietro, A.; Spanu, P.D.; Rudd, J.J.; Dickman, M.;
Kahmann, R.; Ellis, J.; et al. The Top 10 Fungal Pathogens in Molecular Plant Pathology. Mol. Plant Pathol. 2012, 13, 414–430.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

7. Dagnas, S.; Membré, J.-M. Predicting and Preventing Mold Spoilage of Food Products. J. Food Prot. 2013, 76, 538–551. [CrossRef]
8. Williamson, B.; Tudzynski, B.; Tudzynski, P.; Van Kan, J.A.L. Botrytis Cinerea: The Cause of Grey Mould Disease. Mol. Plant Pathol.

2007, 8, 561–580. [CrossRef]
9. Lahlali, R.; Serrhini, M.N.; Jijakli, M.H. Studying and Modelling the Combined Effect of Temperature and Water Activity on the

Growth Rate of P. Expansum. Int. J. Food Microbiol. 2005, 103, 315–322. [CrossRef]
10. Aulakh, J.; Regmi, A.; Fulton, J.R.; Alexander, C.E. Estimating Post-Harvest Food Losses: Developing a Consistent Global Estimation

Framework; Annual Meeting, 4–6 August; Agricultural and Applied Economics Association: Washington, DC, USA, 2013.
11. Shen, Y.; Nie, J.; Dong, Y.; Kuang, L.; Li, Y.; Zhang, J. Compositional Shifts in the Surface Fungal Communities of Apple Fruits

during Cold Storage. Postharvest Biol. Technol. 2018, 144, 55–62. [CrossRef]
12. Barnett, H.L.; Hunter, B.B. Illustrated Genera of Imperfect Fungi. In Illustrated Genera of Imperfect Fungi; Burgess Publishing

Company: Minneapolis, MN, USA, 1998.
13. Elad, Y.; Stewart, A. Microbial Control of Botrytis spp. In Botrytis: Biology, Pathology and Control; Elad, Y., Williamson, B.,

Tudzynski, P., Delen, N., Eds.; Springer: Dordrecht, The Netherlands, 2007; pp. 223–241; ISBN 978-1-4020-2626-3.
14. Iordache, F.; Gheorghe, I.; Lazar, V.; Curutiu, C.; Ditu, L.M.; Grumezescu, A.M.; Holban, A.M. 9-Nanostructurated Materials for

Prolonged and Safe Food Preservation. In Food Preservation; Grumezescu, A.M., Ed.; Nanotechnology in the Agri-Food Industry;
Academic Press: Cambridge, MA, USA, 2017; pp. 305–335; ISBN 978-0-12-804303-5.

15. Kumar, S.; Mukherjee, A.; Dutta, J. Chitosan Based Nanocomposite Films and Coatings: Emerging Antimicrobial Food Packaging
Alternatives. Trends Food Sci. Technol. 2020, 97, 196–209. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-environ-101718-033228
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.postharvbio.2017.11.019
http://doi.org/10.3390/plants10122641
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1364-3703.2011.00783.x
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22471698
http://doi.org/10.4315/0362-028X.JFP-12-349
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1364-3703.2007.00417.x
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijfoodmicro.2005.02.002
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.postharvbio.2018.05.005
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.tifs.2020.01.002


Materials 2022, 15, 2526 14 of 16

16. Chevallier, P.; Turgeon, S.; Sarra-Bournet, C.; Turcotte, R.; Laroche, G. Characterization of Multilayer Anti-Fog Coatings. ACS Appl.
Mater. Interfaces 2011, 3, 750–758. [CrossRef]

17. Self-Cleaning Particle Coating with Antireflection Properties. Chemistry of Materials. Available online: https://pubs.acs.org/
doi/abs/10.1021/cm0484201 (accessed on 8 November 2020).

18. Teitel, M.; Vitoshkin, H.; Geoola, F.; Karlsson, S.; Stahl, N. Greenhouse and Screenhouse Cover Materials: Literature Review and
Industry Perspective. Acta Hortic. 2018, 1227, 31–44. [CrossRef]

19. Sekhon, B.S. Food Nanotechnology—An Overview. Nanotechnol. Sci. Appl. 2010, 3, 1–15. [PubMed]
20. Nielsen, K.H.; Karlsson, S.; Limbach, R.; Wondraczek, L. Quantitative Image Analysis for Evaluating the Abrasion Resistance of

Nanoporous Silica Films on Glass. Sci. Rep. 2015, 5, 17708. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
21. Dey, T.; Naughton, D. Nano-Porous Sol-Gel Derived Hydrophobic Glass Coating for Increased Light Transmittance through

Greenhouse. Mater. Res. Bull. 2019, 116, 126–130. [CrossRef]
22. Römer, G.; del Cerro, D.A.; Sipkema, R.C.J.; Groenendijk, M.N.W.; Huis in ’t Veld, A.J. Ultra Short Pulse Laser Generated Surface

Textures for Anti-Ice Applications in Aviation. ICALEO 2009, 2009, 30–37. [CrossRef]
23. Bhushan, B.; Jung, Y.C. Natural and Biomimetic Artificial Surfaces for Superhydrophobicity, Self-Cleaning, Low Adhesion, and

Drag Reduction. Prog. Mater. Sci. 2011, 56, 1–108. [CrossRef]
24. Pu, X.; Li, G.; Huang, H. Preparation, Anti-Biofouling and Drag-Reduction Properties of a Biomimetic Shark Skin Surface.

Biol. Open 2016, 5, 389–396. [CrossRef]
25. Salvaggio, M.G.; Passalacqua, R.; Abate, S.; Perathoner, S.; Centi, G.; Lanza, M.; Stassi, A. Functional Nano-Textured Titania-

Coatings with Self-Cleaning and Antireflective Properties for Photovoltaic Surfaces. Sol. Energy 2016, 125, 227–242. [CrossRef]
26. Durán, I.R.; Laroche, G. Water Drop-Surface Interactions as the Basis for the Design of Anti-Fogging Surfaces: Theory, Practice,

and Applications Trends. Adv. Colloid Interface Sci. 2019, 263, 68–94. [CrossRef]
27. Siddiquie, R.Y.; Gaddam, A.; Agrawal, A.; Dimov, S.S.; Joshi, S.S. Anti-Biofouling Properties of Femtosecond Laser-Induced

Submicron Topographies on Elastomeric Surfaces. Langmuir 2020, 36, 5349–5358. [CrossRef]
28. Xu, J.; Zhao, W.; Peng, S.; Zeng, Z.; Zhang, X.; Wu, X.; Xue, Q. Investigation of the Biofouling Properties of Several Algae on

Different Textured Chemical Modified Silicone Surfaces. Appl. Surf. Sci. 2014, 311, 703–708. [CrossRef]
29. Li, X.; Tsui, K.-H.; Tsoi, J.K.H.; Green, D.W.; Jin, X.; Deng, Y.Q.; Zhu, Y.M.; Li, X.G.; Fan, Z.; Cheung, G.S. A Nanostructured

Anti-Biofilm Surface Widens the Efficacy against Spindle-Shaped and Chain-Forming Rod-like Bacteria. Nanoscale 2020, 12,
18864–18874. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

30. du Plessis, A.; Broeckhoven, C.; Yadroitsava, I.; Yadroitsev, I.; Hands, C.H.; Kunju, R.; Bhate, D. Beautiful and Functional:
A Review of Biomimetic Design in Additive Manufacturing. Addit. Manuf. 2019, 27, 408–427. [CrossRef]

31. Barthlott, W.; Neinhuis, C. Purity of the Sacred Lotus, or Escape from Contamination in Biological Surfaces. Planta 1997, 202, 1–8.
[CrossRef]

32. Wetting Characteristics of Colocasia esculenta (Taro) Leaf and a Bioinspired Surface Thereof. Scientific Reports. Available online:
https://www.nature.com/articles/s41598-020-57410-2 (accessed on 9 February 2022).

33. Wang, X.L.; Wang, W.K.; Qu, Z.G.; Ren, G.F.; Wang, H.C. Surface Roughness Dominated Wettability of Carbon Fiber in Gas
Diffusion Layer Materials Revealed by Molecular Dynamics Simulations. Int. J. Hydrogen Energy 2021, 46, 26489–26498. [CrossRef]

34. Qiao, S.; Li, Q.; Feng, X.-Q. Sliding Friction and Contact Angle Hysteresis of Droplets on Microhole-Structured Surfaces. Eur. Phys.
J. E 2018, 41, 25. [CrossRef]

35. Liu, P.; Gao, Y.; Wang, F.; Yang, J.; Yu, X.; Zhang, W.; Yang, L. Superhydrophobic and Self-Cleaning Behavior of Portland Cement
with Lotus-Leaf-like Microstructure. J. Clean. Prod. 2017, 156, 775–785. [CrossRef]

36. Liravi, M.; Pakzad, H.; Moosavi, A.; Nouri-Borujerdi, A. A Comprehensive Review on Recent Advances in Superhydrophobic
Surfaces and Their Applications for Drag Reduction. Prog. Org. Coat. 2020, 140, 105537. [CrossRef]

37. Oviroh, P.O.; Akbarzadeh, R.; Pan, D.; Coetzee, R.A.M.; Jen, T.-C. New Development of Atomic Layer Deposition: Processes,
Methods and Applications. Sci. Technol. Adv. Mater. 2019, 20, 465–496. [CrossRef]

38. Parashar, M.; Shukla, V.K.; Singh, R. Metal Oxides Nanoparticles via Sol–Gel Method: A Review on Synthesis, Characterization
and Applications. J. Mater. Sci. Mater. Electron. 2020, 31, 3729–3749. [CrossRef]

39. Biswas, A.; Bayer, I.S.; Biris, A.S.; Wang, T.; Dervishi, E.; Faupel, F. Advances in Top–down and Bottom–up Surface Nanofabrica-
tion: Techniques, Applications & Future Prospects. Adv. Colloid Interface Sci. 2012, 170, 2–27. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

40. Wu, Q.; Jia, H.; Xiao, S.; Zhang, D. Plasmonic Color Filters Fabricated by Soft-X-Ray Lithography. In Proceedings of the 9th
International Conference on Surface Plasmon Photonics, Copenhagen, Denmark, 25–31 May 2019.

41. Pimpin, A.; Srituravanich, W. Review on Micro- and Nanolithography Techniques and Their Applications. Eng. J. 2011, 16, 37–56.
Available online: https://engj.org/index.php/ej/article/view/179 (accessed on 28 December 2020). [CrossRef]

42. Auzelyte, V.; Flauraud, V.; Cadarso, V.J.; Kiefer, T.; Brugger, J. Biomimetic Soft Lithography on Curved Nanostructured Surfaces.
Microelectron. Eng. 2012, 97, 269–271. [CrossRef]

43. Qin, D.; Xia, Y.; Whitesides, G.M. Soft Lithography for Micro- and Nanoscale Patterning. Nat. Protoc. 2010, 5, 491–502. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

44. Sreekantan, S.; Hassan, M.; Murthe, S.S.; Seeni, A. Biocompatibility and Cytotoxicity Study of Polydimethylsiloxane (PDMS)
and Palm Oil Fuel Ash (POFA) Sustainable Super-Hydrophobic Coating for Biomedical Applications. Polymers 2020, 12, 3034.
[CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1021/am1010964
https://pubs.acs.org/doi/abs/10.1021/cm0484201
https://pubs.acs.org/doi/abs/10.1021/cm0484201
http://doi.org/10.17660/ActaHortic.2018.1227.4
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24198465
http://doi.org/10.1038/srep17708
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26656260
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.materresbull.2019.04.027
http://doi.org/10.2351/1.5061570
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.pmatsci.2010.04.003
http://doi.org/10.1242/bio.016899
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.solener.2015.12.012
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.cis.2018.11.005
http://doi.org/10.1021/acs.langmuir.0c00753
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.apsusc.2014.05.140
http://doi.org/10.1039/D0NR03809A
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32897280
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.addma.2019.03.033
http://doi.org/10.1007/s004250050096
https://www.nature.com/articles/s41598-020-57410-2
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhydene.2021.05.121
http://doi.org/10.1140/epje/i2018-11631-x
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2017.03.211
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.porgcoat.2019.105537
http://doi.org/10.1080/14686996.2019.1599694
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10854-020-02994-8
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.cis.2011.11.001
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22154364
https://engj.org/index.php/ej/article/view/179
http://doi.org/10.4186/ej.2012.16.1.37
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.mee.2012.03.013
http://doi.org/10.1038/nprot.2009.234
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20203666
http://doi.org/10.3390/polym12123034


Materials 2022, 15, 2526 15 of 16

45. Polydimethylsiloxane-an Overview. ScienceDirect Topics. Available online: https://www.sciencedirect.com/topics/chemical-
engineering/polydimethylsiloxane (accessed on 10 January 2021).

46. Xia, Y.; Whitesides, G.M. Soft Lithography. Annu. Rev. Mater. Sci. 1998, 28, 153–184. [CrossRef]
47. Bartali, R.; Morganti, E.; Lorenzelli, L.; Victor, M.; Gottardi, G.; Scarpa, M.; Safeen, M.K.; Pandiyan, R.; Laidani, N. Oxygen

Plasma Treatments of Polydimethylsiloxane Surfaces: Effect of the Atomic Oxygen on Capillary Flow in the Microchannels.
Micro Nano Lett. 2017, 12, 754–757. [CrossRef]

48. Zhang, B.; Luo, Y.; Pearlstein, A.J.; Aplin, J.; Liu, Y.; Bauchan, G.R.; Payne, G.F.; Wang, Q.; Nou, X.; Millner, P.D. Fabrication of
Biomimetically Patterned Surfaces and Their Application to Probing Plant–Bacteria Interactions. ACS Appl. Mater. Interfaces 2014,
6, 12467–12478. [CrossRef]

49. Schumacher, J.F.; Carman, M.L.; Estes, T.G.; Feinberg, A.W.; Wilson, L.H.; Callow, M.E.; Callow, J.A.; Finlay, J.A.; Brennan, A.B.
Engineered Antifouling Microtopographies–Effect of Feature Size, Geometry, and Roughness on Settlement of Zoospores of the
Green Alga Ulva. Biofouling 2007, 23, 55–62. [CrossRef]

50. Malshe, A.P.; Bapat, S.; Rajurkar, K.P.; Haitjema, H. Bio-Inspired Textures for Functional Applications. CIRP Ann. 2018, 67,
627–650. [CrossRef]

51. Hahn, M. The Rising Threat of Fungicide Resistance in Plant Pathogenic Fungi: Botrytis as a Case Study. J. Chem. Biol. 2014, 7,
133–141. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

52. Lowe, D.G. Distinctive Image Features from Scale-Invariant Keypoints. Int. J. Comput. Vis. 2004, 60, 91–110. [CrossRef]
53. Szeliski, R. Computer Vision: Algorithms and Applications; Springer Science & Business Media: New York, NY, USA, 2010;

ISBN 978-1-84882-935-0.
54. McKinney, W. Data Structures for Statistical Computing in Python. In Proceedings of the 9th Python in Science Conference,

Austin, TX, USA, 28 June–3 July 2010.
55. Itseez. Open Source Computer Vision Library. 2015. Available online: https://github.com/opencv/opencv (accessed on

28 December 2020).
56. Hunter, D. Matplotlib: A 2D Graphics Environment. In Computing in Science & Engineering; IEEE: Piscataway, NJ, USA, 2007;

Volume 9, pp. 90–95.
57. Harris, C.R.; Millman, K.J.; van der Walt, S.J.; Gommers, R.; Virtanen, P.; Cournapeau, D.; Wieser, E.; Taylor, J.; Berg, S.;

Smith, N.J.; et al. Array Programming with NumPy. Nature 2020, 585, 357–362. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
58. Skipper, S.; Perktold, J. Statsmodels: Econometric and statistical modeling with python. In Proceedings of the 9th Python in

Science Conference, Austin, TX, USA, 28 June–3 July 2010.
59. SciPy 1.0: Fundamental Algorithms for Scientific Computing in Python. Nature Methods. Available online: https://www.nature.

com/articles/s41592-019-0686-2 (accessed on 9 February 2022).
60. Waskom, M.; Botvinnik, O.; Hobson, P.; Cole, J.B.; Halchenko, Y.; Hoyer, S.; Miles, A.; Augspurger, T.; Yarkoni, T.; Megies, T.; et al.

Seaborn: V0.5.0 (November 2014); Zenodo, 2014; Available online: https://zenodo.org/record/12710#.YkLia_lByUk (accessed on
28 December 2020).

61. Doss, R.P.; Christian, J.K.; Potter, S.W.; Soeldner, A.H.; Chastagner, G.A. The Conidial Surface of Botrytis Cinerea and Several Other
Botrytis Species. Can. J. Bot. 1997, 75, 612–617. [CrossRef]

62. Doss, R.P.; Potter, S.W.; Chastagner, G.A.; Christian, J.K. Adhesion of Nongerminated Botrytis Cinerea Conidia to Several
Substrata. Appl. Environ. Microbiol. 1993, 59, 1786–1791. [CrossRef]

63. Ensikat, H.; Ditsche, P.; Neinhuis, C.; Barthlott, W. Superhydrophobicity in Perfection: The Outstanding Properties of the Lotus
Leaf. Beilstein J. Nanotechnol. 2011, 2, 152–161. [CrossRef]

64. Yamamoto, M.; Nishikawa, N.; Mayama, H.; Nonomura, Y.; Yokojima, S.; Nakamura, S.; Uchida, K. Theoretical Explanation of the
Lotus Effect: Superhydrophobic Property Changes by Removal of Nanostructures from the Surface of a Lotus Leaf. Langmuir
2015, 31, 7355–7363. [CrossRef]

65. Super Wear Resistant Nanostructured Superhydrophobic Surface. SpringerLink. Available online: https://link.springer.com/
article/10.1007/s40684-021-00325-8 (accessed on 9 March 2022).

66. Tang, Y.; Yang, X.; Li, Y.; Lu, Y.; Zhu, D. Robust Micro-Nanostructured Superhydrophobic Surfaces for Long-Term Dropwise
Condensation. Nano Lett. 2021, 21, 9824–9833. [CrossRef]

67. Amiri, A.; Cholodowski, D.; Bompeix, G. Adhesion and Germination of Waterborne and Airborne Conidia of Penicillium
Expansum to Apple and Inert Surfaces. Physiol. Mol. Plant Pathol. 2005, 67, 40–48. [CrossRef]

68. Aburto-Medina, A.; Le, P.H.; MacLaughlin, S.; Ivanova, E. Diversity of Experimental Designs for the Fabrication of Antifungal
Surfaces for the Built Environment. Appl. Microbiol. Biotechnol. 2021, 105, 2663–2674. [CrossRef]

69. Nomura, T.; Minamiura, M.; Fukamachi, K.; Yumiyama, S.; Kondo, A.; Naito, M. Adhesion control of fungal spores on solid
surfaces using hydrophilic nanoparticles. Adv. Powder Technol. Int. J. Soc. Powder Technol. Jpn. 2018, 29, 909–914. [CrossRef]

70. Sammonds, J.; Jaspers, M.V.; Jones, E.E. Pre-Infection Processes of Botryosphaeriaceae spp.: Adhesion of Conidia to Different
Substrata. Plant Pathol. 2016, 65, 1142–1152. [CrossRef]

71. Moayedfar, M.; Assadi, M.K. Various Types of Anti-Reflective Coatings (Arcs) Based on the Layer Composition and Surface
Topography: A Review. Rev. Adv. Mater. Sci. 2018, 53, 187–205. [CrossRef]

72. Li, S.; Liu, Y.; Zheng, Z.; Liu, X.; Huang, H.; Han, Z.; Ren, L. Biomimetic Robust Superhydrophobic Stainless-Steel Surfaces with
Antimicrobial Activity and Molecular Dynamics Simulation. Chem. Eng. J. 2019, 372, 852–861. [CrossRef]

https://www.sciencedirect.com/topics/chemical-engineering/polydimethylsiloxane
https://www.sciencedirect.com/topics/chemical-engineering/polydimethylsiloxane
http://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.matsci.28.1.153
http://doi.org/10.1049/mnl.2017.0230
http://doi.org/10.1021/am502384q
http://doi.org/10.1080/08927010601136957
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.cirp.2018.05.001
http://doi.org/10.1007/s12154-014-0113-1
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25320647
http://doi.org/10.1023/B:VISI.0000029664.99615.94
https://github.com/opencv/opencv
http://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-020-2649-2
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32939066
https://www.nature.com/articles/s41592-019-0686-2
https://www.nature.com/articles/s41592-019-0686-2
https://zenodo.org/record/12710#.YkLia_lByUk
http://doi.org/10.1139/b97-068
http://doi.org/10.1128/aem.59.6.1786-1791.1993
http://doi.org/10.3762/bjnano.2.19
http://doi.org/10.1021/acs.langmuir.5b00670
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s40684-021-00325-8
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s40684-021-00325-8
http://doi.org/10.1021/acs.nanolett.1c01584
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.pmpp.2005.07.003
http://doi.org/10.1007/s00253-021-11214-0
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.apt.2018.01.007
http://doi.org/10.1111/ppa.12485
http://doi.org/10.1515/rams-2018-0013
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.cej.2019.04.200


Materials 2022, 15, 2526 16 of 16

73. Mosbach, A.; Leroch, M.; Mendgen, K.W.; Hahn, M. Lack of Evidence for a Role of Hydrophobins in Conferring Surface
Hydrophobicity to Conidia and Hyphae of Botrytis Cinerea. BMC Microbiol. 2011, 11, 10. [CrossRef]

74. Feng, G.; Cheng, Y.; Wang, S.-Y.; Borca-Tasciuc, D.A.; Worobo, R.W.; Moraru, C.I. Bacterial Attachment and Biofilm Formation on
Surfaces Are Reduced by Small-Diameter Nanoscale Pores: How Small Is Small Enough? Npj Biofilms Microbiomes 2015, 1, 15022.
[CrossRef]

75. Jaggessar, A.; Shahali, H.; Mathew, A.; Yarlagadda, P.K.D.V. Bio-Mimicking Nano and Micro-Structured Surface Fabrication for
Antibacterial Properties in Medical Implants. J. Nanobio Technol. 2017, 15, 64. [CrossRef]

76. Feng, L.; Zhang, Y.; Xi, J.; Zhu, Y.; Wang, N.; Xia, F.; Jiang, L. Petal Effect: A Superhydrophobic State with High Adhesive Force.
Langmuir 2008, 24, 4114–4119. [CrossRef]

77. Bio-Inspired Textures for Functional Applications. Elsevier Enhanced Reader. Available online: https://reader.elsevier.
com/reader/sd/pii/S0007850618301495?token=3C57EDBD069C2D078D720CEB6819C7D064993AFE2A7029AD2DEAAFCFA1
C6ACFA59E83DD90231D101645E346BDA538829&originRegion=eu-west-1&originCreation=20211014115305 (accessed on
14 October 2021).

78. Nonomura, T.; Xu, L.; Wada, M.; Kawamura, S.; Miyajima, T.; Nishitomi, A.; Kakutani, K.; Takikawa, Y.; Matsuda, Y.; Toyoda, H.
Trichome Exudates of Lycopersicon Pennellii Form a Chemical Barrier to Suppress Leaf-Surface Germination of Oidium Neoly-
copersici Conidia. Plant Sci. 2009, 176, 31–37. [CrossRef]

79. Karabourniotis, G.; Liakopoulos, G.; Nikolopoulos, D.; Bresta, P. Protective and Defensive Roles of Non-Glandular Trichomes
against Multiple Stresses: Structure–Function Coordination. J. For. Res. 2020, 31, 353–364. [CrossRef]

80. Kortekamp, A.; Zyprian, E. Leaf Hairs as a Basic Protective Barrier against Downy Mildew of Grape. J. Phytopathol. 1999, 147,
453–459. [CrossRef]

81. Liu, H.; Liu, S.; Jiao, J.; Lu, T.J.; Xu, F. Trichomes as a Natural Biophysical Barrier for Plants and Their Bioinspired Applications.
Soft Matter 2017, 13, 5096–5106. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

82. Quéré, D. Wetting and Roughness. Annu. Rev. Mater. Res. 2008, 38, 71–99. [CrossRef]
83. Bixler, G.D.; Theiss, A.; Bhushan, B.; Lee, S.C. Anti-Fouling Properties of Microstructured Surfaces Bio-Inspired by Rice Leaves

and Butterfly Wings. J. Colloid Interface Sci. 2014, 419, 114–133. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

http://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2180-11-10
http://doi.org/10.1038/npjbiofilms.2015.22
http://doi.org/10.1186/s12951-017-0306-1
http://doi.org/10.1021/la703821h
https://reader.elsevier.com/reader/sd/pii/S0007850618301495?token=3C57EDBD069C2D078D720CEB6819C7D064993AFE2A7029AD2DEAAFCFA1C6ACFA59E83DD90231D101645E346BDA538829&originRegion=eu-west-1&originCreation=20211014115305
https://reader.elsevier.com/reader/sd/pii/S0007850618301495?token=3C57EDBD069C2D078D720CEB6819C7D064993AFE2A7029AD2DEAAFCFA1C6ACFA59E83DD90231D101645E346BDA538829&originRegion=eu-west-1&originCreation=20211014115305
https://reader.elsevier.com/reader/sd/pii/S0007850618301495?token=3C57EDBD069C2D078D720CEB6819C7D064993AFE2A7029AD2DEAAFCFA1C6ACFA59E83DD90231D101645E346BDA538829&originRegion=eu-west-1&originCreation=20211014115305
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.plantsci.2008.09.002
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11676-019-01034-4
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1439-0434.1999.tb03850.x
http://doi.org/10.1039/C7SM00622E
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28628172
http://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.matsci.38.060407.132434
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcis.2013.12.019
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24491339

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	Biological Materials 
	Synthetic Surface Fabrication 
	Conidia Application and Washing Procedure 
	Contact Angles Measurement 
	Microscopy and Image Processing 
	Statistical Analysis 

	Results 
	Conidia Repellent Characteristics of Natural and Synthetic Systems 
	Microstructure, Hydrophobicity, and Conidia Repellency 
	Sub-Surface Microstructure Conidia Repellency Abilities 

	Discussion 
	References

