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Supplementary information: Figures and tables 

 

Figure S1: Environmental chamber 

Table S1: Windspeed settings used during pheromone release experiments 

Windspeed (km/h) Reynold’s number 

(channel) 

Reynold’s number 

(sample) 
0 0 0 

1.3 5691 869 

1.6 7005 1070 

1.8 7880 1204 

4 17512 2675 

5.8 25393 3880 

8.3 36338 5552 

12.5 54727 8362 

16 70050 10703 

 



 

Figure S2: Comparison of control net (no pheromone) with EBF mass loss tests 

 

Figure S3: Distribution of trees in field tests 
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Figure S4: SEM image of a cross-section of an amorphous PLA disk treated by DDD. Yellow 

arrow indicated the thickness of the porous layer created by DDD 

 

Figure S5: SEM images of a cross-section of a DDD treated PLA fiber 

 

116±6 μm 



 

Figure S6: Mass loss rate of n-dodecane during the first two hours of evaporation as a function 

of temperature. Error bars represent 95% confidence intervals, natural log time scale used, lines 

are to guide the reader’s eye. 



  

Figure S5: n-dodecane mass loss from (A) untreated multifilament nets and (B) DDD treated 

multifilament nets at 10 %RH and 95 %RH. Error bars represent 95% confidence intervals, 

natural log time scale use, lines are to guide the reader’s eye. 



 

Figure S6: EBF mass loss from DDD treated disk multifilament net under standard lab 

conditions. Error bars represent 95% confidence intervals, natural log time scale used, lines are 

to guide the reader’s eye. 

 

Table S2:  Mean number of apterous aphids per treatment and for each sampling day per years 

of experiment. 

Year Day Aphid count per treatment (mean) 

Control Net EBF 

2023 0 15 15 15 

3 45.8 33.6 24.0 

6 54.2 43.3 18.3 

8 41.7 49.7 24.7 

10 78.2 75.5 33.7 

13 103.5 79.2 21.5 

15 212.7 148.7 41.5 

17 241.2 203.3 42.7 

20 420.3 329.0 65.5 



2024 0 15 15 15 

4 82.3 70.0 76.5 

7 119.8 91.7 91.3 

11 279.7 233.0 190.5 

14 410.0 330.5 261.5 

18 211.2 110.7 119.8 

21 180.2 128.2 124.2 
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