Table S1. Matrix effect (ME) for 11 triazole fungicides in 4 fruit samples

Compounds ME
Apple Pear Orange Banana

Triadimefon 0.80 0.87 0/91 0.94
Triadimenol 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.89
Triflumizole 0.94 1.02 1.05 1.09
Hexaconazole 1.09 0.84 0.93 1.07
Flusilazole 0.89 1.09 1.09 1.09
Diniconazole 1.09 0.94 0.93 1.05
Epoxiconazole 0.74 1.08 1.08 1.08
Propiconazole 1.09 0.91 091 0.93
Tebuconazole 1.18 0.89 0.89 0.91
Bitertanol 0.89 1.07 1.07 1.10
Difenoconazole 1.04 0.97 1.01 0.99

ME = slope mafrix/SlOpe solvent [1]

ME: 0.9-1.1, the matrix effect could be ignored

ME: <0.9, matrix weaken effect

ME: >1.1, matrix enhancement effect
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Table S2. Reusability of the C/FesOs NCs

chromatography

tandem mass

Recoveries + SD (Spiked level: 0.2 mg/L, n=3)

Compounds

Recycle 1 Recycle 5 Recycle 10 Recycle 15
Triadimefon 83.78+1.11a 78.85+1.23b 78.60+1.22b 74.30 +1.07c
Triadimenol 96.22+0.92a 93.52+0.89a 88.41+1.12a 86.50+1.06b
Triflumizole 73.82+1.56a 72.45+1.28ab 71.91+1.12b 68.53+1.03¢
Hexaconazole 88.27+1.07a 86.19+1.21b 84.14+1.32¢ 79.44+1.23d
Flusilazole 96.41+1.36a 95.54+1.38b 95.12+1.67b 87.43+1.36¢
Diniconazole 97.57+1.48a 95.77+1.71b 91.99+1.70c 88.47+1.41d
Epoxiconazole 86.67+1.12a 85.16+1.12b 82.01+1.22¢ 77.13+1.26d
Propiconazole 96.22+1.66a 93.52+1.65ab 88.41+1.45b 86.50+1.34b
Tebuconazole 88.20+1.14a 86.14+1.37b 85.43+1.24c 81.19+1.35d
Bitertanol 88.38+1.28a 86.65+1.34b 84.79+1.44c 80.43+1.49d
Difenoconazole 89.17+1.18a 86.43+1.26b 84.74+1.39¢ 80.59+1.34d

The different letters of the same line represent significant differences (P<0.05)
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