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Supporting Information

Figure S1. EIS circuit fittings for the different IDP sensors.
a) MIP@CNT/CNC MN sensor
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¢) IDP-imprinted PANI/CNC@CNT/CNC MN sensor
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Figure S2. Overlaid CVs (0.10 V/s) obtained from the analysis of 0.10 M PBS blank, 2.0, 9.1, and
99 uM imidacloprid (IDP) using the a) MIP@CNT/CNC; b) NIP@CNT/CNC; and ¢) IDP-
imprinted PANI/CNC@CNT/CNC MN sensors.
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Figure S3. Overlaid DPVs (0.10 V/s) obtained from the analysis of 0.10 M PBS blank, 0.20, 0.89,
and 92 uM imidacloprid (IDP) using the a) MIP@CNT/CNC and b) NIP@CNT/CNC MN sensors.
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Figure S4. Overlaid DPVs (0.10 V/s) obtained from the sequential analysis of 0.10 M PBS blank,
1.0 uM glucose (GLU), 1.0 uM bioallethrin (BAT), 1.0 uM methyl imazamethabenz (MIB), and
1.0 uM imidacloprid (IDP) in 0.10 PBS using the MIP@CNT/CNC MN sensor.
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Figure S5. Overlaid a) CVs (0.10 V/s) and b) DPVs (0.10 V/s) obtained from the analysis of 0.10
M PBS blank, honey sample, and 79 pM imidacloprid (IDP) using the MIP@CNT/CNC MN

sensor.
100 >_ 20
90 { a) = b)
—_— w 60 <
s 80 wm—Honey Sample =
B; 0.10 P 3 50 ¥y=115x+ 04
g o T omet CE RE=0.00
g 60 1.0 mg/L IDP E 10
2 50 =30 mg/L IDP b
> w30 4
& 40 @
2 3 E 20 A
20
= 10 o
10
0 0
3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 0 1 2 3 4 5

Retention Time (min) [IDP] (mg/L)

Figure S6. a) Overlaid LC-MS chromatograms (@ 270.4 nm) obtained from a honey sample, 0.10,
1.0, and 5.0 mg/L imidacloprid (IDP) standards; and b) peak signal intensity vs. IDP concentration

external calibration curve.



