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Fig. S1 Additional SEM and TEM images of Fe-soc-MOF nanoparticles.
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Fig. S2 (a) SEM images of Fe-soc-MOF nanoparticles dispersed in ethanol, (b) particle size

distribution obtained by counting about 100 particles.
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Fig. S3 PXRD patterns of Fe-soc-MOF, Fe-soc-MOF@PEG and FPINs.
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Fig. S4 FT-IR spectra of iron-oleate complex and sodium oleate.
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Fig. S5 Photos taken at different reaction times for Fe-soc-MOF.
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Fig. S6 SEM images of Fe-soc-MOF nanoparticles prepared in the absence of triethylamine.

Fig. S7 (a) SEM images of Fe-soc-MOF@PEG nanoparticles dispersed in water. (b)
Photographs of Fe-soc-MOF, Fe-soc-MOF@PEG and FPINs after dispersed in water for 6h.
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Fig. S8 SEM and TEM images of FPINs.

S6



Intensity (%)

12

10+

-
L

L]
s

F] e,
0 100 200 300 400 500 600 700 800 900
size (nm)

18

16

14
- 124
10

(%]

=

Intensit;

o M
N

L -
" t

184 .
™~ 16 Fis
[\ pes a ] \  DMEM
. g 12 . \ .
!{ \-\ i 7 \ medium
§ o
; \ E 4] 'J \
| \ 4 / '\
-4.'1{ Y —— ; _,’ ——v——r .\,\- o
0 100 200 300 400 500 600 700 800 900 0 100 200 300 400 500 600 700 800 900
size (nm} size (nm)

Fig. S9 DLS results for FPINs suspended in H,O, PBS (pH = 7.4) and DMEM culture medium

containing 10% of fetal bovine serum, respectively.
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Fig. S10 The average hydrodynamic size and the corresponding polydispersity index of FPINs
suspended in H,O, PBS (pH = 7.4) and DMEM culture medium containing 10% of fetal bovine

serum, respectively.
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Fig. S11 FT-IR spectra of Fe-soc-MOF, Fe-soc-MOF@PEG, FPINs and pure ICG.
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Fig. S12 TGA curves for Fe-soc-MOF and FPINs.
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Fig. S13 N, adsorption-desorption isotherms for Fe-soc-MOF and FPINs.
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Fig. S14 Pore size distribution curves for (a) Fe-soc-MOF and (b) FPINs.
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Table S1. Sorption data summary for Fe-soc-MOF and FPINs.

Property Fe-soc-MOF FPINs

BET surface area (m'g ) 757.45 678.46

Langmuir surface area (m'g ) 944.74 902.58

Pore volume (cm’g) 0.395 0.315

Pore width (nm) 0.67 0.57
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Fig. S15 UV-vis-NIR absorption spectra of (a) free ICG and (b) FPINs aqueous solution

irradiated with an 808 nm laser for different times. The initial ICG concentration is 20 pg/mL.
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Table S2 Comparison of different photothermal agents.

Content Laser Time
Materials density Wazﬁ::)lgth ( :/] ) Ref
L 0
(ng/mL) (W/em?) ()
FPINs 125 0.88 300 308 253 | This
work
AuNRs@ZIF-8 - 2 600 808 22.7 S1
UiO-66@PAN 100 1.5 300 808 21.6 S2
BSA/SAs- 200 1 600 660 40.53 S3
NMOF
PDA-PCM®@
100 1.5 300 808 30.61 S4
ZIF-8/DOX
Cy@ZIF-8 20 0.8 300 808 33.2 S5
MCP NPs 50 1 900 808 41.3 Sé6
siRNA/Zr-FeP 50 1.9 600 635 33.7 S7
UiO-66@CyP 25 1 300 808 27.3 S8
NMOF-SNO 600 1 600 808 48.3 S9
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Fig. S16 UV-vis-NIR absorption spectra of Fe-soc-MOF@PEG aqueous solution.
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Fig. S17 UV-vis absorption spectra of DPBF solution without FPINs after irradiated under an 808

nm laser for seven minutes.
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Fig. S18 Generation of ROS in the presence of FPINs in HelLa cells. The upper row shows
fluorescent images of the control group. The lower row shows fluorescent images of

FPINs-treated cells.
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Fig. S19 The UV-vis-NIR absorption spectra of Fe-soc-MOF@PEG before and after irradiated

by an 808 nm laser for 10 min.
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Fig. S20 (a) T.-weighted MR images of FPINs dispersed in water with different concentrations,

and relaxation rate R» (1/T,) versus different concentrations of FPINs at room temperature.
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Fig. S21 In vitro cell viability data of FPINs against L929 cells after incubation for 24 h.
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Fig. S22 Infrared thermal images of tumor-bearing mice injected with saline or FPINs solutions

after an 808 nm laser irradiation for different times.
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