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Figure S1. Normalized Raman spectra (at 1438 cm™) of those in Figure 3.
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Figure S2. Experimental Raman spectrum from the marijuana trichomes and quantum chemical simulated spectra for the
main expected marijuana cannabinoids at the Def2-TZVP calculation model.
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Figure S3. 2D Scores Scatter plots representing the three planes forming the 3D Scores Scatter plot from the OPLS-DA
model (Figure 6) applied to the Sativa marijuana Raman spectra in order to differentiate the sample type.
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Figure S4. Contribution (loadings-focused) plots for the various Sativa samples analysed in this work. (A) Original Am-
nesia (top part) compared to the rest of the samples. (B) Amnesia Haze Hypro (top part) compared to the rest of the
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samples. (C) YGriega (top part) compared to the rest of the samples. (D) Amnesia Haze (top part) compared to the rest of
the samples.



