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Table S1. T1 and T2 relaxation times of six edible vegetable oils.

Edible vegetable oils T1 (ms) T2 (ms)
Soybean oil (SO) 164.5 150.4
Olive oil (OL) 139.6 119.0
Peanut oil (PO) 145.1 125.5
Flaxseed oil (FO) 193.5 188.7
Corn oil (CO) 158.4 145.0
Sunflower oil (SFO) 176.3 141.3
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Figure S1. Relaxation curves of the six edible vegetable oils: a) T2; b) T1.
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Figure S2. NMR relaxation fingerprints in the form of heat map plots obtained for four different brands of OL and FO.
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Figure S3. NMR relaxation fingerprints in the form of heat map plots obtained for four different brands of CO and

SFO.
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Figure S4. NMR relaxation fingerprints in the form of heat map plots obtained for three different brands of SO and
PO.
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Figure S5. Results of method stability testing, where equivalent f(t1, 1) data were acquired for
the same FO sample using the same instrument on the same day but at the different times: a)
morning (Test 1); b) afternoon (Test 2); c) evening (Test 3). d) Plot of the signal intensity ob-
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tained for each of the eight regions defined in Figure 3a for each test.
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Figure S6. NMR relaxation fingerprints in the form of heat map plots for FO and SO samples, and a series of mixed
FO-SO samples with different adulteration ratios in the validation dataset.



FO

SO

Blended Sample

Blended Sample of Validation Set

20%A [ 95% Confidence Ellipsoid for SO
m 95% Confidence Ellipsoid for FO

> > € ©

2'0 30% "4 40%
50%4
\,‘* 50%4
70%
i) "4 70%
! A 80%
¢ 0,5 90%
0.5
°
! <
) ” ~-0.4
; )
W 0.0
= s
=
b o 0.4
= >
B =

Figure S7. Signal intensities of the B, E, and G regions of the heat map plots in Figure S6 within the 3D characteristic
coordinate system with the 95% confidence ellipsoids corresponding to the FO and SO clusters. The data points plot-
ted in Figure 6 are included here for comparison.
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Figure S8. a) Root mean PRESS values obtained for factors 1-8 from cross validation as a metric

for determining the number of significant factors in the PLSR model. b) Variable importance
plot (VIP) of independent variables A-H. c) Coefficient plot for the PLSR model.



