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Figure S1. Chromatogram of Cympobogon citratus EO
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Figure S1. a. MS spectrum of myrcene
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Figure S1. b. MS spectrum of b-citral




111 MS Spectrum Resuits

2ot QRAEF ¢ XA O9C T Il WAL BB Ik = 3
%108 |+El Scan (it 17.714-17.822 min, 34 scans) Citronella.D
1.5+ ~
1.25- 2
14 -
0.754 s
0.5 — :"‘o o par - —
o=l B Bggll & 7 BT 28 B
0 A WLy @ L |l.|ll. Lalls '-..ln | . | 1
30 40 S0 6 70 8 %0 100 110 120 130 140 150 160 170 180 180 200
Counts vs. Mass-to-Charge (m/z2)
Figure S1. c. MS spectrum of a-citral
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Figure S2. Chromatogram of Lavandula dentata EO
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Figure S2. a. MS spectrum of eucalyptol
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Figure S3. Chromatogram of Lavandula hybrida EO

1l1 MS Spectrum Resuits

2ot Q¥ ¥ 54 O9C 1

vl WELD BBKE = I

x10%
354
34
25+
2.
1.5+

431

811

11

+E| Scan (it 8.322-8.401 min, 25 scans) EO_Luv_Mawa D

841

1081

1111

1391

154.2

1-
0.5+
0

',—121.1

- q
lll ”.-’.|l. Winn |

1381

11

75 80 ab 90 95 100 105 110 115 120 125 130 1
Counts vs. Mass-to-Charge (m/z)

150 155

Figure S3. a. MS spectrum of eucalyptol
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Figure S3. b. MS spectrum of linalool
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Figure S3. c. MS spectrum of camphor
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Figure S3. d. MS spectrum of linalyl acetate




%107 |+E| TIC Scan Origanum 1.d
14 13884 Terpinen-4-ol
0.9- /
0.8
-terpinene
or{
0.64 x
054 o-cymene 3299
0.44 N\
0.3- B-caryophyllene
0.2 J
0.1 I 12.18 23912
0. L b ; 21503 | 31.476
4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20 22 24 26 28 30 32 34 36 38 40 42 44 46 48 50 52 54 56 58
Counts vs. Acquasition Time (min)
Figure S4. Chromatogram of Origanum majoranal EO
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Figure S4. a. MS spectrum of o-cymene
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Figure S4. b. MS spectrum of terpinene-4-ol




111 MS Spectrum Results
2ot QR ¢ SAO9CT vl WAL BBHRE bk = 3

x104 |+El Scan (it 23.863-23.964 min, 32 scans) Origanum 1 Maximum number of list panes

354 -

P = & R 5

T - - = =

1 .| 5 g R - = 5 & o

1 = 8l ot ;2 T - = T E 2 o~
i alal i AL A L L E 1 2
0 | Ilj. ul’lll 1l 8]1 | l | I. ||l 'l- llu |'T N o7 |Il 1 |, Il I. |

30 40 S50 60 70 8 9% 100 190 120 130 140 150 160 170 180 190 200

Counts vs. Massto-Charge (m/z)

Figure S4. c. MS spectrum of b-caryophyllene
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Figure S5. Chromatogram of Origanum majorana2 EO
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Figure S6. Chromatogram of Melaleuca alternifolia EO
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Figure S6. a. MS spectrum of a-pinene
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Figure S6. b. MS spectrum of g-terpinene
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Figure S7. Chromatogram of Laurus nobilis EO
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Figure S7. a. MS spectrum of sabinene
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Figure S7. b. MS spectrum of a-terpenyl acetate



