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Introduction of oil emissions Photochemical aging
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Fig. S1. Time series of organic mass concentration in a pure SOA experiment (sunflower oil). The
emissions from heated sunflower oil were introduced from t = -1.95 h to t = 0.38 h. The POA

concentration was lower than 0.5 g m™ and thus was considered as negligible.



(a) 10 5 4.998 —
—— Q for fPeak -0.2 —o— Q for p2 )

Current Solution Current Solution
4.996 —
499419 o o o (o ——-0—0——0——0//’/.
4.992 =

5 — ®
¢ 4990

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
3 4 5 -1.0 -0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0

Factors fPeak

@

N —

(c) 1.0

Q/Qexpected
o ~ © ©
| | | |
I H_ ‘ /
Q/Qexpected @

N I
c
g 0.
g -SOA o
s 3
@ o
2 04 o
= =
3
0.2 «
12
0.0 - I
1 0.8 -06 -04 -0.2 0 02 04 06 08 1
fPeak Time since light on (h)
(e) 10—
o 4 e X Residual
‘e 8 — —— X Abs (Residual)
o ]
= 6 —
c
5 ]
E 4o
§ .
o 2
b= -
S 4

3 2 4 0 1 2 3 4 5
Time since lights on (h)

Fig. S2. Diagnostic plots of the PMF analysis for the palm oil experiment. The following plots are
shown (a) Q/Qexp Vs Nnumber of factors; (b) Q/Qexp Vs. fPeak for the solution with optimal number
of factors; (c) mass fraction of PMF factors vs. fPeak; (d) the time series of Q/Qexp; (€) the residual

of PMF solutions.
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Fig. S3. Diagnostic plots of the PMF analysis for the olive oil experiment. The following plots are
shown (a) Q/Qexp Vs Nnumber of factors; (b) Q/Qexp Vs. fPeak for the solution with optimal number

of factors; (c) mass fraction of PMF factors vs. fPeak; (d) the time series of Q/Qexp; (€) the residual
of PMF solutions.
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Fig. S4. Time series of the three factor solutions of PMF analysis with fPeak = 0 for the olive oil

experiment.
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Fig. S5. High-resolution mass spectra of PMF-derived POA and SOA factors for the olive and

palm oil.
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Fig. S6. Mass spectra of POA emissions in this study and POA measured in an oxidation flow

reactor (Liu et al., 2017) for olive oil.
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