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Figure S1. The optimization of effective parameters for analysis of pure compounds: (a)
concentration of organic dyes and (b) reaction time.
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Figure S2. Evaluation of the Euclidean norms of sensor for detection of (a) ethanol, (b)
acetaldehyde and (c) ethyl acetate. Sensor responses were collected immediately and also during

100 days (within a 15-day interval) after sensor fabrication.
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Figure S3. The effect of temperature (a) and time of interaction (b) on the sensor responses after
exposed to urine samples of control and injured people.
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Figure S4. The correlation between the response of sensing elements S3 (a) and S7 (b) and

severity of injury. The analysis was performed in oven at 75°C for 90 min.
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Figure S5. Evaluating the reproducibility of the sensor responses after exposing to (a) control and
(b) injured samples. The analysis was performed in oven at 75°C for 90 min. The RSD % were
obtained as 5.62 % and 4.67 % for control and injured samples.
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Figure S6. The schematic for the practical method: (a) the designed sensor, (b) the plastic
substrate, (c) pasting the sensor on the substrate, (d) embedding the sensor to cap of the container,
(e) filling the container with pure volatile compounds, transferring the container under the hood
and doing the test for 60 min, (f) filling the container with urine sample, transferring the container
to oven and doing the test for 90 min, (g) recording the image of sensor, (h) analysis the images
with a software and (i) collecting the data for further qualitative and quantitative analysis.
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