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Abstract
In-vitro meat production has entered into the phase of pilot-commercial scale production from the conceptual-laboratory phase. The 
main challenge for in-vitro meat production on a commercial scale is the very high cost of its production, mainly due to the cost of cell 
culture media, growth regulators, and the requirement of highly skilled manpower. The development of serum-free and animal-free 
culture media with plant, microbial, and fungi-derived compounds through recombinant technology and media recycling is crucial for 
scaling up in-vitro meat production and reducing the price of the end products. The proper design of bioreactors specific to in-vitro meat 
production, their automation, utilization of natural and edible scaffolds, and microcarriers made up of edible materials are the present 
focus of researchers. The co-culturing by proliferating various cells such as adipocytes, chondrocytes, fibroblasts, and endothelial cells are 
applied for imparting textural and organoleptic attributes to developed products similar to conventional meat. The industrial process to 
produce in-vitro meat needs a clear synergy between the biological, chemical, technical, and industrial fields because at the moment the 
main research focus is on the development and improvement of cell lines available to set up cell culture and culture media, bioreactors, 
cell lines, scaffolding, and biofabrication. The research on in-vitro meat is limited by the fact that from the industry the protocols are not 
properly divulgated.
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Conventional meat production is considered an inef-
ficient process of converting vegetable proteins into ani-
mal proteins by rearing and slaughtering meat animals. 
With the ever-increasing human population crossing the 
8 billion mark recently (on 15 November 2022), it be-
comes quite imperative to ensure a proper meat supply 
in the future in a sustainable manner with the already 
dwindling natural resources (Kumar et al., 2022 a, 2021, 
2019, 2017). To fulfill the future demand for meat for 
the burgeoning population, the meat production system 
needs a major transformation and technological break-
through as incremental gains by improving the available 

technologies or scaling up the production of conven-
tional meat production would not be sufficient (Chen et 
al., 2022). Thus, the present focus of the food industry 
is to ensure a sustainable supply of meat by harnessing 
the available resources and improving the technology for 
the production of meat alternatives such as plant-based 
meat analogs, cultured meat, insect meat, and hybrid 
mead products (Kumar et al., 2022 b, c; Sharma et al., 
2022). Among these alternatives, cultured meat/in-vitro 
meat has attracted significant attention from researchers 
and policymakers worldwide. As per Reiss et al. (2021) 
and Lanzoni et al. (2022) estimations, in-vitro meat pro-
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duction requires 89% less water, 99% less land, and 96% 
lower GHGs (greenhouse gases) as compared to inten-
sive livestock farming. 

In-vitro meat as the term indicates refers to producing 
edible biomass from stem cells by applying cell culturing 
technology (Stephens et al., 2018). This technology has 
the potential to supply high-quality animal proteins at low 
environmental impact with minimal use of animals, later 
restricted to the harvesting of stem cells through muscle 
biopsy (Post et al., 2020). The in-vitro meat production 
process is completed in the 4 basic steps viz., 1) harvest-
ing stem cells from embryos or biopsy, 2) proliferation 
of these stem cells in the presence of growth factors, and 
nutrients followed by cell growth on scaffolds/micro-
carriers, 3) induced maturation of cells into myofibers, 
adipocytes, and other mature cells and 4) processing this 
edible tissue into meat products (Guan et al., 2021). To 
get desired texture and sensory attributes, co-culturing of 
multiple cells or 3D/4D bioprinting are applied (Zhang 
and Wang, 2019). There are three approaches for in-vitro 
myogenesis viz., muscle stem cells, differentiated from 
pluripotent stem cells and direct reprogramming apply-
ing transgenesis (Choi et al., 2019, 2020, 2021; Ding et 
al., 2018; Genovese et al., 2017). During the harvesting 
of efficient stem cells, animal species, age (age-induced 
loss of proliferation could be controlled by IGF 1 fac-
tor) and sex (effect of sex hormones, males have more 

satellite cells than females) affect the overall collection 
of the satellite cells (Choi et al., 2020). For harvesting 
stem cells from donor animals, tissue biopsy (by using a 
needle, quick process to collect up to 0.5 g sample, little 
stress to animals) and a small incision (more invasive, up 
to 15 g sample) could be used with a frequency of 4 sam-
ples collection in every session with one session in every 
three months to facilitate proper recovery to animals 
(Melzener et al., 2021). Figure 1 depicts various steps in 
the production of in-vitro meat. 

Due to its minimal involvement of animals and po-
tential sustainability, in-vitro meat is also known as 
“cell-based”, “cultivated”, “clean”, “slaughter-free”, 
“lab-grown”, and “nano-pastured” meat (Pakseresht et 
al., 2022). The production techniques involve the col-
lection and purification of cells and storage, transporta-
tion, standardization, quality control, and food process-
ing technology are employed on it for the creation of 
meat products based on in-vitro meat (Post et al., 2020).  
The in-vitro meat is created under sterile circumstan- 
ces, thus associated with the additional merits of being  
a safe, long-lasting meat, with lower food loss (Furuhashi 
et al., 2021), provided the whole production process  
follows high-quality GMP (good manufacturing prac- 
tices), hygiene and sanitation as per the globally recog-
nized standards such as European Union and FDA stand-
ards. 

Figure 1. Production of in-vitro meat (adopted from Kumar et al., 2021 a)
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The fundamental advantage of “in-vitro meat” is that 
it potentially allows for mass production from a small 
number of animal cells, derived either from farm animals 
or from cell lines that multiply in bioreactors. As a result, 
this method utilizes fewer/minimum animals to produce 
a large quantity of meat, hence termed “victimless meat”, 
“slaughter-free meat” or “cruelty-free meat” (Chriki and 
Hocquette, 2020). However, while producing in-vitro 
meat, suitable technological innovations such as co-cul-
turing should be applied for matching the nutritive value 
of in-vitro meat to conventional meat such as fatty acid 
profile, vitamin B12, and trace minerals. It is also desired 
to produce in-vitro meat owing to organoleptic attributes 
such as color, appearance, flavor, and texture similar to 
conventional meat. Cultured meat production is thought 
to be safer for customers, healthier, and disease-free as 
compared to traditional meat production (Arshad et al., 
2017). The other associated merits acclaimed to in-vitro 
meat are a production method complying with animal 
welfare due to slaughter-free production, better compo-
sitional control and nutritive quality of the developed 
product, and better food safety and lower public health 
risk (zoonoses) (Post et al., 2020). Based on the life cycle 
assessment (LCA), in-vitro meat had a 7–45% lower en-
ergy requirement, 78–96% lower greenhouse gas emis-
sion, and 82–96% lower land requirement as compared 
to conventional meat (Tuomisto and de Mattos, 2011). 
However, the gains in energy and greenhouse gas (GHG) 
emissions depend upon the specific production process 
and utilization of clean energy in the production of in-
vitro meat (Lynch and Pierrehumbert, 2019). The in-
creased CO2 would likely to affect agricultural produc-
tion and food quality with comparatively less effect on 
photosynthesis in C4 plants. In general, increased CO2 
results in increased growth, higher photosynthesis, lower 
stomatal conductance, decreased water consumption, and 
lowering tissue protein contents in plants (Taub, 2010; 
Gamage et al., 2018). In the context of cell culturing, CO2 
via bicarbonate buffer plays a crucial role in pH mainte-
nance and cellular integrity; where CO2 inhibition causes 
acidification of medium (Dubey et al., 2021). Further, 
the CO2 concentration in the bioreactor also affects the 
utilization of glucose and production of lactate as up to 
40–50% lower glucose utilization at 140 mmHg of par-
tial CO2 (DeZengotita et al., 1998). In addition to avian 
and mammalian cell culture for in-vitro meat production, 
fish cells are regarded as potentially better suitable for 
tissue culture due to their physiological properties such 
as tolerance to hypoxia, salt tolerance, buffering capacity, 
ability to grow at low temperatures (Rubio et al., 2019 a). 

The production process of in-vitro meat has three ba-
sic requirements: cell, media, and scaffold (Allan et al., 
2019). To realize the acclaimed merits of in-vitro meat, it 
should be popularized and produced at a mass scale. For 
example, for the production of 1 ton of in-vitro meat, 1014 

cells need to be produced, which would need a bioreactor 
of 10,000 L with 107 cells/mL density in the bioreactor 
(Guan et al., 2021). Similarly, for producing 1 kg protein 

from muscle cells, approx. 2.9×1011 to 8×1012 cells are 
required (Rosser and Thomas-Vazquez, 2018). Thus, for 
a perceivable contribution to conventional meat produc-
tion, huge investment and technological breakthrough 
are needed. As per a report by CE Delft, the availability 
and cost of cell culture media are the main driver affect-
ing the mass-scale production of in-vitro meat (CE Delft, 
2021), with growth factors and recombinant proteins ac-
counting up to 99% of the cost of cell culture media.

Based on information gathered from industry leaders 
and published literature, Garrison et al. (2022) analyzed 
the cost of production of in-vitro meat production on  
a large scale with an annual production capacity of 
540,000 kg in a scenario assuming several technologi-
cal advancements/innovations leading to marked cost 
reduction in the growth hormones and culture media. 
The authors reported the cost of 1 kg of in-vitro meat 
to $63 in the proposed model with cell-culture medi-
um, bioreactors, and labor charges accounting for $55/
kg (more than 80%) of the overall cost of production. 
Thus, there is an urgent need to develop low-cost culture 
media, large-scale bioreactors, and automation to make 
this novel product affordable to the common consumer. 
Thus, to make in-vitro meat affordable and competitive 
with conventional meat, ready and cheap availability of 
these ingredients is crucial. According to one estimate, 
the reduction of the cost of cell culture media has the 
potential to decrease the cost of in-vitro meat to $15/kg 
(Chen et al., 2022). Other important factors are a trained 
and skilled workforce and the utilization of efficient and 
clean energy. This warrants the upgradation and scaling 
up of the supply chain and ensures a proper supply of 
inputs such as media, stem cells, etc. 

This technology has undergone a significant overhaul-
ing in the last decade with technological advancements in 
producing and maintaining more stable and efficient cell 
culture lines, novel and sustainable media ingredients, 
microcarriers for improved delivery of nutrients ensuring 
improved cell growth, scaffolds materials and designs for 
structuring the edible tissue and bioreactors. In this con-
text, the present review summarized the recent advance-
ments in production and scaling up the in-vitro meat. 

Current market scenario
The first breakthrough in the production of in-vitro 

meat has been in August 2013 with the launching of the 
in-vitro meat burger for sensory evaluation at a press 
conference in London, UK prepared by Mark Post from 
Maastricht University, The Netherlands. At present, there 
are more than 33 start-ups/companies working on bet-
ter technological inventions to produce in-vitro meat on 
an industrial scale and at an affordable cost (Kumar et 
al., 2021 a). JUST, UPSIDE Foods, Aleph Farms, Mosa 
Meat, New Harvest, Memphis Meats, Modern Meadow, 
and Meatable are major start-ups related to in-vitro meat 
production. In December 2020, Eat Just, a US startup 
formerly known as Beyond Egg or Hampton Creek, 
launched chicken nuggets/bites prepared from tissue 
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grown in the bioreactor in Singapore at its 1880 restau-
rant chains after getting due approval from Singapore 
Food Agency. For this production, the company used  
a bioreactor of 1200 liters capacity using plant nutrients 
in fetal bovine serum as the growth medium. The price of 
this product was very competitive ($23) as compared to 
$325,000 for the product developed by Mark Post. 

Similarly, Ivy Farm Technologies established a pilot 
plant having 600 liters bioreactor with the help of Oxford 
University. The company is expecting to get approval for 
the sale of cultured pork in 2023 with the production of 
12,000 tons of pork in a year, equivalent to pork obtained 
after slaughtering 170,000 pigs (Mridul, 2021). The US 
has also given safety approval to the in-vitro meat as 
safe for consumption and approved Upside Foods (pre-
viously Memphis Meats) to harvest cells from chicken 
and culture these cells in the laboratory to produce meat 
products without slaughter. Thus, the current trend in the 
in-vitro meat industry is to develop products on a com-
mercial scale and focus on ways to get a sustainable 
and inexpensive source of various ingredients. Like any 
other production technology to reach commercialization, 
in-vitro meat technology needs technological advance-
ments, financial investment in research and development, 
financial support and incentives, a supportive regulatory 
framework, and conducive market dynamics. 

Advances in in-vitro meat production
For scaling up the production of in-vitro meat, the 

present research is focused on the optimization of the 
harvesting of stem cells with good stemness and pluri-
potency, and sustainable supply of animal-free, serum-
free culture media at an inexpensive price. The proper 
development of suitable scaffolds, microcarriers, and 
aggregates, designing large-scale bioreactors with better 
process control and automation, co-culturing and bio-
printing, and protocol for producing suitable thicknesses 
of the edible tissues have important roles in scaling up 
the technology of in-vitro meat production. 

Stem cells 
For in-vitro meat production, it is desirable to have 

stem cells (ESC – embryonic stem cells obtained from 
the inner mass of blastocysts, adult stem cells mostly 
from bone marrow as well as skeletal muscle, and in-
duced pluripotent stem cells (iPSC) by inducing gene 
responsible for pluripotency in somatic cells) with high 
Hayflick limit and have high proliferation and differen-
tiation potential in scaffolds in a bioreactor or suspen-
sions. Further, the cell lines should have high resistance 
to sheer pressure, tolerate and grow in a nutrient starva-
tion state and withstand metabolic wastes. The mesen-
chymal stem cells (MSCs), fibro-adipogenic progenitors 
(FAPs), adipose-derived stem cells (ADSc) and resident 
muscle stem cells/muscle satellite cells/myosatellite cells 
are adult stem cells (Knežić et al., 2022). The cells should 
maintain their proliferative potential without any sponta-
neous differentiation. For the production of 10–100 kg of 

edible tissue, approx. 1012–1013 cells are needed (Bellani 
et al., 2020). The self-renewing capacity varies with cell 
lines such as an adult stem cell has the capacity of 50–60 
multiplications whereas iPSCs and ESCs have theoreti-
cal immortality with indefinite self-renewal capacity 
(Kadim et al., 2015). 

Recently pluripotent bovine embryonic stem cells 
(pESC) having consistency in pluripotency marker gene 
expression, morphology attributes, karyotype, transcrip-
tome, and epigenetic attributes were successfully pro-
duced from bovine blastocysts by using fibroblast growth 
factor (FGF) and an inhibitor of the canonical Wnt-sign-
aling pathway (Bogliotti et al., 2018). Further, adult stem 
cells present in skeletal muscle such as myosatellite cells 
are the most widely applied in-vitro beef patties (Mosa 
Meat, 2021).

The pluripotent cell sources should be differentiated 
into suitable progenitor and mature cell types. The pro-
tocols related to the use of skeletal myocytes (Jiwlawat 
et al., 2018, 2017), myosatellite cells (Al Tanoury et al., 
2020), adipocytes (Guénantin et al., 2017), and mesen-
chymal cells have been established for mouse and hu-
man cells. There is a need to design suitable protocols 
for pluripotent stem cells (PSC) for livestock species 
and their culture protocol for the production of in-vitro 
meat at a commercial scale (Reiss et al., 2021). This can 
be achieved by genetic engineering to control gene ex-
pression, optimize cell culturing conditions, and proper 
supply of nutrients and growth regulators. By direct re-
programming of gene expression and molecule exposure, 
these cells could be harvested from skeletal cells (Bar-
Nur et al., 2018). 

Alternatively, iPSCs are produced by inducing the 
various pluripotent transcription factors (Sox2, Lin 28, 
octamer-binding factors Oct3/4, Krüppel-like factors 
Klf4, and Nanog) (Takahashi and Yamanaka, 2016). The 
production of iPSC is relatively easier. These cells are 
extensively characterized but gene editing requirements, 
comparatively low yield, and inability to completely 
mimic the primary stem cells are some challenges in their 
production at the commercial scale (Specht et al., 2018). 
The first iPSC cells were derived from mouse embryonic 
fibroblast cells and are readily accessible and differenti-
ated into myofiber under suitable conditions (Scarfone et 
al., 2020; Takahashi and Yamanaka, 2006), followed by 
bovine fetal fibroblast cells by using 6 bovine transcrip-
tion factors. These alkaline phosphatase-positive cells 
express pluripotent cell markers such as Nanog, SOX2, 
and SSEA1 (Han et al., 2011). These iPSC cells were 
also produced by using embryonic fibroblasts in goats 
(Sandmaier et al., 2015) and pigs (Wu et al., 2009). These 
cells have self-renewing and immortality owing to the 
up-regulation of the enzyme telomerase and epigenetic 
alterations (Hochedlinger and Jaenisch, 2015). 

Genetic editing for the production of iPSC involv-
ing viral vectors in in-vitro meat production is replaced 
by poly-promoter vectors and nanomaterials due to food 
safety and regulatory provisions. Various nanomaterials 
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such as carbon nanotubes, inorganic nanoparticles, na-
noscale polymeric material, peptide-based nanoparticles, 
and inorganic nanoparticles are applied in gene delivery. 
The application of nanomaterials has advantages over vi-
ral vectors in terms of lower immune response, design 
flexibility, more specificity, scalability, cost, and lower 
cytotoxicity in biological systems (Riley and Vermerris, 
2017). Alternatively, microfluidic cell stretching technol-
ogy was explored for gene delivery. It utilizes the intrin-
sic inertial flow present in a T-junction microchannel and 
stretching of cells due to flows creates perforation on cell 
membranes resulting in the internalization of biological 
nanomaterials such as mRNA, siRNA, DNA (Hur et al., 
2020).

Various small molecules are used for maintaining cell 
pluripotency and overcoming growth limitations such as 
ascorbic acid, GSK3-β inhibitor CHIR-99021, GSK3-β 
inhibitor, histone deacetylase inhibitors, and DNA meth-
yltransferase inhibitors (Chen et al., 2020 a). By inhibit-
ing the signaling pathway p38-MAPK, bovine satellite 
cells maintain the differentiating capacity, thereby ena-
bling mass cell production (Ding et al., 2018). A selection 
of suitable cell lines with inherent properties of suspen-
sion growth, tolerating nutrient starvation, and immortal-
ization in-vitro could be a viable option for cultured meat 
production such as obtained from insect tissue engineer-
ing and cell culture (Rubio et al., 2019 b). 

For scaling up in-vitro meat production, a 30–50 dou-
bling of stem cells is needed (Thorrez and Vandenburgh, 
2019). However, this high rate of cell multiplication on 
an industrial scale could lead to the accumulation of ge-
netic changes in the cells such as observed in long-term 
ESC and mesenchymal stem cells (MSC), consequently 
resulting in apoptosis or cell aging/senescence (Bonab  
et al., 2006). The telomerase activation or inactivation 
of tumor suppressor genes could be applied for extend-
ing cell proliferation, but it has the risk of developing 
unwanted cells in this process which mandate proper 
monitoring for genetic stability by using advanced tech-
nologies such as RNA-seq analysis, transcriptomics, 

single-cell genomics, and epigenomic sequencing (Jo et 
al., 2020 a).

At present livestock cell lines are not well developed 
yet as these cell lines have not been explored for research 
in biotherapy and genetic engineering, thus there is  
a need to understand the cell surface markers and other 
characteristics. This results in the lack of development 
of stem cell lines from livestock and their purification 
and maintenance which is required for establishing  
a high-quality cell line required for large-scale in-vitro 
meat production. Chen et al. (2022) proposed storing 
cryopreserve-validated cell lines in master cell banks to 
avoid the potential risk of genetic instability and incon-
sistencies in final products. These master cell banks store 
working cell banks and supply to culture in a bioreactor. 
There is a high possibility that some in-vitro manufactur-
ers could use genetic engineering to optimize their pro-
duction. There is a need for advanced and inexpensive 
sequencing technologies to characterize the function of 
specific genes in cell functioning and develop suitable 
cell lines for industrial in-vitro meat production. Figure 
2 depicts various types of stem cells to be used in the in-
vitro meat preparation. 

Co-culturing
Co-culturing is adopted to impart the typical taste and 

texture of meat to the in-vitro meat by culturing adipo-
cytes (fat), endothelium cells, and extracellular matrix-
secreting cells. Aleph Farms co-cultured multiple cell 
types consisting of myosatellite cells, endothelial cells, 
osteoblasts, chondrocytes, and extracellular secreting 
cells in a 3D porous scaffold to produce a meat steak 
(Yablonka-Reuveni, 2011). For the commercialization 
of in-vitro meat, there is a need for the development of 
low-cost, rapid, and massive production of adipocyte 
stem cells. This warrants the development of suitable 
bioprocessing systems by considering the buoyancy of 
differentiating adipocytes and other challenges associat-
ed with the proliferation and differentiation of adipocytes 
(Allan et al., 2019; Fish et al., 2020). 

Figure 2. Various types of stem cells used in the in-vitro meat production
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Various sources for adipose tissue could be applied 
in cell culturing such as dedifferentiated fat (DFAT) cells 
harvested from mature adipocytes, adipose-derived stem 
cells, preadipocytes, mesenchymal stem cells, fibroadi-
pogenic progenitors, bovine expanded potential stem 
cells and engineered cell lines (Fish et al., 2020; Yuen Jr 
et al., 2022). DFAT cells are multipotent and could main-
tain proliferation and adipogenicity for longer durations, 
even after 50 passages (Peng et al., 2015). Immortalized 
chicken preadipocytes were developed by overexpres-
sion of telomerase reverse transcriptase (TERT) alone  or 
in combination with telomerase RNA (Wang et al., 2017). 

The smooth muscle cells when co-cultured in col-
lagen during in-vitro meat production were obser- 
ved to significantly increase (P<0.05) the collagen con-
tent while reducing the pressure loss (from 98.5% in con-
trol to 54% in the co-cultured meat) (Zheng et al., 2021). 
The hydrogels in the system were observed to be more 
tightly compact resulting in improving textural attrib-
utes such as hardness, chewiness, and springiness. This  
could be due to the secretion of extracellular matrix 
compounds from the smooth muscle cells (Zheng et al., 
2021). 

A peanut wire-drawing plant biomaterial was used 
to produce a 3D porous scaffold for culturing porcine 
smooth muscle cells under low serum conditions and 
higher extracellular matrix protein for cell differentiation 
and adhesion (Zheng et al., 2022). The authors observed 
improved quality of cultured meat by the extracellular 
protein and materials secreted by smooth muscle cells; 
resulting in the production of in-vitro meat with better 
quality attributes (Zheng et al., 2022). 

Culture media
Culture media supply the essential nutrients and vari-

ous growth factors required for the proliferation and dif-
ferentiation of the cells. Its requirement depends upon the 
minimum working volume of bioreactors to maximize 
the achievable cell density and for nutrition to the prolif-
erating cells. Currently, animal-sourced serum such as fe-
tal bovine serum (derived from fetuses in pregnant cows 
during slaughter) is the most commonly used animal cell 
medium used. Its exorbitant cost, large variations in com-
position, batch variations, intricate production process, 
contamination risk, extraction of transferrin, albumin, 
and matrigel from animals to be added into this, and ethi-
cal issues are major issues in their application. Thus, it is 
very crucial for the development of a sustainable, serum-
free, animal component-free, and low-cost cell cultu- 
re medium to ensure food safety, accuracy, controllabil-
ity, and sustainability is crucial in the large-scale pro- 
duction of in-vitro meat (Fang et al., 2017; Guan et al., 
2021). 

The culture media along with growth hormones are the 
major factors behind the high cost of in-vitro meat. It is 
imperative to reduce the cost of these compounds to get 
the price parity of in-vitro meat with conventional meat. 
The animal serum also has issues such as inconsistency 

in components, batch-to-batch variations, contamination 
(bacterial, viral, or prion), and ethical issues during its 
production. Thus, cellular agriculture technology is work-
ing on the development of a cost-effective serum-free 
media and growth factors for the large-scale production 
of in-vitro meat at a lower cost (O’Neill et al., 2021). In 
serum-free media, the majority of costs (88–96%) are due 
to cytokine and transferrin owing to the technical chal-
lenges in the production of these proteins on a large scale 
due to issues of purity, endotoxins, and other impurities 
(Choudhury et al., 2020). Alternatively, the production of 
these proteins on food grade could reduce the production 
cost significantly. 

To date, commercially available serum-free additives 
and medium are B27TM (Thermo Scientific) and Xerum-
FreeTM (TNC Bio) additives, as well as the Essential 8TM 
(Life Technologies) and mTeSR1TM (Stemcell Technolo-
gies) medium. These media proved effective in support-
ing the ex-vivo growth and stemness maintenance of vari-
ous cell types. The ‘Clear Meat’, an animal-free growth 
medium, was claimed to save up to 80% as compared to 
serum-based media (Mishra, 2022). Recently, two me-
dia are developed and evaluated by Stout et al. (2022) 
as inexpensive serum-free culture media for bovine sat-
ellite cells (BSC)  (Beefy-9 and Beefy-9+). The serum-
free media are available for biotherapeutic and medical 
research for experimental cell lines (such as Essential 
8™, FBM™, TesR™) but these are very expensive and 
contain animal-originated ingredients such as growth  
factors. However, it should be noted that some serum-
free culture media contain human origin components and 
thus may not be ethically used for the production of in-
vitro meat such as human platelet lysates, though prolif-
erate adipose tissue but are not suitable for human con- 
sumption (Chelladurai et al., 2021). Further serum-free 
media were observed to have a lower effect on the expan-
sion of myoblasts, hence needing proper technological 
interventions (Kolkmann et al., 2020). Table 1 details the 
commonly available serum-free media for cell culture. 

A chemically-defined medium STK2 having EGF 
(epidermal growth factor), cytokines, basic FGF, glu-
cose, and other nutrients was observed to promote a high-
er growth proliferation rate of adipocyte-derived mesen-
chymal satellite cells than fetal bovine serum-containing 
media such as DMES (Lee et al., 2017 b). STKs (serine/
threonine kinases) play an important role in different 
stages of antiviral defense. In eukaryotes, these control 
metabolism, regulate cell-cycle control, cell division, 
cell wall synthesis, and exit of dormancy (Pereira et al., 
2011). These findings could be useful in the development 
of media for producing in-vitro meat on an industrial 
scale.

The plant-derived ingredients such as soy extract and 
yeast could be a promising source for the supply of nu-
trients in the culture media for cell growth. Plant protein 
hydrolysates (wheat and cotton peptones) have been ex-
plored as a potential substitute for animal protein (bo-
vine serum albumin) in embryo culture media (George 
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et al., 2009). The culture media prepared with plant or 
fungi-derived ingredients have the advantage of marked 
cost reduction, food safety as easy integration into the 
final product, absence of religious and ethical issues, and 
improving flavor profile of the developed product. How-
ever, wide variations and impurities/toxic compounds in 
these ingredients and adaptation and growth of cell lines 
in these media need further improvement in the current 
technologies.

By genetically engineered plants, fungi, and mi-
crobes, recombinant growth factors could be produced at 
an affordable cost and could be sustainable alternatives 
to animal-originated growth factors. Various novel tech-
nologies are applied in plant biotechnology to produce 
transgenic plants such as genetic engineering, genome 
analysis, informatics, and omics (proteomics, lipidomics, 
and metabolomics). Transgenic plants developed by ge-
netic engineering by modifying the expression of gene/
genes of interest or inserting appropriate genes into meta-
bolic pathways could produce valuable metabolites and 
recombinant proteins on a large scale for cell culturing 
(Matsuura et al., 2018; Kowalczyk et al., 2022). These 
plants have higher yield, disease resistance, drought and 
salt resistance, and higher production of valuable sec-
ondary metabolites. The transgenic tomato fruits were 
recorded to have a higher amount of squalene, phytoster-
ols, tocopherols, and carotenoids (Liao et al., 2018) and 
higher beta-carotene in golden rice and golden banana 
(Paul et al., 2017; Zhang et al., 2016). The risk of trans-
fer of antibiotic resistance to animals/food chain, loss of 
biodiversity, and risk of emergence of super-pest if used 
in an uncontrolled manner, higher cost of production, and 
lack of biosynthetic pathways of producing useful metab-
olites remain major roadblocks for this sector (Tabei and 
Muranaka, 2020; Wheeler et al., 2014). Further, the pro-
duction of these valuable metabolites and recombinant 
proteins involves complex process and warrants an inter-

disciplinary approach (Tripathi and Shrivastava, 2019). 
The utilization of growth factors produced by geneti-

cally engineered E. coli (expressed with neuregulin 1, 
FGF2, and TGFβ3) was observed to reduce the cost (3%) 
of commercial media (B8) along with growth and main-
tain pluripotency over 100 passages (Kuo et al., 2020). 
The protein hydrolysates from cowpea (Vigna unguicu-
lata) were observed to stimulate insulin-associated cell 
signaling pathways (Akt phosphorylation) in the cell cul-
ture (Barnes et al., 2015). Thus, proper identification and 
screening of these biomolecules present in plant or fungi 
resources could be useful in designing and producing 
growth factors for in-vitro meat production. 

Various plant protein hydrolysates were used for the 
cell culture such as whey protein isolates prepared by us-
ing alcalase and protamex reported to induce prolifera-
tion and differentiation of MC3T3-E1 osteoblasts (Jo et 
al., 2020 b). Similarly, yeast extracts were observed to 
induce cell growth and monoclonal antibody production 
in Chinese hamster ovary (CHO) cells (Hu et al., 2017). 
The application of algal extract was observed to substi-
tute glucose and amino acids in basal cell media used 
for growing C2C12 mouse myoblasts (Okamoto et al., 
2020). 

Similarly, natural flavonoids such as luteolin were 
observed to improve the migration (migration index) and 
differentiation (fusion index) of porcine myoblasts with 
a comparatively weak effect on cell proliferation (Guan 
et al., 2022). The luteolin was reported to upregulate the 
expression of myogenin and MyHC by increasing the 
phosphorylation of PI3k/Akt/mTOR signaling pathway 
(Guan et al., 2022). The flavonoids (10 µM 3,2-dihy-
droxyflavone, 50 nM quercetin, and 7.5 nM icariin) were 
observed to induce the proliferation and differentiation of 
porcine muscle stem cells by upregulating the expression 
of paired box transcription factor 7, and myosin heavy 
chain (Guo et al., 2022). 

Table 1. Serum-free culture media for the growth of different cells

Cell types Composition Features Trade name References

Bovine satellite cells Recombinant human albumin 
addition in B8 media

Growth rate 39 h per population 
doubling time

Beefy-9 (Stout et al., 2022)

Bovine myoblasts _ Good proliferation, need 
improvement in cell attachment 
and cell survivability 

FBM (Kolkmann et al., 
2020)_ TesR™

DMEM/F12, TGF-β, insulin, 
minerals, PGF-2

Essential 8™

Pig embryonic stem cells MEM, glutamax, NEAA, antimi-
crobials, beta-mercaptoethanol

Able to form teratoma Knockout DMEM (Choi et al., 2019)

Pig myosatellite cells Basal media, dexamethasone, 
EGF, 

Expressed pluripotency marker 
and form teratoma into nude 
mice upon subcutaneous injec-
tion

SkGM-2 (Choi et al., 2020)

PSC and iPSC from various 
species

Amino acids, vitamins, insulin, 
minerals, transferrin, lipid-rich 
albumin

Knockout™ serum 
replacement

(Paul et al., 1999)

MEM – minimum essential medium, NEAA – nonessential amino acids, EGF – epidermal growth factor, DMEM – Dulbecco’s modified eagle medium.
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The cell culture media should promote cell adhesion 
and growth. The development of cell-specific culture 
media under various conditions would further improve 
the efficiency of the whole process (Burton et al., 2000). 
By considering the wide variations in cell types, media 
ingredients, and production process, further research is 
needed in this aspect. Several factors in culture media 
and extracellular environment affect overall cell prolifer-
ation and differentiation of cells. This signaling could be 
stimulated by electrical, mechanical, topographic flow, 
co-culturing, growth factors, and chemical factors (Ram-
ani et al., 2021) and have an important role in the physi-
ological establishment during cell culturing (Maleiner et 
al., 2018; Verbruggen et al., 2018).

Reuse/recycling of cell culture medium is an impor-
tant aspect in the overall cost reduction and saving of the 
environment by reducing the environmental footprint of 
in-vitro meat production. There is a need to develop suit-
able media recycling technology to harness this. The re-
cycling of culture media was proposed by applying size-
exclusion dialysis filters or dialyzers that remove waste 
but recycle water and other non-metabolized media 
(Moritz et al., 2015). Media recycling technologies are in 
the development phase and there is a need to develop fea-
sible, highly efficient recycling technologies that could 
be suitable for large-scale bioreactors to be used in future 
in-vitro meat production. 

Scaffolds
The scaffold, a spongy, 3D porous network structure 

acting as an extracellular matrix for cell attachment and 
growth, is developed for providing an optimum micro-
environment for the regeneration and growth of tissues 
in medical tissue engineering (Jiao et al., 2020; Handral 
et al., 2022). It constitutes a major portion of cultured 
meat. The porous network helps in supplying nutrients 
and gases and removal of metabolic wastes. After attain-
ing the desired growth, cells are transferred to bioreac-
tors to grow and differentiate into edible tissue. Scaffolds 
facilitate cell attachment and assemble to take three-di-
mensional structures resembling the natural structure of 
conventional meat. 

The scaffolds should have a large surface area for cell 
attachment, cell compatibility, cell affinity, flexibility, 
optimum porosity, and physical strength, thereby allow-
ing proper media perfusion and tissue maturation (Cam-
puzano and Pelling, 2019; Zidarič et al., 2020). Low cost, 
food safety, scalability, digestibility, and sustainability 
are other desired attributes of a scaffold to be used in 
in-vitro meat production (Browe and Freeman, 2019). 
Further, to produce cultured meat with a 3D structure re-
sembling conventional meat, the scaffold should support 
tissue maturation of a minimum of 1 cm thickness (Chen 
et al., 2022). 

Scaffolds are produced from natural materials or syn-
thetic materials and can be categorized as edible, non-
edible, and non-edible but degradable (Bodiou et al., 
2020). A range of natural biomaterials such as decellular-

ized plant, cellulose, alginate, collagen, hyaluronic acid 
or fibrin, chitosan (derived from fungi, crustaceans, and 
yeast), and fungal mycelium is used to prepare scaffolds 
(Campuzano and Pelling, 2019). These scaffolds are eas-
ily degraded in the environment and are biocompatible. 
The scaffold derived from animal-origin biomaterials 
such as gelatine has been used in cultured meat produc-
tion due to its higher functionality and better cell attach-
ment. Various synthetic materials such as polyethylene, 
polycarbonate, polycaprolactone as well as natural poly-
mers are used for producing scaffolds with desired attrib-
utes viz., degradation, mechanical strength, and biocom-
patibility (Langelaan et al., 2010). 

Edible scaffolds of various sizes and dimensions are 
developed by using bacterial nanocellulose. These are 
having high porosity, biocompatibility, and large surface-
to-volume ratio as desired for cell culturing of mam-
malian cells (BNC, n.d.). The plant proteins and poly-
saccharides derived from plants or microbes could be  
a potentially sustainable and low-cost material for pro-
ducing scaffolds for in-vitro meat production (Campu-
zano and Pelling, 2019). Decellularized plant tissue ma-
terials impart vascular networks in scaffolds; that could 
be used for providing various structures in cultured tissue 
(Jones et al., 2021). The bovine satellite cells maintained 
99% viability and 25% expression of myosin-heavy 
chains on decellularized spinach leaves-based scaffold 
after 14 days and performed similarly to gelatin-coated 
glass (Jones et al., 2021). An edible scaffold derived by 
extrusion of gelatin microfibers was reported to support 
cell attachment, proliferation, and maturation of cow and 
rabbit myosatellite cells (MacQueen et al., 2019). 

Rolled scaffolds offer high-density adherent cell 
culture and lower the shear stress in large-scale bioreac-
tors along with the quick and easier movement of gases 
and nutrients through their unique microstructure caus-
ing unidirectional laminar flow (YekrangSafakar et al., 
2020). These are polymer films with spacers rolled into  
a cylinder by leaving a predetermined gap in each turn. 
The cells are anchored at the inner surface while me-
dia flow through the gaps; the whole design markedly 
improves the volumetric productivity (100 cm2/mL) 
(YekrangSafakar et al., 2020). 

It is desirable that scaffold should be derived from 
natural sustainable resources, be edible, nutritive and im-
part texture to the end product. Ben-Arye et al. (2020) 
developed a scaffold derived from texturized soy protein 
and myogenic-related growth factors for bovine satel-
lite cell attachment and proliferation for culturing mus-
cle tissue. Further, these scaffolds support co-culturing 
of bovine satellite cells, smooth muscle, and endothelial 
cells. The developed products were noted with flavor and 
organoleptic attributes similar to meat. Scaffolds derived 
from natural materials such as plant materials could have 
flavor compounds and thus impart flavor to the cultured 
tissue. The application of algal-based scaffolds could im-
prove the flavor of cultured fish tissue. However, this fla-
vor should be compatible with the cultured tissue as the 
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algal flavor may prove undesirable in cultured beef pro-
duction (Grahl et al., 2018; Choudhury and Sen Sarkar, 
2017). 

A range of synthetic polymers and polyester (poly-
ethylene and polyamide) compounds are also explored 
for the development of scaffolds after chemical modifi-
cation, making them safe and degradable. The polylac-
tic and polylactic-co-glycolic acids derived from these 
polymers are safe and effective polymers used for nano- 
and micro-particles (Elmowafy et al., 2019). Physical or 
chemical links by cross-linking in polymers are helpful 
to alter biological, mechanical, and degradation attrib-
utes of hydrogels (Oryan et al., 2018). However, there is 
a need for cost reduction, food safety issues, modifying 
the surface characters of these scaffolds for cell adhesion 
sites, and changes in solubility. 

Scaffolds derived from non-animal origin are pre-
ferred due to the availability of a range of variations, and 
safety compliance with ethical/social concerns. Cellu-
lose is a linear polysaccharide that is thought to be the 
most sustainable compound because it is a never-ending 
source of biopolymers from plant cell walls (Trache et 
al., 2017). Recombinant plants and microbes are used to 
produce collagen and fibrin with high compatibility such 
as transgenic tobacco plants (Willard et al., 2013). How-
ever, these technologies should be made more feasible 
and economically viable for the production of cheap and 
large-scale industrial production of in-vitro meat produc-
tion. 

Chitosan is derived from chitin through alkaline dea-
cetylation, naturally present in the exoskeleton of crusta-
ceans. It can be used as material for scaffold preparation 
used for tissue engineering due to good biocompatibil-
ity, and antimicrobial effects (Rodríguez-Vázquez et al., 
2015). The conventional scaffolding with cells could pro-
duce a thin layer about 100–200 µm thick due to poor dif-
fusion, and media perfusion (Warner, 2019). To increase 
the thickness of edible tissue, the cells can be mixed 
with scaffolding biomaterials or three-dimensional (3D)  
bioprinting can be applied (Zhang and Wang, 2019). Fur-
ther, for co-culturing, scaffolds should support the dif- 
ferentiation of various cells and spatial heterogeneity in 
the developed product (Chen et al., 2022). To improve 
the differentiation, by nano-scale incorporation of ad-
ditional materials within hydrogel scaffolds can also  
induce differentiation without exogenous growth fac- 
tors. 

Edible hydrolyzed collagen scaffolds were prepared 
by 3D printing for in-vitro meat production by using 
post-printing freeze-drying to impart proper shape and 
porosity to these scaffolds (Koranne et al., 2022). The 
hydrogel bio-ink: 4% GelMA (sodium alginate-gelatin 
and gelatin-methacrylate) –20% silk fibroin was ob-
served to improve the performance of 3D bioprinting 
(powder-based 3D printing, fused deposition modeling, 
and stereolithography) and constructed good network (15 
mm2 size, 1000 µm porosity in 4-, 6-, and 8-layered struc-
ture) of porcine skeletal muscle satellite cells (Li et al., 

2021). The 4- and 6-layered grid was observed to form  
a compact muscle fiber structure of multinucleated myo-
tubes after 16 days of culture suggesting great potential 
of scaffold material (4% GelMA and 20% silk fibroin) 
hydrogel in in-vitro meat production. Fish gelatin pow-
der consisting of edible gelatin microsphere and bonding 
activities was observed to improve the proliferation of 
myoblasts (C2C12; 10 passage) in a serum-reduced me-
dium, thus leading to the development of meat-like cell 
sheets rapidly at low cost (Park et al., 2021). 

Scaffold fabrication
While designing scaffolds, various processing tech-

nologies are used to impart desirable mechanical, bio-
logical, surface, and architectural properties, so as to 
facilitate cell attachment, multiplication, differentiation, 
spread, and maturation during in-vitro meat production 
(Seah et al., 2022). 

Conventional porous scaffold fabrication technolo-
gies can be categorized as:

1. SCPL-solvent casting and porogen leaching: this 
method is traditionally used for film preparation. In this 
method, polymer solution in organic solvent with in-
soluble particulate/porogen cast on mold followed by 
solvent evaporation and immersion in an aqueous solu-
tion to leach particulates (Prasad et al., 2017). It is very 
rapid, inexpensive, maintains uniformity, and can attain 
desirable attributes (such as swelling behavior, reorienta-
tion of crystals on the surface, and surface heterogene-
ity) by types of solvents, the pore size of porogen, and 
processing conditions (Ghosal et al., 2018; Hulko et al., 
2019). The limited porosity (up to 90%) and wide range 
of micropores (5–600 µm) with irregular dimensions and 
lethal properties of organic solvents are some disadvan-
tages associated with this method (Page et al., 2013; Sola 
et al., 2019). 

2. Physical crosslinking: scaffolds are prepared by us-
ing physical crosslinking in terms of ionic interactions, 
temperature interactions, and dehydrothermal (high tem-
perature under vacuum) techniques (Nonoyama et al., 
2020; Chen et al., 2020 b) by applying suitable crosslink-
ing agents such as crosslinking hydrogels. 

3. Chemical crosslinking: by applying suitable 
chemical/covalent crosslinking agents such as genipin, 
dopamine, glutaraldehyde (toxic nature hence restricted 
usages), and tannic acid able to form crosslinking under 
enzymatic and photothermal effect (Oryan et al., 2018; 
Xue et al., 2022). The scaffolds produced by chemical 
crosslinking are more stable with good mechanical prop-
erties.

4. Miscellaneous: 
a) Phase separation: by separating the mixture into 

two phases viz., polymer-rich and polymer-poor phase 
by thermodynamically unstable conditions (Akbarzadeh 
et al., 2014). 

b) Gas foaming: by generating gas inside the material 
c) Sintering: by bonding ceramic fibers or particles 

with polymer (Pilliar et al., 2001). 
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Scaffold fabrication technologies: 3D printing, 
freeze-drying, electrospinning, self-assembly, micro-
molding and decellularization are some novel technolo-
gies used for scaffold fabrication. 

1. Freeze-drying: it is used to produce porous scaf-
folds with various processing factors viz., temperature, 
polymer concentration, and pressure having an effect on 
the size and distribution of pores and mechanical proper-
ties of scaffolds (Lv and Feng, 2006). 

2. Electrospinning: it is preferred for scaffolds owing 
to its fibrous structure with a fiber diameter ranging from  
10 nm to microns (Li and Xia, 2004). The produced fiber-
based material resembles the extracellular matrix (ECM). 
These fibrous scaffolds have the advantages of a high sur-
face-to-volume ratio and can support high cell density, mod-
ulation of cell behavior, and pore size (Brown et al., 2018; 
Das et al., 2020; Chen et al., 2019). The nanofibers with 
desirable attributes could be achieved by proper control of 
setup parameters (such as electric field, diameter of needle, 
flow rate, position of needle and collector), and polymer at-
tributes (concentration, viscosity, and surface tension) (Mo et 
al., 2019; Nemati et al., 2019; Rahmati et al., 2021). 

3. Three-dimensional printing (3D printing): it cre-
ates channelled structures and permits perfusion and co-
cultures for producing in-vitro meat closely mimicking 
conventional meat (Jandyal et al., 2021; Kumar et al., 
2022, 2021 b). Thus cellular cultures are able to sustain on 
these for longer duration due to perfusion/vascularization 
such as up to 6 weeks observed by Kolesky et al. (2016). 
This technology requires precise control of parameters 
and a top-down approach is used for in-vitro meat. Based 
on the process used, this can be laser-assisted printing, 
stereolithography, ink-jet-based and extrusion-based 3D 
printing (Kumar et al., 2023).

4. Decellularization: by removal of nucleic acids and 
cells from the plant, fungal or animal tissue by using physical 

(impulse freezing, freeze-thawing), enzymatic or chemical 
methods, a decellularized material similar to extracellular 
matrix (ECM) with native 3D microenvironment could be 
obtained (Kumar et al., 2023). Under chemical methods de-
tergents such as Triton-X-100 and sodium dodecyl sulfate 
are applied to dissolve cell membranes and disrupt struc-
tural arrangement (Mendibil et al., 2020). Under the enzy-
matic method, trypsin is commonly applied with EDTA. 
EDTA helps in breaking cellular integrity and trypsin 
acts on C-side bonds of lysine and arginine amino acids 
(Rieder et al., 2004). Figure 3 presents the process of pre- 
paration of decellularized scaffolds from plant materials.

5. Self-assembly: a tissue engineering technology 
mimicking the development of native tissue based on 
the differential adhesion hypothesis (Raghothaman et 
al., 2014) or differential interfacial tension (Lee et al.,  
2017 a; Kang et al., 2021).

6. Micromolding: provides small dimensions of 
molded structures with a high aspect ratio at very high 
precision for growing muscle fibers for in-vitro meat pro-
duction (Orellana et al., 2020). 

By applying suitable surface treatment such as im-
proving wettability or incorporating charged functional 
groups, and biofunctionalization by adding bioactive 
molecules in the scaffold, a desirable cell attachment 
by cell-material interaction could be achieved (Tallawi 
et al., 2015). A gas plasma treatment on well plates was 
observed to improve the hydrophobicity and net surface 
charge during cell culture on polystyrene scaffolds (Ler-
man et al., 2018). Further suitable modifications in the 
biophysical properties of scaffolds are desirable to mimic 
systemic vascularization in cultured tissue. As it is chal-
lenging to have a single polymer or biomaterial with 
all desirable attributes, so a novel approach to fabricate 
composite or hybrid scaffolds at inexpensive/minimal 
cost is recommended (Kumar et al., 2023).

Figure 3. Method for preparation of plant-derived decellularized scaffolds (adopted from Lu et al., 2022)
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Microcarriers and aggregates
Most mammalian cells are anchor-dependent cells by 

nature and grow in aggregates or by attaching to micro-
carriers in bioreactors. The culture in aggregates grows 
by the formation of clumps of cells in a three-dimension-
al shape, which provides a surface for the attachment of 
other nearby cells (Moritz et al., 2015). Theoretically, 
aggregates help in achieving very high cell density by 
providing a native environment to grow but it is difficult 
to control the size of aggregates and lack of perfusion 
of media into the inner area resulting in necrotic areas 
(Egger et al., 2018; McKee and Chaudhry, 2017). Thus, 
aggregates are mostly applied for maintaining in-vitro 
cell cultures rather than their proliferation. Further, the 
slow multiplication also limits its uses in the production 
of in-vitro meat (Aguanno et al., 2019). 

Microcarriers are beads of various materials with 
varying porosity and topography, have a large surface/
volume ratio, and provide attachment to the growing 
cells. These are extensively used in the medical field for 
stem cells and cell lines but specific microcarriers dedi-
cated to in-vitro meat production are still in the develop-
mental phase (Bodiou et al., 2020). Further, by proper 
bead surface curvature, the cells can have a 3D structure 
(Werner et al., 2019). Process control and monitoring are 
easy in cell culturing by using microcarriers as compared 
to fixed bed bioreactors, thereby improving the quality 
of end products at low cost. Based on usage, the micro-
carriers can be categorized under three categories as per 
Bodiou et al. (2020) viz.:

1. Microcarriers serve as a temporary attachment for cell 
growth and are later detached from cells after the process, 
preferably by mechanical and thermal processes. These 
should have a high detachment yield and easy removal from 
culture mass. After detachment, separation is performed by 
filtration, centrifugation, inertia, and magnetism. 

2. Microcarriers (natural or synthetic) serving as an at-
tachment for cell growth and later degraded or dissolved 
after bioprocess. This degradation can be achieved by 
various processes viz., chemical, photoreduction, ther-
mal, mechanical, and biological processes. 

3. Microcarriers made up of edible materials and em-
bedded in the cultured mass after the process. These ed-
ible materials are made by using polysaccharides (cellu-
lose, starch, chitosan, alginate, pectin, carrageenan, and 
carboxymethyl cellulose), lipids (paraffin, shellac, etc.), 
polypeptides (gluten, collagen, gelatin, etc.), and com-
posite or synthetic polymers. 

Food-grade microcarriers derived from sustainable 
raw materials that do not need dissociation from the final 
meat product could be a good strategy for commercial 
cultured meat production. Andreassen et al. (2022) devel-
oped food-grade microcarriers having interconnected po-
rous structures from turkey collagen and eggshell mem-
brane and observed high adhesion, proliferation, and low 
cell cytotoxicity of bovine skeletal muscle satellite cells 
in a spinner flask system for 8 days. The proliferated cells 
had lower PAX7 and increased MYF5 markers, result-

ing in the induction of proliferation marker MKI67 (An-
dreassen et al., 2022). 

The production capacity can be improved by add-
ing microcarriers as cells can migrate to new beads and 
proliferate (Verbruggen et al., 2018). This ‘bead to bead 
transfer’ happens via detaching cells from confluent mi-
crocarriers followed by reattaching onto other micro-
carriers or forming bridges between microcarriers upon 
collision (Leber et al., 2017). Adding a small number of 
microcarriers with adapted agitation could result in a de-
crease in lag phase and higher yield during cell culturing 
even potential risk of the formation of cell-loaded micro-
carriers aggregates (Jossen et al., 2016; Takahashi et al., 
2017). Microcarriers can be used for controlled nutrients 
delivery to growing cells, thereby reducing the risk of 
contamination such as sol-gel derived bioactive glass mi-
crocarriers loaded with cytochrome C protein and fibro-
blast growth factor facilitated the controlled release of 
these compounds for several weeks (Perez et al., 2014). 
Other technologies are explored for the potential use of 
these compounds such as microencapsulation and con-
trolling environmental conditions such as temperature 
and pH (Matsumoto et al., 2019; Zhou et al., 2018). 

The microcarriers surface can be modified to make it 
better compatible with cell attachment such as by modi-
fying (increasing) the hydrophilic properties and surface 
charge (more positively charged cells for attaching nega-
tively charged cells) by incorporating chemical treatment 
by adding amino or carboxyl groups (Derakhti et al., 
2019; Meng et al., 2017). Other approaches to improve 
the attachment alter the shape, size, roughness, stiffness, 
flexibility, and topography of microcarrier beads and op-
timize the seeding conditions (Bodiou et al., 2020). Re-
cently, edible microcarriers with grooved topology were 
developed by embossing technology applying water-in-oil 
emulsions as templates for gelatin microparticles (Norris 
et al., 2022). These microcarriers with smooth surface/
spherical and grooved surfaces in suspension facilitated 
the proliferation and differentiation of mouse myogenic 
C2C12 cells, with grooved surface microcarriers perform-
ing better (Norris et al., 2022). Further, the cultured cells 
harvested by centrifugation had shape and browning dur-
ing cooking similar to meat patty (Norris et al., 2022). 

The iPSC and ESC obtained from humans and mice 
were observed to show proper growth in aggregates 
of small molecules and cytokines (Burrell et al., 2019; 
Lipsitz et al., 2018). Cell proliferation in proliferates is 
easier and costs less but it is difficult to control the aggre-
gate size, resulting in unpredictive yield results (Tsai et 
al., 2017). Alternatively, microcarriers are used in stirred 
bioreactors to provide attachment to the mammalian cells 
for stem cell growth (Li et al., 2015). These are small 
beads (up to 500 µm in diameter) having a large surface/
volume ratio and can be easily scaled up by increasing 
the number of beads (Bodiou et al., 2020). The applica-
tion of edible microcarriers would further improve the 
scalability and ease the process of preparation of cultured 
meat production by alleviating dissociation/degradation/
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separation steps. Verbruggen et al. (2018) successfully 
grew bovine myoblasts on microcarriers (CellBIND®, 
Synthemax® and Cytodex 1 MC®) and reported bead-to-
bead transfer by these cells and similar growth attributes 
to human mesenchymal stem cells. The wide variations 
in the microcarrier’s attributes such as size, shape, and 
materials result in variations in the surface areas per 
weight, swelling properties, and volumetric productiv-
ity (surface area of microcarrier/mL of media), later very 
crucial factors to be considered while scaling up the pro-
cess (Bodiou et al., 2020). 

Bioreactors
The multiplication and maturation of stem cells take 

place in the bioreactor under controlled conditions such 
as pH, dissolved oxygen, temperature, and carbon di-
oxide. The temperature of the incubator is 36.5–37.5ºC 
and at 5–10% CO2 for pH control. The development of 
intelligent bioreactors that provide proper growth and 
maturation conditions to cells ex-vivo is very crucial. For 
the production of 1 ton of in-vitro meat containing ap-
prox.. 1014 cells required with an optimum cell density of 
1–3×107, the bioreactor configuration should be 10 m3 or 
using 10 bioreactors of 1 m3 dimensions would be needed 
(Post et al., 2020). 

During in-vitro meat production, cell expansion oc-
curs on microcarriers or in aggregates in the expansion 
bioreactor facilitating the exponential growth of cells 
without their differentiation by maintaining a proper sup-
ply of oxygen, nutrients, and growth factors. After proper 
proliferation, cells are then transferred to tissue perfusion 
bioreactors for differentiation by following proper media 
flow through 3D structured tissue resembling the vascu-
lar system or attached to scaffolds (Chen et al., 2022). 

The bioreactor used in the development/pilot scale 
production for in-vitro meat is usually smaller in volume. 
Scaling up the bioreactor requires proper design and 
suitable technologies. An inappropriate bioreactor could 
cause reduced cell growth, higher energy and nutrients 
requirement, and accumulation of metabolic by-products 
leading to growth inhibition, slower cell metabolism, 

higher shear stress damaging cells, lower cell density, 
and limiting bioreactor volume (Allan et al., 2019; Chen 
et al., 2022). Alternatively, stem cells are suspended us-
ing microcarriers or through cell aggregation for large-
scale production with high-density cultivation (Moritz et 
al., 2015). 

Based on the design of bioreactors used in cell cultur-
ing, it could be stirred tank bioreactor, airlift, rocking plat-
form (wavelike) bioreactor, hollow fiber bioreactor, and 
packed bed/fluidized bed bioreactor (Post et al., 2020). 
The stirred tank bioreactor consists of a cylindrical cul-
ture vessel equipped with a central impeller to ensure ho-
mogenous distribution of nutrients, oxygen, and growth 
regulators for desirable cell proliferation. However, the 
central impeller movements may induce shear on cells 
resulting in exploring the use of rocking platform biore-
actors with a wave-like fluid motion for lowering stress 
(Panchalingam et al., 2015). Alternatively, for large-scale 
cell cultures of >20,000 L, airlift bioreactors could be a 
potential solution for limiting shear stress, homogeneity, 
and lower energy requirements. The culturing parameters 
were reported to have a 36 l/h mass transfer coefficient, 
46 W/m3 energy dissipation rate, and 103 s mixing time, 
and a single bioreactor with a size of 300 m3 could cater 
to the demand for meat for 75,000 (Li et al., 2020). 

The rocking platform and stirred tank bioreactors can 
be used as single-use bioreactors (SUB) with disposal 
bags. These bags are prepared with food-safe polymers, 
polyethylene, polypropylene, polystyrene, and polytetra-
fluoroethylene. These are having merits of lower energy 
consumption, lower contamination risk, and easier sterili-
zation but need to reduce the price of production to make 
their production economically feasible (Djisalov et al., 
2021). Hollow-fiber bioreactors are used for perfusion 
bioreactors made up of cylindrical cartridges containing 
parallel porous capillaries facilitating the growth of cells 
with low-shear stress and larger surface area (Djisalov 
et al., 2021). The hollow-fiber bioreactors were observed 
to support the proliferation of adipose-derived stem 
cells and the formation of adipose tissue (Gerlach et al.,  
2012).

Table 2. Various types of bioreactors developed for large-scale production of in-vitro meat production process

Bioreactor type Max capacity and cell 
density Merits Constraints

Stirred tank with 
microcarriers

2,000 L/m3, 2×108 c
ells/mL

Flexible system and easy to scale up
Suitable for high-volume bioprocess
Enable real-time monitoring

Need large volume
Higher shear stress
Need optimization with cell lines and 
microcarriers for proper attachment

Wave bioreactor with 
microcarriers

20 L/0.02 m3, 2×106 

cells/mL
Easier scale-up with higher productivity
Reduced shear stress
Batch-wise operations

Suitable for scaling up to <100 L
Need more space 

Hollow fiber bioreactor 150 cm2/mL, 1×109 
cells/mL

Higher surface-to-volume ratio
Better media perfusion similar to vascular system

Harvesting cells difficult
Concentration of gradients

Packed beds 500 m2/0.03 m3, 3×106 
cells/mL

Large surface area leading to achieve high cell 
density
Batch-wise production
Less frequent cell passage

Packaging material is difficult to harvest

Adopted and modified from Bellani et al. (2020).
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There is a need for an automated, closed, and con-
tinuous system without any contamination of cell culture 
growth equipped with a real-time monitoring system for 
monitoring media conditions, cell viability, and produc-
tivity (by optimization of media and nutrient usages, re-
cycling of media) (Djisalov et al., 2021; Specht et al., 
2018). The bioreactor monitoring indicators placed at the 
appropriate site should be designed to assess dissolved 
gases, pH, temperature, lactic acid concentration, glu-
cose, cell density, protein expression, morphology, and 
characterized genes (Xu et al., 2018). Recycling media 
after the removal of toxic compounds and supplementing 
the nutrients can reduce the cost and maximize the use of 
media. Table 2 summarizes the various types of bioreac-
tors to be used for large-scale production of in-vitro meat. 

There is a need to develop suitable technologies for 
cell culturing on a continuous process to increase effi-
ciency, reproducibility, product quality, and reduce the 
overall cost of production. It is possible to generate  
1 million cells per day in a medium size tissue culture 
flask of 155 cm2 by following suitable continuous pro-
cessing (Miotto et al., 2017). Various prospects for scaling 
up in-vitro meat production are summarized in Figure 4. 

Organoleptic attributes and consumer acceptance
Sensory and nutritional attributes play a major role in 

determining the consumer acceptance of food products. 
Recently, various functional biomaterials, cells, physi-
cal and chemical factors are used in tissue engineering 
for producing in-vitro meat having similar sensory and 
nutritional attributes to conventional meat. The decellu-
larized spinach scaffold having a vascular network was 
used for developing a meat-like system with sustaining 
very high viability (up to 99%). In the edible tissue, 25% 
of muscle cells exhibited myosin heavy-chain expression 
(Jones et al., 2021). 3D bioprinting by suitable biomate-
rials was used to create thick and complex three-dimen-

sional structures facilitating large-scale tissue constructs. 
Li et al. (2021) used ion-cross-linked alginate-gelatin 
and light-crosslinked silk fibroin for creating 3D skeletal 
muscle during in-vitro meat production having structural 
and functional attributes similar to conventional meat. 

For producing cultured edible tissue mimicking the 
taste, flavor, texture, and color of conventional meat, 
designing low-cost and edible scaffolds mimicking the 
extracellular matrix and supporting cell culture, are pre-
requisite. These scaffolds help in the differentiation of 
cells into myotubes and their proper organization to im-
part texture (Post et al., 2020; Ben-Arye et al., 2020). 
Jackfruit-based scaffolds were observed to impart mar-
bling patterns in in-vitro meat due to the differential 
adsorption of polyphenols. The edible tissue constructs 
were observed to have high-density cultures of porcine 
myoblasts and develop brown color upon cooking, thus 
improving consumer acceptance of in-vitro meat by 8% 
(Ong et al., 2021). 

The application of texturized soy protein added with 
myogenic-related growth factors was used in the muscle 
cell differentiation and development of 3D bovine muscle 
tissue. The co-culturing with bovine endothelial cells and 
smooth muscle cells in this structure resulted in the produc-
tion of in-vitro meat which exhibited meaty texture, color, 
flavor, and appearance upon cooking as compared to mon-
oculture tissue (Ben-Arye et al., 2020). Similarly, to get the 
complex texture of in-vitro meat, a photosensitive edible 
scaffold was fabricated by using soy-based polymers, and 
was observed to facilitate the production of cultured meat 
with a complex structure having thermomechanical charac-
teristics not affected by cooking (Sealy et al., 2022). Kang 
et al. (2021) prepared artificial steak-like meat in vitro by 
assessing three types of fibers viz., muscle, fat, and ves-
sel. The tendon-gel integrated bioprinting technology was 
applied for developing tendon-like structures in developed 
tissue as depicted in Figure 5 (Kang et al., 2021). 

Figure 4. Summary of the key areas of consideration for cultured meat bioprocess design
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A 3D scaffold developed from chitosan-sodium algi-
nate-collagen and gelatin was observed to support adhe-
sion and proliferation of porcine skeletal muscle, thereby 
resulting in structured in-vitro meat with textural attrib-
utes (chewiness, resilience, and springiness) and appear-
ance similar to fresh pork (Li et al., 2022). Post et al. 
(2020) developed a cell sheet-based meat model made up 
of polysaccharide films of chitosan and carboxymethyl 
cellulose for in-vitro meat production by using C-phy-
cocyanin, extracted from blue algae as an alternative to 
animal-derived serum. 

Consumer acceptance is very crucial for the over-
all marketing, popularization, and development of the 
product. It is very difficult to forecast the consumer ac-
ceptance of this novel product due to the very limited 
presence of this product in the market (Post, 2014; Bry-
ant and Barnett, 2018). The acceptance rate of in-vitro 
meat would likely be very high in some projections up 
to 63.5% (Wilks and Phillips, 2017) to very low up to 
5–11% (Hocquette et al., 2015). The wide variations in 
various studies could be due to variations in population, 
questionnaires, sample collections, and regions (Hoc-
quette et al., 2022). The main challenges in the consumer 
acceptance of in-vitro meat are food neophobia, the un-
naturalness of the products, public misconception about 

safety and nutritive value, lack of awareness about the 
technology and process involved in the production, and 
exorbitant price (Kumar et al., 2021 a). Some strategies 
for improving consumer acceptance could be by empha-
sizing the naturalness of in-vitro meat and the unnatural-
ness of conventional meat (Bryant et al., 2019), perceived 
health benefits (Siegrist and Sütterlin, 2017), nutritional 
data (Dupont and Fiebelkorn, 2020) and emphasizing the 
final products rather than production process (Siegrist et 
al., 2018). 

Prospects and conclusion
For perceiving the widely acclaimed merit of in-vitro 

meat in terms of sustainability, food safety, and ethical 
way of meat production, the scaling up of current tech-
nologies is required. There is a need for undertaking 
regulatory approvals and increasing awareness to con-
sumers towards consumer acceptance of in-vitro meat. 
The in-vitro meat should mimic the textural and sensory 
attributes similar to conventional meat.

There is a need for developing suitable cell lines with 
gene editing for better stemness and maintaining pluripo-
tency by modifying gene expression. The development 
of cell banks for a smooth supply of stem cells to vari-
ous firms could maximize the gain, save time and mini-

Figure 5. Structure of steak. a (i, ii) H&E- and (iii) Azan-stained images of a piece of steak. Representative images from three independent  
experiments are shown. All scale bars denote 100 μm (iv) Schematic of a hierarchical structure in muscle. b Schematic of the construction process 
for cultured steak. The first step is cell purification of tissue from cattle to obtain bovine satellite cells (bSCs) and bovine adipose-derived stem 
cells (bADSCs). The second is supporting bath-assisted printing (SBP) of bSCs and bADSCs to fabricate the muscle, fat, and vascular tissue with  
a fibrous structure. The third is the assembly of cell fibers to mimic the commercial steak’s structure. *SVF – stromal vascular fraction. (Adopted 

from Kang et al., 2021)
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mize the animal usage for harvesting these cells. There is  
a need to optimize the protocol for the production of fat 
cells, endothelial cells, fibroblasts, osteoblasts, chondro-
cytes, and other extracellular matrix-secreting cells for 
providing texture and flavor similar to conventional meat. 

The price of culture media would be significantly 
reduced by using growth regulators, nutrients, and trace 
elements from inexpensive and sustainable sources such 
as plants, fungi, or bacteria by recombinant technology 
or gene editing. Application of plant hydrolysates and 
flavonoids has been used for inducing cell proliferation 
and maturation. There is a lot of investment of time and 
resources for the development of cell-specific culture 
media and thus better sharing among the scientists and 
firms needed for scaling up in-vitro meat production. 

Suitable cell attachments such as scaffolds, microcar-
riers, and aggregates are required for the proper growth 
and proliferation of cells in the bioreactors. It is preferred 
that these materials should be edible, natural, and derived 
from sustainable sources, hence improving the overall 
process efficiency by avoiding the steps of cell detach-
ment and separation. The commercial-scale bioreactor 
with proper control of environmental conditions (pH, 
temperature, oxygen, nutrient supply), media perfusion, 
and automation without causing shear stress is very es-
sential for the scaling up of the in-vitro meat production. 

Funding
This work was supported by the Department of Bio-

technology, Government of India, New Delhi (No. BT/
PR26321/SP/9/1307/2017) and National Research Foun-
dation of Korea, Republic of Korea (Grant No. 2022R1F
1A10750021122182102130101). 

Conflict of interest
The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References

Aguanno S., Petrelli C., di Siena S., de Angelis L., Pellegrini M., Naro 
F. (2019). A three-dimensional culture model of reversibly quies-
cent myogenic cells. Stem Cells Int., 2019: 1–12. 

Akbarzadeh R., Yousefi A.M. (2014). Effects of processing parameters 
in thermally induced phase separation technique on porous archi-
tecture of scaffolds for bone tissue engineering. J. Biomed. Mater. 
Res. B Appl. Biomaterial, 102: 1304–1315.

Al Tanoury Z., Rao J., Tassy O., Gobert B., Gapon S., Garnier J.-M., 
Wagner E., Hick A., Hall A., Gussoni E. (2020). Differentiation of 
the human PAX7-positive myogenic precursors/satellite cell lin-
eage in vitro. Development, 147: dev187344.

Allan S., de Bank P., Ellis M. (2019). Bioprocess design consider-
ations for cultured meat production with a focus on the expansion 
bioreactor. Front. Sustain. Food Syst., 3: 44.

Andreassen R.C., Rønning S.B., Solberg N.T., Grønlien K.G., Kristoffer-
sen K.A., Høst V., Kolset S.O., Pedersen M.E. (2022). Production of 
food-grade microcarriers based on by-products from the food indus-
try to facilitate the expansion of bovine skeletal muscle satellite cells 
for cultured meat production. Biomaterials, 286: 121602.

Arshad M.S., Javed M., Sohaib M., Saeed F., Imran A., Amjad Z. 
(2017). Tissue engineering approaches to develop cultured meat 
from cells: A mini review. Cogent. Food Agric., 3: 1. 

Bar-Nur O., Gerli M.F.M., di Stefano B., Almada A.E., Galvin A., Cof-
fey A., Huebner A.J., Feige P., Verheul C., Cheung P., Payzin-Dog-
ru D., Paisant S., Anselmo A., Sadreyev R.I., Ott H.C., Tajbakhsh 
S., Rudnicki M.A., Wagers A.J., Hochedlinger K. (2018). Direct 
reprogramming of mouse fibroblasts into functional skeletal mus-
cle progenitors. Stem Cell Rep., 10: 1505–1521.

Barnes M., Uruakpa F., Udenigwe C. (2015). Influence of cowpea (Vi-
gna unguiculata) peptides on insulin resistance. J. Nutr. Health 
Food Sci., 3: 1–3.

Bellani C.F., Ajeian J., Duffy L., Miotto M., Groenewegen L., Conno 
C.J. (2020). Scale-up technologies for the manufacture of adher-
ent cells. Front. Nutr., 7: 575146.

Ben-Arye T., Shandalov Y., Ben-Shaul S., Landau S., Zagury Y., Ia-
novici I., Lavon N., Levenberg S. (2020). Textured soy protein 
scaffolds enable the generation of three-dimensional bovine skel-
etal muscle tissue for cell-based meat. Nat. Food, 1: 210–220. 

BNC, n.d. What is BNC Scaffold [www document]. 2021. https://cass-
materials.com/cellular-agriculture/ (accessed 2.3.23).

Bodiou V., Moutsatsou P., Post M.J. (2020). Microcarriers for upscal-
ing cultured meat production. Front. Nutr., 7: 10.

Bogliotti Y.S., Wu J., Vilarino M., Okamura D., Soto D.A., Zhong 
C., Sakurai M., Sampaio R.V., Suzuki K., Izpisua Belmonte J.C., 
Ross P.J. (2018). Efficient derivation of stable primed pluripotent 
embryonic stem cells from bovine blastocysts. Proc. Natl. Acad. 
Sci., 115: 2090–2095.

Bonab M.M., Alimoghaddam K., Talebian F., Ghaffari S.H., Gha-
vamzadeh A., Nikbin B. (2006). Aging of mesenchymal stem cell 
in vitro. BMC Cell Biol., 7: 14.

Browe D., Freeman J. (2019). Optimizing C2C12 myoblast differen-
tiation using polycaprolactone–polypyrrole copolymer scaffolds. 
J. Biomed Mater Res. A., 107: 220–231. 

Brown J.H., Das P., DiVito M.D., Ivancic D., Tan L.P., Wertheim J.A. 
(2018). Nanofibrous PLGA electrospun scaffolds modified with 
type I collagen influence hepatocyte function and support viability 
in vitro. Acta Biomater., 73: 217–227.

Bryant C., Barnett J. (2018). Consumer acceptance of cultured meat: A 
systematic review. Meat Sci., 143: 8–17.

Bryant C.J., Anderson J.E., Asher K.E., Green C., Gasteratos K. 
(2019). Strategies for overcoming aversion to unnaturalness: The 
case of clean meat. Meat Sci., 154: 37–45.

Burrell K., Dardari R., Goldsmith T., Toms D., Villagomez D.A.F., 
King W.A., Ungrin M., West F.D., Dobrinski I. (2019). Stirred 
suspension bioreactor culture of porcine induced pluripotent stem 
cells. Stem Cells Dev., 28: 1264–1275.

Burton N.M., Vierck J., Krabbenhoft L., Bryne K., Dodson M.V. 
(2000). Methods for animal satellite cell culture under a variety of 
conditions. Methods Cell Sci., 22: 51–61.

Campuzano S., Pelling A.E. (2019). Scaffolds for 3D cell culture and 
cellular agriculture applications derived from non-animal sources. 
Front. Sustain. Food Syst., 3: 38. 

CE Delft (2021). LCA of cultivated meat: Future projections for dif-
ferent scenarios.https://policycommons.net/artifacts/2009833/
lca-of-cultivated-meat-future-projections-for-different-scenari-
os/2762276/fragments/(accessed 2.3.23)

Chelladurai S.K., Selvan C.J.D., Rajagopalan K., Yesudhason B.V., 
Venkatachalam S., Mohan M., Chellathurai V.N., Selvan C.J.R.S. 
(2021). Alternative to FBS in animal cell culture – An overview 
and future perspective. Heliyon, 7: e07686.

Chen G., Guo Y., Li C., Li S., Wan X. (2020 a). Small molecules that 
promote self-renewal of stem cells and somatic cell reprogram-
ming. Stem Cell Rev. Rep., 16: 511–523. 

Chen H., Lui Y.S., Tan Z.W., Lee J.Y.H., Tan N.S., Tan L.P. (2019). 
Migration and phenotype control of human dermal fibroblasts by 
electrospun fibrous substrates. Adv Healthcare Mater., 8: 1801378.

Chen L., Guttieres D., Koenigsberg A., Barone P.W., Sinskey A.J., 
Springs S.L. (2022). Large-scale cultured meat production: 
Trends, challenges and promising biomanufacturing technologies. 
Biomaterials, 280: 121274. 

Chen X., Zhou L., Xu H., Yamamoto M., Shinoda M., Kishimoto M., 
Tanaka T., Yamane H. (2020 b). Effect of the application of a de-
hydrothermal treatment on the structure and the mechanical prop-
erties of collagen film. Materials, 13: 377.



408 P. Kumar et al.

Choi K.H., Lee D.K., Kim S.W., Woo S.H., Kim D.Y., Lee C.K. 
(2019). Chemically defined media can maintain pig pluripotency 
network in vitro. Stem Cell Rep., 13: 221–234. 

Choi K.H., Lee D.K., Oh J.N., Kim S.H., Lee M., Woo S.H., Kim 
D.Y., Lee C.K. (2020). Pluripotent pig embryonic stem cell lines 
originating from in vitro-fertilized and parthenogenetic embryos. 
Stem Cell Res., 49: 102093. 

Choi K.H., Yoon J.W., Kim M., Lee H.J., Jeong J., Ryu M., Jo C., Lee 
C.K. (2021). Muscle stem cell isolation and in vitro culture for 
meat production: A methodological review. Comp. Rev. Food Sci. 
Food Saf., 20: 429–457. 

Choudhury S., Sen Sarkar N., (2017). Algae as source of natural fla-
vour enhancers – A mini review. Plant Sci. Today, 4: 172–176.

Choudhury D., Tseng T.W., Swartz E. (2020). The business of cultured 
meat. Trends Biotechnol., 38: 573–577. 

Chriki S., Hocquette J.F. (2020). The myth of cultured meat: A review. 
Front. Nutr., 7: 7. 

Das P., DiVito M.D., Wertheim J.A., Tan L.P. (2020). Collagen-I and 
fibronectin modified three-dimensional electrospun PLGA scaf-
folds for long-term in vitro maintenance of functional hepato-
cytes. Mater Sci. Eng. C., 111: 110723.

Derakhti S., Safiabadi-Tali S.H., Amoabediny G., Sheikhpour M. 
(2019). Attachment and detachment strategies in microcarrier-
based cell culture technology: A comprehensive review. Materials 
Sci. Eng. C, 103: 109782. 

DeZengotita V.M., Kimura R., Miller W.M. (1998). Effects of CO2 and 
osmolality on hybridoma cells: growth, metabolism and monoclo-
nal antibody production. Cell Culture Eng., 6: 213–227.

Ding S., Swennen G.N.M., Messmer T., Gagliardi M., Molin D.G.M., 
Li C., Zhou G., Post M.J. (2018). Maintaining bovine satellite 
cells stemness through p38 pathway. Sci. Rep., 8: 10808. 

Djisalov M., Knežić T., Podunavac I., Živojević K., Radonic V., 
Knežević N.Ž., Bobrinetskiy I., Gadjanski I. (2021). Cultivating 
multidisciplinarity: Manufacturing and sensing challenges in cul-
tured meat production. Biology (Basel), 10: 204. 

Dubey A.K., Lavanya L., Sadananda D., Gouthami K., Elfansu K., 
Singh A. (2021). Inferences of carbon dioxide in present-day 
cell culture systems: An unacknowledged problem and perspec-
tives. Austin Therap., 6: 1033.

Dupont J., Fiebelkorn F. (2020). Attitudes and acceptance of young 
people toward the consumption of insects and cultured meat in 
Germany. Food Qual Prefer., 85: 103983. 

Egger D., Tripisciano C., Weber V., Dominici M., Kasper C. (2018). 
Dynamic cultivation of mesenchymal stem cell aggregates. Bio-
engineering, 5: 48. 

Elmowafy E.M., Tiboni M., Soliman M.E. (2019). Biocompatibility, 
biodegradation and biomedical applications of poly(lactic acid)/
poly(lactic-co-glycolic acid) micro and nanoparticles. J. Pharm 
Investig., 49: 347–380. 

Fang C.Y., Wu C.C., Fang C.L., Chen W.Y., Chen C.L. (2017). Long-
term growth comparison studies of FBS and FBS alternatives in 
six head and neck cell lines. PLoS One, 12: e0178960. 

Fish K.D., Rubio N.R., Stout A.J., Yuen J.S.K., Kaplan D.L. (2020). 
Prospects and challenges for cell-cultured fat as a novel food in-
gredient. Trends Food Sci. Technol., 98: 53–67. 

Furuhashi M., Morimoto Y., Shima A., Nakamura F., Ishikawa H., 
Takeuchi S. (2021). Formation of contractile 3D bovine muscle 
tissue for construction of millimetre-thick cultured steak. NPJ Sci. 
Food, 5: 6. 

Gamage D., Thompson M., Sutherland M., Hirotsu N., Makino A., 
Seneweera S. (2018). New insights into the cellular mechanisms 
of plant growth at elevated atmospheric carbon dioxide concentra-
tions. Plant Cell Environ., 41: 1233–1246. 

Garrison G.L., Biermacher J.T., Brorsen B.W. (2022). How much will 
large-scale production of cell-cultured meat cost? J. Agric. Food 
Res., 10: 100358. 

Genovese N.J., Domeier T.L., Telugu B.P., Roberts R.M. (2017). En-
hanced development of skeletal myotubes from porcine induced 
pluripotent stem cells. Sci Rep., 7: 41833. 

George F., Kerschen D., van Nuffel A., Rees J.F., Donnay I. (2009). 
Plant protein hydrolysates (plant peptones) as substitutes for animal 
proteins in embryo culture medium. Reprod. Fertil. Dev., 21: 587. 

Gerlach J.C., Lin Y.C., Brayfield C.A., Minteer D.M., Li H., Rubin 
J.P., Marra K.G. (2012). Adipogenesis of human adipose-derived 
stem cells within three-dimensional hollow fiber-based bioreac-
tors. Tissue Eng. Part C Methods, 18: 54–61. 

Ghosal K., Chandra A., Parveen G., Snigdha S., Roy, S., Agatemor 
C., Thomas S., Provaznik I. (2018). Electrospinning over solvent 
casting: Tuning of mechanical properties of membranes. Sci. Rep. 
8: 5058. 

Grahl S., Palanisamy M., Strac M., Meier-Dinkel L., Toepfl S., Mör-
lein D. (2018). Towards more sustainable meat alternatives: How 
technical parameters affect the sensory properties of extrusion 
products derived from soy and algae. J. Clean Prod., 198: 962–
971. 

Guan X., Lei Q., Yan Q., Li X., Zhou J., Du G., Chen J. (2021). Trends 
and ideas in technology, regulation and public acceptance of cul-
tured meat. Future Foods, 3: 100032. 

Guan X., Pan Z., Xu Z., Zhang S., Tang H., Du G., Zhou J. (2022). 
Natural flavonoid luteolin promotes the differentiation of porcine 
myoblasts through activation of PI3K/Akt/mTOR signaling. Food 
Biosci., 47: 101766. 

Guénantin A.C., Briand N., Capel E., Dumont F., Morichon R., Pro-
vost C., Stillitano F., Jeziorowska D., Siffroi J.-P., Hajjar R.J., 
Fève B., Hulot J.S., Collas P., Capeau J., Vigouroux C. (2017). 
Functional human beige adipocytes from induced pluripotent stem 
cells. Diabetes, 66: 1470–1478. 

Guo Y., Ding S.J., Ding X., Liu Z., Wang J.L., Chen Y., Liu P.P., Li H.-
X., Zhou G.H., Tang C.B. (2022). Effects of selected flavonoids 
on cell proliferation and differentiation of porcine muscle stem 
cells for cultured meat production. Food Res. Int., 160: 111459. 

Han X., Han J., Ding F., Cao S., Lim S.S., Dai Y., Zhang R., Zhang Y., 
Lim B., Li N. (2011). Generation of induced pluripotent stem cells 
from bovine embryonic fibroblast cells. Cell Res., 21: 1509–1512. 

Handral K.H., Hua Tay S., Wan Chan W., Choudhury D. (2022). 3D 
printing of cultured meat products. Crit. Rev. Food. Sci. Nutr., 62: 
272–281. 

Hochedlinger K., Jaenisch R. (2015). Induced pluripotency and epi-
genetic reprogramming. Cold Spring Harb. Perspect. Biol., 7: 
a019448. 

Hocquette A., Lambert C., Sinquin C., Peterolff L., Wagner Z., Bonny 
S.P.F., Hocquette J.F. (2015). Educated consumers don’t believe 
artificial meat is the solution to the problems with the meat indus-
try. J. Integr. Agric., 14: 273–284.

Hocquette É., Liu J., Ellies-Oury M.P., Chriki S., Hocquette J.F. 
(2022). Does the future of meat in France depend on cultured 
muscle cells? Answers from different consumer segments. Meat 
Sci., 188: 108776.

Hu D., Zhao L., Fan L., Liu X., Deng X., Miu S., Ta W. (2017). Effects 
of yeast extract on cell growth and antibody production in CHO 
cell culture. Biotechnol. Bull., 33: 162–169.

Hulko M., Dietrich V., Koch I., Gekeler A., Gebert M., Beck W., 
Krause B. (2019). Pyrogen retention: Comparison of the novel 
medium cut-off (MCO) membrane with other dialyser mem-
branes. Sci. Rep., 9: 6791. 

Hur J., Park I., Lim K.M., Doh J., Cho S.G., Chun A.J. (2020). Micro-
fluidic cell stretching for highly effective gene delivery into hard-
to-transfect primary cells. ACS Nano., 14: 15094–15106. 

Jandyal M., Malav O.P., Chatli M.K., Kumar P., Mehta N. (2021). 3D 
printing of meat: a new frontier of food from download to deli-
cious: a review. Int. J. Curr. Microbiol. Appl. Sci., 10: 2095–2111.

Jiao Y., Li C., Liu L., Wang F., Liu X., Mao J., Wang L. (2020). Con-
struction and application of textile-based tissue engineering scaf-
folds: a review. Biomater. Sci., 8: 3574–3600. 

Jiwlawat N., Lynch E., Jeffrey J., van Dyke J.M., Suzuki M. (2018). 
Current progress and challenges for skeletal muscle differentia-
tion from human pluripotent stem cells using transgene-free ap-
proaches. Stem Cells Int., 2018: 1–18. 

Jiwlawat S., Lynch E., Glaser J., Smit-Oistad I., Jeffrey J., van Dyke 
J.M., Suzuki M. (2017). Differentiation and sarcomere formation 
in skeletal myocytes directly prepared from human induced plu-
ripotent stem cells using a sphere-based culture. Differentiation, 
96: 70–81. 

Jo H.Y., Han H.W., Jung I., Ju J.H., Park S.J., Moon S., Geum D., 



409Recent advances in in-vitro meat production – a review

Kim H., Park H.J., Kim S., Stacey G.N., Koo S.K., Park M.H., 
Kim J.H. (2020 a). Development of genetic quality tests for good 
manufacturing practice-compliant induced pluripotent stem cells 
and their derivatives. Sci. Rep., 10: 3939. 

Jo K., Hong K.B., Suh H.J. (2020 b). Effects of the whey protein hy-
drolysates of various protein enzymes on the proliferation and 
differentiation of 3T3-E1 osteoblasts. Prev. Nutr. Food Sci., 25: 
71–77. 

Jones J.D., Rebello A.S., Gaudette G.R. (2021). Decellularized spin-
ach: An edible scaffold for laboratory-grown meat. Food Biosci., 
41: 100986. 

Jossen V., Schirmer C., Mostafa Sindi D., Eibl R., Kraume M., Pörtner 
R., Eib D. (2016). Theoretical and practical issues that are relevant 
when scaling up hMSC microcarrier production processes. Stem 
Cells Int., 2016: 1–15. 

Kadim I.T., Mahgoub O., Baqir S., Faye B., Purchas R. (2015). Cul-
tured meat from muscle stem cells: A review of challenges and 
prospects. J. Integr. Agric., 14: 222–233. 

Kang D.H., Louis F., Liu H., Shimoda H., Nishiyama Y., Nozawa H., 
Kakitani M., Takagi D., Kasa D., Nagamori E. (2021). Engineered 
whole cut meat-like tissue by the assembly of cell fibers using 
tendon-gel integrated bioprinting. Nat. Commun., 12: 5059. 

Knežić T., Janjušević L., Djisalov M., Yodmuang, S., Gadjanski I. 
(2022). Using vertebrate stem and progenitor cells for cellular 
agriculture-state-of-the-art, challenges, and future perspectives. 
Biomolecules, 12: 699.

Kolesky D.B., Homan K.A., Skylar-Scott M.A., Lewis J.A. (2016). 
Three-dimensional bioprinting of thick vascularized tissues. Proc. 
Natl. Acad. Sci. USA., 113: 3179–3184.

Kolkmann A.M., Post M.J., Rutjens M.A.M., van Essen A.L.M., 
Moutsatsou P. (2020). Serum-free media for the growth of primary 
bovine myoblasts. Cytotechnology, 72: 111–120. 

Koranne V., Jonas O.L.C., Mitra H., Bapat S., Ardekani A.M., Sealy 
M.P., Rajurkar K., Malshe A.P. (2022). Exploring properties of ed-
ible hydrolyzed collagen for 3D food printing of scaffold for bio-
manufacturing cultivated meat. Procedia. CIRP., 110: 186–191.

Kowalczyk T., Merecz-Sadowska A., Picot L., Brčić K.I., Wieczfin-
ska J., Śliwiński T., Sitarek P. (2022). Genetic manipulation and 
bioreactor culture of plants as a tool for industry and its applica-
tions. Molecules, 27: 795. 

Kumar P., Chatli M.K., Mehta N., Singh P., Malav O.P., Verma A.K. 
(2017). Meat analogues: Health promising sustainable meat sub-
stitutes. Crit. Rev. Food Sci. Nutr., 57: 923–932. 

Kumar P., Mehta N., Malav O.P., Verma A.K., Umraw P., Kanth M.K. 
(2019). The structure of meat analogs. Encyclop. Food Chem., pp. 
105–109. 

Kumar P., Sharma N., Sharma S., Mehta N., Verma A.K., Chemmalar 
S., Sazili A.Q. (2021 a). In-vitro meat: a promising solution for 
sustainability of meat sector. J. Anim. Sci. Technol., 63: 693–724. 

Kumar P., Verma A.K., Umaraw P., Mehta N., Ranjan R. (2021 b). 
Food utilization to the fullest: the prospects of 3D-printing in the 
meat industry. Fleischwirtschaft Int: J. Meat Product Meat Pro-
cess., 4: 44–47.

Kumar P., Abubakar A.A., Verma A.K., Umaraw P., Nizam M.H., 
Mehta N., Ahmed M.A., Kaka U., Sazili A.Q. (2022 a). New in-
sights in improving sustainability in meat production: opportuni-
ties and challenges. Crit. Rev. Food Sci. Nutr., 63: 11830–11858.

Kumar P., Mehta N., Abubakar A.A., Verma A.K., Kaka U., Sharma 
N., Sazili A.Q., Pateiro M., Kumar M., Lorenzo J.M. (2022 b). 
Potential alternatives of animal proteins for sustainability in the 
food sector. Food Rev. Int., 39: 5703–5728. 

Kumar P., Sharma N., Ahmed M.A., Verma A.K., Umaraw P., Mehta 
N., Abubakar A.A., Hayat M.N., Kaka U., Lee S.-J., Sazili A.Q. 
(2022 c). Technological interventions in improving the functional-
ity of proteins during processing of meat analogs. Front. Nutr., 9: 
1044024. 

Kumar A., Sood A., Han S.S. (2023). Technological and structural 
aspects of scaffold manufacturing for cultured meat: recent ad-
vances, challenges, and opportunities. Crit. Rev. Food Sci. Nutr., 
63: 585–612.

Kuo H.H., Gao X., DeKeyser J.M., Fetterman K.A., Pinheiro E.A., Wed-
dle C.J., Fonoudi H., Orman M.V., Romero-Tejeda M., Jouni M., 

Blancard M., Magdy T., Epting C.L., George A.L., Burridge P.W. 
(2020). Negligible-cost and weekend-free chemically defined hu-
man iPSC culture. Stem Cell Rep., 14: 256–270. 

Langelaan M.L.P., Boonen K.J.M., Polak R.B., Baaijens F.P.T., Post 
M.J., van der Schaft D.W.J. (2010). Meet the new meat: tissue 
engineered skeletal muscle. Trends Food Sci. Technol., 21: 59–66. 

Lanzoni D., Bracco F., Cheli F., Colosimo B.M., Moscatelli D., Baldi 
A., Rebucci R., Giromini C. (2022). Biotechnological and techni-
cal challenges related to cultured meat production. Appl. Sci., 12: 
6771. 

Leber J., Barekzai J., Blumenstock M., Pospisil B., Salzig D., Czermak 
P. (2017). Microcarrier choice and bead-to-bead transfer for hu-
man mesenchymal stem cells in serum-containing and chemically 
defined media. Process Biochem., 59: 255–265. 

Lee J.K., Link J.M., Hu J.C.Y., Athanasiou K.A. (2017 a). The self-
assembling process and applications in tissue engineering. Cold 
Spring Harb. Persp. Med., 7: a025668.

Lee M.S., Youn C., Kim J., Park B., Ahn J., Hong S., Kim Y.D., Shin 
Y., Park S. (2017 b). Enhanced cell growth of adipocyte-derived 
mesenchymal stem cells using chemically-defined serum-free me-
dia. Int. J. Mol. Sci., 18: 1779. 

Lerman M.J., Lembong J., Muramoto S., Gillen G., Fisher J.P. 
(2018). The evolution of polystyrene as a cell culture material. 
Tissue Eng. Part B Rev., 24: 359–372.

Li B., Wang X., Wang Y., Gou W., Yuan X., Peng J., Guo Q., Lu S. 
(2015). Past, present, and future of microcarrier-based tissue engi-
neering. J. Orthop. Translat., 3: 51–57. 

Li D., Xia Y. (2004). Electrospinning of nanofibers: reinventing the 
wheel? Adv. Mater., 16: 1151–1170.

Li L., Chen L., Chen X., Chen Y., Ding S., Fan X., Liu Y., Xu X., Zhou 
G., Zhu B. (2022). Chitosan-sodium alginate-collagen/gelatin 
three-dimensional edible scaffolds for building a structured model 
for cell cultured meat. Int. J. Biol. Macromol., 209: 668–679. 

Li X., Zhang G., Zhao X., Zhou J., Du G., Chen J. (2020). A concep-
tual air-lift reactor design for large scale animal cell cultivation 
in the context of in vitro meat production. Chem. Eng. Sci., 211: 
115269. 

Li Y., Liu W., Li S., Zhang M., Yang F., Wang S. (2021). Porcine skel-
etal muscle tissue fabrication for cultured meat production using 
three-dimensional bioprinting technology. J. Future Foods, 1: 
88–97. 

Liao P., Chen X., Wang M., Bach T.J., Chye M.L. (2018). Improved 
fruit alpha-tocopherol, carotenoid, squalene and phytosterol con-
tents through manipulation of Brassica juncea 3-hydroxy-3-meth-
ylglutaryl-CoA synthase1 in transgenic tomato. Plant Biotechnol. 
J., 16: 784–796. 

Lipsitz Y.Y., Woodford C., Yin T., Hanna J.H., Zandstra P.W. (2018). 
Modulating cell state to enhance suspension expansion of human 
pluripotent stem cells. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci., 115: 6369–6374. 

Lu H., Ying K., Shi Y., Liu D., Chen Q. (2022). Bioprocessing by de-
cellularized scaffold biomaterials in cultured meat: A review. Bio-
engineering, 9: 787. 

Lv Q., Feng Q. (2006). Preparation of 3-D regenerated fibroin scaf-
folds with freeze drying method and freeze drying/foaming tech-
nique. J. Mater. Sci. Mater. Med., 17: 1349–1356.

Lynch J., Pierrehumber R. (2019). Climate impacts of cultured meat 
and beef cattle. Front. Sustain. Food Syst., 3: 5.

MacQueen L.A., Alver C.G., Chantre C.O., Ahn S., Cera L., Gonzalez 
G.M., O’Connor B.B., Drennan D.J., Peters M.M., Motta S.E., 
Zimmerman J.F., Parker K.K. (2019). Muscle tissue engineering 
in fibrous gelatin: Implications for meat analogs. NPJ Sci. Food, 
3: 20. 

Maleiner B., Tomasch J., Heher P., Spadiut O., Rünzler D., Fuchs C. 
(2018). The importance of biophysical and biochemical stimuli in 
dynamic skeletal muscle models. Front. Physiol., 9: 1130. 

Matsumoto K., Kimura S., Itai S., Kondo H., Iwao Y. (2019). In vivo 
temperature-sensitive drug release system trigged by cooling us-
ing low-melting-point microcrystalline wax. J. Control. Rel., 303: 
281–288. 

Matsuura H.N., Malik S., de Costa F., Yousefzadi M., Mirjalili M.H., 
Arroo R., Bhambra A.S., Strnad M., Bonfill M., Fett-Neto A.G. 
(2018). Specialized plant metabolism characteristics and impact 



410 P. Kumar et al.

on target molecule biotechnological production. Mol. Biotechnol., 
60: 169–183. 

McKee C., Chaudhry G.R. (2017). Advances and challenges in stem 
cell culture. Colloids Surf. B Biointerfaces, 159: 62–77. 

Melzener L., Verzijden K.E., Buijs A.J., Post M.J., Flack J.E. (2021). 
Cultured beef: From small biopsy to substantial quantity. J. Sci. 
Food Agric., 101: 7–14.

Mendibil U., Ruiz-Hernandez R., Retegi-Carrion S., Garcia-Urquia 
N., Olalde-Graells B., Abarrategi A. (2020). Tissue-specific decel-
lularization methods: Rationale and strategies to achieve regen-
erative compounds. Int. J. Mol. Sci., 21: 5447. 

Meng J., Yang G., Liu L., Song Y., Jiang L., Wang S. (2017). Cell  
adhesive spectra along surface wettability gradient from super-
hydrophilicity to superhydrophobicity. Sci. China Chem., 60: 
614–620. 

Miotto M., Gouveia R., Abidin F.Z., Figueiredo F., Connon C.J. (2017). 
Developing a continuous bioprocessing approach to stromal cell 
manufacture. ACS Appl. Mater. Interfaces, 9: 41131–41142. 

Mishra S. (2022). India’s ‘Clear Meat’ develops animal-free growth 
medium that can cut culture cost by 80% [www document]. The 
Vegan Indians. https://www.theveganindians.com/indias-clear-
meat-develops-animal-free-growth-medium-that-can-cut-culture-
cost-by-80/ (accessed 1.8.23).

Mo X., Sun B., Wu T., Li D. (2019). Chapter 24 – Electrospun nanofi-
bers for tissue engineering. In: Electrospinning: Nanofabrication 
and applications, Ding B., Wang X., Yu J. (eds). Norwich, NY: 
William Andrew Publishing, pp. 719–734.

Moritz M.S.M., Verbruggen S.E.L., Post M.J. (2015). Alternatives for 
large-scale production of cultured beef: a review. J. Integr. Agric., 
14: 208–216. 

Mosa Meat (2021). Growing beef [www document]. https://mosameat.
com/growing-beef (accessed 2.2.23).

Mridul A. (2021). Cultured meat to hit UK menus by 2023, says cell-
based startup Ivy Farm. The Vegan Review.

Nemati S., Kim S.J., Shin Y.M., Hin H. (2019). Current progress in 
application of polymeric nanofibers to tissue engineering. Nano 
Converg., 6: 36. 

Nonoyama T., Lee Y.W., Ota K., Fujioka K., Hong W., Gong J.P. 
(2020). Instant thermal switching from soft hydrogel to rigid plas-
tics inspired by thermophile proteins. Adv. Mater., 32: 1905878. 

Norris S.C.P., Kawecki N.S., Davis A.R., Chen K.K., Rowat A.C. 
(2022). Emulsion-templated microparticles with tunable stiffness 
and topology: Applications as edible microcarriers for cultured 
meat. Biomaterials, 287: 121669. 

O’Neill E.N., Cosenza Z.A., Baar K., Block D.E. (2021). Consider-
ations for the development of cost-effective cell culture media for 
cultivated meat production. Compr. Rev. Food Sci. Food Saf., 20: 
686–709. 

Okamoto Y., Haraguchi Y., Sawamura N., Asahi T., Shimizu T. (2020). 
Mammalian cell cultivation using nutrients extracted from micro-
algae. Biotechnol. Prog., 36. 

Ong S., Loo L., Pang M., Tan R., Teng Y., Lou X., Chin S.K., Naik 
M.Y., Yu H. (2021). Decompartmentalisation as a simple color 
manipulation of plant-based marbling meat alternatives. Bioma-
terials, 277: 121107.

Orellana N., Sanchez E., Benavente D., Prieto P., Enrione J., Acevedo 
C.A. (2020). A new edible film to produce in vitro meat. Foods, 
9: 185. 

Oryan A., Kamali A., Moshiri A., Baharvand H., Daemi H. (2018). 
Chemical crosslinking of biopolymeric scaffolds: Current knowl-
edge and future directions of crosslinked engineered bone scaf-
folds. Int. J. Biol. Macromol., 107: 678–688. 

Page H., Flood P., Reynaud E.G. (2013). Three-dimensional tissue cul-
tures: Current trends and beyond. Cell Tissue Res., 352: 123–131. 

Pakseresht A., Ahmadi Kaliji S., Canavari M. (2022). Review of fac-
tors affecting consumer acceptance of cultured meat. Appetite, 
170: 105829. 

Panchalingam K.M., Jung S., Rosenberg L., Behie L.A. (2015). Bio-
processing strategies for the large-scale production of human mes-
enchymal stem cells: a review. Stem Cell Res. Ther., 6: 225. 

Park S., Jung S., Choi M., Lee M., Choi B., Koh W.-G., Lee S., Hong J. 
(2021). Gelatin MAGIC powder as nutrient-delivering 3D spacer 

for growing cell sheets into cost-effective cultured meat. Bioma-
terials, 278: 121155. 

Paul J.P., Mindy D.G., Tilkins M.L. (1999). Method for expanding 
embryonic stem cells in serum-free culture. US20020076747A1.

Paul J.Y., Khanna H., Kleidon J., Hoang P., Geijskes J., Daniells J., 
Zaplin E., Rosenberg Y., James A., Mlalazi B. (2017). Golden  
bananas in the field: Elevated fruit pro-vitamin A from the ex-
pression of a single banana transgene. Plant Biotechnol. J., 15: 
520–532. 

Peng X., Song T., Hu X., Zhou Y., Wei H., Peng J., Jiang S. (2015). 
Phenotypic and functional properties of porcine dedifferentiated 
fat cells during the long-term culture in vitro. Biomed. Res. Int., 
2015: 1–10. 

Pereira S.F., Goss L., Dworkin J. (2011). Eukaryote-like serine/threo-
nine kinases and phosphatases in bacteria. Microbiol. Mol. Biol. 
Rev., 75: 192–212.

Perez R.A., El-Fiqi A., Park J.H., Kim T.H., Kim J.H., Kim H.W. 
(2014). Therapeutic bioactive microcarriers: Co-delivery of 
growth factors and stem cells for bone tissue engineering. Acta 
Biomater., 10: 520–530.

Pilliar R.M., Filiaggi M.J., Wells J.D., Grynpas M.D., Kandel R.A. 
(2001). Porous calcium polyphosphate scaffolds for bone sub-
stitute applications – in vitro characterization. Biomaterials, 22: 
963–972.

Post M. (2014). Cultured beef: Medical technology to produce food. J. 
Sci. Food Agric., 94: 1039–1041.

Post M.J., Levenberg S., Kaplan D.L., Genovese N., Fu J., Bryant C.J., 
Negowetti N., Verzijden K., Moutsatsou P. (2020). Scientific, sus-
tainability and regulatory challenges of cultured meat. Nat. Food, 
1: 403–415. 

Prasad A., Sankar M.R., Katiyar V. (2017). State of art on solvent cast-
ing particulate leaching method for orthopedic scaffolds fabrica-
tion. Mater. Today Proc., 4: 898–907.

Raghothaman D., Leong M.F., Lim T.C., Toh J.K., Wan A.C., Yang 
Z., Lee E.H. (2014). Engineering cell matrix interactions in as-
sembled polyelectrolyte fiber hydrogels for mesenchymal stem 
cell chondrogenesis. Biomaterials, 35: 2607–2616.

Rahmati M., Mills D.K., Urbanska A.M., Saeb M.R., Venugopal J.R., 
Ramakrishna S., Mozafari M. (2021). Electrospinning for tissue 
engineering applications. Prog. Mater. Sci., 117: 100721. 

Ramani S., Ko D., Kim B., Cho C., Kim W., Jo C., Lee C.K., Kang J., 
Hur S., Park S. (2021). Technical requirements for cultured meat 
production: a review. J. Anim. Sci. Technol., 63: 681–692. 

Reiss J., Robertson S., Suzuki M. (2021). Cell sources for cultivated 
meat: applications and considerations throughout the production 
workflow. Int. J. Mol. Sci., 22: 7513. 

Rieder E., Kasimir M.T., Silberhumer G., Seebacher G., Wolner E., Si-
mon P., Weigel G. (2004). Decellularization protocols of porcine 
heart valves differ importantly in efficiency of cell removal and 
susceptibility of the matrix to recellularization with human vascu-
lar cells. J. Thorac. Cardiovasc. Surg., 127: 399–405. 

Riley M., Vermerris W. (2017). Recent advances in nanomaterials for 
gene delivery – a review. Nanomaterials, 7: 94. 

Rodríguez-Vázquez M., Vega-Ruiz B., Ramos-Zúñiga R., Saldaña-
Koppel D.A., Quiñones-Olvera L.F. (2015). Chitosan and its 
potential use as a scaffold for tissue engineering in regenerative 
medicine. Biomed. Res. Int., 2015: 1–15. 

Rosser J., Thomas-Vazquez, D. (2018). Bioreactor processes for matu-
ration of 3D bioprinted tissue. In: 3D bioprinting for reconstruc-
tive surgery, 1st ed., Whitaker T.J. (ed.). Elsevier Wordmark: Am-
sterdam, The Netherlands.

Rubio N.R., Datar I., Stachura D., Kaplan D., Krueger K. (2019 a). 
Cell-based fish: A novel approach to seafood production and an 
opportunity for cellular agriculture. Front. Sustain. Food Syst., 3. 

Rubio N.R., Fish K.D., Trimmer B.A., Kaplan D.L. (2019 b). Pos-
sibilities for engineered insect tissue as a food source. Front. Sus-
tain. Food. Syst., 3. 

Sandmaier S.E.S., Nandal A., Powell A., Garrett W., Blomberg L., 
Donovan D.M., Talbot N., Telug B.P. (2015). Generation of in-
duced pluripotent stem cells from domestic goats. Mol. Reprod. 
Dev., 82: 709–721. 

Scarfone R.A., Pena S.M., Russell K.A., Betts D.H., Koch T.G. (2020). 



411Recent advances in in-vitro meat production – a review

The use of induced pluripotent stem cells in domestic animals:  
a narrative review. BMC Vet. Res., 16: 477. 

Seah J.S.H., Singh S., Tan L.P., Choudhury D. (2022) Scaffolds for 
the manufacture of cultured meat, Crit. Rev. Biotechnol., 42: 
311–323. 

Sealy M., Avegnon K., Garrett A., Delbreilh L., Bapat S., Malshe A. 
(2022). Understanding biomanufacturing of soy-based scaffolds 
for cell-cultured meat by vat polymerization. CIRP Annals, 71: 
209–212.

Sharma M., Kaur S., Kumar P., Mehta N., Umaraw P., Ghosh S. 
(2022). Development, prospects, and challenges of meat ana- 
logs with plant-based alternatives. In: Recent advances in food 
biotechnology. Springer Nature Singapore, Singapore, pp. 275–
299.

Siegrist M., Sütterlin B. (2017). Importance of perceived naturalness 
for acceptance of food additives and cultured meat. Appetite, 113: 
320–326. 

Siegrist M., Sütterlin B., Hartmann C. (2018). Perceived naturalness 
and evoked disgust influence acceptance of cultured meat. Meat 
Sci., 139: 213–219. 

Sola A., Bertacchini J., D’Avella D., Anselmi L., Maraldi T., Marmi-
roli S., Messori M. (2019). Development of solvent-casting par-
ticulate leaching (SCPL) polymer scaffolds as improved three-di-
mensional supports to mimic the bone marrow niche. Mater. Sci. 
Eng. C, Materials Biol. Applic., 96: 153–165. 

Specht E.A., Welch D.R., Rees Clayton E.M., Lagally C.D. (2018). 
Opportunities for applying biomedical production and manufac-
turing methods to the development of the clean meat industry. 
Biochem. Eng. J., 132: 161–168. 

Stephens N., Di Silvio L., Dunsford I., Ellis M., Glencross A., Sexton 
A. (2018). Bringing cultured meat to market: Technical, socio-
political, and regulatory challenges in cellular agriculture. Trends 
Food Sci. Technol., 78: 155–166.

Stout A.J., Mirliani A.B., Rittenberg M.L., Shub M., White E.C., Yuen 
J.S.K., Kaplan D.L. (2022). Simple and effective serum-free me-
dium for sustained expansion of bovine satellite cells for cell cul-
tured meat. Commun. Biol., 5: 466. 

Tabei Y., Muranaka T. (2020). Preface to the special issue “Technology 
in tissue culture toward horizon of plant biotechnology”.  Plant 
Biotechnol., 37: 117–120. 

Takahashi I., Sato K., Mera H., Wakitani S., Takagi M. (2017). Effects 
of agitation rate on aggregation during beads-to-beads subcultiva-
tion of microcarrier culture of human mesenchymal stem cells. 
Cytotechnology, 69: 503–509.

Takahashi K., Yamanaka S. (2006). Induction of pluripotent stem cells 
from mouse embryonic and adult fibroblast cultures by defined 
factors. Cell, 126: 663–676.

Takahashi K., Yamanaka S. (2016). A decade of transcription factor-
mediated reprogramming to pluripotency. Nat. Rev. Mol. Cell. 
Biol., 17: 183–193.

Tallawi M., Rosellini E., Barbani N., Cascone M.G., Rai R., Saint-
Pierre G., Boccaccini A.R. (2015). Strategies for the chemical and 
biological functionalization of scaffolds for cardiac tissue engi-
neering: a review. J. R. Soc. Interface., 12: 20150254.

Taub D. (2010). Effects of rising atmospheric concentrations of carbon 
dioxide on plants. Nat. Sci. Edu., 3: 21.

Thorrez L., Vandenburgh H. (2019). Challenges in the quest for ‘clean 
meat.’ Nat. Biotechnol., 37: 215–216. 

Trache D., Hussin M.H., Haafiz M.K.M., Thakur V.K. (2017). Recent 
progress in cellulose nanocrystals: Sources and production. Na-
noscale, 9: 1763–1786. 

Tripathi N.K., Shrivastava A. (2019). Recent developments in biopro-
cessing of recombinant proteins: Expression hosts and process 
development. Front. Bioeng. Biotechnol., 7: 420. 

Tsai A.C., Liu Y., Yuan X., Chella R., Ma T. (2017). Aggregation kinet-
ics of human mesenchymal stem cells under wave motion. Bio-
technol. J., 12: 1600448. 

Tuomisto H.L., de Mattos M.J. (2011). Environmental impacts of cul-
tured meat production. Environ. Sci. Technol., 45: 6117–6123.

Verbruggen S., Luinin D., van Essen A., Post M.J. (2018). Bovine 
myoblast cell production in a microcarriers-based system. Cyto-
technology, 70: 503–512. 

Wang W., Zhang T., Wu C., Wang S., Wang Y., Li H., Wang N.  
(2017). Immortalization of chicken preadipocytes by retro- 
viral transduction of chicken TERT and TR. PLoS One, 12: e0177348. 

Warner R.D. (2019). Review: Analysis of the process and drivers for 
cellular meat production. Animal, 13: 3041–3058. 

Werner M., Petersen A., Kurniawan N.A., Bouten C.V.C. (2019). 
Cell-perceived substrate curvature dynamically coordinates the 
direction, speed, and persistence of stromal cell migration. Adv. 
Biosyst., 3: 1900080.

Wheeler J.A., Hoch G., Cortés A.J., Sedlacek J., Wipf S., Rixen C. 
(2014). Increased spring freezing vulnerability for alpine shrubs 
under early snowmelt. Oecologia, 175: 219–229.

Wilks M., Phillips C.J. (2017). Attitudes to in vitro meat: A survey 
of potential consumers in the United States. PLoS ONE, 12: 
e0171904.

Willard J.J., Drexler J.W., Das A., Roy S., Shilo S., Shoseyov O., Pow-
ell H.M. (2013). Plant-derived human collagen scaffolds for skin 
tissue engineering. Tissue Eng. Part A, 19: 1507–1518. 

Wu Z., Chen J., Ren J., Bao L., Liao J., Cui C., Rao L., Li H., Gu Y., 
Dai H., Zhu H., Teng X., Cheng L., Xiao L. (2009). Generation of 
pig induced pluripotent stem cells with a drug-inducible system. J. 
Mol. Cell Biol., 1: 46–54. 

Xu S., Jiang R., Mueller R., Hoesli N., Kretz T., Bowers J., Chen H. 
(2018). Probing lactate metabolism variations in large-scale bio-
reactors. Biotechnol. Prog., 34: 756–766. 

Xue X., Hu Y., Wang S., Chen X., Jiang Y., Su J. (2022). Fabrication 
of physical and chemical crosslinked hydrogels for bone tissue 
engineering. Bioact. Mater., 12: 327–339. 

Yablonka-Reuveni Z. (2011). The skeletal muscle satellite cell: 
still young and fascinating at 50. J. Histochem. Cytochem., 59:  
1041–1059.

YekrangSafakar A., Hamel K.M., Mehrnezhad A., Jung J.P., Park K. 
(2020). Development of rolled scaffold for high-density adherent 
cell culture. Biomed. Microdev., 22: 4. 

Yuen Jr J.S.K., Stout A.J., Kawecki N.S., Letcher S.M., Theodossiou 
S.K., Cohen J.M., Barrick B.M., Saad M.K., Rubio N.R., Pietro-
pinto J.A., DiCindio H., Zhang S.W., Rowat A.C., Kaplan D.L. 
(2022). Perspectives on scaling production of adipose tissue for 
food applications. Biomaterials, 280: 121273. 

Zhang C., Wohlhueter R., Zhang H. (2016). Genetically modified 
foods: A critical review of their promise and problems. Food Sci. 
Hum. Wellness, 5: 116–123.

Zhang S., Wang H. (2019). Current progress in 3D bioprinting of tissue 
analogs. SLAS Technol., 24: 70–78. 

Zheng Y.Y., Zhu H.Z., Wu Z.Y., Song W.J., Tang C.B., Li C.B., Ding 
S.J., Zhou G.H. (2021). Evaluation of the effect of smooth muscle 
cells on the quality of cultured meat in a model for cultured meat. 
Food Res. Int., 150: 110786. 

Zheng Y.Y., Chen Y., Zhu H.Z., Li C.B., Song W.J., Ding S.J., Zhou 
G.H. (2022). Production of cultured meat by culturing porcine 
smooth muscle cells in vitro with food grade peanut wire-drawing 
protein scaffold. Food Res. Int., 159: 111561. 

Zhou X.X., Jin L., Qi R.Q., Ma T. (2018). pH-responsive polymeric 
micelles self-assembled from amphiphilic copolymer modified 
with lipid used as doxorubicin delivery carriers. R. Soc. Open 
Sci., 5: 171654. 

Zidarič T., Milojević M., Vajda J., Vihar B., Maver U. (2020). Cultured 
meat: Meat industry hand in hand with biomedical production 
methods. Food Eng. Rev., 12: 498–519.

Received: 13 II 2023
Accepted: 8 V 2023


