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Abstract: As novel carrier biomaterials, decellularized scaffolds have promising potential in the
development of cellular agriculture and edible cell-cultured meat applications. Decellularized
scaffold biomaterials have characteristics of high biocompatibility, bio-degradation, biological safety
and various bioactivities, which could potentially compensate for the shortcomings of synthetic
bio-scaffold materials. They can provide suitable microstructure and mechanical support for cell
adhesion, differentiation and proliferation. To our best knowledge, the preparation and application
of plant and animal decellularized scaffolds have not been summarized. Herein, a comprehensive
presentation of the principles, preparation methods and application progress of animal-derived and
plant-derived decellularized scaffolds has been reported in detail. Additionally, their application in
the culture of skeletal muscle, fat and connective tissue, which constitute the main components of
edible cultured meat, have also been generally discussed. We also illustrate the potential applications
and prospects of decellularized scaffold materials in future foods. This review of cultured meat and
decellularized scaffold biomaterials provides new insight and great potential research prospects in
food application and cellular agriculture.

Keywords: cell-cultured meat; biomaterial; cellular agriculture; decellularized scaffolds; future
food; decellularization

1. Introduction

In the context of rapid population growth and economic development, there is a
growing demand for and reliance on animal-derived protein. With the increasing demand
for meat worldwide of more than 70%, resources on the earth will not provide enough
meat to the world’s population by 2050 [1]. In order to replace the supply of animal meat
and avoid the impact of livestock farming on soil destruction, water resources pollution
and greenhouse gas emissions [2], it is essential to explore new sustainable production
methods of eatable protein. Currently, synthesized meat is divided into two main types.
The first one is meat analogs derived from plant and insect protein, and it uses protein-
modified plant material to simulate the taste of meat and provide more sources of protein
from insects [3]. However, due to the difference in nutritional value and meat flavor, this
method cannot completely replace the current meat market. The second is cultured meat
produced by in vitro proliferation and differentiation of animal stem cells [4], which has
shown great potential and become an unstoppable trend for application in developing new
meat resources. Laboratory-grown meat, also called cultured meat, clean meat, synthetic
meat or in vitro meat [5], is a foodstuff formed by the proliferation of animal cells in vitro,
and is mainly composed of skeletal muscle, fat and connective tissue [6]. In fact, the
development of technologies such as stem cell isolation and identification, cell culture, and
tissue engineering have gradually made it possible to culture meat in vitro.
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Most mammalian cells are anchorage-dependent, which leads them to adhere to the
surface of vector in cell proliferation. Previously, microcarriers were usually chemically
synthesized polymers, which were manufactured on a large scale. However, related
applications in cell expansion are relatively limited due to the lack of cell recognition sites [7].
Currently, microcarriers have the advantage of higher efficiency in material transport,
leading to the developed culture system of adherent cells. On the other hand, micro-
carriers have been used to amplify specific cells to produce monoclonal antibodies, proteins,
vaccines, etc. A variety of research studies are focused on their potential applications in the
field of regenerative medicine and tissue engineering. In fact, the simplest scaffolds are
microcarriers, but mostly they play a role only during the suspension culture [8], thus the
application of microcarriers in meat production has not been extensively studied [9]. To
obtain cultured meat with a more realistic structure and texture, a scaffold that provides
vascularization should be explored [8,10]. Generally speaking, cultured meat is produced
by proliferating and adhering muscle cells to a carrier, then transferred to a bioreactor
with a growth medium for culture. Cell-supporting scaffolds are intended to resemble
the extracellular matrix (ECM) in structure and to some extent in biochemical properties
that support cell structure and function in natural tissues [11]. Therefore, it is essential
to find a suitable scaffold during the production of meat that meets different structural
demands [12].

To this end, we systematically summarize the superior types of scaffolds, emphasizing
the production methods and application directions in cell-culture meat, to provide a basis
for the development and growth of cell-cultured meat.

2. Review Methodology

The studies published in the last five years were collected from several databases
including Web of Science and PubMed with the keywords of ‘cell-cultured meat’, ‘bio-
material’, ‘cellular agriculture’ and ‘decellularized scaffolds’. After removing conference
proceedings, letters, abstracts and unrelated topics, highly related references were cited.

3. Challenges of Cell-Cultured Meat Bioprocessing

Cell-culture meat is currently one of the most cutting-edge research directions and
important future trends in the development of cellular agriculture. While mimicking
the taste, texture and appearance of meat, cell-culture products have a positive effect
in ensuring food quality and safety, maintaining sustainable development of resources,
avoiding foodborne diseases and reducing animal suffering [13]. However, cultured meat
production is currently more expensive than comparable conventional meat products.
Currently, cell culture meat is facing many important challenges for large-scale commercial
production. Therefore, research must carefully consider not only the development of
functional immortalized cell line, optimization of cell culture medium but also the design
of cell bioreactors and biomaterials, as well as development of safe and economical edible
scaffolds and other related challenges [1]. In the field of cultured meat research, myoblast
cells, satellite cells, embryonic stem cells and adipose tissue-derived stem cells are attracting
more and more attention [14], because they are expected to develop into skeletal muscle
tubes, mature muscle fibers and fatty tissue. However, there is still an urgent need to
address the problem of decreased cell expansion capacity during cell culture to improve its
differentiation and proliferation capacity for industrial-scale meat production applications.
Additionally, cultured meat for the food industry requires large-scale cultivation, low
resource consumption and the short production time of cell culture. Thus, it is important to
explore the improvement and optimization of multiple cell culture technologies including
microcarriers, suspension cultures, packed bed bioreactors, etc. [15], so as to achieve
efficient and large-scale production of cultured meat.

Scaffold biomaterials serve as an integrated support network that is a key component
of cellular agriculture, with cells expanding and differentiating in an anchorage-dependent
manner. Scaffolds for cell culture meat are usually biodegradable, but if not, they must
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be safe, economical and easy to produce on a large scale. This porous network allows the
flow of oxygen and nutrients and removal of waste products to maintain cellular metabolic
functions and avoid the formation of necrotic cores. However, although simple scaffolds
with medium infusion can grow muscle fibers, only in combination with tissue technology
can they produce structured products other than minced meat [16]. For this reason, the
production of cultured meat requires scaffolds with the ability to support the differentiation
of multiple cell types and their co-cultures, and overcome the thickness limitation of the
cultured meat tissue. This is a challenge for the production of cell-cultured meat and
an opportunity to drive further development of the scaffold [8]. There is evidence that
culturing multiple cell types (e.g., myogenic cells) and at least one type of ECM-secreting
cell on a porous scaffold and spreading them on the scaffold can eventually lead to the
formation of muscle cell fibers and cell-cultured meat [17].

3.1. Current Research Progress on Scaffolds

Currently, the widely studied scaffold is a type of three-dimensional (3D) structure
with porous characteristics. In general, it mimics the extracellular matrix and is therefore
capable of prompting the attachment, proliferation, and differentiation of essential skeletal
muscle, adipose and connective tissue cells. The ideal scaffold should have a large growth
and attachment surface area, be flexible to allow for shrinkage, maximize medium diffusion
and be easily separated from the meat culture. The manufacturing technologies for scaf-
folds are quite diverse, including electrospinning, casting mold systems, injectable systems
and extrusion-based 3D printing, but there exist corresponding disadvantages [18], such as
uncontrolled size, poor reproducibility, chemical residues, difficulties in integrating vascu-
lar networks and insufficient interconnectivity [19]. Therefore, more suitable technologies
still need to be explored in further research.

3.2. Applied Types of Meat Scaffolds in Cell Culture

Typically, the scaffolds are divided into natural polymer scaffolds and synthetic scaf-
folds. Among them, natural polymer scaffolds, such as animal-derived collagen [20],
gelatin [21], arthropods and fungi-derived chitin [22], are demonstrated to be ideal for
making scaffolds with ECM-like characteristics. However, due to their high cost, collagen
scaffolds remain difficult to produce, which limit their large-scale application in the cell-
cultured meat industry. Therefore, scaffold materials synthesized from food materials, such
as tapioca starch, cellulose, alginate, gelatin and agarose [2,10,23,24], have been widely
reported to support cell growth and thus have promising applications in cell culture meat.
However, these synthetic scaffold materials are less biocompatible, and it is difficult to
ensure that cell culture meat has a similar muscle structure and morphological texture
to natural meat. The natural tissue morphology of the cell culture meat was generally
determined by the scaffold material. Therefore, the morphology of the scaffold material
has attracted attention. Orellana et al. [25] then produced films with parallel microchannel
structures to induce cells to align as muscle fibers, thus making it possible to culture in vitro
cell culture meat with natural structures. The feasibility of this method for in vitro meat
production was also confirmed by Acevedo et al. [26], due to the fact that scaffolds with a
transverse texture structure facilitate the formation of myotubes because of their similarity
to muscle structure [27]. In this aspect, natural material scaffolds may be more appropriate
due to their unique structure. Additionally, through a combination of physical, chemical
and biological methods, a wide range of natural tissues of animals, plants and microorgan-
isms can be prepared as decellularized scaffolds. Such a new decellularized scaffold has
been proposed as a scaffold material due to its complete structure and biocompatibility.
Therefore, over the past decades, the materials of scaffolds have taken a giant leap from
simple collagen and alginate to complex decellularized scaffold biomaterials [28].

Typically, scaffolds for food and cellular agriculture are required to be degradable,
or safe and palatable [1]. In fact, the most worrisome potential hazard of scaffolds and
microcarriers during the whole process of cell-cultured meat production is the harmful
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substances in the material, which means the material itself and its degradation products
may not be safe for consumption [29]. Decellularized scaffolds are potential ideal scaffold
biomaterials for cellular agriculture or tissue engineering. Such scaffold biomaterials are
derived from natural tissues and therefore are considered safe and green, and mostly edible
or degradable. Moreover, they have high biocompatibility, bioactivity, and can provide
highly vascularized and suitable microstructure and mechanical support, showing great
potential research value and application prospects. The biological tissue environment is not
a simple superposition of proteins, so it is difficult for 3D-printed scaffolds to accurately
mimic complex tissue culture environments [30]. In contrast, decellularized scaffolds can
truly solve this challenge. A large number of plant tissues even have been shown to support
the growth of a wide range of mammalian cell types [31] (Table 1).

Decellularized scaffolds have been widely used in the medical industry, and further
their development promoted in the food industry, which is summarized in Table 1. Herein,
we comprehensively review the origin, applications, principles, classification and charac-
teristics of decellularized scaffolds, a natural scaffold, to provide a theoretical reference and
application basis for research related to cultured meat production (Figure 1).

Table 1. Summary of applied studies on the decellularized scaffolds in the food industry.

Decellularized
Tissue Decellularization Protocols Application Classification Cell Type References

Animal-derived Decellularized Scaffolds

Porcine ligament 1% Triton X-100 and 200 U/mL
DNase and 50 U/ml RNase

Skeletal tissues
differentiation Connective tissue

Human synovium
derived

mesenchymal stem
cells (hSMSCs)

[32]

Porcine synovium 1% Triton X-100 and 200 U/mL
DNase and 50 U/ml RNase

Skeletal tissues
differentiation Connective tissue hSMSCs [32]

Porcine
subcutaneous

Digested with 0.05% trypsin for 16 h,
underwent 48 h in 99.9% isopropanol,
incubated with Benzonase digestion

solution for 16 h and 99.9%
isopropanol for 8 h, and disinfected

with 0.1% peracetic acid in 4% ethanol

Promote morphological
changes and cell
differentiation

Fat Human adipose
stem cells (hASCs) [33]

Human dermis
fat

Digested in collagenase type I for 45
min at 37 ◦C

Promote cell adhesion,
proliferation and

differentiation
Connective tissue hASCs [34]

Porcine
fat/adipose

1% Triton X-100 and 200 U/mL
DNase and 50 U/mL RNase

Skeletal tissues
differentiation Connective tissue hSMSCs [32]

Porcine fat pad 1% Triton X-100 and 200 U/mL
DNase and 50 U/mL RNase

Skeletal tissues
differentiation Connective tissue hSMSCs [32]

Fish scale

Incubated in 10 mM Tris-HCl buffer
and 0.1% EDTA at 4 ◦C for 24 h and

0.1% SDS in Tris-HCl buffer at 4 ◦C for
3 days, and rinsed with 70% ethanol

Promote cell
proliferation, increase

osteogenic activity
Connective tissue

Human
osteosarcoma cells

(SaOS-2)
[35]

Cartilage
Sodium dodecyl sulfate, Triton X-100,
ethylenediaminetetraacetic acid and

Tris-Hydrochloride

Promote chondrogenic
differentiation and

proliferation
Connective tissue Chondrocytes/stem

cells [36]

Porcine cartilage 1% Triton X-100 and 200 U/mL
DNase and 50 U/ml RNase

Skeletal tissues
differentiation Connective tissue hSMSCs [32]

Sturgeon fish
cartilage

Incubated in 1% SDS/PBS at 4 ◦C, and
exposed to 0.1% EDTA/PBS, and

digested in 1 U/mL DNase-I solution
for 24 h, respectively

Induce matrix synthesis Connective tissue hASCs [37]

Cartilage Soaked in 1% Triton X-100 for 1d and
1% SDS

Induce the osteogenic
differentiation of MSCs Connective tissue Mesenchymal stem

cells (MSCs) [38]

Porcine auricular
cartilage

Washed in 10 mM Tris–HCl, 2 mM
EDTA, 5 mM MgCl2, 100 mM DTT, 1%
SDS, and 1% Triton-X100, incubated in
PBS with 21 U/mL of hyaluronidase,
and treated with DNase and RNase

Support cell attachment
and growth Connective tissue Chondrocyte cells [39]
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Table 1. Cont.

Decellularized
Tissue Decellularization Protocols Application Classification Cell Type References

Squid cranial
cartilage

0.02% EDTA and 0.05 µg mL−1

trypsin solution

Promote chondrocyte
migration, maintain its
viability and spreading

morphology

Connective tissue Chondrocyte cells [40]

Porcine meniscus 1% Triton X-100 and 200 U/mL
DNase and 50 U/mL RNase

Skeletal tissues
differentiation Connective tissue hSMSCs [32]

Porcine bone 1% Triton X-100 and 200 U/mL
DNase and 50 U/mL RNase

Skeletal tissues
differentiation Connective tissue hSMSCs [32]

Tendon SDS, Triton X-100, trypsin, and
freezing-thawing

Similar to natural
tendons in bioactive

components, collagen
arrangement and

biomechanical
characteristics;

recellularization and
repair ability

Skeletal muscle Tendon cells [41]

Porcine tendon 1% Triton X-100 and 200 U/mL
DNase and 50 U/mL RNase

Skeletal tissues
differentiation Connective tissue hSMSCs [32]

Equine-derived
tendon

1% TBP followed by 1% PAA,1% TBP
followed by 3% PAA, 1% TBP

followed by 5% PAA, and 1% TBP

Promote osteogenic
differentiation and

tendon reconstruction
Skeletal muscle

Bone marrow
mesenchymal stem

cells (BMSCs)
[42]

Porcine muscle 1% Triton X-100 and 200 U/mL
DNase and 50 U/mL RNase

Skeletal tissues
differentiation Connective tissue hSMSCs [32]

Rat muscle and
dermis Treated with 0.25% SDS and DNase I

Promote myocyte
differentiation, reduce

inflammation and
fibrosis of the muscle

Skeletal muscle Muscle spectrum
cells [43]

Porcine tibialis
anterior skeletal

muscle

Incubated in 1% SDS for 3d, washed
with 50 U mL−1 DNase and 1 U mL−1

RNase in 10 mM Tris–HCl, treated
with 0.5% Triton X-100 and

Isopropanol for 1d, respectively

Enhance myogenic
differentiation and

maturation
Skeletal muscle Myogenic cells [44]

Mouse
diaphragmatic

extracellular matrix

Processed with three 4% sodium
deoxycholate-2000 kU DNase-I

treatment (DET) cycles

Promote proliferation
and differentiation

capability of muscle
precursors, generate

functional 3D skeletal
muscle tissue

constructs

Skeletal muscle Muscle precursor
cells [45]

Plant-derived Decellularized Scaffolds

Spinach

Rinsed in a normal hexane (98%) for 5
min, incubated in 10X SDS for 5 days

at 25 ◦C, washed with 0.1%
Triton-X100 in 10% sodium

hypochlorite for 2 days

Promote osteogenic
differentiation of stem

cells in bone tissue
engineering

Connective tissue

Bone marrow
derived

mesenchymal stem
cells

[46]

Spinach

Rinsed in a normal hexane (98%) for 3
min, incubated in 1% SDS for 5 days,
washed with 0.1% Triton-X100 and
10% concentrated bleach for 2 days

Provide an edible
substrate for the
growth of bovine

satellite cells

Skeletal muscle Primary bovine
satellite cells [47]

Onion

Rinsed in a normal hexane (98%) for 5
min, incubated in 10% SDS for 5 days

at 25 ◦C, washed with 0.1%
Triton-X100 in 10% sodium

hypochlorite for 2 days

Promote the osteogenic
differentiation of bone

mesenchymal stem
cells

Connective tissue MSCs [48]

Carrot
Submerged in 1% SDS and shaken at
70 rpm at 25 ◦C for 3 weeks, with the

1% SDS solution refreshed weekly

Promote the
arrangement and
differentiation of

human and mouse
skeletal muscle cells

Skeletal muscle Mouse and human
muscle cells [49]

Carrot Immersed 0.1% SDS for 48 h and
washed in 100 mM CaCl2 for 24 h

Promote osteoclast
adhesion, proliferation,

and differentiation
Connective tissue

3T3-L1
preadipocytes,

MC3T3-E1
Pre-osteoblasts and

L929 cells

[50]
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Table 1. Cont.

Decellularized
Tissue Decellularization Protocols Application Classification Cell Type References

Broccoli
Submerged in 1% SDS and shaken at
70 rpm at 25 ◦C for 3 weeks, with the

1% SDS solution refreshed weekly

Promote the
arrangement and
differentiation of

human and mouse
skeletal muscle cells

Skeletal muscle Mouse and human
muscle cells [49]

Cucumber
Submerged in 1% SDS and shaken at
70 rpm at 25 ◦C for 3 weeks, with the

1% SDS solution refreshed weekly

Promote the
arrangement and
differentiation of

human and mouse
skeletal muscle cells

Skeletal muscle Mouse and human
muscle cells [49]

Potato
Submerged in 1% SDS and shaken at
70 rpm at 25 ◦C for 3 weeks, with the

1% SDS solution refreshed weekly

Promote cell
arrangement and

differentiation
Skeletal muscle Mouse and human

muscle cells [49]

Apple Submerged in 0.5% SDS for 48 h
Promote the growth

and differentiation of
osteoblasts

Connective tissue Pluripotent stem
cells [18]

Broccoli florets 10% SDS, 3% Tween-20, and 10%
bleach for 48 h Promote cell adhesion Connective tissue Primary bovine

satellite cells [51]

Asparagus/ Green
onion/Leek/Celery

Submerged in 1% SDS and shaken at
70 rpm at 25 ◦C for 3 weeks, with the

1% SDS solution refreshed weekly

Promote cell
arrangement and

differentiation
Skeletal muscle Mouse and human

muscle cells [49]

Bamboo stems

(a) 10% SDS in 1% sodium
hypochlorite (b) 1% Triton X-100 in 1%
sodium hypochlorite (c) 10%SDS and

1% Triton X-100 in 1% sodium
hypochlorite (d) 1% sodium

hypochlorite

Promote cell adhesion,
proliferation and

osteogenic
differentiation, and
enhance bone tissue

regeneration

Connective tissue Mesenchymal stem
cells [52]

Grass blades Agitated in 1% SDS, 1% Tween-20,
and 10% bleach for 1 to 2 days

Maintain cell viability;
induce cell alignment;

support cell attachment,
proliferation, and

differentiation

Skeletal muscle Murine C2C12
myoblasts [53]

Jackfruit
Treated with 10% SDS for 5 days with
gentle shaking, followed by washing

in 0.1% Triton X-100 for 2 days

Promote cell adhesion
and culture primary

porcine myogenic cells
with a rough surface

Skeletal muscle Porcine myoblasts [29]

Macrofungi-derived decellularized scaffolds

Macrofungi
Agaricus bisporus Sodium Deoxycholate and Nucleases Induce osteogenic

differentiation Connective tissue
Human

mesenchymal stem
cells (hMSCs)

[54]
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4. The Principles, Methods, and Application of Animal-Derived
Decellularized Scaffolds

Animal decellularized scaffolds have played an important role in drug screening, allo-
geneic organ transplantation [55], regenerative medicine and tissue engineering, which also
shows their great potential in meat production. Currently, animal-derived scaffolds have
proven more suitable for the growth of myogenic cells because they are closer to the natural
physiological properties of the cell growth environment, whereas synthetic biomaterials
cannot be used to achieve tissue contraction [56]. Therefore, animal-derived decellular-
ized scaffolds have a definite advantage over non-animal derived scaffold biomaterials in
cultured meat and tissue engineering.

4.1. Application Principles of Animal-Derived Decellularized Scaffolds

After the decellularization process of animal tissues, cellular components, such as
nuclear components and cytoplasm, are effectively removed, so that the decellularized scaf-
folds will not cause immune rejection and their biocompatibility is greatly improved [57].
The ECM has a dynamic, highly complex molecular structure that is rich in multiple compo-
nents. These components can interact with each other and determine the form and function
of the tissue [58]. While the cellular components are removed, most of the ECM components
in the biomaterials are retained. These natural ECMs are rich in bioactive substances such
as growth factors and cytokines, which can regulate the behaviors of certain cells, provide
them with an appropriate growth microenvironment, and preserve the stem cell niche of
natural tissues and regenerative capacity in vivo [59]. Therefore, decellularized scaffolds
have strong bioactivity and the ability to induce cellular behaviors.

Most of the animal-derived decellularized scaffolds have specific microarchitectures
and mechanical characterization, thus they can provide mechanical support for adherent
cell adhesion and growth. Additionally, as a biological material for cultured meat pro-
duction, the scaffold should not affect the edibility of the meat. Therefore, it is expected
to be separated from the cell cultures or degraded at some stage. It would have more
production advantages if the scaffold itself was edible and could be fully embedded in the
meat without affecting its taste or sensory properties [9].

4.2. Preparation Methods of Animal-Derived Decellularized Scaffolds

The methods for preparation of animal-derived decellularized scaffolds, as a biomate-
rial used to produce edible meat, still have more space for exploration and improvement.
In addition to the replacement ability of regenerative medicine, decellularized scaffolds
for food meat production should meet the requirements of larger-scale production and
lower cost, while their purity does not have to be as high as medical supplies [56]. There-
fore, searching for the most appropriate methods for the preparation of animal-derived
decellularized scaffolds and optimal culture conditions holds the key to the puzzle of
cultured meat.

The methods of decellularization are mainly divided into physical methods, chemical
methods, biological methods, and a combination of the above three treatments. Taken
together, the common methods for preparation are summarized as demonstrated in Figure 2.
Usually, physical methods, including crushing, stirring, ultrasonic processing, mechanical
press, freezing and thawing, etc., can disrupt the cell membrane and release the contents.
Due to the poor ability to decellularize the tissue alone, physical methods are mostly used
in combination with other treatments [60]. After that, animal tissues should be further
treated with chemical means such as sodium dodecyl sulfate (SDS) and Triton X-100,
and biological means such as nuclease and trypsin, to disrupt the interactions among
DNA, proteins and lipids. Meanwhile, this joint approach also eliminated cellular debris
and promoted detergent infiltration [61], so that the cellular components can be more
efficiently eliminated. The decellularization can be evaluated by characterization such as
hematoxylin-eosin (HE) staining and DNA quantification, and the mechanical properties
can be measured by nanoindentation and uniaxial compression testing, while scanning
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electron microscope (SEM) analysis, micro-CT and other techniques can be used to exhibit
the structural properties of the scaffolds [62] (Figure 2).
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However, the precision and accuracy of decellularization is not completely tested.
The mechanical properties and degradation rate of the decellularized scaffolds may not
be sufficient for industry [63]. Therefore, a more convenient and efficient method of
decellularization is worth exploring.

4.3. The Application of Animal-Derived Decellularized Scaffolds of Cultured Meat

The preparation of animal-derived decellularized scaffolds has been extensively stud-
ied and used in practice, and they are widely recognized for their value as promising,
tissue-engineered biomaterials, especially for the production of allogeneic animal tissues
with homologous decellularized scaffolds. Wang et al. [41] selected tendons to prepare
decellularized scaffolds, and the tendon ECMs showed striking similarity to natural ten-
dons in bioactive components, collagen arrangement and biomechanical characteristics.
Lin et al. [33] concluded that both decellularized porcine subcutaneous and visceral adipose
tissue have a positive effect on the in vitro culture, morphological changes and differentia-
tion of human adipose-derived stem cells. Sun et al. [36] compared decellularized ECMs
derived from cartilage tissues to those derived from chondrocytes or stem cells, finding
that the former was more likely to promote chondrogenic differentiation, while the latter
contributes to cell proliferation and thus supports chondrogenesis.

Meanwhile, animal-derived decellularized scaffolds were extracted from single tissue
in vitro culture, and their biomechanical characteristics were completely different [64].
Furthermore, Hanai et al. [32] completed the decellularization process of porcine tissues
including cartilage, meniscus, ligament, tendon, muscle, synovium, fat pad, fat and bone,
and found that the decellularized ECMs derived from different tissues contained different
specific components, such as hydroxyproline, sulfated glycosaminoglycan and growth
factors, which had different specific differentiation potential of skeletal tissues in cartilage,
ligament and bone-derived ECMs. Because of the structural and functional similarity
of ECMs between marine tissues and mammalian tissues, Lau et al. [65] prepared de-
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cellularized tilapia skin scaffolds, which have filled the gaps in commercially available
non-mammalian decellularized scaffold products. The collagen of tilapia skin has a high
denaturation temperature, so it is suitable for use as a biological material. Khajavi et al. [37]
successfully promoted cartilage matrix synthesis through decellularized sturgeon fish car-
tilage. Adipose tissue contains a variety of ECM components including collagen, elastin,
and biological macromolecules; it has significant potential for chondrogenic differentiation.
Thus, Ibsirlioglu and Elçin [34] used adipose tissues for the preparation of decellularized
scaffolds to promote chondrocyte adhesion, proliferation and differentiation. Various in-
novative studies, such as decellularized bovine intervertebral disc scaffolds supporting
in vitro culture of multiple xenogeneic cells [66] and decellularized fish scale scaffolds for
bone tissue engineering [35], have also demonstrated the increasing application potential.

All of these animal-derived decellularized scaffolds are derived from abundant animal
tissues and have a wide variety of uses, including organ transplantation, drug screening,
and stem cell differentiation [67]. In the food industry, some animal-derived decellular-
ized scaffolds have required edibility, high bio-compatibility and affinity, although the
related studies are relatively lacking. Additionally, the environmental requirements for
the comprehensive utilization of processing by-products are driving the research direction
to become much more innovative, which shows greater development of animal-derived
decellularized scaffolds.

5. The Methods and Application of Plant-Derived Decellularized Scaffolds

The animal-derived decellularized scaffolds exhibit some disadvantages, such as
higher costs and immunogenicity. Therefore, because of the abundant resources of numer-
ous plants on earth, plant-derived decellularized scaffolds are much more environmentally
friendly, abundant and diverse.

5.1. Principles of Plant-Derived Decellularized Scaffolds

Plant-derived biomaterials have fewer residual nuclear components after the decellu-
larization process [57]. The major component of the scaffolds is cellulose, which constitutes
the plant cell walls. After long and sufficient research, cellulose has been proven to be
an abundant biomaterial with high biocompatibility. It is low-cost and easy to produce,
and has natural porosity for in vitro 3D mammalian cell culture [68]. Additionally, its
tight and ordered structure cannot be degraded by enzymatic reactions [69], resulting in
lower immunogenicity and tougher mechanical properties. At the same time, most of
these plants have delicate veins and high surface areas that can provide a good support
platform for cell adhesion, and even retain and transport water [70] to promote cell growth.
Although plant leaves lack blood vessels, they can be pre-vascularized scaffolds to preserve
vascularity, support the metabolic activities of mammalian cells [71] and deliver nutrients
to tissues [72] after treatment. Moreover, decellularized scaffolds derived from edible
fruits and vegetables can satisfy the requirements of being natural and edible. Overall,
plant-derived decellularized scaffolds have complex and detailed structure, low cost, and
high production, and can support cell adhesion, expansion, and alignment. Such scaffolds
have been demonstrated to be feasible for mammalian cell growth [69].

5.2. Preparation Strategy for Plant-Derived Decellularized Scaffolds

The raw material of plant-derived decellularized scaffolds should be fresh and free
from mechanical damage. Continuous chemical treatment is the main method for the
preparation of plant-derived decellularized scaffolds [73]. Two decellularization methods
have proven to be effective. One is a detergent-based method, which is similar to the
methods for the preparation of animal-derived decellularized scaffolds, and the other is
a detergent-free decellularization method [70]. Different treatments will produce decellu-
larized scaffolds with different properties and have different effects on the activity of cells
grown on the scaffold.
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The method of preparing plant-derived decellularized scaffolds is summarized in
Figure 3. Among them, the first one is a detergent-based decellularization method. It can
be subdivided into a perfusion method and immersion method, but they have no essential
differences. First, leaf cuticles were removed by repeated treatment with hexane and phos-
phate buffer solution; secondly, phytopigments removal was achieved after the treatment
with SDS water solution for about 5 days, 0.1% Triton-X-100 and 10% bleach solution for
about 48 hours; thusly, the plant tissues will become white and transparent with clear veins.
Finally, the scaffolds were immersed in deionized water or buffer solution and then stored
there or lyophilized for storage. The steps of cuticles removal and phytopigments removal
are not sequential. The second one is a detergent-free decellularization method. After
the same pretreatment, the plant tissues were immersed in 5% bleach and a 3% sodium
bicarbonate solution, and then heated and stirred in a fume hood. The plant veins can be
separated from the surrounding soft tissues by such a treatment. When the temperature
reaches 60 to 90 ◦C (The required temperature and treatment time depend on the plant
species, sample sizes, etc.), the stirring speed should be gradually reduced to avoid damag-
ing the tissue structure. Then, the scaffolds were placed in deionized water. Decellularized
scaffolds can be evaluated by the roughness, porosity, surface area, hydrophilicity and
mechanical properties of the scaffold surface [46].
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5.3. Application in Cultured Meat Process

Plant scaffolds have great application prospects because of the species richness, the
structural similarity to animal tissues, high reproducibility and biocompatibility, which
are not only well-established but also the goal of researchers to explore and improve. In
fact, more and more research is providing a strong basis for these theories. In order to
efficiently prepare higher yielding and quality decellularized scaffolds, Harris et al. [73]
proposed a rapid and sterile method for the preparation, the supercritical carbon diox-
ide (ScCO2) method. Combining ScCO2 with 2% peroxyacetic acid could remove plant
tissue within 4 hours and preserve the plant microstructure. Spinach leaves, mint leaves,
parsley stems and celery stems were treated to confirm the effectiveness of the method.
Phan et al. [74] used deoxyribonuclease I (DNase I) to prepare decellularized scaffolds and
then verified their ability in cell attachment, spreading and proliferation. Jones et al. [47]
explored the potential application of decellularized spinach as an economical, efficient and
environmentally friendly scaffold, which can provide an edible substrate for the growth of
bovine satellite cells and pioneer innovative targeted directions for cultured meat. Through
specific experiments on spinach, parsley, artemisia annua leaves and peanut hairy roots,
Gershlak et al. [72] drew a conclusion with practical significance that the structural diversity
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of plants can be well adapted to the complexity of animal tissues, and therefore different
plant tissues have their most suitable application directions for tissue engineering. Various
plant-derived decellularized scaffolds can be selected for the in vitro culture of the same
animal tissues. For the in vitro culture of skeletal muscle and bone tissue, Cheng et al. [49]
used various vegetables, such as carrot, broccoli, cucumber, potato, apple, asparagus, green
onion, leek and celery, to prepare decellularized scaffolds. The decellularized green onion
scaffold has shown a greater ability to promote the arrangement and differentiation of
skeletal muscle cells. By comparing and evaluating the decellularized scaffolds of apples,
cauliflower, bell peppers, carrots, persimmons, and dates, Lee et al. [18] concluded that the
decellularized apple scaffold with high biocompatibility and low costs can best promote
the growth and differentiation of osteoblasts. Negrini et al. [50] showed that decellularized
carrot scaffolds had greater potential than the decellularized scaffolds of apples and celery
in promoting osteoclast adhesion, proliferation and differentiation. Salehi et al. preferred
spinach leaves [46] and onion epidermis [67], while Aswathy et al. [52] explored the ap-
plication of bamboo stems for this purpose. Worth mention, Allan et al. [53] studied grass
blades. The surface of such a plant is full of grooves; therefore, it is a natural structure with
directional and topographical features that can maintain cell viability, induce cell alignment,
and support cell attachment and proliferation, and the differentiation of murine C2C12
myoblasts. This result suggested that some plant-derived scaffolds with special structures
(e.g., repetitive grooves) may be more suitable for the alignment of muscle fibers [75]. Un-
like most studies that focused on the edibility and degradability of scaffolds, Ong et al. [29]
focused on the ability of scaffolds to improve the visual appearance of cell-cultured meat.
For example, the jackfruit scaffold is more acceptable to consumers due to the oxidation
of its internal natural polyphenols, which can induce flesh-like color and produce a rich
marbling visual on meat cuts.

Additionally, plant-derived decellularized scaffolds have also been the focus of the
direction of organ regeneration, such as in vitro culture of vascular, myocardial and renal
tubules [76]. While others have focused on applications beyond the cultivation of animal
tissues in vitro. These studies showed a low association with the scope of in vitro cultured
meat reviewed in this paper, and therefore were not further described here. The results
reported above illustrate that plant-derived decellularized scaffolds have continued room
for exploration and high research value. However, while the application potential of plant-
derived decellularization is receiving increasing attention, Lacombe et al. [77] pointed out
that compared with standard cell culture models, plant-derived decellularized scaffolds
will alter cell behavior, which can affect cell morphology, bioactivity and the proliferation
rate. The results also forewarn us that this technique is not yet mature enough to be placed
into large-scale production and application. Thus, many studies are further needed to
address various issues that may be confronted within the practical production environment.

6. Extensive Application Prospects and Current Shortcomings of
Decellularized Scaffolds

Decellularized scaffolds, a biomaterial, were first used in the pharmaceutical industry
including in organ regeneration and transplantation, drug discovery and in vivo drug
delivery [78]. These biomaterials definitely offer great possibilities for the development
of cellular agriculture and cultured meat. They not only demonstrate positive effects on
addressing future animal protein shortages by producing in vitro cultured meat rapidly
and massively, but also can reduce or avoid foodborne diseases spread by meat contam-
inated with parasites and pathogens and carbon emissions of the aquaculture industry,
and provide environmental protection, etc. Notably, medicine, agriculture, and animal
husbandry are actually developing conjointly. Continuing advances in agriculture and
natural biomaterials have a crucial directing effect on the trend of tissue engineering and
regenerative medicine [79]. Thus, the biotechnology of modern cellular agriculture has
high research value far beyond itself.
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However, the production of cultured meat by decellularized scaffolds has some draw-
backs and is still not ready for industrial application. First of all, real meat consists of
skeletal muscle, fat and connective tissue, etc. Skeletal muscle cells are adherent cells. Al-
though decellularized scaffolds can provide a 3D structure for skeletal muscle cell growth,
the way it controls the differentiation of skeletal muscle cells during their growth has not
been explained yet. Fat is an essential flavor substance, and its tissue culture has relatively
low technical difficulty. However, problems such as how to establish the muscle and fat
structured co-culture, or how to assemble them after culturing remain to be addressed in the
future [80]. Secondly, most of the current cultured meat obtained is finely minced and does
not have the texture of real meat, which is unable to meet the consumers’ expectations and
demands for meat quality macroscopically, and is also not accepted by consumers because
its concept is too far ahead. Thirdly, natural decellularized scaffolds are not homogeneous
and their structure cannot be artificially controlled or designed, so their quality is not stable
enough and may even have safety problems because of the scaffold material itself. During
the production of cultured meat in industry, a series of problems, such as the small culture
scale, high costs and lack of automated equipment, are also present.

Currently, the main sources of biological decellularized scaffolds include animals,
plants and microorganisms. In the animal-derived decellularized scaffolds, decellularized
mammalian tissues and organs occupy the largest proportion among them, whose com-
ponents are mainly collagen, elastin, etc. Secondly, plant-derived decellularized scaffolds
mainly contain grains, oilseed plants, herbaceous or Gramineae plants, algal, fruits and
vegetables. The main component is cellulose among these plant-derived scaffolds. Lastly
in the microorganisms, chitin was widely present in a variety of fungi [81], and is a natural
material that is capable of forming nanofibers by a combination with polysaccharides, pro-
teins and other substances [82]. Therefore, these biological decellularized scaffolds provide
new insight to develop biomaterial because of their complex three-dimensional structure,
antimicrobial properties, high biocompatibility and low immunogenicity. For example,
Balasundari et al. [54] found that the decellularized scaffolds derived from Agaricus bisporus
were able to induce osteogenic differentiation. Consequently, in the process of culturing
decellularized scaffolds, searching for the appropriate and bioactive cultured material,
which possess specific pro-growth and pro-differentiation functions, will continue to be a
focus of future research.

7. Concluding Remarks

In summary, a systematic review of concepts, principles, preparation methods and
research progress of animal-derived and plant-derived decellularized scaffolds has been
presented. Scaffolds have great potential in the application of cultured meat due to their
relatively large surface areas and high transport efficiency of substances. Biosource decel-
lularized scaffolds are much more advanced than 3D-printed scaffolds because of high
biocompatibility and excellent features in the adhesion, proliferation and differentiation of
cells. Researchers have combined physical, chemical, and biological methods to constantly
improve the preparation of scaffolds, increase decellularization efficacy, and explore their
practical application values. Currently, animal-derived decellularized scaffolds have been
more thoroughly studied, and some of them have reached the high standards requirement
for clinical medicine. Nowadays, the majority of cultured meat was successfully obtained
by growing on collagen or gelatin scaffolds [10]. In the plant-derived decellularized scaf-
folds, researchers have suggested the application value of plant-derived decellularized
scaffolds for cultured meat because they are economical, efficient, and environmentally
friendly. Additionally, most animal-derived decellularized scaffolds are used for the pro-
duction of allogeneic tissues, while plant-derived decellularized scaffolds with various
structures can be adapted to different and complex animal tissue cultures. In conclusion,
both animal-derived and plant-derived decellularized scaffolds have been demonstrated
to have the ability to be applied for culturing skeletal muscle, fat and connective tissue,
which constitute the main components of edible meat. These findings have explained the
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feasibility and great future potential of industrial production of bio-decellularized scaffolds
for cellular agriculture.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, Q.C. and D.L.; methodology, K.Y.; validation, Y.S., Q.C.
and D.L.; formal analysis, H.L.; investigation, H.L.; writing—original draft preparation, K.Y.; writing—
review and editing, H.L.; supervision, Q.C.; project administration, D.L.; funding ac-quisition, Q.C.
All authors have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This work was supported by the Starry Night Science Fund of Zhejiang University Shanghai
Institute for Advanced Study Grant No. SN-ZJU-SIAS-004.

Institutional Review Board Statement: Not applicable.

Informed Consent Statement: Not applicable.

Data Availability Statement: Not applicable.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors report there are no competing interests to declare.

References
1. Post, M.J.; Levenberg, S.; Kaplan, D.L.; Genovese, N.; Fu, J.A.; Bryant, C.J.; Negowetti, N.; Verzijden, K.; Moutsatsou, P. Scientific,

sustainability and regulatory challenges of cultured meat. Nat. Food 2020, 1, 403–415. [CrossRef]
2. Ben-Arye, T.; Levenberg, S. Tissue Engineering for Clean Meat Production. Front. Sustain. Food Syst. 2019, 3. [CrossRef]
3. Ismail, I.; Hwang, Y.H.; Joo, S.T. Meat analog as future food: A review. J. Anim. Sci. Technol. 2020, 62, 111–120. [CrossRef]

[PubMed]
4. Rubio, N.R.; Xiang, N.; Kaplan, D.L. Plant-based and cell-based approaches to meat production. Nat. Commun. 2020, 11, 1.

[CrossRef] [PubMed]
5. Warner, R.D. Review: Analysis of the process and drivers for cellular meat production. Animal 2019, 13, 3041–3058. [CrossRef]
6. Rischer, H.; Szilvay, G.R.; Oksman-Caldentey, K.M. Cellular agriculture-industrial biotechnology for food and materials. Curr.

Opin. Biotechnol. 2020, 61, 128–134. [CrossRef]
7. Djisalov, M.; Knezic, T.; Podunavac, I.; Zivojevic, K.; Radonic, V.; Knezevic, N.Z.; Bobrinetskiy, I.; Gadjanski, I. Cultivating

Multidisciplinarity: Manufacturing and Sensing Challenges in Cultured Meat Production. Biology 2021, 10, 204. [CrossRef]
8. Bomkamp, C.; Skaalure, S.C.; Fernando, G.F.; Ben-Arye, T.; Swartz, E.W.; Specht, E.A. Scaffolding Biomaterials for 3D Cultivated

Meat: Prospects and Challenges. Adv. Sci. 2022, 9, 1–40. [CrossRef]
9. Bodiou, V.; Moutsatsou, P.; Post, M.J. Microcarriers for Upscaling Cultured Meat Production. Front. Nutr. 2020, 7. [CrossRef]
10. Seah, J.S.H.; Singh, S.; Tan, L.P.; Choudhury, D. Scaffolds for the manufacture of cultured meat. Crit. Rev. Biotechnol. 2022, 42,

311–323. [CrossRef]
11. Cai, S.; Wu, C.; Yang, W.; Liang, W.; Yu, H.; Liu, L. Recent advance in surface modification for regulating cell adhesion and

behaviors. Nanotechnol. Rev. 2020, 9, 971–989. [CrossRef]
12. Handral, H.K.; Tay, S.H.; Chan, W.W.; Choudhury, D. 3D Printing of cultured meat products. Crit. Rev. Food Sci. Nutr. 2022, 62,

272–281. [CrossRef]
13. Zhang, G.Q.; Zhao, X.R.; Li, X.L.; Du, G.C.; Zhou, J.W.; Chen, J. Challenges and possibilities for bio-manufacturing cultured meat.

Trends Food Sci. Technol. 2020, 97, 443–450. [CrossRef]
14. Post, M.J. Cultured meat from stem cells: Challenges and prospects. Meat Sci. 2012, 92, 297–301. [CrossRef]
15. Moritz, M.S.M.; Verbruggen, S.E.L.; Post, M.J. Alternatives for large-scale production of cultured beef: A review. J. Integr. Agric.

2015, 14, 208–216. [CrossRef]
16. Sharma, S.; Thind, S.S.; Kaur, A. In vitro meat production system: Why and how? J. Food Sci. Technol. Mysore 2015, 52, 7599–7607.

[CrossRef]
17. Wolfson, W. Raising the steaks—A taste of what’s to come. Food Sci. Technol. 2019, 33, 50–52. [CrossRef]
18. Lee, J.; Jung, H.; Park, N.; Park, S.H.; Ju, J.H. Induced Osteogenesis in Plants Decellularized Scaffolds. Sci. Rep. 2019, 9, 1.

[CrossRef]
19. Peng, W.J.; Datta, P.; Wu, Y.; Dey, M.; Ayan, B.; Dababneh, A.; Ozbolat, I.T. Challenges in Bio-fabrication of Organoid Cultures. In

Cell Biology and Translational Medicine; Turksen, K., Ed.; Springer: Berlin/Heidelberg, Germany, 2018.
20. Ahmad, K.; Lim, J.H.; Lee, E.J.; Chun, H.J.; Ali, S.; Ahmad, S.S.; Shaikh, S.; Choi, I. Extracellular Matrix and the Production of

Cultured Meat. Foods 2021, 10, 3116. [CrossRef]
21. 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.; et al. Muscle tissue engineering in fibrous gelatin: Implications for meat analogs. Npj Sci. Food 2019, 3, 1–2. [CrossRef]
22. Campuzano, S.; Pelling, A.E. Scaffolds for 3D Cell Culture and Cellular Agriculture Applications Derived From Non-animal

Sources. Front. Sustain. Food Syst. 2019, 3, 1–2. [CrossRef]
23. Lin, C.W.; Wu, P.T.; Liu, K.T.; Fan, Y.J.; Yu, J.S. An Environmental Friendly Tapioca Starch-Alginate Cultured Scaffold as Biomimetic

Muscle Tissue. Polymers 2021, 13, 882. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

http://doi.org/10.1038/s43016-020-0112-z
http://doi.org/10.3389/fsufs.2019.00046
http://doi.org/10.5187/jast.2020.62.2.111
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32292920
http://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-020-20061-y
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33293564
http://doi.org/10.1017/S1751731119001897
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.copbio.2019.12.003
http://doi.org/10.3390/biology10030204
http://doi.org/10.1002/advs.202102908
http://doi.org/10.3389/fnut.2020.00010
http://doi.org/10.1080/07388551.2021.1931803
http://doi.org/10.1515/ntrev-2020-0076
http://doi.org/10.1080/10408398.2020.1815172
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.tifs.2020.01.026
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.meatsci.2012.04.008
http://doi.org/10.1016/s2095-3119(14)60889-3
http://doi.org/10.1007/s13197-015-1972-3
http://doi.org/10.1002/fsat.3302_13.x
http://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-019-56651-0
http://doi.org/10.3390/foods10123116
http://doi.org/10.1038/s41538-019-0054-8
http://doi.org/10.3389/fsufs.2019.00038
http://doi.org/10.3390/polym13172882
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/34502923


Bioengineering 2022, 9, 787 14 of 16

24. Enrione, J.; Blaker, J.J.; Brown, D.I.; Weinstein-Oppenheimer, C.R.; Pepczynska, M.; Olguin, Y.; Sanchez, E.; Acevedo, C.A. Edible
Scaffolds Based on Non-Mammalian Biopolymers for Myoblast Growth. Materials 2017, 10, 404. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

25. Orellana, N.; Sanchez, E.; Benavente, D.; Prieto, P.; Enrione, J.; Acevedo, C.A. A New Edible Film to Produce In Vitro Meat. Foods
2020, 9, 185. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

26. Acevedo, C.A.; Orellana, N.; Avarias, K.; Ortiz, R.; Benavente, D.; Prieto, P. Micropatterning Technology to Design an Edible Film
for In Vitro Meat Production. Food Bioprocess Technol. 2018, 11, 1267–1273. [CrossRef]

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

28. Brovold, M.; Almeida, J.I.; Pla-Palacin, I.; Sainz-Arnal, P.; Sanchez-Romero, N.; Rivas, J.J.; Almeida, H.; Dachary, P.R.; Serrano-
Aullo, T.; Soker, S.; et al. Naturally-Derived Biomaterials for Tissue Engineering Applications. In Novel Biomaterials for Regenerative
Medicine; Chun, H.J., Park, K., Kim, C.H., Khang, G., Eds.; Springer: Berlin/Heidelberg, Germany, 2018.

29. Ong, S.J.; Loo, L.; Pang, M.; Tan, R.; Teng, Y.; Lou, X.M.; Chin, S.K.; Naik, M.Y.; Yu, H. Decompartmentalisation as a simple color
manipulation of plant-based marbling meat alternatives. Biomaterials 2021, 277, 1015–10125. [CrossRef]

30. Urciuolo, A.; De Coppi, P. Decellularized Tissue for Muscle Regeneration. Int. J. Mol. Sci. 2018, 19, 2392. [CrossRef]
31. Holmes, J.T.; Jaberansari, Z.; Collins, W.; Latour, M.L.; Modulevsky, D.J.; Pelling, A.E. Homemade bread: Repurposing an ancient

technology for in vitro tissue engineering. Biomaterials 2022, 280, 121267. [CrossRef]
32. Hanai, H.; Jacob, G.; Nakagawa, S.; Tuan, R.S.; Nakamura, N.; Shimomura, K. Potential of Soluble Decellularized Extracellular

Matrix for Musculoskeletal Tissue Engineering-Comparison of Various Mesenchymal Tissues. Front. Cell Dev. Biol. 2020, 8, 581972.
[CrossRef]

33. Lin, M.H.; Ge, J.B.; Wang, X.C.; Dong, Z.Q.; Xing, M.; Lu, F.; He, Y.F. Biochemical and biomechanical comparisions of decellularized
scaffolds derived from porcine subcutaneous and visceral adipose tissue. J. Tissue Eng. 2019, 10, 1–14. [CrossRef]

34. Ibsirlioglu, T.; Elçin, A.E.; Elçin, Y.M. Decellularized biological scaffold and stem cells from autologous human adipose tissue for
cartilage tissue engineering. Methods 2020, 171, 97–107. [CrossRef]

35. Kara, A.; Tamburaci, S.; Tihminlioglu, F.; Havitcioglu, H. Bioactive fish scale incorporated chitosan biocomposite scaffolds for
bone tissue engineering. Int. J. Biol. Macromol. 2019, 130, 266–279. [CrossRef]

36. Sun, Y.; Yan, L.; Chen, S.; Pei, M. Functionality of decellularized matrix in cartilage regeneration: A comparison of tissue versus
cell sources. Acta Biomater. 2018, 74, 56–73. [CrossRef]

37. Khajavi, M.; Hajimoradloo, A.; Zandi, M.; Pezeshki-Modaress, M.; Bonakdar, S.; Zamani, A. Fish cartilage: A promising source
of biomaterial for biological scaffold fabrication in cartilage tissue engineering. J. Biomed. Mater. Res. A. 2021, 109, 1737–1750.
[CrossRef]

38. Su, M.Z.; Zhang, Q.; Zhu, Y.W.; Wang, S.Y.; Lv, J.W.; Sun, J.A.; Qiu, P.C.; Fan, S.W.; Jin, K.K.; Chen, L.; et al. Preparation of
Decellularized Triphasic Hierarchical Bone-Fibrocartilage-Tendon Composite Extracellular Matrix for Enthesis Regeneration. Adv.
Healthc. Mater. 2019, 8, 1900831. [CrossRef]

39. Stone, R.N.; Frahs, S.M.; Hardy, M.J.; Fujimoto, A.; Pu, X.Z.; Keller-Peck, C.; Oxford, J.T. Decellularized Porcine Cartilage Scaffold;
Validation of Decellularization and Evaluation of Biomarkers of Chondrogenesis. Int. J. Mol. Sci. 2021, 22, 6241. [CrossRef]

40. Lim, T.; Tang, Q.; Zhu, Z.Z.; Feng, Y.; Zhan, S.; Wei, X.J.; Zhang, C.Q. A decellularized scaffold derived from squid cranial cartilage
for use in cartilage tissue engineering. J. Mater. Chem. B 2020, 8, 4516–4526. [CrossRef]

41. Wang, S.; Wang, Y.; Song, L.; Chen, J.; Ma, Y.; Chen, Y.; Fan, S.; Su, M.; Lin, X. Decellularized tendon as a prospective scaffold for
tendon repair. Mater. Sci. Eng. C 2017, 77, 1290–1301. [CrossRef]

42. Bottagisio, M.; D’Arrigo, D.; Talo, G.; Bongio, M.; Ferroni, M.; Boschetti, F.; Moretti, M.; Lovati, A.B. Achilles Tendon Repair by
Decellularized and Engineered Xenografts in a Rabbit Model. Stem Cells Int. 2019, 2019. [CrossRef]

43. Iyer, H.; Lanier, S.; Dolivo, D.; Arenas, G.A.; Hong, S.J.; Mustoe, T.A.; Galiano, R.D. Allogeneic Decellularized Muscle Scaffold Is
Less Fibrogenic and Inflammatory than Acellular Dermal Matrices in a Rat Model of Skeletal Muscle Regeneration. Plast. Reconstr.
Surg. 2020, 146, 43E–53E. [CrossRef]

44. Choi, Y.J.; Park, S.J.; Yi, H.G.; Lee, H.; Kim, D.S.; Cho, D.W. Muscle-derived extracellular matrix on sinusoidal wavy surfaces
synergistically promotes myogenic differentiation and maturation. J. Mater. Chem. B 2018, 6, 5530–5539. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

45. Trevisan, C.; Fallas, M.E.A.; Maghin, E.; Franzin, C.; Pavan, P.; Caccin, P.; Chiavegato, A.; Carraro, E.; Boso, D.; Boldrin, F.; et al.
Generation of a Functioning and Self-Renewing Diaphragmatic Muscle Construct. Stem Cells Transl. Med. 2019, 8, 858–869.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

46. Salehi, A.; Mobarhan, M.A.; Mohammadi, J.; Shahsavarani, H.; Shokrgozar, M.A.; Alipour, A. Efficient mineralization and
osteogenic gene overexpression of mesenchymal stem cells on decellularized spinach leaf scaffold. Gene 2020, 757, 144852.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

47. Jones, J.D.; Rebello, A.S.; Gaudette, G.R. Decellularized spinach: An edible scaffold for laboratory-grown meat. Food Biosci. 2021,
41, 100986. [CrossRef]

48. Salehi, A.; Mobarhan, M.A.; Mohammadi, J.; Shahsavarani, H.; Shokrgozar, M.A.; Alipour, A. Natural cellulose-based scaffold for
improvement of stem cell osteogenic differentiation. J. Drug Deliv. Sci. Technol. 2021, 63, 106–112. [CrossRef]

49. Cheng, Y.W.; Shiwarski, D.J.; Ball, R.L.; Whitehead, K.A.; Feinberg, A.W. Engineering Aligned Skeletal Muscle Tissue Using
Decellularized Plant-Derived Scaffolds. Acs Biomater. Sci. Eng. 2020, 6, 3046–3054. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.3390/ma10121404
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29292759
http://doi.org/10.3390/foods9020185
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32069986
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11947-018-2095-4
http://doi.org/10.5187/jast.2021.e85
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.biomaterials.2021.121107
http://doi.org/10.3390/ijms19082392
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.biomaterials.2021.121267
http://doi.org/10.3389/fcell.2020.581972
http://doi.org/10.1177/2041731419888168
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ymeth.2019.04.020
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijbiomac.2019.02.067
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.actbio.2018.04.048
http://doi.org/10.1002/jbm.a.37169
http://doi.org/10.1002/adhm.201900831
http://doi.org/10.3390/ijms22126241
http://doi.org/10.1039/D0TB00483A
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.msec.2017.03.279
http://doi.org/10.1155/2019/5267479
http://doi.org/10.1097/PRS.0000000000006922
http://doi.org/10.1039/C8TB01475B
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32254963
http://doi.org/10.1002/sctm.18-0206
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30972959
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.gene.2020.144852
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32599019
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.fbio.2021.100986
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jddst.2021.102453
http://doi.org/10.1021/acsbiomaterials.0c00058


Bioengineering 2022, 9, 787 15 of 16

50. Negrini, N.C.; Toffoletto, N.; Fare, S.; Altomare, L. Plant Tissues as 3D Natural Scaffolds for Adipose, Bone and Tendon Tissue
Regeneration. Front. Bioeng. Biotechnol. 2020, 8, 723. [CrossRef]

51. Thyden, R.; Perreault, L.R.; Jones, J.D.; Notman, H.; Varieur, B.M.; Patmanidis, A.A.; Dominko, T.; Gaudette, G.R. An Edible,
Decellularized Plant Derived Cell Carrier for Lab Grown Meat. Appl. Sci. 2022, 12, 5155. [CrossRef]

52. Aswathy, S.H.; Mohan, C.C.; Unnikrishnan, P.S.; Krishnan, A.G.; Nair, M.B. Decellularization and oxidation process of bamboo
stem enhance biodegradation and osteogenic differentiation. Mater. Sci. Eng. C-Mater. Biol. Appl. 2021, 119, 11500. [CrossRef]

53. Allan, S.J.; Ellis, M.J.; De Bank, P.A. Decellularized grass as a sustainable scaffold for skeletal muscle tissue engineering. J. Biomed.
Mater. Res. Part A 2021, 109, 2471–2482. [CrossRef]

54. Balasundari, R.; Bishi, D.K.; Mathapati, S.; Naser, S.B.; Cherian, K.M.; Guhathakurta, S. Nanocoated Botanical Scaffold in Salvage
for Human Tissue Regeneration. J. Biomater. Tissue Eng. 2012, 2, 330–335. [CrossRef]

55. Wei, Y.R.X.; Zhang, Y.J. Decellularized Liver Scaffold for Liver Regeneration. Methods Mol. Biol. 2018, 1577, 11–23.
56. Stephens, N.; Di Silvio, L.; Dunsford, I.; Ellis, M.; Glencross, A.; Sexton, A. Bringing cultured meat to market: Technical,

socio-political, and regulatory challenges in cellular agriculture. Trends Food Sci. Technol. 2018, 78, 155–166. [CrossRef]
57. Predeina, A.L.; Dukhinova, M.S.; Vinogradov, V.V. Bioreactivity of decellularized animal, plant, and fungal scaffolds: Perspectives

for medical applications. J. Mater. Chem. B 2020, 8, 10010–10022. [CrossRef]
58. Rajab, T.K.; O’Malley, T.J.; Tchantchaleishvili, V. Decellularized scaffolds for tissue engineering: Current status and future

perspective. Artif. Organs 2020, 44, 1031–1043. [CrossRef]
59. Saleh, T.M.; Ahmed, E.A.; Yu, L.; Kwak, H.H.; Hussein, K.H.; Park, K.M.; Kang, B.J.; Choi, K.Y.; Kang, K.S.; Woo, H.M.

Incorporation of nanoparticles into transplantable decellularized matrices: Applications and challenges. Int. J. Organs 2018, 41,
421–430. [CrossRef]

60. Gilbert, T.W.; Sellaro, T.L.; Badylak, S.F. Decellularization of tissues and organs. Biomaterials 2006, 27, 3675–3683. [CrossRef]
61. Xia, C.; Mei, S.; Gu, C.; Zheng, L.; Fang, C.; Shi, Y.; Wu, K.; Lu, T.; Jin, Y.; Lin, X.; et al. Decellularized cartilage as a prospective

scaffold for cartilage repair. Mater. Sci. Eng. C 2019, 101, 588–595. [CrossRef]
62. Chen, G.; Lv, Y.M.i.m.b. Decellularized Bone Matrix Scaffold for Bone Regeneration. Methods Mol Biol. 2017, 1577, 239–254.
63. Liao, J.; Xu, B.; Zhang, R.H.; Fan, Y.B.; Xie, H.Q.; Li, X.M. Applications of decellularized materials in tissue engineering:

Advantages, drawbacks and current improvements, and future perspectives. J. Mater. Chem. B 2020, 8, 10023–10049. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

64. Porzionato, A.; Stocco, E.; Barbon, S.; Grandi, F.; Macchi, V.; De Caro, R. Tissue-Engineered Grafts from Human Decellularized
Extracellular Matrices: A Systematic Review and Future Perspectives. Int. J. Mol. Sci. 2018, 19, 4117. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

65. Lau, C.S.; Hassanbhai, A.; Wen, F.; Wang, D.; Chanchareonsook, N.; Goh, B.T.; Yu, N.; Teoh, S.-H. Evaluation of decellularized
tilapia skin as a tissue engineering scaffold. J. Tissue Eng. Regen. Med. 2019, 13, 1779–1791. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

66. Chan, L.K.Y.; Leung, V.Y.L.; Tam, V.; Lu, W.W.; Sze, K.Y.; Cheung, K.M.C. Decellularized bovine intervertebral disc as a natural
scaffold for xenogenic cell studies. Acta Biomater. 2013, 9, 5262–5272. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

67. Hussein, K.H.; Park, K.-M.; Kang, K.-S.; Woo, H.-M. Biocompatibility evaluation of tissue-engineered decellularized scaffolds for
biomedical application. Mater. Sci. Eng. C 2016, 67, 766–778. [CrossRef]

68. Modulevsky, D.J.; Lefebvre, C.; Haase, K.; Al-Rekabi, Z.; Pelling, A.E. Apple Derived Cellulose Scaffolds for 3D Mammalian Cell
Culture. PLoS ONE 2014, 9, e97835. [CrossRef]

69. Fontana, G.; Gershlak, J.; Adamski, M.; Lee, J.S.; Matsumoto, S.; Le, H.D.; Binder, B.; Wirth, J.; Gaudette, G.; Murphy, W.L.
Biofunctionalized Plants as Diverse Biomaterials for Human Cell Culture. Adv. Healthc. Mater. 2017, 6, 1601225. [CrossRef]

70. Adamski, M.; Fontana, G.; Gershlak, J.R.; Gaudette, G.R.; Le, H.D.; Murphy, W.L. Two Methods for Decellularization of Plant
Tissues for Tissue Engineering Applications. Jove-J. Vis. Exp. 2018, 135, 57586. [CrossRef]

71. Walawalkar, S.; Almelkar, S. Fabricating a pre-vascularized large-sized metabolically-supportive scaffold using Brassica oleracea
leaf. J. Biomater. Appl. 2021, 36, 165–178. [CrossRef]

72. Gershlak, J.R.; Hernandez, S.; Fontana, G.; Perreault, L.R.; Hansen, K.J.; Larson, S.A.; Binder, B.Y.K.; Dolivo, D.M.; Yang, T.;
Dominko, T.; et al. Crossing kingdoms: Using decellularized plants as perfusable tissue engineering scaffolds. Biomaterials 2017,
125, 13–22. [CrossRef]

73. Harris, A.F.; Lacombe, J.; Liyanage, S.; Han, M.Y.; Wallace, E.; Karsunky, S.; Abidi, N.; Zenhausern, F. Supercritical carbon dioxide
decellularization of plant material to generate 3D biocompatible scaffolds. Sci. Rep. 2021, 11, 1–3. [CrossRef]

74. Phan, N.V.; Wright, T.; Rahman, M.M.; Xu, J.F.; Coburn, J.M. In Vitro Biocompatibility of Decellularized Cultured Plant Cell-
Derived Matrices. Acs Biomater. Sci. Eng. 2020, 6, 822–832. [CrossRef]

75. Zhu, Y.W.; Zhang, Q.; Wang, S.Y.; Zhang, J.F.; Fan, S.W.; Lin, X.F. Current Advances in the Development of Decellularized Plant
Extracellular Matrix. Front. Bioeng. Biotechnol. 2021, 9, 650. [CrossRef]

76. Jansen, K.; Evangelopoulou, M.; Casellas, C.P.; Abrishamcar, S.; Jansen, J.; Vermonden, T.; Masereeuw, R. Spinach and Chive for
Kidney Tubule Engineering: The Limitations of Decellularized Plant Scaffolds and Vasculature. Aaps 2021, 23, 1–7. [CrossRef]

77. Lacombe, J.; Harris, A.F.; Zenhausern, R.; Karsunsky, S.; Zenhausern, F. Plant-Based Scaffolds Modify Cellular Response to Drug
and Radiation Exposure Compared to Standard Cell Culture Models. Front. Bioeng. Biotechnol. 2020, 8, 932. [CrossRef]

78. Bai, H.L.; Xie, B.A.; Wang, Z.W.; Li, M.X.; Sun, P.; Wei, S.B.; Wang, W.; Wu, H.L.; Bai, L.; Li, J.G. Application of the Tissue-
Engineered Plant Scaffold as a Vascular Patch. Acs Omega 2021, 6, 11595–11601. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.3389/fbioe.2020.00723
http://doi.org/10.3390/app12105155
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.msec.2020.111500
http://doi.org/10.1002/jbm.a.37241
http://doi.org/10.1166/jbt.2012.1058
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.tifs.2018.04.010
http://doi.org/10.1039/d0tb01751e
http://doi.org/10.1111/aor.13701
http://doi.org/10.1177/0391398818775522
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.biomaterials.2006.02.014
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.msec.2019.04.002
http://doi.org/10.1039/d0tb01534b
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33053004
http://doi.org/10.3390/ijms19124117
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30567407
http://doi.org/10.1002/term.2928
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31278852
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.actbio.2012.09.005
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23000521
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.msec.2016.05.068
http://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0097835
http://doi.org/10.1002/adhm.201601225
http://doi.org/10.3791/57586
http://doi.org/10.1177/0885328220968388
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.biomaterials.2017.02.011
http://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-021-83250-9
http://doi.org/10.1021/acsbiomaterials.9b00870
http://doi.org/10.3389/fbioe.2021.712262
http://doi.org/10.1208/s12248-020-00550-0
http://doi.org/10.3389/fbioe.2020.00932
http://doi.org/10.1021/acsomega.1c00804


Bioengineering 2022, 9, 787 16 of 16

79. Nowacki, M.; Nowacka, K.; Kloskowski, T.; Pokrywczynska, M.; Tyloch, D.; Rasmus, M.; Warda, K.; Drewa, T. Are agricultural
and natural sources of bio-products important for modern regenerative medicine? A review. Ann. Agric. Environ. Med. 2017, 24,
207–212. [CrossRef]

80. Ng, S.; Kurisawa, M. Integrating biomaterials and food biopolymers for cultured meat production. Acta Biomater. 2021, 124,
108–129. [CrossRef]

81. Wysokowski, M.; Behm, T.; Born, R.; Bazhenov, V.V.; Meissner, H.; Richter, G.; Szwarc-Rzepka, K.; Makarova, A.; Vyalikh, D.;
Schupp, P.; et al. Preparation of chitin-silica composites by in vitro silicification of two-dimensional Ianthella basta demosponge
chitinous scaffolds under modified Stober conditions. Mater. Sci. Eng. C-Mater. Biol. Appl. 2013, 33, 3935–3941. [CrossRef]

82. Stojanov, S.; Berlec, A. Electrospun Nanofibers as Carriers of Microorganisms, Stem Cells, Proteins, and Nucleic Acids in
Therapeutic and Other Applications. Front. Bioeng. Biotechnol. 2020, 8, 130. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.5604/12321966.1235171
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.actbio.2021.01.017
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.msec.2013.05.030
http://doi.org/10.3389/fbioe.2020.00130

	Introduction 
	Review Methodology 
	Challenges of Cell-Cultured Meat Bioprocessing 
	Current Research Progress on Scaffolds 
	Applied Types of Meat Scaffolds in Cell Culture 

	The Principles, Methods, and Application of Animal-Derived Decellularized Scaffolds 
	Application Principles of Animal-Derived Decellularized Scaffolds 
	Preparation Methods of Animal-Derived Decellularized Scaffolds 
	The Application of Animal-Derived Decellularized Scaffolds of Cultured Meat 

	The Methods and Application of Plant-Derived Decellularized Scaffolds 
	Principles of Plant-Derived Decellularized Scaffolds 
	Preparation Strategy for Plant-Derived Decellularized Scaffolds 
	Application in Cultured Meat Process 

	Extensive Application Prospects and Current Shortcomings of Decellularized Scaffolds 
	Concluding Remarks 
	References

