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Abstract

Mead is an alcoholic beverage made and consumed since ancient times and obtained by 
fermenting honey diluted in water. This fermented beverage has been gaining popularity 
in recent years, although it remains unfamiliar to many. The main objective of the present 
work was to develop meads (macerated and non-macerated) with a high polyphenolic 
content and a pleasant sensory profile by sequential inoculation of a non-Saccharomyces and 
a Saccharomyces strain with probiotic potential. For this purpose, the fermentative capacity 
of six separate yeasts, previously selected for their probiotic potential, was studied. Based 
on the physicochemical and sensory properties and the polyphenolic content of the meads 
obtained, the most suitable strains for sequential inoculation were UCLM-3 (Saccharomyces 
cerevisiae) and UCLM-1039 (Lachancea thermotolerans). With regard to the maceration of the 
final products, one mead was in contact with ginger and orange peel after fermentation, 
whereas another one received direct yeast inoculation without subsequent maceration. The 
first mead exhibited a higher polyphenol content, which was statistically different from 
that of the non-macerated beverage. Additionally, the volatile compounds present in both 
meads were identified and quantified. The macerated mead exhibited a higher terpene 
content, including compounds typically associated with ginger and orange peel. In the final 
stage of the research, a descriptive analysis and a hedonic test were carried out. The results 
showed that both beverages were well received by consumers.

Keywords: honey fermentation; sequential inoculation; yeasts with probiotic potential; 
polyphenolic compounds; fruit maceration; volatile profile; sensory analysis

1. Introduction
In recent years, there has been a notable increase in global interest in the consumption 

of fermented foods and beverages. This phenomenon can be attributed to the growing 
recognition of the biological functions of these products [1]. Fermented honey-based 
beverages are thought to be the oldest alcoholic beverages known to humankind. They 
were used in numerous Celtic, Anglo-Saxon, and Viking rituals and were even credited 
with healing powers, wisdom, and magical properties [2].

These beverages were made from the fermentation of honey diluted in water, contain-
ing between 8% and 18% ethanol (V/V). Although traditional mead consists simply of a 
fermented mixture of honey and water, other ingredients and additives (spices or fruit 
juices) are commonly added, offering numerous variations of the drink [2,3]. Therefore, 
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the chemical characteristics of mead are closely related to and dependent on the type of 
honey used, the yeast strain responsible for fermentation, the nutrients added during the 
pre-fermentation stage, and the ingredients that may be used during the production of the 
product [3,4].

In this regard, the use of mixed cultures or co-cultures for the fermentation stage is 
a growing trend in beverage production. The procedure is based on the use of a Saccha-
romyces strain in combination with non-Saccharomyces yeasts. The implementation of this 
methodology aims to increase the quality and complexity of the products, making it easier 
to obtain various physical, chemical, and sensory characteristics [4]. In addition, the use 
of microorganisms that have beneficial characteristics for consumer health is of interest. 
Certain species of lactic acid bacteria are often highlighted as probiotic organisms, and there 
is growing interest in yeasts as probiotics. Probiotic yeasts not only improve food quality 
but can also increase the nutritional value of the product or food in which they are found 
through biofortification and the degradation of unwanted compounds or antinutrients [5] 
due to the probiotic and postbiotic compounds liberated.

Honey is also recognized as a functional food owing to its antioxidant and antimicrobial 
properties [6]. Its therapeutic effect is mainly due to the presence of several antioxidant 
and bioactive molecules, such as phenolic compounds, flavonoids, and phenolic acids [7,8]. 
The concentration of these phenolic compounds is closely related to the origin and type of 
honey and its concentration [3].

In addition, the maceration stage in the production of beverages allows the extraction 
of essential oils and/or flavors and aromas from the added ingredients, as the volatile 
compounds and other components present are solubilized in the alcohol. Therefore, macer-
ating mead with ingredients such as spices, herbs, and fruits or their peels can increase the 
concentration of phenolic compounds in the beverage [9].

The reuse of by-products such as orange peel in the production of mead can offer 
numerous advantages, as it reduces waste, decreases environmental impact, and has the 
potential to increase bioactive compounds, generating added value in the final product [10]. 
Several antioxidant compounds have been found in citrus oils, mainly in the peel, in addition 
to phenolic acids and terpenes. The importance of these compounds is mainly due to 
their beneficial antioxidant, anti-inflammatory, antiproliferative, anti-allergic, antiviral, 
anticancer, neuroprotective, and antimicrobial properties [11]. As with orange peel, the 
nutritional and nutraceutical benefits associated with ginger are due to the presence of 
several bioactive compounds. These are classified into three classes: gingerols, volatile oils, 
and diarylheptanoids. Therefore, its use provides a wide range of beneficial compounds 
and offers distinctive organoleptic characteristics to the product [12].

Although the use of mixed Saccharomyces/non-Saccharomyces cultures has been widely 
investigated in wine and, to a lesser extent, in mead production, most studies have focused on 
fermentation performance, aroma development, and sensory quality. Comparatively little 
attention has been paid to the combined effect of probiotic-potential yeast co-cultures and 
post-fermentation maceration with plant-derived ingredients on the bioactive composition 
and sensory characteristics of mead. Furthermore, information regarding the influence 
of these strategies on polyphenol enrichment and volatile composition remains limited. 
Therefore, there is a need to evaluate whether the simultaneous application of sequential 
mixed-culture fermentation and maceration with valorized agro-industrial by-products can 
improve the functional and sensory attributes of mead.

Based on the bioactive properties of honey, orange peel, and ginger, we hypothesized 
that the combination of sequential mixed-culture fermentation and post-fermentation mac-
eration would increase the polyphenol content and improve the volatile and sensory profile 
of mead. Therefore, the main objective of this study was to select a non-Saccharomyces and 
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a Saccharomyces yeast strain, both with previously characterized probiotic potential, for 
sequential inoculation. In addition, macerated (with orange peel and ginger) and unmacer-
ated meads were produced to evaluate and compare their polyphenolic content, volatile 
composition, and sensory characteristics.

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Strains

A total of six yeast strains with probiotic potential were used (Saccharomyces cerevisiae 
UCLM-3, S. cerevisiae UCLM-137, S. cerevisiae UCLM-146, Lachancea thermotolerans UCLM-
1039, Hanseniaspora osmophila UCLM-1056, and Candida vini UCLM-1063). These strains 
were isolated from different wineries and distilleries and were previously characterized and 
selected for their probiotic potential based on in vitro screening assays [13,14]. Specifically, 
the strains showed high tolerance to simulated gastrointestinal tract conditions and adequate 
kinetic parameters under these conditions. They also exhibited favorable adhesion-related 
properties, as assessed through autoaggregation, cell-surface hydrophobicity, and biofilm 
formation assays. Furthermore, their ability to adhere to Caco-2/TC7 cells was demonstrated. 
In addition, the safety of these strains was previously evaluated [15].

All strains were stored at −80 °C in the culture collection of the Yeast Biotechnology 
Laboratory (University of Castilla-La Mancha, Ciudad Real, Spain) and, prior to use, were 
revitalized in YPD (yeast extract, peptone, dextrose) broth (Condalab Pronadisa, Madrid, 
Spain) and incubated at 30 °C for 24 h. This medium was used in broth and agar, whose 
composition was 10 g/L yeast extract, 20 g/L glucose, 20 g/L peptone, and 20 g/L agar 
when used on plates.

2.2. Preparation and Inoculation of the Must
2.2.1. Pure Culture Inoculation

The conditions for preparing the must were established based on various studies [16–18], 
with some modifications, as detailed below.

Holm oak honey (Muria® , Tarragona, Spain), also known as holm oak honeydew 
honey, was chosen as the base for the production of mead. This is artisanal holm oak honey 
from El Perelló (Tarragona, Spain).

For the production of must, the honey was diluted with water in a ratio of 1:3 until 
it reached approximately 23–25 °Brix, measured using a refractometer (Digital Pocket 
Refractometer, ATAGO CO., LTD., Tokyo, Japan). Tartaric acid was then added until a 
pH of 3.8 was reached, and the must was subsequently supplemented with diammonium 
phosphate (NH4 )2 HPO4  as a source of nitrogen (70 mg/L).

For the initial screening of the six yeast strains, three independent fermentations were 
performed for each strain. Each fermentation was considered an independent biological 
replicate. Then, the must was distributed into 18 previously sterilized flasks for the different 
strains under study and their respective triplicates, with each flask containing 100 mL 
of must.

Pasteurization was carried out at 60 °C for 30 min in a water bath. After that, the flasks 
were immediately cooled, and the different Saccharomyces and non-Saccharomyces strains 
were inoculated at a concentration of 2 × 106  CFU/mL to test their capabilities individually.

Valves were placed on the flasks to facilitate gas (CO2 ) release and sampling while 
preventing oxygen from entering the system. Finally, each sample was incubated at 22 °C 
without agitation. The target fermentation endpoint was defined as an alcohol content of 
approximately 8–10% (V/V). Ethanol production was estimated from CO2  weight loss, and 
these calculations indicated that the target alcohol content was achieved after approximately 
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21 days of fermentation. Therefore, a fermentation period of 21 days was established for 
all experiments.

2.2.2. Sequential Inoculation with the Selected Strains
Once the most adequate yeasts for sequential inoculation were chosen, the same 

procedure as described above was followed for the preparation of the must, except for the 
inoculation step, which in this case was sequential. First, 1 × 106  CFU/mL of the selected 
non-Saccharomyces strain was inoculated, and the must was incubated at 22 °C. After 48 h, 
1 × 106  CFU/mL of the selected Saccharomyces strain was added. Three biological replicates 
were carried out.

2.2.3. Fermentation Monitoring and Microbiological Analysis
Fermentation was monitored for each biological replicate by periodically measuring 

the weight (CO2  loss) every 24 h and the population count every 48 h. For the counts, 
the corresponding dilutions were made using a 0.9% saline solution and then seeded in 
drops on YPD plates in the case of must fermented with pure cultures. Plates of WL nutri-
ent culture medium (a selective and differential medium) (Condalab Pronadisa, Madrid, 
Spain) were used to monitor the must fermented by sequential inoculation. This allows 
differentiation between Saccharomyces and non-Saccharomyces yeasts, as they exhibit different 
growth morphologies. These plates were incubated at 30 °C and counted after 48 h.

2.2.4. Maceration of Mead and the Production of the Final Product
To obtain a homogeneous product before maceration, 7 L of must was fermented by 

sequential inoculation of the selected strains. After fermentation, the mead was subse-
quently divided into two treatments: non-macerated mead and macerated mead, and each 
treatment was divided into three different flasks (100 mL each one). The macerated samples 
were subjected to contact with orange peel and ginger (3 g/L of orange peel and 3 g/L of 
ginger for 24 h at 20 °C), whereas the non-macerated treatments were maintained without 
plant material.

Therefore, the maceration experiment started with the same mead, and each treatment 
(macerated and non-macerated) was designed to include three biological replicates.

2.3. Evaluation and Characterization of the Fermented Mead Samples
All the meads produced (initial screening with pure cultures, mead produced by 

sequential inoculation, and the final products obtained after sequential inoculation and 
maceration) were characterized as follows:

2.3.1. Analysis of Physicochemical Parameters
A physicochemical analysis was performed on all samples using a WineScan™ FTIR 

analyzer (FOSS, Hillerød, Denmark) following the wine protocol to determine pH, ethanol 
content, and reducing sugars. The analyses were carried out using the instrument’s FTIR 
spectroscopic measurements and the corresponding calibration models for wine. Samples 
were analyzed according to the manufacturer’s instructions, and the values for ethanol 
(% V/V), pH (pH units), and reducing sugars (g/L) were automatically calculated by 
the instrument.

2.3.2. Determination of Polyphenolic Compounds
The total polyphenols of each fermentation and maceration sample were determined 

according to the method described by Romano et al. [19] with some modifications.
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First, 2.5 mL of Folin–Ciocalteu reagent previously diluted with distilled water (1:10) 
was added to 0.5 mL of the sample. The solution was left to stand for 3 min at room 
temperature. Next, 2 mL of sodium carbonate solution (10%) was added to each sample, and 
the samples were incubated for 15 min with stirring at room temperature. The absorbance 
was then measured at 765 nm using a UV-vis spectrophotometer.

Finally, the concentration of total phenolic compounds in the samples was determined 
using a gallic acid calibration curve. The calibration equation was y = 0.0011x − 0.0018, with 
a coefficient of determination R2  = 0.9942 and a linear range of 50–500 mg/L. A reagent blank, 
in which distilled water replaced the sample, was analyzed under the same conditions.

The results obtained were expressed in milligrams of gallic acid equivalents (GAE) 
per liter of sample.

It should be noted that the Folin–Ciocalteu assay is not specific for phenolic com-
pounds, since other reducing substances present in the mead matrix, including reducing 
sugars, ascorbic acid and other compounds, may also contribute to the measured response. 
Therefore, the values obtained in this study are reported as estimated total phenolic content 
for comparison among samples and should not be interpreted as a direct measurement of 
individual phenolic compounds.

2.4. Determination of Volatile Compounds
Solid-phase microextraction followed by gas chromatography–mass spectrometry 

(SPE-GC-MS) was used to isolate, analyze and identify the volatile compounds in the final 
product samples, including both macerated and non-macerated mead.

2.4.1. Solid Phase Extraction (SPE)
The active binding sites of the Supelclean Envi-Chrom P 05G/6 mL cartridges (Sigma-

Aldrich, St. Louis, MO, USA) were activated following the manufacturer’s instructions 
(10 mL dichloromethane, 5 mL methanol, and 10 mL ethanol/water at 10%). After activation, 
the sample was prepared using a volume of 100 mL of mead, adding 40 μL of 4-nonanol 
(1 g/L in absolute ethanol) as an internal standard. The sample was introduced into the 
cartridges, and extraction was performed under vacuum conditions to facilitate its passage 
through the stationary phase. Subsequently, the hydrophilic compounds were eluted 
with Milli-Q water. Finally, the volatile compounds of interest were eluted with 10 mL 
of dichloromethane in tubes buried in ice to prevent their loss. The tubes were frozen to 
remove any traces of water eluted during extraction, and 24/48 h later, the organic phase was 
transferred to a heart flask by filtration with anhydrous sodium sulfate (desiccant) and glass 
wool. After that, the contents of the round-bottom flasks underwent a concentration process 
with a gentle stream of nitrogen to a final volume of approximately 200 μL. This volume 
was collected in vials fitted with conical inserts, which were duly labeled and stored under 
freezing conditions (−18 °C) until subsequent analysis by gas chromatography coupled 
with mass spectrometry (GC-MS).

2.4.2. Analysis by GC-MS
In order to separate and identify all the volatile compounds previously extracted 

from the samples, a gas chromatograph coupled to an Agilent 6890GC/Agilent 5973 MD 
mass spectrometer (Agilent Technologies, Santa Clara, CA, USA) was used. An amount of 
1 μL was injected in split mode (1/3) into an ultra-inert polar DB-WAX column (60 m ×
0.25 mm i.d. × 0.25 μm stationary phase thickness) (Agilent Technologies, Santa Clara, 
CA, USA). The carrier gas was helium, maintaining a constant flow of 1.0 mL/min. The 
injector temperature was 250 °C, working in conjunction with a transfer line temperature of 
280 °C. The oven temperature program was as follows: 70 °C for 5 min, ramped at 1 °C/min 
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to 90 °C and held for 10 min, and increased at 2 °C/min to 210 °C and held for 40 min. 
The mass spectrometer operated by electron impact with an ionization energy of 70 eV, 
with an ion source temperature of 230 °C and SCAN mode (40–450 amu). Commercial 
standards (Sigma-Aldrich Chemie GmbH, Steinheim, Germany) together with the Kovats 
retention indices on the DB-WAX column, calculated using n-paraffins (C5-C26) as external 
references, were used to identify the volatile compounds. Quantification was based on 
calibration curves for each standard.

2.5. Sensory Analysis
2.5.1. Meads Produced with Pure Cultures and Consensus Sensory Profile

A consensus sensory profile was carried out in accordance with the UNE-EN ISO 
13299:2017 standard [20], in order to determine the strains that provided the best organolep-
tic properties for the selection of the mixed culture.

The panel was made up of eight trained tasters specializing in the evaluation of these 
kinds of products. All of them belonged to the staff of the Food Technology Department 
of the University of Castilla-La Mancha, Spain. The assessors had previous experience in 
sensory analysis and had undergone selection and training procedures in accordance with 
ISO 8586:2012 [21], including training in the identification, description, and evaluation of 
sensory attributes and the use of intensity scales.

In a preliminary session, the panelists selected the attributes that described the appear-
ance, aroma, and flavor of the samples, as well as their intensities. Then, they proceeded to 
taste the meads fermented with each of the strains under study. The six samples were eval-
uated individually, using the symbol “+” (maximum 3) for the intensity of each attribute 
and the symbol “-” if the attribute was not present.

2.5.2. Meads Produced by Sequential Inoculation and Maceration (Final Product)
A. Quantitative Descriptive Analysis (QDA)

A quantitative descriptive profile of the final product was made for the beverages 
produced in accordance with the UNE-EN ISO 13299:2017 standard [20]. Three tasting 
sessions (one for each replicate) were held, using the same trained panel but varying the 
sample codes in each session. Typical descriptors of appearance, smell, taste, and overall 
product quality were scored on a structured scale (0–9 points).

B. Hedonic Test with Consumers

In addition, a hedonic test was carried out with consumers in accordance with the 
UNE-EN ISO 11136:2017 standard [22] to evaluate consumer preference between macerated 
and non-macerated mead. In this case, a preference test was carried out according to the 
UNE-EN ISO 5495:2007 paired comparison test [23]. The consumer panel consisted of 
64 participants, including 28 men and 36 women, with ages ranging from 20 to 60 years. 
Most participants reported consuming alcoholic beverages occasionally. All participants 
provided informed consent prior to inclusion.

The sensory evaluation was conducted over several sessions in a standard tasting room 
in accordance with ISO 8589:2007 [24], and the fermented beverages were presented using 
different identification codes.

2.6. Statistical Analysis
Statistical analysis of the results was performed using SPSS software (IBM SPSS Statis-

tics 20) and Excel. Results were expressed as mean ± standard deviation (SD). All experi-
ments were conducted in biological triplicate (n = 3). Depending on the experiment, the 
factors evaluated included yeast culture type and mead treatment (macerated and unmac-
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erated mead). The response variables analyzed comprised microbial growth parameters, 
polyphenol content, volatile composition, and sensory attributes.

Prior to statistical analysis, normality was assessed using the Shapiro–Wilk test and 
by inspection of Q-Q plots, while homogeneity of variances was assessed using Levene’s 
test. No significant deviations from normality were detected, and homogeneity of variances 
was supported for the majority of compounds. Significant differences were studied at a 
95% significance level using analysis of variance (ANOVA) and its corresponding post hoc 
test (Duncan’s test) when more than two groups were compared. Student’s t-test was used 
when only two groups were compared. To account for multiple comparisons, p-values were 
adjusted using the Benjamini–Hochberg procedure to control the false discovery rate (FDR), 
with an adjusted p-value < 0.05 considered statistically significant.

3. Results
3.1. Meads Produced with Pure Microbial Cultures
3.1.1. Microbiological Analysis, Analysis of Physicochemical Parameters, and 
Determination of Polyphenolic Compounds

Counts of the initial and final yeast population, CO2  loss during fermentation, re-
sults of the physicochemical parameters (pH, reducing sugars, and alcohol content), and 
polyphenol contents after fermentation are shown in Table 1.

Table 1. Musts fermented with pure cultures. Initial and final yeast population counts. Physico-
chemical parameters after 21 days of fermentation. Determination of polyphenolic compounds in the 
samples (n = 3). The superscripts (a–e) indicate significant differences between the values in the 
columns according to Duncan’s test (p < 0.05) for each of the parameters.

Inoculated Strain

Saccharomyces Non-Saccharomyces

Analysis/Parameters UCLM-3 UCLM-137 UCLM-146 UCLM-1039 UCLM-1056 UCLM-1063

Population count

Initial population 
(log CFU/mL) 6.03 ± 0.00

Final population 
(log CFU/mL) 8.04 ± 0.41 7.97 ± 0.54 7.86 ± 0.78 7.67 ± 0.92 7.85 ± 0.58 7.72 ± 0.75

Physical–chemical parameters

pH 3.15 ± 0.03 a 3.20 ± 0.04 a 3.18 ± 0.04 a 3.00 ± 0.02 b 3.19 ± 0.02 a 3.17 ± 0.03 a 
Weight loss (g) 7.45 ± 0.05 c 9.40 ± 0.30 a 9.05 ± 0.15 a 8.3 ± 0.21 b 8.20 ± 0.20 b 6.40 ± 0.10 d 
Reducing sugars 
(g/L) 31.50 ± 0.21 b 15.80 ± 0.07 e 16.70 ± 0.14 d 31.50 ± 0.23 b 24.50 ± 0.15 c 65.70 ± 0.08 a 

Alcohol content % 
(V/V) 8.69 ± 0.01 d 9.79 ± 0.03 b 10.10 ± 0.03 a 8.95 ± 0.04 c 9.81 ± 0.01 b 6.48 ± 0.02 e 

Determination of polyphenolic compounds

Concentration 
(mg/L) 256.72 ± 3.06 b 227.43 ± 3.63 c 269.17 ± 2.74 a 265.80 ± 3.26 a,b 277.22 ± 8.79 a 272.36 ± 2.02 a 

With regard to the final population, no significant differences were identified among 
the different strains. Both Saccharomyces and non-Saccharomyces strains demonstrated com-
parable growth patterns.

The pH values of the samples were found to be similar, ranging from 3.15 to 3.20. 
The only sample that demonstrated significant differences from the others was the mead 
fermented by S. thermotolerans UCLM-1039, with a pH value of 3.00, making it the most 
acidic sample. In fact, some studies, such as that by Fu et al. [25], indicate that Lachancea 
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thermotolerans is often used in fermentation processes together with Saccharomyces in order 
to produce a rapid drop in pH.

Among the Saccharomyces yeasts, the corresponding samples with UCLM-137 and 
UCLM-146 showed the greatest total weight loss (CO2  generation), with values of 
9.40 ± 0.30 g and 9.05 ± 0.15 g, respectively. However, Saccharomyces UCLM-3 was slightly 
slower, showing a total weight loss at 21 days of 7.45 ± 0.05 g. Therefore, the must inoculated 
with strains UCLM-137 and UCLM-146, which showed greater fermentative capacity, is 
expected to have a higher alcohol content and lower reducing sugar levels after 21 days.

With regard to the amount of reducing sugars and the alcohol content (related param-
eters), it was observed that almost all the samples showed significant differences between 
them. The mead fermented with S. cerevisiae UCLM-146 showed the highest alcohol percent-
age, 10.10% ± 0.03% (V/V), together with one of the lowest amounts of reducing sugars, 
16.70 ± 0.14 g/L, corresponding to the predictions made previously, as well as to the results 
obtained from the fermentation with S. cerevisiae UCLM-137.

With respect to some non-Saccharomyces strains, Fu et al. [25] indicate that these yeasts 
have a low ethanol production yield due to the formation of a wide range of secondary 
metabolites, as could be the case with C. vini UCLM-1063, which showed a CO2  loss of only 
6.40 ± 0.15 g. However, it is well known that the yeasts generally used for the fermentation 
process must belong to the Saccharomyces genus, because of their high fermentative activity 
and high tolerance, both to the osmotic pressure produced by sugars in the medium and to 
the high concentrations of ethanol [26]. Therefore, a higher alcohol content can be expected 
in samples fermented with yeasts of the Saccharomyces genus, as is the case with mead 
fermented with UCLM-146, showing significant differences compared with the other meads.

Sottil et al. [16] also studied the physicochemical parameters of meads fermented with 
pure Saccharomyces and non-Saccharomyces cultures. They observed a higher ethanol content, 
around 10.5% (V/V) for S. cerevisiae and 8.5% (V/V) for Torulaespora delbrueckii, with the 
latter having a higher residual sugar content, as is the case with the non-Saccharomyces 
strains tested in this study.

Strain UCLM-1063 had a low fermentation capacity, producing only 6.48% (V/V) of 
ethanol and leaving sugars unmetabolized (65.70 ± 0.08 g/L).

In addition, it was observed that S. cerevisiae UCLM-3 and L. thermotolerans UCLM-
1039 showed similar fermentation processes (they did not show significant differences 
in reducing sugars), even though they belong to Saccharomyces and non-Saccharomyces 
yeasts, respectively.

Concerning the content of polyphenolic compounds, the samples corresponding to the 
non-Saccharomyces strains and S. cerevisiae UCLM-146 did not show significant differences 
between them, with values between 265.80 ± 3.26 mg/L and 277.22 ± 8.79 mg/L.

Nevertheless, the differences observed in total phenolic content among the meads 
should be interpreted with caution. Fermentation itself does not necessarily imply synthesis 
of phenolic compounds. Instead, differences in the values measured among strains may 
reflect strain-dependent effects on the release of phenolic compounds from bound forms, 
their adsorption to yeast cells, or their transformation and degradation during fermentation. 
In addition, the Folin–Ciocalteu assay is not specific for phenolic compounds, since other 
reducing substances present in the mead matrix, including sugars and other metabolites, 
may also contribute to the measured response. Nevertheless, the general trend showed that 
samples fermented with non-Saccharomyces yeasts had a higher phenolic concentration.

Furthermore, mead fermented with strain UCLM-137 showed a low concentration of 
polyphenolic compounds, being significantly different from the other meads, with a value 
of 227.43 ± 3.63 mg/L. Although this result cannot be conclusively explained, together 
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with the other selection criteria, it contributed to the decision to exclude this strain from 
subsequent sequential inoculation experiments.

3.1.2. Sensory Analysis and Consensus Sensory Profile
Table 2 shows the results obtained after performing the sensory analysis of the samples. 

Through consensus testing, the descriptors to be evaluated were first decided upon, and 
then their intensities were determined in each case, dividing the parameters into appearance, 
aroma, and flavor, in addition to considering the overall perception of the meads obtained.

Table 2. Sensory analysis: consensus tests of the samples produced. The intensity of each attribute was 
evaluated using the following scale: (-), absence of the attribute; (+), low intensity; (++), moderate 
intensity; and (+++), high intensity (maximum score).

Inoculated Strain

Descriptors UCLM-3 UCLM-137 UCLM-146 UCLM-1039 UCLM-1056 UCLM-1063

A
pp

ea
ra

nc
e Brightness + +++ ++ +++ ++ +++

Colour intensity ++ + +++ + +++ ++
Turbidity + + ++ - ++ +

A
ro

m
a Honey + ++ +++ ++ + -

Winey ++ ++ + + + +
Pleasant aroma +++ +++ +++ +++ ++ +
Floral - - - ++ - -

Fl
av

ou
r Sweet ++ + + + ++ +++

Acid + +++ ++ ++ ++ -
Bitter - ++ + - ++ -
Honey +++ + ++ ++ + +++

Balanced/
Overall perception +++ + ++ +++ ++ +

With regard to the appearance descriptor, mead fermented with strain UCLM-1039 
received the highest score (+++) for “brightness” and the lowest score (-) for “turbidity.” 
The samples fermented with UCLM-137 and UCLM-1063 also received the highest score 
for “brightness.” In terms of “color intensity,” the samples that stood out were those 
corresponding to the strains UCLM-146 and UCLM-1056.

The intensities assigned for aroma revealed that the only samples that did not receive 
the highest score for the descriptor “pleasant aroma” were samples fermented with UCLM-
1056 and UCLM-1063. For the descriptor “honey,” the mead corresponding to UCLM-146 
stood out above the rest. In addition, the sample fermented with UCLM-1039 was the only 
one in which floral notes were detected.

With respect to the flavor descriptors, the mead corresponding to the strain UCLM-
1063 scored highest for both “sweet” and “honey,” which is consistent with the results 
obtained from the physicochemical analysis, as it had a high concentration of reducing 
sugars. The sample fermented with UCLM-137 received high intensities for “acidic” and 
“bitter,” thus becoming one of the worst-rated samples, along with the product obtained 
with UCLM-1063, in terms of overall perception, and these strains were therefore directly 
discarded for the selection of the starter culture.

Finally, regarding the overall perception of the samples, the meads obtained with 
UCLM-3 and UCLM-1039 were the best rated, both receiving the maximum score (+++).
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3.2. Meads Produced by Sequential Inoculation
3.2.1. Strains Selected

Several studies mention the beneficial role of fermentation carried out by non-
Saccharomyces yeasts, as they can improve the aromatic profile, increasing the complexity 
and sensory quality of mead [27,28]. In addition, meads obtained by fermentation with 
L. thermotolerans have a high content of ethyl acetate, an ester associated with fruity and 
slightly floral aromas, and n-decanoic acid, a fatty acid that contributes to microbiological 
stability [27]. In fact, mead fermented with the UCLM-1039 strain was the only one that 
presented a floral aroma, which was positively evaluated when choosing it as one of the 
ideal candidates for sequential inoculation.

However, Cianí et al. [29] mention that some of these pure non-Saccharomyces yeast 
cultures can generate undesirable metabolites and fermentative characteristics, often leading 
to the exclusion of these types of strains in the coinoculation process. This could be the 
case for C. vini UCLM-1063, which received a poor rating in the sensory analysis and was 
therefore discarded. However, the study also mentions that, in mixed fermentations, some 
negative characteristics of non-Saccharomyces yeasts may not have been expressed or may 
have been modified by S. cerevisiae cultures.

The objective of the selection was to obtain a balanced mead with adequate fermentation 
performance and desirable sensory characteristics. Lower production of ethanol was not 
considered a disadvantage per se, since it is not an inconvenience in the development of a 
mead. Based on the results obtained in the study, UCLM-3 (S. cerevisiae) and UCLM-1039 
(L. thermotolerans) were selected due to their overall performance considering fermentation 
behaviour, residual sugars, polyphenolic content and sensory characteristics. In particular, 
UCLM-1039 was considered of interest because of its sensory profile and its potential to 
contribute complementary characteristics to those provided by UCLM-3. Although the 
specific contribution of acid production by L. thermotolerans was not evaluated in the present 
study, strain selection was based on the combined assessment of technological and sensory 
criteria rather than on ethanol yield alone.

3.2.2. Production of the Final Product
Once the strains of the starter culture had been selected, two types of mead were 

produced as final products: macerated and non-macerated mead.
To achieve this, 7 L of must was fermented by sequential inoculation of the selected 

strains. After fermentation, the mead was divided into two 3.5 L portions, corresponding 
to the macerated and non-macerated treatments, and each treatment was subsequently 
divided into three separate flasks. The maceration conditions were established based on 
preliminary tests, which concluded that the concentrations should be 3 g/L of orange peel 
and 3 g/L of ginger for 24 h at 20 °C.

Microbiological Analysis, Analysis of Physicochemical Parameters, and Determination of 
Polyphenolic Compounds

Table 3 shows the results obtained during this last stage, taking into account both the 
microbiological analysis and the physicochemical parameters, as well as the polyphenol 
content of the final products.

After fermentation, no significant differences were observed in the final yeast popula-
tion, regardless of genus (Saccharomyces or non-Saccharomyces).

When producing the final mead, it was noted that the pH, reducing sugars, and alcohol 
content were significantly different from those obtained when the mead was produced by 
inoculating pure cultures.
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Table 3. Physicochemical parameters after 21 days of fermentation (n = 2). Initial and final yeast 
population counts. Weight loss (CO2  generated). Determination of polyphenolic compounds in 
the final product without maceration and with maceration. The asterisk (*) indicates significant 
differences between samples according to Student’s t-test (p < 0.05).

Sample Type

Analysis/Parameters MEAD

Population Count

Initial population (log CFU/mL) UCLM-3 6.00 ± 0.00
UCLM-1039 6.00 ± 0.00

Final population (log CFU/mL) UCLM-3 7.88 ± 0.74
UCLM-1039 8.65 ± 0.48

Weight loss (g/L)

7 L fermented mead 148.53 ± 5.60 g

NON-MACERATED MEAD MACERATED MEAD

Physical–chemical parameters

pH 2.95 ± 0.02 2.97 ± 0.01
Reducing sugars (g/L) * 59.83 ± 0.07 60.6 ± 0.03

Alcohol content (% V/V) * 7.71 ± 0.02 7.33 ± 0.02

Determination of polyphenolic compounds

Concentration (mg/L) * 271.17 ± 4.16 289.05 ± 5.10

When the must was inoculated sequentially with L. thermotolerans UCLM-1039 and S. 
cerevisiae UCLM-3, notable differences could be seen compared with the results obtained 
when these strains were used separately as pure cultures (Table 1). In this case, the mead 
had a lower alcohol content and a higher residual sugar content, as well as a more acidic 
pH than when the must was fermented only with S. cerevisiae UCLM-3 (31.50 ± 0.21 g/L of 
sugars, 8.69% ± 0.01% (V/V) ethanol, and a pH of 3.15 ± 0.03). This decrease in pH was 
due to the presence of L. thermotolerans.

In the work carried out by Gobbi et al. [30], the main analytical parameters of wines 
fermented with pure cultures of S. cerevisiae and L. thermotolerans were compared with 
mixed cultures of these strains under three different inoculation conditions. In all mixed 
fermentations, it was observed that ethanol production was significantly reduced compared 
with the S. cerevisiae control. This is consistent with the data obtained in the present study, 
since sequential inoculation of UCLM-1039 and UCLM-3 significantly reduced the alcohol 
content of the mead (0.8–1.0% [V/V]).

Another study conducted by Contreras et al. [31] observed that sequential inoculation 
of Metschnikowia pulcherrima and S. cerevisiae for wine production resulted in a product 
containing 1.6% (V/V) less ethanol than wine produced using pure S. cerevisiae as the starter 
culture. As in the previous case, this is consistent with our results.

Once the maceration process was concluded, the physicochemical parameters and 
polyphenol concentration of the samples were measured and compared.

No significant differences were observed in pH, as a value of p > 0.05 was obtained.
With regard to reducing sugars and alcohol content, significant differences (p ≤ 0.05) 

were observed between the meads. The slightly higher sugar content in the macerated mead 
may be related to the incorporation of small amounts of carbohydrates from the orange peel 
and ginger during the 24 h maceration period. Although a statistically significant difference 
in alcohol content was also observed, its magnitude was small (0.38% V/V). Therefore, 
this result should be interpreted with caution, as it is unlikely to represent a substantial 
technological or sensory difference between the beverages. Given the limited magnitude 
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of the effect, the practical impact of maceration on ethanol content appears to be minimal 
under the conditions evaluated.

Finally, significant differences in phenolic content were observed between the final 
products (p < 0.05). It was noted that the macerated drink had a higher polyphenol 
content, with a value of 289.05 ± 5.10 mg/L. This increase may be associated with the 
release or extraction of reducing compounds from the orange peel and ginger during the 
24 h maceration period, as both plant materials contain phenolic compounds and other 
reducing substances.

Determination of Volatile Compounds
The volatile composition of each of the beverages was isolated by solid-phase extraction 

(SPE) and then analyzed by gas chromatography coupled with mass spectrometry (GC-MS) 
to identify and quantify each of the compounds. The results obtained are shown in Table 4.

Table 4. Volatile components (μg/L) in non-macerated mead (MS) and macerated mead (MM) 
(n = 3). The asterisk (*) indicates statistically significant differences according to Student’s t-test 
(p < 0.05).

RI Calculated
MS MM

Mean ± SD Mean ± SD

α-pinene * 1024 Nd 14.40 ± 1.00
δ-3-carene * 1150 Nd 5.20 ± 0.50
β-myrcene * 1160 Nd 57.02 ± 1.04
γ-terpinene * 1243 Nd 2.61 ± 0.17
cis-linalool oxide 1435 24.28 ± 1.86 24.72 ± 2.12
trans-linalool oxide 1462 7.08 ± 1.69 8.84 ± 0.72
linalool * 1544 5.49 ± 0.07 158.74 ± 6.75
carophyllene * 1574 Nd 4.47 ± 0.22
4-terpineol * 1583 Nd 32.78 ± 1.13
α-terpineol * 1677 Nd 17.99 ± 1.90
endo-borneol * 1679 Nd 7.35 ± 0.25
valencene * 1689 Nd 15.68 ± 1.44
zingiberene * 1696 Nd 9.99 ± 0.86
citral * 1707 Nd 9.89 ± 0.43
β-citronellol * 1830 Nd 7.84 ± 1.08
2,6-dimethyl-3,7-octadiene-2,6-diol 1942 29.59 ± 4.64 27.54 ± 5.38
thymol 2172 7.05 ± 0.76 6.76 ± 0.38
hydroxylinalool 2306 57.67 ± 2.45 57.37 ± 4.22
geranic acid * 2327 Nd 25.45 ± 1.04
farnesol 2350 3.74 ± 0.12 4.81 ± 0.66
TOTAL TERPENES * 134.89 ± 4.06 499.45 ± 17.71

ethyl butanoate 1029 19.99 ± 5.63 28.41 ± 3.54
isoamyl acetate 1121 233.35 ± 12.52 227.39 ± 13.10
ethyl hexanoate 1231 32.5 ± 6.40 26.67 ± 1.64
ethyl lactate 1341 1830.50 ± 240.15 1628.69 ± 52.44
ethyl octanoate 1427 68.07 ± 5.28 69.89 ± 12.08
ethyl nonanoate 1532 8.93 ± 0.53 9.33 ± 0.77
ethyl dodecanoate 1840 16.58 ± 2.05 24.09 ± 2.69
ethyl tetradecanoate 2044 23.01 ± 1.41 22.88 ± 1.85
ethyl hexadecanoate 2251 90.66 ± 10.43 103.00 ± 9.85
ethyl octadecanoate 2456 156.52 ± 20.86 141.04 ± 17.77
ethyl oleate 2475 120 ± 16.54 120.27 ± 14.56
diethyl succinate * 1656 24.36 ± 3.37 40.88 ± 1.20
TOTAL ESTERS 2623.97 ± 236.38 2442.54 ± 97.31
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Table 4. Cont.

RI Calculated
MS MM

Mean ± SD Mean ± SD

2-methyl-1-propanol 1084 269.63 ± 74.64 229.14 ± 32.06
1-butanol 1139 573.74 ± 110.32 485.59 ± 36.90
1-pentanol 1247 54.68 ± 1.29 52.21 ± 2.60
3-methyl-1-pentanol 1326 60.17 ± 1.32 56.91 ± 2.24
1-hexanol * 1351 8.17 ± 1.48 20.98 ± 1.11
3-ethoxy-1-propanol 1375 38.71 ± 11.62 24.47 ± 0.38
3-methylthiopropanol 1695 46.85 ± 6.36 44.03 ± 1.51
TOTAL ALCOHOLS 1051.96 ± 198.96 913.32 ± 65.30

acetic acid 1438 50.83 ± 7.57 56.24 ± 14.28
2-methylpropanoic acid 1556 66.91 ± 19.64 48.52 ± 10.02
hexanoic acid 1830 195.05 ± 6.86 186.26 ± 9.08
octanoic acid 2049 399.79 ± 25.04 377.77 ± 23.01
nonanoic acid 2154 23.58 ± 4.83 27.53 ± 2.21
decanoic acid 2263 85.98 ± 7.47 96.32 ± 0.66
TOTAL ACIDS 822.14 ± 60.42 792.64 ± 58.45

furfural 1446 10.47 ± 1.17 9.51 ± 0.21
2-acetylfuran 1490 6.75 ± 0.59 7.47 ± 0.34
coumaran 2377 84.44 ± 13.00 57.07 ± 8.81
TOTAL FURANIC COMPOUNDS 101.66 ± 13.01 74.05 ± 9.25

benzaldehyde 1507 7.07 ± 1.01 11.19 ± 2.41
2-phenylethanol 1901 26,442.22 ± 3272.24 25,636.00 ± 623.87
benzothiazole 1938 24.01 ± 3.84 19.72 ± 5.94
methyl eugenol * 2003 Nd 22.16 ± 1.79
eugenol * 2151 Nd 20.73 ± 2.33
4-vinylguaiacol * 2178 78.13 ± 5.59 181.24 ± 18.67
isoeugenol 2333 14.34 ± 3.51 9.32 ± 2.57
benzoic acid 2411 256.85 ± 24.58 237.98 ± 20.69
benzeneacetic acid * 2538 1141.04 ± 88.46 725.62 ± 101.02
TOTAL BENZENE COMPOUNDS 27,963.66 ± 3344.86 26,852.77 ± 769.33

RI: retention indices calculated (DB-Wax). Nd: not detected.

Twenty terpenes were identified, 13 of which were only present in the macerated 
mead samples. It should be noted that terpenes are naturally occurring volatile compounds 
widely found in plants and are particularly abundant in many aromatic botanicals. In 
the present study, the terpenes detected exclusively or at higher concentrations in the 
macerated meads are characteristic of the orange peel and ginger used for maceration. Their 
presence can therefore be mainly attributed to the extraction of these compounds from the 
added botanicals during maceration. Terpenes have also been reported in mead [32] and in 
monofloral honeys from citrus, lavender and eucalyptus [33], and their floral and fruity 
notes may contribute to the overall olfactory complexity of the macerated meads.

Linalool was identified as the predominant terpene in macerated mead. Other volatile 
compounds directly related to the presence of orange peel, such as α-pinene, γ-terpinene, 
α-terpineol, β-citronellol, and valencene, were found in smaller amounts [34–36]. The 
presence of zingiberene and citral is also noteworthy, resulting from the addition of ginger 
during maceration. Zingiberene and other compounds such as β-phellandrene and α-pinene 
are the main aromatic components of fresh ginger [37,38]. Many of the terpenes that were 
detected are known for their positive influence on the aroma of mead. Of those mentioned 
above, citral has a pleasant lemon aroma, and linalool has a floral and spicy aroma [32].

In addition, significant differences were observed in the total terpene content, with 
macerated mead having the highest concentration of these compounds. This increase is 
related to the high content of essential oils corresponding to the presence of orange peel 
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and, to a lesser extent, ginger. In fact, orange peel is a known source of essential oils, which 
are usually composed of a complex combination of volatile compounds [39,40].

After the fermentation process, a complex mixture of flavor-active by-products is 
obtained, in addition to the production of ethanol and carbon dioxide by the yeast. Ethyl 
lactate and isoamyl acetate were the major compounds in this group in the two beverages 
produced [41]. In fact, the production of esters by yeasts during fermentation can have 
a significant effect on the fruity flavors of alcoholic beverages [42]. Compounds such as 
ethyl hexanoate and ethyl octanoate have apple and pear notes, while isoamyl acetate has a 
banana flavor. Ethyl esters are the most prevalent compounds in mead because ethanol is 
the most readily available substrate [32].

Concerning the alcohol group, the two main compounds within this group of volatiles 
for both samples were 2-methyl-1-propanol and 1-butanol, which did not show significant 
differences with respect to the type of beverage.

Various studies have established that alcohols constitute the predominant group of 
volatile compounds. In addition, 3-methyl-1-butanol was identified as the main compound 
in all the meads analyzed [27,43], with 2-methyl-1-propanol also standing out as one of the 
eight main volatile compounds in other studies [41].

The only compound that showed significant differences between the two beverages 
was 1-hexanol, which, according to the literature, is observed in higher concentrations in 
unpasteurized orange juice, so in our case it may be present in higher concentrations in 
macerated samples [35].

For the acid group, octanoic acid stood out, as in the study by Pereira et al. [44], in 
which six fatty acids were identified and quantified in all fermentations, with octanoic acid 
being the main compound.

Chitarrini et al. [32] also studied mead that was produced using honeydew honey. 
They found that, after fermentation, the mead was richer in acids, such as hexanoic acid, 
octanoic acid, and decanoic acid, and ethyl esters, such as ethyl octanoate, isoamyl hexanoate, 
ethyl nonanoate, ethyl decanoate, and ethyl dodecanoate.

Three furanic compounds, furfural, 2-acetylfuran, and coumaran, were identified 
in both types of meads. These compounds are naturally present in honey, with their 
concentrations increasing notably under elevated storage temperature [45], and they could 
exert an inhibitory effect on yeasts at concentrations much higher than those found in our 
meads [46].

Finally, with regard to benzene compounds, it is important to note that 2-phenylethanol 
was significantly higher than the other compounds. This compound also stood out in 
other studies related to the composition of volatile compounds in mead [41]. In fact, 
2-phenylethanol generally contributes positively to the aroma of fermented beverages, 
characterized by a pleasant rose aroma [42].

Furthermore, 2-phenylethanol, together with ethanol and other alcohols, influences 
the taste of alcoholic beverages, creating a warm sensation in the mouth [47].

Two benzene compounds, eugenol and methyl eugenol, with a clove-like aroma, were 
detected exclusively in the macerated meads. Their presence is attributed to the extraction 
of phenylpropanoids from the botanical ingredients introduced during the maceration 
process, mainly from ginger [48].

Sensory Analysis and Quantitative Descriptive Profile
A descriptive sensory analysis was carried out by the same panel with the main 

objective of determining the sensory profile of the products produced, thus determining 
whether there were significant differences between them.
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The experts evaluated the different attributes based on the appearance of the samples 
and the olfactory and taste sensations, assessing the overall quality at the end of each session.

Figure 1 shows the results obtained after two tasting sessions.
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Figure 1. Results obtained in the descriptive profile of the processed products: appearance, olfactory 
sensation, and taste sensation. The asterisk (*) indicates significant differences according to Student’s 
t-test (p < 0.05).

A 9-point discrete unipolar scale was used. Each attribute was studied separately 
using Student’s t-test to determine whether there were significant differences between the 
two products.

In terms of appearance, both products received similar scores, with no significant 
differences in the attributes “brightness” (p > 0.05) and “amber color.” In both cases, the 
scores given by the tasters ranged from 5 to 7 points. However, significant differences in 
“turbidity” were observed (p < 0.05), with the macerated mead receiving a higher score 
(5–6 points) for this attribute, as the samples were not centrifuged after maceration, leaving 
some sediment.

With regard to the olfactory sensation, each attribute was mainly related to one of 
the two meads. The non-macerated mead was associated with the attributes “honey” 
and “floral,” while the macerated product received the descriptor “orange” with a score of 
7–8 points, and the descriptor “ginger” obtained scores ranging from 1 to 2 points. According 
to the statistical analysis, all attributes showed differences between the two products.

The results on taste sensation assigned the attributes “honey,” “sweet,” and “acidic” 
to the unmacerated mead. Meanwhile, macerated mead was again associated with “or-
ange” and “ginger,” showing very similar scores to those obtained for olfactory sensation 
(7–8 points and 2–3 points, respectively, for each attribute). As in the previous case, all 
attributes showed significant differences between the two products.

In terms of the overall score, the macerated product received scores between 8 and 
9 points, and the non-macerated product between 6 and 8 points. The macerated mead was 
the highest-rated product.

Hedonic Test with Consumers
The data collected in the hedonic test were analyzed using the tables provided in Annex 

A of the UNE-EN ISO 5495:2007 standard (paired comparison test) [23] as a reference.
For n = 64 tasters and a significance level of α = 0.05, a minimum of 40 “correct” 

responses is required to conclude that there is an appreciable difference between the 
meads produced.
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After analyzing the data, significant differences between the samples were observed 
for appearance and smell. The non-macerated mead was preferred in terms of appearance, 
whereas the macerated mead was preferred in terms of smell. However, there were no 
differences in terms of “taste.” Thirty participants selected the macerated product, whereas 
34 selected the non-macerated product. Similarly, the overall assessment of preferences did 
not reveal a significant preference for either of the two meads, although it showed that this 
choice aligned with the choices made based on the taste of the samples.

4. Conclusions
The screening of yeast strains with previously characterized probiotic potential en-

abled the selection of L. thermotolerans UCLM-1039 and S. cerevisiae UCLM-3 as a suitable 
combination for sequential inoculation in mead production, which was supported by the 
complementary technological and sensory characteristics studied.

Sequential inoculation of the selected strains successfully produced mead with a 
lower alcohol content and higher residual sugar content than those obtained with the 
corresponding pure cultures. Beyond the fermentation strategy itself, post-fermentation 
maceration with orange peel and ginger proved to be an effective approach for further 
modulating the flavor characteristics of the beverage. The macerated mead showed a higher 
estimated total phenolic content and a markedly different volatile profile, characterized by 
a greater concentration and diversity of terpenes associated with the plant ingredients used. 
These compositional changes resulted in clearly differentiated sensory profiles, with orange 
and ginger notes characterizing the macerated mead, and honey, sweet, and floral attributes 
being more closely associated with the non-macerated product. Consumer evaluation 
further showed that the two products generated different preferences depending on the 
sensory attribute considered, although no significant overall preference was observed.

The combination of yeast selection, previously characterized probiotic potential, se-
quential inoculation, and post-fermentation maceration with orange peel and ginger offers a 
promising approach for diversifying mead production and developing fermented beverages 
with differentiated composition and sensory profiles.

These findings should nevertheless be considered preliminary, as the study included a 
limited number of biological replicates and the monitoring during storage are necessary 
to confirm the reproducibility and stability of the developed beverages. Finally, although 
the selected strains had previously demonstrated probiotic potential in vitro, this property 
was not evaluated in the final meads, and future studies should determine whether their 
previously characterized probiotic-related properties are maintained in the final product 
and throughout storage.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, P.F.-P. and M.A.-V.; methodology, P.F.-P., M.C.D.-M. and 
M.A.-V.; validation, P.F.-P., M.C.D.-M. and M.A.-V.; formal analysis, E.C.-V.; investigation, E.C.-V., 
P.F.-P. and M.C.D.-M.; resources, P.F.-P., M.C.D.-M. and M.A.-V.; data curation, E.C.-V.; writing—
original draft preparation, E.C.-V. and P.F.-P.; writing—review and editing, M.C.D.-M. and M.A.-V.; 
visualization, E.C.-V.; supervision, P.F.-P. and M.A.-V.; project administration, P.F.-P. and M.A.-V. All 
authors have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research received no external funding.

Institutional Review Board Statement: As the participating institutions did not have a specific 
research ethics committee for sensory studies involving humans, panelists were recruited from their 
respective communities. The sensory evaluation involved eight trained assessors specializing in the 
evaluation of these types of products (one male and seven females; aged 22–59 years). Additionally, 
a consumer panel consisting of 64 participants (28 males and 36 females; aged 20–60 years) was 
recruited for the hedonic evaluation. All participants provided informed consent prior to inclusion. 
The collection and handling of personal data were conducted in accordance with the EU General Data 

https://doi.org/10.3390/foods15213802

https://doi.org/10.3390/foods15213802


Foods 2026, 15, 3802 17 of 19

Protection Regulation (GDPR, Regulation 2016/679) and the Spanish Organic Law on Data Protection 
and Guarantee of Digital Rights (LOPDGDD, Organic Law 3/2018).

Informed Consent Statement: Informed consent was obtained from all subjects involved in the study.

Data Availability Statement: The original contributions presented in this study are included in the 
article. Further inquiries can be directed to the corresponding author.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References
1. Margaoan, R.; Cornea-Cipcigan, M.; Topal, E.; Kösoģlu, M. Impact of fermentation processes on the bioactive profile and 

health-promoting properties of bee bread, mead and honey vinegar. Processes 2020, 8, 1081. [CrossRef]
2. Iglesias, A.; Pascoal, A.; Choupina, A.B.; Carvalho, C.A.; Feás, X.; Estevinho, L.M. Developments in the fermentation process and 

quality improvement strategies for mead production. Molecules 2014, 19, 12577–12590. [CrossRef]
3. Simão, L.; Wanderley, B.R.d.S.M.; Vieira, M.P.T.; Haas, I.C.d.S.; Amboni, R.D.d.M.C.; Fritzen-Freire, C.B. How Do Different 

Ingredients and Additives Affect the Production Steps and the Bioactive Potential of Mead? Food Technol. Biotechnol. 2023, 61, 
179–190. [CrossRef]

4. Ferla, L.T.; de Albuquerque Vassalli, I.; Silva, M.V.G.; Freitas, F.P.M.; Teixeira, P.O.; de Almeida, E.L.M.; Eller, M.R. Co-cultures 
of Saccharomyces cerevisiae strains JP14 and IM8 as strategy for high-quality mead production. Eur. Food Res. Technol. 2024, 250, 
1093–1101. [CrossRef]

5. Sadeghi, A.; Ebrahimi, M.; Shahryari, S.; Kharazmi, M.S.; Jafari, S.M. Food applications of probiotic yeasts; focusing on their 
techno-functional, postbiotic and protective capabilities. Trends Food Sci. Technol. 2022, 128, 278–295. [CrossRef]

6. Hossen, M.S.; Ali, M.Y.; Jahurul, M.H.A.; Abdel-Daim, M.M.; Gan, S.H.; Khalil, M.I. Beneficial roles of honey polyphenols against 
some human degenerative diseases: A review. Pharmacol. Rep. 2017, 69, 1194–1205. [CrossRef]

7. Samarghandian, S.; Farkhondeh, T.; Samini, F. Honey and health: A review of recent clinical research. Pharmacogn. Res. 2017, 9, 
121–127. [CrossRef]

8. Cianciosi, D.; Forbes-Hernández, T.Y.; Afrin, S.; Gasparrini, M.; Reboredo-Rodriguez, P.; Manna, P.P.; Zhang, J.; Lamas, L.B.; 
Flórez, S.M.; Toyos, P.A.; et al. Phenolic compounds in honey and their associated health benefits: A review. Molecules 2018, 23, 
2322. [CrossRef]

9. Bitwell, C.; Indra, S.S.; Luke, C.; Kakoma, M.K. A review of modern and conventional extraction techniques and their applications 
for extracting phytochemicals from plants. Sci. Afr. 2023, 19, e01585. [CrossRef]

10. Andrade, M.A.; Barbosa, C.H.; Shah, M.A.; Ahmad, N.; Vilarinho, F.; Khwaldia, K.; Silva, A.S.; Ramos, F. Citrus By-Products: 
Valuable Source of Bioactive Compounds for Food Applications. Antioxidants 2023, 12, 38. [CrossRef]

11. Gómez-Mejía, E.; Rosales-Conrado, N.; León-González, M.E.; Madrid, Y. Citrus peels waste as a source of value-added compounds: 
Extraction and quantification of bioactive polyphenols. Food Chem. 2019, 295, 289–299. [CrossRef]

12. Shaukat, M.N.; Nazir, A.; Fallico, B. Ginger Bioactives: A Comprehensive Review of Health Benefits and Potential Food Applica-
tions. Antioxidants 2023, 12, 2015. [CrossRef]

13. Fernández-Pacheco Rodríguez, P.; Arévalo-Villena, M.; Zaparoli Rosa, I.; Briones Pérez, A. Selection of potential non-Sacharomyces 
probiotic yeasts from food origin by a step-by-step approach. Food Res. Int. 2018, 112, 143–151, Correction in Food Res. Int. 2019, 
126, 108491. [CrossRef]

14. Fernández-Pacheco, P.; Arévalo-Villena, M.; Bevilacqua, A.; Corbo, M.R.; Briones Pérez, A. Probiotic characteristics in Saccharomyces 
cerevisiae strains: Properties for application in food industries. LWT 2018, 97, 332–340. [CrossRef]

15. Fernández-Pacheco, P.; Ramos Monge, I.M.; Fernández-González, M.; Colado, J.M.; Arévalo-Villena, M. Safety evaluation of 
yeasts with probiotic potential. Front. Nutr. 2021, 8, 659328. [CrossRef]

16. Sottil, C.; Salor-Torregrosa, J.M.; Moreno-Garcia, J.; Peinado, J.; Mauricio, J.C.; Moreno, J.; Garcia-Martinez, T. Using Torulas-
pora delbrueckii, Saccharomyces cerevisiae and Saccharomyces bayanus wine yeasts as starter cultures for fermentation and quality 
improvement of mead. Eur. Food Res. Technol. 2019, 245, 2705–2714. [CrossRef]

17. Almeida, E.L.M.; Moreira, E.; Silva, G.; Vassalli, I.d.A.; Silva, M.S.; Santana, W.C.; da Silva, P.H.A.; Eller, M.R. Effects of nitrogen 
supplementation on Saccharomyces cerevisiae jp14 fermentation for mead production. Food Sci. Technol. 2020, 40, 336–343. 
[CrossRef]

18. Viveros-Lizondo, N.; Fernández-Pacheco, P.; Arévalo-Villena, M. The Diversity of Yeasts in Beekeeping Environments and the 
Selection of a Culture Starter for the Development of a Mead. Fermentation 2024, 10, 389. [CrossRef]

19. Romano, R.; Aiello, A.; de Luca, L.; Sica, R.; Caprio, E.; Pizzolongo, F.; Blaiotta, G. Characterization of a new type of mead 
fermented with Cannabis sativa L. (hemp). J. Food Sci. 2021, 86, 874–880. [CrossRef]

https://doi.org/10.3390/foods15213802

https://doi.org/10.3390/pr8091081
https://doi.org/10.3390/molecules190812577
https://doi.org/10.17113/ftb.61.02.23.7622
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00217-023-04448-x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tifs.2022.08.018
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pharep.2017.07.002
https://doi.org/10.4103/0974-8490.204647
https://doi.org/10.3390/molecules23092322
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sciaf.2023.e01585
https://doi.org/10.3390/antiox12010038
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodchem.2019.05.136
https://doi.org/10.3390/antiox12112015
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodres.2018.06.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lwt.2018.07.007
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnut.2021.659328
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00217-019-03384-z
https://doi.org/10.1590/fst.11219
https://doi.org/10.3390/fermentation10080389
https://doi.org/10.1111/1750-3841.15614
https://doi.org/10.3390/foods15213802


Foods 2026, 15, 3802 18 of 19

20. ISO 13299:2017; Sensory Analysis—Methodology—General Guidance for Establishing a Sensory Profile. International Organiza-
tion for Standardization: Geneva, Switzerland, 2017.

21. ISO 8586; Sensory Analysis: General Guidelines for the Selection, Training and Monitoring of Selected Assessors and Expert 
Sensory Assessors. International Organization for Standardization: Geneva, Switzerland, 2012.

22. ISO 11136; Sensory Analysis: Methodology—General Guidance for Conducting Hedonic Tests with Consumers in a Controlled 
Area. International Organization for Standardization: Geneva, Switzerland, 2014.

23. ISO 5495; Sensory Analysis: Methodology—Paired Comparison Test. International Organization for Standardization: Geneva, 
Switzerland, 2007.

24. ISO 8589; Sensory Analysis: General Guidance for the Design of Test Rooms. International Organization for Standardization: 
Geneva, Switzerland, 2007.

25. Fu, X.; Guo, L.; Li, Y.; Chen, X.; Song, Y.; Li, S. Transcriptional Analysis of Mixed-Culture Fermentation of Lachancea thermotolerans 
and Saccharomyces cerevisiae for Natural Fruity Sour Beer. Fermentation 2024, 10, 180. [CrossRef]

26. Pereira, A.P.; Mendes-Ferreira, A.; Oliveira, J.M.; Estevinho, L.M.; Mendes-Faia, A. Mead production: Effect of nitrogen supple-
mentation on growth, fermentation profile and aroma formation by yeasts in mead fermentation. J. Inst. Brew. 2015, 121, 122–128. 
[CrossRef]

27. Prestianni, R.; Matraxia, M.; Naselli, V.; Pirrone, A.; Badalamenti, N.; Ingrassia, M.; Gaglio, R.; Settanni, L.; Columba, P.; Maggio, A.; 
et al. Use of sequentially inoculation of Saccharomyces cerevisiae and Hanseniaspora uvarum strains isolated from honey by-products 
to improve and stabilize the quality of mead produced in Sicily. Food Microbiol. 2022, 107, 104064. [CrossRef]

28. Van Mullem, J.J.; Zhang, J.; Dias, D.R.; Schwan, R.F. Using wild yeasts to modulate the aroma profile of low-alcoholic meads. Braz. 
J. Microbiol. 2022, 53, 2173–2184. [CrossRef]

29. Ciani, M.; Comitini, F.; Mannazzu, I.; Domizio, P. Controlled mixed culture fermentation: A new perspective on the use of 
non-Saccharomyces yeasts in winemaking. FEMS Yeast Res. 2010, 10, 123–133. [CrossRef]

30. Gobbi, M.; Comitini, F.; Domizio, P.; Romani, C.; Lencioni, L.; Mannazzu, I.; Ciani, M. Lachancea thermotolerans and Saccharomyces 
cerevisiae in simultaneous and sequential co-fermentation: A strategy to enhance acidity and improve the overall quality of wine. 
Food Microbiol. 2013, 33, 271–281. [CrossRef]

31. Contreras, A.; Curtin, C.; Varela, C. Yeast population dynamics reveal a potential ‘collaboration’ between Metschnikowia pulcherrima 
and Saccharomyces uvarum for the production of reduced alcohol wines during Shiraz fermentation. Appl. Microbiol. Biotechnol. 
2015, 99, 1885–1895. [CrossRef]

32. Chitarrini, G.; Debiasi, L.; Stuffer, M.; Ueberegger, E.; Zehetner, E.; Jaeger, H.; Robatscher, P.; Conterno, L. Volatile profile of mead 
fermenting blossom honey and honeydew honey with or without Ribes nigrum. Molecules 2020, 25, 1818. [CrossRef]

33. Castro-Vázquez, L.; Díaz-Maroto, M.C.; Pérez-Coello, M.S. Volatile Composition and contribution to the aroma of spanish 
honeydew honeys. identification of a new chemical marker. J. Agric. Food Chem. 2006, 54, 4809–4813. [CrossRef]

34. Macleod, A.J.; Macleod, G.; Subramanian, G. Volatile aroma constituents of orange. Phytochemistry 1988, 27, 2185–2188. [CrossRef]
35. Kopuncová, M.; Sádecká, J.; Kolek, E.; Dimitrov, F.; Tobolková, B.; Durec, J.; Blaško, J. Aroma stability and sensory aspects of 

commercially produced orange juice: Gas chromatography–olfactometry study. Chem. Pap. 2022, 76, 4941–4953. [CrossRef]
36. Xie, J.; Cao, Q.; Wang, W.J.; Zhang, H.Y.; Deng, B. Understanding changes in volatile compounds and fatty acids of Jincheng 

orange peel oil at different growth stages using GC–MS. J. Integr. Agric. 2023, 22, 2282–2294. [CrossRef]
37. Yu, D.X.; Zhang, X.; Guo, S.; Yan, H.; Wang, J.M.; Zhou, J.Q.; Yang, J.; Duan, J.A. Headspace GC/MS and fast GC e-nose combined 

with chemometric analysis to identify the varieties and geographical origins of ginger (Zingiber officinale Roscoe). Food Chem. 
2022, 396, 133672. [CrossRef]

38. Pei, Y.; Wang, C.; Fan, L.; Tian, G.; Miao, S.; Meng, X.; Li, Z.; Xu, W. Analysis of volatile compounds of ginger (Zingiber officinale) 
during far-infrared combined with hot-air drying by GC-MS and MOS e-nose. J. Food Meas. Charact. 2024, 18, 8944–8959. 
[CrossRef]

39. Lou, Z.X.; Chen, J.; Yu, F.H.; Wang, H.X.; Kou, X.G.; Ma, C.Y.; Zhu, S. The antioxidant, antibacterial, antibiofilm activity of essential 
oil from Citrus medica L. var. sarcodactylis and its nanoemulsion. LWT 2017, 80, 371–377. [CrossRef]

40. Tian, J.P.; Ma, Z.Y.; Zhao, K.G.; Zhang, J.; Xiang, L.; Chen, L.Q. Transcriptomic and proteomic approaches to explore the differences 
in monoterpene and benzenoid biosynthesis between scented and unscented genotypes of wintersweet. Physiol. Plant. 2019, 166, 
478–493. [CrossRef]

41. Pereira, A.P.; Mendes-Ferreira, A.; Dias, L.G.; Oliveira, J.M.; Estevinho, L.M.; Mendes-Faia, A. Volatile composition and sensory 
properties of mead. Microorganisms 2019, 7, 404. [CrossRef]

42. Swiegers, J.H.; Bartowsky, E.J.; Henschke, P.A.; Pretorius, I.S. Yeast and bacterial modulation of wine aroma and flavour. Aust. J. 
Grape Wine Res. 2005, 11, 139–173. [CrossRef]

43. Roldán, A.; van Muiswinkel, G.C.J.; Lasanta, C.; Palacios, V.; Caro, I. Influence of pollen addition on mead elaboration: Physico-
chemical and sensory characteristics. Food Chem. 2011, 126, 574–582. [CrossRef]

https://doi.org/10.3390/foods15213802

https://doi.org/10.3390/fermentation10040180
https://doi.org/10.1002/jib.184
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.fm.2022.104064
https://doi.org/10.1007/s42770-022-00840-z
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1567-1364.2009.00579.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.fm.2012.10.004
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00253-014-6193-6
https://doi.org/10.3390/molecules25081818
https://doi.org/10.1021/jf0604384
https://doi.org/10.1016/0031-9422(88)80123-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11696-022-02198-w
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jia.2023.05.015
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodchem.2022.133672
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11694-024-02843-w
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lwt.2017.02.037
https://doi.org/10.1111/ppl.12828
https://doi.org/10.3390/microorganisms7100404
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1755-0238.2005.tb00285.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodchem.2010.11.045
https://doi.org/10.3390/foods15213802


Foods 2026, 15, 3802 19 of 19

44. Pereira, A.P.; Mendes-Ferreira, A.; Oliveira, J.M.; Estevinho, L.M.; Mendes-Faia, A. High-cell-density fermentation of Saccharomyces 
cerevisiae for the optimisation of mead production. Food Microbiol. 2013, 33, 114–123. [CrossRef]

45. Castro-Vázquez, L.; Díaz-Maroto, M.C.; González-Viñas, M.A.; de la Fuente, E.D.L.; Pérez-Coello, M.S. Influence of storage 
conditions on chemical composition and sensory properties of citrus honey. J. Agric. Food Chem. 2008, 56, 1999–2006. [CrossRef]

46. Abalos, D.; Vejarano, R.; Morata, A.; Suárez-Lepe, J.A. The use of furfural as a metabolic inhibitor for reducing the alcohol content 
of model wines. Eur. Food Res. Technol. 2011, 232, 663–669. [CrossRef]

47. Antón, M.J.; Valles, B.S.; Hevia, A.G.; Lobo, A.P. Aromatic profile of ciders by chemical quantitative, gas chromatography-
olfactometry, and sensory analysis. J. Food Sci. 2014, 79, S92–S99. [CrossRef]

48. Dong, W.Y.; Li, R.; Wang, Y.; Tan, J.; Tang, S.H.; Jiang, Z.T. Antioxidant compound screening and chemical composition of sweet 
ginger (Alpinia coriandriodora D. Fang) essential oil and the mechanism of scavenging radicals. J. Food Biochem. 2020, 44, 13293. 
[CrossRef]

Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual 
author(s) and contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury 
to people or property resulting from any ideas, methods, instructions or products referred to in the content.

https://doi.org/10.3390/foods15213802

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.fm.2012.09.006
https://doi.org/10.1021/jf072227k
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00217-011-1433-9
https://doi.org/10.1111/1750-3841.12323
https://doi.org/10.1111/jfbc.13293
https://doi.org/10.3390/foods15213802

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	Strains 
	Preparation and Inoculation of the Must 
	Pure Culture Inoculation 
	Sequential Inoculation with the Selected Strains 
	Fermentation Monitoring and Microbiological Analysis 
	Maceration of Mead and the Production of the Final Product 

	Evaluation and Characterization of the Fermented Mead Samples 
	Analysis of Physicochemical Parameters 
	Determination of Polyphenolic Compounds 

	Determination of Volatile Compounds 
	Solid Phase Extraction (SPE) 
	Analysis by GC-MS 

	Sensory Analysis 
	Meads Produced with Pure Cultures and Consensus Sensory Profile 
	Meads Produced by Sequential Inoculation and Maceration (Final Product) 

	Statistical Analysis 

	Results 
	Meads Produced with Pure Microbial Cultures 
	Microbiological Analysis, Analysis of Physicochemical Parameters, and Determination of Polyphenolic Compounds 
	Sensory Analysis and Consensus Sensory Profile 

	Meads Produced by Sequential Inoculation 
	Strains Selected 
	Production of the Final Product 


	Conclusions 
	References



