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Abstract Physicochemical quality parameters, olfactory
and gustatory—retronasal positive sensations of extra-vir-
gin olive oils vary during storage leading to a decrease in
the overall quality. Olive oil quality decline may prevent
the compliance of olive oil quality with labeling and sig-
nificantly reduce shelf life, resulting in important economic
losses and negatively condition the consumer confidence.
The feasibility of applying an electronic tongue to assess
olive oils’ usual commercial light storage conditions and
storage time was evaluated and compared with the discrim-
ination potential of physicochemical or positive olfactory/
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gustatory sensorial parameters. Linear discriminant mod-
els, based on subsets of 5-8 electronic tongue sensor sig-
nals, selected by the meta-heuristic simulated annealing
variable selection algorithm, allowed the correct classifica-
tion of olive oils according to the light exposition condi-
tions and/or storage time (sensitivities and specificities for
leave-one-out cross-validation: 82-96 %). The predictive
performance of the E-tongue approach was further evalu-
ated using an external independent dataset selected using
the Kennard—Stone algorithm and, in general, better clas-
sification rates (sensitivities and specificities for exter-
nal dataset: 67-100 %) were obtained compared to those
achieved using physicochemical or sensorial data. So, the
work carried out is a proof-of-principle that the proposed
electrochemical device could be a practical and versatile
tool for, in a single and fast electrochemical assay, success-
fully discriminate olive oils with different storage times
and/or exposed to different light conditions.

Keywords Extra-virgin olive oil - Sensory attributes
intensity perception - Electronic tongue - Linear
discriminant analysis - Simulated annealing algorithm

Introduction

Extra-virgin olive oils (EVOOs) are quite appreciated
by consumers due to their quality, sensory attributes and
potential health benefits. So, the compliance of olive oil
quality with labeling is of great importance during stor-
age and commercialization time. However, since olive oils
contain high levels of polyphenolic compounds, they are
quite prone to deterioration during storage due to oxida-
tion caused namely by exposition to light, which may lead
to significant changes on olive oils sensory attributes with
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loss of positive sensations [1, 2]. Indeed olive oil quality
is significantly influenced by storage conditions like time,
temperature, type of packing material, exposition to air
and/or light [1-6]. In fact, during storage the levels of some
physicochemical parameters (e.g., free acidity, FA; perox-
ide values, PV; K3, and K, extinction coefficients) may
undesirably increase [1, 2, 5, 7-9], oxidative stability (OS)
may decrease, positive olfactory and/or gustatory sensorial
attributes may suffer dramatic changes [10, 11], resulting
in an overall quality decrease that may even lead to the
appearance of organoleptic defects [2, 12]. These issues
may even arise in EVOO stored in dark glass bottles, which
several authors pointed out as the most appropriate packing
material for olive oils [6, 8, 13]. Olive oils physicochemi-
cal and organoleptic quality losses during storage are inevi-
table due to the lipid oxidation reactions that start imme-
diately after the olive oil extraction. Since these reactions
are catalyzed by light and heat, olive oils deterioration may
be less pronounced for oils with higher antioxidant levels
(e.g., phenolic compounds and tocopherols) or if an appro-
priate packaging material that minimized light exposition
is used [2]. However, several authors pointed out that glass
containers, which are commonly used, may be unsuitable
for olive oil storage on supermarket shelves [7, 14-16].
Also, recently, Sinesio et al. [11] verified that a higher con-
tent of phenolic compounds in an olive oil did not result
in greater stability of the sensory properties during olive
oil storage. Moreover, it has been reported that some taste-
active olive oil phenols may affect negatively bitterness and
pungency positive sensory attributes of EVOO during stor-
age [10]. So, the development of fast, simple and low-cost
analytical devices to evaluate olive oils storage conditions
(storage time and light/dark exposition) would be of great
commercial interest for producers and consumers. Cosio
et al. [17] demonstrated that the use of an electronic nose
(E-nose) or an electronic tongue (E-tongue), individually or
combined, together with chemometric tools could be suc-
cessfully applied to differentiate olive oil samples stored
under different light conditions (light exposition at shelf
and darkness) and storage time (1 or 2 years). In that work,
a commercial E-nose with 22 sensors (10 metal oxide semi-
conductor field effect transistors and 12 metal oxide semi-
conductors) and an E-tongue that comprised a flow injec-
tion analysis apparatus with amperometric detection were
used. The quite satisfactory results reported were based on
internal cross-validation procedures that may be an over-
optimistic procedure since overfitting may occur. Also, the
potential of the proposed methodology was not checked for
the initial storage period (3—6 months), which is of major
relevance since the main changes in olive oil sensorial sen-
sations occur during the first months of storage and, fur-
thermore, the shelf life of some olive oils stored in glass
bottles may not exceed 6 months [6, 8]. So, in the present
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work, the possibility of using a potentiometric E-tongue,
with nonspecific cross-sensitivity lipid membranes and
linear discriminant analysis (LDA) coupled with the simu-
lated annealing (SA) variable selection algorithm, to assess
lightning storage conditions (light versus dark) and storage
time (0, 3, 6, 9 and 12 months), was evaluated using exter-
nal data for validation purposes. Electrochemical multi-
sensors (potentiometric and/or voltammetric devices),
including E-noses, E-tongues or fused approaches, were
recently applied with success to evaluate olive oils accord-
ing to quality grade, geographic origin or olive cultivar
[18-29] as well as to assess olive oils sensory attributes
[22, 30-32]. Furthermore, the profiles of positive sensorial
attributes during storage were assessed by a sensorial panel
and the observed time evolution trends were discussed and
related with the olive oils physicochemical quality param-
eters previous reported [33]. Finally, the performance of
the electrochemical approach for discriminating olive oils
different storage conditions was further compared to those
based on the physicochemical or organoleptic data.

Materials and methods
Olive oil samples

The full design consisted of 36 samples of blend EVOOs
(from the same lot and stored in dark amber glass bottles
of 250 mL), produced in the Mirandela region, located
at North of Portugal. The selected EVOO sample was an
olive oil with a Protected Designation of Origin (PDO),
having the designation of “Azeite de Trds-os-Montes,”
since it was obtained from olives (mainly from cultivars
Cobrangosa and Verdeal Transmontana, with 10 % of
olives of cultivar Madural, according to the producer infor-
mation) collected at the initial maturation indexes (1-3)
and extracted at low temperatures (near 22 °C). Samples
of 4 fresh olive oils bottles were analyzed after packing,
with respect to sensory attributes and electrochemical sig-
nal profiles (coded as “T0”). The other 32 samples were
kept in the laboratory at ambient temperature (varying
from 17 to 25 °C during different time periods till 1 year)
under two storage lighting conditions that tried to mimic
real-storage conditions of supermarkets: 16 samples were
stored in the dark, protected from any exposition to day-
light or any artificial light; other 16 samples were stored
in laboratory open shelves exposed to natural daylight
(entered through 3 windows but without direct exposi-
tion to sun) and artificial light (from 8 fluorescent lamps,
Philips TL-D36 W/840) that remained connected for
14 h a day. Similarly to the storage conditions at super-
market facilities, each lamp provided a luminous flux of
3250 Im (according to the manufacturer information) that



Eur Food Res Technol (2017) 243:597-607

599

illuminated a 6 x 9 m? laboratory area, corresponding to
approximately 482 1x). For each lighting condition evalu-
ated (coded as “dark” and “light”), a group of 4 samples
were also analyzed regarding their sensory attributes and
electrochemical signal profiles at 4 storage periods (“T3”,
“T6”, “T9” and “T12” for olive oils stored during 3, 6, 9
and 12 months, respectively), resulting in a (2 x 4 x 4)
experimental factorial design. It should be remarked that
the number of independent olive oil bottles analyzed per
treatment is in accordance with those reported by several
authors regarding the study of the possible effects of dif-
ferent storage conditions in the quality and physicochemi-
cal contents of olive oils [1, 2, 5, 10, 16, 33-35].

Olive oils physicochemical quality parameters
and oxidative stability data

The olive oil’s quality parameters [free acidity (FA), per-
oxide value (PV) and the specific coefficients of extinc-
tion at 232 and 270 nm (K,3,, K»7,, and AK)] were deter-
mined according to the European Union standard methods
[36] and the oxidative stability (OS) using the Rancimat
743 apparatus (Metrohm CH, Switzerland). The above-
mentioned parameters time evolution during the 1 year of
storage and under different light exposition conditions were
previously reported [33].

Olive oil sensory analysis

Olive oil samples were subjected to sensory assessment
following the methods, grading scales and standards
adopted by the International Olive Council (COI), namely
COI/T.20/Doc. No 15/Rev. 6 [37] and COI/T.30/Doc. No
17 [38], as previously described [20, 32]. Each sample
was subjected to the judgment of 4 trained panel members
(instead of the 8 recommended by COI) that classified the
samples according to olfactory sensations, gustatory-ret-
ronasal sensations and final olfactory—gustatory sensa-
tions, similarly to the procedure previously applied by the
research team [20, 32]. Also, it should be pointed out that
the expertise and skills of the 4 panelists, which integrated
the sensory panel used in this work, are well recognized by
that pairs, being often invited to be part of judging panels
in national and international olive oil competitions (e.g.,
“Mario Solinas Prize”—Spain, “Terra Olivo”—Spain,
“Concurso Nacional de Azeites”—Portugal), where a full
discriminative analysis of each organoleptic attribute is
required. For olfactory sensations, the following attributes
were measured: olive fruitiness (0-7 scale); other fruits
(0-3 scale); green (grass/leaves, 02 scale); other positive
sensations (0-3 scale) and harmony (0-20 scale). Concern-
ing gustatory—retronasal sensations were evaluated for the
olive fruitiness (0-10 scale); sweet (0—4 scale); bitter (0-3

scale); pungent (0-3 scale); green (grass/leaves, 0-2 scale);
other positive sensations (0-3 scale) and harmony (0-20
scale). A final olfactory—gustatory sensation for each sam-
ple was also pointed that conjugating all the organoleptic
sensations pointed out the complexity (0-10 scale) and per-
sistence (0-10 scale).

E-tongue device

The E-tongue multi-sensor device included two print-
screen potentiometric arrays containing each one 20 sen-
sors (3.6 mm of diameter and 0.3 mm of thickness) [19,
33]. The sensor membranes contained a lipid additive
(octadecylamine, oleyl alcohol, methyltrioctylammonium
chloride or oleic acid; ~3 %); a plasticizer (bis(1-butyl-
pentyl) adipate, dibutyl sebacate, 2-nitrophenyl-octylether,
tris(2-ethylhexyl)phosphate or dioctyl phenylphosphonate;
~65 %) and high molecular weight polyvinyl chloride
(PVC; ~32 %). All reagents were from Fluka (minimum
purity >97 %). The type of sensors and polymeric mem-
brane compositions (relative percentage of additive, plas-
ticizer and PVC) were chosen considering previous works
of the research team [39], which showed the satisfactory
signal stability over time (%RSD < 5 %) and repeatability
(0.5 % < %RSD < 15 %) toward the basic standard taste
compounds (sweet, acid, bitter, salty and umami). Also, the
lipid polymeric membranes were selected since they enable
interactions with taste substances via electrostatic or hydro-
phobic interactions [40]. As in previous works [19], each
sensor was coded with a letter S (for sensor) followed by
a code for the sensor array (1: or 2:) and the number of the
membrane (1-20, corresponding to different combinations
of plasticizer and additive used).

E-tongue analysis: sample preparation
and potentiometric assays

Olive oils were extracted using water—ethanol solutions
(80:20 v/v) and electrochemically analyzed as previously
described [19]. Ethanol (analytical grade, Panreac, Barce-
lona) and deionized water (type II) were used in all electro-
chemical assays. For the electrochemical assays, samples
were withdrawn from each olive oil bottle, which was pre-
viously smoothly shaken, and extracted with a solution of
deionized water and ethanol (p.a.). In each assay, 10.00 g
of olive oil was mixed to 100 mL of hydroethanolic solu-
tion during 5-10 min under strong agitation. This pro-
cess allowed the extraction of polar compounds which are
related to sensory sensations of olive oils [20]. The mixture
was left at ambient temperature during 60 min, after which,
40.0 mL (2x) of the supernatant solution was carefully
removed and immediately analyzed with the E-tongue, dur-
ing 5 min enabling to carried out several electrochemical
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scans, being usually retained the last one, which would
correspond a pseudo-equilibrium overall signal. To mini-
mize the risk of overoptimistic prediction performance of
multivariate models, the data split procedure used to set the
training and validation sets was carried using only one elec-
trochemical “average” signal profile per olive oil (assumed
as the olive oil specific fingerprint) in order to avoid that
results from assays and replicas of the same olive oil could
be belong both training and validation sets. Since assays
were carried out during one year (0, 3, 6, 9 and 12 months)
to control the potentiometric signal drifts of the E-tongue
sensors, a calibration standard hydroethanolic (H,O:EtOH:
80:20 v/v) solution containing 1 x 107> mol/L of gal-
lic acid (purchased from Sigma with a minimum purity
>99 %) was analyzed before and after each olive oil meas-
urement series. Possible signal drifts were overcome by
subtracting the signal profile recorded by the E-tongue
device during the analysis of each olive oil sample by the
average signal profile recorded for the gallic acid standard
solution.

Statistical analysis

The possible effects of storage conditions (light/dark
conditions or storage time) on EVOOQO’s physicochemi-
cal parameters and sensorial sensations were evaluated
by means of a Student’s ¢ test (for comparing light ver-
sus dark stored conditions for each storage time) and
by means of a one-way ANOVA followed, when appro-
priate, by the Tukey’s post hoc multi-comparison test,
for assessing the effect of the storage time for olive oils
kept in dark or exposed to light. Linear Pearson correla-
tion coefficient (R-Pearson) was applied to evaluate the
existence of bivariate correlations within the olive oils’
physicochemical parameters. Linear discriminant analy-
sis (LDA) was used as a supervised pattern recognition
method to infer about the capability of the E-tongue to
correctly classify the EVOO according to the storage time
(i.e., “T0”, “T3”, “T6”, “T9” and “T12” for 0, 3, 6, 9 and
12 months, respectively) or storage conditions (“fresh,”
“dark” and “light”). Similarly, LDA was also applied
for evaluating the qualitative classification capability of
physicochemical and sensorial data. Detailed information
regarding multivariate statistical tools can be found in
the literature [41, 42]. The best subsets of K independent
predictors among the 40 E-tongue potentiometric signals
recorded were chosen using a meta-heuristic simulated
annealing (SA) variable selection algorithm [43—45]. The
SA algorithm searches, iteratively, for a global minimum
that optimizes a system with k (CK) variables. The solu-
tions of the current and the new subsets of k variables
are compared, using the tau2 quality criterion, which is
a measure of the goodness of fitting. A new solution is
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randomly selected in the neighborhood of the current
solution, being chosen if a better result is obtained. Usu-
ally, 10,000 attempts are used to select the best subset of
variables (best model), starting the process of selecting
the best subsets of variables on each trial, thus ensuring
a greater confidence in finding a true optimal solution.
In the present study, for each subset of sensors under
evaluation (possible combinations of 2-39 sensors), the
set of sensors chosen was the one that maximized tau2
value [45]. To evaluate the LDA classification models, a
leave-one-out cross-validation (LOO-CV) procedure was
applied. This process may lead to over-optimistic results,
although it has proven to be an adequate procedure when
the number of samples is low [19, 46]. To minimize the
risk of over-fitting, the initial set of olive oil samples (i.e.,
36 bottles of olive oil) was also split into two datasets,
one for training (for which the LOO-CV was applied),
comprising two-thirds of the initial samples (i.e., data
recorded for 24 different bottles of the EVOO) and the
other for testing with the remaining one-third of the sam-
ples (i.e., data regarding 12 bottles of the EVOO) using
the Kennard—Stone algorithm. For each splitting proce-
dure, it was always ensured that representative olive oil
samples belonging to a particular level of the main factors
under evaluation (i.e., storage time and/or storage condi-
tions) were simultaneously chosen for training and testing
datasets. The Kennard—Stone sample selection algorithm
is a sequential method that covers the experimental region
uniformly [47]. The procedure consists on the selection of
the next sample (candidate object) as the one that is most
distant, based on the Euclidean or Mahalanobis distance,
from those object already selected (calibration objects).
At the initial step, the two objects chosen are those that
are most distant from each other, or preferably, the one
closest to the mean. From all the candidate points, the
next selected point is the one furthest distant from those
already selected and added to the set of calibration points.
To do this, the distance from each candidate point i, to
each point i that had been already selected is evaluated
and that corresponding to the smallest distance is identi-
fied. Among these, that whose distance is maximal is cho-
sen. In the absence of strong irregularities in the factor
space, the procedure starts first selecting a set of points
close to those selected by the D-optimality method, i.e.,
on the borderline of the dataset (plus the center point, if
this is chosen as the starting point). It then proceeds to fill
up the calibration space. Kennard and Stone [47] called
their procedure a uniform mapping algorithm that yields
a flat distribution of the data which is more suitable for
a regression model. All statistical analysis was performed
using the Subselect [45, 48] and MASS [49] packages of
the open-source statistical program R (version 2.15.1) at a
significance level of 5 %.
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Fig. 1 Time evolution of EVOO’s sensorial attributes intensity
perception along 1 year of storage (0 months, TO; 3 months, T3;
6 months, T6; 9 months, T9; and 12 months, T12) and under dif-
ferent light/dark storage conditions (light and dark). Each attribute
was assessed following the guidelines and grade scales established
by the International Olive Council [24, 25] (The statistical signifi-
cance effect of the storage time on the sensorial attributes, for each
light exposition storage condition studied, was evaluated by one-way

Results and discussion

Time evolution trend of EVOO’s overall quality
during storage

The levels of the main physicochemical quality parameters
and positive sensorial attributes of EVOO change during
storage toward a decrease in olive oil global quality [1, 2,
10, 11, 34, 35, 50]. These changes that occur during storage
and depending on the light/dark conditions may lead to the
appearance of olive oil organoleptic defects (e.g., rancidity)
simultaneously with the increase in some physicochemical
parameter levels (e.g., FA, PV, K,3, and/or K,,) to values
greater than the legal thresholds [36], which make the com-
mercialization of olive oils as EVOO impossible, with the
related loss of profit. Indeed, recently the research team
[33] showed that the physicochemical quality parameters

ANOVA followed by Tukey’s post hoc multiple comparison test: dif-

ferent lowercase or uppercase letters at the top of the bars indicate a

significant statistical difference, at a 5 % significance level, for olive
oils stored at light or dark, respectively. Significance of light storage
conditions for each storage period time was assessed by Student’s ¢
test: asterisk means the existence of a significant statistical difference,
ata 5 % significance level)

and the OS of bottled blend EVOO stored during 1 year at
dark or exposed to natural/artificial light (aiming to mimic
the usual storage commercial conditions) were quite influ-
enced by the storage time and light conditions, although the
first effect was more significant. The less significant effect
of the light conditions on the changes observed for phys-
icochemical quality parameters could be due to the fact that
olive oils were stored in dark brown glass bottles, which
prevent olive oil degradation due to the exposition to light.
Nevertheless, a previous study [33] showed that the EVOO
in dark brown glass bottles only kept their physicochemical
quality during the first 9 months of storage, regardless the
storage light conditions, after which the mean K3, and K,
levels exceeded the legally limits required for keeping pos-
sible to use the designation of “extra-virgin” in the olive oil
label. Indeed, Garrido-Delgado et al. [16] reported that tra-
ditional glass bottles were unsuitable for EVOO storage on
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supermarket shelves. The present work tries to complement
the study of Rodrigues et al. [33] by including the evalua-
tion of the positive sensorial attributes of olive oils during
the 1-year storage period and their time evolution profiles.

Globally (Fig. 1), olive oils stored at different light
conditions showed similar time evolution trend profiles
were observed for the olfactory and gustatory-retrona-
sal sensations, including olfactory and gustatory harmony
notes (0.80 < R-Pearson < 0.999). Depending on the stor-
age light conditions, slight different time evolution trends
(R-Pearson < 0.66) were detected for the final olfactory—
gustatory sensations like complexity and persistence.

Also, the results pointed out that not all olive oil’s
olfactory positive sensations were affected by the storage
conditions (time and light/dark conditions) evaluated, as
shown in Fig. 1. Although a small increase in the intensity
perception of olfactory olive fruitiness sensation could be
observed during the first 3 months of storage, as expected
since aromas need some time to develop, this olfactory
attribute was not significantly influenced by storage time
(one-way ANOVA: P value >0.1040). The intensity per-
ception of the other three olfactory attributes evaluated
(other fruits, green and other positive olfactory sensa-
tions) significantly decreased with storage time (one-way
ANOVA: P value <0.0003), more drastically during the
first 3—6 months of storage remaining then almost con-
stant (P value <0.0235 and P value >0.1559 for Tukey’s
test, respectively). The intensity decrease in some olfac-
tory sensations with storage time was expected due to the
possible occurrence of oxidation/hydrolysis of secoiridoids
during olive oil storage [11]. Olfactory harmony notes of
olive oils were not significantly affected by the storage time
remaining almost constant during the one year of storage,
for both light/dark storage conditions assessed (one-way
ANOVA: P value >0.2922). On the contrary, light stor-
age conditions did not showed a significant effect on any
of the olfactory attributes evaluated, for olive oils with
the same time of storage (P value >0.0577, for Student’s
t test). Furthermore, globally, for both light/dark storage
conditions studied, the evolution trends of the intensity
perception of the olive oils olfactory sensations were sig-
nificantly correlated (R-Pearson > 0.80) with the change of
some of the physicochemical quality parameters previous
reported [33]. Olfactory olive fruitiness evolution was posi-
tively correlated with the observed change of PV (R-Pear-
son > +0.85, respectively). Olfactory other fruits sensa-
tions, green sensations and other positive sensations were,
in general, negatively correlated with PV and K,,, values
(—0.94 < R-Pearson < —0.80), and positively correlated
with the OS (0.84 < R-Pearson < 0.93). Also, high olfac-
tory harmony notes corresponded to olive oils with lower
FA, PV and K, levels (—0.95 < R-Pearson < —0.80) and
with higher OS (4-0.82 < R-Pearson < 40.99).
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Concerning the six gustatory—retronasal positive attrib-
utes evaluated, the results (Fig. 1) demonstrated that the
storage time significantly influenced the intensity percep-
tion of sweet, bitter, green and other positive attributes
of the EVOO stored at light or dark conditions (one-way
ANOVA: P value <0.0164). Overall it can be stated that
the intensity perception of the olive oils’ sweet sensa-
tion remained almost constant during the first 9 months of
storage and then significantly increases till the 12 months
of storage (Tukey’s test: P value >0.0600 and P value
<0.0342, respectively). Opposite trend was found for the
intensity perception of green attribute, for which there was
a significant decrease during the first 6 months of stor-
age, remaining then almost constant until 1 year of stor-
age (Tukey’s test: P value <0.0130 and P value >0.1095,
respectively). The intensity perception of gustatory other
positive sensation did not changed significantly during the
first 3 months of storage (Tukey’s test: P value >0.4965),
then significantly decreased till the 6 months of stor-
age (Tukey’s test: P value <0.0099) and remained after
that almost constant between until the 12 months of stor-
age (Tukey’s test: P value >0.5403). For the bitterness
intensity perception, it was not possible to established a
clear time evolution trend during the storage period stud-
ied, although it would be expected a decrease in the bitter
intensity with the storage time [10, 11]. Olive fruitiness
intensity perception and gustatory harmony notes were
only significantly affected for olive oils stored at light con-
ditions, being no significant effect detected on olive oils
stored at dark (one-way ANOVA: P value <0.0034 or P
value >0.0500, respectively). Olive fruitiness intensity did
not changed during the first 9 months of storage (P value
>0.1141 for Tukey’s test) and then significantly decreased
till 12 months (P value = 0.0233 for Tukey’s test). The
effect detected on the gustatory harmony notes could be
mainly attributed to the significant lower harmony level of
olive oils stored during 12 months compared with the har-
mony notes of fresh olive oils or stored up to 3 months (P
value <0.0326, Tukey’s test). On the other hand, olive oils’
pungency sensation was not significantly affected by the
storage time (one-way ANOVA: P value >0.1422, for both
light/dark conditions studied) although it was expected a
decrease in the pungency note during the storage [10, 11].
Contrary to the storage time, the light/dark storage condi-
tions evaluated did not significantly influence the intensity
perception of any gustatory—retronasal positive attribute
(Student’s ¢ test: P value >0.0972, for light versus dark
olive oils storage conditions at each storage time), being
only detected a slight effect on the gustatory harmony
notes, which decreased from 9 to 12 months of storage
(Student’s ¢ test: P value = 0.0233). The inexistence of a
significant effect of the light/dark storage conditions on the
gustatory positive quality attributes is in disagreement with
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the findings of other researchers [34], which reported that
extended artificial illumination largely affects the organo-
leptic sensations of olive oils during storage. Finally, no
statistical significant correlations were identified between
olive fruitiness, bitter and pungency intensity perceptions
and the olive oils’ physicochemical quality parameters pre-
viously reported [33]. On the other hand, sweeter olive oils
had greater K3, levels (R-Pearson = 0.85) when stored at
light, and higher PV (R-Pearson = 0.86) when stored at
dark. Contrary, olive oils with greater green intensities had
lower PV (R-Pearson < —0.88). In general, olive oils with
greater OS showed higher green intensities, other posi-
tive sensations and global harmony notes (0.80 < R-Pear-
son < 0.92). Olive oils with greater other positive sensa-
tions had lower FA (R-Pearson = —0.87).

For the final olfactory—gustatory notes (Fig. 1), differ-
ent time evolution profiles were obtained for complexity
or persistence levels of olive oils stored at light or at dark
conditions. Indeed no significant correlation could be found
(R-Pearson < 0.66). The final complexity notes of the olive
oils were significantly influenced by the storage time (P
value <0.0092 for one-way ANOVA) for both light/dark
storage conditions. However, no statistical significant dif-
ferences could be identified for olive oils stored at dark (P
value >0.0520, Tukey’s test). For olive oils stored at light,
it could be concluded that fresh olive oils (just bottled) had
a significant greater complexity note than those stored for
3 months or more (P value <0.0006, Tukey’s test), having
these last similar complexity notes (P value >0.9478, Tuk-
ey’s test). Contrary, the final persistence notes of olive oils
stored at light or at dark were not significantly affected by
the storage time (P value >0.3028 for one-way ANOVA).
Light exposition conditions during storage did not signifi-
cantly affect the persistence notes of the olive oils (Stu-
dent’s 7 test: P value >0.1340 for all the storage periods).
The final complexity notes of olive oils stored at light or
dark conditions were statistically similar but significantly
higher for olive oils stored at dark for one year compared
to those stored at light (Student’s # test: P value = 0.0138).
Finally, only a significant negative correlation could be
detected between complexity notes of olive oils and their
PV (—0.90 < R-Pearson < —0.80). No significant corre-
lations could be identified between persistence sensorial
notes and the physicochemical quality parameters. The
analysis carried out also pointed out that olive oils stored at
light conditions were those that showed the highest number
of significant correlations among the respective sensorial
attributes evaluated (R-Pearson > 0.80).

E-tongue signal profiles of olive oils during storage

In total, 36 different bottles of the selected EVOO
were analyzed with the potentiometric E-tongue during

12 months (4 bottles at the initial time, corresponding to
fresh olive oil, and then 8 bottles each 3 months, 4 of them
stored at dark and the other 4 exposed to natural/artificial
light, simulating the usual storage at supermarket shelves).
Prior to the analysis, a sample of 10 g of olive oil, collected
from each bottle, was extracted using 100 mL of water—
ethanol solutions (80:20 v/v), and then, 50 mL of the etha-
nolic—aqueous phase was removed and analyzed, allowing
to obtain an overall fingerprint of the matrix under analy-
sis, richer in polar compounds that are known to influence
the sensorial attributes of olive oils, namely their bitterness,
pungency and astringency. Each analysis provided 40 sig-
nals (for the 20 sensors and the respective replicas) varying
from —0.25 to +0.35 V, showing each pair of sensor/sen-
sor-replica slight signal differences due to the slight mem-
brane composition, transparency and porosity variations
attributed to the drop-by-drop technique applied, which
may lead to the formation of inhomogeneous membranes
[19]. Although the voltage signals were of similar magni-
tude for all sensors, to overcome possible undesired signal
drift effects, considering the large analysis time interval
(assays performed during a 12-month period), the sensor
signals recorded for each olive oil extract and time period
were corrected by subtracting the average signal (+0.04
to 4+0.22 V) recorded for a standard solution of gallic acid
(1 x 107> mol/L) at each time period by each sensor. The
final corrected sensor signals varied between —0.34 to
0.19 V.

Discriminant potential of physicochemical
parameters, sensorial attributes and E-tongue signals
regarding olive oil’s light/dark storage conditions
and storage time

The potential of discriminating olive oils according to stor-
age time (TO, T3, T6, T9 and T12), light exposition condi-
tions (fresh, dark and light) and the two factors together
(TO, T3_Dark; T3_Light; T6_Dark; T6_Light; T9_Dark;
T9_Light; T12_Dark and T12_Light), which may simu-
late usual commercial storage conditions of olive oils, is of
utmost interest. Indeed, it is known that, with storage, olive
oils’ physicochemical quality may decrease, sensorial posi-
tive attributes may change, organoleptic defects may arise,
which can lead to economic losses as well as to the mislead-
ing of the consumers of EVOO, since olive oils, after stor-
age, may not fulfill all requirements for being labeled as
“extra-virgin.” To assess the possibility of classifying olive
oils according to storage time and/or storage light/dark con-
ditions, the 36 olive oils bottles under study were split into
two subsets using the Kennard—Stone selection algorithm
[47], one for training purposes (training and internal valida-
tion set: 75 % of the independent samples) and the other (test
set: 25 % of the independent samples) for external validation
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Table 1 Potential of physicochemical parameters, sensory attributes or E-tongue potentiometric signals for discriminating olive oils’ storage
time, light conditions or light-time conditions, based on the LDA-SA models accuracy for internal (LOO-CV) and external validation proce-

dures

Overall performance of the LDA-SA models proposed

Dataset

Storage time: TO, T3, T6, T9 and T12 months

Physicochemical parameters®

Sensitivity (%) Specificity (%)

Sensorial attributes’ E-tongue sensors®

Sensitivity (%) Specificity (%)  Sensitivity (%) Specificity (%)

Training set (internal 67 60 68 70 96 95
LOO-CV)*
Test set (external 89 80 89 90 89 90
validation)**
Dataset Light/dark storage conditions: fresh, dark and light
Physicochemical parameters Sensorial attributes® E-tongue sensor’
Sensitivity (%) Specificity (%) Sensitivity (%)  Specificity (%) Sensitivity (%)  Specificity (%)
Training set (internal 96 97 74 79 82 86
LOO-CV)*
Test set (external 100 100 67 75 67 75
validation)**
Dataset Light—time conditions: TO, T3_dark, T3_light, T6_dark, T6_light, T9_dark, T9_light, T12_dark and T12_light

Physicochemical parameters®

Sensorial attributes" E-tongue sensors'

Sensitivity (%) Specificity (%)

Sensitivity (%) Specificity (%)  Sensitivity (%) Specificity (%)

Training set (internal 52 52
LOO-CV)*

Test set (external 89 89
validation)**

47 38 96 96

44 44 100 100

* Contains 75 % of olive oil bottles chosen using the Kennard—Stone sample selection algorithm for establishing the best LDA-SA model

** Contains 25 % of olive oil bottles chosen using the Kennard—Stone sample selection algorithm for external validation purposes

# Best LDA model: 3 physicochemical parameters (free acidity, K5, extinction coefficient and oxidative stability) selected by the SA algorithm

b Best LDA model: 11 sensorial attributes (olfactory attributes: olive fruitiness, green and other positive sensations; gustatory attributes: olive
fruitiness, sweet, bitter, pungent, green, other positive sensations and harmony; final perception: complexity) selected by the SA algorithm

¢ Best LDA model: 5 E-tongue sensors (S1:14, S1:16, S2:3, S2:5 and S2:6) selected by the SA algorithm

4 Best LDA model: 3 physicochemical parameters (free acidity, peroxide value and K, extinction coefficient) selected by the SA algorithm

¢ Best LDA model: 4 sensorial attributes (olfactory attributes: other positive sensations; gustatory attributes: pungent and green; final perception:

complexity) selected by the SA algorithm

f Best LDA model: 6 E-tongue sensors (S1:11, S2:3, S2:13, S2:17, S2:18 and S2:20) selected by the SA algorithm

¢ Best LDA model: 4 physicochemical parameters (free acidity, peroxide value, K, extinction coefficient and oxidative stability) selected by

the SA algorithm

" Best LDA model: 4 sensorial attributes (olfactory attributes: green; gustatory attributes: olive fruitiness and sweet; final perception: persis-

tence) selected by the SA algorithm

i Best LDA model: 8 E-tongue sensors (S1:7, S1:13, S1:15, S1:16, S2:7, S2:16, S2:18 and S2:20) selected by the SA algorithm

purposes. Then, the best subset of independent variables to
be included in each LDA model was chosen by applying the
SA meta-heuristic variable selection algorithm among: (1)
the 5 physicochemical parameters; (2) the 14 sensorial posi-
tive attributes; or (3) the 40 E-tongue sensors (sensor and the
respective sensor-replica were assumed as independent vari-
ables), in order to study the influence of the different olive
oils’ storage conditions. The overall predictive performances
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of the best LDA-SA models established were assessed by
calculating the sensitivity (i.e., probability to correctly clas-
sify the samples) and specificity (probability to incorrectly
classify the samples) statistical measures for the training
dataset (i.e., internal validation using LOO-CV procedure)
and the test dataset (i.e., external validation using independ-
ent samples that were not used to establish the LDA model).
The results are given in Table 1. It can be concluded that the
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Fig. 2 E-tongue LDA-SA procedure: a olive oils light storage con- »

ditions (“Fresh,” “Dark” and “Light”) discrimination for the original
training data for the best LDA model established with 6 sensor sig-
nals (S1:11, S2:3, S2:13, S2:17, S2:18 and S2:20); b olive oils stor-
age time (“T0”, “T3”, “T6”, “T9” and “T12”) discrimination for the
original training data for the best LDA model established with 5 sen-
sor signals (S1:14, S1:16, S2:3, S2:5 and S2:6); and c olive oils time—
light storage conditions (“T0”, “T3_Dark”, “T3_Light”, “T6_Dark”,
“T6_Light”, “T9_Dark”, “T9_Light”, “T12_Dark” and “T12_Light”)
discrimination for the original training data for the best LDA model
established with 8 sensor signals (S1:7, S1:13, S1:15, S1:16, S2:7,
S2:16, S2:18 and S2:20). For all the LDA models, the sensors subsets
were selected using the SA meta-heuristic algorithm. The graphical
outputs include the respective sensors loading arrows

sensorial attributes had the lowest potential for discriminat-
ing the different olive oils’ storage conditions evaluated (time
and/or light/dark conditions). Physicochemical parameters
showed some potentiality for differentiating olive oil stor-
age conditions, mainly, between light storage conditions.
Nevertheless, globally it is clear that the E-tongue device
enables an overall better predictive discrimination perfor-
mance namely when storage time is considered, individually
or in combination with the light/dark conditions. Indeed, the
3 best LDA-SA models established were based on a mini-
mum number of E-tongue signal profiles (from 5 to 8 sensor/
sensor-replicas used as independent variables; data shown
in Table 1) allowing to exclude non-informative, redundant
and highly collinear variables. Each LDA model had 2 sig-
nificant discriminant functions (explaining from 98.2 to
100 % of the original data variability) with sensitivities and
specificities greater than 82 and 86 % for the internal LOO-
CV procedure (Table 1), respectively. The good performance
of the E-tongue combined with the LDA-SA approach was
further demonstrated by the satisfactory results achieved
for the external validation dataset, for which sensitivities
and specificities greater than 67 and 75 % were obtained,
respectively (Table 1). Figure 2 exemplifies the discriminat-
ing capability of E-tongue/LDA-SA approach as a tool for
discriminating storage time and/or light storage conditions,
for the original grouped data. Finally, it should be remarked
that the sensors and sensor-replicas selected (for the 3 mod-
els: S1:7, S1:11, S1:13 to S1:16, S2:3, S2:5 to S2:7, S2:13,
S2:16 to S2:18 and S2:20) included all the plasticizer—addi-
tives combinations, being 3 plasticizers the most used (in the
subsequent order: tris(2-ethylhexyl) phosphate > dioctyl phe-
nylphosphonate > dibutyl sebacate) and all the 4 lipid addi-
tive compounds similarly present in all combinations (in the
following order: methyltrioctylammonium chloride > oleic
acid > octadecylamine = oleyl alcohol). The results obtained
in this study as well as in previous works of the research
team [18-20, 32, 33] point out the capability of the lipid-
based sensor membranes to give a representative fingerprint
of the polar compounds present in hydroethanolic olive oil’s
extracts analyzed by the E-tongue. However, although the
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interaction mechanisms between the lipid membranes and
the polar compounds, namely phenolics, are still quite lim-
ited, it is known that natural lipid—phenolic interactions may
occur in olive oils [51], and so, it would also be expected that
similar interaction may be established between the E-tongue
lipid membranes and the polar compounds extracted from
olive oils by using hydroethanolic solutions.
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Conclusions

The potentiometric E-tongue multi-sensor device coupled
with a LDA-SA approach showed satisfactory predictive
potential to classify EVOO stored under different storage
conditions, namely light/dark exposition and time. Indeed,
it was proven that the sensor device could successfully
monitor the storage time of olive oils in glass bottles and
so could be used to assess their freshness under the usual
commercial light exposition conditions (either kept at dark
or exposed to natural/artificial light), during the first year
of storage. The quite satisfactory overall performance of
the proposed procedure was further demonstrated using
external data for validation purposes, showing to be quite
superior compared to the use of physicochemical or sen-
sory data. So, considering the reported predictive feature of
the E-tongue for assessing olive oils storage conditions and
taking into account the previous reported capability of this
type of device to discriminate EVOO according to olive
cultivar as well as to evaluate olive oil’s sensory intensity
levels, it seems fair to foreseen and hopefully expect, in a
near future, the application of this kind of electrochemical
device in the olive oil industry.

Acknowledgments The authors acknowledge the financial support
from the strategic funding of UID/BIO/04469/2013 unit, from Pro-
ject POCI-01-0145-FEDER-006984—Associate Laboratory LSRE-
LCM funded by FEDER funds through COMPETE2020—Programa
Operacional Competitividade e Internacionalizagdo (POCI)—and by
national funds through FCT—Fundac@o para a Ciéncia e a Tecnologia
and under the strategic funding of UID/BIO/04469/2013 unit. Nuno
Rodrigues thanks FCT, POPH-QREN and FSE for the Ph.D. Grant
(SFRH/BD/104038/2014).

Compliance with ethical standards

Conflict of interest The authors declare that they have no conflict of
interest.

Compliance with ethics requirements This article does not contain
any studies with human participants or animals performed by any of
the authors.

References

1. Fadda C, Del Caro A, Sanguinetti AM, Urgeghe PP, Vacca
V, Arca PP, Piga A (2012) Changes during storage of quality
parameters and in vitro antioxidant activity of extra virgin mono-
varietal oils obtained with two extraction technologies. Food
Chem 134:1542-1548

2. Ben-Hassine K, Taamalli A, Ferchichi S, Mlaouah A, Benincasa
C, Romano E, Flamini G, Lazzez A, Grati-kamoun N, Perri E,
Malouche D, Hammami M (2013) Physicochemical and sensory
characteristics of virgin olive oils in relation to cultivar, extrac-
tion system and storage conditions. Food Res Int 54:1915-1925

@ Springer

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

Jabeur H, Zribi A, Abdelhedi R, Bouaziz M (2015) Effect of
olive storage conditions on Chemlali olive oil quality and the
effective role of fatty acids alkyl esters in checking olive oils
authenticity. Food Chem 169:289-296

Ayyad Z, Valli E, Bendini A, Adrover-Obrador S, Femenia A,
Toschi TG (2015) Extra-virgin olive oil stored in different condi-
tions: focus on diglycerides. Ital J Food Sci 27:166-172

Abbadi J, Afaneh I, Ayyad Z, Al-Rimawi F, Sultan W, Kanaan
K (2014) Evaluation of the effect of packaging materials and
storage temperatures on quality degradation of extra virgin
olive oil from olives grown in Palestine. Am J Food Sci Technol
2:162-174

Pristouri G, Badeka A, Kontominas MG (2010) Effect of pack-
aging material headspace, oxygen and light transmission, tem-
perature and storage time on quality characteristics of extra vir-
gin olive oil. Food Control 21:412-418

Mendez Al, Falque A (2007) Effect of storage time and con-
tainer type on the quality of extra-virgin olive oil. Food Chem
18:521-529

Gomez-Alonso S, Mancebo-Campos V, Salvador MD, Fregapane
G (2007) Evolution of major and minor components and oxida-
tion indices of virgin olive oil during 21 months storage at room
temperature. Food Chem 100:36-42

Stefanoudaki E, Willians M, Harwood J (2010) Changes in vir-
gin olive oil characteristics during different storage conditions.
Eur J Lipid Sci Technol 112:906-914

Esti M, Contini M, Moneta E, Sinesio F (2009) Phenolics com-
pounds and temporal perception of bitterness and pungency in
extra-virgin olive oils: changes occurring throughout storage.
Food Chem 113:1095-1100

Sinesio F, Moneta E, Eaffo A, Lucchetti S, Peparaio M, D’ Aloise
A, Pastore G (2015) Effect of extraction conditions and storage
time on the sensory profile of monovarietal extra virgin olive oil
(cv Carboncella) and chemical drivers of sensory changes. LWT-
Food Sci Technol 63:281-288

Vacca V, Del Caro A, Poiana M, Piga A (2006) Effect of storage
period and exposure conditions on the quality of Bosana extra-
virgin olive oil. J Food Qual 29:139-150

Torres MM, Maestri DM (2006) Chemical composition of Arbe-
quina virgin olive oil in relation to extraction and storage condi-
tions. J Sci Food Agric 86:2311-2317

Vekiari SA, Papadopoulou P, Kiritsakis A (2007) Effect of pro-
cessing and commercial storage conditions on the extra virgin
olive oil quality indexes. Grasas Aceites 58:237-242
Samaniego-Sanchez C, Oliveras-Lopez MJ, Quesada-Granados
JJ, Villalon-Mir M, Serrana HL-G (2012) Alterations in picual
extra virgin olive oils under different storage conditions. Eur J
Lipid Sci Technol 114:194-204

Garrido-Delgado R, Dobao-Prieto MM, Arce L, Aguilar J,
Cumplido JL, Valcarcel M (2015) Ion mobility spectrometry ver-
sus classical physico-chemical analysis for assessing the shelf
life of extra virgin olive oil according to container type and stor-
age conditions. J Agric Food Chem 63:2179-2188

Cosio MS, Ballabio D, Benedetti S, Gigliotti C (2007) Evalua-
tion of different storage conditions of extra virgin olive oils with
an innovative recognition tool built by means of electronic nose
and electronic tongue. Food Chem 101:485-491

Peres AM, Veloso ACA, Pereira JA, Dias LG (2014) Electro-
chemical multi-sensors device coupled with heuristic or meta-
heuristic selection algorithms for single-cultivar olive oil classifi-
cation. Procedia Eng 87:192-195

Dias LG, Fernandes A, Veloso ACA, Machado AASC, Pereira
JA, Peres AM (2014) Single-cultivar extra virgin olive oil clas-
sification using a potentiometric electronic tongue. Food Chem
160:321-329



Eur Food Res Technol (2017) 243:597-607

607

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

Dias LG, Rodrigues N, Veloso ACA, Pereira JA, Peres AM
(2016) Monovarietal extra-virgin olive oil classification: a fusion
of human sensory attributes and an electronic tongue. Eur Food
Res Technol 242:259-270

Apetrei IM, Apetrei C (2013) Voltammetric e-tongue for the
quantification of total polyphenol content in olive oils. Food Res
Int 54:2075-2082

Apetrei C, Apetrei IM, Villanueva S, de Saja JA, Gutierrez-
Rosales F, Rodriguez-Mendez ML (2010) Combination of an
e-nose, an e-tongue and an e-eye for the characterisation of
olive oils with different degree of bitterness. Anal Chim Acta
663:91-97

Escuderos ME, Sanchez S, Jiménez A (2010) Virgin olive oil
sensory evaluation by an artificial olfactory system, based on
Quartz Crystal Microbalance (QCM) sensors. Sens Actuators B
147:159-164

Escuderos ME, Sanchez S, Jiménez A (2011) Quartz Crystal
Microbalance (QCM) sensor arrays selection for olive oil sen-
sory evaluation. Food Chem 124:857-862

Garcia-Gonzalez DL, Aparicio R (2004) Classification of dif-
ferent quality virgin olive oils by metal-oxide sensors. Eur Food
Res Technol 218:484-487

Oliveri P, Baldo MA, Daniele S, Forina M (2009) Development
of a voltammetric electronic tongue for discrimination of edible
oils. Anal Bioanal Chem 395:1135-1143

Cosio MS, Ballabio D, Benedetti S, Gigliotti C (2006) Geo-
graphical origin and authentication of extra virgin olive oils by
an electronic nose in combination with artificial neural networks.
Anal Chim Acta 567:202-210

Haddi Z, Alami H, El Bari N, Tounsi M, Barhoumi H, Maaref
A, Jaffrezic-Renault N, Bouchikhi B (2013) Electronic nose and
tongue combination for improved classification of Moroccan vir-
gin olive oil profiles. Food Res Int 54:1488-1498

Cimato A, Dello-Monaco D, Distante C, Epifani M, Siciliano P,
Taurino AM, Zuppa M, Sani G (2006) Analysis of single-culti-
var extra virgin olive oils by means of Electronic Nose and HS-
SPME/GC/MS methods. Sens Actuators B 114:674-680

Apetrei C, Ghasemi-Varnamkhasti M, Apetrei IM (2016) Chap-
ter 27—olive oil and combined electronic nose and tongue. In:
Mendez MR (ed) Electronic noses and tongues in food science.
Academic Press, Elsevier Inc, Oxford, pp 277-289
Rodriguez-Méndez ML, Apetrei C, de Saja JA (2010) Chap-
ter S7—electronic tongues purposely designed for the organo-
leptic characterization of olive oils olives. In: Preedy V, Watson
RR (eds) Olives and olive oil health and disease prevention. Aca-
demic Press, Elsevier Inc, Oxford, pp 525-532

Veloso ACA, Dias LG, Rodrigues N, Pereira JA, Peres AM
(2016) Sensory intensity assessment of olive oils using an elec-
tronic tongue. Talanta 146:585-593

Rodrigues N, Dias LG, Veloso ACA, Pereira JA, Peres AM
(2016) Monitoring olive oils quality and oxidative resistance
during storage using an electronic tongue. LWT-Food Sci Tech-
nol 73:683-692

Afaneh IA, Abbadi J, Ayyad Z, Sultan W, Kanan K (2013) Eval-
uation of selected quality degradation indices for Palestinian

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44.

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

extra virgin olive oil bottled in different packaging materials
upon storage under different lighting conditions. J Food Sci Eng
3:267-283

Rababah TM, Feng H, Yang W, Eriefej K, Al-Omoush M (2011)
Effects of type of packaging material on physicochemical and
sensory properties of olive oil. Int J Agric Biol Eng 20:66-72
Anonymous (1991) Commission regulation (ECC) n° 2568/91:
on the characteristics of olive oil and olive-pomace oil and on the
relevant methods of analysis. Off J Eur Union L.248:1-82
International Olive Council (2013) Sensory analysis of olive
oil—method for the organoleptic assessment of virgin olive oil.
COI/T.20/Doc. No. 15/Rev. 6 November 2013, 18 pp. http://
www.internationaloliveoil.org/

International Olive Council (2014) IOC Mario Solinas quality
award—rules of the international competition for extra virgin
olive oils. T.30/Doc. No. 17 June 2014, 9 pp. http://www.interna-
tionaloliveoil.org/

Dias LG, Peres AM, Veloso ACA, Reis FS, Vilas Boas M,
Machado AASC (2009) An electronic tongue taste evaluation:
identification goat milk adulterations with bovine milk. Sens
Actuators B 136:209-217

Kobayashi Y, Habara M, lkezazki H, Chen R, Naito Y, Toko K
(2010) Advanced taste sensors based on artificial lipids with
global selectivity to basic taste qualities and high correlation to
sensory scores. Sensors 10:3411-3443

Izenman AJ (2008) Modern multivariate statistical techniques:
regression, classification, and manifold learning, 2nd edn.
Springer, New York, pp 107-122

Miller J, Miller JC (2010) Statistics and chemometrics for ana-
lytical chemistry, 6th edn. Prentice Hall, Harlow, pp 231-235
Kirkpatrick S, Gelatt CD, Vecchi MP (1983) Optimization by
simulated annealing. Science 220:671-680

Bertsimas D, Tsitsiklis J (1993) Simulated annealing. Stat Sci
8:10-15

Cadima J, Cerdeira JO, Minhoto M (2004) Computational
aspects of algorithms for variable selection in the context of prin-
cipal components. Comput Stat Data Anal 47:225-236

Gutiérrez JM, Haddi Z, Amari A, Bouchikhi B, Mimendia A,
Cet6 X, del Valle M (2013) Hybrid electronic tongue based on
multisensor data fusion for discrimination of beers. Sens Actua-
tors B 177:989-996

Kennard RW, Stone LA (1969) Computer aided design of experi-
ments. Technometrics 11:137-148

Kuhn M, Johnson K (2013) Applied predictive modeling.
Springer, New York

Venables WN, Ripley BD (2002) Modern applied statistics with
S (statistics and computing), 4th edn. Springer, New York
Dabbou S, Gharbi I, Dabbou S, Brahmi F, Nakbi A, Hammami
M (2011) Impact of packaging material and storage time on olive
oil quality. Afr J Biotechnol 10:16937-16947

Alu’datt MH, Rababah T, Ereifej K, Gammoh S, Alhamad MN,
Mhaidat N, Kubow S, Johargy A, Alnaiemi OJ (2014) Investiga-
tion of natural lipid-phenolic interactions on biological proper-
ties of virgin olive oil. J Agric Food Chem 49:11967-11975

@ Springer


http://www.internationaloliveoil.org/
http://www.internationaloliveoil.org/
http://www.internationaloliveoil.org/
http://www.internationaloliveoil.org/

	Evaluation of extra-virgin olive oils shelf life using an electronic tongue—chemometric approach
	Abstract 
	Introduction
	Materials and methods
	Olive oil samples
	Olive oils physicochemical quality parameters and oxidative stability data
	Olive oil sensory analysis
	E-tongue device
	E-tongue analysis: sample preparation and potentiometric assays
	Statistical analysis

	Results and discussion
	Time evolution trend of EVOO’s overall quality during storage
	E-tongue signal profiles of olive oils during storage
	Discriminant potential of physicochemical parameters, sensorial attributes and E-tongue signals regarding olive oil’s lightdark storage conditions and storage time

	Conclusions
	Acknowledgments 
	References




