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Abstract

This study aimed to evaluate the effectiveness of four cell-protective agents, isomalto-
oligosaccharides (IMO), fructo-oligosaccharides (FOS), trehalose (TRE), and skim milk (SM),
on the viability of Lactobacillus farciminis, Lactobacillus acidophilus, and Pediococcus
pentosaceus following freeze-drying and subsequent storage at 4°C for 24 weeks. Initial cell
concentrations were comparable across treatments (13 log CFU/g), but significant differences
emerged over time. Two-way Repeated Measures ANOVA revealed that both cell-protective
type and storage duration significantly influenced cell survival (p < 0.05). IMO consistently
maintained the highest cell counts, with mean values at week 24 remaining superior to other
treatments (L. farciminis = 11.23 log CFU/g, L. acidophilus = 10.66 log CFU/g and P.
pentosaceus = 11.17 log CFU/g). TRE provided moderate protection, while FOS exhibited the
lowest efficacy, with L. acidophilus declining to 9.40 log CFU/g at week 24. SM showed strain-
dependent effects, performing comparably to IMO in some cases but less effectively in others.
Overall, the findings demonstrate that IMO is the most effective cell-protective agent for
sustaining probiotic viability during long-term storage.
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nsfnuniliTngUsvasdifiovssiunavesansunilesead 4 wila 1dun lsomalto-oligosaccharide (IMO)
Trehalose (TRE) Fructo-oligosaccharide (FOS) wag Skim milk (SM) fiaa11uidinves L. farciminis L. acidophilus
uaz P. pentosaceus Mendsnsviwisuuuutidenudsuaziivinuiigumgll 4 ssmisadea Wunan 24 dUai
nansNAaIUIUSINanTadRaduiiAlndidesu (13 log CFU/G) widlonanduluianuuanansegedidedfey
Meedin MIRATILE Two-way Repeated Measures ANOVA wanslifiuiniiinansunionvaduazszoviia
\fusnwniinasienuegsenvessad (p < 0.05) lag IMO anansasnwduwadlagaiian Tasfidunsid 24
ﬁ‘ﬂ'wLaﬁlaqaﬂ’imaﬁ'umaaaé“u 9 (L. farciminis = 11.23 log CFU/g L. acidophilus = 10.66 log CFU/g Way
P. pentosaceus = 11.17 log CFU/g) TRE dnanisundesluseiuliunais vauegd FOS ﬁﬂszﬁmﬁmwm&ﬂﬁ'qm
10® L. acidophilus anasdewdies 9.40 log CFU/e fidUawiil 24 dau SM THAWANFNMINEENUGLUATISENTALA
AN HansAntuandiiiuin IMO fussAvBnngeaelumaivinmizadlnslulofinluszezem
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Hhytulinaindunisfivsslonivielnslulefnuldluommuasiafeshufisndu Sadinswauisnig
wavdunauioldlunsfuinugdundd Bmmhuiiuuunidenuds (freeze drying wde lyophilization) L33
fifealdunnlunafvinwinglulefin ddumatedvilfyaunisuisduanmbenudanelfagarma o
miivLﬁmﬂ;ﬂLLG‘ﬁqaaﬂmmszjaa‘TmmﬂaiN"mmm%'au ogslsAmulusmuvesanuasiveddnslulefnfiiiums
yuiuuuntenudeiuagiuisns annzvesnmafivinuuazansunileasad (brahim et al,, 2023) ansunias
\wad (cell-protective agent) Aoianuiedinandilivieruiwadqdunidiiedostunsuiniivnionisvihaisan
anmzinden arsuntonadiieuldinnde uunsosiuue (skim milk) wenanidsdinisldarsanslulemsmung
yiaduarsundouwad laun laudnailsd wu glasa (sucrose) uanlna (lactose) wazn3snlad (trehalose)
lodalnudnalsa (oligosaccharides) waglnaudnalsa (polysaccharides) i lalaledlnudnanlse (xylo-
oligosaccharides) n1uanlnladlnudnailse (alactooligosaccharides) W3 nlnladlnudnailse (fructo-
oligosaccharides) 8u&u (inulin) sealalangyn3u (maltodextrin) wazanilalea (stachyose) (Ren et al., 2019;
Siaterlis et al., 2009; Shu et al,, 2019; Tymczyszyn et al,, 2012; Yoha et al 2023) wntdenldarsuntesvas
smnzauturiiovesdundd wnoifueiduimasoniinuentoldd fufu nsléasunileswadiifinaauda
duadugunmiaduuamaiiiiaul Insamslodlnudnelsdelinifaudunilulefin arsiliifiosisanmiu
Femevosaunidseminnszuaunisiliuiaagmafuine widsaiuayumaeiguaznisey sonveade
Twslulednlsegreiiuszansnm auaudisinanasvieuliifiudsinenmgeesloalnudnanlsd Mdunslulednly
nsthalfiduasuntensad felufulssansnmnisihauuaseiasnadereduilna

lelouealnloalnuinanles (somaltooligosaccharides; IMO) iulodlnudnanlsdiifinuasdanilulednd
ansoduasugunmalduaylvivselenidesnanisuyuduasdnd (Goffin et al, 2011; Saman et al, 2012) IMO
Usgnoufemitongladaudnanlsdiidousdeiusslnaladinuuy a-1,6 wazenafiiuszideunuy a-(1—a)
52918 LU Telanealna (isomaltose) wilua (panose) lolwuaalalnsloa (isomaltotriose) lolouvalamnszlod
(isomaltotetraose) lolagupalatnungloa (isomaltopentaose) lutalsa (nigerose) 1a3lud (kojibiose) kay IMO
@y (Bharti et al,, 2015; Niu et al,, 2017) GeqasandAnilulednues IMO funumddnlunisnseduninaie
yos9duvIgAtusElov Wy Bifidobacterium wag Lactobacillus Tugn1&lng) vausiorudiesudinsaiyes
\Fonelsa wenani IMO gafifnenmlunsUSUUTINISYINUYRITEUUMLALDIMS wiunsuannsalufuaedu
LAzANATUNITAATULITIN N1SATUANABLAAINDTRAKALNITLATUTANAY (Ketabi et al, 2011; Kothari et al,,
2014; Rini et al, 2024) YonaNE IMO falimauanUaiiay 1 ANUUTIAAT ATUNUABNNSANNANLALAIUWINLT
anad Mlilasuanuaulalugnainnssueinis 81UAELAS 0981979 (Bharti et al, 2015; Florowska et al,, 2016)
wenanil dmenuAaunsly IMO TunssurumsvhuiuuuiBenuds Tned IMO Haelilassadrsvoman s
waansiuiswuuionuds Srnuudeuse ldgudadie (Zhang et al., 2022)

MnAaaNTAves IMO Aduledlnusaalsdidedou Snisdaiiunumduarswilulefnfatuayuniaasy
vosQAunisiissleny auandRmardasvouliiiuin MO Taiifieaussmeii duarsdrsadislassadadly
n3YUIUMIT freeze-drying winthy widsdifnenmilasimihiidussundonsadld Sadunuimeialalunis
11 IMO weaesldifl el uauiaissuaza v AR e A unE N5 Tl Tng Uszasdiil euszidiu
Uszdnsnmeesarsunteawad laun IMO FOS TRE wag SM lunmssnwiwaduuailisonsauanfinanendnisuiu
nszUINNIIWRMUULEgenuls Ingasinisnsaniadnunissendinvewuafiieluudasngunnasinaen
srozgnaIMaAuinm namsinwiildmaiieziisslevisonsussgndltlusssugmamnssusioly

vantun153e

nswseuasazaneundoaag

L3BUANTAZANY Isomaltooligosaccharide (IMO) Trehalose (TRE) Fructooligosaccharide (FOS) thag Skim
milk (SM) Ansdidudosay 10 (wAv) Usuns 900 faddns thluiindefionmgfi 121 eswnwadea Wuan 15
1% (Wang et al., 2025)
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nMswisanddeuuniiSensauaniin

wuailsonsauaninildlunisnaass téun L farciminis L. acidophilus was P. pentosaceus 4913 a1
3 aeiusgndndenandildle Tnsaeiuivarifnuansidulnslulefniia Jagnihanldifusuuuulunisfinu
Fafusnyiiieanssdnsnmeatowunfideluszezen wisunddeuuafiFonsnuanin 3 aewus luenns
Aol MRS agar (Merck, wosuil) wonlalafiien 1 vesudaneuslunsaaudnuursitwongadlaens
fouunsy (EL Ahmadi et al,, 2025) thlaladlvesusazaneiugineidsduomnames MRS Usina 5 08803 Uu
eaiignmnd 37 esmneaidea Wunan 24 dalus tudeiildlaadlurineims MRS Usinms 100 addns Uuil
guvindl 37 asaiua 24 Falus didedildlutunenwadieiaias centrifuge (AX-521, TOMY, tu) 7l 8,000
seusewl Wunan 5 Wit udrdssansazarslaisunaslsiiivaenidenududu 0.85 Wesidur wieu
asazarswadlaefinaisazatslafiounaslsd 0.85 lesidudmuaumuizay Inausuainiuu (optical
density) finuenandu 600 uluaaslivindu 1.0 (Han et al,, 2024) gaansas vanewaailiuSunm 5 wWesidud
adlugamal MRS USunns 800 faddns $1uau 5 win Uuidesiigamgll 37 esmuwaideaduna 18-24 42l
iiellieadiegluraaadyedradiud ‘Mﬂuuuﬂﬂ'ﬂum’sEJQL‘WEJLLEJﬂUWLaENHIaLLauLﬂUG]“’ﬂE)‘UL‘ZJaaL‘WE]‘L!’]l‘UI‘ﬂ'U
nsyuLMSuiuudenuds

nMswistanadeuuafiSensauaniin

ihwaduuaiiGeilsusazaneiudifvadumsazansundessadiindonlwsazeln naulidruudunadly
pnfikIuMssdeuds Jadrenszauess mnduihluiunssuiumshuiuuuutiBenuds frewnies Freeze
dryer (Modulyo D, Thermo Fisher Scientific, an§gatuini) 14ia1 2 Tu Wi olinwad it saiv U‘E‘EQNGL%G
wuAfiFensananfinusiasnguvnassadlugeosdgaania geaz 1 nu nauvnaesas 3 41 Wiuinuilgumgf 4
ssmwalfoa natiuuTinauvadiisestinvesusazngumaasyn q 4 dawi unan 24 dani

N13n3399UTUNMYBLLUATIS BN TALAARN

ihiedenadonuaiifonsauaninudazngunaaosnanafuUinaeadsendinueadeluraaiad 4
TngvhmsidonmadewuaiiSonsauanindeasavanslnfisuraslsianududuiovay 0.85 asaausauie
wuaili3efa833 Drop plate technique (Naghili et al, 2013) Ineneaasazalsuuaisonsawanfniniunis
130919990103 MRS agar (Merck wo5ii1) vhnsvaaey 3 iluusasndumaaes Unidssuuaisonsauaninly
anzl¥oandiausie Anaerobic jar (Merck, 1assiy) figamadl 37 ssruwaidoa iWuian 48 Falus lunnsiiy
snoulaladlidenldsefunaiensiivzan Tnefvundissuulaladfiaunsatuldsening 3-30 Telaile
91y Sadunasiivaglinisussdiufinnuusiug anarueraiaedeuainnstuinniuluvieswulesduly

nsAATIERdaNANISEnA

dayalulinsginamsatalagldlusunsy SPSS Wi ulsuanuuaneiesenIamInuudaig Two-way
Repeated Measures ANOVA LaziU3suliiouaauansnassminsaadeveuiazynvinaedsie Least Significant
Different (LSD) iszuiiudndioynnaadd (P = 0.05)
NANTFIVBHATBAUTIINA

wupfiiensauandndildlunisvaaessenausae L. farciminis L. acidophilus way P.pentosaceus 11 3
anewusiilolnIguue1vns MRS agar wui fdnwarlalatiduianay vuinidnuasfidvnndiofu (Figure 1) T

L. farciminis: \ilodouwnsulinaiuunsuuin Andunduwazdsusraduwris (Rods) uae L. acidophilus: Tina

wnsuUINAeiy Andunduuazdyusaduuris (Rods) dmsuide P. pentosaceus: liinaunsuuan Anduidu

wagusraunsanan (Cocci) dmsunswieundide wuailiseisauaeiuggniaeduemsal MRS aaumal

37 psrnwaided Wunan 24 il vdswntudahluusenwad iedidnszuiumsiuiuuuiidonudely
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Lactobacillus farciminis | Lactobacillus acidophilits Pediococcits pentosaceits

Figure 1 Three strains of lactic acid bacteria used for testing

91nAsATITAUSINAEAd L. farciminis nendensviuianuundidenuds InewSeuiisuaisuntes
\wad ¢ wila T3uA IMO FOS TRE waz SM nansnnaasuansly Figure 2 Wuin Usinangadhafunendanisyiuis
wuuwdidenudsluasuntoavadurassindalnaifesiu (13.36-13.81 CFU/g) usazanasunnansiululuumag
naunAans Table 1 WARINANITILATIZAIE Two-way Repeated Measures ANOVA uaz LSD wansliiiuiiuila
vesasuntoamaguazaniusnunilnanoniundaves L. farciminis ognsildadrdty T IMO @wnsasnw
Snuwadligsiiganasanisiiuine Tneanadsluusazdasiliunnsnsanasusueg s doddalunaie
Fa9an uazdlinsganiingunaassdu q laslawigidami 24 (11.23 log CFU/g) vauxdl TRE uanswanisundeslu
sedu Urunans TneAnied sluvanegasianinuuans1senn IMO warursnsslndideeiu FOS dau FOS &
UsgAnSaw d1nd1 IMO uar TRE Tneanadslunatsdisnandanuuansiamnsadfdiedioutu IMO way SM &
Anadediiign lunniaanan TaslawizAduansi 24 (10.67 log CFU/g) wazdianuuans1anisadAann IMO 881
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Figure 2 Comparison of the survival of L. farciminis when using IMO, FOS, TRE and SM

as cell-protective agents during storage at 4°C
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Table 1 Cell concentration of L. farciminis during storage at 4°C
IMO (log CFU/g) FOS (log CFU/g)

Time (weeks) TRE (log CFU/g) SM (log CFU/g)

0 13.81 + 0.12@ 13.47 + 0.062 13.36 + 0.092 13.54 + 0.128
q 13.79 + 0.072 1254 + 0.11P 13.18 + 0.072 13.33 + 0.052
8 13.56 + 0.032 12.42 + 0.05P 12.74 + 0.08P 12.53 + 0.09P
12 12.59 + 0.082 12.39 + 0.212b 12.58 + 0.072 12.17+0.11P
16 12.27 + 0.082 12.15 + 0.128b 12.17 + 0.168P 11.61 = 0.16P
20 11.66 + 0.032 11.44 + 0.05ab 11.30 + 0.28P 11.30 + 0.06P
24 11.23 +0.11@ 11.15 + 0.09@b 11.35 +0.11@ 10.67 + 0.10P

Values are expressed as mean + SD. Means sharing the same superscript letter within the same row are not significantly
different (p > 0.05). Means with different superscript letters within the same row indicate significant differences (p < 0.05),

according to LSD test following Two-way Repeated Measures ANOVA

Figure 3 WARSNILARTISEATIRe L. acidophilus Mevdsmsviuiswuuutidonuds tneldansuntes
wad 4 wila 1dun IMO FOS TRE wag SM nuin luusiagnguvaassdinuisadiisendinizanainaonszezinad
mMaAusnw Table 2 LAAINANITIATIZIRIE Two-way Repeated Measures ANOVA WU Hidadenauazuia
asunleuvaninarennuegsenveswadetiliedfyneada (p < 0.05) Tuthasusuynydamumitsnuead
Tn&iAeariu (13.12-13.59 log CFU/g) tngldumnsnadiumeadd wiilenarulunuemuuwansnadaiau Tne FOS &
Srnuradanawnniansausdunyid 4 uazdinshiigamasanimaaes Tnefidaniil 24 Senadefies 9.40 log
CFU/g §9umnsineann IMO wag SM egneflifaddaynieads Tuaaed TRE frnanisundedlussiutiunans Tng
Aadugandt FOS usind1 IMO uaz SM luvanedaana Tag IMO awnsninwndnnueadligeiiganaonnisiiv
$nwn Tnefidunnidi 24 Ssasdiaede 10.66 log CFU/e %nqan'jﬁ FOS way TRE agsiifodfey dau SM Al

Usgansanlunissnwanuidinveswadunu tneataaglnafgaiu IMO Tunangyiaian
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Figure 3 Comparison of the survival of L. acidophilus when using IMO, FOS, TRE and SM
as cell-protective agents during storage at 4°C
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Table 2 Cell concentration of L. acidophilus during during storage at 4°C
IMO (log CFU/g) FOS (log CFU/g) TRE (log CFU/g)

Time (weeks) SM (log CFU/g)

0 13.27 + 0.162 13.12 + 0.10@ 13.59 + 0.082 13.47 + 0.082
q 12.63 + 0.082 12.14 + 0.08P 12.55 + 0.118 13.17 + 0.082
8 1233 + 0.042 11.48 + 0.07P 11.85+0.17P 12.49 + 0312
12 11.77 £ 0.072 10.87 + 0.11P 11.12 + 0.09P 1159 + 0.17@
16 11.36 + 0.062 10.53 + 0.06P 10.56 + 0.09P 11.18 + 0.13@
20 10.92 + 0.098 9.86 + 0.08P 10.29 + 0.14P 10.85 + 0.062
24 10.66 + 0.072 9.40 + 0.05P 9.87 +0.11P 10.19 + 0.082

Values are expressed as mean + SD. Means sharing the same superscript letter within the same row are not significantly
different (p > 0.05). Means with different superscript letters within the same row indicate significant differences (p < 0.05),
according to LSD test following Two-way Repeated Measures ANOVA

Figure 4 WARISIUIEAETITEATINY P. pentosaceus Wian1uNTEUIUNTMIIUTLUULEonuddlng
Tasuntoswad 4 uda lon IMO FOS TRE hag SM WU I1uiueadves P. pentosaceus Sikualinanasegng
Aoulsanaonsreziiafiuine lay Table 3 wanNan1531AT123A28 Two-way Repeated Measures ANOVA
wu*jwﬁgﬁ]ﬁlé’]’aL’amLLamﬁmmiUﬂﬂaawaéﬁNasiammasgjiammLéuaéasmﬁﬁfaﬁﬁﬁquaaa (p< 0.05) luthaSudu
nnngumeassdiduaumadlndiAeatu (13.29-13.66 log CFU/g) Ingliiunninaiunisadd usidenaiulunud
FOS uaw TRE fmaueadanasunniiandausduniii 8 (usuly uasdsashiiannaanmsnaass tnefidaii
24 firadeifies 10.19 uag 10.14 log CFU/g mu819U Fauandnaa1n IMO uae SM aghedifeddaymnada luvas
7l IMO anunsasnwdumadligeiian
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Figure 4 Comparison of the survival of P. pentosaceus when using IMO, FOS, TRE and SM

as cell-protective agents during storage at 4°C
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Table 3 Cell concentration of P. pentosaceus during during storage at 4 °C

101

Time (weeks)

IMO (log CFU/g)

FOS (log CFU/g)

TRE (log CFU/g)

SM (log CFU/g)

13.41 + 0.052 13.29 + 0.042 13.33 + 0.10@ 13.66 + 0.112
q 13.24 + 0.072 12.71 + 0.04P 12.57 + 0.03P 13.11 + 0.098

12.89 + 0.112 12.20 + 0.11P 12.45 + 0.13P 12.15 + 0.10P
12 12.34 + 0.072 11.64 + 0.04P 11.68 + 0.11P 11.73 = 0.04P
16 12.06 + 0.062 11.28 + 0.05P 11.17 + 0.08P 1137+ 0.16P
20 11.69 = 0.052 10.94 + 0.06P 10.85 + 0.16P 11.15 + 0.15P
24 11.17 + 0.072 10.19 + 0.08P 10.14 + 0.09P 10.49 + 0.14P

Values are expressed as mean + SD. Means sharing the same superscript letter within the same row are not significantly

different (p > 0.05). Means with different superscript letters within the same row indicate significant differences (p <

0.05), according to LSD test following Two-way Repeated Measures ANOVA

nsvvIumMsyhuiuuudiBenuds anunsoudwoonifuautuneundn 1au msuguds nmssziiin wazns
Andy (Wang et al., 2021) Imaﬁ;ﬂu%maﬂmLaqaﬁ‘:ﬂﬁgﬂE’Tmamsgﬂﬁﬂé’]’maﬂmumsmumﬁsLﬁmLLazmﬁ@m%’U
ALEIRU (Cui et al,, 2018; Velly et al., 2015) agalsiniu seninanssuiunsaanan waduuaisednlasumaig
Aeveaniansududawagnisvinliuds (Miao et al, 2016) mmLﬁanmaﬁmmsaa%malé’mﬂaaqmmwé’ﬂ Ao
nsasuulasanmevnaneamuesaialuderuead dedwaliiderugnydoniuanysal uaznisgaydonns
vinuredlusAunaziouludiddny iWeovAnidssanundsmedingn Jsdndudesdinisaiuguilad oides
AL LAz N T VeINTTUIUNITHI U swdansldarsundeswadfmunzay (Chen et al, 2015; Van
Engeland et al., 2025) MIAvdnEIasLUATiSsLUURILT s dawinl A duanasauie U LﬁaTﬁL%aa‘wqm
Wiyiulaundalidiney wazasiulunivusUnain Hoafumnuiuuasuas ﬁammﬁtﬁm aunsaiusnueas
Tisendinlauin (Senaratne & Jayaweera, 2024) muulumwmamumimLaamﬂw 4 parwadea 1uAsH
dxmnuazUszndn LwaﬂmmEJmimviﬂmmmwﬂmwﬂmLLaﬂmﬂ ImwﬂﬂmiﬂﬂﬂamaamLUumﬁulame %
vhmaluluudnanlss laudnanlss Tnaudnanlse vimiitaansiandniuddivinanewad Y lVgaunsgians
nsegsangetu uiunsihimalaluwdnanlsd vislauinanlsdausagrmindouuafidensauanindounish
wwuuugidenude 3sdamaliian pH vewEsuvIuaosLUATiSEanaINgT 5.0 nsamanivnlimuidinsenves
wuaiiisanas iesainviiannandemiose ATPase, B-galactosidase wazanuaulaveudevunead (Cui et al,
2018) fetunisidenldanswiluledniiulealnuaamlse 3o Indudnanlsd Swasantlymnisadinsaienaas
slmAnarsdemedumaduuaife d1msu skim milk Wuasdestueadfithimdnlnanage dwinulaens
aretundeuiinuswariinuniasouwaduuniite Jundeuitisanmusueedlufinseninanmuindey
melunazasusniwas Uesiunsiinesndinduvesusiunazioulsyd swmtmnudenmedensaiindsn uazan
MsuIndureawas (Cruz et al,, 2025)

nuan1saaaslu Figure 2- 4 wanslifiuinnslidansundeswadilnanenissendinvesuuaiiisansauan
Annendinnszuanmsiuisuustidonuds Tnsamg IMO fianunsafiunissendisldunnnitasuniouead
du 9 MO Fqauautifidu oligosaccharide fianunsaadrsiusglelnsiaufulusiuuay peptidoglycan UukTaead
wuAfiBensauanin adetuilosiuseuntusagssannsduialaenseiuaandon wonaini IMO Hrelhwadnu
eussfusalufnuaznisiud suuUasgumgi a'ama’lﬁumﬁL'%EmimLLaﬂﬁﬂﬁé“mmﬁsam%%qﬂéﬁu o
NSYUIUAS freeze-drying (Chapot-Chartier & Kulakauskas, 2014) A158Aa390931UULEAA TENI19N15 AU NN
ansaosungldannanedaseiiiedeiiwadlasu Taun mnudemeannsutuds aannsasnamdnus
melunazsev 9 Wwad dsansnvhanederuaduaglasiaiieniely iieadgaduaiuauysal (Wang et al,,
2025) aranaieaannisgydetlufunounisiuidmalilusiuasdotusadiisuuadasad guyde
ns¥auAmNURR (Karan et al, 2025) MsiAneendindu seninnisiivinweonailiiAneyyadasedwinane
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TUsAuLaznIninnasndananenuiidinveswad (Haindl et al, 2020) uonanni qmmqﬁuazﬂmwﬁyﬂuﬂﬁﬁu
Snwndiunumadgseanuadesvetad mnanzldviny dnavisanisidovaansvonmadly (Musi et al, 2026)
sumSinaEsundeseadliiiemeny mﬂm%aaamaammmmmeu (Cruz et al., 2025)

INNUIIBVDS Shin et al. (2023) Vlmwm’mmm{lﬁumiﬂmﬂumsL&Jamm soy peptone UMV trehalose
waz maltodextrin au1sauntaawad L. plantarum Méan3nd eslSsuiiisuiunisld sucrose wag sorbitol
wenan uITees Wang et al. (2021) ) I sngauinarsdesiuwaduinluianalug (macromolecular
cryoprotectants) @13150AIEATNLUATILTE Loct/p antibacillus plantarum AR113 la#Ana1 trehalose fduans
Jostuwadudaluanain mammwmmuaamaaaﬂvwamﬁmaaawmimﬂulamimimaﬂﬂwmLﬁju IMO
anunsateswadlafninaisluanaidn trehalose (Figure 4) agslsfinu FOS liinansundeswadladfvindu IMO
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