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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 1s the most effective cell-protective agent for
sustaining probiotic viability during long-term storage.
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nsfnuniliTngUsvasdifiovssiunavesansunileaead 4 wila 1dun Isomalto-oligosaccharide (IMO)
Trehalose (TRE) Fructo-oligosaccharide (FOS) wag Skim milk (SM) siaa11usidinves L. farciminis L. acidophilus
uaz P. pentosaceus Mendsnsviwiswuuutidenudsuaziivinuiigumgll 4 ssmisadea Hunan 24 dami
nansNAaIUIUSInanTadRaduiiAlndidesu (13 log CFU/G) widlonanduluianuuanansegedidedfey
VREDA N19ILATIZ9A8 Two-way Repeated Measures ANOVA wandlifiuinteiinansundessaduazszovim
\Ausnwifinasienuegsenvesead (p < 0.05) Iag IMO awsasnwdiuwadligsian Taofidunvia 24
ﬁ'ﬂ'wLaﬁlaqqﬂa'wﬂq'uwmaaqﬁlu 9 (L. farciminis = 11.23 log CFU/g L. acidophilus = 10.66 log CFU/g Lag
P. pentosaceus = 11.17 log CFU/e) TRE dnanisuntdeslusesiuliunats vausdi FOS ﬁﬂsxﬁwﬁmwﬁ’wﬁ'qm
10® L. acidophilus anaswdewdies 9.40 log CFU/e fidUawiil 24 dau SM THAWANANMINEENUGLUATISENIALA
AN HansAntuandiiiuin IMO fussAvBnngeaelumafivinvizadlnslulofnlussezem
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Hhgtulinmidunisfivssleniviolnslulefnuldluomuasiafeshufinsnniy Sadinsiaunisnig
wavdunauiioldlunsfiuinugdundd Bmmhuiiuuunidenuds (freeze drying w3 lyophilization) L33
fifealdunnlunafvinwinglulefin ddumatedvilfydunisuisluanmBenudanelfagarmea o
miivLﬁmﬂ;ﬂLLG‘ﬁqaaﬂmmszjaa‘TmmﬂaiN"mmm%'au ogslsAmulusuvesauasivedlnslulefnfirunig
yuiuuntenudeiuegiuisns annzvesnafivinuuazansunileasad (brahim et al,, 2023) ansunies
\wad (cell-protective agent) Aoianuiedinadilivieruiwadqdunidiiedostunsuinidvnionisviarsan
anmzinden arsuntonvadiieuldinnde uunsosiuue (skim milk) wonanidsdinisldarsanslulemsmung
giaduarsuntouwad laun laudnailsd 1w glasa (sucrose) wanlna (lactose) wazn3anlad (trehalose)
lodalnudnalsa (oligosaccharides) waglnaudnanlsa (polysaccharides) wiu lalaledlnudnanlsea (xylo-
oligosaccharides) nuanlnladlnudnalsa (salactooligosaccharides) W3 nlnladlnudnailse (fructo-
oligosaccharides) 8udu (inulin) uealatangyn3u (maltodextrin) wazanilalea (stachyose) (Ren et al., 2019;
Siaterlis et al., 2009; Shu et al., 2019; Tymczyszyn et al,, 2012; Yoha et al 2023) wntdenldarsunteswaa
smnzauturiiovesndundd wnaifueiduimasontinventoldd fufu nslémsunilesvadiifinaauds
duadugunmiaduuamaiiiiauls Insamslodlnudnelsdelinifaudunilulefin arsilifivsisanmiu
Femovosaunidsminanszuaunisiliuiaasmaiuine widaiuayunmaeiyuaznisey sonvesde
Twslulednlsegreiiuszansnm anaudidinanagiouliifuiisinonmgeestedlnudnanlsd Mdunslulednlu
nsthalfiduasuntensad felufulssansnmnisihauuaseiasnadereduilna

lelawoalalodlnudnanlss (somaltooligosaccharides; IMO) Wulealnudnanlsafifiauaudanilulefni
ansoduasugunmalduaylvivselenidesninisuyuduasdnd (Goffin et al, 2011; Saman et al, 2012) IMO
Usgnoufemitongladaudnanlsdiidouseiuszlnaladinuuy a-1,6 wazenafiiusziieunuy a-(1—a)
52918 LU Telanealna (isomaltose) wilua (panose) lolwuaalalnsloa (isomaltotriose) lolouvalamnszlod
(isomaltotetraose) lolagunalatnungloa (isomaltopentaose) lutalsa (nigerose) 1dlud (kojibiose) kay IMO
@y (Bharti et al,, 2015; Niu et al,, 2017) FegasantAnilulednues IMO funumddnlunisnseduninaie
yosqduvIgatuselov Wy Bifidobacterium wag Lactobacillus Tugn1&lna) vauziorudiedudinsaiyres
\Fonelsa wenani IMO gafifnenmlunsUSUUTINISYINUYRITE UUMLALDIMNS dumsudnnsalufuaedu
LazdIATUNITAATULITI N1SAIUANABLAAINETRALAZN TS uNTA N (Ketabi et al, 2011; Kothari et al,,
2014; Rini et al, 2024) YonaN IMO falimauanUaiiay 1 ANUVTIAAT ATUNUABNITANNAN LAZAINLMITUT
anad Mlilasuanuaulalugnainnssueinis 971 1azlA3 0981919 (Bharti et al, 2015; Florowska et al,, 2016)
wenanil dmenuAaunisly IMO TunssurumsvhuiuuuiBenuds Tnedl IMO Haelilassadrsvomansiosi
waansiuissuuionuds Srnuudause ldgudaine (Zhang et al., 2022)

MnAaaNTives IMO Mduledlnueaalsdifedou Snsdaiunumiduarsnilulefnfiatuayunisade
vosQAunIsiiisslend auandRmariasfouliifuin MO Talifieaussmeii Huansdrsadislassadadly
nsYUIUMIT freeze-drying winthy widsdifnenmilasiminiidussundonwadld Sadunuimeiaulalunis
11 IMO weaesldifl et uauiaissuaza e AR s A un3dnsi T Tng Uszasdiil eusziiiu
UszdnSnmeesarsuntoawad laun IMO FOS TRE uaz SM lunssnwiwaduuailisonsauanfnanendinisuiu
nszUINNIIWRMUULEgenuls Ingasinisnsaniadnunissendinvewuafiieluudasngunnasinaen
srozgnaIMaAuinm namsinwiildmaiieziisslevisonsussgndltlusssugmamnssusioly

vantun153e

nswseuasazaneundoaag

LW3BUANTAZANY Isomaltooligosaccharide (IMO) Trehalose (TRE) Fructooligosaccharide (FOS) thag Skim
milk (SM) Ansdududosay 10 (wAv) Usuns 900 faddns thluieindefionmgfi 121 eswnwabea Wuan 15
1% (Wang et al., 2025)
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nMswisaunddouuniidensauaniin

wuailsonsauaninildlunisnaass téun L farciminis L. acidophilus was P. pentosaceus 4913 o1
3 aeiusgndnidenandildle nsmeiuivaidnuaudidulnslulefndia Sagnunanlfifusuuuulunisfine
Fafusnyifieanssdnsnmeadowunfideluszesen wisunddeuuafifonsnuanin 3 aewus luenns
\Aoade MRS agar (Merck, wosuil) wonlaladiien q veaudaeiuslunsaaoudnuuesitongadlaens
Houunsy (EL Ahmadi et al,, 2025) thlaladlvesusazaneiugimeidsduomnames MRS Usina 5 08803 Uu
efignmnd 37 ssmneaidea Wunan 24 dalus tudeiildlaadurineims MRS Usinms 100 Saddns Uudl
guvindl 37 asmaiua 24 Falus didedildlutunenwadieiaias centrifuge (AX-521, TOMY, tu) 7l 8,000
seusewil Wunan 5 Wit udrdssansazarslaisunaslsiiivaenidenududu 0.85 Wesidud wieu
asazanswaslaefinaisazatslafiounaslsd 0.85 lesidudmuaumaizay lnadsuaininuu (optical
density) finuenandu 600 uluaaslivindu 1.0 (Han et al,, 2024) gaansas vanewaailiuSunm 5 wWesidud
adlupmnaas MRS USinms 800 fadans $1uau 5 19 Unidesiligamgdl 37 esmusaideaduna 18-24 $2lug
iielldlwadfiegluraaadnegafui mﬁuuuﬂﬂﬂume,wal,wﬂml,ammaLLa dunzneugadifiotluldl
nsyuLMSuiuudenuds

nMswistanadeuuafiSensauaniin

ihwaduuaiiGeilsusazaneiudifvadlumsarasundeasadiindonlwsazeln naulidruudunady
anfikumssideuds Jadrenszauess mnduihluiunssuiumshuiuuuutiBenuds frewnies Freeze
dryer (Modulyo D, Thermo Fisher Scientific, an§gatuini) 14ian 2 Tu Wi olinwad i saiv Uiﬁﬁgml,%a
wuAfiFensananfinusiasnguvnaesadlugeosdgania geaz 1 nu nauvnaesas 3 41 Wiuinuiigumgf 4
ssrmwaloa natiuuTinauvadiisestinvesusazngunaassyn q 4 dawi unan 24 dani

N13n3399UT UMV ILUATIS BN TALAARN

ihiedenadonuaiionsauanfinudazngunaaosnamafuUinaeadsesdinveadeluraaiad 4
Tngvhmsidonmadewuaiionsauanindeasavanslnisuraslsianududuiovay 0.85 asaaiusauie
wuaili3efRa833 Drop plate technique (Naghili et al, 2013) Ingneaasazalsuwuaiiionsauwanfniiniunis
130919990103 MRS agar (Merck wo5ii) vhnsvndey 3 rluusasndunaaes Uiissuuadisonsauaninly
anzl¥oandiausie Anaerobic jar (Merck, 1assiy) figamail 37 ssrwaidoa iWuian 48 Falus lunnsiiy
snoulaladlidenldsefunaiensiivzan Tnefvundissuulaladfiaunsatuldsening 3-30 Telaile
91y Sadunasiivaglinisussdiufinnuusiug anarueraiaedeuainnstuinniuluvieswulesduly

nsAATIERdaNANISEnA

dayalulinsginamsatflagldlusunsy SPSS wWisuiflsuauuanaAsEnImINLUAIY Two-way
Repeated Measures ANOVA LaziU3suLfiouaauansnassminsaiadeveuiazynvinaedsie Least Significant
Different (LSD) iszuiiudndioynnaadd (P = 0.05)
NANTTIVBHATBAUTIINA

wuafiiensauandndildlunisvaaesszneusae L. farciminis L. acidophilus way P.pentosaceus 11 3
anewugiilolnTauue1vns MRS agar wui1 fdnwarlalatiduianay vuinidnuagiidvnadeiu (Figure 1) T

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

wnsHUINIAeiu Anduniusasiisusnnduwis (Rods) dmsuide P. pentosaceus: liinaunsuuan Anduitu

wagusraunsenan (Cocei) dmsunswieundide wuailiseisauaeiuggniaesduemisal MRS sl

37 psrwaided Wunan 24 Falus vdsntudahluusenwad iedidnszuiumsiuiuuuiidonudmely
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Lactobacillus farciminis | Lactobacillus acidophilits Pediococcits pentosaceits

Figure 1 Three strains of lactic acid bacteria used for testing

91nN3A5219TAUSINLEAE L. farciminis Aeundinsiuiskuuntidenuds Inaussuifisuaisundes
\wad ¢ wida T3uA IMO FOS TRE waz SM nansnnaasuansly Figure 2 wuin Usinaawadmafunendanisyinuis
wuuwdidenudsluasuntoavadurassindalnaifesiu (13.36-13.81 CFU/g) usazanasunnansiululuumas
nauNAans Table 1 WARINANITILATIZIAIE Two-way Repeated Measures ANOVA uaz LSD wansliiiiuiiuia
vesasuntoamaguazaniusnunilnanoniundaves L. farciminis ogsildaddty T IMO @wnsasnw
Snnuwadligsiiganasanisiiuinw lnsaadsluusazdaniliuansnsanansudueg s doddalunane
2231781 LLazé’qmqaﬂimdwmaaﬁu 9 Tneianngfiduanti 24 (11.23 log CFU/g) vzt TRE wanman1sundlosly
sedu Urunans TneAnied sluvanegasaninuuans1senn IMO warurinsslndideeiu FOS dau FOS 3
UsgAnSaw d1nd1 IMO uar TRE Tneanadslunatsdisnandanuuansiamnsadfdiediousu IMO way SM &
Anadediiign lunniaanan TaslawizAduansi 24 (10.67 log CFU/g) wazdianuumns1anisadfann IMO a8
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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 + 0.128 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 + 0.053b 11.30 + 0.28P 11.30 + 0.06P
24 11.23 +0.11@ 11.15 + 0.09@b 11.35 + 0.112 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 WARSSNILEARTISEATRR8 L. acidophilus mMevdsnmsviuissuustidonuds tneldansuntes
wad 4 wila 1dun IMO FOS TRE wag SM nuin luusiagnguvaaessiuiueadisondinazanasmannszoyiin
mMaAudnw Table 2 LaAINANISIATIZRE Two-way Repeated Measures ANOVA WU Hidadenauazuia
asunleuvaninarennuegsenveswadetiliedfyneada (p < 0.05) Tuthasusuynyauumitiinnuad
Tn&iAeariu (13.12-13.59 log CFU/g) tngldumnsinaiumadd wiilenarulunuemuunnsiadaiau Tne FOS &
Srnuradanawnniansausdunyid 4 uazdinshiigamasanimaaes Tnsfidanifi 24 Senadedfios 9.40 log
CFU/g §94@nsineann IMO waz SM egneflifaddaynieads Tunaed TRE fnanisundedlussiutiunans Tng
Aadugandt FOS usind1 IMO uaz SM luvanetaana Tag IMO awnsninwsnnueadligeiiganasnnisiiv
$nwn Tnefidunidi 24 Semafidiade 10.66 log CFU/g %nqaﬂdw FOS way TRE ag1siiodfey dau SM Al

UsganSanlunissneanuildinveswadunu neanaaglnadgesiu IMO Tunaneiaian
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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 + 0.092 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 I1uueadves P. pentosaceus Sikualinanasogig
Aoulsanaonsyeziialfiuine lae Table 3 waniNan1531As12A28 Two-way Repeated Measures ANOVA
wu*jwﬁgﬁ]ﬁlé’]’aL’amLLamﬁmmiUﬂﬂaawaéﬁNasiammasgjiammLéuaéasmﬁﬁfaﬁﬁﬁquaaa (p< 0.05) luthaSudu
nnnguneassdiduaumadlndifeatu (13.29-13.66 log CFU/g) Ingliiunnnaiunisadd usidenaiulunu
FOS uaw TRE fiSmaueadanasnniiandausdunsii 8 uduly uasdsasiiannaennsnanes laefidunnsii
24 firwadeiies 10.19 uae 10.14 log CFU/g mu819U Fauandna91n IMO wae SM aehedifeddaymnada luva
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



JSTAR. 2026; 7(1): 95-104

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) Imﬂﬁms‘fmuaﬂmLaqaﬁﬂﬁgﬂﬁmamggﬂﬁﬁmamﬁumsmumiisLﬁmLLasmi@‘Wﬁu
ALEIRU (Cui et al,, 2018; Velly et al., 2015) agalsiniy seninanssuiunsaanan waduuaisednlasunaag
Aevpaniansududawagnisvinliuds (Miao et al, 2016) mmLﬁanmaﬁmmsaa%malé’mﬂaaqmmwé’ﬂ Ao
nsasuulasanmevnaneamuesaialuderuead dedwaliiderugnydoniuanysal uaznisgaydonns
vinuredlusAuaziouludiddny ievdnidssanudsmeding Jadududosdinisauauiiadodes
AL LAz N T VeINTTUIUNITHI U swdansldarsunteswadfmunzay (Chen et al, 2015; Van
Engeland et al., 2025) A e IasLUATISsuU UL sFe Wi F ALt uanasawiouran Lﬁ@lﬁt%aa‘wqﬂ
Wigiulaundalidiney wazasiulunivusUnadn Hoafumnuiuuasuas ﬁammﬁw‘jmummmﬁu%ﬂmLszlaé
Tisendinlauin (Senaratne & Jayaweera, 2024) muﬂumwmamumlmLaamﬂw 4 earwadea 1uAsH
dzmnuazUszndn Lwaamm&JmimmﬂmmamﬂmwﬂimLLaﬂm ImEJthmi‘UﬂﬂamaawLﬂumﬁuiamm oA
vhmaluluudnanlss laudnanlss Tnaudnanlss vimiitaansiandniuddivinarewad Y lVgaunsgians
nsegsengety utunsihimalaluwdnanlsd vislauinanlsdansagrmindouuafidnsauanindounish
whwuuugifenude Ssdamaliian pH vesasuviuassLUATiSEanawINGY 5.0 nsamarivnldauiitinsenves
wuaiiiisanas iesainviiannandemiose ATPase, B-galactosidase wazanuaulaveudevunead (Cui et al,
2018) fetunisidenldanswilulednfiulealnuaamlse w3o Indudnanlsd Seisaniymnisadinsaiienaas
slmAnarmdemedumaduuaize d1msu skim milk Wuasdestueadfithimdnlnanage dwinulaens
afretundeviinduswariinuniasouaduuniite Jundeuitisanmusueedlufinssninanimuindey
melunazarsusniwas Uesiunisiinesndinduresusiunazioulsyd sutmnudenedensaiindsn uazan
MsuIndureawas (Cruz et al,, 2025)

nuan1sneasslu Figure 2- 4 wanslmiiuinnislidansundeawasilnanenissendinveiuuaiiisansauan
Annendminnszuinmaiuiuuuidonuds Tneane IMO fianusaiunissendinldunnniasundosead
9u 9 IMO HqauautiAidu oligosaccharide fiansnsaairsiusglslnsiauiulusiunas peptidoglycan vuniawad
wuAfiBensauanin adetuilosiuseuntaagssannsduialnenseiudandon wonaini IMO Frelhwadnu
eussfusalufnuaznisiud suuUasgumgi a'ama’lﬁumﬁL'%EmimLLaﬂﬁﬂﬁé“mmﬁsam%%qﬂéﬁu o
NSYUIUAS freeze-drying (Chapot-Chartier & Kulakauskas, 2014) A158A8390931U2ULEAE TENI1915 AU NN
ansaosungldannanedaseiiiedeiiwadlasu Taun anudsmeannsududs aannsasamdntus
melunazsev 9 Wwad dsansnvhanederuaduaglasiaiieniely iieadgaduaiuauysal (Wang et al,,
2025) aranaieaannisgydetlufunounisiuidmalilusiuasdotusadiisuuadasad guyde
ns¥auAmNURR (Karan et al, 2025) MsiAneendindu seninnisiivinweonailiiAneyyadasedwinane
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TUsAuLaznIninnasndananenuiiinveswad (Haindl et al, 2020) uonannd qmﬂqﬁummm%ﬂumﬂﬁu
SnwndiunumaAgyReaNEdYTIoTad wnanmelivnzauavissnsidonaatsveadld (Musi et al., 2026)
imﬁw’%mmmiﬂﬂﬁaaLszjaa“laiLﬁsmwa%v‘iﬂﬁwaéqm@ammﬁ%ﬁmLﬁ'wﬁu (Cruz et al., 2025)

91n91398v0e Shin et al. (2023) las1eauwinnisidaistosiunisidenuds soy peptone 531U trehalose
waz maltodextrin au1sauntaaead L. plantarum Méan3nd esSsuiiisuiunisld sucrose wag sorbitol
WonaN uITeres Wang et al. (2021) ) I sneauinarsdesiuwaduinluianalug (macromolecular
cryoprotectants) @1150AIEATNLUATILTE Loct/p antibacillus plantarum AR113 la#An31 trehalose fduans
Jostuwadudaluanain mawmwmmuaamaaaﬂuwamﬁmaaawmimﬂulamimimaﬂahmLﬁju IMO
anunsateswadlafninaisluanaidn trehalose (Figure 4) agslsfinu FOS liinanmsundeswadladfvindu IMO
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