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Compulsory REVISION comments

Minor REVISION comments

The name and the affiliation of the authors are missing. All the corrections / modifications suggested by the reviewer has been done
Line 30-31: the sentence ,,the bread we consume....,, is not very clear and must be
corrected.

Line 36: the following references may be added: Microencapsulation of Baker’s Yeast in
Gellan Gum Beads Used in Repeated Cycles of Glucose Fermentation, International
Journal of Polymer Science, Volume 2017, Article ID 7610420;Physico-chemical
characteristics and fermentative activity of the hydrogel particles based on polysaccharides
mixture with yeast cells immobilized, obtained by ionotropic gelation, Food and Bioproducts
Processing, Volume 104, 2017, Pages 104-123; Encapsulation of Saccharomyces
cerevisiae in hydrogel particles based gellan ionically cross-linked with zinc acetate,
Powder Technology, Volume 325, 2018, Pages 476-489.

Line 84: pH 10

Table 2: the caption of this table is not correct. | propose the following caption: pH variation
as a function of time at 26C

Line 157-158: the authors state that ,,the CO, output for valine active dry yeast and pasha
instant active dry yeast were too low as compared to other five samples,,. However, the
authors have not perform such type of analysis. How they arrived at this conclusion?!

Optional/General comments
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