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INTRODUCTION & AIM

The apple juice industry worldwide generates millions of tons of bagasse as a by-product. The valorization of bagasse as a source of extract rich in
phenolic compounds with antioxidant and anti-inflammatory properties has been studied using sustainable technologies such as ultrasound-assisted
extraction (UAE), high-pressure processing (HPP), and encapsulation for their protection.

The aim of this study was to evaluate the characteristics of encapsulated of phenolic compounds (TPC) obtained from bagasse of two different
apple varieties, Golden Delicious (GD) and Granny Smith (GS) using sustainable technologies (HPP and UAE), and three different encapsulation
materials, maltodextrin (MD), arabic gum (GA), or a mix of MD-GA (1:1.5).
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RESULTS & DISCUSSION
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CONCLUSION

Very high encapsulation yields were found with the three encapsulation materials, maltodextrin-MD, Arabic-gum-GA, and mix of MD-GA (1:1.5) and with the two
bagasse studied, one from Golden Delicious (GD) and other from Granny Smith (GS) apples. The highest efficiency and efficacy of encapsulation of phenolic
compounds were achieved with TPC-extract of Granny-Smith bagasse encapsulated with Arabic gum (GA). The highest TPC bioccessibility were found in the
maltodextrin (MD) encapsulated. The characteristics of the encapsulated studied depended on the bagasse (apple variety) from which the TPC extract was
obtained and the type of encapsulation material.
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