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IntroductIon
Microdebris, which is typically comprised of microplastics 

and other anthropogenic particles <5 mm in diameter, is a 
pervasive pollutant of growing global concern, particularly in 
shellfish (e.g., Rochman et al. 2015, Littman et al. 2020, Alfred 
et al. 2022). Microplastics are often the major component of 
microdebris and may be directly produced for use in products 
such as abrasive cleaners or derived from degradation of larger 
particles (Browne et al. 2009). Microdebris enters freshwater 
and marine environments through wastewater and terrestrial 
run—off, posing a risk to aquatic species (Browne et al. 2009, 
Tang et al. 2021). Filter and suspension feeders, such as bi-
valves, may be at particular risk of microdebris ingestion as they 
uptake particulate matter in the water column (Guzzetti et al. 
2018, Thomas et al. 2020). Microdebris alone can have direct 
effects on bivalves by altering filtration, reproduction, immune 
response, and mortality, as well as indirect impacts on associ-
ated benthic communities and ecological services (von Moos et 
al. 2012, Sussarellu et al. 2016, Green et al 2017, Thomas et al. 
2020). Microdebris ingested by bivalves also has the potential 
to convey contaminants as either leachates or associates that af-
fect physiological processes and immune function (e.g., Sendra 
et al. 2021). Furthermore, some microdebris in bivalves may 
bioaccumulate to higher trophic levels, including through hu-
man consumption (e.g., Van Cauwenberghe and Janssen 2014). 
These factors make bivalves an important candidate species for 
biomonitoring of microdebris in aquatic environments (Gon-
calves et al. 2019, Littman et al. 2020).

To better understand the direct and indirect effects of micro-
debris on bivalves and assess the effectiveness of these species 
as bioindicators of microdebris pollution, it is important to first 
understand their respective uptake, ingestion, and expulsion 
of microdebris. Upon uptake, bivalves selectively eject particles 
as pseudofeces or transport them to the mouth for ingestion 
followed by excretion as feces (Craig et al. 2022). Pseudofeces 
and feces, collectively known as biodeposits, can be visually dis-
criminated, allowing for study of particle selection (Fila et al. 
2001, Dalrymple and Carmichael 2015). To date, most studies 
of microdebris (often generically referred to as microplastics) 
in bivalves have examined whole tissues without examining 

biodeposits, yielding information only on microdebris uptake 
but not expulsion or ingestion (Li et al. 2021). These studies, 
therefore, are limited in assessing important factors such as the 
duration that bivalves are exposed to microdebris, the mecha-
nisms of microdebris retention, and the potential for bioaccu-
mulation and trophic transfer. 

In this study, we quantified microdebris in the biodeposits 
of the Eastern oyster (Crassostrea virginica), an ecologically im-
portant and commercially harvested species that is distributed 
from the Gulf of St. Lawrence in eastern Canada to the Gulf 
of Mexico (GOM) in the southeastern United States (Comeau 
et al. 2012). We determined the number and types (fibers, 
fragments, films) of microdebris particles in pseudofeces and 
in feces separately. We then compared particle number to oys-
ter shell height to determine if oyster size affected microdebris 
abundance in biodeposits and normalized data by particle type 
on a per oyster basis. Because harvest regulations for oysters are 
based on size, this information is important to understand how 
oysters of various sizes process or retain microdebris following 
uptake from the environment. Our results have implications 
for future microdebris biomonitoring and bioaccumulation 
studies and informing management regarding safe harvest of 
bivalve species.

MaterIals and Methods
Ten clusters of live, wild—stock C. virginica were hand—col-

lected from The Nature Conservancy (TNC) restored reef at 
Bayfront Park, Alabama, USA on 11 March 2020. The reef is 
located in about 1.0 ± 0.5 m deep water on the southwestern 
shore of the Mobile Bay estuary, a freshwater dominated system 
with among the highest freshwater discharge of watersheds in 
the USA (Alarcon et al. 2009, United States Census Bureau 
2019). Microplastics have been documented in sediments at 
various sites throughout Mobile Bay and adjacent coastal waters 
(Wessel et al. 2016), indicating the potential for microplastic 
exposure and uptake by shellfish in this system. The external 
surface of each oyster cluster was cleaned with filtered (0.2μm) 
reverse osmosis (RO) water and gentle rubbing by hand to re-
move mud, debris, and epibionts. To collect biodeposits, each 
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cluster (1 — 3 oysters per cluster, n = 18 total oysters; Table 
1) was immediately placed in a 2 L glass beaker of RO wa-
ter overnight (mean time = 17 hr 40 min ± 2 min) with an 
oxygen bubbler suspended ~6 cm above the oysters. Beakers 
were pre—cleaned in 10% hydrochloric acid for 24 h and thor-
oughly rinsed with RO water to remove microdebris particles 
before the addition of oysters. Following depuration, oysters 
were carefully removed from beakers, ensuring loose biodepos-
its settled to the bottom of the beaker. Shell height (longest 
length) of each oyster was measured to the nearest 0.1 mm 
using Vernier calipers. The RO water remaining in beakers 
was decanted to concentrate biodeposits in a final volume of 

~20 ml before gently decanting to 100 mm pre—cleaned glass 
petri dishes to quantify microdebris in biodeposits under a 
Discovery V12 stereoscope (Carl Zeiss Microscopy), equipped 
with an AxioCam imaging system. Pseudofeces and feces were 
distinguished visually according to established methods (Fila 
et al. 2001, Dalrymple and Carmichael 2015) and minimally 
manipulated with forceps to reveal microdebris among the bio-
deposits.

Microdebris particles were categorized by shape includ-
ing fibers, fragments, and films (Rochman et al. 2019, Wes-
sel 2019). Fibers were further categorized by color. Additional 
non—natural particles (colored glass, chips of unknown com-
position) were also counted but not included in subsequent 
analyses. We did not attempt to classify particles < 20 µm in 
the longest dimension. To test the relationship between micro-
debris counts in pseudofeces or feces and oyster size, we used 
linear regression to compare the total number of microdebris 
particles per sample to the mean shell height of oysters in the 
cluster contributing to each sample (Table 1). To standardize 
particle counts per oyster, we divided the total number of par-

ticles per sample from a given cluster by the total number of 
oysters in the cluster. We then compared microdebris particle 
counts by type between pseudofeces and feces by calculating 
the mean number of each particle type found per oyster. Sta-
tistical analyses were performed in StatPlus:mac Pro 8.0.4.0.

results
A total of 635 microdebris particles were found in biode-

posits from the 18 oysters (10 clusters) analyzed for this study, 
with 631 microdebris particles found loose or entangled in 
pseudofeces and 4 found embedded in fecal pellets. The quan-
tity of microdebris particles detected varied with oyster size, 
with smaller oysters having higher numbers of particles (Figure 
1A). The number of particles in pseudofeces decreased as shell 
height increased (y = —1.16x + 145.83, F

1,8
 = 6.19, p < 0.05, r2 

= 0.44). In contrast, the number of particles in feces did not 
vary continuously with shell height, and microdebris was only 
found in samples from clusters with mean shell height <70 mm 
and individual oysters sized <76 mm (Figure 1A, Table 1). 

The microdebris found in oyster biodeposits represented a 
variety of fibers, fragments, films, and other non—natural par-
ticles (Figure 2A). The majority (99%) of particles found were 
fibers (Figures 1B, C), including 4 distinct colors – blue, black, 
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TABLE 1. The number of oysters and the mean and range of shell 
height comprising the 10 natural oyster clusters sampled for this 
study. Standard error is reported for the single cluster with >2 oysters.

 Number Shell height (mm)
Cluster of oysters Mean Range

1 1 66.5 —
2 3 92.6 ± 10.9 77.0 — 113.6
3 2 67.3 46.5 — 88.1
4 2 93.0 83.9 — 102.1
5 2 58.7 47.7 — 69.7
6 1 86.6 —
7 2 53.9 32.7 — 75.1
8 1 80.4 —
9 2 55.7 52.5 — 58.9
10 2 57.8 51.2 — 64.3

FIGURE 1. Microdebris particles in pseudofeces and feces in Eastern 
oysters collected in Alabama. A. Number of particles compared to mean 
shell height per sample. Black arrows indicate feces samples in which mi-
crodebris was found. B. Mean (± se) number of microdebris particles of 
each type detected per oyster in pseudofeces. C. Mean (± se) number of 
microdebris particles of each type detected per oyster in feces. 
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red, and clear (Figure 2). All microdebris types and colors were 
present in pseudofeces (Figures 2B, C), while only blue and 
black fibers were found in feces (Figures 1B, C; Figures 2D, E). 
Black fibers made up the highest percentage of fibers in pseu-
dofeces and feces combined (42%), followed by blue (33%), red 
(19%), and clear (6%). Overall, the mean number of microd-
ebris particles per oyster was 40.1 ± 6.9 in pseudofeces and 0.4 
± 0.2 in feces, and the mean number of the dominant microd-
ebris type, black fibers, per oyster was 16.53 ± 2.82 in pseudofe-
ces and 0.20 ± 0.11 in feces. In addition to microdebris fiber, 
filamentous algae, a natural food source that appears similar 
to fibers, was also seen in both pseudofeces and feces (Figures 
2C and 2F, respectively).

dIscussIon
We detected a variety of microdebris particles in biodepos-

its from C. virginica collected in coastal Alabama waters in 
the northern GOM, a region with documented microdebris 
in estuarine, coastal, and open water habitats (Wessel et al. 
2016, Lestrade and Hernandez 2023). The number and type 
of particles detected per oyster was 1 to 2 orders of magnitude 
higher in pseudofeces than feces, indicating that oysters selec-

tively rejected the majority of microdebris particles. The detec-
tion of only fibers in feces suggests that, at least within the size 
range considered for this study, oysters may primarily ingest 
this form of microdebris, but further study using larger sample 
sizes is warranted. Our results align with previous studies that 
found selective rejection of microplastics in oysters and mus-
sels (Graham et al. 2019, Ward et al. 2019a, Choi et al. 2022, 
Mladinich et al. 2022), with larger particles more likely to be 
rejected as pseudofeces at least partly due to size constraints of 
the mouth (Graham et al. 2019, Ward et al. 2019a, Ward et al. 
2019b, Choi et al. 2022, Mladinich et al. 2022). 

Similarly, microplastic shape has been shown to affect in-
gestion, with fibers accounting for the majority of microplas-
tics found in both bivalve tissues and biodeposits (Craig et 
al. 2022, Wootton et al. 2022). Fibers are the most prevalent 
type of microplastics in the environment, making up 91% of 
microplastics found in surface waters globally (Barrows et al. 
2018), and in a previous study microplastics were documented 
as the dominant form of microdebris in northern GOM wa-
ters (Lestrade and Hernandez 2023). Hence, the high uptake 
of fibers by oysters in this study and others may simply be due 
to their greater availability. The long and narrow aspect ratio 
of fibers, however, may make them easier to ingest through the 
mouth (Ward et al. 2019b, Craig et al. 2022). It has been sug-
gested that smaller fibers (<500 µm), in particular, may mimic 
phytoplankton food sources, making them more likely to be 
ingested than rejected as pseudofeces (Graham et al. 2019, 
Ward et al. 2019b). Of note, in this study we documented 
microdebris fibers >500 µm long, resembling filamentous mi-
croalgae, embedded in feces, confirming ingestion of larger 
microdebris and supporting the latter potential mechanism 
of selective uptake for fibers. These findings may be conser-
vative if some particles became dislodged from feces during 
deposition or handling. Further study of microdebris types in 
biodeposits and their occurrence relative to rates of feces and 
pseudofeces production could help better define the mecha-
nisms ultimately driving ejection versus ingestion.

While microdebris properties influence particle ejection 
versus ingestion, overall size of bivalves may also affect in-
teractions with microdebris. We detected fewer microdebris 
particles in the biodeposits (particularly pseudofeces) of larger 
oysters, and the lack of a relationship between shell height and 
particle content in feces was likely due to the overall small 
number of particles found in feces. Microplastic expulsion ef-
ficiency in C. virginica has been shown to increase with shell 
height (Craig et al. 2022); therefore, we may expect less over-
all retention of microdebris in larger oysters, a finding which 
seems to be supported by our data. In contrast, a study on 
Indian oysters (Magallana bilineata) found that microplastic 
abundance and concentration in tissues increased with oys-
ter size (Patterson et al. 2019). Larger—sized bivalves may also 
preferentially retain smaller sized microdebris (<20 µm; Van 
Cauwenberghe and Janssen 2014), a finding not tested in our 
study. The complexity of these findings suggests that in addi-
tion to oyster size, other location— or species—specific factors 
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FIGURE 2. Examples of microdebris in oyster biodeposits. A. A typical 
sample of primarily pseudofeces with multiple particles. B. Black fibers in 
pseudofeces. C. Red fibers in pseudofeces. Black arrow indicates filamen-
tous algae D. Blue fibers embedded in feces. E. Black fibers embedded in 
feces. F. Filamentous algae in feces (black arrow).



Hieb et al.

SC38

may affect microdebris uptake and retention. 
Our study highlights the value of examining biodeposits 

(rather than tissue alone) for understanding the uptake and 
retention of microdebris in bivalves. Studies that focus only on 
whole tissues do not yield information on microdebris types 
and quantities that may be ingested, and therefore retained 
longer as part of the body—burden of microdebris in oysters 
or other bivalves, including the potential for bioaccumulation 
and movement through or up food webs. Many of the stud-
ies that have examined the fate of microdebris, particularly 
microplastics, in bivalves have found the mollusks are effec-
tive at eliminating most microplastics whether selectively in 
pseudofeces or ultimately in feces, when given sufficient time 
to depurate (Woods et al. 2018, Graham et al. 2019, Craig et 
al. 2022, Liu et al. 2023). Ingested microdebris has increased 
potential to translocate to other organs or leach hazardous sub-

stances that are derived from or absorbed to them (Sendra et 
al. 2021), and our finding of microdebris embedded in oyster 
feces indicates some potential for this type of contaminant re-
tention and trophic transfer. Pseudofeces are expelled more 
quickly than feces without passing through the digestive tract, 
potentially reducing the time that bivalves are exposed to mi-
crodebris and reducing potential for negative effects to them or 
their consumers (Mladinich et al. 2022). Our findings further 
indicate that variation in microdebris ingestion and retention 
may be influenced by a combination of oyster and particle size 
and type, meriting additional study. While our study focused 
on C. virginica, our methods could be broadly used among bi-
valve species (and coupled to advanced particle identification 
techniques) to inform microdebris biomonitoring, effects on 
bivalve physiology, and future research and management ap-
plications for seafood safety.

lIterature cIted

acKnoWledgMents
We thank C. Wessel for assistance with microdebris identification and The Nature Conservancy Alabama, including 

J. Haner, K. Balzer, and staff for assistance sampling oysters.

Alacorn, V.J., W. McAnally, J. Diaz—Ramirez, J. Martin, and J. 
Cartwright. 2009. A hydrological model of the Mobile River 
watershed, southeastern USA. In: T.E. Simos and G. Marou-
lis, eds. Computational Methods in Science and Engineer-
ing, Advances in Computational Science, Vol. 2. American 
Institute of Physics, Melville, NY, USA, p. 641—645.

Alfred, S., M. Ram, R. Lakenarine, D. Hemraj, and G. Maha-
raj. 2022. Occurrence and characteristics of microdebris in 
commercial fish species of Guyana, South America. Marine 
Pollution Bulletin 182:114021. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
marpolbul.2022.114021

Barrows, A.P.W., S.E. Cathey, and C.W. Petersen. 2018. Marine 
environment microfiber contamination: Global patterns 
and the diversity of microparticle origins. Environmental 
Pollution 237:275—284. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.en-
vpol.2018.02.06.

Browne, M.A., T. Galloway, and R. Thompson. 2009. Micro-
plastic—an emerging contaminant of potential concern? 
Integrated Environmental Assessment and Management 
3:559—561. https://doi.org/10.1002/ieam.5630030412

Choi, H., D. Im, Y. Park, J. Lee, S. Yoon, and U. Hwang. 2022. 
Ingestion and egestion of polystyrene microplastic frag-
ments by the Pacific oyster, Crassostrea gigas. Environmen-
tal Pollution 307:119217. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.en-
vpol.2022.119217

Comeau, L.A., E. Mayrand, and A. Mallet. 2012. Winter quies-
cence and spring awakening of the Eastern oyster Crassostrea 
virginica at its northernmost distribution limit. Marine Bi-
ology 159:2269–2279. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00227—
012—2012—8

Craig, C.A., D.W. Fox, L. Zhai, and L.J. Walters. 2022. In—
situ microplastic egestion efficiency of the Eastern oyster 
Crassostrea virginica. Marine Pollution Bulletin 178:113653. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpolbul.2022.113653

Dalrymple, J.D. and R.H. Carmichael. 2015. Effects of age class 
on N removal capacity of oysters and implications for bio-
remediation. Marine Ecology Progress Series 528:205—220. 
https://doi.org/10.3354/meps11252

Fila, L., R.H. Carmichael, A. Shriver, and I. Valiela. 2001. 
Stable N isotopic signatures in bay scallop tissue, feces, 
and pseudofeces in Cape Cod estuaries subject to different 
N loads. Biological Bulletin 201:294 —296. https://doi.
org/10.2307/1543374

Graham, P., L. Palazzo, G.A. de Lucia, T.C. Telfer, M. Baroli, and 
S. Carboni. 2019. Microplastics uptake and egestion dynam-
ics in Pacific oysters, Magallana gigas (Thunberg, 1793), under 
controlled conditions. Environmental Pollution 252:742—
748. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envpol.2019.06.002

Green, D.S., B. Boots, N.E. O’Connor, and R. Thompson. 2017. 
Microplastics affect the ecological functioning of an impor-
tant biogenic habitat. Environmental Science & Technology 
51:68—77. https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.est.6b04496

Gonçalves, C., M. Martins, P. Sobral, P.M. Costa, and M.H. Cos-
ta. 2019. An assessment of the ability to ingest and excrete 
microplastics by filter—feeders: A case study with the Medi-
terranean mussel. Environmental Pollution 245:600—606. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envpol.2018.11.038

Guzzetti, E., A. Sureda, S. Tejada and C. Faggio. 2018. Micro-
plastic in marine organism: Environmental and toxicologi-
cal effects. Environmental Toxicology and Pharmacology 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpolbul.2022.114021
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpolbul.2022.114021


Microdebris in oyster biodeposits

SC39

64:164—171. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.etap.2018.10.009

Lestrade, O. and F. Hernandez. 2023. Microdebris abundance, 
distribution, and ingestion by Sargussum —associated juvenile 
fishes in the Gulf of Mexico. Gulf and Caribbean Research 
34:18—28. https://doi.org/10.18785/gcr.3401.05

Li, Q., C. Ma, Q. Zhang, and H. Shi. 2021. Microplastics in 
shellfish and implications for food safety. Current Opinion 
in Food Science 40:192—197. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
cofs.2021.04.17

Littman, R.A., E. Fiorenza, A. Wenger, K. Berry, J. van de Wa-
ter, L. Nguyen, S. Aung, D. Parker, D. Rader, C. Harvell, 
and J. Lamb. 2020. Coastal urbanization influences human 
pathogens and microdebris contamination in seafood. Sci-
ence of the Total Environment 736:139081. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2020.139081

Liu, Y., H. Shi, L. Chen, X. Teng, C. Xue, and Z. Li. 2023. An 
overview of microplastics in oysters: Analysis, hazards, 
and depuration. Food Chemistry 422:136153. https//doi.
org/10.1016/j.foodchem.2023.136153

Mladinich, K., B.A. Holohan, S.E. Shumway, K. Brown, and J.E. 
Ward. 2022. Determining the properties that govern selective 
ingestion and egestion of microplastics by the blue mussel 
(Mytilus edulis) and Eastern oyster (Crassostrea virginica). Envi-
ronmental Science & Technology 56:15770—15779. https://
doi.org/10.1021/acs.est.2c06402

Patterson, J., K. I. Jeyasanta, N. Sathish, A.M. Booth, and J.K. 
Patterson Edward. 2019. Profiling microplastics in the Indian 
edible oysters, Magallana bilineata collected from the Tuticorn 
coast, Gulf of Mannar, Southeastern India. Science of the To-
tal Environment 691:727—735. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
scitotenv.2019.07.063

Rochman, C.M., A. Tahir, S.L. Williams, D.V. Baxa, R. Lam, 
J.T. Miller, F.C. Teh, S. Werorilangi, and S.J. Teh. 2015. An-
thropogenic debris in seafood: Plastic debris and fibers from 
textiles in fish and bivalves sold for human consumption. Sci-
entific Reports 5:14340. https://doi.org/10.1038/srep14340 

Rochman, C.M., C. Brookson, J. Bikker, N. Djuric, A. Earn, K. 
Bucci, S. Athey, A. Huntington, H. McIlwraith, K. Munno, 
and H. De Frond. 2019. Rethinking microplastics as a diverse 
contaminant suite. Environmental Toxicology and Chemistry 
38:703—711. https://doi.org/10.1002/etc.4371

Sendra, M., E. Sparaventi, B. Novoa, and A. Figueras. 2021. An 
overview of the internalization and effects of microplastics and 
nanoplastics as pollutants of emerging concern in bivalves. 
Science of the Total Environment 753:142024. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2020.142024

Sussarellu, R., M. Suquet, Y. Thomas, C. Lambert, C. Fabioux, 
M.E.J. Pernet, N. Le Goïc, V. Quillien, C. Mingant, Y. Epel-
boin, C. Corporeau, J. Guyomarch, J. Robbens, I. Paul—Pont, 
P. Soudant, and A. Huvet. 2016. Oyster reproduction is affect-
ed by exposure to polystyrene microplastics. Proceedings of 
the National Academy of Sciences 113:2430—2435. https://
doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1519019113

Tang, Y., Y. Liu, Y. Chen, W. Zhang, J. Zhao, S. He, C. Yang, 
T. Zhang, C. Tang, C. Zhang, and Z. Yang. 2021. A review: 
Research progress on microplastic pollutants in aquatic en-
vironments. Science of The Total Environment 766:142572. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2020.142572

Thomas, M., J. Barry, C. Stenton, R. Edward, R. Hicks, J. Big-
nell, D.A. Vethaak, L.A. Heather, and M. Sanders. 2020. 
The world is your oyster: Low—dose, long—term microplastic 
exposure of juvenile oysters. Heliyon 6:e03103. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.heliyon.2019.e03103

United States Census Bureau. 2019. Flows of the largest U.S. riv-
ers—length, discharge, and drainage area. https://allcountries.
org/uscensus/386_flows_of_largest_u_s_rivers.html. (viewed 
on 12/20/2023)

Van Cauwenberghe, L. and C. Janssen. 2014. Microplastics in 
bivalves cultured for human consumption. Environmental 
Pollution 193:65—70. https://www.doi.org/10.1016/j.en-
vpol.2014.06.010

von Moos, N., P. Burkhardt—Holm, and A. Köhler. 2012. Uptake 
and effects of microplastics on cells and tissue of the blue 
mussel Mytilus edulis L. after an experimental exposure. Envi-
ronmental Science & Technology 46:11327—11335. https://
www.doi.org/10.1021/es302332w

Ward, J.E., S. Zhao, B.A. Holohan, K.M. Mladinich, T.W. Griffin, 
J. Wozniak, and S.E. Shumway. 2019a. Selective ingestion and 
egestion of plastic particles by the blue mussel (Mytilus edulis) 
and Eastern oyster (Crassostrea virginica): Implications for using 
bivalves as bioindicators of microplastic pollution. Environ-
mental Science & Technology 53:8776—8784. https://www.
doi.org/10.1021/acs.est.9b02073

Ward, J.E., M. Rosa, and S.E. Shumway. 2019b. Capture, inges-
tion, and egestion of microplastics by suspension—feeding 
bivalves: A 40—year history. Anthropocene Coasts 2:39—49. 
https://doi.org/10.1139/anc—2018—0027

Wessel, C.C. 2019. Marine Debris in the Northern Gulf of Mexi-
co. Ph.D. dissertation. University of South Alabama, Mobile, 
AL, USA, 127 p. 

Wessel, C.C., G.R. Lockridge, D. Battiste, and J. Cebrian. 2016. 
Abundance and characteristics of microplastics in beach sedi-
ments: Insights into microplastic accumulation in northern 
Gulf of Mexico estuaries. Marine Pollution Bulletin 109:178—
183. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpolbul.2016.06.002

Woods, M.N., M.E. Stack, D.M. Fields, S.D. Shaw, and P.A. Ma-
trai. 2018. Microplastic fiber uptake, ingestion, and egestion 
rates in the blue mussel (Mytilus edulis). Marine Pollution 
Bulletin 137:638—645. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol-
bul.2018.10.061

Wootton, N., K. Sarakinis, R. Varea, P. Reis—Santos, and B.M. 
Gillanders. 2022. Microplastics in oysters: A review of 
global trends and comparison to southern Australia. Che-
mosphere 307:136065. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chemo-
sphere.2022.136065

https://allcountries.org/uscensus/386_flows_of_largest_u_s_rivers.html
https://allcountries.org/uscensus/386_flows_of_largest_u_s_rivers.html

	journal Volume 34 GCR cover--2023
	Hieb et al. final.pdf



