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Introduction

- Wet wipes contribute to aquatic pollution, even when
labelled as ‘biodegradable’ and plant-based (e.g.
cellulose).
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« Lack of universal biodegradability standards = misleading
product claims.
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Degradation behaviour in rivers remains unknown.
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« Cellulose biodegradation in rivers is shaped by microbes
and their environmental conditions - evidenced for leaf
litter and cotton strip bioassays.

Cellulose textile biodegradation can be measured using tensile strength loss (% per day).
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- Wet wipe biodegradation sensitive to stream Additionally, need to:
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