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INTRODUCTION & AIM

Plastic pollution is a major threat to marine ecosystems, where millions of tons of waste accumulate each year’. Conventional polymers like polyethylene terephthalate
(PET) persist for decades, while biodegradable alternatives such as poly(butylene succinate-co-adipate) (PBSA) and poly(3-hydroxybutyrate-co-3-hydroxyvalerate)
(PHBV) offer potential for marine degradation?. However, environmental factors such as temperature, salinity, microbial activity, and hydrodynamics strongly influence
degradation rates, limiting the relevance of laboratory tests. To bridge this gap, this study assesses the long-term degradation of PBSA, PHBV, a 70% PBSA-30% PHBV
blend (70A-30V), and PET under real marine conditions in the Port of Calpe (Spain), providing comparative insight into their environmental performance.
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does not necessarily result in visible degradation for highly stable plastics.
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