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A number of recent state, federal, and international actions aim
to ban or limit the use of plastic microbeads in personal care products.
Many companies have already committed to switching to alternate ingredients.
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Sources of aquatic microplastic pollution include microbeads used in personal care products such as tacial scrubs and toothpastes, pellets
(called nurdles) used as precursors for industrial products, plastic fibers derived from washing clothes made with synthetic materials, and WWTP EFFLUENT
fragments of larger plastic items. Motivated by recent state and federal efforts to ban microbeads in personal care products, the Regional
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