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of the lifetime of unsmoked
cellulose diacetate and paper cigarette filters in the
coastal ocean†

Collin P. Ward, *a Christopher M. Reddy a and Bryan D. James *ab
Environmental signicance

Cigarette lters (CFs) are ubiquitous in coastal regions and thus are the
focus of policies aimed at curbing CF pollution. However, the lifetimes of
current-use cellulose diacetate (CDA) and proposed alternative paper CFs
have not been explored in depth. Herein, we report that unsmoked CDA
and paper CFs are biodegradable and their lifetime in the coastal ocean is
similar, raising questions about the effectiveness of proposed policies.
Moreover, a comparison of economic and environmental metrics reveals
that switching from CDA to paper CFs could yield substantial costs related
to the freshwater footprint of manufacturing, while garnering marginal
savings related to greenhouse gas emissions. These ndings highlight the
need for diverse stakeholder groups to better understand the fate and
impacts of CFs on coastal ecosystems.
Cigarette filters (CFs) are the most littered items on the planet, but

their fate in the coastal ocean is unknown. The results of this study

demonstrate that unsmoked cellulose diacetate and proposed

replacement paper CFs have similar lifetimes, suggesting that policy

aimed at transitioning to paper filters is unlikely to reduce CF pollution

in coastal areas. Three alternative paths to curb CF pollution are dis-

cussed, focusing on research, infrastructure, and education.

Introduction

Single-use plastics are major sources of plastic pollution with
negative impacts on ecosystem and human health. Given the
concerns with this emerging pollutant across diverse stake-
holder groups, governmental agencies and legislators are
seeking solutions to minimize the use and leakage of single-use
plastics. For example, the United States National Oceanic
Atmospheric Administration's (NOAA) Marine Debris Program,
the 2019 no. 904 European Union Directive, and the in-
negotiations UN Treaty on Plastic Pollution all aim to reduce
the impacts of frequently leaked single-use plastic products,
including beverage bottles, service ware, textiles, shing gear,
and cigarette lters (CFs).1–3

Today, practically every cigarette sold is single-use and has
a lter.4 CFs have been made from a wide range of materials,
including cellulose diacetate (CDA), paper, polylactic acid (PLA),
polypropylene (PP), and viscose.5–8 However, about 98% of CFs
are made from CDA.9 Since the 1950s, this material has been
preferred by smokers and the tobacco industry due to its
performance properties, including, for example, pressure drop,
tip rmness, and selective ltration for managing taste.10,11

An estimated ve to six trillion cigarettes are smoked each
year. Approximately 50% of smoked cigarettes are improperly
ochemistry, Woods Hole Oceanographic
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disposed of in the environment, making CFs the most widely
littered item on the planet.12 Routinely, global litter clean-up
surveys conducted over several decades in coastal and urban
areas report that CFs were the most abundant item recovered,
comprising nearly one in ve pieces of litter.13 According to
directive 2019 no. 904,1 CFs are the second most found single-use
plastic item on surveys of EU beaches. Given that about 20% of
the global population smokes regularly, and the population is
increasing faster than the decline in smoking rates,14 it is expected
that CFs will remain the most littered item for the foreseeable
future. Therefore, identifying strategies to understand the fate of
CFs in the environment and minimize such litter is critical.

The fate of CFs in the environment is poorly constrained,
particularly in coastal ecosystems. To date, nearly all studies
focused on the fate of CFs have been conducted in terrestrial,
composting, or landll conditions,15–23 with all reporting signs
of degradation on varying timelines. For example, one study
showed progressive degradation in terrestrial ecosystems of up
to 80% mass loss over ve years.15 While substantial degrada-
tion was measured, the degradation rates varied across terres-
trial ecosystems (e.g., grassland vs. desert) and nitrogen
availability.15 Despite calls for an improved understanding of CF
degradation in marine systems,24 no study has estimated the
lifetime of CFs in the coastal ocean.
Environ. Sci.: Adv.
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Grey literature estimates are highly uncertain, with some
reports suggesting that CFs could persist for up to a decade25,26

and others suggesting that CFs are non-biodegradable and thus
persist forever.27,28 In contrast, recent peer-reviewed research
demonstrated that the CDA-based bers comprising CFs biode-
grade on timelines of months in the coastal ocean,29 implying that
CFs may not persist in the coastal ocean. However, during the
manufacture of cigarettes, many processing steps modify and
assemble CDA-based bers into CFs, which has unknown conse-
quences for degradation rates. The lifetime of CFs in the coastal
ocean thus remains a knowledge gap, and until it is resolved,
policies will continue to be decided with incomplete data.

In addition to transitioning away from single-use plastics
that are frequently mismanaged, the NOAA Marine Debris
Program, EU Directive, and UN Treaty propose the adoption of
alternative materials that are biodegradable, cost-effective, and
more sustainable.1–3 This aim is expected to lead to an increase
in the use and littering of paper CFs globally. However, no study
has compared economic and environmental metrics to evaluate
the best material to manufacture CFs and guide the design of
functional and sustainable CFs. For example, it is unknown how
switching from CDA to paper lters impacts the costs to
consumers, the amount of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions
and freshwater required to manufacture lters, and the amount
of litter in coastal ecosystems.

This initial study addressed two critical knowledge gaps
related to the persistence and sustainability of unsmoked CDA
and paper CFs. First, unsmoked CDA and paper CFs were
incubated in a ow-through seawater mesocosm over six
months to determine the rst estimates of their lifetime in the
coastal ocean. Presumably unsmoked CFs represent the short-
est lifetimes for CFs, thus evaluating them constrains the lower
limit for their persistence in the coastal ocean. Second, the rst
comparison of multiple economic and environmental metrics
for CDA and paper CFs was conducted. Collectively, these
ndings contribute to the discussion on the potential effec-
tiveness of policy aimed at curbing CF pollution and offer
alternative strategies that may prove more tractable.
Materials and methods
Materials

The CFs used in this study included a CDA and paper CF provided
by Eastman (labeled CDA 1 and Paper 1, respectively) and three
other CFs (one CDA and two paper) cut from three different
cigarette brands labeled (CDA 2, Paper 2, and Paper 3,
respectively). CDA 1 and Paper 1 included plug wrap, while CDA 2,
Paper 2, and Paper 3 included a complete wrapper of plug wrap,
tipping paper, and adhesive (Fig. S1†). The CDA lters utilized 3.6
denier per lament (dpf), 31 000 total denier, and Y cross-section
acetate tow. The lters cut from cigarettes had comparable
lengths, circumferences, and pressure drops (Table S1†).
Continuous ow natural seawater mesocosm

Experiments were conducted at the Environmental Systems
Laboratory (ESL) at the Woods Hole Oceanographic Institution.
Environ. Sci.: Adv.
The mesocosm system included a 380 L aquaria tank supplied
with a continuous ow of seawater by a head tank.30 Martha's
Vineyard Sound (41° 310 52.000 N, 70° 380 36.600 W) seawater was
pumped to the ESL, tempered to 20 °C, collected in a head tank,
and owed to the aquaria tank with an average ow rate of 190 L
h−1, yielding a residence time of ∼120 minutes. Details of the
seawater pumping, ltering, and temperature tempering system
have been described previously.30

Sample geometry

All CFs were cut to a length of ∼25.4 mm pieces. Before
placement in the mesocosm tank, all CFs were massed using
a Mettler Toledo AG245 analytical balance (readability of
0.1 mg; repeatability of 0.1 mg). The same analytical balance
was used for the entirety of the time series. The geometric
dimensions (length and diameter) of each CF were measured
with digital calipers (Mitutoyo CD-600 ASX; uncertainty of 0.02
mm, resolution of 0.01 mm). The pertinent properties of the
CFs (mass, diameter, length, and density) are included in
Table S1.†

Sample collection for mass loss measurements

The CFs were threaded onto a shing line with glass beads
between each lter. The glass beads separated the CFs and
ensured the lines were negatively buoyant. The lines were
anchored to the mesocosm tank, suspending the CFs ∼5 cm from
the bottom of the tank (Fig. S2†). The mass loss experiment was
conducted from June 29, 2022, to January 4, 2023. Throughout this
period, lines were collected at designated time points. The CFs
were removed, photographed, and placed into pre-weighed 2.5 mL
polypropylene microcentrifuge tubes lled with Milli-Q water and
incubated for ∼30 minutes. On occasion, during collection from
the tank, a few paper CFs detached from the shing line and fell to
the bottom of the tank. These paper CFs could not be retrieved
without unraveling, so these samples were not included in the
study. Aer the incubation, samples and tubes were lightly rinsed
with Milli-Q water to remove detritus. Then, samples, in their
respective uncapped tubes, were placed open to dry at 60 °C for
48 h in an IsoTemp 637G oven (Fisher Scientic). Samples in their
tubes were then removed from the oven, closed, allowed to return
to room temperature, and massed.

Mass loss measurements

Each sample at each time point was evaluated for mass loss in
triplicate unless otherwise noted (Table S2†). Mass loss was
calculated as the relative mass loss (%) being the difference
between the initial mass of the sample (m0) and the mass of the
sample (mt) at the time point (t) normalized to the initial mass
of the sample (eqn (1)). The relative mass loss of each replicate
at each time point for each article type is included in Table S3.†
Measurements in the continuous ow natural seawater meso-
cosm have been shown to be reproducible and repeatable over
multiple years and seasons.31

Mass lossð%Þ ¼ m0 �mt

m0

ð100%Þ (1)
© 2025 The Author(s). Published by the Royal Society of Chemistry
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Fig. 1 Representative photographs of each CF initially and after 1, 3, and 6 months in a flow-through seawater mesocosm.
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Mass loss is a reasonable measure for the degradation of CDA
materials because it is well-established that these materials
biodegrade to CO2 in the coastal ocean.29 Additionally, because
surface area-to-volume ratio (SA/V) controls the rate of biodegra-
dation, if any mass loss were attributed to physical disintegration
(fragmentation),31 this would only increase the fragments' mass
loss rate (eqn (2)). Samples in our system experienced negligible
mechanical deformation and abrasion, and were without irradi-
ation; the low ow rates were unable to deect hanging samples
(average ow velocity: ∼0.3 mm s−1), indicating a very low shear
rate; and the use of seawater ltered to particulate less than 200
mm in combination with low ow rates presumablyminimizes any
abrasive removal of material. Previous experiments have deter-
mined that no mass loss occurred in sterilized controls.32
Surface erosion model

The relativemass loss data (Table S3†) wast to a phenomenological

surface erosion model (eqn (2)) in which
vm
vt

is the change in mass

with time, m is the instantaneous mass, kd is the specic surface
degradation rate, As is the surface area, and V is the volume.30,33

vm

vt
¼ �mkd

As

V
(2)

Eqn (2) was solved for a cylinder of initial length l0 and initial
radius r0, yielding eqn (3).

Mass lossð%Þ ¼ 100%

 
1� ðl0 � 2kdtÞðr0 � kdtÞ2

l0r02

!
(3)

For the mass loss measurements in our continuous ow-
through seawater mesocosm, kd was considered the apparent
© 2025 The Author(s). Published by the Royal Society of Chemistry
surface erosion rate of the CF due to biodegradation processes.
The data sets were t to eqn (3) using nonlinear least-squares
regression aer an outlier (ROUT) removal step with a coeffi-
cient Q of 1% to clean the data of any outlying points. Identied
outliers are indicated in bold in Tables S2 and S3.† All ts had
R2 > 0.90. All regressions were performed in GraphPad Prism
10.1.0 (264).

Projected environmental lifetimes (tL) were calculated using
eqn (4), which was determined from the roots of 1 minus eqn
(3), representing the remaining mass of the CF.

tL ¼ r0

kd
(4)

Sustainability metrics

Material property data was used to calculate sustainability
metrics for material efficiency (mass), material cost efficiency,
GHG emissions, water usage, and environmental lifetime.
Metrics for material cost efficiency, GHG emissions, and water
usage were calculated by multiplying the mass of the CF by the
specic price, specic GHG emissions, and specic water usage
of the CF material. Data was collated from literature sources11,34

for material properties not measured in this study (Table S4†).
Results and discussion
Mesocosm incubations and lifetimes

Visual inspection of the CFs throughout the incubation in the
ow-through mesocosm revealed similarities and differences
between the paper and CDA lters. All CFs experienced
biofouling within the rst month, and the extent visually
increased over time (Fig. 1). This timeline is consistent with
other paper and plastic articles studied with the same
Environ. Sci.: Adv.
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experimental system (e.g., lms,29,31,32 foams,29,31,32 fabrics,29,32,35

straws30). The tipping paper immediately unraveled from the
paper CFs, but it took slightly over a month to do so for the CDA
CFs. This difference is likely attributed to different adhesives for
bonding and sealing the tipping paper and plug wrap to paper
and CDA CFs.36 The tipping paper, plug wrap, and adhesives
accounted for ∼26–28% of the mass of the CFs (Table S1†). The
released tipping paper accumulated at the bottom of the mes-
ocosm tank and was visually observed to degrade as well
(Fig. S2†). All lters lost their plug wrap and tipping paper by
two months (Fig. 2A), which was reected by the mass loss
between the one- and two-month time points approaching or
exceeding themass of those components (Table S1†). The extent
of swelling was more prominent for the paper CFs, an obser-
vation likely attributed to differences in construction. Paper CFs
are rolled bundles of crimped tissue paper, whereas CDA CFs
are crimped bundles of CDA bers fused by triacetin,37,38

forming an open porous network (Fig. S3†).
Absolute mass loss (in mg) was calculated monthly

throughout the six-month incubation and revealed that the
paper CFs had a faster mass loss rate than CDA CFs (Fig. 2A).
The paper CFs lost, on average, between 129.3 and 151.0 mg of
Fig. 2 (A) Absolute mass loss (in mg) and (B) relative mass loss (%) of
the paper (brown) and CDA (green) CFs in the flow-through meso-
cosm throughout the six-month experiment. Data are presented as
the mean ± standard deviation. In some cases, error bars are smaller
than the symbol. Values and replication are presented in Tables S2 and
S3.†

Environ. Sci.: Adv.
mass over six months. Meanwhile, on average, the CDA CFs lost
between 69.4 and 89.2 mg of mass. The observation that paper
has a faster mass loss rate than CDA is consistent with previous
studies comparing paper and CDA drinking straws and lms.30,31

While absolute mass loss was faster for paper than CDA CFs,
relative mass loss (%) was similar between the two products,
resulting in similar projected lifetimes in the coastal ocean. The
paper CFs lost, on average, between 53.6 and 58.4% of their
mass, while the CDA CFs lost, on average, between 49.2 and
49.9% of their mass (Fig. 2B). The mass loss data was t to
a surface erosion model (eqn (3)), with R2 values ranging
between 0.90 and 0.95 for all the CFs (Fig. S4†).

The projected environmental lifetimes of the paper CFs
ranged between 1.4 and 1.6 years, while those of the CDA CFs
were 1.8 years (Fig. S4†). The ∼2-year projected lifetime in the
coastal ocean for CDA CFs is notably shorter than the decadal
timescale commonly reported by diverse stakeholders in the
grey literature.25,26 Moreover, these ndings strongly question
the accuracy of statements made in the peer-reviewed literature
and by non-governmental organizations that CFs are non-
biodegradable.27,28

The similar projected lifetimes between the paper and CDA
CFs, despite the faster degradation rates of the paper lters,
emphasize the need to consider a product's material properties
and functional performance when assessing environmental
lifetimes and designing for degradation. Paper CFs used ∼1.6-
fold greater material mass than CDA CFs to achieve their
intended performance (Table S1†), such as pressure drop (drag)
and ltration efficiency for taste proles.11

This nding is consistent with previous studies on the
degradation timelines of consumer drinking straws in the
coastal ocean.30 For example, paper straws had a ∼3-fold faster
degradation rate than polyhydroxyalkanoate (PHA) and CDA
straws. However, because of material and processing limita-
tions compared to PHA and CDA, the paper straws were 2-fold
thicker to achieve product performance.30 Consequently, all the
straws tested had similar degradation timelines.30 It is thus
critical to consider both material properties and product
morphology during design, thereby optimizing for degradation
without sacricing product performance.
Material selection using sustainability metrics

Sustainability metrics were calculated for economic and envi-
ronmental design considerations, revealing notable tradeoffs
when evaluating which material is optimal for CF construction
(Fig. 3). Specically, we considered the material mass, material
cost, freshwater usage, and GHG emissions required to produce
1000 paper and CDA CFs, as well as the environmental lifetime
of each CF in the coastal ocean. Two key ndings resulted from
this analysis.

First, freshwater usage is the most substantial difference
between paper and CDA CFs. Paper CFs may require ∼11-fold
more freshwater usage to manufacture compared to CDA CFs.
Water usage is an important design consideration because the
quantity and quality of freshwater resources are diminishing
globally,39,40 non-peer-reviewed studies estimate that the
© 2025 The Author(s). Published by the Royal Society of Chemistry
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Fig. 3 Comparison of performance, economic, and environmental sustainability metrics for paper (brown) and CDA (green) CF plugs. Metrics for
mass (kg), material cost ($USD), water (L), and GHG emissions (kg CO2) are presented to produce 1000 CF plugs. Data to calculate these metrics
are presented in Tables S1 and S4.†
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societal value of freshwater ecosystems is $58 trillion USD,41 and
paper and pulp mills pollute these ecosystems and diminish
their value.42

Second, and relative to the differences in water usage, all
other economic and environmental impact metrics generally
tracked with one another. Paper is 1.8-fold cheaper (in $ per kg)
than CDA, has 4.8-fold less embodied GHG emissions (in CO2

per kg), and degrades ∼3-fold faster in the coastal ocean (in mm
per year) compared to CDA (Table S4†). However, because of its
material properties, 1.6-fold more paper (in kg) is required
compared to CDA to achieve acceptable CF performance,
thereby closing the gap between these economic and environ-
mental impact metrics for paper and CDA CFs (Fig. 3). This
result again emphasizes the need to consider material proper-
ties during design because numerous economic and environ-
mental metrics are directly proportional to the amount of
material required for a product to be functional. Currently,
computer-based soware is used to optimize properties for
consumer preference, manufacturing, and the cost of CFs,37,43

presenting an opportunity for including sustainability metrics
in these platforms to design more sustainable CFs without
compromising performance.
Potential Limitations

While this preliminary study provides the rst estimates for the
lifetimes of paper and CDA CFs in the coastal ocean, it is not
© 2025 The Author(s). Published by the Royal Society of Chemistry
without limitations. The lters used in this study were
unsmoked. It is well-documented that cigarette smoke contains
a complex mixture of organic compounds, some of which sorb
onto the CFs during smoking and may impact microbial func-
tioning in closed system incubations.4,44 The extent to which
smoke residue on the CFs deters microbial degradation in open
system incubations reective of coastal ocean conditions is
unknown. Presumably, there is a similar distribution of
organics on smoked paper and CDA CFs, suggesting that any
hindrance of microbial degradation would be comparable for
paper and CDA CFs. Testing this hypothesis should be priori-
tized moving forward.

This study focuses on biodegradation in the coastal ocean at
20 °C and translation of the ndings to colder waters or other
ecosystems should be interpreted cautiously. Degradation rates
in colder waters are expected to be slower;45 however, the
sensitivity of biodegradation of paper and CDA CFs to temper-
ature is unknown. Moreover, lifetimes in ecosystems where
nutrient and water availability is limited may be longer. For
example, a study of the degradation of smoked CFs in terrestrial
ecosystems with limited nutrients showed steady degradation
of up to 80% in ve years,15 which is notably slower than the
projected environmental lifetimes of∼1.8 years reported herein
for the nutrient replete coastal ocean. Further work should
expand this analytical framework to improve projections of
lifetimes across diverse environmental conditions.
Environ. Sci.: Adv.
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A nal potential limitation is that the study solely focuses on
biodegradation, which may overestimate the projected lifetimes
of paper and CDA CFs in the coastal ocean. It is well established
that physical and photochemical processes can contribute to
the degradation of paper and CDA, resulting in shorter life-
times. For example, mechanical abrasion of paper and CDA
lters can result in fragments with a higher SA/V than the
parent article. Because SA/V is a key control of biodegradation,31

these fragments likely degrade even faster than the parent
lters. Our study design did not capture this process because
there was insufficient shear in the mesocosm to cause gross
fragmentation.31,32 Moreover, sunlight exposure can directly
mineralize CDA to CO2 and can initiate chain scission reactions
that accelerate biodegradation,35 neither of which were
considered in this study. Considering the broader array of
degradation pathways in future studies may lead to shorter
lifetime estimates.
Implications for policy and paths forward

All stakeholder groups agree that tractable solutions to the
plastic pollution crisis are needed. However, there is little
consensus on the best path to achieve this goal. One path
sought by government agencies and legislation (e.g., the NOAA
Debris Program,2 the EU Directive 2019 N. 904,1 and the UN
Treaty on Plastic Pollution3) is to ban single-use plastics and
replace them with alternatives that do not persist in the envi-
ronment. Regarding CFs, the most frequently littered plastic
item on the planet and one of the most common items collected
in beach surveys,12,13 adherence to such legislation implies
switching from CDA to paper CFs. While additional research is
needed (see Potential Limitations section above), the results
from this initial study indicate that switching from CDA to
paper lters will not reduce CF litter in coastal areas because
these products share similar lifetimes. Moreover, the switch
would come with substantial costs related to the freshwater
footprint of manufacturing, while only marginal savings of GHG
emissions are likely to be made.

In no way do the ndings of this study support smoking
cigarettes or littering CFs. Moreover, this study does not
contribute to the ongoing debate about the value of cigarette
lters from a public health perspective.46 Nevertheless, one in
ve adults routinely smoke cigarettes, and the global pop-
ulation is increasing faster than the decline in smoking rates,14

ensuring that CFs will continue to be the most littered item on
the planet for the foreseeable future. Therefore, all stakeholders
should prioritize tractable solutions to this ubiquitous
pollutant.

We offer three alternative strategies to initiate a discussion
about approaches that may prove more effective than adopting
a policy that simply switches lter materials from CDA to paper.
First, design for degradation. Invest in research that identies
alternative materials that simultaneously meet the consumer
performance targets and degrade even faster in the environ-
ment, building on research initiated in the 1990s.7 This
includes the identication of economically viable and safe
photocatalysts to directly mineralize the lter material to CO2
Environ. Sci.: Adv.
and stimulate microbial activity (i.e., alternatives to titanium
dioxide35), as well as embedded enzymes to rapidly degrade the
lter material upon wetting.47 Given the interdisciplinary nature
of this problem and the need to scale solutions quickly, funding
bodies should embrace industry-academic partnerships.48

Second, modernize waste management infrastructure and
evaluate waste valorization strategies. Paper and CDA are
compostable materials, yet industrial and home composting
facilities are insufficient in most of the world, potentially
contributing to poor end-of-life management for CFs. Evalu-
ating and adopting such infrastructure could reap benets that
extend far beyond better management of CF waste, including
minimizing methane emissions related to food waste disposal
in landlls.49 Forward looking, the valorization of CF waste into
useful products should be explored.50–53

Finally, educate consumers. No matter the material CFs are
made of, until consumer behavior changes and littering rates
decrease, CF litter will continue to pose risks to human and
ecosystem health. Educating consumers so that they under-
stand the beginning- and end-of-life of the products they use
and the waste they generate is a critical step needed to mitigate
the risks of plastic pollution.
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Weathering on the Degradation of Cellulose Acetate
Microplastics Obtained from Used Cigarette Butts,
Polymers, 2023, 15(12), 2751, DOI: 10.3390/polym15122751.

21 S. K. Haynes, S. A. Wilson, and D. V. Strickler, Study of the
Environmental Degradation of Cigarette Filters: A
Simulation of the Roadside or Parking Lot Environment,
RJ Reynolds Records; Master Settlement Agreement, 1993.
https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/docs/xzpk0023,
accessed 2024-06-26.

22 Filter Products Division Hoechst Celanese Corporation,
Cellulose Acetate Cigarette Filter Degradability, RJ Reynolds
Records; Master Settlement Agreement, 1992.

23 V. R. Srinivasan, Final Report on the Evaluation of
Biodegradability of Cellulose Cigarette Filters, Brown &
Williamson Records; Master Settlement Agreement, 1973.
© 2025 The Author(s). Published by the Royal Society of Chemistry

https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(21)01169-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(21)01169-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envpol.2020.114108
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.wasman.2017.11.023
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0117393
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0117393
https://doi.org/10.2478/cttr-2022-0016
https://doi.org/10.2478/cttr-2022-0016
https://doi.org/10.1021/acssuschemeng.1c08304
https://doi.org/10.3390/polym15122751
https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/docs/xzpk0023
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/3.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/3.0/
https://doi.org/10.1039/d4va00364k


Communication Environmental Science: Advances

O
pe

n 
A

cc
es

s 
A

rt
ic

le
. P

ub
lis

he
d 

on
 0

8 
A

pr
il 

20
25

. D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

on
 6

/6
/2

02
5 

3:
12

:0
5 

A
M

. 
 T

hi
s 

ar
tic

le
 is

 li
ce

ns
ed

 u
nd

er
 a

 C
re

at
iv

e 
C

om
m

on
s 

A
ttr

ib
ut

io
n 

3.
0 

U
np

or
te

d 
L

ic
en

ce
.

View Article Online
24 S. Yang, C. Gu and Q. Yang, The Unignorable Ecological
Impact of Cigarette Butts in the Ocean: An Underestimated
and under-Researched Concern, Front. Mar. Sci., 2023, 10,
DOI: 10.3389/fmars.2023.1266536.

25 T. Root, Cigarette butts are toxic pollution. Should they be
banned?, Natl. Geogr., 2019, https://
www.nationalgeographic.com/environment/article/
cigarettes-story-of-plastic.

26 C. P. Ward and C. M. Reddy, We Need Better Data about the
Environmental Persistence of Plastic Goods, Proc. Natl. Acad.
Sci. U. S. A., 2020, 117(26), 14618–14621, DOI: 10.1073/
pnas.2008009117.

27 T. E. Novotny, K. Lum, E. Smith, V. Wang and R. Barnes,
Cigarettes Butts and the Case for an Environmental Policy
on Hazardous Cigarette Waste, Int. J. Environ. Res. Publ.
Health, 2009, 6(5), 1691–1705, DOI: 10.3390/ijerph6051691.

28 World Health Organization, Tobacco and Its Environmental
Impact: An Overview; Geneva, 2017, https://www.who.int/
publications/i/item/9789241512497, accessed 2024-10-09.

29 M. G. Mazzotta, C. M. Reddy and C. P. Ward, Rapid
Degradation of Cellulose Diacetate by Marine Microbes,
Environ. Sci. Technol. Lett., 2022, 9(1), 37–41, DOI: 10.1021/
acs.estlett.1c00843.

30 B. D. James, Y. Sun, M. Izallalen, S. Mazumder, S. T. Perri,
B. Edwards, J. de Wit, C. M. Reddy and C. P. Ward,
Strategies to Reduce the Environmental Lifetimes of
Drinking Straws in the Coastal Ocean, ACS Sustain. Chem.
Eng., 2024, 12(6), 2404–2411, DOI: 10.1021/
acssuschemeng.3c07391.

31 B. D. James, Y. Sun, K. Pate, R. Shankar, M. Izallalen,
S. Mazumder, S. T. Perri, K. R. Houston, B. Edwards, J. de
Wit, C. M. Reddy and C. P. Ward, Foaming Enables
Material-Efficient Bioplastic Products with Minimal
Persistence, ACS Sustain. Chem. Eng., 2024, 12(43), 16030–
16040, DOI: 10.1021/acssuschemeng.4c05822.

32 Y. Sun, M. G. Mazzotta, C. A. Miller, A. Apprill, M. Izallalen,
S. Mazumder, S. T. Perri, B. Edwards, C. M. Reddy and
C. P. Ward, Distinct Microbial Communities Degrade
Cellulose Diacetate Bioplastics in the Coastal Ocean, Appl.
Environ. Microbiol., 2023, 89(12), e01651, DOI: 10.1128/
aem.01651-23.

33 B. D. James, C. P. Ward, M. E. Hahn, S. J. Thorpe and
C. M. Reddy, Minimizing the Environmental Impacts of
Plastic Pollution through Ecodesign of Products with Low
Environmental Persistence, ACS Sustain. Chem. Eng., 2024,
12(3), 1185–1194, DOI: 10.1021/acssuschemeng.3c05534.

34 M. F. Ashby, Materials and the Environment, Butterworth-
Heinemann, 3rd edn, 2021, DOI: 10.1016/C2016-0-04008-1.

35 A. N. Walsh, M. G. Mazzotta, T. F. Nelson, C. M. Reddy and
C. P. Ward, Synergy between Sunlight, Titanium Dioxide,
and Microbes Enhances Cellulose Diacetate Degradation in
the Ocean, Environ. Sci. Technol., 2022, 56(19), 13810–
13819, DOI: 10.1021/acs.est.2c04348.

36 A. Aronoff and C. F. Matina, The Role of Tipping and Plug
Wrap Papers in the Design and Manufacture of Filter
Cigarettes. Philip Morris Records; Master Settlement
Agreement, 1993, https://
© 2025 The Author(s). Published by the Royal Society of Chemistry
www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/docs/nyxb0122, accessed
2024-06-26.

37 Eastman Chemical Company, F-AT-004 11/14: Eastman
Estron Acetate Tow for Cigarette Filters, Eastman, 2014.

38 Eastman Chemical Company, F-AT-010 1/16: Estrobond
Plasticizer for Fiber-To-Fiber Bonding, 2016.

39 S. R. Carpenter, E. H. Stanley and M. J. Vander Zanden, State
of the World's Freshwater Ecosystems: Physical, Chemical,
and Biological Changes, Annu. Rev. Environ. Resour., 2011,
36(1), 75–99, DOI: 10.1146/annurev-environ-021810-094524.

40 W. K. Dodds, J. S. Perkin and J. E. Gerken, Human Impact on
Freshwater Ecosystem Services: A Global Perspective,
Environ. Sci. Technol., 2013, 47(16), 9061–9068, DOI:
10.1021/es4021052.

41 Dalberg Advisors, High Cost of Cheap Water: The True Value
of Water and Freshwater Ecosystems to People and Planet;
Gland, Switzerland, 2021, https://les.worldwildlife.org/
wwfcmsprod/les/Publication/le/1o94sii9nx_WWF_High_
Cost_of_Cheap_Water_FINAL_LR_.pdf, accessed 2024-06-
26.

42 A. K. Singh and R. Chandra, Pollutants Released from the
Pulp Paper Industry: Aquatic Toxicity and Their Health
Hazards, Aquat. Toxicol., 2019, 211, 202–216, DOI: 10.1016/
j.aquatox.2019.04.007.

43 Eastman Chemical Company, A Demonstration of
Eastman's Computer-Aided Tow Selection and Filter
Design Capabilities. Reynolds Records; Master Settlement
Agreement, 1987, https://
www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/docs/nkcf0008, accessed
2024-06-26.
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49 T. Pérez, S. E. Vergara and W. L. Silver, Assessing the Climate
Change Mitigation Potential from Food Waste Composting,
Sci. Rep., 2023, 13(1), 7608, DOI: 10.1038/s41598-023-34174-z.
Environ. Sci.: Adv.

https://doi.org/10.3389/fmars.2023.1266536
https://www.nationalgeographic.com/environment/article/cigarettes-story-of-plastic
https://www.nationalgeographic.com/environment/article/cigarettes-story-of-plastic
https://www.nationalgeographic.com/environment/article/cigarettes-story-of-plastic
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2008009117
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2008009117
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph6051691
https://www.who.int/publications/i/item/9789241512497
https://www.who.int/publications/i/item/9789241512497
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.estlett.1c00843
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.estlett.1c00843
https://doi.org/10.1021/acssuschemeng.3c07391
https://doi.org/10.1021/acssuschemeng.3c07391
https://doi.org/10.1021/acssuschemeng.4c05822
https://doi.org/10.1128/aem.01651-23
https://doi.org/10.1128/aem.01651-23
https://doi.org/10.1021/acssuschemeng.3c05534
https://doi.org/10.1016/C2016-0-04008-1
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.est.2c04348
https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/docs/nyxb0122
https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/docs/nyxb0122
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-environ-021810-094524
https://doi.org/10.1021/es4021052
https://files.worldwildlife.org/wwfcmsprod/files/Publication/file/1o94sii9nx_WWF_High_Cost_of_Cheap_Water_FINAL_LR_.pdf
https://files.worldwildlife.org/wwfcmsprod/files/Publication/file/1o94sii9nx_WWF_High_Cost_of_Cheap_Water_FINAL_LR_.pdf
https://files.worldwildlife.org/wwfcmsprod/files/Publication/file/1o94sii9nx_WWF_High_Cost_of_Cheap_Water_FINAL_LR_.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aquatox.2019.04.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aquatox.2019.04.007
https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/docs/nkcf0008
https://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/docs/nkcf0008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecss.2020.106785
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.biomac.2c00336
https://doi.org/10.1136/tobaccocontrol-2020-056245
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.biomac.3c00337
https://doi.org/10.1038/d41586-024-00155-z
https://doi.org/10.1038/d41586-024-00155-z
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-023-34174-z
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/3.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/3.0/
https://doi.org/10.1039/d4va00364k


Environmental Science: Advances Communication

O
pe

n 
A

cc
es

s 
A

rt
ic

le
. P

ub
lis

he
d 

on
 0

8 
A

pr
il 

20
25

. D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

on
 6

/6
/2

02
5 

3:
12

:0
5 

A
M

. 
 T

hi
s 

ar
tic

le
 is

 li
ce

ns
ed

 u
nd

er
 a

 C
re

at
iv

e 
C

om
m

on
s 

A
ttr

ib
ut

io
n 

3.
0 

U
np

or
te

d 
L

ic
en

ce
.

View Article Online
50 H. A. Nabwey, M. Abdelkreem, M. A. Tony and N. F. Al
Hoseny, Smart Win–Win Waste Management:
Superhydrophobic Filter Using Valorized Cellulose Acetate
from Discarded Cigarette Butts for Cleaning up Marine Oil
Spill at Hurghada Red Sea Shore in Egypt, Front. Mar. Sci.,
2024, 11, DOI: 10.3389/fmars.2024.1270026.

51 M. G. De Cesaris, N. Felli, L. Antonelli, I. Francolini,
G. D'Orazio, C. Dal Bosco and A. Gentili, Recovery of
Cellulose Acetate Bioplastic from Cigarette Butts:
Realization of a Sustainable Sorbent for Water
Remediation, Sci. Total Environ., 2024, 929, 172677, DOI:
10.1016/j.scitotenv.2024.172677.
Environ. Sci.: Adv.
52 M. Youse, M. Kermani, M. Farzadkia, K. Godini and
J. Torkashvand, Challenges on the Recycling of Cigarette
Butts, Environ. Sci. Pollut. Res., 2021, 28(24), 30452–30458,
DOI: 10.1007/s11356-021-14058-3.

53 M. Farzadkia, M. Yavary Nia, M. Yavari Nia, F. Shacheri,
Z. Nourali and J. Torkashvand, Reduction of the
Environmental and Health Consequences of Cigarette Butt
Recycling by Removal of Toxic and Carcinogenic
Compounds from Its Leachate, Environ. Sci. Pollut. Res.,
2024, 31(16), 23942–23950, DOI: 10.1007/s11356-024-32703-5.
© 2025 The Author(s). Published by the Royal Society of Chemistry

https://doi.org/10.3389/fmars.2024.1270026
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2024.172677
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11356-021-14058-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11356-024-32703-5
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/3.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/3.0/
https://doi.org/10.1039/d4va00364k

	Initial estimates of the lifetime of unsmoked cellulose diacetate and paper cigarette filters in the coastal oceanElectronic supplementary information (ESI) available. See DOI: https://doi.org/10.1039/d4va00364k
	Initial estimates of the lifetime of unsmoked cellulose diacetate and paper cigarette filters in the coastal oceanElectronic supplementary information (ESI) available. See DOI: https://doi.org/10.1039/d4va00364k
	Initial estimates of the lifetime of unsmoked cellulose diacetate and paper cigarette filters in the coastal oceanElectronic supplementary information (ESI) available. See DOI: https://doi.org/10.1039/d4va00364k
	Initial estimates of the lifetime of unsmoked cellulose diacetate and paper cigarette filters in the coastal oceanElectronic supplementary information (ESI) available. See DOI: https://doi.org/10.1039/d4va00364k
	Initial estimates of the lifetime of unsmoked cellulose diacetate and paper cigarette filters in the coastal oceanElectronic supplementary information (ESI) available. See DOI: https://doi.org/10.1039/d4va00364k
	Initial estimates of the lifetime of unsmoked cellulose diacetate and paper cigarette filters in the coastal oceanElectronic supplementary information (ESI) available. See DOI: https://doi.org/10.1039/d4va00364k
	Initial estimates of the lifetime of unsmoked cellulose diacetate and paper cigarette filters in the coastal oceanElectronic supplementary information (ESI) available. See DOI: https://doi.org/10.1039/d4va00364k
	Initial estimates of the lifetime of unsmoked cellulose diacetate and paper cigarette filters in the coastal oceanElectronic supplementary information (ESI) available. See DOI: https://doi.org/10.1039/d4va00364k
	Initial estimates of the lifetime of unsmoked cellulose diacetate and paper cigarette filters in the coastal oceanElectronic supplementary information (ESI) available. See DOI: https://doi.org/10.1039/d4va00364k
	Initial estimates of the lifetime of unsmoked cellulose diacetate and paper cigarette filters in the coastal oceanElectronic supplementary information (ESI) available. See DOI: https://doi.org/10.1039/d4va00364k

	Initial estimates of the lifetime of unsmoked cellulose diacetate and paper cigarette filters in the coastal oceanElectronic supplementary information (ESI) available. See DOI: https://doi.org/10.1039/d4va00364k
	Initial estimates of the lifetime of unsmoked cellulose diacetate and paper cigarette filters in the coastal oceanElectronic supplementary information (ESI) available. See DOI: https://doi.org/10.1039/d4va00364k
	Initial estimates of the lifetime of unsmoked cellulose diacetate and paper cigarette filters in the coastal oceanElectronic supplementary information (ESI) available. See DOI: https://doi.org/10.1039/d4va00364k
	Initial estimates of the lifetime of unsmoked cellulose diacetate and paper cigarette filters in the coastal oceanElectronic supplementary information (ESI) available. See DOI: https://doi.org/10.1039/d4va00364k
	Initial estimates of the lifetime of unsmoked cellulose diacetate and paper cigarette filters in the coastal oceanElectronic supplementary information (ESI) available. See DOI: https://doi.org/10.1039/d4va00364k

	Initial estimates of the lifetime of unsmoked cellulose diacetate and paper cigarette filters in the coastal oceanElectronic supplementary information (ESI) available. See DOI: https://doi.org/10.1039/d4va00364k
	Initial estimates of the lifetime of unsmoked cellulose diacetate and paper cigarette filters in the coastal oceanElectronic supplementary information (ESI) available. See DOI: https://doi.org/10.1039/d4va00364k
	Initial estimates of the lifetime of unsmoked cellulose diacetate and paper cigarette filters in the coastal oceanElectronic supplementary information (ESI) available. See DOI: https://doi.org/10.1039/d4va00364k


