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Biopolymers are considered sustainable alternatives to synthetic, non-degradable polymers for use in agrotechnical products, such as seed coatings.
Therefore, biopolymers remain unregulated, whereas synthetic microparticulate polymers got restricted under EC 2023/2055 [1]. However,
ecotoxicity data supporting the exclusion of biopolymers from regulation is missing.

Research questions Laboratory scale
In this study, we therefore aimed to answer three main research questions: e
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and outdoor field study. The data analysis indicated a correlation between
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Conclusions

Overall, the data show that biopolymers can affect the observed ecotoxicological endpoints. Therefore, it should be discussed whether natural polymers should be
exempted from regulation without further review. Functional soil microbial tests on the lab scale indicated to be predictive for the field scale and are
recommended, supplemented by aquatic tests, for a comprehensive assessment of polymers along the exposure pathway.
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