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Abstract

:

In marine environments, microplastics have become a focus in scientific research in the last decade due to the global threat this pollutant poses to the marine environment. Corals in Hong Kong are under threat due to the degradation of the marine environment caused by human activities. This study investigated the occurrence, abundance and composition of microplastic debris (0.3–5 mm) in seabed sediments adjacent to coral communities in Hong Kong. Twenty-four benthic sediment samples were collected from four study sites located along the northeastern and eastern shores of Hong Kong. Microplastic concentrations ranged from 169 ± 48 to 221 ± 45 items/kg, and the mean concentration of microplastics in the seabed sediments was 189 ± 50 items/kg, which was comparable to similar studies in other regions. Microplastics accounted for 95.4% of particles extracted from benthic sediment samples using 40× light microscopy. ATR-FTIR spectroscopy analysis showed that polyethylene (PE) and polyethylene terephthalate (PET) comprised the majority of polymer types, contributing 45.3% and 29.3%, respectively. The proportion of microplastics made from PE and PET in seabed sediments was significantly higher than that observed in local beach sediments. The proportion of microplastics made from PE and low-density polyethylene (LDPE) and polypropylene (PP) together in the seabed sediments was much higher than that of PET and polyvinyl chloride (PVC). The results have provided information with reference to environmental concentrations of microplastics for fringe reef habitat close to urban areas, which can be applied in studies concerning ecotoxicity of microplastics.
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1. Introduction


Plastic debris is a pervasive environmental issue, and the accumulation of plastic debris has been recognized as a global threat to marine organisms and seabirds. As more evidence on the occurrences and impacts of plastic debris is discovered in recent decades, it has become an important environmental concern [1,2]. Despite the increasing attention at the international level, plastic debris continues to accumulate in the environment, mainly due to its mass production and the leakage of disposed plastic products from waste management systems [3]. In 2010, 192 coastal countries generated approximately 275 million tonnes of plastic waste, which is equivalent to the global production of plastic materials [4]. In addition, it was estimated that up to 12.7 million tonnes of plastic waste entered the oceans each year [5].



In the marine environment, large plastic particles can be broken down into smaller fragments by wave action, hydrolysis and photodegradation [6,7,8]. When plastic debris is smaller than 5 mm in diameter, it is known as microplastic, which has been the target and focus of scientific studies due to the threat it poses to the marine environment [6]. In addition, cosmetics and fabrics can contain microplastic particles and can enter the marine environment since they are not completely retained by sewage treatment processes [9].



Microplastic pollution has been found in various environments. Small plastic, which was dominated by millimetre-sized items, was found floating on the sea surface at a relatively low concentration (1.1 g/km2) [10]. On beaches, where microplastics commonly accumulate, abundances ranged from 27 particles/m2 to 5595 particles/m2 [8,11]. A recent study also found that the low-energy mudflats have considerably high concentrations (from 0.58 to 2116 items/kg) of microplastics [12]. In the sea surface of continental shelfs, the concentration of microplastics ranges from 3 to 102,000 particles/m in the water body [13,14]. Alarmingly, microplastic particles have also been found to reach the most remote areas of marine environments, such as the deep sea. The abundance of microplastics was found to be from 0 to 400 particles/m for the sediments collected from depths between 1176 and 4844 m [3]. The ubiquitous nature of this issue has affected local recreational use of the coastlines and the quality of life in Hong Kong [15]. The ubiquitous presence of microplastics also means that the pollutant has a potential to affect a variety of organisms, including those intended for human consumption. For example, 83% of Norway lobsters had ingested microplastics [16]. Studies about the ingestion of microplastics by marine organisms in China are relatively scarce. Cheung, et al. [17] documented the ingestion of plastics in 60% of wild mullet samples. Another study found microplastics existed in tissue of all bivalves sampled from China’s markets, with four to 57 particles detected per individual [18]. In the Pearl River Estuary, plastics were also found in wild oysters, with one to seven particles detected per individual [19].



The coral reef ecosystem is regarded as one of the most sophisticated and highly productive marine ecosystems in the world and is believed to support a high diversity of marine organisms and provide ecosystem services to mankind [20]. Various chemical pollutants such as pesticide, trace metals and petroleum hydrocarbons were found in coral reef and affect different organisms in the system [21]. For example, herbicide glyphosate can act synergistically with elevated temperature and induce bleaching of the scleratinian (hard) corals [22]. In addition, Shaw, et al. [23] demonstrated the phytotoxicity of herbicides on coral-symbiotic zooxanthellae. Oxybenzone, an organic compound used in sunscreens, is another example which has adverse effects on corals and could lead to disruption of endocrine, damage to DNA, and deformed and irregular growth [24]. Although whether microplastics in the environment can significantly harm marine organisms is still under debate [25], microplastics can adsorb toxic chemicals, such as polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) and polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) is a known fact. The concentration of hydrophobic pollutants on microplastics can be a million times higher than that observed in surrounding seawater [26]. More recently, Lohmann [27] suggested that microplastics themselves may be considered as persistent organic pollutants (POP).



A recent laboratorial study demonstrated that hard corals can consume microplastics [28]. Blue polypropylene (PP) particles of 10 μm to 2 mm with density of around 0.4 g/L were fed to the fragments of corals Dipsastrea pallida. Over 20% of the polyps studied had ingested at least one PP particle. Allen, et al. [29] showed that chemoreception played an important role in the consumption mechanism. Reichert, et al. [30] further found that the practices of microplastic consumption varied from species to species. Four types of responses were observed from the polyps that were exposed to microplastics (PE: polyethylene), namely attached particle on tentacles or mesenterial filaments, ingestion, mucus production and overgrowing on the particles. The species with large polyp sizes, such as Acropora spp. and Pocillopora spp., ingested the particles, whereas the species with small sizes like Porites lutea secreted mucus instead. Tissue necrosis and bleaching occurred in various species, but P. lutea remained healthy in the experiment [30].



Although there were studies in the laboratorial setting showing the potential impact of microplastic on corals, the implications of microplastic contamination in the coral reef area cannot be fully elucidated unless we could determine both the adverse physiological effect of microplastics on scleractinian coral and the relevant environmental concentrations of microplastics in the coral reef area. To bridge the knowledge gap regarding the latter issue, this study investigated the occurrence and composition of microplastics in seabed sediments of the coral communities in close proximity to a metropolitan area: Hong Kong.




2. Materials and Methods


2.1. Study Area and the Coral Communities


Hong Kong is a megacity with a population of more than seven million people. It is located on the eastern shore of the Pearl River Estuary in China (Figure 1). The city itself as well as the Pearl River are the two major sources of microplastic pollution in Hong Kong [12,31]. Influenced by the freshwater discharge from the Pearl River, the waters in western Hong Kong are estuarine and turbid, rendering the area sub-optimal for coral growth. In contrast, marine waters along the eastern and northeastern shores are protected by natural shelters and are almost unaffected by discharge from the Pearl River. Therefore, corals in Hong Kong are primarily distributed in this region [32].



The coral communities in Hong Kong face various threats including storm damage [33], predation by corallivory gastropods [34] and sea urchins [35], and eutrophication [36]. The effect from microplastic or plastic pollution, however, has not yet been documented.



Based on the distribution of corals, two sites along the northeastern shore, i.e., Double Island (Site 1) and Port Island (Site 2), and another two sites along the eastern shore, i.e., Sharp Island (Site 3) and Bluff Island (Site 4), were selected (Figure 1). Abundant and diverse scleractinian corals, including Acropora spp., Porites lutea and other Porites species that were investigated in the feeding experiment of Reichert, et al. [30], were present at all of the sampling locations.




2.2. Sample Collection


Sediment samples were collected from the seabed by SCUBA divers in March and April 2017, although three out of the six samples from Site 4 were collected in August 2015. Nevertheless, the microplastic concentrations of the samples collected from Site 4 during the two time slots were not significantly different; thus, these samples were assumed to be temporally representative. Benthic sediment was collected at an average water depth of 4 m, which is the depth inhabited by scleractinian corals. At each site, six locations on the seabed were selected haphazardly, and these locations were adjacent to coral communities. Sediments were collected in accordance to the procedure adopted by Fok and Cheung [8] with minor modifications. At each location, sediments were collected from the top 4 cm of the seabed surface using a metal spade. The sediment was then transferred to a sealable and labelled plastic bottle. A total volume of 1 L of sediment sample was collected at each site. All samples were transported to the laboratory on the same day for storage and subsequent analysis.




2.3. Extraction Procedures


The extraction procedures were performed in accordance to Masura, et al. [37], albeit with minor modifications. Samples were successively wet-sieved through a 5-mm sieve and a 0.3-mm sieve to separate particles with diameters between 0.3 mm and 5 mm. Then, density separation was performed by adding aqueous zinc chloride (d = 1.6 g/cm3) solution to the samples. Finally, wet peroxide oxidation (WPO) was conducted to digest the organic materials. All solutions that would come into contact with the samples were filtered before use.




2.4. Identification of Microplastics


2.4.1. Microscope Examination


Under a dissecting microscope (Olympus, Tokyo, Japan) at 40× magnification, the identifiable microplastics were collected and added to a watch glass using a pointed tweezer, according to the criteria set by Norén [14]: (1) absence of cellular or organic structures; (2) colours are homogeneous and distinct; (3) if it is a fibre, it is equally thick and does not taper to the ends. Additionally, it has a three-dimensional bending, instead of a completely straight shape. (4) For transparent or whitish pieces, extra examination should be carried out under a microscope with high magnification to rule out an organic origin. According to Cheung, et al. [31], the identifiable microplastics (diameter 0.3–5 mm) were sorted into five groups: (1) expanded polystyrene (EPS); (2) fibre (FB); (3) film (FL); (4) hard fragments (FM); and (5) pellets (PL).




2.4.2. ATR-FTIR Analysis


The attenuated total reflectance—Fourier transform infrared spectroscopy (ATR-FTIR; PerkinElmer Frontier; Llantrisant, UK) technique was used to characterize the sorted microplastics based on polymer type. The ATR unit is equipped with a diamond top-plate. The spectra range between 4000 and 600 cm−1 was adopted for the FTIR analysis. The composition of plastic was characterized by comparing the sample spectra with standard spectra of the NICODOM polymers library, and this was performed using the spectrum application (version 10.03.07.0112; PerkinElmer, Waltham, MA, USA). A background scan was carried out prior to running each batch of samples. The spectrum of each sample was obtained by averaging four consecutive scans. Positive identifications were determined by a search score higher than 0.7. Twenty percent of the sorted microplastics were selected randomly for ATR-FTIR analysis. Samples were classified into 6 types according to their composition: (1) polyethylene (PE); (2) polyethylene terephthalate (PET); (3) polypropylene (PP); (4) polystyrene (PS); (5) polyvinyl chloride (PVC); and (6) mixed and other plastics (OTHERS). Out of the total of 380 instrumentally characterized microplastic items (21.1% of all samples), 362 (95.3%) were plastics of the above types.





2.5. Statistical Analysis


The abundance of the types of microplastic was presented using descriptive statistics. One-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used to test whether there were significant differences in microplastic abundance among the sample groups. Multivariate analysis was conducted using PRIMER-E [38] to reveal if there was any compositional difference among sites in terms of plastic types. The abundances of various types of microplastics were converted into a matrix (assemblage) by calculating the pairwise Euclidean distance among the samples (replicates of the sites). All sediment samples (24 samples) were grouped according to their sampling site. Non-metric multidimensional scaling (nMDS) multivariate analysis was carried out to visualize the compositional differences among the sediment samples, while ANOSIM was used to test if there was any significant compositional difference among the sites.





3. Results


A total of 1805 microplastic items were collected from 24 sediment samples from the four sites in this study. The mean concentration of microplastics in the sediments of the four sites ranged from 171.7 ± 57.6 to 223 ± 51.4 items/kg (±SD; Table 1). The overall mean concentration for the four sites was 194.5 ± 49.9 items/kg, which was nearly equal to the median value, i.e., 196.0 ± 39.5 items/kg (±MAD; Table 1). Among the 24 locations in the four sites, the concentrations of microplastics varied from 95 to 298 items/kg. The lowest and highest concentrations were recorded in Site 3 at Sharp Island and Site 2 at Port Island, respectively. The mean microplastic concentrations at the four sites did not exhibit a significant difference (ANOVA: F = 1.184, df = 23, p = 0.341).



Among the identifiable microplastic particles, fibres and films were the most commonly found, contributing to 48.5% and 40.8% of the total observed microplastics, respectively. Hard fragments and EPS accounted for the remaining 6.1% and 4.6%, respectively. No pellet was observed (Figure 2a).



Micrograms of FB, FL and FM are given in Figure 3. A total of 362 characterized microplastic items were identified as plastics, and the accuracy of visual identification was 95.4%. Among these microplastics, most were polyethylene (PE; 51.9%) and polyethylene terephthalate (PET; 29.3%). The rest of the polymer groups constituted only a small proportion (Figure 2b). Multivariate analysis demonstrated that there is no significant grouping of samples with respect to their sites of collection (ANOSIM: R = −0.079; p = 0.885). Types of microplastics were not found to associate with any sample groups.




4. Discussion


The microplastic concentration (185 items/kg) observed in the coastal sediments of Hong Kong, as documented in this study, was compared to studies of similar nature (see Table 2).



The mean concentration is very similar to that observed for coastal sediments in Hong Kong and Yugoslavia, with concentrations of 158 items/kg and 177.8 items/kg, respectively. This comparison served as an indication of accuracy for the current survey, as these three studies adopted a similar particle size range for samples. The concentrations of microplastics observed in the study sites were only one-eighth of that observed in the Lagoon of Venice in Italy (1445 items/kg). When compared with beach sediment, the mean concentration of microplastics in the costal sediments of Hong Kong is approximately two orders of magnitude higher than that observed in Norderney of Germany (1.8 items/kg) and Singapore (2.3 items/kg). However, it is only approximately 3% of the mean concentration in some regions of China (6923 items/kg). It was not easy to directly compare the microplastic concentrations in different regions because the adopted sample size ranges were not unified among studies. Some researchers collected microplastics with diameters less than 5 mm, while others took samples of less than 1 mm. This difference could lead to an obvious variability of the results. In addition, the sampling methods, extraction methods and identification methods varied in the different studies, which could contribute to variation in the results as well. The unification and standardization of these sizes and methods regarding microplastics is needed to allow for comparison among studies. Furthermore, the presence of microplastics has also been observed on shorelines of an atoll in the Maldives [39].



Two explanations can possibly support this result. First, human activities are frequent in these areas, especially for Sharp Island and Bluff Island. Fishing is the primary means of how local fishermen make their living, and a large amount of derelict fishing gear can be found on the seabed of these areas. On a coastal clean-up day held at Sharp Island, 500 kg of waste was collected from the seabed and beach, and derelict fishing gear was the major component of the rubbish collected from the seabed [48]. Fishing nets are the main type of fishing gear used locally, and nets are made of PE and PET fibre [43]. This fact is consistent with the results of the microscope examination that found that fibres comprised the second largest share of the total detected microplastics; additionally, ATR-FTIR analysis demonstrated that PE and PET accounted for three quarters of the microplastics based on polymer types. In addition to fishing, sightseeing is a frequent human activity in these areas. Sites 3 and 4 are located in Sai Kung, and these are also popular diving sites for viewing corals. Visitors of these sites may discard plastics randomly or accidentally, and these plastics can include plastic bags and plastic water bottles. Compared with plastic bottles and other hard plastics, plastic bags are generally made of PE, and are softer and thinner. This means that they can be torn into pieces more easily; and thus, are more susceptible to be broken down into microplastics through wave action, hydrolysis and photodegradation [49]. Hence, the thin and soft microplastic debris coming from discarded plastic bags should be a key component of microplastic particles in the seabed at these sites. This fact is consistent with the results that showed that film and PE dominated the microplastics in terms of type and polymer, respectively.



Another explanation for the aforementioned result primarily concerns Sites 1 and 2, i.e., Double Island and Port Island, respectively. These two sites are located in Mirs Bay (also known as Dapeng Bay locally; Figure 1), which is close to Shenzhen City in Guangdong Province of China. The amount of microplastic debris present along the coastline of the South China Sea is massive, especially when compared with other areas [43,50]. Therefore, the coastline of Guangdong Province is a hotspot of microplastic pollution. Plastic particles could enter the marine environment by means of sewage discharge and illegal dumping in Mirs Bay [51], and it is known that approximately 80% of plastic particles in the marine environment originates from land-based sources [52]. The types of plastics from land-based sources are plastic bags and plastic bottles. PE and PET should be the dominant polymer types of the microplastics in Mirs Bay. This result agrees with that of Zhao, et al. [50], who found that PE (31.9%) was one of the most common polymer composition types in the South China Sea.



It is recommended that the beaches, sea surface, water column, and seabed should be monitored for marine debris [53]. In the study by Fok and Cheung [8], Hong Kong was identified as a hotspot of microplastic pollution by analysing sediments from 25 local sandy beaches. Among the microplastic items collected from the beaches, expanded polystyrene (EPS) made up the majority (92%). However, in this study, the majority of microplastics were PE and PET. Nonetheless, the level of microplastic pollution observed in seabed sediment was not as high as that observed on the beaches of Hong Kong. This difference may be attributed to the different rates of plastic debris degradation in the two environments. Plastic debris on the seabed sediments can maintain its size for a much longer time than can that in the beach sediments. This difference is because the breakdown rate on beaches is accelerated by the action of ultraviolet (UV) radiation, temperature, waves and wind [52]. UV is absorbed and scattered by seawater; thus, UV radiation rarely reaches the seabed sediments, and the temperature is much lower than that at the beach. In contrast, plastics sitting on beaches can absorb much more UV light, which is the catalyst of photodegradation. Beach surveys in the study by Fok and Cheung [8] were carried out between July and September 2014, i.e., in the summer. Hong Kong is situated in the south of the Tropic of Cancer, where summer is hot with high UV radiation on sunny days, and both of these characteristics can accelerate the breakdown of plastics in beach sediments. Given a steady input of large debris to the environment, these conditions give rise to a higher abundance of microplastics. Nevertheless, the same does not occur on the seabed, where plastic debris breakdowns slowly. As a result, the concentration of microplastics found on the seabed sediment is lower.



Differences in microplastic composition between beach and seabed sediments can also contribute to the differences in microplastic concentrations at these locations. The differences in polymer composition are partly due to the concentrations of the microplastics themselves. On the sea floor, less EPS and more PET was observed. The former has a very low concentration (below 0.05 g/cm3), while the latter (d ≈ 1.4 g/cm3) is denser than sea water (d = 1.02–1.03 g/cm3). The denser PET is negatively buoyant and sinks to the seabed quickly, which represents a stable source pathway. Moreover, the method of microplastic extraction was more conservative in the study by Fok and Cheung [8]. The medium used for density separation was seawater, and this method may not separate heavier plastics such as PET from beach sediments.



In addition, the heat-deformation temperature of both EPS and PET is relatively low (60–85 °C) compared to that of high-density polyethylene (90–110 °C), polypropylene (100–140 °C) and other plastics. Hence, the relatively high temperatures on beaches allow the most dominant form of microplastic, EPS, to breakdown, and this results in a high abundance of this type of microplastic on beaches.



In the study of Lo, et al. [12], microplastics from 10 mudflats spanning across the east coast and west coast of Hong Kong were quantified and identified. The mean abundance of microplastics in mudflat sediments was 268 items/kg. Among the total collected microplastic items, PE accounted for the majority of polymer types (46.9%), followed by PP (13.8%) and PET (13.5%). The average concentration (185 item/kg) of microplastics found in the current study was similar to that observed by Lo, et al. Likewise, PE represents the majority of microplastics in this study (51.9%), and the proportional abundance is very similar to that observed in Lo’s study. Some of the sample sites of Lo are in close proximity to those used in this study, and the samples in this study were collected in 2015 and 2017, while Lo, et al. collected their samples in 2016. In addition, the microplastic extraction methods used by the two studies were very similar. Both of these two studies used zinc chloride (d = 1.6–1.7 g/cm3) to separate microplastics from sediment. As aforementioned, almost all types of microplastics, especially for higher density microplastics, such as PET and PVC, float on zinc chloride solution. These characteristics all contributed to the similar results found in these two studies.



The majority of the microplastics found in this study are PE and PET, which had not been tested in the feeding experiments by Hall, et al. [28]. However, PE was indeed the testing microplastic particles in Reichert, et al. [30]. Porites lutea tested by Reichert also occurs in the sites of the current investigation. While Reichert at al. [30] found that P. lutea would secrete mucus but not ingest PE particles, those species of small polyps size found in the sites may share similar response of P. lutea, and do not consume microplastic directly. Whether the species of large polyps size in Hong Kong, such as Acropora spp. and Platygyra spp. (the most common local species), would consume microplastic in situ remains unclear. And further study is needed to extrapolate the results of feeding experiments to the field.




5. Conclusions


In this study, 24 samples from four sampling sites were collected and analysed. This is the first study to reveal the occurrence of microplastics in seabed sediments adjacent to the coral communities of the Hong Kong coastal zone. The results of this study show that the concentration of microplastics in sediments is comparable to that observed in other locations. In comparison with a local beach sediment study, the discrepancy of microplastic composition between beach sediments and seabed sediments in Hong Kong was demonstrated, which indicates a potential difference in the sources of microplastics. Nonetheless, since no coral has been sampled, it is uncertain whether microplastics or the associated organic contaminants, such as oxybenzone, have direct detrimental effects on corals. As a result, a toxicological study will be carried out to corroborate the adverse effects of microplastics on coral communities.







Author Contributions


Conceptualization: L.F. and C.C.C.; Data curation: C.C.C.; Formal analysis: Y.M.; Methodology: L.F.; Resources, L.F. and C.C.C.; Software: L.F. and C.C.C.; Supervision: C.C.C.; Visualization, L.F.; Writing—original draft: Y.M.; Writing—review & editing: L.F. and C.C.C.




Funding


Study was partly supported by the EdUHK FLASS Dean’s Research Impact Prize 2017–18 (RMP-4) and Funding Support to GRF Proposal (RG59/2016-2017R).




Acknowledgments


Thanks are due to Yiu Wai Hong and Yeung Hoi Lam Rachel, who collected the samples.




Conflicts of Interest


The authors declare no conflict of interest.




References


	



Derraik, J.G.B. The pollution of the marine environment by plastic debris: A review. Mar. Pollut. Bull. 2002, 44, 842–852. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Lebreton, L.C.M.; van der Zwet, J.; Damsteeg, J.-W.; Slat, B.; Andrady, A.; Reisser, J. River plastic emissions to the world’s oceans. Nature 2017, 8, 15611. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed][Green Version]

	



Van Cauwenberghe, L.; Vanreusel, A.; Mees, J.; Janssen, C.R. Microplastic pollution in deep-sea sediments. Environ. Pollut. 2013, 182, 495–499. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



PEMRG. Plastics—The Facts 2012: An Analysis of European Plastics Production, Demand and Recovery for 2011; Plastics Europe Market Research Group: Brussels, Belgium, 2012. [Google Scholar]

	



Jambeck, J.R.; Geyer, R.; Wilcox, C.; Siegler, T.R.; Perryman, M.; Andrady, A.; Narayan, R.; Law, K.L. Plastic waste inputs from land into the ocean. Science 2015, 347, 768. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Andrady, A.L. Microplastics in the marine environment. Mar. Pollut. Bull. 2011, 62, 1596–1605. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Barnes, D.K.A. Biodiversity: Invasions by marine life on plastic debris. Nature 2002, 416, 808–809. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Fok, L.; Cheung, P.K. Hong kong at the pearl river estuary: A hotspot of microplastic pollution. Mar. Pollut. Bull. 2015, 99, 112–118. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Cheung, P.K.; Fok, L. Characterisation of plastic microbeads in facial scrubs and their estimated emissions in mainland china. Water Res. 2017, 122, 53–61. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Martí, E.; Martin, C.; Cózar, A.; Duarte, C.M. Low abundance of plastic fragments in the surface waters of the red sea. Front. Mar. Sci. 2017, 4, 333. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Hidalgo-Ruz, V.; Thiel, M. Distribution and abundance of small plastic debris on beaches in the se pacific (chile): A study supported by a citizen science project. Mar. Environ. Res. 2013, 87–88, 12–18. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Lo, H.-S.; Xu, X.; Wong, C.-Y.; Cheung, S.-G. Comparisons of microplastic pollution between mudflats and sandy beaches in hong kong. Environ. Pollut. 2018, 236, 208–217. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Doyle, M.J.; Watson, W.; Bowlin, N.M.; Sheavly, S.B. Plastic particles in coastal pelagic ecosystems of the northeast pacific ocean. Mar. Environ. Res. 2011, 71, 41–52. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Norén, F. Small Plastic Particles in Coastal Swedish Waters; KIMO Sweden: Göteborg, Sweden, 2007. [Google Scholar]

	



Ng, S.L.; Zhang, Y.; Ng, K.H.; Wong, H.; Lee, J.W.Y. Living environment and quality of life in hong kong. Asian Geogr. 2018, 35, 35–51. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Murray, F.; Cowie, P.R. Plastic contamination in the decapod crustacean nephrops norvegicus (linnaeus, 1758). Mar. Pollut. Bull. 2011, 62, 1207–1217. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Cheung, L.; Lui, C.; Fok, L. Microplastic contamination of wild and captive flathead grey mullet (mugil cephalus). Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2018, 15, 597. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Li, J.; Yang, D.; Li, L.; Jabeen, K.; Shi, H. Microplastics in commercial bivalves from china. Environ. Pollut. 2015, 207, 190–195. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Li, H.-X.; Ma, L.-S.; Lin, L.; Ni, Z.-X.; Xu, X.-R.; Shi, H.-H.; Yan, Y.; Zheng, G.-M.; Rittschof, D. Microplastics in oysters saccostrea cucullata along the pearl river estuary, china. Environ. Pollut. 2018, 236, 619–625. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Hughes, T.P.; Kerry, J.T.; Álvarez-Noriega, M.; Álvarez-Romero, J.G.; Anderson, K.D.; Baird, A.H.; Babcock, R.C.; Beger, M.; Bellwood, D.R.; Berkelmans, R.; et al. Global warming and recurrent mass bleaching of corals. Nature 2017, 543, 373. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Van Dam, J.W.; Negri, A.P.; Uthicke, S.; Mueller, J.F. Chemical Pollution on Coral Reefs: Exposure and Ecological Effects. In Ecological Impacts of Toxic Chemicals; Bentham Science Publishers: Amsterdam, The Netherlands, 2011; pp. 187–211. [Google Scholar]

	



Amid, C.; Olstedt, M.; Gunnarsson, J.S.; Le Lan, H.; Tran Thi Minh, H.; Van den Brink, P.J.; Hellström, M.; Tedengren, M. Additive effects of the herbicide glyphosate and elevated temperature on the branched coral acropora formosa in Nha Trang, Vietnam. Environ. Sci. Pollut. Res. 2018, 25, 13360–13372. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Shaw, C.M.; Brodie, J.; Mueller, J.F. Phytotoxicity induced in isolated zooxanthellae by herbicides extracted from great barrier reef flood waters. Mar. Pollut. Bull. 2012, 65, 355–362. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Downs, C.A.; Kramarsky-Winter, E.; Segal, R.; Fauth, J.; Knutson, S.; Bronstein, O.; Ciner, F.R.; Jeger, R.; Lichtenfeld, Y.; Woodley, C.M.; et al. Toxicopathological effects of the sunscreen uv filter, oxybenzone (benzophenone-3), on coral planulae and cultured primary cells and its environmental contamination in Hawaii and the U.S. Virgin Islands. Arch. Environ. Contam. Toxicol. 2016, 70, 265–288. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Koelmans, A.A.; Bakir, A.; Burton, G.A.; Janssen, C.R. Microplastic as a vector for chemicals in the aquatic environment: Critical review and model-supported reinterpretation of empirical studies. Environ. Sci. Technol. 2016, 50, 3315–3326. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed][Green Version]

	



Mato, Y.; Isobe, T.; Takada, H.; Kanehiro, H.; Ohtake, C.; Kaminuma, T. Plastic resin pellets as a transport medium for toxic chemicals in the marine environment. Environ. Sci. Technol. 2001, 35, 318–324. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Lohmann, R. Microplastics are not important for the cycling and bioaccumulation of organic pollutants in the oceans—But should microplastics be considered pops themselves? Integr. Environ. Assess. Manag. 2017, 13, 460–465. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Hall, N.M.; Berry, K.L.E.; Rintoul, L.; Hoogenboom, M.O. Microplastic ingestion by scleractinian corals. Mar. Biol. 2015, 162, 725–732. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef][Green Version]

	



Allen, A.S.; Seymour, A.C.; Rittschof, D. Chemoreception drives plastic consumption in a hard coral. Mar. Pollut. Bull. 2017, 124, 198–205. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Reichert, J.; Schellenberg, J.; Schubert, P.; Wilke, T. Responses of reef building corals to microplastic exposure. Environ. Pollut. 2017, 237, 955–960. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Cheung, P.K.; Cheung, L.T.O.; Fok, L. Seasonal variation in the abundance of marine plastic debris in the estuary of a subtropical macro-scale drainage basin in south china. Sci. Total Environ. 2016, 562, 658–665. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Morton, B. Hong kong’s coral communities: Status, threats and management plans. Mar. Pollut. Bull. 1994, 29, 74–83. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Tam, T.W.; Ang, P.O. Repeated physical disturbances and the stability of sub-tropical coral communities in hong kong, china. Aquat. Conserv. Mar. Freshw. Ecosyst. 2008, 18, 1005–1024. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Morton, B.; Blackmore, G. Seasonal variations in the density of and corallivory by drupella rugosa and cronia margariticola (caenogastropoda: Muricidae) from the coastal waters of Hong Kong: ‘Plagues’ or ‘aggregations’? J. Mar. Biol. Assoc. UK 2009, 89, 147–159. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Qiu, J.W.; Lau, D.C.; Cheang, C.C.; Chow, W.K. Community-level destruction of hard corals by the sea urchin diadema setosum. Mar. Pollut. Bull. 2014, 85, 783–788. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Duprey, N.N.; Yasuhara, M.; Baker, D.M. Reefs of tomorrow: Eutrophication reduces coral biodiversity in an urbanized seascape. Glob. Chang. Biol. 2016, 22, 3550–3565. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Masura, J.; Baker, J.; Foster, G.; Arthur, C.; Herring, C. Laboratory Methods for the Analysis of Microplastics in the Marine Environment: Recommendations for Quantifying Synthetic Particles in Waters and Sediments; National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration: Silver Spring, MD, USA, 2015.

	



Clarke, K.R.; Gorley, R.N. Primer v7: User Manual/Tutorial; PRIMER-E: Plymouth, UK, 2015; p. 296. [Google Scholar]

	



Imhof, H.K.; Sigl, R.; Brauer, E.; Feyl, S.; Giesemann, P.; Klink, S.; Leupolz, K.; Löder, M.G.J.; Löschel, L.A.; Missun, J.; et al. Spatial and temporal variation of macro-, meso- and microplastic abundance on a remote coral island of the maldives, indian ocean. Mar. Pollut. Bull. 2017, 116, 340–347. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Tsang, Y.Y.; Mak, C.W.; Liebich, C.; Lam, S.W.; Sze, E.T.P.; Chan, K.M. Microplastic pollution in the marine waters and sediments of hong kong. Mar. Pollut. Bull. 2017, 115, 20–28. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Claessens, M.; Meester, S.D.; Landuyt, L.V.; Clerck, K.D.; Janssen, C.R. Occurrence and distribution of microplastics in marine sediments along the belgian coast. Mar. Pollut. Bull. 2011, 62, 2199–2204. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Vianello, A.; Boldrin, A.; Guerriero, P.; Moschino, V.; Rella, R.; Sturaro, A.; Da Ros, L. Microplastic particles in sediments of lagoon of venice, italy: First observations on occurrence, spatial patterns and identification. Estuar. Coast. Shelf Sci. 2013, 130, 54–61. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Qiu, Q.; Peng, J.; Yu, X.; Chen, F.; Wang, J.; Dong, F. Occurrence of microplastics in the coastal marine environment: First observation on sediment of china. Mar. Pollut. Bull. 2015, 98, 274–280. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Dekiff, J.H.; Remy, D.; Klasmeier, J.; Fries, E. Occurrence and spatial distribution of microplastics in sediments from norderney. Environ. Pollut. 2014, 186, 248–256. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Mathalon, A.; Hill, P. Microplastic fibers in the intertidal ecosystem surrounding halifax harbor, nova scotia. Mar. Pollut. Bull. 2014, 81, 69–79. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Laglbauer, B.J.L.; Franco-Santos, R.M.; Andreu-Cazenave, M.; Brunelli, L.; Papadatou, M.; Palatinus, A.; Grego, M.; Deprez, T. Macrodebris and microplastics from beaches in slovenia. Mar. Pollut. Bull. 2014, 89, 356–366. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Ng, K.L.; Obbard, J.P. Prevalence of microplastics in singapore’s coastal marine environment. Mar. Pollut. Bull. 2006, 52, 761–767. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



HKSAR News. Coastal Clean-Up Day Held at Sharp Island in Sai Kung (with Photos). Available online: http://www.info.gov.hk/gia/general/201509/19/P201509180537.htm (accessed on 12 October 2018).

	



Pegram, J.E.; Andrady, A.L. Outdoor weathering of selected polymeric materials under marine exposure conditions. Polym. Degrad. Stab. 1989, 26, 333–345. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Zhao, S.; Zhu, L.; Li, D. Characterization of small plastic debris on tourism beaches around the south china sea. Reg. Stud. Mar. Sci. 2015, 1, 55–62. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Deng, L.; Chen, D.W.; Li, Y.; Luo, X.F.; Qiu, H.M. Organotin contamination in seawater and marine Animals along intertidal zone at dapeng bay and daya bay of Shenzhen, China. J. Trop. Oceanogr. 2010, 4, 112–117. (In Chinese) [Google Scholar]

	



European Commission. Plastic Waste: Ecological and Human Health Impacts. Available online: http://ec.europa.eu/environment/integration/research/newsalert/pdf/IR1_en.pdf (accessed on 12 October 2018).

	



Galgani, F.; Fleet, D.; Van Franeker, J.; Katsanevakis, S.; Maes, T.; Mouat, J.; Oosterbaan, L.; Poitou, I.; Hanke, G.; Thompson, R.; et al. Marine Strategy Framework Directive Task Group 10 Report: Marine Litter; European Commission Joint Research Centre Luxembourg: Luxembourg, 2010. [Google Scholar]








[image: Ijerph 15 02270 g001 550] 





Figure 1. Map of four sample sites of this study. Site 1: Double Island; Site 2: Port Island; Site 3: Sharp Island; Site 4: Bluff Island. 
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Figure 2. Proportion of microplastics by (a) type and (b) polymer. 
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Figure 3. Micrograms of three types of microplastics. The scale bar indicates 100 μm. From left to right: film (FL), fibre (FB) and hard fragment (FM). 
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Table 1. Descriptive statistics of microplastic concentrations (items/kg) observed for the four study sites. Site 1: Double Island; Site 2: Port Island; Site 3: Sharp Island; Site 4: Bluff Island.
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	Site
	No. of Samples
	Mean
	Median
	SD
	CV%
	MAD





	1
	6
	185.0
	194.5
	38.3
	20.7
	25.0



	2
	6
	171.7
	168.5
	57.6
	33.6
	51.0



	3
	6
	223.0
	221.0
	51.4
	23.1
	38.5



	4
	6
	198.5
	198.5
	47.9
	24.1
	42.0



	All
	24
	194.5
	196.0
	49.9
	25.7
	39.5
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Table 2. Concentrations of microplastics in marine sediments of different regions. The units of the microplastic concentrations have been standardized to items/kg.
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	Region
	Site
	Habitat
	Particle Size (mm)
	Concentration (items/kg)
	Reference





	Hong Kong, China
	Double Haven, Tolo Harbour & Port Shelter
	Coastal sea with fringing reef
	0.3–5
	Range: 95–298

Mean: 185
	This study



	Hong Kong, China
	Deep Bay, Tolo Harbour, Tsing Yi & Victoria Harbour
	Coastal sea
	0.01–5
	Range 44–458

Mean: 158
	[40]



	Belgium
	Nieuwpoort, Oostende and Zeebrugge
	Coastal sea
	0.038–1
	Maximum: 390

Mean: 166.7 ± 92.1
	[41]



	Italy
	Lagoon of Venice
	Lagoon
	<1
	Range: 672–2175

Mean: 1445
	[42]



	Hong Kong, China
	Local coastal shores
	Beach
	0.25–5
	Range: 0.58–2116

Mean: 161
	[12]



	China
	Shapawan, Haikou, Wanning, Sanya and Beihai
	Beach
	<5
	Range: 5014–8714

Mean: 6923
	[43]



	Germany
	The Island of Norderney
	Beach
	<1
	Range: 1–4

Mean: 1.8
	[44]



	Canada
	Halifax Harbour
	Beach
	<5
	Range: 2000–8000 (fibre)
	[45]



	Yugoslavia
	Along the Slovenian coast
	Beach
	0.25–5
	Maximum: 444.4

Mean: 177.8
	[46]



	Singapore
	Local coastal shores
	Beach
	>0.0016
	Maximum: 10.7

Mean: 2.3
	[47]
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