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The Issue: Plastic pollution has been reported to affect Arctic mammals and birds. There are strengths and
limitations to monitoring litter and microplastics using Arctic mammals and birds. One strength is the direct
use of these data to understand the potential impacts on Arctic biodiversity as well as effects on human
health, if selected species are consumed. Monitoring programs must be practically designed with all
purposes in mind, and a spectrum of approaches and species will be required.
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What is known about litter and microplastics in Arctic mammals and birds?
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questions relating to plastic and nanoplastic burdens, coupled with existing
pollution in food webs and contaminant monitoring programmes, to better
trophic transfer. understand the extensive effects from litter and
microplastics.

If you have any questions please contact Jennifer Provencher at Jennifer.Provencher@ec.gc.ca or Amy Lusher at aml@niva.no.



mailto:aml@niva.no

