
manuscript submitted to preprint

Considerations on free-surface detachment and bed
entrainment of fluvial plastics

Matthias Kramer1

1UNSW Canberra, School of Engineering and Technology, Canberra, ACT 2610, Australia

Key Points:

• Novel formulation for surface detachment velocity of floating plastics
• Interrelation between plastic and sediment Shields parameters

Corresponding author: Matthias Kramer, m.kramer@unsw.edu.au

–1–

ar
X

iv
:2

40
8.

03
08

1v
3 

 [
ph

ys
ic

s.
fl

u-
dy

n]
  2

7 
A

ug
 2

02
4



manuscript submitted to preprint

Abstract
Over the last decade, fluvial plastics have been identified as major threat to aquatic en-
vironments and human health. In order to develop adequate mitigation strategies for plas-
tic pollution, a fundamental process understanding of riverine plastic transport is of sig-
nificant importance. In this context, the implementation of research findings into numer-
ical simulation environments is anticipated to enhance modelling capabilities and to sup-
port a rigorous decision making. Recent experimental research has focused on the in-
cipient motion of plastic particles, as well as on the effects of surface tension on plastic
concentration profiles. While these investigations have advanced the state-of-the-art knowl-
edge, current literature still displays a lack of basic insights into layer-specific plastic trans-
port physics. In this study, first principles are applied to advance knowledge on free-surface
detachment and bed entrainment of fluvial plastics. A novel relationship for the criti-
cal surface detachment velocity is derived, followed by the development of a framework
that allows to relate plastic Shields parameters to those of natural sediments. Overall,
it is anticipated that these developments will trigger new research within the plastics com-
munity, and it is hoped that present findings will be implemented into Lagrangian par-
ticle tracking software.

1 Introduction

In recent years, the mechanics of fluvial plastic transport have been subject to more
detailed investigations, and it was shown that different layers of plastic transport can
be distinguished, including bed layer, suspended layer, and surface layer. This distinc-
tion is important, as these layers are governed by different flow physics. For example,
plastic particles in the bed layer are interacting with sediment particles (Lofty et al., 2023),
suspended plastics are subject to water drag and lift, while surfaced plastics are addi-
tionally influenced by air drag and surface tension (Chubarenko et al., 2016; Valero et
al., 2022).

Of the three mentioned layers and associated transport modes, suspended load trans-
port and bed load transport constitute transport processes that have been studied ex-
tensively in sediment research, and as such, sediment research can provide valuable in-
sights for plastic research (Waldschläger et al., 2022). One prominent example of this
knowledge transfer is the adaptation of the well-known Rouse equation to positively buoy-
ant plastics, as first discussed in Cowger et al. (2021). However, it is noted that there
are important differences between natural sediments and plastics in suspended load trans-
port, which are primarily caused by varying shapes and materials. Van Melkebeke et al.
(2020) reviewed drag coefficients of plastics in suspension, concluding that the approaches
of Bagheri and Bonadonna (2016) and Dioguardi et al. (2018) are currently the most ac-
curate to predict shape-dependent drag coefficients and terminal velocities of common
plastics, such as disks, ellipsoids, cylinders, fibres, etc. Further, several effects on sus-
pended particle drag and lift, including effects of turbulence, secondary motion, and hin-
dered settling, warrant additional research.

In bed load transport, the onset of motion of plastics is of fundamental importance.
This phenomenon was first investigated by Waldschläger and Schüttrumpf (2019b) for
plastics on different sediment bed configurations, who related the critical plastic Shields
parameter (θcr,p) to the critical sediment Shields parameter (θcr,s) as follows

θcr,p
θcr,s

= c1

(
Dp

d50

)c2

︸ ︷︷ ︸
hiding-exposure

function

, (1)

where Dp is the representative plastic diameter, d50 is the median grain size of the sed-
iment bed, and the two empirical parameters were determined as c1 = 0.5588 and c2 =
−0.503, the latter controlling the strength of the hiding-exposure effect. Goral et al. (2023)
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interpreted the parameter c1 as the ratio of static friction coefficients between plastic and
sediment, and additionally modified the exponent of the so-called hiding-exposure func-
tion, originally introduced for sediments by Wilcock (1988). While Eq. (1), as well as
modifications thereof, are useful for a first assessment of the incipient motion of plastic
particles on sediment beds, their simplicity somewhat disguises the complexity of under-
lying physical processes, which is because different effects are lumped into the hiding-
exposure function. In this context, it is evident that future in-depth studies of plastic
re-suspension are required. According to Rohais et al. (2024), these studies should en-
compass a wider range of (micro-) plastic parameters and explore different definitions
of the onset of motion, similar to those presented in Yu et al. (2022, 2023), aiming to de-
rive general expressions for plastic re-suspension behaviour. Revising the literature on
plastic re-suspension to date, it becomes clear that a better understanding of underly-
ing physical processes is required, and that the applicability of sediment re-suspension
models needs to be critically assessed.

Considerably less research efforts have been devoted to particle transport processes
of the free-surface layer. Chubarenko et al. (2016) were the first to consider air drag act-
ing on floating plastics, further deriving an expression for the relative submergence of
surfaced spheres. However, Chubarenko et al. (2016) did not consider surface tension forces
in their analysis, implying that some of their presented equations must be revised. Valero
et al. (2022) established the key importance of surface tension forces in surface load trans-
port, demonstrating that surface tension effects on the concentration profile can be as
intense as buoyancy, and that surface tension bias can lead to a drastic underestimation
of total transported plastic. Despite these advances, the common understanding of the
fundamental mechanics of plastic surface load transport remains limited, and further in-
sights are required to improve theoretical and numerical modelling capabilities.

This study aims to establish some important underpinning foundations of parti-
cle transport mechanics in the bed and the free-surface layer, comprising free-surface de-
tachment (§ 2) and bed entrainment (§ 3) of fluvial plastics. In § 2, linear momentum
conservation is applied to a floating plastic particle, enabling the derivation of a novel
formulation for the particle floating velocity (§ 2.1) and the critical detachment veloc-
ity (§ 2.2). These derivations are followed by a preliminary assessment, demonstrating
that the free-surface acts as sink for microplastics, regardless of their density. In § 3.1,
the focus is set on the incipient motion of plastic particles, and a general formulation for
the plastic Shields parameter is presented. As there is only limited experimental data
available from literature, a framework that relates the plastic Shields parameter to that
of natural sediment (§ 3.2) is introduced, leading to the appearance of a shape factor ra-
tio in our expanded equations. Subsequently, this framework is applied to the literature
data sets of Waldschläger and Schüttrumpf (2019b) and Goral et al. (2023) in § 3.3, and
it is demonstrated mathematically that irregular shapes can lead to a reduced or increased
mobility of plastics when compared to natural sediment.

2 Free-surface detachment

2.1 Floating velocity

In the following, an expression for the velocity of a floating plastic particle at the
free surface is derived. Let us consider a plastic particle with sphere-volume equivalent
diameter Dp = 3

√
6Vp/π, volume Vp, and density ρp, which is floating at the free-surface

of an open-channel (Fig. 1a). The particle moves with the velocity up and is subject to
water drag FD,w, air drag FD,a, buoyancy FB , surface tension Fσ, weight force FW , and
hydrodynamic lift FL.

Implying that the acceleration of the floating particle is negligible, the acting forces
are evaluated in streamwise direction, as shown in Fig. 1a, further assuming no exter-
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Figure 1. Floating plastic in an open-channel flow; x = streamwise coordinate, z = vertical

coordinate: (a) forces acting on a floating plastic; (b) detachment condition for a cubical particle

with side length a and submerged depth hw

nal wind forcing, i.e., ua = up, with ua being the air velocity, yielding

1

2
ρw CD Aproj,w |ufs − up| (ufs − up)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
FD,w

=
1

2
ρaCD Aproj,a u

2
p

︸ ︷︷ ︸
FD,a

, (2)

where ρw is the water density, CD is the drag coefficient, Aproj,w is the submerged pro-
jected surface area of the plastic particle, ufs is the free-surface velocity, i.e., ufs = u(z =
H), with u being the streamwise velocity, H the water depth, and z the vertical coor-
dinate. Further, Aproj,a is the projected surface area of the plastic particle above the wa-
ter surface, and ρa is the density of air. In a first approximation, CD is assumed to be
identical for the near-surface water layer and the air superlayer. Simplification leads to

(ufs − up)
2

u2
p

=
ρa
ρw

Aproj,a

Aproj,w
, (3)

yielding an expression for the particle velocity without find forcing

up =
ufs(

1 +
√

ρa

ρw

Aproj,a

Aproj,w

) . (4)

Next, the forces acting on the plastic particle in vertical direction are considered.
As discussed by Valero et al. (2022) and shown in Fig. 1, surface tension forces appear
at the interfacial air-water-plastic contact line of a floating plastic particle. At this con-
tact line, the interface bends with a certain angle, leading to a vertical component of the
surface tension force. Following White (2016), the surface tension force is expressed as

Fσ =

∫

Lσ

σ sin (Ω) dLσ ≈ Lσσ sin (Ω), (5)

where σ is the surface tension, Lσ is the interfacial contact length, Ω the contact angle,
and sin (Ω) accounts for the vertical projection of the surface tension force. Further, the
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floating particle is exposed to viscous surface stresses and pressures, exerted by the wa-
ter phase. In the absence of detailed knowledge of the distribution of the correspond-
ing forces across the particle’s surface, these are combined into a turbulent lift force FL,
and it is anticipated that particle detachment is driven by vertical turbulent velocity fluc-
tuations

FL =
1

2
ρwCL,tAproj,L v′2rms, (6)

where CL,t is a turbulent lift coefficient, Aproj,L is the projected area for lift, and v′rms

is the root-mean-square of vertical velocity fluctuations. It is noted that Eq. (6) is sim-
ilar to a recent formulation by Valero et al. (2022). Applying linear momentum conser-
vation to the surfaced plastic in vertical direction, as per Fig. 1a, gives

ρwgVp,w

︸ ︷︷ ︸
FB

+Lσ σ sin (Ω)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

Fσ

= ρpgVp

︸ ︷︷ ︸
FW

+
1

2
ρwCL,tAproj,L v′2rms
︸ ︷︷ ︸

FL

, (7)

where Vp,w and Vp are the submerged particle volume and the total particle volume, re-
spectively, and g is the gravitational acceleration. Subsequently, v′rms is characterised us-
ing a semi-empirical relationship for open-channel flows from Nezu and Nakagawa (1993)

v′rms

u∗
= 1.27 exp

(
− z

H

)
, (8)

where u∗ is the shear velocity. Next, a combination of the definition of the free-surface
velocity with the classical log-law for rough surfaces (Dey et al., 2019) gives

ufs

u∗
=

1

κ
ln

(
H

z0

)
, (9)

where z0 is the hydraulic roughness. Combining Eq. (9) with Eqns. (8) and (4) leads
to

v′rms(H) =
0.467ufs κ

ln
(

H
z0

) =
0.467up κ

ln
(

H
z0

)
(
1 +

√
ρa
ρw

Aproj,a

Aproj,w

)
. (10)

Rearrangement and combination of Eq. (7) with Eq. (10) yields another expres-
sion for the velocity of the floating plastic

up =
ln
(

H
z0

)

0.467κ

√
ρwgVp,w−ρpgVp+Lσσ sin (Ω)

1
2ρwCL,tAproj,L

1 +
√

ρa

ρw

Aproj,a

Aproj,w

. (11)

A dimensionless form can be obtained by dividing Eq. (11) with

√(
|ρw−ρp|

ρw

)
gDp,

further introducing a shape factor βp = (Aproj,LDp)/Vp, as well as a modified plastic-
based Eötvös (or Bond) number Γ, representing a combination of weight, buoyancy, and
surface tension forces

Γ =
FB − FW + Fσ

|FB,max − FW | =
ρwgVp,w − ρpgVp + Lσσ sin (Ω)

gVp(|ρw − ρp|)
, (12)

where absolute values |ρw−ρp| are introduced to account for positively and negatively
buoyant plastic particles, and FB,max stands for the maximum buoyancy force. Rearrange-
ment yields a concise expression for the dimensionless particle velocity Θp

Θp =
up√(

|ρw−ρp|
ρw

)
gDp

=
ln
(

H
z0

)

0.467κ

√
2 Γ

βpCL,t

1 +
√

ρa

ρw

Aproj,a

Aproj,w

. (13)
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2.2 Detachment velocity

In this section, the position of a plastic particle as it is detaching from the inter-
face is considered, allowing us to develop dimensional and dimensionless formulations
for the surface detachment velocity, which can be regarded as the counterpart to well-
known threshold velocity formulations for bed entrainment (Dey, 2014, Chapter 4.3). Herein,
surface detachment formulations are presented for both, an arbitrarily shaped particle
and a cubical particle, while spherical particles are discussed in more detail in § Appendix
A. Note that detachment conditions are indicated with the subscript “cr”, and they ap-
ply to the parameters up, Vp,w, Lσ, and Aproj,a/Aproj,w. Inserting these conditions into
Eq. (11) yields a general formulation for the critical particle velocity ucr,p at surface de-
tachment

ucr,p =
ln
(

H
z0

)

0.467κ

√
ρwg(Vp,w)cr−ρpgVp+Lcr,σσ sin (Ω)

1
2ρwCL,tAproj,L

1 +

√
ρa

ρw

(
Aproj,a

Aproj,w

)
cr

. (14)

which holds for all close-shaped particles. It is emphasized that Eq. (14) resembles a novel
formulation for the detachment of floating plastics from the free-surface of an open-channel
flow, where the critical velocity ucr,p decreases with increasing bed roughness, particle
weight, and hydrodynamic lift, while it increases with increasing water depth, surface
tension, and buoyancy.

Next, let us define the detachment condition for a floating cubical particle. In view
of Fig. 1b, it becomes clear that detachment happens as the cubical particle is almost
fully submerged, but still exposed to surface tension forces. In order to express this con-
dition mathematically, the relative submergence of the particle is defined as hw/a, where
a is the side length, and hw is the submerged depth (Fig. 1b). At detachment, the rel-
ative submergence (hw/a)cr ≈ 1, which implies that (Aproj,a/Aproj,w)cr ≈ 0. Inserting
these conditions into Eq. (14), one can simplify

(ucr,p)cube =
ln
(

H
z0

)

0.467κ

√
ga2(ρw − ρp) + 4σ sin (Ω)

1
2ρwCL,ta

, (15)

where Vp = a3, (Vp,w)cr = a3, Lcr,σ = 4a, and Aproj,L = a2 have been used.

In a next step, a generalized dimensionless version of the critical detachment ve-
locity is obtained by inserting the detachment conditions for the parameters Θp, up, Γ,
and Aproj,a/Aproj,w into Eq. (13), yielding

Θcr,p =
ucr,p√(

|ρw−ρp|
ρw

)
gDp

=
ln
(

H
z0

)

0.467κ

√
2 Γcr

βpCL,t

1 +

√
ρa

ρw

(
Aproj,a

Aproj,w

)
cr

, (16)

which can be regarded as the surface detachment counterpart of the well-known Shields
parameter for bed entrainment. Importantly, detachment conditions need to be defined
for each particle shape. For a cubical particle, Eq. (16) simplifies to

(Θcr,p)cube =
ucr,p√(

|ρw−ρp|
ρw

)
gDp

=
ln
(

H
z0

)

0.467κ

√
2Γcr

CL,tβp
, (17)

where Γcr = (ρw − ρp)/(|ρw − ρp|) + 4σ sin (Ω)/ga2(|ρw − ρp|), as per Eq. (12).

To provide a preliminary assessment of the derived formulations, Eq. (15) is eval-
uated for a cubical particle floating at the free-surface of an open channel flow, the lat-
ter characterised by a ratio of water depth to hydraulic roughness H/z0 = 100. To ac-
count for surface tension, an interfacial contact length Lσ = 4a, surface tension of σ =
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Figure 2. Critical particle detachment velocity: (a) dimensional detachment velocity for a

cubical plastic versus particle size for a turbulent lift coefficient CL,t = 2; the simulated channel

is characterised by H/z0 = 100; (b) same as (a) but with CL,t = 5; (c) dimensionless critical

detachment velocity Θcr versus inverse plastic-based Eötvös number Γcr at detachment; note that

the shape factors βp = 1.24 and 1.5 reflect a cubical and a spherical particle, respectively

0.072 N/m, and an interfacial contact angle Ω = 105◦ are assumed, which is aligned
with previously measured contact angles for plastics, for example 97.0◦ ± 0.8◦ (Vlaeva
et al., 2012, PP at 25◦ C), 96.5◦ ± 3.4◦ (de Luna et al., 2014, HDPE at 25◦ C), between
93◦ and 105◦ (Diversified Enterprises, 2009a, PE), and between 95◦ and 117◦ (Diversified
Enterprises, 2009b, PP). Taking the above into consideration, Eq. (15) is solved for par-
ticle dimensions between 0 ≤ a ≤ 30 mm, thereby accounting for micro- (a < 5 mm),
meso- (5 ≤ a ≤ 25 mm), and macroplastics (a > 25 mm). Note that in the absence
of better knowledge, turbulent lift coefficients of CL,t = 2 and 5 have been selected, which
requires experimental verification. Figures 2a,b show the results of this analysis, where
ucr,p is plotted against a for eleven different density ratios, ranging from 0.5 ≤ ρp/ρw ≤
1.5, separated by increments of 0.1. Neutrally buoyant particles are indicated by the red
lines, whereas positively and negatively buoyant particles are located above and below
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lines, whereas positively and negatively buoyant particles are located above and below
these solutions, respectively. In terms of physical implications for plastic surface load trans-
port, it becomes clear that the free-surface acts as sink for microplastics, regardless of
their density, which is further corroborated by the equivalent results for spherical par-
ticles (§ Appendix A). In contrast, negatively buoyant meso- and macroplastics, which
are transported to the free-surface by turbulent diffusion, are most likely detaching from
this interface.

The evaluation of the dimensionless Eq. (17) for cubical particles is straightforward,
and (Θcr,p)cube is herein computed using H/z0 = 100, κ = 0.41, (βp)cube = 3

√
6/π =

1.24, further assuming two lift coefficients, CL,t = 2 and 5. Figure 2c shows these re-
sults, where dimensionless particle velocities Θp < Θcr,p and Θp ≥ Θcr,p indicate sur-
face entrapment and detachment, respectively. For spherical particles, the term
(Aproj,a/Aproj,w)cr > 0, which requires an evaluation of Eq. (16). Such calculations are
a bit more involved and are presented in more detail in § Appendix A, while the results
have been added to Fig. 2c, demonstrating detachment velocities for spherical particles
are smaller than for cubical particles, which is because (Lcr,σ)sphere < (Lcr,σ)cube, given
that (Dp)sphere = (Dp)cube. Overall, most of the parameters in the generalized equations
for surface detachment, i.e., Eqns. (14) and (16), can be determined or estimated, how-
ever, the surface tension force and the turbulent lift coefficient CL,t require future de-
tailed experimental investigations, which are however beyond the scope of the present
work. Lastly, it is stressed that Fig. 2c reflects the surface detachment counterpart of
the Shields diagram for bed entrainment, and that the novel formulations, i.e., Eqns. (14)
or (16), can be implemented into Lagrangian particle tracking simulations with relative
ease.

3 Bed entrainment

3.1 Plastic Shields parameter

To derive an expression for the plastic Shields parameter, let us consider a plas-
tic particle to be located on a sediment bed (Fig. 3), where the latter is characterised
by its characteristic diameter d50. The particle is subject to drag force FD, resistance
force FR, weight force FW , buoyancy FB , and lift FL. It is acknowledged that consid-
eration of these forces corresponds to many derivations that exist for natural sediments,
and the reader is referred to Dey (2014, Chapter 4) for an overview. As the flowrate in-
creases gradually, the plastic particle will eventually start moving. The corresponding
velocity at particle level, which is adequate to initiate particle motion, is commonly re-
ferred to as critical velocity ucr. In contrast to the critical particle velocity at the free-
surface, introduced in § 2, the critical velocity ucr refers to the streamwise velocity of the
fluid in vicinity of the channel bed.

The application of Newton’s second law to the plastic particle in horizontal direc-
tion yields (Fig. 3)

1

2
ρw u2

crCD,pAproj

︸ ︷︷ ︸
=FD

=

(
(ρp − ρw)gVp −

1

2
ρw u2

crCL,pAproj

)
tan (ϕp)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
=FR

, (18)

where CD,p and CL,p are the plastic drag and lift coefficients, Aproj is the projected area,
tan (ϕp) expresses the friction coefficient between the plastic and underlying sediment
bed, and it is implied that the rate of change of particle momentum is zero. The hydro-
dynamic force on the sediment particle in Fig. 3 is composed of hydrodynamic drag and
hydrodynamic lift, which are dependent on the particle Reynolds number Rep = (ucrDp)/ν.
We note that the plastic particle is subject to a velocity gradient, and a strong depen-
dence of drag and lift with respect to the shear rate can be expected. Further, the lift
force at entrainment may comprise several components, including shear lift, Magnus lift,
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Figure 3. Forces acting on a deposited plastic particle in an an open-channel flow; the sedi-

ment bed is characterised by its median grain size d50

centrifugal lift, and turbulent lift, while it is stressed that there is no generic consensus
on the lift force at particle entrainment (Dey et al., 2020). Nonetheless, the lift force is
kept in the following, as it is regarded important for incipient motion.

Rearranging and simplifying Eq. (18) as per § Appendix B leads to a definition of
the plastics Shields parameter θcr,p

θcr,p =
τcr,p

(ρp − ρw) gDp
=

2

βp

1

α2
p︸︷︷︸

=f(Re∗,
Dp
d50

)

tan (ϕp)

CD,p + CL,p tan (ϕp)︸ ︷︷ ︸
=f(Re∗,αp,

Dp
d50

)

, (19)

where τcr,p is the critical shear stress at entrainment, the parameter αp = ucr/u∗ ac-
counts for deviations between the critical velocity ucr and the shear velocity u∗ =

√
τcr,p/ρw,

and the parameter βp = (AprojDp)/Vp is a shape factor. We note that the term 1/α2
p

is a function of Dp/d50 and of the shear Reynolds number Re∗ = (u∗d50)/ν, whereas
the combined drag-lift-friction term on the right hand side of Eq. (19) is a function of
Dp/d50 and of the particle Reynolds number Rep. Importantly, particle and shear Reynolds
numbers are related to one another by

Rep
Re∗

=
ucr

u∗

Dp

d50
= αp

Dp

d50
, (20)

which allows us to write Eq. (19) as function of Re∗, αp, and Dp/d50 only. At this stage,
it is important to recall that the incipient motion of plastic particles on a sediment layer
is fully explained by Eq. (19). The unknowns are the parameters αp and βp, the friction
angle ϕp, as well as plastic drag and lift coefficients, CD,p and CL,p.

Figure 4 shows the classical Shields diagram, where the Shields parameter is plot-
ted against the shear Reynolds number. Here, microplastic data (Waldschläger & Schüttrumpf,
2019b; Goral et al., 2023) have been included, and, for comparison, an analytical expres-
sion for the critical Shields parameter of natural sediments θcr,s (Sui et al., 2021)

θcr,s = 0.165(Re∗ + 0.6)−0.8 + 0.045 exp(−40Re−1.3
∗ ). (21)

It is seen that plastics have a higher mobility when compared to natural sediment
(Fig. 4), and that there is a large variability in the collected plastic data, which stems
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Figure 4. Classical Shield diagram for sediment particles; plastic data are computed and plot-

ted for the experiments of Waldschläger and Schüttrumpf (2019b) and Goral et al. (2023); the
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flow for 5 < Re∗ < 70, and as hydraulically rough flow for Re∗ ≥ 70

3.2 Plastic-sediment interrelation

To advance knowledge on the incipient motion of plastic particles, it seems intu-
itive to seek a relationship between the plastic Shields parameter θcr,p and the well-known
Shields parameter for natural sediment θcr,s, which is presented in the following. Sim-
ilar to the derivation of Eq. (18), linear momentum conservation is applied to a sediment
particle on a sediment bed, leading to an analytical equation for the sediment Shields
parameter (Wiberg & Smith, 1987; Dey, 2014)

θcr,s =
τcr,s

(ρs − ρw) gDs
=

2

βs

1

α2
s︸︷︷︸

=f(Re∗)

tan (ϕs)

CD,s + CL,s tan (ϕs)︸ ︷︷ ︸
=f(Re∗,αs)

, (21)

where the subscript s stands for sediment. We note that for natural sediments, Ds ≈
d50, which implies that the dependence on Ds/d50 vanishes, i.e., Res = αsRe∗. Divid-
ing Eq. (18) by Eq. (21) yields two expressions that relate the plastic Shields param-
eter to the sediment Shields parameter

θcr,p
θcr,s

=
τcr,p
τcr,s

(ρs − ρw)

(ρp − ρw)

Ds

Dp
(22)

=
βs

βp

α2
s

α2
p

CD,s + CL,s tan (ϕs)

CD,p + CL,p tan (ϕp)

tan (ϕp)

tan (ϕs)
. (23)

It is important to note that Eqns. (22) and (23) are not only applicable to plas-
tics. Rather, they can be used to relate any Shields parameter of a foreign particle p to
the Shields parameter of natural sediment, thereby representing a general and versatile
framework. Note that there exists a variety of other expressions for the Shields param-
eter, some of them summarised in Dey (2014, Chapter 4), which could alternatively be
used to derive a relationship between the onset of motion of plastics and sediments.
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from different shapes and materials, but also from different sizes of the tested particles.
If one was to establish a Shields curve for plastics as a complement to Eq. (21), some
comprehensive testing, encompassing a wide range of plastic shapes, materials, and sizes
would be required. It is also anticipated that there is not one general Shields curve for
plastics, but rather different curves for different plastic shapes.

3.2 Plastic-sediment interrelation

To advance knowledge on the incipient motion of plastic particles, it seems intu-
itive to seek a relationship between the plastic Shields parameter θcr,p and the well-known
Shields parameter for natural sediment θcr,s, which is presented in the following. Sim-
ilar to the derivation of Eq. (19), linear momentum conservation is applied to a sediment
particle on a sediment bed, leading to an analytical equation for the sediment Shields
parameter (Wiberg & Smith, 1987; Dey, 2014)

θcr,s =
τcr,s

(ρs − ρw) gDs
=

2

βs

1

α2
s︸︷︷︸

=f(Re∗)

tan (ϕs)

CD,s + CL,s tan (ϕs)︸ ︷︷ ︸
=f(Re∗,αs)

, (22)

where the subscript s stands for sediment. We note that for natural sediments, Ds ≈
d50, which implies that the dependence on Ds/d50 vanishes, i.e., Res = αsRe∗. Divid-
ing Eq. (19) by Eq. (22) yields two expressions that relate the plastic Shields param-
eter to the sediment Shields parameter

θcr,p
θcr,s

=
τcr,p
τcr,s

(ρs − ρw)

(ρp − ρw)

Ds

Dp
(23)

=
βs

βp

α2
s

α2
p

CD,s + CL,s tan (ϕs)

CD,p + CL,p tan (ϕp)

tan (ϕp)

tan (ϕs)
. (24)
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It is important to note that Eqns. (23) and (24) are not only applicable to plas-
tics. Rather, they can be used to relate any Shields parameter of a foreign particle p to
the Shields parameter of natural sediment, thereby representing a general and versatile
framework. Note that there exists a variety of other expressions for the Shields param-
eter, some of them summarised in Dey (2014, Chapter 4), which could alternatively be
used to derive a relationship between the onset of motion of plastics and sediments.

In the context of practical application of the proposed framework, it is important
to give considerations to the flow situations that are being related to one another. For
example, one might be interested in comparing the incipient motion of foreign particles
with sediment particles assuming identical Re∗, which could further imply Ds = d50,
while the diameter of the foreign particle could be smaller or larger than the sediment
particle, i.e., Dp < Ds or Dp > Ds. To provide a second example, if the foreign par-
ticle is natural sediment with Dp = Ds = d50, ρp = ρs, and other parameters being
identical, the right hand sides of Eqns. (23) and (24) become unity, implying that the
classical Shields diagram is recovered, i.e., θcr,p = θcr,s. Further, some of the involved
terms, for example drag and lift coefficients of partially exposed plastics and sediments
in the bed-boundary layer, are not well understood, which is one of the main reasons that
the sediment Shields curve is of semi-empirical nature. Therefore, simplifications are re-
quired to proceed. Adopting the approach from Wilcock (1988, Eq. 12), one can pos-
tulate that

τcr,p
τcr,s

=

(
Dp

Ds

)c3

, (25)

which can be combined with Eq. (23) to yield

θcr,p
θcr,s

=
(ρs − ρw)

(ρp − ρw)

(
Dp

Ds

)c3−1

, (26)

where c3 is an unknown exponent. Upon comparing Eq. (26) with the empirical Eq. (1),
it is realized that c2 = c3 − 1 and that c1 = (ρs − ρw)/(ρp − ρw), where the latter
may range between 5.5 < c1 < 16.5, which was estimated using ρs = 2650 kg/m3,
ρw = 1000, and ρp = 1100 to 1300 kg/m3. As such, there are large discrepancies be-
tween the empirically determined c1 = 0.5588 (Waldschläger & Schüttrumpf, 2019b)
and estimated parameter values 5.5 < c1 < 16.5, which leads to the conclusion that
Wilcock’s (1988) approach of expressing critical shear stresses through a hiding-exposure
function, i.e., Eq. (25), may not be applicable to plastics; it is important to note that
the general concept of a hiding-exposure function remains physically meaningful, as shown
in the following.

Moving on to Eq. (24), this expression can be reconciled with previously suggested
empirical approaches (Waldschläger & Schüttrumpf, 2019b; Goral et al., 2023) by mak-
ing some crude assumptions, namely

θcr,p
θcr,s

=
βs

βp

tan (ϕp)

tan (ϕs)

α2
s

α2
p

CD,s + CL,s tan (ϕs)

CD,p + CL,p tan (ϕp)︸ ︷︷ ︸(
Dp
Ds

)c2

, (27)

which leads to a rather simplistic expression of the Shields parameter ratio

θcr,p
θcr,s

=
βs

βp

tan (ϕp)

tan (ϕs)

(
Dp

Ds

)c2

. (28)

We note that Eq. (28) constitutes an expansion of the approach suggested by Waldschläger
and Schüttrumpf (2019a, Eq. 4) and Goral et al. (2023, Eq. 16), based on a rigorous ap-
plication of linear momentum conservation. Importantly, this expanded approach explic-
itly takes into account the particle shape by retaining the term βs/βp. The derivation
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also demonstrates that different physical effects have been lumped into a single hiding-
exposure function, and these simplifications need to be carefully examined. Depending
on the particle shape, one may argue that α2

s/α
2
p ∝ (Dp/Ds)

c4 , with c4 being an un-
known exponent. However, other terms, such as the particle drag and lift coefficients are
dependent on the particle Reynolds numbers, and these Reynolds-number effects may
not be accounted for. As outlined before, there is an imminent need for more fundamen-
tal testing on the mobilization of plastics, which should scrutinize how Eq. (24), or other
versions thereof, can be simplified.

3.3 Data re-analysis

In this section, the expanded approach for estimating plastic Shields parameters
[Eq. (28)] is applied to previous experimental data sets from literature. Note that the
incipient motion of plastics and sediments is compared for identical Re∗, which is the
most natural choice, as the calculation of particle Reynolds numbers would require some
assumptions in the determination of αp and αs. In a first step of the conducted re-analysis,
published data from Waldschläger and Schüttrumpf (2019b) and Goral et al. (2023) are
used to calculate plastic Shields parameters as θcr,p = u∗/((ρp/ρw−1)gDp) [Eq. (B4)].
Subsequently, Eq. (21) is applied to estimate corresponding sediment Shields parame-
ters, where the shear Reynolds number is calculated as Re∗ = (u∗d50)/ν. Following Goral
et al. (2023), friction terms for both experiments are assumed as tan θp/ tan θs = 0.5588
and 0.55, respectively. Subsequently, the sediment shape factor is considered as βs =
1.5 (spherical), while plastic shape factors βp are computed using geometric particle spec-
ifications provided in Tab. 1. It is noted that the determination of βp for some tested
shapes, such as fragments, fibers, etc., is not straightforward, and for those shapes, it
is simply assumed βp/βs = 1, which allows to retain these data.

Table 1. Shape factors βp = (AprojDp)/Vp for selected plastic geometries; note that the diame-

ters are calculated as sphere-volume equivalent diameter Dp = 3

√
6
π
Vp

Shape/
Parameter

Sphere Cylinder Cube Rectangular prism

Vp (m3)
πD3

p

6
πD2a

4 a3 abc

Aproj (m
2)

πD2
p

4 aD a2 bc

Dp (m) Dp
3
√
1.5D2a 3

√
6
πa

3

√
6
πabc

βp (−) 1.5 4 3
√
1.5a/(πD1/3) 1.24 3

√
6
πabc/a

Dp
D

a
a

a

b

c

Next, the functional dependence between
θcr,p
θcr,s

βp

βs

tan (ϕs)
tan (ϕp)

and the diameter ratio Dp/Ds

is evaluated, allowing to estimate the exponent c2 of the hiding-exposure function (Fig.
5a). Minimising the root-mean-square deviation between measurements and the hiding-
exposure function, it is determined that all experimental data are well represented if the
exponent is set to c2 = −0.6. To reconcile the incipient motion of plastics with clas-
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sical sediment the plastic Shields parameter can be normalised as

θcr,p(
βs

βp

tan (ϕp)
tan (ϕs)

(
Dp

Ds

)c2) = θcr,s. (29)
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or increased mobility of plastics compared to sediments (βs/βp > 1 or βs/βp < 1), ii)
the friction term increases the mobility of plastics (tan (ϕs)/ tan (ϕp) < 1), and iii) the
plastic size can lead to an increase in mobility if Dp > Ds (exposure effect), or to a de-
crease if Dp < Ds (hiding effect). For completeness, a plot of measured versus calcu-
lated plastic Shields parameters is shown in Fig. 5b. It is seen that there is some data
scatter, which is anticipated to be caused by experimental uncertainties and by unac-
counted effects deriving from simplifications made to obtain Eq. (27). Given that the
tested plastic data comprise a variety of different shapes and that the classical Shields
diagram for sediments holds a similar level of scatter, the present approach seems rea-
sonable, and it is believed that the proposed framework provides a valuable basis for fu-
ture research on this topic.
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These normalised values are plotted together with the sediment Shields curve [Eq.
(21)] in Fig. 5c. Comparing the Shields parameters of plastics with those of natural sed-
iment (Figs. 3 and 5c), one can draw the following conclusions on how different phys-
ical parameters affect the mobility of plastics: i) the plastic shape can lead to a reduced
or increased mobility of plastics compared to sediments (βs/βp > 1 or βs/βp < 1), ii)
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the friction term increases the mobility of plastics (tan (ϕs)/ tan (ϕp) < 1), and iii) the
plastic size can lead to an increase in mobility if Dp > Ds (exposure effect), or to a de-
crease if Dp < Ds (hiding effect). For completeness, a plot of measured versus calcu-
lated plastic Shields parameters is shown in Fig. 5b. It is seen that there is some data
scatter, which is anticipated to be caused by experimental uncertainties and by unac-
counted effects deriving from simplifications made to obtain Eq. (28). Given that the
tested plastic data comprise a variety of different shapes and that the classical Shields
diagram for sediments holds a similar level of scatter, the present approach seems rea-
sonable, and it is believed that the proposed framework provides a valuable basis for fu-
ture research on this topic.

4 Conclusion

This work is inspired by the fact that many numerical studies of fluvial plastic trans-
port are treating their particles as “settled” or “surfaced” once they reach the bottom
boundary or the free-surface in their simulations, revealing an imminent knowledge gap
in the understanding of free-surface detachment and bed entrainment of plastic parti-
cles. To close this gap, a first principle approach is deployed, enabling the derivation of
a novel formulation for free-surface detachment of floating plastics, as well as the cre-
ation of a surface detachment/entrapment diagram, which can be regarded as the sur-
face counterpart to the classical Shields diagram. It is acknowledged that some of the
parameters relating to surface tension and turbulent lift must be validated or established
in physical experiments. A preliminary analysis of the critical detachment velocity, ex-
emplified for cubical and spherical particles, shows that the free-surface acts as sink for
microplastics, while larger plastics are likely to detach from the interface. We anticipate
that the implementation of this formulation into numerical modelling environments will
allow for a more realistic prediction of plastic surface transport processes.

Next, the focus is set on bed entrainment (or incipient motion) of fluvial plastics,
and a formulation of the plastic Shields parameter is presented, which is in principle iden-
tical to formulations used for natural sediment. Because the establishment of a plastic
Shields curve would require dozens of experiments, a time-saving alternative is desired.
This is herein achieved by introducing a framework that relates different Shields param-
eters with one another, thereby allowing to reconcile incipient motion conditions of plas-
tics with those of natural sediments. It is noted that this framework i) is based on first
principles, ii) leads to a new expression for the plastic Shields parameter, which repre-
sents an expansion of previous approaches used in plastic research, and iii) explicitly ac-
counts for the particle shape. Subsequently, this new framework is tested using two data
sets from literature, and a reasonable agreement between predictions and measurements
is achieved, while some assumptions need to be scrutinised in the future. Altogether, it
is hoped that this work on surface detachment and bed entrainment will be useful for
the planning, execution, and analysis of future experiments and simulations of turbu-
lent plastic transport in an environmental fluid mechanics context.
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Notation

The following symbols and abbreviations are used in this manuscript:

Parameters

a, b, and c geometrical dimensions as per Tab. 1 (m)
Aproj projected area for drag and lift (m2)
Aproj,L projected area for turbulent lift (m2)
c1 to c4 empirical parameters for hiding-exposure function (−)
CD drag coefficient (−)
CL lift coefficient (−)
CL,t turbulent lift coefficient (−)
D diameter of cylinder base (m)
Dp sphere-volume equivalent diameter (m)
Rp radius of spherical particle (m)
d50 median diameter of underlying sediment (m)
FB buoyancy force (N)
FD drag force (N)
FL lift force (N)
FR resistance force (N)
FW weight force (N)
Fσ surface tension force (N)
g gravitational acceleration (m/s2)
hw submerged depth (m)
H water depth (m)
Lσ air-water-plastic interface length (m)
Rep plastic Reynolds number (−)
Res sediment Reynolds number (−)
Re∗ shear Reynolds number (−)
V particle volume (m3)
Vp,w submerged volume of plastic particle (m3)
ua air velocity of the air-superlayer (m/s)
ufs fluid surface velocity (m/s)
up velocity of surfaced plastic (m/s)
ucr,p critical velocity for surface detachment (m/s)
ucr critical velocity for bed entrainment (m/s)
u∗ bed shear velocity (m/s)
v′rms root-mean-square of vertical velocity fluctuations (m/s)
x streamwise coordinate (m)
z vertical coordinate (m)
z0 hydraulic roughness (m)
α = ucr/u∗; deviation parameter (−)
β = (AprojD)/V; particle shape factor (−)
Γ plastic-based Eötvös number (−)
θcr Shields parameter (−)
Θcr,p dimensionless surface detachment velocity (−)
κ van Karman constant (−)
ν kinematic water viscosity (m2/s)
ρ density (kg/m3)
σ surface tension (N/m)
τcr critical bed shear stress (N/m2)
ϕ friction angle (◦)
Ω contact angle (◦)
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Indices and abbreviations

a air
cube cubical particle
cr critical
max maximum
p plastic
s sediment
sphere spherical particle
w water

Appendix A Detachment of spherical particles

To formulate the detachment condition for spherical particles, let us consider a float-
ing plastic sphere shown in Fig. A1a, subject to buoyancy FB , surface tension Fσ, weight
force FW , and turbulent lift FL. Here, Dp and hw are the diameter and the submerged
depth, respectively. Considering the forces acting on the spherical particle, it becomes
clear that the interfacial contact length Lσ is a function of hw, and that i) Lσ → 0 as
hw → Dp, and ii) Lσ → max as hw → 0.5Dp. More generally, the relative and abso-
lute contributions of FB , Fσ, and FW depend on the submergence of the spherical par-
ticle, similarly discussed for plastic cups in Valero et al. (2022, Appendix B), while the
projected area Aproj,L = πR2

p in Eq. (6) is perpendicular to the lift force, which sug-
gests, in a first approximation, that FL does not depend on hw. As such, the detachment
condition for spherical particles is postulated as

hcr,w = argmax
hw

(ρwgVp,w − ρpgVp + Lσ σ sin (Ω)) , (A1)

which implies that FL has to overcome the maximum vertical force, formed by FB , Fσ,
and FW , for the particle to be detached. In Eq. (A1), the submerged volume of the spher-

ical particle is Vp,w =
πh2

cr,w

3 (3Rp − hcr,w), the total volume Vp = 4
3πR

3
p, and the in-

terfacial contact length Lσ = 2π
√
2hw Rp − h2

w, with Rp = Dp/2 being the radius.
Figure A1b shows the detachment condition (hw/Dp)cr for spheres with diameters rang-
ing from Dp = 0 to 30 mm, which was evaluated using Eq. (A1), further assuming σ =
0.072 N/m and Ω = 105◦. Because weight and buoyant forces are negligible for small
particles, (hw/Dp)cr ≈ 0.5 for Dp < 1 mm, and (hw/Dp)cr increases towards unity
with increasing Dp. Notably, the results shown in Fig. A1b are independent of the par-
ticle density ρp.

Having determined hcr,w as per Fig. A1b, detachment velocities ucr,p for spheri-
cal particles can be evaluated using Eq. (14). Here, previously used parameter values
were adopted, including H/z0 = 100, CL,t = 2 and 5, σ = 0.072 N/m, Ω = 105◦,

whereas (Vp,w)cr, Lcr,σ, and
(

Aproj,a

Aproj,w

)
cr

are related to hcr,w through

(Vp,w)cr =
π h2

cr,w

3
(3Rp − hcr,w) (A2)

Lcr,σ = 2π
√

2hcr,w Rp − h2
cr,w, (A3)

(
Aproj,a

Aproj,w

)

cr

=
πR2

p

R2
p arccos

(
1− hcr,w

Rp

)√
R2

p − (Rp − hcr,w)
2
− 1. (A4)

The results of this analysis are shown in Fig. A2 for densities ranging from 0.5 ≤
ρp/ρw ≤ 1.5, separated by increments of 0.1. Overall, the trends are very similar to the
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To formulate the detachment condition for spherical particles, let us consider a float-
ing plastic sphere shown in Fig. A1a, subject to buoyancy FB , surface tension Fσ, weight
force FW , and turbulent lift FL. Here, Dp and hw are the diameter and the submerged
depth, respectively. Considering the forces acting on the spherical particle, it becomes
clear that the interfacial contact length Lσ is a function of hw, and that i) Lσ → 0 as
hw → Dp, and ii) Lσ → max as hw → 0.5Dp. More generally, the relative and abso-
lute contributions of FB , Fσ, and FW depend on the submergence of the spherical par-
ticle, similarly discussed for plastic cups in Valero et al. (2022, Appendix B), while the
projected area Aproj,L = πR2

p in Eq. (6) is perpendicular to the lift force, which sug-
gests, in a first approximation, that FL does not depend on hw. As such, the detachment
condition for spherical particles is postulated as

hcr,w = argmax
hw

(ρwgVp,w − ρpgVp + Lσ σ sin (Ω)) , (A1)

which implies that FL has to overcome the maximum vertical force, formed by FB , Fσ,
and FW , for the particle to be detached. In Eq. (A1), the submerged volume of the spher-

ical particle is Vp,w =
πh2

cr,w

3 (3Rp − hcr,w), the total volume Vp = 4
3πR

3
p, and the in-

terfacial contact length Lσ = 2π
√
2hw Rp − h2

w, with Rp = Dp/2 being the radius.
Figure A1b shows the detachment condition (hw/Dp)cr for spheres with diameters rang-
ing from Dp = 0 to 30 mm, which was evaluated using Eq. (A1), further assuming σ =
0.072 N/m and Ω = 105◦. Because weight and buoyant forces are negligible for small
particles, (hw/Dp)cr ≈ 0.5 for Dp < 1 mm, and (hw/Dp)cr increases towards unity
with increasing Dp. Notably, the results shown in Fig. A1b are independent of the par-
ticle density ρp.
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Figure A1. Detachment of spherical plastic particles: (a) conceptual sketch, including forces

acting on the floating sphere; (b) relative submergence as function of the particle diameter Dp

Having determined hcr,w as per Fig. A1b, detachment velocities ucr,p for spheri-
cal particles can be evaluated using Eq. (14). Here, previously used parameter values
were adopted, including H/z0 = 100, CL,t = 2 and 5, σ = 0.072 N/m, Ω = 105◦,
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The results of this analysis are shown in Fig. A2 for densities ranging from 0.5 ≤
ρp/ρw ≤ 1.5, separated by increments of 0.1. Overall, the trends are very similar to the
detachment velocities of cubical particles, compare Fig. 2, with physical implications as
discussed. However, the critical velocities of spherical particles are shifted to slightly smaller
values when compared to cubical particles, which is due to shorter interfacial contact lengths
Lcr,σ. At last, it is noteworthy mentioning that i) dimensionless detachment velocities
Θcr,p for spherical particles are shown in Fig. 2c, and ii) detachment conditions for other
particle shapes, such as cylinders and rectangular prisms, can easily be deduced in the
same manner.

Γcr =
FB − FW + Fσ

|FB,max − FW | =
ρwgVp,w − ρpgVp + Lσσ sin (Ω)

gVp(|ρw − ρp|)
, (A5)
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Figure A2. Critical particle detachment velocities for spherical particles: (a) dimensional de-

tachment velocity versus particle diameter for a turbulent lift coefficient CL,t = 2; the simulated

channel is characterised by H/z0 = 100; (b) same as (a) but with CL,t = 5

Appendix B Plastic Shields parameter

In this section, a derivation of the plastic Shields parameter is presented, which closely
follows previous works on the incipient motion of natural sediment by Wiberg and Smith
(1987). Our starting point is the streamwise force balance on the deposited plastic at
the onset of motion, i.e., Eq. (18), which is repeated for convenience

1

2
ρw u2

crCD,pAproj =

(
(ρp − ρw)gVp −

1

2
ρwu

2
crCL,pAproj

)
tan (ϕp). (B1)

Rearranging Eq. (B1)

1

2
ρw u2

crAproj(CD,p + CL,p tan (ϕp)) = (ρp − ρw)gVp tan (ϕp), (B2)

and dividing by 1
2Aproj(CD,p + CL,p tan (ϕp))(ρp − ρw)gDp yields

u2
cr(

ρp−ρw

ρw

)
gDp

=
2Vp

AprojDp

tan (ϕp)

CD,p + CL,p tan (ϕp)
(B3)
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Figure A2. Critical particle detachment velocities for spherical particles: (a) dimensional de-

tachment velocity versus particle diameter for a turbulent lift coefficient CL,t = 2; the simulated

channel is characterised by H/z0 = 100; (b) same as (a) but with CL,t = 5

detachment velocities of cubical particles, compare Fig. 2, with physical implications as
discussed, while critical velocities of spherical particles are shifted to slightly smaller val-
ues when compared to cubical particles, which is due to shorter interfacial contact lengths
Lcr,σ. Next, dimensionless detachment velocities (Θcr,p)sphere are calculated using Eq.
(16) in combination with Eqns. (A1), (A2), (A3), and (A4), and have been shown in Fig.
2c. At last, it is noteworthy mentioning that detachment conditions for other closed-shaped
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particles, such as cylinders, rectangular prisms, and ellipsoids, can easily be deduced us-
ing the detachment condition formulated in Eq. (A1).

Appendix B Plastic Shields parameter

In this section, a derivation of the plastic Shields parameter is presented, which closely
follows previous works on the incipient motion of natural sediment by Wiberg and Smith
(1987). Our starting point is the streamwise force balance on the deposited plastic at
the onset of motion, i.e., Eq. (18), which is repeated for convenience
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ρw u2

crCD,pAproj =

(
(ρp − ρw)gVp −
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2
ρwu

2
crCL,pAproj

)
tan (ϕp). (B1)

Rearranging Eq. (B1)

1

2
ρw u2

crAproj(CD,p + CL,p tan (ϕp)) = (ρp − ρw)gVp tan (ϕp), (B2)

and dividing by 1
2Aproj(CD,p + CL,p tan (ϕp))(ρp − ρw)gDp yields

u2
cr(

ρp−ρw

ρw

)
gDp

=
2Vp

AprojDp

tan (ϕp)

CD,p + CL,p tan (ϕp)
(B3)

Next, a shape factor βp = (AprojDp)/Vp and a parameter α = ucr/u∗ are intro-
duced, where the latter accounts for deviations between the critical velocity and the shear
velocity. The shear velocity is defined as u∗ =

√
τcr,crp/ρw, with τcr,p being the criti-

cal bed shear stress. Substituting αp and βp into Eq. (B3) leads to the following expres-
sion of the plastic Shields parameter

θcr,p =
u2
∗(

ρp−ρw

ρw

)
gDp

=
2

βp

1

α2
p

tan (ϕp)

CD,p + CL,p tan (ϕp)
, (B4)

which can be slightly reformulated using the definition of the shear velocity

θcr,p =
τcr,p

(ρp − ρw) gDp
=

2

βp

1

α2
p

tan (ϕp)

CD,p + CL,p tan (ϕp)
. (B5)
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Waldschläger, K., Brückner, M. Z., Carney Almroth, B., Hackney, C. R., Adyel,
T. M., Alimi, O. S., . . . Wu, N. (2022). Learning from natural sediments to
tackle microplastics challenges: A multidisciplinary perspective. Earth-Science
Reviews, 228 , 104021.
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