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The most relevant point-sources of oil, mercury, plastics, and
pharmaceuticals were mapped and quantified (Fig. 2).

Different model frameworks!123! were used to track the release,
B% transport, transformation/degradation of each pollutant.

® Bioaccumulation in the plankton food web was also simulated
for methylmercury, a highly bioaccumulative pollutant.

Fig. 2. Location of pollution point-sources for the Adriatic Sea. Rivers discharge mercury,
pharmaceuticals, macro- and micro- plastics, WWTPs emit pharmaceuticals and micro- plastics,
while navigation cause oil releases to the sea. Mercury is input also through the atmosphere.

The modelled distributions of each pollutant (hazards) were combined with ecotoxicological thresholds and vulnerabilities
to estimate the risk to the ecosystem. Single risk indexes were combined into a multi-risk index through multi-criteria
decision analysis and the TOPSIS method!%.
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Adriatic Sea.
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