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	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	The study is very important and focuses on the contamination of the water and sediment in the Taluduyunu River by mercury. The manuscript explains that the origin of this contamination is illegal gold mining exploitation. The findings highlight the threat posed to the ecosystem and human health by discharge of mercury into the river. The proposed mitigation measures can help protect the ecosystem and promote sustainable development.   
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	The title of the article is clear and descriptive.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The abstract is well-written but needs some improvements. Please add the following:

-The mean mercury content of in both the sediment and the column water. 
-The date of the sampling.
-A sentence stating that the heavy metal concentrations exceed the standard threshold in both the sediment and the water.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript has been scientifically accepted but requires some improvements in the materials methods section, and the discussion section:
-Materials and methods section:

The analytic method for the heavy metal Mercury is missing, as well as the details of the instrumental analysis.

The quantity of sediment and the volume of water sampled and analysed are not provided.
-Discussion: 

The discussion needs improvement and should be enriched with further research from other regions regarding the impact of gold mining as a source of metal pollution and its risks to the environment.
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	The manuscript is well written and just needs some improvement.
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