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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.


	Analysis of Micro-nutrients and Vitamins may lead to the manufacture of new drugs, nutraceuticals, and healthcare products. Also, this manuscript provides new data for comparative analysis.
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	Title of the article could be rephrased to

“Comparative Analysis of Minerals and Vitamins in Cajanus cajan and Chromolaena odorata Leaves”
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	The abstract is well written. Objective and methodology is clearly defined.

Authors are suggested to avoid using full datasets like “higher concentrations of sodium (10.45 ± 0.00 ppm) and potassium (8.60 ± 0.00 ppm) compared to C. odorata (7.68 ± 0.00 ppm and 4.27 ± 0.00 ppm, respectively)” instead the most significant findings can be presented.
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	The flow and transition of information in the introduction could be better.

The information about pharmacological used of C. odorata and C. cajan is uneven.

Also once the full genus and species name is used, abbreviate the genus to its first initial.

Methodology is well written.

Avoid common mistakes eg. “C. Odorata and C. Cajan” species name should be in small letters.

Discussion could be more structured and clear.

Authors can improve conclusion by summarizing key findings and highlighting the implications.
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