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	Reviewer’s comment


	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	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 manuscript investigates the influence of different substrate materials on the performance of a rectangular microstrip patch antenna operating at 3.5 GHz for potential 5G applications. The topic is relevant because substrate properties significantly affect antenna parameters such as bandwidth, return loss, and radiation efficiency. However, the current study mainly presents basic simulations and does not provide sufficient advanced analysis on substrate effects in microstrip antennas. Therefore, although the subject is relevant to antenna design research, the manuscript in its current form offers limited scientific contribution to the research community.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally clear and reflects the subject of the manuscript. However, it may be slightly long and could be improved for clarity and conciseness.

Suggested alternative title:

“Comparative Analysis of Substrate Materials for a 3.5 GHz Rectangular Microstrip Patch Antenna for 5G Applications.

	

	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 provides a general overview of the research objectives, methodology, and main results. However, it is somewhat lengthy and includes excessive descriptive information. It would benefit from being more concise and focused on the most important findings
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript generally follows the basic methodology for designing a rectangular microstrip patch antenna. However, several issues reduce the scientific quality of the work. Some sections contain repeated explanations, particularly regarding the influence of substrate materials. In addition, the methodology lacks detailed explanation of the simulation setup, boundary conditions, and validation procedures. The discussion of the results is also relatively limited and does not sufficiently compare the obtained results with previously published studies.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript contains a moderate number of references, but several of them are relatively old or not directly related to recent developments in 5G antenna design. The reference list should include more recent publications (from the last 5 years) related to microstrip antennas and substrate optimization for sub-6 GHz 5G applications. Furthermore, the formatting of the references should be revised to ensure consistency according to the journal guidelines.


	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	The English language of the manuscript is generally understandable, but it requires improvement. Several grammatical errors, repetitive sentences, and structural inconsistencies are present throughout the manuscript. Careful proofreading and professional language editing are recommended to improve clarity and readability before submission.


	

	Optional/General comments


	One of the main concerns in this manuscript is the inconsistency between the simulation software reported in the methodology and the figures presented in the results. The manuscript states that the antenna analysis was carried out using MATLAB software. However, the figures included in the manuscript appear to be generated using CST Microwave Studio, which raises concerns regarding the accuracy and transparency of the simulation procedure. In addition, MATLAB is generally not a standard electromagnetic full-wave simulator for antenna analysis unless specialized antenna toolboxes or external solvers are used. Therefore, the authors should clearly clarify the actual simulation software used in this study.

Furthermore, the manuscript does not provide sufficient figures and analysis for each investigated substrate material. Since the study compares multiple antenna designs using different substrates, each design should include a complete set of simulation results such as return loss (S11), VSWR, radiation pattern, gain, and other relevant parameters. These results should be presented with corresponding figures and detailed analysis to support the conclusions drawn in the paper.

At present, the results are mainly summarized in tables with limited graphical presentation and discussion. For a scientific study involving antenna design and electromagnetic simulation, it is essential to present detailed simulation outputs and properly analyze them. Therefore, additional figures and deeper analysis are required for all antenna configurations considered in the study.
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