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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 manuscript investigates the spectral properties and energy measures of the Rook hypergraph derived from the standard 8×88\times88×8 chessboard. Structures based on chessboard movements have been widely studied in combinatorics and spectral graph theory due to their rich symmetry and structural regularity. The work contributes to the understanding of adjacency, Laplacian, and Seidel matrices associated with such grid-based structures. The results may serve as a reference for further studies on chessboard graphs, hypergraph models, and related spectral properties in discrete mathematics.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is generally suitable and reflects the content of the manuscript. It clearly indicates that the paper focuses on spectral and energy analysis of the rook hypergraph derived from the chessboard. However, the authors may consider clarifying the terminology if the study actually focuses on the rook graph associated with the hypergraph structure.
	

	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 study and describes the matrices considered in the analysis. However, it could be improved by briefly mentioning the main spectral results obtained in the paper, such as the eigenvalues and computed energy values. Including a short statement about the significance of these results would make the abstract more informative.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall, the manuscript is mathematically consistent and the definitions of adjacency, Laplacian, and Seidel matrices are correctly stated. The eigenvalues and energy values reported for the 8×88\times88×8 rook structure appear consistent with the computations presented. However, the authors should clarify the distinction between graph and hypergraph terminology used throughout the manuscript and ensure that the definitions are applied consistently.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript contains a reasonable list of references related to spectral graph theory and hypergraph studies. However, the authors may consider including additional references related to rook graphs and chessboard graphs in spectral graph theory. Adding a few classical references on graph energy and Cartesian product graphs could further strengthen the literature review.
	

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


	The language is generally understandable and suitable for academic communication. However, minor grammatical corrections and stylistic improvements are recommended to enhance readability and clarity. Some sections may benefit from shorter sentences and improved formatting of mathematical expressions.
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. The manuscript would benefit from clearer distinction between graph and hypergraph terminology.

2. Some sections repeat similar explanations, and the presentation could be slightly condensed.

3. Additional theoretical discussion explaining the spectral results would strengthen the paper.

4. The figures could be described more clearly in the text.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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