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	PART  1: Comments



	
	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.


	This manuscript studies the spectral properties of the Bishop graph and its associated hypergraph on the 8 × 8 chessboard using adjacency, Laplacian, and Seidel matrices. The work contributes to spectral graph theory by providing explicit matrix constructions, eigenvalue computations, and energy evaluations for a structured combinatorial model. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes Article Title is Suitable.
	

	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 outlines the construction of adjacency and Laplacian matrices and mentions numerical computation using Python, it can be strengthened by:

· Clearly stating that the graph decomposes into two connected components.

· Including key numerical results such as the computed adjacency, Laplacian, and Seidel energies.

· Clarifying the distinction between the Bishop graph and Bishop hypergraph


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The mathematical definitions of the adjacency matrix, Laplacian matrix, and Seidel matrix are standard and correctly formulated. The distribution matrix presented on page 11 matches the known structure of the Bishop graph on an 8 × 8 board. The observation that the graph has two connected components due to square color separation is also correct.

However, the manuscript relies entirely on numerical eigenvalue computation without providing theoretical derivations or proofs for spectral multiplicities. Some eigenvalue tables appear truncated or summarized rather than fully structured with multiplicities clearly stated. The work would benefit from analytical justification of spectral symmetry and multiplicities instead of only reporting computed values.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references are sufficient. 
	

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


	A careful language and formatting revision is recommended before publication.


	

	Optional/General comments


	· The distinction between the Bishop graph and Bishop hypergraph should be clarified early and consistently maintained.

· The manuscript would be stronger if it included at least one theoretical proposition or theorem regarding spectral bounds or symmetry.

· Providing the Python code in an appendix would improve reproducibility.

· The block Toeplitz structure described in Section 4 is interesting and could be further exploited to derive eigenvalues analytically.
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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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