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	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.


	Although sustainability in sport has attracted growing international attention, the environmental implications of cricket in India remain surprisingly underexplored. By foregrounding the perceptions of diverse local stakeholders, this manuscript may potentially open a new avenue for understanding how mega-sporting events intersect with everyday resource pressures in rapidly urbanizing contexts. What seems particularly valuable is the attempt to link global sustainability frameworks with site-specific practices, thereby offering the scientific community a bridge between policy discourse and lived realities. Having considered the data, one can see how even imperfect or perception-based measures still illuminate the scale of waste, energy, and water challenges that accompany the game. For scholars of sport management, environmental studies, and urban governance alike, the study’s contribution lies not in final answers but in raising critical empirical questions that deserve systematic follow-up.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, The 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, while passionate in tone, falls short of what a scholarly summary should convey. Despite offering urgency about environmental concerns, it omits essential details such as the study’s objectives, the methods employed, and the specific findings that emerged. Having considered the structure, one notices that emotive phrases like “Saving our MOTHER EARTH” overshadow the empirical contributions and may potentially weaken the paper’s academic reception. It would be more effective to briefly state the research aim, include the sample size and analytical approach, and then highlight one or two concrete results, before closing with a measured conclusion that situates the work within broader debates on sport and sustainability. Only by balancing methodological precision with interpretive insight will the abstract truly reflect the manuscript’s potential significance.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	From a broad perspective, the manuscript is scientifically grounded in its intent, yet its execution raises concerns. Having considered the data, one notices that the reliance on stakeholder perceptions without sufficient objective measurements may potentially weaken the validity of its conclusions. Despite common belief that descriptive surveys alone can capture environmental impact, in this context the absence of verifiable energy, water, and waste metrics limits scientific rigor. Still, the framework and case focus are conceptually sound, suggesting that with methodological refinement the work could stand on firmer scientific footing.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list, while serviceable, leans heavily on media sources and somewhat dated literature, which may potentially diminish its scholarly depth. Having considered the topic’s evolving nature, the manuscript would benefit from integrating recent work on event sustainability standards, such as ISO 20121, and global sport–climate initiatives under UNEP and UNFCCC. Despite common belief that descriptive case material is enough, without these contemporary scholarly anchors the study risks appearing more anecdotal than academic.
	

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


	The language is clear but too emotive at times. Careful editing would make it suitable for scholarly use.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	There is no evidence of intentional ethical misconduct.
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