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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	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 study offers an innovative approach to improving the recommendation system for recommending movies to users, through the obtained data of user sentiments left in the forum. The work proposes an analysis of natural language processing methods for creating personalized recommended solutions in the process of rapid digital content. The study combines the work of classical algorithms with analysing ratings for the watched movie. The obtained recommendations are important for moviegoers, increasing demand for the movie and creating possible offers in the form of trailers or something.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title of the article generally conveys the essence of the topic but is somewhat generalized. The problem is that the study describes a film rating system based on NLP, not NLP based on a movie rating system
	

	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 reveals the main aspects of the research, however, to increase its scientific value, it is recommended to make some changes. It is advisable to specify the used natural language processing methods and algorithms for creating recommendations to provide a technical basis for the proposed solution. It is worth noting that the source of data is microblogs such as Twitter, as this is an important feature of the system. Also, for better familiarization with the text of the article, it is necessary to briefly describe the obtained experimental results.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is generally scientifically correct and demonstrates the author's good knowledge of the topic of recommender systems and sentiment analysis itself.

I would like to highlight a few points that need to be clarified to increase the scientific rigour of the study:

The methodology of sentiment analysis should be described in detail, and list the methods that were used.

The paper lacks an experimental part and a definition of quantitative estimates of the results.

The results section should explain the metrics and methods of their calculation.

Provide the limitations of the proposed recommender system and possible directions for its improvement.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript uses sources that cover key aspects of the topic – recommendation systems, sentiment analysis, natural language processing, and the application of expert judgment data. Most sources describe basic methods and approaches, but they need to be updated in recent years.
	

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


	The language of the article is clear and conveys the main content of the research. Basic scientific terms are used correctly, and the sentence structure generally meets the standards of academic writing.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript is written on a topical topic - modelling of recommender systems, which takes into account the analysis of moods from a watched movie from microblog data. However, it is necessary to take into account the comments submitted and update the list of references (especially from 2022–2024). These improvements will significantly increase the scientific value and readability of the article. Overall, the work has great potential for publication after careful revision.
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