	Journal Name:
	Asian Journal of Research in Computer Science

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_AJRCOS_156323

	Title of the Manuscript:
	Emotional Aware Anime Recommendation System using NLP based Dialogue Analysis

	Type of the Article
	Research Article






PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)

	
	[bookmark: Comments_of_the_Reviewers]Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	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.
	[bookmark: This_manuscript_addresses_a_critical_gap]This manuscript addresses a critical gap in affective computing by proposing the first emotion-aware anime recommendation system that integrates transformer-based dialogue analysis with engineered anchor features for noise resilience. The systematic demonstration that 9D feature engineering improves noise robustness by 33–65% across architectures provides a reproducible framework for handling subjective user input—a persistent challenge in personalized recommender systems. Furthermore, the comparative benchmarking of six models (AutoML, XGBoost, LightGBM, TabPFN, TabNet, HGB) on episode-level emotion vectors offers valuable empirical guidance for researchers developing psychologically grounded recommendation systems beyond traditional collaborative or content-based filtering.
	




[bookmark: PART_2.1_(Objective_Evaluation)]PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	[bookmark: Rating_of_the_Reviewers]Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	[bookmark: 2._Is_the_abstract_of_the_article_compre]2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	[bookmark: 3._Are_the_keywords_appropriate_and_usef]3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	[bookmark: 4._Is_the_background_information_of_the_]4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	[bookmark: 5._Are_the_research_objectives/hypothese]5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	[bookmark: 6._Is_the_literature_review_relevant_and]6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	[bookmark: 7._Is_the_research_methodology_appropria]7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs
	5
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Page 2 of 3
V240326

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
	

	[bookmark: 8._Were_ethical_issues_properly_addresse]8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A (no human/animal subjects)
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 (Good) – only two tables; more visualizations (e.g., noise resilience curves) would help
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 (Good) – adequate but could strengthen links to prior affective recommender work
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 (Excellent) – clear discussion of simulated data, translation issues, lack of user evaluation
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor
N/A = Not Applicable
	4 (Good) – 71 references, recent (2020–2025), but a few older citations could be updated
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor
N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	




[bookmark: PART_2.2_(Subjective_Evaluation)]PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	[bookmark: Reviewer’s_comment]Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Is the title of the article suitable?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
	

	[bookmark: Is_the_abstract_of_the_article_comprehen]Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES (covers objectives, methodology, results, conclusion with quantitative metrics)
	

	[bookmark: Is_the_manuscript_scientifically_correct]Is the manuscript scientifically correct?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES – The methodology is sound: proper train/test split (80/20), noise injection with Gaussian jitter (σ=2.0), NRS as selection criterion, and deterministic feature engineering. The claims (33–65% improvement, XGBoost NRS=0.8980) are directly supported by Tables 2 and 3.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent?
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES – 71 references spanning 2010–2025, with the majority from 2022–2025. The inclusion of foundational transformer papers (Vaswani et al.), domain-specific emotion detection (Hartmann DistilRoBERTa, Takenaka DeBERTa), and modern AutoML/TabPFN
literature demonstrates good currency and relevance.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
	NO – The study uses publicly available anime
subtitle data and simulated user preferences (no real human subjects). No privacy, consent, or data security concerns are present.
	



PART 3

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):

	
	Author’s Feedback

	Justification: The manuscript is methodologically rigorous, clearly written, and makes a novel contribution to emotion-aware recommendation systems. Minor improvements could include adding more visualizations (e.g., noise resilience curves, attention collapse plots) and slightly expanding the discussion of how the findings compare to prior affective recommender benchmarks.
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