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Abstract
Evaluating recommender systems remains a long-standing chal-
lenge, as offline methods based on historical user interactions and
train–test splits often yield unstable and inconsistent results due to
exposure bias, popularity bias, sampled evaluations, and missing-
not-at-random patterns. In contrast, textual document retrieval
benefits from robust, standardized evaluation via Cranfield-style
test collections, which combine pooled relevance judgments with
controlled setups. While recent work shows that adapting this
methodology to recommender systems is feasible, constructing
such collections remains costly due to the need for manual rele-
vance judgments, thus limiting scalability. This paper investigates
whether Large Language Models (LLMs) can serve as reliable auto-
matic judges to address these scalability challenges. Using the ML-
32M-ext Cranfield-style movie recommendation collection, we first
examine the limitations of existing evaluation methodologies. Then
we explore the alignment and the recommender systems ranking
agreement between the LLM-judge and human provided relevance
labels. We find that incorporating richer item metadata and longer
user histories improves alignment, and that LLM-judge yields high
agreement with human-based rankings (Kendall’s 𝜏 = 0.87). Finally,
an industrial case study in the podcast recommendation domain
demonstrates the practical value of LLM-judge for model selection.
Overall, our results show that LLM-judge is a viable and scalable
approach for evaluating recommender systems.

Keywords
LLM-judge for recommender systems, Cranfield-style collections,
Completeness of relevance labels

1 Introduction
Evaluating recommender systems has long been a challenging task
and remains an open problem in the field. Despite decades of work,
there is still no widely accepted offline evaluation framework [46].
Existing evaluations typically rely on historical interaction data [5],
sampled metrics [31, 43], and dataset splitting strategies [24, 52]
that differ across studies, resulting in inconsistent and often non-
reproducible assessments of model effectiveness. Moreover, issues
such as exposure bias [15], popularity bias [6], and incomplete
relevance labels [44] make it difficult to provide a generalizable
answer to a fundamental question: which recommendation model
performs best?

In contrast, the adjacent domain of ad hoc retrieval—traditional
query-based document search—has long relied on a standardized
evaluation framework, centered around Cranfield-style test collec-
tions [12]. These collections consist of queries, documents, and
human relevance judgments, providing a foundation for repro-
ducible and comparable system evaluations. This paradigm has
been instrumental in establishing reliable evaluation methodolo-
gies for retrieval systems and forms the basis of large-scale shared
evaluation campaigns such as TREC [59].

Recent work has begun to explore Cranfield-style evaluation
frameworks to recommender systems [9, 26, 50, 56], demonstrating
that such collections can help mitigate popularity and exposure bi-
ases while producing more reliable model rankings. However, these
efforts remain costly and limited in scale. For example, extending
MovieLens into a Cranfield-style collection required over $10,000
CAD to obtain relevance labels for only 51 users [50], a sample
size likely insufficient to capture variance in user preferences and
demographics.
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In ad hoc retrieval, similar scalability challenges have been ad-
dressed by employing Large Language Models (LLMs) as automatic
judges capable of predicting relevance labels. While some con-
cerns remain regarding potential biases, circularity, and robust-
ness to adversarial inputs [1, 17], this approach has often shown
high agreement with human assessors [2, 19, 44, 55, 57]. So far,
however, this LLM-judge evaluation paradigm has been validated
mostly on retrieval tasks, where relevance judgments are made for
query-document pairs based on the semantic alignment between
an information need (expressed through the textual query) and a
corresponding document.

In contrast to the relatively objective nature of relevance in re-
trieval, relevance in recommendation is inherently subjective [47];
it depends on both context [39] and domain [53]. Unlike short, well-
defined textual queries, recommendation tasks involve long and
often noisy user profiles, represented by user-item interactions that
reflect evolving preferences over time, which are more challenging
to encode for LLMs. Moreover, signals such as popularity, trendi-
ness, and collaborative filtering patterns may be underrepresented
in an LLM’s parametric knowledge [42]. These differences raise an
important question: Can the LLMs judging ability be generalized
from ad hoc retrieval to recommendation tasks?

In this paper, we investigate whether LLM-judge can serve as
a reliable evaluator for recommender systems within a Cranfield-
style evaluation framework. We begin by motivating our work
through an examination of the limitations of existing evaluation
methodologies. We then explore: (1) the alignment between LLM-
predicted and human-provided relevance labels; (2) the extent to
whichmodel rankings based on LLM labels agree with those derived
from human judgments; and (3) the performance of LLM-judge in
a industrial setting for model selection. We find that:

(1) Alignment with human labels: The agreement between
LLM-judge and human annotations increases when addi-
tional metadata fields (beyond the item title) are provided,
suggesting that richer contextual information helps the
model better match user preferences to recommended items.
We also observe that incorporating more items from a user
history as input to the model further improves alignment.

(2) Agreement in system rankings: Using the LLM-judge
relevance labels to rank different systems yields a Kendall’s
𝜏 agreement of 0.87, comparable to the alignment scores
reported by Arabzadeh and Clarke [2] for ad hoc retrieval
collections such as TREC-DL.

(3) Industrial applicability: In an industrial context, LLM-
judge proved useful for assisting with model ranking and
selection before conducting human feedback sessions and
A/B tests, as demonstrated in podcast recommendation.

Overall, our results indicate that LLM-judge offers a promising
approach for scalable evaluation of recommender systems across
domains such as movies and podcasts, provided that established
best-practice guidelines [17] are followed to ensure validity and
integrity of the assessments.

2 Related Work
The evaluation paradigms of ad hoc retrieval and recommender
systems share structural similarities. In ad hoc retrieval, the Cran-
field paradigm provides a standardized framework based on test
collections composed of documents, queries, and human relevance
judgments. Because exhaustively judging every query–document
pair is infeasible, large-scale evaluation campaigns such as TREC
introduced pooling, where assessors label documents drawn from
the union of the top results from multiple retrieval systems.

The completeness of these pooled judgments—particularly for
systems that did not participate in pooling—determines the reliabil-
ity and reusability of a collection for future evaluations. Unpooled
documents returned by non-participating systems may still be rele-
vant, yet are treated as irrelevant by standard information retrieval
metrics, potentially underestimating the effectiveness of newer
models [3, 60]. Indeed, many commonly used evaluation measures
are not robust to substantially incomplete relevance judgements [7].

In recommender systems, the situation is even more complex.
Recommendation collections mirror IR test collections—comprising
a corpus of items, a set of users, and user–item relevance signals—
but these signals are derived from sparse historical interaction
data rather than explicit human annotation.1 While prior work
suggests that assessors can serve as reliable judges on behalf of
other users [4, 36], the standard practice continues to rely on offline
evaluations using historical logs.

Typically, such evaluations withhold a portion of interactions
for testing while using the remainder for training (e.g., global-time,
leave-one-out splits, or user-based splits) [8, 30]. However, this
methodology is prone to multiple biases: popularity bias arising
from long-tail relevance distributions [6]; exposure bias driven
by production logging policies [15]; and missing-not-at-random
(MNAR) patterns [34, 48, 51], where users rate only items they
particularly enjoy. Additionally, not all rejected recommendations
are truly irrelevant [22]. Combined with data leakage from non-
time-based splits [24] and the use of sampled metrics [31, 43], these
issues can lead to inconsistent evaluations, where offline rankings
often diverge from those observed in online or user studies [45],
complicating the progress in the field [21].

To address these limitations, several efforts have sought to con-
struct Cranfield-style collections for recommender systems, repli-
cating the benefits of IR-style pooling [26, 50, 56]. Yet, such datasets
remain expensive and small in scale. In ad hoc retrieval, LLMs have
been shown to effectively fill judgment gaps [38] and predict rele-
vance labels directly [2], though concerns persist regarding biases,
circularity, and robustness to adversarial manipulation [1, 17]. Early
work in recommendation further suggests that LLM-judge [18, 61]
(and LLM rankers [14, 29]) can mirror offline evaluation trends.
However, questions remain about their generalization, particularly
given evidence that LLMs may memorize public datasets such as
MovieLens [16], and the absence of studies replicating Cranfield-
style recommendation collections with LLM judges.

1The relevance of an item to a user can be determined either through pre-interaction
judgments, implicit or explicit signals during interaction, or post-interaction feed-
back [53].
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To explore these open questions, the next section outlines our
experimental design for evaluating LLM-judge in a Cranfield-style
recommender system setting.

3 Experimental Setup
In this section, we describe the experimental setup used to evaluate
LLM-judge, including the datasets, recommender system models,
and evaluation procedures employed.

Pooling-based evaluation for recommendation. To overcome the
limitations of traditional train-test splits, we rely on a Cranfield-
style extension of the popular MovieLens interaction dataset [25].
The ML-32M dataset2 consists of 32 million ratings across 87,585
movies by 200,948 users, collected between 1995 and 2023 and re-
leased on 2024. The Cranfield-style extension of the ML-32M, intro-
duced by Smucker and Chamani [50] and referred to as ML-32M-ext,
was released in 2025 and is available exclusively to researchers. Ac-
cess requires submitting a form confirming that the dataset will
not be publicly shared nor used beyond research purposes. Conse-
quently, we consider it unlikely that current LLMs have memorized
this dataset.

ML-32M-ext consists of an additional 31,236 relevance judgments
provided by 51 participants for movies that they had not rated
before. The movies selected for evaluation were drawn from a
pool of 22 recommender system models, each having access to the
histories of the 51 participants and other users from the ML-32M
dataset. During two labeling phases, each participant evaluated
at least 600 movies based on metadata including the poster, title,
plot summary, release year, running time, cast, directors, genres,
and languages. Participants then rated their interest in watching,
familiarity with, and predicted rating for each movie.

We use the primary relevance file from ML-32M-ext: inter-
est.qrels, which captures participants’ interest in watching movies.
Interest levels range from 0 (Not interested), 1 (Somewhat inter-
ested), 2 (Interested), 3 (Very interested), 4 (Extremely interested),
5 (ranked 3), 6 (ranked 2), to 7 (Ranked 1), where 5–7 represent
the top-three items selected by each user. For details on dataset
construction, we refer readers to [9, 50].

Recommender system models. Following Smucker and Chamani
[50], we use the RecBole framework [64]3 for model implementa-
tion. For models that participated in the pooling stage, we adopt
the same hyperparameters as in [50]; for the rest, we train for 10
epochs using default settings. As recommended by the ML-32M-ext
authors, we evaluate system effectiveness using the Compatibility
measure [11], with the default value of 𝑝 = 0.95 provided by ir-
measures [37] library and the interest.qrels file which contains
interest in watching relevance labels. The Compatibility metric is
the maximum normalized rank biased overlap between the results
and an ideal ranking, and 𝑝 represents searcher patience or persis-
tence. Full retrieval is performed over the entire item collection,
2https://grouplens.org/datasets/movielens/32m/
3We use RecBole (https://github.com/RUCAIBox/RecBole) because it provides access to
a wide range of recommendation models through a unified API. While we acknowledge
existing concerns about the reproducibility of third-party model implementations [27],
these have limited impact on our results. Our focus lies in analyzing the alignment
between LLM-judge predictions and human judgments, rather than the absolute effec-
tiveness of individual models. Hence, the diversity of models available in the framework
is more critical to our study than their specific performance levels.

LLM-judge prompt

Instruction:
Your task is to evaluate the relevance of a movie recommendation
for a user, given the metadata of the movie and the user’s previous
interactions.

Inputs:
User profile: {USER_PROFILE}
Movie recommendation: {METADATA_RECOMMENDED_MOVIE}

Expected output:
reasoning: Reason for the interest in watching the movie consider-
ing their previous interactions.
interest_in_watching: The interest in watching the movie consid-
ering their previous interactions, on a scale of 0 to 7.

User profile structure

Movie metadata: {METADATA_MOVIE_0}
Movie metadata: {METADATA_MOVIE_1}
. . .
Movie metadata: {METADATA_MOVIE_N}

Movie metadata structure

Title + Average rating + Genres + Directors + Overview +
Cast + Runtime + Number ratings + Year + Languages.

Figure 1: Prompt template, user profile structure, and movie
metadata structure used for LLM-judge evaluations.

i.e. no sampled negatives are introduced for metric computation.
Unjudged items are considered irrelevant in the evaluation metrics
using both the LLM qrels and the human qrels.

For training, we sample 10,000 users from ML-32M, add the his-
tory of the 51 ML-32M-ext participants, and exclude items and
users with less than 20 interactions. Preliminary experiments con-
firmed that this smaller training set yields comparable performance
and model rankings on ML-32M-ext, allowing for more efficient
experimentation.

LLM-judge. For the LLM-judge, we use gpt-5-2025-08-07 with
the default reasoning level set to medium as the LLM backbone.
Each experiment is repeated three times, and we report averaged
results. Unless stated otherwise, the LLM predicts relevance for
up to 50 randomly selected movies per participant (all of which
have human labels in ML-32M-ext). This sampling is adopted to
reduce time and costs of experimentation, since a single run would
otherwise require 93,708 (3*31,236) LLM calls.

By default, we include 1000 movies for each user as part of their
interaction history. Because timestamp information is unavailable
for ML-32M-ext, we randomly sample items from each user’s his-
tory rather than applying recency-based selection. The prompt used
for LLM-judge evaluations is shown in Figure 1. The prompt was
not iteratively optimized, and it is only different for the ablation
experiments presented later (effect of movie metadata fields and
criteria-based LLM-judge in Tables 3 and 4.).

https://grouplens.org/datasets/movielens/32m/
https://github.com/RUCAIBox/RecBole
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Figure 2: Judged@100 by different distribution of train and
test size in a historical interaction train-test split.

4 Limitations of Current Evaluation
Methodologies

Evaluating recommender systems using traditional offline method-
ologies presents several fundamental limitations. In this section,
we examine the main issues associated with historical train–test
splits, the incompleteness of relevance labels, and the implications
these have for the reliability of model comparisons.

Historical interactions train-test split. A key limitation of tradi-
tional train-test splits based on historical interactions is the incom-
pleteness of relevance labels: not all items retrieved by the compared
recommender systems have corresponding relevance labels. To il-
lustrate this, we examine the proportion of judged items retrieved
when applying different train–test split ratios to the ML-32M dataset,
using three models with varying levels of effectiveness (Pop, EASE
and MultiVAE).

Wemeasure this proportion using Judged@100, defined as the av-
erage percentage of items with relevance labels among the top 100
ranked items for each user. User interactions are ordered chronolog-
ically (timestamp information is available for ML-32M), the oldest
X% interactions are used for training and most recent (1–X%) for
creating the relevance labels4. As shown in Figure 2, the percentage
of judged items within the top 100 positions is low (< 15%) under
the standard 80%–20% split.

For all three models we see that increasing the size of the test set
slightly improves Judged@100, but this is not a viable solution: it
reduces the size of the training set and introduces a greater temporal
gap between training and testing interactions. The resulting sparsity
of relevance labels, across different models, makes it difficult to
reliably compare recommender system rankings, as confirmed by
prior studies on partially complete collections [23, 43].

Next, we compare the completeness of traditional train–test
splits with that of Cranfield-style collections and empirically demon-
strate how low Judged@100 values lead to discrepancies in recom-
mender system rankings.

4Equivalent to TimeOrdering (TO) in the RecBole [64] library.

Comparison with a Cranfield-style pooled collection. A Cranfield-
style collection offers a compelling alternative to traditional histor-
ical train–test splits. By collecting explicit feedback from multiple
recommender systems, such collections provide amore complete set
of relevance judgments for models that participated in the pooling
process, that is, models used to generate candidate recommenda-
tions during dataset creation. Incorporating a diverse set of models
into the pool also helps mitigate the selection bias that would arise
from relying on a single production recommender, thereby improv-
ing the completeness of judgments for models that were not part
of the pooling.

In standard offline evaluation, user interactions are typically
sorted by time and then split into train–test sets on a per-user
basis [54].5 This approach can inadvertently cause temporal leak-
age, as each user has their own time cutoff between training and
testing [24, 28, 30]. In contrast, Cranfield-style collections enable a
global time split, where all interactions occurring before the dataset
creation are used for training, and the relevance judgments col-
lected during dataset construction are used for testing.

We argue that this setup more closely reflects real-world rec-
ommendation scenarios, offering both higher completeness of rel-
evance labels and more reliable model rankings. To quantify this
difference, we compare the completeness of relevance labels under
the two methodologies.

As shown in Table 1, traditional train–test splits yield substan-
tially lower Judged@100 scores compared to the Cranfield-style
collection ((ML-32M-ext [5]).6 All models on the left side of the
table participated in the ML-32M-ext pooling process, and for these,
the Cranfield-style setup provides markedly higher completeness
of relevance labels than the conventional time-ordered split.

A similar trend is observed for models that did not participate in
pooling (right side of the table): their Judged@100 values are also
higher under the Cranfield-style evaluation, though overall scores
are lower than for the pooled models.

Impact on model ranking reliability. An important considera-
tion is how the evaluation methodology and the completeness
of relevance labels affect the final rankings of recommender sys-
tems. We observe that the agreement between rankings derived
from the historical interactions train-test split and those from the
Cranfield-style collection with a global time split is notably low,
with a Kendall’s 𝜏 of 0.33. For comparison, an often cited threshold
for acceptable agreement between system rankings based on inde-
pendently created set of human relevance judgments is 0.90 [2, 58].
Furthermore, as illustrated in Figure 3, reducing the number of
relevance labels per user, and thereby decreasing the completeness
of the collection, leads to greater divergence in model rankings.

5For example, the widely used RecBole library does not implement a global time-based
split and only supports time-ordering prior to splitting the data into training and test
sets (see https://recbole.io/docs/user_guide/config/evaluation_settings.html).
6A key difference between our experimental setup and that of Smucker and Chamani
[50] is the use of a global time-based split. Specifically, all relevance labels from the
51 assessors created before the collection of new relevance judgments are used for
training, while all relevance judgments gathered during the pooling exercise are
reserved for testing. This approach provides a clearer temporal separation between
training and evaluation and avoids the information leakage inherent in the random
train–test split [28].

https://recbole.io/docs/user_guide/config/evaluation_settings.html
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Table 1: Judged@100 for models under historical interactions train–test split vs. Cranfield-style pooling (ML-32M-ext).

Model
(participated in
the pooling

of ML-32M-ext)

ML-32M
Historical interactions
80%–20% train–test split

ML-32M-ext [5]
Cranfield-style pooling
w. global time split

Model
(did not participate

in the pooling
of ML-32M-ext)

ML-32M
Historical interactions
80%–20% train–test split

ML-32M-ext [5]
Cranfield-style pooling
w. global time split

Judged@100 Judged@100

Pop 0.0183 0.3754 ENMF 0.0043 0.1006
NeuMF 0.0314 0.8409 DGCF 0.0048 0.0725
CDAE 0.0506 0.4754 RaCT 0.0221 0.5365
MultiVAE 0.0838 0.7607 DiffRec 0.0247 0.5071
ADMMSLIM 0.0790 0.5313 AsymKNN 0.0622 0.7957
BPR 0.1326 0.6692 ItemKNN 0.0622 0.7957
EASE 0.1465 0.5331 NCEPLRec 0.1654 0.3153

Average 0.0774 0.5981 Average 0.0493 0.4462
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Figure 3: Effect on sampling from the full relevance labels
from ML-32M-ext in terms of Judged@100 and agreement of
the model rankings when using the complete set of labels.

Limitations of pooled collections. While pooled collections im-
prove the completeness of relevance judgements, they are inher-
ently“frozen in time”: evaluation can only be conducted using a
single time-based split (before and after the pooling process). In
domains where user preferences evolve rapidly (e.g. short video
consumption) reliable evaluation may require multiple temporal
splits to capture such dynamics.

In addition, decisions regarding which models participate in
pooling, how they are trained, and the pooling depth can influence
both the completeness and longevity of the collection. Models that
resemble those used during pooling may be inadvertently favored,
while newer or substantially different models may be disadvan-
taged. Finally, constructing pooled collections is resource-intensive.
For instance, generating ML-32M-ext with participants required
approximately $10,000 CAD. In contrast, using an LLM-judge could
reduce this cost by an order of magnitude.7

7The estimate was obtained using GPT-5 mini, via the batch API, based on the average
context length of a textified user history containing all metadata and 100 movies.

Table 2: Comparison of evaluation methodologies for recom-
mender systems.

Historical interac-
tions

Cranfield-style
Pooling

LLM-judge

Selection bias to-
wards production
recommender sys-
tem(s) and towards
popular items

Selection bias to-
wards systems used
during pooling to
generate relevance
labels

No system selec-
tion/exposure bias.
Prone to other bi-
ases and evaluation
tropes.

Incomplete judge-
ments

Incomplete judge-
ments

“Complete”8 judge-
ments

Low cost High cost Medium cost

Low reliability for
model ranking

High reliability for
model ranking9

Moderate reliability
for model ranking

Summary. As summarized in Table 2, existing evaluationmethod-
ologies for recommender systems involve a trade-off between bias,
completeness, and cost. Historical-interaction evaluations are in-
expensive but suffer from biases and incompleteness, whereas
Cranfield-style pooling offers higher reliability at the expense of
substantial human-annotation cost.

The LLM-judge approach provides an appealing middle ground:
assuming sufficient alignment with user judgments, it mitigates
exposure and popularity biases by offering complete coverage of
relevance labels at a moderate cost.

Optimizations on the number of LLM relevance predictions and which metadata to
use could make the LLM-judge 2–3 orders of magnitude cheaper.
8By a complete set of relevance labels, we refer to the ability to run LLM-judge for any
item retrieved by any recommender system within the top-k positions, rather than
generating relevance predictions for every possible user–item pair in the collection.
9Cranfield-style collections provide high reliability when ranking recommender sys-
tems that participated in the pooling process, but their reliability decreases for models
that did not participate and differ substantially from those included in the pool.
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However, LLM-based evaluations introduce their own sources
of bias [49, 63] and potential pitfalls that may lead to invalid con-
clusions [10, 17]. For example, popular entities or items may be
overrepresented in an LLM’s parametric knowledge [33, 41]; test
sets might inadvertently appear in themodel’s training data [16, 62];
LLMs can be adversarially prompted to produce overly positive
relevance labels [1]; and using LLM-judge within the evaluated
systems themselves risks circularity issues [32].

These potential advantages and shortcomings motivate our in-
vestigation into whether LLMs can serve as scalable and reliable
judges for recommender system evaluation.

5 Assessing LLM-judge Alignment and
Agreement

In this section, we evaluate the effectiveness of LLM-judge as an
automatic evaluator for recommender systems. Following the eval-
uation methodology of Arabzadeh and Clarke [2], we assess LLM-
based relevance judgments along two dimensions: (1) their align-
ment with human labels, and (2) their agreement with recommender
system rankings derived from human relevance judgments. To-
gether, these analyses allow us to understand not only how closely
LLM-judge mirrors human annotation behavior but also whether it
preserves the relative ordering of model performance, both essential
requirements for scalable, reliable evaluation.

5.1 Alignment with Human Labels
We first evaluate the alignment between LLM-judge predictions
and the primary relevance file from ML-32M-ext. The LLM-judge
receives a fixed number of randomly ordered historical user ratings
as inputs,10 enabling it to infer how well a user’s preferences align
with the metadata of a recommended movie. Both the LLM-judge
predictions and the human labels are expressed on the same interest
scale ranging from 0 to 7.

To quantify this alignment, we compute the Kendall’s 𝜏 between
the LLM-judge predictions and the human labels. In addition, we
calculate the proportions of agreement, tie and disagreement be-
tween label pairs. Specifically, for each user, we compare all pairs of
items labeled as relevant (interest levels 1–7) versus non-relevant
(interest level 0), and determine:

• Agreement: the LLM-judge ranks the items in the same
order as the human judgments.

• Tie: the LLM-judge assigns equal scores to both items.
• Disagreement: the LLM-judge ranks the pair in the opposite
order from the human judgments.

Effect of including different itemmetadata fields. We first examine
how different metadata fields (used for movies in both the user’s
history and the recommended movie) contribute to the alignment
between LLM-judge and human labels.

As shown in Table 3, all metadata fields except average rating
positively impact the pairwise agreement between LLM-judge pre-
dictions and human judgments. Overall, these results indicate that
the model effectively leverages the content information from a

10The LLM-judge has access to the same metadata provided to participants during the
relevance labeling process, with the exception of the cover image and the addition of
two extra fields: average rating and number of ratings.
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Figure 4: Effect of increasing the size of the user history on
the LLM-judge pair agreement.

user’s movie profile and compares it against the metadata of recom-
mended items; each additional metadata field independently helps
improve alignment. At the same time, interaction-derived features
such as average rating and number of ratings may inadvertently
reinforce—or reintroduce—popularity biases into the evaluation.

When compared with prior work on LLM-based judges for ad
hoc retrieval [2], our alignment scores (55–57%) are higher than
those achieved by pointwise LLM-judges on the ANTIQUE dataset
(~40%) but lower than those observed on TREC DL-19/20/21 (~80%).
It is worth noting that our movie recommendation judge operates in
a zero-shot setting without prompt iteration or in-context learning
examples, which makes these results particularly encouraging.

Effect of the size of the user history. Because all available metadata
are used for each movie, the context size of the user profile grows
rapidly. On average, each user who participated in the ML-32M-ext
pooling rated 1,425 movies, resulting in an average profile length
of approximately 170k tokens, with a maximum of 1 million tokens
for a user who rated 8,496 movies.

To understand the impact of profile size, we analyze how the
number of items in a user’s history influences the alignment be-
tween LLM-judge and human relevance labels. As illustrated in
Figure 4, larger user profiles lead to higher pairwise agreements
and fewer disagreements between the two sets of judgments. This
trend is consistent with early findings from LLM-judge evaluations
in podcast recommendations [18]. We note that timestamp infor-
mation for the user interactions was not available for ML-32M-ext,
and therefore, profile items were not ordered by recency in this
analysis. These results suggest that providing richer user context
enables LLMs to better infer preference patterns, improving their
ability to approximate human relevance judgments.

Effect of the difference in human label interest levels. Previous
sections evaluate the LLM-judge agreement using not relevant
(interest level of 0) vs relevant (interest levels from 1–7) pairs of
items. Here we take a closer look at the agreement with unrestricted
pairs of interest levels, considering more fine-grained differences,
e.g. interested vs very interest.

We see in Figure 5 that it gets harder for the LLM-judge when
the distances between the interest labels get smaller and potentially
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Table 3: Effect of movie metadata fields on LLM-judge pair agreement metrics. (±) indicates the 95% confidence interval. Best
per column in bold. ↓ indicates worse than the baseline which only uses the Title of the movies as input.

Metadata Agreement (%) Tie (%) Disagreement (%)

Title + Average rating 0.5398 ± 0.0033↓ 0.2565 ± 0.0008 0.2037 ± 0.0028↓

Title 0.5479 ± 0.0019 0.2607 ± 0.0017 0.1914 ± 0.0011
Title + Genres 0.5516 ± 0.0020 0.2596 ± 0.0000 0.1888 ± 0.0020
Title + Directors 0.5551 ± 0.0006 0.2514 ± 0.0024 0.1935 ± 0.0024↓

Title + Overview 0.5529 ± 0.0019 0.2645 ± 0.0007 0.1826 ± 0.0025
Title + Cast 0.5649 ± 0.0033 0.2456 ± 0.0008 0.1895 ± 0.0030
Title + Runtime 0.5592 ± 0.0005 0.2561 ± 0.0012 0.1847 ± 0.0015
Title + Number ratings 0.5612 ± 0.0022 0.2489 ± 0.0005 0.1899 ± 0.0017
Title + Year 0.5590 ± 0.0011 0.2536 ± 0.0012 0.1874 ± 0.0021
Title + Languages 0.5726 ± 0.0008 0.2362 ± 0.0021 0.1912 ± 0.0013
Title + All metadata 0.5599 ± 0.0031 0.2610 ± 0.0013 0.1790 ± 0.0021
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Figure 5: Effect of decreasing the interest level differences
between the pairs of labels.

subtler, with increased percentages of disagreement and ties in
those scenarios.

Relevance decomposition into interest dimensions. Relevance is
a complex and multidimensional concept [13, 40]. In ad hoc re-
trieval, positive results have been achieved using criteria-based
LLM judges [20]. Following a similar approach, we designed a set of
evaluation criteria for the LLM-judge and instructed it to generate
output according to the schema shown in Figure 6. These criteria
combine objective metadata features (e.g., genre, cast, release pe-
riod) with more subjective dimensions such as tone and mood. To
aggregate these criteria into a final rating, we explored two strate-
gies. Chain-of-though (COT) predicts each criterion individually
and then produces an overall score, while Sum Aggregation derives
the final rating by summing the individual criterion scores.

As shown in Table 4, the COT approach does not yield substan-
tial improvements over the baseline. While the Sum Aggregation
method achieves higher pairwise agreement percentages, it also
results in greater disagreement, likely due to the increased number
of distinct aggregated scores.

Criteria-based rubric

Genre & Subgenre: How well does the recommendation align with
the affinity for the category of film (action, romance, sci-fi, etc.).
Tone & Mood: How well does the recommendation align with the
affinity for movie tone, e.g., lighthearted, dark, intense, uplifting.
Story Complexity: How well does the recommendation align with
the affinity for simple vs. layered movies.
Pacing: How well does the recommendation align with the affinity
for slow vs. fast pacing movies.
Themes & Topics: How well does the recommendation align with
the affinity for underlying themes (friendship, dystopia, revenge).
Cast & Crew: How well does the recommendation align with the
preference for actors, directors, writers, etc.
Cultural / Regional Context: How well does the recommendation
align with the affinity for a certain origin, language, or cultural lens.
Runtime / Commitment: How well does the recommendation align
with the affinity for movie length.
Release Period: How well does the recommendation align with the
affinity for classics vs. modern movies.
Trend & Popularity: How well does the recommendation align with
the interest in mainstream vs. niche movies.
Average Ratings: How well does the recommendation align with
the user’s affinity for highly rated movies.

Figure 6: Dimensions used by criteria-based LLM-judge.

We hypothesize that incorporating supervised guidance or fine-
tuned weighting of criteria could improve alignment with human
judgments when using multi-dimensional relevance decomposition,
in line with similar approaches that have led to successful results in
the NLP field [35]. Nonetheless, this points to a promising direction
for enhancing interpretability and control in LLM-based evaluators.

5.2 Agreement with Recommender System
Rankings

We next examine how rankings of different recommender systems
compare when derived from human labels versus the LLM-judge
predictions. To assess this, we compute the Kendall’s 𝜏 between
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Table 4: Criteria-based LLM-judge results. (±) indicates the 95% confidence interval. Best per row in bold.

Setting Agreement (%) Tie (%) Disagreement (%)

No criteria 0.5599 ± 0.0031 0.2610 ± 0.0013 0.1790 ± 0.0021
Criteria-based (COT) 0.5484 ± 0.0180 0.2704 ± 0.0079 0.1812 ± 0.0102
Criteria-based (Sum Aggregation) 0.6931 ± 0.0117 0.0329 ± 0.0009 0.2740 ± 0.0117

Table 5: Agreement between LLM-judge and human system
rankings by the number of LLM-judge predictions per user.

Predictions per user Kendall’s 𝜏 W-Kendall’s 𝜏

10 0.5556 0.5092
50 0.7333 0.6486
100 0.8667 0.9405
200 0.8444 0.9225
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Figure 7: Correlation of recommender system rankings be-
tween LLM-judge and human qrels.

the ranking of 14 recommender systems using the human rele-
vance labels and the corresponding rankings obtained from LLM-
judge–predicted labels, considering unjudged items as not relevant.

As shown in Table 5, increasing the number of LLM-judge pre-
dictions per user from 10 to 100 substantially improves the ranking
agreement with the complete set of human relevance labels. Beyond
100 predictions per user, the improvement plateaus, indicating a
performance ceiling, as extending predictions to 200 movies does
not further increase agreement.

The compatibility values presented in Figure 7 illustrate this
relationship across individual systems. With 100 LLM-judge pre-
dictions per user (corresponding to approximately 5,100 relevance
labels—about ~16% of the total human-labeled set), we obtain a

high Kendall’s 𝜏 of 0.87 between LLM-judge and the human judg-
ments. This level of agreement is comparable to the values reported
by Arabzadeh and Clarke [2] for ad hoc retrieval collections such
as TREC-DL, which range between 0.77 and 0.92.

These findings suggest that LLM-judge can approximate human-
based model rankings with high fidelity, even when using a fraction
of the human-labeled data.

6 Industrial Case Study: Applying LLM-judge
for Model Selection

Up to this point, our experiments have focused on public datasets in
the movie domain to evaluate LLM-judge for recommender systems.
We now turn to a real-world application, examining how LLM-judge
can be employed to evaluate recommender system variants in the
podcast domain.

In industrial environments, evaluations based on logged user
interactions are inherently biased toward the current production
model. As a result, newly developed models that optimize for differ-
ent objectives may appear less effective simply because users were
never exposed to their recommendations. Moreover, fully devel-
oped Cranfield-style pooled collections are costly, time-consuming
to construct, and static thus capturing user preferences only at a
single point in time. This case study illustrates how LLM-judge can
help overcome these challenges, providing a scalable and flexible
alternative for industrial model evaluation.

LLM-judge for podcast recommendation. We employ a criteria-
based LLM-judge designed to predict the degree of interest align-
ment between a user and a recommended podcast across multiple
dimensions (topic, host & guest, style & format, and tone & genre)
as well as to generate an overall interest alignment score.

Using a sample of 100 users, we compute the LLM-judge score
for each of the top five recommendations produced by the candidate
model. This criteria-based setup allows the evaluation to be inter-
pretable, leading to an understanding of which sub-components of
relevance models are able to capture.

Goal: Assisting model selection. During the offline experimenta-
tion preceding an A/B test, LLM-judge was employed as an addi-
tional evaluation tool to support model selection and assess the
impact of model changes. Over a four-month development period,
LLM-judge scores were computed alongside traditional offline met-
rics derived from historical interaction logs. In parallel, several
rounds of human annotation were conducted, and both LLM-judge
metrics and traditional offline evaluations were used to select the
final candidate model for online testing.

LLM-judge vs. historical interaction metrics. We next compare
the LLM-judge interest alignment metric compares with traditional
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Figure 8: Correlation of recommender system rankings be-
tween LLM-judge and offline metrics based on historical
interactions global train-test split.

Table 6: Comparison between two podcast recommender sys-
tem models using different evaluation metrics in the context
of model selection.

Model 1 Model 2

Train–test time based split metric 0.512 0.295
LLM–judge metric 0.734 0.890
Employee preference metric 0.286 0.524

offline metrics derived from logged interactions (calculated using
global time train-test splits), focusing on their ability to rank differ-
ent model variants.

As shown in Figure 8, the agreement between LLM-judge and
conventional offline metrics is low. One explanation for this dis-
parity is that LLM-judge mitigates exposure and popularity biases
that arise from the incompleteness of relevance labels in histori-
cal interaction data. In fact, when evaluating a model that applied
a popularity debiasing technique, we observed diverging behav-
iors between the two evaluation methods. Offline metrics based on
logged interactions decreased notably, whereas LLM-judge scores
increased. Consequently, the model performing best according to
LLM-judge was not the same as the one ranked highest by tradi-
tional offline metrics.

To further investigate, we conducted an internal evaluation with
20 employees, who compared the recommendations produced by
two model variants. The results, summarized in Table 6, show that
the model preferred by employees was the same as the one favored
by LLM-judge (the variant incorporating a popularity debiasing
mechanism), rather than the model ranked higher by conventional
offline evaluation.

These findings suggest that the LLM-judge can provide a less
popularity biased assessment of model quality compared to histori-
cal interaction-based evaluations.

Summary. Duringmodel development, we found that LLM-judge
provided valuable additional insights to investigate model quality
when used alongside traditional offline metrics. While historical in-
teractions train–test splits are indicative of how well the candidate
models can fit the existing trends in the logged data coming from
production recommender systems, the LLM-judge is able to evalu-
ate recommendations tailored for new objectives—such as interest
diversity, new interest alignment, etc. A more holistic evaluation
view using metrics coming from both evaluation approaches proved
effective for prioritizing models for human review and ultimately
for selecting candidates for A/B testing. This demonstrates the prac-
tical utility of LLM-judge as a scalable, bias-aware complement to
conventional evaluation methods in industrial recommendation
settings. We highlight though that drawing correlations between
offline metrics, such as LLM-judge or conventional historical in-
teraction splits, and online A/B test metrics is a challenging task,
which requires further work.

7 Conclusion
In this paper, we investigated the potential of LLMs to serve as
automatic judges for recommender system evaluation, addressing
long-standing challenges of scalability and incompleteness in exist-
ing offline methodologies. Using the ML-32M-ext Cranfield-style
collection, we demonstrated that traditional historical train–test
splits suffer from label sparsity, leading to unstable and unreliable
model rankings. In contrast, the LLM-judge approach produces com-
plete relevance estimations across systems, mitigating selection and
exposure biases at a moderate cost.

Our results show that the alignment between LLM-judge predic-
tions and human labels improves when richer item metadata and
longer user histories are provided. We further demonstrate that
rankings derived from LLM-judge relevance labels achieve high
agreement with human judgments (Kendall’s 𝜏 = 0.87), compara-
ble to those observed in ad hoc retrieval benchmarks. In addition,
our industrial case study in the podcast domain illustrates that
LLM-judge can assist model selection and evaluation in real-world
settings, offering a scalable complement to human annotation and
traditional offline metrics.

Looking ahead, several directions warrant exploration. First,
incorporating human-in-the-loop frameworks could strengthen re-
liability and accountability, particularly given the risks of relying
solely on automated judgments. Second, systematically studying
biases introduced by LLM-judges, for example, through popular-
ity, domain representation, or prompt design, will be critical for
ensuring fairness and validity in evaluation. Finally, advancing
human–LLM alignment through techniques such as prompt opti-
mization, supervised fine-tuning, or reinforcement learning could
further enhance agreement and interpretability.

Overall, our findings suggest that LLM-judge represents a promis-
ing step toward scalable, bias-aware, and robust evaluation frame-
works for recommender systems, bridging the gap between con-
trolled experimental setups and real-world industrial practice.
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