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 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, 

correct the manuscript and highlight that part in 

the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors 

should write his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 

 

Title says authors are going to present a 

prediction technique for productivity of 

Yangtze River Port by using a data analysis 

technique, which is a combination of 

visualization and numerical methods. 

However, abstract says nothing related to 

title. Title, abstract and the text of the paper 

need to be consistent. 

 

Introduction section presents only 

definitions of data scientists, visual data 

analysis and numerical data analysis 

methods. In Introduction section, authors are 

expected to briefly explain their rationale 

and approach and, whenever possible, the 

possible outcomes their study can reveal. 

Authors should state the purpose of the work 

in the form of the hypothesis, question, or 

problem they investigated. 

 

The paper lacks clarity and does not present 

ideas in a coherent way. 

 

Abstract is all related to the title. It sates 
why do the research, how to do the 
research (methods), and the research result. 
However, following the Reviewer’s 
suggestion, the title of the paper has been 
changed so that the title, abstract and text 
look more consistent. 
 
The Introduction section has been reviewed 
and modified to better meet the Reviewer’s 
suggestion. 
 
 
 
 
 
Please read it again and see what has been 
changed. 
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