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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

(1) Since the destination is to solve a three-level
chance constrained programming problem, what
is the relation between the three levels? Is the
solution of the first level problem not the
constraint of the second level? Similarly, is the
solution of the second level is the constraint of
the third level problem? I advise the authors to
give more explanation on the question.

(2) The last section should be rewritten. We can see
that it is the same with the abstract. The authors
should describe the conclusion, not just copy the
abstract.

(3) The computing results should be analyzed in
detail in Section 5 to support your conclusion.
But I can not find the analysis.

(1)

(2) ok sir it was rewritten a
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(3) the computing result was analyzed
clearly and all steps was written carfully,
all results ofo, Fi,F, and ;3 were written
in section 5
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Minor REVISION comments

Although I am not an English native speaker, I still firmly

advise the authors to smooth the manuscript carefully.

(1) “constrains” should be revised as “constraints” in the
Abstract. And there are several such errors in the
manuscript.

(2) What is the last word in Line 5 of the abstract? It
should be revised.

(1) The word “constrains” was replaced by
“constraints” highlighted

(2) Itwas "developTchebycheffind
revised to “develop Tchebycheff”

Optional /General comments None
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