EDITORIAL COMMENTS FORM 

	EDITORIAL COMMENT’S on revised paper (if any)
	Authors’ response to editor’s comments

	The abstract is comprehensive though the sentences need to explicit and informative

The study highlights reasons for the attrition and retention of staff in the public Universities which provides the stakeholders with an insight for stop gap measures. Its capturing a real problem today.

 But none of the Tables is referenced in the discussions especially under Results and Discussions

The write up of the manuscript is not good. Some of my comments are:

1. No discussion 

2. Assumption of Cox proportional hazard model is not checked.

3. Reason of selecting Weibull AFT is not mentioned.

4. Comparison of Cox proportional hazard model and Weibull AFT is not correct. 

5. If assumption of Cox proportional hazard model is failed possible to use AFT model. Unless otherwise simply comparison of Cox proportional hazard model with AFT model is not correct.

6. According to this study what is the staff survival time at Chuka University? I couldn’t get from you result.


	Thank you for your feedback. The discussions were added under The Survival Function and Results section. The reason for selecting Weibull AFT modelling given in section 3.6 Comparison of the Cox PH and Weibull AFT models immediately after the table.
We are able to get the survival time of staff at Chuka University using the Weibull survival Function given in the document. Thank you 
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