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	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.


	This manuscript addresses an important challenge in public sector human resource management by proposing a predictive framework for anticipating employee retirement using multidimensional administrative, medical, and behavioral data. 
The integration of machine learning with survival analysis reflects a growing scientific interest in interpretable and data-driven decision-support systems for workforce planning. 
If methodologically strengthened and validated, the proposed approach could contribute to improved strategic planning, risk assessment, and policy development in public administration. 
Overall, the study highlights the broader relevance of predictive analytics in managing demographic transitions and sustaining institutional continuity within government organizations.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is appropriate
It has been slightly refined for clarity as:
“A Hybrid GMM–Cox Modeling Framework for Multidimensional Retirement Prediction in the Public Sector.”
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The abstract is generally clear and outlines the objective, methodology, and significance of the study. 
However, it would benefit from briefly including key quantitative results (e.g., model performance metrics) and clarifying the dataset size to strengthen its scientific completeness. 
Minor reduction of repetitive background wording could also improve conciseness and readability. Overall, only moderate refinement is needed rather than major revision.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, 

The manuscript is scientifically relevant and methodologically appropriate, but clearer validation and methodological details are needed to ensure full scientific rigor.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are relevant but not sufficiently recent. Adding more studies from the last 3–5 years would strengthen the manuscript’s scientific currency.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	No
Need to correct Grammatical and typographical errors.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The idea of combining clustering with survival analysis is not new and has been widely explored in survival modeling and HR analytics literature.

The manuscript does not clearly demonstrate what methodological innovation is introduced beyond applying known techniques to a retirement dataset.

No theoretical justification or comparison with standard encoding methods (one-hot, ordinal, embeddings) is provided.

Clearly articulate the unique scientific contribution and compare with baseline encoding and modeling approaches.

The study reports 200 civil servants and 17 quantitative variables, which is relatively small for hybrid ML–survival modeling.

Provide full dataset provenance, preprocessing pipeline, and validation strategy.

Add baseline comparisons, cross-validation, and sensitivity analysis.

Add Architecture Diagram / Flowchart for the proposed work
The manuscript addresses a relevant topic in public sector workforce analytics and proposes a hybrid modeling framework combining machine learning and survival analysis. 
However, concerns remain regarding methodological validation, limited dataset size, and the need for clearer statistical justification and language refinement. 
While the study shows potential, substantial revision is required to ensure scientific rigor and reproducibility. I therefore recommend major revision before reconsideration for publication.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No
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