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	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	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 a critical and timely issue at the intersection of cybersecurity and education. The application of Educational Data Mining (EDM) to understand malware awareness and security practices among faculty and students is a valuable contribution. By identifying distinct behavioral clusters, the study moves beyond a one size fits all understanding and provides a data-driven foundation for developing targeted educational interventions. The findings are highly relevant for academic institutions worldwide seeking to strengthen their cybersecurity posture and comply with broader goals like the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs).
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally suitable and clearly reflects the content of the manuscript. And perfectly acceptable.
	

	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 comprehensive but could be slightly refined for greater impact. I suggest:

1. Explicitly state the key finding regarding the student faculty disparity (e.g., "The analysis revealed that while students demonstrated higher awareness of advanced threats like zero-day exploits, faculty showed better adherence to basic security practices.").

2. Briefly mention the primary method used (K-Means clustering) a little earlier for clarity.

3. The final sentence is quite long; consider breaking it into two for improved readability.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally sufficient and include a good mix of foundational and recent works (up to 2025), the authors might consider citing the related work papers:

1. Ibrahim, N., & Rajalakshmi, N. R. (2025). Examining the Influence of Advanced Persistent Threats on Higher Education Institutions and Investigating Appropriate Cybersecurity Strategies. U. Porto Journal of Engineering, 11(2), 96-119.
2. Wibowo, B., Yuswanto, A., Hidayat, T., & Ibrahim, N. (2025). Cyber Resilience to Digital Threats for Education Institutions 4.0. International Journal of Management Science and Application, 4(1), 35-45.
	

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


	The language is generally suitable for scholarly communication. However, there are occasional instances of minor grammatical awkwardness and repetition that could be polished. A thorough proofread is recommended to enhance fluency. For example, phrases like "This is rather frightening yet covert" in the conclusion could be rephrased to a more academic tone, such as "This presents a significant, yet often overlooked, threat."
	

	Optional/General comments


	2. Clustering Details: The manuscript would benefit from a brief description of the characteristics that defined each cluster identified by the K-Means algorithm ("Cluster 1: High awareness, poor practices"). This would make the findings more tangible.

3. Data Interpretation: Section 2.6 mentions that "the study also found the certain behaviors... increase the chances of malware infection." This is a crucial point that should be explicitly supported by the correlation or clustering results in the Results section.
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