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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 significant knowledge gap in seismic tomography studies of the Malay Peninsula (MP), a region that has received relatively little attention despite its proximity to the active Sumatra Subduction Zone. By developing a high-resolution 3D P-wave velocity model using an efficient Fortran-based algorithm, the study provides new insights into the crustal and uppermost mantle structure beneath the MP. This work is important because it enhances our understanding of the region’s tectonic framework, offers explanations for observed thermal anomalies such as hot springs, and contributes to seismic hazard assessments. The methodology, including extensive synthetic resolution tests, is robust and can be adapted for other tectonically complex and data-sparse regions.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is concise, accurate, and reflects the content and scope of the study. It clearly indicates the focus on a 3D P-wave model beneath the Malay Peninsula. No changes are needed.
	

	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 well written, logically structured, and provides a clear overview of the methodology, key findings, and their implications. It could be slightly improved by explicitly stating the resolution depth range (e.g., 5–70 km) and mentioning the main findings about low-velocity anomalies (LVAs) and high-velocity anomalies (HVAs). Including these points would make the abstract even more informative to readers.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript appears to be scientifically sound and technically well executed. The methodology is clearly explained and appropriately chosen for the objectives of the study. The authors have used a well-established tomographic approach and supported their analysis with synthetic tests, which enhances the reliability of the results. The interpretations are logical, consistent with the observed data, and well linked to the regional tectonic framework of the Malay Peninsula. While some parts could be explained more concisely, the overall scientific reasoning is robust and convincing.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references cited are adequate and include both classic foundational works and several recent studies (for example, Lu et al., 2022; Toyokuni et al., 2022; Zhao et al., 2020). This gives the work a strong scholarly grounding. The authors have also incorporated regional studies relevant to the Sumatra Subduction Zone and the South China Sea, which adds useful context. If possible, the inclusion of a few more recent studies focused specifically on crustal and upper mantle structure around the South China Sea or Indochina Peninsula region could broaden the comparative perspective, but this is optional and not critical to publication.
	

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


	Yes, the manuscript is written in good scholarly English. The language is clear, formal, and precise, and the technical terms are used appropriately. There are occasional long or complex sentences that might benefit from slight simplification for better readability, but these do not affect the understanding of the content. Overall, the English is of a publishable standard and suitable for a scientific journal.
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