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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.


	The authors identify challenges such as QA’s visibility and documentation balance in unlawful integration strategies. 

A testable model for resolving the integral pressure between Agile's step and difficult QA is presented. 

The paper contributes a structured approach to embedding QA within Agile cycles, enhancing both methodological practice and theoretical understanding. 

Lastly, it creates a basis for further experimental validation and improvement of quality integration techniques.
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	The Tittle is Okay
	

	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-structured and the main components are communicated. Though, it needs improvement in terms of specificity, language, and methodological aspect in order to meet the high-quality standards of this journal. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	“A comprehensive framework for effectively incorporating QA practices into agile development processes was proposed” The framework is proposed, but was it validated? Because for a framework to be scientifically correct it has to be validated either through action research- by measuring the result, case study, or validated by experts. 

The framework is not a scientifically verified one, because there is no method of validation, so it is just a theoretical proposal.

A survey of 50 people is less scientifically vigorous than a survey of 50 people randomly nominated from a global set practitioner.

How were the survey responses analysed? and what statistical method is used in analysing the data? For any analysis to be scientifically correct it most use suitable analytical methods in order to avoid incorrect decisions.
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	There is need to add recent references, as the most recent reference in the manuscript is 2023.
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	Yes, the language quality is okay, but there is need to paraphrase the article. The authors should use active voice
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