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Challenges

The system changes frequently:
- Need to keep the test definition updated (manual is not
an option)

Too many tests to be executed:
- Need to reduce the number of executed tests

Need to integrate tests in delivery pipelines:
- Need to have complete automation for test execution
- Need to have clear KPIs to be evaluated in the pipeline
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The system changes frequently:

- Need to keep the test definition updated

Too many tests to be executed:

- Need to reduce the number of executed tests

Need to integrate tests in delivery pipelines:
- Need to have complete automation for test execution
- Need to have clear KPIs to be evaluated in the pipeline
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