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Disclaiming ambiguity AR

SDLC COSTBREAKDOWN SDLC V-MODEL
(incl. Operations and Maintenance)

Acceptance
Testing

Requirements Usability, Regression, Functional,
Specification SR Hardware/Software Testing

High-level Integration
I%esign Te%ting 60% of the cost

Low-Llevel

Design Unit Testing

Implementation, Coding

Requirements Analysis Specification ® Automated
® High/Low Level Design @® Implementation ® Manual
@ Testing
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Manual vs. Automated

Manual More time consuming
testing Notreusable
Proneto humanerrors
Less popularamongst engineers
Requires additional management effort
Best for exploratory testing, ad-hoc testing, usability testing, low-volume
regression testing in short-term projects. Requires investment in resources.
Automated More expensive in development and maintenance
- Takes more efforts to set u
testing axe . P .
Limited by its test scenario and test environment
Sensitive to bugs in coding

Best for high-volume regression testing, stress and performance testing.
Requires investment in tools.
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1. Theory. Test development approaches AR e

Opposing approaches

@

TEST DEVELOPMENT FOR A WHOLE @ DEVELOPING TESTS FOR
FUNCTIONAL SECTION OF REQUIRMENTS ATOMIC REQUIREMENTS

Bulky documents General wordings

Long time to execute Higher level of engineers
Confusing scripts Exploratory testing

Hard to keep up to date Deep product knowledge

@ Does the developed test check what it should check? Why?

@ As the engineer executing this test, would | like to do it? Why?
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2. Medical software testing specifics AR N

Stratigic task

Product Risk reduction Hazardous Risk reduction System Hazardous
requirements techniques situations techniques requirements situations
l IDOO1 - ID0O01+———,ID001
> System « ID0O02 «————-ID002 «—— >~ ID 002
| requirements | /
ID 003 ID 003 “— ID 003
! D 0044:7,|D 004'
ID 005 |
Design
details ID 006 ‘
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3. Test coverage

@

Test must cover what it is being traced to. If a
requirementis notthoroughlytested for some specific

reason, this should be explicitly reflected and
rationalized.

@

Test should NOT cover other requirements just because
they look similar - in most cases, there is a formal
criterion why it should or should not be covered.
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It is necessary to analyze the history of the test

WA

@

Tests from previous releases cannot be
used as a 100% legitimate basis for
developing new ones
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4. Hints and tips of

2 P P D D D

Using real software for test development

Using hardcoded inputs

The visual part: test readability

Test name

Shortdescription

Pre-condition

2 D 2D D D D

System load

Separating verification sources

Isolating verifications per step

Compositionrules

Expectedresult

During the review
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Stay in touch

Head of Strategy and Business Development

Andrey Shastin

E-mail

sales@auriga.com

Website

www.auriga.com
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