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ABSTRACT 
The migration of large-scale manual test suites to automated testing pipelines represents one of the most 

significant challenges in contemporary software engineering, particularly for organizations with decades of 

legacy testing assets. This article presents a comprehensive framework for risk-controlled test suite migration 

leveraging Retrieval-Augmented Generation (RAG) to address the fundamental tension between migration 

velocity and quality preservation. We synthesize insights from software testing theory, risk management 

frameworks, and recent advances in generative AI to propose a structured methodology that systematically 

transforms manual test cases into executable automation scripts while maintaining rigorous quality control. 

The framework incorporates a multi-phase migration pipeline encompassing test case analysis, transformation 

planning, automated generation, validation, and continuous improvement. Through three detailed case studies 

across financial services, healthcare, and e-commerce domains, we demonstrate that RAG-based migration 

achieves 78% automation coverage with 94% accuracy, reducing migration effort by 65% compared to 

traditional approaches. The risk-controlled framework successfully identifies and mitigates migration risks 

across technical, operational, and organizational dimensions, enabling organizations to achieve near-zero 

regression defect introduction during the transition. Our findings contribute to the emerging body of 

knowledge on AI-assisted software maintenance and provide practical guidance for practitioners undertaking 

large-scale test modernization initiatives. 
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1. Introduction 

1.1 The Challenge of Legacy Test Suites 

The accumulation of large-scale manual test suites represents a pervasive challenge in enterprise software 

development. Organizations with mature software products frequently possess test repositories comprising 

thousands of manual test cases developed over decades, representing substantial intellectual capital and domain 

knowledge [3]. These test suites serve as critical quality gatekeepers, embodying years of accumulated 

understanding about system behavior, edge cases, and failure modes. 

However, the strategic imperative for digital transformation has created an urgent need to migrate these manual 

test assets to automated pipelines. Continuous Integration and Continuous Deployment (CI/CD) practices 

demand rapid, repeatable, and reliable testing that manual execution cannot provide . Organizations face a 

fundamental paradox: the very test suites that ensure quality become obstacles to the speed required for modern 

software delivery. 

The scale of this challenge is substantial. Enterprise manual test suites frequently exceed 10,000 test cases, with 

individual test cases containing hundreds of steps and complex dependencies. Migration efforts typically require 

months or years of dedicated effort, with significant risk of introducing regressions or losing critical test 

coverage [3,4]. 

 

1.2 Limitations of Current Migration Approaches 

Existing approaches to test suite migration exhibit significant limitations. Manual reimplementation, while 

accurate, is prohibitively time-consuming and expensive. Automated conversion tools typically handle only 

simple test cases and struggle with complex logic, contextual dependencies, and domain-specific validation 

requirements. Capture-replay tools generate brittle scripts that fail with minor application changes. 

More fundamentally, current approaches lack systematic risk management. Organizations typically adopt ad hoc 

migration strategies, prioritizing ease of automation over risk exposure. This leads to critical gaps: high-risk test 

cases may be deferred indefinitely, while low-value tests are automated prematurely. The absence of a risk-

controlled framework means organizations cannot make informed decisions about migration priorities or quality 

tradeoffs. 

Recent advances in Generative AI, particularly Retrieval-Augmented Generation (RAG), offer promising new 

capabilities for addressing these limitations [4]. RAG systems can leverage existing test documentation and 

historical migration patterns to generate automation scripts with contextual understanding. However, the 

application of RAG to test migration introduces new challenges around generation quality, hallucination, and 

verification that require careful risk management. 

 

1.3 Research Objectives and Contributions 

This article addresses the following research questions: 

RQ1: How can Retrieval-Augmented Generation be effectively applied to migrate large-scale manual test suites 

to automation pipelines? 

RQ2: What risk management framework is required to ensure migration quality and safety? 

RQ3: What are the quantifiable benefits and limitations of RAG-based test migration in enterprise contexts? 

Our contributions include: 

1. A comprehensive framework for risk-controlled test suite migration using RAG, encompassing test 

analysis, generation, validation, and deployment phases. 

2. A risk assessment methodology specifically tailored to test migration, identifying and mitigating risks 

across technical, operational, and organizational dimensions. 

3. Empirical validation through three enterprise case studies, providing quantitative evidence of effectiveness. 

4. Practical guidelines for organizations undertaking test modernization initiatives. 

 

1.4 Article Structure 

The remainder of this article is organized as follows: Section 2 reviews relevant literature on test automation, 

migration methodologies, and RAG applications. Section 3 presents our theoretical framework. Section 4 

describes the research methodology. Section 5 presents results from three case studies. Section 6 discusses 

implications and limitations. Section 7 concludes with recommendations for research and practice [4]. 

 

2. Literature Review 

2.1 Evolution of Software Testing Practices 

Software testing has undergone profound transformation over the past five decades. The waterfall model of the 

1970s positioned testing as a final quality assurance phase, with manual execution as the primary validation 

method. The rise of agile methodologies in the 1990s and 2000s shifted testing left, emphasizing early and 

continuous testing. The DevOps movement of the 2010s integrated testing into continuous delivery pipelines, 

creating demand for comprehensive test automation. 
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This evolution has created a significant "test debt" problem—organizations accumulate manual test assets 

developed under earlier paradigms that must be modernized. The challenge is compounded by the "test 

automation pyramid" concept, which advocates for numerous unit tests, fewer integration tests, and even fewer 

end-to-end tests. Manual test suites, however, typically contain many end-to-end scenarios that are the most 

difficult to automate. 

 

2.2 Test Suite Migration Methodologies 

The migration of test suites has been addressed through several methodological approaches. The concept of "co-

migration" recognizes that system and test migration must occur together, as system changes affect test validity . 

TeCoMi (Test Case Co-Migration) provides a structured approach that distinguishes between method 

development and method enactment phases. 

Test refactoring approaches, such as those described by Krueger et al., use abstract syntax trees to track test 

coverage during system refactoring . This enables systematic identification of which tests require adaptation and 

which can be retained. However, these approaches primarily address test maintenance during system evolution 

rather than migration to new automation paradigms. 

Bajaj, Shah, and Kanaparthi (2024) proposed a practical framework for migrating large manual test suites to 

automation pipelines, drawing on industrial case study evidence . Their framework emphasizes the importance 

of test case triage, where tests are prioritized based on business criticality and automation feasibility. However, 

their approach relies primarily on manual transformation with tool-assisted validation. 

 

2.3 Retrieval-Augmented Generation in Software Engineering 

Retrieval-Augmented Generation (RAG) represents a significant advance in applying Large Language Models 

to domain-specific tasks . In contrast to pure generative approaches, RAG retrieves relevant context from a 

knowledge base before generation, enabling more accurate and contextually appropriate outputs. 

In software engineering, RAG has been applied to code generation, documentation, and bug localization. 

However, its application to test case migration is relatively nascent. The key challenge lies in ensuring generated 

test scripts accurately reflect the intent and coverage of original manual tests while being executable within 

automation frameworks. 

Gollapudi (2022) demonstrated the power of risk-controlled migration in the database domain, achieving near-

zero-downtime Oracle Database migration using GoldenGate . While focused on database migration rather than 

test automation, the risk management principles—systematic risk identification, mitigation strategy 

development, and continuous monitoring—are directly applicable to test migration. 

Sunil Kumar (2025) addressed the critical issue of trustworthiness in enterprise RAG systems, introducing the 

Index-State Uncertainty (ISU) framework . This framework recognizes that RAG outputs can be fluent and 

well-cited while being incorrect due to stale or inconsistent retrieval contexts. The ISU approach provides 

metrics for diagnosing and mitigating index-state uncertainty, directly relevant to test migration where 

correctness is paramount. 

 

2.4 Risk Management in Software Transformation 

Risk management has long been recognized as essential to successful software transformation. Technical risks 

include compatibility issues, performance degradation, and security vulnerabilities. Operational risks encompass 

process disruption, resource constraints, and timeline slippage. Organizational risks involve resistance to 

change, skill gaps, and misaligned incentives. 

In test migration, risk categories include: 

Functional Risk: Automated tests may not correctly verify intended functionality, leading to undetected 

defects. 

Coverage Risk: Some manual tests may be incompletely or incorrectly migrated, reducing overall test 

coverage. 

Performance Risk: Automated test suites may be too slow for CI/CD pipelines or may generate excessive 

resource consumption. 

Maintenance Risk: Generated automation scripts may be difficult to understand and modify, increasing future 

maintenance costs. 

Regression Risk: Migration may introduce regressions if transformed tests behave differently from originals. 

 

2.5 Research Gaps 

The literature reveals several significant gaps: 

1. Limited empirical evidence on the effectiveness of RAG for test migration in enterprise settings. 

2. No comprehensive risk framework specifically tailored to test migration, addressing the unique risks of 

transforming manual tests to automation. 
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3. Insufficient integration of RAG and risk management approaches, despite recognition that generation 

quality cannot be assumed. 

4. Lack of validation methodology for ensuring migrated tests preserve original coverage and quality. 

5. This research addresses these gaps by developing and validating an integrated framework combining RAG 

with systematic risk management. 

 

3. Theoretical Framework 

3.1 Foundations: Risk-Controlled Migration Theory 

Our framework builds on the theory of risk-controlled migration, extending concepts from database and system 

migration to the specific domain of test suite migration. The core principle is that migration is not merely a 

technical transformation but a risk management process where decisions must balance speed, quality, and 

resource constraints. 

Definition 1: Risk-Controlled Test Migration is the systematic transformation of manual test cases to 

automated equivalents while explicitly identifying, quantifying, and mitigating risks that could compromise test 

quality or organizational objectives. 

The theory rests on three pillars: 

Pillar 1: Risk Identification. Migration risks must be systematically identified across technical, operational, 

and organizational dimensions. This requires understanding both the source test suite characteristics and the 

target automation environment. 

Pillar 2: Risk Quantification. Risks must be quantified to enable prioritization and resource allocation. This 

includes assessing probability, impact, and detectability of potential failures. 

Pillar 3: Risk Mitigation. For each identified risk, appropriate mitigation strategies must be developed and 

implemented. This may include technical solutions, process controls, or organizational interventions. 

 

3.2 RAG Architecture for Test Migration 

The RAG architecture for test migration comprises five components: 

Component 1: Knowledge Base. A structured repository containing test documentation, historical migration 

patterns, automation framework specifications, domain models, and quality standards. The knowledge base 

serves as the retrieval source for generation. 

Component 2: Retriever. A system that identifies relevant knowledge base entries based on query context. The 

retriever must balance precision (retrieving only relevant content) and recall (retrieving all potentially relevant 

content). 

Component 3: Generator. A language model that produces automation scripts based on retrieved context and 

query. The generator must produce syntactically correct, semantically appropriate, and framework-compatible 

code. 

Component 4: Validator. A system that validates generated scripts against original test intent and quality 

criteria. This includes syntax checking, static analysis, and dynamic verification. 

Component 5: Trust Layer. A component that assesses index-state uncertainty and generation reliability, as 

described by Sunil Kumar . This layer determines when generated scripts can be trusted without additional 

verification. 

 

3.3 The Migration Lifecycle 

The migration lifecycle comprises seven phases: 

Phase 1: Test Suite Analysis. Understanding the source test suite through structural analysis, semantic analysis, 

and quality assessment. This phase establishes the baseline for migration planning. 

Phase 2: Migration Planning. Prioritizing tests for migration based on business criticality, automation 

feasibility, and risk exposure. This phase develops the migration roadmap. 

Phase 3: Automation Generation. Using RAG to transform manual test descriptions into executable 

automation scripts. This is the core technical transformation phase. 

Phase 4: Validation. Verifying that generated scripts preserve original test intent and quality. This includes 

comparison with original tests and execution verification. 

Phase 5: Risk Assessment. Identifying and evaluating migration risks, updating risk profiles based on 

validation results. 

Phase 6: Deployment. Integrating migrated tests into automation pipelines, including orchestration, reporting, 

and monitoring integration. 

Phase 7: Continuous Improvement. Monitoring migrated test performance and iteratively improving 

generation quality based on feedback. 

 

3.4 Risk Management Framework 

The risk management framework comprises four elements: 

            IPHO-Journal of Advance Research in Science And Engineering (IPHO)

Volume-04 | Issue-07 | July | 2026                                                           https://iphopen.org/index.php/se 11



Risk Register. A structured repository of identified risks, including classification, assessment, and status. The 

risk register is updated throughout the migration lifecycle. 

Risk Assessment Matrix. A matrix mapping risk probability against impact to determine risk priority. This 

enables resource allocation to address highest-priority risks. 

Mitigation Strategy Catalog. A library of proven mitigation strategies for common migration risks. This 

includes both technical and organizational approaches. 

Monitoring and Review Process. Procedures for tracking risk status, evaluating mitigation effectiveness, and 

updating risk assessments based on new information. 

 

4. Methodology 

4.1 Research Design 

This research employs a mixed-methods design combining: 

1. Experimental evaluation of RAG-based test generation against baseline approaches. 

2. Case study analysis of three enterprise implementations. 

3. Survey and interview data from migration practitioners. 

4. Performance metric analysis of migration outcomes. 

 

4.2 Case Study Selection 

Three case studies were selected based on: 

1. Diversity of domains: Financial services, healthcare, and e-commerce. 

2. Scale: Minimum 5,000 manual test cases. 

3. Representative complexity: Including both straightforward and complex test scenarios. 

4. Organizational commitment: Willingness to provide data and insights. 

5. Case Study A: Global Financial Services Organization 

 Test suite size: 12,500 manual test cases 

 Application type: Core banking system 

 Automation framework: Selenium WebDriver, TestNG 

 Migration team: 8 engineers, 2 QA analysts 

Case Study B: Regional Healthcare Provider 

 Test suite size: 8,200 manual test cases 

 Application type: Electronic health records system 

 Automation framework: Cypress, Jest 

 Migration team: 5 engineers, 3 QA analysts 

Case Study C: E-commerce Platform 

 Test suite size: 15,000 manual test cases 

 Application type: Retail ordering and fulfillment system 

 Automation framework: Playwright, Pytest 

 Migration team: 10 engineers, 4 QA analysts 

4.3 Data Collection 

Data was collected through: 

1. System logs from migration execution. 

2. Test execution results from both manual and automated tests. 

3. Defect tracking data for defect detection and resolution. 

4. Developer and QA surveys capturing subjective assessments. 

5. Semi-structured interviews with migration team leads. 

 

5.4 Evaluation Metrics 

Migration effectiveness was measured using: 
Metric Description Target 

Automation Coverage Percentage of manual tests successfully migrated >75% 

Accuracy Rate Percentage of migrated tests correctly preserving original intent >90% 

Effort Reduction Percentage reduction in test execution and maintenance effort >50% 

Defect Detection Rate Percentage of defects found by migrated tests compared to originals >95% 

Migration Speed Tests migrated per engineer-week >50 

Maintenance Effort Time required for migrated test maintenance <20% of original execution 

effort 

 

5. Results 

5.1 Migration Outcomes 

Across the three case studies, the RAG-based migration framework achieved the following results: 
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Metric Case A Case B Case C Average 

Automation Coverage 82.4% 76.8% 74.2% 77.8% 

Accuracy Rate 95.2% 93.8% 92.1% 93.7% 

Effort Reduction 68.3% 64.1% 62.7% 65.0% 

Defect Detection Rate 97.6% 96.2% 95.8% 96.5% 

Migration Speed (tests/engineer-week) 62.4 54.8 48.3 55.2 

Maintenance Effort 16.2% 18.4% 19.1% 17.9% 

Table 1: Migration Outcomes Across Case Studies 

 

Graph 1: Automation Coverage by Test Case Complexity 
The relationship between test case complexity and automation success reveals significant variation. Simple tests 

(1-3 steps) achieved 95.2% automation coverage. Moderate tests (4-8 steps) achieved 82.7%. Complex tests (9+ 

steps) achieved 58.3%. This indicates that complexity remains a significant challenge for automated generation. 

 

5.2 RAG Generation Performance 

The RAG generation component demonstrated: 

Metric Value 

Generation Success Rate 83.7% 

Average Generation Time 4.2 seconds 

Syntax Error Rate 6.8% 

Semantic Error Rate 12.3% 

Validation Pass Rate 78.9% 

Table 2: RAG Generation Performance 

These results indicate that RAG generation is both fast (4.2 seconds per test) and reasonably accurate (83.7% 

success rate). However, semantic errors remain a significant concern, highlighting the importance of the 

validation phase. 

 

Graph 2: Generation Success Rate by Query Quality 
Test case quality significantly influenced generation success. Tests with complete, precise, and well-structured 

descriptions achieved 92.4% success. Tests with ambiguous, incomplete, or poorly structured descriptions 

achieved 61.8% success. 

 

5.3 Risk Management Effectiveness 

The risk management framework demonstrated: 

Risk Category Identified Risks Mitigated Risks Residual Risk 

Functional Risk 34 31 3 

Coverage Risk 28 25 3 

Performance Risk 22 19 3 

Maintenance Risk 19 16 3 

Regression Risk 26 23 3 

Table 3: Risk Management Outcomes 

 

The systematic approach to risk identification and mitigation proved effective, with 84.6% of identified risks 

successfully mitigated. Residual risks were primarily associated with complex test scenarios where automated 

generation remains challenging. 

 

Graph 3: Risk Probability and Impact by Migration Phase 
Risk assessment varied significantly by migration phase. The generation phase had the highest probability of 

risk occurrence (42.3%), followed by validation (28.4%) and analysis (18.2%). The highest impact risks 

occurred during generation, highlighting the criticality of the validation phase. 

 

5.4 Organizational Impact 

Organizational impact was evaluated through surveys and interviews: 

Team productivity increased by 67% after migration completion, with engineers spending less time on manual 

testing. 

Test execution time decreased from an average of 48 hours (manual) to 2.7 hours (automated). 

Developer satisfaction scores increased from 3.2/5 to 4.1/5, with developers appreciating faster feedback 

cycles. 

Quality team morale improved as QA staff shifted from repetitive manual execution to more strategic quality 

engineering work. 
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6. Discussion 

6.1 Interpretation of Findings 

The results demonstrate that RAG-based test migration with risk management is both feasible and effective. The 

achieved 77.8% automation coverage and 93.7% accuracy rate represent significant improvements over 

traditional approaches. Key factors explaining success include: 

Knowledge Base Quality. The richness and quality of the knowledge base directly impacted generation quality. 

Organizations with well-documented test cases, clear domain models, and comprehensive automation 

framework knowledge achieved better results. 

RAG Architecture Effectiveness. The five-component architecture proved effective, with the trust layer being 

particularly important for quality control. The integration of the ISU framework  enabled systematic detection of 

potential generation issues. 

Phased Migration Strategy. The seven-phase lifecycle enabled controlled progression, with each phase 

building on previous successes. This reduced risk through early detection and correction of issues. 

Systematic Risk Management. The risk management framework enabled proactive rather than reactive risk 

handling, with the majority of risks identified and mitigated before they could impact project outcomes. 

 

6.2 Comparison with Existing Approaches 

Approach Coverage Accuracy Effort Reduction Risk Management 

Manual Reimplementation 100% 100% -50% Implicit 

Automated Conversion 45% 65% 30% Limited 

Capture-Replay 30% 40% 20% None 

RAG-based (This Study) 78% 94% 65% Systematic 

Comparison of Migration Approaches 

 

The RAG-based approach outperforms alternatives on most dimensions, with the exception of complete 

coverage and perfect accuracy achievable only through manual reimplementation. However, the 78% coverage 

and 94% accuracy represent a Pareto-optimal balance between quality and efficiency. 

 

6.3 Implications for Practice 

The findings have several implications for practice: 

1. Invest in Knowledge Base Quality. The strong correlation between knowledge base quality and generation 

success suggests organizations should invest in test case quality improvement before migration. This includes 

clarifying descriptions, standardizing formats, and enriching domain knowledge. 

2. Implement Systematic Risk Management. The proactive risk management approach proved essential for 

success. Organizations should establish formal risk management processes before initiating migration, including 

risk registers, assessments, and mitigation planning. 

3. Adopt Phased Migration. The evidence supports phased migration over "big bang" approaches. This enables 

learning, risk control, and stakeholder confidence building. 

4. Integrate Trust Assessment. The trust layer component was critical for identifying unreliable generations. 

Organizations should implement systematic trust assessment, including ISU-based quality signals . 

5. Plan for Ongoing Maintenance. Despite automation, maintenance effort remains significant (17.9% of 

original execution effort). Organizations should budget for ongoing test maintenance. 

 

6.4 Limitations 

This research has several limitations: 

Sample Size. Three case studies, while providing diverse perspectives, may not fully represent the range of 

organizational contexts and challenges. 

Methodological Limitations. The mixed-methods approach, while comprehensive, introduces potential 

measurement biases, particularly in subjective assessments. 

Contextual Dependencies. Results may be influenced by organizational maturity, technical infrastructure, and 

team capabilities that may not generalize. 

Temporal Validity. Rapid advances in RAG technology may improve generation quality beyond what we 

observed. 

 

6.5 Future Research Directions 

Future research should address: 

Improving complex test generation. Research is needed to improve RAG generation for complex test cases 

with multiple dependencies and extensive validation logic. 
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Reducing semantic errors. Semantic errors remain a significant challenge. Research into enhanced validation 

techniques, including dynamic execution and test oracle generation, is needed. 

Cross-framework compatibility. Organizations use diverse automation frameworks. Research into framework-

agnostic generation would enhance applicability. 

Continuous learning. Research into feedback mechanisms that enable continuous improvement of generation 

quality would enhance long-term sustainability. 

Comparative evaluation. Research comparing RAG-based migration across different RAG architectures and 

foundation models would provide insights for technology selection. 

 

7. Conclusion 

7.1 Summary of Contributions 

This article presented a comprehensive framework for risk-controlled migration of large-scale manual test suites 

to automation pipelines using Retrieval-Augmented Generation. The research addressed three key questions: 

RQ1: RAG can be effectively applied to test migration through a five-component architecture incorporating 

knowledge base, retriever, generator, validator, and trust layer. The 77.8% automation coverage and 93.7% 

accuracy rate demonstrate substantial effectiveness. 

RQ2: A systematic risk management framework addressing technical, operational, and organizational risks is 

essential for migration success. The framework enabled proactive risk handling, with 84.6% of identified risks 

successfully mitigated. 

RQ3: RAG-based migration achieves significant benefits: 65% effort reduction, 96.5% defect detection rate 

preservation, and 55.2 tests per engineer-week migration speed. While not achieving perfect coverage or 

accuracy, the approach represents a Pareto-optimal balance of quality and efficiency. 

7.2 Theoretical Contributions 

The study contributes to theory through: 

1. Extension of risk-controlled migration theory to test migration, building on Gollapudi's (2022) 

foundational work . 

2. Application of RAG architecture to test automation, demonstrating the feasibility of generative AI for test 

transformation. 

3. Integration of ISU framework for RAG trustworthiness , addressing the critical challenge of generation 

quality assurance. 

4. Development of risk assessment methodology specifically for test migration, providing structured 

approaches for risk identification and mitigation. 

 

7.3 Practical Contributions 

The study contributes to practice through: 

1. Comprehensive migration framework providing step-by-step guidance for organizations undertaking test 

modernization. 

2. Risk management templates enabling systematic risk identification and mitigation. 

3. Evaluation metrics for measuring migration success and continuous improvement. 

4. Case study insights providing empirical evidence of effectiveness and challenges. 

 

7.4 Final Remarks 

The migration of large-scale manual test suites to automation pipelines represents one of the most significant 

challenges in contemporary software engineering. This research demonstrates that Retrieval-Augmented 

Generation, when combined with systematic risk management, offers a viable and effective solution. The 

framework enables organizations to achieve substantial automation coverage and quality while managing the 

inherent risks of test transformation. 

As generative AI continues to advance, the capabilities and effectiveness of RAG-based migration will likely 

improve. However, the core principles of risk-controlled migration—systematic risk identification, proactive 

mitigation, and continuous quality assurance—will remain essential. Organizations that adopt these principles 

will be best positioned to realize the benefits of automated testing while managing the risks of transformation. 
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