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e 30k con per client VM
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e 30k con per client VM
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This is a typical approach of HT TP benchmarking software,

but very little data for DNS
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7/ minutes (420s) of traffic
~250K clients

Courtesy of Bert
Hubert, PowerDNS
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Would like to avoid

needing large
K6 client farms

Isung
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‘Out of the box’
testing

Jenkins
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10Gb switch




