
I am now trying once more from my final test documentation 
30032025/SummaryRange/9/Repository/Solution-Best attempt (fail inline with 
document 2).java   
and the latest failed test code in the repository to try and resolve this issue. 
 

 
 
I am now going to include a test case with earlier repeat numbers. 



 



I need to now be extensive in this criteria… 

I can think of most basic scenarios as follows 
NOTE:  k=nums.length-2  refers to number two digits from the end 
 
Ascending (with repeat numbers in range, not part of k=nums.length-2), descending 
4.7f,4.8f,4.9f,5.0f,5.0f,4.9f,4.8f,4.7f 
 

 
 



4.7f,4.8f,4.9f,5.0f,5.0f,5.0f,4.9f,4.8f,4.7f 
 
Ascending (with repeat numbers in range, not part of k=nums.length-2 but as part of transition), descending  

 

 
Ascending (with repeat numbers in range, part of k=nums.length-2), descending 
4.7f,4.8f,4.9f,5.0f,5.0f,4.9f 
Incorrect 

 

 

 



Ascending (with more repeat numbers in range, part of k=nums.length-2), descending 
4.7f,4.8f,4.9f,5.0f,5.0f,5.0f,4.9f 

 

 
FOR NOW, I AM ALSO NOTICING THAT IT IS FALSELY REPORTING THE SIZE OF 
DESCEND AND ASCEND… I CAN ONLY FORSEE THAT I REQUIRE AN INCREASE IN 
COUNTERS IN CERTAIN AREAS… I WILL DEAL WITH THIS LATER. MY MAIN PRIORITY IS 
ADDING CORRECT CONTENT INTO THE LIST 
 
I will now try the above but reverse the ascending with descending …. 
 
5.3f,5.2f,5.1f,5.0f,5.0f,5.1f,5.2f,5.3f 

 
 
 
5.3f,5.2f,5.1f,5.0f,5.0f,5.0f,5.1f,5.2f,5.3f 

 

 

5.3f,5.2f,5.1f,5.0f,5.0f,5.1f 

 

 

5.3f,5.2f,5.1f,5.0f,5.0f,5.0f,5.1f 

 
 

 

 
I will now need to re-check to ensure it functions in some of the above cases, but this time the standalone are not 
part of the summary range… 
 
 
4.7f,4.8f,4.9f,5.1f,5.1f,4.9f,4.8f,4.7f 

 

 

 

 

 



5.3f,5.2f,5.1f,5.4f,5.4f,5.2f,5.1f 
 

 
 

 



5.3f,5.2f,5.7f,5.7f,5.1f,5.1f 
 

 
 
 
4.7f,4.8f,4.9f,5.1f,5.1f,5.3f,5.2f,5.7f,5.7f,5.1f,5.1f,4.9f,4.8f,4.7f 

 

 

It looks as if I have tackled the last pending issue. 
But I still believe I need to find more cases to experiment with.. 
Perhaps I should aim for:  
ascending (repeat numbers for transition) descending   (repeat numbers transition) ascending 
 
3.4f,3.5f,3.6f,  3.6f,3.5f,3.4f,3.3f,3.2f,   3.3f,  3.3f,3.3f,3.4f,3.6f,55.0f 

 
I can see it has written 3.3 too many times… 
 



 
 
With such a critical change, I will go through all my test cases again in this document 



 



I will now check all my devised test cases again. 
However it just seems that there are always new test cases I have not explored…. 
But at moment, all the test cases are passing… 
 
So I now have to try all remaining test cases in my code. 
 
 

 
 



 
I will now reverse the numbers for this test condition. 
 

 



I do not think I can generate many more cases.. I am just going to combine a few of them 
into one and see outcome… 
 

 
 
 



 

 



 



I now firmly believe that if all my test cases pass, I will be able to remediate my code to 
any test case which I have missed out. 
It is quite impossible to prepare so many test cases and also ensure that I can test them 
manually correctly. 
 
I have made several mass changes to the repeat number section… 
 
However I am putting my focus onto the ticker for now. 
 

 



 
 
I will now just go through all my test cases again devised in this document. I do not 
expect an adverse effect…. 
 



 
 

 
 



I have fixed above via tweaking my code and tested all new test cases.. 
I need to be very careful since there is one failed test case.. I need have  full 
understanding of the scenario before making any change…. 
 

 



 
 
I had to use the same principle of providing mutual exclusiveness in similar concept to 
my test cases… 
I had to introduce another variable since it was not related to having transition. 

 
I had to remember that once it had been set to true, I had to prevent any areas of code 
entering by setting the boolean to true. 
And once it passed the condition without entering, I was in a position to set the boolean 
hasWrittenRepeatNumber back to false, so that it is ready for the next number in the 
array with the initial state. 
 

 

 

 

 



I am now going to try below. It is exact reversal of the sequence above.. 
I expect it to go through different area of code… 

 
 

 

 
 
 



 
I have now extended the number standalones at front, it also required remediation… 

 

I have now practically tested all my test cases in the documentation. 
But there has been one failure… 
It is extremely worrying to ensure nothing else is disrupted… 
I need to also fully understand scenario so that I can also generate other scenarios 
resembling it. 



 

 

I do not think it will have impact on my test cases.. In the worse case scenario, it is 
where k=nums.length -2  
So I need to be careful and roll back the code should any issues occur 

 

 

 

 

 

 



I found another issue also, again it is very specific and fortunately identifiable without 
having impact elsewhere. 

 
 
I ran into several issues with ascending chain in between the ticker in which it was too 
short or too long. 



I had to evaluate each of these scenarios: 
 

 
 
I had to re-work the ticker section and found this to be successful. 
It of course creates a doubt for all my other test cases.. I know it will not change the List. 
So I will need to check some previously checked test cases again… 

 

 

 
I am also making a calculated late change in my code due to following test cases: 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 



From all coding there is one are which can be confusing with respect to output 
 
3.2f,3.3f,3.2f     (3.2->3.3,   3.3->3.2) 
3.2f,3.3f,3.3f,3.2f     (3.2->3.3,   3.3->3.2) 
We can see they are both summarised in exactly the same way… 
 
 
Since when I started my coding I acknowledged the significance of providing the overlap 
to ensure no information is lost to end user.. 
And as can be seen on the above examples, we do not know which one has formed on 
the basis of  
 

 

 
 
So only way is the information provided on overlap in the system output. 
I have managed to modify my ticker, since when coming from descending sequence to 
ascending sequence…,  if the next number after num[k] is ascending (difference), it is full 
consolidation that there is transition…  I am using notation  “-“ to identify these on the ticker. 
Likewise if the transition is ascending sequence, descending sequence, we expect next number 
after nums[k] to have descending difference. 

 

 


