
Further extension to new chatGPT data set 
 
Inline with the failed execution of data (as per excel document:   
30032025/SummaryRange/5/4/Output.xlsx 
 
TEST CASE:  Due to failed test case such as below, I revisited logic in my code 

 
 
As oppose to make any other changes to my code, I will re-run the code again and 
populate excel workbook 
 
 



 
TEST CASE:  Check Excel data  (PASS) 
 
 
Now my only other concern was the following, so I will quickly generate a few personal 
test cases with these….. And then I will just merge them up in various order and see the 
outcome…  
Since neither of my ChatGPT data consisted of two consecutive ascending or 
descending, I will put some emphasis on this also… 
 
 
TEST CASES DERIVED FROM HERE: 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



TEST CASE: 

 

 
 

 

 

 



 
I will now try the next scenario: 
 
TEST CASE: 

 
 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 



TEST CASE: 

 

 
 

 
 
TEST CASE: 

 

 

 
 
 
TEST CASE: 

 
 

 
TEST CASE: 



 
 

 

 

 

 

 



TEST CASE: 

 

 

 



 

Due to the above extremely awkward adjustment, I have now created a test case below which delays the 
inception of the two digit descending which moves into ascending and then descending. 
 
TEST CASE: 

 

We can see things have not gone to plan.. 
So I want to quickly undo the change I did above… It will give me idea straight away of the root cause 
 
Undoing change of previous test case… We are worse off so I have re-instated the logic again… 

 
 
Although it looks improvised, I still think it’s a controlled change given unique circumstances



       

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



TEST CASE: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

I have now gone through all those diagrammatic interpretation of ascending and 
descending.. 
I will just merge a few now quickly and see the outcome. 
 
TEST CASE: 

 
We can see it has missing     3.5->3.6 representing the third transition. 

 
This is undoubtedly related to my code change above… 
 

 

 

 
TEST CASE: 
I think its sensible to try the sample test cases with overlaps.. 
If satisfied, I can then try similar style.. 
 

 
 
 



 

 

 

 

 

I am going through all my test cases right from the top of declarations… 
These are all scenarios related to 0.1f 
I will document failed instances and aim to fix it 
 
TEST CASE: 
//it performs 47.3->47.4 ,   47.3->47.5 
Note this test case has even failed on my most original code which passed with 
ChatGPT, so its clear this sequence was not even present in my data 
//47.3f, 47.4f,47.5f  //late fixes in code   -  FAIL   (this is straight forward ascending)  -  
FAIL************ 
NOW FIXED AS BELOW 

I will now quickly try quicker ascending 

 
 

 

 



This should hopefully be a straightforward fix 
I have accommodated in this section. 

 

 

 



 

 
 
Since this is a critical check, I will run through all my test cases below and see the 
impact… 
 
 
//FAILED TO WRITE THE STANDALONE AT END  
   //this is second chatGPT extract   
30032025/SummaryRange/5/4/ChatGPTgeneratedNumbersBetterDataSet.txt      

         75.0f, 75.0f, 95.6f, 95.7f, 95.8f, 95.9f, 96.0f, 96.1f, 40.1f, 40.1f 
 
 
//it has missed out the middle ascending 
3.5f,3.6f,40.0f,40.1f,40.f   //ascending ascending descending  FAIL 



 

It has not written what it has stored  (2.4->2.5) and also 4.0f 
3.0f,2.7f,2.5f,2.4f,2.5f,4.0f  //exploring above scenario but the descend is slightly longer  
***FAIL 

 
//it has written 2.5 -> 2.6 at end and not  2.4->2.6 
3.0f,2.7f,2.5f,2.4f,2.5f,2.6f 
I have now resolved but will once again go through all failed test cases…. 
infact it might be good idea to go through all test cases at critical change… 
 

 
 



I have unfortunately seen this test case fail as a result: 
 

 

 

 

 
 

 
My logic tells me straight away that when I added new code such as: 
 

 
This is totally unrelated, I have explored this area and it has fixed the issue: 



 

 

I think it is now extremely critical I go through all my devised cases also include the 
ChatGPT extract or even try larger section of this code…. 

 

 

I have rolled the change back: 
I have gone through all my test cases again… 
These are failing occurrences… 
I am still very sure these can be modified without impacting the main flow in chatGPT 
code….. 
I will take each turn by turn…… and I really need to understand why it differs from the 
passing ones… otherwise it will be a total spiral. 
 
//ADDRESS*********************************** 



        //3.0f,2.7f,2.5f,2.4f,2.5f,4.0f  //exploring above scenario but the descend is slightly 
longer  ***FAIL********** 

 

 

 
 

 
Before I address the rest, I can see I have used technique to accommodate for the last 
number as standalone.. 
A few test cases earlier, I had code for this circumstance. And ironically we can see it 
was to handle the situation that I just fixed… 
I am going to quickly run through my test cases and ascertain how many cases are 
actually relying on this. It now seems like poor practice given how I managed it better 
above…. 

 
 
There is no code reaching here, so I have removed all logic surrounding this 

 

 

 



 

        //3.5f,3.6f,40.1f,4.1f,40.0f   //ascending standalone  *****FAIL after certain fix 

 
 

 
 

 
We can see it has still failed to write 40.0->41.0 
I am going to visit my outputs as usual 
 

 

 



 

 

 

 
I am going to go through all my test cases again, the fact that I am outputting more 
screen outputs suggests it is becoming extremely difficult to remember the paths… 
 
TEST CASE: 

 

This has now failed, it is writing the standalone twice 

 
 

 



I am now going to visit the test cases below which were identified to fail. 

And it has damaged my logic massively …… 
So I need to roll back my documentation unfortunately…. 

 
 

 

 

        //3.5f,3.6f,40.0f,40.1f,40.f   //ascending ascending descending  FAIL 

        //3.5f,3.6f,40.0f,40.1f,56.2f,56.3f  //ascending ascending ascending   ***FAIL after 
certain fix 

        //75.0f, 75.0f, 95.6f, 95.7f, 95.8f, 95.9f, 96.0f, 96.1f, 40.1f, 40.1f    
//************************FAIL 

         


