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Clarification Request 
 
 
References:  135-1-2019.pdf and 135.2016.pdf 
 
Stage: Request, Listed, Analysis, Resolved 
 
Actions necessitated: Checklist/Test Plan change, BTL Specified Tests change, 
 ____________,                        ___________ 
 SSPC Interpretation required, Implementation Guidelines change, 
 
Date of BTL-WG Response: ____________ 
 All actions necessitated have been completed 
 
Background: 
 
Following is the snapshot 135.1.2019 - 9.10.1.8 Updating Existing Subscriptions test case 
 

 
 
 
Following is the snapshot BACnet Claus 13.14.2 from135.2016.pdf 
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As per above Claus, if context doesn’t match with earlier subscription then it will be considered as 
a new subscription. However, in the 135.1.2019 - 9.10.1.8 and 9.11.1.8 test cases test steps 1 
and 4 are not matching and yet it is considered as a re-subscription request of 
earlier subscription. 
 
In my opinion, test step 4 context should be match with test 1. E.g.  

4. TRANSMIT SubscribeCOVProperty-Request, 
 'Subscriber Process Identifier' = (any valid process identifier the same identifier 

used in the step 1), 
 'Monitored Object Identifier' = (any object supporting COV notifications the same 

object used in the step 1), 
 'Issue Confirmed Notifications' = TRUE | FALSE, 
 'Lifetime' = (a value between 180 and 300 seconds), 

   'Monitored Property Identifier' = (any valid property supporting COV notifications) 
 
 
Question:  
 
Is my interpretation correct?  

  
 
Response:  
Yes.  
 
The Test Package will be changed.  
 


