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VetloT: Under the hood
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« Randomly stitch multiple devices’
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* Create long chain to test inputs 10.0 -

Several policy enforcing

defense mechanisms exist . Use same testbed and test input
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TV; command :ON
Com pa rator LivingRoomTemperature:command: 240

S’ (final state) —lc’
NG Desire: Expect
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! GX|StS action_command = OPEN and action device =LivingRoomWindow
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