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Background

A CR was agreed to the TS 31.124 (accompanying CR to TS 51.010-4) applicability table that removed the possibility to indicate for which toolkit command the display of an icon is supported. The outcome of this is that terminals not supporting display icons for all Toolkit commands will not pass the test.
This issue was discussed at CT6#50 and again at CT#51, the proposed CRs to correct the problem were not agreed. The discussion at CT#50 highlighted that something needs to be done as it is not feasible to display an icon with a toolkit command under all circumstances, i.e. the icon submitted in the command may not fot to the display due to the content of the display at that point in time. The interperation of the text "If an icon is provided by the UICC, the icon indicated in the command may be used by the ME to inform the user, in addition to, or instead of the alpha identifier, as indicated with the icon qualifier (see clause 6.5.4);" in TS 31.111 was debated. This text exists in almost all of the Toolkit command descriptions. This text has already been in TS 31.111 since V3.0.0. An additional observation is that the reference to clause 6.5.4 in V8.6.0. is a reference to a non existing clause, a CR is needed. Clause 6.5.4 exists in V3.0.0 and the text is as follows:
6.5.4
Icon identifiers

Some commands may provide an icon identifier. Icons are intended to enhance the MMI by providing graphical information to the user. The display of icons is optional for the ME. If icons are provided by the UICC, the related alpha identifier or text string shall be present and not a null string.

The UICC indicates to the ME whether the icon replaces an alpha identifier or text string, or whether it accompanies it (see subclause 8.32).

If both an alpha identifier or text string, and an icon are provided with a proactive command, and both are requested to be displayed, but the ME is not able to display both together on the screen, then the alpha identifier or text string takes precedence over the icon.

If the UICC provides an icon identifier with a proactive command, then the ME shall inform the UICC if the icon could not be displayed by sending the general result "Command performed successfully, but requested icon could not be displayed".

If the ME receives an icon qualifier with bit 1 set to 0, meaning "an alpha identifier or text string related to the icon may be displayed together with the icon by the ME"  (see subclause 8.32), and no alpha identifier/text string is given by the UICC, than the ME shall reject the command with general result "Command data not understood by ME".

NOTE:
Application designers should be aware that icons provided by the application may not be displayed by the ME.

The same clause exists in TS 102 223 V8.3.0 and the text is identical to what is shown above. The icon related text in each command definition indicates that the terminal may display the icon. In section 6.5.4 it is stated that some commands may supply an icon but that displaying the icon is optional for the terminal. If something is optional it is up to the implementation to select which options to take. It is a bit difficult to understand in this context the interpretation of optional as everything or nothing, as has been claimed by the people objecting to the CR. The purpose of this doucement is not to clarify the meaning of what optional means but to show that this text has been in TS 31.111 since V3.0.0 and it has not changed, except that clause 6.5.4 has been deleted and there is an open reference. 

As there has been no change to the core specification it is a bit difficult to understand how the test specification got changed. The change may have been incorporated related to another change but there is no justification in any core specification CR for this change to the test specification, there has not been any change to the core specification on this point.
Regarding the use of this feature it is not clear to what extent it is really used. Nokia has had the same implementation for the icon support for the past 5 years and there has to our knowledge not been any complaint with respect to the implementation. From this one can make two conclusions: 1) Nobody is using it so nobody really cares what is implemented. 2) What has been implemented has been in accordance with market needs.

Ways forward

As the situation is currently it is not possible to indicate in the applicability table which toolkit commands support icons and as a consequence the terminal has to support icons either for all or none of the toolkit commands. This leads to a situation where a terminal indicating icon support, not supporting icons for all commands, that the terminal is tested against icon support for all commands and as a consequence the terminal will fail the test. 
In order to restore the situation to what it was prior to the CR to TS 31.124 (TS 51.010-4) Nokia has proposed two CRs. If the CRs are not agreed Nokia maybe forced to remove the icon support for existing toolkit commands, in order to pass the conformance tests. At least the icon commands would not be tesed as indicating icon support with the existing implementation will lead to failing the tests. This would lead to a situation where USAT implementations using the existing icon support would no longer be able to even get the current level of icon support. In our opinion this is not a desirable solution. Implementing icons for all commands is not a viable option, the related problems have been discussed at CT6#50 and CT6#51.
