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Tcon M I N U T E S

DICOM WORKING GROUP TWENTY-SIX

(Pathology)

October 7, 2009
Teleconference
Called to order: 10:00 AM EDT
Meeting closed: 11:30 AM EDT
Presiding Officer: Bruce Beckwith

Attendance:

	Company
	Person
	Role

	3DHistech
	Varga, Viktor
	Rep

	Aperio
	Eichhorn, Ole
	Rep

	Aurora
	Notolli, Laura
	Observer

	Claro
	Hanada, Nozomi
	Observer

	College American Pathologists
	Beckwith, Bruce
	Rep

	College American Pathologists
	MacDonald, Jim
	Alt

	Dako
	Caron, Jeff
	Observer

	DMetrix
	LaComb, Lloyd
	Rep

	Foresight Imaging
	Smurro, Jim
	Observer

	GE Healthcare
	Solomon, Harry
	Observer

	Hamamatsu Photonics
	Cooke, Jeremy
	Observer

	JAHIS
	Nakashima, Takashi
	Observer

	Kocknas Univ Technology
	Punys, Vytenis
	Observer

	Newport Instruments
	Leif, Robert
	Observer

	Omnyx
	Meissner, Michael
	Observer

	Philips
	Hulsken, Bas
	Rep

	SEIS
	Garcia-Rojo, Marcial
	Rep

	TRIVBN
	Klossa, Jacques
	Rep

	Vastro Gotalands Regioneu
	Wintell, Mikael
	Observer


Work Items assigned:


1. All attendees were asked to contribute comments via the mailing list regarding the optical path module and the other open items.

2. Bruce Beckwith will look into scheduling meetings for 2010.

The meeting began with an overview of the current status of Supplement 145 and by going over the goal of the meeting, which was to work towards consensus on the multi-frame and tiling approach being taken along with reviewing some of the outstanding issues.
1. Whole Slide Imaging Issues:

The major issues that we discussed first were the multi-frame approach and the current image size limit.  With regard to multi-frame images, Harry Solomon explained that this was approved recently and is the preferred format for new additions to DICOM, when relevant.  He said that all of the major vendors had either announced products or were expected to announce shortly PACS systems that incorporate support for multi-frame images.  Admittedly, there are few if any installed systems that support multi-frame at the current time, but there are enough new “must have” modalities, such as functional MRI, PET scans, 3D/4D ultrasound that have been added using multi-frame, that he is confident that there will be wide support for it.  After some further discussion about whether this would be likely to slow adoption of pathology WSI by PACS vendors, we came to a consensus that using the multi-frame approach was reasonable and it should remain.

We also revisited the issue about whether we should “break” the current size limit for image dimensions.  A major argument in favor of this is that it would allow for use of JPEG2000/JPIP for images of any size.  On the other side, it was argued that breaking the size limit was a significant change for the PACS vendors and they would be less likely to rapidly implement support for WSI if it meant a significant system change.  There was also an argument made that perhaps we should define 2 IOD’s in this supplement, one that would be compatible with the current size restriction and one that would allow larger image sizes.  In the end, the consensus was that having two competing choices within the standard would be likely to hamper interoperability, the major goal of the supplement.  The point was also made that for many typical current use cases, the total image size of 64k pixels on a side would be sufficiently large to represent the entire image as a single “frame”. We did speculate that at some point in the future we would likely need to address the size limitation.  
We then moved on to discuss the optical path module.  We agreed that the basic concept seemed sound, but that there needed to be more data elements enumerated, especially with regard to fluorescence imaging.  We asked that all attendees with an interest in this topic please send detailed comments and suggestions to the mailing list.  

We also reviewed briefly some of the other outstanding issues that we need discussion about from this group, including the “label” image and related concepts and the frame of reference section, as well as the image localizer and modality worklist.  The presentation that Harry Solomon posted to the ftp site clarifies some of these issues with some nice diagrams and background material.
2. Meeting Schedule

The plan for moving forward is to incorporate any comments received this month into the next version of the supplement and go to WG-6 for a second reading at the end of October.  We will then probably need to have another teleconference to get the supplement ready to be considered for public comment at the WG-6 meeting in Jan 2010.  

We discussed three possibilities for face to face meetings in 2010.  We decided that the three most logical suggestions would be:

Late March (March 20-22) in Washington DC in conjuction with the USCAP meeting. This happens to overlap with a WG-6 meeting nearby, which may be very useful.

Early July (July 1-3) in Lithuania in conjunction with the Telepathology congress.
Late October (Oct 24-26) in San Diego in conjunction with the Pathology Visions conference sponsored by the Digital Pathology Assoc.

Bruce Beckwith will look into scheduling these meetings.
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