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XML representation of DICOM templates
Initial discussion of this topic brought up that the template tables in Part 16 conflate several items into a single column. It was thought best to deal with this in the context of making the XML templates, when it will be possible to disambiguate the several rows of the table.

The XML ad hoc group was formed under the umbrella of WG-6. In discussion of the relationship between the XML ad hoc group and the WG’s of DICOM, it was felt that WG-8 could do the work and then submit it to the ad hoc group. We need to get a proposal for the schemas to the XML publishing group. One approach is to start with specifying all the different kinds of restraints, and standardize them. In the first go-around, we could copy the constraints in free-form English. 

Discussion of representing context

“What is the relationship between the name of a container and the contents of a container?” An Observation Context content item explicitly conveys semantics to the other children of the container. Question: Does just the name of the container have that characteristic? It is proposed that the name of the container doesn’t give semantics. How do we make it easier for the parser to sift through the information on the tree? A human reader implicitly designs semantics based on the container. But how can we make it easier for a data mining application to extract data? Should the philosophy behind this be written into the standard?

We could decide that containers and their children (aunts and uncles of a content item) could modify the semantics. This may need a paragraph about Observation Context, noting the implicit Observation Context in the hierarchy of the tree. Example contexts are Subject, Observer, Procedure. “laterality” is not clearly an Observation Context in the standard. If you have a container Lower Extremity, does “Laterality left” use HAS OBS CONTEXT? You might have a report, “Cath Lab Report”, making the procedure a Cath Lab procedure from a reader’s perspective, not necessarily form a parser’s perspective.

Coding Scheme Designator

The proposed registration for HL7, to register terms in Part 16, goes to DICOM committee in December, to be submitted to HL7 in San Antonio.

WG12 Letter “Proposal for Coding Provider Interaction

The news of Richard Crane’s departure from DICOM came after this discussion. It was noted that the process of obtaining codes through Richard is opaque, We need to be able to track the status of code requests with the providers such as SNOMED and LOINC. “We need project management for this process.” A letter was drafted in response proposing that the DICOM standards committee request access to SNOMED tools to facilitate code submission and editorial correction. In addition to the letter, it was noted that temporary DCM codes cannot be substituted when a code has been used by an application, particularly with non-extensible context groups. This also falls under the “project management” aspect of the DICOM code maintenance issue.

Supplement 72

Three issues: 

Myocardium segment vocabulary issue (discussed on the listserv)

Numeric scoring schemes have inconsistencies (ASE is working to resolve)

Post-coordination of anatomical sites and physical properties

This is an issue of style. One option is more templates with fewer context groups vs. what we have now: context groups for ba__ (word not recorded well) terms, but not for modifiers. Maybe we should have both.

Measurement groups: vendors typically have a function that takes a sequence of measurements. A number of measurements in a single system will be then distributed based on anatomical location. 

Wall motion representation required the resolution of wall motion and wall morphology. Working out the template initiated new clinical thinking. Should stroke volume be post-coordinated with anatomic site? Should stroke volume be treated as a flow property and post coordinated with cx4255 orifice functions?

Digital signatures

There are workflow issues concerning signing a group of images as a whole vs. each individual image. The use case described an image altered after it had been signed.

It is important to identify the threats and/or use cases for the digital signatures. The main threat is the threat of tampering with the report and its associated evidence after the task has been completed. We need a forensic trail to determine whether or not evidence has been tampered with.

The second use is the legal requirement for an ink signature. How do we prevent the removal or addition of digital signatures? How do we prevent lying about who saw the report? In discussing an audit trail, the distinction was made between the detection of a problem and the forensic investigation of the problem.

There are two aspects to a solution to this:

Forgery protection

Each piece of evidence referenced would have an associated hash or signature, either directly or indirectly. This prevents both forgery and evidence tampering.

ASTM-E has a taxonomy of signature puposes (author, co-author, witness, validator, transcriptionist, verifier, etc.). The DICOM supplement clarifies the pupose and/or roles of the signatures and referencing SOP instances that have been signed or unsigned in a secure fashion.

XML representation of Part 16 (additional discussion)
The XML will be the source of the human readable representation (PDF, web pages, etc.). Do we model the tables or the information model itself?

Atomic unit -> 

CODE used in, asociated with -> 

CONTEXT GROUP associated with->

TEMPLATE

Deliverables to XML ad hoc group

1) Information model

2) Schema

The ad hoc group can determine tools, etc.

Doug’s information model can be package with a white paper. Another battlefield is the conformance statements. We need to find XML schema for conformance statements. The conformance statement work is dependent on the information model.

“Unit of interoperability”: it is difficult to determine the unit of interoperability that is required in different applications. If you create a SOP class per template and a set of requirements for each end, then you could do it.

Conformance statements: What should be part of the conformance statements for SR, since it is very different from an image?

White paper:

Define interoperability (desired behavior on the part of the sender and receiver). There is no 1-1 mapping of a constraint (such as a template) to a clinical application, because there are a lot of different types of applications.

Supplement 75 

Templates concerning patient clinical history/ syntax and semantics of representing risk factors:

Can generic risk factor template in Supplement 75, which was developed for cancer, be applied to other types of patients? In Supplement 66, “Risk Factor” represents the risk factor with the name of the risk factor, and takes values of “present” or “not present”. An alternative is to use the name “Risk Factor” with the value being the actual risk factor. Absent risk factors may need to be represented as well as those that are present.

Supplement 66

What is our position on David Clunie’s proposal to take error messages out of Evidence SOP Class? One issue involves the “unit of conformance”. Is it allowed for an application to say, “I don’t support this template.”?

But there might be behavior that won’t work even though you support the SOP class, particularly involving dependencies. What are the claimed real world activities that will occur? This is a conformance statement issue; we don’t want to dictate implementation.

If you drop the error message, then the only place you have a log of the errors is on the one receiving system.

Let it go to vote and it will come up at WG-6 in January.

Supplement 26

Snomed codes were found for selected terms.

More XML

Simultaneous with the SNOMED code work was further discussion of XML. It was decided that in a Findings container we will use wither morphology and/or disorders to effectively mean findings.

Next meeting

Tuesday and Wednesday, March 18-19, 2003 at CAP headquarters in Northfield, IL

Reported by:







John Kilbourne

Secretary

December 6, 2002

Reviewed by Counsel: 





December 20, 2002
