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1.	 APPROVAL OF PREVIOUS MINUTES


		


	The minutes from the June 15 - 16, 1999 meeting were approved as presented.





2.	NEW DEVELOPMENTS IN WORKFLOW MANAGEMENT





	Thomas Wendler of Philips provided an informative presentation on workflow management. He pointed out that with the changing healthcare environment there is pressure for cost reduction, that processes in radiology are changing, that there is process improvements, IT installations, radical process redesign, and the need for system tools. At present current IT solutions are data driven and current standards focus on data access. Process aspects are implemented as “views” on application data-base. 





	He defined workflow as automation of a business process during which documents, information or work items are passed from one participant to another. It deals with process analysis, modeling, understanding, stimulation, re-engineering, and automation. Workflow management systems include dedicated systems, independent application systems, build time tools, simulator tools, run time tools, and interfaces. At present there are 100 commercial systems available. Their usefulness is proven in typical applications. There are no dedicated systems but very different implementation strategies and modeling paradigms. 





	A workflow system creates worklists and access models. A Workflow Management Coalition exists which has a number of workflow management system interfaces in various stages of standardization.  He concluded that workflow management is a promising approach to support processes in the healthcare domain and can be a valuable contribution to increase efficiency.


	Members recommended that each working group should have a discussion on workflow and consider the possible scenarios that these systems could evolve into. A general approach to the interfaces was suggested. However, it was pointed out that until there are PACS and IS available that use the interfaces, it is difficult to consider these interfaces for DICOM. The current standards are at www.ufmc.org.





3.	DICOM STRATEGIC DOCUMENT





	Eric Martin presented an outline for a DICOM Strategic Document which covered DICOM past, present, and future. Members suggested that the future be divided into the near term (2 years) and long term (over two years). Member felt a better scope for DICOM should be defined. The question was also raised who the document should address. The feeling was expressed that there are two audiences, one is the internal use by DICOM Standards Committee members and Working Groups and the other is to inform the outside world on DICOM. It should be written so that parts can be extracted depending on the audience. Members will review the outline and provide Eric Martin with comments. Specific topics which members volunteered to write up were the international scope of DICOM (Charles Parisot), Organizational Structure (Dean Bidgood), New Trends in Healthcare (Kees Smedema), How can DICOM be involved in other Standards? (Kees Smedema), and Scope Statement for DICOM Standards Committee (Charles Parisot).





4.	RELATIONS TO OTHER STANDARDS





	NEMA staff reported that the ballot passed to form WG 20 from the DICOM side. However, a Co-convenor on the DICOM side was not appointed and staff felt direct communication with HL7 leadership was necessary before sending the bullet items on the proposal for the new joint working group with HL7. Members proposed a direct meeting between the Co-chairs of the DICOM Standards Committee and George Beeler, the Chair of HL7. The motion was made and passed that Dave Best and Lloyd Hildebrand meet with the leadership of HL7 to scope a joint working relationship for the formation of the joint working group.





	Charles Parisot reported that ISO has established a group of about 7 members with Ed Hammond as the chair to manage the ISO liaison to the DICOM Standards Committee. Charles Parisot has drafted a two page statement and distributed it among the other two DICOM Standards Committee liaison representatives to ISO TC215. It states that the DICOM Standards Committee would favor DICOM becoming an ISO Standard provided not much additional work is required or a ballot to make DICOM an ISO Standard.  He reported that a few of the ISO members were against approving the part of DICOM containing waveform and structured reporting as an ISO Standard. Charles Parisot suggested that several topics be presented by DICOM representatives at the ISO TC215 meeting in Japan. WG 1 should have someone present during the waveform discussions and WG 20 members should focus their attention on the HL7 rim.











5.	PROGRESS ON IHE





	Charles Parisot reported on the status of IHE. With regard to year 1, 25 vendors and 4 hospitals are participating. There are not many HIS vendors participating and those that are participating have multiple PACS systems. October 4, 1999 will be the connectethon with 40 - 50 systems to be validated.





	The planning for year 2 is also well underway. Planning on the scope of the demonstration was in July 1999 and includes Structured Reporting, Storage Commitment, Grayscale, and Softcopy Presentation State. Mid September 1999 is the goal for completion of the scope with October 1999 as the date for the final.





	Kees Smedema reported that COCIR and ECR are planning a small IHE demonstration in Europe in Vienna in March 2000. The Japanese also reported they will have a IHE demonstration at JMPC 2000.





6.	WG 6 PRIORITIES





	The way the priorities for WG 6 were generated by WG 10 at the last meeting were reviewed. The Chairman of WG 6 agreed with the strategic plan but expressed concern that WG 6 not be micromanaged. The assurance was given that this was a strategic plan and there was no intention to micromanage. WG 6 was requested to prioritize their work and present to WG 10 and the DICOM Standards Committee.





7.	DICOM MIME TYPE





	Emmanuel Cordonnier presented a proposal on E-mail Standardization (DICOM MIME type) (Exhibit A). The objective of the recommendation is the exchange of  DICOM objects through a non DICOM world by a simple file with a DICOM extension and e-mail encoded in MIME. The DICOM file extension would be  <.dcm> for the PC and the key word <DICM> for the Mac. Simple part MIME types are text (plain), image (jpeg, tiff), sound (basic), video (mpeg), and application (octet-stream, postscript) and multiple part MIME types are multipart (mixed, alternative, digest) and message (rfc822, partial, external-body).





	Members discussed whether the DICOM Standards Committee should pursue this approach. The opinion was expressed that groups are already using this approach and the question is whether the DICOM Standards committee should control it. Members should consider the consequences of controlling it or not controlling it. It was decided two documents were needed, one describing what is being enabled which Emmanuel Cordonnier will draft and e-mail to WG 10 members. A teleconference was scheduled for September 21, 1999 at 8:00 a.m. to discuss the document. 





The second document will describe the pros and cons of the DICOM Standards Committee controlling or not controlling the process. Don Van Syckle, Emmanuel Cordonnier, and David Clunie will draft the second document which will be discussed on a teleconference scheduled for November 5, 1999.





8.	WG 14 REPORT ON ISSUES





	Larry Tarbox reported on the security issues which were brought up to WG 14 by WG 10 and the German AGIT (the working group “Information Technology” within the German radiology society). These were discussed in the August 25, 1999 WG 14 meeting and the following was concluded:





Access Rights in DICOM - This is beyond DICOM as long as DICOM provides means to identify who is asking for information. WG 14 felt what is defined in Supplement 31 is sufficient in this respect in that it identifies users via TLS authentication certificates.





Profiles for Digital Signatures - WG 14 felt this is application dependent which should be left up to other working groups to identify as needed, with WG 14 review and/or assistance.





Encryption on Off-line Media - WG 14 could not identify a secure file system on the horizon and will submit a work item to the DICOM Standards Committee with an estimate of 6 meeting days required for WG 14.





Securing the Integrity of Multiple Transfers - WG 14 members agreed this should be passed on to the Interpretation Worklist Ad Hoc Group for their opinion. Possibilities for handling this include structured reports or additions to Performed Procedure Step.





	The motion was made and passed to accept the WG 14 conclusions and to let the Chair of WG 14 answer the German working group letter.	





9.	PROPOSAL ON TERMINOLOGY





	Ed Gaunt reported that he along with Dean Bidgood, Bisharah Libbus, and Dick Wolfe have put together a company that will manage terminology to get it into SNOMED. They are establishing with SNOMED a way of working with the DICOM working groups. Terms can be submitted the same as before. They will license SNOMED. However, they will continue to handle putting terms into SNOMED for the DICOM Standards Committee Working Groups free of charge the same as before.














	Dean Bidgood reported that the Structured Reporting Supplement is moving along and that 10 hours of WG 6 time is scheduled for SR for the September meeting and 10 hours for the October meeting at which time it is planned for letter ballot. By September 6, 1999 there will be a revised draft of SR.





10.	AGENDA ITEMS FOR NEXT MEETING





	Strategic Planning Document


	MIME Proposal





11.	TIME AND PLACE OF NEXT MEETING





	The next meeting of WG 10 is at the call of the Co-Chairs sometime in January 2000. The following meeting is planned for April 2000 in Yokohama or Tokyo, Japan. Teleconferences are planned for September 21, 1999 at 8:00 a.m. and November 5, 1999 at 10:00 a.m.





12.	ADJOURNMENT





	The meeting adjourned at 6:20 p.m. after a recess for lunch between 12:45 p.m. and 2:10 p.m.








							Reported by:                       										David R. Snavely


                                   					Secretary WG 10, DICOM Stds. Comte.


							(9/1/99)						 








ATTACHMENT:  Exhibit A – DICOM MIME type.
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