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1. Introductions and Agenda Review

Kees Verduin opened the meeting and welcomed the delegates.  A quorum was present.  The agenda was reviewed and approved. 

2. Approval of Previous Minutes

The minutes of the March 19 –21, 2001 meeting and the April 10, 2001 teleconference were reviewed and approved as presented. 

3. Action-Point List

The action-point list that was distributed via E-mail on April 16, 2001 was reviewed to appraise progress and determine what key issues remain unresolved and where progress could be made during the meeting.  A few additional items (#217 to #218) were added to this list.

Draft documents relating to Items 197, 199, 208, 214, 215, and 216 were reviewed.  However, during the discussion of Action Item 197, considerable attention was devoted to Use Case 3: “Archive sends object to node that does not support new object.”  It was decided to defer further discussion to the joint meeting with WG6 in June in Berlin.

Item 215 – Dimension Module: Dimension Item is deleted and the Index Pointer becomes the Dimension Index Pointer.  The VR type is UL.  The following attributes are included: 

· Dimension Index Pointer, 

· Index Maximum Value and 

· Sequence.

Item 216 – The group was not sure how to address stack numbering and concatenation.  If these are not addressed, then private elements would be used.  The most desirable approach would be something that deals with a majority of the major applications.   After lengthy discussion, it was agreed that Kees Verduin and Bob Haworth would provide a new proposal for the next meeting.  This proposal will include issues related to Action Items 208, 209 and 210.  An additional Action Item (220) will be submitted by May 3 by Elmar Seeberger to define the representative frame number per object.  

Item 218 – Application examples for Palette Color LUT requirements at frame level should be provided.  Otherwise, this will not be allowed, and the object will have to be split when the need for a new LUT arises.  Action: Yaman Aksu will suggest applications by May 4.

Bas Revet reviewed the Action Items on which WG 16 needs guidance from WG 6.  These included Items 174, 175, 198, 203, 204 and 213.  A copy of the list of items is included as Exhibit A.  Relative to Item 210, the number of values will be limited to a maximum of four.  This prevents the length of "image type" from becoming a problem.  New attributes in which other information is stored need to be defined.  These will be included in the proposal relating to Item 216.

For Item 213, Bas will determine whether there are any changes in the stored items for MR.

Members are requested to provide feedback by the next meeting (May 8) on Action item 187: Phase Correction.

Kees, Bas and Yaman will work on a proposal relating to the purpose/solution for retrieving the header information only and will provide a list of related public comments (Action Item 205).

4. Review New (Version 28) of Supplement 49

Members conducted a detailed, line-by-line review of the revised text of Supplement 49, Version 28 with the goal of preparing a letter-ballot draft for presentation to WG 6 at its meeting in June. 

A number of revisions were made to the document.  Key changes included:

· C.8-x.14 – Frame duration should be in milliseconds.

· Figure C.8-x.2 – Picture should be improved adding content date and time.  (WG 6 seeks to replace all dates and times with combined dates and times.)

· Table C.8-x.18 – Encoding Direction was discussed.  A question was raised whether the enumerated value "frame" was clear.  A value "perpendicular to frame" seems better.  The Working Group felt that Encoding Direction should be reviewed by Matthias Drobnitzky and Mark Day (AP 224). 

· Table C.8-X.19 – Echo Number Index should be changed to Effective Echo Time Index.  Effective Echo Time should be removed.  Attribute descriptions of indices should be done for Supplement 29.

· Action Point 191 – Matthias should fill out the Defined Terms.

· Table C.8-X.20 – Spoiling – There should be "RF" and "RF and Gradient" under Enumerated Values.

· Action Point 226 – Bob Haworth should review whether Diffusion Contrast Preparation Direction should be removed.

· Tag Spacing – a maximum of two values can be specified.  Under Value 2, the following text should be removed, “and the matrix is asymmetric.”  Text should read, “Space between the lines in mm in the other direction.  Required if Tagging (0018x028) is GRID.”

· Tag Angle – Remove “Value 2 as Radial” is no longer proposed as tagging technique.

· Table C.8-X.21 – Referenced Image Sequence – text change: “A sequence that provides reference to a set of Image SOP Class/Instance pairs used to plan the acquisition.”

· Referenced Frame Number – text change: “References one or more frames.  Required if reference is provided to a Multi-frame Image object.”

· Table C.8-X.24 – Receiving Coil should be Receive Coil.

· Table C.8-X.25 – Transmitting Coil should be Transmit Coil.

· Table C.8-X.26 – It was recognized that there was a need to split up this macro.  This would be an action item (227) for Kees who would come up with a proposal for the next meeting.

· Table C.8-X.32 – For Chemical Shift, the question was raised whether a range was needed.

· Metabolite Map – An issue arose whether the term used should be metabolic vs. metabolite.  Mark and Matthias would take an action item to clarify the table.

· Table C.8-Y.1 – For Slab Orientation, “selected plane” should be “selection plane.”

· Action Item # 229 – Baseline Correction – Check attribute description in relation to comments submitted by Toshiba, comment #3.

· Table C.8- Y.2 – MR Acquisition Type – Single voxel needed for Defined Terms.

· Coverage of ky-kz Plane – Add Full MR Spectroscopy Acquisition Type to Defined Terms.  ?????

· Table C.8-Y.6 – Spoiling – Explanation for values should be eliminated.

· Table C.8-Y.7 Action Point 186 – Experts should discuss the proposed Module at the next meeting.

Action Point 184 was then reviewed.  In terms of the attribute names, Content Qualification was to be substituted for Image Qualification, and Image Content was to replace Image Comments. ??????  Frame Comment should be added as a new attribute.

Action Item #231 – The Figure A.x-3 should be improved to address spectroscopy references for planning and for processing.  Bas Revet was asked to send a response to Mark Day and all Work Group members.

Action Item 196, Supplement Palette Color LUT, was then discussed.  This action item was stated to be dependent on Action Item 211.  The following wording was agreed upon by the WG to be submitted to the WG members for review: “If image type 0008/0008 value 3 or frame type 0008/x007 value 3 equals color the preferred method to display the frame is via the color visualization pipeline shown at the bottom of the figure, using Palette Color LUT.  The intention is that the stored pixel values result in a meaningful color display.  However, the frame can also be displayed via the gray scale visualization pipeline shown at the top of the figure but the information content may be less useful.”

4. Next Meetings and Teleconferences

The next plenary meetings of WG 16 will be held on May 8-10, 2001 in the Netherlands.  The Chair of the CT Work Group, Emil Wirsz, will be invited to the May meeting, specifically on May 9 for about 2 hours if possible.  Thereafter, WG 16 will meet on June 19-22 in Berlin with WG 6 to prepare the supplement for Letter Ballot.  A teleconference might be needed during the period between the May meetings and the June meeting with WG 6.  

5. Adjournment

The meeting of WG 16 adjourned on Monday and Tuesday, April 23-24 at 6:15 p.m., and on Wednesday, April 25 at 5:20 p.m.
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May 3, 2001

ATTACHMENTS:

EXHIBIT A – Issues for WG 6 Guidance

Reviewed by Counsel:

Exhibit A

General rules for overlay (174)

For MR it is common practice to show the slice lines of images planned on a earlier acquired image (plan image). The slice lines can be reconstructed with the Referenced Image Sequence, Image Orientation and Image Position attributes. Because it can be calculated when required no plan image with the slice lines as overlay bit maps is necessary.

Is it possible to prevent the use of overlay bit maps in the new MR object to show the slice lines on a plan image? Preventing this method will force all application to use the method of calculating the slice lines (IHE requirement).

1. Screen dump only as Secondary Capture (175)

For representing the slice lines on a plan image in some cases the representation of that image on the operator console is saved as screen dump of that area. It is stored as MR object, while it better fit in the category of Secondary capture.

Is it possible to limit the use of this type of image to Secondary Capture object only?

2. Referenced Image Sequence only for pointing to plan images only (198)

The Referenced Image is specialized by the MR to limit to use for reconstruction of slice lines on plan images (see point 1).

Is it allowed to block other use of this attribute in the case of an Enhanced MR IOD?

CT is proposing a different mechanism: a new Reference Localizer Image Sequence that is dedicated for this purposes.

3. Maximum size of MR image object message (203)

The size of a MR image object message can have an undefined maximum length. For implementation a limit can be provided to prevent shortage of resource of DICOM implementation, extending maximum files sizes, etc. Reasonable limits are 500 Mbytes (CD size), 4 Gbytes (max file size), etc.

If this limit is desired is this a generic one or IOD specific and where it will be mentioned in the DICOM standard.

Could be the maximum message size being part of the association negotiation?

4. New SOP Class for subset of image (204)

Retrieval of complete Multi-frame objects when only a subset of the complete set of frames is required is will be time consuming. A new service has to be defined that an extract a number of frames and stored in a new created image object.

The typical use case will be retrieval of a subset of the frames for viewing purposes only. References between objects will be lost. Other applications then simple viewing will require the full multi-frame object.

See proposal Elmar.

5. P-LUT used in example image pipeline (213)

The purpose of the image pipeline is to explain how MONOCHROME2, PALETTE COLOR and the extraction of real value works in principle. It is intended not for only MR but it can be re-used for other SOP Classes. The generic pipeline of the Presentation State is used as baseline. A note is added to the picture that the mentioned transformations are optional.

6. Table of Functional Groups as part of IOD specification section (A.X) (Janet)

What is the best place of the list of IOD Functional Groups: With the MR Multi-Frame Header module (as in the supplement) or with the IOD specification (A.X) where more constrains to a specific IOD are mentioned (for example, SR IOD's).

7. Make the DX set of  Baseline Context IDs default for Anatomic Region Module (Janet)

If the list of Baseline Context IDs is shared between a number of IOD's these list can be taken as default and exceptions shall be specified with that IOD specification. If DX, MR and CT share the same ID's then this proposal makes sense.

8. Transfer multi-frame images without compression (Bas)

Compression of images is not a requirement of MR. Do we need a new Transfer Syntax for encapsulation without compression or is the combination of Pixel Data undefined length and non-compression transfer syntaxes sufficient?
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