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I. REVIEW OF PREVIOUS MINUTES
The minutes of the September 15,  1999 joint meeting with WG 16, and  the WG 17 meeting on September 16, 1999 were approved with the following changes:

September 15 meeting:

Page 23

-Attendance list of participants was revised to reflect the absence of G. Zeilinger and the presence of H. Zachmann

-Under item II., the paragraph was changed to read:  “The thought was to consider common data representations for all modalities to share with the MR, CT and Ultrasound groups; dimensions used in the same way, for example, the spatial X dimension “ The final sentence in the paragraph was deleted.

-Fifth paragraph, first sentence, was changed to read, “ It was noted that the WG 17 scope was broader than the scope of the MR WG. “

-Sixth paragraph, first sentence, was revised to read, “In addition, on the application, there would be a need to know the type of acquisition protocol which would be involved, that is, whether it was indicated by a code.”

-Typographical errors were to be corrected on page 23 and page 24.

September 16 meeting:

Item II.

Page 23

-Bullet point was changed to read, “Requirements for WG 17 should include requirements for WG 16.”

Page 24

-Bullet point was changed to read, “ Parsing difficulty (without a forward declaration the reader must iterate over all frames before it can understand how to assemble, organize and present the data (mitigation: additional attributes, to help parse information).”

-Other typographical errors were to be corrected on pages 25,27.

II. OBJECTIVES OF MEETING
Doug stated that the WG should seek to achieve several objectives at the meeting:

-Make first cut at a bare minimum of an information model

II.
(Cont’.d)

-Scope out a reasonable schedule to achieve completion of a supplement

-Refine and augment requirements

-Refine the approach of the WG and articulate it to WG 6, so that it can be

discussed at the WG 6 meeting in January 2000

III. DISCUSSION ON WG 6 VIEWS
Dave Clunie informed the WG that the first priority of WG 6 was interoperability and backwards compatibility. WG 6, he said, was conservative and did not like to do things in new ways if the existing methods could accomplish the same goal. Reuse of existing technologies was therefore important, and all deviations must be justified.  Thus, for specific requirements, these could be subspecialized and found acceptable if particular mechanisms were specified for constraining the general framework and a rationale for such constraints were provided.

Doug Sluis emphasized that ultrasound’s requirements changed frequently and therefore flexibility was needed. It was commented that the direction of WG 16 would not greatly affect WG 17, so WG 17 could proceed in its own way. A determination was made that a paper should be prepared for the WG 6 members to read in advance of their meeting. 

IV. DISCUSSION OF HARALD ZACHMANN’S PAPER
Harald Zachmann’s paper, “Requirements for N-Dimensional Data Sets,” was then reviewed.   This was an update of the original paper, plus comments from the September 10 paper and discussions at the Seville, Spain meetings. 

Channel dimensions were considered. A channel is a property of value element at a certain point in time, e.g. inhale/exhale/measurement.  It was stated that segmented tissue types should be added as an additional example.  The term “entities” should replace the term “data sets” in the text on page 6/9.

General requirements were reviewed.  In # 2, it was stated that a concern existed regarding receiving data from an archive which did not have 3D. A workstation which can handle 3D should be able to handle 2D as well, and it was important to ensure that the workstation could understand old as well as new format. The goal in # 3 was to have a mechanism to introduce a restraint. Definition of a description object would be helpful.



In # 8, degrees of freedom were considered along with internal relationships either within or between entities. The members also addressed requirements #9 - # 14.

The meeting adjourned for the day at 9:10 p.m. and resumed at 8:30 a.m. on the next day.

IV.
(Cont’d.)

Requirements #14 - # 16 were then discussed. In # 14 discussion turned to different types of coordinate systems oriented to anatomy rather than space.  Requirement # 16 pertained to post processed data. The term binary masks wa considered to be too specific.  It was deemed important to be able to represent ancillary information about each pixel or about regions.  It was stated that about 90% of the cases would be derived data, not just overlays/segmentation. Other examples were also cited.  Craig Cornelius 

agreed to try to reword the section, and Harald Zachmann would look again at the examples given, and e-mail information to the WG. 

V. REVIEW OF WORKFLOW MODELS
Doug Sluis then described his paper on a proposed workflow model. He said it would be necessary to explain this to WG 6 members. The model showed a modality connected to a workstation which in turn was connected to an archive. The archive was further connected to an additional viewing station. Brad Hemminger then discussed several types of workflow. The issue was whether the data would go to an archive first. Other possible workflow models in which the output from several modalities were sent to either a workstation or archive were addressed. 

Members agreed that good use cases should be developed which could be presented to WG 6. Doug Sluis agreed to write up use cases for review and comment by WG 17 members and then sent to WG 6 for discussion at their upcoming meeting.

The terms, “content item,” “container,” “ component,”  and “mapping” were discussed in some detail particularly with regard to how relationships were handled. The mapping between Doug Sluis’ proposal and the SR scheme was compared. Doug stated that his aim was to try to reduce the complexity between relationships. Relationships between “containers” and “content items” (interrelationships), and relationships within a content item, (intra - relationships) were discussed. A scheme was also described in which each container has a frame of reference associated with it for which was needed a transformation to relate it to other containers.

A break was taken at 12:00 noon for lunch and the meeting reconvened at 1:00 p.m.

The discussion on information models continued. A component was defined as a combination of domain value and mapping nodes. Container was deemed simply as an 

V.
(Cont’d.)

encoding term, and it was recommended that another name be found for it.  Members agreed on the concept of the terms “component”, “mapping,” “value” and “content type” (domain). However, further work was needed on the nomenclature and in coming up with 

an information model. Craig agreed to work on the information model, and Doug was asked to continue his work in this area.

There was some discussion whether a separate series could be made by the same piece of equipment. It was noted that both for CT and MR one study could have multiple series.  Larry Tarbox suggested that the issue should be described in a white paper to be distributed for WG 6 members’ review.

Definition of modality type was then considered.  The term “modality type” could be used in two ways, to define an imaging modality such as CT or ultrasound, or a data type, such as waveform, audio. Craig was asked to write up some examples for further discussion at the San Diego meeting of WG 17.

 There was consensus that additional discussion was needed on description of use models, and what the WG’s approach and strategy was regarding various DICOM information models. Nomenclature would need to be updated.

A break was taken at 2:50 p.m., and the meeting began again at 3:10 p.m

VI. DISCUSSION OF OPEN GL:  3D DATA RENDERING
Sunita Munjal explained her paper on Open GL. There was discussion on the rendering mechanism for graphics of Open GL. Sunita stated that she was seeking feedback from the group and would also take a look at the SMIL standard.  

It was stated that Open GL was being looked at for segmented data, but it could also be applied to both 2D and 3D.  In 2D 3 points would be enough for representation, while in 3D, 4 points would be sufficient.  It was agreed Open GL would be useful for surface rendering.  Open GL, it was said, would allow one to render images but not to make inferences about these images.It was also useful for transformations and geometric primitives, and could be used to define polygonal objects. Open GL, it was emphasized, could be used for transmission, but not for storage.

VII. TIME AND PLACE OF NEXT MEETING
The next meeting of WG 17 was scheduled for Friday evening, February 18, and Saturday, February 19 all day, at the SPIE meeting in San Diego, California. Rich Eaton mentioned that a decision should be made soon on where and when the next european 

VII.
(Cont’d.)

meeting should be held. Some suggestions were made that such a meeting be held to overlap with another DICOM WG, and that the Ophthalmology WG, or other WGs, should be contacted to determine if that WG had planned to hold a meeting in europe

VIII. ADJOURNMENT
The meeting was adjourned at 3:45 p.m.
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