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I. REVIEW OF PREVIOUS MINUTES
The minutes of the September 23-24, 2002 meeting were approved as distributed.

II. REVIEW OF SUPPLEMENT 73
There was a discussion on brain mapping and different concepts regarding registration spatial mapping. It was stated that the types of mapping being done lent themselves to a 4 x 4 matrix. There were several other ways to handle this including use of a large set of fiducials. 

It was stated that transformation matrix had no meaning to a user in a rendered presentation. Two alternatives were proposed:

1. Put attribute in another module. Matrix data is a definite map

2. Have another object altogether and link the report to that.

It was stated that spatial mapping in a Reference Coordinate System (RCS) should not be in a Structured Reporting (SR) tree.

It was felt that  Frame of Reference (FOR) does not have RCS in existing DICOM, and this should be added. FOR identifies sample space or pixel space; this needed to be shown. A question was raised whether registration should be done with SR. Harry Solomon stated that it must fit in with the definition of information entities in Part 3 in order for the model to be “right.”  SR, it was added, was the best thing for doing generic forms of post-processing.


WG members were urged to clean up the terminology for WG 6. The 

Registration SOP Class should instead be Registered SOP Instance. The Supplement should follow definitions which already exist or tie into them. Harry cautioned that FOR should not be misused. Instead, the way in which FOR was used should be established in a rigorous manner, and should not be applied arbitrarily. It defines RCS.


Harry stated that normative text would be necessary for the definition of spatial model. The FOR paragraph, section A.1.2.5, should be expanded.  In addition, when introducing a more general construct for spatial mapping, this should be put into an Image Information Entity. Doug asked Harry to provide feedback on the DICOM Information Model.


Scott Johnson proposed that a fiducial was needed in brain atlas. Transformations would be necessary to match 1 fiducial to another.  Two alternatives were suggested:

1. Fiducials match one to the other – brain atlas to patient

2. Segmentation of data

II. (Cont’d.)

It was agreed that a clear use case would be very helpful. Doug commented that the next WG 6 meeting would take place on January 6, 2003. He stated that it was his desire to go to public comment at the next meeting.

Doug agreed to clean up the points Harry made regarding FOR within the DICOM definition. This should help get the document to public comment. Once this had occurred, WG 6 would scrutinize the Supplement and prepare it for Letter Ballot. Doug also urged that WG 17 focus on getting Supplement 63 and 43 ready for public comment. It was hoped that Supplement 73 could be ready to go to public comment by January 2003, and to add the fiducial correlation as part of public comment.   

Scott Johnson agreed to write some text on description of a use case and how the template might be altered to support this. He reported that WG 7 prefers Registration as part of a separate IOD. He emphasized also that use cases should be developed for Radiation Therapy (RT).

A break was taken at 10:45 a.m. and the meeting resumed at 11:10 a.m.

III. SUMMARY OF WG 11 ACTIVITY
Brad Hemminger then presented a summary of WG 11 activity. He stated that the WG was working on 3D presentation issues, and should have an early draft document ready by next month. ICC was being investigated; ICC is commonly used for scanners and consumer electronics. Jack Ladson would be making a presentation on ICC and use cases on Friday morning at SPIE in San Diego in February 2003. 

It was hoped to have the document ready for public comment by the spring of 2003. He urged interaction of WG 11 and WG 17 on 3D presentation, color and soft copy presentation state issues. Brad mentioned that WG 11 had not yet addressed the question of existing SOP Classes that used color in the same way and whether they could be used as new ones. He urged all members who were interested in color issues to come to WG 11 and participate in discussions. He proposed that WG 11 and WG 17 meet jointly for part of the time allocated to the meetings of these WGs at SPIE to discuss color and grayscale issues and to harmonize nomenclature.

IV. FURTHER DISCUSSION ON SUPPLEMENT 73
There was some discussion about whether a use case would be needed to deal with PET/CT. Doug described how the Supplement addressed this situation. It was felt that if an Image Plane Module was being used there would need to be a common FOR UID between CT and PET. A specific use case, or informative note, should be included. A spatial mapping matrix would not be needed unless there was insufficient spatial mapping information available.

A break was taken for lunch at 12:35 p.m. and the meeting began again at 1:20 p.m.

There was discussion about how to address situations in which:


-There were several exams within a single visit


-The patient underwent follow up scans


-The patient was subjected to time-separated scans

It was also agreed that the document should be examined to determine how frequently matrices were employed. Members felt the use of matrices in Supplement 73 should be consistent with how they were used in Supplement 63. Definitions in Supplement 73 also needed to be reviewed and revised consistent with Harry Solomon’s comments. 

V. REVIEW OF SUPPLEMENT 63
Supplement 63 was reviewed.  The need to add compression to the Supplement was addressed. It was acknowledged that it was unclear as to how SOP Classes were carved out.

Several issues were raised:


-Does generic 3D object include time?


-How should Conformance Statement be defined with respect to 


DCS ?

It was felt that feedback from the workstation community would be important. Real DICOM conformance statements, it was declared, should be written. Conformance statements should be written so as to define the application between what the user sees and how the application is implemented in DICOM.

VI. DISCUSSION OF SUPPLEMENT 43
Open issues in Supplement 43 were reviewed. The Supplement, it was stated, must be able to specify what the specializations and special constraints are. As well, a general way to define constraints was needed.  This would be an issue for WG 6 to address. There was consensus that the right number of constraints needed to be determined, and such constraints should be “reasonable.” While Supplement 43 would specify the constraints, Supplement 63 would state how to express them. Doug urged the workstation people to think about constraints.

One open issue discussed was: How are directional dependent Component Array Stored Values handled ?  It was decided that the Spatial Transformation Matrix now used for Component Array Dimension Mapping should be leveraged by extending it to Stored Value Mapping.

The meeting recessed for the day and began again at 9:00 a.m. on the next day.

VII. SUPPLEMENT 63 REVISITED
A number of changes were made:

-Figure X.3.1, Hiearchical Encoding of an ND Image, was further simplified to show two domain mappings.

-Figure X.11, Component Array and Real World Domains should be clarified to identify different Stored Value Mapping and Component Array Dimensions Mapping in the figure.

-Annex X, ND IOD (Informative) – There should be figures added for use cases from the modality and from the workstation.

The issue of constraints was raised again for discussion. It was agreed that this was the biggest technical issue. While there were many constraints within Supplement 49, a need existed to handle constraints in a unified way.

A break was taken at 10:30 a.m. and the meeting reconvened at 10:55 a.m.

Questions were raised how Component Arrays could be constrained and whether constraints should be done in Supplement 43 or Supplement 63. Under one scenario, Supplement 43 could serve as an example of how the constraints in Supplement 63 could used. Due to the linkage between Supplements 43 and 63, it was hoped that the period of time between the introduction of Supplement 43 and 

Supplement 63 would be brief, that is no more than a few months.

    VII. (Cont’d.)


     A proposed schedule for shepherding the Supplements through the approval process in 2003 was discussed.

-Supplement 73 – review by WG 6 in January, public comment by March

-Supplement 63 – review by WG 6 in March/June with public comment by 

September and Letter Ballot by October

-Supplement 43 – review by WG 6 in June/September with public 

comment by October

Ultrasound Presentation State could possibly follow thereafter. It was conceded that the above schedule was possible, but ambitious.  Collaboration with WG 11 was discussed, particularly with respect to possible joint meeting(s) during SPIE in February 2003. Focus should be on Shapes and Presentation State. Color would also be an important issue to address.

VIII. DEFORMATION FIDUCIAL DISCUSSION
Scott Johnson reviewed his work on Fiducials. One approach was to add a transformation matrix per fiducial and transfer from a point in space to a coordinate system. Another method which could be employed was characterized as the Deformation Grid Approach.  This by definition would intend to cover the entire data set.

Dave Clunie stated that an FOR UID may or may not equal UID in one of the objects. However, this topic could be deferred after public comment.

A lunch break was taken at 12:55 p.m. and the meeting resumed at 1:35 p.m

IX. SUPPLEMENT 73 TEMPLATES DISCUSSION
Further review of Supplement 73 Templates continued. 

It was stated that for use cases they should be done as a coded entry, that is a code that identifies a part of the anatomy. A number of definitions were changed including:

-Fiducial descriptor – The description of the point in space

-Binary registration – This was defined as, “ Information specifying

a spatial relationship from the RCS of the Registration SOP

Class Instance to the RCS of referenced images: FOR.

         IX. (Cont’d.)

Binary registration would be changed to Registration.

-Figure X. 1. 4 – It was agreed to edit the figure

-RCS Registration – This template was stated to describe the correlation

of two spaces or objects

-Registration Type – This describes the information input into the 

registration process.

-Context Group Registration Method – This was deleted.

-Registration Matrix – A notation should be made consistent with

the rest of the document.

-Fiducial points are specified within the coordinate system of the 

referenced images.



Kevin O’Donnell was asked to write up Fiducial Descriptor, with use 


       case and rationale for the next meeting. Scott agreed to send to Jerome 


       Declerck the Deformation Registration text. 

X. ELECTION OF CHAIRMAN
Doug Sluis was re-elected Chairman of WG 17.

XI. TIME AND PLACE OF NEXT MEETING
The next meeting will be scheduled on Tuesday and Wednesday, February 18-19, 2003 at the SPIE meeting in San Diego, California.

XII. ADJOURNMENT
The meeting was adjourned at 3:15 p.m.
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