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2015 data call

General cancer registries participating in the European Cancer 

Information System (ECIS)
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record

age sex

stage 
(TNM or other 

staging systems)

vital status
date of follow-up 
cause of death

surgery
radiotherapy
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bone marrow transplantation

topography
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date of diagnosis 
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2015 data call

The internal consistency of the submitted

data were validated using the JRC-ENCR

Quality Check Software (QCS)

A total of 34,251,948 cases from 130

general cancer registries from 31 countries

were checked

Output csv file with 
errors/warnings

Output csv file with 
warnings for MPMT

Data validation process 



2015 data call
Data validation process 

JRC-ENCR QCS 

Consistency within 
variables 

Consistency between 
variables

Additional checks for 
survival analysis and 

extent of disease
Core 

variables

Optional variables

Coherence of dates Consistency between tumour data 
and demographic information

Consistency between 
tumour variables 

Multiple Primary 
Malignant tumours

Duplicates



Core variables:
1_Flag 2_Patient_ID 3_Tumour_ID 4_Day_DoB 5_Month_DoB 6_Year_DoB 7_Sex
8_Day_DoI 9_Month_DoI 10_Year_DoI 11_Age 12_BoD 13_Topo 14_Morpho
15_Beh 16_Grade 17_Autopsy 18_Vital_status 19_Day_FU 20_Month_FU 21_Year_FU
22_Survival

2015 data call

Consistency within variables: core variables

Error and warning codes in the QCS

 Variables values were checked according to the "2015 Call for Data protocol" (E-OUTR)

 Variables format were checked according to the "2015 Call for Data protocol" (E-FORM)

 Missing values for core variables were giving errors (E-MISS) by the JRC-ENCR QCS and

unknown values as (W-UNKN)

Note: Missing and unknown values are allowed for the optional variables



Variable N %
1_Flag 7,873 0.0
5_Month_DoB 6 0.0
6_Year_DoB 8,598 0.0
9_Month_DoI 1 0.0
12_BoD 171,416 0.5
13_Topo 1,911,553 5.6
14_Morpho 94,692 0.3
15_Beh 342,707 1.0
16_Grade 1,485 0.0
18_Vital_status 62,813 0.2
21_Year_FU 3 0.0

2015 data call

Consistency within variables: core variables (E-OUTR)

12_BoD N %
3 164,215 95.8
8 7,201 4.2

445,071 cases (23%) due to ICD-10 values and
1,110,168 cases (58%) due to use 3 digits instead of 4

15_Beh N %
4 2 0
5 10,714 3.13
6 186,804 54.51
7 2 0
9 145,185 42.36

37,747 cases (40%) due to 9999 code value and
43,208 cases (43%) due to use ICD-O-2 codes instead
of ICD-O-3 codes



Variable N %
3_Tumour_ID 1 0.0
4_Day_DoB 4,659,600 13.6
5_Month_DoB 1 0.0
6_Year_DoB 1 0.0
8_Day_DoI 4,659,599 13.6
11_Age 1,210,328 3.5
14_Morpho 82,587 0.2
16_Grade 2,354,127 6.9
17_Autopsy 4,659,599 13.6
18_Vital_status 4,656,031 13.6
19_Day_FU 4,660,666 13.6
1_Flag 312 0.0
20_Month_FU 1,520,271 4.4
21_Year_FU 1,067 0.0
22_Survival 678,930 2.0

2015 data call

Consistency within variables: core variables (E-FORM)

Variable . A D L N X Y
16_Grade 22 0 0 0 0 2,354,105 0
17_Autopsy 0 0 0 0 4,517,897 0 141,702
18_Vital_status 0 1,526,960 3,030,310 98,761 0 0 0

99.9% of cases due to missing values (any value)

99.9% of cases due to missing values coded as DD instead of 99
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Consistency within variables: core variables (E-MISS and W_UNKN)

N %
1_Flag 257,990 0 257,990 0.75
3_Tumour_ID 22 0 22 0.00
11_Age 2,918 0 2,918 0.01
5_Month_DoB 0 647,261 647,261 1.89
6_Year_DoB 51 24,744 24,795 0.07
7_Sex 146 1,187 1,333 0.00
9_Month_DoI 0 83,094 83,094 0.24
12_BoD 6 1,190,887 1,190,893 3.48
13_Topo 26 0 26 0.00
14_Morpho 337 0 337 0.00
15_Beh 82,511 0 82,511 0.24
16_Grade 71,792 0 71,792 0.21
17_Autopsy 149,226 10,438,690 10,587,916 30.91
18_Vital_status 53,207 338,229 391,436 1.14
20_Month_FU 0 3,348,185 3,348,185 9.78
21_Year_FU 1,568,842 3,140,215 4,709,057 13.75
22_Survival 1,856,009 0 1,856,009 5.42

TotalVariable E-MISS W-UNKN



2015 data call

Consistency between variables 

 Coherence of dates:
 Consistency between date of birth and date of incidence (E-CoDA)
 Consistency between date of last known vital status and date of incidence (E-CoDV)

 Consistency between tumour data and demographic information
 Consistency between sex and topography (E-SETO) / morphology (W-SEMO)
 Consistency between age and morphology/topography (W-AGMT)

 Consistency between tumour variables
 Consistency between morphology and topography (W-MOTO)
 Consistency between morphology and behaviour (E-MOBE)
 Consistency between basis of diagnosis and morphology/behaviour (W-BDMU)
 Consistency between basis of diagnosis and morphology (W-BDMO) and (W_BDMS)
 Consistency between morphology and grade (W-MOGR)
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Consistency between variables 

 Coherence of dates:
 Consistency between date of birth and date of incidence (E-CoDA)
 Consistency between date of last known vital status and date of incidence (E-CoDV)

 Consistency between tumour data and demographic information
 Consistency between sex and topography (E-SETO) / morphology (W-SEMO)
 Consistency between age and morphology/topography (W-AGMT)

 Consistency between tumour variables
 Consistency between morphology and topography (W-MOTO)
 Consistency between morphology and behaviour (E-MOBE)
 Consistency between basis of diagnosis and morphology/behaviour (W-BDMU)
 Consistency between basis of diagnosis and morphology (W-BDMO) and (W_BDMS)
 Consistency between morphology and grade (W-MOGR)



4_Day_DoB 5_Month_DoB 6_Year_DoB

2015 data call

Consistency between variables: coherence of dates

22_Survival

8_Day_DoI 9_Month_DoI 10_Year_DoI

19_Day_FU 20_Month_FU 21_Year_FU

11_Age

8_Day_DoI 9_Month_DoI 10_Year_DoI

In the selection of case for childhood

cancer, the number of cases selected

depended on the variables used for

calculating the age

Example: CR with a total of 361,121 cases, the number of cases for the age group 0-19 resulting in:

• 1654 cases if age was calculated using only year of birth and year of incidence

• 1724 cases when age was calculated using year and month of birth and year and month of incidence

• 1731 cases if age was calculated using the full date of birth and the full date of incidence
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Consistency between variables: coherence of dates

 Consistency between date of birth and date of incidence (E-CoDA): 16

cases (4 CRs)

 Consistency between date of last known vital status and date of incidence

(E-CoDV): 1,590 cases (16 CRs)



2015 data call

Consistency between variables 

 Coherence of dates:
 Consistency between date of birth and date of incidence (E-CoDA)
 Consistency between date of last known vital status and date of incidence (E-CoDV)

 Consistency between tumour data and demographic information
 Consistency between sex and topography (E-SETO) / morphology (W-SEMO)
 Consistency between age and morphology/topography (W-AGMT)

 Consistency between tumour variables
 Consistency between morphology and topography (W-MOTO)
 Consistency between morphology and behaviour (E-MOBE)
 Consistency between basis of diagnosis and morphology/behaviour (W-BDMU)
 Consistency between basis of diagnosis and morphology (W-BDMO) and (W_BDMS)
 Consistency between morphology and grade (W-MOGR)



2015 data call
Consistency between tumour data and demographic information: 
sex and topography/morphology
Consistency between sex and topography (E-SETO):

24 cases (6 CRs)

Consistency between sex and morphology

(W-SEMO): 355 cases (59 CRs)

349 cases  warning for
morphology and topography
combinations

Topography:
5 cases C809
1 cases C383



2015 data call

Consistency between tumour data and demographic information: 
age and topography/morphology

W-AGMT: 32,073 (0.09%) cases and127 CRs

12,750 cases 

6,745 cases 

4,760 cases 

77% of W-AGMT

W-AGMT revision 3,399 cases (0.01%) 
and 109 CRs
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Consistency between variables 

 Coherence of dates:
 Consistency between date of birth and date of incidence (E-CoDA)
 Consistency between date of last known vital status and date of incidence (E-CoDV)

 Consistency between tumour data and demographic information
 Consistency between sex and topography (E-SETO) / morphology (W-SEMO)
 Consistency between age and morphology/topography (W-AGMT)

 Consistency between tumour variables
 Consistency between morphology and topography (W-MOTO)
 Consistency between morphology and behaviour (E-MOBE)
 Consistency between basis of diagnosis and morphology/behaviour (W-BDMU)
 Consistency between basis of diagnosis and morphology (W-BDMO) and (W_BDMS)
 Consistency between morphology and grade (W-MOGR)



2015 data call
Consistency between tumour variables: morphology and 
topography

W-MOTO: 321,772 (0.94%) cases and all CRs (0.1%-4.0%)



2015 data call
Consistency between tumour variables: morphology and 
topography

W-MOTO: 300,823 (0.88%) cases : C421 8000

C421 9800

Multiple myeloma:

C809 9732

C421 9732

Waldenstrom

macroglobulinemia:

C809 9761

C420 9761

C409 8140

C809 8140



2015 data call
Consistency between tumour variables: morphology and 
behaviour

Morphology and behaviour combinations which

are not listed in the ICD-O-3 are considered

ERRORS (these combinations are given by the

JRC-ENCR QCS as E-MOBE)

Although according to the Rule F of

the ICD-O-3 it is exceptionally

possible to have morphology and

behaviour combinations not listed in

the ICD-O-3, the version 2.0 of the

data quality check report will consider

them as WARNINGS, except for

some more frequent and possible

combinations found in the data

submitted by the CRs.



2015 data call
Consistency between tumour variables: morphology and 
behaviour

E-MOBE: errors due to morphology and behaviour combinations

E-MOBE
65,815 (0.2%) cases and 73 (56%) CRs 

16,299 (25%) 
cases of E-MOBE 
with likely values 
according to ICD-

O-3 Rule F

17,728 (27%) 
cases of E-MOBE 
coded according 

to ICD-O-2

31,788 (0.1%) 
cases and 52 

CRs (40%) with 
E-MOBE



2015 data call
Consistency between tumour variables : basis of diagnosis and 
morphology/behaviour

W-BDMU: warnings due to basis of diagnosis and morphology/behaviour combinations

W-BDMU
5,526 cases and 87 (67%) CRs 

5,228 cases of 
Haematological malignancies  

and BoD = 6 
298 cases

BoD = 6 and behavior = 2



2015 data call
Consistency between tumour variables: basis of diagnosis 
and morphology

W-BDMO: morphology too specific according to

the BoD

1,354,775 (4.0%) cases and 126 CRs (97%)

W-BDMS: morphology not specific enough

according to the BoD

528,808 (1.5%) cases and 124 CRs (95%)

19,272 cases with BoD=7 and topography=C809

Morphology 5 7 Total
8000 122,810 188,182 310,992
8001 101,860 19,899 121,759
9590 7,512 59,434 66,946
9800 3,739 4,142 7,881
9820 3,072 4,567 7,639
9960 3,585 10,006 13,591
Total 242,578 286,230 528,808

Basis of diagnosis 



grade Haematological 
Malignacies

solid 
tumours Total

1 0 2,051 2,051
2 0 6,599 6,599
3 0 19,229 19,229
4 0 5,908 5,908
5 5,207 959 6,166
6 609 637 1,246
7 0 1,394 1,394
8 146 201 347
9 0 276,007 276,007

Total 5,962 312,985 318,947

2015 data call

Consistency between tumour variables: morphology and grade

behaviour

0 1 2 3 Total
1 0 0 0 2,051 2,051
2 0 0 0 6,599 6,599
3 0 0 0 19,229 19,229
4 0 0 0 5,908 5,908
5 16 10 66 6,074 6,166
6 0 55 2 1,189 1,246
7 1 0 20 1,373 1,394
8 0 0 1 346 347
9 0 0 0 276,007 276,007

Total 17 65 89 318,776 318,947

grade



2015 data call
Consistency between tumour variables : behaviour and pT

W-BTNM: warnings due to behaviour and pT combinations

W-BTNM
2,724 cases and 38 (29%) CRs 

298 cases
Behaviour  =  3  and pT = is
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Optional variables:
23_Laterality 24_Day_DoR 25_Month_DoR 26_Year_DoR 27_Cause_death
28_ICD_edition 29_TNM_prefix 30_pT 31_pN 32_pM
33_cT 34_cN 35_cM 36_Stage 37_TNM_edition
38_Cond_T 39_Cond_N 40_Cond_M 41_Dukes 42_FIGO
43_Aarbor 44_Gleason 45_Breslow 46_EoD 47_Tsize
48_N_exam_nodes 49_N_met_nodes 50_Sent_nodes 51_Met_sent_nodes 52_Cfactor
53_Surgery 54_Systemic_th 55_Radiotherapy 56_BMtransp

Optional variables
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Optional variables

Laterality

This variable is very important for MPMT (paired organ registration) because of the differences

between reporting and registration criteria.

Nevertheless, the definition of “paired" organs is very different among CRs.

Variable 

name

Variable 

description
Format

Maximu

m length
Core

Missing 

/unknown 

values

Coding

23_Laterality

Laterality of 

paired 

organs

F 1 N 9

0Not

applicable

1Right

2Left

3Unilateral

NOS

4Bilateral
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Optional variables
Date of registration

Missing values Note

Year 74% of cases 63 CRs provided this information

Month 74% of cases 60 CRs provided this information

Day 81% of cases 54 CRs provided this information
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Optional variables
Condensed TNM Missing values Note

T 96% of cases 13 CRs provided this information

N 96% of cases 13 CRs provided this information

M 97% of cases 13 CRs provided this information

Dukes: Missing values: 88% of the cases. Only 13 CRs reported this information

Ann Arbor:  Missing values: 84% of the cases. Only 9 CRs reported this information

FIGO: Missing values: 98% of the cases. Only 13 CRs reported this information

Gleason: Missing values: 85% of the cases. Only 17 CRs reported this information

Breslow: Missing values: 99.6% of the cases. Only 3 CRs reported this information

Summary extent of disease: Missing values: 92% of the cases. Only 20 CRs reported this information

Condensed TNM
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Optional variables

Other variables related to the extent of the disease

Missing values Note

Tumour size 96% of cases 27 CRs provided this information

Number examined nodes 96% of cases 25 CRs provided this information

Number metastatic nodes 98% of cases 23 CRs provided this information

Sentinel nodes 99% of cases 13 CRs provided this information

Metastatic in sentinel nodes 99% of cases 7 CRs provided this information

Cfactor: Missing values: 98% of the cases. Only 4 CRs provided this information
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Optional variables

Missing 
values

Note

TNM_prefix 99.9% of 
cases

16% of values were wrong

Missing values Note

pT 77% of cases 52 CRs provided this information

pN 83% of cases 52 CRs provided this information

pM 91% of cases 50 CRs provided this information

Missing values Note

cT 74% of cases 45 CRs provided this information

cN 76% of cases 45 CRs provided this information

cM 76% of cases 48 CRs provided this information

Stage 72% of cases 28 CRs provided this information

TNM staging



Female breast tumour

• 30% of breast sarcomas were staging using TNM and

30% of tumours with unspecified morphologies were

also staging according to TNM staging.

• Some cases of malignant carcinomas (behaviour 3)

were coded as stage 0 and some in-situ tumours were

coded as stage I, II, III even IV.

52% of the CRs submitted stage or related variables 

Optional variables
TNM staging

2015 data call
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Multiple Primary Malignant tumours

Topography Note: topography codes C80 and C768 are
considered as a single site in combination
with any other topography.
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Multiple Primary Malignant tumours

Morphology

A proposal on cancer 
quality checks

2018

Note: morphology codes 8000-8005 (unspecified
types of cancer) are considered as a single group
in combination with any other morphology.



Multiple Primary Malignant tumours
2015 data call





EU Science Hub: ec.europa.eu/jrc

@EU_ScienceHub

EU Science Hub – Joint Research Centre

EU Science, Research and Innovation

Eu Science Hub

Keep in touch
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