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COUNTRY ANSWERS COUNTRY ANSWERS
Austria 2 Lithuania 1
Belarus 1 Malta 1
Belgium 1 Norway 1
Bulgaria 1 Poland 7
Croatia 1 Portugal 3
Denmark 1 Romania 2
Estonia 1 Serbia 1
Faroe Islands 1 Slovak Rep 1
Finland 1 Slovenia 1
France 20 Spain 10
Germany 10 Sweden 2
Hungary 1 Switzerland 10
Iceland 1 The Netherlands 2
Ireland 1 UK 9
Italy 20
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METHOD No Yes Tot % Yes
Historical Comparison 20 66 86 76,7%
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Independent case ascertainment 56 30 86 34,9%
Flow method (by J. Bullard) 69 17 86 19,8%
MIAMOD / PIAMOD (by A. Verdecchia) 72 14 86 16,3%
Capture recapture 59 27 86 31,4%
Other 10 86 11,6%
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Estimation of completeness of registry

Percentage of Completeness Frequency

No answer 1

<50% 0

50% to <60% 0

60% to < 70% 0

70% to < 80% 2

80% to < 90% 7

90% to < 95% 25

>95% 51
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@ Provide data for European Database
W Forward data to the national body (where exists)
O Publish data on Internet







