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Abstract

We conducted a multicenter study to evaluate a novel transcription-reverse transcription
concerted reaction (TRC) that can detect influenza A and B within 15 minutes. We evaluated this
rapid TRC using nasopharyngeal swab and gargle samples obtained from patients who visited or
were hospitalized at eight clinics and hospitals with influenza-like illnesses between December
2019 and March 2020. After obtaining informed consent, we collected nasopharyngeal swabs
from all patients using two swabs and gargle samples from patients whom the physician judged
fit to perform gargling. We evaluated 233 nasopharyngeal swabs and 213 gargle samples from
244 patients. In nasal swabs, influenza A or B was detected in 96 and 98 patients using
conventional reverse transcription-polymerase chain reaction (RT-PCR) and TRC, respectively.
Influenza A and B were detected using sequence analysis in four patients with different RT-PCR
and TRC results. Based on the combined RT-PCR and sequencing results, the sensitivity,
specificity, positive predictive value (PPV), and negative predictive value (NPV) of TRC for
influenza detection were 0.990, 1.000, 1.000, and 0.993, respectively. In the gargle samples,
influenza A was detected in 100 and 99 patients using RT-PCR and TRC, respectively. Influenza
A was detected using sequencing in five patients with different RT-PCR and TRC results. The
sensitivity, specificity, PPV, and NPV of the TRC for detecting influenza were 0.970, 0.982,
0.980, and 0.974, respectively. The novel rapid TRC was comparable to RT-PCR for the

detection of influenza in nasopharyngeal swabs and gargle samples.
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I ntroduction

Influenza is a major infectious disease that spreads during the winter with clinics receiving
many influenza patients during the epidemic. As antiviral agents for influenza, such as
neuraminidase inhibitors are already available, it is essential to accurately test and diagnose
influenza. Rapid influenza antigen tests have been widely used in clinics because of their
simplicity and speed. However, they often have low sensitivity, especially in the early stage of
influenza, compared to nucleic acid tests. (1) Recently, molecular point-of-care (POC) tests and
highly sensitive automated immunochromatographic antigen tests (digital immunoassays, DIAS)
for influenza have been developed and have become popular diagnostic tests. The transcription-
reverse transcription concerted reaction (TRC) method is a molecular test that can be performed
as a POC test and involves rapid isothermal RNA amplification using an intercalation-activating
fluorescence (INAF) probe. It has been used to diagnose tuberculosis, nontuberculous
mycobacterial infections, mycoplasma pneumonia, chlamydial infections, and gonorrhea. (2, 3)
Recently, a novel rapid TRC that can detect influenza A and B within 15 min of nasopharyngeal
swabs and gargle samples without purification was developed by simplifying the sample
preparation step. (4) In a previous single-center study, the novel TRC method was of comparable
sensitivity to the conventional reverse transcription-polymerase chain reaction (RT-PCR) method
for detecting influenza viruses in both nasopharyngeal swabs and gargle samples. (4) However,
in a previous study, we collected gargle samples for half of the study period. In addition, because
the study was conducted in only one hospital, it is unclear whether the same results would be
obtained by patients visiting other clinics that use rapid diagnostics, such as the novel TRC

method. Therefore, we conducted a multicenter study in several clinical settings. This study
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aimed to evaluate the efficacy of a novel rapid TRC for detecting influenza viruses in

nasopharyngeal swabs and gargle samples obtained from patients with influenza-like illnesses.

Materialsand Methods
Study design

This prospective observational study was conducted between December 16, 2019 and March
25, 2020. The original plan was to collect samples until May 31, 2022 but the study was
suspended early on March 25, 2020 when the spread of coronavirus disease 2019 (COVID-19)
began in Japan. (5-7) Due to the continued COVID-19 pandemic, the study was not resumed,
and the analysis was conducted on the samples collected by March 25, 2020. Patients who
visited or were hospitalized at the Urabe Otorhinolaryngology Clinic, lida Naika Syounika Clinic,
Ohisama Pediatric Clinic, Nishida Gastrointestinal Intermedicine Clinic, Onitsuka Internal
Medicine Clinic, Japanese Red Cross Nagasaki Genbaku Hospital, Hirose Clinic, and Tomonaga
Medical Clinic with influenza-like illness (ILI), as defined by the World Health Organization’s
case definitions, (8) were included in this study. Patients were excluded if they were
administered anti-influenza agents within one month before sampling. After obtaining informed
consent, nasopharyngeal swab and gargle samples were collected. Nasopharyngeal swabs were
collected from all the patients using two swabs. Gargle samples were collected from patients
whom the physician judged to be able to perform gargling. Digital immunoassays (DIAS) using
silver amplification immunochromatography for influenza (FUJI DRI-CHEM IMMUNO AG
Cartridge FIUAB; Fujifilm, Kanagawa, Japan) (9) was performed in clinics and hospitals. The
physicians determined the clinical diagnosis based on medical history, physical findings, and

DIAs results, from which they produced a clinical report for each patient. Nasopharyngeal swabs
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and gargle samples for TRC and RT-PCR were stored at =20 °C until further analysis. The
samples were transferred to Tosoh Corporation for TRC and RT-PCR. All information, such as
clinical report forms and TRC and RT-PCR results, was summarized and analyzed at Nagasaki
University Hospital. If the results of TRC were different from those of RT-PCR, the samples

were analyzed by sequencing at Tosoh Corporation.

Ethics

This study was approved by the ethics committee of Nagasaki University Hospital (approval
number:19121603) and registered in the UMIN Clinical Trials Registry (reference number:
UMINO000038276). Before sample collection, written informed consent for the participation and

publication of this study was obtained from all participants.

Data collection

To compile data on patient characteristics, we collected information on sex, age, underlying
diseases, history of influenza vaccination, time since onset of symptoms, body temperature at the
time of consultation, clinical diagnosis, results of DIAs, treatment for ILI, and the following
signs and symptoms: fever (body temperature >37.5 °C), cough, sore throat, nasal discharge,

headache, arthralgia and myalgia, fatigue, nausea, and diarrhea.

Genetic analysis
We performed rapid TRC, RT-PCR, and sequencing, as described in a previous study. (4) Briefly,
for TRC, we soaked a new swab in a gargle sample. A nasopharyngeal or gargle swab was mixed

with 1 mL extraction buffer containing surfactant and incubated at 52 °C for 1 min. We then


https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.06.03.22275936

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.06.03.22275936; this version posted June 16, 2022. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.

mixed 30 pL of the sample with a dry reagent containing enzymes, substrates, primers, and
INAF probes and incubated it at 46 °C to monitor fluorescence. Samples with indeterminate
TRC were treated as negative. For RT-PCR, total RNA was isolated from 140 uL of TRC
extraction buffer mixed with a nasopharyngeal swab or 140 puL of a gargle specimen using a
QlAamp Viral RNA Mini Kit (Qiagen, Hilden, Germany). RT-PCR was performed using the
One-Step PrimeScript™ RT-PCR Kit (TAKARA BIO, Shiga, Japan) and QuantStudio5 Real-
Time PCR System (Thermo Fisher Scientific, Massachusetts, USA) according to the Influenza
Diagnosis Manual 3rd edition (National Institute of Infectious Diseases, 2014). (10) We also
performed a sequence analysis of the TRC and RT-PCR products based on the same manual.

(10)

Satistical analysis

All statistical analyses were performed using R (the R Foundation for Statistical Computing,
Vienna, Austria; version 4.0.3). Fisher’s exact test was used to compare categorical variables and
the Mann—-Whitney U test was used to compare continuous variables. The statistical significance
level was set at p <0.05. The sensitivity (Se), specificity (Sp), positive predictive value (PPV),
and negative predictive value (NPV) of the TRC against the combined results of RT-PCR and

sequencing were calculated with 95% confidence intervals (95% CI).

Results
Patient characteristics
During the study period, 286 patients with ILI participated. One patient was excluded due to

withdrawal of consent, another due to testing protocol deviation, and 40 patients were excluded
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due to failure of the freezer at the clinic where the samples were stored (Fig.1). Finally, the
samples obtained from 244 patients were evaluated. Patient characteristics are shown in Table 1.
The average age of the patients was 39.3 + 21.2. The proportion of patients with underlying
diseases and a history of influenza vaccination was 33.2% and 50.0%, respectively. Of the
patients, 68.9% visited a hospital within 24 h of symptom onset. The most common symptoms
were fever (93.0%), fatigue (79.5%), nasal discharge (64.8%), cough (64.3%), headache (62.3%),
and sore throat (61.5%). In the clinical diagnosis based on history, physical findings, and the
results of DIAs, 44.3% of the patients were diagnosed with influenza and 43.0% were diagnosed
with acute upper respiratory infection. All patients in whom only nasopharyngeal swabs were

collected were children.

Performance of TRC in nasopharyngeal swabs and gargle samples

The results of the RT-PCR and TRC assays are shown in Table 2. Influenza was detected in
nasopharyngeal swabs using RT-PCR and TRC in 41.2% and 42.1% of patients, respectively.
The positive rate for influenza was highest 24-48 h after the onset of symptoms in both methods
(Fig. 2A). The positive rate for influenza within 6 h after the onset of symptoms in RT-PCR and
TRC was 22.6% and 25.8%, respectively, which were two times higher than that in DIAS
(12.9%). Four samples showed different results in RT-PCR and TRC: one tested positive for
influenza A with RT-PCR but negative for TRC; two tested positive for influenza A with TRC
but negative with RT-PCR; and one tested positive for influenza B with TRC but negative with
RT-PCR. Influenza was detected in all four samples by sequencing. Based on the combined RT-
PCR and sequencing results, the Se, Sp, PPV, and NPV of TRC in nasopharyngeal swabs were

0.990, 1.000, 1.000, and 0.993, respectively (Table 3).
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For gargle samples, influenza was detected using RT-PCR and TRC in 46.9% and 46.5% of
cases, respectively. The positive rate for influenza was highest 24-48 h after the onset of
symptoms in both methods (Fig. 2B). Five samples showed different results in RT-PCR and
TRC: three tested positive for influenza A with RT-PCR but negative for TRC, and two tested
positive for influenza A with TRC but negative with RT-PCR. Influenza was detected in all five
samples by sequencing. Based on the combined RT-PCR and sequencing results, the Se, Sp, PPV,
and NPV of TRC in nasopharyngeal swabs were 0.970, 0.982, 0.980, and 0.974, respectively

(Table 3).

Comparison of results between nasopharyngeal swabs and gargle samples

We evaluated RT-PCR and TRC results in nasopharyngeal swabs and gargle samples from 202
patients. In RT-PCR, there were different results between nasopharyngeal swabs and gargle
samples in 13 patients (Fig. 3A): six patients tested positive for influenza A in nasopharyngeal
swabs but negative in gargle samples and seven patients tested positive for influenza A in gargle
samples but negative in nasopharyngeal samples. In the TRC, there were different results
between nasopharyngeal swabs and gargle samples in 14 patients (Fig. 3B): seven patients tested
positive for influenza A in nasopharyngeal swabs but negative in gargle samples, one patient
tested positive for influenza B in nasopharyngeal swabs but negative in gargle samples, and six
patients tested positive for influenza A in gargle samples but negative in nasopharyngeal samples.
Table 4 shows the background of the patients with conflicting results from nasopharyngeal
swabs and gargle samples. The percentage of females was significantly higher in patients who
were positive only for nasopharyngeal swabs in RT-PCR (p = 0.003), but there were no

significant differences in other factors.
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Discussion

The novel rapid TRC showed greater sensitivity and specificity in both nasopharyngeal swabs
and gargle samples compared to the combined RT-PCR and sequencing. The
sensitivity/specificity of the rapid TRC in nasopharyngeal swabs and gargle samples were
0.990/1.000 and 0.971/1.000, respectively, which are similar to those of the previous single-
center study (1.000/1.000 and 0.946/1.000, respectively). (4) However, there were differences in
patient backgrounds between this study and the previous study, other than the number of
participating institutions. The average age in this study was 39.3—ten years younger than that in
the previous study. This was because this study included minors (15.2%), whereas previous
studies included only adults. In addition, the percentage of patients with underlying diseases in
this study (33.2%) was much lower than that in a previous study (50.0%). While the previous
study was conducted at a single secondary hospital, the addition of seven clinics in this study
might have involved younger patients without underlying diseases. There were also differences
in the symptoms between the two studies. The percentages of patients with symptoms such as
fever, fatigue, nasal discharge, headache, sore throat, arthralgia, and myalgia in this study were
higher than those in the previous study (93.0% vs. 76.1%, 79.5% vs. 54.8%, 64.8% vs. 52.7%,
62.3% vs. 37.2%, 61.5% vs. 53.2%, 52.9% vs. 29.8%, and 39.8% vs. 29.8%, respectively).
Fewer patients visited clinics and hospitals 72 hours after symptom onset compared to those in
the previous study (2.9% versus 13.8%), which might have influenced the difference. Thus,
despite differences in patient backgrounds and other factors, the novel rapid TRC showed the

same test performance in both studies.
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The novel rapid TRC evaluated in this study can detect influenza A and B within 15 min. The
most common rapid influenza diagnostic tests are antigen tests using immunochromatography in
nasopharyngeal swabs. However, because conventional antigen tests have very low sensitivity in
the early stages of influenza, (1) high-sensitivity DIAs and molecular POC tests have been
developed. In this study, commercially available DIAs using silver amplification
immunochromatography, whose detection ability was eight times and 32-64 times higher for
influenza A and B, respectively, were used at clinics and hospitals. (9) However, the positive rate
for influenza in DIAs was obviously lower than that of RT-PCR and TRC in this study. In
particular, for patients who visited clinics or hospitals within 6 hours from the onset of symptoms,
the positive rate for influenza in the automated antigen test was half of that for RT-PCR and
TRC. No previous study has compared the DIAs used in this study and molecular POC tests, but
a previous study comparing other DIAs and molecular POC tests reported that the positive rate
for influenza with molecular POC tests was much higher than that with DIAs. (11-13) A
previous meta-analysis revealed that pooled sensitivity of the molecular POC tests was higher
than that of DIAs (91.6% versus 80.0%). (14) Therefore, molecular POC tests, including TRC,
can contribute to the accurate diagnosis of influenza compared with DIAs. There are several
rapid RT-PCR technologies for the detection of influenza other than TRC, such as the cobas®
Liat® PCR System (Liat), ID NOW (formerly Alere™ i), and GeneXpert Xpress (Xpert). Some
multicenter studies have reported their sensitivity and specificity for influenza. The sensitivity of
Liat, ID NOW, and Xpert for influenza A and B was reported as 0.996/0.975 and 0.993/0.997,
(15) 0.978-0.993/0.966-0.981 and 0.929-0.976/0.983-1.000, (16, 17) and 0.953-1.000/0.948—
1.000 and 0.938-1.000/0.995-1.000. (18-20) A previous single-center study compared the

performance of Liat, ID NOW, and Xpert, and their sensitivity/specificity for influenza were
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0.960/0.976, 0.905/0.994, and 0.970/0.982, respectively. (21) . Compared to the results of these
previous studies, rapid TRC showed comparable sensitivity and specificity in nasopharyngeal
swabs.

The novel rapid TRC is unique because it can detect influenza in gargle samples, and it showed
great sensitivity/specificity in this study and previous single-center studies. (4) Some studies
have reported the performance of molecular POC tests on gargle samples. A previous study on
Xpert reported the sensitivity of Xpert for influenza detection in gargle samples to be 0.917
(11/12 samples), which was the same as that of in-house RT-PCR. (22) Another study reported
that the sensitivity of Liat for detecting influenza was 1.000 (15/15 samples) compared to in-
house RT-PCR. (23) In addition to gargle samples, several non-nasopharyngeal swab specimens,
such as nasal aspirate-wash, throat swabs, nasopharyngeal aspirate, and saliva have been
evaluated. The sensitivity and specificity of Xpert in the nasal aspirate wash for influenza A and
B compared to RT-PCR were 0.900/1.000 and 1.000/1.000, respectively (19) and those of ID
NOW in throat swabs were 0.75/0.98 and 0.83/0.98, respectively. (24) The sensitivity/specificity
of Xpert in nasopharyngeal aspirate for influenza A and B compared to patients’ infection status
were 0.980/0.988 and 1.000/0.995, respectively, and those in saliva were 0.918/1.000 and
0.750/1.000, respectively. (25) The sensitivity of rapid TRC in gargle samples is considered to be
higher than that in nasal aspirate wash, throat swabs, and saliva and is similar to that of
nasopharyngeal aspirate. In this study, the positive rate for influenza in the gargle samples was
higher using RT-PCR and TRC. Thirteen patients in the RT-PCR and 14 patients in the TRC had
different results between nasopharyngeal swabs and gargle samples, but there were no significant
differences in the patient background other than the percentage of females. Therefore, it is not

clear which cases of gargle samples should be used in preference to nasopharyngeal swabs.
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However, nasopharyngeal swabs are sometimes difficult to obtain and cause discomfort to
patients during sample collection. (26) In addition, because healthcare workers must wear
personal protective equipment when they obtain nasopharyngeal swabs from patients with
respiratory infection symptoms during the COVID-19 pandemic, specimens such as saliva and
gargle samples, which patients can collect themselves, have been used for molecular tests. (7, 27)
Thus, rapid TRC using gargle samples is useful for the diagnosis of influenza during and after
the COVID-19 pandemic.

This study had some limitations. We could only collect samples for one season because of the
COVID-19 pandemic, as described in the Materials and Methods section. Only one patient with
an influenza B infection was included in this study. The rapid TRC showed high sensitivity and
specificity for influenza B in nasopharyngeal swabs in a previous study (4) but its performance
in gargle samples remains unknown. In addition, rapid TRC has not been compared with other

molecular POC tests. Further investigations are needed to clarify these findings.

Conclusion
The novel rapid TRC was comparable to RT-PCR for the detection of influenza. Rapid TRC may
be useful for diagnosing influenza during and after the COVID-19 pandemic because it is easy to

perform, non-invasive, material-saving, and safe for healthcare workers.
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Tables

Table 1. Patient characteristics

Nasopharyngeal
Nasopharyngeal  Gargle samples
All swabs and gargle
swabs only only

Characteristic samples

N=244 N=202 N=31 N=11

N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%)
Age (average + 393 £21.2 446 +16.6 29 +£29 435 +24.0
S.D.)
Under 16 years 37 (15.2%) 4 (2.0%) 31 (100%) 2 (18.2%)
old
Gender, female 138 (56.6%) 119 (58.9%) 14 (45.2%) 5 (45.5%)
Underlying 81 (33.2%) 75 (37.1%) 3 (9.7%) 3 (27.3%)
diseases
History of
Influenza 122 (50.0%) 102 (50.5%) 14 (45.2%) 6 (54.5%)
vaccination
Time since onset of symptoms
0-6h 33 (13.5%) 26 (12.9%) 5 (16.1%) 2 (18.2%)
6-12h 31 (12.7%) 21 (104%) 9 (29.0%) 1 (9.1%)
12-24h 104 (42.6%) 86 (42.6%) 13 (41.9%) 5 (45.5%)
24 - 48 h 45 (18.4%) 41 (203%) 3 (9.7%) 1 (9.1%)
48 - 72 h 21 (8.6%) 20 (9.9%) 1 (9.7%) 0 (0.0%)
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72h- 7 (2.9%) 6 (3.0%) 0 (0.0%) 1 (9.1%)
Unknown 1 (0.4%) 1 (0.5%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (%)
Symptoms

Fever 227 [193.0%0 186 (92.1%) 31 (100%) 10 (90.9%)
Fatigue 194 [179.5%" 177 (87.6%) 1 (3.2%) 8 (72.7%)
Nasal discharge 158 1164.8%! 128 (63.4%) 20 (64.5%) 10 (90.9%)
Cough 157 [164.3%" 137 (67.8%) 18 (58.1%) 2 (18.2%)
Headache 152 [162.3%" 144 (71.3%) 1 (3.2%) 7 (63.6%)
Sore throat 150 1161.5%! " 141 (69.8%) 2 (6.5%) 7 (63.6%)
Arthralgia 129 [152.9%" 124 (61.4%) 0 (0.0%) 5 (45.5%)
Myalgia 97 1139.8% 92 (455%) 9 (29.0%) 4 (36.4%)
Diarrhea 15 [116.1%!] 14 (6.9%) 1 (3.2%) 1 (9.1%)
Nausea 13 [15.3%[] 11 (5.4%) 0 (0.0%) 1 (9.1%)

Results of influenza antigen test using silver amplification immunochromatography

Influenza A 93 (38.1%) 84 (416%) 5 (16.1%) 4 (36.4%)
Influenza B 1 (0.4%) 1 (0.5%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%)
Negative 150 (61.5%) 117 (57.9%) 26 (83.9%) 7 (63.6%)
Clinical Diagnosis

Influenza 108  (44.3%) 98 (485%) 6 (19.4%) 4 (36.4%)
Acute upper 105 (43.0%) 77 (38.1%) 21 (67.7%) 7 (63.6%)
respiratory

infection

Acute bronchitis 17 (7.0%) 14 (6.9%) 3 (9.7%) 0 (0.0%)

20


https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.06.03.22275936

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.06.03.22275936; this version posted June 16, 2022. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.

Others 14 (5.7%)

13 (6.4%)

1 (3.2%) 0 (0.0%)

S.D., standard deviation

Table 2. Resultsof RT-PCR and TRC

Nasopharyngeal swabs

Gargle samples

Item (N=233) (N=213)
N (%) N (%)
RT-PCR
Influenza A 96 (41.2%) 100 (46.9%)
Influenza B 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%)
Negative 137 (58.8%) 113 (53.1%)
TRC
Influenza A 97 (41.6%) 99 (46.5%)
Influenza B 1 (0.4%) 0 (0.0%)
Indeterminate 5 (2.1%) 0 (0.0%)
Negative 130 (55.8%) 114 (53.5%)

Table 3. Performance of TRC in nasopharyngeal swabs and gargle samples

Nasopharyngeal swabs

Gargle samples

(N=233) (N=213)
True-positive 98 99
True-negative 134 111
False-positive 0 0
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False-negative 1 3

Se (95% ClI) 0.990 (0.945-1.000) 0.971 (0.916-0.994)
Sp (95% CI) 1.000 (0.959-1.000) 1.000 (0.951-1.000)
PPV (95% ClI) 1.000 (0.945-1.000) 1.000 (0.951-1.000)
NPV (95% CI) 0.993 (0.959-1.000) 1.000 (0.925-0.995)

ClI, confidence

Table 4. Background of patientswith conflicting results from nasopharyngeal swabs and
gargle samples

RT-PCR TRC
_ Positive with  Positive with Positivewith  OTIVE
Characterist  guapsonly  gargle only P swabs only garg P
ic | only valu
N=6 N=7 value N=8 N=6 e
N %) N (%) N %) N (%)
Age 41 0.30
(average + 373 =251 46.7 +£14.0 0.252 509 +22.9 3' +10.9 '1
S.D)
Under 16 (333 (0.0% . (0.0%
years old 2 %) 0 ) 0.192 1 (125%) O ) 1
Gender, (66.7 (0.0% 0 (16.7 0.13
oonde s Ggl o ) 0003 5 625%) 1 ol g
Underlying (50.0 (28.6 0 (33.3 0.62
cnoerly 3 G 2 oy 0592 4 moow 2 G0 07
History of
(33.3 (42.9 ; (333 0.62
Influ_enzz_;l 2 %) 3 %) 1 4  (50.0%) 2 %) 2
vaccination
Time since onset of symptoms
. (33.3 (57.1 ; (50.0 0.58
0-6h 2 %) 4 %) 0.592 2 (25.0%) 3 %) 0
] (16.7 (143 . (0.0%
6-12 h 1 %) 1 %) 1 1 (125%) O ) 1
(16.7 (28.6 . (500 0.24
12-24 h 1 %) 2 %) 1 1 (12.5%) 3 %) 5
) (33.3 (0.0% . (0.0% 0.20
24-48 h 2 Gy 0 ) 0192 3 @sw) o U :
0, 0,
48-72 h 0 %) 0 (0';) AR 1 (125%) 0 (O')O A
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0, 0,
72+ h 0 ) 0 (0')0 oo 0 ®%) 0 (O';) oo
0, 0,
Unknown 0 (%) 0 (O';) % - 0 (%) 0 (0';) & -
Symptoms
(66.7 (100% 0 (100% 0.20
Fever 4 %) 7 ) 0.192 5 (625%) 6 ) 9
. (83.3 85.7( (83.3 042
Fatigue 5 %) 6 %) 1 8 (100%) 5 %) 9
Nasal (50.0 57.1( (50.0
discharge 3 %) 4 %) 1 5 (625%) 3 %) 1
(100% 100(% 0 (83.3 042
Cough 6 ) 7 ) 1 8 (100%) 5 %) 9
(33.3 (57.1 (83.3 0.30
Headache 2 %) 4 %) 0.592 4 (50.0%) 5 %) 1
(83.3 (85.7 (83.3
Sorethroat 5 %) 6 %) 1 7 (875%) 5 %) 1
. (33.3 (71.4 0 (66.7
Arthralgia 2 %) 5 %) 0.286 5 (625%) 4 %) 1
. (33.3 (14.3 (16.7 0.30
Myalgia 2 %) 1 %) 0.559 4 (50.0%) 1 %) 1
. (0.0% (0.0% ) (16.7 0.42
Diarrhea 0 ) 0 ) 0 (0.0%) 1 %) 9
0, 0, 0,
Nausea 0 (O')M 0 (0';) oo 0 (0.0%) 0 (O';)/" i
Clinical
Diagnosis
(66.7 (28.6 (33.3 0.59
Influenza 4 %) 2 %) 0.286 5 (625%) 2 %) 5
Acute
upper (33.3 (57.1 0 (50.0 0.24
respiratory 2 %) 4 %) 0.592 1 (125%) 3 %) 5
infection
Acute (0.0% (14.3 (16.7
brochitis N 2 (250%) 1 Ty 1
0, 0, 0,
Others 0 (O';)/" 0 (0')0 LR 0 (0.0%) 0 (0';)/" i
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Figurelegends
Figure 1. Participant flow diagram

Participant flow diagram showing progression through phases of prospective observational study.

Figure 2. Positive rate of influenza in each test by time since onset of symptoms

Nasopharyngeal swabs were collected from all patients using two swabs (A). Gargle samples
were collected from patients whom the physician judged fit to perform gargling (B). A highly
sensitive  automated antigen test was performed using silver amplification
immunochromatography for influenza (FUJI DRI-CHEM IMMUNO AG Cartridge FIuAB;
Fujifilm, Kanagawa, Japan) at clinics and hospitals. Nasopharyngeal swabs and gargle samples
for TRC and RT-PCR were stored at =20 °C until further analysis. The samples were transferred

to Tosoh Corporation for TRC and RT-PCR.

Figure 3. Comparison of theresults of nasopharyngeal swabs and gar gle samples

Nasopharyngeal swabs were collected from all patients (A). Gargle samples were collected from
patients whom the physician judged fit to perform gargling (B). The sensitivity (Se), specificity
(Sp), positive predictive value (PPV), and negative predictive value (NPV) of the gargle samples

against the nasopharyngeal swabs were calculated with 95% confidence intervals (95% CI).
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Two hundred eighty-six participated in this study

* One patient was excluded for
withdrawal of consent

» Forty patients were excluded due
to the failure of the freezer at clinics
where the samples were stored

Only nasopharyngeal swabs were collected Both nasopharyngeal swabs and gargle
from 32 patients samples were collected from 213 patients
One patient was Eleven nasopharyngeal
—{ excluded for testing swabs were excluded for —

protocol deviation testing protocol deviation

Two hundred thirty-three nasopharyngeal swabs and 213
gargle samples collected from 244 patients were analyzed

Figure 1. Participant flow diagram
Participant flow diagram showing progression through phases of prospective observational

study.
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Figure 2. Positive rate of influenza in each test by time since onset of symptoms
Nasopharyngeal swabs were collected from all patients using two swabs (A). Gargle samples
were collected from patients whom the physician judged fit to perform gargling (B). A highly
sensitive automated antigen test was performed using silver amplification
immunochromatography for influenza (FUJI DRI-CHEM IMMUNO AG Cartridge FIuUAB; Fuijifilm,
Kanagawa, Japan) at clinics and hospitals. Nasopharyngeal swabs and gargle samples for
TRC and RT-PCR were stored at —20 ° C until further analysis. The samples were transferred
to Tosoh Corporation for TRC and RT-PCR.
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A)
Nasopharyngeal swabs
RT-PCR bharyne
Positive Negative
Positive 86 7
Gargle samples
Negative 6 103
B)
Nasopharyngeal swabs
TRC bharyne
Positive Negative
Positive 86 6
Gargle samples
Negative 8 102

Se: 0.935 (0.863-0.976)
Sp: 0.936 (0.873-0.974)
PPV: 0.925 (0.851-0.969)
NPV: 0.945 (0.884-0.980)

Se: 0.915 (0.839-0.963)
Sp: 0.944 (0.883-0.979)
PPV: 0.935 (0.863-0.976)
NPV: 0.927 (0.862-0.968)

Figure 3. Comparison of the results of nasopharyngeal swabs and gargle samples
Nasopharyngeal swabs were collected from all patients (A). Gargle samples were collected
from patients whom the physician judged fit to perform gargling (B). The sensitivity (Se),
specificity (Sp), positive predictive value (PPV), and negative predictive value (NPV) of the
gargle samples against the nasopharyngeal swabs were calculated with 95% confidence

intervals (95% CI).
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