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Abstract 

Case-fatality risk (CFR) is an important indicator of disease severity for influenza infection. 
However, estimates based on laboratory-confirmed cases (cCFR) are more-highly sensitive to 
features of the local health-care system and surveillance. Estimates based on diagnosed-
symptomatic cases (sCFR) are more consistent across health systems but less commonly 
reported. We present a systematised review of sCFR for seasonal influenza. We identified 10 
studies reporting sCFR, or primary data for its direct estimation, resulting in 40 location and 
season-specific point estimates (range 0.3-908 per 100,000 cases). The wide variation across 
studies and lack of studies in many world regions point to the need for standardised protocols 
and more data collection.  

Keywords: seasonal influenza, symptomatic infections, case fatality, risk, rate, ratio, proportion, 
systematic review. 
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1. Introduction 

The case-fatality risk (CFR) is a measure of disease severity and a guide to public health response 
to a virus outbreak or pandemic. CFR is particularly important to measure for seasonal influenza 
where infection severity and health care burden vary substantially among seasons, geographies 
and populations. 

The CFR is defined as the proportion of infection-associated deaths (numerator) to infection-
associated cases (denominator), but its value and interpretation depend strongly on the specific 
case definition. In influenza, the severity and incidence of cases follow a pyramid of categories, 
including (in order of increasing incidence) hospitalisations, medically-attended outpatients, 
symptomatic subclinical infections, and asymptomatic infections [1], [2], [3], [4]. The most useful 
estimator of CFR in influenza, known as infection-fatality risk (IFR), counts any infection in the 
community as a case, as it is more representative of the population-level health impact and free 
of many setting-specific factors aƯecting other definitions [2], [5]. However, in practice, few 
studies report influenza-IFR estimates due to diƯiculties in identifying and sampling 
asymptomatic or low-severity infections. Indeed, a recent literature review [6] found only one 
study reporting IFR for seasonal influenza, based on serological sampling [7]. 

Most commonly, influenza studies report CFR estimates based on laboratory-confirmed cases in 
hospitalised patients, and less often report estimates based on medically-attended outpatients 
(rarely laboratory-confirmed and occasionally supplemented with symptomatic subclinical 
infections [1]). These two broad estimation approaches are often termed confirmed CFR (cCFR) 
and symptomatic CFR (sCFR) [1], [2], [5]. However, laboratory-confirmed influenza cases (based 
on taking and testing a patient’s sample) are a biased indicator because outpatients are rarely 
tested systematically, while thresholds for hospital admission vary with local demand and 
resources, so there is a rationale for sCFR estimation [1], [2], [5]. 

Here, we present a systematised review of published population-level estimates of the sCFR, i.e. 
proportion of influenza-caused deaths among symptomatic seasonal-influenza cases. Studies 
can quantify sCFR through population or primary-care syndromic surveillance and may 
dependent less on the local health care system than cCFR, although they may present other 
forms of bias. 

 

 

2. Methods 

Approach 

We conducted a systematised review [8] of published literature reporting seasonal influenza 
sCFR following search and reporting procedures in the Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic 
Reviews and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA) statement [9]. In line with this category of review [8], we 
applied a pre-defined and comprehensive search strategy to identify and select literature, but did 
not critically evaluate the selection strategy or assess the quality of the studies included. 

Eligibility criteria 

We included all full research articles reporting either a (self-defined) sCFR value for seasonal 
influenza or reporting symptomatic cases and mortality from the same population from which we 
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could estimate sCFR. We allowed for a broad definition of a symptomatic case, with or without 
laboratory confirmation, including a surveillance record of medically diagnosed influenza-like 
illness (ILI) or of suspected influenza, or a report of self-diagnosed influenza symptoms (e.g.  
phone or online questionnaires). We allowed for data on deaths in the form of certified records or 
estimated excess mortality. We excluded articles that: 1) did not report on seasonal influenza; 2) 
did not report primary data, e.g. reviews or commentaries; 3) included hospitalised patients but 
not non-hospitalised symptomatic cases; 4) only reported sCFR for population subgroups (e.g. 
specific age or risk groups). 

Information sources 

We searched published articles in PubMed and consulted relevant sources identified citing or 
referenced within articles we found in PubMed. All searches were conducted on 10 September 
2024. We compare with IFR estimates identified in a recent literature review [6].  

Search strategy 

We used the following combined search terms in the PubMed database: 

("influenza" OR "flu") AND ("2009"[dp]:"3000"[dp]) AND "season*" AND  

( ( ("asymptom*" OR "symptom*" OR "serolog*" OR "suspect*" OR "cases")  

    AND ("infection*" OR "cases*" OR "disease" OR "burden")  

    AND ("case fatality" OR "death*" OR "fatal*" OR "mortality")  

    AND ("rate*" OR "risk*" OR "ratio*" OR "proportion*")) 

  OR  

  ("case fatality risk" OR "case fatality rate*" OR "case fatality ratio*") OR ("fatality proportion" AND 
"case*"))) 

The search was limited to articles with titles and abstracts in English language (but with any 
language in the main article), published between 2009 and 2024 as the influenza A(H1N1) strain 
prior to 2009 may have had a diƯerent CFR from the current strain. 

Selection process 

The articles identified by the search were screened and evaluated by author JF to assess their 
eligibility against the predefined inclusion criteria. Author CW independently evaluated a 10% 
random sample of the articles identified and screened them to ensure consistency with JF's 
evaluations. Discrepancies between the reviewers' selected articles were resolved through 
discussion and joint evaluation of the full-text articles in question. 

Data collection and analysis 

For each article included, a PDF-format file was downloaded from the publisher’s website and 
data were extracted manually from tables, main text or figures by one reviewer (JF). Data were 
managed and analysed in R version 4.4.1 [10]. The primary data extracted were sCFR population 
estimates, the underlying counts or estimates of the numbers of influenza-associated deaths 
(numerator) and cases (denominator), and, where provided, 95% uncertainty (confidence or 
credible) intervals (95%UI). If no sCFR estimates were presented, we estimated the sCFR from 
the numerator and denominator data; and, if interval estimates were provided for the numerator 
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and denominator, we derived 95%UI through bootstrap sampling (R package pairwiseCI [11]). 
Where sCFR was reported (or calculated in this article) for over two time periods in a single study 
and design, we calculated their mean and derived a 95%UI assuming a Student’s t-distribution. 

 

 

3. Results 

Studies selected 

Among 1014 articles identified, we shortlisted 69 for full-text review, of which we included 9 fully 
meeting the eligibility criteria (Figure 1). We also included one additional study cited in an article 
found through the search (a systematic review of CFR for pandemic influenza A(H1N1) 2009 [5]). 
We found no other relevant systematic reviews.  

Study characteristics 

The population characteristics and design of each study reporting sCFR for seasonal influenza, 
including case and death definitions, are described in Table 1. The studies are from 10 
geographies in eastern and southern Asia, Europe, and North America; they contain a greater 
proportion of high-income (n=8) than middle-income (n=2) geographies, and no low-income 
geographies. Six in 10 studies reported case and mortality data but not sCFR estimates, and 7/10 
studies did not explain or report uncertainty estimates. There is considerable heterogeneity in 
case definitions (e.g. ILI vs other diagnostics, symptoms in primary care vs wider community, and 
direct vs model-based estimates) and in death definitions (e.g. influenza-confirmed vs non-
confirmed deaths, and direct vs excess mortality-based estimates). For comparison, Table 1 
includes the one study reporting IFR for seasonal influenza identified in a recent literature review 
[6]. 

sCFR values for individual studies 

A joint plot and table of sCFR estimates from the 10 studies included is shown (Figure 2). We did 
not display uncertainty intervals as the stated uncertainty ranges in each study are not directly 
comparable (they were estimated using diƯerent methods (Table 1)). There are 40 sCFR point 
estimates across locations and seasons (range 0.3-907.7, IQR 70.5-191.3 per 100,000 cases). In 
comparison, a systematic review for pandemic influenza A(H1N1) 2009 [1] included 25 studies 
and 30 sCFR point estimates (range 0-1200, IQR 6.8-29.0; or, removing outliers 1200 and 440 
(Mexico), range 0-100, IQR 6.4-24.5 per 100,000 cases; see Supporting Information); the seasonal 
estimates are overall larger than those for the 2009 pandemic. Four studies (Italy, Norway, Saudi 
Arabia and USA) have sCFR estimates from multiple (more than two) seasons and two studies 
(China (Guangzhou) and Poland) have estimates from two seasons. Geographies with multiple 
estimates show substantial seasonal variation within location, wider than that across most 
geographies. In addition, the sCFR is expected (based on previous literature [5]) to be about one 
order of magnitude greater than the IFR, which overall is the case when comparing with the single 
seasonal-influenza IFR estimate [7] identified in [6].  
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4. Discussion 

Only 10 studies were identified reporting seasonal influenza sCFR. These studies are 
predominantly based in high-income geographies, half of which are European. The sCFR point 
estimates are overall larger than those for pandemic influenza A(H1N1) 2009 [5], in agreement 
with findings that the 2009 pandemic was milder than seasonal influenza in subsequent seasons 
[1], [12]. On the other hand, the sCFR estimates were considerably larger than the only seasonal-
influenza IFR estimate previously identified, consistently with expectation [2], [5], although the 
geography on which the IFR study was based (Hong Kong) has no sCFR estimate to compare 
against. 

Studies with sCFR estimates from multiple seasons indicate that the range across seasons can 
be wider than the range across geographies, highlighting the importance of measuring sCFR 
seasonally as well as locally. Such seasonal variation may be due to change in season start and 
duration, strain severity, vaccine coverage and vaccine strain matching (where a vaccination 
programme exists) [13]. Some of the sCFR variation between studies may also be due to  
heterogeneity in surveillance systems, case and death definitions, population characteristics, 
climate-specific seasonal pattern, and vaccination coverage (if any) [2], [4], [5]. More specifically, 
the symptomatic-case estimates (denominator) may have over-ascertainment bias (causing 
sCFR under-ascertainment) through the inclusion of non-influenza ILI symptoms if not all cases 
were laboratory confirmed, or under-ascertainment bias through the exclusion of subclinical 
symptomatic infections if primary-care cases were included but non-medically-attended cases 
were not (their relative proportions can be estimated e.g. via surveys). The death estimates 
(numerator in sCFR) may also have under-ascertainment bias through underreporting or 
misdiagnosis, or over-ascertainment if excess rather than confirmed mortality was used. The 
potential biases are not necessarily discernible by directly comparing sCFR estimates among the 
current studies. An ideal study design would include comprehensive primary-care and outpatient 
surveillance, laboratory confirmation of cases and deaths, and adjustment for non-medically-
attended symptomatic cases [5].  

In conclusion, sCFR estimates for seasonal influenza show consistency with previous IFR and 
pandemic-influenza studies [5], [6] and are more informative of their range when inclusive of 
multiple seasons. However, large study variation, methodological limitations (e.g. unreported 
sCFR point or uncertainty estimates), and the lack of studies in many world regions point to the 
need for more studies and more consistent data collection. 
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FIGURE 1  | PRISMA flow diagram of the selection of studies reporting sCFR (symptomatic-case 
fatality risk) or primary data for its estimation.  
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TABLE 1 | Characteristics and design of the seasonal influenza sCFR studies included in the review, and, for comparison, of the seasonal influenza 
IFR study identified in a previous review. 

   

CFRs Study Source Geography Period Case definition Death definition 
Stated 
caveats 

Vaccine 
coverage 

UI 
estimation 

sCFR 
estimation 

Abdalla 2020 [14] PubMed  Saudi Arabia 2010-
2017 

ARI + fever surveillance. Hospitalised and 
LAB. 

Caution 
interpreting 
suspected 
cases. 

Not stated. Not stated. S (overall),  
H (per 
season). 

Bandaranayake 
2011 [13] 

Wong 2013 
[5] 

New 
Zealand 

2010-
Jan-Oct 

Serology scaled down to ILI 
activity (medically-attended). 

Surveillance and 
LAB. 

NA 25-67% 
across age-
group 

NA S 

Hauge 2019 [15] PubMed  Norway 2008-
2017 

ICPC-2 code R-80 (GP or 
emergency, f2f or phone) or 
ICD-10 codes (hospital). 

Hospitalised and 
LAB. 

Deaths 
under-
reported. 

Low NA H 

Kondratiuk 2016 
[16] 

PubMed  Poland 2012-
2013 

ILI surveillance or LAB. Surveillance 
reporting "due to 
influenza". 

Deaths 
under-
reported. 

2.40% NA H 

Li 2011 [17] PubMed  China 
(Guangzhou) 

2009-
2011 

ILI (cough or sore throat + 
fever) and LAB. 

Hospitalised and 
LAB. 

NA Not stated. NA S 

McDonald 2023 
[18] 

PubMed  Netherlands 2011-
2020 

ILI scaled-up to symptomatic 
infections via medical-care-
seeking  behaviour surveys. 

Excess estimate 
based on ICD-10 
codes. 

NA 50-66% 
across age 
groups. 

Bayesian 
inference. 

S 

Mishra 2010 [19] PubMed  India (Pune) 2009-
Aug-Oct 

ILI surveillance + subset LAB. Hospitalised and 
LAB. 

NA Not stated. NA S 

Pana 2020 [20] PubMed  Romania 2014-
2019 

Estimation based on ICD-10 
codes (GP and hospital), ECDC 
ILI codes (emergency 
presentation), adjusted for 
no-consultation. 

Estimate based on 
surveillance ICD-10 
codes. 

NA 7% NA H 
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Rosano 2019 [21] PubMed  Italy 2013-
2017 

ILI surveillance up-scaled 
nationally. 

Excess estimate 
using Goldstein 
index. 

NA Less than 
10-20% 
(2011-12). 

Poisson 
regression 
(deaths). 

H 

Rolfes 2018 [3] PubMed  USA 2010-
2023 

Symptomatic illness estimate, 
including non-medically-
attended. 

Excess seasonal-
model estimate. 

Deaths 
under-
reported. 

35-50% 
(2010-
2023) 

Bayesian 
inference. 

H 

          
IFR Study  
(for comparison) 

Source Geography Period Case definition Death definition Stated 
caveats 

Vaccine 
coverage 

UI 
esƟmaƟon 

IFR  
esƟmaƟon 

Kwok 2017 [7] Reviewed 
in [6] 

China 
(Hong-Kong) 

Jan-09-
Dec-11 

Serology Excess estimate. NA Excluded 
from 
study. 

Binomial 
distribution. 

S 

Abbreviations: ARI Acute respiratory infection; ILI Influenza like illness; LAB Laboratory confirmed influenza; UI Uncertainty interval; NA not available or applicable; S sCFR 
estimated in the study article; H sCFR estimated in the current article based on primary data reported in the study article; sCFR symptomaƟc-case fatality risk; IFR infecƟon 
fatality risk. 
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FIGURE  2 | Table and plot of the sCFR (symptomatic-case fatality risk) estimates from the studies 
included in the review. For comparison, an IFR estimate for Hong-Kong identified in a recent 
review in [6] is included. Each mean is over the periods in the same geography and study (if more 
than two periods). Uncertainty intervals are stated but not plotted as they are not comparable 
(see Results and Table 1). Abbreviations: AH1: influenza A(H1N1), AH3: influenza A(H3N1); UI: 
uncertainty interval; NA: not applicable. 
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