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Summary 
The 2008/09 influenza season in Europe started in week 48/2008, lasted about 10 weeks in each affected country 
and ended in week 16/2009 after peak activity had crossed the continent from west to east. The weekly 
(sub)type-specific proportions of influenza-positive sentinel samples showed two overlapping peaks, the initially 
dominant influenza A(H3N2) being replaced by influenza B as the most prevalent influenza virus after week 
8/2009. The circulating influenza A(H3N2) and A(H1N1) viruses were shown to be antigenically closely related to 
the corresponding components included in the 2008/09 northern hemisphere influenza vaccine, whereas most of 
the isolated B viruses were Victoria lineage viruses and did not match the B vaccine component, a Yamagata 
lineage virus. Given the relatively low prevalence of B viruses observed during this season, however, this mismatch 
is unlikely to have been of particular public health significance. 

Cases of the 2009 pandemic influenza A(H1N1) started to appear in Europe in week 16/2009. By week 39, the 
total reported number of confirmed cases amounted to 53 658 from all EU Member States, Iceland, Liechtenstein 
and Norway, and included 175 deaths in 14 countries. The case-based data showed that patients were between 0 
and 90 years old (median: 19 years), 78% were younger than 30 years, and school children between 5 and 19 
years of age accounted for 47% of all cases. The overwhelming majority of cases (96%) were not known to have 
any underlying medical conditions. Among those with underlying conditions, chronic lung disease was the most 
frequently reported underlying condition, accounting for 30% of these cases. Pneumonia was cited as a 
complication in 0.6% of pandemic influenza infections, the overall hospitalisation ratio was 13%, and 0.03% of 
cases were reported to have died.  

The integrated European clinical and virological influenza surveillance network (EISN) proved effective in the 
timely detection of the start of the 2008/09 influenza season, in monitoring its course and in characterising its 
main virological features. The first 2009 pandemic influenza viruses detected in non-sentinel and sentinel patients 
were confirmed within one and three weeks respectively, after the first cases in Europe had fallen ill. However, the 
sentinel surveillance of influenza-like illness (ILI) and acute respiratory infection (ARI) only detected a clear 
increase with ten weeks’ delay. Even in week 39/2009, when cases of pandemic influenza had been reported by all 
EU Member States, Iceland, Liechtenstein and Norway, ILI/ARI activity above the baseline had been seen only by 
nine of 29 countries reporting to EISN. 

While a higher sensitivity would require greater numbers of sentinel physicians, other systematic shortcomings 
also need to be addressed. Suggested changes to the influenza surveillance system in Europe are: 

• to further promote standardised reporting of the intensity, geographical spread and trends of ILI and ARI; 
• to augment ILI and ARI surveillance with surveillance of severe acute respiratory infections (SARI); 
• to introduce standardised epidemic thresholds for ILI/ARI sentinel surveillance; 
• to further develop all-cause mortality surveillance at European level and to make regular outputs publicly 

available. 



 
 
 
 
Influenza surveillance in Europe 2008/09 SURVEILLANCE REPORT 

 

 
 

2 
 
 
 

1 Introduction 
Sentinel surveillance of influenza-like illness (ILI) and/or acute respiratory infection (ARI) had already been 
introduced in many European countries when the European Commission launched an initiative in 1989 that aimed 
at fostering international collaboration between national sentinel networks and that subsequently led to the 
formation of the European Influenza Surveillance Scheme (EISS) [1]. In 2003, EISS established the Community 
Network of Reference Laboratories for Human Influenza in Europe (CNRL) to standardise virological methods 
across Europe and to regularly assess the quality of CNRL laboratory performance [2]. In 2008, the coordination of 
influenza surveillance in Europe moved to ECDC and the former EISS became the European Influenza Surveillance 
Network (EISN), while the CNRL coordination was outsourced to a consortium led by the UK National Influenza 
Centre [3]. 

With the emergence of the 2009 influenza A(H1N1) pandemic in spring 2009, influenza surveillance in Europe 
gained increased interest among health professionals, politicians and the general public. The daily figures and 
maps that had to be produced sometimes narrowed the perception of what influenza surveillance can and should 
provide. The main objectives of influenza surveillance are to describe the epidemiology of influenza, to monitor 
intensity, geographical spread and trends; to know which influenza virus types and subtypes are circulating, to 
identify whether they are susceptible to antiviral treatment and how well they match the vaccine strains 
recommended by WHO; and finally to monitor the burden and spectrum of influenza disease and risk factors [4].  

In order to help turn the collected data into national and European public health action, ECDC published daily 
updates on the 2009 influenza A(H1N1) pandemic [5], the more detailed ‘Weekly Influenza Surveillance Overview’ 
[6], intermittent analyses of pandemic influenza individual case reports [7] and several peer-reviewed scientific 
articles [3,8,9].   

This is the summary ECDC influenza surveillance report for the 2008/09 season.  
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2 Methods 
2.1 Time and place 
While the influenza surveillance season in Europe traditionally lasts from week 40 to week 20 of the following year, 
the 2009 pandemic prompted the surveillance system to remain active beyond week 20/2009. This report thus 
describes the one-year period from week 40/2008 to week 39/2009. During this extended surveillance season, 
data were received from all EU Member States, Iceland (since week 27/2009) and Norway, but not all participating 
countries contributed to each surveillance system component every week. 

2.2 Syndromic surveillance 
ILI/ARI surveillance is carried out by nationally organised sentinel networks of physicians, mostly general 
practitioners, covering at least 1–5% of the population in their countries. Depending on each country’s choice, 
every sentinel physician reports the weekly number of patients seen with ILI, ARI, or both, to a nominated 
national focal point (Table 1). From the national level, both numerator and denominator data are then reported to 
the European Surveillance System (TESSy) database. Most countries use population denominators while some use 
the number of patient–physician encounters as the denominator (Table 1).  

In addition to ILI/ARI rates, semi-quantitative and only partly standardised indicators of intensity, geographical 
spread and trend of influenza activity are reported. The intensity is assessed by comparing current ILI/ARI rates 
with country-specific baseline rates outside of the influenza season and with historical values. The intensity can 
range from ‘low’ (below or at baseline) to ‘medium’ (above baseline but still within the range seen previously), 
‘high’ (higher than seen previously) and ‘very high’ (much higher than seen previously).  

The geographical spread can range from ‘no activity’ to ‘sporadic’, ‘local’, ‘regional’ and ‘widespread’ activity. ‘No 
activity’ is characterised by baseline or below baseline ILI/ARI rates with no laboratory confirmations. ‘Sporadic 
activity’ is reported if there are isolated cases of laboratory-confirmed influenza in a region, or an outbreak in a 
single institution with clinical activity remaining at or below baseline. ‘Local activity’ refers to locally increased 
ILI/ARI rates or outbreaks in two or more institutions within a region, in conjunction with laboratory-confirmed 
cases of influenza. Levels of activity in the remainder of the region and other regions of the country remain at or 
below baseline. ‘Regional activity’ is defined by ILI/ARI rates above baseline, and laboratory-confirmed influenza 
infections, in one or more regions comprising less than 50% of the country's total population. Levels of activity in 
other regions of the country remain at or below baseline. Regional activity generally does not apply to countries 
with a population of less than 5 million unless the country is large with geographically distinct regions. Finally, 
‘widespread activity’ is reported if one or more regions comprising 50% or more of the country's population are 
seeing ILI/ARI rates above baseline, in conjunction with laboratory-confirmed influenza infections.  

The trend is assessed by comparing current influenza activity with previous weeks and can be ‘increasing’, 
‘decreasing’ or ‘stable’. 

2.3 Virological surveillance 
According to each nationally defined sampling strategy, the sentinel physicians take nasal or pharyngeal 
specimens from a subset of their ILI/ARI patients. The specimens are then sent to the respective country’s CNRL 
laboratory for influenza virus detection, (sub)typing, antigenic and/or genetic characterisation and antiviral 
susceptibility testing. Some laboratories also test these specimens for the presence of respiratory syncytial virus 
(RSV). All results, including those obtained for non-sentinel specimens, as well as antiviral susceptibility data are 
uploaded every week to TESSy by nominated national focal points.  

2.4 Pandemic influenza A(H1N1) surveillance 
Soon after the first cases of the 2009 pandemic influenza had been diagnosed, influenza surveillance in Europe 
was upgraded to include daily case-based and aggregate reporting of laboratory-confirmed cases of pandemic 
influenza. This new surveillance component was first implemented in the Early Warning and Response System 
(EWRS). As more and more countries moved from pandemic containment to mitigation strategies and abandoned 
generalised laboratory testing for influenza, case-based reporting became less useful and was finally stopped. The 
aggregate reporting of pandemic influenza-related cases and deaths continued, and was eventually transferred to 
TESSy.  
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Shortly before the end of the period covered by this report, another surveillance component was introduced in 
TESSy: hospital-based surveillance of severe acute respiratory infection (SARI). Due to the lack of data reported 
before week 39/2009, however, this report does not include SARI surveillance and this will be reported separately. 

Table 1: Syndromic influenza surveillance choice of numerator and denominator by country 

Country Numerator Denominator 

Austria ARI Population 

Belgium ILI, ARI Population 

Bulgaria ARI Population 

Cyprus ILI Encounters 

Czech Republic ILI, ARI Population 

Denmark   ILI, ARI Population 

Estonia ILI, ARI Population 

Finland* — — 

France ARI Population 

Germany   ARI Population 

Greece ILI Population 

Hungary ILI Encounters 

Iceland ILI Population 

Ireland ILI Population 

Italy ILI Population 

Latvia ILI, ARI Population 

Lithuania ILI, ARI Population 

Luxembourg ILI, ARI Encounters 

Malta ILI Encounters 

Netherlands ILI Population 

Norway ILI Population 

Poland ILI Population 

Portugal ILI Population 

Romania ILI, ARI Population 

Slovakia ILI, ARI Population 

Slovenia ILI, ARI Population 

Spain ILI Population 

Sweden ILI Population 

UK: England ILI, ARI Population 

UK: Northern Ireland ILI, ARI Population 

UK: Scotland ILI, ARI Population 

UK: Wales ILI Population 

* Finland currently has no sentinel system for syndromic influenza surveillance in place. 
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2.5 Data analysis 
Syndromic and virological surveillance data were retrieved from TESSy. The intensity of influenza activity was 
colour-coded and displayed in a cross-tabulation of country and week of reporting. Countries were ordered by 
geographical longitude, the values of which were obtained from the US Central Intelligence Agency’s World Fact 
Booki and the US National Geospatial Intelligence Agencyii

Disaggregate pandemic influenza case data were retrieved from the ad hoc EWRS database. All analyses were 
limited to laboratory-confirmed cases. These numbers were plotted by week of onset, age group and probable 
country of infection. Dates of onset before March 2009 (n = 22) were thought to be implausible and were 
therefore not taken into account when using this variable. Age-specific incidence rates were calculated with 
denominator data downloaded from the Eurostat web portal

. Numbers of sentinel specimens, crude and (sub)type-
specific proportions of influenza-positive sentinel specimens, and (sub)type-specific numbers of influenza-positive 
non-sentinel specimens were plotted by week of reporting. Cumulative absolute and relative frequencies of 
antigenic and genetic virus characterisation results were determined, and the circulating strains were compared 
with the 2008/2009 northern hemisphere influenza vaccine as recommended by WHO [10]. 

iii

  

. Finally, absolute and relative frequencies of 
underlying conditions were calculated, and the most frequently reported complication, as well as the 
hospitalisation rate and number of deaths, were determined. 

 
                                                                    
i Available from https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook/ 

ii Available from https://www1.nga.mil/Pages/Default.aspx 

iii Available from http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/portal/page/portal/eurostat/home/ 

https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook/�
https://www1.nga.mil/Pages/Default.aspx�
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/portal/page/portal/eurostat/home/�
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3 Results 
3.1 Syndromic surveillance 
Medium or high intensity influenza activity was observed in at least one reporting country between weeks 48/2008 
and 16/2009 and between weeks 26 and 39/2009 (Table 2). The normal influenza season started in western 
Europe in early December 2008, reached central and northern Europe in January 2009 and progressed to eastern 
and south-eastern Europe shortly thereafter. A similar geographical trend started to show 10 weeks after the last 
country had returned to baseline intensity levels, when an unusual summer wave of influenza activity first hit parts 
of the UK in June, then Iceland, Ireland, Malta and Norway in July before reaching Belgium and Spain in 
September (Table 2). 

Of 28 countries uploading weekly influenza data during the winter 2008/09, 25 reported medium intensity for 3 to 
13 weeks (median: 8) and 12 reported high intensity for 1 to 4 weeks (median: 2.5). Of the 26 countries 
uploading influenza data for at least two weeks during summer 2009, nine reported medium intensity for 1 to 10 
weeks (median: 4) and three reported high intensity for 2 to 7 weeks (median: 4). Cyprus, Latvia and Wales did 
not report any influenza activity above baseline levels throughout the entire year. Based on the periods of high 
intensity, the winter wave peaked in Europe between week 51/2008 and week 11/2009. The summer wave was 
still ongoing in week 39/2009. 

Of the 20 countries reporting age-specific ILI/ARI rates during winter 2008/09, most observed the highest 
intensity levels among children aged below 15 years of age. However, Ireland, Norway and the UK reported the 
highest intensity levels not in children, but in those aged between 15 and 64 years, with England, Northern Ireland 
and Wales reporting peaks in those aged over 64 years. In summer 2009, 19 countries reported age-specific 
ILI/ARI rates. Again, most described peak influenza transmission among children aged below 15 years, with 
Iceland, Romania and Scotland also reporting peak influenza activity among 15–64 year-olds. Norway and Sweden 
reported the highest ILI/ARI rates in persons aged 15–64 years old without observing equivalent transmission in 
children.  

In 16 of 23 countries where a historical comparison was possible, the magnitude of the 2008/09 influenza winter 
wave was within the range of the previous seasons. However, Austria, the Czech Republic, Greece, Ireland, the 
Netherlands, Poland and parts of the UK (England and Wales) registered higher ILI/ARI rates in 2008/09 than 
during one or more (up to eight) of the most recently preceding winter seasons. Of the 23 countries reporting 
throughout the entire year 2008/09, only Malta, Norway and parts of the UK (England and Scotland) experienced 
a markedly higher influenza intensity peak in summer than in winter, with an up to six-fold difference. 

 

 



 
 

 

Table 2: Intensity of influenza activity in the EU, Iceland and Norway during the 2008/09 season, by country (ordered by geographical longitude) and week of reporting 

West to 
east 2008 2009 

 40 

41 
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43 

44 

45 

46 
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49 

50 

51 

52 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 

33 

34 

35 

36 

37 

38 

39 

Iceland                                                                                                         

Ireland                                                                                                         

Portugal                                                                                                         

Spain                                                                                                         

France                                                                                                     
UK: 
England 

                                                                                                        

UK:Wales                                                                                                         

Belgium                                                                                                         
UK: 
Scotland                                                                                                         

Nether-
lands                                                                                                         

Luxem-
bourg                                                                                                         

UK: N. 
Ireland                                                                                                         

Germany                                                                                                         

Denmark                                                                                                         

Norway                                                                                                         

Italy                                                                                                         

Austria                                                                                                         

Malta                                                                                                         

Slovenia                                                                                                         

Sweden                                                                                                         
Czech 
Republic                                                                                                         

Slovakia                                                                                                         

Hungary                                                                                                         

Poland                                                                                                         

Greece                                                                                                         

Lithuania                                                                                                         

Bulgaria                                                                                                         

Latvia                                                                                                         

Romania                                                                                                         

Estonia                                                                                                         

Finland                                                                                                         

Cyprus                                                                                                         

 

 = Low intensity  = Medium intensity  = High intensity  = No data 
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Coinciding with the intensity of influenza activity, the geographical spread of influenza virus transmission in Europe 
peaked around the same weeks in winter (Map 1) whereas in week 39/2009, the summer wave had yet to fully 
unfold (Map 2).   

Map 1: Geographical spread of influenza in Europe in week 3/2009  

 

Source: EISS Weekly Electronic Bulletin. 

Map 2: Geographical spread of influenza in Europe in week 39/2009  

 

Source: TESSy, week 39/2009 
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3.2 Virological surveillance 
During the 2008/09 surveillance period, sentinel physicians in Europe collected 42 482 respiratory specimens of 
which 12 500 (29.4%) tested positive for influenza virus. Of these, 84% were type A (predominantly H3 and 
H3N2), and 16% were type B (Table 3). In addition, 39 638 non-sentinel specimens were found to be positive for 
influenza virus. The weekly proportion of influenza-positive sentinel samples peaked twice. The first peak, at 
50.1%, occurred in week 3/2009, the second peak, at 35.9%, in week 11/2009 (Figure 1). The distribution of 
weekly sentinel samples by influenza type and subtype reveals three distinct peaks: the first, attributable to 
A(H3N2) in week 4/2009, then to influenza B in week 12/2009 and the 2009 pandemic influenza A(H1N1) virus 
toward the end of the period under surveillance (Figure 2). The same three peaks are noticeable in the distribution 
of weekly numbers of non-sentinel samples by influenza type and subtype, although the overrepresentation of 
hospitals supplying samples, the lack of a denominator and of a fixed sampling protocol result in a different 
distribution (Figure 3).  

Of 791 genetically characterised influenza viruses, 540 (68.3%) were found to be A/Brisbane/10/2007(H3N2)-like, 
27 (3.4%) were A/Brisbane/59/2007(H1N1)-like, 187 (23.6%) were A /California/7/2009(H1N1)v-like, 26 (3.3%) 
were B/England/393/2008-like or B/Victoria/304/2006-like (B/Victoria/2/87 lineage) and 11 (1.4%) were 
B/England/145/2008-like or B/Florida/4/2006-like (B/Yamagata/16/88 lineage). Table 4 presents the antigenic 
characterisation results. The circulating influenza A(H3N2) and A(H1N1) viruses were shown to be antigenically 
closely related to the corresponding components included in the 2008/09 northern hemisphere influenza vaccine, 
whereas most of the isolated B viruses were Victoria lineage viruses and did not match the B vaccine component 
(a Yamagata lineage virus). 

All A(H3N2) viruses tested were resistant to M2 inhibitors but susceptible to neuraminidase inhibitors (Table 5). 
Most of the A(H1N1) viruses tested were resistant to Oseltamivir, but not to Zanamivir or M2 inhibitors. All 
A(H1N1)v viruses tested were susceptible to neuraminidase inhibitors, but resistant to M2 inhibitors, and all B 
viruses tested were susceptible to neuraminidase inhibitors. 

Table 3: Distribution of influenza-positive sentinel samples by type and subtype, from week 40/2008 
to week 39/2009  

Type/subtype Weeks 40/2008–
18/2009 Weeks 19–39/2009 Total (weeks 40/2008–

39/2009) 

 n % n % n % 

A(H1) 180 1.7 4 0.2 184 1.5 

A(H1N1) 112 1.1 7 0.3 119 1.0 

A(H3) 3636 35.3 20 0.9 3656 29.2 

A(H3N2) 1869 18.1 10 0.5 1879 15.0 

A(H1)v 0 0 347 15.8 347 2.8 

A(H1N1)v 0 0 1658 75.3 1658 13.3 

A not subtyped 2610 25.3 94 4.3 2704 21.6 

A unsubtypable 2 0 0 0 2 0 

B 1890 18.4 61 2.8 1951 15.6 

Total 10299  2201  12500  
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Figure 1: Proportion of influenza-positive sentinel samples in Europe by week of reporting, from 
week 40/2008 to week 39/2009 

 

 

Figure 2: Proportion of influenza-positive sentinel samples in Europe by week of reporting, type and 
subtype, from week 40/2008 to week 39/2009 
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Figure 3: Number of influenza-positive non-sentinel samples in Europe by week of reporting, type 
and subtype, from week 40/2008 to week 39/2009 

 

Table 4: Antigenic influenza virus characterisations in Europe from week 40/2008 to week 39/2009, 
based on sentinel and non-sentinel samples 

 n % Matches vaccine 
strain* 

A/Brisbane/10/2007(H3N2)-like 4122 69.4 Yes 

A/Brisbane/59/2007(H1N1)-like 230 3.9 Yes 

A/California/7/2009 (H1N1)v-like 151 2.5  

B/Malaysia/2506/2004-like (B/Victoria/2/87 lineage) 1302 21.9 No 

B/Brisbane/60/2008-like (B/Victoria/2/87 lineage) 92 1.5 No 

B/Florida/4/2006-like (B/Yamagata/16/88 lineage) 45 0.8 Yes 

Total 5942   

*As recommended by WHO.  
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Table 5: Antiviral resistance by influenza virus type and subtype, from week 40/2008 to week 
39/2009, based on sentinel and non-sentinel samples  

Virus type 
and 

subtype 

Resistance to neuraminidase inhibitors Resistance to M2 inhibitors 

Oseltamivir Zanamivir   

n tested n resistant (%) n tested n resistant (%) n tested n resistant (%) 

A(H3N2) 653 0 612 0 644 644 (100) 

A(H1N1) 260 256 (98.5) 260 0 124 1 (0.8) 

A(H1N1)v 424 0 415 0 56 56 (100) 

B 117 0 113 0 n.a. n.a. 

Source: Weekly Influenza Surveillance Overview, week 39/2009. 

3.3 Pandemic influenza surveillance 
When the EWRS case-based reporting of pandemic influenza was discontinued after week 39/2009, the EWRS 
database contained 11 275 records from 28 EU/EEA Member States. Of these cases, 11 207 were laboratory-
confirmed. Based on 8 328 cases with a plausible date of onset (first case: 19 April 2009), up to 344 persons were 
reported to have fallen ill per day and up to 1 684 per week. The epidemiological curve peaked in week 25/2009 
(Figure 4). 

Reports showed that patients were between 0 and 90 years old (median: 19 years), 78% were younger than 30 
years, while those aged between 5 and 19 years of age accounted for 46.5% (Figure 5). The overall male-to-
female ratio was 1:1, but among cases under 30 years of age, males were overrepresented by 20%. 

Of 10 759 cases with information on probable country of infection, 3 599 (33.5%) were imported, with the United 
States, Spain, the UK and Mexico accounting for 2 348 (65.2%) of travel destinations. The epidemiological curve 
by probable country of infection shows the chronology (Figure 6). The steep increase in the number of cases 
without a travel history started in week 17 and peaked in week 25. 

Of the 11 207 confirmed cases of pandemic influenza, 10 803 (96.4%) were not reported to have any underlying 
medical condition. The remaining 404 cases suffered from 489 underlying conditions, most frequently from chronic 
pulmonary disease which was reported for 120 patients (29.7%, Table 6). Sixty-four (0.6%) of 11 207 cases 
developed pneumonia as a complication, 1 443 (13.1%) of 10 990 patients with information on hospitalisation 
status were hospitalised, and three (0.03%) of 11 045 patients with information on survival status were reported 
to have died. Two of the deaths occurred in patients with an underlying condition, one of whom also had a 
complicating pneumonia.  

The aggregate cumulative numbers of confirmed cases of pandemic influenza and related deaths that ECDC had 
collected by the end of week 39/2009 amounted to 53 658 cases from all EU Member States, Iceland, 
Liechtenstein and Norway, including 175 deaths in 14 countries (Table 7). However, at this time, 20 countries had 
already stopped recommending generalised laboratory testing of suspected cases, and six countries had not 
updated their numbers for at least a week. 
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Figure 4: Cases of 2009 pandemic influenza in Europe* by week of onset, from week 16 to week 
39/2009 

 

* From week 16 to week 27/2009, cases of pandemic influenza reported by the UK accounted for 66% of all cases 
reported in Europe. The appearance of the epidemic curve after week 27/2009 was heavily influenced by the 
decision taken by the UK government (and subsequently others) to stop generalised laboratory testing for 
pandemic influenza. 

Figure 5: Cases and incidence of 2009 pandemic influenza in Europe by age group, from week 16 to 
week 39/2009 
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Figure 6: Cases of 2009 pandemic influenza in Europe* by probable country of infection, from week 
16 to week 39/2009 

  

* From week 16 to week 27/2009, cases of pandemic influenza reported by the UK accounted for 66% of all cases and 84% of 
non-imported cases reported in Europe. The appearance of the epidemic curve after week 27/2009, was heavily influenced by 
the decision taken by the UK government (and subsequently others) to stop generalised laboratory testing for pandemic 
influenza. 

Table 6: Cases of 2009 pandemic influenza in Europe by underlying condition, from week 16 to week 
39/2009 (n = 404) 

Underlying condition n %* 

Chronic pulmonary disease 120 29.7 

Diabetes 48 11.9 

Chronic heart disease 36 8.9 

Pregnancy 31 7.7 

Cancer 13 3.2 

HIV 10 2.5 

Epilepsy 9 2.2 

Malnutrition 3 0.7 

Other 219 54.2 

Total 489  

* One case can have more than one underlying condition. Percentages refer to the number of cases with underlying conditions 
(n = 404) as the denominator. 
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4 Discussion 
The 2008/09 influenza season in Europe started in week 48/2008, lasted about 10 weeks in each affected country 
and ended in week 16/2009 after peak activity had crossed the continent from west to east. A similar spatial trend 
had already been described for some of the previous seasons [11]. Virologically, the regular 2008/09 influenza 
season was biphasic, first dominated by influenza A(H3N2), then by influenza B, although overall, influenza 
A(H3N2) accounted for most virus detections. This contrasted with the United States where the 2008/09 season 
was dominated by oseltamivir-resistant influenza A(H1N1) virus [12], as experienced in Europe the previous year 
[13]. Influenza A(H3N2) viruses are said to cause more severe disease, in terms of hospitalisation rates and 
mortality, than influenza A(H1N1) viruses [14,15]. However, the European SARI surveillance system, that could 
have supplied severity data and was rapidly implemented later to better monitor the pandemic, was not yet in 
place, and ILI/ARI sentinel surveillance in Europe only captures indicators of frequency and geographical spread. 
Most countries did not see higher consultation rates during the 2008/09 influenza season compared with preceding 
seasons.  

The antigenic characteristics of influenza viruses circulating in Europe during the regular 2008/09 influenza season 
were similar to those of the A(H1N1), A(H3N2) and B/Yamagata lineage components included in the 2008/09 
northern hemisphere influenza vaccine. However, B/Victoria lineage viruses accounted for the majority of B viruses 
detected. The mismatch of the B/Victoria/2/87 lineage viruses with the vaccine is, however, unlikely to have been 
of particular public health significance given the relatively low prevalence of B viruses observed during this season. 
It is important to note that the match between the circulating viruses and the strains included in the annual 
seasonal vaccine is not the only determinant of vaccine effectiveness. There have been seasons where the vaccine 
still proved to be effective despite an apparently significant mismatch [16]. It is therefore important that the yearly 
assessment of influenza vaccine effectiveness also takes account of the results of epidemiological studies [17]. 

Although the emergence of the 2009 influenza A(H1N1) pandemic was not entirely unexpected, its causative agent, 
timing and geographical origin of the first wave in North America took many by surprise. Moreover, its impact in 
terms of morbidity and mortality was found to have been lower than that of previous pandemics [18]. As this 
report does not extend beyond the first 23 weeks of the 2009 pandemic, most analyses pertaining to this subject 
had to be based on the disaggregate data collected through the EWRS. The shape of most epidemiological curves 
depicting the pandemic in this report is therefore heavily influenced by changes in testing and control strategies. 
In particular, the steep decline after the peak in week 25 can be partly explained by a tendency to move away 
from intense contact tracing and to limit laboratory testing to severe cases. By contrast, based on an independent 
stable sampling strategy, the weekly proportion of influenza-positive sentinel specimens indicated that the 
pandemic gained momentum beyond week 39/2009.   

The integrated European clinical and virological influenza surveillance network (EISN) proved effective in the 
timely detection of the start of the 2008/09 influenza season, in monitoring its course and in characterising its 
main virological features. The virological surveillance also confirmed the first 2009 pandemic influenza viruses in 
non-sentinel and sentinel patients within one and three weeks, respectively, after the first cases in Europe had 
fallen ill. However, the sentinel surveillance of ILI/ARI rates detected an increase only with ten weeks’ delay. Even 
in week 39/2009, when 53 658 cases of pandemic influenza had been reported by all EU Member States, Iceland, 
Liechtenstein and Norway, ILI/ARI activity above baseline had been seen by only nine of 29 countries reporting to 
EISN. Case-based and aggregate reporting of pandemic influenza cases provided a more sensitive surveillance 
instrument but had their own limitations. Case-based reporting was done in the context of labour-intensive 
containment efforts and extensive contact tracing and tended to be delayed and incomplete, as documented by 
the much higher aggregate numbers that were reported at the same time. In some instances, due to lack of 
resources, batches of case-based data were transmitted to ECDC for recoding and inputting [8]. Further, both 
case-based and aggregate reporting of pandemic influenza became less realistic as countries increasingly moved 
from a containment to a mitigation strategy, changing their recommendations from testing and treating every 
suspected case to focusing on severe cases [19].  

While exhaustive surveillance of influenza contributed to the early assessment of this pandemic, it was and could 
be carried out only temporarily, and sentinel ILI/ARI and virological surveillance remain the cornerstones of the 
system. They have proven their worth for many decades and have so far defied all predictions that they might 
collapse in the face of a pandemic. However, there is still room for improvement. The height of the ILI/ARI curves 
in the various countries cannot be considered an accurate indicator of disease incidence and hence of the severity 
of the epidemic in terms of attack rates. Even in a season such as 2008/09 when there was a relatively 
homogeneous virus circulating across Europe, there were remarkable differences in the incidence of reported ILI 
and ARI between countries. These differences cannot be completely explained by differences in the application of 
the EU case definition or by differences in the population under surveillance. Using modified definitions, 
differences in the respective healthcare systems, other influences on consultation and healthcare-seeking 
behaviour (such as, for example, reimbursement issues for medication and consultations), and organisational 
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needs (such as certificates needed for absenteeism) play an important role [20]. Especially during the pandemic, 
several countries actively recommended that anyone with influenza symptoms stay at home and should not 
approach their primary care provider, thus excluding them from the possibility of being reported. This prompted 
the demand for alternative, so-called non-traditional, forms of surveillance to be tested to adjust for this bias. 
Various examples such as monitoring web-based self-reporting of ILI, using data from dedicated flu telephone 
helplines or monitoring specific web queries related to ILI symptoms have been tried, but as yet none have 
emerged as valid alternatives when healthcare-seeking behaviour is artificially altered in this way. A better 
understanding of the national surveillance systems through a standard evaluation process could help to better 
interpret such differences. Furthermore, there is no agreed standard method used within EISN to calculate 
thresholds (or baselines) of increased influenza activity. This means that the same reported level of intensity could 
correspond to widely different levels of consultation rates in different countries. 

Influenza sentinel surveillance in Europe relies heavily on primary care practices and is therefore systematically 
blind to more severe disease outcomes like complications, hospitalisations or death. While the recent addition of 
hospital-based SARI sentinel surveillance partly addresses this shortcoming, mortality surveillance is still in its 
infancy in Europe [21] and does not yet produce publicly available weekly outputs.  

This pandemic has highlighted some of the strengths and weaknesses of the existing influenza surveillance system 
and should be seen as an opportunity for improvement. A more standardised way of reporting influenza intensity, 
geographical spread and trends will make it easier to assess the true impact of influenza. SARI and mortality 
surveillance will complete the epidemiological picture. Finally, the system as a whole will generate the reliable and 
comprehensive data required to justify necessary public health action against influenza in Europe. 
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Table 7: Reported cumulative aggregate numbers of confirmed cases of 2009 pandemic influenza 
and related deaths in Europe by country, end of week 39/2009 

Country (date of report (day/month)) Cumulative cases Cumulative deaths 

Austria (18/9)  361 0 

Belgium (30/7)  126 1 

Bulgaria (18/9) 70 0 

Cyprus (14/7)  297 0 

Czech Republic (24/9)  293 0 

Denmark (24/9)  651 0 

Estonia (24/9)  68 0 

Finland (24/9)    304 0 

France (23/9)     1 125 29 

Germany (23/9)  19 703 0 

Greece (15/9)   2 149 3 

Hungary (17/9)   206 2 

Iceland (23/9)  200 0 

Ireland (13/9)    1 613 4 

Italy (23/9)    2 470 3 

Latvia (19/9)  30 0 

Liechtenstein (23/9)  5 0 

Lithuania (24/9)   53 0 

Luxembourg (23/9)    280 1 

Malta (18/9)   298 3 

Netherlands (17/9)    1 473 4 

Norway (24/9)    1 336 4 

Poland (23/9)  164 0 

Portugal (23/9)    2 983 1 

Romania (21/9)  334 0 

Slovakia (24/9)  133 0 

Slovenia (18/9)  244 0 

Spain (24/9)   1 538 36 

Sweden (24/9)   1 381 2 

United Kingdom (24/9) 13 770 82 

Total 53 658 175 

Note: Countries shaded green were not recommending laboratory testing for all suspect cases. 
Deaths are included in the cumulative number of confirmed cases. 
Fatal cases are reported in the country where the death occurred. 

Source: Adapted from ECDC Daily Pandemic (H1N1) Update, 25 September 2009. 
http://ecdc.europa.eu/en/healthtopics/Documents/090925_Influenza_AH1N1_Situation_Report_0900hrs.pdf 

http://ecdc.europa.eu/en/healthtopics/Documents/090925_Influenza_AH1N1_Situation_Report_0900hrs.pdf�
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Summary

The 2008/09 influenza season in Europe started in week 48/2008, lasted about 10 weeks in each affected country and ended in week 16/2009 after peak activity had crossed the continent from west to east. The weekly (sub)type-specific proportions of influenza-positive sentinel samples showed two overlapping peaks, the initially dominant influenza A(H3N2) being replaced by influenza B as the most prevalent influenza virus after week 8/2009. The circulating influenza A(H3N2) and A(H1N1) viruses were shown to be antigenically closely related to the corresponding components included in the 2008/09 northern hemisphere influenza vaccine, whereas most of the isolated B viruses were Victoria lineage viruses and did not match the B vaccine component, a Yamagata lineage virus. Given the relatively low prevalence of B viruses observed during this season, however, this mismatch is unlikely to have been of particular public health significance.

Cases of the 2009 pandemic influenza A(H1N1) started to appear in Europe in week 16/2009. By week 39, the total reported number of confirmed cases amounted to 53 658 from all EU Member States, Iceland, Liechtenstein and Norway, and included 175 deaths in 14 countries. The case-based data showed that patients were between 0 and 90 years old (median: 19 years), 78% were younger than 30 years, and school children between 5 and 19 years of age accounted for 47% of all cases. The overwhelming majority of cases (96%) were not known to have any underlying medical conditions. Among those with underlying conditions, chronic lung disease was the most frequently reported underlying condition, accounting for 30% of these cases. Pneumonia was cited as a complication in 0.6% of pandemic influenza infections, the overall hospitalisation ratio was 13%, and 0.03% of cases were reported to have died. 

The integrated European clinical and virological influenza surveillance network (EISN) proved effective in the timely detection of the start of the 2008/09 influenza season, in monitoring its course and in characterising its main virological features. The first 2009 pandemic influenza viruses detected in non-sentinel and sentinel patients were confirmed within one and three weeks respectively, after the first cases in Europe had fallen ill. However, the sentinel surveillance of influenza-like illness (ILI) and acute respiratory infection (ARI) only detected a clear increase with ten weeks’ delay. Even in week 39/2009, when cases of pandemic influenza had been reported by all EU Member States, Iceland, Liechtenstein and Norway, ILI/ARI activity above the baseline had been seen only by nine of 29 countries reporting to EISN.

While a higher sensitivity would require greater numbers of sentinel physicians, other systematic shortcomings also need to be addressed. Suggested changes to the influenza surveillance system in Europe are:

to further promote standardised reporting of the intensity, geographical spread and trends of ILI and ARI;

to augment ILI and ARI surveillance with surveillance of severe acute respiratory infections (SARI);

to introduce standardised epidemic thresholds for ILI/ARI sentinel surveillance;

to further develop all-cause mortality surveillance at European level and to make regular outputs publicly available.


1 Introduction

Sentinel surveillance of influenza-like illness (ILI) and/or acute respiratory infection (ARI) had already been introduced in many European countries when the European Commission launched an initiative in 1989 that aimed at fostering international collaboration between national sentinel networks and that subsequently led to the formation of the European Influenza Surveillance Scheme (EISS) [1]. In 2003, EISS established the Community Network of Reference Laboratories for Human Influenza in Europe (CNRL) to standardise virological methods across Europe and to regularly assess the quality of CNRL laboratory performance [2]. In 2008, the coordination of influenza surveillance in Europe moved to ECDC and the former EISS became the European Influenza Surveillance Network (EISN), while the CNRL coordination was outsourced to a consortium led by the UK National Influenza Centre [3].

With the emergence of the 2009 influenza A(H1N1) pandemic in spring 2009, influenza surveillance in Europe gained increased interest among health professionals, politicians and the general public. The daily figures and maps that had to be produced sometimes narrowed the perception of what influenza surveillance can and should provide. The main objectives of influenza surveillance are to describe the epidemiology of influenza, to monitor intensity, geographical spread and trends; to know which influenza virus types and subtypes are circulating, to identify whether they are susceptible to antiviral treatment and how well they match the vaccine strains recommended by WHO; and finally to monitor the burden and spectrum of influenza disease and risk factors [4]. 

In order to help turn the collected data into national and European public health action, ECDC published daily updates on the 2009 influenza A(H1N1) pandemic [5], the more detailed ‘Weekly Influenza Surveillance Overview’ [6], intermittent analyses of pandemic influenza individual case reports [7] and several peer-reviewed scientific articles [3,8,9].  

This is the summary ECDC influenza surveillance report for the 2008/09 season. 




2 Methods

2.1 Time and place

While the influenza surveillance season in Europe traditionally lasts from week 40 to week 20 of the following year, the 2009 pandemic prompted the surveillance system to remain active beyond week 20/2009. This report thus describes the one-year period from week 40/2008 to week 39/2009. During this extended surveillance season, data were received from all EU Member States, Iceland (since week 27/2009) and Norway, but not all participating countries contributed to each surveillance system component every week.

2.2 Syndromic surveillance

ILI/ARI surveillance is carried out by nationally organised sentinel networks of physicians, mostly general practitioners, covering at least 1–5% of the population in their countries. Depending on each country’s choice, every sentinel physician reports the weekly number of patients seen with ILI, ARI, or both, to a nominated national focal point (Table 1). From the national level, both numerator and denominator data are then reported to the European Surveillance System (TESSy) database. Most countries use population denominators while some use the number of patient–physician encounters as the denominator (Table 1). 

In addition to ILI/ARI rates, semi-quantitative and only partly standardised indicators of intensity, geographical spread and trend of influenza activity are reported. The intensity is assessed by comparing current ILI/ARI rates with country-specific baseline rates outside of the influenza season and with historical values. The intensity can range from ‘low’ (below or at baseline) to ‘medium’ (above baseline but still within the range seen previously), ‘high’ (higher than seen previously) and ‘very high’ (much higher than seen previously). 

The geographical spread can range from ‘no activity’ to ‘sporadic’, ‘local’, ‘regional’ and ‘widespread’ activity. ‘No activity’ is characterised by baseline or below baseline ILI/ARI rates with no laboratory confirmations. ‘Sporadic activity’ is reported if there are isolated cases of laboratory-confirmed influenza in a region, or an outbreak in a single institution with clinical activity remaining at or below baseline. ‘Local activity’ refers to locally increased ILI/ARI rates or outbreaks in two or more institutions within a region, in conjunction with laboratory-confirmed cases of influenza. Levels of activity in the remainder of the region and other regions of the country remain at or below baseline. ‘Regional activity’ is defined by ILI/ARI rates above baseline, and laboratory-confirmed influenza infections, in one or more regions comprising less than 50% of the country's total population. Levels of activity in other regions of the country remain at or below baseline. Regional activity generally does not apply to countries with a population of less than 5 million unless the country is large with geographically distinct regions. Finally, ‘widespread activity’ is reported if one or more regions comprising 50% or more of the country's population are seeing ILI/ARI rates above baseline, in conjunction with laboratory-confirmed influenza infections. 

The trend is assessed by comparing current influenza activity with previous weeks and can be ‘increasing’, ‘decreasing’ or ‘stable’.

2.3 Virological surveillance

According to each nationally defined sampling strategy, the sentinel physicians take nasal or pharyngeal specimens from a subset of their ILI/ARI patients. The specimens are then sent to the respective country’s CNRL laboratory for influenza virus detection, (sub)typing, antigenic and/or genetic characterisation and antiviral susceptibility testing. Some laboratories also test these specimens for the presence of respiratory syncytial virus (RSV). All results, including those obtained for non-sentinel specimens, as well as antiviral susceptibility data are uploaded every week to TESSy by nominated national focal points. 

2.4 Pandemic influenza A(H1N1) surveillance

Soon after the first cases of the 2009 pandemic influenza had been diagnosed, influenza surveillance in Europe was upgraded to include daily case-based and aggregate reporting of laboratory-confirmed cases of pandemic influenza. This new surveillance component was first implemented in the Early Warning and Response System (EWRS). As more and more countries moved from pandemic containment to mitigation strategies and abandoned generalised laboratory testing for influenza, case-based reporting became less useful and was finally stopped. The aggregate reporting of pandemic influenza-related cases and deaths continued, and was eventually transferred to TESSy. 

Shortly before the end of the period covered by this report, another surveillance component was introduced in TESSy: hospital-based surveillance of severe acute respiratory infection (SARI). Due to the lack of data reported before week 39/2009, however, this report does not include SARI surveillance and this will be reported separately.

Table 1: Syndromic influenza surveillance choice of numerator and denominator by country

		Country

		Numerator

		Denominator



		Austria

		ARI

		Population



		Belgium

		ILI, ARI

		Population



		Bulgaria

		ARI

		Population



		Cyprus

		ILI

		Encounters



		Czech Republic

		ILI, ARI

		Population



		Denmark  

		ILI, ARI

		Population



		Estonia

		ILI, ARI

		Population



		Finland*

		—

		—



		France

		ARI

		Population



		Germany  

		ARI

		Population



		Greece

		ILI

		Population



		Hungary

		ILI

		Encounters



		Iceland

		ILI

		Population



		Ireland

		ILI

		Population



		Italy

		ILI

		Population



		Latvia

		ILI, ARI

		Population



		Lithuania

		ILI, ARI

		Population



		Luxembourg

		ILI, ARI

		Encounters



		Malta

		ILI

		Encounters



		Netherlands

		ILI

		Population



		Norway

		ILI

		Population



		Poland

		ILI

		Population



		Portugal

		ILI

		Population



		Romania

		ILI, ARI

		Population



		Slovakia

		ILI, ARI

		Population



		Slovenia

		ILI, ARI

		Population



		Spain

		ILI

		Population



		Sweden

		ILI

		Population



		UK: England

		ILI, ARI

		Population



		UK: Northern Ireland

		ILI, ARI

		Population



		UK: Scotland

		ILI, ARI

		Population



		UK: Wales

		ILI

		Population





* Finland currently has no sentinel system for syndromic influenza surveillance in place.

2.5 Data analysis

Syndromic and virological surveillance data were retrieved from TESSy. The intensity of influenza activity was colour-coded and displayed in a cross-tabulation of country and week of reporting. Countries were ordered by geographical longitude, the values of which were obtained from the US Central Intelligence Agency’s World Fact Book[footnoteRef:1] and the US National Geospatial Intelligence Agency[footnoteRef:2]. Numbers of sentinel specimens, crude and (sub)type-specific proportions of influenza-positive sentinel specimens, and (sub)type-specific numbers of influenza-positive non-sentinel specimens were plotted by week of reporting. Cumulative absolute and relative frequencies of antigenic and genetic virus characterisation results were determined, and the circulating strains were compared with the 2008/2009 northern hemisphere influenza vaccine as recommended by WHO [10]. [1:  Available from https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook/]  [2:  Available from https://www1.nga.mil/Pages/Default.aspx] 


Disaggregate pandemic influenza case data were retrieved from the ad hoc EWRS database. All analyses were limited to laboratory-confirmed cases. These numbers were plotted by week of onset, age group and probable country of infection. Dates of onset before March 2009 (n = 22) were thought to be implausible and were therefore not taken into account when using this variable. Age-specific incidence rates were calculated with denominator data downloaded from the Eurostat web portal[footnoteRef:3]. Finally, absolute and relative frequencies of underlying conditions were calculated, and the most frequently reported complication, as well as the hospitalisation rate and number of deaths, were determined. [3:  Available from http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/portal/page/portal/eurostat/home/] 





3 Results

3.1 Syndromic surveillance

Medium or high intensity influenza activity was observed in at least one reporting country between weeks 48/2008 and 16/2009 and between weeks 26 and 39/2009 (Table 2). The normal influenza season started in western Europe in early December 2008, reached central and northern Europe in January 2009 and progressed to eastern and south-eastern Europe shortly thereafter. A similar geographical trend started to show 10 weeks after the last country had returned to baseline intensity levels, when an unusual summer wave of influenza activity first hit parts of the UK in June, then Iceland, Ireland, Malta and Norway in July before reaching Belgium and Spain in September (Table 2).

Of 28 countries uploading weekly influenza data during the winter 2008/09, 25 reported medium intensity for 3 to 13 weeks (median: 8) and 12 reported high intensity for 1 to 4 weeks (median: 2.5). Of the 26 countries uploading influenza data for at least two weeks during summer 2009, nine reported medium intensity for 1 to 10 weeks (median: 4) and three reported high intensity for 2 to 7 weeks (median: 4). Cyprus, Latvia and Wales did not report any influenza activity above baseline levels throughout the entire year. Based on the periods of high intensity, the winter wave peaked in Europe between week 51/2008 and week 11/2009. The summer wave was still ongoing in week 39/2009.

Of the 20 countries reporting age-specific ILI/ARI rates during winter 2008/09, most observed the highest intensity levels among children aged below 15 years of age. However, Ireland, Norway and the UK reported the highest intensity levels not in children, but in those aged between 15 and 64 years, with England, Northern Ireland and Wales reporting peaks in those aged over 64 years. In summer 2009, 19 countries reported age-specific ILI/ARI rates. Again, most described peak influenza transmission among children aged below 15 years, with Iceland, Romania and Scotland also reporting peak influenza activity among 15–64 year-olds. Norway and Sweden reported the highest ILI/ARI rates in persons aged 15–64 years old without observing equivalent transmission in children. 

In 16 of 23 countries where a historical comparison was possible, the magnitude of the 2008/09 influenza winter wave was within the range of the previous seasons. However, Austria, the Czech Republic, Greece, Ireland, the Netherlands, Poland and parts of the UK (England and Wales) registered higher ILI/ARI rates in 2008/09 than during one or more (up to eight) of the most recently preceding winter seasons. Of the 23 countries reporting throughout the entire year 2008/09, only Malta, Norway and parts of the UK (England and Scotland) experienced a markedly higher influenza intensity peak in summer than in winter, with an up to six-fold difference.
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Table 2: Intensity of influenza activity in the EU, Iceland and Norway during the 2008/09 season, by country (ordered by geographical longitude) and week of reporting

		West to east

		2008

		2009
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Coinciding with the intensity of influenza activity, the geographical spread of influenza virus transmission in Europe peaked around the same weeks in winter (Map 1) whereas in week 39/2009, the summer wave had yet to fully unfold (Map 2).  

Map 1: Geographical spread of influenza in Europe in week 3/2009 



Source: EISS Weekly Electronic Bulletin.

Map 2: Geographical spread of influenza in Europe in week 39/2009 



Source: TESSy, week 39/2009

3.2 Virological surveillance

During the 2008/09 surveillance period, sentinel physicians in Europe collected 42 482 respiratory specimens of which 12 500 (29.4%) tested positive for influenza virus. Of these, 84% were type A (predominantly H3 and H3N2), and 16% were type B (Table 3). In addition, 39 638 non-sentinel specimens were found to be positive for influenza virus. The weekly proportion of influenza-positive sentinel samples peaked twice. The first peak, at 50.1%, occurred in week 3/2009, the second peak, at 35.9%, in week 11/2009 (Figure 1). The distribution of weekly sentinel samples by influenza type and subtype reveals three distinct peaks: the first, attributable to A(H3N2) in week 4/2009, then to influenza B in week 12/2009 and the 2009 pandemic influenza A(H1N1) virus toward the end of the period under surveillance (Figure 2). The same three peaks are noticeable in the distribution of weekly numbers of non-sentinel samples by influenza type and subtype, although the overrepresentation of hospitals supplying samples, the lack of a denominator and of a fixed sampling protocol result in a different distribution (Figure 3). 

Of 791 genetically characterised influenza viruses, 540 (68.3%) were found to be A/Brisbane/10/2007(H3N2)-like, 27 (3.4%) were A/Brisbane/59/2007(H1N1)-like, 187 (23.6%) were A /California/7/2009(H1N1)v-like, 26 (3.3%) were B/England/393/2008-like or B/Victoria/304/2006-like (B/Victoria/2/87 lineage) and 11 (1.4%) were B/England/145/2008-like or B/Florida/4/2006-like (B/Yamagata/16/88 lineage). Table 4 presents the antigenic characterisation results. The circulating influenza A(H3N2) and A(H1N1) viruses were shown to be antigenically closely related to the corresponding components included in the 2008/09 northern hemisphere influenza vaccine, whereas most of the isolated B viruses were Victoria lineage viruses and did not match the B vaccine component (a Yamagata lineage virus).

All A(H3N2) viruses tested were resistant to M2 inhibitors but susceptible to neuraminidase inhibitors (Table 5). Most of the A(H1N1) viruses tested were resistant to Oseltamivir, but not to Zanamivir or M2 inhibitors. All A(H1N1)v viruses tested were susceptible to neuraminidase inhibitors, but resistant to M2 inhibitors, and all B viruses tested were susceptible to neuraminidase inhibitors.

Table 3: Distribution of influenza-positive sentinel samples by type and subtype, from week 40/2008 to week 39/2009 

		Type/subtype

		Weeks 40/2008–18/2009

		Weeks 19–39/2009

		Total (weeks 40/2008–39/2009)



		

		n

		%

		n

		%

		n

		%



		A(H1)

		180

		1.7

		4

		0.2

		184

		1.5



		A(H1N1)

		112

		1.1

		7

		0.3

		119

		1.0



		A(H3)

		3636

		35.3

		20

		0.9

		3656

		29.2



		A(H3N2)

		1869

		18.1

		10

		0.5

		1879

		15.0



		A(H1)v

		0

		0

		347

		15.8

		347

		2.8



		A(H1N1)v

		0

		0

		1658

		75.3

		1658

		13.3



		A not subtyped

		2610

		25.3

		94

		4.3

		2704

		21.6



		A unsubtypable

		2

		0

		0

		0

		2

		0



		B

		1890

		18.4

		61

		2.8

		1951

		15.6



		Total

		10299

		

		2201

		

		12500

		










Figure 1: Proportion of influenza-positive sentinel samples in Europe by week of reporting, from week 40/2008 to week 39/2009





Figure 2: Proportion of influenza-positive sentinel samples in Europe by week of reporting, type and subtype, from week 40/2008 to week 39/2009



Figure 3: Number of influenza-positive non-sentinel samples in Europe by week of reporting, type and subtype, from week 40/2008 to week 39/2009



Table 4: Antigenic influenza virus characterisations in Europe from week 40/2008 to week 39/2009, based on sentinel and non-sentinel samples

		

		n

		%

		Matches vaccine strain*



		A/Brisbane/10/2007(H3N2)-like

		4122

		69.4

		Yes



		A/Brisbane/59/2007(H1N1)-like

		230

		3.9

		Yes



		A/California/7/2009 (H1N1)v-like

		151

		2.5

		



		B/Malaysia/2506/2004-like (B/Victoria/2/87 lineage)

		1302

		21.9

		No



		B/Brisbane/60/2008-like (B/Victoria/2/87 lineage)

		92

		1.5

		No



		B/Florida/4/2006-like (B/Yamagata/16/88 lineage)

		45

		0.8

		Yes



		Total

		5942

		

		





*As recommended by WHO. 




Table 5: Antiviral resistance by influenza virus type and subtype, from week 40/2008 to week 39/2009, based on sentinel and non-sentinel samples 

		Virus type and subtype

		Resistance to neuraminidase inhibitors

		Resistance to M2 inhibitors



		

		Oseltamivir

		Zanamivir

		

		



		

		n tested

		n resistant (%)

		n tested

		n resistant (%)

		n tested

		n resistant (%)



		A(H3N2)

		653

		0

		612

		0

		644

		644 (100)



		A(H1N1)

		260

		256 (98.5)

		260

		0

		124

		1 (0.8)



		A(H1N1)v

		424

		0

		415

		0

		56

		56 (100)



		B

		117

		0

		113

		0

		n.a.

		n.a.





Source: Weekly Influenza Surveillance Overview, week 39/2009.

3.3 Pandemic influenza surveillance

When the EWRS case-based reporting of pandemic influenza was discontinued after week 39/2009, the EWRS database contained 11 275 records from 28 EU/EEA Member States. Of these cases, 11 207 were laboratory-confirmed. Based on 8 328 cases with a plausible date of onset (first case: 19 April 2009), up to 344 persons were reported to have fallen ill per day and up to 1 684 per week. The epidemiological curve peaked in week 25/2009 (Figure 4).

Reports showed that patients were between 0 and 90 years old (median: 19 years), 78% were younger than 30 years, while those aged between 5 and 19 years of age accounted for 46.5% (Figure 5). The overall male-to-female ratio was 1:1, but among cases under 30 years of age, males were overrepresented by 20%.

Of 10 759 cases with information on probable country of infection, 3 599 (33.5%) were imported, with the United States, Spain, the UK and Mexico accounting for 2 348 (65.2%) of travel destinations. The epidemiological curve by probable country of infection shows the chronology (Figure 6). The steep increase in the number of cases without a travel history started in week 17 and peaked in week 25.

Of the 11 207 confirmed cases of pandemic influenza, 10 803 (96.4%) were not reported to have any underlying medical condition. The remaining 404 cases suffered from 489 underlying conditions, most frequently from chronic pulmonary disease which was reported for 120 patients (29.7%, Table 6). Sixty-four (0.6%) of 11 207 cases developed pneumonia as a complication, 1 443 (13.1%) of 10 990 patients with information on hospitalisation status were hospitalised, and three (0.03%) of 11 045 patients with information on survival status were reported to have died. Two of the deaths occurred in patients with an underlying condition, one of whom also had a complicating pneumonia. 

The aggregate cumulative numbers of confirmed cases of pandemic influenza and related deaths that ECDC had collected by the end of week 39/2009 amounted to 53 658 cases from all EU Member States, Iceland, Liechtenstein and Norway, including 175 deaths in 14 countries (Table 7). However, at this time, 20 countries had already stopped recommending generalised laboratory testing of suspected cases, and six countries had not updated their numbers for at least a week.




Figure 4: Cases of 2009 pandemic influenza in Europe* by week of onset, from week 16 to week 39/2009



* From week 16 to week 27/2009, cases of pandemic influenza reported by the UK accounted for 66% of all cases reported in Europe. The appearance of the epidemic curve after week 27/2009 was heavily influenced by the decision taken by the UK government (and subsequently others) to stop generalised laboratory testing for pandemic influenza.

Figure 5: Cases and incidence of 2009 pandemic influenza in Europe by age group, from week 16 to week 39/2009








Figure 6: Cases of 2009 pandemic influenza in Europe* by probable country of infection, from week 16 to week 39/2009

 

* From week 16 to week 27/2009, cases of pandemic influenza reported by the UK accounted for 66% of all cases and 84% of non-imported cases reported in Europe. The appearance of the epidemic curve after week 27/2009, was heavily influenced by the decision taken by the UK government (and subsequently others) to stop generalised laboratory testing for pandemic influenza.

Table 6: Cases of 2009 pandemic influenza in Europe by underlying condition, from week 16 to week 39/2009 (n = 404)

		Underlying condition

		n

		%*



		Chronic pulmonary disease

		120

		29.7



		Diabetes

		48

		11.9



		Chronic heart disease

		36

		8.9



		Pregnancy

		31

		7.7



		Cancer

		13

		3.2



		HIV

		10

		2.5



		Epilepsy

		9

		2.2



		Malnutrition

		3

		0.7



		Other

		219

		54.2



		Total

		489

		





* One case can have more than one underlying condition. Percentages refer to the number of cases with underlying conditions (n = 404) as the denominator.




4 Discussion

The 2008/09 influenza season in Europe started in week 48/2008, lasted about 10 weeks in each affected country and ended in week 16/2009 after peak activity had crossed the continent from west to east. A similar spatial trend had already been described for some of the previous seasons [11]. Virologically, the regular 2008/09 influenza season was biphasic, first dominated by influenza A(H3N2), then by influenza B, although overall, influenza A(H3N2) accounted for most virus detections. This contrasted with the United States where the 2008/09 season was dominated by oseltamivir-resistant influenza A(H1N1) virus [12], as experienced in Europe the previous year [13]. Influenza A(H3N2) viruses are said to cause more severe disease, in terms of hospitalisation rates and mortality, than influenza A(H1N1) viruses [14,15]. However, the European SARI surveillance system, that could have supplied severity data and was rapidly implemented later to better monitor the pandemic, was not yet in place, and ILI/ARI sentinel surveillance in Europe only captures indicators of frequency and geographical spread. Most countries did not see higher consultation rates during the 2008/09 influenza season compared with preceding seasons. 

The antigenic characteristics of influenza viruses circulating in Europe during the regular 2008/09 influenza season were similar to those of the A(H1N1), A(H3N2) and B/Yamagata lineage components included in the 2008/09 northern hemisphere influenza vaccine. However, B/Victoria lineage viruses accounted for the majority of B viruses detected. The mismatch of the B/Victoria/2/87 lineage viruses with the vaccine is, however, unlikely to have been of particular public health significance given the relatively low prevalence of B viruses observed during this season. It is important to note that the match between the circulating viruses and the strains included in the annual seasonal vaccine is not the only determinant of vaccine effectiveness. There have been seasons where the vaccine still proved to be effective despite an apparently significant mismatch [16]. It is therefore important that the yearly assessment of influenza vaccine effectiveness also takes account of the results of epidemiological studies [17].

Although the emergence of the 2009 influenza A(H1N1) pandemic was not entirely unexpected, its causative agent, timing and geographical origin of the first wave in North America took many by surprise. Moreover, its impact in terms of morbidity and mortality was found to have been lower than that of previous pandemics [18]. As this report does not extend beyond the first 23 weeks of the 2009 pandemic, most analyses pertaining to this subject had to be based on the disaggregate data collected through the EWRS. The shape of most epidemiological curves depicting the pandemic in this report is therefore heavily influenced by changes in testing and control strategies. In particular, the steep decline after the peak in week 25 can be partly explained by a tendency to move away from intense contact tracing and to limit laboratory testing to severe cases. By contrast, based on an independent stable sampling strategy, the weekly proportion of influenza-positive sentinel specimens indicated that the pandemic gained momentum beyond week 39/2009.  

The integrated European clinical and virological influenza surveillance network (EISN) proved effective in the timely detection of the start of the 2008/09 influenza season, in monitoring its course and in characterising its main virological features. The virological surveillance also confirmed the first 2009 pandemic influenza viruses in non-sentinel and sentinel patients within one and three weeks, respectively, after the first cases in Europe had fallen ill. However, the sentinel surveillance of ILI/ARI rates detected an increase only with ten weeks’ delay. Even in week 39/2009, when 53 658 cases of pandemic influenza had been reported by all EU Member States, Iceland, Liechtenstein and Norway, ILI/ARI activity above baseline had been seen by only nine of 29 countries reporting to EISN. Case-based and aggregate reporting of pandemic influenza cases provided a more sensitive surveillance instrument but had their own limitations. Case-based reporting was done in the context of labour-intensive containment efforts and extensive contact tracing and tended to be delayed and incomplete, as documented by the much higher aggregate numbers that were reported at the same time. In some instances, due to lack of resources, batches of case-based data were transmitted to ECDC for recoding and inputting [8]. Further, both case-based and aggregate reporting of pandemic influenza became less realistic as countries increasingly moved from a containment to a mitigation strategy, changing their recommendations from testing and treating every suspected case to focusing on severe cases [19]. 

While exhaustive surveillance of influenza contributed to the early assessment of this pandemic, it was and could be carried out only temporarily, and sentinel ILI/ARI and virological surveillance remain the cornerstones of the system. They have proven their worth for many decades and have so far defied all predictions that they might collapse in the face of a pandemic. However, there is still room for improvement. The height of the ILI/ARI curves in the various countries cannot be considered an accurate indicator of disease incidence and hence of the severity of the epidemic in terms of attack rates. Even in a season such as 2008/09 when there was a relatively homogeneous virus circulating across Europe, there were remarkable differences in the incidence of reported ILI and ARI between countries. These differences cannot be completely explained by differences in the application of the EU case definition or by differences in the population under surveillance. Using modified definitions, differences in the respective healthcare systems, other influences on consultation and healthcare-seeking behaviour (such as, for example, reimbursement issues for medication and consultations), and organisational needs (such as certificates needed for absenteeism) play an important role [20]. Especially during the pandemic, several countries actively recommended that anyone with influenza symptoms stay at home and should not approach their primary care provider, thus excluding them from the possibility of being reported. This prompted the demand for alternative, so-called non-traditional, forms of surveillance to be tested to adjust for this bias. Various examples such as monitoring web-based self-reporting of ILI, using data from dedicated flu telephone helplines or monitoring specific web queries related to ILI symptoms have been tried, but as yet none have emerged as valid alternatives when healthcare-seeking behaviour is artificially altered in this way. A better understanding of the national surveillance systems through a standard evaluation process could help to better interpret such differences. Furthermore, there is no agreed standard method used within EISN to calculate thresholds (or baselines) of increased influenza activity. This means that the same reported level of intensity could correspond to widely different levels of consultation rates in different countries.

Influenza sentinel surveillance in Europe relies heavily on primary care practices and is therefore systematically blind to more severe disease outcomes like complications, hospitalisations or death. While the recent addition of hospital-based SARI sentinel surveillance partly addresses this shortcoming, mortality surveillance is still in its infancy in Europe [21] and does not yet produce publicly available weekly outputs. 

This pandemic has highlighted some of the strengths and weaknesses of the existing influenza surveillance system and should be seen as an opportunity for improvement. A more standardised way of reporting influenza intensity, geographical spread and trends will make it easier to assess the true impact of influenza. SARI and mortality surveillance will complete the epidemiological picture. Finally, the system as a whole will generate the reliable and comprehensive data required to justify necessary public health action against influenza in Europe.




Table 7: Reported cumulative aggregate numbers of confirmed cases of 2009 pandemic influenza and related deaths in Europe by country, end of week 39/2009

		Country (date of report (day/month))

		Cumulative cases

		Cumulative deaths



		Austria (18/9) 

		361

		0



		Belgium (30/7) 

		126

		1



		Bulgaria (18/9)

		70

		0



		Cyprus (14/7) 

		297

		0



		Czech Republic (24/9) 

		293

		0



		Denmark (24/9) 

		651

		0



		Estonia (24/9) 

		68

		0



		Finland (24/9)   

		304

		0



		France (23/9)    

		1 125

		29



		Germany (23/9) 

		19 703

		0



		Greece (15/9)  

		2 149

		3



		Hungary (17/9)  

		206

		2



		Iceland (23/9) 

		200

		0



		Ireland (13/9)   

		1 613

		4



		Italy (23/9)   

		2 470

		3



		Latvia (19/9) 

		30

		0



		Liechtenstein (23/9) 

		5

		0



		Lithuania (24/9)  

		53

		0



		Luxembourg (23/9)   

		280

		1



		Malta (18/9)  

		298

		3



		Netherlands (17/9)   

		1 473

		4



		Norway (24/9)   

		1 336

		4



		Poland (23/9) 

		164

		0



		Portugal (23/9)   

		2 983

		1



		Romania (21/9) 

		334

		0



		Slovakia (24/9) 

		133

		0



		Slovenia (18/9) 

		244

		0



		Spain (24/9)  

		1 538

		36



		Sweden (24/9)  

		1 381

		2



		United Kingdom (24/9)

		13 770

		82



		Total

		53 658

		175





Note: Countries shaded green were not recommending laboratory testing for all suspect cases.
Deaths are included in the cumulative number of confirmed cases.
Fatal cases are reported in the country where the death occurred.

Source: Adapted from ECDC Daily Pandemic (H1N1) Update, 25 September 2009. http://ecdc.europa.eu/en/healthtopics/Documents/090925_Influenza_AH1N1_Situation_Report_0900hrs.pdf

References

1. Fleming DM, van der Velden J, Paget WJ. The evolution of influenza surveillance in Europe and prospects for the next 10 years. Vaccine 2003;21:1749-53.

2. Meijer A, Valette M, Manuguerra JC, Pérez-Breña P, Paget J, Brown C, et al; Virology Working Group of the European Influenza Surveillance Scheme. Implementation of the community network of reference laboratories for human influenza in Europe. J Clin Virol 2005;34:87-96.

3. Goddard N, Zucs P, Ciancio B, Plata F, Hungnes O, Mazick A, et al. Start of the influenza season 2008-9 in Europe - increasing influenza activity moving from West to East dominated by A(H3N2). Euro Surveill 2009;14. pii:19097.

4. ECDC. Background of the European Influenza Surveillance Network. Available at: http://ecdc.europa.eu/en/activities/surveillance/EISN/Pages/AbouttheNetwork_Background.aspx 

5. ECDC. Daily update on the 2009 influenza A (H1N1) pandemic. Available at: http://ecdc.europa.eu/en/healthtopics/H1N1/Pages/dailyupdate.aspx 

6. ECDC. Weekly Influenza Surveillance Overview. Available at: http://ecdc.europa.eu/en/activities/surveillance/EISN/Pages/EISN_Bulletin.aspx 

7. ECDC. Analysis of influenza A(H1N1)v individual case reports in EU and EEA countries. Available at: http://ecdc.europa.eu/en/healthtopics/H1N1/Pages/surveillance_reports.aspx 

8. ECDC working group on influenza A(H1N1)v. Preliminary analysis of influenza A(H1N1)v individual and aggregated case reports from EU and EFTA countries. Euro Surveill 2009;14:pii=19238.

9. Devaux I, Kreidl P, Penttinen P, Salminen M,  Ammon A. Initial surveillance of pandemic (H1N1) 2009 in the European Union, April – September 2009. Euro Surveill. Forthcoming 2010. 

10. World Health Organization. Recommended composition of influenza virus vaccines for use in the 2008–2009 influenza season. Available at: http://www.who.int/csr/disease/influenza/recommended_compositionFeb08FullReport.pdf 

11. Paget J, Marquet R, Meijer A, van der Velden K. Influenza activity in Europe during eight seasons (1999-2007): an evaluation of the indicators used to measure activity and an assessment of the timing, length and course of peak activity (spread) across Europe. BMC Infect Dis 2007;7(1):141.

12. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. Update: influenza activity − United States, September 28, 2008-April 4, 2009, and composition of the 2009-10 influenza vaccine. MMWR 2009;58(14):369-74.

13. Meijer A, Lackenby A, Hungnes O, Lina B, van-der-Werf S, Schweiger B, et al; European Influenza Surveillance Scheme. Oseltamivir-resistant influenza virus A (H1N1), Europe, 2007-08 season. Emerg Infect Dis 2009;15(4):552-60.

14. Reichert TA, Simonsen L, Sharma A, Pardo SA, Fedson DS, Miller MA. Influenza and the winter increase in mortality in the United States, 1959-1999. Am J Epidemiol 2004;160(5):492-502.

15. Simonsen L, Fukuda K, Schonberger LB, Cox NJ. The impact of influenza epidemics on hospitalizations. J Infect Dis 2000;181(3):831-7.

16. Gupta V, Earl DJ, Deem MW. Quantifying influenza vaccine efficacy and antigenic distance. Vaccine 2006;24(18):3881-8.

17. Valenciano M, Ciancio B, Moren A; Influenza Vaccine Effectiveness Working Group. First steps in the design of a system to monitor vaccine effectiveness during seasonal and pandemic influenza in EU/EEA Member States. Euro Surveill 2008;13(43). pii: 19015.

18. Donaldson LJ, Rutter PD, Ellis BM, Greaves FE, Mytton OT, Pebody RG, et al. Mortality from pandemic A/H1N1 2009 influenza in England: public health surveillance study. BMJ. 2009 Dec 10;339:b5213.

19. Nicoll A, Coulombier D. Europe’s initial experience with pandemic (H1N1) 2009 - mitigation and delaying policies and practices. Euro Surveill 2009;14(29):pii=19279. Available online: http://www.eurosurveillance.org/ViewArticle.aspx?ArticleId=19279

20. Uphoff H, Cohen JM, Fleming DM, Noone A. Harmonisation of national influenza surveillance morbidity data from EISS: a simple index. Euro Surveill. 2003;8(7):pii=420. Available online: http://www.eurosurveillance.org/ViewArticle.aspx?ArticleId=420 

21. Mazick A, Gergonne B, Wuillaume F, Danis K, Vantarakis A, Uphoff H, et al. Higher all-cause mortality in children during autumn 2009 compared with the three previous years: pooled results from eight European countries. Euro Surveill 2010;15(5):pii=19480. Available online: http://www.eurosurveillance.org/ViewArticle.aspx?ArticleId=19480 



Sentinel samples	40	41	42	43	44	45	46	47	48	49	50	51	52	1	2	3	4	5	6	7	8	9	10	11	12	13	14	15	16	17	18	19	20	21	22	23	24	25	26	27	28	29	30	31	32	33	34	35	36	37	38	39	266	229	300	315	332	418	508	561	828	837	1080	1417	841	962	1484	2484	2740	2529	2177	1773	1380	1079	1102	912	716	545	502	258	195	147	383	422	347	332	349	354	238	336	353	388	482	640	956	1033	872	879	718	785	770	857	964	1107	% influenza-positive	9.7744360902255636	1.3100436681222707	1.3333333333333333	2.8571428571428572	5.7228915662650603	5.9808612440191391	7.2834645669291342	11.408199643493761	12.560386473429952	21.385902031063321	29.722222222222221	39.449541284403672	49.464922711058264	45.738045738045741	45.35040431266846	6	50.080515297906601	48.284671532846716	46.144721233689204	40.330730362884701	34.743372814438807	36.014492753623188	31.881371640407785	32.486388384754989	35.85526315789474	34.63687150837989	32.293577981651374	26.49402390438247	16.279069767441861	17.435897435897434	10.204081632653061	4.6997389033942563	7.3459715639810428	6.6282420749279538	2.7108433734939759	2.2922636103151861	5.6497175141242941	3.3613445378151261	7.4404761904761907	15.864022662889518	21.391752577319586	23.858921161825727	27.5	23.01255230125523	17.037754114230395	18.119266055045873	17.633674630261662	18.662952646239553	20.509554140127388	15.454545454545455	21.936989498249709	14.730290456431534	17.524841915085819	Year and week of reporting







A(H3) and A(H3N2)	3.3834586466165413	0.43668122270742382	1.3333333333333333	1.5873015873015872	4.2168674698795181	2.8708133971291767	5.3149606299212326	9.4474153297682708	10.02415458937198	15.531660692951013	18.51851851851853	25.19407198306283	29.369797859690827	27.027027027027028	29.447439353099689	32.367149758454104	32.627737226277382	27.441676551996789	21.63527790537437	14.890016920473773	10.9	42028985507246	9.2678405931418002	9.1651542649727773	7.3464912280701764	6.2849162011172783	8.990825688073393	3.5856573705179282	0.38759689922481072	1.0256410256410255	0.68027210884353739	1.0443864229765105	1.1848341232227548	1.1527377521613833	0	0.28653295128939832	1.4124293785310718	0	0.29761904761904934	0	0.51546391752577314	0.41493775933609961	0.3125000000000015	0.10460251046025176	0	0.1146788990825683	0.22753128555176469	0.1392757660167131	0	0.12987012987012986	0	0	0.18066847335140143	A(H1) and A(H1N1)	40	41	42	43	44	45	46	47	48	49	50	51	52	1	2	3	4	5	6	7	8	9	10	11	12	13	14	15	16	17	18	19	20	21	22	23	24	25	26	27	28	29	30	31	32	33	34	35	36	37	38	39	0	0.43668122270742382	0	0.31746031746031894	0.3012048192771104	1.6746411483253589	0.39370078740157488	0	0.24154589371980753	0.35842293906810224	0.7407407407407407	1.1291460832745237	1.5457788347205721	1.03950103950104	1.3477088948787121	1.7310789049919544	1.7518248175182394	1.8584420719652157	1.1943040881947635	0.67681895093062605	0.94202898550724556	0.55607043558851388	0.36297640653357532	0.10964912280701759	0.13966480446927373	0.3669724770642242	0.39840637450199368	0	0.51282051282051577	0	0.52219321148825071	0.23696682464454977	0	0	0.85959885386820079	1.1299435028248588	0	0	0	0	0.2074688796680498	0	0	9.6805421103581826E-2	0.1146788990825683	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	A(H1)v and A(H1N1)v	0.23696682464454977	1.1527377521613833	0.60240963855422081	0.28653295128939832	0.56497175141242961	2.1008403361344539	6.8452380952380993	15.014164305949009	20.618556701030933	22.614107883817535	25.78125	22.175732217573024	15.392061955469506	17.316513761467888	16.154721274175081	17.827298050139277	20	14.935064935065006	21.236872812135289	13.485477178423315	16.621499548328789	A not subtyped 	40	41	42	43	44	45	46	47	48	49	50	51	52	1	2	3	4	5	6	7	8	9	10	11	12	13	14	15	16	17	18	19	20	21	22	23	24	25	26	27	28	29	30	31	32	33	34	35	36	37	38	39	5.2631578947368425	0	0	0	0.3012048192771104	0.23923444976076694	0.98425196850393659	0.71301247771836007	1.6908212560386418	4.7789725209080052	9.2592592592593252	11.856033874382572	16.290130796670628	14.137214137214118	12.398921832884097	14.210950080515298	11.423357664233521	12.69276393831554	11.759301791456098	11.844331641285955	10.942028985507246	5.0973123262279563	4.5372050816696934	5.8114035087719298	2.6536312849162011	1.2844036697247707	2.5896414342629477	0.38759689922481072	1.0256410256410255	0	0.52219321148825071	0.71090047393364963	0.57636887608069165	0	0.286532951289	39832	1.6949152542372881	0.42016806722689343	0.29761904761904934	0.56657223796033951	0	0.2074688796680498	0.9375	0.52301255230125188	1.5488867376573088	0.57339449541284404	1.2514220705346917	0.55710306406685239	0.5095541401273852	0.38961038961039157	0.58343057176195134	1.0373443983402431	0.72267389340560506	B	40	41	42	43	44	45	46	47	48	49	50	51	52	1	2	3	4	5	6	7	8	9	10	11	12	13	14	15	16	17	18	19	20	21	22	23	24	25	26	27	28	29	30	31	32	33	34	35	36	37	38	39	1.1278195488721798	0.43668122270742382	0	0.95238095238095233	0.90361445783132532	1.1961722488038347	0.59055118110235438	1.2477718360071242	0.60386473429952081	0.71684587813620448	1.2037037037037037	1.2702893436838401	2.2592152199762188	3.5343035343035343	2.0889487870620012	1.7713365539452497	2.4817518248175192	4.1518386714116264	5.7418465778594365	7.2758037225042598	13.188405797101449	16.960148285449385	18.421052631578839	22.587719298245503	25.558659217877089	21.651376146788991	19.920318725099605	15.503875968992247	14.871794871794872	9.5238095238095237	2.6109660574412552	4.9763033175355504	3.7463976945244992	2.1084337349397591	0.57306590257880186	0.84745762711864403	0.84033613445378164	0	0.28328611898016998	0.25773195876288629	0.41493775933609961	0.46875	0.20920502092050208	0	0	0	0.1392757660167131	0	0	0.11668611435239207	0.2074688796680498	0	Year and week of reporting





A(H3) and A(H3N2)	40	41	42	43	44	45	46	47	48	49	50	51	52	1	2	3	4	5	6	7	8	9	10	11	12	13	14	15	16	17	18	19	20	21	22	23	24	25	26	27	28	29	30	31	32	33	34	35	36	37	38	39	1	2	5	9	17	25	39	55	76	144	291	413	384	304	483	714	739	562	424	266	153	110	88	58	33	26	27	3	8	0	36	23	26	12	9	8	20	40	22	19	17	9	9	5	3	6	8	7	7	0	5	9	A(H1) and A(H1N1)	40	41	42	43	44	45	46	47	48	49	50	51	52	1	2	3	4	5	6	7	8	9	10	11	12	13	14	15	16	17	18	19	20	21	22	23	24	25	26	27	28	29	30	31	32	33	34	35	36	37	38	39	0	0	1	7	4	6	6	7	8	17	20	32	24	7	29	39	32	29	27	11	7	11	7	14	2	4	11	12	2	2	25	3	10	4	1	4	8	4	2	2	3	2	3	4	8	11	3	1	6	3	0	1	A(H1)v and A(H1N1)v	1	38	42	78	141	108	173	237	361	319	461	878	1446	2078	2045	1578	1010	872	820	749	551	475	516	A not subtyped 	40	41	42	43	44	45	46	47	48	49	50	51	52	1	2	3	4	5	6	7	8	9	10	11	12	13	14	15	16	17	18	19	20	21	22	23	24	25	26	27	28	29	30	31	32	33	34	35	36	37	38	39	3	5	8	22	18	32	38	29	82	146	224	456	554	792	859	943	1036	921	709	486	274	214	135	120	70	36	34	20	20	4	17	39	48	24	17	44	101	199	218	2259	876	437	1092	578	350	207	104	180	100	77	49	93	B 	40	41	42	43	44	45	46	47	48	49	50	51	52	1	2	3	4	5	6	7	8	9	10	11	12	13	14	15	16	17	18	19	20	21	22	23	24	25	26	27	28	29	30	31	32	33	34	35	36	37	38	39	3	4	2	2	0	2	6	5	2	8	11	21	62	35	41	38	79	138	183	246	237	303	277	258	225	174	112	97	38	31	61	37	37	35	13	29	24	24	10	16	10	12	10	3	0	1	4	5	4	3	2	2	Year and week of reporting



Number of non-

sentinel samples



Sum of n	16	17	18	19	20	21	22	23	24	25	26	27	28	29	30	31	32	33	34	35	36	37	38	39	1	64	99	47	45	129	274	417	970	1684	1549	607	442	369	415	320	281	217	119	86	71	69	42	11	Sum of n	16	17	18	19	20	21	22	23	24	25	26	27	28	29	30	31	32	33	34	35	36	37	38	39	1	64	99	47	45	129	274	417	970	1684	1549	607	442	369	415	320	281	217	119	86	71	69	42	11	Sum of n	16	17	18	19	20	21	22	23	24	25	26	27	28	29	30	31	32	33	34	35	36	37	38	39	1	64	99	47	45	129	274	417	970	1684	1549	607	442	369	415	320	281	217	119	86	71	69	42	11	Sum of n	16	17	18	19	20	21	22	23	24	25	26	27	28	29	30	31	32	33	34	35	36	37	38	39	1	64	99	47	45	129	274	417	970	1684	1549	607	442	369	415	320	281	217	119	86	71	69	42	11	Week of onset





Number of cases	0-4	5-9	10-14	15-19	20-24	25-29	30-34	35-39	40-44	45-49	50-54	55-59	60-64	65-69	70-74	75-79	≥ 80	549	1526	2081	1520	1814	1085	543	509	443	336	275	160	90	35	31	10	8	Incidence/100000	0-4	5-9	10-14	15-19	20-24	25-29	30-34	35-39	40-44	45-49	50-54	55-59	60-64	65-69	70-74	75-79	≥ 80	2.5438951659412008	7.133808319058315	9.4838268850222747	6.1832770505963728	6.7698313326752455	3.7897142405271733	1.8174969325136938	1.6390272151291645	1.3817663546629797	1.0895619960775758	0.94317161244139924	0.5886968584265807	0.38541484040699481	0.17062378153292218	0.16910620551586344	6.7368470976214914E-2	1.0936955288359662	Age group (years)



Number of cases



Incidence/100000



Not imported	16	17	18	19	20	21	22	23	24	25	26	27	28	29	30	31	32	33	34	35	36	37	38	39	9	38	24	29	72	104	234	701	1368	1199	254	151	69	84	65	100	96	11	14	21	29	29	9	Mexico	16	17	18	19	20	21	22	23	24	25	26	27	28	29	30	31	32	33	34	35	36	37	38	39	1	54	52	9	0	0	0	3	22	31	19	6	8	1	0	0	0	1	United States	16	17	18	19	20	21	22	23	24	25	26	27	28	29	30	31	32	33	34	35	36	37	38	39	1	6	12	15	47	150	148	185	175	125	53	35	16	10	3	6	0	8	1	2	1	2	United Kingdom	16	17	18	19	20	21	22	23	24	25	26	27	28	29	30	31	32	33	34	35	36	37	38	39	1	2	8	26	48	61	29	78	78	60	20	14	10	6	1	2	Spain	16	17	18	19	20	21	22	23	24	25	26	27	28	29	30	31	32	33	34	35	36	37	38	39	1	2	3	6	33	78	66	86	126	80	78	42	27	33	18	12	5	Week of onset







8







image4.png



image5.png



image1.png



image3.png



image2.png



