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Table 1 EEIEHR

total IgE |ImmunoCAP(Ua/mL) EXIiLE (fold) SPT(mm)
Patient | Sex Allergy (1U/ml) Be:\t v P(glrgs132 birch timot.r)y apple | tomato |histamine
(birch) pollen) pollen (Torii)
1 M apple/tomato 1510 64.5 16.6 6.2 7.4 6 5 4
2 F apple 436 59.3 0.10> 3 2.4 4 NA 5
3 F apple 387 20.5 0.10> 3.7 1.2 2 NA 4
4 F tomato 886 56.7 15.5 4.8 8.9 0 4 5
5 F apple/tomato 893 >100 1.95 3.1 3.8 8 5 6.5
6 F tomato 328 0.09 2.21 1.2 2.3 NA 4 5.5
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[Objectives] Pollinosis patients are considered to suffer from oral allergy syndrome
(OAS). Prick-prick test is the most effective in vivo immunological test to detect OAS.
However, this test sometimes gives false-negative results for patients with apparent positive
symptoms, probably because of unstable allergenicity of vegetables and fruits. CAP-
FEIA test, a simple in vitro test that detects antigen-specific IgE antibodies, also gives
false-negative results. In this report, the utility of the IgE Crosslinking-induced Luciferase
Expression (EXiLE) Test, a recently-developed in vitro test for type I allergy, were
evaluated using simply prepared extracts of fruits.

[Methods] Extracts of apples or tomatoes and allergenic extracts from Torii
Pharmaceuticals were used as antigens. Sera from patients who contract both pollinosis
and OAS against apples or tomatoes were obtained with written consent. RS-ATLS8 cells
were sensitized with 1:100 diluted patients’ sera overnight. After washing, the cells
were stimulated with 1-1000 ng/mL of antigens or anti-human IgE Ab at 37°C for 3h.
Luciferase activity were assayed.

[Results] No immunological response was obtained from cells stimulated with a
commercial allergenic extract of apples or tomatoes as is the case in CAP tests. On the
other hand, grated fruits and PBS-based extracts were judged positive as in prick-prick tests
because stimulation of sensitized cells induced 5—10-fold luciferase activity compared to
mock-stimulated cells. Processed tomato (juice) gave similar results.

[Discussions] It was shown that the EXiLE method can determine allergen-specific
IgE level using simply prepared food samples as well as purified antigens.



