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ABSTRACT

Background: Cutaneous drug eruptions are a significant source of morbidity, mortality, and cost to the
healthcare system. Identifying the culprit drug is essential; however, despite numerous methods being
published, there are no consensus guidelines.

Objectives: Conduct a scoping review to identify all published methods of culprit drug identification for
cutaneous drug eruptions, compare the methods, and generate hypotheses for future causality assessment
studies.

Eligibility criteria: Peer-reviewed publications involving culprit drug identification methods.

Sources of evidence: Medline, Embase, and Cochrane Central Register of Controlled Trials.

Charting methods: Registered PRISMA-ScR format protocol on Open Science Forum.

Results: In total, 135 publications were included comprising 656,635 adverse drug events, most of which
were cutaneous. There were 54 methods of culprit drug identification published, categorized as
algorithms, probabilistic approaches, and expert judgment.

Algorithms had higher sensitivity and positive predictive value, but lower specificity and negative
predictive value. Probabilistic approaches had lower sensitivity and positive predictive value, but higher
specificity and negative predictive value. Expert judgment was subjective, less reproducible, but the most
frequently used to validate other methods. Studies suggest that greater accuracy may be achieved by
specifically assessing cutaneous drug eruptions and using combinations of causality assessment
categories.

Conclusions: Culprit drug identification for adverse drug reactions remains a challenge. Many methods
have been published, but there are no consensus guidelines. Using causality assessment methods
specifically for cutaneous drug eruptions and combining aspects of the different causality assessment
categories may improve efficacy. Further studies are needed to validate this hypothesis.


https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.05.11.21257038

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.05.11.21257038; this version posted May 14, 2021. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.

ABBREVIATIONS AND ACRONYMS

ADE: Adverse drug event

AGEP: Acute generalized exanthematous pustulosis
CAM: Causality assessment method

CDE: Cutaneous drug eruption

CDI: Culprit drug identification

DIHS: Drug induced hypersensitivity syndrome
DRESS: Drug reaction with eosinophilia and systemic signs
EM: Erythema multiforme

FDE: Fixed drug eruption

HHV6 & 7: Human herpes virus 6 & 7

HRT: Histamine release assay

LTT: Lymphocyte transformation test

NPV: Negative predictive value

PPV: Positive predictive value

SJS: Stevens Jonson syndrome

SN: Sensitivity

SP: Specificity

TEN: Toxic epidermal necrolysis
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INTRODUCTION
Rationale

Skin reactions are the most common manifestation of adverse drug events (ADEs). Cutaneous drug
eruptions (CDEs) are a common and a significant source of morbidity and mortality. (1) The mainstay of
management is identifying and stopping the culprit drug. (2) Many methods have been proposed for culprit
drug identification (CDI), but presently there are no consensus guidelines. (2—4) There are few causality
assessment methods (CAMs) that are specific to CDEs, but most methods are applied to all types of ADEs.

There are 3 main categories of causality assessment: operational algorithms, probabilistic approaches, and
expert judgment. Each of the published methods of culprit drug identification usually fit into one of these
categories. (4,5) Operational algorithms involve specific criteria related to drug exposure and the resulting
adverse event. They are relatively simple to use and are reproducible, but can be restrictive because
specific information is often required. (6) Probability assessment methods use likelihood ratios relating to
the case. For example, different types of CDEs often have specific latencies between drug exposure and
rash onset, which narrows the time-frame when the drug exposure likely occurred. Amongst other criteria,
the frequency with which the drug has been reported to cause the adverse event is expressed as an overall
probability score, implicating the drug with the highest score as the culprit drug. (7,8) Unfortunately, such
methods often rely on previously reported adverse events. Probabilistic methods can be complex, time
consuming, do not account for unreported drugs, and are not always practical in real-world settings. (6,9)
Expert judgment approaches are based on the clinical opinion of an expert physician, the physician treating
the patient, or sometimes a clinical pharmacist. All available data in a case is considered, and how much
weight each piece of data holds is determined by the expert and a decision regarding causality is made
based on this judgment. Although this is one of the simplest methods, it is often subjective and biased,
with poor inter-rater agreement and reproducibility. (6,10)

ADEs are heterogeneous, and often affect more than one organ system. Clinical signs of drug eruptions
have been extensively studied and categorized. Cutaneous manifestations often happen early and may
allow for a more accurate timeline compared to internal involvement which can often be sub-clinical.
Developing CAMs using ADE databases may not always be accurate because of the heterogeneity
between drug exposures, cutaneous and systemic manifestations. A scoping review was employed to
identify all published methods of CDI for CDEs, compare the methods to uncover strengths and
limitations, and generate hypotheses for future causality assessment studies.
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METHODS
Protocol and Registration:

The protocol was drafted using the Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-analysis
Protocols extension for scoping reviews (PRISMA-ScR) (11), and was registered with Open Science
Forum (OSF). (Bose R, Boshra M, Ogbalidet S, Finstad A, Fahim S. A scoping review of cutaneous drug
eruptions and methods for identifying culprit drugs. 2020. osf.io/r7k3z.)

Eligibility criteria:

Inclusion Criteria: Peer-reviewed publications were included if they were written in English, published in
1993 or later, and involved a method of CDI. A cut-off of 1993 was selected because notable CDE
reclassifications had taken place prior to this time, specifically the classification of Stevens Johnson
syndrome as a separate entity from erythema multiforme. Relevant review articles were analyzed
separately from articles containing primary patient data.

Exclusion Criteria: Publications were excluded if there was no mention of a method for identifying culprit
drugs, if all participants were <18 years old, or if the publication was of low-level evidence (i.e. case
reports, case series involving <10 cases, commentaries, editorials, conference posters/abstracts or opinion
pieces).

Information sources:

Medline (Ovid), Embase, and Cochrane Central Register of Controlled Trials (CENTRAL) databases were
used. The most recent search was executed: February 5™, 2020. Studies were imported into Covidence, a
systematic review software.

Search strategy:

Developed and conducted with the assistance of our institutional research library services. See Table 1 for
details.

Selection of sources of evidence:

A list of publications was generated with the search strategy, and duplicates were removed. Two groups
of reviewers independently screened all abstracts followed by full texts. Disagreements were settled by
consensus vote. Reference lists of included publications were screened for relevant studies not captured
by the initial search. Publications involving patients were separated from review articles (See Figure 1).

Data charting process:

A priori data categories were used to organize extracted data. Review articles were analyzed separately to
determine if additional data categories should be extracted from the primary studies containing patient
data. Quality assurance assessment for accuracy of entered data was conducted by the primary author.

Data items extracted:
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The list of data extraction items can be found in Table 2. The data from included publications were
organized into tabular format using Microsoft Excel.

Synthesis of results:

The extracted data from each publication was entered into a database for easier synthesis and comparison
of data (Supplemental Table 4). Some CAMs used different syntax to assign a likelihood rating for
suspected culprit drugs. Analogous terms were grouped together to compare the different CAMs (Table
5). Most studies used a Likert-style scale to assign different levels of causality for suspected culprit drugs
being investigated. For example, for 5-term scales, causality assessment Method A may report the
likelihood of a culprit drug as: very likely, likely, possible, unlikely, or very unlikely. Method B may
report likelihood as: certain, probable, possible, doubtful, or exclude. In this case the analogous categories
were grouped: ‘Certain/very likely’, ‘probable/likely’, ‘possible’, ‘doubtful/unlikely’, and ‘exclude/very
unlikely’. Some methods used a 3 term rating scale such as “positive’, ‘neutral’, and ‘negative’. To report
this 3-term scale with the 5-term scales the ‘positive’ rating would be grouped with ‘very likely/certain’,
the ‘neutral’ rating would be grouped with ‘possible’ and the ‘negative’ rating would be grouped with
‘exclude/very unlikely’.

For the studies reporting quantitative results such as sensitivity and specificity (See table 6), the data
analyzed for this study was reported in a descriptive manner in line with accepted reporting guidelines for
scoping reviews.(11)

Review articles were analyzed to ensure all necessary data items were used to extract data from primary
studies and to compare the findings and associations uncovered in this review.
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RESULTS
Selection of sources of evidence:

Sources of evidence were gathered using the search strategy, registered on OSF (Table 1). The screening
process, and application of inclusion and exclusion criteria was conducted as per the PRISMA-ScR
extension protocol and reasons for exclusion of sources of evidence were recorded (Figure 1).

Characteristics of sources of evidence:

The characteristics of included sources of evidence were recorded using the items outlined in Table 2 and
shown in Table 3. Studies were primarily retrospective cohort, case-control, and prospective cohort or
observational.

Results of individual sources of evidence: For the complete list of publications and extracted data
included in the scoping review (Table 4, supplemental).

Synthesis of results:

A total of 109 peer-reviewed articles with patient data involving at least one CDI method, were analyzed
(raw data, Table 4, study characteristics Table 3). There were 26 review articles that were analyzed to
compare parameters and determine the relevance in the present review (Table 7). Overall, data from
656,635 case events were represented. A total of 29 papers (26.6%) compared 2 or more CAMs, and 19
(17.4%) statistically analysed the methods. There were 54 different CAMs published and operational
algorithms were the most studied (71 publications, 65.1%). From these 71 publications, 34 CAMs were
identified as operational algorithms. There were 58 publications (53.2%) that studied probabilistic
approaches in which 18 CAMs were identified. Finally, 48 publications (44.0%) involved the use of expert
judgment and 2 different methods were identified. Many studies used more than one CAM.

The benchmark, or standard, is a method assumed to be correct and can be used to assess or validate
another CAM. Expert judgment was the most common standard used to validate other CAMs. Tissue
biopsy was a component of the work-up in 27 studies (24.8%), and provocation/confirmatory testing (i.e.
patch testing, prick testing, intradermal testing, challenge, re-challenge) was performed in 21 studies
(19.3%). To statistically compare agreement between the benchmark method and the method(s) being
studied, kappa values of agreement were sometimes included in studies.

Eleven publications (10.1%) studied lab-based methods for CDI either in the acute setting during a drug
rash, or as confirmatory testing after an eruption had resolved. They can be divided into
cytokine/cytotoxic-based testing and cell-based testing.

Review article analysis

There were 26 review articles included. Each review article dealt with the management of ADEs (Table
7). A minority were explicitly skin focused and reviewed CAMs with one type of drug eruption or
delineated methods used to assess, diagnose, and categorize CDEs. There were 14 reviews that studied
lab-based methods and provocation testing. The latest review of CDI methods was in 2016 and discussed
a select number of methods, their strengths, and weaknesses. In-depth comparisons between methods were
not conducted. (8) Only 3 reviews quantitatively assessed CAMs by calculating sensitivity (SN),
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specificity (SP), positive predictive value (PPV) and negative predictive value (NPV).(6,12,13) The
studies were heterogeneous and often did not assess CDEs separately from other types of ADEs. Ifa study
utilized different scoring categories (e.g. 5 factor vs. 3 factor Likert scale) then they were often excluded
from the review; therefore, not all published CAMs were actually studied.

Diagnosing the type of drug eruption:

Thirty-three types of CDEs were identified and the clinical and histologic characteristics, scoring systems,
and commonly implicated drugs were investigated. SCARs have a significant morbidity and mortality
risk. Clinical signs suggestive of SCARSs include fever, prodromal malaise and fatigue, rapidly progressing
rash, bullae/desquamation, Nikolsky sign, mucosal involvement, and systemic findings (liver, kidney,
thyroid, GI, cardiac abnormalities). Risk factors have been identified that are associated with increased
frequency and severity of drug hypersensitivity reactions. Specific risk factors are discussed in a
subsequent section.

Latency between drug exposure and onset of rash:

The latencies between drug exposure and rash onset are known to vary depending on drug rash type. Over
75% of published CAMs utilized time from drug exposure to rash onset as a criterion. It was also observed
that there were drug class specific latencies, suggesting that drug rash type is not the only factor affecting
latency. For example, a relatively shorter exposure to rash latency was seen with radio contrast dye (<6h)
as well as antibiotics and acetaminophen/NSAIDs (<15 days). Drugs found to have longer latencies
include anticonvulsants (>15 days) and xanthine oxidase inhibitors (21-90 days). (14,15)

These trends were noted when controlling for drug rash type in some publications, but more robust, larger
studies are needed to confirm these associations. (16—18) Anticonvulsant hypersensitivity had a mean
latency of 28 days when causing DRESS, an eruption known to have a longer latency. When DRESS was
caused by an antibiotic, a drug class shown to have a shorter latency, the average delay was much shorter
(~18 days). (19) Another factor affecting latency occurs with re-exposure to the causative drug. It is well
established that re-exposure (re-challenge) to a culprit drug shortens the latency independent of rash type
or medication class. (20) While absolute latency ranges were very broad, most cases of a certain eruption
type had either long or shot latencies on average. For example, eruptions with longer latencies include
DRESS (~14-42 days) and SIS/TEN (~7-21 days), and eruptions with shorter latencies include urticaria
(<24h), morbilliform drug eruption (~4-14 days), AGEP (<4 days), and fixed drug eruption (~7-14 days).
(1,17,21)

If latencies differ by drug rash type, or drug class, it is possible that erroneously narrowing the latency
range may result in a false negative causality assessment, missing the culprit drug and stopping the wrong
medication.

Risk factors and associated conditions:

Risk factors for severity and frequency of CDEs have been identified including: Polypharmacy, old age,
female sex, re-exposure, liver and kidney disease, diabetes, HIV, malignancy, and certain HLA subtypes
(14,19,22,23). Many of these risk factors are integrated into select diagnostic and prognostication tools
(e.g DRESS RegiSCAR criteria, SCORTEN for SJS/TEN, RegiSCAR AGEP score). (14,19,22,23) Co-
morbidities were also seen as important for ruling out non-drug related conditions (e.g. auto-immune


https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.05.11.21257038

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.05.11.21257038; this version posted May 14, 2021. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.

disease, and infection). Accurate characterization of these risk factors as they relate to drug eruptions, and
their prognostic significance should be considered when managing CDEs.

Causality methods comparison:

This review identified 54 published CAMs. They share many similarities, differences, strengths, and
limitations. CAMs were first compared based on their respective components (Table 5). Algorithmic
methods tended to have more questions related to clinical changes with exposure to the suspected drug
(challenge), discontinuation (de-challenge) and re-exposure (re-challenge). Probabilistic approaches
tended to have more criteria related to ruling out other causes of the reaction, assessment of other potential
culprit medications and determining how often the suspected drug had been reported to cause the CDE.
Drug exposure to rash latency was a criterion in 66.0% of published methods. Prior sensitization was a
criterion for 34.6% of methods (Algorithmic 45.5%, Probabilistic 16.7%). Considering an alternate
diagnosis/cause was a criterion in 57.4% (algorithmic 67.7%, probabilistic 38.9%). An alternate drug
cause or drug notoriety was a criterion in 31.5% (algorithmic 20.6%, probabilistic 44.4%). Considering
dose changes and therapeutic drug levels were part of 44.2% of methods (algorithmic 60.6%, probabilistic
11.1%). Challenge, de-challenge, and rechallenge were criteria for 20.4%, 48.1, 60.4%, respectively
(algorithm: 26.5%, 58.8%, 76.5%; Probabilistic: 5.6%, 22.2% and 33.3%). Causality assessment ratings
were often reported on scales of varying levels such as the 5-point Likert scale (e.g. Very likely, likely,
possible, unlikely, very unlikely). A 5-point scale for probability of causality was found in 25.9% of
methods, of which 78.6% were algorithms, 7.1% probabilistic, and the remaining 14.3% from expert
judgment CAMs. Less than a 5-point scale for probability of causality was found in 74.1% of methods, of
which 57.5% were algorithms and 42.5% probabilistic approaches.

A number of studies and several review articles reported the efficacy (i.e. SN, PPV, SP, NPV) of many
published methods to display how studies have attempted to validate, compare, and analyze the CAMs
(See Table 6). Generally, algorithms had relatively higher SN and PPV, but lower SP and NPV.
Probabilistic approaches generally had lower SN and PPV, but higher SP and NPV. Methods that combine
elements of the different categories were found to be more effective in several studies. (24-26) Additional
studies, such as with a systematic review, are required to determine the significance of this observation.
Expert judgment was the most common CAM used as the standard when validating other methods, but
was repeatedly noted to be subjective, have lower reproducibility and inter/intra-rater agreement.

There were 9 lab-based culprit drug investigations published in 11 studies and 14 reviews. They were
mainly based on measurement of immune cells or inflammatory cytokine/chemokine parameters. The
main tests included lymphocyte transformation test (LTT), interferon gamma release assay, CellScan
technique, histamine releasing test (HRT), HLA-B allelic variation, granzyme B-ELISpot assay,
granulysin expression, cytokine beads array assay, and chemi-informatics based QSAR model
(quantitative structure-activity relationship).
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DISCUSSION
Summary of evidence:

Drug reactions pose a significant health problem, and are costly to the healthcare system. (27) ADEs are
heterogeneous, and often affect more than one organ system. The most common organ for early
manifestation of ADEs is the skin. Cutaneous manifestations may allow for a more accurate timeline
compared to internal involvement which can often be sub-clinical. This may translate to more efficacious
causality assessment. Developing CAMs using ADE databases may not always be accurate because of the
heterogeneity between drug exposure, cutaneous and systemic manifestations. CAMs designed for CDE
may, therefore, be higher yield, and easier to validate.

When dealing with drug eruptions, important aspects of the patient history include degree/duration of drug
exposure, time of rash onset, confounding factors (e.g. comorbidities), rechallenge (re-exposure to drug),
dechallenge (improvement with removal of the causative drug), and background epidemiological and
clinical information. This data is also vital for accurate pharmacovigilance adverse event reporting (6)

Medication history and onset of cutaneous eruption:

Accurate documentation regarding medication administration (i.e. when drug was started, last taken, and
dose increases) is important in order to determine the latency between possible drug exposures and the
reaction. CDE may allow for the most accurate determination of latency as cutaneous manifestations are
often an early finding compared to signs of end organ damage. Studying CAMs for CDE separate from
non-skin ADE could potentially ameliorate the issue of heterogenicity and problematic validation
methods. (2,20,28)

Determining the type of eruption and causative drug:

Different types of drug eruptions have different causative drugs and different latencies between exposure
and rash onset. This review has demonstrated that in addition to drug rash type, drug classes may also play
an important role in affecting this latency. If drug class specific latency ranges can be standardized in
conjunction with rash type, the latency window could be narrowed, increasing accuracy and decreasing
confounding by concurrent medications and conditions. As we learn more about the pathophysiology of
different drug rashes, we may uncover potential diagnostic and therapeutic markers using lab-based
techniques, but the importance of clinical methods must be underscored, especially with rapidly
progressive and deadly SCARs. (29)

Tissue biopsy can often be helpful to determine the type of drug eruption or rule out non-drug related
conditions, but often have non-specific findings and may delay appropriate management.

Causality assessment methods:

A systematic review of causality assessment with adverse drug reactions in 2008, identified approximately
40 different CAMs, but did not specifically address the issue of cutaneous adverse drug events. (6) The
information gathered was very heterogeneous and effect modification may have obscured certain findings
because of the inherent differences between clinical behaviour and diagnostic accuracy with cutaneous
versus other types of ADEs. The current review has identified 54 CAMs, not including investigative or
lab-based techniques. The number of published methods continues to grow, yet the data suggests we are
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no closer to being able to reliably test the efficacy of any proposed methods, nor develop guidelines to
guide causality assessment. The findings also show that compared to systemic/internal ADEs, cutaneous
adverse reactions may be easier to diagnose early. There are also more accessible investigations available
to diagnose CDEs (e.g. morphology and evolution, tissue biopsy, direct immunofluorescence, indirect
immunofluorescence, in vitro blood tests, skin based confirmatory testing and HLA-typing). This may
allow for more accurate ascertainment of date of onset, progression, and improvement over time, making
the study of CAMS more effective and may even serve as the benchmark to appraise and develop
consensus guidelines for CDI in the future.

There are three main categories of ‘causality assessment and most of the proposed methods fall into one
or more of them. Algorithmic approaches (i.e. operational algorithms), were found to be the most
commonly studied method, had high sensitivity and PPV, and were easiest to use. Probabilistic approaches
were the second most commonly studied method and had the highest specificity and NPV, but were time
consuming, complex, and not always practical. Lastly, expert judgment, which was often used as the
standard when studying other methods, was subjective, and had poor intra/inter-rater reproducibility.
Confounding variables, including multiple medications and co-morbidities, compromise algorithmic
sensitivity and specificity. (6)

A small number of studies compared more than one CAM and when they studied a method that used
aspects of more than one category (e.g. combined algorithmic and probabilistic approaches), they were
found to have higher efficacy and reduced some limitations seen in the methods used separately. (3,26,30)
It has been suggested that greater accuracy may be obtained by first employing the method with the highest
sensitivity to capture true positive cases (e.g. algorithmic approach), followed by employing a method
with greater specificity to rule out the greatest number of true negatives (e.g. probabilistic method),
resulting in a higher percentage of true positives than either method alone.

Investigations: Lab-based, pharmacogenomic and confirmatory testing

Lab-based investigations are becoming more prevalent and may complement clinical CAMs. We
identified 11 studies and 14 reviews that compared various types of in vitro testing: lymphocyte
transformation test (LTT), interferon gamma release assay, CellScan technique, histamine releasing test
(HRT), HLA-B allelic variation, granzyme B-ELISpot assay, granulysin expression, cytokine beads array
assay, and chemi-informatics based QSAR model (quantitative structure-activity relationship).
Limitations of lab-based studies included cost, expertise needed to conduct tests, interpretation of results,
and the fact that lab-based ex vivo investigations may not be representative of in vivo conditions. As well,
allergies to drug intermediates or drug-carrier protein conjugates may result in false negatives because the
techniques often test the parent drug and not the intermediate or metabolite that may actually be the culprit
such as with acrolein, the metabolite of cyclophosphamide, responsible for hemorrhagic cystitis, a serious
ADR. (31,32) Generally, they have shown promising results, but with significant variability. If sufficiently
validated, these investigations may be useful alternatives to the riskier current gold standard, which is re-
exposure to the culprit drug.

Methods of confirmatory testing include re-exposure or provocation testing which can be done through
oral or cutaneous modalities such as with patch, prick and intradermal testing. The efficacy of this type of
testing varies on drug eruption type and causative drug. There is also a risk for severe reactions caused by
re-exposure to the culprit drug, even in small quantities. Confirmatory/provocation testing usually needs
to be performed 4-6 weeks after the eruption has resolved. Patch testing was reported to be most accurate
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for SDRIFE, AGEP, FDE, DRESS, MDE, and to a lesser degree SIS/TEN. Cross-reactivity between
different antiepileptic drugs was also detectable. (33-36).

Limitations:

This scoping review intended to collate all published, peer-reviewed works relating to CDI. Limitations
include the possibility that our search strategy did not to capture all appropriate papers. This was mitigated
by scanning the references of included papers to identify sources not captured by our search strategy. A
scoping review is descriptive and meant to gather available information rather than attempt to statistically
compare published methods, conduct meta-analyses, or determine superiority. Cutaneous reactions may
be easier to identify by patients and physicians than systemic ADEs. Some of the included studies used
national and international ADE registries that did not always specify if the ADE was cutaneous or
systemic. Some of the CAMs were studied using these databases containing all types of drug reactions.
This may have contributed to why some of the studied CAMs performed poorly and with low
reproducibility. Standard, or benchmark, methods for validating or comparing CAMs can be problematic.
The accuracy of the standard, which was most commonly expert judgment or provocation testing, may
themselves be inaccurate. Additionally, many CAMs do not account for polypharmacy, especially when
drugs are initiated concomitantly. Stopping multiple drugs may leave other co-morbidities untreated which
may be a potential confounder when assessing ADESs severity, response to treatment and resolution after
stopping the culprit drug.
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CONCLUSIONS:

The mainstay of managing drug eruptions is identifying and stopping the culprit drug, which can be
challenging. This review has synthesized the highest quality published methods available, focusing on
CDEs. While none of the 54 published methods have been shown to be the most effective, consistently
accurate, or widely applicable, some have shown promise, including CAMs that combine more than one
category (e.g. operational algorithms combined with probabilistic approaches), lab-based methods to test
for drug specific immune cells, and HLA-based pharmacogenomic risk assessment. Confirmatory testing
such as with provocation/re-challenge, patch testing, and intradermal testing are currently the gold
standard for correct drug identification, but they too can have variable efficacy, risks, and are mainly
applicable 4-6 weeks after the eruption has subsided. From this scoping review, more studies can be
conducted that integrate the strengths of published CAMs and avoid the limitations seen in past methods.
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Figure 1. PRISMA-ScR flow diagram mapping the process used to include and exclude publications.
*Excluded studies (n=282): Wrong study design (n=106), wrong outcomes (n=89), abstract only (n=28),
reviews with causality testing not included (n=16), wrong patient population (n=12), wrong setting (n=9),
pediatric only (n=7), posters (n=6), duplicates (n=5), unavailable (n=2) and not available in English (n=2).
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Table 1. The following electronic search strategy, developed with assistance of a research librarian, was
conducted with Medline (Ovid), Embase, and Cochrane Central Register of Controlled Trials
(CENTRAL) databases.

1. drug eruptions/ or acute generalized exanthematous pustulosis/ or drug hypersensitivity syndrome/
or stevens-johnson syndrome/

2. ((dermatolog* or skin* or cutaneous) adj2 (react® or complication*® or eruption* or rash* or caus*)
adj2 (drug* or medicat*)).ti,ab,kf.

. drug hypersensitivity syndrome*.ti,ab,kf.

. Stevens-Johnson Syndrome/

. Stevens-Johnson Syndrome*.ti,ab,kf.

. Toxic epidermal necrolysis*.ti,ab,kf.

. Acute Generalized Exanthematous Pustulosis*.ti,ab,kf.

[N ENe U NN Y)

. "Drug Reaction with Eosinophilia and Systemic Symptom*".ti,ab,kf.

9. Morbilliform drug eruption*.ti,ab,kf.

10. Fixed drug eruption*.ti,ab,kf.
I1.1or2o0or3o0r4or5or6or7or8or9orl0
12. guideline/ or Algorithms/ or Causality/

13. adverse drug reaction reporting systems/ or pharmacovigilance/

14. (drug chart* or probabili* approach* or algorithm*).ti,ab,kf.

15. ((Culprit* or Offend* or caus*) ad;3 (drug* or medicat* or agent™® or investigat™ or assess* or test*
or evaluat*)).ti,ab,kf.

16. (etiology or epidemiology).fs.

17. (etiolog* or epidemiolog* or guideline* or Pharmacovigilance*).ti,ab,kf.

18.120or 13 or14or 150r 160r 17
19. 11 and 18

20. (exp adolescent/ or exp child/ or exp infant/) not exp adult/

21. 19 not 20

22. exp animals/ not Humans/

23. 21 not 22

24. case reports/

25. (case report™® or case study).ti,ab,kf.
26. (editorial or comment or letter).pt.
27.24 or 25 or 26

28. 23 not 27

29. limit 28 to (yr="1993 -Current" and english)
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Table 2. A priori data extraction items for included publications in the scoping review.

Year published, author, country of publication, patient age, and gender predominance
Number of cases included in study

Cutaneous adverse reaction type(s) recorded

Culprit drug(s) identified for each drug eruption type

Latency between drug exposure and onset of rash

Risk factors and associated conditions

Method used to rule out other causes of rash

Drug cross-reactions, if indicated

Viral reactivation if indicated (e.g. HHV6& 7 for DRESS)

Tissue biopsy if performed to confirm eruption type

Causality assessment method used

In vitro investigations for culprit drug identification, if performed
Confirmatory/provocation testing, if performed
Quantitative/qualitative analysis comparing drug eruptions types
Statistical methods to analyze methods of culprit drug identification
Type of study and level of evidence
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Table 3: Characteristics of included papers (N=135; 109 studies, 26 reviews). ADE: adverse drug events,
SJS/TEN: Stevens Johnson syndrome/toxic epidermal necrolysis, MDE: morbilliform drug eruption,

FDE: fixed drug eruption, Drug rash eosinophilia and systemic symptoms.

Parameter Measure
Publication types included 135 (109 studies; 26 reviews)
Year of publication range 1993-2020

Country of publication

15 different countries:
e India 34 (31.2%)
Europe 24 (22.0%)
Israel 8 (7.3%)
North America 6 (5.5%)
South America 6 (5.5%)
e China 5 (4.6%)
e Singapore/Philippines/Malasia 4 (3.7%)
e Other: 22 (20.2%)

Age range of patients 0-95
Gender predominance Female 58 (53.2%)
Total number of ADE cases 656,635

Study types:

e Retrospective 81 (74.3%)
e Prospective 27 (24.8)
e Both 1 (0.9%)

Types of cutaneous eruption
e Number of studies (%)

33 different types:

e SJS/TEN 69 (63.3%)
MDE 39 (35.8%)
FDE 31 (29.1%)
DRESS 32 (29.1%)
e Urticaria 24 (22.0%)

Tissue biopsy performed

27 (24.8%)

Causality assessment methods

54 different methods

Causality assessment categories

e Operational algorithmic 34 (63.0%)
e Probabilistic 18 (33.3%)
e Expert judgment: 2 (3.7%)

Lab-based methods

¢ 9 methods
e 26 publications: 11 studies, 14 reviews

Studies comparing methods

29 (26.6%)

Studies with statistical analyses

19 (17.3%)

Confirmatory testing performed

21 (19.3%)

Table 4. Raw extracted data form. Supplemental. Excluded from pre-print.
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Table 5. Analysis and comparison of criteria/components of published methods of culprit drug identification. Green = criteria/component present,
White = criteria/component not present in method. L: latency; S: prior sensitization; A: alternate diagnosis; DL: drug level/dose change; C: challenge,
DC: de-challenge, RC: re-challenge; ET: eruption type; CT: confirmatory testing; O : other drug suspect; DCt: Drug chart; ASPS: Spanish
pharmacovigilance algorithm system C/D/P/C/V: certain, definite, positive, causative, very likely; P/L: probable/likely; Po: possible; R/U/D/C/Du:
remote/unlikely/doubtful/coincidental/dubious; N/U/E/Co: negative, unrelated, exclude, contradictory; Ua/Uc/C:
unaccessable/unclassifiable/conditional.

METHOD LS ADL CDC RC ET CT O DCt C/D/P/IC/V P/L Po R/UD/C/Du N/UE/Co UA/UC/C

Algorithms

Irey(124)

Karch &
lasagna(124)
Dangoumau(124)

Begaud(28)

Kramer (124)

Blanc(6)

Emanueli &
Sacchetti(6)

Naranjo(18,25,28,30,
39,53,56,60,124,127,
128)

Jones(28,124)

Evreux(124)

Kitaguchi(124)

Lagier (balanced
assessment
method)(6)
Cornelli(6)
Stephens(6)

Castle (6)
Venulet(6)
Loupi (124)

Stricker(6)

Hoskins &
Mannino(6)

Hsu-Stoll(6)

Maria & Victorino(6)

Koh algorithm(123)
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ALDEN(6,50,51,124)

Korean
algorithm(101,124)

French
pharmacovigilance
algorithm(10)

ASPS(43,135)

Liverpool(25)

Australian(13)

RUCAM (Roussel
UCLAF causality
assessment method to
acute liver injuries)

(13)

Jain(13)

TAIWAN (13)

ABO

system/European

ABO system(127)

T —
Gallagher(128)

Probabilistic approaches

Timelines

Literature search of
frequency drug
implicated

Marshford(6)

RegiSCAR(19)

Imputability
score(42)

Logistic
regression(24,25)

Updated logistic(3)

Revised
EuroSCAR(22)

Korean nation wide
registry(64)
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WHO(13,16,38,90,11
1,124)

WHO-UMC(111)

WHO AGEP
score(14)

Bayesian Adverse
Reaction Diagnostic
Instrument
(BARDI)(30)

CPMP(13,147)

MGPS (FDA-ARES)
+ EBO05/logistic
regression (83)

AMSP(72)

Moore(114)

Computational
Ensemble model(59)

Expert judgment

Arimone(6,10)

WHO global
introspection (6)

Variable
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Table 6. Published causality assessment methods that have been quantitatively studied. SN: sensitivity, PPV: positive predictive value, SP:
specificity, NPV: negative predictive value, SPVA: Spanish pharmacovigilance algorithm, BARDI: Bayesian adverse reaction diagnostic instrument.
Cornelli, Emanueli, Hsu Stoll, Jones, Kramer and Naranjo algorithms assumed all the identified adverse events were ADRs therefore presenting 0%
specificity and 0% NPV. Given (wider 95% ClIs) as a result of the small number of algorithm’s high sensitivity, even for serious or uncases
considered non-drug related by the GI.

Method SN PPV SP NPV  Strengths Limitations
Algorithms
Irey- Macedo 2006* 100% 88.6% 5.4% 100% SN for serious and unexpected Pathologic data, expense of clinical
events(124) data(6)
Karch & Lasagna- Macedo  73.1% 92.6% 21.4% 14.8% 3 decision tables easy to use (6)  Poor with unexpected events, good
2006 Relatively higher specificity SP at expense of SN (124)
(124) Rater judgment required, may be less
reproducible, reliant on previous
ADR reports (6)
Dangoumau 95.9% 89.6% 17.9% 37.0% SN for serious and unexpected Time intensive, each suspect drug
events (124) assessed separately (6)
Allows exclusion of concomitant
drugs (6)
Begaud- Benahamed 2005 83% 50.9% 98.3% 83.5% SN for serious and unexpected Time intensive, each suspect drug
events (124) assessed separately (6)
Allows exclusion of concomitant
drugs (6)
Kramer- Macedo 2006° 95.6% 89.1% - - Less affected by confounding Requires clinical judgment and time
(13) consuming (6 decision tables) (6)
SN for serious and unexpected
events (124)
Based on K & L
Accounts for multiple suspect
drug, drug interaction and ADR
due to withdrawal of drug, good
interobserver agreement (6)
Blanc 80.8% 90.2% 19.6% 15.9% Assesses time sequence, Less effective with unexpected
response pattern and underlying events, SN at expense of higher
disease(s) (6) specificity (124)
Relatively higher specificity Low inter-observer agreement (6)
(124)
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Emanueli & 99.7% 88.0% - - Less affected by confounding Alternate clinical states or multiple
Sacchetti(Macedo 06)° (13) suspect drugs can limit causality to
SN with serious and unexpected  ‘possible’ (6)
events (124)
Based on K & L, 8 yes/no
questions, quicker and practical
(6)
Naranjo SN with serious and unexpected Less effective if there is drug
e Benahamed 2005°¢ - - 100% 100% events (124) interaction or multiple suspect drugs
e Macedo 2006° 100% 88.0% - - 10 yes/no questions easy to use,  (6)
e Theophile 2013 100% 86.0% 11%  100% Good agreement between Arbitrary weighting of criteria (25)
Kramer and inter-observer (25)
Jones SN with serious and unexpected Does not consider previous evidence
e Benahamed 2005 50.0% 18.5% 53.3% 83.4% events (124) related to suspect drug, overlapping
e Macedo 2006° 95.1% 89.3% - - Based on Irey and K&L categories insufficient to prove
methods, quick and simple to causality, may be only applicable to
use (6) specific ADR assessment (6)
Kitaguchi (Macedo 2006) 99.8% 88.4% 3.6% 66.7% Less affected by confounding Variability of agreement with global
(13) introspection and less effective if
SN with serious and unexpected ~ ADR not previously reported (6)
events (124)
Used for post-marketing
surveillance, series of similar
ADE to determine causality (6)
Cornelli ° 100% 88.0% - - SN with serious and unexpected  Affected by confounding (13)
events (124), 5 criteria scored 1- Doesn’t take into account
4, easy to use. (6) dechallenge or prev knowledge of
drug event. (6)
Stephens- Macedo 2006 99%  88.3% 3.6% 33.3% SN with serious and unexpected More affected by confounding (13)
events (124)
Based on Kramer and Naranjo,
good for concomitant drugs or
other conditions (6)
Venulet- Macedo 2006? 100% 88.2% 1.8%  100% SN with serious and unexpected Reliability dependent on specific

events (124)
3 section 23 item checklist, high
agreement inter-rater (6)

ADRs and rater-expertise. (6)
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Hsu-Stoll® 100% 88.0% - - Sensitive even serious and Can required rechallenge after
unexpected events (124) dechallenge (6)
Consider all possible causes,
known associations between
drug and event,
dechallenge/rechallenge (6)
ASPS — Cabanas 2018/20 100% 69.2% 81% 100% Good agreement with re- Extensive criteria required, some
exposure results(43,135) subjectivity from rater(43,135)
Liverpool-Theophile 2013¢  100% 11.0% 100% 86.0% Overcome limitations of Naranjo ~Underestimation of causality due to
Simple to use flow charts (25) overdose, error of administration or
dose dependent events. Criteria
restrictive, high weighting on
rechallenge (25)
Australian 99.8% 89.2% 10.7% 85.7% SN with serious and unexpected Reliant on internal measures and not
events (124) prior knowledge of the suspected
Combines probability criteria drug profile (6)
with timing, laboratory criteria
(6)
Weber- Macedo 2006 57.3% 85.5% 23.2% 7.5%  Relatively higher specificity More affected by confounding (13)
(124) Decreased ability in unexpected
events, sensitivity expense of higher
specificity (124)
Probabilistic approaches
Logistic regression - 96%  78.0% 42.0% 83.0% More definitive assessment Complexity assessing many criteria
Theophile 2010 (2013) categories, computerized version and variables(7)
available to make analysis
quicker(7)
Updated logistic regression ~ 96.0% 92.0% 56.0% 71.0% Higher concordance with expert ~Complex with assessing many
judgment than Naranjo and criteria and factors (25)
Liverpool, overcoming the issue
of arbitrary weighting to specific
criteria, high SN and PPV (25)
BARDI® 94.0% - 50.0% - Overcomes limitations of Requires complex calculations, large

algorithms and expert judgment,
causation calculated from
epidemiologic, clinical, and case
data, reproducible, set weighting
for criteria (6)

amounts of data, time consuming and
requires significant expertise (6)
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Computational Ensemble 81.0% -
model (He 2013)°

67.4%

Good internal and external
validation, takes into account
culprit drug structure to predict
hypersensitivity to structurally
similar drugs.

Large case volume needed,
challenging to include genetics, and
infections in the model, Drugs of
different classes but similar
structures may increase false positive
frequency

Expert judgment

Arimone - -

Simple to use, considers all
patient data(10)

Arbitrary weighting of each criteria,
vague definition of ‘expert’(6)

WHO/global introspection

Most widely used, considers all
patient data, Simple to use (10)

Subjective, imprecision, bias(10)
Arbitrary weighting of each criteria,
vague definition of ‘expert’ (6)

Not considering prior knowledge or
statistical chance assessment(6)

*Pre-test condition: all cases assumed to no be due to other conditions resulting in 100% SN and 100% NPV

PPre-test condition: all cases assumed to be ADRs resulting in SP and NPV not being measured

‘Benhamed pre-test condition: SN and PPV unmeasured

dCases obtained from French pharmacovigilance database of ADRs so assumed to be all confirmed ADRs with 100% SN and SP

¢Not correct conditions to calculate PPV or NPV



https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.05.11.21257038

Table 7. Analysis of review article publications included in study. CDE: cutaneous drug eruptions; CDI: culprit drug identification; CAM: causality assessment
methods; EEM: erythema exsudativum multiforme majus.

lipid mediators

Skin biopsy: Cytokines,
chemokines, and
cytotoxic markers

methylhistamine, chymase, CCL2,
Dipeptidyl peptidase I, basogranulin and
PAF); in vitro (RT-PCR, immunoassays)
Delayed reactions: Early biomarkers
(genetic, transcription factors, cytokines
IFN-gamma, 1L-12/17/5/4, TNFa,
chemokines CCL27, CXCLS, eotaxin,
cytotoxic markers perforin, granzyme
granulysin, cell subpopulations
neutrophils, T-cells, NK cells and
eosinophils); in vitro (RT-PCR,
immunoassays, flow cytometer, IHC for
cytokines, chemokines cytotoxic
markers)

Review Subject Methods studied Data items Conclusion
Article
Daunton. | Approach for Type of drug eruption Host/drug factors affecting drug reactions Understanding types of drug eruptions,
(2017) suspected CDE Latency between suspect Diagnosing drug reactions specific latency periods, common
drug exposure and rash Features of SCARs: SIS/TEN, AGEP, culprit drugs and cross-reacting drugs,
onset DRESS and utility of confirmatory testing is
Features of SCARs Morphology: MDE, urticaria, important for managing drug eruptions
Discontinue drug and angioedema, photosensitivity, lichenoid
potential cross-reactors eruptions, eczematous eruptions, LCV,
Prevent re-exposure drug induced/exacerbated dermatoses
Common culprit drugs
Confirmatory tests for drug reactions (re-
exposure, patch testing, LTT)
Burbach Computer aided Computer aided Algorithms used in dermatology: ABCD Drug reaction databases for known
(2011) methods of diagnostic systems for of melanoma, Naranjo, ALDEN culprit drugs provide large amounts of
diagnosing drug drug-induced skin Utility of confirmatory testing data but results can be heterogeneous
hypersensitivity reactions with correlations obscured by data
reactions and CDI Naranjo Algorithms may not be applicable to the
for dermatologists ALDEN analysis of cutaneous hypersensitivity
and non- RegiSCAR reactions
dermatologists
Ariza Early biomarkers HLA associations Immediate reactions: Early biomarkers Provocation testing is risky and may not
(2019) for SCARs Serum inflammatory and (genetic, tryptase, histamine, N- be as useful in the acute setting

Biomarkers may be more useful before
reaction happens (e.g. HLA type)

For immediate reactions: Histamine and
tryptase are the most used and validated
biomarkers

For delayed reactions: HLA types are
useful in defined populations where
associations with certain drug/reactions
are established

Effector cell subpopulations,
cytokine/chemokine/cytotoxic
mediators require further study but may
be useful for diagnosis in the acute
setting
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Schopf Drug- - SCARs (EEMM, - Data from other studies including Mortality risk with SCARs
(1999) attributability in SJS/TEN) in German EuroSCAR Risk factors
TEN and SJS adverse drug reporting - Chart review
system database
- EuroSCAR
Dodiuk- Summarizes up- - ALDEN - Drug history Promising developments in
Gad to-date insights on - Diagnosis and - Clinical presentation management of SJS/TEN, but no
(2015) SJS/TEN management of - Suspect all medication (4-28 days before management or culprit drug
Protocol for SJS/TEN rash onset) identification guidelines
assessment and - Recommendations based - For causality assessment suggested HLA and in vitro testing need to be
treatment on pooled data history, drug exposure timeline within validated in clinical settings and made
last 8 weeks, ALDEN, potential use of in more accessible
vitro methods, and HLA testing
Daoud Review of drug - Drug chart and literature - Recognizing drug reactions Skin biopsy should always be done
(1998) history, timeline search for similar - Drug exposure history Confirmatory/provocation testing not
and rash type presentations - Drug timeline feasible and can cause severe reactions
Mereniuk | TEN management - ALDEN - Initial approach to TENS Beyond supportive care, there is no
(2018) based on analysis - Management of TENS after discharge established therapy for TENS
of literature Many centres have established their
own course of action
Patients should be counselled about the
recurrence of TENS with certain
chemically related agents
If a genetic predisposition is identified
for carbamazepine, phenytoin, or
allopurinol, family members should
undergo HLA typing
Patel Review contains 5 - STROBE statement: - Study characteristics and quality Patients with SJS/TEN range from 3-78
(2013) articles that might Reporting guideline with - Patient characteristics years

be included for
describing drug-
rash latency in
SJS/TEN

checklists for the
observational studies that
are essential for good
reporting

Selected studies were
divided into four regions
according to Central
Drug Standard Control
Organization to compare
the primary outcome
variable (causative
drugs)

Causative drugs

Incubation period and clinical features
Co-morbid conditions

Complications and mortality
SCORTEN score

Use of corticosteroids

Antimicrobials, anti-epileptics and
NSAIDs are the major causative drugs;
there are no regional differences in
reporting frequency

Carbamazepine, phenytoin and
paracetamol are the most common
culprit drugs from South, North and
West India, respectively

Patients with SCORTEN score of 3 at
admission show higher than expected
mortality

Corticosteroids are controversial in the
management of SJS/TEN
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Aberer Standardized Demoly questionnaire Literature review for drugs as Most drugs are haptens not antigens,
(2005) approach to Lab-based: Skin testing, complete/incomplete antigens complicating testing because the drug-
causality LTT, CAST-ELISA, 15- In vivo algorithms for work-up of non- protein conjugate would need to be
assessment HETE-determination, immediate hypersensitivity reactions assessed, not the drug alone
flow cytometry basophil Preparation of for patch testing Skin prick test for IgE mediated and
activation, leukocyte Practice guidelines patch testing for delayed
cytotoxic assay hypersensitivity
Provocation (challenge, Standardization of lab-based or
re-challenge) confirmatory testing is not well
Confirmatory testing: established and has significant risks
Prick and patch testing
Kotrulja Diagnostic Skin testing: Prick, 17 different types of drug reactions Many drugs can interfere with the
(1997) methods for drug scratch, intradermal and Categorized based on Gell and Coombs reaction to allergy skin testing (anti-
allergy conjunctival, patch, types of hypersensitivity reaction histamines, TCA, chlorpromazine and
scratch-patch and photo- benzodiazepines — type 1 HS;
patch corticosteroids - type 4 HS.)
In vitro testing: RIST, RIST, RAST, ITBDG — type 1 HS
RAST, ITDBG, LTT, (conduct 3-6 weeks after resolution of
CAST-ELISA initial reaction)
Provocation: Oral Use >4 types of diagnostic testing to
challenge diagnose a drug allergy
Consider oral challenge for conflicting
results - keeping in mind risk benefit
Dubey Reviews methods Clinical criteria helpful Pathogenesis Certain drug classes are most often
(2006) for causality in defining CADR: Risk factors implicated (ex. antibiotics and
assessment 1) Exclude other causes Types of ADRs anticonvulsants)
(viral exanthema) Clinical manifestations Symptomatic treatment may be
2) Temporal relationship Diagnosis accompanied by local skin care and, if
(drug use and onset) Differential diagnosis indicated, immunomodulating therapy
3) improvement Management with corticosteroids to reduce the

following drug cessation
4) Reactivation upon re-
challenge

5) Known
drug/cutaneous reaction
Skin biopsy, and
estimation of drug levels
in blood

Oral re-exposure, or
prick or scratch tests,
may be carried out, after
hospitalization

Preventative strategies

severity of the skin reaction

If therapy with the offending drug is
essential, it may be continued or
reintroduced using previously published
protocols
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Ardern- Review and - Recent guidelines on Initial investigations Diagnostic testing is complicated by the
Jones algorithm for optimal supportive care Management of AGEP, DRESS, SJIS/TEN potentially fatal outcome of drug re-
(2019) complex cases - Interventional treatment Diagnostic testing exposure and the lack of consensus on
for SIS/TEN the optimal acute therapy if a severe
- Consider in-vitro reaction is elicited
diagnostics, HLA testing
and skin testing before
drug challenge testing
Sharma Review of - In vivo testing: Incidence Most in vitro tests are unreliable for
(1996) stepwise approach Rechallenge, patch Classification and mechanism routine clinical use and are suitable only
to suspected drug testing, dechallenge Clinical manifestations for immunologic research
reactions - In vitro testing: Drugs associated with SIS/TEN Short steroid courses have been
Radioallergosorbent test Drug reactions in children and adolescents advocated in severe maculopapular
(RAST), ELISA, LTT, Stepwise approach: (1) History and reactions, EM and SJS especially early
MIF, LTA, Basophil physical examination, (2) In vivo testing, in the disease (within 48 hours of onset)
Degranulation Test, (3) In vitro testing.
Histamine Release Test,
Haemagglutination
Assays 108 and flow
cytometry
Barbaud Guidelines for - Drug patch testing Guidelines in skin testing Success of skin tests varies with drug
(2001) skin tests in the - Prick tests Drug imputability tested and features of the CADR
investigation of - Intradermal tests Guidelines in drug skin testing If negative, a drug skin test does not
CADRs exclude the responsibility of a drug
If positive, determine its specificity and
relevance
Compare all skin test results with those
obtained in negative controls, namely
patients who have taken the drug within
the last 6 months without adverse
effects, or even patients who have never
had contact with the culprit drug
Barbaud Usefulness of - Drug patch testing Analysis of guidelines for performing Value of drug patch tests depends on the
(2003) patch testing in prick, ID and patch tests clinical features of the CADR, the drug

drug eruption

How to perform/interpret drug patch tests
Drugs reported to yield positive reactions
How to define the relevance and the
specificity of drug patch tests in the
workup of cutaneous drug allergies

involved, the vehicle, the concentration
used, and the site where they have been
performed
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Paulmann

Timelines, drug

EuroSCAR

Clinical features

Severe drug reactions partly differ in the

(2015) chart, classifying - Histology triggering agents and latency periods
type of rash - Differential diagnosis between intake and onset of initial
correctly and - Epidemiology symptoms
reviews in vitro - Etiology Prognosis: SJS/TEN is poor and

- Therapy depends on patient's age, underlying

- SCORTEN conditions, extent of skin detachment;

- Allergy testing GBFDE is better but recurrences may
lead to more severe disease
manifestations; protracted and recurrent
courses have been described in DRESS;
AGEP resolves without problems

Bergmann | Role of in vivo - In vivo: Patch tests, - Sensitivity, advantages, and limitations of Patch testing remains first-line in most

(2019) and in vitro tests delayed-reading skin in vivo and in vitro tests in SCAR SCAR patients followed by delayed-
in the diagnosis of prick tests, delayed- - Proposed algorithm for culprit drug reading IDTs in the case of negative
SCAR reading intradermal tests assessment with in vivo and in vitro tests results (note: IDTs are contraindicated

- In vitro: Lymphocyte in SCAR in bullous diseases)
transformation test, LTT In vitro tests have shown promising
combined with cytokines results in the diagnosis of SCAR.
and cytotoxic markers Positivity is high with cyto-LTT but this
(cyto-LTT), cytokine has to be confirmed with larger studies
determination by means
of ELISA, ELISpot/bead
assay, HLA-markers

Cabanas Spanish guidelines | - Algorithm of the Spanish | - Guidelines on the clinical and allergy Calculate the index day and perform

(2020) for diagnosis, Pharmacovigilance diagnosis, management treatment and causality assessment according to the
management, System prevention of DRESS syndrome ASPS as soon as DRESS diagnosis is
treatment and - Patch tests - Practical recommendations (ASPS) suspected (at least score “Possible”
prevention of - Skin tests using RegiSCAR)

DRESS/DIHS - Lymphocyte In vitro tests should not be performed
syndrome transformation test before a minimal time interval of 4-8

weeks after the reaction and at least 4
weeks after stopping treatment with
systemic corticosteroids

LTT is the best documented assay for in
vitro DRESS diagnosis

Patch tests should be preceded by LTT
or performed as first line in
investigation of DRESS causality if in
vitro tests are unavailable
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Ingen- National French - French guidelines for EN | - ALDEN for SJS/TEN, drug chart and Prompt withdrawal of culprit drug(s),
Housz- diagnosis and care management timeline transfer of the patient to a specialized
Oro. protocol for EN unit, and maximal supportive care are
(2018) the cornerstones of patient management
Cacoub Literature review - Systematic review of - Individual methods not studied DRESS should be highly suspected with
(2011) of DRESS retrospective case series the presence of skin rash, liver
syndrome DRESS involvement, fever, hypereosinophilia,
and lymphadenopathy
High rate of HHV-6 and other herpes
viruses reactivation associated with
DRESS implies that HHV-6 and other
herpes viruses should be detected in
routine clinical practice
Ralph Causality - Algorithms: WHO, UMC | - Secondary effects Although we are not sure what level of
Edwards assessment in - Probabilistic - Causal chain: Temporality, consistency, risk is acceptable by the public at large,
(2017) pharmacovigilance strength, specificity, dose-response, let alone those rare individuals that may
experimental support, plausible have specific risk factors, we need to
mechanism for effect, coherence, analogy know much more about the type and
incidence of all risks
Pande Reviews - Clinical judgment - Principles of causality assessment There are multiple criteria or algorithms
(2018) commonly used - Algorithmic methods: - Challenges in developing causality available in ADR, indicating that none
CATs and its Naranjo, Kramer, Jones, assessment methods of them is specific or complete
implications in Karch, Bégaud, Adverse - Methods of causality assessment Most of these causality assessment tools
clinical practice Drug Reactions Advisory (CATs) use four cardinal principles of
Committee guidelines diagnosis: Temporal relationship of
- Bayesian methods or drug and drug reaction, biological
probabilistic methods: plausibility of the drug causing a
BARDI reaction, dechallenge, and rechallenge
Khan Reviews Naranjo, - Examines all drug - Scrutinize commonly used and recently Rechallenge is frequently detrimental
(2016) Karch, Kramer, causality tools (no focus developed methods of causality and impracticable
Begaud, WHO- on skin) assessment tools for the diagnosis of Probabilistic methods are dependent on
UMC, Liverpool, - Expert judgment (global adverse drug reactions and discuss their the preceding likelihood approximates
expert judgment inspection) pros and cons that may not be there

Probabilistic method
(logistic method)
Algorithm methods
Recent advances in
causality assessment
tools: Genetic, Liverpool,
and Pediatric algorithms

Suggests a method universally applicable
to all ADEs

The current diagnosis of ADRs is
empirically based, expert judgment
Probabilistic methods are liable to
generate cloudy causation results
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Agbabiaka
(2008)

A systematic
review of CAM
for adverse drug
reactions

WHO & UMC, Naranjo
BARDI

Probabilistic

Drug Interaction
Probability Scale (DIPS)
Karch and Lasagna,
Kramer et al., Blanc et
al., Emanueli and
Sacchetti, Evreux et al.,
Kitaguchi et al., Jones
algorithm,

French, Ciba-Geigy, and
Australian methods

Expert Judgement or global introspection
Algorithms

Probabilistic or Bayesian approaches
Advantages and limitations

- The differences in ADR causality
criteria and subjectivity of judgements
may be responsible for the lack of
reproducibility of most published
methods

- No ADR causality assessment method
has shown consistent measurement of
causality; therefore, no single method is
universally accepted

Meyboom | Review of the role WHO, Naranjo, UMC Efficiency - Causality assessment cannot eliminate
(1997) of causality Bayesian Adverse Use of causality assessment in uncertainty but can categorise it in a
assessment in Reactions Diagnostic pharmacovigilance: Signal detection, semiquantitative way
pharmacovigilance Instrument (BARDI) regulatory measures, patient care - Since none of the available systems has
European ABO system Limitations been validated, general case-causality
Yale algorithm Probability calculation assessment is of limited scientific value
Karch and Lasagna Actiological-diagnostic systems - The causality categories developed by
Hallas et al. WHO have the advantage of being easy
to use and internationally accepted
Meyboom | Review of Naranjo What standardized causality assessment Questions to address the role of causality
(1998) causality Uppsala Monitoring can and cannot do assessment in pharmacovigilance:
assessment Centre Weighing the balance of evidence: - Should causality assessment only be

Number of case reports, consistency of the
data, time and dose relationship,
plausibility of the hypothesis,
experimental findings, analogies in
previous experiences with other drugs,
nature and quality of the data

done in selected case reports (e.g.
unknown or serious adverse reactions)?
- Should one general system be used for
all reactions or are special systems
needed for specific adverse reactions?
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