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1) and Movilisin® spray and its constituents and etolen-
damate (case no. 2) were also performed. | day after
patch application, | of them was uncovered and ir-
radiated with a PUVA-500 irradiation unit (Herbet Wal-
mann Schwenningen, Germany) for 30 min. Readings
were performed at 2 and 4 days. The results are shown
in Tables | and 2.

Photopaitch (ests reproduced, in both cases, the same
lesions that occurred with the topical application of Flo-
goprofen™ spray (case no. 1) and Movilisin® spray (case
no. 2). A photopatch test to etofenamate in case no. 2
was also positive. Patch and photopatch test were per-
formed in 15 control patients with negative results.

Discussion

Flufenamic acid and etofenamate are anthranilic deriv-
ates with anti-inflammatory properties, Flufenamic acid
is an ester form of etofenamate, with very similar chenii-
cal structure. They are usually administered topically.
Flufenamic acid may be administered orally also. with a
high frequency of gastrointestinal symptoms (30-60%).
Despite their wide use, there are few cases of contact
dermatitis (1-7, 9) and contact urticaria (8) reported.
suggesting a low allergenic potential,

Our results strongly suggest that both cases are photo-
allergic contact dermatitis due to etofenamate (case no.
I) and fufenamic acid (case no. 2). A positive photo-
patch lest to etofenamate in case no. 2 suggests a poss-
ible cross-reactivity between both drugs. No previous
references to this entity have been found.
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Allergic contact urticaria from poppy flowers (Papaver rhoeas)
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Case Report
A 20-year-old atopic man presented with a long-stand-
ing history of contact urticaria and [acial oedema
after contact with poppy flowers. He had a previous
diagnosis of atopie, mite-allergic bronchial asthma
since childhood, as well as peanut and Rosaceae fruil
food allergy.

Poppy flowers (Papaver rhocas) were freeze-dried,
powdered and subsequently extracted at a 10% w/v ratio
in NH;HCO; 20nM, pH 8.0 at 4°C for 1 h under mag-
netic stirring. The resulting suspensions were centrifuged
at 39.000 ¢ for 20 min. dialyzed against distilled water
and filtered through a 0.22 ym pore-sized membrane.
The crude extract was glycerinated at 50% v/v in 0.9%
NaCl and adjusted to 3.3 mg protein/ml. On prick test-

ing with this preparation, the patient showed positive
(66 mm) results, while 20 atopic controls were nega-
tive. Paper disks were activated with BrCN and coupled
to the poppy extract al a protein concentration of | mg/
ml. Specific IgE against poppy flower was positive (class
3) and negative against poppy seed.

Discussion
Poppy flower (Papaver rhoeas) is an annual. bright red-
flowered plant of the Papaveraceae family, 20-60 ¢cm in
height. It grows as a weed in cereal {wheat. oats. ¢1c.)
field and country roads. Other plants of the same family.
such as Dicentra spectabilis, have been reported as
causes of allergic contact dermatitis (2). There are also
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references on food allergy to poppy seed (3-5), but no
previous: references have been found to IgE-mediated
contact urticaria from Papaver rhoeas flowers.
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