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Fig. 1. The daily cypress pollen count in 2006 in Chiba and the symptom-
medication scores of the cedar pollinosis patients who received sublingual im-
munotherapy with cedar pollen extract were shown.
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Fig. 2. The symptom-medication scores of the cedar pollinosis patients
who received sublingual immunotherapy with cedar pollen extract in cedar
pollen dispersion period and in cypress pollen dispersal period were shown.
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THE LESS EFFECT OF THE IMMUNOTHERAPY FOR CYPRESS POLLINOSIS
BY USING JAPANESE CEDAR POLLEN EXTRACT
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Background: Japanese cedar and cypress pollen share a common antigen. The cedar pollen season is
followed by the cypress pollen season. However, both the clinical significance and involvement of cy-
press pollinosis in the treatment of the cedar pollinosis have not yet been clarified.

Methods: The clinical efficacy of sublingual immunotherapy with cedar pollen extract for cedar polli-
nosis was evaluated during the cypress pollen dispersal season in Japan. In addition, the change in
cypress pollen specific IgE antibodies of the patients with cedar pollinosis was examined before and
after the pollen season.

Results: Sublingual immunotherapy with cedar pollen extract did not improve the clinical symptoms
of the cedar pollinosis patients combined with cypress pollinosis in the cypress pollen season. The
cypress pollen specific IgE antibodies were found to demonstrate significant seasonal changes.
Conclusion: The presence of cypress pollinosis should therefore be taken into consideration when
planning the optimal treatment for cedar pollinosis. Sublingual immunotherapy with cedar pollen ex-
tract may not be effective for cypress pollinosis.
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