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Response to commentary by Drs. Poncet and Sénéchal

To the Editor
We thank Drs. Poncet and Sénéchal for their interest and critical
reading of our paper. We are well aware of their pioneering work on
molecular aspects of cypress pollinosis. However, the focus of our
paper was rather on epidemiological, clinical and diagnostic features
of peach allergy and not towards molecular pollen determinants.
We hereby provide answers to direct questions and notions
made by Drs. Poncet and Sénéchal.

1. In regard to literature references, we cited those we found
relevant for the scope and purpose of the paper and none of
the three
publications.

reviewers suggested citation of additional

To our knowledge, the paper by Hugues et al (2006) was indeed
the first to report an association between cypress and peach allergy,
and it is cited as reference 39 in our paperl. However, contrary to
the assertion by Poncet and Sénéchal, the authors of that paper did
not identify a pollen homologue of Pru p 7, which was first reported
as an allergen by Tuppo et al in 2013 2 put instead made the no-
tion “Because both allergenic extracts include a 45 kDa-allergen, it
should be the shared allergen.” Cup a 1, a major allergen in cypress
pollen, has a molecular weight of 43 kDa.

Experimental data from the Poncet team are currently avail-
able for BP14 and snakin-1, neither of which have been officially
recognized and named as allergens by the WHO/IUIS Allergen
Nomenclature Sub-Committee (www.allergen.org, accessed May 4
2019).

Other papers cited by Poncet et al are either replies or reviews.
We prefer citation of original, peer-reviewed research. However, the
review on cypress pollinosis is also cited in our paper as ref 41.

2. This case report of one patient with discordant FABER IgE and
BAT results would have brought little if any further information to
the reader. In our hands, the FABER test displays highly sensitive
detection of IgEto Prup 7.

3. As noted above, BP14 has not been officially recognized as an
allergen.

4. Snakin-1 is out of the scope of our publication.

5. Recombinant Pru p 7 was biochemically and immunologically
characterized as described in section 2.6 * and additionally by cir-
cular dichroism spectroscopy, but, given the focus of the paper,
we did not consider it relevant to show and elaborate on such
data, nor was there space available. It was also not suggested by

any of the three reviewers. However, the BAT results shown in
Table S3 demonstrate a similar functional potency of natural and
recombinant Pru p 7 which suggests an authentic folding of the

recombinant protein.

o We do not agree that assessment of anti-microbial activity of
recombinant Pru p 7 and several of the other specifics men-
tioned would be necessary to validate the association between
cypress pollen allergy and peach allergy as suggested (but not
yet done in their publications) by Drs Poncet and Sénéchal.

o The cypress species used was Cupressus sempervirens.

o The pollen was extracted and clarified by standard methods.
We did not consider total protein concentration to be infor-
mative in relation to the purpose of the experiment but chose
instead to determine the potency of the extract by titrated
inhibition of IgE binding to Pru p 7, as described in section 3.5.
That potency determination guided the choice of inhibitor
concentration in the single-point inhibitions shown in figure
5A. 15% (w/v) means a concentration corresponding to 15 g of
pollen (dry weight) per 100 mL of liquid, a manner of express-
ing concentrations also used by Poncet et al in their papers.

o The specificity of inhibition with the pollen extract was en-
sured by a complete lack of inhibition of binding of dog dander
specific IgE to dog dander ImmunoCAP (e5) and is further in-
dicated by the lack of significant inhibition in some samples as
shown in figure 5A. Had the inhibitory effect of the cypress
pollen extract been due to unspecific blockade of IgE, no such
results would have been obtained.

We hope that our response will provide sufficient clarity and explana-
tion to the questions raised by Drs. Poncet and Sénéchal.
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