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Abstract

WHO-UMC causality assessment criteria; the standard method for routine

pharmacovigilance (PV) in Thailand, was very seldom used in comparison with the Naranjo’s
algorithm. Since some parameters of Naranjo’s algorithm could not comply with the current
clinical practice and/or that it gave off a different interpretation among observers, Thai algorithm
was developed. This study aims to evaluate the validity and reliability of Thai algorithm and
Naranjo’s algorithm for assessing a possible causal link between a drug and an adverse event
using WHO-UMC causality assessment criteria as reference and the acceptability of Thai
algorithm. The study was divided into 2 phases. For phase 1, 161 case reports published in an
international and national medical or medicinal literature during the previous 5 years were
retrieved and evaluated by 9 observers, 4 physicians and 5 senior pharmacists. Each report
was randomly assessed by 3 independent observers and 3 methods. While phase 2, 600
individual case safety reports (ICSRs) during 2012 were randomly sampled from 30 hospitals
of the Ministry of Public Health as stratified by 3 levels of hospital size. A hospital pharmacist
with PV qualification was selected to evaluate 200 reports (drug-event pair) collected from
each level. Every report was randomly assessed by 3 independent observers and 3 methods.
Results expressed as certain/probable probability scores were defined as positive result and
assessed for validity and reliability using sensitivity, specificity and kappa statistic. The frequency
was used for acceptability. A total of 161 (phase 1) and 600 (phase 2) ratings for each method
were assessed. Comparing with the WHO-UMC criteria, Thai algorithm showed similar validity
to Naranjo’s algorithm in both phases. Sensitivity of Thai algorithm and Naranjo’s algorithm
were 79% and 80.8% with a specificity of 66.7% and 61.1% in phase 1. 75.1% and 75.5
of sensitivity with 66.4% and 67.2% of specificity were found in phase 2 of both methods
respectively. The inter-observer reliability of three observers was fair in all methods and both
phases. Cohen’s kappa value of the WHO-UMC criteria, Thai and Naranjo’s algorithm was 0.33,
0.12 and 0.21 in phase 1 and 0.33, 0.22 and 0.21 in phase 2 respectively. For the acceptability,
80.3% of observers were accepted to use in routine practice. In conclusion, Thai algorithm
and Naranjo’s algorithm had similar sensitivity and specificity for assessing ICSRs in daily practice,
using the WHO-UMC causality assessment criteria as reference. Thai algorithm program development

is requested for acceptability.

Keywords: Thai algorithm, Naranjo’s algorithm, WHO-UMC causality assessment, Validity,
Reliability
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wndgideavigy mneis 019158unmdfiTienu mnudsmauazuszaunsalumsisoumsaou/
Womshundrinendin uaz/sendvnssunatinlisnng 2 U mnuvivedelulssmalnevioduummed
fiuszaumsallusiunisiaeu ADRs lulssenuialsisinndt 5 Y 1wy nssuns/eynssunis/shausy ADRs

999l59Ne1Ua

wndvnsfidenvigy wneds o1ansdindvnsiidnianisdnuimesnundeineinain uaz/vie
ndvnssueddn uasiiuszaumsaflumsaeu/AdeluSonndvinenatinindunssuaddnlisng 2 ¥ an
wninedtlulsemelne vieundunsiiivszaunsalluiunisfioniu ADRs lulsswenuialiiding 5 9
wazidlalunszuiunsUseliuaudNiusgeame (causality assessment)

F091N0YOUNISINY \

158Nl UASTIIITUNISNAFBUAIUATILALANUIEIUDLATEIND Feiivatadadeiotadinase

N15338 WU asrAuikazUsraunsalauadiln UssaunisalnisldiaTesiievesUseiiiy anuasudiu
wazdudouranaguiegne (398913 ADRs) Tun1sil idelaneneuantedninsenanlaenisivunnuaudd
Y035 Uszliu wazAndenIswareuiidesUssliulaenisgu egelsinny nsUssdiuniseensunisly
Thai algorithm Tussezdl 2 Aldiwaudediniies 30 fwege e1aliauisaasuilusunuvaunduns
A a wa ¥ @ v Y v ! gy < ¥ o v =2 a v ] !
MR umsEhseTanulaeadesuels uinailaziludeyaiidilunmsfinuddeludusoly

NSUSEINLNISTS Thai Algorithrr’
AASUMSHnONOINISIKNRNUSSANAINNNMISTSUN



JSSTUNSSU
C AU UNINYaION

IUOAONAISSTUNSSURINBadoV \

AdUSI A (causality) WWuauduiusves 2 wnnisal
(event) Mduamg (cause) uazwa (effect) Fsiu Tnewmnnisaidl 2 setdu
KaSWARIINYIANISAININ Yot anvmnsinmnnisali 2 o1ailifistadeien
fifuanmnlaenss (direct cause) wisluuasoradaldanrastiade
yiieorainaintadennnit 1 $auffu (co-factor) femnil msUssidiuar
FuiusiFaanive (causality assessment) 1oszyiivmmsalliifisUszacdd
Aetuszmrinsnsldonfianuduiusiveniisnunieluednsls vionamaniuh
win1sadananadueinishifislszasdannslden (Adverse Drug Reactions;
ADRs) w3elallusgduanuduiuslaty Fuduamuimeesiannluey
sz isanulasnsiuniuen (Pharmacovigilance) Wil lesannransusediu
auduiudidsanny Lifsaduniaddudadeildusznaunisdnddy
AudIFUes ADRs iy wigflanuddyenisussiiuuselonivay
Arandssweseniiug Snde ialuseiuiianyarauarsedulszing namie
Tuszautalnueaa nan1sussiiuiivsgleviltussnaunisdnduladonuuims
mssnwnfmnzay Uasadudmsugilae aslonauazauguusiesnisiin
pIm3/mnsallafisUssasddinamen fenivanidewviossiinsy Tansld
prasereluresyaainamansunmslunulszsiniaasuioa (routine
clinical practice) vaszdiluseiulszing deyasananidunilussivszney
fimisnumueuiiiuguasugazgUszneunissiasuelflunisnse
Judyanuanadsysunsievesen nanaulszneunsdnduladaleuns
Rerfunsivuaannsnsiiiean/muay wiedesiusunienienuides
VDIE
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Auiflosain ADRs annsaiiatuldnvannvaneanve sandadodundndusion Bnsudmsen
RN3LIMINeINUL (drug-drug interaction) #395¥1I1991915AUYN (food-drug interaction) SIUAIEN1IY
Tsafifthendu wu Tsausednin aazunsndeudun fefu lunsussdiunnuduiusisamnt Jadudusios
firsamniladefioraduanivnediauiau uazasousqulunnUssiiiu uenaint welinansussdiuiy
ey wdesdlefldmsannsousaiiududiafindewdy aunsoldldazmnlunuuszdmig
URoR FaldfinsiauitnsussidunnuduiusiBiaumniuesnamninevainuaeds egralsfinn
é’ﬂﬂﬂiﬂﬁ%%iﬂﬁ%‘ﬁﬁﬂﬁﬂuﬁEJazJ%'Uﬁuiﬂaﬁﬁﬁuﬁ%ﬂua%ﬁﬁﬁem (no single universally accepted as gold
standard) Losnusiagisiigauiunazgafesiuanaiy

1. 38NMsUSITUAIWALWUSIFIANNN (Causality Assessment Method)

aal a VU v & a 1 Y Q3 aa v A v a aa
’Jﬁﬂ'ﬁﬂi%LMUﬂ’J’]MﬁNWUﬁL%\‘Iﬁ’]LMG} ﬁ’]?,ﬂiﬂLLUQGﬂﬂJE‘ULLUUi@ILUU 378%aN AB ﬂ?i@]@]ﬁﬂiﬁ]ﬁ’]ﬂﬂﬁﬂﬂ
VaILTEIv8Y (Expert judgments/Global introspection) NslyAAIAILNIATEIY (Algorithm) Lagdsnng

anamuazdu (Probabilistic or Bayesian approaches)

1.1 mséfﬂﬁﬂwwﬂﬁﬁnmaqpﬁﬁimﬂnzy, (Expert judgments/Global introspection) tJuisn1s
S Afmslduun fussifutnasduuns viedidenmadundying eatn (clinical pharmacologist)
mszahulng] ADRs aznmanulngyanadina fusziiuevendufiorngeuiemienns feagunanis
dnaulatenfiasdoilonaduaivmuesnisia ADRs lussdvlathy Winrnnsiansandeyandngrudived
amgueINI9in ADRs Aiflogianun Tulssduaruddguasintinuestoyadandn FBiutasyiildmng
ueiliimngfagliifuedosilonnnsgu iesnniumsussiusenissadesyaunisainiedin auaule
uarosdnuivesUsuidiuutazay vhlsnanisussdudlusazadaliasd Monalduanisussdumiion
st (poor reproductively) asgnirsdssduvdelnedUssiliusedu (inter-intra reliability) uenainil
gevmaalusla (lack of transparency) wsizunenseal lufinsedusiefeneazidunvesmanisanaula
viepnaarliannsaesuiemapanarnsidinvesdeagunanisUssdiuld Fnsifausoduuneentsidu 2
sUuuy Ao suuuulisllassaine (unstructured) uazguiuuLUUAdlATIa (semi-structured)

1) wuuliidilaseasne (unstructured) WWunsussunldfinisimunnseuiuifn wanunoe
W3oMmTinUszneun1sanau nansussilivtuanuiudiuiiveausediunianun (a completely subjective

opinion of an evaluator)

2) wuunslaseadng (semi-structured) Wunsuseliuiiinsounwifn nannuel sefain
g v o v & a oo I A Ay o A o =3 D g D
ddmiudunnmansussidundaaug nanee Tteimuaieliulssiiuiasdeyannasldusenaums
#915u1ddlevlstne sawdwwmansasuraussdiy mensiruailusdseaudesusenaumedeyals
vivoliithsedals feg1einsussiiuguiuuil W inauin1sussidiuaudunusidaa ung vedasan15ausie
lan (WHO-UMC causality assessment criteria) lafnviunasrusenevvesdeyadidgildlunisusediu lown
ANNADAARBITENINIATLARMANTAl (event) AunaNlasue N1seduIEmEnNEMuNdYINeIvasI9
avdeviseusingnsainemdtiniiietu Yadeidsduionaduannguesnisiinmnnisal iy ANz ugunIn
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v03ffihe s1duvdeansduiilitim nanisnovaueadlefimangneniiasds (dechallenge) wialdsueniiasdos
(rechallenge) AuuAnsveslayadIzrdmaliladeazussiuauinazdu (probability) veemuduRus
L%ammaﬁlmﬂﬁmﬁu TneFamsiuimansusediudu 6 seiu fe certain, probable, possible, unlikely,
conditional/unclassified Wag unassessable/unclassifiable (mﬂwu'm‘ﬁ 1) 35nsuUszsiliuvasaay
(Swedish Method) 1#uABnsiifimslilaemheifuguasuevesussimaaiiou doyailiUsznaunisfiansan
11 7 Usmidu 1A (1) mnuduiudidanan (2) Yeyalusfnveseniasdy (3) auduiusivauinaveseily
(dose relationship) (4) sULUUNIABUEUBIRBYN (response pattern to drug) (5) NanslenEn (rechallenge)
(6) anmnduq nsiannglsaiidueg (7) eiili3am naagunsusziiiu uwseenidu probable n3e possible
LA non-assessable 38 unlikely 35n15UszilupIMSUTUSITIE UM TZUY ABO Yasannmelsy (European
Union ABO system causality assessment) {uiafifmuniulnenazynusunudissfinnulasnde
AUEN awmwsﬂsﬂ (The European Union Pharmacovigilance Working Party) Lﬁais’ﬁéauﬁ’uiuﬂzjwsmm
gl5U Inswuawanisuszifiueanidu 3 nqu Ao A, B uaz O swuﬁiﬁwmﬂﬂmmwmaamsm'lulﬂudawﬁwm
nsfinnsan fieasiBeninaiinisussfiudauandunissd 1

M15197 1 NUIIN1FUTHTUANNTUNUSIAEINN 52UU ABO vasannInglsy

n&u (categories) Hgu (definition)

A BNUNTMANAR (good reasons) wazilveyafitilesneazeeusuianuduiug
Baanmgluszauidedie (plausible) vsewunagly (ikely) Inglidndudeseglusediv
wazlyoeneds (highly probable)

Aa v a

B srenuifideyaifivanefiozsensuitenaasdauduius Bsanvg Tusedv
91939¢1% (possibility) nanade ldldinasdululals (not impossible) waglsly
laithagls (not untikely) Anuideslosdilsiiueuvioaadsdifoads 1wu mndeya
ueens vizelsiiivdnguiteanefiazesuneviteenaazidululiinAnanaimnu

o} senuniivegualamananidaibiliarunsadsadiula Wy aedeyaniedoya
fanudaugniu

1.2 ULUUYAMAIANIATEIU (algorithm) BN sUssdiuiseneumeynfaunsediniiieades
fumgnisal Uszdiulaensmoudanuusazdeidududuneu (step-by-step) fogiunainnanguiuy
Freifuunun i (fow chart) msmissindula (decision table) ifoft Ao anaruaguiade vidonansuseidiu
filsigonadostuszinefuszidiu Tl a.a. 1981 MsUszyuuuAfian & Ussmaaiawosiaus fidszy
Uszneusietinivnig fileamgeuihsyienuvasadosuet ldsmfuasulssifudanuiinasdes
firsanld 9 Fo el

(1) leSvennewiawmnnisel wisly
(2) Ane1n1s o Udhauiilden (site of application) w3l
(3) Aawmmsainmevidlisuelutanaiiaonndosfusseznaniafin ADRs vesetiu (Drug/

adverse reaction interval) %39l
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(@ wmnsaifAstuTIngaiult (acute onset) mendsldsuen viol

(5) mﬂﬁﬁl’lﬁaﬂﬁﬁl%’]ﬁﬂﬁﬁﬂLﬁﬁlﬂﬁiﬂj ludnweugiau (positive recahallenge) wssly
(6) mangneiasderihlivansaimeduund wieRtu (positive dechallenge) violal
(1) mgaeildulunanientu viol

8) nefienunaiavemsnidnvusforiuinnefiadenden el

9) wnsaifAadu ADRs Ansuiulagimiuinfnanefiasde (known ADRs) vdslsl

MevaainsUssiiuaMudITus3EmnvessnuaIvaensegUlgianizsne (Individual
Case Safety Report; ICSR) gnnuaniusiuusednvesaudiliseiinuvasnsdenuessauyf (National
Pharmacovigilance Center) lafin1sWauIwazingns3Isn15UseluAudunusi8ea1ie wuu algorithm
sonuegsiaiiles Wmneelimsussiulidnuusduszuy anonfvesiusziiiu Wldnansusziuni
Araniies aunsavssdusudldnafivilowdn dsnisaglinansUssduiimdoutunnas dmeuves
uiazdedossamseiu vl wilsiiauntulieuunndeiululssdudeyaihinldusenounisiedinm
LLazﬂﬁsiﬁfwwﬁﬂﬁaﬂmﬁwﬁmmaqLwiazﬁwmm wonani PTG RN R R fvariaidunnunn
visomsmsdndulafiuszneusmeyadniidesdeiu lidnoudt “ly” vie “luly” Wumsimuniianis
N13UTELIU 19U Karch and Lasagna algorithm, John’s algorithm, Ruskin’s algorithm M’%@Lﬁué’ﬂwmzsqm
Aanuiinisimunavesfneutessaztaliunziuy agUunanissudiiu lnsthwasiuvesifneuilaly
Wisuiteuiuadimuualuusaysesu feghiansussdiudnwaeil Wy Kammer's algorithm, Naranjo’s
algorithm (marwandi 2) Roussel Ulaf Causality Assessment Method (RUCAM) agnslsfinny uiiinesdss
nsUsedufivannvanesananitnesu LLGiﬁz’J'a;ﬂaﬁwﬁﬁyﬁlﬁﬂumm%miﬂizLﬁuﬁlfu'meﬁmﬁ'umﬂﬂfﬂ

Stephens way Agbabiaka wazamy linumunisldiadesiiowuu algorithm Tunnsuszdiu
anuduiudiBsaumgues ADRs wutn fidwauliidindt 30 3 wiagviadinnuuansstuidefuazdosdos
sinafiu SveIRlddmsuUseidiu ADRs ﬁalﬂﬂqﬂﬁuﬁm W Naranjo’s algorithm wagsfiiamnauiioUsyidiu ADRs
V1Bialaesinzia1ae Wi RUCAM fiimulag The Council for International Organizations of Medical
Sciences (CIOMS) Tdmsuussiliuanudunusidsamaniiziivdeduaingl (drug induced liver injury)
uilainulafiduaness i uilsensuintuisiaian uenaind wui san1susediuge algorithm faay
LANFNgINNaNITUsEIumEIsN1sinaulanieediin

doyas1agiltidunaminisusady uiisnsussifiuiuy algorithm axfimswamnogng
sorflosnnunenannuass uiteyaddildfunusinisussduiedondetudealdwed

1) pdenARBTEINATIiAR ADRs fuaillé¥uen (time to onset of ADRs) fivsis
AMNFLUSAULAT (temporal relationship) 1@ LAAATIEUNUTEA anaphylactic reaction Aeundslasuen
fasdelunamnii mafauzdanondsiuaiadesoleadunaiu

2) mseduesedeyasiiads 1wy qrsnundyinevteivingwess doyasienumaiin
ADRs Tuafnvoseniiasde o1n1suanamsadiniiustinu ADRs veseniiasde viainsdiseauniain ADRs
Snvadananisuelunguieniu

3) Yaduidssduiionaduainguesniaia ADRs 1u nnzvesithe lihesdulsaifiieinds
Duvelsasiudun UseiRnsldenluefin envdendndaeiduiildsiu (concomitant drug/product) nsu3ms
gfionaneliAnURSe ey (interaction) viensléiugiAuvuia
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4) Naéuaamim;w%aammmmﬁméﬁ’a (dechallenge) vdamsldeniasdosn (rechallenge)
litaufunislislaeddle wiolaglidala (accidental rechallenge)

5) ManadeuINIE (specific test) ATuuldinennisdnarninanefiasds

Toruazdotain Bnssuluuuundniuasgudiden de tevilissduldnmn
duannnesdoyailiusenounisUsediu vilfenumamsUssiduldfinasgusnndu uasiUssiiuiing
Ussidiuegadussuy wilidadnfn Ao ldanunsaussiiududilinansiinnasa damudoauugesening
gnd1na (algorithm) asandiauuansdlunaeiildussdiu fesnumouuazniswans Talawnn
ATIRFRUANHYNARURLAarIsla annsadesiunisiinuiin vseanaiuend (bias) vewUsuiiiule

o w o

wena Nt Msmvuahuinuasgiuvisenislianuddymauusaztendsliilugusssundaay wiusas

v A

1ALV B ENHNANTUTELIUNALBUNY LANSULANUALNELANATIAU

1.3 AdmsddRnuuazilu (Probabilistic or Bayesian Approaches) {unisuseifiuanuiieg
Juvesenuduiudszriamnsaiiifatuefiasdesonsduaddmnuives Bayes Aanuiasiiu
posterior odds Ifnnsiieuiisunmsiaziduiidiinanndeyanseadnviedeyanisszuinine1is
oElu (prior odds) fudfiduanildandeyafifieglutiagtuvesiineseiu (ikelihood ratiors of case
information) duusenaumeUsyinvesthuneuinmnnsel ANUdTLsAWIa dnyazvedmgn1sally
flalszasdvienansiamaios fifin1s nansvgaeniiasdouaznislviend

Wigniatudieantediiasie vesiinmsUsaduuuunisdndulanisedinuazuuuyn
founesgu ief fo LI ATANanBEn Bavgumudnuneveaniaiin ADRs wrawuiia n1sUsziiue
ausalvinaimilowdy (reproducible) wilidadnfin fio nisAulndaNgeen Fudou Tdauin
Tunmstssiiuusiazads uazAnnuasndures prior odd dinlsiasd UANATENINUTTVINTUARENAY
uenantl Jeyafildsiuan likelihood ratios siliiasufuanysaiognies dmaliinmemuiaiienuiinnain
FiaddumngAunsTilumsujifoulssuielssfiunemuitiemens maedanugendudou
fosnainan wazlssaunisnige egnalsfiniy Yaguuiinisuszandlididananilunismsadudynya
e AL mmL?iwuaw’mﬂgm%yjammﬂﬂﬁﬁyj 1w N13lY The Bayesain Propagation Neural Network
Analysis (BCPNN) 1uﬂﬁm’sﬁlf{’fué’mw§mmﬂmmL?iswaamamgm%zﬂa WHO VigiBase™ ¥83 Uppsala
Monitoring Centre (AugUszanuanuiiseisannudasndesaugivesesiniseundelan)
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2. donasAtviunisidwanisus:idunIWALWUSIFIATINA

WiHAN1INTUTEUANMUATUSTEE Serinamensalliinfiuenasdeasiinnudidaluau
hseTaenuuasnfusuensina1ndeu weanisianuwaziinanisuselulUldidemsendeinnanisusyiiu
annsounlultlanazliles anunisien 2

M19197 2 FennsusslivaMuduNuSIBE i lawazsinlaila

Aefivinld (can do) Aeiivinlalld (can not do)

anAnuiuilinseiuszniUssdu Faanudululavesnnuduiuslugausualdegng
anAed

' ) & v o o & ° ' ! =g . =

wisszauvesanudulllavesanudusius TUUNANUUANA19TENINTANTY (valid case) :nnsel

laflel (invalid case)

srysERuANLdAgTIgUEUIBRNE Y figauanudenleassniramnnsaliue)
FELfiNeIAnNUSarAansAUN1TUTEEY wanaflanaveseineliiinwmanisallufiaUszasdlungs
Usunw

Wasudanliwdusududiniuey

3. unuINNISUS:ITUAIUAUWUSIFVATINQ

uRauAnAITTY 1980 Ansussiumuduiuideamnlsgnrunlidudiunilweansujifnu
Usgdlunuihszfimnnasafefuswesgudszduravhlan lngdSnsussduiléfinmuunnsietu Tu
uazdszna 1wy Ussmdlunguanninglsy Saissidudemonfieddfdng sufuuuiifiasads
Farou uazsansUsiduilditimsdangusziumnminaziduiisnetu 1wy Ussmagesuil wiadu 3 ngu fe
Muualinan1sUszdliuszau “0199gld (possible)” unguranisuszifiuuin (positive category) Han1s
Uspilusesu “lulef (untikely)” \BungumansUszidiuau nguiimde Ao nauil “lugiwisadangu (not
classified) %30 Ilavszidiu (not evaluated)” Tnglaifigamansane uslusymanSamanduiiguuuunis
Usgiiluifianuiamthnissmadu fe Ussilulnsnisiansanandeyandngiulu 3 Ussiiu loud A
duugeULIaT (time relationship) NM53tadeuenlsa (differential diagnosis) WageIAAINFAINITIUNTIY
(literature knowledge) dwsulszwamusosuaudUszliulaenuinnsUszduiuauluavguazkaid
fugnmvesnsadisne luvasianserandnsndulimmuelinsussiiududiunilweanuuszd
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4. msUs:10unUAUBUSIIvAIKOIaUS:INAINY

fukausinssnsnassng lnsdihouamgnssunse ez lidaksguiiihss Tenuaonse
AUNERASINEUNIN (Health Product Vigilance Center; @ugl HPVC) o Juaudszaumd (Ausengud
Aanmenislifisszasdannnislden) vihmihdisuiaveuriannssuuauiihsg Ssmnuuaeadesuen wui
Tudhausnnsussidiuanuduiusideanng sudunislasanynssunsivinw uazsidmindigud HPVC 33
MaUszliuddwnunaeiosdnisewdelan uwilssandutassiuaruunnzduiios 4 seau laud Towid
(certain) W1azla (probable) ®13agle (possible) wazlsiunla (unlikely) 6?}&Lﬂmez/‘lﬁi%’ﬂszl,ﬁuﬂszﬂauéf’m%uua
1) MNADAAZDITTNINTLEEIANFUTMIEUAZMTAREINST 2) mnuAdesiulsailiuegriesmie
answpiidug ldsmde 3) Gﬁaga%amﬂ%’m%ﬂm (rechallenge) 4) an1sTiinaInsnedUEFEgMETINg
ndringnteiulsngnisainnandinfivinzan 5) wainnisvgagihlieinisituvestnsmely
(dechallenge) Inglsaguluguuuumsnsusznaunsuszifiununsisit 3 Gasomnldrunnlnsusziiuaiy
s Bsanmudiunilsvesnissenu ADRs fsnan eeslsfinig witsfiaud HPVC duaSuatuayuly
Tlunisuszdiupnuduiusieane fie Bnnsusslivresesdniseundelanduisnismédn uinan1sd1sas
NI UTLUARIULINNEUNUT1 Naranjo’s algorithm 1HuASATexlHlun1sUfud iesandauazaan
wazde wihnazdslidedinluuisussiuiliaenndesiuuTunvesssuuuinsasisaguuessemaing

o ¢ a v v ¢a Yy a ¢ ¢ o
N394 3 Lniusnmsﬂsxmumwauwuﬁwemmmmﬂszmﬂwﬂ (Emmanusnmﬂmsamuﬂ‘laﬂ)

2IMsIAAENa [HAINNI S

= v Y o & ' v a % £ o v
ﬂ'J’]?,JLﬂEI’NJENﬂUISﬂ‘VILﬂ‘IJag ?JE]S;IJE!‘U'?)\? BIUNYNIYENBONIN WQGIEJ'WI’]QI‘VI

ANMUAUNUSTZUINTTIZIA . s 5 S 4
- - nseemseaIsAlaug Nld [aastd e wdyinewsedu @1n15AIU
ASUTWITUAZNISIAADINTG

Causality J2UA8 Us1nQn19ain19  W38810153
pataiuNZaY
doamans  U1unang hi,, . hj,, :-J ']'.‘]'};gj Heades 16 o13ld Taild
fgonAaeY | Nedes  Neadas

Certain v v v v v
Probable v v v v v
Possible v v v v v
Unlikely v v v 4 4
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GANUDTORMEToY Y

Naranjo CA uagamz (1981) UszidiumuiiiesssninagUsziiiu (inter-reliability) vaansldiaasile
Naranjo’s algorithm T é?faLfJu'gUqusqmﬁmm 10 90 wusnan1sUseiusEAuAuduTusIdl 4 sy
(definite, likely, possible, doubtful) fegnsenuitisUszdu léun 8Kt (case report) fifniden
INMFANTNIIVINT DI 63 AUU LU'%EJULﬁauﬁ’umamiﬂiuﬁmmuﬁ’aLam?iL“fluﬂﬁéfﬂﬁuiwaa;:ﬁm%w
Fawvsszaunisuszdiudu 3 seauldun (definite, likely, possible) lndillanlunmazszaunaisadeiuis
mMsUszifiuvesnsdniseunsielan fUssiliulszneudodiong 6 au (Wwnd 2 Au LAdYNS 4 AY) KANNS
Anwmudn Naranjo’s algorithm :ﬁmmLﬁaﬂumiﬂﬁzLﬁu%ﬁwdwﬂﬂﬁzLﬁuﬁﬂdﬁ%msﬂszLﬁul,muﬁ"q@m
Ao Naranjo’s algorithm HA1ANdBAAGDY (kappa statistic; k) vedUsziliu 6 AU Bg5EnINe 0.69-0.86 Tu
YuinuudaRudion k 98581319 0.21-0.40 yenadmui fanudedt 5 ves Naranjo’s algorithm 713
“Tamduvdolal” Ténanisussiliufiunnsnetu wudindunsénlnnjazaeuiilingy

Macedo AF wazang (2005,2006) lavn@nyinanisuseiiusiesu ADRs 9117u 200 aUu Aibasu
F1897UNLINENI MU (general practitioners) 913U 131 a0y uaznd¥nIyuu (community pharmacist)
1w 69 adu ludeuunsiay a.a. 2001 lngldinTodlesuiuuinasguninismewnsdiuiu 15 ¥iia (53u

. . ~ = A av vo ] v oA g v ¢
Naranjo’s algorithm) 13tuLiigunan1sUsEiunlanuaALiLYeInguElie1v1gy (expert panel) Miltinaus
a I3 Y < a 1 a @ [y a dl' =
MsUselivrasasrnsaunielanidunseulunisuszlin wuskansusedludy 4-6 seeu muvlnuaanInddle
NANNSANYINULN TANUADnAARISENINATaYlaLAasRATUNMIINISUTEIIUYe9IANNSaRITTElan 1ade
agfluyae 71 k wiriu 0.26 Tag Naranjo’s algorithm & k iy 0.23

wanINinud nsUsziiuaInmly (sensitivity) ArRNTdUNIE (specificity) AnweInsaluan
(positive predictive value; PPV) uag mnensadau (negative predictive value; NPV) vaaia3osiionina
1 a [J Ly 1 a I | 1% I oA v [y [y .
Men15UTEliuTIBUTIIL 500 Aty wlanan1susediudu 2 ngu laun nguiieitesiven (seu possible
Jul) waglilineadeasiuen (M1 possible) WU

« Han15UsEUs189U 500 aUU lea1AulieigveunIesliend 15 Ya winnusauas 93

(Naranjo’s algorithm = 100) A1ANILWIzLRGY Windusesag 7 (Naranjo’s algorithm = 0) PPV
ey NPV 1Ragvinnu 5088y 89 way 31 ANuasu

o Han1susEuRneseurdadnenss (serious ADRs) #95a11u 137 aUu wataulnaeues

\ATesdave 15 vila windusesay 92 (Naranjo’s algorithm = 100) AANUINNIZIRAY WINAU
Sowag 8 (Naranjo’s algorithm = 0) AweNTaluan (PPV) wag AmeInsalau (NPV) laaeviniu
Seway 94 way 4 AU
a d‘ < a 4’ a 1o 1y [N d‘
« HansUsBliusgunilusin unexpected ADRs @ellagdnuau 80 atu ladranuliadeves
\ATesdlavie 15 wila windusesaz 82 (Naranjo’s algorithm =100) AIANNTNWIZIREY LWINAU
Sowag 21 (Naranjo’s algorithm =0) Arwensaluan (PPV) way Amennsalau (NPV) lade iy

Saway 83 Lay 36 AUA1AU
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Rehan HS waganz (2007) laAnwiUSeuiisunanisussiiusenumanisallifiaUsyasdainns
1491 (Adverse Drug Event) 41121 100 atu Vie‘jumﬂ spontaneous reports Tagvnsuszdiuadausndae
WHO-UMC criteria wazasedi 2 ¢ae Naranjo’s algorithm NansUsziiunudn Arauaenndesseninaases
fiovis 2 agluszdunald (k = 0.21) nanflFlumsUssiduunnsaiy Tag3s WHO-UMC criteria 14nanaded
5.320.37 U7l aquel Naranjo’s algorithm wdedi 13.26+1.33

Garcia-Cortés M hazan (2008) v1Nn15UsetliuAIAINd0nAa998In15LY Naranjo’s algorithm
uaz Roussel Uclaf Causality Assessment Method (RUCAM) Tun1susziiiusiesiunmeiusionuaingd (drug
induced liver injury) fildanlasin1samzideuseauya (National Registry) 3113w 249 atu seningussiiu
2 au Mudaszraiu nansuseiiuniadu 4 seau laun definite, probable, possible wag unlikely wuin

N v a g v . . I3 A A a Y Y]

. ANUTBITENIgUTEAIY 2 AU NIlY Naranjo’s algorithm WuieSesile deanuaenndassedy

#1 kiU 0.17 luaedl RUCAM fanuaendesitgendi k wiiu 0.71 uazidleSeuliiey
a A P, ax ! v Y A o o o oA Y
NaN13UsEiUYeUATReNS 2 3D nuliAALaenAR DN SEAUANIUAUT Kk LWindu 0.15
« ANUATIVBY Naranjo’s algorithm Wiwuiy RUCAM Lilaivunliaziiuu Naranjo’s algorithm
LA 5 T waz RUCAM saws 6 Auly (definite/ probable) ungunauin (Aedesiven)
NAN193I98NWUIN Naranjo’s algorithm fiAnaaula Speay 54 ApudunzNSovas 88 Ha
WeInIaluan (PPV) way Amensalau (NPV) winduiesay 95 way 29 amainu

Miljkovic MM uaganz (2011,2012) lvinnsfinwmanisussifiuaugndes uazauiiiosues
\w3osilo 2 ¥dla #e RUCAM way Naranjo’s algorithm InglidUszilupudediuinnisussdiusgnuaneitg
sofuINeN Agueiihse Temnudasniesuesesunaldsulumsd a.e. 1995-2009 S1uu 80 athu Wisuifiey
ﬁ’umamiﬂﬁzlﬂwﬁaﬂé}’usﬂmwa]s?ﬁﬁmsmagt,awwmqﬁmﬁadwsnL‘TLJummqsuaqmmsﬁwu TneuUsnanIsUsEdiu
Lﬁaﬂéfusuaa;:ﬂ,%m%myﬂu definite, probable, possible uag unlikely WNUTIAINTIBNUTALA (80 avv)
fid1uau 69 atu Alasulurasneunisne @ a.a. 1995-2008) 3n 11 athu WW5ulud a.a.2009 Fadudiimas
Anw ilisenuildfulusiifoyafinsuduanniu uagdn 19 atiu @ a.a 2004-2009) Wumenung
fiusefuriafimenaninesnieu (unexpected hepatotoxicity) Ses18ausnnnina3mileindnSomifiasds
Hurdasasinnauulng wamsdnwagulased
. ATUAIINGNFBY HANTUTELIUTI1U 80 At Sewrsesdions 2 via nefinanisusudiudodu
YounmdiiTevaiusnnsgiuiieu (gold standard) wiswansuszdiudu 2 ngu fe definite/
probable wag possible/unlikely wui1 RUCAM fimanula wagAinudiwig windu 0.62
(Sowaz 62) way 0.98 (Fawaz 98) lnsdlAnansaluln (PPV) kazAnensalau (NPV) iy 0.95
way 0.78 (oray 95, 78) muasu luvaszdl Naranjo’s algorithm fifnaaula wazAaus e
Wity 0.85 (Gagax 85) winiuii 2 e Tnefidmennsaiuan (PPV) wazAwensalau (NPV) i
0.81 waz 0.89 (398ay 81, 89) ANUAINU
- Frpunies dlesuunnanisUssdiudu 4 sedu (definite, probable, possible, unlikely)
WU WaN1TUSZIEUTI891U 9117 80 aU A RUCAMS tag Naranjo’s algorithm 1U3guiiisy
fumamsdsmdudesiunsnainuesiiTevy IHmanuaonades Wiy 0.50 uay 0.62 Tu
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Yl AALdenAdBeINIsUTEUTiB UNanSUszliuTBusuI 69 atu fien k winfu 0.58
uaz 0.67 dmdusenu 11 atu ieyafirnuesudiuauysaiinnni wui lddeuaenndes
ﬁgmd’]ﬁa k Wiy 0.80 waz 0.70 sud iy usillolSeufisunansusaduseninuadesile
ﬁgﬂ 2 %in RUCAMSs Wag Naranjo’s algorithm wuin dlouszidfiugheseau 80, 69 way 11 atu
fifnpuaenndedil k Wity 0.58, 0.51 was 1.0 MudIFU

- dwSunanisUszdiusedu 4iln unexpected hepatotoxicity $11au 19 atu 7ildguszningd
A.A 2004-2009 laiFeuidisunanisUsuifiuvreasdosiions 2 viia ssvhelUsudiudas: 2 au
WU RUCAM wae Naranjo’s algorithm Sanuaensdadlusysiufi k whiu 0.84 way 0.67 anudsu

Théophile H wazamz (2013) laFnwlSeuiieununswennsesdle Logistic Probabilistic
method, Naranjo’s algorithm wa Liverpool algorithms lunsussiiugeuazivnnisallaieUssasd 917
59 6 fidu91n spontaneous reports fildanszuunuihsz finnuUaeadusue (Pharmacovigilance; PV)
YosUsEnAS Aa ImsJﬁmumiﬁmaﬂﬁé’]’maui’smﬁuma@%mmm (consensual expert judgernent) i
Uszaunsaliasuedinuaginu PV Wuinasgiuiieu Sidwmihdses PV Center Ssusenaude undviven
Adfinszdiuela 2 Au Lnduns 1 Au wasummdiuengnssy 1 Ay vimihfivszdiusienusensliiedesile
w1 3 wfindnadi Tnglundausnlsuifiughensld Logistic probabilistic method snuse Naranjo’s algorithm
ua Liverpool algorithm Tudn 1 inausauInIua1du wusnan15UsEiEu Naranjo’s algorithm Wag Liverpool
algorithms eanidu 2 n3dl fie nsdifl 1 Avualinanisussdiusedu certain/probable/possible Dungu
NauIn (Aeadostuen) nsdifl 2 fvusliany certain/probable Wunauin (Aerdesiuen) nansfinw
asuladn
- Naranjo’s algorithm wag Liverpool algorithm lénan1sussiiufimiiousy uinaveansdid 1
way 2 fimnmuansnafu fio nsdlil 1 A5msedu possible oglungunauinldriaiailad 1
($ouay 100) Ausned 0.11 (Gewaz 11) Wnefidmensaluin (PPV) wazAmensaiau (NPV)
Winfu 0.86 uaz 1.00 (3ouaz 86, 100) muadu dmsunsdidl 2 fifmusliseiu possible o]
Tungumaauiianniailail 0.42 (Gesas 42) mnudumzd 0.89 (Fevay 89) luvauyil Amennsal
U3n (PPV) wazainegnsalau (NPV) windu 0.95 wag 0.22 (5aeay 95, 22) Anua1nd

« Logistic Probabilistic method ffnaailafl 0.96 (Fewaz 96 ) ArmFuNEd 0.56 (Gewaz 56)
AMNEINTaIUIN (PPV) WazAmensalau (NPV) windu 0.92 waz 0.71 (Sowag 92, 71) auaiu

Mahesh N. Belhekar wazaas (2014) AnwiUIsuisuAUEDAARDIT0INANTITUTZIIUTIBU
ADRs d17u 913 atfu MAudeyassriaieunnsiau a.. 2010 fis §uAu a.a. 2012 MnlsameuIasesy
aReniluUsEmAduRY mMeds Naranjo algorithm wag WHO-UMC causality assessment criteria Han15@ns
Usngh Lesesile W 2 wida lenanszUszdiudnilvallusesiu “possible” mnudenadassywiraniosie
W 2 e kappa statistic (k) winfiu 0.14
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35011UUN1SIVY

MIT8309 n13Uszfiunisld Thai Aleorithm dwsun1sinmiueinis
LiftaUsgasdannislden asuniseusifainanenssunisiatsannsAnenide
luaw NIENTIESITUEY (AN 3) WuMSANYILUUAIAGRY (Cross
sectional study) wUsn539eeanidu 2 svey

szozd 11 0unsideifioUssidiuaiiunse (validity) Usgnaunay
Al (sensitivity) ANTUNIE (specificity) wazAIwensal (predictive
value) U84 Thai algorithm, Naranjo’s algorithm Ligufuinusin1sUsEIEY
ANLFITUSIsE W vedasinmseusislan (WHO-UMC causality assessment
criteria; WHO-UMC criteria) Tnefigfidonmadugiussiiunsay

szozd 2 1 JuntsideiiioUssifiununss (validity) AL
(reliability) 489 Thai algorithm tag Naranjo’s algorithm igufiu WHO-UMC
criteria azUszidiuniseensu (acceptability) n15ld Thai algorithm lned
WndunsfufiRnufnaa/seau ADRs Wuguseifiunenu f5eazden

YY)

JUADUNITANRUIULAZITN1TIIYAI

Sunounsailumsate Y

1) NUMIUITTUNTTUBALINUIFENLNYIVDY

2) TMATITNAITINE LEUDAMZYINIUATIITUA Y QYIUTURTIBAN
nsldeiasulitolauoluy Lazlaund1tinUANENTINNITOITLAZY)
oysiAndnmsiiletausdiiniuanznssunTideuiand Tanuiuvey
ANARU

3) LEUOANENTIUNITNTUINSANITELUAL NTENTIEET0UET
Tmuiugeu

4) \@uelAsINIFNNIUNSALYEUINANENTIUNISRAITANNSANK
Felumn N5NI1E1515UEY AadNIUANENITUNITOIMITUALE LB OULR
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5) Fudunside szesd 1
(1) Andondidermgysuu 9 au munaandFiAmug
(2) AnFenT1eUEUaY (case report) YNNI IULALANUSNARLN ]
fifmun Wisliidushegsdmsunaaauniasdle
(3) \Aunusudeyauariinnyyt mnuasuazmuisweA3esile
6) thiauenanIseszesdl 1 dernzraunTdudyanasunseainnslder wavanznssuns
fnsanmsAnuideluau nsgvssansisniay Wevsiu
7) dudiunsideszesi 2
(1) dmdonlsmenunadivzdnsulasinisiuszesi 2 munawinisdadentifiviun wioudamilsde

[J

fagdmnenslsmeIua Seudydisilasing
() Uszgndunsfufifnuieniu/seny ADRs Minlsmerunaiidniaulasams iiletuasis
mafiuteyanaznmsUssidiunenusmeiniediofiimue
(3) \fudeya uarinnzideya mnuasuazANLTsweATele
(@) drenuAaiunisseniuiaiediie Thai algorithm veandunsiufiRnufana/senu
ADRs 9 nlsaneunaiiiinsalagsenis

8) pAUIYNALAYINYINSI89IU

S09UTEMSTT AN

1. Uszvnsuasnganlegi

1.1 szeiil

1.1.1 Uszans Ao 51891uU81iin ADRs (case report) fifinmsiifailutisiausidion
figuiey 2553 deunathiiiu 5 U 21n15TNNITUANE/ANEYAERSIEAULILNYR viTeTeauUsenadound
Ty 1 U Tnemsnunmiuuuuduszuu (systematic review) MEwTild (search term) Ao case report
$7UAU adverse drug reaction, adverse event %38 Medical Subject Heading (MeSH) term fideds ADRs
dusegrmenuiifionfiadodusdunsdeululsamdlnemudoulanisduieguasifoyansudua

nausllumaideunenues ISoP' ISPE Tnefismsdunmsegnauasismsdudiedne fell

(1) 3BMIAUIUAENN

mMsfunashosansnuitheifiolivaaeuieiesie Inesnedsuanisfnuniiruan
FaRfulunsansnIwme/ndmanssefuununed’ veansosdielmififl sensitivity 8% wax specificity 71%

d3U sensitivity 84% A1UAILIARIBENT IINEAT N1=1.96 p (1-p)

d2
e p = 0.84; (1-p) = 0.16; d2 = 0.007056 N1 = 37.3

Kelly WN, Arellano FM, Barnes J, et al. Guidelines for submitting adverse event reports for publication. Drug Saf
2007; 30: 367-73.
Kelly WN, Arellano FM, Barnes J, et al. Guidelines for submitting adverse event reports for publication.

Pharmacoepidemiolo Drug Saf 2007; 16: 581-7.
* Koh Y, et al. Int J Med Inf 2008; 77: 421-30.
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#1913V specificity 71% AUINIUIAFIDEN 3INENT N2 = 1.96 p(1-p)
d2
dlo p = 0.71; 1-p = 0.29; d2 = 0.005041 N2 = 80.06
NAN1TAUIA0E19AU1 (sensitivity sample size) WAy 37 dloanusyana

1EATINNTWU “ADRs TiAea909iven” Mnenuimuaiiusesas 50 fedldngusegiwimumnetiation
75 Aty
NANNIANUIAIAIDE19AIUTLINNE (specific sample size) WU 80 1INAINUTENM
wuhdasnslainu “ADRs MAgatasive)” nrenuimuahiudesas 50 Fedldnduietnaimunets
oy 160 ady
(2) A/Msduiiegns
ARLEENNANAIBE19911IN 161 atu AenIduwuUgAYevune (purposive
sampling) Ineiidndiuues ADRs waznguefiads (suspected drug) fidenndesiugudeyaveseudiingy is
ANUURDANEAUNEASMIaUNIN d1NNUANENTINNTEIMNSWAZEN (Thai Vigibase) il
n. ADRs foafiurnufnunfiveseznausieluinuiulsitioanifosay 60 $1989
N3LUINGNTEULDTYIE (system organ class) i WHO-Adverse Drug Reaction Terminology (WHO-ART)
o ANMURAUNATZUURINTILAZWIUYT (Skin and appendages disorder)
o puRaUnAlnealUvestesneTimun (Body as a whole-general disorder)
0 ANUAAUNAYDITEUUNLAUDIMS (Gastro-intestinal system disorder)
2. 1fiaede deaduelunguaeluiimuiulidosniifosar 60 S198anssuun
nNaxeIM1U Anatomical Therapeutic Chemical (ATC) Classification System
o Systematic general anti-infectives
o Musculo-skeletal system
o Central nervous system
1.2 szeil 2
1.2.1 Us291n5 Aa 518971 ADRs 90dlsangnunadeind1inauddansensieansisuge
(. &fin &) Aldanmsufiinulszslunuihsg anudasadodmen (outine PV) Tl wa. 2555
Tnefismsdunnsegnauaznisduiagnedsd
(1) 3FN1IAUIUAIDENN
S18UNSANEIALTIEY (reliability) warnsiUSeuiisundedelunsusadu
wiae 337N wud Snsldsenudmsunsussdiu 468 atu wazdleRnusuaunisdnesn (drop out)
Sovaw 20 mskesiivuindietisetiaies 560 atu Fruauilifemeronisliveaeunuliuazarusine
audidunluseesd 1
(2) A/Msduiiegng
AndaNNaNMBg 198Ul 91U 600 atu Mmen1sduLuUBase (random
sampling) nlsanegIUIadiaUanNIENIIAITITUAY ﬁejuﬁmﬁamwmmﬁgugﬁ 3 5¥AU ANUIUIA
204l59WIUA (stratified random sampling) Inalsanenu1anina1Inedin19d9918971u ADRs 1911189
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AugdiEsyismnuUasndieaunanduanaunn kideendn 120 atusel (wwiew 2553-Tuaw 2554) laun
Tsanenunagud (sna). Tsameruiamly (smn.) wazlsswenunagamy (599, sefuay 10 ueq az 20 atiu 59
sefuay 200 aty TeazBuamuuEuglif 1 nsdlfeafudoyaiiy FeauriilasinsiutieiiAn ADRs
manenansuurthdmuenanasing (ManuInd 4)

. d9na g,

@‘ﬁswmu ADRs lsitlaeinin 120 aﬂ’um’a%‘j

IWA. 10 LAY NN, 10 LLWS WY, 10 LAY

5784974 ADRs 200 auu
(10 w9 8z 20 atv)

578974 ADRs 200 aUu
(10 w9 az 20 avuv)

5184979 ADRs 200 aUu
(10 w9 az 20 avuv)

o -

__________

WHUNAN 1 LEAAINISAALABNIIE9U ADRs Alglun1snadau

u

2. JUszilius18u ADRs
2.1 szozil 1 fUsuidu Ao filmmgiiduiidsnlasanmsdiuon 9 au Tagldamnluwuuney
Sudhdalasanmslugiuedideang (marwn 5) Usenoudeunng 4 au wndans 5 au Adauaudfcd
(1) wwddidienvgy fo o191sdunmdfiiinngg erandeimguasdsraumsallunisiGou
Msdeu/Ademasundyineindin uazindunssuaddnlising 2 U mnuvninerdelusemelneviedu
unngiiszaunisallunumsiinaa ADRs lulsanenunaliisng: 5 U 19y nssuns/eynssums/shausy
ADRs 9@4L59Ng1U"8
2) wdvnsidervgy Ae o1913dindunsiidsansfnumsnundainenatin uaz/me
\ndvnssunatin wagiilszaunsallunmsaeu/Adelubonndvineinddnndunssunddnlsisiiniy 2 9 an
wnmivenaelulsznealve wie Wuwndvnsiivszaunisallusunisinaiu ADRs Tulsanenuialitesndn 5
U uasitnlanszuiunsussdiuanuduiusidaang (causality assessment) 5en319e1n1s llleUszanann
onTiasde
2.2 53yl 2 fUseidiu Ao WndunsTfURTRMUAAML/SI89 ADRs 9nlsmenuiaiidnidenti
guAnIlaTanTg lngldasunaluivuneuiuidririlasinislugiugyaainsfuifausnniu/s1e91u ADRs
(MAKWIN 6) waEdlUTEAUNITAINITARAIL/518971 ADRs laitloandn 6 e visamednTumMseusunangns
Aeafunsussdiuaeau ADRs Tsswenuiaay 1 Au saviavin 30 Au
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3. 35n15UseIlius189U ADRs

3.1 szozdl 1 fUsuilu Fadufiomngiidadend iy 9 au wiazeudsuidlusenuidaidon
MMTEIATMITRaniuarasUsEna S 161 atu mewrsesdlevs 3 wia fe Thai algorithm
(37971 4) Naranjo’s algorithm (7157991 5) wag WHO-UMC causality assessment criteria (157991 6) i
vuanMIduuUUBasy JeyanamsUssiiuveusasiaTesdiovesustidiuiomn 9 au v 1,449 aty

3.2 szozdl 2 gusviuidundunsifuiifnuinna/senuy ADRs 9nlsaneruiaiiingau
TAs9nn3 Viavin 30 A FUsziiuutazauasyssiiiuseau ADRs AU az 200 atiu nlssmenualuseduidie
fuftdsfinfedosilona 3 wia iwieafuszesd 1 audidmusainnisdunuudas: YoyananisUsziiiuves
uiagiedasiovaaffUspidiuiavin 30 AU 13w 6,000 atiy
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a1519i 4 Thai algorithm

JaAau

ANMBU

'3 a
INaNN1sUISLIUY

T

Uzl

2193¢ 1Y

Tsiunagly

1. 970151 T0NaN150 519881410
atnaviflssioluifBusunAnmgnisal
laifsUszasn

1.1 fivsziv0901n15 (medical
history)*

1.2 21msianavnapain (clinical sign)

1.3 fNan13n 519N iU uFRnTs

(laboratory investigation)

Y

Y Y Y Y Y Y

Y

2. lasugnasdunauinimgnisol
LinsUszasd

v '
fal® I

3. wnnsallifiaUseasAnvu Lile
3.1 ngaeiads vie
3.2 anuuInvesenTiasds vie
33 1Hg15nufani1z191299

(specific antagonist)

Y/U

4. liflanvnunvihliiAamnnisellsl
WaUsEasd uanINe Ay

Y/U

5. wnedsenumnnsalifieseasd
NNeasdeniau (previous report)

Y/U

Y |[YU| U Y U U

Y/U

6. an1sallaifisUszasd 1Anduly
Snvaznsailansaindessiolu
6.1 inaneniiasde Tne
(1) e Wienen (rechallenge)
739
) lhanulingh (accidental
rechallenge)
6.2 1AinTuagnesinia (nelu
Van...u17) wasnnThaSueId
i sstiaRe)

6.3 LANTY B FLUUINSULN

Y/U

7.80U5¢7R01n 1SN MU D UNT B
Aaeadeiuilinneudlislasuengy
WeNUNaIde

Y/U

Y/U

Y/U

Y/U

YU YU YUY Y U

Y/U

* aewmn: UsiRvete1nns munghs ean1suanenieniing

'
a

WinTunausnnuwnmg anArueniavegUae
Y= “T” U= “lile viselansu” wanisusediu wuadu “loud” “dragly” “naagly” “liunly”
Unclassified nuneds lianansedaszavanuinanfuiiosanndeyalidiismenodaudiu
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a15197i 5 Naranjo’s algorithm

A0 Ty Lily | linswu AZLULY
1. weilasUnienerumsuiisentuudmiels +1 0 0
2. mmi/mq!msm”laiﬁwizaqﬁﬁl,ﬁmﬁumWé’qmﬂiﬁ%’uEn +2 -1 0
ARnnduamgvielsl
3. oms/vamsailifisszasdiatudongaeidanann | +1 0 0

nioLllolWe1A N ILNIZIAN293 (specific antagonist)

w3alyl

4. oma/vansallaifisUszasdfananiintu Weddly | +2 -1 0
gnlvaiviseld

5. Uﬁﬁ%mﬁﬁmﬁﬁummsaLﬁmfmﬂmma?ﬁu (woninile -1 +2 0
21ne1) vesrthelansell

6. UjAsesanariintugn wlelemaenvidelsl 1 +1 0
7. annsoanaiauiinaenldluden vieveamaidu) | +1 0 0

Tudsunaanuutunduiwnso bl

8. UN317uss ANty iBiauwIng1v3oanAIUTULS 1 0 0
adloanvuine sl
9. glhmineiiuiseunilouvsenmendaiuilinieuluns | +1 0 0

lasupIATInaus wsoll

10. eams/wnn1salluieaUseasad lasunisdudu | +1 0 0
Inendnguiiuzusssu (objective evidence) 3ol

59
FEAUAZLUY
AZLUULINAINATOLYINAY 9 Definite/Certain Tou
AZLUUYINAY 5-8 Probable Unagla
ATLUULYINAY 1-4 Possible 91993 19
ATUUULDYNINTOWINAU O Doubtful/Unlikely — wnasde/laiunle
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mim‘lﬁ 6 WHO-UMC causality assessment criteria

Causality term Assessment criteria* Comment

Certain « Event or laboratory test abnormality, with plausible time relationship
to drug intake
« Cannot be explained by disease or other drugs
« Response to withdrawal plausible (pharmacologically, pathologically)
« Event definitive pharmacologically or phenomenologically
(i.e. an objective and specific medical disorder or a recognized
pharmacological phenomenon)

» Rechallenge satisfactory, if necessary

Probable « Event or laboratory test abnormality, with reasonable time
* Relationship to drug intake
« Unlikely to be attributed to disease or other drugs
« Response to withdrawal clinically reasonable

« Rechallenge not required

Possible  Event or laboratory test abnormality, with reasonable time
« Relationship to drug intake
« Could also be explained by disease or other drugs

« Information on drug withdrawal may be lacking or Unclear

Unlikely « Event or laboratory test abnormality, with a time to drug intake that
makes a relationship improbable (but not impossible)

« Disease or other drugs provide plausible explanations
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4. \3nsdiefildlunisise

4.1 szezdi 1 wiesdlefildlunsiteysznaude
(1) wuuUsesiu wareuuziinisld Thai algorithm (nArwInd 7)
(2) wuuUsziiiu wazAluzidnsly Naranjo’s algorithm (AN 8)
(3) wuuUsElEY wagmwuznsly WHO-UMC causality assessment criteria (MARLANT 9)
(@) wuuduiinagunanisUsziduvessidenvig (meanwnil 10)

4.2 szesdi 2 wsesdleildlunmsieuszneudaetesdlefldluiseszesd 1 duwsde (1)3)

isRsge

(@) wutufinagunamsussiivvesndunsifufuoRnufama/seau ADRs (meAwand 11)
(5) wuvUsziunmseensunsld Thai algorithm (MARWIN 12)
(6) TUsunsun1sUsEIIUAIY Thai algorithm way Naranjo’s algorithm

5. maiusamsudoya
5.1 szesd 1 WJunsussiuanunsiuazanuiiswenedesie Thai algorithm ez Naranjo’s
algorithm LU WHO-UMC criteria Tneifienvngy ftunountsiuiunisdsdl
5.1.1 N5LA38UTYATIBU ADRSs
(1) AALdanI1891UEUI8INMTANTNNTUNNEAndvmans 31w 161 aty
wienasUanszdfnuosnenuiduatudunmsainguiunuinouwduuuiuduatufu
(2) Funsesuusazatuidu 9 wazdmusdduaYiTsnugiY (case No)
ﬁ’m%JUVl@ﬁEJUﬂ’J’]?,JG]NLL@%ﬂ%WNLﬁBQ‘U@QLﬂ%@Qﬁ@ﬁgﬂ 3 ¥llm A9 Thai algorithm, Naranjo’s algorithm
kag WHO-UMC criteria
5.1.2 mM3RaEeniUsziiiu e3esle uazseeu ADRs
duidendiTangy 3 Ay 9ndwIu 9 Au eUsziliuseau ADRs wiazatuse
iwesilefidvun 1 4fin Inensquindenslenvay 51991 ADRs uazia3eailofiliussifiunenuusasaty
l¥sn1sduuwuudase (random sampling)
(1) wan15Usziiugieay ADRs wualu 4 szdu Ae Toui (certain/definite)
11914 (probable) 8133¢lY (possible) waglsinly (unlikely/doubtful) Ineuinteyananisussidiuluwuy
ﬂ’uﬁﬂagﬂmamiﬂizLﬁuﬁumﬁlfﬁmﬂﬂ@ (nARYINT 10)
(2) 37891u ADRs usiazatuazgnusuiiulaedideing 3 au seiniesle 3 vl
sudoyananisussifiuiedu 1,449 aty
5.1.3 A139AN13taYa
(1) tufindeyananisUssiiuandidenmgeweiesdions 3 9dia uuu 33 double
data entry
(2) ATIIFBUAIUATUNIURAZAINYNABIVBINITTUTINTRYA (data validation)
(3) Tunsalfiseaulaiififorngusziiiuannit 3 ausdenilundesilo azduiden
nansUsziusnies 3 nauszdiu waglunsaiinenulagnuseiiulingu 3 nauseidiu szduidendidevay
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(@) WeulsstoyanansUsiuiommasisiasiaiesdionnuiazdUsndudideiy
Hugrudeya wazdiwendoyananisuszidiu Wlenseideya
5.2 szesd 2 wdadu 2 dw liun Asuszduanunsawazaudieswes Thai aleorithm
wag Naranjo’s algorithm 1igufiy WHO-UMC criteria warnsUsufiumseensuedesilo Thai algorithm
lngLndunsgu)uRauRanIa/518919 ADRs

Fuil 1 N15UsAUAIUATIUASAIIUTEIVaUA3 DT
5.2.1 M3ATENYYATIIU ADRs
(1) Fadonsnesmu ADRs Mnlssneuaiidnsalasinisi 3 seiufle Tsaweuiagud
Tsangunaialy waglsamemuiayue sefuag 10 Wisq az 20 atu $2u 600 atiy
(2) dnnsenuusazatuidu 3 ¥ uarivuadidussuiie Tneudasiaaueen
Hu 3 ndu suspdulsmeIad miuradeunNn LAz issreaeSpailena 3 4in Ao Thai algorithm
Naranjo’s algorithm g WHO-UMC criteria
5.2.2 mM3RaEeniUsziiiu e3esile uazseu ADRs
(1) dndonundunsiiufiRnufamu/sienu ADRs Mnlsmenuian 3 sedu as
10 AU 593 30 AU Usziflus1891u ADRs Auaz 200 atu Admdenanlsamerunalussiuifeaiuidin
(2) duidonindunss 3 au 910 10 AU Adundunslulseuiasesuifiontu Ussidu
918971 ADRs uitazatuseiaieailofifmun 1 i m3dadeninduns uaziaiesiloldisnmsduuuudass
(3) nansUszAlius1891 ADRs wiazatu azuunlu 4 szau Aeldw (certain/definite)
119zl (probable) 8199¢14 (possible) waglaiule (unlikely/doubtful) Tnetuiinnanisusziiuluiuududin
agUnamsUszidiure U iRNuAnnLTIBIL ADRs (MARUINT 11)
(4) $1897U ADRs uitazatuazgnusziiulnendunsy 3 au felntedle 3 vila Teya
nansUszdivreaedosiionniUsdiuiinun 30 au 531 6,000 2ty
5.2.3 msdamsteya sudunsludnvasifiortussesd 1

daudl 2 msusadiuniseausuaiaedia Thai algorithm

UszifiuniseensuuazdayvingUassevaanisld Thai algorithm Tagdsuuudisiamudaiiu
Fasznoudemanuiieatu Ussaunmsainisldinsesiions 3 v msseuduiiaviuedesdieluldlunudses
wasdaiauauws (mewwani 12) Tliaduns+ sia 30 au ‘v‘hmiﬂﬁzLﬁumawﬁqguqmmnﬁusﬁ’ayjamamiﬂizLﬁu
AUASILarANILTiEsauAsasile (@il 1)

6. MynTendoya
6.1 AnuRsIazANUTiBIwBaA3Rsile TAs Iz nHanIsUsSHIdluT B9y ADRs fiuvaidi 2 ngu
fvualinanisussidiusedu certain uag probable Wungusauin (positive result) AfaudiusAve
Wielvaenndestunumensufifauiamueinislifislssasdannsldoiidmunlveentasuienlviu
feidionansussiiueglusedu probable 3uly usnaniuansussinaluanniwglsuldimuslinants
Usziflusedu certain Wag probable Wuranisusziliusedu A damnemnuidivsnauasdoyaifivswed
Ustisnnuduiusszrinentummniseilifisussasdiing adaldlunisussifiumiunssveaeiesie Idur
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e (sensitivity) AL g (specificity) wavenennsel (predictive value) Tngsuiamums1ad 7
wazUsziiunudion (reliability) mauﬂ%qﬁaiwfjmﬁmmﬁu (inter-rater reliability) asafifAANaDAAGDS
Cohen’s kappa statistic; k) wazuUananuaseil 8

6.2 navauiuinasiie Thai algorithm Aias1znnuanisdmanwAaiufUssiduia 30 au
Tneldadfdonssann Wud anuduadosas

A15197 7 MsAuial A1RUla (sensitivity) AMNIWNE (specificity) wazAwennsal (predictive value)

WHO-UMC method (truth)

Naranjo’s/Thai algorithm (test)

certain/probable possible/unlikely
certain/probable a b a+b
(true positive) (false positive)
possible/unlikely C d c+d
(false negative) (true negative)

Total a+c b+b

§nIN15AUINU Cohen’s kappa (k)

K = Pr(a)-Pr(e)
1-Pr (e)
- Pr (a) = actual proportional observed agreement

- Pr (e) = expected proportional chance agreement

a1519f 8 MsuUawad Cohen’s kappa (k)

i Conen’s kappa (0

<0 lafiauaenadesiu (no agreement)

0.01-0.20 Liirevaonndosiaanndadluseius (none to slight)
0.21-0.40 aonnsosluszaunely (fair)

0.41-0.60 gonndedluszaulIunans (moderate)

0.61-0.80 gonndndluszauLIn (substantial)

0.81-1.00 aonnnadlusyiuieuauysal (almost complete)
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WAaN1SIvY

Han15398 1309 M3Uszfiun1sld Thai aleorithm dmsunisiany
g shifaUsashannmsiden dnaueslneduuneendu 2 dw fe (1) s
Usgtilumunse (validity) LazAIUTes (reliability) youAdesle Thai
algorithm, Naranjo’s algorithm Iagdiinausinsussliuanuduiusigeane
vp98san1soUINElan (WHO-UMC causality assessment criteria; WHO-UMC
criteria) Wunmsguiieu (gold standard) way (2) MyUsziliunseeniu
\3osile Thai algorithm Tl¥lunuuszen dseazdesiil
1. nsUsEiuANATILAzAILTissauATaslie
nsUsEiumINRSILazAUTissvaAIasile Thai algorithm
way Naranjo’s algorithm wuaidu 2 sze (phase) Gﬁqﬁﬂ'smt,mﬂﬁiwuaq@maau
Uszifueiesdle Tulsuifussdanuiuasyszaumsal (idenvauazinduns
FUATR AR/ 89U ADRs) sunvesnguineg1siisuulsivihiu sidls
dnwnuznguiensiiuyhmsmeaey fiflaunsuiusysaliazanududon
vosdayalimiioutu SeldnanisAnuide fod
1.1 AIAUATY
sepgdi 1 1 Jumsusufiusenu ADRs  Aidadenainiisans
MM TUIEANFVAERS SEAUUNUIR LLazizéﬁJUszLwﬂﬁﬁ%gamué’auamyszﬁ
MWIUTIU 161 20U r;j;dizLﬁuﬂsmauﬁwﬂﬁmﬂiw%qL*f’Ju WWg 4 AU Lag
\ndwns 5 au TaeneauusazatuazgnAnidenuasUssiiulaefideng 3 au
wazip3osdle 3 ¥ila loud Thai algorithm, Naranjo’s algorithm 38 WHO-
UMC criteria anausifvuaensduiuudasy
dlouszifiumnunsswes Thai aleorithm Taed WHO-UMC
criteria {umsguLTioU nu 31mwumﬁmamiﬂisLﬁummé’mﬁuéﬁqmLW;
(causality assessment) #insafiu WHO-UMC criteria lunqunauan (certain,
probable) f91uau 98 atu  dmAnulinazanudwzyinnu Sevaz 79.0
uay 66.7 AneINsadUIN (PPV) Lazwensalau (NPV) windu 89.1 uay 48.0
Tuguzd Naranjo’s algorithm lanan1sussiulungurauin 91w 101 adu
fiAnAala Lazaud iz WA Sesaz 80.8 uag 61.1 ANINTAIUIN Uay
WeNIRiaU WU 87.8 wa 47.8  mwEIu (151991 9, 10 uazll)
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M13199 9 PMUUTWNUNYTEIETUAY Thai algorithm wuaz WHO-UMC criteria vaegjUsziliu e 3 au
NAnaansnsany (szazi 1)

WHO-UMC criteria
Thai algorithm*

Certain, Probable (+) Possible, Unlikely (-)

Certain, Probable (+) 98 (a) 12 (b)
Possible, Unlikely (-) 26 (c) 24 (d)

* yugwmn: Unclassified 1 adu

M19199 10 I1UIUTLNUNUs2EUALY Naranjo’s algorithm wagz WHO-UMC criteria vadg{uszidiu
N9 3 AUNlANAANSATINUY (Szezd 1)

WHO-UMC criteria
Naranjo’s algorithm

Certain, Probable (+) Possible, Unlikely (-)

Certain, Probable (+) 101 (a) 14 (b)
Possible, Unlikely (-) 24 (c) 22 (d)

A1579fi 11 A21UASS (validity) 984 Thai algorithm wag Naranjo’s algorithm iaifiausiu WHO-UMC

criteria (5zegh 1)

A21UATY (validity) Thai algorithm (%) Naranjo’s algorithm (%)
AUl (sensitivity) = a/a+c 79.0 80.8
AN (specificity) = d/b+d 66.7 61.1
AMNEINTAILIN (PPV) = a/a+b 89.1 87.8
AmeINTadau (NPV) = d/c+d 48.0 47.8

seedi 2 1\ Junsussdiusenu ADRs fisadenannanunsaiaidunuihssfinnulaende
sugedlsaeunaluseiudeiuiigussidudeta d1u 600 atu TaswndunsiufoRaufinnu/seny
ADRs feiadesile Thai algorithm & WHO-UMC criteria tfusnasgnuiioy wuin feauiilinanis
UsziuanuduiudiBeanvndingsiu WHO-UMC criteria Tungainauan (certain, probable) $1uau 361 ati
fmanulinazanudunginiu Sevag 75.1 uag 66.4 Amnensaiuan (PPV) wagamensalau (NPV) winiu
90.0 way 39.7 muad1su Tuvaiedi Naranjo’s algorithm Toran1sussdiulungunauin 99uiu 363 adu e
AnuhilazanuduwziniuSesas 75.5 way 67.2 Amensaluln (PPV) uagAnensalau (NPV) iy
Soway 90.3 way 40.4 AUAGU (miwﬁ 12, 13 llay 14)
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M13199 12 IMUIUT8UNU2EUAEY Thai algorithm wag WHO-UMC criteria vaegUsziliuns 3 au
NAnaansnsany (szazh 2)

WHO-UMC criteria
Thai algorithm

Certain/Probable (+) Possible/Unlikely (-)

Certain, Probable (+) 361 (a) 40 (b)
Possible, Unlikely (-) 120 (c) 79 (d)

M13197 13 MUIUTNUNUTEEIUAIE Naranjo’s algorithm waz WHO-UMC criteria vaeguseiiiy
9 3 Aunlanadnsaseiu (ssezi 2)

WHO-UMC criteria
Naranjo’s algorithm

Certain, Probable (+) Possible, Unlikely (-)

Certain, Probable (+) 363 (a) 39 (b)
Possible, Unlikely (-) 118 (c) 80 (d)

A157971 14 AUASS (validity) ¥®4 Thai algorithm &g Naranjo’s algorithm diawflsuiu WHO-UMC
criteria (5zeEdl 2)

A91UA39 (validity) Thai algorithm (%) Naranjo’s algorithm (%)

Al (sensitivity) = a/a+c 75.1 755
AN MWL (specificity) = d/b+d 66.4 67.2
AMNEINTAIUIN (PPV) = a/a+b 90.0 90.3
AMEINIalau (NPV) = d/c+d 39.7 40.4

wiililoUseifiuAunssves Thai algorithm Tasdl Naranjo’s algorithm Lusnpsgudien
wui Tuszesd 1 wag 2 fsnuitlinansussfiuanudiiusiBaavniinseiu Tunguaauin (certain,
probable) $1uau 89 atiu (ndeya 160 athu) war 308 aliu (Andeya 600 atiu) Tasszesd 1 fmAals
wazANINWIZIINAUTesay 78.1 wag 54.4 mmeinsaluin (PPY) wagwennsadau (NPV) winfu 80.9 way
50.0 pwasy Tuvasdiszesdi 2 fanrnuluasanusiniswindu Sevay 76.6 waz 53.0 ANEINTAIUIN
(PPV) wazawennsaiau (NPV) Wiy 76.8 waz 52.8 auaisiu (m151971 15 uaz 16)
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M13199 15 U8 UNUTHEUAE Thai algorithm wag Naranjo’s algorithm ¥aeg{ussLiiuna 3 au
nlenaanwsaseanu (szezi 1, 2)

Naranjo’s algorithm
Thai algorithm

Certain, Probable (+) Possible, Unlikely (-)

Sash 1*

Certain, Probable (+) 89 (a) 21 (b)
Possible, Unlikely (-) 25 (o) 25 (d)
sl 2

Certain, Probable (+) 308 (a) 93 (b)
Possible, Unlikely (-) 94 (o) 105 (d)

* BUN8Lme: Thai algorithm #i unclassified 1 atu

A15797 16 AIIUATS (validity) ¥@4 Thai algorithm dlawieuiu Naranjo’s algorithm (szaedi 1, 2)

Thai algorithm

AUNTY (validity)

Al (sensitivity) = a/a+c 78.1 76.6
AU (specificity) = d/b+d 54.4 53.0
AMNEINTaIUIN (PPV) = a/a+b 80.9 76.8
AMBINIalau (NPV) = d/c+d 50.0 52.8

1.2 anuiies

Souvsmansuszifiumnuduiudideanivg eeniu 5 JUuuUAmMTET 17 nan1suszidiu
Aisassriamansussdiuinensedie 3 wia WA Thai algorithm, Naranjo’s algorithm k&g WHO-UMC
criteria Tnegusziliu 3 A (inter-observer reliability) Tuszesdl 1 uavsvozdl 2 feunnsafunuguuuy
MsTuuNANTUSEEY WuimTlsssEinsEUssdiy 3 Ay veunIosiion 3 viln 5 sUwuulazA1AY
donAdd (Cohen’s kappa; k) aq”lussﬁ’uﬁﬂﬁﬁzﬁwmﬂmq Tusha 2 svey fodl

Tunmsan WU szoil 1 Thai algorithm flAauaenadosoglugis 0.12-0.48 Tuvauedi
WHO-UMC criteria wag Naranjo’s algorithm fimiaiudennaesluaig 0.29-0.39 wag 0.21- 0.41 A1UE1RU
Tuszesdl 2 wud s 3 desile femauaenadosilndifsmiesiniissesi 1 Endegluynsuuuy ondunsdl
Thai algorithm ﬁgﬂLLUU‘ﬁ 1 (certain, probable & possible, unlikely) LLaxg‘lJLLUU‘ﬁ 2 (certain, pobable W& possible)
fifAnuaenadesd 0.12 way 0.13 Jelfosniiszes 2 AflAAnudenadaariiiu 0.22 uway 0.20 MuEIRY
wilonSauiisumuaonadowwedii 5 sULUU WUULUU 3 Tiutssanisusziiiueenidu 2 ngu A certain
ez probable, possible ﬁﬁhmmaaﬂﬂé’mqﬂqﬂuﬁh 3 iedleuaziie 2 Sver enviu Thai algorithm AikanTs
Useidluszegdl 2 sUMUUl 1 Simennuaenadesgean Tnegeniieadniien (0.22 Wisuiu 0.20) dewSeuidiey
4 3 Le3asile WUt WHO-UMC criteria fifnannuaanadoaiadefiganingn 2 wdesilevia 2 szo (ma1sdl 18)
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A1519% 17 JULUUNTUUINGNTTAUNANI5UsEIEU ADRs

sUnuui NG sEAUNAN1UTElIY
1 2 Certain, Probable g Possible, Unlikely
2 2 Certain, Probable wag Possible
3 2 Certain e Probable, Possible
4 3 Certain wag Probable wag Possible, Unlikely
5 4 Certain wag Probable wag Possible wag Unlikely

= v ' a v -] a v a °
M13197 18 AUHAAGDITENTNNANTTUSIIUMILIATENE 3 vila laeduseidiy 3 Al FuunAuzULUY
nswuanguszaunan1sUsediu (szesi 1 uags 2)

AAUAIAAABY (Cohen’s kappa)

sULUUNITUUS
: > Thai algorithm WHO-UMC criteria Naranjo’s algorithm
NAUNANITUIZINU : : : : : :
sl 1 szezl 2 sveEd 1 sveEM 2 STeed 1l STesdl 2
g‘lJLL‘U‘U‘ﬁ 1 0.12 0.22 0.33 0.33 0.24 0.21
g‘lJLL‘U‘U‘ﬁ 2 0.13 0.20 0.32 0.31 0.23 0.21
g‘lJLL‘U‘U‘ﬁ 3 0.48 0.20 0.39 0.34 0.41 0.24
g‘lJLL‘U‘U‘ﬁ q 0.23 0.19 0.31 0.32 0.21 0.20
g‘lJLL‘U‘U‘ﬁ 5 0.21 0.17 0.29 0.30 0.20 0.19
LQﬁIEJ 0.23 0.20 0.33 0.32 0.26 0.21

devszdiuanufiessuunaudouusazderes Thai algorithm W 7 o (M3t 4)
wuin Aeeuluwsiazdesyvinegussidiu 3 au dmanuaenadosoglusefusfisuiunais (0.17-0.51) fana
filanuasandodusysusi (7 k oglutae 0.01 - 0.20) 31 2 4o léun 9o 4 “ludanmmduii iAamegnisal
liilassasd uonaneiiaeds "way 9o 5“wmeils1eumgmsalliifessaedangiiaedeuiney” fauiil
Anudonadesgilussdulunats (/1 k aglutag 0.41 - 0.60) dun 7o 3“wmmsalluisussavdiiy ioven
y1ia9a vSaanyUInYeseTTiaEY 3e 1Sy ITianIzeIzes” (M31ei 19) luvasfinnaissweadiany
usiazdan0s Naranjo’s algorithm fifiiaviun 10 40 (1151971 5) wu dmeuluusastossmrinagussiiu 3 au
fanuaonndesiiunniann dudbifieuaenndes (k fd1 < 0) aufaenadedussiutiunas Taede
fouitnuindmeulifinuaenndesiufl 2 4o lun 7o 6 “UFAsedmaAnduen el maenuioly”
way 99 8 “UfAsruusuAniu iWeiivyuingimieannusuussaailoanuungimielu” daufmeuis
avuaenndosgilussiuuunatsd 3 9o ldun o 3 “omsluiessavdil ATudoneneisinas vioulali
SIUTTUNII299 (specific antagonist) W3aly” (k = 0.50) way 78 7 “@nsonsaaiavsume il
idon (nSoveunaddu) lusmamnududuilduivnialy” (k = 0.52) way 90 9 “gihewneiifAsenniou
w3endrendsiuinnou lunslasueinsinous wialy” (k = 0.49)
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A15199 19 mwaamé’awmNamiﬂiztﬁummﬁﬂimﬁu 3 AU IMUMUNANAIAINYBY Thai algorithm
uazmNUszanlsanenua (szezi 2)

AAUaRAAdBY (Cohen’s kappa) AMaNuudazavas Thai algorithm

Tsaneuna
AINTU NA 0.23 0.51 0.18 0.17 0.32 0.39
TN 1 0.45 0.68 0.22 0.03 0.44 0.45
TNN. 1 0.05 0.15 0.17 0.02 0.17 0.22
TNY. NA -0.06 0.59 0.08 0.26 0.34 0.47

M15719% 20 m’maaﬂﬂé’awmwamiﬂmﬁmmﬁﬂmﬁu 3 AU IMUNAIUAININVDY Naranjo’s algorithm
azANUsLNNISINEIUIa (S2azh 2)

AANEDAAADY (Cohen’s kappa) AMaNULGAaZUaYaY  Naranjo’s algorithm

Tsaneuna
ATNTU 0.19 0.01 0.50 0.23 0.1 -0.01 0.52 -0.01 0.44 0.14
TN, -0.07 0.02 0.55 0.45 0.11 -0.07 1 -0.04 0.58 0.02
TNN. 0.03 -0.02 0.1 0.02 0.01 -0.07 0.04 0.003 0.21 -0.03
TNY. 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05

2. m3svauiunsasile Thai algorithm

\ndnsufURNUAAmL/51991U ADRs fvhmthiiusziiiuedesile 22 910 30 au (Gevay 73.3)
oULUUABUAIALIfUNSERNSULASasile Thai algorithm Tuﬁi’wu’auﬁnﬂﬂuﬁﬂizaumiiﬁmﬂ%’ Naranjo’s
algorithm wazimeld WHO-UMC criteria 4 au fifies 1 au fiagld Thai aleorithm Tne 20 90 22 au (Gewa
83.0) sousuiazld Thai aleorithm Tusuusesn sz lalde egalsfing I 12 Ay aueuu
Asilusunsudsagudmsurisasunanisussiliu wavmisinunfieny wsenNmneveIrauusas ol
Farau dwiu 2 au Allgonfuianuiiuinsagunaiaududeu ilaennin Naranjo’s algorithm il
nsldeghaunsmansuaziinmsisoumsaouluynaminerduegudn (msedt 21)

A15197 21 anuiufganun1seausuienunsldiasasile Thai algorithm lusuusedn

N138aUTY
Uszmlsaneuna e ~
TdnuTuuge Tafldf
lsanenunagud 2 5 1 8
Lsanenuranald 2 6 0 8
Lsangunayuvy 4 1 1 6
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onusiuwa
asdliazgalaualius

BT\

= au A a dl . .
ANSANYIUUTUNITUTEUAUATILALAULNEUDY Thai algorithm

waz Naranjo’s algorithm figufiuinasin1susziluauduiusdeaive
v983AnsoULElan (WHO-UMC causality assessment criteria; WHO-UMC
criteria) WAy 2 svz fnguitedne (Menuithe) weedUseduniodion

a

uanenef spesdl 1 ngusiogne Ae enuiEfalunsaTnsuImg/
Wndvmansseiununa nieluseiulssinanidoyansuiu laedidormey
Faduwmmduazindunsiifinnuiiundyinenain indvnssuaddn uaz/vie
fiuszaunsalinunsAnna/s1eau ADRs viwthflidugiuseiiiu uannumsal
ﬁﬁau%’waamgsaiuuu NaIAe 'i']smmﬁ%’agaﬁmuﬁamﬁmwdmzﬁuﬁmmaa
Anuiluansansmininig gussiiuludfiesdanuiuasUszaunisalod e
Tuwausfiszozdt 2 Wunsussusmeauiildanaulszdiainnisiiise e
ANUUaeAsigA1ue (routine pharmacovigilance) Snd@¥nsEuURUAY
N1IAARMIN/51891U ADRs IuiiqwmmaﬁmﬁﬂﬁLﬂuﬂﬂsmﬁumaamﬂ%"aﬁa
Juaaunsaififianuaenadesiuaudusds (real world) TungUHus
ﬁm'mﬂsuﬁauaugidﬂaa%’agaswmu ADRs firnauansnaiu Tufusyuuny
Wseten vasusazlsameiuianazisnislaunvessnenuindunisiisyTe
wuudesunieidagn arwdudourestoyadtuiuruaveslameiuta sauf
ﬁﬁmﬁwﬁﬂaz@mwmm Lﬂé‘ﬁjﬂiﬁﬁmﬁflﬁﬂizLﬁuﬁawﬁaaﬁmmﬁl,l,awwaumiai
Fuansaty sl ilelSsudiuanunsiazauissluaaiuniseiitinang
wansnsiy wenand SsldusediunannuAndiureundunsidwindiRnanm/
578474 ADRs s‘z’faL“ﬂuﬂmaaum%"aaﬁaluszazﬁ 2 f9n13waus UL Thai algorithm
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1. A2MUATIVDILATDIND Thai algorithm waz Nanranjo’s algorithm

NAnSANEIENU ATURTIves Thai algorithm Way Nanranjo’s algorithm Tun1susziiiuaay
Fuiufl39anivnuesTeaIu ADRs Welfleuiu WHO-UMC criteria fiianulaganudimiglndifsaiu
lidezdunsaissifiunesuifuilunsasmannisiafiforny (Geeei 1) viensdussidiumony
filfannulsedn TnaundunstiuiRnusdunisiamu/snenu ADRs (seoxdi 2) fie ddeullugisdesas
75-80 Anuduwizitoray 61-67 Feifutaeunssveais 2 infesdooglusedul mneudiinasdicnmi
AsfisnINsAnues Milkovic MM wazay Sanuiildmanuluazanusineiifosas 85 annsnmn
AnugniaveAdesiie 2 wiln Ae RUCAM Wag Naranjo’s algorithm Tnsmsusiiiusissungfivsesi
91n81 (drug induced liver injury) 7il#annaudsesh $1uau 80 atiu ﬁmamsﬂizLﬁuﬁaaé}’uﬂuaqLLWME?EEL%&DSU’@
angmsiiasdoinenduaimmuesoinmsinuduinasguiiou wwansusedudu 2 ngu definitive/
probable wag possible/unlikely

wiilaSeuidfisutunansfnuves Theophile H uazanis 150 Garcia-Cortés M wazAnss WU
firnanulhiigenituazaamnudumegisnitldunidn na1afe Theophile H uavamy AnwidIeuifion
AURsIwRAIaile Logistic Probabilistic method, Naranjo’s algorithm wag Liverpool algorithms Tun1s
Uszifugouasimgnsallifislszasd S 59 ¢ Aldsuaneudsed uazdmualinanisussidusys
certain/probable 1Hunauin (Auidesiuen) wuin Naranjo’s algorithm fifnaaalififesas 42 Apay
Fumzfiseas 89 Turedl Garcia-Cortés M uaganiz Anwisesuienfunefivsesuaine) s1ui 249
atiu Wisuiflsufunanisuszdiures RUCAM daduaiasdiefiinmudimglunsussdiusmsnuiesu
AMmgRvrofuang) nudldaanulinazaudiniziosas 54 Laz 88 ANARU

TunsalUSeuifisuiunanisAnues Macedo AF uazagy AiUszifiusieaiu ADRs 3nauusea
500 atiu feledesdeguuuulassaiiannsgiu 15 vin WsuiunanisussiduvesnguiiBonay (expert
panel) #l# WHO-UMC criteria iunseunisuseidiu léenensliadsveundosiiovs 15 viin gefleiosay 93
wiflinAudnzindndfissdosay 7 uazidloSuunauUssNTIBNuNUI enuriadenss (serious
ADRs) 31031 137 atu Iiranuhiwasanusinsniewinduiesas 92 uag 8 dmsunsdinsusadfiuseany
unexpected ADRs $1u3u 80 atu wuiniimaulwasanudinziedewiniudosas 82 uag 21 mudisu
Tunsdidl azhudn Thai aleorithm waz Naranjo’s algorithm wifileanaliisnninudldundnluvasiten
ANUTAIZEINTINN F91aNd13L0IN Thai algorithm wag Naranjo’s algorithm dA1AunsIagluseaus
msedimanaluazmausunzdiedieuiu WHO-UMC criteria Tusesuiiflngifiostius 2 a1 wazdln
geanimselndiAsstuiniesileviindy

2. AMUNIEIYRATENNBTENINNE U 3 AU (inter-observer reliability)

AULTIEIURIATNEDNY 3 alla lawn WHO-UMC criteria, Thai algorithm &y Naranjo’s

. a v v 6 a ' 1% a . . o a ¢
algorithm ‘LumiﬂizL@Jummamwummmmmzmw@ﬂﬁzmu 3 AU (inter-observer reliability) lagAiAs1zi
Tu 5 gUuuY (113197 15) wud denanuaenndes (kappa statistic; k) dgegluszauneld (k = 0.20-0.33)
INNSUTERUTIUALANNNTANTINGININT (Sraeh 1) wagsenunlrananuusedn (Szeed 2) Falnalfes
AUNANISAN®IVBY Garcia-Cortés M wagAmy (2008) NUSEEUIIEIUNMIEREHUIINGI191NUUTEIT
(249 ativ) seniegUszdiu 2 au Awvmansussiduiu 4 szav leun definite, probable, possible uay
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unlikely (gULLUUﬁ 5) Wui1 Naranjo’s algorithm daranuaenadeslusedua (k = 0.17) WuRInUNg
ﬂ’liﬂia‘ﬁLﬁﬂiﬂﬂ%ﬂﬁﬁmamﬁLﬂ‘i’wﬂugULLUULamﬁu Naranjo’s algorithm 7ififAnuaenades k winfu 0.20
Tussesdl 1 uaz k Wity 0.19 Tuszesil 2 winuth Srmanudenadesiiunns1aainnsaneiwes Milkovic MM
wagAy 7WUdn Naranjo’s algorithm fAAuaonndesenIeUsEiiy 2 Aulunsussidiusngau
unexpected hepatotoxicity $1uau 19 atiu Tussfuarudenadasfiunn (substantial) Ao k WU 0.67 3
Junansuszduiilndidestunsfineves Naranjo CA uwazeue fildrnuaenndedszning 0.69-0.86

dlewSsuiisunnuiiswesdanuusazdoves Thai algorithm s 7 48 (15197 4) wazves
Naranjo’s algorithm W 10 $8 (319 5) FEMINEUTHIIY 3 AUNUT AIANILARAATDIVBILAaT UBLANAN
fusnn Tae Thai algorithm Siauadenadasiauslussiusmasiiunans k = 0.17-0.51) luaisdl Naranjo’s
algorithm nuindadauslsifimuaonadesdaonndaddussiudiunans (k = -0.01-0.52) Tnefanudianuin
"ﬂmmﬁlw?azg;/” firuaenndadlusysiusn vislu Thai algorithm (¥ 4, k = 0.18) wax Naranjo’s algorithm
@0 5, k = 0.1) FeaenndostunansAinyves Naranjo CA wazanz Tinuindaiudingn {ofl 5 veq
Naranjo’s algorithm) lenanisuszdiufiuansnaiu wdsnsdnlngazmeuithingu

3. N15YBNIULATE43D Thai algorithm

nsdiUspiunsEonsuASesile Thai algorithm th fifesaedluaudiuiivensuiivzueiaddlo
4 Tewdulngfiteulvitmsdosimundusuuuulusunsuiiosazmnlunisldsmisnsimunion
vierrumnevesamusasdaliaau sl oraidlesie Thai algorithm Wuiedosilelyaififussdiugslad
UsvaunmsniuazAuies desumnavanasuly Thai algorithm [uiaTesfienmsgiuvesUssmesidudes
waulvaganldie uazifieliAnnsmnuiinssiunsiigiowuamansldlunudszd swdsdesue
mMauusardelidaau Tnaanivee1eda fmaude 4 waxde 5 Adearuasnndasroudiasi

asUiadolauaiiu: \

\Asesile Thai algorithm fAANATININALAENAU Naranjo’s algorithm el uiuinusn1suseiy

ANUEUTUSITIE g UatasAnseusialan Tnedidanubuasanudiniglussaud Tuvaeinnuiesasening
AUsTAIY 3 A YauATedilon 3 wia wultegluszduneld laeinaeinisuseiliuvesesAniseundeiian
ANUADAARBINAINT Thai algorithm wag Naranjo’s algorithm guswiliudiulngjeeusunagly Thai
. Ay vy Y o & A v = § YAl o a °
algorithm lngildaiaualvdnisiuulusunsudnsagy iearuazanlunisidau suudslvidmesuneniy
wiazdeldaau mninisanfdunismudeiausuugiing1n Thai algorithm Aagansunladginisinim
Aonuwaneslussidussiuuagainuillaninsavneneuld auinuannslyd Naranjo’s algorithm la

BT AIUNANITANWIAIAIILATILAL AUV D AT DI DAL IRALWANAIAULUIAIN AN15ANEN
IUIULALUTENNVIT BT UUsHEY NElumMUIIn AMANLaE AN BEURIiIRE1NIlY naIfe T8
NNNIAINAVINTTouTANUaNYTalvesdaya (completeness) wardindianududauinnnitmenunle
NUUTET 8AAUUNNTA U S1897UANULTUN M YRR UAINEIN LS TUINNUIBUNNERNIEN1 Deals
< =~ 1A a v a P Ao ~ | AdA Y AY A ' v v o o oA
gy Wesanliidslananunsaldusediulanadiuynnsd uiagislvandeidaunnsiaiu ey n1sAmden
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WHO-UMC causality assessment criteria

Causality term

Assessment criteria*

Certain

« Event or laboratory test abnormality, with plausible time relationship to drug
intake

 Cannot be explained by disease or other drugs

» Response to withdrawal plausible (pharmacologically, pathologically)

» Event definitive pharmacologically or phenomenologically (i.e. an objective
and specific medical disorder or a recognized pharmacological phenomenon)

 Rechallenge satisfactory, if necessary

Probable/ Likely

« Event or laboratory test abnormality, with reasonable time relationship to drug
intake

» Unlikely to be attributed to disease or other drugs

* Response to withdrawal clinically reasonable

 Rechallenge not required

Possible

« Event or laboratory test abnormality, with reasonable time relationship to drug
intake

 Could also be explained by disease or other drugs

« Information on drug withdrawal may be lacking or unclear

Unlikely

« Event or laboratory test abnormality, with a time to drug intake that makes a
relationship improbable (but not impossible)
» Disease or other drugs provide plausible explanations

Conditional/

Unclassified

« Event or laboratory test abnormality
» More data for proper assessment needed, or
- Additional data under examination

Unassessable/
Unclassifiable

* Report suggesting an adverse reaction
» Cannot be judged because information is insufficient or contradictory
« Data cannot be supplemented or verified

* All points should be reasonably complied with
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For ‘Certain’ the occurrence of the event cannot be explained by any disease the patient is

known to have or any other drug taken.

For ‘Probable’ on the other hand, the event is ‘unlikely’ to be attributable to another cause.
Also the dechallenge situations (i.e. what happened after stopping) are different. In a ‘Certain’ case
report, the course of events constitutes a positive argument in favour of holding the suspected drug
responsible, in pharmacological or pathological respects, whereas in a ‘Probable’ case it is sufficient

if it is ‘clinically reasonable’ (i.e. not unreasonable).

The essential distinctions between ‘Probable’ and ‘Possible’ are that in the latter case there
may be another equally likely explanation for the event and/or there is no information or uncertainty

with regard to what has happened after stoppins.

The criteria that may render the connection ‘Unlikely’ are firstly the time relationship is
improbable (with the knowledge at the time), and/or another explanation is more likely. The term
‘Unclassified/Conditional’ is of a preliminary nature and is appropriate when, for a proper
assessment, there is more data needed and such data are being sought, or are already under
examination. Finally when the information in a report is incomplete or contradictory and cannot be

complemented or verified, the verdict is ‘Unclassifiable’.

Since by far the most frequent categories in case reports are ‘Possible’ and ‘Probable’,
the usual approach to using the system is to choose one of these categories (depending on the
impression of the assessor) and to test if the various criteria fit with the content of the case report.
If the report seems stronger one can go one step ‘higher’ (e.g. from ‘Possible’ to ‘Probable’), if the
evidence seems weaker one should try a ‘lower’ category. To see if that category is the right one or

if it does again not seem to fit, the next adjacent term is tried.
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Summary description of Causality Assessment

Term

Description

Comment

Certian

A clinical event, including laboratory test
abnormality, occurring in a plausible time
relationship to drug administration, and
which cannot be explained by concurrent
disease or other drugs or chemicals.
The response to withdrawal of the drug
(dechallenge) should be clinically plausible.
The event must be definitive pharmacolo-
gically or phenomenologically, using a
satisfactory rechallenge procedure if

necessary.

It is recognized that this stringent definition
will lead to very few reports meeting the
criteria, but this is useful because of
the special value of such reports. It is
considered that time relationships between
drug administration and the onset and
course of the adverse event are important
in causality analysis. So, it also is the
consideration of confounding features, but
due weight must place on the known
pharmacological and other characteristics
of the drug product being considered.
Sometimes the clinical phenomena
described will also be sufficiently specific
to allow a confident causality assessment
in the absence of confounding features and
with appropriate time relationships, e.g.

penicillin anaphylaxis.

Probable/Likely

A clinical event, including laboratory test
abnormality, with a reasonable time
sequence to administration of the drug,
unlikely to be attributed to concurrent
disease or other drugs or chemicals, and
which follows a clinically reasonable
response on withdrawal (dechallenge).
Rechallenge information is not required to
fulfil this definition.

This definition has less stringent wording
than for “certain” and does not necessitate
prior knowledge of drug characteristics or
clinical adverse reaction phenomena. As
stated no rechallenge information is need-
ed, but confounding drug administration

underlying disease must be absent.

Possible

A clinical event, including laboratory test
abnormality, with a reasonable time
sequence to administration of the drug,
but which could also be explained by
concurrent disease or other drugs or
chemicals. Information on drug withdrawal

may be lacking or unclear.

This is the definition to be used when drug
causality is one of other possible causes for

the described clinical event.
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Term

Description

Comment

Unlikely

A clinical event, including laboratory test
abnormality, with a temporal relationship
to drug administration which makes a
causal relationship improbable, and in
which other drugs, chemicals or underlying

disease provide plausible explanations.

This definition is intended to be used when
the exclusion of drug causality of a clinical

event seems most plausible.

Conditional/

Unclassified

A clinical event, including laboratory test
abnormality, reported as an adverse
reaction, about which more data is essential
for a proper assessment or the additional

data are under examination.

Unassessible/
Unclassifiable

A report suggesting an adverse reaction
which cannot be judged because infor-
mation is insufficient or contradictory, and

which cannot be supplemented or verified.
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nAWUIN 2

Naranjo’s algorithm

Naranjo Adverse Drug Reaction Probability Scale

Question Yes No Po Not Score
Know

1. Are there previous conclusive reports on this reaction? +1 0 0

2. Did the adverse event appear after the suspect- +2 -1 0
ed drug was administered?

3. Did the adverse reaction improve when the drug was +1 0 0
discontinued or a specific antagonist was administered?

4. Did the adverse event reappear when the drug was +2 -1 0
re-administered?

5. Are there alternative causes (other than the drug) -1 +2 0
that could on their own have caused the reaction?

6. Did the reaction reappear when a placebo was given? -1 +1 0

7. Was the drug detected in blood (or other fluids) in +1 0 0
concentrations known to be toxic?

8. Was the reaction more severe when the dose was +1 0 0
increased or less severe when the dose was decreased?

9. Did the patient have a similar reaction to the same or +1 0 0
similar drugs in any previous exposure?

10.Was the adverse event confirmed by any objective +1 0 0
evidence?

TOTAL SCORE:

Modified from: Naranjo CA et al. A method for estimating the probability of adverse drug reactions. Clin Pharmacol
Ther 1981; 30: 239245.

The ADRs is assigned to a probability category from the total score as follows:
« Definite if the overall score is 9 or greater,

» Probable for a score of 5-8,

« Possible for 1-4 and

» Doubtful if the score is 0.
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AnznszunsAinsannIAne3dtluae nesneanstsugy  WiRensounlasinisuda Angsnssunas
- - - H : - - -. ] r
RarsnneyTiluudssessmliadunsinmidudesiniuld MidlaeSamnuenansaiunmmnedhmén eils vinudies
meusnzesiasmsifenznasmsy newmnd WereepiRddiulasmaniesundiasuunegyiasims

““l. X . dszsunssunng

ZL"J ﬁ’ e NITHAITURSIHTIYNNT

(wrendnand #de)

Fuseadausfud 8 fuAu 2553 fadudt 7 funrAu 2554
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Document No.......... 12010

The Ethical Review Committee for Research in Human Subjects
Ministry of Public Health, Thailand

Title of Project : The Evaluation of Thai Algorithm usage for adverse drug reaction monitoring.
Protocol Number : Ref. no. 31/2553

Principle Investigator : Ms.Wimon Suwankesawong

Place of proposed study : Technical and Planning Division, Food and Drug Administration

Faculty of Pharmaceutical Science, Mahidol University
The 34 selected hospitals

Document Approved :

1.

© @ N O o s ® N

Thai Protocol version date 18 November 2010

Inform to participate in the project as a specialist form version date 18 November 2010

Informed consent form version date 18 November 2010

Inform to participate in the project as a ADR monitor personnel form version date 18 November 2010
Evaluation record form for specialists ( phase 1) version date 18 November 2010

Information sheet version date 18 November 2010

Adverse Event Report Form version date 18 November 2010

Evaluation record form for ADR monitor personnel (phase 2) version date 18 November 2010

Questionnaire for the evaluation of acceptability on Thai Algorithm (phase 2) version date 18 November 2010

10. Principle investigator Curriculum Vitae

We also confirm that we are an ethics committee constituted in agreement and in accordance with the

ICH-GCP.

The Ethical Review Committee for Research in Human Subjects Ministry of Public Health, Thailand had

reviewed protocol. In ethical concem, the committee has reviewed and approved for implementation of the research

study as above mention, therefore the Thai protocol will be mainly conduct. The protocol must be approved by

continuation review for the duration of one year until expired.

{Mr. Tanongsan Sutatam)

.. Secretary
(Mr. Pakorn Siriyong)

Date of Approval 8 December 2010 Date of Expired 7 December 2011
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NAWUIN 4

LONESHUSUIEINSUBNEEUAS

o

1. ¥olasens3e n1sUsdunisly Thai Algorithm amsunisaaniuainisiunedszasavinnsiden

=

2. ¥aridy syylvidenndesiulenalsmuuzinvaIuiasuis

RIS

B AOUAURUROI e ARmdelfazain 24 42l
WSENY VN Tinnseliaann 24 Halug
PN finnseliaann 24 Halug
WAAOUT oo Tinnseliazann 24 Halug

4. Wanan3za9lAsen1sidenazAUgIdasiuaTaalng
o & oy o =2 a v
4.1 wianawazANILduidanisvindne iy
A v a | ¢ 3 % o @ v A A A a
\Wadshey MsaenuNansinnueinshiisuszasrainnisliden Sndusedivsesdionasgnlunsussdiv
Anuduiussenin enfiasdoinluinaspuiendu §idelugiugisuiaveunufinaueinishifiausyads ld
o AN . . X A quva AN oA 4 a A ov moux =
WnLA3aadle Thai algorithm T WieldduesesdiannsgiuvesUsena uwillaanninsesded Galulalinnsfiny
WeUszdiutannuiiemss Anuwiugl n1sseusu waslymavassalunmslduiiainuunney dauidsladayi
1A5IN5AN I8
4.2 IngUsTaaAraINIsAnYIIdY
WeUsziliuauiienss anuinielavean3nsile Thai algorithm way Naranjo’s algorithm @afinng
Ifiuegaunsvatsludagiu Wisuduesesdoninsgiuvesesdnisaundalan (WHO causality assessment
criteria) wazUseliun1seauiunisld Thai algorithm ¥84yAaININIINISUNMENUGURNUAANINIIBIIUEINTT
LaiieUszasd
4.3 /NsAne1IY

=

AnwlngnisuiieSoslaNwmuITunInagsy Tun1sUsEiuAmNuduNUSSEuIseNasdeiuennig

v
= [y !

LifaUsgasAnnnisldenintuiurin Inglunsmegeuriuasgndunivaivseifuazennisiindiieiiudeya
WLLRLUSEILAT W
4.4 szezatNvinudaaneiteslunisinynive
segenabiliiy 3 ey
i = g s o
4.5 UselawiNasialduainnisiaey
A a wa a | ¢ I3 P oA A A g
YAaINIasIsugunUURMuAnnL/s189uenNslifitUsgasrannsiden diesesdlonduunnsgiu
Tunsailivnu Faslulselevidseviusuiesthesedug lunmstesturnudssnnnislden
a = ' a ' a X
4.6 anudesnsannuliauiennusznsinaindnasiaty
A5:91570lATINSTUASIH anvinbivinudsnatlunslanduniwel Feagldianliiiu 20 uil wevinuae
asuAmuzinmMUsne Nt UeINslURaUseasATAnLAE NS M8 SIUTIMUINIINISUBIAUAMULAEIYBINISHIA

o o X oo
BINTIPNNANIVUBDAN
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4.7 msdasfiuannudes
Q’%ﬁa%’maddﬂaj’jmmxLﬁﬁwﬁaﬂﬂﬁfw133%’85%‘§alﬁ adindldunssnuiia saudeuuziinislden
wazmsdesiuanuidssannsldonsuierfuiiienudu
4.8 vauwaNMsguasneAuduvasdoyanievateaasing
FiTesusesinsiiudeyaemsiiforiusiudunudu ssdaweldanzagiuanisise wiens
Damedeyaredivinfififedestunisaduayuuariiuguanisitoindu iuvdedunulneveussuasld
Suuddlsmaudoyalmiluiuifddoyalndifindu
4.9 MS0UAIAINTATINIGIVY
viwazaeuiieenannsinwidiolafldesdasy Tneidousdimsivarmiin uaznisuanaeui
MM et wlifinasensenusenslefuusnmsnsensinuiierldfunsusznslasely
4.10 ey wolnsdwii vesdfivinuanansadaseldazan nsalfisndy (vesudazuvia)
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NIAWUIN S

wuunauiuinulaseinsluguEldeuey

T
VL
AN VTFNIY L
GRVGHN

O Wuerassunndifanad amnudoimquazivszaunsallunisFounsaouidonisiiy

WEvINeIAAN N 2 U annuminedsludsesimalneuse

O \Juunnddfiuszaunisallumnunisineiu ADRs Tulssmeunanilitdesndn 5 U wu nssuns/
BUNTIUNIS/MNUAY ADRs vadlsaneuna (lusiu vise

O e1vsdundunsifiy@ins@inufidniameinundyinendidn way/viowndunssuaddn waz
fuszaumsallunisasu/AdeluSsandingradtnindunssundtnlidaiini1 2 anuminende
Tudszimelng

O Jwndunsiiivszaunisalluaunisfinnin ADRs lulsanerviauilidvesndn 5 U wazidilu

NFLUIUNTT causality assessment

LI 919 ARG IO UNTTUTELTU ADRS. .ot

LR 9UKALIINATASINSINE BE1NALLDEATALAUBLADUALI1TILIATINT
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wuunauiuliulasinsluguzndunsguiiRnunnnia/s1e91u ADRs

O wwng O wndens O wewna
AU AU LagUsyaunTsainsAEuIUAIY AARNULaYSI891U ADRs (Rauldunnndt 1 o)
O WGugififaululsmenuaidadondisiulasinis

wa

O gufidrsiulasanis neaswulukuuneusudisaulasainislugiugynainsnansunmdgui ia
L4 'ﬂl a
MNTURARIL/S1897U ADRs

O fusvaunisainmsfinanu/sieau ADRs Biteendi 6 e visewmednsumseusuvanansiieniu
N3UsELUs1897U ADRs

LR 9UKALIINTATATINSINE Y BE1NALLDEATALAUBLADUALI1TINIATINT
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nAWUIN 7

LuuUsELU Thai algorithm

Y
SMVIGNIGH

Case No

winnsadlaiielseasd

asunanisUseLly
YOFDIUNYIUNA

2NND

PorUsziilu

FIWIN

AU

AMNBU

inausiasUuNan1sUsisiu

Toduead

Unazly

2193zl

Tsivnazly

1. fomsnionanisnsnagislaagievis

deluil Afuduininmamsallifisusease
1.1 {UsziRve99In13 (Mmedical history)*
1.2 81n5uanInemaln (clinical sign)
1.3 dnan15ns3an1evi el Juanas

(laboratory investigation)

Y

Y

Y Y

Y

Y

Y

2. lasvenfasdenawiamnnisallaiie
Usyasd

3. wnsadliifissvasdav ide

3.1 nyaeade uin

3.2 apuuavese iy win

3.3 THendnufanizianzas (specific
antagonist)

Y/U

4. laiflanmgdunviliiamgnisal lafia
Usrasn wenanenasde

Y/U

5. wedinenumgnsalliisUsyad a1nen
Niasdvunnou (previous report)

Y/U

Y/U| U

Y/U

6. wmnsallaifisUszasd Aatuludnue
nseilansaindaseelud

6.1 \Ananeniiasde Toe

(1) e Wenah (rechallenge) 3
) lfianunliene1 (accidental
rechallenge)

62 \inTuegesania (neluan....
wfh) wdsnmslasuefiasdoiioswia
LAE

6.3 (ARt a1 Fuvaiiguen

Y/U

7. JUseifonsiumilounsenaianaa nudl
ynneudialasusnnaueItuen Nasde
nau

Y/U

Y/U

Y/U

Y/U

Y/U

Y/U | Y/U

Y/U

Y/U

* e Useiivete1nts vinelis 91n1suananendiniiinduneusinulnmg nAvena1vesstae

Y= “To” U= “lile viselansu” wanisusediu wuadu “loud” “dragly” “onvagly” “linly”

Unclassified nuneds liaansadaszavanuinasiulonndeyaliddismeniodaudeiu
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Az lunsly Thai algorithm

Auzinaly

1. WUU Thai algorithm 1 adu Tdussliumnuduiusseninamsnisallafislssasd 1 man1sal wazen
flaade 1 vila

2. Thai algorithm Uszneusne feyavhluifefunisussdiu uazdinw 7 4o Tnefisieaziden
ANUINETRIAA N RaE TR NTITatR LY

3. maumauluusazde Inglildmneulurasineu Medydnualfeluil
1) Tunsdlwaudiaiudn “lo” Tunusmedydnual “Y”
2) lunsdlmoudaud “lily” vise “linsiu” vise “liliveya” Tiunumedydnuel “U”

4. \dlenouauesusianunasu 7 4o Whimeudilévia 7 4o iisutunasiasunanisussdidlusuy
Ussailuinasaifussiuaraniasdu (probability) alu 4 sesfu deteluil
1) Toud (certain)
2) Wagld (probable)
3) 919914 (possible)
4) laiunagly (unlikely)

5. nsdifidneuildlinsafuszdulalunasiasunanissediu Iasunanisusadiuin “liaansg
Uszidiulel (unclassified)”

AMURNIBVDIADULAAZTD

o 1 domrsvisonanisnsiveelnagrmidesaluimguduinnamgnisalluieUssaed 1.1 sz
¥84991113 (medical history) 1.2 8In154aAdNN9AALN (clinical sign) 1.3 dnan13a53an 198U UANs

(laboratory investigation)

Taquszasdvasinuil 1 edosnisBuduindivgnsallifisUssasdiAniuage Tnswmgnisal
laifisUszasdoratiudiufedoya dutolud

1.1 #Us2dRva981n13 (medical history) mngfis IdeyaarngUreidainisuananiendinneus
WULNWNE

1.2 emsuanm1snddn 1dud 81n13 (symptom) Midudvenidvesiing 1wy vandswe iudu
Aduld Uanvies Tadu \Jusu viee1n1suand (sign) InT1anuaInnnsnsIasanmelagunme Wi nsinnsiiu
#la 120 Ayt ndranifoseuuss Auune 1130 tarcet-like lesion Wudu

1.3 WaN13A33IN1WBIUAUANST nueds nan1snafigaelun1sidedelsasauiunisdnusesa
LAZATIVINMY LU N15ATIINAATATTEN N159TIaRATNET NMITNTIINNYANTIAUAIAAT NITRNTIIN

[y [

@TVINEIARIN n1snsrangiiduiukaglisainet n1snsianeme1siveneinig uasn1nsIviiade

q
'
£ == a

M9 593 (Diagnostic imaging) Uy Fanan1snsranieesUfiRnmsminanuiuindanuiaunfiny
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o 2 lasveriasaenaunamgnisalluiayssaed

2
a =

Fagusasdvasdnuded 2 lefinsananuduiusimna seniavnnsallifeUssadiiiniy
fueiiasde

winnsadlaifislseasAesauinnendngthelasueasdelunaiiaenndemangiuniedsnnis
Fufvanyazvewrgn1sal/onsliisszasrannisldeusasUssny wu nsiiniuauiivann penicillins
w6l Type | (IgE-mediated reaction) aviudnwaly immediate reaction agiinnenasinsuennelussey

I A A o Ay & a A 19 A a .
nanduunyvsetilus Tuvaznandunisiiaiulieiuy maculopapular rash MAna7n drug specifc T-cell
mediated reaction aviluanway delay reaction aztinneasanlasuenduiunrsedunsi uduy

o 3 wignisalluilavszasAnina1induiile (3.1) neneriiasde vse (3.2) anvuInYaseIiadae
w59 (3.3) igrsnwrillaniziaizad (specific antagonist)

Y] 4 [ v d' d' <@ % 1 d! = [ [ Y4 1 =1 I3

WgUszasavasmauden 3 eiludeyadiunidunstudurnuduiusseniauvgnisallificseasd
FAUAMUI NNz AU NEET VI anUsHUAUIUINEN

3.1 vgaaasds Wnevannisvaluimsnisallaisssasidianuduiusiunisldeiasds wgnisal
LifisUsgasddinanmsazhivulongnefiady 1wy tAnen1sHuAunanInn1slasuel amoxicllin wag
A ¥ P 1% A [ [ % % 1 « oy % [ % S uny
Wiangalden amoxicillin waonisruAumely WWusu Wneudn “ly” unumedydnwal “Y

1 @ = c{' v & M ¥ o yddy (v 1 Y 1 [y
ag9lsiny Tuviensal nsvgeenasdenlulavilvifay mneinisdanadlaiaunlugsyeu

N7ukTN selinarililinnisiin1sa19s WU 81N15YrUINA1IsMiAIINNISLASY aminoglycosides
wilzneneiasduoinisyvuinidensed Wudu Tunsdiuil sesfinnsanainuangiudusiueae ineu “U

3.2 anvuinvasidasde wignisallufiaUsrasduneiinanusuwsuiuuinel (dose-related)
= ~ ) v I = aX ' PR a ) ) Yo .
Wieanvuineasduasivieneiiennsity wu gUisiineinsladundiainnislasuen theophyllline
200 1aans5y %’Uﬂivmuﬂ%’qa“ 1 i Yuaz 2 A%9 Wannndusvananuuingadlaesuusen s miansiay
pdadin Yuay 2 @ 1Js'1ﬂgmmmﬂaaumsmwmamsﬂ,ﬂ Wi imeun “lo” unudyanwalmedyanwal “v”

3.3 1fe15ne1fianisianzas (specific antagonist) tan15adlaifieUse sasRUarlaied1ui
LNILLIE Y Lmagﬂmsﬂ,mnmumﬂanmmiﬂ%mu Wi JU38LAn anaphylaxis 31nn1sldenaa penicillin
G sodium Maviaeniden penicillin dnanseduszuuglauiuilainmaansnien1sui (mediators) 4a13
&ty A histamine 1319 antihistamine adugfaniziarzasnagyinlionsiinainnismas histamine
~ aX < v v R S Y ¢ v YY) ¢ wng o X | P ~ Ao
fomshau Wusu Tameuin “l9” unudydnwalmedydnwal “Y” vl liswdngd 91n1sfnauaInng
Tasusnawasan (steroid) tasanluimnuanwiziatzasiueniasde

o 4 lidlanungduiieraviliinamenisallaiiassasa uanvneriiaede

Y ¢ ° = A v | A - = o A o § Y a ¢
TQUszasAvasAIaINd 4 Wedumindanwmduuenmioainefiasdenaiuisavinliiinmenisal
LifsUszasnananlatnmielyl
44' & =2 vy & ! A Sg oo = v a A S a o ed
awnauluind vanesiuda lsendreduey erduinldsiu (Taufsenasdeviindu) sauviandnduaious)
lallaensng 1w o ayulng Jusu nsdifegauguy
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« JUlasuEn co-trimoxazole uay fluconazole Wiy Mevddlasuenluuad 2 dasi wduin
Stevens-Johnson syndrome (SJS) fiansanszeznainisiin SIS mevdsldsuen wuieriaesdsyavian
futusfunisiinoinisfenanld venindewiaesiiaeissnuivinliAn sJs Idude

Tunsdidl fesussdiufinvaenilasdorfummnisallafissyasd (drug-AE pair) vnriamslif co-trimoxazole
fio v1flasde fluconazole AastduanmmduivinlhiAnmvmnisdlifsuszasd fadu fnou Ao “laily”
unumedyanual “U”

« {theléi¥uen isoniazid, rifampicin wdnAnwaMailifisuszasd e dusniauidsundu Taofigiae
flsadusnauanniafauegie lunsdilfmeudoui “llly” vie U
TunsaifildsladmgnisallifsUszasdiAnanaivndu esanliausaszymeazidon amg
visolinsrudeyaiferiulsafienasiliiAamenisallifisuszasd vieunnddalaiaunsnidedonenlsald
Tnaudn “linsw” vise “lifiteya” unumedyanual “U” wuriu

v 5 inedsrgerumgnisallsinedssasa nvemasdeaneay (previous report)

o/

FaguszasdvasAutad 5 iielinraeuteyaainienaissnsdeineg Reafusiasdiaed
szufamgnsallaifisUsvasdiiiotuvioly)

fsnumgnsallifieUszasd vesrfladomnneu mnefs fsvyluonarsivinms (uguuuusiieg)
lonansteyaenvesznaun1s (Company Core data sheet) lenansfnduen vidogruteyasiiiAadea
fBEaLY

« §U78Ain toxic epidermal necrolysis (TEN) weasde31Linane valproic acid fnan1sduaAutaya
NNenansEsBeiAgtes udn
o nuhmeiinenuaTUviveiisenudUie (case reports) rieu ineudn “19” unumedydnueal “Y”
o nduAukalinuIdsenuy viekinsuindvsely Weeuin “lilyvie “linsw” wnude

[

foyanwal “U”
° v S ERAN % Y % < =
nsneuAntailillunsruiunmsauAudeyamuanulaensievesen il Type A ADRs 4613156
asunanalnmsiinliainnsgninandyinen nisneuraiuenaligeennuintn uivinidu Type B ADRs
NTAUALAZADIA LA UAL AN ¥l UBUaNANTO19BWNY TngurasloyaonaunNLraslayaugud
Vgl visenRull wazwnasuvestayauandNiudaudwmasrasRuANLgelialun1sazaTUvaYa
Anulaandevete sauntagunefasdonelaguniasisaunisiineinisluiisussasdunnaunselisie

wenantinsainiluelmionsvzdedinisfinmuduAudeyaanusendunaneine

7o 6 dmgnrsallsinevszaca innduluanvasnsallansalviledsnaluid (6.1-6.4)

Y '3 o vy o di [J £ ' A v =1 & U A v v v
guszasAvasAandan 6 iedudeyarisuduinvenisalliisUssasdiveiasdeinnuduius
Tuszauanuhazdun “lawd (certain)” mnfimmnisalldiauszasdaiintuannsalansdinilsdmoluiiniu
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6.1 \Aaanenitasde g
1) waulded (rechallenge) vanefs wnnsalliifisUsvasaiifndudunaannslasue
fasdoinlnoiannnendsimeduund sl deghaziamgnisaildfisussasduuuduvdold Tunsdiiin
wnnsallsifisUszasiuuuiay (positive rechallenge) Alineudn “1v” unusednydnual “v” « Tunsdld
lu'l,ﬁmmsamsmﬂlﬂﬁwszaaéﬁaLﬁﬂiué’ﬂwmﬁu (negative rechallenge) Tmauin “lily” unumedayanual
“U” Mty

» ffaeusie) meropenem induAY ilovenen an1siumelY uiknwneiaIsan g ae
ﬁnnsﬁm%?yaﬁ'wam'misyd7 i#ofoe 18ldianz meropenem s unmesaarsanTsien meropenem o7
uazgiheaiusuiusn nsdilinoudn “lo” unudedydnval “y”

o {Uhelasuen Isoniazid, rifampicin, pyrazinamide, ethambutol fesinfudniauideunEu
a9dedLAn9N isoniazid, rifampicin %38 pyrazinamide LLaSLﬁaMQﬂﬁﬁﬁgﬂ 3 aiin Usinginseauioulsd
transaminase anawgund usisnemaidtieiinwddudosldsuednarn Wesnidu first line drug
dufusnwialsn Suipsfiarsalien isoniazid, rifampicin wag pyrazinamide @1aftay 1 wlin urtae
uazRanuszduieulssl transaminase nlifinnufiaund Fefinnsanlvendnvdaniedely auasedu
nszurunslendn (neldimaguangndlndde) iedumielavidlfiAamgnisaiding

» lunsdlimngdudels o isoniazid flheimafivturesioules transaminase Snads
Alneudn “l9” wiusedydnual Y7 dwsunisuseiliuge isoniazid funmedudniay

o luvaued Wolviendn 2 viafinde Ysingiildfinsifistuvesioules transaminase
i ndudessuiliussiuanudiiuduesendn 2 ety funmefusnaudsundy

« ns@iilsien isoniazid udiseauteules] transaminase i sesnfiansanliien rifampicin
Fuendrsudnly uavsysutevls transaminase sty vnnunmdfiansanlsliien pyrazinamide sz
A pyrazinamide fuNTIEAUSNLEU Wagnaudn “linsu (V)7

2) lsiamunI¥e191 (accidental rechallenge) vanefs wmnsallaifisUszasddiintudy

nannsldsuenfiasdedlagliionundesanlinsvindey udusngiuAamgnisallifisssacd
LU mgﬁﬁjmgh ludsySavasiitheinnaintunendldeniiasde (positive accidental rechallenge)
fREaLY

« ihgldFuen amoxicillin Tunfsiuduinoinsiiudu Tnefiheivss iaoiRnernsiudy
Tudnuasfmdiousuadsinendsld¥uen amoxicillin

. frilmstuiindseiRnsuiienlSedsday dhidefie Alvineudesauiiin “Iv” unude
Foyanwal “v”

= fithglineiiuseRiuAne nsiudunendslatuen amoxicllin viefiuszfainaeiin
o1MsRuAUNevaaldue1 amoxicllin winstuiinusgiinisuion amoxicilin lidaau visliudedio
vidolinsu vielifiteyaiitheiiuss iinaiRnmgnsallsifsusvasdludnuns imiouviondondatuoinis
Adaluasthndeumengiainnslésuen amoxicilin Aldmeuin “lild” wnuedydnwal “U”
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6.2 inTuatesania (melunan 1) 1dsannastasusnasduiinesiinime
Tunsdill vuneds wensalldiicdsrasdiiatusgssamsanmelunailiinu 1 9lus amendaldsu
g iasdeiiiessiaien @dnulngidunslasueeisnisae) lnefthelifionnsinunAlafiuanatavanisel

[ (% L3

TifsUszasrmanannaulasusfasds Alinaudn “la” unusmeddnueal “Y” dgraau

o

» fUheidsumsnuidalulsmeuadienindainluguidleglifionisinunadulasaude
nounstdaLmEladen cefuroxime Sndvasmdandfietestunsinite vaziinerunaiddng
Usnghitheflemsiiuauiiviuim uundhen meldlioon anudulafinandas Son

6.3 1AnTu o dumisiifuen

Tunsdid vaneds mgnsallifisszasdiAntumendsldsuefiasdofominge o duminiug
liidlaensdn nwideduda TneftelifioinsiisunlafiuansdangnisallaifisUssasdfananinoulsisuen
fiasde Alvmeudn “lo” unudhedudnuel “Y” fregraay

o {Ueldemn methysalicylate cream wdnAnRamlslulans Unaiidudae viensiniadu
tetanus toxoid u&ETheRneIMIUInUmUI TGN 1usy

6.4 lgsun1studuaudunussendnsenumgnisallinidszaed 310115039aN19%a U URN

Tunsdiil vanefs fnanismmanefes fiinmsfiamgazasiiansodudulsdanuiniuag
yosmaAnmgmsallifivlsrasdfiasdoinifnaneifiade wu nanismsedanassiuiludonlunsaiidu
ADRs Wudnwaiiuiuanudiduveseludon nisasrany specific drug antibody dmugtunesiin WWudu
Alvmaudn “ly” unumesdydnwal “Y” flgradu

« flheAnnnzlmonendsliiue amikacn uazidlonsainsydueludennuisesusludon
frndutugesninseduiléine (therapeutic level) Tunsdifiszdugluentigedenarndunistuduin
AUreinn1glaene amikacin

o fihefifinmziilawdiung (tachycardia) Mendsanlasuen theophylline waziiiayinisnsiain
szaveludeanudt szavelufeniinnududugauiusedunldsnw doihliiafivla

o 7 iszinamnrsimdounsonargadenuiluinauilalasvengunenvenadae
nquszasAvasAtaudan 7 eludeyausenounisussliuloniavesnisiinnisuienduiu

(cross reaction) nsgiitaewmerinenshifisUsyasdanetlundudeiuindeu fenvvsdleniainnsune
Pufiuls gusziiudeinnuianudilafesiunisuienduiu fegia

« {thefiuseiRuien penicillin V wuuauiivannew lasugn amoxicillin Werfine1n1suieiuuaity
Wuieaiu nazaeudn “l4” unumesdydnwal “Y” Heeanen penicillin V uaren amoxicillin Alonaiin
nsueTuAule
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FJoA2552391UN514 Thai algorithm

Thai algorithm ua3asiievdandafilddmiulssfiueinishifisuszasdannislden deudidasin
dHosndugamauntuientu algorithm iadue fe nsiluldFeiideassete fedl

1. Thai algorithm iJugamaudmiunsdszfiuvnnisal/emslifsszasdannsldonilsione
zasdmsuonshifisUssasduianileviale

2. mathdeyavesftheifievunuszneumsnaumaiaves Thai algorithm azdesdflsisanuninidode
mnugnFesvesteyaiiaztiunld

3. N1199719840na15tAUTENBUNTHAITAUIMANITAlAINa 1L AETaTUNTRII891UNISANDINTS
lifisUszasdiu fosdinisussduuvasiinvesenansienan dnvusidovasdoyaindiaruninge gnées
LAZUZAUY

a. manouinuluiasdoidudassiedu msnaulanoumausasdetiufioguuiiuguveman
TWININEINYERTIALD
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NAWUIN 8

Case No
wuuUseiliu Naranjo’ algorithm
gnTiaade
winnsallufiaUsasd
asunanisUsuid Forusuidiu
Foanuneua 81LNo J9Uin
A0 T lild | Linsw AZWUY
1. weilagunfenerumsuiisoniuudmioll +1 0 0
2. om/vsnsailaifisUsrasdiiintunendannldsuen +2 -1 0
fAndnduanmgvielsl
3. oms/vamsaibifisszasdiitudongaeidandnn | +1 0 0
viaudlolfendiuiisinizianeas (specific antagonist)
w3alil
4. erms/vansallaifisUszasddananifatu Wodly | +2 -1 0
gnlnsivselyl
5. Uﬁﬁ%mﬁlﬁmﬁummmLﬁﬂmﬂmm@%u (eninile -1 +2 0
ne1) veuUaelaviely
6. UiRsedananiniudn wieliomasnuielsl -1 +1 0
7. anansansanfadsinmeildluden (Fevesmaidy) | +1 0 0
Tuinamududuiduivielsl
8. UfSensuusaintu Weliuvuingmioanaiuguuss 1 0 0
auiloanvunswielyl
9. ftheineiufisowilowdondendatuiindeuluns | +1 0 0
8suenndareun vield
10. 1ms/mgnisallafadszasdd IdfunsBudu | +1 0 0
Tnendnguiidususssy (objective evidence) w3l
594
JEAUAZLUY AzLULINANIYEBIYIAY 9 Definite/Certain Toun
ATLUUYIAY 5-3 Probable 19
AZLUWWNAY 14 Possible 9193¢lY
AYWUULBENIIBWNNU O Doubtful/Unlikely UaNdy
ATO AU
FUR
WNT o
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ALuzIN5 Y Naranjo’s algorithm

Azl
1. WUU Naranjo’s algorithm 1 atu Tdussifiuanuduiussenineeinisiiiisuszas 1 vlla Auen
1 vl
2. Naranjo’s algorithm Usznausie M1a1u 10 4o Teeflasuuuddulunsdifiney “lo” “lily”
wio “linsu” hezuuuiineuldinsuiuudidadisuazwu

AzLUUSBENI MW U 0 1 Uuseeu “Doubtful/ Unlikely” (unasde)

AZLUULYINAY 1-4 Wuseau “Possible” (@23g1%)
AZLUWLIYINAY 5-8 Wuseau “Probable” (Wrazl)

ATLUUINANIMS WAL 9 1useeu “Definite” (&)

3. Juiin¥eeiiasdey wagAuRaUnAny Yo lsameuia wiouaunsienu (ududig) Tuwuuy

Naranjo’s algorithm

v
aaa IS

dail 1 1neilaguvidenenumaiiaufizontaudmiel
yangds: onslifisUszasdiiinty wnedaguniesenudeuin Saruduiusiuendiasdy
Tynsalyl
wumn:
(1) nsdifmefiaguvidesonumneu 1wy g1 Penicillin vliAnfuduly Tuiinazuuy = +1
2) nsdinlineiiagurionenuinteuliduiinaziuu = 0
(3) nsalliipensiuidnsagurseTenuineunselilituinAzwuu = 0

[

$aft 2 ernslifisUszasAiAnTy wuAluramevdild U Tiasdelyvdelsl

"3%13’14%:

(1) nsdifennsldfsUszasdtuinnendniilasueniiasds wWu Sudsemuen penicillin
Sufl 10 uns1AN 2543 meulewioiandsaintuil 10 unsey 2543 aeudineinisiudy Taduiin
AYWUY = +2

2) nsdiftennslilfislsvasdiuintunousuiildsuaiiasdoy penicillin Uit 10 unsIAY
2544 wiiinoMSHUALTUR 9 unsiAL 2564 Sereuntiy THTuTinATwLY = -1

(3) nedllinmuteyatuiinenshifisUssasduay Tunldsuolituiinasuuu = 0

a o

da9l 3 o1nsluisUszasAdfzuliangnedinaivsowiialie1n1uniliniglanzas  (Specific

antagonist) w3oll

¥ ' '
IS I

wnede: 91n1slifieUssasrnintuy Jonisivullenaneniads viaidlolasuediueInis

A o | '
Panzanzadlanselal
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ASUuiin:

(1) nsdlenmshifissvassdonsituileveneniiasde Wy i enisiu fu wdmnldsu
g1 penicillin wagiilovgnen penicillin valdeliefuiianzingassngitemsiuduusanmio
meld Tuiinaziuu = +1

(@) nsdifiomsldfsszasdldddu wiiasdinsngaeiiasds wiodloiinisliendu
YA LT 1ARDINSHLAU vdaanliFuen penicllin usdidlongagn penicillin vielvionduanizianzag
uiusIngIiududsnseglsivan Tduiinaziuu = 0

(3) nsdlldfivselinsiuteyasinishuisUssasdnendmgaldovsenignaslaeiiu
NIZZas i unAZLUY = 0

$ail 4 onsldfisUszasiminarifntusnidlodulfelmisvsold

v
o A

mned: o1nshifcUszasdfingnn Wetugdnvielidesinmslvfladeddnads

EEIRE

(1) nsdiiinennisldfisuszasiudronnisdenaimely desldsueitasdoidudllndn
UsngornshifisUszasdifuintudn 1wy inen1siiuduniendslésu penicillin dlevigae penicillin
Usingienmsiudumauazmely delailduen penicillin wWlmidn (lidraslanmaedddvieldsuidily
Tnelallédsla) Usnghenmsiiuduiniudn wu Wenfuasateunthil lriufinasuuy = +2

) nsdifsilumsudioatunsdil 1 wiemslifasvasdldiatudnlaiuiinasu = +1

(3) nadifilansurieliifeyaiiimsliofiasdelmisnaivdoli il vielifideya
wanslienfiasdelisninduedasls Iidufinazuuy = +2

]
=1

dai 5 Ug‘jﬁ%mﬁlﬁmﬁummsaLﬁmmﬂmmaﬁlu (venwiloanyn) vesrUhelavselyl
mngde: o1nsldfiaszasdfiAntu aunsafntuanaundu (u Tsaussda Hud
ueniwioaneiiads) vesiaelsuielsl

Wwduiin:

(1) nadiflonslufisUszasdfiAntuaansafnduanaingduresiield wu fuieldsy
g1 Cisapride wdnAnemslifisuszasdifeiunisiduvesilafinundlasiiguandulsailasgieunda
Indunnazwuy = -1

(2) nsdiftonshifislszasdifotu liansossyldifemnanmgduvesineliiufinazuuy
=+2

(3) nsdinlinsunseliideyain a1nsluieUsEaAMAnTUaINNTONATUIINA A DY
vosUwlavseli iduiinazuuu = -0

dail 6 UAsendananniintudn welismasn (placebo) el
= A 1 Y P % % P ¢
nnede: Weillnslwevasn N1enasaneInsidiisusyasalameualoinisluiisussaen
TP JU
fanariavudnlenseld
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ABUudn:

(1) nsdiilfevaenud onmshiftslszasddsnanifatusnlituiinazuuy = -1

2) nsdiilfevaonuda o1mshifisszasasenanlifetulidufinasuun = +1

(3) nsdiilinsuvielsifiveyainnevdinislievasn emslifislszasddsnaridueendls
Trduiinaziuu = 0

Yy A v a & = 44' d a Yy v A g a a |
dail 7 aunsaanviavsunaeluben (ieveunaiau) Nluusunuautuduniduny wisll
= P v a & = o v a | =2 ¢ v
w1 Wensiainusunaeiluden (M3eUeeraiIdu) MenduinensldiaUsyasd Lammy
USinuanududuresenludeafivsueninduiuwnsol

Wwoudin:

(1) nsdldlafineinisluiisdssasaunds asadausuaelufeanuanududuveseay
Turenduiie 1y ireinsiiladuiinun® weladn neudilasu digoxin waztiionsrainuSuiuen
digoxin TS wuAnINTUNINAI 2 ng/ml BeUSinaunnuntulugisnvinlmiaie Trdufinagiuu = +1

(2) nsaluReIfuAUATaIN 1 waUsunaAduTuYeseRasdelrduiinaziuug = 0

1
I

fafl 8 UFRSEsuLstY el mieanausuusadioanuunneviold
yanefie: AnuguLswetenslifisUsrasifutudoanasmumuneiilddy

Tuin:

(1) nsdifternsldfsuszasdiianusuusaivduidedfvaiae wu anefladuiaund
nmsldFuen digoxin forn1sgunsanny Werune ity WHdufinasiuy = +1

(2) nsdludeaiunsdi 1 framgladuiiaundfiausunsianasieanyuingn digoxin
Tyduiinagiuu = 0

(3) nadiftlaiifoyad emsldfisUsrasasinnusuisafstuidoanamuuuinelffutu
wseanas Widufinazuuy = 0

fafi o fnineiufisfindouniendrondatuiindeu wWeldsueilunaiouy vield

ynefa: fonedivsy RiAnonshifassasddnvusfindouniendnondstuenislundsl
mnmislasueniiasdetindeudola

W|nsdudin:

(1) n3diffUaneiivseifAnenslifisuszasddnuaziviloundendondsfueinis
laifisusvasdluadedl mevdsanldfueniiasds wu duagldsuen penicllin wdnAnoinisiudy waziiae
wediuse TR Rnensiiudy ndinldsuen penicllin wneuludneaziumiieuniendiendasuiiin
Tuadell THiufinazuun = 0

(2) nsdlwufeiunsdi 1 dguasliieeiusziituineonisiudunddld3u penicillin
Tiduiinazwuy = 0

(3) nsdifilinsuvideldfiteyainfisineiussifinenslifisssasd ludnuuzinilon
viendeadtuoinisiiinlusdsindeulituiinasiu = 0
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Y A &

da#l 10 ensliislszasAtilasunistudulaevanguilugusssy (objective evidence) visal

mneds: enmslifiiszadiintuluadell dndngruiidususssm wu nansnsaanis
#osUFoRnns Hans1a EKG manmsnsratanudy Wudu AduduiuieenslafisUsvasddurdold

WwnsUudin:

(1) nsdiflensldfssvasddu Sudngruiidususssninfeonshifislszasddndn
WU RANMIEAUSNLAU UAZKANIINTIMWIBIUZURNT nusedu AST, ALT gandirund Induiineziuuy = +1

(2) nssluReiute 1 winan1snsameesluinisny AST, ALT eglusedueun
TduiinAguy = 0

(%
Y

(3) nsdifilufivangrudugusssufianunsadudueinishifieszasdiu idufinazuuy = 0
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nAWUIN 9

Case No

LUUUILEY WHO-UMC causality assessment criteria

SRNIGRGL)

winnsadlaifieUsyasd
asunansuseiiu

Causality term Assessment criteria*

Comment

Certain « Event or laboratory test abnormality, with plausible time relationship
to drug intake

« Cannot be explained by disease or other drugs

+ Response to withdrawal plausible (Pharmacologically, pathologically)

« Event definitive pharmacologically or phenomenologically
(i.e. an objective and specific medical disorder or a recognized
pharmacological phenomenon)

« Rechallenge satisfactory, if necessary

Probable « Event or laboratory test abnormality, with reasonable time
« Relationship to drug intake

« Unlikely to be attributed to disease or other drugs

* Response to withdrawal clinically reasonable

« Rechallenge not required

Possible  Event or laboratory test abnormality, with reasonable time
« Relationship to drug intake
« Could also be explained by disease or other drugs

» Information on drug withdrawal may be lacking or Unclear

Unlikely « Event or laboratory test abnormality, with a time to drug intake that

makes a relationship improbable (but not impossible)

« Disease or other drugs provide plausible explanations
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AUZUIN15TY WHO-UMC causality assessment criteria
1. Towiuay (Certain) ngia nsdiiornsnsaadn iauﬁama‘ﬁ'ﬁmﬂnﬁmaﬁaaﬂ;’jﬁ’ami fanunuzdail
1) Aetulusssezafidenndosiunislden way
2) lianunsnedueselsaiiiuey wieswiemsialidu way
3) \flongaldfiasdoudrensituniemennennstuediaiiuldta uaz
a) mnfinnudndudedlderdlng azdeadmunnisallufisszasdfiannsnosuresegn’
mandeine videlumansallifisUszasdiusingde

[

2. inagly (Probable) vangisnsdiftennsmendin uskafiiaunfimaiosjifins Sdnwaessd
1) Aetulursspezaidenndosiunslde uwag
2) lshhezifendesiulsefidueg viesmieasiadidus ldsm uaz
3) \flovealtoinishitu wieveanennistu us
9) lsififeyavoamslsien

v

3. 9199814 (Possible) el nsdiflennsnneadiin savimaiaunfimefesufoRns fdnuasded
1) Aetuluissvezaiidenadesiunslden us
2) aunsnesuiesmelsaiiduey viesvEoameaiiaug Aldsu uas
3) lififeyaiienfiunsngnld viediusdoyalaiauysal

[

4. 3l (Unlikely) vunefis nsdinienn1smenaiin saunsaninuniniewiesluians danuaedadl
1) sezlianfiinenishiaenndesiuseesiainisiden wag
2) anunsaeduemelsafiiuey visesmseasalious Nldsuldegaau
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n1AwUdN 10

wuuduinagunansussiliuvasidedvey (ssesh 1)

o 4 4. nan15UseLiiy Do

aeun TR GRGE ADRs — ) . T .| wseslenld*
Towd | Waely | 9199ty | lainly

* MBI

1 = Thai algorithm
2 = Naranjo’s algorithm

3 = WHO causality assessment criteria
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AASUMSHnONOINISIKNRNUSSANAINNNMISTSUN



nAwUdN 11

wuuduinagunansussiiuvesuuantnNnuRnn1u/s1891u ADRs (szeehl 2)

0

T T o,

RS T TV 2 Tala LSV

AT e SO O

U U U TSI oo
Nan1sUseLiu

Do

c
=p.

RGRGE

ADRs

Tawad

1 1 1 1 1 1] “u']EJLMG!
U1agly | 9naavly | laiunly

N5USEIRNLNTSTS Thai Algorith
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NAWUIN 12

wuuUsziiun1seausunsly Thai algorithm

1. %a;gaﬁ"alﬂmm;ﬁmauLLwaa‘umu
(@ T
(@ R TN
O o
O IUIUANIUTURAYDUIHTDTUU

2. ANUARIWLAEITU Thai algorithm
2.1 uldiegly (nsaindagduiuiinveuaudu) insedislalunsussdiuanuduiusseninsenasdy
fuannslifisUszasAlun1sufumau

2.2 viuAndagld Thai algorithm TunsufiRnumsall

O 1l wisne
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