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INTRODUCTION

Visual inspection of injectable drugs (candling) is a test to control the absence
of visible particles that may contaminate liquid preparations. While most
hospitals perform this test using a candling table (CT) recommended by the
European Pharmacopoeia (EP), other equipments exist such as polarized light
(PL) candling tables that could allow the examiner to detect a different profile
of particles.

OBJECTIVES

The objective of this work was to compare the particle detection capability 
between these two types of equipment.

RESULTS

MATERIALS AND METHODS

3 operators (blinded to the nature of the samples), 3 conditions
- Candling table, 2000-3750 lux (CT1, according to EP specifications) 
- Candling table, 3050-6200 lux (CT2, highest possible intensity)
- Polarized light (PL)

Sensitivity (Se), specificity (Sp), and positive or negative predictive values (PPV 
and NPV) were calculated.

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

In this preliminary study, the PL appears to be a more sensitive candling method than the CT at the EP
recommended intensity and at the highest intensity. Dust particles appear to be particularly more difficult to
visualize with the CT than with the PL. The gas bubbles, very visible during the candling with the CT, could
alter the visualization of particles present. On the contrary, the glass was more intercepted with the CT,
therefore the profile of visualized particles seems to be different between the CT and the PL.
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Paper 100% 100% 100%

Glass 67% 67% 33%

Dust 0% 33% 100%

Plastic 67% 67% 100%

Precipitate 67% 67% 100%25 vials free of contaminants
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