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HOW THE IMR FINAL DETERMINATION WAS MADE

MAXIMUS Federal Services sent the complete case file to an expert reviewer. He/she has no
affiliation with the employer, employee, providers or the claims administrator. He/she has been
in active clinical practice for more than five years and is currently working at least 24 hours a
week in active practice. The expert reviewer was selected based on his/her clinical experience,
education, background, and expertise in the same or similar specialties that evaluate and/or
treat the medical condition and disputed items/Service. He/she is familiar with governing laws
and regulations, including the strength of evidence hierarchy that applies to Independent
Medical Review determinations.

The Expert Reviewer has the following credentials:
State(s) of Licensure: California
Certification(s)/Specialty: Orthopedic Surgery

CLINICAL CASE SUMMARY

The expert reviewer developed the following clinical case summary based on a review of
the case file, including all medical records:

The injured worker is a 46-year-old female who sustained an industrial/work injury on 10-22-08.
She reported an initial complaint of back pain. The injured worker was diagnosed as having
spinal stenosis of lumbar region, and lumbosacral radiculitis. Treatment to date includes
medication, surgery (redo left L5-S1 laminectomy and discectomy on 6-11-12), physical
therapy, and epidural steroid injection. MRI results were reported on 6-10-14. X-ray results were
reported on 7-6-15 of the lumbar spine notes disc narrowing at L5-S1 level with bridging
posterolateral osteophytes with may contribute to canal-foraminal stenosis, moderate DJD
(degenerative joint disease) at L4-L5 facet joints. Currently, the injured worker complained of
back pain that radiated into the left leg as well as complaints of depression. Per the primary
physician's report (PR-2) on 6-16-15, exam noted same back and left leg pain without
improvement. No physical exam was done. On 5-26-15, exam noted positive straight leg raise on
the left, gait was mildly antalgic, spasms were noted in bilateral lumbar region, strength was
decreased to the right lower extremity, and reflexes were decreased to 1+ to the right ankle and
left knee, and 0 at left ankle. Current plan of care included surgery option of redo of left L5-S1
laminectomy. The requested treatments include redo Left Lumbar Laminectomy at L5-S1 level,
associated service: 1 day hospital stay, Pre-op Labs: ABO Group + RH Blood Type, Urinalysis,
CBC (complete blood count), Serum (BUN) Blood Urea Nitrogen, Serum or Plasma Creatinine,
Serum Electrolyte Panel, PT/PTT (protime; partial thromboplastin time), Pre-op Chest X-ray and
(ECG) Electrocardiogram.




IMR ISSUES, DECISIONS AND RATIONALES

The Final Determination was based on decisions for the disputed items/services set forth below:
Redo Left Lumbar Laminectomy at L5-S1 level: Upheld

Claims Administrator guideline: Decision based on MTUS ACOEM Chapter 12 Low Back
Complaints Page(s): 306 and 307. Decision based on Non-MTUS Citation Official Disability
Guidelines (ODG), Treatment Index, 11th Edition (web), 2014, Low Back
Discectomy/Laminectomy/Laminotomy.

MAXIMUS guideline: Decision based on MTUS ACOEM Chapter 12 Low Back Complaints
Page(s): 308-310. Decision based on Non-MTUS Citation Official Disability Guidelines (ODG)
Low Back Chapter, Discectomy/Laminectomy.

Decision rationale: CA MTUS/ACOEM Low back complaints, page 308-310 recommends
surgical consideration for patients with persistent and severe sciatica and clinical evidence of
nerve root compromise if symptoms persist after 4-6 weeks of conservative therapy. According
to the ODG Low Back, discectomy/laminectomy criteria, discectomy is indicated for
correlating distinct nerve root compromise with imaging studies. In this patient there are no
notes documenting progressive symptoms or a clear lumbar radiculopathy in the L5/S1
dermatome to warrant the re-do procedure. Therefore, the guideline criteria have not been met
and the request is not medically necessary.

Associated service: 1-day hospital stay: Upheld

Claims Administrator guideline: The Claims Administrator did not cite any medical evidence
for its decision.

MAXIMUS guideline: The Expert Reviewer did not cite any medical evidence for its decision.

Decision rationale: Since the primary procedure is not medically necessary, none of
the associated services are medically necessary.

Pre-op Labs: ABO Group + RH Blood Type: Upheld

Claims Administrator guideline: The Claims Administrator did not cite any medical evidence
for its decision.

MAXIMUS guideline: The Expert Reviewer did not cite any medical evidence for its decision.

Decision rationale: Since the primary procedure is not medically necessary, none of the
associated services are medically necessary.

Pre-op Labs: Urinalysis: Upheld



Claims Administrator guideline: The Claims Administrator did not cite any medical evidence
for its decision.

MAXIMUS guideline: The Expert Reviewer did not cite any medical evidence for its decision.

Decision rationale: Since the primary procedure is not medically necessary, none of the
associated services are medically necessary.

Pre-op Labs: CBC: Upheld

Claims Administrator guideline: The Claims Administrator did not cite any medical evidence
for its decision.

MAXIMUS guideline: The Expert Reviewer did not cite any medical evidence for its decision.

Decision rationale: Since the primary procedure is not medically necessary, none of the
associated services are medically necessary.

Pre-op Labs: Serum Blood Urea Nitrogen: Upheld

Claims Administrator guideline: The Claims Administrator did not cite any medical
evidence for its decision.

MAXIMUS guideline: The Expert Reviewer did not cite any medical evidence for its decision.

Decision rationale: Since the primary procedure is not medically necessary, none of the
associated services are medically necessary.

Pre-op Labs: Serum or Plasma Creatinine: Upheld

Claims Administrator guideline: The Claims Administrator did not cite any medical evidence
for its decision.

MAXIMUS guideline: The Expert Reviewer did not cite any medical evidence for its decision.

Decision rationale: Since the primary procedure is not medically necessary, none of the
associated services are medically necessary.

Pre-op Labs: Serum Electrolyte Panel: Upheld

Claims Administrator guideline: The Claims Administrator did not cite any medical evidence
for its decision.

MAXIMUS guideline: The Expert Reviewer did not cite any medical evidence for its decision.



Decision rationale: Since the primary procedure is not medically necessary, none of the
associated services are medically necessary.

Pre-op Labs: PT/PTT: Upheld

Claims Administrator guideline: The Claims Administrator did not cite any medical evidence
for its decision.

MAXIMUS guideline: The Expert Reviewer did not cite any medical evidence for its decision.

Decision rationale: Since the primary procedure is not medically necessary, none of the
associated services are medically necessary.

Pre-op Chest X-ray: Upheld

Claims Administrator guideline: The Claims Administrator did not cite any medical evidence
for its decision.

MAXIMUS guideline: The Expert Reviewer did not cite any medical evidence for its decision.

Decision rationale: Since the primary procedure is not medically necessary, none of the
associated services are medically necessary.

Pre-op Electrocardiogram: Upheld

Claims Administrator guideline: The Claims Administrator did not cite any medical evidence
for its decision.

MAXIMUS guideline: The Expert Reviewer did not cite any medical evidence for its decision.

Decision rationale: Since the primary procedure is not medically necessary, none of the
associated services are medically necessary.



