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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: New York, Montana
Certification(s)/Specialty: Neurological 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:

This 62 year old man sustained an industrial injury on 8-14-2014. Diagnoses include status post
multiple spinal surgeries. Treatment has included oral medications, use of a cane, and hardware
block. Physician notes dated 8-21-2015 show complaints of back pain. The physical examination
shows a well-healed spine incision, palpable and painful pedicle screws, atrophy of muscles and
prominent screws, motor and sensory examinations are intact, difficulty rising from a seated
position, and ambulation with a cane. Recommendations include Flexeril, Prilosec, Ultram,
Valium, Lyrica, Norco, and surgical intervention for hardware removal. Utilization Review
denied requests for surgical intervention and associated services on 9-15-2015.

IMR ISSUES, DECISIONS AND RATIONALES
The Final Determination was based on decisions for the disputed items/services set forth below:

Removal of hardware: Upheld
Claims Administrator guideline: The Claims Administrator did not base their decision on the

MTUS. Decision based on Non-MTUS Citation Official Disability Guidelines, 18th edition,
2013, Low Back Chapter.




MAXIMUS guideline: The Expert Reviewer did not base their decision on the MTUS.
Decision based on Non-MTUS Citation Official Disability Guidelines (ODG) Low
back Chapter-Hardware removal.

Decision rationale: The ODG guidelines do recommend hardware removal if they are broken,
infected or found to be a pain generator. Documentation shows 50% reduction in pain with
injection but pain is not eliminated. Hardware is not broken. The requested treatment: Removal
of hardware is not medically necessary and appropriate.

Exploration of fusion: Upheld

Claims Administrator guideline: The Claims Administrator did not base their decision on the
MTUS. Decision based on Non-MTUS Citation Official Disability Guidelines, 18th edition,
2013, Low Back Chapter.

MAXIMUS guideline: Decision based on MTUS Low Back Complaints 2004, Section(s):
Surgical Considerations.

Decision rationale: California MTUS guidelines do recommend spinal fusion for fracture,
dislocation and instability. Documentation does not provide evidence of this or any evidence of
instability to justify fusion exploration. The California MTUS guidelines recommend lumbar
surgery if there is a severe persistent, debilitating lower extremity complaint, clear clinical and
imaging evidence of a specific lesion corresponding to a nerve root or spinal cord level,
corroborated by electrophysiological studies, which is known to respond to surgical repair both in
the near and long term. Documentation does not provide this evidence. The requested treatment:
Exploration of Fusion is not medically necessary and appropriate.

Associated surgical service: Inpatient stay (days) Quantity: 1: 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: As the requested surgical procedure is not medically necessary, none of the
associated services are medically necessary and appropriate.

Pre-operative medical clearance with internist: 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: As the requested surgical procedure is not medically necessary, none of the
associated services are medically necessary and appropriate.



Associated surgical service: 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: As the requested surgical procedure is not medically necessary, none of the
associated services are medically necessary and appropriate.

Associated surgical service: CBC with Diff: 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: As the requested surgical procedure is not medically necessary, none of the
associated services are medically necessary and appropriate.

Associated surgical service: CMP: 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: As the requested surgical procedure is not medically necessary, none of the
associated services are medically necessary and appropriate.

Associated surgical service: PT/PTT/INR: 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: As the requested surgical procedure is not medically necessary, none of the
associated services are medically necessary and appropriate.

Associated surgical service: HgBA1C/glucose: 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: As the requested surgical procedure is not medically necessary, none of the
associated services are medically necessary and appropriate.

Associated surgical service: 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: As the requested surgical procedure is not medically necessary, none of the
associated services are medically necessary and appropriate.

Associated surgical service: EKG: 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: As the requested surgical procedure is not medically necessary, none of the
associated services are medically necessary and appropriate.

Associated surgical service: Lumbar brace: 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: As the requested surgical procedure is not medically necessary, none of the
associated services are medically necessary and appropriate.

Norco 10/325mg Quantity: 150: Upheld

Claims Administrator guideline: Decision based on MTUS Chronic Pain Medical Treatment
2009.

MAXIMUS guideline: Decision based on MTUS Chronic Pain Medical Treatment 2009,
Section(s): Opioids for chronic pain.

Decision rationale: The California MTUS-Chronic Pain Medical treatment guidelines
recommend the 4 "A's" be addressed in the management of the patient's pain. Documentation
does not include this information. Thus the requested treatment: Norco 10/325mg Quantity:
150 is not medically necessary and appropriate.



Prilosec 20mg Quantity: 60: Upheld

Claims Administrator guideline: Decision based on MTUS Chronic Pain Medical Treatment
2009.

MAXIMUS guideline: Decision based on MTUS Chronic Pain Medical Treatment 2009,
Section(s): NSAIDs, Gl symptoms & cardiovascular risk.

Decision rationale: The California MTUS guidelines-Chronic Pain Medical treatment
guidelines do recommend proton pump inhibitors for gastrointestinal protection. However, the
documentation does not include any evidence the patient needs this coverage. The requested
treatment: Prilosec 20mg Quantity: 60 is not medically necessary and appropriate.

Ultram 50mg Quantity: 120: Upheld

Claims Administrator guideline: Decision based on MTUS Chronic Pain Medical Treatment
2009.

MAXIMUS guideline: Decision based on MTUS Chronic Pain Medical Treatment 2009,
Section(s): Opioids, specific drug list.

Decision rationale: The California MTUS Chronic Pain Medical Treatment guidelines note
Tramadol is not recommended as a first-line oral analgesic. They note the side effects of
dizziness, nausea, constipation, headache, somnolence and increased risk of seizures if the
patient is taking SSRIs and other opioids. The patient is also taking another opioid-Norco.
Documentation does not provide evidence the patient is not having side effects. They note the
recommended dose should not exceed 400mg/day. The requested Treatment: Ultram 50mg
Quantity: 120 is not medically necessary and appropriate.



