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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: Indiana, California 

Certification(s)/Specialty: Preventive Medicine, Occupational Medicine 

 

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 64 year old male, who sustained an industrial injury on 9-4-15. The 

documentation on 10-2-15 noted that the injured worker has complaints of headaches associated 

sometimes with nausea and dizziness and complaints of frequent pain and numbness in his left 

arm and hand. Magnetic resonance imaging (MRI) and computerized tomography (CT) scan 

showed the presence of a subdural hematoma. The diagnoses have included status post right 

subdural hematoma of brain with daily headaches, uncontrolled and cognitive dysfunction. 

Treatment recommendations included to discontinue keppra and recommend naproxen and 

tramadol and follow up in 4 weeks. The original utilization review (11-9-15) non-certified the 

request for naproxen 550mg #90; tramadol acetaminophen 37.5-325mg #90 and follow up in 4 

weeks #1. 

 

IMR ISSUES, DECISIONS AND RATIONALES 

The Final Determination was based on decisions for the disputed items/services set forth below: 

 

Naproxen 550mg # 90: Upheld 

 

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

2009, Section(s): Anti-inflammatory medications. 



MAXIMUS guideline: Decision based on MTUS Chronic Pain Medical Treatment 2009, 

Section(s): NSAIDs (non-steroidal anti-inflammatory drugs), NSAIDs, GI symptoms & 

cardiovascular risk, NSAIDs, hypertension and renal function, NSAIDs, specific drug list & 

adverse effects. Decision based on Non-MTUS Citation Official Disability Guidelines (ODG) 

Pain (Chronic), Naproxen, NSAIDs (non-steroidal anti-inflammatory drugs). 

 

Decision rationale: MTUS specifies four recommendations regarding NSAID use: 1) 

Osteoarthritis (including knee and hip): Recommended at the lowest dose for the shortest period 

in patients with moderate to severe pain. 2) Back Pain - Acute exacerbations of chronic pain: 

Recommended as a second-line treatment after acetaminophen. In general, there is conflicting 

evidence that NSAIDs are more effective that acetaminophen for acute LBP. 3) Back Pain - 

Chronic low back pain: Recommended as an option for short-term symptomatic relief. A 

Cochrane review of the literature on drug relief for low back pain (LBP) suggested that NSAIDs 

were no more effective than other drugs such as acetaminophen, narcotic analgesics, and muscle 

relaxants. The review also found that NSAIDs had more adverse effects than placebo and 

acetaminophen but fewer effects than muscle relaxants and narcotic analgesics. 4) Neuropathic 

pain: There is inconsistent evidence for the use of these medications to treat long-term 

neuropathic pain, but they may be useful to treat breakthrough and mixed pain conditions such 

as osteoarthritis (and other nociceptive pain) in with neuropathic pain. The medical documents 

do not indicate that the patient is being treated for osteoarthritis. Additionally, the treating 

physician does not document failure of primary (Tylenol) treatment. Progress notes do not 

indicate how long the patient has been on naproxen, but the MTUS guidelines recommend 

against long-term use. As such, the request is not medically necessary. 

 

Tramadol APAP 37.5/325mg # 90: 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 (Classification), Opioids, California Controlled Substance Utilization 

Review and Evaluation System (CURES) [DWC], Opioids, criteria for use, Opioids for chronic 

pain, Opioids for neuropathic pain, Opioids for osteoarthritis, Opioids, cancer pain vs. 

nonmalignant pain, Opioids, dealing with misuse & addiction, Opioids, differentiation: 

dependence & addiction, Opioids, dosing, Opioids, indicators for addiction, Opioids, long-term 

assessment. Decision based on Non-MTUS Citation Official Disability Guidelines (ODG) Pain 

(Chronic) - Medications for acute pain (analgesics), Tramadol (Ultram®). 

 

Decision rationale: Ultram is the brand name version of tramadol, which is classified as central 

acting synthetic opioids. MTUS states regarding tramadol that "A therapeutic trial of opioids 

should not be employed until the patient has failed a trial of non-opioid analgesics. Before 

initiating therapy, the patient should set goals, and the continued use of opioids should be 

contingent on meeting these goals." ODG further states, "Tramadol is not recommended as a 

first-line oral analgesic because of its inferior efficacy to a combination of Hydrocodone/ 

acetaminophen." The treating physician did not provide sufficient documentation that the 

patient has failed a trial of non-opioid analgesics at the time of prescription or in subsequent 

medical notes. Additionally, no documentation was provided which discussed the setting of 

goals for the use of tramadol prior to the initiation of this medication. As such, the request is 

not medically necessary.



Follow up in 4 weeks #1: Upheld 

 

Claims Administrator guideline: The Claims Administrator did not base their decision on the 

MTUS. Decision based on Non-MTUS Citation ACOEM. 

 

MAXIMUS guideline: The Expert Reviewer did not base their decision on the MTUS. 

Decision based on Non-MTUS Citation Official Disability Guidelines (ODG) Pain, Office 

Visits. 

 

Decision rationale: With regards to follow up office visits, ODG states, "Recommended as 

determined to be medically necessary. Evaluation and management (E&M) outpatient visits to 

the offices of medical doctor(s) play a critical role in the proper diagnosis and return to function 

of an injured worker, and they should be encouraged. The need for a clinical office visit with a 

health care provider is individualized based upon a review of the patient concerns, signs and 

symptoms, clinical stability, and reasonable physician judgment. The determination is also 

based on what medications the patient is taking, since some medicines such as opiates, or 

medicines such as certain antibiotics, require close monitoring. As patient conditions are 

extremely varied, a set number of office visits per condition cannot be reasonably established. 

The determination of necessity for an office visit requires individualized case review and 

assessment, being ever mindful that the best patient outcomes are achieved with eventual patient 

independence from the health care system through self-care as soon as clinically feasible." 

There is no discussion on what the plan is for further evaluation, and why a follow up is 

necessary in 4 weeks. There is no discussion as to what diagnostic or therapeutic benefit the 

employee will get from a 4 week follow up. Therefore, the request is not medically necessary. 


