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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: Physical Medicine & Rehabilitation, Pain Management 

 

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 51 year old female with a date of injury of 3/11/ 2012. The injured 

worker previously received the following treatments postoperative right knee x-rays, knee brace 

and home CPM (continuous range of motion machine) for the right knee. The injured worker 

was diagnosed with right total knee replacement on February 25, 2015. According to progress 

note of March 17, 2015, the injured workers chief complaint was a follow-up visit for 

postoperative care of right knee surgery. The staples were removed for the right knee. The 

incision was benign. The injured worker had limited range of motion of the right knee. The 

injured worker continued with a home CPM (continuous range of motion machine) for the right 

knee. However, the injured workers flexion has dramatically increased and the injured worker 

was aggressively pursuing motion. The postoperative x-rays showed right knee replacement with 

good position. The treatment plan included prescriptions for Norco, Zanaflex and Ativan. 

 

IMR ISSUES, DECISIONS AND RATIONALES 

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

 

Norco 2/325 mg QTY: 60:  Upheld 

 

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

Opioids Page(s): 74-95 and 124.   



MAXIMUS guideline: Decision based on MTUS Chronic Pain Treatment Guidelines Opioids 

Page(s): 76-80.   

Decision rationale: With regard to this request, the California Chronic Pain Medical Treatment 

Guidelines state the following about on-going management with opioids: "Four domains have 

been proposed as most relevant for ongoing monitoring of chronic pain patients on opioids: pain 

relief, side effects, physical and psychosocial functioning, and the occurrence of any potentially 

aberrant (or nonadherent) drug-related behaviors. These domains have been summarized as the '4 

A's' (analgesia, activities of daily living, adverse side effects, and aberrant drug-taking 

behaviors). The monitoring of these outcomes over time should affect therapeutic decisions and 

provide a framework for documentation of the clinical use of these controlled drugs." Guidelines 

further recommend discontinuing opioids if there is no documentation of improvement in 

function and reduction in pain. In the progress reports available for review, the requesting 

provider did not adequately document monitoring of the four domains. Improvement in function 

was not clearly outlined. The MTUS defines this as a clinical significant improvement in 

activities of daily living or a reduction in work restrictions.  Some notes are handwritten and 

difficult to decipher, but do not appear to contain evidence of objective functional improvement. 

Based on the lack of documentation, medical necessity of this request cannot be established at 

this time. 

Zanaflex 2 mg QTY: 60:  Upheld 

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

Tizanidine/ Muscle relaxants (for pain) Page(s): 66.   

MAXIMUS guideline: Decision based on MTUS Chronic Pain Treatment Guidelines Muscle 

relaxants Page(s): 63-66.   

Decision rationale: Regarding the request for Tizanidine (Zanaflex), Chronic Pain Medical 

Treatment Guidelines support the use of nonsedating muscle relaxants to be used with caution as 

a 2nd line option for the short-term treatment of acute exacerbations of pain. Guidelines go on to 

state that Tizanidine specifically is FDA approved for management of spasticity; unlabeled use 

for low back pain. Guidelines recommend LFT monitoring at baseline, 1, 3, and 6 months. 

Within the documentation available for review, there is no identification appropriate liver 

function testing, as recommended by guidelines. Given this, the currently requested Tizanidine 

(Zanaflex), is not medically necessary. 

Ativan 2mg QTY: 30:  Upheld 

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

Benzodiazepine Page(s): 24.   

MAXIMUS guideline: Decision based on MTUS Chronic Pain Treatment Guidelines 

Benzodiazepines Page(s): 24.   



Decision rationale: Regarding this request for a benzodiazepine, the Chronic Pain Medical 

Treatment Guidelines state the benzodiazepines are not recommended for long-term use because 

long-term efficacy is unproven and there is a risk of dependence. Most guidelines limit use to 4 

weeks tolerance to anxiolytic effects occurs within months and long-term use may actually 

increase anxiety. A more appropriate treatment for anxiety disorder is an antidepressant. Within 

the documentation available for review, the physical exams available for review do not clearly 

document spasm or the effect of Ativan use.  Some notes are handwritten and difficult to 

decipher. This request is not medically necessary. 

 


