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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 Jersey, Michigan, California
Certification(s)/Specialty: Neurology, Neuromuscular 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 51 year old female, who sustained an industrial injury on 2/16/2014. The
diagnoses have included knee strain ankle strain, Achilles tendon strain and abnormality of gait.
Treatment to date has included physical therapy and medication. Surgical history included open
reduction internal fixation of right ankle. According to the visit note dated 10/30/2014, the
injured worker complained of pain and stiffness in the right ankle. The pain was described as
aching and throbbing. She rated the pain as 7/10. The injured worker also reported difficulty
sleeping due to anxiety. Current medications included Lyrica and Naproxen. Review of systems
was positive for neck pain and back pain. Physical exam revealed mild edema at the lateral
aspect of the right ankle. There was tenderness to palpation in the medial joint line. Trigger
points were palpated in the lower trapezius, gluteus medius and quadrates lumborum bilaterally.
Sacroiliac (SI) joint compression tees was positive. Authorization was requested for x-ray of the
lumbar spine with flex and extension view and a low post lumbar corset. A functional restoration
program was recommended. Work status was temporarily totally disabled. On 12/18/2014,
Utilization Review (UR) non-certified a request for an X-Ray of the Lumbar Spine, A Low Post
Back Brace and Naproxen 500mg. The Medical Treatment Utilization Schedule (MTUS) and
Official Disability Guidelines (ODG) were cited.

IMR ISSUES, DECISIONS AND RATIONALES

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




XRAY LUMBAR SPINE: Upheld

Claims Administrator guideline: The Claims Administrator did not base their decision on the
MTUS. Decision based on Non-MTUS Citation ODG, Low Back, Radiography (x-ray)

MAXIMUS guideline: Decision based on MTUS ACOEM Chapter 12 Low Back Complaints
Page(s): 304.

Decision rationale: According to MTUS guidelines, x ray of the lumbar spine is indicated in
case of disc protrusion, post laminectomy syndrome, spinal stenosis and equina syndrome.There
is no red flags pointing toward one of the above diagnosis or a serious spine pathology. The
patient developed a back injury without any documentation of focal neurological examination.
Therefore the request of X ray of the lumbar spine is not medically necessary.

LOW POST BACK BRACE: Upheld

Claims Administrator guideline: The Claims Administrator did not base their decision on the
MTUS. Decision based on Non-MTUS Citation ODG, Low Back Chapter

MAXIMUS guideline: Decision based on MTUS ACOEM Chapter 12 Low Back Complaints
Page(s): 301.

Decision rationale: According to MTUS guidelines, lumbar supports have not been shown to
have any lasting benefit beyond the acute phase of symptom relief. A lumbar corset is
recommended for prevention and not for treatment. Therefore, the request for LOW POST
BACK BRACE is not medically necessary.

NAPROXEN 500MG: Upheld

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

MAXIMUS guideline: Decision based on MTUS Chronic Pain Treatment Guidelines NON
SELECTIVE NSAIDS Page(s): 72.

Decision rationale: Naproxen (Naprosyn): delayed release (EC-Naprosyn), as Sodium salt
(Anaprox, Anaprox DS, Aleve [otc]) Generic available; extended-release (Naprelan): 375 mg.
Different dose strengths and formulations of the drug are not necessarily bioequivalent. Dosing
Information: Osteoarthritis or ankylosing spondylitis: Dividing the daily dose into 3 doses versus
2 doses for immediate-release and delayed-release formulations generally does not affect
response. Morning and evening doses do not have to be equal in size. The dose may be increased
to 1500 mg/day ofnaproxyn for limited periods when a higher level of analgesic/anti-
inflammatory activity is required (for up to 6 months). Naprosyn or naproxyn: 250-500 mg PO
twice daily. Anaprox:275-550 mg PO twice daily. (total dose may be increased to 1650 mg a day
for limited periods). EC-Naprosyn: 375 mg or 500 mg twice daily. The tablet should not be



broken, crushed or chewed to maintain integrity of the enteric coating. Naprelan: Two 375 mg
tablets (750 mg) PO once daily or two 500 mg tablets (1000 mg) once daily. If required (and a
lower dose was tolerated) Naprelan can be increased to 1500 mg once daily for limited periods
(when higheranalgesia is required). Pain: Naprosyn or naproxyn: 250-500 mg PO twice daily.
The maximum dose on day one should not exceed 1250 mg and 1000 mg on subsequent
days.Anaprox: 275-550 mg PO twice daily. The maximum dose on day one should not exceed
1375 mg and 1100 mg on subsequent days. Extended-release Naprelan: Not recommended due to
delay in absorption. (Naprelan Package Insert)There is no documentation of the rational behind
the long-term use of Naproxen. NSAID should be used for the shortest duration and the lowest
dose. There is no documentation from the patient file that the provider titrated Naproxen to the
lowest effective dose and used it for the shortest period possible. Naproxen was used without
clear documentation of its efficacy. Furthermore, there is no documentation that the provider
followed the patient for NSAID adverse reactions that are not limited to Gl side effect, but also
may affect the renal function. As a matter of fact, the patient complained of an upset stomach
with the use of Naproxen. Therefore, the request for NAPROXEN 500MG is not medically
necessary.



