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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, Texas, Florida 

Certification(s)/Specialty: Anesthesiology, Pain Management, Hospice & Palliative 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 54 year old female patient who sustained an industrial injury on 05/26/ 

2009. The accident was described as while working putting floor tile in she sustained an injury. 

Previous treatment modality included: conservative measures of oral medications, modified 

work duty, injections, initiated s course or physical therapy. The clinical impression noted the 

patient with motor vehicle accident 11/26/2013, related to medical travel for work related 

injury; aggravation of prior industrial related musculoskeletal injuries of the entire spine, 

shoulders, upper limbs, and lower limbs from MVA; spinal cord injury from needle puncture 

during epidural procedure 01/18/2014, associated with limb paralysis, pain, sensory 

symptomatology, industrial causation, and left Achilles tendon injury on 05/2010. 

 

IMR ISSUES, DECISIONS AND RATIONALES 

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

 

Flexeril 10 mg Qty 100: Upheld 

 

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

Antispasmodics Page(s): 63-64. 



MAXIMUS guideline: Decision based on MTUS Chronic Pain Treatment Guidelines 

Cyclobenzaprine (Flexeril) Page(s): 63-66. 

 

Decision rationale: Regarding the request for cyclobenzaprine (Flexeril), 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 cyclobenzaprine specifically is recommended for a short course of therapy. Within the 

documentation available for review, there is no identification of a specific analgesic benefit or 

objective functional improvement as a result of the cyclobenzaprine. Additionally, it does not 

appear that this medication is being prescribed for the short-term treatment of an acute 

exacerbation, as recommended by guidelines. In the absence of such documentation, the 

currently requested cyclobenzaprine (Flexeril) is not medically necessary. 

 

Metaxelone 800 mg Qty 60: Upheld 

 

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

Metaxelone (skelaxin, generic available). 

 

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

relaxants, Metaxalone. 

 

Decision rationale: Regarding the request for metaxalone (Skelaxin), 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 metaxalone specifically is thought to work by general depression of the central nervous 

system. Within the documentation available for review, there is no identification of a specific 

analgesic benefit or objective functional improvement as a result of the metaxalone. 

Additionally, it does not appear that this medication is being prescribed for the short-term 

treatment of an acute exacerbation, as recommended by guidelines. In the absence of such 

documentation, the currently requested metaxalone (Skelaxin) is not medically necessary. 

 

Diclofenac 5% compound cream: Upheld 

 

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

Topical Analgesics Page(s): 111-112. 

 

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

NSAIDs Page(s): 111-112. 

 

Decision rationale: Regarding the request for Diclofenac 5% compound cream, guidelines state 

that topical NSAIDs are recommended for short-term use. Oral NSAIDs contain significantly 

more guideline support, provided there are no contraindications to the use of oral NSAIDs. 

Within the documentation available for review, there's no indication that the patient has 

obtained any specific analgesic effect (in terms of percent reduction in pain, or reduced NRS) or 

specific objective functional improvement from the use of Diclofenac 5% compound cream. 

Additionally, there is no documentation that the patient would be unable to tolerate oral  



NSAIDs, which would be preferred, or that the Diclofenac 5% compound cream is for short 

term use, as recommended by guidelines. In the absence of clarity regarding those issues, the 

currently requested Diclofenac 5% compound cream is not medically necessary. 


