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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: 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 42 year old male who sustained a work related injury January 1, 1996.
Past history included s/p left knee arthroscopy December, 2012, s/p anterior cervical discectomy
and fusion C5-7 September, 2014, fracture left shoulder 1993-non-industrial, injury left elbow,
1993, with casting for 2 months. According to a primary treating physician's report, dated April
23, 2015, the injured worker presented with complaints of bilateral wrist pain, left more than
right, intermittent low back pain left-sided, continuous left knee pain, and cervical spine pain.
The physician documents an increase in radicular symptoms despite surgery. Diagnoses are
cervical radiculopathy; lumbar spine myoligamentous sprain/strain; lumbar degenerative disc
disease L5-S1; left knee derangement/early degenerative joint disease. Treatment plan included
a request for authorization for EMG/NCYV (electro diagnostic studies) of the upper extremities,
MRI of the cervical spine, Norco, and re-evaluation in four weeks.

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

EMG/NCV of the upper extremities: Upheld




Claims Administrator guideline: Decision based on MTUS ACOEM Chapter 8 Neck and
Upper Back Complaints. Decision based on Non-MTUS Citation Official Disability Guidelines
(ODG), Neck and Upper 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) Neck and Upper
Back (Acute & Chronic), Nerve conduction studies (NCS).

Decision rationale: The Official Disability Guidelines do not recommended repeat
electrodiagnostic studies to demonstrate radiculopathy if radiculopathy has already been clearly
identified by EMG and obvious clinical signs, but recommended if the EMG is not clearly
radiculopathy or clearly negative, or to differentiate radiculopathy from other neuropathies or
non-neuropathic processes if other diagnoses may be likely based on the clinical exam. There

is minimal justification for performing nerve conduction studies when a patient is already
presumed to have symptoms on the basis of radiculopathy. EMG/NCV of the upper extremities
is not medically necessary.

MRI of the cervical spine: Upheld

Claims Administrator guideline: Decision based on MTUS ACOEM Chapter 8 Neck and
Upper Back Complaints. Decision based on Non-MTUS Citation Official Disability Guidelines
(ODG), Neck and Upper Back Chapter.

MAXIMUS guideline: Decision based on MTUS ACOEM Chapter 8 Neck and Upper
Back Complaints Page(s): 177, 178, 182.

Decision rationale: The MTUS states that an MRI or CT is recommended to validate diagnosis
of nerve root compromise, based on clear history and physical examination findings, in
preparation for invasive procedure. In addition, the ACOEM Guidelines state the following
criteria for ordering imaging studies: 1. Emergence of a red flag, 2. Physiologic evidence of
tissue insult or neurologic dysfunction, 3. Failure to progress in a strengthening program
intended to avoid surgery, 4. Clarification of the anatomy prior to an invasive procedure. There
is no documentation of any of the above criteria supporting a recommendation of a cervical
MRI. MRI of the cervical spine is not medically necessary.

Norco 10-325mg #60: Upheld

Claims Administrator guideline: Decision based on MTUS Chronic Pain Treatment
Guidelines Norco, Opioids.

MAXIMUS guideline: Decision based on MTUS Chronic Pain Treatment Guidelines Opioids
Page(s): 80.

Decision rationale: The Chronic Pain Medical Treatment Guidelines state that continued or
long-term use of opioids should be based on documented pain relief and functional
improvement or improved quality of life. The MTUS states that opioids may be continued, (a) If
the patient has returned to work, or (b) If the patient has improved functioning and pain.



There is no documentation that the patient fits either of these criteria. Norco 10-325mg #60 is
not medically necessary.

Re-evaluation in four (4) weeks: Upheld

Claims Administrator guideline: Decision based on MTUS ACOEM Chapter 8 Neck and
Upper Back Complaints.

MAXIMUS guideline: The Expert Reviewer did not base their decision on the MTUS.
Decision based on Non-MTUS Citation Official Disability Guidelines (ODG) Pain
(Chronic), Re-evaluation.

Decision rationale: Regarding follow up visits, ACOEM guidelines indicate that follow up with
a provider on a regular basis is appropriate; however, these guidelines concern themselves
largely with the acute phase of injury. As this is a chronic pain patient who does not require
frequent follow up, the Official Disability Guidelines (ODG) were consulted. These guidelines
state that outpatient visits to the offices of medical doctors 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
studies and medications requested by the attending physician were not certified; consequently a
re-evaluation would not be medically necessary.



