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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: Emergency 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: 

 

This is a 32 year old male with a date of injury on 9-15-2008. A review of the medical records 

indicates that the injured worker is undergoing treatment for left mid tibia amputation, severe 

phantom pain with neuromas, post traumatic stress disorder, insomnia and herniated nucleus 

pulposus (HNP) at L4-5 and L5-S1 with radiculopathy in the left lower extremity. According to 

the progress report dated 8-11-2015, the injured worker complained of severe back pain. He 

reported falling when his crutches went out. He reported that his prosthesis damaged his stump a 

little. He was not wearing his prosthesis at the visit. He was taking Tylenol #4 but it was not 

strong enough. The physical exam (8-11-2015) revealed sensitivity at the distal end of the stump. 

The injured worker's back was tender. According to the treating physician (8-11-2015) the 

employee was not working. Treatment has included medications. Current medications included 

(8-11-2015) Tylenol #4, Prilosec, Xanax and Gabapentin. The original Utilization Review (UR) 

(9-3-2015) non-certified requests for an unknown prescription of topical creams Ketoprofen, 

Gabapentin and Tramadol; Prilosec; Norco and urine toxicology. 

 

IMR ISSUES, DECISIONS AND RATIONALES 

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

 

Retrospective unknown prescription of topical creams Ketoprofen, Gabapentin and 

Tramadol (DOS 8/11/2015): 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): Topical Analgesics. 

 

Decision rationale: The request is for the use of a compounded medication for topical use to 

aid in pain relief. These products contain multiple ingredients which each have specific 

properties and mechanisms of action. The MTUS guidelines state the following: "Any 

compounded product that contains at least one drug (or drug class) that is not recommended is 

not recommended." In this case, the use of gabapentin is stated to be not indicated for use for the 

patient's condition. The guidelines state the following: "Gabapentin: Not recommended. There is 

no peer-reviewed literature to support use." As such, the request is not medically necessary. 

 

Retrospective Prilosec 20 mg #90 (DOS 8/11/2015): Upheld 

 

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

MTUS. Decision based on Non-MTUS Citation Kahrilas PJ, Shaheen NJ, Vaezi MF, Hiltz SW, 

Black E, Modlin IM, Johnson SP, Allen J, Brill JV, American Gastroenterological Association 

Medical Position Statement on the management of gastroesophageal reflux disease. 

Gastroenterology. 2008 Oct;135(4): 1382-91, 1391. e1-5. 

 

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

Section(s): NSAIDs, GI symptoms & cardiovascular risk. 

 

Decision rationale: The request is for the use of a medication in the class of a proton pump 

inhibitor. It is indicated for patients with peptic ulcer disease. It can also be used as a 

preventative measure in patients taking non-steroidal anti-inflammatories for chronic pain. 

Unfortunately, they do have certain side effects including gastrointestinal disease. The MTUS 

guidelines states that patients who are classified as intermediate or high risk, should be treated 

prophylactically. Criteria for risk are as follows: "(1) age > 65 years; (2) history of peptic ulcer, 

GI bleeding or perforation; (3) concurrent use of ASA, corticosteroids, and/or an anticoagulant; 

or (4) high dose/multiple NSAID (e.g., NSAID + low-dose ASA)." Due to the fact the patient 

does not meet to above stated criteria, the request for use is not necessary. 

 

Norco 10/325mg #30: 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, criteria for use. 

 

Decision rationale: The request is for the use of a medication in the opioid class. The MTUS 

guidelines state that for ongoing treatment with a pharmaceutical in this class, certain 



requirements are necessary. This includes not only adequate pain control, but also functional 

improvement. Four domains have been proposed for management of patients on opioids. This 

includes pain relief, side effects, physical and psychosocial functioning, and the occurrence of 

any potentially aberrant drug-related behaviors. In this case, there is inadequate documentation 

of persistent functional improvement seen. As such, the request is not medically necessary. All 

opioid medications should be titrated down slowly in order to prevent a significant withdrawal 

syndrome. 

 

Retrospective one urine toxicology (DOS 8/11/2015): Upheld 

 

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

2009. Decision based on Non-MTUS Citation Official Disability Guidelines (ODG), Pain: Urine 

drug testing (2015). 

 

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)/Urine drug testing (UDT). 

 

Decision rationale: The request is for a urine drug screen. The ODG states the following 

regarding this topic: Recommended as a tool to monitor compliance with prescribed substances, 

identify use of undisclosed substances, and uncover diversion of prescribed substances. The test 

should be used in conjunction with other clinical information when decisions are to be made to 

continue, adjust or discontinue treatment. This information includes clinical observation, results 

of addiction screening, pill counts, and prescription drug monitoring reports. The prescribing 

clinician should also pay close attention to information provided by family members, other 

providers and pharmacy personnel. The frequency of urine drug testing may be dictated by state 

and local laws. Indications for UDT: At the onset of treatment: (1) UDT is recommended at the 

onset of treatment of a new patient who is already receiving a controlled substance or when 

chronic opioid management is considered. Urine drug testing is not generally recommended in 

acute treatment settings (i.e. when opioids are required for nociceptive pain). (2) In cases in 

which the patient asks for a specific drug. This is particularly the case if this drug has high abuse 

potential, the patient refuses other drug treatment and/or changes in scheduled drugs, or refuses 

generic drug substitution. (3) If the patient has a positive or "at risk" addiction screen on 

evaluation. This may also include evidence of a history of comorbid psychiatric disorder such as 

depression, anxiety, bipolar disorder, and/or personality disorder. See Opioids, screening tests 

for risk of addiction & misuse. (4) If aberrant behavior or misuse is suspected and/or detected. 

See Opioids, indicators for addiction & misuse. Ongoing monitoring: (1) If a patient has 

evidence of a "high risk" of addiction (including evidence of a comorbid psychiatric disorder 

(such as depression, anxiety, attention-deficit disorder, obsessive-compulsive disorder, bipolar 

disorder, and/or schizophrenia), has a history of aberrant behavior, personal or family history of 

substance dependence (addiction), or a personal history of sexual or physical trauma, ongoing 

urine drug testing is indicated as an adjunct to monitoring along with clinical exams and pill 

counts. See Opioids, tools for risk stratification & monitoring. (2) If dose increases are not 

decreasing pain and increasing function, consideration of UDT should be made to aid in 

evaluating medication compliance and adherence. The frequency of drug testing is indicated 

below: Patients at "low risk" of addiction/aberrant behavior should be tested within six months 

of initiation of therapy and on a yearly basis thereafter. There is no reason to perform 



confirmatory testing unless the test is inappropriate or there are unexpected results. If required, 

confirmatory testing should be for the questioned drugs only. Patients at "moderate risk" for 

addiction/aberrant behavior are recommended for point-of-contact screening 2 to 3 times a year 

with confirmatory testing for inappropriate or unexplained results. This includes patients 

undergoing prescribed opioid changes without success, patients with a stable addiction disorder, 

those patients in unstable and/or dysfunction social situations, and for those patients with 

comorbid psychiatric pathology. Patients at "high risk" of adverse outcomes may require testing 

as often as once per month. This category generally includes individuals with active substance 

abuse disorders. In this case, a urine drug screen is not supported by the guidelines. This is 

secondary to inadequate documentation of risk level commensurate to the frequency of 

evaluation requested with the patient undergoing drug testing on 3/13/2015. As such, it is not 

medically necessary. 


