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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: Orthopedic Surgery, Sports 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 60-year-old female who reported an injury on 01/09/2013. The 

mechanism of injury was the injured worker was going home in the evening and was in between 

semesters; there was linoleum on the ground and there was a spill that was covered up with paper 

and the injured worker stepped with her left foot on the spill and flew into the air and fell on her 

entire left side of her body onto the ground. The documentation indicated the injured worker had 

36 sessions of acupuncture. The injured worker was noted to have an MRI of the left shoulder on 

02/19/2013, which revealed a focal interstitial tear at the humeral insertion of the supraspinatus 

tendon. There was a partial thickness articular surface tear in the distal subscapularis tendon. The 

documentation of 02/17/2015 revealed the injured worker had bilateral shoulder pain. The 

injured worker had tenderness to palpation in the shoulder. The office note was handwritten and 

difficult to read. A request was made for a left subacromial decompression with a possible 

rotator cuff repair. The injured worker was noted to receive 3 injections into the left shoulder, 

which provided some relief. It was indicated the injured worker had physical therapy at a couple 

of facilities, which did not help and only aggravated her pain. The injured worker had 

acupuncture treatments. 

 

IMR ISSUES, DECISIONS AND RATIONALES 

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



Left Shoulder Arthroscopy, Rotator Cuff Repair, Subacromial Decompression, 

Synovectomy, Debridement: Upheld 
 

Claims Administrator guideline: Decision based on MTUS ACOEM. 

 

MAXIMUS guideline: Decision based on MTUS ACOEM Chapter 9 Shoulder Complaints 

Page(s): 210, 211. 

 

Decision rationale: The American College of Occupational and Environmental Medicine 

indicate a surgical consultation may be appropriate for injured workers who have a failure to 

increase range of motion and strength of musculature in the shoulder after exercise programs and 

who have clear clinical and imaging evidence of a lesion that has been shown to benefit from 

surgical repair. For injured workers with a partial thickness or small full thickness tear, 

impingement surgery is reserved for cases failing conservative care therapy for 3 months and 

who have imaging evidence of rotator cuff deficit. For surgery for impingement syndrome, there 

should be documentation of conservative care including cortisone injections for 3 to 6 months 

before considering surgery. The clinical documentation submitted for review failed to provide 

imaging findings, as there was no MRI submitted for review. While the injured worker had 

undergone 36 sessions of acupuncture, and had physical medicine, there was a lack of 

documentation of a failure of conservative care. There was a lack of documentation of legible 

physical findings to support the need for surgery. Given the above, the request is not medically 

necessary. 

 

Pre-Operative Medical Clearance Consult: Upheld 

 

Claims Administrator guideline: The Claims Administrator did not cite any medical evidence 

for its decision. 

 

MAXIMUS guideline: The Expert Reviewer did not cite any medical evidence for its decision. 

 

Decision rationale: Since the primary procedure is not medically necessary, none of the 

associated services are medically necessary. 

 

Pre-Operative Labs & EKG: Upheld 

 

Claims Administrator guideline: The Claims Administrator did not cite any medical evidence 

for its decision. 

 

MAXIMUS guideline: The Expert Reviewer did not cite any medical evidence for its decision. 

 

Decision rationale: Since the primary procedure is not medically necessary, none of the 

associated services are medically necessary. 

 

Pre-Operative Chest X-Ray: Upheld 



Claims Administrator guideline: The Claims Administrator did not cite any medical evidence 

for its decision. 

 

MAXIMUS guideline: The Expert Reviewer did not cite any medical evidence for its decision. 

 

Decision rationale: Since the primary procedure is not medically necessary, none of the 

associated services are medically necessary. 

 

Post-Operative Ultra Sling with Abduction Pillow: Upheld 

 

Claims Administrator guideline: The Claims Administrator did not cite any medical evidence 

for its decision. 

 

MAXIMUS guideline: The Expert Reviewer did not cite any medical evidence for its decision. 

 

Decision rationale: Since the primary procedure is not medically necessary, none of the 

associated services are medically necessary. 

 

Associated Surgical Service: Compression/Cold Therapy Unit (2-week rental): Upheld 

 

Claims Administrator guideline: The Claims Administrator did not cite any medical evidence 

for its decision. 

 

MAXIMUS guideline: The Expert Reviewer did not cite any medical evidence for its decision. 

 

Decision rationale: Since the primary procedure is not medically necessary, none of the 

associated services are medically necessary. 

 

Post-Operative Physical Therapy (12-sessions): Upheld 

 

Claims Administrator guideline: The Claims Administrator did not cite any medical evidence 

for its decision. 

 

MAXIMUS guideline: The Expert Reviewer did not cite any medical evidence for its decision. 

 

Decision rationale: Since the primary procedure is not medically necessary, none of the 

associated services are medically necessary. 

 

Post-Operative Zofran: Upheld 

 

Claims Administrator guideline: The Claims Administrator did not cite any medical evidence 

for its decision. 

 

MAXIMUS guideline: The Expert Reviewer did not cite any medical evidence for its decision. 



Decision rationale: Since the primary procedure is not medically necessary, none of the 

associated services are medically necessary. 

 

Post-Operative Amoxicillin: Upheld 

 

Claims Administrator guideline: The Claims Administrator did not cite any medical evidence 

for its decision. 

 

MAXIMUS guideline: The Expert Reviewer did not cite any medical evidence for its decision. 

 

Decision rationale: Since the primary procedure is not medically necessary, none of the 

associated services are medically necessary. 

 

Post-Operative Norco 5/325 #60: Upheld 

 

Claims Administrator guideline: The Claims Administrator did not cite any medical evidence 

for its decision. 

 

MAXIMUS guideline: The Expert Reviewer did not cite any medical evidence for its decision. 

 

Decision rationale: Since the primary procedure is not medically necessary, none of the 

associated services are medically necessary. 


