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orkers’ compensation (WC) systems
W have multiple components that
affect the delivery of patient care and are
potentially susceptible to the application of
quality assurance (QA) and quality
improvement (QI) principles.1 Utilization
review (UR) is an element of WC systems
in some jurisdictions and under consider-
ation in others. Insofar as UR can influence
physician and payor behavior, it can be a
valuable tool for improving clinical out-
comes, decreasing disability, and control-
ling costs.1 However, certain elements of
UR in WC are needed to guard against
undesirable consequences. The American
College of Occupational and Environmen-
tal Medicine’s (ACOEM) Utilization
Review Task Force is providing this initial
high-level overview of UR as it relates to
WC, with the intent of surveying the WC-
UR landscape for recommendations on
desirable components of an effective and
fair system.

DESCRIPTION OF UR IN WC
UR is intended to be a collaborative

process in which proposals to perform med-
ical service for reimbursement are com-
pared with high-quality, evidence-based
guidelines for the purpose of assuring that
patients receive the reasonable appropriate
care necessary while avoiding ineffective,
ght © 2017 American College of Occupation

From the American College of Occupational and
Environmental Medicine, Elk Grove Village,
Illinois.

This position paper was reviewed by the Committee
on Policy, Procedures, and Public Positions, and
approved by the American College of Occupa-
tional and Environmental Medicine (ACOEM)
Board of Directors on July 30, 2017. ACOEM
requires all substantive contributors to its docu-
ments to disclose any potential competing inter-
ests, which are carefully considered. ACOEM
emphasizes that the judgments expressed herein
represent the best available evidence at the time
of publication and shall be considered the posi-
tion of ACOEM and not the individual opinions
of contributing authors.

The authors declare no conflicts of interest.
Address correspondence to: Marianne Dreger, MA,

ACOEM, 25 Northwest Point Blvd, Suite 700,
Elk Grove Village, IL 60007 (info@acoem.org).

Copyright � 2017 American College of Occupa-
tional and Environmental Medicine

DOI: 10.1097/JOM.0000000000001150

1024
potentially harmful, and low-value care.
When proposed care does not appear to
be medically supported and comport to
the guideline being used, a mutually
respectful discussion needs to occur
between the treating provider who is pro-
posing care and the reviewing physician.
This is to clarify that guideline criteria are
met and if not, is there a compelling medi-
cal rationale for departing from the guide-
line. UR typically does not review
causation and is not a guarantee of carrier
payment. When the UR process works well,
patient care can be optimized, outcomes
improved, risk of patient harm decreased,
costs controlled, and care efficiently deliv-
ered.

The fundamental goals of the UR
process are to be ‘‘patient-centric’’ in order
to address the injured worker’s symptoms
and functional limitations and to safely and
efficiently return the patient to work both
healthy and functional. Meeting these
goals may be impeded if the UR process
does not minimize financial or other con-
flicts of interest or does not function in an
efficient, expedient, fair, and confidential
manner.

Open and transparent evidence-
based guidelines are at the heart of an
efficient UR process. Criteria from medical
literature and evidence-based guidelines
used for UR modified certification or denial
rationale should be stated clearly in peer-
review reports so the evidence-based crite-
ria that were not met can be shared with
treating providers and injured workers. By
following these concepts, the UR process
will be open, fair, and instructive for all
parties.

ELEMENTS

Types of WC Jurisdictions
Each state and the federal govern-

ment has its own system of dealing with
workplace injuries and illnesses. In addi-
tion, at the federal level, multiple regulatory
systems address these issues (eg, the Rail-
way Labor Act, Jones Act, Longshore and
Harborworkers’ Act, etc). Each system has
its own specific structure, legislative under-
pinning, and regulatory realities.
al and Environmental Medicine. Unauthoriz

JOEM �
Stakeholders/Parties-in-Interest
In the WC setting, the three principal

stakeholders are 1) workers/patients (and
their legal/union representatives); 2)
employers and their insurers; and 3) pro-
viders. In many WC systems, a stakeholder
in each of these categories is considered a
party-in-interest to the UR decision and can
formally protest or appeal a decision con-
sidered inappropriate. UR organizations
that provide peer-review services and orga-
nizations that accredit UR agents are also
stakeholders, but not parties-in-interest.

Timing of UR Requests
There are multiple points along the

care-delivery timeline when UR can occur.
UR begun before care is delivered is ‘‘pro-
spective UR.’’ UR occurring during delivery
of care (eg, for continued physical therapy) is
‘‘concurrent UR.’’ UR performed after care
is ‘‘retrospective UR.’’ UR may also be
performed for treatment requests for which
an appeal has been requested.

GUIDELINES
In addition to the quality of medical

documentation submitted and the efficacy
of peer-to-peer attempts or successful dis-
cussion, the quality of a UR process will in
large part be determined by the quality of
the guidelines that are used in the process.
A number of states have developed their
own guidelines while others specify
required or approved guidelines and may
indicate the hierarchy for guideline selec-
tion.3,4 In some states, there are no desig-
nated guidelines. Commonly used measures
by which guidelines quality can be evalu-
ated include the AGREE II tool,5 and IOM,6

AMSTAR,7 and GRADE criteria.8 A key
element of each of these criteria is that
guidelines be developed based on best-
available evidence that includes information
from evidence-based medical literature and
input from multi-disciplinary providers
with recognized expertise in the areas under
consideration.

MEASURING UR QUALITY
In addition to timeliness of the pro-

cess itself, measures of UR quality include
success in preventing unsafe or unnecessary
ed reproduction of this article is prohibited 
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care; contribution to patient recovery and
return to work; stakeholder satisfaction
with the process; and the extent to which
the process contributes to the delivery of
cost-effective quality care. UR agents must
implement effective QA auditing systems
to ensure that UR decisions are timely,
high quality, and where deficiencies are
noted, provide effective solutions, and con-
tinued oversight to maintain quality of UR
decisions. Finally, to achieve QI, the pro-
cess should include useful feedback to
stakeholders.

Essential phases in any UR process
are as follows:
�
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�

Provider submits a request.

�
 Request is reviewed and possibly approved

at the entry-level process.

�
 If the request is not approved at the first-

level of peer review (typically nurse
review), it must be reviewed by a physi-
cian.
�
 If not initially approved by the physician
peer reviewer, then the opportunity for
provider/peer reviewer communication
is offered to the requesting physician.
�
 Final UR recommendation is issued to
approve, modify, or deny the request.
�
 Provider and patient receive timely noti-
fication of the UR decision, and rationale/
guidelines used to render the decision.
Reviewer name/qualifications and any
reconsideration or appeals processes
may be included based on jurisdictional
requirements.

In addition, the provider, not peer
reviewer, is responsible for the medical
management of the injured worker’s case.
The peer reviewer neither examines the
patient nor establishes a direct patient
relationship. In some instances, providers
may need to submit their requests on
state-specific forms or transmit them by
specific means within specific timeframes
to facilitate injured worker care and
recovery.

Exactly how each of those elements
are implemented may vary significantly
from one UR jurisdiction and process to
the next, but regardless of the specific
manner of implementation, the UR process
functions best when
�
 All stakeholders acknowledge the
described goals of an ideal UR process
and act in a professional and collabora-
tive manner despite any differences in
opinions regarding individual care
requests.
�
 The provider’s request is supported by
legible, accurate, objective, complete,
and concise documentation of the specific
request and duration, and demonstrates
that the proposed care is reasonable, nec-
essary, and appropriate.
t © 2017 American College of Occupation
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Requests for concurrent or subsequent
treatment (eg, physical therapy, medi-
cation use, recurrent injections) must
document sufficient evidence of
worker treatment compliance, and con-
tinued medical necessity for ongoing or
repeat treatment including significant
objective evidence of functional gains
secondary to the specific requested
treatment.9
�
 Appropriateness of the provider’s request
is determined by comparing the request
and individual injured worker’s support-
ing medical documentation to relevant,
high-quality, evidence-based guidelines.
�
 Any communication between provider
and reviewer is conducted in a timely,
respectful professional manner. Respect
for the provider’s time as demonstrated
by a reasonable effort to schedule or
accommodate a discussion at the pro-
vider’s convenience can help assure
communication starts out in a positive
manner.
�
 The reviewer should submit a clear spe-
cific determination including frequency
and duration of care with sufficient medi-
cal documentation and explanation of the
rationale for the request. The reviewer
must be familiar with any required forms,
state regulations regarding the specific
UR request (ie, license requirements,
Board certification, scope of practice,
etc), and regulatory time frame for UR
decisions and applicable guidelines, in
order for the provider/reviewer interac-
tion to proceed as efficiently as possible.
�
 As the reviewer’s telephone skills gen-
erally have a substantial impact on the
success of the provider/reviewer interac-
tion, the value of such skills cannot
be overemphasized.

While communication offered by the
UR process for the provider/reviewer discus-
sion is geared to resolving a specific provider
request, it also offers an educational oppor-
tunity. To the extent that the discussion can
help providers understand what is necessary
to obtain a ‘‘yes’’ response to their request,
future requests may then go through the UR
process without need for provider/reviewer
(peer to peer) discussion.

The UR process must ensure that
confidentiality and data security is always
maintained.10 Electronic transfer of infor-
mation and the review process itself must
be secure. Telephonic conversations must
be completely private and confidential. As
required by applicable regulations and
laws, there must be a process in place for
secure maintenance or destruction of con-
fidential records that are no longer required
in the UR process.

There is opportunity for all stake-
holders to improve their participation in the
UR process and a need for quality research
 and Environmental Medicine. Unauthoriz
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that will lead to improvements. A data-
based understanding of the elements in
the UR process that truly lead to cost sav-
ings—by addressing injured worker symp-
toms and reducing disability through timely
authorization of care that safely and effi-
ciently assists workers return to health,
function, productivity, and employment—
can have a substantial and beneficial impact
on the health of workers and overall
system outcomes.

CONCLUSION
Essential features of a quality UR

system in WC should include robust fea-
tures to encourage peer-to-peer phone con-
tact; recognize that guidelines used in UR
must be utilized in a sensible, flexible
manner with attention to the realities of
each specific case; and ensure a QA mech-
anism is in place for those performing the
UR reviews. The principal goal of UR
should be the safe and efficient return of
the patient to health and function. To
achieve this goal, the UR process must
function efficiently. Decision-making
should be based on medical facts and evi-
dence-based guidelines, and should also
carefully consider requests that present a
compelling rationale for departing from
those guidelines.

Each element of the UR process
discussed is worthy of elaboration. A more
expansive review of UR will be presented
in a subsequent white paper, including
recommendations for improvement per-
taining to systems and stakeholders, as
well as considerations for future actions
to improve education, quality, outcomes,
satisfaction, fairness, system performance,
and cost efficacy.

REFERENCES
1. Franklin GM, Wickizer TM, Coe NB, Fulton-

Kehoe D. Workers’ compensation: poor quality
health care and the growing disability problem
in the United States. Am J Ind Med.
2015;58:245–251.

2. Western Occupational and Environmental Medi-
cal Association. Quality Assurance and Quality
Improvement in the California Workers’ Com-
pensation System: A Focus on Utilization
Review and Beyond. San Francisco, CA:
WOEMA; 2016. Available at: http://www.woe-
ma.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/03/WOEMA_
UR-QI-QI-white_paperSept-2016.pdf?x94607.
Accessed June 20, 2017.

3. David R, Ramirez B. Swedlow A. Medical
Review and Dispute Resolution in the Califor-
nia Workers’ Compensation System. Oakland,
CA: CWCI; 2015. Available at: https://
www.cwci.org/document.php?file=2853.pdf.
Accessed June 20, 2017.

4. Stockbridge H, d’Urso N. Application and out-
comes of treatment guidelines in a utilization
review program. Phys Med Rehabil Clin N Am.
2015;26:445–452.

5. AGREE Research Trust. Appraisal of Guide-
lines for Research & Evaluation II (AGREE II)
Instrument. 2009.
ed reproduction of this article is prohibited 

1025

http://www.woema.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/03/WOEMA_UR-QI-QI-white_paperSept-2016.pdf?x94607
http://www.woema.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/03/WOEMA_UR-QI-QI-white_paperSept-2016.pdf?x94607
http://www.woema.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/03/WOEMA_UR-QI-QI-white_paperSept-2016.pdf?x94607
http://www.woema.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/03/WOEMA_UR-QI-QI-white_paperSept-2016.pdf?x94607
https://www.cwci.org/document.php?file=2853.pdf
https://www.cwci.org/document.php?file=2853.pdf
https://www.cwci.org/document.php?file=2853.pdf


Copyri

Glass et al JOEM � Volume 59, Number 10, October 2017
6. Institute of Medicine (‘‘IOM’’): National Acad-
emies Press. Available at: https://www.nap.edu/
read/13058/chapter/3.

7. A measurement tool to assess systematic
reviews (‘‘AMSTAR’’). BMC Med Res Meth-
odol. 2007;7:10.

8. Grading of Recommendations Assessment,
Development and Evaluation (‘‘GRADE’’),
ght © 2017 American College of Occupation

1026
Guidelines 2.0: systematic development of a
comprehensive checklist for a successful guide-
line enterprise. CMAJ. 2014;186:E123–E142.

9. ACOEM. Drug Formularies in Workers’ Com-
pensation Systems. 2016. Available at: http://
www.acoem.org//uploadedFiles/Public_
Affairs/Policies_And_Position_Statements/
Guidelines/Position_Statements/
al and Environmental Medicine. Unauthoriz

� 2017 American College of
DrugFormulariesinWorkersCompensation
Systems.pdf. Accessed June 20, 2017.

10. ACOEM Committee on Ethical Practice in
OEM. Confidentiality of Medical Informa-
tion in the Workplace. 2012. Available at:
http://www.acoem.org/Confidentiality_Medi-
cal_Information.aspx. Accessed June 20,
2017.
ed reproduction of this article is prohibited 

Occupational and Environmental Medicine

https://www.nap.edu/read/13058/chapter/3
https://www.nap.edu/read/13058/chapter/3
http://www.acoem.org//uploadedFiles/Public_Affairs/Policies_And_Position_Statements/Guidelines/Position_Statements/DrugFormulariesinWorkersCompensationSystems.pdf
http://www.acoem.org//uploadedFiles/Public_Affairs/Policies_And_Position_Statements/Guidelines/Position_Statements/DrugFormulariesinWorkersCompensationSystems.pdf
http://www.acoem.org//uploadedFiles/Public_Affairs/Policies_And_Position_Statements/Guidelines/Position_Statements/DrugFormulariesinWorkersCompensationSystems.pdf
http://www.acoem.org//uploadedFiles/Public_Affairs/Policies_And_Position_Statements/Guidelines/Position_Statements/DrugFormulariesinWorkersCompensationSystems.pdf
http://www.acoem.org//uploadedFiles/Public_Affairs/Policies_And_Position_Statements/Guidelines/Position_Statements/DrugFormulariesinWorkersCompensationSystems.pdf
http://www.acoem.org//uploadedFiles/Public_Affairs/Policies_And_Position_Statements/Guidelines/Position_Statements/DrugFormulariesinWorkersCompensationSystems.pdf
http://www.acoem.org/Confidentiality_Medical_Information.aspx
http://www.acoem.org/Confidentiality_Medical_Information.aspx
http://www.acoem.org/Confidentiality_Medical_Information.aspx

	Outline placeholder
	REFERENCES


