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then expressed a concemthat
any time a pplice officer tests for the presence of a controlled substance they

should not Have to shoulder an unfair or disproportionate burden of proving
their innocerf¢e or risk having the charges against them sustained.
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A The real battleground here is “whether

der the care of qualified medical professionals and if so, did they
cribe the controlled substance(s) to you.
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take a few years, both of you are
who are no athletes attempting to gain a
competitive]|advantage in any s improve your athletic ability. The
Controlled $lubstances Act specifically prohibits distribution of the substance in
question sofely for performance enhancement. Doing so falls squarely outside
the scope of| legitimate medical practice and subjects an individual to criminal
liability; hdjwever, the substance is gainin ' e when
administerdd as part of a medically supervise
ere exists no evidence to support the notion that your use of the

controlted §iibstance was merely to enhance athletic ce, but there are
indications [fhat it was part of a program intende ne’s health.

Profession . both of.you have served the City of Plantation admirably for well
ove there have been no reports to support the

assurpuo . at either of you abused the controlled substance as evidenced by

sudden pHysiological changes, increased irritability or aggression. To the
contrary, Ofje could argue that the absence of these common side effects tends to
support the assertion that the substance was lawfully prescribed and
administer !d in compliance with established doses and schedules.
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The next iter

I looked to involved the medical facility itself

The building has prominently displaved medical
signageand d Hirectory to a5sist visitors. The facility is staffed byg
doctor hom, ac ing to the
Florida Depaffment o Health, all possess valid medICa licenses. [n fact, their
licenses carr}| the designation of “Clear/Active”, which is defined as “the
licensed pradgtioner is clear fo practice profession in the State of Florida”,
without an !- nditions.

. L ) You put forth an
effort to apj¢ar in person, at an actual brick and mortar medical facility, to
establish a dpjctor/ patient relationship and nothing highly irregular stands here

with respect fp the facility or your actions. '
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The next iterfl I looked to involved medical records.

included partially
completed fhedical exam sheets and prescriptions in support of your claim that
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d with a doctor, since one of your names appears on the
n. Several unsigned prescriptions, bearing one of your names for
substance in question, were written under the name o}
alid DEA License Number.
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The incompl|éte medical exams and prescriptions, although not conclusive, lead
me to believf that you did in fact consult with a licensed medical doctor, and that
he issued a prescription.

I find mysq agreeingmthat you met with doctors
licensed to |practice medicine in th of Florida, that they prescribed the

controlled sl{bstance resulting in a positive drug test, and that they administered
the controllpH substance within normal limits. The fact that you continue to be
prescribed: thie controlled substance(s) by your attending physicians and that you
use it in thd [manner for which it was prescribed also suggests that you did not
violate the bolicies enumerated at the onset of this memorandum As such, the

initial findifps are not supported

In the courpg of thiFi.nvestigaﬁon I have subjected you to independent
medical exgms, psychological consultations and health counseling, all of which
show you thj be in good mental and physical health, and that you can continue fo
safely perf¢tm the essential duties of a police officer. From this date forward [
strongly enfiourage you to maintain detailed personal medical records upholding
the burder]|of establishing that any controlled substances used by you are
through pigscription and under the care of a qualified medical professional,
especially filose controlled substances with a high propensity for abuse. Doing

so easily fpoids circumstances such as this while maintaining the highest
standards pf conduct in our profession and meeting our responsibilities to the
communit
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