Forensic Applications Consulting Technologies, Inc.
August 21, 2015
Don Roybal
Maintenance Supervisor
Boulder County Housing Authority
PO Box 471
Boulder, CO 80306
RE: 401 East Street, Unit B1, Louisville, CO 80027-2000

Dear Mr. Roybal:
We have reviewed the August 7, 2015 letter from Mr. Michael Richen (Boulder County Public
Health Department) regarding the property located at 401 East Street, Unit B1, Louisville, CO
80027-2000 (the subject property). In his letter, Mr. Richen has referenced several “issues” he
has questioned in order to reject the work that personnel from Forensic Applications Consulting
Technologies, Inc. (FACTs) performed for the Boulder County Housing Authority at the above
mentioned subject property.
This letter will address each of the issues raised by Mr. Richen, and demonstrate that, in an
apparent attempt to maliciously impugn our work, Mr. Richen has merely invented his own
imaginary “regulations” that otherwise do not exist anywhere in State statute or State regulations
regarding the sampling of methamphetamine affected properties. All of our work for the
Boulder County Housing Authority has been completely and unequivocally compliant with State
regulations, and no further action is required by BCHA for this subject property.
In our detailed August 14, 2015, letter to you 1 regarding 2330 Wedgewood Ave., Building 5,
Longmont, CO 80503-1725, it was shown that Mr. Richen has previously been found attempting
to hide contaminated properties by approving invalid assessments by fraudulent consultants. We
realize that Mr. Richen is concerned that the public may learn of his actions, and we realize Mr.
Richen’s activities may very well constitute criminal behavior and expose Boulder County to
significant civil liability if it is learned that Mr. Richen’s unethical actions were willful.
For example, it is very likely that if Mr. Tim McWilliams,2 the owner of 767 West Cleveland
Circle, Lafayette, Colorado learns that Mr. Richen intentionally overlooked 110 (one hundred
and ten) regulatory violations in an invalid Screening Level Assessment performed by Foothills
Environmental (one of Mr. Richen’s “preferred” consultants), 3 Mr. Williams may be rather upset
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http://forensic-applications.com/meth/BCDH_Secure/Response_to_Richens_rejection_Wedgewood.pdf
Mr. Williams’ mailing address is 1502 South Vona Court, Superior, CO 80027
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A copy of the regulatory audit for that property, may be found here: http://forensicapplications.com/meth/FEH_Screening_Cleveland_RA.pdf
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if he gets sued by an occupant of his property, and may seek to subrogate those damages to Mr.
Richen and/or the County of Boulder.
Similarly, if the occupants of 100 W. Spaulding Street, Lafayette, CO, 80026 become ill, and
learn that Mr. Richen knowingly and willfully approved a noncompliant, contaminated and
illegal drug laboratory as compliant, they may very well consider a toxic tort action against the
County of Boulder for purposely overlooking 143 (one hundred and forty three) known and
documented regulatory violations at that property. 4
Similarly, the Boulder County Housing Authority may legitimately ask Mr. Richen why he
invented six imaginary “regulatory” violations regarding FACTs’ work at 401 East Street, Unit
B1, Louisville, CO, whilst simultaneously and knowingly overlooking an invalid assessment
performed for the Boulder County Housing Authority with 355 actual regulatory violations
(that’s three hundred and fifty five violations) at the property located at 502C West South
Boulder Road, Louisville, CO by the consultant called Quality Environmental Services. 5
Certainly these are questions that our legal staff may be putting to Mr. Richen in the near future.
Since Mr. Richen has raised the issue, over the course of the next several weeks, FACTs will be
performing additional audits on public domain reports for properties in Boulder County
identified as methamphetamine affected properties, and pursuant to the provisions of C.R.S. 188-115 Duty to report a crime - liability for disclosure, we will, in good faith, notify the owners of
the properties of any regulatory violations identified.
RESPONSE TO MR. RICHEN’S AUGUST 7, 2015 LETTER
We have actually addressed each of these issues in our other letters; 6,7 however, since we have
had no response from Mr. Richen, and he apparently did not retract his letter regarding this
subject property, we will again address the issues he has raised.
ISSUE 1
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http://forensic-applications.com/meth/Spaulding_Regulatory_audit_Redacted.pdf
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A copy of that review is currently in the secure folder we prepared for you at http://forensicapplications.com/meth/BCDH_Secure/Boatman_502C_PA_RA.pdf ; for the moment, that audit has not been placed
in the public domain, and you will need Username BCHA_01 and Password BCHealth_01 to access that file.
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Secure file located at: http://forensic-applications.com/meth/BCDH_Secure/Response_to_Richens_rejection.pdf
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Response 1
The comment by Mr. Richen is predicated on two things: 1) referencing “requirements” that
don’t exist and 2) false representation of our results. We will address each:
The area sampled was not in line with the regulatory requirements to sample in 100 cm2
increments.
This is a false statement. Mr. Richen has intentionally ignored the documentation. On page 45
of our report, FACTs clearly and explicitly documented that the sample in question was a fourparted composite of a total of 400 cm2. That is, there were four separate 100cm2 aliquots as
clearly indicated in our report:

…

It is possible that Mr. Richen overlooked this information since, based on the public domain
documents reviewed thus far by FACTs personnel, it would appear that FACTs is the only
consulting company in Colorado which actually complies with these documentation
requirements. 8
Similarly, Mr. Richen has intentionally and disingenuously ignored Page 45 and Page 46 of our
Certificate of Compliance for this subject property, where we discuss this very issue.
Next, Mr. Richen invents an imaginary requirement that simply doesn’t exist:
Second the composite sample appears to be taken on the flue stack alone and not spread
throughout the attic space in 4 different locations as required. [Reference Part 1 Section
6.2.2, 6.3.6, 6.9.1]
Nowhere in regulations, does this “requirement” exist. The regulations referenced by Mr.
Richen actually read as follows:
6.2.2 Delineate a 100 cm² area on the surface to be sampled, either by attaching a
physical template to the surface (being careful not to touch the area within the template),
or by an equivalently reliable and accurate method. The area within the template (i.e.,
the sample area) shall be 100 cm2. Physical templates may not be re-used.

This is exactly what FACTs did to collect the sample in question.
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See http://www.forensic-applications.com/meth/coloregs.html for more information
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6.3.6 Collect all individual aliquots from 100 cm2 sampling areas.

This is exactly what FACTs did to collect the sample in question.
6.9.1 Except as provided in Section 6.9.1.1, at least 400 cm2 of surface area shall be
sampled from every room, attic, and crawl space.

This is exactly what FACTs did to collect the sample in question.
In the past, in a telephone conversation with FACTs personnel, Mr. Richen has admitted that he
hasn’t actually read the regulations and didn’t know what the regulations really contained. We
suggest Mr. Richen read the regulations.
ISSUE 2

Response 2
Apparently, Mr. Richen did not apply grade-school mathematics when he developed the basis for
Issue #2.
If one has an area that 2.5 centimeters on one side and 40 centimeters on the other side, that area
totals 100cm2.
If one collects four separate aliquots; each of 2.5 centimeters by 40 centimeters, that is 100cm2
times four, the result is 400 cm2. This is basic math..
Mr. Richen falsely states:
The area sampled was not in 100 cm2 increments and the composite was not
representative of the entire crawl space by collection in 4 different locations.
Mr. Richen would have had to ignore the documentation in the FACTs report to make this
blatantly erroneous statement. On page 47 of our report, FACTs unequivocally documented the
following:

Similarly, Page 52 of our report explicitly and clearly documents the four aliquot sample thusly:
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As already addressed above, the regulations cited by Mr. Richen simply do not contain the
requirements he has attributed to them. In any event, the four aliquots were taken from four
different locations, and there is nothing in our documents that demonstrate otherwise.
It is astonishing that while on the one hand, Mr. Richen has gone through such tortuous
machinations to explain how our samples were not 100cm2, and yet, on another projects, without
question, Mr. Richen has concluded that samples from another consultants were 100cm2 in spite
of the fact, the many of the samples are mostly air – example, consider the following:

40 cm2 Sample Falsely Represented as a 100 cm2 Sample
100 W Spaulding, Lafayette, CO 9
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50 cm2 Sample Falsely Represented as 100 cm2
731 Excelsior Place, Lafayette, CO 10

41 cm2 Sample Falsely Represented as 100 cm2
767 West Cleveland Circle, Lafayette, CO 11
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See http://forensic-applications.com/meth/BCDH_Secure/Boatman_Excelsior_PA_RA.pdf
See http://forensic-applications.com/meth/FEH_Screening_Cleveland_RA.pdf
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54 cm2 Sample Falsely Represented as 100 cm2
771 Cleveland Circle, Lafayette, CO 12
The Boulder County Housing Authority may legitimately ask Mr. Richen to explain why a
sample collected by FACTs from an area of 2.5 centimeters by 40 centimeters is not 100 cm2,
but the above samples collected by other consultants are 100 cm2: the pictures and the math
speak for themselves.
ISSUE 3

Response 3
We are not sure why Mr. Richen is addressing this sample since it was not used for compliance
purposes. However, since Mr. Richen has raised the issue, we would like to point out that Mr.
Richen is disingenuously referring to the raw field notes taken by a FACTs technician, and
intentionally ignoring the signed documentation presented by the Industrial Hygienist;
additionally Mr. Richen is ignoring the fact that the sample used to clear the room in question
(Laundry Room) was clearly given as EM042915-04 as clearly given on Page 6 of our report as
follows:
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See http://forensic-applications.com/meth/QUEST_771_Cleveland.pdf
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Mr. Richen’s reference to “2X200” is from a FACTs Technician’s field note, but Mr. Richen is
conveniently ignoring Page 39 of our report which clearly indicates the sample is a four parted
composite totaling 400 cm2 (that is four 100cm2 aliquots):

Similarly, Mr. Richen has conveniently ignored Page 56 of the Preliminary Assessment report
for this subject property for which this sample pertains and which clearly shows:

It is clear that Mr. Richen misread the information regarding the validity of this sample.
ISSUE 4

Response 4
As already addressed above, Mr. Richen’s imaginary requirement is nowhere within regulations.
In any event, Mr. Richen has mis-stated, and there is no evidence in our report that the four
composites were taken from the exact same location – this is an allegation Mr. Richen has
simply fabricated out of thin air, and cannot support.
ISSUE 5

Response 5
This is another imaginary “requirement” that appears nowhere in regulations. It is also a
“requirement” that Mr. Richen appears to apply exclusively to work performed by FACTs. For
example, the public record is silent on Mr. Richen’s objections to other consultants who entirely
fail to sample appliances. For example, when we look at the Clearance Sampling performed
during a Preliminary Assessment at the Boulder County Housing Authority property located at
502C West South Boulder Road, Louisville, CO, 80027, we see that the consultant entirely failed
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to collect any samples from any of the appliances. In our audit 13 for that work, FACTs
observes:

Indeed, for the post remediation report for that property, the consultant shows the following:

Photograph from the Clearance Report for
502C West South Boulder Road, Louisville, CO
13

A copy of that review is currently in the secure folder we prepared for you at http://forensicapplications.com/meth/BCDH_Secure/Boatman_502C_PA_RA.pdf ; for the moment, that audit has not been placed
in the public domain, and you will need Username BCHA_01 and Password BCHealth_01 to access that file.
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And yet nowhere within the Screening Assessment, Preliminary Assessment, or Post
Decontamination Assessment for the above property has the consultant indicated that he
collected ANY samples from appliances as required. Since Mr. Richen has raised the issue,
FACTs will perform a review of the June 29, 2015 Post Decontamination report for this property
obtained from the State of Colorado through the Colorado Open Records Act.
ISSUE 6

ISSUE 6
Mr. Richen has indicated in his August 7, 2015 letter that he is very confused about what is in
the regulations, and he is apparently equally confused as to how to read very simple data
presented in very straightforward and easy to read tables and drawings.
However, we suggest that Mr. Richen is not confused at all, but has selective recognition of
information submitted in reports from different consultants regarding the sampling of
methamphetamine affected properties in Boulder County.
The high quality Industrial Hygiene work performed by personnel with Forensic Applications
Consulting Technologies, Inc (FACTs) for the Boulder County Housing Authority at 401 East
Street, Unit B1, Louisville, CO 80027-2000, is completely compliant with State regulations
in every aspect.
No further actions are required by the Boulder County Housing Authority, and no further actions
are required by FACTs.
We are, however, going to require that the County of Boulder issue a letter apologizing to
FACTs for the blatantly intentional false misrepresentations regarding the accuracy and
professionalism of personnel associated with FACTs made by Mr. Richen of the Boulder
County Department of Health in his letters of August 7, 2015, regarding:
1) 401 East Street, Unit B1, Louisville, CO 80027-2000
2) 769 Cleveland Cir, Lafayette, CO 80026
3) 2330 Wedgewood Ave. Building 5, Longmont, CO 80503-1725

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me.
Thank you,

Caoimhín P. Connell
Forensic Industrial Hygienist
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CC: Howard Thigpen, Esq.
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