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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Following the February 10, 2015, statutory discovery of an Illegal Drug Laboratory at
769 Cleveland Circle, Lafayette, CO 80026 (the subject property), a Preliminary
Assessment was performed pursuant to 6 CCR 1014-3.

Subsequent to the Preliminary Assessment, decontamination activities occurred at the
property in April of 2015.

Postdecontamination verification activities and sampling as specified in 6 CCR 1014-3
were performed at the subject property, and based on that sampling, and the totality of
circumstances, Forensic Applications Consulting Technologies, Inc. (FACTS) issues this
“Certificate of Compliance” for the residence located at 769 Cleveland Circle, Lafayette,
Colorado pursuant to CRS 25-18.5-101 et seq and 6 CCR 1014-3.

Chronology

On January 28, 2015, a local contractor performed sampling for methamphetamine at 769
Cleveland Circle, Lafayette, CO 80026 (the subject property) and on February 10, 2015,
issued a report on that sampling. On February 20, 2015, Forensic Applications
Consulting Technologies, Inc. (FACTSs) was contacted to performed a review of the
February 10th document and determined that the document failed to meet minimum
regulatory requirements.

On March 2, 2015, at the request of the Boulder County Housing Authority, FACTs
performed a Preliminary Assessment at the subject property pursuant to Colorado
Regulations 6 CCR 1014-3 “Regulations Pertaining To The Cleanup Of
Methamphetamine-Affected Properties (Amended).” On March 11, 2015, FACTSs issued
a Preliminary Assessment report.

Between March 11, 2015 and April 9, 2015, Excel Environmental performed
decontamination activities at the subject property.

On April 9, 2015, FACTSs performed verification sampling and a visual inspection at the
subject property. The visual inspection indicated that the attic had not yet been cleaned,
and that the furnace and associated ductwork had similarly not been addressed. Similarly,
the bathroom exhaust fans had not been addressed pursuant to regulations. FACTs
collected verification samples from those areas that could be isolated from the
noncompliant areas. FACTs’ samples confirmed that the furnace system and associated
ductwork was noncompliant, and also the downstairs basement was not compliant.

Between April 16, 2015, and April 23, 2015, Excel Environmental isolated the compliant
foyer, master bedroom and master bathroom and the compliant upstairs portion of the
residence, as well as the compliant downstairs bedroom, from the noncompliant areas and
under negative pressure, performed additional decontamination activities at the subject

property.
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On April 23, 2015, FACTSs performed verification sampling and a visual inspection at the
subject property. The visual inspection indicated that the associated ductwork in the
residence and the bathroom exhaust fans had still not been addressed pursuant to
regulatory mandates. FACTs recommend additional cleaning activities prior to the
collection of additional samples.

Between April 23, 2015, and April 27, 2015, Excel Environmental performed additional
decontamination activities at the subject property. During this time, decontamination
activities were simultaneously being performed in an adjoining residence (771 Cleveland
Circle). During the cleaning process, the decontamination contractors in the adjoining
unit claimed Excel (performing work in 769 Cleveland Circle) had breached the common
attic firewall and contaminated the attic of 771 Cleveland. Yet a report issued on March
17, 2015, regarding 771 Cleveland Circle by a company called “Quest Environmental”
explicitly states in several locations in that report that 771 Cleveland Circle did not have
an attic; then, in other places in the report, the authors state the unit does have an attic.
Due to the inconsistencies in the Quest report, it is uncertain whether 771 Cleveland
Circle has an attic. FACTSs performed a quick review of the Quest report of March 17,
2015 regarding 771 Cleveland Circle, and identified no fewer than 41 violations of
Colorado Regulations 6 CCR 1014-3 (Amended); which is similar to work seen
elsewhere by Quest.*

Nevertheless, during the April 23, 2015, through April 27, 2015, work by Excel
Environmental at the subject property, the attic associated with this Subject Unit was
specifically placed under negative pressure with respect to 771 Cleveland Circle, and any
alleged breach would have been adequately controlled. Furthermore, FACTSs inspected
the attic of 769 Cleveland Circle a few hours after the report of the alleged breach had
been made. That inspection, as documented in the photographs associated with this
report, demonstrates that no breach occurred.

On April 27, 2015, FACTSs performed verification sampling and a visual inspection at the
subject property. Our inspection and samples indicated that all areas were fully
compliant with mandatory regulations.

REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS

State Requirements

The Colorado State Board Of Health regulations: 6-CCR 1014-3 (Amended)
“Regulations Pertaining To The Cleanup Of Methamphetamine-Affected Properties”
becomes applicable when an owner of a property has received notification from a peace
officer that chemicals, equipment, or supplies indicative of a drug laboratory are located
at the property or when a drug laboratory is otherwise discovered and the owner of the
property where the drug laboratory is located has received notice. Whenever a

! See for example: http://forensic-applications.com/meth/Spaulding_Regulatory audit Redacted.pdf
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methamphetamine affected property has been so discovered, the property must be either
demolished or documented as containing contaminant levels below statutory thresholds.?

After a property has been remediated, an authorized consultant must perform post-

decontamination activities as specified in regulation; including post decontamination
verification sampling that covers the following:

General Sampling Requirements

Rubric Action Status
86.2.11 | Have all sample locations been photographed? 7 -

86.9 Have all structures on the property been sampled? 7 -
86.9.1 | Collected at least 400 cm?2 from every “room?” 7 -
86.9.1 | Collected at least 400 cm2 from every attic? 7 -
86.9.1 | Collected at least 400 cm?2 from every crawlspace? NA
§6.9.2 | Has at least 800 cm2 of total surface been sampled from the property 72 -
§6.9.3 Has an additional 100 cm2 qf surface area been samplgd for each additional NA

T 500 ft2 greater than (or fraction thereof) 500 ft2? (Specify below)

Room: NA | Square feet: NA NA

Has 100 cm2 of the heat exchanger unit been sampled?

Has 100 cm2 of the cold air return system been sampled?

86.9.4 | Has 100 cm2 of the supply air system been sampled? NA
Has 100 cm2 of a fourth elective been sampled?
Photo documentation to verify that the ventilation system has been cleaned
and is free of debris?
Has one discrete sample been collected from each non-ducted heating,

§6.9.5 . . ) . NA
cooling or circulating unit?
Has the interior of all major appliances (microwaves, refrigerators, freezers,

86.9.7 ovens, and dryers) been sampled? L <

Multi-unit building

Rubric Action Status

If there is exclusive access to any auxiliary portion of the multi-unit property
86.9 (such as a storage room or garage): Have all such auxiliary structures been NA

sampled?

Table 1
Summary of Elements of Certification

2 The actual contaminant thresholds will vary based on the type of activities identified at the property and
the locations from whence come the samples.
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Room # Description Cleared with Result
1 Foyer Hall and Stairs CM040915-01 0.09
2 Master Bedroom and closet CM040915-02 0.07
3 Master bathroom CM040915-03 0.15
4 Common bathroom CM042715-04 0.16
5 Downstairs Bedroom and closet CM042715-03 0.24
6 Sub-Basement and stairs CM042715-05 0.07
7 Living room, kitchen and dining room CM040915-08 0.21
8 Attic CM042715-01 0.04
11 Exterior shed CM030215-03 0.41
Appliance | Stove CM040915-12 <0.01
Appliance | Refrigerator CM040915-09 <0.01
Appliance | Microwave None present
Appliance | Dishwasher CM040915-10 0.06
Appliance | Clothes washer CM042715-06 <0.05
Appliance | Clothes dryer None present

The “<” symbol indicated “less than.”

In the following table, we have presented a summary of all of the FACTs samples

Summary of Final Verification Sample Results

Table 2

associated with the confirmation process. Shaded samples are exclusively those used for
regulatory compliance verification.

Date Sample ID Sample Location Area Results
03/02/15 | CM030215-03 Shed - south wall air vent, electrical box 400 0.41
03/02/15 | CM030215-04 Field Blank NA 0.32*
04/09/15 | CM040915-01 Foyer tops of door frames 400 0.09
04/09/15 | CM040915-02 Master bedroom closet door frame 400 0.07
04/09/15 | CM040915-03 Master bathroom top of light fixture 400 0.15
04/09/15 | CM040915-04 Common bathroom medicine cabinet 400 0.90
04/09/15 | CM040915-05 Downstairs Bedroom closet door frame 400 0.07
04/09/15 | CM040915-06A | Furnace cold air return 100 15.95
04/09/15 | CM040915-06B | Furnace cold air return 100 '
04/09/15 | CM040915-06C | Furnace heat exchanger 100

04/09/15 | CM040915-06D | Furnace supply air 100

04/09/15 | CM040915-07 Sub basement top of radon mitigation vent 400 <0.01
04/09/15 | CM040915-08 Living room - kitchen door frames 400 0.21
04/09/15 | CM040915-09 Fridge interior 100 <0.01
04/09/15 | CM040915-10 Dishwasher 100 0.06
04/09/15 | CM040915-11 Field Blank NA <0.05*
04/09/15 | CM040915-12 Stove interior door 100 <0.01
04/09/15 | CM040915-13 Attic - NOT TAKEN NA
04/09/15 | CM040915-14 Field Blank NA <0.05*
04/23/15 | CM042315-01 Washing machine 400 | ARCHIVED
04/23/15 | CM042315-02 Hot water heater 400 | ARCHIVED
04/27/15 | CM042715-01 Attic sewer relief stack 400 0.04

* Absolute micrograms recovered. The “<” symbol indicated “less than.”

Table 3

Sample Results in Concentration
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04/27/15 | CM042715-02 Attic access room (hall closet) 400 0.03
04/27/15 | CM042715-03 Downstairs bedroom inside closet door frame 400 0.24
04/27/15 | CM042715-04 Common downstairs bathroom back of door 400 0.16
04/27/15 | CM042715-05 Sub-basement north gas line 400 0.07
04/27/15 | CM042715-06 Washing machine 100 <0.05
04/27/15 | CM042715-07 Field Blank NA <0.05*

* Absolute micrograms recovered. The “<” symbol indicated “less than.”

Table 3 (Continued)

Sample Results in Concentration

Sample Locations

April 9, 2015 ) [

=

Furnace

Subbasement G

Figure 1
April 9, 2015 Sample Locations
Sub-Basement
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April 23, 2015

Subbasement

Figure 2
April 23, 2015 Sample Locations
Sub-Basement

April 27, 2015 1

Subbasement

Figure 3
April 27, 2015 Sample Locations
Sub-Basement
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April 9, 2015

Figure 4
April 9, 2015 Sample Locations
Basement

Figure 5
April 27, 2015 Sample Locations
Basement

In the following drawing, the shaded triangle represents the compliance sample collected
during the Preliminary Assessment, and the black triangle indicates the compliance
sample collected on April 27, 2015. The white triangles indicate compliance samples

that were collected on April 9, 2015.
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Master
Bedroom

Closet

Ground Floor Sample Locations

Figure 6
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Figure 7
Sample Locations
Upper Floor

Figure 8
Sample Location
Attic
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REGULATORY CERTIFICATION

Recently, there has been some misunderstandings regarding “certification of
compliance.” According to the State of Colorado Revised Statutes, Title 25, Article
18.5, Part 103:

(2) (a) Except as specified in paragraph (b) of this subsection (2), once a property owner
has received certificates of compliance from a contractor and a consultant in
accordance with section 25-18.5-102(1)(e), or has demolished the property, or has met
the clean-up standards and documentation requirements of this section as it existed
before August 7, 2013, ....

In turn, *“section 25-18.5-102(1)(e) as referenced in the above paragraph states that the
State shall develop:

25-18.5-102(1)(e) (e) Procedures for contractors and consultants to issue certificates of
compliance to property owners upon completion of assessment, decontamination, and
sampling of illegal drug laboratories to _certify that the remediation of the property meets
the clean-up standards established by the board under paragraph (a) of this subsection

(1).

The State developed those procedures and compiled those procedures in Regulation 6
CCR 1014-3 (Amended), wherein those regulations state that upon attainment of the
requirements found in 6 CCR 1014-3, the consultant shall issue:

8.8 A certificate of compliance, signed by the Consultant, in the following form:

“I do hereby certify that | conducted clearance sampling of the subject property in
accordance with 6 CCR 1014-3, Part 1, § 6. | further certify that the cleanup standards
established by 6 CCR 1014-3, Part 1, § 7 have been met as evidenced by testing |
conducted.”

Thus, the “certificate of compliance” as described in State statutes and State regulations
does not come from the State, or the Colorado Department of Public Health and
Environment, or the County Health or Building Department, or the Governing Body, or
any other entity but, rather, exclusively from the contractor and the consultant who affirm
compliance and issue the “Certificate of Compliance.”

The confusion may arise due to several misconceptions, not least of which is the Statute
defining Governing Body; CRS 25-18.5-101(7):

(7) "Governing body" means the agency or office designated by the city council or board
of county commissioners where the property in question is located. If there is no such
designation, the governing body shall be the county, district, or municipal public health
agency, building department, and law enforcement agency with jurisdiction over the
property in question.

And wherein State statutes CRS 25-18.5-103(2)(a)(l) require the property owner to

Shall furnish copies of the certificates of compliance to the governing body;
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That is, the Consultant issues the Certificate of Compliance, and is required to provide
that Certificate of Compliance to the property owner who is, in turn, required to furnish a
copy of the Certificate of Compliance to the Governing Body. This has been
misconstrued by some individuals to think that the “Certificate of Compliance” comes
from the Governing Body to the owner.

However, state statutes, clearly and explicitly define the authority of the Governing
Body:

25-18.5-105. Drug laboratories - governing body - authority
(1) Governing bodies may declare an illegal drug laboratory that has not met the clean-up
standards set by the board in section 25-18.5-102 a public health nuisance.

(2) Governing bodies may enact ordinances or resolutions to enforce this article,
including preventing unauthorized entry into contaminated property; requiring
contaminated property to meet clean-up standards before it is occupied; notifying the
public of contaminated property; coordinating services and sharing information between
law enforcement, building, public health, and social services agencies and officials; and
charging reasonable inspection and testing fees.

There is nothing in State statutes or State regulations that otherwise provide the
Governing Body with the authority to pre-empt or override or waive any portion of the
regulations or the statutes. Furthermore, there is nothing in the State regulations or
Statutes that give the Governing Body the authority to declare noncompliant properties as
“compliant,” and there is nothing in State statures or State regulations that give the
Governing Body the authority to over-ride an otherwise lawfully issued and valid
Certificate of Compliance.

Whilst a property owner may decide that being a “good neighbor” with the Governing
Body is beneficial, there is nothing in CRS 25-18-5.101 et seq or 6 CCR 1014-3 that
requires the property owner or the Consultant to notify the Governing Body of any
activities or provide the Governing Body with any documents including the Preliminary
Assessment, except at the end of the project as part of the Certificate of Compliance.

It has been our experience, that most Governing Bodies are entirely unaware of the
provisions found in Regulations and Statutes and essentially declare by fiat various
“requirements” that simply do not exist. Recently in a discussion with one Governing
Body, after making several erroneous pronouncements of “regulations” the regulator
stated “Maybe | should sit down and learn what the regulations really say.” FACTSs
believes that the regulations and statutes are the standards that provide the level ground
used to establish expectations when applied equitably.

MANDATORY DISCUSSIONS

The regulations require the consultant to provide in the final report specific discussions.
The following sections are included to fulfill those regulatory obligations and do not
otherwise contain information that is of material value to the property owner.
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Description of Sampling Procedures
According to the regulations, this decontamination report must contain:

8.3 A description of the sampling procedures used, including sample collection,
handling, and QA/QC.

Therefore, the following discussion is presented in compliance with that mandatory
requirement.

According to the new regulations,® there is no stated objective to sampling. That is, in
the amended regulations, the State of Colorado removed the rationale and intent for the
collection of samples. As such, there are no data quality objectives (DQOS) to be met.

The State of Colorado rejected scientifically valid DQOs that are the backbone of all
environmental sampling. Staff associated with the Colorado Department of Health and
Environment (CDPHE) removed the original, valid sampling provisions from the
regulations stating that the provisions were “too difficult to be understood” by untrained
consultants who had been performing unlawful assessments.

Instead, the new regulations now incorporate unfounded wiping protocols that were
invented with disregard for actual environmental sampling considerations. In most cases,
it is physically impossible to actually comply with the new sampling protocols and
collect a legitimate sample at the same time.

For example, imagine a consultant determines the best (or indeed the only) suitable
surface in a room to be cleared is an ornate surface, such as the hanging light fixture in
the photograph below:

%6 CCR 1014-3, Amended
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Photograph 1
Ornate Surface

According to the new regulations, the consultant would not be permitted to sample the
surface since the regulations require:

6.2.7.1 Square method: Start at the outside edge and progress toward the center of
the surface area by wiping in concentric squares of decreasing size.

How does one determine the location of the “outside edge” of this item? Next, the
consultant is required to

6.2.7.2 “S” method: Wipe horizontally from side-to-side in an overlapping “S”-like
pattern as necessary to completely cover the entire wipe area.

How could one complete this mandatory maneuver? Next, the consultant is required to

6.2.9 Use the same sample media to repeat the sampling of the same area using the
same method. If using the “S” method, the second pass shall be sampled by wiping
with overlapping “S”-like motions in a top-to-bottom direction.

How could one complete this mandatory maneuver? Next, the consultant is required to:

6.2.10 Fold sampled side in. Using the same sample media, sample the same area a
third time. The third pass shall be sampled by wiping using the method not previously
used (i.e., use the square method if the “S” method was originally used).

Finally, the regulations require:
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6.1.3.1 Wipe sampling shall be used to determine the extent of methamphetamine
contamination on all surfaces at all methamphetamine-affected properties, and at all
properties that are undergoing a screening level assessment.

Therefore, whereas the regulations would require the sampling on this item, the
regulations simultaneously prevent the sample from being collected. On virtually every
project one will encounter surfaces that are the best surface to sample, but which cannot
be sampled according to the regulations (although the regulations simultaneously require
such samples).

Thus, if the most suitable surface was an electrical cable that was 2 cm in circumference
and 200 cm long, the Consultant could not collect a sample from that surface pursuant to
the new rules, and yet, the surface may be the only suitable surface for that area.

Therefore, the consultant would have to turn a blind eye to an obviously dirty surface and
find a different surface to demonstrate “compliance” knowing the disregarded surface
may well be noncompliant.

It is a physical impossibility to use either a “Square method” or an “S method” to collect
a sample from a surface with a convoluted topography, and yet, those surfaces are
otherwise usually the best surfaces available to determine if a property has been properly
cleaned.

Under the amended rules, the Consultant may be forced to collect a “regulatory sample”
knowing that another suitable surface is contaminated, but from which one cannot collect
a sample using the mandatory wiping protocols.

Similarly, the new regulatory cook-book sampling protocols (Square method/ S-method)
effectively prohibit the collection of samples from narrow metal pipes, coaxial cables,
radial fan blades, thin balusters, leading edge of a ceiling fan or a myriad of other suitable
surfaces.

One cannot argue that the purpose of the regulation is to ensure that the sample method is
designed to harvest the maximum amount of contamination. During the rulemaking
process, without any scientific basis, the CDPHE decided to mandate the use of isopropyl
alcohol to collect the sampling stating that methyl alcohol was a better collector of
contaminant, and isopropyl was an inferior solvent, and therefore the consultant shall use
the inferior solvent so that the surface does not yield all the methamphetamine present.
At the same time, the CDPHE mandated that the contact time on the surface be increased,
and the number of passes be increased, thus increasing the salvation of paint artificially
increasing the final results of the sample analysis. (No foundation or explanation was
provided by the CDPHE in support of these provisions).

Similarly, Section 6 of 6 CCR 1014-3 disallows the collection of a 400 cm2 sample, but
requires the collection of four 100 cm2 samples, per room (400 cm2). That is, the new
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regulations prohibit the Consultant from collecting a 400 cm2 sample, but require the
collection of 400 cm2 which may be four 100 cm2 samples combined into a single
sample.

To illustrate, imagine the consultant wanted to collect a wipe sample from the 400 cm2
ceramic wall tile depicted below:

Photograph 2
400 cm?2 Ceramic Wall Tile

According to State Regulations the Industrial Hygienist would be prohibited from
collecting a sample from the tile by merely wiping the tile (as depicted in the Photograph
on the left); but the consultant would required to collect four samples as depicted on the
right, and combine all four samples into one analysis. The upshot is that the sample
result will be exactly the same, of course, but one method is prohibited (left) and the
other method is required (right).
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Prohibited Sampling Required Sampling

Indeed, if the consultant wanted to just collect the sample from the wall tile, in the most
intelligent manner (left), he would be required by regulations to prepare a written
request to seek an official variance from the Department of Health which may take ten
days to process, and the CDPHE has stated that the collection method on the left would

. result in substantial deviation from the intent of the regulatory requirement.”

However, the CDPHE never explains how collecting a single wipe from the tile versus
four separate wipes from the tile and then combining all four wipes would “result in
substantial deviation from the intent of the regulatory requirement” since obviously the two
methods are identical and no rational support for the decision can be made.

Since the CDPHE removed the written intent of the regulations, it is no longer possible to
know the intent of the regulatory sampling. As such, in Colorado, according to the new
regulations, a consultant is permitted to knowingly identify a property as compliant by
intentionally collecting samples from inappropriate locations, knowing those locations
would indicate compliance for an otherwise heavily contaminated, noncompliant

property.

As a result, cleaning contractors now know they do not have to actually decontaminate a
house, they only need to clean surfaces that can be sampled according to the regulations
— they can ignore all other contaminated surfaces in the structure.

The public no longer knows if the verification sampling actually verifies decontamination
of their structure, rendering the home safe.

For this property, the sample locations were identified by the FACTSs Industrial Hygienist
based on regulatory requirements. As such, since the sampling is designed to satisfy
regulatory requirements, FACTs can guarantee the samples meet regulatory requirements

* Colleen Brisnehan, Hazardous Waste Corrective Action Unit, letter to FACTs February 27, 2015
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but cannot guarantee the appropriateness or representativeness of the samples or their
results, and the samples are interpreted exclusively within the context of the regulations.

Wipe Samples

The wipe sample medium was 2 inch by 2 inch commercially available cotton-poly
mixed wipes impregnated with USP isopropyl alcohol. Each proposed sample area was
delineated with a measured outline, in compliance with 86.2.2.

Samples were collected from surfaces exactly as described in §6.2.4 through §6.2.10.

Following the collection of each sample, the gauze material was returned to its
independent centrifuge tube and capped with a screw-cap.

Methamphetamine Analysis

The wipe samples were submitted under the special regulatory chain-of-custody for
analysis to Reservoirs Environmental Laboratories in Denver, CO for analysis by
GCMS.® The special regulatory chain-of-custody form is not a normal chain of custody
but rather contains additional regulatory requirements found in Sections §6.2.14.1
through §6.2.14.12

QA/QC Precautions

The regulations prohibit the application of standard scientifically valid Industrial Hygiene
QA/QC methodologies, and therefore, FACTs employed the mandatory regulatory
QA/QC provisions instead.

Field Blanks

Field blanks were collected and submitted for analysis pursuant to the requirements of the
regulations. Under normal established, standard environmental sampling protocols,
there are various types of “blanks.” The purpose of a field blank is to determine if the
sampling materials and the handling procedures contributed to the presence of any
contaminant identified. According to State regulations (Section 6.2.12.1), however, the
Consultant is required by regulations to intentionally expose the blank to potential
contamination. Reason notwithstanding, the regulations read:

6.2.12.1 To collect a field blank, remove a wipe from the wrapper with a new glove,
shake the wipe open, refold in the same manner as during the sampling procedure,
and then insert the wipe into the sample container.

(The State never explained “wrapper” or how this “wrapper” exists, or how the blank
material became “wrapped.”)

® The laboratory essentially uses the NIOSH Method 9106 “METHAMPHETAMINE and lllicit Drugs,
Precursors and Adulterants on Wipes by Liquid-Liquid Extraction”
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As such, if contamination is identified in the field blanks there is no way to know if the
contamination in the blank is due to tainted sampling materials, or if the reported
contamination is the result of contamination of the material as it was being exposed while
being opened in a contaminated property and waving the sampling material around in
potentially contaminated air.

Similarly, pursuant to State regulations, the Consultant is required to make the 11th
sample and every 10th sample thereafter and the last sample of the collection suite a field
blank. As such the ability to submit surreptitious blanks to check the laboratory’s
abilities is lost.

Field Spikes

Field spikes are normally used to evaluate a laboratory’s ability to properly recover an
analyte from the samples, and to evaluate the parameter of “bias,” as well as accuracy
and precision. The new regulations state:

83.7.6.3 ... Spiked samples submitted for analysis shall not be used for purposes of
compliance with the regulation.

As such, normal, established environmental sampling evaluations are disallowed by the
regulations. Since the regulatory sampling protocol is not scientifically based, but is
based on meeting arbitrary regulatory parameters that do not permit evaluation of normal
QA/QC parameters, no statement regarding bias, precision or accuracy can be made
outside of the claims of the laboratory itself. Therefore, no further interpretation is
attempted. All other QA/QC considerations are provided in the accompanying laboratory
report without interpretation.

Cross Contamination

Prior to entering the noncompliant portions of the property, the Industrial Hygienist and
his Technician donned disposable Tyvek suits.

Prior to the collection of each specific sample, a fresh pair of surgical gloves was donned
to protect against the possibility of cross contamination. The pliable ruler used to
measure each surface area was decontaminated with a single-use disposable alcohol wipe
between samples; alternatively for some samples, single-use disposal painter’s tape was
applied to delineate the sampling area.

Presentation of Analytical Data

State regulations (88.5) require “Sample results shall be presented as reported by the
analytical laboratory, and shall not be adjusted, changed, or manipulated in any way.”
Therefore, for the purposes of meeting this requirement, the following figures are
presented — the casual reader may ignore the next several figures.

Obviously, however, if the data were presented as required, one would not know from
whence came the sample or the final concentration of that sample for comparison with
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regulatory levels. Therefore, at some point, the sample results must be adjusted, changed
or manipulated in some manner by someone; those data are presented in the tables under
the ‘Final Verification Sampling Results” section.

Client Lab Reporting METHAMPHETAMINE
ID Number ID Number Limit CONCENTRATION
(ng) (ng)
CMO040915-01 EM 1383367 0.05 0.37
CMO040915-02 EM 1383368 0.05 0.29
CMO040915-03 EM 1383369 0.05 0.58
CMO040915-04 EM 1383370 0.05 3.61
CMO040915-05 EM 1383371 0.05 0.29
CMO040915-06 EM 1383372 0.05 61.00
CMO040915-07 EM 1383373 0.05 BRL
CMO040915-08 EM 1383374 0.05 0.82
CMO040915-09 EM 1383375 0.05 BRL
CMO040915-10 EM 1383376 0.05 0.06
CMO040915-11 EM 1383377 0.05 BRL
CMO040915-12 EM 1383378 0.05 BRL
CMO040915-13 EM 1383379 NA - Sample Not Submitted
CMO040915-14 EM 1383380 0.05 BRL
Figure 9

The laboratory accidentally issued their report with the wrong sample numbers as
presented below:

Sample Results Pursuant to 88.5

Client Lab Reporting METHAMPHETAMINE
ID Number ID Number Limit CONCENTRATION
(ng) (ng)
CMO0427158-01 EM 1394062 0.05 0.17
CMO0427158-02 EM 1394063 0.05 0.10
CMO0427158-03 EM 1394064 0.05 0.94
CMO0427158-04 EM 1394065 0.05 0.62
CMO0427158-05 EM 1394066 0.05 0.28
CMO0427158-06 EM 1394067 0.05 BRL
CMO0427158-07 EM 1394068 0.05 BRL
Figure 10

Sample Results Pursuant to 88.5

The laboratory then recognized their mistake and reissued their report:
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Client Lab Reporting METHAMPHETAMINE
ID Number ID Number Limit CONCENTRATION
(ng) (ng)
CMO042715-01 EM 1394062 0.05 0.17
CMO042715-02 EM 1394063 0.05 0.10
CMO042715-03 EM 1394064 0.05 0.94
CM042715-04 EM 1394065 0.05 0.62
CMO042715-05 EM 1394066 0.05 0.28
CMO042715-06 EM 1394067 0.05 BRL
CMO042715-07 EM 1394068 0.05 BRL
Figure 11

CONCLUSIONS

Sample Results Pursuant to 88.5

Based on the totality of circumstances, the subject property located at 769 Cleveland
Circle, Lafayette, Colorado is compliant with the regulatory requirements of 6 CCR
1014-3, and this report is the Consultant’s certification of compliance as specified in

State regulations 6 CCR 1014-3 and by CRS 25-18.5-103 (2)(a).

*END*
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Certification, Variations and Signhature sheet

FACTSs project name: Cleveland | Form # ML14
Date: June 14, 2015
Reporting IH: | Caoimhin P. Connell, Forensic IH
Certification
Statement Signature

“I do hereby certify that | conducted clearance sampling of the

subject property in accordance with 6 CCR 1014-3, Part 1, § 6. |

further certify that the cleanup standards established by 6 CCR p { /M
1014-3, Part 1, 8 7 have been met as evidenced by testing |

conducted.”

| do hereby certify that the analytical results reported here are p
faithfully reproduced. a,__,z

In the section below, describe any variations from the standard:

FACTs has made numerous attempts to obtain the Contractor's Submittals for inclusion in this
Certification. By June 14, 2015, the submittal still had not been provided. Once the contractor’s
submittals have been received, the files will be included and the Post Remediation report will be
completed.

2227 A

Signature Date: June 14, 2015

Forensic Applications Consulting Technologies, Inc.
Meth-lab Assessment Form © 2005











































































Appendix B
Analytical Reports
Field Sampling Sheets











































































Appendix C
Contractor Submittals

Photographs
Decontamination Summary
Waste Manifest
State Authorization Certifications

























































































































































































































































Appendix D
Compact Digital Disc
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