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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Based on the best information available, some form of “methamphetamine testing” was
performed at 788 W. Lois Ct., Louisville, CO 80027 (the subject property) on May 24,
2014. 1
On December 2, 2014, a second company (Quality Environmental Services, Inc.)
conducted an unlawful assessment at the property, and falsely identified the work as a
Preliminary Assessment and as being compliant with Colorado Regulations 6 CCR 10143.
A legitimate, qualified and licensed decontamination contractor, Crystal Clean
Decontamination, LLC, working in good faith, performed decontamination activities at
the subject property.
On February 18, 2015, personnel with Forensic Applications Consulting Technologies
Inc. (FACTs) performed post decontamination verification sampling at the property.
Those data indicated that four of the areas in the structure were compliant, but continued
cleaning was still required in the remaining areas of the structure.
At unknown dates between February 19, 2015, and March 3, 2015, Crystal Clean
Decontamination, LLC returned to the property and performed additional cleaning.
On March 4, 2015, FACTs returned to the site and performed verification sampling.
Those data, and the totality of circumstances, indicated the decontamination process was
successful and the structure was compliant. Based on the totality of circumstances,
FACTs concludes:
• An illegal drug laboratory, as defined in Colorado Revised Statutes, §25-18.5-101(8) existed
at the property since at least May 24, 2015, and remained until the receipt of the post
decontamination samples.
• Based on the post-decontamination assessment activities at the subject property in
accordance with 6 CCR 1014-3, Part 1, §6, the cleanup standards established by 6 CCR 1014-3,
Part 1, § 7 have been met.
• Clearance sampling was performed and this report was prepared by Mr. Caoimhín P.
Connell, Forensic Industrial Hygienist with FACTs.
• This final “Post-Decontamination Report” includes a variety of other documents found on the
digital disc that accompanies this report. The disc is an integral part of the report and contains,
by reference, many of the required elements for a final report.

1

Reportedly BuildSafe Environmental. At the time of the “testing,” Home Inspectors were permitted to
perform “testing” however, such testing could not used as part of a Real Estate transaction within the
context of Colorado Revised Statutes 38-35.7-103 and carried no weight of law.
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REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS
State Requirements
This project began under one set of regulations that were in effect at that time, (The
Colorado State Board Of Health Regulations Pertaining to the Cleanup of
Methamphetamine Laboratories (6-CCR 1014-3) and was concluded under a different set
of regulations: 6-CCR 1014-3 (Amended) Regulations Pertaining To The Cleanup Of
Methamphetamine-Affected Properties.
Under either regulation, 6 CCR 1014-3 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 methamphetamine affected property has been so
discovered, the property must be either demolished or documented as containing
contaminant levels below statutory thresholds. 2
After a property has been remediated, an authorized consultant must perform postdecontamination activities as specified in regulation; including post decontamination
verification sampling that covers the following:
General Sampling Requirements
Rubric
§6.9.1
§6.9.1
§6.9.1
§6.9.2
§6.9.3

§6.9.4

§6.9.5
§6.9.7

Action
Has at least 400 cm2 of surface area been sampled from every room
Has at least 400 cm2 of surface area from each attic
Has at least 400 cm2 of surface area from each crawlspace
Has at least 800 cm2 of total surface been sampled from the property
Has an additional 100 cm2 of surface area been sampled for each additional
500 ft2 greater than (or fraction thereof) 500 ft2?
Has 100 cm2 of the heat exchanger unit been sampled?
Has 100 cm2 of the cold air return system been sampled?
Has 100 cm2 of the supply air system been sampled?
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,
cooling or circulating unit?
Has the interior of all major appliances (microwaves, refrigerators, freezers,
ovens, and dryers) been sampled?

Status

NA

NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA

2
The actual contaminant thresholds will vary based on the type of activities identified at the lab; the actual statutory
threshold is incumbent on the number of samples collected as a composite or discrete samples.
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Single Family Dwellings:
Rubric
§6.9

Action
Have all structures on the property been sampled?

Status

Multi-unit building
Rubric
§6.9

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

Buildings and structures whose internal walls were removed during
decontamination, or for structures with no rooms.
Rubric
Inclusion
For structures that have no rooms, has at least 100 cm2 of surface area
§6.9.10
been sampled for every 500 ft2 of floor space.

Status
NA

Status
NA

Elements of Final Postdecontamination Report
Rubric
§4.11.1
§4.11.1
§4.11.2
§4.11.2
§4.12
§4.12
8.1
§8.2
§8.2
§8.3
§8.4
§8.5
§8.5
§8.6
§8.7
§8.8
§8.9
§8.9
§8.9
§8.10

Inclusion
Have the limitations on access of a contaminated shared attic in a multi-unit
structure been documented?
Does the final report contain language about contacting the HOA regarding
contaminated shared attic in a multi-unit structure?
Have the limitations on access of a contaminated shared crawlspace in a
multi-unit structure been documented?
Does the final report contain language about contacting the HOA regarding
contaminated shared crawlspace in a multi-unit structure?
Have the limitations on access of a contaminated shared ventilation system
in a multi-unit structure been documented?
Does the final report contain language about contacting the HOA regarding
contaminated shared ventilation system in a multi-unit structure?
Does the final report contain a summary of the Preliminary Assessment
Report
Photographic documentation of post-decontamination property conditions.
Photographic documentation previously identified cooking areas, chemical
storage areas, waste disposal areas, areas of obvious contamination and
sample locations.
A description of the sampling procedures used, including sample collection,
handling, and QA/QC.
Documentation of the analytical methods used, laboratory QA/QC
documentation, laboratory report and chain-of-custody.
Results of post-decontamination clearance sampling
Computer generated figure of post-decontamination clearance sampling
Date FACTs received Contractor’s “Decontamination Summary Report”
Evidence of Consultant certification
Signed mandatory language of certification
Date copy provided to the property owner
Date copy provided to the Contractor(on or before)
Date copy provided to the Department (on or before)
Date copy provided to the Governing Body (on or before)
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PRELIMINARY ASSESSMENT
According to mandatory Colorado Regulations, this current final verification document
must contain:
8.1 A copy of the Preliminary Assessment Report or a summary of the information
and findings presented therein.

Therefore, the following discussion is provided in compliance with that requirement.
Since no Preliminary Assessment exists for this property, FACTs will fulfill the
requirement by providing a summary as required.
FACTs reviewed the documentation provided for the subject property that was identified
as “Methamphetamine Preliminary Assessment” prepared by Quality Environmental
Services & Technologies, Inc. (QUEST).
QUEST has a long history of preparing fraudulent documents and making false
statements, 3 regarding illegal drug laboratories which has resulted in numerous victims
across Colorado, including victims in Boulder County. QUEST was one of the
companies that gave impetus to Senate Bill SB13-219 that forced the State of Colorado to
develop standards intended to prevent fraudulent work, since the CDPHE 4 and County
Health Departments 5,6 were otherwise turning a blind eye to such fraudulent activities. 7
In this case, no valid Preliminary Assessment was performed for the property at 788 W.
Lois Ct., Louisville, CO 80027-9795. None of the samples collected by QUEST met any
regulations. The expenditure of money on useless samples is a common ploy used by
QUEST to increase its revenue at the expense of the victim. For example, in a recent
property (also in Boulder County), QUEST collected and analyzed 102 samples for a
property that only needed 8 (eight) samples to clear the property. 8 In this case, for Lois
Court, given the information already known, had an authorized Industrial Hygienist
performed a legitimate Preliminary Assessment, only one of the samples reported in the
QUEST report would have been collected – the remainder were a waste of money, and
were required neither by regulation nor needed to perform the work at hand.
The Post Remediation Verification must be predicated on a Preliminary Assessment, and
must include much of the information that would be contained in a legitimate Preliminary
Assessment.
FACTs identified the following deficiencies associated with the QUEST document.

3

See for example: http://www.forensic-applications.com/meth/Johnson_Critical_review.pdf
See for example: http://forensic-applications.com/meth/DimickCriticalReview.pdf
5
See for example: http://forensic-applications.com/meth/Shooks_DS_regulatory_audit.pdf
6
See for example: http://forensic-applications.com/meth/E66th_PA_regulatory_audit_HUD.pdf
7
See for example: http://forensic-applications.com/meth/DimickCriticalReview.pdf
8
See http://forensic-applications.com/meth/Spaulding_Regulatory_audit_Redacted.pdf
4
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Failure to Comply With Paragraph 4.2
Failure to Comply With Paragraph 4.3
Failure to Comply With Paragraph 4.4
Failure to Comply With Paragraph 4.5
Failure to Comply With Paragraph 4.6
Failure to Comply With Paragraph 4.7
Failure to Comply With Paragraph 4.8
Failure to Comply With Paragraph 4.9
Failure to Comply With Paragraph 4.10
Failure to Comply With Paragraph 4.11
Failure to Comply With Paragraph 4.14
Failure to Comply With Section 6.0
Failure to Comply With Paragraph 6.1
Failure to Comply With Paragraph 6.2
Failure to Comply With Section 6.0 – Appendix A, Composites
Sample 1 – Violation: Mixed matrices
Sample 2– Violation: Mixed matrices
Sample 3– Violation: Mixed matrices
Sample 4– Violation: Mixed matrices
Sample 5– Violation: Mixed matrices
Sample 6– Violation: Mixed matrices
Failure to Comply With Section 8
Failure to Comply With Paragraph 8.11
Failure to Comply With Paragraph 8.12
Failure to Comply With Paragraph 8.14
Violation of Section 8.19 – False Information
Failure to Comply With Paragraph 8.20
Failure to Comply With Paragraph 8.23
Failure to Comply With Paragraph 8.21
Failure to Comply With Paragraph 8.22
According to Colorado State regulation 6 CCR 1014-3, when a Preliminary Assessment
is conducted:
6 CCR 1014-3 4.0 Preliminary Assessment. A preliminary assessment shall be
conducted by the consultant, in accordance with section 6.7 of this regulation, prior to
the commencement of property decontamination. … Information collected during the
preliminary assessment shall include, but not be limited to, the following:

Failure to Comply With Paragraph 4.2
According to State regulations, during the Preliminary Assessment, the Industrial
Hygienist shall perform specific duties regarding law enforcement documentation:
4.2 Review of available law enforcement reports that provide information regarding
the manufacturing method, chemicals present, cooking areas, chemical storage
areas, and observed areas of contamination or waste disposal.
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QUEST failed to perform its duties and fulfill regulatory requirements by failing to
determine if law enforcement documents were available.
In its report, QUEST merely stated:
4.2 Review of Law Enforcement Reports: No police reports regarding meth
arrests or contamination of the subject site were known to exist at the time of this
report submittal. There is, however, a reported history of some legal troubles for
the sellers.
Therefore, QUEST was demonstrably aware of the fact that a law enforcement agency
was known to be involved. It is the responsibility of the Industrial Hygienist to contact
the law enforcement agency and determine the availability of Law Enforcement records.
Nowhere in the QUEST report does QUEST document any attempts to comply with State
regulations and apparently made no attempt to fulfill this regulatory obligation and obtain
or review or even determine the availability of any enforcement documents as required
by regulation. It is our experience that the Law Enforcement Agencies for this
jurisdiction exercise the highest degree of professionalism an courtesy and make every
reasonable effort to provide law enforcement documents when requested.
QUEST was fully aware of these deficiencies prior to performing the work at the Lois
Street property, since FACTs has previously identified this violation in other QUEST
reports.

Failure to Comply With Paragraph 4.3
According to State regulations, during the Preliminary Assessment, the Industrial
Hygienist shall perform specific duties that determine the potential for contamination
migration, establish the grounds for decontamination and prepare the foundation for post
clearance sampling by determining functional spaces. The Regulations explicitly require
the Industrial Hygienist to:
4.3. Identification of structural features that may indicate separate functional spaces,
such as attics, false ceilings and crawl spaces, basements, closets, and cabinets.

QUEST failed to perform its duties and fulfill regulatory requirements by failing to
identify functional spaces within the subject property that may be associated with unique
contamination as required by regulation. Pursuant to this section of the regulations, the
Industrial Hygienist is required to consider:
According to State regulations 6 CCR 1014-3 (Section 3)
“Functional space” means a space where the spread of contamination may be
expected to occur relatively homogeneously, compared to other functional spaces.
The “functional space” may be a single room or a group of rooms, designated by a
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consultant who, based on professional judgment, considers the space to be separate
from adjoining areas with respect to contaminant migration. Other typical examples
of functional spaces include a crawl space, an attic, and the space between a
dropped ceiling and the floor or roof deck above.

In its report, QUEST failed to perform the regulatory mandated identification of
structural features that may indicate separate functional spaces.
Also, in their site visit, QUEST failed to identify the presence of both attics, and only
identified one of the attics.
In their report, QUEST identified an “upper crawl space,” that doesn’t exist.
Since the decontamination process heavily modified the structure, FACTs has no idea
how many Functional Spaces may have been present pre-remediation. Similarly, since
QUEST failed to provide photographs as required by regulation, there is no way to know
what the pre-remediation site conditions may have been.

Failure to Comply With Paragraph 4.4
According to State regulations, during the Preliminary Assessment, the Industrial
Hygienist shall identify the manufacturing process used on site. The information is
imperative and indispensible during the Preliminary Assessment, since the
decontamination efforts may be incumbent on the type of process used. Furthermore, the
post decontamination sampling shall be incumbent on the type of process used. The state
regulations explicitly require the Industrial Hygienist to provide:
4.4. Identification of manufacturing methods based on observations and law
enforcement reports.

Since QUEST failed to attempt to obtain law enforcement records as required, QUEST
could not have complied with this provision. Similarly, since QUEST has not
demonstrated any documentable knowledge of manufacturing processes (and has an
history of providing erroneous information), there is no reason to expect QUEST to have
sufficient competency in recognizing, or knowing the significance or having the ability of
discerning which method was used.
State Regulations explicitly require the following:
7.3. If the preliminary assessment indicates the phenyl-2-propanone (P2P) method of
methamphetamine manufacturing was used, surface wipe samples for lead shall not
2
exceed a concentration of 40 μg /ft , and vapor samples for mercury shall not exceed a
3
concentration of 1.0 μg /m .

QUEST failed to perform its obligatory and professional duties, and entirely failed to
even grasp the importance of this determination and instead QUEST falsely states:
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4.5 Identification of Manufacturing Methods: The potential for manufacturing
and any manufacturing methods are unknown.
Since there is no indication that QUEST made any attempt to obtain law enforcement
documentation, QUEST ignored this very important information, upon which both the
decontamination and the final clearance sampling MUST be based.

Failure to Comply With Paragraph 4.5.
According to State Regulations, during the Preliminary Assessment, the Industrial
Hygienist is required to perform specific duties including:
4.5. Identification of chemicals used, based on observations, law enforcement
reports, and knowledge of manufacturing method(s).

QUEST failed to perform its professional, regulatory obligations and duties and failed to
fulfill this regulatory requirement by failing to identify the chemicals that were identified
in the available law enforcement documents or may have been otherwise present. Since
QUEST failed to attempt to obtain law enforcement records as required, QUEST could
not have complied with this provision.
In their report, QUEST merely stated:
4.6 Identification of Chemicals Used: The potential for manufacturing and the
potential presence of any chemicals used are unknown. At the time of our
inspection, no meth-specific chemicals were identified as remaining in the
residence.
Since QUEST personnel have no documented training in the assessment of illegal drug
laboratories and were not otherwise authorized to perform the work in the first place,
there is no expectation that QUEST personnel would have possessed the necessary skills
to identify the chemicals used.

Failure to Comply With Paragraph 4.6
According to State Regulations, during the Preliminary Assessment, the Industrial
Hygienist is required to perform specific duties including:
4.6 Identification and documentation of areas of contamination. This identification
may be based on visual observation, law enforcement reports, proximity to chemical
storage areas, waste disposal areas, or cooking areas, or based on professional
judgment of the consultant; or the consultant may determine that assessment
sampling is necessary to verify the presence or absence of contamination. If the
consultant determines that assessment sampling is necessary, such sampling shall
be conducted in accordance with the sampling protocols presented in Appendices A
and D. Sample analysis shall be conducted in accordance with the method
requirements presented in Appendices B and D.
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QUEST failed to perform its duties and fulfill regulatory requirements by failing to
identify or recognize signs of contamination.
In its report, QUEST makes the following statements:
4.7 Identification of Contaminated Areas and Areas Sampled: QUEST generally
inspected the exterior ground surface of the property and identified no signs of
waste piles, buried waste, burn pits, or chemical disposal on or around the
exterior of the residence.
Yet one of the only seven photographs produced by QUEST shows the following pile of
waste on the property.

It is our experience that QUEST merely “plugs in” boilerplate language in its reports
regardless of actual site conditions.
Since QUEST did not review the law enforcement documents as required, and otherwise
lacked any legitimate knowledge in the assessment of clandestine drug laboratories, and
their report contains contradictory statements, it is difficult to know what actually was
present.
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That is, when we reviewed just the photographs taken by QUEST during their site
assessment, we can identify several visible signs of contamination.
Also, the regulations clearly state that:
If the consultant determines that assessment sampling is necessary, such sampling
shall be conducted in accordance with the sampling protocols presented in
Appendices A and D.

As described below, QUEST failed to follow regulatory requirements in their sampling.

Failure to Comply With Paragraph 4.7
According to State Regulations, during the Preliminary Assessment, the Industrial
Hygienist is required to perform specific duties including:
4.7. Identification and documentation of chemical storage areas.

However, since QUEST failed to review the available law enforcement documents, as
required by regulation, and since QUEST has no documented training in the assessment
of illegal drug laboratories, and since QUEST has a long history of failing to comply with
regulations there is no expectation of competence. Furthermore, although QUEST claims
to have collected 80 photographs of the site, only eight photographs are presented in the
report and this disallows the independent review to determine possible chemical storage
areas. Having said this, the photographs presented clearly show chemical storage in the
garage.

Failure to Comply With Paragraph 4.8.
According to State Regulations, during the Preliminary Assessment, the Industrial
Hygienist is required to perform specific duties including:
4.8. Identification and documentation of waste disposal areas.

QUEST failed to perform its duties and fulfill regulatory requirements by failing to
identify the waste disposal areas. As already identified above, QUEST claims there were
no signs of waste disposal on the property, but QUEST’s photographs clearly depict
waste disposal.

Failure to Comply With Paragraph 4.9.
According to State Regulations, during the Preliminary Assessment, the Industrial
Hygienist is required to perform specific duties including:
4.9. Identification and documentation of cooking areas.

Since, QUEST failed to determine if law enforcement documents were available as
required, and since QUEST has no known or documentable training in the assessment of
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illegal drug laboratories, there is no expectation that QUEST’s failure to identify cooking
areas is anything other than incompetence and a failure to comply with regulations.

Failure to Comply With Paragraph 4.10.
According to State Regulations, during the Preliminary Assessment, the Industrial
Hygienist is required to perform specific duties including:
4.10 Identification and documentation of signs of contamination such as staining,
etching, fire damage, or outdoor areas of dead vegetation.

As demonstrated above, QUEST failed to document the obvious piles of waste on the
property and stated that the piles of waste did not exist (their own photographs
notwithstanding). In the past we have similarly seen QUEST ignore all signs of
contamination including stressed vegetation in their reports. 9 In this case, QUEST states,
QUEST observed no burn pits or stressed vegetation other than from lack of
water.
Therefore, FACTs cannot guarantee that the surrounding soils or possible migration from
site have been adequately assessed.

Failure to Comply With Paragraph 4.11
According to State Regulations, during the Preliminary Assessment, the Industrial
Hygienist was required to perform specific duties including:
4.11. Inspection of plumbing system integrity and identification and documentation of
potential disposal into the sanitary sewer or an individual sewage disposal system
(ISDS). … et seq.

QUEST failed to perform this regulatory requirement and in their report, QUEST stated:
4.10 Inspection of Plumbing System: The plumbing system is reportedly
connected to the municipal sanitary sewer system. A detailed plumbing inspection
is outside of QUEST’s scope of work.
During our post remediation assessment yesterday, much of the plumbing had been
removed, thus preventing an inspection to determine the potential of discharge into the
sewer system.

Failure to Comply With Paragraph 4.14
During the Preliminary Assessment, the Industrial Hygienist is required to provide:
Photographic documentation of property conditions, including cooking areas,
chemical storage areas, waste disposal areas, and areas of obvious contamination.
9

See for example: http://forensic-applications.com/meth/Spaulding_Regulatory_audit_Redacted.pdf
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QUEST failed to meet this responsibility by failing to provide photographs of the site
conditions. In their report, QUEST only provided seven photographs that could be
considered documentation of site conditions; the rest were useless close-ups of their
sampling templates. There are no photographs of the attic, or the crawlspace, or any
bathrooms or any bedrooms – some photographs simply are identified as :
Personal contents and furniture were still present in some areas of the home.
There is insufficient information to determine the pre-decontamination site conditions.

Failure to Comply With Section 6.0
State Regulations explicitly provide that:
6.0.1 Except as provided in 6.0.2, assessment sampling shall be conducted as part
of the preliminary assessment to characterize the nature and extent of
contamination. Assessment sampling and laboratory analysis shall be conducted in
accordance with Appendices A, B and D of these regulations.

In their report, QUEST stated:
On December 2, 2014, QUEST conducted a detailed preliminary assessment
sampling survey for meth in accordance with the Colorado State criteria for
sampling.
In fact, none of the samples collected by QUEST were in compliance with State
regulations. A few of the reasons supporting this opinion are provided below.

Failure to Comply With Paragraph 6.1
State regulations require that samples be collected from:
6.1.1. Areas expected to have the highest levels of contamination, such as cooking
areas, chemical storage areas, and waste disposal areas

It has been well established that QUEST has no documented training in the assessment of
clandestine drug laboratories or in environmental sampling, QUEST failed to realize that
the locations of the documented samples were not collected from areas that would have
represented the highest potential concentrations.

Failure to Comply With Paragraph 6.2
QUEST was required to perform sampling in a specific manner including:
6.2.1. Discrete sampling is required in all cases, except as provided in 6.2.2 of these
regulations.
6.2.2. Composite sampling may only be conducted in situations where contamination
is expected to be relatively evenly dispersed throughout a given area, and composite
Lois Court Certification
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sampling will provide an accurate representation of the area sampled, as described
in Appendix A.

A knowledgeable Industrial Hygienist, trained in the aspects of illegal drug laboratory
assessments, would have known that contamination under the circumstances at the
subject property exhibits very large sampling error. A legitimate Industrial Hygienist
would have known that field data from fully characterized properties exhibit a lognormal
distribution (large variations of concentration). That is, the contamination under the
circumstances of the subject property will virtually never be “…expected to be relatively
evenly dispersed throughout a given area…” and the geometric standard deviations can be
as large as 30. This distribution is similar to that reported elsewhere. 10, 11
Indeed, if we look at the QUEST data, we see exactly the type of lognormal variation
expected; the geometric standard deviation of the QUEST data is 7 µg/100cm2 and the
concentrations reported by QUEST have a Shapiro-Wilks W-Test one-tailed percentage
point of 0.8747; the normal (Gaussian) W-Test is only 0.90 indicating that the lognormal
distribution is not rejected and the data exhibit a lognormal distribution. This is all the
more underscored by the fact the samples were composites which drive the data towards
the central theorem of homogeneity. That is, if the individual sample locations were
analyzed, the distribution would have been even greater.
As such, the concentrations in the house could not have been “…expected to be relatively
evenly dispersed throughout a given area…” and composite sampling was prohibited by
regulations.
A legitimate Industrial Hygienist would have known this and would have known that the
composite sampling employed by QUEST was prohibited by state regulations for this
very reason. However since QUEST failed to provide a trained, qualified Industrial
Hygienist for this assessment who not only violated State regulations by using prohibited
sampling techniques, but who exhibited a lack of knowledge in the basic practice of the
science of Industrial Hygiene.

Failure to Comply With Section 6.0 – Appendix A, Composites
Mandatory Appendix A of State Regulations explicitly provide that:
If compositing is used, then the composite shall consist of no greater than five
discrete samples. Any composite sampling must consist of like media, matrices or
substrates. The mixing of media, matrices or substrates is not permitted.

10

Washington State Department of Health: Summary Results from a Pilot Study to Evaluate Variability and
Distribution of Methamphetamine Residue in Remediated Residential Illegal Drug Labs, as reported in
NIOSH Method 9106 (DRAFT)

11

Martyny JW, Arbuckle SL, McCammon CS, Esswein EJ, Erb N, Chemical Exposures Associated with
Clandestine Methamphetamine Laboratories, ( http://www.njc.org/pdf/chemical_exposures.pdf , May 10,
2004).
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If we look at the samples collected by QUEST, we see that QUEST used prohibited
sampling techniques and, amongst other things mixed matrices.

Sample 1 – Violation: Mixed matrices
Sample1consisted of mixed matrices as follows:
A) A painted dry wall
B) Metal
C) Air (empty space)

Sample 2– Violation: Mixed matrices
Sample 2 consisted of mixed matrices as follows:
A) Varnished wood
B) Painted drywall
C) Painted wood

Sample 3– Violation: Mixed matrices
Sample 3 consisted of mixed matrices as follows:
A) Painted wood
B) Metal
C) Empty space (air)
D) Painted wood

Sample 4– Violation: Mixed matrices
Sample 4 consisted of mixed matrices as follows:
A) Painted metal
B) Concrete floor

Sample 5– Violation: Mixed matrices
Sample 5 consisted of mixed matrices as follows:
A) Porous wood
B) Metal

Sample 6– Violation: Mixed matrices
Sample 6 consisted of mixed matrices as follows:
A) Plastic
B) Painted wood
C) Concrete floor

Failure to Comply With Section 8
State Regulation 6 CCR 1014-3 contains several required elements to be included in the
final documentation. Some of those elements that must be included in the final
documentation must necessarily come from the Industrial Hygienist performing the
Preliminary Assessment; specifically:
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Section §8.11
Section §8.12
Section §8.13
Section §8.14
Section §8.20
Section §8.21
Section §8.22
Section §8.23

Failure to Comply With Paragraph 8.11
According to State Regulations, the Industrial Hygienist is required to provide specific
information to be included in the final document including:
8.11. A description of the sampling procedures used, including sample collection,
handling, and QA/QC.

Nowhere in the QUEST report, do we find where any QA/QC information or discussion
has been provided, therefore, this information cannot be included in the final report.

Failure to Comply With Paragraph 8.12
According to State Regulations, the Industrial Hygienist is required to provide specific
information to be included in the final document including:
8.12. A description of the analytical methods used and laboratory QA/QC
requirements.

Nowhere in the QUEST report, do we find where this information has been provided for
inclusion in the final documentation.

Failure to Comply With Paragraph 8.14
According to State Regulations, the Industrial Hygienist is required to provide specific
information to be included in the final document including:
8.14. A description of the health and safety procedures used in accordance with
OSHA requirements.

Nowhere in the QUEST report, do we find the information as required by State
regulations, therefore, this information cannot be included in the final report.

Violation of Section 8.19 – False Information
According to the mandatory State regulations, the Industrial Hygienist is required to
provide:
8.19. A description of the location and results of post-decontamination samples,
including a description of sample locations and a figure with sample locations and
identification.
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In their report, QUEST knowingly provided false information to the analyzing laboratory,
and to the client.
In their analytical chain-of-custody, QUEST falsely identified each sampling area as “400
cm2.” However, during their sampling, based on the documentation, QUEST did not
collect 400 cm2 for each sample. Rather, QUEST merely reported collecting 400cm2
regardless of the actual surface area.
This faulty sampling protocol was employed for
Sample 1
Sample 3
Sample 4
Sample 5
In our experience, this practice is common, and we had identified this faulty sampling
practice in other reports.
Although we are willing to go through each sample and perform the proper calculations,
if requested, to save time and space here, we reference the discussion of the problem in
Pages 21 through 26 in the following report: 12
http://forensic-applications.com/meth/Spaulding_Regulatory_audit_Redacted.pdf

Failure to Comply With Paragraph 8.20
According to State Regulations, the Industrial Hygienist is required to provide specific
information to be included in the final document including:
8.20. Photographic documentation of pre- and post-decontamination property
conditions, including cooking areas, chemical storage areas, waste disposal areas,
areas of obvious contamination, sampling and decontamination procedures, and postdecontamination conditions.

Nowhere in the QUEST report, do we find the photographs as required by State
regulations. As already mentioned, there are only seven photographs of site conditions in
the QUEST document.

Failure to Comply With Paragraph 8.23
According to State Regulations, the Industrial Hygienist is required to provide specific
information to be included in the final document including:
8.23. A signed certification statement in one of the following forms, as appropriate:
“I do hereby certify that I conducted a preliminary assessment of the subject property
in accordance with 6 CCR 1014-3, § 4, and that I conducted post-decontamination
12
Report on Violations of Colorado Regulation 6 CCR 1014-3 By Quality Environmental Services and Technologies
Associated with an Illegal Drug Laboratory Located at:100 W Spaulding Street Lafayette, CO, 80026
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clearance sampling in accordance with 6 CCR 1014-3, § 6. I further certify that the
property has been decontaminated in accordance with the procedures set forth in 6
CCR 1014-3, § 5, and that the cleanup standards established by 6 CCR 1014-3, § 7
have been met as evidenced by testing I conducted.”
“I do hereby certify that I conducted a preliminary assessment of the subject property
in accordance with 6 CCR 1014-3, § 4. I further certify that the cleanup standards
established by 6 CCR 1014-3, § 7 have been met as evidenced by testing I
conducted.”

Nowhere in the QUEST documentation does the affirmation appear, therefore it cannot
be included in the final documentation.
In their report QUEST instead claims:
I hereby certify that I conducted a preliminary assessment of the subject property
in accordance with 6 CCR 1014-3, Part 1, § 4.
This was not possible for two reasons:
1) 6 CCR 1014-3, Part 1, § 4 did not exist at the time of QUEST’s work and,
2) QUEST failed to comply with the provisions that eventually became 6 CCR 1014-3,
Part 1, § 4

Failure to Comply With Paragraph 8.21
According to State Regulations, the Industrial Hygienist is required to provide specific
information to be included in the final document including:
8.21. Consultant statement of qualifications, including professional certification or
qualification as an industrial hygienist as defined in section 24-30-1402, C.R.S., and
description of experience in assessing contamination associated with
methamphetamine labs.

State regulations 6 CCR 1014-3 require the assessment work to be performed by an
Industrial Hygienist and defines Industrial Hygienist exclusively as:
“Industrial Hygienist” means an industrial hygienist as defined in Section 24-30-1402,
C.R.S.

According to Mr. Woellner himself, he is not an Industrial Hygienist. Mr. Woellner has
never been an Industrial Hygienist. In various reports already referenced in this
document, Mr. Woellner claims to be an Industrial Hygienist. In the past, Mr. Woellner
has emphatically stated that he was not an Industrial Hygienist. For example, on or about
September 25, 2007 while on a mould assessment project in Rifle, Colorado, when Mr.
Woellner was criticized for his lack of technical knowledge in the most fundamental
tenets of Industrial Hygiene, Mr. Woellner defended his actions by stating “I’m not an
Industrial Hygienist, and so I’m not required to follow Industrial Hygiene protocols.”
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And indeed, FACTs agrees with Mr. Woellner that he is not an Industrial Hygienist and
has no legitimate knowledge of Industrial Hygiene and was not permitted by State
regulations to perform the assessment at the subject property.
On November 19, 2009, during oral testimony, 13 while under oath, Mr. Woellner
exhibited a lack of knowledge in Industrial Hygiene by failing to define “Industrial
Hygiene.” Every legitimate Industrial Hygienist is capable of defining “Industrial
Hygiene” without any difficulty. Industrial Hygiene is the science and art devoted to the
recognition, evaluation, anticipation and control of human stressors in the environment.
There has never been any other definition, yet when Mr. Woellner (who is a geologist)
was asked this question, he responded:
Industrial hygiene is a fairly broad category. The actual words "industrial hygiene" mean
the cleanliness of an industrial setting.

Industrial Hygiene has nothing to do with the cleanliness of an industrial setting.
Furthermore, during that testimony, Mr. Woellner failed to define other aspects of
Industrial Hygiene. For example, toxicology is inherently an aspect of comprehensive
Industrial Hygiene. Toxicology is the study of the absorption, distribution and
elimination of chemical substances in the body. Mr. Woellner, who claims to have
expertise in toxicology was not capable of defining “toxicology.”
Q (by Counsel): Can you define for me what you belief (sic) toxicology is?
A (by Woellner): As an expert in the field, we are expected to know the reason why mold is
of concern and have a basic knowledge of toxicology to be able to interpret the data and
make sure that our views, opinions, and protocols are consistent with standard practices
in the industry. So that I would certainly not purport to be a toxicologist, I have, and
experts in the field of industrial hygiene and mold industry, are expected to have and have
varying degrees of expertise in toxicology. Again, that's pertaining only to our field of
study and not toxicology and from a medical physician's perspective.

I am certified in various aspects of fraudulent behavior 14 including forensic interviews,
and the detection of deceptive behaviors. 15,16 The above answer not only is incorrect,
(and indeed is a nonresponsive answer) but it is also a classic example of a deceptive
answer in that it is evasive, and skirts the issue with the intent to obfuscate.

13

Transcript of the Testimony of Robert Woellner in the Matter of Fidelity and Deposit Company of Maryland v.
White River Townhomes, LLC et al, November 19, 2009.
14
Fraudulent Document Assessment, Lakewood, CO 2008
15

Certified in the Reid Technique Interviews and Interrogation, Boulder CO, 2006

16

Drug Interdiction and Investigations, through Multijurisdictional Counter Drug Task Force, Florida National Guard
and St. Petersburg College, Florida. September 2004
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This issue is important in the Lois Street property, since the overt fabrications made by
Mr. Woellner on this property, are part of an established trait of deception used by Mr.
Woellner not just on this project, as an isolated incident, but rather is a behavior that
FACTs has observed and documented on every project wherein we have encountered
QUEST and Mr. Woellner.
In the current report, Mr. Woellner claims to be an Industrial Hygienist. However, we
have observed Mr. Woellner, in the past, make several claims to his credentials which
have been unsupportable and have not withstood objective fact-checking. For example,
during testimony under oath, 17 Mr. Woellner claimed that while he was with a laboratory
called, Esstek, he was so highly qualified that the AIHA 18 awarded Mr. Woellner a “CIH
equivalency” thereby giving Esstek AIHA Accreditation. However, FACTs interviewed
the legitimate Certified Industrial Hygienist of Esstek, (Mr. Robert Cordova) who
informed FACTs that Esstek had already received AIHA accreditation prior to Mr.
Woellner’s hire date with the firm. Furthermore, Mr. Cordova informed FACTs that
when he (Mr. Cordova) was hired by Esstek, it was specifically because he (Mr.
Cordova) was a CIH (Certified Industrial Hygienist) and his role with Esstek was to
obtain AIHA accreditation for the laboratory in asbestos aspects. (FACTs was told the
Esstek Lab was only ever certified for asbestos, nothing else.) Mr. Cordova informed
FACTs that he (Mr. Cordova) successfully obtained the accreditation due to his status as
a CIH, and not to any “CIH equivalency” awarded to Mr. Woellner, as claimed. Mr.
Cordova informed FACTs that he had never heard of the AIHA ever granting “CIH
Equivalence.”
Indeed, even the AIHA would not support Mr. Woellner’s claims. In 2009, FACTs
contacted Mr. Christian Sacdalan, Laboratory Accreditation specialist for the AIHA, and
attempted to confirm Mr. Woellner’s claims. However, Mr. Sacdalan, informed FACTs
that he had never heard of a “CIH equivalent” exception being granted to anyone.
Furthermore, the designation “CIH” is awarded by the American Board of Industrial
Hygiene (ABIH) and not the AIHA at all.
Although FACTs has not made an effort to check every claim made by Mr. Woellner, in
his several documents, it has been our experience that Mr. Woellner frequently, patently
and intentionally fabricates much of what he states. For example, on Page 51, of the
above referenced oral testimony under oath, Mr. Woellner stated:
In the United Kingdom, there is a publication -- private organization called Risk
Management Bulletin. I am on the editorial board, which means I both generate numerous
articles for them and review others in the fields. I'm their environmental expert on that
editorial board.

17

Transcript of the Testimony of Robert Woellner in the Matter of Fidelity and Deposit Company of Maryland v.
White River Townhomes, LLC et al, November 19, 2009.
18

American Industrial Hygiene Association
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The Risk Management Bulletin is printed by Oxygen (Insurance) in the United Kingdom.
On December 8, 2009, FACTs contacted Mr. Keith Buckle, Risk Manager for The Risk
Management Bulletin. FACTs asked Mr. Buckle if he could provide us with a list of the
Editorial Board upon which Mr. Woellner claims to be a member and a list of their
subject matter experts (SMEs) on that board. Here is Mr. Buckle’s email reply to our
request (December 9, 2009):
Hi Caoimhín,
The Risk Management Bulletin is just an informal publication giving basic information on
hot topics to our clients. There is no formal editorial team and we would not claim to give
a high level of technical guidance in the bulletins more general awareness.

It appears that Mr. Woellner’s fabrications are not limited to his false claims of
credentials. In the above referenced oral testimony, Mr. Woellner, while under oath, was
asked if he was ever barred from giving testimony, Mr. Woellner lied and stated:
Q. (by Counsel): Mr. Woellner, have you ever been barred from giving testimony either at
an arbitration or hearing or any other litigated matter, regarding the field of industrial
hygiene?
A. (by Mr. Woellner) No, I don’t believe I have.

M. Woellner’s answer under oath is interesting for two reasons:
Reason 1:
On July 17, 2008, in the presence of the FACTs industrial Hygienist in the matter of “913
Industrial Park / Colorado Casualty (Claim Number 902597160002),” Mr. Woellner was
barred from giving testimony. During that testimony, Mr. Woellner was claiming that he
was an Industrial Hygienist (even though he later claimed that he was not an Industrial
Hygienist). Due to the testimony of the FACTs Industrial Hygienist in the above stated
matter, which involved the technical aspects of a clandestine drug laboratory, the
presiding judge determined that Mr. Woellner lacked the technical expertise needed to
give an expert opinion on chemical matters in Industrial Hygiene related clandestine
operations, and barred Mr. Woellner from giving such testimony.
Reason 2:
The answer exhibits knowingly deceptive behavior by the inclusion of a subjective
qualifier “I don’t believe I have.” Persons exhibiting deception attempt to leave a retreat
route by the constant and inappropriate inclusion of qualifiers to otherwise straight
forward “Yes” or “no” questions. An honest individual answering such a simple question
would provide the simple answer “No” and would not attempt to qualify the simple
answer.
In a more recent case involving Mr. Woellner who was representing himself as an expert
in mould related issues, FACTs demonstrated that Mr. Woellner “interpreted” some
mould “testing” that was performed, by merely plagiarizing text from the internet that
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was identified as copyright protected material, and pasting the information into his
“report.”
It is important to note that although Mr. Woellner claims to have expertise in Industrial
Hygiene, and in the recent past has attempted to present himself as qualified Industrial
Hygienist by his membership in an organization called the “Colorado Association of
Meth and Mold Professionals,” Mr. Woellner has no legitimate expertise in either
methamphetamine related issues or mould. Regarding mould related issues, in oral
testimony in a case wherein Mr. Woellner presented himself as an expert in mycology
(the study of moulds) – Mr. Woellner was actually entirely unable to even define 19
Mycology.
On Page 25 of the referenced oral testimony, under oath Mr. Woellner made the
following response.
Q. Can you define what for me what you believe mycology is?
A. Mycology is a study of the compounds generated by the microorganisms during their
lifecycle.

Mycology is singularly and exclusively the study of fungi. Mycology is not the study of
“compounds generated by the microorganisms during their lifecycle.”
Mr. Woellner’s dishonesty is well documented not just from the above references, but
elsewhere, including Mr. Woellner’s false representations to regulatory personnel. For
example, on March 11, 2008 FACTs performed a critical review of a fatally flawed
report 20 prepared by Mr. Woellner and Quest. In that Critical Review, FACTs identified
35 elements of Colorado’s “Methlab” Regulations with which Mr. Woellner failed to
comply during an assessment of an identified illegal drug laboratory. (Specifically, but
as a side-bar to the gravamen of this point) we found that the QUEST work in the Benton
Street property failed to comply with the following regulatory sections:












Section 4.0 Preliminary Assessment
Paragraph 4.1
Paragraph 4.2
Paragraph 4.3
Paragraph 4.4
Paragraph 4.5
Paragraph 4.6
Paragraph 4.7
Paragraph 4.8
Paragraph 4.9
Paragraph 4.10

19

Transcript of the Testimony of Robert Woellner in the Matter of Fidelity and Deposit Company of Maryland v.
White River Townhomes, LLC et al, November 19, 2009.
20

March 5, 2008, Carrington Mortgage Services c/o Joe Powers ReMax Alliance, 1543 Wazee, Suite A, Denver, CO
80202, Re: Residence at 131 South Benton Street in Lakewood, Colorado, Suspected Clandestine Methamphetamine
(“Meth”) Lab Preliminary Assessment Inspection and Sampling.
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Paragraph 4.11
Paragraph 4.12
Paragraph 4.14
SECTION 6.0
Paragraph 6.1
Paragraph 6.2
Appendix A – Prohibition of Sampling from Porous Materials
Paragraph 6.6
Appendix A - Soil Contamination
Section 8 – Final Documentation
Paragraph 8.1
Paragraph 8.2
Paragraph 8.3
Paragraph 8.4
Paragraph 8.5
Paragraph 8.6
Paragraph 8.7
Paragraph 8.8
Paragraph 8.9
Paragraph 8.13
Paragraph 8.14
Paragraph 8.20
Paragraph 8.21
Paragraph 8.22
Paragraph 8.23
Paragraph 8.24

In that report, Mr. Woellner made false representations to Mr. Craig Sanders, (Jefferson
County Department of Health) and Ms. Coleen Brisnehan with the Colorado Department
of Public Health and Environment. In his letter, Mr. Woellner attempted to mislead Mr.
Sanders and Ms. Brisnehan by falsely informing them that:
QUEST contacted Craig Sanders of Jefferson County Health Department (303271-5759) and Colleen Brisnehan of the Colorado Department of Public Health
and Environment (303-692-3357) to discuss the property, sample results and
findings. Each of the health department representatives were briefed on the
project conditions, and each representative stated that since the samples collected
by FACT and QUEST were all below the State clearance criteria, the preliminary
assessment results meet the State clearance criteria.
However the presentation was knowingly false, since in the letter referenced by Mr.
Woellner, discussing our sample results, FACTs explicitly described exactly the opposite
to that which he informed Ms. Brisnehan and Mr. Sanders. FACTs actually stated: 21
“Although the degree and extend [sic] of contamination throughout the property remains
unknown, our sampling did confirm that the concentrations of methamphetamine in the
basement were sufficiently elevated that the results indicated that the methamphetamine
concentrations would have been approximately three times greater than permitted by
21

Cursory Industrial Hygiene Assessment of an Unoccupied Property In the Context of Methamphetamine
Contamination At: 131 South Benton Street, Denver, Colorado, Prepared for: Sonya and Ivan Lopez, 4899 South
Dudley Street, Unit B-21, Denver, CO 80123, Prepared by Forensic Applications, Inc. February 15, 2008
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State regulations, if the sampling had been conducted pursuant to final clearance
sampling.”

Regarding that same property and his report titled “Residence at 131 South Benton Street
in Lakewood, Colorado Suspected Clandestine Methamphetamine (“Meth”) Lab
Preliminary Assessment Inspection and Sampling” on July 17, 2008, Mr. Woellner, in
front of a witness, stated to FACTs Industrial Hygienist “I never even called the Benton
report a “Preliminary Assessment,” and therefore, I wasn’t required to follow the
requirements of a Preliminary Assessment.” Yet, Mr. Woellner obviously did call the
work a Preliminary Assessment since that was the title of the report.
FACTs would be prepared to provide numerous examples of similar acts of dishonesty
and misrepresentations, if requested.
In this case, Mr. Woellner claims to be an Industrial Hygienist (even though in the past he
emphatically stated he is NOT an Industrial Hygienist). And he claims to meet the
regulatory requirements of Section 24-30-1402, of the Colorado Revised Statutes.
In 1997, the FACTs Industrial Hygienist was the Industrial Hygiene Technical
Representative for Colorado State Representative Mark Paschall in the crafting of the
language of Senate Bill 97-119 which defined, for the State of Colorado, the term
“Industrial Hygienist” and the practice of “Industrial Hygiene.” Senate Bill 97-119 was
promulgated, with language suggested by the FACTs Industrial Hygienist, and was
codified in Colorado Revised Statutes Title 24, Article 30, Part 1402. That statute reads
as follows:
(2.2) "Industrial hygienist" means an individual who has obtained a baccalaureate or
graduate degree in industrial hygiene, biology, chemistry, engineering, physics, or a
closely related physical or biological science from an accredited college or university.

Mr. Woellner has not obtained a baccalaureate or graduate degree in industrial hygiene
biology, chemistry, engineering, physics, or a closely related physical or biological
science from an accredited college or university. Mr. Woellner is a geologist - geology is
the study of rocks; rocks are not closely related to living biological systems. The statute
continues with
The special studies and training of such individual shall be sufficient in the cognate
sciences to provide the ability and competency to:
(a) Anticipate and recognize the environmental factors and stresses associated with
work and work operations and to understand their effects on individuals and their
well-being;

There is nothing within Mr. Woellner’s training as a geologist that would provide him
with the ability and competency to anticipate and recognize the environmental factors and
stresses associated with work and work operations and to understand their effects on
individuals and their well-being. Geology is an entirely unrelated field.
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Indeed, Mr. Woellner as described above cannot even define “Industrial Hygiene” and
doesn’t even understand the language used to recognize the environmental factors and
stresses associated with Industrial Hygiene work and work operations and to understand
their effects on individuals and their well-being. Pathology and pathological responses
are part and parcel of the practice of Industrial Hygiene; during testimony, 22 Mr.
Woellner failed to properly define “pathology”
Q. Can you tell me what your definition of pathology is?
A. Pathology is how those various compounds and materials impact the body and affect
other organisms, such as humans.

Pathology is exclusively “The study of the nature of disease…” 23 this definition is similar
to other references such as that found in Mosby’s Medical Dictionary which states:
“Pathology, the study of the characteristics, causes, and effects of disease…” 24
The State definition of an Industrial Hygienist continues with the statement that the
training thus received should be sufficient in the cognate sciences to provide the ability
and competency to:
(b) Evaluate on the basis of training and experience and with the aid of quantitative
measurement techniques the magnitude of such environmental factors and stresses
in terms of their ability to impair human health and well-being;

Not only does Mr. Woellner not possess such skills, Mr. Woellner was completely
unaware that such assessments ARE the basis of Industrial Hygiene. During
deposition, 25 under oath, when given the opportunity, Mr. Woellner failed to explain the
role of an Industrial Hygienist and instead made an abjectly false statement about the role
of the Industrial Hygiene profession. In the referenced deposition, Counsel posed the
question:
Q. When you talk about a full exposure assessment, is there a specific standard or set of
guidelines you use to guide you in executing a full exposure assessment?

Mr. Woellner responded incorrectly with:
A. Very few industrial hygienists do full exposure monitory (sic). That's typically done by
medical staff in hospitals.

22

Transcript of the Testimony of Robert Woellner in the Matter of Fidelity and Deposit Company of Maryland v.
White River Townhomes, LLC et al, November 19, 2009.
23

W.A.D. Anderson Anderson’s Pathology 8th Edition (1985) Volume 1, page xi, Preface, ISBN 0-8016-0191-6

24

Mosby’s Medical Dictionary, 5th Edition, 1998, ISBN 0-8151-4800

25

Transcript of the Testimony of Robert Woellner in the Matter of Fidelity and Deposit Company of Maryland v.
White River Townhomes, LLC et al, November 19, 2009.
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On a daily basis, routinely, across the globe, Industrial Hygienists perform “full exposure
monitoring.” It is precisely what Industrial Hygienist do to fulfill the “recognition,
evaluation, and control of human stressors in the environment.” In some 27 years of
practicing Industrial Hygiene, involving many medical staff across the country, including
physicians who were Industrial Hygienists themselves, FACTs has never encountered a
single situation ever where the “medical staff in hospitals” have EVER conducted
exposure monitoring – that is not their job, that is the job of the Industrial Hygienist, and
apparently a geologist is not aware of that.
Similarly, during the same deposition, Mr. Woellner failed to properly define another
aspect in the cognate sciences necessary to evaluate the magnitude of environmental
factors and stresses in terms of their ability to impair human health and well-being;
namely “pathophysiology”
Q. Do you have any expertise in the field of pathophysiology?
A. Pathophysiology, I guess, would be a combination of pathology and physiology. How
the various insults in the environment would affect an organism such as a human. I guess
it would be a very sliver of expertise. I wouldn't say that most of us have much of that
expertise other than the physicians and those that specialize in the medical aspects of
microorganisms and microflora.

Mr. Woellner’s lack of knowledge of Industrial Hygiene was wrong again.
Pathophysiology is the study of the relationship of homeostasis and a pathological
process; pathophysiology is not the practice of medicine. And pathophysiology is far
from a “sliver of expertise” but rather is well within the comprehensive practice of
Industrial Hygiene, and especially as it relates to toxicology.
Mr. Woellner’s background in geology has ill equipped him to address human exposures
as he exhibited during more recent testimony, approximately four year ago, 26 Mr.
Woellner’s incompetence in Industrial Hygiene became so convoluted that it became
incredulous.
In that testimony, Mr. Woellner claimed that the genus of mould called Stachybotrys was
“extremely rare.” In fact, as any legitimate Industrial Hygienist involved in mould
assessments knows, every house, every building and every occupiable structure in the
U.S. contains Stachybotrys and humans are exposed to this organism on a daily basis. Mr.
Woellner’s incompetence in Industrial Hygiene was further underscored then testified
that Aspergillus was a species (Aspergillus is not a species) and similarly he testified that
Penicillium was a species (Penicillium is not a species either); he claimed that Serpula
lacrymans colonizes wood and then this organism sends out its roots to find moisture
(this simply doesn’t happen).
In the recent past, Mr. Woellner attempted to practice Industrial Hygiene and characterize
human exposures to ultrafine particles and methyl diisocyanate at a property using the US
26
In the Matter of: Fidelity and Deposit Company of Maryland v. White River Townhomes, LLC, et al. Reporter's
Transcript of Proceedings Volume 37, Date Taken: August 18, 2010
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EPA TO-15 method; he was unaware of the fact that the TO-15 method cannot detect or
characterize either UFPs or diisocyanate (in that project, his client, an insurance carrier
wisely replaced him with another consultant).
Mr. Woellner rose to a new level of confidence tricks when he became the only
consultant to attempt to perform an Industrial Hygiene indoor mould assessment using an
combustible gas meter and measuring for hydrogen sulfide. Mr. Woellner originally
defended his bizarre junk-science action by claiming that the use of such a meter during a
mould assessment was “standard industry practice.” Although Mr. Woellner was never
able to identify the standard, Mr. Woellner later, under oath, 27 denied using the meter
during his assessment in the following exchange:
Q (by Counsel). Do you ever request during your air sampling that samples be tested for
hydrogen sulfide as part of your investigation?
A (by Woellner). No. I have not.
Q (by Counsel). As part of your air sampling, at any point in time during the project, did
you ever conduct air sampling and request that oxygen content be assessed as part of
your investigation?
A (by Woellner). No. I have not.

This testimony placed Mr. Woellner in a very awkward position since in his June 6, 2007
report (which was the subject of the sworn oral testimony) Mr. Woellner had written:
During Quest’s inspection, a BW Technologies GasAlertMicro multi gas trace
gas detector and a Vulcain SP-IAQ4 trace gas monitor were utilized to measure
airborne concentrations of combustible gases (%LEL), hydrogen sulfide (ppm),
carbon monoxide (ppm), carbon dioxide (ppm) oxygen (%), temperature (degree
F) and relative humidity (%). No combustible gases (0% LEL), hydrogen sulfide
(0ppm) or carbon monoxide (0 ppm) levels were detected. The residences
contained 20.9 % oxygen, between 480 and 981 ppm carbon dioxide, …
Mr. Woellner must have realized the predicament he placed himself in by giving false
testimony under oath, because he then changed his story again and during a second round
of testimony, 28 Mr. Woellner explained that, contrary to his original testimony he
actually did perform the sampling, but (contrary to his original report) he only did it
because he was performing Confined Space monitoring. However, during subsequent
testimony, 29 this explanation too became troublesome for Mr. Woellner since testimony
27

Transcript of the Testimony of Robert Woellner in the Matter of Fidelity and Deposit Company of Maryland v.
White River Townhomes, LLC et al, November 19, 2009.
28
In the Matter of: Fidelity and Deposit Company of Maryland v. White River Townhomes, LLC, et al. Reporter's
Transcript of Proceedings Volume 37, Date Taken: August 18, 2010
29
In the Matter of: Fidelity and Deposit Company of Maryland v. White River Townhomes, LLC, et al. Reporter's
Transcript of Proceedings Volume 37, Date Taken: August 18, 2010
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indicated there were no confined spaces on the project during which he used his gas
meter and hydrogen sulfide meter.

Failure to Comply With Paragraph 8.22
According to State Regulations, the Industrial Hygienist is required to provide specific
information to be included in the final document including:
8.22. Certification of procedures and results, and variations from standard practices.

In the preceding document, FACTs has identified several deviations from standard
practices, and regulation, and yet not a single one of these deviations has been identified
by QUEST in their report, as required by regulations.
General Conclusions
According to State regulations, this Post Remediation report must contain certain
information predicated on the Preliminary Assessment, viz:
8.2 Photographic documentation of post-decontamination property conditions, including
previously identified cooking areas, chemical storage areas, waste disposal areas,
areas of obvious contamination and sample locations.

Since the initial “screening” was performed by an individual who has stated that he is not
an Industrial Hygienist, and who has no documentable training in the assessment of
illegal drug laboratories, QUEST entirely failed to actually identify any cooking areas
and merely stated:
Identification of Manufacturing Methods: The potential for manufacturing and
any manufacturing methods are unknown.
Therefore, FACTs will not be able to provide documentation of
… previously identified cooking areas…

Similarly, 6 CCR 1014-3 (2005) requires the Industrial Hygienist to perform certain acts
including:
4.2 Review of available law enforcement reports that provide information regarding
the manufacturing method, chemicals present, cooking areas, chemical storage
areas, and observed areas of contamination or waste disposal.

QUEST failed to comply with that regulatory requirements and therefore, failed to
identify chemical storage areas and merely stated that they surmised that chemical
storage was essentially throughout the entire property. However, since QUEST, in
violation of 6 CCR 1014-3 (2005) §4.2 never actually made any attempt to obtain law
enforcement documents or determine the locations of waste disposal and since the
QUEST field technician has no known documented training in illegal drug laboratories,
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and therefore could not be expected to posses the skills necessary to identify such areas,
there may be no way now to know where chemical storage actually occurred.
According to 6 CCR 1014-3 (amended), during Clearance Level Assessment, we are
required to collect samples from specific locations; viz:
6.9.11 Locations of clearance samples shall be based on information gathered during
the preliminary assessment. Samples shall be collected from surfaces that have a
reasonable potential to contribute to human exposure, including:
6.9.11.1 Areas expected to have the highest levels of contamination, such as
cooking areas, chemical storage areas, and waste disposal areas.

For us to comply with that provision, that information would have necessarily have to
have been included in the Preliminary Assessment. According to regulations, QUEST
was required by 6 CCR 1014-3 (2005) to perform certain acts including:
4.9. Identification and documentation of cooking areas.

QUEST failed to perform that regulatory duty - Since, QUEST failed to determine if law
enforcement documents were available as required, and since QUEST has no known or
documentable training in the assessment of illegal drug laboratories, there is no
expectation that QUEST’s failure to identify cooking areas is anything other than
incompetence and a failure to comply with regulations.
Also as noted in the Appendix, QUEST failed to perform its duties and fulfill regulatory
requirements by failing to identify or recognize signs of waste disposal. In its report,
QUEST makes the following statement:
4.7 Identification of Contaminated Areas and Areas Sampled: QUEST generally
inspected the exterior ground surface of the property and identified no signs of
waste piles, buried waste, burn pits, or chemical disposal on or around the
exterior of the residence.
Yet one of the photographs produced by QUEST shows the following pile of waste on
the property.
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Photograph 1
(It is our experience that QUEST merely “plugs in” boilerplate language in its reports
regardless of actual site conditions.) FACTs is only informed that this photograph is in
the “backyard.”
Since QUEST did not review the law enforcement documents as required, and otherwise
lacked any legitimate knowledge in the assessment of clandestine drug laboratories, and
their report contains contradictory statements, it is difficult to know what actually was
present.
Since the property has now been remediated, it is impossible to go back and determine
the location of cooking areas. If we pause to request law enforcement documentation,
that would unnecessarily delay the project.

SAMPLE COLLECTION
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.
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According to the new regulations, 30 there is no stated objective to sampling. That is, in
the amended regulations, the State of Colorado removed the rationale for the collection of
samples. As such, there is no longer and data quality objectives (DQOs) to be met.
The State of Colorado made regulatory history by rejecting scientifically valid DQOs that
are the backbone of all environmental sampling. The CDPHE removed the 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 incorporated unfounded, arbitrary wiping protocols that
were literally invented out of thin air with disregard for actual environmental sampling
considerations. 31 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:

Photograph 2
Ornate Surface

30

6 CCR 1014-3, Amended

31

During the Rule making, the CDPHE Chairman, Coleen Brisnehan, literally shouted down legitimate
sampling experts, and disallowed input from expert Stakeholders.
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The new regulations are so badly written, the consultant would not be permitted to
sample the surface since the regulations arbitrarily 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).

On every conceivable project in Colorado, one will encounter surfaces that are the best
surface to sample, but which cannot be sampled according to the regulations.
Thus, if the most suitable surface was an electrical cable that was 2 cm in circumference
and 200 cm long, how could the Industrial Hygienist collect a sample pursuant to the new
rules? One could not, it is physically impossible, and yet, the surface may be the only
suitable surface for that area. – therefore, does one violate regulation by not collecting a
sample or does one violate the regulations by collecting a good sample, but one that is
technically not in compliance with the regulations?
Consider a common ordinary louvered vent – normally considered a very good sample
location:

Lois Court Certification

FACTs, Inc.

Page 33

Photograph 3
Common Louvered Return Air Vent
For this surface, the consultant would be required to perform the “Square method” and
the “S method” on EACH INDIVIDUAL little slat of the louver; something that may be
impossible to achieve, therefore, the consultant would not have to turn a blind eye to an
obviously dirty vent and find a different surface to demonstrate compliance.
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.
So, under the amended rules, the Industrial Hygienist may be forced to collect a
“regulatory sample” knowing fully that a suitable surface is completely contaminated, but
from which one cannot collect a sample using the nonsensical wiping protocols.
Similarly, how could an Industrial Hygienist employ the new regulatory cook-book
sampling protocols (Square method/ S-method) to collect a sample from a narrow metal
pipe, or a coaxial cable, or the fan blades of a radial furnace fan, or a thin baluster or from
the top ledge of a door frame, or from the top of the garage door rail or from the leading
edge of a ceiling fan or a myriad of other suitable surfaces? The answer is – they cannot.
The arbitrary provisions in the regulations never had any foundation in science or
sampling knowledge and were arbitrary.
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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 at all, the CDPHE decided to mandate the use of
isopropyl alcohol to collect the sampling precisely because CDPHE stated 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. (The rationale for such reasoning lacks any explanation,
and the CDPHE offered no explanation to this bizarre decision).
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
regulations are so badly written that the consultant is prohibited from collecting a 400
cm2, but is required to collect 400 cm2. Again, Ms. Brisnehan with the CDPHE offered
no explanation for this, provided no scientific support, and disallowed input regarding
these provisions.
To illustrate, imagine an Industrial Hygienist wanted to collect a wipe sample from the
400 cm2 ceramic wall tile depicted below (Photograph 4):

Photograph 4
400 cm2 Ceramic Wall Tile
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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)!

Prohibited

Required

The new regulations are full of such nonsensical absurdities that were the inventions of
Ms. Brisnehan.
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 respond, and the CDPHE has stated that the collection method on the left would
“… result in substantial deviation from the intent of the regulatory requirement.” 32
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.
According to the new regulations, there is no stated objective to sampling. In the
amended regulations, the State of Colorado actually removed any rationale for the
collection of samples and therefore removed the intent of sampling. Colorado made
regulatory history be rejecting scientifically valid data quality objectives (DQOs) that are
the backbone of all environmental sampling. The CDPHE removed the written intent
from the new regulations stating that the provisions were difficult to be understood by
untrained consultants who were otherwise performing unlawful assessments.

32

Colleen Brisnehan, Hazardous Waste Corrective Action Unit, letter to FACTs February 27, 2015
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Since the CDPHE removed the written intent of the regulations, it is now impossible to
know what the intent of the regulations actually is. Since the regulations no longer
contain a written intent of sampling, the “intent” becomes what Ms. Brisnehan personally
chooses the “intent” to be – and that “intent” may change on a day by day, or even an
hourly basis. What may have been the intent of sampling in the morning, may not be the
intent of sampling in the late afternoon; there is no way to know beforehand, what the
intent of the sampling will be.
As such, in Colorado, according to the new regulations, a consultant is permitted to
knowingly falsify the compliance status of a property by intentionally collecting samples
from inappropriate locations, knowing those locations would indicate compliance for an
otherwise heavily contaminated, noncompliant property.
Therefore, since knowingly falsifying the compliance status of a property is now
permitted by regulations, it is very difficult to know how collecting a legitimate sample
from a legitimate surface
“… may result in substantial deviation from the intent of the regulatory
requirement.” 33
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 simply ignore all other contaminated surfaces in the structure.
The public no longer knows if the verification sampling actually verified
decontamination of their structure, rendering the home safe, or did the consultant just
comply with the regulations, and the house remains contaminated and dangerous.
For this property, the sample locations were identified by the 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 but cannot
guarantee the validity or appropriateness 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 §6.2.2.
Following the collection of each sample, the gauze material was returned to its
independent centrifuge tube and capped with a screw-cap.

33

Ibid
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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. 34 The special regulatory chain-of-custody is not a normal chain of custody but
rather contains the 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 (which are contrary to good sampling practices). The utility of field blanks,
collected pursuant to State regulations is no longer valid, unless the results are below
detection limits.
Under normal established, standard environmental sampling protocols, there are various
types of “blanks.” The purpose of the field blank is to determine if the sampling
materials and the handling procedures contributed to the presence of any contaminant
identified. According to the new State regulations (Section 6.2.12.1), however, the
Industrial Hygienist is required by regulations to intentionally expose the blank to
potential contamination.
Reason notwithstanding, the regulations actually 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.

(It is actually impossible to comply with the regulations since the State never actually
explained the “wrapper” or how the “wrapper” even exists in the first place, or how the
blank material became “wrapped.”)
Therefore, 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 as the blank was being intentionally exposed
to/coming into contact while being opened in a contaminated property and foolishly
waving the sampling materials around in the potentially contaminated air.

34

The laboratory essentially uses the NIOSH Method 9106 “METHAMPHETAMINE and Illicit Drugs,
Precursors and Adulterants on Wipes by Liquid-Liquid Extraction”
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In the past ten years, FACTs’ database indicated 312 consecutive field blanks that were
below the analytical detection limits for the analytical method used. Under the new rules,
in just the last six weeks alone, using the new regulated method, FACTs has already had
two field blanks with reportable quantities of methamphetamine – since the CDPHE now
prohibits the normal interpretation of QA/QC data, there is no way to interpret the
meaning of the blanks. The mandatory method of collecting field blanks makes it
impossible to know if the sampling materials used are contaminated, or if the required
method of collecting the blanks contaminated the sampling materials.
Similarly, pursuant to State regulations, the Industrial Hygienist is required to make every
10th sample and the last sample of the collection suite a field blank. Because of this, the
ability to submit surreptitious blanks to check the laboratory’s abilities is lost.
These many nonsensical requirements were nevertheless followed for this project.

Field Spikes
Field spikes are normally used to evaluate a laboratory’s ability to properly recover
analyte from the samples, and to evaluate the parameter of “bias,” as well as accuracy
and precision. However, the new regulations state:
§3.7.6.3 … Spiked samples submitted for analysis shall not be used for purposes of
compliance with the regulation.

That is, normal, established environmental sampling evaluations are disallowed by the
new 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 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.

Sample Locations
In the following drawings, FACTs has presented the locations of the Post
Decontamination samples as required. In the following drawings, the shaded triangles
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are those samples collected on February 18, 2015. The white triangle indicate the
locations of the March 4, 2014 samples.

Figure 1
North Attic Sample Locations

Figure 2
South Attic Sample Locations
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Figure 3
Second Floor Sample Locations

Figure 4
Ground Floor Sample Locations
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Figure 5
Basement and Sub-Basement Sample Locations

Sample Results
The new state regulations were so badly written, that even the word “methamphetamine”
was misspelled on official documents. 35 One of the nonsensical requirements of these
regulations (§8.5) is that “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:

35

See for example, http://www.forensic-applications.com/meth/CDPHE_Meth_Blank.pdf
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Figure 6
Sample Results Pursuant to §8.5
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Figure 7
Sample Results Pursuant to §8.5
Obviously, however, if the data were presented just as required, one would not know
from whence came the sample or the final concentration of that sample for comparison
with regulatory levels. Therefore, at some point, the sample results must be adjusted,
changed or manipulated in some manner by someone. Therefore, in the following table,
we have presented the data in units germane to the interpretation of the same for
comparison to State levels. State regulations no longer permit an Industrial Hygiene
interpretation of the data, and so none is presented. All results are in µg/100cm2 unless
otherwise indicated.
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Date

Sample ID

02/18/15

LM021815-08

02/18/15
02/18/15
02/18/15
02/18/15
02/18/15
02/18/15
03/04/15
03/04/15
03/04/15
03/04/15
03/04/15
03/04/15
03/04/15
03/04/15

LM021815-10
LM021815-12
LM021815-16
LM021815-17
LM021815-18
LM021815-19
JM030415-01
JM030415-02
JM030415-03
JM030415-04
JM030415-05
JM030415-06
JM030415-07
JM030415-08

03/04/15

JM030415-09

03/04/15
03/04/15
03/04/15
03/04/15

JM030415-10
JM030415-11
JM030415-12
JM030415-13

Location
Upstairs SE bedroom inside W wall
closet
Field Blank
Upstairs bathroom S of shower stall
Upstairs SE BR bath shower tiles
Garage attic, N, roof vent
S attic flue stack
Field Blank
Garage back of door to backyard**
Garage back of door to backyard**
Living room west wall tile**
Living room west wall tile**
Basement lally column**
Basement lally column**
Sub-basement radon piping**
Sub-basement radon piping**
Downstairs bathroom PVC sewer
stack
Field Blank
NW Bedroom West all
Master bedroom East window frame
Field Blank

Total
Sample
Area

Result
µg/100cm2

400

0.26

NA
400
400
400
400
NA
400
100
400
100
400
100
400
100

*<0.05
0.12
0.22
1.23
0.33
*<0.05
<0.01
<0.05
<0.01
<0.05
0.05
<0.05
0.26
0.27

400

0.28

NA
400
400
NA

*<0.05
0.37
0.29
*<0.05

* Absolute micrograms recovered. The “<” symbol indicated “less than.” ** Room size was greater than 500
ft, but less than 1,000 ft2.

Table 1
Sample Results in Concentration
Based on the sample results, as those samples are required to be collected pursuant to
State regulations, the property is in compliance.

CONCLUSIONS
Based on the totality of circumstances, the property is compliant with the regulatory
requirements of 6 CCR 1014-3, and this report is the Consultants certification of
compliance as specified in State regulations 6 CCR 1014-3 and by CRS 25-18.5-103
(2)(a). (Please see additional compliance information on the accompanying disc).

-

*END*-
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Appendix A
Signature Sheet
FACTs SOQ

Certification, Variations and Signature sheet
Form # ML14
FACTs project name: Lois
Date: March 16, 2015
Caoimhín P. Connell, Forensic IH
Reporting IH:
Certification
Statement

Signature

I do hereby certify that the analytical results reported here are
faithfully reproduced.

In the section below, describe any variations from the standard:
See body of report.

Pursuant to the language required in 6 CCR 1014-3, § 8.8
I do hereby certify that I conducted clearance sampling of the subject property in accordance with 6 CCR 1014-3, Part
1, § 6. I further certify that the cleanup standards established by 6 CCR 1014-3, Part 1, § 7 have been met as
evidenced by testing I conducted.

Signature

Date: March 16 , 2015

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

Forensic Applications Consulting Technologies, Inc.
Consultant Statement of Qualifications
FACTs project name:
Lois
Form # ML15
March 16, 2015
Caoimhín P. Connell, has been involved in clandestine drug lab investigations since 2002 and meets the Colorado
Revised Statute §24-30-1402 definition of an “Industrial Hygienist” and is authorized under 6 CCR 1014-3 to perform
assessments in illegal drug laboratories. He has been a practicing Industrial Hygienist since 1987. Mr. Connell is a
recognized authority in drug-lab operations and is a Certified Instructor in Meth-Lab Safety through the Colorado
Regional Community Policing Institute, CRCPI (Colorado Division of Criminal Justice) and was the lead instructor for
the CRCPI providing over 260 hours of methlab training for over 45 Colorado Law Enforcement Agencies, federal
agents, probation and parole officers throughout Colorado judicial districts. He has provided meth-lab lectures to the
US Air Force, the National Safety Council, and the American Industrial Hygiene Association (of which he is a member
and serves on the Clandestine Drug Lab Work Group and for whom he conducted the May, 2010, Clandestine Drug
Lab Course, and is a coauthor of the AIHA methlab assessment publication.)
Mr. Connell is a member of the American Conference of Governmental Industrial Hygienists, the Occupational Hygiene
Society of Ireland, the Colorado Drug Investigators Association, an appointed Member of the National Fire Protection
Association, and the ASTM International Forensic Sciences Committee, (where he was the sole sponsor of the draft
ASTM E50 Standard for the Assessment of Suspected Clandestine Drug Laboratories).
From 2009, Mr. Connell served as the Industrial Hygiene Subject Matter Expert on the Federally funded Interagency
Board (Health, Medical, and Responder Safety SubGroup), and was elected full member of the IAB-HMRS in 2011
where he now serves. He is the only private consulting Industrial Hygienist in Colorado certified by the Office of
National Drug Control Policy High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area Clandestine Drug Lab Safety Program, and P.O.S.T.
certified by the Colorado Department of Law.
He has received over 194 hours of highly specialized law-enforcement sensitive training in drug lab operation, and
under supervision of the US DEA, he has manufactured methamphetamine using a variety of street methods. He has
received highly specialized drug lab assessment training through the Iowa National Guard, Midwest Counterdrug
Training Center and the Florida National Guard Multijurisdictional Counterdrug Task Force, St. Petersburg College,
Rocky Mountain HIDTA, as well as through the US NHTSA, and the U.S. Bureau of Justice Assistance (US Dept. of
Justice) and he is currently ARIDE Certified.
Mr. Connell is a current sworn law enforcement officer who has conducted clandestine laboratory investigations and
performed risk, contamination, hazard and exposure assessments from both the law enforcement (criminal)
perspective, and from the civil perspective in residences, apartments, motor vehicles, and condominia. Mr. Connell has
conducted over 543 assessments of illegal drug labs in CO, SD, NE, OK, and collected over 5,069 samples during
assessments (a partial detailed list of drug lab experience is available on the web at): http://forensicapplications.com/meth/DrugLabExperience2.pdf
He has extensive experience performing assessments pursuant to the Colorado meth-lab regulation, 6 CCR 1014-3,
and was an original team member on two of the legislative working-groups which wrote the original regulations for the
State of Colorado and he was the primary contributing author of Appendix A (Sampling Methods And Procedures) and
Attachment to Appendix A (Sampling Methods and Procedures Sampling Theory) of the original Colorado regulations.
Mr. Connell strongly objected to the unscientific, unfounded and inappropriate amendments now applicable to those
original regulations.
Recommended by the US NIOSH as Peer Review Expert for the NIOSH 9109 Method, Methamphetamine, he has
been admitted as a drug lab expert in Colorado, and an Industrial Hygiene Expert in Colorado in both civil and criminal
courts as well as Federal Court in Pennsylvania. He has provided expert testimony in several criminal cases including
Grand Jury testimony and testimony for US Bureau ATF and he testified before the Colorado Board of Health and
Colorado Legislature Judicial Committee regarding methlab issues. Mr. Connell has provided services to private
consumers, Indian Nations, Sate Investigators, and Federal Investigators.

185 Bounty Hunter’s Lane, Bailey, Colorado 80421
Phone: 303-903-7494 www.forensic-applications.com
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Laboratory Code:
Subcontract Number:
Laboratory Report:
Project # / P.O. #:
Project Description:

RES
NA
RES 312833-1
Lois
788 W. Lois Ct., Louisville
CO 80027-9795

Caoimhin Connell
Forensic Applications
185 Bounty Hunter Ln.
Bailey CO 80421
Dear Customer,
Reservoirs Environmental, Inc. is an analytical laboratory accredited for the analysis of Environmental matrices by the
National Environmental Laboratory Accreditation Program, Lab Certification #E871030. The laboratory is currently
proficient in the in-house ERA PAT Program.
Reservoirs has analyzed the following sample(s) using Gas Chromatography Mass Spectrometry (GC/MS) / Gas
Chromatography Flame Ionization Detector (GC/FID) per your request. The analysis has been completed in general
accordance with the appropriate methodology as stated in the analysis table. Results have been sent to your office.
RES 312833-1
is the job number assigned to this study. This report is considered highly confidential and the sole
property of the customer. Reservoirs Environmental, Inc. will not discuss any part of this study with personnel other than
those authorized by the client. The results described in this report only apply to the samples analyzed. This report shall
not be reproduced except in full, without written approval from Reservoirs Environmental, Inc. Samples will be disposed
of after sixty days unless longer storage is requested. If you should have any questions about this report, please feel
free to call me at 303-964-1986.
Sincerely,

Jeanne Spencer Orr
President

Analyst(s): _____________________________________
Mike Schaumloeffel

P: 303-964-1986
F: 303-477-4275
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RESERVOIRS ENVIRONMENTAL, INC.
NVLAP Accredited Laboratory #101896
AIHA Certificate of Accreditation #480 LAB ID 101533

TABLE I.

ANALYSIS:

METHAMPHETAMINE BY WIPE

RES Job Number:
Client:
Client Project Number / P.O.:
Client Project Description:
Date Samples Received:
Analysis Type:
Turnaround:
Date Samples Analyzed:

RES 312833-1
Forensic Applications
Lois
788 W. Lois Ct., Louisville CO 80027-9795
February 18, 2015
Methamphetamine by GCMS
5 Day
February 24, 2015

Client
ID Number

Lab
ID Number

LM021815-01
LM021815-02
LM021815-03
LM021815-04
LM021815-05
LM021815-06
LM021815-07
LM021815-08
LM021815-09
LM021815-10BX
LM021815-11
LM021815-12
LM021815-13
LM021815-14
LM021815-15
LM021815-16
LM021815-17
LM021815-18
LM021815-19BX

EM
EM
EM
EM
EM
EM
EM
EM
EM
EM
EM
EM
EM
EM
EM
EM
EM
EM
EM

1351921
1351922
1351923
1351924
1351925
1351926
1351927
1351928
1351929
1351930
1351931
1351932
1351933
1351934
1351935
1351936
1351937
1351938
1351939

Reporting
Limit
(µg)
0.05
0.05
0.05
0.05
0.05
0.05
0.05
0.05
0.05
0.05
0.05
0.05
0.05
0.05
0.05
0.05
0.05
0.05

METHAMPHETAMINE
CONCENTRATION
(µg)
2.43
1.38
21.30
1.69
2.34
5.69
0.83
1.02
3.95
BRL
3.24
0.47
NA - Sample Not Submitted
16.20
6.01
0.88
4.91
1.33
BRL

* Unless otherwise noted all quality control samples performed within specifications established by the
laboratory.

DATA QA_________
P: 303-964-1986
F: 303-477-4275

5801 Logan Street, Suite 100 Denver, CO 80216
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RESERVOIRS ENVIRONMENTAL, INC.
NVLAP Accredited Laboratory #101896
AIHA Certificate of Accreditation #480 LAB ID 101533

QUALITY CONTROL: METHAMPHETAMINE BY WIPE
RES Job Number:
Client:
Client Project Number / P.O.:
Client Project Description:
Date Samples Received:
Analysis Type:
Turnaround:
Date Samples Analyzed:
Quality Control Batch

1

RES 312833-1
Forensic Applications
Lois
788 W. Lois Ct., Louisville CO 80027-9795
February 18, 2015
Methamphetamine by GCMS
5 Day
February 24, 2015
Reporting Limit

Matrix Blank

(µg/100cm²)

(µg/100cm²)

Matrix
Duplicate
(% RPD)

0.05

BRL

1

Laboratory
Matrix
Control Sample
Spike
(% Recovery) (% Recovery)

97

109

* Unless otherwise noted all quality control samples performed within specifications established by the laboratory.

DATA QA__________
P: 303-964-1986
F: 303-477-4275
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March 10, 2015

Laboratory Code:
Subcontract Number:
Laboratory Report:
Project # / P.O. #:
Project Description:

RES
NA
RES 313839-1
Lois
788 W. Lois Ct.,
Louisville, CO 80027

Caoimhin Connell
Forensic Applications
185 Bounty Hunter Ln.
Bailey CO 80421
Dear Customer,
Reservoirs Environmental, Inc. is an analytical laboratory accredited for the analysis of Environmental matrices by the
National Environmental Laboratory Accreditation Program, Lab Certification #E871030. The laboratory is currently
proficient in the in-house ERA PAT Program.
Reservoirs has analyzed the following sample(s) using Gas Chromatography Mass Spectrometry (GC/MS) / Gas
Chromatography Flame Ionization Detector (GC/FID) per your request. The analysis has been completed in general
accordance with the appropriate methodology as stated in the analysis table. Results have been sent to your office.
RES 313839-1
is the job number assigned to this study. This report is considered highly confidential and the sole
property of the customer. Reservoirs Environmental, Inc. will not discuss any part of this study with personnel other than
those authorized by the client. The results described in this report only apply to the samples analyzed. This report shall
not be reproduced except in full, without written approval from Reservoirs Environmental, Inc. Samples will be disposed
of after sixty days unless longer storage is requested. If you should have any questions about this report, please feel
free to call me at 303-964-1986.
Sincerely,

Jeanne Spencer
President

P: 303-964-1986
F: 303-477-4275

5801 Logan Street, Suite 100 Denver, CO 80216
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RESERVOIRS ENVIRONMENTAL, INC.
NVLAP Accredited Laboratory #101896
AIHA Certificate of Accreditation #480 LAB ID 101533

TABLE I.

ANALYSIS:

METHAMPHETAMINE BY WIPE

RES Job Number:
Client:
Client Project Number / P.O.:
Client Project Description:
Date Samples Received:
Analysis Type:
Turnaround:
Date Samples Analyzed:

RES 313839-1
Forensic Applications
Lois
788 W. Lois Ct., Louisville, CO 80027
March 4, 2015
Methamphetamine by GCMS
5 Day
March 10, 2015

Client
ID Number

Lab
ID Number

JM030415-01
JM030415-02
JM030415-03
JM030415-04
JM030415-05
JM030415-06
JM030415-07
JM030415-08
JM030415-09
JM030415-10
JM030415-11
JM030415-12
JM030415-13

EM
EM
EM
EM
EM
EM
EM
EM
EM
EM
EM
EM
EM

Reporting
Limit
(µg)

METHAMPHETAMINE
CONCENTRATION
(µg)

0.05
0.05
0.05
0.05
0.05
0.05
0.05
0.05
0.05
0.05
0.05
0.05
0.05

BRL
BRL
BRL
BRL
0.18
BRL
1.05
0.27
1.12
BRL
1.46
1.17
BRL

1359064
1359065
1359066
1359067
1359068
1359069
1359070
1359071
1359072
1359073
1359074
1359075
1359076

* Unless otherwise noted all quality control samples performed within specifications established
by the laboratory.

Analyst / Data QA:_________________

P: 303-964-1986
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RESERVOIRS ENVIRONMENTAL, INC.
NVLAP Accredited Laboratory #101896
AIHA Certificate of Accreditation #480 LAB ID 101533

QUALITY CONTROL: METHAMPHETAMINE BY WIPE
RES Job Number:
Client:
Client Project Number / P.O.:
Client Project Description:
Date Samples Received:
Analysis Type:
Turnaround:
Date Samples Analyzed:
Quality Control Batch

1

RES 313839-1
Forensic Applications
Lois
788 W. Lois Ct., Louisville, CO 80027
March 4, 2015
Methamphetamine by GCMS
5 Day
March 10, 2015
Reporting Limit

Matrix Blank

(µg/100cm²)

(µg/100cm²)

Matrix
Duplicate
(% RPD)

0.05

BRL

4

Laboratory
Matrix
Control Sample
Spike
(% Recovery) (% Recovery)

98

101

* Unless otherwise noted all quality control samples performed within specifications established by the laboratory.

Analyst / Data QA:__________________

P: 303-964-1986
F: 303-477-4275

5801 Logan Street, Suite 100 Denver, CO 80216
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1-866-RESI-ENV
www.reilab.com

Appendix C
Contractor Submittals

Appendix D
Compact Digital Disc

