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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
Forensic Applications Consulting Technologies, Inc. (FACTs) has performed a series of 
regulatory audits on public domain documents.  This is our regulatory audit of the public 
domain document titled: 
 

Robert Woellner 
Quality Environmental Services Testing 

Methamphetamine Preliminary Assessment Inspection, Sampling  
& Recommended Scope of Work 

Re: Residence at 771 W. Cleveland Circle in Lafayette, CO 80026 
Tim McWilliams 
Muskrat Hat 771 

1502 S. Vona Court 
Superior, CO 80027 

March 17, 2015 
 

FACTs has performed several regulatory audits of work prepared by this consultant 
(Robert Woellner) which demonstrate an extended history of regulatory 
violations. 1,2,3,4,5,6,7   
 
For this regulatory audit, FACTs has identified no fewer than 25 broad regulatory 
violations; if we were to break down the violations into each individual sample violation 
or failure to include documentation for each individual sample, the total number of 
regulatory violations would exceed that number. 

                                                 
1 See for example: 131 South Benton Street Denver, CO http://forensic-
applications.com/meth/censoredcriticalreview.pdf   
 
2 See for example: 100 W. Spaulding Street, Lafayette, Colorado http://forensic-
applications.com/meth/Spaulding_Regulatory_audit_Redacted.pdf  
 
3 See for example: 4893 S Johnson Street, Denver http://www.forensic-
applications.com/meth/Johnson_Critical_review.pdf  
 
4 See for example: 788 W. Lois Ct., Louisville, CO 80027  
 
5 See for example: 1138 West 32nd Street,  Unit 201, Denver, CO http://www.forensic-
applications.com/meth/Addendum_2_Woellner_1138_32_St.pdf   
 
6 See for example: 410 Garfield Avenue,  Carbondale, CO 81623 http://www.forensic-
applications.com/meth/Addendum_4_Woellner_410_Garfield.pdf 
 
7 See for example: 48400 Routt County Road 56C, Steamboat Springs, CO 80487 http://www.forensic-
applications.com/meth/Addendum_5_Woellner_56C.pdf 

http://forensic-applications.com/meth/censoredcriticalreview.pdf
http://forensic-applications.com/meth/censoredcriticalreview.pdf
http://forensic-applications.com/meth/Spaulding_Regulatory_audit_Redacted.pdf
http://forensic-applications.com/meth/Spaulding_Regulatory_audit_Redacted.pdf
http://www.forensic-applications.com/meth/Johnson_Critical_review.pdf
http://www.forensic-applications.com/meth/Johnson_Critical_review.pdf
http://www.forensic-applications.com/meth/Addendum_2_Woellner_1138_32_St.pdf
http://www.forensic-applications.com/meth/Addendum_2_Woellner_1138_32_St.pdf
http://www.forensic-applications.com/meth/Addendum_4_Woellner_410_Garfield.pdf
http://www.forensic-applications.com/meth/Addendum_4_Woellner_410_Garfield.pdf
http://www.forensic-applications.com/meth/Addendum_5_Woellner_56C.pdf
http://www.forensic-applications.com/meth/Addendum_5_Woellner_56C.pdf
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REVIEW OF THE  DOCUMENT  
During the performance of a Preliminary Assessment, the Contractor is required by 
regulations to perform specific mandatory tasks and provide specific mandatory 
documentation. 

Violation of Section 4.3.1 (Three violations) 
During the performance of a Preliminary Assessment, the Contractor is required by 
regulations to provide specific mandatory information, including: 
 

4.0 …The Preliminary Assessment Report shall include, but not be limited to, the 
following, to the extent available and applicable: 
 
4.3.1 If the building has an attic, a description of the integrity of the building ceiling (i.e., 
attic floor), any signs of access, storage, manufacturing, or venting into the attic (e.g., 
holes cut in ceiling for the purpose of venting gases from a cook), and a description of 
observations of the ducting associated with all bathroom and kitchen exhaust vents. If 
preliminary assessment sampling is conducted, include the results of sampling in 
accordance with Section 6 of this Part 1. 
 

Although the residence contains an attic, in his report, Mr. Woellner states:   
 

The unit does not contain an attic or crawl space, though there is a small cavity 
above the children’s floor bathroom. 
 

Nowhere in Mr. Woellner’s report do we find a description of the integrity of the building 
ceiling (i.e., attic floor), as required. 
 
Nowhere in Mr. Woellner’s report do we find a description of any signs of access, 
storage, manufacturing, or venting into the attic  (e.g., holes cut in ceiling for the purpose 
of venting gases from a cook), as required. 
 
Nowhere in Mr. Woellner’s report do we find a description of the ducting associated with 
all bathroom and kitchen exhaust vents. 

Violation of Section 4.13 
During the performance of a Preliminary Assessment, the Contractor is required by 
regulations to provide specific mandatory information, including: 

 
4.13 Identification of surfaces that are known or suspected to have been painted or 
sealed after the cessation of contamination-causing activities (painted-over surfaces). 

 
In his report, MR. WOELLNER states: 

 
Some portions of the subject property also contain new paint. 
 

Nowhere in the report has Mr. Woellner identified the surfaces that are known or 
suspected to have been painted or sealed. 
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Violation of Section 4.14 
During the performance of a Preliminary Assessment, the Contractor is required by 
regulations to provide specific mandatory information, including: 

 
4.14 Photographic documentation of property conditions, including cooking areas, 
chemical storage areas, waste disposal areas, and areas of obvious contamination. 
 

Nowhere in the report has Mr. Woellner provided photographs of the attic, the exterior 
portions of the property, or the garage. 

Violation of Section 4.15 (Two violations) 
During the performance of a Preliminary Assessment, the Contractor is required by 
regulations to perform specific duties, including: 

 
4.15 If assessment sampling is conducted, it shall be conducted in accordance with 
Section 6 of this Part 1. Documentation of assessment sampling shall include: 
 
4.15.1 a description of the sampling procedures used, including sample collection, 
handling, and QA/QC; 

 
Nowhere in the report has Mr. Woellner provided a description of the sampling 
procedures used. 
 
Nowhere in the report has Mr. Woellner provided a description of the QA/QC. 

Violation of Section 4.15 (Two violations) 
During the performance of a Preliminary Assessment, the Contractor is required by 
regulations to provide specific information including: 

 
4.15.3 … a computer generated figure illustrating the layout of the building(s) … 
 

Nowhere in the report has Mr. Woellner provided a computer generated figure of the 
layout of the buildings, or the location of the garage with respect to the remainder of the 
structures. 

Violation of Section 6.2.2 (Two violations) 
During the performance of a Preliminary Assessment, the Contractor is required by 
regulations to follow specific sampling protocols including: 

 
6.1.3 The following sample collection procedures shall be followed for screening level 
sampling, preliminary assessment sampling and clearance sampling, except as 
provided in Section 6.8.2 of this Part 1. 
 
6.2.2 Delineate a 100 cm² area on the surface to be sampled, either by attaching a 
physical template to the surface (being careful not to touch the area within the template), 
or by an equivalently reliable and accurate method. The area within the template (i.e., the 
sample area) shall be 100 cm2.  
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In several photographs in the report, Mr. Woellner documents that he failed to collect 
samples from areas that were 100 cm2.  In several locations, although Mr. Woellner 
merely placed a 100 cm2 template over an area that may have contained empty space.  
For example: 
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According to the regulations: 
 

Physical templates may not be re-used. 
 

In several photographs in the report, Mr. Woellner documents that, in violation of the 
regulations, Mr. Woellner reused his templates.  For example, in the following four 
photographs, we can clearly see that the same template is used over and again: 
 

 



 
Regulatory Audit 771 Cleveland  FACTs, Inc.  Page 8  
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Violation of Section 6.2.7 
During the performance of a Preliminary Assessment, the Contractor is required by 
regulations to follow specific sampling protocols including: 

 
6.2.7 Wipe the surface using one of the following methods: 
 
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. 
 
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. 
 
6.2.8 Without allowing the sample media to come into contact with any other surface, 
fold the sample media with the sampled side in. 
 
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. 
 
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). 
 

Nowhere in the report, do we see where Mr. Woellner used this protocol.  On February 
19, 2015, FACTs officially requested a variance from the provisions of 6.2.7 through 
6.2.10, especially where it was physically impossible to comply with this sampling 
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requirement.    In her response to our request,8 Ms. Brisnehan explicitly rejected this 
variance from the regulations:  
 

 
 
Therefore, Ms. Brisnehan has explicitly stated that all three passes must be conducted or 
there is a significant violation of the regulations. 
 
Based on the February 27, 2015, letter from Colleen Brisnehan, CDPHE, the method 
used by Mr. Woellner at the subject property is prohibited, and therefore, ALL of the 
samples thus collected by Mr. Woellner at the subject property are invalid. 

Violation of Section 6.2.11 
During the performance of a Preliminary Assessment, the Contractor is required by 
regulations to provide specific information and documentation including: 

 
6.2.11 Include notes with the sketch giving any further description of the sample, 
including sample name and time of collection.  

 
Nowhere in the report do we see where Mr. Woellner provided the times of the sample 
collection as required. 

Violation of Section 6.2.12 
During the performance of a Preliminary Assessment, the Contractor is required by 
regulations to follow specific sampling protocols including: 
 

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. 
 
6.2.12.2 Repeat this procedure for multiple aliquots when collecting a composite field 
blank. 

 

                                                 
8 February 27, 2015, letter from Colleen Brisnehan, Hazardous Waste Corrective Action Unit, Hazardous 
Waste Program, to Mr. Caoimhín P. Connell, Forensic Applications Consulting Technologies, Inc., 185 
Bounty Hunter’s Lane, Bailey, Colorado 80421, RE: Request for Variance under 6 CCR 1014-3, 788 West 
Lois Court, Louisville, Colorado, cc: Mr. Dan Miller - Colorado Attorney General Office, Michael Richen - 
Boulder County Public Health 
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As already described, in violation of Section 4.15.1, Mr. Woellner failed to describe his 
sample collection and handling techniques.  There is no documentation that demonstrates 
the blanks were collected pursuant to the requirements found in Section 6.2.12.1 

Violation of Section 6.2.14 
During the performance of a Preliminary Assessment, the Contractor is required by 
regulations to provide specific information and documentation including: 

 
6.2.14 Maintain a Chain-of-Custody Record covering the time of sample collection 
through final disposition. … At a minimum, the Chain-of-Custody Record shall include the 
following: 

Violation of Section 6.2.14.2 
6.2.14.2 subject property address; 

 
Nowhere in the chain-of-custody is the property address given. 

Violation of Section 6.2.14.6 
6.2.14.6 number of sample aliquots; 

 
Nowhere in the chain-of-custody is the number of aliquots provided. 

Violation of Section 6.2.14.7 
6.2.14.7 number of containers for each sample; 

 
Nowhere in the chain-of-custody is the number of containers for each sample provided. 

Violation of Section 6.2.14.8 
6.2.14.8 sample collection time and date; 

 
Nowhere in the chain-of-custody is the sample collection time provided. 

Violation of Section 6.2.14.9 
6.2.14.9 sample matrix; 

 
Nowhere in the chain-of-custody is the sample matrix provided. 

Violation of Section 6.2.14.11 
6.2.14.11 sample preservatives, if applicable; and 

 
Nowhere in the chain-of-custody is the sample preservative addressed.  

Violation of Section 6.2.14 
During the performance of a Preliminary Assessment, the Contractor is required by 
regulations to perform specific actions and provide specific information and 
documentation including: 
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6.2.15 Painted-over surfaces. Estimate the concentration of methamphetamine present 
below a painted-over surface (as defined in Section 2 of this Part 1) by one of the 
following methods: 
 
6.2.15.2 collect wipe samples from similar surfaces within the same room that 
were not painted after contamination was introduced, or 
 
6.2.15.3 sample the painted over surface as set forth in 6.2.1 – 6.2.14, but use 
methanol instead of isopropanol as the wetting agent for the sampling media to acquire a 
representative sample from beneath the painted- over surface. 
 

In his report, Mr. Woellner states: 
 

Some portions of the subject property also contain new paint. 
 

As already mentioned, in violation of Section 4.13, ms failed to identify the surfaces that 
were known or suspected to have been painted.  Similarly, nowhere in the report has Mr. 
Woellner documented how he estimated the concentration of methamphetamine present 
below a painted-over surface (as defined in Section 2 of this Part 1) as required by 6.2.15. 

Violation of Section 6.3.6 
During the performance of a Preliminary Assessment, the Contractor is required by 
regulations to follow specific sampling protocols including: 

 
6.3 Composite Wipe Sample Collection Procedures. When collecting composite 
samples, use the procedure outlined in Section 6.2 above for discrete samples for the 
collection of each aliquot comprising the composite sample, with the following exceptions: 
  
6.3.6 Collect all individual aliquots from 100 cm2 sampling areas. 

 
As already described, in violation of 6.2.2, Mr. Woellner failed to collect samples from 
100 cm2. 

Violation of Section 6.9.1 
The Consultant is allowed to presume an area is contaminated.  If however, the 
Consultant wants to challenge the compliance status of an area, the Consultant must 
follow the rules found in Section 6 which, in part, state:  

 
6.9.4 For buildings and structures that have forced air ventilation systems, at least 400 
cm2 of surface area of the ventilation system shall be sampled, unless the entire 
ventilation system is removed. Samples shall be collected from accessible areas within 
the heat exchanger unit, inside the cold air return system, from inside the 
supply air system, and from one other location selected at the Consultant’s discretion.  
6.9.5 For buildings and structures with non-ducted heating or cooling systems that 
circulate indoor air, one discrete sample shall be collected from each heating or cooling 
unit. … 
 

During the performance of such sampling, the Contractor is required by regulations to 
follow specific sampling protocols including: 
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6.9.1 Except as provided in Section 6.9.1.1, at least 400 cm2 of surface area shall be 
sampled from every room, attic, and crawl space. 
 

For this property, Mr. Woellner failed to collect at least 400 cm2 from those rooms from 
which samples were collected.  For example, according to the report, Mr. Woellner only 
collected 100 cm2 from the master bedroom; 200 cm2 from the kitchen, 200 cm2 from 
the master bathroom,  300 cm2 from the southwest bedroom and so forth.  It would 
appear from the report, that in violation of 6.9.1 a minimum of 400 cm2 was not collected 
from any room.   

Violation of Section 6.9.6 
During the performance of a Preliminary Assessment, the Contractor is required by 
regulations to follow specific sampling protocols including: 

 
6.9.6 Composite samples may be used for clearance sampling of rooms, attics, crawl 
spaces, and personal property, provided all aliquots comprising a composite sample 
come from the same room, attic, or crawl space. 
 

According to the report, Mr. Woellner collected aliquots from different rooms and 
combined those mixed aliquots into one composite.  As already addressed, the consultant 
must presume noncompliance or sample to demonstrate compliance.  Therefore, the only 
purpose to collect samples is to attempt to clear a room and demonstrate compliance.   
Mr. Woellner cannot claim that he was collecting the samples to determine the levels of 
contamination in each room for the purposes of directing remediation since he mixed the 
aliquots from different rooms into a single analysis.   
 
Thus for example, the master bedroom was mixed with the master bathroom and with the 
ventilations system – The southwest bedroom was mixed with the southeast bedroom 
which was mixed with the common bathroom which was mixed with the hallway.   

CONCLUSION 
In our review, FACTs has identified no fewer than 25 regulatory violations,  in the 
referenced work.  
 
According to Colorado Regulations, 6 CCR 1014-3  
 

3.0 Notification and Imposition 
3.1 Whenever the Department has reason to believe that a person has violated any 
requirement of these regulations, the Department shall notify the person, specifying the 
requirement alleged to have been violated and the facts alleged to constitute the 
violation. 
 

To our knowledge, the Department has ignored all of the violations identified in this 
review. 
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Appendix A 
Statement of Qualifications 

 
 



 Forensic Applications Consulting Technologies, Inc. 

185 Bounty Hunter’s Lane, Bailey, Colorado 80421  
Phone: 303-903-7494  www.forensic-applications.com 

 

Consultant Statement of Qualifications  
FACTs project name: Web Form # ML15 
July, 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 594 assessments of illegal drug labs in CO, SD, NE, OK, and collected over 5,378 samples during 
assessments (a partial detailed list of drug lab experience is available on the web at): http://forensic-
applications.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.  

http://forensic-applications.com/meth/DrugLabExperience2.pdf
http://forensic-applications.com/meth/DrugLabExperience2.pdf
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