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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
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 
DS Environmental Consulting 

Methamphetamine Preliminary Assessment Inspection, Sampling  
& Recommended Scope of Work 

1138 32nd Street, Unit 201 in Denver, Colorado 80205 
Monument EH&S 

2602 N Wahsatch Ave. 
Colorado Springs, CO 80907-6945 

Report Date: February 24, 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 39 individual regulatory 
violations not including the violations constituted by individual sample violations. 

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. 

                                                 
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: 771 Cleveland Circle, Lafayette, CO 80026 http://www.forensic-
applications.com/meth/Addendum_3_Woellner_771_Cleveland.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_3_Woellner_771_Cleveland.pdf
http://www.forensic-applications.com/meth/Addendum_3_Woellner_771_Cleveland.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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Violation of Paragraph 4.1 
During the performance of a Preliminary Assessment, the Contractor is required to 
provide specific mandatory documentation including: 
 

4.1 Subject property description, including physical address, legal description, number 
and type of structures present, description of adjacent and/or surrounding properties, and 
any other observations made. 

 
Nowhere in the DS report for this subject property do we find the legal description as 
required.  In their report, DS Consulting falsely states: 
 

4.1 Property Description: The legal description for the multifamily residential 
property located at 1138 32nd Street in Denver, Colorado was not available in 
the Denver Property Assessment and Taxation System online database and was 
not otherwise able to be ascertained. 

In fact, the legal description for the property was obviously readily available to anyone  
and for the purposes of this final report, and Certificate of Compliance the legal 
description for the property is: 

Lots 17 to 32 inclusive, of Block 42, Case & Ebert’s Addition to the City of Denver 

A partial plat is provided below with the subject property in red: 
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Violation of Paragraph 4.2 
During the performance of a Preliminary Assessment, the Contractor is required to 
provide specific mandatory documentation including: 
 

4.2 Summary of information from review of available law enforcement reports regarding the 
manufacturing method, chemicals present, cooking areas, chemical storage areas, and areas of 
contamination, or waste disposal. 
 

Nowhere in the DS report, do we see where DS attempted to identify the availability of 
law enforcement documents for the subject property.  In their report, DS stated: 

 
DS has not received and reviewed the Denver Police Department case report for 
this incident. 

Violation of Paragraph 4.3 
According to mandatory State regulations, the consultant is required to include specific 
information in the Preliminary Assessment including: 
 

4.3 Description of structural features in all buildings, such as attics, false ceilings, crawl 
spaces, and basements, including: 

 
In some places of their report, DS states the property has a crawlspace and that DS 
collected samples from the crawlspace: 
 

Samples Collected: On February 13, 2015, DS collected six (6) four-composite 
wipe samples (plus one blank) of 400 cm2 in size, from areas containing the 
suspected production areas, use, storage, contact, and/or disposal areas 
throughout the subject unit and underlying crawl space in accordance with 6 
CCR 1014-3, Part 1, § 6. 

 
In other places DS states the structure does not have a crawlspace.  And in yet other 
places in the report, DS provides a decontamination procedure for the crawlspace, which 
according to their report, may or may not be present.   

Violation of Paragraph 4.3.1 
According to mandatory State regulations, the consultant is required to include specific 
information in the Preliminary Assessment including: 
 

…a description of observations of the ducting associated with all bathroom and kitchen 
exhaust vents. 

 
Nowhere in the DS report, do we see where DS has provided any identification or 
description of the kitchen exhaust vents or the bathroom exhaust vents. 
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Violation of Paragraph 4.5 
According to mandatory State regulations, the consultant is required to include specific 
information in the Preliminary Assessment including: 

 
4.5 Identification of manufacturing methods based on the Consultant’s observations and 
law enforcement reports, if available. 

 
Since DS made no documented attempts to obtain any pertinent law enforcement 
documents from appropriate law enforcement agencies, DS could not have complied with 
this requirement. 

Violation of Paragraph 4.6 
According to mandatory State regulations, the consultant is required to include specific 
information in the Preliminary Assessment including: 
 

4.6 Identification of chemicals used, based on the Consultant’s observations and 
knowledge of manufacturing method(s), and if available, identification and documentation 
of any methamphetamine lab wastes or precursor chemicals discovered at the subject 
property. 

 
This particular contractor (Woellner), now associated with DS Environmental, has never 
been able to demonstrate that he has received any kind of training in illegal drug 
laboratories or has any specialized knowledge in illegal drug laboratories in general.  
Therefore, there would be no expectation the consultant would have the necessary skills 
to actually identify manufacturing methods present at the property. 

Violation of Paragraph 4.7 
According to mandatory State regulations, the consultant is required to perform specific 
tasks including: 
 

If the Consultant determines that assessment sampling is appropriate, such sample 
collection and analysis shall be conducted in accordance with the assessment level 
sampling protocols and other requirements of Section 6 of this Part 1. 
 

As described below, the consultant failed to perform such sample collection and analysis 
in accordance with the assessment level sampling protocols of Section 6. Part 1.  

Violation of Paragraph 4.14 
According to mandatory State regulations, the consultant is required to include specific 
information in the Preliminary Assessment 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 DS report do we find photographs of property conditions; for example, 
there are no discernible photos of the kitchen, bathrooms, or areas identified by DS as 
areas of production such as: 
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Possible cooking areas include the northeast bedroom and/or attic overlying the 
northeast bedroom, based on the observed reinforced door, staining, and 
proximity to water and ventilation. 

Violation of Paragraph 4.14 
According to mandatory State regulations, the consultant is required to include specific 
information in the Preliminary Assessment 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 DS report, do we find a description of the sampling procedures used, 
including sample collection, handling, and/or QA/QC.  Instead, we see the following: 
 

The DS representative collected the wipe samples using isopropyl alcohol-
saturated 2x2 inch gauze wipes, plastic sample transport vials, laboratory sample 
transport bags, pre-purchased 100 cm2 sampling templates, duct tape, 
and Nitrile exam gloves. 

 
That is, DS has provided a list of sampling equipment, however, nowhere in their report 
has provided “…a description of the sampling procedures used, including sample collection, 
handling, and QA/QC” 

Violation of Paragraph 4.15.2 
According to mandatory State regulations, the consultant is required to include specific 
information in the Preliminary Assessment including: 
 

4.15.2 documentation of the analytical methods used and laboratory QA/QC 
requirements, including the laboratory analytical report and chain-of-custody 
documentation; … 
 

Nowhere in the DS report, do we find a copy of the laboratory chain-of-custody. 

Violation of Paragraph 6.2.14.2 
According to mandatory State regulations, the consultant is required to include specific 
information in the Preliminary Assessment including: 
 

6.2.14 At a minimum, the Chain-of-Custody Record shall include the following: 
6.2.14.2 subject property address; 
 

Nowhere in the DS report, do we find the subject property address on the chain-of-
custody. 

Violation of Paragraph 6.2.14.3 
According to mandatory State regulations, the consultant is required to include specific 
information in the Preliminary Assessment including: 
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6.2.14 At a minimum, the Chain-of-Custody Record shall include the following: 
6.2.14.3 sampler name and contact information; 

 
Nowhere in the DS report, do we find the sampler name or contact information on the 
chain-of-custody. 

Violation of Paragraph 6.2.14.4 
According to mandatory State regulations, the consultant is required to include specific 
information in the Preliminary Assessment including: 
 

6.2.14 At a minimum, the Chain-of-Custody Record shall include the following: 
6.2.14.4 sample identification number; 

 
Nowhere in the DS report, do we find the sample identification numbers on the chain-of-
custody. 

Violation of Paragraph 6.2.14.5 
According to mandatory State regulations, the consultant is required to include specific 
information in the Preliminary Assessment including: 
 

6.2.14 At a minimum, the Chain-of-Custody Record shall include the following: 
6.2.14.5 sample area; 

 
Nowhere in the DS report, do we find the sample area identified on the chain-of-custody. 

Violation of Paragraph 6.2.14.6 
According to mandatory State regulations, the consultant is required to include specific 
information in the Preliminary Assessment including: 
 

6.2.14 At a minimum, the Chain-of-Custody Record shall include the following: 
6.2.14.6 number of sample aliquots; 

 
Nowhere in the DS report, do we find the number of aliquots on the chain-of-custody. 

Violation of Paragraph 6.2.14.7 
According to mandatory State regulations, the consultant is required to include specific 
information in the Preliminary Assessment including: 
 

6.2.14 At a minimum, the Chain-of-Custody Record shall include the following: 
6.2.14.7 number of containers for each sample; 

 
Nowhere in the DS report, do we find the number of containers for each sample on the 
chain-of-custody. 

Violation of Paragraph 6.2.14.8 
According to mandatory State regulations, the consultant is required to include specific 
information in the Preliminary Assessment including: 
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6.2.14 At a minimum, the Chain-of-Custody Record shall include the following: 
6.2.14.8 sample collection time and date; 

 
Nowhere in the DS report, do we find the sample collection time or the sample collection 
date on the chain-of-custody. 

Violation of Paragraph 6.2.14.9 
According to mandatory State regulations, the consultant is required to include specific 
information in the Preliminary Assessment including: 
 

6.2.14 At a minimum, the Chain-of-Custody Record shall include the following: 
6.2.14.9 sample matrix; 

 
Nowhere in the DS report, do we find the sample matrix on the chain-of-custody. 

Violation of Paragraph 6.2.14.10 
According to mandatory State regulations, the consultant is required to include specific 
information in the Preliminary Assessment including: 
 

6.2.14 At a minimum, the Chain-of-Custody Record shall include the following: 
6.2.14.10 requested analysis; 

 
Nowhere in the DS report, do we find the requested analysis on the chain-of-custody. 

Violation of Paragraph 6.2.14.11 
According to mandatory State regulations, the consultant is required to include specific 
information in the Preliminary Assessment including: 

 
6.2.14 At a minimum, the Chain-of-Custody Record shall include the following: 
6.2.14.11 sample preservatives, if applicable;… 

 
Nowhere in the DS report, do we find the sample preservative on the chain-of-custody. 

Violation of Paragraph 6.2.14.12 
According to mandatory State regulations, the consultant is required to include specific 
information in the Preliminary Assessment including: 
 

6.2.14 At a minimum, the Chain-of-Custody Record shall include the following: 
6.2.14.12 signature and date for each person relinquishing or receiving sample custody. 

 
Nowhere in the DS report, do we find the signatures or dates for each person 
relinquishing the or receiving sample custody. 

Violation of Paragraph 4.15.1 
According to mandatory State regulations, the consultant is required to include specific 
information in the Preliminary Assessment including: 
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4.15.1 a description of the sampling procedures used, including sample collection, 
handling, and QA/QC; 

 
According to the regulations,  
 

“Quality control” or “QC” means a system of technical activities that measures the 
performance of a process, item, or service against a defined set of criteria or standard. 
QC is a technical function that includes activities such as calibrations and analyses of 
check samples (performance evaluation samples, duplicates, spikes, blanks, etc.) to 
assess the bias and precision associated with sample results.   

 
In their report, DS never explains how 0.46 micrograms got into their field blanks, or the 
meaningfulness of that finding, or how that could adversely impact their results.  In fact 
nowhere in their report does DS discuss the QA/QC as required.  In fact, nowhere in their 
report does DS even mention “QA/QC” or “Quality Assurance.” 

Violation of Paragraph 4.15.3 
According to mandatory State regulations, the consultant is required to include specific 
information in the Preliminary Assessment including: 
 

4.15.3 results of sampling, including a description of sample locations and a computer 
generated figure illustrating the layout of the building(s) and sample locations and 
identification. 

 
In violation of regulations, DS has provided an hand written sketch for some of their 
samples. 

Violation of Paragraph 4.15.3 
According to mandatory State regulations, the consultant is required to include specific 
information in the Preliminary Assessment including: 
 

4.15.3 results of sampling, including a description of sample locations and a computer 
generated figure illustrating the layout of the building(s) and sample locations and 
identification. 

 
In violation of regulations, DS has not provided any sketch (handwritten or computer 
generated) for some of their samples.  For example, there are no drawings of any kind for 
any of the attic samples. 

Violation of Paragraph 4.17.4 
According to mandatory State regulations, the consultant is required to include specific 
information in the Preliminary Assessment including: 
 

4.17.4 Documentation of variations from standard practices. 
 
In spite of the numerous deviations from standard practices as documented here, DS 
falsely states: 
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4.17 Documentation of Variations from Standard Practices: DS did not vary from 
standard practices while conducting this preliminary assessment. 

Violation of Paragraph 4.17.4 
According to mandatory State regulations, the consultant is required to include specific 
information in the Preliminary Assessment including: 
 

4.18 Evidence of Consultant certification under Part 2 of these regulations. 
 
Nowhere in the DS report do we find the mandatory evidence of Consultant certification 
as required. 

Violation of Paragraph 4.20 
In violation of Section 4.20 of Colorado Regulations 6 CCR 1014-3, as of April 1, 2015, 
DS Environmental Consulting failed to file a copy of the report with the Colorado 
Department of Public Health and Environment as required, to the extent that CDPHE had 
no record of the report.   
 
FACTs obtained a full and complete copy of the DS report from the decontamination 
contractor.   

Violation of Paragraph 6.2.2 
According to mandatory State regulations, the consultant is prohibited from reusing 
physical templates: 

 
6.2.2 … Physical templates may not be re-used.  

 
In violation of regulations, as documented in the DS photographs, DS has re-used the 
physical templates for multiple samples.   

Violation of Paragraph 6.2.3 
According to mandatory State regulations, the consultant is required to include specific 
information in the Preliminary Assessment including: 

 
6.2.3 Prepare a rough sketch of the area(s) to be sampled and indicate sample 
location(s).  
 

DS failed to provide sketches for locations of several samples. 

Violation of Paragraph 6.2.7 
According to mandatory State regulations, the consultant is required to perform specific 
actions 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. 
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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).  
 

For several samples, such as the sample collected from master bathroom exhaust, it 
would be physically impossible to “Start at the outside edge and progress toward the center 
of the surface area by wiping in concentric squares of decreasing size.”  (This issue is 
addressed in greater detail later in this discussion).  Indeed, in collecting the fan blades, it 
would be similarly physically impossible to perform an “S” sampling method.    
According to Ms. Colleen Brisnehan with the CDPHE, failing to performed the “Square 
method” and the “S” methods invalidates the samples since such an action would  
 

“…  result in substantial deviation from the intent of the regulatory requirement.”8 
 
Further, it would appear none of the DS samples were so collected, at least to the extent 
that DS never documented such was done; and for several of their stated samples, one 
would not be able to follow the sampling protocol. 

Violation of Paragraph 6.2.11 
According to mandatory State regulations, the consultant is required to include specific 
information in the Preliminary Assessment including: 
 

6.2.11 … Photograph each sample location. 
 
In violation of regulations, DS has not provided a photograph for each location of their 
samples.   

CONCLUSION 
In our review, FACTs has identified no fewer than 39 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. 

                                                 
8 Colleen Brisnehan, Hazardous Waste Corrective Action Unit, letter to FACTs February 27, 2015 
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 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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