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MEETING SUMMARY 
Community Environmental Working Group 
 
“Striving for Continuous Environmental Improvements at Intel” 
 
Date: July 15, 2009 
Time: 5:00-7:00 p.m. 
Location: Corrales Senior Center 
 
Members Attending
John Bartlit, Acting Chair 
Sarah Chavez, EHS Department, Intel  
Mike Williams, NM Clean Air & Water 

Hugh Church, American Lung Association 
Frank Gallegos, Intel 
Edward Pineda, Rio Rancho 

  
Public 
Roberta King, Corrales resident  Jay Stimmel, Interested Citizen
 
 
Facilitator 
Stephen Littlejohn, Facilitator, DLI Communication Consultants CJ Ondek, Recorder 
 
 
HANDOUTS 

 Draft Agenda  
 Draft Meeting Summary May 20, 2009 
 Action-Item Progress Report 
 EHS Activity Report 
 July newspaper ad 
 Draft Short Report to the Community 
 HMDS Usage Data 
 Notice of Violation and Resolution 

Intel Corp. from the NMED 
Hazardous Waste Bureau 

  Newspaper articles:  CDC, NM Web 
Site Link Contaminants, Health 

Effects; How Do Pollutants Affect 
Public Health? 

 2008 Corporate Social Responsibility 
Report Summary 

 Intel/ABCWUS A2 ’09 Quarterly 
Meeting Minutes 

 Intel e-mail submittal to David Bervin 
 Harry Hunsaker PowerPoint 

presentation  
 Sarah Chavez’s Stack Height 

Summary 

 
AGENDA 

 Welcome, Introductions, and 
Announcements 

 Short Report to the Community 
 Hazardous Waste Inspection Report 

 
 
 

 
 

 Complaint-Response Process:  
Update and Discussion 
 

 June Meeting Debrief 
 Additional Business 
 Adjourn 

 

Prepared or presented by:  CJ Ondek & Stephen Littlejohn 
Prepared for:  CEWG 
Date prepared or presented:  August 11, 2009 
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WELCOME, INTRODUCTIONS AND ANNOUNCEMENTS 
John Bartlit opened the meeting by stating the CEWG mission, which was to work towards 
environmental improvements and improved communication.  Introductions were made.  There were 
no comments on the agenda.   
 
Edward Pineda said it would be ideal if all handouts were distributed at the same time. Stephen 
Littlejohn agreed that that was the preference but said sometimes handouts are not always available a 
week before the meeting. The comment was duly noted in the Meeting Summary.  Mr. Pineda said 
“better late than never.” 
 
Meeting Summary—Revisions and Approval 
There were no comments pertaining to the May Meeting Summary. [Hugh Church gave Stephen a 
technical correction after the meeting, which was included in the final website version.] There was 
no Meeting Summary for the June meeting. 
 
Announcements 

• Mike Williams said regarding the chemical 1-heptanethiol, the state had an ambient standard 
for total reduced sulfur at three parts per billion.  The standard was originally set when there 
was concern over a pulp and paper mill being built in the Rio Grande valley.  Mr. Williams said 
the state standards set the acceptable air quality goals, and regulation was needed to achieve 
those levels.  Frank Gallegos said the odor threshold levels were extremely low, and he was 
still trying to assess the exact number.  Some literature said the threshold was .08 parts per 
billion, and the low number surprised him. An engineer was going to send him more 
information.   

 
• Hugh Church asked if this chemical was similar to what was added to natural gas.  Frank 

Gallegos said that the chemical in natural gas was a hazard indicator, but in this case Intel does 
not inject this gas for hazard detection, but uses it in a manufacturing process.  Mike Williams 
confirmed that the standard was three parts per billion for total reduced sulfur mercaptan, and 
separate standards existed for hydrogen sulfide.  Mr. Williams said that the chemical was not 
listed in the risk assessment because it was a new chemical.  He said he found the information 
on the NMED Web site section for ambient standards, and it was not a federal standard.  Mr. 
Gallegos said it may have been one of the reasons Judith was smelling a new odor over last few 
months, which prompted Intel to look at different odor possibilities.  He reiterated that the odor 
threshold was very low.  

 
• Edward Pineda asked if this emission was coming from the new process, and if it was a new 

emission, then shouldn’t it be added to the permit?  Sarah Chavez said that 1-heptanethiol was 
considered part of a VOC—total amount—and therefore Intel didn’t need a permit for one new 
emission; they were regulated by the total amount.  Intel was not required to get a new permit. 

 
• Edward Pineda said that they were talking about something that was potentially detrimental to 

the health of the community and was concerned that more of the chemical would be used but 
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not regulated.  John Bartlit asked if NMED was aware of Intel’s purchase amount of the 
chemical.  Sarah Chavez said yes, NMED knew the purchase amount.   

 
• Stephen Littlejohn said that the topic warranted a place on a future agenda as a discussion item.  

He asked if there were any other announcements 
 

• John Bartlit called attention to a handout he distributed regarding a July 9 news item about a 
new website related to health effects of contaminants (www.cdc.gov/ephtracking), a topic 
discussed previously by the group.  The handout also includes a column written by Bartlit on 
this subject.  He suggested that the item might become a topic for a future agenda. 

 
Public Comment 
None. 
 
SHORT REPORT TO THE COMMUNITY 
John Bartlit explained that he and Stephen Littlejohn read through the year’s meeting summaries and 
compiled actions resulting in environmental improvements from August 2008 to July 2009.  They 
used the format from the previous year.  Sarah supplied some cost and technical information for the 
report. 
 

• Sarah Chavez referred to the attached HMDS usage and silica emissions chart.  The chart 
tracked Intel’s HMDS usage since they began tracking air emissions in 1994.  Intel’s permit 
requires that Intel assume 100% HMDS is converted to silica and emitted.  The second line of 
the chart showed the factor 0.745, which was the chemical conversion of HMDS to silica. This 
factor was in the permit.  The first row in the table showed HMDS use tons/year; the second 
row showed silica emissions with 100% of HMDS use; and the last row showed the pounds per 
hour emitted.  The factoring assumed no pollution control. Ms. Chavez said that Intel had an 
emission factor for HMDS in the VOC emissions report, which was part of tool testing.  The 
tool testing showed only 30% of HMDS was emitted.  Ms. Chavez said that the chart noted the 
number of tons per year of HMDS that Intel purchased, and that amount decreased over time.  
Reasons for the decrease were the shutdown of fabs and change in technologies.  The number 
might increase if production were also increased.   

 
• Mike Williams asked if the 2008 number was representative of the longer term.   Ms. Chavez 

said she could not predict future production changes.  Mr. Williams asked how 2008 production 
compared to the 2007 production.  Ms. Chavez said it was about half, because factories were 
shut down and different technologies were being used.   

 
• Roberta King asked for clarification on where the 30% number came from.  Ms. Chavez said 

that the 30% was based on tool testing.  Tool testing was done for each new technology that 
Intel had, and based on tool testing, the silica emissions was actually less.  However, the tool 
testing did not effect what was reported to NMED; Intel was still required to report the 100% as 
stipulated in their permit.  Intel quarterly emissions report showed the HMDS emissions factor 
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taken from the tool testing, which was at 30%.  The 30% calculation was not included in the 
table. 

 
• Edward Pineda asked if tool testing was done only once at the beginning of the process or if it 

was repeated regularly.  Sarah Chavez said tool testing happened in Oregon when a new 
process was being developed, and then verified at a high volume manufacturing site where it 
was being introduced.  It was verified once after the initial test.  Mr. Pineda said that more 
assurance and protection should be provided to residents, and the process should be tested 
every 5 years if it lasted more than 5 years.  Ms. Chavez said that processes rarely last 5 years, 
and stack testing actually provided the additional verification.  Ms. Chavez confirmed that 
while they tested for HMDS, but they did not test for silica.     

 
• Edward Pineda asked about the line:  “Accomplishments in this report go beyond the law.  

They all are steps that environmental and health regulatory agencies cannot currently require.”  
John Bartlit explained that the CEWG achievements were not legally enforceable.   Mr. Pineda 
recommended the group have a presentation about the environmental laws and regulations so 
they understand it.  Stephen Littlejohn said they tried to do a presentation on this in the past but 
it was difficult to get the NMED and others to attend and present.  He suggested they come 
back to this point and consider it for a future item.  Mike Williams suggested the topic was a 
good subject for an informal meeting.  Mr. Pineda said the topic fit into the CEWG mission for 
educating the public and group members.  Roberta King suggested contacting a passionate 
environmental lawyer.  Mr. Bartlit said they tried this but failed to find someone.  Mr. 
Littlejohn reminded the group that they had imposed strong constraints on who would be on 
this panel; they didn’t want someone with previous experience with Intel issues, and other 
constraints.  If some of the restraints were lifted, perhaps they could find someone. Mr. Bartlit 
asked if it were possible to research past meeting summaries to revisit past actions on this issue.  
Mr. Littlejohn said he would search in the meeting summaries for the history and they would 
return to this suggestion. 

 
ACTION ITEM:  Stephen Littlejohn will research meeting summaries for records 

       of CEWG environmental laws and regulations presentation efforts.   
 
Mr. Littlejohn asked the group if there was any objection to approving the short report document by 
consensus.  There were no objections, and CEWG members approved the document by consensus.  
Mr. Littlejohn asked the members of the community present if they had any objections.  There were 
no objections.  The document was approved. 
 
 
HAZARDOUS WASTE INSPECTION REPORT  

• Frank Gallegos referred to a handout—a letter from NMED to Intel with a list of violations 
incurred during a March 25, 2009 surprise hazardous waste compliance evaluation inspection.  
He said an inspector, who usually came every 3-5 years, appeared unannounced to inspect 
Intel’s hazardous waste program.  The inspector walked all the facilities to check compliance 
with regulations. Mr. Gallegos said that hazardous waste was stored in containers, and were 
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solids and liquids—not gases. Frank Gallegos continued that the inspectors walked the whole 
facility and looked at storage areas and tanks.   

• The inspector noticed a fluorescent tube was sitting on the table, which was a violation because 
there was a universal process for storing fluorescent tubes.  John Bartlit asked if the inspectors 
had a map of Intel.  Mr. Gallegos said he could not remember but they reviewed where storage 
areas were located.  Mr. Gallegos said a specific group on-site deals with hazardous waste, and 
this group received specific training and understood how to manage the on-site hazardous 
waste.  Roberta King asked what a “universal waste lamp” was.  Sarah Chavez explained that 
the EPA had two categories for waste:  hazardous and universal.  Certain types of hazardous 
waste can be handled a little bit differently, and that is called “universal” waste.  Lamp bulbs 
were an example of universal waste.  Mr. Gallegos said in this case, the violation was for a 
used fluorescent bulb that was not labeled and dealt with properly.  Mercury made the light 
bulbs dangerous.  The area the contractor was storing the light bulbs did not list the date on the 
containers; the contractor was not following the “letter of the law.” 

 
• Frank Gallegos called the group’s attention to the last notice of violation, number 4, which was 

for failing to properly complete the uniform hazardous waste form.  The vendor, a hazardous 
waste shipper, must have EPA manifest numbers with the hazardous material when it is 
shipped offsite.  Some of the EPA numbers did not correlate to the shipping numbers; the 
people who filled the forms used incorrect ID numbers.  Although some of the shipping EPA 
numbers were incorrect, the vendors were certified, qualified and did have a valid EPA 
shipping number.  Mr. Gallegos said that although the vendor made the errors, it was Intel’s 
responsibility to make sure the process was followed correctly and they would take 
responsibility for it.  

 
• Edward Pineda expressed concern that Intel was not managing their vendors strictly enough 

and there were consequences and costs, such as endangering the workers and community.  Mr. 
Gallegos said that the vendor in violation shipped hazardous materials for all Intel offices 
worldwide. He said that Intel’s goal was zero violations worldwide, so when they did receive 
violations, they had a process to follow which included issuing an extensive report with 
corrective actions across the worldwide offices.  

 
• Frank Gallegos said actions taken by Intel were to audit the vendors both in New Mexico and 

worldwide.  The storage vendor sent their regional EHS person to New Mexico to audit the 
staff, and they were trying to tighten up their processes and sharing the incidence with their 
staff in the other sites to make sure the violation was not repeated.  The Intel purchasing group 
addressed shipping vendor to make sure the violation did not happen again.  Whenever there 
was a violation, Intel tried to proliferate it to the other sites to ensure it didn’t happen. Mr. 
Gallegos said Intel worked with multiple parties including purchasing, site services, EHS, and 
all the other contractors.  Mr. Pineda commented that these violations did not help build trust 
between Intel and community.  He asked if Intel was doing enough to deal with these 
violations.  
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• John Bartlit asked the group how they would like to proceed in regards to the violations.  He 
called these kinds of violations “paperwork violations,” which were legal requirements from an 
agency point of view.  CEWG focused on pursuing issues “above and beyond the law,” which 
was different. This issue at hand was the difference between paperwork violations, which were 
about procedures and documentation, versus issues that had an immediate effect on the 
environment. 

• He asked the group to what degree CEWG should make the paperwork violations a priority.   
Through the meeting summaries CEWG could send an official signal regarding the matter. If 
they chose to send a signal and the violations diminished over time, then CEWG could report it 
as an environmental improvement--an achievement and accomplishment. 

 
• Edward Pineda said the point was that the material was classified as hazardous waste, which 

was why it was regulated.  Also, the violations were clearly detrimental to further decreasing 
the lack of trust the community had in Intel.  He suggested considering putting a comment in 
the Meeting Summary or sending a letter saying the CEWG was concerned about the 
violations.  The letter should cite the above negative impacts, including potentially putting 
residents and workers at risk.   

 
• John Bartlit said that he agreed with Mr. Pineda.  He asked the group the following question:  If 

CEWG commented officially on the violations and Intel reduced the violations, should they 
report it as progress?  He didn’t think it was reasonable to push for and achieve the 
improvement and not cite it as progress.  Mike Williams asked how they could prove CEWG 
helped achieve progress, since there was already a law in place.  Mr. Bartlit said that CEWG 
exerted some influence by saying something about it.  Mr. Williams said it was not obvious that 
the CEWG would have any more influence than the law.  Stephen Littlejohn reminded the 
group that it was difficult to establish a direct causal link between CEWG actions and the 
improvement that might occur, which was why they added footnotes to the annual report for the 
last two years.  Mr. Bartlit said he would add that same footnote in this case:  “The 
accomplishments reported here are attributable to various members of the public, public 
agencies, Intel management and engineers, and discussion of the CEWG.”   Mr. Bartlit argued 
that all of these forces mentioned exerted some influence.  Mr. Williams said that the first line 
in the annual report, “Accomplishments in this report go beyond the law,” would not apply in 
this case.   

 
• Roberta King said that if Intel’s goal was zero violations, then she would like to know how 

many specific violations have happened over last 10 years that have not been adequately 
addressed.  Violations indicated whether or not the people responsible for overseeing the health 
and safety made sure the all parties upheld end of the responsibility. There were a lot serious 
violations in the past and people needed to do their jobs to ensure safety.  

 
• John Bartlit said there were laws about this issue—upset and breakdown conditions—that were 

defined in the regulations, and CEWG could acquire and read the regulations in more depth 
than in the past.  It was a significant topic to explore.  Mike Williams said he’d like to see the 
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relationship of this to continuous improvement.  Roberta King said there was a history in the 
VHS reports. Mr. Bartlit said NMED would have a history.  Edward Pineda said to concentrate 
on this violation and express to Intel management that CEWG was concerned that the 
violations could put workers and the community at risk.  Then the CEWG could examine the 
previous violation history and determine how performance was being improved. 

 
• Edward Pineda said that CEWG needed to show residents that they were concerned about 

exposure to dangerous chemicals.  Frank Gallegos said that the group should clearly understand 
what the violations were and be careful about wording the communication because the 
violation was not for “endangering workers or the community” but was about writing the 
correct identification number on a box of light bulbs.  CEWG should show they understood 
what the violation said and comment appropriately.  Mr. Pineda asked if the violation was so 
meaningless, then why did NMED consider it to be a hazardous waste and why did they have 
the regulations?  He believed there was some merit to the violation.  Frank Gallegos said that 
he was not saying it was meaningless, but that when the communiqué was written up, the 
wording should appropriately address the issues.  Mr. Pineda agreed. 

 
• Roberta King said that she was concerned with the lack of commitment and responsibility of 

people making sure the job gets done properly.  “Someone is not minding the store and that’s 
the basis of bigger things happening.”  Frank Gallegos said that the group might be interested 
in learning about the amount of training Intel gives its contractors to ensure they do their job 
properly.   

 
• Mr. Littlejohn summarized three areas to talk about later:  1. Sending a letter to Intel 

administration.  2. Looking at history of violations and, 3.  Looking at Intel practices on 
training.   

 
[The group returned to this subject later in the meeting, summarized below.] 
 

• Regarding a letter, John Bartlit said that they could all agree on the language, draft the letter, 
and then decide whether or not to send the letter.  Mr. Littlejohn asked how they should go 
about drafting the letter.  Edward Pineda said it was important for CEWG to draft the letter and 
address the violations since showing concern for residents was part of their mission.  He said it 
was important to show accountability to residents, and the letter should express concern, since 
violations were something to be concerned about.  Hugh Church asked if there was an official 
communication pipeline.  Frank Gallegos said the letter should be addressed to the Intel site 
manager, John Painter.  Mr. Littlejohn asked if everyone agreed with drafting an official letter 
to send to Intel.  He asked Roberta King if she had any objections and she replied “no 
comment.”  The matter was approved by consensus. 

 
• Stephen Littlejohn asked who would like to take responsibility for drafting the letter.  John 

Bartlit said he was willing to draft the letter, but people may view him as biased and as such he 
might not be the best person.  Everyone should review the draft and provide feedback.  Mr. 
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Littlejohn asked if the group would like to draft the letter and exchange feedback by e-mail, 
and then discuss and decide how to move forward at next meeting.  They agreed. 

 
• Hugh Church said that the violations were only discovered because of the surprise investigation 

by NMED.  “If that hadn’t happened, we wouldn’t know anything about it.”  Frank Gallegos 
responded that Intel did internal audits, so these violations may have been discovered during 
one of their internal audits.  John Bartlit asked if Intel could provide CEWG with a report on 
their internal audits.  Frank Gallegos said he would have to look into providing them.  Mr. 
Littlejohn asked if they wanted to expand the presentation on Intel training to include 
information on internal audits and documentation. Mr. Bartlit said that they should make sure 
that a discussion was held not for discussion sake, but to create improvements.  

 
• Roberta King said she was concerned about transparency.  If Intel found something in one of 

their audits, what did they do about it?  Frank Gallegos said in terms of the violations cited by 
NMED, they proved that they addressed the violations by taking care of it the same day of the 
investigation and providing documentation such as taking photos.   

 
• Stephen Littlejohn asked if the group wanted to have a report on Intel’s internal auditing 

practices.  Frank Gallegos said he could talk about their audit practices, however, it may be 
challenging for him to provide examples since it was classified information. Hugh Church said 
that he didn’t think the CEWG should ask for Intel internal audits.  Mr. Gallegos said they do 
internal audits to catch things before regulators came in to do an investigation; it was part of the 
EHS process.  As such, he may not be able to provide examples of what they found, but he 
could talk about what they look for.  He said he was agreeable to giving a presentation in 
September on Intel contractor training, internal auditing process, and compliance assurance.   

 
• Mr. Littlejohn said that the group still needed to discuss whether or not the group wished to 

pursue looking at the bigger history of compliance versus violations, and they would come 
back to this issue at the next meeting.   
 

COMPLAINT RESPONSE UPDATE AND DISCUSSIONS 
• Frank Gallegos updated the group on the complaint response process.  He said Intel was still in 

task force mode and continuously looked at their processes to see where the odor could 
potentially come from. Improvements were made on training the emergency response team on 
how to handle and check complaints, including identifying wind direction; conducting a more 
in-depth check of all units; asking more questions from all the different areas to see if there was 
a preventative maintenance occurring that could be causing the odor.  The task force had 
identified 1-heptanethiol as a potential source of the odor.  One team was working on scrubbers 
to see if they could reduce the odor, which was somewhere in the low parts per billion.  Actions 
taken to help reduce the odor were to increase the pH of the scrubbers and increase the scrubber 
fan speed.  They were looking into an oxidation process to help reduce the odor. They have to 
be careful to abide by the permit and work in conjunction with manufacturer’s 
recommendations.  In addition, they continued to attempt to identify other sources for the odor, 
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such as not capping the drum containers.  Eliminating the odor would take time but they 
continued to work on it, Mr. Gallegos said.   

 
• Mike Williams asked if Intel had enough information from previous modeling to get an idea of 

chemical concentrations.  Frank Gallegos said currently they did not, but if someone were 
getting a consistent smell, he would have Harry Hunsaker pull a sample.  The challenge was 
that the odor threshold was so low.  Mr. Bartlit said that they could model the tonnage 
emissions to see what the model said about chemical concentrations in the neighborhood; it 
wouldn’t provide the answer but it would provide information.  Mr. Gallegos said he would 
take that suggestion back to the team that was working on it.  He also said he would continue to 
provide updates at every meeting.   

 
• John Bartlit said they should consider learning more about state standards on total reduced 

sulfur.  He made the distinction between a standard versus a regulation.  Standards were 
ambient air limitations, which were not applied to any one facility; a regulation was an 
emission requirement imposed on a particular facility. Currently, there were no emission 
requirements on reduced sulfur, but there was an ambient air quality standard.   

 
• Mr. Gallegos said the task force, which was called “Engineering Task Force on Public 

Complaints,” was looking into community complaints about irritants as well as odors.  
 
 
JUNE MEETING DEBRIEF 

• The group agreed that the discussion was interesting, including Harry Hunsaker’s presentation.  
John Bartlit said that because they did not have one, they learned the value of meeting 
summaries.  Mr. Littlejohn said that some of the items discussed at the June meeting found 
their way on to the July agenda, which was a way to document some of the June discussion.  
Mr. Bartlit moved that Mr. Hunsaker’s PowerPoint presentation and Sarah Chavez’s Stack 
Height Summary be included as part of the July meeting handouts.  The group agreed.  Having 
the documents as part of the July Meeting Summary attachments would assure they would be 
posted on the Web site.   

 
• Edward Pineda underscored that Mr. Hunsaker’s presentation was his personal viewpoint, and 

that the topic should be open for discussion with other experts with different viewpoints.  Mr. 
Bartlit said that suggestion indicated the loss of not having a meeting summary, since all 
questions asked during Mr. Hunsaker’s presentation were not captured.  Hugh Church noted 
that because the meeting summary was not funded, there is no record of the details of what was 
discussed.  He contrasted our usual highly detailed meeting summaries with another group he 
knows that produces terrible, unclear summaries.  Mr. Pineda was concerned that people would 
think the CEWG agreed in total with Mr. Hunsaker’s presentation, and said it should be open to 
public discussion to demonstrate that CEWG gave neither consensus nor approval to the 
presentation.  He suggested asking Mr. Hunsaker to present again to so as to capture the 
discussion.  Mr. Bartlit said they could make a note on the presentation indicating that it was 
for information purposes only; he said the group discussed the presentation during the June 
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meeting, but that discussion was not captured on a meeting summary.  Frank Gallegos said that 
Mr. Hunsaker was retiring in the next couple of weeks, and he would have to be paid a 
consultant fee to present again at a CEWG meeting.  He suggested that the best route to take 
was to put a note on the presentation saying it was for information purposes only.   

 
• Roberta King said she was concerned that the information on the CEWG Web site was only 

what Intel wanted the public to know about.  She said she had attended all the task force 
meetings over the course of two years and listened to the pros and cons presented by everyone, 
and the dissenting voices were not represented on the Web site.  She said that the one-sided 
representation was not fair.  Mr. Littlejohn said they would make it clear that Mr. Hunsaker’s 
presentation was not endorsed by the CEWG.  Mike Williams and Sarah Chavez confirmed that 
Mike’s presentations on behalf of the CEWG also appear on the website.  John Bartlit added 
that meeting summaries, which are posted on the website, incorporate what was said about 
presentations.  What was posted on the Web site was what was presented at CEWG meetings. 

 
• Stephen Littlejohn summarized the discussion as follows.  The non-facilitated meeting was 

successful from a personal point of view of learning new information.  However, the group saw 
the detriment to not having a meeting summary that captured the discussion, and they would 
have liked more time for discussion. Two more non-facilitated must be scheduled over the 
course of the year, and the group could think about different ways of conducting the meetings.  
Mr. Littlejohn asked the group to consider scheduling the non-facilitated meetings for 
December and next March.  His concern was that if they were not scheduled, the meetings 
would have to be canceled because they ran out of budget.  He asked the group if they were 
agreeable to scheduling those meetings in advance. 

 
• Roberta King said it seemed that Intel scheduled important events during Christmas period and 

asked if anything happened annually that had to be settled in December.  Mr. Gallegos said he 
could not think of anything. Mike Williams said he did not see Ms. King’s concern about 
December since Christmas happened after the CEWG meeting, which usually occurred in mid-
December before Christmas break.  He didn’t see how it changed anything.  John Bartlit 
reminded the group that occasionally the CEWG meeting was moved to the second week in 
December rather than the third week.     

 
• Hugh Church asked about the possibility of Intel increasing the CEWG budget so all meetings 

could be facilitated.  Mr. Gallegos said he would check if there was an opportunity to increase 
the budget.  Mr. Littlejohn would send Mr. Gallegos an update on facilitation and recording 
costs.  Mr. Bartlit said that, for the record, travel reimbursements for people coming from the 
north were also cut.   

 
ACTION ITEM: Frank Gallegos will check into increasing the budget to accommodate  

            two more facilitated meetings.   
 

            Stephen Littlejohn will send Frank Gallegos a report on costs.  
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• Edward Pineda reminded the group that they needed to place a disclaimer on Harry Hunsaker’s 
presentation before posting it on the Web site.  The disclaimer needed to indicate that the 
CEWG did not endorse the presentation.  Stephen Littlejohn said he would word a statement to 
include on the presentation. 

 
• Frank Gallegos asked if the CEWG needed to put a disclaimer on all presentations saying they 

were for information purposes only.  Sarah Chavez said that was an important point since 
presentations were typically posted separately as stand-alone documents.  Mr. Littlejohn said 
that this was a bigger issue that needed to be discussed and settled during a future meeting. 

 
EHS REPORT 

• Sarah Chavez provided the following July EHS report.  Quarterly testing on scrubbers and 
thermal oxidizers was completed.  Third quarter testing would begin in mid-August.  An air 
quality inspection occurred on June 25-26, which included records review and site walking.  
Intel met with the Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Water Utility Authority.  Landscaping work 
was ongoing in the summer.  There were two downtimes.  Unit two was down for warranty 
repairs, and the other unit failed due to rainwater getting in to electronic equipment, which 
happened unexpectedly. They had to wait until all equipment was dried out before starting up 
again to insure safety.  There was redundancy for part of the time—for 75 hours of the 213 
hours both units were down.  The redundant unit saved approximately 140 hours or so. The 
third Munters unit will start in December.  The routine submittals were provided to regulatory 
agencies.  There were two calls from the community regarding odors. 

 
• John Bartlit proposed the CEWG make an official comment in the Meeting Summary about the 

benefits of a redundant unit to Intel, the community, environmental interests, and regulators. 
This incident demonstrated that spending the $2 million dollars had some return to all parties. 
Everyone agreed with this statement. 

 
• Edward Pineda asked about “excavation” reported in the EHS report. Sarah Chavez said it was 

for a PNM power line.   
 
MEETING ADJOURNED 
 
 
NEXT MEETING 
August 19, 2009, 5 p.m. at the Corrales Senior Center in Corrales. 
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