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MEETING SUMMARY 
Community Environmental Working Group 
 
“Striving for Continuous Environmental Improvements at Intel” 
 
Date: September 16, 2009 
Time: 5:00–7:00 p.m. 
Location: Corrales Senior Center 
 
Members Attending
John Bartlit, Acting Chair 
Sarah Chavez, EHS Department, Intel  
Hugh Church, American Lung Association 
  

Thom Little, Intel 
Edward Pineda, Rio Rancho 
 

Intel Staff 
John Painter, Intel 
Jami Grindatto, Intel  
 

 
 
 

Public 
Roberta King, Corrales resident  Lynne Kinis, Corrales resident
Jeff Radford, Editor, Corrales Comment  Jay Stimmel, Interested citizen  
 
Facilitator 
Stephen Littlejohn, Facilitator, DLI Communication Consultants CJ Ondek, Recorder 
 
 
 
HANDOUTS 

 Draft Agenda  
 Draft Meeting Summary August 19, 

2009 
 Action-Item Progress Report 
 EHS Activity Report 
 September newspaper ad 
 Production Variability Update 

 Letter:  Response from John Painter, 
Intel New Mexico Site Manager, to 
CEWG letter regarding NM 
Hazardous Waste Management 
Regulations 

 

 
AGENDA 
 

 Welcome, Introductions, and 
Announcements 

 Update and Discussion, including 
discussions of hazardous waste  
 
 
 

Prepared or presented by:  CJ Ondek & Stephen Littlejohn 
Prepared for:  CEWG 
Date prepared or presented:  October 27, 2009 
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 violations, CEWG budget, and 
monitoring station 

 Silica Testing 

 Additional Business 
 Adjourn 

 
 
WELCOME, INTRODUCTIONS AND ANNOUNCEMENTS 
John Bartlit opened the meeting by stating the CEWG mission, which was to work towards 
continuous environmental improvements and improved community dialogue.  Introductions were 
made.  
 
Agenda—Revisions and Approval 
Stephen Littlejohn stated the following revisions to the agenda.  Jami Grindatto, Intel Corporate 
Affairs Director, would introduce Thom Little, Intel’s newest representative to the CEWG.  John 
Painter, Intel New Mexico Corporate Services Site Manager, would discuss his response to 
CEWG’s letter regarding hazardous waste management regulations. 
 
Meeting Summary—Revisions and Approval 
There were no comments. 
 
Announcements 

• Stephen Littlejohn reported that Liz Shipley of the Intel confirmed that the CEWG ad 
would not be published on time in the newspaper due to confusion with dates.  Jami 
Grindato said that Liz extends her apologies to the group. 

 
• Lynne Kinis said that the Albuquerque Journal switched the Rio Rancho section from 

Sunday to Saturday, and sometimes the ad was listed in the main body of the Albuquerque 
Journal and not the Rio Rancho section.  She felt it was more important for the ad to be in 
the Rio Rancho section.  Mr. Littlejohn said he would talk with Liz Shipley about the issue 

 
• Sarah Chavez asked Lynne Kinis if she would prefer the ad to be posted in the main 

section of the Albuquerque Journal for wider distribution or the Rio Rancho section only.  
Ms. Kinis said she would like to see the ad in the Observer, both the Rio Rancho and main 
sections of the Albuquerque Journal, and the Corrales Comment.  Posting the ad in more 
publications would serve the overall community.   

 
• Stephen Littlejohn asked the group whether or not they wanted the ad posted this Saturday.  

Edward Pineda said that if the ad was published it needed to include a note about timing.  
He was worried about the credibility of the group if the ad came out after the meeting.  
John Bartlit asked if the first part of the ad could be published and the date and key agenda 
items deleted.  Roberta King reminded the group that the date of the meeting had already 
passed.  Mr. Littlejohn confirmed that unless there was a quick redesign of the ad, the 
group did not want it published.  He would check on the possibility of deleting the date and 
keeping the previous meeting’s summary. 
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ACTION ITEM:  Stephen Littlejohn will check with Liz Shipley about the possibility of 
deleting the ad’s date and keeping the previous meeting’s summary without the meeting date or 
just pulling the ad altogether. 
 
Public Comment 
There was no public comment.   
 
 
UPDATE AND DISCUSSION 
 
Introduction of Thom Little 
John Painter introduced Thom Little, the new Environmental Relations Manager for Intel and 
new Intel representative to the CEWG.  Mr. Little had worked for Intel for 12 years at the flash 
memory manufacturing facility in Santa Clara, California.  Mr. Little was selected from 12 or 13 
internal applicants from Intel worldwide; he stood out because he understood Intel 
manufacturing processes and would work well with both the facility and community sides of the 
job.  
 
Thom Little said his past work experience included working in oil production in Utah and with 
the environment.  He has a master’s degree in geology from the University of Utah and 
collaborated with Frasier Goff at Los Alamos Labs to write an academic paper on the Valles 
Caldera.   
 

• Lynne Kinis asked if, moving forward, residents should call Thom Little rather than Frank 
Gallegos with emissions-related questions.  Mr. Little said yes—he was the one to call 
now. John Painter explained that Mr. Gallegos was the Environmental Health and Safety 
Manager whose job duties had a broader scope, from ergonomics to nurses, and that Mr. 
Gallegos was only filling the CEWG duties until Mr. Little was hired.  He confirmed that 
Thom Little and Sarah Chavez were Intel’s primary representatives to CEWG, and that Mr. 
Little would work with Jami Grindatto at Corporate Affairs as well as work as an 
environmental engineer.  John Bartlit said that Mr. Gallegos planned to continue attending 
CEWG meetings.  Mr. Bartlit said he welcomed everyone to sit at the table, whether or not 
they were members of CEWG. 

 
• Roberta King asked John Painter if Intel would produce a directory of staff, their titles, 

responsibilities, and an organizational chart that showed chain of command, because duties 
kept changing and she was uncertain of who did what.  Mr. Painter said that he had been 
site manager for 3 years, and the history around multiple individuals assuming the CEWG 
responsibilities was that they had been on loan from other departments.  Now Intel had 
created a specific, permanent position for which Mr. Little was hired.  Ms. King asked if 
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every Intel site had this job position.  Mr. Painter confirmed that not every site had this job 
position, and he was unaware of the number who did, although other sites did work with 
community environmental working groups.  

 
• Stephen Littlejohn confirmed with Roberta King that she would like to see a list published 

periodically with key Intel contact information.  Edward Pineda added that Intel should 
post this list on their Web site and call it  “Intel key contacts for the community.”  John 
Painter said that he had a large scope of responsibility in his job, and hundreds of people 
might contact him regularly with feedback, a scenario that would interfere with his daily 
duties.  He said that it was important for people to contact the primary contact first, which 
was Thom Little.  He asked that his e-mail address not be sent out to the public so he could 
continue with his work, since he had hundreds of people reporting to him 

 
• John Bartlit said that there was a difference between an organizational chart and a contact 

list, and he asked John Painter if he had a problem with publishing an organizational chart 
that listed the contact information only for the official contact person.  Mr. Painter agreed 
that would be fine. 

 
Hazardous Waste Report 
John Painter said he received the CEWG letter concerning the notice of hazardous waste 
violations and wanted to respond both in person and in writing.  He distributed his reply to those 
in attendance.  Mr. Painter said he appreciated the CEWG letter and emphasized that Intel had a 
goal of achieving zero violations and aimed for perfection, and, as a result, the organization had 
established a high number of internal processes to help meet and exceed these expectations, with 
the goal of protecting both employees and neighbors.  In the case of the violations, Mr. Painter 
acknowledged there was a lapse.  Florescent light bulbs were not handled and stored properly, 
and the supplier incorrectly completed the hazardous waste manifests, which were shipping 
orders.  In both cases, the community was not at risk.   
 
However, Mr. Painter continued, Intel was expected to be perfect and so the violations were 
looked at as a learning opportunity. Intel analyzed the situation with an eye to make 
improvements in the checks and balances and change the policies and procedures.  What was 
learned from the assessments was shared with Intel sites worldwide.  Mr. Painter said that he 
understood that the violations broke trust with the community.  He apologized for the violations 
and noted that the violations were corrected the same day.  He said that while Intel strove for 
perfection, as long as people were involved there was a potential for lapse.  He could not assure 
the group that there would never be another lapse, but Intel would continue to strive for 
perfection.    
 

• John Bartlit cited studies that showed how more training actually could increase the human 
error rate in some employee populations.  He suggested that there was not a simple 
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solution to the question of how to minimize the human error rate.  Mr. Bartlit said there 
was an opportunity for CEWG to share information on these studies with Intel.  

 
• John Painter said that Intel learned a lot from CEWG, and CEWG challenged their 

thinking on a regular basis.  Mr. Painter said that at one point Intel hired a behavioral 
anthropologist to review whether they were “over procedurizing” their safety procedures.  
Following procedures exactly could obstruct people from thinking through the situation 
and encourage them to follow blindly instead.   

 
• Edward Pineda said he really appreciated Mr. Painter’s written reply; it indicated that Intel 

was not only responsible but also responsive.  He asked that the letter be included with the 
Meeting Summary and distributed to the larger CEWG mail distribution list.  Stephen 
Littlejohn asked if there were any objections to sending the letter to the community 
distribution list.  There were no objections.     

 
• Roberta King commented that she didn’t think the violations were serious upon first 

hearing about them.  However, the serious problem, in her view, was that the Intel staff 
responsible for oversight and ensuring systems functioned correctly were not doing their 
jobs.  There were too many instances, like the ball bearings issue, for example, that were 
repeated before the situation was remedied.  She said that the symptoms were being treated 
and not the root cause—the whole safety issue.  John Painter responded that Intel had 
tremendous reliability assessment processes in terms of vibration analysis and infrared 
scanning on equipment for hotspots, for example.  Tens of thousands of pieces of 
equipment were operated by people, so achieving perfection was a challenge, although 
they would still strive for it.  He asked Ms. King for more details on the ball bearings issue.  

 
• Sarah Chavez said the repeat issue with the ball bearings was years ago and involved the 

Durrs units. Roberta King said she thought it was with the Munters units.  Ms. Chavez and 
Mr. Bartlit both said that there were no ball bearings problems with the Munters units.  
John Painter assured Ms. King that Intel had tremendous reliability procedures in place, 
but even though there was continuous maintenance machinery broke down.  Ms. King said 
she did not fault breakdowns per se but faulted who was minding the store.  Stephen 
Littlejohn asked Ms. King if she was concerned about follow up and personal 
responsibility.  Ms. King said that if the responsibility was outsourced to others they did 
not have the same concern as Intel employees. 

 
• Edward Pineda remembered that the ball bearing issue involved the pollution abatement 

unit.  He said he had learned, and he was sure Intel knew this information already, that 
when there was repetitive failure of equipment, it was best to apply either preventative 
maintenance or allow for redundancy, as was done with the Munters units.   
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• John Painter said that Intel currently followed a structured problem solving methodology 
called the 7-step problem solving methodology, where the problem was defined and then 
“fishboned” to look for possible causes and solutions. John Bartlit asked if Intel could 
provide the CEWG with an example of the process.  Mr. Painter said that he could give 
them a blank copy.  Mr. Littlejohn said he believed Carrie Freeman brought in a copy a 
year ago.  He would check and send it to the group if found.  He asked Mr. Little to bring a 
copy to the next meeting if Stephen could not find the copy. 

 
• Lynne Kinis said that as a resident involved with Intel for the last 11 years, “very often our 

trust has been smashed.”  Ms. Kinis was concerned about how Intel worked with local 
authorities.  She gave an example where the fire department and Intel HAZMAT team 
presented their emergency response process.  The fire chief was unaware of the potentially 
harmful chemicals stored at Intel.  Ms. Kinis stressed that Intel had a responsibility to both 
members of the community and community authorities to raise awareness of onsite 
hazardous chemicals.  The issue was serious, since human lives would be in danger both 
on site and in the community.  The fire chief was eventually educated due to her efforts, 
but Ms. Kinis remained concerned and “scared.” If Intel was not taking steps to inform 
local authorities about the chemicals, then what else were they not being forthcoming 
about?  Ms. Kinis underscored that the community thought similarly.  Ms. Kinis said the 
key was in prevention.   

 
• Stephen Littlejohn paraphrased the concerns as 1. The proper procedures need to be in 

place to identify cause/effect relationships when problems arise, and 2.  Personnel had the 
responsibility to be watchdogs and follow up regularly.   Mr. Littlejohn asked for closing 
comments. 

 
• Edward Pineda suggested that Intel give a presentation to the group on their 7-step 

problem solving methodology.  There were no objections to this suggestion, so it would be 
added to the agenda for a future meeting. 

 
ACTION ITEMS:   

• Stephen Littlejohn will send John Painter’s written response to CEWG’s hazardous waste 
violations letter to the wider CEWG distribution list.  

• Stephen Littlejohn will search for a copy of Intel’s 7-step problem solving methodology 
and send it to the group.  If he cannot find it, Thom Little will bring a copy to the next 
meeting.  

• Stephen Littlejohn will add a presentation on Intel’s 7-step problem solving methodology 
to a future agenda. 

 
CEWG Budget 
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Jami Grindatto thanked the CEWG for working creatively with a reduced budget this year.  Since 
Intel’s financial performance had improved, he announced that the budget would be restored for 
all the facilitated meetings for the remainder of 2009, and the $30,000 budget would be restored 
in 2010.  Mr. Grindatto said that Intel valued the CEWG’s contribution and benefited from their 
suggestions.  Intel viewed the CEWG’s work as extremely important, and Intel was able to go 
beyond regulatory compliance in some cases because of it.   
 

• Edward Pineda expressed appreciation to Mr. Grindatto and Intel for restoring the budget.  
Mr. Grindatto said the CEWG could use the funding at their discretion and for other 
CEWG activities.  John Bartlit said the group could discuss the options.  Roberta King 
asked to use some of the money to keep the Web site up to date.  Stephen Littlejohn said 
that the budget could be discussed at a future meeting. 

 
Monitoring Stations  
Hugh Church reported that the monitoring station at 4330 Meadowlark Ln. SE, the Rio Rancho 
Senior Center in Sandoval County, that the EPA had been declared out of compliance and had to 
be moved would not be moved to Corrales, as hoped.  Instead, it was moved on September 3 to 
another priority area, San Juan County, where there is an ozone problem.  NMED did not have 
budgetary resources to replace it. 
 

• Edward Pineda was concerned that NMED would not replace the monitoring station. Hugh 
Church said that NMED did not have the budgetary authority.   

• Mr. Pineda said he had read in the e-mail sent by Roberta King that NMED would only 
monitor the 6 regulated criteria, and Intel would keep their own weather monitoring station 
in the plan and monitor the criteria pollutants and all emissions.  He asked if this was 
correct.  John Painter said Intel’s station was a weather station only.  Mr. Pineda 
recommended discussing at a future meeting the possibility of expanding the weather 
station to include monitoring the 6 criteria and some of the critical emissions that were a 
source of residents’ complaints.   

 
• Hugh Church said he was trained as a meteorologist, and he knew there was a difference in 

airflow between mesa and valley such as the Albuquerque Box.  This airflow had a strong 
impact on which pollutants were transmitted and when, so having more wind data in the 
valley would be very helpful.  Stephen Littlejohn suggested returning to discuss this 
subject at a later time since there was more to be said. 

 
• Roberta King asked if anyone knew how long the monitoring station had been in Sandoval 

County.  Hugh Church said more than a decade.  Ms. King asked who set the criteria for 
the Albuquerque monitoring stations and what they monitored. Mr. Church said the EPA 
set the guidelines. The City of Albuquerque manages monitoring stations in the valley at 
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9819a 2nd St. NW, and at 10155 Coors Rd. NW, within 2 to 4 miles south and southeast of 
Intel. 

 
SILICA TESTING 
John Bartlit introduced the topic by saying a lot of work had been done to establish a protocol for 
silica testing.  However, raising the money was going to take even more work, and he wanted to 
be sure the CEWG was in agreement and committed to the process before proceeding to the next 
phase.  Too much work had to be invested in the protocol, technical details of testing, and raising 
the money to say later that the process was defective and not worth it.  He believed it was worth 
the group’s time to look at the advantages and disadvantages of silica testing from different 
perspectives, and to wrestle with any potential problems now rather than later.  He stressed that 
the commitment of effort was enormous, so it was important to do it correctly or to choose not to 
do if they believed they couldn’t get it right. 
 

• Edward Pineda said that silica testing was one of the highest priorities of CEWG.  The 
Citizens’ Protocol stated funding should not come from Intel, but he believed that finding 
independent funding might be an insurmountable obstacle.  And even if CEWG found 
money for the testing, the history of mistrust was a liability—there would always be people 
around to say the results were not valid.  Mr. Pineda said certain people would consider the 
testing not happening their victory. 

 
• John Bartlit said another advantage was that ATSDR identified silica testing was needed.  

 
• Lynne Kinis asked if someone contacted Peter Kowalski regarding recommendations for 

funding sources.  John Bartlit said he did, and Mr. Kowalski gave him funding 
suggestions, most of which were grant applications with the criteria being the grant 
seeker’s research capabilities.  Since CEWG did not have a record of research, Mr. Bartlit 
was discouraged from further pursuing these possibilities.  Mr. Bartlit and Hugh Church 
approached Lovelace about partnering with the CEWG because Lovelace met the research 
capabilities criteria; however, Lovelace declined.  Mr. Bartlit said that enormous amounts 
of time and effort were needed to pursue funding, and if the benefits weren’t forthcoming, 
he would rather do something else for CEWG with his time.   

 
• Jeff Radford asked if the American Lung Association—Hugh Church’s organization—

could apply for funding since they had a record of research.  Mr. Church said they had a 
record of mostly medical research.  Mr. Bartlit said the idea had merit. 

 
• John Bartlit said another possible source of funds that he had mentioned previously was to 

work with Intel to reduce routine monitoring with minimal value for a period of time—and 
with NMED’s approval—and use the money saved for silica testing.  Edward Pineda said 
that option was not in compliance with the condition of not using Intel money and creating 
trustworthy results.  Mr. Bartlit said he agreed.  Mr. Littlejohn reminded that the protocol 
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stated the “preference” was not to use Intel funds rather than not use them outright.  Mr. 
Bartlit said that the protocol spelled out the contracting and selection process of people 
conducting the testing and stated explicitly that the process would be controlled by the 
Citizens’ Protocol, not Intel.  The testing results would be reported to CEWG first and not 
Intel.  However, Mr. Bartlit agreed that Mr. Pineda’s point was valid.   

 
• Hugh Church saw a similar barrier with the American Lung Association.  They also funded 

projects based on the research capability of the applicant research scientist; the CEWG was 
not a research entity. 

 
• Stephen Littlejohn asked the group if they decided not to proceed with the silica testing, 

what would be the future of the Citizens’ Protocol?  John Bartlit answered that they could 
use the protocol for other testing.  He explained that he was not arguing to stop the process, 
but he wanted to come to a common understanding of the pros and cons—advantages and 
disadvantages--and seek the best possible results for everyone.   

 
• Roberta King said that Intel did not object to the Citizens’ Protocol until the silica testing 

was addressed.  The subject of crystalline silica had been at the forefront for a long time.  
Intel did not address it back when the task force was meeting or before then, and the results 
might be different today compared to back then because processes changed.   

 
• Sarah Chavez clarified that Intel had done crystalline silica testing in 2004, which she 

believed was around the time of the task force, and she believed there was even older 
testing; and the report was distributed to the CEWG.  Ms. King said that testing was not 
conducted under the Citizens’ Protocol.  Ms. Chavez said she understood that, and that’s 
why they were having this discussion—past testing results were not believed, and there 
were lots of questions about the data.  Mr. Bartlit said that was why it was important to get 
the testing right this time around.  

 
• Sarah Chavez asked Ms. King to clarify what she meant when she said that Intel did not 

object to the Citizens’ Protocol until the silica testing was addressed.  Mr. Bartlit said that 
Intel had added additional information from their lawyers.  Ms. Chavez asked if that was 
what Ms. King was referring to.  Ms. King said this group was working on the protocol 
“forever,” and when they finally got to a point of agreement, Intel did not have any 
objections then.  It wasn’t until the group wanted to use the protocol as the basis for silica 
testing that Intel attorneys injected additional stipulations.  Mr. Bartlit said the attorneys 
put more time and focus into examining the protocol at that point.  Ms. Chavez said she 
was involved with that exchange and it wasn’t because of the impending silica testing, it 
was because the protocol needed a more thorough review and they wanted to ensure all the 
questions were answered ahead of time.  Intel did not object to the Citizens’ Protocol, they 
wanted to refine it.  John Bartlit suggested the group do the same now.  If any person or 
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organization had information to include in the protocol, that information should be put on 
the table for discussion, examination, and resolution. 

 
• Stephen Littlejohn said there was a common principle in decision making that the closer to 

application the more its consequences had to be reality checked.  In this case, Intel needed 
to reality test the Citizens’ Protocol the closer it got to implementation, and Mr. Bartlit was 
proposing CEWG do the same now.  

 
• Stephen Littlejohn asked Ms. King if CEWG did not test for silica, would there be the 

perception that testing was somehow blocked?  Ms. King said that was not what she was 
saying, but felt strongly that the problem was Intel’s not owning up to people getting sick 
from their emissions.  She was tired of hearing the same response:  “We can’t prove it.”  
As far as she was concerned, the empirical evidence was the health effects on her 
neighbors.  Ms. King said it was up to the group whether or not they continued with their 
efforts to test silica.   

 
• Jeff Radford commented that since ATSDR would not test for silica on its own, they might 

be able to provide some funding for testing.  John Bartlit said ATSDR listed the necessary 
testing, and NMED said they did not have the funds to conduct it.  Mr. Bartlit believed the 
CEWG had a good chance since their focus was more limited and they cared about the 
CEWG mission.  He said he would e-mail ATSDR about funding.   

 
• Lynne Kinis said since ATSDR, a federal agency, identified crystalline silica testing, it 

would be “wonderful” if Intel provided their 2004 testing results and offered to pay for the 
new crystalline silica testing as per the Citizens’ Protocol.  She was a little doubtful but 
had great faith in the protocol as it was built.  When a federal agency identified a situation 
that needed further examination, the place identified as creating the situation should take 
responsibility for the testing.  Stephen Littlejohn confirmed whether Ms. Kinis would 
accept money from Intel if it went through the Citizens’ Protocol.  Ms. Kinis said yes.   

 
• Stephen Littlejohn asked the group two hypothetical questions.  What would be the 

consequences if testing, as per the Citizens’ Protocol, showed crystalline silica levels 
above the recommended threshold for health safety? What would be the consequences if 
testing showed crystalline silica levels below the recommended threshold for health safety?  
John Bartlit asked what if the testing had the same results as Intel’s 2004 testing?  He 
noted that there would be the tendency for certain parties to dismiss the results if it went 
against their interests, and he wanted to do everything possible to minimize that tendency.  
He wanted the results to stick.  

 
• Edward Pineda was concerned about people disagreeing with or mistrusting the silica test 

results.  As an alternative, he suggested delaying silica testing until a more favorable time, 
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and using the Citizens’ Protocol to conduct a less complicated test to demonstrate it 
worked—a Citizens’ Protocol pilot test with a less emotionally packed agent.   

 
• Roberta King said that Intel was “the fly in the ointment” since it was the political football 

of the state government, and corporations were political footballs of the federal 
government.  Corporations propagated their own special interest, which was making 
money, without any concern for individuals, animals, and the earth. 

 
• Jeff Radford asked if NMED would care enough about high crystalline silica test results to 

enforce regulations.  Also, if crystalline silica levels were low, the health effects of 
amorphous silica still needed to be investigated 

 
• John Bartlit responded that good data with valid and reliable methodology about a 

semiconductor company did not change regulations in and of itself, but that data would add 
to a growing database over time on semiconductor companies, which would eventually 
lead to new regulations.   

 
• Stephen Littlejohn asked the group how they felt about Edward Pineda’s proposal: 

postpone testing on silica and pilot test the Citizens’ Protocol using a less emotionally 
charged agent. John Bartlit said he was not a fan of postponing action, even though the 
reasoning was justified, because it didn’t get any easier.  Mr. Littlejohn asked how he felt 
about starting with a less emotionally charged agent. The group was not able to think of 
something that would be less emotionally charged.  Mr. Littlejohn concluded that the 
group was not anywhere near a decision, and they would have to come back and discuss 
the issue further.  

 
• John Painter said he appreciated CEWG’s work.  Roberta King said that she could not fault 

the intentions of individual people; her gripe was with large corporations and their 
obsession with money.  Mr. Painter said that as the Corporate Services leader at the NM 
site, Intel’s intention was always to do what was right by both employees and the public, 
and they wanted to be held accountable to do what was right.  He gave his personal 
commitment to addressing any issue the CEWG found that needed attention.   

 
Stephen Littlejohn summarized the advantages and disadvantages of silica testing on the flip 
chart: 
 
Advantages: 

• Such testing would continue the CEWG’s initiative on getting trustworthy data through the 
Citizen Protocol. 

• ATSDR indentified crystalline silica for testing. 
• The community has pushed such testing for a long time. 
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• There are complaints about the trustworthiness of previous Intel silica testing. 
 
Disadvantages 

• Acquiring independent funding is an obstacle. 
• Overcoming mistrust is challenging. 
• The testing would entail an enormous workload. 
• Health effects of amorphous silica would be a question unanswered by the test. 
• The CEWG does not have credentials desired by grant agencies. 

 
ACTION ITEMS:   

• John Bartlit will e-mail ATSDR about possible funding for silica testing. 
• Hugh Church will contact the American Lung Association about potential funding. 

 
ADDITIONAL BUSINESS 
EHS Report 
Sarah Chavez said that Intel’s plant was operating at 72% capacity, and they were almost at the 
end of quarterly compliance testing.  Intel hosted an onsite tour for Albuquerque Bernalillo 
County Water Authority and EPA Region 6, who was inspecting the City of Albuquerque’s 
Waste Water Treatment facility.  The tour was requested as part of that inspection. There was 
nothing out of the ordinary in terms of events and activities and providing information to the 
regulatory agencies.  Intel received two complaint calls, one about noise and the other about a 
chemical odor.  The timing of the report was through August 18-September 9, three weeks rather 
than 4 since last month’s included an extra week. 
 

• Edward Pineda asked if they could find out what the EPA learned during the inspection 
meeting.  Sarah Chavez said Intel would not know since they did not get inspected, they 
just hosted a tour.  John Bartlit said that the City of Albuquerque would be able to provide 
that information.  Mr. Pineda said that since the plant takes Intel’s wastewater, it would be 
useful to know if they found any unusual level of contaminants.  Since the water authority 
gave Intel a permit for the wastewater, he would like to know the limits contained in the 
permit, what wastewater pollutants were tested and how often.  He had been trying to get 
his information for years, with no success.  Mr. Bartlit said the CEWG received a letter 
from Intel who received one from the City of Albuquerque concerning compliance.  Sarah 
Chavez said the City of Albuquerque, possibly Stuart Reeder, presented information on 
Intel’s wastewater treatment at a CEWG meeting a couple years earlier.  

 
• John Bartlit said the CEWG could directly ask the Bernalillo County facility to share their 

report when they got it, or Intel could ask for it and share it with the CEWG.  Stephen 
Littlejohn said he would check the meeting summaries for wastewater history.  He asked 
Sarah Chavez if it was possible to get the Albuquerque reports.  Ms. Chavez said she 
would look into it.  
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• Lynne Kinis asked Sarah Chavez if Intel treated the water before it went into the city’s 

treatment system.  Ms. Chavez responded that some of the wastewater was sent to a 
specific internal treatment system first—to remove hydrofluoric acid, for example—before 
sending to the city’s treatments facility.  Then, general wastewater was adjusted for pH—
to reduce acidity—before sending.  Roberta King asked what kind of minerals were in the 
water.  Ms. Chavez said that there were limits contained in the permits that they had to 
meet.  Ms. King asked what happened to the hydrochloric acid.  Ms. Chavez responded 
that hydrochloric acid was treated with lime, turned into a cake and shipped off to a cement 
making facility.  John Bartlit suggested checking meeting summaries to see what was 
discussed previously on this topic. 

 
• Lynne Kinis said that early in the morning on September 15 there was a huge emission that 

made many people sick.  Sarah Chavez said that they received calls and e-mails about that, 
and it was being investigated.  The incident would be included on next month’s EHS report 
since it was after September 9, the day meeting materials were sent to the group in 
preparation for today’s meeting. 

 
• Lynne Kinis informed Thom Little that walking the perimeter of the Intel property to 

investigate an emission complaint did not accurately convey what neighbors down the hill 
were experiencing and breathing due to wind flow and geography.  She said it was 
important for the investigator to travel to the site of the complaint.  She gave an example of 
Frank Gallegos travelling to a complaint site, where, after speaking with neighbors for 
about 15 minutes, he smelled an odor.  Ms. Kinis said that the community appreciated Mr. 
Gallegos’ effort to investigate and make changes.  Complaints responded to with a rubber 
stamp upset community members and created distrust.   

 
• Stephen Littlejohn informed Mr. Little that Mr. Gallegos had formed a task force that 

looked into community odor/contaminant complaints, which was making progress.  He 
suggested that Mr. Little speak with Mr. Gallegos about it.  Mr. Little said he was not quite 
up to speed but he was aware of the issues and the task force.  Mr. Littlejohn said that the 
group had asked for a task force update each meeting, so Mr. Little might want to prepare 
for those updates each meeting.   

 
• Jeff Radford said that there had been a number of instances over the years where neighbors 

called with complaints and Intel responded that everything was functioning normally.  He 
asked about Intel’s complaint investigation process.  Stephen Littlejohn provided the 
background. CEWG had been working with Intel to improve the current complaint 
response process.  Lynne Kinis and Judy Hemphill, two neighbors, tested the process with 
field calls because of concern that the process was not being followed properly or was not 
working.  Frank Gallegos also examined the process and field tests and found that the 
process did not always work, which led to the task force.  Currently, the topic was active.     
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• Edward Pineda added that odor/contaminant was detected by the nose, and in the past they 

had discussed the possibility of having a few people—Intel and CEWG volunteers--camp 
out overnight in a trailer in areas with the highest incidence of complaints to help detect the 
odor/contaminant before it dissipated.  

 
• Roberta King said that Susan Weiss, who walked the area often, brought a report to the last 

meeting that showed the wind changes and locations.  She asked Ms. Chavez why the calls 
on the EHS report did not include September 15 and 16 calls even though events were 
listed to September 22.  Ms. Chavez responded that the EHS report was sent out with the 
CEWG meeting materials one week before the meeting, in this case, September 9.  Future 
events were listed because she was aware they were occurring.  Whatever information she 
had by the week before the meeting she included on the EHS report. The September 15 and 
16 calls would be included in the October EHS report.   

 
• Stephen Littlejohn asked the group if they wanted to continue with the ATSDR follow-up 

committee meetings or did they want to wait until they decided on crystalline silica testing. 
John Bartlit said it was a dilemma. Mr. Littlejohn offered the possibility of not meeting 
tonight since Mike Williams was absent, but put the issue back on the agenda for the next 
month for further discussion, and bring the chart.  The ATSDR sub committee could meet 
at the end of next month’s meeting, if they wished.   

• Roberta King objected to people not knowing at least one week in advance whether or not 
the ATSDR sub committee would be meeting.  Mr. Littlejohn asked her to suggest an 
alternative.  Ms. Chavez said that since the ATSDR meeting was a sub committee meeting, 
they were not advertising it to the public so it did not matter.  Mr. Bartlit suggested 
planning to have an ATSDR meeting, and if they decide it’s unnecessary during the 
October CEWG meeting discussions, to cancel it at that time.   
 

ACTION ITEMS:   
• Stephen Littlejohn will check meeting summaries for previous discussion on wastewater 

treatment facilities. 
• Sarah Chavez will check to see if the Albuquerque wastewater report is available. 

 
 
MEETING ADJOURNED 
 
NEXT MEETING 
October 21, 2009, 5 p.m. at the Corrales Senior Center in Corrales. 
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