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MEETING SUMMARY 
Community Environmental Working Group 
 
“Striving for Continuous Environmental Improvements at Intel” 
 
Date: November 18, 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 
Mike Williams, NM Clean Air & Water 
Edward Pineda, Rio Rancho resident 

Intel Staff 
Frank Gallegos, Intel 
 

 
 
 

Public 
Roberta King, Corrales resident  Lynne Kinis, Corrales resident
Judy Hemphill, Corrales resident   Jay Stimmel, Interested citizen 
 
Facilitator 
Stephen Littlejohn, Facilitator, DLI Communication Consultants CJ Ondek, Recorder 
 
 
 
 
HANDOUTS 

 Draft Agenda  
 Draft Meeting Summary October 21, 

2009 
 Action-Item Progress Report 
 EHS Activity Report 
 November newspaper ad 
 Crystalline Silica Testing:  

Advantages, Disadvantages, and Key 

Questions  
 Open letter to Intel from Marie Jo 

Miera 
 The Whats, Whys and Hows of 

Baseline Modeling 
 John Bartlit e-mail regarding silica 

testing question 
 Summary of Citizen Protocol steps 

 

Prepared or presented by:  CJ Ondek & Stephen Littlejohn 
Prepared for:  CEWG 
Date prepared or presented:  December 16, 2009 
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AGENDA 
 Welcome, Introductions, and Brief 

Items 
 Chemical and Emission Changes 
 Silica Testing 
 Albuquerque Monitoring Data 

(delayed) 
 

 
 Baseline Modeling (delayed) 
 Production Variability Report 

(delayed) 
 Additional Business 
 Adjourn 

 

 
WELCOME, INTRODUCTIONS AND BRIEF ITEMS 
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 
See discussion under “Public Comments” below. 
 
Meeting Summary—Revisions and Approval 
No comments. 
 
Site Tour--Status Report 
Thom Little reported that Intel would like to defer the site tour to February or March since there 
was construction going on at Intel.  John Bartlit mentioned Jeff Radford had submitted a list of 
topics to cover during the site tour, some of which were covered at length during past CEWG 
meetings and captured in meeting summaries.  Mr. Little said Mr. Radford had submitted about 
nine or 10 topics and suggested his discussing these topics with the group at a future CEWG 
meeting; an alternative would be for Mr. Little to compile a reference document that guides the 
discussion around the topics and bring Mr. Radford up to date on the issues. 
 

• Edward Pineda asked if postponing the tour would be perceived as suspicious—that Intel 
was hiding something.  He suggested that engaging Jeff Radford in a dialogue on the 
proposed topics might be productive since Mr. Radford was a member of the media.  
Stephen Littlejohn asked if this would involve having a tour follow-up discussion where 
Mr. Radford could be present to discuss the topics.  Roberta King said Mr. Radford, first 
and foremost, wanted an Intel tour; he was aware of CEWG discussions since he received 
tapes of CEWG meetings.  Lynne Kinis said that, in her opinion, every time someone 
presented a question to Intel that they didn’t want to answer directly, they would offer a 
tour.  She was appalled that the tour was postponed.  Mr. Little said that there was a lot of 
construction both internally and externally at Intel, with over 1600 contractors and large 
machines and safety was an issue.  Mr. Radford requested a tour first and then asked to 
address a list of “meaty” topics.  In Mr. Little’s view, discussing these topics with 
everyone present was an all-inclusive approach versus on a private tour with one person.  
He added that safety was a legitimate concern. 
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• Sarah Chavez said Jeff. Radford specifically requested seeing the Munters units, and Intel 

was in the process of installing the 3rd Munters unit so there were lots of contractors and 
machinery around.  The primary concern was the safety of people brought to the sight.  
Edward Pineda suggested that Intel weigh delaying postponing the tour and the suspicion it 
might raise versus limiting the size of the tour group and conducting it on a weekend.  John 
Bartlit said it was Intel’s decision, and Hugh Church said safety should be the priority.  
Ms. Chavez said her reading of Mr. Radford’s e-mail was that he wanted to understand 
what was happening at Intel, which was why Mr. Little suggested having a discussion prior 
to the tour.  The discussion could be held at a CEWG meeting, after a meeting or 
separately from the tour.  Mr. Little said he believed the discussion should be all-inclusive 
and could be held prior to the tour to make it more meaningful.  

 
• Stephen Littlejohn summarized the issue as being a question of safety versus potential 

suspicion in the community.  Roberta King asked why the CEWG should be involved.  
Thom Little clarified that at his first meeting a tour was offered to the group and several 
people said they were interested.  Then Mr. Radford later contacted Mr. Little asking for a 
tour.  Mr. Little said it was convenient to combine the tours.  Mr. Littlejohn said they had 
to move the agenda forward, and they could address the next steps on this issue at the 
meeting’s end. 

 
Other Announcements 
There were no announcements. 
 
Public Comment—New Odor/Contaminant Complaints 

• Edward Pineda said he felt the group was busy on one hand, but on the real important 
issues--the impact of emissions on the residents, CEWG was not making progress.  There 
were more serious complaints, and the new process seemed to be affecting residents more 
adversely than the previous process.  He believed this issue should be CEWG’s number 
one priority and an area where they need to make more progress. He asked if the group felt 
the same.  

 
• Lynne Kinis said that a higher number of residents were being affected more drastically 

than ever before.  Many residents have contacted Ms. Kinis frustrated about the situation.  
She emphasized that CEWG was a community environmental group, and people in the 
community were being seriously affected right now, and they needed to do something 
about it right now.  It was getting worse, not better; it was not intermittent as it has been in 
the past, but emissions seemed to occur at night and “hung like a blanket” in certain areas.  
All of Corrales was not “up in arms” because only certain areas were affected.  She said a 
lot of people were in a “wipe out situation,” and the issue must be addressed immediately.    

 
• Edward Pineda recommended altering the meeting’s agenda to consider this issue, spend 

time reviewing the situation and plan a course of action to ameliorate the situation.  
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Stephen Littlejohn asked if there was enough information available to discuss the issue. 
Mr. Pineda said he would like to assess the situation and create a plan of action to 
ameliorate the impact. 

 
• John Bartlit said that as chairman, he had been criticized often for not taking up new topics 

when suggested at the beginning of a meeting, as well as criticized for deviating from the 
agenda.  It was a dilemma, and either approach had flaws that could be legitimately 
criticized.  He felt that pressure now.   

 
• Edward Pineda asked if anyone got a phone call about a family health crisis, wouldn’t they 

deal with it immediately?  If part of the CEWG mission was to protect residents, then they 
needed to talk about it now and get a road map on how to solve it.  He felt it was important 
to have a discussion of next steps on how to deal with the problem.   

 
• Stephen Littlejohn asked the group if they wanted to alter the agenda; the decision had to 

be a conscious one because of the trade-offs. Judy Hemphill said the issue was big and 
needed to be dealt with immediately.  Mike Williams said it would be useful to talk about 
it now.  John Bartlit said that the ABQ Monitoring Data, Baseline Monitoring and the 
Production Variability Report agenda items were reports and could be put off, but Silica 
required a decision and should be kept on the agenda.  

 
• Stephen Littlejohn proposed that the group have a first-step discussion on potential impact 

of emissions based on the new processes, and then address and try to make a decision on 
silica testing.  Any unfinished items would be deferred to the next meeting.  The group 
agreed.   

 
CHEMICAL AND EMISSION CHANGES 
 
Stephen Littlejohn summarized the issue as follows.  The impact of emissions on residents in 
certain neighborhoods was getting worse, and people were worried that it was due to the new 
processes.  He asked the group how they would like to proceed.   

• Roberta King said members of the community raised the issue of 1-heptanethiol at the time 
Intel was putting in for its technical permit because they believed the chemical warranted 
more attention.  She said whenever members of the community talked about it, Intel and 
their public relations jargon put everything in Intel’s favor.  People in the community were 
complaining and saying that the emissions affected them differently than in the past.  It 
was a new chemical that raised a concern, and the effect was different than any 
experienced in the past. 

 
• Judy Hemphill said she had always smelled odor/contaminants but had never gotten sick 

from them before. The new sensations began in the summer, around when the new process 
started.  She said she experienced it driving to the meeting—her chest was tight and her 
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throat was sore.  It had a physical effect and she was frightened for her health.  She said 
sometimes there weren’t any odors—it was deceptive.  It had become worse and worse 
since the new process began.   

 
• John Bartlit said the logical first step was to have Intel make a presentation about the new 

processes, with a particular focus on Intel’s history with 1-heptanethiol and any other 
important facts about the new process.  He asked how the group could have a discussion 
that doesn’t collapse into “You have lied to us.”  Judy Hemphill said if Intel was prepared 
to work with the community on this problem, then it would become a useful forum.   

 
• Frank Gallegos gave a brief history on the odor/contaminant complaint task force. In early 

summer in response to complaints, he compiled a group of engineers and high-level 
management to try to figure out what was causing the odors.  Resident complaints helped 
direct their investigation.  They detected 1-heptanethiol as potentially related to the odors.  
They continued to work in task force to resolve the issue, and they continue to meet today.   

 
• Edward Pineda said he would like to look at this situation in a way that would be 

informative and lead to potential solutions.  All changes needed to be examined in any 
environmental conflict situation, as well as the origin and impact areas.  He asked for Intel 
to re-present the basic documentation in permits, including which chemicals were used and 
in what amounts, and give the emission factors.   

 
• John Bartlit said he heard “change” as the subject of discussion--change in emissions and 

new chemicals, and he did not see how they would be able to discuss it in detail tonight.  
Mr. Bartlit proposed that Intel bring in information on process and chemical changes 
within the last 6 months to a year.  He also suggested that Mike Williams and Hugh 
Church contact Intel’s modeling people to learn more details about 1-heptanethiol 
modeling.  

 
• Sarah Chavez said she wanted to understand which data the group wanted to see because 

she was concerned that she and Mr. Little were going to spend time and effort to gather 
data and the group would say they didn’t believe their findings because it was Intel’s data.   

 
• Judy Hemphill asked if they could look at the chemicals’ material safety data sheet 

(MSDS) to see the symptoms as a way to pinpoint the chemicals.  Thom Little cautioned 
against linking an individual chemical to a symptom listed in the MSDS.  Household 
cleaning products would have the same kind of symptoms listed in the MSDS.  Linking the 
symptoms on an MSDS to an individual chemical left too much room for premature causal 
attribution.  

 
• Frank Gallegos said NIOSH would list acceptable levels/concentrations/exposure, not 

MSDS.  MSDS would give more of a general blanket statement on chemicals, and in this 
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case, you would have to look at exposure levels.  Thom. Little reminded the group that 
were many variables to consider, including understanding which levels were taken into 
account—in the case of NIOSH, it was worker exposure levels—and it required a degree 
of background studying to understand what the numbers were saying. Many different 
chemicals caused the same symptoms. 

 
• John Bartlit said they could bring in MSDS for 1-heptanethiol, finger nail polish, and silica 

to get some kind of awareness of information that’s available and not available. Edward 
Pineda said it was important to study in more detail the chemicals used in the new process, 
and then using a scientific process examine the potential causes.  Roberta King said her 
dog’s lungs were analyzed and three chemicals used at Intel were found.  Information from 
a lab in California listed the effects of the chemicals at different amounts of exposure, and 
over a period of time--continual exposure that builds up--and the synergistic effect of one 
chemical with another.  Ms. King said the emissions affected her most severely when it 
was cloudy and rainy.  She said sometimes two chemicals combined have a more 
detrimental effect. 

 
• John Bartlit said that the issue supposedly happened within the last 6 months, so there 

would not be a buildup over time.  That was a useful clue.  He wanted the group to 
determine a timeframe for gathering data, to agree on a time.  

 
• Sarah Chavez said if you wanted to look at what changed, it would be best to have more 

data than less.  She suggested collecting data from 2008 to 2009.  Lynne Kinis said that 
some people in this room gave the impression that it was a one-time shot.  She said she 
was still suffering from an acid drink.  Her esophagus and throat burned constantly.  She 
tried not to go outside to avoid breathing the air.  She has yet to get better, and people are 
suffering on an ongoing basis; it was not a one shot deal.  This group was previously 
focused on odors, now they no longer had the privilege of odors.  Hugh Church asked why 
they were focusing on 1-heptanethiol.  Frank Gallegos said that when they began receiving 
complaints, they looked at what changed. The 1-heptanethiol had a low odor threshold. 

 
• Edward Pineda said they were not just picking one chemical, but there might be others.  

John Bartlit said he didn’t know anyone who thought it was a one-shot deal.  Mr. Pineda 
said Ms. Kinis’s comments were consistent with studies:  that exposure is a matter of 
quantity, concentration and time.  The more time a person was exposed the more he/she 
may be affected.  

 
• Mike Williams asked if Intel had changed something from the CUB and were scrubbers 

running on more alkaline conditions.  Frank Gallegos said they increased the pH on the 
CUB scrubbers to eliminate odor, so yes, there was a change.  Judy Hemphill commented 
that Intel worked successfully with the community to reduce the odors, and she was 
impressed with the way Frank Gallegos and his team worked hard on the problem. Mike 
Williams said that with silica, what counts is the total amount breathed in over time, and 
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when doing estimates, he was using a 70- year lifetime, so a crystalline silica effect 
wouldn’t be seen unless it was enormously high concentration over a few months.  
Whatever was producing the problem seemed had a shorter timeframe for effects than 
crystalline silica.  Judy Hemphill agreed that on the drive to the meeting, she smelled the 
odor, it came into her car, and now her throat is sore.  So whatever it was, it didn’t take a 
lot and it was very quick.  Mike Williams said that since they were stressing continuous 
improvement, he would like to see a more formal way of tracking these things as time went 
by. 
 

• Roberta King said they needed to include the number of chips being processed in the time 
period, because there might be a correlation to low production and high production times.  
Sarah Chavez said that was confidential information but they could figure out a way to 
communicate the differences.  Thom Little said they could normalize the proprietary 
number and show a graph of increase/decreases. 

 
• Stephen Littlejohn developed a list of nine questions/actions based on the discussion for 

the group to address in the coming weeks:  
 

1. Is Intel willing to study this complaint and take action if a problem was 
discovered?   

2. What have been the changes in chemicals over the last year?   
3. Examine the 1-heptane modeling and ask what it means in this situation.  
4. Were there any other sources of chemicals that could account for these effects?   
5. What symptoms were associated with the chemicals that have changed over the 

last period of time what were the exposure limits?  
6. Were there known interaction effects causing these impacts?   
7. Were there time exposure effects that could explain these symptoms?  
8. How should the effects be tracked over time? 
9. Plot production variability to check for correlation. 

 
 

• Thom Little updated the group on the odor/contaminant task force.  The most significant 
changes that occurred through the task force were the adjustments to the CUB’s pH to 
control the odor/contaminant associated with the 1-heptanethiol.  The pH was adjusted on 
other scrubbers with similar emissions.  Mr. Little said that the community members 
provided a succession of calls and e-mails, which enabled him was able to ask engineers to 
investigate operations.  They found that over Oct. 26-27, one of the scrubbers had drifted 
back to manufacturer’s pH setting.  They made the adjustment back to the new pH, thanks 
to the community feedback.  Mr. Little said Intel thought they had a firm handle on the 
odor issue; the phone calls were less about odors and more about feeling the effects. In 
addition, the alarms on the scrubbers had not been adjusted to the pH alarm, and that has 
since been fixed.  The technicians now have a new procedure to follow in maintaining the 
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pH levels.  Mr. Little said he would not know the task force’s plans for next steps until 
next week.  He would provide updates at the next meeting. 

 
• Mike Williams asked what emissions were reflected in the document on 1-heptanethiol 

modeling.  SC said she would have to check.  Edward Pineda asked if she would update all 
the members with this information.  

 
• Edward Pineda said he was grateful for Thom Little’s work on dealing with odor, but they 

would need to deal with the physical effects part.  Thom Little said he was hopeful that the 
nine questions would provide steps to address that.  He also said that the problem might 
not be with 1-heptanethiol.  The group was collectively asking to look at these things and 
to provide a synergistic approach and move forward.  Stephen Littlejohn asked if one 
possibility was to take these questions to the task force.  Mr. Little said he and Sarah 
Chavez would take the list of questions, collect data, prepare documentation, and strategize 
on next steps.  They had to examine one-year of data, look for new chemicals, increased 
usage amounts, or eliminated chemicals—in short, any changes in chemical use.  The 
group agreed that one year’s worth of data was a useful amount to gather.  Sarah Chavez 
said they tracked chemical usage by month, and data was kept until September 2009, and 
they could chart the chemical output by month.   

 
• Stephen Littlejohn asked for a reality test:  Would the group believe the collected data?  

Would the effort be worth Thom Little and Sarah Chavez’s time to collect the data.  Mike 
Williams said that if some people did not believe the data, others would.  Judy Hemphill 
said that it was a starting point.  People were concerned enough about the problem that 
they want to see immediate action.  

 
• Judy Hemphill asked if they were able to identify what had changed, would Intel be 

willing to make the necessary changes in the process to alleviate the pollution?  John 
Bartlit said that was a three-year question between New Mexico and Oregon.  Frank 
Gallegos said processes were developed five years up front, but he conveyed the odor 
problems with 1-heptanethiol, and they were taking that into consideration moving 
forward.  Intel looked at health effects for all new chemicals that were used.    

 
• Stephen Littlejohn said the group had one clear next step, with Sarah Chavez and Thom 

Little collecting data on chemical usage change and reporting back.  He asked the group 
what other step they would like to take.  John Bartlit said he would like to see Mike 
Williams and Hugh Church talk to Sarah Chavez about the 1-heptanethiol modeling and 
report back on what it meant.  All three agreed. 

  
• Lynne Kinis said if the community hadn’t called and complained, the problem with the 

alarms would not have been found.  She said she couldn’t understand why it wasn’t a 
maintenance/checklist issue.  If Intel received a call that someone was sick, and they 
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followed a procedure, things could be resolved very quickly.  She wanted to know how 
often Intel performed preventative maintenance/checks.  Thom Little said with the latest 
adjustments to specific scrubbers, they were able to capture and fix the alarm problem, and 
now this piece was captured as part of the routine checks/maintenance.  Judy Hemphill 
asked if documentation had been changed to reflect the new specifications.  Mr. Little 
responded that it was and the technicians have that information available to them.  Frank 
Gallegos clarified that they were still running on manufacturer’s recommendations but 
with a higher pH.   
 

• Stephen Littlejohn thanked the group for being flexible on the agenda and having a 
productive discussion on this pressing issue.  

 
ACTION ITEMS:   

• Sarah Chavez will investigate whether the modeling numbers reflect the increased  
removal efficiency and report back. 

• Thom Little and Sarah Chavez will gather data on chemical usage change for the 
last year and report back using the nine questions as a framework. 

• Mike Williams and Hugh Church will talk with Sarah Chavez about the 1-
heptanethiol modeling and report back.  

 
EHS Report 

• Edward Pineda asked about an incident dated October 29/30 on the EHS report, which said 
a thermal oxidizer was down and emissions were released.  He said that this breakdown 
could be listed on preventative maintenance. Sarah Chavez said it was a preventative 
maintenance, and for the first two items there were no pounds listed because there was 
redundancy.  Anytime Munters units were listed, only the downtime was reported because 
the exhaust was routed to other units.  If pounds were not listed, that meant the emissions 
were routed elsewhere.  
 

• Sarah Chavez said one item that was not included in the EHS report was that a permit 
revision was submitted to NMED regarding new emissions factors for chemicals.  She 
would report on the usage next month and how it changed over time.  NMED should hold 
a public meeting within a two-month time frame.  All that information regarding the permit 
revision will be forthcoming within a month. 

 
• Thom Little reported on neighbor complaints.  Intel received a number of complaints.  He 

discussed an open letter from Marie Jo Miera to Intel published in the Corrales Comment 
on November 7, 2009.  The author did not request that the letter be read at the CEWG 
meeting, but Mr. Little thought it was important to bring it to the table.  He said he invited 
her to the meeting and told her he would make sure it was presented.  The group agreed to 
attach the letter to the Meeting Summary.   
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• Lynne Kinis said she was asked to comment on behalf of Joy, who was in Wisconsin for 
two weeks where she was healthy and fine. After one day back in Corrales, her eye was 
swollen shut.   

 
CRYSTSALLINE SILICA TESTING 
 

• Stephen Littlejohn pointed out three documents to consider in the silica discussion:  1.  
Advantages/Disadvantages of Crystalline Silica Testing; 2. An e-mail proposal from John 
Bartlit; and 3. Citizen Protocol Steps.  He asked the group how they would like to proceed. 

 
• John Bartlit outlined his proposal as follows:   Proceed with silica testing for long history 

of reasons.  He cited Fred Marsh’s comments on the ATSDR report posted on Barbara 
Rockwell’s Web site about the need for silica testing; a chapter in Boiling Frogs: The First 
Body Down the River (p. 203) talking about RTO temperatures and the importance of 
temperature to crystalline silica; new Munters units working at higher temperature level; 
the crystalline silica test recommended by ATSDR; and Roberta King’s evidence about her 
dog.  The issue of crystalline silica was both longstanding and current.  The group would 
need to conduct testing using the Citizen’s Protocol.  The main question was where to get 
money for testing.  Mr. Bartlit proposed getting the money by asking Intel to shift money 
from repetitive testing whose additional value diminishes over time.  NMED would have 
to approve the change.   

 
• Stephen Littlejohn reminded the group that the decision to proceed was only an initial 

decision and that other approvals would be needed before final implementation.   
 

• Edward Pineda asked if NMED and Intel were willing to accept Mr. Bartlit’s proposal.  
Mr. Bartlit clarified that Intel would not give them more money, just shift monitoring 
money from one test to another.  Mr. Pineda said he was dubious about that tactic and 
asked for a full discussion of the issue as well as consensus.   

 
• Frank Gallegos said that Intel had tested for silica before, but not on the Munters units, and 

they did not regularly test for silica.  He said there was debate about past test results.  The 
testing details would be put forth in the Citizen’s Protocol beforehand.  Sarah Chavez 
noted that silica is not regulated.  She said Intel was using significantly less of the 
precursor chemical, and therefore less silica is emitted today.   

 
• Edward Pineda asked if Intel would agree to shift their funds to silica testing as per the 

Citizen’s Protocol.  Sarah Chavez said they had discussed it with Intel management; 
questions were set up as part of the Citizen Protocol, which would help management feel 
confident about the process.  Frank Gallegos said Intel’s concern was “trust” in the 
community, and why bother spending the money for testing if the community would not 
believe the results.  The Citizen’s Protocol was developed in response to this issue.  Judy 
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Hemphill asked if Intel did the analysis.  Mr. Gallegos said a third party did the sampling 
and analysis.  Ms. Hemphill said she would trust a third party’s sampling and analysis. 

 
• Lynne Kinis said she was concerned that the ATSDR report said Intel should test for silica 

more extensively.  She said Intel should step up to the plate and do the testing.   
 

• Edward Pineda asked Mike Williams if baseline modeling would give part of the answers.  
Mike Williams said no because the crystalline silica was the question and they didn’t know 
what the fraction would be.  

 
• Mr. Pineda said he liked the idea of taking samples from Intel’s new RTOs.  John Bartlit 

said he envisioned they would get particulates from RTO exhaust and scrape off solid 
particles, both of which could be established by the task force.  Roberta King wanted to be 
sure that what is tested is what comes out of the stacks and not scraped from the inside of 
them.  She stated that silica testing was adamantly discussed during the Task Force through 
2004 because so many people were having pulmonary fibrosis and it was in her dog’s 
lungs, but public complaints were befuddled. 

 
• The group briefly discussed testing costs.  Ms. Chavez said they would have to submit a 

request, get a cost estimate, and work to get a set amount of money for testing.  It wouldn’t 
be open ended because the protocol would layout everything they needed to do.  It would 
be agreed upon and discussed ahead of time. 

 
• John Bartlit read from Fred Marsh’s comments to ATSDR dated March 14, 2009, titled, 

“ATSDR Calls for Tests on Silica”, and found online at:  boilingfrogs-
intelvsthevillage.blogspot.com. 

“I have always contended that conditions in Intel’s RTOs are nearly ideal for 
directly producing crystalline silica when Intel’s organo-silicon compounds are 
burned.  So the recent discussion about the temperature at which amorphous silica 
is converted to crystalline silica is irrelevant. 

 
“While I was a member of the Task Force, Intel’s Mindy Koch, also a Task Force 
member, claimed to have proof that Intel released only amorphous silica.  When I 
asked to see that proof, she sent me an analysis report for silica that had been 
scraped from an RTO burner nine years earlier.  I told Ms. Koch that silica 
deposited on an RTO burner in no way represented what was released into the air. 

 
“I then asked Ms. Koch to have particulates collected from the gas exiting their 
RTOs and have it analyzed by x-ray diffraction, but she never responded to my 
request. 
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“As a Task Force member, I also repeatedly asked NMED to collect samples from 
the RTO exit for silica analysis, NMED never did so.  If they had, we could have 
had actual evidence of the silica form, one way or another.” 

 
• Mr. Bartlit said Mr. Marsh’s comments reflected what they were proposing to do with 

testing.  Sarah Chavez commented that Intel tested in 2004, and the results were on the 
CEWG Web site and not believed by the community.  Ms. Chavez said testing was done 
by a third party contractor who did all the Intel testing.  Roberta King reminded the group 
that the testing not believed by the community was done by the same company that did 
their risk assessment. 

 
• Stephen Littlejohn checked with CEWG members on moving forward with the initial 

decision around getting the crystalline silica testing process started, with the understanding 
that there were many decisions to make along the line.  John Bartlit said that there were 
two aspects to the decision:  1. Assuming we can get the money, should we proceed with 
crystalline silica testing; 2. The decision was to move forward based on John Bartlit’s 
proposal of diverting funds from certain types of monitoring that had little value to funding 
crystalline silica testing.  This aspect would have to be approved by NMED, and if they 
said no the proposal was dead. 

 
• Regarding part 1 (initial approval in principle to proceed), all CEWG members 

agreed to consensus.  No non-members objected.  Edward Pineda added the provision 
that all concerns that could throw it in the trash can be resolved ahead of time and nailed 
down to the Citizen Protocol, and John Bartlit agreed. 

 
• Regarding part 2, Sarah Chavez added the caveat that Intel management might place 

restrictions on how much money could be used.  Edward Pineda pointed out that the group 
would have to have consensus on what testing to postpone.  He was concerned that NMED 
would get angry because the CEWG was undermining their regulatory authority, and they 
would be opening the door to subjective testing. All CEWG members agreed in 
principle.  No non-members objected.  The outcome was a decision to proceed with the 
understanding that many caveats had to be worked out. 

 
• John Bartlit said he had talked to NMED in broad concepts about the idea, and they 

indicated they were interested in hearing more. Edward Pineda suggested that the CEWG 
formally approach NMED with the proposal.  Bartlit said that NMED could not make a 
decision without knowing all the details to be worked out.  He agreed to extend an 
invitation to NMED to participate. 

 
• An ATSDR follow up committee would be held at 7 pm following the CEWG meeting. 
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• Stephen Littlejohn said he would be away on a research trip to India December 12-20, and 
CJ Ondek would take up facilitation as well as recording duties at the December meeting.  
Mr. Littlejohn said he would take care of preparing documents and would listen to the tape 
of the meeting when he returned.   

 
ACTION ITEM:  John Bartlit will invite a representative of the NM AQB to participate in 
designing the silica testing. 
 
 
MEETING ADJOURNED 
 
 
NEXT MEETING 
December 16, 2009, 5 p.m. at the Corrales Senior Center in Corrales. 
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