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MEETING SUMMARY 
Community Environmental Working Group 

 

“Striving for Continuous Environmental Improvements at Intel” 

 

Date: January 18, 2012 

Time: 5:00–7:00 p.m. 

Location: Corrales Senior Center 

 

Members Attending

John Bartlit, Acting Chair, NM Citizens for    

   Clean Air & Water 

Mike Williams, NM Citizens for Clean Air &  

   Water 

Hugh Church, American Lung Assc. in NM 

 

Edward Pineda, Rio Rancho resident 

Lane Kirkpatrick, Corrales resident 

Sarah Chavez, Intel 

Thom Little, Intel 

 

Non-Members Attending 

Roberta King, Corrales resident 

Lynne Kinis, Corrales resident 

Dennis O’Mara, Corrales resident 

Allan Whitesel, Corrales resident 

Bill Davidson, Intel 

 

Facilitator 

Stephen Littlejohn, Facilitator    CJ Ondek, Recorder 

 

HANDOUTS 
 Draft Agenda  

 Draft Meeting Summary December 

21, 2011 

 Action-Item Progress Report  

 EHS Activity Reports 

 Media reports and articles, as available  

 Draft Plan for Spikes Modeling 

 Air Quality Assessment of Intel Plant 

in Rio Rancho by Chair of STTF:  

Presentation by Jim Tritten to 

Meadowlark Senior Center 

 E-mail Reports on Presentations by 

Jim Tritten 

 John Bartlit’s letter to the  Corrales 

Comment regarding the work of the 

STTF 

 John Bartlit’s email regarding the 

provisional level for HF 

 

 

PROPOSED AGENDA 

 Welcome, Introductions, 

Announcements and Brief Items 

 EHS Report and 114 Update 

 Report on STTF Presentations and 

Feedback to the CEWG 

 Corrales Water Task Force Report 

and Discussion 
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 Draft Plan:  Initial Modeling of 

Spikes 

 CEWG Dinner 

 Additional Business 

 Adjourn 

 

WELCOME, INTRODUCTIONS, ANNUNCEMENTS, AND BRIEF ITEMS 

John Bartlit opened the meeting by stating the CEWG mission, which was to work towards 

continuous environmental improvements at Intel and improved community dialogue.  

Introductions were made.   

 

Agenda—Revisions and Approval 

No comments. 

 

December 21, 2011 Meeting Summary—Revisions and Approval 

No comments. 

 

Public Comment 

Dennis O’Mara commented that he received a letter from Intel’s Jami Grindatto talking about the 

CEWG and its activities.  He also had been reading the recent articles in the Corrales Comment 

about the same issues.  He read a letter to the group he wrote to Mr. Grindatto.  In this letter Mr. 

O’Mara expressed concern around the CEWG’s recent proposal to shift focus away from Intel’s 

emissions to other environmental issues.  He also expressed, in his opinion, that the CEWG 

should work solely on the problem of Intel emissions until the issue was resolved rather than take 

on other issues. Mr. O’Mara said he lived on Tierra Encontada, on the north end of Loma Larga, 

straight north of the plant.   

 

 In his letter (attached), he said that on at least four different occasions over the summer 
2011, he and his wife awoke during the early morning hours to a house filled with fumes 

they had never smelled before.  Neighbors had similar experience around the same time.  

The fumes, he said, irritated their nasal passages, throats, and lungs.  The common links, 

he said, were that the incidents happened early in the morning, and the winds were calm.  

He concluded that the fumes came from Intel, and the new stacks caused the emissions to 

be disseminated further from the plant than usual.  Because there was no wind to widely 

scatter and dilute the emissions, they settled in a concentrated manner in his 

neighborhood.  He asked that Intel address the problem of burning volatile organic 

compounds that release toxins into the air in a densely populated area, and work on a 

sensible solution to this problem. 

 

 Edward Pineda said he welcomed Mr. O’Mara’s letter, and stated that the CEWG should 
do more to protect the residents from emissions.  He said that with increasing stack 

heights, the tendency was not to eliminate emissions but disperse them further away from 

the source.  The emissions, therefore, might be reaching new areas.  He said increasing 
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stack heights did not solve the problem and recommended the CEWG review the stack 

heights emissions issue to look at disbursement and concentrations of the most toxic 

compounds.  

 

 Lane Kirkpatrick said he appreciated letter; the letter expresses one reason why he was 
adamant about addressing the issue around spikes.  

 

 Stephen Littlejohn encouraged Mr. O’Mara to continue attending the CEWG meetings 

and become part of the discussion and action. 

 

 Lynne Kinis strongly urged the CEWG to take Mr. O’Mara’s letter and provide answers 
line by line to the statements contained within, as the community deserved it.  She also 

thanked Mr. O’Mara for attending the CEWG meeting and asked him to continue coming 

because the community needed more voices like his.  She asked that the CEWG vote on 

discussing Mr. O’Mara’s letter in depth. 

 

 Edward Pineda reminded that Intel had a process in place to receive complaints from the 
community.  He suggested that the CEWG review this process to insure Intel was doing 

what was needed.  John Bartlit commented that the CEWG has been working on these 

issues since 2004, referred Mr. O’Mara to the CEWG Web site to read reports on many 

topics, including stack heights.   

 

 Lane Kirkpatrick said it would be interesting to take the points in time where Mr. O’Mara 
smelled odors and correlate it to conditions at the plant and with meteorological 

information.  Mr. O’Mara said he would need to find those dates. 

 

 Thom Little said that the Mr. O’Mara could call Intel 24 hours a day with complaints, and 

provided him with the Command Center phone number, which was 893-9905.  He said, if 

contacted directly, even in the middle of the night, he would drive to the site to investigate 

and then follow up to learn the cause of the problem.  His also shared his cell phone 

number: 505.659.3062.  He urged calling when the problem was actually occurring, since 

it would help resolve the problems.  The more timely the complaints, the better.  Mr. 

O’Mara said he would contact Thom Little with the dates he smelled the odors. 

 

 

EHS REPORT  

Thom Little said there was no downtime recorded, nor calls to report this month.   

 

 Lynne Kinis asked if there was testing done for NMED during the time period.  Mr. Little 
said testing was completed on Dec. 14.  Ms. Kinis reported that a couple of weeks ago, 
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during periods of rain and snow, she saw spikes, which looked like dark, black smoke.  

The spikes, she reported were visible only when there was humidity.  She wondered why 

these spikes were not captured on the EHS report.  Sarah Chavez responded that dark 

smoke was emitted when Intel fired the diesel generators or when steam was released.  

She said that if Ms. Kinis reported the times, then they could correlate the dark smoke 

with what was happening at the plant.  Mr. Little said that Intel received calls on the same 

issue in the past, and encouraged Ms. Kinis to call Intel when she witnessed them.  Ms. 

Kinis said that she spent years calling and complaining to Intel, but never got anywhere.  

The community was still sick; plus, she was sick and tired of getting “no account” 

answers.  She said she had stopped calling Intel. 

 

 Edward Pineda warned of the dangers using sealant, which was toxic and could make 
people really sick. 

 

REPORT ON STTF PRESENTATIONS AND FEEDBACK TO THE CEWG 

Stephen Littlejohn referred the group to the following handouts: a slide deck of Jim Tritten’s 

most recent presentation to the Meadowlark Senior Center, and an email report on other 

presentations Mr. Tritten made to the community on the STTF report.  Mr. Tritten could not 

attend CEWG meetings because of a prior standing engagement on Wednesday nights.  Mr. 

Littlejohn said that Mr. Tritten did not have any other presentations scheduled in the future, but 

he wanted the group to have a chance to review the slides as well as feedback received from 

audience members. 

 

 Edward Pineda suggested designating a couple of CEWG members to meet with Mr. 
Tritten to address some concerns that audience members might have been confused by the 

presentation content, and to communicate to Mr. Tritten that any future presentations 

should: 1) Faithfully reflect the STTF report scope and results; and 2) Any new questions 

about the report need to be addressed by the CEWG.  He said that Mr. Tritten’s 

presentations have been helpful to the CEWG, but reminded about the importance of 

sticking to the science behind the stacks. 

 

 Stephen Littlejohn reminded that Jim Tritten approached the CEWG to approve his 

presentation, which they did, and asked for Mr. Little and Mr. Williams’ input on the 

slides.  Mr. Littlejohn asked Mr. Pineda if there was anything specific in the slide handout 

that he found troubling.   

 

 Lane Kirkpatrick said he preferred that test results were listed first rather than on page 8, 
and there should be a one-page summary in layman’s terms.  Mr. Little said that the 

CEWG had created a one-page summary, which was posted on the Web site.  Stephen 

Littlejohn said that FAQs were also posted on Web site. 
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 Roberta King said she was concerned that Mr. Tritten did not report to the CEWG, and he 
was scheduled on two different occasions but did not come. She had a question on the 

email report handout.  She asked why his emails dated October 26 and January 4 were not 

shared with the CEWG earlier.  Stephen Littlejohn said it would probably have been a 

good idea, but they had wanted Mr. Tritten to come in person to report.  After he said he 

could not make it, Mr. Littlejohn “dug out” the emails to share with the group.  Ms. King 

said she was concerned with the wording in his email that suggested crystalline silica was 

a “non-issue” to the community. 

 

 Edward Pineda said the CEWG needed to meet with Jim Tritten to clarify his emails and 

conclusions, which were misleading to the community.  He said the presentation should 

stick to the facts and not give the impression that all was well.  John Bartlit referred to 

page 12 of the slide deck, titled “What Next?”, which indicated that discussion on 

emissions had not ended. 

 

 Stephen Littlejohn asked the group how they felt about Mr. Pineda’s proposal to meet 
with Mr. Tritten, and what would be the meeting’s purpose.  Thom Little said that the 

CEWG approved Mr. Tritten’s presentation by consensus, although subsequent versions 

with minor editorial changes were not reviewed.  He did not see purpose of revising 

something that was already given.  The key results and facts of the testing were reported 

on page 8, and they were reported accurately and absolutely.  Roberta King pointed out 

that the CEWG did not see this particular version (Meadowlark) of Mr. Tritten’s 

presentation.  Mr. Little said that the Meadowlark version contained minor editorial 

changes and not content changes and was not necessary to review. 

 

 Lynne Kinis disputed the use of the term “Citizen Protocol methodology” on page 8 of 
Mr. Tritten’s presentation.  She said the STTF did not use the Citizen Protocol as it was 

written, so this wording was a misstatement; they used “some” Citizen Protocol, but the 

wording on the slide was misleading.  She said the community stated firmly and 

repeatedly that if ERM were involved with the testing, they would not believe the results.  

The community believed ERM changed a report in the past.   

 

 Edward Pineda withdrew his proposal and recommended the following: 1) If anyone 
needed to know anything else about the STTF, refer them to the Web site; and 2) Any 

written comments on the STTF should not be made without obtaining the CEWG’s 

approval first. He said individual and loose interpretation discredited the CEWG’s work.  

Stephen Littlejohn said they would discuss Mr. Pineda’s new proposal in the last 30 

minutes if there were time, and if not, he would put in on next month’s agenda. 
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 John Bartlit reminded that the STTF report was sent to ATSDR for peer review.  Once the 
CEWG received that peer review, then they would respond accordingly with next steps.  

 

CORRALES WATER TASK FORCE REPORT AND DISCUSSION 

Thom Little referred to a handout that was an article in the Corrales Comment written by the 

chairperson of the Corrales Water Advisory Board.  He said this task force wanted to raise 

awareness around water supply in Corrales.  In general, water, water law, and water rights in 

New Mexico were complicated subjects.  Mr. Little put together a handout to discuss the issue 

and outline the water task force’s work.  Some of that work was to implement a 40-year water 

plan for the Village of Corrales; provide educational materials and workshops to residents; 

permit wells; and meter ditch and well water use and pressure. 

 

 Mr. Little asked how the CEWG might engage with water and work with the Corrales 

Water Advisory Board around Intel’s use of water.  Mr. Little cited feedback from a 

recent resident focus group and a panel of water experts that suggested Intel become water 

wise and drive technology of water usage.  The CEWG had an opportunity to have voice 

in steering Intel’s use of water.  He said that the greater community outside of Corrales 

had little knowledge about water rights, water sources, and other water issues.  He said the 

Advisory Board was interested in learning about potential collaboration opportunities with 

the CEWG around water at Intel. 
 

 John Bartlit reminded that a water dossier that summed up the CEWG’s work on water 

over time was posted on the CEWG Web site.   

 

 Lane Kirkpatrick asked about perceptions around the connection between Intel and its 
water use and the level of water use in Corrales.  He said this point should be reflected on 

the handout, and he liked the idea of working with the Advisory Group. 

 Edward Pineda said that although the CEWG worked on water years ago, the CEWG 
should look at it again and maybe find better solutions.  He suggested the CEWG interact 

with the Advisory Board to find common avenues and share technological knowledge.  

There were lots of issues to consider around water, such as source and wastewater and its 

effect on the environment.   

 

 Stephen Littlejohn asked what would be a good first step to connect with the Advisory 

Board.  Lane Kirkpatrick suggested setting up an hour meeting with them outside CEWG 

meetings. 

 

 Hugh Church asked if there was a Rio Rancho water board.  Thom Little said no, Rio 
Rancho had a municipal water supply and an engineering group to deal with water issues, 

whereas Corrales did not.  John Bartlit asked if it were useful to involve Rio Rancho in 
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these discussions.  In particular, he suggested Marian Wrage, who worked with the 

CEWG in the past and was involved in Rio Rancho municipal agencies. 

 

 

 Thom Little said there was a good possibility the Advisory Board would agree to meeting 
with the CEWG, and he would take action to set it up, either during a CEWG meeting or 

after a CEWG meeting. 

 

 Lynne Kinis said humans needed both air and water.  She said she could control the water 

she drank, but although she had done everything within her power, she still could not 

control the air she breathed.  She said the focus on water was a diversion to take attention 

away from emissions.  People have died and were ailing, and these people could control 

the water they used, but they could not control the air.  There were issues involving air 

that needed utmost attention, therefore, she did not agree with the CEWG’s getting 

involved with water.  Lane Kirkpatrick asked Ms. Kinis to provide a list of items she 

wanted to CEWG to address around air.  Ms. Kinis agreed. 

 

 ACTION ITEM:  Lynne Kinis will provide a list of items revolving around air the  

         CEWG should address. 

 

 Stephen Littlejohn asked the CEWG members for consensus on Mr. Little’s exploring a 

joint meeting with the Water Advisory Board.  Edward Pineda said that the CEWG should 

have air as their priority focus, and recommended that members knowledgeable and 

interested in water participate in the meeting.  Mr. Littlejohn said that the CEWG could 

create a subgroup to work on water.  There were no objections to this proposal. 

 

 DECISION: Thom Little will explore the possibility of arranging a meeting between  

     the Corrales Water Advisory Board and CEWG members. 

 

 Mr. Littlejohn asked non-members for their comments.  Lynne Kinis said she objected to 
the CEWG spending time on water because it took away from time spent on air, and 

therefore she objected to the consensus decision. 

 

EPA 114 UPDATE 

Sarah Chavez said Intel still had not heard anything from the EPA about their 114 testing 

proposal.  Ms. Chavez asked Roberta King, based on her comment in a Corrales Comment 

article about how Intel was delivering the monthly updates, if there was something else Intel 

needed to do in providing these reports.  Ms. Chavez reminded that the CEWG agreed that verbal 

updates were suitable.   
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 Roberta King said she was jaded about corporations, and she felt they had the power to 
dictate what they wanted to do.  She said she did not know the “real” conversation 

between Intel and the EPA.  Sarah Chavez responded that there was no conversation 

between the EPA and Intel since July. 

 

 Lynne Kinis said she agreed with Ms. King, and felt the PowerPoint update was 

ambiguous.  She said residents would like to know what was being discussed and which 

chemicals were being emitted.  She said she would like to see more specific information. 

Sarah Chavez responded that Ms. Kinis had a good recommendation, and reminded that 

the group previously had discussed the specifics, which were listed in the original meeting 

summaries, and the monthly updates were just simple updates.  However, she said she 

would provide more specific information on the next update. 

 

 ACTION ITEM:  Sarah Chavez will provide specific details on the next 114 update. 

 

 Ms. Kinis said that Jami Grindatto sent a letter to the community saying that the Title V 
permit would be discussed at CEWG meetings.  Sarah Chavez said that they discussed the 

permit process at the December meeting.  Edward Pineda said the EPA only answered to 

the Congress or executive branches of government, and that they were the “big boss” on 

environmental issues in the USA.  The CEWG should be careful in the way they dealt 

with the EPA because it could become counter productive.  

 

DRAFT PLAN:  INITIAL MODELING OF SPIKES 

Stephen Littlejohn reported that a small committee held a meeting on Monday, January 16, 

regarding how to move forward on the spikes issue.  Attendees were Thom Little, Sarah Chavez, 

Paul Wade (of Class 1, Ralph Williams’ company), John Bartlit, Edward Pineda, Mike Williams 

and Stephen Littlejohn.  The product of the meeting was the “Proposed Way Forward on Spikes” 

handout.  Please reference the handout for specific details. 

 

 Mr. Littlejohn went through the handout.  He said the group agreed that they needed a 
clear and operational definition of spikes.  Mike Williams and Paul Wade would develop 

this definition and propose it to the group.  The group identified specifically to look at 

spikes of hydrogen fluoride, since it was identified by ATSDR as a pollutant of interest.  

 

 Mr. Littlejohn said the group outlined a set of criteria that must be met in any study they 
undertake.  The criteria were:  1) Identify provisional levels of concentration in advance; 

2) Use trustworthy validated data; 3) Develop a plan in advance to communicate results to 

the community; 4) Real environmental improvement must be possible based on results; 

and 5) Develop a clear consensual process for conducting the study.  In addition, the 

group agreed that specific questions must be answered prior to undertaking the study.  Mr. 

Littlejohn said the group identified possible components of the study, which were: 
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examination of prior data; new independent modeling; literature search; and research on 

provisional levels. John Bartlit said he had written to Peter Kowalski at the ATSDR to 

submit suggestions for a provisional level.   

 

 Mike Williams said that the EPA might recommend the same level they had used in one 
of their studies, which was 16.7 µg/m3.  He said he researched the literature and found an 

EPA report that showed some people had upper respiratory irritation at .5 parts per million 

or 0.4 µg/m3 of hydrogen fluoride for one hour.  They used factors of 30 to get to 16.7 

µg/m3, which was at a one-hour level.  When he looked at Intel’s 2005 risk assessment, 

the number was 25 µg/m3, but this was an annual average.  The modeling used a factor of 

50. Mr. Williams cited the risk assessment page number 62 and Appendix D 

Toxicological Profile.  Sarah Chavez asked for the short-term concentration calculation in 

the risk assessment, and Mike Williams responded it was around 40 µg/m3. 

 

 Mike Williams outlined some of the complications of looking at hydrogen fluoride.  In an 

FTIR study, results were uncertain because the detection limit varied with time.  Also, 

hydrogen fluoride was one of the pollutants mentioned in the state’s report, but the state 

retracted their analysis.  He said there was a good argument for using hydrogen fluoride in 

the spikes study, but it would not be simple, and the most convenient tool to use was 

modeling.  He said an important benefit was looking at scrubbers, since the CEWG only 
focused was on thermal oxidizers in the past.   

 

 Sarah Chavez said Intel had a lot of data on hydrogen fluoride.  Intel’s permit required 

Intel test every scrubber once a year for 8 hours since 2001, but Intel contractors 

generated the testing using EPA methods. Edward Pineda asked Ms. Chavez to explain 

how testing was done for hydrogen fluoride.  Ms. Chavez said it was tested with all other 

emissions and using FTIR and a distinguishing handprint. 

 

 Lane Kirkpatrick said he would like to involve the public and stakeholders in the spikes 
study because there was a lot of concern around spikes in the community, and he 

suggested a process something similar to STTF.  Thom Little agreed with Mr. 

Kirkpatrick’s suggestion.  Mr. Kirkpatrick also suggested that the process used for 

hydrogen fluoride be amenable to testing other compounds.  Thom Little also agreed with 

this suggestion, and said that it should be a clear goal moving forward.   

 

 Roberta King said it was important to have someone from the community involved from 
the beginning, and she would not believe any of the results unless this person was a 

chemist who understood the issues and was independent from Chamber of Commerce-

type people.  Also this person should have moral integrity so as not to be snowed under by 

rich corporations.  Lane Kirkpatrick asked if having an independent task force would be 

acceptable, similar to the STTF. 
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 Lynne Kinis said she did not want the modified Citizen Protocol used.  She asked where 
else they could get the funding.  John Bartlit outlined the difficulty of finding funds for the 

testing, and people would have to gage using Intel’s money for testing versus not testing 

at all. He also said the STTF process was an amazing accomplishment.  Lane Kirkpatrick 

said he would rather have something than nothing. 

 

 John Bartlit mentioned that Jeff Radford had written an article in the Corrales Comment 

that did not mention the participation of community members Pat Clauser, John 

Alsobrook, and Jim Tritten on the STTF.  Mr. Bartlit thought this was unclear about the 

roles of the CEWG and these individuals, so he sent letter to the Corrales Comment 

thanking them for their work on the STTF.  He said he sent this letter as on individual 

rather than as a member of the CEWG.  A copy was included in the meeting handouts. 

 

 Lane Kirkpatrick motioned for the CEWG to accept the “Proposed Way Forward on 
Spikes” as a good first draft, and then enhance the proposal over the next month to include 

public involvement using the STTF model and an outside expert not limited to a chemist. 

 

 Stephen Littlejohn suggested they have the same group meet again, and advance the 
proposal by adding a definition of spikes, identifying a tentative provisional level, 

answering as many questions as possible, thinking about a proposed process, and then 

returning next month with a more flushed in proposal.   

 

 Mike Williams said he did not see the utility of creating a formal definition of spikes.  
Lane Kirkpatrick said what was important to him was develop an approach that worked 

beyond hydrogen fluoride.  

 

 Lynne Kinis said she wanted to make sure the definition of spikes was not the one given 

by Jami Grindatto at a public meeting, which was “there were no spikes because no one 

from the community called.”  She said this definition was not very scientific. 

 

 Hugh Church expressed concern that one hour was not short enough to capture spikes.  
Mike Williams said the challenge was that the modeling basically was limited to one hour.  

Sarah Chavez said testing at the stacks was shorter, but it was not transferrable to ground 

level concentrations. Mike Williams said they would need a different meteorological set 

constructed around a shorter time frame.  Hugh Church also mentioned looking at the 

timeframes of community complaints.  Thom Little said he responded to some complaints 

as little as within 10 minutes, and the odor was gone or the wind had changed direction by 

the time he arrived on the scene.  He underscored that the time varied. 
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 Sarah Chavez said they should be clear about what they could or could not accomplish.  
Lane Kirkpatrick said they needed to look at complaint calls from the community as well 

as long-term exposure and separate health effects from exposure over time.  Thom Little 

said the focus of this study was to explore the possible mechanism for causing spikes and 

the magnitude relative to hydrogen fluoride, and from there they could spin off other 

studies to look at citizen complaints.  

 

 Edward Pineda asked to not blindfold ad hoc committee members to the possibility that 

one day in the future measurable and modeling emissions data may correlate with what 

was experienced in the community. Mike Williams asked that they consider applying 

multiple phases to this study. 

 

 Stephen Littlejohn asked if any CEWG members objected to having the spikes committee 
reconvene to fill in the blanks on the spikes proposal.  There were no objections. 

Nonmembers present did not object either.  

 

 DECISION: The spikes sub committee will reconvene to further their initial spikes  

      proposal and attempt to fill in the blanks, where possible.  

 

 Stephen Littlejohn said that the sub committee would meet at Intel, and the group agreed 
that anyone could attend the meeting, but they would have to let Mr. Little know in 

advance. 

 

CEWG DINNER:   

Edward Pineda agreed to move this item to the February agenda. 

 

ADDITIONAL BUSINESS 

 The CEWG returned to discuss Edward Pineda’s two-point proposal around 
communicating about the STTF report and results. The points were: 1) If anyone asked 

about what the CEWG did around the STTF, refer them to material on the Web site; and 

2) no one should write anything on what the CEWG has done without getting the 

CEWG’s approval. Lynne Kinis asked if these points took away her freedom of speech.  

Edward Pineda said no.  Stephen Littlejohn said Mr. Pineda’s comments raised the issue 

of how to represent CEWG products, and it was a worthy topic for further discussion on a 

future agenda. 

 

 Alan Whitesel asked about the possibility of setting up a program to identify elements that 

irritated people in the community and then to study these elements.  Sarah Chavez said 

that the Corrales Air Task Force attempted to do this by having people capture air samples 

using canisters.  Edward Pineda said he was on that task force and asked if they could 
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review grab samples again.  Mr. Whitesel suggested looking at recent advancements in 

electronic spectrogram identification development.  There might be a possibility to use 

meters to identify odors/emissions in the community.  Mike Williams asked if Mr. 

Whitesel could find out more information on this topic to share with the group. 

 

 ACTION ITEM: Alan Whitesel will research electronic spectrogram identification  

         advances and share this information with the CEWG. 

 

 

MEETING ADJOURNED 

 

 

NEXT MEETING 

February 15, 2012, 5 p.m. at the Corrales Senior Center in Corrales. 

 

DECISION SUMMARY 

1) Thom Little will explore the possibility of arranging a meeting between the Corrales Water 

Advisory Board and CEWG members. 

2) The spikes sub committee will reconvene to further their initial spikes proposal and attempt to      

fill in the blanks, where possible. 
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Attachment: 

  January 4, 2012 
 
Jami Grindatto 
Director, Corporate Affairs 
Southwestern U.S. Region 
Intel Corporation  
4100 Sara Road, S.E. 
Rio Rancho, NM 87124 
 
Dear M. Grindatto: 
 
After receiving your December letter updating the agenda of your Community 
Environmental Working Group, I am prompted to write this letter of concern. In a recent 
edition of the Corrales Comment, I read that the leader of the working group was 
proposing to shift the focus of the group away from Intel’s emissions and instead find 
other issues on which to work. In my opinion, the only issue before the working group 
should be the continuing problem of emissions from Intel. Until that issue is resolved, 
and it has NOT been resolved, I do not see how the working group can possibly take on 
any other functions. 
 
After the Intel stacks were raised, an earlier Corrales Comment article suggested that, 
far from resolving the emissions problem, this would only serve to expose a wider 
proportion of the area’s population to toxic fumes. On at least four different occasions 
this past summer, my wife and I experienced for the first time what others closer to the 
plant have been complaining about and suffering with for decades. Each time, we 
awoke during the very early morning hours to a house filled with fumes we had never 
smelled before. Several of our neighbors indicated to me that on at least some of the 
same dates, they too had fumes of unknown origin inside their houses in the early 
morning hours. No, these fumes were not the result of a faulty septic system nor did 
they originate from equine or bovine waste. 
 
We prefer to cool our home with a swamp cooler, requiring that we have several 
windows open a few inches to ensure proper air circulation. And unlike refrigerated air 
conditioning, which recirculates the inside air, the swamp cooler brings outside air into 
the house. To resolve the problems on these multiple occasions, we had to turn off the 
swamp cooler, close all the windows, and turn on the kitchen and bathroom exhaust 
fans. After a couple of hours, the fumes were gone but not before they had irritated our 
nasal passages, throats and lungs. 
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The common links between these incidents are that they happened in the early morning 
hours and the winds were absolutely calm. We conclude that the fumes emanated from 
Intel, the new stacks caused them to be disseminated further from the plant than usual, 
and because there was no wind to widely scatter and dilute them, they settled in a 
concentrated manner in our part of town. 
 
The more I have thought about this issue, the more I question why, irrespective of what 
the EPA or the State Environmental Department allows, anyone would think it a good 
idea to burn volatile organic compounds (including what I have been told by someone 
who toured the plant is at least one compound that the manufacturer says should not be 
burned) and release the toxic byproducts into the air in the midst of a densely populated 
area. Surely Intel must have enough of a brain-trust to develop a way either to capture, 
sort, and recycle these materials or render them into harmless compounds. At the very 
least, until such time as you can arrive at a more sensible solution, would it not make 
sense to transport these materials to a rural area where they could be burned without 
posing a risk to humans? 
 
So in conclusion, I believe that the focus of the working group, indeed of Intel itself, 
should continue to be on the ongoing problem of emissions from burning volatile organic 
compounds. Given the size, economic position, and human resources of Intel, surely 
you can address this issue in a much more logical, comprehensive, and effective 
manner. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Dennis J. O’Mara 
 
147 Tierra Encantada 
Corrales, NM 87048 
 
(505) 899-0151 
 
djomara@comcast.net 
 

 


