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MEETING SUMMARY 
Community Environmental Working Group 

 

“Striving for Continuous Environmental Improvements at Intel” 

 

Date: May 16, 2012 

Time: 5:00–7:00 p.m. 

Location: Corrales Senior Center 

 

Members Attending

John Bartlit, NM Citizens for Clean Air &  

   Water—via SKYPE 

Mike Williams, NM Citizens for Clean Air &  

   Water 

Hugh Church, American Lung Assc. in NM 

Thom Little, Intel 

Lane Kirkpatrick, Corrales resident 

Andrew Moen, Intel (for Sarah Chavez) 

 

 

Non-Members Attending 

Liz Shipley, Intel, Public Affairs 

Harry Hunsaker, Alameda Industrial 

Hygiene 

Dennis O’Mara, Corrales resident 

Lynne Kinis, Corrales resident 

Roberta King, Corrales resident 

 

 

Facilitator 

Stephen Littlejohn, Facilitator    CJ Ondek, Recorder 

 

HANDOUTS 
 Draft Agenda  

 Draft Meeting Summary April 18, 

2012 

 Action-Item Progress Report  

 EHS Activity Reports 

 Media reports and articles, as available  

 Letter from Lynne Kinis 

 Special CEWG cost items 

 Spikes FAQs 

 Task Force Choices (ideas they may 

consider) 

 

PROPOSED AGENDA 

 Welcome, Introductions, 

Announcements and Brief Items 

 EHS Report and 114 Update 

 Air Sampling  

 Spikes Update 

 EHS Report of Actual and Potential 

Hazards 

 Additional Business 

 Adjourn 
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WELCOME, INTRODUCTIONS, ANNOUNCEMENTS, 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. 

 

April 18, 2012 Meeting Summary—Revisions and Approval 

 No comments.  Meeting Summary approved. 

 

Public Comment 

 Roberta King gave Stephen Littlejohn a paper referring to a PowerPoint presentation that 
she said needed corrections.  She wanted to know when a corrected copy of this 

presentation would be available.  Ms. King mentioned a CEWG presentation made to the 

Corrales Village Council to get their buy-in for the hydrogen fluoride testing.  She was 

surprised to see Intel logos on the hard copy of the presentation.  She said most of the 

presentation was “Intel PR”, and only two pages were dedicated to the CEWG. 

 

 Thom Little clarified that Ms. King wanted a corrected copy of Intel’s most recent 
PowerPoint presentation to the Corrales Village Council, which had requested that Intel 

give this specific presentation.  Mr. Little said he took the opportunity to mention the 

CEWG’s work about the Spikes Task Force.  Mr. Little underscored that the Village 

Council regularly invited Intel to present updates on their activities in Corrales.  The 

presentation was about Intel, because that was what the mayor requested.  However, Mr. 

Little said there were a couple pages dedicated to the CEWG’s work. 

 

 Lynne Kinis said that in Liz Shipley’s presentation, there was a section on Intel donations 

to Corrales.  Listed was a donation for solar heating for the village pool.  Ms. Kinis said 

this item was listed incorrectly, since it was a penalty NMED imposed upon Intel for 

failing to report downtime and not a direct donation.  Liz Shipley replied she had 

mentioned the penalty during the presentation.  Ms. Kinis said it was not on the 

presentation handout and asked that it be cited on the hard copy since it could be 

perceived by readers that it was a donation rather than a fine. 

 

 Lynne Kinis said that the PowerPoint font was in small print, especially the section on 
CEWG’s Hydrogen Fluoride Task Force.  She asked that in the next presentation to 

government to clearly separate Intel and CEWG presentations.  She asked that the task 

force presentation come from the CEWG and not Intel. 

 

 Thom Little said the mayor knew about the Spikes Task Force and asked for an update, 
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which was why Mr. Little asked Stephen Littlejohn to give the task force update 

presentation to the Village Council.  Stephen Littlejohn said Mr. Little did ask him to 

present, he spoke for about a minute, and he absolutely did not represent Intel.  He said 

definitely that he represented the CEWG.  He also said that he wanted to get a sense from 

the Village Council about whether they felt it worthwhile to go ahead with spikes study, 

and that the CEWG wanted to recruit people for the task force.   

 

 Liz Shipley said she had created the PowerPoint presentation in question for Intel in 
response to Sandoval County Commissioners request for an update from Intel.  She added 

Thom Little’s piece on the CEWG and spikes task force into the overall presentation 

because she thought it was easier to give to the Village Council.  It did not occur to her to 

separate the two. 

 

 Dennis O’Mara said the point was well made that moving forward Intel presentations and 

CEWG presentations must be kept separate. 

 

 DECISION:  Attendees agreed that, moving forward, Intel presentations and CEWG  

      presentations will be kept separate 

 

EHS REPORT AND EPA 114 UPDATE 

 Thom Little reported an 18-minute downtime on a scrubber due to a sump pump running 

low causing loss of water flow.  Scrubbers have redundancy but switching to redundancy 

is a manual process and is evaluated by the responding technician based on the event.  In 

this particular context they did not have redundancy for 18 minutes.  

 

 Andrew Moen said Intel did not calculate an estimate of downtime emissions, as the 
permit did not require Intel to do so.  The permit required information such as equipment 

downtime, cause, nature and time of the event.  He said there was a time historically 

where Intel included estimated emissions for each individual downtime event, but that was 

not required anymore as it was no longer an item on the form. He said he would get the 

date when the reporting changed.  Mr. Moen said equipment downtime emissions were 

captured on a quarterly emissions report that showed a percent of emissions. John Bartlit 

asked if the change in NMED reporting requirements was for Intel’s permit specifically or 

all industry permits.  Andrew Moen said the change was for all industry permits.  

 

 ACTION ITEM:  Andrew Moen will confirm the date reporting requirements changed. 

 

 Thom Little said that there were no calls to report.  He also said that the Command Center 
got a call from someone who read the ad in the Alibi, and this ad had the Command 

Center’s number.  He asked to change the phone number on the ad.   
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 Thom Little reported that there was no update on the 114 report. 
 

 Andrew Moen said Intel had submitted the test protocol, and there was ongoing scrubber 

testing as part of Intel’s air permit.  Thom Little reminded that Stephen Littlejohn sent out 

an invite to anyone who wanted to witness scrubber testing.  At this time no one had 

replied yet. 

 

 

AIR SAMPLING: SPECIAL PRESENTATION BY HARRY HUNSAKER 

Harry Hunsaker, an expert in air sampling, was invited to the CEWG meeting to give a 

presentation on ambient air monitoring methods. 

 

Mr. Hunsaker said the first part of his presentation reviewed the fundamentals necessary to give 

reliable and accurate readings and laid the groundwork for the second part of the presentation, 

which was a practical example of measuring hydrogen fluoride in air.  He said he did not know 

many spikes task force details, so he could not speak specifically to the proposed modeling.  Mr. 

Hunsaker’s slide presentation handout is included as part of this Meeting Summary 

 

Slide 1:  Mr. Hunsaker said a fundamental challenge was that there was no one single method to 

answer all questions about a given substance.  They all had different capabilities and limitations 
and advantages and disadvantages. 

 

Slide 2: Mr. Hunsaker said this slide illustrated the wide range and complexity of applications for 

monitoring, from complex monitors to hand-held battery operated to canister collecting to an 

open path monitoring system.     

 

Slice 3: Mr. Hunsaker said when considering sampling methods, it was important to understand 

their specific capabilities, advantages and disadvantages.  Each method would have written 

procedures and protocols, and the process used would have to be carefully and completely 

documented.  After carefully considering these points, then the proper method should be selected 

to achieve the most meaningful results. 

 

Slide 4:  Mr. Hunsaker next addressed what to monitor.  He said a method was selected based on 

the interest in a specific substance as well as background conditions such as location.  He 

reiterated that one method could not identify and quantify all substances in the ambient air 

because of the great variety of chemical and physical properties among substances. 

 

Slide 5: Mr. Hunsaker outlined the four fundamental requirements to consider when choosing a 

monitoring method.  The first was that the method must be validated and standardized.  Various 

agencies developed specifically designed methods, and these have been validated to accurately 

measure a substance. When a method has been validated, then the results were reliably accurate. 
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The second, specificity, referred to the huge number of chemicals in air, so the method had to 

specifically identify a substance without being affected by others substances. Sensitivity was the 

third requirement, and this meant that a method had to be sensitive enough to measure 

concentrations at low enough levels to get results and compare to a reference concentration.  Not 

all methods have the same degree of sensitivity, so it was a major decision factor in selecting a 

method.  The fourth critical requirement was freedom from interference.  It was important to 

make sure when measuring substances in the air that other substances did not affect the ability to 

get an accurate measure. Standardized methods reviewed possible interferences and their 

potential affects.  Although standardized methods were generally free of interferences, this was 

not always the case.  It was important to understand what can interfere and cause an inaccurate 

response, Mr. Hunsaker said.   

 

Mr. Hunsaker explained that ASTM referred to American Society for Testing Materials, and 

ANSI referred to American National Standards Institute. 

 

Lynne Kinis asked if there was a way to flag interference during testing.  Harry Hunsaker 

responded that there conceivably could be but this was not always the case.  By understanding 

what could cause interference, precautions could be taken to eliminate them.   

 

Slide 6: 

Mr. Hunsaker said that after choosing a method, air sampling was actually a one- or two-step 

process.  The first step involves preparing the equipment, and then collecting the air sample.  

Calibration of instrumentation and pumps was a critical part of the process.  Thom Little asked if 

calibration depended on equipment used.  Mr. Hunsaker said yes, and this was usually 

standardized. Mr. Hunsaker continued that if the sample went to a laboratory, then the lab must 

be accredited and follow quality control procedures. 

 

Slide 7:   

Monitoring Time Intervals.  

Mr. Hunsaker identified three monitoring time interval processes.  1. In real time or direct 

reading of air measurement, the air was measured directly.  Continuous monitoring occurred at 

the point of sampling, and the response time was instantaneous or with a slight delay (30 – 60 

seconds).  2. Most environmental ambient air standards or reference limits were based on 

integrated air sampling, where the sampling results were based on average concentrations over 

different periods, for example, one hour, eight hours, or monthly.  3. Mr. Hunsaker said the third 

time monitoring interval was called grab air sampling such as using canisters, which was quick, 

about 15 seconds.  This was a specialized type of monitoring that was not usually done for 

ambient air monitoring. 

 

Slide 8:   
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Mr. Hunsaker looked specifically at fluoride in ambient air.  The definition of soluble, Mr. 

Hunsaker said, was that it dissolved in water.  Fluorides in the air could exist in either soluble or 

non-soluble forms.  The non-soluble form had less health risk to humans, animals or vegetation.    

Since the human body was made up of mostly water, non-soluble fluoride could not interact with 

body tissues.   

 

Fluorides could also be gases or aerosols.  Fluoride in gas form could be either soluble or non-

soluble.  Fluorides could also be in aerosol form, which by definition was small solid particles 

and liquid droplets that could stay in the air for significant amount of time and then disperse.  

Possibilities were having a soluble fluoride compound or specks of dust on to which the aerosol 

adhered to the surface.  It could also be a non-soluble compound or water droplets, which could 

be in the form of condensation.  Lane Kirkpatrick said then they should look at moisture 

characteristics to help understand how it might reach receptors.   

 

Slide 9: 

Mr. Hunsaker said that this slide drove home how sensitive a method must be to get meaningful 

results.  The method had to measure concentrations that compared to the reference value that set 

screening limits.  Mr. Hunsaker said the scale in center of the slide showed different values that 

represented the reference values used by a very small number of different states and provinces.  

The purpose of this slide was to show the wide range of reference values used.  Screening limits 

were derived from reference values, and the reference values in turn defined acceptable 

concentrations.  The screening limits were used in modeling, and the modeling estimated 

concentrations; screening limits were 30% of reference values. 

 

Slide 10: 

Mr. Hunsaker said, ideally, the method should be able to distinguish between soluble and non-

soluble and aerosol and gas forms.  There were numerous methods and instrumentation of which 

to measure HF, and it took time to research the possibilities.  He said there was a NIOSH method 

called 7902 that was able to distinguish between gaseous and aerosol as well as between soluble 

and non-soluble.  Mr. Hunsaker emphasized that “modified methods” meant a modification of 

standard methods, and these modifications went through a validation process.  Modifications 

were not uncommon.  Mr. Hunsaker said the EPA Compendium of Methods was more sensitive 

and complex than the NIOSH method. 

 

Lane Kirkpatrick said it was elusive to try to run around the community and find a spike to 

measure as it was happening.  The other option was to rely on modeling to show what might be 

captured.  These methods discussed helped get a more accurate reading about what was being 

emitted from the stacks. This raised the question of current testing and need to supplement it, Mr. 

Kirkpatrick said. 
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Mr. Hunsaker referred to another method—direct reading instruments.  The instruments 

demonstrated how technology had evolved; they had the capacity to draw the air directly into the 

instrument. The 7902 method, with a minimum of two pumps and calibrator, cost $1500-

$2000/equipment, and analyzing the sample would cost about $70 per sample.   

 

Slide 11: 

Mr. Hunsaker said the state of Texas had documented hydrogen fluoride levels extensively and 

explained and laid out their process thoroughly. This was the most recent documentation of 

hydrogen fluoride sampling (2009). Other governments did not go into that level of detail.  Mr. 

Hunsaker stressed that there was a wide range of reference values and screening limits between 

states. 

 

SPIKES UPDATES 

Stephen Littlejohn gave an update on the spikes study.  He said he was waiting to hear back from 

Mayor Gasteyer on whether the Village Council believed it was worthwhile to proceed with the 

spikes study.  He expected to hear from the mayor soon.   

 

 Thom Little said the mayor gave him the name of one person to possibly participate on the 
task force.  He said that John Alsobrook indicated his interest as well and mentioned that 

he had a strong statistical analysis background.  Lane Kirkpatrick suggested asking Harry 

Hunsaker. 

 

 Roberta King asked to be sent a copy of Mr. Hunsaker’s presentation.  Mr. Littlejohn said 
he would send her a copy.  He said he would try to make sure the font was readable, and 

suggested using the view or zoom on the computer to change font size. 

  

 ACTION ITEM: Stephen Littlejohn will send Roberta King an electronic copy of Harry  

         Hunsaker’s presentation. 

 

 Stephen Littlejohn reviewed the FAQS.  He reminded that the group agreed to quickly 

review the FAQS every meeting.  Mr. Littlejohn proceeded to read through the FAQS 

suggestions on the “Draft FAQS” handout. 

 

 Lane Kirkpatrick asked if they wanted to add new verbage to the questions based on what 
they had just heard in Mr. Hunsaker’s presentation.  Stephen Littlejohn said the FAQS 

were considered emerging questions and subject to change.  Thom Little suggested adding 

questions and answers with information in Mr. Hunsaker’s presentation, especially the 

information on soluble and non-soluble hydrogen fluoride.  Stephen Littlejohn agreed to 

craft questions based on Mr. Hunsaker’s presentation to distribute by email and then 

discuss at the next meeting. 
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 ACTION ITEM: Stephen Littlejohn will craft FAQ questions/answers based on Mr.  

        Hunsaker’s presentation and share with the group. 

 

 Dennis O’Mara asked if the FAQS were intended for a lay audience. Stephen Littlejohn 
said yes, for the most part, but a technical audience could use the information also.  Mr. 

O’Mara said that questions 2 and 4 needed work for a lay audience to understand clearly.  

He said he realized it was a first draft but hoped the language could be clear and simple, 

including the definition of spikes.  He also suggested adding the following to the answer 

for question 12:  “…because the possible negative impact on the health of persons 

exposed.”  He said it was “important to dig down deep” to make it a worthy document. 

 

 John Bartlit said the provision level definition came from Peter Kowalski at ATSDR, and 

that definition came from Texas.  The CEWG did not invent it.  The implications if the 

provisional level is exceeded are included in the wording that came from Kowalski and 

from Texas.  Mike Williams added that the provisional level number chosen was not a 

number in isolation.  Stephen Littlejohn emphasized that the answer could be both 

technical and simplified for the lay audience.  Thom Little said he did not have the 

impression that they were writing answers yet.  He expected that would come later.  Mr. 

Littlejohn concluded that the point was well taken that the FAQS had to be technically 

accurate and understandable. 
 

 Stephen Littlejohn said Mr. Bartlit wrote a document included with the handouts that 

showed the different choices the task force must consider for this study.  Mr. Bartlit said 

he wanted to show the range of choices available to the task force and that nothing was set 

in stone.  The choices were left to the task force rather than to the CEWG.  Mr. Bartlit 

listed examples from his handout, such as bringing in an additional modeler and 

coordinating plans with Peter Kowalski, Jonathan Samet, or UNM epidemiologists to get 

a broader cross-section of knowledgeable people to give the results more value. 

 

 Stephen Littlejohn asked about next steps.  John Bartlit said to get a task force that was 
representative.  If they could not gather what was necessary to go forward, including a 

task force, they needed to rethink the effort. 

 

 Lane Kirkpatrick said additional ideas for participants could be explored in parallel to 
waiting for the Village Council’s response.  John Bartlit agreed but said the task force was 

an effort to decipher a broader representation of the community.  Mr. Kirkpatrick said to 

find people who fill the criteria while waiting to hear back from the mayor.  Stephen 

Littlejohn said he expected to hear back from the mayor very soon, and he would inform 

the group by email when this occurred. 

 

 ACTION ITEM:  Stephen Littlejohn will e-mail the group after he hears from Mayor  
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         Gasteyer as to whether the Village Council endorses the spikes effort. 

 

 

 

 

EHS REPORT OF ACTUAL AND POTENTIAL HAZARDS 

 Lynne Kinis said she wrote a letter to the CEWG, which was included in the handouts.  
She said she had stated this issue strongly last month and will reiterate it again:  Intel 

decided what was in the EHS report and when to call the emergency assistance teams.  

She said the CEWG did not know about the gunshot incident until she reported it at a 

meeting, which led her to ask, “what else was left out?”  Since she lived downhill from 

Intel, if something should happen to a chemical storage area, her life was threatened as the 

chemicals would flow downhill.  She said she did not like the idea that Intel had the power 

to decide whether to notify Code Red.  Intel’s pattern in the past had been not to call an 

emergency response, even when they had to evacuate their own plant.  Therefore, she 

believed everything should be reported that was a potential. She also suggested erecting a 

wall next to the anchor fence or in place of it so there would be a small deterrent to give 

people in the neighborhood time to evacuate in case of a chemical spill.  Another idea was 

to put in a dry vac. 

 

 Stephen Littlejohn said there were two items to discuss:  1.  What to include in EHS 
report, and 2. The Dry Vac/Wall possible solutions.  This second item would go into 

topics to consider and rank for discussion later on.  The first item was on this meeting’s 

agenda to discuss.  He reiterated that Ms. Kinis suggested everything that had potential 

should go into the EHS report. 

 

 Dennis O’Mara asked if Intel convened meetings internally to discuss the gunshot 

incident, and if so, did they discuss and consider what might be done to prevent a negative 

outcome from happening in the future.  Mr. O’Mara said he assumed Intel had a risk 

committee or a contractor that looked at risk.  Thom Little said he was not privy to that 

information, but Intel did have a business continuity plan.  Mr. O’Mara suggested it was a 

good topic for Intel to explore. 

 

 Lane Kirkpatrick said citizens might have more confidence if they knew and understood 
whether there was a process in place at Intel to deal with potential disruptions.  It was an 

educational opportunity.  Mike Williams said a risk assessment occurred a few years back 

that looked at terror attacks. Presumably a gunshot would be a smaller subset of that risk 

category.   

 

 Lane Kirkpatrick said that Ms. Kinis was asking for incidents to be reported.  A second 
issue was for the public to have a better understanding of the process Intel engaged in to 
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deal with dangerous and potentially dangerous incidents. The public might feel more 

comfortable knowing this information and may even have input into the thinking process. 

 

 John Bartlit said a few years ago the CEWG invited the emergency response teams from 
Rio Rancho and Corrales to present at a meeting.  They could invite them back, since the 

emergency response process may have evolved.  The CEWG learned that they had 

national guidelines to prepare for an emergency.  He suggested touring the facility 

together and offering suggestions to the emergency teams.   

 

 Stephen Littlejohn said he added Mr. Bartlit’s suggestion to the list of topics to discuss.  

In addition, several years ago the CEWG carefully examined Intel’s response protocol and 

did a causal analysis on it.  He suggested adding that to list of topics as well.  He reminded 

the group about the question on the table, which was whether to expand the EHS reports 

to include potential incidents. 

 

 Thom Little said he found it difficult knowing how to define “a potential incident”.  It 
sounded to him like the butterfly effect.  If two people holding chemicals bumped into 

each other, would that be considered a “potential” incident?  With the gunshot incident, 

nothing environmental happened, and Intel did not have to report it to an agency.  The 

genesis of the EHS report was to provide reports on sounds or smells or factual incidents 

such as a scrubber going down.  Whatever Intel reported to an environmental agency was 

reported to the CEWG.  Also, Intel’s security team was composed of top-notch 

professionals, and contingencies were in place as dictated by the Department of Homeland 

Security, which Intel was not allowed to share with the public.  Mr. Little added that if 

Intel’s security team held a meeting and did not invite him, there was a reason for that.  

 

 Lynne Kinis said her point was that she was concerned about the downhill flow of 
chemicals, whether it was with a truck having an accident on the property or chemicals 

being spilled.  She emphasized she was concerned about people’s lives and asked to use 

common sense.  Mr. Little responded that “common sense” was derived differently for 

different people.  Ms. Kinis said the common sense was whether Intel cared about the 

community’s health. 

 

 John Bartlit said that Ms. Kinis, Mr. Little, and Mr. Littlejohn were saying the same thing, 
which was to clearly define whatever was added to the EHS report.  If left to Mr. Little to 

pick subjectively, others would most likely have a different opinion. 

 

 Stephen Littlejohn said that they needed criteria.  He asked Ms. Kinis if a vehicle crash 

should be included in the report.  She replied that if it involved chemicals.  He said that 

the gunshot hit a light and did not involve chemicals.  What about a lightning strike on the 
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property?  Ms. Kinis said yes.  Andrew Moen said because of grounding and lighting rods, 

the facility could be hit by lighting and no one would know.  He had never seen a report 

that included every lighting strike.    

 

 Lane Kirkpatrick said he understood where Ms. Kinis’ concern was coming from, but he 
emphasized focusing on the issues where they could make the biggest difference. He did 

not want to see the issue distract. The CEWG had a limited amount of time at meetings, 

and they should focus on high priority issues that made the biggest differences.  

 

 Stephen Littlejohn said he was concerned with having clear guidelines on what to report 

so Thom Little and Sarah Chavez know what to include in the EHS report.  He said the 

current EHS guidelines were very clear, and could be expanded. 

 

 Roberta King said power surges occurred at Intel that affected electricity, and they had to 
rely on generators.  People needed to know when this occurred.  Stephen Littlejohn 

compared a power surge that resulted in nothing versus a power surge that resulted in an 

environmental impact.  The latter would go in the report.  The question was whether ALL 

power surges needed to go in the report.   

 

 Lane Kirkpatrick said a big part of this issue was trust, and Intel’s communicating in a 
more trustworthy way.  He said it would be helpful if Intel approached the community and 

shared information about any situations potentially affecting the health and safety of this 

community including risk assessment steps, analysis, and mitigating factors.  He said it 

would be nice for the community to see whether Intel’s process and thinking was to 

prevent problems. 

 

 Stephen Littlejohn asked anyone who had a concrete proposal with guidelines to expand 
the EHS report to include actual and potential dangers to please email him and they would 

put it back on agenda for discussion. 

 

 

MEETING ADJOURNED 

 

NEXT MEETING 

June 20, 2012, 5 p.m. at the Corrales Senior Center in Corrales. 

 

DECISION SUMMARY 

1. Intel presentations and CEWG presentations will be kept separate. 


