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MEETING SUMMARY 
Community Environmental Working Group 

 

“Striving for Continuous Environmental Improvements at Intel” 

 

Date: June 20, 2012 

Time: 5:00–7:00 p.m. 

Location: Corrales Senior Center 

 

Members Attending

John Bartlit, NM Citizens for Clean Air &  

   Water 

Mike Williams, NM Citizens for Clean Air &  

   Water 

 

Hugh Church, American Lung Assc. in NM 

Lane Kirkpatrick, Corrales resident 

Thom Little, Intel 

Sarah Chavez, Intel 

 

Non-Members Attending 

Dennis O’Mara, Corrales resident 

Lynne Kinis, Corrales resident 

Roberta King, Corrales resident 

Bill Davidson, Intel 

 

Facilitator 

Stephen Littlejohn, Facilitator    CJ Ondek, Recorder 

 

 

HANDOUTS 
 Draft Agenda  

 Draft Meeting Summary May 16, 2012 

 Action-Item Progress Report  

 EHS Activity Reports 

 Media reports and articles, as available  

 Dinner Proposal 

 Topics Priority Survey 

 Spikes FAQs, v. 4 

 HF Study:  Next Steps Proposal 

 

 

 

PROPOSED AGENDA 

 Welcome, Introductions, 

Announcements and Brief Items 

 EHS Report and 114 Update 

 Topics Discussion 

 CEWG Dinner Proposal 

 Spikes Update 

 Additional Business 

 Adjourn 
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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. 

 

May 16, 2012 Meeting Summary—Revisions and Approval 

Roberta King suggested clarifying the first bullet on page 3 in the Meeting Summary, to read: 

“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.”  Stephen Littlejohn said he 

would make the change. 

 

Thom Little said the third bullet on page 3 was inaccurate because it said “scrubbers did not have 

redundancy.”  In fact, Mr. Little corrected that scrubbers did have redundancy, but in this 

particular context they did not have redundancy for 18 minutes.  He asked that this sentence be 

corrected.  During the meeting, the reasons for the 18-minute downtime were unknown. Sarah 

Chavez agreed to investigate and clarify the context. 

 

 ACTION ITEM:  Sarah Chavez will clarify how to make this particular sentence  

          technologically and factually accurate. 

 

Annual Report 

Stephen Littlejohn said he was working with John Bartlit to develop the CEWG annual report, 

which captured all substantive improvements the CEWG had made within the last year.  Both 

Mr. Littlejohn and Mr. Bartlit were challenged to find any improvements to include in the report.  

Mr. Littlejohn asked those present to survey their memories for any environmental 

improvements to add to the report.  Although the CEWG made communication and technical or 

dialog improvements such as building a CEWG Web site and a Facebook page, most of the year 

was spent trying to figure out a way to study hydrogen fluoride (HF) emissions and spikes.  

Sometimes big changes or important improvements took more than a year, Mr. Littlejohn said.  

 

 ACTION ITEM:  All attendees were asked to consider any environmental  

          improvements the CEWG had made over the last year and contact Mr.  

          Littlejohn with suggestions. 

 

 Stephen Littlejohn said there were two sections in the annual report: 1. Environmental 
improvements, and 2. Communication and other improvements.  A draft annual report 
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would be brought to the CEWG for discussion and approval in the July meeting. Once 

approved it would be published in the newsletter. 

 

 Lane Kirkpatrick said the silica study was extremely important because it laid to rest some 
concerns around community impact.  Even if the study did not change anything, at least it 

documented that the environment was safer than the community thought it was, Mr. 

Kirkpatrick said.  John Bartlit said that the community impact aspect had not yet been 

reported, but the CEWG was still waiting for the ATSDR to peer review the silica testing 

report, and perhaps they should wait to get the peer review from ATSDR before reporting 

Mr. Kirkpatrick’s suggestion in the CEWG annual report.  

 

 John Bartlit proposed following up with ATSDR again regarding the peer review.  He said 

the CEWG should state that they were still interested and inquire about timing. 

 

 ACTION ITEM:  Stephen Littlejohn will contact Peter Kowalski at the ATSDR to  

         inquire on the status of peer reviewing the silica testing report. 

 

Stephen Littlejohn announced he would be on vacation from June 21 to July 1.  CJ Ondek would 

be sending out the Meeting Summary and other materials for review, and they should send any 

suggested changes to him, as usual. 
 

Public Comment 

Dennis O’Mara said he had talked in the past about sending a notice to people in his 

neighborhood to let him know if fumes were coming in at night from the outside through their 

swamp coolers. Now that it was swamp cooler season, he asked if Intel was prepared to conduct 

air sampling if an incident occurred similar to last year.   

 

 Thom Little said he thought the matter was up to group to decide.  There were a variety of 

sampling methods to choose from, and they could choose something that measured a wide 

variety of components with a grab sample, or to selectively sample HF to dovetail with the 

spikes study.  The CEWG had not yet discussed which method to use.  Mr. Little said he 

could sample today for HF, and if pulled for the right amount of time, the detection limits 

would be reasonable.   

 

 John Bartlit asked Mr. O’Mara if he had a personal preference on using a broad 
measurement of more chemicals versus higher sensitivity for one compound at a lower 

level. Mr. O’Mara said if HF was commonly found in what was coming out of stacks, then 

it made more sense to him to sample for HF.  On the other hand, if HF was only present in 

a small percentage or during brief periods of production, maybe it made sense to do a 

broader sampling.  “You tell me,” Mr. O’Mara said. 
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 Thom Little said the reason they had suggested HF was that between the suggested test 
methods and odor thresholds, they would want to match detection level and the low odor 

threshold chemical of concern.   

 

 Lane Kirkpatrick said the issue was that they smelled something—what was it and where 

did it come from? He said in his opinion it was more critical to do broad-based sampling 

to find the source of the smell first, and not as critical to determine concentration.  Mr. 

O’Mara said that if HF were present all the time, then it was most likely connected to Intel 

stacks.  Mr. Kirkpatrick said that if they did not find HF, then they still had the question of 

the odor source.  Mr. O’Mara said perhaps they should use the method that makes most 

sense first, then switch to a different method for the next incident. 

 

 Sarah Chavez said HF was constantly used in the manufacturing process.  Based on 
testing data, HF was not detectable in most of the stacks most of the time, and the 

likelihood of detecting it two miles away was in question and important to consider. 

 

 Roberta King asked Thom Little if he could get the equipment to conduct a broad sample.  
Thom Little replied that it wasn’t in his back pocket but he could get it, and he was 

prepared to take an individual sample. 

 

 Stephen Littlejohn recommended that Mr. O’Mara and Mr. Little work together to create a 
sampling action plan in advance of an incident occurring. 

 

 ACTION ITEM: Dennis O’Mara and Thom Little will work together to develop a  

         neighborhood sampling action plan. 

 

EHS REPORT 

Thom Little said a Munters unit was down nine minutes due to tuning and air flow, but there 

were no unabated emissions.  Sarah Chavez said the operating temperature dropped from the 

minimum operating temperature of 1370 F to 1368 F.   

 

Lynne Kinis asked if crystalline silica could be formed when the temperature dropped below the 

minimum operating temperature.  Sarah Chavez reported that higher temperature level and not 

lower temperature level was a concern for crystalline silica.   

 

Thom Little said he received a request for a list of down times from May 1 to June 1, 2012, from 

a neighbor in Zone 2, and that he had mailed the list. 

 

TOPICS DISCUSSION 

Stephen Littlejohn said the CEWG prioritized topics every year to help focus their work. He 

would send the revised topics survey to meeting attendees to rate topics in terms of priority, then 
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analyze the survey results and bring back for discussion in July’s meeting. He referred to the 

“CEWG Topics Survey” handout, and asked the group to briefly discuss which topics to 

eliminate.  Mr. Littlejohn said the reasons for cutting a topic were listed under the “Status” 

column of the handout. 

 

John Bartlit said if someone came up with a proposal on a certain topic, it would change the 

topic’s relevancy.  Mr. Littlejohn said last year they had a “priority 1 topic” about any specific 

proposal related to “anything.”  Mr. Bartlit suggested including a similar item this year. 
 

Comments were: 

 The topic “Continued silica testing” was marked as “pending” while waiting for the ATSDR 

peer review of the silica study.   

 

 Lynne Kinis commented to “never” delete the “dialogue, meeting guidelines, and freedom of 

expression” topic because she always wanted the opportunity to discuss it, if necessary. 

Littlejohn said he would put it back on the list. 

 

 Regarding the “emission limits” topic, Mr. Littlejohn said limits were already established.  

John Bartlit said Intel’s permit had emission limits of which Intel operated well below. This 

topic meant to address Intel’s having a permit level more consistent with their actual operating 

levels.  Although the group was not clear about this topic, they agreed to leave it on to rank. 

 

 John Bartlit said that RTO clustering was an improvement brought about by the CEWG this 

year, and it was never reported.  Sarah Chavez said the last RTO group was put in July of 

2011, and therefore the action may be relevant to this year’s annual report.  Thom Little 

confirmed that the Munters were officially operational July 12, 2011, and that the action was 

relevant to the annual report. 

 

 The topic “Water use” was changed to “Water issues.”  Thom Little reminded the group of his 

meeting with the Corrales Water Advisory Board.  He had suggested that the CEWG 

participate somehow, but the Advisory Board was not interested. 

 

 Stephen Littlejohn reminded everyone to email him with their rating on the remaining topics 

in the survey and also to send any new topic suggestions. 

 

Meeting attendees agreed to cut the following topics from the list: 

 1-heptanethiol 

 Ammonia treatment system 

 Beautification of east face of Intel 

 Budget & public communication 

 Chandler accident, accident prevention, & accident response  

 Citizen protocol funding and implementation  
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 Community complaint response process  

 FTIR analysis and discussion  

 Hazardous waste inspection report  

 Historical silica emissions  

 Monitoring data  

 NMED panel  

 RTO clustering  

 Toxicology  

 

 

 ACTION ITEM:  All meeting attendees:  Complete the topics survey and return to  

         Stephen Littlejohn with any new topic suggestions. 
 

 

CEWG DINNER PROPOSAL 

Rather than use the CEWG’s discretionary funds for a CEWG Community Dinner, Lynne Kinis 

said she would prefer applying the money to community sampling so they could choose who 

would do the testing rather than relying on ERM. She referred to page 6, bottom paragraph, of 

the May Meeting Summary, that listed sampling costs cited by Harry Hunsaker. 

 

Stephen Littlejohn said Edward Pineda proposed using the discretionary funds for the CEWG 

Community Dinner, and now Ms. Kinis presented a counter proposal.   

 

 John Bartlit said funds needed for testing and the amount budgeted for the dinner were 

different orders of magnitude.  Thom Little said ERM was not involved in sampling in 

homes in the community.  Mr. Little said he would conduct the sampling when he 

received a call from the community regardless of the time of day.  He would sample the 

air and submit it to a lab for analysis.  He said it would be difficult to find a company 

willing to go to someone’s home at 3:00 am to conduct sampling, and the cost for doing 

this would be expensive.  He also said that the same issues of mistrust around the results 

might arise if he were to conduct the sampling. 

 

 Lynne Kinis quoted Harry Hunsaker from the May Meeting Summary: “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.”  She said she was not interested 

in social events, and she would rather put money towards testing something.  She said if 

she were taught to conduct a grab sample or running a pump, she would do the sampling 

herself at 3:00 am, gratis.  She said she cared about what her community breathed.  She 

emphasized that she did not want to spend the funds on a dinner. 
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 Dennis O’Mara asked if it were possible for the CEWG to get its own sampling equipment 
to make available for periodic monitoring.  He said it might be worth exploring the costs 

of conducting and analyzing the sampling independent of Intel.  He added that he was not 

in favor of the dinner, and that the money could be spent in more productive ways.  John 

Bartlit said he favored using the money for sampling over the dinner, too.  He asked Mr. 

Little if it made sense to contact another company besides ERM to scope the cost for 

testing. 

 

 Lane Kirkpatrick asked what they wanted to analyze, and whether the CEWG trusted Mr. 

Little to take grab samples to send to a lab for analysis.  Also, if they did the HF study, 

would they trust the emissions data used in the modeling, since the data came from Intel?  

He said that they needed to agree and document on the model inputs. John Bartlit said this 

was a regular conundrum.  If Intel paid, the results were questioned, and the CEWG had a 

difficult time raising funds for testing. 

 

 Thom Little, in response to Mr. Kirkpatrick’s question, asked what the community wanted 
to analyze.  Mr. Hunsaker’s cost estimate was for a method that analyzed one “analyte” at 

a time, which was why it was inexpensive. He said that what the community wanted to 

sample dictated the method to use.  He said he was fine with the group not using him to 

conduct the sampling. 

 

 Lane Kirkpatrick said that if Mr. Little already had the sampling equipment, then what 
would the $4600 be spent on?  Hugh Church said purchasing equipment was only part of 

sampling.  They also needed trained people to operate and calibrate the equipment.  There 

were lots of actions involved.  Lane Kirkpatrick suggested tabling the issue until Edward 

Pineda returned.  He said he understood about having a dinner to build relationships in the 

community with the mayor and others.  He said if done correctly, they might get more 

value from the dinner than from conducting a grab sample. 

 

 Dennis O’Mara asked if the money could be carried over if it wasn’t spent. Thom Little 
said the Intel Purchase Order (PO) was good until the end of the year, and the money 

would most likely not be carried over.  Bill Davidson said they could not bill Intel for 

services not rendered.  

 

 Roberta King said she believed Edward Pineda wanted the dinner to be more social and 

informal.  When she read the proposal, which included having speakers, she said it 

sounded like another Intel Public Relations (PR) event, and she was not interested in 

another Intel Public Relations event. 
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 John Bartlit said Jonathan Samet, a proposed speaker and expert in lung disease, was not 
an Intel PR person.  Hugh Church said Mr. Samet was a physician and epidemiologist 

who worked closely with the American Lung Association.  Mr. Bartlit said he was 

appointed to the National Cancer Advisory Board by President Obama.  His credentials as 

a non-industry advocate for health related to toxicology and emissions were first class.  

Lynne Kinis said that was important and interesting but it would not change emissions.  

The community knew there were high levels of certain disease conditions in the 

community compared to other communities of its size.  Mr. Bartlit said monitoring would 

not settle that issue either.  Mr. Church asked what would settle the issue? Ms. Kinis 

replied that that was her question. Mike Williams said there was no data available at this 

point in time that could answer that question. Ms. Kinis reiterated that she would rather 

have the money go toward positive action like taking a grab sample than a dinner.  

 

 Lane Kirkpatrick said if they had a dinner it should be with a goal in mind of 

environmental improvement at Intel.  Getting people to collaborate and develop 

relationships was worth more sometimes than a grab sample, but it had to be tied to the 

people aspect advanced with environmental improvement. 

 

 Stephen Littlejohn said the group was not close to consensus on this matter.   
 

SPIKES UPDATES 

Stephen Littlejohn said the CEWG was stuck on the spikes issue process.  They had been 

working on this study for a year with little advancement.  They had a tentative task force plan 

and a provisional level.  They had no encouragement from Village Council; they placed ads 

asking for task force referrals to no avail.  They had generated considerable FAQs but did not 

have a process for refining them. Mr. Littlejohn suggested looking at informational opportunities 

using the FAQs. 

 

 Mike Williams reviewed the provisional HF level.  He said they were looking at going 
with the level used in Texas, which was 20 parts/billion.  They would adjust this number 

for altitude. Mr. Williams said one of the challenges was to decide on emissions data.  But 

first, they would set a simple number for emissions at 1 gram per/second, which would 

give an idea on how much they would need to get to the provisional level.  This first step 

would help decide which statistics to use.   

 

 Stephen Littlejohn said Mike Williams proposed doing modeling unilaterally.  Mr. 
Williams said he would use gas flow and stacks characteristics as well as meteorology 

data during the first stage.  He would not have to address Intel emissions until later.  Lane 

Kirkpatrick said he liked the proposal because they could move forward on the topic, and 

the outcome could dictate whether additional emissions data was needed.   
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 John Bartlit said this proposal did not preclude forming an HF task force yet, they could 
arrive at some meaningful results.  Lane Kirkpatrick said it might help find the problem.  

Mr. Williams said his proposal only addressed HF, but that didn’t mean there wasn’t 

another spike problem. 

 

 Sarah Chavez asked if they went this route without comparison data, why would they be  

better off than today?  Intel had 12 years of stack testing data and open path FTIR data 

available to use, and this proposal would just put another number out there that did not 

answer key questions around stack emissions. They would still have to prove what was or 

wasn’t being emitted from the stacks. Lane Kirkpatrick said the proposal would help 

refine and focus questions on emissions.   

 

 John Bartlit reminded about ATSDR’s role.  The reasons they were focusing on HF, was 
because of ATSDR’s health evaluation in 2005, which was written about in a preliminary 

report in 2009.  The CEWG sent the silica test results to ATSDR to review.  Now it was 

2012 and they still hadn’t heard anything from ATSDR.  Lane Kirkpatrick asked if Mr. 

Williams went ahead with his proposal, wouldn’t it give them a base for looking at other 

spike-related issues? 

 

 Sarah Chavez expressed concern that the group had a difficult time getting funding to do 
actual testing to validate the stack data.  To test Intel’s 20-25 scrubbers, the cost would be 

over $200,000.  The testing was expensive and results would still not be believed.  With 

Mr. Williams’ proposal, they would come up with a number with nothing to compare it 

too and end up with more questions than answers.  Her recollection was that the ATSDR 

used open path FTIR data in their analysis, and not Intel’s stack testing data. 

 

 John Bartlit said the CEWG could spend time looking at the ATSDR preliminary report 
on health evaluation.  He said it was important for the CEWG do something worthy and 

that had general agreement in the community.  Mike Williams said they could get data on 

how much HF was going into the stacks.  Sarah Chavez said they would have the same 

conundrum whether looking at input or output—it was all Intel data. Lane Kirkpatrick 

asked what would happen if modeling was done using input data.  Ms. Chavez responded 

that wouldn’t work because HF came from HF as well as other chemicals in the process, 

so they would still have to rely on some interpretation.  She would like to see it done with 

something to compare with as part of the study.   

 

 Roberta King said Intel was “busted” in the recent EPA study, and the alleged results were 

that the emission factors and reporting did not jive.  Intel did not say anything until it got 

out in the public because of possible litigation.  She had never heard any positive 

resolution from EPA on that issue.  She questioned the numbers that Intel put out, because 
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they had a habit of changing emission factors to be under the latest emission requirements.  

She asked where the current meteorological data in Mr. Williams’ proposal would come 

from.  Mr. Williams replied it was one year’s worth of data at the Rio Rancho site.  She 

suggested Intel used the same data at sea level to apply to the higher altitude NM site—

“one size fits all”.  Sarah Chavez said Ms. King was confusing emission factors developed 

in Oregon and used in NM.  Mr. Williams’ proposal was to take weather station data from 

’93-’94 and do a dispersion model, and Ms. Chavez was talking about using stack test data 

as a comparison for the dispersion model. 

 

 Stephen Littlejohn asked Ms. King the following question: “If we can’t trust Intel funding 
and data, and the CEWG being what it is and unable to raise independent funds, what do 

you think we should do as the CEWG?”  Ms. King responded that she did not fault the 

intentions or desires of individual CEWG members wanting to make environmental 

improvements, but the fact of the matter was the emperor was still running around naked, 

and the oligarchs have taken over.  It wasn’t just Intel, but every single corporation had 

more rights than people, and that situation was not going to make the environment better. 

Mr. Littlejohn asked Ms. King what the CEWG should do.  Ms. King replied that there 

was nothing for this group to do; it was a waste of time.  Hugh Church said it sounded like 

disbandment would be in order, according to her.  Ms. King said Intel put the “kibosh” on 

any actions where progress was being made.  

 

 John Bartlit said Mike Williams also proposed to write a paper that included the modeling 
and emissions data to submit to a technical journal that is peer reviewed for reviewed by 

experts in the field. Roberta King said she had a problem using data from a long time ago.  

Mr. Bartlit said that would be part of the review.   

 

 Sarah Chavez clarified that in order to publish the paper, Mr. Williams would need to 

compare the modeling with something.  Mr. Williams confirmed that just doing modeling 

was not enough.  Thom Little asked Mr. Williams if his thesis was that he had a predictive 

modeling for spikes.  Mr. Williams said the interesting question was how to put it together 

to get the probabilities in the context of reaching a provisional level.  In assuming 

emissions are not constant, they had to put together unlikely meteorological data with 

emissions data.  Lane Kirkpatrick asked how the CEWG would be involved in this effort.  

Mr. Williams said he was not an expert on emissions or probability, so he would need 

help in these areas.   

 

 Sarah Chavez asked if John Bartlit agreed to be involved, then would they be back to the 
task force idea of looking at and analyzing the existing data.  Lane Kirkpatrick liked the 

idea because it could “flesh out” the concerns, and develop confidence levels of 

probability.  He said he’d like to move forward on this proposal.   

 



P a g e  | 11 

 

 

 

Filename:  CEWG_Draft Meeting_Summary_6-20-12, v. 2          Approved:  7-18-12 

Prepared or presented by:  CJ Ondek & Stephen Littlejohn 

Prepared for:  CEWG 

Date prepared or presented: July 9, 2012 

 

 

 Lynne Kinis said she ran into John Alsobrook, and he was excited about this project. She 
also said that she did not understand how basing a study on 1993-4 meteorological data 

could work.  She said that she has lived in Corrales since then, and weather had changed.  

She said the 114 letter came about because the EPA looked at Intel’s stats and they did not 

jive, which validated the community’s claim of relatively huge numbers of pulmonary 

fibrosis cases. The STTF result said that this was not a problem; logic says look at the 

numbers of sick people. Ms. Kinis also informed the group that Rosemary Keefe, who had 

attended several CEWG meetings, passed away recently after a lung transplant.   

 

 Stephen Littlejohn asked Ms. Kinis what this group could do about the study. Ms. Kinis 

replied that there was nothing this group could do because they were being fed incorrect 

information.   

 

 Thom Little said Mr. Williams’ proposal sounded like a reasonable way to move forward 
and make progress.  But he added that they needed comparison data.  Also, it sounded as 

though there was a process to judge the validity of data.  It was a concrete step to move 

forward. 

 

 Hugh Church said the proposal looked reasonable, but there were detailed issues on where 
to obtain the data.  He said it would be nice to have modern meteorological data.  

Although the data were old and the climate had changed, it had not changed that much 

considering the time. 

 

 Thom Little asked if there were published papers on the significance of meteorological 
change that had occurred in the area. Hugh Church said he did not know.  The issue was 

that Intel had its tower on its campus south end, and it used to be on the east end, closer 

to where the people were.  Underground.com weather data might be available to use, but 

these had to be certified and quality assured which generally they are not.  Mr. Little 

asked if there were peer-reviewed papers on whether the data still was applicable.  Mr. 

Church responded “no” to peer reviewed papers, and said that regardless of where the 

meteorological data came from, it had to be quality assured.  

 

 John Bartlit suggested looking at current weather data from the airport and comparing this 

with ’93-94 to see how much it had changed, and if it hadn’t changed drastically, to use 

the local 93-94 data.  Mike Williams said the nice thing about the modeling was that they 

might see the constraints on meteorology data.  Sarah Chavez said ERM looked at the 

Intel meteorological data set over time, and that data was available to use as a comparison.  

 

 Stephen Littlejohn said the group was close to consensus, but some details still needed to 
be worked out.  He asked if the group was open to Mr. Williams and Mr. Bartlit working 
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out the details and presenting the proposal again next month.  John Bartlit asked it there 

was any point in Mike Williams talking with John Alsobrook about statistics.  Mr. 

Littlejohn suggested having Mr. Bartlit, Mr. Williams and Mr. Alsobrook form a small 

committee to work out the details to present next month. Neither members nor non-

members objected to this suggestion. 

  

 CONSENSUS: John Bartlit, Mike Williams and John Alsobrook will form a small  

   committee to work out the details in Mike Williams' proposal to present at  

   the July CEWG meeting. 

  

 ACTION ITEM: John Bartlit will contact John Alsobrook about participating on the  

        committee. 

  

ADDITIONAL BUSINESS 

Roberta King said she objected to having NMED modelers participate because they were pawns 

of the government, The best ones, Jay Stimmel and Mary Uhl, were ousted because they knew 

what they were doing.  John Bartlit said they would not include them.   

 

On the community sampling, Lynne Kinis suggested using both broad spectrum and individual 

samples for the comparison purposes.   

  

 

MEETING ADJOURNED 

 

 

NEXT MEETING 

July 18, 2012, 5 to 7 p.m.  

Corrales Senior Center in Corrales. 

 

CONSENSUS DECISIONS 

1. John Bartlit, Mike Williams and John Alsobrook will form a committee to work out the details 

in Mike Williams' proposal to present at the July CEWG meeting. 


