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MEETING SUMMARY 
Community Environmental Working Group 

 

“Striving for Continuous Environmental Improvements at Intel” 

 

Date: April 16, 2014 

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 

Sarah Chavez, Intel 

Dennis O’Mara, Corrales resident 

 

 

Non-Members Attending 

Lynne Kinis, Corrales resident 

Natasha Martel Jackson, Intel 

 

 

Facilitator 

Mark Bennett, Facilitator     CJ Ondek, Recorder 

 

 

 

 

HANDOUTS 
 Draft Agenda  

 Draft Meeting Summary March 2014 

 Action-Item Progress Report 

 EHS Activity Reports 

 Media reports and articles, as available  

 Web site policy 

 

 

PROPOSED AGENDA 

 Welcome, Introductions, 

Announcements and Brief Items 

 EHS Report and EPA 114 Update 

 Review Action Item Progress Report 

 Web Site Policy 

 Review CEWG Priority Activities 

 Other 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.   

 

Agenda—Revisions and Approval 

No comments. 

 

Meeting Summaries—Revisions and Approval 

No comments.  

 

ATSDR Update 

 John Bartlit reported that he spoke with Peter Kowalski on April 11 for 20 minutes.  Mr. 

Kowalski had received comments from Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), New 

Mexico Department of Health (NMDOH), and New Mexico Environmental Department 

(NMED). Next, the draft would be revised before it went through the ATSDR process for 

release. Because ATSDR had new management, it was uncertain how long it would take 

to be officially released.  The external peer review was being organized to review the final 

report and would take about four weeks to carry out.  Release of the final report was 

projected to be in early to mid June.  At the time of its release, it is likely that the draft 

version sent to the three agencies might also be released, along with the agencies’ 

comments to the ATSDR.   

 

 Dennis O’Mara said he had been thinking about this issue—that of NMED showing the 

ATSDR draft report to Intel prematurely—quite a bit and decided to share his thoughts 

with the group.  However, Mr. Bartlit’s comments might have preempted what he was 

about to say, but he would say it anyway. Often in the past few years, Mr. O’Mara said he 

had noted when a governmental agency ignored the concerns and wishes of the people 

they were supposed to serve, this was reported in the news media, and the offending 

governmental agency was referred to as “tone deaf.”  Here, in regard to NMED sharing 

the ATSDR report with Intel, was a perfect example of a tone-deaf governmental agency: 

NMED. 

 

 Mr. O’Mara continued that NMED had violated the community’s understanding of the 

process for handling the draft ATSDR report by releasing it to Intel prematurely. NMED 

ignored the existing trust issue between Intel and the community—an issue they had to 

know existed. Now that Intel had seen the draft prematurely, Mr. O’Mara said he believed 

so too should the CEWG. In his view, this appeared to have been a pretext by NMED—an 

excuse to give Intel advance notice of the report so they could prepare in advance for its 

release and counter any negative comments, and for possible other nefarious purposes. If 

NMED needed input from Intel on the permitting process, they could have asked Intel for 
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the specific information they needed without sharing the report. And Intel, knowing the 

community’s concerns regarding trust, could have declined to receive the report and 

instead answer NMED’s questions directly. 

 

 Mr. O’Mara said he had questions about the incident that he would like answered, which 

were: 

1. To whom at Intel was the report sent? 

2. Who at Intel saw the report? 

3. How many meetings were held at Intel to review and analyze the report? 

4. What other feedback did Intel give to NMED apart from answers to questions about 

the permitting process? 

5. Did Intel prepare draft talking points, FAQ’s, press releases, Web site postings, etc. to 

be finalized after the report’s release? 

6. Did Intel contact with NMED leadership or with any other New Mexico political 

entities, such as the governor’s office, about this report? 

 

 Next Mr. O’Mara proposed the following actions: 

1. Inform ATSDR of this violation and of CEWG’s displeasure with what had happened. 

2. Inform NMED in writing of the CEWG’s displeasure with them for releasing the draft 

report to Intel. 

3. Recommend to ATSDR that they not incorporate any of NMED’s comments, which 

were contaminated by Intel. 

4. Recommend to ATSDR that they also express to NMED their displeasure in writing 

with what had happened. 

5. Request ATSDR immediately release the draft report to CEWG and delay finalizing it 

until our comments were received and incorporated. 

6. Submit a freedom-of-information request through appropriate channels to the relevant 

New Mexico state government entity asking for: (1) copies of any and all 

communication between Intel and any New Mexico state governmental entity about 

the ATSDR draft report; and (2) a copy of the NMED comments to ATSDR.  Mr. 

O’Mara concluded that this issue was a total betrayal of trust by both NMED and 

Intel.   

 

 John Bartlit said Mr. Kowalski had said this was a transparency issue.  Mr. Bartlit said he 

was concerned most about the report’s being released as soon as possible. The CEWG had 

been waiting for this report for years, and the last thing he wanted was to add time to the 

process. Mr. Bartlit said his view did not preclude Mr. O’Mara comments, but for CEWG 

to communicate with ATSDR, and for them to communicate in writing to NMED, it might 

take five months or so.  There would be more bureaucratic struggles, and he did not want 

to add to that. He emphasized that he was commenting on the process and in the hopes of 

getting where the CEWG wanted to get as fast as they could. 



P a g e  | 4 

 

 

 

Filename:  CEWG_Draft Meeting_Summary_4-16-14 ver 2.doc. Approved:  [not approved] 

Prepared or presented by:  CJ Ondek & Mark Bennett 

Prepared for:  CEWG 

Date prepared or presented: April 21, 2014 

 

 

 

 Lynne Kinis said kudos and ditto to all Mr. O’Mara’s comments.  She responded to Mr. 

Bartlit’s comments by saying “We have to.”  It was not a matter of time.  If CEWG were 

the violator “all hell would have broken loose. …No one points a finger at Intel or 

NMED, ever. And that has to be done.”  Ms. Kinis continued that for years the community 

kept the pressure on, so NMED should not be allowed to quietly walk away.  Intel was on 

the receiving end.  NMED was the primary abuser.  Intel should have not have accepted it; 

they could have answered any questions without seeing the report.  This incident 

demonstrated what NMED knew.  Ms. Kinis emphatically said that the CEWG should not 

delay but pressure Kowalski to write a hand-slapping letter to NMED and Intel.  Also, the 

CEWG should send hand-slapping letters. 

 

 John Bartlit said asking ATSDR to send letters has huge complications.  Everyone on the 

CEWG knew how slow the ATSDR bureaucracy moved.  Writing these letters would not 

be any different.  Lynne Kinis replied said the point was not to put it under the rug; and 

the issuing agency had to send a hand-slapping letter.  Sarah Chavez added that they did 

not know whether NMED was told about not sharing the report.  Mr. Bartlit said it was 

ATSDR’s policy to inform agencies not to share the report.  How it was done in this 

situation he did not know.  

 

 Mike Williams said he was concerned about something he had heard in Mr. O’Mara’s 

comments that suggested until ATSDR issued the reprimanded letters they should not 

release the report.  Mr. O’Mara said this was correct; ATSDR had to take appropriate 

action to prevent other Intel commentary being incorporated into the report.  He was 

worried that Intel took the opportunity, allowed by NMED, to make additional comments 

that were incorporated into NMED’s comments without being ascribed to Intel; thus, 

NMED’s comments were contaminated by Intel. Mr. O’Mara acknowledged that was 

speculation on his part, but the fact was it could have happened considering the way this 

issue unfolded. 

 

 John Bartlit asked Mr. O’Mara to what degree were some of his comments mollified by 

the possibility that upon release of the ATSDR final report, the draft sent to the three 

agencies and their comments were released as well.  Mr. O’Mara said this would mollify 

some of his comments, but the one thing his suggestion did not cover was how to discern 

which part of NMED’s commentary came from Intel.   

 

 Mr. O’Mara said that he had heard that the New Mexico state government has been 

favorably inclined towards Intel and not the community, and the same thing that happened 

in the past could be happening now in regard to the report.  There could be manipulation 

of NMED’s comments. However, he said, if the sense of the committee was to not delay 

the report, they could still pursue some of his suggestions after the fact.  The CEWG 
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needed to find out if there was any contamination of NMED’s comments by releasing the 

report to Intel.  Mike Williams added that his point of view was to assume all NMED’s 

comments were contaminated through releasing the report to Intel until they found 

contrary evidence.   

 

 Natasha Martell Jackson responded that Intel was an ethical company.  Intel provided 

specific and precise data to NMED, and there was no other wording or anything else.  But 

that was for the CEWG to decide by looking at the available information.  She said if 

group wanted to send letters that was within their right to do so.  All parties were waiting 

for the report to get finalized and released.   

 

 John Bartlit said Peter Kowalski’s learning of this discussion might affect the changes he 

would implement in the report. How much he didn’t know, but it was possible that the 

result might be he would not use any of NMED’s comments. 

 

 Dennis O’Mara asked if Intel would be willing to share a copy of the comments it had 

provided to NMED with the CEWG rather than their having to go through a federal or 

state process. He said with this request, he was trying to close the loop on the trust issue 

and address most of the community’s concerns. Sarah Chavez said yes, Intel would 

provide the comments and avoid the hassle of pursuing the federal process.   

 

 ACTION ITEM:  Sarah Chavez will bring Intel’s comments to NMED at the next  

         CEWG meeting.  

 

 John Bartlit offered to call Peter Kowalski soon to discuss the tenor of this conversation 

and the CEWG proposed action items, which might result in NMED”s comments being 

excluded from the report.  The CEWG would not have to write a formal letter at this point, 

and it would not delay release of the report.  Mark Bennett said this suggestion did not 

address Lynne Kinis’ suggestion, which was to formally document NMED’s process 

violation, but also it did not preclude it.  Mr. Bartlit said they could pursue Ms. Kinis’ 

suggestion later. 

 

 Lynne Kinis added that it was another example of how the state agency had no idea of 

what was going on at Intel.  They had to ask information about the permit they issued to 

Intel. Sarah Chavez said it was important to remember the history of the ATSDR report.  

It came out in 2009, it was requested in 2004, and Intel had at least 3 to 5 permit writers 

since 2004.  This report had a history of information, so NMED asked Intel what was 

going on with the EPA 114 report, which was between EPA and Intel.  The current permit 

writer did not have that information, so it was easier for NMED to ask Intel.   
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 Dennis O’Mara said he didn’t have any reservation about Ms. Chavez’s comments, but 

NMED did not need to hand over the entire report to Intel to accomplish getting the 

information they needed.  Sarah Chavez said they did not know what NMED was told 

about the draft process.  Mr. O’Mara added that we did not know what were they thinking; 

NMED’s action of handing over the entire report to answer a few specific questions was 

so far from logical that it encouraged red flags. 

 

 Mark Bennett asked how the group felt about John Bartlit’s discussing the matter with 

Peter Kowalski and conveying specific language.  Mr. Bartlit said he could also do this via 

email.  Mr. Kowalski wanted what the CEWG and community wanted; the question was 

how to help him achieve that.  Mr. Bennett said that part was clear, but the concerns were 

around trust and questionable procedures.   

  

 Lynne Kinis asked for John Bartlit to read Mr. O’Mara’s comments and questions to Peter 

Kowalski.  Mr. Bartlit said he would do so.  Dennis O’Mara said he would type up his 

comments for Mr. Bartlit. 

 

 ACTION ITEMS:  1. Dennis O’Mara will type his comments and send to John Bartlit.        

            2. John Bartlit will discuss the CEWG’s concerns with Peter   

     Kowalski and specifically share with him Dennis O’Mara’s  

     comments. 

 

CONSENSUS: All agreed that John Bartlit call Peter Kowalski to discuss the CEWG's  

     concerns, as listed above. 

 

 CJ Ondek added that as a resident of New Mexico, she was concerned about the 

competency of state agencies in general, and when an agency acted incompetently, it was 

important for community organizations to hold them accountable.  This was how, at least 

theoretically, agencies improved their performance.  Dennis O’Mara agreed.  Sarah 

Chavez said the CEWG did not know what was conveyed to NMED about the process; 

however, she did not have a problem with the CEWG writing a letter expressing 

disappointment with NMED’s action, and outlining the process, as the CEWG understood 

it.  John Bartlit said the ATSDR had a policy to inform agencies about the draft process, 

and Mr. Kowalski was surprised by what NMED did. All agreed it was important to learn 

when NMED was informed by ATSDR about the draft process. 

 

 ACTION ITEM:  John Bartlit will ask Peter Kowalski when he informed NMED about  

          the draft report process, including the specific direction not to share  

             the report with any other organization. 

 

Regulatory engineering update 
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 John Bartlit said on April 8 he received an email from Sandra Ely, who was now the Air 

Quality Bureau Compliance and Enforcement Manager.  The email asked if Mr. Bartlit 

was willing to be interviewed in a telephone survey about the operations of the 

Compliance and Enforcement section.  Mr. Bartlit said he replied the next day by email 

saying he knew too little about operations of the section, but he had ideas about ways to 

make the regulations as a whole work better, faster, and cheaper, which the CEWG called 

“regulatory engineering.” These ideas related to viewing the process of regulation—rule-

making, permitting, inspection and enforcement—as a single system in which each step 

affected the efficiency of the others.  This was true in part because the NMED”s single 

budget from the state supplied funds for doing all four steps.  In particular, the use of new 

technologies could make inspections better, faster, and cheaper. The CEWG was pursuing 

some ideas related to regulatory engineering and better, faster, and cheaper inspections. 

Ms. Ely replied by saying regulatory engineering was similar to an EPA initiative of the 

last few years called “Next Generation Compliance or “next gen compliance” for short.  

Ideas of next gen compliance were described at:   

http://www2.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2013-08/documents/giles-next-gen-article-

forum-eli-spet-oct-2013.pdf 

 

 The EPA article in the fall of 2013 discussed problems with noncompliance that made it 

hard to meet environmental goals, which led to ideas about next gen compliance.  In 

November 2013, an industry lawyer wrote a criticism of the EPA ideas that was posted on 

the Web site of the Association of Corporate Counsel: 

http://www.lexology.com/detail.aspx?g=646dafc9-a6ac-4601-8fc3-f20b83a9df76.  The 

criticism began by asking whether the EPA had data that proved noncompliance was a 

problem that made it hard to meet environmental goals. The critic said there was no such 

data, and so he proceeded to question the need for and value of next gen compliance, 

which was similar to regulatory engineering 

 

 Mr. Bartlit said as he saw it, the goal of regulatory engineering was to make all parts of 

regulating work better, faster and cheaper, from writing rules to permitting, inspection and 

enforcement or compliance.  Achieving this goal helped environmental interests, 

companies, regulators and taxpayers. 

 

 Mr. Bartlit continued that the EPA was pushing next gen compliance, and industry did not 

like it; the very name produced a pushback. There were interests that may not like 

regulatory engineering.  There were interests that did not want to see more efficient 

regulation and did not like compliance. How the conversation was framed affected who 

complained.  Part of the problem was that they did not talk about substance but reacted to 

a concern for better compliance.  The main point was that there was discussion around 

how to make regulation more efficient. 

 

http://www2.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2013-08/documents/giles-next-gen-article-forum-eli-spet-oct-2013.pdf
http://www2.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2013-08/documents/giles-next-gen-article-forum-eli-spet-oct-2013.pdf
http://www.lexology.com/detail.aspx?g=646dafc9-a6ac-4601-8fc3-f20b83a9df76
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 Mr. Bartlit concluded that he would be interviewed and asked his opinion about the state’s 

compliance method, to which he would reply that he did not know enough about it and 

then segue into discussing regulatory engineering 

 

 Hugh Church said it seemed that people who didn’t like compliance didn’t like regulation 

either, and that ought to be made clear somewhere.   

 

 Sarah Chavez said on April 1 she attended a luncheon with the Air Quality Bureau where 

Richard Goodyear, the bureau chief, discussed what the bureau was doing.  His focus was 

mostly on IT; for example, how they automated their system and used the computer, 

forms, etc. He put his discussion in the context of next generation compliance.  The 

bureau was looking, project by project, at submitting industry reporting electronically, 

where they stored the information, and how to make it publically available in database.  

He talked a lot about different projects they had and where the money came from.  It was 

clear that there was an effort in the department to make their side of the business more 

effective. 

 

 Ms. Chavez updated the group on the air-monitoring pilot at Intel.  Two small-scale 

monitors were installed on Intel’s site with the goal of examining how to get real time data 

in a more cost-effective way.  This was ambient monitoring of criteria pollutants.  John 

Bartlit asked when they would put a monitor in the community.  Ms. Chavez replied that 

they were trying to get four monitors and put one next to a City of Albuquerque’s EPA 

monitoring station to see how the data compared, which would help figure out if these 

monitors used the correct sensors.  Next they would pursue placing one in the community, 

and the CEWG could help to decide that.  Right now, the monitors required electric 

power, but Intel was looking into trying solar power to place remotely.  

 

 ACTION ITEM:  Sarah Chavez would continue to provide updates on this project. 

 

 Lynne Kinis asked where the nearest city monitoring station was located.  Ms. Chavez 

replied, near intersection of 2nd Street and Alameda Blvd., but that the station north of Del 

Norte High School is the most comprehensively instrumented location. Ms. Kinis asked 

where the monitors were located at Intel.  Ms. Chavez said that one was mounted on the 

weather station on the Intel campus’s south side. The one at the weather station is about 6 

feet high. The second one was located at the guard shack on the north end of the site, at 

the top of the hill.  That one was only about two feet high because of solar panels. Once 

they figured out how to use the solar panels, they would raise it to about six feet high, Ms. 

Chavez said. 

 

Code Red Update 
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 Dennis O’Mara gave a Code Red update.  He said the CEWG had heard from Bryan 

Burrows last month about incorporating lessons learned from the Chandler accident into 

Rio Rancho’s accident response and preparation.  Mr. Burrows was not able to talk about 

the operational production and could not talk about what procedures were adopted as a 

result of the incident.  Mr. O’Mara said he would like the CEWG to invite someone with 

this expertise to a CEWG meeting to discuss. 

 

 Sarah Chavez said Mr. Burrows had a few action items to go back and look at procedures 

for more efficiency, how was what Mr. O’Mara was asking any different from that.  Mr. 

O’Mara responded by giving an example of a question around using similar tools, and 

said Ms. Chavez’s previous responses on the matter were too general.  He assumed there 

were others staff at Intel who focus on the production process and responsible for 

implementing the lessons learned, and he would like more details. He acknowledged that 

Ms. Chavez’s area of expertise was in environmental engineering.   

 

 Ms. Chavez said that the lessons were shared, the tools were checked, what additional 

kind of information did Mr. O’Mara want?  He referred to his summary of the Chandler 

incident that included questions that Intel had not yet answered.  Sarah Chavez agreed to 

review the document and respond. 

 

 ACTION ITEM:  Sarah Chavez will review Dennis O’Mara’s incident summary   

         document and respond to his unanswered questions. 

 

 Dennis O’Mara said he, Lynne Kinis and Sarah Chavez met with Sandoval County Fire 

Chief Dave Bervin to talk about a countywide education effort around Code Red. The 

good news was Chief Bervin thought it was an excellent idea and would like to move 

forward on it; he may even be able to incorporate come of it into their budget.  The next 

steps were to draft a concept to share with Chief Bervin and then, if he agreed, put the 

ideas into a format for him to incorporate into their budget. 

 

 John Bartlit asked if they discussed doing a countywide effort or subsections. For 

example, there was a difference between Rio Rancho and Jemez Springs.  Mr. O’Mara 

said yes, and one of the possibilities they talked about was to do a countywide mailer.  

They would have to explore that idea, since there were several Pueblos in Sandoval 

County. The goal was to try to reach every household since Code Red was a countywide 

system.  Mr. O’Mara said a follow up meeting had not yet been set.   

 

EHS REPORT AND EPA 114 UPDATE 

 Sarah Chavez reported on this month’s EHA report.  Intel received a call on March 10 and 

again March 24 by the same neighbor.  The neighbor reported that Intel had a hole on 

fence near the walking path on Vista del Norte. The wire fence was cut, and it was the 
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second time it was cut in six months.  Intel was concerned about people with dirt bikes, 

since the area was ideal for dirt bike riding.  The fence was not a security fence but an 

access fence.  

 

 Ms. Chavez reported that Intel received an odor complaint in Zone 3 on April 10 but did 

not find anything abnormal; the call would be reported in next month’s report.  Ms. 

Chavez also reported that Intel mailed the neighbor letter in April, and Intel would give a 

plant tour on April 22, which was Earth Day, and was open to the public. 

 

 Lynne Kinis asked if the “backflow prevention test” was new.  Ms. Chavez responded no, 

and that it was a test for the water system and a required annual report sent to the City of 

Rio Rancho. It showed the system functioned normally, which it was. 

 

ACTION ITEM PROGRESS REPORT 

Next the group updated the Action Item Progress Report.  Mark Bennett said he would update 

the report after each meeting.   

 

 Sarah Chavez and John Bartlit agreed that the “regulatory meeting” item should be 

marked “ongoing,” and Mr. Bartlit and Ms. Chavez would continue to update on this 

topic.  Ms. Chavez said she sent the meeting summary, tapes, and Craig Taylor 

information to Oregon on April 14 requesting their comments.  She would follow up with 

any response.  Also, item number one on condensed chemicals was moved to item number 

five.  She would report if she heard anything back.   

 

 Dennis O’Mara asked why the condensation process could not be inserted into the stream 

before it was eliminated in the stacks/scrubbers, thereby reducing the amount of toxic 

waste in the emissions.  The findings were that they could only get 80% of what was in 

the stream with this technology.  Mr. O’Mara suggested inserting the technology into the 

middle of the process, so only 20% went on to the scrubbers.  Ms. Chavez said she had 

been asking this question.  She had been in contact with Munters, and they didn’t do 

anything like that.  She was also trying to get in touch with ERM, Intel’s stack testing 

consultants, for their input.  She would continue to search for information, including 

online.  What she had found was that an airstream with a single pollutant made it cost 

effective versus the semiconductor industry, which had a larger mix of chemicals. 

Therefore, she had yet to find an application in the semiconductor industry but would 

continue to look. 

 

 Mark Bennett said he posted Craig Taylor’s handouts in the public domain on the Web 

site except for the one marked “copyrighted.”  Also, Edward Pineda had not responded to 

his calls, and he wanted to be respectful and not bother him. 
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 John Bartlit said Craig Taylor was satisfied with the meeting summary. Sarah Chavez said 

that the next three items involving emergency management were still pending.  Lastly, 

John Bartlit said he would continue to follow up with the ATSDR.  Dennis O’Mara asked 

if Sarah Chavez was able to find out to which agency the Chandler accident report was 

sent, and the date it was received and sent.  Ms Chavez said it was sent to the Arizona 

Division of Occupational Safety and Health, which was not a federal agency. 

 

 ACTION ITEM: Sarah Chavez will find out the date the Arizona Division of  

        Occupational Safety and Health received the Chandler incident report,  

        and then the date Intel sent it.  

 

Web site Policy 

 Mark Bennett said he was clear on his job, which was to serve the CEWG.  He wanted to 

clarify Web site policy.  If anyone wanted him to post information on the Web site, they 

should first bring it in front of the group and not approach him individually.  That way he 

could continue to serve the group.  John Bartlit said that was the CEWG policy, but it was 

not written very clearly.  Mr. Bennett said he would look at the Web site policy language 

and draft a revision, if needed, and bring to the group for their feedback.  Hugh Church 

said that under Dennis O’Mara’s bio, it said he previously worked for the “Centers of 

Control”; it should be the “Centers for Disease Control and Prevention.”  Mr. Church also 

said his advanced degree was an “MA” degree. Mr. Bennett said he would fix these 

changes and welcomed any details and corrections on the Web site. He also asked the 

group to recommend what they would like featured on the home page, and he would 

remove his credentials to a more secondary location. John Bartlit said they had discussed 

using the ATSDR report as a good teaser.   

 

 Both Hugh Church and Sarah Chavez suggested Mr. Bennett looked into being able to 

access a document listed on the agenda with only one click.   

  

 ACTION ITEM:  Mark Bennett will consult with Stephen Littlejohn on accessing  

         documents on the agenda with only one click, and he will fix the typos 

         in Dennis O’Mara and Hugh Church’s bios. 

 

Review CEWG Priority Activities 

 Mark Bennett referenced the 2013 document on CEWG priority activities. He asked the 

group if there was anything in it that the group wanted to pursue in 2014.  The group also 

commented on many of the items listed. 

 

1. Complete HF 

Mike Williams said this was complete, unless they would be able to do some monitoring.  He 

was concerned because it looked like it was underestimating, and he didn’t know if 
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representative of whole.  Sarah Chavez said she would set up meeting between Mr. Williams and 

Class One to talk about down draft.  John Bartlit asked if a further tracer test would be useful.  

Mike Williams said it was possible.  Sarah Chavez said she thought there were issues with the 

detection limit at the fenceline. Mr. Williams said they didn’t need to be precise. He figured the 

downwash was off by a factor of two. 

 

 ACTION ITEM:  Sarah Chavez will set up a meeting between Mike Williams and Class  

        One. 

 

2. Receive ATSDR report and act on it 

a. Community health consultation 

b. Peer review of the silica study 

c. Peer review of the NMDOH Fibrosis Study 

d. Peer review of Mike’s modeling of HF “spikes.” 

Mark Bennett asked what the scope of the ATSDR could be for the CEWG. John Bartlit said it 

could be large, medium or small.  It was essentially unknown.   

 

4. Receive report of Corrales water group. 

John Bartlit said to take number 4 off the list. The CEWG pursued this item, but the water group, 

appointed by the mayor of Corrales, was not interested. Dennis O’Mara said he would ask his 

councilman if he knew of anything. Sarah Chavez said she would try to find the report online. 

 

 ACTION ITEMS: Dennis O’Mara will ask his councilman if he knows of anything  

           about the Corrales water group’s report. Sarah Chavez will try to find  

           the report online. 

 

6. Discuss/recommend desired weather data, what kind of station is needed, and where to put it. 

What weather data did Koracin have that we do not? 

 

11. Get the complete Koracin Report and do an analysis of it.  

John Bartlit said Koracin did an air dispersion study for Corrales Air Task force.  They could 

send Koracin Mike William’s HF study for his comments. Marcy Brandenberg was the person 

who contacted Koracin initially.  The HF results were posted on the Web site. Koracin’s report 

was located online but was in a huge complicated zip file.  Sarah Chavez downloaded this report 

and gave it to Mike Williams. Sarah Chavez said, in regard to number 6, they would have to 

monitor more than one station; they would need many to be effective. 

 

7. Learn about NMED trailer, what it monitors, and how we might use it.  

John Bartlit said Hugh Church pursued numbers 7 and 8 to mixed results. The NMED trailer is 

not longer located next to Intel. 
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8. Request information about data collected in NMED trailer at Intel.  This item was answered in 

a 4 page list of emails between Hugh Church and Terry Hertel, then AQB Monitoring Program 

Manager. The file name is 130524-AQBmobile Details-Hertel.txt and will be distributed at next 

meeting. 

Hugh Church said it was actually the Air Quality Bureau trailer. 

 

 

 ACTION ITEM: John Bartlit will ask Peter Kowalski about screening levels. 

 

3. Pressure ATSDR to submit its report e.g., contact Congressional reps. 

5. Communicate with Congressional Delegation about the work of the CEWG 

Number 5 was about promoting the work of CEWG with the congressional delegation.  Lynne 

Kinis suggested sending information on the CEWG to the new mayor of Corrales as well as the 

new mayor of Rio Rancho. 

 

 Mike Williams said perhaps it was time to use the same kind of approach for RTOs. Sarah 

Chavez said nothing was detectable, so they couldn’t use stack data to get pollutants.  The 

FID reading had a low concentration stream that could not be measured. Mike Williams 

said he needed to do some investigating on the issue.  

 

 Dennis O’Mara said it was interesting that we talk about minute amounts of chemicals in 

the stream, but the permits were in tons. Sarah Chavez said it added up—Intel had large 

airflows and 23 scrubbers. 

 

 Dennis O’Mara added an item to the list to pursue in future:  Explore new chip production 

techniques that would reduce or eliminate using dangerous chemical in the future.  UNM 

had developed a procedure coming up on the horizon that the CEWG should pay attention 

to. Sarah Chavez clarified that Intel did not develop the technology in New Mexico, but 

she would pass the information on to Oregon. 

 

 

ADDITIONAL DISCUSSION 

 

 John Bartlit said one of the unique things about Peter Kowalski was that he had been with 

ATSDR since 2004, which was unusual. He had a Masters of public health but was not an 

epidemiologist, although others on his team are. 

 

 Mark Bennett commented that the Code Red work could continue.  Dennis O’Mara said 

that the Code Red work would be done outside the room, and it would be a drawn out 

process, but they would give regular updates to the CEWG. 
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 Mike Williams said they could expand HF and look at HCL.  It would be helpful to have 

someone to help look for screening levels.  It would be useful to look at California or 

Texas.  The risk assessment levels were not as current or restrictive. 

 

 

MEETING ADJOURNED 

 

 

CONSENSUS DECISIONS 

1. The group agreed that John Bartlit call Peter Kowalski to discuss the CEWG's concerns, as 

listed in the body of this meeting summary, around NMED’s handing the draft report to Intel in 

violation of an agreed upon process. 

 

 

NEXT MEETING 

May 21, 2014, 5 to 7 p.m., Corrales Senior Center 

 

 

 


