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MEETING SUMMARY 
Community Environmental Working Group 

 
“Striving for Continuous Environmental Improvements at Intel” 

 
Date: March 21, 2012 

Time: 5:00–7:00 p.m. 

Location: Corrales Senior Center 
 

Members Attending 
John Bartlit, Acting Chair, NM Citizens for 

Clean Air & Water 

Mike Williams, NM Citizens for Clean Air & 

Water 

Hugh Church, American Lung Assoc. in NM 

 

 

Sarah Chavez, Intel 

Thom Little, Intel 

 
Non-Members Attending 

Roberta King, Corrales resident 

Lynne Kinis, Corrales resident 
Dennis O’Mara, Corrales resident 

Liz Shipley, Intel 

 

 

Vivian Ortiz, Intel 

Dwight Smith, Corrales resident 

Barbara Smith, Corrales resident  

 
Facilitator 

Stephen Littlejohn, Facilitator Nicholas Noblet, Recorder 
 

HANDOUTS 
 Draft Agenda 
 Draft Meeting Summary February  

    15, 2012 

 Action-Item Progress Report 

 EHS Activity Reports 

 Intel Reports on EPA 114 Follow up 
 CEWG Discussion Summary about  
    EPA 114 process 

 

 

     

 City of Rio Rancho Incident Report at  

    Intel 

 Summary of decisions on spikes study 

 Weather Data – 8/22/11 – 8/23/11 

 Summary email regarding O’Mara  

    meeting

 
PROPOSED AGENDA 

 Welcome, Introductions, 
Announcements and Brief Items 

 EHS Report and EPA 114   

      Update 

 Continuing the Spikes  

      Discussion 

 

 

 

 Meeting with Dennis O’Mara: Report and  

       Discussion of Particular Points that Arose  

       from the meeting 

 Budget 

 Additional Business 

 Adjourn 
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Welcome, Introductions, Announcements, and Brief Items  

John Bartlit opened the meeting by stating the CEWG mission, which is to work towards continuous 
environmental improvements at Intel and improved community dialogue. Introductions were made. 

 
Agenda— Revisions and Approval 

    No comments. 

 
February 15, 2012, Meeting Summary—Revisions and Approval 

No comments. 

 
Update on Chandler accident and local fire 

 

Stephen Littlejohn said there had been two fires, one last June at the Chandler facility and a one more 

recent one here at the local Intel facility. Thom Little got the report from the Rio Rancho Fire 

Department, which is part of this meeting’s handout materials. Stephen Littlejohn sent for the report 

of the Chandler explosion through the fire marshal in Chandler, AZ, but it has not been received.   

 

 Lynne Kinis asked about the item related to the spontaneous combustion in Intel’s recent 

“Dear Neighbor” letter.  Thom Little clarified that the Chandler accident was related to 

chemicals, and the New Mexico fire was an oil-based fire that happened from a flash when the 

technician went to shut off the breaker. 

 

EHS Report 

Thom Little reported: No calls or reports and standard activities on-site.   A Munters unit was offline 

for eight hours for semi-annual plant maintenance on 2/27, redundancy was online, and there were no 

unabated emissions. Upcoming Site events include boiler testing using diesel to be conducted soon. 

Local residents will be able to see smoke and steam. Sarah Chavez clarified that white steam will 

come out of the stack, not black smoke, according to the technician.  

 

 John Bartlit asked about the scrubber being down for a quarter of an hour. Thom Little 
reported 15 minutes of unabated emissions, caused by lost flow to that particular scrubber 

motor. Lynne Kinis asked if this had been reported, and Thom Little and Sarah said that it had 

been.  

 

 Lynne Kinis said that the reason people are not calling in reports is that they tired of banging 

their heads against the wall. John Bartlit suggested addition to the report, “no calls or reports 

for any reason.”  Lynne Kinis said that it still makes it appear that people are satisfied, when 

they are not satisfied.  Stephen Littlejohn suggested that Lynne Kinis can suggest a new way 

to report “no calls” directly to Thom Little.  
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114 Report 

 

Stephen Littlejohn referred to two summary documents on this subject in the packet. Sarah Chavez 

reviewed the chronology of events. EPA Region 6 is using the 114 process to investigate whether or 

not Intel is in compliance with the Clean Air Act. Sarah Chavez summarized the following 

chronology. 

 

In January and August of 2009, Intel received two requests for twenty years of data about compliance 

with the Clean Air Act. In December of 2009, NMED and 2 groups of EPA conducted inspections. 

The 114 letter of October 14 of 2010 identified 15 areas of concern. The CEWG received the report 

on October 20th. On October 28, Intel produced a response with a scrubber efficiency testing proposal 

using FTIR, which intended to address 10 areas of concern. This response proposed 3 weeks of 

testing. On November 29, EPA responded and asked for a more detailed testing plan. January 11, 

2011 Intel and EPA met to outline next steps. At the time, the test would be completed in second 

quarter of 2011. John Bartlit add that the CEWG requested that this testing be observed. On January 

28 Intel submitted a permit revision application to address EPA areas of concern, and on February 24, 

NMED issued updated permit, which required the removal of the bead-activated carbon machine from 

the permit.  This machine had never operated correctly and had never been used.  

 

 Roberta King asked about this removal. Hugh Church asked when they had been used. 
Sarah Chavez clarified that the machines were installed in 1995 or 1996, but never worked 

correctly. Stated that bead-activated carbon removal system was designed to remove 

VOCs. Roberta King asked for specific name, but Sarah Chavez didn’t know. John Bartlit 

asked dollar value of the removed systems, but Sarah Chavez didn’t know. Roberta King 

asked what happened to them, and Chavez answered that they were on the roof level, and 

never removed.  

 

Sarah Chavez continued her report: On March 3, Intel submitted an 83 page document, a second draft 

scrubber testing plan. EPA asked for more info in March. Intel submitted 530 pages of information on 

June 2. On June 24, 2011, Intel learned by telephone that the EPA was not finished reviewing the 

report and would contact Intel when comments were ready. Sarah Chavez stated that EPA has not 

contacted Intel yet. The scrubber plan is currently at EPA region 6, compliance and enforcement 

division. Sarah Chavez wanted to clarify that testing will not happen without approval from EPA; 

normal testing still is conducted.  

 

Thom Little stated that normal scrubber testing is done via an EPA method. Sarah Chavez stated that 

FTIR tests at the outlet for eight hours, starting in 2001 with air permit issuance, annually, following 

EPA prescribed method. John Bartlit asked what differences in testing had been proposed, and Sarah 

Chavez answered that length (8 hours vs. 3 weeks) and location (inlet and outlet) are the differences. 

Sarah Chavez clarified that EPA methods dictate where in the stack testing is to be done. After 

questions from Roberta King, John Bartlit stated that testing ports are built into the stacks according 

to EPA requirements.  
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Continuing the Spikes Discussion 

Stephen Littlejohn reviewed the following decisions made at the previous meeting: 

 
1. A community-based task force will be established to conduct the spikes study.  

2. To build the task force, the CEWG will consult with the mayor of Corrales and the Village 

Council and will advertise in the Corrales Comment. A list of potential participants will be drafted 

and sent to the Council to review.  

3. A small committee consisting of Hugh Church and Mike Williams will convene to establish 

possible provisional levels. John Alsobrook will be invited to join this committee. The committee 

will survey the literature, establish a rationale and possible provisional level, and report back to the 

CEWG. Once authorized by the CEWG, this report will be sent to the ATSDR for comment, and 

additional public input may be invited.  

4. The overall study process will involve the following steps:  

a. Survey existing public data.  

b. Hydrogen Fluoride task force will determine what data to use (past and present), how to 

sample the data, and the length of sampling.  

c. Take data sampling plan to village council for “review.”  

 

 John Bartlit clarified that hydrogen fluoride was selected because of ATSDR expressed 

interest in this chemical almost three years ago. Mike Williams clarified why sampling is 

difficult in regard to short-term spikes. 

 

 John Bartlit asked about the mayor and the council’s involvement. Stephen Littlejohn asked if 
mayor is still mayor? Roberta King clarified a pro-tem was to be selected, and new councilors 

were selected. Thom Little said there are two new councilors. Roberta King stated that two 

districts of six have new members.  

 

Stephen Littlejohn moved to the question of the overall stages of the study.   

 

 Mike Williams suggested that after the provisional level is established, the group would plan 
how they would address modeling in order to get at the questions of exposure to the 

community. He said further that we need a plan to choose the appropriate data and combine 

that with meteorology and modeling. Sarah Chavez stated that we have survey the existing 

data and look at both public and Intel data. Mike Williams said any data we can find could be 

helpful. 

 

 Mike Williams suggested designing a modeling protocol. Thom Little said we have talked 

about chemical data, showing HF emissions. We would need some known statistical treatment 

of that.  John Bartlit said the EPA has an modeling procedure. Mike Williams said AERMOD 
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would be used. Map data is the same that will be used in the past. We could choose to look at 

other variables, but the model is limited.  

 

 Sarah Chavez asked what type of data would be used and in what order the model will be 
created? Which happens first? Mike Williams said ideally one would do first cut modeling, 

potentially doing statistically different scenarios.  

 

 John Bartlit said conditions that do not occur simultaneously can be modeled as if they did 

occur at the same time. Sarah Chavez suggested modeling and data analysis are happening at 

the same time. Thom Little wondered about doing a first cut of data and then play with that in 

order to come up with conditions for modeling.  From that, a final model plan could be 

developed.  

 

 John Bartlit asked what role is played in this by Class 1 - depends on what Intel wanted to do? 

Sarah Chavez said Class 1 can provide some data to Mike Williams. Thom Little said it will 

go faster.  

 

 Hugh Church needed more information on the data, for instance sampling at 5 minutes, 6 

minutes. Sarah Chavez said she thought it would be two-to-five minutes. Hugh Church asked 

whether weather data could go down to that level. Thom Little said on-site weather data is 

recorded in 15-minute intervals. Sarah Chavez said the model can only do hourly increments, 

and she suggested that ERM could propose an approach. Hugh Church said data processors 

come from weather towers in terms of seconds. Thom Little said can ask Class.  Sarah Chavez 

reminded the group that 1993/94 weather data is what exists, and we probably won’t get this 

level of granularity from this older data set. John Bartlit reminded the group that Class 1 is 

Ralph Williams’s company, and that Ralph had worked on our stack height project.   Paul 

Wade is doing the consulting and modeling for Class 1 as Ralph Williams retires. Mike 

Williams suggested a first-cut of one hour data, but he is not sure about other options. He said 

possible options include airport data. Sarah Chavez asked about state requirements of data.   

 

 John Bartlit asked to what extent are Mike Williams and Hugh Church free to talk to Paul 
Wade, which would entail a cost to Intel. Thom Little said that consulting up to a few hours 

would be okay, but beyond that might require Intel  permission. Andrew is in tune with budget 

with respect to Class 1.  

 

 Sarah Chavez asked whether approval would come to CEWG.  Stephen Littlejohn said the 
task force would oversee the project. Thom Little said if we follow silica testing task force, 

Sarah Chavez’s question is valid.  

 

 Stephen Littlejohn suggested that a report to CEWG and community would probably need to 

happen before the modeling is done.  
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 Roberta King asked about why 93-94 weather data would be used. Sarah Chavez said Class 1 
got meteorological data ready from 93-94 and that’s available. Ms. King asked if this was the 

only weather data available, and Ms. Chavez confirmed that it is. 

 

 Hugh Church asked about the location of weather tower. Mike Williams said altitude should 

not be a problem, and if it is, this is not hard to fix. Roberta King asked about terrain. Terrain 

is covered, according to Mike Williams. Hugh Church stated about underground weather data 

being included. Mike Williams thought it should be added.  

 

 Roberta King asked for a definition of Wunderground, and Hugh Church said this is a 
collection of unofficial neighborhood weather collectors. John Bartlit said we would need to 

investigate the locations of these collectors because if data is being collected near a building, it 

won’t be useful.  

 

 Sarah Chavez asked if AERMOD is capable of multiple data sources, and if so, is the same 
year necessary. Mike Williams said yes, same year. Thom Little asked if you could use other 

weather data, and if so what other ones. Would this team propose other data sources? 

 

 John Bartlit reported that Mike Williams now works 60% time at LANL and will retire after 
April 5, which could allow him to do more work for the CEWG.  

 

Stephen Littlejohn asked what would happen after the modeling report is issued? 

 

 Thom Little suggested that we follow the protocol used by the Silica Testing Task Force and 

determine up front what the report will and will not contain.   

 

 Roberta King asked for clarification about hydrogen-fluoride.  Who requested a study of this? 
Sarah Chavez said EPA region 6 was concerned about scrubber removal efficiency and 

compliance with the permit; ATSDR was concerned about health effects.  

 

 Roberta said she feels something more current must be checked, rather than 93-94 data. Sarah 
Chavez said emissions data will be current, but that older meteorological data would be used. 

The modeling should still valid with older weather data. Stephen Littlejohn clarified that the 

weather data would be old but emissions data would be current.  Mike Williams said the most 

important thing is where to go in the future? This year’s data may not be more representative. 

Lynne Kinis asked whether the amount of hydrogen fluoride is constant over time. Sarah 

Chavez said no, amounts have changed. Lynne Kinis said it would be necessary to test 

different periods of time. Sarah Chavez said the data is available if we choose to do that.  

 

 Mike Williams said the data-selection rationale is future-driven. Lynne Kinis said incidences 

of complaints varies, so she wonders if there a correlation between amount used and 

complaints. Roberta King said Intel has expanded over time, so this is all different between 93 

and now. Stephen Littlejohn said that assumption is weather data does not change. Emissions 

data is current. Mike Williams said ideally weather data would be collected over several years. 
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[The remainder of the discussion below was continued in the last half hour, but is summarized here 
for continuity.] 

 

Littlejohn reiterated that the format of the report would be determined before the modeling is done 

and asked what would be done with the report.  Sarah Chavez said that the author of the report should 

also be determined in advance, and John Bartlit agreed.   

 

 Sarah Chavez said it should come to CEWG. Stephen Littlejohn wondered if it should go to 

the task force first and then CEWG and to the public. John suggested sending the final report 

to the village council and ATSDR.  

 

 Sarah Chavez said that any steps that might follow the modeling report such as new data 
collection based on comparison of results with the provisional level should be defined in 

advance. What we will do if it’s above or below provisional level? 

 John Bartlit said task force meetings would be open to the public. 
 

Stephen Littlejohn summarized the overall process on a flip chart based on the above discussion: 

 

1. The provisional level will be established. 

2. The task force will be formed.  

3. The task force will determine what data to use in consultation with Class One and ERM. 

4. The task force will create a modeling protocol, using the following process: 

a. AERMOD will be used as the modeling program. 

b. The report format and author(s) will be determined at this stage (before modeling is 

done). 

c. A first-cut trial will be done to test the model. 

d. Data will be revised as needed and a second-cut trial done if desired. 

e. The model will be refined based on first- and second-cut trials. 

5. The modeling protocol will be reported to CEWG and community. 

6. The actual modeling will be run. 

7. The final report will be issued to the task force.  Once the task force is satisfied with the report, 

it will be given to the CEWG.  The CEWG will present the report at a public meeting and send 

it to the ATSDR and the Village Council. 

 

Stephen Littlejohn asked if any one disagreed with this process.   

 

DECISION:  With no disagreements, the process was approved by consensus. 

 

Stephen Littlejohn then asked what the next steps would be. 
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 Mike Williams said he will circulate a suggested provisional level to Hugh Church and John 
Alsobrook.  Once the provisional-level committee comes to agreement, they will report back 

to the CEWG and seek CEWG consensus.  Mike said he would get started this week. 

 

 Lynne Kinis suggested addition another person from the village, but Stephen Littlejohn said 

the three members had been set at the previous meeting. 

 

 John Bartlit suggested we begin talking to the Village Council and mayor to start putting the 
task force together. Thom Little suggested he could talk to the mayor and village councilors, if 

no objection. Roberta King suggested that at last meeting a mayor pro-tem was to be elected.  

 

ACTIONS: (1) Stephen Littlejohn will put out advertising to recruit task force members; (2) 

Thom Little will talk to the mayor. 

 

 John Bartlit said that Thom Little might present this as similar to the silica study. 
 

 Roberta King asked whether councilors will be on committee.  Stephen Littlejohn clarified 
that John Alsobrook has already agreed to serve on the provisional-level committee.  The task 

force will need community representation, CEWG representation, knowledge expertise, and 

Intel representation.  

 

 Littlejohn ask whether Intel’s approval would be needed to use Intel funding.  How and when 

do we approach Intel with a request to fund this?  Mike Williams said we should get the task 

force first and request Intel approval later after budgetary needs are established.  Stephen 

Littlejohn said the costs would not be very high because no new sampling would be done at 

this stage.  Sarah Chavez asked if Hugh Church, John Bartlit, and others could provide 

consulting hours estimate.  Mike Williams said that would not be possible without an idea of 

the form of data. John Bartlit said that initial consulting with Class One would be required. 

Mike Williams added that ERM should also be included, and Sarah Chavez agreed. Sarah 

Chavez said that funding in these initial stages will not be an issue for Intel.  

 

 Stephen Littlejohn asked if Class One should be consulted in establishing the provisional 
level, and Sarah said that ERM would be the appropriate company.   

 

Stephen Littlejohn summarized the next steps as follows: 

1. Mike Williams will send a proposed provisional level to Hugh Church and John Alsobrook, 

and they will consult by phone.  ERM will also be consulted. 

2. Thom Little will contact the mayor regarding possible members of the task force. 

3. Stephen Littlejohn will advertise for possible task-force members. 
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Meeting with Dennis O’Mara: Report and Discussion 

 

Stephen Littlejohn reviewed the situation: Lynne Kinis had asked the group to meet with Dennis 

O’Mara to go over the letter he submitted two months ago about possible Intel emissions at his home 

in Corrales. The meeting did take place with Thom Little,  Lane Kirkpatrick, Dennis O’Mara, and 

Lynne Kinis. 

 

 Dennis O’Mara said he wrote a letter to Mr. Grindatto, then Director of Corporate Affairs, in 
response to a “dear neighbor” letter written a month before by Mr. Grindatto, who had 

suggested a new direction for the CEWG.  Mr. O’Mara felt Intel emissions should remain the 

focus of the CEWG. In his letter, O’Mara related several instances last summer of unusual 

odors in his house at night.  Mr. O’Mara then summarized the letter, which is attached to the 

January, 2012, meeting summary.  Mr. O’Mara wondered if there should be a way to recapture 

VOCs rather than emitting them into the air.  

 

 Dennis O’Mara acknowledged that proving an association between the odors and Intel is 
impossible, but do constitute a curious set of observations. Lynne Kinis pointed out that winds 

can shift and can be going in different directions at different altitudes (box effect).  

 

 Thom Little said Intel weather data did not support the claim. The weather data, included in 

packet, describes the location of weather data sources and page numbers. John Bartlit asked 

whether all visible weather sites were in Corrales. Thom Little said yes, and others are outside 

Corrales; but there is no calibration data for non-Intel weather sources. John Bartlit asked 

about oversight, and Thom Little said he didn’t know what kind of oversight community 

weather stations had.  Hugh Church said there is very little. Dennis O’Mara described the 

location of his house. Thom Little said there is weather information in that area, which you 

can look online.  

 

 As a result of the meeting, Thom Little is looking into possibly getting equipment to grab-
sample the air in certain locations where problems are reported.  

 

 Dennis O’Mara asked what “wind direction” refers to, and Thom Little and Hugh Church 
confirmed that this term always refers to the direction wind is coming from.  Hugh Church 

asked if the times indicated in the charts are standard or daylight times. Thom Little will check 

on this.  

 

 Lynne Kinis said she’d like to see the altitude of wind-direction reports, because of the box 
effect. Mike Williams said what winds are expected in a light situation with variation 

horizontally. Hugh Church said drainage winds are what they are called, the height and 

temperature affect. Thom Little asked if the box effect occurs in the summer, and Hugh 

Church said that it can. 

 

Stephen Littlejohn asked Mike Williams to discuss the stack behavior. Generally what happens is the 

higher the stacks, the lower the concentrations, but eventually emitted matter does reach the ground. 
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The higher stack reduces the concentration at the fence line and farther out. Power companies used to 

raise their stacks so that they could build more plants closer together, which Mike opposed. 

 

 Dennis O’Mara expressed concern that in six years he and his wife had not smelled anything 
until last summer, when the odor event occurred four times. Mike Williams said this is 

interesting and rare.  

 

 Dennis O’Mara said the odors occurred after the stacks had been raised at Intel. Sarah Chavez 

reminded the group that scrubber stacks, from which hydrogen-fluoride is emitted, have not 

changed.  Mike Williams said the effect was probably not related to stack height, but weather 

and wind patterns.  He thought that a capture canister might provide evidence.  

 

ACTION: Thom Little will investigate canister methodology.  

 

 Stephen Littlejohn asked about capturing via canister at Dennis O’Mara’ home--Can you tell 
what chemical is being captured?  Sarah Chavez said issues are capturing at low density, 

which makes specific chemical detection difficult. Thom Little said this was tried one time 

with no luck. John Bartlit said elevated level would be important if it were chemicals specific 

to Intel. Sarah Chavez said there would be no way to tell if the chemical is elevated from a 

canister sample. 

 

 Lynne Kinis said that the new RTOs are clustered, which could be a factor.  Sarah Chavez said 
they are not clustered. The RTOs are located in three separate locations. Lynne Kinis asked 

where, and Sarah Chavez explained.  

 

 Roberta King said Thom Little walks out in the neighborhood and can smell odors at different 
places depending on the wind. John Bartlit said this particular event went on for a few hours. 

Dennis O’Mara said exhaust fans were turned on around 2:30am, took another hour to hour 

and a half to vent. John Bartlit said we could potentially get a sample in that time space. 

 

 Hugh Church asked for help understanding the headings in the weather spreadsheets. Thom 
Little clarified what each column included.  Dennis O’Mara asked about which column is 

wind direction. Hugh Church and Sarah Chavez clarified. Thom Little explains compass 

direction, and asked for understanding. Roberta King asked whether the times were standard 

or daylight. Thom Little thought standard time.  

 

 

Budget 

 

Stephen Littlejohn suggested skipping budget item, and asking participants to think about how to 

spend the $5,000 discretionary money.  
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MEETING ADJOURNED 

NEXT MEETING 
April 18, 5 p.m. at the Corrales Senior Center in Corrales. 

 

DECISION SUMMARY: 

 

The following process was approved for the spikes study: 

 

1. The provisional level will be established. 

2. The task force will be formed.  

3. The task force will determine what data to use in consultation with Class One and ERM. 

4. The task force will create a modeling protocol, using the following process: 

a. AERMOD will be used as the modeling program. 

b. The report format and author(s) will be determined at this stage (before modeling is 

done). 

c. A first-cut trial will be done to test the model. 

d. Data will be revised as needed and a second-cut trial done if desired. 

e. The model will be refined based on first- and second-cut trials. 

5. The modeling protocol will be reported to CEWG and community. 

6. The actual modeling will be run. 

7. The final report will be issued to the task force.  Once the task force is satisfied with the report, 

it will be given to the CEWG.  The CEWG will present the report at a public meeting and send 

it to the ATSDR and the Village Council. 

 


