
P a g e  | 1 

 

 

 

Filename:  CEWG Draft Meeting summary 7-18-12, v. 3   Approved:  7-15-12 

Prepared or presented by:  CJ Ondek & Stephen Littlejohn 

Prepared for:  CEWG 

Date prepared or presented: August 6, 2012 

 

 

MEETING SUMMARY 
Community Environmental Working Group 

 

“Striving for Continuous Environmental Improvements at Intel” 

 

Date: July 18, 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 

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 

Rachel Sutherland, Intel 

 

Facilitator 

Stephen Littlejohn, Facilitator    CJ Ondek, Recorder 

 

 

HANDOUTS 
 Draft Agenda  

 Draft Meeting Summary June 20, 2012 

 Action-Item Progress Report  

 EHS Activity Reports 

 

 Media reports and articles, as available  

 Topics Survey Results 

 HF Study:  Next Steps Proposal 

 Draft Short Report to the Community 

PROPOSED AGENDA 

 Welcome, Introductions, 

Announcements and Brief Items 

 EHS Report and 114 Update 

 ATSDR Report 

 Budget 

 HF Spikes: Next Steps 

 Topics Priorities 

 Annual Report 

 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. 

 

June 20, 2012 Meeting Summary—Revisions and Approval 

Thom Little said Sarah Chavez emailed the correct wording regarding scrubbers for the May 

Meeting Summary as mentioned in the Action Item Report.  Stephen Littlejohn said he would 

incorporate the correct wording into the May Meeting Summary. 

 

Hugh Church asked if scrubbers had stacks, and if so, why they never talked about them.  Thom 

Little said yes, and Sarah Chavez would be the best person to answer any questions about them.  

Stephen Littlejohn said they could always add scrubber stack heights as an agenda item. 

  

Public Comment 

 Roberta King asked why Intel did not post the permit notice that was in the paper recently 
on their Web site.  She said she wanted to make a clean copy of it, and could not do so 

from a newspaper.  Thom Little said the permit notification, which concerned the annual 

emission factors update, was published in newspapers on Thursday, as per the state’s 

required process.  Thom Little asked if she would like Intel to post it.  Ms. King said she 

could not find the permit notification posted anywhere in the community.  Sarah Chavez 

said the public notice was published in the Albuquerque Journal and the Rio Rancho 

Observer.   

 

 Lynne Kinis asked if Intel was going to have a public meeting around the permit.  Ms. 
Chavez said no, since it was a routine annual update on emission factors that they have 

been doing since 2005.  She said since last December, Intel usually provided permit 

updates to the CEWG. Ms. Kinis asked if the permit update had anything to do with the 

EPA 114 letter.  Ms. Chavez said no.  Ms. Kinis said the ad mentioned that if anyone 

wanted to know more to write to NMED.  Ms. Chavez emphasized that the ad was a 

standard NMED template.  Stephen Littlejohn said the CEWG could post the permit 

notification to their Web site or send it out in a special newsletter. 

 

 Dennis O’Mara asked for clarification about a table in the permit notification that he 

thought showed emissions factors. Sarah Chavez responded that the table in the ad 

showed permit limit numbers and not emission factors, and the limits were expressed in 

tons. 
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 Lynne Kinis asked if the chemicals listed as zero factors could be translated as Intel not 
using those chemicals.  Sarah Chavez said that a “dash or minus sign” next to a chemical 

meant it was not used in the process, and a zero meant that the chemical was destroyed or 

completely consumed in the process. 

 

 Stephen Littlejohn encouraged general topic comments during this public comment period 

rather than during an agenda item so as to keep the discussion focused.  Now was a good 

time to share any positive or negative comments about Intel, the CEWG, corporate power, 

politics, NMED or any other topic relevant to the CEWG mission. 

 

 Dennis O’Mara said he sent a general notice around his neighborhood regarding 
consultation with Intel should there be an odor issue and neighbors wanted an air sample 

collected.  The notice listed the phone number for Intel’s Command Center.  He added 

that so far this swamp cooler season there were no issues. 

 

 Lynne Kinis asked Dennis O’Mara if he had met with Thom Little regarding collecting air 
samples.  Mr. O’Mara responded that they had chatted at the end of last meeting, and Mr. 

Little seemed prepared to come to a location and grab a sample. Thom Little added that he 

was prepared to do two things: 1. Collect a generic bag sample, the method with less 

sensitivity and 2.  Collect an HF sample, which was more sensitive and could detect lower 

detection limits. He was qualified to conduct both samples. 

 

 Roberta King said she had negative opinions about specifics in many of the CEWG 
agenda items.  She said she wanted to write a dictionary of corporate euphemisms.  It was 

pathetic in how corporations were running the world, and she felt she had experience in 

this matter due to her monitoring Intel over the years.  Many billions and trillions of 

dollars were spent for corporations that could be better spent in doing good, Ms. King 

said. Whoever raised the most amount of money was the one who had their wishes looked 

at more favorably. The system was broken and it would not change until the little people 

rose up and took hold.  Stephen Littlejohn said he appreciated that Ms. King expressed 

this general opinion now, and she could share her opinions on more specific agenda items 

when the time came.   

 

 Lynne Kinis referred to Jeff Radford’s article in the Corrales Comment.  She said that she 

understood there had been an email conversation about the article’s content.  She asked 

why the CEWG didn’t speak directly with Mr. Radford, and why it wasn’t discussed 

openly and directly.  Stephen Littlejohn said he would add this comment for discussion 

during the last half hour. 

 

EHS REPORT and EPA 114 Update 
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 Thom Little said there were no unabated outages or emissions and no unscheduled 
downtimes to report to the state over the last month, and redundancy was in place at all 

times. Lynne Kinis said that many of the complaints in the EHS Report were similar, and 

the actions taken were a rubber stamp.  Thom Little disagreed, and said it was an unfair 

characterization of his efforts.  He said after the Command Center received a call, 

emergency people responded by notifying engineers and checking the site.  He was 

notified within five minutes of every complaint call, even in the middle of the night, and 

always asked the caller if they would like him to come to their home.  He emphasized that 

he responded immediately to phone calls at all times of the day.  It was difficult to 

respond to emails in the middle of the night, but he responded first thing in the morning. 

This last month, when asked if she wanted Mr. Little to come to her site to investigate, the 

caller said “no” and that the odors would be gone by the time he arrived at the location.  

Mr. Little said his team was doing everything they possibly could. He had mobilized 15 

people to respond to complaints, and there were even people on the roof trying to check 

out the situation.  He said that since he took this job, a lot of additional effort was put into 

responding to complaints. 

 

 Lynne Kinis said that the verbiage in the EHS Report seemed like a rubber stamp.  If she 

were a caller and read the report, she would feel like her complaint was not paid attention 

to.  She suggested listing all the actions that took place.  Thom Little asked if the systems 
were operating properly, how should that be worded?  He said he welcomed any 

meaningful changes. However, Intel had to check the systems, and the wording was in line 

with the language used to report to the state.  Ms. Kinis replied that from the community’s 

perspective, this was how they had to live.  She was not saying that Mr. Little was not 

doing his job or not checking things, what she said she was saying was, if this was normal, 

then this community was in big trouble. 

 

 John Bartlit suggested that Thom Little write the standard complaint response protocol on 

a handout to distribute at the next meeting or to post on the CEWG Web site.  Stephen 

Littlejohn said it could go on the EHS Report next to the acronyms, and Mr. Little could 

write “standard process followed” next to the complaints, and if the standard was not 

followed, he could do a footnote. Thom Little said the procedure was already in print so 

he could easily add it to the EHS Report. 

 

 ACTION ITEM:  Thom Little will add the standard complaint response protocol to the  

        EHS Report. 

 

 Mike Williams said it would be useful to know what spikes might occur when systems 
were operating normally.  Looking at the complaints, all occurred at nighttime, when there 

was apt to be less air dispersion.  Stephen Littlejohn said what appeared as normal was 

normal based on the facts as Intel knew them.  The CEWG was investigating topics such 
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as HF and spikes, and this could change what was perceived as normal.  Mike Williams 

said they could have spikes solely based on meteorology.  Mr. Littlejohn said the EHS 

Report honestly reported the neighbors’ perception, action taken and the results.  Mr. 

Williams said they could model these things, which might provide additional insight.  

Thom Little said he could access weather data associated with the time of the call.  He 

reminded that the CEWG had discussed what format to use with the EHS Report, and how 

much information to cram into the report. He said he was open to input to improve the 

process and reporting.   

 

 Roberta King said it was her understanding that corporations with emissions were only 
responsible for what went to their fence lines.  She asked if this was correct.  Sarah 

Chavez said corporations were responsible for showing compliance with ambient air 

standards, both national and state ambient air standards.  The way to show compliance 

was to do dispersion modeling at the point of highest concentration.  For Intel, the highest 

concentration levels were located at its fence line.  They also had to model receptor 

locations, and all this was reported to the state.   

 

 Dennis O’Mara said that people in his neighborhood were aware of what response was 

available from Intel if they experienced an incident.  He asked if the callers were aware 

that Intel could come out and collect samples, and how widely was that fact known in the 
community. John Bartlit said they could put Mr. O’Mara’s note to his neighbors on the 

CEWG Web site. Thom Little answered that the Command Center number was publicized 

many times, and the sample option was recent agreement.  All four complaints on the EHS 

Report came from the same caller, and he offered all options to her, including staying in 

her driveway, and she turned down all of them. 

 

ATSDR Report 

Stephen Littlejohn said he wrote to Peter Kowalski that the community was becoming 

increasingly concerned about the ATSDR report.  Mr. Kowalski responded immediately saying 

that the report was a personal priority for him but he could not commit to a date. Mr. Bartlit read 

Mr. Kowalski’s email to the group, in which he said it was his personal, short-term work 

objective to complete the report.  Ms. King said she would like to see the exact email rather than 

hearing a verbal report.  Mr. Bartlit gave her his copy of the email. John Bartlit suggested that 

everyone who wanted the report released to speak out together, which might help accelerate the 

process. 

 

BUDGET 

Stephen Littlejohn went through the options on using the discretionary funds in the budget, and 

mentioned Edward Pineda’s proposal, which was the community dinner.  He asked the group to 

keep in mind the CEWG’s mission, which was to work towards continuous environmental 

improvements at Intel and improved community dialogue. A new option to consider was to 
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purchase CEWG air sampling equipment.  In addition, there was an environmental improvement 

award; focus groups; community workshops; a speaker on pulmonary fibrosis; and audio-visual 

equipment for the senior center, such as a retractable screen. 

 

 Thom Little said he talked with Denise Montoya, the Sandoval County Senior Center 
Coordinator, and John Avila, the Corrales administrator, and they were both excited and 

thought purchasing audio-visual equipment for the senior center was a wonderful gesture.  

If the CEWG decided to go with this option, the next step would be to choose the 

equipment in conjunction with the Village.  Intel may be able to find a volunteer 

technician to install the new equipment, which would reduce costs.    

 

 Stephen Littlejohn opened discussion on the new option, which was to purchase air-

sampling equipment.  Reality testing questions to consider were how the equipment would be 

used, who would be authorized to use it, where would it be kept, how could the technician be 

trusted, where would analysis be done, who would coordinate use of the equipment, how 

would maintenance and supplies be handled, and how would results be reported in a way that 

was trusted. The main question was, did the CEWG want to get into the air sampling 

business? 

 

 Thom Little said the costs were not prohibitive to conduct the level of testing he was 
ready to do in the community, but there were equipment maintenance costs.  For example, 

with grab bag samples, the bags had to be purged with nitrogen. That meant they had to 

buy nitrogen and store it properly. These ancillary costs would add up. Also, he might not 

be available to run and conduct a sample every time someone in the community called 

with a request.  John Bartlit said they could let the sampling process proceed for a while to 

see how it all worked out.  

 

 Dennis O’Mara asked about the possibility of having an outside organization keep the 
equipment, provide the staff, and do the sampling and maintenance.  The FTIR equipment 

could be put on the property of the person who called in 4 times to see if anything could 

be determined.  Thom Little said that asking a company to be on call 24/7 would be very 

expensive; they would have to set aside “standby” costs.  The type of equipment Intel was 

offering for grab samples was portable and required a technician and maintenance.  He 

said Mr. O’Mara was mixing modes with mentioning the stationary FTIR open path 

equipment, which was an expensive and large piece of equipment that was complex to set 

up, needed to be programmed beforehand on what to capture, and needed to be chilled 

with liquid nitrogen.  Also, hiring people to analyze the resultant data was expensive as 

well.  The grab sampling mode the group decided on was the least expensive option.  He 

said that they needed to be careful about mixing modes. 
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 Lynne Kinis said she was under the impression that the equipment would help Mr. 
Williams on his HF spikes work, and she was not focused on the grab samples. Thom 

Little said the open path FTIR sampling equipment would cost around $100,000, and that 

was just for the equipment.  The costs involved to run the equipment were similar.   

 

 Stephen Littlejohn said they had close to $5,000 in discretionary funds. He asked if 

anyone on the CEWG thought they should pursue the idea of purchasing sampling 

equipment.  John Bartlit suggested waiting to see what was learned with the grab samples.  

Sarah Chavez reminded about the budget cycle deadline, and they might have to wait until 

next year.  There was no consensus among CEWG members to purchase sampling 

equipment. 

 

 Stephen Littlejohn asked the group to consider the other options to use the money.  The 
money had to be used before January 1.  Lynne Kinis said she made her feelings known 

on the other options, that they did not directly help people in the community being 

assaulted with chemicals. 

 

 Thom Little said focus groups could provide insight to other Corrales residents and 
potentially new ideas and opportunities for improvement.  He also advocated purchasing 

audio-video equipment.  John Bartlit asked what would it cost to run a focus group.  

Stephen Littlejohn said it was doable within the CEWG’s budget.  Costs would include 

compensating participants, providing food and refreshments; renting a facility; recorders 

and facilitators; and recruiting the participants using established criteria.  They could run 

several focus groups simultaneously, and have to plan and structure the dialogue.  The 

CEWG could choose the themes to discuss, but an expert would sculpt the questions.  Mr. 

Littlejohn said CEWG would act as observers and listen to the conversation.   

 

 Roberta King mentioned something similar to a focus group conducted in the past that she 
felt was rigged with everyone saying how wonderful Intel was.  Thom Little said she was 

referring to an open forum regarding a permit and not a focus group. Stephen Littlejohn 

said focus groups were a credible social science research tool used across disciplines to 

obtain qualitative data on specific questions, and in that way the discussion was controlled 

to obtain specific information. 

 

 ACTION ITEM:  Stephen Littlejohn will refer the group to a Web site that provides  

          information on focus groups. 

 

 Lynne Kinis asked where they would get the people to attend.  The only people that 

regularly attend CEWG meetings besides CEWG members were the people present in the 

room.  Stephen Littlejohn said there were several random methods to get participants.  
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One was to go out into a public place and recruit participants based on demographics, age, 

race, sex, and other specific criteria established beforehand.  Another possibility was to 

invite intact groups already existing in the community. Bill Davidson emphasized that 

focus groups provided qualitative data but not quantitative data. 

 

 Lynne Kinis said she did not like the idea of focus groups because they would be selecting 
people randomly rather than people that felt they were being attacked. She expressed 

concern about recruiting people who did not know the full background of what the 

community had been trying to achieve over the years or did not really care about the 

issues but wanted the money to participate.  Stephen Littlejohn said the focus group’s 

purpose was not to get an accurate perception of a specific subset of people who believed 

Intel emissions were harming them, but rather get the views of a broader representation of 

the community.  He said that for people with very strong interests in a particular point of 

view, it was harder to hear other people who did not share that view, and the tendency was 

to attack the methodology.  Mr. Littlejohn used CEWG Lane Kirkpatrick as an example.  

Mr. Kirkpatrick never smelled any odors from Intel, yet he made valuable contribution to 

the CEWG, including suggesting the spikes study.  The point of the focus group was to 

tap into the wisdom of a broader group of people on how to achieve environmental 

improvement, and learn about their values, concerns and ideas. 

 

 Roberta King said she objected to the money incentive.  She said the CEWG should go 
where the people were.  There were many civic groups in Corrales that the CEWG could 

request permission to attend their meetings and then ask group members for their 

comments on a specific set of questions.  They did not need to be paid.  Stephen Littlejohn 

said that was a good idea, and they could also do extensive interviews with community 

leaders as well.  He said they would need to come back to this issue next month. 

 

HF SPIKES: Next Steps 

 John Bartlit said that he, Mike Williams and John Alsobrook worked together to revise the 

spikes proposal to include greater details.  The “Statistical Overview” section laid out 

John Alsobrook’s role as a qualified statistician. Mr. Williams and Mr. Alsobrook 

discussed the elements in the section “Proposal for Examination of the Usefulness of the 

’93-’94 Meteorological Data”, which looked at how pertinent the ’93-’94 meteorological 

data was to the study.  Mr. Williams wrote that section of the proposal and was currently 

waiting for Mr. Alsobrook’s feedback.  This section contained technological details from 

a statistical point of view combined with an air dispersion point of view and how they 

would work together.  The proposal did not address the statistical use of emissions data, 

which would come later.   

 

 Mike Williams said Step 1 was to get ‘93-‘94 meteorological data in its current 
configuration. Step 2 would be to run the model.  Mr. Williams said they would use one 
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year of data to make a statistical model using available parameters. He would be doing air 

dispersion modeling, and Mr. Alsobrook would look at sampling of data across time. They 

would look at concentration, time of day, and wind speed and direction.  The statistician 

would be able to detect how good a fit and apply it to 20 years of data.  Then they would 

be able to discern how good the results were, was that year’s data good enough, and how 

precise and valid the results were. 

 

 Sarah Chavez asked what kind of assistance they might need from ERM and Class One.  
She also asked if Mr. Williams was assuming that all scrubber stacks had the same 

emission rates. Mr. Williams replied that they were assuming that all the scrubber stacks 

had the same concentrations.  Ms. Chavez asked, if the stacks did not have the same 

concentrations, how would that affect validity?  Because Intel had stack-testing data, her 

preference was to use actual data rather than an established concentration.  Mr. Williams 

said they would use statistics associated with the stacks first, and then other data would 

come later. 

 

 Lynne Kinis said the community would like to know the amount of HF in ’93-‘94, but it 

was not the same today.  Mike Williams said they were using a statistical approach to see 

how representative the ’93-‘94 meteorological data was compared to now.  They might 

find it was not very good.  Ms. Kinis asked if they would be using ERM’s testing data.  
Mr. Williams replied that was all they had.  Ms. Kinis responded that the CEWG knew 

how the community felt about ERM. 

 

 Roberta King asked Sarah Chavez for clarification around emission factors that came 

from headquarters versus emission factors as related to the permit. Ms. Chavez said that 

for this spikes study, they would be using stack-testing data collected at the stacks by an 

FTIR, and then applying statistical analysis to discern concentration levels coming from 

the stacks.  Emission factors for the permit were different and would not be a part of this 

study.  The only ‘93-94 data they would use was meteorological data from Intel’s onsite 

weather station, which is now located in a different place than it was at that time.  They 

would use more recent stack testing data.   

 

 Stephen Littlejohn checked group consensus.  The proposal was to authorize Mr. Williams 
and Mr. Alsobrook to proceed with modeling and statistical analysis.  Mr. Williams said 

that with Ms. Chavez’s suggestions, they would have to think more about how to 

distribute stack varied concentration levels.  Ms. Chavez said that ERM could propose a 

statistical approach based on their knowledge of the stack data, and John Alsobrook would 

review that and work with them to come up with a statistical method.  She said she 

understood the community’s concern with ERM’s data, but this would standardize the 

approach. ERM was the expert on EPA approved methods on how to handle the data. 
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 Stephen Littlejohn checked consensus on Ms. Chavez’s proposal modification.  ERM 
would propose a statistical method. John Alsobrook would decide whether or not to use 

ERM’s proposed statistical method, and Mike Williams would work on the modeling.  

John Bartlit suggested that John Alsobrook could review the methods EPA approved, and 

ERM would not have to be a part of that.  Sarah Chavez said that Mr. Alsobrook was not 

an expert in stack testing data and would have to be directed by ERM.   

 

 Thom Little explained that with the stack testing data, there were various concentrations 

as well as non-detects, and the EPA had rules on how to treat non-detects. Sarah Chavez 

said that this was not about modeling, just to show that data was in compliance, which 

was why they needed to rely on ERM.  Mr. Little said it would help with the method’s 

validity.   

 

 Stephen Littlejohn tested consensus.  Hugh Church said he basically approved of the 
proposal but was concerned about meteorological and air quality data. Thom Little 

approved of the proposal and added that he would be willing to help in whatever was 

needed to further the process. Sarah Chavez and Mike Williams approved.  John Bartlit 

approved and reminded the group that Mike Williams and John Alsobrook would report 

back to the CEWG on how they were doing, and if they ran into unforeseen problems, the 

CEWG would work to resolve them jointly.  

 

DECISION: Mike Williams and John Alsobrook will proceed with the study as proposed. 

(See attached) 

 

 Roberta King objected because the study was in violation of the Citizen Protocol because 
it used information from companies employed by Intel. Lynne Kinis also objected and 

asked that they not say that they were following the Citizen Protocol when they were not.   

 

 Sarah Chavez asked that they document the provisional level.  Mike Williams said that 
they would be using the Texas provisional level, which was recommended by Peter 

Kowalski.   

 

 Stephen Littlejohn commented that the group navigated through rough waters and came to 

a decision of where to go next.  John Bartlit reminded that the final deliverable was a 

peer-reviewed article that had chance for constructive technical review.  

 

TOPICS PRIORITIES 

Stephen Littlejohn said there were some topics that were unclear and needed clarification:  1. 

Hugh Church’s item, “Joy’s recent email”; 2. State pulmonary fibrosis study; and 3. Scrubbers, 

input streams, and cooling tower changes. 
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 Stephen Littlejohn asked the group if there were any topics that should not be in the 
lowest group. Dennis O’Mara said he thought that “Alternatives to using VOCs for 

production of computer chips” was what the CEWG was all about, and it should be moved 

to the highest priority.  Thom Little said it was important to focus on things in which they 

could actually effect a change.  Intel NM had very little control over Intel Oregon’s 

research.  Although it was not impossible to make a change, Intel NM, and the CEWG 

even less, had very little control over this issue.  Thom Little said he believed one of the 

most monumental things the group did was to influence Intel to raise the RTO stacks to 40 

meters.  That was the kind of change that the CEWG could have impact.   

 

 Dennis O’Mara said he did not see why the CEWG couldn’t express its concern about this 

issue.  Stephen Littlejohn said the CEWG could study these alternatives and write a letter 

to Intel sharing the study results.  John Bartlit said super critical CO2 was considered the 

best alternative to VOC abatement and was still on the list. Sarah Chavez said that she 

thought they had already addressed supercritical CO2.  Stephen Littlejohn remembered 

Frank Gallegos doing a report saying it was off the table, but that was about four years 

ago.  Lynne Kinis said that there were chemicals that could be used that were not as 

dangerous, and these were important to find. Roberta King recalled that Intel said it would 

have to retool everything, which was why this was not a viable alternative. 
 

 Stephen Littlejohn asked the group to e-mail him proposals to moving the topic priorities 

around, and he would present it at the next meeting.   

 

ANNUAL REPORT  

Stephen Littlejohn asked for feedback on the Annual Report.   

 

Roberta King said she objected to Footnote 1, since it sounded like the CEWG was trying to 

appease everyone.  John Bartlit noted that Ms. King made the same objection every year.   Mr. 

Littlejohn said the footnote was there because the CEWG was accused of taking credit when 

others were involved. The footnote conveyed that it was not the credit that was important, but the 

improvement.  John Bartlit added that the pressures that caused improvement resulted 

cumulatively from many places simultaneously.  The CEWG could not take sole credit. Lynne 

Kinis said that the CEWG did not have to give credit or acknowledgement to anyone for its 

accomplishments.  Mr. Bartlit disagreed. 

 

Stephen Littlejohn asked if Intel implemented more efficient boiler operations.  Sarah Chavez 

said she would check what that referred to.  On the number of people who observed VOC 

sampling, no one knew for sure, but Thom Little said he would check.  Mr. Littlejohn said he 

would redraft the Annual Report and bring it back next month for approval. 
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 ACTION ITEMS: Thom Little will check on the number of people who observed VOC  

           sampling, and Sarah Chavez will check on whether Intel   

           implemented more efficient boiler operations.  

 

 

 Thom Little announced that Brian Rashap, Intel’s site manager who replaced John Painter, 
would attend the August CEWG meeting and entertain questions. John Bartlit suggested 

that Mr. Rashap ask questions of the CEWG. Thom Little said he would pass on the 

message.  John Bartlit came up with a question for Mr. Rashap:  “How can 

CEWG achieve more environmental improvements faster?”  

 

 John Bartlit said the group needed to have an understanding of the correct amount of time 

to allocate to the discussion with Mr. Rashap. Mr. Littlejohn said that they should avoid 

making it an oration opportunity and more like a dialogue. They needed a method of give 

and take and coming up with good questions. 

 

ADDITIONAL BUSINESS 

None.  

 

MEETING ADJOURNED 

 

 

NEXT MEETING 

August 15, 2012, 5 to 7 p.m.  

Corrales Senior Center in Corrales. 

 

CONSENSUS DECISIONS 

1. Mike Williams and John Alsobrook will proceed with the spikes study according to the 

attached proposal. 
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A Proposal for the Spikes Study 

 

Mike Williams, John Bartlit, & John Alsobrook 

July 11, 2012 

 

Basic Approach: 

 

1. If this proposal is adopted, I would proceed to model HF spikes. To do this I would need the 

current configuration of Intel's stacks that emit HF and Intel's current meteorological data. Both 

of these are supplied to the Air Quality Bureau. I could begin the modeling work as soon as I 

have these data in convenient form for computer calculations.   

2. I would use AERMOD, as has been generally agreed to by the CEWG in open discussions. 

3. I would use the provisional level generally agreed to by the provisional level subcommittee 

(Williams, Church, and Alsobrook). That discussion is the third bullet in the 6:00 p.m. agenda 

item. 

4. Initially I would model to determine the emissions level required to cause one exceedance of 

the provisional level in a year, using actual meteorology for the year. I may also model to 

determine the emissions levels required to give two, three or five exceedances in a year 

with actual meteorology. 

5. Later I may compare the emissions that give modeled exceedances with appropriate 

measurements of Intel emissions. One or more approaches for this step would be developed 

later after appropriate public discussion with the CEWG or a task force.     

6. I plan to write a paper on this modeling work for publication in a peer-reviewed technical 

journal.  

7. Technical suggestions from any source are welcome at any time. The work and the paper 

would be produced by me.   

8. My paper could be reviewed before submission by experts in the field such as appropriate 

individuals at Class One and Desert Research Institute. However, the paper submitted would be 

mine. The same and other outside experts can be suggested to the journal as formal peer 

reviewers of the submitted paper. 

9. My work and paper do not preclude other activities in the spikes project, such as formation of 

a broad-based HFTF. This work and paper would be useful detailed input to any additional work 

on HF spikes related to Intel. 
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10. My estimated time to have results from the initial work is 8 weeks after I have the necessary 

input data.  

 

Statistical Overview: 

John Alsobrook's knowledge of statistics will be used in the HF project in two main tasks. The 

first task is to compare meteorological data for 1993-94 with current data to see if they are 

statistically different in any way that is significant for the purpose of the study. That is, in 

the more extreme conditions of wind speed, wind direction and atmospheric stability that could 

produce short-term peaks in ground-level concentrations of HF in Corrales.  

The second task, which will come later, is to assess which emissions data are the most applicable 

to compare statistically with the emissions that modeling says could produce an exceedance of 

the provisional level of HF. Alsobrook will also help us estimate the frequency with which 

specific emissions occur with specific meteorological conditions, so that we can estimate how 

frequently the highest concentrations are likely to occur.  

Proposal for Examination of the Usefulness of the 93-94 Meteorological Data 

Objective: Use statistical techniques to estimate the probable errors produced by relying upon the 

93-94 met data in the estimation of the highest, short term, hydrogen fluoride concentrations 

expected in a typical year. 

Background: Currently, the only meteorological data readily available for modeling at the Intel 

site, consists of one years data from April 1993 through March of 1994. The data includes 

measured winds and temperature data on site, supplemented by upper level data collected at the 

Albuquerque International Airport. The upper level data is used to estimate mixing heights. 

There are many years of meteorological data collected at the Intel site, but data on the upper 

level temperatures that are used to estimate mixing heights are not available in the appropriate 

formats. 

The important features required to estimate concentrations from the intel site are: the stack 

parameters (locations, stack heights, flow rates, emission rates, and gas temperatures), terrain, 

wind directions, wind speeds, atmospheric stabilities and mixing heights. Atmospheric stabilities 

can be estimated from the measured temperature differences between different heights, wind 

speeds, and terrain features. Concentrations occurring at a single point resulting from emissions 

from a single stack are very sensitive to slight differences in the wind direction, however, we are 

interested the highest concentrations that can be expected associated with normalized 

concentrations from many stacks. Consequently, the estimated concentrations are less sensitive 

to the wind direction and we are not concerned with the actual emissions for this effort. We 

would expect that year to year variation would be less important in this application than it would 

be if we were considering only a single stack. 
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Statistical techniques have been developed that permit estimations of an average quantity from a 

portion of a data set. The techniques allow estimation of both the average quantity and the range 

of variation about the estimated mean that can be expected. We have a more difficult task, 

because we estimate extremes. 

Approach: We will use the highest 100 estimated concentrations from the model for the 93-94 

year to produce a statistical fit to the data for the parameters wind speed, wind direction, and 

atmospheric stability. The fitted equation will describe in an approximate fashion the influence 

of the parameters wind speed, wind direction, and atmospheric stability on highest, episodic 

normalized concentrations. The fit will use simple functions of the various parameters and we 

will also estimate goodness of fit. 

Once we have a fit we can apply the same fit to all of the data from the Intel site to estimate 

typical year highest values and the highest values in the worst year. 

Schedule and work responsibilities: This task will have to follow on from the initial modeling 

effort. Mike Williams will provide the parameters and the modeled concentrations and 

suggestions for the form of the parameters in the fit. John Alsobrook would have the 

responsibility for designing the statistical treatment. 

 

 


