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DRAFT MEETING SUMMARY 
Community Environmental Working Group 
 
“Striving for Continuous Environmental Improvements at Intel” 
 
Date: September 17, 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 
Dennis O’Mara, Corrales resident 
Sarah Chavez, Intel 
 
 

 
Non-Members Attending 
Lynne Kinis, Corrales resident 
 

Andrew Moen, Intel 
Natasha Martel Jackson, Intel

 
Facilitator 
Mark Bennett, Facilitator     CJ Ondek, Recorder 
 
 
HANDOUTS 

 Draft Agenda  
 Draft Meeting Summary, August 2014 
 Action-Item Progress Report, 

September 2014 

 EHS Activity Reports 
 Corrales Comment article on ATSDR 

report 

 
 
PROPOSED AGENDA 

 Welcome, Introductions, 
Announcements and Brief Items 

 EHS Report and EPA 114 Update 
 Review Action Item Progress Report 
 Regulatory Engineering:  Proposal 

for Real-Time Data on Explore Intel  

 Review of Emission Factors History  
 Preparation for Release of ATSDR 

Report 
 Other Business 
 Adjourn
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WELCOME, INTRODUCTIONS, ANNOUNCEMENTS, AND BRIEF ITEMS 
John Bartlit opened the meeting by stating the CEWG mission, which was to work towards 
continuous environmental improvements at Intel and improved community dialogue.  
Introductions were made.   
 
Agenda—Revisions and Approval 
No comments. 
  
Meeting Summaries—Revisions and Approval 
Lynne Kinis said Roberta King had some concerns regarding the meeting summaries. 
  
 ACTION ITEM:  Mark Bennett will contact Ms. King to accommodate her requests  
          regarding meeting summaries. 
 
ATSDR Update 

• Dennis O’Mara said the August 22 edition of the Corrales Comment had an article on 
Intel called, “Toxic Agency Report on Intel by Mid September,” referring to the ATSDR 
report.  The article erroneously assumed that ATSDR prematurely released the report, 
when it was actually NMED.  Mr. O’Mara said he called Jeff Radford, the editor, to 
correct the error and was instructed to draft a letter with the correction, which he did with 
assistance from John Bartlit, to send by email to Mr. Radford.  Mr. O’Mara sent the email 
but Mr. Radford did not receive it, because Mr. O’Mara sent it to an incorrect email 
address.  Eventually, Mr. Radford received the letter and said he would publish the 
correction in the next edition of the Corrales Comment. 

 
• John Bartlit spoke with Peter Kowalski on September 15 for about 45 minutes regarding 

the release of the final ATSDR report.  Mr. Kowalski told Mr. Bartlit that the report was 
still in review within the division, and assured him it was still moving forward.  Thus, the 
report had not yet gone to peer reviewers, which would take about a month.  Therefore, 
the report would not be available in October.  Mr. Bartlit said, as requested by the CEWG, 
he had asked Mr. Kowalski how many days the report would be available to the public in 
New Mexico before his presentation, and Mr. Kowalski answered at least five days, which 
was their normal practice. In terms of their advertising the release of the ATSDR final 
report, Mr. Kowalski had mentioned previously that they send hard copies of the report to 
libraries and post it on the Internet.  Mr. Bartlit said the CEWG would advertise it as well.  
He also informed Mr. Kowalski about Mr. O’Mara’s letter to the Corrales Comment 
editor. 
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Other Announcements 
• Dennis O’Mara said he had spoken to and exchanged emails with NMED Secretary 

Ryan’s administrative assistant about his personal letter regarding NMED’s releasing the 
draft ATSDR report to Intel prematurely.  He had not yet received a response to his letter 
and wanted to know if he would ever receive a response.  Several calls and emails later, 
the assistant said she had finally communicated with the Secretary about it, and he asked 
her to convey to Mr. O’Mara that he would answer all his questions.  Mr. O’Mara said 
that if the issue continued to go on unresolved, he would put that question on the table to 
NMED during the meeting with Peter Kowalski.  Mr. Bartlit said he specifically invited 
NMED to the meeting. 

 
• Lynne Kinis asked John Bartlit if he had asked Peter Kowalski about her question 

regarding the original report and adjusted comments report.  Mr. Bartlit said that the 
CEWG would have the original draft report, final report, and comments written by NMED 
to ATSDR.  Mr. Kowalski had said the other drafts versions were normally not provided 
as part of the ATSDR’s procedure.  Mr. Bartlit said they could pursue getting those 
iterations through the Freedom of Information Act, which would make the EPA look fast.  
Ms. Kinis asked if they would have both the draft report and the final report in the 
libraries.  Mr. Bartlit said he was not sure if Mr. Kowalski intended to place both the draft 
and the final reports in libraries.  However, the CEWG would have a copy of the draft 
report, and Ms. Kinis would be able to get it that way.  Sarah Chavez said the CEWG 
would have the option of putting the draft report on their Web site at the time. 

 
• Dennis O’Mara said he had learned that the local Sandoval County Emergency Planning 

Committee would be resurrected in October.  Mr. O’Mara said he was invited to attend the 
meetings, as was Sarah Chavez and Bryan Burrows.  He said he would keep CEWG 
informed of any progress.   

 
  
EHS REPORT AND EPA 114 UPDATE 
Sarah Chavez said there was little to report this month.  She said that the hazardous waste group 
from EPA Region 6 was in New Mexico (for another reason) and a requested a tour of Intel’s 
waste system.  NMED also joined the tour.  John Bartlit said the EPA Administrator, Gina 
McCarthy, was in Corrales on Monday to mark the commemoration of a federally funded, local 
floodwater control project.   
 
 
ACTION ITEM PROGRESS REPORT 

• Sarah Chavez updated Action Item #5.  She said that Dennis O’Mara, John Bartlit, and 
Mike Williams (Hugh Church tried to attend, too) attended Bryan Burrows’ case study 
presentation at Intel this afternoon.  The case study was on a fire that happened onsite at 
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Intel about two years ago.  The intent of the presentation was to walk through the event 
and Intel’s emergency management procedures.  Ms. Chavez noted that Mr. Burrows met 
regularly with police, fire and emergency management departments to discuss 
improvements.  One of the things they were in the process of finalizing agreement on was 
placing Intel radios into select command vehicles.  The purpose was for these vehicles to 
have direct communication with the in-call people to respond to emergencies. This cut out 
a couple of the middle steps and provided direct communication, which improved both 
response speed and accuracy.  Ms. Chavez said she would report when the agreement was 
finalized. 

 
• Dennis O’Mara made several observations about today’s meeting with Intel.  He said he 

was impressed with Bryan Burrows and his team, and that today’s meeting reinforced that 
they really did know what they were doing.  The way they responded to emergency 
management, constantly drilling and thinking about improvements was excellent.  He said 
he was especially interested and impressed with the radio addition.  Mr. O’Mara said Intel 
had made a video interviewing the person injured during the fire accident, who relayed 
details about how the incident transpired.  Intel sent the video to all facilities worldwide so 
others could benefit. 

 
• Dennis O’Mara said he reemphasized his concern at the meeting around ensuring Intel 

New Mexico did everything possible to minimize time between when an incident occurred 
and their contact with local emergency responders.  The particular incident in today’s case 
study did not spill into the community, so Mr. O’Mara repeated his interest in observing a 
drill with local emergency management, which happened annually.  Mr. Burrows told Mr. 
O’Mara during the meeting that the next drill would not happen until next year. 

 
 ACTION ITEM:  Sarah Chavez will ask whether the next drill on chemical spill into 
community (expected mid 2015) can be observed by the public. 
  

• Dennis O’Mara said he had also emphasized his concern about the Chandler, Arizona, 
incident and how, in his opinion, an inordinate amount of time passed between the time 
the incident occurred and their contact with local emergency responders.   

 
• Sarah Chavez updated Action Item #3.  She had talked to Intel Oregon about supercritical 

CO2.  In his presentation to the CEWG, Craig Taylor had talked about the industry 
needing an enabling technology.  Intel Oregon said vendors had not yet presented a 
uniquely enabling application to Intel.  But despite that, Intel Oregon continued to monitor 
vendors and their work on supercritical CO2.  John Bartlit asked if that implied that they 
were looking to tool developers to develop this technology and offer it for sale.  Ms. 
Chavez said that was correct.  Mr. Bartlit suggested sending these remarks to Craig Taylor 
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• Sarah Chavez also said that in Mr. Taylor’s discussion, he had identified limitations of 
size in move from 45 to 24 nanometers, and that was the circuitry of the chip.  Intel was 
now running 14 nanometers and researching 10 and 7 nanometers, so Intel was much 
further ahead and able to overcome some of the obstacles Mr. Taylor had discussed.  For 
example, Mr. Taylor had talked about fault lines falling into each other.  Intel was 
working to make these lines stronger to eliminate the problem.  Another potential problem 
Mr. Taylor identified was with photo resist removal.  Intel found solutions by changing 
removal technologies.  Mr. Bartlit added that the general belief is the smaller the 
nanometer the more possibility that supercritical CO2 would be of interest.   

 
 ACTION ITEM:  John Bartlit will send Sarah Chavez Craig Taylor’s email address, and  
          Ms. Chavez will send a summary of her conversation to Mr. Taylor. 
 

• Dennis O’Mara reported on Action Item #8.  He said he tried to contact the national EPA 
office, and gave up and called the regional office instead.  A person returned his call and 
provided a separate Web site with more information and the phone number of one of the 
authors of the PowerPoint on next generation compliance.  The regional office person said 
the EPA had cut funding quite a bit for grants.   

  
 ACTION ITEM:  Mr. O’Mara said he would look for a “grants cooperative agreement  
         guidance” to learn what the EPA looked for in terms of funding  
         opportunities.  
 
 

• Lynne Kinis reported on Action Item #16.  She had contacted Steve Martinez for more 
information on his calculations of Intel’s risk assessment chart numbers.  Mr. Martinez 
said he would look for this information and get back to her. 

 
 
REGULATORY ENGINEERING 
Sarah Chavez presented Intel’s proposal to make the real-time data on their Web site Explore 
Intel more meaningful to the public as part of regulatory engineering.  The slides referred to here 
will be attached to this Meeting Summary for reference.  
 

• Ms. Chavez’s first slide showed the current screen that appeared on the Web site when 
clicking on the tab “View Live Abatement.”  The data showed real-time status of 
scrubbers and thermal oxidizers, but it was difficult for viewers to understand the data’s 
meaning. There were lots of numbers in columns that were difficult to interpret.  

  
• Ms. Chavez showed two proposed redesigned slides that would replace the current screen 

shot.  Slide #2 gave a brief description of abatement equipment. Next were two tables with 
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the headings “Scrubbers” on one and “Thermal Oxidizers” on the other.  Each table had 
two columns named “Equipment ID” and “Status.”  The status for each piece of 
equipment was color-coded by a green “Normal” or a red “Not Normal.”  The definition 
of “Normal” was written just below the description of the abatement equipment:  
“abatement equipment is operating within parameters required by the air permit.” Ms. 
Chavez suggested that by knowing the equipment identification, a person could call with 
questions about issues around a certain piece of equipment.   

 
• John Bartlit asked how they would handle redundancy on the redesign.  Ms. Chavez said 

redundancy was set up within the system as a whole, so if a piece of equipment was down, 
redundancy kept the system running “normal,” therefore all equipment would be marked 
normal.  Intel’s goal with the revision was to eliminate confusion.  They designed this 
slide according to when they had to report to regulators, and they had to report when 
emissions were released unabated, not when a piece of equipment was down.  Mr. Bartlit 
said there was still valuable information to be learned from in noting if a machine was up 
or down and asked if they could show a greater level of detail.  Ms. Chavez said the 
community and regulators would be concerned if emissions were unabated, but because of 
redundancy the system was still working when a piece of equipment was down.  Mr. 
Bartlit said there were more goals here than whether they were abating or not.  Ms. 
Chavez said that regulatory engineering was about demonstrating compliance.  Mr. Bartlit 
said he viewed regulatory engineering as something more than just compliance.  He said 
there were multiple ways to convey simple information.  Ms. Chavez said this proposal 
design was tied directly to the system that Intel’s technicians used, thus the “real time,” 
and there was no separate system from the community’s standpoint. 

 
• Ms. Chavez next turned to slide #3, “Proposed Notifications,” which provided 

notifications when a piece of equipment was down.  Intel would use a format similar to 
what was in the EHS report.  The notification would include the date, the piece of 
equipment, information on why it was down and what was fixed, and for how long.  Mr. 
Bartlit suggested they could note that a piece of equipment was down and system was 
normal in this section.  Ms. Chavez said they would have to think about that because Intel 
only kept track of whether the system operated normally.  

 
• Andrew Moen said the better question would be what value to the community would it be 

to share more detailed information?  If a scrubber was down, did the community care as 
long as the system was still abating? 

 
• Sarah Chavez repeated that Intel’s environmental staff was concerned about emissions not 

getting abated, so even though a scrubber might be down, all emissions were still getting 
abated with redundancy. Their interest was regulatory.  Andrew Moen said a technician or 
chemical engineer might be concerned when a piece of equipment was off as part of their 
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job, but with people tracking compliance it was not relevant.  John Bartlit said he was 
exploring options and did not envision that regulatory engineering was confined to just 
compliance with current rules. He said the current proposal was a great start but there was 
more potential.  Ms. Chavez said the point was to help regulators do their job “better 
faster cheaper,” and reminded about asking the question about community value.   

 
• Lynne Kinis said several years ago a situation occurred at Intel where an engineer on duty 

said everything looked fine with the equipment, but it wasn’t. One of the scrubbers was 
emitting unabated for three days. This was when there was no redundancy.  His 
information screen did not give correct information, so he was not aware there was a 
problem. Therefore, Ms. Kinis said, how could she trust this completely, and why wasn’t 
there a backup?  Andrew Moen said that multiple elements came together to make sure the 
system was operating appropriately. If a technician missed one element, he or she would 
be able to see all the parameters in the system and what was not working.  He said he 
would need to look at the incident that Ms. Kinis was referring to in order to address her 
question more accurately. 

 
• Mark Bennett summarized Ms. Kinis’ concern as, “How would we know that the design is 

giving reliable information?” Ms. Kinis added, “How can I trust the information.”  
Andrew Moen said with all the sources they relied on today, they were trying to make the 
system more robust.  He did not know if adding another system would reduce the potential 
for error.   

 
• John Bartlit said this proposal was a great step forward in the direction they wanted to go 

in the future with regulatory engineering.  He said he would think about it more, and Intel 
would think about it more and ideas would evolve.   

 
• Ms. Chavez asked for feedback from the community to know if the terms they used on the 

redesign were understandable.  She said she also sent it to NMED for comments.  Intel 
was hoping to make the updates the first week of October, but they could always update 
the Web site anytime.  Other Intel sites would use this information to update their sites. 

 
• Mark Bennett said he heard two important elements from this discussion.  1. This was a 

step towards more transparency and allowing the public to see what was going on.  2. 
What was the value-added for the public about what they could see and how they could 
understand what was going on?  This second point required ongoing dialogue.  The 
perspectives of regulators and the public were different, and the CEWG should continue 
to look at the issue from both perspectives.   
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• Andrew Moen asked Lynne Kinis to give additional advice on adding information that 
would give more assurance.  Ms. Kinis replied that she could give one right now.  She 
said she did not care about NMED guidelines because she did not agree with them.  She 
would trust the information if its accuracy was verified through a secondary check.  John 
Bartlit said Intel could do a demonstration to regulators that verified the process by 
running real time tests.   

 
• Mark Bennett suggested having a page with simple declarative statements that stated how 

they verified the information, etc.  Mr. Bennett repeated that this was a point for ongoing 
discussion. 

 
 
EMISSION FACTORS HISTORY 
Sarah Chavez summarized her presentation, which would address the role of emission factors; 
look at the history of emission calculations; give an overview of methods; and then talk about 
tool testing and stack testing.  Her presentation included a slide show, which will be attached to 
this Meeting Summary for reference.  
 

• Ms. Chavez discussed what role emission factors played and why they were used.  
Emission factors were used as a way to calculate emissions.  An emissions factor was 
defined as a “representative value that attempts to relate the quantity of a pollutant 
released to the atmosphere with an activity associated with the release of that pollutant.”  
They provided a repetitive way to track a known parameter ‘and chemical use and 
calculate emissions.  In the 1990s, the EPA attempted to expand the emission factor 
program to cover more industry, and Intel was integral to developing the semiconductor 
emission factors.   

 
• Sarah Chavez gave a history of emission calculations at Intel from 2000 to the present. 

Intel had tanks onsite that held liquid waste.  EPA had a tank equation/program where 
parameters such as vapor pressure and tank dimensions were input to calculate an 
emissions rate.  Intel used this method to calculate tank emissions.   

 
• Combustion equipment used natural gas and diesel.  In the past Intel relied on a 

combination of the EPA’s AP-42 document, manufacturing data, and Intel stack testing.  
Today Intel used more emission factors developed based on stack testing because of the 
large amounts of data they had collected.  For other particulate emissions, historically in 
older permits NMED only required Intel to report on particulates from 
hexamethyldisiloxane (HMDS).  Today all particulates must be reported, and Intel used a 
combination of NMED guidelines and HMDS equals emissions. 
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• For all other emissions, in the past Intel developed emission factors or used a combination 
of “use equals emissions.”  In particular, emissions from the manufacturing process 
caused the most concern from a community standpoint.  Intel started out with an emission 
factor per chemical that was onsite that as based on tool testing at the Oregon site.  Intel 
then moved to an emissions factor per chemical per manufacturing process that was based 
on tool testing at the Oregon site.  Intel’s permit required these emissions factors to be 
validated through stack testing.  Next, Intel based emission factors on Intel stack testing 
for a majority of emissions. 

 
• Ms. Chavez said combustion emissions came from burning natural gas and diesel using 

combustion equipment. Intel used AP-42 emission factors for SO2, VOC, HAP and PM.  
For NOx and CO, Intel used manufacture data for emergency generators, fire pumps and 
ammonia treatment systems, and stack testing for thermal oxidizers and boilers, which 
were the largest sources of these emissions.  For all other small miscellaneous sources like 
water heaters, Intel used AP-42 emission factors.   

 
• Lynne Kinis asked how many tanks Intel had onsite that contained chemicals.  Ms. 

Chavez said that solvent tanks were the only tanks onsite for which they calculated tank 
emissions, and these emissions were relatively small compared to Intel’s overall 
emissions.  The majority of tanks onsite were vented through the scrubbers.   

 
• Lynne Kinis asked about combustion equipment. Ms. Chavez replied that combustion 

emissions came from burning natural gas and diesel.  Scrubbers were water-based so did 
not have combustion emissions, although they did emit NOx and CO; however thermal 
oxidizers burned natural gas and these emissions were classified as combustion emissions.  

 
• Ms. Chavez said Intel calculated particulate emissions from HMDS based on chemical 

use.  So for a pound of HMDS, they calculated that .745 pounds of silica were emitted out 
the stack.  This was a molecular conversion.  Testing showed that the emission factor was 
actually less, but Intel continued to report the .745 number.  The second set of data Intel 
calculated came from cooling towers.  Intel used the NMED guidance document of how to 
calculate these emissions using the water flow rate in the cooling towers, manufacture 
data on drift eliminator, and tracking the total dissolved solids to calculate the particulate 
emissions.  Intel used the same methodology for scrubbers. 

 
• Ms. Chavez said for all the other emissions, Intel used three main methods.  For isopropyl 

alcohol, which Intel used in large quantities to wipe down equipment, the method was 
“use equals emissions.” Intel developed emission factors that they used for some of the 
smaller amount chemicals.  For stack testing, Intel used stack testing data from thermal 
oxidizers for total VOCs, NOx, CO, HCl, Cl2 and HF. 
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• Sarah Chavez talked about how Intel developed emission factors based on tool testing.  

Each tool had one step in the manufacturing process.  So Intel looked at how much 
chemical got used per step for a particular step, plus all the parameters for each step. In 
Oregon, they used the FTIR to test the amount of emissions that came out of the tool 
during each process step to develop a pounds/wafer number, and added together all the 
process step information to figure out how many pounds of emissions were emitted per 
chemical.  Then they added the scrubber removal efficiency, which came from stack 
testing, to get the overall emission factor.  This method was similar to methods the EPA 
used in greenhouse gas emissions.  This method is complex because of all the process 
steps and the number of chemicals used. Although it was a valid method to use, the 
complexity made it more difficult over time.   Intel moved to stack testing, which was less 
complex and preferred by NMED. 

 
• Ms. Chavez said stack testing had become a more reliable method to use because Intel had 

stack testing data available for total VOCs, HAPs, NOx and CO for the following number 
of years: 14 years testing data on scrubbers; 18 years testing data on boilers; and 20 years 
testing data on thermal oxidizers.  The testing followed EPA approved methods as 
required by the air permit, and testing occurred after emissions were processed by 
abatement equipment, so no control efficiencies were needed for final emissions 
calculation.  Ms. Chavez gave this example of how Intel calculated emission factors. 
 To calculate emission factors: 
  Test data ÷  fuel use or production level  =  emissions factor 
 To calculate emissions: 
  Emissions factor   x   fuel use or production level = emissions  
 Example: 

 1 lb emissions/hr ÷ 1 gallon fuel/hr = 1 lb emissions/gallon fuel 
 1 lb emissions/gallon fuel x 100 gallons fuel/month = 100 lbs emissions 

 
• John Bartlit asked how often Intel tested the efficiency of abatement equipment.  Ms. 

Chavez responded once a year done over one 8-hour period.   
 

• John Bartlit asked if emission factors changed with production capacity.  Ms. Chavez said 
Intel’s emissions were so low it was difficult to tell.  When tracked historically, not much 
of a change was seen from changing throughput, and she attributed that to overall low 
emissions. Andrew Moen said thermal oxidizers had 90% removal, and emissions were 
tested after the abatement which also reduced the variation.  For scrubbers, Sarah Chavez 
said the range was close to detection limit so it was difficult to measure variations. 
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• Dennis O’Mara asked about the 20 years of stack testing data.  Durrs thermal oxidizers 
were used before the Munters units, so was it valid to combine stack testing data from 
different units?  Sarah Chavez said that was a good point, but a thermal oxidizer was still 
a thermal oxidizer, just a different manufacturer.  Also, Intel used 2013 stack testing data 
to calculate 2014 emissions.  Every year after Intel did testing they updated the emission 
factors.   

 
• John Bartlit said emission factors were often discussed in media in terms of “zero.”  Did 

Intel have emission factors of zero and if so, how did they come about?  Sarah Chavez 
gave an example of a chemical in solid form and used in its solid form that didn’t have a 
mechanism to volatize or become an air emission, then it would be referred to as “zero.”  
Mr. Bartlit said there were mechanisms whereby a solid could get into the air, such as 
particulate emissions.  Ms. Chavez said based on EPA guidance, for scrubbers they factor 
in particulate emissions based on the amount of solids in water.  Ms. Chavez said her 
example was old and she was not aware if it was still relevant.  John Bartlit said if Intel 
did not have any zero emission factors, they should say something about it.  Dennis 
O’Mara said he thought it was important to clarify.  Ms. Chavez agreed to look into it. 

 
 ACTION ITEM:  Sarah Chavez said she would further investigate if Intel had zero  
          emission factors, why and how. 
 

• Lynne Kinis said a Jeff Radford article outlined various requests by ATSDR, one of which 
included better air quality monitoring and regulatory oversight of Intel emissions 
calculations.  She asked how NMED and Intel addressed this request.  Andrew Moen said 
Intel’s move to more stack testing was a more preferred method for NMED, and as a 
result Intel removed some variables that were an issue of concern and complexity of some 
calculations.  He said Intel also shared methodologies with regulatory agencies during 
their reviews so they more completely understood what Intel was doing and could address 
any flags or concerns.  John Bartlit asked if the ATSDR knew about any of these changes.  
Sarah Chavez said she did not know to what level of detail ATSDR was tracking Intel. 

 
• Lynne Kinis quoted another point from the 2009 ASTDR report.  “The primary limitation 

of the technology is its inability to measure low level multiple air contaminants over time.  
As a result, ATSDR cannot fully evaluate potential exposure to nearby residents nor 
address potential health impacts of chemical mixtures.”  Ms. Kinis said she wanted to 
know what NMED and Intel had done to improve on this point.  Sarah Chavez said Mike 
Williams took the stack testing data and assumed half the detection limit to evaluate 
health effects from all the stacks.  Mike Williams added that they specifically chose the 
median level to get at low-level emissions.  John Bartlit added the lower it got the harder 
it was to detect.   
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• Mark Bennett asked about NMED’s response on this issue.  For example, Mike Williams’ 
modeling response tried to get at low levels to see if there was any significance by 
modeling certain assumptions, as opposed to assuming if it wasn’t detected it must not be 
there. Sarah Chavez said NMED was an air quality bureau and had a different focus than 
ATSDR for this item.  John Bartlit said this was a good example why modeling also was 
needed along with air testing. Both can do something the other can’t.   

 
• Dennis O’Mara said 8 hour stack testing struck him as “hit or miss.”  The plant ran 24 

hours 7 days a week, and operations varied over time, therefore did 8-hour testing really 
give the best outcomes for emission factors?  Andrew Moen clarified that each RTO was 
tested 8 hours once a year under the current program.  Previously, each thermal oxidizer 
was tested for two weeks straight quarterly for VOCs.  Intel found from looking at 20 
years of data, the 8-hour sampling was very representative of the two-week period.  Sarah 
Chavez added that in the past the testing time periods varied, and that one RTO was tested 
at a time and separately.  John Bartlit said the total testing was 8 hours multiplied by the 
number of scrubbers (around 20 and 7 thermal oxidizers).   

 
• Mark Bennett raised the issue of how Intel addressed the ongoing issue of trust.  Intel 

provided data that they wanted people to believe.  So if there was an established protocol 
that was a validated method, it should be summarized somewhere as a way to address 
trust. Sarah Chavez asked what additional information was needed to provide help with 
trust issues?    

 
• John Bartlit asked to what extent Intel tied the results to operating capacity.  Sarah Chavez 

said the operating capacity did not change; it stayed flat.  Andrew Moen added he never 
saw a significant change.   

 
• Sarah Chavez explained that from around 2000 to 2012, Intel’s permit required they test 

every thermal oxidizer every quarter for two weeks.  Since 2012, they had to test every 
thermal oxidizer for 8 hours per year. 

 
• Mark Bennett asked if there was anything on the horizon for modeling that was different 

from what was done so far.  Mike Williams said he would look at other pollutants from 
scrubbers to test in the future.  Sarah Chavez said Intel did modeling for criteria pollutants 
(CO and NOx), and that all health assessments based their evaluation on modeling data.   

 
 
PREPARATION FOR RELEASE OF ATSDR REPORT 

• Lynne Kinis asked a logistics question.  Was the CEWG going to form groups at the next 
meeting to assign tasks in preparation for the ATSDR meeting?  She was concerned that 
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they would not be prepared.  John Bartlit said the ATSDR would send the report at least 5 
days before it was released.   

 
• Dennis O’Mara said the factor for him to not distribute the draft too soon was to not be 

held liable for leaks, however Ms. Kinis had made a valid point about needing to prepare.  
Ms. Kinis said she was concerned about getting the advertising together in time.  John 
Bartlit said the ATSDR had the same goal, which was to reach the audience. 

 
• Mark Bennett said he could create the CEWG newsletter with the information so that it 

was ready to send out immediately, and then he would just plug in the location 
information when they got it, which he could do in 24 hours.  He would send a draft of 
this newsletter for feedback. 

 
• John Bartlit said that he would ask Peter Kowalski to let the CEWG know when the report 

moved to the peer review panel, so that might give them an idea around timing.  From 
there the peer review panel had one month. 

 
• Sarah Chavez said there were other things to look at to begin preparing for the meeting, 

such as developing questions to address during the meeting. 
 

• John Bartlit said the final ATSDR report presentation would be a CEWG-style meeting to 
include Mark Bennett as facilitator and CJ Ondek as recorder. He asked if any one saw 
any reason why the CEWG meeting shouldn’t be like all the other meetings.  Mr. 
Kowalski would be holding multiple meetings while in New Mexico.  Lynne Kinis said 
some members of the CRCAW might react negatively because it appeared that the CEWG 
was the main contact with ATSDR.  Dennis O’Mara suggested that they could attend the 
CEWG meeting or schedule their own meeting in advance with Peter Kowalski. 

 
 ACTION ITEM:  Mark Bennett will write a mock up of the newsletter and circulate to  
          the group for feedback.   
          John Bartlit will ask Peter Kowalski to inform the CEWG when the 
          report moved to peer review. 
 
 
ADDITIONAL BUSINESS 
 
MEETING ADJOURNED 
 
NEXT MEETING:  October 15, 2014, 5 to 7 pm, Corrales Senior Center.  
 


