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MEETING SUMMARY 
Community Environmental Working Group 

 

“Striving for Continuous Environmental Improvements at Intel” 

 

Date: October 15, 2014 

Time: 5:00–7:00 p.m. 

Location: Corrales Senior Center 

 

Members Attending

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 

 

Natasha Martel Jackson, Intel 

Liz Shipley, Intel

 

Facilitator 

Mark Bennett, Facilitator     CJ Ondek, Recorder 

 

 

HANDOUTS 
 Draft Agenda  

 Draft Meeting Summary, September 

2014 

 Action-Item Progress Report, October 

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 

 Continuous Improvement at Intel 

 Preparation for Release of ATSDR 

Report 

 Other Business 

 Adjourn
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WELCOME, INTRODUCTIONS, ANNUNCEMENTS, AND BRIEF ITEMS 

Mike Williams 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.   

 

Mr. Williams reported that John Bartlit had a health emergency and was in the hospital, which 

was why he was not present at this evening’s meeting.   

 

Agenda—Revisions and Approval 

No comments. 

  

Meeting Summaries—Revisions and Approval 

No comments. 

 

ATSDR Update 

Mike Williams said he spoke with Peter Kowalski, who reported that the internal agency review 

had been completed. There were minor changes, so the report wouldn’t be ready in November.  

However, the external peer reviewers were in place, and that review would take about a month, 

so December was a possibility. Mr. Williams said when the final report was ready, it would be 

posted on the Web site, sent to libraries, and the public would have 5 to 7 days to review the 

document before the meeting with petitioners as well as the meeting with the CEWG. 

 

Other Announcements 

 Dennis O’Mara said his letter to the Corrales Comment that corrected an error in an article 

about the ATSDR report was published a few days after the September CEWG meeting.   

 

 Dennis O’Mara said he received a response from Richard Goodyear at NMED to his letter 

regarding NMED’s releasing the ATSDR draft prematurely to Intel.  In the response, Mr. 

Goodyear thanked him for his interest, apologized for Mr. O’Mara’s thinking there was a 

conflict of interest, and then proceeded to outline why he did not think it was a conflict of 

interest. Mr. Goodyear wrote that he did not interpret the words stamped across each page 

of the draft report to mean “do not distribute.” 

 

 Mr. O’Mara said he was puzzled by Mr. Goodyear’s response, because Mr. Kowalski 

clearly was shocked that NMED had distributed the draft to Intel.  Mr. O’Mara said 

perhaps the CEWG should suggest Mr. Kowalski use more specific and direct instructions 

in the future. The letter went on to say that NMED asked for Intel’s input on page 15 only, 

and NMED did not have comments on any other aspect.  Mr. O’Mara concluded it didn’t 

appear that there was any harm done based on the information they had so far.   
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 Lynne Kinis said the main issue the community had was “trust.”  Richard Goodyear’s 

response was a perfect example of the trust issue.  He made excuses that NMED did not 

see what was written across every single page.  He was dismissive.  How was the 

community supposed to trust?  The CEWG took the breach seriously.  The community 

had serious credibility issues with Richard Goodyear from past experience. 

 

 Dennis O’Mara said he had talked to a person at the EPA regional office in Dallas 

regarding potential grants on regulatory engineering who passed on the phone number of 

another person who authored a report on the topic.  Mr. O’Mara called and spoke with her, 

and she said that the EPA did not have any funds for demonstration grants on regulatory 

engineering, and they did not even have enough money to buy office supplies.  Staff were 

reduced to buying supplies out of pocket.   

 

 Dennis O’Mara talked about the “community right to know act,” which called for the 

establishment of local emergency planning committees and state emergency response 

committees.  Sandoval County planned to restart its local emergency planning committee.  

Mr. O’Mara said he received an invitation to attend the initial meeting.  The committee’s 

purpose was to write a community emergency plan to protect the public from chemical 

accidents, establish emergency response procedures to evacuate the public, provide local 

governments information about accidental releases; and assist the public with annual 

reports on releases of toxic air.  He said the meeting took place in Placitas, and the County 

sent out 40 invitations. Ten people showed up, and most attendees were emergency 

response people. Intel’s Bryan Burrows attended, as did Henry Jolly, who was the Hazmat 

coordinator for the state emergency response initiative.  At the meeting they elected 

officers, established bylaws, and agreed to quarterly subcommittee meetings.  Mr. O’Mara 

said he was interested in the emergency communication subcommittee and would 

participate in that group as fully as possible. 

 

Regulatory Engineering 

 Sarah Chavez said at last month’s CEWG she proposed a modification of Intel’s Web site, 

Explore Intel.  She had spoken with Lynne Kinis and Hugh Church and received 

comments from NMED, and then drafted a revised version of the Web site.  Rather than 

putting the revisions on a slide, Intel would make the revisions directly to the Web site, so 

it would be a “working Web site” that people can review and comment on.  Intel would 

continue to make revisions going forward.  Ms. Chavez said that they hoped the revised 

Web site would be live in November. 

 

 Sarah Chavez said NMED was making a change to their regulation around allowing them 

to accept electronic documents.  Their systems were out-dated and they did not have 

structured databases.  NMED wanted to move into the 21st century, make information 

more accessible and tie it to regulatory engineering.   
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Public Comment 

 Lynne Kinis asked if Richard Goodyear had written “there was no harm done.” Dennis 

O’Mara said not directly but he wrote it had “little impact.”  Ms. Kinis said she took his 

comment as a dismissal statement.  The point was that trust was violated.   

 

 Natasha Martel Jackson said she was going on leave in January for 5 months, and Liz 

Shipley would begin attending CEWG meetings to cover the media and communication 

role.  

  

EHS REPORT AND EPA 114 UPDATE 

Sarah Chavez said Intel held quarterly wastewater inspection and meeting.  Intel received one 

complaint from Zone 2 on a “burnt rubber” smell.  Technicians followed up and systems were 

operating normally.  Intel had not yet heard anything about the EPA 114 report.  Mark Bennett 

asked about the significance of the statement “89% of capacity” listed at the top of the EHS 

report.  Ms. Chavez said that historically, as part of regulatory testing, Intel had to say at what 

capacity the equipment in the facility operated. 

 

ACTION ITEM PROGRESS REPORT 

 Sarah Chavez updated item #3.  She said she had emailed Craig Taylor with Intel 

Oregon’s comments on his presentation.  On item # 4, she still was unable to contact 

anyone on condensation technology.  She had found documents on different abatement 

technologies on a Web site of an organization recommended by John Bartlit, so she would 

email those documents to Mr. O’Mara. She would ask Intel’s testing consultant ERM to 

share their review on condensation technology.  She added that technicians at Intel 

Oregon still thought thermal oxidation was the best approach, but they continuously 

looked at different manufacturers with better removal efficiencies as well as new 

possibilities in condensation technologies.   

 

 ACTION ITEM: Sarah Chavez will share information on condensation technology with  

        Dennis O’Mara and anyone else who was interested before the next  

        meeting. 

 

 Dennis O’Mara clarified that he was not suggesting Intel substitute any other abatement 

technology for Munters or scrubbers.  Rather, he wondered if it were possible to install a 

second abatement system in addition to what Intel had now that would reduce a portion of 

the stream that went out to Munters.  For example, if the second system would take 60% 

of toxins out of the stream, and send 40% to Munters, which was 90% effective, therefore 

the amount coming out of the stacks would be reduced.  Sarah Chavez said from an 

engineering standpoint that idea wouldn’t work, because the current system was designed 

to meet a certain capacity. She added that emissions from scrubbers were already low, and 

there were other problems in condensing out solvents.  Intel had additional abatement 
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devices at the tool level for greenhouse gases and safety reasons.  She said she would 

continue to look for information and ask the questions. 

 

 Sarah Chavez there was nothing to report on item # 5, so to keep it ongoing, and she was 

still working on item #16. She addressed item #10 in her “regulatory engineering” report. 

 

 Lynne Kinis said on item #13, she had not yet talked to Steve Martinez.  Mike Williams 

said he would address items #11 and #12 in the modeling section. Mark Bennett said he 

had exchanged emails with Roberta King (item #14).  She had trouble with reading the 

minutes, so Mr. Bennett said he would continue to follow up with her.  Mr. Bennett said 

he brought a mock up of the newsletter announcing the ATSDR report release for group 

feedback (item #17). Mike Williams said he completed item #18 on behalf of John Bartlit. 

 

 Sarah Chavez added an update on the Intel/Rio Rancho Fire Department radio installation 

to use in emergency situations. The organizations signed an agreement and next steps 

would be to program the radios, work on the logistics of installing radios in command 

vehicles, and then conduct mock drills to test the new radios.   

 

UPDATE ON MODELING 

 Mike Williams responded to two questions that emerged on his modeling efforts.  The 

first question concerned ammonium fluoride.  He said he had confused NH4F with NH3F 

on the risk assessment—both were called ammonium fluoride.  NH4F was an “etching 

material.”  NH3F was listed as going to the scrubbers, but it never reached the scrubbers 

because it was a solid not a gas.  Mr. Williams said he asked Peter Kowalski about it, too.  

So, in that regard the question closed because NH3F was not an air contaminant.    

 

 The second question was around taking what was learned on hydrogen fluoride (HF) 

modeling and comparing it with other pollutants, specifically hydrochloric acid (HCl) and 

chlorine (Cl).  Assuming the validity of the risk assessment, hydrochloric acid had lower 

emissions and concentrations and a more lax screening level than HF, so it was dropped 

out of the study.  Chlorine had a slightly more sensitive screening level by about 20% and 

also was seen in scrubber emissions. Mr. Williams compared ERM’s testing data with 

emissions data and learned that chlorine emissions were 228 lbs. per year versus 5, 287 for 

HF.  Therefore, he concluded chlorine was not important.  Mr. Williams said he would 

write a summary about what he learned in a document to share with the CEWG, and this 

should complete HF modeling, although he said he would look a little deeper one more 

time to see if there was anything else to consider. 

 

 ACTION ITEM:  Mike Williams will write a summary of the above in a document to  

         share with the CEWG. 
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 Dennis O’Mara asked if screening levels represented the threshold beyond which the 

chemical could cause health problems. Mike Williams said that was an overstatement.  

Rather, they looked at the lowest level of effect and divided that by safety matter and 

added the question of exposure.  For example, a compound could cause irritation at the 

time of exposure but not leave a lasting effect, so it depended where it was on that scale.  

The general rule Mr. Williams said he followed was whether the emissions level was close 

to the screening level or not.  The closer to the screening level meant thinking more about 

the details of exposure and whether the emission could be abated.  The further away from 

the screening level the less likely it was a problem.  Sarah Chavez reminded that this was 

how they set up the crystalline silica modeling. 

 

 Dennis O’Mara said the concern he had expressed previously was the unknown around 

exposure to amounts below the screening level over the long term.  Sarah Chavez said the 

Intel risk assessment tried to take into consideration long-term chemical exposure for 70 

years as well as short-term exposure for men, women and children.  Mike Williams said 

the CEWG followed similarly with the crystalline silica testing, but there were very few 

long-term studies about health effects.  Also, when the numbers tended toward lower 

concentration levels it was even harder to figure out.  The EPA set a standard for fine 

particles based on a study of 6 US cities.  The lowest fine particle number they found was 

10-micrograms/cubic meter.  The study saw health effects between that level and the next 

level up, but that did not mean there weren’t health effects at the lower level, also.  The 

EPA then chose a standard based on the next level up, and the World Health Organization 

chose the 10-micrograms/cubic meter level.  Mr. Williams said he did not think science 

would have the tools to learn more until they learned more about DNA.   

 

 Ms. Chavez said that people are exposed to more than just a single chemical in the 

environment, and all these factors were important to consider.  Mr. Williams added that 

they couldn’t expose people deliberately to just one chemical.  Mr. O’Mara said because 

no one could prove what happened in low-level exposure over time did not mean there 

were no harmful effects, and they could not pretend that nothing happened.  Mr. Williams 

said that was why he and John Bartlit focused on continuous environmental improvement.  

 

 Mark Bennett suggested that it might be useful to ask Peter Kowalski some of these 

questions to learn how the ATSDR looked at screening levels and tested screening quality.   

 

 Lynne Kinis asked Mike Williams if he based his modeling on people exposed to HF for 8 

hours a day.  Mike Williams said for the crystalline silica they used numbers for miners 

exposed to silica 8 hours a day.  However HF studies were based on a few healthy males 

exposed for an hour, and Peter Kowalski suggested he use that number in the HF 

modeling.  Mark Bennett said it would be useful to question Peter Kowalski on the 

weaknesses of using this standard.  Ms. Kinis said another question was what could 
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happen over long-term exposure.  She stated her belief that Corrales has an escalating 

ALS (amyotrophic lateral schlerosis, commonly known as Lou Gehrig’s disease) 

situation, and the ATSDR should continue to monitor the situation and check back with 

people. (Facilitator’s note: this statement refers to ATSDR’s statement that it received 

reports of 10 cases of ALS in the Rio Rancho/Corrales area but has no ability to make a 

determination as to whether this reporting is significant due to the absence of uniform 

reporting in the US to provide a baseline.) 

 

 

CONTINUOUS IMPROVEMENT AT INTEL 

Sarah Chavez delivered a slide presentation on continuous improvement at Intel.  She referred to 

Intel’s 126-page 2013 Corporate Responsibility Report, which was posted online at: 

www.intel.com/go/responsibility. 

 Sarah Chavez said Intel, as a company, is committed to sustainability and being a leader in 

environmental sustainability.  Environmental considerations were built into the business, 

developed in Oregon and then transferred to other sites.  They called it a “design for 

environment” philosophy.  The New Mexico site was one of 7 Intel manufacturing sites 

worldwide, and the Chief Executive Officer was responsible for worldwide corporate 

oversight. In 2012 Intel set corporate environmental goals to achieve by 2020 that the sites 

would implement individually.  Ms. Chavez emphasized that the New Mexico site did not 

have a direct involvement in manufacturing development but would rather benefit from 

any green changes in the manufacturing process developed by Oregon in the future.  Of 

the goals, the emissions goal was set around greenhouse gases.  Ms. Chavez said Intel 

pursued a gentler environmental footprint through pursuing three key areas:  Reducing 

greenhouse gas emissions, pursuing renewable power, and investing in water conservation 

projects. Ms. Chavez went on to give examples of environmental projects in New Mexico.  

Two energy conservation projects helped reduce electricity use and boiler operations, 

which led to reduced emissions, and Intel also replaced lighting with energy efficient 

lighting.  Mark Bennett asked Ms. Chavez to explain kilowatt-hours saved in a way that 

was easy to understand. 

  

 ACTION ITEM: Sarah Chavez will look further into explaining the amount of kilowatt  

         hours saved in a way that was easy to understand. 

 

 Ms. Chavez talked about two water management projects at Intel New Mexico.  The first 

was recycling water to use in cooling towers and supplemented with reverse osmosis 

water.  Over the past 20 years, Intel increased its water efficiency, which was measured by 

“water in and water out.”  In other words, today Intel used 90% of a gallon of water in and 

discharged 10%; 20 years ago they used 35% of a gallon of water in and discharged 65%.  

Intel now saved 48 million gallons per year.  Water consumption at Intel is currently about 

3 to 4 million gallons a day. Ms. Chavez next talked about Intel New Mexico’s recycling 
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projects.  They tied employee bonuses in 2013 with recycling.  A recycling center was 

established internally as a way to get employees to participate more.  Intel also looked at 

different ways to reuse equipment and partnered with Adelante Development Center to 

donate used electronic equipment rather than deposit them in a landfill.  For air emissions, 

Intel New Mexico had two air emissions reduction projects based on heat recovery.  

Boilers produced combustion emissions, and heat recovery projects helped energy savings 

and reduced emissions from those sources.  This savings was expressed in a ratio.  The 

first project was done in 2013 and the second project as implemented this year.  

 

ACTION ITEM: Sarah Chavez will look further into what the boiler reduction ratio 

meant in terms of emissions.   

 

 Ms. Chavez continued that  Intel New Mexico was piloting a project now to use a 

different biocide, and it could reduce emissions from the cooling towers.  The pilot would 

go through the first quarter next year, and was proposed by an Intel engineer. 

 

ACTION ITEM:  Sarah Chavez would bring more information on the biocide pilot 

including the pilot results to a future CEWG meeting. 

 

 

 Intel tried to create “innovation for the planet” by making products that used less energy.  

Over time they were able to reduce the energy consumed to produce one transistor by one 

million over the past 30 years.  Also, Intel New Mexico was piloting monitors as part of 

the sustainable connected cities project, which was a collaborative research initiative 

partnering with cities to place monitors in five locations (London, Ireland, Albuquerque, 

Arizona and San Jose, California).  Two monitors were on site in New Mexico. This 

project had a regulatory component.  The monitors were inexpensive, small, and 

connected, so the data were available online.  

 

 Ms. Chavez discussed the Sustainability in Action Grant Program, which is a program that 

encourages employees to propose sustainability project ideas with community benefits. 

Intel funds about 10 projects a year averaging $13,000/project.  Examples included a 2011 

composting facility project in Corrales, with the compost soil being given to Parks and 

Recreation Department.  Another example in 2014 was a collaboration with the Bosque 

Ecosystem Monitoring Program, which had high school and middle school students 

collecting environmental data along the Rio Grande across the state. This year’s project 

installed five automated monitoring stations to collect even more data.  Students built, 

designed, programmed and installed the units, which were solar powered, along the 

Bosque. The collected data were used by federal, state, and local agencies for watershed 

management decisions.   
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 Dennis O’Mara said he didn’t hear anything about reducing serious chemicals in air 

emissions during the presentation.  He asked if Intel employees across the board 

understood that communities had concerns about emissions, and, if so, why didn’t Intel 

suggest to employees to develop a proposal for a grant to further reduce emissions.  Ms. 

Chavez said Intel had environmental goals for many years, and reducing emissions was a 

big focus in the past and a lot had been accomplished.  It continued to be a focus in the 

technology development area.  Mark Bennett asked if Intel could issue a challenge to 

employees to develop ideas around reducing emissions.  Ms. Chavez said the program was 

mainly used for community partnerships and not site-specific projects, but she would talk 

with Natasha Martell Jackson and Liz Shipley to see what was possible.   

 

 Natasha Martell Jackson suggested brainstorming with the CEWG on some projects that 

were done together with and for the community. Lynne Kinis said she had heard Mr. 

O’Mara ask if Intel employees were encouraged to come up with ideas to reduce 

emissions.  Ms. Chavez said that they could encourage employees, but Ms. Martell 

Jackson was saying that there was also the potential to partner on projects directly 

beneficial to the community and not Intel. 

 

 ACTION ITEM:  Sarah Chavez will work with Natasha Martell Jackson and Liz   

          Shipley to see if there was a possibility for Intel New Mexico to issue  

          a challenge to employees to develop ideas around reducing emissions.   

 

 

PREPARATION FOR RELEASE OF ATSDR REPORT 

Mark Bennett said that the ATSDR final report release would not be in November but it might be 

in December.  He asked how the group how they would like to proceed with preparations. 

 

 Dennis O’Mara said they should think about what individuals and groups to specifically 

invite to the presentation meeting, for example, the Corrales Village Council and the 

mayor, with the understanding that the meeting would be open to the public.  Mike 

Williams asked if they would have enough people to move to larger site.  Both Sarah 

Chavez and Lynne Kinis said there were not that many people at the previous ATSDR 

report release, which was held in a hotel.  The group agreed they should learn more about 

the Senior Center seating capacity. 

 

 ACTION ITEM: Mark Bennett will contact Corrales Senior Center to learn about the  

        fire code, seating capacity, and the number of chairs they had available  

        or if they needed to bring extra chairs from outside. Mark Bennett will  

        explore other meeting site options.  
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 Mike Williams said that Peter Kowalski said he would meet with the petitioners—

Corrales Residents for Clean Air and Water (CRCAW). The group was unsure whether 

this would be a private or public meeting.  Mark Bennett suggested finding out if this 

would be a public meeting in order to determine the number of potential attendees at the 

CEWG meeting. 

 

 ACTION ITEM:  Mike Williams will follow up with Peter Kowalski on whether the  

          meeting with petitioners will be public or private. 

 

 Lynne Kinis asked to discuss how to coordinate questions for Peter Kowalski so as to 

avoid redundancy.  Sarah Chavez asked what the group could do to start preparing the 

meeting structure now so they were not rushed last minute. With the possible December 

date, Dennis O’Mara said if the date was too close to the holidays, then perhaps they 

should ask Peter Kowalski to move the release to January.  

 

 Lynne Kinis said that each person should prepare a list of questions for Peter Kowalski, 

and then share those questions with the group.  Mark Bennett suggested the group send 

him their list of questions and topics, and he would create an uncensored, refined, 

structured list.  They could develop the list online in several iterations.  Dennis O’Mara 

suggested creating a subcommittee of three or four people who would read the documents 

(draft report and comments draft) and then schedule a meeting to discuss.  He did not see 

being able to generate questions until reading the report.  The subcommittee would then 

develop a strategy about how to address any issues or problems in the report and who to 

formally invite to the meeting. The subcommittee could bring this proposal to the CEWG 

next month for feedback.  Also, they could discuss some of these issues with Mr. 

Kowalski in advance.  He suggested that Mark Bennett be on the subcommittee.  Mr. 

Bennett agreed.  Mr. Bennett tested consensus. 

 

 CONSENSUS:  All agreed with Mr. O’Mara’s proposal. 

 

 Lynne Kinis suggested dedicating an hour at the next meeting to go through questions.  

Dennis O’Mara suggested putting all the report iterations on the table for everyone to read 

in November.  Afterwards, they could communicate informally to generate questions.   

 

 Mark Bennett summarized the proposal.  The subcommittee would meet in next couple of 

weeks, look at the original ATSDR report, the draft report, and the sets of comments, and 

scan CEWG Meeting Summaries for relevant questions, and create a list and approach to 

be discussed at the November CEWG meeting.  Then, the group would consider 

additional ideas to add to the compilations and be fully positioned and ready for 

December.  Dennis O’Mara suggested subcommittee members leave tonight’s meeting 

with the documents in hand so as to have time to read and prepare.  Mike Williams 
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suggested that everyone could read through the original ATSDR report and check CEWG 

comments on the original report in time for the November meeting.  The CEWG 

comments on the original report were posted on the CEWG Web site.  Dennis O’Mara 

suggested that everyone in the group leave November’s meeting with the relevant 

documents. 

 

 

 

 ACTION ITEM:  Mark Bennett will check if the original ATSDR report was also on the  

        Web site and distribute to the group, if necessary 

   

 Mike Williams and Dennis O’Mara volunteered for the subcommittee.  Mike Williams 

suggested John Bartlit would like to be part of the subcommittee, also.  Mark Bennett also 

agreed to be part of the subcommittee. 

 

 ACTION ITEM:  Sarah Chavez said she would send Lynne Kinis via snail mail a copy  

          of the ATSDR original report and CEWG comments on this report. 

 

ADDITIONAL BUSINESS 

 

MEETING ADJOURNED 

 

CONSENSUS DECISIONS 

1. The group agreed on a process to prepare for the ATSDR final report release. 

 

NEXT MEETING:  November 19, 2014, 5 to 7 pm, Corrales Senior Center.  

 

 

 


