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DRAFT MEETING SUMMARY 
Community Environmental Working Group 
 
“Striving for Continuous Environmental Improvements at Intel” 
 
Date: December 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   Andy Paquet, Corrales resident 
Natasha Martel Jackson, Intel 
 
Facilitator 
Mark Bennett, Facilitator     CJ Ondek, Recorder 
 
 
HANDOUTS 

 Draft Agenda  
 Draft Meeting Summary, November 

2014 
 

 Action-Item Progress Report, 
December 2014 

 EHS Activity Reports 
 

 
PROPOSED AGENDA 

 Welcome, Introductions, 
Announcements and Brief Items 

 EHS Report and EPA 114 Update 
 Review Action Item Progress Report 
 Preparation for Release of ATSDR 

Report 

 Meeting Logistics for the ATSDR 
Report Release 

 Other Business 
 Adjourn
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WELCOME, INTRODUCTIONS, ANNUNCEMENTS, AND BRIEF ITEMS 
John Bartlit opened the meeting by stating the CEWG mission, which was to work towards 
continuous environmental improvements at Intel and improved community dialogue.  
Introductions were made.   
 
Agenda—Revisions and Approval 
No comments. 
  
Meeting Summaries—Revisions and Approval 
No changes or corrections. 
 
ATSDR Update 
John Bartlit said he spoke with Peter Kowalski twice this week—Monday, December 15 and 
again on the 17th.  The ATSDR report was still in clearance in Mr. Kowalski’s division and had 
not yet gone to the peer review panel due to the division’s having many other reports in 
“clearance.” Therefore, the report would not be available in January, and there was a 50-50 
chance it would be ready in February.  Also, Mr. Kowalski had gotten off the Ebola incident 
team and was now back in the office and bringing renewed attention to the report and the local 
interest in having it released.   
 
Regulatory Engineering 

• Sarah Chavez gave an update on the Explore Intel Web site progress.  Although the data 
was ready to upload, the IT specialist staff ran into technical problems with uploading the 
real time data.  Ms. Chavez said that John Bartlit had asked her to find an indicator that 
represented that the factory was operating normally, and in response she came up with 
three potential indicators.  She looked for indicators that would be understandable and 
trustworthy to the general public and represent that the factory was in operation.  The 
three indicators were:  electricity usage, water usage, and wastewater flow.  Electricity 
usage was currently showed quarterly with 90% tied to factory use.  Water usage was tied 
to well data and already reported to the state engineer’s office.  Over 90% of water usage 
was tied to factory production.  Because of the water cleaning process, water usage 
varied, but over time it would always fall within a certain range.  Wastewater flow data 
was collected daily and provided to the City of Albuquerque through the wastewater flow 
permit. Over 90% of wastewater flow came from the manufacturing process.  Ms. Chavez 
said she spoke with Daren Zigich at NMED about whether these indicators made sense.  
Mr. Zigich thought they were good indicators to use, and added some credibility since 
they were reported to different agencies.  Taken together they more holistically showed 
that the facility was operating in normal range.  Ms. Chavez said she would follow up 
with Sandra Ely, manager of compliance and enforcement at NMED, to get her input on 
the three indicators.  Ms. Chavez said the next steps would be to speak with Ms. Ely and 
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report back at the next meeting.  And that hopefully by the January meeting the thermal 
oxidizer and scrubber data would be on the Web site. 

 
• Sarah Chavez said she was looking for feedback on the parameters, and asked if anyone 

had any concerns with these indicators.  Lynne Kinis commented that she did not care 
how much electricity Intel used.  She did care about how much water Intel used, at an 
average of four million gallons of water a day.  She said a resident on Meadowlark Lane 
had to put in two new wells because his well went dry, and he wasn’t the only one, and 
this was expensive.  So water should be a known factor, Ms. Kinis said. Ms. Chavez said 
Intel’s total quarterly usage was well documented on the Explore Intel Web site.  Ms. 
Kinis said her point was that in Corrales, just about everyone got their water from wells, 
and Intel used several million gallons daily.  This was an issue.  

 
• Sarah Chavez said the purpose of displaying these three indicators on the Web site was to 

show that the factory was operating normally, and the factory operated 7 days a week, 
usually.  Lynne Kinis asked how this was related to lowering emissions.  Ms. Chavez 
replied that the only intention was to show that the factory was operating.  Emission 
reduction data was seen in the emissions report.  John Bartlit said it was intended to 
show if the plant were operating at below its normal capacity during testing.  Ms. Kinis 
said she did not want to waste time on anything other than emissions.  Ms. Chavez said it 
took over two months to test the exhaust system, so continuous factory operation could 
be shown during this time. 

 
• John Bartlit asked how much water and electricity usage was tied to pollution control.  

Ms Chavez said she was not sure but would look in to it.  She said the scrubber and 
thermal oxidizer parameters that have been discussed already actually monitored for 
pollution control.  

 
• Mark Bennett suggested looking at the Explore Intel Web site as a whole when all the 

data was uploaded, and then do a final critique of the Web site.  Lynne Kinis said in the 
effort to be fair, previously, when Intel tested an RTO, there was no way they could abate 
emissions so they came out raw.  That has been changed with Munters.  Sarah Chavez 
said before Munters, they did have unabated emissions.  She said she would come back 
next month with more data to show what it would look like and present it at next meeting. 

 
Other Announcements 
None 
 
Public Comment 

• Lynne Kinis referred to page 4 the first paragraph of the November Meeting Summary: 
“Therefore, the idea of adding a technology to reduce input concentration did not 
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necessarily mean it would correlate with lower output concentrations.”  She asked if this 
comment was in reference to evaporative.  She said she did not think it had to do with 
reducing the input concentration, it had to do the process.  Instead of bulk of “this” size to 
go out the thermal oxidizer there would be a way to minimize bulk by a condensation 
process.   

 
• Dennis O’Mara said Sarah Chavez had brought a write up from the consultant that 

suggested reducing the material concentration of what went into the thermal oxidizers did 
not make them more efficient, and what came out the top was a higher concentration.  He 
said he would like to look closer into this assertion and consult alternative expertise.  
FTIR measurements quoted were so minute, Mr. O’Mara asked if they were really that 
accurate down to small parts per billion.  There was a possibility that there could be noise 
in the measurement.  Sarah Chavez said she would get more information on testing, and 
this was already an action item.  

 
• Lynne Kinis said, for the record, she did not accept any of ERM’s information and 

manner of testing due to their changing results during the task force.   
 

• Lynne Kinis commented on November Meeting Summary page 6, the bottom two bullets.  
Dennis O’Mara had “wished to reemphasize that there was nothing in her [Ms. Chavez] 
report about Intel’s reducing emissions,” and it “should not only be up to the CEWG to 
present strategies to reduce emissions.” She said the community was only interested in 
harmful emissions, and she could not see CEWG focusing on anything else except 
Regulatory Engineering.  Sarah Chavez said she understood the concern, but Intel’s 
projects were emissions reduction projects, but not the kind Ms. Kinis was interested in.  
She explained that the Oregon site settlement rules dictated how to use the fine. Mr. 
O’Mara said the emissions that mattered most to him were the ones that came out of the 
thermal oxidizers and scrubbers.   

 
 
EHS REPORT AND EPA 114 UPDATE 
Sarah Chavez added an update to the report that was not listed on the handout. On December 15 
at 7:30 am, Intel discovered a leak of perlite on the plant’s north side. Perlite was from volcanic 
lava, used to insulate the nitrogen tanks and was a nonhazardous, noncombustible material. 
Airborne it could be a mild respiratory irritant.  Intel covered the perlite pile with a tarp and wet 
it to keep it from blowing.  Rio Rancho and Sandoval County emergency managers were notified 
of the leak and deemed it not a significant threat to the community, but asked Intel to kept the 
perlite wet to keep it from blowing.  Intel notified NMED about the incident.  The contractor was 
in the process of collecting the material for proper disposal.  Ms. Chavez said she would add this 
incident to the January report.  She also added that Intel had not heard anything on the EPA 114 
report. 
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ACTION ITEM PROGRESS REPORT 

• Mark Bennett reported on item #19, reserving a space for the ATSDR final report 
meeting.  He said he had called about reserving the Corrales recreation center, and the 
person he spoke with said the mayor would authorize having the facility for free.  The 
space was large and fit a couple hundred people.  Also, he kept trading phone calls with 
the Old Church manager, and the first question asked was, “What’s the date?”  He did not 
know.  Also, he didn’t have cost information on the Old Church, and it was often booked.  
Also, seating was flexible. Dennis O’Mara said on weeknights the Old Church was much 
more likely to have an opening.   

 
• Lynne Kinis said the recreation center was most likely too big. 

 
• John Bartlit said to shift item #20 from Mike Williams to himself.   

 
• Mark Bennett said he sent out the report listed in item 21 and it was on the Web site.  He 

also sent the comments on the interim report.   
 

• Dennis O’Mara said to change item #26 to ongoing. He had drafted something but it 
needed to be vetted and discussed with the subcommittee. 

 
• John Bartlit said he drafted item # 24, additional questions, and sent it to the ATSDR 

subcommittee for review.   
 
PREPARATION FOR RELEASE OF ATSDR REPORT 
Dennis O’Mara said they needed to figure out what questions to ask Peter Kowalski ahead of 
time.  John Bartlit said if the report came out in February, they did not have to be as aggressive 
about coming up with questions.  They were in a difficult position due to not knowing when the 
draft report would be released, but his personal opinion that getting him questions in advance 
would be helpful to both parties.  In terms of meeting style, Mr. Kowalski was interested in 
handing out the draft reports at the meeting to discuss and then collecting them afterwards. 
 

• Dennis O’Mara said the subcommittee had looked at conclusions, and they were fairly 
concise.  Perhaps it would be helpful to start with discussing conclusions. 

 
• Mark Bennett said he would make color copies of the report in order to more clearly read 

the graphics.  Sarah Chavez said more than half the report was in color, especially data 
graphics.  CEWG members agreed that Mark Bennett make color copies. 
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ACTION ITEM:  Mark Bennett will make color copies of the ATSDR report for  
      January. 

 
• The group went on to discuss potential questions on the ASTDR final report conclusions 

to ask Peter Kowalski.  These questions were recorded separately and sent to the 
CEWG’s ATSDR subcommittee for review and compilations. 

 
 
MEETING ADJOURNED 
 
NEXT MEETING:  January 21, 2015, 5 to 7 pm, Corrales Senior Center.  
 


