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FINAL MEETING SUMMARY 
Community Environmental Working Group 
 
“Striving for Continuous Environmental Improvements at Intel” 
 
Date: February 18, 2015 
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 
Ron Eppes, Intel  
Liz Shipley, Intel 
 
Facilitator 
Mark Bennett, Facilitator  Sidni Lamb, Recorder 
 
 
HANDOUTS 

! CEWG Draft Agenda  
! Draft Meeting Summary, December 

2014 
! Draft CEWG Annual Report 2014 

 

! Action-Item Progress Report, February   
2015 

! EHS Activity Report, January 2015  
! EHS Activity Report, February 2015 

 
 
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 

! Review of Draft 2014 Annual Report  
! Website 
! Adjournment

 
WELCOME, INTRODUCTIONS, ANNOUNCEMENTS, AND BRIEF ITEMS 
John Bartlit opened the meeting by stating the CEWG mission, which is to work towards 
continuous environmental improvements at Intel and improve community dialogue.  
Introductions were made.   
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Agenda—Revisions and Approval 
No comments. 
  
Meeting Summary—Revisions and Approval 
No changes or corrections made to December meeting summary. January meeting was cancelled 
due to inclement weather. 
 
ATSDR Update 

• John Bartlit said that he spoke with Peter Kowalski on Tuesday, February 17, who 
reported that the revised final ATSDR report is scheduled to go back to the Associate 
Director for Science on February 18. There were some minor formatting issues, no 
significant changes, and a few comments about whether or not to add some other data. 
The report has not yet gone to the peer review team, and it is expected to take about one 
month. Therefore, the final report will not be released in March. When the report does go 
to the peer review panel, Mr. Kowlaski will notify Mr. Bartlit.  
 

• Dennis O’Mara asked if Mr. Kowalski knew that it was the intention of the CEWG to 
send comments and suggestions. John Bartlit responded that Mr. Kowalski was aware of 
the intention and encouraged those comments and questions.  

 
Other Announcements 

• Dennis O’Mara attended the second meeting of the newly constituted local emergency 
planning committee that took place at Intel on January 9. He explained that this 
committee evolved from the federal Emergency Planning and Community Right-to- 
Know Act that was signed into law in October 1986. Its primary responsibilities are to: 1) 
write emergency plans to protect the public from chemical accidents; 2) establish 
procedures to warn, and if necessary, to evacuate the public in case of emergency; 3) 
provide citizens and local governments with information about hazardous chemicals and 
accidental releases of chemicals into communities; and 4) assist in the preparation of 
public reports on annual release of toxic chemicals into the air and water.  Mr. O’Mara 
remarked that to some degree those responsibilities dovetail the work of CEWG .  

 
• Dennis O’Mara explained that invitees to the meeting were primarily individuals or 

entities with interest for the primary responsibilities covered under the Right- to- Know 
Act.  Sarah Chavez also attended the January 9 meeting and added that some of the key 
members on the committee are Dave Bourbon, the Emergency Manager for Sandoval 
County, Theresa Greeno, Emergency Programs Manager for Rio Rancho, as well as the 
Chairperson of the Sandoval Regional Medical Center. Though the Corrales Fire 
Department was on the invitee list, no one from the Department attended. The Fire 
Commander later explained to Mr. O’Mara that they did not consider the committee 
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activities a primary priority at this point. However, they will participate at a later date if 
they deem their attendance worthwhile.  

 
ACTION ITEM :  Dennis O’Mara will bring information to the March CEWG 

meeting about the organizations and individuals participating in the 
local emergency planning committee. 

 
• Dennis O’Mara said the next meeting was scheduled for April 10.  Mr. O’Mara is 

particularly interested in participating and possibly chairing the emergency 
communications subcommittee.  
 

• Dennis O’Mara said they also talked about developing a county family preparedness 
guide at the emergency planning meeting. Mr. O’Mara saw possible opportunities for 
CEWG to inform the general public about the Code Red system and use the system as a 
forum for periodic announcements. The committee had no budget yet, however, it did 
have the authority to collect modest fees (a few hundred dollars/year) that would vary for 
each entity according to the number and quantity of chemicals they were holding. There 
were approximately 200 different companies that would be subject to committee 
oversight.  

 
• John Bartlit suggested that it might be helpful to compare fee information from other 

sites. Sarah Chavez replied that the committee is already using information from the 
Emergency Preparedness Guide distributed at another site. In that community, companies 
sponsored an advertising spot in the guide booklet and the monies were used to pay for 
printing. That raised the question of where the money went? Who would be in charge of 
it? Dennis O’Mara answered that there had to be a treasurer because the monies from 
those fees did not become part of a local governmental structure. They would be part of a 
separate entity to be controlled by and managed by the Committee. 
 

• Mr. O’Mara further informed the group that on Saturday, March 7 from 9am – 3pm, there 
will be a free Emergency Preparedness in the Home Fair at the Albuquerque Sheraton 
Airport Hotel. The event is co-sponsored by the Southwest Border Food Protection and 
Emergency Preparedness Center, Bernalillo County Extension Office and the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture. Some of the topics covered will be safe food storage, food 
and water supplies for emergencies, preparation for home and weather emergencies and 
how to grow a garden and raise chickens to become self-sustainable. 
 

• Mark Bennett summarized the work of the emergency planning committee as possible 
opportunities to put the previous Code Red work of CEWG into concrete action. 

 
Public Comment 
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No public comments   
 
EHS REPORT AND EPA 114 UPDATE 

• Sarah Chavez said that the perlite leak information on the January EHS activity report 
had already been discussed at the December CEWG meeting. Additionally, there were 
two new odor complaints from neighbors in Zone 2. The first complaint was from Lynne 
Kinis who asked that it to be recorded in the minutes. The second notification was from 
someone who had never made previous complaints and sent an email through the “Intel 
in Your Community” website.  Ms. Chavez was able to talk with the person directly and 
gave them the telephone number to call if they smell anything again.  

 
• Mark Bennett asked for the location of Zone 2. Sarah Chavez explained that Zone 2 is the 

main part of Corrales. Many years ago, Thom Little set up a Zone map that would allow 
community members to file complaints without having to disclose a home or street 
address.  Intel is located in the center of the map and is surrounded by 4 numbered 
quadrants.  

 
ACTION ITEM : Sarah Chavez will show CEWG participants a map 
with the delineations of Intel EHS zones.  

 
• In February, Intel received one complaint about trash on a property located next to the 

Intel site. This neighbor had made several complaints in the past. The area was near one 
of the walking trail entrances. Trash was cleaned up and the area will be patrolled more 
frequently by Intel security. Also, Intel will replace “No Parking” signs located on its 
property in that area with signs that are more specific like “No Loitering” and others. 

 
• Ms. Chavez added that there is nothing to report this month on EPA 114. 

 
 
 
ACTION ITEM PROGRESS REPORT 

• Dennis O’Mara asked for information about Item # 18: referring to a pilot class being 
taught. Sarah Chavez explained that this was a pilot class in the sense that it was the first 
time it was offered at Intel, and depending on its success, the class could be broadened to 
include a larger audience or offered at other sites. She said she was not aware of the 
criteria used to decide whether or not the full series of the pilot class would be expanded, 
but there could later be the option to offer a stand alone environmental portion of the 
class to other groups. 
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• Sarah Chavez said Intel selected a small group of senior leader factory engineers and 
technicians to participate in a week-long series of classes. One two-hour portion in this 
series is an environmental class that Brian Rashap, the Facilities Corporate Services Site 
Manager, and Sarah Chavez will teach. They will give 1) an overview of environmental 
operations at the site; 2) a history of community concerns around the site over the last 20 
years and the work of the CEWG over the last 10 years; 3) corporate goals and activities 
carried out at the site to meet those corporate goals;  and  4) environmental improvement 
projects and ideas. 5) Then, they will ask the participants for their ideas about possible 
environmental improvements to implement in the factory.   

 
• Dennis O’Mara said that the topic of environmental improvements was broad. The main 

concern from CEWG was specifically emissions issues. He asked if this class would go 
into depth and detail about what can be done to reduce emissions from the stacks and 
scrubbers.  

 
• Ms. Chavez clarified that they would ask participants for ideas for different 

environmental improvements, whether it was for emissions reductions, water usage or 
other areas. One section of the class will present community concerns and emissions 
reductions will be introduced as one of those concerns. Because participants work on the 
factory floor, their focus will be at the tool. She said that perhaps ideas for the tool might 
ultimately be tied to the thermal oxidizers or scrubbers and have an environmental 
impact. John Bartlit agreed and gave the example of Intel changing their maintenance 
schedule and reducing emissions. One technician had the idea to reduce emissions further 
by blowing  a fan on the equipment to cool it down faster. This idea saved hours of 
unabated emissions.  He suggested, and Ms. Chavez agreed, to share this idea with the 
pilot class participants. 

 
• Mark Bennett reported that he won’t move forward on Item #19, reserving a space for 

the ATSDR final report meeting, until a public meeting date has been set. There are some 
possibilities for a meeting space at the Old Church, but a date is needed first. 

 
• John Bartlit reported on Item # 20.  There remained some uncertainty, but the meeting 

would be a private meeting with petitioners. However, there still needs to be further 
clarification with Peter Kowalski about whether or not petitioners may invite other 
people. 
 

• Mark Bennett said that Item # 21 had been completed. The original ATSDR report was 
on the website and has been distributed to the group. He explained that Progress Report 
Items are left on the list for one month after completion in order for everyone to have a 
complete picture of the report. 
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• Mark Bennett asked for clarification on the document in question for Item #23, send 

scrubber contaminant document to the group. Dennis O’Mara suggested that it may be 
related to an EPA request to Intel to update their testing protocols for scrubbers. 
 

ACTION ITEM:   Mark Bennett and Sarah Chavez will identify what is needed 
to complete Item # 23.  

 
• Mark Bennett said that Item # 25, questions for Intel relevant to the ATSD report, and 

Item #  26,  draft a working document to present to Mr. Kowalski,  would be covered in 
tonight’s meeting.  

 
 
PREPARATION FOR RELEASE OF ATSDR REPORT 

• John Bartlit proposed an alternative review process for the questions CEWG will be 
sending to Peter Kowalski. He suggested that instead of trying to reach consensus on the 
document, it would be a more efficient use of time to acknowledge that all comments and 
questions count, and to send everyone’s questions and comments just as they were 
written. Each question would be identified by the name of the source. Mr. Kowalski 
could then use the information as he chooses.   
 

• Mark Bennett acknowledged the hard work that Dennis O’Mara has put into preparing 
the draft report and asked if the proposed approach was something that could work for 
the group. 
 

• Mr. O’Mara agreed that it could work if Sarah Chavez could help review error issues and 
update information. He agreed that the new approach would allow Mr. Kowalski to get a 
sense of the atmosphere, and the range of questions and attitudes that exist. At the very 
least, it would let him know some of the major concerns about the report and results. 
 

• Hugh Church noted that he wrote some comments to the draft report that were not 
included in the draft and he wanted to ensure that they were part of the document. Dennis 
O’Mara said that he read the comments and wasn’t sure where to put them. John Bartlit 
observed that this was an example of how the proposed process could include a lengthy 
comment and identify the source.  

 
• Referring to the written comments made by Mr. Church, Mike Williams said that plots 

showing wind directions may not be very meaningful because building clusters affect 
channel flow. The whole travel distance is between buildings from a source at Intel 
through an area with few open spaces.  He explained that with modeling, there is the 
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possibility to get a sense of how much uncertainty there can be with the travel path as 
opposed to the wind direction. Mr. Church said that there was also the question of 
fugitive emissions.   

 
• Responding to a request from Dennis O’Mara to talk about the differences of opinion 

between the two men regarding content for the introduction, Mr. Bartlit said that there 
were two primary elements. One was tone of language. Are results with agencies more 
positive using a hard hand or a more persuasive language? He answered that it was 
probably a tie. The other issue was the notion of the role of statistics, data and health. 
What were the statistical requirements for causation in an epidemiological study? He 
believed that it was a hard thing to do and the knowledge was always imperfect. 
 

• Mr. O’Mara said that though he was not an epidemiologist, he had extensive experience 
working with and supervising epidemiologists at the CDC.  He knew that undertaking an 
epidemiological study was not easy and its success wa determined by the amount and 
quality of data.  More than anything, his issue with the report was that it went off on a 
tangent to focus on insignificant emissions sources rather than on the central issue.  

 
• Mike Williams said that the issue of wood smoke was an example of focusing on 

insignificant sources. Dennis O’Mara agreed because the report talked about wood smoke 
but not the particulates emitted from Intel. Sarah Chavez said it was relevant because the 
report brought up questions about acetaldehyde, a chemical  produced by wood smoke. 
Intel, however, was not an emission source of acetaldehyde.  
 

• John Bartlit said that CEWG benefits from ATSDR looking at other sources of pollutants.  
If the legal limits are x, and 50% of the emissions come from Intel and 50% come from 
other sources, the legal limits remain the same regardless. In a sense, counting the 
emissions from the other sources, gives CEWG more argument to reduce Intel’s 
emissions. Dennis O’Mara said that similar comments by Mike Williams informed him 
about that concept, but concern remains that other potential sources named in the report 
are insignificant compared to Intel and to focus on them is a distraction. 

 
• Mike Williams said that while some sources may be insignificant, others mentioned in 

the report like automobile exhaust may emit acetaldehyde. Hugh Church pointed out that 
respirable particles didn’t need to have any chemical association with them as far as an 
impact on Idiopathic Pulmonary Fibrosis (IPF); they are called “idiopathic” because the 
cause was unknown.  

 
REPORT PREPARATION ACTION ITEMS  

• Add Hugh Church’s previously submitted comments to report on page 53.  
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• Any comments or questions without a reference to a specific page will be placed in a 
General Questions and Comments section.   

• Dennis O’Mara and Sarah Chavez will review error issues and update information as 
necessary. There is some duplication but it was observed that this may be because of 
duplications in report itself. 

• Duplicate questions will be removed. 
• John Bartlit will write a draft preamble and send it for review to the CEWG group. The 

preamble will state that the information is not a consensus of the group, but a compilation 
of different concerns. Also, the questions and comments are not part of a public 
document. The introduction will spell out the full names of those submitting comments or 
questions. Initials only will be used to identify the source of questions and comments in 
the body of the document. 

• Dennis O’Mara and Sarah Chavez will have an email exchange to identify items and 
scope of necessary information. 

• Document to be completed to send to Kowalski by March 19.  
• Dennis O’Mara is coordinating the primary draft document. He will send an email if he 

does not know who generated certain questions or comments,. He commits to one 
reiteration a week, which will allow for up to four reiterations before next March 
meeting. 

• Mr. O’Mara will modify the language of the draft document and ask Lynne Kinis (who 
was absent from the meeting) if she would like to review the language of her comments 
and questions for the document.  

• Mr. O’Mara will also seek clarification from Lynne Kinis about her comment number  4  
- “Why not measure and report emissions directly from outside the plant and scrubbers ?  
In order to respond, Sarah Chavez would like to know if this means to physically measure 
outside the unit like the ambient air or to do stack testing? 
 

 
Review DRAFT ANNUAL Report 
Mark Bennett presented a one-page draft report that he was asked to prepare.  He explained that 
this report of accomplishments covered the calendar year period ending December 31. Previous 
reports about CEWG achievements, known as “short reports,” did not follow a year-end format. 
Mr. Bennett attached two pages of “short reports” to the draft annual report.  
 
Following discussion, it was agreed that :  

• the document was to be titled “ CEWG Annual Report 2014.” 
 

• The language used in the two introductory paragraphs to the Annual Report correctly 
reflected the work of CEWG during 2014. 
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• The two page document titled “Previous CEWG Accomplishments 2004-2013” was to be 
an attachment to the CEWG Annual Report 2014. 

 
Page 3, paragraph “2012-2013 ( Projects still in progress)” of the document “Previous CEWG 
Accomplishments” was corrected to read:  “ 2012-2013”  The phrase “(Projects still in 
progress)” was removed.   
 
Corrections to the Draft CEWG Annual Report 2014 

• Point 1 is corrected to read as follows:  “ Modeled short-term peak concentrations of 
Hydrogen Fluoride ( “spikes”) in the community and compared results to screening 
levels to examine potential risk.  The modeling was extended  to include HC1 and Cl2”. 

 
• Point 2 is corrected to read as follows: “Encouraged improved emergency plans and 

training of emergency responders at Intel, between Intel and local emergency 
responders, and the community” 

 
• Point 3 is corrected to read	  as follows:	  “Pursued	  regulatory	  engineering	  projects	  that	  

offer	  alternative	  approaches	  to	  environmental	  improvement.	  An	  initial	  example	  can	  be	  
seen	  at	  www.exploreintel.com/newmexico under	  View	  Live	  Abatement.”  
 

• Point 4 is corrected to read as follows: “Reviewed the status of using supercritical CO2 
for cleaning chips to reduce water use.” 
 

• Point 5 is corrected to read as follows: “Prepared	  for	  the	  release	  of	  the	  report	  by	  the	  
Agency	  for	  Toxic	  Substances	  and	  Disease	  Registry	  (ATSDR)	  regarding	  community	  
health	  concerns,	  developing	  questions	  to	  clarify	  the	  study	  methods	  and	  assess	  findings	  
on	  local	  health	  issues.”	  
 

• Point 6 is corrected to read as follows: “Discussed	  the	  possibility	  of	  adding	  
condensation	  and	  /	  or	  other	  processes	  to	  enhance	  emission	  control	  at	  Intel.”	  
 

• Point 7 is moved to Point 3. 
 

 
CONSENSUS:   

 
 
 
ACTION ITEMS:  

! Mark Bennett will upload the 2014 Annual Report to the CEWG website. 
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! Mark Bennett will revise the CEWG website to include the words “and 
Annual Reports” in the section called “ Short Reports to the Community ”. 
The revised tab title will read: “Annual Reports and Short Reports to the 
Community.” 

 
Change of emissions calculations 

• Dennis O’Mara asked Sarah Chavez about the scrubber testing protocol that has been in 
place and wondered if CEWG should take action. Ms. Chavez replied that the scrubber 
testing protocol was submitted in May or June 2011. She explained that the EPA 
inspection report identified 10 out of 15 areas of concern that were related to the scrubber 
efficiency for hydrochloride. Every year since 2000, there had been an annual test for the 
scrubber stacks, and that condition still remained in the permit today. Emissions were 
calculated based on emission factors, chemical use and then applied the scrubber removal 
efficiency to report the rolling annual emissions. 

 
• Sarah Chavez said this changed in 2012, when Intel developed an emission factor based 

on stack testing. Intel tests the stack at the end of the pipe and tracks production levels 
while testing. Every month, emissions are scaled based on production. Each year, test 
data from the previous year is used to record emissions. Ms. Chavez explained that 
removal efficiency was no longer a part of the emissions calculation anymore. It is 
strictly what is going out the end of the stack. It is the preferred method from the agency 
and used for scrubbers, HF, HCL and chlorine, as well as for VOCs. The EPA wanted 
Intel to test removal efficiency to verify that number in calculations, but basically that 
number in no longer used in the calculations. Mike Williams used that same emissions 
data in modeling. What is now in use at Intel is the EPA preferred method. 
 

• It is the opinion of Ms. Chavez that the scrubber testing protocol was no longer useful. 
Intel made the changes together with NMED, the agency with regulatory authority for the 
permit.   

 
 
EXPLORE INTEL WEBSITE  

• Sarah Chavez gave an update on the Explore Intel Website: 
www.exploreintel.org/newmexico.  Go to View Live Abatement 

 
• Sarah Chavez explained that when the website was set up initially, it only showed the 

hours of run time. When the permit was modified, the website was changed to show the 
continuous operational parameters for scrubbers which are air flow and water flow, and 
for thermal oxidizers which are temperature and air flow. The colors (green and yellow) 
pull data from the Intel systems that are monitoring temperature and airflow. Thermal 
oxidizers are required to meet a minimum temperature requirement of 1385. If the unit is 
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off, or down for maintenance, that time does not count because there is no factory 
exhaust going to that unit. When a unit has airflow from the factory, and it is meeting its 
temperature requirements it is green. If something happens and the temperature changes, 
it would turn to yellow. There are different values for different sets of scrubbers. As long 
as there is the required water flow and airflow to each of the scrubbers, it is green.  

 
• John Bartlit asked if there is any archived summation of down time. Ms. Chavez 

explained that there is a space on the website where they can post the same notification 
information that is placed in the CWS report. The intent is to leave the notifications 
available in the archives. If there is no notification notice, then nothing has been down. 
Mr. Bartlit suggested that there is a text that says “these are notifications filed with 
NMED within the last 12 months.” Dennis O’Mara suggested that posting a bar graph of 
the 12-month average of down time. Ms. Chavez said that she would look into it.  

 
• Sarah Chavez said the Intel NM site is the first and only Intel site to have live data. 

 
• Mike Williams asked if it were possible to include all the buildings on the website in 

order to understand airflow between buildings. Ms. Chavez replied that the website is set 
up to see only the buildings that are operating and in production today.  

 
• Sarah Chavez said on the environmental information tab, information was available on 

the different parameters of water, waste, energy, and air emissions. Visitors to the 
website can find the actual VOCS that are reported to the regulatory agencies. John 
Bartlit asked why the permit level is so high if the actuals are low. Ms. Chavez explained 
that the permit limit covers the possibility for expansion.  Modeling also takes into 
account all of the equipment at the maximum pound per hour in the event of expansion.  

 
• Sarah Chavez said another addition to the Explore Intel website is the Document Tab 

where regulatory documents—permits, licenses and reports submitted to the regulatory 
agencies, air emissions testing reports, air emissions compliance reports, semi-annual 
wastewater report—were posted in PDF format.  

 
ACTION ITEM: Send recommendations, feedback , and/or suggestions for  

documents to Sarah Chavez to add to the Explore Intel website. 
 
MEETING ADJOURNED 
 
NEXT MEETING:  March 18, 2015, 5 to 7 pm, Corrales Senior Center.  
 


