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FINAL MEETING SUMMARY 
Community Environmental Working Group 
 
“Striving for Continuous Environmental Improvements at Intel” 
 
Date: April 15, 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 
Sarah Chavez, Intel 
Dennis O’Mara, Corrales resident 
 

Non-Members Attending 
Ron Eppes, Intel 
Jeff Radford, Corrales Comment    
 
Facilitator 
Mark Bennett, Facilitator     CJ Ondek, Recorder 
 
 
HANDOUTS 

! CEWG Draft Agenda  
! Draft Meeting Summary, March 2015 

 
 

! Action-Item Progress Report, April 
2015 

! EHS Activity Reports 
! Intel Zone Map 

 
 
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 Status of Scrubber 
Contaminants Report 

! Discussion of Post-ATSDR Topics 
! 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 
No changes or corrections. 
 
ATSDR Update 
John Bartlit said he spoke with Peter Kowalski on Monday, April 13, and Mr. Kowalski reported 
that the ATSDR Final Report, including the CEWG’s crystalline silica test results and Mike 
Williams’ HF modeling study, left the ATSDR Office of Science last week and had gone to the 
peer review panel.  The peer review process was typically a four-week process, but it depended 
on the schedules of the peer reviewers. Mr. Bartlit said it was unlikely that the Final Report 
would be released in May, but the chances for June or July had risen. Mr. Kowalski had said he 
would meet this week with the communications people in his division to plan the release of 
report in community, which was part of their normal protocol.  Mr. Bartlit said that Mr. 
Kowalski would contact the CEWG when the report passed a milestone.  Dennis O’Mara 
requested that Mr. Bartlit let Mr. Kowalski know that the more lead-time the CEWG had to 
prepare the better their preparations. 

 
ACTION ITEM: John Bartlit will inform Peter Kowalski that the CEWG would appreciate as 
much lead time as possible in order to better prepare for the Final Report’s release to the public. 
 
Web site Update 
None. 
 
Regulatory Engineering 
Sarah Chavez reminded that NMED Air Quality Bureau invited Intel to their internal training 
session to present on the Explore Intel Web site May 11 at 10 am.  The presentation room would 
hold approximately 25 people, and the presentation was directed at members of the Air Quality 
Bureau division.  Ms. Chavez said that, for the presentation, she was asked to first provide an 
overview of Intel’s Air Quality Permit, then to give details on the Web site. She said other 
people could attend but would be asked to respect the meeting’s purpose, which was for internal 
training. The presentation would be about 60 to 90 minutes. She said if anyone wanted to attend 
this training to let her know and she would inform the Air Quality Bureau. 
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ACTION ITEM: If anyone would like to attend Sarah Chavez’s May 11 training at the  

     Air Quality Bureau, please let her know so she could inform the Air  
     Quality Bureau. 

 
Announcements 

• Sarah Chavez said Intel had sent out a neighborhood letter to Corrales and some Rio 
Rancho residents inviting them to Intel’s annual Earth Day plant tour on April 22.  She 
said the tour would be a window tour, through the sub fab and to the abatement 
equipment to show environmental operations. Intel engineers and technicians familiar 
with the equipment would guide the tour. About 20 people had signed up to date.  Ms. 
Chavez said the letter also noted Explore Intel Web site updates. 

 
• Dennis O’Mara said he had recently attended a meeting of the newly constituted 

Sandoval County emergency planning committee.  At the meeting the group approved a 
set of bylaws, which could be accessed on Sandoval County Emergency Management 
Web site in the near future. The group discussed the following: 1. Developing a county 
emergency preparedness guide for residents that focuses on local conditions, with the 
goal to finalize it in July; 2. How to distribute the guide and whether it would be possible 
to make hard copies available for distribution; and 3. Themes to include in the guide, for 
example, there were 231 locations in Sandoval County were chemicals of interest were 
stored.  Mr. O’Mara said that during the meeting he had mentioned the ATSDR Final 
Report and CEWG meetings, but he did not “represent” CEWG at the meeting because 
he did not have approval from the CEWG to do so.  Rather, he attended as a concerned 
citizen. About 58 people were in attendance, including members of the Red Cross, 
policemen, firemen, and health officials. The next meeting was scheduled for July 10, 
2015. 

 
• John Bartlit suggested the CEWG have a discussion about Mr. O’Mara’s officially 

representing the CEWG at these meetings.  Dennis O’Mara said if the CEWG wanted 
him to represent them, he would gladly do so.  

 
ACTION ITEM:  Add as a CEWG agenda item for discussion Mr. O’Mara’s 
representing the CEWG at Sandoval County emergency planning committee meetings. 

 
Public Comment 
None 
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EHS REPORT AND EPA 114 UPDATE 
Sarah Chavez said Intel received an odor complaint on March 15 at 4 pm. The call, which came 
from Zone 2, described a burning sugary smell with an acidic finish. Intel reported that there 
were no unusual conditions or activities occurring at the time of the call.  Ms. Chavez said Intel 
had not heard anything from the EPA. 
 
 
ACTION ITEM PROGRESS REPORT 

• Sarah Chavez updated item 14. She handed out a map of designated zones Intel used to 
locate odor complaints, so CEWG members would know from where the odor complaints 
generated. She also said item 17 was completed, which was to ask Daren Zigich if 
outsiders could attend her presentation to the Air Quality Bureau. 

 
• Dennis O’Mara asked what the CEWG wanted him do with Item 13.  Sarah Chavez said 

to Item 6 was completed and could be removed. Mark Bennett said he was still working 
on Item 16. 

 
 
PREPARATION FOR RELEASE OF ATSDR REPORT 
Mark Bennett asked if the document “Questions/Comments for ATSDR” was completed.  
Dennis O’Mara said if everyone else agreed that the document was ready, the CEWG should 
send it to Peter Kowalski.  

 
CONSENSUS:  The group agreed the document was ready to send to Peter Kowalski,  

   and that Mark Bennett should send it. 
 
ACTION ITEM:  Mark Bennett will send to Peter Kowalski the document  

      “Questions/Comments for ATSDR”. 
 

• John Bartlit reminded that Peter Kowalski had a commitment to offer to meet first with 
the report petitioners. Dennis O’Mara said the purpose of the document was to be helpful 
to Peter Kowalski, since having all the questions written down in advance would serve as 
a good reference piece and give him time to respond well. He said he wanted to make the 
time with Mr. Kowalski as productive as possible.  

 
• Mark Bennett acknowledged that Dennis O’Mara had put much effort into compiling the 

document and helped to move the process forward. 
 

• John Bartlit suggested inviting Peter Kowalski to call into the next CEWG meeting to 
discuss the document. They would need to have the capacity to set up a conference call. 
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ACTION ITEM: Mark Bennett will explore the possibility of setting up a conference  

      call at the Senior Center. 
 
 
 
 
REVIEW STATUS OF SCRUBBER CONTAMINANTS REPORT 
Mike Williams discussed his report on Additional Scrubber Contaminants with a slide 
presentation.   

• Mr. Williams said that Hydrogen Fluoride (HF) modeling provided a mechanism to 
address other scrubber contaminants being released from the same stacks. Chlorine gas 
(CL2) and Hydrogen Chloride (HCL) were two other contaminants in the scrubber 
exhaust that he examined to try to find their provisional levels to see how they related to 
HF. He said he used the same screening levels for HCL and Chlorine as used by the 
Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ). 

 
• In slide three Mr. Williams compared screening levels for HCL, CL2, and HF as follows: 

 
Contaminant  Micrograms per cubic meter Parts per billion 
HF     18     22 
HCl    190     130 
Cl2     15     5 

 
• Mr. Williams said this comparison suggested that for emissions expressed as parts per 

million in the scrubber exhaust, CL2 was more important than HCL and would be the 
first candidate for a detailed examination of the emission rates 

 
• In slide four, Mr. Williams looked at estimated emissions of these three substances found 

in the ERM Risk Assessment for the Intel’s Rio Rancho facility. They listed the 
emissions as: Cl2 5,071 lbs/year, HCl 1,323 lbs/year, and HF as 12,603 lbs/year. The HF 
ratio of emissions to the ESL was 700, while the ratios for Cl2 and HCl were 338 and 7, 
respectively (these ratios are in lbs per year divided by micrograms per cubic meter). The 
higher the ratio the more likely the contaminant would be a problem. On this basis, Mr. 
Williams said the data suggested getting detailed emissions for Chlorine (Cl2) first.  

 
• In slide five Mr. Williams said he had examined the question of the CL2 concentrations in 

more detail, based on recent stack gas testing, and the emissions were 0.026 pounds per 
hour. In the HF modeling report, he found that the recently measured HF emissions were 
5287 pounds per year or 0.59 pounds per hour, so that the CL2 emissions were about 22 
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times smaller than the measured HF emissions. The corresponding CL2 concentrations 
would be 0.33 micrograms per cubic meter. The corresponding estimated screening level 
was 15 micrograms per cubic meter at sea level or 12.5 micrograms per cubic meter at 
altitude. Consequently, Mr. Williams said, the CL2 emissions were not likely to exceed 
the screening level. 

 
• Dennis O’Mara asked for more information on the screening levels. Mr. Williams said 

the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality used volunteers exposed to levels and 
compared them to the general population to see how their experience differed. The 
exposures were acute rather than chronic. Mr. O’Mara asked if there was a way to look at 
chronic exposure. Mr. Williams reminded the original context for his modeling was to 
look at the short-term exposure via spikes. He suggested looking at annual exposure. 
Sarah Chavez said ERM looked at chronic exposure in their risk assessment at around 70 
years. Mr. Williams added chronic exposure (70 years) was also looked at in the 
crystalline silica testing. 

 
• In slide 6, Mr. Williams discussed other contaminants based on Risk Assessment 

emissions. He asked if any contaminants below detection levels in the testing done for 
HF might be significant, and looked at the Risk Assessment to see what other 
contaminants were released from the scrubbers and their associated estimated screening 
levels. He showed a table with a list of contaminants and emission amounts and said that 
an important number was 700 to be comfortable above screening level. Ammonium 
Fluoride (NH3F) was the only element in the chart that might be of comparable 
importance to HF. However, Intel used a form of NH3F in its process that was not a gas at 
the exhaust temperatures, so that it was unlikely to be found in significant concentrations 
in the inlet to the scrubbers. 

 
• Dennis O’Mara asked Mr. Williams if he saw the potential for Intel’s emission pollutants 

to combine to produce another kind of pollutant that was more harmful.  Mr. Williams 
said he did not have adequate enough knowledge to know the answer.  John Bartlit said 
that Mr. O’Mara was referring to “synergism,” and he had written a column about that 
topic a few years back. He added that the EPA and ATSDR had statements on how they 
dealt with synergisms but in practice they did not really address it.  A limited amount of 
epidemiological data existed on synergism, and some were specially conducted 
experiments. However most data came from urban locations and were the summation of 
synergistic effects in some environments, ozone and nitric acid, for example. Mike 
Williams reminded that he was only referred to scrubber emissions in his modeling, and 
that he had yet to address RTO pollutants and dispersions. 
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• In slide 7, Mr. Williams discussed possible future steps, which were: 
1. Review the validity of risk assessment emissions. 
2. Extend treatment to RTO stack contaminants 
3. Consider combinations of contaminants from other sources. 

 
• Mike Williams said the first bullet was the easiest of the suggested steps to pursue, and 

the third bullet was a much more difficult task. Sarah Chavez reminded that if they were 
trying to look for individual chemicals, some might be non-detect because their 
concentrations were too low.   

 
• Mark Bennett asked that when compared to information in the ATSDR report, would any 

of these bullets be worth pursing more than others. John Bartlit said there was always the 
question of synergy. Dennis O’Mara asked about the synergism of multiple pollutants 
that didn’t combine and looking separately at HCl and CL2.  John Bartlit said he would 
send Mr. O’Mara his column on synergism.   

 
ACTION ITEM:  John Bartlit will send Dennis O’Mara his article on synergism. 

 
• Dennis O’Mara said he did not buy into anything Intel did. Sarah Chavez said that Intel 

was involved in procuring all the data that existed on Intel.  Mr. O’Mara said that because 
the CEWG did not have a budget, they were not in a position to hire an independent 
contractor to compile data on Intel.  John Bartlit said ERM was mentioned in the final 
ATSDR. There was a whole system set up around the certification and qualification of 
testers. Maybe this was a question to ask Peter Kowalski. Jeff Radford said that when 
ERM did the initial risk assessment, rather than saying, “the stacks are too low,” they 
said, “the stacks are not exceedingly high.”  Mr. Radford said this way of tempering 
speech was an indication that ERM pandered to Intel. The problem, he said, was 
endemic. 

 
• John Bartlit said the CEWG tried to raise money from outside sources to do testing but 

was not successful.  However they did get some money from Intel, and that was the best 
they could do. He wondered if ERM had a track record that they could review that would 
give more insight to their way of conducting testing. 

 
• Sarah Chavez said she understood what Mr. Radford was saying, and there had always 

been a lack of trust of Intel by the community.  She said she did not know how to get 
around that challenge.  The CEWG attempted to get around it with using the Citizen’s 
Protocol during the Silica Testing Task Force, but there were still comments and 
complaints from the community.  
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• John Bartlit said regulatory engineering offered another route.  It was different than stack 
testing, it gave different information, and it had the potential to have more continuous 
measurements than stack testing. Right now they were taking baby steps towards 
regulatory engineering, never the less, Mr. Bartlit said, small steps were better than no 
steps. Dennis O’Mara suggested that rather than paying ERM, Intel give the funds to 
CEWG to hire an independent contractor. 

 
• Jeff Radford said that in 1994 or 1995 he had asked two Intel employees, including Jim 

Casciano, how they protected against getting information that was not correct yet was 
what they wanted to hear.  Jim Casciano said he would be able to tell if testers were 
supplying phony data. Mr. Radford asked, assuming Mr. Casciano was correct, didn’t 
Intel know the stacks were too low?  John Bartlit said that at least they had made progress 
on raising the stacks 11 years later, and that this was more progress achieved than by 
other routes. 

 
 
 
DISCUSSION OF POTENTIAL POST-ATSDR TOPICS 

• John Bartlit raised the question of language in making change, and what methodology of 
language was more effective, blunt language or more agreeable language.  He said that 
his style was more of the later and it worked for him. However, he said perhaps there was 
a mix of styles that made for the greatest progress, and it was worth having a discussion 
about.  Dennis O’Mara said he tried to be direct without being rude. 

 
• On steps moving forward, since the CEWG did not have funds to hire an outside 

contractor, and they would have to base the modeling on Intel’s data, Sarah Chavez asked 
if it was worth Mike Williams’ time to pursue going forward. Dennis O’Mara said Mike 
Williams had to make that decision.  He added that he did not believe that long-term 
exposure did not cause harm, especially when he woke up at 2 am to terrible odors in his 
home from the Intel facility.  For next steps, the CEWG needed to get Intel to focus on 
reducing emissions out of the stacks, he said. 

 
• Mark Bennett asked if modeling was on the table as a future step.  Also, he asked if they 

should try to get Peter Kowalski on a call at the next meeting.  Dennis O’Mara said he 
would like to do that provided that it did not conflict with ATSDR’s policy on contacting 
petitioners first. 
 
CONSENSUS/ACTION ITEM:  John Bartlit will contact Peter Kowalski about his  

having a conversation with the CEWG during the next CEWG meeting. 
. 
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MEETING ADJOURNED 
 
 
NEXT MEETING:  May 20, 2015, 5 to 7 pm, Corrales Senior Center.  
  


