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FINAL MEETING SUMMARY 
Community Environmental Working Group 
 
“Striving for Continuous Environmental Improvements at Intel” 
 
Date: June 17, 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 

Sarah Chavez, Intel 
Dennis O’Mara, Corrales resident 
 

 
Non-Members Attending 
Liz Shipley, Intel     Cassandra Sanchez, Intel Intern 
 
Facilitator 
Mark Bennett, Facilitator     CJ Ondek, Recorder 
 
 
HANDOUTS 

! CEWG Draft Agenda  
! Draft Meeting Summary, May 2015 
! Action-Item Progress Report, June 2015 
! 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 

! Upcoming Stack Testing: Methods, 
Assurance, Plant Operations 
Indicators 

! 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 on Monday, June 15 and again on Tuesday, June 
16.  He said Mr. Kowalski sent an email with the following information:   

“We anticipate releasing the ATSDR Health Consultation in mid-August. We are 
planning to visit the Corrales-Rio Rancho area the week of August 31 to meet with the 
petitioner and to hold a public meeting. We will provide additional details on dates, 
times, and locations in the coming weeks.” 

 
• Mr. Bartlit said that the CEWG would likely have the final report in time for the August 

19th meeting. Petitioners and the public would have 10 days to two weeks to read the 
report before Mr. Kowalski’s public meeting. This was a reasonable period for pubic 
review with the advanced notice given. Mr. Bartlit said that Mr. Kowalski had indicated 
that holding a second public meeting was still an option. Also, he told Mr. Kowalski that 
the CEWG would be happy to help advertise and promote the public meeting.  Mr. 
Kowalski had said that the ATSDR would also advertise the meeting, and they welcomed 
the CEWG’s doing the same.   

 
• Mr. Bartlit said he did not know if Peter Kowalski would be available to join the July 

CEWG meeting by phone. Mr. Kowalski did not have approval, but Mr. Bartlit said he 
did not know if that meant approval was denied or if it hadn’t come through yet.   

 
Regulatory Engineering 
Sarah Chavez said she and John Bartlit had talked about what Intel could do in terms of 
regulatory engineering, and one of the ideas discussed was “the Internet of Things” initiative. 
Piloting a small inexpensive air monitoring unit using an Intel technology called “Galileo Board” 
to connect online and do real time monitoring of emissions was an example of the Internet of 
Things group activities. Ms. Chavez said the Air Quality Bureau was aware of this pilot, and it 
was not about to replace current regulatory testing requirements. This project was also piloted in 
Ireland, Arizona, and California and going on for about a year and a half.  
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• Ms. Chavez said she spoke with some people in Intel’s Internet of Things group on the 
market analysis.  She learned that they needed to look at an application of the technology 
that would be considered a viable business and then re-pilot at an Intel site. She said John 
Bartlit would be meeting with professors at a California university. Ms Chavez said this 
was an example of how Intel could support regulatory engineering. John Bartlit said he 
was going to talk about a “market survey.” Intel was interested in selling some tools for a 
regulatory purpose. The other side of that, Mr. Bartlit said, was what regulatory needs 
there were that research and development could address. He said he thought a market 
survey was something a college student could begin to do. 

 
Announcements 
John Bartlit said he had emailed Thom Little today, and Mr. Little said he had a new job as a 
quality engineer at a semiconductor plant in Utah. Mr. Bartlit said that regulatory engineering 
and quality engineering served a similar function, and it could be useful that he found a job in 
that field. 
 
Public Comment 
Dennis O’Mara asked if they were going to discuss an article forwarded recently by Marcy 
Brandenburg to CEWG members through Mark Bennett. The article was from a TV station in 
Oregon about an investigation into Lou Gehrig’s disease (ALS) among Intel Oregon employees 
and the surrounding areas and published February 20, 2015.  John Bartlit said he thought the 
CEWG had discussed it a few months ago, and that Peter Kowalski had told him about it.  Sarah 
Chavez said the Corrales Comment had published articles about it as well.  Dennis O’Mara said 
he believed the ATSDR should look into the matter, and referenced a report on ALS in Corrales 
from 10 or 11 years ago, but at the time there was no solid information on ALS rates. He had 
looked on the National Institutes of Health Web site recently, and they had posted an estimated 
national ALS incidence rate.   
 

• Dennis O’Mara said ATSDR should try to energize the medical community to report 
cases. John Bartlit said Peter Kowalski was aware of it and even mentioned that veterans 
from past wars were more prone to ALS.  Mr. O’Mara said the ATSDR could gather data 
and try to energize the medical community to participate. He wasn’t sure if New Mexico 
or Oregon had requirements to report ALS to the state. Dennis O’Mara said Tricore lab 
did significant medical testing in the Albuquerque metro area and had put their test result 
data in a database and posted it online.  

 
• Mark Bennett said he would be happy to connect Dennis O’Mara with the NM Dept. of 

Health to learn more about ALS in New Mexico.  
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ACTION ITEM:  Mark Bennett will give Dennis O’Mara contact information at the NM  

          Dept. of Health to learn more about ALS in New Mexico. 
 
 
EHS REPORT AND EPA 114 UPDATE 

• Sarah Chavez reported that the two boilers removed from the site were the two boilers 
discussed last month as part of the technical permit revision.  Right now Intel was 
working on the public notice piece, and the permit revision would be submitted to the 
agency for their approval within the next month. John Bartlit asked if there were rules 
around having to remove the boilers first before removing them from the permit.  Ms. 
Chavez said no, it just made it easier to have accurate information during an inspection. 

 
• Mark Bennett asked if the Rio Rancho Fire/Rescue, State Emergency Response report 

was related to Dennis O’Mara’s work with the emergency response planning committee. 
Sarah Chavez said it was a report that Intel issued quarterly and annually. Dennis O’Mara 
said the organization received it, and anyone wanting to see the information had to apply 
to the organization. He said he did not really know the specifics. Ms. Chavez said both 
quarterly and annual chemical inventory report were posted on the Explore Intel Web 
site. 

 
 
ACTION ITEM PROGRESS REPORT 

• Sarah Chavez said items 6 and 12 were complete.  She gave an update on item 13.  She 
said Brian Rashap of Intel was familiar with MIOX technology and was exploring using 
it for transportation cost savings (transferring salt vs. chemicals), which is why he 
brought it to the attention of engineers. The added benefit was the elimination of 
bromoform and therefore reduced emissions.  Dennis O’Mara commented that he would 
have been more impressed if the initial thought was what Intel could do to reduce 
emissions, and the added benefit was the cost savings; it was a reflection of corporate 
culture. Sarah Chavez reminded the purpose of CEWG and all the projects they had 
instigated over the last decade, and that this was a project on emissions reductions. 

 
• John Bartlit said for next annual report they should quantify total savings in cost as well 

as emissions. Sarah Chavez said she understood that Mr. O’Mara wanted Intel to spend 
money on VOCs and hazardous air pollutions, but the corporate culture right now was to 
spend money on other emission reductions such as greenhouse gases and energy 
conservation. These were still beneficial to the environment, and Intel was still looking at 
ways to reduce emissions.  Dennis O’Mara said Intel should be focusing on reducing the 
more dangerous emissions.  Ms. Chavez said others would argue that greenhouse gases 
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were more dangerous.  Mr. O’Mara replied that everything should be a focus, and 
greenhouse gas emphasis should not be an excuse to not look at the others. 

 
• Sarah Chavez updated on item 14. She said Intel did not receive any notification about 

the incident.  Intel was required to treat their water prior to discharge to Albuquerque’s 
treatment system. Therefore, the power outage at Albuquerque’s treatment system did not 
have any impact on Intel’s water treatment system, which met all its permit requirements 
during the incident.  She clarified that the time of discharge to the river was 6 hours, 
although the power was out for 36 hours. 

 
• On item 5, Dennis O’Mara said he was still trying to get an outside opinion on 

condensation technology, then he realized there were two experts sitting at the table.  He 
mentioned a document with information from ERM about adding a second abatement 
system to pretreat materials that went to scrubbers and Munters units. Sarah Chavez 
explained that Intel had asked ERM for their perspective on condensation technologies 
and whether it would be applicable to Intel.  This document summarized ERM’s 
perspective. Mr. O’Mara said one of the things not clear in the document was whether 
ERM fully understood his question about whether additional abatement technology could 
have been added as opposed to using the condensation approach in place of what already 
existed. Ms. Chavez said they did, but the paper talked about the effectiveness of 
condensation technology. She referenced a table that listed the concentration and flow of 
stream at Intel’s facility, which was relevant to the discussion. She reminded that they 
had discussed in a CEWG meeting whether emissions with already low concentrations 
and treated by the technology would lower outputs at the thermal oxidizer end.   

 
• Mr. O’Mara said he did not see anything in the report that supported the idea that putting 

less material through the oxidizers would produce more pollution.  John Bartlit said it 
never produced more pollution, but it could reduce efficiency at the second stage; but this 
did not result in more total emissions.  Ms. Chavez said because the concentrations were 
right at the detection level limit, they could not determine the amount going in.  Mr. 
Bartlit said he would read the document again more carefully. 

 
• Mark Bennett asked if this could be a discussion item on next agenda.  John Bartlit said 

possibly for the next meeting.   
 

ACTION ITEM: Mark Bennett said he would check on whether this would be a  
      useful agenda item at the next meeting. 

 
 
 
PREPARATION FOR RELEASE OF ATSDR REPORT 
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• Mark Bennett asked if it was correct to say that the ATSDR would set up their own 
meeting, so the CEWG didn’t need to arrange a meeting.  John Bartlit guessed that 
someone at the ATSDR probably decided that the ATSDR should not give the impression 
of being affiliated with any local group.  Dennis O’Mara asked how many people they 
anticipated coming to the meeting?  John Bartlit said he had discussed it with Peter 
Kowalski, and they both agreed that a reasonable number to anticipate was 50, but to 
have a location that accommodated 100. Dennis O’Mara said he did not know what to 
expect, but he would try to turn out a large crowd.  Mark Bennett suggested that a certain 
number of key people would go to the petitioner’s meeting first, and they might not go to 
another meeting after that interaction. 

 
• Mark Bennett asked if they should reach out to the Corrales Village Council, and 

suggested Pat Clauser might be approachable.  Mike Williams said it might be hard to get 
a large turnout since the draft final report did not contain information that would be 
considered newsworthy.  John Bartlit said the CEWG should help to publicize this event, 
and asked what they could do to get people to attend the ATSDR meeting.  Dennis 
O’Mara said to contact Jeff Radford to put into the Corrales Comment.  Liz Shipley 
reminded that ATSDR would put out a press release on the meeting.  Sarah Chavez asked 
Mr. Bartlit to confirm the press release date with Peter Kowalski. 

 
  ACTION ITEM:  John Bartlit will confirm the ATSDR press release date with  

       Peter Kowalski. 
 
 
STACK TEST CREDIBILITY:  WHAT CAN BE DONE 
Bill Guyton from ERM joined the meeting via phone to co-present the following PowerPoint 
presentation with Sarah Chavez, which they created for tonight’s meeting. Sarah Chavez said the 
presentation gave a high level overview on the compliance test process, what the methods were, 
a short video on Explore Intel Web site on compliance testing, what they monitored when they 
did the testing, and the days community members were invited. 
 
Slide 1:   
OVERALL PERMIT REQUIRED TESTING PROCESS INCLUDING  
CHECKS and BALANCES 
Agency Issues Permit Requiring Emissions Testing   

• Facility Develops Test Plan in Conjunction with Independent Test Firm to Fulfill Permit 
Requirements 

o Independent Test Firm 
• Test Plan Submitted to Permitting Agency for Review and Acceptance 

o Independent Test Firm 
o Test Plan – Standard Methods EPA/State, Site specific Modifications if Necessary 
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o Test Plan – Facility Requirements for Operation during Test and documentation 
of process and abatement devices (if any) to Support 

• Permitting Agency Reviews, Issues Acceptance/Additional Conditions/Rejects with 
Comments for Correction 

 
Bill Guyton said addressed the first two slides, which he said gave an overview on the standard 
test compliance program. First the agency issued the permit that stipulated the required emissions 
testing.  Next the facility worked with an independent testing organization to develop a test plan 
that they submitted to the permitting agency for acceptance.  John Bartlit asked what the 
definition of an independent test firm was.  Mr. Guyton replied a company not owned by or 
affiliated with the facility.  Mr. Bartlit asked if there was some kind of certification.  Ms. Chavez 
said that whoever did the testing must follow EPA methods, and that’s where there might be 
some kind of certification.  She emphasized that these tests done at Intel were EPA specified.  
Mr. Guyton continued that modifications to the test plan also included what the facility must 
record during production for operational data and any abatement devices. After the agency 
received the test plan, they reviewed and issued an acceptance. 
 
John Bartlit asked if there were ever any deviations from EPA standard methods and would there 
be deviations this time.  Mr. Guyton said sometimes the EPA methods were old and technology 
surpassed their methods, so it was not uncommon to propose newer, more rigorous technologies. 
Sarah Chavez said these changes were documented in the test plan and approved by the agency. 
 
Slide 2:   
OVERALL PERMIT REQUIRED TESTING PROCESS INCLUDING  
CHECKS and BALANCES (cont.) 
Permitting Agency Reviews, Issues Acceptance/Additional Conditions/Rejects with Comments 
for Correction 

• Test Program is Conducted 
o Permitting Agency Field Observations (optional, can be unannounced) 

• Test Report Prepared by Independent Test Firm and Submitted to Permitting Agency 
o Test Report – Documents Test Methods used, including any approved field 

changes from Test Plan 
o Test Report – Includes Facility Records for Operation during Test of process and 

abatement devices (if any) according to approved Test Plan 
• Permitting Agency Reviews Test Report for Conformance and Acceptance 

If Questions or Failings are Found, Issues Correspondence Directing 
Remedy and or Violation Notice 

 
Mr. Guyton said that once the permitting agency accepted the plan, the tests were conducted.  
The permitting agency could observe the tests at anytime, announced or unannounced.  After 
tests were conducted, all the documentation, operational data, issues in the field, detailed test 
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data, deviations, etc. were put into test report by the testing firm. Deviations were almost always 
adjudicated in real time with the permitting agency, so the test programs and results would be 
considered valid.  After reviewing the test report, the permitting agency determined whether the 
facility was in compliance.  If approved, the agency checked off a box noting that the facility 
was in compliance.  If not approved, they would issue a correspondence saying the facility had a 
failure or they disagreed with the methods, with a request to redo the portions in question.  John 
Bartlit asked how often this occurred.  Mr. Guyton responded in general, it was not uncommon 
within the industry.  Sarah Chavez said it never happened to Intel while she was an employee. 
 
Next Mr. Guyton discussed NMED’s test requirements listed in Slide 3.  He said any proposed 
deviations needed to satisfy the permit requirements. 
 
Slide 3:   
General NMED Test Requirements 

• Test Protocol submitted to NMED at least 30 days prior to testing 
• Equipment must be tested in “as found” condition, i.e. no adjustments made just for the 

test 
• All documentation has to follow NMED formats 
• Proposed test dates 
• Plant or unit operating parameters that will be monitored during the test 

 
Sarah Chavez explained the information on Slide 4, which addressed what the Intel permit 
required. For the thermal oxidizers, Method 1-4  measured the flow rate of air coming out of the 
stacks, and this was an EPA method. Method 25A, Flame Ionization Detection (FID), measured 
total VOCs (not individual quantities) for 8 hours for each stack.  On the scrubbers, Methods 1-4 
– flow rate (same as with thermal oxidizers), and the ASTM D6348-03 for HF and HCl – Fourier 
transform infrared spectroscopy (FTIR) (American Society for Testing and Materials) were used.  
Each scrubber stack needed to be tested for 8 hours. For chlorine, they needed to test two, four 
hour samples.  John Bartlit asked how many “testers” would be onsite.  Mr. Guyton responded 
six people would be doing the testing rotating at various times. 
 
Slide 4:   
What does the Intel Permit Require? 

• Thermal Oxidizers 
o Method 1-4 – flow rate 
o Method 25A – Flame Ionization Detection (FID) measures total VOCs 
o 8 hours for each stack 

• Scrubbers 
o Methods 1-4 – flow rate 



P a g e  | 9 
 

 
 
Filename:  CEWG_Final Meeting_Summary_June 17, 15 v2.doc. Approved:  [not approved] 
Prepared or presented by:  CJ Ondek & Mark Bennett 
Prepared for:  CEWG 
Date prepared or presented: June 22, 2015 
 
 

o ASTM D6348-03 for HF and HCl – Fourier transform infrared spectroscopy 
(FTIR) (American Society for Testing and Materials) 

o Method 26A for Cl2 
o 8 hours for each stack 

 
 
For Slide 5, the group was not able to access this video online at the Senior Center, but people 
could access it online at home. 
 
Slide 5: 
Testing Video 
http://exploreintel.com/newmexico/videos  
Luke Jackson, ERM 
 
 
Sarah Chavez said the compliance testing for VOCs only started the day before (June 16).  The 
four chemicals/group of chemicals required for Intel to test under the permit were:  chorine, 
VOCs, HF, and HCl. Ms. Chavez said Intel had a two fold proposal: 1. Provide data to 
demonstrate that that site was operating normally during the testing period, and 2. Increase 
understanding of testing through onsite visits and observation of test methods. Ms. Chavez 
referred to Slide 6.  For the first part, data would come from factory operations and equipment 
operations.  She said daily water usage and wastewater flow were the indicators that the factory 
was operating normally.  Intel would show on the Explore Intel Web site the data from these 
indicators at: a couple of weeks prior to the test, during the testing period, and a couple weeks 
afterwards, collected at 24 hours per day.  Because the facility was a factory operating normally, 
the data would show a variation, but within a reasonable range.   
 
Ms. Chavez said the second part was tied to the test report where the facility has to show that the 
equipment was operating normally. For thermal oxidizer, temperature, fan status and bypass 
damper position were the sets of data collected to show this equipment was operating normally. 
She said that ERM only collected the data for the 24 hour period that they conducted the testing, 
but Intel proposed following the similar time frame of a couple of weeks prior to the test, during 
the testing period, and afterwards.  For the scrubbers, they looked at flow rate, bypass status, and 
fan status to show the equipment was working normally. 
 
Slide 6: 
Proposal to Increase Trust in Compliance Testing 

• Provide data to demonstrate that site is operating normally during the testing period 
o Factory Operation 

! Daily wastewater flow 
! Daily water usage 
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o Equipment Operation 
! Thermal Oxidizer – thermal oxidizer chamber temperature in oF – average, 

max and min, fan status and bypass damper position 
! Scrubber  –  Recirculation flow rate in gallons per min – average, max and 

min, bypass status, and fan status 
• Increase understanding of testing 

o Invite interested community members onsite to observe and learn about specific 
test methods – provides ability to see sample collection 

! Day 1 – FID, June 24th, start at 7am 
! Day 2 – FTIR, July 7th, start at 4 pm 
! Day 3 – Method 26A, July 8th, start TBD  

o Interested community members may also request other days to observe testing 
(testing is scheduled to be complete on July 14th) 

 
 
Next Ms. Chavez went over the proposed dates for community members to come onsite at Intel 
to observe and learn about specific test methods.  They decided to break it in to three separate 
periods of time so as not to be overwhelming. The dates and times were in a two-hour time 
frame: 
 

• Day 1 – FID, June 24th, start at 7am 
• Day 2 – FTIR, July 7th, start at 4 pm 
• Day 3 – Method 26A, July 8th, start TBD  

 
For Day 3, the reason to do both morning and afternoon was to allow people to observe both 
ends of what happened on a normal test day. 
 
John Bartlit asked if she discussed this with NMED. Ms. Chavez said she spoke with the permit 
writer today and they were aware of this proposal.  She said she would follow up with them after 
the CEWG meeting today.  Sarah Chavez said she could possibly bring factory operation data up 
to July 14 to the next CEWG meeting on July 15,  and then they could review the full data set at 
the August meeting. For the test report, they would just have data for the day of the event, which 
was standard.  Ms. Chavez said if anyone wanted to see the physical probe in the stack they 
would have to climb a ladder to a platform, and the scrubber locations were easier to access. 
John Bartlit said this proposal made sense to him, and it was a step forward.  
 
Sarah Chavez asked if anyone was interested in coming onsite to observe. John Bartlit said he 
was interested in the data, and particularly factory operation data, and he might come on Day 2.  
Ms. Chavez said most of the time would be spent at the testing site. 
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Dennis O’Mara asked if the data was comparable to what had been done test-wise in past years.  
Ms. Chaves said yes, that they had been doing the same test methods since 2000, and the results 
were comparable over the years.  Mr. O’Mara said it would be interesting to see comparative 
levels over time in a graphic format at a CEWG meeting.  Ms. Chavez said that could be done, 
but it was not realistic for the August meeting.  September was more likely.  John Bartlit said the 
results were so similar year to year that less was learned as time went on. The fact that Intel spent 
half a million dollars a year to get the same numbers over years, and the critics did not believe 
the results anyway, was what turned him on to regulatory engineering. There had to be a better 
way, Mr. Bartlit said.   
 
Dennis O’Mara said he could not understand how it did not change over time, with everything 
else changing such as production levels and processes.  Sarah Chavez said although the 
processes changed they were small.  Another thing seen over time, were reductions in emissions.  
 
Sarah Chavez asked how far back she should go to compile the data.  Mr. O’Mara said far 
enough for comparison sake.  Mr. Bartlit suggested using intervals.  Ms. Chavez said she would 
work with Bill Guyton to roll up the site total data rather than using individual equipment.  Mr. 
Guyton said it depended on how long Intel kept the records.  The permit was for five years, so at 
least they can go back five years.  Bill Guyton said that the executive summary of each test 
report listed the total data, so it should not be too difficult to compile the information. 
 

ACTION ITEM:  Sarah Chavez will compile testing data for the September meeting.   
       She will bring a proposal to the July meeting with details. 

 
ACTION ITEM:  Those interested in observing the testing at Intel on July 7 or 8 will  

           send Sarah Chavez an email.  She will also follow up with Hugh  
       Church to see if he was interested in attending. 

 
 
 
MEETING ADJOURNED 
 
 
 
NEXT MEETING:  July 15, 2015, 5 to 7 pm, Corrales Senior Center.  
  


