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FINAL MEETING SUMMARY 
Community Environmental Working Group 
 
“Striving for Continuous Environmental Improvements at Intel” 
 
Date: April 17, 2019 
Time: 5:15–7:00 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 Association in    
   New Mexico 
Sarah Chavez, Intel 
Dennis O’Mara, Corrales resident, Corrales  
   Residents for Clean Air and Water

 
Non-Members Attending
Alexander Lowry, Intel 
 

Jeff Radford, Corrales Comment

Jessie Lawrence, Facilitator       CJ Ondek, Recorder  
 
 
HANDOUTS 

§ CEWG Draft Agenda 
§ February Draft Meeting Summary 
§ March Draft Meeting Summary 
§ April EHS Activity Report 
§ Action-Item Progress Report 

 
 

§ John Bartlit’s Observation of the 
February Meeting Panel 

§ John Bartlit’s Handout on WERC 
Task  

 
 

PROPOSED AGENDA 
§ Welcome, Introductions, and Brief 

Items 
§ Standing Agenda Items 
§ NMSU WERC Competition Report  
§ NMDOH ALS Report Panel/Dialogue 

§ UNM Cancer Study  
§ Intel NMED Emissions Permit 

Presentation 
§ Action Item Progress Report 
§ Adjourn
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WELCOME, INTRODUCTIONS, ANNOUNCEMENTS, BRIEF ITEMS 
John Bartlit opened the meeting by stating the CEWG mission, which was to make 
environmental improvements at Intel, reduce chemical emissions at Intel, and improve 
community dialogue. Introductions were made.   
 
Agenda—Revisions and Approval 
Sarah Chavez suggested postponing the NMED Emissions Permit Presentation if Dennis O’Mara 
were not present for it, since he was the one who had requested and was interested in it. Mr. 
O’Mara said he had to leave at 6:30 pm and would go along with whatever the group decided. 
 
Meeting Summary—Revisions and Approval 
Jessie Lawrence said both February and March meeting summaries needed finalization. She said 
Dennis O’Mara had responded via email to the February Meeting Summary and said that he had 
no further comments. There were no additional comments on the February or March summaries. 
 
Other Announcements  
None. 
 
Public Comment 
• Jeff Radford said he had been interested in greenhouse gas emissions and asked for an 

update on greenhouse gas emissions at Intel. Sarah Chavez suggested he look at the 
Explore Intel Web site (https://exploreintel.com/newmexico) that posted a report showing 
current greenhouse gas emissions. She said Intel’s greenhouse gas emissions were reported 
annually to the Environmental Protection Administration (EPA), and this information was 
publically available most likely through their Web site. To learn what Intel was doing to 
reduce greenhouse gas emissions over time look at Intel’s Corporate Responsibility Report 
accessed at https://www.intel.com/content/www/us/en/corporate-responsibility/corporate-
responsibility.html. 

 
• Jeff Radford asked what Intel’s 94% production level meant. Sarah Chavez said it meant 

that 94% of the equipment installed was utilized for production, which was almost 
maximum capacity. Mr. Radford asked what capacity the research and development 
portion of the plant operated at, although he added that he understood it was mostly 
proprietary information. Sarah Chavez said when the announcement was first made 
publicly it was called “memory technology” and that was all they could really say about it. 
Production capacity was included for the facility as a whole because of confidentiality. Mr. 
Radford asked if chemical use had changed with the new process. Ms. Chavez said that 
was discussed at a previous CEWG meeting, and she had an action item to provide an 
updated chemical list once the new process was approved, but it might not happen until the 
end of the summer. Any changes were already encompassed within the existing permit.  

 

https://exploreintel.com/newmexico
https://www.intel.com/content/www/us/en/corporate-responsibility/corporate-responsibility.html
https://www.intel.com/content/www/us/en/corporate-responsibility/corporate-responsibility.html
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STANDING AGENDA ITEMS 
EHS Report 
• Sarah Chavez said Intel submitted the annual Greenhouse Gas report on April 1 to the 

EPA.  It was an online submittal that required organizations to calculate their greenhouse 
gas emissions specific to the semi-conductor industry. Dennis O’Mara asked if there was a 
permit or authorization for greenhouse gas emissions. Ms. Chavez said no, the EPA had set 
a major source threshold for greenhouse gases, and Intel was actually considered a major 
source until the EPA changed their rules to say that if a facility was above a certain 
threshold for greenhouse gases only, then they didn’t need a permit; thus, greenhouse gas 
emissions were regulated federally and not by NMED. The report was available on the 
Explore Intel Web site (https://exploreintel.com/newmexico) and on the EPA Web site 
(www.epa.gov) by searching for Intel New Mexico using their reporting tool.  

 
• Jeff Radford asked who he should call if he had further questions on Intel and greenhouse 

gases. Sarah Chavez said he should call her with his questions. 
 
Regulatory Engineering 
See below WERC Competition Report. 
 
LEPC Update  
Dennis O’Mara said he had missed the meeting today due to a scheduling conflict, but he had 
seen the agenda and there was not much on it. He said he was supposed to work with the new 
Emergency Management chief to write a grant application to redo Sandoval County’s All 
Hazards Emergency Operation Plan but had never heard from him. He wondered whether they 
were really serious about redoing this plan. He said he could report more when today’s LEPC 
meeting minutes were available. 
 
 
NMSU WERC COMPETITION REPORT 
• John Bartlit said he attended the WERC competition at New Mexico State University 

(NMSU). Eleven universities sent 21 teams from states such as New Hampshire, 
California, Washington State, etc. He was one of 25 judges. Intel’s task was using sensors 
on drones to measure VOCs and particulate matter. Intel provided both the drone and 
drone pilot. Two teams competed in this task—Louisiana State University (LSU) and 
NMSU. Both schools submitted written reports, and it was evident from the reports that 
students were handy with digital devices but less familiar with regulatory processes. He 
said that was an eye opener to him. For smart tools to be used effectively in regulatory 
engineering required a good grasp of regulations. Both areas of expertise were needed. He 
supplied all participating students with a handout about regulations to further inform them 
about the regulatory process and to encourage them to look more closely at this process as 

https://exploreintel.com/newmexico
http://www.epa.gov/
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a way to address the gap in knowledge. He also gave two copies of his book Regulatory 
Engineering to advisors of each competing team. 

 
• Mr. Bartlit described the competition process. Teams had to apply the sensors on a drone 

and fly it around an industrial smokestack. Instrument calibration occurred on Monday 
using a plate of isopropyl alcohol that came to equilibrium with the air under a box that 
had in it the VOC sensors from both teams. One sensor showed it coming to equilibrium; 
the other sensor was off scale. Tuesday morning weather conditions were calm. The drone 
pilot was very knowledgeable, truly interested in innovation, and a valuable asset. He 
offered valuable instruction to students. He said that each team chose a different design for 
attaching the sensor array—one team attached it to the bottom of the drone and the other 
team attached the array to the end of a long crossbar they attached to the bottom of the 
drone. There was a way to communicate with the drone to tell it where to fly. The box 
version drones took off and flew about 120 feet over the 30-foot stack. The bar version was 
unstable and quickly landed. He said the experience was very insightful and educational. In 
his view drones had great potential for regulation in the future. LSU won the competition. 
He said he would write a full report on WERC for his May 5th column. 

 
• Dennis O’Mara commented that the National Guard would be extremely interested in 

drone technology. Mike Williams said it might be helpful to them in locating a plume in a 
disaster event and get measurements. Sarah Chavez said the way this particular drone was 
designed was that they had to offload captured data into a computer; they could not 
transfer the data via wireless technology. 

 
• John Bartlit said he had heard recently about Los Alamos drones with VOC sensors that 

tracked natural gas pipelines for leaks. They had GPS technology, artificial intelligence, 
and VOC technology. He suggested they talk in more detail about this technology and its 
potential in a future meeting. Dennis O’Mara asked if instructors or professors were 
knowledgeable about regulatory processes and if they were not it was probably why 
students were not. Sarah Chavez said it might be the way the educational program was set 
up.  

 
ACTION ITEM: Jessie Lawrence will revisit with the group if they would like to add  

      drone technology and regulatory monitoring as an agenda item for  
      more in-depth discussion and exploration. 

 
 
NMDOH ALS REPORT PANEL/DIALOGUE 
• Jessie Lawrence reminded about John Bartlit’s draft meeting observations handout from 

the ALS panel February Meeting Summary and were discussed at the last meeting and 
through email, specifically about Item 1 of his observations. She asked if further discussion 
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was necessary on this item as well as on the February Meeting Summary. Dennis O’Mara 
said he had made comments and suggestions on Mr. Bartlit’s handout, which Mr. Bartlit 
had addressed, and it looked good to him. Ms. Lawrence said she would make the final 
change. 

 
• John Bartlit said he thought the issue was around next steps. Dennis O’Mara said he had 

followed up by email with Heidi Krapfl about the next steps suggested during the panel 
discussion, including looking at death rates as a more appropriate way to gauge local ALS 
cases in the 12 Census tracts of interest to Corrales Residents for Clean Air and Water and 
Dr. Rowland’s suggestion to aggregate in five-year increments and go further back in time. 
He had not received a response until recently, with Ms. Krapfl saying she had been out of 
town and she had not had a chance to take action on the matter but would get back to him. 
He said he wanted clarification from her to make sure they were on the same page 
regarding next steps. As far as the CEWG, he said he did not know if there was anything 
else to do except wait and suggested moving the item to “Standing Agenda Items” until 
they learned more. 

 
• Sarah Chavez asked if, with Ms. Krapfl’s position change at NMED, she would still be the 

one to work on the study or if someone else would. Mr. O’Mara said he did not know. 
 
 
UNM CANCER STUDY 
• Jessie Lawrence said she spoke with Chuck Wiggins today about the cancer study. She 

said he told her that the Cancer Concern Committee had wordsmithing concerns which he 
had addressed, and were meeting again this Friday. He expected it to be approved then. 
Next it had to be sent to the state epidemiologist, which he expected to be approved 
quickly. He said he would be prepared to attend a May CEWG meeting date except that the 
date did not work for him. He could come on May 22 as well as on June 19, the next 
CEWG meeting date. She asked the group how they would like to proceed. Agreement was 
made to have Dr. Wiggins come to the CEWG June 19 meeting, which would give them 
time to read the report and come up with questions. Jessie Lawrence said she would keep 
the group posted and pass along the report when she received it. 

 
ACTION ITEM: Jessie Lawrence will put Dr. Chuck Wiggins on the CEWG June 19th  

      meeting calendar and share the report with the group as soon as she  
      receives it.  

 
• Dennis O’Mara added that Dr. Wiggins had said he would keep an eye on the data moving 

forward since he had the algorithms and data collection processes worked out. 
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INTEL NMED EMISSIONS PERMIT PRESENTATION 
Sarah Chavez said there were two permit versions: the full version, M8, and then a recent 
revision M9, which reflected an administrative revision. With administrative revisions NMED 
did not reissue the full permit but a letter attached to a permit. In January, the CEWG covered 
sections A100 to A105.  Ms. Chavez said that today they would be covering A106, which 
covered facility allowable emissions, and three tables in this section that discussed emissions 
allowed by site. Ms. Chavez said Table106.A showed short-term emission limits at pounds per 
hour for each piece of equipment that burned natural gas; Table 106.B showed facility-wide 
emissions allowed for the entire site, including a total for HAP emissions and a limit for 
individual HAPs; and Table 106.C showed facility-wide emissions allowed for individual HAPs 
with a limit of less than 9 tons per year.  
 
Slide: A 106, Facility, Allowable Emissions 
Table 106.A Allowable Emissions per Unit by Source Category 
• Pound per hour limits for equipment that burns natural gas. 
• Emission limits are for each individual piece of equipment. 

 
Table 106.B Facility Wide Allowable Emissions 
• Tons per year of emissions allowed for all sources for the entire site. 
• Includes a total for HAP emissions as well as a limit for individual HAPs. 

 
Table 106.C Facility Wide Allowable Individual HAP Emissions 
• Tons per year limit for individual HAP emissions for those HAPs with a limit of less than 9 

tons per year. 
 
 
Slide: Table 106.A, Allowable Emissions per Unit by Source Category 
• Pound per hour emissions are modeled to show compliance with ambient air quality 

standards. 
• Basis for pound per hour emissions: 

o Equipment manufacturer provides maximum emissions rates when equipment is 
purchased. 

o Thermal Oxidizer particulate emissions also include silica emissions from HMDS.  
Maximum emission rate based on testing data and expected chemical use. 

 
Sarah Chavez said Table 106.A was on page 12 in the permit. Table 106A showed pounds per 
hour emissions for dispersion modeling submitted when equipment was added to a site and used 
to show compliance with ambient air quality standards. In Intel’s case, these were NOCs, CO, 
and three categories of particulate emissions. The basis for emissions limits came primarily from 
the equipment manufacturer who provided maximum emissions rates at equipment purchase. For 
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Intel this equipment was the boilers, thermal oxidizers and ammonia treatment systems, etc. The 
thermal oxidizers had a number added to them for particulates from hexamethyldisilazane 
(HMDS). John Bartlit clarified that these numbers reflected the emissions that would occur with 
the listed equipment and asked what made them “allowable.” Ms. Chavez said that from the 
permitting process, Intel had to state the emission rates for the equipment and do dispersion 
modeling (for both site and background) to show that these were in compliance with ambient air 
quality standards. If these standards were met then that number became the allowable permit 
limit. Mr. Bartlit asked about background changes. Ms. Chavez said the only time emissions 
were reevaluated was when new equipment was added. This was the way the regulatory process 
was set up. Mr. Bartlit commented that the regulatory process needed improvement. These 
numbers reflected equipment that was running properly and asked how Intel checked to make 
sure equipment ran properly. Ms. Chavez said that information was contained in tables in other 
parts of the permit, which they would cover later. This was called operating conditions and 
maintenance conditions for each type of equipment. 
 
 
Slide: Table 106.B, Facility-wide Allowable Emissions 
• Site-wide emission limits based on estimated emissions at full build out of the site. 
• Intel wanted to be a minor source so all permitted at less than major source thresholds. 
• Originally based on data available in 1995 when the minor source permit application was 

submitted. 
o Engineering calculations 
o Manufactures information 
o Stack testing data 

• Last re-evaluated in 2010 for the permit application for the expansion of Fab 11X because 
new buildings and additional equipment was added to the permit. 

 
Sarah Chavez said Table 106.B showed site-wide emission limits based on estimated emissions 
at full build out of the site in tons per year. This was the maximum emissions the site might have.  
In the 90s Intel submitted a permit application for levels to be below minor source. The 
application used engineering calculations, manufacturing information and stack testing data to 
estimate emissions. In 2010, was last major revision with the expansion of the 11X building and 
addition of new equipment, Intel reevaluated these levels. Ms. Chavez said that Table A and 
Table B were very different and the numbers were not equivalent. For example, boilers ran 
seasonally and did not run all year or all day. Also, Table A had three types of pollutants in 
pounds per hour and Table B had other pollutants in a ton per year value. The tables were not 
comparable, she emphasized. 
 
 
Slide: Table 106.C Facility Wide Allowable Individual HAP Emissions 
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• Original minor source permit application requested 9 ton per year limit on every 
individual HAP. 

• At the request of the community, Intel worked with NMED to establish lower limits: 
o There was no regulatory basis or process to require lower limits. 
o The Effects Screening Level (ESL) established by the Texas Resource 

Conservation Commission was agreed as the basis for the analysis. 
o Intel agreed to a lower ton per year emission rate so that model predicted 

concentrations of HAPs in the ambient air would not exceed the ESL. 
o HAPs that did not exceed the ESL were permitted at 9 tons per year. 

 
• Sarah Chavez said Table 106.C showed individual HAP emissions and went back to the 

original minor source permit application that requested a 9 ton per year limit on all 187 
individual HAPs. At the request of the community Intel worked with NMED to lower 
those limits to below 9 tons per year. Intel took the Effects Screening Level (ESL) 
established by the Texas Resource Conservation Commission as the basis and did 
dispersion modeling to figure out what to make the cap so as not exceed the levels. Dennis 
O’Mara said HAPs with small numbers were very potent and powerful. 

 
• Dennis O’Mara asked why phosgene was on the list. Sarah Chavez said that Intel chose to 

permit for all 187 HAPs because they did not know at the time what they would or would 
not use. Phosgene was one of those 187 HAPs.  Mr. O’Mara asked why there wasn’t a 
table with all 187 listed. Ms. Chavez replied because of the way it was written, the ones 
with limits less than 9 were shown. Mr. O’Mara said if he were Intel he would take 
phosgene off this list. It jumped off the page. Alex Lowry said if they took phosgene off 
the list then it implied that it was emitted at 9 tons per year. Ms. Chavez added at the time 
the permit was issued the EPA defined the 187 HAPs and Intel asked to be allowed to emit 
all of them because that was the list. That was the way regulations were defined.  

 
• Jeff Radford asked if it were possible to not use phosgene but still emit phosgene. Sarah 

Chavez said he might be referring to emitting phosgene as a byproduct, which would be 
captured via stack testing. She said Intel never saw phosgene in its stack testing data. John 
Bartlit said phosgene was in ambient air in all urban areas.   

 
 
REVIEW ACTION ITEM PROGRESS REPORT  
• Jessie Lawrence said items 5, 8, 9 and 10 were completed. 

 
• Sarah Chavez asked John Bartlit if he would still like to pursue #6—getting relevant 

reports from the design contest. Mr. Bartlit said to ask if it were possible to get the reports 
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and the judge’s handbook and see what they said. He added that the WERC Web site had a 
lot of good information on it as well. 

 
ACTION ITEM: Sarah Chavez will check on whether it was possible to get student  

      reports and the judge’s handbook. 
 
• Sarah Chavez said she might be able to report on Item 7 in May.   

 
 
ADJOURN 
 
NEXT MEETING:  May 15, 2019, 5:15 pm to 7:00 pm, Corrales Senior Center. 
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