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MEETING SUMMARY 
Community Environmental Working Group 

 

“Striving for Continuous Environmental Improvements at Intel” 

 

Date: August 16, 2017 

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 

Sarah Chavez, Intel 

Hugh Church, American Lung Association 

in    

   New Mexico 

Dennis O’Mara, Corrales resident, Corrales      

   Residents for Clean Air and Water   

   (CRCAW) 

 

Non-Members Attending

Ron Eppes, Intel 

 

Lynne Kinis, Corrales Resident, CRCAW 

 

 

Facilitator 

Shannon Beaucaire, Facilitator    CJ Ondek, Recorder  

 

 

 

HANDOUTS 

 CEWG Draft Agenda 

 Draft Meeting Summary, July 2017 

 

 

 Action-Item Progress Report 

 EHS Activity Report 

 

PROPOSED AGENDA 

 Welcome, Introductions, 

Announcements and Brief Items

 Standing Agenda Items

 Collaboration with the National 

Guard 

 Action Item Progress Report 

 Mike’s Interesting Questions Update

 Additional Business

 Adjourn
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WELCOME, INTRODUCTIONS, ANNOUNCEMENTS, AND BRIEF ITEMS 

John Bartlit opened the meeting by referring to 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 

Shannon Beaucaire announced that at 4:30 today Sgt. Jackson had cancelled the National 

Guard’s attendance at tonight’s meeting. He was sent to Wyoming to work, and his substitute 

had to cancel due to a family emergency. He would get in touch with her about the September 

meeting. That meant that tonight’s agenda would need to be modified. 

 

Meeting Summary—Revisions and Approval 

None 

 

Other Announcements  

None.  

 

PUBLIC COMMENT 

None 

 

STANDING AGENDA ITEMS 

EHS Report 

 Sarah Chavez said Intel had an onsite event on July 28. They found elevated fluoride levels 

in the water at a wastewater discharge point. Intel had a fluoride response checklist that 

listed procedures in the event of elevated fluoride levels. Those procedures were initiated. 

Intel investigated the source of fluorides in the area and found two nonstandard activities 

that they determined contributed to the event. “Nonstandard” meant not routine. The first 

was scrubber cleaning and maintenance, and the second was a tool conversion in the 

factory. These caused fluoride levels to be elevated. The Albuquerque Bernalillo County 

Water Authorities was notified, and they stated there was no impact to their treatment plant 

as a result of the elevated fluoride.   
 

 Sarah Chavez said Intel had a 24-hour permit fluoride limit at 22.7 mg/liter, and the 

elevated levels were at 31 mg/liter for a 24-hour event only. Intel did not do tool 

conversion on a regular basis, and the tool conversion, which used hydrogen fluoride (HF), 

was the primary source of fluoride, as scrubber maintenance was conducted routinely. The 

event occurred in a closed system, with pipes the whole way, and the vents on the tanks 

were ducted to the scrubbers. 
 

 Lynne Kinis asked if the two suspected contamination sources were connected to the same 

stream of exit. Ms Chavez said yes, there was only one discharge point for all wastewater 

for the entire site. Ms. Kinis asked how Intel knew where it came from. Ms. Chavez said 



P a g e  | 3 

 

 

Filename:  2017-08-16 CEWG Final Meeting_Summary. Approved:  [not approved] 

Prepared or presented by:  CJ Ondek & Shannon Beaucaire 

Prepared for:  CEWG 

Date prepared or presented: August 21, 2017 

 

they knew when the event started, so they could look at what was going on in the plant at 

that time. Ms. Kinis asked if Intel had come up with lessons learned. Ms. Chavez said yes, 

that was part of the process. John Bartlit asked if Ms. Chavez could bring them the lessons 

learned once the investigation process was finished. Ms. Chavez said yes. 
 

ACTION ITEM: Sarah Chavez will provide the CEWG with the investigation report  

      of the recent elevated fluoride level incident. 

 

 Sarah Chavez responded to questions about the recent letter Intel sent to NMED regarding 

the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), which regulated solid and 

hazardous waste. She provided a brief recap. In 1995, EPA implemented the Paperwork 

Reduction Act, which involved streamlining reporting to reduce paperwork, and that 

RCRA integrated in 2006. NMED adopted this federal regulation in March 2009. The 

letter Intel sent to NMED was a request to change the inspection schedule from daily to 

weekly. RCRA allowed an alternative inspection schedule when either of these conditions 

were met: 1. Install leak detection equipment, or 2.   Create workplace practices and 

processes to ensure leaks are promptly identified. 
 

 Lynne Kinis asked why the EPA Paperwork Reduction Act was valid in this day in time 

with computers and digital storage; she could not accept it as such. Sarah Chavez 

responded that this was what the rules allowed, and Intel’s request was within the confines 

of those rules. Intel made the request because it was allowed and saved their technicians 

time to take on other tasks. 
 

 Sarah Chavez showed and explained photos of Intel’s leak detection system and secondary 

containment piping within the building. The pipes were set within a trench that would 

contain any leaks and stop them from spreading throughout a room. If moisture was 

detected in the trench, it sent an alarm through the system to alert a technician to respond. 

Also, the trench had a chemical coating to block leaks through the concrete, also as part of 

secondary containment. Because Intel operated 24/7, staff constantly occupied these 

rooms. 
 

 Lynne Kinis mentioned a meeting in the mid-2000s, where Frank Gallegos reported that 

Intel’s system and employees both did not respond appropriately to a leak and it continued 

to leak for three days. Both humans and computers made mistakes, she said. In her 

opinion, RCRA requirements to reduce inspection times were not enough. She was 

concerned about leaks and systems because she was living in direct line to an Intel 

accident. 
 

 Sarah Chavez said the computer system worked to detect a leak constantly, and humans 

continued to officially check it weekly. But also because people daily worked in these 

rooms, someone would notice a significant leak, even though they did not actively check 

for them. If there was an electrical failure, Intel had backup generators, and if the electrical 
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failure were severe enough, the entire plant would shut down. Dennis O’Mara asked how 

often the leak detection system was inspected. Ms. Chavez said she would have to ask. 
 

ACTION ITEM: Sarah Chavez will ask asked how often the leak detection system was  

      Inspected. 

 

 Sarah Chavez reported that Intel had received a letter from NMED on July 17 that 

concurred that Intel met the requirements for secondary containment, and therefore they 

allowed the change from daily to weekly inspections. They also acknowledged that the 

Intel building could act as secondary containment. NMED visited and inspected the Intel 

site and physically saw Intel’s request.   
 

 Dennis O’Mara said he had written two  e-mails to Allison Majure, Communications 

Director at NMED, to protest and ask NMED to consider denying Intel’s request. The 

second  e-mail  was a follow up to an earlier letter. He read this second  e-mail   aloud so 

as to be captured for the public record. 
 

Dear Ms. Majure, 

 

This is in followup to my earlier message (below) about Intel’s pending RCRA burden 

reduction request.  At this evening’s meeting of the Community Environmental Working 

Group, the Intel representative, Sarah Chavez, provided details about their request. They 

want to reduce the frequency of inspection of piping from daily to weekly. Present at 

tonight’s meeting were three members of Corrales Residents for Clean Air and Water 

(CRCAW). We are all unanimous in our opinion that this request should be denied and 

that Intel should be held to the strictest possible safety standards given the highly 

dangerous and toxic chemicals they store, use in production and emit in the densely 

populated surrounding area of their plant. 

 

All the concerns I mentioned in my July 12 message remain so I will not repeat them. 

Instead, I have several questions I wish to pose.  

 

First, is this so called “burden request” open to public scrutiny and comment? If so, 

please take these concerns in to consideration when making your decision. 

 

Second, is the decision on this request still pending? If so, I hope that NMED will take 

these concerns into account and ultimately deny the request. 

 

Third a number of years ago, during discussions with CRCAW members, a former NMED 

Secretary stated that Intel was one of NMED’s “customers.” Does this mindset still exist 

at NMED or does the current administration recognize that NMED’s true customers are 

the people of the State of New Mexico, not the entities that you regulate? 
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I am a member of the Sandoval County Local Emergency Planning Committee (LEPC). 

As I’m sure you know, LEPCs were mandated by the federal Emergency Planning and 

Community Right-to-Know Act (EPCRAW), which was signed into law on 1986, soon 

after the Bhopal disaster. This legislation may have been prompted by two incidents that 

occurred in 1984 and 1985 respectively. On December 3, 1984, the Union Carbide plant 

in Bhopal, India, accidentally released about 40 tons of Methyl Isocyanate (MIC), 

resulting in upwards of 5,000 deaths and 50,000 injuries. 

 

Union Carbide’s Institute plant in Kanawha Valley, West Virginia, was the company’s 

only other source of MIC. That plant’s manager, while expressing sympathy and sadness 

over the Bhopal disaster, extolled the virtues of the Institute plant’s safety equipment, 

procedures, people and record. Nevertheless, Union Carbide decided to shut down the 

production of MIC until $500 million of safety improvements were completed. A few 

months after the new improvements came on line on August 11, 1985, 500 gallons of 

aldicarb oxime and MIC leaked from the plant. While no deaths occurred, 134 people 

were treated at local hospitals. 

 

Because entities that produce, transport, and/or use dangerous chemicals are human 

endeavors, accidents may occur despite whatever plans, training, safety procedures, and 

equipment are in lace. Within a 5-year period around the Bhopal disaster, 6, 928 

chemical accidents occurred in the United States. This request by Intel, if implemented, 

would make more likely the possibility of an accident at the Intel plant, which potentially 

could harm both employees and nearby residents. No justification exists for Intel to be 

relieved of its responsibilities to protect human life. 

 

I have messaged NMED in the past about another issues and only received a reply after 

many months and several additional requests. I hope that I will hear from you or 

someone at NMED within a reasonable time frame about all of this. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Dennis J. O’Mara 

 

 Dennis O’Mara said NMED never followed up with him despite his numerous attempts to 

contact them, both by phone and email. So, he concluded, nothing had changed at NMED, 

and it was unfortunate that they went ahead and approved Intel’s request. Mr. O’Mara said 

it was clear to him that Intel was looking for ways to continue its regular production with 

fewer employees, and he saw no other reason for their request. He said he was going to 

work to publicize this whole episode, and it was disgusting to him that NMED—the state 

agency—was not willing to stand up and do the right thing for the people of the State. John 

Bartlit said Mr. O’Mara should also contact the federal government, since it was their 

original law. Mr. O’Mara said that NMED was not obligated to follow the federal request. 

He emphasized that he was very unhappy with NMED and it’s approval of Intel’s request. 
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 Lynne Kinis added that she was going to restate what she said last month. Intel and NMED 

should stop focusing on money and start focusing on people. Once an organization got into 

the money grab, they cared only about what went into their own pocket. She said that as a 

member of the community, she reinforced what Mr. O’Mara said. As per the Union 

Carbide case, accidents happened despite the best intentions. She said she did not 

understand why Intel could not continue with daily inspections. This latest action showed 

that making money was more important than the community or their staff’s health. Also, 

NMED just rubberstamped requests and that’s why community members were still pushing 

Intel’s feet to fire. 
 

 Lynne Kinis asked to explain why solvents were less dangerous. Mike Williams said it was 

not necessarily less dangerous. John Bartlit said the more regulatory engineering was 

implemented the less reliance on inspectors and a shift to quicker and less costly 

information gathering.  
 

 Dennis O’Mara argued that this incident was not the kind of regulatory engineering that 

Mr. Bartlit envisioned. Sarah Chavez disagreed. She said there were no requirements to 

have leak detection on the system, but the money was spent to put this automated alarm 

system tied to a monitor in place so as not to have to rely on staff. It made things safer and 

more efficient. She said it was a good example of using technology and automation to find 

things quicker than a person would. She acknowledged that systems could always be 

improved. 
 

Regulatory Engineering Update 

None. 

 

LEPC Updates:  Code Red Update 

Dennis O’Mara said that he had called the Code Red company to see if they had any test 

messages drafted previously, but they would not give him any because he did not have 

credentials. However, they did say that they had sent draft messages to a Sandoval County 

employee, who was Mr. O’Mara’s partner in this effort. Mr. O’Mara said he called this person, 

but this person shut Mr. O’Mara out of the process. So, a Code Red test message  will go out to 

the public in the future, but first  staff are scouring the system to eliminate defunct phone 

numbers. 

 

 

UNM Cancer Study 

Dennis O’Mara said that he had heard back from Dr. Chuck Wiggins that they were close to 

completing the written report. In about two weeks it would be forwarded to their Cancer 

Working Group, which included State Health Department employees and UNM Cancer Center 

employees. 
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COLLABORATION WITH NATIONAL GUARD 

Shannon Beaucaire said that the meeting with Sgt. Jackson and his representative was postponed 

for a future meeting, and she gave the group options on what to discuss instead. These included 

discussing Sgt. Jackson’s email, discussing any questions around potential collaboration with the 

National Guard, and prioritizing future agenda items.  

 

 John Bartlit suggested discussing the technical content in Sgt. Jackson’s email. Mike 

Williams seconded that suggestion. Mr. Bartlit said the email mentioned technical content 

such as air syringes and Tedlar bags, which meant that they used a grab sample system. 

Dennis O’Mara said they did not know if the National Guard had any other equipment.  

 

 Mike Williams asked if the email mentioned anything about looking at immediate health 

effects. Sarah Chavez said yes, the email said, “…we do not do air monitoring for levels 

below IDLH (Immediately Dangerous to Life or Health).” So even if they did a grab 

sample, Ms. Chavez asked, was that the detection level used in the grab sample? It was 

unclear. Mr. Bartlit said the difference between the National Guard’s capabilities and what 

they did on job was still unknown. Sarah Chavez added that collecting samples in Tedlar 

bags had limitations that they should be aware of, including that the samples should be 

kept cold and analyzed immediately. Shannon Beaucaire added that it was clear from the 

email that air monitoring was not the National Guard’s mission. Dennis O’Mara said he 

was interested in seeing measurements but also in seeing the gross detection of what might 

be contained in a sample. 
 

 John Bartlit asked if Sgt. Jackson would be back for the September meeting. Shannon 

Beaucaire said as of now he anticipated being here in September, but that could change. 
 

 Sarah Chavez suggested putting together a list of questions for Sgt. Jackson based on his 

email. The group agreed. Mike Williams raised a concern that his questions might be more 

scientific and technical and wasn’t sure if Sgt. Jackson or his team members could provide 

an answer. The group came up with the following questions. 
 

 

 What chemicals can be detected in a grab sample?  What are the detection limits? 

 Do you have an expert in your unit who can answer questions on using 

FTIR/RAMAN units together to do ambient air analysis? 

 Is grab sampling the only type of sampling you conduct?   

 What equipment do you use to do grab sample analysis? FTIR? RAMAN? Both? 

 

 John Bartlit said that the CEWG might be able to learn more about grab samples—a topic 

the CEWG has discussed several times over the years. 
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 All present approved of these questions to send to Sgt. Jackson and gave Shannon 

Beaucaire permission to send to Sgt. Jackson immediately after typing.   
 

 

REVIEW ACTION ITEM PROGRESS REPORT 

 John Bartlit asked about item #14, inviting Dr. Kesler to come to a CEWG meeting to 

speak about multiple chemical sensitivities. Sarah Chavez said Dr. Fisher had mentioned it 

to Dr. Kesler, but she never responded. Ms. Chavez said she would ask him to prod her 

again and to try to get an answer. 
 

ACTION ITEM: Sarah Chavez will ask Dr. Fisher to prod Dr. Kesler again and try to  

     get a response to the CEWG’s request. 

 

 Sarah Chavez updated item #11 tonight, which was to supply additional details about the 

alarm system and secondary containment process regarding the RCRA request  

 

 Shannon Beaucaire asked if item #6—thinking about how to partner with Sergeant 

Jackson—was complete or pending. All agreed that it was still pending. 
 

 Dennis O’Mara updated item #7, which was to review Boiling Frogs and other sources to 

see which chemicals were of most concern to the community. Mr. O’Mara said he had 

compiled a list of chemicals. John Bartlit suggested sending the list to Sgt. Jackson, saying 

the more he knew the better. Mr. O’Mara said sending a list with certain chemicals might 

be helpful, but he still needed to confirm that list. Mr. O’Mara said four chemicals were of 

great concern to CRCAW in the past, and these came from a Fred Marsh testimony, who 

had compared the relative toxicity of these four chemicals with hydrogen cyanide. These 

were phosgene; phosphine; hexachloroethadiene; and hexachlorocyclopentadiene, which 

were all listed as HAPs by Fred Marsh. Mr. O’Mara added hydrogen fluoride to the list, 

and he wondered if other compounds containing fluoride should be added to the list. He 

asked Mike Williams to review these other compounds. Mr. Williams agreed. Sarah 

Chavez said she didn’t know if Intel was still using some of the chemicals listed in Boiling 

Frogs. 

 

ACTION ITEM: Dennis O’Mara will send his list of fluorine compounds to Mike  

     Williams for review 

 

 Lynne Kinis reminded that the task force FTIR picked up phosgene, but they determined it 

was the result of a synergistic effect, because Intel said they did not use phosgene at the 

time. Mike Williams added that the FTIR could not separate phosgene from other things, 

so they couldn’t be sure what they found. That’s why looking at another sample test would 

be helpful. 
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 Dennis O’Mara asked about item #4— Ann Kelleher’s response to the CEWG award 

proposal. Sarah Chavez said they were still working on it. Mr. O’Mara also asked about 

the outcome to Intel’s internal environmental award nomination. Ms. Chavez said they 

hadn’t yet announced any winners. Mr. O’Mara said he would like to know about the 

winners when they were announced. Ms. Chavez said she would certainly let the CEWG 

know the outcome. 
 

ACTION ITEM: Sarah Chavez will inform the CEWG about the outcome of Intel’s  

      internal environmental award. 

 

 

ADDITIONAL BUSINESS 

Future Agenda Items 

Shannon Beaucaire went through future agenda items, including: Reviewing Carolyn O’Mara’s 

design changes to the one-page flyer; Mike Williams interesting questions update; clarification 

on interpretation of a new regulation from the June EHS report; emergency management 

notification; and Intel’s corporate responsibility report. She asked what the September agenda 

priorities were, along with Sgt. Jackson.  

 

 Sarah Chavez said they needed to modify language based on Marcy Brandenburg’s 

comments, and CEWG members needed to determine this wording. Dennis O’Mara said 

graphic designers don’t like continuous change, so the group should propose changes all at 

once. John Bartlit asked if Sarah Chavez wanted to draft something based on why the 

CEWG formed as documented in the Corrales Task Force. Shannon Beaucaire asked the 

group if they would be able to wrap up this item by the next meeting. All agreed yes. 
 

ACTION ITEM: Sarah Chavez will find the original document that established the  

      CEWG for wording to use in the one-page flyer.  

 

 

 Shannon Beaucaire asked the group what they would like to chose as a topic priority for 

next month’s meeting along with Sgt. Jackson’s agenda item. Selected responses were 

completing the flyer and Intel’s procedure for notification for other emergency 

management personnel, past policy versus present policy. Lynne Kinis said the latter was 

important because Intel had not complied with the request for having a constraint to report 

to a public emergency management entity.  
 

 

ADJOURN 

 

 

NEXT MEETING:  September 20, 2017, 5:15 to 7 pm, Corrales Senior Center.   
  


