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FINAL MEETING SUMMARY 
Community Environmental Working Group 
 
“Striving for Continuous Environmental Improvements at Intel” 
 
Date: December 19, 2018 
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
Erika Edgerly, Intel and Corrales Residence 
 

Alexander Lowry, Intel 

 
Jessie Lawrence, Facilitator       CJ Ondek, Recorder  
 
 
HANDOUTS 

§ CEWG Draft Agenda 
§ November Draft Meeting Summary 
§ NMED December 4 Draft Meeting 

Summary 

§ Action-Item Progress Report 
§ December EHS Activity Report 

 

 
 
PROPOSED AGENDA 

§ Welcome, Introductions, and Brief 
Items 

§ Standing Agenda Items 
§ NMDOH ALS Report 

Panel/Dialogue 
§ CEWG Annual Report 

§ Criteria for Forwarding Emails 
Received by CEWG Facilitator 

§ Intel NMED Emissions Permit 
History and Content  

§ 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 
No comments. 
 
Meeting Summary—Revisions and Approval 
No comments. 
 
Other Announcements  
• John Bartlit noted that the CEWG was provided dinner this night and it was quite good. 

He thanked Intel for the meal. 
 
• Jessie Lawrence said, regarding the December 4 Meeting Summary of the NMED Air 

Quality Bureau presentation, that she had emailed NMED with the Meeting Summary for 
their comments or corrections. Once she received and incorporated all feedback, the 
CEWG can review and approve the Meeting Summary in January. 

 
Public Comment 
No comments. 
 
 
STANDING AGENDA ITEMS 
EHS Report 
Sarah Chavez asked the group if they had any questions. There were no questions or comments. 
 
Regulatory Engineering   
• Sarah Chavez provided an update on the Environmental Design Contest hosted by New 

Mexico State University. A task (of five) in the program under the Internet of Things 
section was entitled Industrial Stack and Exhaust Emission Testing Using Drone 
Technology. Registration for this task began December 19 will continue to February 1. By 
the next CEWG meeting they should be able to get an update on whether any schools 
signed up for this task. She said all the requirements were listed online. An experimental 
and safety flow sheet was due February, a written report was due March 15, and opening 
ceremony and design testing was April 7. 

 
• John Bartlit said the CEWG could invite teams to talk at a meeting that entered under this 

task. Sarah Chavez said schools participated from not only the United States but other 
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countries too. They might need to meet by phone. Mr. Bartlit said getting a copy of their 
report might be useful. Ms. Chavez said she could find out about getting reports to share. 

 
ACTION ITEM: Sarah Chavez will check about getting relevant contest reports to  

      share with the CEWG. 
 
 
LEPC Update 
Dennis O’Mara said the next LEPC meeting was in January. John Bartlit asked him to talk to any 
National Guard members who attend the meeting. Mr. O’Mara agreed to do so. 

 
ACTION ITEM: Dennis O’Mara will talk to National Guard members who attend the  

      LEPC meeting to find out the status on a potential collaboration with  
      the CEWG. 

  
UNM Cancer Study 
Dennis O’Mara said it was now officially more than three years since they requested UNM to do 
this study. He said he didn’t understand why it was taking so long, since a year and a half ago the 
data was completed, and Dr. Wiggins just had to write the report. He was still waiting to hear 
that the report was completed and could be released to the public. 
 
 
NMDOH ALS REPORT PANEL/DIALOGUE 
• Jessie Lawrence said, as she understood it, the four people mentioned to sit on the panel 

were all interested in being involved, schedule permitting. She said she had heard back 
from Heidi Krapfl via email, who said she had a new job in addition to her current job and 
also was interested in participating and would like to discuss the panel details closer to that 
time. Ms. Lawrence said the next challenge was to find a time that worked for everyone. 
John Bartlit asked if everyone received the five questions. Ms. Lawrence said that 
everyone was spoken to individually so she could not confirm that everyone received the 
questions. Mr. Bartlit asked if they knew who the other potential panelists were. Ms. 
Lawrence said she did not think so. Also, she said that she did not have contact 
information for all potential panelists. Dennis O’Mara said he would send her the contact 
information immediately, and he would let his two invited panelists know that she would 
be contacting them.  

 
• Jessie Lawrence asked about meeting time preference, as Dr. Elijah Stommel, who lived on 

the East Coast, had a challenge with timing. Dennis O’Mara said Dr. Stommel was hoping 
for mid afternoon; Steve Dickens could meet as early as 3 pm East Coast time. John Bartlit 
said his invited panelist preferred the time after work but said it could be worked out. Ms. 
Lawrence said Heidi Krapfl did not express a specific time. Dennis O’Mara said that if 
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they could not work out a time for Dr. Stommel to participate, he could provide direct 
written answers to the questions; another possibility was that he could participate for a 
limited amount of time. 

 
• Sarah Chavez suggested that once a date and time were established, Jessie Lawrence 

should send an official invitation with the meeting details. All agreed. Ms. Lawrence said it 
was important to make sure that everyone had received the same information at the same 
time. 

 
• For next steps, Jessie Lawrence said everyone should send her contact information. Then 

they had to determine the time, whether it was the regular meeting time or at 1 pm in the 
afternoon. She said she would reach out to all invited panelists to work out timing. 

 
• Sarah Chavez asked about meeting location for a 1 pm meeting. Ms Lawrence said they 

would have to figure that out. Options were Flying Star, and several others. But it might be 
a challenge, since the Senior Center was busy at that time. 

 
• Dennis O’Mara said he would like to speak for 10 minutes as part of the panel discussion 

to make sure everyone understood his concerns. John Bartlit said that was a different 
addition. Another way to handle it was through asking questions. Mr. O’Mara said he 
would like to make some recommendations to the New Mexico Health Department 
(NMDOH) as well as to the panelists. Mr. Bartlit said they needed to know what Mr. 
O’Mara had in mind to be able to explain it to the other panelists. Mr. O’Mara said he 
wanted to make clear what he believed should be done next regarding the study. His 
suggestions were beyond the five questions. Sarah Chavez asked if an option was to send 
the panelists information on behalf of CRCAW in advance, for example, as the study 
requester, here is what CRCAW would like to know. That way they would have time to 
think about how they would like to respond.  

 
• John Bartlit said to be fair to the panelists it was essential that they knew what would 

happen during the panel time. The CEWG did not want to say it was going to happen one 
way and then have a surprise addition at the end. He asked Mr. O’Mara what he thought. 
Mr. O’Mara replied that he did not see his presentation as much different than the question 
and answer period (Q&A). Mr. Bartlit agreed, which was why he suggested Mr. O’Mara 
discuss his position during the Q&A, which was different from having a prepared 
presentation with slides. Jessie Lawrence added that she believed the panelists were 
expecting to have a dialogue and sharing information. An extra presentation, unless it was 
shared in advance, was not consistent with their expectations.  
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• Dennis O’Mara said he wanted to hear back from the panelists what they thought about his 
suggested next steps. John Bartlit suggested adding new questions or 10 minutes worth of 
questions. This was different than an unannounced presentation by the organization that 
requested the study. Sarah Chavez said that it seemed Mr. O’Mara was reluctant to share 
his next step suggestions with the CEWG and suggested he pass on his questions to the 
panelists through Jessie Lawrence. That way, the panelists were prepared. Mr. O’Mara 
agreed and said he would write it up for Ms. Lawrence to send. John Bartlit said that Ms. 
Lawrence could ask them if they were interested in listening to this presentation. 

 
• Jessie Lawrence asked if it would be on behalf of CRCAW or Mr. O’Mara as an 

individual. Mr. O’Mara said he wasn’t sure. Also, he said he would not get the write up to 
Ms. Lawrence until after the first week in January. Ms. Lawrence said in the interest of 
time she would begin to coordinate the schedule and then would contact them again with 
Mr. O’Mara’s information. Both John Bartlit and Dennis O’Mara asked Ms. Lawrence to 
send the ALS report again to all potential panelists with her email. 

 
ACTION ITEMS: 1. Dennis O’Mara and John Bartlit will send potential panelist  
                 contact information to Jessie Lawrence immediately.  

 
        2. Jessie Lawrence will contact potential panelists to work out  
            meeting timing and resend the ALS report in her email. 
 
        3. Dennis O’Mara will send his additional material to Jessie  
           Lawrence, who in turn will email the panelists with this  
           information. 

 
 
CEWG ANNUAL REPORT 
Sarah Chavez said the typical way to compile the annual report was for her to make a first draft 
that listed key items from the year. She compiled the list by reviewing the Action Item Progress 
Report and meeting summaries for key accomplishments. Her list and actions were as follows: 
 
• National Guard Testing Protocol: Highlight that an initial testing protocol draft was created 

and they were waiting for information and input from the National Guard. 
• ALS Report: Reviewed the NM DOH report, developed a list of questions, planning panel 

for February 2019 
• CEWG outreach to Intel employees: Created draft to be communicated by Intel in 2019 
• Trout Unlimited presentation 
• NMED Permit & Regulatory review meeting 
• Intel community & emergency manager notification procedure 
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Ms. Chavez said that she did not mention the Cancer Study because they had not seen the results 
yet. Dennis O’Mara said that would be for next year, maybe. John Bartlit thought it might be 
useful to mention Intel’s Industrial Stack and Exhaust Emission Testing Using Drone 
Technology task for the Environmental Design Contest hosted by New Mexico State University.  
Ms. Chavez cautioned that no one had taken them up yet on this task, but she could put a link to 
the task’s information online. Mr. Bartlit said he communicated about this task with his alma 
mater, Purdue University, who collaborated with Intel on cyber security, and encouraged them to 
consider entering the NMSU design contest. Ms. Chavez said the next steps for the annual report 
would be that she would create a draft and send to Mr. Bartlit for review. 
 

ACTION ITEM: Sarah Chavez will create a draft to send to Mr. Bartlit for review. 
 
 
CRITERIA FOR FORWARDING EMAILS RECEIVED BY CEWG FACILITATOR 
• Jessie Lawrence said that she, as the CEWG facilitator, was receiving more emails that 

may or may not be relevant to the group, and as a result wanted to develop a protocol 
around how to distribute them. She was concerned about sending too many emails to the 
group that were not relevant, as well as not sharing enough information. She suggested 
giving a brief “emails received” report at CEWG meetings or just forwarding all the email 
she received. Dennis O’Mara said he did not feel overburdened with her emails and 
suggested that she make a judgment call on whether to forward relevant emails.  

 
• Jessie Lawrence asked if anyone objected to her forwarding all emails as she received 

them, with the understanding that they would be getting more emails from her that were 
not potentially relevant. They could revisit the issue again if it began to feel to 
burdensome. All agreed. 

 
 
INTEL NEMD EMISSIONS PERMIT HISTORY AND CONTENT 
Sarah Chavez said this slide presentation was to create an overview and timeline for how Intel’s 
permit existed today. She said she was not going to discuss every single permit revision that Intel 
did, but tried to pull high-level information such as adding equipment or adding a fab—bigger 
changes of more interest to the CEWG. NMED had three types of permit revisions: 
administrative, technical, and significant. She was not going to talk about these different kinds 
but they would be able to see how the numbering changed. She said the first slide was permit 
changes before the Title V regulations came into play; the second slide was about the permit 
changes once those regulations were there; the third slide was what happened when the short-
lived greenhouse gas Title V regulations were relevant. She said that she hoped this overview 
would trigger what specific details the group wanted to address as they reviewed the current 
permit. 
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Slide 1: Intel Permit prior to EPA Title V regulations 
• First Intel permit, Permit 325, issued October 21, 1980 

o Fab 7 
• Permit 325-M-2, issued February 21, 1986 

o First permit to require stack testing – Total VOCs from solvent stacks 
 
Ms. Chavez said that this permit number continues to be Intel’s permit number.  At the time Intel 
only had the Fab 7, which was very small and located in the north end of campus. She explained 
the “325-M-2” was their first a permit revision and was reflected in the numbering.  
 
• Permit 325-M-3, issued February 27, 1991 added: 

o Added Fab 9 
o VOC >100 tons per year 
o Added individual VOC testing for the solvent stacks 
o Scrubber stack testing  

 
Ms. Chavez said that with the addition of Fab 9 emissions exceeded the VOC thresholds and 
Intel started scrubber stack testing. 
 
• Permit 325-M-6, issued December 4, 1992 

o Added Fab 11X 
 
Ms. Chavez said this next revision added Fab 11X to the site, which was a larger fab building.  

 
• Permit 325-M-7, issued August 11, 1994 

o Durr Thermal oxidizers permitted 
o Boiler stack testing for NOCs and VOCs 
o Added all permit conditions in Attachment A as agreed to in the July 13, 1994 

Settlement Agreement with CRCAW 
§ §Included a condition to promptly submit a permit application to reduce 

VOC to less than 100 tons per year and HAPs to less than 25 tons per year 
total and any individual HAP to less than 10 tons per year 

 
Ms. Chavez said with this permit revision Intel added thermal oxidizers. Intel always had 
scrubbers previously. Also during this period Intel had an agreement with CRCAW, and these 
were added to the permit, including a condition that Intel submit a permit application to be a 
minor source HAPs.  Ms. Chavez said she started working at Intel December of 1993. 
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Slide 3: Intel Permit After Title V for GHGs 
• Permit 325-M-9, issued March 3, 2000 

o Limited all pollutants below Title V major source thresholds 
o Increased solvent stack testing frequency to 2 weeks per stack per quarter 
o Added emission factors for combustion sources, VOCs and HAPs to calculate 

reported emissions 
 
Sarah Chavez said that between 1994 and 1995 Intel had to submit applications to become both 
Title V and minor source. At that time there were no limits for HAPs because they were a new 
category of pollutants. In March of 2000 modification 9 was issued and that limited all pollutants 
to the lower Title V major source threshold.  
 
• Permit 325-M-9R15, issued January 8, 2008 

o Replaced Durr thermal oxidizers with Munters thermal oxidizers 
• Permit 325-M-10, issued December 17, 2010 

o Added additional Munters thermal oxidizers for redundancy to reduce downtime 
o Increased thermal oxidizer stack height 

 
 

• Permit 325-M-11, issued May 4, 2011 
o Added Fab 11X Expansion with no changes to annual emission limits 

 
Sarah Chavez said thermal oxidizers were installed in 1994, and they were able to add an entire 
factory and stay within the major and minor limits at that time.  
 
 
Slide 4:  Intel Permit After Title V for GHGs 
• Permit 325-M-11R4, issued December 5, 2012 

o Modified permit to NMED permit template 
o Aligned required monitoring, testing, recordkeeping and reporting with Title V 

regulations 
o Changed primary method of emissions calculations to be based on stack testing 
o Reduced frequency of solvent stack testing to annual   

 
Sarah Chavez said around 2010 the EPA started to work on regulations around greenhouse gases.  
Major sources for greenhouse gases needed to get a Title V permit. NMED had created the 
permit template, and Intel moved everything in to their template and aligned with Title V 
regulations.  
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• Permit P257, issued December 19, 2012 
o Title V permit required because of level of greenhouse gas emissions (GHGs), no 

changes to any other emission limits 
• Permit P257M2, discontinued on August 6, 2014 due to change in EPA regulations for 

facilities that were major for only GHGs 
• Intel’s current permit today: 

o Permit 0325-M-11R9, issued November 24, 2015 
 
Ms. Chavez said the permit Intel had today had all minor source thresholds and was in NMED’s 
template form. The last revision was administrative so they issued it in a letter rather than in the 
whole permit. Administrative revisions only issue a letter saying a request was approved. Many 
of the conditions did not apply to Intel.  
 
• Sarah Chavez said the permit was 40 pages and asked the group how they would like to 

proceed.  For example, would they like her to create an outline or go page by page. She 
asked how long they would like to spend on the permit at each meeting. She said she 
wasn’t sure the best way to proceed. 

 
• Dennis O’Mara asked about a copy of the permit. Ms. Chavez said it was available online 

on the Explore Intel web site. She said she would send a copy to Ms. Lawrence, who could 
then share it with the group. Ms. Chavez said it was easy to go through but spread out 
throughout all the sections. John Bartlit asked if NMED’s Ted Schooley was involved in 
writing Intel’s permit. Ms. Chavez said he was only involved peripherally and not directly 
as a permit writer. She said he was around at NMED for a long time and might have some 
historical memory for Intel’s permit variations over the years. She asked the group to 
consider how much time they wanted to spend on the past versus the current permit.  

 
• Jessie Lawrence asked if it made sense for the January agenda to say they were starting on 

permit page 1. Ms. Chavez said she would figure out how to best structure the discussion.  
 

ACTION ITEM: Sarah Chavez will send Jessie Lawrence a copy of Intel’s permit to  
   distribute to CEWG members. She will also consider the best way to  
   structure the permit discussion. 

 
 
REVIEW ACTION ITEM PROGRESS REPORT  
• Sarah Chavez said item #7 was “in progress.” She asked to update #12 with “to be 

complete by Q1, 2019.” 
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• Dennis O’Mara asked about item #8, Children’s Environmental Health Network. He said 
they got the slides but had not yet discussed what to do with them. Ms. Lawrence said that 
was true. She asked the group how they would like to proceed on it. Mr. O’Mara said the 
presentation was broad around the environmental health risks for children and not a lot of 
focus on air pollution or ambient air. Ms. Lawrence said perhaps it was not so meaningful 
for the CEWG to pursue and asked if anyone had any thoughts. John Bartlit said it did not 
look like a clear connection. Mr. O’Mara said if no one had any desire to learn more after 
reviewing the slides they should take the issue off the board. 

 
 
ADJOURN 
 
 
NEXT MEETING:  January 16, 2019, 5:15 to 7 pm, Corrales Senior Center.   
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