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MEETING SUMMARY 
Community Environmental Working Group 

 

“Striving for Continuous Environmental Improvements at Intel” 

 

Date: September 20, 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

Erika Edgerly, Intel 

Lynne Kinis, Corrales Resident, CRCAW 

 

Jessie Lawrence, Interested Citizen 

Jeff Newcomer Miller, Interested Citizen 

 

 

Facilitator 

Shannon Beaucaire, Facilitator    CJ Ondek, Recorder  

 

 

 

HANDOUTS 

 CEWG Draft Agenda 

 Draft Meeting Summary, August 2017 

 

 

 Action-Item Progress Report 

 EHS Activity Report 

 Two articles on drones 

 

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 said Sgt. Jackson would not be attending tonight’s meeting, so the agenda 

would be adjusted accordingly. 

 

Meeting Summary—Revisions and Approval 

Lynne Kinis asked what the lessons learned were on the Intel fluoride incident. Sarah Chavez 

said she had that information and would address later in the meeting. 

 

Other Announcements  

Shannon Beaucaire said she accepted a job offer in Oregon and would be moving on. The 

October CEWG meeting would be the last that she facilitated. 

 

 

PUBLIC COMMENT 

 Dennis O’Mara said he had been in touch with the New Mexico Environmental 

Department (NMED) about Intel’s Resources Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) 

request and communicated primarily with the NMED communications director. He hadn’t 

received a response from her to his emails in a long time. Yesterday he received an email 

from her saying that she apologized for being slow to respond. Mr. O’Mara read her letter 

to the group, in which she said that she promised his concerns were considered and added 

to the record. He said he drafted a letter in response to her email, which he hadn’t sent yet. 

He shared it with the group and asked for their feedback and how to move forward. 
 

 John Bartlit said that Mr. O’Mara wrote “no one cares,” but Mr. O’Mara cared, so perhaps 

there was a better way to write this point. 
 

 Lynne Kinis applauded Mr. O’Mara’s draft letter to NMED and said it was excellent. She 

said she was uncomfortable with Sarah Chavez’s comment from the August Meeting 

Summary, “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.” She said she believed many people in the workforce didn’t want 

to see what was in their face. If something drastic happened, no one would know. The 

people who would be the victims were the ones who lived around the Intel plant. She 

didn’t see any good reason for reducing the daily check, and therefore Mr. O’Mara’s letter 

was superb. She said she didn’t agree with Intel’s assessment that daily checks weren’t 

necessary. There were always benefits to doing a double check. It could help avoid a 

potential explosion or a chemical leak downhill. Another pair of eyes always helped. 
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 Dennis O’Mara suggested putting the letter on the agenda for discussion at a future 

meeting. He said the NMED letter mentioned that reductions at Intel were also approved in 

2012. 
 

 John Bartlit said that he would be willing to draft language to send with Mr. O’Mara’s 

letter to NMED that promoted regulatory engineering concepts, which he saw as relevant 

to this issue. He saw there were always opportunities to reduce human interaction and 

promote other interactions, but he would never propose that human interaction disappeared 

altogether. He would rather have this regulatory engineering draft attached to Mr. 

O’Mara’s letter than placed directly into the letter body. He said this issue would always 

appear, and there were increased opportunities to add technical redundancy and automated 

communication to the monitoring process in lieu of or in exchange for less human 

involvement, which made it better, faster, cheaper.   
 

 Dennis O’Mara said he didn’t think regulatory engineering as discussed in CEWG 

meetings fit NMED’s concept behind reducing inspections. John Bartlit said he would 

discuss his view of how regulatory engineering was related to this issue in a general sense. 

He would not tell NMED what they should have done; rather he offered to write about a 

general relationship. He said he would be willing to draft it and share with the group to 

consider; he was open to suggestions. 
 

 Sarah Chavez reminded that the regulations required the daily inspections, but in order to 

switch from daily to weekly inspections an entity had to have leak protections, which Intel 

had. She said she disagreed with Mr. O’Mara’s perspective and believed this situation fit in 

well with John Bartlit’s concept of regulatory engineering because Intel took a manual 

situation and added automated equipment with an alarm that monitored 24/7 versus a once-

a-day visual inspection. Not only did this change offer more frequent monitoring, but it 

was also tied to an alarm system that provided immediate notification if something was 

wrong. Therefore, it was a perfect example of regulatory engineering, Ms. Chavez said. 
 

 Dennis O’Mara asked what the backup was in the event of a malfunction. Ms. Chavez said 

the backup was people working in those areas 24/7. Intel went from a daily inspection to 

an automated system with an alarm operating 24/7, with backup being people in the same 

room 24/7. Although they wouldn’t be looking specifically for leaks, they were trained to 

be aware of leaks and to ensure the leak detection system was functioning. Also, she said 

there was an annual preventative maintenance on the system to make sure it was operating 

correctly. 
 

 Mr. O’Mara said the sensor system is checked on day one and then there  are  364 more 

days in the year,  so it is still possible for the system to go down at any other point. Ms. 

Chavez said she wasn’t saying that it couldn’t fail. Employees were there 24/7 to ensure 
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the automated system didn’t fail. Thus, there were multiple systems in place; they were 

only taking away a person monitoring and documenting the system daily.  
 

 Mike Williams asked if any equipment was used during the inspection. Ms. Chavez said it 

was a visual inspection. Mr. Williams said that a couple of previous accidents underscored 

the need for transparency. Ms. Chavez said, in Intel’s case, they were talking about liquid 

leaking into a trench in a building with a concrete floor that had chemical resistant coating 

to prevent it from seeping into the concrete. Since it would not cause some other accident, 

it was not a fair comparison. Dennis O’Mara commented that liquid could vaporize, the 

vapors could be flammable, and people could be overcome by fumes, similar to what 

happened at the Intel plant in Arizona in 2013. Also, at a previous meeting he had 

mentioned Union Carbide’s Bhopal incident and the leak at their plant in West Virginia 

after millions of dollars of safety improvements were  installed. He concluded that every 

possible safety procedure available should be implemented.  
 

 Dennis O’Mara said he was going to send NMED a letter expressing his views on the lack 

of transparency on NMED’s part, and if anyone had any feedback on his draft to please 

provide it within one week.  
 

 John Bartlit said having further discussion around how much redundant safety was 

warranted would be useful. There was no end to the number of safety mechanisms that 

could be installed. Dennis O’Mara said one of the criteria to be considered should be the 

extent to which a facility using toxic materials was close to residential areas.  
 

ACTION ITEMS:  

 Shannon Beaucaire will send the response letter Dennis O’Mara received from 

NMED by email to the group to review and consider. 

 Group members will send any comments/suggestions on Dennis O’Mara’s 

NMED draft letter within one week. 

 John Bartlit will draft a few paragraphs on regulatory engineering for Dennis 

O’Mara to include with his letter. 

 

 

STANDING AGENDA ITEMS 

EHS Report 

 Sarah Chavez reported that Intel issued a follow up letter to the Albuquerque Bernalillo 

County Water Utility Authority (ABCWUA) that listed the summary of corrective actions 

taken for the fluoride discharge incident. She said that on Tuesday, September 26, at 9 am, 

the Rio Rancho Fire Department and several other emergency response agencies would be 

onsite at Intel conducting a cooperative training drill at the south end of the site in the 

parking lot. This exercise was not included in September’s EHS report, but would be in the 

October report. 
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 Sarah Chavez said that Shannon Beaucaire received a call from a citizen concerned about 

the health of their neighborhood and wanted to speak with someone about Intel purchasing 

their home. Shannon Beaucaire referred this person to Ms. Chavez, but Ms. Chavez had 

yet to be contacted by this person.  

 

 Dennis O’Mara asked if it were possible to look at EHS Reports from 2012 to see ifthe 

RCRA request Intel made then and that was noted  in the recent letter from NMED was 

included. 

 

ACTION ITEM: Sarah Chavez will look at EHS Reports from 2012 to see if NMED  

      was referenced. 

 

 

Regulatory Engineering Update 

Sarah Chavez mentioned two articles in the meeting handouts about drones: 1. A presentation by 

Intel’s CEO about Intel’s Insight Platform, and 2. A partnership between Intel and Honeywell to 

launch a drone industrial inspection service. Both articles were about the commercial use of 

drones, and how to uses drones for inspection purposes. Ms. Chavez said the Intel New Mexico 

site had at least one certified drone pilot onsite looking to use drones for infrastructure 

inspections. Specifically, they were using drones to take pictures of the roof to see if the 

insulation was peeling. Another inspection was looking for steam leaks on the roof. Ms. Chavez 

said they have learned that the use of drones was still a manual process: someone had to be in the 

line of site, watching it as it flied (FDA rules), and able to take control of the drone in case 

something happened. Also, someone had to be present to use the camera and capture images, and 

captured data had to be manually downloaded and processed. In the future these actions had the 

potential to be automated. Ms. Chavez added that the application of drones was useful in areas 

where it was dangerous and difficult for people to get to.  

 

LEPC Updates 

Dennis O’Mara said that he was continuing to work on reviewing the Sandoval County 

Emergency Operations Plan and one of its annexes to determine if what was in the plan was 

meeting the primary responsibilities of an LEPC. He would present his findings at the next LEPC 

meeting on October 10. 

 

UNM Cancer Study: No Update 

 

COLLABORATION WITH NATIONAL GUARD 

 Shannon Beaucaire said she had reached out to Sgt. Jackson about tonight’s meeting and 

he never replied to her emails and did not show up for tonight’s meeting. Dennis O’Mara 

suggested he was most likely in an area where he could not reply. For example, the impact 

of Hurricane Harvey resulted in some potentially toxic situations that might need the 

assistance of the National Guard, including a dangerous situation where a company did not 

inform emergency responders about an imminent explosion 
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 Lynne Kinis reminded of a similar issue with Intel in the past, where the Rio Rancho fire 

chief was unaware of the serious chemicals housed at Intel. It was up to her to raise the 

issue with the fire chief, rather than Intel’s informing him about it. She said while Intel had 

a HAZMAT team, it was important to have a backup team. Yet Intel didn’t seem to think 

this was important because, in her view, they did not want people to know about the 

hazardous chemicals onsite. 
 

 Mike Williams said there was a move for transparency in the past, but now that was 

restricted due to potential terrorist activities. Sarah Chavez said that Intel had to report to 

Homeland Security about the location and amounts of onsite chemicals due to the potential 

for terrorist activity, but this was not public information, and she did not know the 

specifics of what Homeland Security shared with first responders. This was why Intel 

regularly conducted training drills with emergency responders. Also, she said, for many 

years Intel had issued an annual report to fire departments and police departments, etc., on 

the storage of certain hazardous chemicals over a certain amount as designated by 

regulatory agencies.  
 

 Dennis O’Mara said that incidents needed to be reported to local emergency responders so 

they could make the decision about whether or not to inform the community to evacuate or 

possibly shelter in place. When any company decided not to report an event that could be a 

threat to the community, they were removing that  responsibility from emergency 

responders to make this critical determination. As a result, he  continues to advocate that 

Intel regularly inform local emergency response about incidents as a way to protect the 

community. 
 

 John Bartlit asked what the CEWG should do about the National Guard. Shannon 

Beaucaire suggested sending a short email to Sgt. Jackson saying that the CEWG missed 

him at the September meeting and to let them know a good time to get in touch again. 

Dennis O’Mara said if that didn’t work, he would be happy to try to call him, since he had 

spoken with him on the phone in the past and saw him at LEPC meetings. The group gave 

their consensus to sending an email to Sgt Jackson. 
 

 

ACTION ITEM: Shannon Beaucaire will send Sgt. Jackson a short follow up  

      email to touch base. 

 

 

REVIEW ACTION ITEM PROGRESS REPORT 

 Shannon Beaucaire updated item #3, saying that everything was updated on the Web site 

and every document she had in her physical possession was now on a hard drive.  
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 Sarah Chavez updated item #10. She said she had spoken with Dr. Fisher, and he 

suggested that the CEWG reach out again to Dr. Kesler. John Bartlit said he could try 

again but didn’t know if it was worth it 
 

 Sarah Chavez also updated item #11. She reminded that there were two causes that 

contributed to the fluoride incident. The first and primary cause was tool conversion. Intel 

immediately stopped conversion activities, confirmed it was the primary source, and found 

as part of lessons learned that the controller on the tool was faulty. It was currently being 

in repaired. Intel also installed a flow restrictor to limit the amount of chemical flow, 

which would eliminate future incidents. This flow restrictor could be adjusted to reduce the 

amount of chemical flow to the tool, which would limit the ability to overflow the tank. 

They were also able to switch the tool to the specific HF drain, so if HF were in the water, 

it would be treated before discharging to the Albuquerque Wastewater Treatment plant. 

Ms. Chavez said the secondary source was cleaning scrubbers.  Scrubbers had to be 

washed to remove built up particulars. Intel stopped cleaning activities, and an inspection 

found that the drain at the bottom of a bank of scrubbers wasn’t routed to the correct drain. 

Intel rerouted this bank of scrubbers to the HF treatment drain and confirmed that all 

scrubbers were currently routed to the correct treatment drain. 
 

 Dennis O’Mara said he completed items #6 and #13. He compiled a list of chemicals and 

sent the list to Mike Williams to review. Mike Williams asked Mr. O’Mara to send the list 

again. 
 

ACTION ITEM:  Dennis O’Mara will resend the list to Mike Williams, and Mr.  

       Williams will review the list and call Mr. O’Mara about it.   

 

 Sarah Chavez reported on item #14. She said Ann Kelleher had sent a letter declining 

CEWG’s award proposal, which was included with the handouts. Also included were 

email notifications to Intel staff about different company-wide awards. Winners were 

selected but not yet announced. Ms. Chavez said she would have more information at the 

October meeting. John Bartlit said that Intel New Mexico award notification mentioned the 

CEWG and HAPS. 
 

 

NOTIFICATION PROCEDURE IN EMERGENCY SITUATIONS 

Sarah Chavez said Intel changed their community and manager emergency notification process. 

Three surrounding areas would be notified in the event of an incident: Rio Rancho Emergency 

Management, Sandoval County Emergency Management, and the Corrales Fire Department. If 

an incident occurred at Intel, Intel security received all the calls for any site incident, and they in 

turn would instruct the internal incident commander, a member of Intel’s internal emergency 

response team, to complete the notification process checklist. The incident commander would 

look at the checklist to determine the next actions. Security was responsible to make calls to the 

local first responder agencies, while the incident commander managed the event. If an outside 
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emergency response agency were called to respond to the incident, they would then take over 

command from the internal incident commander. This new process insured outside emergency 

management agencies were notified of an event whether or not they were called to the scene of 

the incident. Sarah Chavez said Intel changed their emergency notification process. 

 

 

MIKE WILLIAM’S INTERESTING QUESTIONS UPDATE 

Mike Williams provided an overview and refresher of his interesting questions list. 

 

Slide 2: Interesting Questions 

 What fraction of the nitric acid concentration in the ambient air is likely to be associated 

with Intel’s emissions? Is that fraction considered significant as defined by EPA? 

 Are the screening levels previously suggested by ATSDR appropriate for HF? 

 What would it cost to substantially reduce HF emissions from the scrubbers? There are 

22 scrubbers, some have combined scrubbers that emit HF as well as other chemicals, but 

most of the HF emissions are from only a few of those. For our purposes it would be 

reasonable to focus on the scrubber with the largest emissions. That scrubber typically 

has an exit gas flow of 25 cubic meters per second with HF concentrations of about 630 

parts per billion, temperature of 70 degrees F and an exit velocity of 14 meters per 

second, which implies HF emissions of approximately 0.01 grams per second. If we 

assume an efficiency of 70% the inlet concentrations would be about 2.1 parts per 

million.    

 Do other semiconductor manufacturing facilities have community complaints? 

 Does the pattern of HNO3 and/or aldehyde concentrations in urban areas produce 

patterns consistent with the conditions of the complaints? 

 The modeling indicates that the highest HF concentrations are expected on the east side 

during conditions associated with low turbulence. Community complaints seem to be 

more frequent under these conditions. Can the apparent agreement between the high 

model predictions and community complaints be extended beyond these generalities? 

 Are there ambient monitoring techniques we could use to collect additional data on the 

HF concentrations in the community?  

 Does modeling support any significance of wastewater plants or crematoriums as 

explanations for community complaints? 

 

 Mike Williams said some questions could have been dealt with in more details, for 

example, question #3 on scrubbers. He planned to address questions #6 and # 7 at tonight’s 

meeting. 
 

Slide 4: Boundaries 

Mike Williams pulled up a slide with a map and boundaries that showed where community 

complaints about Intel emissions were located. 

 

Slides 6 & 7: Table of 13 Events 
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•#20 -3 Sept 10:30 PM receptor #5 excellent agreement 

•#21 -4 Sept 6:30 AM receptor #5 excellent agreement 

•#22 -6 Sept 6:30 AM receptor #5 good agreement 

•#23 -6 Sept 1 – 7 PM receptor #7 not good agreement -unlikely stability 

•#25 -7 Sept 6:15 PM receptor #5 excellent agreement 

•#26 -7 Sept 4:15 PM receptor #5 excellent agreement -unlikely stability 

•#28 10 Sept 6:00 AM receptor #11 not good agreement 

•#32 15 Sept 4:00 AM receptor #5 excellent agreement 

•#33 15 Sept 3:39 AM receptor #5 excellent agreement 

•#33 15 -Sept 3:39 AM receptor #5 excellent agreement 

•#34 18 -Sept 6:00 AM receptor #11 not good agreement 

•#35 18 -Sept 4:30 AM receptor #5 not good agreement 

•#36 18 -Sept 4:30-7:30 AM receptor #5 not good agreement 

•#37 18 -Sept 4:30 AM receptor #5 not good agreement 

•Need wind speeds and insulation/cloud cover to be precise and wind direction might be 

some help 

 

 Mike Williams read through slides 6 and 7 that listed a Table of 13 events from a DRI 

monitoring study (Koricin, principal author).  
 

 

Slide 8: Why unlikely limited stability? 

•Stable conditions near the ground need light winds and ground that is cooler than the air 

•We don’t have wind speeds for these dates 

•Night time or early mornings with clear skies tend to produce these conditions 

•Land wetted by a recent rainstorm or cool air might also be a possibility if the winds 

were low 

 

 Mike Williams further explained how weather conditions might have affected the events 

listed in the table. He said it was hard to be precise because he didn’t have access to all the 

data. He only had DRI’s report but not the details behind it. He said he knew what model 

they used, and it was a good model, but he wasn’t sure if he would have used a different 

one.  
 

 Mr. Williams said cooler temperatures tend to lead to stability. In the afternoon, the ground 

was heated from the sun, so there was upwelling leading to instability. Cloudy skies tend to 

get more mixing rather than inhibited dispersion versus clear skies. 
 

 

Slide 9: What we need to be more precise 

•Wind speeds and directions 

 Cloud cover or insulation 
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 Dennis O’Mara asked if it were possible to check if   a Weather Underground station was 

situated closer to the area of interest, and if so, was possible to correlate the times of the 

events with the data from one of those sites. Mike Williams replied that the whole path was 

the area of interest, so that complicated things. He added that the Koricin model liked to 

take in as many measurements as possible.  
 

 Hugh Church commented that to be more precise he would need wind speeds and 

directions at a couple different levels as well as temperature. Mike Williams said they had 

temperature. When emissions were released, high concentrations dispersed downwards to 

the ground and got smeared over the volume of air as it moved down. The fact that the 

wind came over the top seemed to make it more uniform. Ground level was measured at 

two meters. The model said emissions dispersed to the ground because there wasn’t 

sufficient stack height to keep them elevated.   
 

 John Bartlit asked if he could see differences before and after the stack height was raised. 

Mike Williams said they didn’t have good measurements to look at that. This was a series 

of measurements done before 2001, before the stack height was raised. 
 

 Sarah Chavez said this study was based on complaints, not measurements, and had nothing 

to do with the FTIR. Mike Williams agreed. 
 

 

Slide 10: The Significance of the “excellent agreement” 

•Comparisons between measured and predicted concentrations for the same point and 

time are difficult because slight changes in wind direction can lead to dramatic 

differences in concentrations 

•It is not quite so difficult because the modelers approximated the scrubber sources as 

two line segments giving less variation from point to point and building eddies tend to 

homogenize concentrations 

•In addition these comparisons were qualitative rather than quantitative 

•Another helpful factor is the short distance of travel 

•In my opinion the number of excellent agreements is still impressive 

 

 Mike Williams said DRI was looking at qualitative issues such as complaints versus what 

the model called for. It was difficult to model and prepare measurements at the same time. 

To get some kind of agreement in this context was difficult, so the number of excellent 

agreements they found impressed him.  
 

 

Slide 11: Potential for using a modified NIOSH-7906 sampler for hourly HF sampling  

    ambient sampling 

•The NIOSH sampler has a sampling rate of 2 liters per minute and a limit of detection of  

 10 milligrams 
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•We would like to be able to measure hourly concentrations greater than 1 microgram per  

  cubic meter, thus we need a flow rate of 200 liters per minute 

•Hi-vol samplers sample at rates of about 40 cfm, which corresponds to 1144 liters per  

 minute 

•Consequently a modified Hi-vol sampler might be able to reach our goal if: (1) the limit  

 of detection did not grow too much with the much larger filter sizes and (2) the double  

 filter system of the NIOSH approach did not reduce the flow too much 

 

 Mike Williams read through slide 11. He said that was all he could do with the data he had, 

and it would be helpful to have the actual data used in the study. He said the NIOSH 

sample drew material through a double filter. Normally, NIOSH wasn’t used with ambient 

sampling, but Peter Kowalski suggested it.  
 

 Sarah Chavez asked Mr. Williams to remind why he would do the sampling. He did the 

modeling, which showed emissions were below the screening level. He knew correlations 

with weather data. What was the value in doing more sampling if we already had some 

data that said the modeling was pretty good. Mr. Williams replied it was about the 

difference between downwash. The risk assessment showed both models. One of the 

models that typically didn’t do well in certain situations turned out actual measurements. 

So the weaker model did a better job on the highest concentrations. The model that 

generally performed better didn’t do well on the highest concentrations, so there was still 

some uncertainty. He thought it would be useful to have a better picture, which was why it 

was one of his interesting questions—how good was the modeling in relation to the 

limitations posed by the downwash question. 
 

 Sarah Chavez asked if, in order to repeat the modeling, Mr. Williams would need to know 

what was coming out of all the stacks at all times, while at the same time doing the 

ambient. Mr. Williams confirmed yes.  
 

 

Slide 12: Other requirements for modified NIOSH sampler 

•8760 changes of the filter per year 

•Bulky, large unit with electrical power 

•Detailed chemical separation of 8760 filters per year  

 

 Sarah Chavez asked how Mr. Williams would validate that his model was good, and would 

it vary by more than 35%. Mr. Williams said sure, it could vary by 35%. He said on the 

downwash question, the difference was 300%. 
 

 Mike Williams concluded his presentation and said there were still some questions around 

what came out of the scrubbers, and he didn’t see a good sampling system available. A 

possible next step was searching for more community complaints. 
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ADDITIONAL BUSINESS 

 Shannon Beaucaire asked what they would like to see as next agenda items. The group 

agreed to go with the agenda items listed. 
 

 Lynne Kinis said she knew someone who wanted to come to the next meeting to make a 

statement. Shannon Beaucaire suggested addressing it in the Public Comment section.   
 

 

ADJOURN 

 

 

NEXT MEETING:  October 18, 2017, 5:15 to 7 pm, Corrales Senior Center.   
  


