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MEETING SUMMARY 
Community Environmental Working Group 

 

“Striving for Continuous Environmental Improvements at Intel” 

 

Date: August 17, 2011 

Time: 5:00–7:00 p.m. 

Location: Corrales Senior Center 

 

Members Attending

John Bartlit, Acting Chair, NM Citizens for    

   Clean Air & Water 

Mike Williams, NM Citizens for Clean Air &  

   Water 

Lane Kirkpatrick, Corrales resident 

Sarah Chavez, EHS Department, Intel   

Thom Little, Intel 

Hugh Church, American Lung Assc. of NM 

Edward Pineda, Rio Rancho resident 

Non-Members Attending 

Roberta King, Corrales resident 

 

Facilitator 

Stephen Littlejohn, Facilitator    CJ Ondek, Recorder 

 

 

HANDOUTS 
 Draft Agenda  

 Draft Meeting Summary July 20, 2011 

 Action-Item Progress Report 

 EHS Activity Report 

 August Newspaper Ad 

 Intel report on EPA 114 follow-up 

process 

 Revised draft FAQs 

 CEWG draft budget 

 NM Dept. of Health report on 

pulmonary fibrosis in Corrales 

 Final letter to EPA 

 CEWG Public Communication 

Proposal 

   Media reports and articles, as 

available 

 

PROPOSED AGENDA 

 Welcome, Introductions, 

Announcements and Brief Items 

 EHS Report and 114 Update 

 Public Communication 

 CEWG Budget 

 NM Dept. of Health Report on 

Pulmonary Fibrosis 

 Silica FAQs 

 Additional Business 

 Adjourn 



P a g e  | 2 

 

 

 

Filename:  CEWG Meeting Summary 8-17-11, v. 4 Approved:  9-21-11 

Prepared or presented by:  CJ Ondek & Stephen Littlejohn 

Prepared for:  CEWG 

Date prepared or presented: September 23, 2011 

 

 

 

WELCOME, INTRODUCTIONS, ANNUNCEMENTS, AND BRIEF ITEMS 

John Bartlit opened the meeting by stating the CEWG mission, which was to work towards 

continuous environmental improvements and improved community dialogue.  Introductions were 

made.  

 

Agenda—Revisions and Approval 

No comments. 

 

Meeting Summary (July 20, 2011)—Revisions and Approval 

No comments. 

 

Letter to EPA 

John Bartlit read the revised letter, attached as a handout, to send to Steve Thompson at the EPA 

regarding the 114 process at Intel. The letter was e-mailed to Mr. Thompson at the EPA in 

Dallas, Texas, on August 1, 2011.  Mr. Bartlit said that on August 10 Mr. Thompson replied to 

the letter thanking Mr. Bartlit for his inquiry and clarifying that the purpose of 114 information 

request issued to Intel in 2009 was to obtain information in preparation for the December 2009 

inspection at Intel’s Rio Rancho facility. The letter went on to note that the inspection report was 

finalized in October 2010, and since then the EPA had been working with Intel to resolve the 

areas of concern noted in inspection report.  Mr. Bartlit noted that the response letter said little, 

however the purpose of the CEWG’s sending the letter was to let the EPA know that the CEWG 

was interested in the outcomes, and that message was conveyed. 

 

Roberta King asked if the reply was circulated to members.  Stephen Littlejohn said it was a non-

response.  Ms. King asked Mr. Bartlit to send it to her in an e-mail. 

 

 ACTION ITEM: John Bartlit will send Roberta King a copy of Steve Thompson’s  

        response letter via e-mail. 

 

Spikes Discussion 

Lane Kirkpatrick reported that he drafted up a scope and an approach to guide the work of a task 

force to look into the issue of spikes at Intel.  Along with Mr. Kirkpatrick, Mike Williams and 

Edward Pineda made up the members of the task force.  Mr. Kirkpatrick said he was concerned 

that the issue might be more than the CEWG could take on, but at least it was a starting point.  

For the October CEWG meeting, the spike task force would present on the issue.  He said he 

wanted to make sure the group was behind their efforts.  The task force would look at what 

happened historically at Intel, current operating conditions and new controls in the plant, and 

meteorological data, etc.  He said there was a lot of citizen concern around being exposed to 

spikes and what that meant.  Therefore, the CEWG needed to do the best they could at assessing 

spikes and communicating to the public whether there was any cause for concern.  John Bartlit 
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added that Intel’s real time data monitored on its Web site may be useful to the task force. 

Edward Pineda said the CEWG needed to learn more background information about spikes, such 

as how are they defined and what were the causes. 

 

Field Trip to Intel 

Stephen Littlejohn said there was a possibility to go on an Intel field trip to look at the new 

Munters units and stacks. He asked those interested in attending to let him know, and Thom 

Little would get back to them with possible dates.  Sarah Chavez added they could combine a 

tour of the Munters units with an overview tour of the compliance testing being conducted, 

which was scheduled between now and Sept. 23, after which there would be a break and resume 

again in October. 

 

Edward Pineda asked if the 40-meter stacks needed air traffic lights. Thom Little said no, and   

also mentioned that the stacks were painted beige based on company color codes.  Hugh Church 

asked if tours included scrubbers.  Ms. Chavez said that could be arranged.  Mr. Pineda said he 

was going away on September 15 and asked if the tour date could happen before then.  

Otherwise he said he would not be available to go on a tour until October.  Mr. Little said that 

getting approval for a tour date usually happened quickly, based on past experience.  Up to this 

point, Edward Pineda, Hugh Church, and Stephen Littlejohn signed up for the tour, as did a few 

people from town, including the mayor. 

 

Other Announcements/ Public Comment 

Thom Little said Marcy Brandenburg alerted him that she had obtained pictures of underground 

storage tanks that Intel had installed around 2000.  He met with her and Lynne Kinis on Monday, 

August 15, to look at the photos. The meeting lasted roughly 90 minutes, and they discussed 

terrorism, health risks, and underground storage tanks.  Mr. Little said the ―tank‖ in one photo 

appeared to be ―shoring‖, which was a civil engineering term to describe materials used for 

worker safety by preventing collapse of soil or sand while excavating deep holes.  The second 

photo showed two large cement boxes that were used as conduits for high voltage power.  The 

pictures were taken from the Corrales side through a chain link fence, and captured the southeast 

corner of the Cub and the units sitting in loose dirt.  The photos were taken in August 2001.  

 

Roberta King asked if the vaults had a single conduit that went into them.  Mr. Little drew a 

picture on the white board to explain the structure; the container resembled a giant electrical box, 

complete with manholes.  Mr. Pineda asked if the cement boxes contained liquids that could be 

leaked into the ground.  Mr. Little said no; their purpose was electrical.  

 

EHS REPORT and 114 Update 

 Thom Little reported that the scrubbers went down and the incidents were documented in 
the EHS report.  The scrubbers went down because an oxygen sensor kept going off, 

possibly caused by an unanticipated biological growth.  Sarah Chavez said that an onsite 
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water treatment expert helped figure out and treat the problem.  In addition, Mr. Little said 

there were faults with the Munters units, but because of redundancy there were no 

unabated emissions.   

 

 Mr. Little next described neighbor complaints.  One neighbor called about an odor at night 
that was described as smelling ―skunky‖ and then like ―burnt coffee.‖  After Intel 

engineers completed the onsite inspection to find the source of the smells, they telephoned 

Mr. Little who drove to the neighborhood, but the smell was gone.  Mr. Little said he 

specifically wrote the neighbors comments in the EHS report so the CEWG could read her 

concerns.  A second complaint came in seven days after the incident occurred but there 

was no ability to track its cause other than looking through records for any malfunction. 

 

 Roberta King asked what ―ABCWUA‖ stood for, and Ms. Chavez replied ―Albuquerque 

Bernalillo County Water Utility Authority.‖ 

 

 Lane Kirkpatrick asked Mr. Little what he thought the people were smelling.  Mr. Little 
said he did not know but underscored that people had different thresholds or 

characterizations of smell, and it was difficult to chase down odors.  He reiterated last 

month’s experience, when a neighbor called in to Intel complaining about a ―tar‖ odor.  

When Mr. Little investigated, he found another neighbor laying hot tar on his roof. 

 

 Edward Pineda asked for a copy of the letter sent to ABCWUA on 7/14/11 as listed in the 
EHS report, since he had requested information on Intel wastewater limits sent to the 

sewer system five times and never got a response.  Sarah Chavez said that the referenced 

letter merely stated that Brian Rashap would be Intel’s authorized representative rather 

than John Painter.  Mr. Pineda said he wanted to know the exact limits on certain 

chemicals in Intel’s wastewater sent to the water authority. He was concerned about the 

wastewater chemical content and then its disposal in the river.  Ms. Chavez said the City 

of Albuquerque issued permits to all industries that discharge waste to them.  The city 

then has a permit with the EPA that says the limits the city is allowed to discharge to the 

river.  Ms. Chavez said she could provide a copy of Intel’s wastewater treatment permit. 

Hugh Church said that the permits might be available on the City of Albuquerque’s Web 

site.   

 

 ACTION ITEM:  Sarah Chavez will bring copies of Intel’s wastewater permit for  

         everyone in the group. 

 

 Regarding the complaint on 7/21 where the neighbor cited physical symptoms of nausea, 
headache, itchy skin, Lane Kirkpatrick asked if neighbors with these symptoms were 

asked how long they were smelling the odor. Thom Little replied ―yes‖ and that the 

responses varied, from ―one second‖ to ―I can’t go outside anymore.‖ Mr. Kirkpatrick said 
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that with such symptoms, it would seem that they would have to be smelling the odor 

awhile unless it was a psychological reaction.  He suggested including ―time experienced‖ 

in the EHS notes.  Mr. Little responded that he could only include information that people 

give him 

 

 Hugh Church asked Lane Kirkpatrick if he had ever experienced these symptoms or 
smells.  Mr. Kirkpatrick responded that he had lived in his house since 1991, only four 

doors down from Roberta King, and he had never smelled Intel.  He said that if he smelled 

it he never noticed it as a chemical odor.   

 

 Sarah Chavez gave the EPA 114 update.  She said she had spoken with Debbie Ford at the 

EPA last Monday, who said they did not review Intel’s 6/2/11 draft scrubber testing 

proposal yet.  She added that she had asked Debbie Ford if the EPA wanted copies of 

Intel’s compliance test reports, and Ms. Ford responded that since the NMED was the 

oversight agency, then the EPA did not need copies of these reports. Ms. Ford said it was 

ok for Ms. Chavez to send her the most recent report, but she did not expect Intel to send 

the test results in the future.  Ms. Chavez said that in the test plan, Intel was asked to 

provide historical information on scrubber test data.  The intent was that when the plan 

was approved, Intel would provide summaries of 2010 scrubber testing.   

 

 Roberta King asked over what time period was the summary report.  Ms. Chavez said it 

was at least five years, but she had to validate that information.  As part of the 114 

request, Intel had to provide testing data over the last 20 years.  It was noted that Steve 

Thompson was the official contact for EPA Region 6, and Debbie Ford worked for him. 

 

 

PUBLIC COMMUNICATION 

Stephen Littlejohn provided background on the public communication proposal. He said he and 

Mr. Bartlit met with Thom Little and Bill Davidson, the public communications person at Intel, 

to discuss how the CEWG could be more effective in their public outreach.  The results of that 

conversation were put into a proposal, which was included in the meeting handouts.  Contained 

within the proposal was a process to deliver information about the meetings differently.  An e-

mail newsletter would go out to the distribution list at least once a month, a week before the 

regular meetings.  It could also go out more frequently, as needed.  People would then click into 

a new CEWG Web site where they could download handouts and information about the next 

meeting.  One idea was to reduce print advertising to include a meeting announcement and 

instructions on how to sign up for e-mail distribution.  Another idea was to make more effective 

use of social media, including establishing a new CEWG Facebook page.   

 

Mr. Littlejohn next went through each item on the proposal.  On print advertising, he said most 

people did not read the print newspaper anymore, and they were not convinced that the CEWG 
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ads actually reached people.  At the same time they did not want to overlook the possibility of 

reaching people through the ads.  So the suggestion was to reduce the size of monthly ad to 

include a meeting announcement and an invitation to join the e-mail distribution list.  This 

change would save the CEWG some money.  Currently the CEWG spent $5,744 in advertising 

per year.   

 

 Lane Kirkpatrick said a lot of people in Corrales read the Corrales Comment.   
 

On the next item, the e-mail newsletter, Mr. Littlejohn said that they would use Constant Contact 

to send out the newsletter. Any news could go in the newsletter, and an advantage was it could 

be easily forwarded to a neighbor or friend. Rather than distributing meeting materials as an e-

mail attachment, an e-mail would be sent announcing the meeting and including a line that said 

―for materials click here‖.  This link would take people to the new CEWG Web site, where they 

could download the meeting handouts and documents.  The documents would be easy to print.  

In order to use this new distribution process, Mr. Littlejohn said that the CEWG would have to 

establish a new Web site that would be controlled by the CEWG and have its own domain name.  

Whether the CEWG wanted to spend money to hire a Web master could be discussed later. 

Temporarily, at least, Mr. Littlejohn would serve as the Web master.  All the material on the 

current Web site would be migrated to the new site.  Intel would do that in-house to save the 

CEWG money. 

 

Mr. Littlejohn said that since younger people get their information on Facebook, to be in the 

modern world of communication it was important for the CEWG to get a Facebook page.  This 

might help get more diversity of participation.  The Facebook page would be available to 

everyone.  He said people could leave comments on the Facebook page, therefore it was a new 

form of public dialogue.  Lane Kirkpatrick said he was concerned that people who had a vendetta 

might write inappropriate comments.  Thom Little said they could come up internally with a 

policy on how to handle these kinds of situations.  Mr. Littlejohn said that he would manage and 

watchdog the page, but they would have to look at the workload implications. It might be 

necessary or even desirable to hire someone to handle Internet communication should the budget 

allow. 

 

 Edward Pineda asked if he had to go to Facebook to do his job as a member of the 
CEWG.  Mr. Littlejohn said ―no.‖ Thom Little added that it was just another way to reach 

out to new and different people about the CEWG’s work.  John Bartlit said that they were 

not eliminating anything but adding new options. 

 

 Stephen Littlejohn asked if the group wanted to make a decision on the communication 

plan at tonight’s meeting.  The CEWG had an agreement that all issues be raised twice so 

that people had time to think about it after the first discussion. Edward Pineda asked about 

a Web site policy.  Mr. Littlejohn said the CEWG had a draft Web site policy, which was 
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attached in the proposal. 

 

 Roberta King said that she went to the Web site July 21 to check out the STTF minutes 
but could not find some of them.  People were encouraged to go to the Web site but it was 

never up to date, she said.  The last STTF minutes were October 20.  Mr. Littlejohn said 

that this was the reason to have a separate Web site so they could post things much 

quicker.  Sarah Chavez said that it was not an easy internal process at Intel to get the 

documents posted on the Web site.  Neither Ms. Chavez nor Thom Little had the 

authorization to post documents.  Thom Little added that the STTF minutes in October 

were the last he received from the STTF.  Mr. Little also reiterated that having a separate 

CEWG Web site would eliminate the lag time in posting documents. 

 

 Lane Kirkpatrick said he liked both the plan and the budget.   

 

 Roberta King said she did not like the idea of someone else summarizing information in a 
newsletter.  Stephen Littlejohn said he would send the group the summaries for their 

approval before posting anything.  Thom Little said the newsletter did not eliminate 

information, but provided another form to reach out to other people.   

 

 Stephen Littlejohn asked if anyone had reservations about the proposal and would like 
more time to think about it for another month.  Edward Pineda asked if there was any 

urgency around the issue.  Mr. Bartlit said the urgency was to be freed from Intel’s Web 

site sooner. 

 

 Stephen Littlejohn checked consensus.  Edward Pineda abstained but not on a binding 
form.  John Bartlit reminded that anything in the proposal now could be changed later.  

Thom Little added a caveat.  He said currently the documents with Intel’s logo were 

posted according to Intel standards, and those documents with Intel logos must continue to 

follow the Intel standards.  Also, Intel’s lawyers would want protections on the Intel 

documents so people could not go in and manipulate the content.  He said he needed to 

clarify with Intel attorneys about the process to ensure document security.   

 

 Stephen Littlejohn said he heard consensus around not bringing the item back for a second 

discussion and proceeding with the proposal.  Also, all items on the proposal were 

changeable in the future. Mr. Littlejohn said they would discuss and vote on the Web 

policy at the next meeting.   

 

 CONSENSUS:  The group agreed to proceed with the communication plan proposal  

      without bringing the item back for a second discussion. 
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 Roberta King said she was against anything to do with Facebook because the younger 
generation did not know how to have individual contact with people.  They were so 

plugged into technology they were not paying attention to the real world around them. 

 

 

CEWG BUDGET 

Stephen Littlejohn went through the CEWG budget, which was attached as a meeting handout.  

He said the ultimate objective of the discussion was to see how they wanted to spend 

discretionary money and if they wanted to request additional money.  The way the budget 

worked, Mr. Littlejohn was given a lump sum to pay the bills, and what was leftover was his fee.  

Of the $5,744 spent on advertising per year, roughly $121/month was spent on ads in the 

Corrales Comment, while $316/month was spent on ads in the Albuquerque Journal.  He added 

in an extra $500 for miscellaneous advertising.  Mr. Littlejohn said that with adopting new 

communication outreach processes, the advertising budget would most likely decrease, and they 

might get additional discretionary money as a result. 

 

Mr. Littlejohn said that he really wanted to have a recorder at meetings, and the bill, $350/month 

came out of his fee.  Space rental at the Corrales Senior Center was about $500 for the year for 

regular meetings, about 3 hours per month.  The travel budget was to reimburse Mike Williams 

and John Bartlit’s gas expenses.  Facilitation fee was $21,000, which covered all of Mr. 

Littlejohn’s duties.  Gross receipts tax was $2,520, which came out of the $36,000 budget.  

Therefore, the discretionary money was about $1200, which the CEWG previously used for 

catering.  The group never discussed how they wanted to spend that money in ways that promote 

the mission of CEWG.  Up until 2011, the total budget was $30,000.  Afterwards, Intel added an 

additional $6000 to the budget to cover advertising.  Mr. Littlejohn handled most of the 

advertising except for the Rio Ranch Observer, which Intel still handled because of an oversight. 

 

 Roberta King asked what ―gross receipts tax‖ was paid on.  Mr. Littlejohn said it was a 
state tax on his and the recorder’s fees.  Edward Pineda said if the CEWG was turned into 

a 501 (c)(3) non-profit then they would not have to pay the taxes.  Mr. Littlejohn said that 

to become a non-profit they had to register with the Public Regulations department, and 

then apply to the IRS and the state taxation and revenue office to become a non-profit 

agency.  The non-profit would then have its own bank account.  The non-profit agency 

would pay all the bills.  CJ Ondek added that contractors such as herself and Stephen 

Littlejohn would still have to pay gross receipts tax on receipts. 

 

 Edward Pineda asked if it was worth the CEWG applying for nonprofit status.  Stephen 

Littlejohn said that applying for non-profit status was complicated and involved attorneys 

and time.  However, once non-profit status was granted there were several advantages.  

The CEWG could accept grant money and donations, for example, as well as be an 

additional step away from Intel.  However, they would have to have a Board of Directors 
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with regular board meetings.  Roberta King said she didn’t see how the CEWG could 

qualify as non-profit organization because it was too political. 

 

 Mr. Littlejohn said there were non-profit categories that might apply other than 501(c)(3). 
Mr. Littlejohn added that it was important to check on whether Intel could fund the 

CEWG as a non-profit organization.  Miss King stated it was a lousy idea.  Edward Pineda 

asked if Mr. Littlejohn could report on the pluses and minuses of non-profit status for the 

CEWG. 

 

 ACTION ITEM: Stephen Littlejohn will report on the advantages/disadvantages of  

         non-profit status for the CEWG. 

 

 Edward Pineda asked if the CEWG would have a chance to change public perceptions 

with the current communication budget, and let the public know that the CEWG was not 

the enemy.  Mr. Littlejohn responded that the new communication process could be 

funded with the budget.  He also said that if the group wanted to ask for more money, they 

needed to have a proposal on how they would use it.  Mr. Pineda suggested using the 

money to buy a computer for community members who do not have modern, free and 

easy access to a computer with a printer. The computer would remain Intel’s property but 

other people would be allowed to use.  
 

 Mr. Littlejohn reminded that the CEWG designated him and Mr. Pineda to work on the 

annual budget.  He said he would revise the budget and discretionary funding amount 

according to the newly approved communication plan, and then he and Mr. Pineda would 

come up with a few proposals on ways to spend the discretionary money.  This item 

would be on the agenda for next month.  Thom Little said the CEWG would have to write 

a justification on how to spend the discretionary funds.  Mr. Little also cautioned that Intel 

often balked at providing computers, but since it was CEWG money, then that was 

another issue.  Edward Pineda suggested the possibility of CEWG buying computers and 

donating them to the Senior Center. 

 

ACTION ITEM:  1. Stephen Littlejohn will revise the budget and discretionary funding  

              amount according to the newly approved communication plan. 

         2.  Stephen Littlejohn and Edward Pineda will develop a few proposals  

              on ways to spend the discretionary money. 

  

 

SILICA FAQS 

 The group reviewed the draft Silica FAQS.  Stephen Littlejohn said the first change was to 
replace item 4 with item 14.  On item 20, the third line, they still had to fill in the number 

of years ERM has been testing Intel’s air emissions. Roberta King said ERM had been 
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Intel’s contractor for as long as she could remember and she wanted to see the exact 

number of years written here.  Sarah Chavez said Western Environmental was the first 

consultant who did the testing, then TRC and then ERM.   

 

 ACTION ITEM:  Sarah Chavez will send Stephen Littlejohn the number of years ERM  

         has been testing Intel’s emissions, and Mr. Littlejohn will add that  

         information to item 20.  

 

 Mike Williams was concerned that the first three lines of item 8 were irrelevant and 
misleading.  He said that the CEWG was concerned about quartz and not ―trydimite and 

crystobalite‖, the two higher temperature forms of quartz.  Edward Pineda suggested 

taking out item 8 and adding it back in once the answer was agreed on.  Thom Little said 

they could just write ―answer pending.‖  He also said that it was accurate as written.  Mr. 

Williams said most of the studies were with quartz; quartz was first to form at lower 

temperatures; and quartz was not mentioned in item 8.   

  

 ACTION ITEM:  Mike Williams and Thom Little will work together to revise Item 8  

         and send it to Stephen Littlejohn, who will insert the revised paragraph  

         into the document. 

 

 Roberta King asked what the original question was for item 8.  Mike Williams said as it 
was written now was ―pretty close‖ to the original question. 

 

 Mike Williams said he wrote additional information for item 18 that discussed the report 

writing process, but he did not see it inserted into the document.  Mr. Littlejohn said he 

did not remember seeing this additional information.  Mr. Williams said that what was 

currently written for item 18 was short and to the point and suggested adding a new 

question.  Mr. Williams agreed to resend it to Mr. Littlejohn, who will insert into the 

document under a new question. 

 

 ACTION ITEM:  Mike Williams will send Stephen Littlejohn the information he wrote  

              for item 18, who will insert it into the document as a separate question. 

 

 Hugh Church said item 12 on chain of custody was very long.  Edward Pineda said that 
this response explained how the STTF followed the chain of custody, which Jeff Radford 

alleged was broken.  Thom Little said Mr. Radford claimed a witness was not always 

present with the samples, and that broke the chain of custody.  He said that the chain of 

custody was about who was taking custody of the samples.  No STTF personnel ever took 

custody of the samples.  The samples were in the van sealed, pre-weighed and numbered 

by NIOSH—things that could not be duplicated, so there were many other assurances to 

protect the samples.  He said only half the truth was portrayed in Mr. Radford’s article to 
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discredit the process.  He reiterated that the chain of custody was followed by the letter of 

the law, and the STTF made the decision to not sign the chain of custody but to witness it 

being signed.   

 

 Stephen Littlejohn summarized that the article alleged the chain of custody was broken, 
with the implications that the samples could have been tampered with.  Therefore, a 

longer response for item 12 was needed for people to clearly understand the chain of 

custody process and why it was not broken. 

 

 Roberta King said she remembered that whoever witnessed the sampling was supposed to 

turn in a log report in the next week.  She only found two logs, from John Bartlit and 

Hugh Church.  She also found the listing of who the final witnesses were, and asked who 

else turned in the logs.  Thom Little said Jim Tritten sent a long e-mail to the group 

reporting on what he did.  Mr. Bartlit said that e-mail should be part of the record.   

 

 ACTION ITEM:  Stephen Littlejohn will find Jim Tritten’s e-mail sent close to Dec. 7,  

         2011, for the record,  

 

 Roberta King said Jim Tritten emphasized three reasons on why the public should accept 
the report, and none of these reasons were originally part of the plan.  The point was to put 

together something to eliminate distrust in the community; the public did not trust ERM 

yet ERM participated in the process.  She said they got around that because of financing.  

Thom Little disagreed, and said the process they followed was the ―infamous‖ Option 4, 

which was to get a sample and come back and follow it up using the Citizen Protocol as 

closely as we could.  It was a quick way to get the samples by following the modified 

Citizen Protocol, and it was signed off by all members of the STTF.  The article reported 

incorrectly that we did not follow the Citizen Protocol.  Mr. Little underscored that the 

federal government did the testing and analysis, not ERM.  A consortium did the number 

crunching, including Mike Williams and ERM.  Roberta King asked why ERM had to 

have NIOSH’s ―stuff‖ in order to report on what they did.  Mr. Little said they did not—

ERM reported long before the NIOSH analysis came out.   

 

 On item 12, Hugh Church said it was important to use a source other than Wikipedia to 
describe ―chain of custody.‖   

 

 Mr. Littlejohn said that they still had to make improvements to the FAQS, so it would 
have to be on the agenda again for September.  Thom Little asked if there were other 

substantive changes on the FAQS.  John Bartlit said to keep in mind that they wanted to 

send the FAQs to ATSDR as a reference for the peer review, as it would help them to 

perform the peer review.  ATSDR had a goal to conduct the peer review by year’s end.   
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 Thom Little asked if there was anyway to get consensus on the FAQs mid-session to 
facilitate the FAQs completion that addressed everyone’s concerns.  Stephen Littlejohn 

said the group had a rule that a decision had to be made in a meeting.  His goal was to 

handle the revisions by email and then approve the document at the next meeting.  Mr. 

Little suggested setting up deliverable dates to expedite the process and get strong 

agreement.   Mr. Littlejohn said he would get an email out soon with revisions deliverable 

dates and summarizing the issues, with the expectations at next months’ meeting it will be 

a quick agreement. 

 

 ACTION ITEM:  Stephen Littlejohn will send an email with FAQ-revision deliverable  

         dates and summarizing the items to revise. 

 

 Edward Pineda suggesting sending the NM Dept. of Health Report on Pulmonary 

Fibrosis to Peter Kowalski because they have toxicology experts to review it.  Roberta 

King said she already sent him the document.  Thom Little said he sent Mr. Kowalski a 

note asking if he had seen the report.  Mr. Pineda said the CEWG should officially ask 

Mr. Kowalski for input.  Mr. Littlejohn said NM Dept. of Health Report on Pulmonary 

Fibrosis would come back on the agenda next month. 

 

MEETING ADJOURNED 

 

NEXT MEETING 

September 21, 2011, 5 p.m. at the Corrales Senior Center in Corrales. 

 

DECISION SUMMARY: 

1. The group agreed on the communication plan proposal and without bringing the item back for       

     a second discussion.  (See attached) 

 

2. The group agreed to have Stephen Littlejohn and Edward Pineda develop a few proposals  

    on ways to spend the discretionary money. 

 


