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MEETING SUMMARY 
Community Environmental Working Group 

 

“Striving for Continuous Environmental Improvements at Intel” 

 

Date: October 19, 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 

Hugh Church, American Lung Assc. in NM 

Edward Pineda, Rio Rancho resident 

Thom Little, Intel 

Sarah Chavez, Intel 

 

Non-Members Attending 

Roberta King, Corrales resident 

Jeff Radford, Corrales Comment 

 

Facilitator 

Stephen Littlejohn, Facilitator    CJ Ondek, Recorder 

 

 

HANDOUTS 
 Draft Agenda  

 Draft Meeting Summary September 

21, 2011 

 Action-Item Progress Report 

 EHS Activity Report 

 September Newspaper Ad 

 Intel report on EPA 114 follow-up 

process 

 Approach for a Spikes Task Force 

 Draft Web site policy 

 Draft Facebook policy 

 Interim newsletter editorial policy 

   501 Nonprofits 

 Media reports and articles, as available 

 

PROPOSED AGENDA 

 Welcome, Introductions, 

Announcements and Brief Items 

 EHS Report and 114 Update 

 Spikes 

 Communication Policies 

 Generating Practical Ideas for 

Environmental Improvement 

 Additional Business 

 Adjourn 
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WELCOME, INTRODUCTIONS, ANNUNCEMENTS, AND BRIEF ITEMS 

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

continuous environmental improvements at Intel and improved community dialogue.  

Introductions were made.  

 

Agenda—Revisions and Approval 

Stephen Littlejohn raised the issue of an emergency agenda item.  He said he had received e-mail 

from John Alsobrook, Corrales Village Council member, expressing concern that the CEWG did 

not yet approve the STTF report.  Mr. Littlejohn emphasized that the CEWG did approve the 

report and has been working to share information, but there was an incorrect perception out in 

the public that the CEWG needed to address.  Mr. Littlejohn asked for consensus to move this 

emergency agenda item into the 5:30 pm position and move the other agenda items back.  John 

Bartlit commented that he considered this issue extremely important because the CEWG’s 

reputation was being questioned by a Village Councilor, and communication was an important 

component of CEWG’s mission.    All agreed to discussing the emergency agenda item at 

5:30pm. 

 

September 21, 2011, Meeting Summary —Revisions and Approval 

No comments. 

 

Field Trip to Intel 

Thom Little said about five people signed up for the Intel tour, which would happen on 

Thursday, October 20, and among those were Hugh Church, Edward Pineda, Mayor Gasteyer, 

and Christine Steiner.  Mr. Little said the tour would start with an opening session to discuss 

safety topics, operation, and sampling procedures.  The tour would also include the original set 

of Munters, where participants would observe ERM conducting fourth quarter sampling, and the 

newer Munters units.  Mr. Little said they had rented a van to shuttle participants around Intel 

campus.  Hugh Church asked if there was a difference between the newer and older Munters.  

Mr. Little responded yes, “size.”   

 

Edward Pineda asked if it were still possible for people to sign up today for the tour.  Mr. Little 

said yes, but to please call him with names.  Mr. Pineda asked if the press were allowed on the 

tour.  Mr. Little said the press had a different set of procedures to follow, and they usually 

worked with the media department to organize a tour.  He also reminded that recorders or 

cameras were not allowed at Intel.  

 

Chandler Accident Update 

Thom Little said there were no updates on the Chandler fire.  He said there was an official report 

of what transpired from county officials and first responders that the county had on file, and that 

he had asked for a copy of that report through the Intel contact who had the authority to receive 
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it.  Edward Pineda reminded that the county report is a public document and anyone could have 

access to it.  Mr. Little said that was true, but he was trying to get the copy Intel had received 

because it would be quicker than going through the public document process in Arizona.  

Roberta King added that the first responders and fire departments had two different 

classifications of the cause of the fire, and the county was working with both to establish one 

cause. 

 

Status Report on New Web Site 

Stephen Littlejohn said the CEWG Web site was coming along well, and that most of the 

documents had been transferred.  He hoped that by end of week all the past meeting summaries 

would be uploaded to the new site and it would be fully functioning.   

 

 Edward Pineda asked how the new Web site would change the way documents were 
distributed before meetings. Mr. Littlejohn said that following meetings, the approved 

Meeting Summary would be immediately posted on the new CEWG Web site.  He also 

said the meeting ads were not replaced but shortened, and meeting information was 

included in the newsletter.  Thom Little added that instead of Intel hosting the CEWG 

Web site, the CEWG now had an independent Web site at www.cewg.org, and this Web 

site would contain all CEWG documents. 

 

 Mr. Littlejohn said that the newsletter was distributed via e-mail one week before the 
meeting and contained links to download and print all the meeting documents.  

Hardcopies would still be available on the day of the meeting.  Mr. Pineda said there were 

people without sufficient access to a computer, and he would like to review the idea of 

increasing access for people without a computer at a future meeting. 

 

 Roberta King said there were so many FAQs versions that she did not know which version 

was which until she downloaded it.  She said the version listed in the footer was 

inconsistent with the version in the folder.  She asked that the correct version be listed in 

the document title, and that document titles be listed more clearly.  Edward Pineda 

suggested creating an editorial task force to address these issues.    

 
CEWG Organizational Status—Possible Future Discussion  

Stephen Littlejohn said that a possible future agenda item was to discuss the CEWG’s 

organizational status, including nonprofit status. 

 

Also, Mr. Littlejohn said he had contacted and sent Peter Kowalski the final version of the FAQs 

(version 10).  Mr. Kowalski said he would include it in a peer review.  Mr. Littlejohn also 

conveyed to Mr. Kowalski the CEWG’s request to review the NM Department of Health Study 

on pulmonary fibrosis.  Mr. Kowalski replied that they were planning to do something with that 

report as well. 

http://www.cewg.org/
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Other Announcements 

John Bartlit said that Roberta King was looking for March/April 2011 meeting handouts, and he 

asked that if anyone had them to please bring copies for Ms. King. 

 

Sarah Chavez updated the group on the permit change.  Last year the EPA established new 

thresholds for regulating greenhouse gases.  Because of its level of greenhouse gas emissions, 

Intel had to submit an application for a major source permit.  As of July 1, 2010, Intel had one 

year to submit a major source, also known as Title 5, permit. Ms. Chavez said Intel had 

submitted the permit application, and it typically takes NMED 12 to 18 months to issue a Title 5 

major source permit.  Once the major source permit is issued, Intel will have two permits:  the 

current construction permit, which is a minor source permit, and the major source operating 

permit.  Ms. Chavez said that this did not change any of the other emission limits, but Intel now 

had the option and ability to change their emission limits.  Ms. Chavez said that the application 

was reviewed by EPA but was issued and approved by NMED.   

 

Public Comment 

No public comment. 

 

EHS REPORT 

Thom Little reported Munters downtime, with no unabated emissions and the redundant units 

operating as planned.  He also reported two neighbor complaints by one individual.  The first 

was an odor complaint.  Mr. Little said that operators checked the parameters for any irregular 

readings, and he personally went to the neighborhood within 15 minutes after the call but did not 

smell any odors.  The second complaint concerned a potential “bonfire” on the Intel building, but 

it was not a fire but steam coming from the plant. 

 

Edward Pineda asked why the last column of the first item dated 9/15/2011 under “info 

requested by or provided to a regulatory agency” was blank.  Thom Little said it was his mistake 

and it should read, “permit requirement”.  

 

 ACTION ITEM: Thom Little will send Stephen Littlejohn a revised EHS report that  

         includes the correction noted above.  

 

114 UPDATE  
Sarah Chavez reported that Intel submitted its plan on June 2, spoke with EPA twice, and both 

times the EPA said it would call Intel when it had read the plan.  Intel was still waiting for EPA 

to respond.  

 

STTF REPORT PERCEPTION   

Stephen Littlejohn reported that he had received e-mail from John Alsobrook that read as 
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follows:  “…Has the CEWG discussed the reasons why they have not formally approved the 

STTF Report?  It has been about 6 months since Jim Tritten has communicated about the report, 

and we are still sine die.  At the very least, the lack of action will detract from the sense of 

urgency the CEWG may invoke for future testing issues, and it may even have a significant 

impact on citizens considering participating as volunteers on future testing committees.  The 

bottom line is that it doesn’t sit well and appears disingenuous, particularly in line with findings, 

unless something substantive is missing from the report.  Thanks for shedding light on this.”   

Mr. Littlejohn said he immediately responded to the e-mail and informed Mr. Alsobrook that the 

report indeed was approved but the CEWG delayed next steps pending the ATSDR peer review.  

He said he did not mention the FAQs to Mr. Alsobrook, and that Mr. Alsobrook had not 

responded to his e-mail.   

 

 John Bartlit said that Mr. Alsobrook’s not understanding what the CEWG had done with 
the STTF report meant that the CEWG had not communicated enough about the report to 

the public.   He said that it would most likely take a long time to hear back from ATSDR 

on the peer review, so the CEWG had to become proactive quickly in communicating 

more about the report and its finding as well as the story behind the testing.  

 

 Edward Pineda said the CEWG needed to clarify that the report was approved by CEWG 

but next steps had yet to be completed.  He also mentioned that he had had a conversation 
with Jim Tritten, who was concerned about his presentation and had modified aspects of it 

to ensure clarity for viewers from the general public.  Mr. Pineda asked if the CEWG 

should intervene in ensuring Mr. Tritten’s presentation was clear to community members. 

 

 Thom Little reminded that the CEWG had approved the silica report, and the Corrales 

Village Council saw an early version of Jim Tritten’s presentation, which had since been 

modified and approved by the CEWG.  Mr. Little said the CEWG also had developed 

FAQS to provide answers to common questions about the STTF report.  

 

 John Bartlit suggested running an ad in the local papers, the Rio Rancho Observer and the 
Corrales Comment, using bullet points to list CEWG’s actions on STTF report as outlined 

by Mr. Little above.  He was concerned that if Mr. Alsobrook, who was a member of the 

STTF task force, did not know what the CEWG had done to communicate the report and 

its findings, and then community members did not know either.  The ad was a quick way 

to reach the community with the facts. Another suggestion was to post information on the 

Corrales Village Web site as well as the Corrales Comment Web site. 

 

 Thom Little recommended contacting John Alsobrook to ask for his suggestions on 
proposed solutions to communicate about the STTF report to his constituents.  He 

believed Mr. Alsobrook knew what the CEWG had done with the STTF report, and he 

was most likely asking on behalf of his constituents.  John Bartlit agreed with Mr. Little’s 
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proposal. Edward Pineda suggested establishing a committee to look into the issue. 

 

 Roberta King mentioned that Mr. Alsobrook represented the district closest to Intel.  She 
said she attended all the STTF meetings except one.  At the last STTF meeting she 

attended, it appeared to her that they did not know who made the final decision on what 

was being accepted in the final STTF report.  So many things were left open for one or 

two people to decide on clarification, which created confusion, she said.  She was 

concerned about which ERM employees would sign the report—the technicians or Kurt 

Parker.  She said although Kurt Parker signed the report, he did not collect any sampling. 

 

 Thom Little said the technicians signed the chain of custody for the actual samples that 

were shipped.  Kurt Parker’s job was to write the summary of the sampling methods and 

data on the sample collection, and he worked with Mike Williams and Jim Tritten to pull 

together the written report.  Kurt Parker had the highest level of responsibility at ERM, 

Mr. Little said. 

 

 John Bartlit said the real point was that ERM and the STTF committee signed off on the 
report, and it was approved by the CEWG.  Roberta King asked where members of the 

public could see the sign off sheet.  John Bartlit said probably at the library with the 

report.  Edward Pineda asked Ms. King if she was concerned with the STTF report, Jim 

Tritten’s presentation or both.  Ms. King replied both. 

 

 Stephen Littlejohn said that while there might be concerns with the report or Jim Tritten’s 
presentation, the issue at hand was how to get out to the community information on what 

the CEWG had done with the STTF report.  He suggested dealing with the matter quickly.  

He proposed his writing a brief article or ad in bullet form that outlined precisely what the 

CEWG had done with the report, including writing the FAQs, sending the report to the 

ATSDR for peer review, and Jim Tritten’s presenting to the community.  He would send 

the article to all people present at the meeting for a quick approval.  After it was approved, 

he would place an article in the CEWG newsletter, all three print newspapers, and on 

Facebook (after Facebook was approved). 

 

 Thom Little suggested putting an ad in the Alibi, which he thought might be more 
effective since so many people read it.  CJ Ondek suggested posting the CEWG monthly 

meetings in the free community events listings in the Alibi.  Stephen Littlejohn said he 

would investigate possibilities in the Alibi. 

 

 Mr. Littlejohn proposed next calling John Alsobrook to express the CEWG’s concern 

about his e-mail, remind him of the actions the CEWG had taken around the report, and 

then see if he had any additional ideas.  
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 Edward Pineda strongly recommended having a meeting with several CEWG members, 
Roberta King and John Alsobrook to look into clarifying Mr. Tritten’s presentation and 

the report.  Mr. Littlejohn reminded that the issue is publicizing CEWG’s work, not report 

or presentation content.  Mr. Pineda expressed concern around people in the community 

saying the report was worthless because information was missing or wrong, and that this 

would damage the CEWG’s credibility. Mr. Littlejohn said that while Mr. Pineda’s point 

is important, it is a different issue 

 

 Mike Williams agreed with the proposed first step and suggested working with Jim Tritten 

to help add clarity to his presentation.  He also saw the need to keep the two items 

separate.  Mr. Littlejohn said he had just spoken with Mr. Tritten this last week and he 

seemed fine with his presentation.  He just wanted to make sure that the CEWG had the 

latest approved version. 

 

 Thom Little said John Alsobrook was a very busy man, and he offered to set up a 
conference call with Mr. Alsobrook in the event a face-to-face meeting was difficult to set 

up.  Mr. Littlejohn said that a face-to-face meeting would take longer to set up.  He also 

said he would contact Mr. Alsobrook first to see if he were willing to participate in a 

teleconference meeting to explore ideas for disseminating information.  Edward Pineda 

said he would leave Jim Tritten’s presentation for a separate discussion.  Roberta King 

said she was not interested in attending any meeting that was not face-to-face with Mr. 

Alsobrook or Jim Tritten.  John Bartlit said he would attend face-to-face meeting.  Mr. 

Littlejohn tested for consensus, and the group agreed to the process listed below. 

 

 CONSENSUS: Stephen Littlejohn will contact John Alsobrook to see if he is  

     interested in attending a meeting to discuss proposals to further  

     disseminate information on the STTF report.  The meeting would be  

     either face-to-face or by teleconference.  Mr. Littlejohn will write a bullet  

     point article/ad to place in local newspapers, Web sites, and the CEWG  

     newsletter. 

 

 Roberta King said everyone was missing the point of objections to Jim Tritten’s 
presentation.  The community objected to ERM having anything to do with silica testing, 

and that had been an issue from the very beginning.  She said the CEWG was so bent on 

getting the Durr units tested before they were removed, and that did not excuse the CEWG 

from going ahead and approving a process that included ERM.  She said Jim Tritten’s 

presentation emphasized things that had nothing to do with Intel’s emissions. 

 

SPIKES 

A meeting was held at Lane Kirkpatrick’s house in September to develop an approach to spikes 
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and framing of the issue.  Attendees were Edward Pineda, Sarah Chavez, Thom Little, and 

Stephen Littlejohn.  Edward Pineda outlined the SPIKE Agenda Committee proposal and 

accompanying handout.  The suggested approach had six steps:   

1. Problem statement:  What is the likelihood that Intel emissions result in SPIKES 

potentially impacting health or well being? 

2. SPIKE definition: Situations where Intel emissions would show large increases (at least 

10 fold) of concentrations at ground level over a short period of time. 

3. Why do we care about SPIKES?: Local residents feel Spike emissions are impacting their 

health and well being. 

4. What are the factors that are influencing SPIKE conditions? Examples include weather 

and local atmospheric conditions, emissions, Intel plant expansion, operational and 

equipment breakdowns and variations in operations. 

5. What evidence do previous studies provide regarding SPIKES? Links to publicly 

available data and previous studies. 

6. Is additional evidence desired? If so, what kind of evidence (what data is missing)?  

 

Mr. Pineda said this suggested approach was subject to discussion and approval from the CEWG, 

and they would investigate it scientifically to the best of their ability and present their findings to 

the CEWG.  Mr. Pineda also presented the committee’s thoughts and recommendations on how 

to proceed with the SPIKES issue: 

1. Could STTF be re-tasked to address this problem statement? Or should our task force or 

someone else take the next steps?  

2. Develop a framework and process to continue…either what is suggested herein or as 

modified by the CEWG.  

3. Start with public and key community stakeholders (mayor, council, concerned interest 

groups) inputs, even on the initial question of SPIKE definition and problem statement.  

4. First part of the actual analyses might be a historical review and determine gaps in 

information and whether or not we can proceed (see item 5 above).  

5. Open-minded approach to adjust the scope based on what is uncovered. 

 

 Mike Williams said he did not think it was a good idea to re-task the STTF at this point in 
time.  He said it was too early in the phase, and the subject matter was too vague.  More 

specifics were needed on the topic before a task force could work on it.  Sarah Chavez 

suggested as a starting point going back to look at past risk assessments and studies with 

the new definition of SPIKES in mind, and to examine how these materials addressed the 

SPIKES issue.  

 

 Stephen Littlejohn suggested calling the SPIKES group a “committee” rather than a task 
force.  Thom Little said someone had to take ownership of looking into the pile of data 

that existed on SPIKES and do the first round of segmenting out information, and then 
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create a first model to work with.  After those steps were accomplished, he said, perhaps 

the work could be turned over to a small committee.  

 

 Jeff Radford said that there was already a model developed by Dr. Darko Koracin of 
Desert Research Institute (DRI) showing meteorological data that correlated with spikes 

from Intel emissions.  Mike Williams said that he had a problem with getting that 

information from the state Web site.  Mr. Radford said the study was commissioned by 

NMED, but someone could get the information from Dr. Koracin at DRI in Reno.  Mr. 

Littlejohn said that this was an example of a previous study to look at.   

 

 Edward Pineda said Lane Kirkpatrick recommended discussing the proposal in November 

when he would be present at the CEWG meeting.   

 

Stephen Littlejohn asked the group how they would accomplish the proposed spike process. 

 

 John Bartlit proposed making a significant effort to involve someone new from the 
community, perhaps the Village Council, to give the topic a fresh look.   

 

 Roberta King asked why the Village Council?  She did not see the point of involving 
bureaucrats in the process.  Mr. Bartlit responded that he had received complaints in the 

past that the CEWG did not include the Village Council enough in its processes.  Anyway, 

he said, it could be any new element in the community.   

 

 Edward Pineda said the spikes task was challenging and would take lots of work; 
therefore they needed participants with knowledge and expertise, someone with a 

technical expertise and preferably from the community.  He asked if the CEWG had 

resources to hire technical consultants since the task was too large for the technical 

experts on the CEWG.  John Bartlit cautioned about the “ERM effect,” meaning that if 

someone was getting paid it might impede objectivity.  Mr. Pineda suggested putting an 

ad in the paper to look for technical experts.   

 

 Mike Williams suggested making a list of existing data as a first step, and then figuring 

out the workload and possible experts.  John Bartlit suggested contacting Ralph Williams, 

who was instrumental in raising the stack heights although he was paid by Intel at the 

time.  

 

 Stephen Littlejohn summarized Mike Williams’ suggestion as taking a stepwise process.  
The first step was to make a list of existing data, and then decide where to go next.  Mr. 

Pineda said that from the experience with the STTF, the CEWG should not use an Intel 

consultant because the community would not trust that consultant.   
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 Roberta King asked if Intel paid for Ralph Williams’ work on the stack heights. Sarah 
Chavez said yes.  Ms. King said she felt that Ralph Williams was the only person paid by 

Intel who was not under Intel’s thumb.  She felt he was straightforward and answered 

questions directly.  Consultants working at ERM, on the other hand, were considered a 

risk by the community.  Mr. Pineda said then Ralph Williams was a possible candidate.  

He suggested that all technical experts be approved by both the CEWG and community 

members so as to avoid problems around trust.   

 

 Stephen Littlejohn asked for consensus on the approach to spikes.  He recommended 

taking today’s comments and putting them into a proposal to bring back for discussion at 

the next meeting. 

 

 Mike Williams asked in the meantime if they could begin compiling a list of data.  Sarah 
Chavez said she had put together a study list for Mr. Kirkpatrick, and she will forward it 

CEWG members.  Mr. Williams asked if Intel had studies that showed emission spikes.  

Sarah Chavez said Intel used stack testing data to look at worse case emissions and ground 

level concentration as part of the risk assessment done years ago.  She said that looking at 

the risk assessment and the process used to study the risk would be a good place to start. 

Edward Pineda suggested looking for other sources of data.  Sarah Chavez said they were 

looking at Intel emissions, so they had to limit it initially to looking at Intel’s emissions.  

 

 CONSENSUS: Stephen Littlejohn will put together a high-level draft proposal to share  

     with the agenda committee, and then bring a more a concrete set of steps 

     on the issue to discuss at the next meeting. 

 

 

COMMUNICATION POLICY 

Stephen Littlejohn asked if this agenda item could be moved to November to make room for 

more pressing issues.  CEWG members agreed. 

 

GENERATING PRACTICAL IDEAS FOR ENVIRONMENTAL IMPROVEMENT 

Stephen Littlejohn asked the group to consider fresh ways for the CEWG to do its work, 

especially in looking for innovative ideas for environmental improvements.   

 

 Edward Pineda shared his idea of having an open session with Intel management and 
representatives from the CEWG who would be available to field questions from the 

community provided the questions were new or unresolved.  Also, anyone attending had 

the right to express any new ideas they might have.   

 

 John Bartlit shared his idea of having Jim Tritten make a pitch to gather new ideas from 
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the civic groups who hear his presentation. 

 

 Mike Williams suggested using the CEWG Web site as a place to gather new ideas. 
 

 Roberta King added there were so many community members who did not know what 

was going on with the CEWG that maybe what was a new idea to them was not a new 

idea to the CEWG.  Mr. Pineda suggested listing summaries of the CEWG’s work and 

ideas addressed previously.  Sarah Chavez suggested looking at the CEWG topic list. 

 

Mr. Littlejohn said the CEWG had been working the same way for seven years and asked how 

the CEWG could work differently as a group that would focus more on specific ideas and 

tangible outcomes.  

 

 John Bartlit said using the new communication channels more proactively might allow for 
new possibilities.     

 

 Edward Pineda said the group should consider whether to update the CEWG’s name and 
expand and clarify its mission.   

 

 Thom Little suggested reaching out to the community on broader environmental issues as 
well as issues around Intel and being open to other kinds of continuous environmental 

improvements.  He said there were other community ideas out there around environmental 

activities that the CEWG could learn about.  Besides the possibility of expanding the 

mission beyond Intel, Mr. Little asked what else was of interest in regards to 

environmental improvements at Intel.  With the help of the CEWG, Intel addressed stack 

heights, redundancy, and silica.  What else could be addressed?  

 

 John Bartlit said a big issue the CEWG had worked on in the past was water consumption, 

rather than water quality.  The CEWG had held a panel discussion on the issue around in 

April 2007, but then the issue went away.  Mr. Bartlit said that the CEWG’s past work on 

water could be found under the “water dossier” section of the Web site.  Mr. Bartlit said 

water was an important issue in New Mexico, and it was related both to Intel and to the 

general community. Hugh Church had suggested John Shomaker as a panel member, but 

was rejected because he has worked as a paid consultant to Intel.  

 

 Mr. Pineda said the CEWG should limit their concerns to Intel.  He said that the EPA, 
with its enormous budget, could not solve the environmental problems of the USA.  

Therefore, the CEWG should concentrate on a mission they could handle and expand it to 

include air, water and soil but remain connected to Intel.  John Bartlit said that the 

CEWG’s mission did include all those elements with “environmental improvements.” Mr. 
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Pineda said the mission statement should clearly read “air, water and soil” and possibly 

include “other creatures” as well.   

 

Stephen Littlejohn summarized two scenarios from the discussion.  The first, suggested by Mr. 

Pineda, was to focus and define the mission statement and environment but continue to work 

around Intel.  The second scenario was to broaden the CEWG’s work to include other 

community environmental issues in addition to Intel.  He asked how this would affect the 

CEWG’s work.  What would the CEWG do differently? 

 

 Hugh Church asked the group to consider the word “community.”  How should they 
define community?  Intel was not the only emitter; there were other emitters as well.  

Should the CEWG deal with only the “community around Intel”?   

 

 Thom Little asked a series of questions.  If the CEWG was concerned only with the 

community around Intel, then who was that community and what did they want?  Was 

there something else the community was interested in that was important to look at, and 

how should they get that information?  What did the community at large want the CEWG 

to do?  Was the community concerned with environmental issues other than Intel?  If their 

concern was with the sewer system in Corrales, for example, could Intel get involved with 

that? 
 

 Mr. Littlejohn said Mr. Little raised the issue of larger environmental concerns in the 

community on which Intel could have a positive impact.  Edward Pineda said he had 

served on the Rio Rancho Utilities Commission, and the city might not welcome the 

CEWG’s involvement because it was a source of revenue for the city.  However, the 

CEWG could offer ideas on technical information on how to monitor water, for example, 

since Rio Rancho had to meet certain water regulations. 

 

 Stephen Littlejohn proposed putting together a draft to structure the discussion on this 
issue for the next meeting.  The group agreed to this proposal. 

 

  CONSENSUS:  Stephen Littlejohn will draft a document to structure the  

       discussion on this issue for the next meeting. 

 

 John Bartlit cautioned against the CEWG’s spending too much on defining itself and in a 
way that might be limiting.  In his opinion, new ideas were great, but name and mission 

statement discussions were not worth the time, since they had spent much time on this 

issue in the past.  Whether or not they changed their name or mission, the CEWG would 

have made the same progress on environmental issues, Mr. Bartlit said. 
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 Thom Little said he was looking for a vehicle on how to reach out and ask the 
community’s input in meaningful and viable ways. 

 

 Edward Pineda said he disagreed with Mr. Bartlit, since he believed it was dangerous to 

an organization to be complacent and remain in the status quo.  The CEWG had to look 

for progressive changes that added efficiency and productivity to the community. Mr. 

Bartlit said that is what he agreed with Mr. Pineda.    

 

 

MEETING ADJOURNED 

 

 

NEXT MEETING 

November 16, 2011, 5 p.m. at the Corrales Senior Center in Corrales. 

 

DECISIONS 

 

1. Stephen Littlejohn will contact John Alsobrook to see if he is interested in attending a 

meeting to discuss proposals to further disseminate information on the STTF report.  The 

meeting would be either face-to-face or by teleconference.  Mr. Littlejohn will write a 
bullet   point article/ad to place in local newspapers, Web sites, and the CEWG 

newsletter. 

 

2. Stephen Littlejohn will draft a high-level proposal of “next steps” on the Spikes issue and 

bring it back for discussion at the next meeting. 

 

3. Stephen Littlejohn will draft a document to structure the discussion on the CEWG future 

for the next meeting. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


