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MEETING SUMMARY 
Community Environmental Working Group 

 

“Striving for Continuous Environmental Improvements at Intel” 

 

Date: November 16, 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 

Thom Little, Intel 

Sarah Chavez, Intel 

 

Non-Members Attending 

Roberta King, Corrales resident 

Carmen Lowry, Observer 

 

Facilitator 

Stephen Littlejohn, Facilitator    CJ Ondek, Recorder 

 

 

HANDOUTS 
 Draft Agenda  

 Draft Meeting Summary October 19, 

2011 

 Action-Item Progress Report 

 EHS Activity Reports 

 October Newspaper Ad 

 Intel report on EPA 114 follow-up 

process 

 Exploring the Spikes issue 

 Draft Web Site Policy 

 Draft Facebook Policy 

 Interim Editorial Policy 

  Emails by Stephen Littlejohn and 

Thom Little regarding possible new 

directions for CEWG 

 Media reports and articles, as available 

 

 

PROPOSED AGENDA 

 Welcome, Introductions, 

Announcements and Brief Items 

 Communication Policies 

 Exploring the Spikes Issue 

 New Directions 

 EHS Report and 114 Update 

 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.   Stephen Littlejohn introduced Carmen Lowry, who will facilitate the 

December CEWG meeting in Mr. Littlejohn’s absence. 

 

Agenda—Revisions and Approval 

John Bartlit noted that the EHS Report and Report were moved to the end of the agenda due 
to important announcements and items. 

 

October 19, 2011, Meeting Summary—Revisions and Approval 

No comments. 

 

Field trip to Intel 

Thom Little reported that Mayor Gasteyer, Edward Pineda and Hugh Church recently toured the 

Intel facility for 3 hours.  The first part of the tour was a one-hour background briefing on the 

Munters thermal oxidizers.  In addition, they reviewed the Web site exploreintel.com, and an 

engineer explained how the oxidizers worked.  The tour observed sampling, and Sarah Chavez 

and Bill Guyton from ERM discussed sampling procedures with the group.  Mr. Little said 

Mayor Gasteyer asked good clarification questions, and everyone had a thorough look at the 

Munters.  Sarah Chavez added that the tour observed actual compliance testing on the Munters 

units as part of the permits—both FID and FTIR sampling.  

 

Chandler accident update 

Thom Little reported that he had not yet received the public report on the Chandler accident that 

occurred in June.  He said he had finally received a phone number late today for an Intel staff 

person who might be able to supply the report.  He said he would call this person shortly and 

share what he learned with the CEWG through the distribution list, including an electronic copy 

of the report.   

  

 ACTION ITEM:  Thom Little will provide a Chandler accident update to the CEWG via  

          the email distribution list, if he receives any information before the  

          December meeting. 

    

Interview on television program of Rio Rancho mayor 

Stephen Littlejohn said the Rio Rancho mayor hosted a community program on Channel 16, and 

Edward Pineda had met the mayor and thought he had brokered time for the CEWG to be 

interviewed on the program.  Mr. Littlejohn explained that he called the mayor’s office to follow 

up, and the mayor’ assistant said the program was committed for the next several months.  Mr. 

Littlejohn said he asked that they consider the CEWG for the next open program time. 
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Increased budget 

Stephen Littlejohn said Jami Grindatto increased the CEWG’s budget to $40,000 from $36,000.  

He said he placed the extra $4,000 into the speakers and workshops category.  The CEWG now 

had $5,000 to spend in this category, so they had to think seriously about how to use it.  John 

Bartlit reminded that they were not limited to spend this money on speakers and workshops.  The 

money could be applied to other good ideas.  

 

Health report update 

Hugh Church said that he followed up on a suggestion from Edward Pineda to locate Dr. Daniel 

Titlebaum, who worked in Denver for poison control.  Mr. Church contacted and spoke with Dr. 

Titlebaum by phone and learned that he had retired last year from 45 years work in various 

fields, mostly occupational health.  Dr. Titlebaum said he would look at the NM Dept. of Health  

report and also gave two references for individuals from the National Jewish Health Center in 

Denver and one reference for an individual in Los Angeles.  Mr. Church said he contacted Curt 

Huber, the CEO of the Lung Association in Denver, who connected him to Geri Reinardy, a 

Lung Association board member and Director of Public Affairs Department for National Jewish 

Health.   

 

 Mr. Church continued that he contacted John Samet at University of Southern California, who 

replied that he remembered Dr. Titlebaum and said that National Jewish had an excellent 

group of environmental occupational lung disease experts.  Dr. Samet also agreed to allow the 

CEWG to make his report public.   

 

 Mr. Church asked the group about next steps: Did the group want to invite these experts on a 

panel, and if so, what did they want them to discuss?  Did they want them to critique the 

Department of Health report or identify gaps?  Thom Little said that the NM Department of 

Health Study concluded that there was no cancer cluster of idiopathic pulmonary fibrosis.  

Since Mr. Church had sent Dr. Samet this report to review, he asked if they planned to do the 

same with the National Jewish experts.  He asked what core question the CEWG planned to 

ask these experts. Hugh Church said the definition of idiopathic pulmonary fibrosis was that 

they did not know what caused it, so that is a potential issue to address. 

 

 John Bartlit said they would have to wait and see how National Jewish responded to the 

CEWG request before they could discuss the issue.  Thom Little asked what the CEWG 

requested.  Mr. Bartlit replied that he explained the CEWG’s work around this issue, the extent 

of knowledge, and if the National Jewish experts could provide any assistance with the work 

moving forward.  Mike Williams commented that they could send excerpts from the ATSDR 

report, once it was released, especially the section that mentioned compounds whose 

measurements were inadequate to define.   

 

 Hugh Church said Geri Reinardy responded to Mr. Church, saying that she had forwarded his 
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information to Dr. Lisa Maier, Division Head, Environmental and Occupational Health 

Sciences.  Dr. Meyer has yet to respond. 

 

 Stephen Littlejohn concluded that this issue would need to be discussed as a separate agenda 

item in order to plan next steps. 

 

Possible CEWG dinner in 2012 

Stephen Littlejohn reported that Edward Pineda suggested inviting certain community leaders 

and others to have dinner with CEWG members.  Edward thought of having this at the end of 

2011, but the agenda committee felt that we would not have enough time to plan it.  The idea 

was not yet developed, but he wanted to share the idea with the group.  Mr. Pineda will expand 

on his idea when he returns to the next meeting. 

 

RR Observer general manager Rockford Hayes 

Stephen Littlejohn reported that Edward Pineda contacted Rockford Hayes, the new general 

manager of the Rio Rancho Observer.  Mr. Hayes said he was interested in the CEWG’s work, 

and he would like to attend the December meeting as a visitor and possibly report on the 

CEWG’s work. 

 

Other Announcements 

None. 

 

Public Comment 

Roberta King said the group did not have a motion to formally approve the October Meeting 

Summary.  Mr. Littlejohn reminded her that the CEWG never formally approved meeting 

summaries; they made changes or additions, and if there were no changes or additions, then the 

meeting summary was automatically approved by consensus.  

 

Roberta King asked Mr. Littlejohn to please correct the meeting summary footers.  Mr. 

Littlejohn said he would. 

 

 

COMMUNCIATION POLICIES 

Stephen Littlejohn introduced three communication policies for discussion and approval:  A Web 

site policy, Facebook policy, and interim editorial policy.   

 

 Mr. Littlejohn said the Web site policy was relative to both the Web site and Facebook page.  

He developed the Web site policy from boilerplate language found in templates on the 

Internet, and also added in his own language in certain places.  The policy stated that the Web 

site was not a commercial site and therefore did not collect financial or credit card information. 

This was important to state, Mr. Littlejohn said, for liability reasons. Most of the policy 
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language addressed liability issues.  Mr. Littlejohn pointed out that, eventually, the CEWG 

would be able to post comments on the Web site, and the policy listed what would be 

considered unacceptable behavior when posting comments.  The CEWG had the right to edit 

or delete any comments in violation of these proscriptions.  For example, if comments were 

posted that were not relevant to mission, the CEWG reserved the right to delete this 

information.   

 

 Mr. Littlejohn continued to discuss privacy issues, disclaimers, and use of materials.  He 

emphasized that the language in this policy is common to most Web site policies.  Please see 

the attached Web site policy for details.    

 

 Roberta King said that posting people’s email and street addresses and their phone numbers is 

an invasion of privacy.  Mr. Littlejohn said he would make that point explicit in the privacy 

section of the policy:  “No personal information other than names and affiliations will be 

included unless authorized by the author or group.”  John Bartlit said his email address is on 

the Web site and had always been.  Mr. Littlejohn said that the CEWG member directory 

contained emails and phone numbers.  The CEWG members present at the meeting authorized 

the posting of the member directory on the Web site so members of the public could contact 

them, if necessary.   

 

 Roberta King asked for clarification around putting materials on electronic devices.  Stephen 

Littlejohn said it is ok as long as it is not for commercial purposes (as listed in the “Use of 

Materials” section, page 3 of the policy).  The CEWG did not want someone to download, 

publish, and hand out the materials out without acknowledging the source.  Mike Williams 

said that the word “distribute” in the first and second paragraphs is confusing.  Mr. Littlejohn 

suggested to changing the word “distribute” in the second paragraph to “publish.”  For 

example, a newspaper could not just take a document and publish it without the CEWG’s 

permission.  He changed the wording to read as follows:  “You may not, except with our 

express written permission, publish or commercially exploit the content.” John Bartlit 

reminded that if a problem arose, they could change the policy wording. 

 

 Thom Little asked if the language in the policy is robust enough to cover the comments 

function.  He wanted to make sure that before the comments function is turned on, the CEWG 

is able to have a more in-depth discussion, especially around the “how to”.  Mr. Littlejohn said 

he is not authorized to turn on the comments function without the group’s approval.  He asked 

if there were any objections to the Web site policy as modified.  There were none. 

 

DECISION:  The Web site policy was approved by consensus as modified. 

 

 Roberta King said she had the general impression that the Web site’s purpose is to promote the 

“wonderful things” that Intel is doing.  Many people in the public did not feel these things 



P a g e  | 6 

 

 

 

Filename:  CEWG_Meeting_Summary_11-16-11, v. 2 Approved:  12-16-11 

Prepared or presented by:  CJ Ondek & Stephen Littlejohn 

Prepared for:  CEWG 

Date prepared or presented: November 20, 2011 

 

 

were so “wonderful.”  She also had the impression that some of her comments made at CEWG 

meetings were “wordsmithed” so they were not as potent as she intended them to be.  She 

believed that they were sanitized before the meeting summaries were made public.  CJ Ondek 

responded that as the recorder and drafter of the meeting summaries, she did not sanitize Ms. 

King’s words.  However, sometimes she had to paraphrase the conversation to make it 

understandable in writing.  Ms. King replied that she kept getting told that the CEWG did not 

do transcriptions but summaries, and the way the summaries were done watered down her 

comments.  

 

 Stephen Littlejohn opened the discussion on the Facebook policy.  He said that while the Web 

site policy also governed the Facebook page, the Facebook policy discussed the advantages 

and disadvantaged and stipulated it is on a trial basis.  The policy listed the facilitator as the 

manager and listed his responsibilities.  Please see the attached Facebook policy for details.  

He explained that as the Facebook manager, if he received notification of an inappropriate 

post, he would hide it and then bring it to the group’s attention by email within 48 hours to 

make the decision on whether to unhide it or delete it.  Thom Little asked if the default is to 

hide or unhide an inappropriate comment.  Mr. Littlejohn said that if he did not receive any 

approval from the CEWG, he would use delete as the default.  

 

 John Bartlit asked how to handle the following early morning Facebook posting:  “What was 

that bang from Intel at 2 am?”  Thom Little said the response should be to “call Thom Little,” 

since he directly investigated the complaints.  Sarah Chavez suggested posting the 24/7 

Command Center number to the Facebook page.  Mr. Littlejohn asked for consensus on the 

Facebook policy. 

 

 DECISION:  The Facebook policy was approved by consensus as modified.   

 

 Thom Little asked that with this approval, if Mr. Littlejohn would turn on the Facebook page.  

Mr. Littlejohn said he had sent the policies to Bill Davidson at Intel for review, and Mr. 

Davidson had no comment; therefore, with CEWG’s approval, he would turn on the Facebook 

page. 

 

 Mr. Littlejohn suggested that if anyone wanted to join Facebook, they could indicate in the 

privacy section that only “friends” could read their page, and then when asked for friends’ 

names, indicate “no friends.”  That is a way to be on Facebook without being drawn into social 

networking. 

 

 Stephen Littlejohn brought the group’s attention to the interim editorial policy.  The policy 

said that in the spirit of good community dialogue, anyone could submit an article but it would 

have to comply with certain editorial rules.  Please see the attached editorial policy for details 

on editorial criteria.  Mr. Littlejohn said he would send all articles submitted to CEWG 
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members for review against the criteria.  If anyone objected to publication, they would have to 

write a paragraph indicating “why,” and Mr. Littlejohn would send the comments to the person 

submitting the article with the opportunity to revise and re-submit.  John Bartlit asked how to 

handle reprints that were more than 200 words.  Mr. Littlejohn said that if a CEWG member 

generated the article, it would not have to go through review.  However, if the article came 

from outside the CEWG, it would be reviewed before being published. 

 

 Roberta King said that an editor may edit for grammar, spelling and punctuation, and 

sometimes style is important to what a person wanted to say.  Mr. Littlejohn said if it is a 

reprint, it would not be edited, but if it is a submission, then the editor had the right to edit the 

submitted article.  

 

DECISION: The Interim Editorial Policy was approved by consensus.   

 

 

EXPLORING THE SPIKES ISSUE 

Stephen Littlejohn referred the group to the handout, “Exploring the Spikes Issue” Proposal.  Mr. 

Littlejohn said he drafted this proposal based on the group’s previous discussion of the Spikes 

Committee’s work around framing the issue.  The proposal listed the problem, definition, and 

then process around moving forward.  He opened the floor for discussion of the proposal. 

 

 John Bartlit stated a broad concern, which was that it could take years to define the spikes 

process.  He reminded that it took years to define the silica testing process. As Acting Chair, 

he is concerned about the amount of volunteer hours and calendar time being spent without 

producing anything.  He did not know how to assure the process moved expeditiously.   

 

 John Bartlit referred to item 6 in the proposal and suggested establishing a modeling 

committee that consisted of Mike Williams, Ralph Williams, and perhaps others to do initial 

modeling to help begin defining the issue and guiding further planning.  Sarah Chavez asked 

what kind of modeling and based on what?  John Bartlit said that is all to be decided.  Ms. 

Chavez said that if they were trying to understand emissions, the modeling would have to be 

based on something, and she did not see how they could move forward until they understood 

what modeling had already been done so as to know what could be done differently.  Mr. 

Bartlit said Mike Williams and Ralph Williams were already familiar with the modeling.  Ms. 

Chavez said not from the health side and how spikes affect health and well-being.  She asked 

how this effort would be any different than what was done previously on spikes and emissions, 

with much of the past modeling based on worse case scenario. The first step was to examine 

and understand the gaps from the past work, said Ms. Chavez, as well as look at the definition 

of spikes. 

 

 John Bartlit said that, regardless, his fear remained the same:  that years would go by with no 
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product and lots of spent volunteer hours.  If group members decided that is what they wanted, 

then that is fine with him.  He said he would continue to state his concern at monthly meetings 

because he thought that is important.   

 

 Mike Williams said that in some aspects they could draw information from work that was 

already done.  For example, they could look at what is in between the averages and extremes, 

and “tenfold.”  Also, they were concerned about concentrations as well as emissions.  He said 

he would like to look at other sources, such as scrubbers.  Sarah Chavez said the risk 

assessment looked at the highest emissions, years of meteorological data, and the highest 

possible concentration one could expect in the worse case weather conditions, so wouldn’t this 

information identify the highest concentrations?  Mr. Williams said that the risk assessment 

was done over a decade ago, and many of the assumptions used then did not apply now.   

 

 Sarah Chavez asked what to do with the data after it is modeled for tenfold increases, and what 

concentration would it be compared to.  Mike Williams said that determining whether the 

number is significant is a difficult question.  Ms. Chavez asked how that is different from the 

risk assessments that were already done by the Corrales Air Quality Task Force, which looked 

at concentrations, too.  She said she agreed with Mr. Bartlit that it would take a lot of time and 

effort because no one in the room necessarily had the expertise to figure out whether there 

were health effects.  John Bartlit suggested using the STTF as a model and establishing a 

provisional level.  Thom Little added that Intel had 10 years of data to look at on this issue, 

and that data should be utilized. 

 

 Stephen Littlejohn said Lane Kirkpatrick raised this issue with the CEWG because of concern 

in the community that it might be spikes and not the steady emissions that were causing 

symptoms. The issue is not a new issue for Intel, but it is a new issue for the CEWG.  Mr. 

Littlejohn asked if the CEWG wanted to move forward on this issue considering their limited 

resources. 

 

 Thom Little asked if they could show a meaningful result around spikes in a short amount of 

time.  He proposed having Mike Williams and Ralph Williams  review the past data to 

determine the gaps and where to focus the attention.  Mr. Little said the result from this 

exercise could be useful and enable them to create a first conceptual model.        

 

 Sarah Chavez asked if the gaps would concern modeling and how modeling could be done 

differently.  Mr. Bartlit reminded that the modeling did not reveal health hazards.  Mike 

Williams said they might be able to limit what they look at to spikes.  He suggested taking a 

look at the ATSDR report and the measurements they indicated were inadequate due to varied 

instrument thresholds, putting that information together with modeling, and asking a 

toxicologist to determine whether the issue is dose related or time related.   
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 Thom Little said that this idea called for a review of data to come up with the first nugget of 

theory and then determine the next steps.  John Bartlit said he liked Mr. Williams’ idea 

because it built on the ATSDR report.  Peter Kowalski remained interested in this project and 

read the CEWG’s work.  Mr. Bartlit said he had never known an agency person to take that 

much interest in a project, and he would like to build that relationship with ATSDR.   

 

 Thom Little asked if there is a way to craft what was just discussed and re-propose it under a 

different scenario.  Stephen Littlejohn said that it sounded like instead of a committee, have 

Mike Williams and Ralph Williams review the data that had already been collected and bring 

back their recommendations to the CEWG for further discussion.   

 

 Stephen Littlejohn checked for consensus on the following:  Ask Mike Williams and Ralph 

Williams to look at existing data for gaps and then report back to CEWG with findings and 

recommendations.  Sarah Chavez asked to clarify the first step in the process to look at ground 

level concentration at the fenceline.   

 

 Thom Little said that the recommendations could lead to the next round of discussion quickly.  

He added that he would have to discuss the budget with Intel management and asked for a time 

estimate, which would provide an idea of cost for Ralph Williams’ services.  Ms. Chavez said 

it would be helpful to be specific around defining the data to examine and expected outcomes. 

 

 Stephen Littlejohn checked for consensus on the following proposal:  1.  Ask Mike Williams 

and Ralph Williams to take leadership on the project; 2.  Consult with Sarah Chavez and Thom 

Little on the parameters around the data to examine; 3. Look at data and concentrations at 

fenceline; 4. Discuss gaps in modeling or testing; 5. Report findings/recommendations for next 

steps to the CEWG at a public meeting; and 6.  CEWG will decide on next steps.   

 

 John Bartlit said that, in his opinion, the discussions between Mike Williams and Ralph 

Williams needed to be public, similar to the stack heights.  Roberta King said that it is 

important that the information be made available to the public.   

 

 Stephen Littlejohn said the issue led back to the group’s dilemma of efficiency versus 

openness.  Having the open meetings meant Mike Williams would have to find time in his 

schedule to drive down to meetings, and they would have to find a location to hold the 

meetings.  Thus it would take more time versus telephone or email discussions, which were 

more efficient.   

 

 Roberta King said, as an example, that she would like to have a copy of Mr. Church’s email 

discussions with Dr. Samet and experts at National Jewish.  Similarly, she also would like to 

have copies of any emails exchanged between Mike Williams and Ralph Williams.  She added 

that she had the biggest problem with Intel people coming in and taking control of “what was 
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allowed to be said.”   

 

 John Bartlit confirmed with Ms. King that email exchange would be sufficient as long as she 

received copies of all the emails.  Sarah Chavez said the only way to accomplish setting the 

parameters around what to study is through a telephone or in-person working meeting between 

Mike Williams and Ralph Williams.  Mike Williams agreed.  Thom Little added that if they 

met in person, anyone who wanted to observe the working meeting could.  Sarah Chavez said 

that the point of the first meeting is to decide what to review.  Once that is decided upon, there 

would be little interaction between individuals. 

 

 Stephen Littlejohn summarized that there would be a working session to set the parameters, 

Mike Williams and Ralph Williams would decide the data to review, and the public could 

observe if they wish.  Mr. Littlejohn asked if anyone objected.  No one objected. 

 

 DECISION:  The group agreed to the following next steps on Spikes:   

 1.  Ask Mike Williams and Ralph Williams to take leadership on the project; 

 2.  Establish an in-person working session to set the data parameters, allow the public to  

      observe the meeting, consult with Sarah Chavez and Thom Little on the parameters  

      around the data. Mike Williams and Ralph Williams would decide on the data to  

      review; 

 3. Look at data on ground-level concentrations at the fenceline;  

 4. Discuss gaps in modeling or testing;  

 5. Report findings/recommendations for next steps to the CEWG at a public meeting; and  

 6. CEWG will decide on next steps following the recommendations. 

 

EHS REPORT 

Thom Little said Intel did not receive any complaints from the community in the last month.  He 

said a scrubber went down unabated for 6 minutes, and this downtime was reported to NMED. 

 

Roberta King commented that person who normally called Intel with complaints had been under 

undue stress and was not available to send in reports, which was why there weren’t any calls to 

report.  Ms. King added that she urged this person to send in her complaint reports anyway.  

Thom Little said that the reports were helpful in real time so he could investigate the problems.  

Ms. King said that people in the area had been bombarded with emergencies around water and 

air. 

 

114 UPDATE  
Sarah Chavez reported that Intel was still waiting for EPA to respond.  She asked if it is ok for 

verbal updates instead of paper.  Everyone agreed. 
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NEW DIRECTIONS 

Stephen Littlejohn referred to a handout that included emails from himself and Thom Little. 

These emails were part of a discussion between John Bartlit and Thom Little that reflected on the 

CEWG’s progress and future.  Mr. Littlejohn said he made some process suggestions that the 

group could accept or reject, as the group had used the same process over the last seven years.   

 

 Mr. Littlejohn said his thoughts revolved around how the CEWG could be more results-, 

action- and improvement-oriented, and move in new directions to change structure on how the 

group worked and in a more efficient way.  His first suggestion was to move from a critical 

orientation to community orientation, which meant instead of waiting for people to raise 

concerns, to proactively go into the community and set up mechanisms for involving 

community members in actual projects and tap their ideas about how to improve the 

environment.  Mr. Littlejohn gave his second suggestion, which was to move from a problem 

orientation to an innovation orientation; instead of waiting for the problem to appear, to go out 

and ask how they could improve the environment.   

 

 The third suggestion was to move from a multiple-issue approach to a focused-issue approach, 

said Mr. Littlejohn.  Topics seemed to randomly bubble up from group members; instead, the 

CEWG would pick an issue that was important to the group and focus on it for a period of 

time, with an example being water.  Other issues that came up would go into a queue for the 

future.  The fourth suggestion was to move from Intel impacts to broader environmental 

improvements.  In this scenario, Intel would be involved as a community partner.  For 

example, explained Mr. Littlejohn, Intel could partner with the Village on renewable energy 

project, with the CEWG as broker.   

 

 Mr. Littlejohn explained the process mechanisms he listed on the handout.  He said he did not 

advocate any one in particular, but they all had value.  Refer to the email handout for more 

details on the process mechanisms.   

 

 Thom Little summarized the points in his email.  These ideas, he said, were a follow up to the 

previous CEWG meeting and dovetailed with Mr. Littlejohn’s suggestions.  His first 

suggestion was to reach out to a new demographic through the weekly Alibi, which carried 

environmental articles.  A kickoff topic could be the results from the silica study.  In addition, 

the CEWG could advertise their meetings in the Alibi.  Mr. Little said the Alibi had a big 

audience all over Albuquerque and Rio Rancho.  The Alibi was community-focused, and 

readers often looked for events to attend.  Stephen Littlejohn said that he had called the Alibi 

but his call was not returned yet. 

 

 Mr. Little discussed his second suggestion, which was to meet with the Corrales Water Task 

Force to discuss possible collaboration based on their work.  His thought was to find other 



P a g e  | 12 

 

 

 

Filename:  CEWG_Meeting_Summary_11-16-11, v. 2 Approved:  12-16-11 

Prepared or presented by:  CJ Ondek & Stephen Littlejohn 

Prepared for:  CEWG 

Date prepared or presented: November 20, 2011 

 

 

groups to work with and build synergy and message to get more participation.  Mr. Little said 

that Mayor Gasteyer recommended meeting with the task force members. 

 

 Mr. Little said his third suggestion was to conduct a survey of residents, and there were a 

couple of ways to do this.  One option was to conduct a focus group to learn what people’s 

environmental concerns were, and the extra budget money could be used to fund this.  Mr. 

Little said his suggestions were solid actions the group could take now to get a result in a short 

amount of time.  

 

 Stephen Littlejohn said the group would not settle anything tonight, but he wanted to start the 

conversation.  Although the CEWG had major accomplishments, the key question was how to 

move forward in a way that would have the most impact. 

 

 John Bartlit said he liked Mr. Little’s first two suggestions because they were specific and 

doable.  The third suggestion was less well defined, which was why he showed less 

enthusiasm for it.  Thom Little said maybe they could spend more time developing the idea.  

Sarah Chavez said that the CEWG had talked for a long time about how to engage other 

opinions and interests, but they never made a focused effort to get people other than with 

newspaper ads.  Mr. Littlejohn said that there were many ways to reach out to untapped groups 

in the community, such as service organizations, churches, schools, and civic organizations.  

The CEWG could go out and meet with other organizations.   

 

 Hugh Church asked if the Corrales Citizens for Clean Air and Water would be happy to meet 

with the CEWG.  Roberta King responded that Residents Citizens for Clean Air and Water had 

communicated why they did not bother with the CEWG, and that was because they felt it was 

a waste of time.  John Bartlit added that some people just don’t care either.  Roberta King said 

it was more a matter of awareness—only if they were affected would they begin to care.  

 

 Sarah Chavez said the CEWG’s focus for seven years was air.  What else could the CEWG be 

working on that other people cared about and would impact the community?  Ms. King 

responded that they did not think the air problem was taken care of yet.  Thom Little said there 

were many people in the neighborhood that did not have an issue with air quality, but since 

they lived in the desert, many people had concerns around water.  He acknowledged that there 

was a subset of people who would not come to CEWG meetings, but there might be people 

who had other environmental interests who might be willing to attend meetings.  He thought it 

was important to get a cross-section voice of people who wanted to move forward on 

environmental concerns. 

 

 Roberta King said that one of the biggest issues now that no one mentions is the economy.  

People were scared to death about the economy, which was why they were so in favor of Intel; 

because Intel provided jobs.  
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 Stephen Littlejohn said that now was the moment for the CEWG to consider its way of 

working.   

 

 Thom Little said the company who created the exploreintel.com wanted direct feedback from 

users, and asked if he could pass on CEWG members’ email addresses to participate in a 

survey about the site. Roberta King said she did not like the site and had suggestions on how to 

improve it, and that she would be willing to complete a survey.  Others present agreed as well. 

 

 

MEETING ADJOURNED 

 

 

NEXT MEETING 

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

 

SUMMARY OF DECISIONS 

1. The Web Site Policy was approved by consensus as modified. 

2. The Facebook Policy was approved by consensus as modified.   

3. The Interim Editorial Policy was approved by consensus. 

4. The group agreed to the following next steps on Spikes:   

a. Ask Mike Williams and Ralph Williams to take leadership on the project; 

b. Establish an in-person a working session to set the data parameters, allow the public to 

observe the meeting, consult with Sarah Chavez and Thom Little on the parameters 

around the data. Mike Williams and Ralph Williams would decide on the data to review; 

c. Look at data and concentrations at the fenceline;  

d. Discuss gaps in modeling or testing;  

e. Report findings/recommendations for next steps to the CEWG at a public meeting; and  

f. CEWG will decide on next steps following the recommendations. 

 

 

 


