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CJWG Meeting Notes 

Webex – 2.10.2026 
 
Meeting Commence 2:03pm 
Disclaimer: *Please note this is not a word for word translation. 
 
Agenda: 

1. Opening remarks  
2. Roll Call  
3. Illume: Review Process 
4. DEC: DAC Indicators based on Federal data sources 
5. Approval of Minutes  
6. Discussion  
7. Next Steps  

 
CJWG Members & Panelists: (Quorum reached for voting)   

• Alanah Keddell-Tuckey, Chair, Director  Office of Environmental Justice, DEC 
• Oliver Riley, Climate Policy Analyst 2, Climate Policy and Facilitation Section Lead 

for Office of Environmental Justice, DEC   
• Neil Muscatiello, Director, Bureau of Environmental and Occupational 

Epidemiology, Center for Environmental Health, DOH 
• Michael DiRamio, Assistant Director, Energy and Climate Equity, NYSERDA 
• Sonal Jessel, EJ Advocate 
• Elizabeth Furth, Project Coordinator, DOL 
• Eric Walker, WEACT/Western NY EJ Advocate: Upstate Urban 
• Amber Johnson, Organizing and Training Director, New York Energy Democracy 

Alliance 
• Amy Klein, Executive Director, Capitol Roots 
• Julie Suarez, Associate Dean for Land Grant Affairs and Director of Translational 

Research Programs, Cornell University 
• Abigail (Aby) McHugh-Grifa, Executive Director, Climate Solutions Accelerator of 

the Genesee-Finger Lakes Region, Region Buffalo 
• Jill Henck, Clean Energy Program Director, Adirondak North Country Association 
• Arif Ullah, Anthropocene Alliance/NYC EJ Advocate 

 
Review Process:  
Illume: Review of climate burdens and population characteristics.  
Annual Criteria Review Overview. Breakdown of steps 1-5: 1)review current version 2) 
review findings 3) adjust criteria, review and assess value of changes 4) deliberate 5) vote 
on criteria. We are currently in step 2.  
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Aby:  I thought sometime soon maybe today we would get a report on how the agencies are 
doing with benefits and investments. From my perspective without that I don’t know how 
we can assess if the criteria are working. Where in the process does that fit in?  
 
Alanah:  Yes Aby that was the initial plan. Unfortunately we cannot move forward at this 
time. The goal is still for the working group to use the reporting that comes out of the 
benefits and investments in order to assess how the DAC criteria is working. Even with the 
report we would probably not have all we need to make that decision. We still plan on 
having a presentation for the working group.  
 
Michael:  Once that guidance is released for investments and benefits we are looking at 
four months minimum before we actually collect data to produce a report.  
 
Alanah:  Just letting folks know, the new maps will be released soon.  
 
Review Process:  
DEC, Alanah: Annual Criteria Review Process 
The NY state team is currently recommending no changes to the DAC 2.0 criteria. 
Step 2, which Alex stated above, began December 2025. Depending on the group’s feelings 
we can complete steps 3-5 today or in another meeting.  
 
DAC Indicators based on Federal data sources 
DEC Oliver: DAC criteria uses 45 indicators 

• 27 of the 45 DAC indicators are based on data from Federal sources outlined in the 
on-screen slide. (slide shared with working group) 

• January 2025 the federal government began modifying and removing web pages and 
datasets across multiple federal agencies.  

• February 2026 the EPA removes EJScreen from its website.    
• March 2025 NY Times reported federal guidance to remove public facing content 

and elimination material pertaining to an index of key words.  
• July 2025 globalchange.gov and climate.gov are taken down.  
• January 2026 the EPA will stop calculating savings in avoided health care costs and 

prevented deaths from air pollution rules.  
 
DAC indicators based on federal data sources are sourced from: 

• EPA 
• FEMA 
• EJScreen 
• National Land Cover Database (NLCD) 
• American Community Survey (ACS) 

 
Elizabeth: To reiterate we won’t be looking at refreshing this data until 2030 correct?  
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Oliver: Yes, this is forecasting. 
 
Alex: I just want to clarify it is the census tract geographic data that will not be updated 
until 2030.   
 
Arif: Are there alternatives we can look at? 
 
Oliver: I can make recommendations. We should have those discussions. 
 
Julie: This might be a question for Illume. Is there a reason why we did not consider food 
insecurities per capita rate  as part of the DAC criteria? 
 
Alex: We looked at food desert and quite a few different elements. There were high 
correlations across different indicators.  We chose the best one. Julie we are happy to go 
over that history from the first years of this working group. If we start losing data we can 
identify correlations. For example find a measure that is similar to PM2.5 that we can use 
as a proxy going forward.  
 
Oliver: To answer your question Arif, we would find the next best analog. 
 
Julie: That is helpful, thank you. 
 
Alex: It is encouraging to note that NY state was not underrepresented in the 2020 census. 
We have the most recent data possible for all the criteria.  
 
Arif: What is our regularity in terms of data updates? Focusing on PM 2.5 when is the year 
we are looking at? 
 
Oliver:  PM2.5’s current vintage is 2023. It is the latest data available. 
 
Elizabeth: The department of Labor is sort of the conduit for ACS. That said we are happy 
to partner and talk about this more. We are concerned as well about this stuff.  To Alex,  
what is something to flag that would make us say yes, let’s revisit that again.  
 
Alex: In truth it depends. We need to be tracking things. eg) tracking in the news.  
 
Arif: How often is data updated? Do we pull it in as soon as it is updated? 
 
Oliver: No, we do not pull in data as soon as it is updated. We updated all of the underlying 
indicators to the most recent vintage as a part of the DAC 2.0 update.  
 
Arif: Maybe we can monitor datasets as soon as they are updated so at least we have the 
latest for those high-risk criteria.  
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Oliver: Yes, that is certainly something we can do. When EJScreen was going down we 
pulled a lot of data.  
 
Alex: Yes, so did we.  
 
Arif: Perhaps we can work with organizations like ‘Open Environmental Data Project’. They 
are rescuing data. Perhaps we can point them towards specific data sets they can monitor 
on a regular basis. Thank you. 
 
Alex: For reference the PM2.5 data from the EPA we’ve used for the first version was 
actually from 2016. It was labelled 2019 on EJScreen but actually was vintage from 2016. 
That said, Arif you are totally right. Perhaps we can make an Excel sheet using Oliver’s data 
to track what vintage and where it is. That way we can have the most recent data.  
 
Oliver: I have a tracker I use for this project. We will keep an eye on it and keep you 
updated of changes that spark our curiosity. 
 
Michael: Is there a rationale for why some indicators might go away?  
 
Oliver: The idea behind this is that the trend of data withdrawal from the federal 
government is indicating data could go away. The objective is to identify which ones will 
have the greatest impact if they disappear. Emphasis on if. 
 
Michael : As one example the housing vintage. Some of that information is collected in 
multiple sources. There’s the ACS but also the residential energy consumption survey 
(RECS). I am not sure what the rationale is about not collecting housing vintage. What 
would be the reason if they were doing surveys on the homes? I am not saying you need to 
have an answer for that Oliver. 
 
Oliver: I believe the work we did is reflective of that. The housing vintage could go.  
 
Alex: For housing vintage we would look at the error between RECS and ACS. Then we 
would look at the overall coverage and how it compares. We would then make an 
assessment. 
 
Alanah: What do we want to do? Should we move onto steps 3, 4, and 5 today? The state 
recommends we do not make any changes during this round. Do we want to go into 
deliberations? Do we want to look at adjusting some of the criteria? What are we thinking?  
 
Amy: I am willing to go into deliberations. You make a powerful case why we should not 
make any changes. The impact seems fruitless and a lot of work.  
Arif: I agree. It is not so much the criteria.  
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Aby: I support not making any changes. I prefer not to vote today. I feel strongly waiting for 
that report on benefits and investments. Although we are required to meet once a year, I 
would like us to meet again. I would like to hold off on voting until we get that report. I feel it 
is very important for the CJWG to have that information on a regular basis.  
 
Alanah: Understood Aby. Just pointing out, we will not see a full report until this summer. 
 
Aby: Does it matter though? We did just vote the other day.  
 
Arif: I agree with Aby. I am definitely interested in that report also. 
 
Julie:  Just wanted to say I find the criterion to be very thorough and thoughtful.  I am 
comfortable moving to deliberations and moving forward with  NY state’s 
recommendations. 
 
Alanah: We hope to have guidance soon. 
 
Michael: I am just wondering about timing. What is our annual review timeframe? I worry 
delaying the vote can put us in a situation where we run into the start of another review.  
 
Alanah: That is entirely possible. Should we vote on moving things along? 
 
Michael: Is a vote required to close out what is considered a review?  
 
Alanah: Yes. We have identified that it is the most efficient way. There is nothing specific in 
the law that requires it.  
 
The motion we are voting on: Should we move things forward? Alanah yes move 
forward; Amy yes move forward; Michael yes move forward; Neil yes move forward; 
Elizabeth abstains; Amber abstains; Aby delay the vote; Arif delay the vote; Julie yes move 
forward; Jill yes move forward. 

• Motion passes with 6 votes in favor. 
 
The motion we are voting on: Closing out the review for 2025, no changes to the 
criteria. 
Alanah yes in favor; Michael yes in favor; Amy yes in favor; Neil yes in favor; Elizabeth yes in 
favor; Amber yes in favor; Aby yes in favor; Arif yes in favor, Julie yes in favor, Jill yes in 
favor. 

• Motion passes with all in favor.   
 
Amy: Can we coalesce around Aby’s strong desire to view the report? A number of people 
also feel very strongly about that. 
 
Alanah: Yes, that information should be made available. Do  we need to vote on that? 
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Amy: Can we put a date on it instead? As CJWG members can we ask that by ‘X’ date we 
review this information? 
 
Julie: Is it realistic to put a date and expect NY state to meet that request?  
 
Michael: It’s likely we can build it into our process. I suggest we wait until the report is 
finished before saying anything. 
 
Alanah: It is difficult to say right now. We will know better as 2026 approaches. 
 
Aby: Amy I appreciate you asking when we might see this. It is helpful to have shared 
expectations.  I would love some kind of update or context of where things are.  
 
Alanah: So you would basically like  to see what is available. 
 
Aby: What’s available would be so much better than nothing. Thank you for that.  Separate 
topic. Were we going to vote on December 2025’s minutes today?  
 
Alanah: Thank you for that Aby! We can definitely vote on December’s minutes. 
 
Amy: I was thinking let’s vote saying this is important and we have an expectation of 
receiving this information timely. (Seconded by Aby)  
 
Motion voted on: This is important and we have an expectation of receiving this 
information timely. Alanah I support that and say yes.  Michael I also support that;  Amy I 
vote in favor; Neil I support that; Elizabeth I support that;  Amber I support that; Aby I am in 
favor of that; Arif I vote in favor;  Julie vote in favor; Jill vote in favor. 

• Motion passes with all in favor. 
 
Julie: I am concerned about Arif’s question. Is it appropriate to ask DEC to look for a 
different data set regarding particulate matter? No need to vote, just a question.  
 
Alanah: That’s a great recommendation. We will take that back to the table.  
 
Approval of Minutes 
Motion voted on: December 2025 minutes. Approve the minutes with an edit I believe 
on page 2 where it reads Amy DOL. Please edit to read Elizabeth who represents DOL. 
(Seconded by Alanah) Neil approve; Amy abstain, Elizabeth approve, Amber approve, Arif 
approve, Julie abstain, Jill made motion.  

• Motion passes with amendments to the minutes which will be posted on 
climate.ny.gov. 
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Next Steps: 
• Schedule meetings for the CJWG to take care of some housekeeping tasks outside 

of the CLCPA. These include updates on CAM (community air monitoring), extreme 
heat action plan, and other elements the CJWG consult on.   

• Move forward with the 2026 review for the DAC criteria.  
• Keep CJWG updated on movement with state initiatives and map developments. 

This includes when maps are subsequently released.  
 
Alanah: Any further questions, comments, concerns before we close out today? -None 
from group. 
 
Closing remarks, Alanah: 
Thank you all for being willing to travel to our meetings.  Questions and or concerns about 
DAC criteria folks can send those to climatejusticeWG@dec.ny.gov or contact Alanah 
about anything you wish to discuss offline.  
For press matters contact pressoffice@dec.ny.gov . 
 
 

 Adjourned 3:41pm 
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