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MEETING SUMMARY 
Community Environmental Working Group 

 

“Striving for Continuous Environmental Improvements at Intel” 

 

Date: April 18, 2012 

Time: 5:00–7:00 p.m. 

Location: Corrales Senior Center 

 

Members Attending

Mike Williams, NM Citizens for Clean Air &  

   Water 

Hugh Church, American Lung Assc. in NM 

Sarah Chavez, Intel 

Thom Little, Intel 

 

 

Non-Members Attending 

Liz Shipley, Intel, Public Affairs 

Laura Baine, Intel Public Affairs, Oregon 

Dennis O’Mara, Corrales resident 

Lynne Kinis, Corrales resident 

Roberta King, Corrales resident 

 

Facilitator 

Stephen Littlejohn, Facilitator    CJ Ondek, Recorder 

 

HANDOUTS 
 Draft Agenda  

 Draft Meeting Summary March 21, 

2012 

 Action-Item Progress Report  

 EHS Activity Reports 

 Report on Air Sampling 

 Media reports and articles, as available  

 Materials distribution proposal 

 Proposal to integrate spikes studies 

 

PROPOSED AGENDA 

 Welcome, Introductions, 

Announcements and Brief Items 

 EHS Report and 114 Update 

 Spikes FAQs   

 Air Sampling and Spikes 

 CEWG Materials Distribution  

 Additional Business 

 Adjourn 

 

WELCOME, INTRODUCTIONS, ANNUNCEMENTS, AND BRIEF ITEMS 

Stephen Littlejohn stated that John Bartlit was absent due to a health issue.  He asked if the 

group would like to appoint a temporary chair.  Hugh Church nominated the facilitator, Mr. 

Littlejohn.  CEWG members agreed.   
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Stephen Littlejohn opened the meeting by stating the CEWG mission, which was to work 

towards continuous environmental improvements at Intel and improved community dialogue.  

Introductions were made.   

 

Agenda—Revisions and Approval 

No comments. 

 

March 21, 2012, Meeting Summary—Revisions and Approval 

 No comments.  Meeting Summary approved. 

 

Public Comment 

Lynne Kinis asked if “improved community dialog” was always part of the CEWG mission.  Mr. 

Littlejohn said yes, and noted that John Bartlit had stated the same in the March Meeting 

Summary. 

 

EHS REPORT AND EPA 114 UPDATE 

Thom Little said there was preventive maintenance and unplanned downtime over the last month 

for some of the Munters units.  With redundancy, none of these units ran unabated. Therefore, 

Intel was not required to and did not report the downtimes to regulatory agencies because there 

were no unabated emissions. 

 

 Lynne Kinis asked about March 23 incident around the scrubber unit being down. Sarah 
Chavez informed that there was redundancy on the scrubbers, but if it was an unplanned 

switch, there was usually a three-minute downtime before it was switched over to the 

redundant unit.  Thom Little clarified that in the March 23 incident, there was a three-

minute downtime of unabated emissions before the switch.  Lynne Kinis asked that this 

point be clarified in the EHS report to indicate no redundancy for three minutes. 

 

 Lynne Kinis asked how tall the scrubbers were.  Ms. Chavez said it depended on the 
building.  The scrubbers on Fab 11 South were taller, while the scrubbers on Fab 11 X-

Fab and Bridge were shorter.  Ms. Kinis said on one day last month, there were black 

emissions coming out of Intel for at least an hour.  Ms. Chavez said Intel was doing 

testing on the boilers and with diesel and had to vent the steam, so it had a darker color. 

These tests were conducted over three days, from last Friday, Monday and Tuesday.  Mr. 

Little said that last month’s EHS report listed the date of these tests. 

 

 Lynne Kinis said in a previous meeting she had asked why the shotgun incident wasn’t in 

the EHS Activity Report.  Mr. Littlejohn said that it was a question of whether or not it 

was an environmental issue.  The incident was a certainly a safety issue.  Thom Little said 

he did not hear that there was a consensus agreement to add the incident to the EHS 

Report as an addendum, and that the discussion was duly noted in the Meeting Summary. 
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Ms. Kinis said she wanted to go on record saying that for people who lived downhill east 

of Intel, it was an environmental issue.  She raised the scenario of someone shooting the 

building and the chemical storage area, causing dangerous chemicals to flow downhill.  

Mr. Little said that the EHS Report captured what actually happened versus what might 

happen.  He said that Ms. Kinis’s suggestion concerned a potential scenario and not an 

actual incident, and if they moved to capturing “what ifs” on the EHS Report, then what 

would distinguish the “what if” criteria?  There were an innumerable amount of 

“potential” incidents.   

 

 Dennis O’Mara asked if the EHS Reports went to a regulatory agency.  Sarah Chavez said 
there was a section in the report that listed which information was provided to a regulatory 

agency.  Mr. O’Mara asked what the regulatory agency criteria were for reporting 

incidents, and if they would be interested to learn of the shotgun incident.  Ms. Chavez 

said that if the shotgun incident resulted in an environmental incident, then Intel would 

have to report it to a regulatory agency, and the incident would be in the EHS report.   

 

 Lynne  Kinis said that in her profession, if someone made a complaint, then she would 

have to come up with a solution to resolve the complaint.  She was bothered because if 

there was an accident and chemicals were spilled, then Intel would address the incident 

after the fact rather than proactively.  Her suggestion was simple.  If Intel put up some 
kind of wall along the fence line, then that would deter chemicals from flowing down into 

the community in the event of an accident.  She also suggested Intel getting some kind of 

dry vacuum or chemical vacuum system.  Stephen Littlejohn said he would add both of 

Ms. Kinis’s suggestions to the list of topics to be ranked this summer.   

 Littlejohn asked CEWG members if they would like Mr. Little and Ms. Chavez to add 

incidents to the EHS report that “could” result in an environmental issue.  Hugh Church 

said if the public saw it as a potential issue.  Mike Williams said he did not see a problem 

in putting it in.  Sarah Chavez said she did not see the value of adding it.  She said the 

community had a long-standing complaint about Intel’s not having a notification system, 

and she tied this discussion to the notification system. She did not see the value of “what 

ifs” because the intent of the EHS report was to list only actual incidents.  So Ms. Kinis 

was asking them to change the intent of the report to list probabilities rather than actuals.  

Thom Little said he agreed with Ms. Chavez, and there was a slippery slope on what to 

include around potential incidents.  Even if he had included the shotgun incident, it was 

still after the fact, and there were no environmental concerns.   

 

 Mr. Littlejohn suggested that if anyone wished to develop a set of criteria for Mr. Little 
and Ms. Chavez to use to determine what potential hazards to include in the EHS Report, 

to send it to Mr. Littlejohn and he would add it to the CEWG agenda for discussion.   
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 Dennis O’Mara repeated his question of whether these incidents would be reported to 
environmental regulatory agencies, and would the agencies investigate or ask Intel for 

some amelioration if there were a risk.  Mr. Littlejohn said that one criterion might be if 

the incident would be required to report to NMED.  Ms. Chavez said, as far as she knew, 

these agencies did not assess risk or near misses in the same way that Mr. O’Mara posed.  

There were not set up to assess risks, but rather to look at an event, the criteria it met, and 

how it was resolved.   

 

 Hugh Church said that Intel must have assigned the incident to the security and safety 

divisions. Ms. Chavez said that Intel worked with police and fire departments, and these 

agencies had presented to the CEWG in the past on the plans and agreements that were in 

place to handle any kind of incident stemming from Intel.  They also conducted trainings 

on a regular basis.  Lynne Kinis said the bottom line was that no one was notified in the 

community unless Intel deemed it necessary to call the red alert number.  She said that 

was not good enough.  Ms. Chavez said it was not Intel’s decision about how the red alert 

system worked.  Ms. Kinis replied that it was Intel’s decision to make the phone call. 

 

 Thom Little continued summarizing the EHS Report.  He said there were three calls from 
the same person.  On one incident, the Command Center delayed in calling Mr. Little, so 

he worked to iron out the issue for staff to be in line with protocol.  He also said that on 

March 24, the caller complained of a moldy odor.  He investigated whether the cooling 

towers were treated with the solution that controlled this odor, and did not find any 

breakdowns around this process.  Also, no one on site had smelled the odor, which was 

usually the case when the treatment chemical was not dispensed properly. 

 

 Sarah Chavez said there was nothing to report on the EPA 114 update.   

 

SPIKES FAQS   

Stephen Littlejohn said the CEWG was embarking on study of spikes of hydrogen fluoride (HF).  

From the recent silica study, the CEWG had realized that constructing FAQs was a good way to 

get information out to the community.  He said Thom Little had proposed starting to compile 

FAQs before the spikes study began.  Mr. Littlejohn asked if the group liked that idea and, if so, 

how to create the FAQ document and keep it as a living document.   

 

 Sarah Chavez said that she liked the idea, and if they generated some of the questions 
now, they could answer some of those questions while doing the study. Mike Williams 

said the proposal made sense to him. Thom Little said that he already saw an instance that 

needed clarity.  He referred to Jeff Radford’s recent article on the spikes study, where he 

wrote some things that were not quite accurate.  In that article, Mr. Radford cited HF as an 

organic hazardous air pollutant (HAP), and implied that it was burned in the thermal 

oxidizer process.  In fact HF was not an organic HAP, and it was not burned in the 
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thermal oxidizer process.  He said establishing the FAQs beforehand would counter any 

inaccurate information.  

 

 Stephen Littlejohn asked if anyone objected to starting to compile FAQs now.  He 
reminded that they would need to establish a process to maintain the FAQs.  Mr. Little 

suggested they set aside a few minutes at CEWG meetings, and also use email to send 

suggestions.  Mr. Littlejohn asked the group if they would like him to be the keeper of the 

FAQs, and if they agreed to setting aside a few minutes at each CEWG meeting to review 

the FAQs.  The group agreed to both suggestions. 

 

 DECISION:  Stephen Littlejohn will be the “keeper of the FAQs,” and the FAQs will  

      be reviewed at each meeting.  In addition, people could send FAQ  

      suggestions via email.  

 

The group generated the following starter FAQs: 

1. What is HF?   

2. Where does HF come from and how is it used? 

3. What is this study and what will it accomplish?  

4. What is this study not and what will it not accomplish?  

5. For the purposes of this study, what is a spike?   

6. Why did the CEWG choose HF?   

7. How did the CEWG choose HF?   

8. What is dispersion modeling?   

9. Why is it being used in this study rather than testing?   

10. Why is ERM testing data used for this study? 

11. To what extent will the study of HF inform the broader issue of Intel emissions? 

12. What is the provisional level, why is it important, and how will it be used? 

13. What other sources of HF exist? (Does the local crematorium use HF?) 

 

 Dennis O’Mara said that from the last few meetings, he gathered that this study would 
help them extrapolate the information from HF and apply to other chemicals, either 

specifically or more broadly.  It could have more implications for dispersion, in general, 

and scrubber emissions. 

 

 Roberta King said that it seemed to her that many of these questions were answered a long 

time ago when the scrubbers were malfunctioning and HF was emitted into the air.  Mike 

Williams said the idea to study HF came up when they started looking at spikes, which 

was an acute rather than chronic issue.  Also,  HF was specific to Intel semiconductor 

operations and had levels that either through modeling or measurements were close to 

ATSDR criteria levels.  There were also questions from EPA on scrubber emissions.  So it 
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seemed to him, that it was logical to look at HF.  Also, HF was different from crystalline 

silica, which as a chronic problem.   

 

 Mike Williams said they had a working idea of the provisional number, but they needed 
further discussion on what to do if they found an amount above the provisional levels.  

Mr. Littlejohn said that determination was the task force’s responsibility.  He said that if 

they had a proposed provisional level and a rationale, then the committee did their job. 

 

 Stephen Littlejohn said the CEWG was recruiting a task force, and the call for members 

was listed on the Web site, and it would soon be in an ad in the Corrales Comment.  Thom 

Little said Mayor Gasteyer offered the name of a physicist who lived in town.  His name 

was Bill Vega and he had worked for General Dynamics.    

 

 Mr. Littlejohn urged people to send him any other FAQ suggestions.   
  

AIR SAMPLING AND SPIKES 

Stephen Littlejohn said this agenda item was related to Dennis O’Mara’s letter to Jami Grindatto 

about his experiences last summer.  One of the outcomes of that discussion was for Thom Little 

to do research around sampling, and Mr. Little reported on his findings.   

 

 Thom Little reiterated Mr. O’Mara’s concern that the raised stack heights might have 
caused strong odor/contaminant emissions to reach his home around August 22-23, 2011, 

and his suggestion of conducting sampling.  Mr. Little reviewed Intel’s history around 

neighbor-based sampling, which they had been doing since 2/3/91.  The different 

sampling techniques Intel had used in the past were canisters, stack FTIR, and open-path 

FTIR.  Previously NMED had used a canister grab sample for a risk assessments and 

open-path FTIR sampling. Mr. Little said there were a number of different types of 

sampling to choose from: bags, canisters, discreet sampling for an individual constituent, 

and FTIR.  For many of these types of sampling,  the detection limits were quite high, so 

they were not especially suited for smaller amounts that would be found in people’s 

homes.  There were fairly low amounts of emissions coming out of Intel’s stacks, and this 

number would decrease as it moved away from the facility.  The best sampling to use in 

this situation would be one that captured a lower amount, Mr. Little said.  

 

 Thom Little said the group needed to establish how they would accept a sample that came 
back non-detect or with data they did not like.  He was concerned about making use of the 

data regardless of the results. 

 

 Thom Little explained that discreet sampling was good for an individual constituent 

(chemical).  A bag or grab sample would identify all the constituents in the air, but the 
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detection limits would not be high.  With an individual sample, he could measure HF at 

low-level concentration by pumping air through a filter for 20 minutes.  He would then 

send the filter to a lab for analysis. 

 

 Sarah Chavez said it was important to take into account detection limits. With Intel’s 
already low emissions concentrations, if a home was two miles away from Intel and after 

accounting for dispersions, the concentration limits in the home would be low.  So the 

sampling to use would have to be able to detect a small quantity in a home.  Mr. Little said 

he would like to conduct sampling but wanted the group to agree up front on certain 

things such as data quality.  

 

 Thom Little said the goal was to capture something meaningful based on the spectrum on 

which to choose the sampling method.  He said that HF met much of their criteria.  It had 

a low odor threshold and could be measured at low concentrations.  The downside was 

that the emissions going out of the stacks did not have a low-odor threshold but was at 

parts per billion.  Mr. O’Mara said he would be willing to participate in sampling, and the 

more logical the better.  He asked if there was a point where Intel would use their most 

sophisticated and capable equipment. 

 

 Sarah Chavez said the problem was that Intel used a number of chemicals, and 
realistically there was not one type of sampling that measured all the chemicals. FTIR 

sampling captured many chemicals but still not all of them.  The problem with FTIR, Ms. 

Chavez said, was that it did not have a good detection level, and open-path FTIR was 

much more difficult to do than in a stack.   

 Ms. Chavez continued that FTIR was not sensitive enough to see levels that were not 
significant.  Also, FTIR was not portable, and Mr. Little could not put it in the back of his 

car.  Part of what they had to do was narrow down to which chemicals could cause odors 

and the method for sampling in a  person’s home.    

 

 Thom Little said there were not many chemicals that would make it to Mr., O’Mara’s 
house, and although HF was not part of the raised stack, it had a low enough odor 

threshold that it would make it to Mr. O’Mara’s house. Lynne Kinis said they were 

forgetting that by the time it got to Mr. O’Mara’s house, there were several chemicals 

present.  Also, she got it as a taste.  Setting up an FTIR to detect specifics might give a 

combination of several chemicals.  She did not think Mr. O’Mara was too far away to be 

included.  Ms. Kinis suggested using FTIR as a sampling method.   

 

 Sarah Chavez responded that there was still the challenge of a low detection limit, and the 

state and Intel already had issues using FTIR open-path sampling closer to the source, 

near the fence line.  Ms. Chavez said the FTIR instrument was small, but with open-path, 
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they needed a wide swath of space to read across.  Mike Williams said with FTIR open-

path, they had to look across a lot of material to reach the sensitivity.  Also, this method 

would identify an average across a path rather than a concentration.  Mr. O’Mara asked to 

what extent the swamp cooler would add higher concentrations in the house.  Mr. 

Williams said it probably did not make that much difference because the HF droplets 

would most likely evaporate quickly.  He also pointed out that the HF provisional level 

was 20 parts/billion, which was comparable to 40 parts /billion.  

 

 Stephen Littlejohn said the group should be beginning to understand the complexities 
involved. They had to distinguish if the sampling was worth it and, if so, by what 

methodology.  Mr. Littlejohn sited a handout proposal from Mr. Bartlit, which was to 

combine the sampling or testing into the larger spikes study, which involved modeling.  In 

Mr. Bartlit’s proposal, this option would make the best use of time and expertise.  Thom 

Little said he saw no harm in Mr. Bartlit’s proposal, and was happy to work on other ideas 

as well. They could still do an HF sample if there was any interest, and plug that data into 

the modeling, if it were meaningful. 

 

 Mr. O’Mara said he did not have any problem to be part of the study, but he did not want 

to take funds away from the spikes study. He said that unless it happened again, there was 

really nothing to study.  They had to wait until late summer and using the swamp cooler 
with certain wind patterns.  If it was one of these things that continued for several 

days/weeks, then they could test. 

 

 Mr. Church asked if they looked at closer end points.  Thom Little said that typically, 

when he got calls from people in the community,  by the time he gets there, the duration 

of the odor was short and the smell was gone.  Mr. Williams said the biggest problem with 

sampling was to be in the right place at the right time.   

 

 Ms. King asked Mr. O’Mara how the contaminant affected him. Mr. O’Mara said he did 
not awake choking or coughing. He noticed the odor outside at 11 pm, but it was not in 

the house at that point.  At around 2:30 am, he noticed that his nose and lungs were 

irritated.  Ms. King asked if Mr. O’Mara had taken a grab sample then, would it show the 

intensity of contaminants present, and the longer the sample and the more the 

contaminants dissipated, would that dilute the sample.  Mr. Little said no. A discreet 

chemical sample would pull air for a longer time to get better detection limits, but there 

was an optimal period.  For HF, 20 minutes provided the best time to get the best 

detection limits.  Sarah Chavez added that if the concentrations changed, the sample 

would give an average of all the chemicals.  It was a calculated total volume.  

 

 Thom Little said that the HF sample methodology could be used in a house. The pump 
was about the size of a silver dollar and best placed near the breathing area.  He 
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recommended not putting it near the ground and not moving it around a lot.  However, he 

said, it could be moved to the strongest location.  

 

 Stephen Littlejohn asked the group if it was worth the time to have someone, possibly 
Harry Hunsicker, give a presentation on the different sampling methods. They said yes.  

Mr. O’Mara said four or five other residences in his neighborhood also experienced the 

odors, so the potential to widen the sampling was present.   

 

 DECISION:  Stephen will invite an expert to give a presentation on air sampling. 

 

 ACTION ITEM:  Stephen Littlejohn will organize bringing in a guest speaker to give a  

          presentation on sampling methods. 

 

CEWG MATERIALS DISTRIBUTION 
Stephen Littlejohn referred to the handout in which John Bartlit proposed how to reduce paper 

flow, especially with using electronic media.  The goals were to eliminate unnecessary paper 

usage; make material distribution more efficient; integrate CEWG’s electronic resources into the 

work; and encourage people attending meetings to study the materials in advance.  Mr. Bartlit 

proposed to stop distributing paper copies at CEWG meetings.  Meeting materials would 

continue to be distributed a week in advance via email, and the CEWG would advertise in 

newspaper ads, Facebook, the Web site and newsletter that people could request hard copies of 

materials to have available at meetings.  Any materials used for common reference during 

meetings could be projected onto the wall for all to see.  This worked well with larger groups 

because everyone focused on the same item at the same time.  Also, the meetings could take 

place in the larger room to take advantage of the wall space for projection. 

 

 Mr. Littlejohn said a person could request a standing order for hard copies, and they had 
assumed Ms. King and Ms. Kinis would prefer hard copies at meetings. Ms. Kinis asked 

that a few extra copies be made available at meetings for new attendees or anyone who 

needed it.  

 

 Ms. King asked what time Mr. Littlejohn emailed out the meeting materials.  Mr. 

Littlejohn said he sent the materials on Wednesday evenings so the EHS Report reflected 

the most up to date information as possible.  Ms. King said the public libraries computer 

systems did not seem to be in sync with other computer systems, and she had a hard time 

accessing and printing the information.  Mr. Littlejohn said it should be universally 

accessible.  Ms. King said she could only download from the email.  She tried to get it on 

her flash drive as soon as she could.  Mr. Little said he did not mind printing it out and 

mailing it to her, but she still wouldn’t get it any faster.   
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 Stephen Littlejohn said wireless was available in the Senior Center, which meant they 
could access materials during meetings.  Thom Little said Intel might be willing to 

improve the Senior Center modem for quicker access, and he was in discussion with 

Senior Center management about it.  Also, they could provide everyone with CEWG 

notebooks to use at meetings to keep ongoing notes.   

 

 Mr. Littlejohn asked the group for their input.  Hugh Church said there was a retrieval 

issue around referencing handouts during discussions.  Mr. Littlejohn said that was the 

purpose of projecting on the walls.  Also, a person could print out the hard copies at home 

and bring to the meetings or request a standing copy every month.  Thom Little said if 

anyone called him at 4 pm before a meeting, he would print out copies. He wanted to be 

as flexible as possible.   

 

 Roberta King said she had a problem with knowing what was accepted as a change or 
correction. The only way she could tell was having the final hard copy to compare.  

Sometimes the change was subtle and changed the meaning or context.   

 

 Mr. Littlejohn said he would continue to send the draft Meeting Summary and Action 
Item Report as usual, and continue to ask for feedback.  John Bartlit and Hugh Church 

almost always sent changes but rarely anyone else.  Mr. Littlejohn said he then integrated 

the changes into the meeting summary version that was distributed with the materials one 

week before the meeting.  People could also make changes at meetings, so there were two 

opportunities to make changes to the meeting summaries.  Mr. Littlejohn said that when 

people suggested a different wording, he included those suggested changes directly.  Most 

changes were editorial.   

 

 Roberta King put in a standing request for hard copies available at meetings.  Other 
standing requests were for Lynne Kinis and CJ Ondek. 

 

 Mr. Littlejohn said they could try this new system for a few months to see how it worked.  

And they would bring in a few extra hard copies.  He asked if anyone objected to the trial 

basis. 

  

 DECISION:  The Group will adopt the attached materials distribution proposal on a trial 

basis. 

 

BUDGET 

Stephen Littlejohn said they had some discretionary funds available in the CEWG budget.  

Originally these funds were earmarked for speakers/workshops. The amount was about $4,000— 
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$5,000.  Ideas to use the funds were:  Mr. Bartlit suggested an award for the most practical idea 

on environmental improvement; Mr. Pineda suggested a CEWG community dinner with an 

invited speaker; another idea was to  put on a community workshop around a topic of interest.  

He asked the group how they wanted to approach using these funds. 

 

 Lynne Kinis suggested hiring a company to send out a health survey to the residents of 
Corrales and Rio Rancho around 19

th
 street.  She said one was done in 2000, and she 

would like to see a follow up.  It would be a questionnaire, and it could also be sent to 

residents within a five-mile radius.  Mr. Littlejohn suggested that if that were not 

affordable, perhaps running a few focus groups to get feedback on particular topics would 

be affordable.   

 

 Lynne Kinis asked if they wanted to set aside money for the HF study. Mr. Littlejohn said 

that effort would not cost a lot since there would be no sampling or testing involved, and 

Intel did not have a problem picking up the modeling tab.  Mr. Little asked if Harry 

Hunsicker needed a fee for the sampling presentation.  Mr. Littlejohn said he would talk to 

him about it.   

 

 Lynne Kinis asked to find someone else besides ERM to work on the modeling.  Sarah 
Chavez said ERM had the only source of data available for this study.  Roberta King said 

she thoroughly objected to using ERM’s data, and she wanted to go on record with this 

objection.  She said it was against the Citizen Protocol, and she would not accept any 

results that came out of this study. Lynne Kinis agreed with Ms. King. 

 

 ACTION ITEM:  Stephen Littlejohn will figure out costs for various ideas on how  

          to use the discretionary money in CEWG’s budget. 

 

MEETING ADJOURNED 

 

NEXT MEETING 

May 16, 2012, 5 p.m. at the Corrales Senior Center in Corrales. 

 

DECISION SUMMARY 

1. Stephen Littlejohn will be the “keeper of the FAQs,” and the FAQs will be reviewed at 

each CEWG meeting.  In addition, people could send FAQ suggestions via email. 

2. Stephen Littlejohn will invite an expert to give a presentation on air sampling. 

3. The Group will adopt the attached materials distribution proposal on a trial basis. 
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MATERIALS DISTRIBUTION PROPOSAL 

 

This proposal is designed to achieve several objectives: 

 Eliminate unnecessary paper usage and waste 

 Make materials distribution more efficient 

 Encourage participants to study materials in advance 

 Integrate CEWG electronic resources with our ongoing work 

 

1. Discontinue distributing paper copies of materials, except as requested by individuals in 

advance. 

2. Continue distributing materials by email newsletter a week before meetings. 

3. Encourage people to print their own copies and bring these to the meeting or to use their 

tablets and laptops. 

4. Have materials ready to project on a screen if needed for reference. 

5. Allow individuals to request paper copies in advance to use at the meeting or to request a 

standing order for copies. 

6. Include a line in the newspaper ad, website, Facebook, and newsletter indicating that 

individuals can request written copies of materials to be available at the meeting (not 

mailed). 

7. Meet in the larger room so that we can make use of wall projections, particularly materials 

from our website and other Internet sources. 

8. Encourage Intel to install wireless Internet access in the Senior Center. 

9. Provide everyone with a CEWG notebook in which they can keep their own ongoing notes. 

 


