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Air Quality Advisory Committee 

Minutes: July 13, 2016 Meeting 

Next Meeting:  September 21st, Location to be confirmed after library room scheduling opens (expected 
to be in the Community Room (on floor level 1), Hillsboro Library, 2850 NE Brookwood Pkwy, Hillsboro, 
OR 97124)  
 
Attendees: 
     Members present: 

Robert Bailey 
Russ Dondero 
Spencer Ehrman 
Deke Gunderson 
Andrew Hawley 
Mark Mueller 
Stephanie Shanley 
John Williams 
Tom Wood 
 

     Facilitator 
John Harland 

 
Notes 

1. Introductions: Members of the AQAC introduced themselves – members in attendance listed 
above.   

2. The purpose of this special meeting of the AQAC was to define the goals for the Ambient Air 
Quality monitoring and begin to identify next steps 

3. Tom Wood summarized the introduction to Ambient Air Quality Monitoring presented at our 
last meeting by Dr Kent Norville and also provisions in the Good Neighbor Agreement that 
address the Ambient Air Quality Monitoring – the main requirement is that it be for “community 
ambient air monitoring to be conducted according to a monitoring plan approved by the 
Neighbor Groups and Intel.” 

4. Members of the AQAC each identified what they saw as the goals of the Ambient Air Quality 
Monitoring:  Some of the key points made are summarized below 

a. The AQAC did a lot of work with the Health Risk Assessment (HRA), would like the 
monitoring to validate the results of the HRA 

b. In addition to validating the HRA like to set up a program that demonstrates there is no 
adverse health effects to the surrounding community 

c. We need a program that is transparent and credible – we are a private entity working in 
the public interest to come up with a benchmark that is scientifically valid and satisfies 
the public need to know 

d. It is important that the plan provides real information to the neighbors about what is in 
the air and what the potential health effects are of the elements that we are going to be 
monitoring for so the public can make informed decisions 

e. There are other sources of pollution, but our concern is how do we know what is coming 
out of Intel 
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f. The overarching goal is real information about what is in the air.  We want to know what 
else is coming out of Intel and we want to know we are safe living next to Intel 

g. Like to purchase equipment so we can have it in-house to and partner with local 
educational institutions so they can take and test samples 

h. Like to do more general testing that considers cumulative impacts 
i. Would like to be able to aggregate the impact of Intel emissions compared to other 

industrial sites – for future policy making, this is important .  The county has to decide 
how much growth is tolerable 

j. Want the record to show that no matter what we do, there is nothing that will prevent 
us from errors from lack of knowledge and technology.  We need to acknowledge that.  
We are trying to provide a template for Intel that can be a model for the wider 
community 

k. Interpretation of the GNA is that the study is to validate the HRA 
l. We can’t underestimate the need for the right technical expertise to make sure the 

study is done right.  We need to understand the limitations on the scope of the study  
m. The key question is how we satisfy that the community will be safe.  In the negotiations, 

there was the question that the HRA is based on models.  The thought was we need 
ambient monitoring to prove up some of the conclusions of the HRA 

n. Is there more than validating the HRA? 
i. Are neighbors safe living near Intel? 

ii. It is a key component but different than verifying the HRA.  The HRA highest risk 
component was diesel particulate matter, but if you look at glycol ethers that 
are emitted in larger volumes you are more likely to get a good reading, so you 
validate the HRA that way.  It wouldn’t be the same as confirming the health 
risks from chemicals emitted 

iii. We need to calibrate the assumptions.  We need to validate toxic danger  
iv. To validate the model you need to go somewhere you don’t expect to see 

anything to make sure there isn’t danger 
v. We have heard there are a lot of unknowns that people don’t have.  The HRA 

isn’t working to fill the gaps.  A goal that is just about the HRA is going to miss 
the community concerns 

vi. If we put ourselves in the position of just validating the HRA then we don’t move 
Intel and the community forward in the conversation about how to live 
together.  The GNA is to have the conversation between Intel and the 
community.  If we don’t address what people are most concerned about we are 
missing an opportunity  

vii. We need to prove the HRA worked, we also need to focus on specific pollutants 
that people are concerned about.  If measuring water vapor validated the HRA, 
it would not be acceptable to just measure water vapor  

 
o. Discussion about a specific goal statement and came up with the following.  It was noted 

that this will be the starting point, we can modify the goal after talking with experts 
 

“Develop and conduct an ambient air quality monitoring plan to test the 

health risk assessment model for field accuracy by testing concentrations of 

Intel’s emission impacts in neighboring communities.”  
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5. Discussion on Next steps to address the goal 

a. We need to identify what chemicals we want to measure because different chemicals 
have different ways of being measured.  One approach to figure this out would be to ask 
Dr Sahu for his recommendation 

b. One option would be to go to a consultant.  Another option would be to send out a 
request for proposals (RFP) with the HRA and ask a handful of consultants to pick how to 
do the testing and what to pick  

c. Discussion about whether to seek Dr Sahu’s advice before sending out an RFP, after of 
both 

d. General agreement that a subcommittee should be tasked with developing an RFP (All 
members to be invited) that would ask consultants to make recommendations on how 
we achieve the stated goal.  The subcommittee to decide what specific direction to be 
included 

e. General agreement that Andrew and Tom should contact Dr Sahu to get his opinion and 
whether he would agree to provide assistance in developing an RFP 

f. We should get the monitoring data that DEQ has 
6. Community comments and questions 

a. The AQAC should work with the Oregon Health Authority (OHA).  OHA is doing this so 
work with them and coordinate with what they are doing.  I am going door to door to 
gather data on health impacts.  The information that OHA is working with is real data 

b. I want a conversation about time.  Once you are done, the public wants a long term 
plan.  This can be reduced to carbon monoxide detectors in the homes.  I want 
information about all the monitors everywhere 

c. Over the course of meetings, I feel like community members on the committee and in 
the audience express interest in bucket brigades and buying equipment and John 
brought up goals in a way to be considered. Community air quality monitoring isn't 
hiring a professional consultant, but community air quality monitoring working with 
Louisiana bucket brigade. I want citizen science and air monitoring and to engage with 
the science in a different way than the HRA has played out.  A professional came in who 
wrote a document that no one in the community reads and so I feel like that definition 
is a summary of bowling over community members who are in the community who 
want to build the community members capacity.  The goal of citizen science didn't go on 
there. 

d. Comment from the community that if we have a public meeting we should let the public 
provide input or ask questions.  If there will not be a time for public involvement, we 
should clearly say so in the meeting announcement 

7. Comments from AQAC members on community member comments 
a. We can include citizen science in the RFP 
b. One final comment. I am listening to what the community is saying. Number two; you 

are already doing things that are affecting the community. We don't need to legitimize 
you. Whether you are in this process or in a separate process, we are better informed. 
You don't need our permission to do what you're doing. Do it and take it where you 
want it 

 
8. Upcoming Meetings for 2016 

a. September 21 
b. November 16 


