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INTERVIEW DOCUMENTATION FORM

The following is a list of individual interviewed for this five-year review. See the attached

contact record(s) for a detailed summary of the interviews.

Sr. Project
Geologist/Project
Joyce Adams Manager Weiss Associates
Name Title/Position Organization

Sr. Director of Env.
Bruce Klafter Health and Safety Applied Materials

Name Title/Position Organization

Environmental

Daven Mistry Engineer Applied Materials
Name Title/Position Organization

San Francisco Bay

Engineering Regional Water
Adriana Geologist/Case Quality Control
Constantinescu Officer Board
Name Title/Position Organization

04/2/10
Date

04/2/10
Date

04/2/10
Date

04/8/10
Date
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INTERVIEW RECORD
Site Name: Applied Materials EPA ID No.: CAD042728840
Subject: 5-Year Review Time: 1300 Date: April 2, 2010
Type: [ Telephone M Visit [ Other | O Incoming O Outgoing
Location of Visit: Applied Materials, Santa Clara, CA

Contact Made By:

Names: Christopher Goddard Titles: Env. Engineer Organization: US Army Corps
Doug Mackenzie Sr. Env. Engineer of Engineers, Sacramento
District

Individual Contacted:

Name: Joyce Adams, P.G. Title: Sr. Project Organization: Weiss Associates
Geologist

Telephone No: 510.450.6162 Street Address: 5801 Christie Avenue, Suite 600

Fax No: 510.547.5043 City, State, Zip: Emeryville, CA 94608-1939

E-Mail Address: jea@weiss.com

Summary Of Conversation

1. What has been the nature and duration of your involvement in the project?

Joyce is currently a Project Geologist and has been the Project Manager of the Applied Materials project for
approximately the last 10 years. She has also been involved in various aspects of the project for at least 20 years.
Joyce is responsible for overseeing the technicians that complete the annual sampling and responsible for
preparing the sampling reports.

2. What is the current status of the monitoring wells, extraction wells, and remediation system at the site?
Currently there are 5 monitoring wells, 4 of which (AM1-5E, AM1-6, AM1-7, and AM1-11) are monitored on an
annual basis. The other well (AM1-3) has been approved for well abandonment but Applied Materials decided to
keep the well as a sentinel well if concentrations in the down-gradient wells began to increase in the future. The
remaining monitoring and extractions wells have been properly abandoned under permit by Santa Clara Water
District and approval of the Regional Water Quality Control Board. Joyce provided documentation of the
abandonment permits and approval letters of the Regional Water Quality Control Board on a CD. The
monitoring wells abandoned in 2001 were verbally approved by Steven Hill of the Water Board. The
groundwater extraction system was shutdown in 2002 and all equipment associated with the system was removed
in 2003.

3. In your opinion, how has the remedy performed?

The extraction system performed well to reduce the source area of contamination and the 2001 monitored natural
attenuation (MNA) study showed that concentrations in groundwater are decreasing. MNA parameters are no
longer collected during sampling but concentrations have continued to show decreasing trends.

4. Have there been performance, maintenance, or monitoring problems in the past five years that caused
you concern about the remedy?
There are no concerns about the remedy.
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5. In your opinion, has the communication between various parties at the site been good?

The Department of Toxic Substances (DTSC) has had no involvement in the project and the Regional Water
Quality Control Board has had very little involvement since the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has
assumed lead agency several years ago. Communications between Applied Materials and EPA have been “okay
but not great”. The case officer for EPA assigned to the project has changed 4 to 5 times in the last few years
which hampered moving the project forward to site closure as new case officers were not familiar with the
project. More recent case officers have also formulated new and different paths to site closure than previous case
officers.

6. What improvements do you see as necessary for the remedy?

Joyce requested that there be more clarity from EPA on the administrative side of the project and a clear path to
closure is established. She also suggested that guidance from EPA be provided to specifically define how the
determination of meeting the Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs) in groundwater is established.

7. Are there any other issues that may affect the protectiveness of the remedy?
No.
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INTERVIEW RECORD
Site Name: Applied Materials EPA ID No.: CAD042728840
Subject: 5-Year Review Time: 1300 Date: April 2, 2010
Type: O Telephone M Visit O Other | O Incoming [ Outgoing
Location of Visit: Applied Materials, Santa Clara, CA

Contact Made By:

Names: Christopher Goddard Titles: Env. Engineer Organization: US Army Corps
Doug Mackenzie Sr. Env. Engineer of Engineers, Sacramento
District

Individual Contacted:

Name: Bruce S. Klafter Title: Sr. Director Organization: Applied Materials
Environmental Health
and Saftey

Telephone No: 408.563.9030 Street Address: 3100 Bowers Avenue

Fax No: N/A City, State, Zip: Santa Clara, CA 95054

E-Mail Address:
bruce_klafter@amat.com

Summary Of Conversation

1. What has been the nature and duration of your involvement in the project?

Bruce has been involved with the Applied Materials project for the last 14 years. Previously, Bruce assisted with
legal council for the project and has since become the Applied Materials manager and primary point of contact
for the environmental cleanup for the last 6 years. Bruce is also currently responsible for the Applied Materials
Environmental Health and Safety department worldwide. He is the point of contact for approving contracts
related with the environmental cleanup and monitoring.

2. In your opinion, how has the remedy performed?
The remedy of groundwater extraction and treatment and long-term monitoring has and is performing well.

3. Have there been performance, maintenance, or monitoring problems in the past five years that caused
you concern about the remedy?
There are no concerns about the remedy.

4. Does the presence of the monitoring wells in the parking lot impede the operations of the facility?
No. There is no impedance and there has been no damage of the wells from the site operations. Monitoring wells
would be repaired or replaced if they should become damaged.

5. In your opinion, has the communication between various parties at the site been good?
Bruce reiterated comments made by Joyce Adams of Weiss Associates regarding the need for clarity of the
administrative side of the project with EPA. There has been no interest in the project from the community.

6. What improvements do you see as necessary for the remedy?
Bruce reiterated comments made by Joyce Adams of Weiss Associates regarding the need for a clear path
forward to site closure.
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7. Have there been any changes to the subject property or the adjacent properties that may affect the
remedy?

There have been some changes to the subject property since the discovery of the contamination in the late 1980’s
that would not affect the remedy. The Applied Materials campus has converted from manufacturing of
semiconductors to office, classroom, and some laboratory space. Applied Materials plans to keep the subject
property and office and learning campus in the future. The surrounding properties have remained commercial and
industrial with the exception of the property directly east, across Bowers Avenue. The former Agilent cleanup
site and building have been converted from an industrial site to a church.

8. Are there any other issues that may affect the protectiveness of the remedy?

No. The deed restriction prevents the extraction of contaminated groundwater for beneficial usage and no new
sources of contamination have been identified. Applied Materials will continue to monitor the groundwater until
site closure is obtained and address any new issues if they arise.
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INTERVIEW RECORD
Site Name: Applied Materials EPA ID No.: CAD042728840
Subject: 5-Year Review Time: 1300 Date: April 2, 2010
Type: O Telephone M Visit O Other | O Incoming [ Outgoing
Location of Visit: Applied Materials, Santa Clara, CA

Contact Made By:

Names: Christopher Goddard Titles: Env. Engineer Organization: US Army Corps
Doug Mackenzie Sr. Env. Engineer of Engineers, Sacramento
District

Individual Contacted:

Name: Daven S. Mistry Title: Env. Engineer Organization: Applied Materials
Telephone No: 408.563.6779 Street Address: 3100 Bowers Avenue
Fax No: N/A City, State, Zip: Santa Clara, CA 95052

E-Mail Address:
daven_mistry@amat.com

Summary Of Conversation

1. What has been the nature and duration of your involvement in the project?

Daven has been assisting Bruce with the environmental compliance at Applied Materials for approximately the
last 7 or 8 months. Daven in the main point of contact for the consultant, Weiss Associates, and assists with
facilitating the sampling of the monitoring wells and providing access to the site. Daven also assists with the
health and safety issues associated with the well sampling.

2. Have there been performance, maintenance, or monitoring problems in the past five years that caused
you concern about the remedy?
There are no concerns regarding the remedy.

3. In your opinion, has the communication between various parties at the site been good?
Daven’s communications regarding the project have strictly between Applied Materials and the consultant, Weiss
Associates which have had no issues.
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INTERVIEW RECORD
Site Name: Applied Materials EPA ID No.: CAD042728840
Subject: 5-Year Review Time: 1530 Date: April 8, 2010
Type: M Telephone O Visit O Other | O Incoming ™ Outgoing
Location of Visit:

Contact Made By:

Names: Christopher Goddard Titles: Env. Engineer Organization: US Army Corps
Sr. Env. Engineer of Engineers, Sacramento
District

Individual Contacted:

Name: Adriana Constantinescu Title: Engineering Organization: San Francisco Bay
Geologist Regional Water Quality Control Board

Telephone No: 510.622.2353 Street Address: 1515 Clay Street, Suite 1400

Fax No: 510.622.2460 City, State, Zip: Oakland, CA 94612

E-Mail Address:
aconstantinescu@waterboards.ca.gov

Summary Of Conversation

1. What has been the nature and duration of your involvement in the project?

Adriana has been providing Water Board oversight for the Applied Materials project for the last four years. Prior
to Adriana, Vince Christianson also from the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board provided
oversight. Since EPA has been the lead agency on the cleanup, Adriana’s role in the project has mainly focused
on reviewing and commenting on documents submitted by Applied Materials and communications with the
consultant, Weiss Associates, through various meetings, telephone calls, and emails.

2. Have there been performance, maintenance, or monitoring problems in the past five years that caused
you concern about the remedy?

The project is currently meeting all of the requirements of the Regional Water Quality Control Board. There are
no concerns about the protectiveness of the remedy.

3. In your opinion, has the communication between various parties at the site been good?
Yes, communications have been good between the parties. Communications have mainly been between the
Water Board and the consultant, Weiss Associates.

4. What improvements do you see as necessary for the remedy?

The Water Board would like to see an amended Record of Decision (ROD) signed by the EPA and Applied
Materials. The Water Board would like to rescind its former Cleanup Order since they currently have little
involvement with the project and the remedy has changed since the order. The amended ROD should accurately
represent the current site conditions and current remedy.

Given the facts that groundwater concentrations have decreased below 10 parts per billion, concentrations have
continued to decrease after the remediation was stopped due to natural attenuation, trend analyses have shown
that the plume is stable or decreasing, the plume is contained onsite and only present in two monitoring wells, the
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Water Board believes that the site should be closed. There is no official document or guidance which supports
this recommendation. However, the Water Board staff developed a document titled Assessment Tool for Closure
of Low-Threat Chlorinated Solvent Sites that contains information and discusses evaluations to aid the site
closure decision process. The document can be found at
www.waterboards.ca.gov/.../water_issues/programs/sitecleanup/Low_Threat_Closure_Assessment_Tool.pdf -
2009-08-03.

Fate and transport modeling could be done to estimate the time for natural attenuation to decrease concentrations
to MCLs to further make the case for site closure.

5. Are there any other issues that may affect the protectiveness of the remedy?

There may still be residual contamination left in place in soil that was not removed during the over-excavation of
solvent USTs that may cause a concern of vapor intrusion into the building. Adriana does not recall reviewing
any soil gas data collected under the building. However she is not sure if this issue has already been resolved due
to her limited recent involvement in the project.
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