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SUBJECT: ZIMMER INDEP NT MANAGEMENT REVIEW

As 1 had argued in several Commission meetings, the choice of &n
“independent” reviewer for Zimmer management, tc meet the resuirerznt of the
Commission's November 12, 1982 order, was a decision for NRZ Y ne manaoerent.
Had 1ine management made that decision, ] w2s prepared to support the
decision, regardless of its ocutcome, as being consistent witn vour delegetec
authority.

However, your February 10 memo makes clear you believe the Commission should
be involved in that cecision. Therefore, the following are my positions with
recarc to the proposals mzde in your memo:
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the Dingell/0ttinger letter;

(2) te bring in & third party, also to be "independent“--1 guess to be
reclly independent--is senseless.

Therefore:
(3) Bechtel should be either the reviewer or the project manager, not both.

(4) 1€ Bechtel is to be the project manager, then either another group
should be chosen to be the independent reviewer of management or you
should propose to modify the primary order (an appoach 1 would not agree
with 2t this late date).

I reiterate--had 1ine management deciced to dc what is crososed, ! woulc net
heve objected. However, since the Cormission was asked tr encorse the —

proposel, the lommission has now becoms part of the 1ine in tThis case.

cc: Chairman Palladino
Commissioner Gilinsky
Comnissioner Roberts
Cormmissivner Asselsiine
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