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As | will address later in this affidavit, it was my view that the relationship
between meg, members of the Commission and Minister Parker was not 8
good one, padicuiady foliowing direct interference from the Minister and
govemment officials in the reﬁmatw function of the Commission in 2006.
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The low point in fhis process occumed on 20 June 2006 when the

Commissioners were asked to maet with Minister Parker for the first time.

Previous Cormission mestings with other energy ministers had been at the

Commission’s premises and were pleasant, and the Commission had
recsivad encouragement about the impodance of its regulatory work and

how much the Govemment would rely on it. At the June 20 me=tling in Mr

Farkers affice, Mr Parker instead used the gppordunity 1o read to us six of

seven pages of his own dense handwritten notes, telling us in detad how we

were ta do our jobs.
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Persanally, | was dismayed by Minister Parker's behaviour. | wrole him a
lomg letler, setling cut my concems. A true copy of my letter dated 4 July
2006 is attached 1o my affidavii as Exhibit "B”. 1 wanted Minister Parker to
understand that the Commission was deing exacly as the Government had
asked it fo do under the rules that it had in fact drafted and adopted. The
Commission's ongoing commitment {o analysis-based decisions was the
only way it could achieve good results for the country. The Commissioners
were of the view that Transpower had fo leam fo play by the rules and
submit proposals that had some prospect of passing the regulatoty tests. |
sald that the Commission was prepared {o approve Transpower's proposal I
it mat tha standards in the niles. We wera not loaking for reasons o reject it.
The lettar was a direct one, intended to sel oul for the Minister the
Commission's ongoing commitment {c comply with the legal requirements it
wag bound by in sssessing any Tuture proposals. In olher words, the letler
stated that the Commission intended to continue acting as an independent
regulatory authority within the law.



