
British Columbia Utilities Commission 
Sixth Floor, 900 Howe Street, Box 250 
Vancouver, B.C. V6Z 2N3 

Atcention: Commission Secretary 

July 21, 2017 

Stargas Utilities Ltd. 
Unit 17, 1960 K.L.O. Road 

Kelowna, B.C. VlW SL2 

Subject: Stargas commentary on SSPOA cost award application on Reconsideration and Variance of 
Order G-59-17 

Dear Mr. Wruck: 

It unsurprising, yet disappointing, to find yet additional third party costs incurred by the Norton, 

Rose legal firm in what relates solely to the pursuit of their selfish interests. The apparent justification 
for a further billing is their proposition that the cost (a portion) be borne by the Stargas investor. Their 
client was, we assume asked and agreed to their seeking an award, and in so doing accepted both 
exposure to costs incurred beyond those claimed and to the prospect that if awarded, the amount not 
included in a rate rider (recovered from ratepayers) but levied as the responsibility of the Stargas 

investor. We note, yet again, that Stargas a very small utility and the SSPOA a voluntary organization 

dependent on volunteer resources. The Norton firm, it appears, has neither experience with nor 
empathy for small enterprise. Nor do we apologize for our reference here and in earlier filings to the 

complexity of Stargas' regulatory interface. We do, however, take umbrage with and in the continuing 

negative references to the content and extent of Stargas submissions and by implication to the skill and 
sophistication of its senior executive. Stargas has through its existence maintained a satisfactory 

interface with the Commission (acknowledging its executive on a continuous learning curve) and notes, 
that Stargas initiated the 2016 Delivery Rate and Re-financing Application to reduce its delivery rate and 
did so, recognizing that, however complex and whatever the result, it a worthy undertaking. 

Stargas had, prior to the current proceedings, filed and met Commission requirements without 

third-party legal assistance and in doing so, avoided the incidence of costs that would have been 

reflected in its rates. Based on the addition of the Norton firm in support of the intervenor, Stargas 
obtained the services of the Bennett, Jones firm. As noted in a currently outstanding Application for 
inclusion of additional costs In its 2016 Delivery Rate Application Regulatory Account, Stargas has 
incurred a significant third-party cost for legal services a major portion of which will not be recovered in 

rates. While the Norton firm seeks to add 11insult" to 11injury" its basis for doing so rooted, it must be 
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observed, on a motivation to book additional hours on its ledgers. The cost award sought is $1,428; Mr. 
Keen' offer to provide (in separate cover) a copy of the invoice is gratuitous given the discretionary 
nature upon which time on any file is allocated. Much of their "support'' for any award is repeated 

from earlier submissions. There is provided no relevant additional commentary; in seeking Stargas 

investor participation, it redundantly seeks to further impugn Stargas' size and the sophistication of its 
executive. The limited "fresh" content in the Norton submission could readily have been produced in 

one hour and Stargas submits that neither the SSPOA nor It should be responsible for more than 
$318.75 plus taxes. 

Stargas submits, on behalf of its investor, that Order-59-17 has placed a substantial burden on 
costs on the utility that will not be recovered from ratepayers and further, that the constraints on 

hours/rates allowed in the ongoing management of the utility, can't be met without compromise to its 
operations and that, it both unwarranted and punitive to ask Stargas, its investor, to bear additional 

legal costs incurred by the Norton firm under the authority of its client. 

Respectfully submitted 

~ 
M.A. Blumes 
President, Stargas Utilities ltd. 




