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ARGUMENT

1. Reply in Opposition to PUCQO’s Proposition of Law No. 1.

Under its Proposition of Law No. I, Appellee Public Utilities Commission of Ohio
(“PUCO”) makes a whole laundry list of arguments: that Appellant Buckeye Energy Brokers,
Inc. (“Buckeye™) did not suffer any prejudicial harm as a result of the PUCQO’s decision, that
Buckeye failed to allege that it suffered any harm, that Buckeye failed to indicate what remedy it
would like.the Court to provide, and that Buckeye lacked. standing to bring the appeal. In
addition to the fact that none of these arguments were made before the PUCO or entered into its
Decisions, none of these arguments have any merit whatsoever.

First, it is not necessary to show evidence of harm attributable to Appellee Palmer Energy
Company’s (“Palmer™) violations of law. No such showing of harm must be made to require a
person to be certified under either the natural gas or electricity certification statutes. (R.C.
© 4928.08 and 4929.20.) If a person is going to engage in the natural gas or electricity industries
and in the kind of activities that Palmer engaged in prior to ceﬁiﬁcation, then that person must be
certified regardless of whether there will be any harm caused to anyone. It does not matter
whether anyone has been harmed or not. It can and must be argued that violating a clear legal
obligation, such as has been done here by Palmer, of necessity, caused inherent harm to the
public because the General Assembly has so determined that without requiring any allegation or
showing of prejudice or harm when it comes to the application of the certification statutes. This
is no different than a person claiming that they do not have to stop for a red light at a traffic
intersection as long as they do not cause any harm to the public or anyone in particular in or
approaching the intersection. That is not how the law works. One must obey any all laws
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applicable to that person and the industries in which they work regardless of whether failure to
obey that law has caused harm or prejudice to anyone.

Second, and assuming that a generalized harm must be shown (which is denied), it is
clear that such a showing has been made here. There was substantial testimony about how
during the pre-certification period Palmer was providing substantial broker, aggregation and
“arranging” services to its various clients when it had failed to obtain certification from the
PUCO in order to do so. This meant that Palmer had failed to demonstrate its proficiency,
financial stability, and other required information to the PUCO as required by the certification
statutes to obtain the PUCO’s approval and yet was offering numerous services subject to
regulation here in the State of Ohio. The General Assembly explicitly requires that all parties
; engaging in this business would have to seck and obtain appropriate certifications from the
PUCO in order to engage in that business. To the extent that specific harm must be shown at this
.stage of the case (which Buckeye denies), one of the more recent examples of that harm is
evidenced by the Complaint filed in Joseph A. Wolf v. NOPEC, et al., Case 11-1056-EL-CSS
(PUCO), which was specifically cited in the PUCO proceedings below.

Third, and assuming that Buckeye must show prejudice or harm to itself (which is
denied), it is clear that Buckeye has been harmed by the numerous violations of law by Palmer.
Buckeye showed that it was harmed because it was competing with Palmer throughout Palmer’s
pre-certification period while itself being certified and Palmer was not certified. This put Palmer
at an unfair competitive advantage as to Buckeye. Furthermore, Palmer had repeatedly and
explicitly stated to its prospective and actual customers that no certification was needed which

was in direct contradiction of the expressed views taken by Buckeye (and other competitors).
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Palmer did so without any consequence for a number of years. This had an adverse impact upon
Buckeye’s ability to compete with Palmer.

Fourth, Buckeye has always clearly indicated what remedies were being sought in this
case. On behalf of itself and the general public who has been adversely impacted by Palmer’s
numerous violations of law, Buckeye sought rescission of Palmer’s contracts, imposition of
damages suffered by the public and others as a result of Palmer’s violations of law, and
imposition of forfeitures in the initial Complaint. All of these remedies are specifically provided
by the General Assembly for violations of the certification statutes: R.C. 4928.16 and 4929.24, It
must be presumed that the General Assembly wanted some or all of these remedies to be
imposed in all instances in which a person has violated the certification statutes. These remedies
were specifically identified and addressed in Buckeye’s Complaint and Amended Complaint, as
well as in its post-trial briefs, its Application for Rehearing, and in its Merit Brief. Even Palmer
admitted and recited the remedies sought in its Merit Brief, pp. 3-4..

The cases relied upon by the PUCO are inapposite. Ohio Domestic Violence Network v.
Pub. Util. Comm., 65 Ohio St.3d 438 (1992) (“ODVN™), involved a situation where a motion to
dismiss an appeal was granted, dismissing an appeal filed by intervening party Ohio Domestic
Violence Network (ODVN) from a PUCO order that affected tariff applications submitted by
Ohio Bell Telephone Company. The Court determined that the order complained of did not
affect ODVN’s substantial rights, that the order is not final and appealable as to ODVN, and that
ODVN lacks standing to bﬁng the appeal. None of that situation exists with respect to Buckeye.
Buckeye is the original party who filed the Complaint in this case. Buckeye has been directly

adversely affected by the PUCO’s ruling dismissing Buckeye’s Complaint. Clearly, Buckeye
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has standing to appeal the dismissal of its own Complaint. Clearly, ODVN cannot be used as any
kind of precedent for dismissal in this case.

Ohio Contract Carriers Assn. v. Pub. Util. Comm., 140 Ohio St. 160 (1942), involved
dismissal of an appeal by an association whose membership is composed of approximately 10%
of the contract carriers operating under permits issued by the PUCO. The Appellant Association
itself did not hold any permit from the Commission, nor was it an owner of any stock or interest
in any permit holder. It did not claim to represent any specific permit holder. It was not affected
by the order issued by the PUCO from which it had appealed. Not surprisingly, the appeal was
dismissed on the grounds that the association was not an aggrieved party whose substantial right
had been affected by the questioned order. This stands in marked contrast to the situation here
where it is Buckeye’s complaint about Palmer that was dismissed, and whose substantial rights
have been adversely affected for a number of years because of Palmer’s unlawful conduct.

The third and final case relied upon by the PUCO is Willoughby Hills v. C.C. Bar’s
Sahara, 64 Ohio St.3d 24 (1992), where the Court rejected an attempt to claim fhat a
municipality did not have standing to appeal a decision by its board of zoning appeals. The
Court found that the fundamental interests in protecting the integrity of its zoning ordinances was
a sufficient basis to support standing for the appeal on behalf of the municipality. The case
cannot be read to support rejection of Buckeye’s appeal as is being suggested by the PUCO.

Finally, Buckeye objects to the assertion of this proposition of law at this late stage of the
case. It is clear from an examination of the PUCO’s original Decision and in its Decision of the
application for rehearing that the PUCO did not make any determination against Buckeye based
upon a failure to allege and/or prove prejudice. Nor did the PUCO determine that Buckeye
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lacked standing to file its Complaint or that there were no remedies addressed or provided for the
alleged violations of law by Palmer. The PUCO simply went ahead in its Decisions to address
the merits of the Complaints filed by Buckeye and whether the substantive allegations had been
proven. It should be clear to the Court that these lack of prejudice, lack of standing, and lack of
remedies arguments are belated concoctions being desperately asserted by counsel for the PUCO
to avoid the reversal on the merits that they fear.

It is pretty clear under well-settled law that a party is prohibited from making a point for
the first time in the Court as opposed as to while the case was before the PUCO. See, for
cxample, City of Cincinnati v. Pub. Util. Comm., 151 Ohio St. 353 (1949); R.C. 4903,10. See
also BancOhio Nat. Bank v. Rubicon Cadillac, Inc., 11 Ohio St.3d 32, 33 (1984) (*'This court
cannot address a proposition which was not raised at the intermediate level.”). The Court finds
such tactics to be unfair and has traditionally refused to consider such arguments. Of course, the
reason for this is that this would encourage others to withhold claimed errors that could be
corrected by the Commission until the case had been filed in Court and thus removed from the
Commission’s control. There is no reason why this same principle cannot be applied to the
PUCO itself. The PUCO is master of its own Decisions. If the PUCO truly believed in this
argument or thought it was applicable, it could and should have set it forth as one of the reasons
for deciding the case in favor of Palmer and against Buckeye. But it did not. Its counsel cannot
raise those new grounds at this point in the case.

If the PUCO’s counsel truly believed that these new grounds represent a separate and
independent basis upon which the Court can affirm the PUCO’s ruling, then it should have
availed itself of the cross-appeal procedure. The docket in this case shows that the PUCO did
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not avail itself of the cross-appeal procedure. Of course, the cross-appeal procedure would have
involved the PUCO filing a notice of cross-appeal attempting to assert these new and additional
arguments concocted by its attorneys in that cross-appeal. Clearly, the PUCO did not. As a
result, it is blatantly unfair and in contravention of the law to permit the PUCO’s attorneys to
now raise additional grounds, which were never included in the PUCQO’s Decisions or even
addressed before the PUCO. -That would be unfair and a clear violation of due process.

Given the complete failure of the PUCO to include these reasons as a reason for denying
Buckeye’s Complaints in its Decisions, and ﬁlﬁhermore failing to include these arguments at any
point in the briefing related to the rehearing application, or even to attempt to put the matter in
issue in a notice of cross-appeal, it would appear that the Court lacks jurisdiction to consider
these new arguments. See, Ohio Partners for Affordable Energy v. Pub. Util. Comm., 115 Ohio
St.3d 208, 211, 2007-Ohio-4790, 4 18. See also, Travis v. Publ. Util. Comm., 123 Ohio St. 355
(1931); Forest Hills Utility Co. v. Publ. Util. Comm., 31 Ohio St.2d 46 (1972); and Lake
Conneaut Telephone Co. v. Publ. Util. Comm., 10 Ohio St.2d 269 (1967).

II. Reply in Opposition to PUCO’s Proposition of Law No. II.

The PUCO argues that the appeal is moot because Palmer has now complied with the
certification statutes. The PUCO argues that the post-complaint certification of Palmer makes all
the issues here to be purely academic questions. Once again, the PUCQO is wrong.

There is no question of fact that Palmer did not seek or obtain certification until more
than six months after the ériginal Complaint was filed by Buckeye. However, the evidence in

this case shows that Palmer had been engaging in broker, aggregating and “arranging” activities



for approximately 10 years prior to certification. It is those illegal activities by Palmer over a
sustained period of time which very much remain an issue in this case.

This situation is no different than the person who operated a motor vehicle without a
driver’s license for a 10-year period of time and then applied for and obtained a driver’s license
after mecting all qualifications required to obtain a driver’s license. The unlicénsed driver (like
the unlicensed broker) must answer for his/her illegal and unauthorized conduct during the time
period that it engaged in activities for which it was not certified and/or licensed. Such a person
does not get a free pass because he or she has finally decided to comply with the law after a
sustained period of lawlessness. Thus, the question of whether Palmer should have been
certified by the PUCO for the 10 years prior to obtaining certification remains very much a live
and real controversy.

The PUCO argues that even if this Court were to determine that Palmer should have
been certified for the 10 year time period prior to becoming certified, that such a determination
would be pointless because Palmer now is certified. This ignores the fact that the General
Assembly has provided a whole host of remedies applicable to a situation where someone has
participated in the natural gas and/or electric industry without becoming certified prior to
engaging in those activities. Making a determination that Palmer should have been certified
during the 10 year period prior to certification does not constitute an advisory opinion because
then a determination would have to be made as to which of the many statutory remedies provided
by the General Assembly should be applied to the facts and circumstances in this case. Thus,
determining this appeal on the merits is important and necessary because an actual controversy

still exists concerning Palmer’s conduct during the pre-certification period.
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Finally, as noted with respect to PUCO’s Proposition of Law No. I, this is another
situation where the attorneys for the PUCO are making an argument which was not made or
considered by the PUCO itself. At no point in any of its Decisions in this case did the PUCO
declare that no controversy existed in this case or that the Complaint was rendered moot by
Palmer’s belated post-filing certification. Because that did not enter into or affect the PUCO’s
analysis in this case, it cannot and should not become the basis of the Court’s decision of this
appeal. For all the reasons previ(;usly stated in Section I, the Court should reject the PUCO’s
counsel’s attempt to raise new arguments or justifications for the PUCO’s Decision which were
not, in fact, raised or considered below, let alone decided by the PUCQO in its Decisions.

I1I. Reply in Support of Buckeve’s Proposition of Law Nos. I and II,

The PUCO Brief argues that this case presents a question of fact and that the Cpurt is
being asked to reweigh the evidence. That is an incorrect characterization of the appeal and the
record in support of the appeal. Indeed, the PUCO fails to point out a single question of fact that
exists in this case. Even Palmer agrees that “the facts of the case are . . . for the most part . . . not
in dispute.” (Palmer Brief, p. 1.) What this case really involves is an interpretation and
application of the certification statutes to a series of admitted activities engaged in by Palmer
prior to obtaining certification to engage in those activities from the PUCO. The fact that the
activities occurred during the pre-certification period is not, and cannot be, disputed. Therefore,
this case does not involve reweighing the evidence at all. Instead, it involves interpreting and
applying the law as it was passed by the General Assembly to an undisputed set of facts. That is
exactly what the Court does on a routine basis. No deference is due to the PUCO in that
situation. If the Court interprets and applies the law as it was passed by the General Assembly,
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then the only conclusion that can flow from such an application and analysis of the law is a
finding that Palmer had been a broker, aggregator and “arranger” of competitive retail electricity
services (CRES) and competitive retail natural gas services (CRNGS) for many years.

It is interesting to note that both PUCO’s brief and Palmer’s brief almost completely
sidesteps the legal analysis set forth by Buckeye in support of its Propositions of Law Nos. 1 and
2, including the citations, the quotations, and the discussion of the applicable sections of the
certification statutes. The only fair assumption that can be drawn from that approach is that the
PUCO and Palmer do not quarrel with Buckeye’s discussion of the applicable law.

The focus of the merits of the appeal is upon whether Palmer was “arrahging” for the
supply of CRNGS and/or arranging for the supply of a CRES. After examining the evidence of
record, the PUCO determined that Palmer was not “arranging” within the meaning of the
certification statutes because it did not make the ultimate decision and enter into contractual
obligations on behalf of its clients with respect to the provision of a competitive service.
However, this completely ignores an integral part of each of the certification statutes. The
certification statutes not only apply to just those that make the decision and enter into contractual
obligations to provide either electricity or natural gas; the certification statutes are much more
expansive than that. They also apply to a “power broker” in the case of electricity and a
“broker” in the case of natural gas. Thus, the reading of the certification statutes by the PUCO
and argued for by its attorneys in its Merit Brief'is far too narrow.

By any dictionary definition of what a broker is, we all know that a broker does not make
the ultimate decision and does not enter into any contractual obligations on behalf of its clients.
A broker is simply an intermediary between one party and another in negotiating agreements.
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See The Random House Dictionary Of The English Language, Second Edition, p. 265. (Copy is
attached hereto and marked as A-125 and A-126.) That is exactly the function in which Palmer
acted during the pre-certification period. Palmer was alleged to be a broker acting in an
intermediary capacity on behalf of numerous governmental and commercial entities. The
evidence produced in the record overwhelmingly establishes that Palmer did function as a broker
intermediary on behalf of those governmental entities. In essence, Palmer brought together the
suppliers of electricity and natural gas with Palmer’s customers and clients who are the
governmental and commercial entities to form various and numerous contracts. That is the
essence of what a broker does. Palmer was paid by the supplier not the customer. This is a key
difference between broker and consultant. Brokers are explicitly covered in the certification
statutes as shown in Buckeye’s opening brief.

By interpreting and applying the certification statutes in the way that it does, the PUCO
effectively reads out of the certification statutes the broker concept and/or category. Words used
in a statute must be read in context and construed according to the rules of grammar and
common usage. R.C. 1.42; Indep. Ins. Agents of Ohio, Inc. v. Fabe, 63 Ohio 5t.3d 310, 314
(1992). The PUCO is not allowed to interpret and administer a public utility statute in such a
way as to render key language set forth in those statutes to be essentially a nullity and of no
effect. It is the duty of the Court to give effect to the words used and not to insert words not
used. State v. S.R., 63 Ohio St.3d 590, 595 (1992). Tilc PUCO Decisions clearly show
violations of these basic principles of statutory construction.

The evidence of record clearly shows that Palmer performed literally every broker
function on behalf of its clients during the pre-certification period. The fact that it did not make

10



ultimate decisions for its customers or enter into contractual obligations on behalf of its
customers is irrelevant to the question about whether it is a broker within the meaning of the
statute. The PUCO is powerless to effectively rewrite any statute so as to render material parts
of the statute to be ineffective. The General Assembly drafted both the electricity and natural
gas certification statutes in an expansive way because when it wrote the statutes it clearly
referred to those that supply the electricity and nétural gas, as well as retailer natural gas

suppliers and retail electricity suppliers, and used expansive language such as “including

marketers, brokers or aggregators” (emphasis added), which naturally infers that fhose would be
minimal inclusions to the certification statutes and that there may be those that do not technically
fit into those categories that would also be covered by the ceﬂiﬁcation statutes. The Court does
not need to determine the outer limits of who is a “supplier” within the meaning of the electricity
and natural gas certification statutes because there is no question that Palmer clearly is swept-up
in the broker designation which appears in both the electricity and natural gas statutes.

The PUCO argues in its brief that Palmer did not act independentl'y from its ultimate
customers when providing them with services. No one has alleged that it did. Furthermore, a
broker does not act independently, but is always bound to act in the best interest of the client
whom it represents in the potential business transaction.

One of the points argued by the PUCO and more strenuously by Palmer itself is that
Palmer always acted on behalf of certified governmental aggregators as though that somehow
exempted Palmer from the reach of the certification statutes. However, that is a misleading
argument because, in point of fact, Palmer was the entity that advised and assisted its customers
in becoming certified in the first place. It is Palmer that is the purported expert who is trying to
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assist its clients in complying with the numerous and complex laws applicable to those engaging
in the electricity and natural gas businesses in the State of Ohio. It is Palmer to whom its various
customers looked to for assistance and advice in complying with those laws. Therefore, it is
disingenuous for Palmer to dodge its own certification responsibilities by claiming that it was
only acting on behalf of the governmental entities that it was trying to help become certified
governmental aggregators. The evidence of record shows that in each and every casc it was
Palmer that advised and assisted the governmental entitics in becoming certified aggregators to
provide natural gas and electricity in the first place. Palmer also admitted to having worked with
commercial customers. This fact was left out of the PUCO’s brief. Palmer also admitted to
being paid by energy suppliers. This fact was also ignored in the PUCO’s brief.

The PUCO argues that Palmer has been exonerated by the testimony of two of its clienfs
who said that Palmer acted only as a consultant with respect to them. The testimony largely
~referred to is the prepared direct testimony of these individuals that was filed with the PUCO in
advance of the hearings that occurred in this case. But as Paul Harvey would say: “Here is the
rest of the story.”

During the cross-examination of Mr. Lee Herington, it was established that Mr.
Herington had never reviewed the certification statutes and was completely unaware of the
various categories established for certification purposes. (Tr., p. 216.) As Mr. Herington so
succinctly put it, “All I know is that NOPEC is a governmental aggregator in electricity.” (Tr., p.
216.) Mr. Herington readily admitted that he is not familiar with the electric power broker
classification, and has had no occasion to work or be involved in that area (Tr., p. 216.) On the
other hand, it is very interesting to note that Mr. Herington readily admitted the various
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substantial services provided by Palmer to NOPEC over the years prior to Palmer becoming
certified. (Tr., pp. 217-222, 225-6.) All of those services and activities took place in the context
of substantial competition in the industry. (Tr., p. 222.) Thus, Mr. Herington’s testimony
actually provides further support for the basic complaint filed by Buckeye against Palmer in this
case that Palmer was providing competitive services during the pre-certification period.

Palmer’s reliance upon Mr. Larry L. Long is also misplaced. Mr. Long is not an expert
on what the certification statutes provide or mean. Indeed, he has never read the certification
statutes that were passed into law. (Tr., pp. 230-1.) Mr. Long is not even involved in the
governmental aggregation program for his organization. (Tr. p. 235.) More importantly, Mr.
Long corroborated the numerous activities and services provided by Palmer prior to obtaining
certification, and that all of the services were competitive in the sense that many competitors
_contacted his organization to try to provide those very same services. (Tr., pp. 232-7.) As Mr.
Long put it: “There’s a lot of people in the utility industry generally . . . that call, ask us, what
they can do. And we’re approached monthly probably by somebody.” (Tr., p. 237.)

One must ask what is the purpose of all of this advice, activities, and services being
provided by Palmer to its various prospective and actual customers and clients during the pre-
certification period if it was not to help “arrange” for the providing of electricity and/or natural
gas to the various citizens and businesses located within the confines of the various
governmental entities? The PUCO also admits that Palmer is a competitor to Buckeye by
stating:

“Reversing and remanding” the Commission's decision would be pointless, except

to perhaps provide Buckeye with a moral victory against one of its competitors.
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This Court, however, should not be used to resolve quarrels between competitors.
(PUCO Brief, p. 7.)

If Palmer is an admitted competitor of Buckeye, then it follows that Palmer must be providing
competitive services like Buckeye.

Although the PUCO argues otherwise in its brief, Buckeye is not asking this Court to
second guess the PUCO on questions of fact. What Buckeye is requesting is that the Court
properly interpret and apply the certification statutes to the facts shown of record, which the
PUCO completely failed to do. Buckeye is requesting the Court to reject the erroncous and
unfaithful interpretation of the certification statutes made by the PUCO and instead read and
apply the law as written by the General Assembly to what amounts to an agreed statement of
activities engaged in by Palmer during the pre-cettification period. Interpreting and applying the
law as it is written is truly within the sweet spot of what a court does, particularly the Supreme
Court of Ohio, when it comes to a matter of interpreting aﬁd applying a state statute such as the
certification statutes at issue in this case.

The record of this case shows that Palmer did everything other than make the decision to
contract with the particular suppliers and other than actually signing the contracts. There is
nothing else which Palmer failed to do with respect to the numerous substantial business
transactions that are in evidence in this case.

The PUCO tries to make an argument that because Palmer is good at what it docs
(according to two customers) that somehow that exempts Palmer from the certification statutes.
However, no such expert exemption or grandfather provision exists in the certification statutes.

The certification statutes do not differentiate between good and/or successful brokers and those
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who are not. If one is going to participate in the business of electricity and natural gas in the
State of Ohio, then they are required to be certified by the PUCO according to the statutes passed
by the General Assembly. Buckeye is only requesting that the law be enforced as written.

IVv. Reply in Support of Buckeye’s Propositions of Law Nos. 111 and IV,

The PUCO’s brief argues against the “consultant loophole” arguments set forth in
Buckeye’s brief. The PUCO argues that the PUCO did not rely upon such label and decided the
case based upon what Palmer actually did during the pre-certification period. We do not agree
with this erroneous characterization of what the PUCO did.

In its lengthy Decisions, the PUCO constantly referred to the term “consultant”. It would
not be an exaggeration to say that word appears almost as many times in the Decisions as there
are pages to the various Decisions. More importantly, the PUCO explicitly said it did not find
evidence that Palmer did more than what a consultant would do, and that was one of the reasons
why it ruled in favor of Palmer and against Buckeye. This demonstrates that the consultant
concept did play an explicit role in the PUCO’s decision. However, Palmer was not paid by the
client like a consultant anyway. Palmer was paid by the supplier like a broker is.

The point of Buckeye’s Propositions of Law Nos. III and IV is that the category of
consultant is in no way addressed, let alone exempted, in the certification statutes. Furthermore,
the PUCOQ specifically rejected an attempt by Palmer itself to explicitly write into the PUCO
rules a consultant exemption from certification. Indeed, at the rulemaking stage the PUCO made
it clear that a consultant or contractor performing any competitive service must be certified. This

appears in the rulemaking discussion for both electricity and natural gas.
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After paying lip service to these important points, the PUCO then proceeds to decide this
case in favor of Palmer by saying that it did not engage in activities beyond what a consultant
would do. This effectively imports a consultant exemption into the certification statute analysis
without even defining what is a consultant. It should be clear to the Court that the PUCO has
gone far astray from the statute when it speaks repeatedly about consultants and activities beyond
what a consultant supposedly does, when the General Assembly in no way recognized any
exemption or other special treatment for somebody who calls themself a consultant.

Palmer’s attempt to distinguish the Court’s relatively recent decision in /n Re Application
of Columbus S. Power Company, 128 Ohio St.3d 512, 2011-Ohio-1788, (*CSP”) is of no avail.
First, there never was a claim by Buckeye that the CSP case involved the same facts or issues as
this case so the multi-page attack on Buckeye’s use of CSP was unnecessary. The importance of
CSP to this case is that it clearly illustrates that the Court will not allow the PUCO to change the
words of statutes, which is exactly what the PUCO has effectively done in the Decisions it made
in this case. Most intriguingly, the PUCO’s Merit Brief completely ignores and sidesteps this
critical case.

Palmer’s cases on the Court deferring to PUCO discretion are clearly inapplicable.
Toledo Coalition for Safe Energy v. Public Util. Comm., 69 Ohio St.2d 559 (1982), involved the
intervention statute which explicitly vests the PUCO with considerable discretion on who 1is
allowed to intervene. Sanders Transfer, Inc. v. Pub. Util. Comm., 58 Ohio St.2d 21 (1979),
determined that the explicit refusal to presently respond to a request for certification raised at the

hearing was within the discretion of the PUCO under long-standing case law. Neither one of
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these procedural rulings justify deferring to the rewriting of the certification statutes, which the
PUCO has effectively done in this case.

Perhaps more importantly than that, it is clear that whether there is a consultant
exemption or not, Palmer certainly cannot qualify for it. Although the term “consultant” is not
defined anywhere in the certification statutes or rules, it is defined in the dictionaries. One
definition is set forth in Buckeye’s Merit Brief. We will simply say that a consultant advises but
does not act. . In this case, Palmer both advised and performed numerous activities for its clients
and selected suppliers. This takes Palmer far beyond what a consultant is.

V. Reply in Support of Buckeve’s Proposition of Law No. V.

In an incredible attempt to exalt form over substance, the PUCO’s attorneys argue that
Buckeye’s rehearing application bars the assertion of this proposition of law. The PUCO’s
hyper-technical argument should be rejected on its face.

Buckeye refers to Item No. 10 of its Application for Rehearing in which it is stated:

The Commission erred by finding that Palmer’s numerous admissions that it is a

broker, which are contained in its website, its company letterhead, and its

certification application, are merely circumstantial evidence, as opposed to
admissions against interest, which are direct, conclusive and binding evidence
establishing Palmer’s true broker status.
For all intents and purposes, this is the same as the statement of the Proposition of Law No. V
except that the word “estopped” is not in that particular sentence of the Application for
Rehearing,

This quoted language of the rehéaring application shows that the PUCO’s attention was

squarely focused upon the numerous admissions made by Palmer about its broker status which

are painstakingly set forth in great detail in Buckeye’s Merit Brief, pp. 20-25, and will not be
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repeated here. Surely, it can be stated that the admissions argument made by Buckeye was
squarely and exhaustively asserted in the Application for Rehearing. Moreover, the
admissions/estoppel argument was likewise set forth in the post-trial briefs filed by Buckeye
which are also in the record of this case.

This Court should reject the PUCOQ’s attempt to re-characterize this argument and act as
though the admissions/estoppel argument is somehow something new which was never before
presented to the PUCO for its consideration. Clearly, the argument was. It was also explicitly
ruled upon by the PUCO. Therefore, it is a fair argument for the Court’s consideration.

The PUCO’s attorneys then argue that there is some mystery pertaining to this
proposition of law concerning what Buckeye is arguing with respect to this proposition of law.
We do not understand how there could be any mystery about the source upon which Buckeye is
relying herein, given the fact that Buckeye cites five cases in its discussion and extensively
quotes from one of those five cases. How could there be any mystery concerning what it is that
Buckeye is arguing with respect to this proposition of law?

Of course, we all know what the PUCO is trying to accomplish by making the arguments
that it does. The PUCO wants to distract the Court’s attention from the overwhelming evidence
of record establishing the admissions of broker status by Palmer made on a repeated basis during
the pre-certification period. It is interesting to note that the PUCO fails to challenge a single one
of the well-supported statement of admissions set forth under Buckeye’s Proposition of Law No.
V. Of course, that is because it cannot do so because the evidence cited and discussed

concerning Palmer’s repeated admissions of broker status is there for anyone to see and cannot
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be denied. The Court cannot allow itself to be distracted by the irrelevant arguments raised by
the PUCO from the substantial admissions evidence that clearly exists against Palmer.

Generally, a party’s admission against its own interest is one of the most damming pieces
of evidence that can be presented in a lawsuit. It is often considered conclusive evidence of an
issue because a party’s testimony or evidence against its own interest is believed to be the most
credible and unbiased.

Although there is a very comprehensive discussion of the admissions evidence of record
in this case contained in Buckeye’s Merit Brief, we will simply point out that Palmer’s letterhead
that was used during the relevant timeframe clearly states that it is holding itself out to be a
“npatural gas broker.” Palmer also promoted itself to the public as a “natural gas broker” on its
website in 2010 prior to the filing of the Complaint. Furthermore, Palmer admitted that it was a
natural gas broker in its own 2010 certification application that was submitted to the PUCO. In
any other tribunal, admissions like these would be dispositive evidence that Palmer was indeed
what it says that it is: namely, a broker.

The conduct of Palmer is particularly disingenuous when one considers the certification
statutes in issue. The purpose of the certification statutes are to provide the public with the
assurance that companies that are involved in the industry have been certified and qualified by
the competent authority in the State of Ohio. An entity that is holding itself out to be a broker to
the public, when it is not, is committing the exact wrong that the certification statutes aim to
guard against. At the very least, Palmer is guilty of misleading the public by holding itself out to
be a broker when it now says that it was not. These admissions, along with all of the other

activities and services performed by Palmer, make for an overwhelming case against Palmer.
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VI Reply in Support of Buckeye’s Propositions of Law No. VL.

Appellees’ joint argument that Buckeye is the party trying to evade the PUCO’s rules
truly boggles the mind. The record in this case clearly sﬁows that it is Palmer that has willfully
and intentionally evaded the PUCO’s rules on both discovery and hearing practice. The record
of this case shows that Palmer obstinately stonewalled Buckeye’s attempts to obfain relevant
discovery in this case. Then, when information relevant to the determination of the issues was
sought by way of subpoena for the trial, Palmer again stonewalled the request.

Foﬁunately, Buckeye was able to obtain through various public record requests directed
to governmental entities which it knew Palmer was involved with, some records pertaining to
Palmer’s pre-certification activiﬁes. Of course, Buckeye (and the Court) do not know if that is
only the tip of the iceberg concerning Palmer’s activities during the pre-certification period.
Because of Palmer’s total lack of cooperation in the discovery and hearing process concerning
providing information, we will never know unless the Court rejects Palmer’s stonewalling and
orders that the information be produced on remand as it should have been in the first place.
Then, and only then, will the entire truth of Palmer’s pre-certification activities be known.

CONCLUSION

For all the foregoing reasons as well as for the reasons set forth in its Merit Brief,
Appellant Buckeye Energy Brokers, Inc. respectfully requests that the Court reverse the
Decisions of the PUCO to date in this case and order that the PUCO enforce the certification

statutes as written.

Matthcw Yackshaw (001925%)
{Counsel of Record)
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broche

268

bromo-

pectrring in green fibrous

copper auifate, CuJ CH)80,, 1 o
§ i ea to antlerste:

rmasses snd similar in physical pro)
formerly & major ore ofcngpar. [1860-65; named after
A, Brochant de Villiers {1 73-1840), French mineralo-
gisl; see -1rr’]
brocha (brgsh), . (in wesving, tapestries} a device o
which the filling yarn ia wound, csed as a shufile in
(iil;g ‘throagh the sbed of the loom by deposit tha yern.
!ms 5 < F: spindle, a pointed  instrament; see
BROACH]
troeché  (brd s/, Fr. beb sha), mfl};.. n., pl -¢hés
{-gh&z’; Fr. «8htt/}. =—adj. 1. woven with a patéarn; bro-
caded, . 2. & pinstripe woven in the warp direction
of fabric used in the manyfacture of clothing., [1470-80;
< I, ptp. of brocher tc emhoss {linen), weave (cloth) with
n figure. See BROATH, BROGADE]
broschette (brd ahet”; Fr, bed shat’), n, pL -cheties
(~shetp’; Fr, -shat/). 1.4 skewer, for use in cookery, Z.
&n ette (en, ou, Fr. M), o & small it or shewer:
lamb cubes en brocheste. [17T05-30; < ¥; OF brochete
See BROACH, ~ETTE]
broschure (brs shddrs, -shiz/), n. a pamphlet or leaf-
1ot [1765-68; < F. deriv, of brocher to stitch (a boulk).
Se¢ BROACH, -URE]
brock (brek), n. a Euro badger. [bef. 1000; ME
!,;mhh]OE broc hadger < Ca;t; =f, Ir,dgmlﬂsel broc, Weish
roa)
brock-8ge (orok’li), n. Numis & defect or fanit im-
posed on a coin during its minting. [1875~80; brock frag.
inent (ME brok, OE brog; akin to 3REAK) + -AGE#]
Brock-en (brok’an; Ger. badkfon), n. o mouptain in i
West Germany and W East Germany: the higheat peak
in the Harz Mountains. 3745 ft. (1140 m).
Brock’en how’ (b5), anticorona. [so called from fre-
quent abservation, of the phenomenou by individuats
standing Bgockzn at sunsat]
spoc/ter, un optical phepomenon some-
timea octurring at high altitudes when the image of an
Shrerver placed between the sun and & doad i ro&z)c‘wd
on the cloud ae s greatly magnified shadow. &9 25;
n 1. any of aeveral amall, red,

pot BROGREN BOW]

brocksat (broksit),

Sguth American deer of the geous Mazama, having

phort, unbranched =otlers, 2. the male

mecond year, with the firgt growth of straight horne.

ELS'J’E—I&%; late ME broket < AF broguet, eguiv. t¢
rogue horn (ML brocc; see BROACH} + -e¢ -BT]

Brockston (brok’ten), n. 8 city in i Massachusetts.

95,172

Brociovilie (rokrvil), n. = city in SE Ontario, in §

Canada. 19,896,

Bro-tot” escape’/ment (o ko, bri/kd), Horol a

type of anchor escapament. [bamed afrer Achille Brocot

(4. 1878), Fruench horologist]

Brodser-lck  (rod’or ik, brod/rik), n. a male givan

nanmo.

prodi-ria an-gialse (brorda 82 in

Fr. babd® B& &N glaz’), fine white n ework done on

fine . cloth, typicklly on eyelet, Alsc, broderie’

Anglaise”. Alsc called Madeire ambroldery. [1850-56;

< F: lit,, English embroidery}

brosdisae-a {(bro/ds 87e), n. any of several Jﬁhmts be-

longing. to the genus Brodigea, of the amarylis family

native to western North America, havin granalike ‘pasal

jewves and clusters of usually purplish flewers. [< NL.

(1410); npmed after Jamen Brodie (1744-1824), Scottish

botanist; see -AEA]

browdie (ri’da), n. (rometimes cap.) Slarg. M. 8 sui-

cidal or daredev] laap; wild dive: to do o brodie from o

high ledﬁ. 2 & mmpiete fuifure; flop. 3, & severe ve-

hicular skid. 4. = 8 i

by sudden application
e ateering wheel, [(after Steve Brodie,

that he jemped from the Brooklyn Bridge in 18861

gliw?, -gle’;

brosgan (bre/gen), 7. a heavy, sturdy shoe, sap. ao an-
kle-!;‘i:h work shoe. (< Ir brégén, dim. of brég shoe; see
pHoGUE']

Fr. bué gla/}, n. Louis

Bro-gite (ko gier, brd/gls, broi;
= : z See de Brogile, Lovis

Vigstor da (wa vak tor’ da).
Victor.
brogus' (brogh i 1. an Irish accent in the proouncia-
tiongclo'} Eng‘lmhg 2. uny stroy| rﬁg'on,al accent. [1680-90;
perh. spesial use of namux'f —-bro’ guer-y, n
bi (beog), n. 1. n durabls, comforiable, low-
hesled shoe, often having decorative parforationa and a
wing tip. 2. a cosrse, ueually untanned leather shoa
oaes warn ip Ireland 2nd Scotland. 3. brogan, [16806-
§0; < Ir brog shoe, Olr broce; £ L. bricae Wousers <
Gaulish; gee BREECH]
brogue® toadg), n Scat. & fraud; trick; prank. {1530—
41; of uncert. orig.]
broj-dar (broifder), ut to embroider. [1400-30; late
ME, ver. of browder, ME broide{n), browde(n) (ptp.
taken as inf. of smap) + -Er'] —broirder-er. n.
—broifdery, n.
broil! (hroiB), v.t. 1. to cook by direct heat, gaon a ﬁrid—
iron over the heat or in an oven uoder the heat; grilk fo
broil 4 ateack. 2. to beorch; make very hot, —u.i 3. to
be subjected to great hoat) bacomna broiled. 4. to burn
with impatience, annoysnce, ete. —n. £. the act or alate
of broiling; stete of being breiled. 8. something brofled,
esn. masat: She ordered o beef broil and salod 1300-50;
M'E brulen, brolyn, broiilen < AF bruill(Der, broililjer,
OF arusier, brul{Der to burn (F brtiler),
the varbs represented by OF brulr to burn (< Fr
*brajan; of. MHG britlejien, G brithen to scald) and ueler
< T ustultre to scorch] —brelting:ly, adv.
broil (broil), n. 1. an angry ?uarral or struggle; dis-
turbance; tumult: o violer? broil over whe was &l faull
~—ui 2. to quarrel; brawl. [L400-50; late ME broyien to
present in disorder, quarrel < A¥, OF broilier to jumble

a cenﬂatmn‘c}f-

together < Gallo-Rom "brodiculare, equiv. to *brod- {<
Gme, see nBOTH, BREwi} + LL -iculire v suffix]
—proli‘ing-dy, ady.
broii-ar Mroi’ler), n. 1. any device for broiling meat or
fish; 8 grate, pan, or corapartment in a atove for hmiling:
2, a young chicken suitable for broiling. [1380-1400;
ME: sge BROWLY, -ER']
bro-kage {(bro’kij), n. Archaic brokerage.
1400; ME < AT brocoge; see BROKER, -AGX]

(1360

broke (brsk). ». 1. & pt of bresk, 2. Nonstaadard. a
pp. of break. 3. Archaic a Dp. of break. —adj, &
without motey; penniless. 5. bankrupt. 6. §9 broke,

. to become dastitute of money or possessicns. b. to go
bankmg't In thot business people are forever goi
broke 7. go tor broka, to exert oneself or employ one's
vesources t the utmost, —n B. Papermakihg. paper
unfit for sale; paper that is to be repulped. 9. brokes,
wool of puaun ity taken from the neck and belly of
sheep. (168865 (adi) 1876-80 {n)]
w—Byt. 4, 5. inacivent, destitute, impoverished.
bro-ken (brs/ken), v. Y. pp. of break. —adj. 2. re-
duced to fragments, fragmented. 3. ruptured; torn; frac-
tured. 4. oot functioning p. wly; out of work.iniorder.
8. Meteorol {of sky cover) being wore than half, but not
totally, covered by douds. Of, scattersd (def. 4). &
chnanging direction abruptly: The fox Tan in a broken
line. 7. ﬁ-agmenmry or mcom{gkeha: a broken, ton, 3{ eocl
weighing 1,600 pounds. 8. in inged or viclatad: A bro-
hen promise is a betrayal of trust. 9. interrupted, die-
rupted, or disconnected: Afier the phone call he n!urngd
to his broken sleep. 10, weakened in strangth, spirit,
ate: His brohen ith was due ¢o cleohohsm. 1L
tamed, tralned, or redused to gubmission: horse wos
Broken o the saddie. 2. imperfectly spoken, as lan-
g:rge: She atill spechs broken lisk. 13. apoken ina
tng ¢r fragmentary mabner, as wunder emotionsl
pirain: He wftered a few brokan twords of sorrow. 14,
dimanited or divided: Divorce results in broken fumilies.
15, not amooth; rough or ivregular: We left the plaing
and rode through broken cowntry. 186, ruined; b pt:
the broken fortunes of his {'umily. 17. Papermaking,
Print. a quaptity of paper of leas thar BOD or 1000 shests.
wbre/ Kenely, ado. KOrN-ness, n.
Bro‘ken Ar/row, a town in NE Okishoma. 35761

hro-ken-check (brévken chek#), n. Textiles a check
pattern in which the rectangular shapes are slightly ire

bro/ken chord’, Music. arpeggio.
brosken ¢o0al’, anthracits in pieces ranging from 4 to
914 in. (11 to 6.5 em) iD exireme dimension; the lergest
commercial size, larger than egg coal-
broken-down {brd’ken doun’), adj. 1. ahattered or
collapsed, a8 with age; infirm. 2. having given way with
use or age; out of working order: a broken.down chatr,
[1810-20,
bro‘ken figld’. See opon flald. [1825-1840, Amerl]

troken-fleld  (bré’kan £El47), odi. Football  per-
formed, as by a ball-carrier, in a wids-open area eoverad
by few defensive players, as cpposed to the heavily
trafficked area near the line of serimmage. (182025,
Amer.]

bro/ken heart’, despair; disillusionment; devastaiing
sorrow, esp, fram disappointmens in love. [1825-85]
bro/kenshaartrad (bro/ken hiir’tid), adj, burdened
with great soxrow, grief, or dissppeintment. (1520-30]
—brofkan-heart’edily, ade. —bro’ kensheart/ad-
ness, n.

——Syn, heartaick, heartbroken, despondent, dejectad.

Bro/ken Hill?, 1. a city in W New South Wales, in SE
Austrlia: mining center. 26913, 2. former namée Of
Kabwe.
bro’ken lce’, Oceanpg. seq ice that covers from ¥ o
80 percent of tha surface of water in any particular area.
bro‘ken ne’, 1. a discontinuous line or series of line
segments, as & series of dashes, or a figure mede up of
line segments mecting at ohlique angles. 2. 4 highway
marling consisting of n seriea of disconnected lise seg-
ments painted between lanes of & roadway, indicating
that crossing fram one to the other is permissible.
brosken lot/. See odd fot.

bro’keon ped/iment, Archit =2 Ediment, as over a
doorwny or window, having its raking corpice inter-
rupted at the crown ot apex. See illns. under pediment.

bro‘ken play”, Foetball an improvised offeniive
g‘)ﬁy that resulta when the originaily planned pley has

iled to be executed properly.

bro/ken twiil’ weave’, a twill weave in which the
direction of the diagonal produced by the weft threads is
revarsed after no maore tﬁan tws puassages of the weft.
bro/ken wa’ter, Oceanog. 8
surface i rippled or choppy, usual
tively calm water.
brorken wind’ (wind), Vel Pathol heave (def 26).
[1745-56] —bre’ken-wind’ ad, adi.

BrosKer :(bro’ker), n. 1. an agent who buye or selis for
& prinuipal on & commission basis without having title to
the property. 2. & person who functions af an interme-
diary hetween two or more parties in negotisting agree-
ments, bargains, or the like. 3. stockbroker. —u.t 4, to
nct as & hroker for: fo broker the sale of o house —wh
B. to B¢l 8e & broker. {1360-1400; ME broco{u)r < AF
brocolu)r, abrocowr middioman, wine merchant; of. OPr

. abrocader, perh. based on Sp alborogue gift or drink
councluding a transaction (< Ar al- bursh the gift, gratu-
ity), with ~ador < L. -&tdr- -ATOR] —hro/ker-ship’, n.
bro«kerage (bréfker ij), n. 1. Also, broskerdng. the
busioess a broker. &. the commission of & broker.
{1425-75; late ME; see nroxEs, -Acx]

bro/kered convenv/tion, U.S. Politics s patty con.
vention I whish many delegatea are pledged to favorite

atch of water whose
{Jy surrounded by rela-

f bro’mide pa‘per,

a3 who usa their blocs of votes to bargain with leadin
candidates whe lack & majority of delegate support. CE
opan convention

broi-ga (brol’gol, n. o large Austrafian crana, Grus
rubicunde, with silvery-gray plumage and n ved patch
on the head, nated for ite elaborate courtship datice. Alsg
called native companken. (18953800, < Kamilaroi or
Yuwaalarasy (Australian Aborigical lengusge ken
pear Lightning Ridge, N New South Walea) burralga]
brakly (brol’g), n., pl -les. Brit Informal, an um-
breliz. [1870-75; alter. of (usjnrELL{a) + -¥7]

brome-, Chem. var. of breyao~ before o vowel.
brosmal {br6-mal), n, Pherm. ao oily, eolorless liqui
CBr,CHO, used in medicine chiefly a8 an anodyne an
hyprotic. Aleg called tribromoacetaldehydn, {187C-75;
BROK- + -AL¥]

brosmate (bro/mit), K., v, -mated, smabing Chem.
—n. 1. o salt of bromic acid —u.t 2. bo treat with bro-
mine; brominate, [1830-40; sros{e} + -«

bromasti-um  (brd midfshé em, -shem), n., pl -ti-a
(-ah& 7, -shah, sny of the swellen l;yfhai tlga of certain
i, on whith anés can feed. {{< ) < Gk bromadtion,

equiv. to brémat-, s. of bréma food, meat + -ton dim,
quiffin}
Bromsbherg (brom’birg: Ger. babm/berish, . German
neme of Bydposrcz.
Brome-grass (brdm’gras’, -gras’), n. ey of pumers
b of the genus Bromus, having ﬂa{ hlages and
open clusters of llower spiltelats, Also brome
(brom), chess, {1750-60; < NL Bromi{us} genus name
{< Gk brémos oats) + GBass]
brosnig-ialn bre/me lan, -1in7), n. Biocham. an en-
zyme, foand in pineapple, thet breaks down protein and
is ap # meat tenderizer Cf. papein. [1980-85
appar. bromel{in) ab sarier nams for anzyena {Bro-
mel(ia) a genus that formariy included the pineappie
(e00 BROMELIAR) + ~IN") + (pApjAIN]
prosmesli=sad (brd m&1e ad), n. any of numercus,
usuelly epiphytic tropical American piants, having long,
Bi§/T ieaven and showy flowezs, and inchading the pineap-
ple, Spanish moss, and marg :‘r]peciea
plants or ornamentals. {1865-T0; < Bromeli(a), the
tygggmua of the family (named after Olaus Bromelius
(1 1705}, Swedish botamist; ses -1a) + -an'] w~bro.
me-larcoous (brd ma/E 3/shes), adj.
bromegsosin {(brs md’e sin), n. Chem. ecsin {def. 1).
{AROM-~ + EOHTN}
Bromi-fioid {oromffEld], n Louks
novelist.
bromuhisdro-sis (bré‘mi drdreis, brdm/hi-), n. Med
the secration of fuul-meliing sweat. Alae, bromidrosis.
Also calied osmidrosis. {1865-70; sRoM- -+ HIDROAIS]

broamic (bré/miky, adj. Chem, containing pentavalent
bromine. [1820-30; pRoM- + -1c]

bro/milc ac’ld, Chem. an acid, HBrQ,, stable only in
vary dilute solutions, usually produced by the reaction of
bariwm brorate with sutfurse geid: used chisfly s vn ox-
idizing mgent in the manufacture of dyes and pharma-
couticals. [1820-30]

brosmide (bro/mid or, for I bri‘mid), n. L. Chem. a.
2 palt 4f hydrobromic acid conaisting of two elements,
one of whith {8 bromine, aa ium bromide, NaBr, b. a
compound containing bromips, as methyl bromide. 2.
Pharrt. potassium brownide, known o produce central
nervous syetem deprapsion, formerly used as a sedative.
3. a pletitade or trite saying. 4. a person who ia plakitu-
dinous aod bering. (1 : pACM- + -1DE; in deis, 3, 4
from use of some bromides as sedatives]
Photog. 8 faat printi
eonted with an emulgion of silver bromide: u
for entargementa, (1880-85]
bro-mideic (brs mid’ik), adj. pertainin
platitude; being a bromide; n'ite?e [1BD5»§
MIDE + -1¢] —brosmidsical-ly, adv.
broemi-dro-sle (bro/mi drd’aiel, n. Med. bromhidro-
8iB.

brosmin-ate (bro/me nitY), uL, -at-ed, -atng. Chem.
to treal of combine with bremine; bromate, [187(-75;
BROMINE + -ATE'] —bro/misna’tion, r.

bro-mine (prd/mén, -min), n. Chem. an element that

ia 8 dark-reddish, fuming, toxic liquid and a member of

the halogen family: obtained from natural brines and

ocean water, and used chiefly i the manufhcture of gas-

oline antiknock ¢ompounds, pharmaceuticals, and dyes.
bol: Br; ot wi; 79.90%; at ro: 35; ap. gr. 3.119 at

50°C. [1827; < F brome bromine (¢ Gk bromos stench)

+ -INE"]

bro’/ mine pentafluor/ide, Chem. s colorless, sorro-

sive liquid, BrF,, used an an oxidizer in ligquid rocket

propellants.

bro-mism Grd/miz em} n Pothel. e condition due to

axceasive use of bromides and characterized by skin

erupkicns. Alao, brosminslsm (brd’ms wiz/am). [1865~

70; sROMODE} + -rax]

bro-mize (bri‘miz), v.L, -mized, -mizing. Chem. o

treat or combine with bromine or a bremide. Also, esp.

Brit, brofmise. [1860-55; BRom- + -xzE] o/ s

za’tlon, n, —bro’miz-er, n.

Bromeley (brom/ig, brum’-), n. a borough of Greater

London, England. 294,900,

bromo-, & comhining form used in the names of chemi-

o] compounda in which bromine is present: bromoben-

zene Also, esp. before a vowsl, brom-

Wi ag house-

1856-1956, UL

paper
mostly

or proper to a
, Amer.; BRO-

CGNTISE PROFUNGIATION REY! 4cl chpe, ghre, pari; sal, Bquak if, ice:
o, Soer, Brder, oil, bioh, BB, out up, Grae child: ¥ing; shoe; thin,
shat; zh aa in treqsure. 9 = @ us in alone, € an in epatem, 1 as in
easily, o 88 in gallop, u as in circus * ay in fire {{i%), hour (ou’r),
1and o san serve 52 gyliohic consonants e in cradle {kradsi), and
button (but’ni. See the full key inside the front cover.
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