Before the
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

Washirgton, D.C. 20554
In the Matter of )
)
Kurtis J. Kintzel, Keanan Kintzel, and all ) EB Docket No. 07-197 ;
Entities by which they do business before the ) I
Federal Communications Commission ) ;
) "
Resellers of Telecommunications Services ) FILED/AC'CEPTED
) NOV .1 4 2007
To: Presiding Officer, Richard L. Sippel ) Federal Communlcations Commisslon
(Chief ALJ) )

Office of the Sedretary

ANSWERS TO ENFORCEMENT BUREAU’S REQUEST FOR ADMISSTON OF FACTS

AND GENUINENESS OF DOCUMENTS TO KURTIS J. KINTZEL

The party, by his undersigned counsel, hereby answers the Request for Admigsions and
Genuineness of Documents propounded by the Enforcement Bureau as follows: |

a. The information supplied in these Answers is true to the best of the pérty’;
knowledge, information, and belief;

b. The qud usage and sentence structure may be those of the atiorney who in fact
prepared the.se Answ:ers and does not purport to be that of the executing party; and

C. Disco.yery is not complete; the party reserves the right to supplement its Answers

if additional information comes 1o its attention. - :

Answers




. WBOI entered into a consent decree with the Commission dated on or "Iabout
February 13, 2004 (the “Consent Decree™) in connection with a proceeding under EB Docket No.
03-85.” .

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J, Kintzel
individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify
piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper.
The question should be directed to the corpdration.

2, “The Companies are signatoriqs to the Co.nsent Decree.”

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kiﬁtzel
individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify
piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the queétion proper.
The question should be directed to the corporatioh.

3. “You are BOI’s Chairman of the Board.”

Answer; Objection; the question is improper because ditected to Kurtis J. Kiﬁtzel

individually, althougp' the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify
piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question propet.
The question should be directed to the corporation. x

4. “You have bgen Chairman of the Board of BOI during the period Febr}uary 11,

2004 through the present.”

Answer: Objécﬁon; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kintzel

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper.

The question should be directed to the corporation.




.ot

O “IonarBOYy president” .

Answer: Objection; the question is impropet because directed to Kurtis J. Kﬁczel
individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would.-' justify
piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper.

The question should be directed to the corporation.

6. “You have been BOT's president during the period February 11, 2004 through the

present.”

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kil:ntzel
individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would ;jusﬁfy
piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the queétion proper.
The question should be directed to the corporation. |

7. “You hold a 72 percent equity interest in BOL.”

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kintzel

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would 3ustify
piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper.
The question should be directed to the corporation.

8. “You have held a majority equity interest in BOI during the period February :1 1,
2004 through the present.” ' : .

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kintzel
individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justi.fy
piercing the corporaté veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question, propet.

The question should be directed to the corporation.

9. “Keanan Kintze] is BOI's Secretary/Treasurer.”




Anwer D))j@ﬂﬁdﬂ! the quastion 16 improper because divested to Hurtls J. Wlntzel
individually, although the Order to Show Cause does ot allege any facts that would justify

pietcing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper.

The question should be directed to the corporation.

10.  “Keanan Kintzel has been BOI’s Secretary/Treasurer during the periold February
11, 2004 through thq present.” | .

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kintzel
individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would,justify
piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise maké the question proper.
The question should be directed to the corpdration. .

11, “Keanan Kintzel is a director of BOL” '

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kiﬁtzel
individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would =justify
' piercing the corporate-veil under 'existing law, or that would otherwise fnake the question proper.

The question should be directed to the corporation.

-

12,  “Keanan Kintzel has been a director of BOI during the period February 11, 2004
through the present,” l

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kintzel
individually, althougin the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify
piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the queéﬁon proper.

The question should be directed to the corporation.

13. “Keaﬁan Kintzel holds a 26 percent equity interest in BOL”




Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kintzel

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does hot allege any facts that would justify

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper.

The question should be directed to the corporation.

14,  “Keanan Kintzel has held a minority equity interest in BOI from February 11,

2004 through the present.”

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kintzel

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify
piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the queétion proper.

The question should be directed to the corporation.

15.  “Youare Buzz’s Chairman of the Board.” i

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kintzel

individually, although.the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify
piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the ques;,tioﬁ proper.
The question should be directed to the corporation.

16. “You have been Chairman of the Board of Buzz Telecom from February 11, 2604
through the present.” |

Answer; ‘Obj‘ection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. IGptzel
' individgally, altlmugh the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify
piercing the cotporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the quesﬁ(;n proper.
The question should be directed to the corporation.

17.  “Youhave been President of Buzz during the period February 11, 2004 through

the present.”




Answey: Objection; the question is improper becanse directed to Kurtis J; Kinizel
individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify
piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the qu'eétidn proper.

The question should’ be directed to the corporation.
| 18.  “Youhold a 72 percent equity interest in Buzz.” |

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Ki'ntzel
individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that wouldijustify
piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper.
The question should be directed to the corporation. i

19.  “Youhave held a majority .equity interest in Buzz from February 11, é004
through the present.” |

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Ki|il1tze1
individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify
piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the ques:tion proper.
The question should be directed to the corporation.

20. “Keaqan Kintzel is Buzz’s Secretary.”

Answer: Objéction; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kintéel
individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper.

" The question should be directed to the corporation.

21.  “Keanan Kintzel has been Secretary of Buzz Telecom from February 11, 2004
through the present.”




‘Angwer: Obiecﬁon; the question s {mproper becanse directed to Kurtis J. Kg;‘ntzel
individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that woﬂdjusﬁfy
piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper.
The question should be directed to the corporation. '

22,  “Keanan Kintzel is a director of Buzz.” :

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kintzel
individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not‘ allege any facts that would:ljustify
pierciné the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the queétion proper.
The question should be directed to the corporation. .

23.  “Keanan Kintzel holds a 26 percent equity interest in Buzz.”

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis I. Kintzel
individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would jiustify
piercing the corporaté veil under existing law, ot that would othen'vise make the question proper.

The question should be directed to the corporation.

24, “Keanan Kintzel has held a minotity equity interest in Buzz from February 11,
2004 through the present.” |

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kintzel
individually, althougﬁ-the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify
piercing the corporate Iveil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the queéﬁon proper.
The question should be directed to the corporation.

25.  “You are a director of Avatar.”

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kintzel

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would jugﬁfy




\

plercing the corporate veil under existing Yaw, ot fhel would otherwise make the Q\lbs'il O PIOpeEY.
The question should be directed to the corporation. :

26.  “You have been a director of Avatar during the period February 11, 2;004 through

the present.” |

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Ki:'ntzel

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would'justify
piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper.

The question should be directed to the corporation. :

27.  “Youhold a 72 percent equity interest in Avatar.”

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kintzel

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would ijustify
!
piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper.

!
The question should be directed to the corporation. :
28.  “You have held a majority equity interest in Avatar from February 11; 2004
through the preéent.”

Answer: Objéction; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kintzel

“individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would jlistify
piereing the corporat:e: veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the quesltion 'prbper.
The question should be directed to the corporation. |

29.  “Keanan Kintzel is a director of Avatar.” ;

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kinizel

individually, althougﬁ the Order to Show Cause does not a]iege any facts that would justify




piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the quelétion PIOPQI.

1

The question should be directed to the corporation.

30.  “Keanan Kintzel has been a director of Avatar during the period Febr:uary 11,
2004 through the present.”

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kintzel
individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would;iustify
piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the que$ﬁon PIOpET,

The question should be directed to the corporation. '

31.  “Keanan Kintzel holds a 26 percent equity interest in Avatar.” '

A_nme_x:' Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kil:htzel
individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would:justii‘y
piercing the corporaté veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the que%tion proper.
The question should be directed to the corporation. :

32.  “Keanan Kintzel has held a minority equity interest in Avatar from Feébi'uary 11,
2004 through the present.” f

Answer: Objéctiqn; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kintzel '

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify
piercing the corp,oraté veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper.
The question should be directed to the corporation.

33. “You and Keanan Kintzel are brothers.”

Answer: Objection; the question is irrelevant. The Order to Show Cause does not allege

any facts that would justify piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would

otherwise make the guestion proper.




4. “You are responsible for overeeing the financial management of BOL#

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kiintzel
individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would! Justify
piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the queétion proper.

The question should be directed to the corporation. :'

35.  “Youhave been responsible for overseeing the financial management!, of BOI
during the period February 11, 2004 through the present.” )

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed toKurtis J. Ki':ntzel
individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that wouldl‘justiﬁ'
piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the queétion proper.

The question should be directed to the corporation.

36.  “Keanan Kintzel is responsible for overseeing the day-to-day activities of BOL”

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Ki%atzel
individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not a_llege any facts that would iiustify
piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the ques:ﬁon proper.
The question should be directed to the corporation.

37. “Keaqan Kinze] has been responsible for overseeing the day-to-day ac:tivities of
BOI during the period February 11, 2004 through November 2006.” :

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Ki111tzel
individually, although the Ox.jder to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper.

The question should be directed to the corporation.

10
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38. - “Reanan Kintzel has been responsible for overseeing the day-to-day afctivities 'of -
BOI during the period December 2006 thicugh ths ptesent. You are responsible for overseeing

the financial management of Buzz.”

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kintzel

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify
piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the queétion proper.

The question should be directed to the corporation. |

39.  “You are responsible for overseeing the financial management of Buzz.”

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kihtzel

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would fjustify
piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the queé:tion proper.
The question should be directed to the corporation.

40.  “You have been responsible for overseeing the financial management§o£ Buzz

during the period February 11, 2004 through the present.”

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kintzel
<ndividually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the quesjion proper.

The question should be directed to the corporation. ‘ :

41.  “You are responsible for overseeing the regulatory compliance of BOI;.”

Answer; Objéction; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Ki1i1tzel
individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify
piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper.

The question should be directed to the corporation,

11
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42, “You have been responsible for overseeing the regulatory compliancé of BOT
| i

during the period February 11, 2004 through the present.” |

Answer: Objection; the question is improper becauée directed to Kurtis J. Ki:ntzel
individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would:_ justify
piercing the corpdrate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper.
The question should be directed to the corporation. .
43.  “You are responsible for oveiseeing the regulatory compliance of Bugiz.” B

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kiltzel

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify
piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper.
The question should be directed to the corporation. ' .

44.  “You have been responsible for overseeing the regulatory compliance: of Buzz

during the period February 11, 2004 through the present.”
Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kixlsatzel o |
individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify
piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper.
The question.should be directed to the corporation. '
45.  “Keanan Kintzel is responsible for overseeing the day-to-day activities of Buzi.”
Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. K.il;ltzel
in'dividually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the ques:tion proper.

The question should be directed to the corporation.

12
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26.  “Keanan Kintzel has been responsible for overseeing the day-to-day activities of
Buzz during thg period February 11, 2004 through November 2006.”

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Ki',ntzel

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would Jjustify

. Piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper.

The question should be directed to the corporation.

|
. {
47.  “Keanan Kintze] has been responsible for overseeing the day-to-day activities of

Buzz during the period December 2006 through the present.” ;
Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kintzel
individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify

piercing the corporafe veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper.

The question should be directed to the corporation,

48.  “You had to approve all scripts used by telemarketers to market Buzz:during the

period February 11, 2004 through November 2006.” :

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kintzel

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify
piercing the .corporat’e veil under existing law, or that would otherwise. make the question pr.oper.
The question should be directed to the corporation.

49,  “Youhave had to approve all scripts used by telemarketers to market i3uzz during

the period December 2006 through the present,”
Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kinizel

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would jus}ify ‘

13




pieaeing T Gorpore vei vndex exisiing Jaw, ot fhat would ofhawias ok the anachion proper
The question should be directed to the cotporation. | '

50.  “Attachment A is a true and accurate copy of the Consent Decree.” 1

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kiintzel
individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that Would;jystify
piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the que;lstion proper.
The question should be directed to the corporation. ' |

51.  “The signature that. ellppears on Attachment A on behalf of Business O:ptions, Inc.,
U.S. Bell, Inc./Link Technologies, Buzz Telecom Corporation and Avatar Enterpriseis, Inc.
belongs to You.” : ’ ” ‘

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kiintz’el
individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would :justify
piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the ques;tiqn proper.
The question should be directed to the corporation. .

52,  “You had authority to sign the document appearing in Attachment A on behalf of
BOJ, US Bell, Buzz énd Avatar.” | '

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kintzel

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that woqu justify
piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper.
The question should be directed to the corporation.

53.  “Youhad authority to sign the document that appears as Attachment A on behalf

of the Companies.” -

14




Answior; Objestion; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kintzel
individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would'.justify
piercing the corpotate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the queile.tion proper.
The question should be directed to the corporation. |

54.  “Attachment B is a true and accurate copy of a letter, dated Decembell‘ 20, 2006
from Trent B. Harkrader, Deputy Chief, Investigations & Hearings Division, Enforcé:ment
Bureau, Federal Communications Commission, to Kurtis J. Kinizel, Business Optionis, Inc.”

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Ki_ntiel }

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that wbuld ;iustify
piercing the corporate veil lgnder existing law, or that would otherwise make the que;tion' propel.'.
The question should be directed to the corpotation. '

35.  “BOIlreceived a copy of Attachment B on or about December 20, 20d6.”

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kintzel

indiviflually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would _Iiustify ! |
pierciilg the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper. .
The question should be directed to the corporation. '

56. "‘Attac;hment C is a true and accurate copy of BOI’s response, dated Jam;ary 17,
2007, to the LOI (Atfachment B hereto), without attached documents.”

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. muel
individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify P
piercing the corporaté veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the ques!:idnvproper.v |

The question should be directed to the corporation, o )

15




51, “One or more oificers of BOI personally prepared the document WMO%II is

appended hereto as Attachment C.”

- o
Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kintzel
I

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would?justify
piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper,

The question should be directed to the corporation.
58.  “One or more officers of BOI personally reviewed the document whidh is
appended hereto as Attachment C for truthfulness, completeness, and correctness befl‘ore‘it was

filed with the Commission.”

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kiiptzel
individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would just-ify
piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the quesl:tion proper.
The question should be directed to thé corpoxlation. i
59. “Attachment D is a true and accurate copy of the declaration of Kurtls’, Kintzel

I

dated February 9, 2007.”

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kil:ltZ,el

individually, al.though the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify,

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper.
The question should be directed to the corporation,

60.  “One or more officers of BOI personally prepared the document which is
appended hereto as Attachment D.”

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kintzel

individually, althougﬁ the-Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify

16




BT
" >

yd

1

piercing the corporate veid under existing law, ot that would otherwise make the question proper.
) |

The question should be directed to the corporation. |

61.  “One or more officers of BOI personally reviewed the document whi;:h is

- appended hereto as Attachment D for truthfulness, completeness, and correctness before it was

, f
filed with the Commission.” '

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kif:ltzel
individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts, that would justify

piercing the corporate veil-under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper.

The question should be directed to the corporation.
' z
|

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kintzel

62.  “The signature that appears on Attachiment D belongs to you.”

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would ljustify-
piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the quesition proper.
The question should be directed to the corporation. ;

63, “Atthe time you signéd Attachment D, you were the Chief Executi've QOfﬁcell.' of
BOL” :

Answer: ‘Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kintzel

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify
piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the ques"tion proper.
The question should be directed to the corporation. | '

64. “At th‘é time you signed Attachment D, you were the Chief Exgcuﬁve bfﬁcer of '

2

Buzz.

17




/l_ﬂﬂvg: 021_{'60(1'011; the ques‘ﬁ'on 1s fmproper because directed to Kurtis T. Kintzel
individuaily, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that wouldzjusﬁfy
piercing the cotporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the que;t-ion proper.
The question should be directed to the corporation, .

i
65.  “Atthe time you signed Attachment I, Buzz was an affiliate of BOLT

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because ditected to Kurtis J. Kintzel
individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that wouldiiustify
piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise maké the ques;tion proper.
The question should be directed to the corporation. '

66.  “Atthe time you signed Attachment D, Buzz shared common owners]‘zip with
BOL”

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kintzel
individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that \;vould justify
piercing the corporaté veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the ques;tion proper.
The question should be directed to the corporation. | .

67.  “Attachment E is a true and accurate copy of an e-mail, dated January'30, 2007
from Brian M. Hend;icks, Attorney Advisor, Investigations & Hearings Division, Enforcgment
Bu;eau, Federal Communications Commission, to You, excluding attachments.”

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kintzel
individually, althdugh the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would _%us_ﬁfy _
piercing the corporate veil under existing law, dr that would otherwise make the question proper.

The question should be directed to the corporation.

68.  “Youreceived a copy of Attachment E on or about January 30, 2007.”

Al ' 18
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- Answer: Objection; the question is inproper because directed to Kurtls . Kintrel
individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the questién proper.

.

The question should be directed to the corporation.

19




T 11713/2067 18130 121979193250 ' . PAGE 94

SWORN STATEMENT ;

1 hereby declare under penalty of perjury that the information supplied in the fo;reguing
Answets is true to the best of my knowledge, information, and belief. The word choic:a and
sentence structure may be those of the attorney and does not purport to be that of the ezi:ecuting :
parties. Discovery is not complete; the parties reserve the right to supplement their Answets if

additional information contes to theix attention. , .

(e o L
Ko Kzl / U/\'ZJD?

CpssvAot 1W)3for

Catherine Park, Esq, (DC Bar # 492812)

The Law Office of Catherine Park : o
2300 M Street, NW, Suite 800 : :
Washington, D.C. 20037 : :
Phone: (202) 973-6479 x




Certificate of Service

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of the foregoing was sent for filing on
this 14% day of November 2007, by hand delivery, to the followmg

Marlene H. Dortch 5
Secretary :
Federal Communications Commission ;
236 Massachusetts Avenue, NE !
Suite 110

Washington, D.C. 20002

And served by U.S. Mail, First Class, on the following:

Richard L. Sippel, Chief Administrative Law Judge
Federal Communications Commission

445 12™ Street, SW, Room 1-C861

Washington, D.C. 20554

Hillary DeNigro, Chief '
Michele Levy Berlove, Attorney

Investigations & Hearings Division, Enforcement Bureau

Federal Communications Commission

445 12" Street, SW, Room 4-C330

Washington, D.C. 20554

@Mﬂ’m

Catherine Park
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ToE Law OFFICE OF CATHERINE PARK

2800 M STREHIRNWI © ey an ‘
o SR O0F OhlL©

WasmaNncTOoN, D.C. 20037

. ! H
PronE: (202)973-6479 E-Marr: CATHERINE.PARK@CPABRELAW.00M :
Fax: (868) 747-7566 WEBSITE: WWW.OPARELAW.COM'

{
|

November 14, 2007 ,

FILED/ACCEPTED
Marlene H. Dortch Nov 1 P
Secretary . 4 2007 L
Federal Communications Commission el cf',’,"""“"ff-‘ﬂuans Commissign !
236 Massachusetts Avenue, NE % 0Fthe Secratary
Suite 110

Washington, D.C. 20002
RE: Answers to Request for Admissions, Keanan Kintzel; EB Docket No. 07-197

Dear Madame Secretary:
Enclosed for filing on behalf of parties Kurtis J. Kintzel, Keanan Kintzel, and all other
Entities by which they do business before the Federal Communications Commission, is the

original and 6 copies of the Answers to the Enforcement Bureau’s Request for Admission of y
Facts and Genuineness of Documents to Keanan Kintzel in the above-referenced matter.

Sincerely, :

&ﬁww."ﬁ«k, Ss% .

Catherine Park, Esq..

Enclosures: Original + 6 Copies

List ABC

No. of Colggzs rec'd 9 ‘V(a =




T !

Before the '

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
Washington, D.C, 20554 '
i
In the Matter of ) !
‘ )
Kurtis J. Kintzel, Keanan Kintzel, and all ) EB Docket No. 07-197
Entities by which they do business before the )
Federal Communications Commission ) |
. )
Resellers of Telecommunications Services ) F'LED[AGGEPTED
To: Presiding Officer, Richard L. Sippel ) OV 1 4 2007
o: Presiding Officer, Richard L. Sippe ) ' Federal Communical
(Chief ALy ) adera om?emg'n ﬂx‘:gt s%%s; e(:tglrnymlsslon

I
%

ANSWERS TO ENFORCEMENT BUREAU’S REQUEST FOR ADMISSION OF FACTS
AND GENUINENESS OF DOCUMENTS TO KEANAN KINTZEL,

The party, by his undersigned counsel, hereby answers the Request for Admi'.:ssipns and
Genuineness of Documents propouﬁded by the Enforcement Bureau as follows:

a. The information supplied in these Answers i_s true to the best of the patty’s
knowledge, information, and belief; ' | '

b. The word usage and sentence structure may be those of the attorney who in fact

- prepared these Answers.and does not purport to be that of the executing party; and

c. Discovery is not complete; the party reserves the right to supplement its Answers

if additional information comes to its attention.

Answers




1. “BOI entered into a consent decree with the Commission dated on or about -
!

February 13, 2004 (the “Consent Decree”) in connection with a proceeding under EB Docket No.

03-85.7 | | o

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Keanan Kintzel

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that wouldijustify

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper.
The question should be directed to the corporation.

2, “Buzz entered into the Consent Decree.” .

, i
Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Keanan Kintzel

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would hustlfy

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the ques:,tion proper.

!
i

The question should be directed to the corporation.

3. “The Companies are signatories to the Consent Decree.” '

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Keanan Kix{tzel
i,ndividuélly, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify
15iefcing the corperate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the questiq'n proper.
The question should be directed to the corporations. "

4, “Kurtis J. Kintzel is BOI’s Chairman of the Board.”

m: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Keanan Kintzel
i;,ldividually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper.

The question should::be directed to the corporation.




