
•

5. "Kurtis J. Kintzel has been Chaitm!U1 ofthe Board ofBOl from Feb~ II,

2004 through the present."

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

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

, ,
piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the que~tionproper.

The question should be directed to the corporation.

6, "Kurtis J. Kintzel is BOI's president."

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Keanan Kin1zel

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

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the que~tionproper.

The question should be directed to the corporation.

7. "Kurtis J. Kintzel has been BOl's president during the period FebruarY 11,2004

through the present."

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 justify

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

The question should be directed to the corporation.

8. "Kurtis J. Kintzel holds a 72 percent equity interest in BOI."

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

ip.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 ~therwisemake the question proper.

The question should be directed to the corporation.
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9. tlKurtis J. Kintzel has held a mlijOlity equity interest in BOI fromFe~ II,
, ,

2004 through the present."

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

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

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

The qilestion should be directed to the corporation.

10. "You are BOI's SecretarylTreasurer."

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

tndividual1y, 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. "You have been been BOrs SecretarylTreasurer during the period February 11,

2004 through the preaent."

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 justify

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

The question should be directed to the corporation.

12. "You are a director ofBOL"

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 justify

pietclng the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the questiol1 proper.
I • '

The questiOli should be directed to the corporation.
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n "YOil nHVe been Hdirecwr of'BOl during /:be period Pehruary 11" ~004 du-OUgb.

the present."

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 justify
, ,

piercing the-eorporate veil under existing law, or that woul\! otherwise make the question proper.

The question should be directed to the corporation.

14. "You hold a 26 percent equity interest in BOI."

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

individually. although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any ~cts that would~ustifY

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

The question should be directed to the corporation.

15. "You have held a minority equity interest in BOl from Febmary 11,2004 through

the present."

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

4ulividually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would ju~tify

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

The question should be directed to the corporation.

16. ''Kurtis J. Kintzel is Buzz's Chairman ofthe Board."

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

individually,.although the Older to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justifY

pierCing the 9Orporate veil Wlder existing law, or that would otherwise ma,ke the question proper.

The question should be directed to the corporation.

5
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17. "Kurtis J. Kintzel has been Chaltman ofthe Board ofBuzz Telecom from

February 1I, 2004 through the present."

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'jll:1tifY

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

The qu~tion should be directed to the corporation.

18. "Kurtis J. Kintzel has been President ofBuzz during the period February 11, 2004

through the present."

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 justifY

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

The question should be directed to the corporation.

19. "Kurtis Kintzel is a director ofBuzz."

Answer: Objection; the question is improper becrruse directed to Keanan Kin,tzel

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~e the question proper.

The.question should be directed to the corporation.

20. "Kurtis Kintzel has been a director ofBuzz during the period February 11, 2004

throughihe present."

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

llIdividually, although:the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that wouldju~tify

piercing the col.Jll?rate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper.. .
the question should be directed to the corporation.

6
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21. "Kurtis J. Kintzel holds a 72 percent equity interest in Buzz."

Answer: Objection; the question is in'lproper because directed to Keanan 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.

22. "Kurtis J. Kintzel has held a majority equity interest in Buzz from February 11,

~004 through the present."

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:justify
,

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

The question should be directed to the corporation.

23. "You are Buzz's Secretary."

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

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that wo1;Jld justify

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise m!!ke the question proper.

The question should be directed to the corporation.

24. "Youhave been Secretary ofBuzz Telecom from February 11,2004 thrQugb.:the
,

~t."

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Keanan Kin~I
"
.ilidi\'idually, 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.. . , .

1lhe question should be directed to the corporation.

25. "Y"uare a director ofBuzz."

7 ."



Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Keanan Kiq.tzel

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.

26. "You have been a director ofBuzz during the period February 11, 2004 through

the present."

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to K~anKintzel
I

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

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

The question should be directed to the corporation.

27. "You hold a 26 percent equity interest in Buzz."

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Keanan 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 nJl!ke the queStion proper.

The question should be directed to the corpotation.

28. "You have held a minority equity interest in Buzz from February II, 2004

through the present."

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

kdividually, 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.

29. "Kurtis J. Kintzel holds a 72 percent equity interest in Avatar."

8
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Ans Ob' ti'" ,. , , :wer: cree on; me question IS Improper because directed to Keanan Kintzel
,

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

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

The question should be directed to the corporation.

3O. "Kurtis J. Kintzel has held a majority equity interest in Avatar from F,ebruary 11,

2004 through the present."

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

I
individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would~ustify

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

The question should be directed to the corporation.

31. "You are a director ofAvatar."

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

32. "You have been a director ofAvatar during the period February 11, 2004 through

the present."

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Keaoan Kin~1

iudividually,.althauglq the Offier to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would ju~tify. . .

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the questi~nproper.

The ~estionshould be directed to the corporation.

'.

,'.\01;

33. "You hold a 26 pexcent equity interest in Avatar."

9
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Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kaanan [(jll.t:i~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 he directed to the corporation.

34. "You have held a minority equity interest in Avatar from February 11', 2004

through the present."

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:iu~tify

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

The question should be directed to the corporation.

35. "You and Kurtis J. 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 wo!Jld

otherwise make the question proper.

36. , "Kurtis,J. Kj,utzel is responsible for overseeing the financial management of

BOl."

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

ihclividually, althoughthe C>roer te Show cause does not allege any facts that wouldjustify,

¢ercing the corp~rate veilljllder eXisting law, or that would otherwise~e the questiqn proper:

The 'l.ucstion should be direCted to the corporation.

37. "K-urtis t Kintzel has been responsible for overseeing the financiallllljllllgenient '
" '

QfBOI during the period February 11, 2004 through the present."

10
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Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Keanan Klt?tzel

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

piercing the corporate veil Wlder existing law, or that would otherwise mllke the que~tion proper.

The question should be directed to the corporation.

38. "You are responsible for overseeing the day-to-day activities ofBOl.~·

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Keanan :I<:fu.tzel

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.

39. "You have been responsible for overseeing the day-to-day activities ofBOI

during the period February 11,2004 through November 2006."

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 juStify

piercing the <;orporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper.

1he question should be directed to the corporation.

40. "You have been responsible for overseeing the day-to-day activities ofBOl

dming the pllliod Dece.glber 2006 through thepresent."

Answer: Objeetion; the question is, improper because directed to Keanan Kintzel
. .

indj.vidually, although the O.tder 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 te the corporation.

41. "Kurti!; J. Kh).tzel is responsible for overseeing t4e financial management of

Buzz,",

11



-,..".-------------------- .....
';

Answer: Objection; tb.e question is improper because directed to Keanan Ki~tzel

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege ally facts that wouldjustify
I

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

The question should be directed to the corporation.

42. "Kurtis J. Kintzel has been responsible for overseeing the financial management

ofBuzz during the period February 11,2004 through the present."

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kennan KiIitzel

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

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

The question should be directed to the corpomtion.

43. "Kurtis J. Kintzel is responsible for overseeing the regulatory compliance of

Buzz."

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kennan Kiritzel

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 shouid be directed to the corporation.

44. "Kurtis J. Kintzel has been responsible for overseeing the regulatory compliance

'ofBuzz during the period February 11, 2004 through the pr,esent."

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 justify
, '

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

The question shouhl be directed to the corpomtion.

]2
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Buzz."
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45.
;

"Kurtis J. Kintzel is responsible for overseeing the regulatory compli.;nce of

-\

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Keauan 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.

46. "Kurtis J. Kintzel has been responsible for overseeing the regulatory compliauce

ofBuzz during the period February 11,2004 through the presentn

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

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

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

The question should be directed to the corporation.

47. "You are responsible for overseeing the day-to-day activities ofBuzz."

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

individually, alt}1ough the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify

piercing the <;<>rporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper.

The question should be directed to the corporation.

48. • "Youhave been responsible for overseeing~e day-to-dayactivities ofBuzz

~uring the period February 11,2004through November 2006.",
Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Keanan Kintzel

mdivillually, -although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would juatify
~ -

piercing the corpl!)rate veil URder existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper.

The question s~uldb~~ecied.t0fthe Cf;)rpqration.

. 13
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49. "You have been responsible for overseeing the day-to-day activities ofBuzz

during the period De<;ember 2006 through the present"

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

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not ailege any facts that wouldJustifY
;

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

The question should be directed to the corporation_

50. "Kurtis J • ~ntzel had to approve all scripts used by telemarketers to ~ket Buzz

during the period February II, 2004 through November 2006."

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

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

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the que~ti~lll proper.

The question should be directed to the corporation.

5!. "Kurtis J. Kintzel has had to approve all scripts used by telemarketers to market

Buzz during the period December 2006 through the present."

Answer: Objection; the qv.estion is improper because directed to Keanan Kintzel

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

piercing the eorpOrB,te veil under epsting law, or that would otherwise make the queStion proper.

The qqestion sheuld be directed to the corporation.

52. "You reviewed all scripts used by telemarketers to market Buzz during tl).e period

Bebruary 11, 2004 through November 2006."

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

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

\,
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piercing the corpoltlte veil under existing law, or tbat would otherwise make ilie ciue~tion proper.

The question should be directed to the corporation.

53. "You have reviewed all scripts used by telemarketers to market Buzz.during the

period December 2006 through the present."

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Keanan Kint~l

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 pfoper.

The question should be directed to the corporation.

IS



NOV-11~2007 03:55P FROMrBUZ2RZZ 7274437308

,',

SWORN STATEMENT

TO: 918\;67477566
~

P.1

I hereby deolare under ponalty ofperjury that tho Intbrmatlon suppl~ed in the tbregolng,
Answers is true to the best ofmy knowledge. intbrnmlion. and belief. The word ehoiC<1! and

sentence structure may be~hose or Ihe etlomey llnd does 1101 purport 10 be that of the e1l:eculing

portiC!!o Discovery is nOI complete: the papies reserve the right to supplement their Answers if

additional informatlon eom!Js to their attention.
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~~~l/J1
C;,.thcrine Park, Esq. (DC Bar # 492812)
The Law Office ofCatherine "Pade
2300 MStreet, NW. fluhe 800
Washington. D.C. 20037
Phone: (202) 973-6479

t;r.io 7'17' ;'fr.r. of "'"I(

Keenan K1mzel
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Certificate of Service

~ HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy ofthe foregoing was sent for filing on
this 14th day ofNovember 2007, by hand delivery, to the following:

Marlene H. Dortch
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, ChiefAdministrative Law Judge
Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, SW, Room I-C861
Washington, D.C. 20554

Hillary DeNigro, Chief
Michele Levy Berlove, Attorney
Investigations & Hearings Division, Enforcement Bureau
Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, SW, Room 4-C330
Washington, D.C. 20554

Catherine Park

. ,



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

Rebecca Lockhart, a Paralegal Specialist in the Enforcement Bureau's Investigations and

Hearings Division, certifies that she has, on this 4th day ofDecember, 2007, synt by first class

United States mail copies of the foregoing Enforcement Bureau's Motion for Ruling on

Objections by Kurtis J. Kintzel and Keanan Kintzel to Request for Admissions of Fact and

Genuineness of Documents to:

Catherine Park, Esq.
2300 M Street, NW, Suite 800
Washington, D.C. 20037

Counsel for Kurtis J. Kintzel, Keanao Kintzel, Business Options, Inc.,
Buzz Telecom Corporation, US Bell, Inc., Link Technologies and
Avatar Enterprises

A copy of the foregoing was also served via hand-delivery to:

Administrative Law Judge Richard L. Sippel
Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.w., Room l-C861
Washington, D.C. 20054

~~
Rebecca Lockhart


