S.  “Kurtis ). Kintzel has been Chairmun of the Board of BOI 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 justify

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

The question should be dirécted to the corporation.

6.  “Kurtis J. Kintzel is BOD's president.” :
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 queétion proper.
The question should be directed to the corporation, : |

7. “Kurtis J. Kintzel has been BOI's president during the period Februar"jz 11,2004
through the present.” . il

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

8. “Kurtis J. Kintzel hoids a 72 percent equity interest in BOL”

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Keanan Kintzel
ipdividually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would Just!fy
piercing the corporaté veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper.

The question should be directed to the corporation.




g, “Kurtis J. Kintzel has held a majority equity interest in BOI from February 11,
2004 through the present.” l

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Keanan Kmtzel
individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that'wouldiljustiﬁr
piercing the corporate veil mnder existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper.

The qaestion should be dircoted to the corporation. :

10.  “You are BOI’s Secretary/Treasurer.” i

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

11.  *You have been been BOI's Secretary/Treasurer during the period Feli:ruary 11,
2004 through the present.” :

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Keanan Kintzel
individually, although the Qrder to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify.
Picrcing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper.
The question should be djmotcd_to the corporation.

;2. “You are a director of BOL”

Answer: Objection; the guestion is improper because directed to Keanan Kintzel
individually, glthough the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify
pifeming the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otilemise make the question proper.

The question should be directed to the corporation.
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) 13, “Youhavebeen s ditector of B 0l dur}.ng the pertod I cbruary 1 1,_200.4 f.ﬁrough

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 queétion proper.

The question should be directed to the corporation,

14, “You hold a 26 percent equity interest in BOL” :

Answer: Objection; the question is improper becavse directed to Keanan Kintzel
individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would Justxfy
piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the que;tion proper,
‘The question should be directed to the corporation.

15.  “You have held a minority equity interest in BOI 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 :jus,ﬁfy

piercing the corporate veil under 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 of the Board.”

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 questifm proper.

The question should be directed to the corporation.




{7 “Kurtis J. Kintzel has been Chairinan of the Board of Buzz Telecom ﬁ-om
February 11, 2004 through the present.”

1

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 corporauon

18.  “Kuriis J. Kintze) has been President of Buzz during the period F ebruary 11,2004
through the present.” I

Answer: Objection; the question is improper bec;'a.use directed to Keanan Kinizel
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,

19.  “Kurtis Kinizel is a director of Buzz.” !

Answer: Objection; the question is improper becanse 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.

20. ’ “Kurtis Kintzel has been a director of Buzz during the period Februar} 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 I.
pie::cing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper.

/

The question should be directed to the corporation,




21.  “Kurtis J. Kintzel holds a 72 percent equity interest in Buzz.”

Answer: Objection; the question is imipropet becanse directed to Keanan Kmtze}

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not a]lcge any facts that would Justlfy

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 Fel:')ruary 11,
2004 through the present.” ‘ -

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Keanan Kix;tzel
individually, although the Order to Show Canse does not allege any facts that would Justlfy
piercing the corporate veil under existing Iaw, or that would otherwise make the queéﬁon proper.
The question should be directed to the corporation. ]

23.  “Youare Buzz's Secrefary.”

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

24,  “Youhave been Secretary of Buzz Telecom from February 11, 2004 through the

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Keanan Kintzel
;t:ﬁdividually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justiﬁr_
1;1ercmg the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the questiqn Proper.

The question should be directed to the corporation.

25, “Youarca dfrector of Buzz.”




&

Avnswer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Keanan Kir:ltzgl
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 tﬁe queétian proper.
The question should be d:rected to the corporation. !
26,  “Youhave been a director of Buzz during the period February 11, 2064 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 wm.lld| :justify
piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that woulc.l otherwise make the quesssﬁon proper,
The question should be directed to the corporation. :

1

27,  “Youhold a 26 percent equity interest in Buzz.” j

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Keanan Kmtzel
individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not aflege 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.

28. | “You have held a minority equity interest in Buzz from Febroary 11, 2004
through the present.”

Answer: Ot‘:j ection; 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 fo the corporation.

29, “Kurtis J. Kintzel holds a 72 percent equity interest in Avatar.”




I
MWEI': Obj'ecﬁon; the quesﬁon is improper becanse directed to Keanan Kintzel

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

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

The question should be directed to the corporation. !

30.  “Kurtis J. Kintzel has held 2 majority equity interest in Avatar from F:ebruary 11,
2004 through the present.” ‘

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Keanan Kintzel
individually, elthough the O;der to Show Cause does not allege any facts that wouldiriustify
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 of Avatar.” i

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Keanan K.tntzsl
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. '

3, *You have been a director of Avatar during the petiod February 11, 2004 through i
the present.”

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because direcied to Keanan K.mtzel
individually,-altheugh the Ofder to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would ﬁuqﬁfy_
piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that wonld otherwise make the question proper. .
The question should be directed to the corporation. | i

33. “Youhold a 26 percent equity interest in Avatar.”
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Answer; DbjBCﬁUH,' the question ig itproper because directed to Keanan Kfz;ttz\'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 ma-k.e the question proper.
The question should be directed to the corporation, !

34.  “Youhave held a minority equity interest in Avatar from February 11, 2004
through the present.”

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Keanan Kiﬁtzel
individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that wou]d:justify
piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the questit.m proper.
The question should be directed to the corporation.

35. “Youand 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 wold

otherwise make the question proper.
1

36. . “Kurtis-J. Kintzel is responsible for overseeing the financial management of
BpI. ”

. ‘ Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Keanan Kintzel
iédividually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify
piercing the corperate véil ynder existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper.
The question should be directed to the corporation.,

37.  “Kartis J. Kintze] has been responsible for overseeing the financial mqna.genient -
r;f BOI lclurin,c,r the‘period February 11, 2004 through the present.”

4
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Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Keanan Kix#zel
ihdividually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts t;hat wouldijustify
ﬁiercing the corpor'ate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper.
The question should be directed to the corporation. I

38, “You an;: responsible for overseeing the day-to-day activities of BOI.’I‘,’

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Keanan Kjx;ltzel
individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that wonld !justify
piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the que;tion proper.
The question should be directed to the corporation. ,

39.  *“You have been responsible for overseeing the day-to-day activities o:f BOI
during the period February 11, 2004 through November 2006.” '

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Keanan 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 question proper.
The question should be direoted to the corporation. .

40,  “You have been responsible for overseeing the day-to-day activities of BOI
during the period December 2006 through the present.”

; Answer: Objeetion; the question is improper because directed to Keanan Kintzel _
ﬁdividually, although the Qrder to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would ju.stify
piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the questioh proper.
The question should be directed to the corporation.

41.  “Kurtis J. Kinizel is responsible for overseeing the financial management of

11




Answer: OBjectl'on; the question is improper because directed to Keanan Kintzel
individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not al:lege 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.

42.  “Kurtis J. Kintzel has been responsible for overseeing the financial m:';magement
of Buzz during the period February 11, 2004 through the'present.” !

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Xeanan Km*:zel |
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 que;ﬁon proper.
The question should be directed to the corporation. .

43.  “Kurtis J. Kintzel is responsible for overseeing the regulatory complia:nce of
Buzz.”

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to K;sanan Kmtzel
individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify

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

‘The question should be directed to the corporation.

v

44,  “Kurtis J. Kintzel has 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 Keanan Kintzel
individually, aithough the Order to Show Cause doe?s not allege any facts that would _rusﬁfy
piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper.

The question should be dirscted to the corporation.

12
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45.  “Kurtis J. Kintzel is responsible for overseeing the regulatory complié.nce of
Buzz.” -
;

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 Justhy
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 c%ompﬁance
of Buzz during the petiod 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 wmllld:iustify
plercing the corporate veil mnder existing law, or that would otherwise make the quedtion proper.
The question should be directed to the corporation. |

47.  “Youare responsible for overseeing the day-to-day activities of Bu'zz.:”

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because direcied to Keanan Kiﬁtzel
mdmdually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify
piercmg the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the questlon Proper.
The question should be directed to the corporation.

48. ° “1'(011 have been responsible for overseeing the day-to-day activities of Buzz
t‘i_'mh:lg the petiod February 11, 2004 through November 2006.”

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Keanan Kintzel
ihdividually, fllthongh 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 questioln PIoper.

The question should b ditected fotthe corporation.

- 13 ‘
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49, “Yon have been responsible for overseeing the day-to-day activities of Buzz

during the period Degember 2006 through the present.”

1
H

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

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not al'legé any facts that wouldljustify

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

The question should be directed to the corporation. ;

50.  “Kurtis ], Kintzel had to approve all seripts used by telemarketers to imarket Buzz

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

I
The question should be directed to the corporation. '

51.  “Kurtis J. Kintzel has had to approve all scripts used by telemarketers to market
Buzz during the period December 2006 through the present.” 1

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Keanan Kin'tzgl
individl.!ally', 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.
The question should be directed to the corporation.

52.  “Youreviewed all scripts used by telemarketers to market Buzz during t!;e p;ariod
Eebruary 11, 2004 throngh November 2006.” ‘

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

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

14
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piercing the corporate vei under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper.
The question should be directed to the corporation.

53, “You have reviewed all scripts used by telemarketers to market Buzz during the
1;eriod December 2006 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 que;ﬁon proper.

The question should be directed to the corporation.

15
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SWORN STATEMENT
i
T hereby declare under penalty of perjury that the information supplied in the fo%cgoing
Answord is trne to the best of iny knowledge. information, and bellef. The word choice and
sentence structure may be those of the attomey and does nol purport 1o be (hat of the executing
parties, Diseovery is not complete; the parties reserve the right to supplement their An.o;wers if

. H
additional information comes to their attention,

O j..iou q, 2ox'p
Keanan Klmzei ;

- y i
%ﬁ/{fpﬁ'\k W [ h / 57’ :
— .

Catherine Park, Esq. {DC Bar # 492812) ’
The Law Office of Catherine Park

© 2300 M Street, NW, Suite 800 '
Washinglon, D.C. 20037 :
Phone: (202) 973-6479
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Certificate of Sexvice

LI HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of the foregoing was sent for ﬁlmg on

this 14™ day of November 2007, by hand delivery, to the following:

Marlene H. Dorich

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

(ot A unk

Catherine Park




CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

Rebecca Lockhart, a Paralegal Specialist in the Enforcement Bureau’s Investigations and
Hearings Divigion, certifies that she has, on this 4th day of December, 2007, sent 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, Keanan Kintzel, Business Options, Inc.,

Buzz Telecom Corporation, US Bell, Inc., Link Technologies and
Awvatar Enterprises

A copy of the foregoing was also served via hand-delivery to:
Administrative Law Judge Richard L. Sippel
Federal Communications Commission

445 12™ Street, S.W., Room 1-C861
Washington, D.C. 20054

elee e \ellod

Rebecca chkhan




