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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLORADO
Judge R. Brooke Jackson

Civil Action No. 11¢v-1396RBJKLM

FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION, and
STATE OF COLORADOegx rél.
JOHN W. SUTHERS, ATTORNEY GENERAL

Plaintiffs,
V.
RUSSELL T. DALBEY:;
DEI, LLLP;
DALBEY EDUCATION INSTITUTE, LLC;
IPME, LLLP; and
CATHERINE L. DALBEY

Defendants

ORDER

This case is before the Court on Russell and Catherine Dalbey’s motiomgimajlthe
government’s determination of their “maximum ability to pay” under an amendedastighul
judgment entered by this Court on July 22, 2013. The motion has been fully briefed, and the
Court heard argument on November 18, 2014. Following argument the parties werenggven ti
to negotiate an agreed resolution of this |latéstute. No settlement was reached, and the Court
now grants in part and denies in part the Dalbeys’ motion.

BACKGROUND

In about 1996 Russell Dalbey began pitching products and services that, he claimed,

would teach people how to make money quickly by brokering promissory notes. Much of his

advertising and selling was done via nationally broadcast infomercialgas lhwcam. Mr.
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Dalbey and his wife Catherine ultimately bilked approximately 900,000 gullivisutners out

of hundreds of millions of dollars. According to the government, between 2006 and 2011 alone
the Dalbeys received some $60 million through various corporate entities that thég use
perpetrate the massive fraud.

The Federal Trade Commission and the Colorado Attorney General faddwisuit

against the Dalbeys and their companies on May 26, 2011. The case was set forrinaidpeqgi

May 28, 2013. During a pretrial conference on May 14, 2013 the parties disclosed that they had
been discussing settlement. Approximately one week before trial thes paftiened the Court

that they had reached a settlement in principal and wished to vacate the tri&edfifceCF No.

277]. They later filed a stipulated order and, finally, on July 22, 2013, an Amended Stipulated
Order for Final Jdgment and Order for Permanent Injunction and Other Equitable Relief as to
Russell T. Dalbey and Catherine L. Dalbey. [ECF No. 283]. A stipulated final judgment
executed by the parties and by a trustee for the Dalbeys’ bankrupt compasiesitared on

July 29, 2013. [ECF No. 285].

The parties’ stipulation and judgment included the following terms:

e The Dalbeys were permanently enjoined from participating in any enterprise
purporting to offer consumers a business opportunity and from engaging in
telemarketing, the production of infomercials, and misrepresenting consumer
products or services. [ECF No. 283 at 8-11].

e Judgment was entered in favor of the Federal Trade Commission and the State of
Colorado against the Dalbeys in the amount of $330,084,354.70 as “equitable

monetary relief” representing “consumer injury and disgorgemddt.at 11:12.



e Payment of the judgment would be suspended pending certain disclosures by the
Dalbeys, discovery conducted by the government, and ultimately the govesment’
determinatiorwithin 12 months of the Dalbeys’ “maximum ability to pay amount.”
Id. at 1214.

e Within 10 days ofeceiving the government’s determination of their maximum ability
to pay amount and its basis, the Dalbeys ceiilter pay it or move th€ourt to
reduce it.1d. at 12.

e If such a motion were filed, the Court must uphold the government’s determination
unless it finds it to be “objectively unreasonable” for the Dalbeys to pay therdam
set by the government as their maximum ability to day.And “[ijn no
circumstance shall the Court find such sum objectively unreasonable if inahdlity ha
been seklinduced by Defendantg.§., through asset protection vehicles or transfers
to third parties not conducted at arfeagth.” Id. at 1213.

e Suspension of the monetary judgment would be lifted if the Court finds that the
Dalbeys “failed to disclose any material asset, materially misstated the vaig of
asset, or made any other material misstatement or omission in their financial
statements or ding asset discovery.Td. at 20. Upon the lifting of the suspension
the full amount, $330,084,354.70, becomes immediately kle.

The government initially determined that the Dalbeys’ maximum ability to pay amount

was $1,715,808.61 but later modified that amount to $1,708,996.58. The Dalbeys moved for a
reduction, claiming that their actual ability to pay was only $8,997. [ECF No. 293]. They

supported the motion with documents purporting to show liabilities of $1,971,386 as of July 17,



2014 (including $1.5 million of “potential taxes owed” for 2006-2012) and assets of $8,997 cash
in bank accounts. [ECF No. 292at 710].

The government filed a response supported by 19 exhibits. [ECF No. 294]. The Dalbeys
filed a reply, supported by the affidavit of their tax advisor. [ECF Nos. 295 & 296]. Rlah si
declined the Court’s invitation to provide additional evidence at the November 18, 2014 hearing.

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

The government claims that the Dalbeys have not acted in good fatter Rehile
living high on the hog, the Dalbeys have hidden assets and have been untruthful about their
ability to pay. One wonders what the government expected from people who conduciiée a
year fraud that apparently extracted more than $300 million from some 900,000 indivibtual
any event, the Court’s task is to determine whether the government’s detenmarfdhe
Dalbeys’ maximum ability to pay amount was “objectively unreasonaflee’ Court may not
find the amount objectively unreasonalblthe Dalbeys’ inability to pay was sealiduced.

The Court finds, after reviewing the “evidence” and arguments presentkd pgrties’
lawyers that the following facts are more probably true than not true:

1. The Dalbeys lack credibility. They have never given any testimongnndf this
Court — indeed, they have never set foot in the courtroom to the best of my knowledge.
However, the massive fraud they perpetrated speaks for itself. The facts eddoyéne
government (discussed beloare further evidence that the Dalbeys’ representations are not
credible.

2. The government’s initial calculation of the amount the Dalbeys can afford te pay i
itemized in a letter to the Dalbeys’ counsel dated July 21, 2014. [ECE 2025.] The

calculation was based upon (a) sums in four bank accounts totaling $53,697.81 as of June 30,



2014; (b) $83,080.80 representing the value of silver bars owned by a Dalbey entity, the
Successful Living Foundation; (c) $364,305.00 representing the acquisition cost of wanmis i
of personal property; (d) $648,886.00 held in a Gold Money account in the name of Russell
Dalbey’s mother, Marilena Dalbey; and (e) $565,839.00 “representing the total ashount
federal income tax refunds due to Russell Dalbey for the years 2007, 2008 and 2009.” These
numbers add up to $1,715,808.61. The government demanded that $1,149,969.61 be paid within
10 days, and that Mr. Dalbey turn over the tax refund funds within three business daggtf re
Id.

3. The number was reduced to $1,708,996.58 when funds in the New Zealand bank
accounts were converted to U.S. dollars.

4. In April 2013 (the month before the parties informed the Court that they had been
discussing settlement) the Dalbeys paid $325,000 to Aces Unliraitaanpany owned by long
time friend John Wilson, ostensibly for litigation support services. Mr. Wilson isaneit
lawyer nor a paralegal. In her deposition Catherine Dalbey could not idehatyservices Mr.
Wilson provided. No credible explanatiohthe value of the services or the ad@msgth nature
of the business relationship has been provided. The government does not include these funds in
its determination of the amount the Dalbeys can afford to pay. The informatioludethas
part of hie overall picture of the Dalbeys and whether their claimed inability to pageifas

induced?

! The government’s math doesn’t seem to add up. It suggests that the bank accountsytrefuy
conversion) totaled $52,067.0Response at 2h. However, the figures in the July 21, 2014 letter for
the bank accounts add up to $53,697.81. The discrepancy is immaterial

2 The wording of the Amended Stipulated Order (“In no circumstance shall thefi@dwsuch sum
objectively unreasonableiifiability to pay has been sefiduced by Defendants”) does not state that the
sel-inducement mustecessarihaveoccurred after July 22, 2013. Transactions that occurred during
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5. Also in April 2013 the Dalbeys spent approximately $30,800 on a cruise.

6. July 2013 was a busy month. On July 9, 2013 Russell Dalbey’s mothdengari
Dalbey, gave the Dalbeys $265,000. By way of background, in 2005 Russell Dalbey “lent” $1.6
million to his mother to purchase a house in Seal Beach, California. The baldéneéloén”
($987,000) was forgiven in 2009Marilena Dalbey took out a $500,000 loan on the house and
used $420,000 of the proceeds to open an account at Gold Money in Jersey, the Channel Islands.
Those transactions obviously took place before the present lawsuit was filed. &itit baek
from Marilena to the Dalbeys in July 2013, the same period of time that they wetmtieg
the final terms of a stipulation with the government and shortly after the Ddlbadymade the
large transfer to Mr. Wilson, taken their cruise, and rented their home in Neandgekl
relevan. Defense counsel suggested that Marilena might not permit any furtisesrdidans
from this account, but no direct evidence was presented in support of this contention.
Considering the totality of circumstances, including the origin of the fundtharidift” at the
same time the Dalbeys were depleting other assets, the Court finds thedsoisable to infer,
as the government does, that Russell Dalbey could probably obtain additional funds from
Marilena Dalbey’s Gold Money account if he neetteem. At the time of the government’s
calculation of the Dalbeys’ maximum ability to pay approxima$é§8,886 remained in

Marilena Dalbey’s Gold Money accoutht.

the period of time when the parties were getting ready for either settlenteiat can reasonably be
considered in determining whether the purported lack of assets was sedenduc

® The gifts to Marilena Dalbey were in addition to approximately $880,000 or meadsirythatshe had
been paid between 2006 and 20@9relatively little work These monies are claimed by the bankruptcy
estate of the Dalbey Education Institute to have been fraudulent trarBfeResponse at 5; Tr. at72

73.

* The government calculates tlisount by taking the funds in Marilena DattseGold Money account

before her gift of $265,000, purportedly $913,886, subtracting the $265,000, and assuming that no other
withdrawals have occurredsee [ECF No. 292-1 at 4]. In that document (the July 21, 2014 letter
explaining the government’s determination of the Dalbeys’ maximum afiler@mnount) the government
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7. Also in July 2013 the Dalbeys paid $82,882 ($98,800 NZD) to rent a private home in
New Zealand for a year.

8. On June 30, 2014 the Dalbeys B48,255 in various bank accounts. [ECF No. 292-1
at 9]. By July 22, 2014, when the court entered the Amended Stipulated Order for Final
Judgment, the Dalbeys had drawn the accounts down to the $8,997 that they put forward as the
maximum amount they can afford to pay.

9. The government ascribed $364,305 to the “acquisition cost” of the Dalbey'’s art,
jewelry, URLSs, bikes, and computer equipment listed in the Dalbeys’ FTC Fah&nsclosure
Statement of July 23, 2013. [ECF No. 292-1 at 3]. In the same FTC Financial Disclosure
Statement the Dalbeys represented that the current value of the ite®&1y43. [ECF No.

2942 at 33]. Neither side presents evidence of an appraisal of the ¥éhile the Court is
generally distrustful of the Dalbeys’ representations regardingfthaircial position, theirs is
the only current value figure in the record.

10. The Dalbeys informed the government that as of August 21, 2014 they lived at 3411
N. Valencia Lane, Phoenix, AZ 85018. According to the government this is a million;dolla
4700 square foot property with a rental value of more than $4,000 a month. | was unable to
confirm these figures through the web site listed by the government in its Resjit®E No.

294 at 7, n.2], but the Court’s own check of listings on the Internet did tend to confirm the
figures. However, there is no evidence as to whether the Dalbeys are rentingthrsow
property, and if they own it, the amount of their equity (or whether, as counselteagdasng

the November 18, 2014 hearing, the Dalbeys were about to be evicted). The Court does not

references and apparently attaches several supporting documents. Thapivedtached to ECF 292-1,
nor have | been able to find documentation of the $913,886 figure in the exhibits to thergonites
Response brief. However, the Dalbeys’ counsel did not contest the amount, ohignihatilena
Dalbey’s assets can be considered to be available to the Dalbeys. Since botlps@e®apcognize the
validity of the amount, | accefitas accurate.



include any valuation of this asset in the maximum amount the Dalbeys can afforcatadpay
simply notes that it is aexample of how the Dalbeys, despite their claims of poverty, continue
to live well.

11. The government points out that, after obtaining professional asset protectien advic
in 2006, the Dalbeys created two trusts (one in 2006, the other in 2010)andd et cerustee
in St. Lucia. By 2011 they had transferred some $6 million into their overseasatndst
apparently used much of the money to buy gold and silver bars through Gold Money, Inc. in the
Channel Islands (the entity where Marilena Dalbey has her large accobgt).al$o purchased
$1.5 million in gold and silver coins in the United States, which were then shipped to Hong
Kong and Switzerland for storage. The Dalbeys claim that they have clbetthase trust
accounts and repatriatecetfunds to the United States, although they continued to pay annual
fees to the St. Lucia trust as late as November 2013. The Court has insufffoilemation to
identify any available funds still in or repatriated from theseshfire accounts. Theusts are
mentioned only as part of the environment in which the Dalbeys operate.

12. The Dalbeys own and control a 501(c)(3) organization, ostensibly created for
charitable giving purposes, called the Successful Living Foundation. The govésietémtof
July 21, 2014 list$83,080.80 representing the sellback value of 40 silver bars owned by the
Successful Living Foundation in its list of items comprising the amount thee{atan afford
to pay. The government suggested during the November 18h2atig that there might be as
much as $130,000 in the Foundation, but it presented no corroborating eviSem€eanscript
[ECF No. 300] at 54. The Dalbeys’ counsel said only that there are liquid assets in the
Foundation.ld. at 37. The Dalbeys claim that withdrawing funds from their Foundation would

be unlawful, and that they would face a financial penalty for any withdsavireply [ECF No.



295] at 6; Tr. at 35-36. No supporting analysis of the law was preseiméerestingly, the

Dalbeys propose that they turn over management and control of the Foundation to the
government. No evidence was presented as to how that solves the illegality probeem. T
government heretofore has been unwilling to take on management and control of the &oundati
and given the Dalbeys’ history, it is hard to criticize the government’s gosifihe bottom line

is that the Dalbeys always have an answee can’'t get more money from Marilena, we can't
take money from the Foundation, our personal property isn’t worth much, we don’t have money
in the bank, we are about to be foreclosed the same time they are making large transfers to
others, taking luxurious trips, spending time abroad, and living in a beautiful and expensive
home. In the vernacular, “it doedrcompute.” In sum, the Court finds that the threat of an
unproven and unquantified financial penalty is insufficient to eliminate the Foundadssets

as some evidence of the Dalbeys’ ability to pay.

14. The government included in its calculation of what the Dalbeys could afford to pay
$565,839 in future tax refunds. Russell Dalbey has filed amended tax returns forsh20@ga
through 2009 seeking refunds in that amount. Response [ECF No. 294] at 12. Having noted the
refund request, the government concedes that Mr. Dalbey is unlikely to receivefuta due
to taxes he owes for 2006d. | assign no value to the refund cla@nthis time but find that, to
the extent Mr. Dalbey does receive a refund for the years 2007 through 200& deatse
whatever taxes he incurs for 2006, the Dalbeys’ maximum ability pay will Imeede® increase
by 50% of the net refund. | divide the net refund in order not to disincentivise him from

pursuing the refund.

® Government counsel argued that “it's sort of like cashing out a 401(k) or an tRAtkere are
penalties and that's the cost of doing business.” Tr. at 47. This, toonsgsorted by an analysis of
the applicable lawThe analgis presumably begins with 26 U.S.C. § 4941 concerning taxes on self-
dealing.



15. The Court finds the Dalbeys’ claim that they can only afford to pay $8,997 to be
contrary to the evidence and all but absurd. Their lawyers are undoubtedly chailbing we
excess of that amount to continue to fight the government. Had the Dalbeys presgnted a
reasonable figure and demstrated any willingness to try to redress the financial consequences
of their fraudulent acts they would have stood a much better chance of persuading thieaCourt
they cannot afford to pay what the government believes they can afford. That $8,99is not
fact, the amount themaximumbDalbeys can afford to pay was also demonstrated by defense
counsel’s indication during the November 20, 2014 hearing that the Dalbeys would be willing t
discuss settlement at some unspecified number above $8,997. The Dalbeys’ suggestion at the
end of their motion that they would be willing to surrender personal items worth &yey s
$18,105 does nothing to change the impression that they will do what it takes to conceal and
retain what they have.

16. The Court finds that, to the extent the government’s determination of the Dalbeys’
maximum ability to pay amount is reducedp8s8,665 (plus 50% of any net tax refund as
discussed abovd)is not objectively unreasonable. In arriving at that finding the Court
considered the funds apparently in the Marilena Dalbey Gold Money account ($648,886); the
funds in the Dalbeys’ bank accounts at the end of June 2014 ($45,255); the Dalbeys’ own
estimates of the current value of their art, jewelry, URL'’s, bikes and utens($8.,443); and
the amount that the government initially listed as assets in the Successful lauimdgion
account ($83,080.80). This amount totals $858,664.80. The Court also considered the parties’
evidence and argument concerning the enormous sums of money the Dalbeys aorasted fr
fraud; the Dalbeys’ historical spending habits; the Dalbeys’ efforts to ptbtcassets through

off-shore trusts, gifts to relatives and friends, and otherwise; the governniatitig$ as the
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product of a year’s worth of discovery efforts; the Dalbeys’ preposterolesegyation of their
inability to pay virtually anything; and the Dalbeys overall lack of credybilit

17. As the government has indicated, its focus on particular assets does natihecess
imply that those specific assets would be used to pay what the Dalbeys can affyrd Thgre
is no evidence, for example, that Russell Dalbey has a legal right to withdrdsvfrom
Marilena Dalbey’s Gold Money account. The account is not his “asset.” Nor doesutie C
have the authority to order a non-party, such as Marilena Dalbey, to pay anytliag to t
government.

18. Government counsel indicated that consumers contact her office frequently asking
whether they will get their money back. Unfortunately, $858,665, or even the $1.7 million the
government believed was reasonable, would provide no remuneration to the victims of the
Dalbeys’ fraud. It is simply too small a sum to parcel out to some 900,000 victimsaasieapr
matter. Thus, while a380 million judgment looks impressive, the monetary piece is essentially
a Pyrrhic victory. Hopefully the injunctive relief will prevent the Dalb&gsn defrauding
anyone else.

ORDER

The government’s determination that the Dalbeys’ maximum abilityy@pdhe
stipulated judgment is $1,708,808.61 is objectively unreasonable. However, if the amount is
limited to $83,665 (plus 50% of any net tax refund for the combined years 2006 through 2009)
it is not objectively unreasonable. Accordingly, the Court grants the Daliwensgided motion
for review [ECF No. 29] with respect to the government’s determination to the extent that the
determination exceeded that amount but otherwise denies the motion.

DATED this 29h day of December, 2014.
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BY THE COURT:

(O

R. Brooke Jackson
United States District Judge
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