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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS SFP 251006 ~—
FORT WORTH DIVISION e
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IN RE: §
§ - .
DALE K. SANDVALL AND § CASE NO. 4:92-CV-335-Y
DONNA L. SANDVALL, §
§
Debtors §
5
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, § APPEAL FROM:
§
Appellant, § BANKRUPTCY NO. 490-44107-MT~7
§
V. § ADVERSARY NO. 491-4004
§
DALE K. SANDVALL AND §
DONNA L. SANDVALL, §
§
Appellees. §

ORDER ON APPEAL

The United States appeals the decision of the United States
Bankruptcy Court, Northern District of Texas, Fort Worth Division,
to dismiss the United States’s adversary proceeding against debtors
Dale K. Sandvall and Donna L. Sandvall ("the Debtors"). The Court
has jurisdiction to consider the bankruptcy court’s orders pursuant
to 28 U.S.C. § 158(a). After careful consideration of the parties’
briefs, the record on appeal, and the relevant law, the Court finds
that the bankruptcy court’s order and judgment dismissing the

adversary proceeding should be REVERSED.

I. BACKGROUND
The Debtors filed for relief under Chapter 7 of the United
States Bankruptcy Code on November 29, 1990. On January 8, 1991,
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the United States, acting on behalf of the Internal Revenue Service
(the "IRS"), filed a complaint to object to the discharge of the
Debtors pursuant to 11 U.S.C. § 727(a). The Debtors owe the IRS

over two million dollars in unpaid taxes,'

as determined in part
by the Court of Appeals for the Fifth Circuit.? The United States
objects to the discharge because the Debtors failed to disclose in
their bankruptcy schedules their ownership--and alleged subsequent
loss--of approximately $566,462 in cash which, as their attorney
admitted to the bankruptcy court, the Debtors concealed in their
children’s treehouse where it was, at some point, allegedly stolen.

The parties attempted to negotiate a settlement in the
adversary proceeding, but ultimately failed. During negotiations,
the Debtors refused to give the IRS an agreed judgment of non-
dischargeability under § 727 and would only acquiesce to a non-
discharge of the tax debt under 11 U.S.C. § 523. As part of the
settlement, the Debtors wanted to keep their quarter-million dollar
home, their family suburban, worth approximately $20, 000, and their
son’s bass boat. Furthermore, the Debtors insisted on being
allowed to service their monthly mortgage payment, approximately

$2000, under any proposed pay-back agreement.

'The amount quoted by the Debtors’ counsel is $2,218,969.13,
which is approximately 99.68 of the total indebtedness listed in
their bankruptcy schedules in the amount of $2,225,982.88.

2The Fifth Circuit also determined that the Debtors had hidden
money in sham trusts, and the court roundly admonished the Debtors
for failing to pay their fair share of taxes: "The time has come
for them to join the rest of their fellow citizens at the annual
income roundup." Sandvall v, C.I.R., 898 F.2d 455, 459 (5th Cir.
1990).




The United States claims the IRS never actually offered--much
less agreed to--these terms, and the bankruptcy court’s findings of
fact state that the parties could not reach a mutual settlement
agreement. But in an apparent contradiction, the court’s findings
also state that the IRS initially agreed to allow the Debtors to
keep the car and the house, which offer the Debtors accepted, but
which the government later withdrew.

At a pre-trial conference held on October 30, 1991, the
parties brought these negotiations.to the court’s attention. The
Debtors claimed that, as taxes are non-dischargeable in any event
under 11 U.S.C. § 523, the IRS would get all that it wanted from
them if it would allow the discharge to proceed and accept a
repayment plan, to be negotiated after the discharge. The IRS
responded that, in fact, it would not get all that it wanted under
their proposed settlement, as its primary purpose in filing the
objection to the discharge under § 727 was not to collect on the
debt--which it will doubtless attempt to do regardless of the
outcome here--but rather to punish the Debtors for their admitted
acts of fraud upon their creditors and the bankruptcy court.
Furthermore, the government argueduthat, given the Debtors’ acts of
fraud, it was inequitable to allow them to keep their gquarter-
million dollar home when honest debtors in straits with the IRS
lost theirs to pay for taxes owed.

The bankruptcy court was not much impressed by the IRS’s
position at the pretrial conference and went so far as to inquire

why the IRS was "out for blood" against the Debtors. The court












