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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE 
DISTRICT OF NEW JERSEY 

 
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, ) 
 ) 
   Plaintiff,        ) 
 ) 
  v.            ) 
 ) 
THE ESTATE OF LORRAINE M. KELLEY, ) 
et al., ) 
 ) 
 Defendants. ) 
_______________________________________) 
 

 
 
 
 
Case No. 3:17-cv-00965-BRM-DEA 
 
 

UNITED STATES’ REPLY IN FURTHER SUPPORT OF ITS  
MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT 

The United States has moved for summary judgment against the Lorraine Kelley Estate, 

the Richard Saloom Estate, and Rose Saloom. 

The Lorraine Kelley Estate has since consented to the entry of a judgment against it for 

its estate tax liability.  As for the other two defendants, the United States demonstrated in its 

motion that it is entitled to a judgment against the Richard Saloom Estate under two separate 

theories: (i) for transferee liability under 26 U.S.C. § 6423(a)(2); and (ii) for fiduciary liability 

under 31 U.S.C. § 3713(b).  The United States also demonstrated that it is entitled to judgment 

against Rose Saloom under three independent theories: (i) as a fiduciary under 31 U.S.C. 

§ 3713(b); (ii) as a transferee under the New Jersey Uniform Fraudulent Transfer Act 
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(“NJUFTA”); and (iii) as a transferee under 26 U.S.C. § 6423(a)(2). 

No genuine issue of material fact exists with respect to the liability of Richard Kelley 
Estate, or the fiduciary liability and NJUFTA transferee liability of Rose Saloom 
 

Rose Saloom argues that the United States omitted certain facts from its motion, 

including that: the IRS conducted an audit of the Lorraine Kelley Estate; Richard Saloom (Rose 

Saloom’ father) made several payments toward the Lorraine Kelley Estate’s estate tax liability;1 

and Rose Saloom “was in contact” with several IRS agents in 2010 and 2012.  (ECF doc. 37 at 

3.)  Rose Saloom does not, however, elaborate on these facts, or show how they would defeat 

summary judgment.  These facts were not part of the United States’ motion for summary 

judgment because they were immaterial to the liability of the Richard Saloom Estate or Rose 

Saloom under the legal theories described above. 

Rose Saloom has not raised a genuine issue of material fact that would prevent the Court 

from entering summary judgment against the Richard Saloom Estate on either of the United 

States’ two theories: (i) transferee liability (under 26 U.S.C. § 6423(a)(2)) because Richard 

Saloom received property from the Lorraine Kelley Estate (his sister); or (ii) fiduciary liability 

(under 31 U.S.C. § 3713(b)) because Richard Saloom distributed all of the property of the 

Lorraine Kelley Estate to himself without paying its estate tax liability. 

Nor has Rose Saloom raised a genuine issue of material fact that would prevent the Court 

from entering summary judgment against her under the United States’ theories: (i) for fiduciary 

liability (under 31 U.S.C. § 3713(b)) because Rose Saloom distributed all of the property of the 

                                                 

1 To the extent Rose Saloom implies otherwise, the amount that the United States seeks to collect, $688,644 as of 
September 2, 2019, does, in fact, take into account payments made by Richard Saloom.  (See ECF doc. 32-5 (IRS 
Account Transcript).) 
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Richard Saloom Estate to herself without paying his federal tax liabilities; or (ii) for transferee 

liability (under the New Jersey Uniform Fraudulent Transfer Act) because Rose Saloom did not 

pay for any of the property she received from the Richard Saloom Estate, where the transfer of 

that property rendered the Richard Saloom Estate insolvent.  Summary judgment should 

accordingly be entered in favor of the United States and against the Estate of Richard Saloom 

and Rose Saloom on these grounds. 

No genuine issue of material fact exists with respect to the transferee liability of Rose 
Saloom under 26 U.S.C. § 6423(a)(2)) 
 

The only fact referenced in Rose Saloom’s three-paragraph opposition that is material is 

that Richard Saloom used proceeds derived from property of the Lorraine Kelley Estate to run 

his businesses of buying and developing property.  This fact is material only to the United States’ 

theory of imposing transferee liability on Rose Saloom under 26 U.S.C. § 6423(a)(2).  This 

section imposes personal liability on a transferee who receives property from a decedent’s estate 

(in this case, the Lorraine Kelley Estate) for any unpaid estate tax. 

Rose Saloom does not present evidence to dispute that Richard Saloom used proceeds 

derived from property of the Lorraine Kelley Estate to run his businesses.  She only contends 

that “there is not proof [by the United States] to back that statement.”2  This is incorrect. 

As demonstrated in the United States’ motion: Richard Saloom gave $450,744 of the 

proceeds from Ms. Kelley’s annuity to the attorney for his business; he also cashed $259,616 of 

the annuity proceeds with a check paid directly to himself; and his business then bought 10 

                                                 

2 Although Rose Saloom contends that an audit by the New Jersey Division of Taxation concluded that “the Estate 
of Richard Saloom was not a result of the Estate of Lorraine M. Kelley,” she has provided no evidence that supports 
this contention. 
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Wickatunk Road.  (ECF doc. 32-3 ¶ 17.)  Moreover, as shown by Rose Saloom’s submission, 

Richard Saloom and Lorraine Kelley shared their assets (ECF doc. 37 at 35), and Richard 

Saloom’s business attorney was “pretty sure that [the $450,000 in funds from Ms. Kelley’s 

annuity] were used to invest in real property,” (ECF doc. 37 at 96 (USA00076)).  The United 

States has therefore carried its burden in establishing that Richard Saloom used proceeds derived 

from property of the Lorraine Kelley Estate to run his businesses, and that Rose Saloom both 

received property directly from the Lorraine Kelley Estate, and received property from the 

Richard Saloom Estate, which included property from the Lorraine Kelley Estate.  Summary 

judgment should accordingly be entered in favor of the United States and against Rose Saloom 

for transferee liability under § 6324(a)(2). 

The United States’ suit is timely 

Under 26 U.S.C. § 6502(a)(1), the United States generally has ten years from the 

assessment of a tax to collect on the outstanding liability.  This period of limitations, though, is 

suspended while an installment agreement request is pending, and an additional thirty days 

following termination of such an agreement.  26 U.S.C. § 6331(k).  The Lorraine Kelley Estate’s 

estate tax liability, which is at the heart of this matter, was assessed on August 7, 2006.  Absent 

tolling, the statute of limitations for these taxes would have expired at the earliest on August 7, 

2016,  However, as reflected in the account transcript and the United States’ exhibits, the 

Lorraine Kelley Estate requested an installment agreement on October 17, 2007, which was 

accepted on March 24, 2008, and then terminated on December 1, 2008.  Together these 

circumstances suspended the running of the limitations period by 189 days, so that the complaint, 

filed February 10, 2017, is timely. 

Although one liberally construes pro se filings, this does not extend so far as developing 
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and researching legal arguments for litigants proceeding without counsel.  Anderson v. Hardman, 

241 F.3d 544, 545 (7th Cir.2001); see also Winfield v. Mazurkiewicz, No. CIV.A. 11-584, 2012 

WL 4343176, at *2 (W.D. Pa. Sept. 21, 2012) (“Though this Court must give certain latitude to a 

pro se litigant, it is not for the Court to sort through the entire record to determine the basis of an 

alleged disputed fact.”).  Rose Saloom bears the burden of proving a statute-of-limitations 

affirmative defense, which she has raised only in passing in her conclusion.  (ECF doc. 37 at 4 

(“Statute Of Limitations.”)).  She has not come forward with any evidence that the United States’ 

suit against her is untimely. 

CONCLUSION 

For these reasons, and those previously raised in the papers in support of the United 

States’ motion, summary judgment should be granted in favor of the United States. 

 

Date: October 29, 2019      Respectfully submitted, 

RICHARD E. ZUCKERMAN 
Principal Deputy Assistant Attorney General 
 
/s/ Stephen S. Ho   
STEPHEN S. HO (NY 5173083) 
Trial Attorney, Tax Division 
U.S. Department of Justice 
Post Office Box 227 
Washington, D.C. 20044 
Tel.: (202) 616-8994 
Fax: (202) 514-6866 
Stephen.S.Ho@usdoj.gov 
Counsel for the United States 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I certify that on October 29, 2019, the foregoing Reply was filed with the Court using the 

CM/ECF system, which shall send notification of the foregoing to all parties registered to receive 

such notice.  I also certify that on October 29, 2019, I caused the foregoing to be served via U.S. 

first-class mail on: 

Rose A. Saloom 
375 Taylors Mills Road 
Manalapan, NJ 07726 
r.saloom@yahoo.com 
Pro se Defendant 

 
/s/ Stephen S. Ho   
STEPHEN S. HO 
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