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This case involves a dispute regarding a 2001 option to purchase 60.419 acres of

farmland.  Mark S. Coffman, III, appellee, filed a complaint for specific performance in the

Circuit Court for Cecil County seeking to enforce the option to purchase land owned by his

father, Mark L. Coffman, Jr., and his stepmother, Marie H. Coffman.  Appellant, Jeffrey D.

Haass, Mrs. Coffman’s son and personal representative of her estate, argued that the 2001

option was not enforceable.  The circuit court ultimately granted Mr. Coffman, III’s motion

for summary judgment.

On appeal, Mr. Haass presents two questions for our review, which we have rephrased

slightly:

1. Did the circuit court err in determining that the option to purchase was

unambiguous, and therefore, there was no genuine issue of material fact

regarding the parties’ intent?

2. Did the circuit court err in granting the motion for summary judgment

without considering whether the option to purchase was unconscionable

and lacked consideration?

For the reasons set forth below, we shall affirm the judgment of the circuit court.

FACTUAL AND PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND

Although this case involves the validity of a 2001 option to purchase, events

preceding the execution of this option agreement give context to the agreement.  On

February 26, 1988, Mr. Coffman, III and his then-wife Deborah B. Coffman (collectively,

the “younger Coffmans”) and Mr. Coffman, Jr. and Mrs. Coffman (collectively, the “elder



Coffmans”) entered into an option to purchase real property (the “1988 option”).   The 19881

option, prepared on a document with the logo of the Law Offices of H. Norman Wilson, Jr.,

provided that the parties, as tenants in common, were the owners of a 51.307 acre tract of

land in Cecil County, with the younger Coffmans owning an undivided one-fourth interest

and the elder Coffmans owning an undivided three-fourths interest.  Pursuant to the 1988

option, the elder Coffmans were given, in consideration of $1.00, the option to purchase the

younger Coffmans’ one-fourth interest in the property upon the happening of four specified

events, including: (1) the death of the survivor of the younger Coffmans; (2) the desire of the

younger Coffmans to sell their interest prior thereto; (3) the younger Coffmans’ desire, after

erecting a home on the 51.307 acres of land, to reside elsewhere; and (4) the final divorce of

the younger Coffmans.  The purchase price for the interest in the property was “Two

Thousand Dollars ($2,000) per acre for twenty-five percent (25%) of the total acreage owned

by” the parties.  A similar option to purchase was executed giving the younger Coffmans the

option to purchase the elder Coffmans’ three-fourths interest in the property, under similar

conditions.

On July 10, 1998, H. Norman Wilson, Jr., wrote letters to Mr. Coffman, III and

Deborah.  Stating that he represented the elder Coffmans, Mr. Wilson advised that the elder

Coffmans were interested in exercising their option to purchase based on the  impending

divorce of the younger Coffmans.  The letters stated:

 To avoid confusion, we will refer to Ms. Deborah Coffman as Deborah.1
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According to the agreement . . . one-quarter of the vacant land would be

purchased for $2,000.00 per acre and this would total $31,620.00 (1/4 or

15.810 acres x $2,000.00).  From this amount, the mortgage owed to my

clients from [the younger Coffmans] would be deducted, leaving a net amount

of $19,619.23 . . . or $9,809.61 each.   [2]

On June 27, 2000, Mr. Coffman, III and Deborah executed a release of option to

purchase.  The release indicated that the younger Coffmans were divorced, and the elder

Coffmans had “purchased the Releasors’ twenty-five percent (25%) interest in said property

in accordance with the Option to Purchase granted to them from the Releasors, dated

February 26, 1988.”  The younger Coffmans also agreed to terminate their option to purchase

the elder Coffmans’ interest in the property.  

That same date, the parties executed a deed, which granted the elder Coffmans the

younger Coffmans’ interest in the two parcels of land, excepting the following parcels:

1.  All that tract or parcel of land containing 2.820 acres of land, more

or less, described in a Deed from Mark L. Coffman, Jr. and Marie Coffman,

his wife, and Mark S. Coffman, III and Deborah B. Coffman, his wife, to

Ernest C. Oldham and Leora E. Oldham, his wife, dated August 15, 1988 and

 The letters also explained that:2

The first parcel of land that was purchased contains 51.307 acres of

land and is recorded among the Land Records of Cecil County in Liber NDS

No. 202, folio 259 and the second parcel of land that was purchased contains

13.932 acres and is recorded among said Land Records in Liber NDS No. 227,

folio 382.  Subsequent to the purchase of the properties, two (2) acres were

subdivided off of the first parcel and your home was built on that land.  

The two parcels totaled 65.239 acres.  That acreage, minus the 2.00 acres that had been

subdivided, totaled 63.239 acres, and 25% of that equaled 15.80975 (15.810) acres.
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recorded among the Land Records of Cecil County in Liber N.D.S. No. 243,

folio 401.

2.  All that tract or parcel of land containing 2.00 acres of land, more

or less, described in a Deed from Mark L. Coffman, Jr. and Marie Coffman,

his wife, and Mark S. Coffman, III and Deborah B. Coffman, his wife, to Mark

S. Coffman, III and Deborah B. Coffman, his wife, dated November 15, 1989

and recorded among the Land Records of Cecil County in Liber N.D. S. No.

290, folio 088.     [3]

On May 8, 2001, the elder Coffmans executed a new deed regarding the 60.419 acres

of property at issue here.  They granted to themselves, as tenants by the entireties, an

undivided three-fourths interest in the property, and they granted to Mr. Coffman, III, his

heirs and assigns, an undivided one-fourth interest in the property, as tenants in common. 

That same day, they executed another option to purchase (the “2001 option”), which gave

Mr. Coffman, III the option to purchase the elder Coffmans’ interest upon the death of the

survivor of Mr. Coffman, Jr. or Marie Coffman.  The 2001 option was prepared by the same

attorney, who stated that he represented the elder Coffmans.  

The 2001 option contained language nearly identical to the language in the 1998

option, providing that the elder Coffmans owned, as tenants in common with Mr. Coffman,

III, 60.419 acres of land, with the elder Coffmans owning an undivided three-fourths interest

and Mr. Coffman, III owning an undivided one-fourth interest.  The pertinent terms of the

agreement provided:

 The deed explains the acreage of the land at the center of this dispute, i.e., the first3

and second parcels (51.307 + 13.932) minus the excepted parcels (2.820 + 2.00), which

equals 60.419 acres.
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The first party [the elder Coffmans], in consideration of One Dollar

(1.00) duly paid by the second party [Mr. Coffman, III], receipt of which is

hereby acknowledge, agrees to sell and convey to the second party, his heirs

and assigns, at any time upon the happening of the following events, if the

second party desires to purchase the same, all or any part of their interest in the

above-described property.  The events which would trigger this option would

be: the death of the last to survive of the said Mark L. Coffman, Jr. and Marie

Coffman, his wife; the desire of the first party to sell prior to the death of the

last to survive; or in the event of a final divorce between Mark L. Coffman, Jr.

and Marie Coffman.  The purchase price for said interest shall be Two

Thousand Dollars ($2,000) per acre for seventy-five percent (75%) of the total

acreage.

The option provided that Mr. Coffman, III had to signify his election by written notice within

ten days after the occurrence of a triggering event, and he had ninety days from the date of

written notice to complete the purchase.  The 2001 option was recorded on May 8, 2001, and

again on July 26, 2010.  

Mr. Coffman, Jr. died on August 8, 2010.  Mrs. Coffman died on July 19, 2012. 

Mr. Coffman, III had a copy of Mrs. Coffman’s Last Will and Testament, dated February 25,

2011, wherein she named Mr. Haass as her personal representative.  On July 25, 2012,

Mr. Coffman, III mailed a letter to Mr. Haass advising of his intent to purchase the remaining

75% portion of the 60.419 acres tract of land owned as tenants in common.  He explained

that, pursuant to the 2001 option agreement, the “purchase price of the property was $2,000

per acre.” 

On October 22, 2012, counsel for Mr. Coffman, III sent the settlement documents,

including a signed settlement sheet, a deed, and a Form 1099-S, to counsel for

Mrs. Coffman’s estate.  The deed stated that Mr. Coffman, III was exercising his option to

-5-



purchase the property, and that Mr. Haass, as personal representative of Marie Coffman, was

granting to  Mark S. Coffman, III, an undivided three-fourth interest in the 60.419 acres  “for

and in consideration of the sum of NINETY THOUSAND SIX HUNDRED TWENTY

EIGHT DOLLARS AND FIFTY CENTS ($90,628.50).”  Counsel for Mr. Coffman, III

advised Mr. Haass’ attorney that, once counsel for the estate returned the signed documents,

along with the Letters of Administration and a copy of the inventory filed in the estate, he

would forward a cashier’s check for the settlement funds to the estate.    

Mrs. Coffman’s estate refused to complete settlement.  Mr. Coffman, III then filed his

complaint for specific performance of the option agreement.  Mrs. Coffman’s estate

responded by admitting that it had not delivered the deed to the property to Mr. Coffman, III,

and it had not completed settlement.  It argued, however, that the 2001 option was not

enforceable because it was unconscionable and was not supported by adequate consideration,

asserting that Mrs. Coffman did not have the benefit of independent counsel at the time that

she “purportedly entered into” the option.  The estate further asserted that Mrs. Coffman did

not believe the option was enforceable “due to the fact that in her Will, dated February 25,

2011, she devised the property purportedly set forth in the [2001 option] to four (4) named

beneficiaries rather than directing her Personal Representative to follow the terms of the

Option to Purchase.”   

Mr. Coffman, III filed a motion for summary judgment, asserting that the 2001 option

was valid and enforceable, that he complied with all terms and conditions of the option, and
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that Mrs. Coffman’s estate had no legal or factual basis to refuse to finalize settlement and

transfer the property.  Attached to his motion was an affidavit, in which he attested, among

other things, that H. Norman Wilson had been the attorney for Mr. Coffman, Jr. and

Mrs. Coffman and had drafted all of the option to purchase agreements and deeds. 

Mrs. Coffman’s estate responded that there were genuine disputes of material fact

preventing the entry of summary judgment.  In support, it referred to the affidavit of

Mr. Haass, which stated that Mr. Coffman, Jr. was “an over bearing and controlling person,”

that Mrs. Coffman was discouraged from seeking independent counsel, and there were

“certainly material facts which are in dispute namely whether the Option Agreement was

understood by [Mrs. Coffman] before it was signed.”  The estate also asserted that the

“option on its face is unconscionable in that the sales price set forth therein was grossly

inadequate when viewed in the light of the value of farmland in 2001 when the option was

executed,” and “there was a lack of consideration for the granting of the option which recites

‘One Dollar, $1.00.’” Finally, the estate asserted that the option was “ambiguous on its face,”

alleging that it was unclear whether the option applied to Mrs. Coffman’s “seventy five

(75%) percent interest in the property or seventy five (75%) percent of the acreage.” 

On October 23, 2013, the court held a hearing.  Counsel for Mr. Coffman, III argued

that there were no facts in dispute and his client was entitled to summary judgment as a

matter of law.  He asserted that the documents were to be construed against the creator,
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which was Mr. Wilson, who represented Mrs. Coffman.   Counsel argued that there was no4

ambiguity in the option, stating that the “formula” for the purchase price was in the option:

“Two Thousand Dollars (2,000.00) per acre for seventy-five percent (75%) of the total

acreage,” i.e., “75 percent of 60.419 acres [multiplied] by $2,000, and you get the purchase

price.”  

Counsel for the estate responded that the evidence had to be construed in the light

most favorable to it.  He argued that the allegations in Mr. Haass’ affidavit “indicates that

there may have been . . . some fraud involved,” that Mr. Coffman, Jr. was “overbearing and

a controlling person,” and that Mrs. Coffman “could have been under duress.”  He asserted

that the issue of who prepared the 2001 option also was a factual dispute.  Counsel also

argued that the purchase price was unconscionable, and he needed to develop facts regarding

how the purchase price was reached, given that it was “so different from” the value of the

land in 2001. 

  With respect to “ambiguities” in the option, counsel argued that it was unclear

whether the transfer of property was supposed to be “three quarters of the acreage or three

quarters interest in all the acreage.”  The court responded that it did not see the discrepancy,

and that its reading was that “their three-quarters interests is the same as 75 percent of the

 In support of the assertion that Mr. Wilson represented Mrs. Coffman, counsel4

pointed to the 1998 letter exercising the elder Coffmans’ option to purchase the younger

Coffmans’ one-fourth interest, where Mr. Wilson stated that he represented Mr. Coffman,

Jr. and Marie Coffman.
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total acreage.”  Counsel disagreed, responding that the “three-quarter interest in the property

would be a three-quarter interest in the entirety,” i.e., all the acreage.  In counsel’s estimation,

“75 percent of the 60.419 total acreage would be 45.31 and a half acres; and 75 percent

interest in the entirety is different.  It’s not acreage.” 

Counsel for Mr. Coffman, III responded that the estate was “just throwing stuff

against the wall,” and there was nothing to “lend any support to [the] baseless allegations.”

He argued that there were no facts in dispute, and Mr. Coffman, III was entitled to summary

judgment.

After hearing arguments, the court ruled as follows:

I went through your arguments and considering the notes I made prior

to the argument . . . .  I did consider the history of the parties, the history of the

option.  Apparently the same – pretty much the same option was granted at one

point, repurchased and re-granted between basically the same parties.

***

[I]t’s crystal clear to me that Mr. and Mrs. Coffman . . . intended . . . to convey

. . . their entire interest in this property.  And I agree that there has to be some

way of computing the purchase price, and the $2,000 per acre . . . I find that

crystal clear also as a method of computing the purchase price for the

remaining acreage.  I don’t see any discrepancy in it.  

  

***

I think the option is clear, and the method of calculation, 75 percent of . . . the

acreage for 2000 per acre of what they own, and it’s clear that they intended

to sell their interest.  
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Accordingly, the court issued an order granting Mr. Coffman, III’s motion for

summary judgment.  It also ordered that the appointed trustee execute all documents

necessary to conclude the settlement and transfer of the property.  This appeal followed.   

STANDARD OF REVIEW

Maryland Rule 2-501(f) governs motions for summary judgment and provides that a

trial court “shall enter judgment in favor of or against the moving party if the motion and

response show that there is no genuine dispute as to any material fact and that the party in

whose favor judgment is entered is entitled to judgment as a matter of law.”  Accord Reiter

v. Pneumo Abex, LLC, 417 Md. 57, 67 (2010). A determination “[w]hether a circuit court’s

grant of summary judgment is proper in a particular case is a question of law, subject to a

non-deferential review on appeal.”  Tyler v. City of College Park, 415 Md. 475, 498 (2010). 

Thus, the standard of review of a trial court’s grant of a motion for summary judgment on

the law is de novo.  D’Aoust v. Diamond, 424 Md. 549, 574 (2012).  

When we consider a circuit court’s order granting summary judgment, we “review the

record in the light most favorable to the non-moving party and construe any reasonable

inferences that may be drawn from the facts against the moving party.”  Rhoads v. Sommer,

401 Md. 131, 148 (2007).  Accord Reiter, 417 Md. at 67 (“‘[W]e independently review the

record to determine whether the parties properly generated a dispute of material fact and, if

not, whether the moving party is entitled to judgment as a matter of law.’”) (quoting Livesay

v. Baltimore County, 384 Md. 1, 10 (2004)).  We review “the same information from the
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record and decide[] the same issues of law as the trial court.”  Heat & Power Corp. v. Air

Prods & Chem., Inc., 320 Md. 584, 591-92 (1990).  If the facts in the record “‘are susceptible

to inferences supporting the position of the party opposing summary judgment, then a grant

of summary judgment is improper.’”  Georgia-Pacific Corp. v. Benjamin, 394 Md. 59, 72

(2006) (quoting Sadler v. Dimensions Healthcare Corp., 378 Md. 509, 533 (2003)).  

“‘[T]he purpose of the summary judgment procedure is not to try the case or to decide

the factual disputes, but to decide whether there is an issue of fact, which is sufficiently

material to be tried.’”  Id. (quoting Sadler, 378 Md. at 534).  For summary judgment

purposes, “‘[a] material fact is a fact the resolution of which will somehow affect the

outcome of the case.’”  Pence v. Norwest Bank Minn., N.A., 363 Md. 267, 279 (2001)

(citation omitted).  

“‘[T]he mere existence of a scintilla of evidence in support of the plaintiffs’ claim is

insufficient to preclude the grant of summary judgment; there must be evidence  upon which

the jury could reasonably find for the plaintiff.’”  Crickenberger v. Hyundai Motor America,

404 Md. 37, 45 (2008) (quoting Beatty v. Trailmaster Prods., Inc., 330 Md. 726, 738-39

(1993)).  “[W]hile a court must resolve all inferences in favor of the party opposing summary

judgment, ‘those inferences must be reasonable ones.’”  Id. (citation omitted).

The law in regard to the sufficiency of allegations in a response to a motion for

summary judgment motion is well settled.  In order to defeat a motion for summary

judgment, the party opposing the motion must identify with particularity each material fact
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in genuine dispute and provide support for its contentions “by an affidavit or other written

statement under oath.”  Md. Rule 2–501(b).  An affidavit supporting or opposing a motion

for summary judgment must set forth such facts as would be admissible in evidence.  Md.

Rule 2–501(c).  “A bare allegation in a general way that there is a dispute as to material facts

is never sufficient to defeat a motion for summary judgment.  General allegations which do

not show facts in detail and with precision are insufficient to prevent the entry of summary

judgment.”  Lynx, Inc. v. Ordnance Prods., 273 Md. 1, 7-8 (1974).  Accord O’Connor v.

Baltimore County, 382 Md. 102, 111 (2004).

DISCUSSION

I.

Ambiguity

Mr. Haass argues that the court erred in granting Mr. Coffman, III’s motion for

summary judgment because the option to purchase is ambiguous.  Specifically, he contends

that the 2001 Option could be interpreted as either a “purchase option for Seventy-five

percent (75%) of the acreage or seventy-five percent (75%) of [Mrs. Coffman’s] interest.”

He asserts that there is a dispute of material fact in that regard, and the ambiguity should be

construed against Mr. Coffman, III, “who caused the drafting and execution of the” option

with his father.  He contends that this Court “should find the 2001 Option ambiguous and

allow the case to proceed to trial,” or alternatively, “construe the ambiguous terms against
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[Mr. Coffman, III] and interpret the 2001 Option as providing an option to purchase seventy-

five percent (75%) of [Mrs. Coffman’s] interest in the Property.”  

Mr. Coffman, III contends that the circuit court properly granted his motion for

summary judgment, asserting that the option is not ambiguous and there are no disputes of

material fact regarding the intent of the parties.  He points to the history of the transactions

between the parties and argues that, viewing the 2001 option as a whole, it is clear that the

intent of the 2001 option was to give him the option to purchase the elder Coffmans’ three-

fourths interest in the property.  Moreover, he asserts that the 2001 option was created and

drafted by the attorney for Mr. Coffman, Jr. and Mrs. Coffman and therefore, even if there

was an ambiguity, it would be construed against Mrs. Coffman.  

“The touchstone of contract interpretation is the intent of the parties.”  Labor Ready,

Inc. v. Abis, 137 Md. App. 116 (2001).  Maryland courts adhere to the principle of the

objective interpretation of contracts.  Ocean Petroleum Co. v. Yanek, 416 Md. 74, 86 (2010). 

Pursuant to this principle, “‘unless a contract’s language is ambiguous, we give effect to that

language as written without concern for the subjective intent of the parties at the time of

formation.’”  Id. (quoting Cochran v. Norkunas, 398 Md. 1, 16 (2007)).  We restrict our

inquiry to “‘the four corners of the agreement,’” id. (quoting Cochran, 398 Md. at 17), and

“ascribe to the contract’s language its ‘customary, ordinary, and accepted meaning.’”  Id.

(quoting Fister v. Allstate Life Ins. Co., 366 Md. 201, 210 (2001)).  The Court of Appeals has

made clear that, when language in a contract is unambiguous, and absent “fraud, duress, or
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mistake, parol evidence is not admissible to show the intention of the parties or to vary, alter,

or contradict the terms of that contract.  Only when the language of the contract is ambiguous

will we look to extraneous sources for the contract’s meaning.”  Brendsel v. Winchester

Constr. Co., 392 Md. 601, 624 (2006) (citations omitted).

Ambiguity will be found if, to a reasonable person, the language used is susceptible

to more than one meaning, or it is of a doubtful meaning. Anderson Adventures, LLC v. Sam

& Murphy, Inc., 176 Md. App. 164, 179 (2007).  “To determine whether a contract is

susceptible of more than one meaning, the court considers ‘the character of the contract, its

purpose, and the facts and circumstances of the parties at the time of the execution.’”  Id. at

178 (quoting Phoenix Serv's Ltd. P’ship v. Johns Hopkins Hosp., 167 Md. App. 327, 392

(2006)).  “[W]here an ambiguity exists in a contract, the ambiguity is ‘resolved against the

party who made it or caused it to be made, because that party had the better opportunity to

understand and explain his meaning.’” Id. at 179 (quoting L&H Enters., Inc. v. Allied Bldg.

Prods. Corp., 88 Md. App. 642, 650 (1991).  “The interpretation of a contract, including the

determination of whether a contract is ambiguous, is a question of law,” which we review

de novo.  Sy-Lene of Washington, Inc. v. Starwood Urban Retail II, LLC, 376 Md. 157, 163

(2003).  

Here, we agree with the circuit court that the 2001 option is not ambiguous.  A plain

reading of the agreement indicates the intent to provide Mr. Coffman, III the option to

purchase the undivided three-fourths interest in the property owned by Mr. Coffman, Jr. and
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Mrs. Coffman.  The purchase price for that interest was to be $2,000 per acre for 75% “of

the total acreage.”  As the property contained 60.419 “total acres” of land, Mr. Coffman, Jr.

and Mrs. Coffman’s three-fourths portion was 45.31425 acres, and Mr. Coffman, III’s one-

fourth portion was 15.10475 acres.  Seventy-five percent of the total acreage (45.31425)

times $2,000 per acre equals $90,682.50 – the sum referenced in the deed by Mr. Coffman

to exercise his option.  The circuit court properly determined that the 2001 option was not

ambiguous.  

II.

Consideration and Unconscionability

Mr. Haass next argues that the circuit court erred in granting Mr. Coffman, III’s

motion for summary judgment because he was not entitled to judgment as a matter of law. 

In that regard, he asserts that the 2001 option was unenforceable because it was

unconscionable and it lacked consideration.

Mr. Haass contends that the option was unconscionable because Mrs. Coffman did

not have adequate representation and the sales price of the property was “grossly

inadequate.”  He asserts that the 2001 option was procedurally unconscionable because there

is no evidence that the 2001 option “was bargained for in the first instance, and to the extent

it was, [Mrs. Coffman] was excluded from those discussions.”   He asserts, without directing

us to any admissible facts in the record,  that the “record demonstrates that the Transaction

was a father-son deal involving property of which [Mrs. Coffman] was an owner,” and
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notwithstanding her ownership interest, Mr. Coffman, Jr. “sought to convey a portion of the

Property to his own son, with an option to purchase the Property after he and [Mrs. Coffman]

died, without consideration of [Mrs. Coffman’s] interests at all.”  Instead, he asserts, Mrs.

Coffman had “no say” in the transaction, her “decision was subject to the decision of her

controlling husband,” and she was “discouraged . . . from obtaining independent

representation.” 

Mr. Haass also argues that the 2001 option was substantively unconscionable,

asserting that the purchase price of $2,000 per acre was “grossly inadequate.”  In support of

that argument, Mr. Haass directs us solely to his affidavit, in which he asserts that farmland

was selling “for anywhere between $6,000.00 and $10,000.00 per acre in the area.”  The

“price discrepancy,” he states, “is clearly favorable to [Mr. Coffman, III], the more powerful

party in the Transaction.”  Accordingly, Mr. Haass contends that the circuit court should have

found that the 2001 option was unconscionable.

Finally, Mr. Haass argues that the 2001 option lacked sufficient consideration because

Mr. Coffman, Jr. and Mr. Coffman, III “took advantage” of Mrs. Coffman in executing the

option.  In support of his argument that the consideration was insufficient, he states that

farmland was selling for six-ten thousand dollars per acre, but the option permitted

Mr. Coffman, III to purchase the property for two thousand dollars per acre.

Mr. Coffman, III responds that the 2001 option set forth consideration, and absent

fraud, courts will not inquire into the adequacy of consideration.  He asserts that Mr. Haass

-16-



did not present any evidence that would be admissible at trial showing that Mr. Coffman, Jr.

was a controlling husband or had any control over Mrs. Coffman in regard to the 2001

option, and that there has been no allegation of fraud in this case.  He notes that, contrary to

Mr. Haass’ bald assertions, the record reflects that Mrs. Coffman was jointly represented

with her husband at all times by H. Norman Wilson, Jr., there is no evidence in the record

that there was ever a conflict regarding the drafting of the agreement, and that Mrs. Coffman

entered into “not one, but two” options to purchase containing similar language.  Moreover,

he contends, Mr. Haass has offered no evidence that would be admissible at trial to support

what he believes the value of farmland in Cecil County was at the time the 2001 option was

executed.

Again, we agree that Mr. Haass’ arguments are without merit.  As Mr. Coffman, III

points out, although Mr. Haass made bald allegations, he did not set forth any facts to support

a finding that the option agreement was not enforceable because it was unconscionable.  To

the contrary, the admissible evidence in the record indicates that Mrs. Coffman signed

documents, after being represented by counsel, over a period of several years, indicating her

intent to dispose of the property per the terms of the two options.  We agree with the circuit

court that the evidence was “crystal clear” that Mrs. Coffman intended to convey her interest

in the property to Mr. Coffman, III.  

With respect to the issue of consideration, it is well settled that the courts “will not

inquire into the adequacy of the value exacted for the promise so long as it has some value.” 
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Blumenthal v. Heron, 261 Md. 234, 242 (1971).  See Harford County v. Town of Bel Air, 348

Md. 363, 383 (1998) (“Inadequacy of consideration alone, untinctured by fraud or

circumvention, is not a sufficient ground to vacate a contract otherwise regular.”) (quoting

Stewart v. State, to Use of Riggin, 2 H. & G. 114 (1828)).  There was no evidence of fraud

adduced, and Mr. Haass’ bald, unsupported allegations are insufficient to set aside the

contract.  The circuit court properly granted Mr. Coffman, III’s motion for summary

judgment.

JUDGMENT AFFIRMED.  COSTS TO

BE PAID BY APPELLANT.
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