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Contract Law

“Agreements to Agree” –  
or Something More? 
Maryland Court Provides More Guidance on Letters of Intent

By Vicki R. Canales

“Letters of intent” or “commitment 
letters” have been the source of much 
anxiety among both the parties involved 
and the court system. This is so because 
although they are generally used as 
“agreements to agree” upon a future 
contract, there are times when the parties 
and the courts have taken a step further 
and considered them to be enforceable 
contracts by themselves. Generally, 
whether such a letter is enforced as 
a contract depends upon whether it 
contains enough of the terms of the 
deal for a court to enforce it against 
either buyer or seller. A recent case 
provides guidance on the parameters 
that the Maryland courts will use when 
considering whether or not a letter of 
intent is a binding contract.

In Norkunas v. Cochran, Mr. and Mrs. 
Cochran, together with Mr. and Mrs. 
Grove, expressed to Ms. Eilleen Norkunas 
an interest in purchasing her property 
in Baltimore City. With the help of a 
real estate agent, the Cochrans and the 
Groves provided a handwritten letter of 
intent to Ms. Norkunas outlining the offer 
they intended to make, together with a 
check for $5,000 as a deposit. The letter 
of intent specified a number of details 
of the deal, including the purchase price 

and a promise to deliver a sales contract 
within 48 hours. It was signed by all 
parties, as well as the agent. A couple of 
days later, the buyers sent Ms. Norkunas 
a package containing a cover letter and 
a sales contract. The seller signed the 
contract within the privacy of her home, 
but never communicated that fact to the 
buyers. A week or so later, she let it be 
known that she had decided not to sell 
the property. The buyers sued to force 
Ms. Norkunas to sell, and later learned  
of Ms. Norkunas’ signature on the 
contract. The buyers then amended  
their complaint to request that the 
letter of intent and contract of sale be 
specifically enforced.

The lower court stated that since the 
contract and letter of intent was signed 
by all parties, it was enforceable and 
ordered Ms. Norkunas to complete the 
sale of her property to the buyers. Ms. 
Norkunas appealed, and the higher court 
reversed the lower decision. 

Through a review of general contract 
law, the Court found that the letter of 
intent was in fact non-binding upon 
Ms. Norkunas and that because she had 
never communicated her acceptance of 
the contract to the buyers, there was no 
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enforceable contract. The Court 
specifically stated that, “calling 
a document a ‘letter of intent’ 
implies, unless circumstances 
suggest otherwise, that the parties 
intended it to be a nonbinding 
expression in contemplation of 
a future contract” (emphasis in 
original). The Court outlined 
two circumstances in which 
preliminary letters would be 
enforceable, neither of which 
pertained to this case: the first 
is when the letter reflects that 
the parties have “reached a 
complete agreement” on all 
issues requiring negotiation; the 
second is when the agreement 
contains a “binding commitment 
to negotiate in good faith.” 
Further, the Court stated that 
when determining whether or 
not a contract is enforceable, it 
will look to what a “reasonable 
person in the position of the 
parties” would have considered 
the contract to mean.

Here, the plain language of the 
letter of intent signed by the 

parties indicated that the buy-
ers would soon submit a formal 
contract to Ms. Norkunas and 
contained no language obligat-
ing Ms. Norkunas to sell her 
property to the buyers on the 
terms indicated. The Court found 
that a reasonable person in the 
position of the seller would 
interpret the letter of intent to 
“mean that a formal contract 
offer would soon follow,” not 
that he or she was locked into 
a binding contract of sale. The 
Court found further that Ms. 
Norkunas’ signature on the let-
ter of intent was nothing more 
than an acknowledgement of her 
awareness of the letter of intent.

The lesson to be learned here 
is that, while the intent of the 
parties is an important con-
sideration for the courts when 
interpreting contracts, the par-
ties must also specifically and 
clearly state their intent. Here, 
the outcome of the case might 
have been different had the let-
ter of intent specifically stated 

that Ms. Norkunas was bound 
to sell her property to the buy-
ers, or that she was obligated 
to negotiate with them. Instead, 
it stated that a formal contract 
would soon follow, which 
implied that Ms. Norkunas was 
free to sign or not sign the for-
mal contract when it arrived. 
Parties should be careful when 
considering entering into such 
letters to clearly and completely 
state exactly what they mean 
so as to allow for no ambigu-
ity or misinterpretation. It is a 
good idea to proofread all such 
letters from the objective stand-
point of the proverbial “rea-
sonable man” prior to signing 
anything so as to ensure that 
what has been written is actu-
ally what was intended.

Vicki R. Canales is an associate in the 

firm’s Real Estate Transactions and 

Commercial Lending groups. She can be 

reached at 301-907-2803, or via email 

at vrcanales@lerchearly.com

Changes to the Maryland Estate Tax Law Allow 
Savings for the Savvy

By Richard N. Ruprecht

Nothing about the estate tax 
revisions enacted in July 2006 
by the Maryland Legislature does 
anything to dispel the old notion 
that “estate taxes remain largely 
a tax on ignorance.” If anything, 
the 2006 changes underscore the 
need for individuals to not only 

understand the law but to take 
appropriate steps to prevent their 
heirs from paying estate tax on 
their benefactors’ ignorance.

Background
To appreciate the planning 
opportunities made available by 

recent changes to the Maryland 
Estate Tax Law it is helpful to 
briefly review the bidding so 
far. Maryland, like most states, 
previously followed the Federal 
Estate Tax law and imposed 
estate taxes only on those estates 
of deceased individuals who 
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were subject to the federal levy, 
generally those in excess of one 
million dollars (the “exemption 
amount”). Property left to a 
spouse or charity avoided estate 
tax entirely. Special tax-saving 
trusts (“credit-shelter” or “bypass” 
trusts) could be employed to 
allow married couples to benefit 
from the one million dollar 
exemption amount in both 
estates so that their children or 
heirs would ultimately receive 
two million dollars of property 
tax-free of both state and Federal 
Estate Taxes. Moreover, while 
the surviving spouse had access 
to the money in the bypass 
trust, whatever remained was 
not taxed in his or her estate at 
death, regardless of how much it 
had appreciated in excess of the 
exemption amount! 
	
De-coupling
While changes to the Federal 
law have increased the individ-
ual exemption amount to two 
million dollars currently (with a 
planned increase to $3.5 million 
after 2007), many states, includ-
ing Maryland, have not followed 
suit and have “de-coupled” their 
estate tax law from the Federal 
exemption. Thus, despite the 
Federal relief, Maryland con-
tinues to impose an estate tax 
on estates in excess of one 
million dollars. Moreover, the 
Maryland Comptroller must take 
into consideration the value of 
non-Maryland property owned 
by a decedent in determining 
whether the exemption amount 
is met, even though the non-
Maryland property is not direct-
ly subject to tax. What follows 
is a brief description of relief 
available under Maryland’s 2006 
estate tax changes.

State-only QTIP elections
One of the planning problems 
arising from the of de-coupling 
the Maryland and Federal Estate 
Tax laws was that it exposed 
amounts in excess of one million 
dollars left to traditional bypass 
trusts to a Maryland Estate Tax 
of up to 41% upon the death 
of the first spouse! Prior to the 
changes made in 2006, many 
wills and trusts containing 
traditional bypass trust funding 
instructions thus exposed the 
estate of the first spouse to 
Maryland estate tax to the 
extent it exceeded one million 
dollars. At best, a surviving 
spouse essentially had to choose 
between paying Maryland 
estate tax on the million dollar 
difference between the federal 
exemption amount ($2M) and 
Maryland exemption amount 
($1M), or avoiding Maryland 
Estate Taxes when the first souse 
died by exposing the assets to 
even greater Federal taxation 
upon the survivor’s death later.

The 2006 Maryland law now 
allows the use of a special 
election, (sometimes referred to 
as a “state-only QTIP election”), 
to be made by a surviving 
spouse to avoid both state and 
federal taxation of the amount 
by which the state and federal 
exemption amounts differ. 
However, in order to both take 
full advantage of the strategy 
resulting from the new law, 
married individuals will likely 
need to revise their existing 
wills or trusts to qualify for 
state-only QTIP elections. The 
necessary revisions are technical 
and require the assistance of 
competent counsel to assure the 
desired result.

Alternate Valuation
If the assets of an estate 
decreased in value six months 
after death, Federal Estate Tax law 
traditionally allowed the use of a 
lower “alternate valuation” of the 
assets providing it would result 
in a decreased Federal Estate 
Tax liability. However, after the 
Maryland and Federal Estate Tax 
law decoupled, the use of this 
technique to minimize Maryland 
Estate Tax liability where there 
was no Federal Estate Tax liabil-
ity (e.g., for estates between one 
and two million dollars) was not 
authorized. The 2006 Maryland 
law now allows an alternate 
valuation election to minimize 
Maryland Estate Tax liability. 
Because such an election may 
expose the estate assets to greater 
income taxation if later sold by 
the beneficiaries, taxpayers should 
check with their tax advisors 
before making the election. 

16% Cap on Maryland Estate Tax
A major change in the way the 
Maryland Estate Tax is calcu-
lated, effective for decedents  
dying after December 31, 2005,  
is to limit the tax due to 16% of 
the amount by which the dece-
dent’s taxable estate exceeds  
one million dollars. Before  
the 2006 changes, estates  
having assets valued between 
$1,000,000 and $1,337,500 were 
subject to a Maryland Estate Tax 
of up to 41% of the amount in 
excess of $1,000,000, while very 
large estates were taxed at less 
than 16%. The new law pro-
vides relief by limiting the tax 
to 16% of the amount in excess 
of $1 million. 

While the Comptroller’s office 
will automatically adjust any 
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It may surprise those who 
have not worked with our 
litigation group to learn that we 
counsel our clients on litigation 
avoidance and strategies for the 
management of various risks 
nearly as often as we represent 
them in contested matters 
throughout the region. The term 
“litigation avoidance” might 
conjure up images of intense 
mediation sessions in disputes 
headed for the courtroom, but 
that isn’t the case. In reality, 
risk management programs and 
litigation avoidance strategies 
are simply ways in which a 
business can alter or improve 
its practices to avoid potential 
conflicts with clients, customers, 
patients, employees, vendors, 
and others. Here, we’ll examine 
what goes into a litigation 
avoidance analysis and discuss 
some basic things companies 
can do to reduce the risk of 
becoming involved in costly, 
time-consuming litigation.

Don’t Wait to Ask Questions
Measures designed to avoid 
litigation and manage risk 

often are considered only 
after a company is embroiled 
in a dispute, but the most 
opportune time to consider 
and pursue these measures is 
before a dispute arises. Prior 
to embarking on a course of 
action or continued inaction, 
the decision makers should ask 
plenty of questions: Should we 
refrain from taking action that 
may have serious, although 
remote, consequences? Must 
or should we take precautions 
to guard against those remote 
consequences? What will happen 
if we fail to take precautions 
and an injury occurs? Often, 
the best answer is simply an 
educated assessment of the 
reasonableness of a proposed 
course of action or inaction. A 
thorough consideration of legal 
risk, however, will enable the 
company to more fully and 
accurately assess the total cost 
and true benefits of a course  
of action. 

For example, an employer may 
question whether it must or 
should incur the expense of 

Advice on Risk Management 
and Litigation Avoidance…
From a Litigator?
By Lauri E. Cleary

returns that are subject to the 
new 16% cap, be advised that 
the tax-saving benefits of the 
earlier mentioned 2006 Maryland 
Estate Tax changes relating to 
“state-only QTIP” and alternate-
valuation elections require  

both insight and action on  
the part of the taxpayer. For  
on-line information about 
Maryland Estate Taxes, visit  
the Maryland Comptroller’s 
official website, located at  
http://www.marylandtaxes.com/. 

Richard N. Ruprecht is a principal  

in the firm’s Estate Planning and 

Probate Group. He can be reached 

at 301-657-0154, or via email at 

rnruprecht@lerchearly.com.
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conducting certain investigations, 
including criminal background 
investigations of applicants. 
These investigations can be 
expensive, and are not always 
perfect. Prior convictions for 
serious crimes may be missed, 
and the absence of a criminal 
record is not necessarily a 
reliable indicator that an 
applicant will not commit 
misconduct in the future. 
While performing a criminal 
background investigation may 
not be required by law, the 
failure to conduct one may 
be significant factor in the 
determination of whether an 
employer was negligent in 
hiring an applicant, should that 
applicant later be accused of 
wrongdoing on the job. 
	
An informed response to a 
question such as the one 
posed in the example above 
involves a review of applicable 
laws, regulations, rules and 
judicial opinions that may 
require, direct, discourage or 
even prohibit the action being 
considered. Where such sources 
do not offer helpful guidance, 
the inquiry focuses on whether 
the proposed action or inaction 
will be deemed reasonable 
under the circumstances. Those 
“circumstances” include the 
nature of the activity, the nature 
of the community in which the 
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company is located, operates or 
conducts the activity, and the 
nature of the company and the 
degree of sophistication and 
expertise decision makers are 
expected to have due to their 
training and experience. Analysis 
of these factors will lead to an 
informed decision that not only 
makes financial and practical 
sense, but also makes legal 
sense and minimizes the risk  
of litigation or the risk of a  
poor result if litigation cannot  
be avoided. 

“Lessons Learned”
A common misconception about 
litigation avoidance and risk 
management programs is that 
they derive from a standard 
list of “best practices” that all 
companies should observe. 
While there most certainly 
are things that nearly every 
company can do to minimize 
risk, some of the most effective 
recommendations arise out 
of very specific problems 
and situations. Sometimes 
recommended strategies and 
practices arise out of litigation 
in which the company already 
has been involved. In these 

instances, once the case has 
been resolved, it is wise to meet 
with the attorney who handled it 
for a “lessons learned” meeting. 
In these meetings, counsel 
reviews what can be distilled 
from the litigation experience to 
improve the company’s practices 
and thereby avoid similar claims 
or disputes in the future. At a 
minimum, the goal is to enhance 
the likelihood that the company 
will achieve the most successful 
and economical result in the 
event that future claims or 
disputes cannot be avoided. 

Looking Forward 
Even where no potentially 
problematic decision looms on 
the horizon, there are things 
every business can do to 
reduce the risk of being drawn 
into litigation. Chief among 
these is the development and 
institution of its own “best 
practices” and policies. These 
can be developed to govern 
recruiting, termination, benefits, 
workplace behavior, disciplinary 
actions, accounting and record 
keeping, the use of technology 
and equipment, relationships 
with vendors, and myriad other 

day-to-day operations. Business 
leaders can stay abreast of 
industry trends and changes in 
this regard by reading news and 
industry publications as well as 
attending seminars, workshops 
and discussions devoted to the 
implementation of best practices.

Investing in litigation avoidance 
and risk management can 
help businesses avoid costly 
litigation and prevail in matters 
that must be litigated. Although 
such strategies frequently are 
developed in response to a 
particular problem, businesses 
should anticipate problems by 
developing and implementing 
“best practices” and operational 
policies. Counsel should 
be consulted to ensure that 
the policies and practices 
comply with applicable legal 
requirements and observe 
community standards of 
reasonableness to maximize  
their effectiveness. 

Lauri E. Cleary is a principal in our 

Litigation Group. She can be reached  

at 301-657-0176 or via email at 

lecleary@lerchearly.com.
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Changing And Amending 
Documents For Community 
Associations 
By Jeffrey VanGrack

It’s no secret that many aspects 
of our lives have changed signifi-
cantly in recent years. Advances 
in technology, changes in life-
style and increasing demands for 

transportation require a constant 
adaptation of the laws which 
govern the various aspects of our 
lives. Among these are the cov-
enants and bylaws that govern 

the community associations in 
which many of us reside. How 
do associations “keep up with the 
times” and ensure that their gov-
erning documents are relevant to 
the needs of their residents and 
in compliance with federal, state 
or local statutes? This article will 
look briefly at reasons why an 
association may need to amend 
its governing documents, and 
items that should be considered 
while doing so.
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Why Amend?
For some associations, whether 
or not their documents need to 
be amended is not only a ques-
tion of serving their residents, it is 
also a question of law. In many 
areas, lifestyle and technological 
changes have resulted in federal, 
state and local legislators enacting 
various laws that supersede com-
munity association documents, 
when they become outdated. 

For example, recent legislation 
has addressed and restricted 
prohibitions on satellite dishes, 
family day care and home-based 
businesses. Lease restrictions, pet 
regulations, and items related to 
indemnification and insurance 
are other examples that repre-
sent a long list of association-
sponsored amendments which 
may require alteration. Finally, 
there are sometimes documents 
that, by their terms or because 
of operation, automatically 
expire or renew without review. 
A thorough review of an asso-
ciation’s governing documents 
should uncover any laws or  
covenants that need to be 
altered or deleted.

Associations that have recently 
transferred from developer con-
trol are not immune from the 
need to review and alter their 
governing documents, however. 
These associations may want to 
consider amending their docu-
ments very soon after the com-
munity has been transferred to 
the owners. In addition to remov-
ing developer control provisions 
and other sections no longer rel-
evant, the association may desire 
to fine-tune the documentation 
based upon its actual operational 
needs and experience.

Factors to Consider
Once an association has deter-
mined that particular sections 
of the governing documents 
need to be amended, certain 
procedures must be followed to 
ensure that the documents are 
amended correctly and lawfully. 
The first step is to ascertain what 
specific items need to be amend-
ed and, secondly, to determine 
what type of vote is required to 
change the document(s) being 
amended. The amendment 
process is sometimes slow and 
frustrating, requiring logical and 
clear explanations and, occasion-
ally, door knocking to obtain the 
necessary number of votes for 
approval. Typically, the power 
to amend the bylaws rests with 
the Board of Directors or the 
majority of a quorum, while a 
vote of a certain percentage of 
owners is required to amend 
the covenants. However, this is 
not always the case, and it thus 
becomes important to review  
the actual document, as it will 
usually state the necessary  
process for gaining approval  
for an amendment.

For instance, amendments that 
prohibit or materially restrict 
property use, or amendments that 
change the voting rights or com-
mon expense liability allocated to 
a lot or unit, require unanimous 
consent unless the declaration 
gave fair notice that such change 
could be made over the objection 
of an affected property owner. 
Associations should also carefully 
review the rights of any lender, 
the Veteran’s Administration, and 
governmental agencies (such as 
the Maryland National Park and 
Planning Commission) prior to 
enacting any changes that could 

affect or require the approval of 
one of these entities.

Another issue facing communi-
ties making amendments to their 
documents is whether or not to 
consider “prospective enforce-
ment.” Prospective enforce-
ment—making alterations to the 
governing documents that affect 
only future unit owners—and the 
resulting grandfather clause pro-
visions can be very helpful, but 
should be considered alongside 
the community’s needs and per-
sonality. Prospective enforcement 
can be helpful in acquiring the 
needed number of votes neces-
sary to amend the documents 
and to make regulations that may 
otherwise be unreasonable now 
acceptable, since the rights of 
existing owners are not affected 
and prospective owners have 
notice of its requirements.

In sum, it is important for board 
members to remain up to date 
not only on federal, state or local 
laws that may affect their gov-
erning documents, but also on 
the changing technological and 
lifestyle factors affecting their 
residents, to ensure that the asso-
ciation covenants and bylaws 
remain current. Once specific 
items have been identified, it is 
the responsibility of the board to 
ensure that proper measures are 
followed in amending the docu-
ments. Being vigilant in these 
areas will help make certain that 
the association’s governing docu-
ments remain relevant for the res-
idents they are designed to serve.

Jeffrey VanGrack is a principal in our 

Community Associations Group. He can  

be reached at 301-657-0159, or via 

email at jvangrack@lerchearly.com.
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Lerch, Early & Brewer News and Notes 

The firm wel-
comes Anne 
B. Fox and 
Genevieve 
J. Quarfoot, 
both of whom 
recently accept-
ed associate 
positions with 

the firm. Ms. Fox, who practices 
in our Employment and Litigation 
groups, most recently worked 
for the Supreme Court of North 
Carolina where she completed a 
clerkship for the Honorable Paul 
M. Newby. She graduated from 
the University of North Carolina 
School of Law with honors in 
May, 2005. She earned a B.A., 
magna cum laude, in English 
from the College of William and 
Mary in 2000 and is a member of 
Phi Beta Kappa. In addition to her 
recent clerkship, she has served as 
a clerk to the Office of University 
Counsel at UNC, and as a sum-
mer clerk for the North Carolina 
Attorney General’s Office. 

Ms. Quarfoot, 
a member of 
our Litigation 
Group, recently 
worked for 
the firm as 
a law clerk 
and has also 
interned for 

the Honorable Marielsa A. 
Bernard, Circuit Court Judge for 
Montgomery County, Maryland. 
She is a graduate of the 
American University Washington 
College of Law, where she 
received her J.D. cum laude 
in May, 2006. She earned her 
B.S. in Business Management, 
with a major in Marketing, from 

Villanova University in 2000 
where she was a member of 
the Gamma Phi Business Honor 
Society. Ms. Quarfoot has also 
interned for the State’s Attorney’s 
Office in Montgomery County, 
Maryland. Ms. Quarfoot is admit-
ted to practice in Maryland, 
while Ms. Fox is admitted to 
practice in both Maryland and 
North Carolina.

The firm also welcomes Rhonda 
S. Mason, who recently joined 
the firm as a legal assistant. 
Regretfully, the firm announc-
es the departure of Simone 
Gremillion, who worked 
as a paralegal in the firm’s 
Community Associations Group.

On Tuesday, September 26, 
the Land Use and Zoning and 
Real Estate Transactions groups 
co-presented a seminar enti-
tled “The Evolving Maryland-
National Capital Park and 
Planning Commission: Issues 
and Answers.” More than 
100 real estate professionals 
from across the region came 
to hear guest speakers Dr. 
Royce Hanson (Montgomery 
County Planning Board Chair), 
Faroll Hamer (Acting Director 
of Planning for Montgomery 
County) and Adrian Gardner 
(General Counsel for the 
Board) discuss proposed rules 
and regulations, and the chal-
lenges and visions of the 
Planning Board beyond 2006. 
The seminar also featured 
comments and questions from 
several Lerch, Early & Brewer 
attorneys, including Steve 
Robins, Harry Lerch and 
Stuart Barr. The event was a 

unique opportunity for mem-
bers of the development com-
munity to have a dialogue with 
and obtain information from 
members of the Board outside 
of the structure of standard 
Planning Board meetings.

Deborah Webb, a principal in 
the firm’s Family Law Group, 
was a co-presenter at a recent 
seminar entitled “Winning Ways 
at Trial: The Use of Direct and 
Cross-Examination in a Family 
Law Trial.” Ms. Webb spoke on 
the topic of “Direct and Cross 
Examination of a Witness” at 
the seminar, which was held  
in Baltimore.

Larry Lerman, Chair of the 
Commercial Lending Group and 
a principal in the Real Estate 
Transactions Group, and others 
in the firm recently presented a 
seminar entitled “Understanding 
Insurance Coverages and 
Controlling Insurance Proceeds: 
A Primer for Lenders and 
Landlords.” The seminar, held 
in our Bethesda and McLean, 
Virginia offices, attracted lending 
officers and real estate profes-
sionals from across the region.

Alison Rind, a principal in our 
Commercial Lending and Real 
Estate Transactions groups, 
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recently served as Co-Chair of 
the Montgomery County Bar 
Foundation’s Annual Golf and 
Tennis Charity Classic. The 
Golf and Tennis Classic helps 
support the activities of the 
Bar Foundation, which include 
promoting the causes of social 
welfare and providing legal 
assistance to the community 
through the Bar Association’s 
Pro Bono program. This was 
Ms. Rind’s third year as Co-
Chair of the event.

On Wednesday, September 13,  
Lauri Cleary, a principal in 
the Litigation Group, partici-
pated in a panel discussion 
at the annual Adventist Risk 
Management Conference in 
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania. 

Ms. Cleary, who was joined 
on the panel by represen-
tatives of Adventist Risk 
Management, Inc. as well 
as the General Counsel and 
Associate General Counsel 
of the General Conference 
of Seventh-day Adventists, 
spoke on contract issues as 
they relate to corporate and 
religious institutions. The 
Conference was attended 
by over 500 denominational 
and educational leaders from 
across the U.S. and Canada.

Arnie Spevack and Alison 
Rind, both members of our 
Commercial Lending Group, 
recently spoke at the Mid-
Atlantic Lender’s Conference 
in Ocean City, Maryland. 

Mr. Spevack and Ms. Rind 
gave a presentation entitled 
“Successful SBA Lending: 
Getting Your Deal to the 
Closing Table.” The seminar 
was attended by SBA lenders 
from throughout the Mid-
Atlantic region and was 
sponsored by the Small 
Business Administration.

The firm proudly announces 
the addition of two young 
members of the Lerch, Early & 
Brewer family: Cheryl Cross-
Black, a legal assistant with 
the firm, and her husband Lee 
are the proud parents of a 
baby boy, Elijah. Meanwhile, 
Stuart Barr and his wife Tracey 
recently welcomed the arrival of 
their baby girl, Addison Faith.
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