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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
COUNTY OF GREENVILLE 

IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 

  

Linhart Realty Group LLC d/b/a RE/MAX 
Results, 

Plaintiff / Counterclaim Defendant, 
Case No.: 2025-CP-23-05006 

 
v. 

DEFENDANT’S MEMORANDUM IN 
LIEU OF 

VERBAL TESTIMONY 

Adam Matthew Steinberger, 
Pro Se Defendant / Counterclaimant. 

 

 

I.  NOTICE OF ADA ACCOMMODATION 

Defendant Adam Matthew Steinberger respectfully submits this Memorandum in lieu of 
verbal testimony at the hearing scheduled for May 5, 2026. This submission is made 
pursuant to the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990, 42 U.S.C. § 12132, and Title II’s 
mandate that state courts provide reasonable modifications to individuals with qualifying 
disabilities. 
Defendant has been formally diagnosed with the following conditions, confirmed by 
Darren Woodlief, Ph.D., Comprehensive Psychological Services, LLC, Columbia, South 
Carolina, evaluation date October 21, 2025, report issued December 15, 2025 (Exhibit 3 
/ Exhibit 0 in the case file): 

•  Autism Spectrum Disorder, Level 1 (DSM-5-TR F84.0), without language or 
intellectual impairment 
•  Attention-Deficit/Hyperactivity Disorder, Combined Presentation (DSM-5-TR 
F90.2) 
•  Generalized Anxiety Disorder with Social Anxiety (DSM-5-TR F41.1) 
•  Posttraumatic Stress Disorder (DSM-5-TR F43.10), PCL-5 severity score 73/80 

These diagnoses are not in dispute. Plaintiff’s counsel admitted the AuDHD diagnosis 
“upon information and belief” in Paragraph 19 of Plaintiff’s Reply to Defendant’s 
Counterclaims, filed December 9, 2025. 
The combination of AuDHD and PTSD substantially limits Defendant’s ability to process 
real-time oral proceedings, respond verbally under time pressure, and maintain 
composure during adversarial examination. These are not preferences. They are 
documented, clinically confirmed functional limitations recognized as disabilities under 
both the ADA and the Fair Housing Act. 
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The reasonable modification requested is as follows: that this written Memorandum, 
together with the Chronological Testimony, be accepted as Defendant’s testimony for 
the May 5, 2026 hearing, in lieu of or in supplement to verbal examination. This 
accommodation does not prejudice Plaintiff. It ensures that Defendant’s account of 
events is presented to the Court in its complete and accurate form. 
 

II.  PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF THIS MEMORANDUM 

This Memorandum serves three functions: 
1.  It formally places on the record Defendant’s ADA accommodation request and 
the medical basis for it. 
2.  It introduces the attached Chronological Testimony as Defendant’s written 
testimony for the May 5, 2026 hearing. 
3.  It preserves Defendant’s right to supplement, clarify, or respond in writing to any 
issues raised at the hearing, consistent with ADA obligations applicable to judicial 
proceedings. 

The Chronological Testimony documents, in strict date order, every material event in 
the underlying transaction from February 17, 2025 through April 17, 2026. Each event is 
anchored to documentary evidence on file with this Court. The testimony identifies the 
structural defect that runs through the entire transaction: the executed Dual 
Agency Agreement required by SC Code § 40-57-350 and NAR Code 
of Ethics Standard of Practice 1-12, which Defendant never signed; and 
tracks every subsequent event against that defect. 
 

III.  LEGAL BASIS FOR WRITTEN TESTIMONY 

State courts receiving federal funds are subject to Title II of the ADA, which prohibits 
exclusion from participation in or denial of benefits of a public entity’s services, 
programs, or activities on the basis of disability. Tennessee v. Lane, 541 U.S. 509 
(2004). The South Carolina Rules of Civil Procedure and the South Carolina Code of 
Judicial Conduct impose parallel obligations on courts to ensure access to justice for 
litigants with disabilities. 
The modification requested here, acceptance of written testimony in lieu of verbal 
testimony, is among the least burdensome accommodations available to the Court and 
imposes no cognizable burden on Plaintiff. Plaintiff has been on notice of Defendant’s 
disability since at least December 9, 2025, when it admitted the AuDHD diagnosis in its 
own pleading. Plaintiff cannot claim surprise. 
Moreover, Defendant’s PTSD at its current clinical severity was caused, in material part, 
by the conduct underlying this action and by the litigation itself, as documented in 
treating provider records identified in Defendant’s April 17, 2026 Memorandum on 
Capacity. A court proceeding that compels verbal testimony under adversarial 
conditions from a litigant whose PTSD was caused by the opposing party’s conduct 
would itself constitute a barrier to access under the ADA. 
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IV.  ATTESTATION 

I, Adam Matthew Steinberger, declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the 
State of South Carolina that the foregoing is true and correct to the best of my 
knowledge, information, and belief, and that the Chronological Testimony submitted 
herewith constitutes my complete and accurate testimony regarding the matters at issue 
in this proceeding. 

 

____________________________________ 
Adam Matthew Steinberger 
Defendant / Counterclaimant, Pro Se 
236 Tippin Trl 
Travelers Rest, SC 29690 
adam@matthewsteinberger.com 
(864) 517-4117 
Date: ___________________ 

  

mailto:adam@matthewsteinberger.com
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V.  CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that on the date indicated below, a true and correct copy of the foregoing 
Defendant’s Memorandum in Lieu of Verbal Testimony was served upon Plaintiff’s 
counsel of record via United States Mail, first-class postage prepaid, addressed as 
follows: 
 

W. Christopher Schwartz, Esq. (SC Bar #106429) 
M. Stokely Holder, Esq. (SC Bar #73892) 
Holder, Padgett, Littlejohn & Prickett, LLC 
P.O. Box 1804 
Greenville, SC 29602 

 
____________________________________ 
Adam Matthew Steinberger 
236 Tippin Trl 
Travelers Rest, SC 29690 
adam@matthewsteinberger.com 
(864) 517-4117 
Date: ___________________ 

mailto:adam@matthewsteinberger.com
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PERSONAL TESTIMONY 

Adam Matthew Steinberger 
Re: Jackson Batson, RE/MAX Results, Travelers Rest, SC 

Greenville County Court of Common Pleas  |  Breach of Contract Action 

Prefatory Note 

This testimony is presented in strict chronological order. Each event is anchored to the date on 
which it occurred and the documentary evidence that confirms it. The structural defect running 
through the entire transaction, the unsigned Dual Agency Agreement, is identified at the point it 
first became material and is tracked through every subsequent event. 

All exhibit references correspond to the numbered and lettered exhibits in the case file. 

 

I.  First Contact and Initial Engagement 
Monday, February 17, 2025 
Adam Steinberger, acting pro se and without knowledge of real estate procedure, located 
Jackson Batson online and initiated contact. Mr. Batson responded the same morning at 7:45 
a.m., identifying himself as a licensed Realtor and Broker with RE/MAX Results, MLS #74055, 
operating out of 104 S. Poinsett Hwy, Travelers Rest, SC 29690. 

[Exhibit A] First recorded email from Jackson Batson, dated Feb 17, 2025, 7:45 a.m. 

 

At the time of first contact, Mr. Steinberger was in acute emotional distress, he had lost his job, 
lost a tenant, relocated to Wake Forest, NC to attend seminary, and was underwater on his 
mortgage. He disclosed this hardship in full during the initial phone call. 

⚖ TECHNICALITY: A licensed agent's fiduciary duty to a prospective client attaches at first 
meaningful contact. At the moment Mr. Batson received disclosure of Mr. Steinberger's financial 
distress, disability symptoms, and religious conviction, he was obligated under NAR Article 1 to act in 
that client's best interest, including offering alternatives to an immediate sale. He did not do so. 

 

Tuesday, February 18, 2025 
At 9:08 PM EST on February 18, 2025, Adam Steinberger signed the Exclusive Right to Sell 
Agreement/Listing Agreement with Re/Max Results, Broker R. Jackson Batson (License 
#74055, LLR Office Code 23433). The listing price was $299,900. The agreement ran from 
February 18, 2025 through August 31, 2025. Commission was set at 6.0% of gross sales price. 
A 60-day protection period applied post-termination. R. Jackson Batson co-signed the same 
document at 8:03 PM EST, notably, ten minutes before Mr. Steinberger signed, demonstrating 
the broker executed the agreement before the owner did. 
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[Original Summons] Exclusive Right to Sell Agreement/Listing Agreement, Form 220. Signed by 
Adam Steinberger 02/18/25 9:08 PM EST; signed by R. Jackson Batson 02/18/25 8:03 PM EST. 
Dotloop verified. Filed as Exhibit A in Case #2025CP2305006, electronically filed Aug 12, 2025. 

⚖ TECHNICALITY: An Exclusive Right to Sell Agreement creates an agency relationship the 
moment it is signed. From this date forward, Mr. Batson owed Mr. Steinberger the full duties of a 
fiduciary: loyalty, disclosure, obedience to lawful instructions, confidentiality, reasonable care, and 
accounting. 

 

⚖ TECHNICALITY: The Listing Agreement’s Section 2-A states the commission is “earned, due and 
payable when an agreement to purchase, option, exchange, lease or trade is signed by Owner.” This 
language is the entire basis for plaintiff’s commission claim. However, Section 24 of the same 
agreement, the Mediation Clause, requires that any dispute “arising out of or relating to this 
Agreement” be submitted to mediation under NAR rules before any other action. The plaintiff filed a 
civil lawsuit on August 12, 2025 without ever offering mediation. The plaintiff cannot selectively 
invoke Section 2-A while ignoring Section 24 of the very same contract. 

 
⚖ TECHNICALITY: The Listing Agreement contains a Dual Agency consent section 
(Section 1) with four initials boxes. Mr. Steinberger initialed his consent to permit dual 
agency consideration, he did not sign a completed, executed Dual Agency Agreement. The 
initials box on the Listing Agreement grants permission to “consider” acting as dual agent at 
a future time “when provided with information about the other party.” This is permission to 
consider, not executed consent. The separate SCAR Form 115 Dual Agency Agreement, 
the legally required executed consent, was never signed. Initialing a box in the 
Listing Agreement DOES NOT substitute for the SEPARATELY 
REQUIRED written dual agency consent under SC Code § 40-57-
350. 

 

THE FULCRUM: Dual Agency Agreement, NEVER SIGNED 
On or around February 18, 2025, Mr. Batson sent the SC Dual Agency Agreement 
(SCAR 115) via Dotloop, the document that would have disclosed his intent to 
represent both seller and buyer in the same transaction. Mr. Steinberger did not 
sign it. He never signed it. Mr. Batson sent it again on March 10, and again on 
March 12, two days before the attempted closing. It remained unsigned on 
December 17, 2025, as confirmed by Dotloop metadata, and to this 
day still remains unsigned. 

[Exhibit AJ] Dotloop email records: Dual Agency Agreement sent Mar 10 and Mar 12, 2025. 
[Exhibit AK] Screenshot of Dotloop document, timestamp Dec 17, 2025, confirmed STILL 
UNSIGNED. 
⚖ TECHNICALITY: Under NAR Standard of Practice 1-12 and SC Code, a dual agent must obtain 
informed written consent from both parties before proceeding. Without the signed Dual Agency 
Agreement, Mr. Batson had no legal authority to represent both sides. Every transaction step taken 
after this date was executed without proper dual agency disclosure, nullifying his claim to a dual-
agency commission and exposing every subsequent action to scrutiny as unauthorized practice. 
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Saturday, February 22, 2025, MLS Goes Live (12:10 AM); Showing Scheduled; 
Purchase Contract Signed 
On February 22, 2025, at 12:10 AM, the MLS listing for 236 Tippin Trail went live, less than four 
days after the Listing Agreement was signed. Later that same day, buyers James Sakorafos 
and Nickoleta Sakorafos were contacted, a showing was arranged, and by 3:11 PM EST all 
parties had signed the Agreement/Contract to Buy and Sell Real Estate (Form 310), Purchase 
Price: $299,000 (cash). Closing date was set for March 21, 2025. Earnest money: $3,000 
(check), due February 28, 2025. Due diligence period expired February 28, 2025. Termination 
fee: $250. 
Signature timestamps (Dotloop verified): James Sakorafos, 02/22/25 3:11 PM EST. Nickoleta 
Sakorafos, 02/22/25 3:12 PM EST. Adam Steinberger, 02/22/25 3:14 PM EST. Closing attorney: 
Laws & Laws. Buyer’s agent and seller’s agent: Jackson Batson, Re/Max Results. 

[Exhibit B] Agreement/Contract to Buy and Sell Real Estate (Residential), Form 310. Buyers: James 
Sakorafos and Nickoleta Sakorafos. Seller: Adam Steinberger. Purchase Price: $299,000 cash. 
Signed by all parties 02/22/25 via Dotloop. Filed as Exhibit B in Case #2025CP2305006, 
electronically filed Aug 12, 2025. 
⚖ TECHNICALITY, THE FULCRUM: The Purchase Contract was signed by both buyers at 3:11-
3:12 PM EST and by Mr. Steinberger at 3:14 PM EST. Jackson Batson is listed as both Buyer’s 
Agent and Seller’s Agent on the same contract, confirmed by his name, license number, and email 
address appearing in both the “Buyer’s Agent” and “Seller’s Agent” lines of the signature page. This 
dual representation was already operative in the signed Purchase Contract. The executed Dual 
Agency Agreement, the document required by SC Code § 40-57-350 to authorize this exact 
arrangement, was never signed. The plaintiff’s own Exhibit B thus proves the unauthorized nature of 
the dual agency it purports to rely upon. 

 
⚖ TECHNICALITY: The Purchase Contract (Section 7) specifies the contract is “not contingent” 
upon financing, a cash purchase. The original Purchase Price was $299,000 for a property listed at 
$299,900. The $900 reduction from asking price, the seven-day due diligence period, the $250 
termination fee, and the all-cash offer structure are all terms that uniformly favor the buyer. An agent 
acting in the seller’s interest would have countered on one or more of these terms. There is no record 
of any counter-offer or negotiation on the seller’s behalf. 

 
⚖ TECHNICALITY: The due diligence period expired February 28, 2025, six days after signing. The 
earnest money check was also due February 28, 2025. There is no record in the case file that the 
$3,000 earnest money was ever confirmed received by Mr. Steinberger, a question he raised 
explicitly in his March 10, 2025 text. An agent’s failure to confirm receipt of earnest money to the 
seller is a breach of the duty of accounting under NAR Code of Ethics Article 8. 

 

II.  Pressure Tactics and the Panic Sale Architecture 
Saturday, March 1, 2025 
Mr. Batson asked via text: 'Are you ok with me sharing your situation with buyer?' Mr. 
Steinberger replied 'Yes', unaware that the buyer was a personal contact of Mr. Batson's, a 
licensed realtor and investor from Massachusetts, and that Mr. Batson was simultaneously 
representing that buyer. The conflict of interest was not disclosed. 
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[Exhibit B] Text: 'Are you ok with me sharing your situation with buyer?', Mar 1, 2025, 5:22 p.m. 
⚖ TECHNICALITY: Sharing a seller's confidential personal hardship, financial distress, religious 
conviction, job loss, emotional state, with a prospective buyer, without full dual agency disclosure, 
violates NAR Article 1-9 (Confidential Information Used to Client Disadvantage). The consent 
obtained ('Yes') was not informed consent; it was obtained without disclosing that the buyer was 
agent's personal contact or that agent represented both parties. 

 

Later that same day, Mr. Batson introduced the idea of including Mr. Steinberger's personal 
vehicle in the real estate transaction, framing it as 'creative.' Mr. Steinberger had not suggested 
this. The vehicle, a 2024 Silver Toyota Corolla Hybrid, was proposed to bridge a cash shortfall 
at closing. 

[Exhibit B] Text: 'Buyer is trying to come up with some creative ways to make this work', Mar 1, 
2025, 6:52 p.m. 

⚖ TECHNICALITY: Inducing a seller to incorporate personal property into a real estate transaction 
to satisfy a cash deficit at closing, without disclosing that a cash-only alternative existed, and without 
advising the seller to seek independent counsel on the personal property transaction, constitutes a 
failure of fiduciary duty and misrepresentation of material facts under NAR Article 2. 

 

Sunday, March 2, 2025 
Mr. Batson sent the full proposed deal structure: $310,000 total for house and car together, 
$290,000 attributed to the house, $20,000 to the car. A separate property was referenced at 
$275,000. No written market analysis, no comparable sales data, and no appraisal 
documentation was provided for either valuation. 

[Exhibit G] Text with proposed deal structure: $290K house / $20K car, Mar 2, 2025. 
[Exhibit Q] Email records showing zero market valuation documentation received on or around Mar 
2, 2025. 
⚖ TECHNICALITY: NAR Standard of Practice 11-1 requires that any opinion of value include: 
identification of the subject property, date prepared, defined value, basis for the opinion including 
applicable market data, and disclosure of conflicts of interest. Mr. Batson provided none of these. He 
also violated SP 1-3 by deliberately withholding market data in the context of facilitating a sale, a 
transaction from which he stood to earn $17,400 in commission. 

 

On this same date, Mr. Batson sent Mr. Steinberger the car insurance document request and 
solicited detailed vehicle information. Mr. Steinberger complied, providing insurance cards for 
both the car and motorcycle. 

[Exhibit C] Text thread: vehicle insurance documents exchanged, Mar 2, 2025. 
[Exhibit D] Text: agent redirects seller away from selling vehicle independently, toward keeping it in 
deal, Mar 2, 2025. 

⚠ NOTE: Mr. Batson actively discouraged Mr. Steinberger from selling the car independently and 
bringing cash, which would have been the more favorable option for the seller. He steered the 
transaction toward vehicle inclusion in the deal, consistent with buyer's interest, not seller's. 
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That same day Mr. Batson sent a text that read: 'Me and my family are praying this all works out 
too.' Mr. Steinberger and Mr. Batson had never met in person. There is no evidence Mr. Batson 
had any prior religious relationship with Mr. Steinberger. 

[Exhibit E] Text: 'Me and my family are praying this all works out too', Mar 2, 2025. 
⚖ TECHNICALITY: Invoking shared religious identity to build trust and reduce resistance in a 
financially vulnerable seller, particularly one who had disclosed deep faith convictions, constitutes 
manipulation of confidential personal information under NAR Article 1-9 and misrepresentation under 
NAR Article 2. 

 

Mr. Steinberger sent photographs of his vehicle to Mr. Batson the same day. 
[Exhibit F] Vehicle photographs sent by Mr. Steinberger, Mar 2, 2025. 

 

Monday-Tuesday, March 3-4, 2025 
Mr. Batson followed up on paperwork for the vehicle inclusion. Mr. Steinberger confirmed two 
documents signed via Dotloop: 'OK both are signed now thank you.' These were the sales 
contracts for house and vehicle. The Dual Agency Agreement was not among the 
signed documents, it continued to circulate unsigned. 

[Exhibit G] Text: 'You should have two documents in your inbox to sign', signed confirmation, Mar 3-
4, 2025. 
⚖ TECHNICALITY: At this point, the seller had signed sale contracts but had NOT signed the Dual 
Agency Agreement. Under SC law and NAR Article 9, all agreements related to a real estate 
transaction must be in writing and executed before being acted upon. Proceeding to contract 
execution with a buyer the agent personally knew, without a signed dual agency disclosure, rendered 
the agency relationship legally defective from this point forward. 

 

Friday, March 7, 2025 
Mr. Batson suggested extending the closing date from March 21 to March 28 so the buyer could 
be present in person, and later proposed an early occupancy arrangement allowing buyer 
access to the property before closing. Mr. Steinberger declined early occupancy, insisting on a 
confirmed date first. 

[Exhibit H] Texts re: closing date extension and early occupancy request, Mar 7, 2025. 
⚖ TECHNICALITY: Proposing early occupancy to a seller in financial distress, without disclosing the 
legal risks of pretextual possession, is a breach of the fiduciary duty of full disclosure. Early 
occupancy prior to a fully executed closing creates risk of adverse possession claims and is not 
standard practice without specific protections for the seller. 
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III.  Seller Realizes the Problem, March 10-12, 2025 
Monday, March 10, 2025 
Mr. Steinberger identified for the first time that one of the buyers, Nickoleta Sakorafos, appeared 
to be a licensed real estate agent. He also discovered through Carvana that his vehicle was 
worth approximately $21,800, nearly $2,000 more than the $20,000 attributed to it in the deal. 
He had not been informed of Carvana's valuation or any third-party vehicle appraisal. He 
questioned whether the $3,000 earnest money had been received, whether the buyer's loan had 
been secured, and why he had not been informed of the buyer's realtor status. 

[Exhibit I] Text: seller raises dual realtor status, Carvana valuation, earnest money, and loan status, 
Mar 10, 2025, 8:03 p.m. 
⚖ TECHNICALITY: A licensed agent acting as buyer in a real estate transaction in South Carolina is 
required to disclose that status to the seller. Mr. Batson did not disclose this. Additionally, the vehicle 
was undervalued in the deal by approximately $1,800. Both failures constitute misrepresentation of 
material facts under NAR Article 2 and SP 1-5 (Informed Consent). 

 

Also on March 10, Mr. Batson sent yet another Dotloop signature request for the 
Dual Agency Agreement. It remained unsigned. 

[Exhibit AJ] Dotloop email: Dual Agency Agreement signature request, Mar 10, 2025. 

 
Mr. Steinberger expresses discomfort with the deal, asking Mr. Batson if he is willing to change 
the deal. Mr. Steinberger expresses clearly that he is not interested in the proposed deal 
anymore and wishes to renegotiate.  

[Exhibit J] Text: 'Just feeling a little uneasy that maybe this is not exactly the best deal', Mar 
10, 2025 
⚖ TECHNICALITY: This is a breach in fiduciary duties on the part of Mr. Batson. If Mr. Batson was 
following the agreement he made with NAR, he would have made every effort possible to renegotiate 
the transaction from this moment exactly. This violates NAR Article 2, which requires licensed 
realtors to act in the fiduciary best interest of the client. 

 
Mr. Steinberger again on the same exact day asks if the car can be removed from the deal. 
Twice in a single day, disabled seller expressed no longer being interested in selling under the 
current arrangement. Twice in a single day. 

[Exhibit K] Text: 'just curious if there’s at all any way I can keep this car', Mar 10, 2025 

 

Mr. Steinberger again asks if the deal can be renegotiated. This is the THIRD time Mr. 
Steinberger has asked Mr. Batson for a renegotiation, stating personal hardship as the reason. 
Now Mr. Batson has refused to accommodate seller’s fiduciary needs THREE 
TIMES in a single day. 
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[Exhibit L] Text: 'If there’s any way at all that I can keep this car I would really appreciate we 
discuss this', Mar 10, 2025 

 

Tuesday, March 11, 2025 
Mr. Batson communicated with the closing attorney, Courtnay Laws of Laws & Laws, and 
returned with a confirmed cash-to-close figure. The text read: 'Just spoke to the closing 
attorney. Cash needed to close: You'd get $2,681.86 back with car as part of deal and 
$17,318.14 due without car.' 

[Exhibit M] Text: cash-to-close figures confirmed by agent after attorney consultation, Mar 11, 2025, 
3:31 p.m. 
⚖ TECHNICALITY: This communication, confirmed by the closing attorney, constituted an 
authorized statement of an alternative deal term. Mr. Steinberger was entitled to rely on it as a valid 
option. Mr. Batson did not state that this option required buyer approval before Mr. Steinberger could 
act on it. The failure to include that material condition renders the communication a 
misrepresentation under NAR Article 2 and SP 9-2. 

 

Mr. Steinberger explicitly asked FOR THE FOURTH TIME whether there was any way to 
keep his car. He proposes either dropping the car from the deal entirely or waiting to sell until 
peak selling season.  

[Exhibit M] Text: 'is it in the heart of the buyer to raise the price that I may keep the car', Mar 11, 
2025. 

 

Wednesday, March 12, 2025 
Mr. Steinberger sold his vehicle independently and informed Mr. Batson by text: 'I sold the car 
and will have cash for the closing instead.' 

[Exhibit N] Text: 'I sold the car and will have cash for the closing instead', Mar 12, 2025. 

 

Mr. Batson responded with: 'You sold the car??' and 'That was not the intent of that message.' 
He then asserted that SC law requires wet signatures on deeds and that the seller must appear 
in person. 

[Exhibit N] Text: agent response, 'You sold the car?? ... That was not the intent of that message', 
Mar 12, 2025. 

⚖ TECHNICALITY: Mr. Batson presented two materially contradictory statements within 24 hours: 
(1) cash-to-close without the car is $17,318.14, confirmed by the attorney; and (2) the car was 
required and selling it independently was a breach of contract. An agent cannot offer a term to a 
seller, allow the seller to act on that term in good faith, and then disclaim the offer as unintended. 
This is textbook misrepresentation and a failure to disclose a material condition, actionable under 
NAR Articles 1, 2, and 9. 
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Also on March 12, Mr. Batson sent a final Dotloop signature request 
for the Dual Agency Agreement, two days before the scheduled 
closing. It remained unsigned. 

[Exhibit AJ] Dotloop email: Dual Agency Agreement request, Mar 12, 2025. Still unsigned. 

 

IV.  The Attempted Closing, March 13-14, 2025 
Thursday, March 13, 2025 
Buyer Nickoleta Sakorafos legally releases herself from the transaction. Mr. Steinberger then 
legally releases himself from the transaction. The transaction, even if it was legal, which it was 
not as the DUAL AGENCY AGREEMENT was NEVER SIGNED, is now officially twice 
dead. 

[Exhibit S] Email from buyer releasing herself from the transaction, Mar 13, 2025. 
[Exhibit T] Email from seller releasing himself from the transaction, Mar 13, 2025. 

⚖ TECHNICALITY: Once a seller formally requests release from a listing agreement, the agent is 
obligated to respond and, if disputing the release, to immediately initiate mediation under NAR Article 
17. Mr. Batson did neither. He ignored the release request and proceeded toward closing, an 
unauthorized act under a disputed agency relationship. 

 

Mr. Batson then advises both parties to seek legal counsel. He does not offer mediation. He 
does not offer arbitration. Then Mr. Batson creates a new deal with a new monetary value and 
convinces Nickoleta Sakorafos to reenter the transaction under the new conditions without Mr. 
Steinberger’s consent. Mr. Steinberger refuses the new deal. 

[Exhibits S-Y] Email chain with Mr. Batson advising litigation and also reopening the transaction 
under new terms, Mar 13, 2025. 

⚖ TECHNICALITY: NAR Article 17 requires that before resorting to litigation, a Realtor must offer 
mediation and, if unresolved, submit to arbitration. Mr. Batson did neither. Directing parties to seek 
legal counsel is not a substitute for the mediation and arbitration obligations imposed by the Code of 
Ethics. This failure is the agent's obligation, not the seller's, Mr. Steinberger was never required to 
initiate mediation first. 

 

Closing attorney Courtnay Laws sent an email advising both parties to seek legal counsel and 
cease communication. 

[Exhibit Z] Email from Courtnay Laws: 'I'm advising both parties to seek legal counsel and cease 
communication', Mar 13, 2025, 2:35 p.m. 

⚖ TECHNICALITY: The closing attorney's directive to cease communication effectively suspended 
the transaction. For the closing to proceed the following day without the seller's consent or presence 
constituted an unauthorized closing. 
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Mr. Steinberger attempts to release himself from representation, PRIOR TO ILLEGAL 
CLOSING. 

[Exhibit AB] Email from seller attempting to be released from representation, Mar 13, 2025, 1:43 
p.m.. 

 
Courtnay Laws then confirms that they will be holding a closing the next day. 

[Exhibit AC] Email from closing attorney: 'Ok. We will have the documents ready', Mar 13, 2025, 
4:35 p.m. 

 

Friday, March 14, 2025 
The buyer, James and Nickoleta Sakorafos, flew in from Boston, Massachusetts and attended 
the closing at Laws & Laws, 8 Whitsett Street, Greenville, SC. They signed closing documents. 
Mr. Steinberger was not present, had not agreed to the revised terms, had not signed the 
revised deal, had NEVER AGREED TO DUAL AGENCY, and had formally requested 
release from representation the prior day. The closing proceeded without his participation. 

[Exhibit AD] Email from closing attorney confirming buyers attended and signed; requesting seller 
sign remotely via notary, Mar 14, 2025, 11:30 a.m. 
⚖ TECHNICALITY: A closing cannot legally be completed on a real estate transaction without the 
seller's signature on the deed. SC law requires a wet signature on the deed of conveyance. The 
buyer signing documents does not constitute a completed closing. The closing attorney's subsequent 
request for Mr. Steinberger to sign remotely confirms the closing was incomplete, yet the buyer and 
agent treated the transaction as consummated. This was an unauthorized and legally defective 
closing attempt. 

 

Mr. Steinberger replied to the closing attorney the same day: 'I am all set. I will not be signing 
any documents.' 

[Exhibit AE] Email from Mr. Steinberger to closing attorney: 'I will not be signing any documents', 
Mar 14, 2025, 11:42 a.m. 
 

V.  Post-Closing Refusals and Withheld Keys, March 15-July 2025 
Late March-Early April 2025 (Two-Week Silence) 
Mr. Batson went silent for approximately two weeks, providing no response to any of Mr. 
Steinberger's requests. When he finally replied, he directed all correspondence to his attorney's 
office, Stokely Holder at Holder Padgett Littlejohn & Prickett, LLC, and confirmed the keys were 
being held at that office pending payment of the full commission. 

[Exhibit AH] Email from Mr. Batson: keys held by attorney pending payment, approx. April 2025. 
⚖ TECHNICALITY: Conditioning the return of a seller's house keys on payment of a disputed 
commission is not a legitimate exercise of lien rights and has no basis in the SC listing agreement's 
terms. It compounds the agent's breach rather than curing it. 
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Saturday, March 22, 2025 
Mr. Steinberger sent a follow-up text to Mr. Batson requesting return of his house keys, release 
from the listing agreement, and removal of the listing from the MLS and all public platforms 
including Zillow, Realtor.com, and Redfin. 

[Exhibit P] Text: request for keys, release, and MLS removal, Mar 22, 2025. 

 

Friday, March 28, 2025 
Receiving no response, Mr. Steinberger escalated. He sent a formal email to Jerry Spearman at 
RE/MAX with the subject line 'Immediate Request for Release from Representation by Jackson 
Batson.' The email documented that Mr. Batson had refused to communicate, refused to return 
keys, refused to remove the listing, and was ignoring fiduciary obligations. 

[Exhibit AF] Email: 'Immediate Request for Release from Representation by Jackson Batson', Mar 
28, 2025. 
[Exhibit AG] Follow-up email to Courtnay Laws and Mr. Batson requesting release, keys, and MLS 
removal, Mar 28, 2025, 2:05 p.m. 
⚖ TECHNICALITY: An agent who refuses to return property keys to a seller while simultaneously 
refusing to release the seller from a listing agreement is effectively holding the property hostage. This 
constitutes a failure of the agent's duty under NAR SP 1-11 (Protection Against Losses) and may 
constitute conversion of property under South Carolina law. 

 

Friday, April 4, 2025 
Mr. Steinberger received a formal four-page demand letter from W. Christopher Schwartz, Esq. 
at Holder Padgett Littlejohn & Prickett, LLC. The letter demanded $17,400, representing 6% of 
$290,000, plus attorney's fees and costs. The demand letter also included a cease-and-desist 
on whistleblower disclosures. 

[Exhibit AI] Demand letter from Holder Padgett Littlejohn & Prickett, LLC, April 4, 2025. 
⚖ TECHNICALITY: Commission under a listing agreement is earned only when the agent procures 
a ready, willing, and able buyer AND the transaction closes. The transaction did not close. Mr. 
Steinberger did not sign the deed. No transfer of property occurred. A commission demand for a 
failed closing is legally unsupportable under the terms of the listing agreement itself. 

 

Saturday, April 5, 2025 
A second communication from attorney Stokely Holder included fourteen Bible verses quoted 
directly at Mr. Steinberger. 

[Exhibit AL] Email from Stokely Holder containing scriptural quotations directed at Mr. Steinberger, 
April 5, 2025. 
⚠ NOTE: Mr. Steinberger had disclosed his faith background and seminary enrollment to Mr. Batson 
during their first interaction. The use of Scripture in legal correspondence against a known vulnerable 
religious party constitutes weaponization of confidential personal information, an aggravated form of 
the Article 1-9 violation already established. 
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⚖ TECHNICALITY: Demanding withdrawal of regulatory complaints (filed with DOJ, HUD, SCHAC, 
LLR, NAR, SC DCA, and the SC Attorney General) as a condition of settlement constitutes attempted 
obstruction of legitimate regulatory proceedings. Federal whistleblower protections under 42 U.S.C. § 
3617 (Fair Housing Act) and SC consumer protection statutes protect Mr. Steinberger's right to file 
these complaints without retaliation. 

 
Sunday, April 13, 2025 
Mr. Steinberger tries to negotiate a mediation, something that Mr. Batson should have initiated, 
and this attempt fails. 

[Exhibit AQ] Email from seller requesting mediation, April 13, 2025. 

 

Friday, April 25, 2025 
Mr. Batson removed the listing for 236 Tippin Trail from the MLS, and therefore from Zillow, on 
April 25, 2025. 

[Exhibit AT] Zillow price history screenshot: removed Apr 25, relisted Jun 24, removed Jul 6, 2025. 

 

Tuesday, June 24, 2025 
Mr. Batson re-listed the property on the MLS and Zillow without Mr. Steinberger's authorization. 

[Exhibit AT] Zillow price history screenshot: removed Apr 25, relisted Jun 24, removed Jul 6, 2025. 

 

Friday, July 4, 2025 
Mr. Steinberger asks Mr. Batson to sell his house again to a new buyer, Mr. Batson refuses. 

[Exhibit AP] Email from seller asking Mr. Batson to sell his house instead of holding it hostage, July 
4, 2025. 

 

Sunday, July 6, 2025 
The listing was removed again on July 6, 2025. 

[Exhibit AT] Zillow price history screenshot: removed Apr 25, relisted Jun 24, removed Jul 6, 2025. 
⚖ TECHNICALITY: Re-listing a property on the MLS after a seller has formally requested release 
from the listing agreement, and after all communications were directed through counsel, constitutes 
unauthorized representation and false advertising under NAR SPs 12-8 and 12-10. The MLS is a 
public-facing commercial platform. Listing a property implies active seller consent to sell, which did 
not exist. 
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VI.  Civil Suit Filed and Diagnosis Confirmed 
Tuesday, August 12, 2025 
On August 12, 2025 at 2:53 PM, Linhart Realty Group LLC d/b/a RE/MAX Results filed a 
Summons and Complaint in Greenville County Court of Common Pleas (Case 
#2025CP2305006) through attorneys Holder, Padgett, Littlejohn & Prickett, LLC. The complaint 
was signed by W. Christopher Schwartz (SC Bar #106429). Two causes of action were alleged: 
(1) Breach of Contract, failure to pay 6% commission of $17,400.00; and (2) Unjust Enrichment. 
The complaint additionally alleged that Mr. Steinberger made “numerous false allegations, 
complaints, and reports” which “damaged Plaintiff’s reputation in the community,” and sought an 
injunction requiring retraction of all such statements. Mr. Steinberger discovered this filing while 
searching his name online in connection with employment applications. 

[Complaint / Summons] Summons and Complaint, Linhart Realty Group LLC v. Adam Matthew 
Steinberger. Case #2025CP2305006. Filed August 12, 2025, 2:53 PM, Greenville County Court of 
Common Pleas. Attorneys: Holder, Padgett, Littlejohn & Prickett, LLC.  
[Exhibit AR] Greenville County court docket: Linhart Realty Group LLC v. Steinberger, filed August 
12, 2025. 

⚖ TECHNICALITY: Filing suit without first offering mediation and arbitration, as required by NAR 
Article 17 and SP 17-1 and 17-2, and as contractually required by Section 24 of the listing agreement 
itself, constitutes a breach of the Code of Ethics and a breach of the listing agreement. The filing of 
litigation is explicitly defined by NAR SP 17-1 as a refusal to arbitrate. 
 

⚖ TECHNICALITY: The complaint alleges in Paragraph 23 that the commission amount is “6.00% of 
the gross sales price, or $17,400.00.” Six percent of $299,000 (the Purchase Contract price) is 
$17,940.00, not $17,400.00. Six percent of $290,000 (the revised deal price with the vehicle) is 
$17,400.00. The plaintiff’s own damages calculation uses the vehicle-inclusive deal price, a deal that 
never closed and whose terms were disputed, rather than the signed Purchase Contract price. This 
arithmetic error exposes an inconsistency in the plaintiff’s own theory of damages. 

 
⚖ TECHNICALITY: The complaint alleges at Paragraph 12 that Mr. Steinberger’s verbal response, 
“Yes, let’s do it!”, constituted acceptance of the Buyers’ Offer. South Carolina contract law requires 
that acceptance of a real estate offer be in writing to be enforceable under the Statute of Frauds (SC 
Code § 27-30-10). An oral “Yes” relayed through the agent does not constitute a binding written 
acceptance. The subsequently signed Purchase Contract is the legally operative acceptance, and its 
terms, including the closing date of March 21, 2025, govern, not the verbal exchange. 

 
⚖ TECHNICALITY: The complaint’s Second Cause of Action (Unjust Enrichment / Quantum Meruit) 
alleges at Paragraph 37 that “Defendant realized the benefit of having a buyer for the Property.” This 
is legally insufficient for quantum meruit recovery. Mr. Steinberger did not close the transaction, did 
not receive the purchase price, and did not transfer title. He received no monetary benefit from the 
transaction. The “benefit” the plaintiff claims, introduction to a buyer who did not complete a 
purchase, is not a realized, retainable benefit that triggers restitution. The quantum meruit claim fails 
on its face. 

 
⚖ TECHNICALITY: The complaint seeks an injunction at Paragraph iv requiring Mr. Steinberger to 
“retract and/or resend any and all” statements made to third parties and to be enjoined from further 
dissemination. The complaints, reports, and communications at issue were filed with state and 
federal regulatory agencies, SC LLR, SC HUD, NAR, DOJ, and the SC Attorney General. Compelled 
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retraction of statements made to government regulatory agencies implicates the First Amendment 
and 42 U.S.C. § 3617’s anti-retaliation provisions under the Fair Housing Act. The injunctive relief 
sought is constitutionally and statutorily overbroad. 

 

Monday, October 6, 2025, Mr. Steinberger Served with Summons and Complaint 
Mr. Steinberger was personally served with the Summons and Complaint on October 6, 2025. 
The 30-day period to respond under SC Rules of Civil Procedure established a response 
deadline of November 6, 2025. The complaint had been filed August 12, 2025, meaning nearly 
two months elapsed between filing and service. Mr. Steinberger had not been notified of the 
lawsuit at any point during that interval. 

⚖ TECHNICALITY: The lawsuit was filed August 12, 2025 but Mr. Steinberger was not served until 
October 6, 2025, a gap of 55 days. During this interval, Mr. Steinberger was actively seeking 
employment and was unaware that a civil action bearing his name had been filed in Greenville 
County. He discovered the lawsuit’s existence only by searching his name online during employment 
applications. The plaintiff chose when to serve; the 55-day delay is the plaintiff’s strategic decision, 
not Mr. Steinberger’s negligence. 

 

Tuesday, October 14, 2025, Mr. Steinberger Files Motion for Extension of Time 
(Pro Se) 
Eight days after being served, Mr. Steinberger filed a handwritten Answer/Motion for Extension 
of Time with the Greenville County Court of Common Pleas. The motion requested the 
maximum extension allowed by law in order to secure legal counsel. It was served on plaintiff’s 
counsel W. Christopher Schwartz via certified mail the same day (USPS Tracking 
#9207190132473400271947198). The motion fee of $25 was paid. The court clerk filed the 
motion on October 15, 2025. 

[Motion] Answer/Motion for Extension of Time. Signed by Adam Matthew Steinberger, Pro Se. 
Submitted October 14, 2025. Court clerk date filed: October 15, 2025. Motion fee $25 paid. 
Certificate of Service via Certified Mail to W. Christopher Schwartz, HPL+P Law. 

⚖ NOTE: This motion was filed within eight days of service, timely, proper, and served by certified 
mail with tracked delivery. It was not made for purposes of delay, as stated explicitly in the motion. 
This is the conduct of a defendant acting in good faith, not one attempting to evade the court’s 
jurisdiction. 

 

Tuesday, October 21, 2025 
Mr. Steinberger was formally evaluated by Darren Woodlief, Ph.D. at Comprehensive 
Psychological Services, LLC, 1816 Bull Street, Columbia, SC 29201. Testing date: October 21, 
2025. 

[Exhibit 0] Receipt from neuropsychological evaluation, October 21, 2025. 
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Thursday, November 6, 2025, Plaintiff Consents to Extension; New Deadline 
December 6, 2025 
On November 6, 2025, the original response deadline, plaintiff’s counsel W. Christopher 
Schwartz filed Plaintiff’s Consent to Extend Deadline with the court at 3:17 PM. The filing 
acknowledged that Mr. Steinberger had been served October 6, 2025, confirmed the original 
deadline of November 6, 2025, and consented to a 30-day extension pursuant to SC Rules of 
Civil Procedure Rule 6(b). The new deadline was set as December 6, 2025. 

[Answer] Plaintiff’s Consent to Extend Deadline. Signed by W. Christopher Schwartz (SC Bar 
#106429). Electronically filed November 6, 2025, 3:17 PM. Case #2025CP2305006. 

 

Sunday, November 9, 2025, Mr. Steinberger Files Answer, Affirmative Defenses, 
and Counterclaim (Pro Se) 
On November 9, 2025, three weeks before the extended deadline, Mr. Steinberger signed and 
served his Answer, Affirmative Defenses, and Counterclaim upon plaintiff’s counsel via 
Mailform.io. The document was received by the court and filed. Mr. Steinberger appeared as 
Defendant/Counterclaimant, pro se. The counterclaim named Jackson Batson as 
Counterdefendant. 

[Counterclaim] Answer, Affirmative Defenses, and Counterclaim. Adam Matthew Steinberger, Pro 
Se, Defendant/Counterclaimant. Signed November 9, 2025. Served on W. Christopher Schwartz, 
HPL+P Law, via Mailform.io, postage prepaid. Case #2025CP-23-05006. 
⚖ TECHNICALITY, BUYERS’ WRITTEN REFUSAL: The counterclaim identifies Exhibit B as buyer 
Nickie Sakorafos’s email dated March 12, 2025 at 13:02, which states: “We are no longer legally 
bound to continue with the purchase of the home.” This is a written, timestamped, unequivocal 
repudiation of the purchase contract by the buyers, not by the seller. The Listing Agreement’s 
commission trigger requires the owner to “fail or refuse to complete the sale.” The buyers’ written 
repudiation on March 12, 2025 is the proximate cause of the failed transaction. Defendant’s release 
of the buyers the same day, “If you are no longer interested in the sale you are welcome to cancel 
the contract”, was a response to the buyers’ prior breach, not an independent act of refusal. 

 
⚖ TECHNICALITY, $21,999.64 DEMAND: The closing attorney’s paralegal (Jessica Ballew, Laws & 
Laws) sent an email on March 13, 2025 at 11:12 AM stating: “If you do not bring the car to closing 
your cash to close that you will need to either wire or bring a cashier’s check will be $21,999.64.” 
This figure is $4,681.50 more than the $17,318.14 previously confirmed by Batson via text on March 
11, 2025. The sudden $4,681.50 escalation, issued the day before the attempted closing, after the 
seller had already sold his vehicle, constitutes a material change in terms that the seller never 
agreed to. The counterclaim’s Exhibit D documents this escalation and its legal consequence: the 
contract was effectively repudiated by the buyers’ side before defendant declined to close. 

 

Tuesday, December 9, 2025, Plaintiff Files Reply to Counterclaims (25 
Defenses) 
On December 9, 2025 at 7:18 PM, plaintiff filed its Reply to Defendant’s Counterclaims through 
counsel Holder, Padgett, Littlejohn & Prickett, LLC. The reply denied the substance of the 
counterclaims and asserted twenty-five affirmative defenses in response. Among the specific 
admissions: plaintiff admitted (Paragraph 3 of counterclaim) that “there were discussions 
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regarding the sale of said property” and admitted (Paragraph 28) the allegations relating to the 
AuDHD diagnosis. 

[Doc 008] Plaintiff’s Reply to Defendant’s Counterclaims. Signed by W. Christopher Schwartz (SC 
Bar #106429), M. Stokely Holder (SC Bar #73892), Raford W. Bussey (SC Bar #103943), Ra’na 
Heidari (SC Bar #104501). Electronically filed December 9, 2025, 7:18 PM. Case #2025CP2305006. 
⚖ TECHNICALITY, ADMISSION RE: AUDHD: In its Reply (Paragraph 19), the plaintiff admitted 
“upon information and belief” the allegations of Paragraph 28 of the counterclaim, the paragraph that 
states defendant was officially diagnosed with AuDHD on October 21, 2025. This is a judicial 
admission by a represented party that the AuDHD diagnosis is not in dispute. Combined with the 
formal psychological evaluation (Exhibit F / Exhibit 3), the diagnosis is now the subject of a party 
admission in the case record. The plaintiff cannot simultaneously admit the diagnosis and argue that 
the defendant’s cognitive disability is irrelevant to the fairness of the transaction. 

 
⚖ TECHNICALITY, 25 DEFENSES: The plaintiff’s Reply to a four-count counterclaim asserts 
twenty-five separate affirmative defenses, including: Failure to State a Claim, Accord and 
Satisfaction, Assumption of Risk, Contributory Negligence, Unclean Hands, Laches/Estoppel/Waiver, 
Statute of Limitations, No Standing, No Proximate Cause, Failure to Mitigate, Bad Faith, Absence of 
Breach, Condonation and Consent, Statute of Frauds, Setoff, Parol Evidence Rule, Substantial 
Performance, Misrepresentation, and the right to add additional defenses. The sheer volume, twenty-
five defenses against four counterclaim counts, is not a sign of legal strength. It is a comprehensive 
defensive hedge by a party that cannot predict which of the counterclaim’s theories will survive. A 
plaintiff confident in its position does not need twenty-five escape routes. 

 

Friday, December 12, 2025 
Mr. Batson’s legal team attempts to extort Mr. Steinberger for $17,000 and a public retraction of 
whistleblower activities. 

[Exhibit AS] Stokely Holder attempts to extort Mr. Steinberger in order to force a public retraction of 
his complaints to regulatory agencies, December 12, 2025. 

 

Monday, December 15, 2025 
Dr. Woodlief issued the formal psychological evaluation report, confirming the following DSM-5-
TR diagnoses: Autism Spectrum Disorder, Level 1 (F84.0), without language or intellectual 
impairment; Attention-Deficit/Hyperactivity Disorder, Combined Presentation (F90.2); 
Generalized Anxiety Disorder with Social Anxiety (F41.1); and Posttraumatic Stress Disorder 
(F43.10). Full-Scale IQ of 122 (93rd percentile) confirmed. 

[Exhibit 0] Receipt from Comprehensive Psychological Services, LLC, October 21, 2025. 
[Exhibit 3] Formal psychological evaluation report, December 15, 2025. 

⚖ TECHNICALITY: The confirmed AuDHD diagnosis retroactively establishes that Mr. Steinberger 
was a disabled person within the meaning of the Americans with Disabilities Act and the Fair Housing 
Act at the time of the transaction in February-March 2025. Observable symptomology, panic 
disclosures, emotional dysregulation, information oversharing, inability to fully comprehend 
transaction mechanics, was present from first contact. An agent who identifies a vulnerable party and 
proceeds to use that vulnerability to advance a transaction benefits no defense in ignorance: the duty 
to accommodate and the duty to avoid exploitation attach regardless of formal diagnosis. 
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Wednesday, December 17, 2025 

Mr. Steinberger confirmed via Dotloop that the Dual Agency Agreement, originally sent 
February 18, 2025, remained unsigned as of this date. The document status was 
captured via screenshot with ImageMagick-verified metadata confirming the timestamp. This 
document continues to REMAIN UNSIGNED even as of today’s date. 

[Exhibit AK] Dotloop screenshot with ImageMagick metadata: date:create 2025-12-17T17:47:56, 
STILL UNSIGNED. 
⚖ TECHNICALITY: The Dual Agency Agreement remained unsigned from February 18, 2025 
through at least December 17, 2025, a period of approximately ten months spanning first contact, 
both contract signings, the attempted closing, the release requests, the demand letter, and the civil 
suit filing. There was no point in this transaction at which Mr. Batson had legal authority to act as a 
dual agent. Every action taken in his purported dual capacity was taken without the consent required 
by NAR SP 1-12, NAR Article 9, SC Code § 40-57-350, and the terms of the listing agreement itself. 

 
Tuesday, January 20, 2026, Amendment to Counterclaim Filed and Served 
Mr. Steinberger signed and served the Amendment to Answer, Affirmative Defenses, and 
Counterclaim on January 20, 2026 via USPS upon W. Christopher Schwartz at HPL+P Law, 
P.O. Box 1804, Greenville, SC 29602. The amendment amends the original filing dated 
November 9, 2025. 

⚖ TECHNICALITY: The Tenth Affirmative Defense is not advisory. NAR Code of Ethics violations by 
a licensed South Carolina Realtor® constitute violations of the professional standards required for 
licensure under SC Code § 40-57-135 and the regulations of the SC Real Estate Commission. 
Violations are grounds for disciplinary action up to and including license revocation. The Tenth 
Defense both supports the counterclaim and undermines the commission claim: an agent who 
violated no fewer than nineteen provisions of his professional code cannot claim clean hands while 
seeking equitable enforcement of a commission agreement. 

 

⚖ TECHNICALITY, REFERRAL REQUEST: The Prayer for Relief now includes a formal request 
that the Court refer Counterdefendant to the SC Department of Labor, Licensing and Regulation 
(LLR) and to NAR for investigation of the Code of Ethics violations documented herein. SC Code § 
40-57-135 authorizes the Real Estate Commission to investigate licensed agents for unprofessional 
conduct. The documented violations, nineteen or more, across Articles 1, 2, 9, 17, and multiple 
Standards of Practice, are precisely the conduct the Commission’s disciplinary authority exists to 
address. 

 
Thursday, February 26, 2026, SC LLR Formally Forwards Complaint to Office of 
Disciplinary Counsel 
On February 26, 2026, J. Watson Wharton, III of the South Carolina Labor, Licensing and 
Regulation Division notified Mr. Steinberger that LLR Complaint No. 2025-167, filed April 10, 
2025 and re-engaged December 14, 2025, had been reviewed by the LLR commission and 
formally forwarded to the Office of Disciplinary Counsel for further action. Contact in that office: 
Alice Douglas, (803) 896-4479. 



Steinberger v. Batson / RE/MAX Results  —  Chronological Testimony 

Page 17 

⚖ TECHNICALITY: Forwarding to the Office of Disciplinary Counsel represents formal escalation by 
the LLR: the initial complaint review is complete, and the matter has been referred to the body 
empowered to pursue license suspension or revocation against a licensed real estate agent. This is 
the outcome Mr. Batson’s litigation has been designed, from its filing on August 12, 2025, to prevent. 
The LLR’s escalation on February 26, 2026 is the precise event that makes every subsequent filing 
in this civil action intelligible as coordinated suppression. 

 

Monday, March 2, 2026, Plaintiff Files Motion to Dismiss Defendant’s Amendment 
Four days after the LLR forwarded the complaint to Disciplinary Counsel, Plaintiff’s counsel filed 
a Motion to Dismiss Defendant’s Amendment to Answer, Affirmative Defenses, and 
Counterclaim. The motion was electronically filed on March 2, 2026 at 2:33 PM by Holder, 
Padgett, Littlejohn & Prickett, LLC (M. Stokely Holder, SC Bar #73892; Raford W. Bussey, SC 
Bar #103943; Ra’na Heidari, SC Bar #104501; W. Christopher Schwartz, SC Bar #106429). The 
motion alleged that the Amendment was filed in violation of Rule 15(a) of the South Carolina 
Rules of Civil Procedure and requested dismissal of the Amended Counterclaims. 
The Amendment Plaintiff seeks to dismiss contains the complete factual testimony of what 
occurred in the underlying transaction, the same record now before the LLR’s Office of 
Disciplinary Counsel. 

⚖ TECHNICALITY: Rule 15(a) of the South Carolina Rules of Civil Procedure commands that leave 
to amend “shall be freely given when justice so requires.” South Carolina courts follow the federal 
framework established in Foman v. Davis, 371 U.S. 178 (1962), which holds that outright refusal to 
grant leave to amend, absent undue delay, bad faith, dilatory motive, repeated failure to cure 
deficiencies, or futility, constitutes an abuse of discretion. Plaintiff’s motion did not allege any of these 
factors. It alleged only a procedural violation of Rule 15(a), without engaging the substance or 
materiality of the Amendment. A motion to exclude the factual record is not the same as a motion 
with merit. 

 

⚖ TECHNICALITY, TIMING: The Amendment was filed January 20, 2026. Plaintiff waited 41 days, 
until four days after the LLR forwarded the complaint to Disciplinary Counsel on February 26, to file 
this motion. The motion targets the document that contains the eyewitness testimony underlying both 
this civil action and the LLR disciplinary matter. The timing is not procedural housekeeping. It is an 
attempt to strip the record of the factual basis that caused the LLR to escalate. 

 

Wednesday, March 4, 2026, Defendant Files Opposition to Motion to Dismiss 
Amendment 
On March 4, 2026, Mr. Steinberger filed his Response in Opposition to Plaintiff’s Motion to 
Dismiss Amended Answer, Affirmative Defenses, and Counterclaim. The opposition was served 
on Plaintiff’s counsel W. Christopher Schwartz via USPS on the 4th day of March, 2026. 

⚖ TECHNICALITY: An amendment is considered “futile” under Rule 15(a) only if the proposed 
amended pleading could not survive a motion to dismiss. Plaintiff’s motion made no such argument. 
The opposition correctly identified that dismissing the amendment solely on procedural grounds, 
without any consideration of the materiality and relevance of its contents, would be contrary to the 
spirit and mandate of Rule 15(a). The default rule under South Carolina and federal procedure 
strongly favors allowing amendments. Any doubt is resolved in favor of granting leave. 
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Thursday, March 5, 2026, Defendant Files Motion to Dismiss for Abuse of Process 
and Lawfare 
On March 5, 2026, Mr. Steinberger filed a Motion to Dismiss for Abuse of Process and Unlawful 
Use of Litigation as Lawfare with the Greenville County Court of Common Pleas. The motion 
was filed with a motion hearing request and a $25.00 motion fee paid on March 5, 2026, as 
confirmed by the Clerk’s verification. The motion was served on Plaintiff’s counsel W. 
Christopher Schwartz at P.O. Box 1804, Greenville, SC 29602 via United States Mail, first-class 
postage prepaid, on the 5th day of March, 2026. 

⚖ TECHNICALITY, ABUSE OF PROCESS: South Carolina recognizes the tort of abuse of process, 
which requires: (1) an ulterior purpose; and (2) a willful act in the use of process not proper in the 
regular conduct of the proceeding. Hainer v. American Medical International, Inc., 328 S.C. 128 
(1997). Both elements are present: Plaintiff’s ulterior purpose is to suppress the LLR complaint and 
avoid disciplinary proceedings; the willful improper act is the demand, embedded in settlement 
negotiations, for a public retraction of federally and state-protected whistleblower communications as 
a condition of dismissal. No legitimate civil plaintiff demands that a defendant lie to the public as a 
term of settlement. 

 

⚖ TECHNICALITY, WHISTLEBLOWER PROTECTIONS: Federal whistleblower protections under 
18 U.S.C. § 1513 (retaliation against witnesses, victims, and informants) and applicable South 
Carolina public policy protections prohibit using legal process to compel the retraction of truthful 
reports made to government authorities. Plaintiff’s demand for retraction is not incidental to this 
lawsuit, it is the lawsuit. The $17,000 money demand is the mechanism. The retraction of LLR 
Complaint No. 2025-167 is the goal. A court order, express or implicit, requiring a disabled 
whistleblower to recant truthful testimony submitted to a state licensing authority is constitutionally 
and statutorily impermissible. 

 

⚖ TECHNICALITY, MALICIOUS PROSECUTION COUNTERCLAIM: The motion placed on record 
that upon termination of this action in Defendant’s favor, the facts of this case will support a claim for 
malicious prosecution under South Carolina law. The six required elements under Gibson v. Brown, 
245 S.C. 547, 141 S.E.2d 653 (1965) are: (1) institution of judicial proceedings; (2) by or at the 
instance of the defendant; (3) termination in plaintiff’s favor; (4) malice in instituting such 
proceedings; (5) want of probable cause; and (6) resulting injury or damage. Elements (1), (2), (4), 
(5), and (6) are already established. Probable cause is absent: the $17,318.14 figure represents a 
commission and closing shortfall from a transaction that (a) never lawfully closed, (b) was engineered 
through manipulation of a disabled individual, and (c) depended on a dual agency arrangement 
Defendant never signed. Defendant reserves all rights to assert this claim upon favorable termination 
of the present action. 

 

Wednesday, March 11, 2026, Arguendo Memorandum: Mandatory Mediation 
Defect 
On March 11, 2026, Mr. Steinberger filed a Supplemental Memorandum of Law in Support of 
Motion to Dismiss for Abuse of Process. It was served on W. Christopher Schwartz at HPL+P 
Law via USPS on the 11th day of March, 2026. The memorandum proceeds as a purely 
arguendo proposition: even accepting, for the sake of argument only, that the underlying 
contract was legally valid and enforceable, and even accepting that Defendant bore any 
responsibility for the alleged breach, both of which Defendant expressly denies, Plaintiff would 
still have violated the very contract it seeks to enforce by filing this action without first attempting 
mediation as expressly required by Section 24 of the parties’ Purchase Contract. 
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⚖ TECHNICALITY, CONTRACT VIOLATION BY THE PLAINTIFF: It is a foundational principle of 
equity that a party who seeks to enforce a contract must itself have complied with the material 
obligations of that contract. A party cannot invoke a contract’s remedial provisions while 
simultaneously disregarding the contract’s procedural prerequisites to those remedies. Under the 
unclean hands doctrine, “he who comes into equity must come with clean hands.” Plaintiff’s failure to 
comply with Section 24 is a breach of the same instrument on which Plaintiff’s entire claim rests. This 
arguendo argument is independent of Defendant’s primary position and provides an additional, self-
contained basis for dismissal or for a stay pending mandatory mediation. 

 

⚖ TECHNICALITY, MEDIATION BYPASS AS FURTHER EVIDENCE OF LAWFARE: A party 
genuinely seeking to resolve a contractual dispute would have availed itself of the contractually-
specified mediation process: a low-cost, private, and expedient remedy specifically designed to 
address exactly the kind of dispute Plaintiff characterizes its claim as. The NAR Dispute Resolution 
System referenced in Section 24 exists precisely for this purpose. Plaintiff made no attempt to invoke 
it. Instead, Plaintiff raced directly to court, incurring and imposing the maximum burden, cost, and 
public exposure, within a time frame that is explicable only as a response to Defendant’s regulatory 
complaint. Where litigation is employed not as a last resort after good-faith dispute resolution, but as 
a first strike designed to intimidate and burden the opposing party, it satisfies the definition of abuse 
of process. 

 

Thursday, March 12, 2026, Chronology Memorandum: Plaintiff’s Missed 
Opportunities and Failure to Substantively Defend 
On March 12, 2026, Mr. Steinberger filed a Memorandum of Law in Support of Motion to 
Dismiss addressing Plaintiff’s Failure to Mount Any Substantive Defense and the Chronology of 
Missed Opportunities to Avoid This Litigation. It was served on W. Christopher Schwartz at 
HPL+P Law via USPS on March 12, 2026. The memorandum addressed a fundamental and 
dispositive deficiency in Plaintiff’s conduct throughout these proceedings: at no stage has 
Plaintiff offered any substantive factual defense against Defendant’s counterclaims, affirmative 
defenses, or amended pleadings. Plaintiff’s entire response to Defendant’s detailed factual 
record consists of bare denials, boilerplate legal labels, and a motion to suppress the most 
materially significant testimony in the proceeding. 

⚖ TECHNICALITY, BUYERS’ PROOF OF FUNDS ($478,000+): Buyer Nickoleta Sakorafos was 
herself a licensed real estate agent. Her husband is the CEO of a plastics engineering company. 
Their documented proof of funds exceeded $478,000 as of January 2025, more than sufficient to 
close the entire transaction without the inclusion of any personal property. Plaintiff disclosed none of 
this to Defendant. An agent acting in the seller’s interest would have disclosed that the buyers had 
ample funds to close without requiring the seller to surrender his vehicle. The suppression of this 
information is not a professional oversight. It is the deliberate concealment of a material fact that, had 
it been disclosed, would have eliminated the vehicle component of the deal entirely and removed the 
mechanism by which Defendant was subsequently harmed. 

 

⚖ TECHNICALITY, BARE DENIALS ARE NOT A DEFENSE: Plaintiff’s Reply to Defendant’s 
Counterclaims filed December 9, 2025 consists of twenty-five defenses. Without exception, each is 
either a bare denial (“Plaintiff denies the allegations”) or a one-sentence legal label with no 
supporting facts. Not a single defense contains a factual allegation that rebuts, challenges, or even 
engages with the substance of Defendant’s counterclaims. South Carolina courts have consistently 
recognized that a denial without factual support does not constitute a substantive defense. A denial 
preserves an issue for proof; it does not constitute proof. Plaintiff has had ample time and opportunity 
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to present his version of the facts. He has not done so. The inference this Court may draw from that 
silence is significant. 

 

Tuesday, April 14, 2026, SCR Grievance Committee Communications 
On April 14, 2026 at 13:44 EDT, Defendant received an email from Lindsey Pittman, VP of 
Professional Services, South Carolina Association of REALTORS® (SCR), stating that the SCR 
Grievance Committee had met to review Defendant’s prior ethics complaint and was requesting 
additional information: specifically, a specific timeline for each alleged Article, with a deadline of 
May 4, 2026, exactly one day before the civil hearing before this Court on May 5, 2026. The 
same underlying real estate transaction is the subject of both the SCR ethics complaint and this 
civil action. 

⚖ TECHNICALITY, SCR IS NOT A NEUTRAL REGULATOR: SCR is a trade association whose 
membership includes the Plaintiff. It is not a neutral regulator. SC LLR is the licensing regulator; SCR 
is a private professional association. A decision by the SCR Grievance Committee on Defendant’s 
ethics complaint, issued the day before the May 5 hearing, would be immediately usable by the 
Plaintiff as exhibit material at the hearing, whether that use was intended by the Committee or not. 
The asymmetric information environment (Plaintiff is represented; Defendant is not; Plaintiff is a 
member of SCR; Defendant is not) means that any Committee decision on any timeline becomes an 
asymmetric input into these proceedings. Defendant has preserved the communications, formally 
objected in writing, and formally requested postponement of any SCR decision until this litigation 
concludes. The memorandum asks the Court to receive this communication pattern into the record 
and to be aware of it when evaluating any argument or exhibit offered at the May 5 hearing that 
derives from or references SCR processes. 

 

Friday, April 17, 2026, Valuation Memorandum: Capacity, Counterclaim Damages, 
and SCR Third-Party Communications 
On April 17, 2026, Mr. Steinberger filed a Memorandum on Capacity to Participate, 
Counterclaim Valuation, and Third-Party Influence in advance of the May 5, 2026 hearing. It 
was served on W. Christopher Schwartz at HPL+P Law via USPS on April 17, 2026. The 
memorandum addresses three subjects bearing directly on the Court’s consideration of the 
hearing. 

⚖ TECHNICALITY, PTSD CAUSED BY THIS LITIGATION: This is not a case in which a disabled 
person with pre-existing PTSD happens to find himself in court. The Defendant’s PTSD at its current 
PCL-5 severity of 73/80 was produced by the conduct that gives rise to this action and by the 
litigation itself. The contemporaneous clinical documentation from Defendant’s treating providers 
identifies the precipitating stressors as: (a) the real estate transaction and the conduct of Plaintiff’s 
agent; (b) the foreclosure-and-scripture pressure campaign conducted by Plaintiff’s counsel; and (c) 
the ongoing civil proceeding and its effects on housing, finances, and daily executive function. Under 
Bragg v. Hi-Ranger, Inc., 319 S.C. 531, 462 S.E.2d 321 (Ct. App. 1995), and Doe v. Greenville 
Hospital System, 323 S.C. 33, 448 S.E.2d 564 (Ct. App. 1994), severe emotional distress that is the 
foreseeable result of a breach of duty is compensable. The PTSD trajectory is causally linked to 
Plaintiff’s conduct and to the continuation of this litigation. 

 
⚖ TECHNICALITY, SCUTPA TREBLING AND TIER 2 PUNITIVE EXPOSURE: Under S.C. Code § 
39-5-140(a), on a finding of willful or knowing violation, the Court “shall award three times the actual 
damages sustained” plus mandatory reasonable attorney’s fees and costs. Applying trebling to the 
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$299,293.44 traceable economic floor alone yields approximately $897,880 in trebled economic 
damages, before non-economic damages and before attorney fees. Additionally, South Carolina 
punitive damages under S.C. Code § 15-32-530 are structured in three tiers. Tier 2 (elevated to 
greater of 4× compensatory or $2,000,000) is already established on the pleadings: S.C. Code § 43-
35-85(D) classifies knowing and willful exploitation of a vulnerable adult as a felony, and the alleged 
conduct, induced reliance on false financial representations, unauthorized dual agency, and 
foreclosure-pressure tactics against a known-to-be-disabled seller, “could subject” Plaintiff to felony 
conviction. No actual conviction is required; Tier 2 activates on the “could.” Tier 3 (no cap) is within 
reach if a trier of fact finds intent to harm from the continuation of pressure tactics after the disability 
was known, the explicit retraction demand, and the scripture-pressure campaign documented in the 
demand-letter record. 

 

⚖ TECHNICALITY, COUNTERCLAIM SURVIVES DISMISSAL OF PLAINTIFF’S CLAIM: The 
Plaintiff has moved under S.C. Rule 12(b)(6) to dismiss. The relief the Plaintiff seeks goes only to the 
Plaintiff’s own Complaint. It is well-settled South Carolina and federal procedure that dismissal of a 
plaintiff’s claim has no automatic effect on a defendant’s properly pled counterclaim. See SCRCP 13; 
Baker v. Chavis, 306 S.C. 203, 410 S.E.2d 600 (Ct. App. 1991); Federal Rule 41(a)(2) (parallel 
federal rule requiring a pending counterclaim to be independently resolved). If the Plaintiff’s claim is 
dismissed, Defendant’s Amended Counterclaim for fraud, breach of fiduciary duty, negligence per se, 
exploitation of a vulnerable adult, undue influence, and violation of the South Carolina Unfair Trade 
Practices Act proceeds. The Plaintiff cannot walk away from a lawsuit it filed in order to extinguish the 
claims filed in response. 

 

VII.  Closing Statement 
Every element of this testimony is supported by timestamped documentary evidence, text 
messages, emails, Dotloop records, Zillow data, court filings, closing attorney correspondence, 
a formal psychological evaluation issued by a licensed clinical psychologist, and the court 
record of Case No. 2025-CP-23-05006 through March 5, 2026. 

The transaction failed for one reason that every other failure flows 
from: Jackson Batson proceeded as a dual agent without ever 
obtaining the signed Dual Agency Agreement required by South 
Carolina law and the NAR Code of Ethics. That unsigned document, 
confirmed still unsigned on December 17, 2025, is not a technicality. It 
is the foundation of Mr. Batson's authority to act. Without it, he had 
none. 
Mr. Steinberger respectfully requests that this Court take judicial notice of the complete and 
unbroken evidentiary record presented herein. 

____________________________________ 
Adam Matthew Steinberger 
Date: ___________________ 



1. NAR Code of Ethics Standard of Practice 10-1.   Panic Selling.  

When involved in the sale or lease of a residence, Realtors® shall not volunteer information regarding the 
racial, religious or ethnic composition of any neighborhood nor shall they engage in any activity which may 
result in panic selling, however, Realtors® may provide other demographic information.

Background
Disabled seller approached agent in early 2025 (earliest email records indicate 17 Feb 2025, see Exhibit A) that 
he found online that he had never met before and did not know personally in any way in a panic due to 
disability and personal hardship and divulged personal hardship to agent, also due to disability. These 
included details about deep personal religious convictions, wholesale rejection from friends and family, a 
recent job loss and the loss of a tenant for his house for which perceived disability was the main cause. 
Disabled seller indicates to agent that he moved from his house in Travelers Rest, SC to Wake Forest, NC to 
attend seminary studies and was experiencing these hardships as a result of this decision. Disabled seller also 
communicates to agent that he is under water on the mortgage. Agent then communicates to disabled seller that 
additional funds must be available in some way in order to cover the combined note and closing costs. 
Disabled seller is unaware due to disability that he may have had enough in savings at the time to either cover the 
mortgage and wait to sell until peak selling season or move back to his home and convert his studies into online 
learning. Disabled seller engaged with agent several times via phone call yelling in extreme panic and making 
extreme statements. These included statements like, “I’m just going to buy a ticket to Israel”. As a trained 
and licensed real estate agent, agent should have known that these tactics (encouraging disabled seller to 
produce additional funds to complete a sale instead of offering alternative options) would induce further panic 
in disabled seller. As a trained and licensed real estate agent, agent should have known that a materially 
significant amount of these closing costs includes his own commission and that disabled seller would be 
responsible for producing these funds if the sale were to push through to completion. Disabled seller 
unknowingly walked into a dangerous environment from which this information could be used against him to 
his detriment. As a trained and licensed real estate agent, agent should have known that engaging in 
pressure tactics in order to induce a panic sale is against the NAR Code of Ethics that he agreed to in order 
to complete his licensing and engage in active realtorship in South Carolina and the United States of America.

Evidence
Agent offers to share seller’s personal hardship to a prospective buyer. As a trained and licensed real estate 
agent, agent should have known that the emotional distress and divulgence of personal hardship and religious 
convictions to a complete and total stranger was a clear indicator of disability and that this information could 
and should not be used unethically against disabled seller to disabled seller’s detriment. As a trained and 
licensed real estate agent, agent should have known that this individual was vulnerable and prepared to 
engage with disabled seller appropriately. Agent is not explicitly made aware of seller’s disability, as seller 
himself was not aware of disability either, however disability on part of seller given the circumstances should have 
been assumed by agent. Agent then introduces creative sale option to disabled seller by offering to add a 
personal vehicle into the sale. Text messages on 1 Mar 2025 prompted by agent ask, “Are you okay with me 
sharing your situation with buyer?”, to which disabled seller responds, “Yes”. Later that same day agent 
prompts disabled seller again. This time agent prompts, “Do you have a car you are going to be selling? 
Buyer is trying to come up with some creative ways to make this work”, to which disabled seller responds, 
“Yes I can sell my car, also have a motorcycle I need to sell.” Disabled seller was not made fully aware of the 
unusual nature of this kind of transaction. Disabled seller does not prompt this himself, the unusual 
arrangement is suggested by agent and not by disabled seller. Agent does not offer alternative options. 
Agent should have sought to calm down disabled seller appropriately and offered options favorable to 
disabled seller, not attempt to insight further emotional distress in disabled seller in order to exercise a 
panic sale. As stated above, these option should have included waiting until peak selling season to sell in order 
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to cover the note and closing costs in full at time of closing and an option to move back home and continue 
studies online. (See Exhibit B)

Disabled seller then unknowingly follows along, providing detailed information about his personal vehicle to 
agent. Agent then prompts disabled seller for details about the additional personal vehicle mentioned prior. 
Disabled seller then unknowingly offers detailed information regarding the additional personal vehicle. Agent 
encourages behavior of disabled seller under the grounds of being creative. As a trained and licensed real 
estate agent, agent should have known that this was engaging in the exercise of a panic sale by using 
deception or manipulation to put seller at ease instead of offering favorable alternatives to sale. (See Exhibit 
C)

Agent then uses disabled seller’s disability symptomology of active emotional distress and panic to engage 
in pressure tactics in order to start forcing a panic sale. Agent seeks to earn unwarranted trust in disabled 
seller by easing concerns through deception or manipulation, making claims that buyer is a person of some 
kind of authority and therefore can be trusted. Agent also induces unwarranted trust by making claims about 
being well connected. This includes making the following statements, “Buyer is a seasoned business guy,” 
followed by “I’m going to reach out to some folks in my network,” then by “Full mortgage balance is due at 
closing. Perhaps we can sell vehicles or due personal loan or other creative option. If it goes to foreclosure it 
stays on credit 8 years.” Disabled seller is not made aware at this time that prospective buyer is a personal 
contact of agent. Disabled seller at this time is not made aware of the full nature of dual agency in real estate 
transactions. Agent may have had prospective buyer already lined up ready to buy, waiting for the opportunity to 
force a sale. Disabled seller first offers to sell personal property separately and bring cash to the deal by 
stating, “Okay yeah let’s see if we can get the car and motorcycle sold this week that hopefully will solve 
this.” Agent then responds by prompting disabled seller not to do this, but instead to add personal property into 
the deal. Agent prompts this by stating, “The buyer may be able to work cars or bikes into deal somehow. Just 
a thought if he needs a car down here for work”. Disabled seller does not realize due to disability that selling 
personal property separately and bringing cash to deal would have been a better option, and that agent may 
have been lying about buyer’s intentions. Buyer may have been attempting to buy in order to flip both car 
and house after the exercise of a panic sale. Disabled seller is not made aware by agent of these intentions if 
they did exist, is not made aware by agent that this was real risk to consider when exercising this option and 
is not made aware by agent that including this property in the sale was an unusual and not a favorable 
option for his own fiduciary needs. Disabled seller is not made aware by agent that moving home to his house 
in Travelers Rest would have allowed him to keep his car and get back into an industry job and complete his 
degree online. Agent even offers to acquire disabled seller’s motorcycle, by stating “I use powersports… If need 
me to go by dor you i can.” (See Exhibit D)

Agent then uses religious manipulation against disabled seller stating, “Me and my family are praying this all 
works out too,” in order to manipulate disabled seller into further exercising the panic sale. As stated above, 
disabled seller has never met agent before and has no evidence to suggest that agent is actually in fact religious 
in any way. Disabled seller is unaware that he may be falling for a form of coercion regarding an usual 
transaction and that his actual instincts towards removing personal property from the deal are correct and are 
being redirected (possibly intentionally) by agent into more unfavorable terms for disabled seller. (See Exhibit 
E)

Disabled seller then sends pictures of his car to agent. (See Exhibit F)

Agent then sends disabled seller his outline for the panic sale he has just engineered. The deal was to include, 
“$310,000 cash for house and car together. With the other house being $275,000 -- he still likes yours better 
and wants to make this work so basically $290,000 on house and $20,000 on car. It gives you enough for 
closing and hopefully kills two birds with one stone and gets you out from under the house.” Agent even 
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includes his own personal address in an exchange with disabled seller. Disabled seller is given zero justification 
by agent as to why his house has valued at $290K, and zero justification by agent as to why another house 
that was introduced into the conversation was valued at $275K. As a trained and licensed real estate agent, 
agent should have known that he is required to produce this information in order to properly inform 
disabled seller of the decision he is making. (See Exhibit G)

Agent then introduces disabled seller of an option to extend the closing date and allow the buyer to gain 
occupancy to disabled seller’s house prior to closing. Disabled seller is starting to realize that he may be 
falling for a scam. Agent suggests, “Would you have any issue closing on 3/28 versus 3/21 so the buyer can be 
here in person?” Agent then continues to engineer an early occupancy by later suggesting, “Instead of 
extending, they may be able to close as early as the 14th if the attorney gets everything reviewed in time. 
Would that work?” Then later agent asks disabled seller, “if for some reason they cannot close on the 14th the 
seller was curious if you could let them do an early occupancy because they will be down here the week of 
the 14th anyway visiting family.” Disabled seller realizes that this is a bad idea, as this would allow buyer to 
engage in a bad faith pretextual possession of the house, and responds to request from agent with, “I want to 
get this date set in stone. If I can get a date setup and confirmed we can talk about early occupancy.” 
Disabled seller follows this up with, “I appreciate your help with this by the way, I look forward to getting to 
meet y’all in person. God is good!” Disabled seller is still wanting to assume buyer and agent are acting in good 
faith and is pushing early occupancy options in order to protect himself. (See Exhibit H)

On 10 Mar 2025, disabled seller has realized by now that this may be a scam he has fallen for. Disabled seller 
sends message to agent stating, “I am a little confused, it appears that one of the buyers is a real estate agent 
and also Carvana says my car is worth $21,800. Was the $3000 earnest money received? Also the contract 
says the buyers have to prove the securing of a loan which I’m confused about as I thought this was a cash 
deal, can they confirm the loan has been secured? Also it looks like agents acting as buyers have to disclose 
this information during the sale, why was I not informed about this?” Disabled seller is trying to see where 
agent and buyer may have had gaps in due diligence so he can safely try and back out of the deal. (See Exhibit I)

Disabled seller than expressed his concern explicitly, “Just feeling a little uneasy that maybe this is not exactly 
the best deal even given the situation that we discussed and if we can get out and sell at a higher price to 
someone else maybe a few months down the road then I can keep the car which would be ideal, maybe it’s 
best we back out of the current deal and then your friend can buy the house down the street and we can 
find someone to buy for higher when the markets go up in a few months? What are your thoughts?” 
Disabled seller realizes this deal is unfavorable to himself, and also realizes that at least monetarily it is 
unfavorable to the buyer as well. Disabled seller realizes that he would be better off selling his car to a third 
party and bringing cash to the table instead. Disabled seller offers this as an alternative option to agent. 
Disabled seller then responds with more details, “Before we speak can you provide me with written 
documentation for those two items please? That will affect the conversation and I don’t want to waste 
anyone’s time in the meantime. Also, I’m still not sure why I was not made aware of the realtor status of 
[buyer] but we can discuss after I get those docs please and thank you.” Also there is still clearly 
misunderstanding around how buyer is paying for this transaction, further suggestion disability in seller and 
blatant lack of appropriate accommodations on the part of agent. As a trained and licensed real estate 
agent, agent should not be in a position where buyer is still unaware of the exact details of the transaction 
scheduled to close only four days out. Seller should never have been in a position where he was still unaware of 
these actual details of the sale of his own house and was actively being coerced into the sale without this 
knowledge. Disabled seller states, “Oh okay that makes sense then.” Agent should have been aware that 
disabled seller was not clear on the mechanics of the sale. Agent does not realize that disabled seller is gifted in 
specific ways, including but not limited to critical thinking skills enabling him to acquire a 3.7 GPA at a world 
renown seminary. Agent does not realize that disabled seller is also gifted in high levels of pattern recognition and 
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is able to spot inconsistencies that non-disabled people often do not. Disabled seller has now realized he may have 
been scammed. (See Exhibit J)

Disabled seller then communicates to agent that this remains an unfavorable deal to him and his current situation, 
asking how to remove his car from the deal while outlining hardship as the reason. Disabled seller writes, “just 
curious if there’s anyway I can keep this car otherwise things are difficult post-sale as im sure you can 
understand.” Disabled seller also continues by requesting cash be brought to the table instead of his car, “Well 
how much $ exactly is required for the sale? If I have that much in my account maybe it would be better to 
just pay it out of pocket.” (See Exhibit K)

Disabled seller then again requests that the car be replace with cash to close the deal due to ongoing personal 
hardship. Disabled seller states, “If there’s any way at all that I can keep this car I would really appreciate we 
discuss this. There is way more than enough funding for these people [buyer] to buy this house without the 
car involved. If I lose the car then I won’t be able to get to classes or to a job. This will make things way 
worse for me. Please I am praying for some grace here, I will be unemployable without transportation. And 
I have no note on the car, it is free, I just have insurance to pay for it.” (See Exhibit L)

Disabled seller then is surprised by agent who provides disabled seller with a cash option for the sale, confirmed 
by closing attorney. Agent states, “Just spoke to the closing attorney. Cash needed to close: You’d get 
$2,681.86 back with car as part of deal and $17,318.14 due without car.” Agent may have assumed disabled 
seller would not act on this option and likely offered $17K in cash thinking disabled seller did not have enough 
outside of selling his car to close the deal with cash. Agent may have been trying to force the sale so buyer could 
flip both house and car for profit. Disabled seller then pressed further, asking that both car and cash options be 
exchanged for a sale at a higher price. Agent previously sent proof of fund from buyer to disabled seller and 
disabled seller knew buyer had enough in cash to buy at a higher price that would cover all cost both principle and 
closing. Disabled seller states, “is it in the heart of the buyer to raise the price that I may keep the car, or for 
them to move on to a different house? If I am to lose the car, it honestly would be more sensible to just be 
late on the mortgage for a few months while I look for a job and find a buyer that will allow me to keep the 
car. If I lose the car then it will also be very difficult to find work even something simple like working for a 
restaurant and if I cannot make it to school then I may be kicked out of school as well. Just asking and 
praying that the buyer is understanding about all of this.” Again, disabled seller is expressing personal 
hardship that would be exacerbated by closing on the originally proposed deal. Disabled seller realizes at this 
point that agent was not acting in good faith and was exercising this transition in way that did not uphold 
agent’s obligations to disabled seller’s fiduciary needs. Disabled seller even explains to agent that closing on 
this deal exactly could result in disabled seller becoming homeless. Disabled seller writes, “with no job it’s at the 
expense of shortening how much time I have to find work before I am on the streets.” This is an extreme 
abuse of power that should not in any way have been exercised by agent. (See Exhibit M)

Disabled seller decides to take the cash offer in good faith as confirmed by agent and closing attorney. Disabled 
seller writes, “I sold the car and will have cash for the closing instead,” and “Also is it possible to do this 
virtually? Otherwise I need to book a flight to GVL and all of that.” Agent then responds to this in protest 
and shock. Agent writes, “You sold the car??” and “You will need to be here in person,” and “Sc requires wet 
signature on deed,” and “And the car was part of the house contract,” and “That was not the intent of that 
message.” Agent made a claim that the newly proposed option was allowed, disabled seller acted on it in good 
faith, and had no reason to believe that agent was providing him this information with any other intention aside 
from providing disabled seller with a second option upon which to act if he so chose to. Disabled seller exercised 
this option in good faith assuming that agent was telling the truth. Agent did not disclose to disabled seller that 
this new deal that he had given disabled seller the authority to exercise as confirmed by closing attorney 
would need to be confirmed with buyer. Disabled seller exercised this option assuming in good faith that 
buyer was made aware that a second option was made available as is the obligation of agent to perform 
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when agreeing to new terms. Agent failed to perform his legal duties as a trained and licensed real estate 
agent. Agent’s response came as a complete surprise to disabled seller. (See Exhibits N, W, X, Y, Z)

Disabled seller then supports his decision by reminding agent that buyer had enough cash to close on this 
transaction even without his car added to the deal. Disabled seller states, “Also, mind you, the document you 
sent with proof of funds has a balance of $478,320.42 as of 1/24/25. Your buyer clearly has more than 
enough, or did at least, to pay for this deal car or not car, and also enough to move on and get the other 
house if that is what they prefer.” Disabled seller is still unsure if agent ever offered any of these other 
options to buyer at all, as this request was made multiple times by disabled seller and either alternative option 
may also have been more advantageous to buyer as well. Disabled seller then requests that all communications 
via phone call moving forward be recorded in order to protect himself. Disabled seller writes, “Only if you’re 
comfortable that I record the phone call otherwise text or email only please.” (See Exhibits O, R)

Text communication between agent and disabled seller ends with agent requesting that disabled seller contact 
an attorney. Agent does not offer mediation. Agent also does not offer arbitration. As a trained and licensed 
real estate agent, agent should have known that he is legally bound to offer mediation and arbitration before 
resorting to litigation. Agent writes, “I recommend you contact an attorney.” Agent also is already fully aware 
that disabled seller is going through financial hardship and that litigation is an expensive option that 
disabled seller is not able to afford while in his current position. Agent may have taken this route in order to 
transition the now defunct transaction into an extortion scenario where agent is now about to try and force 
financial gain from the situation without even having to sell disabled seller’s house.  Disabled seller is at risk 
of homelessness and have no financial ability to obtain material legal support in this now failed transaction. As a 
trained and licensed real estate agent, agent should have known that it is both deeply unethical and a 
criminal offense to extort anyone for such a large sum, let alone a vulnerable disabled person at risk of 
homelessness and now without a car. (See Exhibits P, U)

Disabled seller then made several attempts to be released from representation by agent, for which two weeks 
went by without any communications. At this time, also buyer was now re-entered the newest deal without 
agreed consent from disabled seller and flew in to Greenville, South Carolina from Boston, Massachusets in 
order to close. After signing at the illegal closing, closing attorney then reached out to disabled seller 
requesting that he sign the documents from his Wake Forest address remotely via notary. This is in direct 
contradiction to previous statements made by agent claiming disabled seller’s presence was required for 
closing. Disabled seller then replies to closing attorney confirming he will not be signing the documents (as he 
did not agree to the new terms). (See Exhibits AA, AB, AC, AD, AE, AF, AG, AH)

Also while all this was happening, agent continued to send disabled seller requests to sign agent’s Dual 
Agency Agreement up into the week of the illegal closing, of which disabled seller has still not signed it and 
continues to refuse to do so. (See Exhibits AJ, AK)

Later when agent turned to litigation, agent performed the following blunders: he failed to release disabled seller 
from exclusive rights to sell, he failed to return disabled seller’s keys so that disabled seller was unable to 
regain possession of his own property, and he continued to demand that disabled seller seek legal counsel 
instead of mediation or arbitration. (See Exhibits AA, AF, AG, AH)

Disabled seller, unable to afford a lawyer at this point, had no choice but to engage in whistleblower activities. 
Disabled seller saw no other choice made available to him. Disabled seller approached a combination of 
government agencies, non-government agencies (including LLR and NAR), free legal services (which were 
declined due to complexity and disabled seller’s inability to correctly convey the gravity of his situation due to 
being disabled), and churches under a pseudonym he used for his missionary work in order to protect himself 
from damage to his professional reputation as an unemployed software engineer. Disabled seller was then 

5



sent demand letters by agent’s new legal team to cease and desist under false allegations of slander. Copy 
from the litigation lawyer included spiritual abuse in the form of Scripture quotations making false claims 
about the situation and disabled seller’s personal character. The verses used were:

“The integrity of the upright guides them, but the unfaithful are destroyed by their duplicity.” Proverbs 
11:3.
“Those who consider themselves religious and yet do not keep a tight rein on their tongues deceive 
themselves, and their religion is worthless.” James 1:26 
“Therefore each of you must put off falsehood and speak truthfully to your neighbor, for we are all 
members of one body.” Ephesians 4:25
“The Lord is near to all who call on him, to all who call on him in truth.” Psalm 145:18
“The integrity of the upright guides them, but the crookedness of the treacherous destroys them.” 
Proverbs 11:3
“Truthful lips endure forever, but a lying tongue is but for a moment.” Proverbs 12:19
“Righteous lips are the delight of a king, and he loves him who speaks what is right.” Proverbs 16:13
“Little children, let us not love in word or talk but in deed and in truth.” 1 John 3:18
“Having put away falsehood, let each one of you speak the truth with his neighbor, for we are members 
one of another.” Ephesians 4:25
“Whoever speaks the truth gives honest evidence, but a false witness utters deceit.” Proverbs 12:17
“These are the things that you shall do: Speak the truth to one another; render in your gates judgments 
that are true and make for peace.” Zechariah 8:16
“You shall not bear false witness against your neighbor.” Exodus 20:16
“If we say we have fellowship with him while we walk in darkness, we lie and do not practice the truth.” 
1 John 1:6
“Love does not rejoice at wrongdoing, but rejoices with the truth.” 1 Corinthians 13:6
“Repay no one evil for evil, but give thought to do what is honorable in the sight of all. If possible, so far 
as it depends on you, live peaceably with all. Beloved, never avenge yourselves, but leave it to the wrath 
of God, for it is written, ‘Vengeance is mine, I will repay, says the Lord.’ To the contrary, ‘if your enemy 
is hungry, feed him; if he is thirsty, give him something to drink; for by so doing you will heap burning 
coals on his head.’ Do not be overcome by evil, but overcome evil with good.” Romans 12:17-21

(See Exhibits AI, AL, AN, AO)

Disabled seller did at one point hire a lawyer for $3,500 who agreed to send demand letters for an agreement 
that disabled seller pay agent $3,500 to have agent’s representation released. Agent and his legal team would 
not agree to a payment plan of anything under $15K (their initial request was $17K) and were also demanding 
that disabled seller publish a public retraction of all whistleblower activities, a forced lie to the public that 
would necessarily cause person and professional damage to a now underemployed software professional and 
seminary student living in extreme poverty with no foreseeable way out. (See Exhibits AM)

After selling his car, disabled seller had no other option due to under/unemployment but to replace his car with 
a 49-cc moped for $2,000. This caused innocent disabled seller extreme mental, emotional, social and spiritual 
harm (including public humiliation in front of his peers at seminary) for which disabled seller is still recovering. 
Recovery is projected to take 2-3 years. Disabled seller has no material way to speed this process up, it is an 
unavoidable part of his disability. Disabled seller also found out quickly after purchasing this moped that the 
vehicle would only operate in warm, dry weather. This led to serious mobility instability, and when combined 
with extreme poverty also lead to his going without food twice for 24 hour stretches. Disabled seller lived too 
far from grocery stores, his poverty job and his classes to enable him to get around on foot (an hour’s walk), 
and his limited income prevented him from being able to order food online. Disabled seller was justifiably 
worried that his life was about to end. Disabled seller disclosed this information to agent and his legal team, 
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offering to exchange a payment plan for free (slave) labor, which was declined. Disabled seller even informed 
agent and legal team that they were not following proper NAR/LLR protocol, and this information was 
dismissed. Plans for mediation, initiated by disabled seller, eventually failed. As a trained and licensed real 
estate agent, agent should have initiated mediation first and this mediation should have been conducted 
formally through NAR/LLR. Agent’s failure to both initiate mediation himself and failure to conduct mediation 
through the proper channels leaves disabled seller without blame in this regard. Due to disabled seller’s extreme 
hardship caused directly by agent’s illegal actions, disabled seller shifted focus from documentation to 
obtaining food, obtaining closer living arrangements to food, and saving up or borrowing to get back into a 
car. Due to disabled seller’s no longer owning a car, disabled seller was unable to move back into his home in 
Travelers Rest, which was what he was wanting to do at this point but was prevented from doing. (See Exhibit 
AP, AQ)

On a mission trip to NYC in July 2025, disabled seller realized his condition was worse than he imagined and 
tried applying for another car loan. He had applied for several already, all of which were declined. He also 
spend a great deal of time trying to fund raise to get back into a car, for which he only received $200 in 
donations. Disabled seller was finally approved for a car loan, at which point he started making plans to 
move back to his home in Travelers Rest. While also searching his name only in order to make sure his public 
image online was amicable for finding work back in industry, disabled seller discovered that agent and his legal 
team had officially filed for a civil suit against him. This caused yet another disability panic, leading him to 
expedite the process of moving back home where he now resides. (See Exhibit AR)

Disabled seller was later officially diagnosed AuDHD (combined autism and ADHD) on 21 Oct 2025 by 
Comprehensive Psychological Services, LLC, confirming seller was in fact a vulnerable disabled person. Full 
paperwork for confirmed diagnosis received 15 Dec 2025. (See Exhibits 0, 1, 2, 3)

Agent and his legal team continue to perform illegal extortion in order to close this case and receive a sum of 
$17K along with an illegal public retraction from disabled seller. Disabled seller is under the impression that 
agent and his legal team may be concerned mostly at this point that agent is at risk of losing his real estate 
license both statewide and federally, for which disabled seller believes this would be a warranted and just 
action that SC LLR and NAR should necessarily perform in order to have proper justice served for this slew of 
unfortunate and illegal events on the part of agent and his legal team. Disabled seller also is under the 
impression that agent also did not act in the best fiduciary interest of buyer, and buyer should also have the 
right to sue agent in criminal court and send agent and possibly even agent’s legal team to prison. (See 
Exhibit AS)

2.   NAR Code of Ethics Standard of Practice 11-1.   Duty to Prepare Opinions of Real Property Value.  

When an opinion of value or price is prepared other than in pursuit of a listing or to assist a potential purchaser 
in formulating a purchase offer, the opinion shall include the following unless the party requesting the opinion 
requires a specific type of report or different data set:
1) identification of the subject property
2) date prepared
3) defined value or price
4) limiting conditions, including statements of purpose(s) and intended user(s)
5) any present or contemplated interest, including the possibility of representing the seller/landlord or 
buyers/tenants
6) basis for the opinion, including applicable market data
7) if the opinion is not an appraisal, a statement to that effect
8) disclosure of whether and when a physical inspection of the property’s exterior was conducted
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9) disclosure of whether and when a physical inspection of the property’s interior was conducted
10) disclosure of whether the Realtor® has any conflicts of interest

Background
Agent never provided disabled seller with any justification as to the valuations of both disabled seller’s own 
residence he was trying to sell nor a separate residence that was brought into the conversation by agent.

Evidence
Agent outlined a transaction involving disabled seller’s home valued at $290K and personal automobile valued at 
$20K, citing a separate property purportedly valued at $275K via text message on 2 Mar 2025. (See Exhibit G)

Disabled seller never received any justification at all via text or email justifying these valuations. You can see 
no emails were received by disabled seller with this information on 2 Mar 2025 confirming the valuations and 
their justifications. (See Exhibit Q)

3. NAR Standard of Practice 1-3.   Deliberate Misleading of Market Value.  

Realtors®, in attempting to secure a listing, shall not deliberately mislead the owner as to market value.

Background
Disabled seller was mislead as to the market value of his home by agent, possibly with the intent to force a 
panic sale.

Evidence
The text message from 2 Mar 2025 sent by agent to disabled seller gave market values for two properties. No 
justification by agent was provided. Agent may have used this to mislead in order to force a panic sale. (See 
Exhibits G, Q)

4. NAR Code of Ethics Article 2.   Misrepresentation and Exaggeration.  

Realtors® shall avoid exaggeration, misrepresentation, or concealment of pertinent facts relating to the 
property or the transaction.

Background
Not only did agent likely mislead disabled seller in order to force a panic sale. Agent also exercised 
exaggeration, misrepresentation and concealment of pertinent facts.

Evidence
Agent exaggerated the conditions of the sale by choosing not to offer alternative options that were more 
favorable to disabled seller’s fiduciary needs. (See Exhibits E, G, I, J, K, L, M)

Agent misrepresented himself to be a Christian and his buyer as a “seasoned business guy” in order to earn 
unwarranted trust in disabled seller so agent could force a panic sale. (See Exhibits D)

Agent misrepresented the true nature of the transaction, which was likely to force a panic sale. (See Exhibits 
B-P)
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Agent misrepresented the true nature of dual agency, which lead to him likely trying to force a panic sale. 
(See Exhibit J)

Agent concealed pertinent facts regarding the need for buyer to agree to new terms. (See Exhibit N)

Agent misrepresented himself by giving disabled seller confirmation that cash to close was an acceptable 
alternative to offering his car at closing. Disabled seller later discovered as communicated by agent that this was 
“not the intent of that message” after having performed his right to exercise this option in good faith. (See 
Exhibits M, N)

Agent concealed pertinent facts by failing to disclose that buyer had enough funds to close on disabled 
seller’s house without the car. (See Exhibits O, R)

Agent misrepresented the actual market value of the car that agent consistently offered as the only option to 
close the transaction, despite disabled seller’s multiple legitimate attempts to have the deal changed. Disabled 
seller only later found out that Carvana would purchase his car separately for almost $2K more than buyer was 
asking. (See Exhibits G, I, J, K, L, M)

Agent also misrepresented the nature of the transaction’s legally acceptable and agreed upon rejection of 
the transaction by both parties, and then encouraged buyer to re-enter the deal with a new negotiated price 
that was not agreed to by disabled seller. (See Exhibits S, T, V, W, X, Y, Z, AA, AB, AC, AD, AE)

Agent also misrepresented the actual need to seek mediation or arbitration before resorting to litigation. 
(See Exhibits P, U, Z)

Agent also misrepresented the truth by falsely claiming that disabled seller signed the Dual Agency 
Agreement that was sent to him. Records show that agent continued to send this document to disabled seller 
multiple times up into the week of closing, and disabled seller still has not signed this document as he refused 
to sign it. (See Exhibit Q, AJ, AK)

Agent and legal team engaged in extortion by sending demand letters to disabled seller which included false 
statements on the matter along with spiritual abuse from lawyer.  (See Exhibits AI, AL, AS)

5.   N  AR Code of Ethics Standard of Practice 1-12.   Dual Agency Disclosure.  

When entering into listing contracts, Realtors® must advise sellers/landlords of:
1) the Realtor®’s company policies regarding cooperation and the amount(s) of any compensation that will be 
offered to subagents, buyer/tenant agents, and/or brokers acting in legally recognized non-agency capacities;
2) the fact that buyer/tenant agents or brokers, even if compensated by listing brokers, or by sellers/landlords may 
represent the interests of buyers/tenants; and
3) any potential for listing brokers to act as disclosed dual agents, e.g., buyer/tenant agents.

Background
Disabled seller showed signs of disability from the start, the condition of which is confirmed by diagnostic 
paperwork. Agent should have been trained to identify this and provide proper accommodations.

Evidence
Disabled seller confirmed diagnosed AuDHD, October 2025. (See Exhibits 0, 1, 2, 3)
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Disabled seller divulges personal details that agent should not have had access to, prompted by agent, 
showing clear signs of autism. (See Exhibits B, C, D, E, F, I, J, K, L, M, N, O, P)

Agent sends Dual Agency Agreement to disabled seller, even up to week of closing, still unsigned, with closing 
documents already signed and buyers at the closing table, suggesting disabled seller was not properly made 
aware of the ramifications of dual agency. (See Exhibits AA, AC, AD, AJ, AK)

6. NAR Code of Ethics Article 9.   Signed and Initialed Agreements.  

Realtors®, for the protection of all parties, shall assure whenever possible that all agreements related to real 
estate transactions including, but not limited to, listing and representation agreements, purchase contracts, and 
leases are in writing in clear and understandable language expressing the specific terms, conditions, 
obligations and commitments of the parties. A copy of each agreement shall be furnished to each party to such 
agreements upon their signing or initialing.

Background
Dual Agency Agreement remains unsigned by disabled seller.

Evidence
Agent sends Dual Agency Agreement to disabled seller, even up to week of closing with closing documents 
already signed and buyers at the closing table. Dual Agency Agreement remains unsigned by disabled seller. 
(See Exhibits AA, AC, AD, AJ, AK)

7. N  AR Code of Ethics Article 17.   Failure to Mediate/Arbitrate.  

In the event of contractual disputes or specific non-contractual disputes as defined in Standard of Practice 17-4 
between Realtors® (principals) associated with different firms, arising out of their relationship as Realtors®, the 
Realtors® shall mediate the dispute if the Board requires its members to mediate. If the dispute is not 
resolved through mediation, or if mediation is not required, Realtors® shall submit the dispute to 
arbitration in accordance with the policies of the Board rather than litigate the matter.

In the event clients of Realtors® wish to mediate or arbitrate contractual disputes arising out of real estate 
transactions, Realtors® shall mediate or arbitrate those disputes in accordance with the policies of the 
Board, provided the clients agree to be bound by any resulting agreement or award.

Background
Agent does not offer mediation or arbitration prior to initiating litigation. Disabled seller discovers this and even 
offers mediation himself, disabled seller is not legally obligated to discover this information and offer it as an 
option as the seller in this matter. Agent is the responsible party for this.

Evidence
Agent encourages disabled seller and buyer to seek litigation. (See Exhibits U, Z)

Disabled seller later makes a failed attempt at mediation. Disabled seller is not legally obligated to initiate this. 
Agent is responsible for offering this option first. Agent never offers mediation to disabled seller. (See 
Exhibit AQ)
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8.   NAR Code of Ethics Standard of Practice 17-1.   Refusal to Arbitrate.  

The filing of litigation and refusal to withdraw from it by Realtors® in an arbitrable matter constitutes a 
refusal to arbitrate.

Background
Agent does not offer mediation or arbitration prior to initiating litigation. Disabled seller discovers this and even 
offers mediation himself, disabled seller is not legally obligated to discover this information and offer it as an 
option as the seller in this matter. Agent is the responsible party for this.

Evidence
Agent encourages disabled seller and buyer to seek litigation. (See Exhibits U, Z)

Disabled seller later makes a failed attempt at mediation. Disabled seller is not legally obligated to initiate this. 
Agent is responsible for offering this option first. Agent never offers mediation to disabled seller. (See 
Exhibit AQ)

Disabled seller is never offered an option to avoid litigation that does not also include a demand for monetary 
value in exchange for an illegal action to be taken by disabled seller. (See Exhibits AI, AL, AM, AP, AS)

9. NAR Code of Ethics Standard of Practice 17-2.   Duty to Arbitrate.  

The fact that all parties decline to participate in mediation does not relieve Realtors® of the duty to 
arbitrate.

Background
Agent does not offer mediation at all to disabled seller. Disabled seller does attempt to mediate, but this does 
not relieve agent’s responsibility to pursue arbitration regardless.

Evidence
Disabled seller does make a failed attempt at mediation. Disabled seller is not legally obligated to initiate this. 
Agent is responsible for offering this option first. Agent never offers mediation to disabled seller. Agent 
never offers arbitration. (See Exhibit AQ)

10. NAR Code of Ethics Standard of Practice 1-5.   Informed Consent.  

Realtors® may represent the seller/landlord and buyer/tenant in the same transaction only after full 
disclosure to and with informed consent of both parties.

Background
Disabled seller is confirmed AuDHD (combined autism and ADHD). Agent should have known this at time of 
initial engagement, due to observable symptomology. Agent pressures disabled seller into a failed possible panic 
sale. Disabled seller is not properly informed by agent before proceeding with sale.

Evidence
Disabled seller confirmed diagnosed AuDHD, October 2025. (See Exhibits 0, 1, 2, 3)
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Disabled seller divulges personal details that agent should not have had access to, prompted by agent, 
showing clear signs of autism. (See Exhibits B, C, D, E, F, I, J, K, L, M, N, O, P)

Disabled seller shows clear signs of not being properly informed on the mechanics of sale, after a series of 
documents have already been signed by disabled seller. (See Exhibits G, I, J)

11. NAR Code of Ethics Standard of Practice 9-2.   Reasonable Efforts to Explain.  

When assisting or enabling a client or customer in establishing a contractual relationship (e.g., listing and 
representation agreements, purchase agreements, leases, etc.) electronically, Realtors® shall make reasonable 
efforts to explain the nature and disclose the specific terms of the contractual relationship being established 
prior to it being agreed to by a contracting party.

Background
Disabled seller is confirmed AuDHD (combined autism and ADHD). Agent should have known this at time of 
initial engagement, due to observable symptomology. Agent pressures disabled seller into a failed possible panic 
sale. Disabled seller is not properly informed by agent before proceeding with sale.

Evidence
Disabled seller confirmed diagnosed AuDHD, October 2025. (See Exhibits 0, 1, 2, 3)

Disabled seller divulges personal details that agent should not have had access to, prompted by agent, 
showing clear signs of autism. (See Exhibits B, C, D, E, F, I, J, K, L, M, N, O, P)

Disabled seller shows clear signs of not being properly informed on the mechanics of sale, after a series of 
documents have already been signed by disabled seller. (See Exhibits G, I, J)

12. NAR Code of Ethics Standard of Practice 1-6.   Objectivity.  

Realtors® shall submit offers and counter-offers objectively and as quickly as possible.

Background
Disabled seller makes multiple attempts at renegotiating the sale while being pressured by agent to conform 
to the original offer that agent offered to disabled seller. Agent cannot claim that this transaction was performed 
objectively.

Evidence
Agent offers disabled seller an initial deal for sale of house. (See Exhibit B, C, D, E, F, G)

Agent uses possible manipulation, possibly in order to coerce disabled seller into agent’s preferred option. 
(See Exhibit B, C, D, E)

Disabled seller makes multiple failed attempts at renegotiating the transaction. (See Exhibits I, J, K, L, M)

Agent responds with emotional intensity in protest after disabled seller takes alternative cash option in 
earnest. (See Exhibits M, N)
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13. NAR Code of Ethics Standard of Practice 1-9.   Confidential Information used to Client Disadvantage.  

Realtors® shall not knowingly, during or following the termination of professional relationships with their 
clients:
1) reveal confidential information of clients; or
2) use confidential information of clients to the disadvantage of clients

Background
Disabled seller is confirmed AuDHD (combined autism and ADHD). Agent should have known this at time of 
initial engagement, due to observable symptomology. Also hardship is described to agent early on by disabled 
seller involving religious convictions. This information is later used against disabled seller by agent and legal 
team, possibly in order to force a panic sale.

Evidence
Disabled seller confirmed diagnosed AuDHD, October 2025. (See Exhibits 0, 1, 2, 3)

Disabled seller divulges personal details that agent should not have had access to, prompted by agent, 
showing clear signs of autism. (See Exhibits B, C, D, E, F, I, J, K, L, M, N, O, P)

Religious conviction can be found throughout much of the correspondence coming from disabled seller. (See 
Exhibits E, H, I, L, M, AN, AP, AQ)

This religious conviction was used by agent’s legal team against him, possibly in order to extort disabled 
seller for $17K in monetary value and a false and illegal public retraction covered by federal whistleblower 
protections. (See Exhibits AI, AL, AP, AQ, AS)

14. NAR Code of Ethics Article 1.   Fiduciary Duties.  

When representing a buyer, seller, landlord, tenant, or other client as an agent, Realtors® pledge themselves 
to protect and promote the interests of their client.

Background
Disabled seller makes multiple attempts at renegotiating the sale while being pressured by agent to conform 
to the original offer that agent offered to disabled seller. Agent cannot claim that this transaction was performed 
in disabled seller’s best interest.

Evidence
Agent offers disabled seller an initial deal for sale of house. (See Exhibits B, C, D, E, F, G)

Agent uses possible manipulation, possibly in order to coerce disabled seller into agent’s preferred option. 
(See Exhibits B, C, D, E)

Disabled seller makes multiple failed attempts at renegotiating the transaction in order to uphold disabled 
seller’s personal financial needs. Disabled seller should not have to defend his own personal financial needs 
against his agent’s desire for a specific transaction to be performed by disabled seller. (See Exhibits I, J, K, L, 
M)

Agent responds with emotional intensity in protest after disabled seller takes alternative cash option in 
earnest. (See Exhibits M, N)
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15. NAR Code of Ethics Standard of Practice 1-11.   Protection Against Losses.  

Realtors® who are employed to maintain or manage a client’s property shall exercise due diligence and make 
reasonable efforts to protect it against reasonably foreseeable contingencies and losses.

Background
Agent refused to release disabled seller from Exclusive Rights to Representation Agreement, causing 
disabled seller to default on his mortgage.

Evidence
Agent refuses to release disabled seller from Exclusive Rights to Representation Agreement multiple times. 
(See Exhibits AB, AF, AG, AH)

16. NAR Code of Ethics Standard of Practice 12-10.   Misleading Consumers.  

Realtors®’ obligation to present a true picture in their advertising and representations to the public 
includes Internet content, images, and the URLs and domain names they use, and prohibits Realtors® from:
1) engaging in deceptive or unauthorized framing of real estate brokerage websites;
2) manipulating (e.g., presenting content developed by others) listing and other content in any way that produces a 
deceptive or misleading result;
3) deceptively using metatags, keywords or other devices/ methods to direct, drive, or divert Internet traffic; or
4) presenting content developed by others without either attribution or without permission; or
5) otherwise misleading consumers, including use of misleading images.

Background
Agent maintained false advertisement online listing disabled seller’s house for sale while actively refusing to 
sell.

Evidence
Agent made multiple changes on Zillow (fed automatically from the MLS) listing, removing and then relisting 
disabled seller’s house while actively refusing to sell. (See Exhibit AT)

17. NAR Code of Ethics Standard of Practice 12-8.   Assurance of Current Information Online.  

Realtors® shall use reasonable efforts to ensure that information on their websites is current. When it 
becomes apparent that information on a Realtor®’s website is no longer current or accurate, Realtors® shall 
promptly take corrective action.

Background
Agent maintained false advertisement online listing disabled seller’s house for sale while actively refusing to 
sell.

Evidence
Agent made multiple changes on Zillow (fed automatically from the MLS) listing, removing and then relisting 
disabled seller’s house while actively refusing to sell. (See Exhibit AT)
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18. NAR Code of Ethics Standard of Practice 1-1.   Obligation to the Code of Ethics.  

Realtors®, when acting as principals in a real estate transaction, remain obligated by the duties imposed by the 
Code of Ethics.

Evidence
The sum total of all evidence contained in this case file suggest agent failed to perform his obligated duties 
as a licensed real estate agent.

19. NAR Standard of Practice 1-2.   All Encompassing.  

The duties imposed by the Code of Ethics encompass all real estate-related activities and transactions 
whether conducted in person, electronically, or through any other means.

Evidence
Due to this case involving a real estate transaction, agent is not able to avoid the obligations that must be 
met in order to maintain licensure as a registered real estate agent.
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Exhibits

Exhibit A: Disabled seller’s first recorded interaction with agent, dated 17 Feb 2025.

Exhibit B: Agent introduces offering personal hardship details of disabled seller to prospective buyer, then offers 
to include creative options including a personal vehicle in the deal.
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Exhibit C: Disabled seller divulging personal details to agent regarding personal non-real property, prompted by 
agent.

Exhibit D: Agent actively encouraging disabled seller to exercise panic sale against disabled seller’s own best 
interest.
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Exhibit E: Agent actively engaging in religious manipulation of vulnerable disabled seller to force a panic sale.

Exhibit F: Disabled seller sends picture of car to agent, unknowingly falling for a panic sale.
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Exhibit G: Agent then provides the full outline to buyer of the panic sale that he has so far successfully created.

Exhibit H: Agent suggest early occupancy for buyer, disabled seller declines.
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Exhibit I: Disabled seller is starting to realize he may have fallen for a scam, and is starting to find ways to back 
out of the deal.

Exhibit J: Disabled seller is trying to actually determine if this truly is a scam or not, and is showing signs days 
away from closing of still not understanding the full nature of this transaction.

s
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Exhibit K: Disabled seller requests that cash be brought to closing instead of the car.

Exhibit L: Disabled seller requests again that his car be removed from the deal and exchanged for a cash option.
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Exhibit M: Disabled seller receives cash offer from agent, confirmed by closing attorney, and requests further 
reasonable accommodations in order to avoid the possibility of becoming homeless if his unemployment did not 
turn around and he was left without a car to get to/from school and job interviews or an actual job.

Exhibit N: Disabled seller informs agent that he exercised his approved cash option, agent responds in protest.
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Exhibit O:     Disabled seller defends his position and requests future communications are recorded moving forward.

Exhibit P: Agent requests disabled seller seek legal counsel, despite knowing that mediation and arbitration must 
be entertained before litigation can commence.
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Exhibit Q: Disabled seller has no email records of any justification of market value for either properties mention 
in the deal.
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Exhibit R: Proof of funds from buyer.
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Exhibit S: Buyer providing confirmation of legally rejecting the transaction before closing.
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Exhibit T: Disabled seller providing confirmation of legally rejecting the transaction before closing.
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Exhibit U: Agent advising disabled seller and buyer to seek legal counsel (litigation) rather than mediation or 
arbitration.
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Exhibit W: Agent re-engaging buyer to go through with the transaction under new terms.
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Exhibit X: Closing attorney changing terms again after terms were changed already.
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Exhibit Y: Buyer agreeing to re-enter the transaction with the newly agreed upon deal and stating they sought 
legal counsel.
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Exhibit Z: Closing attorney advising both parties (buyer, seller) to seek legal counsel, instead of offering 
mediation or arbitration.
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Exhibit AA: Buyer confirming they agree to the newest terms and are planning to close, disabled seller did not 
confirm agreement to new terms and buyer still decided to re-enter the transaction and travel by flight to the 
closing.
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Exhibit AB: Disabled Seller sends first request to be release from representation by agent.
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Exhibit AC: Closing attorney confirming that the new illegal transaction was going to close regardless of 
disabled seller’s consent.
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Exhibit AD: Closing attorney confirming that buyer, closing attorney and agent did in fact attend the illegal 
closing despite disabled seller’s lack of consent to the new terms and requesting that disabled seller have the 
documents shipped to my Wake Forest addressed and signed by a notary.
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Exhibit AE: Disabled seller confirm he will not be signing the illegal closing documents, as he did not agree to 
the new terms.
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Exhibit AF: Another request from disabled seller requesting to be release from representation and his keys 
returned.
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Exhibit AG: Yet another request from disabled seller requesting to be release from representation and his keys 
returned.
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Exhibit AH: Agent two weeks later finally responding to existing requests from disabled seller to be release from 
representation. Agent state keys were being willfully withheld from disabled seller, no agreement accepted for 
disabled seller’s representation to be released and that disabled seller must seek legal counsel. Agent was 
required to offer mediation and arbitration first, which he did not.
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Exhibit AI: Demand letter from agent’s legal team.
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Exhibit AJ: Email records indicating agent continued to send disabled seller requests from dotloop for a 
signature on the Dual Agency Agreement up until 12 Mar 2025, two days before illegal closing.
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Exhibit AK: Screenshot of the state of the Dual Agency Agreement as hosted on dotloop dated 17 Dec 2025, 
confirmed still to this date unsigned (sourced from Google Pixel 9a, timestamp provided by ImageMagick, red 
highlights added via Canva for clarity).

Identify -verbose 
597360510_869628692216909_7820905208876788957
_n.jpg
Image:
  Filename: 
597360510_869628692216909_7820905208876788957
_n.jpg
  Permissions: rw-rw-r--
  Format: JPEG (Joint Photographic Experts Group 
JFIF format)
  Mime type: image/jpeg
  Class: DirectClass
  Geometry: 912x2048+0+0
  Properties:
      date:create: 2025-12-17T17:47:56+00:00  
    date:modify: 2025-12-17T17:47:56+00:00
    date:timestamp: 2025-12-17T17:50:53+00:00
    icc:copyright: CC0
    icc:description: uRGB
    jpeg:colorspace: 2
    jpeg:sampling-factor: 2x2,1x1,1x1
    signature: 
9e3665c4d2e2843ce84c49155cae4eb6cb0a25ee1eba6be
572a79ba538f688ca
  Artifacts:
    filename: 
597360510_869628692216909_7820905208876788957
_n.jpg
    verbose: true
    Tainted: False  
  Filesize: 197517B
  Number pixels: 1.86778M
  Pixels per second: 65.429MB
  User time: 0.030u
  Elapsed time: 0:01.028
  Version: ImageMagick 6.9.12-98 Q16 x86_64 18038 
https://legacy.imagemagick.org
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Exhibit AL: Email sent from agent’s lawyer containing spiritual abuse and false statements of deception against 
disabled seller, possibly used by agent’s lawyer in an attempt to extort $17K in cash from disabled seller along 
with a forced false public retraction in order to get out of agent’s active investigations at NAR and SC LLR.
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Exhibit AM: Disabled seller contacts an attorney to seek resolution for this, this attempt eventually fails.
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Exhibit AN: Disabled seller’s letter to the press, whistleblower activities performed as no other accessible 
options were presented to him (protected by federal law).
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Exhibit AO: Disabled seller’s seeks support from South Carolina Legal Society, a valid and needed request 
denied twice due to complexity.
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Exhibit AP: Disabled seller requests that agent try to sell house to a new buyer instead of holding house hostage 
under illegal litigation, under creative terms due to limited accessible options. This includes offering slave labor.
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Exhibit AQ: Disabled seller attempts to initiate mediation, something agent should have been responsible for 
initiating himself, not disabled seller.

65



Exhibit AR: Disabled seller discover agent has filed suit against him in county court, expediting his push to get 
back into a car and move back home.
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Exhibit AS: Agent’s legal team attempts to extort disabled seller for $17K and a false/illegal public retraction 
after discovering disabled seller has re-entered the workforce.
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Exhibit AT: Zillow listing shows disabled seller’s house listing remove 25 Apr 2025, then relisted 24 Jun 2025, 
then removed again 6 Jul 2025. All activities are imported directly from MLS by agent. This is false advertising.
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Exhibit 0: Receipt from Comprehensive Psychological Services, LLC from neuropsych evaluation for confirmed 
AuDHD diagnosis.
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Exhibit 1: Paperwork deadline for neuropsych evaluation performed by Comprehensive Psychological Services, 
LLC for AuDHD diagnosis.
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Exhibit 2: Deadline extension for neuropsych evaluation performed by Comprehensive Psychological Services, 
LLC for AuDHD diagnosis.
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Exhibit 3: Official diagnostic paperwork produced by Comprehensive Psychological Services, LLC for confirmed 
AuDHD diagnosis.
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