
From: O. T.
To: Court Of Appeals Filings
Subject: Letter filing Record on Appeal (Part 3 of 3), Appellate Case No. 2024-001734.
Date: Thursday, April 9, 2026 12:59:25 PM
Attachments: 3. Record on Appeal Part 3 of 3 (App. Case No. 2024-001734).pdf

*** EXTERNAL EMAIL: This email originated from outside the organization. Please
exercise caution before clicking any links or opening attachments. ***

LETTER TO THE APPELLATE COURT CLERK
FILING RECORD ON APPEAL, PART 3 OF 3.

(APPELLATE CASE 2024-001734)
 

April 9, 2026
 
The Honorable Jenny Abbott Kitchings
Clerk of Court, South Carolina Court of Appeals
Email: ctappfilings@sccourts.org
              

RE: Olga Teslenko v. Joe Kocsis
Appellate Case No. 2024-001734
 

Dear Ms. Kitchings:
 
As noted in Appellant’s correspondence on March 31, 2026, the Record on Appeal in
the above-referenced matter is 562 pages and approximately 62 MB, which exceeds
standard email attachment limits.
Appellant hereby files this Record on Appeal in three (3) parts. Attached for filing,
please find:

·       Record on Appeal Part 3 of 3;

·       Proof of Service of the Record on Appeal.
 
This concludes the filing of the Record on Appeal.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.
 

Respectfully submitted,
s/ Olga Teslenko
Olga Teslenko, Appellant, Pro Se
100 Fountain Pointe Ln, Unit 103
Myrtle Beach, South Carolina 29579
Email: osenochen@gmail.com
Tel: (510) 388-2780

Dated: April 9, 2026.
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ITEM 35


ITEM 35 


Appellant's Letter of Clarification 
(filed Dec 4, 2025).
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THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
In the Court of Appeals 


___________ 


APPEAL FROM HORRY COUNTY 
Court of Common Pleas 


The Honorable Dale Van Slambrook, Circuit Court Judge 
___________ 


Appellate Case No. 2024-001734 
___________ 


Olga Teslenko,   Appellant, 
                                                  v. 
Joe Kocsis and Carpet King & Flooring, Respondents. 


___________ 
 


CLARIFICATION REGARDING PHYSICAL EXHIBITS  
___________ 


   
 


Appellant, Olga Teslenko, pro se, hereby submits this clariϐication regarding the trial 


paper exhibits and ϐlashdrive exhibit delivered to the Court on December 1, 2025 in 


compliance with this Court's November 26th Order.  


The physical ϐlashdrive, referenced as "Exhibit 16" in the accompanying cover letter 


and on the index page at the end of the packet, was secured to the packet binder clip. 


Appellant conϐirms that this physical ϐlashdrive is the intended Exhibit 16 for the case record. 


Appellant further notes the following discrepancies in the docketed PDF ϐile of the 


submitted exhibits: 


 Within the paper Exhibit 5, the docketed PDF page 49 is docketed upside down. 


 Within the paper Exhibit 7, the docketed PDF page 67 is an extra blank page not 


in Appellant’s submitted packet;  


 Within the paper Exhibit 9:  


- the tag “Exhibit 9” is missing from page 1 of 5 of this exhibit (PDF page 75); 


- the following extra blank page is not in the submitted packet (PDF page 76); 


- the tag “Exhibit 9” is on page 2 of 5 of this exhibit (PDF page 77). 


 The paper Exhibit 10 is docketed upside down (PDF page 81). 


Dec 04 2025
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 Appellant respectfully requests conϐirmation of the successful receipt of all exhibits, 


including the ϐlashdrive, and correction of the noted docketing discrepancies.  


Thank you for your attention to this matter, 


Respectfully submitted, 


s/ Olga Teslenko 
Olga Teslenko, Appellant, Pro Se 
100 Fountain Pointe Ln, Unit 103 
Myrtle Beach, South Carolina 29579 
Email: osenochen@gmail.com 
Tel: (510) 388-2780 


 
Dated: December 4, 2025 
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ITEM 36


ITEM 36 


Appellant's Motion to Amend AIB and DOM 
(filed Dec 10, 2025).


[Rec. p. 539]







1 


THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
In the Court of Appeals 


___________ 


APPEAL FROM HORRY COUNTY 
Court of Common Pleas 


The Honorable Dale Van Slambrook, Circuit Court Judge 
___________ 


Appellate Case No. 2024-001734 
___________ 


Olga Teslenko,                    Appellant, 
v. 


Joe Kocsis,  
Carpet King & Flooring, Respondents. 


___________ 


MOTION FOR LEAVE TO FILE AMENDED DESIGNATION AND INITIAL BRIEF 
TO CONFORM TO EVIDENCE 


___________ 


NOW COMES Appellant, acting pro se, and respectfully moves this Honorable Court for 


leave to amend her Designation of Matter and Initial Brief to conform to newly transmitted trial 


evidence, which was granted only after the current Designation and Brief had been filed.  


This motion invokes the Court's inherent power to control its docket and fulfill its duty 


under the South Carolina Constitution Article V, § 5 and Article I, § 3, the South Carolina Code § 


18-7-130 and Rule 210(f), SCACR, Rule 209(b), SCACR, and Rule 208(b)(1)(E), SCACR in the interest


of justice and the South Carolina Constitution. This motion seeks panel review to preserve due 


process. 


In support of this Motion, the Appellant states the following: 


Dec 10 2025
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I. FACTS. 


1. Appellant’s motions to compel transmission of her original trial exhibits and flashdrive—


essential to her appeal—have been denied for over a year, which effectively barred 


critical trial evidence from review.  


2. As a result, Appellant was compelled to exclude this evidence from her Designation and 


Initial Brief, relying solely on limited circumstantial evidence. 


3. The current Designation and Initial Brief on the docket lack this essential trial evidence.  


4. This trial evidence was granted only two months after the filing of the current Designation 


and Initial Brief.  


5. It has now been transmitted to this Court on December 1, 2025, making the record 


complete for the first time in this appeal. 


6. The newly completed record necessitates a revised Designation of Matter to include the 


newly transmitted trial exhibits, and a revised Initial Brief linking existing issues and 


arguments to the newly transmitted trial exhibits. 


7. The intent of the proposed amendment is solely to align the Designation and Brief with 


the completed record; no new claims, issues, or allegations are sought. 


8. Considering the constitutional implications, granting this Motion upholds justice and 


ensures meaningful appellate review. 


9. Respondent will not suffer prejudice from this amendment.  


10. Since the trial record is now complete, there will be no further need for additional 


amendments. 
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II. PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND. 


1. The Spoiled Trial Return. The magistrate's return to the circuit court omitted critical trial 


evidence. On July 22, 2024, Appellant re-filed the omitted exhibits, confirming their 


authenticity at the hearing, where no objections were raised.  


2. The Spoiled Circuit Court Record. The circuit court's scanning of the paper exhibits 


rendered them illegible, and the flashdrive went missing again.  


3. November 12, 2024: First Motion to Compel Transmission. This motion was 


mischaracterized by the Clerk as a "motion for transportation".  


4. January 14, 2025: Denial Order. The Chief Judge denied the transmission because the 


trial exhibits were filed unnumbered: “Appellant…did not provide any specific exhibit 


numbers. […] to have item 16 [flashdrive] transported to this Court for review, she must 


provide the exhibit number from the circuit court”. Appellant filed objections 


demonstrating that the denial was dispositional. The Clerk disregarded Appellant's 


objections, asserted that transmission was impossible, and actively discouraged rehearing. 


See Appellant’s 09/04/2025 Expedited Motion to Transmit Flash Drive and Original 


Exhibits on this Court’s docket. 


5. June 16, 2025: Designation and Initial Brief filed. Appellant’s Designation and Initial Brief 


relied solely on limited circumstantial evidence. Appellant amended the Designation the 


same day to correct formatting.  


6. August 15, 2025: Amended Designation and Initial Brief. Amended Designation included 


three more circumstantial exhibits, and amended Initial Brief exceeded the standard page 


limit in view of Appellant’s pending motion to exceed.  
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7. August 25, 2025: Second Motion to Compel Transmission. This motion was 


mischaracterized by the Clerk as a “motion for reconsideration”. Appellant provided a 


courtesy copy to the Chief Judge showing that the motion was evidentiary. The Clerk 


dismissed the motion in a letter on August 28, 2025, using Rule 221.  


8. August 28, 2025: Third Motion to Compel Transmission. This motion was 


mischaracterized by the Clerk as a “motion to reconsider”, and dismissed in a No Action 


letter on September 3, 2025.  


9.  September 4, 2025: Fourth Motion to Compel Transmission. This motion remains 


pending. See 09/04/2025 Expedited Motion to Transmit Flash Drive and Original Exhibits 


on this Court’s docket. 


10. September 18, 2025: Amended Initial Brief Reduced to Page Limit. Appellant reduced the 


substance of all arguments and fitted the page limit.  


11. November 26, 2025: ORDER Granted Original Trial Exhibits. This Court granted 


alternative relief for Appellant's third motion to compel transmission, permitting her to 


submit legible copies of her trial paper exhibits and her original trial flashdrive, to be 


received into the record as of July 22, 2024.   


12. December 1, 2025: Record Completed for First Time. Appellant physically submitted her 


original trial exhibits and flash drive to this Court on December 1, confirming contents on 


December 4. 


III. LEGAL BASIS AND ARGUMENT. 


This motion invokes the Court's inherent power to control its docket in the interest of 


justice, as well as its duty under the South Carolina Constitution Article V, § 5 to review the 
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findings of fact as well as the law in cases of equity not tried by a jury, and Article I, § 3 to ensure 


the privileges of its citizens are not abridged without due process of law.  


Appellant’s case constitutes a suit in equity to set aside the magistrate's judgment and 


circuit court orders for extrinsic fraud, thereby placing it under this Court’s jurisdiction for de 


novo review. South Carolina Code § 18-7-130 mandates that appellate courts hear appeals based 


on all the essential exhibits in the case. 


Central to this case is the right to equal protection and due process, including the right to 


be heard at a meaningful time in the context of all the circumstances, and to present necessary 


trial evidence. The due process requirement reinforces the Court’s duty, as outlined in Rule 


210(f), SCACR, to transmit necessary trial exhibits before the Designation and Initial Brief are 


filed—not after. This principle is vital to fulfilling the requirements in Rule 209(b) and Rule 


208(b)(1)(E), SCACR, and is firmly rooted in both the United States Constitution and the South 


Carolina Constitution.   


The legal standard for this motion rests on both due process and good cause—


specifically, that the underlying record was completed by this Court's Order on November 26, 


after the filing of the Designation and Initial Brief. 


IV. ARGUMENT. 


A. Changed Record.  


1. Materially Incomplete Record Prior to November 26. The previous Designation and 


Initial Brief, based on a materially incomplete record, lacked critical trial evidence 


necessary to fully articulate Appellant's claims. Because the direct evidentiary record was 
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obstructed, Appellant’s claims had to be supported only by limited circumstantial 


evidence.  


2. Record Completed After November 26. This Court’s November 26 Order granted the 


transmission of the omitted evidence, thereby correcting the previous deficiencies. 


3. Completed Record Requires Revised Designation and Brief. A fair representation of the 


case necessitates the inclusion of this previously omitted direct evidence in both the 


Designation and Initial Brief, to ensure Appellant has access to her trial evidence and the 


opportunity to present it directly to support the merits of her appeal. 


B. Due Process:  


1. Fundamental Right to Present Complete Evidence. The Court's previous denials of 


motions to compel transmission obstructed Appellant's access to her trial evidence, 


directly impacting her right to due process. 


2. Restoration of Access. Granting this motion will restore Appellant’s access to her trial 


evidence, allowing her the opportunity to present her case on the merits with the 


complete trial record. This access is essential for impartial judicial consideration. 


3. Exclusion of Critical Trial Evidence. Denying this motion would effectively exclude 


critical trial evidence from Appellant's arguments, undermining the integrity of the 


appellate review process and perpetuating the denial of rights under color of law that 


the appeal addresses. 


4. Judicial Efficiency and Prevention of Prejudice: Permitting the amendment will uphold 


principles of justice and promote judicial efficiency by ensuring comprehensive 
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appellate review of all relevant evidence now. This will prevent any potential prejudice 


to Respondent by ensuring the case is decided on the merits of the full record. 


V. RELIEF REQUESTED. 


WHEREFORE, Appellant respectfully requests that this Honorable Court issue an Order: 


1. Granting panel review of this motion; 


2. Granting Appellant leave to file an Amended Designation of Matter and Amended 


Initial Brief to conform to the newly transmitted trial evidence; 


3. Granting such other and further relief as the Court deems just and proper. 


  


Respectfully submitted, 


s/ Olga Teslenko 
Olga Teslenko, Appellant, Pro Se 
100 Fountain Pointe Ln, Unit 103 
Myrtle Beach, South Carolina 29579 
Email: osenochen@gmail.com 
Tel: (510) 388-2780 


 
Dated: December 10, 2025 
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ITEM 37 


Appellant's Emergency Motion for Extension of 
Time (filed Jan 28, 2026).
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THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
In the Court of Appeals 


___________ 
 


APPEAL FROM HORRY COUNTY 
Court of Common Pleas 


 
The Honorable Dale Van Slambrook, Circuit Court Judge 


___________ 
 


Appellate Case No. 2024-001734 
___________ 


 
Olga Teslenko,                        Appellant, 


v. 
Joe Kocsis,  
Carpet King & Flooring,     Respondents. 


___________ 
 


APPELLANT’S EMERGENCY MOTION FOR EXTENSION OF TIME TO FILE 
AMENDED INITIAL BRIEF AND DESIGNATION OF MATTER, AND REQUEST FOR 


IMMEDIATE CONSIDERATION 
___________ 


 
NOW COMES Appellant, acting pro se, and respectfully moves this Honorable Court, 


pursuant to Rule 263(b), SCACR, for a thirty (30) day extension of time to file the Amended Initial 


Brief and Designation of Matter, currently due on February 12, 2026. Appellant further requests 


Immediate Consideration of this motion, as the current deadline is February 12, 2026, and 


Appellant seeks to avoid procedural default while battling acute health setbacks. 


In support of this Motion, Appellant states the following: 


1. Procedural Basis for Amendment: On January 13, 2026, this Court granted Appellant’s 


motion to amend the initial brief to conform to the trial record, which was only rendered 


complete on December 1, 2025, following the transmission of original trial exhibits and 


flash drive. 


2. Necessity of Extension due to Health: Since the Court’s January 13 order, Appellant has 


Jan 28 2026
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suffered significant health setbacks that have made it impossible to complete the complex 


task of re-briefing within the 30-day window: 


a. Neurological Disability: Appellant suffers from a documented progressive 


neurological disability that significantly impedes all functioning, including 


reading and typing, and directly impacts her ability to conduct complex legal 


research and writing. (See Disability Letter, attached as Exhibit 1). 


b. Recent Illness: Appellant was treated in the Emergency Department in 


December 2025 (See ER Summary, attached as Exhibit 2) and has been battling 


the flu throughout January 2026. These illnesses, layered upon her progressive 


disability, have caused a period of near-total physical incapacity. 


3. Good Faith: This request is made in good faith. The record was only finalized a few weeks 


ago, and Appellant requires this brief window of 30 days to ensure the amended brief 


accurately reflects the newly completed record. No party will be prejudiced by this short 


delay. 


WHEREFORE, Appellant respectfully requests an extension of thirty (30) days, through 


and including March 16, 2026, to serve and file the Amended Initial Brief and Designation of 


Matter. 


Respectfully submitted, 


s/ Olga Teslenko 
Olga Teslenko, Appellant, Pro Se 
100 Fountain Pointe Ln, Unit 103 
Myrtle Beach, South Carolina 29579 
Email: osenochen@gmail.com 
Tel: (510) 388-2780 


 
Dated: January 28, 2026. 
Enclosed: 
Exhibit 1 – Kaiser Permanente Disability Letter; 
Exhibit 2 – December 17, 2025 Emergency Department After Visit Summary. 
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Exhibit 1: 
Kaiser Permanente Neurology 


Letter
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Exhibit 2: 
Emergency Department After 


Visit Summary
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Ola Teslenko DoB: 1/12/1973 CEID: DUK-FJ4M-2G4J-C85S
12/16/2025 DUH Emergency Dept 919-684-2413


Thank you for coming to The Duke Health Emergency Department.


You were seen for chest pain and shortness of breath. We did blood work, EKG, troponin
and chest x-ray and found no acute concerning findings.  Your examination is otherwise 
reassuring.  You have an elevated blood pressure.  You are advised to follow up with 
your primary care physician to recheck your blood pressure.


Ambulatory referral has been placed to Duke primary care physician, you will receive a
call in few days to schedule an appointment


Please call and make an appointment to follow up with your primary care
physician within 1 week.


If your symptoms persist or worsen, or you have questions or concerns, please do
not hesitate to come to the ED or call 911.


Contact: 3980 Highway 9 East Suite 300
Little River SC 29566
843-646-8040


Why: If symptoms worsen
Specialty: Emergency Medicine
Contact: 2301 Erwin Rd


Durham North Carolina 27705-4699
919-684-2413


You were seen by Emily White, MD


Generalized Weakness


AFTER VISIT SUMMARY


Instructions


Schedule an appointment with Nicholas Koroneos as soon as
possible for a visit in 1 week (around 12/24/2025)


Follow up with DUH Emergency Dept


Today's Visit


Reason for Visit


MyChart - Past Visit Details https://www.dukemychart.org/Home/app/visits/past-details?csn=WP-2...


1 of 3 12/18/2025, 6:17 PM
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Shortness of breath
Chest pain, unspecified type


Blood
Pressure
150/99


Temperature
97.7 °F


Pulse
93


Respiration
22


Oxygen
Saturation
97%


You currently have no upcoming appointments scheduled.


Ambulatory Referral to Primary Care As directed
PCP: Koroneos, Nicholas


PCP is External Pro
patient is requesting a new primary care physician
Preferred location: No Preference


You were seen by: White, Emily, MD, Veverka, Mitchell Clayton, MD


Our doctors and staff appreciate you for choosing us for your emergency medical care 
needs. Please read this information about your visit carefully. If you had x-rays taken or 
an EKG done, these will be re-read by another specialist within 24 hours. Occasionally, 
these specialists will see new findings. Be certain that we have your correct phone 
number and address so that we can contact you if needed. Also, if you had cultures 
taken, the results will not be available for at least 48 hours. You can get the results at 
your follow-up appointment or call the Resource Nurse at (919) 681-6809. For help 
scheduling any recommended follow-up appointments please call the Duke 
Consultation and Referral Center at 888-ASK-DUKE (888-275-3853), Monday - Friday, 
7:30 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. EST. 


Diagnoses


What's Next


Follow-up Testing


Treatment Team


MyChart - Past Visit Details https://www.dukemychart.org/Home/app/visits/past-details?csn=WP-2...


2 of 3 12/18/2025, 6:17 PM
[Rec. p. 555]







Changes to Your Medication List
as of December 17, 2025  1:16 AM


ascorbic acid (vitamin C) 1000 MG tablet
Commonly known as: VITAMIN C


Take 1,000 mg by mouth once daily


Saccharomyces boulardii 250 mg capsule
Commonly known as: FLORASTOR


Take 250 mg by mouth 2 (two) times
daily


Not on File


At Duke Health, our team is committed to providing you compassionate world-class 
care.  You may receive a patient satisfaction survey regarding your experience. Your 
opinion is important to us!  Your response benefits us all!


CONTINUE taking these medications


Allergies


Your Opinion Matters


MyChart - Past Visit Details https://www.dukemychart.org/Home/app/visits/past-details?csn=WP-2...


3 of 3 12/18/2025, 6:17 PM
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ITEM 38


ITEM 38 


Appellant's Notice of Intent to Rely on Pending 
Motions, without Exhibits 


(filed February 9, 2026).
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THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
In the Court of Appeals 


___________ 
 


APPEAL FROM HORRY COUNTY 
Court of Common Pleas 


The Honorable Dale Van Slambrook, Circuit Court Judge 
___________ 


 
Appellate Case No. 2024-001734 


___________ 


 Olga Teslenko,  Appellant, 
v. 


 Joe Kocsis and Carpet King & Flooring, 
  Respondents. 


___________ 


APPELLANT’S NOTICE OF INTENT TO RELY ON PENDING EMERGENCY MOTIONS  


AND NOTICE OF PROCEDURAL DURESS 
___________ 


Appellant, Olga Teslenko, appearing pro se, hereby files this Notice regarding the status of 


two pending Emergency Motions and the resulting prejudice to her ability to file a constitutionally 


adequate Amended Initial Brief by the February 12, 2026, deadline. 


1. Pending Motion for Extension (filed Jan. 28, 2026): 


Appellant’s Emergency Motion for a Fifth Extension of Time—necessitated both medically 


and by this Court’s year-long delay in transmitting the trial record—became ripe on January 


29, 2026. This motion was miscaptioned on the docket as a "6th Extension." Despite the 


"Emergency" designation and Appellant’s deteriorating health, this motion remains unruled 


upon as of February 9, 2026, three days prior to the deadline. 


2. Pending Motion to Supplement, filed Feb. 3, 2026: 


Appellant filed an Emergency Motion to Supplement the Record via email on February 3, 


2026, and received a "clocked" copy from this Court (Exhibit A). The physical filing fee and 


original notarized affidavit were delivered to this Court via FedEx on February 5, 2026 


(Tracking No. 888459420164, Exhibit B). As of February 9, 2026, this motion has not been 


entered onto the public docket. 


3. Intent to Rely and Filing Under Protest: 


Feb 09 2026
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Because these motions remain unadjudicated, Appellant is forced to prepare her Amended 


Initial Brief under extreme duress based upon an incomplete record. Specifically: 


 Exclusion of Audio Transcript: The official transcript of Respondent’s inspection, 


currently in audio format on the trial flashdrive in the Court's custody, remains 


outside the record, effectively suppressed. Without the transcript, the Court cannot 


see the proof that Respondent was not denied access or opportunity to cure, as 


fabricated below. 


 Exclusion of Evidence of Docket Tampering: Appellant’s sworn testimony providing 


the legal foundations for Screenprints E2 and E4, currently on the circuit court’s 


docket but suppressed from review, remains outside the record, effectively 


suppressed again. Without the legal foundations, the Court cannot see the direct 


evidence of backfiling and fraud committed in the lower court. 


4. Constitutional Implications: 


The ongoing procedural silence and apparent "loss" of the Emergency Motion to 


Supplement continue the pattern of systemic denial of Appellant’s right to meaningful 


appellate review, Due Process, and Access to the Courts under the South Carolina and 


United States Constitutions. Appellant is compelled to proceed with her brief to avoid 


dismissal, but does so under protest, noting that the brief is necessarily impaired due to the 


Court's failure to provide the complete record or the requested medical accommodation. 


 


Appellant preserves these issues for further review by the South Carolina Supreme Court and 


any relevant federal forum. 


     Respectfully submitted,  


s/ Olga Teslenko 
Appellant, Pro Se 
100 Fountain Pointe Ln, Unit 103 
Myrtle Beach, SC 29579 
Email: osenochen@gmail.com 
Tel: (510) 388-2780 


Dated: February 9, 2026. 
 
Enclosures: 
Exhibit A – Feb 3, Clocked copy of the Emergency Motion to Supplement; 
Exhibit B – Feb 5, FedEx Proof of Delivery 
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ITEM 39 


Ofϐicial Transcript of Audio Recording of Respondent’s 
November 16, 2023 Inspection, Appellant’s Flashdrive, 


Folder 4. 
 


NOTE: This document is physically located in this Record at 
ITEM 8, Exhibit 2 at [Rec. p. 52].







ITEM 40 
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ITEM 40 


Appellant’s Sworn Testimony providing Legal 
Foundations and Analysis for Screenprints E2 and E4, 


proffered in Sep 20, 2024 Motion to Reconsider but 
denied review in Circuit Court.  


 
NOTE: This document is physically located in this Record at 
ITEM 8, Exhibits 1 and 3 at [Rec. p. 49; Rec. p. 77].
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THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
In the Court of Appeals 


___________ 
 


APPEAL FROM HORRY COUNTY 
Court of Common Pleas 


 
The Honorable Dale Van Slambrook, Circuit Court Judge 


___________ 
 


Appellate Case No. 2024-001734 
___________ 


 Olga Teslenko,  Appellant, 


v. 


 Joe Kocsis and Carpet King & Flooring, 
  Respondents. 


 
 


CERTIFICATE OF APPELLANT 


 


I, Olga Teslenko, Appellant, hereby certify that the following Record on Appeal is true 


and correct, and contains all the matters designated by the parties to be included in the 


Record on Appeal and not any other material, pursuant to Rule 210, SCACR. 


    


       Respectfully submitted, 


 
s/      Olga Teslenko                         . 
Olga Teslenko, Appellant, Pro Se 
100 Fountain Pointe Ln, Unit 103 
Myrtle Beach, South Carolina 29579 
Email: osenochen@gmail.com 
Tel: (510) 388-2780 


 


Dated: April 13, 2026. 
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