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ITEM 22

ITEM 22 

Appellant’s Motion for Abeyance, without 
Exhibits (filed Dec 5, 2024).
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ITEM 23

ITEM 23 

Court of Appeals Order Denying 
Transmission (filed Jan 14, 2025).
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Columbia, South Caolia 
cc: 
Olga Tesleno
Capet Kig & Floorig 
Joe Kocsis
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ITEM 24 

Appellant’s Request for Clarification, 
without Exhibits (filed Jan 15, 2025).
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below. Yet the wording in th order appears to suggest that none of my exhibits

thus admitted at trial and filed with the circuit court may be included in the record on

appeal because they were not numbered1. Is this interpretation correct?

2. All of the exhibits I filed with the circuit court were admitted at trial in the magistrate

court, yet this Court has denied my motion for transportation because these exhibits were

not numbered2. Does that mean there is absolutely no way I may include my flash drive,

filed with the circuit court, in the record on appeal?

3. Can my flash drive still be transported to this court for review based on its scanned

image, scanned as it was filed with the circuit court? (see below).

4. Can my paper exhibits still be transported to this court for review all together based on

the total number of pages filed with the circuit court? Currently, the document filed in the

circuit court filing system on 7.22.2024 as Letter Submitting Exhibits Omitted in Lower

Court's Return contains 83 pages and a flash drive. Can all 83 pages and the flash drive

be transported to this court for review, as one packet?

5. All of the paper exhibits I filed with the circuit court were admitted at trial in the

magistrate court but scanned to become completely illegible in the circuit court filing

system, as is demonstrated in my motion for transportation. Even if I include all such

exhibits in my designation of

form to be included in my record on appeal?

Please let me know if my interpretations above are correct. This court s Order has the effect

of finally deciding my appeal because it summarily excludes from the record all of my essential

evidence on an insubstantial pretext, even though this evidence was timely filed. By excluding

all of my essential evidence, this Court will be committing the same error of law as was

committed at the circuit court, - the violation of the S.C. Code Section 18-7-130, which requires

that an appeal case be heard by the appellate court based on all the essential exhibits in the case.

By excluding all of my essential evidence, this Court would be adjudicating my appeal on a

woefully incomplete record. Essentially, none of my evidence will be included in the record on

appeal. This violates my right to introduce evidence, my right to be heard and to state the merits

of my appeal, and my right to an equal protection of the law, and reinforces the manifest

injustice which has grave, immediate ramifications on public interest. The entire local

2 of 22
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community in which I live knows of the continuous blatant discrimination, abuse and plunder, of

which this appeal exposes only a small portion. If this Court reinforces the same manifest

injustice and illegal practices as were reinforced at the trial court, public trust in the State

government will be damaged even deeper than it has already been damaged.

________________________
1 Although Appellant provided a detailed list of the items she wishes to have transported to this

Court, she did not provide any specific exhibit numbers, which are required for identification by

the circuit court Clerk of Court the extent Appellant wishes to have item transported

to this Court for review, she must provide the exhibit number from the circuit court Order filed

Jan 14, 2025.
2 Accordingly, Appellant's motion for transportation of exhibits from the circuit court is denied

Order filed Jan 14, 2025.
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Appellant’s Follow up (filed Jan 15) and 
Clerk’s Response (filed Jan 16, 2025).
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From: O. T.
To: Court Of Appeals Filings
Subject: LETTER TO THE APPELLATE COURT CLERK, Appellate Case No. 2024-001734.
Date: Wednesday, January 15, 2025 10:56:52 PM

*** 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

January 15, 2025

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

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

Dear Ms. Kitchings:

Thank you very much for answering my request for clarification today. You answered it
very succinctly and I understood everything. Mulling over this information, I am afraid I am
coming to the conclusion that I do need to petition for a rehearing of that order, even if this
petition is automatically denied. I will try to analyze this better before I decide whether or not
to file this petition. Would my appeal be still held in abeyance until this petition for rehearing
is ruled on, or is the abeyance lifted now and my briefing is due in a month from the date of
the order? Please let me know, and thank you again,

Sincerely,

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

Jan 15 2025
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The South Carolina Court of Appeals
JENNY ABBOTT KITCHINGS 

CLERK 

CATHERINE S. HARRISON 
CHIEF DEPUTY CLERK 

 
POST OFFICE BOX 11629 

COLUMBIA, SOUTH CAROLINA  29211 

1220 SENATE STREET 
COLUMBIA, SOUTH CAROLINA 29201 

TELEPHONE:  (803) 734-1890 
FAX:  (803) 734-1839 

www.sccourts.org 

January 16, 2025 

Olga Teslenko 
100 Fountain Pointe Ln, Unit 103, 
Myrtle Beach SC 29579 
 
Re: Olga Teslenko v. Joe Kocsis 

Appellate Case No.  2024-001734 
 

Dear Ms. Teslenko: 
 
The Court is in receipt of your correspondence filed on January 15, 2025. If you 
wish to request relief from this Court, you must do so in the form of a motion 
pursuant to Rule 240 of the South Carolina Appellate Court Rules. Therefore, no 
further action will be taken on your correspondence. 
 

Very truly yours, 
 
 
 

CLERK 
 

cc: Carpet King & Flooring 
Joe Kocsis 
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Appellant’s Third Motion for Extension of 
Time (filed Feb 11, 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, S.C. Circuit Court Judge

Appellate Case No. 2024-001734

OlgaTeslenko, Appellant,
v.

Joe Kocsis and Carpet King & Flooring Respondent.

MOTION FOR EXTENSION OF TIME TO SERVE AND FILE
APPELLANT’S ITIAL BRIEF AND DESIGNATION OF MATTER

Pursuant to Rule 263(b), SCACR, Appellant moves for an extension of time in which to

serve and file Appellant’s initial brief and designation of matter to be included in the record on

appeal. Appellant respectfully requests an extension of ninety days to file Appellant’s initial

brief and designation of matter which are currently due on February 17, 2025. This is the third

request for an extension filed by Appellant.

The grounds for this motion are two-fold. First, Appellant has been seriously ill over the

last three years, including being severely anemic. Please see Appellant’s Ferritin test filed on

January 6. 2025, and an earlier Ferritin test filed on October 29, 2024 within Appellant’s first

motion for extension. Appellant is still anemic. This anemia and this illness dramatically impair

Appellant’s ability to function, which is already impaired by Appellant’s disability, making all

functioning extraordinarily difficult. Most recently, Appellant couldn’t even put a single thought

together, so bad was the anemia and the coughing. Appellant, however, has started on a

Feb 11 2025
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schedule of iron infusions, which will be administered over the next eight weeks, with the

expectation of these infusions normalizing Appellant’s iron. This extension will give Appellant

time to receive the iron infusions and then build a sound initial brief and designation of matter.

Secondly, after this Court’s Jan 14 Order which denied the transfer of Appellant’s

original exhibits to this Court for review, and after the Honorable Clerk’s response to

Appellant’s request for clarification, Appellant tried diligently to understand how to build a

new brief in this new context, without Appellant’s flashdrive, but was unable to find the right

strategy yet, most likely due to Appellant’s anemia. Whichever way Appellant tries to frame this

new brief, it seems to be failing the case, and Appellant’s mind becomes drowned in depression.

It is undoubtedly the result of the long-standing anemia and hypoxia, for it feels like Appellant

lost half of her normal vocabulary, forgot how to spell, and lost the ability to think. This ninety-

day extension of time before the initial briefing deadline will allow Appellant the time to

receive the necessary iron infusions, and find a workable strategy on which to build Appellant’s

new brief.

For these reasons, Appellant respectfully requests a ninety-day extension of the

deadline for filing and serving Appellant’s initial brief and designation of matter, which will

make it to be May 12, 2025.

This extension will not prejudice the rights of Respondents.

This motion is in compliance with Rule 240, SCACR.

Dated: February 11, 2025 /s/ Olga Teslenko
Olga Teslenko
100 Fountain Pointe Ln, Unit 103,
Myrtle Beach, South Carolina 29579
Telephone: (510) 388-2780
Email: osenochen@gmail.com
Pro Se Appellant
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Page 22 of Appellant’s oversized Initial Brief 
(filed Jun 16, 2025).
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Appellant’s Supplement to Motion to Exceed 
(filed Aug 13, 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. 
_____________ 

SUPPLEMENT TO MOTION TO EXCEED PAGE LIMIT 
_____________ 

Appellant respectfully supplements her Motion to Exceed Page Limit filed on July 28, 

2025. Since filing that motion, Appellant has finalized her amended brief and determined 

that, despite diligent editing and the elimination of all non-essential material, the final draft 

still exceeds the 50-page limit in Rule 208(b)(1), SCACR, due to the necessity of preserving 

multiple, distinct constitutional issues and evidentiary arguments for appellate and potential 

certiorari review. These issues include, but are not limited to: 

1. Fraud on the court at the magistrate and circuit court levels; 

2. Systemic deprivation of rights under color of law; 

3. Permanent exclusion of admitted trial evidence; and 

4. Retaliation and resulting structural collapse of the judicial process. 

Because each issue is supported by specific citations to the record and controlling 

authority, further reduction would either eliminate essential arguments or strip necessary 

factual and procedural context. This would prejudice Appellant’s ability to fully present her 

case and preserve issues for review. 

[Rec. p. 425]
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Appellant therefore respectfully reaffirms her July 28 request and asks that the Court 

grant leave to file the amended brief at its current length in the interest of justice and in light 

of the extraordinary circumstances described therein. 

 

Respectfully submitted,   

Dated: August 13, 2025 

/s/ Olga Teslenko 
100 Fountain Pointe Ln, Unit 103, 
Myrtle Beach, SC 29579. 
(510) 388-2780 
osenochen@gmail.com 
Pro Se Appellant. 
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Appellant’s Courtesy Copy of Supplement 
(filed Aug 14, 2025).
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Singleton, Mary C.

From: Kitchings, Jenny
Sent: Thursday, August 14, 2025 11:37 AM
To: Court Of Appeals Filings
Subject: FW: Letter submitting a courtesy copy of Appellant's motion to exceed and supplement
Attachments: 1. Teslenko v. Kocsis - Motion to Exceed (Jul 28) (Aug 11).pdf; 2. Teslenko v. Kocsis - 

Supp. Motion (Aug 13) .pdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

From: Williams, H. Bruce <hwilliams@sccourts.org>  
Sent: Thursday, August 14, 2025 11:35 AM 
To: Kitchings, Jenny <jkitchings@sccourts.org> 
Subject: FW: Letter submitting a courtesy copy of Appellant's motion to exceed and supplement 
 
 
 
From: O. T. <osenochen@gmail.com>  
Sent: Thursday, August 14, 2025 11:26 AM 
To: Williams, H. Bruce <hwilliams@sccourts.org>; Williams, H. Bruce <hwilliams@sccourts.org> 
Subject: Letter submitting a courtesy copy of Appellant's motion to exceed and supplement 
 

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

LETTER TO THE CHIEF JUDGE OF THE SOUTH CAROLINA COURT OF APPEALS 
PROVIDING A COURTESY COPY OF MOTION TO EXCEED PAGE LIMIT AND SUPPLEMENT 

  
August 14, 2025 

  

The Honorable Chief Judge H. Bruce Williams 
South Carolina Court of Appeals 
Email: hwilliamsj@sccourts.org  
Email: hwilliams@sccourts.org 
  

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

Dear Honorable Chief Judge Williams, 
  
I respectfully submit this courtesy copy of my July 28 motion to exceed page limit and August 13 supplement; both 
filed with the Clerk’s Office and still pending without action. My amended initial brief is due today, August 14. My 
brief exposes the system of coordinated fraud in the lower courts. I am a disabled pro se appellant compelled to 
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proceed without counsel against the continuous clerical obstruction protecting this fraud. Due to the number and 
seriousness of the issues involved, my brief cannot be presented within the default page limit, which prompted my 
July 28 request for permission to exceed this limit. Seventeen days later, no ruling has been issued, and my brief is 
due today. This creates a procedural trap—my brief already exceeds the default limit, as I reiterated in my 
supplement filed yesterday.  
  
Trimming my brief today to fit the page limit will erase issues essential to this appeal and any future review, but 
filing it as is—without an order granting my motion—will lead to its automatic dismissal. Thus, my appeal has now 
effectively been decided by procedural default rather than on the merits. 
  
I fully respect the traditional filing process and have complied with all applicable procedural rules. However, the 
unresolved status of this motion, coupled with my disability and the imminent deadline, has created an immediate 
barrier to appellate review. If my motion is not granted by end of day today, the appeal will effectively be 
foreclosed by procedural obstruction. 
  
I am grateful for your time and consideration.  

  

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

                                                                            
Dated: August 14, 2025                                                                          

  
  
Attached: 

1.        Motion to Exceed Page Limit; 
2.        Supplement to Motion to Exceed Page Limit. 
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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 MOTION UNDER RULE 240, SCACR, TO COMPEL TRANSMISSION OF ORIGINAL 
EXHIBITS 

___________ 

Appellant, appearing pro se, respectfully moves this Court pursuant to Rule 240, SCACR, 

for an order compelling transmission of the original exhibits filed in the trial court.  

GROUNDS FOR RELIEF. 

1. At trial in magistrate court, Appellant introduced a package of exhibits, including

paper exhibits and a flashdrive containing video evidence. These exhibits were

reviewed, authenticated, and admitted into evidence without objection.

2. Upon appeal to the circuit court, the magistrate’s return omitted these exhibits. On

July 22, 2024, pursuant to the county clerk’s instruction, Appellant submitted a

corrective package of identical copies of the omitted exhibits, both paper and

flashdrive. See Exhibit B – Letter Submitting Exhibits Omitted in Lower Court’s Return

(July 22, 2024).

3. At the circuit court hearing, Appellant confirmed under oath that the exhibits she re-

filed on July 22, 2024 were identical to those admitted at trial. There were no

objections. See Exhibit A – Transcript of Circuit Court Hearing (Aug. 21, 2024), title

page and pp. 5–10 (highlighted).

Aug 28 2025
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4. The circuit court scanned the paper exhibits in a manner that rendered them illegible 

and excluded the flashdrive entirely. 

5. Rule 240, SCACR, requires that this Court be provided with all matters material to the 

appeal. The original exhibits are essential; their omission completely denies 

meaningful appellate review. 

 

RELIEF REQUESTED. 

For the foregoing reasons, Appellant respectfully requests that this Court grant this Rule 

240 motion and:  

A. Order the Clerk of Court for Horry County to transmit the original paper exhibits 

and the original flashdrive filed July 22, 2024; or, in the alternative, 

B.  Permit Appellant to substitute her copies, including the flashdrive, to be received 

into the record as of July 22, 2024; and 

C.  Grant such other and further relief as may be just and proper to ensure that this 

appeal is decided on a complete and accurate record. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Dated: August 28, 2025 

/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 

 

Enclosures: 

Exhibit A – Transcript of Circuit Court Hearing (excerpt, Aug. 21, 2024, pp. 5–10). 

Exhibit B – Letter Submitting Exhibits Omitted in Lower Court’s Return (July 22, 2024). 
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Court of Appeals Denial Letter 
(filed Sep 3, 2025).
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The South Carolina Court of Appeals
JENNY ABBOTT KITCHINGS

CLERK

CATHERINE S. HARRISON
CHIEF DEPUTY CLERK

POST OFFICE BOX 11629
COLUMBIA, SOUTH CAROLINA 29211

1220 SENATE STREET
COLUMBIA, SOUTH CAROLINA 29201

TELEPHONE: (803) 734-1890
FAX: (803) 734-1839
www.sccourts.org

September 03, 2025

Olga Teslenko
100 Fountain Pointe Ln, Unit 103,
Myrtle Beach SC 29579

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

Dear Ms. Teslenko:

The Court is in receipt of your motion to compel transmission of the original
exhibits dated August 28, 2025. This motion has been construed as a motion
requesting reconsideration of decisions previously issued by this Court. Pursuant to
Rule 221(c) of the South Carolina Appellate Court Rules (SCACR), the appellate
court will not entertain petitions for rehearing on a motion or petition unless the
action of the court on the motion or petition has the effect of dismissing or finally
deciding a party's appeal. Therefore, this Court declines to consider your motion
for reconsideration dated August 28, 2025, and no further action will be taken.

Very truly yours,

CLERK

cc: Carpet King & Flooring
Joe Kocsis
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Appellant’s Fourth Motion to Compel 
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without Exhibits (filed Sep 4, 2025).

[Rec. p. 435]



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 and Carpet King & Flooring, 
  Respondents. 

___________ 
 

EXPEDITED MOTION TO TRANSMIT FLASHDRIVE AND ORIGINAL EXHIBITS, AND TO HOLD 
APPEAL IN ABEYANCE  

___________ 
 

NOW COMES Olga Teslenko, Appellant, acting pro se, and respectfully moves this 

Honorable Court pursuant to SCACR Rule 210(c) and (f) for an Order requiring the Clerk of the 

Horry County Circuit Court to transmit the physical flashdrive and original paper exhibits filed on 

July 22, 2024, and to hold this appeal in abeyance until the requested trial materials have been 

transmitted. Appellant asserts that a denial of this motion would be dispositional, effectively 

dismissing the appeal in violation of due process. This motion invokes the Court's duty under 

Rule 210, SCACR, to transmit the filed trial exhibits for review, and is not a motion for 

transportation or reconsideration. This motion seeks panel review to preserve due process. 

In support of this motion, Appellant states the following:  

I. FACTS. 

A. Integrity of Trial Exhibits. 

Sep 04 2025
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1. Admitted Trial Exhibits. At the magistrate court trial, Appellant entered a package of 

exhibits, including paper documents and a flashdrive with critical video and audio 

evidence. The magistrate reviewed, authenticated, and admitted these exhibits into 

evidence without objection. The magistrate's summary, while otherwise fraudulent, 

contains no record of any objection, deficiency, or ruling to strike. See exhibit Z.  

2. Omitted Exhibits Refiled. The magistrate's return to the circuit court omitted these 

trial exhibits. On July 22, 2024, pursuant to the county clerk's instruction, Appellant re-

filed the omitted exhibits, both paper and flashdrive, emphasizing that they were 

critical to the appeal and constituted the original trial record: “Without this evidence, 

the matter of my appeal cannot be ascertained. See exhibit A.  

3. Correcting Court's Mischaracterization. When the clerk miscaptioned the filing, 

Appellant corrected it, certifying that the exhibits were properly reviewed, 

authenticated, and admitted at trial: “Appellant filed evidence which has been 

omitted in the returned documents… [at trial], this evidence was in fact reviewed in 

court”. See exhibit B. 

4. Re-filed Exhibits Undisputed. At the circuit court hearing, Appellant confirmed under 

oath that the re-filed exhibits were identical to those admitted at trial. There were no 

objections. the presiding judge acknowledged the exhibits, stating an intent to review 

them. See exhibit C, p. 4 through 10. 

5. Authenticity Confirmed by Necessity. In a motion for reconsideration, Appellant 

demonstrated that the re-filed exhibits were, by necessity, identical to those admitted 

at trial, as they consisted of official state documents and digital evidence already 

corroborated by the record. See Appellant’s motion for reconsideration on the Horry 

County Circuit Court docket, civil case No. 2024CP2602983, filed on 9/20/2024, pp. 

7–13. 

6. Compromised Record. The circuit court's scanning of the paper exhibits rendered 

them illegible, and the court excluded the flashdrive entirely, as documented in 

Appellant's first motion for release and transfer, enclosed here as Exhibit D. 

B. Constitutional Nature and Prejudice. 
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1. Nature of the Appeal. This appeal is a suit in equity to set aside the magistrate's 

judgment and circuit court orders for extrinsic fraud, raising due process violations and 

a denial of access to courts. 

2. Essential Evidence. The flashdrive and paper exhibits contain direct evidence of this 

fraud. Without them, Appellant cannot establish her case, and attempts to brief using 

the defective record have proven futile. See Exhibits J, L, M, and P. 

3. Futile Briefing Attempts and Procedural Trap. Appellant's attempts to brief the case 

without the original evidence resulted in an oversized brief, as documented in the July 

28 motion to exceed page limit and August 13 supplement. In those filings, she cited 

the existence of numerous constitutional issues, arguing that further reduction of 

argumentation would eliminate essential claims. With the briefing deadline looming and 

no ruling on her motion, Appellant was compelled to email a courtesy copy of the August 

13 Supplement directly to the Chief Judge, explaining the procedural trap. Emailing a 

courtesy copy was compelled by procedural necessity to prevent the appeal from being 

effectively dismissed by inaction, not as an attempt at ex parte communication. Still with 

no ruling on her motion to exceed, Appellant filed her oversized initial brief conditionally. 

The brief exposed a coordinated structure of judicial fraud across multiple courts. Her 

motion to exceed was denied on August 18 without explanation, her initial brief was 

stricken, and her motion to reconsider was dismissed by the Clerk on August 28 in a letter. 

See Appellant’s amended initial brief (stricken) on the Court of Appeals docket, 

Appellate Case No. 2024-001734, filed on August 15, 2025, and Exhibits J, K, L, M, and P. 

4. Excluding Evidence Guarantees Appeal Failure. The materially incomplete and 

illegible Record on Appeal, due to the omission of the flashdrive and the illegibility of 

scanned documents, guarantees Appellant’s brief is unsupported. This effectively 

erases her constitutional claims and forces her appeal to fail, regardless of its merits. 

5. Deprivation of Rights Under Color of Law. This obstruction effectively denies 

Appellant due process and access to the protection of the law. Continued denial of 

access to trial evidence severely prejudices Appellant and raises a major public 

interest question regarding the court's refusal to review critical evidence that exposes 

potential coordinated judicial fraud. A denial of this motion is dispositional, foreclosing 
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the appeal in violation of due process. 

C. The Pattern of Obstruction. 

1. First Motion (Nov 12, 2024): The Clerk improperly re-branded Appellant's motion for 

Release and Transfer of Original Exhibits as a "motion for transportation". The motion 

was ultimately denied on January 14, 2025 by a judicial order signed by the Chief 

Judge, based on the improper pretext of unnumbered exhibits: “Although Appellant 

provided a detailed list of the items she wishes to have transported to this court, she 

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 and demonstrated that the denial was dispositional. The 

Clerk disregarded Appellant's objections, asserted that transmission was impossible, 

and actively discouraged rehearing. See Exhibits D, G, H, and I. 

2. Second Motion (Aug 25, 2025): The Clerk again improperly re-branded the renewed 

motion to compel transmission of original exhibits as a “motion for reconsideration”. 

Appellant attempted to rectify the rebranding by providing a courtesy copy to the 

Chief Judge showing that this was an evidentiary motion. This was a good-faith effort 

driven by necessity, not an attempt at ex parte communication. The courtesy copy 

made no difference. The Clerk dismissed the motion in a letter on August 28, 2025, 

using Rule 221, inapplicable to dispositional orders. See Exhibits O, P, R, and S.  

3. Third Motion (Aug 28, 2025): The Clerk dismissed the third motion to compel 

transmission of original exhibits by construing it as a request for reconsideration, and 

dismissing in a No Action letter on September 3, 2025, further demonstrating the 

pattern of procedural obstruction. See Exhibits T and U. 

4. Fourth, Current, Motion (September 3, 2025): This current motion is a good-faith 

attempt to provide a full procedural history in order to rectify the continued denial of 

due process. Appellant is not adding new evidence, but seeking the transmission of 

the filed trial exhibits. 

D. Appellant's Limitations and Good Faith. 
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1. Disability and Illness: Appellant has a hereditary neurological disability which impairs 

function, along with a recent severe illness. These conditions, acknowledged in a 

previous motion, objectively impede Appellant’s ability to manage legal proceedings 

and explain the necessity of using extensions of time. See Exhibit N. 

2. Denial of Legal Representation: Despite diligent and continuous efforts, Appellant has 

been categorically unable to retain legal representation. Around 70 firms have 

declined engagement after learning Appellant's name and address. This forced pro se 

status, coupled with her health conditions, underscores that any procedural 

deficiencies are the result of objective impairments outside of her control and not a 

lack of good faith. See Exhibit N. 

F. Itemized List of Original Trial Exhibits. 

The trial exhibits, re-filed with the Horry County Circuit Court on July 22, 2024, are 

identified by the title on each document and the scanned copy of the filed flashdrive: 

1. Plaintiff’s Exhibit: paper document (two pages total, pp. 1–2) showing the title South 

Carolina Residential Construction Standards: the first two pages of the official South 

Carolina Residential Construction Standards document, adopted by commission on 

February 18, 1998; the Official Seal page and the Table of Contents page; 

2. Plaintiff’s Exhibit: paper document (five pages total, pp. 36–40) showing the title 

RESILIENT FLOORING STANDARDS: the complete Resilient Flooring Standards chapter 

excerpted for the official South Carolina Residential Construction Standards 

document; 

3. Plaintiff’s Exhibit: paper document (two pages total, not paginated) showing the title 

Tony Jones Flooring Inspections, company address, report caption, findings, and 

signature: the first two pages of the 01/29/24 Tony Jones Flooring Inspections report 

containing the company’s title, the report caption, findings, and Tony Jones’ signature, 

attributed to F.C.I.T.S. Inspection Agency; 

4. Plaintiff’s Exhibit: paper photographs (forty-five pages total, not paginated) showing 

the flooring and measurements: the forty-five photographs taken by Tony Jones 
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during his inspection and enclosed with the Tony Jones Flooring Inspections report, as 

referenced in the findings; 

5. Plaintiff’s Exhibit: paper document (one page total, not paginated) showing the title 

SHAW FLOORS, What to Expect and How to Prepare for Resilient Flooring: a 

screenprint of the official Shaw Floors website: https://shawfloors.com/flooring/how-

to/vinyl/installation/what-to-expect-and-how-to-prepare, saved in simplified printing 

mode (with no images);  

6. Plaintiff’s Exhibit: document (three pages total, not paginated) showing the top title 

SHAW FLOORS: Appellant’s own self-made summation document, also stored on the 

flashdrive as ‘All Instructions.pdf’, proffered in the opening statement for convenience 

of reference; 

7. Plaintiff’s Exhibit: paper document (seven pages total, pp. 1–7) showing the title 

SHAW FLOORS INSTALLATION, INSTALLATION GUIDELINES FOR RESIDENTIAL 

RESILIENT DIRECT GLUE: the official instructions document downloaded off the official 

Shaw Floors website shawfloors.com. Revision No. 04012022; 

8. Plaintiff’s Exhibit: paper document (five pages total, pp. 1–5) showing the title 

PHILADELPHIA COMMERCIAL SPECIFICATION, SHAW 200 RESILIENT ADHESIVE: the 

official adhesive specification document downloaded off the official website 

philadelphiacommercial.com. Revision No. 09052023. 

9. Plaintiff’s Exhibit: paper photograph (one page total) showing CARPET KING AND 

FLOORING, LLC, Shaw 200 TPS 4G: the photograph of the shipping label off the top of 

the glue bucket; 

10. Plaintiff’s Exhibit: paper photograph (one page total) showing RECOMMENDED 

TROWELS: the photograph of the manufacturer label off the back of the glue bucket; 

11. Plaintiff’s Exhibit: paper photograph (one page total) showing LUXURY VINYL 

ADHESIVE: the photograph of the manufacturer label off the back of the glue bucket; 

12. Plaintiff’s Exhibit: paper printout (three pages total) showing Carpet Kind and flooring. 

Fri, Nov 17, 2023 at 2:36 PM: a standard Gmail printout of the Carpet King and 

flooring email communication; 
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13. Plaintiff’s Exhibit: paper photograph (one page total) showing concrete slab and a 

carpenter’s ruler: the photograph of a properly prepared concrete slab, downloaded 

off of the National Floor Covering Association (NFCA) manual (full manual is included 

in Plaintiff’s flashdrive); 

14. Plaintiff’s Exhibit: paper photograph (one page total) showing detached vinyl flooring: 

the photograph of inadequate adhesive transfer, downloaded off of the National Floor 

Covering Association, NFCA, manual (full manual is included in Plaintiff’s flashdrive); 

15. Plaintiff’s Exhibit: one (1) physical flashdrive as scanned at filing (Exhibit A): Plaintiff’s 

trial flash drive containing critical digital evidence, including video and audio exhibits. 

II. LEGAL BASIS. 

This motion is based upon the following South Carolina Appellate Court Rules and the 

constitutional right to due process guaranteed by both state and federal law: 

U.S. Const. amend. XIV, § 1: The Due Process Clause. 

S.C. Const. art. I, § 3: The Due Process Clause. 

Rule 210(c), SCACR: Governing the content of the Record on Appeal. 

Rule 210(f), SCACR: Governing the transmission of exhibits that do not lend themselves to 

accurate reproduction. 

Rule 606(b), SCACR: Authorizing the release of exhibits upon a court order.  

III. ARGUMENT. 

A. The Flawed Record Violates Due Process and S.C. Appellate Court Rules, s, Requiring 

Expedited Processing and Panel Review.  

1. The incomplete and illegible record violates Appellant’s fundamental right to due 

process and contravenes Rules 210(c) and 210(f), which mandate a complete record 

and require the transmission of exhibits that do not accurately reproduce. 

2. Due to the imminent September 17, 2025 briefing deadline, Appellant requires 

expedited processing to prevent the forfeiture of her appeal. A delay in ruling on this 

motion causes irreparable harm by ensuring Appellant has no access to her trial 
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evidence, effectively terminating her appeal. 

3. Given the exceptional circumstances, including the pattern of procedural irregularities, 

the constitutional nature of the issues, and the potential for a detrimental precedent, 

review by a panel of judges is warranted to ensure due process. 

B. Denial of this Motion is Dispositional and Subject to Challenge. Any denial of this motion 

would effectively terminate Appellant’s appeal. Previous mischaracterizations of similar 

denials as "non-dispositional" are legally incorrect. This denial would be a dispositional act 

subject to challenge under Rule 221(c), SCACR, and constitutional due process.  

C. The Pattern of Procedural Obstruction Deprives Appellant of Due Process. As documented in 

the attached exhibits, the Court's repeated and procedurally improper actions have 

systematically obstructed the review of Appellant's trial evidence, constituting a pattern of 

due process deprivation. Appellant’s provision of courtesy copies was forced by this due 

process deprivation, and was not an attempt to circumvent Respondent. 

D. The Court's Continued Refusal to Consider Properly Filed Exhibits Threatens the Integrity of 

the Appellate Process. Endorsing the denial of properly filed exhibits based on invalid 

procedural pretexts sets a dangerous precedent that undermines the integrity of the 

judiciary. 

E. Pre-Deadline Abeyance is a Necessary and Urgent Remedy. To prevent a miscarriage of 

justice and the effective dismissal of Appellant's appeal, an order for abeyance is required 

before the September 17, 2025 briefing deadline. Holding the appeal in abeyance until the 

evidence is transmitted will ensure Appellant has a fair opportunity to prepare a brief based 

on the complete and accurate trial record. 

IV. RELIEF REQUESTED. 

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

1. Granting expedited review and processing of this motion. 

2. Granting review by a panel of judges. 
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3. Acknowledging that any denial of this motion would constitute a final and 
dispositional order. 

4. Directing the Clerk of the Horry County Circuit Court to immediately transmit the 
original flashdrive and paper exhibits filed on July 22, 2024. 

5. In the alternative, permitting Appellant to substitute legible, verified copies of her 
trial paper exhibits and flashdrive, and formally accepting them into the record. 

6. Holding the appeal in abeyance, and tolling all briefing deadlines, until the 
requested evidence has been transmitted. 

7. Granting such other relief as is just and proper to ensure the integrity of the 
appellate process and protect Appellant's constitutional rights.   

Respectfully submitted, 

Dated: September 4, 2025 

/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 

 

Enclosed: 

EXHIBITS A – Z. 
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EXHIBITS TO APPELLANT’S EXPEDITED MOTION TO TRANSMIT FLASHDRIVE AND ORIGINAL 
EXHIBITS, AND TO HOLD APPEAL IN ABEYANCE 

___________ 
 

EXHIBIT INDEX 
 

Exhibit A Appellant’s flashdrive, scanned when filed within LeƩer 
Submiƫng Exhibits OmiƩed in Lower Court’s Return, filed 
July 22, 2024. 

Page 1 

Exhibit B Appellant’s Correction Request: Exhibits Reviewed at Trial, 
filed August 14, 2024. 

Page 2 

Exhibit C Official Transcript of the 8/21/2024 Circuit Court Hearing Pages 3 – 15 
Exhibit D Appellant’s First Motion for Release and Transfer of Original 

Exhibits, filed November 12, 2024. 
Pages 16 – 39 

Exhibits E, F Deficiency Notices, filed November 21, 2024 and November 
25, 2024. 

Page 40, 41 

 Exhibit G Court of Appeals Order Denying Motion for Exhibits, filed 
January 14, 2025. 

Pages 42 – 43 

Exhibit H Appellant’s Request for Clarification, filed January 15, 2025. Pages 44 – 65 
Exhibit I Appellant’s Follow Up and Clerk’s response, filed January 15, 

2025 
Pages 66 – 67 

Exhibit J Appellant’s Supplement to Motion to Exceed, filed August 
13, 2025. 

Pages 68 – 69 

Exhibit K Appellant’s Email, Courtesy Copy of Supplement to Motion 
to Exceed, filed August 14, 2025. 

Pages 70 – 71 

Exhibit L Court of Appeals Order Denying Motion to Exceed, filed 
August 18, 2025. 

Pages 72 – 73 

Exhibit M Appellant’s Motion to Reconsider Denial to Exceed, filed 
August 20, 2025. 

Pages 74 – 76 

Exhibit N Appellant’s Motion for Extension of Time, filed October 29, 
2024. 

Pages 78 – 85 

Exhibit O Appellant’s Second, Renewed Motion to Compel 
Transmission of Original Exhibits, filed August 25, 2025. 

Pages 86 – 89 

Exhibit P Clerk’s Letter, Dismissing Appellant’s Motions, filed August 
28,2025. 

Pages 90 – 91 

Exhibit R Clerk’s Letter, Ex-Parte Communication, filed august 28, 
2025. 

Page 92 

Exhibit S Appellant’s Email, Courtesy Copy of Renewed Motion to 
Compel Transmission, filed August 25, 2025. 

Pages 93 – 95 

Exhibit T Appellant’s Third Motion to Compel Transmission of Original 
Exhibits, filed August 28, 2025. 

Pages 96 – 97 

Exhibit U Clerk’s Letter, No Action, filed September 3, 2025. Page 98 
Exhibit Z Magistrate’s Summary, backfiled on August 22, 2024 into the 

May 29, 2024 docket entry for magistrate’s return. 
Pages 99–100 
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ITEM 33 

Court of Appeals Order Granting Transmission 
(filed Nov 26, 2025).
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The South Carolina Court of Appeals  

Olga Teslenko, Appellant, 

 

v.  

 

Joe Kocsis and Carpet King & Flooring, Respondents. 

 

Appellate Case No. 2024-001734 

 

 
 

ORDER 

 
 

On August 28, 2025, Appellant filed a motion "to compel transmission of original 

exhibits."  Specifically, Appellant moved this court to compel the transmission of 

original documents and a flash drive that she filed with the circuit court on July 22, 

2024, to this court for consideration as part of her appeal.  Appellant stated the 

circuit court scanned the paper documents in a manner that rendered them illegible; 

thus, Appellant asserted the original paper documents are necessary.  Alternatively, 

Appellant moved to allow her "to substitute her copies, including the flash drive."  

No return was filed.  After careful consideration, we grant Appellant's motion for 

alternative relief.  Within ten days of the date of this order, Appellant shall provide 

this court with copies of the paper exhibits and flash drive that she provided to the 

circuit court on July 22, 2024.   

 

 

  J. 

 FOR THE COURT 

 

 

Columbia, South Carolina 

 

 

cc: 

Olga Teslenko 

Carpet King & Flooring 

Joe Kocsis 

Nov 26 2025
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ITEM 34 

Appellant's Original Trial Exhibits 
(transmitted on Dec 1, 2025).
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