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LETTER TO THE APPELLATE COURT CLERK
FILING RECORD ON APPEAL (PART 1 OF 3),

NOTICE OF FILING UNDER PROTEST, AND PROOF OF SERVICE.
 

September 12, 2026
 
The Honorable Jenny Abbott Kitchings
Clerk of Court, South Carolina Court of Appeals
Email: ctappfilings@sccourts.org
              

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

Dear Ms. Kitchings:
 
Pursuant to the Court’s September 2, 2026 Order, and in addition to the physical
bound copy shipped via UPS Ground on September 11, please find attached for
formal filing and docketing in the above-stated matter:
 
Attached to Email 1 of 3:

1. Appellant’s Notice of Filing Record on Appeal Under Protest and Reservation of
Rights;
2. Certificate of Service of Record on Appeal on Respondents; and
3. Record on Appeal (Part 1 of 3).

 
NOTE: Due to file size limits, the electronic Record on Appeal is being transmitted in
three sequential emails.
 
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
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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 FILING RECORD ON APPEAL UNDER PROTEST, AND 
RESERVATION OF RIGHTS 


_____________ 
 
PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that Appellant Olga Teslenko submits the accompanying Record on 
Appeal strictly under protest and subject to a full reservation of constitutional and 
statutory rights, including: 
 


1. Pending Unruled-Upon Motions: This Record on Appeal is submitted while 
Appellant’s Emergency Motion for Reconsideration of September 2, 2026 Order, 
Clariϐication of November 26, 2025 Order, and ADA Accommodation (ϐiled 
September 11, 2026) and Expedited Motion to Transmit Flashdrive and Original 
Exhibits, and to Hold Appeal in Abeyance (ϐiled September 4, 2025) remain pending 
before this Court. 


 
2. Non-Waiver of Omitted Trial Evidence: Submission of this Record on Appeal does 
not constitute a waiver of Appellant’s objection to the failure of the November 26, 
2025 Order to formally receive into the appellate record the trial record transmitted 
on December 1, 2025. 


 
3. Preservation of Rights and Non-Waiver: This ϐiling is executed solely to prevent 
administrative forfeiture under the September 2, 2026 Order, and shall not be 
construed as a waiver or abandonment of Appellant’s rights under Due Process, 
Equal Protection, Title II of the Americans with Disabilities Act, or statutory appeal 
rules before this Court, the South Carolina Supreme Court, or federal courts. 


 
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: September 11, 2026 
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___________ 
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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. 


 
 


PROOF OF SERVICE OF RECORD ON APPEAL 


 


Appellant hereby certifies that she has served the Record on Appeal upon Respondent, 
Mr. Joe Kocsis, who at all relevant times represented himself to be the owner of Carpet 
King & Flooring. Service was made by depositing a true copy thereof with Federal 
Express, postage prepaid, on April 9, 2026, addressed to: Mr. Joe Kocsis, Carpet King & 
Flooring, 532 Broadway Street, Myrtle Beach, SC 29577. 


 
     


       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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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 


 


COUNTY OF HORRY 


 


Olga Teslente, 


 


                                                     Appellant, 


 


v. 


 


Carpet King & Flooring, 


 


                                                     Respondent. 


)


)


)


)


)


)


)


)


)


)


)


)


)


)


) 


IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 


 


FIFTEENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 


 


Civil Action No.: 2024-CP-26-02983 


 


 


 


 


ORDER 


 
 This matter came before the Court by way of Appeal from the Magistrate Court of Horry 


County, South Carolina. This Court, having been fully apprised of the judgment from the 


Honorable Chris Arakas, Presiding Judge, and having considered all relevant legal issues raised 


by Appellant and Respondent, finds there is no legal error presented. Therefore, the Magistrate 


Court’s judgment is affirmed.  


PROCEDURAL AND FACTUAL BACKGROUND 


 Appellant and Respondent entered into a contract on October 31st, 2023. The contract 


centered around the installation of new flooring for the Appellant’s home. Respondent was to 


take out the Appellant’s carpet and install new “shaw prime plank.” Appellant paid $1,700.00 on 


November 2nd, 2023, and later $1,694.75 upon completion of the work. The total cost of the 


work was $3,394.75. Appellant argues that, in the days following the installation of the new 


flooring, the shaw prime plank began to peel. Appellant engaged another flooring company who 


opined that the Respondent’s work in installing the flooring did not meet industry standards.  


 


E
LE


C
T


R
O


N
IC


A
LLY


 F
ILE


D
 - 2024 S


ep 09 4:51 P
M


 - H
O


R
R


Y
 - C


O
M


M
O


N
 P


LE
A


S
 - C


A
S


E
#2024C


P
2602983


[Rec. p. 10]







2 


 


Appellant filed this action in the Myrtle Beach Magistrate Office on April 28, 2024. At 


the hearing before the Magistrate, the parties agreed that the Appellant has a 1-year warranty on 


the floor given to her by the Respondent. When Respondent was notified of the floor’s defects by 


Appellant, any attempt by Respondent to cure those defects was refused. Appellant would not let 


the company have access to her home.  


 The Magistrate found that the contract price was for $3,954.75; this figure was paid in 


full by the Appellant. Additionally, the Magistrate found that the Respondent performed and 


completed the work, but the work was subject to deficiencies. Since Appellant refused to allow 


the defendant to cure the issue as required by the warranty, the Magistrate estimated that the total 


damage to the Appellant was in the amount of $2,000.00.  


STANDARD OF REVIEW 


 Under the South Carolina Code of Laws, “When a judgment is rendered by a magistrates 


court…the appeal shall be to the circuit court of the county wherein the judgment was 


rendered…” SC Code Ann. § 18-7-10 (2024). When the Circuit Court hears the appeal “…the 


court may affirm or reverse the judgment of the court below, in whole or in part, as to any or all 


the parties and for errors of law or fact.” SC Code Ann. § 18-7-170 (2024). In hearing appeals 


from Magistrate Court, the Circuit Court “maintains a broad scope of review.” Bowers v. 


Thomas, 373 S.C. 240, 244, 644 S.E.2d 751, 753 (Ct. App. 2007). Likewise, “The appeal shall be 


heard by the court upon all the papers in the case…” and “The court shall have the same power 


over its own determinations, and shall render judgment thereon in the same manner, as the circuit 


court in actions pending therein...” SC Code Ann. §§ 18-7-130, 140 (2024).  
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DISCUSSION 


 This appeal was heard on August 21, 2024. Both parties, neither of which was 


represented by counsel, had the opportunity to be heard. This Court finds that the Appellant did 


not introduce any evidence that the magistrate’s judgment was based on an error of law or fact as 


required by § 18-7-170. Therefore, it IS ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that no 


error of law or fact exists and the Magistrate Court’s decision is affirmed. 


AND IT IS SO ORDERED! 


 


 


 


              


       The Honorable Dale E. Van Slambrook 


 


September 6, 2024 


Monks Corner, South Carolina 
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Horry Common Pleas


Case Caption: Olga  Teslenko VS   Carpet King & Flooring , defendant, et al


Case Number: 2024CP2602983


Type: Order/Other


And It Is So Ordered!


s/Dale E. Van Slambrook S.C. Circuit Court Judge
#2781


Electronically signed on 2024-09-09 10:50:06     page 4 of 4


E
LE


C
T


R
O


N
IC


A
LLY


 F
ILE


D
 - 2024 S


ep 09 4:51 P
M


 - H
O


R
R


Y
 - C


O
M


M
O


N
 P


LE
A


S
 - C


A
S


E
#2024C


P
2602983


[Rec. p. 13]







SCRCP Form 4CE (08/31/2017)                                                                                                                    Page 1 of 2  
  


  


  


  


FORM 4  


STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA        JUDGMENT IN A CIVIL CASE  


COUNTY OF       


IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS      CASE NO.        
 


 


      


  


      


PLAINTIFF(S)  DEFENDANT(S) 
 


 


DISPOSITION TYPE (CHECK ONE) 


 JURY VERDICT. This action came before the court for a trial by jury.  The issues 


have been tried and a verdict rendered. 
 


 DECISION BY THE COURT.  This action came to trial or hearing before the court. 


The issues have been tried or heard and a decision rendered.  
 


 ACTION DISMISSED (CHECK REASON):  Rule 12(b), SCRCP;  Rule 41(a), 


SCRCP (Vol. Nonsuit);  Rule 43(k), SCRCP (Settled); 


 Other       
 


 ACTION STRICKEN (CHECK REASON):  Rule 40(j), SCRCP;  Bankruptcy; 


 Binding arbitration, subject to right to restore to confirm, vacate or modify 


      arbitration award;  


   Other       
 


  STAYED DUE TO BANKRUPTCY 


 


  DISPOSITION OF APPEAL TO THE CIRCUIT COURT (CHECK APPLICABLE BOX): 


   Affirmed;   Reversed;   Remanded;   


 Other        
   


  NOTE:  ATTORNEYS ARE RESPONSIBLE FOR NOTIFYING LOWER COURT, TRIBUNAL, OR 


ADMINISTRATIVE AGENCY OF THE CIRCUIT COURT RULING IN THIS APPEAL.  


IT IS ORDERED AND ADJUDGED:  See attached order (formal order to follow)  Statement of Judgment 


by the Court:  


 


ORDER INFORMATION 


This order  ends  does not end the case.                                                   See Page 2 for additional information.  


  


For Clerk of Court Office Use Only  
 


 


This judgment was electronically entered by the Clerk of Court as reflected on the Electronic Time Stamp, and a 


copy mailed first class to any party not proceeding in the Electronic Filing System on                         . 


 


  


  


  


  


  


  


  


NAMES OF TRADITIONAL FILERS SERVED BY MAIL 


Joe Kocsis for Joe Kocsis
Carpet King & Flooring for Carpet King & Flooring
Olga Teslenko for Olga Teslenko
Joe Kocsis for Joe Kocsis
Carpet King & Flooring for Carpet King & Flooring
Olga Teslenko for Olga Teslenko


09/09/2024


✔


2024CP2602983


Upon a hearing of this matter on August 21, 2024, the Court finds that the Appellant
did not introduce any evidence that the Magistrate's judgment was based on an error
of law or fact as required by Sec. 18-7-170 of the South Carolina Code of Laws.
Therefore, the Magistrate Court's decision is affirmed.


Carpet King & Flooring et al


✔


Olga Teslenko


Horry


✔
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Court Reporter:       
 
E-Filing Note:  The date of Entry of Judgment is the same date as reflected on the Electronic File Stamp and the clerk's 


entering of the date of judgment above is not required in those counties. The clerk will mail a copy of the judgment to 


parties who are not E-Filers or who are appearing pro se. See Rule 77(d), SCRCP.  
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Horry Common Pleas


Case Caption: Olga  Teslenko VS   Carpet King & Flooring , defendant, et al


Case Number: 2024CP2602983


Type: Order/Electronic Form 4


And It Is So Ordered!


s/Dale E. Van Slambrook S.C. Circuit Court Judge
#2781


Electronically signed on 2024-09-09 12:52:52     page 3 of 3
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FORM 1 
NOTICE OF APPEAL IN A CIVIL CASE 


THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
In The Court of Appeals 


APPEAL FROM HORRY COUNTY 
Court of Common Pleas 


Dale Van Slambrook, Circuit Court Judge 


Case No. 2024-CP-26-02983 


Joe Kocsis,  
Carpet King & Flooring, 


Respondent, 


v. 


Olga Teslenko, 


Appellant. 


NOTICE OF APPEAL 


Olga Teslenko appeals the order of the Honorable Dale Van Slambrook dated September 9, 2024, 
and the corresponding Form 4 Order, which affirmed the magistrate’s judgment dated March 27, 2024. 
Appellant received written notice of entry of this order on September 12, 2024.  


October 11, 2024 
 s/ Olga Teslenko  
 Olga Teslenko 
100 Fountain Pointe Ln, Unit 103,  
Myrtle Beach, South Carolina 29579 
Telephone: (510) 388-2780 
Email: osenochen@gmail.com 
Appellant 


Other Address of Record:  
Joe Kocsis, Carpet King & Flooring, 
532 Broadway Street, 
Myrtle Beach, SC 29577  
Respondent 
(843) 934-5464


Oct 11 2024
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 11 
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PROCEEDINGS 1 


 THE COURT:  The next matter I had was Olga Teslenko 2 


versus Carpet King & Flooring.  Ms. Teslenko or some 3 


representative of Carpet King & Flooring present in our virtual 4 


courtroom today? 5 


 MS. TESLENKO:  Your Honor, my name is Olga Teslenko.  6 


I don't represent Carpet King & Flooring and I represent only 7 


myself.  I'm the appellant 8 


 THE COURT:  All right.  Is there any representative 9 


here from Carpet King that has joined us? All right.  Let me 10 


find this file as well.  All right.  I'm looking at the public 11 


index, I see the motion that you'd filed Ms. Teslenko.  All 12 


right.  Ms. Keeling maybe you can help me out on this one as 13 


well.  Is there a return that's filed from the magistrate on 14 


this? I see an appeal returned E-D on the end, and that looks 15 


like just the appeal documents.  Is there a return in this that 16 


I'm overlooking? 17 


 THE CLERK:  Let me look.  The appeal returned 18 


received is the return, if you look there are 30 pages. 19 


 THE COURT:  Is that just the documents or is there an 20 


actual summary with an outline of information signed by the 21 


magistrate? I'm not sure if I -- because I scrolled through it, 22 


I'm just not -- 23 


 THE CLERK:  Yes, it's from Judge Arrakis. 24 


 THE COURT:  Where is that at? 25 
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 THE CLERK:  The return is the first two pages and 1 


then the rest is documents. 2 


 THE COURT:  All right.  And are you saying that 3 


that's under the caption where it says appeal/appeal return 4 


received? 5 


 THE CLERK:  Yes, sir. 6 


 THE COURT:  And is it the first or second document 7 


identified? 8 


 THE CLERK:  I believe it's the first. 9 


 THE COURT:  Okay.  Well, I'm trying to get this thing 10 


pulled up, Ms. Teslenko? 11 


 MS. TESLENKO:  Yes, judge. 12 


 THE COURT:  Tell me what you're asking for.  What are 13 


you appealing and why should I -- and what relief are you 14 


asking for and why should I grant it? 15 


 MS. TESLENKO:  Sir, I'm appealing the judgment by the 16 


magistrate's judge that ruled in my favor and I claimed a 17 


complete material breach of contract.  So, the judge ruled in 18 


my favor but somehow discounted the amount of money that was 19 


supposed to be return -- recovered to me from the Defendant by 20 


$1,825 without any explanation.  I actually felt unsafe when I 21 


received that judgment because at the magistrate court hearing, 22 


I have provided a flash drive that contained all of the 23 


documents that support my claim as well as an immense amount of 24 


video and photo evidence that this is indeed a complete 25 
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material breach of contract.  The flooring for which I paid Mr. 1 


Kocsis $3,395 was not even pretended to be installed.  The 2 


flash drive also contained the independent inspection report by 3 


National Foundation certified inspector, independent inspector 4 


recommended by the manufacturer. 5 


 THE COURT:  Were all of those documents submitted to 6 


the magistrate? 7 


 MS. TESLENKO:  Yes, not only did they submit the 8 


flash drive at the hearing. 9 


 THE COURT:  Okay. 10 


 MS. TESLENKO:  But I also printed out some distinct 11 


or distinctly critical documents were also printed out and 12 


submitted in a printed package.  The printed package also 13 


contained my Plaintiff's statement.  Your Honor, one side note 14 


that I must add is this is the very first time in my entire 15 


life that I have to interact with the judicial system.  I 16 


understand the importance of having -- a functioning judicial 17 


system in society.   18 


A society can't function without a set of laws and a way 19 


to abide by them, to enforce these laws are abided by.  But my 20 


own personal tendencies and also, you know, the culture of 21 


where I come from, they kind of kept me away from any 22 


interaction with courts.  In other words, I don't even know how 23 


courts interact. 24 


 It was my hope that in the United States courts work 25 
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properly and at this point.  So, I didn't know that I was 1 


supposed to maybe file my evidence prior to appearing in the 2 


magistrates court hearing.  So, when I came to the magistrates 3 


court hearing, I had a flash drive which I submitted to the 4 


Judge.  I had a packet of printed documents, which I have also 5 


submitted to the Judge. 6 


 And also, I had several physical of vinyl planks that 7 


contained the trial marks and other evidence which were 8 


physical proof of what the inspector has found and put in his 9 


inspection report of the physical proof of the contractor  Mr. 10 


Joe Kocsis having violated all the essential requirements for 11 


the installation of this product and adhesive requirements for 12 


the adhesive that he used.  So, that was submitted to the 13 


Court.  And at the court hearing, I was able to read through my 14 


statement entirely. 15 


 And in my statement, it's explicitly stated that I am 16 


aware of the South Carolina law that provides the contractor 17 


with the right to cure a defect, but that this situation is not 18 


a construction defect.  This situation is a complete material 19 


breach of contract.  And at the end of my statement, I asked 20 


the Court to review the evidence and order that the full amount 21 


of the contract be returned or recovered to me as well as the 22 


inspection fee, which was $430. 23 


 So, the total amount of money that I specifically 24 


asked for to be recovered to me was $3,825.  The Magistrate's 25 
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court somehow ruled in my favor.  Well, I understand how it was 1 


ruled in my favor.  Let me back up for a second.  At the 2 


magistrate hearing at my court date, the magistrate judge has 3 


actually had the flash drive reviewed and several videos were 4 


reviewed in the courtroom and showed explicitly that this 5 


installation was not at all actually installed. 6 


 The planks were simply laid over the concrete not 7 


rolled, not pressed.  So, my videos show me lifting off each 8 


plank with one hand only hold in the telephone with camera in 9 


the other hand.  This is not even a mockery of installation; 10 


this is zero installation.  So, the judge did have to rule in 11 


my favor, the amount of the judgment was what actually made me 12 


deadly concerned.  The judge ruled only $2,000 to be recovered 13 


to me from the Defendant was the actual amount of the contract 14 


plus the inspection fee were $3,825.   15 


There was no explanation provided for why $1,825 were 16 


decided to not be recovered to me.  And the reason I felt very 17 


unsafe at this judgment was that it in center hide Mr. Kocsis 18 


in the -- his line of operation.  In other words, Mr. Kocsis 19 


earned $1,800 per day's work of salvaging half from my condo. 20 


 He earned money to salvage somebody else's property.  21 


I have experience of being ripped off ever since I've relocated 22 


into this community, three years ago because of my disability, 23 


I have to retire.  So, I had to find a place where life is a 24 


little less expensive.  I bought this condo and then an immense 25 
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amount of collusion started happening to where initially for 1 


the longest time I thought I was just being imaginative.  I 2 


thought things were just something as fantastic as that 3 


couldn't be true.  So, I started to collect evidence and is the 4 


evidence of the objective facts that I had been collecting that 5 


showed me that collusion indeed happens in this community, 6 


people are indeed ripping me off and so I thought - I felt very 7 


unsafe. 8 


 THE COURT:  Let me interrupt you for a minute, I want 9 


to make sure I understand.  The amount of the prayer, which is 10 


the amount you requested was 3,825, is that right, but the 11 


amount of the award was 2000? 12 


 MS. TESLENKO:  Correct. 13 


 THE COURT:  Okay.  And I don't have the benefit of 14 


the order.  I see the documents that were filed but I still 15 


don't see the return. 16 


 MS. TESLENKO:  I can actually see the return. 17 


 THE COURT:  Explaining it.  So -- I'm sorry, say that 18 


again for me? 19 


 MS. TESLENKO:  It was after I reviewed the return -- 20 


returned by the magistrate court that I discovered that the 21 


magistrate's court omitted my flash drive and preprinted 22 


documents were also omitted from the printed documents package 23 


that it turned in to the magistrate's court.  One was my 24 


statement, which outlined exactly that there was a complete 25 
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bridge of contract and that I was requesting or praying for 1 


$3,825.  The second document -- the second category of 2 


documents were all the manufacturer’s instructions.  And third 3 


document omitted in the magistrate return was a copy of my 4 


check paying the inspections fee.  The judgment itself contains 5 


not --- 6 


 THE COURT:  Let me do this.  Ms. Teslenko and I 7 


appreciate you sharing that.  I think I understood essentially 8 


what was going on before you explained it, but after you 9 


explained it, I understand it better.  I need the opportunity 10 


to review all of those documents that are in that return and, 11 


and find the summary portion of it as well to see if there is a 12 


sufficient legal explanation for that reduction.   13 


Okay.  If there is a sufficient legal explanation for that 14 


reduction then the award may have to stay at the $2,000.  Okay? 15 


If there's not a sufficient explanation then I'll have to sort 16 


out how to handle that.  It wouldn't necessarily mean that I 17 


would change the award.  It may very well require that the 18 


matter be reconsidered or reviewed by the magistrate after 19 


being remanded or returned to them.  Okay? 20 


 MS. TESLENKO:  Could I ask you a few questions, two 21 


questions.  I don't know how to -- can I ask you a question, 22 


Your Honor. 23 


 THE COURT:  I can't give you any legal advice but I 24 


might be able to share some explanation. 25 
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 MS. TESLENKO:  No, about what you just said. 1 


 THE COURT:  All right.  Go ahead. 2 


 MS. TESLENKO:  Question number 1, as of this morning, 3 


the magistrate's return contained no summary.  Okay.  Or the 4 


magistrate's judgment contain no summary.  I have copies of 5 


everything that was filed by the magistrate in their return. 6 


 THE COURT:  All right.  And that's what I'm saying. 7 


 MS. TESLENKO:  Do you think there's -- 8 


 THE COURT:  I need to look at the -- I need to look 9 


at that document and if it's not there then I'll consider that 10 


as well.  Okay. 11 


 MS. TESLENKO:  And Question Number 2, can I ask you a 12 


second question about what you just said? 13 


 THE COURT:  Certainly. 14 


 MS. TESLENKO:  I understand that you may have to 15 


remit or return this case back to the magistrate's court.  16 


However, I have evidence of the -- of that particular 17 


magistrate court doing something very incomprehensible for me.  18 


For instance, when I asked them about the rules to appeal, they 19 


told me that I was being ungrateful.  It's incomprehensible, 20 


second instance when I asked them -- 21 


 THE COURT:  Whether they would handle it or not, I 22 


mean, that's a -- that's something that would have to be dealt 23 


with down the road.  I can't answer that question today. 24 


 MS. TESLENKO:  Okay.  Could I -- at which point can I 25 
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ask for this case to be returned back to some other magistrate 1 


court not Myrtle Beach? 2 


 THE COURT:  I'm not sure if I can address that.  If I 3 


can I will in my order.  If I can't you may have to deal with 4 


that once it gets sent back to them.  Okay? 5 


 MS. TESLENKO:  Thank you very much.  Thank you. 6 


 THE COURT:  Okay.  All right.  And so, the way we're 7 


gonna leave it right now Ms. Teslenko is I’m taking this matter 8 


under advisement. I will prepare a written order that will be 9 


filed and a copy will be sent to you. Okay? 10 


 MS. TESLENKO:  Thank you Judge. 11 


 THE COURT:  Okay. Yes ma’am. Good luck to you. 12 


 MS. TESLENKO:  Thank you very much. Have a good day. 13 


 THE COURT:  You too. 14 


  15 


  [END OF HEARING] 16 


 17 


 18 


 19 


 20 


 21 


 22 


 23 


 24 


 25 
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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 TO SUPPLEMENT THE RECORD ON APPEAL,  
AND REQUEST FOR IMMEDIATE CONSIDERATION 


___________ 
 


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


to Rules 210 and 212, SCACR, for leave to supplement the Record on Appeal with critical materials 


necessary for briefing and appellate review. Appellant asserts that these materials were excluded 


below from the record through violations of Appellant’s right to due process. The denial of this 


motion would be dispositional in nature, effectively depriving Appellant of a meaningful appeal.  


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


S.C. Code Ann. § 18-7-130, which mandates that appellate courts hear appeals based on all essential 


exhibits. Appellant seeks Panel Review and Immediate Consideration in light of the February 12, 


2026, briefing deadline and the pending motion for extension filed January 28, 2026. 


In support of this Motion, Appellant states the following: 


1. Official Transcript of Trial Audio (Exhibit 2):  


 Procedural History: This Court granted transmission of trial exhibits on November 


26, 2025. These exhibits (filed Dec. 1, 2025) were transmitted as a raw flash drive, 


consistent with the form admitted at trial. 
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 Need for Supplement: Proper appellate review and briefing necessitate an official 


transcript of the audio recording on said drive. This transcript is essential to 


establish the factual basis, central to the appeal, which was rendered inaccessible 


through procedural irregularities in the lower court. 


2. Evidence of Docket Tampering (Exhibit 3): 


 Procedural History: On September 20, 2024, Appellant filed a Motion for 


Reconsideration citing constitutional violations and including Screenprints E2 and 


E4 as newly discovered evidence of docket tampering. Through clerical 


obstruction, this motion was denied judicial review, and Appellant was denied the 


opportunity to lay a proper foundation for this evidence. 


 Need for Supplement: To ensure this Court can review the evidence of tampering 


embedded in these screenprints, Appellant seeks to supplement the record with 


the necessary legal foundations and hyperlink analysis that were timely filed but 


suppressed below. 


3. Evidence of Improper Captioning (Exhibit 4): 


 Procedural History: Appellant’s Motion for Reconsideration, timely filed below, 


was improperly re-captioned as a ‘Domestic Violence’ motion and placed on an 


incorrect roster, effectively excluding it from judicial review.  


 Need for Supplement: Appellant seeks to supplement the record with a 


screenprint of the circuit court docket showing this re-captioning, which will 


directly demonstrate the obstruction that prevented a fair hearing. 


4. Extraordinary Circumstances: 


Appellant suffers from a documented progressive neurological disability and acute illness, 


which have significantly hindered her ability to address these complex record deficiencies. 


Supplementing the record now is the only way to ensure the Amended Initial Brief is built 


upon a truthful and complete trial record. 


5. Dispositional Nature of Motion:  


 Denial of this motion would be dispositional, effectively dismissing the appeal by 


excluding critical trial evidence barred below via due process violations. 
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 A delay in adjudication would constitute a de facto denial, as the current February 


12 deadline approaches while the January 28 motion for extension remains 


unruled.  


WHEREFORE, Appellant respectfully requests that this Court grant leave to supplement 


the Record on Appeal with the aforementioned materials (Exhibits 2, 3, and 4) to ensure a just 


and constitutional review of 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: February 3, 2026. 
 
Enclosed: 
Exhibit 1 – Appellant’s affidavit; 
Exhibit 2 – Official Transcript of Joe Kocsis’ November 16, 2023 inspection; 
Exhibit 3 – Legal Foundation and Hyperlink Analysis (Screenprints E2 and E4), Appellant’s sworn 
testimony; 
Exhibit 4 – Screenprint “Motion Miscaptioned ‘DV’.pdf”. 
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Exhibit 1
Appellant’s Notarized Affidavit for 
Emergency Motion to Supplement, 


filed February 3, 2026
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Exhibit 2
 Official Transcript of Audio 


Recording of Respondent’s November 
16, 2023 Inspection on Appellant’s 


Flashdrive, Folder 4.
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OLA TESLENKO: 1 


 (Inaudible). 2 


JOE KOCSIS: 3 


 I’m doing all right, just (inaudible) around trying 4 


to take care of my baby.  Woah, did you pull all 5 


these up? 6 


OLA TESLENKO: 7 


 Only with the (inaudible).   8 


JOE KOCSIS: 9 


 Okay, I mean, the good news is it’s -- it’s okay.  10 


Like this is an easy fix.   11 


OLA TESLENKO: 12 


 I’m not sure. 13 


JOE KOCSIS: 14 


 It’s just -- well, it’s the adhesive is what it is. 15 


OLA TESLENKO: 16 


 But it’s everywhere.  There’s no (inaudible). 17 


JOE KOCSIS: 18 


 (Inaudible). 19 


OLA TESLENKO: 20 


 Oh, (inaudible) like (inaudible) and then 21 


(inaudible). 22 


JOE KOCSIS: 23 


 So do me a favor, if you see them like this, don’t 24 


pull them all the way up because it is a pressure 25 


[Rec. p. 54]



oseno

Highlight



oseno

Highlight



oseno

Highlight



oseno

Highlight







 3 


sensitive adhesive.  So, even though like it's still 1 


walkable, like when it's done, it does need time to 2 


tack up. 3 


OLA TESLENKO: 4 


 It (inaudible).  I took videos.  It (inaudible) like 5 


this. 6 


JOE KOCSIS: 7 


 Okay.  That's okay, but just don't take them up. 8 


Like, we could still identify the pieces --  9 


OLA TESLENKO: 10 


 (Inaudible). 11 


JOE KOCSIS: 12 


 No, no, no.  It's -- it’s the adhesive is what -- is 13 


what the problem is.  14 


OLA TESLENKO: 15 


 But Joey (inaudible). 16 


JOE KOCSIS: 17 


 No, there’s adhesive on the floor.  You had carpet 18 


down here. 19 


OLA TESLENKO: 20 


 The old installation had at least one-eighth of an 21 


inch of glue. 22 


JOE KOCSIS: 23 


 No, no, no.  This was the carpet glue right here.  24 


There -- they just -- they just put a little 25 
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(inaudible) on the concrete.  1 


OLA TESLENKO: 2 


 I can -- I can show you (inaudible). 3 


JOE KOCSIS: 4 


 It’s (inaudible) the (inaudible) is glued down all 5 


the way.  I would have to scrape the floor 6 


(inaudible). 7 


OLA TESLENKO: 8 


 Joey, (inaudible).  This -- this adhesive here is at 9 


least one-eighth -- 10 


JOE KOCSIS: 11 


 That's because that’s -- 12 


OLA TESLENKO: 13 


 -- thick. 14 


JOE KOCSIS: 15 


 -- that’s because that’s the edge of it.  It’s -- 16 


it’s pushed out on the edge. 17 


OLA TESLENKO: 18 


 It’s on -- 19 


JOE KOCSIS: 20 


 Like if you -- 21 


OLA TESLENKO: 22 


 -- thick (inaudible). 23 


JOE KOCSIS: 24 


 No, I understand. 25 
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OLA TESLENKO: 1 


 Not one of the pieces here (inaudible) pulled up. 2 


JOE KOCSIS: 3 


 Okay, I know. 4 


OLA TESLENKO: 5 


 Even -- even though they have gaps -- 6 


JOE KOCSIS: 7 


 I understand.  Hear me out though real quick, okay. 8 


Hear me out.  These pieces that we had to pull up, 9 


so remember you had a -- a cut here? 10 


OLA TESLENKO: 11 


 Yeah.  12 


JOE KOCSIS: 13 


 Okay, so we had to take pieces up so you would have 14 


no transition.  Okay, if that were the case, this 15 


would be a different height, but they're perfectly 16 


even.  Okay, this is glued straight down to the 17 


floor. 18 


OLA TESLENKO: 19 


 I don't (inaudible).  20 


JOE KOCSIS: 21 


 You don't -- 22 


OLA TESLENKO: 23 


 (Inaudible).  So, what I found is after I had my 24 


(inaudible) with that almost every plank was 25 
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buckling and peeling up.  And so, I started looking 1 


(inaudible) and it turns out (inaudible). 2 


JOE KOCSIS: 3 


 Okay, well do me a favor, I don’t want you to freak 4 


out over this, okay, because it is a glued down LVP. 5 


OLA TESLENKO: 6 


 Uh-huh (affirmative). 7 


JOE KOCSIS: 8 


 So this is an easy fix, okay.  But you see how the 9 


back is here; you don’t see these (inaudible). 10 


OLA TESLENKO: 11 


 (Inaudible). 12 


JOE KOCSIS: 13 


 Well, that’s what I'm saying; it simply just didn't 14 


tack up.  So what we're going to have to do is we 15 


might have to bring in a weight roller, and you have 16 


to do that sometimes with concrete, sometimes you 17 


don't have to, but sometimes you do because it's not 18 


tacking up to the back of the application it’s not 19 


tacking to the back of the product.  So, this is an 20 


easy fix, so I don't want you to freak out about it, 21 


okay?  So, let me -- let me walk around.  I've seen 22 


this before and it’s -- 23 


OLA TESLENKO: 24 


 I’m thinking that (inaudible) right now, but the 25 
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rest of the floor is in -- is in exactly the same 1 


condition (inaudible) here. 2 


JOE KOCSIS: 3 


 Okay, well let me -- let me take a look, okay?   4 


OLA TESLENKO: 5 


 (Inaudible) are you thinking to just glue those 6 


pieces back down?  7 


JOE KOCSIS: 8 


 Yeah, you have to.  Yeah.  9 


OLA TESLENKO: 10 


 Don't you think the rest of the floor needs to be 11 


re-glued?  12 


JOE KOCSIS: 13 


 No, no, no, no, because -- 14 


OLA TESLENKO: 15 


 Or (inaudible). 16 


JOE KOCSIS: 17 


 Well, it’s -- here, okay, when -- when I get the 18 


glue, the glue that we use that's recommended for 19 


this product, I'll -- okay, I'll show you the back 20 


of the (inaudible). 21 


OLA TESLENKO: 22 


 (Inaudible) used. 23 


JOE KOCSIS: 24 


 Okay.  That’s how they sell it. 25 
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OLA TESLENKO: 1 


 Yeah, it’s supposed to -- you're supposed to -- you 2 


have -- supposed to have used 4.3 gallons on this 3 


square footage. 4 


JOE KOCSIS: 5 


 This spread right on here -- 6 


OLA TESLENKO: 7 


 Uh-huh (affirmative) . 8 


JOE KOCSIS: 9 


 -- is 800 square feet.   10 


OLA TESLENKO: 11 


 Do you have -- have you had any other buckets of 12 


glue? 13 


JOE KOCSIS: 14 


 Like diff -- like different stuff? 15 


OLA TESLENKO: 16 


 Yeah.  Have you only used that (inaudible). 17 


JOE KOCSIS: 18 


 That's, yeah, that's what we (inaudible).  19 


OLA TESLENKO: 20 


 Well, you only used half of the amount you were 21 


supposed to use.  With that, I insist on the whole 22 


floor, lifting up and being glued.  Not -- not one 23 


place in this floor has been glued correctly. 24 


There's half a bucket there, so only two gallons of 25 
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glue have been used.  1 


JOE KOCSIS: 2 


 Okay, let me -- let me show you (inaudible). 3 


OLA TESLENKO: 4 


 (Inaudible) it’s my (inaudible).   5 


JOE KOCSIS: 6 


 I’m not going to do (inaudible). 7 


OLA TESLENKO: 8 


 That’s fine. 9 


JOE KOCSIS: 10 


 I just wanted to show you -- 11 


OLA TESLENKO: 12 


 (Inaudible).  Do you remember saying you were going 13 


to take care of all the subfloor problems? 14 


JOE KOCSIS: 15 


 Yes.   16 


OLA TESLENKO: 17 


 Have you? 18 


JOE KOCSIS: 19 


 Oh, this is an adhesion issue is what it is.  20 


OLA TESLENKO: 21 


 Well (inaudible) second problem.  The second problem 22 


is this.  There’s a dip here that’s more than a 23 


quarter inch.  I will not be able to apply any 24 


baseboards with this floor.  You can -- you can 25 
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(inaudible). 1 


JOE KOCSIS: 2 


 Okay, so you -- when we talked and I talked about 3 


your subfloor. 4 


OLA TESLENKO: 5 


 Uh-huh (affirmative). 6 


JOE KOCSIS: 7 


 And I told you, like once the carpet comes up, like, 8 


I don't know what's going on underneath. 9 


OLA TESLENKO: 10 


 Uh-huh (affirmative). 11 


JOE KOCSIS: 12 


 And you wanted to just go back with a baseboard.  13 


Now, if you want to make your floor completely 14 


level, yes (inaudible) but I won’t know that until 15 


the carpet comes up.  There’s no way -- 16 


OLA TESLENKO: 17 


 (Inaudible). 18 


JOE KOCSIS: 19 


 -- of me (inaudible). 20 


OLA TESLENKO: 21 


 -- conversation (inaudible). 22 


JOE KOCSIS: 23 


 Uh-huh (affirmative). 24 


OLA TESLENKO: 25 
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 You told me that you (inaudible) done once you 1 


ripped up the carpet.  I pressed you to tell me how 2 


much it would cost and that’s why, and the final 3 


conclusion that the amount would not be higher than 4 


$500.  5 


JOE KOCSIS: 6 


 I said I would not know.  I would -- I told you I 7 


would not know. 8 


OLA TESLENKO: 9 


 You said that most likely would not be higher than  10 


-- more than $500. 11 


JOE KOCSIS: 12 


 Okay, so -- okay, so this is what I'll do.   13 


OLA TESLENKO: 14 


 So, one thing to level the floor, because I told 15 


you, yes we agreed under $500, let’s go ahead and do 16 


everything (inaudible). 17 


JOE KOCSIS: 18 


 If you want your floor to be completely level, we'll 19 


have to self-level the whole floor, and there's no 20 


way that it'll just be $500.  I told you we take 21 


care of, like, subfloor imperfections. 22 


OLA TESLENKO: 23 


 Well, that -- okay, so in the beginning, you knew 24 


that I was going to try avoid quarter round. 25 
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JOE KOCSIS: 1 


 Uh-huh (affirmative). 2 


OLA TESLENKO: 3 


 I needed to replace the baseboards with (inaudible) 4 


quarter round (inaudible). 5 


JOE KOCSIS: 6 


 Okay that -- 7 


OLA TESLENKO: 8 


 (Inaudible) all I needed was for you to tell me 9 


what’s the maximum amount for it.  You said there’s 10 


no way it’s gonna be more than $500.   11 


JOE KOCSIS: 12 


 There’s no way for me to know, and for subfloor like 13 


to get to spots like this (inaudible). 14 


OLA TESLENKO: 15 


 Right, but you (inaudible). 16 


JOE KOCSIS: 17 


 Okay, this is what I can do for you, okay.  If you 18 


want for all this to come up and for all the spots 19 


to be level, like we can do that. 20 


OLA TESLENKO: 21 


 (Inaudible). 22 


JOE KOCSIS: 23 


 I think -- I think maybe (inaudible). 24 


OLA TESLENKO: 25 
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 (Inaudible). 1 


JOE KOCSIS: 2 


 So, do you know when your original baseboard was 3 


down and -- and that’s when you said you didn’t want 4 


to use quarter round, right?  And your original 5 


baseboard was down and I told you that, you know, if 6 


you don’t use quarter round you’ll see imperfections 7 


because the entire floor like there’s no such thing 8 


as a perfect flat floor, and that’s why everybody 9 


uses quarter round to hide those imperfections.  10 


Now, if you want to like skim coat certain areas and 11 


bring them up, so you -- ‘cause it's not going to be 12 


perfectly lying flat.  That's almost impossible 13 


unless you self-level the whole place, and that's 14 


what I was telling you before the carpet came up, 15 


that that's what would happen.  16 


OLA TESLENKO: 17 


 First of all, the first time we met you said you 18 


would take care of all the subflooring issues.  Then 19 


I get your quote, and there's no specifically 20 


mentioning of leveling of any dips -- 21 


JOE KOCSIS: 22 


 Because I -- because I don't know.  23 


OLA TESLENKO: 24 


 Correct.  I called you and we had that conversation. 25 
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JOE KOCSIS: 1 


 Uh-huh (affirmative). 2 


OLA TESLENKO: 3 


 All I needed for you is to tell me the maximum 4 


amount.  Tell me 500, I'll go with that.  Tell me 5 


more, you know, I'll think about it.  6 


JOE KOCSIS: 7 


 But I -- I can’t -- 8 


OLA TESLENKO: 9 


 At that time -- 10 


JOE KOCSIS: 11 


 I want you -- 12 


OLA TESLENKO: 13 


 I had the chance to refuse your quote and go with 14 


someone else -- 15 


JOE KOCSIS: 16 


 But we had -- 17 


OLA TESLENKO: 18 


 -- who had given me guarantee. 19 


JOE KOCSIS: 20 


 Respectfully, Ola, respectfully, I -- nobody will 21 


know until the carpet comes up.  22 


OLA TESLENKO: 23 


 Correct.  Why didn't you level up the dips when the 24 


carpet came up?  25 
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JOE KOCSIS: 1 


 Okay, well, when you're going back to the baseboard, 2 


I didn't see anything significant -- 3 


OLA TESLENKO: 4 


 Well -- 5 


JOE KOCSIS: 6 


 -- when this came up.  This point being -- 7 


OLA TESLENKO: 8 


 More than a quarter inch dip is significant.  It's 9 


going to -- I can’t put the baseboards on. 10 


JOE KOCSIS: 11 


 Okay, so -- all right, so -- okay, so let's do this 12 


then, okay.  If you want all this to be fixed, okay, 13 


what we're going to have to do is this piece that 14 


you're using here, when we take this stuff up, what 15 


we're going to have to do is set a level on the wall 16 


and see where there's any dips.  17 


OLA TESLENKO: 18 


 Normally, a carpenter has big levels.  19 


JOE KOCSIS: 20 


 Yes, but when you're doing LVP, LVP is supposed to 21 


go over imperfect floorings, that’s what they’re 22 


for.  And if you're not using quarter round to hide 23 


imperfections, that's what it's for.  But if this is 24 


the way -- the way you want to do it, I guess I had 25 
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a different -- 1 


OLA TESLENKO: 2 


 Joey, on Tuesday I had the chance to go with someone 3 


else who had guaranteed they would do everything 4 


correctly so I can actually avoid quarter round. 5 


Now, there are two problems that I'm describing 6 


right now.  One problem is your installers have used 7 


insufficient amount of glue.  Some places are not 8 


even glued.  They've brushed it, painted it.   9 


JOE KOCSIS: 10 


 (Inaudible). 11 


OLA TESLENKO: 12 


 I have evidence, objective evidence, half a bucket 13 


of that glue, four gallon bucket, half of it is 14 


still there.  So, 600 square feet had only been 15 


covered with two gallons of glue.  According to the 16 


label printed on that bucket, it's twice as little 17 


as necessary for the minimum coverage.  Therefore, 18 


I'm telling you, the rest of this floor is probably 19 


in the same condition as these planks.  Therefore, 20 


patching is not good for me at all.  I do not agree 21 


to that.  Secondly, I was willing to pay the maximum 22 


amount that you would tell me.  I knew it's not 23 


going to be more than $500 in materials.   24 


JOE KOCSIS: 25 
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 Okay.  So, well -- all right -- well, since -- okay. 1 


What I'm saying, and I'm not trying to, you know, 2 


justify anything, but what I'm asking is that since 3 


I know exactly how you want it, being super level 4 


with the baseboard, even though I did bring that up, 5 


I just -- will you just give me an opportunity to 6 


fix it?  7 


OLA TESLENKO: 8 


 Well, what you were talking about was hair width of 9 


discrepancy.   10 


JOE KOCSIS: 11 


 Uh-huh (affirmative). 12 


OLA TESLENKO: 13 


 Hair width of discrepancy can indeed be caulked. 14 


JOE KOCSIS: 15 


 Yeah. 16 


OLA TESLENKO: 17 


 But more than a quarter inch of discrepancy, that's 18 


a huge dip.  I couldn't -- I couldn’t put a 19 


baseboard in a way to hide it.  20 


JOE KOCSIS: 21 


 Okay. 22 


OLA TESLENKO: 23 


 Joey, I don't need to cause hurt.  I need -- see, 24 


the thing is that the money I paid you is the only 25 
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money I have.  Now, I could go with someone else who 1 


guaranteed a tiny bit bigger price, but guaranteed 2 


everything is fine, would be done correctly.  I  3 


have -- I don't know how to let you -- if I were to 4 


let you remedy it, what would you do?  5 


JOE KOCSIS: 6 


 Well, we'd have to take it up.  7 


OLA TESLENKO: 8 


 And do what? 9 


JOE KOCSIS: 10 


 And we'd have to put -- level down on all the bases, 11 


and any of -- and all the planks that aren't 12 


adhered, you'd have to pull them up and put them 13 


back down.   14 


OLA TESLENKO: 15 


 Any planks that aren't adhered.  And what I'm saying 16 


is, two gallons of glue could not be spread on 600 -17 


- 18 


JOE KOCSIS: 19 


 There (inaudible). 20 


OLA TESLENKO: 21 


 -- square feet to -- to the planks. 22 


JOE KOCSIS: 23 


 Well actually -- it -- well -- it actually is 800 24 


square feet, so we used -- we used three quarters of 25 
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what we were supposed to use.  So, if we use half 1 


the bucket, that's two -- 400 square feet worth of 2 


glue, depending on what trowel -- size trowel you 3 


use.   4 


OLA TESLENKO: 5 


 Joey, there's a label on that bucket. 6 


JOE KOCSIS: 7 


 Uh-huh (affirmative).  8 


OLA TESLENKO: 9 


 On the back of that bucket. 10 


JOE KOCSIS: 11 


 Uh-huh (affirmative). 12 


OLA TESLENKO: 13 


 The smallest minimum covers 140 square feet per 14 


gallon. 15 


JOE KOCSIS: 16 


 Per gallon, yeah.  17 


OLA TESLENKO: 18 


 Right.  19 


JOE KOCSIS: 20 


 Yes. 21 


OLA TESLENKO: 22 


 And there are 600 square feet here.  23 


JOE KOCSIS: 24 


 Yes, so we used two, so -- like, okay, so I guess 25 
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Justin went light on there, so.  Will you allow me 1 


to fix it?  2 


OLA TESLENKO: 3 


 You have no workers; you have no expertise.  Who's 4 


going to do it?  Justin again?  I don't want it.  I 5 


don't want him back.  I -- how could you -- look, 6 


those are not -- they're patches, they're not even 7 


covered in glue.  How can you possibly do it?  8 


JOE KOCSIS: 9 


 We can fix it, if you just give me an opportunity to 10 


fix it.  You won't have to pay anything.  11 


OLA TESLENKO: 12 


 No, I know, I -- but -- but Joey, I have to actually 13 


go and ask you for the money back.  I have to.  I 14 


cannot risk.  Please understand.  Please understand.  15 


JOE KOCSIS: 16 


 Okay. 17 


OLA TESLENKO: 18 


 If I -- if you want to, when I save up more money, 19 


I'll use the tiling job if you want to.  Give me a 20 


good quote, I'll pay extra.  I don't care to pay a 21 


little bit extra, but I need to get it back.   22 


JOE KOCSIS: 23 


 Okay. 24 


OLA TESLENKO: 25 
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 I need to get -- you know, this is the only money I 1 


have.  The way I save it up is I cut on all of my 2 


possible expenses, food included, which has been so 3 


far good for me, and it's been working for me, you 4 


know.  But I'm just afraid, Joey, I'm honestly, 5 


sincerely afraid, ‘cause you only have Justin and 6 


Roger.  Roger is -- 7 


JOE KOCSIS: 8 


 I have more than Justin and Roger, but, I mean, they 9 


do good work.  I really wish you'd give me an 10 


opportunity to fix it.   11 


OLA TESLENKO: 12 


 The whole floor needs to be come -- pulled up.  I 13 


don't trust the installation with this little glue. 14 


You know, it's just -- it’s just unpredictable.  15 


It's going to look awful.  So, just think about it. 16 


The whole floor coming up, then you're going to lose 17 


the pieces, which piece goes where.  Then you're 18 


going to have your guys complain about -- complain 19 


about doing extra work.  20 


JOE KOCSIS: 21 


 They won't complain.  22 


OLA TESLENKO: 23 


 Yeah. 24 


JOE KOCSIS: 25 
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 No, they understand.  Justin's a really nice guy.  1 


He won't complain. 2 


OLA TESLENKO: 3 


 How could he spread this little glue?   4 


JOE KOCSIS: 5 


 I -- 6 


OLA TESLENKO: 7 


 I mean -- 8 


JOE KOCSIS: 9 


 I thought he was going off the spread rate, to be 10 


honest with you.  Would you please give me an 11 


opportunity to fix it?   12 


OLA TESLENKO: 13 


 Joey, I can't, really, I can’t.  I’m sorry. 14 


JOE KOCSIS: 15 


 Alright, well, I’ll -- 16 


OLA TESLENKO: 17 


 I really can't.  Think about how you can -- I'll 18 


give you business when I'm ready and have money to 19 


do that.  It's a 10 by 10 patio; tile it in any kind 20 


of tile you want.  I'll pay you extra.   21 


JOE KOCSIS: 22 


 Okay. 23 


OLA TESLENKO: 24 


 I'm sorry.  I've -- I’ve been -- I’ve been doing 25 


[Rec. p. 74]



oseno

Highlight



oseno

Highlight



oseno

Highlight



oseno

Highlight







 23 


things for people in the past and look where it led 1 


me.  I have no money.  I don't know how to handle 2 


this.  I would like the money back.  What I'm going 3 


to do is I'm going to hire one of the quotes that I 4 


had.  He's going to charge me more for ripping up 5 


all of these.  Although, to be honest with you, only 6 


within two hours I’ve -- and not all of that time 7 


picking up the pieces.  At first I was poking my 8 


finger in them and filming them.  And then I was 9 


like, well, how far will that lift?  And is it 10 


supposed to lift?  Compared with all of the 11 


installation, it's not supposed to lift.  12 


JOE KOCSIS: 13 


 Okay.  Alright, so I'll go get your money.  I'll 14 


return it tomorrow for you, okay? 15 


OLA TESLENKO: 16 


 Yeah.   17 


JOE KOCSIS: 18 


 Sorry about this. 19 


OLA TESLENKO: 20 


 No, I’m sorry -- you can --  21 


(End of tape) 22 


 23 


 24 


 25 
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EXHIBITS E2 AND E4: FOUNDATION. 


1. Authenticity. 


Exhibits E2 and E4 are screenprints of the ofϐicial public index case management website, 


captured by the standard instrument of the (CTRL+P) shortcut, common to all operating systems 


and available on all Windows computers. Simultaneously pressing CTRL and P allows the user 


to select 'Save as PDF' to capture the image of the current website onto the user’s hard drive 


in PDF format in full, from the top of the page to the bottom. By entering Appellant’s case number 


into the public index case management website for Horry County and then choosing the option 


to view all case ϐilings on the same page, the user can capture a PDF screenprint of all case ϐilings 


in Appellant’s case using simultaneously pressed keys for ‘CTRL’ and ‘P’ (Rec. pp. 324–325; 340–


342).  


Using this shortcut at home on Appellant’s computer, Appellant personally captured the 


screenprints labeled E2 and E4 directly from the Horry County Fifteenth Judicial Circuit ofϐicial 


Public Index website on July 16, 2024, before the hearing, and August 25, 2024, after the 


hearing. These screenprints are true and accurate representations of the public case docket as it 


existed on those dates. Appellant submitted them to the circuit court in her September 20, 2024 


motion for reconsideration as newly discovered evidence of docket tampering, but was denied 


the opportunity to testify to their foundational and evidentiary content. Appellant provides this 


testimony below. 


The public index case management website is the ofϐicial South Carolina Judicial Branch 


Public Index website, and therefore its screenprints are self-authenticating1. Exhibits E2 and E4 


can further be authenticated using the prima facie website authentication procedure of 


authentication standards for website evidence: by searching for ‘Horry County Public Index’, 


selecting ‘Horry County’ and clicking ‘Accept’, an independent user can proceed to the Public 


Index case management website for Horry County. By entering Appellant’s case number 


‘2024CP2602983’ into the corresponding ϐield on the following page, the Horry County Fifteenth 


Judicial Circuit public docket for Appellant’s case opens up in the browser. Both Exhibits E2 and 


E4 bear the same insignia, labeling, and formatting as the ofϐicial Public docket, and the contents 


 
1 Under Rule 902(5) (Ofϐicial Publications), “[a] book, pamphlet, or other publication purporting to be issued 
by a public authority” is self-authenticating. Rule 101(b)(6) provides that “a reference to any kind of written 
material or any other medium includes electronically stored information.” Hence, data on governmental 
websites are self-authenticating. See Williams v. Long, 585 F. Supp.2d 679, 686–88 & n. 4 (D. Md. 2008). 
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in both exhibits are the same as the contents on the ofϐicial Public docket, thus meeting the 


necessary requirements for indicia of reliability: (1) the same distinctive design as the ofϐicial 


public index website; (2) the same information in the same format as the content of the ofϐicial 


public index website; and (3) the same circuit court ϐilings for Appellant’s case from its inception 


as the contents of the ofϐicial public index website for Appellant’s case. This can be veriϐied any 


time by comparing Exhibits E2 and E4 with the ofϐicial public index website. Therefore, Exhibits 


E2 and E4 do indeed accurately reϐlect the contents of the ofϐicial public docket for Appellant’s 


case as it existed on the dates of their creation, and cannot be attributed to any other website or 


any other source. Appellant is still in possession of the original PDF screenprints, which can be 


forensically analyzed if the Court requires. 


Exhibit E2’s appearance, distinctive design, and content matches those of Exhibit E4 


which shows the URL of the captured website, and matches the appearance, distinctive design, 


and content of the ofϐicial public docket for Appellant’s case. The contents of Exhibit E2 prove 


that it was certainly made before Appellant’s hearing on August 21, 2024 and after the 


magistrate’s return was ϐiled in May, thus corroborating Appellant’s testimony that it was 


captured on July 16, 2024. Additionally, both the date and authenticity of Exhibit E2 were 


corroborated at the hearing by the Honorable Judge Dale Van Slambrook who verbalized on the 


record the exact wording of the caption for the magistrate’s return entry as ‘Appeal/Appeal 


Return Received’ and number of documents ϐiled in this entry as exactly two documents (Rec. p. 


34, line 13—p. 35, line 11; p. 40, lines 3–13). Accordingly, Exhibit E2 shows that the entry 


captioned “Appeal / Appeal Return Received”, created on May 29, 2024, contains exactly two 


documents. 


Exhibit E4 bears the date stamp, and its internet address stamp matches the internet 


address of the ofϐicial public index case management website for Appellant’s case. It is therefore 


indisputable that Exhibit E4 is an accurate representation of the public docket on the date 


stamped on it. Thus, the contents of both Exhibits E2 and E4 are veriϐiably authentic1, and can be 


independently veriϐied by viewing the ofϐicial public index case management website for 


Appellant’s case. The above analysis proves that a reasonable juror would ϐind in favor of their 


authenticity, and therefore Exhibits E2 and E4 should be admitted into evidence under Rule 


 
1 Foreword Magazine, Inc. v. OverDrive Inc., No. 1:10-cv-1144, 2011 WL 5169384, at *4 (W.D. Mich. Oct. 31, 
2011) (admitting screenshots from websites, accompanied only by the sworn afϐidavit of an attorney, given 
“other indicia of reliability (such as the Internet domain address and the date of printout)”); accord Lebewohl 
v. Heart Attack Grill, LLC, 890 F. Supp. 2d 278 (S.D.N.Y. 2012).  
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104(a), SCRE1.  


2. Relevance. 
 


The relevance of Exhibits E2 and E4 stems from the fact that these screenprints 


demonstrate docket tampering, in which the clerk accessed the old docket entry and back ϐiled a 


new document in it, containing the previously unavailable magistrate’s summary, without any 


notice to Appellant2. Exhibits E2 and E4 are PDF screenprints, captured before and after the 


hearing (Rec. pp. 324–325; 340–342}. Like all PDF screenprints, Exhibits E2 and E4 preserve 


both visual content and hyperlink information with the precise location where each document is 


stored on the server (URL). Each document, captured in the screenprint, displays its storage path 


(URL) visible when hovered over with a cursor. Exhibits E2 and E4, thus, demonstrate the precise 


mechanism by which the clerk accessed the old docket entry and ϐiled a new document in it. 


This docket tampering was ϐirst demonstrated in Appellant’s motion for reconsideration 


ϐiled with the circuit court on September 20, 2024, in which Appellant objected and requested a 


new trial. Appellant’s motion was mishandled to prevent judicial review and conceal the 


tampering it exposed. The subsequent circuit court afϐirmance of the disputed magistrate’s 


judgment on the sole basis of the newly back-ϐiled magistrate’s summary proves the deliberate 


nature of the docket tampering and mishandling, which this Court must review de novo to 


determine if the afϐirmance was supported by any competent evidence as required by S.C. 


Code § 18-9-280(3)3 (Rec. pp. 10–16; 270–271).  


The following sections provide speciϐic hyperlink analysis which shows how the new 


document back ϐiling was performed. Appellant is in possession of the original PDF 


screenprints, which retain the native metadata and active hyperlink functionality described 


herein. While exhibits E2 and E4 were ϐiled as static images on paper exhibits, the original 


native ϐiles are available for forensic inspection or transmission to the Court upon 


request, to verify the URL paths and other parameters cited in this analysis—as they 


would have been transmitted to the circuit court had Appellant’s motion for 


 
1 Rule 104(a), SCRE provides: “The court must decide any preliminary question about whether a witness is 
qualiϐied, a privilege exists, or evidence is admissible. In so deciding, the court is not bound by evidence rules, 
except those on privilege.” 
2 Fed. R. Evid. 104(b) provides: “When the relevance of evidence depends on whether a fact exists, proof must be 
introduced sufϐicient to support a ϐinding that the fact does exist. The court may admit the proposed evidence on the 
condition that the proof be introduced later.” 
3 S.C. Code § 18-9-280(3): The appellate court will verify whether or not “the order [in question] is supported by 
such quantum of evidence as prescribed by the statute or law under which judicial review is permitted”. 
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reconsideration been afforded judicial review and an evidentiary hearing1.  


EXHIBIT E2: PDF DETAIL 


Exhibit E2 is the screenprint ‘Return Two documents’ captured prior to Appellant’s 


August 21 hearing. Exhibit E2 shows that the docket entry for magistrate’s return, dated May 29, 


2024, is captioned ‘Appeal/Appeal Return Received’ and contains two documents. The same is 


corroborated by the Presiding Judge at the hearing. Exhibit E2 therefore is an accurate 


representation of the public docket for Appellant’s case prior to, and on the date of the hearing: 


 


 


 


The hyperlink analysis of the two return documents captured in Exhibit E2 shows the 


following: 


 
1 Rule 1002, SCRE (Requirement of Original) provides: "To prove the content of a writing, recording, or 
photograph, the original writing, recording, or photograph is required, except as otherwise provided in these 
rules or by statute 
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1. Rightmost return document: 24 pages. 


 


 


The URL for the rightmost return document as stored in Exhibit E2:  


hƩps://publicindex.sccourts.org/Horry/PublicIndex/PIImageDisplay.a
spx?ctagency=26002&doctype=C&docid=1726012&HKey=10389497
8821151191091139711882110104991211074970731209779744310
243741071091001161148683707590871087081119 


Clicking on the image of a document on a PDF screenprint opens the captured URL in the 


user’s browser and returns a copy of the actual document stored on the court server at that 


location. Up until January 6, 2025, clicking on the image of the rightmost return document on 


Exhibit E2 opened the above URL and returned a copy of the actual document, stored on the court 


server at that location, which consisted of 24 pages with the words ‘Carpet King and Flooring’ 


and ‘Number 1111’ printed in large bold letters at the top of the ϐirst page: 


 


(Rec. p. 100). 
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2. Leftmost return document: 55 pages. 


 


The URL for the leftmost return document as stored in Exhibit E2:  


hƩps://publicindex.sccourts.org/Horry/PublicIndex/PIImageDisplay.a
spx?ctagency=26002&doctype=C&docid=1726009&HKey=98101507
2122811115710210611310012010879817768514810984113738290
118100435211285677810253551077381104122115 


Up until January 6, 2025, clicking on the image of the rightmost return document on 


Exhibit E2 opened the above URL and returned a copy of the actual document, stored on the court 


server at that location, which consisted of 55 pages, with the ϐirst page showing a large full-page 


badly scanned photograph: 


 


(Rec. p. 125). 
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DISCREPANCY BETWEEN CLERK’S TESTIMONY AND DIGITAL RECORD. 


During the August 21 hearing, the acting clerk, Ms. Keeling, provided speciϐic technical 


descriptions of the "Appeal/Appeal Return Received" entry to the Presiding Judge. Ms. Keeling 


testiϐied that: (1) the entry contained a document with the magistrate’s summary; (2) this 


document was exactly 30 pages long; (3) The magistrate’s summary occupied the ϐirst two pages 


of this document; and (4) was “from Judge Arakas” and signed by the magistrate: 


THE COURT: [...] Ms. Keeling maybe you can 
help me out on this one as well. Is there a 
return that's filed from the magistrate on 
this? I see an appeal return received on the 
end, and that looks like just the appeal 
documents. Is there a [summary portion] in 
this that I'm overlooking? 


THE CLERK: Let me look. The appeal returned 
received is the return, if you look there are 
30 pages. 


THE COURT: Is that just the documents or is 
there an actual summary with an outline of 
information signed by the magistrate? I'm not 
sure if I -- because I scrolled through it, 
I'm just not –  


THE CLERK: Yes, it's from Judge Arakas. 


THE COURT: Where is that at? 


THE CLERK: The [summary portion] is the first 
two pages and then the rest is documents. 


THE COURT: All right. And are you saying that 
that's under the caption where it says 
appeal/appeal return received? 


THE CLERK: Yes, sir. 


THE COURT: And is it the first or second 
document identified? 


THE CLERK: I believe it's the first. 


THE COURT: Okay. Well, I'm trying to get this 
thing pulled up.  


[Rec. p. 85]
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(Rec. p. 34, line 13—p. 35, line 11).  


However, the embedded hyperlink information, captured in Exhibit E2, revealed that the 


two documents ϐiled in the May 29 entry “Appeal/Appeal Return Received” were, right to left, 24 


pages and 55 pages long and opened to the paid invoice exhibit ‘Carpet King and ϐlooring’ and 


the full-page illegible black photograph. This was fully corroborated at the hearing by the 


Presiding Judge who repeatedly scrolled through these documents but was still unable to ϐind 


the summary: 


THE COURT: Okay. And I don't have the benefit 


of the [summary]. I see the documents that 


were filed but I still don't see the RETURN. 


[...] I need the opportunity to [...]find the 


summary portion of it as well to see if there 


is a sufficient legal explanation for that 


reduction. 


(Rec. p. 39, lines 14–16; p. 40, lines 10–13). The Presiding Judge’s inability to locate the 


summary in the documents ϐiled in the return docket entry, conϐirms that the 30-page document 


described by the Clerk did not exist on the docket at that time. 


The same is also corroborated by Appellant who objected to the absence of the summary: 


MS. TESLENKO: ...as of this morning, the 
magistrate's return contained no summary. 
Okay? Or the magistrate's judgment contains no 
summary. I have copies of everything that was 
filed by the magistrate in their return.  


THE COURT: All right. And that's what I'm 
saying. 


(Rec. p. 41, lines 3–7). 


Had the magistrate’s summary been ϐiled on the docket, the Presiding Judge couldn’t have 


failed to notice its distinct title MAGISTRATE RETURN ON APPEAL printed in capital bold letters 


on top of the ϐirst page and the magistrate’s signature on the second page. The above analysis 


proves that a 30-page document containing the magistrate’s summary had not been ϐiled on the 


docket at the August 21 hearing—contrary to Ms. Keeling’s speciϐic instructions to the opposite. 


The hyperlinks in Exhibit E2 continued to return the 24-page and 55-page documents up 


through January 6, 2025. When Appellant checked these hyperlinks on January 30, they already 


[Rec. p. 86]
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stopped working and returned errors, proving that the court’s server was re-hauled sometime 


between January 6 and January 30, 2025.  


EXHIBIT E4: PDF DETAIL 


Exhibit E4, captured after the August 21 hearing, shows that a new 30-page document 


had been back-ϐiled into the May 29 docket entry after the hearing and contained the magistrate’s 


summary as well as paper exhibits Appellant speciϐically identiϐied at the hearing as omitted from 


the return (Rec. p. 39, line 20—p. 40, line 6). 


Exhibit E4 is the screenprint ‘Return Three documents’ captured after Appellant’s 


hearing, which is conϐirmed by its date stamp. 


Exhibit E4 shows that the entry for magistrate’s return, dated May 29, 2024, is captioned 


‘Return from Magistrate Court’, and contains three documents: 


 


The hyperlink analysis of the three return documents captured in Exhibit E4 shows the 


following: 


[Rec. p. 87]
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1. Rightmost return document: 24 pages. 


 


 


The URL for the rightmost return document as stored in Exhibit E4 is:  


hƩps://publicindex.sccourts.org/Horry/PublicIndex/PIImageDisplay.a
spx?ctagency=26002&doctype=C&docid=1728091&HKey=12110181
7748747069112109871131228910280785611311211179854788105
73749810674114119112811177083108551145377 


Clicking on the image of the rightmost return document on Exhibit E4 opened the above 


URL and returned a copy of the actual document, stored on the court server at that location, 


which consists of 24 pages, with the words ‘Carpet King and Flooring’ and ‘Number 1111’ 


printed in large bold letters on the top of the ϐirst page: 


 


(Rec. p. 100). This is the same 24-page document as was accessed through the rightmost 
hyperlink in Exhibit E2. 
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2. Middle return document: 55 pages. 


 


The URL for the middle return document as stored in Exhibit E4 is:   


hƩps://publicindex.sccourts.org/Horry/PublicIndex/PIImageDisplay.a
spx?ctagency=26002&doctype=C&docid=1728090&HKey=83511214
3661091228774437388119971037883114785348117551214988796
55770777948487751121116113841145085 


Clicking on the image of the middle return document on Exhibit E4 opens the above URL 


and returns a copy of the actual document, stored on the court server at that location, which 


consists of 55 pages, with a large full-page badly scanned photograph on the ϐirst page: 


 


(Rec. p. 125). This is the same 55-page document as was accessed through the leftmost 
hyperlink in Exhibit E2. 


[Rec. p. 89]
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3. New, third, leftmost return document: 30 pages. 


 


The URL for the new, leftmost return document as stored in Exhibit E4 is:  


hƩps://publicindex.sccourts.org/Horry/PublicIndex/PIImageDisplay.a
spx?ctagency=26002&doctype=C&docid=1728089&HKey=43115996
5875771122122112121111545411948768211755106816511749113
108571099077978010850848311648765210085  


Clicking on the image of the new return document on exhibit E4 opens this URL and 


returns a copy of the actual new document, stored on the court server at that location, which 


consists of 30 pages with the words MAGISTRATE RETURN ON APPEAL printed in capital bold 


letters on top of the ϐirst page: 


 
 


And the magistrate’s signature on the bottom of the second page: 


[Rec. p. 90]
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(Rec. p. 270). This document is not captured in Exhibit E2. 


 


HOW THE NEW DOCUMENT WAS BACK FILED AFTER HEARING 


The comparison of the URLs stored in Exhibits E2 and E4 exposes the mechanism by 


which the new, third document had been back ϐiled into the magistrate’s return entry after the 


August 21 hearing. This comparison shows that, sometime after the hearing, the May 29 return 


entry was accessed for the purpose of editing its caption. At the same time its contents: the two 


initially ϐiled return documents 24 and 55 pages long, were deleted and then re-uploaded 


together with the new 30-page document. The date and time stamp of the docket entry remained 


unperturbed as retroactive accessing for the purpose of correcting the caption is permitted on 


the docket (Rec. pp. 324–325; 340–342). When the ϐirst two documents were re-uploaded, they 


were assigned new locations on the court servers, which is shown in their embedded hyperlinks: 


 


[Rec. p. 91]
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1. The URL of the right-most return document embedded in Exhibit E2: 
hƩps://publicindex.sccourts.org/Horry/PublicIndex/PIImageDisplay.aspx?ctagency=26002&
doctype=C&docid=1726012&HKey=103894978821151191091139711882110104991211074
970731209779744310243741071091001161148683707590871087081119 


     The URL of the right-most return document embedded in Exhibit E4:  
hƩps://publicindex.sccourts.org/Horry/PublicIndex/PIImageDisplay.aspx?ctagency=26002&
doctype=C&docid=1728091&HKey=121101817748747069112109871131228910280785611
31121117985478810573749810674114119112811177083108551145377 


The embedded hyperlinks in exhibit E2 and E4 show that the 24-page return document 


occupies the same rightmost posiƟon on both exhibits but its server locaƟon, captured in Exhibit E4, 


is different from its server locaƟon in Exhibit E2. The different locaƟon in Exhibit E4 means that this 


is not the same file as was captured in Exhibit E2. Since clicking on this document on Exhibit E2 led, 


up through January 6, 2025, to the same 24-page document as on Exhibit E4, the only plausible 


explanaƟon for the new locaƟon is that the iniƟal file was deleted from the entry and a new copy was 


re-uploaded, which assigned it a new URL address. The exact date of this operaƟon may be obtained 


from the court server and is certainly aŌer the August 21 hearing. 


2. The URL of the left-most return document embedded in Exhibit E2: 
hƩps://publicindex.sccourts.org/Horry/PublicIndex/PIImageDisplay.aspx?ctagency=26002&
doctype=C&docid=1726009&HKey=981015072122811115710210611310012010879817768
514810984113738290118100435211285677810253551077381104122115    


     The URL of the middle return document embedded in Exhibit E4: 
hƩps://publicindex.sccourts.org/Horry/PublicIndex/PIImageDisplay.aspx?ctagency=26002&
doctype=C&docid=1728090&HKey=835112143661091228774437388119971037883114785
34811755121498879655770777948487751121116113841145085 


 The embedded hyperlinks in Exhibits E2 and E4 show that the second, 55-page return 


document is located at a different locaƟon on Exhibit E4 than on Exhibit E2. The different locaƟon, 


embedded in Exhibit E4, means that this is not the same file as was captured in Exhibit E2. Since 


clicking on this document on Exhibit E2 led, up through January 6, 2025, to the same 55-page 


document as on Exhibit E4, the only plausible explanaƟon for the new locaƟon is that the iniƟal file 


was deleted from the entry and a new copy was re-uploaded, which assigned it a new URL address. 


The exact date of this operaƟon may be obtained from the court server and is certainly aŌer the 


August 21 hearing. 


3. The URL of the third return document embedded in Exhibit E2:  


 Exhibit E2 does not show a third document in the May 29th Return entry. 


 


[Rec. p. 92]
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     The URL of the third return document embedded in Exhibit E4: 
hƩps://publicindex.sccourts.org/Horry/PublicIndex/PIImageDisplay.aspx?ctagency=26002&
doctype=C&docid=1728089&HKey=431159965875771122122112121111545411948768211
755106816511749113108571099077978010850848311648765210085 


 The 30-page return document is a new document that appears in the May 29 docket entry 


only on Exhibit E4, captured aŌer the hearing. By clicking on it, a 30-page document is returned, 


containing the magistrate’s summary and paper exhibits Appellant idenƟfied at the hearing as 


omiƩed from the return (Rec p. 39, line 20—p. 40, line 6).  The magistrate’s summary occupies the 


first two pages of this new document, starƟng with the words MAGISTRATE RETURN ON APPEAL in 


large bold capital leƩers on the top of the first page, and ending with the magistrate’s signature on 


the boƩom of the second page (Rec. p. 270). 


 The only raƟonal explanaƟon for the appearance of a new document in the return docket 


entry aŌer the hearing is that it was uploaded there aŌer the hearing, which assigned it a unique 


URL address. The exact date and Ɵme of this operaƟon may be obtained from the court server, 


whose audit log would confirm that its locaƟon has been assigned at approximately the same Ɵme 


as the URLs for the newly re-uploaded 24-page and 55-page documents. 


The above analysis shows that sometime after Appellant’s hearing on August 21, 2024, 


the May 29th return entry had been accessed and its initial caption changed. At the same time, 


the 24-page and 55-page documents it contained had been deleted and then re-uploaded 


together with a new 30-page document containing the magistrate’s summary.  


FURTHER ALTERATION OF THE COURT FILING SYSTEM 


Up through January 6, 2025, the URLs for the two return documents captured in Exhibit 


E2 still returned copies of the actual 24-page and 55-page ϐiles stored at their original locations 


on the court server. Sometime after Jan 6, the URLs in Exhibit E2 stopped returning them. When 


Appellant checked these URLs on January 30, they were already unable to return the documents.  


The cessation of these URLs' functionality between January 6 and January 30, 2025, 


occurred following the ϐiling of Appellant’s motion for reconsideration, which ϐirst published 


Exhibits E2 and E4 (Rec. pp. 305–361). 
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Screenprint “Motion Miscaptioned 


‘DV’.
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Horry County
Fifteenth Judicial Circuit


Public Index


Horry County Home Page South Carolina Judicial Department Home Page SC.GOV Home Page


Switch View


Olga Teslenko VS Carpet King & Flooring , defendant, et al
Case Number: 2024CP2602983 Court Agency: Common Pleas Filed Date: 04/29/2024
Case Type: Appeal Case Sub Type: Magistrate Civil 910 File Type: Non-Jury
Status: Dismissed Assigned Judge: Clerk Of Court C P, G S, And Family Court
Disposition: Other / Circuit Civil Disposition Date: 09/09/2024 Disposition Judge: Van Slambrook, Dale E.
Original Source Doc: Original Case #:
Judgment Number: Court Roster:


Case Parties
Click the  icon to show associated parties.


Name Address Race Sex Year Of
Birth


Party Type Party
Status


Last
Updated


Carpet King & Flooring 532 Broadway St Myrtle Beach SC 29577 Respondent Pro Se 05/02/2024


Carpet King & Flooring 532 Broadway St Myrtle Beach SC 29577 Respondent 05/02/2024


Kocsis, Joe 532 Broadway St Myrtle Beach SC 29577 Respondent Pro Se 05/02/2024


Kocsis, Joe 532 Broadway St Myrtle Beach SC 29577 Respondent 05/02/2024


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


Appellant Pro Se 05/02/2024


Teslenko, Olga
100 Fountain Pointe Lane Unit 103 Myrtle Beach SC
29579 Appellant 09/20/2024


Actions
Name Description Type Motion Roster Begin Date Completion Date Documents


Teslenko, Olga Motion/Reconsider (DV) Motion 09/20/2024-15:55


Teslenko, Olga Certificate/COC Mailing
Copies of Court Orders


Action 09/09/2024-16:51


Teslenko, Olga Order/Magistrate Decision is
Affirmed


Order 09/09/2024-16:51


Teslenko, Olga Certificate/COC Mailing
Copies of Court Orders


Action 09/09/2024-16:08 09/09/2024-16:08


Teslenko, Olga Order/Electronic Form 4 -
Case Dismissal


Order 09/09/2024-15:55 09/09/2024-15:55


Public Index Search https://publicindex.sccourts.org/Horry/PublicIndex/CaseDetails.aspx?County=26&CourtAge...
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Teslenko, Olga Certificate/COC Mailing
Copies of Court Orders - Form
4


Action 08/27/2024-11:33 09/09/2024-11:33


Teslenko, Olga Order/Electronic Form 4-
Motion for Appeal is Under


Order 08/27/2024-09:11 09/09/2024-09:11


Teslenko, Olga Data Entry/Response to
Correct Data Entry Error


Filing 08/16/2024-10:51 09/09/2024-10:51


Teslenko, Olga Data Entry/Request to
Correct Data Entry Error


Filing 08/14/2024-14:47 09/09/2024-10:51


Carpet King & Flooring 8/19/2024_MOTION_Roster/
Notice of Motions Roster
Publication


Action 08/09/2024-15:26 09/09/2024-15:26


Kocsis, Joe 8/19/2024_MOTION_Roster/
Notice of Motions Roster
Publication


Action 08/09/2024-15:26 09/09/2024-15:26


Teslenko, Olga 8/19/2024_MOTION_Roster/
Notice of Motions Roster
Publication


Action 08/09/2024-15:26 09/09/2024-15:26


Teslenko, Olga Letter Submitting Exhibits
Omitted in Lower Court's
Return


Filing 07/22/2024-14:16 09/09/2024-09:34


Teslenko, Olga Letter to Clerk of Court About
Appellants Disability


Filing 07/22/2024-14:12 09/09/2024-09:53


Carpet King & Flooring Notice/Notice of Hearing and
Service


Filing 07/17/2024-11:17 09/09/2024-11:17


Kocsis, Joe Notice/Notice of Hearing and
Service


Filing 07/17/2024-11:16 09/09/2024-11:16


Teslenko, Olga Notice/Notice of Hearing and
Service


Filing 07/17/2024-11:16 09/09/2024-11:16


Kocsis, Joe 8/19/2024_MOTION_Roster/
Notice of Motions Roster
Publication


Action 07/17/2024-09:44 09/09/2024-09:44


Carpet King & Flooring 8/19/2024_MOTION_Roster/
Notice of Motions Roster
Publication


Action 07/17/2024-09:44 09/09/2024-09:44


Teslenko, Olga 8/19/2024_MOTION_Roster/
Notice of Motions Roster
Publication


Action 07/17/2024-09:44 09/09/2024-09:44


Teslenko, Olga Service/Affidavit Of Service
on MB Magistrate Court


Filing 07/05/2024-16:17 09/09/2024-09:13


Teslenko, Olga Return from Magistrate Court Action 05/29/2024-13:32 09/09/2024-13:32


Teslenko, Olga Appeal/Notice of Civil Appeal
(Workflow)


Action 05/09/2024-15:27 05/25/2024-15:27


Teslenko, Olga Email Confirmation of Appeal
Received


Filing 05/03/2024-09:34 09/09/2024-11:41


Teslenko, Olga Motion/Appeal Motion 04/29/2024-15:27 08/21/2024-15:27
Teslenko, Olga Appeal/Notice of Civil Appeal Filing 04/29/2024-15:26 09/09/2024-15:26
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Financials
Summary


Fine/Costs: $175.00
Total Paid for fine/
costs:


$175.00 Balance Due: $0.00


Costs
Description Cost Code Amount Charge Action Disbursed Amount


Civil Filing Fee State 56% CVFFST $56.00 $56.00
Civil Filing Fee County
44%/100% CVFFCN $44.00 $44.00


SCJD Filing Fee Proviso $50 /
$25


SCJDPV $50.00 $50.00


Motion/Order Filing Fee $25 MOTION $25.00 $25.00


Payments
Payment Date Receipt Number Entered By Transaction Type Code Payment Amount


09/20/2024 1113448 c26hbellam PY $25.00
04/29/2024 1104524 c26hbellam PY $150.00


CMSWeb 7.2 © 2024 South Carolina Judicial Branch • All rights reserved
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CIRCUIT COURT 
DOCKET ENTRIES


III. CIRCUIT COURT DOCKET ENTRIES 
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ITEM 9


ITEM 9 


Return from Magistrate Court, Document 1, 
24 pages 


(filed May 29, 2024).
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ITEM 10 


Return from Magistrate Court, Document 2, 
55 pages 


(filed May 29, 2024).
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ITEM 11


ITEM 11 


Appellant’s Letter Submitting Exhibits 
Omitted in Lower Court’s Return (84 pages) 


(filed July 22, 2024).
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ITEM 12


ITEM 12 


Appellant’s Request to Correct 'Not 
Reviewed' to 'Reviewed' 
(filed August 14, 2024).
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ITEM 13 


Circuit Court Order Correcting Caption 
(filed August 15, 2024).


[Rec. p. 267]







[Rec. p. 268]







ITEM 14


ITEM 14 


Return from Magistrate Court, Document 3, 
30 pages 


(back filed after Aug 21 hearing).
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Circuit Court Order, Case Under Advisement 
(filed August 27, 2024).
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA


COUNTY OF HORRY


)
)
)
)
)


IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS


THE FIFTEENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT


Civil Action No.: 2024-CP-26-02983


Olga Teslenko,
Appellant,


v.


Joe Kocsis,
Carpet Kind and Flooring,


Respondent.


)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)


APPELLANT OLGA TESLENKO'S
INCORRECTLY IDENTIFIED AS


"OLGA TESLENTE"
MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION


OF ORDER
AFFIRMING MAGISTRATE COURT'S


JUDGEMENT
(New Trial Requested)


I, Olga Teslenko, Appellant, pursuant to Rule 59(e), SCRCP, hereby file this Motion for


Reconsideration of Order Affirming Magistrate Court's judgement, and the corresponding Form 4


Order, which were filed on September 9, 2024. In support of this Motion, I provide this Court with


the following Memorandum:


INDEX


FACTS 2
LEGAL STANDARD 3
ISSUES 4
ARGUMENT:


I. Denied opportunity to be heard at meaningful time and in meaningful manner 4
a. Contemporaneous objection: No magistrate's summary until after hearing.
b. Contemporaneous objection: Respondent not present at hearing.


II. Adjudicated on incomplete record specifically excluding all essential evidence,
even though evidence filed 7
a. Contemporaneous objection: Flash-drive still omitted from return.
b. Contemporaneous objection: Manufacturer's instructions still omitted from


return. Return corrupted and intentionally modified to support illegal practices.
c. Contemporaneous objection: Magistrate court denied transcript.


III. Reinforced manifest injustice and continued to incentify fraudulent practices 13
CONCLUSION 15
AFFIDAVIT: CERTIFICATE OF TRUE COPIES 16
EXHIBITS ATTACHED AS FOLLOWS: 16


1. E1, Magistrate Court judgement.
2. E2, Magistrate Return Two Documents.
3. T1, Appeal Hearing Transcript.
4. E3, Affidavit: Certificate of No Knowledge of Magistrate's Summary.
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5. E4, Magistrate Return Three Documents.
6. E5, Letter about Evidence Omitted in Return.
7. E6, Exhibits Omitted in Lower Court's Return.
8. E7, Affidavit: Certificate of Not Able to Engage with an Attorney.
9. E8, Gmail Magistrate Court transcript.
10. E9, Order Affirming Magistrate's judgement.
11. E10, Magistrate's Summary, Return 3rd document.
12. E11, Plaintiff's Statement, Return 3rd document.
13. E12, Flash-Drive, Evidence Submitted on 7/22/2024.


FACTS


1. Magistrate court's judgement, issued on 3.27.2024, did not contain a summary of fact-


finding and legal explanation (E1).


2. Magistrate court's return was originally filed on 5.29.2024, and contained only two


documents, none of which included a summary of fact-finding and legal explanation (E2).


3. This Court confirmed this fact at my appeal hearing on 8.21.2024 (T1).


4. I had no knowledge of magistrate's summary of fact-finding and legal explanation at


the time of my appeal hearing on 8.21.2024 (T1, E3).


5. The third document appeared only on 8.22.2024, the day after my appeal hearing, and


was filed backdatedly in old entry for magistrate's return (E4).


6. The flash-drive I submitted to magistrate court, which contained photo and video


evidence essential for my case, remains omitted from magistrate's return. (E5).


7. While referring to the evidence on my flash-drive and printed documents as 'Evidence


on Original Record', I failed to notice that the term 'Evidence' was replaced by term


'Exhibits' in the caption when my submission was filed with this Court. (E6).


8. I have contacted numerous attorneys but am being consistently refused. (E7).


9. I attempted thrice to obtain my magistrate hearing transcript but could not succeed (E8).


10. Respondent was not present at my appeal hearing. (T1).
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LEGAL STANDARD


Rule 59(e), SCRCP, allows a court to alter or amend a judgement upon a party's timely


motion. Under South Carolina law, a motion to reconsider is appropriate in two basic situations.


First, "[a] party may wish to file such a motion when [she] believes the court has misunderstood,


failed to fully consider, or perhaps failed to rule on an argument or issue, and the party wishes for the


court to reconsider or rule on it." Elam v. S.C. Dept of Transp., 361 S.C. 9, 24, 602 S.E.2d 772, 780


(2004). Second, "[a] party must file such a motion when an issue or argument has been raised, but


not ruled on, in order to preserve it for appellate review." Id. A motion for reconsideration pursuant


to Rule 59(e), SCRCP, is appropriate to "correct a clear error of law or prevent manifest injustice."


Collison v. International Chem. Workers Union, 34 F.3d 233, 236 (4th Cir. 1994) (applying Fed. R.


Civ. P. 59(e), upon which the SC Rule 59(e) is modeled). Motions for reconsideration are completely


within the Court's discretion. Sullivan v. Hawker Beechcraft Corp., 397 S.C. 143, 153, 723 S.E.2d


835, 841 (Ct. App. 2012). Thus, a motion for reconsideration is "one final chance not only to call the


court's attention to a possible misapprehension of an earlier argument, but also to revisit a previously


raised argument." Id.


"A hearing need only be provided at a meaningful time and in a meaningful manner in the


context of all the circumstances", Richardson v. Town of Eastover, 922 F.2d 1152 (4th Cir. 1991),


emphasis added. "Identification of the specific dictates of due process generally requires


consideration of three distinct factors: first, the private interest that will be affected by the official


action; second, the risk of erroneous deprivation of such interest through the procedures used [...];


and, finally, the Government's interest.", Mathews v. Eldridge, 424 U.S. 319, 33949 (1976). "The


South Carolina Court of Appeals stated that procedural due process requires (1) adequate notice; (2)


adequate opportunity for a hearing; (3) the right to introduce evidence; and (4) the right to confront


and cross-examine witnesses." S.C. Dep't of Soc. Servs. v. Wells, Unpublished Opinion No.


2019-UP-350, Appellate Case No. 2018-002029 (S.C. App. 2019), (emphasis added). "The


fundamental requirement of due process is the opportunity to be heard at a meaningful time and in a


meaningful manner." Id, emphasis added.


"The appeal shall be heard by the court upon all the papers in the case, including the


testimony on the trial, which shall be taken down in writing and signed by the witnesses, and the


grounds of exception made, without the examination of witnesses in court." S.C. Code Ann. §


18-7-130 (2024), (emphasis added).
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"Upon hearing the appeal, the appellate court shall give judgement according to the justice of


the case, without regard to technical errors and defects which do not affect the merits." SC Code


Ann. § 18-7-170 (2024), (emphasis added).


"If the return be defective the appellate court may direct a further or amended return as often


as may be necessary and may compel a compliance with its order." SC Code Ann. § 18-7-80 (2024).


"Upon an appeal from a judgement or order the appellate court may reverse, affirm or modify


the judgement or order appealed from as to any or all of the parties and may, if necessary or proper,


order a new trial. " SC Code Ann. § 18-1-140 (2024).


ISSUES


I. I was denied the opportunity to be heard at a meaningful time and in a meaningful


manner so as to be able to raise legal issues with magistrate's judgement and show errors


in it.


II. My appeal was adjudicated on an incomplete record which specifically excluded all


relevant and material essential evidence, even though I filed this evidence with this Court


in order to correct omissions in magistrate's return.


III. This Order reinforced the manifest injustice leveled against me and continued to


incentify illegal practices which corrupt the South Carolina Law and Constitution and


damage not only my life and my property but also the culture of the entire community.


ARGUMENT


I. This Court erred in denying me the opportunity to be heard at a meaningful time


and in a meaningful manner to be able to raise legal issues with magistrate's


judgement and show errors in it.


a. Contemporaneous objection: No magistrate's summary until after hearing.


Under South Carolina law, a motion to reconsider is appropriate "[when] the court has


misunderstood, failed to fully consider, or perhaps failed to rule on an argument or issue, and the


party wishes for the court to reconsider or rule on it." Elam v. S.C. Dept of Transp., 361 S.C. 9, 24,
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602 S.E.2d 772, 780 (2004). And so it is that at my appeal hearing on 8.21.2024, the fact emerged to


this Court that magistrate's summary of fact-finding and legal explanation (hereinafter "magistrate's


summary") is missing from all filed documents, including the magistrate's return documents, "I see


an appeal returned [entry] on the end, and that looks like just the appeal documents", (T1, p.4:


15-16). "Is there an actual summary with an outline of information signed by the magistrate? I'm not


sure if I...because I scrolled through it, and I am just not...", (T1, p.4:20-23). This Court identified the


exact caption of the entry for magistrate's return, and the number of documents filed in it at the time


of the hearing, "..are you saying that that's under the caption where it says appeal/appeal return


received?" (T1, p.5: 3-5). "And is it the first or the second document identified?" (T1, p.5: 7-8),


which corroborates the print-out of all case filings I made earlier that month, (E2). Thus, we now


know that magistrate's return filed originally under caption 'Appeal/Appeal Return Received',


contained exactly two documents, none of which included magistrate's summary. At the end of my


hearing, I had a chance to raise a contemporaneous objection to highlight the fact that "As of this


morning, the magistrate's return contained no summary. Or the magistrate's judgement contained no


summary" (T1, p.11: 3-6). Earlier in the hearing I had already raised this concern, "[magistrate] judge


did have to rule in my favor...[but]. There was no explanation provided", (T1, p.8: 16). My statement


is confirmed by original magistrate's judgement document I filed with my notice of appeal, (E1).


Thus, we now know that I had no knowledge of magistrate's summary prior to, and on the day of the


hearing, 8.21.2024.


I am afraid this Court failed to fully consider this fact. While this Court recognized its own


need to see the summary of fact-finding prior to being able to adjudicate the merits of my appeal, "I


need the opportunity to review all of those documents that are in that return and find the summary


portion of it as well, to see if there is a sufficient legal explanation for that [judgement]", (T1,


p.10:10-13), it seems that this Court nevertheless assumed I had no such need prior to being able to


raise legal issues with magistrate’s judgement. The opposite was true: simply speaking, I had no


earthly idea what magistrate's reasoning was or even could be, and therefore couldn't point out the


problems in it. All I knew was that my case was clear and I had overwhelming indisputable evidence


to prove it. But just how magistrate court arrived at its conclusion was absolutely incomprehensible


to me, which is why I couldn't raise any issues with it. But it is the legal issues with magistrate’s


judgement that constitute the merits of my appeal. By denying me the opportunity to see magistrate's


summary prior to my appeal hearing, magistrate court prevented me from being able to raise issues


with its judgement, and therefore prevented me from stating the merits of my appeal. I attended my
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appeal hearing solely with intention to raise this concern to this Court, which I did, and which this


Court amply corroborated (see above).


Magistrate's summary appeared in a third document of magistrate's return the day after my


appeal hearing, on 8.22.2024, and was filed backdatedly in the entry for 5.29.2024, captioned now


'Return from Magistrate Court', in front of the two documents of original magistrate's return (E4,


p.2).


I was completely convinced that, upon discovering magistrate's summary the day after my


hearing, this Court will schedule a second hearing so as to provide me with a meaningful opportunity


to raise legal issues with magistrate's reasoning. After all, South Carolina Law requires that "..the


appellate court shall give judgement according to the justice of the case, without regard to technical


errors and defects which do not affect the merits", S.C. Code Ann. § 18-7-170, meaning uniquely that


State of South Carolina desires to adjudicate appeals based on their merits. Since I was denied the


opportunity to see magistrate's summary before my appeal hearing, and thus prevented from being


able to state the merits of my case, this Court couldn't adjudicate my appeal until it provided me with


magistrate's summary and the time necessary to analyze it, so I could meaningfully state the merits of


my appeal. Then only could this Court adjudicate my appeal based on its merits, I thought.


However, this Court adjudicated my appeal without providing me with a meaningful


opportunity to be heard, thus violating a fundamental Constitutional requirement of due process.


There is a strong possibility that this Court was supplied with an incorrect, incomplete record, from


which all essential evidence was removed, a record obscuring everything about my case, which


caused this Court to commit this error. Whatever the reason, this Court erred in assuming that an


opportunity to be heard at a meaningful time and in a meaningful manner, in the context of all the


circumstances, was provided to me at my initial appeal hearing on 8.21.2024.


b. Contemporaneous objection: Respondent not present at hearing


A very important objection to note here is that Respondent was not present at my appeal


hearing, (T1, p.4: 2-5, and T1, p.4: 9-10). In fact, the entire transcript of this appeal hearing confirms


Respondent was not present. But this is contrary to the foundation of this Order, which makes it


obvious this Court is laboring under the impression that it has "considered all relevant legal issues


raised by Appellant and Respondent", (E9, p.1), and that "..on August 21, 2024. Both parties [...] had


the opportunity to be heard", (E9. p.3). My initial momentary reaction was that of admiration, for this
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Court appeared to have an extrasensory perception which allowed it to hear Respondent who was


absent. Unfortunately, on second thought I felt devastated, for the only realistic explanation was that


this Court was supplied with a doctored hearing log, which could only be doctored at this Court's


office. And in fact, it was doctored, (T1, p.2). This is very serious. This breadth and depth of


collusion proves my fears are rational. I am afraid for my life. If this Court's office can take upon


itself the power to adjudicate cases with impunity, then, given my previous experience, it is indeed


true that I can rely on no protection from the law.


II. My appeal was adjudicated on an incomplete record which specifically excluded


all relevant and material essential evidence, even though I filed this evidence with


this Court in order to correct omissions in magistrate's return.


a. Contemporaneous objection: Flash-drive still omitted from magistrate's return.


On 7.22.2024, having noticed that my original flash-drive and a number of important printed


documents are omitted from magistrate's return, I hastened to file its copy with this Court in an effort


to correct these omissions, enclosed within a Letter to Clerk, pleading that this Court "review the


evidence which I submitted to the Magistrate [Court] and which has been omitted in the return


documents, returned by the Magistrate", (E5). Already then, I understood that all of my essential


evidence was omitted from the return, "Without this evidence, the matter of my appeal cannot be


ascertained, and therefore a risk of miscarriage of justice exists", (E5). Already then, I knew that it


was important to certify that "[t]his evidence is included in a flash-drive and printed documents the


same way I submitted it to the Magistrate court originally", (E5). Assuming impartiality of this


Court, I proposed "to include this evidence in the Record of Appeal as the evidence omitted in


Magistrate's Return".


I am a lay person, not trained in jurisprudence. What options did I have to fight against a


local magistrate court that omitted all of my essential evidence from its returned records? I didn't


know the proper method to handle such situations, and I still can't get an attorney, (E7). Years of


productive work experience have taught me to keep copies of important things. But no experience


taught me anything about jurisprudence. And thus was my attempt to correct the omissions in the


magistrate's return: evidence submitted in a letter; declared as evidence on original record, and


requested to be considered as part of appeal record. I knew that if this Court took a single look at the
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evidence in my flash-drive, this Court would know it to be true, relevant, material, and authentic.


When I saw that my submission was filed as "Exhibits Not Reviewed in Lower Court", I hastened to


correct; for this evidence was reviewed in magistrate court, even though only in a small part, but it


was reviewed, and no doubts were raised about it. I laid the foundation for each piece of this


evidence by reading in my plaintiff's statement where each piece is referenced and explained, (E11).


Magistrate court did return my original plaintiff's statement in its 3rd return document, filed


backdatedly after my appeal hearing, and I implore this Court to read it, (E11). At the proceeding,


magistrate court did accept my flash-drive and printed documents, and, after I read in my statement,


did have two of the videos viewed on the screen, after which magistrate court authenticated these


videos with Defendant by asking how it was possible for me to lift plank after plank with just one


hand. After defendant answered that I wasn't supposed to lift any planks to begin with, magistrate


court reported everything understood and ended the viewing of the evidence. Which is why, when I


saw my evidence filed as ""Exhibits Not Reviewed in Lower Court", I hastened to find a way to


correct this caption to "viewed", definitely viewed in lower court, (E6), - completely missing the fact


that the term "Evidence" was substituted with the term "Exhibits". It is only now that I understand the


dramatic difference between these two terms. And so it came to be that this Court was now in


possession of my original evidence, but it was captioned as "Exhibits" in its filing system, while I


remained blissfully unaware of this, innocent, I am sure, forgery.


The third document of magistrate's return appeared only on 8.22.2024, the day after my


appeal hearing, (E4, p.2). It indeed contained magistrate's summary, as well as some of the three


categories of documents I identified as omitted at my appeal hearing, but my flash-drive, with all the


overwhelming essential evidence on it, still remained missing. Since the SC Code of Laws Section


18-7-130 cannot possibly exclude photo and video evidence from its requirement for the appeal to be


heard by the court upon all record in the case, I must use this opportunity to raise a contemporaneous


objection to the fact that magistrate court is preventing this Court from obtaining all of my evidence


contained in my flash-drive. If this Court wishes to comply with South Carolina Code of Laws, I see


only two options in which this Court can proceed: option 1 - compel magistrate court to return my


flash-drive, and then allow me to verify its completeness; or option 2 - admit the flash-drive I filed on


7.22.2024 as evidence on original record, and then still allow me to verify its completeness.


Sanity of my intellect is the most precious value for me, and really the only healthy thing I


have, which is why any measure of cognitive dissonance is felt as unhealthy and detestable; I would
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never try to impose it on anyone else. To this end, I lay down below, very briefly in this motion, a


brief, high-level argument which proves that the evidence stored on my flash-drive submitted to this


Court on 7.22.2024 is the same evidence stored on my flash-drive submitted to magistrate court


originally. In my original flash-drive, as well as in my flash-drive submitted to this Court, there were


stored electronic copies of public and commercial documents, independent inspection report, my


complaint to South Carolina department of Labour, Licensing, and Regulations (SC LLR) and their


decision, complete document with South Carolina Residential Construction Standards (SC RCS), and


ample photo and video evidence essential for establishing my case. Additionally, a complete audio


recording is included of Defendant inspecting his installation a week after install date, which


inspection lasted 28 minutes and was exceedingly informative. The following is the list of folders on


my flash-drive submitted to this Court:


1. Contract, Payments
2. LVP, first ten days
3. Concrete, before and after
4. Mr. Kocsis inspecting, Nov 16, 2023, VIDEO
5. So Car STANDARDS
6. MANUFACTURER INSTRUCTIONS
7. NFCA STANDARDS
8. So Car Department of LLR
9. INSPECTION REPORT
10. Bad Faith, Fraud, Bullying


and reasons why the contents of this flash-drive are identical to the contents of my flash-drive


originally submitted to magistrate court:


(0). All folders on this flash-drive are referred to and described in my original plaintiff's


statement as exactly same folders, (E11).


(1). My record of contract and payments is the same as provided in magistrate's return;


(2). This folder contains photo and video files. The only fraud I could have committed in


this folder is to try and misrepresent the dates. But, for one, the dates are immaterial, as


"construction defect" is defined by South Carolina Residential Construction Standards as


some loosening which occurs after the warranty period (of 1 year): "Resilient flooring


should not loosen during the normal warranty period" (See SC RCS document filed on


7.22.2024, p.37). Which means I had no reason to misrepresent the dates on these photo


and video files, because today is still within the first year of installation. And, for two, all
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of these photo and video files are still securely stored in my phone, with their date stamps,


and can be extracted for authentication. As to the authenticity of the files, there can be no


doubt about their authenticity because: (a) they can be easily authenticated by the


independent inspector who examined the area very closely; (b) magistrate's summary


proves their authenticity when it states "Defendant stated the only prep-work his company


did before installation was scrap and sweep the slab" (E10, p.1), thus confirming


Defendant violated several of the most critical installation requirements, stipulated in


several manufacturer instruction documents (none of which magistrate court managed to


return). But this violation alone leads to the same effects as are shown in my photo and


video files. It must be noted here that I provided this Court, as well as magistrate court,


with all applicable manufacturer instruction documents, both in printed and electronic


form. See (6) below. The above are just a few reasons available at the high level of this


argument, a better analysis must be done after this motion is adjudged.


(3). Same as (2) above.


(4). This folder contains the complete whole unmodified audio recording of Defendant's


inspection, conducted a week after installation. If we lay aside the question of whether or


not the audio recording in Folder 4 contains the voice of Respondent, then there is no


other manipulation I could have done with this recording. Since it is included in Folder 4 in


this flash-drive, and was included in Folder 4 in original flash-drive, which is ascertained


by my plaintiff's statement (E11, p.1, and p.3), it is one and the same audio recording. As to


the question of its admissibility and voice identification, more is provided on this matter


below under Argument III.


(5). This folder contains the full South Carolina Residential Construction Standards (SC


RCS) document which is some 400 pages long, and an excerpted section, copied from that


document, which deals only with Resilient Flooring Standards and is only 5 pages long.


Since this Folder is included in this flash-drive, and was included in my original flash-drive


(see plaintiff's statement, E11), and since the SC RCS document is always available online, it


is most likely that this flash-drive contains the same SC RCS document as my original


flash-drive. As to the question of admissibility, statements from this document must be


admitted into evidence because: (1) it is a state document bearing a seal; (2) it is provided to


court in full; (3) the excerpted section is excerpted in full; both my flash-drive and printed
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documents contain this excerpted section in full. Again, "construction defect" is defined by


South Carolina Residential Construction Standards as some loosening occurring after the


warranty period (of 1 year): "Resilient flooring should not loosen during the normal warranty


period" (E13, p.37). It must be noted here that even though magistrate court finally returned,


on 8.22.2024, a few pages from the full SC RCS document I originally submitted, it returned


an incompletely excerpted section, which allowed it to claim hearsay and exclude this


evidence. However, my original flash-drive and printed documents, as well this flash-drive


and printed documents, contain the full document and a properly made excerpt, which would


have to be admitted, if reviewed by an impartial tribunal.


(6). This folder contains all applicable manufacturer's instructions, which are official


manufacturer's documents, bearing the manufacturer's brand and logo, and identifying the


scope of their applicability today the same way as last year. If I refer to this folder for


applicable manufacturer's instructions in my plaintiff's statement, then this folder most


likely contains the same instruction documents now. I provided these documents both


electronically in my flash-drive, and printed, to both magistrate and this Court. There is no


reason to manipulate these documents as they are always available on the manufacturer's


websites. It must be noted here that even though magistrate court finally returned, on


8.22.2024, a few pages related to manufacturer's instructions, it returned only my


summation document I created for convenience which I describe as exactly such in my


plaintiff's statement, (E11, p.1), and not the authentic manufacturer's documents also


provided in that folder, thus ensuring it could claim hearsay. Suffice it to show that the


manufacturer's instructions I filed with this Court on 7.22.2024 both on my flash-drive and


in print, span 18 pages, while the mockery returned by magistrate court, is only 3 pages.


(7). This folder contains National Floor Covering Association's (NFCA) manual for


resilient floor covering standards. I provided it only on my flash-drive both to magistrate


and this Court, with the exception of two photos, one showing a properly prepared


concrete slab, and second showing what unadhered vinyl plank looks like, which were also


provided in print.


(8). This folder contains South Carolina department of Labor, Licensing and Regulations


complaint I filed in February of this year, and which was resolved, after departmental


investigation, in March in a $500 fine leveled against either the Defendant or his father who
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are using the same name. The contents of this folder are the most striking demonstration that


the evidence in my original flash-drive is the same as in this flash-drive.


(9). Folder 9 contains the complete inspection report and the inspector's credentials. This


inspector is specifically trained, certified, and licensed by the Floor Covering Inspection


and Training Services (FCITS) to inspect floor covering installations. FCITS is a national


inspection training and licensing organization, recommended by the manufacturer as the


only acceptable inspection organization in our nation. The only mistake I made was that I


didn't bring the inspector to testify in person to magistrate court; I didn't know I was


supposed to. An impartial magistrate would certainly have to point this mistake out to me


and schedule a second hearing so I could resolve all of the minor technical mistakes with


my evidence. This didn't happen. However, I can bring this inspector to testify, if need be.


10. Folder 10 contains more inspiring evidence.


This was only a brief argument for why the evidence I submitted to this Court on 7.22.2024


is the same evidence that was submitted to magistrate court originally. The most likely reason why


this Court didn't consider this evidence is, I think, my mistake of allowing this evidence to be filed as


'exhibits' rather than what it really is, evidence on original record. I therefore respectfully request this


Court review the evidence I submitted on 7.22.2024, both in print and on flash-drive.


b. Contemporaneous objection: Manufacturer's instructions still omitted from return.


Return corrupted and intentionally modified to support illegal practices.


Shown above.


Magistrate's summary demonstrates unlawful intent, prejudicial judgement, and violation of


my Constitutional rights, however a thorough analysis and proof of this is deferred to a later time,


after this motion is adjudged. This motion is intended to deal only with this Court's Order to affirm


magistrate's judgement.


It is the analysis of this Order and the corresponding Form 4 Order which reveals that this


Court didn't see any of my evidence and based its adjudication only on the set-up supplied by the


magistrate court. This was an error, for since magistrate court didn't return my flash-drive, but my


flash-drive was referenced in my plaintiff's statement and every folder on it was explained in my


plaintiff's statement, (E11), which magistrate court did happen to return, then this Court adjudicated
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my appeal based on an incomplete record, which is in violation of Section 18-7-130. It is


theoretically possible that magistrate court might endeavor to produce my original flash-drive, if this


Court applies Section 18-7-80 to direct an amended return to obtain it, but I doubt it. What remains


certain is that if this Court's intention is to adjudicate my appeal on its merits according to the justice


of the case, this Court would need to either accept the evidence submitted to this Court on 7.22.2024,


or insist on obtaining my original flash-drive from magistrate court.


c. Contemporaneous objection: Magistrate court denied transcript


I am also using this opportunity to raise a contemporaneous objection to the fact that the


magistrate court has prevented me from obtaining my transcript. I first called the magistrate court in


April, at the time of filing my notice of appeal, and was told it was too early to obtain my transcript. I


called the magistrate court the second time in July, and was told it was too late, all audio records


have been destroyed. After I called magistrate court the third time in August, and was denied again, I


tried to reach out to other court recorders to find out the law of the land (E8). This is my official


objection that magistrate transcript is denied me.


III. This Order reinforced the manifest injustice leveled against me and continued to


incentify fraudulent practices which corrupt the South Carolina law and Constitution


and damage not only my life and my property but also the culture of the entire


community.


Folder 4 on my flash-drive contains the complete whole unmodified audio recording of


Defendant inspecting his installation a week after install date. This inspection lasted 28 minutes and


revealed significant facts which Defendant stated in the process of examining different aspects of the


floor, (E11, p1 and p3). At magistrate court proceeding, magistrate court expressed no doubts about


the authenticity of any of the provided photo and video evidence, having expressly authenticated two


of the videos with Defendant. After which magistrate court considered it necessary to cut short the


viewing of my evidence. However, if any question about the authenticity of Defendant's inspection


recording were to be raised, I would have to explain that the system of recording professionals


entering my home has become a system in my calling a year after I relocated to my newly purchased


condo, after I was assaulted by the owner of the property management company which manages my


HOA, right in his office and in the presence of one of his employees, while telling me explicitly that


[Rec. p. 318]







14


no law or police will help me because he owns the cameras everywhere. I was so profoundly scared


then that it made me ill. It broke my soul and remained in me as a black hole of fear. At the same


time my condo, bought in perfect condition, was subjected to repeated floodings from outside leaks,


while my attempts to file a claim with the HOA Master Insurance were denied and mocked, even


after I discovered that the same claim was filed on behalf of the previous owner of my unit. I sought


help from President of HOA's Board of Directors, but to no avail, the President consistently appeared


to be in collusion with the property management company. Water damage remediation professions


came to assess the damages, and assured me there were no damages, even after my condo was


flooded by backup condensate from an underground drain clog and the property management kept it


flooded with standing water for three days. At the same time, I was being ripped off by various


businesses, my HOA account balance was manipulated, I was sent invoices intended to extort


extraordinary sums of money, my protestations were ignored, people associated with property


management entered my condo under false pretenses, caused damage, planted roaches, - while I was


becoming profoundly ill, more and more so, and my dog suddenly started to falter rapidly.


Veterinarian professionals seemed to know who I was and charged me hundreds of dollars without


providing any actual help. Even the medical community appeared to have been predisposed to view


me as a drug-seeking mentally-ill scheming fraud; I was effectively denied medical care for more


than a year, during the time when I was critically ill. A few doctors suspected foul and reported my


case so it was investigated and my good character and medical history was restored, but only in some


offices. Most of the medical community continues to operate based on something other than my


personal and medical history. All my neighbors, the entire HOA community saw me faltering to the


brink of death. But the decent people in the community were specifically instructed to not interact


with me at all, and, bewilderingly, they appear to recognize the absolute need to follow these


instructions. This Defendant is associated with the property management company and is included on


their list of recommended contractors. When the installation he was paid to do came off in the first


ten days, I suspected foul play, and therefore had even more reason to record his inspection. A few


months later it transpired that the carpet in my family room and master bedroom was infected with


murderous mold. The most likely source of that infestation was after my condo was flooded with


backup condensate and my property management company intentionally kept it flooded with


standing water for three days. It became apparent to me that Defendant was tasked with removing


that carpet, as it was evidence against the property management company, for which purpose


Defendant was provided with careful insights enabling him to make the best offer. It also became


apparent to me that while they decided to remove my carpet so I don't die immediately, no decision
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was made to stop the abuse against my life or my property. My condo is still being flooded from


outside leaks, I am still denied my rights, and contractors are still incentified to damage my condo in


their interests, as is accomplished by this magistrate's judgement. This is a brief and an incomplete


description of the context in which I found myself entrapped, for my condo is now damaged beyond


repair, and so is my health. I cannot get legal help for the life of me. Attorneys start running as soon


as they learn my address, or my name. The way this scheme worked normally is that new owners,


subjected to repeated flooding and other pressures, cut losses and sold their units 'as is' at the bottom


of the market, which is rigged. Unfortunately, I simply have no means to do that. It is in this context


that it become the system of my calling to record every professional who ever enters my condo for


any reason.


This magistrate's judgement compromises my safety. I actually have enough evidence to


show that Defendant was acting in fraud from the beginning, and even throughout his inspection, that


he was setting me up for infinite continuous repairs. After the year-long warranty period, I would


have to become a paying subscriber to Defendant. By virtue of his inexperience in this type of


installation, Defendant made it nearly completely unadhered, so nearly all of the planks came off


within the first ten days. This magistrate's judgment allows this abuse to continue. I won't survive it.


I have a neurological disability which forced me to retire and to relocate to this state. It took me two


years to save up the money I paid Defendant to install this flooring. Without recovering this money, I


won't be able to install flooring properly for a long time. I am not even mentioning the health and


property damage that Defendant induced by breaching his contract. If this judgment is allowed to


stand, my safety is compromised. This magistrate's judgement essentially allows contractors to be


paid for damaging my property. And it is impossible to adequately describe, in the scope of this


motion, the immense damage this state-supported corruption inflicts on the health and culture of the


local community.


CONCLUSION


Given the arguments presented and contained in this Motion, I, Olga Teslenko, Appellant,


respectfully request this Court vacate the order affirming magistrate's judgement and the


corresponding Form 4 Order, and set this matter for a new trial, allowing proper time to prepare


argument, subpoena witnesses, and authenticate digital evidence, as per SC Code Ann. § 18-1-140.
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PROCEEDINGS1


THE COURT: The next matter I had was Olga Teslenko2


versus Carpet King & Flooring. Ms. Teslenko or some3


representative of Carpet King & Flooring present in our virtual4


courtroom today?5


MS. TESLENKO: Your Honor, my name is Olga Teslenko.6


I don't represent Carpet King & Flooring and I represent only7


myself. I'm the appellant8


THE COURT: All right. Is there any representative9


here from Carpet King that has joined us? All right. Let me10


find this file as well. All right. I'm looking at the public11


index, I see the motion that you'd filed Ms. Teslenko. All12


right. Ms. Keeling maybe you can help me out on this one as13


well. Is there a return that's filed from the magistrate on14


this? I see an appeal returned E-D on the end, and that looks15


like just the appeal documents. Is there a return in this that16


I'm overlooking?17


THE CLERK: Let me look. The appeal returned18


received is the return, if you look there are 30 pages.19


THE COURT: Is that just the documents or is there an20


actual summary with an outline of information signed by the21


magistrate? I'm not sure if I -- because I scrolled through it,22


I'm just not --23


THE CLERK: Yes, it's from Judge Arrakis.24


THE COURT: Where is that at?25
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THE CLERK: The return is the first two pages and1


then the rest is documents.2


THE COURT: All right. And are you saying that3


that's under the caption where it says appeal/appeal return4


received?5


THE CLERK: Yes, sir.6


THE COURT: And is it the first or second document7


identified?8


THE CLERK: I believe it's the first.9


THE COURT: Okay. Well, I'm trying to get this thing10


pulled up, Ms. Teslenko?11


MS. TESLENKO: Yes, judge.12


THE COURT: Tell me what you're asking for. What are13


you appealing and why should I -- and what relief are you14


asking for and why should I grant it?15


MS. TESLENKO: Sir, I'm appealing the judgment by the16


magistrate's judge that ruled in my favor and I claimed a17


complete material breach of contract. So, the judge ruled in18


my favor but somehow discounted the amount of money that was19


supposed to be return -- recovered to me from the Defendant by20


$1,825 without any explanation. I actually felt unsafe when I21


received that judgment because at the magistrate court hearing,22


I have provided a flash drive that contained all of the23


documents that support my claim as well as an immense amount of24


video and photo evidence that this is indeed a complete25
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material breach of contract. The flooring for which I paid Mr.1


Kocsis $3,395 was not even pretended to be installed. The2


flash drive also contained the independent inspection report by3


National Foundation certified inspector, independent inspector4


recommended by the manufacturer.5


THE COURT: Were all of those documents submitted to6


the magistrate?7


MS. TESLENKO: Yes, not only did they submit the8


flash drive at the hearing.9


THE COURT: Okay.10


MS. TESLENKO: But I also printed out some distinct11


or distinctly critical documents were also printed out and12


submitted in a printed package. The printed package also13


contained my Plaintiff's statement. Your Honor, one side note14


that I must add is this is the very first time in my entire15


life that I have to interact with the judicial system. I16


understand the importance of having -- a functioning judicial17


system in society.18


A society can't function without a set of laws and a way19


to abide by them, to enforce these laws are abided by. But my20


own personal tendencies and also, you know, the culture of21


where I come from, they kind of kept me away from any22


interaction with courts. In other words, I don't even know how23


courts interact.24


It was my hope that in the United States courts work25
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properly and at this point. So, I didn't know that I was1


supposed to maybe file my evidence prior to appearing in the2


magistrates court hearing. So, when I came to the magistrates3


court hearing, I had a flash drive which I submitted to the4


Judge. I had a packet of printed documents, which I have also5


submitted to the Judge.6


And also, I had several physical of vinyl planks that7


contained the trial marks and other evidence which were8


physical proof of what the inspector has found and put in his9


inspection report of the physical proof of the contractor Mr.10


Joe Kocsis having violated all the essential requirements for11


the installation of this product and adhesive requirements for12


the adhesive that he used. So, that was submitted to the13


Court. And at the court hearing, I was able to read through my14


statement entirely.15


And in my statement, it's explicitly stated that I am16


aware of the South Carolina law that provides the contractor17


with the right to cure a defect, but that this situation is not18


a construction defect. This situation is a complete material19


breach of contract. And at the end of my statement, I asked20


the Court to review the evidence and order that the full amount21


of the contract be returned or recovered to me as well as the22


inspection fee, which was $430.23


So, the total amount of money that I specifically24


asked for to be recovered to me was $3,825. The Magistrate's25
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court somehow ruled in my favor. Well, I understand how it was1


ruled in my favor. Let me back up for a second. At the2


magistrate hearing at my court date, the magistrate judge has3


actually had the flash drive reviewed and several videos were4


reviewed in the courtroom and showed explicitly that this5


installation was not at all actually installed.6


The planks were simply laid over the concrete not7


rolled, not pressed. So, my videos show me lifting off each8


plank with one hand only hold in the telephone with camera in9


the other hand. This is not even a mockery of installation;10


this is zero installation. So, the judge did have to rule in11


my favor, the amount of the judgment was what actually made me12


deadly concerned. The judge ruled only $2,000 to be recovered13


to me from the Defendant was the actual amount of the contract14


plus the inspection fee were $3,825.15


There was no explanation provided for why $1,825 were16


decided to not be recovered to me. And the reason I felt very17


unsafe at this judgment was that it in center hide Mr. Kocsis18


in the -- his line of operation. In other words, Mr. Kocsis19


earned $1,800 per day's work of salvaging half from my condo.20


He earned money to salvage somebody else's property.21


I have experience of being ripped off ever since I've relocated22


into this community, three years ago because of my disability,23


I have to retire. So, I had to find a place where life is a24


little less expensive. I bought this condo and then an immense25
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amount of collusion started happening to where initially for1


the longest time I thought I was just being imaginative. I2


thought things were just something as fantastic as that3


couldn't be true. So, I started to collect evidence and is the4


evidence of the objective facts that I had been collecting that5


showed me that collusion indeed happens in this community,6


people are indeed ripping me off and so I thought - I felt very7


unsafe.8


THE COURT: Let me interrupt you for a minute, I want9


to make sure I understand. The amount of the prayer, which is10


the amount you requested was 3,825, is that right, but the11


amount of the award was 2000?12


MS. TESLENKO: Correct.13


THE COURT: Okay. And I don't have the benefit of14


the order. I see the documents that were filed but I still15


don't see the return.16


MS. TESLENKO: I can actually see the return.17


THE COURT: Explaining it. So -- I'm sorry, say that18


again for me?19


MS. TESLENKO: It was after I reviewed the return --20


returned by the magistrate court that I discovered that the21


magistrate's court omitted my flash drive and preprinted22


documents were also omitted from the printed documents package23


that it turned in to the magistrate's court. One was my24


statement, which outlined exactly that there was a complete25
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bridge of contract and that I was requesting or praying for1


$3,825. The second document -- the second category of2


documents were all the manufacturer’s instructions. And third3


document omitted in the magistrate return was a copy of my4


check paying the inspections fee. The judgment itself contains5


not ---6


THE COURT: Let me do this. Ms. Teslenko and I7


appreciate you sharing that. I think I understood essentially8


what was going on before you explained it, but after you9


explained it, I understand it better. I need the opportunity10


to review all of those documents that are in that return and,11


and find the summary portion of it as well to see if there is a12


sufficient legal explanation for that reduction.13


Okay. If there is a sufficient legal explanation for that14


reduction then the award may have to stay at the $2,000. Okay?15


If there's not a sufficient explanation then I'll have to sort16


out how to handle that. It wouldn't necessarily mean that I17


would change the award. It may very well require that the18


matter be reconsidered or reviewed by the magistrate after19


being remanded or returned to them. Okay?20


MS. TESLENKO: Could I ask you a few questions, two21


questions. I don't know how to -- can I ask you a question,22


Your Honor.23


THE COURT: I can't give you any legal advice but I24


might be able to share some explanation.25
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MS. TESLENKO: No, about what you just said.1


THE COURT: All right. Go ahead.2


MS. TESLENKO: Question number 1, as of this morning,3


the magistrate's return contained no summary. Okay. Or the4


magistrate's judgment contain no summary. I have copies of5


everything that was filed by the magistrate in their return.6


THE COURT: All right. And that's what I'm saying.7


MS. TESLENKO: Do you think there's --8


THE COURT: I need to look at the -- I need to look9


at that document and if it's not there then I'll consider that10


as well. Okay.11


MS. TESLENKO: And Question Number 2, can I ask you a12


second question about what you just said?13


THE COURT: Certainly.14


MS. TESLENKO: I understand that you may have to15


remit or return this case back to the magistrate's court.16


However, I have evidence of the -- of that particular17


magistrate court doing something very incomprehensible for me.18


For instance, when I asked them about the rules to appeal, they19


told me that I was being ungrateful. It's incomprehensible,20


second instance when I asked them --21


THE COURT: Whether they would handle it or not, I22


mean, that's a -- that's something that would have to be dealt23


with down the road. I can't answer that question today.24


MS. TESLENKO: Okay. Could I -- at which point can I25
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ask for this case to be returned back to some other magistrate1


court not Myrtle Beach?2


THE COURT: I'm not sure if I can address that. If I3


can I will in my order. If I can't you may have to deal with4


that once it gets sent back to them. Okay?5


MS. TESLENKO: Thank you very much. Thank you.6


THE COURT: Okay. All right. And so, the way we're7


gonna leave it right now Ms. Teslenko is I’m taking this matter8


under advisement. I will prepare a written order that will be9


filed and a copy will be sent to you. Okay?10


MS. TESLENKO: Thank you Judge.11


THE COURT: Okay. Yes ma’am. Good luck to you.12


MS. TESLENKO: Thank you very much. Have a good day.13


THE COURT: You too.14


15


[END OF HEARING]16


17


18


19


20


21


22


23


24


25
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CERTIFICATE OF TRANSCRIBER1


I, ERIN REILY, a court-approved transcriber, do hereby certify2


that the foregoing is a true, accurate and complete Transcript3


of Record of the proceedings had and evidence introduced in the4


trial of the captioned case, relative to appeal, in the South5


Carolina Circuit Court 15, South Carolina, on the 21st day of6


August, 2024.7


8


I do further certify that I am neither of kin, counsel, nor9


interest to any party hereto.10


September 4th, 202411


ERIN REILLY12


TRANSCRIBER


13


14


15


16


17


18
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA


COUNTY OF HORRY


)
)
)
)
)


IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS


FIFTEENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT


Civil Action No.: 2024-CP-26-02983


Olga Teslenko,
Appellant,


v.


Joe Kocsis,
Carpet Kind and Flooring,


Respondent.


)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)


AFFIDAVIT:
CERTIFICATE OF NO KNOWLEDGE
OF MAGISTRATE'S SUMMARY
UNTIL AFTER APPEAL HEARING


I certify that I had no knowledge of magistrate's summary of fact-finding and legal


explanation until the day after my appeal hearing, when it was finally included in the third


document of magistrate's return, not previousely available.


I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of this State that the foregoing is true and


correct.


Signature: s/ Olga N Teslenko


September 19, 2024 Olga Teslenko


Appellant


100 Fountain Pointe Ln, Unit 103


email: osenochen@gmail.com


tel: 510-388-2780


1
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA


COUNTY OF HORRY


)
)
)
)
)


IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS


FIFTEENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT


Civil Action No.: 2024-CP-26-02983


Olga Teslenko,
Appellant,


v.


Joe Kocsis,
Carpet Kind and Flooring,


Respondent.


)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)


AFFIDAVIT:
CERTIFICATE OF NOT BEING ABLE
TO ENGAGEWITH AN ATTORNEY


I certify that I am trying to engage help from an attorney for months now, but I am always,


consistantly refused. Some attorneys even feel the need to send me letters of refusal, as if they


were afraid to be suspected of helping me.


I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of this State that the foregoing is true and


correct.


Signature: s/ Olga N Teslenko


September 19, 2024 Olga Teslenko


Appellant


100 Fountain Pointe Ln, Unit 103


email: osenochen@gmail.com


tel: 510-388-2780
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CAUTION - EXTERNAL:


[Quoted text hidden]


CAUTION - EXTERNAL EMAIL: This email originated outside the Judiciary. Exercise caution when opening
attachments or clicking on links.


Osen Ochen <osenochen@gmail.com> Fri, Aug 23, 2024 at 4:07 PM
To: Kurt McKaughan <Kurt_McKaughan@scd.uscourts.gov>


Thank you Mr. McKaughan. Sorry for my email address, my name is Olga Teslenko, and I have just
made my Google account say O. T.
Thank you very much,
Ola Teslenko
[Quoted text hidden]


Kurt McKaughan <Kurt_McKaughan@scd.uscourts.gov>
Fri, Aug 23, 2024 at 4:09


PM
To: Osen Ochen <osenochen@gmail.com>


Ms Teslenko,


I did speak with a court official at the Myrtle Beach Magistrate’s office. She reiterated
their policy of keeping the audio recordings from Magistrate’s hrgs for a period of 30 to
60 days only. Since your hrg was held March 27, 2024, that is almost 5 months ago,
they do not have the audio recording any longer. I will tell you, I found the court official
to be sincere, helpful and knowledgeable.


Sincerely,


Kurt McKaughan


803-765-5425


From: Osen Ochen <osenochen@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, August 23, 2024 3:27 PM
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To: Kurt McKaughan <Kurt_McKaughan@scd.uscourts.gov>
Subject: Magistrate Court Civil Case 2023CV261093695


CAUTION - EXTERNAL:


[Quoted text hidden]


CAUTION - EXTERNAL EMAIL: This email originated outside the Judiciary. Exercise caution when opening
attachments or clicking on links.


Osen Ochen <osenochen@gmail.com> Fri, Aug 23, 2024 at 4:20 PM
To: Kurt McKaughan <Kurt_McKaughan@scd.uscourts.gov>


Thank you Mr. McKaughan. This brings me back to my starting point. Is there a law in South Carolina
which stipulates how long audio recordings must be kept on file by Magistrate courts? And secondly,
is there a paper request form I can file to request my audio recording? I wish to get a documented
response that my audio recording was not available. Can you please point me to where I can find the
answers to these two questions?
Ola Teslenko


[Quoted text hidden]


Kurt McKaughan <Kurt_McKaughan@scd.uscourts.gov>
Fri, Aug 23, 2024 at 4:39


PM
To: Osen Ochen <osenochen@gmail.com>


Ms Teslenko,


I’m sorry I cannot help you with your two questions, but I think the Clerk of Court for the Magistrate
office in Myrtle Beach could answer those question for you and provide a copy of their policy about
ordering transcripts.


[Quoted text hidden]


Osen Ochen <osenochen@gmail.com> Fri, Aug 23, 2024 at 5:04 PM
To: Kurt McKaughan <Kurt_McKaughan@scd.uscourts.gov>
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I am sorry, too. The Myrtle Beach Magistrates office has just told me that they: (1) don't have a policy
about ordering transcripts, and (2) that they don't have to have transcripts at all.
Is this real? Can this be true? I am stunned..
[Quoted text hidden]
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA


COUNTY OF HORRY


Olga Teslente,


Appellant,


v.


Carpet King & Flooring,


Respondent.


)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)


IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS


FIFTEENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT


Civil Action No.: 2024-CP-26-02983


ORDER


This matter came before the Court by way of Appeal from the Magistrate Court of Horry


County, South Carolina. This Court, having been fully apprised of the judgment from the


Honorable Chris Arakas, Presiding Judge, and having considered all relevant legal issues raised


by Appellant and Respondent, finds there is no legal error presented. Therefore, the Magistrate


Court’s judgment is affirmed.


PROCEDURAL AND FACTUAL BACKGROUND


Appellant and Respondent entered into a contract on October 31st, 2023. The contract


centered around the installation of new flooring for the Appellant’s home. Respondent was to


take out the Appellant’s carpet and install new “shaw prime plank.” Appellant paid $1,700.00 on


November 2nd, 2023, and later $1,694.75 upon completion of the work. The total cost of the


work was $3,394.75. Appellant argues that, in the days following the installation of the new


flooring, the shaw prime plank began to peel. Appellant engaged another flooring company who


opined that the Respondent’s work in installing the flooring did not meet industry standards.
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Appellant filed this action in the Myrtle Beach Magistrate Office on April 28, 2024. At


the hearing before the Magistrate, the parties agreed that the Appellant has a 1-year warranty on


the floor given to her by the Respondent. When Respondent was notified of the floor’s defects by


Appellant, any attempt by Respondent to cure those defects was refused. Appellant would not let


the company have access to her home.


The Magistrate found that the contract price was for $3,954.75; this figure was paid in


full by the Appellant. Additionally, the Magistrate found that the Respondent performed and


completed the work, but the work was subject to deficiencies. Since Appellant refused to allow


the defendant to cure the issue as required by the warranty, the Magistrate estimated that the total


damage to the Appellant was in the amount of $2,000.00.


STANDARD OF REVIEW


Under the South Carolina Code of Laws, “When a judgment is rendered by a magistrates


court…the appeal shall be to the circuit court of the county wherein the judgment was


rendered…” SC Code Ann. § 18-7-10 (2024). When the Circuit Court hears the appeal “…the


court may affirm or reverse the judgment of the court below, in whole or in part, as to any or all


the parties and for errors of law or fact.” SC Code Ann. § 18-7-170 (2024). In hearing appeals


from Magistrate Court, the Circuit Court “maintains a broad scope of review.” Bowers v.


Thomas, 373 S.C. 240, 244, 644 S.E.2d 751, 753 (Ct. App. 2007). Likewise, “The appeal shall be


heard by the court upon all the papers in the case…” and “The court shall have the same power


over its own determinations, and shall render judgment thereon in the same manner, as the circuit


court in actions pending therein...” SC Code Ann. §§ 18-7-130, 140 (2024).
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DISCUSSION


This appeal was heard on August 21, 2024. Both parties, neither of which was


represented by counsel, had the opportunity to be heard. This Court finds that the Appellant did


not introduce any evidence that the magistrate’s judgment was based on an error of law or fact as


required by § 18-7-170. Therefore, it IS ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that no


error of law or fact exists and the Magistrate Court’s decision is affirmed.


AND IT IS SO ORDERED!


The Honorable Dale E. Van Slambrook


September 6, 2024
Monks Corner, South Carolina
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Horry Common Pleas


Case Caption: Olga Teslenko VS Carpet King & Flooring , defendant, et al


Case Number: 2024CP2602983


Type: Order/Other


And It Is So Ordered!


s/Dale E. Van Slambrook S.C. Circuit Court Judge
#2781


Electronically signed on 2024-09-09 10:50:06 page 4 of 4
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ITEM 17  


Appellant’s Screenprint: Motion to Reconsider 
captioned ‘DV’. 


 
NOTE: This document is physically located in this Record at 
ITEM 8, Exhibit 4 at [Rec. p. 94].
 


 


 


 


 


  







ITEM 18


ITEM 18 


Appellant’s Request to Correct “DV” 
(filed Oct 4, 2024).


[Rec. p. 363]
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ITEM 19


ITEM 19 


Circuit Court Order Removing “DV” 
(filed Oct 10, 2024).


[Rec. p. 365]







SCCA/297 (10/2015) 


STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS OF  


 ) THE FIFTEENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 


 )  


 )  


Olga Teslenko ) CASE NO. 2024-CP-26-2983 


PLAINTIFF(S) )  


 )     


VS. ) DATA ENTRY ERROR ORDER 


 )    


Carpet King & Flooring, et al )   


DEFENDANT(S) )  


 


  


 


 


 Leave is granted for the requested correction to be made.  


 


 Leave is denied for the requested correction to be made.  


 


Date: October 8, 2024                 Renee N. Elvis 
                         Clerk of Court  


 


Additional Information:  The Motion to Reconsider filed on 9-20-2024 was entered in the system as 


“Motion/Reconsider” and then changed to reflect “Motion/Reconsider 


(DV)”.  The “DV” stands for the judge’s initials, Dale Van Slambrook.  He 


is the judge who entered the order on 9-9-2024, which you are asking to be   


reconsidered.  We put the judge’s initials next to the motion so we know 


who it has to be heard by when scheduling.  I have changed this entry to 


reflect “Motion/Reconsider (Van Slambrook)”.  Please let me know if you 


have any questions or concerns.   
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COURT OF APPEALS
DOCKET ENTRIES


IV. COURT OF APPEALS DOCKET 
ENTRIES 
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ITEM 20


ITEM 20 


Appellant’s First Motion for Extension of 
Time (filed Oct 29, 2024).


[Rec. p. 368]
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THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
In The Court of Appeals 


 
 


APPEAL FROM HORRY COUNTY 
Court of Common Pleas 


Dale Van Slambrook, Master-in-Equity at Berkeley County 


 
 


Appellate Case No. 2024-001734 


 
 
 


OlgaTeslenko, Appellant, 


                  v. 
 


Joe Kocsis and Carpet King & Flooring, Respondents. 


 
 


MOTION FOR EXTENSION OF TIME FOR APPELLANT TO 
          SERVE AND FILE INITIAL BRIEF AND DESIGNATION OF MATTER TO BE 


INCLUDED IN THE RECORD ON APPEAL 
 


 
Pursuant to Rule 263(b), SCACR, appellant Olga Teslenko (“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 requests an extension of thirty days to file the 


Initial Brief and Designation of Matter which are currently due November 12, 2024. This is the 


first request for an extension filed by Appellant. 


The grounds for this motion are three-fold. First, Appellant has a hereditary neurological 


disability which impairs Appellant’s ability to function, making all functioning slower with 


lengthy periods of complete inability to function. Please see the enclosed neurologist’s letter. 


Second, Appellant is chronically ill, having been ill for the last three years, and is currently 


recovering from the severe iron-deficiency anemia with which Appellant was diagnosed earlier. 


Oct 29 2024


[Rec. p. 369]







2 
 


Please see the enclosed test result. Thirdly, despite diligent continuous efforts, Appellant is 


categorically unable to engage with an attorney. Appellant contacted around 70 attorneys and 


large law firms, all of whom decline engagement as soon as they learn Appellant’s name and 


address. Even attorneys recommended by the South Carolina Lawyer Referral Program, decline 


engagement as soon as they learn Appellant’s name and address. Please see the enclosed 


certificate of Appellant’s inability to engage counsel. Since this case poses an existential threat to 


Appellant’s life and property, Appellant can’t give it up, and is forced to do it pro se. A longer 


time before the Initial Briefing deadline will allow Appellant an opportunity to better prepare the 


substance and merits of this appeal. 


For these reasons, Appellant requests an extension of the deadline for filing and serving 


the Initial Brief and Designation of Matter until December 13, 2024.  


This extension will not prejudice the rights of the Respondents. 


This motion is in compliance with Rule 240, SCACR. 


 


 
Dated: October 29, 2024                                         


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


Appellant 
 
 
 


Enclosed: 
The Permanente Medical Group, Neurology, disability explanation letter; 
Appellant’s Ferritin test result; 
Certificate of Appellant’s Inability to Engage Counsel; 
Proof of Service on Respondent; 
Certificate of Filing Fee payment. 
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THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 


In The Court of Appeals 


 
 


APPEAL FROM HORRY COUNTY 
Court of Common Pleas 


Dale Van Slambrook, Master-in-Equity at Berkeley County 


 
 


Appellate Case No. 2024-001734 


 
 
 


OlgaTeslenko, Appellant, 


                  v. 
 


Joe Kocsis and Carpet King & Flooring, Respondents. 


 


 
CERTIFICATE OF APPELLANTS INABILITY TO ENGAGE COUNSEL 


 
 


I, Olga Teslenko, the Appellant in the above case, hereby certify that despite diligent 
continuous efforts, I am categorically unable to engage with an attorney. I have contacted 
around 70 attorneys and large law firms, all of whom decline engagement as soon as they learn 
my name and my address. Even attorneys recommended by the South Carolina Lawyer 
Referral Program, decline engagement as soon as they learn my name and address.  


This certificate is accompanied by one instance of evidence to illustrate the above. 


 
Dated: October 28, 2024     


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


 
Enclosed:  
1. S.C. Lawyer Referral to Ryan Compton.PDF 
2. Ryan Compton Law reply.PDF 


1 / 4


Oct 29 2024
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O. T. <osenochen@gmail.com>


You submitted a consultation request to Ryan Compton
1 message


South Carolina Bar Lawyer Referral Service <no-reply@send.community.lawyer>
Thu, Apr 11, 2024 at 5:30


PM
To: osenochen@gmail.com


Hi Olga Teslenko,


Thank you for submitting your request for a consultation via the South Carolina Bar Lawyer Referral Service. The
request has been submitted to Ryan Compton. We recommend you call the attorney to arrange the consultation.


— Summary —


Your information


Name


Olga Teslenko


Phone number


(510) 388-2780


Email


osenochen@gmail.com


Your case information


Matter id #


723630


Matter type


Personal injury / property damage→ Appeals (civil)


Deadline


You did not submit a deadline for this case.


Issue location


29579


Attorney information


Name


Ryan Compton


Gmail - You submitted a consultation request to Ryan Compton https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ik=81e60686ed&view=pt&search=a...


1 of 2 10/28/2024, 4:45 PM
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Phone number


(843) 547-3333


Email address


ryan@bakercomptonlawfirm.com


Address


11019 Tournament Blvd., Suite 203, Murrells Inlet, South Carolina, 29576


Law firm


Baker Compton Law Firm, LLC


This email is automatically generated by a web service we use. For that reason, please do not reply to this email if you
need to contact us. Instead email us directly at lrs-info@scbar.org or call 1-800-868-2284.


Warm regards,
South Carolina Bar Lawyer Referral Service


950 Taylor Street
Columbia, SC 29201


Gmail - You submitted a consultation request to Ryan Compton https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ik=81e60686ed&view=pt&search=a...


2 of 2 10/28/2024, 4:45 PM
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ITEM 21 


Appellant’s First Motion to Compel 
Transmission (filed Nov 12, 2024).
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THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
In The Court of Appeals 


 
  


APPEAL FROM HORRY COUNTY 
Court of Common Pleas 


Dale E. Van Slambrook, S.C. Circuit Court Judge #2781 


 
 


Appellate Case No. 2024-001734 


 
 


OlgaTeslenko, Appellant, 


                      v.  


Joe Kocsis,  
Carpet King & Flooring, Respondents. 


 
 
 


MOTION TO REQUEST THE RELEASE AND TRANSFER OF THE ORIGINAL 
EXHIBITS FILED WITH THE TRIAL COURT ON 7.22.2024 IN A LETTER 


SUBMITTING EXHIBITS OMITTED IN LOWER COURT’S RETURN 
 


 


Pursuant to 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; and in compliance with Rule 


210(c), SCACR, which requires that the record on appeal include only those exhibits which were 


presented to the lower court; as well as, lastly, in order to comply with Rule 10(c), SCRCP, 


which requires that copies of exhibits be attached to the brief in order to be adopted into the 


record on appeal, appellant Olga Teslenko (“Appellant”) files this Motion to Request the Release 


and Transfer of the Original Exhibits Filed with Horry County court on 7.22.2024 in a Letter 


Submitting Exhibits Omitted in Lower Court’s Return. 


1


Nov 12 2024
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Appellant wishes to designate the original exhibits because: (1) they are essential to 


proving Appellant’s case; (2) they were filed timely with the lower court; and (3) they fall into 


one of the two categories identified by this Honorable Court as the categories for which the 


scanned copies are unacceptable in the record on appeal. The package of the exhibits Appellant 


filed with Horry County court on 7.22.2024 in a letter submitting exhibits omitted in lower 


court’s return, contained over 80 pages of printed documents and a flashdrive with photo and 


video evidence. Unfortunately, nearly all of the printed documents were scanned by Horry 


County court such that they became illegible. Please see the enclosed examples for illustration. 


In accordance with the explanation given by this Court, as well as the fundamental principles of 


law, copies are unacceptable if they are illegible. Yet these exhibits are essential to proving 


Appellant’s case, and they were timely filed with the lower court. It therefore follows that the 


original, legible, exhibits should be included in the record on appeal instead of the scanned 


illegible copies. Additionally, one of the exhibits was a flashdrive containing essential evidence. 


Please see the enclosed copy of the filed flashdrive. Since that flashdrive is not a paper exhibit, 


and since the contents of that flashdrive are essential to proving Appellant’s case, and since that 


flashdrive was timely filed with the lower court, the original of that flashdrive should be included 


in the record on appeal.  


 For these reasons, and in accordance with the explanation given by this Court, Appellant 


respectfully moves to request the issuance of an order directing the release and transfer of the 


entire package of the original exhibits filed with Horry County court on 7.22.2024 in a letter 


submitting exhibits omitted in lower court’s return, to be included in the Record on Appeal in the 


above case.  


2
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Appellant confirms and certifies that this motion complies with Rule 75, SCRCP, which 


stipulates that appeals shall be made upon the original record in the lower court. 


This motion will not prejudice the rights of the Respondents. 


This motion is in compliance with Rule 240, SCACR. 


 


 
Dated: November 11, 2024                                         


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


Appellant 
 
 
Enclosed: 


1. Proof of Service on Respondent;  
2. Certificate of Filing Fee Payment; 
3. Flashdrive filed within Letter Submitting Exhibits; 
4. Original - Picture 1; Scanned - Picture 1; 
5. Original - Picture 5; Scanned - Picture 5; 
6. Original - Picture 16; Scanned - Picture 16; 
7. Original - Picture 22; Scanned - Picture 22; 
8. Original - Picture 34; Scanned - Picture 34; 
9. Original - Picture 38; Scanned - Picture 38; 
10. Original - Picture 42; Scanned - Picture 42; 
11. Original - Picture 44; Scanned - Picture 44; 
12. Original - Shaw 200 Adhesive, pg. 1; Scanned - Shaw 200 Adhesive, pg. 1; 
13. Original - Shaw Installation, pg. 1; Scanned - Shaw Installation, pg. 1. 
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