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SOUTH CAROLINA COMMISSION ON INDIGENT DEFENSE

Division of Appellate_Defense Robert M. Dudek, Acting Chief Appellate Defender
1330 Lagiy Street, Sung 401 Wanda H. Carter, Deputy Chief Appellate Defender
Columbia, South Carolina 29201-3332 Joseph L. Savitz, lll, Senior Appellate Defender

Post Office Box 11589

Columbia, South Carolina 29211-1588
Telephone: {803) 734-1330
Facsimile: ({803) 734-1397

November 23, 2010

Tiffany N. Richardson

Staff Attorney

Office of Disciplinary Counsel
Post Office Box 12159
Columbia, SC 29211

Re: NOTICE OF INVESTIGATION
Complainant:  John Dykeman
Matter Number: 10-DE-L-1228

Dear Ms. Richardson:

I am writing in response to your letter of November 9, 2010, concerning Mr. Dykeman’s
undated complaint apparently received by your office October 2, 2010. I represented Mr.
Dykeman in the direct appeal of his convictions for murder, kidnapping and armed robbery.
Although I was unable to help him in that proceeding, I nevertheless identified an unpreserved
issue for post-conviction relief that, in my professional opinion, will result in a new trial. (A
copy of my brief, the Court of Appeals opinion affirming Mr. Dykeman’s convictions and
relevant correspondence with Mr. Dykeman are attached.)

I categorically deny Mr. Dykeman’s accusation of professional misconduct. I obtained a
copy of the Jackson v. Denno hearing of which he speaks and, as reflected in my
correspondence, sent him a copy. (The nondisclosure of Brady material was neither an issue at
trial nor on appeal.) Moreover, I spoke with Mr. Dykeman a number of times about his case, and
I cannot remember ever refusing to talk with him when he called.

-

If anything, I believe that I provided Mr. Dykeman with better representation than
required by the Rules of Professional Conduct. While I have not provided you with a copy of my
entire file on Mr. Dykeman, I certainly have no objection if you wish to review it.

In my opinion, Mr. Dykeman will obtain relief in his case (if at all) by raising the issue I
have identified on post-conviction relief. In any case, Mr. Dykeman’s allegations against me are
groundless and his complaint should be summarily dismissed.
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Thank you for your courtesy and cooperation. Please do not hesitate to contact me if you
need additional information or I may be of further assistance.

JLS/pds
Enclosures

cc: Mr. John Dykeman #245443




