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MEMORANDUM DECISION

Petitioner Carl Lockhart appeals the circuit court’s denial of his habeas corpus
petition, arguing thirteen assignments of error. The appeal was timely perfected by counsel,
with the complete record from the circuit court accompanying the petition. No response was
filed.

This Court has considered the petition and the record on appeal. Pursuant to Rule 1(d)
of the Revised Rules of Appellate Procedure, this Court is of the opinion that this case is
appropriate for consideration under the Revised Rules. The facts and legal arguments are
adequately presented in the petition and the record on appeal, and the decisional process
would not be significantly aided by oral argument. Upon consideration of the standard of
review, the petition, and the record presented, the Court finds no substantial question of law
and no prejudicial error. For these reasons, a memorandum decision is appropriate under
Rule 21 of the Revised Rules.

Petitioner was convicted by a jury of sexual assault in the first degree, battery,
burglary and assault during the commission of a felony. He filed the instant habeas corpus
petition in 2001, and filed a supplemental habeas corpus petition in 2006. In January 2007,
petitioner and his counsel appeared for an evidentiary hearing. At the conclusion of this
hearing, the circuit court ordered the parties to submit proposed findings of fact and
conclusions of law, and the petitioner was provided an opportunity to reply thereto. On July
22, 2010, the circuit court entered a seventeen page order denying habeas corpus relief.
Petitioner now seeks a reversal of the circuit court’s decision, alleging thirteen assignments
of error.

The Court has carefully considered the merits of each of the petitioner’s arguments
as set forth in his petition for appeal. Finding no error in the denial of habeas corpus relief,



the Court fully incorporates and adopts the circuit court’s detailed and well-reasoned

“Order,” dated July 22, 2010, and attaches the same hereto.

For the foregoing reasons, we affirm.
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Affirmed.



