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BeforeSTEELE, Chief JusticelHOLLAND andRIDGELY, Justices
ORDER

This 6" day of February 2012, upon consideration of theefignt’s
opening brief and the appellee’s motion to affimmmquant to Supreme Court
Rule 25(a), it appears to the Court that:

(1) The petitioner-appellant, Victor Granthamedilan appeal from
the Superior Court’'s September 20, 2011 order agniis petition for a
writ of habeas corpus. The respondent-appelleeState of Delaware, has

moved to affirm the Superior Court’'s judgment or tround that it is



manifest on the face of the opening brief thatdppeal is without merit.
We agree and affirm.

(2) The record before us reflects that, in Felyr@09, Grantham
pleaded guilty to Murder in the Second Degree. past of the plea
agreement, the State dismissed two counts of RecKimdangering and
several weapon charges. Grantham was sentencgd years of Level V
incarceration, to be suspended after 30 years @orydars of Level Il
probation. Grantham’s conviction and sentence \aéfraned by this Court
on direct appedl.

(3) In this appeal from the Superior Court’'s demifhis petition
for a writ of habeas corpus, Grantham claims thahia guilty plea was
coerced; b) he is “actually innocent” of the muradiarge; c) there was
insufficient evidence to support a charge of seabegtee murder; and d) he
received ineffective assistance of counsel in cotoe with his guilty plea.

(4) In Delaware, the writ of habeas corpus providief on a very
limited basis’ A writ of habeas corpus may not be issued to gergon

committed or detained on a charge of treason onjelwhich is plainly and

! Supr. Ct. R. 25(a).
2 Granthamv. Sate, Del. Supr., No. 516, 2009, Steele, C.J. (May201,0).
3 Hall v. Carr, 692 A.2d 888, 891 (Del. 1997).



fully set forth in the commitmerit. Stated otherwise, a prisoner whose
commitment is regular on its face may not obtaileagse through a state
habeas corpus petition.

(5) The record before us reflects that Granthara @learged with
several felony offenses, over which the Superiorur€cclearly had
jurisdiction. Grantham does not dispute that lisumitment was regular on
its face. Moreover, Grantham’s claims relatinghte guilty plea and his
counsel’'s performance are not cognizable in aipetior a writ of habeas
corpuss  We, therefore, conclude that the Superior Coudénial of
Grantham'’s petition for a writ of habeas corpus agper.

(6) Itis manifest on the face of the opening fotfrat this appeal is
without merit because the issues presented on hppeacontrolled by
settled Delaware law and, to the extent that jadlidiscretion is implicated,
there was no abuse of discretion.

NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED that the State’s iootto
affirm is GRANTED. The judgment of the Superior(@ois AFFIRMED.

BY THE COURT:

/s Myron T. Steele
Chief Justice

* Del. Code Ann. tit. 10, §6902(1).
® Grantham must pursue any such claims in accordaitehe procedures outlined in
Superior Court Criminal Rule 61.



