[CAPTION] 

MOTION FOR RELEASE ON OWN RECOGNIZANCE (C.R. 4(A))



The Defendant, by counsel, respectfully requests this Court, pursuant to Criminal Rule 4(A), to order the Defendant released on his/her own recognizance pending the disposition of this cause.  In support of this Motion, the Defendant states the following: 


1.
On [insert date], the Defendant was taken into custody on [insert charge(s)], and has not been released on bail or recognizance since that date. 


2.
More than six months have passed without the Defendant having been tried on the above‑stated charges. 


3.
[CHOOSE: No delay in this cause has been occasioned by the Defendant.  OR The delay from [insert date] to [insert date] is attributable to the Defendant due to the Defendant’s [insert Motion].   The remaining time delay, adding up to over six months, is attributable to the State.]


4.
There has been no finding that any of the delay in this cause was due to congestion of the court calendar or an emergency.


5.
Petitioner is now and has been since [insert date], entitled to discharge under the provisions of Indiana Rules of Procedure, C.R. 4(A). 


WHEREFORE, Defendant, by counsel, respectfully requests this Court to enter an Order releasing him/her on his/her own recognizance, and for all other relief just and proper in the premises. 




(Signature)
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