[CAPTION]
VERIFIED PETITION FOR WRIT OF HABEAS CORPUS
(General)


The Petitioner, by counsel, respectfully requests this Court to issue a Writ of Habeas Corpus.  In support of the Petition, the Petitioner states the following:


1.  This Petition is made and writ applied for on behalf of [insert Petitioner’s name], who is unlawfully restrained of his/her liberty and falsely imprisoned in [insert facility] at [insert location, including county] by Respondent(s) herein in his/her/their capacity as [sheriff or DOC official]. 


2.  To the best of Petitioner's knowledge and belief, he/she is being held in said facility on the alleged grounds that [supply reason, like commitment, detainer, etc. - give cause number and identifying information if possible].


3.  The detention is illegal in that [specify reason detention is illegal, i.e., invalid commitment, violation constitutional rights, etc.].


4.  No previous application has been made for this Writ or the relief sought.


5.  The Petitioner is entitled to immediate release from the unlawful detention.


WHEREFORE, the Petitioner, by counsel, respectfully requests the following relief:


A.  A Writ of Habeas Corpus be issued and that an early date for a hearing on the return of the Writ be set;


B.  Immediately after the hearing on the return, Petitioner be discharged from the custody of the Respondent(s); and


C.  All other relief as the Court may deem just and proper under the circumstances.









(Signature of Attorney)

I (we) affirm, under the penalties for perjury, that the foregoing representations are true to the best of my (our) knowledge and belief.

(Signature of Petitioner)
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