[OUT OF STATE CAPTION] 

DEMAND FOR TRIAL

(Interstate Detainer)  

The Defendant in the above‑entitled cause enters a demand for trial pursuant to Article 3 of the Interstate Agreement of Detainers, I.C. 35-33-10‑4.  In support of this demand, the Defendant states the following: 


1.
On [insert date], the State of [insert State] charged the Defendant in the above-captioned cause with [insert offense(s)].


2.
I am presently incarcerated in the [insert State DOC facility] in [insert address] for my convictions of [insert convictions].


3.
I am serving [# of year sentence], of which I have served [insert # of years, # of months, and # of days], as of the date of the Motion. 


4.
The length of my remaining term, as calculated by the Department of Corrections is [insert # of years, # of months, and # of days]. 


5.
I hereby request that a final disposition be made of the following   [indictment/information] now pending against me:  [insert charges and cause numbers].

6.
Failure to take action in accordance with the Agreement on Detainers, to which your State is committed by law, will result in the invalidation of the [indictment/information].


7.
I hereby agree that this request will operate as a request for final disposition of all untried [indictments/informations] on the basis of which detainers have been lodged against me from your State.  I also agree that this request shall be deemed to be my waiver of extradition with respect to any charge or proceeding contemplated hereby or included herein, and a waiver of extradition to your State to serve any sentence there imposed upon me, after or during completion of my term of imprisonment in Indiana.  I also agree that this request shall constitute consent by me to the production of myself in any court where my presence may be required in order to effectuate the purposes of the Agreement on Detainers and further consent voluntarily to be returned to the institution in which I now am confined. 


8.
The required Certificate of Inmate Status is attached. 


9.
[Select appropriate statement]


a.  My counsel is [insert name and address of attorney]. 



b.  I request the Court to appoint counsel. 


WHEREFORE, Defendant demands trial in this cause within 180 days of the date of this demand, pursuant to Article 3 of the Interstate Agreement of I.C. 35-33-10-4, and for all other relief just and proper in the premises.









(Signature of Defendant)

DATE: [insert date of Motion]
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