[CAPTION]

MOTION TO DISMISS FOR STATE MISCONDUCT (GENERAL)

The Defendant, by counsel, respectfully requests this Court, pursuant to Ind. Code 35-34-1-4, to dismiss the [information/ indictment] filed in the above-captioned cause.  In support of the Motion, the Defendant states the following:

1.
On [insert date], the State charged the Defendant with [insert offense(s)] .

2. Since the filing of the charges, the State, either through the prosecutor or law enforcement, has committed multiple instances of misconduct.

[LIST MISCONDUCT, FOR EXAMPLE:]
a. The prosecutor has failed to provide material evidence to the Defendant, as ordered by the Court on [insert date].

b. The prosecutor has obstructed the Defendant’s access to witness by threatening to charge the witnesses with a crime if they testified or instructing the witnesses not to talk with the agents of the Defendant.  

c. The State has engaged in outrageous conduct.
3. This conduct rises to the level that dismissal of the cause is an appropriate remedy.

4. Pursuant to Criminal Rule 3, a memorandum stating specifically the grounds for dismissal is filed with this Motion.

WHEREFORE, the Defendant, by counsel, respectfully requests this Court to 

dismiss the [information/indictment], and for all other relief just and proper in the premises.








(Signature)
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