[CAPTION] 

MOTION TO DISMISS (Statute of Limitations)


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


1.
An [indictment/information] was filed on [insert date], charging the Defendant with [insert offense(s)].


2.
The [indictment/information] filed in this cause alleges the commission of the criminal offense occurred on [insert date].


3.
The prosecution of the Defendant in this cause is barred by Ind. Code 35‑41‑4‑2 because the prosecution was not commenced:  [specify applicable time period] 


(1)
within five (5) years after the commission of a Class B, Class C, or Class D felony (for a crime committed before July 1, 2014) or a Level 3, Level 4, Level 5, or Level 6 felony (for a crime committed after June 30, 2014).


(2)
within two (2) years after the commission of a misdemeanor. 


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









(Signature)
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