
[CAPTION] 

VERIFIED MOTION TO IMPOSE SANCTIONS 

 The Defendant, by counsel, respectfully requests this Court, pursuant to Trial Rule 37(B), to issue 

an Order imposing the following sanctions upon the State, through the Prosecuting Attorney’s Office, for 

their failure to comply with this Court's discovery order issued on [insert date].  In support of the Motion, 

the Defendant states the following:  

 1. On [insert date], this Court issued an Order requiring the State to disclose the following: 

[insert specific items] by [insert deadline]. 

 2. The State failed to disclose the [specific items] by [insert deadline]. 

3. In an effort to resolve the discovery issue without the Court’s involvement, undersigned 

counsel drafted a letter to the State requesting the [specific items] and made multiple phone calls to the 

prosecutor. 

4. On [insert date], pursuant to T.R. 37(A), the Defendant filed a Motion to Compel  

[specific items].   This Court granted the Motion to Compel and ordered the disclosure of [specific items] 

by [insert new deadline]. 

5. As of the date of the Motion for Sanctions, the Defendant still has not received [specific 

items].  

6. It is within the trial court’s discretion to order a proper sanction.  A proper sanction in 

this case is [pick one: possible sanctions include dismissal, exclusion of evidence, exclusion of witness, 

admission of facts, contempt, expenses]. 

 WHEREFORE, the Defendant, by counsel, respectfully requests this Court to issue an Order 

imposing the above specified sanctions against representatives and agents of the State of Indiana, and for 

all other relief just and proper in the premises.  

 

        (Signature) 

 

VERIFICATION 



 The undersigned affirms under penalties of perjury that the foregoing representations are true to 

the best of her knowledge and belief. 

  

       (Signature) 
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