[CAPTION] 

MOTION TO SUPPRESS STATEMENTS (Involuntary Confession)


The Defendant, by counsel, respectfully requests this Court to suppress as evidence in this cause any and all oral and written communications, confessions, statements, admissions or tests, alleged to have been made by the Defendant prior to, at the time of, or subsequent to his/her arrest in this cause.  In support of this Motion, the Defendant states the following: 


1.
The Defendant is charged with [insert offenses].


2.
On [insert date], in response to an interrogation conducted by the police or its agents, the Defendant gave a statement.  The Defendant was in custody at the time of the interrogation.   


3.
The statement was involuntary, and thus obtained in violation of the Fourteenth and Fifth Amendments of the United States Constitution and Article I, Sections 12, 13, and 14 of the Indiana Constitution for the following reasons:



[CHOOSE APPROPRIATE REASONING]

a.
The statement sought to be suppressed was obtained as a result of physical coercion illegally directed against the Defendant and such statements were, therefore, involuntarily given. 

b.
The statements sought to be suppressed were obtained as a result of psychological and mental coercion illegally directed against the Defendant and such statements were, therefore, involuntarily given. 

c.
The statements sought to be suppressed were obtained as the product of and as the direct and proximate result of confronting the accused with certain material misrepresentations of fact known by the interrogator to be misrepresentations. 

d.
The statements sought to be suppressed were obtained as a result of promises of leniency and/or immunity to him/her that were not fulfilled and such statements were, therefore, involuntarily given.  The promises included suggestions and offers of leniency, inferences that charges could be "dropped," and inferences that in exchange for statements and self‑incriminating actions the number and severity of possible charges against Defendant would be limited. 


Therefore, any and all communications, confessions, statements, admissions or tests executed by the Defendant were elicited in violation of his/her constitutional rights under the Fourth, Fifth, Sixth and Fourteenth Amendments to the Constitution of the United States and his/her rights under Article 1, § 12, 13 and 14 of the Indiana Constitution. 


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


1.
Conduct a pre‑trial hearing to determine if the statements alleged to have been given were voluntary in nature; and 


2.
Suppress as evidence in this cause any and all communications, confessions, statements, admissions or tests, written or oral, made by him/her prior to, at the time of, or subsequent to his/her arrest in this cause. 






(Signature)
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