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1. I NT RODU cn ON 

In October, 1972, the Kentucky Model Circuit Courts Project began 

operation with a major goal of introducing and testing the concept of 

court administration in Kentucky at the trial court level in five pilot 

• judicial districts. These five districts were felt to represent a 

cross-secti on of the state IS popul ati on and 'j ncl uded ci rcui t courts 

serving both rural areas and industrialize, heavily populated urban 

'centers; and multi-Judge, single-.county districts as \llell·as single­

judge, !)lulti-county districts. In addition, several unique situations 

\lJere represented by these di stri cts, such as Frankl i n County, where 

all state administrative cases are decided, and Oldham County, site of 

La Grange Reformatory, v/here a number of prison problems are handled. vJithin 

the general purpose of the project, several important objectives were 

sought, among which were the reduction of case processing time, provision 

of central i zed management and resources to the fi ve parti cipati n9 courts, . 

the availability of modern equipment and the institution of methods 

\'lhereby i nformati on coul d be coll ected and eval uated for the fi ve judi ci al 

. distri cts. 

A major need of most of the circuit courts of Kentucky, and particularly 

those of the Project, was to develop a comprehensive methodology for 

facility planning for both immediate and 'long-range future. To develop 

·general guidelines for architectural analysis of the state1s courthouses, 

pal'ti cul a fly those withi n the project, Judge Henry V. Penni ngton, Project 
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Director and Circuit Judge of the 50th Judicial District (Boyle and Mercer 

Counties) requested assistance through LEAA's Criminal Courts Technical 

Assistance Pro~ect at The American University. Of immediate concern to 

Judge Penn"ington was the need to evaluate facility planning currently in 

progress in the two counties. In Mercer County, this pl~nning focussed 

upon renovations creating a model courtroom-in-the-round. The Mercer 

Fiscal Court in Harrodsburg had authorized an initial expenditure of $12,500 

which would revert to the fiscal court June 30, 1974 if planning was not instituted 

by the Circuit C·ourt. In Boyle County, the local fiscal court had decided to construct 

a m0dern detention center adjacent to the courthouse which was slated to be 

remodelled and exp~nded with an annex at a cost of $1 ~illion. 

In view of limited technical assistance resources available at the time 

of the request, coupled \'lith the urgent need for immediate assistance~ the 

technical assistance services focussed upon evaluating the.planning currently 

in progress in Boyle and Mercer Counties and outlining the areas of further 

study that should be undertaken should the Model Courts Project have 

additional resources available. 

On r~ay 2 and 3, Lawrence Si ege 1, Opel'ati ons Coord"j nator for Space Han­

agement Consultants, Inc., and an architect with extensive experience in 

judici.al facility planning, met \'Jith Judge Pennington and Ms. Diane Morris, 

regional administrator of the Model Courts Project. During this visit, he 

toured the courthouses in both Boyle and Mercer Counties as well as met with 

all court personnel concerned, and spent considerable time with the architects 
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involved in planning the Boyle County facility. On ~1ay 14 through 17, 

Andrefis Saga ty', Mr. Si egel ' s associ ate, r~turned to Kentucky to analyze 

in depth the current status of facility planning in the tl'JO counties 

and,' par.ticularly, to \'lOrk with the architect in Boyle County in revising 

the working plans. The results of these efforts are described in the 

following sections of this report. 

" 
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II. REVIEW OF CIRCUIT COURT FACILITIES IN BOYLE COUNTY 

A. Background 

Although the circuit courtroom is in reasonably good repair, the courthouse 

overall is desperately in need of renovation or replacement. A Lexington . 
architectural firm, Donald B. Shelton Architects-Engineers & Associates, has 

produced schematic plans for a major renovation and apparently has also completed 

the design of a new jail. The courthouse plans were studied by the technical 

assistance consultant and discussed with ,personnel of the Mod~l Courts Program, 

with the Sheriff, Circuit Clerk and Court Administrator~ and with the principal 

and one member of the architectural firm. 

The recommended plans and the planning procedure both shew majot~ deficiencies. 

Given that planning constraints and site contraints may both have contributed 

problems, nevertheless they did not dictate the apparent. disregard of relation­

ships between jail and courthouse or among the several departments and 

activities in the courthouse. Examples of these poor relationships include a 
. . 

long corridor jointly used for puLlic access to the judge's suite, jurors' 

access to the courtroom, \~itness access to \·,itness wa'iting room, emergency exit 

from the courtroom, and prisoner Cil~culation betvleen jail holding cells and the 

courtroom. This mixture of circulation patterns is s~riously lacking in security 

and presents problems in other respects as well. Prisoner holding cells share 

a common entrance corridor \'Jith witness waiting rooms, creating the obvious 

opportunity for potenti ally dangerous confrontati ons. The pri soner I s circul at; on 

cort"; dor also serves as pub 1 i c access to the Grand Jury Heari n9 Room and to 

probation of-fices. Because no waiting space is provided for Grand Jury Hitnesses, 
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the prisoner corridor (and also the main public lobby) v/i11 probably bG 

used for that purpose, disregarding the need for security and privacy. 

No private toilet facilities are provided for grand jurors who would 

consequently have to share public facilities and public corridors. 

Apparently ne'j ther a faci 1 ity program ncr a projection of future 

space needs was prepared by the architect s~ it is not possible to assess 

directly the adequac'y of space allocation, but the few examples cited above 

give small reason for confidence. Other examples include unplanned spaces 

for Circuit Clerk and Sheriff which make it impossible to estimate whether 

those functions will be any better housed than at present. In the judge's 

suite, conferehce spaces are duplicated at the, cost of reduced space for 

law clerk. library, u.nd court administrator. 

B. Analysis of Planning to Date 

Working drawings were stated by the architect to be \'lithin a few days 

of completion and susceptab1e to only minol~ changes, although it is the 

conSUltant's estimate that the time required just to replan space use so 

that the Circuit Court can function adequately in these new quarters will require 

between 20 and 30 man-days. A structure of this high cost and importance 

to the community is \'wrthy of that small amount of time to (1) carefully' 

determi ne by observati on and personal i ntervi e\1 present and probable 

future-requirements, (2) plan each space in considerativn of these needs, 

(3) present each space use plan to the specific users for their analysis 

and comment, and (4) develop a comprehensive plan for the entire building 

that compromises conflicting needs for amounts and locations of space in a 

.manner best suited to the total operation of the court ar.:d courthouse. 
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Although renovation of the circuit courtroom is contemplated, no 

drawings or specific proposals appear to have been made. Courtroom 

design is so specialized a subject that it is inconceivable to expect 

approval of the courthouse renovation and expansion plan ~/ithout completion 

of that critical element. In short, the courthouse renovation plans 

are not in a stage of completion which would allow a rational acceptance 

of the design to be made. Indeed, for the stated purpose of deriving a 

cost estimate to enable a bond issue to be floated, plans and working 

drawings '~lOuld not have been necessary. It would have been sufficient 

sim~ly to prepare an accurate and comprehensive facility program to deter­

mine the net square feet of building area. A~propriate local construction 

costs per square foot of gross area would then be determined and applied 

to compute the estimated total construction cost. Site acquisition and 

preparation costs, architectural fees, and a contingency percentage would 

then be estimated and added to the construction cost to detennine the total 

project cost. 

C. Recommendations 

Based on this initial review, several courses of action appeared open. 

They wel~e: 

1. (a) Prepare a comprehensive facility program and deve'lop cost estimates 

from it. (b) Complete schematic plans to the satisfaction of user re­

presentatives. (c) Follow with revision and completion af working 

drawings. The minimum consultant effort required for part (;) and 

assistance in part (b) is 20-30 man-days. 
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2. ,(a) Take the calculated risk of reworking schematic plans 

without for-mal programming, basing cost estimates of planned 

gross square feet. (b) Follow with review and completion 

of, working drawingi. The minimum consultant effort for 

assistance in part (a) is about 10 man days. 

3. Correct only obvious deficiencies in schematic plans. The 

minimum consultant effort required is 7 man days of assistance 

to the architect". who would then proceed with cost estimates 

and revision of working drawings. 

In' view of the limited technical assistance resources available, 

option three was authorized and Andreas Sagaty made a site visit r~ay 14th-

17th to prepare, ;n cooperation with f~r. Sherman of the architect's office, 

suggested revisions to the plans. Assura~ces were given that these re­

visions \vould be incorporated into the working dravlings. A copy of the 

revised schematic plans was to have been forwarded to the technical 

assistance consultants, but,as of June 1st, had not been received. Con­

sequently, SMC prepared a sketch and transmitted it directly to Judge 

Pennington on that date. Plans have not been received as of this writing . 
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II 1. REVI [vI OF CI RCUIT COURT FACI UTI ES IN f,1ERCER CDUIHY 

A. Backgrou_nd 

The ci rcui t courtroom in the r~ercer County Courthouse in Harrodsburg is 

large and badly in need of renovation. Sketches had been developed for possible 

modifications reflecting the influence of McGeorge School of Law's experi-. 
mental courtroom. An examination of the entire courthouse and discussions 

with several of its staff, including r~ichael Conover, County Attorney, revealed 

a number of other space problems. It was therefore conclu~ed that a more 

comprehens~ve space study including the courtroom as one component, would 

produce much greater benefits to the county and to all ,users of the courthouse. 

B. Analysis of Existing Situation 

The circuit courtroom is large and high and includes a large side balcony 

opposite the window wall. It is adjoined by s~veral small offices on two 

iides and by the judge and clerk's offices on the third side. 80th total space 

and interior ar.rangements are ample and \'lOuld allo\'J for,considerable freedom 

of design to improve the style and functionality of the circuit courtroom. 

A'comprehensive design study should be able to yield more significant benefits 

than could possibly result from the simple concentration on a circular judicial 

area. For exampl~ a diagonal axis, placing the bench closer to, the window 

wall, would open the courtroom to much fuller utilization of its large 

available ,::pace and to a more effective layout of the judicial area. 
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Equally important benefits, however, would be gained by obtaining better 

use of the adjoining offices and balcony for jury deliberation, witness waiting, 

storage, prisoner holding, and attorney conference spaces. These modifications 

would affect users "'/ho are not part of the Circuit Court, however, and would 

necessitate finding them appropriate spaces. In addition, County Court, 

Fiscal Court, and other functions on the fitst and second floors of the court­

house, are far from optimally housed now, although total available space is 

not, at first glance, inadequate. A reorganization of ~pace use and a reno­

vation'program to realize it appear quite feasible and could benefit Mercer 

County with better court and meeting facilities overall, not only in the Circuit . 
Court. 

C. Recommendations: 

It would be functionally and fiscally beneficial both to the Circuit Court 

and to t~ercer County government if a space reorgani zati on and renovati on study 

were established, considering the entil'e M,el'cer Cqunty Courthouse, and aiming 

at a comprehensive minimum cost-high benefit solution to its imbalanced 

space use. The-study should analyze the use of space, determine significant 

functional and spatial relationships; estimate probable future changes in 

these factors, and develop schematic plans and a facility program to desctibe, 

in detail, the recorrunended \'Jork. Fi na 1 a rchi tectura 1 des; gns and constl'Llcti on 

could then follow. The duration of the study should not exceed apPl'oximately 

two months. 
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IV. SUMMARY 

The foregoing discussion is designed to describe in general 

terms existing facility problems which bear on Circuit Court oper-

ati ons in Boyl e and Mercer Counti es, Kentucky. In vi ew of the 

limited time availab·le to the technical assistance consultants, coupled 

with the urgent need for their assistance, this report should serve 

as a guideline for planning and does not purport to be a comprehensive 

discussion.or identification of all problems and issues to be 

consjdered. With careful planning and analysis of Circuit Court needs 

in both Boyle and ~1ercer Counties, specifically, as \'/ell as all 

districts participating in the project, 'future facility needs v/111 

not only be accommodated but the original goals of the project will 

also be served. 
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