
SUPREME COURT OF KENTUCKY

Rosen v. Watson
103 S.W.3d 25 (Ky. 2003) · No. 2002-SC-0057-MR · Decided April 24, 2003

SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of Kentucky affirmed a writ of prohibition barring prosecution of Joseph Watson
for second-degree escape. The court held that a request under KRS 500.110 was properly filed in the
district court where the detainer charge was pending and was not premature merely because the
request preceded the grand jury indictment. The court declined to construe KRS 500.110 identically to
the Interstate Agreement on Detainers.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether a prisoner satisfies KRS 500.110 by delivering a request for final disposition to the court in
which the detainer charge was pending when the detainer was lodged, even though the charge is later
transferred to circuit court by indictment.

2. Whether a request for final disposition under KRS 500.110 is premature when filed after a detainer is
lodged but before a grand jury indictment is issued.

3. Whether KRS 500.110 must be construed identically to the Interstate Agreement on Detainers, including
its definition of appropriate court.

HOLDINGS

1. A prisoner satisfies KRS 500.110 by delivering the request for final disposition to the court in which the
detainer charge was pending when the detainer was lodged and to the prosecuting officer responsible for
that charge. The prisoner is not required to refile the request in circuit court after a subsequent grand jury
indictment transfers the case.

2. A request for final disposition under KRS 500.110 is not premature when filed after a detainer has been
lodged but before indictment; the filing of the detainer, rather than the issuance of an indictment, triggers
the statute.

3. KRS 500.110 and the Interstate Agreement on Detainers are similar but not identical statutes, and courts
may not engraft the IAD's circuit-court definition of appropriate court onto KRS 500.110.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“We interpret "the prosecuting officer and the appropriate court of the prosecutor's jurisdiction" to mean the
prosecutorial office which has lodged the detainer and the court in which the entered indictment, information
or complaint forming the basis for the detainer was pending when the detainer was lodged.” (103 S.W.3d at
28)

“We specifically decline to engraft KRS 440.460 onto the language of KRS 500.110.” (103 S.W.3d at 29)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Watson's probation officer filed a criminal complaint alleging that Watson escaped from a halfway house, and
the Boyd District Court later lodged a detainer against him while he was imprisoned at the Northpoint Training
Center. Watson filed a pro se request for final disposition under KRS 500.110 in the Boyd District Court and
served the Boyd County attorney. A grand jury subsequently indicted him in Boyd Circuit Court, but the
Commonwealth did not bring him to trial within 180 days of his request.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Watson was charged in Boyd District Court with second-degree escape after a detainer was lodged against him
while he was imprisoned on other charges. He requested final disposition under KRS 500.110, but the district
court took no action; a grand jury later indicted him in circuit court. The circuit court denied Watson's motion to



dismiss, concluding that his request had been filed in the wrong court. The Court of Appeals issued a writ of
prohibition, and the Supreme Court of Kentucky affirmed.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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