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TAYLOR, JUDGE: A S., a child brings this appeal fromthe
Decenber 19, 2003, order of the Cark Crcuit Court, Famly
Court Division. W affirm

In Cctober 1999, a juvenile petition was filed
al I egi ng appel | ant had been habitually truant in violation of
Kent ucky Revised Statute (KRS) 630.020(3). Appellant eventually
“pled status,” and the court placed certain restrictions on her
behavior. Anmong the restrictions placed upon appell ant were

that she attend school without fail. Appellant was frequently



absent from school over the next few years and was subsequently
found in contenpt of court for violating those restrictions.

Appel I ant was eventually commtted to the custody of
t he Cabinet for placenment in a residential treatnent facility.
Upon appel lant’s conpl etion of the treatnent program the
Commonweal th made a notion requesting a dispositional review of
appel lant’s case. Pursuant to the Commobnweal th’s notion, on
Sept enber 25, 2003, an order was entered dischargi ng appell ant
fromcommtnent to the Cabinet.

On Decenber 1, 2003, the Commonweal th again filed a
notion for contenpt based upon appellant’s failure to attend
school. An order was entered on Decenber 19, 2003, finding
appellant to be in contenpt of court. This appeal follows.

Appel I ant contends she coul d not be held in contenpt
of court for her failure to attend school, as there was no valid
order in place requiring her to do so. Specifically, appellant
asserts the Septenber 25, 2003, order discharging her from
comm tnent to the Cabinet extinguished any prior court order
finding appellant to be habitually truant and requiring her to
attend school. Appellant contends she was di scharged from
commtnment to the Cabinet and that no additional restrictions
were placed on her behavior. As such, appellant contends when

she was agai n absent from school, the Commonweal th was required



to file a new juvenile petition alleging habitual truancy,
rather than a notion for contenpt.?

It is clear that in enacting the Unified Juvenile
Code, Kentucky Revised Statutes (KRS) Chapters 600-645, it was
the legislature’s intent to pronote the protection of children,
ensure children had a safe and nurturing hone and provide
treatnment to those children brought before the court pursuant to
the code. KRS 600.010. It is equally clear that pursuant to
KRS 610.010(13), the court has continuing jurisdiction over a
child who has been adjudi cated habitually truant until the child
reaches the age of eighteen (18). Both the general intent of
the juvenil e code and the nore specific |anguage of KRS 610. 010,
indicate that the court continued to have jurisdiction over this
matter.

It is also well established that a court has the
i nherent authority to secure conpliance with its orders. Dunagan

v. Commonweal th, Ky., 31 S.W3d 928 (2000). Furthernore, KRS

600. 060 specifically states that “[n]otw thstandi ng any ot her
provi sion of KRS Chapter 600 to 645 [the Kentucky Unified
Juveni |l e Code], the inherent contenpt power of the court shal

not be dimnished.” As such, the court had the authority to

' Areview of the record indicates that fromthe tine appellant was discharged
fromcommtnent to the Cabinet on Septenber 25, 2003, until she was before
the court on the nmotion for contenpt on Decenber 1, 2003, she only attended
school twelve days.



utilize its inherent power of contenpt in this juvenile
pr oceedi ng.

Appel I ant m sconstrued the Septenber 25, 2003, order
di scharging her fromconmmtnent to the Cabinet. The order
nmerely di scharged appellant fromcomm tnent. The order did not,
as appel l ant contends, extinguish any previous orders of the
court. The order directing appellant to “attend school w thout
fail” remained in effect and was a valid order. Thus, when
appel lant violated the court’s order, it was proper for the
Comonweal th to proceed by way of a notion for contenpt.

Under the circunstances presented, requiring the
Commonweal th to file a new petition would be agai nst the general
intent of the juvenile code and offensive to the notion that a
court has the inherent authority to enforce conpliance with its
own orders. The order discharging appellant fromcomrtnent to
t he Cabi net was very concise and directed only that appellant be
di scharged fromcommtnent. The order did not state, nor did it
inmply, that any previous order of the court was otherw se
extingui shed by its entry. The order requiring appellant to
attend school without fail remained in effect. Appellant choose
not to attend school, in violation of that court’s order and,

t hus, was properly found in contenpt of court.



For the foregoing reasons,

order of the dark Circuit Court,

af firned.

ALL CONCUR.
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