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Introduction
Contempt is the willful disobedience toward, or open disrespect for, the rules or orders of a court. "Contempts are either civil or criminal." Stephen POINDEXTER, Appellant v. COMMONWEALTH of Kentucky, Appellee. No. 2011–SC–000275–DG. However, based on our case, the contempt is criminal. Thus, Criminal contempt is defined as a conduct "which amounts to an obstruction of Justice and which tends to bring the court into disrepute. Undoubtedly, the Kentucky Supreme Court’s affirmation of a criminal contempt conviction of the attorney in the case of Poindexter v. Commonwealth, 389 S.W.3d 112 (Ky. 2012) is justified. Given all the "the elements of the offense, in this case, are matters within the personal knowledge of the court," the offense can be regarded as a direct criminal contempt and is thus punishable by the court. 
Synopsis of the Case
The case of Stephen POINDEXTER, Appellant v. COMMONWEALTH of Kentucky, Appellee No. 2011–SC–000275–DG, was decided in the Supreme Court of Kentucky on December 20, 2012. This case involved client; James Bradshaw Baldani, Rowland & Richardson, appellant Lexington, KY, Attorney General of Kentucky; Jack Conway, Assistant Attorney General; James Coleman Shackelford, appellee; Frankfort, KY. In this case, the court found Appellant, Poindexter, a licensed attorney, to be in criminal contempt of court for failing to appear at a client's arraignment. In his defense the Appellant argued to the Court that he was under no obligation to appear at the prosecution because he had withdrawn from being a representative of the client, and additionally, he held the view that whether it chanced that he had a duty to appear in the arraignment, there were insufficient grounds upon which to find him in criminal contempt. Contrarily, the trial court considered the Appellant to have intentionally failed to appear on for court arraignment and hence held him in criminal contempt of court, whereby he was ordered to pay a $250 fine and spend 96 hours in jail (SCOTT, 2019).
The Analysis of the Appellee’s Criminal Contempt
As noted earlier, the Appellant presents his defense on the offense by contending two arguments. First, he argues that he had withdrawn as a representative of Bradshaw’s counsel and that gave him no obligation to appear in the court for the said prosecution. Second, he proposes that even if to somewhat he was obliged to appear in the arraignment, there were inadequate evidence or conditions to which could implicate him to be in criminal contempt. It is in the following reasons that it can be agreed that the court was justified to find Appellant Poindexter in criminal contempt of the court. 
First, the Rules of Court Practice and Procedure for the 29th Judicial Circuit of Kentucky during criminal proceedings on representation in criminal cases has it that once an attorney appears for a defendant in a criminal case, he/she shall not be allowed to withdraw as counsel thereafter, except upon a showing of extraordinary circumstances (Silberman et al. 2017). In this case, the Appellant argues that because he had not yet appeared in court to represent Bradshaw, serves as a reason to withdraw, however, since the withdrawal did not exhibit the requirement of “extraordinary circumstances his withdrawal becomes unjustified and hence it falls under the contempt of court. Additionally, the Kentucky Supreme Court Rule 3.130–1.16(c) provides that “A lawyer must comply with applicable law requiring notice to or permission of a tribunal when terminating a representation” (Enarson, 2012).  Since Poindexter had filed a Notice of Entry of Appearance an attorney; he thus became the attorney of record in all the purposes and intents of the case. Considering that the Appellant failed to seek the court’s permission to withdraw as counsel, it can be vindicated that the Appellant had a duty to appear with Bradshaw at his arraignment, and his failure not to turn up even after being served a court order is an act of disobedience and hence adequate to effectuate contempt of court. 
 Second, as earlier noted, the criminal contempt involves those acts done whether indirect, consequential, constructive or obstructive in disrespect to the court and its processes (Rychlak, 2010). To some extent, there is contention based upon the facts that in somewhat the trial court never had sufficient jurisdiction and hence it abused its discretion in finding Poindexter in criminal contempt of court. Since there is no justification of the Appellant’s willful disobedience toward the orders of a court, his actions can objectively be designated as one of the indirect, and consequential contempt which intended to hamper the process, lower the authority of the court. Certainly, it can be argued that the arraigning attorney of record unsuccessful appear for a planned prosecution since he had accidentally and erroneous documented the date for the hearing.
Reflection
If I was the attorney, after finding out about the scheduling problem, and stated that he had done everything to notify the court first rather than contacting the Commonwealth's Attorney to seek a continuance of standing in as a representative for the prosecution. In this perspective, the court could not have sufficient evidence to find the Attorney to be in criminal contempt since he will not have been considered to be acting willfully disobedient. 
Conclusion
Based on the criminal contempt of this nature, it is essential for all elements of the contempt to be proven beyond a reasonable doubt. Typically, with the absence of a valid excuse, an attorney may be found to be in contempt of court if he or she fails to appear during arraignment within the scheduled time to represent their clients or follow the court proceedings. 
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