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PER CURIAM.

Appdlant lloma Radney (“appellant”) appeds as of right from the trid court’s order holding her
in contempt of court. We affirm. This gpped is being decided without ora argument pursuant to MCR
7.214(E).

Appdlant, an employee of the Family Independence Agency (FIA), was & al relevant times the
supervisor on the underlying child protection case involving Carshena Barker. The referee assigned to
the case filed a mation to show cause why appellant should not be found in contempt of court for failing
to comply with court orders and failing to supervise workers assigned to the case. The motion stated
that appelant failed to take steps to make Carshend's placement with her aunt legd, even though she
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was repeatedly asked to do so, and failed to insure that workers assigned to the case gppeared in court
when scheduled to do so.

At a hearing on the motion, counsel for the FIA and gppellant conceded that workers had not
gppeared a scheduled hearings, but noted that the hearings had been completed shortly theresfter.
Counsel emphasized that a petition to dlow Carshena s aunt to obtain permanent custody had been filed
and would be addressed shortly. Theregfter, the FIA would be authorized to provide more services for
Carshena. The court focused its andysis not on the lack of provison of services, but rather on the
disruption of the proceedings caused by the failure of workers to appear a scheduled hearings. The
court found appellant in civil contempt, and fined her $200.

Contempt is a willful act, omisson, or satement that impairs the authority or impedes the
functioning of a court. A court has both inherent and statutory authority to punish contempt. MCL
600.1701 et seq.; MSA 27A.1701 et seq. When contempt is committed in the immediate view and
presence of the court, the court may punish it summarily. Under such circumstances, dl facts necessary
to find contempt are within the persona knowledge of the court. Punishment for contempt committed
outsde the presence of the court can be imposed only after proof of the facts charged are made by
affidavit or otherwise, and an opportunity has been given to defend. Under these circumstances, the
accused must be advised of the charges, afforded a hearing, and given an opportunity to meet the
charges. In re Contempt of Robertson, 209 Mich App 433, 436-438; 531 NW2d 763 (1995). The
issuance of an order of contempt is within the discretion of the trid court. Absent an abuse of
discretion, a trid court’s decison will not be disturbed on apped. Schoensee v Bennett, 228 Mich
App 305, 316; 577 NW2d 915 (1998).

We affirm the trid court’s finding of contempt. Appellant was the supervisor of the underlying
child protection case, and as such was respongble for insuring that a worker was assigned to the case a
dl times and that the case was moving forward. In spite of repeated requests from the referee,
gppellant took no steps to formdize Carshena's placement with her aunt for more than one yesar.
During that time, two regularly scheduled hearings were adjourned because the worker assgned to the
case did not appear in court. Appelant does not deny that she had the responsibility of insuring that a
case worker attended every regularly scheduled hearing.  Appellant’s assertion that the court did not
incur additiona costs because the two hearings were adjourned is unsubstarntiated.

Contrary to gppellant’ s assertion, the trid court found her in civil contempt. She was advised of
the charges againgt her, was afforded a hearing, and had the opportunity to respond to the charges, as
required. Robertson, supra. The fine imposed, $200, congtituted compensation for a portion of the
expenses incurred as aresult of appelant’s continuing failure to properly supervise the case. Under the
circumstances, the trid court did not abuse its discretion by holding gppellant in contempt. Schoensee,
supra.

Affirmed.
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