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BEFORE: GUI DUGLI AND KNOPF, JUDGES; EMBERTON, SENI OR JUDGE.‘!
EMBERTON, SENI OR JUDGE. Cody Arnett, a juvenile, entered a
conditional guilty plea to two counts of robbery, first degree.
He alleges that the trial court erroneously denied his notion to

suppress a confession made by himwhile in the custody of the

! Senior Judge Thomas D. Emberton sitting as Special Judge by assignnent of
the Chief Justice pursuant to Section 110(5)(b) of the Kentucky Constitution
and KRS 21.580.



police wthout the presence of his parents in violation of KRS?
610. 200. We affirm

On Decenber 12, 2002, the police arrived at Arnett’s
home to investigate an arned robbery that occurred at a | oca
Dairy Mart. The officers inquired as to the |ocation of
Arnett’s parents and were told that his nother was incarcerated
and his father was working a construction job and could not be
contacted. Arnett was then escorted to the police station where
he was advised of his Mranda rights. The police, w thout the
presence of either of Arnett’s parents, questioned himand
Arnett confessed to the crines.

Arnett was found to be a yout hful offender and
transferred to the Fayette Crcuit Court to be tried as an
adult. The trial court denied the notion to suppress and Arnett
entered a guilty plea reserving his right to appeal the
suppressi on i ssue.

A trial court’s decision on a suppression notion nust
be upheld if the factual findings of the court are supported by
substanti al evidence and the decision is correct as a matter of
| aw. 3

There is no factual dispute that Arnett was M randi zed

prior to the interrogation. Arnett does not contend that his

2 Kentucky Revised Statutes.

3 Adcock v. Commonweal th, Ky., 967 S.W2d 6 (1998).
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pl ea was involuntary but only that his statenent shoul d have
been suppressed because the police violated KRS 610. 200 when
they interrogated himw thout the presence of his parents.

In Murphy v. Conmonwealth,* the court rejected the same

argunent now advanced and held that the failure to conply with
KRS 610. 200 does not nandate suppression of the juvenile's
statenment. The record is clear that Arnett was advised of his
Mranda rights, and that he acknow edged he understood those
rights. Neither did he request counsel nor await his father’s
arrival before making a statenent. W conclude that no error
occurred in refusing to suppress the statenent.

The judgnent of the Fayette Grcuit Court is affirned.
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