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PER CURIAM:

B.W.H. seeks to appeal from a June 30, 2010 order entered in
juvenile case number 1025019.  This court does not have
jurisdiction to review the order in this case because the order
B.W.H. seeks to appeal was never entered in this case and because
B.W.H. is not a party to this case.

The specific order B.W.H. seeks to appeal dismissed B.W.H.
and his wife's petition to adopt A.W. in juvenile case number
1025019.  The order also denied B.W.H. and his wife's motion to
vacate A.W.'s adoption as well as their objection to A.W.'s
adoption, both of which were filed in juvenile case number
1025019, not the present case.  B.W.H. was not a party to this
case, which adjudicated another couple's adoption of A.W.  The
decree of adoption was entered on April 28, 2010.  B.W.H. did not
file any pleading in this case until July 20, 2010, twenty days
after the order B.W.H. seeks to appeal was entered.
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Therefore, because the order B.W.H. seeks to appeal was
never entered in this case and because B.W.H. was not a party to
this case, this court lacks jurisdiction to review the order
entered by the juvenile court in the context of this appeal.  See
generally  Fisher v. Fisher , 2003 UT App 91, ¶ 18, 67 P.3d 1055
(stating that a non-party to the underlying action had to file a
motion to intervene for the court to have jurisdiction over the
claim).  When a court lacks jurisdiction, it "retains only the
authority to dismiss the action."  Varian-Eimac, Inc. v.
Lamoreaux , 767 P.2d 569, 570 (Utah Ct. App. 1989).

Accordingly, we dismiss the appeal.
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