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PER CURIAM:

J.D.K. (Father) appeals from the juvenile court's permanency
order returning some of Father's children to the care of their
mother.  This matter is before the court on the State and the
Guardian ad Litem's motions to dismiss Father's petition on
appeal because this court lacks jurisdiction due to the lack of a
final appealable order as it relates to Father.

A permanency order may be final and appealable if it "'ends
the current juvenile proceedings, leaving no question open for
further judicial action.  An order which does not completely
determine the rights of the parties . . . is merely interlocutory
in nature.'"  In re A.F. , 2006 UT App 200,¶8 (quoting In re H.J. ,
1999 UT App 238,¶27, 986 P.2d 115).  "[B]ecause permanency orders



1We note that the Guardian ad Litem has filed an appeal from
the same permanency order in case 200501030-CA.  The issue
concerning whether the permanency order is final and appealable
as it pertains to the Guardian ad Litem remains subject to review
by this court.

2Because the issue concerning the appealability of
permanency orders has only recently been clarified by this court,
we also deny the State's request for attorney fees under rule 33
of the Utah Rules of Appellate Procedure.
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may contain a vast array of pronouncements," some portions of a
permanency order may be appealable and some may not.  Id.  at ¶9. 
The determination of what aspects of a permanency order may be
final and appealable "requires pragmatic analysis of the order
itself."  Id.   "[O]rders merely continuing jurisdiction of the
juvenile court, . . . orders giving only temporary custody to the
State or an individual, . . . and orders which otherwise leave
parental status unresolved [] anticipate further judicial action
and determination of rights, and thus, are interlocutory in
nature and cannot be appealed as a matter of right."  Id.  at ¶10
(citations omitted).  

We conclude that the permanency order is not final and
appealable as it pertains to Father. 1  No aspect of that order
had the effect of completely or finally resolving the issues
regarding Father.  Thus, because the order left Father's parental
status unresolved and anticipated further judicial action and
determination of rights, the permanency order as applied to
Father was not final and appealable.  Accordingly, this court has
no jurisdiction to resolve Father's appeal.  When we lack
jurisdiction, we retain "only the authority to dismiss the
action."  Varian-Eimac, Inc. v. Lamoreaux , 767 P.2d 569, 570
(Utah Ct. App. 1989).

We therefore dismiss the appeal. 2
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