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Appeal from an order of the Family Court, Onondaga County
(Michael L. Hanuszczak, J.), entered June 21, 2016 in a proceeding
pursuant to Family Court Act article 10.  The order, inter alia,
granted petitioner’s request for the temporary removal of the subject
children from the custody of respondent.  

It is hereby ORDERED that said appeal is unanimously dismissed
without costs. 

Memorandum:  Respondent mother appeals from an order entered in a
proceeding pursuant to Family Court Act article 10, which granted
petitioner’s request for the temporary removal of the subject children
from the custody of the mother.  We dismiss the appeal because a final
order of disposition was entered during the pendency of the appeal,
finding that the children were neglected but releasing the children to
the mother’s custody.  This appeal has thus been rendered moot (see
Matter of Gaige F. [Carolyn F.], 144 AD3d 1575, 1576 [4th Dept 2016];
Matter of Bruce P., 138 AD3d 864, 865 [2d Dept 2016]; Matter of John
S., 26 AD3d 870, 870 [4th Dept 2006]; cf. Matter of C. Children, 249
AD2d 540, 540 [2d Dept 1998]; see generally Matter of Javier R.
[Robert R.], 43 AD3d 1, 3-5 [1st Dept 2007]).  “Inasmuch as a
temporary order is not a finding of wrongdoing, the exception to the
mootness doctrine does not apply” (Matter of Cali L., 61 AD3d 1131,
1133 [3d Dept 2009]).

Entered: February 9, 2018 Mark W. Bennett
Clerk of the Court


