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OPINION

The petitioner, the commissioner of children andfamilies, appeals from the trial court's judgment 
vacating anorder of temporary custody and denying the petitioner's motion tomodify the disposition 
of protective supervision to an order ofcommitment. Due to procedural developments subsequent to 
thefiling of this appeal, we conclude that there is no relief thiscourt can afford to the petitioner and, 
therefore, the appeal ismoot.

On February 23, 1996, pursuant to General Statutes § 46b-120,the trial court, Keller, J., adjudged 
Catrina L. to be an uncaredfor special needs child. On March 20, 1996, the court ordered thatthe 
child be placed with her mother, subject to an order ofprotective supervision for nine months.

On September 3, 1996, the trial court, Teller, J., grantedthe petitioner's motion for an ex parte order 
of temporarycustody. On September 4, 1996, pursuant to Practice Book § 1041.1(1), the petitioner 
filed a
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 motion to modify the order of protective supervision toan order of commitment. The trial court 
consolidated thehearings on the validity of the order of temporary custodyand the motion to modify 
the order of protective supervision.On September 26, 1996, the trial court, Santos, J.,vacated the order 
of temporary custody, denied the motion tomodify and ordered that the child be returned to the 
mother, withprotective supervision to remain in place until December 5, 1996.On appeal, the 
petitioner claims that the trial court prevented itfrom presenting its case fully and seeks a reversal of 
the trialcourt's decision vacating the order of temporary custody anddenying the motion to modify 
the disposition, and, implicitly, aremand for a hearing on the merits.

Subsequent to the filing of this appeal, the trial court,Maloney, J., granted a motion for an ex parte 
order of temporarycustody on November 15, 1996, giving the child's care and custodyto the 
petitioner. Pursuant to Practice Book § 1041.1(1), thepetitioner filed a second motion to modify the 
order of protectivesupervision to an order of commitment. On November 20, 1996, thetrial court, 
Teller, J., affirmed the order of temporary custodyand ordered that protective supervision remain in 
place untilfurther order of the court. Presently, the motion to modify thecontinuing order of 
protective supervision to an order ofcommitment and the issue of the validity of the order of 
temporarycustody are before the trial court. In light of those proceduraldevelopments, the petitioner, 
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on September 11, 1997, limited itsrequest for relief on appeal to reversal of the trial court'sdecision 
with no further order.1 The dispositive
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 issue in this appeal is whether the subsequent granting of the orderof temporary custody and the 
filing of the petitioner's motion tomodify the November 15, 1996 disposition render this appeal moot.

"`Mootness applies to situations where events have occurredduring the pendency of an appeal that 
make an appellate courtincapable of granting practical relief through a disposition onthe merits.' . . 
." Cole v. Planning & Zoning Commission,40 Conn. App. 501, 505, 671 A.2d 844 (1996), quoting 
Bakerville Lumber &Construction Co. v. Planning & Zoning Commission,38 Conn. App. 212, 213, 659 
A.2d 758 (1995).

There is no practical relief that can be granted in thepresent appeal because the petitioner has 
received the redresssought. The petitioner sought reversal of the trial court'sdecision vacating the 
order of temporary custody and denying themotion to modify the disposition. Since the filing of this 
appeal,however, the petitioner has been granted an order of temporarycustody and a hearing on the 
merits of the motion to modify thedisposition is scheduled. Moreover, the petitioner 
implicitlyrecognizes the lack of practical relief available by limiting itsrequest for relief to reversal 
with no further order. "[I]t is notthe province of appellate courts> to decide moot 
questions,disconnected from the granting of actual relief or from thedetermination of which no 
practical relief can follow." (Internalquotation marks omitted.) Perry v. Perry, 222 Conn. 799, 803,611 
A.2d 400 (1992); Moshier v. Goodnow, 217 Conn. 303, 307,586 A.2d 557 (1991); Shays v. Local 
Grievance Committee, 197 Conn. 566,571, 499 A.2d 1158 (1985).

The appeal is dismissed as moot.

1. At oral argument, the petitioner explained that its reasonfor requesting reversal of the
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