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PER CURIAM:

Apolinar Dorado appeals the trial court's order denying his
motion for a finding of contempt and requiring his visitation
with his daughter to be supervised. This is before the court on
its own motion for summary disposition based on the lack of a
substantial question for review.

In response to the court's motion, Dorado argues facts from
his perspective and raises new issues before the appellate court.
He asserts that Jennifer Dorado, the physical custodian of his
daughter, is unstable and requests that this court grant him
custody. These matters were not before the court below. Rather,
the hearing regarded supervised visitation and contempt.
Generally, this court will not address issues not raised Iin the
trial court. See Hart v. Salt Lake County Comm'n , 945 P.2d 125,
129 (Utah Ct. App. 1997).

Dorado also fails to identify any other specific issue for
review. "[A]n appellant must allege the [trial] court committed
an error that the appellate court should correct. . . . If an
appellant fails to allege specific errors of the [trial] court,
the appellate court will not seek out errors in the [trial]
court's decision.” Allen v. Friel , 2008 UT 56, 1 7, 194 P.3d




903. Here, Dorado asserts facts favorable to him but fails to
address the trial court's ruling or posture of the case. He does
not state a legal issue of trial court error in the ruling.
Accordingly, he has failed to present any substantial issue for
review warranting further consideration by this court.

Affirmed. *

James Z. Davis,
Presiding Judge

Carolyn B. McHugh,
Associate Presiding Judge

J. Frederic Voros Jr., Judge

!Appellee argued in her response to the motion that the
order was not a final order and, thus, this court lacked
jurisdiction. The order, however, finally determined the
contempt matter and therefore was a final appealable order.
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