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PER CURIAM:

This case is before the court on Enterprise Rent-A-Car
Company of Utah's (Enterprise) suggestion of mootness.

"An issue on appeal is considered moot when the requested
judicial relief cannot affect the rights of the litigants."

State v. Vicente , 2004 UT 6,13, 84 P.3d 1191 (quotations and

citation omitted); see also Strollo v. Strollo , 828 P.2d 532, 533
(Utah Ct. App. 1992). "Generally, this court declines to issue

advisory opinions on moot issues." Inre S.K. , 1999 UT App

261,19, 987 P.2d 616. "However, the court may consider a
technically moot issue if the issue is of wide concern, affects

the public interest, is likely to recur in a similar manner, and,
because of the brief time a person is affected, would likely

escape judicial review." Strollo , 828 P.2d at 533 (citing
Wickham v. Fisher , 629 P.2d 896, 899 (Utah 1981)).




At issue in this appeal is the determination of
responsibility for primary insurance coverage of a rental
vehicle. Enterprise has agreed to pay the minimum required
policy limits for the vehicle at issue. Therefore, a decision by
this court on the issue raised by State Auto Insurance Companies
(State Auto) would have no impact on the rights of the parties.
See Merhish v. H.A. Folsom & Assocs. , 646 P.2d 731, 732 (Utah
1982).

While State Auto argues that the underlying question
presents "a constant source of conflict between rental car
companies and personal auto insurers,"” there is no indication
that this issue is likely to escape judicial review in the
future. See Strollo , 828 P.2d at 533; Wickham , 629 P.2d at 899.
Because State Auto has not shown that the public interest
exception applies in this case, we decline to address the
guestion raised by the State on grounds of mootness and dismiss
the appeal. See Ellis v. Swensen , 2000 UT 101,926, 16 P.3d 1233
("Because mootness is a matter of judicial policy, the ultimate
determination of whether to address an issue that is technically
moot rests in the discretion of this court.").

This appeal is dismissed.
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