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PER CURIAM:

91 This matter is before the court on a petition for
extraordinary relief. Petitioners ACLU of Utah, Disability Law
Center, and Utah Association of Criminal Defense Attorneys seek
relief on behalf of all individuals in criminal custody throughout
the state who are at risk of contracting COVID-19. No individual
inmate is named as a petitioner.

92 Respondents and Proposed Intervenors argue that
Petitioners lack standing. We conclude they are correct.

93 Petitioners do not claim to have traditional standing.
They do not purport to suffer a “distinct and palpable injury that
gives [them] a personal stake in the outcome of the legal dispute.”
Jenkins v. Swan, 675 P.2d 1145, 1148 (Utah 1983). And Petitioners
do not claim to have associational standing, which is present
when an association’s individual members have standing and the
participation of the individual members is not necessary to the
resolution of the case. See Utah Chapter of Sierra Club v. Utah Air
Quality Bd., 2006 UT 74, q 21, 148 P.3d 960.

94 Instead, Petitioners argue that they have public interest
standing. See id. 9§49 35-41. Two members of this court have
previously “expressed serious doubt about the intellectual
underpinnings of the doctrine and have invited further discussion
of its continued viability.” Haik v. Jones, 2018 UT 39, § 23 n.5, 427
P.3d 1155; see Gregory v. Shurtleff, 2013 UT 18, 9 64, 299 P.3d 1098
(Lee, J., concurring in part and dissenting in part, with Durrant, J.,
joining). However, we need not engage in an extended discussion
of this doctrine or its application. To qualify for public interest
standing, Petitioners bear the burden of demonstrating, among
other things, that the issues they seek to litigate “are unlikely to be
raised if [they are] denied standing.” Gregory, 2013 UT 18, § 28
(quoting Sierra Club, 2006 UT 74, § 36). Petitioners have not met
this burden.

95 For this reason, we dismiss the petition. All other
pending motions are denied as moot.




