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IN THE
SUPREME COURT
OF THE

STATE OF UTAH

WILLIAM D. CONRAD and
JOAN V. CONRAD,

Plaintiffs and
Respondents

= Case No. 14475
DONALD A. MOWER,

Defendant and
Appellant :

ANSWER OF APPELLANT DONALD A. MOWER
' TO
MOTION FOR REHEARING OF DEFENDANT GLENN C. ANDERSON, JR.

Appellant Donald A. Mower, respectfully submits that
defendant Glenn C. Anderson's Motion for Rehearing of this
Court's decision, filed January 28, 1977, should be denied
for the following reasons:

1. Defendant Glenn C. Anderson, Jr. has no standing in
this Court. He settled with plaintiffs and dismissed his
appeal. He was not a party to the appeal.

2. Defendant Anderson had full knowledge of appellant's
appeal (notice having been served upon him). Further, although
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the appeal proceeding), a copy of appellant's brief was
served on Anderson. Anderson had ample opportunity to
present his views to this Court before final decision, but
he did not do so. And he had no standing to do so.

3. Glenn C. Anderson, Jr. made his settlement with
the plaintiffs and respondents, the details of which were
strictly a matter between defendant Anderson and respondents
Conrad. Appellant Mower also made his settlement with the
Conrads, the details of which were strictly a matter between
appellant Mower and respondents Conrad.

4. None of the papers of settlement were filed with
the Court. The only documents filed by appellant Mower were
appellant's Opening Brief. The respondents Conrad's statement
that they had settled the case and admitted the validity of
appellant's appeal was filed by the Conrads.

5. Considering the fact that both defendant Mower and
defendant Anderson made separate and independent settlements
with plaintiffs Conrad, the question of any right to contri-
bution by either plaintiff is doubtful to say the least. But,
however that may be, the question of contribution is not the
problem of this Court. Any such right is a problem for
independent proceedings in the District Court.

IT IS RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED that defendant Glenn C.
Anderson's Motion for Rehearing should be denied.

Dated: February 14, 1977.

o WILLIAM H. HENDERSON
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