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Appeal from Pulaski Chancery Court, Third Divi-
sion, Kay. L. Matthews, Chancellor; affirmed.

Art Givens, for appellants.
E. H. Herrod, for appellees.
'~ PER CURIAM

The decree is affirmed for failure of appellants to
comply with Rule 9 of the rules of this court. Even
though appellees, after pointing out “appellants’ non-
compliance, supplied many of the deficiencies by sup-
plementing the abstract of oral tesumony and setting out
the chancellor’s findings of fact, we are still’ unable to
understand the tesumony without any abstract of any of
the pleadmgs the court’s decree, or, most important of
all, ‘a plat and five or six photographic exhibits without
which the testimony is not understandable. See Baker v.
Trotter, 252 Ark. 247, 486 S.W. 2d 7; Reliable Finance
Co. v. Rhodes, 252 Ark. 1077, 483 S.W. 2d 187.
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