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Lightle v. Castleman,

LicuaTiE v. CASTLEMAN,

CHATTEL MORTGAGE: Descriplion of property.
A mortgage of “one black mare mule six years old in the  mortgagor’s
possession in White County, Arkansas,” states facts by which third
persons can identify the property, and is a sufficient deseription.

APPEAL from Hempstead Circuit Court,
C. E. MiTcHEL, Judge.

This is an action of replevin brought in a justice’s court to
recover a mule. On appeal to the Circuit Court, the plaintiff
offered in evidence a deed of trust executed by one Hill and
conveying to the plaintiff an animal which it described as “one
black mare mule, six years old.” After describing other prop-
erty the deed concludes as follows: “All of said property is
now in my possession in White County, Arkansas.” The

court excluded the deed on the ground that its description of
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the mule was insufficient. The court also excluded evidence
offered by the plaintiff to show that the animal described in
the deed was the mule in controversy. The judgment was for
the defendant, and the plaintiff appealed.

7. W. House, for appellant.

The description in the mortgage was sufficient to identify
the property. Herman Ch. Mortg., sec. 38; Jones Ch. Mortg.,
sec. 54; 60 Me., 118; 15 N 1., 529; 24 Towa, 331; 71 id., 693 ;
11 Neb., 499; 66 Ala., 258; 33 Kans., 649; 26 id., 574; 51 Ark.,
410.

See, also, 13 Gray, 5i17; 12 Met., 333; 7 Cush., 456; 19 N.
Y., 123; 25 Me., 419; 24 Me., 104; 97 Am. Dec., 755; 84 id.,
348.

R. B. Williams, for appellee.

Per CurtaM: A mortgage which describes the property
as “one black mare mule six years old in the mortgagor’s
possession in White County, Arkansas,” states cnattel
facts by the aid of which third persons could goa
identify the mortgaged property and is a good description. John-
son v. Grisard, 51 Ark., 410; Jones Chat. Mort., secs. 54 and

54@.
Reverse the judgment and remand the cause.
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