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Ex PArTE MORRISON,

Opinion delivered July 13, 1901.

STATUTES—IMPLIED REpEAL—The act of March 28, 1899, entitled “An
act to provide for the confirmation of titles to real estate,” does mot
impliedly repeal Sand. & H. Dig., ch. 25, relating to the confirmation
of tax and other titles, since the two acts do not relate to the same
thing.

Appeal from Pulaski Chancéfy Court.
TroMAS B. MarTIN, Chancellor.
. Bz parte application by B. Morrison for the confirmation of a

tax title to land. From .an adverse decmlon of the chancellor -
he has appealed.

Marshall & Coffman, for appellant.

The act of 1899 repeals the former statutes on “Confirmation
of Titles.” When the legislature takes up an entire subject anew,

‘and covers the whole ground by a new act, the former one is

thereby repealed. 10 Ark. 588; 27 Ark, 419; 31 Ark. 19; 43
Ark. 425, 427; 46 Ark. 450; 47 Ark. 491; 4 Am. Dig. 1900 4,
41860b. The-two statutes are so repugnant that the latter one
necessarily repeals the former. 50 Ark. 132; 51 Ark. 559; 53
Ark. 417; 1b. 339; 54 Ark. 237; 60 Ark. 59, 61; Am. Dig. 1900 4,
4190a.

Woop, J.  The legislature of 1899 passed an act, entitled
“An act to provide for the confirmation of titles to real estate”
(Acts 1899, p. 133), which prov1des for the confirmation of land
that is “wild or improved or in the actual possession of the peti-
tioner or those claiming under him,” and prescribes-the manner
of procedure. The last section of the act prov1des for the repeal
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of all acts or parts of.acts in conflict with it. -We are asked by
this appeal to say whether the above. act repeals the provisions of
chapter 25, Sand. & H. Dig., relating to the “Confirmation of
Titles.” The provisions of chapter 25, “Sand. & H. Dig., have ref-
erence solely to the confirmation of tax titles and the other titles
specifically named, and we think the learned chancellor properly
held that the act of March 28, 1899, had no reference whatever to
the confirmation of tax-titles. - Repeals by application are not
favored. There are several provisions in chapter 25, Sand. & H.
Dig., not contained in the act of 1899, and vice versa. But, a8
we construe it, since the two acts do not relate to the same thing,
there is no necessary:repugnance-or inconsistency- One is a special
law pertaining exclusively to the titles specifically named therem,
the other relates to. all other titles. Aﬁirmed .




