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ParxEer v. Boncaw Bank.

Opinidn delivered December 24, 1923.

1. APPEAL AND ERROR—FINAL DECREES.—A decree foreclosing a
mortgage and a later decree confirming the foreclosure sale were
both final and appealable.

2. APPEAL AND ERROR—TIME FOR APPEALING.—Where a decree fore-
closing a mortgage was rendered on September 22, 1922, and a
decree confirming the sale on December 21, 1922, an appeal per-
‘fected on March 29, 1928, was too late to bring up for review
the decree of Septembter 22, 1922.

3. APPEAL AND ERROR—MATTERS FOR REVIEW.—Where, in an appeal
from a decree confirming a foreclosure sale, the abstract showed
that there were exceptions to the confirmation of the. sale, but .
the grounds were not shown nor any argument made to support
them, the decree must be affirmed.

Appeal from Columbia Chancery Court; J. Y.
Stevens, Chancellor; affirmed.

Joe Jowner, for appellant.

Wade Kztchms for appellee.

McCurrocr, C. J. Appellee instituted thls action
in the chancery court of Columbia County to recover the
amount of certain promissory notes executed by appel-
lants, and to foreclose a mortgage on land given as
-security for said notes. Appellants answered, and filed .
a cross-complaint setting forth claim for damages in
an amount sufficient to extinguish appellee’s debt if the
counter-claim be sustained. Final decree was rendered
by the court on September 22, 1922, in favor of appellee
against ‘appellants for the recovery of said debt, and
for the foreclosure of the mortgage, and dismissing the
cross-complaint of appellants for want of equity. There
was a sale of the land by the court’s commissioner, and
on December 21, 1922, the sale came on for confirmation,
and the court overruled the exceptions of appellants and
confirmed- the sale. T

The appeal was not perfected by the filing of the
transeript in this court until March 29, 1923, which was
too late to bring up for review the orlglnal decree of
Sentember 22, 1922. On motion of appellee we have
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heretofore dismissed the appeal as to the first decree,
leaving only the appeal from the last decree, which con-
firmed the sale.

The original decrée foreclosing the mortgage was
final and appealable, and the later decree confirming
the sale was also final, from which an appeal could be
prosecuted. Cooper v. Ryan, 73 Ark. 37.

Appellants have failed to abstract the record with
respect to the proceedings before the court when the
sale came up for confirmation, therefore we have noth-
ing before us to decide as to that feature of the record.
The abstract shows that there were exceptions to the
confirmation, but the grounds of the exceptions are not
shown, nor is there an argument made in support of

them. .
The decree confirming the sale is therefore affirmed.



