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In re Dunster, Brown V. Hivywood (1909) 1 ChL IG,,. In this
euse the construction of a will wua in question. The testator by
bis will directed hi& trustees to dîvide bis reiduary estate into
as many equai shares as he should have daughters who should
survive hlm, or Whould have died in hie lifetime Ieaving issue him
surviving and te appropriste one &hare to, each such daughter,
each danghter 's share te W~ settl ed on herseif and her chilOren.
By a codicil he revoked the gift of a share to bie daughter Lue
.Ail cf him daughterw, including Lucy, survived hlm. Thé question
was whether Luey s share lapsed. and had te, be distributèd as
upon au intestacy, or whether it went te swell the shares of the
(411cr daugliters. Neville, J., held that the gift was to a eas
and therefore there was no lapse as te Lucy's ahare, but the
residhe was divisible among tl.e dauglters other than Lucy Lu
equal shares.

MýORTGAGE,-CoNSOLIDÂITIO W-MORT:7iî AU N s1W r opE TktuTE-
MORTOÂCES MADE 13Y~ DiFFmRNT moa.Toecs-AmsoNiqm2NT
OP EQUITY OP' REDEMPTION IN SEVERAL MORTGAGES TO SÂMS
PERSON.

In Sitarp v. Ricards (1909) 1 Ch. 109 the plaintiff claimed
the right to redeern a partieulaw rnortgage. The facts were s
follows.. One Stead made three separate mortgageu on three
leasehold houses te the defendants' testator, and assigned the
eqtuit>, of redpumption therein te the plaintiff, who subsequently
acquîred the freehold of another house and granted a long ]euie
of il to one Cooper, who executed a mortgage of it te the defen-
danta' testator. Subsequently the plaintifr got rid cf the rever-
sion in this latter hou,", and teck au assigument frein Cooper of
the equity of redeniption in the leasehold interest, and elai- d1
to redleein that house. Cooper, it appea?'ed, when he made the~
mortgage te the defendanta' testator was trustec for the plain-
tiff. The defendants clairned that they were entitled, to Ponseli.
date the Cooper mortgage with the three Stead mcrtgages, but
Neville, J., decided against that contention, holding that ini order
te givé n rnortgagee a right te consolidate mortgages they must
have been made by the saxne mortgagor; and that a mortgeageç4
had ne right te go behind the mortgagor td inquire intÔ equit-
able interests, and the assignuient of Cooper%' interest te, the
plaintiff did net give the defendants any better right.


