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The privilege of consolidation being an equi-
ty which the mortgagee may insist on if he
pleases, but which the mortgagor, or those
claiming under him, cannot compel him to
submit to. Thus, although the mortgagee
may, if he pleases, treat two distinct mort-
gages as one security as against the mort-
gagor, yet the latter cannot insist on their
being treated as one as against the mortgagee.
In Bald v. Thompson, 16 Gr. 177, the mort-
gagee lent $2,000 ; to secure which, he took
two mortgages on different properties to se-
cure $1,000 each. He foreclosed one of these
mortgages and afterwards parted with - the
propetty, and it was held that his so doing
was no bar to a subsequent action for fore-
closure of the other mortjage ; although, if
the two mortgages had been in fact one se-
curity, the mortgagee’s parting with one. part
of the property under such circumstances
would have been an obstacle in the way of
foreclosing the residue : (Gowlandv. Garbutt,
13 Gr. 578 ; Munsen v. Hauss, 22 Gr. 279).

RECENT ENGLISH DECISIONS.

A portion of the February number of the
Law Reports for the Chancery Division still
remains to be noticed.

SPECIFIC PERFORMANCE—AGENT'S MISREPRESENTATION.

Mullens v. Miller, p. 194, shows that mis-
representation by the agent of the vendor of
real estate as to matters affecting the value of
the property sold, is a good defence to a suit
for specific performance. Bacon, V.C, in
his judgment, says:-- “A man employs an
agent to let a house for him ; that authority,
in my opinion, contains also an authority to
describe the property truly, to represent its



