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etautoiv bar can commence to run onIy f ran the ime whon the rigt firot
arooe, wheresa the etatute provides for the commenement f roi» the ime
when the mortgagee obtain<ed poeodon. Re Meiropoltancd Couia Pev-
maMial Invabterd Building Society, Ca*field'a caSe, [19111 1 Ch. M9, at, 70&-7.

Il. ACKçOWLEDoumNT or mr

It has already been pointed out that bof ore the pawsng ui 3 & 4 Wr». IV.,
eh. 27, a élight act or admission, even oral, on the part of the mortpagee,
constituted a mufficient acknowledgmemt of the mortfagor's title so s to
preserve bie right to rode.». That Mtatute, however, required that the
ack.nowledgnient ehou'.i be in writing uigned by the mortgagee or the persan
claiming through hlm. See now R.S.O. (1914), eh. 75, me. 20, supra.

The statute requires that the acknowledgment ahould be made Io the 1
mortgagor or to smre person claiming hie estate, or to the agent of such
mortgagor or peroon. Re Metro polis, ec., Socieiy, Geafd' Case, [1911] 1 Ch.
698 at 705.i

If a mortgagor is a party to an asignment of the mortgage, this may ho
n sufficient acknowledgrnont of hie title by the mortgagee. Baîchelor v.

Middleton, '1848), 6 Mare 75. But a mer» recital of the mortgage and an

i.iortgffor or a person claiming hie estate la not a party ie flot sufficient. The
.'msîgnee ie a person clairning, nlot the mortgagor's ostâte, but the mortgagee's
estate. Lucod v. Dennison (1843), 13 Sfi». 584. See aloo Markwick v:
Hardingham (1880), 15 Ch.D. 339.

If a rnortgagee bas entered into pononion, accounte of bis receipt of rente
are Dot aufficient ackaowledgmnent. unie.a they arm signed by 4im and kept
for or commitnicated to the mortgagor or hie agent. In Baker v. Wefron
(1845), 14 Sim. 426, this question was raisod but flot decidcd; me Sugden,
,Statutes Relatirig ta, Ral Property, 2nd e<l., 117; Re Alison, Johrcon v. Moun-
sey (1879), il Ch.D. 284. 19 llalbury, Lawe of England, 151. A letter wrjtten
hy the mortgagce te thc mortgagor intimating thât the former ia willing La give Ii
an account in a aufficient acknowledgraent. Richardson v. Younge (1870), Ii
L.R. 10, Eq. 21-5, L.R. 8 Ch. 478. But a more admisson by the mortgagee '
that ho boldo under a mortgage titlis nfot sufficient. Thomp8on v. Bou'per
(1863), 9 Jur. N.S. 863.

Irn aider that tho persen ta whom an acknowledgment ài made ahoull ne
the agent of the mortgagor, it io sufficient if he has acted or bas boer Greated
as aucb by the prorn making the acknowledgment. Trulock v. "y&' (1841),
12 Six». 402. Halobury, op. cil., 151. Cf. Be firopolie, elc., Sod4i,- Gal-
field's Case, [1911]1 ICh. %a1 , ai

On the other bond, an acknowledgment by the agent of the morigages la
not sufficient. Richardwan v. Yourage (1871), L.R. 6 Ch. at 480. But the
mortgagee's acknowlodipment wilI bind hie lese. Bail v. Lord Ru'rasdale
(1816), Beatty 550.

IL bas beek said that an acknowledgznent given by the rnortgagee afLer
the exp*-ation of the uttutory period la sufficient. Starafted v. Hoaaon,
1852, a De G. M. & 0. 620, aflhrming 16 Boav. 236. The correctufi this

c0ostruction of the statute has, bowever, bee» quostionec'. Markwick v.


