Authority to Execute Mortgage/Agent/Self Serving Statement: Mortgagees competed against each other in a foreclosure action. Mortgagee A moved for summary judgment claiming that Mortgagee B’s mortgage was invalid inasmuch as the signatory did not have authority. The Supreme Court, Kings, County, denied and the Second Dept. reversed. Here, the lender accepted the agent’s own representations regarding authority…“‘Essential to the creation of apparent authority are words or conduct of the principal, communicated to a third party, that give rise to the appearance and belief that the agent possesses authority to enter into a transaction’ (Standard Funding Corp. v Lewitt, 89 NY2d 546, 551, quoting Hallock v State of New York, 64 NY2d 224, 231 [internal quotations omitted]). Here, there is no evidence of words or conduct of the Partnership, communicated to the respondents, which gave rise to the appearance and reasonable belief that BUFNY possessed authority to enter into the subject transactions. An ‘agent cannot by his own acts imbue himself with apparent authority’ (Hallock v State of New York, supra at 231; see Morgold, Inc. v ACA Galleries, 283 AD2d 407, 408; Wood v Carter Co., 273 AD2d 7, 7). This is especially true where, as here, the respondents failed to conduct a reasonable inquiry into the scope of BUFNY's alleged authority (see Ford v Unity Hosp., 32 NY2d 464, 472-473; Dark Bay Intl, Ltd. v Aquavella Galleries, Inc., 12 AD3d 211, 212; Fleet Bank v Consola, Ricciteli, Squadere Post No. 17, 268 AD2d 627, 630; Network Mgt. Servs. Group v Rosenkrantz Lyon & Ross, supra at 585).” 150 Beach 120th St., Inc. v Washington Brooklyn Ltd. Partnership, 2007 NY Slip Op 03281, Appellate Division, Second Department, April 17, 2007    
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