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free access, was "a place" within the above-mentioned Act.
The defendant on the day of a race meeting came on ",The
Pit Heap " and stationed himself at a point on it with his
back against a hoarding where he remained about three
hours niaking bets, of which lie made entries in his betting
book. The justices before whomn the defendant was prose-

ctd held that the place where the defendant stood w.s
place used by him for the purpose of betting with persons
resorting thereto, within the meaning of the Act and con.
victed, and the same court as decided in Hawke v. Dunn, stipra,
upheld the conviction. Since the above note was written we
see by the newspapers that Ifawke v. Dunn lias been reversed
in the House of Lords.

BANKRUPTCYV UTARY CONVEYANCE TO MAKE GOOID 13REACHXF.S OF ,R2s-
~'~'-REVOCAI3LE MANDATE -FRAVDULENT T'RIE ERENcE--vi DE NCE.

In New Prance and Garrard's Triiste v. H1unting, (18S97)
i Q. B. 607 the plaintiff, a trustee in bankruptcy, sought to set
asîde a deed of lands made by the bankrupt two days before
his bankruptcy, on the ground of its being a fraudul >nt pre-
ference. The bankrupt was a solicitor, and the deed in ques.
tion was made by him voluntarily to a trustee, charging cer-
tain lad ftebkrupt with the --:yment of £4,200 to
make good divers breaches of trust which he haci committed
in respe-ct of certain scheduled trust estates of which he was

Mi jsole or joint trustee. The deed was made xithout any pres-
sure, and wvas not cornmunicated to any of the beneficiaries. It
was contended that it wvas a mere revocable mandate, which
was revoked by the bankruptcy, and if flot, it was at all events,

preferential convexiance. Williams, Jupheld the convey-
ance against both objections. As to the first, he hield that the

effeet of the deed was to create thd relation of trustee and
cestui que trust between the grantee nanied in the deed and
the several beneficiaries, and was irrevocable. Hie also held

that cestuis que trust who had suffered froin the bankrupt's
breaches of trust were not creditors within the meaning of
the clause of the Bankr-upt Act which prohibits preferential

0, transfers, and that the conveyance being made for the purpose
Z of repairing a wrong committed by the bankrupt xvas niot within


