
ISL4TER V. SLÀTER.

dismissal, stating the plaintiff's willingness to returu to, work,
otherwise threatening action for damages. A telephone conversa-
tion between the plaintiff anid James W. Sutherland, president of
the defendant company, ensued, and the plaintiff went back to
work on the Sunday nîght following, and worked umtil Monday
evening, when he demanded an unconditional withdrawal of the
letter of dismissal and extra pay for overtime. These concessions
Sutherland refused to make, and the plainiff left the defendants'
employment.

In so acting, he, of bis own free will, terminated, the contract.
As Sutherland said, if the plaintiff was back at work, he was, ba.ck,,
80 what was the use of withdrawing the letter? And, aýs Wthe over-
time, he was cither putting an end to, the contract, or at least
seeking, in a somewhat arbitrary and high-harided mianner, te
impose on the defendants his own reading and construction t hereof.

The plaintiff therefore failed. Ris action must be dismissed-
in ail the circumstances, without costs.

'ROSE, J. Fmi3uAity 13TI~I, 1918.

SLATER v. SLATER.

Ilusband and Wife--Landk Bought by IIusband and Coiweijed Io
Wif-Presumption of Gift-Evidence to Rebut-Action for
Dedlaration of Trust.

Action for a declaration of trust.

Tria at London, without a jury.
J. W. G. Winnett, for the plaintif.
Sir George Gibbons, K.C., and G. S. Gxibblons, for the de-

fendant.

RosE, J., in a written judgment, said that the action waIS
by a, man against his 'wife for a declaration that a house
bouglit in 1898, and hy the plaintiff's direction conveyed to the
defendant, was held by the defendant in trust for the plaintiff;
and for a declaration that two other properties, the one, called thie
Richmond street property, b)ought iii 100, and the other valled
the Dundas street property, bought ini 1906, b)oth of which were
siinilarly conveyed Wo the defendant, were, and that the poed
of the sales of them and any properties or securitivs now repre-


