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terra oi the plaintiff's empioymeit to-recover the. ainount Of bis
wages.

The defendants shewed that they did flot own the stock that
stood in thieir -names--abaolutelyin--their own right,, but .one ats

fseeurity for' an accommodation indorsement, and the other as
VI trustee for bis father, and both claimed that, under s. 27 o£ the

Act, they were flot qualifled to b. directors, and, therefore, that
s. 33 did flot; apply to them. Both had, however, acted as

~ ~ directors de facto, had attended xnany meetings of directors and
taken part ini the management of the company 's affaire.

Hold, affirming the verdict of the County Court for plaintiff,
that the defendants were liable to him for the amoulit claimed.

v--, Direetors who are only such de facto and not de jure may
ý;M bind the company in ail dealings iwith persons acting in good

faith without notice of defects in tl'e appo&ntinent of such
a ~ -, directors. Rie County Lif e Assura-nce Co., L.R. 5 Ohy. 288, and

Malbony v. East Holyford Mining Go., L.R. 7 H.L. 869.
If, then, perbns ean, by acting as, and holding themselves K

Vout to third parties to be, directors, estop the cornpany, as agaînst
persons dealing with it in good faith, froin denying the legality
of their appointment, niuch more should they be estopped, as
againht such persons, fiom disputing the regularity of theïr

-r, r ~elections or that they were legally qualified to hold sueh oM~co.
S Hald, also, that the provision in s. 33 is remedial and not

penal. in its nature, being only the withholding from directiorn,
iTn, in respect of wages, of the freedomi which the statitte would"M

~aa~ïotherwise give them from personal liability for ail debte of the
cornpany.

Cricltolè, for plaintifi'. Hoskin, for deféridants.

P ~ p ull Court.] RooEaS V. BA&UN.Nov 30, 1906.

Conrat-Unsrucio--- gnt"produlnng" a purchaser ta
vendor of land-What rnay amount to a roesal of an off er.

a Appeal from decision of MATHERS, J., noted ante (Vol. 42, p.
54), allowed with coste.

Held. that, iiider the circunistances there etated. the plaintiff
had inot within the meaning of the agreement, produced the pro-

r poried purchasier Io the defendant within the tinie limnited, nor
a r could it be said that the defendant had refued the offer.

rJagqàrt, K.O,~ for plaintiff. P'itblado, for defendant.
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