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HEIGUI COURT 0F JUSTICE.
IVISIONAL COURT. AIUQIST 23RD, 1911.

*B3ARTLETT v. BARTLETT MINES LIMITED.
gmpaany-Jirector-Salary a~s Officer of Company-Approval

of Shàrehold&rs-Ont,.j0 (lompanies Act, 1907, sec. 88-
Resolutian of Directors- Con/Z rm4ttion - Performance of.
Dttties.

Appeal by the defendants from, the judgxnent of SU~Tî1E-
ND, J., ante 919, in favour of the plaintif., ini an action to re-ver $2,500, as his salary for a year as mineralogist for the de-ridants, the plaintiff being himseif a director of the defendants,
incorporated mining eompany.
The appeal was heard by FuTCo1BRID*E, C.J.R.B., TEETzEL,d LAéTCIIF0BD, JJ.
J. W. Bain, K.C., and M. Lockhart Gordon, for the defend-

ts.
H. Cassels, K.C., for the plaintiff.
TETZEL, J. :-The objection to the judgment chiefly reliedand the oflly one which I think it necessary to diseuss, is,it the provisions of sec. 88 of the Ontario Companies Act, 7w. VIL. eh. 34, were flot complied with....
[The learned Judge then set out the facts and gave extractami the by-laws and minutes of meetings of the shareholders

1 directors of the company defendants.1
The proper finding of fact should be, that the resolution ap-nting the plaintiff nineralogist was not laid before the meet-of the uew directors or considered or approved hy theni, orthe shareholders who signed the minutes. . .. It followst the plaintiff must fail, for want of any colour of confirma-
i by shareholders, as require~d by sec. 88.
[Mackenzie v. Maple Mountain Mining Co., 20 0.L.R. 615,binguished; quotation froni the judgeto seJAa


