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The first action was brought against Leonard and Parmit

and the new company for an injunctien.
During the tlxne Leonard was emnployed by the plaintif[ cor

pany, he received from and for the company considerable sur

of money. These sums hie dlaims as salary, while the plamntiff coi

pany set up that hie was false te bis charge, and was not entiti

to any wages. They aise sald that there.was 110'by-law for t«

payment of anything to hlm, and-he being a director-he w

not entitled to iîeceve anything.
The second action was brought to, recover the money so receiv

by Leonard.
Taking up the second action first, the learned Judge se

that the resuit of the evidence was, that Leenard, early in Jui

was canvassing for an opposition book. Lt was truc that hie c

taied renewals for the plaintiff corapany; but he transgress

bis duty, because it was bis duty te obtain a renewal in sucl

way.as not'to prejudice future renewals. For the mo nth of Ji

1916, he should not be paîd any salary at ail; but there was

reason why, apart frein the effeet of bis position as direct

he should not be pald bis salary till June.

The Ontario Companies Act, R.S.O. 1914 ch. 178, sec.

reqùires a by-law for the paymeut of a director te be coiir

by the shareholders at a general meeting. There was no by41

lu this case.
After a review of the Ontario cases-the most recent of wh

is Re Matthew Guy Carrnage and Automobile Co. (1912), 26 O.L

377-the Ieamned Judge said that if the services were such as «~

a director could perforin, he ceuld net recover compensat

for thein, unless the statute was complied with; but there was

uecessity for a by-law te authorise payment fer the services

oue who, theugh a director, is employed lu a subordinate capaci

an~d at a reasouable figure. There was nothing lu the evide-

which iudicated that the salary agreed upon was excessive;

work doue by Leonard was not doue as a director, but as a el

or subordinate; and there was nio reason why lie should not

paid $200 a menth and expenses.
In the firet action, the plaintiff compauy were properly foi

entitled te succeed, but the judgment entered was too broad

should be modifled.

FERuSON, J.A., agreed with 1IDDELL, J.

Rosz,, J., read a judgmeut, with which ' LENNOX, J.,

curred. They agreed lu part with RnIDDLL, J., but were of opii


