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SUMMARY:

The decisions of the board of directors of a family-owned food-processing business to build a new plant and a freezer fell within the business-judgment rule and did not constitute a breach of fiduciary duty even though those decisions conflicted with the company’s strategic plan where the directors engaged in due diligence and performed analyses of the proposed plan to expand manufacturing capacity.
A company’s level of charitable giving, despite its alleged failure to enforce a previous resolution capping charitable giving enacted at the request of a minority shareholder, was not a breach of fiduciary duty where the charitable contributions were not exceptionally high and did not lead to the conclusion that corporate assets were being wasted or misused.
Various instances of alleged self-dealing or mismanagement by officers and directors of a corporation were not breaches of fiduciary duty where the board ratified the decision of the directors or officers or the board investigated charges of alleged misconduct and found them to be unwarranted or implemented appropriate changes.
The trial court did not err by granting the majority shareholder’s motion to dismiss a direct claim for minority-shareholder oppression where the allegations of the complaint only alleged harm to the corporation, not harm unique to the minority shareholder.

The trial court did not abuse its discretion in denying the minority shareholder’s motion to amend his complaint when the amendment again set forth a claim for minority-shareholder oppression but still failed to allege harm unique to the minority shareholder.
JUDGMENT:
AFFIRMED
JUDGES:
OPINION by WINKLER, .J.; MOCK, P.J., and BERGERON, J., CONCUR. 
