
Whether or niot t~he orp. is wliat is caiiec[ a one man
auy, can make Do difference in the. priueiple. Sueh a com

; an entity, and is subje.t to the. general Iaw, respectung
tok eompanies, the poic<y o~f wbieb seeina to be entirely ag
ieii a practiee. The. rule, or, as it might perhaps bett
alled, the. preuptiou, in the case of direetors, is, tha
ervices as director are to b. gratuitcias. See per Bowe
r., iu Hutt>u v. West ýCork R. Co., 23 Ch.D. 654, at p~

0.tiiough, of course, by osri th forxnalities prescrib,
he statute, provision may 1awfu1lr b. muade for payluent.
he Ontario Compani.. Acet, 1912, sec. 92.

There is cet i oioe of an expressaproise t
.or thes. service; and I agree wlth Britton, J., in thinkini

:he ircmstacesdo not jIIstify the. n.eeesary inferene
Implied promise by the cens for *bieh reason 1 agree
Britton, J., that the item shoiild uot ha allowed, and th,
judgmnut of th ivision Court should to that extent a,
b. reversed.

Theu as to the mainuesin The. clients eontend
nowtstaiiding~ the large a ut already taxed off, thi

are stil grossly luesiei several partieulars, a cont
s<> far not aeeeded to elth.r by Britton, J., or in the Div
Court. The. coutention îs, therefore, one under the c
stances not easy Wo luntni this C~ourt. Noue of the
bers of this Court, nor of any of the. Courts who have
IIpon the, matter, ca r wilU rtn to eitiier the. lmv
or experienc. of the eredsno Taxing Offier, univ

acknwlegedto e a exeptonaly apable sud corr
officiai, And, if the mate ould properly b. regarde(
evidently' vas, hoth by, Lrttn su ad in the. Diviuional
as Jiot involving tuny prnipe ut meel question ofi
-iu otii#r word s mr or lem" undeT soine stî

W.R 1074, is binding pnm. nta as h u

amount la not sogosy ag rsml a hecs >

iuterfere with thedsrto fteTaigOfcr'"

rectly expresses what, atrloiga ubro a


