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of fact witli the findings of a judicial officer wlio lias seen aud
heard the witnesses. The authorities were summed up iu Bisliop
v. Bishop, 10 O.W.R. 177. Since then Lord Lorehurn, L.C.,
said ini Lodge IToles Colliery Co. v. Mayor of Wedneshury,
[1908] A.C. at p. 326: -Wheu a finding of fact rests upon the
resiilt of oral evidence, it is in this way liardly distinguishable
from the verdict of a jury, except thât the jur$r gives no
reasons.

This higli defereuce lias always been paid to the findiug of a
Master. ..

[Reference to and quotation f rom Mc-Kuiglit v. McKuight,
12 Gr. at p. 346.1

The MNaster lu this case la au offleer of long experlence and
of approved judgment.

Thon it la to bo borue in mind that this report lias already
paaaod through the crudible of one appeat' A Judge of great
practical experience lias f ound the report te ho riglit. I2 undor-
stand that lihe gave a eonsidored judgmont ou the subjeet, but
that bis written opinion lias been mislaid or loat.

1 turn now to the legal objections taken by the appéllaut.
The chief of these is, that witniosses were allowed to toatify
broadly as to the very question at issue before the Master, viz.,
theo amaowt that ouglit t o aUcwed by way of rebate. It ia
very curlous Wo note that the Plaintiff himself appears to have


