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1 ain 'lot able to fixid upon the evidene the iinatgrial tg>
give the:se e"xaet figures as the re'sult of eotupttation ron
Mr. 1{itcheoek's test. 1 do flot agree- that -Mr. 1 fiheoek's
test should govern-qualifîed as it is by other eiuc-n
by conditions-but a.ssuming that it should de(tgtrîine f .or
plaintiffs the quantity for ail the ygears f roi 1894 to 1902,
and assumiw' tliat the eomputation made by, Mr. Martiin i1S
correct, 1 amn not able te find as proved a greater qiatity of
gas used for '-hle lime kiilns thian 318,008,3-.2 v.f. as gans
the 520,6'56,6MO lound by the Master....

1 have endcavourcd to cousider with eare tlue evidence
of Mr'. litelheoek, Mr. (Joste, Mr. Martin, and Mr. Ileeb. as
well as any other evidence bearing upon the ques,,tioni ut
quantity, and without eiting parts--or quoting f roi if-
1 can only sèay that it does not satisfy me, and it is flot suiffi..
cient to establisli that there ought to be eharged agüins;t thie
defendants any sucli quantity of gas required as the Master
lias forind. If, as a matter oS f acf, there wlas so great a
quantity used by plaintiffs, ît should bie eonsîdered a-s ex-,
ceptional and not in the ordinary course. Suh a qiantity'was not required for the work done. 'llie defendants shouild
uuot bie hield. lable for any waste of gae, or for any use, imt of
the ordinary and reasonable use, for the operating, or plain-
tiffs' plant in the way defendants knew about, wheni algree-
ment mnade.

It was estahlished-so far as 1 recolleet it was n«t ques-
tioned on ftie argument-that in the ordinary Uins, like the
plaintiffs', a, ton (2,000 Ibs.) of lime woud require for its
manufacture, and eould lie made witiî, on an av'erage, 7,000
cuhbie feet of gas.. .

For reasons given, 1 have eoncluded. that the, quantit'y
of gas for iuanufacturing line as allowed liv thie Master
ahould bc redueed, as above staf cd, such reduction amnointing
in round figures to a bout o f th4 quantity fotund....

In the nmanuifacture of lime it is necessary to keep heat
on, and not al]ow lime or the kilns to cool too ,iudd(eniy.
It was deseribed as "keeping heat on to prevent limeit froui
spoîling." It iii reasonable that gas for the purpo>se Ahiuld
bie allowcd. The plaintiffs gave n0 evidence on this p)oin]t, by
way of elhallenging flue correctness of defendanits' exhibit 5

Il. was estiniatedl that during thue whole periodl éas for
tluat irro'' i sed, would 4e 23,é'-13,151 e.I'.: at 1*2Xe.
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