
it is the value of the contingent righit te take the trees. In
estinating the value of that right, two eleinents mnust, of
course, be taken inte account, first, the probability of the
thuber ever being requîred for the purposes for whielh the
statute perinits it te be taken, and, second, the probability
of the. tiniber being periniitted by the Departnient of Crown
Lands to reiain until it should be se required. lu estmmating
the aineunt of the Iess te the appellants which. can fairly be
said te have been the " natural and probable censequence
of the acts complained ef, these two elenienta must neces-
sarily be considered. We are net at liberty, liewever, to
coensider the appeflants case« frein this peint of view. The
appellants in tiie nost-explUeit way refused te put their clain

asa lam te tie value ef a contingent right; and the
learned trial Ju4ge refused te consider the peints I have
just iiidicated as ini any way affecting, eitber the appellants'
right te recever or the extent of the damages te which they
should be entitled. Evidenoe was tendered by the. respaud-
eiits of the practice of the Departinent in granting licenses te
eut tunber on locations zuch as the appellants' with a view
te shewing the precarieusuess of the appellants' rizlhts. This


