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Llity of the occupiens of the property i ques-
,iting in question, was and le neeusarily a
neern to the plaintiff, as well as to any one
1. Though the defendants xnay weUl be per-
mnfidently -b. intrusted with the rigbts con-
y the. writing in question, those to whomi tliey
ir rights, in whole or i part, even ini good

-an might very injuriously affect the plain-
tet in the. land. It was and is essentially

he interests of Wolf and of those claimingr
.?Dd and require that hie and they should have

)vrthe power of the defendants to substitute,
r n else iu the exercise of the substantial

Pnthem n>.l the writing in question; and s0,
7en he parties to it, expressly and plaily

Prvided that the defendanta siiould have no
r Oprit any person to have auy interest
)rofthe property in question, for aniy pur-
ýOu th coset in writig of the other party
ý dfedansrlgbta unider it shouId continue

L'Ysticly bsrvd, complied with, and per-

Of ~ th ea h11, the. defendants entered into,
1 on Broke, whieh plainly provîded for a

118 ofthe w itnin question. That whiéh
in tat greeentwas, substantially, a snb-
htUdrthe writlng in question, for a rentai

,ýr orthm.Ail the Duofits were to bc


