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558 Hilary Term, 17. Jac. 1. In'B/R.and C. S, W

Fuesrwdlo andwas ufed with much confidence by the king; ‘¥t the efed-
Zoamft - dant, premifforum non ignarus, having fpeeches coitcerning hin
Y44 with one Thomas M borewood, fpake thefe words : ¢~ Af5, Devwioe”

1. Roll. Ab. 57. (INNUENDO the pluintiff’) * hath deeeived the king, and 1 hawe
2. Sauady 307 <« him in queftion for it” (imuendo a fuppofed material thing by

Sonaah: o him againgt the plaintff, ** and | daubt not to proveijt.’} i :;L

Hetley, 167.. © . The defcndant pleaded not guilty ; and found againt him,
1. Lav. 2800 - gaimages aflefled to four hundred marks, and judgmeni: given iy
. b s not

Sta. 618. 696 ., o
,;?;. *9" the common pleas for the plaintiff. :

g;:l'k Rg:~ 1360 A writ of error theteof was now brought and affigned, “THat the

oBac. ;\t. som words (as they are alledged) zre not actionable ; for it 18 hotal-

si3, 514 Jedged that there was any communication of him coricernifyg his

~office, or his dealing in his office, or that /#borewood knew that kit

was receiver, or that the matter in queftion was any thing touching

his office; and then itfhall not be intended to concern him in hu

office, and fo no lofs or difcredit to him thereby : and it may be

intended, that he deccived him in purchafing of lands upon falle
confiderations, or otherwife, and not in point of his office. ,

But aLL THE CourT held, that the altion well .fay, being
fpoken of him being an officer ; and in that manner it thall be in-
tended concerning his office.  And for the firft words, “ AMr. Di-
‘¢ cetver,” it is an ironical allufion and nick-name to his office and

~ place, and thercfore the innuendo is well applied ; and if fuch ceafly
.,. . evafions thould be admitted, it would be an ufual pra&tice to flander
. without punithment : and when he faid he had ¢ dcceived the
i ¢ king,” itis to be-underftood in his office, as in that tvherein it
* is manifeft he may deceive him, and not to take it upon foreignin-
tendment; and it is good enough without any mnuende. Whene-
, -, fore the jwdgment was affirmed. ‘
Cavegs i, - Edmund Watkins againft Oliver. - »
L Eafter Term, 15. Fac. 1. Roll 374.—In the Exchiguer Chamber.
1" Edmind ex FORROR of a judgment in the king’s bench.  The etror affigned
: ‘“;‘.ed:‘::;: M. A was, For that the plaintiff declared in debt againft Edmund
wamed E divatd, Hutkins, otherwife Edward Watkins, that he by the namé of £¢-
he miy plead mund was bound in an obligation for the payment of one hundred
thatitisnot hls poands ; and for non-payment the aftion was brought, The
derd., 6eo. -, 5 condition was; that if Roger 1Watkins paid fifty pounds to the plain-
Pot, 640. - . tiffat fuch a day, that then, &c. .
Dyer, £79. The defendant pleaded payment Roger Wathins 'at the day
;cctltﬂs * and place ; and iﬂ'ﬁe beingpta'kcn t[aebrz“poﬁ, it was found for the
Poph. 5= plaineiff, and judgment given for him. o
. ?:.?;:. ** Erroy thereof was now brought, For that Edward Wathins.
Cro. Eliz. g7. Obliged, and Edmund is fued ; which cannot be intended ollc"l“‘l
222.837.°  the fame perfon:-and no averment cair help it ; for one cannct
Owen, 107.  have two chriftian names, and there cannot be any eftoppel a8 this
2.Bac. A5 652 cafe is.—ALL THE JusTicks A¥DBARONS were of that opiniof
e Ab. 616, But if the conditian had been, if Edward Vatkins paid the fif
6::,623.  pounds, &c. and the iffuc had been, that the faid Edward W‘“
salk:s.” " " pald, utid the verdiét had found for the plaintiff, then the veb
o0 fHeuld“make it ‘an eftoppel ; and the Court ﬂlouldbc.a;cﬁmm,’d
stoy v that they ‘Were "oh'c"amf the fame perfon : but as i_t'_xsﬁlrg;e:

AN

Dyer, i;79.
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K ,‘,‘Hi}ary‘ﬂerm, 19. Jac. 14 Al.«a;'Bl'R". ‘ $59

ﬁ-mngcrw payi,ng the fum which ‘is - fo found; it cannot htlp ghe W.n"nt
plaintiff. . Wherefore for this caufe the judgment was reverfed. 6:!‘:9:
1. Henoy. plo2g. - 0 e

.7 .. - Pymmock agaizf Hilder. © - Caseg
EJECTMENT. “The defendant pleaded, that the land was ax- To“ axtiens ds-
A" siens demefne, and pleadable by a writ of right-clofe, &c. The* mdas? the’
plaintiff fhews that they were eopyhold lands, parcel of the maner, ':"l“"ﬁ':‘” ‘
and entitles himfelf by leafe under the copyholder, and traverfeth A Parz,."“
that they.were impleadable by a writ of night-clofe. And, it was a aunor,
thereupon demuired. ‘ Cor 105, .

,{;Fu,sfr,,, Becaufg cquhold land parccl of a manor of ancient des ffﬂﬂ- Ent. ¢8.
mg/fne, fhould be pleadable there, and not at the common law. . §“°l:; ‘Z;'s
-.»SegoNnLY, Beeaufe this traverfe, that they were impleadable, Gitb. Ten. 309.
is bat the confequence of anciemt demefne, and therefore not tra- f- Ld. Ray.43.
wverfable. . : _ s 1. Salk. 186,

v . . 1. Com. Dig. .
: - 8ed non allocatur : for it was refolved, that copyhold lamds are as 353.

the demefues of themanor, and are thelord’s freehold, and therefore Sed vide Barr.
not impleadable but in the lord’s court; and that the traverfe was 1046.
well enough taken. Wherefore it was adjudged for the plaintiff.’

R ~ Porter agavirgﬂ"Bath‘ur{’t; E Casz 6

PROHIBITION. Upon a fpecial verdiét the iffue was, Whe- Asssr Lanos
* ther an abbey held fuch lands difcharged tempore diffolutionis, &, :‘tmfz
"~ Tt was found, that the abbey was of the order of the Ceffercigns, parcel of the/s
who held them difcharged of tithes dum propizis mawibus excolebant, demefnes of the
and that thofe lands were parcel of the deme/ues; hut in leafe. far ge‘/’:r‘f“]""gm
years at the time of the diffolution ‘sa),,;uldfor- cestain years before ficharged of

. A tithes in the
and now the years were determined. hands of the

The queftion was, Whether the owner fhouald hold them dif- &neef e

. . 2 . crown,although
charged in fuis propriis manibus &, ; S8 ar the time the

And 1T wAs ADJUDGED that he fhould : for altheugly the F41- abbey was dif-
mer paid tithes at the time of diffolution, yet.qusad the ahbet, Je :zl'l:: [;h;x were
inheritance was difcharged of tithes; and the King, or.his Patented, yease and the.
thall bave and hald it difcharged, as the abbot held it for the inhes lefipspaidtithes
'{itdnce. Wherefore, without argument on the defendant’s. mﬁﬂ%n@ih%
non¢ being there to defend it, it was adjudged for the ﬁlaintiﬁ[: - s'% Pal:;m.
Rep. 142. Hard. 174. 1g0. Pollex. 1. 13.  2.Co.48.3. 11.Ca. 14.b. ' Dyel‘, 277. "a. Com,
Yl?ig. 84+, §eBac. Ab.8g. Bunb. 123. Sy A

ot (@) See 31. Hen, 8. c. 13.- — e

P

A

. e coe Yy s KN
Inthe cafe of Lard ©. Turk, Bunb. 33:.  exchequer, which came oh at Sezjesnts.Inh e
this queftion is faid to have received a con.  28th February 1787, and in avhich the like :
Yrafy decifion ; -but in Bewmifon v. Swith, point nccurred, Lorp Cuix¥ Barow ° .
Batter Term, 2. Gevi 3. it was heidtobe Evxz recogrized and approved of ‘the @ -
499, inaccuraicly reported ta.be sclied on 3 above cafo of Perter v, Bachrfls : © ©  .tv-
,and in the cale of Cowley v. Keys in the . e A
B LA . i . et

‘
o
IR

corprne i Lea againf Luthell, 0 o0 i g L
RN "‘j?’r:‘m‘!_y?":rm,‘ 16. Fac. 1. .Ro”|§67l Sor o s e e
‘DEBT wipon‘an obligation of three hundred pounds, conditigned 1 anal requir-
+% to perfarm the covenants in an indenture of the fame datg, €4y 20venant
“TuE #1R4T covenantwas, That he thould marry Su/an, daughter to :el;ro‘:; ;O:':t:’
“covenant, or if it be a matter of record, performance muft be fpecially pleaded.  Co, Lit. 303 i
‘2o Roll, Rep, 159.
’ the
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