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T IHE BRADING CORPORATION . . 1 lground rents. . Why not pay the out of this

‘ gr%;?; akiz ' .‘!}j Frome e 5 BEant oo A 2 MABITM‘.}.JT .

“week, I shall be fu .obliged by your publishin{| Copy of Mr. Stra BT R S S
gt +: YHged by your publishi py of Mr. Strangford’s . opi in relation to

’ m*{!-f‘gmfng;newhtjm.. 8:20py okt el’s opinioi| Brading Charter about the victuallers, &eu:— -

' enc PSd . th' he inhabitants of Brading bave a yearly] I bave looked into the Charter of Edward thé Sixth,

| reminder, the bailiffs demand a certain sum of al| which is only a grant of a market to be held weekly cn

persons who commence and carry on within the

! boundaries of the borough, any tmr;g or calling whick

- tbey by the exhibition of any sign.board or writing

. signify to the public, and if a person combines twa

- or more trades or callings, he is charged for each ; and

- they are also charged with a contribution towards the

- fee farm. By the opinion which seems to have been

obtained, more especially as to the charge against th
victuallers, it will be seen such claim could not be
~supported, as (in the absence of the supposed charter)
the evidence would be wholly insufficient; inas-
much as the claim against them could mot be estab-
lished, neither could that against othersin respect of'
their commencing and carrying on their various trades
and callings within the limits of the town. The claim
against them im: the absenee of a charter, must be by
- gmscnptl_on, and as the meaning of this is—usage
eyond time 'of qmnorly,. the Bailiffs’ evidence, as
shown by the opinion, altogether fails, as the custom
goes vo further back than Edward VI. It was stated
in the report of the holding of the Court Leet that
the charter was granted in the reign of Edward II.

- and that it referred to former charters, but mno doubt
it was this charter of Edward VI. Although much re-
search has been made and great expenses incurred by
the Bailiffs, no other charter has been found showing
the origin of the fee farm, and neither do they
:ﬁosqess one tittle of evidence more to charge the in-

habitants than they did im 1744. Yef, no'withstand-
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g | | under an

| lately as the year 1701 it ap
| victuallers paid 6s. 8d., and some of them but 5s., so
| that I think there is no probability of su&porting the

Wednesday, and of two fairs in a year, but takes no
notice of a fee farm payable to the Crown, or of any
charge on the inhabitants of Brading towards dis-
cbarging the fee farm rent. There may, therefore, be
another Charter granted tfo this Corporation, “or
Brading must be a Corporation by preseription, which
 supposes & grant originally, but in either case I fear the
- bailiffs of the borough can’t comﬂ.ull the victuallers of

‘the town to pay 6s. 8d. for selling beer, for a pre- |.
scription to charge to them must have been fixed, |-
certain and invariable, and could admit of no altera- |
tion and must be involuntary, and mot by agreement, |-
but this has been from time to time altered, as an
agreement could be made. In the account of the
ancient customs of the town you left with me, the
victuallers are charged but 3s. 4d., so that amount, if
‘evidence at all, would be against the bailifis of the
‘town io their claim of 6s. 8d., though I think this
can't be evidence of a preseription, because without a
date, and by the title the original of this custom goes no
further back than Bdward the Sixth’'s time and the
account itself appears to be only a copy. In 1610, the
-victuallers were charged 5s. each ; in 1611, 30s. among
k--thum; the same again in 1612; in 1613, 5s, each; in
11616, 6s. 8d. After this it appears that it was paid
ent with the bailiffs, yearly ; and so
that some of the

! preseription. Therefore I can’t advise the bailiffs to
‘make a distress or bring an action for the recovery of
_this yearly charge of 6s. 8d. on the victuallers, but I
tlun{' the bailiffs may well support a distress on Duke

ing the Bailiffs had no legal right, they have con-
tinued toextortthese paymanglbeﬁe:’atha{th,eopinioﬁ
was suppressed, though kaown by the present deputy
ste and his predecessors. I will take an oppor- |
tonity of stating out of what rent the fee farm appears |
tobe payable, merely observing, in refere qiotha :
last paragraph of the op 1at the Bailiffs admi t

they caunot seize for it if unpaid, but the owners ; and

if it was in arrear he mustseize for the whole amount

due, and no one need disturb himself that this will

(James) for the rent he pays out of land, or they may
\maintain an action of debt against him for that rent
d may by their ancient rent book prove the charge

those lands.—THO0S. STRANGFORD. Portsmouth,

&tober 10th, 1744.”
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