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FiLTHY PERCOLATIONS,

ally find I am right” His ready wit some-
times extricated him in an unexpected way
from the mazes of subtlety which were some-
times thrown around questions at the bar.
Thus he was sitting in banco, with Baron
Bramwell by his side, in the little room up
many stairs, known as the second Vice-Chan-
cellor's Court at Westminster, now happily
among the courts abandoned, while a long-
winded counsel was distinguishing” the case
before them from a decision of the House of
Lords. After painfully enduring the opera-
tion for some time, the baron said : * You are
very much mistaken, if you think that my
brother Bramwell and 1, siting in this cock-
loft, are going to overrule the House of
Lords.” His sentences on malefactors, like
his judgments, were short: “ You are a bad
old man, and you'll just take ten years’ penal
servitude,” was quite enough for the confirm-
ed sinner convicted for the tenth time of
felony. In a prolix age his brevity was re-
freshing ; and if his mode of cutting knots
instead of untying them prevented his eluci-
dating the law, it at least tended to the des-
patch of business. In his total absence of
affectation, sometimes approaching a want of
dignity, he was free from another of the
smaller vices of the day. On a summer
Circuit, when the weather was very hot, Baron
Martin not only took off his wig and robes,
but finding the cushion of his chair too warm,
ordered something cooler to be put on it, and
sat on & soap-box. In his combination of
tenderness and robustness, and in other ways,
he was not unlike Dr. Johnson, but without
the learning and rhetorical power of his great
namesake. He inspired all who knew him
with affection ; and although not a great law-
yer, he must be reckoned an admirable
judge.—Law Journal.

FILTHY PERCOLATIONS.

It is said in an early case that where one
has filthy deposits on his premises, he, whose
dirt it is must keep it that it may not tres-
pass.* If filthy matter from a privy or other
place of deposit percolates through the soil
of the adjacent premises, or breaks through
into the neighbour’s cellar, or finds its way in-
to his well, it is a nuisance.> To suffer filthy
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