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frorn taking or using the waters of the river, or from inmerfering
with the flow of the river, otherwise than as authorized by the
Act. This relief, though deniej to them 1w the Irish Court of
Apeýl the House of Lordc; (Lords Halsbury, C., NVats,,on and
Macn.aghten) held thr-y Nvere eaxtii.1ed to, notwithstanding that the
plaintiffs proved no actual damage. to have resulted fromi the
dcefenidaints' action. The decision, however, was not unanirnous,
Lordt: Morris and Hannen being dissentients, not fr-om the gen-
eral pyîuciple laid down bv the majoritv of their lordihips, but on

th gondthtth Atdiin fact.. authorize snme deviations
from the plan laid dowfl end tliat sortie of the %vork complaitied
of was wvithin the lirnits of the deviation thus authorized.

,A, N?. N ACI P.-,l i.;'l P jlr;M Nin -i~ DGMl.NI' iTO\ i M -INTFE ST~ ON'
B>OND IIEYGNI) I'rNAl. St!;N-(OÇ'. RULJE 780)).

Nlatton v. Harris, (1892) A.C. 547, %vas an appeal fromn the
Trish C'ourt ofAppeal. The appeai in volved the quest ion as to how,
far an accidentai slip in a judgment, pronounced in 1853, could
bc amended. The facts which gave rise ro the appeal wcere that,
irn 1S4 2, the plaintiff's testatrix had recovered judgtneiit on abond
for £iooo, conditioued for paymnt of [5oo aud interest. Sub-

stqînl'the dlaim ou bhis judguwnt was proved against the
dî¾ît,îr ini a -suit by otiier jtidgiment creditors, iii which, ifl 1853, a
dt2xrut, ý\as mnade declaring the testatrix entitlcd to a charge
againist the' land of the dlebtor for the amounit of her judgulient,
wî-thi interest "'until paid." lt was contended, and practicalx' con-
ceded, that tixe judgment oughit ta have contained the wvords, sa
far as the testatrix's dlaim wvas concerrued, " the principal suni and
inteî est not to excecd the auxount of the penïalty on the bond ';

and a subsequent incumibrancer on the ebtor's land claimed that
the leur-ce of 1853 shuuld be aînended by the insertion of those
words. The Flouse of Lords (Lords Herschell, WVatson, Mac-
uiaghiteu, aud Field) un-auîmausly affirmced th-- I rishi Court of
Appcdal in grauting this amcndrnent, and heid that the -nistake
%vas obviotisly au accideultal slip within the rneaniug af the rule
-of the Suprerue Court (Irelaud), Ord. xxviii., r. i (,Ont- Rffle 780),

an amendable tiotwithstauding the lapse of tinie.


