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not without jurisdiction even if the case was to be dealt
itirely under the old Act.
'-’guestlon as to the applicapility of the new Act, the learned
said, was settled in favour of the plaintiffs by the provisions

lSof the Interpretation Act, R.S.0. 1914 ch. 1, which pro-
for the case where an Act is repealed and other provisions
] ted for those repealed—clause (b) enacts that, in such
qllpromd.mgs taken under the . . . enactment . '
shall be taken up and continued under and in
' w1th the provisions so substituted, so far as consist-
be." The “proceeding taken” in thls case, before the

for an award of compensation. Upon that applica-
plamtlﬂ's had satisfied the council that they had made
to ascertain the owner or keeper of the dogs and

.; because there was no sheep-valuer; and the next
suld have been the ascertainment by the council of the
of the damage. That step the council decided not to
e new Act required the ascertainment to be made by
an action where, as here, there was no valuer to
d, as the Interpretation Act enacted that the pro-
uld be taken up and continued under and in con-
the provisions of the new Act, there was nothing for
to do but commence their action
Judge did not wish to be understood as deciding
apphcabxhty of sec. 15 (¢) of the Interpretatlon Act.




