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MEREDITH, J.—The questions . for cO'n81dem322 and,

whether the Master had power to make such an .Ort step

if 80, whether he ought to have made it. The S whethe”
the trial wil] be the determination of the question
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ants, the Law Society, are indebted ?(llb i {
and in that g parties are directly concerned.
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the other parties in Some of the matters in issue. ;

And lastly, there can he no wrong, nor need ther‘Q,l ‘
be any inconvenience to the alleged debtors in a t1‘1a‘ ugh

action with the added parties. . The order Olcs 86,

be upheld if the practice warrants it. . . . Ru }
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It the Master’s order cannot stand, T am unable 2%898)’
ceive how the Jaw of Tate v. Natural Gas and 0il Co: 'dcrment
R. 82, can have heen well decided. Tt is the 3(111 gy the
of a Divisiona] Court. of the High Court, affirme broader
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And it is, I think, Supported by such cases as H?nMcﬂ‘
Co. v. Tucker (1877), 5 . D.1301; Bennetts ¥ g
yraith, [1896] 2 Q. B. 4643 Oniry v. Stenning (1877): 7 5
D. 695, and Frankenburg V. Great Horseless Carriage .
[1900] 1 Q. B. 504, ‘
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