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SOLICITOR AND (JLINT--SOLICITOI& DISCIIARGID BY CLIENT ACTING
FORt OPPOSTE PARTY-INJTNCTION.

Raknsen v. ElUis (1912), 1 Ch. 831. In this case the plain-
tiff had einployed the defendants, a flrm of solicitors, to act for.
him in reference to, a dlaim he had against hie employers for
alleged wrongful disinissal. Subsequenýly the dispute was re-
ferred to arbitration and the plaintiff discharged the piaintiffs
and ernployed another Policitor to act for in, whereupon thu
opposite party eti.ployed the defendants as their solicitor in the
arbitration proceedings and the plaintif! thereupon broughit the
present action claiming an in.junction to restrain the defendanNi
from acting as solicitors for the opposite party in the arbitra.
tion procee dings. Warrington, J., granted the injunction, but
the Court of Appeal (Cozens-Ilardy, MI.R,, and Mýoulton, and
Buckley, L.JJ.', reversed hie decision holding that when the
client discliarges hie solicitor, there is no universal rule that the
solicitor cannot act for hie opponent, but ihat etadi case niust
depend on its own circumstances antd. thoug." the client is vn-
titled to be protected froin hie former solicitor disclosing to, lus
adversary any confidential communications made to hinm in the
course of hie employaiient; yet the mere fact that hé had for-
merly been in hie einployment, ivas, on hie discharge, no bar to
his accepting the retainer of hie adversary, even in the sanife
matter. Mîoulton, L.J, makes some observations on flic fact that
-Vhile one member of the firm had acted for the plaintiff it wuma
another ineniber of the firm who had had no previous knowlecdge
of the matter who, was acting for the plaintiff's adversatry
which wvas a circumstance w~hich appeared to satisfy irun that no
niechief would coine of it to the plaintif!.

EMPLOYERS' Li,%BILITY ACT-NoTICE OF ACCIDENT-TwEi,\.F
MONTHS' DELty-EM-PLoYER PREJUPrICED iN DEF'ENCE-' 'MIS.
TAXE Olt OTIHER REASONABLE CAUisE"-LATENT INJL'RY-
WORKMFEN'S COMPENSATION ACT., 1906 (8 EDW. VII. C. 58)
sEC. 2 (l)-R.S.O. o. 160, ss. 13, 14.

In Egertoii v. Moore (1912) 2 K.B. 308, the plaintiff souglit
to recover compensation against hie emiployer under the Work-
men 's Compensation Act, 1906 (6 Edw. VIL. c, 58). The in-
jury accurred on July 21, 1910, when the plaintiff, who wL.s a
navvy, fell into a trench. After ten minutes' reat lie wus able
to, resume work but on the next day and for a few daye after-
wards he was unable to, work and so, informed the defendant to


