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WVood v. Gray), (1892> A.C. 576, altbough ail appeal ft.om the
Scotch Court of Sessions, touches a question of law deserving,
careful consideration bere. The facts wvere that a mnat nained
Darling was fatally iinjired whilst ocupied in tI, business of bis
employers. Before bis deatF lie brought an action against the
present defendants under the Eniplo,'vers Liabilitv Act, '.S8o, for
damiages. He died before the action wvas tried. His niothý'r thon
conimenced tie prese1ît action to recover damnages for causing bis
dvath, which wvas dismnissud by the Court of Sessions as îiot being
maintainable. It \wuutlt appe:îr froîn this case that altliough,ýl

4 Lord Canipbell's Act is not iýî force in Scotiand, yot ly the
Scotch conimion Iaw a hiisbaud, fat ber, wvife, miother, or child of a

uý deceased person is entitled to bring an action to recover damages
for cauising bis death. The question therefor,7 really was \\betlivr.

wbuthe dece-ised liad binmself cotiiieiceLd aUh action nii bis Iifc.«
timec for the iinjurv, an independent cause of an action for dam-î
ages resfflting fr-oni the saine iinjiry under the Scotch Iaw vestud

in bis, motber, The 'ý,use of Lords (Lor<k; \Vatsouî, Ha.lsburv*\.
C., lierschell, and Morris) aflirmcîd the court below iii holdlingý
that no second action coffld be brougbit. Tht principle onl whiebi
the Scotch court procteded appuars tn le siicciinrt\- stated liv Lordl
President Inghis icý Stcnson v. I>onti1?x. 15 Ret. i 2(. . A siniglu
act ;îîîinuitilig efither to ;i dlict )r lirvch of contract canucît hie
11na1do the grun d of t wý or more aotio<ns foi- h Uic ,îposc (if

reovri~daniages wvithîin diffurent periods, but caused bv the
saine act. ' H 'w far tie pi nc iple of t bis deci sion 15 appi icablc to
otir law is uit quite clear. It seins nu depend on whIethe.r the
riglit of action given hy' Lord Camipbels Act (R.S.O., c. iýj) is
to be regardtad in the saine liglit as the rîght of action possesscd
bv the relatives of the deceascd under the Scotch coînmon law.
i it is fot a separate and independent cause of action froni thLt

\vbicbi the deceased person biniseif hiad, as Read v. Greirt Easterjt
Ny.. L.R. 3 Q.B. 555, anld G1iftthý v. Li! if Dlud1ey, 9 Q.B.D.

iq, 357, %vould appear to show, then the principle of lVood v. G3ray
wvould apply. On the other band, it miav be observed thiat tbe
Supreune Court buis <lecîded (îlot, it would appear, iiin aconsidered
judginent) that the causes of action are distinut Wh/ite v. P>arker.
16 S.C.R. 699.


