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London Building Act, dexnolished t~he part of the wall which
was below the ground, and rebuit it with concrete foundations
and daxnp-courses in accordance with the requirenients of the

i.ic Act. It was held that the tenant wais lable under his covenant
for the whole of the cost of -the work Which had been executed
by the landiord.

The gist of the decision appears to be in the finding of fact
that with a new wall the house would stili be the same bouse,
and therefore that the repai- or restoration found to be neces-
sary was only restoration of a "su bordinate" part of the sub-

* ject-naatter of the covenant. It is not, however, easy to see the
* real distinction in this respect between the case and 11Vriglit v.

Lawson. Surely the window in that case was also only a siih-
ordinate part of the subject-mattcr of the covenant. Supposing
the new window had been erected with the necessary substantial
supports required by the local authority, would anybody have
saiO. that the bouse was a different house to the one which existed
before? In the one case the thing replaced was a window, and
in the other a wall; the window required new supports, just as
the wall required new foundations. It is quite true that the
external form and appearance of the new window, if erected,
unlike that of the new wall, would have been different. But
beyond the fact that the change was more obvious to the eye

* in the one case than in the other, eau any other real differcnce
be suggested? Lord Justice Buckley, who was apparently the
only judge who deait with Wrighit v. Lawson, Ëaid that the bey
window there eould flot be rep]aced, but could only be repro-

* duced by that which would be a new structure. But if a window
Le a ''structure" within the rule, why is an external wall not a
structure also If repair (as the learned judge says) is restor-
ation by renewal or replacement of subsidiary parts of a whole,
while renewal, as distinguishied froxu it, is reconstruction of sub-
stantially the entirety of th1ý subjeet-matter, of the covenant,
why, if the wall ýas it clearly is) is only a subsidiary part of
"the whole," is replacement of the window a reconstruction
of the entirety? The entirety of whatt
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