 Plaintiff

in the incoms from its business for a period of Thirteen months next following
Ocl.le Y914 ,should bs the sum of $1600.00,0r that in the event zhltX-sugh,in# _

: creasa was less than that amount it would pay to the Defendant °5p of the

wusic Co. bound itself to the Befendant in said contraet 1

e o

any sum in axceﬁs £33 %400‘09 or suarantced to the Defendant any #ncrease of
trade,far a period of Thirteen months or any length of time,éxcead;ng 5409-0@,i

or bound itsel? under sald contract,or in any mannsr,beyond the difference =

perioe of Tlirteer uontﬁs,no one of which obligations was Lo be binding on th@

fBoston Piano & Music Coesunless the Tefendant complied with all the terms of

the contraot filed ulth Dft's answer,one of which Plaintiff avers s that

| Dafendant shall pay the notes sued on when dus which it has naf done,but 1is
now rasisting their payment.Plaintiff says That the very clause upon which

: éefendanﬁ is relying to defea. a recovery herein,styled "Assurance of Trade",

-

- and forming a part of the contract filed with Defendant's answer and counter=-

claim and expressly made a part thereof,specifically provides thal said obliga=

| ’ective ONLY when the dealer(liesaning Defendent)makes satisfactory proof of

{.

; tﬁ% ﬁeficiency referred tc in sald clause and complies with th& terms of tho
;;con&raﬁ& oy paying the notes sued on when due,all of which Befendant has
failed and refused to do.PLff denies that said provision of tne contract

j guerantces an increase inDft's business of q"‘3.60(5..60 during a period of 13

n manths or for any time,or that In the event Dft felled to increase ﬁits bus-
3!8 to that extent 1n said period,the Boston Pilanc & Music Co.would pay the Q;

:
.
f
 25% of the

. rt the diff'erence hetween the actual increase and {1600.00.,He denies thax




