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herthereon is not collectibleand the against540:25 judgment
re-on theofassets. All appearingplaintiff’s exceptionspersonal

cord are overruled.
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he had hadhim on cross-examination how muchaskedattorney
to the of the incident.drink on day

28, 1973, the drivenAbout on March automobile by7:00 p.m.,
athe in with at the intersectiondefendant was collision motorcycle

two ridersof South Main and Streets in Rochester. TheAcademy
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