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fully special findings, which arebeen tried. TheThe issues have
necessary found,to beby evidence, comprise all factssupported the

properlycan be reached.findingsthose but one conclusionand on
required.is notthese circumstances a new trialUnder

against theJudgment plaintiffthe Hartfordfor
Indemnity Company.&Accident

Company.InsuranceJudgment the AccidentStandardfor

All concurred.
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1628)s.following (Gen. Stat., Conn.,Marble, J. The statute
plaintiffthe time received hisin force in Connecticut at thewas

transported by operatoror of aperson“No the ownerinjury:
guest transportationpaymenthis without for suchvehicle asmotor

damages against owner ora of action for suchhave causeshall
accident,or in of unless suchinjury, loss,for death caseoperator

ownerparton the of such orshall have been intentionalaccident
disregard ofbyor his or his recklesscaused heedlessnessoperator

of . . .”rights others.the
legislation deny recovery negli-forthis was to apurpose“The of

ofagainst transporting in his a member hisgence one automobile
brought bya inguest, or casual invitee actionfamily, a social an

hospitality.” Bradley 641,Conn.recipient Clarke,of his v. 118the
643.

prove following facts: Theplaintiff’s evidence tended to theThe
thirty years.foundryin a inhad worked Nashua for aboutplaintiff

includingfoundry workmen,was andthis closed and he otherIn 1933
employment Britain,obtained in New Connecticut.defendant,the

transportation Britainarrangement for to and from eachAn New
anMcAdoo,one a workman owned auto-was made with whoweek

previousA few weeks to the accident McAdoo’s automobilemobile.
down, arrangement transportationa similar for wasand thenbroke

arrangementBydefendant. terms of eachwith the the thismade
trip,payto the two for the roundpassenger was defendant dollars

being the last of week when the workmen re-payment made each
Britain,pay. waytheir The defendant was on his to Newceived

plaintiff, McAdoo, (a workman)Ivan R. asthe and Smithwith
the accidentpassengers, when occurred.

testimony may follows:defendant’s be summarized as AfterThe
down, to housecar broke McAdoo came the defendant’sMcAdoo’s
would in the workmenasked him if he take thereafter his carand

agreed(McAdoo) carrying.he had been The todefendantwhom
trip. Theplaintiff passengerThe was not a on first nextdo so. the

Thewas sick McAdoo the car. work-the defendant and droveweek
not use car that week.paydid the defendant for the of themen

appear.)(Whether they paid gasolineor for does notnot the consumed
passengers plaintiff,thetripthird the defendant had as hisOn the

money paid the for trans-McAdoo, No was defendantand Smith.
McAdoo, trip,of the the returnportation until the end week when on

they got gas plaintiffAt thepay for the and oil.” that time“said to
daytripnext the of thethe two dollars. The was onpaid defendant
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trip everday, but no return wasthatNothing paidwasaccident.
thehospital and car was sotaken to theplaintiff wasmade, for the

junk.sold forit had to bethatbadly demolished
isfrom the evidenceto be drawnonly reasonable conclusionThe

car at the time of theriding in defendant’stheplaintiff wasthethat
benefitrelationship which conferred abusinessby virtue of aaccident

McAdoonowhere states thatdefendantparties. Theupon both
him and the inferencegratuitously, iscarry the workmentoasked

and the workmen understooddefendantthat both theinescapable
under the sameoperating his automobilewasthe defendantthat

along while McAdoo’sprevailedhad allarrangement whichfinancial
in use.car was

in with the viewappear to be accorddecisionsThe Connecticut
H.Casualty Martin,v. 88 N.Marylandof Co.in the caseexpressed

placeother workmen to theirwho carries346, 349, that a workman
theyunderstanding that shall contribute towarduponwork anof

enjoys pecuniary gain from theoperating car aexpense of histhe
operationof and is therefore trans-costarrangement in the lessened

628,Kruy Smith,See v. 108 Conn.payment.forporting passengers
Chaplowe Powsner,687; v. 119Conn.Parlee, 115 Conn.631; Russell v.

error in the1, 3. There was no192; Lamb,Bree v. 120 Conn.188,
plaintiff he re-Presiding that the at the timeruling of the Justice

for hire.injury passengerwas aceived his
through the de-a traffic officer thatplaintiff offered to showThe

driving in theconnection withfor recklessfendant was arrested
fined, “appealedand toand that heaccident, that he was convicted

appeal paidhis and the fine.”higher vacatedthe court and then
ground the was theon the that recordwas excludedThis evidence

required state,himself was tothe defendantbest evidence. Later
paid $25ofarrested and a fineagainst exception, that he washis
inadmissible, sinceintroduced waswhenand costs. This evidence

623,H.guilt. Jones,v. 61 N.of Cavernoit involved no admission
however,fit,counsel did not seeDefendant’s624, and cases cited.

exception proceeded to ask the defendantupon the butto stand
cheapestpay the fine because it was theif he didn’tseveral times

objected to, con-questions were counselway theseout. When
thoughtyouyou paid a fine becauseus, whether or nottinued: “Tell

answered, “Yes, sir.”guilty?” The defendantyou were
exceptiontothe evidence whichadmissibleThis answer rendered

subject objection theto an atwhich washad been taken. “That
objectionfrom thebecame relievedintroduced,ittime when was
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objectorsubsequent Lyfordof theinterposed by the act himself.”
ToThurston, 399, effect, DutenyN. H. 405. the same see v.v. 16

65,H. and cases cited.Company, 84 N. 69 The defendant later
pay gohe didn’t want to the fine but indeclared that “wanted to

weakened,court.” The extent to which this assertion ifthe other
all, previous questionthe force of the answer was a for con­at the

jury. If specialof the the defendant desired asideration instruction
requestedsubject, Mannion,he should have it.on the State 82v.

518,H. 525.N.
duty patrol highwaywhose it was to the on which theThe officer

happened speedobserved the collision. He stated that theaccident
driving forty forty-fivewas milesat which the defendant was to

plaintiff argument juryfor the in hisan hour. Counsel to the said:
alongsay coming clip“I was at a of 40 milesthat Simoutis to 45

righthour, testified, dutyas the officer and that officer was onan
duty speed;It of those fellows to bethere. is the able to estimate

dealing every day.”itthey are with
excepted argumenttoThe defendant the allowance of this on the

ground dutyno that tothat there was evidence it was the officer’s
exceptionThe is without wasspeed.estimate merit. No evidence

necessary pa-the well-known fact that anto establish officer who
highways required judge speedis totrols the the at which automo-
beingbiles are driven.

Subject exception, permitted expressthe court toto the officer
opinionthe that the driver of the car with which the defendant

protect exception presentsto himself.collided had no chance The
question Company, 161;N. H. Dimock v.156,no of law. Reed v. 84

54, 59; 236,H. Christie H.Lussier, Company,86 N. v. 87 N. 239.

verdict.Judgment on the

All concurred.


