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Hillsborough, No. 3940.
5,Dec. 1950.

Joseph RoukeyJ.

v.

H. Riley, Commissioner Labor.William of

King plaintiff.John W. for the

F. Maurice forLaForce the defendant.
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becanplaintiffLampeón, J. us is whether theThe issue before
hecompensation becauseineligible unemploymentfor benefitsfound
3,s.L., 218,provisions of R. c.for work under theis not available
ofHousesolely being a of thepar. C, by reason of his member

Representatives.
mileseighteenConcord,inlegislative performedareHis duties
firstextending theevery for fromManchester, years,from two a term

early part ensuing summer.January through middle of theof the or
threeLegislature generally meetsession,in the members of theWhen

sessionsduring they only the officialdays a week which attend not
hearings.committeebut also

plaintiff worked25,1944, 2,1948,From to December theNovember
thecontinuously on mill andthe third shift at the worsted attended

thussuggests notLegislature.the he couldsessions of No one that
if hand it is obvioussuch work was available. On the othercontinue

Legislature performthe is in he could notthat at least while session
day daysduring the for a week.other work three

un-chapter designed of allLaws, 218,Revised is not to take care
merely withunemployed who meetemployed persons but of workers

person other-requirements. requirementsOne of is that aits these
eligiblewise be also available for work can receive benefitsbefore he

thereunder.
for ThephraseThe “available work” is not in thedefined statute.

isavailability requirement is to be when an individualsaid satisfied
willing, ready to notacceptable and suitable work which doeshe

good refuse, is, togenerallyhave cause to that when he is attached
words, availabilitymarket. In other the re-purposethe labor of the

quirement tois test the claimant’s attachment to the labor market.
jobIt if unemployedis to determine he is ofbecause of lack suitable

or for oropportunities physical incapacitysome other reason such as
Regerunwillingness 647;to work. Administrator,v. 132 Conn.

Board, 419;Leonard v. 148Ohio St. 55 123,Yale L. J. 124.
opinion generalIn our it is not to promulgatefeasible a rule which

will involving availability.determine all cases The facts and circum-
important arrivingstances of each case are factors to be inconsidered

at of Board, supra; Departmenta solution it. Leonard v. Industrialof
Tomlinson, 144;Relations v. 251 Altman, Work,Ala. Availability for

p. 258.
inWhere, case,as this there are time onlimitations the worker’s

availability questionthe is whether such hasworker so thelimited
acceptfield of suitable whichwork he will that he cannot tobe said
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genuinely to a labor market. In words is his avail-be attached other
ability longer work, or isso limited that in fact he is no available for

locality duringin forthere the a market his services the hours that he
regardedIfoffers them? there is such a market he should be as avail-

for work. If is no hisable there such market then he has so limited
availability genuinelythat he is not to a market andattached labor

longer, fact, locality.no inis available for work in that 55 Yale L. J.
123; Ralph 22Altman, Availability Employment,Limited for Shift

189,N. L. Rev. 211.C.
plaintiff yearsThe worked for over four on inthe third shift the

Company in Legis­Bell Manchester while he was a member of the
During period spitelature. that he was toattached a labor market in

legislativeof his duties. In other membershipwords his in the House
Representativesof did not make him forunavailable work. Therethat

is no evidence that this plaintiffsame market did not exist when filed
compensation.forhis claim unemployedThe fact that he was then

does not establish no purposethat there was such market for it is the
unemploymentof compensation compensateto for lack ofstatutes

appropriate job No ineligibilityvacancies. reason for his inappears
membership Legislaturethe record other than his in inthe andwhich

of itself does not him provi­make unavailable for work within the
of R. L., 218, 3, par. C.;sions c. s. Reger Administrator,v. 132 Conn.

647; BakeryMee’s Board, Super. 183;v. 162Pa. Board,Leonard v. 148
419; R.,Ohio St. H. S.,8159 N. U. C. I. Series, 6, 10,Benefit No.Vol

p. (1943).35

discharged.Case

Kenison, J., sit;did not the others concurred.
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