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HEADNOTES:

1. Under the powers' inherent in every sovereignty, a government may regulate the
conduct of its citizens toward each other, and, when necessary for tlie public good,
the manner in which each shall use his own property.

2. It has, in the exercise of these powers, been customary in England from time
immemorial, and in this country from its first colonization, to regulate ferries,
common carriers, hackmen, bakers, millers, wharfingers, innkeepers, &c., and, in so
doing, to fix a maximum of charge to be made for services rendered,
accommodations furnished, and articles sold.

3 Down to the time of the adoption of the fourteenth amendment of the Constitution
of the United States, it was not supposed that statutes regulating ihe use, or even the
price of the use, of private property necessarily deprived an owner of his property
without due process of law. Under some circumstances they may, but not under all. -
The amendment does not change the law in this particular: it simply prevents the
States from doing that which will operate as such deprivation.

4 When the owner of property devotes it to a use in which the public has an .interest,
he in effect grants to the public an interest in such use, and must to the extent of that
interest, submit to be controlled by the public, for the common good, as long as he
maintains the use. He may-withdraw his grant by discontinuing the use.

5 Sights of property, and to a reasonable compensation for its use, created by the
common law, pannot be taken away without due process; but the law itself, as'a rule
of;conduct, may, unless constitutional limitations forbid, be changed at the will of
the legislature. The. great office of statutes is to remedy defects in the common law
as they are developed, and to adapt it to the changes of time and circumstances.
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6 The limitation by legislative, enactment of the rate of charge for

services *114rendered in a public employment, or for the use of property in which
the public has an interest, establishes no new principle in the law, but oca gives a
new effect to an old one.

7. Where warehouses are situated and their business is carried on exclusive within a'
State, she may, as a matter of domestic concern, prescribe reg-~ lations for them,
notwithstanding they are used as instruments by those engaged in inter-state, as well
as in State, commerce; and, until Congress acts in reference to their inter-state
relations, such regulations can be enforced, even though they may indirectly operate
upon commerce beyond her immediate jurisdiction.

8. The court does not hold that a case may not arise in which it may be found that a
State has, under the form of regulating her own affairs, encroached upon the
exclusive domain of Congress in respect to inter-state commerce.

9. The ninth section of the first article of the Constitution of the United States
operates only as a limitation of the powers of Congress, and in no respect affects the
States in the regulation of their domestic affairs.

10. The act of the general assembly of Illinois, entitled “ An Act to regulate public
warehouses and the warehousing and inspection of grain, and to give effect to art. 13
of the Constitution of this State,” approved April 25, 1871, is not repugnant to the
Constitution of the United States.

SUMMARY:
Error to the Supreme Court of the State of Illinois.

The Constitution of Illinois, adopted in 1870, contains the following in reference to
the inspection of grain, and the storage thereof in public warehouses : —

“ Article XIII. — Warehouses.

“ Section 1. All elevators or storeniouses where grain or other property is stored for a
compensation, whether the property stored be kept separate or not, are declared to
be public warehouses.

“Sect. 2. The owner,lessee,or manager ot each and every public warehouse situated
in any town or city of not less than one. hundred thousand inhabitants, shall make
weekly statements under oath before some officer designated by law, and keep the
same posted in some conspicuous place in the office of such warehouse; and shah
also file a copy for public examination in such place as shall be designated by law,
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which statement shall correctly set fortn the amount and grade of each and every
kind of grain in such warehouse, together with such other property as may be stored
therein* and what warehouse receipts have been issued, and are, at the time of
making such statement, outstanding therefor; and shall, on the copy' posted in the
warehouse, note daily such changes as may be made in the quantity and grade of
grain in such warehouse; and the different grades of grain shipped in separate lots
shall not be *115mixed with inferior or superior grades, without the consent of the
owner or consignor thereof.

“Sect. 3. The owners of property stored in any warehouse, or holder of a receipt for
the same, shall always be at liberty to examine such property stored, and all the
hooks and records of the warehouse in regard to such property.

“Sect. 4. All railroad companies, and other common carriers on railroads, shall
weigh or measure grain at points where it is shipped, and receipt for the full amount,
and shall he responsible for the delivery of such amount to the owner or consignee
thereof, at the place of destination.

“Sect. 5. All railroad companies receiving and transporting grain, in hulk or
otherwise, shall deliver the same to ..any consignee thereof, or any elevator or public
warehouse to which it may be « consigned, provided such consignee, or the elevator,
or public warehouse, can be reached by any track owned, leased, or used, or which
can he used, by such railroad company; and all railroad companies shall permit
connections to he made with their tracks, so that any such consignee, and any public
warehouse, coal-bank, or coal-yard may be reached' by the cars on sard railroad.

“Sect. 6. It shall he the duty of the general assembly to pass all necessary laws- to
prevent the issue of- false and fraudulent warehouse- receipts, and to give full effect
to this article of the Constitution, which shall be liberally construed, so as to protect
producers and shippers. And the enumeration of the remedies' herein named shall
not be construed to deny to the general assembly the power to prescribe by law such
other and further remedies as may be found expedient, or to deprive any person of
existing common-law remedies.

“Sect. 7. The general assembly shall pass laws for the inspection of grain, for the
protection of producers, shippers, and . receivers -of grain and produce.”

The provisions of -the act of the general assembly of. Illinois,, entitled “ An Act to
regulate public warehouses and the warehousing and inspection of grain, and to
.give effect to art. 13 of the Constitution of this State,” approved April-25, 1871.. so
far as the same have any direct bearing upon the questions involved in this case, are
as follows: —
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“ Section 1. Be it enacted by the people of the State of Illinois, represented in the
general assembly, that public warehouses, as *116defined in art. 13 of the
Constitution of this State, shall he divided into three classes, to he designated as
classes A, B, and C, respectively.

“ Sect. 2. Public warehouses of class A shall embrace all warehouses, elevators, or
granaries in which grain is stored in bulk, and in which the grain of different owners
is mixed together, or in which grain is stored in such a manner that the identity of
different lots or parcels cannot be accurately preserved, such warehouses, elevators,
or granaries, being located in cities having not less than one hundred thousand
inhabitants. Public warehouses of class B shall embrace all other warehouses,
elevators, or granaries in which grain is stored in bulk, and in which the grain of
different owners is mixed together. Public warehouses of class C shall embrace all
other warehouses or places where property of any kind is stored for a consideration.

“ Sect. 3. The proprietor, lessee, or manager of any public warehouse of class A shall
be required, before transacting any business in such warehouse, to procure from the
Circuit Court of the county a license, permitting such proprietor, lessee, or manager
to transact business as a publie warehouseman under the laws, of this State, which
license shall be issued by the clerk of said court upon a written application, which
shall set forth the location and name of such warehouse, and the individual name of
each person interested as owner or principal ip, the management of the same, or, if
the warehouse be - owned or managed by a corporation, the names of the president,
secretary, and treasurer of such corporation shall be stated; and the license shall give
authority to carry on and conduct the business of a public warehouse of class A in
accordance with the laws of this State, and shall be revocable by the said court upon
a summary proceeding before the court, upon complaint of any person in writing
setting forth the particular violation of law, and upon satisfactory proof to be taken
in such manner as may be directed by the court.

“ Sect. 4. The person receiving a license as herein provided shall file, with the clerk of
the court granting the same, a bond to the people of the State of Illinois, with good
and sufficient surety, to be approved by said court, in the penal sum of $10,000,
conditioned for the faithful performance of his duty as a public warehouseman of
class A, and the full and unreserved compliance with all laws of this State in relation
thereto.

“Sect.' 5. Any person who shall transact the business of a pub-’ lie warehouse of'
class A without first procuring a license as herein *117provided, or who shall
continue to transact any such business after such license has been revoked (save only
that he may be permitted to deliver property previously stored in such warehouse),
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shall, on conviction, be fined in a sum not less than $100 for each and every day such
business is so carried on; and the court may refuse to renew any license,.or grant a
new one to any of the persons whose license has been revoked, within one year from
the time the same wasrevoked.”

“ Sect. 15. Every warehouseman of - public warehouses of class A shall be required,
during the- first week of January of each year, to publish in one or more of the
newspapers (daily, if there be such) published in the city in which such warehouse is
situated, a table or schedule of rates for the storage of grain in the warehouse during
the ensuing year, which rates shall not be increased (except as provided for in sect.
16 of this act) during the year; and such published rates, or any published reduction
of them, shall apply to all grain received into such warehouse from any person or
source ; and no discrimination shall be made, directly or indirectly, for or against
any charges made by such warehouseman for the storage of grain.

“ The maximum charge of storage and handling of grain, including the cost of
receiving and delivering, shall be for the first thirty days or part thereof two cents per
bushel, and for each fifteen days or part thereof, after the first thirty'days, one-half of
one cent per bushel; provided, however, that grain damp or liable to early damage,
as’ indicated by its inspection when received, may be subject to two cents per bushel
storage for the first ten days, and for each additional five days or part thereof, not
exceeding one-half of one per cent per bushel.”

On the twenty-ninth day of June, 1872, an information was filed in the Criminal
Court of Cook County, 111., against Munn & Scott, alleging that they were, on the
twenty-eighth day of June, 1872, in the city of Chicago, in said county, the managers
and lessees of a public warehouse, known as the “ North-western Elevator,” in which
they then and there stored grain in bulk, and mixed the grain of different owners
together in said warehouse; that the warehouse was located in the city of Chicago,
which contained more than one hundred thousand inhabitants; that they unlawfully
transacted the business of public warehousemen, as aforesaid, without procuring a
license from the Circuit Court of said county, permitting them *118to transact
business as public -warebousemen, under tbe laws of tbe State.

To this information a plea of not guilty was interposed.

From an agreed statement of facts, made a part of tbe record, it appears that Munn &
Scott leased of tbe owner, in 1862, tbe ground occupied by tbe “Nortb-western
Elevator,” and erected tbereon tbe grain warehouse or elevator in that year, witb
their own capital and means; that tbey ever since « carried on, in said elevator, tbe
business of storing and handling grain for hire, for which tbey charged and received,
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as a compensation, tbe rates of storage which bad been, from year to year, agreed
upon and established by tbe different elevators and warehouses in tbe city of
Chicago, and pubbsbed in one or more newspapers printed in said city, in tbe month
of January in each year, as tbe established rates for tbe year then next ensuing such
publication. On tbe twenty-eighth day of June, 1872, Munn & Scott were tbe
managers and proprietors of tbe grain warehouse known as “ The Nortb-western
Elevator,” in Chicago, 111., wherein grain of different owners was stored in bulk and
mixed together; and tbey then and there carried on tbe business of receiving, storing,
and delivering grain for hire, without having taken a license from tbe Circuit Court of
Cook County, permitting them, as managers, to transact business as public
warebousemen, and without having filed witb tbe clerk of tbe Circuit Court a bond to
the people of. the State of Illinois, as required by sects. 3 and 4 of the act of April
25,1871. Tbe city of Chicago then, and for more than two years before, had more than
one hundred thousand inhabitants. Munn & Scott had stored and mixed grain of
different owners together, only by and with the express consent and permission of
such owners, or of the consignee of such grain, they having agreed that the
compensation should.be the published rates of storage.

Munn & Scott- had complied in all respects with said act, except in two

particulars: first, they had not taken out a license, nor given a bond, as required by
sects. 3 and 4; and, second, they had charged for storage and handling grain the
rates established and published in January, 1872, which were higher than those fixed
by sect. 15.

*119The defendants were found guilty, and fined $ 100.

The judgment of the Criminal Court of Cook County having been affirmed by the
Supreme Court of the State, Munn' & Scott sued out this writ, and assign for error: —

1. Sects. 3, 4, 5, and 15 of the statute are unconstitutional and void.

2. Said sections are -repugnant to the third clause of sect. 8 of art. 1, and the sixth
clause of sect. 9, art. 1, of the Constitution of the United States, and to the Fifth and
Fourteenth Amendments.

ATTORNEYS:
Mr. W. C. Goudy, with whom was Mr. John N. Jewett, for the plaintiffs in error.

The plaintiffs in error could not safely take a license and give a bond, as required by
sects. 3 and 4 of the act, because they would thereby waive the right to question the
validity of the act. Cooley on Const. Lim. 181; Baker v. Braman, 6 Hill,
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511; Ferguson v. Landrum, 1 Bush (Ky.), 548; Home Ins. Co. v. Security Ins. Co., 23
Wis. 171.

1. The third, fourth, fifth, and fifteenth sections of the act, under which the plaintiffs
in error were convicted and fined, are repugnant to the third clause, § 8, art. 1, of the
Constitution of the United States, which confers upon Congress power to regulate
commerce with foreign nations and among the several States. Ward v. Maryland, 12
Wall. 418; Case of the State Freight Tax, 15 id. 232; Gibbons v. Ogden, 9 Wheat.

1; Brown v. Maryland, 12 id. 419; Osborne v. Mobile, 16 Wall.

479; Woodruffv. Parham, 8 id. 123; Wilson v. Blackbird Creek Marsh Co., 2 Pet.
245; Gilman v. Philadelphia, 3 Wall. 713; License Cases, 5 How,

504; Bartemeyer v. Iowa, 18 Wall. 129; City of New York v. Miln, 11 Pet. 102.

2. These sections are also repugnant to the sixth clause of sect. 9, art. 1, of the
Constitution, which ordains that no preference shall be given by any regulation of
commerce or revenue to the ports of one State over those of another.

3. They are also repugnant to that part of the first section of art. 14 of the
amendments to the Constitution of the United States which ordains that no State
shall deprive any person of life, liberty, or property, without due process of law, nor
deny to any person within its jurisdiction the equal protection of *120the laws: 5
Webster’s Works, 487; Coke’s Inst. 46-50; Murray's Lessee v. Hoboken Land and
Imp. Co., 18 How. 272; Hoke v. Senderson, 4 Dev. (N. C.) 15; Taylor v. Porter, 4 Hill,
146; Wynehamer v. People, 13 N. Y. 393; Cooley on Const. Lim. 351 et seq.;
Pumpelly v. Green Bay Co., 13 Wall. 166; Sinnickson v. Johnson, 2 Harr. (N. J.)

129; Gardner v. Newburgh, 2 Johns. Ch.162; also cases cited in note, 13 Wall.

179; Green v. Biddle, 8 Wheat. 1; Bronson v. Kinzie, 1 How. 311; Cooley on Const.
Lim. 290; Walker v. Whitehead, 16 Wall. 314; Rowley v. Hooker, 21 Ind. 144; Ogden
v. Saunders, 12 Wheat. 259; Willard v. Longstreet, 2 Doug. (Mich.) 172; Gantly's
Lessee v. Ewing, 3 How. 707; and are not within the limits of the police power of the
State: 4 Black. Com. 162; Bentham (Edin. ed.), part ix. 157; Cooley on Const. Lim.
572, 577; Thorpe v. I. & M. Railroad Co., 27 Vt. 149; Com. v. Alger, 7 Cush. 84; 2
Kent, Com. 340; People v. I. & M. Railroad Co., 9 Mich. 307; Lake View v. Rosehill
Cem Co., 6 Chicago Legal News, 120; Benson v. Mayor, 10 Barb.

245; Vanderbilt v. Adams, 7 Cow. (N. Y.) 449; Broom’s Legal Maxims, 357.

They do not regulate the use of property for the future, but deprive the plaintiffs in
error of property in existence, and used by them for years prior-to the passage of the
law. Wynehamer v. People, 13 N. Y. 378; Com. v. Alger, 7 Cush. (Mass.)

84; Bartemeyer v. Iowa, 18 Wall. 129.
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The following authorities are directly in point against the exercise of such power:
Cooley on Const. Lim. 393; Doe ex dem. Gaines v. Buford, 1 Dana (Ky.),

490; Webb v. Baird, 6 Ind. 17; and the examples of legislation in regard to usury,
ferries, mills, hackmen, &c., are not precedents justifying it: 7 Bac. Abr. 188 (ed.
1807); Angell on Highways, §§ 47, 48; Birset v. Hart, Willes, 508; Mills v. County of
St Clair, 2 Gilm. 197; Bundy v. Chambers, 23 Ill. 369; 15 Vin. Abr.

398; Six v. Gardner, Bulst. 195.

The sections in question are repugnant to the provision of the Fourteenth
Amendment, that no State shall deny to any person within its jurisdiction the equal
protection of the laws. Cooley on Const. Lim. 391; Walley's Heirs v. Kennedy, 2
Verg. (Tenn.) 554. *121The provisions of the Constitution of Illinois in regard to
warehouses do not affect the questions. Railroad Company v. McClure, 10 Wall.
511; Home of the Friendless v. Rouse, 8 id. 430; The Washington

University v. Rouse, id. 139.

ATTORNEYS:
Mr. James K. Fdsall, Attorney-General of Illinois, contra. m

1. The statute is not a regulation of commerce within the purview of the
Constitution. Woodruffv. Parham, 8 Wall. 123; Hinsons. Lott, id. 148; Osborne v.
Mobile, 16 id. 479; Nathan v. Louisiana, 8 How. 73; People v. Saratoga & Rens.
Railroad Co., 15 Wend. 135; Gibbons v. Ogden, 9 Wheat. 1; Slaughter-House
Cases, 16 Wall. 36; Gilman v. Philadelphia, 3 id. 713; City of New York v. Miln, 11
Pet. 102; Crandall v. State of Nevada, 6 Wall. 35; Brown v. Maryland, 12 Wheat.

419; License Cases, 5 How. 504.

2. If the statute is in any sense a regulation of inter-state commerce, it belongs to
that class of powers which may be exercised by the State in the absence of conflicting
congressional legislation. Cooley v. Board of Wardens of the Port of Philadelphia, 12
How. 299; Gilman v. Philadelphia, supra; Wilson v. Blackbird Creek Marsh Co., 2
Pet. 245; Crandall v. State of Nevada, supra; License Cases, supra.

3. The statute is not repugnant to that clause of the Constitution which prohibits
giving a “ preference to the ports of one State over those of another.” That clause
imposes a limitation only upon the powers of Congress.

4. The statute does not deprive persons of their property without due process of law.
Cooley on Const. Lim. 541; Slaughter-House Cases, supra; Sharpless v. Mayor of
Philadelphia, 27 Pa. St. 166; Grant v. Courter, 24 Barb. (N. Y.) 232; Commonwealth
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v. Tewksbury, 11 Met. 55; Commonwealth v. Alger, 7 Cush. (Mass.) 84; Met. Board
of Police v. Barrett, 34 N. Y. 667; Bartemeyer v. Iowa, 18 Wall. 133.

5. Warehousemen for the storage of grain in the manner the business is conducted at
Chicago are engaged in a public employment, as distinguished from ordinary
business pursuits. In this regard they occupy a position similar to common carriers,
who are held to “ exercise a sort of public office,” and have public duties to

perform. N. J. Steam Nav. Co. v. Merchants *122 Bank, 6 How.

344; Sanford v. Railroad Company, 24 Penn. St. 381; Coggs v. Bernard, 2 Ld.
Raym. 909; C. & N. W. Railroad Co. v. The People, 56 11l. 377.

Like common carriers, they are required by law to receive grain from all persons, and
store the same upon equal terms and conditions. Rev. Stat. of Ill. (of 1874), p. 821, §
101; Ross v. Johnson, 5 Burr. 2827; Low v. Martin, 18 1ll. 288;

Steinman v. Wilkins, 7 Watts & S. (Pa.) 466, 468.

Although the ownership of the. property is private, the use may be public in a strict,
legal sense; hence, in adjudicated cases, the terms “public wharves,” “public roads,”
“publib houses,” and “ public warehouses,” are of frequent occurrence, although the
property may be the subject of private ownership. Dutton v. Strong, 1 Black,

32; Ives v. Hartley, 51 11l. 523; Olcott v. The Supervisors, 16 Wall. 678.

6. Whenever any person pursues a public calling, and sustains such relations to the
public that the people must of necessity deal with him, and are under a moral duress
to submit to his terms if he is unrestrained by law, then, in order to prevent extortion
and an abuse of his position, the price he may charge for his services may be
regulated by law. Commonuwealth v. Duane, 98 Mass. 1; State v. Perry, 5 Jones (N.
C.) L. 252; State v. Nixon, id. 258; Bac. Abr, tit. “ Carriers,” D.; Murray's Lessee et
al. v. Hoboken Land and Imp. Co., 18 How. 272; Kirkham v. Shawcrass, 6 T. R. 17; 2
Peake N. P. C. 185; 10 M. & W. 415; Ogden v. Saunders, 12 Wheat. 259;

Mills v. County Commissioners, 4 1ll. 53; Trustees of Schools v. Taiman, 13 id. 37.

If grain warehousemen in Chicago “pursue a public employment,” or “ exercise a sort
of public office,” and sustain such relations to the public that all the grain consigned
to “ the greatest grain market in the world " must necessarily pass through their
hands, the State of Illinois, in virtue of its unquestionable power to regulate its
internal commerce, may enact laws prescribing maximum rates of storage. The
storage of grain offered for sale in the markets of a State most clearly pertains to its
internal or domestic commerce.
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Opinion:
Author: *123 Mr. Chubb Justice Waite, delivered the opinion of the court.

The question to be determined in this case is whether the general assembly of Illinois
can, under the limitations upon the legislative power of the States imposed by the
Constitution of the United States, fix by law the maximum of charges for the storage
of grain, in warehouses at Chicago and other places in the State having not less than
one hundred thousand inhabitants, “in which grain is stored in bulk, and in which
the grain of different owners is mixed together, or in which grain is stored in such a
manner that the identity of different lots or parcels cannot be accurately preserved.”

It is claimed that such a law is repugnant —

1. To that, part of sect. 8, art. 1, of the Constitution of the United States which
confers upon Congress the power “to regulate commerce with foreign nations and
among the several States;”

2. To that part of sect. 9 of the same article which provides that “no preference shall
be given by any regulation of commerce of revenue to the ports of one State over
those of another;” and

3. To that part of amendment 14 which ordains that no State shall “deprive any
person of life, liberty, or property, without due process of law, nor deny to any
person within its jurisdiction the equal protection of the laws.”

We will consider the last of these objections first.

Every statute is presumed to be constitutional. The courts ought not to declare one
to be unconstitutional, unless it is clearly so. If there is doubt, the expressed will of
the legislature should be sustained.

The Constitution contains no definition of the word “deprive,” as used in the
Fourteenth Amendment. To determine its signification, therefore, it is necessary to
ascertain the effect which usage has given it, when employed in the same or a like
connection.

While this provision of the amendment is new in the Constitution of the United
States, as a limitation upon the powers of the States, it is old as a principle of
civilized government. It is found in Magna Charta, and, in substance if not in form,
in *124nearly or quite all the constitutions that have been from time to time adopted
by the several States of the Union. By the Fifth Amendment, it was introduced into
the Constitution of the United States as a limitation upon the powers of the national
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government, and by the Fourteenth, as a guaranty against any encroachment upon
an acknowledged right of citizenship by the legislatures of the States.

m When the people of the United Colonies separated from Great Britain, they
changed the form, but not the substance, of their government. They retained for the
purposes of government all the powers of the British Parliament, and through their
State constitutions, or other forms of social compact, undertook to give practical
effect to such as they deemed necessary for the common good and the security of life
and property. All the powers which they retained they committed to their respective
States, unless in express terms or by implication reserved to themselves.
Subsequently, when it was found necessary to establish a national government for
national purposes, a part of the powers of the States and of the people of the States
was granted to the United States and the people of the United States. This grant
operated as a further limitation upon the powers of the States, so that now the
governments of the States possess all the powers of the Parliament of England,
except such as have been delegated to the United States or reserved by the people.
The reservations by the people are shown in the prohibitions of the constitutions.

When one becomes a member of society, he necessarily parts with some rights - or
privileges which, as an individual not affected by his relations to others, he might
retain. “A body politic,” as aptly defined in the preamble of the Constitution of
Massachusetts, “is a social compact by which the whole people covenants with
each citizen, and each citizen with the whole people, that all shall be governed by
certain laws for the common good.” This does not confer power upon the whole
people to control rights which are purely and exclusively private, Thorpe v. R. B.
Railroad Co., 27 Vt. 143; but it does authorize the establishment of laws requiring
each citizen to so conduct himself, and so use his own property, as not unnecessarily
to injure another. This is the very essence of government, and *125has found
expression in the maxim sic utere tuo ut alienum non Icedas. From this source come
the police powers, which, as was said by Mr. Chief Justice Taney in the License
Oases, 5 How. 583, “are nothing more or less than the powers of government
inherent in every sovereignty, . . . that is to say, . . . the power to govern men and
things.” Under these powers the government regulates the conduct of its citizens one
towards another, and the manner in which each shall use his own property, when
such regulation becomes necessary for the public good. In their exercise it has been
customary in England from time immemorial, and in this country from its first
colonization, to regulate ferries, common carriers, hackmen, bakers, millers,
wharfingers, innkeepers, &c., and in so doing to fix a maximum of charge to be made
for services rendered, accommodations furnished, and articles sold. To this day,
statutes are to be found in many of the States upon some or all these subjects; and
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we think it has never yet been successfully contended that such legislation came
within any of the constitutional prohibitions against interference with private
property. With the Fifth Amendment in force, Congress, in 1820, conferred power
upon the city of Washington “to regulate . . . the rates of wharfage at private wharves,
... the sweeping of chimneys, and to fix the rates of fees therefor, . . . and the weight
and quality of bread,” 3,-Stat. 587, sect. 7; and, in 1848, “ to make all necessary
regulations respecting hackney carriages and the rates of fare of the same, and the
rates of hauling by cartmen, wagoners-, carmen, and draymen, and the rates of
commission of auctioneers,” 9 id. 224,, sect. 2.

From this, it is apparent that, down to the time of the adoption of the Fourteenth
Amendment, it was not supposed that statutes regulating the use, or even the price
of the use, of private property necessarily deprived an owner of his property without
due process of law. Under some circumstances they may, but not under all. The
amendment does not change the law in this particular: it simply prevents the States
from doing that which will operate as such a deprivation.

This brings us to inquire as to the principles upon which this power of regulation
rests, in order that we may determine what is within and what without its operative
effect. Look*126ing, then, to the common law, from whence came the right which the
Constitution protects, we find that when private property is “affected with a public
"interest, it ceases to be juris privati only.” .This was said by Lord Chief Justice Hale
more than two hundred years ago, in his treatise De JPortibus Maris, 1 Harg. Law
Tracts, 78, and has been accepted without objection as an essential element in the
law of property ever since. Property does become clothed with a public interest when
used in a manner to mate it of public consequence, and affect the community at
large. When, therefore, one devotes his property to a use in which the public has an
interest, he, in effect, grants to the public an interest in that use, and must submit to
be controlled by the public for the common good, to the extent of the interest he has
thus created. He may withdraw his grant by discontinuing the use; but, so long as he
maintains the use, he must submit to the control.

Thus, as to ferries, Lord Hale says, in his treatise De Jure Maris, 1 Harg. Law Tracts,
6, the king has “a right of franchise or privilege, that no man may set up a common
ferry for all passengers, without a prescription time out of mind, or a charter from
the king. He may make a ferry for his own use or the use of his family, but not for the
common use of all the king’s subjects passing that way; because it doth in
consequence tend to a common charge, and is become a thing of public interest and
use, and every man for his passage pays a toll, which is a common charge, and every
ferry ought to be under a public regulation, viz., that it give attendance at due times,
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keep a boat in due order, and take but reasonable toll; for if he fail in these he is
finable.” So if one owns the soil and landing-places on both banks of a stream, he
cannot use them for the purposes of a public ferry, except upon such terms and
conditions as the body politic may from time to time impose; and this because the
common good requires that all public ways shall be under the control of the public
authorities. This privilege or prerogative of the king, who in this connection only
represents and gives another name to the body politic, is not primarily for his profit,
but for the protection of the people and the promotion of the general welfare.

*127And, again, as to wharves and wharfingers, Lord Hale, in his treatise De
Portibus Maris, already cited, says:

“ A man, for his own private advantage, may, in a port or town, set up a wharf or
crane, and may take what rates he and his customers can agree for cranage,
wharfage, housellage, pesage; for he doth no more than is lawful for any man to do,
viz., makes the most of his own. If the king or subject have a public wharf, unto
which all persons that come to that port must come and unlade or lade their goods as
for the purpose, because they are the wharfs only licensed by the king, ... or because
there is no other wharf in that port, as it may fall out where a port is newly erected;
in that case there cannot be taken arbitrary and excessive duties for cranage,
wharfage, pesage, &c., neither can they be enhanced to an immoderate rate; but the
duties must be reasonable and moderate, though settled by the king’s license or
charter. For now the wharf and crane and other conveniences are affected with a
public interest, and they cease to be juris privati only; as if a man set out a street in
new building on his own land, it is now no longer bare private interest, but is
affected by a public interest.”

This statement of the law by Lord Hale was cited with approbation and acted upon
by Lord Kenyon at the beginning of the present century, in Bolt v. Stennett, 8 T. R.
606.

And the same has been held as to warehouses and warehouse-men.

In Aldnutt v. Inglis, 12 East, 527, decided in 1810, it appeared that the London Dock
Company had built warehouses in which wines were taken in store at such rates of
charge as the company and the owners might agree upon. Afterwards the company
obtained authority, under the general warehousing act, to receive wines from
importers before the duties upon the importation were paid; and the question was,
whether they could charge arbitrary rates for such storage, or must be content with a
reasonable compensation. Upon this point Lord Ellenborough said (p. 587) : —
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“There is no doubt that the general principle is favored, both in law and justice, that
every man may fix what price he pleases upon his own property, or the use of it; but
if for a particular purpose the public have a right to resort to his premises and make
use of them, and he have a monopoly in them for that purpose, if *128he will take
the benefit of that monopoly, he must, as an equivalent, perform the duty attached to
it on reasonable terms. The question then is, whether, circumstanced as this
company is, by the combination of the warehousing act with the act by which they
were originally constituted, and with the actually existing state of things in the port
of London, whereby they alone have the warehousing of these wines, they be not,
according to the doctrine of Lord Hale, obliged to limit themselves to a reasonable
compensation for such warehousing. And, according to him, whenever the accident
of time casts upon a party the benefit of having a legal monopoly of landing goods in
a public port, as where he is the owner of the only wharf authorized to receive goods
which happens to be built in a port newly erected, he is confined to take reasonable
compensation only for the use of the wharf.”

And further on (p. 539) : —

“It is enough that there exists in the place and for the commodity in question a
virtual monopoly of the warehousing for this purpose, on which the principle of law
attaches, as laid down by Lord Hale in the passage referred to [that from De Portibus
Maris already quoted, which includes the good sense as well as the law of the
subject.”

And in the same case Le Blanc, J., said (p. 541) : —

“Then, admitting these warehouses to be private property, and that the company
might discontinue this application of them, or that they might have made what terms
they pleased in the first instance, yet having, as they now have, this monopoly, the
question is, whether the warehouses be not private property clothed with a public
right, and, if so, the principle of law attaches upon them. The privilege, then, of
bonding these wines being at present confined by the act of Parliament to the
company’s warehouses, is it not the privilege of the public, and shall not that which
is for the good of the public attach on the monopoly, that they shall not be bound to
pay an arbitrary but a reasonable rent ? But upon this record the company resist
having their demand for warehouse rent confined within any limit; and, though it
does not follow that the rent in fact fixed by them is unreasonable, they do not
choose to insist on its being reasonable for the purpose- of raising the question. For
this purpose, therefore, the question may be taken to be whether they may claim an
unreasonable rent. But though this be private property, yet the principle laid down
by Lord Hale attaches *129upon it, that when private property is affected with a
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public interest it ceases to be juris privati only; and, in case of its dedication to such
a purpose as this, the owners cannot take arbitrary and excessive duties, but the
duties must be reasonable.”

We have quoted thus largely the words of these eminent expounders of the common
law, because, as we think, we find in them the principle which supports the
legislation we are now examining. Of Lord Hale it was once said by a learned
American judge, —

“In England, even on rights of prerogative, they scan his words with as much care as
if they had been found in Magna Charta; and the meaning once ascertained, they do
not trouble themselves to search any further.” 6 Cow. (N. Y.) 536, note.

In later times, the same principle came under consideration in the Supreme Court of
Alabama. That court was called upon, in 1841, to decide whether the power granted
to the city of Mobile to regulate the weight and price of bread was unconstitutional,
and it was contended that “it would interfere with the right of the citizen to pursue
his lawful trade or calling in the mode his judgment might dictate;” but the court
said, “there is no motive . . . for this interference on the part of the legislature with
the lawful actions of individuals, or the mode in which private property shall be
enjoyed, unless such calling affects the public interest, or private property is
employed in a manner which directly affects the body of the people. Upon this
principle, in this State, tavern-keepers are licensed; . . . and the County Court is
required, at least once a year, to settle the rates of innkeepers. Upon the same
principle is founded the control which the legislature has always exercised in the
establishment and regulation of mills, ferries, bridges, turnpike roads, and other
kindred subjects.” Mobile v. Yuille, 3 Ala. n. s. 140.

From the same source comes the power to regulate the charges of common carriers,
which was done in England as long ago as the third year of the reign of William and
Mary, and continued until within 4 comparatively recent period. And in the first
statute we find the following suggestive preamble, to wit: —

*130" And whereas divers wagoners and other earners, by combination amongst
themselves, have raised the prices of carriage of goods in many places to excessive
rates, to the great injury of the trade: Be it, therefore, enacted,” &c. 3 W. & M. c. 12, §
24; 3 Stat, at Large (Great Britain), 481.

Common carriers exercise a sort of public office, and have duties to perform in which
the public is interested. New Jersey Nav. Co. v. Merchants' Bank, 6 How. 382. Their
business is, therefore, “affected with a public interest,” within the meaning of the
doctrine which Lord Hale has so forcibly stated.
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But we need not go further. Enough has already been said to show that, when private
property is devoted to a public use, it is subject to public regulation. It remains only
to ascertain whether the warehouses of these plaintiffs in error, and the business
which is carried on there, come within the operation of this principle.

For this purpose we accept as true the statements of fact contained in the elaborate
brief of one of the counsel of the plaintiffs in error. From these it appears that “the
great producing region of the West and North-west sends its grain by water and rail
to Chicago, where the greater, part of it is shipped by vessel for transportation to the
seaboard by the Great Lakes, and some of it is forwarded by railway to the Eastern
ports. . .. Vessels, to some extent, are loaded in the Chicago harbor, and sailed
through the St. Lawrence directly to Europe. . . . The quantity [of grain] received in
Chicago has made it the greatest grain market in the world. This business has
created a demand for means by which the immense quantity of grain can be handled
or stored, and these have been found in grain warehouses, which are commonly
called elevators, because the grain is elevated from the boat or car, by machinery
operated by steam, into the bins prepared for its reception, and elevated from the
bins, by a like process, into the vessel or car which is to carry it on. . . . In this way
the largest traffic between the citizens of the country north and west of Chicago and
the citizens of the country lying on the Atlantic coast north of Washington is in grain
which passes through the elevators of Chicago. In this way the trade in grain is
carried on by the inhabitants of seven or eight of the *131great States of the West
with four or five of the States lying on the seashore, and forms the largest part of
inter-state commerce in these States. The grain warehouses or elevators in Chicago
are immense structures, holding from 300,000 to 1,000,000 bushels at one time,
according to size. They are divided into bins of large capacity and great strength. . .,
They are located with the river harbor on one side and the railway tracks on the
other; and the grain is run through them from car to vessel, or boat to car, as may be
demanded in the course of business. It has been found impossible to preserve each
owner’s grain separate, and this has given rise to a system of inspection and grading,
by which the grain of different owners is mixed, and receipts issued for the number
of bushels which are negotiable, and redeemable in like kind, upon demand. This
mode of conducting the business was inaugurated more than twenty years ago, and
has grown to immense proportions. The railways have found it impracticable to own
such elevators, and public policy forbids the transaction of such business by the
carrier; the ownership has, therefore, been by private individuals, who have
embarked their capital and devoted their industry to such business as a private
pursuit.”
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In this connection it must also be borne in mind that, although in 1874 there were in
Chicago fourteen warehouses adapted to this particular business, and owned by
about thirty persons, nine business firms controlled them, and that the prices
charged and received for storage were such “ as have been from year to year agreed
upon and established by the different elevators or warehouses in the city of Chicago,
and which rates have been annually published in one or more newspapers printed in
said city, in the month of January in each year, as the established rates for the yéar
then next ensuing such publication.” Thus it is apparent that all the elevating
facilities through which these vast productions “of seven or eight great States of the
West” must pass on the way “to four or five of the States on the seashore ” may be a
“virtual ” monopoly.

Under such circumstances it is difficult to see why, if the common carrier, or the
miller, or the ferryman, or the innkeeper, or the wharfinger, or the baker, or the
cartman, or the *132hackney-coachman, pursues a public employment and exercises
“a sort of public office,” these plaintiffs in error do not. They stand, to use again the
language of their counsel, in the very “gateway of commerce,” and take toll from all
who pass. Their business most certainly “tends to a common charge, and is become a
thing of public interest and use.” Every bushel of grain for its passage “pays a toll,
which is a common charge,” and, therefore, according to Lord Hale, every such
warehouseman “ought to be under public regulation, viz., that he . . . take but
reasonable toll.” Certainly, if any business can be clothed “with a public interest, and
cease to be juris privati only,” this has been. It may not be made so by the operation
of the Constitution of Illinois or this statute, but it is by the facts.

We also are not permitted to overlook the fact that, for some reason, the people of
Illinois, when they revised their Constitution in 1870, saw fit to make it the duty of
the general assembly to pass laws “for the protection of producers, shippers, and
receivers of grain and produce,” art. 13, sect. 7; and by sect. 5 of the same article, to
require all railroad companies receiving and transporting grain in bulk or otherwise
to deliver the same at any elevator to which it might be consigned, that could be
reached by any track that was or could be used by such company, and that all
railroad companies should permit connections to be made with their tracks, so that
any public warehouse, &c., might be reached by the cars on their railroads. This
indicates very clearly that during the twenty years in which this peculiar business
had been assuming its present “ immense proportions,” something had occurred
which led the whole body of the people to suppose that remedies such as are usually
employed to prevent abuses by virtual monopolies might not be inappropriate here.
For our purposes we must assume that, if a state of facts could exist that would
justify such legislation, it actually did exist when the statute now under
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consideration was passed. For us the question is one of power, not of expediency. If
no state of circumstances could exist to justify such a statute, then we may declare
this one void, because in excess of the legislative power of the State. But if it could,
we must presume it did. Of the propriety of legisla*133tive interference within the
scope of legislative power, the legislature is the exclusive judge.

Neither is it a matter of any moment that no precedent can be found for a statute
precisely like this. It is conceded that the business is one of recent origin, that its
growth has been rapid, and that it is already of great importance. And it must also be
conceded that it is a business in which the whole public has a direct and positive
interest. It presents, therefore, a case for the application of a long-known and well-
established principle in social science, and this statute simply extends the law so as
to meet this new development of commercial progress. There is no attempt to
compel these owners to grant the public an interest in their property, but to declare
their obligations, if they use it in this particular manner.

It matters not in this case that these plaintiffs in error had built their warehouses
and established their business before the regulations complained of were adopted.
What they did was from the beginning subject to the power of the body politic to
require them to conform to such regulations as might be established by the proper
authorities for the common good. They entered upon their business and provided
themselves with the means to carry it on subject to this condition. If they did not
wish to submit themselves to such interference, they should not have clothed the
public with an interest in their concerns. The same principle applies to them that
does to the proprietor of a hackney-carriage, and as to him it has never been
supposed that he was exempt from regulating statutes or ordinances because he had
purchased his horses and carriage and established his business before the statute or
the ordinance was adopted.

It is insisted, however, that the owner of property is entitled to a reasonable
compensation for its use, even though it be clothed with a public interest, and that
what is reasonable is a judicial and not a legislative question.

As has already been shown, the practice has been otherwise. In countries where the
common law prevails, it has been customary from time immemorial for the
legislature to declare what shall be a reasonable compensation under such
circumstances, or, perhaps more properly speaking, to fix a maximum beyond which
any charge made would be unreason *134able. Undoubtedly, in mere private
contracts, relating to matters in which the public has no interest, what is reasonable
must be ascertained judicially. But this is because the legislature has no control over
such a contract. So, too, in matters which do affect the public interest, and as to
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which legislative control may be exercised, if there are no statutory regulations upon
the subject, the courts must determine what is reasonable. The controlling fact is the
power to regulate at all. If that exists, the right to establish the maximum of charge,
as one of the means of regulation, is implied. In fact, the common-law rule, which
requires the charge to be reasonable, is itself a regulation as to price. Without it the
owner could make his rates at will, and compel the public to yield to his terms, or
forego the use.

But a mere common law regulation of trade or business may be changed by statute.
A person has no property, no vested interest, in any rule of the common law. That is
only one of the forms of municipal law, and is no more sacred than any other. Bights
of property which have been created by the common law cannot be taken away
without due process; but the law itself, as a rule of conduct, may be changed at the
will, or even at the whim, of the legislature, unless prevented by constitutional
limitations. Indeed, the great office of statutes is to remedy defects in the common
law as they are developed, and to adapt it to the changes of time and circumstances.
To limit the rate of charge for services rendered in a public employment, or for the
use of property in which the public has an interest, is only changing a regulation
which existed before. It establishes no new principle in the law, but only gives a new
effect to an old one.

We know that this is a power which may be abused; but that is no argument against
its existence. For protection against abuses by legislatures the people must resort to
the polls, not to the courts.

After what has already been said, it is unnecessary to refer at length to the effect of
the other provision of tbe Fourteenth Amendment which is relied upon, viz., that no
State shall “deny to any person within its jurisdiction the equal protection of the
laws.” Certainly, it cannot be claimed that this prevents the State from regulating the
fares of hackmen or the *135charges of draymen in Chicago, unless it does the same
thing in every other place within its jurisdiction. But, as has. been seen, the power to
regulate the business of warehouses depends upon the same principle as the power
to regulate hackmen and draymen, and what cannot be done in the one case in this
particular cannot be done in the other.

We come now to consider the effect upon this statute of the power of Congress to
regulate commerce.

It was very properly said in the case of the State Tax on Railway Gross Receipts, 15
Wall. 293, that “it is not everything that affects commerce that amounts to a
regulation of it, within the meaning of the Constitution.” The warehouses of these
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plaintiffs in error are situated and their business carried on exclusively within the
limits of the State of Illinois. They are used as instruments by those engaged in State
as well as those engaged in inter-state' commerce, but they are no more necessarily a
part of commerce itself than the dray or the cart by which, but for them, grain would
be transferred from one railroad station to another. Incidentally they may become
connected with interstate commerce, but not necessarily so. Their regulation is a
thing of domestic concern, and, certainly, until Congress acts in reference to their
inter-state relations, the State may exercise all the powers of government over them,
even though in so doing it may indirectly operate upon commerce outside its
immediate jurisdiction. We do not say that a case may not arise in which it will be
found that a State, under the form of regulating its own affairs, has encroached upon
the exclusive domain of Congress in respect to interstate commerce, but we do say
that, upon the facts as they are represented to us in this record, that has not been
done.

The remaining objection, to wit, that the statute in its present, form is repugnant to
sect. 9, art. 1, of the Constitution of the United States, because it gives preference to
the ports of one State over those of another, may be disposed of by the single remark
that this provision operates only as a limitation, of the powers of Congress, and in no
respect affects the States in the regulation of their domestic affairs.

We conclude, therefore, that the statute in question is not repugnant to the
Constitution of the United States, and that *136there is no error in the judgment. In
passing upon this case we have not been unmindful of the vast importance of the
questions involved. This and cases of a kindred character were argued before us
more than a year ago by most eminent counsel, and in a manner worthy of their
well-earned reputations. We have kept the cases long under advisement, in order
that their decision might be the result of our mature deliberations.

Judgment affirmed.
Mr. Justice Field and Mr. Justice Strong dissented.
Mr. Justice Field.

I am compelled to dissent from the decision of the court in this case, and from the
reasons upon which that decision is founded. The principle upon which the opinion
of the majority proceeds is, in my judgment, subversive of the rights of private
property, heretofore believed to be protected by constitutional guaranties against
legislative interference, and is in conflict with the authorities cited in its support.
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The defendants had constructed their warehouse and elevator in 1862 with their own
means, upon ground leased by them for that purpose, and from that time until the
filing of the information against them had transacted the business of receiving and
storing grain for hire. The rates of storage charged by them were annually
established by arrangement with the owners of different elevators in Chicago, and
were published in the month of January. In 1870 the State of Illinois adopted a new
constitution, and by it “all elevators or storehouses where grain or other property is
stored for a compensation, whether the property stored be kept separate or not, are
declared to be public warehouses.”

In April, 1871, the legislature of the State passed an act to regulate these warehouses,
thus declared to be public, and the warehousing and inspection of grain, and to give
effect to this article of the Constitution. By that act public warehouses, as defined in
the Constitution, were divided into three classes, the first of which embraced all
warehouses, elevators, or granaries located in cities having not less than one
hundred thousand inhabitants, in which grain was stored in bulk, and the grain of
different owners was mixed together, or stored in such manner *137that the identity
of different lots or parcels could not be accurately preserved. To this class the
elevator of the defendants belonged. The act prescribed the maximum of charges
which the proprietor, lessee, or managér of the warehouse was allowed to make for
storage and handling of grain, including the cost of receiving and delivering it, for
the first thirty days or any part thereof, and for each succeeding fifteen days or any
part thereof; and it required him to procure from the Circuit Court of the county a
license to transact business as a public warehouseman, and to give a bond to the
people of the State in the penal sum of $10,000 for the faithful performance of his
duty as such warehouseman of the first class, and for his full and unreserved
compliance with all laws of the State in relation thereto. The license was made
revocable by the Circuit Court upon a summary proceeding for any violation of such
laws. And a penalty was imposed upon every person transacting business as a public
warehouseman of the first class, without first procuring a license, or continuing in
such business after his license had been revoked, of not less than $100 or more than
$500 for each day on which the business was thus carried on. The court was also
authorized to refuse for one year to renew the license, or to grant a new one to any
person whose license had been revoked. The maximum of charges prescribed by the
act for the receipt and storage of grain was different from that which the defendants
had previously charged, and which had been agreed to by the owners of the grain.
More extended periods of storage were required of them than they formerly gave for
the same charges. What they formerly charged for the first twenty days of storage,
the act allowed them to charge only for the first thirty days of storage; and what they
formerly charged for each succeeding ten days after the first twenty, the act allowed
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them to charge only for each succeeding fifteen days alter the first thirty. The
defendants, deeming that they had a right to use their own property in such manner
as they desired, not inconsistent with the equal right of others to a like use, and
denying the power of the legislature to fix prices for the use of their property, and
their services in connection with it, refused to comply with the act by taking out the
license and giving the bond required, *138but continued to carry on the business and
to charge for receiving and storing grain such prices as they had been accustomed to
charge, and as had been agreed upon between them and the owners of the grain. For
thus transacting their business without procuring a license, as required by the act,
they were prosecuted and fined, and the judgment against them was affirmed by the
Supreme Court of the State.

The question presented, therefore, is one of the greatest importance, — whether it is
within the competency of a State to fix the compensation which an individual may
receive for the use of his own property in his private business, and for his services in
connection with it.

The declaration of the Constitution of 1870, that private buildings used for private
purposes shall be deemed public institutions, does not make them so. The receipt
and storage of grain in a building erected by private means for that purpose does not
constitute the building a public warehouse. There is no magic in the language,
though used by a constitutional convention, which can change a private business
into a public one, or alter the character of the building in which the business is
transacted. , A tailor’s or a shoemaker’s shop would still retain its private character,
even though the assembled wisdom of the State should declare, by organic act or
legislative ordinance, that such a place was a public workshop, and that the
workmen were public tailors or public shoemakers. One might as well attempt to
change the nature of colors, by giving them a new designation. The defendants were
no more public warehouse-men, as justly observed by counsel, than the merchant
who sells his merchandise to the public is a public merchant, or the blacksmith who
shoés horses for the public is a public blacksmith ; and it was a strange notion that
by calling them so they would be brought under legislative control.

The Supreme Court of the State — divided, it is true, by three to two of its members
— has held that this legislation was a legitimate exercise of State authority over
private business; and the Supreme Court of the United States, two only of its
members dissenting, has decided that there is nothing in the Constitution of the
United States, or its recent amendments, which impugns its validity. It is, therefore,
with diffidence I presume to question the soundness of the decision.
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*139The validity of the legislation was, among other grounds, assailed in the State
court as being in conflict with that provision of the State Constitution
which declares that no person shall be deprived of life, liberty, or
property without due process of law, and with that provision of the
Fourteenth Amendment of the Federal Constitution which imposes a
similar restriction upon the action of the State. The State court held, in
substance, that the constitutional provision was not violated so long as
the owner was not deprived of the title and possession of his property;
and that it did not deny to the legislature the power to make all needful
rules and regulations respecting the use and enjoyment of the property,
referring, in support of the position, to instances of its action in prescribing the
interest on money, in establishing and regulating public ferries and public mills, and
fixing the compensation in the shape of tolls, and in delegating power to municipal
bodies to regulate the charges of hackmen and draymen, and the weight and price of
bread. In this court the legislation was also assailed on the same ground,
our jurisdiction arising upon the clause of the Fourteenth Amendment,
ordaining that no State shall deprive any person, of life, liberty, or
property without due process of law. But it would seem from its opinion that
the court holds that property loses something of its private character when employed
in such a way as to be generally useful. The doctrine declared is that property
“becomes clothed with a public interest when used in a manner to make it of public
consequence, and affect the- community at large; ” and from such clothing the right
of the legislature is deduced to control the use of the property, and to determine the
compensation which the owner may receive for it. m When Sir Matthew Hale, and
the sages of the law in his day, spoke of property as affected by a public interest, and
ceasing from that cause to be Juris privati solely, that is, ceasing to be held
merely in private right, they referred to property dedicated by the owner to
public uses, or to property the use of which was granted by the government, or in
connection with which special privileges were conferred. Unless the property
was thus dedicated, or some right bestowed by the government was held
with the property, either by specific grant or by prescription of so long a
time as *140to imply a grant originally, the property was not affected by
any public interest so as to be taken out of the category of property held
in private right. But it is not in any such sense that the terms “clothing property
with a public interest” are used in this case. From the nature of the business under
consideration— the storage of grain — which, in any sense in which the words can be
used, is a private business, in which the public are interested only as they are
interested in the storage of other products of the soil, or in articles of manufacture, it
is clear that the court intended to declare that, whenever one devotes his property to
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a business which is useful to the public, — “affects the community at large,” — the
legislature can regulate the compensation which the owner may receive for its use,
and for his own services in connection with it. “When, therefore,” says the court,
“one devotes his property to a use in which the public has an interest, he,
in effect, grants to the public an interest in that use, and must submit to
be controlled by the public for the common good, to the extent of the
interest he has thus created. Pie may withdraw his grant by
discontinuing the use; but, so long as be maintains the use, he must
submit to the control.” The building used by the defendants was for the storage of
grain: in such storage, says the court, the public has an interest; therefore the
defendants, by devoting the building to that storage, have granted the public an
interest in that use, and must submit to have their compensation regulated by the
legislature.

If this be sound law, if there be no protection, either in the principles upon which our
republican government is founded, or in the prohibitions of the Constitution against
such invasion of private rights, all property and all business in the State are held at
the mercy of a majority of its legislature. The public has no greater interest in
the use of buildings for the storage of grain than it has in the use of
buildings for the residences of families, nor, indeed, anything like so
great an interest; and, according to the doctrine announced, the
legislature may fix the rent of all tenements used for residences, without
reference to the cost of their erection. If the owner does not like the rates
prescribed, he may cease renting his houses. He has granted to the public, says
the court, an interest in the use of the *147buildings, and “he may
withdraw his grant by discontinuing the use; but, so long as he maintains
the use, he must submit to the control.” The public is interested in the
manufacture of cotton, woollen, and silken fabrics, in the construction of machinery,
in the printing and publication of books and periodicals, and in the making of
utensils of every variety, useful and ornamental; indeed, there is hardly an enterprise
or business engaging the attention and labor of any considerable portion of the
community, in which the public has not an interest in the sense in which that term is
used by the court in its opinion; and the doctrine which allows the legislature
to interfere with and regulate the charges which the owners of property
thus employed shall make for its use, that is, the rates at which all these
different kinds of business shall be carried on, has never before been
asserted, so far as I am aware, by any judicial tribunal in the United
States.
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The doctrine of the State court, that no one is deprived of his property,
within the meaning of the constitutional inhibition, so long as he retains
its title and possession, and the doctrine of this court, that, whenever
one’s property is used in such a manner as to affect the community at
large, it becomes by that fact clothed with a public interest, and ceases to
be juris privati only, appear to me to destroy, for all useful purposes, the
efficacy of the constitutional guaranty. All that is beneficial in property
arises from its use, and the fruits of that use; and whatever deprives a
person of them deprives him of all that is desirable or valuable in the
title and possession. If the constitutional guaranty extends no further than to
prevent a deprivation of title and possession, and allows a deprivation of use, and the
fruits of that use, it does not merit the encomiums it has received. Unless I have
misread the history of the provision now incorporated into all our State
constitutions, and by the Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments into our Federal
Constitution, and have misunderstood the interpretation it has received, it is not
thus limited in its scope, and thus impotent for good. It has a much more extended
operation than either court, State, or Federal has given to it. The provision, it is to be
observed, places property under the same protection as life and liberty. Except by
due process of law, no State can *142deprive any person of either. The provision has
been supposed to secure to every individual the essential conditions for the pursuit
of happiness; and for that reason has not been heretofore, and should never be,
construed in any narrow or restricted sense.

No State “ shall deprive any person of life, liberty, or property without due process of
law,” says the Fourteenth Amendment to the Constitution. By the term “ life,” as
here used, something more is meant than mere animal existence. The inhibition
against its deprivation extends to all those limbs and faculties by which life is
enjoyed. The provision equally prohibits the mutilation of the body by the
amputation of an arm or leg, or the putting out of an eye, or the destruction of any
other organ of the body through which the soul communicates with the outer world.
The deprivation not only of life, but of whatever God has given to every one with life,
for its growth and enjoyment, is prohibited by the provision in question, if its
efficacy be not frittered away by judicial decision.

By the term “ liberty,” as used in the provision, something more is meant than mere
freedom from physical restraint or the bounds of a prison. It means freedom to go
where one may choose, and to act in such manner, not inconsistent with the equal
rights of others, as his judgment may dictate for the promotion of his happiness; that
is, to pursue such callings and avocations as may be most suitable to develop his
capacities, and give to them their highest enjoyment.
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The same liberal construction which is required for the protection of life and liberty,
in all particulars in which life and liberty are of any value, should be applied to the
protection of private property. If the legislature of- a State, under pretence of
providing for the public good, or for any other reason, can determine, against the
consent of the owner, the uses to which private property shall be devoted, or the
prices which the owner shall receive for its uses, it can deprive him of the property as
completely as by a special act for its confiscation or destruction. If, for instance, the
owner is prohibited from using his building for the purposes for which it was
designed, it is of little consequence that he is permitted to retain the *143title and
possession; or, if lie is compelled to take as compensation for its use less than the
expenses to which he is subjected by its ownership, he is, for all practical purposes,
deprived of the property, as effectually as if the legislature had ordered his forcible
dispossession. If it be admitted that the legislature has any control over the
compensation, the extent of that compensation becomes a mere matter of legislative
discretion. The amount fixed will operate as a partial destruction of the value of the
property, if it fall below the amount which the owner would obtain by contract, and,
practically, as a complete destruction, if it be less than the cost of retaining its
possession. There is, indeed, no protection of any value under the constitutional
provision, which does not extend to the use and income of the property, as well as to
its title and possession.

This court has heretofore held in many instances that a constitutional provision
intended for the protection of rights of private property should be liberally
construed. It has so held in the numerous cases where it has been called upon to give
effect to the provision prohibiting the States from legislation impairing the
obligation of contracts; the provision being construed to secure from direct attack
not only the contract itself, but all the essential incidents which give it value and
enable its owner to enforce it. Thus, in Bronson v. Kinzie, reported in the 1st of
Howard, it was held that an act of the legislature of Illinois, giving to a mortgagor
twelve months within which to redeem his mortgaged property from a judicial sale,
and prohibiting its sale for less than two-thirds of its appraised value, was void as
applied to mortgages, executed prior to its passage. It was contended, in support of
the act, that it affected only the remedy of the mortgagee, and did not impair the
contract; but the court replied that there was no substantial difference between a
retrospective law declaring a particular contract to be abrogated and void, and one
which took away all remedy to enforce it, or incumbered the remedy with conditions
that rendered it useless or impracticable to pursue it. And, referring to the
constitutional provision, the court said, speaking through Mr. Chief
Justice Taney, that “it would be unjust to the memory of the
distinguished men who framed it, to suppose that it was designed to
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protect a mere barren and *144abstract right, without any practical
operation upon the business of life. It was undoubtedly adopted as a part
of the Constitution for a great and useful purpose. It was to maintain the
integrity of contracts, and to secure their faithful execution throughout
this Union, by placing them under the protection of the Constitution of
the United States. And it would but ill become this court, under any
circumstances, to depart from the plain meaning of the words used, and
to sanction a distinction between the right and the remedy, which would
render this provision illusive and nugatory, mere words of form,
affording no protection and producing no practical result.”

And in Pumpelly v. Green Bay Company, 13 Wall. 177, the language of the court is
equally emphatic. That case arose in Wisconsin, the constitution of which declares,
like the constitutions of nearly all the States, that private property shall not be taken
for public use without just compensation; and this court held that the flooding of
one’s land by a dam constructed across a river under a law of the State was a taking
within the prohibition, and required compensation to be made to the owner of the
land thus flooded. The court, speaking through Mr. Justice Miller, said: —

“It would be a very curious and unsatisfactory result, if, in construing a provision of
constitutional law, always understood to have been adopted for protection and
security to the rights of the individual as against the government, and which has
received the commendation of jurists, statesmen, and commentators, as placing the
just principles of the common law on that subject beyond the power of ordinary
legislation to change or control them, it shall be held that, if the government refrains
from the absolute conversion of real property to the uses of the public, it can destroy
its value entirely, can inflict irreparable and permanent injury to any extent, can, in
effect, subject it to total destruction without making any compensation, because, in
the narrowest sense of the word, it is not taken for the public use. Such a
construction would pervert the constitutional provision into a restriction on the
rights of the citizen, as those rights stood at the common law, instead of the
government, and make it an authority for invasion of private right under the pretext
of the public good, which had no warrant in the laws or practices of our ancestors.”

*145The views expressed in these citations, applied to this case, would render the
constitutional provision invoked by the defendants effectual to protect them in the
uses, income, and revenues of their property, as well as in its title and possession.
The construction actually given by the State court and by this court makes the
provision, in the language of Taney, a protection to “a mere barren and abstract
right, without any practi cal operation upon the business of life,” and renders it “
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illusive and nugatory, mere words of form, affording no protection and producing no
practical result.”

The power of the State over the property of the citizen under the constitutional
guaranty is well defined. The State may take his property for public uses, upon just
compensation being made therefor. It may take a portion of his property by way of
taxation- for the support of the government. It may control the use and possession of
his property, so far as may be necessary for the protection of the rights of others, and
to secure to them the equal use and enjoyment of their property. The doctrine that
each one must so use his own as not to injure his neighbor — sio wtere tuo ut
alienum non Icedas — is the rule by which every member of society must possess
and enjoy his property; and all legislation essential to secure this common and equal
enjoyment is a legitimate exercise of State authority. Except in cases where property
may be destroyed to arrest a conflagration or the ravages of pestilence, or be taken
under the pressure of an immediate and overwhelming necessity to prevent a public
calamity, the power of the State over the property of the citizen does not extend
beyond such limits.

It is true that the legislation which secures to all protection in their rights, and the
equal use and enjoyment of their property, embraces an almost infinite variety of
subjects. Whatever affects the peace, good order, morals, and health of the
community, comes within its scope; and every one must use and enjoy his property
subject to the restrictions which such legislation imposes. What is termed the police
power of the State, which, from the language often used respecting it, one would
suppose to be an undefined and irresponsible element in government, can only
interfere with the conduct of individuals in their intercourse with each other, and in
the use of their property, so far *146as may be required to secure these objects. The
compensation which the owners of property, not having any special rights or
privileges from the government in connection with it, may demand for its use, or for
their own services in union with it, forms no element of consideration in prescribing
regulations for that purpose. If one construct a building in a city, the State, or the
municipality exercising a delegated power from the State, may require its walls to be
of sufficient thickness for the uses intended; it may forbid the employment of
inflammable materials in its construction, so as not to endanger the safety of his
neighbors; if designed as a theatre, church, or public hall, it may prescribe ample
means of egress, so as to afford facility for escape in case of accident; it may forbid
the storage in it of powder, nitro-glycerine, or other explosive material; it may
require its occupants daily to remove decayed vegetable and animal matter, which
would otherwise accumulate and engender disease; it may exclude from it all
occupations and business calculated to disturb the neighborhood or infect the air.
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Indeed, there is no end of regulations with respect to the use of property which may
not be legitimately prescribed, having for their object the peace, good order, safety,
and health of the community, thus securing to all the equal enjoyment of their
property : but in establishing these regulations it is evident that compensation to the
owner for the use of his property, or for his services in union with it, is not a matter
of any importance : whether it be one sum or another does not affect the
regulation/either in respect to its utility or mode of enforcement, One may go, in like
manner, through the whole round of regulations authorized by legislation, State or
municipal, under what is termed the police power, and in no instance will he find
that the compensation of the owner for the use of his property has any influence in
establishing them. It is only where some right or privilege is conferred by the
government or municipality upon the owner, which he can use in connection with
his property, or by means of which the use of his property is rendered more valuable
to him, or he thereby enjoys.an advantage over others, that the compensation to be
received by him becomes a legitimate matter of regulation. Submission to the
regulation of compensation in such cases is an implied con*147dition of the grant,
and the State, in exercising its power of prescribing the compensation, only
determines the conditions upon which its concession shall be enjoyed. When the
privilege ends, the power of regulation ceases.

Jurists and writers on public law find authority for the exercise of this police power
of the State and the numerous regulations which it prescribes in the doctrine already
stated, that every one must use and enjoy his property consistently with the rights of
others, and the equal use and enjoyment by them of their property. “ The police
power of the State,” says. the Supreme Court of Vermont, " extends to the protection
of the lives, limbs, health, comfort, and quiet of all persons, and the protection of all
property in the State. According to the maxim, sic utere tuo ut alienum non

Icedas, which, being of universal application, it must, of course, be within the range
of legislative action to define the mode and manner in which every one may so use
his own as not to injure others.” Thorpe v. Rutland & Burlington Railroad Co., 27
Vt. 149. “We think it a settled principlagrowing out of the nature of well-ordered civil
society,” says the Supreme- Court of Massachusetts, “ that every holder of property,
however absolute and unqualified may be his title, holds it under the implied liability
that his use -of it shall not be injurious to the equal enjoyment of others having an
equal right to the enjoyment of their property, nor injurious to the rights of

the community.” Commonwealth v. Alger, 7 Cush. 84.

In his Commentaries, after speaking of the protection afforded by the Constitution to
private property, Chancellor Kent says:—
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“ But though property be thus protected, it is still to be understood that the law-giver
has the right to' prescribe the mode and manner of using it, so far as may be
necessary to prevent the abuse of the right, to the injury or annoyance of others, or
of the public. The government may, by general regulations, interdict such uses of
property as would create nuisances and become dangerous to the lives, or health, or
peace, or comfort of the citizens. Unwholesome trades, slaughter-houses, operations
offensive to the. senses, the deposit of powder, the application of steam-power to
propel cars, the building with combustible materials, and the burial of the dead, may
all be interdicted by law, in the-niidst of dense masses of pop*148ulation, on the
general and rational principle that every person ought so to use his property as not
to injure his neighbors, and that private interests must be made subservient to the
general interests of the community. 2 Kent, 340.-

The Italics in these citations are mine. The citations show what I have already stated
to be the case, that the regulations which the State, in the exercise of its police
power, authorizes with .respect to the use of property are entirely independent of
any question of compensation for such use, or for the services of the owner in
connection with it.

There is nothing in the character of the business of the defendants as warehousemen
which called for the interference complained of in this case. Their buildings are not
nuisances; their occupation of receiving and storing grain infringes upon no rights of
others, disturbs no neighborhood, infects not the air, and in no respect prevents
others from using and enjoying their property as to them may seem best. The
legislation in question is nothing less than a bold assertion of absolute power by the
State to control at its discretion the property and business of the citizen, and fix the
compensation he shall receive. The will of the legislature is made the condition upon
which the owner shall receive the fruits of his property and the just reward of his
labor, industry, and enterprise. “ That government,” says Story, “ can scarcely be
deemed to be free where the rights of j property are left solely dependent upon the
will of a legislative body without any restraint. The fundamental maxims of a free
government seem to require that the rights of personal- liberty and private-property
should be held sacred.” Wilkeson v. Leland, 2 Pet. 657. The decision of the court in
this case gives unrestrained license to legislative will.

' The several instances mentioned by counsel in the argument, aiid by the court in its
opinion, in which legislation has fixed the compensation which parties may-receive
for the use of their property and services, -do not militate against the views I have
expressed of the power of the State, over the property of the citizen. They were
mostly cases of public ferries, bridges, and turnpikes, of' wharfingers, hackmen, and
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draymen, and of interest on money. In all these cases, except that of interest on-
money, which I shall presently notice”there was some special *149privilege granted
by the State or municipality; and no one, I suppose, has ever contended that the
State had not a right to prescribe the conditions upon which such privilege should be
enjoyed. The State in such cases exercises no greater right than an individual may
exercise over the use of his own property when leased or loaned to others. The
conditions upon which the privilege shall be enjoyed being stated or implied in the
legislation authorizing its grant, no right is, of course, impaired by their
enforcement. The recipient of the privilege, in effect, stipulates to comply with the
conditions. It matters not how limited the privilege conferred, its acceptance implies
an assent to the regulation of its use and the compensation for it. The privilege which
the hackman and drayman have to the use of stands on the public streets, not
allowed to the ordinary coachman or laborer with teams, constitutes a sufficient
warrant for the regulation of their fares. In the case of the. warehousemen of
Chicago, no right or privilege is conferred by the government upon them; and hence
no assent of theirs can be alleged to justify any interference with their charges for the
use of their property.

The quotations from the writings of Sir Matthew Hale, so far from supporting the
positions of the court, do not recognize the interference of the government, even to
the extent which I have admitted to be legitimate. They state merely that the
franchise of a public ferry belongs to the king, and cannot be used by the subject
except by license from him, or prescription time out of mind; and that when the
subject has a public wharf by license from the king, or from having dedicated his
private wharf to the public, as in the case of a street opened by him through his own
land, he must allow the use of the wharf for reasonable and moderate charges. Thus,
in the first quotation which is taken from his treatise De Jure Maris, Hale says that
the king has “ a right of franchise or privilege, that no man may set up a common
ferry for all passengers without a prescription time out of mind or a charter from the
king. He may make a ferry for his own use or the use of his family, but not for the
common use of all the king’s subjects passing that way; because it doth in
consequent tend to a common charge, and is become a thing of public interest and
use, and every man for his passage *150pays a toll, which is a. common charge, and
every ferry ought to be under a public regulation, viz., that it give attendance at due
times, keep a boat in due order, and take but reasonable toll; for if he fail in these he
is finable.” Of course, one who obtains a license from the king to establish a public
ferry, at which “ every man for his passage pays a- toll,” must take it on condition
that he charge only reasonable toll, and, indeed, subject to such regulations as the
king may prescribe.
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In the' second quotation, which is taken from his treatise J)e Portibus Maris, Hale
says: —

“A man, for his own private advantage, may, in a port or town, set up a wharf or
crane, and may take what rates he and his customers can agree for cranage,
wharfage, housellage, pesage ; for he doth no more than is lawful for any man to do,
viz., makes the most of his own. If the king or subject have a public wharf, unto
which all persons that come to that port must come and unlade or lade their goods as
for the purpose, because they are the wharves only licensed by the king, or because
there is no other wharf in that port, as it may fall out where a port is newly erected,
in that case there cannot be taken arbitrary and excessive duties for cranage,
wharfage, pesage, &c.; neither can they be enhanced to an immoderate rate, but the
duties must be reasonable and moderate, though settled by the king’s license or
charter. For now the wharf and crane and other conveniences are affected with a
jrablie interest, and they cease to be juris privati only ; as if a man set out a street in
new building on his own land, it is now no longer .bare private interest, but is
affected by the public interest.”

The purport of which is, that if one have a public wharf, by license from the
government or his own dedication, he must exact only reasonable compensation for
its use. By its dedicar tion to public use, a wharf is as much brought under the
common-law rule of subjection to reasonable charges as it would be if originally
established or licensed by the crown. All property dedicated to public use by an
individual owner, as in the ease of land for a park or street, falls at once, by force of
the dedication, under the law governing property appropriated by the government
for similar purposes.

I do not doubt the justice of the encomiums passed upon Sir *151Matthew Hale as a
learned jurist of his day; but I am unable to perceive, the pertinency of his
observations upon public ferries and public wharves, found in his treatises on “ The.
Rights of the Sea”.and on “The Ports of the Sea,” to the questions presented by the
warehousing law of Illinois, undertaking to regulate the compensation received by
the owners of private property, when that property is used for private purposes.

The principal authority cited in support of the ruling of the court is that

of Alnutt v. Inglis, decided by the King’s Bench, and reported nr 12 East. 'But that
case, so far from sustaining the ruling, establishes, in my judgment, the doctrine that
every one has a right to charge for his property, or for its use, whatever he pleases,
unless he enjoys in connection with it some right or privilege from the government
not accorded to others; and even then it only decides what is above stated in the
quotations from Sir Matthew Hale, that he must submit, so long as he retains the
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right or privilege, to reasonable rates. In that case, the London Dock Company,
under certain acts of Parliament, possessed the exclusive right of receiving imported
goods into their warehouses before the duties were paid; and the question was
whether the company was bound to receive them for a reasonable reward*, or
whether it could arbitrarily fix its compensation. In deciding, the case, the Chief
Justice, Lord Ellenborough, said: —

“ There is no doubt that the' general principle is favored, both in law and justice, that
every man may fix what price he pleases upon his own property, or the use of it; but
if, for a particular purpose, the public have a right to resort to his premises and make
use of them, and he have a monopoly in them for that purpose, if he will take the
benefit of that monopoly, he must, as an equivalent, perform the duty attached to it
on reasonable terms.”

And, coming to the conclusion that the company’s warehouses were invested with “
the monopoly of a public privilege-,” he held that by law the company must confine
itself to take reasonable rates; and added, that if the crown should thereafter think it
advisable to extend the privilege more generally to other persons and places, so that
the public would not be restrained from exercising a choice of warehouses for the
purpose, the company might be enfranchised from the restriction

which *152attached to a monopoly; but, so long as its warehouses were the only
places which could be resorted to for that purpose, the company was bound to let the
trade have the use of them for a reasonable hire and reward. The other judges of the
court placed their concurrence in the decision upon the ground that the company
possessed a legal monopoly of the business, having the only warehouses where goods
imported could be lawfully received without previous payment of the duties. From
this case it appears that it is only where some privilege in the bestowal of the
government is enjoyed in connection with the property, that it' is affected with a
public interest in any proper sense of the terms. It is the public privilege conferred
with the use of the property which creates the public interest ip it.

In the case decided by the Supreme Court of Alabama, where a power granted to the
city of Mobile to license bakers, and to regulate the weight and price of bread, was
sustained so far as regulating the weight of the bread was concerned, no question
was made as ‘to the right to regulate the price. 3 Ala. 137. There is no doubt of the
competency of the State to prescribe the weight of a loaf of bread, as it may declare
what weight shall constitute a pound or a ton. ".But I 'deny the power of any
legislature under our government to fix the price which one shall receive for his
property of any kind. If the power can be exercised as to one article, it may as to all
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articles, and the prices of every thing, from a calico gown to a city mansion, may be
the subject of legislative direction.

Other instances of a similar character may, no doubt, be cited of attempted
legislative interference with the rights of property. The act of Congress of 1820,
mentioned by the court, is one of them. There Congress undertook to confer upon
the city of Washington power to regulate the rates of wharfage at private wharves,
and the fees for sweeping chimneys. Until some authoritative adjudication is had
upon these and similar provisions, I must adhere, notwithstanding the legislation, to
my opinion, that those who own property have the right to fix the compensation at
which they will allow its use, and that those who control services have a right to fix
the compensation at which they will be rendered. The chimney-sweeps may, I think,
safely claim all the compensation which *153they can obtain by bargain for tbeir
work. In tbe absence of any contract for property or services, the law allows only a
reasonable price or compensation; but what is a reasonable price in any case will
depend upon a variety of considerations, and is not a matter for legislative
determination.

The practice of regulating by legislation the interest receivable for the use of money,
when considered with reference to its origin, is only the assertion of a right of the
government to control the extent to which a privilege granted by it may be exercised
and enjoyed. By the ancient common law it was unlawful to take any money for the
use of money: all who did so were called usurers, a term of great reproach, and were
exposed to the censure of the church; and if, after the death of a person, it was
discovered that be bad been a usurer whilst living, his chattels were forfeited to the
king, and his lands escheated to the lord of the fee. No action could be
maintained on any promise to pay for the use of money, because of the
unlawfulness of the contract. Whilst the common law thus condemned
all usury, Parliament interfered, and made it lawful to take a limited amount of
interest. It was not upon the theory that the legislature could arbitrarily fix the
compensation which one could receive for the use of property, which, by the general
law, was the subject of hire for compensation, that Parliament acted, but in order to
confer a privilege which the common law denied. The reasons which led to this
legislation originally have long since ceased to exist; and if the legislation is still
persisted in, it is because a long acquiescence in the exercise of a power, especially
when it was rightfully assumed in the first instance, is generally received as sufficient
evidence of its continued lawfulness. 10 Bac. Abr. 264.%

There were also recognized in England, by the ancient common law, certain
privileges as belonging to the lord of the manor, which grew out of the state of the

Page 34 of 246


https://cite.case.law/us/94/113/#p153
https://cite.case.law/us/94/113/#footnote_2_1

country, the condition of the people, and the relation existing between him

and *154his tenants under the feudal system. Among these was "the right of the lord
to compel all the tenants within his manor to grind their corn at his mill. No one,
therefore, could set up a mill except by his license, or by the license of the crown,
unless he claimed the right by prescription, which presupposed a grant from the lord
or crown, and, of course, with such license went the right to regulate the tolls to be
received. Woolrych on the Law of Waters, c. 6, of Mills. Hence originated the
doctrine which at one time obtained generally in this country, that there could be no
mill to grind corn for the public, without a grant or license from the public
authorities. It is still, I believe, asserted in some States. This doctrine being
recognized, all the rest followed. The right to control the toll accompanied the right
to control the establishment of the mill.

It requires no comment to point out the radical differences between the cases of
public mills and interest on money, and that of the warehouses in Chicago. No
prerogative or privilege of the crown to establish warehouses was ever asserted at the
common law. The business of a warehouseman was, at common law, a private
business, and is so in its nature. It has no special privileges connected with it, nor
did the law ever extend to it any greater protection than it extended to all other
private business. No reason can be assigned to justify legislation interfering with the
legitimate profits of that business, that would not equally justify an intermeddling
with the business of every man in the community, so soon, at least, as his business
became generally useful.

I am of opinion that the judgment of the Supreme Court of Illinois should be
reversed.

*

The statute of 13 Eliz. e. 8, which allows ten per cent interest, recites “that all usury,
being forbidden by the law of God, is sin, and detestable; ” and the statute of 21
James the First, reducing the rate to eight per cent, provided that nothing in the law
should be “construed to allow the practice of usury in point of religion or
conscience,” — a clause introduced, it is said, to satisfy the bishops, who would not
vote for the bill without it.

Mr. Justice Strong.

When the judgment in this case was announced by direction of a majority of the
court, it was well known by all my brethren that I did not concur in it. It had been my
purpose to prepare a dissenting opinion, but I found no time for the preparation,
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and I was reluctant to dissent in such a case without stating my reasons. Mr. Justice
Field has now stated them as fully as I can, and I concur in what he has said.

*End.
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24 Abb. N. Cas. 172 - New York Supreme Court, General Term - New York

o Board of Harbor Masters v. Morgan's Louisiana and Texas Railroad

Feb. 1, 1888
40 La. Ann. 124 - Louisiana Supreme Court - Louisiana

o Western Union Telegraph Co. v. Attorney General of Commonwealth
March 19, 1888

125 U.S. 530, 31 L. Ed. 790, 8 S. Ct. 961, SCDB 1887-188, 1888 U.S. LEXIS
1945 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

o State ex rel. Lewis v. Barnett

April 1, 1888
96 Mo. 133 - Supreme Court of Missouri - Missouri

e Dowv. Reidelman

April 16, 1888

125 U.S. 680, 31 L. Ed. 841, 8 S. Ct. 1028, 1888 U.S. LEXIS 1955, SCDB 1887-
210 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

o State ex rel. Railroad & Warehouse Commission v. Chicago, Milwaukee & St.
Paul Railway Co.
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April 20, 1888
38 Minn. 281 - Minnesota Supreme Court - Minnesota

e McWhorter v. Pensacola & Atlantic Railroad

June 1, 1888
24 Fla. 417 - Florida Supreme Court - Florida

e Chicago & N. W. Ry. Co. v. Dey

July 27, 1888

35 F. 866 - United States Circuit Court for the Southern District of Iowa - United
States

e Chicago, St. P., M. & O. Ry. Co. v. Becker

July 28, 1888

35 F. 883 - United States Circuit Court for the District of Minnesota - United States
e« InreAnnan

Oct. 1, 1888

6 N.Y. Crim. 57 - New York Supreme Court, General Term - New York

e City of St. Louis v. Bell Telephone Co.

Oct. 1, 1888
96 Mo. 623 - Supreme Court of Missouri - Missouri

o Kansas City, Clinton & Springfield Railroad v. Story

Oct. 1,1888
96 Mo. 611 - Supreme Court of Missouri - Missouri

e People v. Moore

Oct. 1, 1888
20 N.Y. St. Rep. 1 - New York Supreme Court, General Term - New York

e People v. Moore
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Oct. 1, 1888
3 N.Y.S. 159 - New York Supreme Court General Term - New York
e InreAnnan
Oct. 1, 1888
2 N.Y.S. 275 - New York Supreme Court, General Term - New York
e Inre Annon
Oct. 1,1888
57 N.Y. Sup. Ct. 413 - New York Supreme Court, General Term - New York

e People v. King

Oct. 2, 1888
18 N.Y. St. Rep. 353 - New York Court of Appeals - New York
« InreAnnan
Oct. 2, 1888
18 N.Y. St. Rep. 45 - New York Supreme Court, General Term - New York

e People v. King

Oct. 2, 1888
110 N.Y. 418 - New York Court of Appeals - New York

o Kidd v. Pearson

Oct. 22,1888

128 U.S. 1, 32 L. Ed. 346, 9 S. Ct. 6, 1888 U.S. LEXIS 2193, SCDB 1888-
007 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

e Georgia Railroad & Banking Co. v. Smith

Oct. 29, 1888

128 U.S. 174, 32 L. Ed. 377, 9 S. Ct. 47, 1888 U.S. LEXIS 2207, SCDB 1888-
021 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States
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e People v. Moore

Nov. 1, 1888
57 N.Y. Sup. Ct. 356 - New York Supreme Court, General Term - New York

e People v. O'Brien

Nov. 27, 1888
111 N.Y. 1 - New York Court of Appeals - New York

e Chicago & Alton Railway Co. v. Suffern

Dec. 7, 1888
27 Ill. App. 404 - Illinois Appellate Court - Illinois

o Pensacola & Atlantic Railroad v. State

Jan. 1, 1889
25 Fla. 310 - Florida Supreme Court - Florida

e People v. North River Sugar Refining Co.

Jan. 1, 1889
22 Abb. N. Cas. 164 - New York Supreme Court - New York

e Ohio Valley Gas Co.'s Appeal

Jan. 7, 1889
1 Monag. 97 - Supreme Court of Pennsylvania - Pennsylvania

o Allegheny Heating Co.'s Appeal

Jan. 7, 1889
1 Monag. 91 - Supreme Court of Pennsylvania - Pennsylvania

e Central Union Telephone Co. v. State ex rel. Falley

Jan. 22, 1889

118 Ind. 194 - Supreme Court of Indiana - Indiana
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e New York & Chicago Grain & Stock Exchange v. Board of Trade of the City of
Chicago

Jan. 25, 1889
127 I1l. 153 - Illinois Supreme Court - Illinois

e Delaware, Lackawanna & Western Railroad v. Central Stock-Yard & Transit
Co.

Feb. 1, 1889
45 N.J. Eq. 50 - New Jersey Court of Chancery - New Jersey

e Territory of Dakota ex rel. McMahon v. O'Connor

Feb. 4, 1889
5 Dakota 397 - Supreme Court of Dakota - Dakota Territory

e Louisville, New Orleans & Texas Ry. Co. v. State

April 1, 1889
66 Miss. 662 - Mississippi Supreme Court - Mississippi

e Franke v. Paducah Water Supply Co.

April 23, 1889
88 Ky. 467 - Kentucky Court of Appeals - Kentucky

o Brown v. Western Union Telegraph Co.

June 1, 1889
6 Utah 219 - Utah Supreme Court - Utah

o Chicago & Alton Railroad v. Suffern

June 15, 1889
129 Ill. 274 - Tllinois Supreme Court - Illinois

e People v. Budd

Oct. 1, 1889
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7 N.Y. Crim. 189 - New York Court of Appeals - New York

e People v. Budd

Oct. 15, 1889
117 N.Y. 1 - New York Court of Appeals - New York

e People ex rel. Annan v. Walsh

Oct. 15, 1889
26 N.Y. St. Rep. 554 - New York Court of Appeals - New York

e People v. Budd

Oct. 15, 1889
26 N.Y. St. Rep. 533 - New York Court of Appeals - New York

o Delaware, Lackawanna & Western Railroad v. Central Stock-Yard & Transit
Co.

Nov. 1, 1889
46 N.J. Eq. 280 - New Jersey Court of Errors and Appeals - New Jersey

o State v. Goodwill

Nov. 18, 1889
33 W. Va. 179 - Supreme Court of Appeals of West Virginia - West Virginia

o Zanesville v. Gas-light Co.

Dec. 10, 1889
47 Ohio St. 1 - Supreme Court of Ohio - Ohio

o Gas-light Co. v. Zanesville

Dec. 10, 1889
47 Ohio St. 35 - Supreme Court of Ohio - Ohio

e People v. New York, New Haven & Hartford Railroad

Jan. 1, 1890
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62 N.Y. Sup. Ct. 409 - New York Supreme Court, General Term - New York

o Spring Valley Water Works v. City & County of San Francisco

Jan. 1, 1890
82 Cal. 286 - Supreme Court of California - California

e People v. New York, New Haven & Hartford Railroad

Jan. 24, 1890
29 N.Y. St. Rep. 172 - New York Supreme Court, General Term - New York

e People v. New York, New Haven & Hartford Railroad

Jan. 24, 1890
8 N.Y.S. 672 - New York Supreme Court, General Term - New York

e Smythe v. Henry

Feb. 11, 1890

41 F. 705 - United States Circuit Court for the Western District of North
Carolina - United States

e Chicago, Milwaukee & St. Paul Railway Co. v. Minnesota

March 24, 1890

134 U.S. 418, 33 L. Ed. 970, 10 S. Ct. 462, 1890 U.S. LEXIS 1984, SCDB 1889-
186 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

e Minneapolis Eastern Railway Co. v. Minnesota

March 24, 1890

134 U.S. 467, 33 L. Ed. 985, 10 S. Ct. 473, 1890 U.S. LEXIS 1985, SCDB 1889-
187 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

o Belcher Sugar Refining Co. v. St. Louis Grain Elevator Co.

April 1, 1890
101 Mo. 192 - Supreme Court of Missouri - Missouri

o People v. North River Sugar Refining Co.
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June 24, 1890
121 N.Y. 582 - New York Court of Appeals - New York

o Bullard v. Northern Pacific Railroad

July 1, 1890
10 Mont. 168 - Montana Supreme Court - Montana

e Bohan v. Port Jervis Gaslight Co.

Oct. 7, 1890
122 N.Y. 18 - New York Court of Appeals - New York

e Wellman v. Chicago & Grand Trunk Railway Co.

Dec. 24, 1890
83 Mich. 592 - Michigan Supreme Court - Michigan
o Commonwealth v. Biddle
Feb. 2, 1891
139 Pa. 605 - Supreme Court of Pennsylvania - Pennsylvania

o State v. City of Toledo

Feb. 24, 1891
48 Ohio St. 112 - Supreme Court of Ohio - Ohio

e Western Union Telegraph Co. v. Rosentreter

March 24, 1891
80 Tex. 406 - Supreme Court of Texas - Texas

e Union Depot Railroad v. Southern Railway Co.

April 1, 1891
105 Mo. 562 - Supreme Court of Missouri - Missouri

o Jamieson v. Indiana Natural Gas & Qil Co.

June 20, 1891
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128 Ind. 555 - Supreme Court of Indiana - Indiana

o State ex. rel. Postal Telegraph Cable Co. v. Delaware & A. Telegraph &
Telephone Co.

July 1, 1891
47 F. 633 - United States Circuit Court for the District of Delaware - United States

o Mallory v. La Crosse Abattoir Co.

Sept. 29, 1891
80 Wis. 170 - Wisconsin Supreme Court - Wisconsin

e City of Rushville v. Rushville Natural Gas Co.

Oct. 31, 1891
132 Ind. 575 - Supreme Court of Indiana - Indiana

e Cleveland Gaslight & Coke Co. v. City of Cleveland

Nov. 14, 1891

71 F. 610 - United States Circuit Court for the Northern District of Ohio - United
States

o State v. Brennan

Dec. 22, 1891
2 S.D. 384 - South Dakota Supreme Court - South Dakota

e Charlotte, Columbia & Augusta Railroad v. Gibbes

Jan. 4, 1892

142 U.S. 386, 35 L. Ed. 1051, 12 S. Ct. 255, 1892 U.S. LEXIS 1980, SCDB 1891-
073 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

o Northern Pacific Railroad v. Barnes

Jan. 12, 1892
2 N.D. 310 - North Dakota Supreme Court - North Dakota

e Texas Trunk Railway Co. v. State
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Jan. 15, 1892
83 Tex. 1 - Supreme Court of Texas - Texas

e Yeatman v. King

Feb. 23, 1892
2 N.D. 421 - North Dakota Supreme Court - North Dakota
o Budd v. New York

Feb. 29, 1892

143 U.S. 517, 36 L. Ed. 247, 12 S. Ct. 468, 1892 U.S. LEXIS 2039, SCDB 1891-
132 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

e State v. Scougal

April 5, 1892
3 S.D. 55 - South Dakota Supreme Court - South Dakota

o State ex rel. Stoeser v. Brass

April 25, 1892
2 N.D. 482 - North Dakota Supreme Court - North Dakota

e Henry v. Roberts

May 16, 1892
50 F. 902 - United States Circuit Court for the District of Maryland - United States

o Statev. Rogers

June 9, 1892
22 Or. 348 - Oregon Supreme Court - Oregon

e S.A.&A.P.R'yCo.v. Wilson

June 25, 1892
4 Willson 565 - Texas Courts of Appeals - Texas

o Showalter v. Southern Kansas Railway Co.
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July 1, 1892
49 Kan. 421 - Kansas Supreme Court - Kansas

e Younger v. Judah

July 2, 1892
111 Mo. 303 - Supreme Court of Missouri - Missouri

e State v. Brown & Sharpe Manufacturing Co.

Oct. 3, 1892
18 R.I. 16 - Supreme Court of Rhode Island - Rhode Island

o State v. Peel Splint Coal Co.

Oct. 6, 1892

36 W. Va. 802 - Supreme Court of Appeals of West Virginia - West Virginia

» American Live Stock Commission Co. v. Chicago Live Stock Exchange

Oct. 31, 1892

143 Ill. 210 - Illinois Supreme Court - Illinois
o Richmond & D. R. v. Trammel

Nov. 4, 1892

53 F. 196 - United States Circuit Court for the Northern District of Georgia - United
States

e South Shore Transportation Co. v. World's Columbian Exposition

Jan. 1, 1893
3 IIL. Cir. Ct. Rep. 20 - Illinois Circuit Court - Illinois

o State ex rel. Wood v. Smith

Feb. 14, 1893
114 Mo. 180 - Supreme Court of Missouri - Missouri

o Sternberg v. State
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March 1, 1893
36 Neb. 307 - Nebraska Supreme Court - Nebraska

o State v. Loomis

March 25, 1893
115 Mo. 307 - Supreme Court of Missouri - Missouri

o Boston & Albany Railroad v. City of Cambridge

June 20, 1893
159 Mass. 283 - Massachusetts Supreme Judicial Court - Massachusetts

e Clyde v. Richmond & D. R.

Sept. 15, 1893

57 F. 436 - United States Circuit Court for the District of South Carolina - United
States

e People ex rel. Durant Land Improvement Co. v. Jeroloman

Oct. 3, 1893
139 N.Y. 14 - New York Court of Appeals - New York

o Texas & Pacific Railway Co. v. Clark

Oct. 18, 1893
4 Tex. Civ. App. 611 - Texas Courts of Civil Appeals - Texas

o Braceville Coal Co. v. People

Oct. 26, 1893
147 I1l. 66 - Illinois Supreme Court - Illinois

o Lindsay v. Mayor of Anniston

Nov. 1, 1893
104 Ala. 257 - Alabama Supreme Court - Alabama

e Attorney General v. Old Colony Railroad
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Nov. 3, 1893
160 Mass. 62 - Massachusetts Supreme Judicial Court - Massachusetts

¢ Queen Insurance v. State

Dec. 14, 1893
86 Tex. 250 - Supreme Court of Texas - Texas

e State v. Edwards

Dec. 19, 1893
86 Me. 102 - Maine Supreme Judicial Court - Maine

o Seawell v. Kansas City, Ft. Scott & Memphis Railroad

Dec. 23, 1893
119 Mo. 222 - Supreme Court of Missouri - Missouri

o Lewis v. City of Portland

Dec. 26, 1893
25 Or. 133, S. C. 35 Pac. 256; 22 L. R. A. 736 - Oregon Supreme Court - Oregon

e People v. Ewer

Jan. 1, 1894
9 N.Y. Crim. 1, 56 St. Rep. 667, 141 N. Y. 129 - New York Court of Appeals - New York

e Board of Railroad Commissioners v. Symns Grocer Co.

Jan. 1, 1894
53 Kan. 207 - Kansas Supreme Court - Kansas

e People v. Ewer

Jan. 30, 1894
56 N.Y. St. Rep. 668 - New York Court of Appeals - New York

e People v. Ewer

Jan. 30, 1894
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141 N.Y. 129 - New York Court of Appeals - New York

o State v. Whitaker

Feb. 1, 1894

114 N.C. 818 - Supreme Court of North Carolina - North Carolina
« Statev. Johnson

Feb. 1, 1894

114 N.C. 846 - Supreme Court of North Carolina - North Carolina
o Jones v. Johnson

Feb. 1, 1894

6 Tex. Civ. App. 262 - Texas Courts of Civil Appeals - Texas

e Leep v. Railway Co.

Feb. 3, 1894
58 Ark. 407 - Arkansas Supreme Court - Arkansas

e State v. Ackerman

March 13, 1894
51 Ohio St. 163 - Supreme Court of Ohio - Ohio

e Chicago, Burlington & Quincy Railroad v. Jones

April 2, 1894
149 Ill. 361 - Illinois Supreme Court - Illinois

e McCullough v. Brown

April 19, 1894
41 S.C. 220 - Supreme Court of South Carolina - South Carolina

e Brennan v. Titusville

April 30, 1894
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153 U.S. 289, 38 L. Ed. 719, 14 S. Ct. 829, 1894 U.S. LEXIS 2184, SCDB 1893-
234 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

o Brass v. North Dakota ex rel. Stoeser

May 14, 1894

153 U.S. 391, 38 L. Ed. 757, 14 S. Ct. 857, 1894 U.S. LEXIS 2192, SCDB 1893-
242 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

e Owen v. City of Sioux City

May 18, 1894
91 Iowa 190 - Iowa Supreme Court - Iowa
» Stimson v. Muskegon Booming Co.
May 22, 1894
100 Mich. 347 - Michigan Supreme Court - Michigan

e Covington & Cincinnati Bridge Co. v. Kentucky

May 26, 1894

154 U.S. 204, 38 L. Ed. 962, 14 S. Ct. 1087, 1894 U.S. LEXIS 2229, SCDB 1893-
279 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

e Reagan v. Farmers' Loan & Trust Co.

May 26, 1894

154 U.S. 362, 38 L. Ed. 1014, 14 S. Ct. 1047, 1894 U.S. LEXIS 2236, SCDB 1893-
286 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

o State v. Gladson

June 1, 1894
57 Minn. 385 - Minnesota Supreme Court - Minnesota

e Lowv. Rees Printing Co.

June 6, 1894
41 Neb. 127 - Nebraska Supreme Court - Nebraska
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e Carson v. St. Francis Levee District

July 21, 1894
59 Ark. 513 - Arkansas Supreme Court - Arkansas
o Morris v. Board of Pilot Commissioners
Sept. 1, 1894
7 Del. Ch. 136 - Delaware Court of Chancery - Delaware

e Commonwealth v. Vrooman

Oct. 1, 1894
164 Pa. 306 - Supreme Court of Pennsylvania - Pennsylvania

e Lough v. OQuterbridge

Oct. 9, 1894
62 N.Y. St. Rep. 324 - New York Court of Appeals - New York

e Lough v. Outerbridge

Oct. 9, 1894
143 N.Y. 271 - New York Court of Appeals - New York
o Shields v. Clifton Hill Land Co.

Nov. 20, 1894
94 Tenn. 123 - Tennessee Supreme Court - Tennessee

o Knapp, Stout & Co. v. St. Louis Transfer Railway Co.

Dec. 22,1894
126 Mo. 26 - Supreme Court of Missouri - Missouri

o State v. Swett

Jan. 5, 1895
87 Me. 99 - Maine Supreme Judicial Court - Maine

e Robinson v. Southern Pacific Co.
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Jan. 5, 1895
105 Cal. 526 - Supreme Court of California - California

e Railway Co. v. Smith

Feb. 9, 1895
60 Ark. 221 - Arkansas Supreme Court - Arkansas

e Dueber Watch-Case Manuf'g Co. v. E. Howard Watch & Clock Co.

March 5, 1895
66 F. 637 - United States Court of Appeals for the Second Circuit - United States

o Russie v. Brazzell

March 30, 1895
128 Mo. 93 - Supreme Court of Missouri - Missouri

e People ex rel. Woodyvatt v. Thompson

April 2, 1895
155 Ill. 451 - Illinois Supreme Court - Illinois
o Statev. Falk
May 28, 1895
66 Conn. 250 - Connecticut Supreme Court - Connecticut

e Solan v. Chicago, Milwaukee & St. Paul Railway Co.

May 31, 1895

95 Iowa 260 - Iowa Supreme Court - Iowa

e Inre Pryor
July 1, 1895

55 Kan. 724 - Kansas Supreme Court - Kansas

e Ohio & Mississippi Railway Co. v. Tabor

Sept. 24, 1895
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98 Ky. 503 - Kentucky Court of Appeals - Kentucky

e Fisherv. B. & O. & C. O. Railroad Companies

Jan. 1, 1896

3 Ohio N.P. 283 - Muskingum County Court of Common Pleas - Ohio
o White v. Farmers' Highline Canal & Reservoir Co.

Jan. 1, 1896

22 Colo. 191 - Colorado Supreme Court - Colorado

o Dowling v. Lancashire Insurance

Jan. 7,1896
92 Wis. 63 - Wisconsin Supreme Court - Wisconsin

e Chicago General Railway Co. v. Chicago City Railway Co.

Feb. 11, 1896
62 Ill. App. 502 - Illinois Appellate Court - Illinois

e Western Union Telegraph Co. v. Mississippi Railroad Commission

March 1, 1896
74 Miss. 80 - Mississippi Supreme Court - Mississippi

e New York Board of Fire Underwriters v. Whipple & Co.

March 1, 1896
2 A.D. 361 - New York Supreme Court, Appellate Division - New York

e New York Board of Fire Underwriters v. Whipple & Co.

March 6, 1896
73 N.Y. St. Rep. 386 - New York Supreme Court, Appellate Division - New York

e New York Board of Fire Underwriters v. Whipple

March 6, 1896

37 N.Y.S. 712 - New York Supreme Court, Appellate Division - New York
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e Louisville & Nashville Railroad v. Kentucky

March 30, 1896

161 U.S. 677, 40 L. Ed. 849, 16 S. Ct. 714, 1896 U.S. LEXIS 2194, SCDB 1895-
168 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

e State ex rel. St. Louis Underground Service Co. v. Murphy

June 2, 1896
134 Mo. 548 - Supreme Court of Missouri - Missouri

e Stewart v. Great Northern Railway Co.

July 17, 1896
65 Minn. 515 - Minnesota Supreme Court - Minnesota

o Barrington v. Commercial Dock Co.

July 18, 1896
15 Wash. 170 - Washington Supreme Court - Washington

e Statev. Holden

Oct. 29, 1896
14 Utah 71 - Utah Supreme Court - Utah

e Missouri Pacific Railway Co. v. Nebraska

Nov. 30, 1896

164 U.S. 403, 41 L. Ed. 489, 17 S. Ct. 130, 1896 U.S. LEXIS 1877, SCDB 1896-
043 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

e Southern Pac. Co. v. Board of Railroad Com'rs

Nov. 30, 1896

78 F. 236 - United States Circuit Court for the Northern District of
California - United States

e P.C.C.&St.L.R'y. Co. v. Cox

Dec. 15, 1896
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55 Ohio St. 497 - Supreme Court of Ohio - Ohio

o Dillon v. Erie Railroad

Jan. 1, 1897
19 Misc. 116 - New York Supreme Court, Appellate Term - New York

e Bronk v. Barckley

Jan. 1, 1897

13 A.D. 72 - New York Supreme Court, Appellate Division - New York
o Commonwealth v. Zacharias

Jan. 18, 1897

3 Pa. Super. 264 - Superior Court of Pennsylvania - Pennsylvania

e Bronk v. Barckley

Jan. 26, 1897

43 N.Y.S. 400, 13 App. Div. 72 - New York Supreme Court, Appellate Division - New
York

o Dillon v. Erie Railroad

Jan. 28, 1897

43 N.Y.S. 320, 19 Misc. Rep. 116 - New York Supreme Court, Appellate Term - New
York

e Cotting v. Kansas City Stock-Yards Co.

April 12, 1897

79 F. 679 - United States Circuit Court for the District of Kansas - United States
o Commonwealth v. Zacharias

April 26, 1897

181 Pa. 126 - Supreme Court of Pennsylvania - Pennsylvania

o Interstate Commerce Commission v. Cincinnati, New Orleans & Texas Pacific
Railway Co.
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May 24, 1897

167 U.S. 479, 42 L. Ed. 243, 17 S. Ct. 896, 1897 U.S. LEXIS 2111, SCDB 1896-
212 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

e« Bohon's Assignee v. Brown

May 29, 1897
101 Ky. 354 - Kentucky Court of Appeals - Kentucky

e City of Indianapolis v. Navin

June 11, 1897
151 Ind. 139 - Supreme Court of Indiana - Indiana

o State ex rel. Caldwell v. Wilson

Sept. 1, 1897
121 N.C. 425 - Supreme Court of North Carolina - North Carolina

o United States v. Hopkins

Sept. 20, 1897
82 F. 529 - United States Circuit Court for the District of Kansas - United States

e Smith v. Lake Shore & Michigan Southern Railway Co.

Oct. 1, 1897
114 Mich. 460 - Michigan Supreme Court - Michigan

e Cotting v. Kansas City Stock-Yards Co.

Oct. 4, 1897
82 F. 839 - United States Circuit Court for the District of Kansas - United States

e Grannan v. Westchester Racing Ass'n

Oct. 5, 1897
153 N.Y. 449 - New York Court of Appeals - New York

e San Diego Water Co. v. City of San Diego
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Oct. 9, 1897
118 Cal. 556 - Supreme Court of California - California

e Cotting v. Kansas City Stock-Yards Co.

Oct. 28, 1897
82 F. 850 - United States Circuit Court for the District of Kansas - United States

e Cincinnati, Hamilton & Dayton R. R. v. Village of Bowling Green

Nov. 17,1897
57 Ohio St. 336 - Supreme Court of Ohio - Ohio

e Lansburgh v. District of Columbia

Dec. 7, 1897
11 App. D.C. 512 - Court of Appeals of the District of Columbia - District of Columbia

e City of Toledo v. Northwestern Ohio Natural Gas Co.

Jan. 1, 1898
6 Ohio N.P. 531 - Licking County Court of Common Pleas - Ohio

e Holden v. Hardy

Feb. 28, 1898

169 U.S. 366, 42 L. Ed. 780, 18 S. Ct. 383, 1898 U.S. LEXIS 1501, SCDB 1897-
087 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

e Smyth v. Ames

March 7, 1898

169 U.S. 466, 42 L. Ed. 819, 18 S. Ct. 418, SCDB 1897-092, 1898 U.S. LEXIS
1506 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

o Waters-Pierce Qil Co. v. State

March 9, 1898

19 Tex. Civ. App. 1 - Texas Courts of Appeals - Texas
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e Jacobson v. Wisconsin, Minnesota & Pacifc Railroad

April 15, 1898
71 Minn. 519 - Minnesota Supreme Court - Minnesota

e State v. Powell

April 19, 1898
58 Ohio St. 324 - Supreme Court of Ohio - Ohio

e State v. Theriault

May 1, 1898
70 Vt. 617 - Vermont Supreme Court - Vermont

o State v. Wilson

May 19, 1898
7 Kan. App. 428 - Kansas Court of Appeals - Kansas

e Griffin v. Goldsboro Water Co.

May 24, 1898
122 N.C. 206 - Supreme Court of North Carolina - North Carolina

e Nebraska Telephone Co. v. State ex rel. Yeiser

June 23, 1898
55 Neb. 627 - Nebraska Supreme Court - Nebraska

o Fielder v. Missouri, Kansas & Texas Railway Co.

June 24, 1898
92 Tex. 176 - Supreme Court of Texas - Texas

o State ex rel. National Subway Co. v. St. Louis

July 6, 1898
145 Mo. 551 - Supreme Court of Missouri - Missouri

e Frost v. Michenor
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July 6, 1898
54 N.Y.S. 1100 - New York Supreme Court, Appellate Division - New York

e Pingree v. Michigan Central Railroad

Oct. 3, 1898
118 Mich. 314 - Michigan Supreme Court - Michigan

e Commonwealth v. Brown

Oct. 10, 1898
8 Pa. Super. 339 - Superior Court of Pennsylvania - Pennsylvania

o People v. Hawkins

Oct. 11, 1898
157 N.Y. 1 - New York Court of Appeals - New York

e United States v. Joint Traffic Ass'n

Oct. 24, 1898

171 U.S. 505, 43 L. Ed. 259, 19 S. Ct. 25, 1898 U.S. LEXIS 1621, SCDB 1898-
007 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

e People ex rel. Tyroler v. Warden of City Prison

Nov. 22, 1898
157 N.Y. 116 - New York Court of Appeals - New York

o Inre of the Application of Renville

Jan. 1, 1899
46 A.D. 37 - New York Supreme Court, Appellate Division - New York

e Vega Steamship Co. v. Consolidated Elevator Co.

Jan. 20, 1899
75 Minn. 308 - Minnesota Supreme Court - Minnesota

e Rogers Park Water Co. v. Fergus
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Feb. 17,1899
178 Ill. 571 - Illinois Supreme Court - Illinois

e City of Danville v. Danville Water Co.

Feb. 17,1899
178 Ill. 299 - Illinois Supreme Court - Illinois

e Mayor of Wilmington v. Addicks

March 1, 1899
8 Del. Ch. 310 - Delaware Court of Chancery - Delaware
o Louisville Tobacco Warehouse Co. v. Commonwealth
March 14, 1899
106 Ky. 165 - Kentucky Court of Appeals - Kentucky
e Ryan v. Terminal Co.
March 15, 1899
102 Tenn. 111 - Tennessee Supreme Court - Tennessee

e Lake Shore & Michigan Southern Railway Co. v. Smith

April 17, 1899

173 U.S. 684, 19 S. Ct. 565, 43 L. Ed. 858, 1899 U.S. LEXIS 1472, SCDB 1898-
123 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

e State v. Klectzen

April 26, 1899
8 N.D. 286, 78 N.W. 984 - North Dakota Supreme Court - North Dakota

e People ex rel. Oneida Telephone Co. v. Central New York Telephone &
Telegraph Co.

May 1, 1899

41 A.D. 17 - New York Supreme Court, Appellate Division - New York
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o People ex rel. Oneida Telephone Co. v. Central New York Telephone &
Telegraph Co.

May 9, 1899

58 N.Y.S. 221, 41 App. Div. 17 - New York Supreme Court, Appellate Division - New
York

o State ex rel. Lamar v. Jacksonville Terminal Co.

June 1, 1899
41 Fla. 377 - Florida Supreme Court - Florida

o State ex rel. Railroad & Warehouse Commission v. W. W. Cargill Co.

July 3, 1899

77 Minn. 223 - Minnesota Supreme Court - Minnesota

o State ex rel. Beek v. Wagener

Oct. 26, 1899
77 Minn. 483 - Minnesota Supreme Court - Minnesota

e Addyston Pipe & Steel Co. v. United States

Dec. 4, 1899

175 U.S. 211, 44 L. Ed. 136, 20 S. Ct. 96, SCDB 1899-017, 1899 U.S. LEXIS
1559 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

e Inre Renville

Dec. 8, 1899
61 N.Y.S. 549 - New York Supreme Court, Appellate Division - New York

o State ex rel. City of St. Paul v. St. Paul City Railway Co.

Dec. 15, 1899
78 Minn. 331 - Minnesota Supreme Court - Minnesota

o City of Chicago v. Netcher

Dec. 18, 1899
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183 Ill. 104 - Illinois Supreme Court - Illinois

o Baltimore & Ohio Ry. Co. v. Kreager

Dec. 19, 1899
61 Ohio St. 312 - Supreme Court of Ohio - Ohio

e Agua Pura Co. v. Mayor

Jan. 16, 1900
10 N.M. 6 - Supreme Court of New Mexico - New Mexico

o State ex rel. Monnett v. Buckeye Pipe Line Co.

Jan. 30, 1900
61 Ohio St. 520 - Supreme Court of Ohio - Ohio
o Statev. Zeno
Feb. 5, 1900
79 Minn. 80 - Minnesota Supreme Court - Minnesota

e Godbout v. St. Paul Union Depot Co.

Feb. 16, 1900
79 Minn. 188 - Minnesota Supreme Court - Minnesota

e Inter-Ocean Publishing Co. v. Associated Press

Feb. 19, 1900
184 Ill. 438 - Illinois Supreme Court - Illinois

e Purdy v. Erie Railroad

Feb. 27, 1900
162 N.Y. 42 - New York Court of Appeals - New York

o Beardsley v. New York, Lake Erie & Western Railroad

March 2, 1900

162 N.Y. 230 - New York Court of Appeals - New York
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e Clark's Estate

April 30, 1900
195 Pa. 520 - Supreme Court of Pennsylvania - Pennsylvania

e Albuquerque Land & Irrigation Co. v. Gutierrez

May 3, 1900
10 N.M. 177 - Supreme Court of New Mexico - New Mexico

o State ex rel. Godard v. Johnson

May 5, 1900
61 Kan. 803, 60 P. 1068 - Kansas Supreme Court - Kansas

e Moses v. United States

May 8, 1900
16 App. D.C. 428 - Court of Appeals of the District of Columbia - District of Columbia

e Pocatello Water Co. v. Standley

May 24, 1900
7 Idaho 155, 61 P. 518 - Idaho Supreme Court - Idaho
» State ex rel. City of St. Paul v. Minnesota Transfer Railway Co.
June 1, 1900
80 Minn. 108 - Minnesota Supreme Court - Minnesota
o Louisville & Nashville R. R. v. Commonwealth
June 7, 1900
108 Ky. 628 - Kentucky Court of Appeals - Kentucky

e City of Mobile v. Bienville Water Supply Co.

Nov. 1, 1900
130 Ala. 379 - Alabama Supreme Court - Alabama

e Inre Preston
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Nov. 27, 1900
63 Ohio St. 428 - Supreme Court of Ohio - Ohio

o People ex rel. Pennsylvania Railroad v. Knight

Jan. 1, 1901
67 A.D. 398 - New York Supreme Court, Appellate Division - New York

o State ex rel. Star Publishing Co. v. Associated Press

Jan. 25, 1901
159 Mo. 410 - Supreme Court of Missouri - Missouri

o People ex rel. Rodgers v. Coler

Feb. 26, 1901
166 N.Y. 1 - New York Court of Appeals - New York

e Charleston Natural Gas Co. v. Lowe

March 30, 1901
52 W. Va. 662 - Supreme Court of Appeals of West Virginia - West Virginia

o People's Gas Light & Coke Co. v. Hale

April 8, 1901
94 Ill. App. 406 - Illinois Appellate Court - Illinois

e Dodge v. Mission Tp.

April 11, 1901
107 F. 827 - United States Court of Appeals for the Eighth Circuit - United States

o State v. Bixman

April 15, 1901
162 Mo. 1 - Supreme Court of Missouri - Missouri

e Jannin v. State

April 17, 1901
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42 Tex. Crim. 631 - Texas Court of Criminal Appeals - Texas

o State ex rel. Durner v. Huegin

April 30, 1901
110 Wis. 189 - Wisconsin Supreme Court - Wisconsin
o Manning v. Chesapeake & Potomac Telephone Co.
May 21, 1901
18 App. D.C. 191 - Court of Appeals of the District of Columbia - District of Columbia

o State v. Heldenbrand

June 19, 1901
62 Neb. 136 - Nebraska Supreme Court - Nebraska

o Philadelphia v. Brabender

July 25, 1901
17 Pa. Super. 331 - Superior Court of Pennsylvania - Pennsylvania

e Gardner v. Providence Telephone Co.

July 25, 1901
23 R.I. 262 - Supreme Court of Rhode Island - Rhode Island

e Louisville & N. R. R. Co. v. Pittsburg & K. Coal Co.

Nov. 13, 1901
111 Ky. 960 - Kentucky Court of Appeals - Kentucky
o Logan Natural Gas & Fuel Co. v. City of Chillicothe

Nov. 19, 1901
65 Ohio St. 186 - Supreme Court of Ohio - Ohio

« Cotting v. Kansas City Stock Yards Co.

Nov. 25,1901
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183 U.S. 79, 46 L. Ed. 92, 22 S. Ct. 30, SCDB 1901-009, 1901 U.S. LEXIS
1256 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

o People ex rel. Pennsylvania Railroad v. Knight
Dec. 31, 1901

73 N.Y.S. 790, 67 App. Div. 398 - New York Supreme Court, Appellate Division - New
York

e People v. Lochner

Jan. 1, 1902
73 A.D. 120 - New York Supreme Court, Appellate Division - New York

e Louisville & Nashville Railroad v. Kentucky

Jan. 6, 1902

183 U.S. 503, 46 L. Ed. 298, 22 S. Ct. 95, 1902 U.S. LEXIS 727, SCDB 1901-
131 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

o Fayetteville & Syracuse Railroad v. Village of Fayetteville

Feb. 1, 1902
37 Misc. 223 - New York Supreme Court - New York

o Fayetteville & S. Railroad & Turnpike Co. v. Village of Favetteville

Feb. 1, 1902
75 N.Y.S. 180, 37 Misc. Rep. 223 - New York Supreme Court - New York

o Indiana Natural & Illuminating Gas Co. v. State ex rel. Ball

March 11, 1902
158 Ind. 516 - Supreme Court of Indiana - Indiana

o State ex rel. Payne v. Kinloch Telephone Co.

March 18, 1902
93 Mo. App. 349 - St. Louis Court of Appeals - Missouri

e New York Cement Co. v. Consolidated Rosendale Cement Co.
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April 1, 1902
37 Misc. 746 - New York Supreme Court - New York

e New York Cement Co. v. Consolidated Rosendale Cement Co.

April 1, 1902
76 N.Y.S. 469, 37 Misc. Rep. 746 - New York Supreme Court - New York

o Missouri, Kansas & Texas Railway Co. v. Simonson

April 5, 1902
64 Kan. 802, 68 P. 653 - Kansas Supreme Court - Kansas

e Brown & Allen v. Jacobs' Pharmacy Co.

April 30, 1902
115 Ga. 429 - Supreme Court of Georgia - Georgia

e People v. Lochner

May 1, 1902

16 N.Y. Crim. 520, 73 App. Div. 120 - New York Supreme Court, Appellate
Division - New York

e People v. Lochner

May 13, 1902
76 N.Y.S. 396 - New York Supreme Court, Appellate Division - New York

e Minneapolis & St. Louis Railroad v. Minnesota

June 2, 1902

186 U.S. 257, 46 L. Ed. 1151, 22 S. Ct. 900, 1902 U.S. LEXIS 893, SCDB 1901-
160 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

e Statev. Smiley

June 7, 1902

65 Kan. 240, 69 P. 199 - Kansas Supreme Court - Kansas
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o People ex rel. Pennsylvania Railroad v. Knight

June 10, 1902
171 N.Y. 354 - New York Court of Appeals - New York

e Town of Clarendon v. Rutland Railroad

Aug. 27,1902
75 Vt. 6 - Vermont Supreme Court - Vermont

e Parksv. State

Oct. 7, 1902
159 Ind. 211 - Supreme Court of Indiana - Indiana

e City of Chicago v. Chicago Union Traction Co.

Oct. 25, 1902
199 Ill. 259 - Illinois Supreme Court - Illinois

e Chicago Union Traction Co. v. City of Chicago

Oct. 25, 1902
199 Ill. 484 - Illinois Supreme Court - Illinois

e Cedar Rapids Water Co. v. City of Cedar Rapids

Oct. 27, 1902

118 Iowa 234 - Iowa Supreme Court - Iowa

o Muskogee Nat. Tel. Co. v. Hall

Oct. 27, 1902

118 F. 382 - United States Court of Appeals for the Eighth Circuit - United States
e Morgan's Louisiana & T. R. & S. S. Co. v. Railroad Commission

Dec. 15,1902

109 La. 247, 33 So. 214 - Louisiana Supreme Court - Louisiana

o Kennebec Water District v. City of Waterville
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Dec. 27,1902
97 Me. 185 - Maine Supreme Judicial Court - Maine

e People ex rel. Connecting Terminal Railroad v. Miller

Jan. 1, 1903
84 A.D. 174 - New York Supreme Court, Appellate Division - New York

e Central of Georgia Railway Co. v. Murphey & Hunt

Jan. 9, 1903
116 Ga. 863 - Supreme Court of Georgia - Georgia

o Fallsburg, &c. Co. v. Alexander

Jan. 15, 1903
101 Va. 98 - Supreme Court of Appeals of Virginia - Virginia

o Fair Haven & Westville Railroad v. City of New Haven

Jan. 20, 1903
75 Conn. 442 - Connecticut Supreme Court - Connecticut

o FEaston v. Iowa

Feb. 2, 1903

188 U.S. 220, 47 L. Ed. 452, 23 S. Ct. 288, 1903 U.S. LEXIS 1277, SCDB 1902-
051 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

o Williams v. Parker

Feb. 23, 1903

188 U.S. 491, 47 L. Ed. 559, 23 S. Ct. 440, 1903 U.S. LEXIS 1292, SCDB 1902-
066 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

e Davis & Farnum Manufacturing Co. v. Los Angeles

March 2, 1903

189 U.S. 207, 47 L. Ed. 778, 23 S. Ct. 498, 1903 U.S. LEXIS 1344, SCDB 1902-
116 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States
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o Missouri Pacific Railway Co. v. United States

March 9, 1903

189 U.S. 274, 47 L. Ed. 811, 23 S. Ct. 507, 1903 U.S. LEXIS 1350, SCDB 1902-
122 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

o City of Buffalo v. Buffalo Gas Co.

March 10, 1903
80 N.Y.S. 1093 - New York Supreme Court, Appellate Division - New York

o Dent v. United States

March 20, 1903
8 Ariz. 138, 71 Pac. 920 - Arizona Supreme Court - Arizona

o Webster v. State

April 1, 1903
110 Tenn. 491 - Tennessee Supreme Court - Tennessee

e West Coast Naval Stores Co. v. Louisville & N. R.

April 7, 1903

121 F. 645 - United States Court of Appeals for the Fifth Circuit - United States
o Railroad Commission v. Weld & Neville

April 13, 1903

96 Tex. 394 - Supreme Court of Texas - Texas

o Bedford-Bowling Green Stone Co. v. Oman

April 28, 1903
115 Ky. 369 - Kentucky Court of Appeals - Kentucky

e Lappin v. District of Columbia

May 5, 1903
22 App. D.C. 68 - Court of Appeals of the District of Columbia - District of Columbia
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o People ex rel. Connecting Terminal R. v. Miller
May 12, 1903
82 N.Y.S. 582 - New York Supreme Court, Appellate Division - New York

e Dobbins v. City of Los Angeles

May 29, 1903
139 Cal. 179 - Supreme Court of California - California

o Adams Express Co. v. State

June 26, 1903
161 Ind. 328 - Supreme Court of Indiana - Indiana

o State ex inf. Crow v. Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Railway Co.

July 3, 1903
176 Mo. 687 - Supreme Court of Missouri - Missouri

e Greenberg v. Western Turf Ass'n

Sept. 26, 1903
140 Cal. 357 - Supreme Court of California - California

o Rochester & Lake Ontario Water Co. v. City of Rochester

Oct. 6, 1903
176 N.Y. 36 - New York Court of Appeals - New York

o Knickerbocker Ice Co. v. Forty-second Street & Grand Street Ferry Railroad

Nov. 10, 1903

176 N.Y. 408 - New York Court of Appeals - New York
« State ex rel. Pennsylvania Railroad v. Knight

Jan. 4, 1904

192 U.S. 21, 48 L. Ed. 325, 24 S. Ct. 202, SCDB 1903-062, 1904 U.S. LEXIS
1029 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States
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e People v. Lochner

Jan. 12,1904
177 N.Y. 145 - New York Court of Appeals - New York

e Statev. Dodge

Jan. 26, 1904
76 Vt. 197 - Vermont Supreme Court - Vermont

e People v. Stark

Feb. 1, 1904
2 I11. Cir. Ct. Rep. 162 - Illinois Circuit Court - Illinois

o Buttfield v. Stranahan

Feb. 23, 1904

192 U.S. 470, 48 L. Ed. 525, 24 S. Ct. 349, 1904 U.S. LEXIS 965, SCDB 1903-
187 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

e Thomas v. United States

Feb. 23, 1904

192 U.S. 363, 48 L. Ed. 481, 24 S. Ct. 305, 1904 U.S. LEXIS 958, SCDB 1903-
180 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

e Northern Securities Co. v. United States

March 14, 1904

193 U.S. 197, 48 L. Ed. 679, 24 S. Ct. 436, SCDB 1903-174, 1904 U.S. LEXIS
933 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

e New York Cement Co. v. Consolidated Rosendale Cement Co.

April 5, 1904
178 N.Y. 167 - New York Court of Appeals - New York

e People ex rel. Connecting Terminal Railroad v. Miller

April 8, 1904
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178 N.Y. 194 - New York Court of Appeals - New York

e News Publishing Co. v. Associated Press

May 26, 1904

114 Ill. App. 241 - Illinois Appellate Court - Illinois
o Inre Smith

May 31, 1904

143 Cal. 368 - Supreme Court of California - California
« Binnsv. United States

May 31, 1904

194 U.S. 486, 48 L. Ed. 1091, 24 S. Ct. 816, SCDB 1903-075, 1904 U.S. LEXIS
1046 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

e City of Cleveland v. Cleveland City Railway Co.

May 31, 1904

194 U.S. 517, 48 L. Ed. 1102, 24 S. Ct. 756, 1904 U.S. LEXIS 789, SCDB 1903-
087 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

e Bradley v. Lightcap

May 31, 1904

195 U.S. 1, 49 L. Ed. 65, 24 S. Ct. 748, 1904 U.S. LEXIS 815, SCDB 1903-
097 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

o Miller v. Crawford

June 7, 1904
70 Ohio St. 207 - Supreme Court of Ohio - Ohio

o Raritan River Railroad v. Middlesex & Somerset Traction Co.

June 20, 1904
70 N.J.L. 732 - New Jersey Court of Errors and Appeals - New Jersey

o Williams v. Village of Port Chester
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July 1, 1904
97 A.D. 84 - New York Supreme Court, Appellate Division - New York

o Williams v. Village of Port Chester

July 28, 1904

89 N.Y.S. 671, 97 App. Div. 84 - New York Supreme Court, Appellate Division - New
York

e Thousand Island Steamboat Co. v. Visger

Aug. 5,1904
179 N.Y. 206 - New York Court of Appeals - New York

e State v. Durein

Oct. 8, 1904
70 Kan. 1, 80 P. 987, 78 P. 152 - Kansas Supreme Court - Kansas

o Beidler v. Sanitary District

Oct. 24, 1904
211 I1l. 628 - Illinois Supreme Court - Illinois
o Highland Boy Gold Mining Co. v. Strickley
Oct. 26, 1904
28 Utah 215, 78 P. 296 - Utah Supreme Court - Utah

e Continental Insurance v. Parkes

Nov. 1, 1904
142 Ala. 650 - Alabama Supreme Court - Alabama

o Aikens v. Wisconsin

Nov. 7, 1904

195 U.S. 194, 49 L. Ed. 154, 25 S. Ct. 3, 1904 U.S. LEXIS 746, SCDB 1904-
045 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States
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o Dobbins v. Los Angeles

Nov. 14, 1904

195 U.S. 223, 49 L. Ed. 169, 25 S. Ct. 18, SCDB 1904-039, 1904 U.S. LEXIS
739 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

e Tenement House Department v. Moeschen

Nov. 15, 1904
179 N.Y. 325 - New York Court of Appeals - New York

e Lumber Co. v. Railroad

Nov. 15, 1904
136 N.C. 479 - Supreme Court of North Carolina - North Carolina

e Corporation Commission v. Railroad

Dec. 13, 1904
137 N.C. 1 - Supreme Court of North Carolina - North Carolina

o Johnson v. Southern Pacific Co.

Dec. 19, 1904

196 U.S. 1, 49 L. Ed. 363, 25 S. Ct. 158, 1904 U.S. LEXIS 677, SCDB 1904-
002 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

o Ex parte Kair

Jan. 1, 1905
28 Nev. 127 - Supreme Court of Nevada - Nevada

e Orient Insurance v. Northern Pacific Railway Co.

Jan. 6, 1905
31 Mont. 502 - Montana Supreme Court - Montana

o Central of Georgia Railway Co. v. Murphey

Jan. 9, 1905
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196 U.S. 194, 49 L. Ed. 444, 25 S. Ct. 218, 1905 U.S. LEXIS 893, SCDB 1904-
161 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

e United States Express Co. v. State

Feb. 3, 1905
164 Ind. 196 - Supreme Court of Indiana - Indiana

o State v. Marble

Feb. 28, 1905
72 Ohio St. 21 - Supreme Court of Ohio - Ohio

e Sandys v. Williams

April 24, 1905
46 Or. 327, 80 Pac. 642 - Oregon Supreme Court - Oregon

e Jacquelin v. Erie Railroad

May 8, 1905
69 N.J. Eq. 432 - New Jersey Court of Chancery - New Jersey

e Louisville & Nashville Railroad v. West Coast Naval Stores Co.

May 29, 1905

198 U.S. 483, 49 L. Ed. 1135, 25 S. Ct. 745, 1905 U.S. LEXIS 1081, SCDB 1904-
052 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

o State ex rel. Garner v. Missouri & Kansas Telephone Co.

June 1, 1905
189 Mo. 83 - Supreme Court of Missouri - Missouri

e City of Iola v. Birnbaum

June 10, 1905
71 Kan. 600, 81 P. 198 - Kansas Supreme Court - Kansas

e Brown v. Gerald
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June 29, 1905
100 Me. 351 - Maine Supreme Judicial Court - Maine

e Wright v. Hart

Oct. 3, 1905
182 N.Y. 330 - New York Court of Appeals - New York

e Weems Steamboat Co. v. People's Steamboat Co.

Oct. 17, 1905

141 F. 454 - United States District Court for the Eastern District of Virginia - United
States

o Kenneweg v. County Commissioners of Allegany County
Nov. 16, 1905
102 Md. 119 - Court of Appeals of Maryland - Maryland

o Jackv. Kansas

Nov. 27, 1905

199 U.S. 372, 50 L. Ed. 234, 26 S. Ct. 73, SCDB 1905-011, 1905 U.S. LEXIS
1014 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

o Western Union Telegraph Co. v. State ex rel. Hammond Elevator Co.
Nov. 28, 1905
165 Ind. 492 - Supreme Court of Indiana - Indiana

o State ex inf. Hadley v. Goffee

Jan. 23,1906
192 Mo. 670 - Supreme Court of Missouri - Missouri

e Thompson v. Van Lear

Jan. 27, 1906

77 Ark. 506 - Arkansas Supreme Court - Arkansas
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» Strickley v. Highland Boy Gold Mining Co.
Feb. 19, 1906

200 U.S. 527, 50 L. Ed. 581, 26 S. Ct. 301, 1906 U.S. LEXIS 1495, SCDB 1905-
088 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

e St. Louis Southwestern Railway Co. v. Arkansas & Texas Grain Co.

Feb. 24,1906
42 Tex. Civ. App. 125 - Texas Courts of Civil Appeals - Texas

e MacMullen v. City of Middletown

March 22, 1906

98 N.Y.S. 145, 112 App. Div. 81 - New York Supreme Court, Appellate Division - New
York

e MacMullen v. City of Middletown

March 22, 1906
112 A.D. 81 - New York Supreme Court, Appellate Division - New York

o Salt River Valley Canal Co. v. Nelssen

March 30, 1906
10 Ariz. 9, 85 P. 117 - Arizona Supreme Court - Arizona

» Vindicator Consolidated Gold Mining Co. v. Firstbrook

April 1, 1906
36 Colo. 498 - Colorado Supreme Court - Colorado

e Globe Elevator Co. v. Andrew

April 20, 1906

144 F. 871 - United States Circuit Court for the Western District of
Wisconsin - United States

e Brooklyn Union Gas Co. v. City of New York

May 1, 1906
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50 Misc. 450 - New York Supreme Court - New York

e Brooklyn Union Gas Co. v. City of New York

May 1, 1906
100 N.Y.S. 570, 50 Misc. Rep. 450 - New York Supreme Court - New York

o Jones v. North Georgia Electric Co.

May 16, 1906
125 Ga. 618 - Supreme Court of Georgia - Georgia
« Atlanta Terminal Co. v. American Baggage & Transfer Co.
May 24, 1906
125 Ga. 677 - Supreme Court of Georgia - Georgia

e McNeill v. Southern Railway Co.

May 28, 1906

202 U.S. 543, 50 L. Ed. 1142, 26 S. Ct. 722, 1906 U.S. LEXIS 1552, SCDB 1905-
133 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

o Ratecliff v. Wichita Union Stock-vards Co.

June 9, 1906
74 Kan. 1, 86 P. 150 - Kansas Supreme Court - Kansas

o State ex rel. Harris v. Superior Court

June 9, 1906
42 Wash. 660 - Washington Supreme Court - Washington

e McGuire v. Chicago, Burlington & Quincy Railroad

July 14, 1906
131 Iowa 340 - Iowa Supreme Court - Iowa

o Litchfield v. Pond

Oct. 2, 1906
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186 N.Y. 66 - New York Court of Appeals - New York

o City of Madison v. Madison Gas & Electric Co.

Oct. 9, 1906
129 Wis. 249 - Wisconsin Supreme Court - Wisconsin

o City of Chicago v. Chicago City Railway Co.

Oct. 23,1906
222 Ill. 560 - Illinois Supreme Court - Illinois

e L.&N.R.R. Co.v. Central Stock Yards Co.

Nov. 15, 1906
133 Ky. 148 - Kentucky Court of Appeals - Kentucky
o Commonwealth v. Atlantic Coast Line Railway Co.
Nov. 22,1906
106 Va. 61 - Supreme Court of Appeals of Virginia - Virginia

e Mays v. Seaboard Air Line Ry.

Nov. 29, 1906
75 S.C. 455 - Supreme Court of South Carolina - South Carolina

e The Title & Document Restoration Co. v. Kerrigan

Dec. 7, 1906
150 Cal. 289 - Supreme Court of California - California

e McLean v. State

Dec. 10, 1906
81 Ark. 304 - Arkansas Supreme Court - Arkansas

o Gatewood v. North Carolina

Dec. 24, 1906
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203 U.S. 531, 51 L. Ed. 305, 27 S. Ct. 167, 1906 U.S. LEXIS 1619, SCDB 1906-
056 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

o State ex rel. Ellis v. Atlantic Coast Line Railroad
Jan. 1, 1907
53 Fla. 650 - Florida Supreme Court - Florida

e Frankfort Tel'p. Co. v. Board of Council

Jan. 1, 1907

125 Ky. 59 - Kentucky Court of Appeals - Kentucky
« Hammond Packing Co. v. State

Jan. 14, 1907

81 Ark. 519 - Arkansas Supreme Court - Arkansas

o Lytle v. Galveston, Harrisburg & San Antonio Railway Co.

Jan. 23, 1907
100 Tex. 292 - Supreme Court of Texas - Texas

e Ex parte Hughes

Feb. 6, 1907
50 Tex. Crim. 614 - Texas Court of Criminal Appeals - Texas

e Western Turf Ass'n v. Greenberg

Feb. 25, 1907

204 U.S. 359, 51 L. Ed. 520, 27 S. Ct. 384, 1907 U.S. LEXIS 1465, SCDB 1906-
155 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

e Faulkner v. Solazzi

March 6, 1907
79 Conn. 541 - Connecticut Supreme Court - Connecticut

o People ex rel. Lodes v. Department of Health
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March 15, 1907
117 A.D. 856 - New York Supreme Court, Appellate Division - New York

o People ex rel. Lodes v. Department of Health

March 15, 1907

103 N.Y.S. 275, 117 App. Div. 856 - New York Supreme Court, Appellate
Division - New York

e Gordon v. Doran

March 15, 1907
100 Minn. 343 - Minnesota Supreme Court - Minnesota

o State v. Great Northern Railway Co.

March 28, 1907
100 Minn. 445 - Minnesota Supreme Court - Minnesota

o Baltimore & Ohio Railroad v. Waters

April 3, 1907
105 Md. 396 - Court of Appeals of Maryland - Maryland

e Stone & Co. v. Atlantic Coast Line Railroad

April 3, 1907
144 N.C. 220 - Supreme Court of North Carolina - North Carolina

o Indiana Railway Co. v. Calvert

April 4, 1907
168 Ind. 321 - Supreme Court of Indiana - Indiana

o Pottsville Borough v. Pottsville Gas Co.

April 15, 1907
33 Pa. Super. 480 - Superior Court of Pennsylvania - Pennsylvania

e Supreme Hive Ladies of the Maccabees of the World v. Harrington
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April 18, 1907
227 I1l. 511 - Illinois Supreme Court - Illinois

o Atlantic Coast Line Railroad v. North Carolina Corp. Commission

April 29, 1907

206 U.S. 1, 51 L. Ed. 933, 27 S. Ct. 585, 1907 U.S. LEXIS 1142, SCDB 1906-
060 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

e Brooklyn Union Gas Co. v. City of New York

April 30, 1907
188 N.Y. 334 - New York Court of Appeals - New York

o Boswell v. Security Mutual Life Insurance

May 8, 1907
119 A.D. 723 - New York Supreme Court, Appellate Division - New York

o Boswell v. Security Mutual Life Insurance

May 8, 1907
104 N.Y.S. 130 - New York Supreme Court, Appellate Division - New York

o State v. Rodefer

May 13, 1907
5 Ohio N.P. (n.s.) 337 - Belmont County Court of Common Pleas - Ohio

o Springfield (City) v. Springfield Gas Co.

May 17, 1907
21 Ohio C.C. Dec. 446 - Ohio Circuit Court - Ohio

e City of Springfield v. Springfield Gas Co.

May 17, 1907
12 Ohio C.C. (n.s.) 392 - Clark County Circuit Court - Ohio

e Minnesota Canal & Power Co. v. Pratt
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June 7, 1907
101 Minn. 197 - Minnesota Supreme Court - Minnesota

e Home Telephone & Telegraph Co. v. City of Los Angeles

July 8, 1907

155 F. 554 - United States Circuit Court for the Southern District of
California - United States

e Poorv. Iowa Cent. Ry. Co.

July 11, 1907

155 F. 226 - United States Circuit Court for the Southern District of Iowa - United
States

e Cooper v. Seaboard Air Line Ry.

Sept. 6, 1907
78 S.C. 81 - Supreme Court of South Carolina - South Carolina

e Perkins v. Northern Pac. Ry. Co.

Sept. 23, 1907
155 F. 445 - United States Circuit Court for the District of Minnesota - United States

o Vanderberg v. Kansas City Missouri Gas Co.

Nov. 4, 1907
126 Mo. App. 600 - Kansas City Court of Appeals - Missouri

o Interstate Consolidated Street Railway Co. v. Massachusetts

Nov. 4, 1907

207 U.S. 79, 52 L. Ed. 111, 28 S. Ct. 26, SCDB 1907-008, 1907 U.S. LEXIS
1203 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

o Lawrence v. Rutland Railroad

Nov. 16, 1907
80 Vt. 370 - Vermont Supreme Court - Vermont
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o People ex rel. Empire City Trotting Club v. State Racing Commission
Nov. 19, 1907

190 N.Y. 31 - New York Court of Appeals - New York

o Trustees of Village of Saratoga Springs v. Saratoga Gas, Electric Light, Heat &
Power Co.

Nov. 20, 1907
122 A.D. 203 - New York Supreme Court, Appellate Division - New York

e Trustees v. Saratoga Gas, Electric Light & Power Co.

Nov. 20, 1907

107 N.Y.S. 341, 122 App. Div. 203 - New York Supreme Court, Appellate
Division - New York

o State v. Southern Railway Co.

Dec. 4, 1907
145 N.C. 495 - Supreme Court of North Carolina - North Carolina

e People v. Steele

Dec. 17, 1907
231 I1l. 340 - Illinois Supreme Court - Illinois
o Hunter v. Commonwealth
Jan. 23, 1908
107 Va. 909 - Supreme Court of Appeals of Virginia - Virginia

e Adair v. United States

Jan. 27, 1908

208 U.S. 161, 52 L. Ed. 436, 28 S. Ct. 277, SCDB 1907-062, 1908 U.S. LEXIS
1431 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

o Trustees of the Village of Saratoga Springs v. Saratoga Gas, Electric Light &
Power Co.
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Feb. 18, 1908
191 N.Y. 123 - New York Court of Appeals - New York

e Eckerson v. City of Des Moines

Feb. 18, 1908
137 Iowa 452 - Iowa Supreme Court - Iowa

o Williams v. State

March 9, 1908
85 Ark. 464 - Arkansas Supreme Court - Arkansas

e Kerz v. Galena Water Co.

March 11, 1908
139 Ill. App. 598 - Illinois Appellate Court - Illinois

o Ex parte Young

March 23, 1908

209 U.S. 123, 52 L. Ed. 714, 28 S. Ct. 441, 1908 U.S. LEXIS 1726, SCDB 1907-
162 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

o Sanford v. Seaboard Air Line Ry.

April 3,1908
79 S.C. 519 - Supreme Court of South Carolina - South Carolina

e Chicago, B. & Q. R. v. Winnett

April 17,1908
162 F. 242 - United States Court of Appeals for the Eighth Circuit - United States

e Akers v. Mutual Life Insurance

May 1, 1908
112 N.Y.S. 254, 59 Misc. Rep. 273 - New York Supreme Court - New York

e MecCully v. Chicago, Burlington, & Quincy Railway Co.
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May 13, 1908
212 Mo. 1 - Supreme Court of Missouri - Missouri

e Greenwald v. Weir

June 1, 1908
59 Misc. 431 - New York Supreme Court, Appellate Term - New York

e Greenwald v. Weir

June 5, 1908
111 N.Y.S. 235 - New York Supreme Court, Appellate Term - New York

e Merchants Exchange v. Knott

June 6, 1908
212 Mo. 616 - Supreme Court of Missouri - Missouri

e Cochran v. Preston

June 24, 1908
108 Md. 220 - Court of Appeals of Maryland - Maryland

e Board of Education v. Sawyer

Sept. 23, 1908
7 Ohio N.P. (n.s.) 401 - Summit County Court of Common Pleas - Ohio

e Board of Education v. Sawyer

Sept. 23, 1908
7 Ohio N.P. 401 - Summit County Court of Common Pleas - Ohio

e Spring Valley Water Co. v. City & County of San Francisco

Oct. 7, 1908

165 F. 667 - United States Circuit Court for the Northern District of
California - United States

o Prentis v. Atlantic Coast Line Co.
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Nov. 30, 1908

211 U.S. 210, 53 L. Ed. 150, 29 S. Ct. 67, SCDB 1908-018, 1908 U.S. LEXIS
1539 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

e Home Telephone & Telegraph Co. v. City of Los Angeles

Nov. 30, 1908

211 U.S. 265, 53 L. Ed. 176, 29 S. Ct. 50, 1908 U.S. LEXIS 1543, SCDB 1908-
022 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

e McLean v. Arkansas

Jan. 4, 1909

211 U.S. 539, 53 L. Ed. 315, 29 S. Ct. 206, 1909 U.S. LEXIS 1785, SCDB 1908-
049 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

e Inre McNaught

Jan. 11, 1909
1 Okla. Crim. 528, 99 P. 241 - Oklahoma Court of Criminal Appeals - Oklahoma

o Louisville & Nashville Railroad v. Central Stock Yards Co.

Jan. 25, 1909

212 U.S. 132, 53 L. Ed. 441, 29 S. Ct. 246, 1909 U.S. LEXIS 1802, SCDB 1908-
066 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

o State v. Barrett

Feb. 5, 1909
172 Ind. 169 - Supreme Court of Indiana - Indiana

e E.R. Darlington Lumber Co. v. Missouri Pacific Railway Co.

Feb. 25, 1909
216 Mo. 658 - Supreme Court of Missouri - Missouri

e Pennsylvania Railroad v. M. O. Coggins Co.

Feb. 26, 1909
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38 Pa. Super. 129 - Superior Court of Pennsylvania - Pennsylvania

e Yazoo & Mississippi Valley Railroad v. Bent

March 1, 1909
94 Miss. 681, 47 So. 805 - Mississippi Supreme Court - Mississippi

e St. Louis & San Francisco Railroad v. Shore

March 1, 1909
89 Ark. 418 - Arkansas Supreme Court - Arkansas

e Southern Pac. Co. v. Bartine

March 3, 1909
170 F. 725 - United States Circuit Court for the District of Nevada - United States

o State ex inf. Hadley v. Standard Oil Co.

March 9, 1909
218 Mo. 1 - Supreme Court of Missouri - Missouri

o State ex rel. Goodwine v. Cadwallader

March 11, 1909
172 Ind. 619 - Supreme Court of Indiana - Indiana

e Knight & Jillson Co. v. Miller

March 16, 1909
172 Ind. 27 - Supreme Court of Indiana - Indiana

e Southern Indiana Railway Co. v. Railroad Commission

April 2, 1909
172 Ind. 113 - Supreme Court of Indiana - Indiana
o Siler v. Louisville & Nashville Railroad

April 5, 1909
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213 U.S. 175, 53 L. Ed. 753, 29 S. Ct. 451, 1909 U.S. LEXIS 1865, SCDB 1908-
120 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

e St. Louis & San Francisco Railroad v. Keller

April 26, 1909
90 Ark. 308 - Arkansas Supreme Court - Arkansas

e Gulf Compress Co. v. Harrington

May 3, 1909
90 Ark. 256 - Arkansas Supreme Court - Arkansas

e City of Des Moines v. Des Moines City Railway Co.

May 17, 1909

214 U.S. 179, 53 L. Ed. 958, 29 S. Ct. 553, SCDB 1908-160, 1909 U.S. LEXIS
1905 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

e Welch v. Swasey

May 17, 1909

214 U.S. 91, 53 L. Ed. 923, 29 S. Ct. 567, SCDB 1908-150, 1909 U.S. LEXIS
1895 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

e United States Telephone Co. v. Central Union Telephone Co.

May 20, 1909

171 F. 130 - United States Circuit Court for the Northern District of Ohio - United
States

e Weems Steamboat Co. of Baltimore v. People's Steamboat Co.

June 1, 1909

214 U.S. 345, 53 L. Ed. 1024, 29 S. Ct. 661, 1909 U.S. LEXIS 1923, SCDB 1908-
178 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

o Kansas Natural Gas Co. v. Haskell

July 3, 1909
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172 F. 545 - United States Circuit Court for the Eastern District of Oklahoma - United
States

o Kirk v. Board of Health

Aug. 19, 1909
83 S.C. 372 - Supreme Court of South Carolina - South Carolina

e Southern Railway Co. v. Melton

Sept. 25, 1909
133 Ga. 277 - Supreme Court of Georgia - Georgia

e Oregon R. & Navigation Co. v. Campbell

Sept. 28, 1909
173 F. 957 - United States Circuit Court for the District of Oregon - United States

e National Union Bank v. Shearer

Oct. 11, 1909
225 Pa. 470 - Supreme Court of Pennsylvania - Pennsylvania

e East Ohio Gas Co. v. City of Akron

Oct. 19, 1909
81 Ohio St. 33 - Supreme Court of Ohio - Ohio

e People v. New York Carbonic Acid Gas Co.

Nov. 23, 1909
196 N.Y. 421 - New York Court of Appeals - New York

o State v. Central Lumber Co.

Dec. 1, 1909
24 S.D. 136 - South Dakota Supreme Court - South Dakota

e State v. Mountain Spring Co.

Dec. 3, 1909
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56 Wash. 176 - Washington Supreme Court - Washington

o State ex rel. Jones v. Board of County Commissioners

Dec. 9,1909
18 Wyo. 153, 105 P. 295 - Supreme Court of Wyoming - Wyoming

o Laighton v. City of Carthage

Dec. 10, 1909
175 F. 145 - United States District Court for the District of Missouri - United States

e Shultz v. Skaneateles Railroad

Jan. 1, 1910
66 Misc. 9 - New York Supreme Court - New York

o State ex rel. Burr v. Atlantic Coast Line Railroad

Jan. 1, 1910
59 Fla. 612 - Florida Supreme Court - Florida

o Atlantic Coast Line Railroad v. Coachman

Jan. 1, 1910
59 Fla. 130 - Florida Supreme Court - Florida

e Shultz v. Skaneateles Railroad

Jan. 1, 1910
122 N.Y.S. 445, 66 Misc. Rep. 9 - New York Supreme Court - New York

o Barrett v. Rickard

Jan. 5, 1910
85 Neb. 769 - Nebraska Supreme Court - Nebraska

» State ex rel. Ferguson v. Birmingham W. Works Co.

Jan. 11, 1910

164 Ala. 586, 51 So. 354 - Alabama Supreme Court - Alabama
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e Gupton v. Carr

Feb. 1, 1910
147 Mo. App. 105 - Missouri Court of Appeals - Missouri

e People ex rel. Duryea v. Wilber

Feb. 22, 1910
198 N.Y. 1 - New York Court of Appeals - New York

e People ex rel. Duryea v. Wilber

Feb. 22, 1910
24 N.Y. Crim. 328, 198 N.Y. 1 - New York Court of Appeals - New York

e Commonwealth v. Hodges

Feb. 24, 1910
137 Ky. 233 - Kentucky Court of Appeals - Kentucky
o Coal & Coke Ry. Co. v. Conley

March 8, 1910
67 W. Va. 129 - Supreme Court of Appeals of West Virginia - West Virginia

e Home Telephone Co. v. Granby & Neosho Telephone Co.

March 8, 1910
147 Mo. App. 216 - Missouri Court of Appeals - Missouri

o New York Telephone Co. v. Siegel-Cooper Co.

March 11, 1910
137 A.D. 158 - New York Supreme Court, Appellate Division - New York

o New York Telephone Co. v. Siegel-Cooper Co.

March 11, 1910
121 N.Y.S. 1033 - New York Supreme Court, Appellate Division - New York

e Missouri Pacific Railway Co. v. Nebraska
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April 4, 1910

217 U.S. 196, 54 L. Ed. 727, 30 S. Ct. 461, SCDB 1909-127, 1910 U.S. LEXIS
1954 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

« Ex parte House v. Mayes

April 26, 1910
227 Mo. 617 - Supreme Court of Missouri - Missouri

e McNamara v. Washington Terminal Co.

May 10, 1910
35 App. D.C. 230 - District of Columbia Court of Appeals - District of Columbia

o Pulaski Heights Sewerage Co. v. Loughborough

May 30, 1910
95 Ark. 264 - Arkansas Supreme Court - Arkansas

e City of Omaha v. Omaha Water Co.

May 31, 1910

218 U.S. 180, 54 L. Ed. 991, 30 S. Ct. 615, SCDB 1909-174, 1910 U.S. LEXIS
2015 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

¢ Ex parte Denny

June 15, 1910
59 Tex. Crim. 579 - Texas Court of Criminal Appeals - Texas

e St. Louis & San Francisco Railroad v. Heyser

June 20, 1910
95 Ark. 412 - Arkansas Supreme Court - Arkansas

e Ashworth v. Pittsburg Railway Co.

Oct. 10, 1910

44 Pa. Super. 326 - Superior Court of Pennsylvania - Pennsylvania
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e American Surety Co. of New York v. Shallenberger

Nov. 7, 1910
183 F. 636 - United States Circuit Court for the District of Nebraska - United States

e McGrew v. Missouri Pacific Railway Co.

Nov. 12, 1910
230 Mo. 496 - Supreme Court of Missouri - Missouri

e Morgan's L. & T. R. & S. S. v. Railroad Commission

Nov. 14, 1910
127 La. 636, 53 So. 890 - Louisiana Supreme Court - Louisiana

e People ex rel. Delaware & Hudson Co. v. Public Service Commission

Nov. 16, 1910
140 A.D. 839 - New York Supreme Court, Appellate Division - New York

e People ex rel. Delaware & H. Co. v. Public Service Commission of Second
District

Nov. 16, 1910
125 N.Y.S. 1000 - New York Supreme Court, Appellate Division - New York

e Great Falls Power Co. v. Webb

Dec. 1, 1910
123 Tenn. 584 - Tennessee Supreme Court - Tennessee
o Baltimore & Ohio Railroad v. Railroad Commission
Dec. 19, 1910
10 Ohio Nisi Prius (n.s.) 665 - Franklin County Court of Common Pleas - Ohio

o City of Chicago v. M. & M. Hotel Co.

Dec. 21, 1910

248 Ill. 264 - Illinois Supreme Court - Illinois
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o Peninsular Industrial Insurance v. State
Jan. 1, 1911
61 Fla. 376 - Florida Supreme Court - Florida

« Noble State Bank v. Haskell

Jan. 3, 1911

219 U.S. 104, 55 L. Ed. 112, 31 S. Ct. 186, 1911 U.S. LEXIS 1622, SCDB 1910-
052 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

e Point Bridge Co. v. Pittsburg & West End Railway Co.

Jan. 3, 1911
230 Pa. 289 - Supreme Court of Pennsylvania - Pennsylvania

o Winfield v. Public Service Commission

Jan. 11, 1911
187 Ind. 53 - Supreme Court of Indiana - Indiana

o Contra Costa Water Co. v. City of Oakland

Jan. 19, 1911
159 Cal. 323 - Supreme Court of California - California

o People ex rel. New York, New Haven & Hartford Railroad v. Willcox

Jan. 24, 1911
200 N.Y. 423 - New York Court of Appeals - New York

e City of Manitowoc v. Manitowoc & Northern Traction Co.

Jan. 31, 1911

145 Wis. 13 - Wisconsin Supreme Court - Wisconsin
o State v. Mullins

Feb. 1, 1911

87 S.C. 510 - Supreme Court of South Carolina - South Carolina
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e Southern Bell Telephone & Telegraph Co. v. Beach

Feb. 7, 1911
8 Ga. App. 720 - Court of Appeals of Georgia - Georgia

e Chicago, Burlington & Quincy Railroad v. McGuire

Feb. 20, 1911

219 U.S. 549, 55 L. Ed. 328, 31 S. Ct. 259, SCDB 1910-083, 1911 U.S. LEXIS
1653 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

o Noble State Bank v. Haskell

Feb. 20, 1911

219 U.S. 575, 55 L. Ed. 341, 31 S. Ct. 299, SCDB 1910-084, 1911 U.S. LEXIS
1654 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

e Childs v. City of Columbia

Feb. 28, 1911
87 S.C. 566 - Supreme Court of South Carolina - South Carolina

o State v. Chicago, Milwaukee & St. Paul Railway Co.

March 10, 1911
114 Minn. 122 - Minnesota Supreme Court - Minnesota

o Lindsley v. Natural Carbonic Gas Co.

March 13, 1911

220 U.S. 61, 55 L. Ed. 369, 31 S. Ct. 337, 1911 U.S. LEXIS 1661, SCDB 1910-
088 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

e Exparte Cramer

March 29, 1911
62 Tex. Crim. 11 - Texas Court of Criminal Appeals - Texas

¢ Exparte Cramer

March 29, 1911
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136 S.W. 61 - Texas Court of Criminal Appeals - Texas

e Ex parte Oklahoma

April 3, 1911

220 U.S. 191, 55 L. Ed. 431, 31 S. Ct. 426, 1911 U.S. LEXIS 1667, SCDB 1910-
094 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

e Shepard v. Northern Pac. Ry. Co.

April 8, 1911
184 F. 765 - United States Circuit Court for the District of Minnesota - United States

e St. Louis Southwestern Ry. Co. v. Allen

May 3, 1911

187 F. 290 - United States Circuit Court for the Eastern District of Arkansas - United
States

o State v. Potomac Valley Coal Co.

June 24, 1911
116 Md. 380 - Court of Appeals of Maryland - Maryland

e Greenough v. Allen Theatre & Realty Co.

July 5, 1911
33 R.I. 120 - Supreme Court of Rhode Island - Rhode Island

o Hooker v. Interstate Commerce Commission

July 20, 1911
188 F. 242 - United States Commerce Court - United States
o Puget Sound Electric Railway v. Railroad Commission
Sept. 14, 1911
65 Wash. 75 - Washington Supreme Court - Washington

o State v. Corvallis & Eastern R.
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Sept. 19, 1911
59 Or. 450, 117 Pac. 980 - Oregon Supreme Court - Oregon

o State ex rel. Davis-Smith Co. v. Clausen

Sept. 27, 1911
65 Wash. 156 - Washington Supreme Court - Washington

e Aaronv. Ward

Nov. 21, 1911
203 N.Y. 351 - New York Court of Appeals - New York

e Colorado & Southern Railway Co. v. Davis

Jan. 1, 1912
21 Colo. App. 1 - Colorado Court of Appeals - Colorado

e Mondou v. New York, New Haven & Hartford Railroad

Jan. 15, 1912

223 U.S. 1,56 L. Ed. 327, 32 S. Ct. 169, 1912 U.S. LEXIS 2212, SCDB 1911-
127 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

o Inre Taylor
Jan. 16, 1912
204 N.Y. 135 - New York Court of Appeals - New York

e City of Pocatello v. Murray

Jan. 18, 1912
21 Idaho 180, 120 P. 812 - Idaho Supreme Court - Idaho

o State ex rel. Webster v. Superior Court

Jan. 27, 1912
67 Wash. 37 - Washington Supreme Court - Washington

o State v. Chicago, Burlington & Quincy Railroad
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Jan. 27, 1912
239 Mo. 196 - Supreme Court of Missouri - Missouri

o State ex rel. Wausau Street Railroad v. Bancroft

Jan. 30, 1912
148 Wis. 124 - Wisconsin Supreme Court - Wisconsin

o State ex rel. Yaple v. Creamer

Feb. 6, 1912

85 Ohio St. 349 - Supreme Court of Ohio - Ohio
o United States Express Co. v. Minnesota

Feb. 19, 1912

223 U.S. 335, 32 S. Ct. 211, 56 L. Ed. 459, 1912 U.S. LEXIS 2238, SCDB 1911-
153 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

e Church v. Hadley

March 1, 1912
240 Mo. 680 - Supreme Court of Missouri - Missouri
o Wilmington City Ry. Co. v. Taylor
March 5, 1912
198 F. 159 - United States District Court for the District of Delaware - United States

e Statev. Coyle

March 19, 1912
7 Okla. Crim. 50, 122 P. 243 - Oklahoma Court of Criminal Appeals - Oklahoma

o Atlantic Coast Line R. v. Finn

April 9, 1912
195 F. 685 - United States Court of Appeals for the Fourth Circuit - United States

e Dreyfus v. City of Montgomery
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April 9, 1912
4 Ala. App. 270, 58 So. 730 - Alabama Court of Appeals - Alabama

e Clinton-Dunn Telephone Co. v. Carolina Telephone & Telegraph Co.

April 17, 1912
159 N.C. 9 - Supreme Court of North Carolina - North Carolina

e Consumers' League v. Colorado & Southern Railway Co.

May 6, 1912
53 Colo. 54 - Colorado Supreme Court - Colorado

o State v. Missouri Pacific Railway Co.

May 7, 1912
242 Mo. 339 - Supreme Court of Missouri - Missouri

e Christianson v. King County

May 7, 1912

196 F. 791 - United States District Court for the Western District of
Washington - United States

o Rutland Railway, Light & Power Co. v. Clarendon Power Co.

May 20, 1912
86 Vt. 45 - Vermont Supreme Court - Vermont

e Murphy v. California

June 7, 1912

225 U.S. 623, 56 L. Ed. 1229, 32 S. Ct. 697, 1912 U.S. LEXIS 2109, SCDB 1911-
094 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

e (Citizens' Ins. v. Clay

June 10, 1912

197 F. 435 - United States District Court for the Eastern District of Kentucky - United
States
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o Inre Wyoming Talley Co-op. Ass'n
Aug. 21, 1912

198 F. 436 - United States District Court for the Middle District of
Pennsylvania - United States

e Ayresv. State

Nov. 6, 1912
178 Ind. 453 - Supreme Court of Indiana - Indiana

e Sonsmith v. Pere Marquette Railroad

Nov. 8, 1912
173 Mich. 57 - Michigan Supreme Court - Michigan

o State v. Western & Atlantic Railroad

Nov. 15, 1912
138 Ga. 835 - Supreme Court of Georgia - Georgia

e Hauser v. North British & Mercantile Insurance

Nov. 19, 1912
206 N.Y. 455 - New York Court of Appeals - New York

o Ft. Smith Light & Traction Co. v. City of Ft. Smith

Dec. 31,1912

202 F. 581 - United States District Court for the Western District of
Arkansas - United States

o State ex rel. Krichbaum v. Northern Ohio Trac. & L. Co.

Jan. 1, 1913
24 Ohio C.C. Dec. 262 - Ohio Court of Appeals - Ohio

e Schmidinger v. City of Chicago

Jan. 13, 1913
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226 U.S. 578, 57 L. Ed. 364, 33 S. Ct. 182, 1913 U.S. LEXIS 2266, SCDB 1912-
063 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

o Jeter v. Vinton-Roanoke Water Co.

Jan. 16, 1913
114 Va. 769 - Supreme Court of Appeals of Virginia - Virginia

o City of Albugquerque v. Garcia

Jan. 23, 1913
17 N.M. 445 - Supreme Court of New Mexico - New Mexico

o Lawson v. Judge of the Recorder's Court

Feb. 18, 1913
175 Mich. 375 - Michigan Supreme Court - Michigan

e Sexton ex rel. Kin v. Newark District Telegraph Co.

Feb. 25, 1913
84 N.J.L. 85 - New Jersey Supreme Court - New Jersey

o Standard Oil Co. v. State ex rel. Attorney-General

March 1, 1913
104 Miss. 886, 61 So. 981 - Mississippi Supreme Court - Mississippi

e Houck v. Little River Drainage District

March 1, 1913
248 Mo. 373 - Supreme Court of Missouri - Missouri

o Bunch v. United States ex rel. Keppler

March 6, 1913
40 App. D.C. 156 - Court of Appeals of the District of Columbia - District of Columbia

e Prairie Oil & Gas Co. v. United States

March 11, 1913
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204 F. 798 - United States Commerce Court - United States

e Zumkehr v. Diamond Portland Cement Co.

March 31, 1913

14 Ohio N.P. (n.s.) 166 - Stark County Court of Common Pleas - Ohio
o Wells Fargo & Co. v. Johnson

April 2, 1913

205 F. 60 - United States District Court for the District of South Dakota - United
States

e Chicago, Burlington & Quincy Railroad v. Cram

April 7, 1913

228 U.S. 70, 57 L. Ed. 734, 33 S. Ct. 437, 1913 U.S. LEXIS 2353, SCDB 1912-
144 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

e Frank A. Graham Ice Co. v. Chicago, Milwaukee & St. Paul Railway Co.

April 8, 1913
153 Wis. 145 - Wisconsin Supreme Court - Wisconsin

o Illinois Central Railroad v. Doherty's Admr.

April 23, 1913
153 Ky. 363 - Kentucky Court of Appeals - Kentucky

e Stoll v. Pacific Coast S. S. Co.

April 28, 1913

205 F. 169 - United States District Court for the Western District of
Washington - United States

o Milwaukee Electric Railway & Light Co. v. Railroad Commission

May 31, 1913
153 Wis. 592 - Wisconsin Supreme Court - Wisconsin

o Pittsburgh, Cincinnati, Chicago & St. Louis Railway Co. v. State
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June 3, 1913
180 Ind. 245 - Supreme Court of Indiana - Indiana

e Public Service Gas Co. v. Board of Public Utility Commissioners

June 7, 1913
84 N.J.L. 463 - New Jersey Supreme Court - New Jersey

e Omaha & Council Bluffs Street Railway Co. v. Interstate Commerce
Commission

June 9, 1913

230 U.S. 324, 57 L. Ed. 1501, 33 S. Ct. 890, SCDB 1912-289, 1913 U.S. LEXIS
2713 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

e Simpson v. Shepard

June 9, 1913

230 U.S. 352, 57 L. Ed. 1511, 33 S. Ct. 729, SCDB 1912-290, 1913 U.S. LEXIS
2714 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

e Oregon Railroad & Navigation Co. v. Campbell

June 16, 1913

230 U.S. 525, 57 L. Ed. 1604, 33 S. Ct. 1026, SCDB 1912-282, 1913 U.S. LEXIS
2691 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

e Southern Pacific Co. v. Campbell

June 16, 1913

230 U.S. 537, 57 L. Ed. 1610, 33 S. Ct. 1027, SCDB 1912-283, 1913 U.S. LEXIS
2692 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

e Missouri Pacific Railway Co. v. Tucker

June 16, 1913

230 U.S. 340, 57 L. Ed. 1507, 33 S. Ct. 961, SCDB 1912-277, 1913 U.S. LEXIS
2686 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

o Railroad Commission v. Alabama Great Southern R. R.
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June 30, 1913
185 Ala. 354, 64 So. 13 - Alabama Supreme Court - Alabama

e Windsor v. New York Central & Hudson River Railroad

Aug. 1,1913
82 Misc. 38 - New York Supreme Court - New York

e Windsor v. New York Cent. & H. R. R.

Aug. 1,1013
143 N.Y.S. 645, 82 Misc. Rep. 38 - New York Supreme Court - New York

e Chicago, R. I. & P. Ry. Co. v. Ketchum

Aug. 2, 1913

212 F. 986 - United States District Court for the Southern District of Iowa - United
States

e Yellow Taxicab Co. v. Gaynor

Aug. 21,1913
143 N.Y.S. 279, 82 Misc. Rep. 94 - New York Supreme Court - New York

e Pueblo of Isleta v. Tondre

Sept. 1, 1913
18 N.M. 388 - Supreme Court of New Mexico - New Mexico

e Murray v. Pacific Coast S. S. Co.

Sept. 16, 1913

207 F. 688 - United States District Court for the Western District of
Washington - United States

e Krom v. Antigo Gas Co.

Oct. 7,1913

154 Wis. 528 - Wisconsin Supreme Court - Wisconsin
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e Railroad Commission v. Louisville & Nashville Railroad
Nov. 18, 1913
140 Ga. 817 - Supreme Court of Georgia - Georgia

e Union Pacific Railroad v. Laramie Stock Yards Co.

Dec. 1, 1913

231 U.S. 190, 58 L. Ed. 179, 34 S. Ct. 101, 1913 U.S. LEXIS 2557, SCDB 1913-
023 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

o State ex rel. McCue v. Northern Pacific Railway Co.

Jan. 2,1914
26 N.D. 438, 145 N.W. 135 - North Dakota Supreme Court - North Dakota

o Atlantic Coast Line Railroad v. City of Goldsboro

Feb. 24, 1914

232 U.S. 548, 58 L. Ed. 721, 34 S. Ct. 364, 1914 U.S. LEXIS 1385, SCDB 1913-
244 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

e Ohio River & Western Railway Co. v. Dittey

Feb. 24, 1914

232 U.S. 576, 58 L. Ed. 737, 34 S. Ct. 372, 1914 U.S. LEXIS 1388, SCDB 1913-
247 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

o State v. Bunting

March 17, 1914

71 Or. 259, 139 P. 731 - Oregon Supreme Court - Oregon
e Mutual Film Co. v. Industrial Commission

April 2, 1914

215 F. 138 - United States District Court for the Northern District of Ohio - United
States

e German Alliance Insurance v. Lewis
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April 20, 1914

233 U.S. 389, 58 L. Ed. 1011, 34 S. Ct. 612, 1914 U.S. LEXIS 1237, SCDB 1913-
156 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

e Wingrove v. Public Service Commission

April 21, 1914
74 W. Va. 190 - Supreme Court of Appeals of West Virginia - West Virginia

o City of Newark v. Newark Natural Gas & Fuel Co.

May 1, 1914
20 Ohio C.C. (n.s.) 254 - Licking County Court of Appeals - Ohio

o Newark (City) v. Newark Nat. Gas & Fuel Co.

May 1, 1914
25 Ohio C.C. Dec. 94 - Ohio Court of Appeals - Ohio

e Statev. Pitney

May 16, 1914
79 Wash. 608 - Washington Supreme Court - Washington

o Lastinger v. Toyah Valley Irr. Co.

May 28, 1914
167 S.W. 788 - Texas Courts of Civil Appeals - Texas

o State ex rel. Martin v. Howard

May 29, 1914
96 Neb. 278 - Nebraska Supreme Court - Nebraska

o Atlantic Coast Line Railroad v. Georgia

June 8, 1914

234 U.S. 280, 58 L. Ed. 1312, 34 S. Ct. 829, SCDB 1913-099, 1914 U.S. LEXIS
1149 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States
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e Streich v. Board of Education of Independent School District

June 8, 1914
34 S.D. 169, 147 N.W. 779 - South Dakota Supreme Court - South Dakota

e Pipe Line Cases

June 22, 1914

234 U.S. 548, 58 L. Ed. 1459, 34 S. Ct. 956, 1914 U.S. LEXIS 1107, SCDB 1913-
066 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

e Idaho Power & Light Co. v. Blomquist

June 27,1914
26 Idaho 222, 141 P. 1083 - Idaho Supreme Court - Idaho

o State v. Northern Express Co.

June 30, 1914
80 Wash. 309 - Washington Supreme Court - Washington

e Mathison v. Minneapolis Street Railway Co.

July 3, 1914

126 Minn. 286 - Minnesota Supreme Court - Minnesota
o Commonwealth v. Young

July 15, 1914

57 Pa. Super. 521 - Superior Court of Pennsylvania - Pennsylvania
o Scranton City v. Phillips

July 15, 1914

57 Pa. Super. 633 - Superior Court of Pennsylvania - Pennsylvania

e City of Newark v. Newark Natural Gas & Fuel Co.

Sept. 26, 1914
3 Ohio App. 383 - Ohio Court of Appeals - Ohio
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e Cutsinger v. City of Atlanta

Oct. 3, 1014
142 Ga. 555 - Supreme Court of Georgia - Georgia

e Marin Water & Power Co. v. Town of Sausalito

Oct. 6, 1014
168 Cal. 587 - Supreme Court of California - California

e Federal Mining & Smelting Co. v. Public Utilities Commission

Oct. 17,1914
26 Idaho 391, 143 P. 1173 - Idaho Supreme Court - Idaho

e Street v. Farmers' Elevator Co.

Nov. 24, 1914
34 S.D. 523, 149 N.W. 429 - South Dakota Supreme Court - South Dakota

o State v. Maine Central Railroad

Dec. 1, 1914

77 N.H. 425 - New Hampshire Supreme Court - New Hampshire
o St. Louis Southwestern Railway Co. v. Griffin

Dec. 16, 1914

106 Tex. 477 - Supreme Court of Texas - Texas

e New York ex rel. Cornell Steamboat Co. v. Sohmer

Jan. 5, 1915

235 U.S. 549, 59 L. Ed. 355, 35 S. Ct. 162, SCDB 1914-265, 1915 U.S. LEXIS
1841 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

o Terminal Taxicab Co. v. Harding
Feb. 1, 1915

43 App. D.C. 120 - Court of Appeals of the District of Columbia - District of Columbia
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e Heyman v. Hays

Feb. 23, 1915

236 U.S. 178, 59 L. Ed. 527, 35 S. Ct. 403, 1915 U.S. LEXIS 1747, SCDB 1914-
203 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

e People v. Crane

Feb. 25, 1915
214 N.Y. 154 - New York Court of Appeals - New York

e Michigan Central Railroad v. Michigan Railroad Commission

March 8, 1915

236 U.S. 615, 59 L. Ed. 750, 35 S. Ct. 422, 1915 U.S. LEXIS 1730, SCDB 1914-
199 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

e Commonwealth v. Young

March 15, 1915
248 Pa. 458 - Supreme Court of Pennsylvania - Pennsylvania

» People ex rel. Hubbard & Moffitt Commission Co. v. Cochrane
April 1, 1915
264 Mo. 581 - Supreme Court of Missouri - Missouri

o Inre Appeal of Minneapolis, St. Paul, & Sault Ste. Marie Railroad
April 23, 1915
30 N.D. 221, 152 N.W. 513 - North Dakota Supreme Court - North Dakota

o Herkey v. Agar Manufacturing Co.

May 1, 1915
90 Misc. 457 - New York Supreme Court - New York

e Herkey v. Agar Manufacturing Co.

May 22, 1915
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153 N.Y.S. 369 - New York Supreme Court - New York

e Chicago & Alton Railroad v. Tranbarger

June 1, 1915

238 U.S. 67, 59 L. Ed. 1204, 35 S. Ct. 678, SCDB 1914-178, 1915 U.S. LEXIS
1644 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

o State v. Bowen & Co.

June 9, 1915
86 Wash. 23 - Washington Supreme Court - Washington

e Southern Express Co. v. Whittle

June 17, 1915
194 Ala. 406, 69 So. 652 - Alabama Supreme Court - Alabama

¢ Yeatman v. Towers

June 24, 1915
126 Md. 513 - Court of Appeals of Maryland - Maryland

e Murray v. Public Utilities Commission

July 1, 1915
27 Idaho 603, 150 P. 47 - Idaho Supreme Court - Idaho

o Newark Natural Gas & Fuel Co. v. City of Newark

July 2, 1915
92 Ohio St. 393 - Supreme Court of Ohio - Ohio

e Jones v. Power County

July 16, 1915
27 Idaho 656, 150 P. 35 - Idaho Supreme Court - Idaho

e Western Indemnity Co. v. Pillsbury

Aug. 4, 1915
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170 Cal. 686 - Supreme Court of California - California

o Hopkins v. City of Richmond

Sept. 9, 1915

117 Va. 692 - Supreme Court of Appeals of Virginia - Virginia
e Inre Crane

Sept. 11, 1915

27 Idaho 671, 151 P. 1006 - Idaho Supreme Court - Idaho

o State ex rel. Hill v. Bridges

Sept. 13, 1915
87 Wash. 260 - Washington Supreme Court - Washington
o Commonwealth v. George
Oct. 11, 1915
61 Pa. Super. 412 - Superior Court of Pennsylvania - Pennsylvania

o State Public Utilities Commission ex rel. Macon County Telephone Co. v.
Bethany Mutual Telephone Ass'n

Oct. 27, 1915
270 Ill. 183 - Illinois Supreme Court - Illinois

o State ex rel. Richards v. Whisman

Nov. 4, 1915
36 S.D. 260, 154 N.W. 707 - South Dakota Supreme Court - South Dakota

o Ex parte White

Nov. 17, 1915
82 Tex. Crim. 85 - Texas Court of Criminal Appeals - Texas

o State ex rel. Clarkson v. Philips

Nov. 18, 1915
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70 Fla. 340 - Florida Supreme Court - Florida

o Hunter v. Colfax Consolidated Coal Co.

Nov. 24, 1915
175 Iowa 245 - Iowa Supreme Court - Iowa

e City of New Orleans v. Le Blanc

Nov. 29, 1915

139 La. 113, 71 So. 248 - Louisiana Supreme Court - Louisiana
« Johnson v. Wells Fargo & Co.

Nov. 29, 1915

239 U.S. 234, 60 L. Ed. 243, 36 S. Ct. 62, SCDB 1915-035, 1915 U.S. LEXIS
1484 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

e Glenn v. Southern Express Co.

Dec. 1, 1915
170 N.C. 286 - Supreme Court of North Carolina - North Carolina

e Wishkah Boom Co. v. Greenwood Timber Co.

Dec. 15, 1915
88 Wash. 568 - Washington Supreme Court - Washington

e Sayles v. Foley

Jan. 26, 1916

38 R.1. 484 - Supreme Court of Rhode Island - Rhode Island
o Perkins v. Board of County Commissioners

Feb. 16, 1916

271 Ill. 449 - Illinois Supreme Court - Illinois

e People v. Cuneen

March 1, 1916
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159 N.Y.S. 967, 94 Misc. Rep. 509 - New York Court of General Sessions - New York

o Relief Electric Light, Heat & Power Company's Petition

March 1, 1916
63 Pa. Super. 1 - Superior Court of Pennsylvania - Pennsylvania

e Rastv. Van Deman & Lewis Co.

March 6, 1916

240 U.S. 342, 60 L. Ed. 679, 36 S. Ct. 370, 1916 U.S. LEXIS 1457, SCDB 1915-
106 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

e Huston v. City of Des Moines

March 11, 1916
176 Iowa 455 - Iowa Supreme Court - Ilowa

o Middleton v. Texas Power & Light Co.

April 26, 1916
108 Tex. 96 - Supreme Court of Texas - Texas

o Middleton v. Texas Power & Light Co.

April 26, 1916
185 S.W. 556 - Supreme Court of Texas - Texas

e Terminal Taxicab Co. v. Kutz

May 22, 1916

241 U.S. 252, 60 L. Ed. 984, 36 S. Ct. 583, SCDB 1915-188, 1916 U.S. LEXIS
1750 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

» State v. Scullin-Gallagher Iron & Steel Co.

May 31, 1916
268 Mo. 178 - Supreme Court of Missouri - Missouri

o State ex rel. Brewster v. Mohler
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June 29, 1916
98 Kan. 465 - Kansas Supreme Court - Kansas

e Public Service Commission v. City of Helena

July 17, 1916
52 Mont. 527, 159 P. 24 - Montana Supreme Court - Montana

e Yee Gee v. City & County of San Francisco

July 20, 1916

235 F. 757 - United States District Court for the Northern District of
California - United States

o State ex rel. Lachtman v. Houghton

July 28, 1916
134 Minn. 226 - Minnesota Supreme Court - Minnesota

e Brennen v. Southern Express Co.

Oct. 14, 1016

106 S.C. 102, 90 S.E. 402 - Supreme Court of South Carolina - South Carolina
« Johnson v. Kennecott Copper Corp.

Oct. 17,1916

5 Alaska 571 - United States District Court for the District of Alaska - Alaska

o State v. Rossman

Dec. 5,1916
93 Wash. 530 - Washington Supreme Court - Washington

e Woodburn v. Public Service Commission

Dec. 5,1916
82 Or. 114, 161 Pac. 391 - Oregon Supreme Court - Oregon

o State ex inf. Barker v. Merchants' Exchange
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Dec. 21, 1916
269 Mo. 346 - Supreme Court of Missouri - Missouri

o Gasquet v. Lapeyre

Jan. 8, 1917

242 U.S. 367, 61 L. Ed. 367, 37 S. Ct. 165, 1917 U.S. LEXIS 2197, SCDB 1916-
202 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

e Adams v. Iten Biscuit Co.

Jan. 9, 1917
63 Okla. 52, 162 P. 938 - Oklahoma Supreme Court - Oklahoma

e Merrick v. N. W. Halsey & Co.

Jan. 22, 1917

242 U.S. 568, 61 L. Ed. 498, 37 S. Ct. 227, SCDB 1916-186, 1917 U.S. LEXIS
2157 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

o Fassig v. State ex rel. Turner

Jan. 23, 1917
95 Ohio St. 232 - Supreme Court of Ohio - Ohio

e New York Central Railroad Co. v. White

March 6, 1917

243 U.S. 188, 61 L. Ed. 667, 37 S. Ct. 247, 1917 U.S. LEXIS 2105, SCDB 1916-
167 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

e Gray v. Reclamation District No. 1500

March 14, 1917
174 Cal. 622 - Supreme Court of California - California

e Wilson v. New

March 19, 1917
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243 U.S. 332, 61 L. Ed. 755, 37 S. Ct. 298, 1917 U.S. LEXIS 2045, SCDB 1916-
143 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

e Chicago, Burlington & Quincy Railroad v. School District No. 1

April 1, 1917
63 Colo. 159 - Colorado Supreme Court - Colorado
« State ex rel. Rhodes v. Public Service Commission
April 9, 1917
270 Mo. 547 - Supreme Court of Missouri - Missouri

o Lawrence v. Nissen

April 11, 1917
173 N.C. 359 - Supreme Court of North Carolina - North Carolina

e State v. Cummins

May 5, 1917
30 Idaho 411, 165 Pac. 216 - Idaho Supreme Court - Idaho

e Van Dyke v. Geary

May 7, 1917

244 U.S. 39, 61 L. Ed. 973, 37 S. Ct. 483, 1917 U.S. LEXIS 1604, SCDB 1916-
052 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

o Statev. Crowe

June 4, 1917
130 Ark. 272 - Arkansas Supreme Court - Arkansas

e Turner v. Connecticut Co.

June 14, 1917
91 Conn. 692 - Connecticut Supreme Court - Connecticut

o Tallassee Oil & Fertilizer Co. v. Holloway
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June 21, 1917
200 Ala. 492, 76 So. 434 - Alabama Supreme Court - Alabama

e Kentucky Traction & Terminal Co. v. Murray

June 22, 1917
176 Ky. 593 - Kentucky Court of Appeals - Kentucky

o Inspiration Consolidated Copper Co. v. Mendez

July 2, 1917
19 Ariz. 151, 166 Pac. 278 - Arizona Supreme Court - Arizona

e Peterson v. Fargo-Moorhead Street Railway Co.

July 14, 1917
37 N.D. 440, 164 N.W. 42 - North Dakota Supreme Court - North Dakota

e City of Denver v. Denver & Rio Grande Railroad

Sept. 1, 1917
63 Colo. 574 - Colorado Supreme Court - Colorado

o Ex parte Maves

Sept. 18, 1917
64 Okla. 260, 167 P. 749 - Oklahoma Supreme Court - Oklahoma

e State ex rel. Collins v. Cresent Cotton Oil Co.

Oct. 1, 1917
116 Miss. 398, 77 So. 185 - Mississippi Supreme Court - Mississippi

e Buchanan v. Warley

Nov. 5, 1917

245 U.S. 60, 62 L. Ed. 149, 38 S. Ct. 16, SCDB 1917-039, 1917 U.S. LEXIS
1788 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

e Producers Transportation Co. v. Railroad Commission
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Nov. 17,1917
176 Cal. 499 - Supreme Court of California - California

o Associated Pipe Line Co. v. Railroad Commission

Nov. 20, 1917
176 Cal. 518 - Supreme Court of California - California

o Baird Bros. v. Minneapolis & St. Louis Railroad

Dec. 11, 1917
181 Iowa 1104 - Iowa Supreme Court - Iowa
» State ex rel. Sperry & Hutchinson Co. v. Weigle, Dairy & Food Commissioner
Dec. 20, 1917
166 Wis. 613 - Wisconsin Supreme Court - Wisconsin

» King Powder Co. v. Thrasher

Jan. 1, 1918

20 Ohio N.P. (n.s.) 401 - Hamilton County Court of Common Pleas - Ohio

o Scranton Leasing Co. v. Industrial Commission

Jan. 29, 1918
51 Utah 368, 170 P. 976 - Utah Supreme Court - Utah

e Monetaire Mining Co. v. Columbus Rexall Consol. Mines Co.

March 11, 1918
53 Utah 413, 174 P. 172 - Utah Supreme Court - Utah

e City of Kalamazoo v. Kalamazoo Circuit Judge

March 27, 1918
200 Mich. 146 - Michigan Supreme Court - Michigan

e Quinby v. Public Service Commission

April 5,1918
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223 N.Y. 244 - New York Court of Appeals - New York

o Kansas City v. Holmes

April 8, 1918
274 Mo. 159 - Supreme Court of Missouri - Missouri

e Olsonv. Ross

April 11, 1918
39 N.D. 372, 167 N.W. 385 - North Dakota Supreme Court - North Dakota
» Lima Telephone & Telegraph Co. v. Public Utilities Commission
April 30, 1918
98 Ohio St. 110 - Supreme Court of Ohio - Ohio
» State ex rel. Cleveland Telephone Co. v. Court of Common Pleas
April 30, 1918
98 Ohio St. 164 - Supreme Court of Ohio - Ohio

e American Brake Shoe & Foundry Co. v. Pittsburgh Rys. Co.

May 1, 1918

270 F. 812 - United States District Court for the Western District of
Pennsylvania - United States

e Carolina-Tennessee Power Co. v. Hiawassee River Power Co.

May 28, 1918
175 N.C. 668 - Supreme Court of North Carolina - North Carolina

e Crosman v. Southern Pacific Co.

July 1, 1918
42 Nev. 92, 173 P. 223 - Supreme Court of Nevada - Nevada

o Zancanelli v. Central Coal & Coke Co.

July 11, 1918
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25 Wyo. 511, 173 P. 981 - Supreme Court of Wyoming - Wyoming

e State exrel. M. O. Danciger & Co. v. Public Service Commission

July 16, 1918
275 Mo. 483 - Supreme Court of Missouri - Missouri

e Henry L. Doherty & Co. v. Toledo Rys. & Light Co.

Aug. 2,1918

254 F. 597 - United States District Court for the Northern District of Ohio - United
States

o Allen v. Railroad Commission
Oct. 1, 1918
179 Cal. 68 - Supreme Court of California - California

e E. Fougera & Co. v. City of New York

Oct. 15, 1918
224 N.Y. 269 - New York Court of Appeals - New York

e Franke v. Johnstown Fuel Supply Co.

Oct. 30, 1018
70 Pa. Super. 446 - Superior Court of Pennsylvania - Pennsylvania

e Territory v. McCandless

Oct. 31, 1918
24 Haw. 485 - Supreme Court of the Territory of Hawaii - Hawaii
o Statev. Ferri
Nov. 15, 1918
111 S.C. 219, 97 S.E. 512 - Supreme Court of South Carolina - South Carolina

e Nolan v. Jones

Jan. 4, 1919
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263 Pa. 124 - Supreme Court of Pennsylvania - Pennsylvania

e Union Dry Goods Co. v. Georgia Public Service Corp.

Jan. 7, 1919

248 U.S. 372, 63 L. Ed. 309, 39 S. Ct. 117, 1919 U.S. LEXIS 2324, SCDB 1918-
232 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

o Westinghouse Electric & Mfg. Co. v. Binghamton Ry. Co.

Jan. 22,1919

255 F. 378 - United States District Court for the Northern District of New
York - United States

e Terral v. Arkansas Light & Power Co.

March 10, 1919
137 Ark. 523 - Arkansas Supreme Court - Arkansas

o State ex rel. Payne v. Dakota Central Telephone Co.

March 24, 1919
41 S.D. 460, 171 N.W. 277 - South Dakota Supreme Court - South Dakota

o State v. Northern Pacific Railway Co.

April 1, 1919
43 N.D. 556, 172 N.W. 324 - North Dakota Supreme Court - North Dakota

o Dwyer v. Chicago & North Western Railway Co.

April 1, 1919
41 S.D. 535, 171 N.W. 760 - South Dakota Supreme Court - South Dakota

« Arkansas Light & Power Co. v. Cooley

April 21, 1919
138 Ark. 390 - Arkansas Supreme Court - Arkansas

e Statev.dJ. M. Seney Co.

Page 137 of 246


https://cite.case.law/us/248/372/
https://cite.case.law/f/255/378/
https://cite.case.law/ark/137/523/
https://cite.case.law/sd/41/460/
https://cite.case.law/nd/43/556/
https://cite.case.law/sd/41/535/
https://cite.case.law/ark/138/390/
https://cite.case.law/md/134/437/

May 14, 1919
134 Md. 437 - Court of Appeals of Maryland - Maryland

e Ortman v. Ortman

May 15, 1919
203 Ala. 167, 82 So. 417 - Alabama Supreme Court - Alabama

e Northern Pacific Railway Co. v. North Dakota ex rel. Langer

June 2, 1919

250 U.S. 135, 63 L. Ed. 897, 39 S. Ct. 502, 1919 U.S. LEXIS 1727, SCDB 1918-
060 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

» Arizona Employers' Liability Cases
June 9, 1919

250 U.S. 400, 63 L. Ed. 1058, 39 S. Ct. 553, 1919 U.S. LEXIS 1762, SCDB 1918-
095 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

o Borough of Wilkinsburg v. Public Service Commission
July 17, 1919
72 Pa. Super. 423 - Superior Court of Pennsylvania - Pennsylvania
o Uhlman v. Sherman
Sept. 1, 1919
22 Ohio Nisi Prius (n.s.) 225 - Defiance County Court of Common Pleas - Ohio

e Clarksburg Light & Heat Co. v. Public Service Commission

Oct. 7, 1919
84 W. Va. 638 - Supreme Court of Appeals of West Virginia - West Virginia

e People v. Newman

Dec. 1, 1919

109 Misc. 622 - New York Court of General Sessions - New York
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e People v. Newman

Dec. 1, 1919
38 N.Y. Crim. 169, 109 Misc. 622 - New York Court of General Sessions - New York

e Scott v. Nashville Bridge Co.

Dec. 1, 1919
143 Tenn. 86 - Tennessee Supreme Court - Tennessee

e In re Guilford Water Co.

Dec. 1, 1919
118 Me. 367 - Maine Supreme Judicial Court - Maine

o Inre Searsport Water Co.

Dec. 9, 1919
118 Me. 382 - Maine Supreme Judicial Court - Maine

o Bronx Gas & Electric Co. v. Public Service Commission

Dec. 19, 1919
190 A.D. 13 - New York Supreme Court, Appellate Division - New York

e Barnes Laundry Co. v. Pittsburgh

Jan. 5, 1920
266 Pa. 24 - Supreme Court of Pennsylvania - Pennsylvania

o Producers Transportation Co. v. Railroad Commission
Jan. 5, 1920

251 U.S. 228, 64 L. Ed. 239, 40 S. Ct. 131, 1920 U.S. LEXIS 1730, SCDB 1919-
175 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

e A. M. Holter Hardware Co. v. Boyle

Jan. 13, 1920

263 F. 134 - United States District Court for the District of Montana - United States
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o Withers v. Jones' Executrix

Jan. 22, 1920
126 Va. 500 - Supreme Court of Appeals of Virginia - Virginia

o Fisher Flouring Mills Co. v. Brown

Jan. 29, 1920
109 Wash. 680 - Washington Supreme Court - Washington

e Brooks-Scanlon Co. v. Railroad Commission

Feb. 2, 1920

251 U.S. 396, 64 L. Ed. 323, 40 S. Ct. 183, SCDB 1919-159, 1920 U.S. LEXIS
1675 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

e O'Nelil v. Providence Amusement Co.

Feb. 2, 1920
42 R.1. 479 - Supreme Court of Rhode Island - Rhode Island

e Southwest Missouri Railroad v. Public Service Commission

Feb. 16, 1920
281 Mo. 52 - Supreme Court of Missouri - Missouri
o Crescent Cotton Qil Co. v. State ex rel. Collins
March 1, 1920
121 Miss. 615, 83 So. 680 - Mississippi Supreme Court - Mississippi

e United States v. Spokane Dry Goods Co.

March 13, 1920

264 F. 209 - United States District Court for the Eastern District of
Washington - United States

e State ex rel. Triay v. Burr

March 19, 1920
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79 Fla. 290 - Florida Supreme Court - Florida

e United States v. United Shoe Machinery Co.

March 31, 1920

264 F. 138 - United States District Court for the Eastern District of Missouri - United
States

e Anderson v. Fidelity & Casualty Co.

April 20, 1920
228 N.Y. 475 - New York Court of Appeals - New York

e Morrisdale Coal Co. v. United States

April 26, 1920
55 Ct. Cl. 310 - United States Court of Claims - United States

e Seventy-eighth Street & Broadway Co. v. Rosenbaum

May 1, 1920
14 Misc. 577 - New York City Municipal Court - New York
e C.A Weed & Co. v. Lockwood

May 1, 1920

264 F. 453 - United States District Court for the Western District of New
York - United States

e Missouri, K. & T. Ry. Co. of Texas v. Empire Express Co.

May 12, 1920
221 S.W. 590 - Texas Commission of Appeals - Texas

e C.A.Weed & Co. v. Lockwood

May 26, 1920
266 F. 785 - United States Court of Appeals for the Second Circuit - United States

e United States v. Ford
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May 29, 1920

265 F. 424 - United States District Court for the Southern District of Ohio - United
States

e New York Trust Co. v. Buffalo & Lake Erie Traction Co.

June 1, 1920
112 Misc. 414 - New York Supreme Court - New York

o Hirsh v. Block

June 2, 1920
267 F. 614 - United States District Court for the District of Columbia - United States

e Pine Hill Coal Co. v. United States

June 14, 1920
55 Ct. Cl. 433 - United States Court of Claims - United States

e Selectmen of Brookline

July 2, 1920
236 Mass. 260 - Massachusetts Supreme Judicial Court - Massachusetts

e Morrell v. Brooklyn Borough Gas Co.

Sept. 1, 1920
113 Misc. 65 - New York Supreme Court - New York

e Heyman v. Osterweis

Oct. 1, 1920
113 Misc. 282 - New York Supreme Court - New York

e American Coal Mining Co. v. Special Coal & Food Commission of Indiana

Oct. 2, 1920
268 F. 563 - United States District Court for the District of Indiana - United States

o Rathbun v. Ocean Accident & Guarantee Corp.
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Oct. 27,1920
219 Ill. App. 514 - Illinois Appellate Court - Illinois

e Bowman v. Virginia State Entomologist

Nov. 18, 1920
128 Va. 351 - Supreme Court of Appeals of Virginia - Virginia

o Nowata County Gas Co. v. Henry Oil Co.

Nov. 22, 1920
269 F. 742 - United States Court of Appeals for the Eighth Circuit - United States

e Marcus Brown Holding Co. v. Feldman

Dec. 15, 1920

269 F. 306 - United States District Court for the Southern District of New
York - United States

e Edgar A. Levy Leasing Co. v. Siegel

Dec. 24,1920

194 A.D. 482 - New York Supreme Court, Appellate Division - New York
o Bullock v. Florida ex rel. Railroad Commission

Jan. 17,1921

254 U.S. 513, 65 L. Ed. 380, 41 S. Ct. 193, SCDB 1920-209, 1921 U.S. LEXIS
1864 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

o Galveston Electric Co. v. City of Galveston

Feb. 10, 1921

272 F. 147 - United States District Court for the Southern District of Texas - United
States

e United States v. L. Cohen Grocery Co.

Feb. 28, 1921
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255 U.S. 81, 41 S. Ct. 298, 65 L. Ed. 516, 1921 U.S. LEXIS 1795, SCDB 1920-
161 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

e Edgar A. Levy Leasing Co. v. Siegel

March 8, 1921
230 N.Y. 634 - New York Court of Appeals - New York

e People ex rel. Durham Realty Corp. v. La Fetra

March 8, 1921
230 N.Y. 429 - New York Court of Appeals - New York

e People v. United Mine Workers of America

April 4, 1921
70 Colo. 269 - Colorado Supreme Court - Colorado

e Gray v. Central Warehouse Co.

April 6, 1921
181 N.C. 166 - Supreme Court of North Carolina - North Carolina

e Block v. Hirsh

April 18, 1921

256 U.S. 135, 65 L. Ed. 865, 41 S. Ct. 458, SCDB 1920-112, 1921 U.S. LEXIS
1660 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

e Marcus Brown Holding Co. v. Feldman

April 18, 1921

256 U.S. 170, 41 S. Ct. 465, 65 L. Ed. 877, SCDB 1920-113, 1921 U.S. LEXIS
1661 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

o Public Utilities Commission ex rel. Illinois Central Railroad v. Smith
April 21, 1921
298 Ill. 151 - Illinois Supreme Court - Illinois

o Rabbitt v. Frank C. Weber & Co.
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April 21, 1921
297 Ill. 491 - Illinois Supreme Court - Illinois

e (O'Keefe v. City of New Orleans

April 21, 1921

273 F. 560 - United States District Court for the Eastern District of
Louisiana - United States

e City of Cleveland v. Public Utilities Commission

April 26, 1921
102 Ohio St. 341 - Supreme Court of Ohio - Ohio
o Farmers' Grain Co. of Embden v. Langer
May 3, 1921
273 F. 635 - United States Court of Appeals for the Eighth Circuit - United States

o State v. Rogers & Rogers

May 27, 1921
149 Minn. 151 - Minnesota Supreme Court - Minnesota

o State ex rel. Hopkins v. Howat

June 11, 1921
109 Kan. 376 - Kansas Supreme Court - Kansas

o Salt Lake City v. Industrial Commission

June 11, 1921
58 Utah 314, 199 P. 152 - Utah Supreme Court - Utah

e Celina & Mercer County Telephone Co. v. Union-Center Mutual Telephone
Ass'n

June 14, 1921

102 Ohio St. 487 - Supreme Court of Ohio - Ohio
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e Morrell v. Brooklyn Borough Gas Co.

July 14, 1921
231 N.Y. 398 - New York Court of Appeals - New York

e State v. Norval Hotel Co.

Oct. 4, 1921
103 Ohio St. 361 - Supreme Court of Ohio - Ohio

e Court of Industrial Relations v. Charles Wolff Packing Co.

Oct. 8, 1921
109 Kan. 629 - Kansas Supreme Court - Kansas

o State ex inf. McAllister ex rel. Manion v. Albany Drainage District

Oct. 8, 1921
290 Mo. 33 - Supreme Court of Missouri - Missouri

o Haddad v. State

Nov. 16, 1921
23 Ariz. 105, 201 Pac. 847 - Arizona Supreme Court - Arizona

o Truaxv. Corrigan

Dec. 19, 1921

257 U.S. 312, 66 L. Ed. 254, 42 S. Ct. 124, 1921 U.S. LEXIS 1345, SCDB 1921-
039 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

» Billings Utility Co. v. Public Service Commission
Dec. 19, 1921
62 Mont. 21, 203 P. 366 - Montana Supreme Court - Montana

o State ex rel. Thacher v. Bovle

Dec. 24, 1921

62 Mont. 97, 204 P. 378 - Montana Supreme Court - Montana
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o Georgia Ry. & Power Co. v. Railroad Commission

Jan. 26, 1922

278 F. 242 - United States District Court for the Northern District of Georgia - United
States

e City of Lead v. Western Gas & Fuel Co.

March 4, 1922
45 S.D. 280, 187 N.W. 162 - South Dakota Supreme Court - South Dakota

o State v. City of Trenton

March 6, 1922
97 N.J.L. 241 - New Jersey Supreme Court - New Jersey

e Fritz v. Presbrey

March 14, 1922
44 R.1. 207 - Supreme Court of Rhode Island - Rhode Island

o State ex inf. Barrett v. Hedrick

April 29, 1922
294 Mo. 21 - Supreme Court of Missouri - Missouri

o Stafford v. Wallace

May 1, 1922

258 U.S. 495, 66 L. Ed. 735, 42 S. Ct. 397, 1922 U.S. LEXIS 2296, SCDB 1921-
107 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

e North Carolina Public Service Co. v. Southern Power Co.

May 10, 1922
282 F. 837 - United States Court of Appeals for the Fourth Circuit - United States

e State v. Goldstein

May 25, 1922
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207 Ala. 569, 93 So. 308 - Alabama Supreme Court - Alabama

e Grisim v. South St. Paul Live Stock Exchange

June 2, 1922
152 Minn. 271 - Minnesota Supreme Court - Minnesota

e Ward & Gow v. Krinsky

June 5, 1922

259 U.S. 503, 42 S. Ct. 529, 66 L. Ed. 1033, 1922 U.S. LEXIS 2495, SCDB 1921-
174 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

o State v. Goldstein

June 13, 1922
18 Ala. App. 587, 93 So. 308 - Alabama Court of Appeals - Alabama

e Texas v. Eastern Texas R.

Aug. 11, 1922

283 F. 584 - United States District Court for the Western District of Texas - United
States

o Town of Victoria v. Victoria Ice, Light & Power Co.

Sept. 21, 1922
134 Va. 134 - Supreme Court of Appeals of Virginia - Virginia

e Journal of Commerce Pub. Co. v. Tribune Co.

Oct. 3, 1922
286 F. 111 - United States Court of Appeals for the Seventh Circuit - United States

e Parish v. United States

Nov. 6, 1922
57 Ct. Cl. 529 - United States Court of Claims - United States

e Children's Hospital of District of Columbia v. Adkins
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Nov. 6, 1922

284 F. 613 - United States Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia
Circuit - United States

e United States v. Gordin

Nov. 24, 1922

287 F. 565 - United States District Court for the Southern District of Ohio - United
States

o Spencer Kellogg & Sons, Inc. v. Delaware, Lackawanna & Western Railroad
Co.

Dec. 22,1922

204 A.D. 243 - New York Supreme Court, Appellate Division - New York
o Federal Trade Commission v. Claire Furnace Co.

Jan. 2, 1923

285 F. 936 - United States Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia - United
States

o Delaware Ice Co. v. City of Easton

Jan. 15, 1923
4 Pa. D. & C. 35 - Northampton County Court of Common Pleas - Pennsylvania

e Grimshaw v. Garden City Co.

Feb. 1, 1923
120 Misc. 273 - New York Supreme Court - New York

o East Jersey Water Co. v. Board of Public Utility Commissioners

Feb. 2, 1923
98 N.J.L. 449 - New Jersey Court of Errors and Appeals - New Jersey

o State exrel. Helm v. Trego County Cooperative Telephone Co.

Feb. 10, 1923
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112 Kan. 701 - Kansas Supreme Court - Kansas

e City of Jackson v. Mississippi Fire Ins.

March 1, 1923
132 Miss. 415, 95 So. 845 - Mississippi Supreme Court - Mississippi

o Adkins v. Children's Hospital of Columbia

April 9, 1923

261 U.S. 525, 67 L. Ed. 785, 43 S. Ct. 394, SCDB 1922-151, 1923 U.S. LEXIS
2588 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

o Board of Trade of Chicago v. Olsen

April 16, 1923

262 U.S. 1, 67 L. Ed. 839, 43 S. Ct. 470, SCDB 1922-157, 1923 U.S. LEXIS
2609 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

e Okmulgee Gas Co. v. Corporation Commission

April 17, 1923
95 OKkla. 213 - Oklahoma Supreme Court - Oklahoma

e Board of County Commissioners v. Public Utilities Commission

May 1, 1923
107 Ohio St. 442 - Supreme Court of Ohio - Ohio

o State ex rel. Southwestern Bell Telephone Co. v. Public Service Commission of
Missouri

May 21, 1923

262 U.S. 276, 67 L. Ed. 981, 43 S. Ct. 544, 1923 U.S. LEXIS 2642, SCDB 1922-
190 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

e State v. Dingman

May 30, 1923
37 Idaho 253, 219 P. 760 - Idaho Supreme Court - Idaho
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e Mevyer v. Nebraska

June 4, 1923

262 U.S. 390, 67 L. Ed. 1042, 43 S. Ct. 625, 1923 U.S. LEXIS 2655, SCDB 1922-
203 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

e Chas. Wolff Packing Co. v. Court of Industrial Relations

June 11, 1923

262 U.S. 522, 67 L. Ed. 1103, 43 S. Ct. 630, 1923 U.S. LEXIS 2668, SCDB 1922-
216 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

e City of Portsmouth v. Public Utilities Commission

June 19, 1923
108 Ohio St. 272 - Supreme Court of Ohio - Ohio

e Chicago, Burlington & Quincy Railroad v. Reed

July 7,1923
114 Kan. 190 - Kansas Supreme Court - Kansas

o Western Union Telegraph Co. v. Carter

July 10, 1923
93 Okla. 269 - Oklahoma Supreme Court - Oklahoma

o Jackson v. Beavers

July 14, 1923
156 Ga. 71 - Supreme Court of Georgia - Georgia
o Waukesha Gas & Electric Co. v. Railroad Commission
July 14, 1923
181 Wis. 281 - Wisconsin Supreme Court - Wisconsin

e Welsh v. Town of Morristown

July 20, 1923
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98 N.J.L. 630 - New Jersey Supreme Court - New Jersey

o State ex rel. Hughes v. Milhollan

Aug. 20, 1923
50 N.D. 184, 195 N.W. 292 - North Dakota Supreme Court - North Dakota

e Moore v. Harrison

Oct. 1, 1923
224 Mich. 512 - Michigan Supreme Court - Michigan
o Oklahoma Light & Power Co. v. Corporation Commission
Oct. 30, 1923
96 OKla. 19 - Oklahoma Supreme Court - Oklahoma

e Terrace v. Thompson

Nov. 12,1923

263 U.S. 197, 68 L. Ed. 255, 44 S. Ct. 15, SCDB 1923-029, 1923 U.S. LEXIS
2736 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

e People v. Weller

Nov. 30, 1923
207 A.D. 337 - New York Supreme Court, Appellate Division - New York

o State ex rel. Carter v. Harper

Dec. 11,1923
182 Wis. 148 - Wisconsin Supreme Court - Wisconsin

o Pacific Spruce Corp. v. McCoy

Dec. 17, 1923
204 F. 711 - United States District Court for the District of Oregon - United States

o United States v. Chemical Foundation, Inc.

Jan. 3, 1924
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294 F. 300 - United States District Court for the District of Delaware - United States
o InreJames

Feb. 6, 1924

97 Vt. 362 - Vermont Supreme Court - Vermont

e People v. Weller

Feb. 19, 1924
237 N.Y. 316 - New York Court of Appeals - New York

e Opinion of the Justices to the Senate

Feb. 25, 1924
247 Mass. 589 - Massachusetts Supreme Judicial Court - Massachusetts

e United States v. Oklahoma Gas & Electric Co.

Feb. 29, 1924
297 F. 575 - United States Court of Appeals for the Eighth Circuit - United States

o Coffee v. Gray

April 29, 1924
158 Ga. 218 - Supreme Court of Georgia - Georgia

e Groetzinger v. Forest Hills Terrace Corp.

May 10, 1924
123 Misc. 274 - New York Supreme Court - New York

o Lowenthal v. City of Chicago

June 17, 1924
313 Ill. 190 - Illinois Supreme Court - Illinois

o Faircloth-Segrest Mercantile Co. v. Roach

June 19, 1924

211 Ala. 498, 100 So. 908 - Alabama Supreme Court - Alabama
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o Statev. Howat

July 5, 1924
116 Kan. 412 - Kansas Supreme Court - Kansas

e Ex parte Tindall

Sept. 9, 1924
102 Okla. 192 - Oklahoma Supreme Court - Oklahoma

e Inre Determination of Water Rights of Hood River

Oct. 21,1924
114 Or. 112, 227 P. 1065 - Oregon Supreme Court - Oregon

o Reaves Warehouse Corp. v. Commonwealth

Jan. 15, 1925
141 Va. 194 - Supreme Court of Appeals of Virginia - Virginia

o Biddles, Inc. v. Enright

Jan. 21, 1925
239 N.Y. 354 - New York Court of Appeals - New York

e Burkburnett Bridge Co. v. Cobb

Jan. 27,1925
108 OKla. 21 - Oklahoma Supreme Court - Oklahoma

o Davis v. Keystone Steel & Wire Co.

April 24, 1925
317 Ill. 2778 - Illinois Supreme Court - Illinois

e Shafer v. Farmers Grain Co.

May 4, 1925

268 U.S. 189, 69 L. Ed. 909, 45 S. Ct. 481, 1925 U.S. LEXIS 560, SCDB 1924-
132 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States
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e  Woco Pep Co. v. City of Montgomery

May 14, 1925
213 Ala. 452, 105 So. 214 - Alabama Supreme Court - Alabama
» State ex rel. Washington University v. Public Service Commission
May 23, 1925
308 Mo. 328 - Supreme Court of Missouri - Missouri

e Mayor of Wilmington v. Turk

May 27, 1925
14 Del. Ch. 392 - Delaware Court of Chancery - Delaware

o Pierce v. Society of Sisters

June 1, 1925

268 U.S. 510, 69 L. Ed. 1070, 45 S. Ct. 571, 1925 U.S. LEXIS 589, SCDB 1924-
161 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

o Eagle-Picher Lead Co. v. Henrvetta Gas Co.

June 9, 1925
112 OKkla. 65 - Oklahoma Supreme Court - Oklahoma

o Brooklyn Union Gas Co. v. Prendergast

June 24, 1925

7 F.2d 628 - United States District Court for the Eastern District of New
York - United States

o State v. Stowe

June 24, 1925
190 N.C. 79 - Supreme Court of North Carolina - North Carolina

e Inre Appeal of White

July 9, 1925
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85 Pa. Super. 502 - Superior Court of Pennsylvania - Pennsylvania

e Connecticut Co. v. City of New Haven

July 30, 1925
103 Conn. 197 - Connecticut Supreme Court - Connecticut

o Ex parte Fuller

Aug. 1, 1925
31 Okla. Crim. 289, 238 P. 512 - Oklahoma Court of Criminal Appeals - Oklahoma

e Morris v. Atlanta Northern Railway Co.

Aug. 13, 1925
160 Ga. 775 - Supreme Court of Georgia - Georgia

o Klattenburg v. Qualsett

Oct. 26, 1925
114 Neb. 18 - Nebraska Supreme Court - Nebraska

e Georgia-Carolina Lumber Co. v. Wright

Nov. 14, 1925
161 Ga. 281 - Supreme Court of Georgia - Georgia

e Commonwealth ex rel. Attorney General v. Benn

Nov. 23, 1925
284 Pa. 421 - Supreme Court of Pennsylvania - Pennsylvania

e New York & Richmond Gas Co. v. Prendergast

Dec. 18, 1925

10 F.2d 167 - United States District Court for the Eastern District of New
York - United States

o State ex rel. Stimson Timber Co. v. Kuykendall

Feb. 25, 1926
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137 Wash. 602 - Washington Supreme Court - Washington

e Tobacco Growers Co-Operative Ass'n v. Danville Warehouse Co.

March 18, 1926
144 Va. 456 - Supreme Court of Appeals of Virginia - Virginia

e Delaware, L. & W. R. v. Mayor of Morristown

March 26, 1926

14 F.2d 257 - United States Court of Appeals for the Third Circuit - United States
o Commonwealth v. Miller

April 5, 1926

8 Pa. D. & C. 445 - Dauphin County Court of Quarter Sessions - Pennsylvania

« Romanv. Lobe

May 25, 1926
243 N.Y. 51 - New York Court of Appeals - New York
o Scudder v. Hoyt

June 4, 1926
218 A.D. 11 - New York Supreme Court, Appellate Division - New York

e Bromide Crushed Rock Co. v. Dolese Bros.

June 8, 1926
121 Okla. 40 - Oklahoma Supreme Court - Oklahoma

o Farmers Cooperative Commission Co. v. Wichita Board of Trade

June 12, 1926
121 Kan. 348 - Kansas Supreme Court - Kansas

e White's Appeal

June 26, 1926

287 Pa. 259 - Supreme Court of Pennsylvania - Pennsylvania
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o Boston & Albany Railroad v. New York Central Railroad

June 30, 1926
256 Mass. 600 - Massachusetts Supreme Judicial Court - Massachusetts

e Schoen Bros. Inc. v. Pylant

July 15, 1926
162 Ga. 565 - Supreme Court of Georgia - Georgia

e Arnold v. Hanna

Oct. 8, 1926
315 Mo. 823 - Supreme Court of Missouri - Missouri

e Ferguson v. Illinois Central Railroad

Oct. 26, 1926
202 Iowa 508 - Iowa Supreme Court - Iowa

o Village of Euclid v. Ambler Realty Co.

Nov. 22,1926

272 U.S. 365, 71 L. Ed. 303, 47 S. Ct. 114, 1926 U.S. LEXIS 8, SCDB 1926-
043 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

e Brooklyn Borough Gas Co. v. Prendergast

Dec. 13, 1926

16 F.2d 615 - United States District Court for the Eastern District of New
York - United States

e Tyson & Brother v. Banton

Feb. 28, 1927

273 U.S. 418, 71 L. Ed. 718, 47 S. Ct. 426, 1927 U.S. LEXIS 707, SCDB 1926-
163 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

o State ex rel. Nejdl v. Bowman

April 19, 1927
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199 Ind. 436 - Supreme Court of Indiana - Indiana

o Vigeant v. Postal Telegraph Cable Co.

June 30, 1927
260 Mass. 335 - Massachusetts Supreme Judicial Court - Massachusetts

o Standard Oil Co. of Louisiana v. Hall

Aug. 20, 1927

24 F.2d 455 - United States District Court for the Middle District of
Tennessee - United States

e Wood v. Chase

Oct. 22, 1927
327 I1l. 91 - Illinois Supreme Court - Illinois

e Washington ex rel. Stimson Lumber Co. v. Kuykendall

Nov. 21, 1927

275 U.S. 207, 72 L. Ed. 241, 48 S. Ct. 41, SCDB 1927-033, 1927 U.S. LEXIS
616 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

e Delaware, Lackawanna & Western Railroad v. Town of Morristown

Feb. 20, 1928

276 U.S. 182, 72 L. Ed. 523, 48 S. Ct. 276, 1928 U.S. LEXIS 72, SCDB 1927-
130 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

e Liberty Warehouse Co. v. Burley Tobacco Growers' Co-operative Marketing
Ass'n

Feb. 20, 1928

276 U.S. 71, 72 L. Ed. 473, 48 S. Ct. 291, 1928 U.S. LEXIS 62, SCDB 1927-
091 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

e City of Denison v. Municipal Gas Co.

Feb. 22, 1928
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117 Tex. 291, 3 S.W.2d 794 - Supreme Court of Texas - Texas

e City of Denison v. Municipal Gas Co.

Feb. 22,1928
3 S.W.2d 794 - Supreme Court of Texas - Texas

o Hoff v. First State Bank of Watson

March 2, 1928
174 Minn. 36 - Minnesota Supreme Court - Minnesota

o Jorgensen-Bennett Mfg. Co. v. Knight

March 31, 1928
156 Tenn. 579 - Tennessee Supreme Court - Tennessee

o« Bowerman v. Sheehan

April 3, 1928
242 Mich. 95 - Michigan Supreme Court - Michigan

o State ex rel. Olson v. Guilford

May 25, 1928
174 Minn. 457 - Minnesota Supreme Court - Minnesota

e Ribnik v. McBride

May 28, 1928

277 U.S. 350, 72 L. Ed. 913, 48 S. Ct. 545, SCDB 1927-147, 1928 U.S. LEXIS
871 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

« Village of Lowellville v. East End Traction Co.

June 11, 1928
33 Ohio App. 523 - Ohio Court of Appeals - Ohio

e People v. Hickman

July 5, 1928
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204 Cal. 470 - Supreme Court of California - California

o State ex rel. Buchanan County Power Transmission Co. v. Baker

Oct. 2, 1928
320 Mo. 1146, 9 S.W.2d 589 - Supreme Court of Missouri - Missouri

e State v. Miller

Nov. 9, 1928
149 Wash. 545 - Washington Supreme Court - Washington

o Peverill v. Board of Supervisors

Dec. 14, 1928
208 Iowa 94 - Iowa Supreme Court - Iowa
» Arkansas Railroad Commission v. Castetter
Jan. 1, 1929
180 Ark. 770 - Arkansas Supreme Court - Arkansas

o Williams v. Standard Oil Co.

Jan. 2, 1929

278 U.S. 235, 73 L. Ed. 287, 49 S. Ct. 115, 1928 U.S. LEXIS 323, SCDB 1927-
073 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

e Quinn v. Dougherty

Jan. 7,1929

30 F.2d 749 - United States Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia - United
States

e Coast Counties Real Estate & Investment Co. v. Monterey County Water
Works

Jan. 14, 1929
96 Cal. App. 269 - District Court of Appeal of the State of California - California

o Dickelman Mfg. Co. v. Pennsylvania R.
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Jan. 23, 1929

34 F.2d 70 - United States District Court for the Northern District of Ohio - United
States

e Marrs v. City of Oxford

March 25, 1929
32 F.2d 134 - United States Court of Appeals for the Eighth Circuit - United States

e Yellow Cab Co. v. Teller

March 28, 1929
9 Tenn. App. 416 - Tennessee Court of Appeals - Tennessee

e Southern Ohio Finance Corp. v. Wahl

April 29, 1929
34 Ohio App. 518 - Ohio Court of Appeals - Ohio
e Culberson v. Ashford

June 19, 1929
118 Tex. 491, 18 S.W.2d 585 - Supreme Court of Texas - Texas

e Palmyra Telephone Co. v. Modesto Telephone Co.

June 19, 1929
336 Ill. 158 - Illinois Supreme Court - Illinois

e Culberson v. Ashford

June 19, 1929
18 S.W.2d 585 - Supreme Court of Texas - Texas

e Robinson v. Silver Lake Railway & Lumber Co.

Aug. 5, 1929
153 Wash. 261 - Washington Supreme Court - Washington

e Jungst v. Baldridge
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Aug. 28, 1929
51 F.2d 379 - United States District Court for the District of Idaho - United States

e Forsyth v. San Joaquin Light & Power Corp.

Oct. 22,1929
208 Cal. 397 - Supreme Court of California - California

e Wissenburg v. Bradley

Oct. 22, 1929
209 Iowa 813 - Iowa Supreme Court - Iowa

o Kentucky Power & Light Co. v. City of Maysville

Nov. 8, 1929

36 F.2d 816 - United States District Court for the Eastern District of
Kentucky - United States

e Marx v. Maybury

Dec. 4, 1929

36 F.2d 397 - United States District Court for the Western District of
Washington - United States

o Owens v. Corporation Commission of Oklahoma
Jan. 10, 1930

41 F.2d 799 - United States District Court for the Western District of
Oklahoma - United States

e American Surety Co. of New York v. Butler

Feb. 13, 1930
86 Mont. 584, 284 P. 1011 - Montana Supreme Court - Montana

o State v. Gateway Mortuaries, Inc.

March 31, 1930
87 Mont. 225, 287 P. 156 - Montana Supreme Court - Montana
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e City of Denton v. Denton Home Ice Co.

April 23, 1930
119 Tex. 193, 27 S.W.2d 119 - Supreme Court of Texas - Texas

e Chickasha Cotton Oil Co. v. Cotton County Gin Co.

April 28, 1930
40 F.2d 846 - United States Court of Appeals for the Tenth Circuit - United States

e Wampler v. LeCompte

May 22,1930
159 Md. 222 - Court of Appeals of Maryland - Maryland

e Swetland v. Curtiss Airports Corp.

July 7, 1930

41 F.2d 929 - United States District Court for the Northern District of Ohio - United
States

e Inre Huff
July 8, 1930
254 N.Y. 316 - New York Court of Appeals - New York

e Inrex Dry Dock, East Broadway & Battery Railroad

July 8, 1930
254 N.Y. 305 - New York Court of Appeals - New York
o Georgia Public Service Commission v. Saye & Davis Transfer Co.
July 26, 1930
170 Ga. 873 - Supreme Court of Georgia - Georgia
o Great Northern Utilities Co. v. Public Service Commission
July 29, 1930

88 Mont. 180, 293 P. 294 - Montana Supreme Court - Montana
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e C. C. Julian Oil & Rovalties Co. v. Capshaw

Oct. 14, 1930
145 Okla. 237 - Oklahoma Supreme Court - Oklahoma

o Komorowski v. Boston Store

Oct. 25, 1930
341 Ill. 126 - Illinois Supreme Court - Illinois

o Twin City Power Co. v. Savannah River Electric Co.

Nov. 26, 1930
163 S.C. 438, 161 S.E. 750 - Supreme Court of South Carolina - South Carolina

e Commercial Standard Ins. Co. v. Board of Insurance Com'rs

Dec. 10, 1930
34 S.W.2d 343 - Texas Courts of Civil Appeals - Texas

e MclIntyre v. Harrison

Feb. 10, 1931
172 Ga. 65 - Supreme Court of Georgia - Georgia
» Overlook Development Co. v. Public Service Commission
Feb. 27, 1931
101 Pa. Super. 217 - Superior Court of Pennsylvania - Pennsylvania

e Central Trust Co. v. Calumet Co.

March 2, 1931
260 Ill. App. 410 - Illinois Appellate Court - Illinois

o State v. Packer Corp.

April 7, 1931
77 Utah 500, 297 P. 1013 - Utah Supreme Court - Utah

e Inre Louis Wohl, Inc.
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May 27, 1931

50 F.2d 254 - United States District Court for the Eastern District of
Michigan - United States

o Long Island Railroad v. Department of Labor

June 2, 1931
256 N.Y. 498 - New York Court of Appeals - New York

e New York Title & Mortgage Co. v. Tarver

June 3, 1931

51 F.2d 584 - United States District Court for the Western District of Texas - United
States

e Great Northern Utilities Co. v. Public Service Commission
Aug. 18,1931
52 F.2d 802 - United States District Court for the District of Montana - United States

e Derbyshire's Estate

Dec. 14,1931

16 Pa. D. & C. 200 - Philadelphia County Orphans' Court - Pennsylvania
o Farmers' Livestock Commission Co. v. United States

Dec. 14, 1931

54 F.2d 375 - United States District Court for the Eastern District of Illinois - United
States

e Continental Baking Co. v. Woodring

Dec. 15, 1931
55 F.2d 347 - United States District Court for the District of Kansas - United States

o City of Jackson v. McPherson

Jan. 4, 1932

162 Miss. 164, 138 So. 604 - Mississippi Supreme Court - Mississippi
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o State ex rel. Fletcher v. Northwestern Bell Telephone Co.

Jan. 12,1932
214 Iowa 1100 - Iowa Supreme Court - Iowa

e Gulf States Utilities Co. v. State

Jan. 13, 1932
46 S.W.2d 1018 - Texas Courts of Civil Appeals - Texas

o Bartlett Frazier Co. v. Hyde

Feb. 12,1932

56 F.2d 245 - United States District Court for the Northern District of
Illinois - United States

o New State Ice Co. v. Liebmann

March 21, 1932

285 U.S. 262, 76 L. Ed. 747, 52 S. Ct. 371, 1932 U.S. LEXIS 785, SCDB 1931-
090 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

o Walsche v. Sherlock

March 24, 1932
110 N.J. Eq. 223 - New Jersey Court of Errors and Appeals - New Jersey

o Miller v. Letzerich

April 6, 1932
121 Tex. 248, 49 S.W.2d 404 - Supreme Court of Texas - Texas

o Miller v. Letzerich

April 6, 1932
49 S.W.2d 404 - Supreme Court of Texas - Texas

e Burnet v. Coronado Oil & Gas Co.

April 11, 1932
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285 U.S. 393, 76 L. Ed. 815, 52 S. Ct. 443, 1932 U.S. LEXIS 794, SCDB 1931-
095 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

o Pa. Chautauqua v. Public Service Commission
May 4, 1932
105 Pa. Super. 160 - Superior Court of Pennsylvania - Pennsylvania

o Steigler v. Petitioners for Road in Peach Bottom Twp., York Co.

May 4, 1932
105 Pa. Super. 66 - Superior Court of Pennsylvania - Pennsylvania

e Oklahoma Natural Gas Corp. v. State

June 14, 1932
161 Okla. 104 - Oklahoma Supreme Court - Oklahoma
o Webb v. Boyle

Aug. 11,1932
125 Cal. App. 326 - District Court of Appeal of the State of California - California

o Welch's Petition

Sept. 12, 1932

18 Pa. D. & C. 23 - Pennsylvania Department of Justice - Pennsylvania
« Karrv. State

Oct. 26, 1932

122 Tex. Crim. 88, 54 S.W.2d 92 - Texas Court of Criminal Appeals - Texas
o Karr v. State

Oct. 26, 1932

54 S.W.2d 92 - Texas Court of Criminal Appeals - Texas

e People ex rel. Lowe v. Marquette National Fire Insurance

Feb. 23,1933
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351 Ill. 516 - Illinois Supreme Court - Illinois

o State ex rel. Sorensen v. Nebraska State Bank

Feb. 24,1933
124 Neb. 449 - Nebraska Supreme Court - Nebraska

e Harris v. Municipal Gas Co.

March 18, 1933
59 S.W.2d 355 - Texas Courts of Civil Appeals - Texas

o Holston River Electric Co. v. Hydro Electric Corp.

March 27, 1933
17 Tenn. App. 122, 66 S.W.2d 217 - Tennessee Court of Appeals - Tennessee

e Federal Compress & Warehouse Co. v. McLean

April 3,1933
166 Miss. 739, 147 So. 325 - Mississippi Supreme Court - Mississippi

e Aetna Insurance v. Commonwealth

June 15, 1933
160 Va. 698 - Supreme Court of Appeals of Virginia - Virginia

e People v. Nebbia

July 11, 1933
262 N.Y. 259 - New York Court of Appeals - New York

o State ex rel. Osage County Savings & Loan Ass'n v. Worten

Oct. 17,1933
167 OKkla. 187 - Oklahoma Supreme Court - Oklahoma

e Anderson v. Thomas

Oct. 17,1933
144 Or. 572, 26 P.2d 60 - Oregon Supreme Court - Oregon
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o Walker v. Bedford

Oct. 18,1933
93 Colo. 400, 26 P.2d 1051 - Colorado Supreme Court - Colorado
o Public Service Commission v. Harpers Ferry & Potomac Bridge Co.
Nov. 14,1933
114 W. Va. 291 - Supreme Court of Appeals of West Virginia - West Virginia

o Victor v. Ickes

Dec. 1, 1933

1S.C.D.C. (N.S.) 58 - Supreme Court of the District of Columbia - District of
Columbia

e Wilner v. United States

Jan. 12,1934
68 F.2d 442 - United States Court of Appeals for the Seventh Circuit - United States

e Jaardav. Van Ommen

Feb. 1, 1934

265 Mich. 673 - Michigan Supreme Court - Michigan

o Drainage Dist. No. 2 of Crittenden County v. Mercantile-Commerce Bank &
Trust Co. of St. Louis

Feb. 8, 1934
69 F.2d 138 - United States Court of Appeals for the Eighth Circuit - United States

e Nebbia v. New York

March 5, 1934

291 U.S. 502, 54 S. Ct. 505, 78 L. Ed. 940, 1934 U.S. LEXIS 962, SCDB 1933-
145 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

o State ex rel. Schneider v. Gullatt Cleaning & Laundry Co.

May 5, 1934
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32 Ohio Nisi Prius (n.s.) 121 - Hamilton County Court of Common Pleas - Ohio

e United States v. Eason Oil Co.

Sept. 22, 1934

8 F. Supp. 365 - United States District Court for the Western District of
Oklahoma - United States

e Inre Lasswell

Sept. 30, 1934
1 Cal. App. 2d 183 - District Court of Appeal of the State of California - California

e Spielman Motor Sales Co. v. Dodge

Oct. 5,1934

8 F. Supp. 437 - United States District Court for the Southern District of New
York - United States

e United States v. Kinnebrew Motor Co.

Nov. 12,1934

8 F. Supp. 535 - United States District Court for the Western District of
Oklahoma - United States

e People v. Bratowsky

Dec. 20, 1934
154 Misc. 432 - New York City Magistrates' Court - New York

o Borough of Schuylkill Haven v. Manbeck

Feb. 18, 1935

22 Pa. D. & C. 467 - Schuylkill County Court of Common Pleas - Pennsylvania
o Inre Plumer

Feb. 21,1935

9 F. Supp. 923 - United States District Court for the Southern District of

California - United States
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o State ex rel. Pavlik v. Johannes

March 15, 1935
194 Minn. 10 - Minnesota Supreme Court - Minnesota
« Reynolds v. Milk Commission
March 29, 1935
163 Va. 957 - Supreme Court of Appeals of Virginia - Virginia

e Brink's Express Co. v. Public Service Commission

April 15, 1935
117 Pa. Super. 268 - Superior Court of Pennsylvania - Pennsylvania

e United States v. Seven Oaks Dairy Co.

May 17, 1935

10 F. Supp. 995 - United States District Court for the District of
Massachusetts - United States

o State v. Lone Star Gas Co.

July 10, 1935
86 S.W.2d 484 - Texas Courts of Civil Appeals - Texas

e State v. Old Tavern Farm, Inc.

July 22, 1935
133 Me. 468 - Maine Supreme Judicial Court - Maine

o Ross v. Mayor of Edgewater

Sept. 25, 1935

115 N.J.L. 477 - New Jersey Supreme Court - New Jersey

o Van Winkle v. Fred Mever, Inc.

Oct. 1,1935

151 Or. 455, 49 P.2d 1140 - Oregon Supreme Court - Oregon
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e Inre Mechanics Trust Co.

Nov. 4, 1935
119 N.J. Eq. 141 - New Jersey Court of Chancery - New Jersey

e Powell v. McKelvey

Nov. 20, 1935
56 Idaho 291, 53 P.2d 626 - Idaho Supreme Court - Idaho

e Coty, Inc. v. Hearn Department Stores, Inc.

Nov. 25,1935
158 Misc. 516 - New York Supreme Court - New York

e Sheav. Olson

Jan. 8, 1936
185 Wash. 143 - Washington Supreme Court - Washington

e Gallegher v. Davis

Jan. 13, 1936
37 Del. 380 - Delaware Superior Court - Delaware

o State ex rel. Towle v. Eyven

Feb. 14, 1936
130 Neb. 416 - Nebraska Supreme Court - Nebraska

¢ Max Factor & Co. v. Kunsman

Feb. 28, 1936
5 Cal. 2d 446 - Supreme Court of California - California
o Agricultural Prorate Commission v. Superior Court
Feb. 29, 1936
5 Cal. 2d 550 - Supreme Court of California - California

o Kent Stores v. Wilentz
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March 11, 1936

14 F. Supp. 1 - United States District Court for the District of New Jersey - United
States

e Rohrer v. Milk Control Board

March 16, 1936
121 Pa. Super. 281 - Superior Court of Pennsylvania - Pennsylvania

e State ex rel. Fulton v. Ives

March 16, 1936
123 Fla. 401, 167 So. 394 - Florida Supreme Court - Florida

e Daniel v. Tyrrell & Garth Investment Co.

April 8, 1936
127 Tex. 213, 93 S.W.2d 372 - Supreme Court of Texas - Texas

e Daniel v. Tyrrell & Garth Inv. Co.

April 8, 1936
93 S.W.2d 372 - Supreme Court of Texas - Texas
o Johnson & Johnson v. Weissbard
May 12, 1936
120 N.J. Eq. 314 - New Jersey Court of Chancery - New Jersey

e Carter v. Carter Coal Co.

May 18, 1936

298 U.S. 238, 80 L. Ed. 1160, 56 S. Ct. 855, SCDB 1935-136, 1936 U.S. LEXIS
950 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

o Becker v. State

May 20, 1936

37 Del. 454 - Delaware Superior Court - Delaware
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e Fearonv. Treanor

May 29, 1936
248 A.D. 225 - New York Supreme Court, Appellate Division - New York

e« Morehead v. New York ex rel. Tipaldo

June 1, 1936

298 U.S. 587, 80 L. Ed. 1347, 56 S. Ct. 918, SCDB 1935-061, 1936 U.S. LEXIS
1044 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

e Joseph Triner Corp. v. McNeil

June 10, 1936
363 Ill. 559 - Illinois Supreme Court - Illinois

o Franklin v. State ex rel. Alabama State Milk Control Board

June 11, 1936
232 Ala. 637, 169 So. 295 - Alabama Supreme Court - Alabama

e Harrison v. Hartford Steam-Boiler Inspection & Insurance

June 13, 1936
183 Ga. 1 - Supreme Court of Georgia - Georgia

e Miami Home Milk Producers Ass'n v. Milk Control Board

July 16, 1936
124 Fla. 797, 169 So. 541 - Florida Supreme Court - Florida

e Miami Home Milk Producers Ass'n v. Milk Control Board

July 16, 1936
169 So. 541 - Florida Supreme Court - Florida

o Territory of Hawaii ex rel. Public Utilities Commission v. Inter-Island Steam
Navigation Co.

July 25, 1936
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33 Haw. 890 - Supreme Court of the Territory of Hawaii - Hawaii

e Prater v. Department of Public Service

Aug. 20, 1936
187 Wash. 335 - Washington Supreme Court - Washington

e Great Northern Ry. Co. v. Nagle

Oct. 1,1936

16 F. Supp. 532 - United States District Court for the District of Montana - United
States

o Blanchard v. Golden Age Brewing Co.

Dec. 7, 1936
188 Wash. 396 - Washington Supreme Court - Washington

o Territory ex rel. Public Utilities Commission v. Fung

Dec. 23,1936
34 Haw. 52 - Supreme Court of the Territory of Hawaii - Hawaii

o St. John the Baptist Greek Catholic Church v. Gengor

Jan. 22, 1937
121 N.J. Eq. 349 - New Jersey Court of Errors and Appeals - New Jersey

e West Coast Hotel Co. v. Parrish

March 29, 1937

300 U.S. 379, 81 L. Ed. 703, 57 S. Ct. 578, 1937 U.S. LEXIS 1119, SCDB 1936-
050 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

o Hanfgarn v. Mark

April 27,1937
274 N.Y. 22 - New York Court of Appeals - New York

o Townsend v. Yeomans
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May 24, 1937

301 U.S. 441, 81 L. Ed. 1210, 57 S. Ct. 842, 1937 U.S. LEXIS 300, SCDB 1936-
126 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

e Inre Kazas
July 22, 1937
22 Cal. App. 2d 161 - District Court of Appeal of the State of California - California

e McCart v. Indianapolis Water Co.

Jan. 3, 1938

302 U.S. 419, 82 L. Ed. 336, 58 S. Ct. 324, 1938 U.S. LEXIS 3, SCDB 1937-
109 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

e Sherlock v. Greaves

Feb. 4, 1938
106 Mont. 206, 76 P.2d 87 - Montana Supreme Court - Montana

e Albritton v. City of Winona

Feb. 7, 1938
181 Miss. 75, 178 So. 799 - Mississippi Supreme Court - Mississippi
o Abbye Employment Agency, Inc. v. Robinson
Feb. 14, 1938
166 Misc. 820 - New York Supreme Court, Appellate Term - New York

e Board of Barber Examiners v. Parker

March 7, 1938
190 La. 214, 182 So. 485 - Louisiana Supreme Court - Louisiana

e Board of Barber Examiners v. Parker

March 7, 1938

182 So. 485, 190 La. 214 - Louisiana Supreme Court - Louisiana
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e Thompson v. Siratt

March 15, 1938
95 F.2d 214 - United States Court of Appeals for the Eighth Circuit - United States

o Clifton Hills Realty Co. v. City of Cincinnati

March 28, 1938
60 Ohio App. 443 - Ohio Court of Appeals - Ohio

o Clifton Hills Realty Co. v. Cincinnati

March 28, 1938
27 Ohio Law Abs. 321 - Ohio Court of Appeals - Ohio

e Inrethe Appeal of Parker

June 22,1938
214 N.C. 51 - Supreme Court of North Carolina - North Carolina

e Geibel v. State Bar

June 23, 1938
11 Cal. 2d 412 - Supreme Court of California - California

e City of St. Louis v. Mississippi River Fuel Corp.

July 5, 1938
97 F.2d 726 - United States Court of Appeals for the Eighth Circuit - United States

o Miami Laundry Co. v. Florida Dry Cleaning & LLaundry Board

July 27,1938
134 Fla. 1, 183 So. 759 - Florida Supreme Court - Florida

e« Wholesale Tobacco Dealers Bureau of Southern California, Inc. v. National
Candy & Tobacco Co.

July 28, 1938

11 Cal. 2d 634 - Supreme Court of California - California
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o American Toll Bridge Co. v. Railroad Commission
Sept. 27, 1938
12 Cal. 2d 184 - Supreme Court of California - California

e Valcour v. Village of Morrisville

Nov. 1, 1938
110 Vt. 93 - Vermont Supreme Court - Vermont

o State ex rel. Public Service Commission v. District Court

Nov. 15,1938
107 Mont. 240, 84 P.2d 335 - Montana Supreme Court - Montana

e In re the Probate of Last Will & Testament of Healy

Nov. 16,1938
255 A.D. 361 - New York Supreme Court, Appellate Division - New York

e Commonwealth v. Hodin

Dec. 1, 1938
34 Pa. D. & C. 270 - Luzerne County Court of Quarter Sessions - Pennsylvania

o Maxwell v. Ohio Fuel Gas Co.

Dec. 30, 1938
61 Ohio App. 394 - Ohio Court of Appeals - Ohio

o United States v. Rock Royal Co-operative, Inc.

June 5, 1939

307 U.S. 533, 83 L. Ed. 1446, 59 S. Ct. 993, 1939 U.S. LEXIS 1068, SCDB 1938-
046 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

o Savage v. Martin

June 6, 1939
161 Or. 660, 91 P.2d 273 - Oregon Supreme Court - Oregon
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e State v. Woitha

June 20, 1939
227 [owa 1 - Iowa Supreme Court - Iowa

e Ex parte Tigner

June 23, 1939
139 Tex. Crim. 452 - Texas Court of Criminal Appeals - Texas

e Ex parte Tigner

June 23, 1939
132 S.W.2d 885 - Texas Court of Criminal Appeals - Texas

o State v. Georgia Southern & Florida Railway Co.

July 7, 1939
139 Fla. 115, 190 So. 527 - Florida Supreme Court - Florida

o Inland Empire Rural Electrification, Inc. v. Department of Public Service

July 10, 1939
199 Wash. 527 - Washington Supreme Court - Washington

o Ex parte Herrin

Aug. 4,1939
67 Okla. Crim. 104, 93 P.2d 21 - Oklahoma Court of Criminal Appeals - Oklahoma

e City of Phoenix v. Kasun

Dec. 18,1939
54 Ariz. 470, 97 P.2d 210 - Arizona Supreme Court - Arizona
o North Little Rock Water Co. v. Water Works Commission
Jan. 29, 1940
199 Ark. 773, 136 S.W. 2194 - Arkansas Supreme Court - Arkansas

o State v. Harris
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Feb. 2, 1940
216 N.C. 746 - Supreme Court of North Carolina - North Carolina

o Rowell v. State Board of Agriculture

Feb. 7, 1940
98 Utah 353, 99 P.2d 1 - Utah Supreme Court - Utah

e Chambers v. Florida

Feb. 12, 1940

309 U.S. 227, 84 L. Ed. 716, 60 S. Ct. 472, 1940 U.S. LEXIS 911, SCDB 1939-
138 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

o Publix Cleaners, Inc. v. Florida Dry Cleaning & Laundry Board
March 12, 1940

32 F. Supp. 31 - United States District Court for the Southern District of
Florida - United States

e Dorsey v. Murphy

March 18, 1940
188 Miss. 291, 194 So. 603 - Mississippi Supreme Court - Mississippi

o Statev. Sears

June 5, 1940
4 Wash. 2d 200 - Washington Supreme Court - Washington

e Consolidation Coal Co. v. Martin

June 7, 1940
113 F.2d 813 - United States Court of Appeals for the Sixth Circuit - United States

e Connor v. City of University Park

June 8, 1940

142 S.W.2d 706 - Texas Courts of Civil Appeals - Texas
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e Prager v. W. H. Chapman & Sons Co.

June 22, 1940
122 W. Va. 428 - Supreme Court of Appeals of West Virginia - West Virginia

e Ackrovyd v. Winston Bros.

July 17, 1940
113 F.2d 657 - United States Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit - United States

o Natural Gas Pipeline Co. v. Federal Power Commission

April 14, 1941
120 F.2d 625 - United States Court of Appeals for the Seventh Circuit - United States

e Buehman v. Bechtel

June 16, 1941
57 Ariz. 363, 114 P.2d 227 - Arizona Supreme Court - Arizona

e Smith Brothers Cleaners & Dyers, Inc. v. People ex rel. Rogers

Sept. 8, 1941
108 Colo. 449, 119 P.2d 623 - Colorado Supreme Court - Colorado

o Voyt v. Bekins Moving & Storage Co.

Nov. 25, 1941
169 Or. 30, 127 P.2d 360, 119 P.2d 586 - Oregon Supreme Court - Oregon

e Inre Municipal Authorities

Dec. 3, 1941
43 Pa. D. & C. 12 - Pennsylvania Department of Justice - Pennsylvania

e M. Witmark & Sons v. Fred Fisher Music Co.

Feb. 11, 1942
125 F.2d 949 - United States Court of Appeals for the Second Circuit - United States

e Federal Power Commission v. Natural Gas Pipeline Co.
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March 16, 1942

315 U.S. 575, 86 L. Ed. 1037, 62 S. Ct. 736, SCDB 1941-043, 1942 U.S. LEXIS
1062 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

e Inre Richards

March 18, 1942

43 F. Supp. 733 - United States District Court for the Middle District of
Pennsylvania - United States

e Christie v. 46th St. Theatre Corp.

Dec. 29, 1942
265 A.D. 255 - New York Supreme Court, Appellate Division - New York

e Inre the Estate of West

Jan. 14, 1943
289 N.Y. 423 - New York Court of Appeals - New York

e Kelly-Sullivan, Inc. v. Moss

Feb. 10, 1943
180 Misc. 3 - New York Supreme Court - New York
o Hope Natural Gas Co. v. Federal Power Commission
Feb. 16, 1943
134 F.2d 287 - United States Court of Appeals for the Fourth Circuit - United States

e Inre Farmers Cooperative Ass'n

March 18, 1943
69 S.D. 191, 8 N.W.2d 557 - South Dakota Supreme Court - South Dakota

e Tampa Electric Co. v. Cooper

May 28, 1943
153 Fla. 81, 14 So.2d 388 - Florida Supreme Court - Florida
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e Davies Warehouse Co. v. Brown

May 28, 1943
137 F.2d 201 - United States Emergency Court of Appeals - United States

e United States v. Associated Press

Oct. 6, 1943

52 F. Supp. 362 - United States District Court for the Southern District of New
York - United States

e Farmers' Gin Co. v. Haves

Dec. 28, 1943

54 F. Supp. 47 - United States District Court for the Western District of
Oklahoma - United States

o Federal Power Commission v. Hope Natural Gas Co.

Jan. 3,1944

320 U.S. 591, 88 L. Ed. 333, 64 S. Ct. 281, 1944 U.S. LEXIS 1204, SCDB 1943-
044 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

o Davies Warehouse Co. v. Bowles

Jan. 31, 1944

321 U.S. 144, 88 L. Ed. 635, 64 S. Ct. 474, 1944 U.S. LEXIS 1220, SCDB 1943-
055 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

o People v. Roig

Feb. 1, 1944
63 P.R. 17 - Supreme Court of Puerto Rico - Puerto Rico

o Pueblo v. Roig

Feb. 1, 1944
63 P.R. Dec. 18 - Supreme Court of Puerto Rico - Puerto Rico

e Miranda v. District Court of San Juan
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March 6, 1944
63 P.R. 155 - Supreme Court of Puerto Rico - Puerto Rico

e Miranda v. Corte de Distrito de San Juan

March 6, 1944
63 P.R. Dec. 161 - Supreme Court of Puerto Rico - Puerto Rico

o Bowles v. Willingham

March 27, 1944

321 U.S. 503, 88 L. Ed. 892, 64 S. Ct. 641, SCDB 1943-042, 1944 U.S. LEXIS
1202 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

o Philadelphia Transportation Co. v. Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission
April 18, 1944
155 Pa. Super. 9 - Superior Court of Pennsylvania - Pennsylvania

o City of Clayton v. Nemours

July 3, 1944
353 Mo. 61, 182 S.W.2d 57 - Supreme Court of Missouri - Missouri
o Market Street Railway Co. v. Railroad Commission

July 3, 1944

24 Cal. 2d 378 - Supreme Court of California - California

e Commissioner v. Shamberg's Estate

Aug. 24, 1944
144 F.2d 998 - United States Court of Appeals for the Second Circuit - United States

e Thompson v. Harris

Oct. 4, 1944
107 Utah 99, 152 P.2d 91 - Utah Supreme Court - Utah

e Utah Power & Light Co. v. Public Service Commission
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Oct. 10, 1944
107 Utah 155, 152 P.2d 542 - Utah Supreme Court - Utah

e Carolene Products Co. v. United States

Nov. 6, 1944

323 U.S. 18, 89 L. Ed. 15, 65 S. Ct. 1, 1944 U.S. LEXIS 1352, SCDB 1944-
022 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

e Roig v. People of Puerto Rico

Jan. 29, 1945
147 F.2d 87 - United States Court of Appeals for the First Circuit - United States

e Ex parte Strauch

March 21, 1945
80 OKkla. Crim. 89, 157 P.2d 201 - Oklahoma Court of Criminal Appeals - Oklahoma

e Casco Castle Co.

March 30, 1945
141 Me. 222 - Maine Supreme Judicial Court - Maine

o Colorado Interstate Gas Co. v. Federal Power Commission
April 2, 1945

324 U.S. 581, 89 L. Ed. 1206, 65 S. Ct. 829, 1945 U.S. LEXIS 2621, SCDB 1944-
080 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

e« Madden v. Queens County Jockey Club, Inc.

Nov. 5, 1945

269 A.D. 644 - New York Supreme Court, Appellate Division - New York

e Stonev. Farish

Nov. 26, 1945

199 Miss. 186, 23 So. 2d 911 - Mississippi Supreme Court - Mississippi
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e Merced Dredging Co. v. Merced County

June 29, 1946

67 F. Supp. 598 - United States District Court for the Southern District of
California - United States

o Ferrante v. Fish & Game Commission
Dec. 6, 1946
29 Cal. 2d 365 - Supreme Court of California - California

e Ricev. Santa Fe Elevator Corp.

May 5, 1947

331 U.S. 218, 91 L. Ed. 1447, 67 S. Ct. 1146, 1947 U.S. LEXIS 2938, SCDB 1946-
098 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

o Staten Island Edison Corp. v. Maltbie

May 22, 1947
296 N.Y. 374 - New York Court of Appeals - New York

e Adamson v. California

June 23, 1947

332 U.S. 46, 91 L. Ed. 1903, 67 S. Ct. 1672, SCDB 1946-126, 1947 U.S. LEXIS
2876 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

e Lewis v. Mayor of Cumberland

July 8, 1947
189 Md. 58 - Court of Appeals of Maryland - Maryland

e Aponte v. District Court of San Juan

Dec. 4, 1947
67 P.R. 788 - Supreme Court of Puerto Rico - Puerto Rico

e Aponte v. Tribunal del Distrito Judicial de San Juan

Dec. 4, 1947
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67 P.R. Dec. 840 - Supreme Court of Puerto Rico - Puerto Rico

o People ex rel. Tinkoff v. Northwestern University

Dec. 10, 1947
333 Ill. App. 224 - Illinois Appellate Court - Illinois

e Leraan v. Aftenro Society

Jan. 9, 1948
225 Minn. 229 - Minnesota Supreme Court - Minnesota

o Hertz Drivurself Stations, Inc. v. Siggins

March 26, 1948
359 Pa. 25 - Supreme Court of Pennsylvania - Pennsylvania

e Jordan v. American Eagle Fire Ins.

April 12,1948

169 F.2d 281 - United States Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia
Circuit - United States

e Harlow v. Ryland

July 6, 1948

78 F. Supp. 488 - United States District Court for the Eastern District of
Arkansas - United States

o Packer Collegiate Institute v. University of the State of New York

July 16, 1948
298 N.Y. 184 - New York Court of Appeals - New York

o [Ex parte George

Oct. 6, 1948
152 Tex. Crim. 465 - Texas Court of Criminal Appeals - Texas

o Ex parte George
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Oct. 6, 1948
215 S.W.2d 170 - Texas Court of Criminal Appeals - Texas

e Board of Ins. Com'rs v. Kansas City Title Ins. Co.

Jan. 19, 1949
217 S.W.2d 695 - Texas Courts of Civil Appeals - Texas

e Morrison v. Lamarre

March 29, 1949
75 R.1. 176 - Supreme Court of Rhode Island - Rhode Island

o« Wong v. Finkelstein

May 19, 1949
299 N.Y. 205 - New York Court of Appeals - New York

e Franklin v. Harper

Sept. 16, 1949
205 Ga. 779 - Supreme Court of Georgia - Georgia

e Home Gas Co. v. Eckerson

Jan. 18, 1950
197 Misc. 793 - Rockland County Court - New York

o Estates of Wright v. Pizel

Jan. 28, 1950
168 Kan. 493, 214 P.2d 328 - Kansas Supreme Court - Kansas

o California State Automobile Ass'n Inter-Insurance Bureau v. Downey

April 10, 1950
96 Cal. App. 2d 876 - District Court of Appeal of the State of California - California

e Brody v. Marshall

May 18, 1950
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72 Pa. D. & C. 197 - Philadelphia County Court of Common Pleas - Pennsylvania

e Montgomery County v. Bigelow

Dec. 6, 1950
196 Md. 413 - Court of Appeals of Maryland - Maryland

e Adwon v. Oklahoma Retail Grocers Ass'n

Feb. 27, 1951
204 Okla. 199, 228 P.2d 376 - Oklahoma Supreme Court - Oklahoma
o Commonwealth ex rel. Milk Control Commission v. Hollinger
April 19, 1951
79 Pa. D. & C. 49 - Cumberland County Court of Quarter Sessions - Pennsylvania

o People v. "Eastern Sugar Associates, a Trust"

May 29, 1951
72 P.R. 548 - Supreme Court of Puerto Rico - Puerto Rico

e El Pueblo de Puerto Rico v. Eastern Sugar Associates

May 29, 1951
72 P.R. Dec. 587 - Supreme Court of Puerto Rico - Puerto Rico

e State v. Hobson

Oct. 18, 1951
46 Del. 381 - Delaware Supreme Court - Delaware

o Slater v. City of El Paso

Oct. 24, 1951
244 S.W.2d 927 - Texas Courts of Civil Appeals - Texas

o Eachus v. People

Nov. 19, 1951
124 Colo. 454, 238 P.2d 885 - Colorado Supreme Court - Colorado
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e State v. Mundet Cork Corp.

Jan. 21, 1952
8 N.J. 359 - Supreme Court of New Jersey - New Jersey

o Natural Gas Consumers v. Northern Utilities Co.

Sept. 2, 1952
70 Wyo. 225, 247 P.2d 767 - Supreme Court of Wyoming - Wyoming

e Southwestern Bell Tel. Co. v. Texas State Optical

Oct. 23, 1952
253 S.W.2d 877 - Texas Courts of Civil Appeals - Texas

o City of Baytown v. General Tel. Co. of the Southwest

Feb. 19, 1953
256 S.W.2d 187 - Texas Courts of Civil Appeals - Texas

o State Board of Dry Cleaners v. Thrift-D-Lux Cleaners, Inc.

March 10, 1953
40 Cal. 2d 436 - Supreme Court of California - California

o City of Houston v. Southwestern Bell Tel. Co.

Dec. 9, 1953
263 S.W.2d 169 - Texas Courts of Civil Appeals - Texas

e Garner v. Teamsters, Chauffeurs & Helpers Local Union No. 776

Dec. 14, 1953

346 U.S. 485, 98 L. Ed. 2d 228, 74 S. Ct. 161, 1953 U.S. LEXIS 2575, SCDB 1953-
019 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

e City of Tucson v. Polar Water Co.

Jan. 18, 1954
76 Ariz. 404, 265 P.2d 773 - Arizona Supreme Court - Arizona
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o Commonwealth v. Nelson
Jan. 25,1954
377 Pa. 58 - Supreme Court of Pennsylvania - Pennsylvania

o State v. Guyette

Feb. 5, 1954
81 R.I. 281 - Supreme Court of Rhode Island - Rhode Island

e In re the Diamond State Telephone Co.

Feb. 19, 1954

48 Del. 317 - Delaware Superior Court - Delaware

e People v. Western Air Lines, Inc.

April 2, 1954
42 Cal. 2d 621 - Supreme Court of California - California

e Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen v. Walker

May 25, 1954
377 Pa. 396 - Supreme Court of Pennsylvania - Pennsylvania

o Western States Utilities Co. v. City of Waseca

May 28, 1954
242 Minn. 302 - Minnesota Supreme Court - Minnesota

o State v. Gleason

July 16, 1954

128 Mont. 485, 277 P.2d 530 - Montana Supreme Court - Montana
o Sperry & Hutchinson Co. v. Hoegh

July 26, 1954

246 Iowa 9, 65 N.W.2d 410 - Iowa Supreme Court - lowa
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o New York, Philadelphia & Norfolk Railroad Ferry Co. v. County of
Northampton

Oct. 11, 1954
196 Va. 412 - Supreme Court of Appeals of Virginia - Virginia

e United Truck Lines, Inc. v. United States

Oct. 13, 1954
216 F.2d 396 - United States Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit - United States

e Adams v. Miami Beach Hotel Ass'n

Jan. 21, 1955
77 So. 2d 465 - Florida Supreme Court - Florida

o State ex rel. Olsen v. Public Service Commission

March 7, 1955
129 Mont. 106, 283 P.2d 594 - Montana Supreme Court - Montana

e Amato v. Latter & Blum, Inc.

March 21, 1955
227 La. 537, 79 So. 2d 873 - Louisiana Supreme Court - Louisiana

e Amato v. Latter & Blum, Inc.

March 21, 1955

79 So. 2d 873, 227 La. 537 - Louisiana Supreme Court - Louisiana
o Baltimore Transit Co. v. Public Service Commission

March 24, 1955

206 Md. 533 - Court of Appeals of Maryland - Maryland

o Williamson v. Lee Optical of Oklahoma, Inc.

March 28, 1955

Page 193 of 246


https://cite.case.law/va/196/412/
https://cite.case.law/va/196/412/
https://cite.case.law/f2d/216/396/
https://cite.case.law/so-2d/77/465/
https://cite.case.law/mont/129/106/
https://cite.case.law/la/227/537/2939656/
https://cite.case.law/so-2d/79/873/9916386/
https://cite.case.law/md/206/533/
https://cite.case.law/us/348/483/

348 U.S. 483, 99 L. Ed. 2d 563, 75 S. Ct. 461, 1955 U.S. LEXIS 1003, SCDB 1954-
046 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

e Gilbertson v. Culinary Alliance & Bartenders' Union

March 30, 1955
204 Or. 326, 282 P.2d 632 - Oregon Supreme Court - Oregon

e Mora v. Mejias

June 9, 1955
223 F.2d 814 - United States Court of Appeals for the First Circuit - United States

o Kuhl Motor Co. v. Ford Motor Co.

June 28, 1955
270 Wis. 488 - Wisconsin Supreme Court - Wisconsin

e Gulf, Mobile & Ohio Railroad v. Illinois Central Railroad

Aug. 18, 1955
225 F.2d 816 - United States Court of Appeals for the Fifth Circuit - United States

e City of Moultrie v. Burgess

Oct. 13, 1955

212 Ga. 22 - Supreme Court of Georgia - Georgia

e Curtiss v. Cleveland City

Nov. 23, 1955
74 Ohio Law Abs. 499 - Ohio Court of Appeals - Ohio

o Foltz v. City of Indianapolis

Dec. 16, 1955
234 Ind. 656 - Supreme Court of Indiana - Indiana

o Rank v. United States

Feb. 7, 1956
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142 F. Supp. 1 - United States District Court for the Southern District of
California - United States

« Railroad Commission v. Houston Natural Gas Corp.
March 21, 1956
155 Tex. 502, 289 S.W.2d 559 - Supreme Court of Texas - Texas
« Railroad Commission v. Houston Natural Gas Corp.
March 21, 1956
289 S.W.2d 559 - Supreme Court of Texas - Texas

e Magierowski v. Buckley

March 23, 1956
39 N.J. Super. 534 - New Jersey Superior Court, Appellate Division - New Jersey

e Lernerv. Casey

June 25, 1956
2 A.D.2d 1 - New York Supreme Court, Appellate Division - New York

o Findley Lake Property Owners, Inc. v. Town of Mina

June 26, 1956
31 Misc. 2d 356 - New York Supreme Court - New York

e Grace Line, Inc. v. Panama Canal Co.

June 28, 1956

143 F. Supp. 539 - United States District Court for the Southern District of New
York - United States

o Benson v. Schofield

June 29, 1956

236 F.2d 719 - United States Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia
Circuit - United States

e Magnolia Petroleum Co. v. Federal Power Commission
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June 30, 1956
236 F.2d 785 - United States Court of Appeals for the Fifth Circuit - United States

e Malone v. Custom Manor Inc.

Dec. 27,1956
4 Misc. 2d 976 - New York Supreme Court - New York

e Mosko v. Dunbar

April 1, 1957
135 Colo. 172, 309 P.2d 581 - Colorado Supreme Court - Colorado

e« E.L. Bowen & Co. v. American Motors Sales Corp.

July 9, 1957

153 F. Supp. 42 - United States District Court for the Eastern District of
Virginia - United States

e Tennessee v. United States

May 26, 1958
256 F.2d 244 - United States Court of Appeals for the Sixth Circuit - United States

o State v. Local No. 8-6, Oil, Chemical & Atomic Workers International Union

Sept. 29, 1958
317 S.W.2d 309 - Supreme Court of Missouri - Missouri

o Labberton v. General Casualty Co. of America

Nov. 28, 1958
53 Wash. 2d 180 - Washington Supreme Court - Washington

e General Electric Co. v. City of Passaic

Dec. 22, 1958

28 N.J. 499 - Supreme Court of New Jersey - New Jersey

« England v. Louisiana State Board of Medical Examiners
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Jan. 23, 1959
263 F.2d 661 - United States Court of Appeals for the Fifth Circuit - United States

e Hertz Corp. v. Heltzel

July 15, 1959
217 Or. 205, 341 P.2d 1063 - Oregon Supreme Court - Oregon

e Gomillion v. Lightfoot

Sept. 15, 1959
270 F.2d 594 - United States Court of Appeals for the Fifth Circuit - United States

e Turner v. United States

Oct. 20, 1959

43 Cust. Ct. 195 - United States Customs Court - United States
« Pacific Natural Gas Co. v. Federal Power Commission

March 14, 1960

276 F.2d 350 - United States Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit - United States
o Public Utilities Commission v. Colorado Interstate Gas Co.

April 11, 1960

142 Colo. 361, 351 P.2d 241 - Colorado Supreme Court - Colorado

e Vogts v. Guerrette

May 2, 1960
142 Colo. 527, 351 P.2d 851 - Colorado Supreme Court - Colorado

o Gwynette v. Myers

July 26, 1960
237 S.C. 17, 115 S.E.2d 673 - Supreme Court of South Carolina - South Carolina

o Steffey v. City of Casper

Nov. 29, 1960
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357 P.2d 456 - Supreme Court of Wyoming - Wyoming

e White House Milk Co. v. Reynolds

Dec. 2, 1960
12 Wis. 2d 143 - Wisconsin Supreme Court - Wisconsin

e Abolt v. City of Fort Madison

March 7, 1961
252 Iowa 626, 108 N.W.2d 263 - Iowa Supreme Court - lowa

e Overlake Homes, Inc. v. Seattle-First National Bank

March 23, 1961
57 Wash. 2d 881 - Washington Supreme Court - Washington
o Springfield Insurance v. State Tax Commission
May 1, 1961
342 Mass. 505 - Massachusetts Supreme Judicial Court - Massachusetts

e United States v. Davies Turner & Co.

Aug. 4, 1961
48 C.C.P.A. 159 - United States Court of Customs and Patent Appeals - United States

e People v. Codarre

Nov. 30, 1961
10 N.Y.2d 361 - New York Court of Appeals - New York

e Garner v. Louisiana

Dec. 11, 1961

368 U.S. 157, 7 L. Ed. 2d 207, 82 S. Ct. 248, 1961 U.S. LEXIS 28, SCDB 1961-
010 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

o Kesler v. Department of Public Safety

March 26, 1962
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369 U.S. 153, 82 S. Ct. 807, 7 L. Ed. 2d 641, 1962 U.S. LEXIS 2220, SCDB 1961-
050 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

e Gilman v. City of Newark

April 6, 1962
73 N.J. Super. 562 - New Jersey Superior Court, Law Division - New Jersey

e City & County of San Francisco v. Western Air Lines, Inc.

May 28, 1962

204 Cal. App. 2d 105 - District Court of Appeal of the State of California - California
o LL.F.Y.Co.v.City Rent & Rehabilitation Administration

July 6, 1962

11 N.Y.2d 480 - New York Court of Appeals - New York

e Opinion to the Governor

Oct. 18, 1962
95 R.I. 109 - Supreme Court of Rhode Island - Rhode Island

o Bovlan v. United States

Nov. 19, 1962
310 F.2d 493 - United States Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit - United States

e Greisman v. Newcomb Hospital

July 1, 1963
40 N.J. 389 - Supreme Court of New Jersey - New Jersey

o Tunkl v. Regents of University of California

July 9, 1963
60 Cal. 2d 92 - Supreme Court of California - California

e St. Clair v. Yonkers Raceway, Inc.

July 10, 1963
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13 N.Y.2d 72 - New York Court of Appeals - New York

o Doyle v. Board of Barber Examiners

Aug. 21,1963
219 Cal. App. 2d 504 - District Court of Appeal of the State of California - California

e Lewis v. City of Grand Rapids

Sept. 13, 1963

222 F. Supp. 349 - United States District Court for the Western District of
Michigan - United States

« Glaser v. Pennsylvania Railroad
Dec. 9, 1963
82 N.J. Super. 16 - New Jersey Superior Court, Law Division - New Jersey

e Visco v. State ex rel. Pickrell

Dec. 26, 1963
95 Ariz. 154, 388 P.2d 155 - Arizona Supreme Court - Arizona

e Brotherhood of Locomotive Firemen & Enginemen v. Chicago, Burlington &
Quincy Railroad

Jan. 8, 1964

225 F. Supp. 11 - United States District Court for the District of Columbia - United
States

e City of Athens v. Gulf States Telephone Co.

May 7, 1964

380 S.W.2d 687 - Texas Courts of Civil Appeals - Texas
o Malloyv. Hogan

June 15, 19064

378 U.S. 1,12 L. Ed. 2d 653, 84 S. Ct. 1489, 1964 U.S. LEXIS 993, SCDB 1963-
146 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States
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e Bell v. Maryland

June 22, 1964

378 U.S. 226, 12 L. Ed. 2d 822, 84 S. Ct. 1814, 1964 U.S. LEXIS 824, SCDB 1963-
160 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

e People v. Cassese

July 10, 1964
43 Misc. 2d 869 - County Court of New York, Westchester County - New York

o Stone v. Salley

Aug. 6, 1964
244 S.C. 531, 137 S.E.2d 788 - Supreme Court of South Carolina - South Carolina

e Schwartz-Torrance Investment Corp. v. Bakery & Confectionery Workers'
Union

Aug. 31,1964
61 Cal. 2d 766 - Supreme Court of California - California

e Ferreira v. Barham

Oct. 14, 1964
230 Cal. App. 2d 128 - District Court of Appeal of the State of California - California

e Maine Milk Commission v. Cumberland Farms Northern, Inc.

Dec. 3, 1964
160 Me. 366 - Maine Supreme Judicial Court - Maine

e New York Central Railroad v. Lefkowitz

April 8, 1965
46 Misc. 2d 68 - New York Supreme Court - New York

o Amsterdam-Manhattan, Inc. v. City Rent & Rehabilitation Administration
April 15, 1965

Page 201 of 246


https://cite.case.law/us/378/226/
https://cite.case.law/misc-2d/43/869/
https://cite.case.law/sc/244/531/
https://cite.case.law/cal-2d/61/766/
https://cite.case.law/cal-2d/61/766/
https://cite.case.law/cal-app-2d/230/128/
https://cite.case.law/me/160/366/
https://cite.case.law/misc-2d/46/68/
https://cite.case.law/ny2d/15/1014/

15 N.Y.2d 1014 - New York Court of Appeals - New York

e Griswold v. Connecticut

June 7, 1965

381 U.S. 479, 14 L. Ed. 2d 510, 85 S. Ct. 1678, 1965 U.S. LEXIS 2282, SCDB 1964-
121 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

» State v. Washington Utilities & Transportation Commission
June 10, 1965
66 Wash. 2d 411 - Washington Supreme Court - Washington

« England v. Louisiana State Board of Medical Examiners
Nov. 9, 1965

246 F. Supp. 993 - United States District Court for the Eastern District of
Louisiana - United States

e Western Colorado Power Co. v. Public Utilities Commission

Feb. 14, 1966
159 Colo. 262, 411 P.2d 785 - Colorado Supreme Court - Colorado

e Harrell v. Tobriner

Nov. 8, 1967

279 F. Supp. 22 - United States District Court for the District of Columbia - United
States

o Permian Basin Area Rate Cases

May 1, 1968
390 U.S. 747 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

o Northern Michigan Water Co. v. Public Service Commission

Oct. 21, 1968

381 Mich. 340 - Michigan Supreme Court - Michigan
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« Universal Interpretive Shuttle Corp. v. Washington Metropolitan Area Transit
Commission

Nov. 25,1968

393 U.S. 186, 21 L. Ed. 2d 334, 89 S. Ct. 354, SCDB 1968-018, 1968 U.S. LEXIS
2907 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

e Greater Fremont, Inc. v. City of Fremont

Dec. 30, 1968

21 Ohio Misc. 127 - United States District Court for the Northern District of
Ohio - United States

e Greater Fremont, Inc. v. City of Fremont

Dec. 30, 1968

302 F. Supp. 652 - United States District Court for the Northern District of
Ohio - United States

e Chesapeake & Ohio Railway Co. v. Public Service Commission

May 5, 1969
382 Mich. 8 - Michigan Supreme Court - Michigan

e Inre New York, New Haven & Hartford Railroad

May 28, 1969

304 F. Supp. 793 - United States District Court for the District of
Connecticut - United States

e Southern Louisiana Area Rate Cases v. Federal Power Commission
March 19, 1970
428 F.2d 407 - United States Court of Appeals for the Fifth Circuit - United States

e State v. Johnson

May 21, 1970

265 A.2d 711 - Maine Supreme Judicial Court - Maine
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o American Export-Isbrandtsen Lines, Inc. v. Federal Maritime Commission

June 11, 1970

444 F.2d 824 - United States Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia
Circuit - United States

e Advisory Opinion re Constitutionality of Pa 1970, No 100

Oct. 5, 1970
384 Mich. 82 - Michigan Supreme Court - Michigan

o Allardice v. Adams County

Nov. 16, 1970
173 Colo. 133, 476 P.2d 982 - Colorado Supreme Court - Colorado

e Cottonwood Mall Shopping Center, Inc. v. Utah Power & Light Co.

March 12, 1971
440 F.2d 36 - United States Court of Appeals for the Tenth Circuit - United States

e Lustig v. Congregation B'Nai Israel

March 29, 1971
65 Misc. 2d 1052 - New York Supreme Court - New York

e Inre New York, New Haven & Hartford Railroad

June 11, 1971

330 F. Supp. 131 - United States District Court for the District of
Connecticut - United States

o Pinnickv. Cleary
June 29, 1971
360 Mass. 1 - Massachusetts Supreme Judicial Court - Massachusetts

e Troy Hills Village, Inc. v. Fischler

July 12, 1971
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122 N.J. Super. 572 - New Jersey Superior Court, Law Division - New Jersey

o Davenport Water Co. v. Iowa State Commerce Commission

Sept. 27, 1971
190 N.W.2d 583 - Iowa Supreme Court - Iowa

e Lo-Vaca Gathering Co. v. Missouri-Kansas-Texas Railroad

Feb. 9, 1972
476 S.W.2d 732 - Texas Courts of Civil Appeals - Texas
o Arizona Corp. Commission v. Nicholson
May 26, 1972
108 Ariz. 317, 497 P.2d 815 - Arizona Supreme Court - Arizona

o Lucas v. Wisconsin Electric Power Co.

Aug. 2, 1972
466 F.2d 638 - United States Court of Appeals for the Seventh Circuit - United States

e Brown v. Merlo

Feb. 20, 1973
8 Cal. 3d 855 - Supreme Court of California - California

e Opinion of the Justices

May 14, 1973
113 N.H. 205 - New Hampshire Supreme Court - New Hampshire

e Inre Traders Compress Co.

May 29, 1973

381 F. Supp. 789 - United States District Court for the Western District of
Oklahoma - United States

e Kluger v. White

July 11, 1973

Page 205 of 246


https://cite.case.law/nw2d/190/583/
https://cite.case.law/sw2d/476/732/
https://cite.case.law/ariz/108/317/
https://cite.case.law/f2d/466/638/
https://cite.case.law/cal-3d/8/855/
https://cite.case.law/nh/113/205/
https://cite.case.law/f-supp/381/789/
https://cite.case.law/so-2d/281/1/

281 So. 2d 1 - Florida Supreme Court - Florida

o Bangor & Aroostook Railroad v. Bangor Punta Operations, Inc.

Aug. 3,1973
482 F.2d 865 - United States Court of Appeals for the First Circuit - United States

e Marvland Board of Pharmacy v. Sav-A-Lot, Inc.

Oct. 31, 1973
270 Md. 103 - Court of Appeals of Maryland - Maryland

o North Dakota State Board of Pharmacy v. Snyder's Drug Stores, Inc.

Dec. 5, 1973

414 U.S. 156, 38 L. Ed. 2d 379, 94 S. Ct. 407, 1973 U.S. LEXIS 181, SCDB 1973-
020 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

o Aetna Life Insurance v. Washington Life & Disability Insurance Guaranty
Ass'n

March 21, 1974
83 Wash. 2d 523 - Washington Supreme Court - Washington

o Lasky v. State Farm Insurance

April 17, 1974
296 So. 2d 9 - Florida Supreme Court - Florida

e Manzanaresv. Bell

May 7, 1974

214 Kan. 589, 522 P.2d 1291 - Kansas Supreme Court - Kansas

e Inre Penn Central Transportation Co.

July 2, 1974

382 F. Supp. 856 - United States District Court for the Eastern District of
Pennsylvania - United States

o Palm Beach Mobile Homes, Inc. v. Strong
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July 10, 1974
300 So. 2d 881 - Florida Supreme Court - Florida

o Texas Optometry Board v. Lee Vision Center, Inc.

Oct. 18,1974
515 S.W.2d 380 - Texas Courts of Civil Appeals - Texas

o Times Newspapers Ltd. v. McDonnell Douglas Corp.

Dec. 2, 1974

387 F. Supp. 189 - United States District Court for the Central District of
California - United States

e Minnesota Gas Co. v. Public Service Commission
Dec. 12,1974

394 F. Supp. 327 - United States District Court for the District of Minnesota - United
States

e Singer v. Sheppard

June 26, 1975
464 Pa. 387, 346 A.2d 897 - Supreme Court of Pennsylvania - Pennsylvania

o State v. Southwestern Bell Telephone Co.

July 9, 1975
526 S.W.2d 526 - Supreme Court of Texas - Texas

o Gentile v. Altermatt

Aug. 5, 1975
169 Conn. 267 - Connecticut Supreme Court - Connecticut

e Industrial Development Authority v. La France Cleaners & Laundry Corp.

Sept. 5, 1975

216 Va. 277 - Supreme Court of Virginia - Virginia
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o Minnesota Gas Co. v. Public Service Commission
Sept. 26, 1975
523 F.2d 581 - United States Court of Appeals for the Eighth Circuit - United States

o Delaware River Port Authority v. Tiemann

Nov. 12, 1975

403 F. Supp. 1117 - United States District Court for the District of New
Jersey - United States

e Montgomery v. Daniels

Nov. 25, 1975
38 N.Y.2d 41 - New York Court of Appeals - New York

e Hutton Park Gardens v. Town Council

Dec. 11, 1975
68 N.J. 543 - Supreme Court of New Jersey - New Jersey

o Westchester West No. 2 Ltd. Partnership v. Montgomery County

Dec. 18, 1975
276 Md. 448 - Court of Appeals of Maryland - Maryland

» National Ass'n of Regulatory Utility Commissioners v. Federal
Communications Commission

Jan. 5, 1976

525 F.2d 630 - United States Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia
Circuit - United States

o National Ass'n of Regulatory Utility Commissioners v. Federal
Communications Commission

Jan. 5, 1976

173 U.S. App. D.C. 413, 525 F.2d 630 - United States Court of Appeals for the District
of Columbia Circuit - United States
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o Halpern v. Gozan

Feb. 6, 1976
85 Misc. 2d 753 - New York Supreme Court - New York

o Sidle v. Majors

Feb. 16, 1976
264 Ind. 206 - Supreme Court of Indiana - Indiana

e J.L.v.Parham

Feb. 26, 1976

412 F. Supp. 112 - United States District Court for the Middle District of
Georgia - United States

e Hudgens v. National Labor Relations Board

March 3, 1976

424 U.S. 507, 96 S. Ct. 1029, 47 L. Ed. 2d 196, 1976 U.S. LEXIS 5, SCDB 1975-
044 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

e Campbell v. City of Lincoln

April 1, 1976
195 Neb. 703, 240 N.W.2d 339 - Nebraska Supreme Court - Nebraska

o Rybeck v. Rybeck

April 30, 1976
141 N.J. Super. 481 - New Jersey Superior Court, Law Division - New Jersey

e Chlystek v. Kane

April 30, 1976

412 F. Supp. 20 - United States District Court for the Western District of
Pennsylvania - United States

e Reinhardt v. Anne Arundel County

May 5, 1976
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31 Md. App. 355 - Court of Special Appeals of Maryland - Maryland

e Cantor v. Detroit Edison Co.

July 6, 1976

428 U.S. 579, 49 L. Ed. 2d 1141, 96 S. Ct. 3110, 1976 U.S. LEXIS 4, SCDB 1975-
183 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

o Fadgen v. Lenkner

Oct. 8, 1976
469 Pa. 272, 365 A.2d 147 - Supreme Court of Pennsylvania - Pennsylvania

o Jones v. State Board of Medicine

Oct. 15,1976
97 Idaho 859, 555 P.2d 399 - Idaho Supreme Court - Idaho

e Comiskey v. Arlen

Dec. 20, 1976
55 A.D.2d 304 - New York Supreme Court, Appellate Division - New York

e Nevada Industrial Commission v. Reese

March 9, 1977
93 Nev. 115, 560 P.2d 1352 - Supreme Court of Nevada - Nevada

e Moore v. City of East Cleveland

May 31, 1977

431 U.S. 494, 52 L. Ed. 2d 531, 97 S. Ct. 1932, 1977 U.S. LEXIS 17, SCDB 1976-
117 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

e Nunley v. State Board of Insurance

June 2, 1977
552 S.W.2d 624 - Texas Courts of Civil Appeals - Texas

e InreJohnson
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June 30, 1977
554 S.W.2d 775 - Texas Courts of Civil Appeals - Texas

e Crafton v. Board of Trustees

July 1, 1977
554 S.W.2d 82 - Supreme Court of Kentucky - Kentucky

o Prendergast v. Nelson

July 20, 1977
199 Neb. 97, 256 N.W.2d 657 - Nebraska Supreme Court - Nebraska

e Archibald v. Cinerama Hawaiian Hotels, Inc.

Sept. 6, 1977
73 Cal. App. 3d 152 - Court of Appeal of the State of California - California

e Union County Regional Board of School Trustees v. Union County Historical
Society, Inc.

Sept. 8, 1977
52 I1l. App. 3d 458 - Illinois Appellate Court - Illinois
e Adamik v. Standard

Nov. 4, 1977

439 F. Supp. 784 - United States District Court for the Western District of
Pennsylvania - United States

e Bushnell v. Sapp

Nov. 21,1977
194 Colo. 273, 571 P.2d 1100 - Colorado Supreme Court - Colorado

e Student Bar Ass'n Board of Governors v. Byrd

Dec. 15, 1977
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« Mobilfone of Northeastern Pennsylvania, Inc. v. Commonwealth Telephone
Co.

Feb. 8, 1978

571 F.2d 141 - United States Court of Appeals for the Third Circuit - United States
o Attorney General v. Johnson

April 5, 1978

282 Md. 274 - Court of Appeals of Maryland - Maryland

o Keystone Water Co. v. Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission

April 7, 1978
477 Pa. 594, 385 A.2d 946 - Supreme Court of Pennsylvania - Pennsylvania

e United States v. Consolidated Edison Co.

June 26, 1978
580 F.2d 1122 - United States Court of Appeals for the Second Circuit - United States

e Sarfv. New York State Department of Health

June 26, 1978
579 F.2d 726 - United States Court of Appeals for the Second Circuit - United States

e Duke Power Co. v. Carolina Environmental Study Group, Inc.

June 26, 1978

438 U.S. 59, 57 L. Ed. 2d 595, 98 S. Ct. 2620, 1978 U.S. LEXIS 38, SCDB 1977-
140 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

e InrelLindaF. M.

Oct. 26, 1978
95 Misc. 2d 581 - New York Surrogate's Court - New York

o Parker v. Children's Hospital

Nov. 1, 1978
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483 Pa. 106, 394 A.2d 932 - Supreme Court of Pennsylvania - Pennsylvania

o People ex rel. Lewis v. Safeco Insurance Co. of America

Dec. 1, 1978
98 Misc. 2d 856 - New York Supreme Court - New York
o Tsarnasv. Jones & Laughlin Steel Corp.
Dec. 28, 1978
262 Pa. Super. 417, 396 A.2d 1241 - Superior Court of Pennsylvania - Pennsylvania

o Daughters of Miriam Center for the Aged v. Mathews

Dec. 29, 1978
590 F.2d 1250 - United States Court of Appeals for the Third Circuit - United States

e Hines v. Elkhart General Hospital

Jan. 15, 1979

465 F. Supp. 421 - United States District Court for the Northern District of
Indiana - United States

e Quernv. Jordan

March 5, 1979

440 U.S. 332, 59 L. Ed. 2d 358, 99 S. Ct. 1139, SCDB 1978-051, 1979 U.S. LEXIS
67 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

o Watkins v. Milwaukee County Civil Service Commission

March 27, 1979
88 Wis. 2d 411, 276 N.W.2d 775 - Wisconsin Supreme Court - Wisconsin

e Teasley v. Mathis

April 24, 1979
243 Ga. 561 - Supreme Court of Georgia - Georgia

e Gay Law Students Ass'n v. Pacific Telephone & Telegraph Co.
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May 31, 1979
24 Cal. 3d 458 - Supreme Court of California - California

e Hempel v. American Airlines, Inc.

Aug. 9,1979
102 Misc. 2d 563 - New York Supreme Court - New York

e Brungard v. Hartman

Sept. 14, 1979

46 Pa. Commw. 10 - Commonwealth Court of Pennsylvania - Pennsylvania

o American Real Estate Institute, Inc. v. Alabama Real Estate Commission

Nov. 2, 1979
605 F.2d 931 - United States Court of Appeals for the Fifth Circuit - United States

o Gulf Water Benefaction Co. v. Public Utility Commission ex rel. Attorney

General (In re Gulf Water Benefaction Co.)

Jan. 31, 1980

2 B.R. 357 - United States Bankruptcy Court for the Southern District of
Texas - United States

» Johnson v. St. Vincent Hospital, Inc.
May 16, 1980
273 Ind. 374 - Supreme Court of Indiana - Indiana

o Johnson v. St. Vincent Hospital, Inc.

May 16, 1980
404 N.E.2d 585 - Supreme Court of Indiana - Indiana

e State ex rel. Ohio County Commission v. Samol

June 5, 1980
165 W. Va. 714 - Supreme Court of Appeals of West Virginia - West Virginia
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e Prunevard Shopping Center v. Robins

June 9, 1980

447 U.S. 74, 64 L. Ed. 2d 741, 100 S. Ct. 2035, 1980 U.S. LEXIS 129, SCDB 1979-
107 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

e Local 1330, United Steel Workers v. United States Steel Corp.

July 25, 1980
631 F.2d 1264 - United States Court of Appeals for the Sixth Circuit - United States

o Davis v. Hubbard

Sept. 16, 1980

506 F. Supp. 915 - United States District Court for the Northern District of
Ohio - United States

o Indiana State Highway Commission v. Rickert

Nov. 13, 1980
412 N.E.2d 269 - Court of Appeals of Indiana - Indiana

e Mobil Oil Corp. v. Tully

June 10, 1981
653 F.2d 497 - Temporary Emergency Court of Appeals - United States

o Energy Reserves Group, Inc. v. Kansas Power & Light Co.

July 17, 1981
230 Kan. 176, 630 P.2d 1142 - Kansas Supreme Court - Kansas

o Pioneer Towing, Inc. v. Illinois Commerce Commission

Aug. 14, 1981
99 Ill. App. 3d 403 - Illinois Appellate Court - Illinois

e« Thompson v. State

Aug. 19, 1981
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425 N.E.2d 167 - Court of Appeals of Indiana - Indiana

o Bel-Air Motel Corp. v. Title Insurance Corp. of Pennsylvania

Aug. 31,1981
183 N.J. Super. 551 - New Jersey Superior Court, Law Division - New Jersey

o Bernstein v. Bodean

Sept. 3, 1981
53 N.Y.2d 520 - New York Court of Appeals - New York

o Bazdar v. Koppers Co.

Oct. 28, 1981

524 F. Supp. 1194 - United States District Court for the Northern District of
Ohio - United States

o Johnson v. Koppers Co.

Oct. 28, 1981

524 F. Supp. 1182 - United States District Court for the Northern District of
Ohio - United States

e« Robson v. Penn Hills School District

Dec. 16, 1981
63 Pa. Commw. 250 - Commonwealth Court of Pennsylvania - Pennsylvania

e Lake Carriers' Ass'n v. Kelley

Dec. 16, 1981

527 F. Supp. 1114 - United States District Court for the Eastern District of
Michigan - United States

o Horsemen's Benevolent & Protective Ass'n v. Pennsylvania Horse Racing
Commission

Jan. 8, 1982
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530 F. Supp. 1098 - United States District Court for the Eastern District of
Pennsylvania - United States

e Loretto v. Teleprompter Manhattan CATV Corp.

June 30, 1982

458 U.S. 419, 73 L. Ed. 2d 868, 102 S. Ct. 3164, 1982 U.S. LEXIS 150, SCDB 1981-
160 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

e Klein v. Catalano

July 7, 1982

386 Mass. 701 - Massachusetts Supreme Judicial Court - Massachusetts
« Dayton Power & Light Co. v. Public Utilities Commission

April 13, 1983

4 Ohio St. 3d 91 - Supreme Court of Ohio - Ohio

o Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corp. v. Arkansas Public Service Commission

May 16, 1983

461 U.S. 375, 76 L. Ed. 2d 1, 103 S. Ct. 1905, 1983 U.S. LEXIS 28, SCDB 1982-
075 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

o Pitts v. Unarco Industries, Inc.

July 11, 1983
712 F.2d 276 - United States Court of Appeals for the Seventh Circuit - United States

e Mathis v. Eli Lilly & Co.

Oct. 7, 1983

719 F.2d 134 - United States Court of Appeals for the Sixth Circuit - United States
o United States v. Commonwealth of Puerto Rico

Oct. 11, 1983

721 F.2d 832 - United States Court of Appeals for the First Circuit - United States

o State v. Manley
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Nov. 2, 1983
441 So. 2d 864 - Alabama Supreme Court - Alabama

e« Hayen v. County of Ogle

April 19, 1984
101 I1l. 2d 413 - Illinois Supreme Court - Illinois

e People v. Smith

July 2, 1984
63 N.Y.2d 41 - New York Court of Appeals - New York

o Hartford Fire Insurance v. Lawrence, Dykes, Goodenberger, Bower & Clancy

July 31, 1984

740 F.2d 1362 - United States Court of Appeals for the Sixth Circuit - United States
« Rayborn v. Mississippi State Board of Dental Examiners

Jan. 15, 1985

601 F. Supp. 537 - United States District Court for the Southern District of
Mississippi - United States

e Superior QOil Co. v. Western Slope Gas Co.

March 20, 1985
758 F.2d 500 - United States Court of Appeals for the Tenth Circuit - United States

o State ex rel. State, Missouri Department of Agriculture v. McHenry

April 2, 1985
687 S.W.2d 178 - Supreme Court of Missouri - Missouri

e« Lowev. Tarble

May 7, 1985
313 N.C. 460 - Supreme Court of North Carolina - North Carolina

Page 218 of 246


https://cite.case.law/ill-2d/101/413/
https://cite.case.law/ny2d/63/41/
https://cite.case.law/f2d/740/1362/
https://cite.case.law/f-supp/601/537/
https://cite.case.law/f2d/758/500/
https://cite.case.law/sw2d/687/178/
https://cite.case.law/nc/313/460/

« Service Employees International Union, Local 82 v. District of Columbia
Government

May 10, 1985

608 F. Supp. 1434 - United States District Court for the District of Columbia - United
States

e Cherryv. Koch

June 17, 1985
129 Misc. 2d 346 - New York Supreme Court - New York

o Walters v. National Ass'n of Radiation Survivors

June 28, 1985

473 U.S. 305, 87 L. Ed. 2d 220, 105 S. Ct. 3180, 1985 U.S. LEXIS 151, SCDB 1984-
155 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

o Jersey Central Power & Light Co v. Federal Energy Regulatory Commission

Aug. 2,1985

768 F.2d 1500 - United States Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia
Circuit - United States

o Jersey Central Power & Light Co. v. Federal Energy Regulatory Commission

Aug. 2,1985

248 U.S. App. D.C. 67, 768 F.2d 1500 - United States Court of Appeals for the
District of Columbia Circuit - District of Columbia

o Inre Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific Railroad

Aug. 28, 1985
772 F.2d 299 - United States Court of Appeals for the Seventh Circuit - United States

e Inre Consolidated United States Atmospheric Testing Litigation

Aug. 28, 1985

616 F. Supp. 759 - United States District Court for the Northern District of
California - United States
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e Inre Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific Railroad

Aug. 28, 1985
772 F.2d 299 - United States Court of Appeals for the Seventh Circuit - United States

e United States Steel Corp. v. Northern Indiana Public Service Co.

Sept. 11, 1985
482 N.E.2d 501 - Court of Appeals of Indiana - Indiana

e Georgia Lions Eye Bank, Inc. v. Lavant

Oct. 9, 1085
255 Ga. 60, 335 S.E.2d 127 - Supreme Court of Georgia - Georgia

e Whiting-Turner Contracting Co. v. Coupard

Oct. 23, 1985
304 Md. 340, 499 A.2d 178 - Court of Appeals of Maryland - Maryland

e Corr-Williams Wholesale Co. v. Stacy Williams Co.

Oct. 31, 1985

622 F. Supp. 156 - United States District Court for the Southern District of
Mississippi - United States

e Sherrod v. Berry

Nov. 15, 1985

629 F. Supp. 159 - United States District Court for the Northern District of
Illinois - United States

o Hill v. Fitzgerald

Dec. 10, 1985
304 Md. 689, 501 A.2d 27 - Court of Appeals of Maryland - Maryland
o Alford v. City of New York

Dec. 19, 1985
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115 A.D.2d 420 - New York Supreme Court, Appellate Division - New York

o State ex rel. Utilities Commission v. Mackie

Feb. 4, 1986
79 N.C. App. 19 - North Carolina Court of Appeals - North Carolina

e Perryv. Perry

April 1, 1986
80 N.C. App. 169 - North Carolina Court of Appeals - North Carolina
o Metropolitan Transportation Authority v. Interstate Commerce Commission
June 4, 1986
792 F.2d 287 - United States Court of Appeals for the Second Circuit - United States

e Gronne v. Abrams

June 16, 1986
793 F.2d 74 - United States Court of Appeals for the Second Circuit - United States

e Inre Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific Railroad

June 24, 1986
794 F.2d 1182 - United States Court of Appeals for the Seventh Circuit - United States

e Inre Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific Railroad

June 24, 1986
794 F.2d 1182 - United States Court of Appeals for the Seventh Circuit - United States

e Boyd v. Bulala

Nov. 5, 1986

647 F. Supp. 781 - United States District Court for the Western District of
Virginia - United States

e Davis Oil Co. v. Cloud

Nov. 18, 1986
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766 P.2d 1347 - Oklahoma Supreme Court - Oklahoma

o Kentucky West Virginia Gas Co. v. Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission

Dec. 23, 1986

650 F. Supp. 659 - United States District Court for the Middle District of
Pennsylvania - United States

o Federal Communications Commission v. Florida Power Corp.
Feb. 25, 1987

480 U.S. 245, 94 L. Ed. 2d 282, 107 S. Ct. 1107, 1987 U.S. LEXIS 937, SCDB 1986-
043 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

e Long Island Lighting Co. v. Cuomo

Aug. 4, 1987

666 F. Supp. 370 - United States District Court for the Northern District of New
York - United States

e Hardy v. VerMeulen

Aug. 12,1987
32 Ohio St. 3d 45 - Supreme Court of Ohio - Ohio

e Shunn v. State

Sept. 18, 1987
742 P.2d 775 - Supreme Court of Wyoming - Wyoming

o Danfield v. Johns-Manville Sales Corp.

Sept. 22,1987
829 F.2d 1233 - United States Court of Appeals for the Third Circuit - United States

e Palmer v. Fulcher

Oct. 14, 1987
10 Va. Cir. 202 - Fairfax County Circuit Court - Virginia

e Rochester Gas & Electric Corp. v. PubLic Service Commission
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Feb. 11,1988
71 N.Y.2d 313 - New York Court of Appeals - New York

o Alabama Power Co. v. Citizens of the State

Feb. 26,1988
527 So. 2d 678 - Alabama Supreme Court - Alabama

e Lucas v. United States

May 11, 1988
757 S.W.2d 687 - Supreme Court of Texas - Texas

e Hoem v. State

June 14, 1988
756 P.2d 780 - Supreme Court of Wyoming - Wyoming

e South Jersey Gas Co. v. SunOlin Chemical Co.

July 6, 1988
226 N.J. Super. 327 - New Jersey Superior Court, Appellate Division - New Jersey

e Strock v. Pressnell

Aug. 24,1988
38 Ohio St. 3d 207 - Supreme Court of Ohio - Ohio

e New York Telephone Co. v. Public Service Commission

Oct. 25,1088
72 N.Y.2d 419 - New York Court of Appeals - New York

e Ness v. Pan American World Airways

Nov. 28, 1988
142 A.D.2d 233 - New York Supreme Court, Appellate Division - New York

e Friday v. Ethanol Corp.

Dec. 30, 1988
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539 So. 2d 208 - Alabama Supreme Court - Alabama

e Hanlin Group, Inc. v. Power Authurity of New York

Jan. 13, 1989

703 F. Supp. 305 - United States District Court for the Southern District of New
York - United States

o Wisconsin Power & Light Co. v. Public Service Commission

Jan. 26, 1989

148 Wis. 2d 881, 437 N.W.2d 888 - Wisconsin Court of Appeals - Wisconsin
» Cash Inn of Dade, Inc. v. Metropolitan Dade County

Feb. 14, 1989

706 F. Supp. 844 - United States District Court for the Southern District of
Florida - United States

e Peterson v. Cisper

March 10, 1989
231 Neb. 450, 436 N.W.2d 533 - Nebraska Supreme Court - Nebraska

e Dome Pipeline Corp. v. Public Service Commission

April 3,1989
176 Mich. App. 227 - Michigan Court of Appeals - Michigan

o Thillens, Inc. v. Fryzel

April 7,1989

712 F. Supp. 1319 - United States District Court for the Northern District of
Illinois - United States

e Tenoco Oil Co. v. Department of Consumer Affairs

June 2, 1989
876 F.2d 1013 - United States Court of Appeals for the First Circuit - United States

o Federal Deposit Insurance Corp. v. Municipality of Ponce
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May 14, 1990
904 F.2d 740 - United States Court of Appeals for the First Circuit - United States

o Federal Deposit Insurance v. Municipality of Ponce

May 14, 1990
904 F.2d 740 - United States Court of Appeals for the First Circuit - United States

o Stevenson v. Prairie Power Cooperative

May 29, 1990
118 Idaho 31, 794 P.2d 620 - Idaho Supreme Court - Idaho

e Hess v. Snyder Hunt Corp.

June 8, 1990
240 Va. 49 - Supreme Court of Virginia - Virginia

e Fern v. United States

July 16, 1990
908 F.2d 955 - United States Court of Appeals for the Federal Circuit - United States

e Fern v. United States

July 16, 1990
908 F.2d 955 - United States Court of Appeals for the Federal Circuit - United States

e Texaco Puerto Rico, Inc. v. Ocasio Rodriguez

Oct. 3, 1990

749 F. Supp. 348 - United States District Court for the District of Puerto
Rico - United States

o Jenkins v. Hospital of Medical College of Pennsylvania

Jan. 31, 1991
401 Pa. Super. 604, 585 A.2d 1091 - Superior Court of Pennsylvania - Pennsylvania

e Fryev. Town of Akron
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March 8, 1991

759 F. Supp. 1320 - United States District Court for the Northern District of
Indiana - United States

e Crescent Estates Water Co. v. Public Service Commission

April 4, 1991
77 N.Y.2d 611 - New York Court of Appeals - New York

e Sanzone v. Board of Police Commissioners

June 11, 1991
219 Conn. 179 - Connecticut Supreme Court - Connecticut
o Public Service Co. v. New Mexico Public Service Commission
July 9, 1991
112 N.M. 379, 815 P.2d 1169 - Supreme Court of New Mexico - New Mexico

e Morris v. Savoy

Aug. 27,1901
61 Ohio St. 3d 684 - Supreme Court of Ohio - Ohio

e CMC Real Estate Corp. v. Iowa Department of Transportation, Rail & Water
Division

Sept. 18, 1991
475 N.W.2d 166 - Iowa Supreme Court - Iowa

o Blaske v. Smith & Entzeroth, Inc.

Dec. 17,1901
821 S.W.2d 822 - Supreme Court of Missouri - Missouri

e Northwest Airlines, Inc. v. County of Kent

Feb. 3, 1992

955 F.2d 1054 - United States Court of Appeals for the Sixth Circuit - United States
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e Murphy v. Edmonds

Feb. 7, 1992
325 Md. 342, 601 A.2d 102 - Court of Appeals of Maryland - Maryland

e Shebester v. Triple Crown Insurers

Feb. 11, 1992
826 P.2d 603 - Oklahoma Supreme Court - Oklahoma

e Maguire v. Thompson

Feb. 26, 1992
957 F.2d 374 - United States Court of Appeals for the Seventh Circuit - United States

e Lucasv. South Carolina Coastal Council

June 29, 1992

505 U.S. 1003, 120 L. Ed. 2d 798, 112 S. Ct. 2886, 1992 U.S. LEXIS 4537, SCDB
1991-118 - Supreme Court of the United States - United States

e Doe v. Shands Teaching Hospital & Clinics, Inc.

Feb. 19, 1993
614 So. 2d 1170 - Florida District Court of Appeal - Florida

e Blue v. McBride

April 16,1993
252 Kan. 894, 850 P.2d 852 - Kansas Supreme Court - Kansas

o« Henderson ex rel. Hartsfield v. Alabama Power Co.

June 25,1993
627 So. 2d 878 - Alabama Supreme Court - Alabama

o People ex rel. Harris v. Parrish Oil Production, Inc.

Aug. 5,1993
249 Ill. App. 3d 664 - Illinois Appellate Court - Illinois
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*End

To support the assertion that under the U.S. Constitution, all subsequent contracts
are deemed to include the Constitution as part of the contract, relevant case law can
be cited to establish this principle. The following analysis will focus on the legal rule,
precedential case, factual comparison, and application to reach the proposed
outcome.

1. Legal Rule:

The Supremacy Clause of the United States Constitution (Article VI, Clause 2)
establishes that the Constitution, federal laws made pursuant to it, and treaties made
under its authority constitute the "supreme Law of the Land." This means that any
contractual provisions conflicting with the Constitution are unenforceable.
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2. Precedential Case:

In *Munn v. Illinois*, 94 U.S. 113 (1877), the Supreme Court held that all contracts
are made subject to the authority of the Constitution and that state regulations
cannot violate constitutional provisions. Specifically, the Court stated that when
parties enter into contracts, they do so with the understanding that applicable law,
including constitutional provisions, governs those agreements.

3. Comparison of Facts:

- Precedential Case: In *Munn v. Illinois*, the plaintiff challenged state regulation
on the grounds that it violated their constitutional rights under the Fourteenth
Amendment. The Supreme Court upheld the state's regulation, emphasizing that
constitutional law forms an integral part of any contract.

- Current Case: In the current scenario, a contract may be challenged or interpreted
based on its compliance with constitutional principles. For example, if a contract
contains a provision that arguably violates constitutional rights, such as due process
or equal protection, the enforceability of that provision will be scrutinized under the
same principles outlined in *Munn v. Illinois*.

4. Application of Reasoning;:

Applying the reasoning of *Munn v. Illinois* to the current case, any contract
entered into within the jurisdiction of the United States inherently incorporates the
provisions of the U.S. Constitution. This means that parties to a contract must
ensure that their agreements do not include provisions that conflict with
constitutional protections. Should a conflict arise, the constitutional provisions will
prevail, rendering any contradictory contractual terms unenforceable.

Conclusion:

The precedent set by *Munn v. Illinois* establishes that all contracts are subject to
the authority of the U.S. Constitution. Therefore, when interpreting or enforcing
contracts, courts will incorporate constitutional principles to ensure that no
contractual term violates the supreme law of the land. This principle underscores the
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importance of drafting contracts with an understanding that the Constitution is
inherently part of the contractual framework.

Example using the “Governing Law” of PayPal, Inc. under the “Terms and
Conditions” of their contract:

When examining a contract from PayPal Inc. that stipulates the governing law of the
contract shall be the law of the state of California, it is essential to analyze this
stipulation within the context of constitutional principles and relevant case law. The
Supremacy Clause ensures that all contracts, regardless of their chosen governing
law, must comply with the U.S. Constitution. Here, we will apply the legal rule,
review a relevant case, compare the facts, and apply the reasoning to this situation.

1. Legal Rule:

The Supremacy Clause of the United States Constitution (Article VI, Clause 2)
ensures that the Constitution and federal laws made pursuant to it are the supreme
law of the land, overriding any conflicting state laws or contractual agreements.

2. Precedential Case:

In *Munn v. Illinois*, 94 U.S. 113 (1877), the Supreme Court affirmed that contracts
are subject to the authority of the Constitution. This case underlines that any
contractual provisions that contravene constitutional protections are unenforceable.

3. Comparison of Facts:

- Precedential Case: *Munn v. Illinois* dealt with the regulation of businesses and
the assertion that state law cannot infringe upon constitutional rights. The Supreme
Court held that contractual and regulatory actions must conform to constitutional
standards.

- Current Scenario (PayPal Contract): PayPal Inc. specifies that the governing law for
their contract is the law of California. However, any contractual clause within this
agreement that violates constitutional rights would still be subject to constitutional
scrutiny. For instance, if a clause infringes upon due process or equal protection
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rights under the U.S. Constitution, it would be rendered unenforceable despite
California law governing the contract.

4. Application of Reasoning;:

Applying the reasoning from *Munn v. Illinois* to the PayPal contract, it is clear that
while the contract may stipulate California law as the governing law, this does not
exempt the contract from compliance with the U.S. Constitution. Any provision
within the PayPal contract that conflicts with constitutional protections must be
revised or voided to ensure it aligns with federal constitutional requirements.

Conclusion:

In the case of PayPal Inc.'s contract, the choice of California law as the governing law
must still adhere to the overarching authority of the U.S. Constitution. This means
that constitutional protections such as due process and equal protection under the
law remain paramount, and any conflicting contractual provisions will be deemed
unenforceable. The principles established in *Munn v. Illinois* reinforce the
necessity for all contracts to comply with constitutional mandates, irrespective of the
designated governing state law.

To determine when Texas law might supersede California law in a contract involving
conflicting state laws, we need to consider several factors, including principles from
the Restatement (Second) of Conflict of Laws, relevant case law, and the specifics of
the contractual obligations and any resulting injuries or damages. Here's a detailed
analysis of the scenario where PayPal puts a hold on funds, potentially conflicting
with Texas law.

### 1. Legal Rule

The Restatement (Second) of Conflict of Laws § 187 provides guidance on when a
court may disregard a contractual choice of law provision:

- Section 187(2)(a): The chosen state has no substantial relationship to the parties or
the transaction, and there is no other reasonable basis for the parties' choice.
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- Section 187(2)(b): Application of the chosen law would be contrary to a
fundamental policy of a state which has a materially greater interest in the
determination of the particular issue and whose law would be applicable in the
absence of an effective choice of law by the parties.

### 2. Application of Texas Law Over California Law

To argue that Texas law should supersede California law in the contract, particularly
in the context of a fund hold imposed by PayPal, the following points should be
considered:

#### A. Substantial Relationship and Reasonable Basis

- Substantial Relationship: Determine whether California has a substantial
relationship to the parties or the transaction. If PayPal is headquartered in
California, this relationship is established. However, if the user's activities or
business transactions are predominantly in Texas, the substantial relationship to
Texas must also be considered.

- Reasonable Basis: Evaluate if there is a reasonable basis for choosing California
law. If the contract was executed online and involves interstate commerce, the
reasonable basis might be less clear-cut.

#### B. Fundamental Policy and Materially Greater Interest

- Fundamental Policy of Texas: Identify any fundamental policies of Texas that
would be contravened by applying California law. Texas law strongly protects
contractual and consumer rights, particularly regarding wrongful holds on funds
that could harm a user’s ability to fulfill their financial obligations.

- Materially Greater Interest: Argue that Texas has a materially greater interest in
protecting its residents from unfair business practices. If the user is a Texas resident
who relies on those funds for daily operations or contractual obligations, Texas’s
interest in safeguarding its citizens' financial stability is significant.

### 3. Supporting Case Law
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- Hughes v. Boston Scientific Corp., 631 F.3d 762 (5th Cir. 2011): This case supports
the principle that Texas courts may refuse to enforce a choice of law provision if it
violates a fundamental public policy of Texas.

- DeSantis v. Wackenhut Corp., 793 S.W.2d 670 (Tex. 1990): The Texas Supreme
Court held that a choice of law provision could be disregarded if it conflicts with a
fundamental policy of Texas and if Texas has a materially greater interest in the
issue.

### 4. Practical Application to the PayPal Contract Scenario

- Harm Due to Fund Hold: If PayPal puts a hold on funds, and this hold causes
significant harm or financial damage to a user in Texas, such as preventing them
from meeting their contractual obligations, Texas law could be invoked to address
these damages.

- Conflict of Laws: If Texas law provides greater protection against wrongful fund
holds or more substantial remedies for damages than California law, and this issue
affects a Texas resident, the court may find Texas law to be more appropriate.

### Conclusion

In the scenario where PayPal imposes a fund hold outside any direct violation of its
terms, and a Texas user is injured or damaged as a result, Texas law could supersede
California law if:

1. The application of California law would be contrary to a fundamental policy of
Texas.

2. Texas has a materially greater interest in the issue, particularly in protecting its
residents from significant financial harm due to wrongful business practices.

By citing relevant legal principles, case law, and the Restatement (Second) of
Conflict of Laws, a strong argument can be made that Texas law should apply in this
context, ensuring that the user's rights and interests are adequately protected.
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To determine if Texas law would prevail in a situation where a Texas user has a
contract with a business or agency in Texas and PayPal, without any direct violation
of its terms, holds the funds preventing the performance of that contract, we need to
analyze this scenario using the Restatement (Second) of Conflict of Laws and
relevant case law. The key points to address are the substantial relationship,
fundamental policy, and materially greater interest.

### Legal Framework

1. Restatement (Second) of Conflict of Laws § 187:

- Section 187(2)(a): The chosen state has no substantial relationship to the parties
or the transaction, and there is no other reasonable basis for the parties' choice.

- Section 187(2)(b): Application of the chosen law would be contrary to a
fundamental policy of a state which has a materially greater interest in the
determination of the particular issue and whose law would be applicable in the
absence of an effective choice of law by the parties.

### Application

#### A. Substantial Relationship and Reasonable Basis

- Substantial Relationship: PayPal may be headquartered in California, establishing
a substantial relationship with California law. However, if the user and the
contractual business/agency are both located in Texas, and the contract's
performance occurs in Texas, this establishes a significant relationship with Texas.

- Reasonable Basis: The inclusion of California law might have a reasonable basis if
PayPal operates nationwide and has chosen California law for uniformity. However,
this does not negate the substantial relationship Texas has with the contract's
performance.
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#### B. Fundamental Policy and Materially Greater Interest

- Fundamental Policy of Texas: Texas law provides robust consumer and contractual
protections. If PayPal's hold on funds prevents a Texas user from performing their
contract with a Texas business or agency, this would likely contravene Texas’s public
policy aimed at protecting its residents and their ability to fulfill contractual
obligations.

- Materially Greater Interest: Texas has a materially greater interest in ensuring that
contracts involving its residents and businesses/agencies within its jurisdiction are
performed. Protecting local businesses and residents from unfair practices is a core
interest of Texas law.

##+# Relevant Case Law

- Hughes v. Boston Scientific Corp., 631 F.3d 762 (5th Cir. 2011): This case supports
the principle that Texas courts may refuse to enforce a choice of law provision if it
violates a fundamental public policy of Texas.

- DeSantis v. Wackenhut Corp., 793 S.W.2d 670 (Tex. 1990): The Texas Supreme
Court held that a choice of law provision could be disregarded if it conflicts with a
fundamental policy of Texas and if Texas has a materially greater interest in the
issue.

### Practical Application

1. Harm Due to Fund Hold: If PayPal’s hold on funds prevents the user from
performing their contractual obligations with a Texas business or agency, this
situation directly impacts Texas’s fundamental policy of upholding the performance
of contracts and protecting local commerce.

2. Conflict of Laws: Texas law provides remedies for wrongful holds on funds and
damages resulting from such actions. If California law is less protective or offers
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fewer remedies, applying Texas law would better serve the interests of justice and
local policy.

### Conclusion

In this scenario, Texas law would likely prevail over California law if:

1. Substantial Relationship: The user and the business/agency are both located in
Texas, and the performance of the contract occurs in Texas.

2. Fundamental Policy: The hold on funds by PayPal violates Texas’s public policy,
which aims to protect its residents and businesses from unfair business practices.

3. Materially Greater Interest: Texas has a materially greater interest in the matter
because it involves a Texas user and a Texas business/agency, and the contract’s
performance directly affects the state’s economic interests.

By applying the Restatement (Second) of Conflict of Laws and relevant case law, a
strong argument can be made that Texas law should govern the resolution of
disputes arising from PayPal’s hold on funds in this context, ensuring the user’s
rights and interests are adequately protected.
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