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HEADNOTES





	Commerce-local or interstate-continuity of transportation.


	1. The reshipment by the consignee to other points within the state of coal consigned to it on interstate shipments to a distributing point within the state, although such reshipments are in the cars in which the coal was received, does not establish such continuity of transportation as to place such reshipments outside the pale of state regulation, where the consignee paid the freight to the point of reshipment to the initial carrier, which placed the cars on an interchange track, where they were held by the consignee until sales were made, when bills of lading were tendered to another railway company for the further transportation.


	1. [For other cases, see Commerce, I. b, in Digest Sup. Ct. 1908.]





	Error to state court-scope of review-statutory construction.


	2. The determination of a state court of last resort that a state railroad commission was authorized by the state laws to make the order under review is conclusive upon the Federal Supreme Court on writ of error to the state court.


	2. [For other cases, see Appeal and Error, 2124-2151. in Digest Sup. Ct. 1908.]





	Commerce-state regulation-requiring carrier to accept reshipments in cars of other carrier-termination of interstate transportation.


	3. An order of a state railroad commission requiring a railway company to accept without unloading and reloading into its own cars reshipments of coal in carload lots when tendered in the cars of other railway companies by which the coal had been brought into the state does not interfere with interstate commerce where there is such a termination of the interstate transportation at the point of reshipment that the further transportation is a purely intrastate service.


	3. [For other cases, see Commerce, III., in Digest Sup. Ct. 1908.]





	Constitutional law-due process of law-liberty of contract-requiring carrier to accept reshipments in cars of other carrier.


	4. A railway carrier is not deprived of its liberty of contract, nor of its property without due process of law, contrary to U. S. Const., 14th Amend., by an order of a state railroad commission requiring it to accept without unloading and reloading into its own cars reshipments of coal in carload lots when tendered in the cars of other railway companies.


	4. [For other cases, see Constitutional Law, 516-518, 591-604, in Digest Sup. Ct. 1908.]





	Constitutional law-equal protection of the laws-requiring carrier to accept reshipments in cars of other carrier.


	5. The equal protection of the laws guaranteed by U. S. Const., 14th Amend., is not denied to a railway carrier by an order of a state railroad commission requiring it to accept without unloading and reloading into its own cars reshipments of coal in carload lots when tendered in the cars of other railway companies.


	5. [For other cases, see Constitutional Law, 266-291, in Digest Sup. Ct. 1908.]





	In error to the Supreme Court of the State of Iowa to review a judgment which affirmed a judgment of the Polk County District Court, granting a mandatory injunction to require compliance with an order of a state railroad commission requiring a railway carrier to accept reshipments in the cars of other carriers.





	Affirmed.  Same case below, 152 Iowa, 317, 130 N. W. 802.





	The facts are stated in the opinion.








                                   COUNSEL





	Mr. O. W. Dynes argued the cause, and, with Messrs. C. S. Jefferson and Burton Hanson, filed a brief for plaintiff in error:





	The board of railroad commissioners of the state of Iowa, and the courts of that state, could not construct contracts or impose contracts on the plaintiff in error which would restrict it in respect of whom it might rent cars from, and which would oblige it to rent and pay for cars when it could and desired to furnish its own cars instead.





	Central Stock Yards Co. v. Louisville & N. R. Co. 192 U. S. 571,48 L. ed. 569 , 24 Sup. Ct. Rep. 339; Atchison, T. & S. F. R. Co. v. Denver & N. O. R. Co. 110 U. S. 667, 680, 28 L. ed. 291, 296, 4 Sup. Ct. Rep. 185.





	There being no connecting line involved as to the shipments in the case at bar, but only a single line haul over the rails of the plaintiff in error alone, the Iowa statutes do not apply, and in the absence of abrogating legislation, the common law extends to the plaintiff in error the right to decline to use cars of other carriers, and insist upon using its own cars.





	Oregon Short Line & U. N. R. Co. v.  <*pg.989>  Northern P. R. Co. 4 Inters. Com. Rep. 249, 51 Fed. 465; Central Stock Yards Co. v. Louisville & N. R. Co. 192 U. S. 568, 48 L. ed. 565, 24 Sup. Ct. Rep. 339; Atchison, T. & S. F. R. Co. v. Denver & N. O. R. Co. 110 U. S. 667, 680, 28 L. ed. 291, 296, 4 Sup. Ct. Rep. 185.





	The fact that the carload shipments in question had undergone previous transportation did not make the previous carriers connecting carriers with the plaintiff in error, for the previous contract of transportation had been consummated, the cargoes had reached their destination, and the consignee had paid the freight thereon, and claimed physical possession of them.





	Gulf, C. & S. F. R. Co. v. Texas, 204 U. S. 403, 51 L. ed. 540, 27 Sup. Ct. Rep. 360.





	If it be not admitted that the previous carriage had been terminated and that the previous carrier is not a connecting carrier, then it would follow that these carloads of coal, having been carried originally from Illinois to Davenport, Iowa, would have the character of interstate commerce, and, therefore, would not be subject to regulation by the state of Iowa.





	Coe v. Errol, 116 U. S. 517, 29 L. ed. 715, 6 Sup. Ct. Rep. 475; Southern P. Terminal Co. v. Interstate Commerce Commission, 219 U. S. 498, 55 L. ed. 310, 31 Sup. Ct. Rep. 279; Railroad Commission v. Worthington, 225 U. S. 101, 56 L. ed. 1004, 32 Sup. Ct. Rep. 653; Texas & N. O. R. Co. v. Sabine Tram Co. 227 U. S. 111, 57 L. ed. 442, 33 Sup. Ct. Rep. 229.





	An order made by a state commission under assumed authority of the state, which directly burdens or regulates interstate commerce, will be enjoined.





	McNeill v. Southern R. Co. 202 U. S. 543, 50 L. ed. 1142, 26 Sup. Ct. Rep. 722.





	In ordering the Chicago, Milwaukee, & St. Paul Railway Company to take and use the cars of the interstate carrier which brought the coal from Illinois to Davenport, Iowa, the board of railroad commissioners of the state of Iowa exceeded its powers in that it placed a burden on interstate commerce by depriving the interstate carrier of its vehicles of interstate commerce as an incident of the attempt to regulate intrastate commerce.





	Central Stock Yards Co. v. Louisville & N. R. Co. 192 U. S. 568, 571, 48 L. ed. 565, 569, 24 Sup. Ct. Rep. 339; Louisville & N. R. Co. v. Central Stock Yards Co. 212 U. S. 132, 144, 53 L. ed. 441, 446, 29 Sup. Ct. Rep. 246; Southern R. Co. v. United States, 222 U. S. 20, 26, 56 L. ed. 72, 74, 32 Sup. Ct. Rep. 2, 3 N. C. C. A. 822; Minnesota Rate Cases (Simpson v. Shepard) 230 U. S. 352, 400, 57 L. ed. 1511, 1541, 48 L.R.A.(N.S.) 1151, 33 Sup. Ct. Rep. 729.





	The order of the Iowa commission necessarily involves either taking from the interstate carrier its cars without compensation, or denying to plaintiff in error the privilege of supplying and using its own cars, with the consequence that its cars remain idle, and it is obliged to pay for the foreign cars.  Either view of the significance of the order involves the taking of property without due process of law, contrary to the 14th Amendment to the Constitution of the United States.





	Missouri P. R. Co. v. Nebraska, 164 U. S. 403, 417, 41 L. ed. 489, 495, 17 Sup. Ct. Rep. 130; Allgeyer v. Louisiana, 165 U. S. 578, 589, 41 L. ed. 832, 835, 17 Sup. Ct. Rep. 427.





	Coal cars used in interstate commerce are instruments of such commerce, and regulating their use is regulating interstate commerce.





	Interstate Commerce Commission v. Illinois C. R. Co. 215 U. S. 452, 474, 54 L. ed. 280, 289, 30 Sup. Ct. Rep. 155; Southern R. Co. v. United States, 222 U. S. 20, 26, 56 L. ed. 72, 74, 32 Sup. Ct. Rep. 2, 3 N. C. C. A. 822; Northern P. R. Co. v. Washington, 222 U. S. 370, 377, 56 L. ed. 237, 239, 32 Sup. Ct. Rep. 160.





	The Congress of the United States having extended governmental regulations to include the use and distribution of coal cars used in interstate commerce, state regulation of the same is thereby excluded.





	Minnesota Rate Cases (Simpson v. Shepard) 230 U. S. 352, 400, 57 L. ed. 1511, 1541, 48 L.R.A.(N.S.) 1151, 33 Sup. Ct. Rep. 729; Northern P. R. Co. v. Washington, 222 U. S. 370, 378, 56 L. ed. 237, 239, 32 Sup. Ct. Rep. 160; Smith v. Alabama, 124 U. S. 465, 473, 31 L. ed. 508, 510, 1 Inters. Com. Rep. 804, 8 Sup. Ct. Rep. 564; M'Culloch v. Maryland, 4 Wheat. 415, 426, 4 L. ed. 603, 606.





	The order of the board of railroad commissioners of Iowa deprives plaintiff in error of the equal protection of the laws, in contravention of the Constitution of the United States.





	Lake Shore & M. S. R. Co. v. Smith, 173 U. S. 684, 698, 43 L. ed. 858, 864, 19 Sup. Ct. Rep. 565.





	Whatever transportation service or facility the law requires the carriers to supply they have the right to furnish.  They can therefore use their own cars, and cannot be compelled to accept those tendered by the shipper on condition that a lower rate be charged.





	Atchison, T. & S. F. R. Co. v. United States, 232 U. S. 199, ante, 568, 34 Sup. Ct. Rep. 291.





	It is very doubtful whether this case falls within the law of Gulf, C. & S. F. R. Co.  <*pg.990>  v. Texas, 204 U. S. 403, 51 L. ed. 540, 27 Sup. Ct. Rep. 360; Railroad Commission v. Texas & P. R. Co. 229 U. S. 336, 341, 57 L. ed. 1215, 1218, 33 Sup. Ct. Rep. 837; Texas & N. O. R. Co. v. Sabine Tram Co. 227 U. S. 111, 130, 57 L. ed. 442, 450, 33 Sup. Ct. Rep. 229; Southern P. Terminal Co. v. Interstate Commerce Commission, 219, U. S. 498, 55 L. ed. 310, 31 Sup. Ct. Rep. 279; Railroad Commission v. Worthington, 225 U. S. 101, 56 L. ed. 1004, 32 Sup. Ct. Rep. 653.





	Mr. George Cosson, Attorney General of Iowa, argued the cause, and, with Mr. Henry E. Sampson, filed a brief for defendant in error:





	This court accepts as conclusive the interpretation placed upon a state statute by its highest judicial tribunal.





	Louisville & N. R. Co. v. Kentucky, 183 U. S. 503, 508, 46 L. ed. 298, 302, 22 Sup. Ct. Rep. 95.





	A reasonable regulation of public service corporations or persons, and a reasonable limitation of the right to contract, if made under the police power, in the interest of the public health, the public safety, the public morals, or the public welfare, convenience, necessity, or prosperity, is valid.





	Grand Trunk R. Co. v. Michigan R. Commission, 231 U. S. 457, ante, 310, 34 Sup. Ct. Rep. 152; Wisconsin, M. & P. R. Co. v. Jacobson, 179 U. S. 287, 45 L. ed. 194, 21 Sup. Ct. Rep. 115; Atlantic Coast Line R. Co. v. North Carolina Corp. Commission, 206 U. S. 1, 51 L. ed. 933, 27 Sup. Ct. Rep. 585, 11 Ann. Cas. 398; Holden v. Hardy, 169 U. S. 366, 42 L. ed. 780, 18 Sup. Ct. Rep. 383; Slaughter-House Cases, 16 Wall. 36, 21 L. ed. 394; Chicago, M. & St. P. R. Co. v. Solan, 169 U. S. 133, 42 L. ed. 688, 18 Sup. Ct. Rep. 289; Carroll v. Greenwich Ins. Co. 199 U. S. 401, 50 L. ed. 246, 26 Sup. Ct. Rep. 66; Chicago, B. & Q. R. Co. v. McGuire, 219 U. S. 549, 55 L. ed. 328, 31 Sup. Ct. Rep. 259; Engel v. O'Malley, 219 U. S. 128, 55 L. ed. 128, 31 Sup. Ct. Rep. 190; Western U. Teleg. Co. v. Commercial Mill. Co. 218 U. S. 406, 54 L. ed. 1088, 36 L.R.A.(N.S.) 220, 31 Sup. Ct. Rep. 59, 21 Ann. Cas. 815; Noble State Bank v. Haskell, 219 U. S. 104, 55 L. ed. 112, 32 L.R.A.(N.S.) 1062, 31 Sup. Ct. Rep. 186, Ann. Cas. 1912A, 487; Assaria State Bank v. Dolley, 219 U. S. 121, 55 L. ed. 123, 31 Sup. Ct. Rep. 189; Mobile, J. & K. C. R. Co. v. Mississippi, 210 U. S. 187, 52 L. ed. 1016, 28 Sup. Ct. Rep. 650; Chicago, R. I. & P. R. Co. v. Zernecke, 183 U. S. 582, 46 L. ed. 339, 22 Sup. Ct. Rep. 229.





	On the other hand, an arbitrary, unreasonable taking of property, or limiting of the right to contract, is invalid, especially where the statute bears no relation to correcting some public evil, or promoting the health, safety, morals, welfare, or prosperity of a state or community.





	Lake Shore & M. S. R. Co. v. Smith, 173 U. S. 687, 43 L. ed. 860, 19 Sup. Ct. Rep. 565; Central Stock Yards Co. v. Louisville & N. R. Co. 192 U. S. 568, 48 L. ed. 565, 24 Sup. Ct. Rep. 339; Missouri P. R. Co. v. Nebraska, 164 U. S. 403, 41 L. ed. 489, 17 Sup. Ct. Rep. 130; McNeil v. Southern R. Co. 202 U. S. 543, 561, 50 L. ed. 1142, 1148, 26 Sup. Ct. Rep. 722; Allgeyer v. Louisiana, 165 U. S. 579, 41 L. ed. 832, 17 Sup. Ct. Rep. 427; Louisville & N. R. Co. v. Central Stock Yards Co. 212 U. S. 132, 53 L. ed. 441, 29 Sup. Ct. Rep. 246.





	This case comes squarely under the doctrine of Wisconsin, M. & P. R. Co. v. Jacobson, 179 U. S. 287, 45 L. ed. 194, 21 Sup. Ct. Rep. 115, and kindred cases, and is not controlled by the pronouncement in Central Stock Yards Co. v. Louisville & N. R. Co. 192 U. S. 568, 48 L. ed. 565, 24 Sup. Ct. Rep. 339.





	The order of the railroad commissioners of Iowa does not deprive plaintiff in error of property without due process, and plaintiff is not denied due process by reason of limiting its right to contract.





	Wisconsin, M. & P. R. Co. v. Jacobson, 179 U. S. 300, 45 L. ed. 200, 21 Sup. Ct. Rep. 115; Grand Trunk R. Co. v. Michigan R. Commission, 231 U. S. 457, ante, 310, 34 Sup. Ct. Rep. 152; Atlantic Coast Line R. Co. v. North Carolina Corp. Commission, 206 U. S. 1, 51 L. ed. 933, 27 Sup. Ct. Rep. 585, 11 Ann. Cas. 398; Missouri P. R. Co. v. Mackey, 127 U. S. 205, 32 L. ed. 107, 8 Sup. Ct. Rep. 1161; Western U. Teleg. Co. v. Commercial Mill. Co. 218 U. S. 406, 54 L. ed. 1088, 36 L.R.A.(N.S.) 220, 31 Sup. Ct. Rep. 59, 21 Ann. Cas. 815; Burlington, C. R. & N. R. Co. v. Dey, 82 Iowa, 312, 12 L.R.A. 436, 3 Inters. Com. Rep. 584, 31 Am. St. Rep. 477, 48 N. W. 98; Minneapolis & St. L. R. Co. v. Minnesota, 186 U. S. 257, 46 L. ed. 1151, 22 Sup. Ct. Rep. 900.





	Plaintiff in error can complain only of the injury which he himself may sustain, and may not strike down a statute as violative of the Federal Constitution because of its possible injury to someone else.





	Standard Stock Food Co. v. Wright, 225 U. S. 540, 550, 56 L. ed. 1197, 1201, 32 Sup. Ct. Rep. 784.





	The order of the commission in question does not offend against the 14th Amendment in that the railway company is denied the equal protection of the laws.





	Wisconsin, M. & P. R. Co. v. Jacobson, 179 U. S. 287, 45 L. ed. 194, 21 Sup. Ct. Rep. 115; Atlantic Coast Line R. Co. v. North Carolina Corp. Commission, 206 U. S. 1,  <*pg.991>  51 L. ed. 933, 27 Sup. Ct. Rep. 585, 11 Ann. Cas. 398; Grand Trunk R. Co. v. Michigan R. Commission, 231 U. S. 457, ante, 310, 34 Sup. Ct. Rep. 152; Western U. Teleg. Co. v. Commercial Mill. Co. 218 U. S. 406, 54 L. ed. 1088, 36 L.R.A.(N.S.) 220, 31 Sup. Ct. Rep. 59, 21 Ann. Cas. 815; Griffith v. Connecticut, 218 U. S. 563, 54 L. ed. 1151, 31 Sup. Ct. Rep. 132; Kentucky Union Co. v. Kentucky, 219 U. S. 140, 55 L. ed. 137, 31 Sup. Ct. Rep. 171; German Alliance Ins. Co. v. Hale, 219 U. S. 307, 55 L. ed. 229, 31 Sup. Ct. Rep. 246; District of Columbia v. Brooke, 214 U. S. 138, 53 L. ed. 941, 29 Sup. Ct. Rep. 560; Brown-Forman Co. v. Kentucky, 217 U. S. 563, 54 L. ed. 883, 30 Sup. Ct. Rep. 578; Field v. Barber Asphalt Paving Co. 194 U. S. 618, 48 L. ed. 1142, 24 Sup. Ct. Rep. 784; McLean v. Arkansas, 211 U. S. 546, 53 L. ed. 319, 29 Sup. Ct. Rep. 206; Williams v. Arkansas, 217 U. S. 79, 54 L. ed. 673, 30 Sup. Ct. Rep. 493, 18 Ann. Cas. 865; Carroll v. Greenwich Ins. Co. 199 U. S. 401, 50 L. ed. 246, 26 Sup. Ct. Rep. 66; Southwestern Oil Co. v. Texas, 217 U. S. 114, 54 L. ed. 688, 30 Sup. Ct. Rep. 496; Missouri, K. & T. R. Co. v. May, 194 U. S. 267, 48 L. ed. 971, 24 Sup. Ct. Rep. 638.





	If the regulation is reasonable, and Congress has remained silent upon the specific matter, it is neither a burden to interstate commerce nor a conflict with the acts of Congress to regulate interstate commerce.





	Grand Trunk R. Co. v. Michigan R. Commission, 231 U. S. 457, ante, 310, 34 Sup. Ct. Rep. 152; Savage v. Jones, 225 U. S. 501, 56 L. ed. 1182, 32 Sup. Ct. Rep. 715; Standard Stock Food Co. v. Wright, 225 U. S. 540, 56 L. ed. 1197, 32 Sup. Ct. Rep. 784; Reid v. Colorado, 187 U. S. 137, 147, 47 L. ed. 108, 114, 23 Sup. Ct. Rep. 92, 12 Am. Crim. Rep. 506; Northern P. R. Co. v. Washington, 222 U. S. 370, 56 L. ed. 237, 32 Sup. Ct. Rep. 160; Cleveland, C. C. & St. L. R. Co. v. Illinois, 177 U. S. 514, 44 L. ed. 868, 20 Sup. Ct. Rep. 722; Minnesota Rate Cases (Simpson v. Shepard) 230 U. S. 352, 57 L. ed. 1511, 48 L.R.A.(N.S.) 1151, 33 Sup. Ct. Rep. 729.  See also New Mexico ex rel. McLean v. Denver & R. G. R. Co. 203 U. S. 38, 55, 51 L. ed. 78, 88, 27 Sup. Ct. Rep. 1; Smith v. Alabama, 124 U. S. 465, 31 L. ed. 508, 1 Inters. Com. Rep. 804, 8 Sup. Ct. Rep. 564; Nashville, C. & St. L. R. Co. v. Alabama, 128 U. S. 96,32 L. ed. 238 , 2 Inters. Com. Rep. 238, 9 Sup. Ct. Rep. 28; New York, N. H. & H. R. Co. v. New York, 165 U. S. 628, 41 L. ed. 853, 17 Sup. Ct. Rep. 418; Hennington v. Georgia, 163 U. S. 299, 41 L. ed. 166, 16 Sup. Ct. Rep. 1086.





                                   OPINION





	Mr. Justice Hughes delivered the opinion of the court:





	This suit was brought by the state of Iowa to obtain a mandatory injunction requiring the Chicago, Milwaukee, & St. Paul Railway Company to comply with an order of the State Railroad Commission promulgated December 22, 1909.  The defendant answered, denying the validity of  [233 US 340]  the order, and also filed a cross petition to set it aside, alleging that it was repugnant to the Constitution of the United States, as an attempt to regulate interstate commerce and to deprive the company of its property without due process of law, and, further, that the Commission was without authority under the laws of the state to make the order.  Judgment, sustaining the action of the Commission and directing compliance, was affirmed by the supreme court of the state.  152 Iowa, 317, 130 N. W. 802.





	It appeared that the railway company, in 1909, had refused to accept shipments of coal in carload lots at Davenport, Iowa, for points in that state when tendered in cars of other railroad companies by which the coal had been brought to Davenport from points in Illinois.  The railway company insisted that it was entitled to furnish its own cars.  The Clark Coal & Coke Company, operating a branch at Davenport, complained of this rule to the Railroad Commission, stating that it was a departure from the practice which had obtained for several years with respect to such shipments, that the Clark Company paid all charges to Davenport, and on receiving orders from its customers tendered written billing for transportation from Davenport to the designated points, and that it was unreasonable for the railway company to require in such cases that the coal should be unloaded and reloaded in its own cars.  A hearing was had before the Commission at which other shippers intervened, adopting the coal company's complaint.  The facts were presented in an agreed statement, as follows:





	"The Clark Coal & Coke Company of Davenport, Iowa, have been making shipments of coal from points in Illinois to Davenport by the Chicago, Rock Island, & Pacific Railway Company and the Chicago, Burlington, & Quincy Railroad Company; that said coal is then placed by the railroad bringing it into Iowa on an interchange track at Davenport; that all charges from point of origin  [233 US 341]  in Illinois to Davenport, Iowa, are paid by the Clark Coal & Coke Company to the railroad company bringing said coal; that thereupon complainant has notified the respondent railway company of the placement of said coal, and that it desired to ship said coal by the respondent railway company to different points on its  <*pg.992>  own line, and tendered a written billing from Davenport to the point so designated; that thereupon respondent railway company has accepted said billing from Davenport to said point, and taken said cars from said interchange track to its own line, and transported the same in accordance with said written billing; that the respondent railway company has changed its method of doing business in the above respects by its printed order, and now refuses to accept said written billing and take said cars from said interchange track and transport them over its own line to the point designated by said billing, unless said coal is loaded in equipment belonging to respondent railway company.  Respondent railway company, by its answer to the complaint, alleges that it 'will furnish cars for shipment of coal from Davenport to any point in Iowa, as provided by Iowa Distance Tariff, but will not accept shipments originating at Davenport, billed from Davenport, in the equipment of other carriers,' and its readiness and ability to furnish cars of its own for shipment is not controverted and will therefore be taken to be true.  It will thus be observed that before the respondent railway company will take coal for transportation on its own line, in equipment other than its own, it requires that the same shall be unloaded and reloaded into its own cars."





	Thereupon, the Commission rendered a decision in favor of the shipper and entered the following order, to which this controversy relates:





	"In accordance with the conclusions heretofore expressed, it is therefore ordered by the Board of Railroad Commissioners of Iowa that upon arrival of loaded cars of  [233 US 342]  coal at the city of Davenport, upon any line of railroad, when said cars are placed upon the interchange track at Davenport, as ordered or requested by the owner or consignee of said cars, and the freight paid thereon, and the ordinary billing in use by the respondent railway is tendered to it for a billing of said cars so placed to a point on its own line within the state of Iowa, that the respondent railway company be and is hereby ordered and required to accept said billing, receive said car or cars so billed, and transport them on its own line to the point designated by the owner or consignee in said billing; and that it receive said car or cars in whatever equipment the same may be loaded, without requiring an unloading and reloading into its own equipment, and transport said car or cars over its own line to points within this state, so loaded, without unloading and reloading as above set forth, in the same manner that it receives cars from connecting lines, loaded in its own equipment.  It is expressly understood, however, in this order, that no questions in relation to switching charges are determined."





	The railway company contended, both before the Commission and in the state court, that the shipments in question were interstate; and it was alleged in its answer that the method of transportation resorted to was a device of shippers to secure, by adding the rate from the initial point in Illinois to Davenport to the rate established by the Iowa distance tariff from Davenport to other points in the state, a lower rate than that applicable to an interstate shipment from the point in Illinois to the point of final destination.





	The Railroad Commission held that the transportation desired from Davenport was a purely intrastate service, saying:  "Under the admitted facts, the city of Davenport became a distributing point for coal shipped by the consignor.  The certainty in regard to the shipments of coal ended at Davenport.  The point where the same was to be     [233 US 343]  shipped beyond Davenport, if at all, was determined after the arrival of the coal at Davenport.  The coal was under the control of the consignee, and he could sell it in transit or at Davenport, or reconsign it to a point on respondent's railway, or any other railway, at his own discretion."  Upon the trial of the present suit in the state court, the state introduced in evidence the proceedings, decision, and order of the Commission, and without further evidence both parties rested.  The supreme court of the state took the same view of the facts that the Commission had taken, and accordingly held that the shipments were intrastate.  The court said that the facts showed that the coal was originally consigned to the coal company in Davenport, that it was there held until sales were made, that the consignee had taken delivery, paying the freight to the initial carrier, and assuming full control.  152 Iowa, 317, 319, 130 N. W. 802.





	The record discloses no ground for assailing this finding.  It is undoubtedly true that the question whether commerce is interstate or intrastate must be determined by the essential character of the commerce, and not by mere billing or forms of contract.  Railroad Commission v. Worthington, 225 U. S. 101, 56 L. ed. 1004, 32 Sup. Ct. Rep. 653; Texas & N. O. R. Co. v. Sabine Tram Co. 227 U. S. 111, 57 L. ed. 442, 33 Sup. Ct. Rep. 229; Railroad Commission v. Texas & P. R. Co. 229 U. S. 336, 57 L. ed. 1215, 33 Sup. Ct. Rep. 837.  But the fact that commodities received on interstate shipments are reshipped by the consignees, in the cars in which they are received, to other points of destination, does not necessarily  <*pg.993>  establish a continuity of movement, or prevent the reshipment to a point within the same state from having an independent and intrastate character.  Gulf, C. & S. F. R. Co. v. Texas, 204 U. S. 403, 51 L. ed. 540, 27 Sup. Ct. Rep. 360; Railroad Commission v. Worthington, 225 U. S. 101, 109, 56 L. ed. 1004, 1008, 32 Sup. Ct. Rep. 653; Texas & N. O. R. Co. v. Sabine Tram Co. 227 U. S. 111, 129, 130, 57 L. ed. 442, 449, 450, 33 Sup. Ct. Rep. 229.  The question is with respect to the nature of the actual movement in the particular  [233 US 344]  case; and we are unable to say upon this record that the state court has improperly characterized the traffic in question here.  In the light of its decision, the order of the Commission must be taken as referring solely to intrastate transportation originating at Davenport.





	In this view, the validity of the Commission's order is challenged upon the ground that at common law the carrier was entitled to use its own equipment, and that the statute of the state of Iowa as to the receiving of cars from connecting carriers (Code, § 2116) is inapplicable for the reason that, with respect to the transportation in question, the plaintiff in error was the initial carrier.  But the obvious answer is that what is required by the law of Iowa has been determined by the supreme court of that state.  That court, examining the various provisions of the Iowa Code which have relation to the matter, has held that the order was within the authority of the Railroad Commission.  152 Iowa, 317, 320, 321, 130 N. W. 802.





	Further, the plaintiff in error insists that the enforcement of the order would deprive it of its liberty to contract, and of its property, without due process of law, and would deny to it the equal protection of the laws, in violation of the 14th Amendment.  We find these objections to be without merit.  It was competent for the state, acting within its jurisdiction, and not in hostility to any Federal regulation of interstate commerce, to compel the carrier to accept cars which were already loaded and in suitable condition for transportation over its line.  The requirement was a reasonable one.  It cannot be said that the plaintiff in error had a constitutional right to burden trade by insisting that the commodities should be unloaded and reloaded in its own equipment.  Upon this point the case of Wisconsin, M. & P. R. Co. v. Jacobson, 179 U. S. 287, 45 L. ed. 194, 21 Sup. Ct. Rep. 115, is decisive.  There is no essential difference, so far as the power of the state is concerned, between such an order as we have here and one compelling the  [233 US 345]	 carrier to make track connections, and to receive cars from connecting roads, in order that reasonably adequate facilities for traffic may be provided.  See also Minneapolis & St. L. R. Co. v. Minnesota, 186 U. S. 257, 263, 46 L. ed. 1151, 1156, 22 Sup. Ct. Rep. 900; Atlantic Coast Line R. Co. v. North Carolina Corp. Commission, 206 U. S. 1, 19, 27, 51 L. ed. 933, 941, 945, 27 Sup. Ct. Rep. 585, 11 Ann. Cas. 398; Missouri P. R. Co. v. Kansas, 216 U. S. 262, 54 L. ed. 472, 30 Sup. Ct. Rep. 330; Grand Trunk R. Co. v. Michigan Railroad Commission, 231 U. S. 457, 468, ante, 310, 317, 34 Sup. Ct. Rep. 152.





	It is argued that it was unreasonable to subject the railway company to the expense incident to the use of the cars of another carrier when it was ready to furnish its own.  The record affords no sufficient basis for this contention.  What the expense referred to would be was not proved, and, in the absence of a suitable disclosure of the pertinent facts, no case was made which would justify the conclusion that, in its practical operation, the regulation would impose any unreasonable burden.  On the other hand, the agreed statement makes it evident that prior to the change which gave rise to this controversy it was the practice of the company to accept such shipments.





	Finally, it is said that the order of the Commission interferes with interstate commerce because the cars in question were the vehicles of that commerce, and were brought into the state as such.  No question, however, is presented here as between the shippers and the owners of the cars, and no actual interference with interstate commerce is shown.  Nor does it appear that any regulation under Federal authority has been violated.





	The plaintiff in error has failed to establish any ground for invalidating the order of the Commission and the judgment must be affirmed.





	Affirmed.
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