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company provided that railroads Other thah"the'sponsors"COuld‘
be admitted in ownership only by unanimous consent of the
directors and upon payment of such consxderatlon as they might ;
fix. In other wordeg'the‘sponsoring railroads retained the
power to veto the use of the termlnal company s facilities
by other railroads and to discriminate against other rallroads
in Charges. The United States alleged'that the'terminal'company
suppressed competition. |
The Supreme Court held that it would not ﬁormally‘be“a '
restraint of trade for. railroads to combine in unifylng‘terminal
facilities. 1If the Sponsors w1thhe1d the facxllties from other
raillroads, or if they offered them on dlscrimlnatory terms, tbe
other railroads would have recourse to obtalnlng theit own |
facilitles In St. Louis, however, there was no practlcal
recourse of thlq type (224 U.S. 396-397) :
The city 1193 upon a group of great hills which
hug the river ¢ closely and rapidly recede to the
- west. These hills are penetrated on the west by
" the narrow valley of Mill creek which crosses
the city about its center.  Railways coming from
the west use this valley, but its facilities are
~very reStricted and mnow quite occupied.
- The Court concluded that in view, 1arge1y, of the t0pograph1ca1

c1rcumstances of ‘the case, the terminal company was in v1olatlon

of the Sherman Act and that it should be reorganlzed 80 that'its




