MINNESOTA
HISTORICAL
SOCIETY

Northern Pacific Railway Company.
Engineering Department Records.

Copyright Notice:

This material may be protected by copyright law (U.S.
Code, Title 17). Researchers are liable for any
infringement. For more information, visit
www.mnhs.org/copyright.

Version 3
August 20, 2018


http://www.mnhs.org/copyright
http://www2.mnhs.org/library/findaids/01016.xml

LTS ‘N. P. 1757
- 6-24

.‘ FILE NO \5/05?‘ /)O

o :

A L ohe Contons
/2000 Q(/(







St .Paul, Minn.
April 11, 1955.

Mr. He R, Peterson:

Attached herewith you will find two print copies of
Mr., Bleese's letter of April 8 in which he discusses the Gasco
herbicidal oil put out by Portland Gas & Coal Co.

You will note that he agrees with the W.T. Cox Co.

opinions.

S %’{
71 fineer of water Service.







St .Paul, Minn,
April 11, 1955.

¥Mr. H, R, Peterson:

Attached herewith you will find two print copies of
lir. Bleese's letter of April 8 in which he discusses the Casco
herbicidal oil put out by Portland Gas & Coal Co.

You will note that he agrees with the W.T. Cox Co.

opilnions.

H. M. SCHUDLICH

Engineer of Water Service.

HMS/ gs

Encl.




«is dehudlieh,

Relative to Gesco Pead Xiller o0il, menufs ctured by the

Portlend Gas & Qoal Company, of Portl nd, Oregon:

In the light &fom resding the verious materisl reletive
Y0 horbicidal okls, etc., the Gasco /eed Killer oil would
seem to be inferior th il menufeetured byt he Genercl
Potroleum Gompeny. The Gasco oil & product resulting from
the thermsl crecking of hesvy orude o0il for the e nufacture
of heating g8y where as the Jeneral “etroleum ¢ils are the
by-producte from ecatolitic recycling, rrmduced under el e
countrols I am aomewhet femilar withthe type of oven used by
the Bortland Gag & Cosl. Ifhey use Curren Ynowles
Semeé s8 night be used for the production of coke
Trey endeaver %0 produce # s mich gng ra’rogaible
the oils, and in thermal crseking, leaving only
fractions with higher boiling points. There is no way,
which & uniform 1y consistent cll cen be produced by this
method end equipment. Thermal eracking usmal rasults in e
predoninence of olefins end monocyclie arometics,

In my opisen, I womnld agree with the ¥, Te Cox Coe in

a8 t]’f?:ﬂ' di"io
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Seattle, "rllﬁ.l955, R

4rs Hevile' Sohudlich,
| nRelative to Gasoo Heed Xiller 0il, menufectured by ‘the
Portlsnd Gas’ & Goal Company, of Portlsnd, Oregon: b
In the light d&fom redding the various mat erlal relatlve
%0 horbicidel okls, eto., the Gasco Weed Xiller oil.would
seem 10 be inferior %o the @il manufsetnred by?fhequgerﬂi &
Petroleum Gowmpeny. The Gégcc oilils a prodyct result{hg from
the therms] cragking 9f he&vyicrﬁdo eil for 4he m nufseture
of heating gasy wher; o8 the Cenersl Petrolstm oils ard thé
by-producte from catalitic recycling, rrmdnced under olose
cautrolk, I &m somewhet femilay withthe'type of‘oven uséd by
the Bortland Gaa & Cosl. They use Currsn Knowles ovens, “the
same a8 might be used Por the rroduction o0f coke from coal,
THey ede&vor ¥6 0y odiice &' fich ad r-s’ppssible, £ 1307 FeRyaTing
the oils, @nd in thermal eragking, leoving only the hepvier* :
fractions with higher boiling pointe.. There is no way, by.
which a'uniform ly econsistint oll een be produced by this
methed snd equiprcnt. Therual erecwing nspal results in a
predominence of olefins end monocyelie arométics.,
In wy qpisen, I would agree with the W, M. Coi Cos in
evellating the Geseo oil &8s they did.

CC: lire Je L. Gogs Valter Ingrector




St. Paul, Minnesota
March 8, 1955

File: 3659-D

Hr. W. K. Smallridge:

Referring to our recent correspondence, your
file 410-1, about Gasco weed killer submitted by the
Portland Gas & Coal Co, of Portland, Oregon.

lr. Barlow wrote to the Cox Co. calling their
attention to the Gasco weed killer and requested their
consideration of this product, particularly for use, if
satisfactory, on our lines in the event we again ar-

range for their services for the 1955 weed eontrol on
the west end.

For your information, attached is copy of Cox
Co. reply dated March 2 advising as to their previous
investigation of the Gasco product and comments about
the Portland Gas & Coal Co.'s recent submission of
information to the Cox Co. in regard to their product.

H. R. PETERSON
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W. T. COX COMPANY

Suite 300, Crawford Bldg,
Kansas City, Missouri

March 2, 1955

Mr. H. R. Peterson

Chief Engineer

N. P. Ry. Co, Attention: Mr. S, H. Barlow,

St. Paul 1, Minnesota System Engr. of Track
File: 238-3

Gent lemen:

In reply to your inquiry of Feb, 18 in which you réquest evaluation of Gasco
weed killer submitted by the Portland Gas & Coal Co, of Portland, Oregon,

We have, in the past, tested this product and have found it sub-standard to
our own requirements. The specifications furnished us by the supplier at that
time were somewhat improved over those submitted or found by your own labor-
atory, For this reason, we wouldpresume that our results, though obtained

in 1953, would be substantially correct or even more correct.

Our reasons for disqualifying the product can be summed up as follows:

1. The distillation range is much too high. Our maximum is 95% recovered at
700° F, The Gasco material shows only 67% recovered at 706° (355° centi-
grade) and would therefore be objectionable, Reason for this objection
is that the dermatologists tell us that oils with a boiling range of much
over 700° F. become persistent in their effect on skin tissues when ex-
posed. In other words, dermatitis incepted by exposure to oils with too
high a boiling range is much harder to control and is much mare persistent.
For this reason alone we have adopted a steadfast rule as outlined above,

We also feel that the percentage of aromatics as determined by the Gasco Lab
is not correct as compared with the percentage of aromatics determined by
petroleum firms. Their method of subtracting the paraffinic percentage
obtained from 100 does not necessarily mean the balance is usable arcmaties.
In fact, the reciprocal would include considerable olefins and monocyclic
aromatics, both of which have a very low herbicidal toxicity. We prefer to
use an aromatic percentage derivation of the Cattwinkle test which gives
not only percentage of aromatics but classifies them as to their monocyclic
or polyeyclic molecular characteristics. The present thinking in both
agricultural and industrial evaluation of this type material is that the
polycyclic fraction does the bulk of the weed killing,

We would also hesitate to approve the product on the basis of a 58,3 SUS
viscosity at 100° F, Our efforts indicate that it would be a little "thick"
to permeate and penetrate vegetation properly and would probably leave a
partial residue on vegetation and particularly on rails., This residue, due




“

Mr. Peterson - 2 3/2/55

to the high distilation of the material, might prove to be hazardous from
slippage and from foot traffic for a good while after spraying.

Field test plot experiments with this product in early 1953 were not success-
ful as well. The product was judged purely on its killing strength on a
gailon for gallon basis and on a dollar for dollar cost basis with our exist-
ing weed killers. In neither case did it indicate equivalent results,

Trust that you will find this information of value, The representative of

the Portland Gas & Coal Co, has already contacted us at Santa Ana, Calif, and
substantially the same information was given him as a reason why we ourselves
would not further consider their product based upon its present specifications.

Expect to be in St. Paul again in about three weeks and will be looking for-
ward to seeing you at that time,
Very truly yours,
/s/ EDWIN W, COX

Manager Rallway Sales
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We T. COX COMPANY

Suite 300, Crawford Bldg.
Kansas City, Missouri

Mareh 2, 1955

Mr. H., R. Peterson

Chief Engineer

N, P, Ry. Co. Attention: Mr, S. H, Barlow,

St. Paul 1, Minnesota System Engr, of Track
File: 238-3

Gent lemen:

In reply to your inquiry of Feb, 18 in which you request evaluation of Casco
weed killor submitted by the Portland Gas & Coal Co. of Portland, Oregon,

We have, in the past, tested this product and have found it sub-standard to
our own requirements. The specifications furnished us by the supplier at that
time were somewhat improved over those submitted or found by your own labor-
atory. For this reason, we wouldpresume that our results, though cbtained

in 1953, would be substantially correct or even more correct.

Our reasons for disqualifying the product can be summed up as follows:

1, The distillation range is much too high. Our maximum is 95% recovered at
700° F., The Gasco material shows only 67% recovered at 706° (355° centi-
grade) and would therefore be objectionable, Reason for this objection
is that the dermatologists tell us that oils with a boiling reange of much
over 700° F. become persistent in their effect on skin tissues when ex-
posed. In other words, dematitis incepted by exposure to oils with too
high a boiling range is much harder to control and is much mare persistent.
For this reason alone we have adopted a steadfast rule as outlined above.

2, We also feel that the percentage of aromatics as determined by the Gasgo Lab
is not correct as compared with the percentage of aromatics determined by
petroleum firms, Their method of subtracting the paraffinic percentage
obtaimed from 100 does not necessarily mean the balance is usable aromaties.
In fact, the reciprocal would ineclude considerable olefins and monocyecliec
aromatics, both of which have a very low herbicidal toxieity, We prefer to
use an aromatic percentage derivation of the Cattwinkle test which gives
not only percentage of aromatics but classifies them as to their monocyelic

or polyeyelie molecular characteristics. The present thinking in both
agricultural and industrial evaluation of this type material is that the
polycyclic fraction does the bulk of the weed killing.

We would also hesitate to approve the product on the basis of a 58,3 sUS
viscosity at 100° P, Our efforts indicate that it would be a little "thick"
to permeate and penetrate vegetation properly and would probably leave a
partial residue on vegetation and particularly on rails. This residue, due
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to the high distilation of the material, might prove to be hazardous from
slippage and from foot traffic for a good while after spraying.

Field test plot experiments with this product in early 1953 were not success-

ful as well, The product was judged purely on its killing strength on a
gailon for gallon basis and on a dollar for dellar cost basis with our exist-
ing weed killers. In neither case did it indicate equivalent results.

Trust that you will find this information of value, The representative of

the Portland Gas & Coal Co, has already contacted us at Santa Ana, Calif, and
substantially the same infommation was given him as a reason why we ourselves
would not further consider their product based upon its present specifications.

fxpect to be in 5t, Paul again in about three weeks and will be looking for-
ward to seeing you at that time,

Very truly yours,
/s/ IDWIN W, COX

Manager Rallway Sales

-~ g .,5)
Lf:,/ o7& & T F




My, B 'o
Suité 300 Bldge
4y Moe

Dear lire Coxi

Vie have received, from the Portland Gas

Company of Portland, Oregen, a sample of their
killer which has & high peroentage of arcmatie oil.

The properties of this oil, as shown below,
to indicale ﬂ&tit‘i‘l-l muﬂtunmﬁh
would like to know if you have investigated this Company as
& possible source of supply and if the oil is
application as a woed killer,

You will probably be contacted by the Port
and Coal Company as they were advised tha
application on our line.

The properties as listed by Geasoo and checked in
ouwr laboratory are as follows:

Specifie Gravity at %@m
Flash point °*F COC
Distillation % to 210°

% to 235°%

% to 355%

% Residue
% Arematics (100 = Paraffins)
Visoosity 5US at 100°F

o L I 210'?

Pour point °F _
The odor is characteristic of coal tar or crecsobe oils,

We would appreciate any information you gould give us
regarding this oile

ces M, Hs Re Mrson/




St. Paul, Minnesota
February 10, 1955

File: 3659-D

My, W, K., Smallridge:

Referring to your letter Pebruary 8, file 410-1, about
Portland Gas & Coke Company's Gaseo weed killer.

lr. Barlow has reviewed this matter. Attached, for your
information, is copy of his letter February 9 in which he has
tabulated various characteristics of the Cox Hykill, Gasco, and
Socony Vacuum weed oils,

You will nat e lMr. Barlow calls attention to the increased
viscosity of the Gasco product as compared to the Cox product
which was used with fair success on the Coast last year. On the
other hand, the aromatics of the Gaseo oil appears to be very
satisfactory.

As you undoubtedly know, you contrected with the Cox
Company of Portland, Oregon, last year for purchase of their weed
killer together with spray service.

Mr. Barlow is now developing his requirements for the
1955 program of weed eontrol products. It is anticipated that use
of Cox Company service will be arrenged to include the oil product
and the use of their spray equipment, which is quite elaborate and
designed to handle aromatic oils which they ean purchase in the
Coast territory.

It is my suggestion that you advise the Portland Gas & Coke
Company to contact Mr. Cox in connection with their product.

Mr. Barlow is receiving a copy of this letter and will

advise Nr. Cox that the Portland Gas & Coke Company may eontact him
in regard to their product,

H. R. PFTFRSON

HRP/ jwm
attachment

ce: Mr. S. H. Barlow




8t. Paul, February 9, 1955b

File: 238=3

Mr. He Re Peterson:

The Portland Gas and Coke Company sent in a sample of their Gasco
weed killing aromatic oil and also en analysis of their product. The sample
has been sent to the Engineer of Tests for analysise.

Two semples of Socony-Vacuum's aromatic oil were tested last year
by lir. Hanson and the fipgures shown for Cox Hykill arometic oil, which we
used successfully on the Tacoma Division last year, were extracted from one
of lMr. Cox's letters,

June July
Cox Hykill Gasco 0ll Soce=Vacs Soc.=Vac.

Specific gravity - 140300 14043 1.007
Viscosity at 100°F Lo 223 68
" ® 210°F - 13 35
Distillation % to 210°C - - -
" % %o 2359C - - -
" % to 3550€ - - ~
% of residue -
oy ASTM 420° to 700° end pt. - -
Aromatics (100-Paraffins) Over 627 C - -
Flash point OF (C.0.Ce) Over 220° : 300 215
Pour point - #70 755

The Gasco aromatic olil properties are considerably better then
Socony=Vacuun but with a viscosity of 55 we would have trouble similar +to
those we had with Socony-Vacuum as it is thought that while 4O is alright
on the coast, it would have to be in the 20 to 30 renge to be successful
east of the coasts

It wes well established last year that our equipment was not
suiteble for oil application and therefore the only oil used would be
from those that had application service along with suitable oil propertiess

BT ittty







St. Paul, February 8, 1955

File 410-1

Mr. H. R. Peterson
Chief Englineer

Attached, as information, 1s copy of
letter dated January 31 from Portland Gas & Coke Company
regarding their Gasco weed killer. Sample #28l)y is being

sent you under separate cover for such action as you may
wish to take.

May I have your comments as to whether
or not this product offers sufficient interest to warrant
asking the supplier for a quotation.

WKS: VN
Atte.

— D. H. SHOEMAKER
— P. R. GIBSON
e . B. WORTHING
e W, R. BJORKLUNL
),4“
e ©. E. EKBERG

el A ). HENDRY /
/ J
g _..S. H. BARLOW | /

e H. M. SCHUDLICH Y [
S. H. KNIGHT / J
————M. C. WOLF
A. A, MELIUS

e LA BROUGLUR
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PORTLAND GAS & COKE COMPANY
Portland l, Oregon
January 31, 1955

Mr. W. K. Smallridge
Purchasing Agent

Northern Pacific Railway
Northern Pacific Building
5th and Jackson Streets
St. Paul 1, Minnesota

Dear Mr. Smallridge:

Here in Portland an excellent weed-killing oil is
produced as a by-product of our gas manufacturing operations.
It occurred to me that you could use it to advantage on your
right-of-ways this spring and summer because Gasco Weed Killer is
both efficient and economical in its action.

Gasco 011's outstanding ability to efficiently and
economically kill-out weeds and other objectionable growth is
due to the highly aromatic content of the oil. As you know, the
percentage of polycyclic aromatic constituents in a weed-killing
01l determines its effectiveness. Since Gasco Weed 0il i1s approxi-
mately 90% aromatic -- more aromatic than any competitive product
on the market today -- 1t will do a better and more economical job
for you.

Recently, In addition to its primary use as weed and
brush killer on railroad right-of-ways, Gasco 0il has been incor-
porated into a formulation which 1s being used successfully for
weed control in the sugar fields in Hawaill,

Following is a typical analysis of this oil, which is
available to you in quantities up to 200,000 gallons per month:

Specific Gravity @ 100° F 1.0300
Flash Point °F (C.0.C.) 250
Distillation:

% to 210°C

% to 2350C :

% to 355°C 6

Residue, % 3
% Aromatics (100=-Paraffins) 8
Viscosity SUS, ® 100OF 5

0
0
7
3
5

You will soon receive a one-gallon sample of this fine
0il for examination in your laboretory. As soon as possible after




Txﬁ W. K. Smallridge January 31, 1955

this examination is completed we would like very much to negotiate
with you a price for this oil which would result in savings for
your railrosd at the spplication point.

Thanks very much for your consideration and we will be
looking forward to hearing from you in the near futurs.

Very truly yours,
PORTLAND GAS % COKE COMPANY

(Sgd) Edward A. Vistica
Products Sales
EAV: v

cCcg Mrs | P NIyeP
Assistant Purchasing Agent
Northern Pacific Railway
Smith Tower
Seattle li, Washington




PORTIAND GAS & COKE COMPANY
Public Service Building

Portland 4, Oregon
March 22, 1954

Mr. H. R. Peterson

Chief Engineer

Northern Pacifie Railway Company
176 East S5th Street

St. Paul 1, Minnesota

Dear Mr. Peterson:

I'm planning a trip to the East and will be in
S5t. Paul on Monday, April 5th. I would like very much to
meet with you and am wondering if you could be my guest
for lunch that day. I am writing to Mr. Smallridge,
Mr. Schudlich and Mr. Loom and hope that they will also
be able to join us.

I will be staying at the Lowry Hotel and will
call you on arrival.

Yours sincerely,
PORTLAND GAS & COKE COMPANY

Ll .

Edward A. Vistica
Produets Sales

EAV: jv

Air Mail







Ste Paul, August 1}, 1953

Mre He Re Peterson:

Referring to your letter of July 22, concerning the Portland
Gas and Coke Company material as found in A.R.E.A. Bulletin No. 505.

The tar acids nominally found in coal tar creosote are
phenol, ortho, meta and para cresols, as well as the alpha and beta
naphthols. These are vresent and the composition specifications put
out by the AJV.PsAs call for certain fractions in the boiling point
range to fall within certain limits. I deduce that this is to assure
that a sufficient quantity of all these tar acids be present, They
are not the only compounds which destroy fungi and other wood des-
troying organisms, There are alsc tar bases, sulfur compounds ;
nitrogen, oxygen and other hydrocarbons., It is interesting to note
though that these acids are very effective in lower concentrations
than are the other compounds, the host of other chemicals present
each have a synergistic effect, which accounts for the greater
effectiveness of coal tar creosote.

Were we to have an accurate organic analysis of the Portland
Gas and Coke Company petroleum creosote, we probably would be able to
roughly approximate this material's effectiveness.

Rather than start a further controversy with Mr. Vistica,
T believe we had better allow the matter to remain until we are ap-
proached by him and we could, therefore, make a suggestion as to
their furnishing an analysis of the material,

of Water Service
HMS/jg
cc - Mre, Ay Je Loom







Saint Paul, July 22, 1953

di. He M. SCHUDLICH:

The other eveling I happened tc camne across the paragrapn en-
titled "Wood Pregervimg Oil" at top of page 747, A.H.E.i, Bulletin
5085 deted December 1952,

Apparently the produet referved to is from the Portland Gas and
Voke Co. The tidrd sentence
to is devoid of tar acids, 1 agsume the tar acids are the compounds in
coal tar-crecsote which provide the toxie effect consgldsred to be of
vital importance for the durability of treated tmber,

ec-ily, 4, J. Loom

% i

H. R. PETERSON




PORTLAND GAS & COKE COMPANY
PUBLIC SERVICE BUILDING
PORTLAND 4, OREGON

July 1, 1953

Mr. A, J. Loom

Superintendent of Timber Preservation
Northern Pacific Rallway Company
Brainerd, Minnesota

Deaxr Mr. Loomt

Thank you for your recent letter about the use of Gasco Creosote.
Naturaelly, I vas disappointed to learn that you hed not yet decided to buy half
your creosote requirements from Gaseo for your treating plant at Paradise. After
discussing Gasco oll with you in Seattle it was my impression that you would
recommend the purchase of 250,000 gallons annually.

By such a recommendation your Company could benefit two-fold: (1) you
would get as good a preserving job as you get today; (2) you would realize an initial
saving of $25,000 per year.

Today, and for several years past, the 8.P. Railrcad is successfully
using Gasco Creosote at its treating plant in Eugene, Oregon. They are using almost
400,000 gallons annually in a blend of 25% Gasco crecsote, 25% coal tar creosote and
50% fuel oil. We understand you ere using 50% creosote and 50% fuel oil. Your
company could use the 5.P. formula and then benefit by the trial purchase of 250,000
gallons annually.

Why not look at this again, to save the N.P. money and then tell us that

you have selected Paradise as your proving ground for Gaseco Creosote 0il? The
Paradise referred to is located in Montana and not in the hereafter.

I appreciate your contacting the Chairman of the REA Committee Number
17 in my behalf.

Sincerely,
PORTLAND GAS & COKE COMPANY

ERolin—

E. A, Vistica
EAV: Jv Products Sales

ge: Mr. H. R. Peterson[/
Mr. W. K. Smallridge
Mr. H. M. Schudlich




cc: Mry Ho/R. Petepson
Mri W4 Ky SmaXlridge
Mrifl. MoSehudlich







June Sth; 1953

My, E, A, Vistica

Products Sales

Portland Gas & Coke Company
Portland lp, C!"Qm

Dear Mr, Vigtica:

In veply to your letter of June lot summeriszing our
recent discussion in Seattle atoul the reletive merits of Portland Cas
and Colte Company "Gosco® wood preserving 64l and coal Tar Creosote for
praservative trextmont of forest products,

As I informed you, thig subject has been previously
very lhoroughly discussed with Mr, Seykets of your company and although
an doubt you have ageess to hies correspondence with this office as well
ge vith our General 0ffice in Bt, Paul, I agrecd to pive esreful attention
to your persoral reasong for believing thuat Gasoco would preve most
economical,

My comments on each of the reasons you have submitted
are as followst

(1)2(2) After his Investigation of "Gaseo® and My, Seykota's proposition,
ovr Operating Viee Frecident wrote our Chief Englineer rocently as followss

"It iz ny understanding that go far nothing has ever
been diseoversd that is ee satisfactory for wood preservation
as the products ¢f coal~tar, The products of oll-tar vhen
subjeeted to the test of time have nol besn satisfastory.®

In the ook ertitled "Wood Preservation" by Hunt and
Garratt, the following gtatements are made =

Page 100 « "During most of the hundred years since John Bethell
patented the use of "dead oil of tar' for wood treatment, coal-
tar oreosote has been regarded ns the stendayd prescrvative,

It ip the most effoctive chemical known for the protectien of
wood apainet decay, insscts and marine borers and is now in
general use throughout the world,®

rage 96, "“With reference to Jaboratory tests -

Thers 1g no general asonfidense in the yesults of any accelerated
perfiatience test yet deviged."




(3) The Forest Products laboratory curve you refer to is in use by
all railroade for estimating average life of ties and the yate of
renewals, When the mumber of renewals is very amall, the average

1life estimated firom tte curve will mot be as relisble as that indicated
vhen larger proportiors of renewals have been made, The curve is of
ne use urtil there huve been some renewals, As you gtate, reference

to this eurve ig made on page 6l of the 1946 A.W.P,A, Froceedings in

& paper entitled "Acecelerated Service Tests of Wood Preservatives®,

On page 57, the first paragraph of this paper is as followss

"Aecaptance of new preservatives for wood has been slow,
Ore of the important reasons for thig is the lack of an
accepted method for evaluating wood preservatives, Many of
the physical requirementis of a wood preservative ecan be
evaluated in the laboratory, such as toxleity, effect on
shrength of wood, chemlcel stability, leachability, volatility,
vimeoeity, flammabllity, ste., The pormancnce of a wood pre-
servative wnder actual service conditionr cannot bo determined
ir the leboratory. Tests ov the foregoing qualitids of a
material may be useful in studying both scdepted pregervatives
and new materials cuggested for preserving, but they canmot be
evaluated into the quantlty of & proservative needed %o protect
wood, or Into the expected 1ife of 2 piecs of wood so treated,
The foregoing tests are useful only as a sereening cperation,®

(4) Materials trested with "Caseo™ have fot yet been in service long
enough to warrant any definite conclusions in my estimation,

(5) 1 am informed that the SouthernPacific Company used “Geseo® enly
wvhen coal-tar ereosote was Aifficult to obtain, Thelr Chief Fngineer
comnents as follows: "The physical and chemical pimilarity of Gaseo
ereosote to Coal-Tar Creosote indigates that the Gesco oil should have
soms yalue as a proservative, It is only & similarity and by no means
an identity, end we do not belleve that the similarity is elese enough
to justify accepting Gasco crsosote as equal to coal-tar ercosote."

Evidently the Souther Pacific Company as well as others of the 12
consumers you refer %o have discontinued buying Gaseo and possibly for
the same reagon,

(6) Cost of trestment and aversge tie renewals on the Northern Paeifie
are much lower than the avernge for all other railroads who report to
the 1,0,6, A savirg of 10¢ per gallon orn 508 of our orecsote recuire-
ment would be guickly dissipated by a shorter service 1life of our ties
if the efficleney of our proservative should be lowered by adding Gaseo
to our trenting solution,




(7) As I stated in our discussion, I do pot think that there is
enything to be gainal by reference to valume of fyreight revenue but
I am glad to have tho resord you sutudtted,

I cen gesure you that I enjoyed our discussion at
Seattle and our visit at the plant,

I ghall be glad to extend your greetings to our
officers and will contact the Chalyman of AE.EA, Comnittes 17 in
rogerd to yvour memborship ard appointment on that comrdttiee,

I hope the informetion I have gquoted will make it
clear %o 7ou why I am not in position ¢o offer you sngeurapement
in vovr propogition,

Yours truly,

AJL/dm ‘ 11, Supt, Timber Preservation

ces Mr. He R. Peterson
Mr. W, K, Smallridge
Mr. H. M. Schudlich




PORTLAND GAS & COKE COMPANY
PUBLIC SERVICE BUILDING

PORTLAND 4, OREGON

June 1, 1953

Mr, A, J¢ Loom

Superintendent of Timber Preservation
Northern Pacific Railway Company
Brainerd, Minnesota

Dear Mr. Loom:

You were kind enough to ask me to write and summerize our pleasant visit in
Seattle last week during vhich we talked about using Gasco Creosote to preserve your
railroad ties. My proposal was that you save your company 10¢ for each gallon of
creosote used by recommending the purchase, initially, of only one-half your require-
ments at the Paradise, Montana Treating Plant (approximately 250,000 gallons annually).
You would then be using 25% Gasco Creosote, 256 Coal Tar Creosote, and 50% Fuel Oil.
After reviewing with you last week the evidence we have accumulated over & period of
years on toxicity, permanence, and service life of timbers treated with Gasco Creosote,
you agreed that there was no reason why your Paradise, Montana Plant should not be taking
one-half of their creosote requirements from Gasco.

Qur discussion brought out the points summarized in the following paragraphs.
To facilitate the concurrence of Messrs. H. R. Peterson, W. K. Smallridge and H. M.
Schudl.ch I bave taken the liberty of sending a carbon copy of this letter to each of
them.

(1) Straight Gasco Creocsote has adequate toxicity to preserve your railroad
ties. That the toxicity of straight Gaseco Creosote is comparable to coal tar ereosote
is demonstrated by the Petri Dish, Agar Flask, and the Madison Soil Block tests. In
only one case, the Madison soil block test on the fungus Lentinus lepideus, was the
straight Gasco Creosote not as effective as coal tar creosote. You were of the opinion
that, in view of owr 13 years service record without any reported failures, this single
laboratory test was not an important factor.

(2) The permanence of straight Gasco Creosote is adeguate to preserve your
railroad ties. As a matter of fact the permanence of our oil is superior to coal tar
creosote on the basis of the Forest Products Laboratory soil tests. Leaching and
weathering losses are less with our oil.

(3) The Northern Pacific Railway can expect a minimum service life of 43
years on ties treated with straight Gasco Creocsote oil. The basis for this statement is
13 years service record without failure at the J. T. Starker Post Farm at Corvallis,
Oregon and the Forest Products Laboratory graph for the estimation of service life for
treated ties. This graph was published on page 61 of the A.W.P.A. Proceedings for 1946,
and was based on 128,000 railway ties. It shows that a minimum of 43 years will pass
vefore 60% of your ties fail when you use straight Gaseo Creosote.




Mr.‘.. J. Loom June 1, 1953
Page' 2

(4) Test ties treated with (a) 50% Gasco Creosote and 50% fuel oil, and
(b) 25% Gasco Creosote, 25% Diesel oil and 50% fuel oil by the Southern Pacific
Railroad are 100% sound after 5 years. Poles in Yaquina Bay, Newport, Oregon treated
with Gasco Creosote revealed no signs of decay after 4 years service in selt water
known to be infested with marine borers. After 3-1/2 years in the Mississippi Post
Farm posts treated with straight Gasco 01l are 100 § without decay.

(5) 8ince 1939 we have sold 9,000,000 gallons of Gasco Creosote to twelve
different consumers. We have yet to receive a single report of failure for any type
timber treated with our oll. The Southern Pacific Railroad is pleased with the blend
of 25% Gasco 011, 25% Coal Tar Creosote and 50% Fuel 0il currently used at Eugene,
Oregon.

(6) When your Railroad buys Gasco Creosote it not only obtains an excellent
wood preservative with toxicity and permanence on a par with any oil on the market
today, but it also saves 10¢ per gallon for each gallon of oil it buys. The price of
our oil is only lhi¢ per gallon f.o.b. our plant.

(7) . Our company, during the years 1951 and 1032, was responsible for rail
freight revenue totaling about 3/4 million dollars per year to the Northern Pacific,
Spokane, Portland & Seattle, and Great Northern. Freight revenue was higher in 1952
than in 1951, and we know that it will be still higher in 1953. We are enclosing our
record of rail freight for 1951 and 1952 for your examination.

Mr. Loom, I believe this sums up owr conversation but please let me know if
there are any points we discussed that have been omitted. I'1l be glad to meet you
in Portland, Seattle, Paradise, Brainerd, or St. Paul if it would be more convenient
for you to finalize purchase there.

I enjoyed meeting Mr. Homer Benjamin and also the towr of Ralph Dreitzler's
plant in West Seattle last week. Incidentally, he could very conveniently work in
256 of Gasco Creosote in his present 50-50 coal tar crecsote-fuel oil tanks in both
his West Seattle and Efigle Harbor Plants., It is my opinion that there would be no
tankage problem. Use of 25% Gasco Creosote, 25% Coal Tar Crecsote and 50% Fuel 0il
at Seattle would result in an excellent preservative job for timber treated there and
additional dollsr gavings for your railroad.

Please convey my thanks to Messrs. Smallridge, Peterson and Schudlich for
the nice reception they gave me in St. Paul. I am locking forward to your reply and
the information you promised me on Committee 17 of the A.R.E.A.

Sincerely yours,

PORTLAND GAS & COKE COMPANY

E. A. Vistica
Products Sales

EAV: v

Enc.

¢ce: Mr. H. R. Peterson
Mr. W. K. Smallridge
Mr. H. M. Schudlich
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April 1, 1953

Mrs E. A, Vistica

¢/o Portland Gas % Coke Company
Public Service Buillding
Portland lj, Oregon

Dear 31ir:

Acknowledging your letter of April 6 regarding
the use of Gasco oll as a wood preservative in lieu of coal
tar creosote,

To the best of my knowledge, your product does
not have the approval of the American Wood Preservers Associ-
ation, in which case we are not in a position to consider its
use at this time, In this connection; may .I refer you to the
fifth paragraph of Hr. Seykota's letter dated December 23 in
which he mentlons (iling an application with AWPA during 1952.
After notice of formal acceptance by the assoclatlon, we will
be pleased to glve your product further consideration,

Yours very truly,

(Signed) W. K. SMALLRIDGE

WEKS:VN Purchasing Agent

ect NMr.-H, R. Peterson:v/// With reference to your letter of
January 6, I am forwarding herewith,
copy of Mr. Visticats letter referred
to above.
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PORTLAND GAS & COKE COMPANY
PUBLIC SERVICE BLDG.
PORTLAND L, OREGON

April 6, 1953

Mr. W. K. Smallridge, Purchasing Agent
Northern Pacific Rallway Company

176 East 5th Street

St. Paul 1, Minnesota

Dear Mr. Smallridge:

We read with interest in the March 26 issue of the
Engineering News Record about the 506th annual meeting of the
American Railway Association., According to the article, the
subject which received firsthand attention there was the de-
velopment of new sources of revenue. When you adopt the economy
tip which we suggest in your behalf you will realize substantial
savings - - equivalent to a new source of revenue.

The economy tip is simply this: buy Gasco Specification
Creosote to preserve your railroad ties instead of the wood pre-
servative you now buy. For each million gallons of Gasco Creosote
you buy you save $100,000 per year. We have available about two
million gallons of this fine oil now. When the expansion plans at
our plant materialize this year the annual quantity of o1l avail-
able to you will be about five million gallons. This makes possible
a terrific annual saving for your railroad - = a new source of
revenue.,

Qur creosote 1s proven. The field and service records
@ate back fourteen years to 1939, the time when we began to sell
creosote iIn quantity. Not one single case of failure has been
reported 1n the eleven years of actual commercial use. The toxicity
and permanence of our creosote will prevent the failure of your
tles. This has been proven by laboratory and service tests. The
truth is that Gasco Creosote is an excellent preservative, will
perform the job you need done, and at the same time is the best
byy on the market today.

In writing to you we are attempting to be of extra service.
We sincerely believe you will benefit by buying our oil. Would you
let me know when I can call on you to answer any questions you might
have and to help you decide when your railroad will start using
Gasco Creosote. !

Yours sincerely,

PORTLAND GAS & COKE COMPANY
(Sgd) E. A. vistica
Products Sales




Brainerd, Minnesota, April 8th, 1953

Mr, H. R, Peterson:

Referring to the attached letter of April 6th
from the Portland Ggs and Coke Company and copy of my reply of
today concerning their "Gasco® wood preserving oil,

The most recent information I have from your
office pertaining to this subject is contained in my ecopies of
Mr, Blum's letters of January 6th and 16th to Mr. Smallridge,

I have no further information about "Gasco"
since my letter of January l4th to Mr, Blum,

AJL/dm







April 8th, 1953

Mr, E, A, Vistica

Froduets Sales

Portland Gas & Coke Company
Fortland Service Building
Fortlapd 4, Oregon

Dear My. Vistica:

In reply %o your letter of April 6th, 1953,

I am informed that in view of our exeellent
servige records, cur lManagement has no desire to adopt a new
wood preservatlve or to make any other changes in our sbandard
prasctice of wood preserwation at this time,

After careful consideration and investigation
of all data presented by Mr, H, R, Seyketa during the past year
concerning "Gasco", we were unable to deternine that its wood
preserving quality was superlor or evemn equal to that of coal
tar ereosote, or that any saving would pesuld if it should be
decided %o use "Gaaco" in place of the coal tar crecsote we
are veing, wvhich has proven without doubt entirely satisfactory
to us for more than 40 yvears,

Youms truly,

A, J, LOOM
Gen'l, Bupt, Timber Preservation




PORTIAND GAS & COKE COMPANY
Public Service Building
Portland 4,Oregon
April 6, 1953

Mr. A. J. Loom

Supt. of Timber Preservation
Northern Pacific Railway Company
Brainerd, Minnesota

Dear Mr. Loom:

We read with interest in the March 26 issue of the Engineering
News Record about the 56th annual meeting of the American Railway Associa-
tion., According to the article, the subject which received firsthand
attention there was the development of new sources of revenue. When you
adopt the economy tip which we suggest in your behalf you will realize
substantial savings - - equivalent to a new source of revenue.

The economy tip is simply this: buy Gasco Specification Creosote
to preserve your railroad ties instead of the wood preservative you now

buy. For each million gallons of Gasco Creosote you buy you save $100,000
per year, We have available about two million gallons of this fine oil
now. When the expansion plans at our plant materialize this year the
annual quantity of oil available to you will be about five million gallons,
This makes possible a terrific annual saving for your railroad - - a new
source of revenue.

Qur creosote is proven. The field and service records date back
fourteen years to 1939, the time when we began to sell creosote in quantity.
Not one single case of failure has been reported in the eleven years of
actual commercial use. The toxicity and permanence of our creosote will
prevent the failure of your ties. This has been proven by laboratory and
service tests. The truth is that Gasco Creosote is an excellent preserva-
tive, will perform the job you need done, and at the same time is the best
buy on the market today.

In writing to you we are attempting to be of extra service. We
sincerely believe you will benefit by buying our oil. Would you let me
know when I can call on you to answer any questions you might have and to
help you decide when your railroad will start using GasconCreosote.

Yours sincerely,
PORTLAND GAS & COKE COMPANY

LY Sz

E. A. Vistica
Products Sales

EAV:1h

Air Mail







PORTLAND GAS & COKE COMPANY

Public Service Building -,
Pbrthund.dh()regorlff?
April 6, 1953 Jﬂ. |

Mr. B. Blum, Chief Engineer
Northern Pacific Railway Company
176 East 5th Street

St. Paul 1, Minnesota

Dear Mr. Blum:

We read with interest in the March 26 issue of the Engineering
News Record about the 56th annual meeting of the American Railway Associa-
tion. According to the article, the subject which received firsthand
attention there was the development of new sources of revenue. When you
adopt the economy tip which we suggest in your behalf you will realize
substantial savings - - equivalent to a new source of revenue.

The economy tip is simply this: buy Gasco Specification Creosote
to preserve your railroad ties instead of the wood preservative you now
buy. For each million gallons of Gasco Creosote you buy you save $100,000
per year. We have available about two million gallons of this fine oil
now, When the expansion plans at our plant materialize this year the
annual quantity of oil available to you will be about five million gallons.
This makes possible a terrific annual saving for your railroad - - a new
source of revenue.

Our creosote is proven. The field and service records date back
fourteen years to 1939, the time when we began to sell creosote in quantity.
Not one single case of failure has been reported in the eleven years of
actual commercial use. The toxicity and permanence of our creosote will
prevent the failure of your ties. This has been proven by laboratory and
service tests., The truth is that Gasco Creosote is an excellent preserva-
tive, will perform the job you need done, and at the same time is the best
buy on the market today.

In writing to you we are attempting to be of extra service. We
sincerely believe you will benefit by buying our oil. Would you let me
know when I can call on you to answer any questions you might have and to
help you decide when your railroad will start using Gasco Creosote.

Yours sincerely,

PORTLAND GAS & COKE COMPANY

LAt

E. A. Vistica
Products Sales
EAV:IH

Air Mail







St. Paul, Minn,
January 16, 1953.

Mr, W, K. Smallridge:

Mr. Loom sent you copy of his letter to me of Jan-
uary 14 quoting statements from the Wocd Preservation Committees of
the American Hailway ingineering Association as contained in the
latest report, which will be presented at the convention this
coming March.

The reference to this wood preserving oll clearly
has reference to the Portland Gas & Coke Company product and the
report clearly confimms what lir, Loom and 1 have said to you prev-
iously, that without the 2% of pentachlorophenol, which makes the

cost more than our presently-used chemical, it is not satisfactory.




Brainerd, Minnesoﬁé,lJanuary 14th, 1953

WA

Mr., Bernard Blum:

About Portland Gas and Coke Company's "Gasco® wood
preserving oil, referred to in my eopy of your letter of January 6th,
to Mr. Smallridpee,

On Page 747 of A,R.E.,A, Bulletin No, 505, for
December, 1952, the following statement is made with reference to
this o0il, althoush names are omitted.

"The present recommendation of the sponsors for this
material is as a pentachlorophenol carrier, rather than a straight
preservative in its own right, inasmuch as the specification which
they recommend requires the addition of 2% pentachlorophencl, About
one million gallons of this produet are produced annually,™

Also, under "Preservatives" on Page 705, of the same
bulletin, the following statement is made with reference to other wood
preservatives: "Fentachlorophenol or copper naphthenate solutions in
0il of suitable characteristics are suitable for gpecific applications.
These preservatives are not recommended for proteetion against marine
borer attack."

Copy - Mr, W, K, Smallridge

AJL/dm







Saint Paul, Januexy 6, 953

MR ¥. Ko SMALLRIDGE:

Replying to your letter of the 2nd, file 182-2, transmitting
oopy of letter firom He R. Seykote, Sales Manager for the Portland
Gag and G@m.- Cos concorning their Gasco olls

it secms to me that Mp. Seykota's letler iz a yepelition of
provicus letlsrs. %o makes the dognatic steteuent that through the

uae of s oil we will save $63750 per aymum, Apparently he a:rives
at that figure by cempari g the price of his oil with that of srec~

sotoy bul the price of owr 50-50 sclution at Paredise plant is
2 & =

8 ol L e Wi e X 4 > 9 P - i ol ey asle T 3
slightly under the price of 1l cents wilel he asks Ior Gasco oll,
go thet ids clained gaving for Paradige plant would haxdly lollcw.

The VWood Preserving chemists all secouliend to me that the Lasce
oil be not mixed with potroleun - such &s we do with stralght run
srecpote oll.

It has been generally admitied that Gasco oil is not as toxie
as clained for a limited number of fungl; snd in ordexr to make it the
equal of the crecsote-petroleun mixture we would lave to add o little
pentachlorofhencl, snd that would bring the orice of the Gasco product
higher than we ere paying for the créocsote-pesixoleun ofil; and it
would involve some complicaticng in aixing.

it is largely for these rotsong thal we have Deen unable to
reccamend to you the purchase of “asco, or agree with the claimed
gavings by using that produet.

BO=-41, A- J- Lom

1 r.ﬂ/ a8




St. Paul, January 2, 1953

File 182-2

Mr. B. Blum
Chief Engineer

Attached for such comments as you may care
to make, is copy of Mr. Seykota's letter of December 23
regarding Gasco oil.
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PORTLAND GAS & COKE COMPANY

PORTLANE, ORE.

December 23, 1952

Northern Pacific Railway Company
176 East 5th Street
St. Paul 1, Minnesota

Attention: Mr. W. K. Smallridge

Re: Your File No. 182-2
Gentlemen:

Thanks for your letter of December 12 about Gasco
Wood Preserving 0il.

We appreciate your spending time and money to study
how our oill can be used to make more money for the Northern
Paclifie.

The money can still be made. To be specific, you can
save $63,750,00 in 1953 in oil cost alone if you buy our oil
instead of that which you bought in 1952,

There is some reason why you have declded, so far, not
to buy our oil and take advantage of this tremendous saving.
May we ask you to help us save you money by telling us the
reasons why you have made the preliminary decislion not to change
0ils?

You have mentioned AWPA approval. We applied for this
during 1952, However, the AWPA does not grant approval before
three years' minimum after application date. If you were to wait
this long you would lose the benefit of three years! savings -
or, $191,250.00, ;

Why not save this money now?

You have been leaders in creating streamliner trains
and speedier passenger schedules. Your englneers have calculated
and predicted performance on trains and equipment and the Northern
Pacific has made splendid profits as a result.

Here now - in the form of Gasco 011l - is another device
for you to predict performance, reduce operating costs, and
Increase your net profits again.




ﬂ&orthern Pacific Railway CO.
Page 2 - December 23, 1952

Won't you ask your engineers to reconsider our pro-
posal and revliew the fact that the oil will accomplish the wood
preserving job you need, and do it at a lower cost? Ask them to
tell us the objections to using our oil so that we can work with
them to resolve the questions and start helping you save
$1,000,000,00 in sixteen years.

Mr. Smallridge, your consideration of our product is
appreclated and we are most interested in answering every
possible question and objection. We'll be glad to come to St.
Paul if you believe this will help speed the decision and enable

you to start saving sooner.
Yours truly,

(Sgd) H. R. Seykota, Products Sales Manager
for

The Portland Gas & Coke Company,

eannual shipper of more than 3000 RR

cars on the SP&%S,GN,NP.

HRS :ra




Saint Paul, Decenber 11,1952

MR, W. K. SUALLRIDGES

Replying %o your letier of the &th, file 182.2, rejarding the use
of GASCO oils

It ean be stated n;;......wg.e thut Gasco does not have the approval
of the Ansrican Weod Preservers Assccision.

The U«d. For { at dadigou does not reconmend
mkxing lu;u vith peteo ‘.m;..., guch 48 Y8 m.‘i." crecgote Witk petroleui.
The Labor ...c-,' has gtated that Gagco has Wood preserving value,; o=
peslalily il fortified with pentecidorgphencl.,

A . . & i i ihg vk o 4o + 1" 1 by &1 A% ens % e
APs LOOL GaLlod He Wit Wi IJJ."-;\..G".‘I\‘ SOSL 04 WG JU=JU CPEUESOua—~

petroleun sclution wdeh we ures using averages 12y ceats per gallen,

jncluding foreig Jlne Lyeight on Lue crecsuie.




Brainerd, Minnesota, December 10th, 1952

Mr, Bernard Blum:

In reply to yours of December 8th quoting
Mr., Smallridge's inquiry with reference to Mr. Seykota's
letter of November 26th about "Gasco" wood preserving oil
being offerred by the Portland Gas & Coke Company at 13¢
per gallon,

I can state definitely that "Gasco" does
not have approval of the American Wood Preservers! Association,

I can also state definitely that the U. S,
Forest Products Laboratory does not recommend mixing Gaseo
with petroleum the same as we mix creosote with petroleum,
The Laboratory has stated that Gasco has wood preserving
value, especially when it is fortified with Pentachlorophenol
but not to the extent that it would be as effective as creosote
for solution with petroleum,

Presert cost of the 50-50 creosote-petroleum
solution we are using averages 123¢ per gallon, including
foreign line freight on creosote,
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St. Paul, December 8, 1952
File 182-2

Mr. B. Blum
ghief Engineer

Acknowledging your letter of December 3, re-
garding Gasco oll. '

Before pursulng the subject further with
Mr. Seykota, it might be well to develop whether his
product, either straight or with the addition of penta-
chlorophenol, has the approval of the American Wood
Preservers Association for the purpose we have under
consideration. It would appear to me that this question
might influence our decision, or at least the course of
action to be followed. May I have your comments in this
regard?
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St. Paul, December 2, 1952

File 182-2

Mr. B. Blum
Chief Engineer

It is noted that a copy of a letter dated
November 26 from Mr. Seykota of the Portland Gas & Coke
Company was addressed to you and which revives the
sub ject of Gasco oil,

In this connection, your letter of May 5
outlined your position at that time with respect to
Gasco 0il as a substitute for creosote. However, I
would appreciate receiving your comments regarding
Mr. Seykota'slatest letter wherein he offers to submit
proof of the merits of his product. I would also welcome
your oplnion as to the benefits that might be gained by
agreeing to have Mr. Seykota present his case in person
as suggested in his letter.

For your information in this regard, I quote
below, in part, Mr. Berry's letter of December 1 in
response to my inquiry regarding the traffic value of
Portland Gas & Coke Company:

"Some recognition should be given this firm for the
amount of traffic involved and in the event the
product meets your requirements see no objection

to favoring them with a portion of our requirements."













PORTLAND GAS & COKE COMPANY

PUBLIC SERVICE BUILDING

PORTLAND 4, OREGON

November 26, 1952

Mr. V. K. Smallridge, Purchasing Agent
Northern Paeific Railway Company

176 East Sth Street

St. Paul 1, Minnesote

Dear Mr. Smallridge:

Earlier in 1952 ve discussed youwr buying Gaseo Creocsote. Our
offer to supply your oil and save your company $63,750 per year in Creosote
cost is made again.

Speeifically, we offer to supply you at 13¢ per gallon f.0.b.
our Portland Plant, in your cars, if you buy more than 500,000 gallons per

year.

This offer is so attractive we believe you will want to acecept
and, in trying to put ourselves in your position, we believe your only
objection to aceepting immediately could be that you have not used owr oil
before and you may not be convineed of its vood-preserving ability.

It is & faect thet owr oil will give you the results you need.

To prove this, we bhave reduced our presentation to the essentials
and have prepared charts and graphs to document every elaim. You can see
and hear the vhole story in ome howr, in St. Peul, after Friday, December
15. We'd be glad to come to St. Paul at your convenience, make owr presen-
tation to you and a growp of your associates, ineluding Mr. Blum and Mr. Loom,
and to answer all your gquestions.

May we suggest that you try saving $63,750,plus, in 1953 by ealling
& meeting in St. Paul so that you can get all the facts and all the questions
ansvered, or, if you are ready, you may prefer to skip the meeting, save time,
and send us yowr order now.
Either way, ve'll be happy to serve you.
Yours truly,

PORTLAND GAS & COKE COMPANY

H. R. Seykota
HRS:ra Products Sales Manager

¢c - Mr, Bernard Blum, Chief Engincer-ﬂt.l’n.ul\/
Mr. A. J. Loom, NFRR, Brainerd, Minnesota

Air Msil







Mrs, Ae J¢ Looms

I am returning brochure on "Cresoil" wood
preservative received with youwr letter July 1, 1952, in
connection with information on "Gasco" oil. I assume

you will want this returned for your files.




Saint Paul, July 21, 1952

¥Re We Wo JUDSONg

Replying €0 your letter of the 10th and retuzning papers about
ereogobe oil ofie, ed by the Portland Gag & Gcke Coet

I have guite a file on this subject. Mr. He Re Seykota, Froducts
Saleg Manager of the Colte Coy called on me and I talked with him in
Chicago in Hay,.

Thedir ptOdGl‘V’&t’Lm is derived fyom fuel oil; and it does not have
the toxio values of erecscte derived Lfrau coal. Tne Coke Commpany racogs
nise that fact and they recoumend the addition of £ psatschlovopbencl,
claining that when so foptified it is equal to if uot superior o
goal tar creosocte. However, in a letter My, Seykota recommiends 1%
of pentachlorvophenol, claiming thet 2% is nol needed. ~ To my mind
that meant that the recomsendation was based on the eost factor, in
order to make it attractive compared With coal tar crecsoie,

i discusged this muerous tlwes with iy, Loomn, and we caue to the
conclugion that without pentachlorophencl their produet did not heve
the toxicity necessary for treating our waber, and if sufficient penta-
chlorophenol is added it bwrings the cogt higher than for coal tar
oreoscte. There we e vavious objections o the use of the pentachlovo-
phencl additive whdch makes it undesirable for us to eongider its use.

bb/s

atts




ote.Paul, Minn.
July 18, 1952,

Mr. Bernard Blum:

Referring to lir., Judson's letter July 10,
attached, about Mr, Stanton's reference to Mr, Mac-
farlane re Gasco preservative:

You previously investigated this product
for the Purchasing Dept. as referred to in your letter
May 5. The PG&CC comparison of costs in the last
paragraph, page 1 of their letter June 2i to Mr.
Stanton, is based on imported creosote.

Mr. Loom's letter April 18 to you, indi=
cates that the fortified Gasco product exceeds cost
of 50-50 creosote-petroleum preservative,

While the traffic angle is emphasized in
the Coke Co's, latest letter, I see nothing to change
your previous position on this matter.







Brainerd, Minnesota, July 1l4th, 1952

“
Mr, Bernard Blum:

In compliance with Mr. H. R. Peterson's letter of July llth,
with reference to accompanying copiee of R, G, Barnett's letter of June 24th
and Mr, Judson's letter of July 10th about "Gasco®™ oil offerred by the
Portland Gas and Coke Company as a wood preservative which they claim is
equal and when fortified with 2% pentachlorophenol is superior to coal tar
creosote,

I believe you agree that Mr. Mayo's letter of June 6th,
of which you sent me a eopy, only confirms the information I obtained from
other sources and submitted to you in my letter of April 29th and previous

letters.

The chemists I consulted agree with Mr. Mayo that "the
physical and chemical similarity of "Gasco" oil to coal tar creosote indicates
that "Gasco" oil should have some value as a wood preservative',

I am attaching a brochure on "Cresoil" wood preservative,
referred to in Mr, Judson's letter from which you will note the almost
identical laboratory tests and claims as are printed in the Portland Gas
and Coke Company brochure describing their "Gasco" oil, Although U. S.
Forest Products Laboratory and other authoritative tests indicated that it
should be a good preservative, failure of materials treated with "Cresoil"
proved that it was entirely unsatisfactory. Our files indicate that both
the G.N. and the S.P.& S. had unsatisfactory experiences with "Cresoil"

treated ties,

As stated in Mr, Judson's letter, products of oll=tar when
subjected to the test of time have not been satisfactory and so far nothing
has ever been discovered that is as satisfactory for wood preservation as the
products of coal-tar, This statement is confirmed by both the A.R.E.A. and
the A,W.P,A, and in view of the entirely satisfactory results we are having
with our present wood preservatives, I have no reason to recommend any change.

M[l‘

Copy - Mr. H. R, Peterson

AJL/am







St.Paul, Minn,
July 11, 19%52.

Mr. A, J. Loom:

Referring to your letter April 29 to Mr, Blum,
about use of 'gasco oil' in our treating operations:

You have copy of Mr.H.R.Seykota's, Portland
Oas % Coke Co. letter May 22. Mr.Blum also furnished
you copy of Southern Pacific Co. Chief Engineer, E.E.
Mayo's letter June 6.

Attached is print copy of Portland Gas % Coke
Co. Vice President R.G.Barnett's letter June 24 to Mr.
Stanton, together with print copy of Mr. Judson's letter
July 10. Please note the price differential referred to
in the Coke Co's. letter.

Will you please review and reconsider all
phases in connection with the Gasco creosote and ad-
vise Mr. Hlum as to any additional information you
may have subsequent to your letter of April 29, to-
gether with recommendations,




S‘t. Paul, Minn., Ju.].y 10' 1952‘

Mre Bernard Blum:

Attached are some papers from Mre Stanton of
the SP&S in regard to the proposed purchese of creosote
0il from the Portland Gas & Coke Compenye

The so-called creosote oil that is manufactured
by the Portland Company is an oil-tar product fortified with
pentachlorophencls It is somewhat similar to the produoct
brought out some time ago consisting of crude oil fortified
with crycillic acide I believe it went under the trade name
of "Cresoil" and that it did not work out satisfactori ly.

I would like your recommendation as to what
reply should be made to Mre Stanton, with return of the

paperse

It is my understanding that so far nothing
has ever been discovered that is as satisfactory for wood
preservation as the products of coal-tare The products
of oil-tar when subjected to the test of time have not
been satisfactorye
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‘ &5 MARKET STREET, SAN FRANCISCO 5, CALIFORNIA IN REPLY PLEASE REFER TO

E. E. MAYOD
CHIEF ENGINEER

C. J. ASTRUE June
ASSISTANT CHIEF ENGINEER N

R. W. PUTNAM
ENGINEER MAINTENANCE OF
WAY AND BTRUCTURES

W. M. JAEKLE
ASSISTANT ENGINEER MAINTENANCE OF
WAY AND STRUCTURES
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PORTLAND GAS & COKE COMPANY
Public Service Buﬂding

Portland 4, Oregon

May 22, 1952

Northern Pacific Railway Company
176 EBast 5th Street
Ste Paul, Minnesota

ttention: Mr. Bernard Blum, Chief Engineer
Gentlemen:

This morning we were surprised when we learned by telephone
that there was e misunderstanding about our Gasco Wood Preserving Oil
which we propose for you.

To be sure to resolve this matter, we should like to state
that we do not believe our fortified oil is inferior to coal tar creosote.
We believe it to be superior. We believe this because the oil is more
toxic, penetrates better, and weathers better. TYou cen certainly use our
oil interchangeably with coal tar creosote.

We invite you to verify these claims by discussing them with
men who have experience using our oil. We would suggest you make in-
quiries of Mr. Mel Knudsen(of the J. Neils Lumber Company at Libby,
Montana), who has used more than 1,250,000 gallons of our unfortified
oil. Or Mr. Harry Craft, Olympia, Washington, or Mr, Homer Sackett,
Portland, Oregon, both of whom have beén associated with the Olympisa
Wood Preserving Company, which has used more than 3,300,000 gellons of
the fprtified and unfortified oils. Or Mr. S. A. Forseth, Manager of
Williams Electric Cooperative, Inc., Williston, North Dakota, which has
1300 miles of REA lines, 90% of which have poles which were full-length
pressure-treated at Olympia with Gasco oil. Mr. Forseth is enthusiastic
about the performance of these poles. These poles are performing in
climate and in soil which is the same as that in which many of your rail-
road ties lay.

We should prefer you to make inquiries from men who are creo-
soters or who are purchasers of creosoted products rather than from men
who are trying to sell creosote or other wood preserving chemicals, be-
cause we want you to gettrue and unbiased answers. We are confident
that if you get through the curtain of half-truths and oft-repeated cate-
chisms, you will buy our oil and cause great savings for the Northern
Pacific Railway Company.

Some years ago we sold several cars of unfortified oil to the
Southern Pacific Railroad. The Southern Pacific Railroad was not pleased
with the oil because the distillation patterns were not uniform; subse-
quently the purchases were discontinued. However, the oil was used, the




Northern Pacific Railway Co.
Page 2 - May 22, 1952

ties are wearing well(100% without fallure) and pictures of some of these
ties appear in our green brochure. Since we sold this oil to the Sowthern
Pacific Railroad we have improved our manufacturing techniques so that our
product quality is uniform. We shall attach a tabulation showing exact
analyses of 22 carloads shipped to Libby between August and October, 1950,
and you can see that the variation in distillation patterns is almost zero.
We can and will guarantee uniform quality.

You are interested in toxiecity - you need an oil which will kill
the fungi which can rot your ties. Our oil is toxie. When it is unforti-
Tied it has demonstrated enough toxicity to keep posts free from decay for
more than twelve years by actual field tests under service conditions. When
the oil is fortified with 2% penta, it shows toxicities superior to those of
100% coal tar creosote, according to soil block tests conducted at Forest
Products Laboratory. We know our fortified oil will give you the toxicity
you require.

You are interested in permanence; your treatment must preserve
your ties so their failure will eventually be caused by wear or some cause
other than fungus rot. Our oil will give you the permsnent treatment you
need. The Southern Pacific Railroad has ties treated with 25% of our un-
fortified oil (plus 50% fuel oil plus 25% diesel oil) and these are 100%
without failure after five years. Not one single case of failure of a
treated piece has ever been reported to us as caused by our oil since 1942

when we sterted selling in volume and since which time more than 6,400,000
gallons have been usedl

Permasnence of treatment from our oil can be proved by referring
to page 61 of the Proceedings of the American Wood Preservers Association for
1946, There is a graph prepared by the Forest Products Laboratory on the
basis of actual service records of 128,000 railroad ties, which shows "Per-
cent Failures of Railroad Ties" versus "Percent of Average Life". This graph
shows that if a group of ties lasts five years with zero failures, it will
be at least seventeen years before 60% of the group will fail. This is the
Southern Pacific Railroad record so far. The graph shows further that, if
ties will last twelve years with zero failures, it will be more than forty
years before 60% of the group will fail. Our Corvallis service records on
posts show twelve years' service with zero failures on unfortified oil;
therefore, we know that your ties treated with our fortified oil will last
for more than forty years.

You want an oil which penetrates well. Our oil penetrates fas-
ter and farther than coal tar creosotes. The Libby and Olympia people will
tell you this. Also Charlie Adems, former Chief of Treating of Southern
Pacific Railroad at the Eugene, Oregon, plant (now retired) will verify this.
You can also verify this by using our oil and then testing penetration for
yourself. Deeper penetration, of course, will give you better treated ties.
And faster penetration may allow you to shorten your treating cyele, and
thus treat more ties per year and thus get the advantage of a lower capital
cost per treated tie. Also the utility of being able to get a larger number
of treated ties per unit time cannot be easily measured.




Northern Pacific Railway Co.
Page 3 - May 22, 1952

Mr. Blum, this letter is really too long for a business letter.
However, we have made it long so that we could develop thoughts completely
and in detail with you. We have given you answers to all your obJjections
and have suggested the names of people who are in positions parallel to
your own(creosoters and customers of creosoted products) so that you could
discuss controversial points with them and arrive at answers with a minimum
of bias.

We are confident that our oil is good for you. It will do your
job and save you lots of money. (One Million Dollars in seventeen years is
a lot of money.)

We would not recommend our oil unless we were completely confident
that it would be good for you. After all, our Company has been in the public
service for more than ninety-five years and it is important that our 100,000
customers are well-treated so that they think well of our service and our
products.

We are very interested in having you for a customer and 1f you
would consider it helpful, we should be happy to continue our discussions
either by mail or personal talks, st Portlend, Brainerd, or St. Paul.

Or, if you are satisfied now that you can join with us, we'll be
pleased to receive a purchase order from Mr. Smallridge.

We'll be looking forward to your reply.
Yours truly,

PORTLAND GAS & COKE COMPANY
2 A

He Rs Seyko
Products Sales Manager
(=]
HRS:ra

ce - A. J. Loom, Brainerd.
We Ko Smallridge, St. Paul.

Air Mail/




A1l liquid at 389C
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LIBBY CREOSOTE SHIPMENTS

GATX CATX GATX GATX GATX GATX GATX CATX

36883 35912 18LL6 36833 16410 35912 68)09  18Lhé 36883 37668
8/8/50 8/8 8/20 B/20 8/25 8/26 8/31. 9/ T9/8" “ofs

GATX GATX

1,034k 1,034k 1,0316 1,0317 140317 1,0317 1.0337 1.0311 1,0333 1.0348
043 0.3 1.9 2.1 0,2 1.2 1.0 1,1 1.7 1,0
0.3 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1
230 2,0 2le 2Lo 220 225 220
0.03 0.02 0,02 0.03 0.7 0.03 0,0
0.3 0.2 0.3 0,32 0.9 0.2 0426
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 040 0.0
OC)J» 3.2 003 0-6 3.1 103 105

N9 72,8 719 69,6 69.) - 70.7
28:1 - 27.2 30.h 30,6 29,3

P 2
235
0,03
043
0.0
1.0

0.1
210
0.03
0.65
0.0
Ol

700
30.0

0.1
240
0,03
043
0,0
1.1

6948
3042

6942
30,8

72,0
28,0

GATX CATX GCGATX GATX CATX GATX GATX GATX GATY GATX GATX

37518 36883 37668 18446 65109 37668 37518 36883 17810 35912 19308
9/A/50 9/23 9/23 _10/A 10/3 10.9 10/10 10/13 10/13 10/13 10/23/50

1.0391 1,0371 1.0387 1.0341 1.0386 1.0371 1.027 1.036h 1,036l 1,036l 1.0367
1.6 b % 1 0.5 2.6 0.5 0.3 1.0 1.5 Le5 L.l

0.1 0.1 . 0,2 0.1 0.l 0,10 0,1 0,5
235 235 2L5 230 20 2L5 245 25
0.046 0,030 0.03 0,01 0,0 0.03 0,03 0,03
0,21 0,17 0.38 0.35 0,3 0,36 0436 0.36
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
1.0 0.6 1.9 2.0 -89 0.6 0.6 0.6

71.5
28,5

001
230
0.02
0.03
0.0
1.5

71.2
28.8

0.1
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0,36
0.28
030 "
0.3

68.6
3L.L

66,8
33.2

67.8
32.2

71.5
28.5

715
28,5

71.0
29,0

6940
31.0

70,7
2943




8t. Paul, May 21, 1952
File 132-2

Mr, F., J. Berry
Vice President

The Portland Gas & Coke Company of Portland,
Oregon 1s conducting a vigorous campalgn to Interest Northern
Pacific in purchasing their Gasco oll for use as a timber
preservative In llieu of creosote. In discussing this product
thelr representative mentioned the volume of freight routed
from their plant, particularly over the SP%S.

May I have your comments a3 to the traffiec
value of this concern in comparison with creosote suppliers
listed in your letter of August 29th, file 1,089 Part 2,

(Sigued) W. K. SMALLRIDGE
WEKS:VN

eg2 Mr. .8, Blum:v/ﬂfter discussing Gasco oil with you this
morning, I received a telephone call from

lUr. Seykota who was most enthusiastic over

the prospects of our adopting his product.

After I casually mentioned that approval of

Gasco oil by,the AWPA would be a major factor

in our decision, he brought up the traffic

value of his company. Incidentally, llr.

Seykota stated that he would contact you

Friday, May 23 on the subject of treating oil.

PO A
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NP21VS FY PINK LIVINGSTON 12 1115A
T R GIBSON STP
ADVISE SEYKOTA OF PORTLAND GAS WILL BE IN SAINTPAUL THURSDAY BUT NOT
FRIDAY B-123
BLUM.







TIME FILED

TELEGRAM—BE BRIEF

- 4 P |~ y 12 Freratn i ) 3
Livingston, May 12,1952 I 0 Gibgon - w& Paul

Advise Seykota of Fortland Gas will be in Saint Paul laurscay but

not ricay.




VSENP S STPAUL 12 848A
B BLUM CAR FOUR LIVINGSTON

FOLLOWING FROM SEYKOTA PORTLAND GAS AND COKE WILL TELEPHONE YOU

MONDAY TO ASK IF IT WILL BE CONVENIENT FOR YOU TO SEE ME IN STPAUL
THURSDAY OR FRIDAY REGARDS CREOSOTE
T R G..




TIME FILED

N. P, 138

= TELEGRAM—BE BRIEF

BERNARD BLUM, CAR ), LIVINGSTON, MONTANA

St. Paul, Minn., May 12, 1952

Following from Seykota Portland Gas and Coke. "Will telephone you
Monday to ask if it will be convenient .for Yyou to see me in St.Paul

Thursday or Friday regards creosote.”

T.R.G.
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PANAMACITY FLO MAY 10
BERNARD BLUM
CHIEF ENGINEER NP
WILL TELEPHONE YOU MONDAY TO ASK IF 1T WILL BE CONVENIENT FOR
YOU TO SEE ME IN ST PAUL THURSDAY OR FRIDAY REGARDS CREOSOTE
HAL SEYKOTA PORTLAND GAS AND COKE.

WESTERN
UNION







Saint Paul, May 5, 1952

Tour lotter of April 21, file 182-2 about weod preserving oll offered
to us Wy the Portland Cas & Coke Co. as a substitute for ccal-tar creo-
gote. i
I now bave peport frum “p, Loom, follgwing his atiendance ai the
conveiticn of the iwerican Wood Pregerving Asscclation in New York on
April 21-24, &nd the visli he made W the Depariment of Agriculture
labcgatordes b Philadelphia, following the convenilon.

leg dlgcu sed the relative values in wood preservailcn of the Gasco
oil and creosole, and tue tecinical asubtiorilies advised hin toat the
Gasdo product is not egual to crecsote, even when fortified with 25
pentaciloroplienc.. .

T % 1 ~ Tl - wri 4 4 . 8 i o . .y — e
EE LOGH S50 \.—-ﬂ;(n.‘suuv'h 10 ViAW TS LA A P WiG t,I\.\.‘b,.A,-_, __.Lu.uuu

of the Uyuthern Pacific, wuo had used s.me of the Gasco producht; and i,
Loon was told tuat the Soulhesm Facific would not use any wore of it.

Frow all the infomatica Mr. Loom was able to obiain, Uasco doos
have woud preserving values, tui like a number ol otlier wood preservatives
nov on bthe market it is not as good as crecsote, and it should not be
used io golution with petroleunm.

As you know, we are of the oplndon thal the

cortain advantages over stwaighi creosotie.

etifoleun Lo XRe 86

-

M, Locm gees o to gay thei he wel r. Seykota &t llew Xowk, wad be
told My, Loow thet be would call iu a coupgle of waeks and quole o prxdgs
that should make his progesition sttractive. However, in view of all
this I déc not think ve are Jjustifled in changiag our present pruciice,
even if e does roduce idg price below wout be has already quoted.

4

bb/ s




\" Brainerd, Minnesota, April 29th, 1952

Mr. Bernard Blum:

In reply to your letter of April 28th with reference
to Mr, Willis' inquiry about our probable use of "Gasco 0il" in our
treating operations,

I returned today from a trip on which I attended the
annual convention of the A,W.P,A, at New York on April 21, 22, 23 and
24th, visited Dr, P, A, Wells at the Department of Agriculture Laboratory
the 25th and 26th at Philadelphia, and attended the meeting of all A.R,E.A,
committee chairmen at Chicago yesterday, the 28th.

In direct reply to my questions about comparative wood
preserving values of Gasco 0il and crecsote, the following authorities
and others advised me that Gasco was not equal to ereosote, even when
fortified with 2% pentachlorophenol and therefore they would not recommend
a Gasco-petroleum solution as equal to ereosote-petroleum solution,
R. H. Baechler and Oscar Blew, Chemists, Forest Products Laboratory,
P, A, Wells, Director, Department of Agriculture Laboratory, Philadelphia.
Dr. Baechler is General Chairman of the A,W,P,A, Preservatives Comnittee,

T also discussed this matter with Mr, R, M, Alpin,
Manager Treating Plants, Southern Pacific Ry., and member of the AW P.A,
Preservative Comnittee who I found out had used some of the Portland Gas &
Coke Company, Gasco 0il at his treating plants without satisfactory results.
He informed me that the Southern Pacific would not use any more of it.

From all information I am able to obtain, Gasco has wood
preserving value but like many other wood preservatives on the market, it
ie not as good as ‘creosote and should not be used in solution with petroleum,

I informed Mr, Seykota at New York that so far he has
offered us no incentive to use his oil in place of the creosote-petroleum
solution we have used for the past 25 years with unquestionable satisfactory
results, He stated that he would call on you within a couple weeks and
will quote us a price that in his estimation should meke his proposition

very attractive,










\

St. Paul, Minnesots
April 21, 19562

File 182-2
Mr, B, Blum:
Your letter of April 17th to Mr., Loom has reference
to wood preserving oil as produced by the Portland

Gas & Coke Company and referred to in Mr, Seykota's
letter of April 1l1lth.

After you have had the opportunity of studying the
matter, I would appreciate receiving your comments
as to the probable use of Gasco 011 in our operations.

WKS: jm é}%/ %@éﬁw







Brainerd, Minnesota, April 18th, 1952

Mr., Bernard Blums:

In response to your letter of April 17th requesting
my comments on Mr, Seykota's letter of April 1lth to Mr, Willis urging
our immediate purchase and use of Portland Gas & Coke Company "Gasco
0il" as a wood preservative in place of the creosote and creosote-
petroleum solution we are using.

Many substances are toxic to decay producing fungl
that are not satisfactory wood preservaetives for the reasons that they
eveporate readily or otherwise disappear from the wood or change
chemically into compounds that are ineffective. Benzine and turpentine
are quoted by the Forest Products Laboratory as examples of liquids
that are toxic but evaporate from the wood too quickly to give the
desired protection, Complete resistance to evaporation, leaching or
chemical change is not required but the rate at which the preservative
becomes ineffective must be so slow that adequate protection is afforded
over a sufficient period of time, There are no adequate laboratory
tests for determining the permanence of a preservative. However,
without the required toxicity to destroy all wood destroying fungi, no
preservative would be acceptableand in this respeet "Gasco 0il" is

admitedly lacking and for that reason the producers recommend fortifica-
tion with one or two percent pehtachlorophenol to make up for this
deficiency in their oil,

Addition of 1% pentachlorophenol increases their
price from 11,5¢ to 13¢ per gallon which is 1¢ per gallon more than
the present average price of the 50-50 creosote-petroleum solution we
are now using with completely satisfactory results. An increase of
1¢ per gallon of preservative would increase our cost of treatment
at least 3¢ per tie,

Annual treatment of 480,000 ties at Brainerd and
Paradise would require about 1,500,000 gallons of Gasco 0il per year
or about 750,000 gallons at each plant, aside from quantities required
for treatment of other materials,

I expect to obtain authentic information about the wood
preserving qualities of WGasco 0il" at New York next week, If it can be
proven equal to creosote so that it can be used in solution with the kind
of petroleum we are using, Mr, Seykota's proposition would appear more
attractive but in my estimation this is going to be difficult to prove
with the best impartial talent available,

AJL/dm

Copy - Mr. E, M, Willis







Mr. Bernard Blum:

; Mr. Loom would like you to call him.
He expetts to see Seykots in New York next week,
and would like to talk to you before he sees him.

TRGibson.
L=17=52

;
B
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PORTLAND GAS & COKE COMPANY
PUBLIC SERVICE BUILDING
PORTLAND 4, OREGON

April 11, 1952

Dear Mr. Willis:

I enjoyed meeting you and Mr. Smallridge today snd I sppreciate your invita-
tion to send you this letter to confirm our conversation about wood preserving oil.

We believe you should use our oil because it can do an equivalent or better
Jjob of wood preserving than the oil you are now using and because you can save
large amounts of money by buying owr oil.

We shall attach two statements to this letter. The first is to review some
of the technical points we discussed this morning, and the second is to confirm
our offers on price.

If you were to buy Gasco 0il with cne percent penta(vhich I belleve would
be ideal for you), you could save One Million Dollars in seventeen years!

You will be anxious to save money at this rate as soon as you can, and we
ghould like to start shippimg et once. Poseibly Mr. Blum will authorize you to
order our oil mow; them you can have immediate action and the benefits of immediate
gavings. If this is not possible, then we propose to see Mr. Blum and Mr. Loom at
Convention in New York City April 22-25, or else in St. Paul about mid-May, to
resolve any technical questions before taking actionm.

We appreciate youwr interest and we're looking forward to receiving your
order.

Yours truly,

W el

Products Sales Manager
Atts/

CC= wn A. l{, m
NPRR-Brainerd,
Mr. Bernexrd Blum)-Chief Engineer
m‘st- P&Ul, Minn
Adr Mail/
(Dictated by Mr. Seykota and transcribed
and signed in Portland Office in his absence)







COMMENTS ON TECHNICAL QUESTIONS

1. Does Gasco 01l give adequate permanence?

Yes. At present posts treated with Gesco 0il, without ta,bave
stood 100% without eny failure at the Starker Post Farm c% Corvallis,
Oregon. Looking at the graph on page 61 of the "Proceedings of the
American Wood Preservers' Association for 1946", we can see the re-
lationship between Failures and Average Life of 128,000 railroaed ties.
This graph shows that if Gasco-Treated ties can stand for 12 years
vith gero failures, then it will be more than 37 yesrs before 60% of
the ties will fail. The ties will wear out before they fail from
rotting. Gasco Oil-treated ties will be permanent.

2. BShould Gasco 01l be used with 2§ penta, or 1%, or more?

I would recommend 1% because:

(a) The 25 trestment shows toxicities superior to those obtained
from coal tar creosote. It is not necessary to obtain this
high degree of toxicity and it iz not sensible to spend extra
money for it.

The oil without penta is an adequate preservative because ser-
vice records prove this. (The twelve-year Corvallis record is

one proof., The four-plus year record of piling in Yaguina Bay

viiere there is kmowm and severe infestation of marine borers,

is another proof.)

However, the Madison accelerated soil block tests in the labor-
atory showed Gasco 0il without penta to be ineffective against
fungus #5354, Lentinus lepideus. Therefore, I would recomsend
smz fortification of Gasco 01l with a chemical to kill fungus
#3534,

(¢) Gesco 01l with 1§ penta would be the proper compromise to gilve
adequate toxicity at low cost.

3. 1Is Casco 01l miscible and useable with Coal Tar Crecsote?

Yes. The two are miscible in all proportions. The use and application of
Casco 01l is the same as for Coal Tar Creosote. Gasco 0il gives leass con-
denser trouble because its naphthalene is stripped. Gasco 01l definitely
penetrates farther and more gquickly than Coal Tar Creosole; therefore treat-
ing cycle time can be shortened and treating costs reduced.

k. What residue is recommended?

Our large accounts specify 35p meximum. We are willing and able to manu-
facture oll to meet your specificaticns on residue. Should you prefer a
high residue to get more permanence, more bleeding, more moisture-proofing,
we can supply it. Should you prefer a lower residue for winter operations,
we can supply it.




e

Comaents on Techmical ’
Qm@;}im - Continued - Page 2

5. Will West Coast Veood Preserving Company gbject to using the oill

1 believe it is possible, because of the nature of the wood preserving indus-
try. However, there are at least two good ansvers to this problem at the
Seattle plant, and of course you have complete control at Paradise and
Brainerd so there is no problem there, Al Beattla there are two solutiomns:
(1) Use one or both of the existing wood-stave tanks which now hold salt

and which are seldom vsed. These tanks are about 20'dia.x 20' high and are
large enough. (2) Build a nev tank for Gasco 01l at Seattle. The cost of .

a 100,000 gallon tank plus piping should not exceed $7000 and this emount

15 nothing when compared to the savings which are made possible by usiry
Gasco O1l.

6. 1Is the supply of Gasco 01l relisble?

Yes. Gasco has been in the Public Service for more then 90 years and shall
contimne. Coal strikes do not affect the production of Gasco Chemicals.

April 11, 1952
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HPRR buys Gasco O1l with b@entacmmhaml, exactly as
recomaanded in

‘*-‘—-M‘“u"-‘&““—“d‘—tﬂ““ -l
: Annpal Savings to HPRR
Price Schedule (Ass:maing pressnt cost is

m.ag@ ia 8051.':.]92
Unit Price FUB

Quantity ¢ Portland in
NPER cars

10,000 ~ 300,000 gal per year 13.5¢ /gl $3,000

100,000 - 200,000 " " ™ 16.5 10,000

200,000 - 300,000 " " ° 6.0 16,500

500,000 « 0,000 * " * 155 24,000 iy
fei

400,000 - 500,000 * ° ° 15.0 * 32,500 {4
500,000 + 790,000 * " 25 # 2,0 ¢

nils"

e /';)‘

* Deliveries to be made in approximately egual monthly shipments
% Price offered for orfdeyr of two years minimag.

il is_same as_Casg I except that it coutelns 15 pemtachlorophenol,

17.04/gml b, 500
15.0 15,000
1.5 21,000
ih.0 30,000
goo,000 ¢ v ¢ 3 G0 40,000
THo000 " " O 13,08 63,750
*Deliveries to be made in gpproximately equal monthly guantities.
% Price offered for oxder of two yesrs minimus,
sotaing no peatgetlorgphenol

10,000 - 100,000 gal per year 15.5¢/gnd $6,000
100,000~ 200,000 * * 13.5 16,000
200,000~ 300,000 * . 13.0 25,500
300,000~ 406,000 * 3125 36,000
Pm,tm- m, 24 - o 1210)‘_)‘ q'f;m
500,000+ 750,000 " dded ** 725000

"Deliveries to b2 made in epprozimately egual mouthly guentities.
ice offered 'or oxder of two years minimum.




Brainerd, Minnesota, April 10th, 1952

Mr, Bernard Blum:

In reply to your letter of April 8th, about
prices and analysis of Portland Gas & Coke Company's wood
preserving oil,

Mr, Seykota did not quote a price for his oil
but from his statements to me, I am sure that he knows the
present prices per gallon of both ereosote and fuel oil and he
intimeted that he was in position to offer his oil at a price
lower than the cost of 50-50 creosote-petroleum solution, If
80, in view of present costs quoted in my letter of April 2nd,
his price would have to be around 12¢ per gallon,

I have no reason to doubt the veracity of the
comparative analyses and recommendations of the U, S. Forest
Products Laboratory, The Oregon State College, and others quoted
in the brochure., You will note the comparisons with ereosote on

Pages 34, 35, 36 and 37,

At their annual meeting this month, I expect to
obtain whatever information there is available in the Preservitives
Committee of the A, W, P, A, about this oil, Mr, Seykota informed
me that he would attend this meeting and will meke every effort to
have his oil approved and accepted by the A,W.PgA, as a standard
woed preservative,







PORTLAND GAS & COKE COMPANY
PUBLIC SERVICE BUILDING

PORTLAND 4, OREGON

April G, 1952

. B. A, Willis, Purchasing Agent
Horthern Pacific Railway Company
176 Begt 5th Street

§t. Paul 1, Minnesota

Dear Mr. Willis:

Mr. Blum, youwr Chief Engineer, and Mr. loom, Chief of your Vood-
Preserving Division, have recently expressed interest in our Gasco
Wood Preserving 0il, with a view to using this 01l at Seattle, Paradise,
and Brainerd.

I have written to My, Blum that I expect to be in Mimneapolis and
8t. Paul between April Llth and 13th and, while he hopes to be theve,
he would like %o have me speak to you about owr proposal.

This letter is to say I intend to arrive at the Minneapolis

Alrport
on Friday evening, G:00PM, on Northwest Airlines Flight #27 and stay at
the Lowry Hotel at St. Paul until Sunday, April 13th, at T:05AM, vhen
I will leave Minnempolis Alrport again on Northwest Airlincs Flight {400.

I wonder if you would be my guest for dinner dnd the evening on
Fridey, April 1lth; or, if this could not be arranged, whether I could
see you for a time on Saturday either during the morning or for lunch, or
some other time at your convenience.

I shall be at the Stevens Hotel in Chicago on April 10th and will
telephone you from there to see if we can make firm arrangements for a
meeting.

Yours truly,
PORTLAND GAS & CORE COMPANY

H. R. Seykota
Products Sales Manager
HRS:ra
(Dictated by Mr. Seykota but
trens & signed 4/8/52 in his
abgence from the office)
¢¢ - Bernsrd Blam, St.Paul

A.J.Loon-Brainerd,Minn,







PORTLAND GAS & COKE COMPANY
PUBLIC SERVICE BUILDING
PORTLAND 4, OREGON

April 7, 1952

Mr. Bernard Blum, Chief Engineer
Northern Pacific Railway Company
St. Paul 1, Minnesota

Dear Mr. Blum:

My travel plans have been firmed up and I propose
to arrive at the Minneapolis-St.Paul Airport on Flight No.27,
Northwestern, at 6:09PM on April 1lth and will leave again
on April 13th, at T7:05AM, Northwestern Flight #400. While
in St. Paul I will be stopping at the Lowry Hotel and would
like very much to be able to visit you and discuss your using
our wood preserving oil at Seattle, Paradise and Brainerd.

I'11l telephone you when I arrive in St. Paul to see
if we can arrange an appointment.

Yours truly,

PORTLANR GAS % COKE Z0OMPANY
Products Salés Manager

At the suggestion of Mr. A.J. Loom,
P.S. On Monday, March 31lst, I drove to Seattle and
spent part of Tuesday with your Mr. George Stone and saw
the creosoting plant at West Seattle.

HRS:ra

Air Mail/
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Brainerd, Minnesota, April 2nd, 1952

'#L,
Mr. Bernard Blum:

Referring to the Portland Gas & Coke Company's request for our
epproval of their wood preserving oil and Mr. Beykota's reply to your letter of
March 25th, of which I have copiles,

As stated by Mr. Seykota, I called on him at Fortland on March
27th and we discussed the characteristics of this oll as compared with those of
Creosote and the creosote-petroleum golution we are using at Brainerd, Paradise

and Seattle.

I explained to Mr, Seykota that after about 45 years satisfactory
results in our treatment with creosote and creosote-petroleum solution, we had not
planned to meke any change in our present practice and I was calling on him only
in response to his request &#hat we give due consideration to his propositien,

In view of the laboratory analyses and recommendations quoted in
the brochure, I have no reason to doubt that this oil is a good wood preservative
but of course it has not yet been in use long enough to determine that it will
produce better results than the oils we are using and therefore we would be
interested only from the standpoint of price,

In reply to my inquiries, Mr. Seykota informed me that his wood
preserving oil is being investigated by the Preservatives Committee of the American
Wood Preservers! Association and that he hopes to have in included in the A W,P.A.
specifications in the neaer future., Without A,W.P,A, approval it will not be accepted
generally by the wood preserving industry and for that reason he has recently lost
his best customer, the J, Neils Lumber Company, who treat large quantities of poles
for the R,E.A, The R.E.A, would not accept treatment with the Portlmd Gas & Coke
Company oil and therefore the J. Neils Lumber Company was forced to discontinue its
use, Mr, Seykota stated that the R,E,A, gave no reason for their disapproval,

I informed Mr, Seykota, that for the same reason, the West Coast
Wood Preserving Company would not be in position to treat our materials with his oil
unlegs separate storage tanks were provided. In reply to his inquiries about treat-
ment at our own plants at Brainerd and Paradise, I told him that we had full control
and were not influenced by any restrictions except our desire to continue with the
most economical treatment, I¥ informed him that after being steeped in creosote as
many years as I have, I would be hard to convince that any other wood preservative
was better,
I note from my copy of Mr. Seykota's letter of March 28th that he
will be in St, Paul about April 11lth or 12th to explain his proposition to you.

Present cost of preservatives we are using is as follows:
Creosote Fuel 0il 50-5C Solution
Per Gallon Per Gallon Per Gallon
Breinerd $0.21 $0.037 £0.123
Paradise o by .037 .103

Seattle .21 047
Cost incdudes Foreign Freight but not Home Line Freight./r







(At Seattle) Aprdil 3, 1952

YR

Hs Re SEXKOTA, Produets Sales lanager
Portland Gas and Cgke C mpany

Publiec Service Hldg.
Portlaeandi; Oregon

Dacy 8ir;

Tour letier of March 28 was forwarded to me at Seglile,

L expect to be back in my office on 4pril 1%, ew 134¥While our
offices are not open cn Saturdays I au ususlly there for an hour or
so when in town.

&b this writing I cannot say definitely that I will be back
by the 12th, and as you state you will be the ¢ about the 1llth and 12th
it is my suggestion that you eall on My, B« Me Willis, our Purchasing
Agent, and queote hin your prices on your wood pregerving olls.

L will be interested tv know Mr. Loom's opinicn after his dis-
cussion with you,

I will of course be glad %o meet you, if your plans pexmit.
fully expect %o be in my of fice on April 14.

Very truly yours,

ec-tipr, E. M, Wllis
*iru Ae J. LOGW.

bb/s




PORTLAND GAS & COKE COMPANY
Public Service Building

Portland 4, Oregon

March 28, 1952

Mr. Bernard Blum, Chief Engineer
Northern Pacific Railway Company
St. Paul 1, Minnesota

Dear Mr. Blum:

Thank you for your letter of March 25, telling us that Mr.
Loom would call on us to discuss our wood-preserving oil for your
comparny .

Mr. Loom arrived in Portland yesterday and we enjoyed meet-
ing him. During our discussion we answered all his inguiries and
we believe he will recommend that you approve and use our oil.

Mr., Loom invited me to meet you in St. Paul and Mr. George
Stone in Seattle. I have arranged to meet Mr. Stone in Seattle on
Tuesday, April lst, and will visit the treating plants with him.

My travel plans are now being made, and I hope to be in
St. Paul about April 11-12. We are interested in proposing that
you use our oil at Brainerd, Paradise, and Seattle, and we are
prepared to make an attractive price to you if we can arrange a
reasonable volume.

Yours truly,

PORTLAND GAS & COKE COMPANY

U Loy ot

e s %e ota
Products Sales Manager

Air Mail/

CC- Mr. Loom







8t. Paul, Minnesota
Mareh 31, 1952

¥r, A. Js Looms
With my letter March 18th I sent you copy
of the Portland CGas and Coke Company brochure in

connection with wood preserving oil. I am now attach-

ing sheet for insertion in your copy as noted an top

of pagee

BERNARD BLUM

Chief Engineer
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Breinerd, Minnesota, March 21st, 1952.

Mr, Bernard Blum:

In reply to your letter of March 18th, with reference
to the Portland Gas and Coke Compeny's application for Northern Pacific
Railway Company's approval of their wood preserving oil, which is
described in the accompanying brochure,

This oil differs from coal tar or creosote in that it
is derived from petroleum. It is entirely different from the Wilkeson
coal tar you refer to whieh was distilled by the Republiec Creosoting
Company at Quendall, Washington, for our use at Paradise in 1944.

The Portland Gas and Coke Company oil is said to have
many of the seme characteristics as creosote and they claim when
fortified with 2% pentechlorophenol, it has equal wood preserving
value. If so, economy of its use depends on price as you state,

I expect to obtain more informstion within the near
ture which I will subtmit to you with return of the brochure,
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PORTILAND GAS & COKE COMPANY
Public Service Building

Portland 4, Oregon

March 10, 1952

Northern Pacific R. R. Co.
176 East 5th Street
St., Paul 1, Minnesota

Attention: Chief Engineer
Gentlemen:

This is to request that you include in your
specifications a description of a wood-preserving oil
manufactured by our company, and a statement that this
oil is an acceptable wood preservative,

We suggest this authorization take the form of
an approved alternate wood preserving oil,

We are sending 2 copies of a report which we /g‘ S
have prepared and in which we heve listed the many ressons ' ‘\4{e (e . :#/ e
why we believe our oil is a superior wood preservative, /*‘
We trust you will take action to authorize the use of our
product by those consumers who look to you for specifi-
cations.,

We will be pleased to receive your comments on
this application.

Yours very truly,
PORTLAND GAS & COKE COMPANY

/A =

Harold R, Sey¥Xota
Product Sales Manager

HRS:ra
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