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August 5, 2014 
 
Via E-mail Attachment and 
Certified Mail, Return Receipt Requested 
 
Ernest Moniz 
Secretary of Energy 
U.S. Department of Energy 
1000 Independence Ave., SW 
Washington, D.C. 20585 
The.secretary@hq.doe.gov 
 
Re: Concerns over Department of Energy Consideration of Loan Guarantee for DKRW 

Liquid Coal Project in Wyoming 
 
Dear Secretary Moniz: 
 

The undersigned organizations write to you with great concern over the Department of 
Energy’s renewed consideration of providing a $1.75 billion loan guarantee to DKRW for the 
company to construct a liquid coal facility in Carbon County, Wyoming.  We understand that 
DKRW is continuing to engage the Department in an effort to secure this loan guarantee, 
notwithstanding clear signs that their proposed liquid coal project is financially unviable, 
environmentally unsound, and inconsistent with our national imperative of steering the country 
in the direction of a clean and sustainable energy future.1  After all, the expressed goal of the 
Departments Title XVII loan guarantee program is to “avoid, reduce, or sequester air pollutants 
or anthropogenic emissions of greenhouse gases.”2  We strongly urge the Department to reject 
DKRW’s application for a loan guarantee. 

 
Not only would the Department of Energy’s investment in DKRW represent a significant 

loss for American taxpayers, it would represent a major blow to the climate as any loan 
guarantee would ultimately fund one of the most carbon intensive means of producing fuels.  
Reports indicate that even with the  use of carbon capture and storage, greenhouse gas emissions 
of the production and use of liquid fuel derived from coal would be 4% higher than the emissions 
of an equivalent amount of fuel derived from crude oil.  Without carbon capture and storage, 
emissions would be nearly 120% higher—more than double the carbon footprint of regular 

                                                
1 Recent reports indicate that the Department of Energy is “moving forward” with reviewing DKRW’s application 
and that the company is planning to meet with Department officials in Washington.  See Storrow, B., “DKRW seeks 
funding from program that funded Solyndra,” Casper Star Tribune (Feb. 24, 2014), available online at 
http://trib.com/business/energy/dkrw-seeks-financing-from-federal-program-that-funded-solyndra/article_f36c797a-
0585-59f6-848d-6a786b847b75.html and Storrow, B., “DKRW officials plan D.C. trip to discuss coal gasification 
plant’s plans,” Casper Star Tribune (July 10, 2014), available online at http://trib.com/news/state-and-
regional/dkrw-officials-plan-d-c-trip-to-discuss-coal-gasification/article_873f1af6-0524-50bd-a731-
a69335833b63.html.  
2 Department of Energy, “Energy Policy Act of 2005,” http://energy.gov/eere/femp/downloads/energy-policy-act-
epact-2005. 
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gasoline or diesel.3  Moreover, the company’s carbon capture and storage plans are suspect as 
DKRW plans to sell any captured carbon to oil companies to use in enhanced oil recovery 
operations. In other words, no carbon pollution would be permanently sequestered under 
DKRW’s plans. 
 

The project threatens irreversible environmental impacts to the water, wildlife, clean air, 
and public lands of southern Wyoming.  It is critical to point out that the proposal is located in a 
state-designated “core area” for sage grouse and would directly destroy this key habitat for the 
grouse, an imperiled western species warranting protection under the Endangered Species Act.4  
Liquid coal is also incredibly water intensive. The amount of water necessary for the Medicine 
Bow plant is estimated to be between 5 and 10 barrels of water per barrel of fuel produced, the 
long-term availability of which has been questioned; pumping water at this scale for the 
Medicine Bow plant can contribute to desertification, as the land-surface’s water table is 
lowered.5  We call on you to reject any request by DKRW for public funding of such a damaging 
and ill-conceived proposal. 
 

DKRW has thus far been unable to secure and maintain any meaningful private financing 
for its proposal.  The company has reported substantial losses to date and recently a key partner 
in the project, Arch Coal, reported an irretrievable loss of more than $57 million over the plan.6  
Although permitted by the State of Wyoming, these permitting processes have overlooked 
material scientific information indicating that the location of the proposed liquid coal facility is 
geologically inappropriate. The air permitting process ignored the plant’s hazardous emissions, 
did not account for greenhouse gases, and it is now very outdated. Furthermore, these permitting 
processes have not taken into account the full environmental costs that would be associated with 
the construction and operation of new coal mines, a refinery, and associated infrastructure.7  

                                                
3 See U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, “Greenhouse Gas Impacts of Expanded Renewable and Alternative 
Fuel Use,” EPA420-F-07-035 (April 2007), available online at 
http://apps1.eere.energy.gov/news/pdfs/greenhouse_gas_impacts.pdf.  
 
4 The plant would be fueled by a new underground coal mine, the Saddleback Hills mine, and a new surface coal 
mine, the Elk Mountain mine, both of which are referred to as the Carbon Basin Mines.  Both mines would directly 
and indirectly destroy priority habitat for the sage grouse, as well as adjacent general habitat utilized by the species.  
The State of Wyoming’s permitting of the Carbon Basin Mines, as well as other mining permitting actions in the 
western United States, prompted a rulemaking petition to the U.S. Office of Surface Mining Reclamation and 
Enforcement calling on the agency to prohibit coal mining in key sage grouse habitat.  See WildEarth Guardians, 
“Petition for the Issuance of Rules to Protect the Greater Sage Grouse from the Impacts of Coal Mining” (Feb. 26, 
2014), available online at http://www.wildearthguardians.org/site/DocServer/2014-2-
26_OSM_Sage_Grouse_Petition.pdf?docID=12942.  
5 Best, A., “Locals Say DKRW’s Coal-to-Gasoline Plant Needs more Scrutiny,” WyoFile, March 31, 2013,  
http://wyofile.com/allen-best/locals-say-dkrws-coal-to-gasoline-plant-needs-more-scrutiny.  
6 See Storrow, B., “Arch Coal writes DKRW Advanced Fuels coal gasification project as a $57.7 million loss,” 
Casper Star Tribune (April 23, 2014), available online at http://trib.com/business/energy/arch-coal-writes-dkrw-
advanced-fuels-coal-gasification-project-as/article_092bfb5c-c56a-5e80-9192-ea0118b05821.html.   
7 Concerns over these issues have been voiced extensively by local citizens, but have not been taken into account by 
state regulators.  See e.g. Lillegraven, J., “Op-ed:  Wyoming regulators have failed on DKRW,” Casper Star Tribune 
(April 15, 2014), available online at http://trib.com/opinion/columns/lillegraven-wyoming-regulators-have-failed-
on-dkrw/article_61be8e00-3ebe-5fd3-a92d-d10c56f6694e.html.  
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Regardless, it is notable that, despite receiving permits, DKRW has yet been unable to actually 
proceed with any meaningful construction and its state permits are in jeopardy of expiring.8 

 
The Department’s consideration of the company’s application for public subsidies simply 

defies common business sense.  Even worse, it defies climate sense.  A loan guarantee from the 
Department would require 20% in equity investment so that project actors partake in the risk and 
therefore proceed with prudence.  No private financing for the project has been obtained, 
begging the question: “where’s the equity?”9  DKRW has turned to the state of Wyoming for 
financial help through the sale of bonds.  However, this government money, which would be 
structured like debt, defeats the purpose of the 20% equity investment which exists to ensure that 
project managers have a stake in the success of the venture.   

 
We understand that the Department will be required to undertake legally required reviews 

under the National Environmental Policy Act prior to taking final action on any loan guarantee.  
However, given the exceptional risks and uncertainties obviously associated with DKRW’s 
plans, it makes no sense to undertake such a resource and time-intensive process.  By rejecting 
DKRW’s application now, the Department can forego such a major expense and firmly protect 
the public interest from this environmentally and economically dubious fuels project.   

 
Many of our organizations submitted scoping comments to the Department back in 2009, 

yet the Environmental Impact Statement process has been delayed.  If the Department proceeds 
with processing DKRW’s application—which we advise it not to do—we ask for a new scoping 
comment period to be able to submit new information and data to be considered in the 
Department’s environmental analysis.  

 
The Department has an opportunity to defend American taxpayers, advance technologies 

and fuels that truly safeguard our climate, and protect the air, water, and wildlife of the western 
United States.  The United States cannot address climate change by building more fossil fuel 
infrastructure. We again urge you to reject DKRW’s application for a loan guarantee.  Thank 
you. 

 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Jeremy Nichols 
Climate and Energy Program Director 
WildEarth Guardians 
1536 Wynkoop, Suite 310 
Denver, CO 80202 
 

                                                
8 DKRW’s construction to date amounts to two slabs of concrete poured in 2008, six years ago.  A picture of these 
slabs can be viewed at https://flic.kr/p/nBBTG2.  
9 Earth Track, “State funding of DKRW coal-to-liquids plant: financially risky, contrary to the purpose of Mineral 
Trust Fund” (Feb. 13, 2012), http://www.earthtrack.net/blog/state-funding-dkrw-coal-liquids-plant-financially-risky-
contrary-purpose-mineral-trust-fund.  
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Shannon Anderson 
Organizer 
Powder River Basin Resource Council 
934 North Main St. 
Sheridan, WY 82801 
 
Bob LeResche, Chair 
Coal and Climate Change Team Chair 
Western Organization of Resource Councils 
220 South 27th St. 
Billings, MT 51901 
 
Ben Schreiber 
Climate and Energy Program Director 
Friends of the Earth 
1100 15th St. NW 11th Floor 
Washington, D.C. 20005 
 
Connie Wilbert 

 Associate Field Organizer 
Sierra Club – Wyoming Chapter 
PO Box 1736 
Laramie, WY 82072 

 
Kelly Mitchell 
Energy Campaign Director 
Greenpeace 
29 E Madison St. Suite 1507 
Chicago, IL 60602 
 
Randi Spivak 
Director Public Lands Progarm 
Center for Biological Diversity 
1411 K St. NW Suite 1300 
Washington, D.C. 20006 
 
Lauren Pagel 
Policy Director 
Earthworks 
1612 K St. NW Suite 808 
Washington, D.C. 20006 
 
Allison Fisher 
Public Citizen’s Climate and Energy Program 
Outreach Director 
215 Pennsylvania Ave., SE 
Washington, D.C. 20003 


