
 
From: Ben King <bking@pacgoldag.com> 
Sent: Friday, April 10, 2026 9:27 AM
To: Jensen, Laura@DWR <Laura.Jensen@water.ca.gov>; Steiner, Fern@CWC
<Fern.Steiner@cwc.ca.gov>
Cc: Ben King <bking@pacgoldag.com>
Subject: Background For Public Comment at April 15, 2025 Meeting Requesting that CWC Staff
Review Environmental Impact of Proposed Dunnigan Pipeline Under WSIP Regulations

 
Dear Chair Steiner and Executive Director Jensen,
 
We appreciate the efforts of the Water Commission in sending the Letter to State Water
Resources Control Board urging a decision regarding the Sites JPA Water Right.   We also
appreciate the work of the Water Board in approving the water rights from the
Sacramento River for this important storage project for the State of California.   
 
Additionally, we appreciate the decision not to grant water rights for Stone Corral and
Funks Creek flows in Colusa County since we are downstream water right holders for
these flows and rely on winter flows to flood our 265 acres of wetlands on the Colusa
Basin Drain north of College City in Colusa County.   As you may remember we were
Protestants and we agree that the Funks Creek and Stone Corral flows should continue
to flow down the historic Colusa Trough and hopefully be used to mitigate the Impaired
Water Body USEPA 303 (d) status due to low dissolved oxygen, mercury and TDS
impairments. 
 
As you know the CWC Staff approved the Sites WSIP Application in 2017 when the
conveyance for the Sites Reservoir was the Sacramento River and the full length of the
Colusa Basin Drain from Stone Corral Creek southward.   In 2020 the Dunnigan Pipeline
was approved and never analyzed by CWC Staff.  
 
We believe the Dunnigan Pipeline will cause material environmental problems and will
outweigh the necessary benefits required for approval for WSIP Funding.   It is literally a
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short cut to a prudent environmentally responsible conveyance facility.     We have
attached a 2017 USGS article discussing the ubiquitous presence of mercury in the
Cache Creek watershed on how the Cache Creek Settling Basin was constructed to try
to mitigate methylmercury contamination from the Cache Creek Watershed.   The
Dunnigan Pipeline has no proposed settling basin but dumps the Sites Water with
mercury contamination directly in the Colusa Basin Drain approximately 12/13 miles of
the Knights Landing Outfall Gates on the Sacramento River and the Knights Landing
Ridge Cut for the Yolo Bypass.   This is the worse possible conveyance structure for
mitigating methylmercury contamination since the Colusa Basin Drain is essentially flat
for approximately 25 miles ( 13 miles north to Balsdon Dam and 12/13 miles south to the
Knights Landing Outfall Gates).   The watershed for flood waters entering the Sites
Reservoir touch the same mercury mines and sediments that contaminate Cache
Creek.   Bear Creek in Colusa County is a tributary to Cache Creek and is located directly
on the western side of the proposed Sites Reservoir.    The salt mine that will be
inundated by the Sites Reservoir has measured mercury in its effluent and so does a salt
spring that contributes to Sulfur Creek in Colusa County which a tributary to Bear Creek
in Colusa County. 
 
We are urging the CWC Staff to review the methylmercury contamination problems
associated with the proposed Dunnigan Pipeline.   We believe that the Dunnigan Pipeline
can be used for most storage partner conveyance, but that Environmental Water funded
by WSIP should be flow the full length of the historical Colusa Trough via Stone Corral
Creek to the Colusa Basin Drain before entering the Sacramento River at Knights
Landing.   Continuous flows down the historical Colusa Trough is the best mitigation
method for managing methylmercury contamination if the Dunnigan Pipeline does not
have a settling basin implemented such as the Cache Creek Settling Basin. 
 
How can it be that the USGS determined long ago that there should be a Settling Basin
for Cache Creek flows and that there will be no Settling Basin for Sites Reservoir flows?   
 
Thank you for your time and consideration
 
Best Regards,
 
Ben King
Manager
T&M King Farms, LLC
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