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Natalia Zubkova. Author portrait.

From the author
I lived in Kuzbass for many years. In all that time,
I could not think of a single river or other body of
water about which I could say with confidence:
the water here has not been affected by the coal
industry.

At first, my question seemed simple: how
polluted is the water near coal-mining

operations? But the more documents I read, the clearer it became that discharges were only
part of the story.

I became interested in the fate of the body of water itself. What happens to a stream, river or
spring when a vast open-pit mine appears nearby, groundwater is pumped out, the terrain
changes, waste dumps are built, and a channel is diverted, blocked or incorporated into an
industrial system?

The investigation therefore became a question about the real price of coal. If extraction changes
groundwater supply, a catchment and the physical existence of a small river, those
consequences are also part of the price of the fuel — even when conventional statistics make
them difficult to see.

I did not want to prove a conclusion chosen in advance. The documents made me stop more
than once. My original strong hypothesis about a connection between lost watercourses and the
regional discharge indicator was not supported. The figure of “200 vanished rivers” fitted my
own impression too well, but I found neither a reproducible list nor a consistent method, so I
do not use it as a proven total.

It matters to me to preserve that honesty. An investigation should show not only what was
confirmed, but also what had to be abandoned, where a document says less than I wanted it to
say, and where the answer remains unknown.

Because people can live without coal.
Without clean water, they cannot.
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Why I began this investigation

In all the years I lived in the Kemerovo Region, I could not think of a single river or other body
of water about which I could say with confidence: the water here has not been affected by the
coal industry.

In some places, the problem was almost literally visible. Signs beside certain bodies of water
warned people not to swim. Elsewhere, the pollution was less obvious, but opening the annual
reports of Rospotrebnadzor, Russia’s consumer health authority, and looking at the water test
results raised more and more questions.

As I read those annual reports, I repeatedly found records of water samples that failed to meet
sanitary standards. Yet during this investigation it became clear that results from different
years cannot simply be combined into a single graph of continuous deterioration. The bodies of
water examined, sampling points, number of samples, parameters tested and monitoring
programmes all changed. The documents confirm that water-quality problems were recorded.
They do not provide a simple, continuous data series for every river in the region.

For me, there has always been a terrible contradiction in this.

Kuzbass is rich in rivers, streams, springs and other bodies of water. Water is everywhere. Yet
in some places people are advised not to use it, and in others doing so may simply be
dangerous.

Water for people is at least treated. It passes through intakes, municipal utilities, purification
and disinfection systems.

But what happens to all other life?

Trees cannot be connected to the water mains. Wild animals and birds drink from rivers,
streams and puddles exactly as they find them. Fish live directly in that water — if they can live
in it at all. Fish kills in Kuzbass were neither unimaginable nor unheard of to me.

At some point, simply seeing all of this around me was no longer enough.

I decided to examine the documents myself and find out what happens to our rivers and
streams near coal-mining operations. I wanted to look beyond whether water becomes polluted
after a discharge. My question was broader: what happens to the body of water itself when a
vast open-pit mine appears nearby, groundwater is pumped out, the terrain is reshaped, waste
dumps are built, and channels are diverted or blocked?

That is how this investigation began.

I wanted to understand and show another part of the real price of coal.
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Coal is often described as a cheap fuel or a cheap source of energy. But if extracting it can
pollute water, alter the movement of groundwater, reshape catchments, block streams and
leave consequences for many years, a simple question arises: are we really calculating its price
correctly?

Because people can live without coal.

Without clean water, they cannot.

A stream whose channel ended up beneath a waste dump
In a ruling concerning the Kiyzassky open-pit mine, I found a description to which I returned
repeatedly: the inspection materials referred to a temporary watercourse whose channel lay
beneath an overburden dump.

On 26 October 2018, a forested area beside the Severo-Zapadny external overburden dump was
inspected. The inspection record described three pits dug along the stream’s former channel.
The court noted separately, however, that no water was recorded during the inspection and that
the materials did not confirm the existence of a stream flowing out from beneath the dump. An
engineering organisation identified the former watercourse as a left tributary of the Bolshoy
Chuazas that had been affected by human activity. The location coordinates and inspection
details were later included in a ruling by the Myski City Court.[1]

The same ruling reproduced the substance of the project decision: building the dump on the
site of the temporary watercourse involved filling the stream with overburden.

What exactly happened to the stream after it was filled? The ruling records the project decision
and the condition of the site, but it does not confirm the presence of flowing water during the
inspection. These materials do not establish whether the body of water persisted beneath the
rock or ceased to exist.

The story also has an important legal conclusion. Proceedings in the specific administrative
case were discontinued: the court found it unproven that the person charged had dug the pits
and carried out the alleged use of the body of water without the required authorisation.[1]

It matters to me not to connect what the court did not connect. The ruling does not erase the
physical condition of the site described within it. But the physical alteration itself does not
establish the guilt of a particular person. A project decision, an observed condition, causation
and legal responsibility each require different evidence.
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A river is more than the water we can see

POSSIBLE  MECHANISM  ·  NOT  PROOF  OF  A  SPECIFIC  CAUSE

1

Rainfall and groundwater

Water infiltrates the ground and sustains springs and
streams.

2

Mine dewatering

Pumping can lower groundwater around the workings.

3

Changed runoff

Open pits, roads, ditches and waste dumps redistribute
surface water.

4

Possible outcome

Flow may decrease, become seasonal, or the channel
may change.

The diagram presents scientifically recognised possible mechanisms. Establishing the cause in a particular watercourse requires
baseline measurements and subsequent monitoring.

At first I did not understand: if an open-pit mine is not located directly in a channel, why
should water disappear from a stream? To answer that question, I had to look not only at the
river but beneath the ground.

A stream is fed by more than surface runoff. Some rain and melting snow seep into the ground
and recharge groundwater. That water emerges through springs and sustains streamflow
during dry periods.

When coal is extracted below the groundwater level, water is pumped from the open pit or
mine. This can create an area of lowered groundwater around the workings — a cone of
depression. Its extent depends on the depth of mining, the volume pumped and the geology.

If the cone reaches the layer that feeds a spring or stream, the flow may decrease. A perennial
watercourse may become seasonal, and part of its channel may dry out.

Surface runoff changes as well. Open pits, roads and ditches intercept water, while waste
dumps create new terrain. Water that once drained into one stream may instead enter the pit,
another catchment or a drainage system.

The reverse can also occur. Once pumped water has been treated, it may be discharged
elsewhere, creating an additional human-made flow. When dewatering stops, groundwater may
rise again and cause flooding.
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These are possible mechanisms, not a ready-made explanation for every dry stream. A specific
case requires groundwater levels, flow measurements before and after mining, geological data
and consideration of other causes — from drought and water abstraction to construction.

What does it mean for a river to “disappear”?

The more documents I read, the less comfortable I became with the word “disappeared”. In
different records, it concealed entirely different events.

A watercourse may have ceased to exist. Its natural channel may have been filled, blocked by a
dam or a mass of rock, or diverted into an artificial channel. Its source or catchment may have
changed. Perennial flow may have become seasonal. Finally, a name or entry may have
disappeared from a register or modern map even though water remains on the ground.

Pollution is a separate question. A river can be polluted and continue to exist. A channel can be
physically altered even where data on the chemical composition of the water are insufficient.

For that reason, I try below to describe each event exactly as it appears in the documents: a
watercourse ceased to exist, was blocked, filled or diverted; its source or catchment changed. I
use the word “disappeared” only where the evidence truly supports it.

Krivoy Uskat: rivers that “ceased to exist”

The strongest documentary chain I found concerned the upper reaches of the Krivoy Uskat
near the Krasnobrodsky open-pit mine.

Appendices to the project documentation for the Karagailinsky-2 site preserve copies of three
documents from 2005–2006: the conclusion of a study refining the hydrographic network, a
letter from the State Hydrological Institute and a record of the materials’ consideration by the
relevant authorities.[2]

Letter No. 07-2/766 from the State Hydrological Institute, dated 19 August 2005, states:

“The Left and Right Krivoy Uskat rivers have ceased to exist.”

It also says that the Bakhtarma and the tributaries of the Krivoy Uskat from its headwaters to
the confluence with the Karagaylinka had ceased to exist completely. According to the
document, the present-day Krivoy Uskat now began at a pond 2.7 kilometres upstream from
the mouth of the Karagaylinka.



WHERE  THE  WATER  GOES

9

On 6 July 2006, representatives of the regional hydrometeorological service and the Upper Ob
Basin Water Administration considered the materials. Their record linked the transformation
of the area to intensive open-pit coal mining, the lowering of groundwater levels and disruption
of the integrity of the surface catchment and channel network.[2]

The record called for the listed watercourses to be removed from the State Water Cadastre and
for the information about the sources of the Krivoy Uskat and Karagaylinka to be amended. It
gave coordinates for the new source of the Krivoy Uskat and a new river length of 36.3
kilometres.

This was the first time I encountered not a journalist’s assessment or someone’s recollection,
but an official acknowledgement that named watercourses had ceased to exist. A specialist
scientific institution recorded it in writing, and government bodies approved the change to the
cadastral description of the hydrographic network.

Even this strong set of documents does not answer every question. It does not provide the exact
year in which each channel was lost or establish with certainty which changes occurred after
the start of 2000 and which may have happened earlier. The available materials do not contain
a complete set of old maps and field measurements. They explicitly link the overall
transformation of the area to open-pit coal mining, but do not apportion the contribution or
legal responsibility of individual companies.

The central fact is nevertheless established: some elements of the hydrographic network did
not merely become dirtier or shallower. They were officially recognised as having ceased to
exist, and the description of the river sources had to be changed.

When a river becomes part of an industrial structure

ENGINEERING  TRANSFORMATION

Confirmed

dams crossed the valley and blocked the channel;

operation began in 1997;

a pumping system returning floodwater was
described.

Not established

the river’s complete disappearance;

comparable flow before and after construction;

its condition after deposition ended.

The natural channel was incorporated into an industrial system. That is not proof that the river disappeared completely.

The Yelanny Naryk illustrates a different kind of transformation. The river is not described as
having disappeared, but its channel became part of an industrial structure.
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At the Taldinsky open-pit coal mine, a hydraulic fill dump was built on the river of the same
name — a structure into which overburden was carried together with water. According to a
scientific study, two dams were built across the valley and blocked the channel. Construction
was completed in 1996; operation began in 1997 and continued through the 2013 deposition
season.[3]

An industry publication mentions a pumping station that carried floodwater beyond the
hydraulic fill dump and returned it to the Yelanny Naryk.[4]

The documents confirm that the natural channel was blocked by dams and incorporated into a
technological system. Water continued to move, but through an engineered system. I cannot
call this the river’s complete disappearance: the documents make no such finding.

I was unable to establish the flow before construction, how water was conveyed throughout the
years of operation, or the condition of the river by 2022. The Yelanny Naryk is therefore not
another entry in a list of vanished rivers, but a distinct example of a channel incorporated into
an industrial system.

A brief comparison: the Kyrgay. Two consistent reports from 2014 described the
diversion of the Kyrgay River, which crossed the site of the future Kyrgaysky Sredny
open-pit mine. VSE42 added that the water had been directed through an artificial
channel.[5] The primary project file, permit, completion record and flow measurements
before and after the work were not found. The Kyrgay therefore illustrates a possible
channel diversion, but does not prove that the water disappeared or the flow ceased.

The Kiyzas area: several rivers and several different events

DIAGRAM  OF  DISTINCTIONS  ·  NOT  A  MAP  OF  EXACT  CHANNELS

1

Tributary of the Bolshoy
Chuazas

2018–2019. Former channel,
three pits and planned filling of a
temporary watercourse. No water
was recorded during the
inspection.

2

Bolshoy Chuazas

Separate line. Authorised outlet
No. 1 and procurement for a
diversion or straightening project.
Completion was not established.

3

Bolshoy Kiyzas

June 2019. Rockslide and
channel blockage, followed by
reports of restoration measures.
No final acceptance certificate
was found.

Three bodies of water and three separate lines of evidence. The diagram does not reproduce precise geography or connect the
events with a causal arrow.
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I confused them myself more than once. The names are similar, the area is the same, and the
documents sit alongside one another. It is very easy to turn several different events into a single
story. I therefore separated the tributary of the Bolshoy Chuazas, the Bolshoy Chuazas itself
and the Bolshoy Kiyzas.

Tributary of the Bolshoy Chuazas

This is where the article began. For the temporary stream, the planned filling and the site’s
condition in October 2018 are documented: the inspection record described three pits along the
former channel, but no water was recorded during the inspection. The court did not identify the
perpetrator of the specific violation.

The Bolshoy Chuazas and the drainage system

The court ruling records authorised wastewater outlet No. 1 into the Bolshoy Chuazas and gives
the details of the relevant water-use permit.[1] Archive footage from the same industrial area
shows a pipe, a flume and disturbed forest land. But without an as-built diagram, an individual
pipe in a photograph cannot be identified as the specific documented outlet, and the chemical
composition of the water cannot be determined by appearance.

Procurement procedures from 2019 and 2022 confirm an intention to commission the
development and revision of a project to divert or straighten the channel of the Bolshoy
Chuazas. The 2022 procedure was cancelled without a contractor being selected; it was not
possible to establish whether the design work or any subsequent works were carried out.[18]

The Bolshoy Kiyzas and the 2019 landslide

In June 2019, a mass of rock slid from the mine’s external dump and blocked the channel of the
Bolshoy Kiyzas. Official and media reports estimated the affected stretch at approximately
700–800 metres.[6]

After the event, reports described the reclamation of disturbed land, grading of displaced rock,
dredging and other work involving the channel and banks, as well as compensatory measures.
[7]

The consequences later became the subject of court action. However, the collected material
does not contain the complete primary case concerning harm to the body of water or a single
final acceptance certificate for the restored channel. I can therefore speak with confidence
about the landslide, the blockage of the channel and the official response that followed, but not
about the complete remediation of the consequences.

An archive image of the Bolshoy Kiyzas dated 29 March 2019 shows the river near its mouth
before it enters the Mras-Su. It was taken about two months before the landslide, but the
precise relationship between the location shown and the area later blocked has not been
established.
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This separation may seem excessive only until the Bolshoy Chuazas, its unnamed tributary and
the Bolshoy Kiyzas begin to be treated as the same river and one continuous causal story. The
documents do not permit that.

What the project designers knew in advance

I wanted to understand whether such changes came as a surprise. To do so, I turned to
environmental impact assessment materials, known in Russian as OVOS. They are prepared
before project decisions are adopted or implemented and describe the baseline condition of the
area, possible consequences and monitoring measures.

An environmental impact assessment is not evidence that a forecast came true. But it shows
that the risk was known before the work began or expanded.

The assessment for the Raspadsky IX–XI and Dorozhny sites considered the partial or
complete disappearance of small watercourses, the cessation of flow and the reshaping of
channels. It named the Usa, Olzheras and their tributaries within the project area. The
document provided for monitoring wells and checks on groundwater levels and chemical
composition.[8]

The assessment for the Mrassky complex stated that the natural groundwater regime had
already been disturbed by the long-term operation of several companies and that their cones of
depression were developing together. It referred to 2005 monitoring programmes and two
observation wells installed in 2011 towards the Kiyzas valley.[9]

For the main field of the Mezhdurechensky open-pit mine, the project model estimated the area
affected by drainage and provided for regular level measurements, more frequent monitoring
during floods, and chemical sampling during both floods and summer low-flow periods.[10]

The 2013 Kiyzassky environmental assessment classified disruption of the catchment area and
channel regime, with the loss of small rivers and streams, as a significant impact.[11]

Behind the technical language, a simple sequence emerges:

1. the project describes in advance a possible change to a channel, flow or groundwater
supply;

2. the project provides for monitoring;

3. mining begins or continues;

4. years pass;

5. verifying the outcome requires a comparable data series for the same body of water.

It is often at this final step that the open chain of evidence breaks.
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The forecast survived. Where is the outcome?

Here I encountered something I had not initially expected: a document describing what might
happen to a river in ten years can sometimes be easier to find than a document describing what
actually happened to it over those ten years.

A project document may survive for many years. It sets out risks, calculated levels, wells and a
monitoring programme in detail. But I was interested in the next, very simple question: did the
forecast come true? Open information about the condition of a specific river after the work
began is much harder to find.

If I did not find results in open sources, that does not mean monitoring never took place.
Companies may have kept logs, collected samples and submitted reports to government bodies.
But without accessible results, it is impossible to trace independently the entire path from
forecast to actual condition.

What was the river like before the work? Where were the monitoring points? Did the level and
flow change? Did the spring survive? Was the channel diverted? What happened five or ten
years later?

For pollution in an existing river, a sample can be taken upstream and downstream of an outlet.
When the river itself changes, far more must be preserved: the old channel geometry, baseline
flow, links to groundwater, the position of the source, catchment boundaries and the history of
subsequent changes.

If an unnamed stream had no separate register entry, an old monitoring point vanished when
its channel was diverted, and operational monitoring results are unavailable, reconstructing
what happened becomes much more difficult as the years pass.

I cannot call this evidence of deliberate concealment. Yet the gap remains: environmental
oversight is better equipped to measure the parameters of an existing object than to preserve
the continuous history of an object that has been physically altered.
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Discharge ≠ sample ≠ the river’s physical condition

THREE  DIFFERENT  DATA  SYSTEMS

Discharge

Volume and
classification of water at
a particular outlet.

≠
Sample

Water quality at a
specific place and time. ≠

Physical condition

Channel, flow, water supply,
catchment and existence of the
object.

None of these indicators can automatically substitute for either of the other two.

I genuinely thought I would find this connection. I did not.

At the start of the investigation, I assumed that physical changes to the hydrographic network
might affect the official picture of polluted wastewater. The evidence forced me to abandon the
stronger version of that hypothesis.

Official water-discharge data show how much water a company discharged and how it was
classified.

A laboratory sample shows what was present in the water at a particular place and time.

The physical condition of the hydrographic network answers a different question: do
the channel, source, flow, catchment and groundwater supply still exist?

Closing a hydrochemical monitoring station or losing a stream does not automatically reduce
the statistical volume of polluted wastewater. For that to happen, the outlet, volume, discharge
method, receiving body, group of reporting organisations or quality category would have to
change.

In the official series for 2011–2022, the volume of water classified as polluted fell substantially,
while the volume of water classified as treated to standard increased.[17] This is more consistent
with the construction of treatment plants, water reuse and possible changes in classification
than with the simple explanation “the rivers disappeared, so the discharges disappeared too”.

Without companies’ primary reporting forms, it is impossible to distinguish precisely between
genuine improvements in treatment, reclassification and changes in the reporting perimeter.
But the available series does not support my original strong hypothesis that the disappearance
of watercourses directly affected the regional discharge indicator.

The same limitation applies to sanitary data. For example, the available official material
records 433 sanitary-chemical and 904 microbiological samples from category-one bodies of
water in 2016, and 348 and 980 respectively in 2019.[12] But the sampling points, bodies
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examined and parameters tested may have changed between years. These figures describe
specific monitoring programmes, not the proportion of polluted rivers across the entire region.

A good sample from an existing monitoring section says nothing about a stream that is no
longer included in the monitoring programme. Conversely, the physical disappearance of a
stream does not prove a reduction in the official volume of discharge.

Why I do not write that 200 rivers have disappeared in Kuzbass

In 2007, the newspaper Argumenty i Fakty — Kuzbass wrote of approximately 200 streams
having disappeared and the hydrographic network shrinking by 15 kilometres a year.[13]

I wanted that figure to be real. It corresponded too closely to what I had seen myself. That was
precisely why it had to be checked especially rigorously.

The search led to Galina Falkova’s 2005 study. The available wording says that in the mining
zone, “more than 200 streams disappeared or became shorter”.[14]

This is a compound statement: it combines complete disappearance with a reduction in length.
In later citations, the wording became more categorical. An industry publication referred to
around 200 vanished streams and a 365-kilometre reduction in the network.[15] Another
academic publication repeated those figures but did not identify their primary source in its
bibliography.[16]

I could not find a list of the rivers, the underlying maps, the exact period or a reproducible
method. Nor could I reconstruct the origin of the figure of 15 kilometres per year.

I therefore do not use 200 as a proven total. I am not dismissing the problem. I am rejecting a
figure I cannot reproduce.

After this check, I kept one simple rule for myself: evidence that conveniently supports my
hypothesis must be examined just as rigorously as a document that contradicts it.

What I can say after this investigation
I began with a sense that the coal industry had changed the water around me far more
profoundly than ordinary pollution statistics revealed.

The documents confirmed part of that impression.

Some named watercourses in Kuzbass were officially recognised as having ceased to exist.
Some channels were blocked by engineering structures, planned for filling or diversion. Project
designers had considered in advance the risk that flow would cease, small watercourses and
springs would disappear, channels would change and cones of depression would develop.
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But I cannot give a total number of rivers and streams lost in Kuzbass. I cannot claim that every
forecast in the environmental assessments came true. I cannot explain every dry stream
through mine dewatering alone, or automatically assign legal responsibility to a company
because an open-pit mine is located near a damaged channel.

I also had to abandon an explanation that initially seemed possible: the available data do not
show that the reduction in the regional volume of polluted wastewater was materially caused by
the disappearance of watercourses or the closure of monitoring stations.

The result is not one large number, but several precisely documented events and a boundary
beyond which the data remain insufficient. To me, that is not a weakness of the investigation. It
is its honest result.

A river can disappear twice

At first, I thought the central question of this investigation was how polluted the rivers and
streams of Kuzbass had become.

Now I think there is another question: what happens to environmental oversight when industry
changes the very object being monitored?

We know how to measure the concentration of a substance in an existing river and the volume
of water at an existing outlet. But if the source has moved, the channel has been filled or
diverted, the catchment has been reshaped, and the stream has ceased to exist as a separate
object, one sample is no longer enough.

Old maps, baseline flow measurements, groundwater levels, the project forecast, monitoring
points, the work actually carried out and the subsequent condition all need to be preserved.

Without that history, a river can disappear twice.

First, physically, when its channel, water supply, source or catchment changes.

Then from our ability to prove what it once was, what the project promised and what actually
happened after the work began.

To me, the real price of coal includes more than the cost of extraction, electricity or treatment
facilities. It includes rivers, streams and springs whose fate can no longer always be fully
reconstructed. It includes life that cannot be connected to the water mains and must exist in
whatever environment remains.

Protecting water begins with more than analysing its chemical composition.

It requires preserving the history of the body of water itself — before industrial impact, during
the work and afterwards.
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EVIDENCE  APPENDIX

How the central claims can be checked
Each block follows the same sequence: claim → document → what it
supports → limit of the conclusion. The appendix does not replace the
complete research archive.

A - 01  ·  OVERVIEW

Documented locations examined

Overview map. Points mark documented locations, not the complete geometry of each watercourse. Regional boundary and the Tom
River: © OpenStreetMap contributors, ODbL.
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A - 02  ·  PRINCIPAL  CASE

Krivoy Uskat

Claim
An official letter records that the Left and Right Krivoy Uskat ceased to exist; the official record links changes to the
hydrographic network with open-pit coal mining and disruption of the catchment.

What the set establishes
The wording concerning the two watercourses, the changed description of the Krivoy Uskat’s source, and the river length of
36.3 km.

Limit
The documents do not establish the exact date on which each tributary ceased to exist or the legal responsibility of one
particular company.

DOCUMENTARY  CHA IN

2005 · study
Hydrographic network refined

Underlying work on the area around the Krasnobrodsky mine.

19 August 2005 · SHI
Letter No. 07-2/766

The Left and Right Krivoy Uskat “ceased to exist”.

6 July 2006 · record
Water Cadastre amended

The change was linked to open-pit coal mining and disruption of the
catchment; amendments were approved.

2023 · appendices
Copies published

The letter and record were reproduced in project appendices.

Open gap
Original geometry

No complete map of the former geometry of every lost channel was found.

The chain establishes what the documents say, but does not reconstruct every former channel.
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A - 02 . 1  ·  PRIMARY  DOCUMENT

Letter from the State Hydrological Institute

SHI letter No. 07-2/766, 19 August 2005. The page contains the statement that the Left and Right Krivoy Uskat ceased to exist and a table giving the
revised source and length of 36.3 km. Printed p. 85 / PDF p. 86.
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A - 02 . 2  ·  PRIMARY  DOCUMENT

Record amending the Water Cadastre

Record dated 6 July 2006. The document records changes to the hydrographic network and the decision to amend the State Water Cadastre. Printed p.
86 / PDF p. 87.
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A - 03  ·  COURT  RULING

Tributary of the Bolshoy Chuazas and the
Severo-Zapadny dump

Myski City Court · case No. 5-7/2019 · 24 January 2019

What the ruling reproduces

The project decision provided for building the dump on the site of a temporary
watercourse, “with this stream being filled with overburden”.

Inspection Three pits along the former channel.

Water Not recorded during the inspection; a stream flowing out from beneath the dump was not
confirmed by the inspection materials.

Legal limit The conduct of the specific person charged and causation were not established in those
proceedings.

Primary ruling Open the court document

This block does not claim: that water continued to flow from beneath the dump; that a specific person was found responsible; or
that the ruling establishes the watercourse’s final physical condition.

A - 04  ·  ENGINEERING  TRANSFORMATION

Yelanny Naryk

ENGINEERING  TRANSFORMATION

Confirmed

dams crossed the valley and blocked the channel;

operation began in 1997;

a pumping system returning floodwater was
described.

Not established

the river’s complete disappearance;

comparable flow before and after construction;

its condition after deposition ended.

The natural channel was incorporated into an industrial system. That is not proof that the river disappeared completely.

https://sudact.ru/regular/doc/MhxI8zTQxAgC/
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A - 05  ·  EVENT  AND  SUBSEQUENT  REPORTS

Bolshoy Kiyzas: the 2019 landslide
June 2019 The event is confirmed by several reports.

A rockslide blocked the Bolshoy Kiyzas over a stretch estimated in different reports at approximately
700–800 metres.

20 June 2019 Restoration measures were reported.

Reports referred to pumping water and preparing solutions for clearance and restoration.

Outcome Complete restoration has not been established.

The examined material contains no final acceptance certificate, as-built survey or comparable before-
and-after hydrological data.

Archive photographs are not included because the right to reproduce them publicly has not yet been confirmed.

A - 06 . 1  ·  PROJECT  FORECAST  AND  OPEN  OUTCOME

Four environmental impact assessments

Raspadsky IX–XI and Dorozhny
Forecast Changes to the river network, partial or complete disappearance of small

watercourses, cessation of natural flow.

Monitoring Groundwater levels and chemistry; monitoring receiving waters.

Found later The project and programme were found. No comparable public results
series for the named watercourses was found.

Mrassky complex
Forecast Disruption of the natural regime, merging cones of depression,

interception and redistribution of runoff.

Monitoring Wells, water levels, flood measurements and chemical composition.

Found later The programme was found. No open follow-up tables of levels and
chemistry were found.
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A - 06 . 2  ·  PROJECT  FORECAST  AND  OPEN  OUTCOME

Four assessments — continued

Main field of the Mezhdurechensky mine

Forecast Development of a cone of depression and drainage influence.

Monitoring Existing and planned wells, levels, chemical composition and an annual
assessment.

Found later The forecast and programme were found. No public series of annual
assessments was found.

Kiyzassky

Forecast Disruption of the catchment area and channel regime, with possible loss
of small rivers and streams.

Monitoring The environmental-control system set out in the project.

Found later Separate materials concerning different watercourses were found, but not
one series linking baseline condition, forecast and outcome.

Limit: “results were not found in the examined open material” does not mean “monitoring did not take place”.
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A - 07  ·  NEGATIVE  RESULT

Discharge, sample and the river’s physical
condition

THREE  DIFFERENT  DATA  SYSTEMS

Discharge

Volume and
classification of water at
a particular outlet.

≠
Sample

Water quality at a
specific place and time. ≠

Physical condition

Channel, flow, water supply,
catchment and existence of the
object.

None of these indicators can automatically substitute for either of the other two.

Verified outcome
The original strong hypothesis that the disappearance of watercourses directly affected the regional discharge indicator was
not supported.

Why
Official water-use reporting describes outlets and wastewater categories; a sanitary sample records water quality at a point;
the physical condition of a watercourse requires data on its channel, flow, water supply and catchment.

A - 08  ·  CITATION  CHA IN

From “disappeared or became shorter” to
“about 200 disappeared”

2005 G. N. Falkova

Compound wording: “more than 200 streams disappeared or became shorter”.

May 2007 Argumenty i Fakty — Kuzbass

More categorical wording: “about 200 streams disappeared”.

November 2007 Ugol journal

The categorical wording is repeated, alongside a separate figure for the reduction of the active network.



WHERE  THE  WATER  GOES

25

2012 Academic publication

The categorical wording is repeated again.

No reproducible list or consistent counting method was found. Two
hundred cannot be used as a proven number of vanished rivers.

VERIFIA B ILITY

Sources and notes

Primary files and extracted pages are preserved in the research archive. Dead original URLs have not been
silently replaced: archived copies or the status of the link are identified alongside them.

1. Ruling of the Myski City Court of the Kemerovo Region in case No. 5-7/2019, 24 January 2019:
https://sudact.ru/regular/doc/MhxI8zTQxAgC/.

2. “Construction of the Karagailinsky-2 site…”, environmental protection materials, vol. 1.2, appendices
I-1 and I-2: report conclusion — printed p. 84 / PDF p. 85; State Hydrological Institute letter No. 07-
2/766 of 19 August 2005 — printed p. 85 / PDF p. 86; record of 6 July 2006 — printed p. 86 / PDF p. 87:
https://www.ecom.su/bitstream/handle/123456789/817/08-19-%D0%9E%D0%9E%D0%A11.2.pdf?
sequence=2&isAllowed=y. As of 5 October 2026, the link works intermittently; the primary PDF and
extracted pages are preserved in the research archive.

3. N. G. Fomenko, dissertation on waste-dump formation at the Yelanny Naryk hydraulic fill dump, p. 41:
https://misis.ru/files/3519/FomenkoN.G._disser.pdf.

4. Industry article on hydromechanisation and the pumping station, Ugol journal, No. 1, 2010:
https://www.ugolinfo.ru/Free/012010.pdf.

5. Reports on the diversion of the Kyrgay: https://vse42.ru/news/2972660;
https://www.kommersant.ru/doc/2438586. These are consistent reports; the primary project file was not
found in the research archive.

6. Reports on the rockslide and blockage of the Bolshoy Kiyzas:
https://www.myskiadmin.ru/novosti/2019/06/10/12854-na-razreze-kijzasskij-zafiksirovan-shod-
gornyih-ma.html; https://www.interfax-russia.ru/siberia/news/prokuratura-proveryaet-obstoyatelstva-
shoda-opolznya-v-kuzbasse;
https://kuzbass.aif.ru/incidents/v_kemerovskoy_oblasti_opolzen_perekryl_ruslo_reki_bolshoy_kiyzas.

https://sudact.ru/regular/doc/MhxI8zTQxAgC/
https://www.ecom.su/bitstream/handle/123456789/817/08-19-%D0%9E%D0%9E%D0%A11.2.pdf?sequence=2&isAllowed=y
https://www.ecom.su/bitstream/handle/123456789/817/08-19-%D0%9E%D0%9E%D0%A11.2.pdf?sequence=2&isAllowed=y
https://misis.ru/files/3519/FomenkoN.G._disser.pdf
https://www.ugolinfo.ru/Free/012010.pdf
https://vse42.ru/news/2972660
https://www.kommersant.ru/doc/2438586
https://www.myskiadmin.ru/novosti/2019/06/10/12854-na-razreze-kijzasskij-zafiksirovan-shod-gornyih-ma.html
https://www.myskiadmin.ru/novosti/2019/06/10/12854-na-razreze-kijzasskij-zafiksirovan-shod-gornyih-ma.html
https://www.interfax-russia.ru/siberia/news/prokuratura-proveryaet-obstoyatelstva-shoda-opolznya-v-kuzbasse
https://www.interfax-russia.ru/siberia/news/prokuratura-proveryaet-obstoyatelstva-shoda-opolznya-v-kuzbasse
https://kuzbass.aif.ru/incidents/v_kemerovskoy_oblasti_opolzen_perekryl_ruslo_reki_bolshoy_kiyzas
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7. Report on the design of restoration work after the landslide: https://www.interfax-
russia.ru/siberia/news/vosstanovitelnye-raboty-nachali-posle-shoda-opolznya-v-kuzbasskih-myskah.

8. Environmental impact assessment for the Raspadsky IX–XI and Dorozhny sites, pp. 27, 44, 55, 62, 67
and 75. Original URL:
https://mrech.ru/upload/file/ekolog/2018/4650%D0%9F06_%D0%9E%D0%92%D0%A1.pdf; as of 5
October 2026 it returns 404. Archived copy:
https://web.archive.org/web/20250805020757/https://mrech.ru/upload/file/ekolog/2018/4650%D0%9F
06_%D0%9E%D0%92%D0%A1.pdf.

9. Environmental impact assessment for the Mrassky complex, pp. 46 and 83:
https://mrech.ru/media/texteditor/2021/05/31/1_PDo7f7R.pdf.

10. Project for the main field of the Mezhdurechensky open-pit mine, pp. 45 and 57:
https://mrech.ru/upload/file/ekolog/202-2016_P-G_1-5.pdf.

11. Environmental impact assessment for the Kiyzassky open-pit mine, book 1, 2013, pp. 207–208.
Publication page: https://indigenous-russia.com/archives/6817. The original PDF link no longer works;
archived copy: https://web.archive.org/web/20240808002305/https://indigenous-russia.com/wp-
content/uploads/2020/08/%D0%9E%D0%92%D0%A1-
%D0%9A%D0%B8%D0%B8%CC%86%D0%B7%D0%B0%D1%81%D1%81%D0%BA%D0%B8%D
0%B8%CC%86.pdf.

12. Sanitary-monitoring data compiled from official reports and regional materials in the research tables
`05_Таблица_качества_воды.csv` and `25_Публикационные_таблицы_наблюдений.md`. The
exact 2016 and 2019 comparisons appear in the “Water” section of the regional strategy:
https://kemerovo-pravo.ru/zakon/2018/12/26/n-122-oz/. Preserved federal reports from 2002, 2007 and
2009 provide context for the longer series: https://36.rospotrebnadzor.ru/download/gdrf/gdrf2002.pdf;
https://36.rospotrebnadzor.ru/download/gdrf/gdrf2007.pdf;
https://36.rospotrebnadzor.ru/download/gdrf/gdrf2009.pdf.

https://www.interfax-russia.ru/siberia/news/vosstanovitelnye-raboty-nachali-posle-shoda-opolznya-v-kuzbasskih-myskah
https://www.interfax-russia.ru/siberia/news/vosstanovitelnye-raboty-nachali-posle-shoda-opolznya-v-kuzbasskih-myskah
https://mrech.ru/upload/file/ekolog/2018/4650%D0%9F06_%D0%9E%D0%92%D0%A1.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20250805020757/https://mrech.ru/upload/file/ekolog/2018/4650%D0%9F06_%D0%9E%D0%92%D0%A1.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20250805020757/https://mrech.ru/upload/file/ekolog/2018/4650%D0%9F06_%D0%9E%D0%92%D0%A1.pdf
https://mrech.ru/media/texteditor/2021/05/31/1_PDo7f7R.pdf
https://mrech.ru/upload/file/ekolog/202-2016_P-G_1-5.pdf
https://indigenous-russia.com/archives/6817
https://web.archive.org/web/20240808002305/https://indigenous-russia.com/wp-content/uploads/2020/08/%D0%9E%D0%92%D0%A1-%D0%9A%D0%B8%D0%B8%CC%86%D0%B7%D0%B0%D1%81%D1%81%D0%BA%D0%B8%D0%B8%CC%86.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20240808002305/https://indigenous-russia.com/wp-content/uploads/2020/08/%D0%9E%D0%92%D0%A1-%D0%9A%D0%B8%D0%B8%CC%86%D0%B7%D0%B0%D1%81%D1%81%D0%BA%D0%B8%D0%B8%CC%86.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20240808002305/https://indigenous-russia.com/wp-content/uploads/2020/08/%D0%9E%D0%92%D0%A1-%D0%9A%D0%B8%D0%B8%CC%86%D0%B7%D0%B0%D1%81%D1%81%D0%BA%D0%B8%D0%B8%CC%86.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20240808002305/https://indigenous-russia.com/wp-content/uploads/2020/08/%D0%9E%D0%92%D0%A1-%D0%9A%D0%B8%D0%B8%CC%86%D0%B7%D0%B0%D1%81%D1%81%D0%BA%D0%B8%D0%B8%CC%86.pdf
https://kemerovo-pravo.ru/zakon/2018/12/26/n-122-oz/
https://36.rospotrebnadzor.ru/download/gdrf/gdrf2002.pdf
https://36.rospotrebnadzor.ru/download/gdrf/gdrf2007.pdf
https://36.rospotrebnadzor.ru/download/gdrf/gdrf2009.pdf
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13. “We Will Gut This Planet”, Argumenty i Fakty — Kuzbass, No. 18, 2 May 2007:
https://kuzbass.aif.ru/archive/1783819.

14. G. N. Falkova, “Geoecological Problems of Coal-Mining Regions and Ways to Address Them: The
Example of Kuzbass”, dissertation, Kemerovo, 2005; Russian State Library record:
https://search.rsl.ru/ru/record/01002745402. The CORE link to the abstract works intermittently:
https://files01.core.ac.uk/download/53090902.pdf. Accessible backup copy:
https://earthpapers.net/geoekologicheskie-problemy-ugledobyvayushih-regionov-i-puti-ih-resheniya-
na-primere-kuzbassa.

15. E. L. Schastlivtsev and V. E. Bragin, “Geoecological Problems of the Coal-Mining Areas of Kuzbass”,
Ugol journal, No. 11, 2007, p. 60: https://www.ugolinfo.ru/Free/112007.pdf.

16. V. P. Potapov, O. L. Giniyatullina and N. V. Andreeva, “Diagnosis of Water Bodies in a Coal-Mining
Region Using Remote-Sensing Data”, in Water and Environmental Problems of Siberia and Central
Asia, vol. II, Barnaul, 2012, p. 179; full article, pp. 178–182:
https://www.spsl.nsc.ru/FullText/konfe/VodnyeiekologicheskieproblemySibiri_Tom2.pdf.

17. State Report “On the State of the Environment in Kuzbass in 2022”, aggregated series of wastewater
categories for 2011–2022: https://kuzbasseco.ru/wp-
content/uploads/2023/11/Doklad_za_2022_01_07_2023_04.pdf.

18. Procurement listings for the development and revision of a project to divert or straighten the channel of
the Bolshoy Chuazas: 2019 procedure — https://www.tenderguru.ru/tender/42213425; backup listing —
https://vsem-podryad.ru/purchase/y9fe19d78-fc27-4f4b-be2e-dd442572180b/; 2022 procedure —
https://www.b2b-center.ru/market/vybor-podriadnoi-organizatsii-na-razrabotku-proektnoi-
dokumentatsii-dlia/tender-3108364/. The 2022 procedure was cancelled without a contractor being
selected; the listings do not prove that the design or construction work was carried out.

https://kuzbass.aif.ru/archive/1783819
https://search.rsl.ru/ru/record/01002745402
https://files01.core.ac.uk/download/53090902.pdf
https://earthpapers.net/geoekologicheskie-problemy-ugledobyvayushih-regionov-i-puti-ih-resheniya-na-primere-kuzbassa
https://earthpapers.net/geoekologicheskie-problemy-ugledobyvayushih-regionov-i-puti-ih-resheniya-na-primere-kuzbassa
https://www.ugolinfo.ru/Free/112007.pdf
https://www.spsl.nsc.ru/FullText/konfe/VodnyeiekologicheskieproblemySibiri_Tom2.pdf
https://kuzbasseco.ru/wp-content/uploads/2023/11/Doklad_za_2022_01_07_2023_04.pdf
https://kuzbasseco.ru/wp-content/uploads/2023/11/Doklad_za_2022_01_07_2023_04.pdf
https://www.tenderguru.ru/tender/42213425
https://vsem-podryad.ru/purchase/y9fe19d78-fc27-4f4b-be2e-dd442572180b/
https://www.b2b-center.ru/market/vybor-podriadnoi-organizatsii-na-razrabotku-proektnoi-dokumentatsii-dlia/tender-3108364/
https://www.b2b-center.ru/market/vybor-podriadnoi-organizatsii-na-razrabotku-proektnoi-dokumentatsii-dlia/tender-3108364/
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