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Solving the Border Issues of the USA and Canada
in the Field of Joint Use of Water Resources

Abstract. The relevance of the research topic is justified by the fact that the USA and Canada have significant fresh water
reserves, but they also experience a shortage of this resource, despite the fact that they are among the top five countries
with the richest water resources in the world. In order to ensure the water security of the region and preserve the Great
Lakes in a favorable condition, the United States and Canada have worked closely together for many years and share the
fresh water resources of the Great Lakes, which is an example for other countries of the world. Based on relevance, the main
goal of the article is the analysis of urgent border issues of the USA and Canada in the field of joint use of water resources.
It is shown that the USA and Canada have adopted 21 legally binding documents, which recognize that these countries
have a responsibility to all people currently living on our planet and to future generations to ensure the safety of this water
source in the interests of all mankind, and that a balanced ecosystem approach is used in these countries as part of the
climate change adaptation measures. It has been found that since the 1980s, concern has arisen in both countries that the
diversion of Great Lakes water outside the basin area may impose negative consequences for the ecosystem and limit the
possibilities of using these water reserves in the future. It has been proven that the effectiveness of the Boundary Waters
Treaty of 1909 and the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement has decreased in the conditions of increasing competition
for water resources in North America. The fact is substantiated that the current management and control system of the
Great Lakes waters under the 1909 Treaty is the best of all existing systems, although it requires improvement. On the
one hand, the USA and Canada become increasingly aware of the value of their wealth called the “Great Lakes”, but on
the other hand, many trends indicate that the goal of states becomes joint cooperation for the purpose of preserving and
enriching water resources as well as privatization and ensuring control over territories, including water, to meet their own
needs. Besides the irrational use of water, which is observed both in water-poor regions of the United States and in water-
rich regions of Canada, both sides of the border lack of vision for a unified water pricing policy. The article has practical
significance for Ukraine, since the experience of the USA and Canada can be useful as an example of solving urgent
problems in the field of providing our country with fresh water and preserving water resources

Keywords: cooperation, irrational use of water, Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement, border issues, environmental
problems, international agreements

Introduction

Water is the most important life support resource on Earth.
The economic development of both individual countries
and regions depends on its availability. The uneven distri-
bution of fresh water reserves on the continents often be-
came the cause of political, economic and social conflicts.
The main problematic issues include the fact that
interstate water relations were previously limited to the
shipping and trade matters. As from the middle of the
19% century, the aspects of water quality, water intake,
transboundary impact of pollution and other issues re-
quiring legal regulation become relevant. Since then and
as of now, the situation regarding the water quality of the
Great Lakes basin has been continuously monitored.

The article is primarily aimed at the analysis of
pressing border issues of the USA and Canada in the field
of joint use of water resources.

The topic of border issues of the USA and Canada
in the field of joint use of water resources requires more
attention of researchers and is not sufficiently researched.
The authors who stand out among those investigating
problematic issues in the field of joint use of water re-
sources in the USA and Canada include the scientific works
of P. Gleick “Global freshwater resources: Soft-Path solu-
tions for the 21™ century” [8], ]. Linton and N. Hall “The
Great Lakes: A model of trans-boundary cooperation” [12],
S. Harry “Water in Canada: Myths and realities” [6] and
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A. Kataeva “Interaction between the USA and Canada
regarding the exploitation of the Great Lakes water re-
sources” [13], etc.

Today, due to the population growth and the in-
crease in the water needs of industry and agriculture,
the problem of water supply and preservation of water
reserves is becoming more acute. As of now, countries
with different political and economic development levels
are vulnerable to the scarcity of such a resource as fresh
water. The USA and Canada experience a shortage of this
resource, despite the fact that they are among the top five
countries with the richest water resources in the world [1].
The USA and Canada have been working together for many
years to ensure the region's water security and preserve
the Great Lakes in proper condition.

Various water consumption organizations in the
USA and Canada explain that the issues related to the
prevention of pollution of water resources are caused by
intensity of consumption, depletion and reproduction of
water resources. Massive consumption of fresh water in
Canada is primarily related to energy production and in-
dustry, while the main consumers in the USA are industry
and agriculture. In this context, not only the lack of drink-
ing water is noted, but also its pollution. Indigenous com-
munities in Canada have struggled for decades with poor
and unsafe water, affecting tens of thousands of people.
Despite government promises to improve water treatment
facilities, dozens of local reserves across Canada still lack
clean drinking water. In December 2021, the Canadian gov-
ernment allocated 8 billion Canadian dollars (5.6 billion
euros) after several First Nations communities filed class
action lawsuits seeking damages for decades of poor water
quality. The Canadian government is also trying to replace
existing water laws to create more equitable management
of the country's drinking water systems [2]. In general, the
causes of issues related to drinking water can be both eco-
nomic and political in nature. The expansion of production
requires actions aimed at preserving water resources, but
most often it occurs without implementing systems for
further conservation and limiting water consumption.

The Great Lakes Basin of North America is one of
the largest water reservoirs in the world containing 21%
of the world's fresh water reserves [3]. The Great Lakes are
home to US metropolitan areas: Chicago, Milwaukee, Buf-
falo, Cleveland, Detroit. This region is also home to To-
ronto, Canada's second largest city. The Great Lakes are
connected to the Mississippi River basins by a system of
navigable canals that begins at Lake Erie (Chicago area)
and runs through the Hudson River. More than 150 rivers
and lakes, including the Great Lakes, are located along the
common border between the USA and Canada.

Problems and Prospects of Cooperation
in the Field of Protection
and Maintenance of Water Quality

For the most effective cooperation in the field of protec-
tion and maintenance of water quality, the Framework
Boundary Waters Treaty was signed between the USA and
Great Britain in 1909, since Canada remained a British do-
minion at that time [4]. The most important factor in the

signing of the treaty was the diversion of the Chicago River
made by the Americans. It was aimed at preventing sewage
from the city of Chicago, which could not be treated at that
time, from entering Lake Michigan, which was the source
of drinking water for this city. In 1990, the construction of
a new canal was completed, thanks to which the Chicago
River began to flow in the opposite direction: from Lake
Michigan through the Chicago and Illinois rivers to the
Mississippi River and further south to the Gulf of Mexico.
On the one hand, this made it possible to reduce the epi-
demic threat in Chicago, where 90 thousand people, which
was almost 10% of the city's population, died of cholera in
1885 due to the fact that water intake was carried out from
the same source where untreated sewage was discharged.
On the other hand, as a result of the diversion of the Chi-
cago River, the level of Lake Michigan decreased by almost
15 cm, which led to the deterioration of water supply to
settlements along the shores of the Great Lakes, including
those in Canada [5].

Many controversial situations have arisen over time,
which cannot be resolved solely by this document. To re-
solve disputes, the International Joint Commission (IJC)
was created, which is empowered to resolve conflicts. This
body has the right to make decisions regardless of the
state's position. States are obliged to implement the de-
cisions made by the Commission. The 1944 Treaty states
that “boundary waters are an invaluable resource belong-
ing to the peoples of Canada and the United States” and
that the governments of both countries “are responsible
for managing these resources and ensuring a safe and
abundant supply of clean water” [6].

The US economy began to develop especially inten-
sively after the Second World War, when an unprecedented
growth of industry was observed. Industrial, household and
other sewage flowed into water bodies without any treatment.
The oxygen content in the lakes decreased significantly, fish
began to die [7]. The concentration of mercury, pesticides
and other pollutants many times exceeded the permissible
norm. The use and discharge of toxic chlorine-containing
compounds (DDT, PCBs) and synthetic fertilizers into water
systems led to their introduction into food chains.

In the late 1960s, 40% of the US water system
could not be used for fishing or swimming due to water
pollution. At the same time, large volumes of pollutants
were discharged into the Great Lakes. In particular, in the
early 1970s, Lake Erie became practically “dead” due to
intense pollution. Until the beginning of 1970, the lakes
were polluted with harmful substances due to insufficient
treatment of industrial wastewater as well as fertilizer and
waste present in surface runoff. Thus, during this period, the
waters of Lake Erie had excess phosphorus, algae blooms
and decreased fish population. Local aquatic species were
particularly affected [7].

Adopted in 1909, the Treaty provides for a system
of joint management of divided waters, in which one can-
not obtain a unilateral advantage, since decisions are made
by voting of the Specially Authorized Parties to the Treaty,
which are represented in the IJC on a parity basis. Actions
that may cause adverse consequences are blocked by the
voting mechanism, which is the indisputable advantage

Foreign Affairs, Vol. 32, No. 2
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of decisions of the IJC over federal court decisions [8]. The
Commission intensified its consideration of environmental
protection issues after World War II, as public concern grew
in both countries about the Great Lakes water quality. In
1964, the governments of the USA and Canada addressed
the Commission with a request on this issue. The 1970 IJC
final report prepared in response to a request contained a
comprehensive assessment of pollution in Lakes Erie and
Ontario as well as specific recommendations for achieving
“water quality improvement goals” [9].

In 1972, the Agreement on the quality of waters in
the Great Lakes and joint actions for their improvement
was signed [10]. The USA and Canada decided to conduct
joint work on treating the Great Lakes, which resulted not
only in water quality improvement, but also sharply re-
duced the discharge of pollutants. In 1978, amendments
were introduced to the Agreement, which requires applying
an ecosystem approach in the implementation of environ-
mental protection measures and fight against persistent
chemical pollutants. The Protocol to the 1987 Agreement [11]
defines that the priorities of the environmental protection
policy include the reduction of phosphate load, pollution
coming from the air and from land, as well as the preven-
tion of bottom pollution in order to prevent secondary pol-
lution of groundwater. The planned measures resulted in a
reduction in the discharge of toxic chemicals into the lake.
At the end of the 1980s, the content of toxic substances in
water was reduced by 82%. But in 1990, the situation wors-
ened again. Acid rain has been recognized as a factor that
constantly negatively affects the quality of water in the
Great Lakes. It was found out that up to 96% of chlorine
enters the water from the atmosphere. According to Noah
Hall, the relevance of transboundary water cooperation
between the USA and Canada is obvious. The Agreement
should be preserved and revised, as the Commission does
not have sufficient leverage to resolve disputes in this area
between states [12].

In the early 1990s, the USA and Canada, continuing
their cooperation to preserve the water resources of the
Great Lakes, formed the Great Lakes Binational Toxics
Strategy. This project envisages the implementation of
joint measures to replace highly toxic chemicals in indus-
trial cycles with low-toxic ones, with the gradual abandon-
ment of substances dangerous to human health and the en-
vironment. Many experts highly appreciate the cooperation
between the USA and Canada on the issue of preserving the
Great Lakes, however, despite a number of joint measures
aimed at implementing plans to prevent pollution and de-
pletion of water resources, there are still serious differences
in the process of implementing the joint Strategy. The main
reason for such disagreements is the different interests of
the states. The issue of water export and import is acute.
Canada is the owner of territories where problems with water
supply are minimal, while the USA is interested in ensuring
that water is constantly supplied to arid areas, such as the
west and southwest of the country [13].

In September 2012, the USA and Canada agreed to
introduce further amendments to the bilateral 1978 Great
Lakes Water Quality Agreement [14]; previous amendments
to this Agreement were adopted in 1983 and 1987. On
the one hand, the adoption of such amendments meant
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a significant change in the environmental dimension of
US foreign policy. After all, for the first time an agreement
of this kind included a requirement to correlate the wa-
ter management measures with the goals and objectives
of international cooperation on the climate change issue.
Before the administration of B. Obama came to power, the
USA refused to include theses on climate change in inter-
national agreements on environmental protection issues.
However, just as in previous editions of the Agreement,
the new edition does not contain specific obligations of
the parties to reduce water pollution, such as norms for
the maximum content of mercury in water. As a result, as
stated by J. Bruce and K. Wood, the quality of water in the
Great Lakes continues to decrease [15].

In 2004, the International Law Association (Wa-
ter Resources Committee) summarized the international
experience on the use of transboundary water bodies in
a new document called the “Berlin Rules on Water Re-
sources” [16]. Most of its provisions can be applied to both
surface and underground waters, with the exception of sea
waters. These rules express both the legal norms currently
in force and the trends of their development. They indi-
cate that “Basin states shall cooperate in good faith in the
management of waters of the international drainage basin
for mutual benefit” [17, p. 11], “states within their territory
manage the waters of the international drainage basin in
a fair and reasonable manner, with due consideration of
the obligation not to cause significant harm to other basin
states” [16, p. 12]. The list of factors that are taken into
account when determining the fair and reasonable use of a
watercourse [16, p. 13] was supplemented by the sustain-
ability of planned or existing uses and minimization of
damage to the environment.

Modern international water relations law is based
on the common interests of the states of the transbound-
ary water body. When using it, the basin approach should
be applied, i.e. the water system is considered as a whole
for the neighboring (coastal) states, while preserving their
national sovereignty. Any interaction between states that
share water resources should be peaceful and should be
carried out on the principles of reciprocity, recognition of
the integrity of the basin of the transboundary water body
and the most rational use of water resources for the com-
mon good of these states. States should exchange relevant
information, notify each other of planned activities capa-
ble of causing significant damage, and resolve disputes
peacefully. Neighboring states conclude agreements in the
field of water cooperation, develop and implement meas-
ures aimed at using and protecting transboundary water
bodies (according to the basin principle) [18].

Solving Urgent Issues of Conserving
the Great Lakes Water Reserves

In the context of the restrictive policies of the International
Joint Commission governing the Great Lakes of the United
States and Canada, there were two important transbound-
ary studies on adaptation to climate change. These are the
“Great Lakes St. Lawrence River basin sustainable water re-
sources agreement (1999-2005)” [19] and the “International
Upper Great Lakes study (2007-2012)” [20]. Both comprehen-
sive studies were carried out by an independent binational
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Scientific Research Council with the participation of the
Advisory Group comprising interested public representa-
tives and technical support groups, each of which included
about 200 scientists, engineers, ecologists and economists.

Both studies were aimed at improving the rules of
regulation and rational use of lake resources in the inter-
ests of more effective execution of the tasks established
in the 1909 Treaty (ensuring navigation, generation of hy-
droelectric power, municipal water supply and irrigation).
In addition, it was envisaged to improve the functioning of
the ecosystem, the movement of recreational vessels and
recreation, the reduction of erosion and damage caused by
natural disasters. This requires improving management,
taking into account historical data on the water level in
the lakes and inflows of water into them, developing cli-
mate change scenarios. Specific tasks are set in the pre-
scriptions of the Scientific and Research Council con-
cerning both studies: to ensure the maximum economic
and ecological sustainability of the system, to improve its
socially significant characteristics and to develop differ-
ent measures for fair distribution of benefits (the benefits
of one sector should not be achieved at the expense of
another sector). In particular, it was established that all
recommended solutions had to be effective under several
climate change scenarios, and the proposed management
solutions should include adaptation mechanisms capable
of responding to short-term unexpected situations and
being flexible in order to quickly adapt to changing water
and climate regimes [21].

The proposed solutions made it possible to improve
key indicators of the state of the ecosystem, expand the
possibilities of recreational shipping (a multibillion-dollar
business) and reduce coast damage caused by floods. Tangi-
ble results were achieved thanks to the use of flexible rules
for the operational regulation of water resources in com-
bination with a comprehensive adaptive plan, the central
elements of which included measures aimed at regulating
the situation on land, such as new floodplain zoning rules,
flood warning mechanisms and a number of other manage-
ment measures on the level of local authorities [21].

Finally, long-term adaptation plans were developed
that take into account the consequences of unforeseen
climate changes, which cannot be eliminated by water
level regulation alone and in connection with which the
participation of authorities at other levels is required in
the implementation of adaptation options related to land
infrastructure (land use regulations , land zoning criteria,
rules for conducting construction works on flooded lands,
evacuation plans in case of emergency situations, etc.).
Each of the mentioned plans was approved and adopted
by the International Joint Commission that manages the
Great Lakes water resources, as well as the governments of
Canada and the USA [21].

Since the 1980s, concern has arisen in both coun-
tries that the diversion of Great Lakes water beyond their
basin territory may have negative consequences for the
ecosystem and limit the possibilities of using the corre-
sponding water in the future [18]. An urgent border issue
in the relations between the USA and Canada has become
the fact that the large-scale use of water resources in the

USA and the inhabited part of Canada has led to serious
environmental and socio-economic problems, primarily
the pollution of surface and underground waters. There
are discussions about the possibility of transferring water
resources from the Great Lakes to the Mississippi River to
meet the needs during the hot period of the year in the USA.
At the same time, the intensification of agriculture and the
growth of urban settlements and the population in general
have led to a large-scale increase in diffused pollution as a
result of stormwater runoff from urban areas, the washing
off excess fertilizers, pesticides and herbicides and other
chemical from agricultural fields, pastures and livestock
complexes. According to experts, this type of diffused pol-
lution has become a new challenge in the last two decades
for the North American continent [19].

In the period between 2001 and 2005, eight US
states within the Great Lakes basin negotiated and signed
an innovative document — Great Lakes St. Lawrence River
Basin Sustainable Water Resources Agreement. Accord-
ing to it, the possibilities of water diversion outside the
Great Lakes basin are significantly limited. Even smaller
communities located in the area between the Great Lakes
and other river drainage basins are required to adhere to
high standards of water protection in order to access wa-
ter sources that are located only a few kilometers from the
territory of the respective communities [19]. The impor-
tant factors during these negotiations included climate
change, which the Agreement proponents used to justify
their proposal to limit the range of users of the basin wa-
ters, which contain one fifth of all the world's fresh water
resources, only to users within this basin. Agreement pro-
ponents have used the support of a binational body (the
International Joint Commission (IJC)) created on the basis
of the 1909 Boundary Waters Treaty between the USA and
Canada to advocate for a balanced, ecosystem-based water
management approach. Based on requests from the gov-
ernments of the countries participating in the Agreement,
the IJC is empowered to conduct investigations and make
recommendations on cross-border issues. To prepare rele-
vant recommendations, the IJC appoints an expert council
with an equal number of participants from each country
participating in the Agreement. In 1999, the governments
of the USA and Canada agreed to the development of an
arbitration decision of the IJC on the issue of water with-
drawal from the Great Lakes basin. In the 2000 IJC report
on the said appeal, experts concluded that the Lakes are
“highly sensitive to climate variability” and, referring to
global climate change, recommended a restrictive, weight-
ed approach to water withdrawal from the Lakes basin [23].

The Treaty on the Columbia River, the length of
which is approximately 2,000 km, turned out to be impor-
tant; the height difference between the source of the river
in Lake Columbia and its mouth is 820 meters. The rivers
mainly flow from Canada to the USA. However, the Koot-
enay River first flows south to the United States, then re-
turns to the territory of Canada and flows into the main
channel of the Columbia River. The main channel of the
Columbia River system and the Kootenay River system ac-
count for less than 15% of the total area of the Columbia
River basin. However, these rivers account for approximately
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35% of the total water flow in the Portland area, which be-
comes up to 50% during flood periods. The waters of the
Canadian part of this basin directly flow into Roosevelt
Lake, a reservoir near the Grand Coulee Dam, and decisively
influence electricity generation at the large power plant of
the same name. The upper Columbia River system and the
Kootenay River system have a high variability of seasonal
water flow: in the period of maximum water level (in June),
water flow is more than 40 times greater than the volume
of flow during the low water season (in January). The an-
nual runoff volume is subject to significant (up to fourfold)
changes [21]. The Columbia River Treaty (negotiations for
its conclusion continued from 1961 to 1964) focused on
flood control, power generation in the Canadian part of
the Columbia River basin and four “treaty dams” managed
on the basis of intra-basin decisions. According to the said
Treaty, Canada provides reservoir capacity of 15.5 million
acre feet, and the United States paid Canada 64.4 million
dollars for half the previous flood damage avoided over
60 years (until 2024) under “guaranteed annual flood action
plans”. It is envisaged that the USA may request Canada to
take additional urgent flood control measures with the pay-
ment of additional compensation to Canada for the relevant
services, but no such requests have been received so far [22].

The USA and Canada share the benefits of the im-
plementation of estimated energy opportunities in the
USA on an equal basis, which are associated with flow
regulation at the projects located in Canada that are cov-
ered by the Columbia River Treaty. Benefits in the form
of increased electricity generation are calculated based
on forecasts of optimal, not actual, electricity generation.
Therefore, regardless of how the USA decides to actually
operate its dams, Canada will receive 50% of the projected
agreed electricity and reservoir volumes. The USA has un-
dertaken to annually provide Canada with half of the elec-
tricity, which, according to calculations, can be conducted
by using the capacity of the reservoir provided for by the
Treaty on the territory of Canada; the value of such sup-
plies currently amounts to approximately $250-350 million
per year [22].

According to the Treaty, the USA was allowed to
build the Libby Dam, which was constructed in 1973 and
the reservoir of which (Koocanoosa) extends 67 km into
the territory of the British Columbia province in Canada.
No direct compensation has been provided to Canada, but
it benefits from the regulated flow of water from the Libby
Dam, which feeds Canadian HPPs along the Kootenay River in
British Columbia and helps control flooding of the Kootenay
and Columbia Rivers [22].

Conclusions

Thus, the Great Lakes are one of the largest sources of fresh
water in the world, supplying millions of people and ac-
counting for half of the trade between the USA and Cana-
da. Therefore, there is a threat of conflicts provoked by the
water issue between the two countries. In particular, new
hydroelectric plants in the James Bay that were designed
to supply water to the northeastern part of the United
States create an environmental threat to the population of
Canada. Large amounts of sulfur and nitrogen still enter
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Canada's fresh waters and soils from the American industrial
centers. Although emissions of pollutants have decreased
over time, the waters of the Lakes still contain large amounts
of harmful substances and may continue to have an oxi-
dizing effect. The surrounding soil becomes unsuitable for
the growth of forests due to the high alkali level, which,
in turn, inhibits the process of water purification from
oxidation.

In 2006, the United States organized an armed guard
of the Great Lakes, justifying its actions by the fact that
water is a resource of the future and that further lowering
of the water level in the Great Lakes threatens the national
security of the United States. Canada condemns such uni-
lateral actions because existing treaties provide for joint
solutions to any issues related to the Great Lakes secu-
rity. The governors of several northern US states ignored
the IJC principles, which controls the water quality of the
Great Lakes, by adopting an amendment to the agreement
on the diversion of water for new US settlements.

The effectiveness of the 1909 Treaty and the Great
Lakes Water Quality Agreement is declining under condi-
tions of competition for water resources in North America.
Against this background, it must be recognized that the
Great Lakes water management and control system of
1909 is the best of all known joint projects, although it
requires improvement. The current demands create a need
to develop new programs and review policy priorities to
improve water quality. The establishment of numerous
institutions, organizations and communities that govern
the Great Lakes adversely affect the implementation of the
agreed principles. Even members of the US Congress and
the Canadian Parliament hesitate to answer the question
of what is the difference in the competence of these or
other organizations operating in the field of exploitation
and conservation of water resources of the Great Lakes?

Therefore, the USA and Canada are becoming in-
creasingly aware of the value of their common wealth
called the “Great Lakes”, and there are a number of trends
that indicate that the goal of the states is cooperation
aimed at preserving and enriching water resources, while
privatization and ensuring control over territories, in par-
ticular, water ones, have to satisfy their own, separate needs
at the same time. The problem of irrational water use is
observed both in the water-poor regions of the USA and
in the water-rich regions of Canada. Both sides of the bor-
der lack of vision for a unified water pricing policy. At the
current stage, consideration of the issue of improving the
joint water use regime in the region has been delayed. Af-
ter the 2015 Canada elections and 2016 USA elections, the
following rounds of negotiations on the water issue did not
take place. Canada's environmental policy has maintained
its focus on energy imperatives since the Liberal adminis-
tration came to power. The US Republican administration
of D. Trump and the activities of his Environmental Protec-
tion Agency did not provide positive signals in the field of
environmental protection and natural resources depletion
prevention. The current progress on the important issue
of shared use of water resources is associated with the po-
sition of the J. Biden administration, which is expected to
take active actions in this area.
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The main directions for further development in-
clude studying the conflict of interests of countries that
own transboundary water resources. In this context, the
USA and Canada created and support the mechanism of
the Boundary Waters Treaty, which, subject to the nec-
essary periodic updates, quite effectively allows settling

the economic and political contradictions of these states
in modern conditions based on the coinciding ecological
interests of both parties. In the future, the militarization
of the Great Lakes region may become one of the factors
complicating the relations between the two countries on
water resources issues.
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Bupimenna npukopaoHaux npoosem CIIIA i Kanagu
B cepi cIiyIbHOTO BUKOPUCTAHHSA BOHUX PECypPCiB

Anortauis. [TokasaHo, o Taki, kpaiuu sk CIIIA i Kanaga 3abe3mnedeHi 3HAUHMMM 3amiacaMy MPiCHOI BOM, OJHAK i BOHU
BimuyBaioTh AedillUT IbOTO pecypcy, He3Baykalouy Ha Te, 10 BOHYM BXOASATH B IepINy ITSTipKy Haii6araTIinx BOTHUMM
pecypcaMu KpaiH cBiTy. 3 MeTolo 3abe3leueHHsT BOJHOI 6e3MeKky perioHy, 36epeskeHHsT BeMKuX 03ep B CIIPUSTINBOMY
crani CIIIA i KaHaza TicHO CITiBIIpaIliol0Th ITPOTIroM 6araThOX poKiB. 3amacamu mpicHoi Boay Benukux o3ep Kanazga i CIIA
KOPMCTYIOTBHCSI CIiJIBHO. Y IIMX ABOX KpaiHaX MPUITHSTI OPUANYHO 060B’I3KOBi 21 TOKYMEHTH, B IKMX BM3HAEThCS, 1[0 HA
IMX KpaiHax JIEKUTD BiATIOBigambHICTh Mepeq yciMa JIIoabMU, 110 HUHI KUBYTh Ha Hallliil TUTaHeTi i mepen, Man6yTHIMMU
TTOKOJIIHHSIMU 32 3a6e3IeueHHsI CXOPOHHOCTI LIbOTO JiykKepesia BOAY B iHTepecax BChOTO JIIOACTBA, i B IIMX KpaiHax B paMKax
3ax0fiB afamnTallii 40 3MiHM KJIiMaTy 3aCTOCOBYETBHCS 3BakeHMI ekocucreMHuil migxin. [Toumnaioum 3 1980-x pp. B
060X KpaiHax BMHMKIIA CTypOOBaHICTh 3 IPUBOAY TOTO, IO BifBeleHHS BOAV Belnkux o3ep 3a MeXi TepuTopii 6aceiiny
LIMX 03€p MOXKe MaTy HeraTMBHI HACTIIKM JJIsST eKOCUCTEeMM i OOMEKUTY MOSKJIMBOCTI BUKOPUCTAHHS BiIIOBiIHUX BOJ,
B MaiibyTHbOMY. [IOBE[IEHO, 110, B YMOBaX KOHKYpEHIIii, 1[0 3aroCTPIOETHCS 3a BOOHI pecypcu B IliBHiuHii Amepuiii
edextuBHicTb JloroBopy 1909 p. i Yromu 3 skocTi Bog, Benukux o3ep 3HMKYEThCs. Ha 11boMy ™11 HEOOXiHO BU3HATY TOi
(axT, 110 Ha ChOTOAHIIIHIN TeHb CHCTeMa YIIPaBJIiHHS i KOHTPOMIOBaHHS Bog, Bennkux O3ep 1909 p. € Haltkpaloro 3 ycix
IilouMx, Xoua i morpebye BOOCKOHATIEHHS. 3 OMHOTO 60Ky, choromHi CIIIA i KaHaga Bce 6iblile yCBiJOMITIOIOTH I[iHHICTh
CBOTO GaraTCTBa ITiJ Ha3BOW «Benuki o3epa», 3 iHIIOTO GOKY, 6araTo TEHIEHIIili TOBOPSATH MPO Te, IO METOI0 JepyKaB
CTa€ CITiTbHE CITIBPOOGITHUIITBO 3 METOIO 36epeskeHHs i 36araueHHsT BOMHMX PECYpCiB, a MPUBATK3allisl Ta 3a6e3MeYeHHs
KOHTPOJIIO Haj, TEPUTOPISIMM, B TOMY UMCJIi BOIHMMM, IJISI 3aJ0BOJIEHHSI BiacHMX IOTpe6. KpiM HepalioHaJIbHOTO
BUKOPMCTAHHS BOIMY, SIKE CIIOCTEPIraeThCs SIK B 6igHMX Bomoto perioHax CIIIA, Tak i B 3a6e3meueHnx BOOHUMM pecypcaMmu
perionax Kanaau, o o6uaBa 60Ky KOpAOHY KOHCTATYEThCS BiZICYTHICTh 6aueHHsT €AMHOT O TUKY I[iHOYTBOPEHHS Ha BOIY
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