Montreal: Location, location, location, when it comes to global environmental issues?
The following Protocol is often noted due to its apparent success in achieving its aims.  Can it be a model for other global environmental issues?  The 2005 Montreal meeting may also ‘spell’ the beginning of a successful global environmental decision?
The Montreal Protocol on Substances That Deplete the Ozone Layer

The Montreal Protocol on Substances That Deplete the Ozone Layer is a landmark international agreement designed to protect the stratospheric ozone layer. The treaty was originally signed in 1987 and substantially amended in 1990 and 1992. The Montreal Protocol stipulates that the production and consumption of compounds that deplete ozone in the stratosphere--chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs), halons, carbon tetrachloride, and methyl chloroform--are to be phased out by 2000 (2005 for methyl chloroform). Scientific theory and evidence suggest that, once emitted to the atmosphere, these compounds could significantly deplete the stratospheric ozone layer that shields the planet from damaging UV-B radiation. The United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP) has prepared a Montreal Protocol Handbook that provides additional detail and explanation of the provisions. (CIESIN's Thematic Guide on Ozone Depletion and Global Environmental Change presents an-in-depth look at causes, human and environmental effects, and policy responses to stratospheric ozone depletion.) 

The Vienna Convention for the Protection of the Ozone Layer (1985), which outlines states' responsibilities for protecting human health and the environment against the adverse effects of ozone depletion, established the framework under which the Montreal Protocol was negotiated. 

Numerous reports, articles, and books have been written about the Montreal Protocol, including the following three frequently cited sources. Morrisette (1989) provides a historical analysis of the science and policy evolution that led to the Montreal Protocol in "The Evolution of Policy Responses to Stratospheric Ozone Depletion." Haas (1991) focuses on the politics behind the Montreal Protocol in "Policy Responses to Stratospheric Ozone Depletion." Benedick (1991), who led the U.S. delegation, offers perhaps the most detailed account of the Montreal Protocol negotiations in Ozone Diplomacy. The preface, introduction, conclusion, and chronology of policy from the book are available here. 

In addition, in "The Fourth Meeting of the Parties to the Montreal Protocol" Rowlands (1993) offers a good historical overview and an update through 1992. 

Montreal Strikes again?
Kyoto: Montreal delegates agree to keep talking 

The Kyoto 40, a group of industrialised nations that includes New Zealand, have agreed to undertake open-ended discussions about what shape the climate control law will take after 2012, when the current protocol that binds them into greenhouse emission reduction targets expires. 

The modest agreement, coming at the end of a two-week UN summit in Montreal attended by thousands, including environment ministers and other key officials from 189 countries, was achieved only at the last moment and sets no deadlines.

Neither does it include any targets.

Still, most hailed it as a triumph because the alternative was not the establishment of tougher targets, as some had hoped, but to see the accord simply wither away in 2012. 

"We got everything we came here to get," Britain's Environment Minister Margaret Becket told told DPA.

A second, parallel agreement was also crafted, under which all nations at the conference, including the United States, will enter an exploratory global "dialogue" on future steps to combat climate change. That proposal specifically rules out "negotiations leading to new commitments," according to the AP.

The dialogue agreement was dismissed as meaningless by some delegates, but hailed by others who said it proved the US was bending to global pressure on climate change. 

“The Bush administration blinked. The world should remember that,” Bill Hare, policy director with Greenpeace International, told the Toronto Star. 

“They miscalculated and underestimated the will of countries to move forward in combatting climate change,” Jennifer Morgan of WWF, formerly the World Wildlife Fund told the TStar.

But the US is already sponsoring -- along with Australia, China and India, among other nations -- a global initiative to do exactly what it signed up to do at Montreal, so the amount of blinking and miscalculation involved is far from clear.

Among the most exuberant delegates at the end of the meeting was Canada's Environment Minister Stéphane Dion, the conference president.

Mr Dion's government has just been rolled in a no-confidence vote and Kyoto is likely to factor into the coming election in a big way.

The costs of meeting Canada's existing commitment to reduce emissions to levels 6% below 1990 levels by 2012 are likely to be staggering, given especially that emissions are currently 24% above 1990 levels and rising.

In a masterful understatement, one Canadian radio news operation said the need to purchase substantial credits on the international carbon market in order to meet that 2012 deadline was "likely to be a hard sell."

That's true in Europe, as well, according to a European Environment Agency report that says the 15 longest-standing members of the EU are likely to cut emissions to just 2.5% below 1990 levels by 2012, rather than achieve their 8% reduction targets. 

In fact, as the BBC reported, EU emissions have actually been rising since the year 2000.

And all of it is likely to come to nothing when the effects of Asia's emerging economies -- driven by coal and oil, using energy-inefficient technologies -- are factored in.

As one scientist told the New York Times: "Even if everybody adhered perfectly to Kyoto, China could wipe that out in maybe six months, nine months."

Much of the pro-Kyoto forces seem to think that US President Bush is the primary obstacle to getting the US on board, but that flies in the face of the fact that the US Senate rejected the protocol under then-President Clinton's watch by an almost unanimous 95-0 vote.

Still, the hope lingers.

"We can't have an effective global regime without the US, but we can move ahead with the discussion about what the regime will be with everyone else at the table, leaving a seat for the US and hoping the US will fill its empty seat," Michael Zammit Cutajar, Malta's ambassador for international environmental affairs, who helped oversee the initial Kyoto negotiations, told the Washington Post. 

"After all, things will change in the US in a few years. There will be a new constellation of forces, and maybe there will be a greater readiness to engage."
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