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 Introduction

Our “Green Tax and Public Finance” class agrees that the Vermont economy should develop in a way that creates jobs and reduces environmental damage.  At present, Vermont’s policy and financial systems actually discourage employment by taxing jobs through employee wages and individual and corporate income. At the same time polluters rarely pay for the costs of the environmental damage they cause and polluting industries receive perverse tax breaks and/or subsides. This ludicrous governance has to end if we are to protect our Green State of Vermont from toxins and contaminants entering our food chain, soil, water and air.  Our class found there is the potential to change Vermont’s policy by taxing or charging fees for environmental damage.  We are calling for a revenue shift from labor to a more efficient use of taxes and fees to tackle the issues of environmental damage.

The focus of my research was to assess the hazardous properties and/or companies responsible for the toxic chemical use on Vermont’s environment. There has been much information gathered on this problem since the 1970’s, yet it has not contributed significantly to any change in behavior. Pesticides are the most hazardous to human health and the environment, are deliberately made to be toxic, and are introduced directly into the environment. Multinational corporations, government agencies, and other players aggressively promote these chemicals in a $35 billion a year industry.  The chemicals used to kill or control insects, weed and diseases are found not only in agriculture, but also in homes and in urban areas.  Pesticides are used everywhere! They are found in crops and carpets, boats and bananas, and their unwanted residues are found in humans, water, food, air and soil. 

Goals

Vermont’s environment and health care have become major concerns to many of its citizens.  I understand that a paramount political goal for Vermont policy makers is economic growth, which is difficult to keep as a high-priority when it comes to promoting public debates about environmental issues too.  My recommendations are produced keeping one eye on holistic and liberal policy changes to accomplish the various environmental and health goals.  At the same time keeping another eye on fiscally conservative recommendations to back up administration requirements with tax and/or fee collections.    
Current Revenues 

Vermont’s current annual fees generate roughly $932,000 not even enough to cover the direct programming and administration costs associated with the pesticide and fertilizer programs.  This is broken down: fertilizer product registration fees at a rate of $15.00 per nutrient, with a maximum of $105.00 per dealer, total $136,000; the company license & application fees for pesticide dealers’ total $41,000; fertilizer tonnage tax at $.25/per ton, with a minimum of $50.00 per distributor, totaling $27,600 annual. This covers annual inspections. The line item product registration fees are $75.00 per product producing an annual total of $727,500. In 2003 the exempted sales for agriculture fertilizers and pesticides accounted for a sales tax loss of $1.1 million.  
Recommendations
Agricultural chemicals pose significant environmental risks and household anti-bacterial and garden products also have direct impacts upon water quality.  My primary recommendation would be to transition gradually with a focus on reduction. Vermont is dependent on farming which is one of the most polluting industries in Vermont, therefore a statewide transition towards organic farming should be a Vermont policy and can be reached by different means. To be sure relief is given to the farmers there is existing data, strategies, and “eco-taxes/fees,” from Sweden, Denmark, Norway, Slovenia, and other European Union (EU) countries as well as the state of California demonstrating the viability of this progressive and idealist undertaking.  Increasing the product registration fees from $75.00 to $350.00 per product will provide approx. $2 million for tax credits and/or financial subsides to assist farmers to move toward organic farming.  This is substantially less the $750.00 fee that California implemented in March of 2004.  The large household product manufacturers argue Vermont’s population cannot justify this increase.  The good news is fewer companies will choose to register their products for sale in Vermont and reduce the toxins into our food chain.  Additionally, increases are passed on to the consumer in the retail price therefore stimulating a behavior change for the consumer to purchase more eco-friendly products.  

By taking less radical steps towards part of the green public organic farming policy I call for doubling the existing fertilizer registration fees, tonnage tax, pesticide licensing and application fees to help solve the problem of nitrates in ground and surface waters.  These increased license and registration fees will sway dependence on chemical fertilizers and pesticides towards organic farming, which the farmers will receive greater profitability in organic markets as substantiated by the countries above.

Legislature shall also require Vermont schools to develop a pesticide educational program for school children that addresses the problems of chemical pesticides used by local authorities, in homes, gardens, recreational fields and public areas. By increasing pesticide and fertilizer green fees as outlined above the citizens of Vermont will generate enough money to institute reform and focus on reducing and eventually eliminate the pesticides, which are creating most of the harm.  A cotton farmer Gera Paul recently converted to organic farming and has this to say: 'while organic farming is more difficult, it saves lives from not using pesticides. We no longer have debt problems. Income is all profit at the end of season. Land and soil are preserved.'

Future Developments
The recommendations above are complete to begin initiatives yet they are just the beginning.  Further developments in reform, which promote a basic Green Tax principle, should be ultimately considered ( go up stream to the chemical manufacture.  This development of a gradient tax infrastructure like the excise tax used for CO2s, will increase the retail cost on chemicals to increase. This will stimulate the private sector to reduce its dependency by reducing use and providing incentives for the development of alternative chemicals. This is what we are striving for.  Vermont policy makers should require most manufacturers, producers, and importers to pay the proposed excise tax on the sale or use of chemicals in the production process. Other countries are currently using this infrastructure for their eco-tax programs.  Unfortunately this tax is not an current option for Vermont because Vermont does not have the federal authority required to ban certain chemicals like the EU.  

The United States was successful with the chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs) excise tax because of the international "Montreal Protocol on Substances that Deplete the Ozone Layer." The Protocol went into effect in 1989 and it required the United States to control the production and consumption of ozone-depleting chemicals.  The strategy was phased-in over a four-year period and was determined by multiplying a base tax amount (per chemical weight) by an "environmental –externality factor." Chemical depleting factors were calculated through a comparison of the ozone depletion that occurred from the dispersion of one kilogram of a given chemical when compared to externality. This is the best green tax system to achieve the ultimate environmental and health care goals in Vermont. 

Conclusion  

     The above recommendations are proposed with the understanding that when it comes to change, Janet Milne writes, “Changes will require political will.”  Vermont’s decision-makers are already involved in discussions regarding green tax revenues and uphold progressive ideologies for influencing issues of social responsibility, business ethics and human well-being. When Martin Luther King speaks about “Leadership” he is quoted, “An effective vision may provide an effective mechanism that can truly overcome the natural human tendency to resist change. Your assembly will prosper or die as a result of your ability to create, embody, and communicate a vision.”
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