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Environmental trust fund warrants support

I
n November 2010, the
people of Iowa chose
to amend Iowa’s Con-

stitution and create the Nat-
ural Resources and Out-
door Recreation Trust
Fund.

The trust fund will pro-
vide a permanent and pro-
tected source of funding for
Iowa’s natural resources,
local conservation pro-
grams, watershed protec-

tion, lakes restoration,
trails, natural resources
management and agricul-
ture and land stewardship. 

Though the fund, which
was approved by 63 per-
cent of Iowa voters, exists
by statute, it has yet to re-
ceive any directed  rev-
enue.

Given the degradation of
the environment in Iowa,
this is troubling.

About half of the rivers
and lakes in Iowa don’t
meet water quality stan-
dards, according to Iowa’s
Water & Land Legacy, a
diverse group of organiza-
tions, agencies and individ-
uals working together in
coalition to fund the Natu-
ral Resources and Outdoor
Recreation Trust Fund In
all, the state has lost 1.6
million acres of  wildlife

habitat over 20 years, ac-
cording to IWLL.

A 2014 survey by the
Iowa Natural Heritage
Foundation concluded that
66 percent of Iowans sup-
port a revenue enhance-
ment to fill the trust fund.

By law, funds would be
allocated according to a
strict formula to help en-
sure the trust fund is used
to maximum effect.

As mandated by Iowa
Code, annual reports relat-
ing to the Trust Fund must
be submitted to the General
Assembly.

Given these safeguards, it
behooves the state to see
that the Trust Fund exist as
more than just a theoretical
tool.

We urge the Iowa Legis-
lature to take up the cause
this year.

Would provide revenue for natural resources management in Iowa

As things now stand, the
U.S. Department of Agricul-
ture oversees steaks, chicken
thighs and eggs out of their
shells. The Food and Drug
Administration keeps an eye
on salmon, apples and eggs
in their shells.

Fifteen government enti-
ties now supervise food safe-
ty, including the Centers for
Disease Control and Preven-
tion, the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency and the Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmos-
pheric Administration
(seafood).

President Obama wants to
consolidate all these food
monitoring functions in a
yet-to-be-created Food Safe-
ty Administration. Makes
sense.

It’s not unusual to find in-
spectors from several agen-
cies trooping through the
same processing plants and
other facilities. Some dupli-
cate what others are doing —
or don’t do what they think
others are doing — or do
what the person who came
through the week before
could have done. Streamlin-
ing food safety could also
save the taxpayers and con-
sumers some money.

This could be done with no
loss — and perhaps some
improvement — in this
country’s admirable food
safety record. But that may
not stop food alarmists from
sowing panic. There’s a busi-
ness in spreading fear about
what we eat, often promoting
myths of danger — much as
the anti-vaccination move-
ment has done.

And there are government
employees who see their jobs
as threatened. Of Obama’s
proposal, a USDA inspector
and the head of a government
meat inspectors union com-
plained, “This would drag us
down to (the FDA’s) minus-
cule standards.”

What a good opportunity
to revisit the nonexistent mad
cow crisis of 10 years ago.
Mad cow disease affects the
animal’s brain and spinal
cord. Americans don’t gener-
ally eat those parts, which is
one reason the few who died
from the infected cows were
mostly Europeans.

The other reason is that al-
most no American cow had
the disease. At the time of
maximum hysteria, only one
cow, in Washington state,
was found to be infected —
and it had come from Cana-
da.

Nonetheless, columnist

Paul Krugman spoke of a
“declining credibility of U.S.
food regulation” and asked,
“How did America find itself
back in The Jungle?” That
was a reference to Upton Sin-
clair’s 1906 expose of
Chicago meat processors.

Eric Schlosser, author of
“Fast Food Nation,” wrote
that mad cow disease “con-
fronts the United States with
perhaps its most serious and
complex food-safety threat.”

Actually, no one — not
one person — had ever con-
tracted the human variant of
mad cow disease by eating
from an American cow be-
fore then (or has since). But
in a 2004 op-ed for The New
York Times, Schlosser
jumped all over the USDA
secretary’s spokeswoman for
issuing a press release titled
“Mad Cow Disease Not a
Problem in the U.S.”

This was not about reality,
not any more than are the re-
ports of vaccines causing
profound mental disorders in
children.

If one dislikes the aesthet-
ics of industrialized food pro-
duction, if one objects to mis-
treatment of many farm ani-
mals, if one does not care to
eat meat — we hear you. But
keep the arguments honest.
They are rarely about food
safety.

For the record, fruits and
vegetables typically account
for twice as many cases of
food poisoning in this coun-
try as does meat, according to
the CDC. In recent years,
though 29 percent of the
foodborne illnesses leading
to death have come from eat-
ing meat, 23 percent have
been tied to produce.

Americans aren’t great at
assessing risks. Social media
magnify the significance of
anecdotes, and many stories,
even untrue ones, go viral be-
cause they are colorful.

Any plans to change the
system for keeping food
safe will bring out a variety
of economic interests. Bear
in mind that some of the
economic interests have
nothing to do with food pro-
duction.
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New food agency?

Like it or not, the 2016
presidential race is now
well underway.

Republican candidates
are flocking to Iowa, New
Hampshire and South Car-
olina, while Hillary Clinton,
in-between $200,000
speeches at universities, is
reported to be in seclusion
developing her economic
policies.

It’s easy to get over-
whelmed by minutiae, but
sometimes a twist of events
turns out to be important,
even 12 months away from
the first caucuses and pri-
maries. And of course, al-
ways keep in mind that
most minutiae turn out to be
trivial.

Amid all this, it’s impor-
tant to keep in mind
changes in the broader po-
litical environment —
changes which could make
this electoral cycle different
in some non-trivial way
from the small number of
electoral cycles in the re-
cent past. I see two broad
developments which could
make 2016 different.

One is the increasing
salience of foreign policy
and the increasing discon-
tent with the foreign poli-
cies of the Obama adminis-
tration. This was not the
case in the first Obama
term, when the president
got negative marks on most
domestic issues but passing
grades on foreign policy.

Thus the 2012 Obama
campaign spent little time
or money highlighting the
incumbent’s great policy

achievement, Obamacare. It
highlighted instead his ad-
ministration’s success in
killing Osama bin Laden —
a proxy for the broader ar-
gument that he was ending
disastrous wars in Iraq and
Afghanistan and reducing
the threat of Islamist terror-
ists (never explicitly identi-
fied that way) to tolerable
levels.

Mitt Romney was
ridiculed for calling Russia
our No. 1 geopolitical foe
and for insisting the terror-
ist threat was not quelled.
And of course he brought
no foreign policy experi-
ence to the table.

Now the polls are the oth-
er way around. Obama’s job
rating has risen slightly as
more Americans have come
to believe the economy is
improving. But on foreign
policy, most recently on his
response to the Islamic
State, his ratings are nega-
tive.

This poses problems both
for Hillary Clinton, who
looks more and more to be
the inevitable Democratic
nominee, and for Republi-
can candidates.

Clinton, after all, was
Obama’s secretary of state.

It’s fair to ask her, as Russia
advances into Ukraine, how
her “reset” with Russia
worked. It’s fair to ask if
she still disagrees with Oba-
ma’s decisions not to arm
Syrian rebels and how she
handled diplomatic security
in Benghazi.

It’s fair to ask if she
agrees with many congres-
sional Democrats’ opposi-
tion to Obama’s requested
Authorization to Use Mili-
tary Force against the Is-
lamic State. However she
answers, she’s likely to be
out of line with a significant
part of her party — not op-
timal if you’re trying to
maximize voter turnout.

As for the Republicans,
none of them has much or
any experience in making
or carrying out foreign poli-
cy, though some can speak
more knowledgeably than
others. Republican voters,
once split on foreign policy,
now seem more united after
the Islamic State started be-
heading Americans, burn-
ing prisoners and slaughter-
ing Christians. That’s per-
haps the reason for the
slightly flagging poll num-
bers for the anti-interven-
tionist Rand Paul.

It’s easy for Republicans
to criticize Barack Obama’s
decisions. It’s harder to set
out policies to make the
world safer without worry-
ing voters skittish about
military involvement.

The other major develop-
ment that may make this cy-
cle different is a change in
the minds of Republican

primary voters. In 2010
and 2012, they were in-
clined to support outspo-
ken, even incendiary candi-
dates.

They were reacting angri-
ly not only to President
Obama, whom they hoped
would lose re-election, but
to many of the policies of
George W. Bush. In 2014,
with Obama re-elected and
Hillary Clinton leading in
2016 polls, they chose less-
provocative nominees who
seemed to have better
chances in the general elec-
tion.

There’s evidence in cur-
rent polls that Republican
primary voters seem to be
similarly inclined today.
Ted Cruz, who won a 2012
primary against an “estab-
lishment” candidate and led
the move that resulted in the
government shutdown in
October 2013, is in single
digits, while Scott Walker,
whose fights have been
with Democrats and public
employee unions, has
zoomed into double digits
in Iowa, New Hampshire
and South Carolina.

But that’s minutiae, and
numbers can easily change
many times; the current un-
derlying political atmos-
phere might change, too.
Meanwhile, polling shows
Hillary Clinton against var-
ious Republicans averaging
under 50 percent in seven
Obama states with 79 elec-
toral votes — enough to
have elected Mitt Romney.
Looks like an interesting
cycle.
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2016 environment has shifted
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