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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
Like many institutions of higher learning, the Claremont Colleges are resource intensive.  One area 
of notable impact can be found in the office products purchased by the academic and 
administrative departments across the five colleges.  Thousands of reams of paper, hundreds of 
ink and toner cartridges, and countless pens and markers – to name but a few items – flow through 
this rushing river of supplies.  Though these supplies are often ignored in efforts to move toward 
greater sustainability, every product, every sheet of paper and each ballpoint pen, has an 
ecological impact.  We set out to determine, to the greatest extent possible, the environmental 
impacts of the office supplies purchased across the 5C’s.  Moreover, we sought to provide 
plausible alternatives, ones that would make both economic and ecological sense.  
 
We believe major steps could be taken to “green” the Claremont Colleges’ office supply stream, 
and these changes could be implemented simply and immediately.  The most valuable aspect of 
this report, we believe, lies in the clear and plausible opportunities it lays out for the Colleges to 
move toward greater sustainability.  Through a combination of smart administrative policy 
decisions and targeted education of those directly responsible for purchasing, significant positive 
environmental impacts could be had within the next academic year – and for years to come.  
 
In the report to follow, there will be five main areas of focus: 
 

• We will provide a brief overview of the state of office product purchasing at each of the five 
undergraduate colleges.  This section will focus on the general office supply purchasing 
setup at each school, and what – if any – environmental considerations are included in 
each college’s purchasing policy.   

 
• The ecological impacts of the office supplies purchased at the Claremont Colleges will be 

examined.  Here we explain the products on which the majority of this report focuses, some 
of their environmental impacts, and the limitations in determining these impacts.  

 
• Based on our research, we will recommend simple policy improvements that administrators 

at the Colleges could enact in order to “green” the office supply stream.   
 
• Specific product alternatives will be presented; these alternatives are relevant both to 

administrative assistants and to central purchasing bodies at the schools (e.g. Duplicating 
Services).  Here both environmental and economic concerns are considered - we focus on 
products with the highest throughput in order to maximize positive environmental effects, 
and price comparisons are included to provide economically reasonable “green” 
alternatives.  

 
• Further components of the ideal “Green Office” will be described.  This section is intended 

to voice innovative ideas that may be worthy of further exploration and consideration, 
though some may not be feasible in the immediate future.  

 
Our hope is that this report will be used as a tool to begin the important process of minimizing the 
environmental impacts of the office supply resources used at the Claremont Colleges.  We thank 
you for taking the time to read this document, and more importantly, for your efforts to make the 
5Cs more sustainable institutions of higher education. 
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Part I  –  Current State of Affairs of Office Product Purchasing at 
the 5Cs 
 
 
Claremont McKenna College 
 
Many – perhaps most – office supplies are ordered centrally at Claremont McKenna 
College.  They are purchased through Pitzer Hall Faculty Support West or CMC Bauer 
Faculty Support and distributed to the various academic departments.  However, each 
department also purchases smaller and specialized items such as pens, ink cartridges, 
etc, from their own allotted budgets.  The college orders a significant amount of office 
supplies from Inland Office Products Corporation, a locally-based vendor.  The exact 
percentage of supplies purchased from Inland Office is indeterminable according to IOP 
representative Joe Reyes, but he very tentatively estimates that this figure may be as high 
as 75%.1 
 
CMC has no central directive to buy recycled materials of any kind, although some 
recycled materials are purchased independently by departments.  We were unable to find 
any purchases of copy paper containing recycled content at the college, nor any 
widespread examples of the purchasing of recycled ink cartridges, writing utensils, or other 
paper products.  
 
Paper recycling seemed relatively ubiquitous in departmental offices; however, no central 
program exists for ink cartridge recycling.  Some ink cartridge recycling is done 
independently: administrative assistants may take it upon themselves to send the 
cartridges back to the manufacturer for a rebate.  Recycling or reuse of other materials 
(such as pens or markers) was not evident.  
 
 
 
Harvey Mudd College 
 
Harvey Mudd College purchases most office supplies through Office Depot.  Leticia 
Drummond of the Treasurer’s Office notes that some products are also ordered from 
Inland Office Products, though far fewer.2  Almost all supplies are purchased at the 
departmental level; the only thing that appears to be centrally purchased is copy paper, 
which is ordered via Computer and Information Services (CIS).  
 
Harvey Mudd appears to have no directive to buy recycled products.  There does not 
appear to be significant purchasing of recycled copy paper (though some specialty paper 
does contain recycled content), reused ink cartridges, or other items containing recycled 
content. Offices have recycle bins for paper products and administrative assistants tend to 
send ink and toner cartridges back to the manufacturer.  However, there does not appear 
to be a central program facilitating the return of these ink cartridges. 
                                                
1 Reyes Joe. Representative for Inland Office Products. May 2007.  
2 Drummond, Leticia. Assistant in the Office of the Treasurer, Harvey Mudd College. May 2007.  
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Pitzer College 
 
Pitzer College encourages administrative assistants to buy from Office Depot.  According 
to Edi Cross of the Pitzer Treasurer’s Office, there are no central records kept of exactly 
which materials are ordered by the various departments.3  However, a Pitzer student 
assessment conducted in Spring 2007 does examine the quantities of a few specific 
materials used by the college; these figures will be included in the Environmental Impacts 
section of this report.  
 
Ms. Cross knows of no directive for departments to buy recycled materials where possible.  
However, Pitzer Duplicating Services orders most copy paper for the departments, and it 
heeds an administration directive to purchase “the highest recycled content paper 
possible”.  There have apparently been issues with very high content recycled paper 
jamming in copy machine and printers; as a result, Pitzer currently uses Georgia Pacific 
30% post-consumer recycled content paper.   
 
Ink and toner cartridges are generally sent back to the manufacturer after use.  Ms. Cross 
notes that there was at one point a student group in place to facilitate the collection and 
return of these cartridges, but it appears that this group may no longer be functioning.  
Return of ink cartridges thus currently appears to be done individually by administrative 
assistants.  
 
 
 
Pomona College 
 
Office product purchasing at Pomona College is extremely decentralized.  All office supply 
purchases we examined were made by administrative assistants or faculty.  Administrative 
assistants seem to order significantly more than faculty in most departments, but faculty 
also order products via “purchasing cards”.  Brenda Briggs, of the Pomona Business 
Office, estimates that the school orders 60% to 70% of all office supplies from Inland Office 
Products.  Ms. Briggs further estimates that about 5% of Pomona office supplies are 
ordered from Office Depot.  
 
Pomona has a “general directive” to purchase recycled materials when possible, as long 
as the products function well and don’t cost much more.  However, several conversations 
with administrative assistants revealed that, in most cases, only copy paper with recycled 
content is sought.  Furthermore, it appeared that most assistants were aware only of a 
directive to buy recycled paper.  Georgia Pacific paper containing 30% post-consumer 
recycled content was the most common type of copy paper purchased across Pomona 
College departments.  
 
In most departments surveyed, administrative assistants noted that they recycled paper 
products and sent large ink and toner cartridges back to the manufacturer for 
                                                
3 Cross, Edi. Assistant in the Office of the Treasurer, Pitzer College. May 2007.  
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reprocessing.  However, the smaller ink cartridges were often not returned to the 
manufacturer.  Administrative assistants either send back the cartridges directly, or, in 
some cases, participate in a central pickup and return system.  It is not clear if the latter 
program continues to function at this time, however.  
 
 
 
Scripps College 
 
Scripps College orders most office supplies from Office Depot and Inland Office Products.  
Janet Grieman of the Office of the Treasurer notes that it is unclear exactly how much 
each vendor supplies, but estimates that each may provide close to 50% of the total 
purchases.4  Because of Scripps’ small size, a single administrative assistant often does 
the purchasing for multiple departments.  The head of each department “signs off” on the 
purchases made in that department’s name.  Ms. Grieman notes that much copy paper is 
purchased centrally through Copy Services, and many ink cartridges are ordered centrally 
through Information Technology Services (ITS).  However, administrative assistants also 
purchase paper and ink cartridges for smaller printers in the various departments.   
 
Scripps has a purchasing policy, but it defines only how the system works, not which 
products can and cannot be purchased.  As of the 2006-2007 academic year, Scripps ITS 
(which provides computing and printing services to students) has used Office Depot 35% 
post-consumer content recycled copy paper.  It is unclear which type of paper the various 
departments use and how much recycled content it contains.  
 
Scripps administrative assistants tend to recycle paper products and return ink and toner 
cartridges back to the manufacturer.  However, there appears to be no central program for 
ink cartridge recycling, and it is unclear exactly how many assistants return these 
cartridges.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                
4 Grieman, Janet. Office of the Treasurer, Scripps College. May 2007.  
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Part  I I  –  Environmental Impacts 
 
 

Narrowing the Focus 
 
We believe that a switch to the use of more recycled, sustainable, and/or reusable office 
products at the Claremont Colleges would yield great environmental benefits.  By simple 
changes in policy and purchasing, the Colleges could achieve reductions in air and water 
pollution, energy use, and solid waste.  These reductions would, for the most part, be 
achieved indirectly by choosing better “upstream” product manufacturing processes; 
however, the Colleges would see direct reductions in solid waste as well.  
 
Every office product we use has an ecological impact.  However, our study revealed that 
certain products are used in far greater quantities than others at the Claremont Colleges, 
multiplying environmental impacts caused in their production and disposal.  We chose to 
focus mainly on these “high volume” supplies in the hopes of helping the 5Cs make their 
first strides toward sustainability in this realm as significant as possible.5  These target 
areas, which we call the Key Components of the “Green Office”, include:  
 

• Copy paper and other paper products (e.g. legal pads, Post-it notes, envelopes) 
• Ink and toner cartridges 
• Writing utensils (especially pens) 
 

Our choice of focus is not intended to indicate the unimportance any other components of 
the “green office”.  All are necessary to achieve the truly sustainable working space: we 
explore some of these pieces in Part V: The Bright Green Office.  Instead, we hope to offer 
a place – and a means – to get started.  By looking at these potential areas of change in 
greater depth, we intend to provide administrators and administrative assistants alike with 
the tools they need to make major positive changes immediately.  
 
 
 

Ecological Impacts of the Key Components for the “Green Office” 
 
Copy Paper and Other Paper Products 
 
Paper products, most notably in the form of copy paper, are almost certainly the most 
common office supply items used at the 5Cs.  Looking at copy paper alone, we see that 
the Colleges are dealing with very large volumes.  Pomona College ordered 4239 reams of 
copy paper from its major supplier last year (Inland Office Products); Claremont McKenna 
ordered 4226 reams of paper from that same supplier.6   A ream of paper includes 500 
individual sheets.  The CMC faculty support centers alone (where paper is ordered to be 
distributed to academic offices) can go through as much as 2500 reams of paper a year at 
                                                
5 These “high volume” products were determined through invoices provided by Inland Office Products and through 
conversations with various administrative assistants across the 5Cs.  
6 Inland Office Supply invoices.  One-year period from summer 2006 to spring 2007.  Obtained May 2007.  
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a cost of more than $10,000.7  Harvey Mudd purchased 463 cartons of copy paper from its 
own major supplier (Office Depot) between July 2006 and June 2007; assuming the 
standard 10 reams per carton, this adds up to 4630 reams of paper for the year.8  Finally, 
a study at Pitzer College found that 2, 020,000 sheets of paper, or 4,040 reams (assuming 
500 sheets/ ream) were used annually.9  We were unable to obtain order numbers from 
Scripps College.  
 

 
Figure 1. Reams of copy paper purchased annually from major suppliers by four of the 5Cs.10 

 
The numbers listed for CMC and Pomona only include the 10 departments at each school 
that purchase the most from Inland Office Products.  Furthermore, at Harvey Mudd, 
Pomona, and CMC, some copy paper may be purchased through other vendors.  Other 
departments and facilities, including the computer labs, were not added to the total 
numbers.  Thus, this is only a summary for a large portion of the copy paper we order, not 
all of it.   
 
Beyond copy paper, several other paper products are used heavily at the 5Cs.  The most 
common we encountered were legal pads, Post-it notes, envelopes, and file folders.  
Because of variation in the number of envelopes and file folders included in each box, we 
were not able to determine exactly how many of each of these items we are currently 
purchasing.  We were able to get a reasonable idea of the quantities of Post-it notes and 
legal pads ordered per college, however.  Using the data supplied by Harvey Mudd, we 
determined that HMC ordered approximately 444 legal pads and 774 Post-it note pads 
from Office Depot between July 2006 and June 2007.  We believe these order numbers 
may be similar at the other schools.  
 
The upstream impacts of ordering large volumes of paper are significant.  The paper 
industry is the third worst industrial polluter.  Paper mills often use chlorine, a very harmful 
chemical, to bleach their paper, thus releasing tons of chorines into the environment every 
year.  On top of this, mills release sulfur dioxide, a major component of acid rain, dioxins, 
which are closely related to the pesticide DDT, and hydrogen sulfide, which is released as 
a gas from mills and has the smell of rotten eggs.11   
 
Using a tool provided online by Environmental Defense, we were able to estimate some of 
the specific environmental impacts of the copy paper the schools buy.  The numbers in the 

                                                
7 Ibid.  
8 Office Depot Invoices. One year period from July 2006 to June 2007. Obtained June 2007.  
9 Cohen, Jed. Toward a Greener Campus: Sustainability Assessment of Pitzer College.  Note: does not include ITS or 
student printers 
10 Unable to obtain data from Scripps. Data for CMC and Pomona from Inland Office Products invoice; data for Harvey 
Mudd from Office Depot invoice; data for Pitzer from Spring 2007 Pitzer Environmental Assessment.  
11 Paajanen, Terri. Pulp and Paper Pollution. 2007. < http://www.bellaonline.com/articles/art19308.asp> 

  Claremont McKenna Harvey Mudd Pitzer Pomona 
Reams of Copy Paper Purchased 
Annually 4226 4630 4040 4239 
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graph below are estimates, based on the approximate number of pounds of paper each 
school purchases. 
   

 
Figure 2.  Estimates of selected environmental impacts of copy paper used by four of the 
5Cs, based on the amount of paper each school purchases for departments, by weight12 
 
We found that the colleges could switch to higher recycled content and low-chlorine paper 
variations at relatively low cost compared to the cost of overall office supplies bought, 
considerably reducing these environmental impacts.  We will examine this in detail in Part 
IV – Specific Green Alternatives later in this report.  Furthermore, intelligent policy changes 
from upper-level administrators could have large impacts in facilitating change.  To 
establish a central directive, especially a mandatory one, to buy recycled paper, would not 
greatly increase costs, and would have enormous environmental effects; we explore this 
possibility in greater detail in Part III – Policy Improvements.  
 
 
 
Ink and Toner Cartridges 
 
The colleges also go through a large amount of ink and toner each year.  The records for 
Pomona College’s top ten purchasing departments show that 212 ink cartridges were 
ordered between June 2006 and May 2007.  CMC’s top ten purchasing departments 
bought 197 cartridges in that year-long period.13  Harvey Mudd purchased 250 ink 
cartridges from Office Depot between July 2006 and June 2007.14  In our survey of the 
schools’ purchasing policies, we found that many departments already recycle ink 
cartridges.  Yet many times, only the larger toner cartridges are recycled, and there is no 
guarantee that cartridges will be recycled at all.  There appears to be no well-established 
centralized system for recycling ink cartridges, nor any directive to purchase 
remanufactured ink cartridges.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                
12 Environmental Defense “Paper Calculator”. <http://www.environmentaldefense.org/papercalculator/index.cfm> 
13 Inland Office Supply invoices.  One-year period from summer 2006 to spring 2007.  Obtained May 2007. 
14 Office Depot invoices.  One-year period from July 2006 to June 2007.  Obtained July 2007. 

  
Claremont 
McKenna Harvey Mudd Pitzer Pomona 

Wood Use 15 tons 16 tons 10 tons 10 tons 

Total Energy 162 million BTUs 178 million BTUs 135 million BTUs 141 million BTUs 
Greenhouse gases 24,047 lbs CO2 equiv. 26,346 lbs CO2 equiv.  20,433 lbs CO2 equiv.  21,445 lbs CO2 equiv.  
Wastewater 80,612 gallons 88,318 gallons 66,459 gallons 69,749 gallons 
Solid Wastes 9,628 lbs 10,549 lbs 7,843 lbs 8,231 lbs 



 10 

 
  Claremont McKenna Harvey Mudd Pitzer Pomona 

Ink and Toner Cartridges Purchased 
Annually 197 250 9815 212 

 
Figure 3. Ink and toner print cartridges purchased each year at four of the 5Cs from major 
suppliers.16 
 
One of the obvious benefits of recycling every ink cartridge is the rebate that is almost 
always provided by the original manufacturer.  However, beyond this, the Claremont 
Colleges have a tremendous opportunity to conserve and recycle resources.  For the 
average toner cartridge, nearly 97% of the components can be recycled or reused. 
Further, nearly three quarts of oil are used in the production of every toner cartridge and 
two ounces of oil are used for the production of every inkjet cartridge.  Unfortunately, only 
about 25% of all ink and toner cartridges will be recycled this year, while the other 75% will 
end up in landfills.17   
 
If the Claremont Colleges designed a well-organized drop off system for students and 
faculty to recycle cartridges, we could divert considerable amounts of landfill waste, save 
hundreds of gallons of oil, and via rebates, remake a portion of what was originally spent 
on ink and toner cartridges every year.  The purchase of reused ink and toner cartridges 
would bring further environmental benefits and would reduce the up-front cost of these 
materials.  We examine potential policy directives promoting the purchase of recycled print 
cartridges in Part III – Policy Improvements, and take a closer look at the alternatives in 
Part IV – Specific Green Alternatives.  
 
 
 
Writing Utensils 
 
Finally, the 5Cs use tremendous quantities of writing instruments, from pens to highlighters 
to whiteboard markers, on a yearly basis.  It was not possible to measure the exact 
numbers of writing utensils used at Claremont McKenna or Pomona, because they are 
sometimes purchased by the dozen, sometimes in packs of 5 or 8 or 10, and sometimes 
individually – these specifics were not included in the invoices we received, and thus it was 
impossible to make accurate assessments.  
 
However, from the data provided by Harvey Mudd College, it was indeed possible to 
determine how many writing instruments were purchased. In a year-long period, from July 
1st, 2006 to June 27th, 2007, Harvey Mudd departments purchased 2304 pens, 377 
pencils, 905 markers, and 205 highlighters from Office Depot.  It appears, based on the 

                                                
15 This number, drawn from Pitzer’s Spring 2007 Environmental Assessment, does not represent all print cartridges 
purchased and used by the school, as the Assessment was not able to obtain numbers from Pitzer Duplicating Services.  
16 Unable to obtain data from Scripps. Data for CMC and Pomona from Inland Office Products invoice; data for Harvey 
Mudd from Office Depot invoice; data for Pitzer from Spring 2007 Pitzer Environmental Assessment.  
17 “The Environment.” eCycle Group. <www.ecyclegroup.com/environment.htm> 
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number of orders placed by CMC and Pomona, that the other schools purchase at least as 
many writing instruments.  

Markers

24%

Pencils

10%

Highlighters

5%

Pens

61%

 
Figure 4.  Quantities of four major writing instruments in relation to one another, based on 
HMC Office Depot purchasing data.  
 
Across the United States, it is estimated that every year Americans discard 1.6 million 
pens.  Placed end to end, these pens (note this does not include all the other writing 
utensils we use) would stretch 151 miles — far enough to cross the state of Rhode Island 
almost 4 times.18  The packaging in which these items arrive further contributes to the 
waste they create.  Finally, their inks are often petroleum based and may add VOCs to the 
environment, causing airborne pollution.  As academic institutions eager to communicate 
information – be it on a whiteboard or a piece of paper - we are doubtlessly much more 
than minor contributors to this towering and sometimes hazardous discard pile.  By 
purchasing writing instruments that contain some recycled content, make use of soy or 
water-based inks, and use less substantial packaging, the Colleges could greatly diminish 
the size of the ecological footprints they leave.  Again, we examine potential policy 
directives to promote better writing utensil purchasing in Part III – Policy Improvements, 
and look more closely at the alternatives in Part IV – Specific Green Alternatives. 
 
 

 
Difficulties in Determining Ecological Impacts 

 
Fully determining the precise environmental degradation caused by the current office 
supply chain at each of the 5Cs was not possible within the scope of our project.  As we 
set out, our team was confident we could assess at least significant portions of these 
environmental impacts.  However, we ran up against a number of confounding factors that 
prevented us from painting a clear picture of the effects of the Colleges’ less-than-green 
office supply stream.   
 
One such factor was the internal organizational setup at the schools: for several of the 
schools, purchasing is decentralized down to the departmental level, and we were 

                                                
18 “Choose Green Report.” Green Seal. January 1998.  
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informed by several treasurers’ offices that no comprehensive central records exist.  
Furthermore, because much ordering is done online, we found that specific records for 
which particular items were purchased in each department were hard to come by.  
Fortunately, because both Claremont McKenna College and Pomona College order 
extensively from a local company, Inland Office Products, we were able to obtain records 
from this vendor.  The company provided an invoice of the top 10 departments that order 
from them at both CMC and Pomona; this represents about 80% of all purchases made 
through Inland Office Products.  Though departments may very well order from other 
vendors in addition to IOP, this provided a solid cross-section of what an academic 
department may purchase for office supplies.  Because of different needs for different 
disciplines and offices, we contend there is no true “typical” department; however, these 
records provided at least some insight on which products are being ordered, and in what 
quantities.  Also, we were able to obtain central records of some of Harvey Mudd’s 
purchases from Office Depot, and a report analyzing Pitzer’s office supply use conducted 
in Spring 2007.   
 
A second and ultimately insurmountable confounding factor lay in determining, with any 
degree of accuracy, the full ecological impacts for many of the products the schools order.  
Even for a single department, to ascertain the complete environmental effects of all office 
supplies ordered was not a reasonable goal given the limited human resources and 
restricted timeframe of our project.  The main problem here was determining “upstream” 
(production process) impacts.  Consider the immense variation that exists in staplers, 
folders, pens, markers, ink cartridges, and the like – the processes used to make these 
items vary depending on the individual product (a ballpoint pen has a different impact than 
a stick pen).  There is no legitimate average to look to for most items (we were only able to 
find a tool to determine copy paper impacts) , so ascertaining just how much energy, solid 
waste, air pollution, etc, came from the production of a single item was, for the most part, 
impossible.   
 
“Downstream” impacts are slightly easier to fathom, but again, solid numbers were 
impossible to obtain over the course of our project.  Administrative assistants note that 
they recycle paper products and send ink cartridges back to the manufacturer; most other 
items end up in the trash.  However, we were not able to quantify how much waste is sent 
to a landfill for any specific department, because our investigations were conducted during 
the summer months, when offices are not up and running normally.  We could not measure 
solid waste disposed, for example, as it would not be an accurate depiction of how much 
offices discard.  
 
What we can say – indeed this is one of the most important points of this report – is that 
certain office products are environmentally “better”, and certain products are worse.  That 
is, certain products are indisputably less ecologically deleterious than others.  Though the 
Colleges may not know the specific environmental benefits reaped by certain changes in 
purchasing, they can be confident that they have made a positive difference.  And this is 
something to strive for.   
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Part  I I I  –  Policy  Improvements 
 
 
The Claremont Colleges could make major strides toward sustainability through simple 
policy improvements.  Directives from upper-level administrators – including non-binding 
recommendations – would do a great deal to facilitate better purchasing decisions by 
administrative assistants.  We believe that combining policy directives with education of 
those who make purchasing decisions would be very efficacious in reducing the size of the 
environmental footprints of the Colleges.   
 
 

An Illuminating Case Study: Copy Paper at CMC and Pomona College 
 
A brief comparison between Pomona College and Claremont McKenna College 
showcases the efficacy of such directives.  As noted in Part I, both Pomona and CMC 
purchase significant portions of their office supplies from Inland Office Products 
Corporation.  Pomona is estimated to buy 60% to 70% of its office products from Inland 
Office Products, while CMC is very tentatively estimated to purchase about 75% of the 
school’s office supplies from them.19   
 
Inland Office Products was able to provide data for the top 10 purchasing departments at 
each school from June 2006 to May 2007; they claim this represents approximately 80% of 
the products each college purchases through their company.  In this year-long period, 
these records indicate that the top 10 departments at CMC purchased 4226 reams of copy 
paper through Inland Office.  In the same period, Pomona purchased 4239 reams.   
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Figure 5.  Comparison of paper purchases at Pomona College and Claremont McKenna 
College.  Green = paper with recycled content. Brown = virgin paper.  
 
In 2003, Pomona College put out a college-wide non-mandatory directive to buy recycled 
paper whenever possible.  Many administrative assistants at Pomona College cited this as 
                                                
19 Estimates from Brenda Briggs, Pomona Business Office, and Robin Aspinall, CMC Treasurer 
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their main motivator (at least initially) for buying paper with recycled content.  The effects 
have been significant:  96% of the copy paper purchased from Inland Office by Pomona 
departments contained recycled content, while close to 0% of the copy paper purchased 
by CMC contained recycled content.  Noting that both the schools deal in similarly large 
volumes, it is clear that this difference has significant environmental repercussions.  
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Figure 6. Comparison of selected environmental impacts of differences in copy paper 
purchasing between CMC and Pomona20 
 
Pomona’s use of predominantly recycled copy paper saves 5 tons of wood, 19 million 
BTUs of energy, 2,500lbs of CO2, 10,435 gallons of wastewater, and 1,342 lbs of solid 
waste every year compared to CMC’s copy paper orders.  

 
 

Specific Recommendations 
 
By communicating simple and specific directives (including non-mandatory ones) to 
administrative assistants, the Colleges could dramatically diminish some of their 
environmental impacts.  The CMC and Pomona comparison makes this clear.  Again, it is 
important that these directives be specific in order to be successful; Pomona has a 
“general directive” to purchase recycled materials when possible, but it appears most 
administrative assistants do not act on it because of its lack of clarity.  Below we propose 
several policies that the Colleges might consider, either as a single entity or separately.   
 

• A directive to purchase copy paper containing 100% post-consumer recycled 
content 
 
Our research indicates that it would probably be possible for several of the Colleges 
to move to 100% post-consumer recycled content paper without exorbitant 
increases in cost.  We explore the economics of this specific alternative in Part IV – 
Specific Green Alternatives.  Furthermore, as shown in Part II – Environmental 
Impacts, the effects paper production and disposal are quite substantial; the schools 
could make real progress toward sustainability by changing this aspect of their 
office supply purchasing.  We graph the relative impacts of the average amount of 
copy paper used per school, comparing virgin, 30% and 100% recycled content 

                                                
20 Data from Environmental Defense’s “Paper Calculator”.  
<http://www.environmentaldefense.org/papercalculator/index.cfm> 

  Pomona  CMC 
Wood Use 10 tons 15 tons 
Total Energy 143 million BTUs 162 million BTUs 
Greenhouse Gases 21,547 lbs CO2 equiv. 24,047 lbs CO2 equiv. 
Wastewater 70,177 gallons 80,612 gallons 
Solid Waste 8.286 lbs 9,628 lbs 
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papers, below.  The major environmental impacts of a policy change in this realm 
are clear.  
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Figure 7.  The relative impacts of 30% and 100% PCW (post-consumer waste) 
recycled copy paper as compared to virgin paper.  Virgin paper = brown.  30% 
recycled content = light green. 100% recycled content = dark green.  
 
Steps toward this goal of widespread purchase of 100% recycled paper could be 
taken immediately, with some trial purchases of 100% PCW (post-consumer waste) 
paper purchased in the coming academic year.  If these trials were successful, 
wider policy directives could then be implemented.  
 

• A directive to return ink and toner cartridges to the manufacturer 
 
Though many administrative assistants already take it upon themselves to return 
these cartridges to the manufacturer, we believe that some of these items – 
especially the smaller inkjet cartridges that may not include rebates for returns – fall 
through the cracks.  A specific policy directive encouraging the return of all ink and 
toner cartridges, perhaps facilitated by a central pickup program, could increase the 
number of cartridges that are reused.  More conversations with administrative 
assistants would be useful to determine whether a central pickup program would 
make it easier for them to send these items back for remanufacturing.  
 

• A directive to purchase remanufactured ink and toner cartridges 
 

Because new cartridges do not need to be built, remanufactured ink and toner 
cartridges are uniformly cheaper than their brand-new equivalents.  We provide 
some information about just how much less expensive these products are in Part IV 
– Specific Green Alternatives.  The environmental benefits are clear: fewer raw 
materials and energy are required to produce these cartridges (see Part II – 
Environmental Impacts for details).  
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Widespread use of reused cartridges could begin very soon.  These 
remanufactured cartridges could be purchased on a limited trial basis at the start of 
the academic year.  If these trials were successful, a policy directive could be 
implemented.  
 
 

• A directive to purchase pens and markers that include some recycled content 
and/or are refillable and reusable 

 
Several departments appear to already be purchasing some refillable writing 
utensils.  The Colleges could promote wider purchasing of these more sustainable 
options already in use, and also promote the ordering of even more eco-friendly 
products that contain recycled content and are refillable.  Here, some alternatives 
appear more viable than others (see Part IV – Specific Green Alternatives for 
details).  Small-scale trials could be adopted in the coming academic year; if 
successful, this might proceed to become a school-wide or consortium-wide 
recommendation from the administration.  
 

• A recommendation to purchase refills for pens and mechanical pencils 
 
As mentioned above, many departments already purchase some refillable writing 
utensils.  However, it appears that the purchase and implementation of refills for 
these pens and mechanical pencils is minimal. The Colleges could reduce raw 
material use, energy consumed in production processes, and solid waste output by 
promoting these refills – while at the same time saving money.   
 
A specific directive promoting refills for refillable pens and mechanical pencils would 
achieve these goals.  Such a directive would need to be accompanied by some sort 
of program to help administrative assistants (or perhaps individual faculty) collect 
and reuse pens and pencils.  A pilot program might be developed to test the 
feasibility of such a setup, and, if successful, it could be expanded to departments 
across a college.  
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Part  IV –  Specif ic  Green Alternatives  
 
There exists a wide array of more environmentally sound purchasing choices available to 
administrative assistants and to central purchasing entities at the Colleges.  These 
alternatives vary significantly in their price competitiveness and their positive ecological 
impacts.  In this portion of the report, we explore the alternatives that would be most likely 
to bring major environmental benefits without leading to unreasonable overall cost 
increases – as noted in Part II, we consider these the key components of the “Green 
Office”.  
 
Unfortunately, because pricing information was kept private by some of the schools, we 
were only able to ascertain the standard, advertised price for many of these products.  
These “list prices” came chiefly from company websites, and will not be the same as the 
price after negotiations for most items.  For a select group of products, we were able to 
determine accurate prices – what office administrators are really paying.  Many thanks to 
Claremont McKenna College and Harvey Mudd College for allowing us access to this 
valuable information.  For the purposes of this report, we will use the terms list price and 
negotiated price to differentiate between these two types of pricing information.   
 
We examine the potential environmental impacts and price competitiveness of several 
products in each of these areas below.  
 
 

Copy Paper and Other Paper Products 
 
Office Depot and Gould (which provides Georgia Pacific paper, among other brands) are 
two of the major suppliers of copy paper at the 5Cs.  Prices range from about $26 per 
carton (which includes 10 reams) to $40 per carton, depending on the vendor, recycled 
content, type and size of paper, and overall quantity of paper ordered.  
 
Copy paper is almost certainly the most centrally distributed office product at the 
Claremont Colleges.  At Claremont McKenna, Pitzer, and Harvey Mudd, and to an extent 
at Scripps, copy paper is bought in bulk and then distributed to various departments.  
Because of this centralization, a change in purchasing has the potential to yield significant 
environmental improvements.   
 
Increasing the post-consumer recycled content of the copy paper at the Claremont 
Colleges would necessitate an increase in spending.  Factories that manufacture paper 
products from recycled content currently tend to be much smaller than factories dealing 
exclusively in the production of virgin paper.  They are not able to achieve the same 
economies of scale, and their products are usually more expensive.21  Furthermore, many 
companies charge premiums for their more environmentally friendly product.  Despite all 
this, it is possible to purchase copy paper with 100% post-consumer recycled content at 
reasonable rates, at least compared to what the schools currently pay for 30% PCW copy 
paper.   
                                                
21 Baker, Steve. Greenline Paper Company. May 31, 2007.   
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The listed prices for the most competitive 100% recycled content copy papers are about 
$10 more per carton than the current negotiated price for the 30% recycled content paper 
that some of the colleges order from Georgia Pacific.  They are about $18 more per carton 
compared to the negotiated price of virgin paper the Claremont McKenna currently buys, 
but about $22 more expensive than the copy paper Harvey Mudd currently buys.  After 
negotiations for higher volume orders, this 100% recycled content paper will likely be more 
competitive to what the colleges currently order.  
 
 

Product Vendor 
% Post-consumer 
recycled content 

Price (per carton/ 
per 10 reams) Listed/Negotiated? 

Office Depot Envirocopy Office Depot 35% $35.99 Listed  
Office Depot Copy Paper Office Depot 10% $26.17 Negotiated 
Hi Speed Copy Paper Inland Office Products 0% $38.50 Negotiated  
Bright Copy Paper Inland Office Products 0% $31.90 Negotiated  
Georgia Pacific Copy Paper Inland Office Products 30% $39.99 Negotiated  
Boise Aspen Copy Paper TheGreenOffice.com 100% $47.99 Listed 

New Leaf Copy Paper 
New Leaf directly or 
via Kinkos 100% $48.00 Listed 

 
Figure 8. Recycled content and price per carton of the most common copy paper brands 
currently purchased at the Claremont Colleges, as well as some “greener” alternatives.  
 
We will briefly examine copy paper purchasing at Pitzer College in an attempt to 
approximate the scale of cost differentials that may be encountered.  Pitzer’s Duplicating 
Services, which supplies most Pitzer academic departments, purchased 398 cartons of 
paper over a two year period (1/1/05 to 12/31/06).22  Assuming this purchasing stays 
relatively constant from year to year, this yields an average of approximately 200 cartons 
of paper ordered annually.  Pitzer currently uses Georgia Pacific’s 30% recycled content 
paper, at a cost of approximately $36 to $39 per case.  Moving to one of the 100% 
recycled content copy papers listed above would likely cost no more than $12 more per 
case.  The added yearly cost to Duplicating Services would be, based on these 
calculations, $2,400.  The spring 2007 student report on sustainability at Pitzer found that 
Duplicating Services currently spent $14,606 last year on paper alone.  Thus, the switch 
would necessitate between a 16% and 17% increase in spending on copy paper.  
 
Unfortunately, schools that currently purchase predominately virgin paper, such as Harvey 
Mudd or Claremont McKenna, would face larger cost increases to switch to 100% recycled 
content paper.  For example, a switch at Harvey Mudd from Office Depot mostly-virgin 
paper (which claims to contain an “average of 10% recycled content) to 100% post-
consumer recycled content paper would require switching from cartons that cost $26.17 to 
cartons that cost as much as $48.00.  The overall price increase for a school-wide switch 
for the amount of cartons currently ordered would total approximately $10,000.  It does not 
appear that the price difference would be as great for Claremont McKenna. Of course, a 

                                                
22 Cohen, Jed. Toward a Greener Campus: Sustainability Assessment of Pitzer College.  
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switch to only 30% recycled content copy paper would be much less expensive for either 
of these schools.  
 
At the schools where paper purchasing is centralized, these changes would be some of 
the simplest to make – at the same time, they would have great impact.  At Pomona, 
where paper is purchased separately by each department, we believe a two-part strategy 
would work well: 1) a non-mandatory directive from the school’s administration to purchase 
100% recycled content copy paper and 2) a widespread dissemination of information to all 
departments about the options for 100% recycled content paper that exist for 
administrative assistants. This would probably work well for any product that is purchased 
in a decentralized manner.   
 
Some administrative assistants have reported quality issues with very high post-consumer 
recycled content copy papers.  There have apparently been jams in copiers and printers in 
the past, thought to have been caused by this paper.  However, several “green office” 
suppliers note that they have not had any major quality complaints on this high PCW 
recycled paper in recent years; they believe issues of quality are no longer a major 
concern.  Again, as stated in Part III of this report, we recommend that administrators 
begin with a pilot program of this 100% PCW recycled paper in the fall of the 2007-2008 
academic year, and if successful, quickly adopt it as a standard.  
 
We will not focus on specific alternatives for other commonly ordered paper products in 
this report, as we feel this might add considerably to the length of the document without 
adding a great amount of substance.  These products, like copy paper, tend to be priced 
higher than their less sustainable equivalents.  Though there are not price competitive 
options for every type of envelope or every variation of Post-it notes, there do appear to be 
some reasonable items out there.  Specific alternatives for the various types of envelopes, 
legal pads, etc, can be found through various vendors, including TheGreenOffice.com, 
Blue Dolphin, and Green Earth Office Supply.  
 

Ink Cartridges 
 
Toner and ink cartridges used in departmental and personal faculty printers are – in most 
of the cases that we examined – sent back to the manufacturer for refilling and 
redistribution.  However, we found that most administrative assistants do not purchase 
these recycled cartridges.   
 
Because there are so many types of printers and copy machines on the campuses, and 
thus great variation in the types of ink and toner cartridges needed for them, it is not 
possible to include all of the price differentials between the original and the reused 
cartridges.  However, because reused ink cartridges do not require the manufacturing of 
the cartridge itself, they are uniformly cheaper than their brand-new equivalents.  We have 
included list price comparisons for three popular print cartridges used at the 5Cs below.   
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Figure 9. List price comparisons of several ink and toner cartridges commonly ordered at 
the 5Cs.  
 
The list prices of the remanufactured cartridges, highlighted in green, tend to be 
considerably less expensive than their brand-new equivalents.  Furthermore, these “green” 
office supply vendors appear to include discounts equal to – or better than – their brown 
competitors.  Dolphin Blue proclaims free shipping for any product, and purchasing 2 or 
more cartridges at a time leads to greater discounts.  TheGreenOffice.com advertises free 
shipping for orders over $50; this is the exact same offer extended by Office Depot’s 
website. These remanufactured cartridges are not any more difficult to purchase; they can 
be bought online in the same manner that most administrative assistants are already 
accustomed to.   
 
Like in the case of high recycled content paper, one or two administrative assistants noted 
that there were quality issues with these remanufactured cartridges.  In order to ensure 
that departments obtain quality products, we again propose a pilot program in which a 
small number of these remanufactured cartridges would be ordered at first.  If the 
cartridges perform satisfactorily, both in terms of ink quality and page yield, this promotion 
of these recycled items should be rapidly expanded.  
 
 
 

Writing Utensils: Pens, Pencils, and Markers 
 
There is notable – though not overwhelming – variation in the writing utensils at the 
Claremont Colleges: there are several types of pens in use, along with highlighters, 
permanent and dry erase markers.  In our investigations, refillable pens were found to be 
rare in faculty offices, and writing utensils containing recycled content were virtually 
nonexistent.   
 
There are indeed refillable and recycled-content writing instruments on the market, often at 
prices competitive to less eco-friendly products – especially when one considers the 
predicted savings that will be garnered by ordering a refill instead of an entirely new 
product.   
 
 
 
 
 

  
HP Black Inkjet Cartridge 
(51645A) 

HP Black LaserJet Cartridge 
(4096A) 

HP Black Inkjet Cartridge 
(6578DN) 

Inland Office Products $31.98 $109.98 $39.99 
Office Depot $31.99 $98.99 $36.99 
Dolphin Blue $24.20 (+ free delivery) $80.19 (+ free delivery) $29.00 (+ free delivery) 
TheGreenOffice.com $15.61 $77.84 $24.23 
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Pens/Pencils 
 
We found that there are three major types of pens and two types of pencils used at the 
5Cs.  The most-common writing instruments were ballpoint pens, rollerball pens, stick 
pens, mechanical pencils, and wooden pencils.  While we were not able to find price 
competitive stick pen equivalents, we did indeed discover reasonable “green” alternatives 
for the other four categories.  The alternatives and their price differentials from the 
averaged list prices of what the schools currently order are included in the chart below.23   
 

 
Figure 10. Green alternatives for four types of pens and pencils used at the Claremont 
Colleges, with prices and differences from current average list prices included.  
 
The specifics of which types of writing utensils are currently ordered, the average list 
prices of these items, and their potential “green” substitutes are described in greater detail 
below.  
 
 
 
Ballpoint Pens:  
 
Most common brands:     Pilot, Sanford, Pentel24 
Current average list price, per item:   $1.87 
Current average list price, dozen:   $10.92 
 
Green alternatives: The Woody Ballpoint Pen is constructed of wood scraps from a 
Forestry Stewardship Council certified sustainable forest, and contains a refillable brass 
ink cartridge made of 30% post-consumer recycled content.  The listed price per pen is 
$2.6925; refills cost only $1.49.  Another promising environmentally sound alternative is the 
Skilcraft Biodegradable Corn Starch Pen, which can be composted; these can be 
purchased for $1.09 each. 
 
 
 
                                                
23 Price differences based off averaged list prices for each type of writing instrument found in Inland Office Products 
invoice for top 10 Pomona College departments. 
24 These “most common brands” and “current average list price” data come from invoices for the top 10 departments at 
Pomona that currently order from Inland Office Products.  Averages were determined using the quantities purchased of 
each writing utensil and the list prices published by IOP online.  
25 This price and prices listed throughout this “Pens/Pencils” section for “green alternatives” are drawn from 
www.thegreenoffice.com. 

Type Brand Price 
Difference from Current Average List 
Price for Writing Utensils of this Type Refillable? 

Ballpoint Woody Ballpoint Pen $2.69 + $0.82 Yes 
Rollerball Sanford Uni-ball Vision Elite $2.18 + $0.04 Yes 
Mechanical Pencil Triggerwood Mechanical Pencil $5.09 + $1.33 Yes 
Wooden Pencil Sanford Earth Write Pencil $1.19 + $0.20 No 
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Rollerball Pens:  
 
Most common brands:     Sanford, Pilot, some Pentel 
Current average list price, per item:   $2.14 
Current average list price, dozen:   $10.61 
 
Green alternatives: We were unable to find rollerball pens with significant environmental 
benefits that were reasonably price competitive.  However, we did learn that at least one of 
these pens already in use at the Claremont Colleges is easily refillable, and thus presents 
the opportunity for reducing the resource intensiveness of our office supply stream.  The 
Sanford Uni-ball Vision Elite Rollerball Pen is currently being ordered at the Colleges for a 
list price of $2.70. Even lower list prices were found online, ranging from $2.18 each to 
$2.24 each. We recommend that departments increase purchasing of this type of pen, and 
refillable models like it.   
 
However, simply ordering these refillable models is not enough.  Our research revealed 
that very few refills for these pens are currently being ordered and installed.  We 
encountered 2-pack refills for the Uni-ball Vision Elite pen for $2.44; thus a refill for a single 
pen would be $1.22.  This would yield an average savings (according to list prices) of at 
least $1 when compared to purchasing a new pen.  Multiplied by the hundreds of pens 
departments buy each year, significant savings would be achieved.  
 
 
 
Mechanical Pencils: 
 
Most common brands:     Pentel (Quicker Clicker), Sanford 
Current average list price, per item:   $3.76 
 
 
Green alternatives: The Triggerwood Mechanical Pencil provides a relatively competitive 
more sustainable alternative.  It, like the alternative ballpoint pens mentioned above, is 
also constructed from wood scraps from an FSC certified sustainable forest; it is also 
biodegradable.  These pencils are listed at $5.09 each.  
 
Another intelligent alternative would not require the purchase of new pencils at all.  Rather, 
in a manner similar to refills for rollerball pens, departmental offices could focus on reusing 
mechanical pencils (which are uniformly refillable), buying refills instead of brand-new 
pencils.  
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Wooden Pencils: 
 
Most common brands:     N/A26 
Current average list price, per item:   N/A 
 
Green alternatives: One of the most notable “green” wooden pencils encountered was 
the Sanford Earth Write Pencil, made from 60% post-consumer recycled content; a dozen 
of these pencils cost only $1.19.    
 

 
Markers 

 
Our investigations revealed three major types of markers in use at the Claremont Colleges: 
whiteboard dry erase markers, highlighters, and permanent markers.  At the time of our 
research, we were unable to find reasonably priced, more sustainable equivalents for 
these writing utensils.  More environmentally friendly options do exist, but we were unable 
to find any distributors close enough to Southern California to avoid prohibitive shipping 
costs.  Presently, we believe it makes sense for the schools to encourage the purchase of 
nontoxic, water-based markers to the greatest degree possible.  As refillable and/or 
recycled content products become more widely available, the Colleges should carefully 
consider these more eco-friendly alternatives.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                
26 Only one order of pencils was listed in the Inland Office Products invoices, leading us to believe that wooden pencil 
purchases are generally uncommon at Pomona College at least; thus, we cannot indicate solid list price averages.  
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Part  V –  The Bright  Green Office 
 
 
This portion of our report will describe several components that could be included in a 
“bright green” office – a space that would be substantially more eco-friendly than an office 
as currently designed.  Many of these suggestions pertain to the fundamental structural 
design of buildings, and thus would not be enacted with the same immediacy as the 
operational changes proposed earlier in this report.  We intend the following suggestions to 
be a source of positive discussion and debate as the Colleges continue to move forward 
toward greater sustainability.   
 

*** 
 
All building materials used in constructing the Green Office should come from sustainable 
resources, and should be used in a responsible, environmentally conscious way. 
Examples of potential materials include bamboo, which is abundant, strong, and easy and 
quick to grow, recyclable metals like aluminum, recyclable or biodegradable composites, 
and wood/cement hybrid materials.  All of these are better options than the steel and 
timber used today. Steel is extremely heavy, and requires enormous amounts of human 
and mechanical energy to manufacture and to put to use in construction.  The present 
practices of using significant quantities of wood in construction require fresh timber in new 
projects; this may contribute to deforestation. Mechanical thinning of forests compacts soil 
with the weight of bulldozers, endangers natural habitats, and put whole areas at risk of 
soil erosion and landslides. Using smarter materials can almost entirely eliminate these 
negative factors, often without any major sacrifice in quality.  Paul Hawkins and Amory and 
Hunter Lovins, authors of Natural Capitalism, show that bamboo can even be stronger 
than steel.  
 
Just as we may recycle cargo crates on our cities’ docks into more crates, we can use 
similar means and materials to recycle wall panels, roofing, floorboards, and bracing 
systems like T-Bars into building materials for later projects. The buildings in the Green 
Office should be easier to assemble and disassemble. 
 
All rooftops should be flat and painted white, to keep the surface and interior structure 
cool.  Flat roofing could also be used to support solar panels and windmills. All roof edges 
would angle in, instead of traditionally out and away, to collect rainwater and divert it into 
collection pipes and storage devices. Storing rainwater is a viable alternative to traditional, 
wasteful irrigation techniques.  
 
Air conditioning, a must in sunny Claremont, California, will be entirely solar-powered.  The 
sunnier the day, the more energy potential the building’s air conditioning system will have. 
Painting office walls white can help keep whole rooms cooler, as well as better lit by 
natural light. 
 
The Green Office could be lit through a hybrid illumination plan. The crest of this lighting 
plan is to maximize the use of natural light. Architects of the Green Office will integrate 
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proper building alignment with the sun and natural environment to maximize the quality of 
pure daylight in lighting the building.  Designers can alleviate an enormous energy burden 
simply by carefully accounting for the presence of nearby trees, buildings, and for the sun’s 
position in the sky at different times of the school year. In addition to using sunlight, each 
room of the building requiring illumination ought to have sensors on the walls and ceilings 
that detect the amount of natural light in the space, and adjust the amount of electrical 
lighting accordingly. Sensor systems such as these are active and effective in green 
buildings today. Solar panels will also provide the energy for utility closets and basements 
that lack windows and sufficient natural light. 
 
We could also make great advances in waste treatment in this building.  A stunning recent 
invention already in use at Oberlin College, the Living Machine, shows how this could be 
accomplished.  The Living Machine is a self-contained sewage-management system that 
incorporates natural processes to break down waste; bacteria, plants, fish and amphibians 
can grow and thrive in the Living Machine’s tanks, which appear to be merely aquaria. 
Little do passers-by realize, but those “fish tanks” are actually fully functioning, clean, 
odorless, and eco-friendly containers for purifying waste from the buildings’ plumbing 
systems!   
 
As many hallways as possible would make use of many tall windows that allow for 
beautiful passive solar lighting, a massive reduction in electrical lighting, and panoramic 
views of the Green Office facility. Leaves and vines flowing forth from wetland tanks will 
add vibrancy and life to hallways that might otherwise be, and currently are, dim and plain. 
Hallways do not need to remain gray, cold and bleak; they can be bright, open sources of 
natural beauty. 
 
The ideal Green Office could feature furniture made from recycled materials, like 
aluminum, plastics, and composites. Print and copy centers could be entirely solar-
powered, and all printers would use double-sided paper with soy or water-based ink. 
Throughout the entire Green Office, but especially here, signs will be present advocating 
recycling and other more sustainable habits. 

 
Every Green Office ought to have space set aside for several recycling bins. Everything 
from plastic pens and pencils, to ink cartridges, to glass, to paper, to batteries can have 
their own bin, the contents of each disposed of separately. Parking lots ought to have 
spaces set aside for electric and biodiesel automobiles, as well as numerous bike racks to 
encourage bicycling to work among employees. 

 
In a world where the continuation of present trends is untenable, creativity is our key to 
saving our natural environment and ourselves. The small steps suggested in the earlier 
portions of this report provide a place to get started, but they should by no means be 
considered sufficient.  We must continue to think creatively, to talk with one another, and to 
take real and significant action to make even greater strides toward sustainability.    
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APPENDIX:  Model Informational Flyer for Office Supply  
Purchasers 

 
Environmentally Sustainable Office Products 

Created by The Green Office Student Group as Part of 
The Counsel of the Claremont President’s Sustainability Initiative 

 
This page is designed to be a quick reference for administrative assistants and other faculty 
members who frequently order office products for the Claremont Colleges.  Though these 
recommendations are only the first and most basic steps for environmental change through different 
purchasing policies, they are the some of the most effective and can be put into effect quickly and 
cost effectively for immediate environmental impacts. 
 
Recommendations: 
 

• Buy 100% recycled and low-chlorine copy paper and other paper products such as 
folders, envelopes, etc.  Purchasing recycled paper products is not substantially more 
expensive than buying virgin or low recycled content paper, and is guaranteed to have 
enormous environmental impacts.   

 
• Buy remanufactured ink cartridges and recycle old cartridges.  This switch saves 

money.  It is actually significantly less expensive to buy recycled cartridges, as 
remanufactured cartridges are much cheaper than new ones.  Further, and most importantly, 
enormous amounts of the oil and plastic that go into ink cartridges are saved. 

 
• Buy pens and markers that contain recycled content, or are refillable.  Though pens and 

markers seem a trivial part of the waste produced by the colleges, large reductions in waste 
and emissions can be seen by using refills and recycled content pens.  Using refills instead 
of throwing out an entire pen or mechanical pencil is both cost effective and 
environmentally beneficial. 

 
These three recommendations are only the beginning to what could be much more environmentally 
sound offices at the Claremont Colleges.  These changes are some of those that have the greatest 
environmental effects and are easiest to implement.  Below are two office supply vendors that 
provide recycled, remanufactured, and environmentally beneficial products.  Thank you for your 
efforts to make your office a more sustainable and eco-friendly part of the Claremont Colleges.  
 
 
Suggested Vendors: 
 

• Dolphin Blue 
800.923.7715 
www.DolphinBlue.com 

 
• The Green Office 

800.909.9750 
www.TheGreenOffice.com 


