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In recent years, organic products have slowly begun gaining a foothold in the U.S. 
economy. Consumer Reports announced that the sale of organic products rose twenty 
percent in 2004, reaching $15 billion dollars, out of a total U.S. food system worth one 
trillion dollars. U.S. sales of organic products have risen by about 18 percent per year in 
the last decade, and more than two thirds of American consumers bought organic goods 
last year and paid considerably more for these products. As the organic industry grows 
more and more, large companies are jumping on the organic bandwagon. Unfortunately 
they are also pushing Congress to pass less stringent (and less costly) standards for 
organics. It is important to know what the labels mean to ensure you get the health 
benefits you are paying for.  

To be labeled as organic, a product must meet several standards. Animals cannot have 
feed made from animal byproducts or be treated with antibiotics, or growth hormones. 
Animals are also required to have access to the outdoors and have been fed organic feed 
for at least a year. Food cannot have been genetically modified or irradiated. Produce 
cannot have been contaminated with pesticides that include synthetic chemicals, and 
fertilizer cannot contain sewage sludge or synthetic ingredients. 

Here is a guide to the different labels identifying foods with organic content: 
 “100% Organic”: Product must contain 100 percent organic ingredients 
 “Organic”: Product contains at least 95 percent organic ingredients 
 “Made with Organic Ingredients”: Product contains at least 70 percent organic 

ingredients and the remaining percentage must come from the USDA’s approved 
list 

 “Free Range” or “Free Roaming”: Animals are allowed time outdoors. This is 
a rather misleading term applied to chicken, eggs, and other meat. The rules 
states only that outdoor access be made available for “an undetermined period 
each day,” so it does not necessarily mean that the animal spent a significant 
portion of its life outdoors. U.S. government standards remain weak in this area. 

 “Natural” or “All Natural”: Does not mean organic. There is no standard 
definition for this term except with meat and poultry products, and this claim is 
not verified. The producer or manufacturer alone decides whether to use it.  

Critics claim that the evidence for the dangerous effects of pesticide residue is not definite. 
However, of the 300 pesticides used in the United States almost a third (including some of 
the most frequently used) are “probable” or “possible” carcinogens. Besides potentially 
causing cancer, pesticides are known to damage the nervous and reproductive systems. 
Growing research is showing that there are more pesticides than previously thought in the 
food that we eat. These pesticides are eventually getting stored in both our bodies and in 
the environment. Studies show that eating organic food can limit one’s exposure to these 
chemicals and their associated health risks. 

While clearly beneficial in many ways, organically grown foods are not without some 
issues. Although they may utilize natural pesticides that are significantly better than 
synthetic pesticides, they may still contain toxins. In addition, while organic farming 
practices generally consume less energy and produce less waste, they frequently require 
transport from long distances, using fuel that contributes to climate change. 

However, simple common sense will tell you that less is better when it comes to 
pesticides, so as you ponder the decision of what to purchase for your next meal, perhaps 
consider “biting off just what you can chew;” or, in other words, look to the worst 
offenders when considering where you may want to start buying organic.  
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The Dirty Dozen:  
Targeting the Worst Offenders 

The “dirty dozen” is a list of twelve 
(plus) foods most contaminated by 
pesticides that you should seriously 
consider swapping for organic 
alternatives. The list includes:  

 apples 
 pears 
 nectarines 
 peaches 
 imported grapes 
 cherries 
 raspberries 

 strawberries 

Another list provides the twelve foods 
least contaminated by pesticides. These 
include: Bananas, Kiwis, Pineapple, 
Mangoes, Papayas, Avocado, 
Asparagus, Peas, Broccoli, Cauliflower, 
Onions, and Fish.  

Washing and peeling your produce and 
trimming all excess fat and skin from 
meat and fish can also limit your 
exposure to these chemicals.  

For more information on pesticides: 
www.pesticide.org 
www.inform.org 

For a pocket guide to buying organic and 
info on “the dirty dozen,” visit the 
Environmental Working Group’s site:  
www.ewg.org/sites/foodnews/pdf/walletguid
e.pdf 

 corn 
 potatoes 
 bell peppers 
 celery 
 spinach 
 green beans 
 beef 
 milk 
 



 

Water Savings Opportunity 

Hidden Costs of Bottled Water 
By Marina Solomon, EPP Procurement Intern 

In recent months, concerns about the myriad 
health and environmental impacts of bottled water 
have begun to reach the public eye. Bottled water 
is selling more than ever with nearly 27.9 billion 
bottles sold in 2005, more than seven times the 
3.8 billion bottles sold in 1997. As the bottled 
water industry booms by marketing their products 
as the “pure” alternative to tap water, 2 million 
tons of PET bottles flood our nation’s landfills 
each year.  

Polyethylene terephthalate (PET) single-use plastic bottles are the most 
commonly used container for bottling water. These bottles are primarily 
derived from fossil fuels, and according to the Earth Policy Institute in 
Washington D.C., the U.S. consumes more than 1.5 million barrels of oil per 
year in the production of plastic water bottles. In addition, the bottle 
manufacturing process releases loads of global warming pollutants like 
sulfur oxides, nitrogen oxides, carbon monoxide and carbon dioxide. It has 
also been reported that, when heated, these bottles release toxins that have 
been strongly linked to breast cancer, leading many doctors to warn their 
patients not to drink from bottles that have been left inside of their cars. The 
recycling rate of PET bottles is a mere 23%, probably because people 
generally use these bottles in places where recycling bins is not readily 
available. Eleven states have bottle bills providing monetary compensation 
for recycling bottles, but it seems that even that is often not enough. 

Beyond the bottles, there is the enormous waste that emanates from water 
constantly being shipped halfway around the world. Marketers love to 
advertise their water as coming from the purest springs of the French Alps or 
the most remote rainforest of Fiji, but the truth is that this specialty water 
does not taste all that different from water produced domestically, or even 
from your tap water. As a result, imported water is using an immeasurable 
amount of energy (and emitting a considerable amount of greenhouse gases) 
to travel across continents to the store nearest you. Due to all of their 
transportation and bottling costs, bottled water companies justify charging 
you upwards of $1.50 a bottle, far more than you pay for an equal volume of 
gasoline, even though it only costs them pennies to fill it with product.  

The fact is that bottled water is generally between 240 and 10,000 times 
more expensive than the equivalent volume of tap water, and generally 
provides fewer essential minerals than tap water does. The most common 
reasons cited for the ever-increasing demand for bottled water are taste, 
convenience, and health, both because water is healthier than sugary sodas, 
and because tap water has long been given a bad rap as unhealthy.  

Ironically, tap water is probably the healthier of the two. According to a 
Worldwatch Institute study (http://www.worldwatch.org/node/5063), the 
FDA allows bottled water to contain a certain amount of fecal matter, while 
the EPA does not allow municipal water systems to contain any. 
Furthermore, certain big-named bottled water brands are not required to 
release their water testing results to the public as municipal water systems 
are obligated to do. Finally, as for the taste, informal blind taste tests 
conducted by the Minneapolis Star Tribune show that many prefer the taste 
of tap water, and when Good Morning America conducted a taste test of its 
studio audience, New York City tap water was chosen as the heavy favorite. 

So when it comes down to it, the only real advantage of bottled water may be 
convenience. We invite you to investigate the issue even further and make 
the decision for yourself; is bottled water worth the price? Can you / should 
you eliminate it at least for certain uses? For numerous reasons, several high 
rise buildings occupied by state agencies have opted for a different process: 
reverse osmosis. More information on that can be found on at www.comm-
pass.com using statewide contract PRF23 or at www.atlaswatersystems.com.  

Subscription Information.  EPP Buyer Updates are 
published by the Environmentally Preferable Products 
Purchasing Program at the MA Operational Services 
Division.  Visit us online, subscribe and unsubscribe 
at http://www.mass.gov/epp. 
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Report Finds Green Computers 
Offer Significant Environmental 
Benefits  

A significant reduction in energy usage and toxic 
materials are among the environmental benefits of 
buying high-performance, environmentally friendly 
computer equipment. 

On July 17, the Green Electronics Council (GEC) 
released a report measuring the environmental benefits 
from the sales of EPEAT (Electronic Product 
Environmental Assessment Tool) registered "green" 
computers. Among its findings, the report states that 
the purchase of more than 36 million EPA-approved 
computer desktops, laptops and monitors has led to a 
significant reduction in greenhouse gas emissions. 

According to the Environmental Benefits Calculator, 
developed by the University of Tennessee under a 
cooperative agreement with EPA, the first six months 
of sales for EPEAT registered green computers when 
compared with traditional computers produced 
environmental benefits that included: 

 Energy: Saving 13.7 billion kilowatt-hour of 
electricity, enough to power 1.2 million U.S. 
homes for a year.  

 More Efficient Use of Raw Materials: Saving 
24.4 million metric tons of materials, equivalent to 
the weight of 189 million refrigerators.  

 Reducing Air Pollution: Preventing 56.5 million 
metric tons of air pollution, including 1.07 million 
metric tons of global warming gases (the 
equivalent of removing 852,000 cars from the road 
for a year).  

 Reducing Water Pollution: Preventing 118,000 
metric tons of water pollution.  

 Toxics Use Reduction: Reducing toxic material 
use by 1,070 metric tons, equivalent to the weight 
of 534,000 bricks, including enough mercury to fill 
157,000 household fever thermometers.  

 Less Waste: Avoiding the disposal of 41,100 
metric tons of hazardous waste, equivalent to the 
weight of 20.5 million bricks. 

"And those numbers are based on products sold during 
the last half of 2006," said Jeff Omelchuck, GEC 
director. "There are now more than 575 EPEAT 
registered green products from 21 different 
manufacturers. We predict the benefits next year will 
be even bigger." More information on EPEAT can be 
found at http://www.epeat.net. 
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