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Abstract

The 2022 New Mexico legislative session intro-
duced meat products (beef, bison, pork, and
lamb/mutton) to New Mexico (NM) Grown, the
state local food procurement program, and led to

the development of the Meat Pilot Program (MPP).
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Implemented in fiscal year (FY) 2023, the MPP
allowed 148 NM Grown buyers (primary and
secondary [K—12] schools, early childhood and
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senior centers, and food banks) to purchase local
meat products from 28 New Mexico-based suppli-
ers (producers, processors, food hubs, and distribu-
tors) to provide to priority populations. Given the
lack of research on meat-to-institution programs, a
cross-sectional exploratory study was conducted to
examine MPP participation, successes and batriers,
and perceived impacts from the petspectives of
buyers, suppliers, and stakeholders. Twenty-eight
individuals representing 39 buyers (26%) and 14
meat suppliers (50%) completed a survey; 11 buy-
ers, suppliers, and stakeholders participated in an
interview or focus group. Most suppliers and buy-
ers were satisfied with the MPP (92% and 85%,
respectively) and 100% indicated they would pat-
ticipate again. Most buyers agreed the MPP gave
ranchers and suppliers an important economic
opportunity (100%) and improved recipients’ diet
and meal quality (89%). Qualitative data further
indicated satisfaction with culturally relevant meats
and yielded suggestions such as providing more
supplier information to buyers, expanding market-
ing and outreach to engage eligible suppliers that
did not participate, and organizing meetings and
networking events to connect participating organi-
zations and build community and trust. The MPP
provided an important economic opportunity for
New Mexico meat operations such as small-scale
family farms and ranches, producer cooperatives,
local food hubs, and small and midsize processors
to access new local markets. The MPP was also
well received by NM Grown buyers. Additional
research on meat-to-institution initiatives is needed
to fully understand the impacts of connecting sup-
pliers providing culturally relevant sources of high-
quality protein to priority populations.

Keywords

farm to institution, meat supply chain, meat value
chain, food systems, local food, food industry, diet
quality, food security, agriculture, institutional food
procurement, New Mexico

Introduction

As the prevalence of food insecurity rises across
the U.S., disproportionately affecting underserved
population groups (Rabbitt et al., 2023; Rabbitt et
al., 2024), local food systems are becoming increas-

94

ingly important (Garrity et al., 2024). Integrating
local food and food products into institutional
foodservice, referred to as “farm-to-institution,” is
an important component of what is referred to as
values-based procurement (Campbell, 2023; Harris
et al., 2012), particularly in rural states like New
Mexico, located in the Southwest region of the U.S.
Local institutional procurement can potentially
address population-level food and nutrition insecu-
rity while also supporting local food producers and
thus benefiting the economy (Becot et al., 2017,
Harris et al., 2012). These benefits may include cre-
ating markets for small and midsize operations,
shortening food supply chains, and promoting
fairer prices (Jia et al., 2024).

As of 2025, all U.S. states have signed with the
U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) Local
Food Purchase Assistance Cooperative Agree-
ments (LFPA) for food bank purchasing, and 42
states have signed Local Food for Schools Cooper-
ative Agreements (LFS) for school purchasing
(USDA Agricultural Marketing Service [USDA
AMS], n.d.-a, n.d.-b). These agreements allow pro-
curement and distribution of local foods and bev-
erages to food banks and schools. Nationally, pre-
schools, senior-serving institutions, food banks,
and healthcare organizations also participate in
farm-to-institution initiatives. This study reviews
the farm-to-institution literature, focusing on
“meat-to-institution,” and desctribes New Mexico’s
farm-to-institution program, New Mexico Grown
(NM Grown), and the results of an exploratory
study of a new NM Grown meat-to-institution
initiative, the Meat Pilot Program (MPP).

Literature Review

This literature review summatizes research on
farm-to-institution programs in various settings in
the U.S. and emphasizes the significant gap in
evidence on meat-to-institution initiatives.

Farm-to-School

Research on farm-to-institution programs in the
U.S. largely focuses on K—12 schools (Avuwadah
& Kropp, 2022; Bontrager Yoder et al., 2014;
Galloway et al., 2023; Garrity et al., 2024; Harris et
al., 2012; Joshi et al., 2008; Long et al., 2021;
Mishra et al., 2022; Prescott et al., 2020; Thomson
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et al,, 2024). A 2022 literature review found farm-
to-school programs support nutrition education for
children and also economically and socially benefit
local communities (Mishra et al., 2022). According
to the 2023 Farm to School Census, 81% of U.S.
schools in the 2022-2023 school year participated
in at least one farm-to-school activity, which
include local food procurement, school gardens,
field trips, farm tours, and cooking classes
(Machata et al., 2024). Of these schools, 63%
served local foods to students, spending $1.8 bil-
lion! on local purchasing, about 16% of total food
spending. Most schools participating in farm-to-
school activities report an increase in fruit and veg-
etable consumption in school meals (61%) and bet-
ter access to higher quality foods (57%) (Machata
et al., 2024). Peer-reviewed studies also suggest that
farm-to-school programs increase students’ food
and nutrition-related knowledge and willingness to
try fruits and vegetables; however, impacts on fruit
and vegetable consumption, number of meals
served, and student participation in meal programs
are less clear (Avuwadah & Kropp, 2022;
Bontrager Yoder et al., 2014; Prescott et al., 2020).
Importantly, key farm-to-school stakeholders
are interested in participating in farm-to-school and
note benefits, including stakeholders such as
school foodservice authorities (SFA), foodservice
directors and staff (Izumi, Alaimo et al., 2010;
Pinatd et al., 2013; Smith et al., 2013; Thomson et
al., 2024), and producers (Izumi, Wynne Wright et
al.,, 2010; Pinard et al., 2013; Thomson et al., 2022).
School foodsetvice staff are motivated to partici-
pate by student preferences, good prices, and sup-
porting local farmers (Izumi, Alaimo et al., 2010).
Staff are also receptive to receiving training on pre-
paring and serving local foods as part of farm-to-
school programs (Smith et al., 2013). Differences
in perceived benefits may vary by school size, with
larger schools in the Midwest being more likely to
indicate the “ability to know product sources” as a
benefit than smaller schools (Smith et al., 2013, p.
154). Producers are also motivated to participate in
farm-to-school, with fruit and vegetable farmers in
the Mid-Atlantic region noting positive social and
economic impacts and opportunities (Lehnerd et

! All amounts in this article are in U.S. dollars.
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al., 2018) and farmers from the Midwest and
Northeast reporting market diversification and
contributing to social benefits through direct action
as primary motivators (Izumi, Wynne Wright et al.,
2010).

As well as benefits, however, farm-to-school
can present barriers for schools and producers
alike. The 2023 Farm-to-School Census found
SFAs participating in farm-to-school activities
report unavailability and cost of local foods as bar-
riers (Machata et al., 2024). Throughout the litera-
ture, schools further note lack of relationships with
farmers, food safety regulations, cost of labor, and
storage and equipment as barriers (Pinard et al.,
2013; Roche & Kolodinsky, 2011; Thomson et al.,
2024), which may be more pronounced for smaller
schools (Pinard et al., 2013). Producers also report
as primary farm-to-school barriers lack of relation-
ships with schools and difficulties providing prod-
uct during the entire school year, providing ade-
quate volume of products, and providing the most
competitive price (Pinard et al., 2013; Thomson et
al., 2022). Differences in producer and buyer
approaches to food production and handling may
underlie many batriers (Janssen, 2014).

Farm-to-Other Institutions
There is less research on farm-to-institution pro-
grams in non-K—12 settings. A 2012 national sur-
vey found that farm-to-preschool programs opet-
ate in at least 39 states and that the most common
farm-to-preschool activities are education about
locally grown foods and serving meals and snacks
with local food (Hoffman et al., 2017). Less than
half of the 502 preschools represented in the sur-
vey were supported through external funds, which
could account for lower participation in farm-to-
institution activities among early childhood centers
compared to K—12 schools (Colasanti & Matts,
2013). Indeed, another study found that just over
one-third (37%) of early care and education pro-
viders in Colorado participate in local food pro-
curement (McCloskey et al., 2020).
Sociodemographic factors may play a role in
farm-to-institution participation rates. A 2015
national survey of early care and education
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providers found sites serving a high proportion
of low-income children were less likely to
participate in farm-to-institution programs
compared to those serving a low proportion,
despite similar motivators and barriers (Stephens
& Oberholtzer, 2020); however, low-income-
serving sites spent a higher percentage of total
food budgets on local foods. A report by the City
University of New York (CUNY) Urban Food
Policy Institute presents barriers and facilitators
to local and regional food procurement at senior
centers, early childhood centers, and food banks
in Central Brooklyn and provides recommenda-
tions on funding, outreach, training, and evalu-
ation (Ames et al., 2019). Otherwise, there is a
lack of published research on farmto-preschool
and senior-serving institutions.

Research is similarly sparse for food bank and
pantry settings. A 2011 national survey of 115 food
banks and similar organizations found produce
obtained directly from local farmers and gardens
accounts for a small proportion of total food dis-
tributed (Vitiello et al., 2015). Despite the small
contribution, food bank staff are motivated to
implement local agticulture programs due to per-
ceived increases in local poverty and food insecu-
rity and desire to provide healthier options to cli-
ents. Farmers are also motivated to participate in
farm-to-food bank, citing social responsibility and
financial and marketing benefits (Haynes Stein &
Brinkley, 2023).

Meat-to-Institution

Across settings, farm-to-institution research
focuses almost exclusively on produce and grains,
leaving a significant gap in the evidence on meat
products. Our literature review identified just one
study, of an Alaskan “fish to school” program that
significantly increased fish intake and diet quality
among middle and high school students (Bersamin
et al., 2019). Other meat-to-institution evidence is
limited to national and state reports, which mainly
present participation rates and protein purchasing
data. The 2019 Farm to School Census, for exam-
ple, found 24% of participating schools purchased
some form of locally raised protein (meat, poultry,
fish, eggs, nuts) (Bobronnikov, 2021). As of 2023,
beef and poultry rank third and fourth among local

96

items that SFAs spend the most on (Machata et al.,
2024).

Two case studies on beef-to-school programs
in South Dakota and Montana round out the meat-
to-institution evidence base. About one-third
(34%) of SFAs in South Dakota participated in a
Beef to School program, spending an average of
$9,577 per SFA in the 2023-2024 school year
(Dunn et al.,, 2024). Schools that did not participate
were larger operations with more locations. In
Montana, of the 40% of schools participating in
farm-to-school, 47% source local meat products
(Byker Shanks et al., 2019). The Montana case
study emphasizes the importance of starting small,
addressing cost barriers, building processing facility
capacity, and engaging community partnerships in
meat-to-institution efforts. In summary, prelimi-
nary meat-to-institution evidence does suggest
institutions, at least K—12 schools, appear to be
interested in purchasing local meat, warranting
additional research.

Farm-to-Institution in New Mexico

NM Grown was introduced through the New
Mexico Grown Fresh Fruits and Vegetables for
School Meals legislation in 2014, connecting New
Mexico food producers to K—12 schools. The pro-
gram has since expanded to include senior centers
in 2018, eatly childhood education centers in 2021,
and food banks in 2023. NM Grown is now the
state’s largest local food procurement program and
has been an integral component of the governor’s
Food Initiative since 2022 (Office of the Governor
Michelle Lujan Grisham, 2023).

NM Grown provides resources to state agen-
cies and food banks to purchase locally produced
food from New Mexican farmers and ranchers,
food producers, food hubs, and distributors that
meet Approved Supplier requirements (New
Mexico Grown, 2024). The New Mexico Farmers’
Marketing Association (NMFMA) administers the
Approved Supplier program. The NMFMA also
maintains a publicly available list of all Approved
Suppliers and Buyers, and hosts events to connect
NM Grown participants. Food purchased through
NM Grown serves children in early childhood edu-
cation centers, students in K—12 schools, elders at
senior centers, and clients at food banks. Program
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marketing materials state that “Suppliers can expect
competitive prices” and “You set the price; buyers
will do their best to meet your needs.” NM Grown
therefore rewards New Mexico farmers, ranchers,
and other food producers with fair prices for prod-
ucts supplied. NM Grown funding has historically
been provided through the state and a LFPA coop-
erative agreement program, the Regional Farm to
Food Bank.

New Mexico’s investment in local food pro-
curement emphasizes the overall importance of
agriculture and the state’s traditional agriculture
economy which is rooted in local and indigenous
knowledge and practices, strong connection with
the land, and support of ecological balance. The
food and agriculture sector represented 253,529
jobs and generated $12.92 billion in total wages in
2023 (Feeding the Economy, 2025). Livestock is a
large piece of the food and agriculture sector; the
value of livestock production alone was $3.09 bil-
lion in 2023, a slight increase from previous years
(Whitcotton et al., 2024). Small-scale livestock
operations are crucial, as almost 60% of agricul-
tural operations in New Mexico are less than 100
acres and 95% of the state’s 24,700 farms and
ranches are family-owned (New, 2023; USDA Na-
tional Agricultural Statistics Service, 2022).

New Mexcico Grown Meat Pilot Program
During the 2022 legislative session, New Mexico—
based meat products were added to NM Grown,

including beef, potk, bison, and lamb/mutton. The
NMEMA collaborated with the New Mexico
Department of Agriculture (NMDA) and other key
stakeholders to develop and implement the FY23
Meat Pilot Program (MPP), which ran July 1,
2022~June 30, 2023, to officially introduce meat
products to NM Grown. The MPP goal was to
provide an opportunity for interested New Mexico-
based meat suppliers to sell locally produced meat
products to NM Grown buyers to provide locally
raised sources of high-quality protein to priority
recipient populations.

Meat Pilot Program approved suppliers
To recruit suppliers, the NMFMA directly emailed
approximately 50 New Mexico—based producers,
processors, ranchers, and food hubs; posted gen-
eral MPP information to their distribution list of
1,140 recipients; and distributed information via
industry groups and non-profit organizations that
work with livestock producers (New Mexico
Acequia Association, New Mexico Beef Council,
Southwest Grassfed Livestock Alliance) and the
Regional Farm to Food Bank pilot program. Inter-
ested suppliers submitted applications on a rolling
basis throughout the pilot year to become
Approved Suppliers of NM Grown meat products.
Twenty-eight meat suppliers met Approved
Supplier requirements, outlined in Appendix A,
and participated in the MPP (Table 1). Over half of
participating suppliers (54%) were located in rural

Table 1. Characteristics of Approved Suppliers that Participated in the FY23 Meat Pilot Program (MPP)

(N = 28)
Offered lamb/ Disadvan-

Offered beef mutton Offered pork Offered bison taged® Rural
n (%)?2 n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%)
All Suppliers 28 (100) 26 (93) 11 (39) 5(18) 4 (14) 11 (39) 15 (54)
Producers 14 (50) 3(93) 3(21) 2 (14) 0 (0) 7 (50) 8 (57)
Producer collectives 2(7) 2 (100) 0 (0) 0(0) 0 (0) 1 (50) 1 (50)
Processors 6 (21) 5 (83) 4 (67) 1(47) 2 (33) 3(50) 5(83)
Food hubsc 5 (18) 5 (100) 2 (40) 1(20) 0(0) 1 (20) 2 (40)
Distributors 3(11) 2(67) 3(100) 1(33) 2(67) 1(33) 1(33)

aSuppliers could choose more than one option when indicating operation type.

b Self-identified as Socially Disadvantaged in Approved Supplier application.

cA food hub was defined as a centrally located facility with a business management structure facilitating the aggregation, storage,
processing, distributions, and/or marketing of locally/regionally produced food products.
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counties and 39% self-identified as socially disad-
vantaged, defined by the USDA as

a farmer or rancher who is a member of a
socially disadvantaged group. A ‘Socially
Disadvantaged Group’ is a group whose
members have been subject to discrimination
on the basis of race, color, national origin,
age, disability, and where applicable, sex,
marital status, familial status, parental status,
religion, sexual orientation, genetic infor-
mation, political beliefs, reprisal, or because
all or a part of an individual’s income is
derived from any public assistance program.
(Code of Federal Regulations Title 7, 2024,
bullet [1])

In terms of product availability, most suppliers
applied to sell beef (93%) while fewer applied to
sell lamb/mutton (39%), pork (18%), and/or bison
(14%)).

Table 2 shows the geographic location of MPP
Approved Suppliers. Most were in Northern (43%)
or Central New Mexico (36%). No meat suppliers

were in Southern New Mexico and just two were in
Northwestern New Mexico.

Meat Pilot Program buyers

There were 148 NM Grown buyers in FY23 (Table
3). Most were in Central (32%) or Northern New
Mexico (26%). Nearly half (46%) of buyers were in
rural counties. Twenty-eight buyers were in South-
ern New Mexico, although there were no meat
suppliers in this region of the state.

In FY23, $1.62 million was allocated for NM
Grown local food purchases across three state
administering agencies (K—12, eatly childhood, sen-
ior affairs) and one central food bank. Administer-
ing agencies distributed NM Grown funding to
individual schools, eatly childhood education, and
senior centers that could spend up to approxi-
mately 40% on meat purchases. Food banks did
not have a limit on the amount eligible for meat
purchases. According to data provided to the
research team, senior centers spent $234,840 and
food banks spent $166,528 on meat during the
MPP. Meat purchasing data for K—12 schools and
carly childhood centers were unavailable, but an
estimated amount spent by these buyers is

Table 2. Geographic Location of Approved Suppliers that Participated in the MPP (N = 28)

n (%) Central NM Northern NM  Northwest NM  Eastern NM  Southern NM Aza
All Suppliers 28 (100) 10 (36) 12 (43) 2(7) 3(11) 0 (0) 1(4)
Producers 14 (50) 4 (29) 7 (50) 1(7) 2 (14) 0 (0) 0(0)
Producer collectives 2(7) 1 (50) 1 (50) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0)
Processors 6 (21) 1(17) 4 (67) 0 (0) 1(17) 0 (0) 0(0)
Food hubs 5 (18) 2 (40) 1(20) 1(20) 0 (0) 0 (0) 1(20)
Distributors 3(11) 2 (67) 1(33) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0(0)

a0ne Arizona (AZ)-based food hub met NM Grown Approved Supplier criteria and participated in the MPP

Table 3. Type and Geographic Location of FY23 NM Grown Buyers (N = 148)

n (%) Central Northern Northwest Eastern Southern Multiple
All Buyers 148 (100) 47 (32) 39 (26) 18 (12) 14 (9) 28 (19) 2 (1)
K-12 schools 58 (39) 16 (28) 18 (31) 8(14) 7(12) 9 (16) 0(0)
Early childhood centers 33(22) 17 (52) 6 (18) 3(9) 3(9) 3(9) 1(3)
Senior centers 56 (38) 14 (25) 15 (27) 7 (13) 4(7) 16 (29) 0(0)
Food banksa 1(0.7) 0(0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0(0) 0(0) 1 (100)

a0ne food bank makes NM Grown purchases and distributes to five regional food banks.
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$320,000—$380,000. Based on outreach to individ-
ual buyers, approximately 72% of NM Grown buy-
ers purchased meat products during the MPP.

New Mexico Grown FY23 Meat Pilot

Program Evaluation

Because of the gaps in knowledge of farm-to-
institution programs, particularly meat-to-
institution, and the motive to expand the MPP, the
NMFEFMA and a team of researchers partnered to
evaluate the FY23 MPP. This exploratory study
aimed to 1) evaluate the MPP to understand suc-
cesses, barriers, and impacts on recipients from the
perspective of meat suppliers, buyers, and other
stakeholders, and 2) contribute to the emerging
meat-to-institution literature.

Applied Research Methods

An exploratory cross-sectional study was con-
ducted in New Mexico in fall 2023, consisting of
surveys, one-on-one interviews, and focus groups.
The research team and the NMFMA co-designed
the research and evaluation framework, data collec-
tion methods, and data collection instruments. The
University of New Mexico Health Sciences Center
Human Research Review Committee reviewed and
approved this study as exempt research (HRRC#
23-387).

Study Participants and Recruitment

Survey participants included MPP Buyers and
Approved Suppliers. Interviews and focus groups
included MPP Buyers, Approved Suppliers, and
stakeholders at administering and other agencies.

Survey Participants: Buyers and Suppliers

Buyers and Approved Suppliers that sold any meat
products during the MPP were eligible to partici-
pate in the study survey. Individual eligibility crite-
ria included being at least 18 years of age and
involvement in their organization or operation’s
participation in the MPP for at least six months
during FY23 (July 2022—June 2023).

The NMFMA provided information for 151
individuals representing 148 buyers and 28 suppli-
ers for recruitment. Some individuals represented
multiple buyers, primarily senior centers. Study sur-
veys were administered through REDCap, an

Volume 14, Issue 4 / Fall 2025

online survey platform approved for research. All
suppliers and buyers received individual survey
links and reminders via email October 23—
November 17, 2023. If emails bounced back, the
NMFMA provided alternative or updated contacts
or contacted organizations directly. Participants
first read a consent form and provided consent to
participate by starting the survey. After assessing
eligibility criteria, ineligible participants were redi-
rected, and eligible participants completed the sur-
vey on behalf of their organization or operation.
Participants could provide an email address at the
end of the survey to enter to win one of two $50
merchandise cards.

Interview and Focus Group Participants:

Buyers, Suppliers, and Key Stakeholders

The NMFMA identified 11 individuals directly
involved in NM Grown at administering and other
agencies to recruit for interviews and focus groups.
Fourteen buyers and suppliers also expressed inter-
est in interview or focus group participation while
completing the survey. These 25 individuals were
contacted by email and phone and could choose to
participate in an individual interview or a focus

group.

Data Collection Methods
Data were collected through surveys, one-on-one
interviews, and focus groups, described here.

Buyer and Supplier Surveys

Two original surveys were developed through an
iterative process to collect data from MPP suppli-
ers and NM Grown buyers. The NMFMA
provided 22 documents (e.g., NM Grown and
MPP background and recruitment information,
supplier applications, reports) to guide survey
development; drafts were discussed extensively in
team meetings. Buyer and supplier surveys
included closed- and open-ended questions and
took approximately 20 minutes to complete.
Survey questions assessed buyers’ and suppliers’
type and location, meat products purchased or sold
during the MPP, satisfaction with MPP com-
ponents, agreement with program impacts, and
interest in future patticipation (see Appendix B).
Respondents were not required to answer all
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questions in order to promote patticipation and
limit burden.

Interviews and Focus Groups

Three members of the research team conducted
five virtual 30-minute semi-structured interviews
and two virtual 60-minute focus groups in October
and November 2023. All interviews and focus
groups were conducted in English and audio rec-
orded. The research team and the NMFMA co-
developed interview and focus group guides focus-
ing on participants’ roles and satisfaction with the
MPP and perceptions of outreach and recruitment;
technical assistance and support; and overall effec-
tiveness, successes, outcomes, and barriers. Inter-
viewers took notes during interviews. Interviewees
received a $30 merchandise card and focus group
participants received a $50 merchandise card.

Data Management and Analysis

At the end of the data collection period, survey
data were downloaded, cleaned, and analyzed using
Statistical Analysis Software (SAS) Version 9.4.
Not all survey questions were required, and incom-
plete responses are included in this analysis. For
Likert scale questions, Strongly Agree and Agree
were combined to Agree and Strongly Disagree
and Disagree were combined to Disagree. Similarly,
Very Satisfied and Satistied were combined to Sat-
isfied and Very Dissatisfied and Dissatisfied were
combined to “Dissatisfied.” Descriptive statis-
tics—mean (M) and standard deviation (SD) for
continuous variables, frequency (n) and percentage
(%) for categorical variables—were calculated for
survey responses and examined by supplier type
(producer, processor, or “other,” which included
food hubs, producer collectives, and distributors)
and buyer type (K—12, early childhood, senior
centet, food bank).

Stakeholder Interviews and Focus Groups

Individual interviews and focus groups were tran-
scribed verbatim using Trint software. The
research team first reviewed transcripts to familiar-
ize themselves with the data. Inductive content
analysis was performed to identify themes and con-
cepts for each question. A codebook was created
after initial data familiarization and was revised in
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an iterative process throughout coding. Using
NVivo, a primary coder coded all interviews and
focus groups and a secondary coder coded approx-
imately 20% of the data; coder agreement was
assessed by Cohen’s kappa (= 0.80, indicating
reliable coding).

Results
Of the 151 individuals representing 148 buyers and
28 suppliers contacted, 66 (44%) consented to par-
ticipate in the survey. Twenty-four (36%) were not
eligible based on screening questions, largely due to
not being involved in their organization’s or opera-
tion’s MPP participation for at least six months.
After completing screening questions, 42 complete
or partial responses were received from 28 individ-
uals representing 39 buyers and 14 suppliers, yield-
ing response rates of 26% and 50%, respectively.
Of the 25 potential stakeholders, five partici-
pated in an interview and six participated in one of
two focus groups (response rate = 44%). Interview
and focus group participants represented suppliers,
buyers, and other key stakeholders. Fourteen did
not respond to recruitment attempts.

Supplier Results

Fourteen (50%) of the 28 Approved Supplier meat
vendors participating in the MPP completed a sur-

vey. Most were producers (z = 9, 64%), processors
(n =5, 36%), ot food hubs (» = 5, 36%). Four dis-

tributors and two producer collectives also partici-

pated. Six of the nine producers (67%) identified as
socially disadvantaged.

Figure 1 shows the types of meat products sold
by MPP suppliers that completed a survey. All sup-
pliers sold beef and frozen meat products (100%)
and most sold grass-fed or grass-finished (64%0)
and hormone-free meat products (57%) during the
MPP. No suppliers that responded to the survey
sold bison or USDA-certified organic meat
products.

Figure 2 shows meat suppliers’ satisfaction
with components of the MPP. More than half were
satistied with all components evaluated. All that
responded to these questions (7 = 13, 100%) were
satisfied with their knowledge of expectations and
requirements for participating in the MPP and the
Approved Supplier application process. Some sup-
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pliers were dissatisfied with the amount of product
sold (23%), ability to find interested buyers (15%),
and ease of doing business with meat buyers
(15%).

Twelve suppliers rated their ability to respond
to buyer requests during the MPP (data not
shown). Most reported that requests for packaging
of meat products (75%) and volume of meat prod-
ucts (67%) wete easy or very easy to respond to.
Most were neutral on their ability to respond to the
volume of products buyers actually purchased
(58%). Importantly, 92% of suppliers were satisfied
with their overall experience participating in the
MPP and 100% indicated they would participate in
the future.

Three MPP suppliers participated in an inter-
view or focus group. Suppliers discussed successes
related to opportunities for expanding local mar-
kets and connecting with buyers, and for potential
impact on local food security and the economy.

Suppliers noted that the MPP offered an oppor-
tunity for a special group of New Mexico ranchers
to sell clean, healthy, thoughtfully grown beef and
other meat products to new, local markets. Suppli-
ers reported the MPP has the potential to impact
the local economy by expanding the local market
through sustainable and responsible practices,
illustrated by the following remark:

The concept of the Program is something we
heavily believe in and support. [Redacted] is
made up of small New Mexico ranches that
produce beef in the most environmentally
friendly, humane, and clean manner possible.
We would like to see this Program continue
and grow on a long-term basis.

Suppliers also explained that the MPP offered
an opportunity to improve food security in their
communities, which was a motivating factor to par-
ticipate. As one supplier said, “Our operation as a

Figure 1. Percent (%) of MPP-Approved Supplier Survey Respondents (n = 14) that Reported Selling Each
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[redacted] facility is to expand market opportunities
for local ranchers and provide locally produced
food to the food insecure residents in the
communities we serve.”

Suppliers discussed barriers related to order
fulfillment logistics and buyer demand. For exam-
ple, individual suppliers may not be equipped to
meet buyer requests for significant amounts of
product (e.g., 5,000—-10,000 pounds). One supplier
stated that “people requesting fresh meat products
and not understanding liability/ transportation/
storage issues with fresh products for small pro-
ducers [was challenging].” Suppliers also explained
that buyer requests for large volumes of specific
cuts (e.g., steaks, roasts) were difficult to fulfill
compared to selling a whole or half animal. Sugges-
tions for improvement were related to expanding
the pool of buyers and providing them with more
complete information about supplier capacity.

Suppliers also discussed how their expectations
for significantly expanding into new markets were
not met. Recommendations for expansion included
access to more buyers, with particular attention to
overcoming barriers in rural locations. One partici-
pant suggested: “Understanding the challenges and
needs of rural communities and locations. Identify-
ing the suppliers that are willing to provide and dis-
tribute meat products to rural locations.” Educat-
ing buyers on suppliers’ capacity was also suggested
(e.g., “communication with buyers of what we can
provide”) to facilitate more realistic and fulfillable
requests. Suppliers also suggested expanding the
MPP but acknowledged practical challenges related
to growth.

Buyer Results
Twenty-cight (28) individuals representing 39 FY23
NM Grown buyers completed a survey (response

Figure 2. Approved Supplier Survey Respondents’ (n = 13) Satisfaction (%) with Components of the MPP
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rate = 26%). Twelve K—12 schools (response rate
= 21%), eight early childhood education centers
(response rate = 24%), six individuals representing
17 senior centers (response rate = 30%), and two
individuals representing one food bank (response
rate = 100%) completed surveys. Most identified as
individual buyers purchasing meat products to dis-
tribute directly to clients (79%), and fewer identi-
tied as collective buyers (21%), purchasing meat
products to provide to other locations/centers to

distribute. On average, buyers spent more than
one-third (34%) of their NM Grown grant alloca-
tion for local purchasing of meat products during
the MPP. This amount varied greatly, ranging
0%—80%.

All buyers that completed a survey purchased
beef (100%); fewer purchased pork (29%), lamb/
mutton (14%), and bison (4%) (Figure 3). The
majority purchased frozen (68%) and grass-fed or
grass-finished meat products (54%). Fewer pur-

Figure 3. Percent (%) of NM Grown Buyer Survey Respondents (n = 28) that Reported Purchasing

Each Meat Product Type
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chased USDA-certified organic (18%) or hormone-
free products (14%).

Figure 4 shows buyers’ satisfaction with MPP
components. At least 50% of buyers were satisfied
with all components except technical assistance
and support received from the NMFMA (44% sat-
isfied) or the NMDA (30% satisfied) (data not
shown). Satisfaction was highest for packaging of
meat products (93%) and meat quality (92%) while
dissatisfaction was highest for knowledge of MPP
goals (19%) and knowledge of participation
requirements (15%).

Buyers agreed that the MPP impacted recipi-
ents and local ranchers and meat suppliers. All who
responded to this question (# = 27, 100%) agreed
the MPP provided ranchers and other meat suppli-
ers an important economic opportunity, 96%
agreed recipients were satisfied with products, 89%
agreed the MPP improved recipient diet and meal
quality, and 78% agreed the MPP improved recipi-
ent food security status (data not shown). Overall,

100% of buyers who completed a survey indicated
they would purchase meat products through NM
Grown in the future.

Five NM Grown buyers participated in an
interview or focus group. They reported successes
related to the quality and types of meat provided to
them, impacts on their meal programs, broader
community-level impacts, and a positive experience
working with suppliers. Overall, buyers remarked
that the quantity and quality of beef available
through the MPP was outstanding. Buyers
described interest in continuing to purchase NM
Grown meats due to the high quality of meat and
due to the opportunity to provide locally sourced
meats to the community. As one buyer stated,
“Yes, we love serving healthy, locally sourced
meats to our clients and we love supporting our
local New Mexico farmers and ranchers! We
believe it results in healthier communities and con-
tributes to a more resilient food system.” Another
stakeholder said, “See, talk to some of the, say for

Figure 4. NM Grown Buyers’ (n = 28) Satisfaction (%) with Components of the MPP
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example, the seniors, and they know when it’s not
in New Mexico. They know when it’s New Mexico
carrots. They know when it’s New Mexico beef.
They taste the difference, and they appreciate the
value of it.”

Providing nutrient-dense foods to consumers
aligned with buyers’ motivation for participating in
the MPP. Buyers explained the value of offering
nutritious foods to the vulnerable populations,
such as children, that they serve. Regarding meat
types, beef was noted as the greatest success. The
inclusion of culturally relevant meat products such
as bison and mutton was appreciated, with desire
for more bison. Buyers from schools mentioned
that students loved trying new types of meat like
brisket and roasts, and that staff enjoyed the meals
as well. Some schools used creative strategies like
“Nuevo Thursdays” to highlight new menu items.
Buyers even reported that the MPP contributed to
increased participation in senior and K—12 meal
programs. One buyer stated, “Participation in our
senior meals program has increased 25% since we
started to use NM Grown products.”

Buyers also noted that the MPP benefitted
local agriculture and the local economy; one buyer
further discussed the urgency for agricultural trans-
formation: “I think that has helped to make agri-
culture sexy again, and that’s what we got to get it
to. Because as much as [redacted] alluded to, we
have a small window of opportunity to change the
catastrophic agricultural problem that is brewing.”

Buyers offered suggestions for MPP improve-
ment involving needs for additional administrative
support (e.g., submitting for reimbursement) and
more opportunities to foster personal connections
with vendors. One participant said, “I’d really like
some events where we can meet the farmers and
build relationships with them. I'd love for them to
be able to show their product and us to get food
samples.” Additional information about Approved
Suppliers, such as proximity and location, delivery,
and product details (e.g., type, fat content), was
also sought in order to streamline the procurement
process and promote transparency regarding trace-
ability of products, nutrient content, and confi-
dence in food safety. Buyers also explained that
they would appreciate more meat supplier options
and that many ranchers, producers, and processors
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are currently missing from the Approved Supplier
list.

Logistical issues such as needing to drive to
pick up items ordered in cases where suppliers
were not close posed barriers for some buyers.
School-specific barriers were related to financial
and physical resources, with schools suggesting
allowing more than 40% of their NM Grown
budget to be spent on meat, and reporting having
to struggle to purchase items 1-2 months in
advance, requiring advanced planning. Storage
space (e.g., freezers) was also a barrier to ordering
large quantities.

Discussion
This study evaluated meat suppliers, buyers, and
other stakeholders’ participation in and perspec-
tives on the FY23 MPP, which introduced meat
products to New Mexico’s statewide local food
procurement program, NM Grown. Fourteen MPP
Approved Suppliers (50%) participated in the study
survey, representing producers, processors, food
hubs, and distributors selling beef, pork, and
lamb/mutton. Just 26% of NM Grown buyers
were represented in the study survey, potentially
due to high turnover in foodsetvice staff, timing of
the survey in early fall which is a busy time for
schools and other participating institutions, and
competing responsibilities. Despite their low pat-
ticipation rate, buyers represented all types (K—12,
eatly childhood education, senior centers, food
banks) and perceptions of the MPP were largely
positive, particularly packing and quality of meat
products and ease of doing business with suppliers.
Suppliers’ perceptions of the MPP were also posi-
tive, but several were dissatisfied with the amount
of product sold, pricing, and ability to find inter-
ested buyers. Differences in buyer and supplier
perceptions of the MPP are important to consider
in NM Grown improvement efforts, and by other
meat-to-institution programs, to ensure supplier
expectations and needs are met.

New Mexico is a unique, largely rural state with
a high proportion of socially disadvantaged pro-
ducers, and our results align with other published
research on farm-to-institution and meat-to-institu-
tion programs. A 2024 systematic review found
that facilitators for local food system approaches
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and programs among low-income populations
include health-promoting environments, commu-
nity cohesion, financial incentives, and high-quality
produce (Garrity et al., 2024). Social marketing and
dynamic nutrition education were also tied to posi-
tive changes in diet quality and fruit and vegetable
intake among multimodal short value chain inter-
vention participants. Social marketing strategies
such as promotional activities, printed recipes, and
newsletters increase awareness of and engagement
in local food programs. Nutrition education com-
plements seasonal local food provision and may
further enhance positive outcomes of short value
chain interventions related to knowledge, skills, and
diet quality. Our study similarly found that commu-
nity connections, positive perceived impact on
recipients and communities, and high-quality prod-
ucts were important components of the MPP and
were primary motivators for buyers and suppliers
to participate.

In this study, buyers affirmed recipients’ satis-
faction with products and there were positive eco-
nomic benefits for producers, results consistent
with previous studies (Becot et al., 2017; Izumi,
Alaimo et al., 2010; Izumi, Wynne Wright et al.,
2010). A qualitative study of school foodservice
professionals found primary motivators for buying
locally grown food to be expressed in the state-
ments “The students like it,” “The price is right,”
and “We’re helping our local farmers” (Izumi,
Alaimo et al., 2010). Economic benefits noted by
MPP buyers and suppliers align with modest eco-
nomic impacts of farm-to-school programs (Becot
et al., 2017); however, more research is needed to
demonstrate the effects on the economy of com-
prehensive local food procurement, especially
meat-to-institution. Participants in this study also
valued new connections formed between New
Mexico meat producers and local institutions, and
the opportunity for expanded markets for local
meat producers.

Buyer motivations for participating in the MPP
were not directly captured in surveys, but interview
and focus group results show that supporting local
ranchers, adding diverse and culturally relevant
meat to menus, and improving the nutritional qual-
ity of meals were primary motivators across set-
tings. Similar benefits were reported by South
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Dakota’s Beef to School program patticipants,
including better quality foods; increased positive
perceptions of school nutrition programs among
parents, school staff, students, and the community;
lower school meal program costs; and increased
consumption of school meals (Dunn et al., 2024).
A case study of Montana’s Beef-to-School project
also found high quality products, community part-
nerships, food literacy, and enhancing local identity
were important motivators for schools to partici-
pate (Byker Shanks et al., 2019).

Motivators for participating in farm-to-institu-
tion programs may vary by setting, as described in
our literature review. Early childhood center staff
report that attending or receiving training and hav-
ing a dietitian on staff are important facilitators to
local purchasing, while senior center staff claim pri-
mary motivators include staff training, administra-
tive supportt, nutrition education for clients, access
to a dietitian, and positive relationships with food
producers (Ames et al., 2019). Our results are con-
sistent with these findings, further emphasizing the
importance of cultural relevance, expanding mar-
kets, and improving diet quality and food security,
important insights for meat-to-institution programs
in other rural or underserved regions.

Buyers and suppliers acknowledged a variety of
MPP barriers in this study, including administrative
burdens of participating, difficulties connecting
with suppliers or buyers, and potential difficulties
producing the volume of product requested by
larger institutions like school districts, exacerbated
by inadequate meat processor capacity. These bat-
riers resemble those reported in the farm-to-
institution literature, including lack of program
awareness and limited accessibility (Garrity et al.,
2024). Indeed, few early childhood facilities were
found to participate in local food procurement in
Colorado due to barriers such as time, cost, and
knowledge (McCloskey et al., 2020), and, in New
York, due to high food costs and delivery batriers
(Ames et al., 2019). School food service directors
in Mississippi report that few K—12 schools pur-
chase local foods directly from farmers, and that
lack of connection with local producers is a barrier
(Thomson et al., 2024). Senior center staff note the
inability of centers to meet order minimums
required by local food producers as a primary bar-
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rier in New York City (Ames et al.,, 2019), while
food pantry representatives, rather than food flow-
ing through a larger food bank, prefer more fre-
quent fresh food delivery directly from local grow-
ers, which is a barrier as it may not always be an
option (Huang et al., 2023).

In further insights into meat-to-institution pro-
gram barriers, the South Dakota Beef to School
survey found lack of storage, limited slaughter
facilities, and difficulty finding local producers and
processors were barriers experienced by participat-
ing schools (Dunn et al., 2024). Three schools that
participated in a case study of Montana’s Beef-to-
School project cited higher costs, limitations of
processors in providing products required by
schools that may have inadequate kitchens or train-
ing on utilizing local products, school size and meal
participation, and supply chain logistics and prod-
uct availability as key barriers (Byker Shanks et al.,
2019).

To alleviate barriers, meat-to-institution pro-
grams should ensure reimbursement and/or pur-
chasing incentives are high enough to discourage
increases in total food costs associated with pur-
chasing local foods (Long et al., 2021). Providing
resources and support for tracking and reporting
purchasing data for buyers and suppliers and
emphasizing flexibility and innovation in program-
ming may decrease barriers associated with pur-
chasing from small-scale local producers
(Whitehouse et al., 2025), as is common in New
Mexico. Assessing and aligning producer and buyer
values is critical to ensure program success
(Janssen, 2014), as well as considering creative eval-
uation methods that promote engagement and
empowerment (Inwood et al., 2023).

Limitations

Recruitment of survey, interview, and focus group
participants was a bartier in this study. Participants
received incentives, but the survey response rate
was low for buyers in particular. Low buyer
response rates may reflect high turnover among
food procurement staff, lack of time due to com-
peting responsibilities, and attempting to recruit
participants during a very busy time of year.
Requiting survey participants to be involved in
their organization or operation’s MPP participation
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for at least six months in FY23 led to the disqualifi-
cation of 14 willing participants. Additionally, no
suppliers selling bison and just one buyer purchas-
ing bison during the MPP were represented in sur-
veys. Respondents also were not required to com-
plete all questions, leading to missing data.
Therefore, these results are exploratory, reflecting
the expetiences of some organizations and opera-
tions that participated, and may not be
generalizable.

Moreovert, detailed purchasing data were
unavailable for many buyers, limiting the ability to
more fully understand the meat pilot marketplace.
Suppliers’ and buyers’ motivations for participating
in the MPP were not directly assessed via survey,
and while we assessed perceived impacts of the
MPP on recipient diet quality and food security,
impacts on other outcomes were not examined.
Future research must assess short- and long-term
impacts of meat-to-institution initiatives on health
and wellbeing, alongside in-depth examinations of
local economic impacts.

Recommendations

Based on findings from this exploratory study and
a review of the literature, NM Grown and other
meat-to-institution programs may consider

(1) providing comprehensive information about
suppliers (vendor location, delivery information,
product details, capacity) to buyers and organizing
more meetings and networking (in-person and
remote) to facilitate community and trust building;
(2) offering culturally relevant options and priori-
tizing the recruitment of small-scale and diverse
producers; (3) increasing marketing and outreach
strategies to eligible suppliers and further exploring
barriers to supplier participation, particularly
among socially disadvantaged, smaller-scale, and
rural producers that may lack access to the scale-
approptiate processing, storage, and infrastructure
required to meet buyer needs; (4) ensuring ade-
quate buyer knowledge of the nuances of local
meat purchasing as well as resources to meet sup-
pliers’ expectations and needs (e.g., funding and
assistance meeting program requirements, trouble-
shooting logistical issues, and accessing to buyers
and large-scale processing); (5) providing nutrition
education, which has been found to be successful
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alongside local food procurement in K~12 school
settings (Rains et al., 2019); and (6) collecting and
sharing high-quality participation and purchase data
to further meat-to-institution knowledge.

Future research should assess the impacts of
implementing these participant-driven recommen-
dations on meat-to-institution program participa-
tion, bartiers, and outcomes, especially during a
time of devastating funding cuts to farm-to-
institution programs in the U.S.

Conclusions

The FY23 MPP was designed to introduce meat
products to NM Grown, connecting New Mexico
food producers to K—12 schools, early childhood
and senior centers, and food banks. During the
MPP, 28 producers, processors, distributors, food
hubs, and producer collectives sold local beef,
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Appendix A. Approved Supplier Criteria and Requirements for the FY23 Meat Pilot Program

To meet food safety and product specification requirements, vendors must:

112

Attest that the meat products they plan to sell meet 3 out of the 4 of the following criteria to be
considered locally grown:

1. Animal was born/raised in New Mexico

2. Animal was fed/finished in New Mexico

3. Animal was slaughtered/processed in New Mexico

4. Animal ownership was maintained by a New Mexico producer

Product must have been slaughtered and processed at a Federal or State (future) Inspected Facility,
and vendor must attest to all three of the following:

— Product must be in its original packaging with the USDA FSIS inspection stamp on the packaging
from the USDA FSIS inspected processor.

— No further processing is allowed without further USDA FSIS inspection

— Vendor will provide buyers proof of FSIS certification (packaging, invoice, etc.) alongside a
corresponding invoice for administering agency reimbursement.

Vendor must ensure the safe transportation of product to the end market, which facilitates food safety
and quality management throughout the cold-chain distribution process. Specifically, the vendor must
ensure that acceptable temperature ranges have been maintained, depending on whether the meat is
transported in a fresh or frozen state in temperature-controlled trucks. Frozen meat should stay frozen
and fresh meat should be held at a temperature of 41 °F or below.

Vendor is required to hold a current USDA Food Safety and Inspection Service (FSIS) Distribution
License. Providing documentation of having applied to FSIS for a registration number is part of the
application process, and for a vendor to become approved they must provide their FSIS registration
number.

Vendor must be bonded.
— Processors and distributors must hold product liability insurance at a minimum of 1 million dollars.

— In the case of individual producers who are engaged in direct marketing, product liability insurance
is required. If not engaged in direct marketing, it's highly encouraged.

— Appropriate documentation will be submitted as part of the application process.

Vendor must participate in the no-cost NMDA Taste the Tradition/Grown with Tradition Logo Program.
License agreement must be completed and submitted to NMDA.
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Appendix B. Approved Supplier Criteria and Requirements for the FY23 Meat Pilot Program

NM Grown Buyer Survey
Please answer all survey questions on behalf of your organization.
1. Please type of the name of your organization:

2. Which of the following best fits how your organization purchased and distributed meat products through
the New Mexico Grown FY23 Meat Pilot program?

a. Individual buyer: we purchased meat products to directly distribute to clients.

b. Collective buyer: we purchased meat products to distribute to other centers/locations to distribute
to clients.

3. Please select which meat products your organization purchased during the NM Grown FY23 Meat Pilot
program. You may select more than one.

a. Beef

b. Bison

c. Lamb/mutton

d. Pork

e. None of the above

4. Please select types of meat products your organization purchased during the NM Grown FY23 Meat Pilot
program. You may select more than one.

a. Fresh meat products

b. Frozen meat products

c. USDA certified organic meat products

d. Grass-fed and/or grass-finished meat products
e. Free-range/pasture raised meat products

f.  Hormone-free meat products

g. Other (please specify: ___ )

h. None of the above

5. Approximately what percent of your organization’s NM Grown grant allocation for local food purchasing
was spent on meat products in FY23 (July 2022-June 2023)?

Please rate your organization’s satisfaction with the following components of the FY23 (July 2022-June 2023)
NM Grown Meat Pilot program: (scale: very dissatisfied, dissatisfied, neutral, satisfied, very satisfied, not
applicable)

6. Recruitment and marketing materials inviting your organization’s participation in the program

7. Knowledge of Meat Pilot program goals
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8. Knowledge of expectations and requirements for participating in the Meat Pilot program

9. Availability of supply of preferred meat products in needed volumes

10. Packaging of meat products

11. Transport of meat products

12. Pricing of meat products

13. Safety and traceability of meat products

14. Ease of doing business with meat suppliers

15. Quality of meat products purchased

16. Technical Assistance and support received from the New Mexico Farmers’ Marketing Association (NMFMA)
17. Technical Assistance and support received from the NM Department of Agriculture (NMDA)
18. Overall experience participating in the NM Grown FY23 Meat Pilot program

19. Please expand upon any ratings here:

Please rate your organization’s agreement to the following statements regarding the FY23 (July 2022-June
2023) NM Grown Meat Pilot program: (scale: strongly disagree, disagree, neutral, agree, strongly agree, not
applicable)

20. Users/consumers were satisfied with NM Grown meat products.
21. The FY23 NM Grown Meat Pilot improved users’/consumers’ food security status.
22. The FY23 NM Grown Meat Pilot improved users’/consumers’ diet/meal quality.

23. The FY23 NM Grown Meat Pilot provided ranchers and other meat suppliers an important economic
opportunity.

24, Will your organization purchase NM Grown meat products in the future?
a. Yes
b. No
c. I'mnotsure

25. If “yes” is selected for Q24: Please list reasons why your organization will purchase meat products through
NM Grown in the future; If “No” is selected for Q25: Please list reasons why your organization will not
purchase meat products through NM Grown in the future. If “I'm not sure” is selected for Q25: Please list
reasons why you aren’t sure if your organization will purchase meat products through NM Grown in the
future.

26. What NM Grown meat products are you most interested in in the future?

27. What worked well during the FY23 NM Grown Meat Pilot Program? Why?

28. What was most challenging for your organization during the FY23 NM Grown Meat Pilot Program? Why?
29. What can be improved upon moving forward to ensure meat buyer needs are met?

30. Please enter any other comments here.
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Approved Supplier Meat Vendor Survey

Please answer all survey questions on behalf of your operation.

1. Please type of the name of your operation:

2. What type of operation do you represent? You may select more than one.
a. Producer
b. Processor
c. Distributor

d. Food Hub (a centrally located facility with a business management structure facilitating the
aggregation, storage, processing, distributions, and/or marketing of locally/regionally
produced food products)

e. Producer Collective

3. Please select which meat products your operation sold as an Approved Supplier Meat Vendor during the
NM Grown FY23 Meat Pilot. You may select more than one.

a. Beef

b. Bison

c. Lamb/mutton

d. Pork

e. None of the above

4. Please select types of meat products your operation sold as an Approved Supplier Meat Vendor during the
NM Grown FY23 Meat Pilot program. You may select more than one.

a. Fresh meat products

b. Frozen meat products

c. USDA certified organic meat products

d. Grass-fed and/or grass-finished meat products
e. Free-range/pasture raised meat products

f.  Hormone-free meat products

g. Other (please specify: _____ )

h. None of the above

The USDA defines a "Socially Disadvantaged Producer" as a producer who is a member of a Socially
Disadvantaged Group. A Socially Disadvantaged Group is a group whose members have been subject to
discrimination on the basis of race, color, national origin, age, disability, and, where applicable, sex, marital
status, familial status, parental status, religion, sexual orientation, genetic information, political beliefs,
reprisal, or because all or a part of an individual's income is derived from any public assistance program.
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5. [If you are an individual producer, would your operation be classified as a Socially Disadvantaged

Producer?
a. Yes
b. No

c. Not applicable

6. If you are not an individual producer (in other words, you are a processor, food hub, distributor, etc.): do
you source meat products from Socially Disadvantaged Producers?

a. Yes
b. No
c. Not applicable

Please rate your operation’s satisfaction with the following components of the FY23 (July 2022—-June 2023)
NM Grown Meat Pilot program: (scale: very dissatisfied, dissatisfied, neutral, satisfied, very satisfied, not
applicable)

7. Recruitment and marketing materials inviting your operation’s participation in the program
8. Knowledge of Meat Pilot program goals

9. Knowledge of expectations and requirements for participating in the Meat Pilot program
10. Application process to become an Approved Supplier Meat Vendor

11. USDA Food Safety and Inspection Service (FSIS) registration and inspection process for meat handling and
distribution

12. Pricing of meat products
13. Ability to find interested buyers

14. Ease of doing business with meat buyers (including communications, invoicing, distribution requirements,
payment terms)

15. Buyer satisfaction with meat products
16. Amount of product sold during the Meat Pilot program (July 2022-June 2023)

17. Participation in the New Mexico Department of Agriculture (NMDA) Taste the Tradition/Grown with
Tradition Logo Program

18. Technical Assistance and support received from the New Mexico Farmers’ Marketing Association (NMFMA)
19. Technical Assistance and support received from the NM Department of Agriculture (NMDA)
20. Overall experience participating in the FY23 Meat Pilot program

21. Please expand upon any ratings here.
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Please rate your operation’s ability to respond to buyer requests during the NM Grown FY23 Meat Pilot for the
following: (scale: very difficult, difficult, neutral, easy, very easy, not applicable)

22

23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.

29.

30.
31.
32.
33.
34.

. Buyer requests for specific meat products
Volume of meat products requested by buyers
Volume of meat products purchased by buyers
Packaging of meat products

Transport of meat products

Please expand upon any ratings here.

Will your operation participate as an NM Grown Approved Supplier Meat Vendor in the future?
a. Yes
b. No

c. I'mnotsure

If “Yes” is selected for Q28: Please list reasons why your operation will participate as an NM Grown
Approved Supplier Meat Vendor in the future; If “No” is selected for Q28: Please list reasons why your
operation will not participate as an NM Grown Approved Supplier Meat Vendor in the future. If “I'm not
sure” is selected for Q28: Please list reasons why you aren’t sure if your operation will participate as an
NM Grown Approved Supplier Meat Vendor in the future.

Briefly describe why your operation participated in the FY23 NM Grown Meat Pilot program.

What worked well during the FY23 NM Grown Meat Pilot Program? Why?

What was most challenging for your operation during the FY23 NM Grown Meat Pilot Program? Why?
What can be improved upon moving forward to ensure Approved Supplier Meat Vendor needs are met?
Please enter any other comments here.
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