Can Soil Health Be Used as the Next Consumer Label to Incentivize Grower Change?

Larimer County Farmers’ Market, Summer 2026 | Pratima Bhandari | Mentor: Tian Guo & Maggie Switzer | Colorado State University

Finding 1: Freshness and Taste Matters The Most, But Soil-Health Choices Still Win at the Register
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experience, not as a primary food source.

* Vegetables (86) and fruit (79) are what most people come for, baked goods (46), prepared
food (24), meat (21), and eggs/dairy (17) trail behind.

* 96% had heard the term “soil health”, and 66% said they understand it (=102 answered) ,
awareness is already high.
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Finding 2: Shoppers Already Value Soil Health .They Need Better Information to Act on It

“76% would pay a premium, but most cap it at “up to 10% more.” When asked what would make them more likely to buy, vendor signage, vendor

e 42 of 100 respondents (42%) said a label on the product would make them more likely to buy.

e 49 of 100 (49%) said having a vendor explain the practices would help.

e 21 of 100 (21%) said a taste test would make a difference.

* Only 3 of 100 (3%) said nothing would change their behavior; they already buy soil-health produce.

explanation, and more information/education topped the list, well ahead of a lower price alone. The receptiveness is already there: shoppers rate
“supporting farmers who care for the land” as the single highest-agreement statement in the whole survey (4.73/5), but agreement collapses for

“I have enough information” (2.73/5). The opportunity isn't convincing people to care; it's giving them a way to act on values they already hold.
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Figure 4: What would make the respondents buy soil health products Figure:5 Values are high, but info access lags

Figure 3. Premium amount by the proportion of respondents

Finding 3: A New Label Would Face Real Skepticism in an Already Crowded Market

N

Despite high awareness, trust in a hypothetical “Soil-Health Certified” label was lukewarm; just 33% agreed or strongly agreed they'd trust it, while over half stayed neutral. Nothing we measured (attitude, awareness, or labels already seen) significantly
predicted this trust. In a field already crowded with USDA Organic, Certified Naturally Grown, and Regenerative Organic Certified, a new label faces real skepticism unless introduced with credibility behind it.
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Picture 2: “Spend your market budget “ Game at Farmer’s Market
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Table 1. Key statistical results

Figure6: Respondent’s Trust in a soil-health label Figure 7: Existing labels shoppers already recognize

Limitations and Lessons Learned

Limitations Lessons Learned

» Convenience sample at a single market; results describe engaged farmers’ market shoppers, not the
general public.

* Trivia board and budget game are self-selected, with no demographic linkage.
e Single survey wave describes current attitudes, not change over time.
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. Attitude, not awareness, drives willingness to pay; a label should lead with trust and clear information, not
just visibility.
 Label trust must be earned separately; it doesn't follow automatically from caring about soil health.
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