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A B S T R A C T

Local seafood marketing is intended to improve livelihoods in coastal communities and the sustainability of
fisheries practices. While local seafood procurement aligns with the objectives of “farm to school” (F2S) pro-
gramming in the United States (U.S.), local seafood purchases by schools are infrequent. Understanding the
impediments to local seafood procurement can inform strategies to support such practices. This research employs
Farm to School Census data to identify attributes that influence school purchases of local seafood at both the
school-level and regional-level in the U.S. At the school-level, outreach strategies and promotional efforts em-
ployed by schools are important in influencing local seafood sourcing decisions, while the percentage of students
on free/reduced-price lunch and school size are not. These findings suggest that technical assistance to practi-
tioners is impactful in supporting the development of local seafood markets. Schools that are close to commercial
fishing ports are also more likely to procure seafood locally. At the regional-level, North Pacific and New
England schools had a greater propensity to procure local seafood than elsewhere. In the North Pacific this could
be occurring because the commercial fishery is economically prominent. In New England this phenomenon may
be occurring to develop new markets for alternative seafood species, since historically-important groundfish
stocks are depleted. Local agricultural marketing is also relatively important in New England. Thus, there could
be spillover benefits to local fishers from technical assistance resources developed to support the local marketing
of agricultural products.

1. Introduction

“Farm to school” (F2S) program activities by schools encompass
local food sourcing, school gardening, and/or nutrition education. F2S
programs are developed to improve the nutritional quality of school
meals and educate children about the origin and production methods of
the foods that they consume (e.g., [7]). Such initiatives have become
increasingly popular in the United States, as the number of schools
undertaking F2S programs increased from six to 5254 between 1997
and 2014 [14]. Policies have further been developed by federal and
state governments to assist schools with the transaction costs associated
with implementing F2S programs.

As the agricultural-centric name of the initiative suggests, changing
seafood procurement practices has not been a priority of F2S efforts.
However, seafood shares two important characteristics with fruits and
vegetables, the latter of which are prominently featured in F2S pro-
gramming in the United States (U.S.), that align with F2S objectives.
First, seafood is under-consumed according to dietary recommenda-
tions [25]. Second, enhancing local markets for U.S. seafood products
can provide an opportunity for fishers in economically marginalized

coastal communities to increase domestic sales, since at least 80% of
seafood consumed in the United States is imported [15]. Yet another
aspiration of local seafood marketing is to develop new markets for
locally abundant species that are not otherwise consumed in large vo-
lumes [19]. Efforts for improving the sustainability seafood purchases
exist since 31% of wild-caught commercial stocks globally are overf-
ished [8].

Despite the multi-faceted motivations behind enhancing local sea-
food markets, research to-date into seafood distribution systems is not
widespread [21]. Except for a study in New England by O’Hara and
McClenachan [19], most research on local seafood marketing has fo-
cused on direct marketing business models like community supported
fisheries (CSFs) [11,2–4]. Consumer purchases through these channels
predominately occur for at-home consumption [27]. Understanding
purchasing patterns of institutions, retailers, and intermediaries in
sourcing seafood products is also important, as 44% of food ex-
penditures occur for away-from-home consumption [22]. Relative to an
individual family, changes in seafood procurement patterns by in-
stitutions like schools can have a greater impact on developing markets
for sustainably-sourced seafood species because of their larger size.
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Nonetheless, little research has taken advantage of data advances in
local agricultural markets to analyze local seafood purchasing patterns
by institutions like schools.

This research uses the only national-level dataset of local food
purchases by U.S. institutions, the Farm to School Census, to model the
attributes of schools that influence the sourcing of local seafood pro-
ducts in the United States. An emphasis is placed on the propensity of
schools to source wild-caught seafood. This is because a primary mo-
tivation behind developing U.S. local seafood markets is to shift seafood
purchases away from depleted stocks to locally-abundant and sustain-
ably-harvested species that might otherwise be bycatch waste in mul-
tispecies fisheries [11]. Research in New England suggests that schools
and colleges are buying a variety of local species, including locally
abundant groundfish (pollock and haddock), shellfish, and kelp [20],
and are verifying these purchases by consulting a variety of certification
schemes [19].

This research expands on previous work to investigate regional and
school-level factors that determine participation in local seafood mar-
kets nationally. Since local seafood purchases are relatively uncommon
among U.S. schools, schools making these purchases can be considered
“bright spots” under the assumption that they are motivated by the
reasons previously identified. Bright spots analyses identify factors that
predict successful outcomes when those outcomes are rare. These stu-
dies have roots in examining community-based nutrition programs
[10]. Bright spots analyses have more recently been applied to con-
servation [1,6,9], and this method is applicable in understanding school
local seafood purchases due to the low prevalence of the activity.

Identifying key characteristics of schools that purchase local seafood
are relevant to policy development. School-level probit regressions,
described in Section 2.2, are estimated to discern which factors could be
most strategically supported by policy support for local seafood pur-
chases. Since there is a high degree of regional variation in local sea-
food procurement patterns by schools, regional-level variables that are
hypothesized to influence purchasing decisions are also presented.
These include the value of the fisheries, the health status of fish stocks,
and the prominence of local agricultural marketing by farmers in the
region. Understanding both school-level and regional factors influen-
cing purchases of local seafood provides insight into opportunities and
challenges with expanding this practice to more schools.

2. Methods

2.1. Data on local school seafood purchases

Despite the benefits associated with local food procurement, schools
are budget-constrained and can incur high transaction costs with local
sourcing [18]. While schools need to keep food costs low and offer
healthy foods, students need to purchase the foods for them to be
served. So, the 2010 Healthy Hunger Free Kids Act established a federal
F2S grant program to assist practitioners with implementing these in-
itiatives. To comply with the legislation's directive to disseminate data
about F2S programming, the U.S. Department of Agriculture's Food and
Nutrition Service (USDA FNS) implemented a F2S Census in both 2013
and 2015. The resulting survey responses comprise the first national-
level datasets of local food institutional procurement practices. The
2015 Census was administered to food service directors at public, pri-
vate, and charter schools participating in the National School Lunch
Program about F2S activities undertaken in the 2013–14 academic
year. Responding schools are hereafter referred to as ‘school food au-
thorities’ (SFAs) to indicate that they could be making purchases on
behalf of either an individual school or a group of schools in a school
district. The 2015 F2S Census contains responses from 12,585 SFAs,
which is a response rate of 70% [23].

The Census asked SFAs that are undertaking F2S activities two
questions specific to seafood: 1) if they purchased local seafood and 2)
on average, how frequently do the district's meals and snacks contain at

least one locally sourced seafood product. Local seafood purchases by
schools are rare. Of the subset of SFAs undertaking F2S initiatives in the
United States in 2013–14, 5% (n= 215) report purchasing local sea-
food. Only 4% (n=196) of SFAs serve local seafood at least monthly,
with 1% (n=50) doing so at least weekly (Table 1). For both seafood
questions in the F2S Census (whether the SFA purchased local seafood
and the frequency of such purchases), at least 90% of SFAs either stated
they are not purchasing local seafood, did not know if they are, or did
not answer the question.

2.2. Modeling school purchases of wild caught seafood

SFAs self-defined ‘local’ when completing the F2S Census since the
survey did not provide a standard definition. A challenge with testing
which factors are important in sourcing local seafood is that it is unclear
a priori whether schools have access. While the origin of ‘local’ seafood
purchased by SFAs that are at far distances from commercial fishing
ports is ambiguous, it is highly plausible that SFAs close to commercial
fishing ports that report ‘local’ seafood purchases are making such
purchases from that proximate port.

Restricting the subsample to schools that are close to commercial
fishing ports allows for comparing SFAs that reported procuring local
seafood, which is presumed to be wild-caught seafood from waters
proximate to that commercial fishing port, with those that could have
sourced local seafood (and would have considered it local) but did not.
Specifically, the sample is restricted to SFAs that are undertaking F2S
activities, have zip code information that can be paired with latitude-
longitude coordinates to facilitate distance calculations with commer-
cial fishing ports, and are within 50 miles of United States commercial
fishing ports that had sales of at least $1 million in 2014 [17]. The year
2014 is selected because it corresponds to the same year in which SFAs
provided responses in the F2S Census. Fifty miles is a conservative
distance for classifying local seafood purchases based on responses in
the F2S Census about the how SFAs conceptualize ‘local’ food [18], as
well other research that has examined definitions of local seafood
purchases [12]. This is an informative subset of SFAs to study because
the majority of SFAs purchasing local seafood are within 50 miles of a
commercial fishing port [26].

Mean values of variables that could influence local seafood pro-
curement are presented for both SFAs that procure local seafood and
those that do not. Since the majority of SFAs do not procure local
seafood, understanding the characteristics of non-purchasing SFAs is
important so that comparisons can be drawn with SFAs that do so. Since
some of the explanatory variables could be correlated with each other,
discrete choice regressions are also estimated. The regression results
inform which variables are influential conditional on other covariates.

The parameter γ in Eq. (1) is estimated using a probit model:

Table 1
Local Seafood Purchases by U.S. School Food Authorities.

Number % of F2S SFAs

SFAs Undertaking F2S Initiatives 4719 100%
Bought Local Seafood
Yes 215 4.6%
No 2277 48.3%
Not now, but would like to in future 249 5.3%
Don't know / no response 1978 41.9%
Frequency of local seafood in meals/snacks
Daily 4 0.1%
Few times / week 17 0.4%
Weekly 29 0.6%
Few times / month 82 1.7%
Monthly 64 1.4%
Occasionally 228 4.8%
Never 2679 56.8%
No response 1616 34.2%
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= = −x xP y γ( 0| ) 1 Φ( ) (1)

In (1), Φ is the standard normal cumulative distribution function, y
is a binary dependent variable, and x is a matrix of explanatory vari-
ables. Since the coefficients on probit regressions are not straightfor-
ward to interpret, the marginal effects of the parameter estimates for
select variables are also presented. These are calculated by changing the
value of the coefficient of interest while evaluating the other in-
dependent variables at their respective means.

Two distinct probit regressions are estimated. In the first probit
regression, the dependent variable is equal to one if the SFA purchases
local seafood and equal to zero if the SFA is not purchasing it. In the
second probit regression, the dependent variable is equal to one if an
SFA serves local seafood at least monthly and is equal to zero if they
serve it occasionally or never. Responses from SFAs that did not know if
they are purchasing local seafood or didn’t provide a response are not
included. Two different regressions are estimated to test whether dif-
ferent variables influence the procurement of local seafood relative to
the serving frequency. Estimating separate regressions with responses
to two distinct seafood questions also serves as a robustness test for
inconsistencies between the two questions that occurred in a select
number of responses.1

The independent variables included in the regressions represent
factors hypothesized to influence local seafood procurement decisions.
The student size of the SFA is included as a control variable. This is
because larger schools may have greater capacity to purchase local
seafood through economies of scale from equipment or staffing avail-
ability. If larger schools are more likely to buy local seafood, economies
of scale could be gained from coordinating local seafood purchases
among multiple schools. The percentage of students on free and re-
duced-price lunch is also included as an independent variable. This
variable is included because poorer schools may have budgetary con-
straints that prevent them from sourcing local seafood. If wealthier
schools are more likely to purchase local seafood, then policy support
would be most effective helping resource-limited schools with the costs
of purchasing the product. Binary variables for whether the SFA serves
grades nine through twelve and grades six through eight are included in
the regressions. These variables test for whether SFAs with older stu-
dents are more (or less) inclined to consume local seafood products than
SFAs with younger students.

Two independent variables are included that control for the en-
gagement level of SFAs in undertaking F2S initiatives. “Outreach” ef-
forts are classified with a binary variable that is equal to one if the SFA
organizes a student field trip to a farm/orchard or hosts a producer to
visit the school. “Promotional” efforts are represented by a binary
variable that is equal to one if the school held taste tests or cooking
demonstrations of locally produced foods, used “Smarter Lunchroom”
prompting strategies to encourage the consumption of local foods, or
integrated F2S concepts into educational curriculum. The Census
questions do not ask about which specific food products these activities
are associated with, so an affirmative answer to the question does not
indicate that the SFA undertook a seafood-specific activity.
Nonetheless, the variables are proxies representing the commitment
level of SFA staff in supporting F2S programming efforts. If promotional
and/or outreach efforts undertaken by schools influence local seafood
sourcing, then program resources would be most effectively directed
towards staff time, training, and other capacity building to support such
activities.

A binary control variable is included if the SFA is within 25 miles of
a commercial fishing port. SFAs close to commercial fishing ports may
be more likely to procure local seafoods than those at incrementally
further distances if transportation costs are lower or because they may

have greater cultural preferences for procuring local seafood [19].
Binary control variables are also included for SFAs within the New
England, Mid-Atlantic, South Atlantic, and Gulf of Mexico Fishery
Management Council (FMC) regions. The omitted binary variable in the
regression represents the North Pacific and Pacific FMC regions.2

2.3. Regional patterns in procurement

The FMC regional variables in the probit regression encapsulate
attributes that vary at the regional-level that are not otherwise included
as independent variables. Because all SFAs within a region would have
the same value for the regional-level variables, their influence on local
seafood procurement cannot be disentangled in a regression at the SFA-
level. Thus, three regional-level statistics are presented to discern
context behind variation in regional local seafood procurement pat-
terns.

One relevant regional-level variable is the economic size of the
fishery [17]. This variable is pertinent because there could be a more
readily-available supply of local seafood for SFAs proximate to larger
fisheries. There could also be greater cultural preferences to consume
local seafood products in regions where fishing is a prominent eco-
nomic sector. Conversely, size could have a negative influence if larger-
scale processing infrastructure are not well-suited to supply seafood to
local purchasers in smaller quantities. The status of fish stocks is also
examined [16]. This is because depleted stocks from overfishing pro-
vide an incentive for the seafood sector to develop new markets for
locally abundant, non-traditional seafood species. The relative im-
portance of local agricultural characteristics is reported [24]. This is
because support for local agricultural markets by technical assistance
providers, lenders, extension personnel, planners, and policymakers
could provide spillover benefits to local fishers. For example, the de-
velopment of a ‘food hub’, which are distributors that specialize in the
marketing of locally-branded food products, could be of assistance to
both local farmers and fishers.

3. Results

Three factors emerged as strong influences on local seafood pro-
curement: proximity to seafood ports, outreach and promotional efforts,
and the geographic region of the SFA. The results for these attributes, as
well as explanations for their importance, are presented in Sections
3.1–3.3. The influence of other variables on local seafood procurement
practices are collectively reported in Section 3.4.

3.1. Proximity to seafood ports

Proximity to the coast is an important factor in making local seafood
purchases. Of the SFAs undertaking F2S activities that are within 50
miles of United States commercial fishing ports, 21% (n= 90) purchase
local seafood, with 10% (n= 46) purchasing seafood at least monthly
(Table 2). Both percentages are higher than national averages reported
in Table 1.

Fifty-seven percent of all SFAs in the sample (irrespective of whe-
ther they are serving local seafood) are within 25 miles of a commercial
fishing port. Of SFAs within 50 miles of commercial fishing ports, a
greater proportion of SFAs purchasing local seafood are more likely to
be within 25 miles of a port relative to SFAs that do not purchase locally
(Table 3). Regression results also confirm that proximity to the coast

1 In one example, an SFA indicated that they did not know if they procured
local seafood while also responding to the frequency question that they ‘never’
served it.

2 A regional control variable is omitted to prevent multicollinearity among
the independent variables. In this instance, two regions are omitted since all
SFAs in the North Pacific region sourced local seafood. A control variable for
the Western Pacific region is not included in the regression because SFAs
proximate to Honolulu had missing responses for some of the other control
variables used in the regressions.
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predicts participation even when conditioning on other covariates
(Table 4). The marginal effect of the 25-mile coefficient implies that it
increases the probability that an SFA sources local seafood by 0.07.

Three explanations exist as to why SFAs close to the coast may be
more likely to source seafood locally. First, transportation costs may be

relatively lower. However, distributors are the most common type of
supplier from which SFAs purchase local foods, both in general and
specifically for seafood [20,5]. So, the transportation costs that confront
SFAs at incremental distances from a port may be immaterial. Two
more plausible explanations are that it may be easier for schools closer
to seafood ports to develop outreach opportunities to complement local
sourcing, like having a fisher visit the school or taking a field trip; or
there could be cultural preferences for local seafood if, for example, the
parents of children in the school are employed in the seafood sector
[19].

3.2. Outreach and promotion at the school-level

Our results also indicate that schools that serve local seafood are
more likely to undertake promotional and outreach efforts. Seventy-six
percent and 53% of SFAs that purchase local seafood undertook pro-
motional and outreach efforts, respectively, relative to 66% and 37%
for other SFAs (Table 3). Regression results also confirm that promo-
tional and outreach efforts predict participation (Table 4). The marginal
effect of a coefficient magnitude of 0.32 implies that undertaking out-
reach efforts increases the predicted probability that a SFA sources local
seafood by 0.09. Similarly, the marginal effect of undertaking outreach
efforts is to increase the predicted probability that a SFA serves local
seafood least monthly by 0.05.

Purslow et al. [20] identify numerous promotion and outreach ac-
tivities that schools can undertake to successfully introduce local

Table 2
Descriptive statistics.

Observations 421 479

Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev.

Purchased Local Seafood 0.21 0.41
Served Local Seafood At Least Monthly 0.10 0.29
Student size of SFA / 10,000 0.64 1.20 0.62 1.09
% of Students Free/Reduced Price Lunch 0.41 0.24 0.41 0.24
New England 0.39 0.49 0.38 0.49
Mid-Atlantic 0.19 0.39 0.19 0.39
North Pacific 0.01 0.12 0.01 0.11
Gulf of Mexico 0.09 0.28 0.09 0.29
Pacific 0.28 0.45 0.28 0.45
South Atlantic 0.05 0.21 0.04 0.20
SFA Services Grade 9–12 0.61 0.49 0.61 0.49
SFA Services Grade 6–8 0.72 0.45 0.73 0.45
Promotional Efforts 0.68 0.47 0.66 0.47
Outreach Efforts 0.40 0.49 0.41 0.49
SFA Within 25 Miles of Port 0.57 0.50 0.56 0.50

Table 3
Comparison of schools by seafood purchase decision.

On average, SFAs that serve local seafood have smaller student bodies, serve older
students, are more likely to undertake promotion and outreach, and are closer the
coast relative to other SFAs.

Bought Local
Seafood

Did Not Buy
Local Seafood

Statistically
Significant
Difference

Observations 90 331
Student size of SFA /

10,000
0.40 0.71 ***

(0.59) (1.31)
% of Students Free/

Reduced Price
Lunch

0.36 0.43

(0.22) (0.24)
SFA Serves Grades

9–12
0.69 0.58 *

(0.47) (0.49)
SFA Serves Grades 6–8 0.78 0.71

(0.42) (0.46)
Promotional Efforts 0.76 0.66 *

(0.43) (0.47)
Outreach Efforts 0.53 0.37 ***

(0.50) (0.48)
SFA Within 25 Miles of

Port
0.68 0.54 **

(0.47) (0.50)
New England 0.66 0.31 ***

(0.48) (0.46)
Mid-Atlantic 0.06 0.22 ***

(0.23) (0.42)
Gulf of Mexico 0.07 0.09

(0.25) (0.29)
South Atlantic 0.02 0.05

(0.15) (0.22)
Pacific 0.13 0.32 ***

(0.34) (0.47)
North Pacific 0.07 0.00 ***

(0.25) (0.00)

Mean (standard error).
*** Significant at 0.01 level.
** Significant at 0.05 level.
* Significant at 0.1 level.

Table 4
Probit regression results.

SFAs that undertake outreach efforts and are within 25 miles of the coast are more
likely to serve local seafood. SFAs with promotional efforts are more likely to serve
local seafood at least monthly.

Dependent Variable: Binary Variable Equal
to 1 if SFA Served
Local Seafood

Binary Variable Equal to 1
if SFA Served Local Seafood
At Least Monthly

Intercept −1.28*** −1.18***

(0.28) (0.31)
Student size of SFA /

10,000
−0.14 −0.20

(0.09) (0.14)
% of Students Free/

Reduced Price Lunch
−0.34 −0.48

(0.35) (0.40)
SFA Serves Grades 9–12 0.23 0.22

(0.18) (0.20)
SFA Serves Grades 6–8 −0.06 −0.30

(0.19) (0.21)
Promotional Efforts 0.12 0.42**

(0.17) (0.21)
Outreach Efforts 0.32** 0.19

(0.16) (0.18)
SFA Within 25 Miles of

Port
0.27* 0.07

(0.15) (0.17)
New England 0.55*** −0.20

(0.18) (0.20)
Mid-Atlantic −0.54** −0.67**

(0.27) (0.29)
Gulf of Mexico 0.30 0.07

(0.31) (0.33)
South Atlantic −0.03 −3.99

(0.44) (188.30)
Observations 421 479
−2* Log Likelihood 384 280
Percent Correctly

Predicted
80% 90%

Response =1 90 46

Parameter estimate (standard error).
*** Significant at 0.01 level.
** Significant at 0.05 level.
* Significant at 0.1 level.
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seafood products into school meals. These can include: offering students
in the cafeteria line a sample of seafood products, collaborating with
students to develop the menu for seafood products, and inviting fishers
to the school for presentations. Local seafood procurement can also be a
gateway for school teachers to develop educational curriculum about
seafood production methods, environmental challenges confronting
oceans, coastal economies, and the nutritional impacts of consuming
seafood products.

3.3. Regional trends in local seafood procurement

New England SFAs account for 39% of the sample, while the Pacific
and Mid-Atlantic regions account for 28% and 19%, respectively
(Table 2). A greater proportion of the SFAs in New England purchase
local seafood relative to the Mid-Atlantic and Pacific regions (Table 3).
Probit regression results also indicate that SFAs in the New England
region are more likely to purchase local seafood relative to SFAs in the
Pacific and North Pacific regions, while SFAs in the Mid-Atlantic region
are less likely (Table 4). Mid-Atlantic SFAs are likewise less likely to
serve local seafood monthly relative to those in the Pacific and North
Pacific regions.

In the North Pacific, 100% of the SFAs purchase local seafood
(Table 5). In contrast, fewer than 10% of SFAs proximate to commercial
fishing ports purchase local seafood in the Mid-Atlantic and South
Atlantic regions. This may be attributable in part to the importance of
fishing in each region. Commercial fishing ports in the North Pacific
region have the greatest level of regional sales (Table 5), while the
commercial fishing sectors in the Mid-Atlantic and South Atlantic re-
gions are not prominent relative to other regions.

While the economic value of commercial fish landings in the Gulf of
Mexico, New England, and Pacific regions are comparable, the pro-
pensity of New England SFAs to purchase local seafood is at least
double the proportion in the other two regions. Maine, Massachusetts,
and Rhode Island are first, second, and fourth respectively of the states
in the sample with the greatest number of SFAs purchasing local sea-
food. One prominent difference between the three regions is that
overfishing is far more pervasive in New England than in the Gulf of
Mexico and Pacific regions (Table 5). Thus, the economic motivations
for developing new markets for locally abundant seafood to support the
fishing sector may be relatively higher in New England.

Another distinguishing characteristic of New England is the relative
prominence of local agricultural markets. As with traditional seafood
production, New England conventional agricultural production has si-
milarly struggled. For instance, between 1997 and 2012, the number of
dairy farms in the New England FMC region declined from 1915 to
1382 (28%), while the number of vessels landing groundfish declined
from 1111 to 401 (64%) [13,24].

The resurrection of local agricultural marketing has provided an
important economic opportunity for New England's small and medium-
sized farms. Almost 3500 farmers in the New England FMC region sell
directly to retailers like restaurants, grocery stores, schools, hospitals,
and other retail businesses, and this represents 13% of all farms in the
region (Fig. 1). In contrast, while there are more farms elsewhere in the
country, only 1% of farms in the Gulf of Mexico FMC region sell directly
to retailers, while this percentage varies between 3% and 5% in the
South Atlantic, Mid-Atlantic, and Pacific FMC regions. Local agri-
cultural marketing is also relatively prominent in the North Pacific
region, although since there are so few farms in Alaska it is challenging
to conclude that technical assistance spillovers impact the local seafood
sector.

3.4. Other variables

SFAs that purchase local seafood have smaller average student po-
pulations and are more likely to serve high school students than those
that do not (Table 3). However, in probit regressions reported in Ta
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Table 4, school size and serving high school students do not influence
local seafood procurement patterns. This discrepancy can be explained
if these two variables are correlated with other independent variables
that influence procurement patterns. While SFAs that purchase local
seafood have a fewer percentage of students receiving free/reduced-
price lunch, this difference is not statistically significant. Thus, there is
no evidence to support the hypothesis that the socioeconomic compo-
sition of the student body influences local seafood procurement.

4. Conclusion

School food procurement practices have been increasingly scruti-
nized within the past decade. While local seafood procurement is not
common in F2S programming, schools may be strategically important
for improving the sustainability of seafood consumption patterns, since
children can form life-long eating habits at a young age and obtain
interactive education about seafood production systems.

Relevant regional-level variables that are pertinent in local seafood
sourcing include the size of the fishery in the North Pacific FMC region,
whereas in the New England FMC region overfishing may have pro-
vided an incentive for the development of new markets for non-tradi-
tional species. A similar motivation has provided an impetus in ex-
panding local agricultural markets in New England. However, given the
small number of FMC regions, it is challenging to draw definitive
conclusions about the relative importance of regional-level influences
in local seafood purchases.

While the sourcing of local seafood products is relatively low even
among the subset of coastal schools that are proximate to commercial
fishing ports, outreach and promotional efforts undertaken by staff
impact the probability of sourcing local seafood and the frequency at
which such purchases are undertaken, respectively. These findings in-
dicate that grant programs that provide support for such activities can
be valuable in boosting the ability of schools in procuring local seafood.
Outreach and promotional efforts may be particularly important in
assisting students with trying non-traditional seafood products. This is
because while consumers prefer local seafood, they also prefer familiar
seafood products relative to new ones [27]. Assistance can be particu-
larly valuable for schools, since they have greater challenges sourcing
seafood relative to other institutions like colleges and universities [19].

The F2S Census is the first national-level survey to provide in-
formation about institutional purchases of local seafood. However,
since the Census was new and intended to solicit a high response rate,

the simple phrasing of the questions implies that there are short-
comings. Greater detail about the types of seafood products that schools
source, certification schemes that they use as guidance for purchasing
decisions, and the ports and fisheries from which their distributors are
sourcing local products would be valuable information for future re-
search on seafood distribution systems.
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