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Abstract

The objectives of this study was to know the enyerg sources and use seafood products in Ilan school
lunch. The results showed that the level of carbohydrates was too low but the levels of lipid and protein were too
high as energy source in school lunch in Ilan. Only 9.52% seafood protein in animal proteinwas used, so the utility
of seafood in school lunch was very low. About 30% schools provide fish or shellfish in lunch twice per
month. Only 18% schools provide seafood more than fourth per month. The reasons of dislike to use seafood in
school meal were expensive, fish bone, difficult treatment, easily spoilage. The easy to treat such as fillet (cod,
hairtail etc.) or small fish (fry, smelt) were usually used. About 42% schools like to use surimi products as seafood
source. The investigation of this study was an important information in sseafood industry.
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Fig.1 Percentage of distribution of carbohydrate, protein and fat in energy source
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Fig.5 The numbers of seafood were used in school lunch per month
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