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Abstract

In accordance with the ‘Regulations for the prevention of pollution by Garbage from
ships’, ship’s food waste should be dumped at an area farther than 12 miles away from
a nearest land. But during a ship’s anchoring, food wastes gathered for the time being
make residence uncomfortable owing to the rotten odor. In order to observe the EM’s
efficiency of odor reduction, we have fermented food wastes with EM for 2 weeks,
varying the quantity, kind and procedure of EM enzyme, the below conclusions were
obtained.

1) Using EM, Degree of odor is 1~2 ° like alcohol smell.

Not using, Degree of odor is 4~5 ° like rank odors,

2) The degree of efficiency of odor reduction is much according to kinds and quality

of EM, but little according to the quantity of EM(0.3~3.0%).

3) EM mixed rice bran and chaff is more effective than general EM and show high

density of enzyme microorganisms.

4) At the moment liquid from food wastes is soaked out, should be removed because

it spread odor by rapid rottenness.

5) As EM itself have deodorant action, it can remove odor not using a deodorant.

6) The efficiency of odor reduction is too enough, even if EM enzyme is scattered

and pressed, not mixed with food wastes.
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Table 2.1 Composition of Food Waste
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Fig. 3.2 pH and Odor vs. EM-A dosage after 2 weeks
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Fig.3.3 Bacterial populations at various dose of EM-A
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Fig.3.4 pH and Odor vs. EM-B dosage after 1 week
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Fig.3.6 Bacterial populations at various dose of EM-B
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Fig.3.9 Bacterial populations at various dose of EM-C
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Fig.3.10 NLAB/LAB vs. dose of each EM after 1 week
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Fig.3.17 The ratio of NLAB to LAB for each EM after 2 weeks
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