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ABSTRACT

The enterprise are facing potential SHE(safety, health and environment) of major industrial acci-
dents to cause casualties or a financial loss and increasing social responsibility. So, SHE manage-
ment system has to be voluntarily accomplished rather than passively with regard to SHE
regulation. In this study, KW_SHE(Kwangwoon Safety, Health and Environment) management
model is developed which materialize self-regulation SHE management system of individual work-
place by the research and analysis of many domestic enterprise, This KW_SHE management
model is intend to assess work-product vs. management expenses investment and critically eval-
uated for studying its benefits and limitations.
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Fig. 2. Management system of safety and health.
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Fig. 3. Environmental, accounting audit.
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Fig. 4. Example of infra-structure SHE management.
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Fig. 6. Logic diagram SHE management.

9, B8, YL S B8] 7hssk=
5 g Eofof . wetd SHE #ele 7o AT
ot BeedA A A7 Basith

Fig. 5% 6= 7]dolx SHE #e] 24§ A% &
Hzak g #8] eM=gE e

6. KW _SHE 24l 7§

KW SHE 2d& SHE #el& 99 =g of
et ol & AMgsle FraAl g4 o888 ¢ A=
g degisiqih B8, A5 ddREe] A A
&3k, A7 Y #27 7FseE rEeith

KW_SHE[kwangwoon_safety, health and environ-
ment] 29 F4& Fig 73 Zo] EXYA, FA4GF
2 FAEge] AHAEA, A BFFEoR B EFE
oF, 87 #FHoF o2 FAHY Urh

Fig. 7. Logic diagram of KW_SHE management
integrated model.



Azel obd - BA, 3 55 Beind 750 2% A 47

Fig. 8. KW_SHE intial screen.
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Fig. 9. User input form of risk assessment analysis.
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Fig. 10. User input form for attaining safety goal.
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Fig. 12. Accident rate and breakdown of SHE
investment in after major accidents H company's.
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