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Abstract In this study, the evaluation index was developed to design the <life sharing classroom> project evaluation
model, and the weight was given through the AHP survey. <Life Sharing classroom> project was evaluated for the
first time by using the designed evaluation model for the field appraisal. As a result, it was revealed that the weight
of the propriety index of the participant effect and the project content was the highest among 20 indexes. This study
is significant in having built a base on which the evaluation system could be stabilized, by developing the integrative
project evaluation model of <Life Sharing Classroom>. However, we have yet to adequately address the evaluator's
acceptability and efficacy in evaluating indicators. The validity and continuity of the evaluation model will be
secured through this.
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Table 3. Weight results

SV Perfect score Average
sector
Plan 28.30 20.61
Execution 21.80 15.96
Result 49.90 40.49
Final score 100.00 77.05
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Table 4. Evaluation grade

grade great usually inadequate
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