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Summary 

The present deliverable is an impact evaluation of the iCBA project in terms of 

achieving its stated objectives and measurable outcomes and assessing the short to 

medium term impact that the project had in the realisation of its vision and key 

objectives. Its aim is to provide an overall evaluation of what the iCBA project has 

accomplished in the cross-border area in terms of actual impact, based on concrete, 

measurable data as well as on the feedback and suggestions of the actors, 

stakeholders and individuals that took part in the accelerator. In order to do so, the 

deliverable provides specific figures of what was achieved during the project’s 

different activities. 

This is intended as an internal and external benchmark of the project’s impact and 

success. But, additionally, also as an important tool and input that will support the 

consortium in creating a sustainable model for the continuation of the accelerator 

beyond the iCBA project’s lifespan, in the context of Activities 6.2 (Capitalisation 

Exploitation plan) and 6.3 (Developing the capitalisation model / MOU). 

In accordance with the above aims and format, the present deliverable contains: 1) 

Numerical data demonstrating the impact of the different stages of the training 

programme in each side of the cross-border area (Greece and North Macedonia); 2) 

An overview of the iCBA project’s stated aims and objectives and a comparison with 

what was actually achieved, 3) A summary of the feedback and suggestions provided 

by the actors, stakeholders and individuals that took part in the accelerator, obtained 

via evaluation forms containing both “open” and “closed” questions, as well as via 

structured interviews; 4) Conclusions from the previous sections, including a number 

of initial recommendations for improving the accelerator in future cycles. 

The impact assessment conducted above shows that the iCBA project has been very 

successful. The target indicators set before its launch were covered and surpassed, 

the programme continued very smoothly despite a limited timeframe and the ongoing 

Covid-19 pandemic, and all involved participants and stakeholders provided 

overwhelmingly positive feedback. The iCBA project was proven to be a success even 

under challenging circumstances. A number of recommendations for its further 

improvement in the future are considered and put forward in the final section of the 

deliverable. 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

The present deliverable is an impact evaluation of the iCBA project in terms of 

achieving its stated objectives and measurable outcomes and assessing the short to 

medium term impact that the project had in the realisation of its vision and key 

objectives. 

1.1 Background on the iCBA project 

Intelligent Cross-Border Accelerator for Innovative ICT-enabled start-ups project, with 

the acronym iCBA, is a project co-funded by the Interreg IPA Cross border Cooperation 

Programme 2014TC16I5CB006. The Project's main aim is to create an Intelligent 

Accelerator for Start-ups Business in Greece – North Macedonia cross border area. 

The Program’s cross-border area has a significant knowledge capital but limited 

capability to attract investments because of difficulty to approach and tempt investors 

by providing them with the required information about their potential product. 

The iCBA project intends to provide some contribution to improvements on that field 

by setting up an intelligent Cross-Border Accelerator for ICT-enabled start-ups, 

covering the entire CB area. 

Potential scientists and entrepreneurs involved in the accelerator process will go 

through a stage-gate process of training and mentoring, starting with general ICT-

enabled business development trainings, continuing with dedicated webinars 

conducted by some of the area’s top experts, and culminating in a process of intense, 

personalised, one-on-one mentoring for the 25-30 most promising business ideas 

developed either in mature start-ups or in cooperation with high level experts. The 

process will result in 15-20 investment-ready ideas with high potential, which will be 

presented to a number of investors, and can lead to new start-ups and new jobs 

throughout the CB area before and after the end of the project. 

The iCBA project joint effort will result in a valuable exchange of experience and know-

how between organisations and stakeholders from Greece and Republic of North 

Macedonia, as well as between start-upers themselves as a strong emphasis is placed 

on joint events, binational meetings and binational networking and cooperation 

events bringing entrepreneurs, stakeholders and authorities from the two countries 

closer, and aiding in the medium-to-long-term goal of the Republic of North 

Macedonia’s accession to the EU and integration in the common market. 

Lead Partner: 

 Alexander Innovation Zone S.A. 

Partners: 
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 Balkan Unlimited Foundation 

 Management and Administration Authority TECHNOPOLIS THESSALONIKIS SA 

 National Centre for Development of Innovation and Entrepreneurial Learning 

Skopje 

 South East European Research Centre 

 University of Information Science and Technology “St. Paul the Apostle” 

The consortium consists of institutions with excellent capacity and experience in 

similar types of actions, as well as in promoting and supporting innovative 

entrepreneurship in the CB area and beyond. This experience is reflected by several 

international initiatives. 

 

1.2 The Impact Assessment Process 

What is impact evaluation? 

An impact evaluation provides information about the impacts produced by an 

intervention. The intervention might be a small project, a large programme, a 

collection of activities, or a policy. 

Many development agencies use the definition of impacts provided by the 

Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development – Development Assistance 

Committee: 

“positive and negative, primary and secondary long-term effects produced by a 

development intervention, directly or indirectly, intended or unintended.” (OECD-DAC 

2010). 

This definition implies that impact evaluation: 

- goes beyond describing or measuring impacts that have occurred to seeking to 

understand the role of the intervention in producing these (causal attribution); 

- can encompass a broad range of methods for causal attribution; and, 

- includes examining unintended impacts. 

 

Why do impact evaluation? 
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An impact evaluation can be undertaken to improve or reorient an intervention (i.e., 

for formative purposes) or to inform decisions about whether to continue, 

discontinue, replicate or scale up an intervention (i.e., for summative purposes). 

While many formative evaluations focus on processes, impact evaluations can also be 

used formatively if an intervention is ongoing. For example, the findings of an impact 

evaluation can be used to improve implementation of a programme for the next intake 

of participants by identifying critical elements to monitor and tightly manage. 

Most often, impact evaluation is used for summative purposes. Ideally, a summative 

impact evaluation does not only produce findings about ‘what works’ but also 

provides information about what is needed to make the intervention work for 

different groups in different settings. 

 

When to do impact evaluation? 

An impact evaluation should only be undertaken when its intended use can be clearly 

identified and when it is likely to be able to produce useful findings, taking into 

account the availability of resources and the timing of decisions about the intervention 

under investigation. An evaluability assessment might need to be done first to assess 

these aspects. 

Prioritizing interventions for impact evaluation should consider: the relevance of the 

evaluation to the organisational or development strategy; its potential usefulness; the 

commitment from senior managers or policy makers to using its findings; and/or its 

potential use for advocacy or accountability requirements. 

It is also important to consider the timing of an impact evaluation. When conducted 

belatedly, the findings come too late to inform decisions. When done too early, it will 

provide an inaccurate picture of the impacts (i.e., impacts will be understated when 

they had insufficient time to develop or overstated when they decline over time). 
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Figure 1: When to perform impact evaluation 

 

Who to engage in the evaluation process? 

Regardless of the type of evaluation, it is important to think through who should be 

involved, why and how in each step of the evaluation process to develop an 

appropriate and context-specific participatory approach. Participation can occur at 

any stage of the impact evaluation process: in deciding to do an evaluation, in its 

design, in data collection, in analysis, in reporting and, also, in managing it. 

Being clear about the purpose of participatory approaches in an impact evaluation is 

an essential first step towards managing expectations and guiding implementation. Is 

the purpose to ensure that the voices of those whose lives should have been improved 

by the programme or policy are central to the findings? Is it to ensure a relevant 

evaluation focus? Is it to hear people’s own versions of change rather than obtain an 

external evaluator’s set of indicators? Is it to build ownership of a donor-funded 

programme? These, and other considerations, would lead to different forms of 

participation by different combinations of stakeholders in the impact evaluation. 

The underlying rationale for choosing a participatory approach to impact evaluation 

can be either pragmatic or ethical, or a combination of the two. Pragmatic because 
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better evaluations are achieved (i.e., better data, better understanding of the data, 

more appropriate recommendations, better uptake of findings); ethical because it is 

the right thing to do (i.e., people have a right to be involved in informing decisions that 

will directly or indirectly affect them, as stipulated by the UN human rights-based 

approach to programming). 

Participatory approaches can be used in any impact evaluation design. In other words, 

they are not exclusive to specific evaluation methods or restricted to quantitative or 

qualitative data collection and analysis. 

The starting point for any impact evaluation intending to use participatory approaches 

lies in clarifying what value this will add to the evaluation itself as well as to the people 

who would be closely involved (but also including potential risks of their participation). 

Three questions need to be answered in each situation: 

- What purpose will stakeholder participation serve in this impact evaluation?; 

- Whose participation matters, when and why?; and, 

- When is participation feasible? 

Only after addressing these, can the issue of how to make impact evaluation more 

participatory be addressed. 

 

How to plan and manage an impact evaluation? 

Like any other evaluation, an impact evaluation should be planned formally and 

managed as a discrete project, with decision-making processes and management 

arrangements clearly described from the beginning of the process. 

Planning and managing include: 

- Describing what needs to be evaluated and developing the evaluation brief 

- Identifying and mobilizing resources 

- Deciding who will conduct the evaluation and engaging the evaluator(s) 

- Deciding and managing the process for developing the evaluation 
methodology 

- Managing development of the evaluation work plan 

- Managing implementation of the work plan including development of reports 

- Disseminating the report(s) and supporting use 
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Determining causal attribution is a requirement for calling an evaluation an impact 

evaluation. The design options (whether experimental, quasi-experimental, or non-

experimental) all need significant investment in preparation and early data collection, 

and cannot be done if an impact evaluation is limited to a short exercise conducted 

towards the end of intervention implementation. Hence, it is particularly important 

that impact evaluation is addressed as part of an integrated monitoring, evaluation 

and research plan and system that generates and makes available a range of evidence 

to inform decisions. This will also ensure that data from other M&E activities such as 

performance monitoring and process evaluation can be used, as needed. 

 

What methods can be used to do impact evaluation? 

Framing the boundaries of the impact evaluation 

The evaluation purpose refers to the rationale for conducting an impact evaluation. 

Evaluations that are being undertaken to support learning should be clear about who 

is intended to learn from it, how they will be engaged in the evaluation process to 

ensure it is seen as relevant and credible, and whether there are specific decision 

points around where this learning is expected to be applied. Evaluations that are being 

undertaken to support accountability should be clear about who is being held 

accountable, to whom and for what. 

Evaluation relies on a combination of facts and values (i.e., principles, attributes or 

qualities held to be intrinsically good, desirable, important and of general worth such 

as ‘being fair to all’) to judge the merit of an intervention (Stufflebeam 2001). 

Evaluative criteria specify the values that will be used in an evaluation and, as such, 

help to set boundaries. 

Many impact evaluations use the standard OECD-DAC criteria (OECD-DAC accessed 

2015): 

- Relevance: The extent to which the objectives of an intervention are consistent 
with recipients’ requirements, country needs, global priorities and partners’ 
policies. 

- Effectiveness: The extent to which the intervention’s objectives were 
achieved, or are expected to be achieved, taking into account their relative 
importance.  

- Efficiency: A measure of how economically resources/inputs (funds, expertise, 
time, equipment, etc.) are converted into results. 
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- Impact: Positive and negative primary and secondary long-term effects 
produced by the intervention, whether directly or indirectly, intended or 
unintended. 

- Sustainability: The continuation of benefits from the intervention after major 
development assistance has ceased. Interventions must be both 
environmentally and financially sustainable. Where the emphasis is not on 
external assistance, sustainability can be defined as the ability of key 
stakeholders to sustain intervention benefits – after the cessation of donor 
funding – with efforts that use locally available resources. 

The OECD-DAC criteria reflect the core principles for evaluating development 

assistance (OECD-DAC 1991) and have been adopted by most development agencies 

as standards of good practice in evaluation. Other, commonly used evaluative criteria 

are about equity, gender equality, and human rights. And, some are used for particular 

types of development interventions such humanitarian assistance such as: coverage, 

coordination, protection, coherence. In other words, not all of these evaluative criteria 

are used in every evaluation, depending on the type of intervention and/or the type 

of evaluation (e.g., the criterion of impact is irrelevant to a process evaluation). 

Evaluative criteria should be thought of as ‘concepts’ that must be addressed in the 

evaluation. They are insufficiently defined to be applied systematically and in a 

transparent manner to make evaluative judgements about the intervention. Under 

each of the ‘generic’ criteria, more specific criteria such as benchmarks and/or 

standards* – appropriate to the type and context of the intervention – should be 

defined and agreed with key stakeholders. 

The evaluative criteria should be clearly reflected in the evaluation questions the 

evaluation is intended to address. 

Defining the key evaluation questions (KEQs) the impact evaluation should address 

Impact evaluations should be focused around answering a small number of high-level 

key evaluation questions (KEQs) that will be answered through a combination of 

evidence. These questions should be clearly linked to the evaluative criteria. For 

example: 
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Figure 2: List of Key Evaluation Questions (KEQs) 

 

A range of more detailed (mid-level and lower-level) evaluation questions should then 

be articulated to address each evaluative criterion in detail. All evaluation questions 

should be linked explicitly to the evaluative criteria to ensure that the criteria are 

covered in full. 

The KEQs also need to reflect the intended uses of the impact evaluation. For example, 

if an evaluation is intended to inform the scaling up of a pilot programme, then it is 

not enough to ask ‘Did it work?’ or ‘What were the impacts?. A good understanding is 

needed of how these impacts were achieved in terms of activities and supportive 

contextual factors to replicate the achievements of a successful pilot. Equity concerns 

require that impact evaluations go beyond simple average impact to identify for whom 

and in what ways the programmes have been successful.  

Within the KEQs, it is also useful to identify the different types of questions involved 

– descriptive, causal and evaluative. 
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- Descriptive questions ask about how things are and what has happened, 
including describing the initial situation and how it has changed, the activities 
of the intervention and other related programmes or policies, the context in 
terms of participant characteristics, and the implementation environment. 

- Causal questions ask whether or not, and to what extent, observed changes 
are due to the intervention being evaluated rather than to other factors, 
including other programmes and/or policies. 

- Evaluative questions ask about the overall conclusion as to whether a 
programme or policy can be considered a success, an improvement or the best 
option. 

Impact evaluations must have credible answers to all of these questions. 

Defining impacts 

Impacts are usually understood to occur later than, and as a result of, intermediate 

outcomes. For example, achieving the intermediate outcomes of improved access to 

land and increased levels of participation in community decision-making might occur 

before, and contribute to, the intended final impact of improved health and well-being 

for women. The distinction between outcomes and impacts can be relative, and 

depends on the stated objectives of an intervention. It should also be noted that some 

impacts may be emergent, and thus, cannot be predicted. 

Defining success to make evaluative judgements 

Evaluation, by definition, answers evaluative questions, that is, questions about 

quality and value. This is what makes evaluation so much more useful and relevant 

than the mere measurement of indicators or summaries of observations and stories. 

In any impact evaluation, it is important to define first what is meant by ‘success’ 

(quality, value). One way of doing so is to use a specific rubric that defines different 

levels of performance (or standards) for each evaluative criterion, deciding what 

evidence will be gathered and how it will be synthesized to reach defensible 

conclusions about the worth of the intervention. 

At the very least, it should be clear what trade-offs would be appropriate in balancing 

multiple impacts or distributional effects. Since development interventions often have 

multiple impacts, which are distributed unevenly, this is an essential element of an 

impact evaluation. For example, should an economic development programme be 

considered a success if it produces increases in household income but also produces 

hazardous environment impacts? Should it be considered a success if the average 

household income increases but the income of the poorest households is reduced? 
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To answer evaluative questions, what is meant by ‘quality’ and ‘value’ must first be 

defined and then relevant evidence gathered. Quality refers to how good something 

is; value refers to how good it is in terms of the specific situation, in particular taking 

into account the resources used to produce it and the needs it was supposed to 

address. Evaluative reasoning is required to synthesize these elements to formulate 

defensible (i.e., well-reasoned and well evidenced) answers to the evaluative 

questions. 

Evaluative reasoning is a requirement of all evaluations, irrespective of the methods 

or evaluation approach used. 

An evaluation should have a limited set of high-level questions which are about 

performance overall. Each of these KEQs should be further unpacked by asking more 

detailed questions about performance on specific dimensions of merit and sometimes 

even lower-level questions. Evaluative reasoning is the process of synthesizing the 

answers to lower- and mid-level questions into defensible judgements that directly 

answer the high-level questions. 

Using a theory of change 

Evaluations produce stronger and more useful findings if they not only investigate the 

links between activities and impacts but also investigate links along the causal chain 

between activities, outputs, intermediate outcomes and impacts. A ‘theory of change’ 

that explains how activities are understood to produce a series of results that 

contribute to achieving the ultimate intended impacts, is helpful in guiding causal 

attribution in an impact evaluation. 

A theory of change should be used in some form in every impact evaluation. It can be 

used with any research design that aims to infer causality, it can use a range of 

qualitative and quantitative data, and provide support for triangulating the data 

arising from a mixed methods impact evaluation. 

When planning an impact evaluation and developing the terms of reference, any 

existing theory of change for the programme or policy should be reviewed for 

appropriateness, comprehensiveness and accuracy, and revised as necessary. It 

should continue to be revised over the course of the evaluation should either the 

intervention itself or the understanding of how it works – or is intended to work – 

change. 

Some interventions cannot be fully planned in advance, however – for example, 

programmes in settings where implementation has to respond to emerging barriers 

and opportunities such as to support the development of legislation in a volatile 

political environment. In such cases, different strategies will be needed to develop and 
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use a theory of change for impact evaluation (Funnell and Rogers 2012). For some 

interventions, it may be possible to document the emerging theory of change as 

different strategies are trialled and adapted or replaced. In other cases, there may be 

a high-level theory of how change will come about (e.g., through the provision of 

incentives) and also an emerging theory about what has to be done in a particular 

setting to bring this about. Elsewhere, its fundamental basis may revolve around 

adaptive learning, in which case the theory of change should focus on articulating how 

the various actors gather and use information together to make ongoing 

improvements and adaptations. 

A theory of change can support an impact evaluation in several ways. It can identify: 

- specific evaluation questions, especially in relation to those elements of the 
theory of change for which there is no substantive evidence yet 

- relevant variables that should be included in data collection  

- intermediate outcomes that can be used as markers of success in situations 
where the impacts of interest will not occur during the time frame of the 
evaluation 

- aspects of implementation that should be examined 

- potentially relevant contextual factors that should be addressed in data 
collection and in analysis, to look for patterns. 

The evaluation may confirm the theory of change or it may suggest refinements based 

on the analysis of evidence. An impact evaluation can check for success along the 

causal chain and, if necessary, examine alternative causal paths. For example, failure 

to achieve intermediate results might indicate implementation failure; failure to 

achieve the final intended impacts might be due to theory failure rather than 

implementation failure. This has important implications for the recommendations 

that come out of an evaluation. In cases of implementation failure, it is reasonable to 

recommend actions to improve the quality of implementation; in cases of theory 

failure, it is necessary to rethink the whole strategy for achieving impacts. 

Deciding the evaluation methodology 

The evaluation methodology sets out how the key evaluation questions (KEQs) will be 

answered. It specifies designs for causal attribution, including whether and how 

comparison groups will be constructed, and methods for data collection and analysis. 

 Strategies and designs for determining causal attribution 

Causal attribution is defined by OECD-DAC as: 
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“Ascription of a causal link between observed (or expected to be observed) changes 

and a specific intervention.” (OECD_DAC 2010) 

This definition does not require that changes are produced solely or wholly by the 

programme or policy under investigation (UNEG 2013). In other words, it takes into 

consideration that other causes may also have been involved, for example, other 

programmes/policies in the area of interest or certain contextual factors (often 

referred to as ‘external factors’). 

There are three broad strategies for causal attribution in impact evaluations: 

- estimating the counterfactual (i.e., what would have happened in the absence 
of the intervention, compared to the observed situation) 

- checking the consistency of evidence for the causal relationships made explicit 
in the theory of change 

- ruling out alternative explanations, through a logical, evidence-based process. 

Using a combination of these strategies can usually help to increase the strength of 

the conclusions that are drawn. 

There are three design options that address causal attribution: 

- Experimental designs – which construct a control group through random 
assignment. 

- Quasi-experimental designs – which construct a comparison group through 
matching, regression discontinuity, propensity scores or another means. 

- Non-experimental designs – which look systematically at whether the evidence 
is consistent with what would be expected if the intervention was producing 
the impacts, and also whether other factors could provide an alternative 
explanation. 

Some individuals and organisations use a narrower definition of impact evaluation, 

and only include evaluations containing a counterfactual of some kind. These different 

definitions are important when deciding what methods or research designs will be 

considered credible by the intended user of the evaluation or by partners or funders. 

 Data collection, management and analysis approach 

Well-chosen and well-implemented methods for data collection and analysis are 

essential for all types of evaluations. Impact evaluations need to go beyond assessing 

the size of the effects (i.e., the average impact) to identify for whom and in what ways 

a programme or policy has been successful. What constitutes ‘success’ and how the 

data will be analysed and synthesized to answer the specific key evaluation questions 



 

17  
 

(KEQs) must be considered up front as data collection should be geared towards the 

mix of evidence needed to make appropriate judgements about the programme or 

policy. In other words, the analytical framework – the methodology for analysing the 

‘meaning’ of the data by looking for patterns in a systematic and transparent manner 

– should be specified during the evaluation planning stage. The framework includes 

how data analysis will address assumptions made in the programme theory of change 

about how the programme was thought to produce the intended results. In a true 

mixed methods evaluation, this includes using appropriate numerical and textual 

analysis methods and triangulating multiple data sources and perspectives in order to 

maximize the credibility of the evaluation findings. 

Start the data collection planning by reviewing to what extent existing data can be 

used. After reviewing currently available information, it is helpful to create an 

evaluation matrix showing which data collection and analysis methods will be used to 

answer each KEQ and then identify and prioritize data gaps that need to be addressed 

by collecting new data. This will help to confirm that the planned data collection (and 

collation of existing data) will cover all of the KEQs, determine if there is sufficient 

triangulation between different data sources and help with the design of data 

collection tools (such as questionnaires, interview questions, data extraction tools for 

document review and observation tools) to ensure that they gather the necessary 

information. 
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Figure 3: Evaluation matrix 

 

There are many different methods for collecting data. Although many impact 

evaluations use a variety of methods, what distinguishes a ’mixed methods 

evaluation’ is the systematic integration of quantitative and qualitative methodologies 

and methods at all stages of an evaluation (Bamberger 2012). A key reason for mixing 

methods is that it helps to overcome the weaknesses inherent in each method when 

used alone. It also increases the credibility of evaluation findings when information 

from different data sources converges (i.e., they are consistent about the direction of 

the findings) and can deepen the understanding of the programme/policy, its effects 

and context (Bamberger 2012). 

Good data management includes developing effective processes for: consistently 

collecting and recording data, storing data securely, cleaning data, transferring data 

(e.g., between different types of software used for analysis), effectively presenting 

data and making data accessible for verification and use by others. 

The particular analytic framework and the choice of specific data analysis methods will 

depend on the purpose of the impact evaluation and the type of KEQs that are 

intrinsically linked to this. 
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For answering descriptive KEQs, a range of analysis options is available, which can 

largely be grouped into two key categories: options for quantitative data (numbers) 

and options for qualitative data (e.g., text). 

For answering causal KEQs, there are essentially three broad approaches to causal 

attribution analysis: (1) counterfactual approaches; (2) consistency of evidence with 

causal relationship; and (3) ruling out alternatives (see above). Ideally, a combination 

of these approaches is used to establish causality. 

For answering evaluative KEQs, specific evaluative rubrics linked to the evaluative 

criteria employed (such as the OECD-DAC criteria) should be applied in order to 

synthesize the evidence and make judgements about the worth of the intervention. 

 

How can the findings be reported and their use supported? 

The evaluation report should be structured in a manner that reflects the purpose and 

KEQs of the evaluation. 

In the first instance, evidence to answer the detailed questions linked to the OECD-

DAC criteria of relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, impact and sustainability, and 

considerations of equity, gender equality and human rights should be presented 

succinctly but with sufficient detail to substantiate the conclusions and 

recommendations. 

The specific evaluative rubrics should be used to ‘interpret’ the evidence and 

determine which considerations are critically important or urgent. Evidence on 

multiple dimensions should subsequently be synthesized to generate answers to the 

high-level evaluative questions. 

The structure of an evaluation report can do a great deal to encourage the succinct 

reporting of direct answers to evaluative questions, backed up by enough detail about 

the evaluative reasoning and methodology to allow the reader to follow the logic and 

clearly see the evidence base. 

The following recommendations will help to set clear expectations for evaluation 

reports that are strong on evaluative reasoning: 

- The executive summary must contain direct and explicitly evaluative answers 
to the KEQs used to guide the whole evaluation. 

- Explicitly evaluative language must be used when presenting findings (rather 
than value-neutral language that merely describes findings). Examples should 
be provided. 
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- Use of clear and simple data visualization to present easy-to-understand 
‘snapshots’ of how the intervention has performed on the various dimensions 
of merit. 

- Structuring of the findings section using KEQs as subheadings (rather than 
types and sources of evidence, as is frequently done). 

- There must be clarity and transparency about the evaluative reasoning used, 
with the explanations clearly understandable to both non-evaluators and 
readers without deep content expertise in the subject matter. These 
explanations should be broad and brief in the main body of the report, with 
more detail available in annexes. 

- If evaluative rubrics are relatively small in size, these should be included in the 
main body of the report. If they are large, a brief summary of at least one or 
two should be included in the main body of the report, with all rubrics included 
in full in an annex. 

 

1.3 Aim and Structure of the Deliverable 

The aim of the deliverable is to provide an overall evaluation of what the iCBA project 

has accomplished in the cross-border area in terms of actual impact, based on 

concrete, measurable data as well as on the feedback and suggestions of the actors, 

stakeholders and individuals that took part in the accelerator. 

As such, the deliverable will present specific figures of what was achieved during the 

project’s different activities, presented in chronological order, and then summarise 

the feedback and data provided by all involved parties. 

This is intended as an internal and external benchmark of the project’s impact and 

success. But, additionally, also as an important tool and input that will support the 

consortium in creating a sustainable model for the continuation of the accelerator 

beyond the iCBA project’s lifespan, in the context of Activities 6.2 (Capitalisation 

Exploitation plan) and 6.3 (Developing the capitalisation model / MOU). 

In accordance with the above aims and format, the present deliverable contains the 

following parts/sections: 

 Numerical data demonstrating the impact of the different stages of the 

training programme in each side of the cross-border area (Greece and North 

Macedonia). 

 Based on the above, an overview of the iCBA project’s stated aims and 

objectives and a comparison with what was actually achieved. 
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 A summary of the feedback and suggestions provided by the actors, 

stakeholders and individuals that took part in the accelerator, broken down in 

five distinct groups. 

 Conclusions from the previous sections, including a number of initial 

recommendations for improving the accelerator in future cycles  
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2 IMPACT OF THE TRAINING PROGRAMME 

This section provides a summary of the impacts of the iCBA programme in terms of 

quantifiable, measurable data. These numeric impact indicators are presented in 

chronological order, per each stage of the iCBA training programme, under WP5 of the 

iCBA project. 

 

2.1 Recruitment, Initial Lectures and Selection 

Open calls were rolled out for participant recruitment for the iCBA programme in the 

Greek and North Macedonian sides of the cross-border area. 

In the Greek side, the call for participants proceeded under the branding of “Next 

Stage Challenge 2021”, along with social media accounts on LinkedIn and Facebook. 

The initiative was disseminated in local media outlets including TV, newspapers, 

websites and Facebook groups. The initiative’s website received 3,250 views and 

1,200 unique visits, with many more visits to its dedicated LinkedIn and Facebook 

pages. 

In the Greek side, the process resulted in collecting 97 team submissions of business 

ideas in total, engaging 238 individuals. 90 of these submissions were from the cross-

border area itself. The vast majority (74 submissions or 76.29%) were from 

Thessaloniki, since it is a major urban centre, with the rest coming from the regional 

units of Pella, Florina and Kilkis, while 7 submissions (7.22%) were from teams coming 

from outside the cross-border area. 

Out of the 97 business ideas submitted, 34 were admitted (including 98 individual 

team members) to the acceleration programme after a meticulous selection process 

following a set of admission criteria, elaborated in D5.1. Start-up ideas belonged to 

different stages of the start-up process (“idea”, “prototype” and “early revenues”) and 

belonged to the following economic sectors: AgriFood, Construction, Education, 

Enterprise Software, Food, Health, Lifestyle & Entertainment, Manufacturing, 

Materials, Mobility and Sports & Fitness. 

In the North Macedonian side, an open call for applications to the programme were 

launched. More than 20 media articles were published to advertise the programme, 

and multiple newsletters were sent to more than 3,000 contacts, informing them 

about the opportunity to register at the business acceleration programme. 

In the North Macedonian side, the process resulted in 60 team submissions of 

business ideas in total, from a total of 130 individual participants. 80% of submissions 

came from the cross-border area, and specifically the regions around Prilep, Bitola and 
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Ohrid. The rest of the companies were coming some of the most active cities in the 

cross-border area such as: Negotino, Kavadarci, Strumica, Veles, etc.  There were also 

several participants from Skopje, as it is a major urban centre which is closely linked 

to the more rural cross-border area. 

Out of the 60 business ideas submitted, more than 40 applied to the acceleration 

programme and 30 were selected, with approximately 70-75 individuals in these 

teams, to enter the acceleration programme. Some of the most innovative ideas that 

have emerged throughout the iCBA includes the following: craft beer microbrewery, 

interactive interior design application, digital theatre production, 3D virtual 

sightseeing, solar park, premium design items, online internship platform, 

microgreens production, smart fields, digital transport synchronization app, organic 

honey production, cross-border rehab centre, rural tourism in the cross-border area, 

organic cakes, biodegradable packaging, cell phone radiation protection units, and 

various organic grape product. The selection criteria included the following: 

- Value proposition 

- Target market 

- Financial projections 

- Growth potential and how well the future plans were defined 

- Team capacity  

 

2.2 Acceleration Programme 

The acceleration program included an introductory bootcamp in each side of the 

cross-border area. 

The Greek side of the programme included four masterclasses addressing 

entrepreneurial skillsets, one-on-one coaching and two guest talks from market 

experts. The bootcamp weekend was supported by KEMEL, the Centre of Volunteer 

Managers Greece. The Project Team conducted 4 masterclasses, each followed by 

coaching sessions. Furthermore, two guest talks were conducted by Mr. Antonios Ilias, 

partner at Tecs Capital, a regional Venture Capital fund, and Ms. Eleni Kolliga, digital 

marketeer with years of hands-on experience on digital marketing tools and 

methodologies. Out of 34 teams, 27 submitted the required documentation and 

participated in 4 days of presentations, mentoring and evaluation events which 

engaged 30+ founders and senior executives of well-known Greek corporations and 

start-ups. Evaluators selected 15 teams (consisting of 53 individuals for the final 

competition event in Thessaloniki. The selection of the 15 finalists was disseminated 

in the press including major North Greek news outlets and specialized business/start-

up news websites. 
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The North Macedonian side of the programme included top notch mentors from 

different industries. The 24 ideas / teams admitted to the programme pitched at the 

three-day Ohrid bootcamp. This event featured a total of 80 attendees including 

presenters, stakeholders, jury members, mentors, etc. The event featured two 

workshops, one from a presenter from Israel and another one from Greece. 10 

renown experts who acted as jury members selected 12 business teams, which 

included 35 individuals, to enter the final stage of the programme and pitch at the 

joint final event in Thessaloniki. 

 

2.3 Brokerage Event 

The final brokerage event took place in Thessaloniki in September 2021. There the 27 

qualified teams presented their ideas either physically or digitally (because of the 

restrictions of the Covid-19 pandemic) in front of a panel of 11 experts. 

Eight of the North Macedonian teams and ten of the Greek teams received various 

awards which included cash prizes, pre-seed investments, consulting services, 

incubator memberships, paid internship positions, meetings with potential clients, 

support packages, start-up organisation memberships, server subscriptions and entry 

to other acceleration programmes. The available prizes varied according to the 

available opportunities and support organisations in each side of the cross-border 

area. Specific details on the finalists and the awards they received can be found in the 

minutes and description of Activity 5.4. 
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3 ACHIEVEMENT OF THE PROJECT AIMS & 

OBJECTIVES 

The iCBA project had set two broad initial goals: A result indicator of 150 participants 

in joint local cross-border employment initiatives, and an output indicator of 50 highly 

educated people in employment, including self-employment 6 months upon leaving 

the project/intervention. 

The former goal has been comfortably achieved since a total of 157 team submissions 

were admitted and participated in the initial stages of the programme from both sides 

of the cross-border area, comprising 368 individual participants in total. That is more 

than double the initial target set. 

Assessment of the latter goal will only be possible a few months after the project’s 

completion. However, 27 teams from Greece and North Macedonia participated in the 

final brokerage event in Thessaloniki, comprising of 88 individuals in total. If all the 

involved teams succeed in realising their business plans and result in functioning start-

up companies then the target number of people in employment will be covered 

comfortably, even without taking into account new additions and people hired. 

The brokerage event was considered highly successful, with strong participation of 

various stakeholders. A total of 18 teams from both sides of the cross-border areas 

received various awards in cash prizes, investments, consulting services, incubator 

memberships, paid internship positions, meetings with potential clients, support 

packages, start-up organisation memberships, server subscriptions and entry to other 

acceleration programmes. 

These awards represent significant investments not only in terms of cash or the value 

and capacity of provided services, but also in terms of the potential and prospects of 

the start-up ideas as viewed by the experts and investors taking part in the event. As 

such, it is considered that the start-up ideas which reached the brokerage event carry 

important promise for the short-term investment of successful start-up enterprises.  

Of course, the exact potential varies per start-up and according to the stage to which 

each idea belongs. However, overall, it is projected that the promise shown by these 

finalists means that at least the 18 winners will have launched into successful start-up 

enterprises within six months upon leaving the project, with at least three employees 

in each, resulting in at least 54 people in employment. 

This is a very conservative estimate as it does not take into account the significant 

prospects of the rest of the finalists, nor of other promising start-up ideas that went 

through the accelerator. It also doesn’t take into account the mid-term and long-term 
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growth potential of these businesses for the economies of both sides of the the cross-

border area, as well as the impact of the knowledge, expertise and motivation 

obtained by the iCBA accelerator participants in general. This potential is considered 

much more significant that the short-term projection of 54 people in employment. 

The more detailed specifications of the iCBA project, before its launch, planned for the 

main work of the implementation of training and mentoring processes to be carried 

out under WP5. As planned, these processes followed a stage-gate bottleneck model, 

which was designed in such a way as to “filter” through the potential entrepreneurs 

and their business ideas, providing more thorough and personalised guidance and 

support to the most promising ideas and more dedicated entrepreneurs in order to 

reach the final goal of 15-20 very promising investment-ready ideas to be presented 

to investors for funding and result in 15-20 start-up enterprises. 

According to this approach, the first phase included single-day trainings all along CB 

area towns, aiming to provide a total of 180 participants with important ICT-enabled 

entrepreneurial skills and the motivation to develop their ideas. In the second phase 

the aim was for 30 selected teams will receive mentoring and more specialised 

training which will evolve their business plans (on vision statement, market analysis, 

SWOT analysis, marketing etc.) and investment plans (on cash flow planning, 

investment management, tax planning etc.). In the third phase, the aim was 15-20 

selected teams to present their pitches to investors in a brokerage event so that they 

will provide financing and help teams turn their plans into actual start-ups. 

The goals set in these specifications were also surpassed by the iCBA project in 

practice. A total of 368 individual participants from both sides of the cross-border area 

participated in the initial stage of the project, more than double the initial target 

number. Subsequently, a total of 64 teams, also more than double the initial target 

number, received mentoring and more specialised training in the second stage of the 

project. Finally, a total of 27 teams, again over the initial target, presented their 

pitches in the final event in order to transform their business ideas into actual start-

ups. 

The comparison of target indicators to the actual impact achieved by the iCBA project 

is summarised in Table 1 and Table 2. 

Targets set by the iCBA project in the proposal stage 

Result indicator: participants in joint 
local cross-border employment 
initiatives 

Output indicator: highly educated 
people in employment, including self-
employment 6 months upon leaving the 
project/intervention 

Target Number Achieved Target Number Projection based 
on current status 
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150 368 50 54 
Table 1: Target-result comparison of the iCBA proposal 

 

Targets set by the iCBA project initial specifications 

Specification Target Achieved 

Individual participants initially provided with 
entrepreneurial skills and motivation 

180 368 

Teams to receive specialised training and mentoring 30 64 

Teams to present their pitches to investors in brokerage 
event 

15-20 27 

Table 2: Target-result comparison of the iCBA project initial specification 
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4 FEEDBACK AND SUGGESTIONS FROM 

PARTICIPANTS AND STAKEHOLDERS 

The iCBA project was designed with a logic of continuous internal monitoring and 

improvement in mind. The reasoning was that comprehensive and accurate feedback 

would play a key role in knowing how to further improve and refine the acceleration. 

This will prepare the ground for its continuation, and possible expansion, after the end 

of the project’s life cycle. 

This feedback can play a key role in shaping the accelerator’s Capitalisation and 

Exploitation plan, including the revision of the iCBA blueprint (project task 6.2.2). 

Apart from the expertise and know-how acquired on the field by the consortium by 

running the iCBA project, feedback on the project was also acquired by directly 

addressing all participating players. This included not only the participating potential 

entrepreneurs and start-upers, but also key stakeholders that supported the project 

and played an important role in its organisation. 

The feedback included both structured interviews with selected focus groups, as well 

as anonymous evaluation forms provided to participants in an online format. Selected 

key findings of the interviews are cited in sub-section 4.6, and some testimonials from 

accelerator participants are cited in sub-section 4.7. An overview of the results of the 

evaluation forms are provided in sub-sections 4.1 to 4.5, each dedicated to one of the 

groups the questionnaires were addressed to. These include: 

 An evaluation form addressed to all programme participants in general. 

 An evaluation form addressed specifically to mentees: participants who 

participated in the 2nd stage of the programme and received mentoring and 

more specialised training. 

 An evaluation form addressed to the mentors. 

 An evaluation form addressed to “event organisers”. These are all parties and 

persons who played a part in organising iCBA programme events, including 

representatives of the project partners. 

 An evaluation form addressed to “supporting stakeholders”. These are all 

organisations and persons who supported the iCBA project, including local 

authorities, chambers of commerce, investors and other parties who 

participated in iCBA project events. 
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4.1 Feedback from Programme Participants 

The evaluation form for programme participants was completed by 34 respondents in 

total, 21 from Greece and 12 from North Macedonia. The replies were summarised 

and analysed together since the same process was followed in both countries. Replies 

to each “closed” question rated by a Likert scale are presented in bar charts directly 

below, while other, “open” comments are considered and discussed separately where 

relevant. 

The first part of this form was about evaluating the programme in general. Answers 

are as follows: 

 

 

0 0 0

9 (27%)

24 (73%)

0

5
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15
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30

1 2 3 4 5

Was the organizational information about the 
program clear to you?

 I was mostly confused

I always knew what was going on  

0 0

7 (21%)

14 (42%)

12 (36%)

0

2

4

6

8

10

12

14

16

1 2 3 4 5

What about time frame? Did the length of the 
program, days of workshops, hours etc suit you?

 It didn't suit me at all

It was convenient for me 
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0 0
2 (6%)

7 (21%)

24 (73%)

0

5
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25
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1 2 3 4 5

What do you think about the atmosphere during 
the program?

 Being there had no chemistry / was indifferent 
Being there encouraged cooperation and 

communication 

1 (3%)
0

7 (21%)

12 (36%)
13 (39%)

0
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4
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1 2 3 4 5

Were the group workshops an effective form of 
developing your idea? 

 Not really

They were a game changer 

0
1 (3%)

3 (9%)

14 (42%)
15 (45%)

0

2

4

6

8

10

12

14

16

1 2 3 4 5

Was the program helpful for the improvement of 
your business model?

 Not really

We couldn't do without it 
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When asked about any topics that they consider important but were missing from the 

programme, 5 participants provided specific responses while the rest either did not 

comment or mentioned that the programme covered everything they had in mind. 

The specific responses provided mostly referred a greater need to cover budget, 

funding/financing and sales related topics. This included “sales and how to sell”, 

“budget planning”, “financing options” with details for each, “the right time to look 

for an investment”, “how should you divide your funding needs to different 

investment phases and different investment institutions” as well as human resources 

and public relations. 

The second part of this form was about evaluating the training and lectures. Answers 

are as follows: 

0 0 1 (3%)

5 (15%)

27 (82%)

0

5

10

15

20

25

30

1 2 3 4 5

What is your overall satisfaction with the 
program?

 It was nothing special

It was great 

0 0 0 0 0 1 (3%) 0
2 (6%)

8 (24%)

22 (67%)

0

5

10

15

20

25

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Would you recommend the programme to your 
friends?

 Definitely not 

Yeah! 
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20 (61%)

13 (39%)

0 0 0
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The objectives of the training were clearly 
defined

 Strongly Agree - Strongly Disagree 

24 (73%)

9 (27%)

0 0 0
0
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Participation and interaction were encouraged

 Strongly Agree - Strongly Disagree 

22 (67%)

10 (30%)

1 (3%)
0 0

0

5
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The topics covered were relevant to me

 Strongly Agree - Strongly Disagree 
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29 (88%)

3 (9%)
1 (3%) 0 0
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The content was organized and easy to follow

 Strongly Agree - Strongly Disagree 

24 (73%)

7 (21%)

2 (6%)
0 0

0
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1 2 3 4 5

The material distributed was helpful

 Strongly Agree - Strongly Disagree 

26 (79%)

7 (21%)

0 0 0
0
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1 2 3 4 5

The trainer was well prepared

 Strongly Agree - Strongly Disagree 
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Overall, the bar charts summarising the responses show that programme participants 

gave overwhelmingly positive feedback about the programme in general as well as 

about the lectures and trainings. Instances of negative feedback were extremely rate. 

This is despite the fact that evaluations were anonymous and respondents were 

instructed to give their honest opinions in order to help improve the accelerator 

programme in future cycles. 

When given the chance to provide ideas for improvement or other comments and 

suggestions not covered by the “closed” questions, 20 participants provided specific 

responses, while the other 13 either did not comment or wrote that they did not have 

any suggestions to make and the programme seemed fine in its current form. Of the 

20 participants who provided specific comments, three praised specific aspects of the 

programme, including the networking opportunities, the mentorships, the 

21 (64%)

11 (33%)

1 (3%)
0 0

0

5

10

15

20

25

1 2 3 4 5

The training objectives were met

 Strongly Agree - Strongly Disagree 
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12 (36%)

5 (15%)
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The time allocated for the training was sufficient

 Strongly Agree - Strongly Disagree 
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comprehensiveness of the trainings and the overall structure and organisation of the 

programme. 

A number of comments and suggestions were more administrative / organisational in 

nature. One participant mentioned that “the workshops lasted longer than 

anticipated”. Another, requested “more homework for applicants”. Another 

requested one individual coaching session taking place with all the mentors’ feedback 

for each team instead of the feedback from each mentor given in separate sessions. 

Another requested a brief roadmap to be provided to participants from the start 

highlighting what they are required to present at each stage of the accelerator. Finally, 

another comment requested more time between the bootcamps and final brokerage 

event in order for the teams to be able to better re-evaluate their ideas and make final 

preparations. This last point will certainly be implemented in future cycles, as this 

initial cycle was “compressed” due to the administrative delay in the accelerator’s 

approval and launch. 

Most of the comments and suggestions concerned specific additions to the 

programme’s training process. These suggestions included: “joint workshops to 

develop ideas together with other teams”, “more mentors per participant”, “more 1-

on-1 coaching sessions”, “more time for personal coaching”, “a mentor for each group 

with specific knowledge of the market sector that the group’s ideas cover”, “more 

foreign trainers”, “more female mentors”, “arrange more frequent meetings between 

teams and mentors to assess deeper needs of each team”, “more funding 

opportunities and collaborations”, “making it easier for people who didn’t reach the 

advanced stages of the accelerator to reach investors”, “having people from the 

market talk about their experience and successful cases” and “meeting with successful 

start-up founders”. 

Finally, a few suggestions, mentioned separately here, concerned wider aspects of the 

programme’s structure. These do not concern specific additions but broader changes 

to the iCBA programme’s structure. As such, it is extremely difficult to implement 

them without fundamentally changing the accelerator blueprint and basic goals. One 

suggestion was to also include non-ICT enabled start-ups in the programme, provided 

that they have a novel and innovative mindset. This is beyond the accelerator’s goals, 

as, based on the study of the cross-border area’s needs and potential, the initial goal 

was to focus on ICT as a common enabling factor. 

Another suggestion was to have fewer finalist start-ups with the “prizes” concentrated 

among those instead of spreading them to more start-ups. Again, this goes against the 

accelerator’s goals and targets. Finally, another suggestion was to also include foreign 

teams in the accelerator (i.e., based outside Greece and North Macedonia) in order to 
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provide a different point of view. Again, this would require a significant expansion of 

the accelerator’s scope. 

 

4.2 Feedback from Mentees 

The evaluation form specifically for mentees was completed by 35 respondents in 

total, 24 from Greece and 11 from North Macedonia. Questions in this form were 

focused specifically on the mentoring process. The replies were summarised and 

analysed together since the same process was followed in both countries. Replies to 

each “closed” question rated by a Likert scale are presented in bar charts directly 

below, while other, “open” comments are considered and discussed separately where 

relevant, in the end of this sub-section. 

 

 

26 (74%)

8 (23%)

1 (3%)
0
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1. How would you rate the startup support 
program overall?
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2 (6%)
0 0

0

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

Yes Somewhat Not really No

2. Did you enjoy your training and coaching 
experience?
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3. Did you like your coach?

25 (71%)

10 (29%)
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4. Would you have liked to meet with your coach 
more often?

33 (94%)

2 (6%)
0 0
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Yes Somewhat Not so much No

5. Did you learn new things from your coach?
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Overall, again the bar charts summarising the responses show that programme 

participants gave overwhelmingly positive feedback about the programme in general 

as well as about the lectures and trainings. Instances of non-positive feedback were 

extremely rate, with the exception of questions 4 about meeting more often with 

one’s coach, where the majority of people would have preferred more frequent 

contact, although this should not be considered “negative” feedback. The 

overwhelmingly positive feedback was provided despite the fact that evaluations 

were anonymous and respondents were instructed to give their honest opinions in 

order to help improve the accelerator programme in future cycles, so it should be 

considered accurate and a major praise for the programme. 

The closed questions were followed by five open questions regarding specific aspects 

of the programme, including an optional question in the end. In question 7, “list some 

of the things that you learned from your coach”, mentees provided a wide variety of 

different answers with no specific themes emerging. This is considered a positive 

development since each mentee seems to have learned different things according to 

her/his own interests. The answers are summarised in Table 3. 

7.  List some of the things that you learned from your coach. 

Internationalization strategies, setting more ambiguous goals 

Perseverance, persistence, reliability, diligence and willingness to learn and much 

more  

How to think big 

Having a great marketing plan that the team can follow its crucial for execution. 

Courage to be bold  

Sales-tips, better presentation, a number of minor but important advises 

Better overview of the opportunities  

34 (97%)

1 (3%) 0 0
0
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10
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30

35

40

Yes Somewhat Not so much No

6. Was communication with your coach clear and 
comfortable?
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Budgeting  

Communication skills, confidence, business idea development... 

My coach helped me: 1. Define the problem more accurately 2. Communicate the 

value we plan on delivering 3. Identifying the various risks  

Assumption making to evaluate the BMC 

Early validation with structured experiments,  

Making realistic goals, focus on goal, organisation, how to manage different tasks 

at the same time, how to target customers, how to learn about the market, 

competition, how to make financial projections, how to prepare for a pitch and 

many more... 

The proper way to approach a VC fund. Furthermore, I learned significant things of 

how to guide my business in more profitable pathways. 

Prioritizing needs and problems that need to be solved. Learning to think as 

investors do. Be more direct to what my company needs in order to proceed. 

Lean start-up approach, marketing approaches, how to research, BMC, Assumption 

mapping. 

Pricing, customer relationships 

Evaluate your assumptions before you continue. Don't be afraid to fail. Fail often, 

fail fast. Be sure that there is someone out there that is willing to pay for your 

solution. 

He help us to find the best price for our product  

Testing with customers before presenting to investors  

Better communication with others. 

How to properly define the customer segments and the value proposition. 

Everything that has to do with the market from production to distribution. 

1) How to put a general idea and vision into action steps 2) Define our value 

proposition 3) Simplify our Pitch Deck 4) Define who are our customers 5) Clear up 

general rules of thumb 

How to do proper assumption & validation, how to answer questions during a pitch, 

how to prepare an efficient pitch, how to contact partners and customers. 

Our coach helped us with unblocking, making clear and carrying out our project.  

Patience 

How to fine-tune our pitch deck. How to explain our business idea in simpler terms. 

New funding ideas, commercials strategies, business evaluation, funding readiness 

How to deal and reply to potential investors. Where we have to focus. He 

introduced us to his contacts. Inspired by his path. 

funding procedures 
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Communication, Strategy, he helped to clear our thoughts and how to build our next 

steps 

Table 3: Summary of mentees’ answers to question 7. 

In question 8, “What did you like best about the training and coaching program?”, 

again, mentees provided a wide variety of different answers with no specific themes 

emerging. Many different aspects of the training and coaching were appreciated. This 

is considered a positive development since each mentee seems to appreciate different 

things according to her/his own interests. The answers are summarised in Table 4Table 

3. 

8. What did you like best about the training and coaching program? 

Clear communication, learning from experience 

Everything  

everything 

Having the opportunity to learn from someone with experience in the industry. 

The networking 

The simple fact I was offered to mentored for free 

Pitching day 

Conversation, advises, directions 

Networking and diversity of business ideas 

The collaboration with KEMEL and other successful start-upers. 

The masterclasses and training sessions were very well structured and prepared 
with great detail. The coaches were available constantly and their insights critical in 
getting us ready for pitching our idea 

The Communication was perfect and the learnings were critical for our businesses 

Commitment, insights and open mindedness 

Workshops, one to one coaching, meeting experts of the field and giving the 
opportunity of networking  

Some conversations with the coach. 

Both the training and coaching program, gave us specific guidelines on how to 
cultivate our entrepreneurial thinking. They made it easy, through an intensive 
program of workshops and lessons, most of the time based on their own 
experience. In that way it felt more personalized. 

The coaches' experience / feedback 

The trainings were both practical and theoretical! 

Coaches used many true examples, certain use cases and you could understand 
easily the whole concept 

The time with our coach 

We were free to ask any questions at any time 

that we talked to other people with similar mindset 

I like the fact that our discussions with the coach were to the point and that help us 
a lot in order to avoid mistakes and save time. 
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The undivided interest, guidance and help from our coaches. The contact and 
acquaintance with people who are experts in the market 

The atmosphere. We were never bored during a training or coaching session. 

Communicating ideas and opinions about how to make our project more efficient 
and effective 

The content of the training 

The sessions with our coach :-) 

Rich informational material, Case studies, Interactive mindset 

We got the chance to meet people with the same mindset. Trained by professionals. 
Get in touch with mentors. Have fun. Meet new start-up ideas and learn from their 
stories towards success. 

overall view of how start ups work 

Learning new things, practice on them, see the results 
Table 4: Summary of mentees’ answers to question 8. 

In question 9, “What did you not like about the training and coaching program?”, there 

were only 13 meaningful answers as the rest of the participants mentioned that they 

had nothing negative to report and provided praise for the programme. There was a 

wide variety of responses. Several referred to administrative aspects, such as the 

sessions being tiring or the schedule running late. Some required deeper and more 

specialised knowledge. And two responses mentioned the need for more female 

instructors and mentors. The answers are summarised in Table 5. 

9.  What did you not like about the training and coaching program? 

Missed detail preparations in the financial aspect of the business  

The online sessions (3hrs) were tiresome sometimes.  

I would like to have a little bit more time to work on competition analysis 

 It would be better to do all this up close 

Not always keeping on time and running late on schedule  

Some training sessions were last a long for no significant reasons. It wasn't clear of 
how some businesses related to the income stage. Few other things which can be 
discussed via a call conference. 

Limited Networking between start-ups 

It is not easy to be focused for almost 3 hours continuously, with 15-20 minutes 
break. 

I would like more meetings 

I think that the masterclasses should be more for every thematic section. 

I'd like it to be a little bit deeper and more thorough in the coaching process. Also, I 
dislike the fact that it didn't include female instructors and mentors. However, I'd 
still recommend the program to a friend. 

Not certain deliverables from coaching session to coaching session, In some training 
sessions all start-ups have to be showcased and this was a bit tiring. 

The lack of women, as coaches, in the program. 
Table 5: Summary of mentees’ answers to question 9. 
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In question 10, “What do you think we should change or do differently?”, there were 

only 17 meaningful answers as the rest of the participants mentioned that they had 

no desired changes to report and provided praise for the programme. Again, there 

was a wide variety of answers. Several reported a need for deeper or more intensive 

trainings and coachings, and more mentors. The need to include more female mentors 

as well as participants was reported again. The answers are summarised in Table 6. 

10. What do you think we should change or do differently? 

We should have practice-oriented workshops with the team. Maybe design thinking 
to solve challenges. 

More mentors per participant. 

Maybe a step-by-step program that the start-ups gonna go through with their 
mentor 

Choose less finalists (eg.3-5) and offer them awards/mentor for the finale 

Maybe it would be better for the lessons to last longer for better understanding 

More coaching sessions, maybe 2 per week instead of 1 

Could extend the duration/sessions of the course or Increase the number of 
coaching sessions  

More focused to improve any business idea. Bring start-ups closer to collaborations 
with businesses.  

Include more coaches for an even more personalized consulting. 

Maybe training can be shorter and the teams can have more time for networking 
with business groups that interest them 

Some presentations were read out of the PowerPoint 

I think that the program should be more intensive both from the masterclass point 
of view and the coaching. 

Include more women as instructors and mentors. 

Mentoring event was one of the best chances a start-up can ever have to talk with 
mentors. It was all so well organized. I think in a next event, all rooms should ensure 
the presence of at least 3-4 mentors. In any case this event was fantastic.  

More hours with the coach or having different coaches to get additional feedback 
and POVs 

Add more business topics in the training sessions 

Keep up the good work and if you can search for more women to participate at the 
next challenge. 

Table 6: Summary of mentees’ answers to question 10. 

Finally, in question 11, when given the chance to provide ideas for improvement or 

other comments and suggestions not covered by the other questions, only 4 

respondents provided additional comments. One of these was a generic comment 

about the difficulties faced by start-ups in Greece. Another reported a desire for a 

shorter programme duration. Another mentioned that the prizes should be more 

spread out between finalists. And another provided an idea for organising an 
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entrepreneurial meet-up once a year. This is something that could take place in the 

context of future iterations of the accelerator. 

 

4.3 Feedback from Mentors 

The evaluation form for mentors was completed by 8 respondents in total, 3 from 

Greece and 5 from North Macedonia. Receiving feedback from the mentors 

themselves was considered key for the impact assessment process. The replies were 

summarised and analysed together since the same process was followed in both 

countries. Replies to each “closed” question rated by a Likert scale are presented in 

bar charts directly below, while other, “open” comments are considered and 

discussed separately where relevant, in the end of this sub-section. 
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The “closed” questions demonstrate very positive feedback from the mentors about 

the programme as well as the mentorship procedure itself. All mentors rated the 

mentorship programme very highly, they reported excellent communication with the 

programme coordinator, excellent relationships with their mentees, and felt that the 

mentees were helped by the programme. Most importantly, all mentors were positive 

to the idea of becoming mentors again. Some points for improvement were that 2 of 

8 mentees did not feel that they had absolutely adequate information before the 

programme started, and half of them wanted to spend more time with their mentees. 

Most mentors (5 out of 8) experienced some or a few difficulties with their mentees 

but these apparently did not affect the relationship or their overall opinion of the 

programme. 

The mentors also provided some interesting responses to the “open” questions. In 

question 7, “What were some of the positive outcomes of your mentorship”, the 

mentors appreciated the opportunity to meet ambitious start-up founders and work 

with them, as well as other aspects of the process. The answers are summarised in 

Table 7.  

7. What were some of the positive outcomes of your mentorship? 

Very open and coachable teams.  

Growing ideas for businesses, developing innovation models, growing ideas on the 
bigger level.... 

Improved public speech 

Working with non-profits as mentees they had a realization about the profitable 
aspects of their business plans and the benefits they as organizations can have if 
they bring in profit from their business plans. 

they were more young people who really met a lot of novelties and showed great 
creativity  

I got to meet some brilliant start-up founders and some very promising projects that 
I didn't know they existed in this region. 

A great opportunity to meet ambitious founders with potential for future 
collaboration. 

It is always a good experience being exposed to new and innovative ideas. It helps 
me keep sharp reflexes and drives me to extend my knowledge in order to help the 
teams as well as  adapt my own learnings to new business models 

Table 7: Summary of mentors’ replies to question 7. 

In question 8, “What would you suggest to improve the mentorship program?”, 5 of 

the mentors made suggestions for improvements. These covered things such as 

spending more time with the teams, making the rules clearer, having a clearer 

distinction between coaching and mentoring, and being helped to identify gaps in 

skills and knowledge. The answers are summarised in Table 8. 
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8. What would you suggest to improve the mentorship program? 

Make the rules clear from the start to clearly state how the presentation should be 
prepared The time and manner of presentation from the very beginning of the 
mentoring support should be clearly defined The performance training should be 
held before the mentoring process and not the day before the performance 

being helped to identify and correct gaps in generic skills and knowledge, Access to 
a support system during critical stages of college and career development, Ability 
to develop mentoring relationships in industries where mentoring is not readily 
available  

It is important to distinguish between start-up coaching and start-up mentoring. 
Coaching is a process through which start-up founders receive feedback from a 
more experienced entrepreneur so that they can become better at managing 
business risk, especially the risk of innovation, and also become better at allocating 
their scarce resources more effectively. Mentoring, on the other hand, can be less 
a systematic and less structured process. It is the process through which a start-up 
founder receives feedback from a domain expert (i.e., someone who has knowledge 
in a market but is not necessarily an entrepreneur themselves). The purpose of 
mentoring is to help a start-up founder identify blind spots in their understanding 
of how their target market works. Both coaching and mentoring can make a great 
difference to an early-stage start-up founder. Any good start-up support program 
must include both. However, given that systematic one-to-one coaching requires a 
significant time investment by the coach, it cannot be done on a pro-bono basis. 
Sufficient financial resources must be allocated to allow the program to pay for 
coaching time.  

Allocation of funds for more time to work alongside teams. 

The teams would benefit from more available time with the coaches, as well as 
exposure to other mentors bringing market knowledge or field expertise. The 
timeframe and budget allocated was rather restrictive to accomplish that to its full 
extend. 

Table 8: Summary of mentors’ replies to question 8. 

 

4.4 Feedback from Event Organisers 

The evaluation form for event organizers was addressed to people who participated 

in organizing events for the iCBA project, including representatives of the project 

partners as well as other organisations. It was completed by 6 respondents in total, 2 

from Greece and 4 from North Macedonia. Receiving feedback from event organisers 

was considered important for improving the organisational and administrative sides 

of the programme. The replies were summarised and analysed together since the 

same process was followed in both countries. Replies to each “closed” question rated 

by a Likert scale are presented in bar charts directly below, while other, “open” 

comments are considered and discussed separately where relevant, in the end of this 

sub-section. 
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The closed questions demonstrate positive feedback from event organisers. The 

organisation of events was rated as “easy” or “somewhat easy” from almost all 

organisers, with only one rating it as “fairly difficult”. Similarly, almost all organisers 

reported that they received excellent support from the consortium, while one rated 

the level of support as “good”. Finally, all organisers rated the level of interest of both 

local stakeholders and citizens as either “very active” or “somewhat active”. 

The open questions yielded a few interesting comments, although not all organisers 

provided detailed feedback. In question 5, “Did you encounter any specific difficulties 

or obstacles that you would like to mention when organizing the event(s)?”, one 

organiser mentioned the difficulty of attracting participants in some of the smaller 

cities in rural regions of the Greek side of the CBA, such as Pella, Kilkis and Florina. 

Three organisers mentioned problems related to the Covid-19 pandemic. These 

included the extra burden of the Covid health protocols in events but also the fact that 

the pandemic forced the organisation of several events to switch to a digital, online 

format, and the challenges that this brings for connectivity as well as participants’ 

engagement. 

In question 6, “What were the main lessons learned from you from organizing the 

event(s)?”, one respondent mentioned that regarding the dissemination of the project 

events it is crucial to involve all stakeholders from regional authorities at the earliest 

possible. Another respondent mentioned the need to have clear mitigation strategies 

in place in case something goes wrong, especially in the case of online events which 

carry their own complexities. 
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4.5 Feedback from Supporting Stakeholders 

The evaluation form for external stakeholders (i.e., beyond the consortium) who 

participated in iCBA programme events was completed by 5 respondents in total, 1 

from Greece and 4 from North Macedonia. Receiving feedback from such 

stakeholders, including local authorities, municipalities, chambers of commerce, 

investors etc. was considered an important part of the impact assessment process. 

The replies were summarised and analysed together since the same process was 

followed in both countries. Replies to each “closed” question rated by a Likert scale 

are presented in bar charts directly below, while other, “open” comments are 

considered and discussed separately where relevant, in the end of this sub-section. 
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The bar charts with the responses demonstrate positive feedback for the programme 

overall from these external stakeholders. The programme was rates highly in terms of 

organisation, cooperation and support. Importantly the programme’s goal coincided 

at least somewhat with the stakeholders’ own goals. All stakeholders are willing to get 

involved into future cycles of the accelerator programme but they were more hesitant 

about the prospect of supporting it financially. The only additional comment provided 

was that “Early-stage start-ups in the cross-border region need a lot of support. Our 

ecosystems are not yet mature enough to allow resources and talent to automatically 

gravitate towards promising new ventures. It is critical to have start-up support 

programs like this (i.e., not just competitions but also including training, coaching and 

networking).” 
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4.6 Interview Responses and Individual Comments 

Inteviews were conducted For the Greek part of the CB area 5 teams selected to 

ascertain their impressions by the process. The interviews focused on the following 

project phases: Trainings, Mentoring, Start-up description/pitches and Accelerator 

process. 

The questions were the following: 

 

Questions: 

1. Which of the project phases did you attend? 

 

 Trainings  

2. What do you think about the content covered during the trainings? 

3. Did the trainings added value to your knowledge? Please specify 

4. Please list below any other training topic you believe would be beneficial to 

you and you would like to receive training 

5. Would you do anything different to make these trainings more effective? 

Please specify 

 

 Mentoring  

6. Was the collaboration and communication with your mentor effective? 

7. What did you gain most from the mentoring? Kindly enlist them here 

8. Would you do anything different to make the mentorship program more 

effective? Please specify 

 

 Start-up description/pitches 

9. The Trainings and Mentoring helped you to enrich and evolve your idea?  

10. The Trainings and Mentoring helped you to complete your start-up 

description/pitch? 

 

 Accelerator process 

11. What do you think about the Brokerage event? 

12. Do you have any additional recommendations to improve future Brokerage 

events? Kindly enlist them here. 

13. Your overall experience from the Accelerator  
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14. Would you be interested to continue into future cycles of the accelerator 

program? 

15. Do you have any additional recommendations to improve future 

accelerators? Kindly enlist them here. 

16. Would you be interested to participate in a similar accelerator program in 

the future? 

 

 

Evaluation results: 

1. Which of the project phases did you attend? 

All the responders attended all the projects phases (Motivation web events, Trainings, 

Mentoring, Start-up description/pitches and Brokerage event). 

 

 Trainings  

2. What do you think about the content covered during the trainings? 

When participants asked about the content covered during the trainings, all 

participants mentioned that they are very satisfied. More specifically, they stated the 

following: 

 The training covered a lot of aspects of business development which they are 

sure they are going to use in the next period. 

 It covers a great agenda of business topics especially for those in the idea stage 

and giving new perspectives in certain areas to the more mature start-ups. 

 They found the content up to date and useful, especially the new 

methodologies for developing a start-up company that was taught. 

 Trainings were very helpful for and the content of them were very wide and 

covered many questions. 

 The trainings covered all the basics needed for making an idea into a start-up 

and learned how to apply them to their idea. 

 

3. Did the trainings added value to your knowledge? Please specify 

All responders declared that the trainings added value to their knowledge. More 

analytically, they mentioned the following: 

 The development of the business model canvas for their idea helped them 

plan how to approach their targeted customer segments. 
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 They explored how a start-up company is validated, how to monitor their 

competition and many more topics and strategies. 

 They benefited from the workshops even though some of these materials 

were already known. 

 Coaches educated the teams and helped them to reach important 

milestones. They helped the start-ups to approach with efficiency new 

customers & investors. 

 To the non experienced teams in business analysis the training gave 

knowledge about how to start a successful spin-off, which can manage their 

research projects. 

 

 

4. Please list below any other training topic you believe would be beneficial to 

you and you would like to receive training 

When participants asked about any other training topics they believe that would be 

beneficial to them and they would like to receive training they proposed the 

following: 

 Some additional marketing and sales training  

 Sales B2B 

 Media planning for start-ups 

 How to prepare a European funding proposal as a SME 

 Marketing and project management 

 Medical Device Regulations 

 Clinical Trials Training 

 Intellectual property 

 How to find the existing regulations for the idea you are developing. 

 

 

5. Would you do anything different to make these trainings more effective? 

Please specify 

 

All responders were satisfied from the trainings. Their suggestions in order to make 

these trainings more effective can be summarized as follows: 
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 Time management was a challenge. Maybe it would be better to provide pre-

recorded videos of the talks and then arrange meetings for discussion and 

questions. 

 It should have a smaller duration online 

 To increase the effectiveness of these trainings, probably the small groups 

will be better, which will simulate the members of a company. These groups 

will have small tasks, for example to create the competitors’ table together 

and by this process, they will have the chance to learn from each other. 

 

 

 Mentoring  

6. Was the collaboration and communication with your mentor effective? 

In addition, all the participants were delighted from their collaboration and 

communication with their mentors. They stated that the collaboration with the 

mentors was great. Mentors were available and ready to help and communication 

with them was easy and effective. They helped start-ups a lot to achieve significant 

milestones. The help was crucial for developing their idea. 

 

7. What did you gain most from the mentoring? Kindly enlist them here 

To this question the participants have the opportunity to state what they believe that 

they gain most from the mentoring phase. Many different answers were given: 

 

 The mentor arranged meetings for the start up to collect feedback from 

important stakeholders in the field of last mile deliveries which was very 

interesting and extremely helpful for them. 

 They learnt how to explore funding tools 

 They learnt how to prepare a pitch for investors 

 They gained some new insights and got their Inspiration 

 The mentors tried to push the team to be more extrovert and obtain new 

customers & investors. They helped the start-up to create: a) Clear path to 

approach new customers, b) Clear path to approach investors, c) Cleat path to 

set up partnerships with big corporates and universities. 

  From coaching sessions, they gained knowledge about how they can develop 

their start-up in a successful way and how they can present the idea to raise 

money in sponsorships. Furthermore, they took useful information about the 

project’s Intellectual property and how they can sublicense it to manufacturers 

and companies. 
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8. Would you do anything different to make the mentorship program more 

effective? Please specify 

The majority of the responders wouldn’t have done anything different as it can be 

concluded from their responses. Some of them recommended the following: 

 It would be more effective to be scheduled all the mentoring meetings by the 

organizer except for the coaching sessions because some mentoring sessions 

didn’t take place 

 Maybe it would be a good idea if the benefits of the coaching sessions and the 

possible topics for discussion were emphasized more during the workshops so 

all of the teams would realize the benefits of it  

 

 

 Start-up description/pitches 

 

9. The Trainings and Mentoring helped you to enrich and evolve your idea?  

The Trainings and Mentoring helped all the participants to enrich and evolve their 

idea. They received different mindsets helping them to enrich their business strategy. 

The Trainings and Mentoring helped them to find new customers and investors and 

coaches sharpened their soft skills. 

 

10. The Trainings and Mentoring helped you to complete your start-up 

description/pitch? 

All participants stated that the Trainings and Mentoring helped them to complete 

their start-up description/pitch.  

They were essential for completing their start-up description/pitch for the teams that 

hadn’t done a pitch before and they needed a lot of help with the process, both for 

the content and for the way they were going to present it. Even the teams that they 

were experienced the Trainings and Mentoring helped them with the new ideas they 

got from the coaches on how to improve their pitching. 

 

 Accelerator process 

11. What do you think about the Brokerage event? 

When start-upers asked about the Brokerage event all of them found it very 

interesting and helpful. In particular, they declared the following: 
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 It was a great opportunity to get additional feedback for their idea and 

company. 

 The Brokerage event was a nice experience because it took place in a cosy 

environment, they had the chance to interact and exchange ideas with the 

other start-up teams 

 It was well organized. 

 The event had great judges that gave them great feedback. The networking 

event was very good. It would have been better if all judges were in the same 

place. 

 The final Brokerage event was generally a well-organized event, where they 

had the chance to meet people with expertise in business and investors with 

whom they can collaborate in the future. 

 

12. Do you have any additional recommendations to improve future Brokerage 

events? Kindly enlist them here. 

The respondents recommended the following: 

 It would be great to have a more structured feedback sessions. They think 

that a private meeting with the judges would be very helpful. 

 It would be more convenient to be only physical and the evaluators and the 

investors attend the physical event and not online. 

 More time for pitching. 

 Maybe the existence of a networking platform to pre-arrange some meetings. 

 Because of the Covid-19 restrictions and because some of the people 

participating were overseas, part of the event was online. It was very well 

handled but they would like it if one person could present half the pitch online 

and the other teammate at real time present the other half of the 

presentation via Zoom  

 

13. Your overall experience from the Accelerator  

The following responses show that the accelerator was a very satisfactory experience 

for all of the participants: 

 The experience was great, they learned a lot and gained many experiences 

that will be a great asset for the future of their company. 

 The overall experience from the Accelerator was positive and added new 

knowledge for their next business steps. 

 Fantastic job by the coaches and well-organized sessions. Interesting new 

start-ups from the local ecosystem. 
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 Their start-ups were very satisfied with the services of the Acceleration 

program (mentoring, event, and trainings) 

 Was an important support for them, as young scientists, and motivated them 

to continue their project. 

 

 

14. Would you be interested to continue into future cycles of the accelerator 

program? 

All the responders would be interested to continue into future cycles of the 

accelerator program since they believe that they learned a lot from the process and 

expanded their network by meeting many new and interesting people. 

 

 

15. Do you have any additional recommendations to improve future 

accelerators? Kindly enlist them here. 

When participants asked if they any additional recommendations to improve future 

accelerators, they recommended the following: 

 Increasing the mentoring time would be beneficial for all teams. 

 Every accelerator should have start-ups in a certain stage not idea along with 
revenues but only one stage 

 To always have in the acceleration program N. Tsoniotis, D. Kourtesis & S. 
Tsiakmakis. 

 Increasing the duration of this program and enriching it with more specific 
trainings and special talks from experts. 

 

 

16. Would you be interested to participate in a similar accelerator program in 

the future? 

Finally, the overwhelming majority would be very interested to participate in a 
similar accelerator program in the future since all of them responded positively to 
this question. 

 

 

4.7 Participant Testimonials 

In addition to the interviews, eight programme participants from North Macedonia 
volunteered to provide eponymous testimonials praising the iCBA programme. These 
are quoted below: 
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Dimitar Manchev, Founder at KENZO.MK, an interactive 3D real estate platform   

“It is truly a privilege to be part of a group of ambitious and strongly committed 
people to their vision of improving the world. There were many experts from several 
fields at the iCBA events who through tips and advises helped me to further improve 
the product and to be closer to our goal with Kenzo.mk.” 

 

Tomislav Rushkov, Manager of SMARTBEE VENOM COLLECTOR 

“The experiences of participating at the iCBA Program are very useful, not only for 
our project, but for all participants. Having experience with similar presentations, in 
front of a much larger number of evaluators, participants and investors, has helped 
me to support each of the participants, encouraging them to be persistent in their 
efforts, because only those who have an entrepreneurial spirit and vision can reach 
the top.” 

 

Izabela Sokolovska, Founder and manager of ESNAF Exclusive – marketplace for 
exclusive designer and handmade products 

“The experience as part of the iCBA accelerator is something unique and special to 
me. I learned a lot, the support for the development of the business model and the 
directions for further development contributed a lot in defining the goal of Esnaf 
Exclusive. Meeting creative and innovative people and their ideas enriched the 
experience a great deal.” 

 

Mitko Jancev, Founder at Bio packaging  

“The motivation stems from the need to create and implement a green agenda, 
through green entrepreneurship, which will mean setting new standards that will 
have an impact on environmental protection. Biodegradable packaging is the future 
of product packaging, and we are glad that the iCBA program has recognized that. By 
participating in the iCBA program, the expectations are realized to gain new contacts 
that with their knowledge and experience will contribute to the promotion and 
improvement of our entrepreneurial idea, but also to the sharing of other innovative 
ideas and solutions. The successful business model is our aspiration, which we 
believe we will achieve by participating in this accelerator program.” 

 

Sasho Spirkoski, Founder at Bit Craft  

“There’s always something new to learn. There’s always room to improve. The 
experience with the iCBA accelerator program strongly confirmed this once again. 
Not only I got an opportunity to introduce a business idea that I got a mentorship for, 
but I also gained knowledge that I apply on my already established business. Thank 
you for the opportunity you offered us.”  

 

Dimitar Mitrevski, Bintern  
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“The iCBA program has given us a mentor which meant a lot, it helped us a lot in 
defining our goals and strategy how to achieve them, we are very grateful to be part 
of this acceleration program.”  

 

Elena Gjorevska, Instahome.team  

“Through conversation and discussion during the iCBA acceleration program 
(lecturing and mentoring program), the goals of our future business were defined, 
and during the working sessions we reviewed practical tactics on how to achieve 
those higher goals realistically.”  

 

Maja Arnaudova, Sofa Klik  

“We have a great mentor, she always helps us when needed and is full of 
understanding. She successfully guided us through the process and all of our 
meetings were very productive. We are grateful that she is available to us at all times 
and for the help she has provides to us unselfishly.”  
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5 SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

The impact assessment conducted above shows that the iCBA project has been very 

successful. The target indicators set before its launch were covered and surpassed, 

the programme continued very smoothly despite a limited timeframe and the ongoing 

Covid-19 pandemic, and all involved participants and stakeholders provided 

overwhelmingly positive feedback. 

The iCBA project structure was proven to be a success even under challenging 

circumstances. Of course, there is always room for possible improvements in order to 

help the programme evolve during future cycles of the accelerator. Potential areas 

where there is room for improvements are discussed in this section and lead to a 

number of brief recommendations for the future of the accelerator. 

Based on the feedback collected, the organisation of the iCBA project was considered 

excellent. The specialised trainings were also considered very strong, with the link 

offered to the actual market being praised by participants. Still, an even stronger link 

to the market was requested by participants, with recommendations given such as 

“having people from the market talk about their experience and successful cases”, 

“having mentors with specific market expertise in the sector of the mentees’ ideas”, 

and “meeting with successful start-up founders”. 

The mentees appeared very satisfied from their experience. Their feedback showed 

that they provided a wide variety of different answers for what they learned and what 

they most appreciated in the coaching and mentorship process, so every mentee 

seems to have covered her/his own needs and expectation to a great extent. Still, 

mentees would have appreciated even more mentors and even more in-depth 

training, while there were also some administrative concerns about optimising the 

programme structure. 

The mentors also gave very positive feedback about their experience and all of them 

were willing to participate in future cycles of the programme. Their requests 

concerned being better informed about the programme before its launch, receiving 

support for identifying mentees’ gaps in skills, and more time to spend with the 

mentees. 

The organisation of the events went very well with the main difficulties concerning 

the Covid-19 pandemic, health protocols having to be maintained, and events 

switching to an online format as this brings a set of additional complexities for 

ensuring good connectivity and keeping participants engaged. 
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All external stakeholders which took part in the programme were satisfied with it. 

They all expressed a willingness to participate in future cycles of the accelerator, and 

most of them were at least considering the possibility of financially supporting the 

accelerator in the future. 

The more in-depth, qualitative feedback provided by the interviews of participant 

focus groups demonstrated very positive feedback for the whole programme including 

the brokerage event. Participants suggested some additional emphasis for training 

topics such as marketing and sales, media planning, preparing proposals for EU 

funding, marketing and project management, intellectual properties and various 

regulations. 

Participants also suggested an optimisation of time management and shorter duration 

for online events, showing a clear preference for physical events. They also suggested 

that participating start-up ideas should all be at the same stage in order to expedite 

and optimise the flow of the programme. They also requested increasing mentoring 

time, and the duration of the programme in general, and enriching it with more 

specific and specialised trainings, as well as special talks from experts. 

Apart from being considered a success, the iCBA programme was found to be crucial 

and much needed. As one of the stakeholders who supported the programme 

commented: “Early-stage start-ups in the cross-border region need a lot of support. 

Our ecosystems are not yet mature enough to allow resources and talent to 

automatically gravitate towards promising new ventures. It is critical to have start-up 

support programs like this (i.e., not just competitions but also including training, 

coaching and networking)”. Because of its success and impact, the iCBA programme 

has very good prospects of becoming self-sustaining, and establishing itself as a main 

driver for entrepreneurial development in the cross-border area. 

 

Overall, the feedback received during the project leads to a number of brief initial 

recommendations for further improving the iCBA accelerator in future cycles. These 

are listed below: 

 Any kind of effort to continue the accelerator beyond the lifespan of the iCBA 

project should make use of the project’s current structures and operations, 

including the revised blueprint, since the achievement of the its targets in 

terms of impact demonstrated that these have been highly successful. 

 The geographical coverage of the programme should be expanded if resources 

and capacity allow for this. In the Greek side of the cross-border area, 

Thessaloniki, a major urban centre, acted as a significant pole of ambitious 
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start-up ideas. Skopje can play a similar role in the North Macedonian side of 

the CBA and should be formally included in the accelerator’s geographical 

coverage. This, however, should be done without neglecting the more rural 

areas in both side of the CBA, which show considerable promise and have 

resulted in ambitious start-up ideas. 

 Maintain a structured and organised system of monitoring and evaluation in 

order to continue improving the accelerator after each consecutive future 

cycle. It is suggested to formalise the use of evaluation forms and administer 

them immediately after each lecture / training /event in order to collect the 

maximum number of possible answers. It is also suggested to further evolve a 

standardised system of semi-structured interviews with focus groups to 

provide more qualitative feedback. 

 Future cycles of the accelerator should feature a clear roadmap for all 

participants, explaining the stage-gate process of the competition in detail. 

 All local stakeholders should be engaged from the start of the accelerator 

programme in order to achieve maximum impact. This will also help with the 

reported difficulties of attracting participants in smaller towns and rural 

regions. 

 If the Covid-19 pandemic has subsided when future cycles start, it is advised 

to stick to physical events, as the participants prefer them and they have 

been found to improve engagement. 

 A lot of accelerator participants, mentors and stakeholders have expressed 

concerns about time constraints and required more time of the accelerator 

processes. This is considered to have been a result of the delay in the iCBA 

project’s approval. However, to avoid a repeat of these constraints, care 

should be taken to ensure that future accelerator cycles are not rushed. At 

least a full year would be required for the smooth running of the accelerator. 

 Future cycles of the accelerator should include an opportunity for new 

participants to meet up with and discuss with former alumni from different 

places of the cross-border area, perhaps as part of a general entrepreneurial 

meet-up event. This would cover several of the requests provided in the 

evaluation forms and interviews and provide continuity to the accelerator. 

 Finally, while practical constraints are always an important factor that cannot 

be disregarded, future cycles of the accelerator should make a concentrated 

effort to include more women participants and mentors in order to achieve 

gender equality. 


