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1. Introduction
The present report constitutes the Final Internal Evaluation Report of the BEEHIVE project, consisting
of reporting on the quality monitoring and control of the project outputs and results produced as well as
of the consortium efficiency and viability during the whole of the implementation period. It was prepared
by project partners and covers the period between 15.10.2016 – 14.10.2019.
In order to ensure high project quality, the consortium has continuously collected, analysed and reacted
to data and feedback from target users and team members. Feedback was mainly provided through
questionnaires and discussions at partner meetings’ quality panels. Quality control and monitoring
primarily aimed at identifying quality issues at a stage early enough to allow the partnership to take
timely measures for problems solutions and / or improvements. Another feedback source was the
Milestone Reports (MARs) provided by WP leaders, after the completion of each WP, which include
information about quality assessments, information on any deviations from predefined deadlines and
indicators, justification of changes, suggested adjustments and impact on overall progress. Nine (9)
MARs were developed during the implementation period of the project, one for each work package
(WP).
In particular, this report includes:
- Evaluation of the project achievements and impact of the project during the whole
implementation period of the Project
- Evaluation of the Consortium efficiency and viability
- Evaluation of achievements and analysis of the data collected from the feedback tools, presented
per WP and according to the quality indicators and assessment tools defined in the Quality
Control Plan
- SWOT analysis
- Cost-benefit analysis
- Strategies for strengthening project results’ sustainability and ensuring long-term impact
It is important to note that, since the Report was developed by members of the project consortium and
the feedback tools were, mainly, filled out by project members, it may not be objective enough, as
partners may find it difficult to assess objectively the quality of activities or results they have been
involved in. On account of this, an external evaluation of the project results and implementation has
been subcontracted by partner 1 (VUM) to an external evaluator, who is not part of the project
consortium. The external evaluator has facilitated the Quality Workshop during the 5th partner meeting
in Ireland, in October 2018 and has produced an External Evaluation Report. The External Evaluation
Report summarises the findings of the continuous peer review and provides assessment of project impact
and the quality of the results achieved. It also provides conclusions on the consortium efficiency.
2. Evaluation of achievements and impact of the project
In the period of the implementation of the project, activities in all WPs have been launched and
completed. All outputs were delivered as planned and, where applicable, published on the project’s
website, in order to maximise the visibility, dissemination and impact of the project implementation.
During the project, 8 physical partner meetings (7 originally planned and 1 exceptional with
participation of the 5 PC HEIs from Asia and VUM) and 9 webinars have taken place, in order to ensure
efficient planning and monitoring of activities, as well as smooth communication and networking
between the project partners. The physical meetings were combined with other major project events
such as workshops, staff trainings, promotional and pitch events. The quality and impact of the project
events and meetings has been measured through feedback tools filled out by the participants in the
respective events. In general, the project is considered relevant, its implementation is being carried out
in line with the original project design and the potential for sustainability is high.
Significant transfer of knowledge and innovation has taken place during the implementation of the
project. The enhanced transfer of innovation processes during the first year within the development type
of WPs provided the basis and a starting point for the activities in the exploitation WP that followed
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during the second and third year of the project. In general, the project is considered significant, its
implementation is being carried out efficiently, despite some delays, and the potential for sustainability
is high. No major problems were reported to the project’s quality management board, while all partners
were very willing to actively participate in the implementation of all project activities.
Communication among the partners was also smooth and effective. There was usually immediate
response to any request or information circulated, despite the different time zones in the partners’
countries. Most of the communication was effectuated through e-mails, but there have also been many
skype meetings or meetings via the gotomeeting.com platform organised either for the whole consortium
or the SC or even between specific partners for the need of specific outputs or activities.
All project activities contributed to the achievement of the major project milestones and to reaching the
project’s objectives:
- The Benchmarking Reports for Indonesia and the Philippines were developed and published.
Their information was important in determining and understanding entrepreneurial education
processes in both countries and improve planning on future project activities.
- The Entrepreneurship for All MOOC improved awareness on the role of business start-ups to
benefit students’ personal success and economic growth in general, as well as BEEHIVE’s and
each of the Partner Country higher education institutions (PC HEIs) visibility and
recognisability in matters of entrepreneurial education. A large number of students and alumni
were reached through the MOOC (4497 registered users from the 5 PC HEIs).
- The BEEHIVE Accelerators helped PC HEIs improve their ability to create jobs through
business start-ups and self-employment. Students and graduates gained access to advanced
entrepreneurship support services, through competitive selection of submitted business start-up
ideas and models. The BEEHIVE MOOC and the BEEHIVE Accelerators also helped improve
the PC HEIs entrepreneurial ecosystems and introduced entrepreneurial approaches in
university governance and main operations in line with the entrepreneurial university concept.
The BEEHIVE Accelerator Programme resulted in provision of targeted support and
acceleration of 53 entrepreneurial teams (start-ups).
- The BEEHIVE Label will serve, outside BEEHIVE, as a tool for improvement towards
excellence and efficiency of entrepreneurial ecosystems and may help establish the BEEHIVE
activities as good practices for policy and decision makers.
3. Evaluation of the viability and efficiency of the consortium
Despite its large size the consortium has proved to be efficient in the implementation of the project.
There was good collaboration and strong commitment to the aims of the project, with all partners
working to achieve the joint objectives. Partners showed a high level of motivation and actively engaged
in the activities. The consortium consists of partner institutions with very diverse profiles, institutional
corporate cultures and administrative styles which could lead to difference of opinions or generate issues
in the day-to-day project management. Nevertheless, given the partner institutions’ commitment to the
project, no significant obstacles for the project progress and implementation have been experienced.
Furthermore, an unexpected change in the partnership, with one partner from the Philippines
withdrawing, was quickly resolved by introducing a new partner in to the consortium. This change was
efficiently integrated in the project’s activities and the new partner was welcomed into the consortium.
It stands out that the approval of the participants in the project meetings and events organised at
consortium level was very high. This confirms the high level of commitment of the meeting hosts and
events’ organisers. In addition, it suggests that the mobility scheme initially planned in the project was
well-structured and the mobilities directly contributed to the achievement of the project goals.
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4. Evaluation of achievements and analysis per work package
A set of indicators and success criteria for project outcomes and outputs was developed in the Quality
Control Plan of the project, which served as a basis for evaluating the progress of the project on a WP
basis.
4.1 Evaluation of WP1: Laying down the Foundations of BEEHIVE
WP1 1 was about laying dawn the foundations of the BEEHIVE project and its outputs included:
- The BEEHIVE Management and Monitoring Plan, was developed at an early stage of the project
and includes – among others - the project organisational structure, the description of the tasks
of the coordinating institution, financial and administrative assistants and specified roles and
responsibilities of the project partners, distribution of responsibilities among project partners,
activity timeline, as well as benchmarks and mechanisms for continuous monitoring and control
on implementation
- 4 Task Force Action Plans, related to the 4 main project objectives (Benchmarking Reports,
MOOC, BEEHIVE Accelerator Programme and BEEHIVE Label, were designed and
developed by the consortium in the kick-off meeting. They were very valuable for the project
process and its success, as they clearly define objectives, tasks, financial resources and timeline.
- A Project Target Groups Database, which includes 77 stakeholders of the primary and secondary
project target groups and their contact data, was developed by the PC HEIs. It provided a pool
of relevant persons to work with closely in the project, to ensure smooth communication and
timely interaction with the target groups in the project.
4.2 Evaluation of WP2: Towards the Entrepreneurial University: National Benchmarking
Reports
WP2 concerns the preparation, development and assessment of the 2 national Benchmarking Reports,
for Indonesia and the Philippines. After extensive partner discussion about the content of the
benchmarking reports and a workshop titled “Towards the Entrepreneurial University”, a Benchmarking
Tool Template to be used for receiving input for the reports and set of guidelines was developed. The
questionnaires were distributed and there were 27 responses from the Philippines and 22 from Indonesia
with the target number being 15 respondents for each country. The input from the questionnaires was
used for the development of the 2 reports, which were published in December 2017, as opposed to the
original deadline of August 2017. This could be explained, on the one hand, with the initial issues linked
to PIC validation and actual project activities’ delayed start. In addition, PC HEIs’ decision and efforts
to reach out and to collect data from a much high number of university respondents than originally led
to slight delays in the finalisation and publication of the 2 documents. The increased number of the
university respondents shall be considered a vital contribution to the reports’ relevance and quality of
research. The reports were evaluated by stakeholders and peers through a survey monkey.
4.2.1 Evaluation of the 2nd partner meeting and the workshop “Towards the Entrepreneurial
University”
The second partner meeting and the workshop “Towards the Entrepreneurial University” constituted a
four-day event, held in Indonesia, in July 2017. The event was hosted by the University of Indonesia.
Overall event satisfaction
As the analysis of the distributed feedback tools showed, more than 85% of the participants were very
satisfied with the overall flow of communication, more than 70% were very satisfied with the venue and
facilities, the side activities, the agenda and the support of the meeting. The overall level of satisfaction
was very high (78% very satisfied, 14% satisfied). The following chart shows all answers given
regarding the overall event satisfaction.
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2nd Partner Meeting - overall event satisfaction
[How satisfied are you with the overall flow of
communication within the Partnership during the…
[How satisfied are you with the side activities of the
event? (visits, diners etc.)]
[How satisfied are you with the hosting of the
event?]
[How satisfied are you with the venue and the
facilities?]
[How satisfied are you with your participation in the
event in terms of networking?]
[How satisfied are you with the materials provided at
the meeting? (in terms of information they…
[How satisfied are you with the Agenda of the
event? (in terms of structure and balance between…
[How satisfied are you with the support you received
in the process of planning your trip?]
[How satisfied are you with the information you
received prior to the event?]
[ Overall, how satisfied are you with the event?]
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
Very satisfied

Satisfied

Average

Dissatisfied

Very dissatisfied

2nd Partner meeting activities satisfaction
Almost all of the participants stated that they are either very satisfied or satisfied with the partner meeting
activities. More than 70% answered that they are very satisfied with the discussion and progress of the
upcoming activities planning, project management and finances, project dissemination and quality
assurance activities.
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2nd Partner Meeting - partner meeting activities satisfaction
[How satisfied are you with the discussion and
planning of the Project upcoming activities (WP 3,
4, 5 and 6)?]
[How satisfied are you with the discussion and
progress of the ongoing activities (WP2)?]
[How satisfied are you with the discussion and
progress of Project Management and finances?]
[How satisfied are you with the discussion and
progress of the Project dissemination and
exploitation activities?]
[How satisfied are you with the discussion and
progress of the Project quality assurance activities?]
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%100%
Very satisfied

Satisfied

Average

Dissatisfied

Very dissatisfied

Workshop “Towards Entrepreneurial University” satisfaction
The organisation and implementation of the workshop “Towards Entrepreneurial University” was either
very satisfying or satisfying for all participants (on average, very satisfied 58% and satisfied 35%).

Workshop “Towards Entrepreneurial University” satisfaction
[How satisfied are you with the work plan that was
formed?]
[How satisfied are you with the discussion and
progress in the parallel session you have
participated in?]
[How satisfied are you with the presentations of
the workshop?]
[How satisfied are you with the duration of the
workshop?]
[How satisfied are you with the content of the
workshop?]
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%100%
Very satisfied

Satisfied

Average

Dissatisfied

Very dissatisfied

4.2.2 Benchmarking Reports Satisfaction
After the workshop, the process for the development of the 2 benchmarking reports was launched. The
reports came up to 34 pages for the Philippines and 33 pages for Indonesia. Questionnaires (Peers and
Stakeholders feedback tool) were distributed, via email, to evaluate the quality of the reports, to other
HEIs, Entrepreneurial agencies and organisations, government organisations etc. The number of
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responses gathered for the Philippines was 44, while for Indonesia was 14. The analysis of the given
answers is presented, per benchmarking report, in the following diagrams:
Evaluation of the Philippines Benchmarking Report
The answers are presented for every question in the feedback tool, as well as any comments made by
the respondents.

How clear was the presentation of information?
2%

9%

Extremely clear

19%

Very clear
Somewhat clear
Not so clear
Not at all clear

70%

Was the language / terminology used appropriate?

15%

19%

Perfectly appropriate
Very appropriate
Somewhat appropriate
Not very appropriate
Not at all appropriate

66%
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How clearly were the report's objectives explained?
8%

9%

Extremely
Very
Somewhat
Not so much
Not at all

83%

How relevant were the questions asked?

9%

19%

Extremely relevant
Very relevant
Somewhat relevant
Not so relevant
Not at all relevant

72%

To what extent were all important topics covered?
2%
2%
24%

A great deal
A good amount
Some
Not much

72%

Not at all
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How useful was the information presented in the report?

13%

25%
Extremely useful
Very useful
Somewhat useful
Not so useful
Not at all useful

62%

How accurate did you find the information presented to be?
2%
13%

21%

Extremely accurate
Very accurate
Somewhat accurate
Not so accurate
Not at all accurate

64%

To what extend do you think the report's objectives were
achieved?
4% 2%
24%

A great deal
A good amount
Some
Not much

70%

Not at all
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The comments made by the respondents were (verbatim):
- Please cite more references to substantiate the coverage
- number of respondents ".... 27 Philippine University" should be included at the methods.
- Summarise and simplify, if possible, the report further.
- Would have loved to hear more about resources and steps towards achieving those resources
i.e. fundraising and funds. Venture capital resources that can be provided for these university
ecosystems, for example.
- Yes, interview known industry professionals and tech communities who provide re-training to
the many graduates of these universities. The report ends up like a self-evaluation because
mostly university respondents were interviewed.
- Increase the number of recipients for the survey.
- We are hoping for more speaker to have in every activity like this. Anyways, overall, its perfect
and informative:)! A great job.
Evaluation of the Indonesia Benchmarking Report
The answers are presented for every question in the feedback tool, as well as any comments made by
the respondents.

How clear was the presentation of information?

14%
29%

Extremely clear
Very clear
Somewhat clear
Not so clear
Not at all clear

57%

Was the language / terminology used appropriate?

14%

Perfectly appropriate
Very appropriate
Somewhat appropriate
Not very appropriate

86%

Not at all appropriate
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How clearly were the report's objectives explained?
8%
23%
Extremely
Very
Somewhat
Not so much
Not at all

69%

How relevant were the questions asked?

14%

14%

Extremely relevant
Very relevant
Somewhat relevant
Not so relevant
Not at all relevant

72%

To what extent were all important topics covered?
7%

29%

A great deal
A good amount
Some
Not much

64%

Not at all
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How useful was the information presented in the report?
7%
22%
Extremely useful
Very useful
Somewhat useful
Not so useful
Not at all useful

71%

How accurate did you find the information presented to be?

7% 7%
Extremely accurate
Very accurate
Somewhat accurate
Not so accurate
Not at all accurate

86%

To what extend do you think the report's objectives were achieved?

29%

A great deal
A good ammount
Some

71%

Not much
Not at all

The only suggestion made by the respondents was (verbatim): “The data showed be continuously
updated and recommended by authoritive institutions”.
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4.3 Evaluation of WP3: BEEHIVE MOOC
WP3 was about the development and operation of the BEEHIVE MOOC. More specific objectives
include design, development and implementation of a comprehensive MOOC on entrepreneurship, with
delivery of a course of 6 weeks. At least 1000 learners were expected to register and at least 200 learners
to complete the course.
For the efficient implementation of the WP3, a workshop was held, where partners collaboratively made
an initial design of the course content and agreed on priorities. A syllabus, course calendar and list of
suggested readings were developed collaboratively, video lectures were developed, recorded and edited,
success stories were developed, recorded and edited, the assignments were developed and implemented
in Survey Gizmo.
4.3.1 Evaluation of the 3rd partner meeting and the workshop “Towards the Entrepreneurial
University”
The 3rd partner meeting and the workshop “Entrepreneurship for all MOOC” were held in Italy, in
October 2017. The event was hosted by the Università degli Studi G. Marconi. 25 project staff members
participated in the event.
Overall event satisfaction
According to the answers collected with the relevant feedback tool, the overall satisfaction reached 90%.
The questions about the information prior to the trip, the support and the agenda received the highest
satisfaction scores (ranging from 77% to 95%). Networking and flow of communication received scores
exceeding 98% (68% very satisfied, 30% satisfied). All answers are included in the following chart.

3rd Partner Meeting - overall event satisfaction

How satisfied are you with the overall flow of
communication
How satisfied are you with the side activities
How satisfied are you with the hosting
How satisfied are you with the venue and the
facilities
How satisfied are you of networking
How satisfied are you with the material
How satisfied are you with the Agenda
How satisfied are you with the support of planning
your trip
How satisfied are you with the information prior
the event
How satisfied are you with the event
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
Very satisfied

Satisfied

Average

Dissatisfied

Very Dissatisfied
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3rd partner meeting activities satisfaction
An average percentage of 75% of the participants were very satisfied with all aspects of the meeting.
The project dissemination discussion and the planning of the ongoing and upcoming activities received
the highest scores (80% of the participants being very satisfied).

3rd Partner Meeting - partner meeting activities satisfaction
How satisfied are you with the discussion and
planning of the upcoming activities (WP4,5 and 6)
How satisfied are you with the discussion and
progress of the ongoing activities (WP2 and 3)
How satisfied are you with the discussion and
progress of project management and finances
How satisfied are you with discussion and progress
of the Project dissemination and exlpoitation
activities
How satisfied are you with the discussion and
progress of the Project quality Assurance activities
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
Very satisfied

Satisfied

Average

Dissatisfied

Very Dissatisfied

Workshop “Entrepreneurship for all MOOC” satisfaction
The workshop combined with the 3rd Partner Meeting, titled ‘Entrepreneurship for all MOOC”, also
received high satisfaction scores, with the participants stating that they were very satisfied with the
content and presentation of the workshop at a very high percentage (90%). About 80% of the participants
were very satisfied with the workshop duration, while 65% were very satisfied with the new information
obtained and the work plan formed. All answers are presented in the chart that follows.

Workshop Entrepreneurship for all MOOC
How satisfied are you with the work plan that was
formed in thw group meetings
How satisfied are you with the discussion and
progress of the MOOC mechanisms and content
How satisfied are you with the new information
you obtained from the workshop
How satisfied are you with the presentations of the
workshop
How satisfied are you with the duration of the
workshop
How satisfied are you with the content of the
workshop
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
Very satisfied

Satisfied

Average

Dissatisfied

4.3.2 Evaluation of the MOOC course implementation
After the workshop, the MOOC supporting documentation was developed (Syllabus, Test Pilot Plan,
Registration Process Guide), which came up to 22 pages, and was distributed to the partners. Then the
MOOC Core Components were designed and developed. These included all learning material,
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educational videos and lectures (more than 175 minutes in all units), as well as supporting tools and
aids.
Once all relevant material was prepared, and prior to the MOOC launch, a MOOC pilot testing had been
scheduled as per the MOOC Pilot Testing Plan adopted by the University of Cebu (UC). In total, 97 UC
students and staff members tested the MOOC and, based on their feedback, no significant weaknesses
and problems have been identified. The pilot version of the MOOC was commenced and the full course
was made available to students from the 5 PC HEIs. The course span over 18 units and each unit was
comprised of an educational video, an assignment and a digital case study, which was prepared by the
project partners. After the MOOC was launched, and for six consecutive weeks, registered MOOC
learners had access to drip-fed content on different entrepreneurship related topics. There was also a
mentoring period of more than 2 weeks, where the registered learners had the option for a registered
mentor to review their idea and provide feedback (a total of 199 learners received mentor feedback).
The registered users and the users who completed the course are shown in the following table. Both
numbers are well above set targets (1000 and 200 accordingly).
BEEHIVE MOOC
numbers
Binus University
University of Cebu
Mapua University
Saint Luis University
University of Indonesia
BEEHIVE partners totals
Other
BEEHIVE MOOC totals

Total number of registered
learners
1063
1629
395
1116
294
4497
372
4869

Total number of statements
of accomplishment
269
732
243
341
32
1617
33
1650

BEEHIVE MOOC satisfaction from learners
According to the Beehive Exit Survey, the satisfaction of the MOOC users was as follows:
Question 1: On a scale from 1 to 5, where 5 represents the highest level of satisfaction, what is your
overall level of satisfaction with the MOOC?
1 Not satisfied
2
3
4
5 Satisfied
AVERAGE RESPONSE 4.41
Question 2: Compared with your expectations, how much do you feel you gained from the MOOC?
1 Much less than I expected
2 A bit less than I expected
3 About what I expected
4 A bit more than I expected
5 Much more than I expected
AVERAGE RESPONSE 4.14
Question 3: The Beehive MOOC contained a number of lectures. Please express your opinion of these
lectures.
1 - Strongly 2 - Disagree
3 - Neither 4 - Agree
5 - Strongly
disagree
disagree nor
agree
agree
The lectures were
interesting
AVERAGE RESPONSE 4.26

16

The
lectures
inspired me

AVERAGE RESPONSE 4.28

The
lectures
convinced
me AVERAGE RESPONSE 4.16
that I could
become
an
entrepreneur
I
learned
something new AVERAGE RESPONSE 4.37
from the lectures
I already knew
most of what was AVERAGE RESPONSE 3.51
covered in the
lectures
Question 4: The Beehive MOOC contained a number of success stories. Please express your opinion of
these success stories.
1 - Strongly 2 - Disagree
3 - Neither 4 - Agree
5 - Strongly
disagree
disagree nor
agree
agree
The
success
stories
were AVERAGE RESPONSE 4.40
interesting
The
success
stories inspired AVERAGE RESPONSE 4.36
me
The
success
stories
AVERAGE RESPONSE 4.21
convinced me
that I could
become
an
entrepreneur
I
learned
something new AVERAGE RESPONSE 4.35
from the success
stories
I had already
heard
many AVERAGE RESPONSE 3.64
similar success
stories
Question 5: Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements
about the Beehive Entrepreneurship MOOC:
1 - Strongly 2 - Disagree 3 - Neither 4 - Agree
5 - Strongly
disagree
disagree nor
agree
agree
This MOOC has
provided me with AVERAGE RESPONSE 4.38
valuable tools for
entrepreneurship
This MOOC has
highlighted
AVERAGE RESPONSE 4.37
entrepreneurship
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as a reasonable
career alternative
This MOOC had
encouraged me to AVERAGE RESPONSE 4.20
pursue
entrepreneurship
The MOOC has
made
AVERAGE RESPONSE 4.27
entrepreneurship
attractive to me
4.4 Evaluation of WP4: BEEHIVE Accelerators Set-Up
The 4th WP concerned the setting up of the BEEHIVE Accelerators. Its activities included BEEHIVE
staff training, development of BEEHIVE Cohort-Programme Bylaws and Accelerator Roadmaps, and
organisation of Networking Events. All those activities aimed at contributing to the achievement of the
project’s objective to build sustainable entrepreneurial university ecosystems by establishing and
embedding a start-up accelerator cohort-programme at each PC HEI.
4.4.1. Evaluation of the 4th partner meeting and the “BEEHIVE Staff Training” event
WP4 set off with the BEEHIVE staff training event, which took place during the 4 th Partner Meeting,
hosted by SLU in the Philippines, in April 2018. During the training, staff members from the EU
partners’ institutions trained 15 staff members from the 5 PC HEIs (3 per PC HEI), in order to gain skills
for becoming mentors or coordinators in the BEEHIVE accelerators. The training themes included startup business planning, project validation, mentoring, coaching, financial modeling etc. The following
graphs show the evaluation of the 4th Partner Meeting and the BEEHIVE Staff Training Event in
particular.
Overall event satisfaction
The majority of the participants were very satisfied or satisfied with the overall event (partner meeting
and staff training), with the satisfaction reaching 100% in most questions, especially regarding the
overall flow of communication, the hosting of the event, and the venue and facilities, as can be seen in
the diagram below.
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4th Partner Meeting - overall event satisfaction
How satisfied are you with the overall flow of
communication within the Partnership during the…
How satisfied are you with the side activities of the
event? (visits, diners etc.)
How satisfied are you with the hosting of the event?
How satisfied are you with the venue and the
facilities?
How satisfied are you with your participation in the
event in terms of networking?
How satisfied are you with the materials provided
at the meeting? (in terms of information they…
How satisfied are you with the Agenda of the
event? (in terms of structure and balance between…
How satisfied are you with the support you received
in the process of planning your trip?
How satisfied are you with the information you
received prior to the event?
Overall, how satisfied are you with the event?
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%100%
Very satisfied

Satisfied

Average

Disatisfied

Very dissatisfied

4th partner meeting activities satisfaction
An average percentage of 98.9% of the participants were very satisfied or satisfied with all activities of
the meeting. The discussion and planning of the project upcoming activities and the discussion and
progress of the project quality assurance activities received the highest levels of participants being very
satisfied.
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4th Partner Meeting - partner meeting activities satisfaction
How satisfied are you with the discussion and
planning of the Project upcoming activities (WP3,
WP4 and WP5)?
How satisfied are you with the discussion and
progress of the ongoing activities (WP3 and WP4)?
How satisfied are you with the discussion and
progress of Project Management and finances?
How satisfied are you with the discussion and
progress of the Project dissemination and
exploitation activities?
How satisfied are you with the discussion and
progress of the Project quality assurance activities?
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%100%
Very satisfied

Satisfied

Average

Disatisfied

Very dissatisfied

Staff training satisfaction
All trainees were very satisfied or satisfied with the training in most of the questions asked, with the
satisfaction reaching 100% in all questions except one.

Staff training event satisfaction
How satisfied are you with the new information
you obtained from the workshop?
How satisfied are you with the activities you have
participated in?
How satisfied are you with the presentations of the
workshop?
How satisfied are you with the duration of the
workshop?
How satisfied are you with the content of the
workshop?
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%100%
Very satisfied

Satisfied

Average

Disatisfied

Very dissatisfied

4.4.2. Evaluation of the other WP4 activities
The next step was the development of the BEEHIVE Cohort – Programme Bylaws, which was discussed
among the project partners before the preparation of a 23-page document.
Following the development of the Bylaws, each PC HEI prepared their own BEEHIVE Accelerator
Roadmaps (5 in total) for the setting up and operation of the BEEHIVE Accelerator. These Roadmaps
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included all the information relevant to the first run of the Accelerators, such as mission and scope,
eligibility criteria, services offered, collaborations, important dates etc.
Additionally, 5 network events (1 in each PC HEI) were held, with more than 50 participants per event.
The events were publicised through different channels, with special emphasis in the social media.
4.5 Evaluation of WP5: BEEHIVE Accelerators Piloting
WP5 is related to the BEEHIVE Accelerators Piloting, and its deliverables include the BEEHIVE
Accelerator Business Start-up Plans, the BEEHIVE Accelerator Online Logbooks, the Institutional
BEEHIVE Demo Days, the International BEEHIVE Pitch Event and the business start-ups accelerated
with BEEHIVE support. In total, 53 business start-ups across the 5 PC HEIs were supported in the
project (planned 50), most of them falling under the following business categories: Health & Medicine;
Information and Technology Communication (ICT); Advance Material (Raw Material); Energy; Art,
Culture & Tourism.
There was a first selection stage, where the application forms of the start-ups were collected and a panel
of judges evaluated these applications according to specific criteria, forming a scorecard for each team.
This process allowed for the best teams to be selected and form a list of BEEHIVE Accelerator
participants.
During their time in the Accelerators, the teams were required to keep log books regarding their progress,
value proposition, concept validation, MVP, prototyping etc. The teams also noted milestones achieved
and problems encountered. These log books constituted the basis for the teams’ performance evaluation.
Each PC HEI also organised and hosted an Institutional BEEHIVE Demo Day. These Demo Days were
tailored to each HEI and included BEEHIVE Accelerator team presentations and various
entrepreneurship related items (such as patents, pitching, networking etc.) in their agenda. More than 50
people participated in each event, mainly faculty, students and alumni from each Institution. The startups that took part in the BEEHIVE Accelerators were asked to pitch their ideas during the International
Pitch Event that was held in the Philippines in September 2019, hosted by Mapua University. The 51
student start-up team teams represented at the event were then judged by expert panels using a set of
criteria that was determined at a previous phase. The Pitch Event was part of the Final Partner Meeting.
4.5.1 Evaluation of the final partner meeting and the International Pitch Event
The international Pitch Event was combined with the final partner meeting that was held in the
Philippines in September 2019, hosted by Mapua University. There were three separate evaluations for
this event’s satisfaction rate, one for the project partners, which applied to the whole Partner Meeting,
one for students and entrepreneurial team members, and one for external participants / investors. The
answers given by participants are presented in the following diagrams (per question).
a. Evaluation received from project partners
More than 90% of the respondents are, overall, satisfied or very satisfied with the final partner meeting,
a percentage that more or less stays at the same high level for all sub-questions. Few comments were
provided, which concerned the lack of transportation arrangements and slow flow of information
provided.

21

Final Partner Meeting - overall event satisfaction
How satisfied are you with the overall flow of
communication within the Partnership during the…
How satisfied are you with the side activities of the
event? (visits, diners etc.)
How satisfied are you with the hosting of the event?
How satisfied are you with the venue and the
facilities?
How satisfied are you with your participation in the
event in terms of networking?
How satisfied are you with the materials provided
at the meeting? (in terms of information they…
How satisfied are you with the discussion and
progress of the project activities
How satisfied are you with the Agenda of the
event? (in terms of structure and balance between…
How satisfied are you with the support you received
in the process of planning your trip?
How satisfied are you with the information you
received prior to the event?
Overall, how satisfied were you with the event?
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%100%
Very dissatisfied

Dissatisfied

Average

Satisfied

Very satisfied

For the International Pitch Event, project partners’ satisfaction rose to 92% (statisfied and very satisfied
responses). Again, similar percentage was observed for all sub-questions. Only one comment, regarding
the tight schedule was given.
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International Pitch Event - project partners satisfaction
How satisfied are you with the hosting of the event?
How satisfied are you with the pitching process?
How innovative / creative do you consider the ideas
presented to be?
How well prepared would you say the presenting
teams were?
How satisfied are you with the presentations /
pitches?
How satisfied are you with the information you
received prior to the Pitch Event?
How satisfied are you with the duration of the Pitch
Event?
Overall, how satisfied were you with the event?
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%100%
Very dissatisfied

Dissatisfied

Average

Satisfied

Very satisfied

b. Evaluation received from students
Approx. 90% of the respondents are, overall, satisfied or very satisfied with the Final Partner Meeting,
a percentage that more or less stays at the same high level for all sub-questions. Several comments were
noted, which concerned issues such as:
 Issues in logistics
 Tight schedule
 Some technical issues.
The following diagrams show each question’s responses in detail.
International Pitch Event – Evaluation by students per question asked:

Overall, how satisfied are you with the event?
1%
5%
52%

42%

Very Satisfied

Satisfied

Average

Dissatisfied

Very Dissatisfied
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How satisfied are you with the duration of the event?
13%

1%
43%

43%

Very Satisfied

Satisfied

Average

Dissatisfied

Very Dissatisfied

How satisfied are you with the guidance and support you received
during the event?

Very Dissatisfied
Dissatisfied
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Very Satisfied
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How well prepared would you say you were for the pitch event?
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How helpful was this event in making your idea known?
45%
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Not very helpful

Not helpful at
all

How helpful was this event in testing your idea (in terms of feedback
received)?
50%
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25%
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5%
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Helpful

Average

Not very helpful

Not helpful at
all

c. Evaluation received from external participants
Few of the external participants provided answers for the feedback tool (5 respondents out of a total of
42 that participated in the event). They all stated that they are either satisfied or very satisfied on all
questions, leaving only one comment about the event feeling more like a competition that pitching to
potential investors.
4.6 Evaluation of WP6: BEEHIVE Label
WP6 is about the BEEHIVE Label, from the process of determining criteria and processes for awarding
the Label to the actual award of the BEEHIVE Label to applying Institutions.
EU partners drew up the Beehive Labelisation Guidelines. They discussed about the award criteria, the
weights of each one, the thresholds and the assessment requirements. The following documents / tools
were developed for the evaluation process and award:
 Labelisation guideline
 Application form
 Diagnostic grid
 Certificate for the label
 Assessment reports
The BEEHIVE Label criteria include:
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Number of entrepreneurship courses delivered in the last academic year
Percentage of students enrolled in entrepreneurship courses in the last academic year
Percentage of students enrolled in the BEEHIVE Entrepreneurship MOOC during the current
academic year
Number of start-up support/mentoring programmes in the last academic year
Number of start-up mentors and mentor to students’ ratio in the last academic year
Number of start-up competitions or plenary events to promote business ideas
Number of accelerators/incubators and engagement with the BEEHIVE Accelerator
Programme
Number of investors/partnerships to fund students’ entrepreneurial initiatives

The Beehive Labelisation Guidelines document has been disseminated in the project website, shared
through partners’ networks and during the events in order to maximise the Asian Universities’
opportunity, inside and outside the consortium, to obtain a recognition for excellence and efficiency of
their entrepreneurial ecosystems.
A public event for the promotion of the Label, named “BEEHIVE Label Conference” has been organised
in Jakarta in April 2018, as part of the 6th Partner Meeting, benefiting from more than 30 representatives
of the academic world.
Finally, an assessment procedure has been carried one for each of the 5 Asian universities that applied
for the BEEHIVE label. European partners as award body, have shared online evaluations, assessment
grids/tools and have finally agreed a final score. At the final stage, during a webinar, the European
partners (the award body) have presented the assessment results of the labelisation procedure of the 5
applicant Asian universities. Each judge provided its feedback on the assessment procedure. At the end,
there was the announcement of the Label Award for the 5 Asian Universities (which surpassed the target
number of 3 awards).
4.6.1 Evaluation of the 6th partner meeting and the BEEHIVE Label promotional event
Overall event satisfaction
As the analysis of the distributed feedback tool showed, 100% of the participants were very satisfied or
satisfied with the event in overall and the overall flow of communication, as well as with the information
received prior to the event and the hosting of the event. The other questions also received high levels of
satisfaction, as shown by the following chart.
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6th Partner Meeting - overall event satisfaction

How satisfied are you with the overall flow of
communication within the Partnership during the…
How satisfied are you with the side activities of the
event? (visits, diners etc.)
How satisfied are you with the hosting of the event?
How satisfied are you with the venue and the
facilities?
How satisfied are you with your participation in the
event in terms of networking?
How satisfied are you with the materials provided
at the meeting? (in terms of information they…
How satisfied are you with the Agenda of the
event? (in terms of structure and balance between…
How satisfied are you with the support you received
in the process of planning your trip?
How satisfied are you with the information you
received prior to the event?
Overall, how satisfied were you with the event?
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%100%
Very dissatisfied

Dissatisfied

Average

Satisfied

Very satisfied

6th partner meeting activities satisfaction
Most of the participants are satisfied or very satisfied with the 6th partner meeting activities, as shown
by the chart below.

6th Partner Meeting - partner meeting activities satisfaction
How satisfied are you with the discussion and
planning of the Project upcoming activities?
How satisfied are you with the discussion and
progress of the ongoing activities?
How satisfied are you with the discussion and
progress of Project Management and finances?
How satisfied are you with the discussion and
progress of the Project dissemination and…
How satisfied are you with the presentations?
How satisfied are you with the discussion and
progress of the other activities?
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
Very dissatisfied

Dissatisfied

Average

Satisfied

Very satisfied
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Problems identified, reasons for dissatisfaction or improvement suggestions regarding the above topics
included concerns about financial issues, need for more adjustment with financial rules in every
university, because every university has different policy.
BEEHIVE Label Conference satisfaction
Event participants, were satisfied from the information obtained, the activities, the presentations, the
content and the duration well above the 60% mark. The levels of satisfaction per question are shown in
the graph below.

BEEHIVE Label Conference satisfaction
How satisfied are you with the new information you
obtained from the conference?
How satisfied are you with the activities you have
participated in?
How satisfied are you with the presentations of the
conference?
How satisfied are you with the duration of the
conference?
How satisfied are you with the content of the
conference?
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
Very dissatisfied

Dissatisfied

Average

Satisfied

Very satisfied

Problems identified, reasons for dissatisfaction or improvement suggestions regarding the above topics
included:
- “Label Conference should had been widely disseminated so that a large number of HEI
attendees could have been reached by the BEEHIVE project. Although I was commenting per
observation but did not have the actual count as well as the profiles of the attendees”.
- “Some topics and discussions seemed to only apply to a certain group of people and could have
been scheduled with just that group”.
4.7 Evaluation of WP7: Quality Plan
WP7 deals with project’s Quality Assurance and Evaluation. In Includes all tools, methods, processes
and events that are relevant to BEEHIVEs Internal Quality Control.
Quality Control Plan
The first activity of WP7 was the design and development of a Quality Control Plan, to be used as a
guide for the rest of the project. To this end, early on, a Quality Control Plan was discussed and then
developed and distributed to all partners. The Quality Control Plan was 25 pages long.
Feedback Tools templates
The next step was, using the Quality Control Plan as a guide, to develop templates for the project’s
activities (e.g. feedback tools to evaluate events and partner meetings). Some templates were developed
at an early stage, while others were formed later, when the design of some of the project’s activities took
more solid form. Feedback tools specific only to one WP or particular activity, have been developed by
the WP leader or project partners.
Milestones Achievement Reports
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With the completion of each WP a Milestone Achievement Report was prepared by the WP Leader,
stating the main issues of the WP, such as milestones, problems and challenges, outcomes and reaching
of goals. A template was prepared for these reports (MARs) and used by WP leaders.
Midterm Internal Evaluation Report
In March 2018 a Midterm Internal Evaluation Report was prepared and distributed among the project
partners. The report contained all relevant information to internal Quality Control that was available at
that time. The report was 10 pages long.
Quality Control Workshop
The 3-days Quality Control Workshop was organised in the framework of the 5th Partner Meeting which
took place in October 2018 at the premises of P5 in IR. It was facilitated by the external evaluator in the
project. During the 3-days workshop, the external evaluator led joint training sessions on quality and
had the opportunity to discuss with the WP leaders and the project experts present. 27 people participated
in the workshop.
4.7.1 Evaluation of the 5th partner meeting and the Quality Control Workshop
Overall event satisfaction
As the analysis of the distributed feedback tool showed, 100% of the participants were very satisfied or
satisfied with the event overall, as well as with many of its aspects.

5th Partner Meeting- overall event satisfaction
How satisfied are you with the overall flow of
communication within the Partnership during the…
How satisfied are you with the side activities of the
event? (visits, diners etc.)
How satisfied are you with the hosting of the event?
How satisfied are you with the venue and the
facilities?
How satisfied are you with your participation in the
event in terms of networking?
How satisfied are you with the materials provided at
the meeting? (in terms of information they…
How satisfied are you with the Agenda of the event?
(in terms of structure and balance between topics)
How satisfied are you with the support you received
in the process of planning your trip?
How satisfied are you with the information you
received prior to the event?
Overall, how satisfied were you with the event
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
Very dissatisfied

Dissatisfied

Average

Satisfied

Very satisfied

5th partner meeting activities satisfaction
Most of the activities received high level of satisfaction, with the discussion and progress of the Project
Management and finance and of the internal quality assurance activities receiving the lowest rates of
satisfaction (see graph below).
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5th Partner Meeting - meeting activities satisfaction
How satisfied are you with the discussion and
planning of the Project upcoming activities?
How satisfied are you with the discussion and
progress of the ongoing activities?
How satisfied are you with the discussion and
progress of Project Management and finances?
How satisfied are you with the discussion and
progress of the Project dissemination and
exploitation activities?
How satisfied are you with the discussion and
progress of the internal quality assurance activities?
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%100%
Very dissatisfied

Dissatisfied

Average

Satisfied

Very satisfied

Quality Control Workshop satisfaction
The responses to the feedback tool that were distributed are shown in the graph below.

Quality Control Workshop satisfaction
How satisfied are you with the new information
you obtained from the workshop?
How satisfied are you with the activities you have
participated in?
How satisfied are you with the presentations of the
workshop?
How satisfied are you with the duration of the
workshop?
How satisfied are you with the content of the
workshop?
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
Very dissatisfied

Dissatisfied

Average

Satisfied

Very satisfied

Comments and suggestions included the opinion that Indonesian and Philippine universities need to
collaborate more, that the workshop on the quality assurance became a bit off from the objective of the
discussion, the suggestion that printed handouts/materials should be given before the workshop and the
opinion that the discussions on Quality Assurance and Quality Control were a bit vague and theoretical,
making them a bit difficult to relate directly with the next WPs, that the quality workshop was nontangential to the matters at hand and that there was limited time for the workshop.
4.8 Evaluation of WP8: BEEHIVE Dissemination and Exploitation
Project Dissemination and Exploitation Plan
In 2017, at the early stages of the project the Dissemination and Exploitation Plan was prepared and
distributed to the projects partners. The Plan identified the communication and visibility activities
necessary to achieve the project goals, as well as communication mechanism and channels, focused on
the dissemination of milestone activities and determined the key messages of the project and major
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outcomes. It also provided, in its 25 pages, an analysis for the financing and post-project dissemination
activities.
Project Website
Also very early in the project the project’s website was created and put in operation. The website reports
on all project activities and provides information on all project issues. The website has the following
structure:
Home
About BEEHIVE
 Objectives
 Activities and Outcomes
 Quality
 Erasmus+ CBHE
Entrepreneurship MOOC
BEEHIVE Label
BEEHIVE Accelerator Programme
 UI Accelerator
 BINUS Accelerator
 Mapua Accelerator
 SLU Accelerator
 UC Accelerator
Benchmarking Reports
 Towards the Entrepreneurial University: Indonesia
 Towards the Entrepreneurial University: Philippines
Project Events
 International Pitch Event
 Final Partner Meeting
 BEEHIVE Accelerators Meeting
 BEEHIVE Label Conference
 6th Partner Meeting
 5th Partner Meeting
 4th Partner Meeting
 3rd Partner Meeting
 2nd Project Meeting
 Kick-off Meeting
 BEEHIVE Webinars
 Upcoming Events
 Older News
Promotional Materials
 BEEHIVE Ambassador
 MOOC Teaser Video
 Newsletters
 BEEHIVE Brochure
 Press Conferences
 Tools
 BEEHIVE Partners
The websites visitors have exceeded the target visitors (1500 visitors) by far, as the users that have
visited the site exceed 80000 visitors. The following captures show some statistics on the project
website.
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BEEHIVE Apps
The BEEHIVE App was mainly developed to support the MOOC registered users, but also be a tool that
could be used more broadly. Registered App users per PC HEI can be seen in the following tables. It is
clear that the target of 50 users per PC HEI has been exceeded (except in the case of BINUS University
which has slightly less than 50 users).
University of Indonesia
Mentors
Students
TOTAL

5
94
99
Saint Louis University

Mentors

12
32

Students
TOTAL

410
422
University of Cebu

Mentors
Students
TOTAL

4
65
69
BINUS University

Mentors
Students
TOTAL

2
44
46
Mapua University

Mentors
Students
TOTAL

6
124
130

As seen on the screenshots from the Google Play Store, the app has a rating of 4,9 out of 5 and more
than 500 installs in Android.
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BEEHIVE Newsletters
Five (5) project newsletters were prepared and distributed regarding the project’s activities. The
newsletters used a common template and contain information on some of BEEHIVE’s milestone
activities, partner meetings, project outcomes and deliverables, as well as upcoming events. The
newsletters were prepared in digital form and distributed through the projects website, Facebook pages
and sent via email to a large number of recipients which include students, faculty staff, external
stakeholders, entrepreneurship support and education practitioners and local and central government
agencies and organisations.
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Project Promotional Materials
A BEEHIVE Brochure was designed and produced (a printable version is also available in the
BEEHIVE website). At least 500 leaflets were distributed in each of the 2 PC (1000 leaflets in total), as
part of the PC HEIs dissemination activities
Other promotional materials include: BEEHIVE Brand Book and BEEHIVE Project Information Pack,
BEEHIVE Swags Official Designs, BEEHIVE Campus Caravan (University of Cebu) targeted for 150
students, BEEHIVE Swags Design Contest information.
Press Conferences
In the framework of BEEHIVE project kick-off meeting hosted by Varna University of Management,
the project coordinating institution, a press conference for the local media was held at the institution’s
premises on 17th February 2017, where the project team members presented the BEEHIVE project
chief objectives, milestones and activities and the structure of the consortium. This first Press
Conference was followed by a number of Press Conferences mainly before milestone Events, such as
the BEEHIVE Label Conference and the International Pitch Event.
4.9 Evaluation of WP9: Project Management
The last WP9 concerns the Management of the BEEHIVE project and its activities include: Project
Management and Monitoring Plan, Partnerships Agreements, BEEHIVE Code of Conduct, Financial
Management Progress Review, Year 1 and Year 2 Progress Reports, Project Sustainability Roadmap,
Final Report Draft.
A crucial part of ensuring quality for WP9 was the establishment and operation of the Steering
Committee (SC), as well as the implementation of the physical Partner Meetings (a total of 7 Partner
Meetings), the regular webinars (9 webinars via the gotomeeting.com platform) and the various forms
and means of communication used to ensure the communication of the project partners. The evaluation
of the physical partner meetings is presented in the sections 4.2 to 4.7 of the present report.
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5. SWOT analysis of the project consortium and project implementation
STRENGTHS
- Most of the consortium EU members are
experienced in EU funded programmes;
- Strong endorsement and support for the
project from the partner institutions’ senior
management;
- Good communication between the project
consortium members;
- Entrepreneurship is high on the partner
institutions’ agenda
- Diversity in institutional culture and
entrepreneurial approach creates a flexible
and versatile environment in regards to
problem solving and project outputs quality.
OPPORTUNITIES
- The project has high sustainability and
impact potential for the PCs;
- The project involved a large number of
external stakeholders and beneficiaries, who
could also act as advocates for the project
objectives and goals;
- EU projects and programmes in the Partner
Countries are becoming well known and enjoy
prestige.

WEAKNESSES
- Different administrative styles and diverse
institutional corporate cultures within the
consortium;
- Some of the partners with less EU project
management experience faced some
difficulties with required procedures;

THREATS
Time-consuming
procedures
and
bureaucracy for some of the project’s
activities, at national or EU level;
- Activities related to finalising major
project outcomes taking longer than initially
planned;
- External factors hindering the progress of
the projects activities (e.g. target audiences
not responding as expected)

6. Cost-benefit analysis of the project and achieved results
In general, the project could be defined as highly cost-efficient. As per 14.10.2019, the total costs
claimed in the project amount to 715,070 EUR, which is approx. 90% of the initially approved budget
(792,510 EUR). These costs were paid for the production/achievement of the Projects deliverables (48
deliverables in total). The number of people benefitting from the project activities or participating in the
public project events exceeded 3000. This includes participants of BEEHIVE Events, BEEHIVE
Accelerator teams and MOOC participants (in total, 4497 students from the 5 PC HEIs registered and
1617 among them completed the MOOC in total).
The total staff costs paid in the project amounted to 274,511 EUR which is 88.7% of the initially
approved staff costs budget. In total, 3367 work days were claimed for payment in the project which are
less than the initially planned 3879 work days (86.8%). The breakdown of staff costs per project activity
can be seen in the following diagram.
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BEEHIVE Staff cost
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The total number of staff mobilities carried out in the project was 192, which exceeds the 161 mobilities
that were originally planned. 15 staff mobilities were added for an exceptional project meeting between
VUM and the 5 PC HEIs, which took place in the city of CEBU. The total travel and subsistence costs
related to these mobilities amounted to 242,185 EUR which is approx. 94% of the total initially planned
travel and subsistence costs.
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The total number of student mobilties carried out in the project was 40, which exceeds the 30 student
mobilities that were originally planned. The total travel and subsistence costs related to these mobilities
amounted to 24,180 EUR (11,750 euro for travel cost + 12,430 euro for cost of stay), which is more than
the originally approved budget of 18,900 EUR.
It should be noted, that 82.7% of the equipment costs initially planned were spent for the purposes of
the project. Equipment used for project implementation purposes by P8, P9 and P10 in the Philippines
amounted to 75,996 EUR. Equipment used for project implementation purposes by P6 and P7 in the
Indonesia amounted to 64,609.88 EUR. Total equipment costs were 140,605.88 EUR, e.g. less than the
originally planned 170,000 EUR. The equipment purchased included served mainly the activities in
WP3 and WP5.
There were a total of 8 sub contracts, to the amount of 33,588.13 EUR (92% of the 36,500 EUR
originally planned). The sub-contracts included the Website development, the development of project
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promoting apps, the purchase of tailored project advertising materials, the External Evaluator, the
external financial audit and bank transfers to partners and subcontractors.
7. Strategies for strengthening project results sustainability
The project sustainability plan was discussed at consortium level at various meetings and during the last
part of the project. The main issues of the project sustainability include:
1. BEEHIVE Experience and Deliverables
Many of the project deliverables and documents will continue to be used by partners especially from PC
HEIS. Courses already embedded in the PC HEIs curricula utilise a number of the projects developed
outputs. Mascots, Logos and materials will continue to serve after the end of the project.
2. BEEHIVE MOOC
It will remain active as a platform for entrepreneurship education. In some cases, it is used as part of
certain entrepreneurship courses (e.g. SLU).
3. BEEHIVE Label. The newly awarded BEEHIVE Label will be used as tool to promote the visibility
and sustainability of the BEEHIVE project.
4. BEEHIVE Accelerators
The experience of the BEEHIVE Accelerators, as well as the space and equipment used in PC HEIs will
be used for providing further accelerator services to PC HEIs students.
5. BEEHIVE project website
All project outcomes produced in WPs 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6 will continue to be accessible after the end of
the project. Other web-based communication channels of the project, like the BEEHIVE app, will also
remain active and regularly updated. The project partners are expected to provide updates and new
materials for upload on the project website and the BEEHIVE app.
The project consortium members will continue collaborating beyond the project life in the framework
of various bilateral or multilateral agreements. Firstly, the Erasmus+ International Credit Mobility
opportunities will be further explored with the aim to ensure continuous academic mobility of both
students and staff between the partners in the EU and the 2 Partner Countries.
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