Thank you for sharing this innovative business concept. Please find attached my coaching report, which provides recommendations on the priority customer segment, the most viable initial revenue model, the design of a minimum viable marketplace, and the methods for testing the willingness of authorities and solution providers to pay for the service.
1. Strategic assessment of the concept
The Trichonis Lake Resilience Marketplace addresses an important market gap: restoration needs, technical solutions, scientific expertise, and funding opportunities are often fragmented across different organisations. The proposed platform could reduce search costs, improve the comparability of interventions, and help transform environmental challenges into implementable projects.
The principal risk is the “two-sided marketplace” problem: authorities may not join without qualified providers, while providers may not participate without credible projects. The first version should therefore operate as a managed or concierge marketplace, in which the business actively structures challenges, identifies appropriate providers, and facilitates the matching process. A fully automated platform should only be developed after the model has been validated.
2. Priority customer segment
The first customer segment should be municipalities, lake authorities, or regional environmental organisations that:
· have responsibility for lake restoration;
· possess a clearly identified environmental challenge;
· have access to a project budget or external funding;
· require support in identifying and comparing solutions; and
· are willing to participate in a pilot.
For Lake Trichonis, the best starting point would be one anchor authority or project owner with two or three concrete challenges, such as agricultural-runoff reduction, shoreline restoration, or water-quality improvement.
Technology providers, nature-based-solutions specialists, and researchers should initially be treated as platform participants rather than the main paying customers. They can be recruited without charge during the pilot to ensure a sufficient supply of credible solutions. Funders should be considered an important secondary segment because they can help identify financing opportunities and evaluate project readiness.
3. Recommended initial revenue model
A fixed fee for challenge definition and managed matchmaking is the most realistic initial revenue source. The authority or project owner would pay for services such as:
· defining and structuring the restoration challenge;
· preparing the technical and environmental brief;
· identifying and screening suitable providers;
· organising expressions of interest;
· producing a comparison of proposed solutions; and
· supporting the development of a pilot project.
Once several authorities use the service regularly, an annual institutional subscription could provide access to multiple challenges, provider databases, project-development support, and reporting tools.
Additional revenue streams could subsequently include:
· project-development and consortium-building fees;
· impact-monitoring and reporting packages;
· premium visibility or additional services for providers;
· funding-application support; and
· success or transaction fees where legally compatible with public-procurement rules.
Transaction fees should not be the primary source of revenue during the pilot because public-sector projects have long decision cycles and may be subject to procurement restrictions.
4. Minimum viable marketplace
The first marketplace does not require a complex digital platform. It can be tested using a simple website, structured database, standardised forms, and manual matchmaking.
The minimum viable version should include:
1. Challenge submission form
Authorities describe the location, environmental baseline, desired outcomes, approximate budget, implementation period, constraints, and monitoring requirements.
2. Verified provider profiles
Providers indicate their expertise, technologies or nature-based solutions, geographic coverage, previous projects, indicative cost range, implementation time, and evidence of environmental performance.
3. Managed matching process
The platform identifies three to five relevant providers for each challenge and invites them to submit an initial intervention proposal.
4. Standard comparison framework
Solutions are compared using common criteria, including cost, expected ecological impact, implementation time, land requirements, technical maturity, maintenance needs, and monitoring requirements.
5. Expression-of-interest function
Authorities and providers can indicate their interest and request further discussion without requiring an integrated contracting or payment system.
6. Administrative dashboard
The marketplace operator tracks challenges, provider responses, meetings, shortlisted solutions, and project progress.
The pilot could begin with two or three genuine restoration challenges, approximately 15 qualified providers, several research experts, and a small group of potential funders.
5. Testing willingness to participate and pay
Customer discovery should be undertaken before investing heavily in platform development. Interviews should be conducted with approximately:
· 10–15 municipalities, lake authorities, or project owners;
· 15–20 environmental technology and nature-based-solution providers;
· 5–10 researchers and monitoring specialists; and
· 5 potential public or private funders.
The interviews should explore current search and procurement processes, the time and cost required to identify solutions, existing difficulties, available budgets, preferred services, and decision-making responsibilities.
Willingness to pay should be tested through observable commitments rather than general expressions of interest. Strong validation signals would include:
· an authority providing a genuine challenge and its supporting data;
· a signed letter of intent or pilot agreement;
· acceptance of a paid challenge-development or matchmaking service;
· providers completing detailed profiles and submitting proposals;
· funders agreeing to review or support shortlisted projects; and
· an authority requesting continued support after the initial match.
Different offers can be tested, such as a fee per challenge, an annual institutional subscription, or a combined project-development and monitoring package.
6. Trust, governance, and transparency
The marketplace must be perceived as neutral and credible. It should establish:
· transparent provider-selection and comparison criteria;
· clear disclosure of commercial relationships and potential conflicts of interest;
· independent scientific review of expected ecological impacts;
· rules covering data confidentiality and intellectual property;
· verification of provider experience and environmental claims;
· compliance with data-protection and public-procurement requirements; and
· a distinction between platform recommendations and the authority’s formal procurement decision.
An advisory group involving lake authorities, scientists, environmental specialists, community representatives, and funders could strengthen legitimacy.
7. Development roadmap
Phase 1 – Problem and customer validation
Interview potential users, map existing restoration challenges, identify the decision-makers and budget holders, and select an anchor authority.
Phase 2 – Concierge marketplace pilot
Structure two or three challenges, recruit qualified solution providers, conduct manual matching, and produce standardised comparison reports.
Phase 3 – Revenue validation
Test a paid challenge-development service, institutional subscription, and impact-monitoring package. Measure which offer generates the strongest commitment.
Phase 4 – Digital development
Automate only the functions that were frequently used during the pilot, such as challenge submission, provider filtering, comparison tools, communication, and project tracking.
Phase 5 – Replication and scaling
Extend the platform to other Greek lakes and European restoration contexts, build partnerships with funding programmes, and develop standard marketplace procedures.
8. Key performance indicators
The pilot should monitor:
· number of validated restoration challenges;
· number and quality of registered providers;
· average number of qualified proposals per challenge;
· time required to produce a suitable shortlist;
· percentage of matches progressing to feasibility studies or pilots;
· number of paying authorities;
· customer-acquisition and service-delivery costs;
· satisfaction of authorities and providers; and
· environmental projects and funding mobilised through the marketplace.
Final recommendation
The initial offer should be positioned as a managed lake-restoration challenge and project-development service, rather than simply as an online directory. This approach creates value and potential revenue from the beginning, helps build trust between participants, and generates the knowledge required to design a scalable digital marketplace.

