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ABSTRACT

The adoption of biodiversity loss mitigation innovations (BLMIs) in business markets depends on customers recognizing their

value. Current literature lacks sufficient understanding of the decision processes, through which suppliers and customers make

the ecological value of BLMIs visible, credible, and economically actionable. This paper explores decision-making concerning

and development of BLMIs at the supplier-customer interface, using an interventionist research approach. The paper combines
the switching path analysis technique (SPAT) and the Gioia method to analyze interview data on how decisions on BLMIs are
currently being made and how these innovations could be developed to accelerate their adoption. Our results suggest that BLMI
decisions currently rely on identifying cost-efficient approaches that sufficiently address the biodiversity-related concerns, while

merely hoping to also capture the more ambiguous but broader ecological value in economic terms. Moreover, our study suggests

that in addition to introducing the BLMIs themselves, the measurement of the ecological value and its translation into economic

customer value need to be developed to enhance the adoption of BLMIs. The paper contributes to literature on biodiversity inno-
vations and customer value by identifying the core business challenges related to BLMI.

1 | Introduction

Biodiversity loss is a critical threat to planetary health and to
the socio-economic systems that depend on ecosystem services
such as pollination, clean water, raw materials, and cultural
value (WEF 2026; Dasgupta 2021; IPBES 2026). The relation-
ship between biodiversity and business is therefore dual: busi-
nesses contribute to biodiversity loss through pressures such as
land-use change, pollution, resource over-exploitation, invasive
species, and climate change, while also depending on biodiver-
sity for the provisioning, regulating, and cultural services that
support economic activity (Cinquini et al. 2026).

Businesses can help mitigate biodiversity loss by changing prac-
tices and adopting innovations that reduce negative impacts or

support conservation and restoration. In our empirical setting,
these innovations concern tailored industrial remediation and
restoration solutions, including site-specific interventions such
as vegetation restoration, contaminated soil remediation, re-
duced use of virgin wastelands and materials, improved land-
use practices, and the monitoring of ecological impacts.

The adoption of such innovations depends on whether compa-
nies perceive benefits (i.e., value) compared with business as
usual (Anderson et al. 2006; Dowell and Muthulingam 2017;
Jones and Solomon 2013). Yet, current regulation and market
dynamics rarely provide strong incentives for biodiversity-loss
mitigation (Bebbington et al. 2020). As a result, adoption often
depends on whether intrinsic ecological value for nature can be
translated into economic value for the customer business.
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This translation is difficult. Since broader shifts away from
shareholder-primacy logics towards more eco-centric ap-
proaches (Bebbington et al. 2020) are not necessarily realistic,
acute acceleration of adoption requires direct economic mech-
anisms such as reduced lifecycle costs (Fromm 2000). Such
approaches call for practical and theoretical insight into how
biodiversity-related outcomes can be specified, measured, jus-
tified, and embedded in supplier-customer value creation,
preferably with real economic implications for both businesses
(Cinquini et al. 2026; Gronroos and Helle 2010; Kerdnen and
Jalkala 2013; King and King 2026; Panwar et al. 2025; Tiitola
et al. 2023; Wouters and Kirchberger 2015).

The challenge is intensified by the multidimensional character
of biodiversity. Unlike climate change, where CO2eq is widely
used as a proxy, biodiversity lacks a single, easily understood
measure. Firms may assess pressure indicators such as pollu-
tion, deforestation, or water use, or state-of-nature indicators
such as mean species abundance, habitat fragmentation, or
soil microbiology (Cinquini et al. 2026). The issue is not that
biodiversity cannot be measured, but that different measures
capture different ecological referents, scales, and value as-
sumptions. This creates uncertainty because actors must de-
cide which indicators are credible, comparable, cost-efficient,
and relevant enough for procurement, reporting, and invest-
ment justification (Addison et al. 2020; Westerlaken 2024;
Pigatto et al. 2026).

Existing research has examined the difficulty of accounting
for biodiversity impacts and the slow uptake of biodiversity-
oriented business practices (Pigatto et al. 2026; Schaltegger
et al. 2023). However, a remarkable research gap remains in
the actual decision-making processes, through which suppli-
ers and customers make the biodiversity-related value (both
ecologic and economic) of concrete BLMIs visible, credible,
and economically actionable to facilitate and accelerate their
adoption. This study addresses this gap by examining how
biodiversity-positive, or less-negative, innovations are co-
developed and evaluated in a B2B setting, where intrinsic
ecological value for nature and economic value for business
are debated, contested, and negotiated within the customer
decision-making process.

Specifically, our paper answers the following research questions:

RQ1. How are tensions between ecological value and eco-
nomic value negotiated in customer decision-making concern-
ing biodiversity loss mitigation innovations?

RQ2. How can suppliers and customers make biodiversity-
related value visible and actionable when developing biodiver-
sity loss mitigation innovations in B2B settings?

To answer these questions, we conducted an interventionist
case study (Lukka and Wouters 2022; Tiitola et al. 2020; Lyly-
Yrjdndinen et al. 2017) of a company developing biodiversity-
friendly innovations with its customers. We understand these
offerings as innovations not only because they introduce alterna-
tive ecological practices, but because they require suppliers and
customers to jointly develop new ways of specifying, measuring,
justifying, and economically embedding biodiversity-related

outcomes in business decisions. Our analysis approach is two-
fold. Regarding the meetings and interviews with the company
and its clients, (1) we use the switching path analysis technique
(SPAT) (Roos 1999) to identify drivers, triggers, and barriers
in customer decision-making, and (2) the Gioia method (Gioia
et al. 2013) to develop themes that explain how biodiversity-loss
mitigation can be further specified, communicated, and devel-
oped to support customer adoption. Our analysis was strength-
ened by improved contextual understanding and case company
participant validation through participant observation meetings
(Lindheim 2022).

Our results suggest that BLMI decisions currently rely on iden-
tifying those cost-efficient approaches that sufficiently address
the biodiversity-related concerns, while merely hoping to also
capture broader ecological value in economic terms beyond
mere cost savings. Moreover, our study suggests that in addi-
tion to introducing the BLMIs themselves, the measurement of
the ecological value and its translation into economic value for
the customer needs to be developed to enhance the adoption of
BLMIs. Some approaches already exist, but not enough to really
drive the adoption of biodiversity positive innovations.

Our study contributes to biodiversity innovation and customer
value literature by showing how biodiversity-positive innova-
tions become difficult to adopt when ecological value remains
weakly specified, measured, or translated into economic value.
We highlight the need for qualitative and quantitative measures
that make biodiversity-related outcomes credible for business
decision-making, and we show how supplier—customer co-
development can help make ecological value more visible, ac-
tionable, and economically meaningful.

2 | Literature Review

The literature review builds on: (1) conceptual background and
the current state of biodiversity innovations, (2) how such inno-
vations are reflected in the businesses of companies aiming to
improve biodiversity, and (3) what we know about the economic
translations of ecological value to economic value as a way to
connect the two. Since the paper mobilizes rather ambiguously
and loosely used concepts, especially biodiversity, innovation,
and customer value (see e.g., Gronroos and Voima 2013), the
paper first provides a conceptual foundation by defining the core
concepts.

2.1 | Conceptual Background for Biodiversity,
Innovation and Customer Value

Biodiversity in the paper is treated as a multi-layered relational
concept shaped by ecological, socio-economic, and technolog-
ical factors. Ecologically, biodiversity does not only include
the number of species and individuals in a specific place and
time, but also how the living organisms interact with each
other and with abiotic resources to give life to diverse func-
tioning ecosystems (Dasgupta 2021). Socio-economically, bio-
diversity and biodiversity ecosystem services are contested,
measured and valued through the lens of human beings that
might bring different sets of values to the table ranging from
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pure utilitarian to eco-centric values (IPBES 2019; Atkins
et al. 2023; Goémez-Baggethun et al. 2010). Technologically,
what counts as ‘biodiversity’ is dependent on the technolog-
ical advances such as digital monitoring, remote sensing,
environmental DNA (eDNA), and artificial intelligence that
are transforming how biodiversity is measured and managed
(White et al. 2021; Westerlaken 2024). For example, the use
of digital twins and automated monitoring platforms enables
large-scale, real-time biodiversity data collection, but also
risks reinforcing reductionist approaches if not designed to
capture the full complexity of ecological relationships hap-
pening within ecosystems (Westerlaken 2024).

These three layers (ecological, socio-economic, and techno-
logical) make biodiversity a complex phenomenon to measure,
hindering businesses means to propose or adopt biodiversity-
friendly innovations (Pigatto et al. 2026). In fact, biodiversity
can be measured not only for its ecological status and properties
(e.g., number of individuals, genetic variability), but also for its
ability to generate valuable services for societies and economies
(e.g., nature's contribution to people) (IPBES 2019). Moreover,
different technologies provide different measures of the same
measurand (i.e., biodiversity) since bioacoustics, photo-traps,
satellite imagery, or eDNA measure different aspect of the same
phenomenon that is biodiversity and ecosystem health.

While the paper acknowledges the complex, multi-layered na-
ture of biodiversity, it focuses on a specific aspect of such concep-
tualisation that is the impact-dependency relationship between
business and biodiversity (Cinquini et al. 2026) as means to
accelerate adoption (Dasgupta 2021; Dasgupta and Levin 2023;
White, Mukherjee, et al. 2023). Therefore, the paper does not
dwell into the ecological inter-relationships among species and
within ecosystems, nor on the technological advancements of
biodiversity monitoring. Rather, we focus on the role of innova-
tion in addressing the impact-dependency relationship between
businesses and biodiversity.

The concept innovation has a dyadic role in the paper. In the
paper, we refer to the biodiversity loss mitigation solutions
themselves as biodiversity loss mitigation innovations (BLMIs),
and the process of developing those offerings as the development
process. First, the biodiversity loss mitigation solutions can be
considered innovations per se, since they are not simple off-the-
shelf services sold to the customer but tailored ones that adapt
to the context of each customer to improve their environmental
performance (Oltra and Saint Jean 2009; Schiederig et al. 2012).
Second, to develop these solutions the paper also examines the
process of co-development, here referred to as the process of im-
proving BLMIs with customers and other relevant stakeholders
to provide improved or more transparent positive implications
for both nature and a customer’s business (Bossink 2002).

In this paper, the concept of customer value refers to customer
perceived value in business markets (e.g., Anderson et al. 2006;
Wouters and Kirchberger 2015). In the business market con-
text, the term concerns mostly the real concrete implications
for business and its operations, that is, value for the firm itself
(Anderson et al. 2006; Kleinaltenkamp et al. 2022) instead of
actors' subjective value perceptions of such implications (Tiitola
et al. 2023). Thus, the paper focuses primarily on understanding

whether BLMIs can create such measurable positive implica-
tions for nature that can realize as positive implications for cus-
tomer business as well.

Therein, the paper distinguishes two perspectives on value:
ecological value and economic value. With ecological value, we
refer to the intrinsic health implications that the BLMIs have
for the broader natural capital including flora and fauna (i.e.,
the diversity of the biosphere), as well as the climate, water, and
soil, especially in the space directly affected by the customer's
business (cf. Amador-Cruz et al. 2021; Feger and Mermet 2020).
Directly, the recipient of ecological value is the nature affected
(including humans), and as such, it holds intrinsic value outside
human utilitarian value (Amador-Cruz et al. 2021). However,
the paper examines whether ecological value generated by the
biodiversity-friendly innovations can be translated into eco-
nomic value for the customer business. There, we are interested
in the economic value, which is the monetary and non-monetary
implications that the BLMIs have on the customer’s business
especially in terms of long-term profitability (cf. Anderson
et al. 2006; Tiitola et al. 2023; Wouters and Kirchberger 2015).
The paper also acknowledges actors’ subjective value percep-
tions—that is, expectations and experiences (Kleinaltenkamp
et al. 2022)—as key parts of customer decision-making but fo-
cuses on understanding the ecological and economic implica-
tions as the ‘change’, for which actors perceive value on (see e.g.,
Tiitola et al. 2023).

2.2 | Biodiversity-Driven Innovations in
Businesses: A Slow Uptake

The intersection of innovation and biodiversity has become a
critical research and policy frontier, as the accelerating loss of
biodiversity demands transformative solutions and innovative
approaches that go beyond traditional conservation (CBD 2022;
Xie et al. 2022). The updated EU Bioeconomy Strategy, for ex-
ample, explicitly identifies in the scaling-up of innovations a key
pillar for achieving a fossil-free, biodiversity-friendly economy.

Innovation encompassing technological, organizational, and
business model changes is essential for halting and reversing
biodiversity loss, and for achieving global sustainability goals
(Feger and Mermet 2020; Xie et al. 2022; Westerlaken 2024). For
example, companies need to find ways to readjust their capabil-
ities and devise innovative solutions to address and reduce their
pressures on biodiversity (Tao 2025; White et al. 2021). Also,
emerging market multinationals, for example, are building in-
novation capabilities by combining open innovation with col-
laborative nonmarket strategies, leveraging local resources and
addressing institutional voids (Lopez-Vega and Lakemond 2022).

Nevertheless, the adoption of biodiversity-driven innovations
has been slow, due to the difficulty in making a feasible busi-
ness case out of biodiversity loss mitigation. While economic
value is not the only factor driving adoption of environmental
innovations (Dowell and Muthulingam 2017), it can greatly
enhance its rate (Fliaster and Kolloch 2017). Innovations with
significant impacts on biodiversity are rather new, and while
compliance has pushed the adoption of such innovations
(Gray and Milne 2018), tangible and widespread R&D efforts
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are waiting for legislation to provide the means to bring vol-
ume (and direct funds) towards such innovations (European
Commission 2025).

Still, the urgency to mitigate biodiversity loss offers immense
potential for innovation-enabled new business, a topic that
has received scant attention (Singh et al. 2025). In fact, more
research is needed on the complex relationship between biodi-
versity risk mitigation, product innovation, and economic per-
formance (Bach et al. 2025). New kinds of products, services and
business models are needed to make sense of how to generate
new regenerative business—especially related to the monitor-
ing, conserving, restoring, and valorising of natural resources in
a sustainable manner (Cricchio et al. 2025). This requires visibil-
ity into the business benefits related to BLMIs.

2.3 | Economic Incentives for Adopting
Biodiversity-Loss-Mitigation Innovations: The Role
of Customers

Businesses providing biodiversity-related innovations are
building up capabilities to position themselves as providers of
biodiversity loss mitigation, no net loss, or even nature pos-
itive solutions while other competitors that have little con-
cerns for biodiversity and ecosystems preservation (Feger and
Mermet 2020). Therefore, they are targeting those customers
that might be interested in solutions that are good for biodiver-
sity. A major challenge, however, is the uncertainty of the eco-
nomic consequences of doing good for biodiversity (Jones and
Solomon 2013) to drive customer adoption and thus provider
growth (Fliaster and Kolloch 2017).

If companies were able to untangle the economic benefits of
providing ‘no net biodiversity loss’ or nature positive solu-
tions, they would provide the business case for biodiversity
preservation and scale up mitigation activities and the adop-
tion of biodiversity-related innovations (White, Mukherjee,
et al. 2023; European Commission 2025). However, when
not compelled by laws and rules, businesses might be re-
luctant to adopt biodiversity-friendly solutions that go be-
yond mere compliance (cf., Gray and Milne 2018; Jones and
Solomon 2013), unless the good for biodiversity manifests
itself in good for the business, as well. Thus, it becomes fun-
damental to understand the effects and changes that busi-
nesses' biodiversity-related innovations and offerings have
for their customers (cf. Kleinaltenkamp et al. 2022; Sairanen
et al. 2024; Schaltegger et al. 2023; Tiitola et al. 2023, 2025;
Wouters and Kirchberger 2015). It is crucial that we try to
make the business impacts on biodiversity explicit, instead of
not acknowledging them and implicitly accepting the loss of
biodiversity (Fromm 2000).

In supplier-customer relationships, both the inability to quan-
tify monetary benefits, the lack of clear mechanisms, and the
disconnect between biodiversity and traditional economic
logics hinder the adoption of biodiversity-loss-mitigation solu-
tions (Dasgupta 2021; Dasgupta and Levin 2023; Fliaster and
Kolloch 2017; White, Mukherjee, et al. 2023). Distinction of
value elements helps provide transparency to the complex im-
pacts (Sairanen et al. 2024), but providers of said solutions might

find beneficial a deeper understanding of the financial and
non-financial implications their offerings have for their clients
(Anderson et al. 2006; Kleinaltenkamp et al. 2022) as they de-
velop appropriate business models to capture value efficiently
(Feger and Mermet 2020). Notwithstanding the multiple calls
for clear measurement and economic translations of ecologi-
cal value, only limited tools are available to do that in practice
(Anderson et al. 2006; Wouters and Kirchberger 2015). Therein,
measuring the implications of biodiversity-related innovations
for business operations, society, and environment provides the
foundation to understand how those implications can be man-
aged and offerings developed and scaled-up further (Tiitola
et al. 2025).

3 | Methodology

The paper utilizes a rich interventionist case study (Lukka
and Wouters 2022; Lyly-Yrjdndinen et al. 2017) for studying
a company developing new business based on biodiversity
remediation. As such, our paper takes a pragmatic construc-
tivism view of knowledge, action, and valuation (see e.g.,
Norreklit 2017). The qualitative data stems from meetings
and interviews with the case company and its customers. The
meetings provided contextual understanding of the BLMIs
and remediation business, while the customer interview data-
set examines the decision-making and development of BLMIs.
A combination of the Switching Path Analysis Technique
(SPAT) and the Gioia method was used to reveal the decision
paths of customers, and the areas that were deemed to require
more development.

3.1 | Research Context

The research was conducted as a part of a bigger, publicly funded
research project, where multiple companies are exploring the
connections between environmental sustainability and business
profitability. This paper represents one case study within the proj-
ect. The case company specializes in providing industry-leading
circular economy (CE) solutions to its customers in the Nordic
countries. As such, it provides a critical case (Flyvbjerg 2026) to
understand the status of BLMIs business and areas of develop-
ment therein. The case focuses on the industrial services of the
company, providing the B2B customers' point of view on BLMIs.

First, the researcher conducted a pre-study about the case com-
pany's customers, regulation, market situation and the way of
doing business with CE and biodiversity-related solutions.
The study indicated that customers were increasingly show-
ing interest in environmental loss mitigation innovations,
such as biodiversity restoration, and seeking more informa-
tion about available solutions. The case company had seen this
as a business opportunity to develop their industrial services
towards more nature driven solutions and had started devel-
oping BLMIs to address market demand. These innovations
mainly concern restoring and managing various wastelands
of customer companies in ways that enable biodiversity loss
mitigation. This includes biodiversity enhancing approaches
such as meadows for wastelands and landfills, instead of typ-
ical high maintenance lawns, as well as the remediation of
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contaminated soil for new construction instead of using vir-
gin wastelands already rich in biodiversity. On key aspect of
such innovations is so called ‘active neglect’ where biodiver-
sity is introduced and left to neglectfully flourish, but with
active supervision for, for example, intrusive species. This
approach currently enables cost-efficient delivery of biodiver-
sity loss mitigation. A main characteristic of the BLMIs is the
joint search with the customers to identify the best, most cost-
efficient approaches for biodiversity and tailor the activities
towards biodiversity loss mitigation unique for each biosphere
and customer case.

3.2 | Data Collection

The data was collected through 15 participant observation
meetings and 14 semi-structured interviews. The observation
data provided the contextual understanding for the case and
participant validation, while the interviews were used as pri-
mary source of data in the analysis. As shown in Table 1, the
data collection was conducted on a continuous basis during
the 7-month research period in 2024-2025. Both realized and
potential decisions are being examined in the interviews,
and thus, the researchers' intervention mainly concerns the
development of BLMIs. Additionally, the decisions were ex-
amined from both case company (6 interviews) and customer
(8 interviews) points of view, enabling emic and etic back-and-
forth that is the strength of interventionist research (Lyly-
Yrjdndinen et al. 2017). A detailed list of all data collection
events is provided as Table Al.

One of the researchers facilitated all the events while three
other researchers participated in most case company meetings
as participant observers. The researchers positioned themselves
in-between the case company and the customer organizations
as a mediator (see Tiitola et al. 2020), trying to understand
the significance of various implications and identify devel-
opment opportunities to help both organizations create and
capture the ecological value for nature in their business. This
shared goal helped them maintain their independence (see
McSweeney 2004) from the case company, since their develop-
ment efforts depended on improved understanding of the sig-
nificance of ecological value to the customer. At the same time,
such approach and positioning provided a rich case study as the
researchers could gain unique expertise in-between the dyad
(Flyvbjerg 2026; Tiitola et al. 2020; Lukka and Wouters 2022).

The participant observation data consists of online meetings with
the case company and one seminar arranged by the case company

TABLE1 | The data collection process.

for external consultants. The online meetings were recorded and
transcribed, and meeting notes were summarized. In addition to
this the researcher utilized the research diary at the beginning to
write abstracts focusing on developing theoretical ideas and re-
search focus, as Lukka and Wouters (2022) suggest. Participant
observation provided important insight about the BLMIs and
their business logic, which helped us have sufficient practical un-
derstanding about the context to enrich our interview analysis
process. Moreover, participant observation events in-between in-
terviews were used for participant validation, through discussing
the preliminary results of the analysis together with case represen-
tatives (cf. Lindheim 2022).

The interviews were conducted according to the semi-
structured design. The interview questions were developed
together with the case company for accessing practical and
theoretical insights into the complex relationship of biodiver-
sity and business (Panwar et al. 2025). There the case company
helped tailor questions with the richness of the complex case
context in mind, while the researchers ensured practical rele-
vance with theoretical ambition (cf. Lukka and Wouters 2022).
Thus, the internal interviews and meetings with the case
company helped the researcher gain valuable knowledge of
the customer's business projects, which enabled tailoring the
customer interview questions (Lindheim 2022). Moreover, the
customer interviews were held iteratively one customer com-
pany at a time, and the results were reflected upon with the
case company in-between interviews. This approach followed
abductive reasoning logic of interventionist studies (Dubois
and Gadde 2002; Lukka and Wouters 2022), and enabled par-
ticipant validation to triangulate and validate the interpreta-
tions of the researchers and results of the analysis together
with the case company representatives (Lindheim 2022).

3.3 | Data Analysis

The data was analyzed from two perspectives: (1) to under-
stand the current decision-making processes of custom-
ers by using switching path analysis technique (SPAT) by
Roos (1999), and (2) to identify areas where the BLMIs of the
case company could be developed using the Gioia method
(Gioia et al. 2013). While both analyses were performed dis-
tinct from each other, they were performed concurrently, with
preliminary SPAT results introducing the need to better iden-
tify the development areas using GIOIA, and the distinction
of ecological and economical value in GIOIA driving the iter-
ation analysis round of SPAT. This, combined with the itera-
tive round of interviews and case company meetings enabled

Time Phase Purpose Events Organizations
November 2024 Pre-study Access to context 2 Meetings Case company
January to March 2025 Participant observation Case knowledge 9 Meetings Case company
February to April 2025 Interviews Data collection 14 Interviews Case company, 3
Customers, 1 Consultant
April to June 2025 Validation meetings Triangulation 3 Meetings Case company
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a rather abductive approach (Dubois and Gadde 2002) for the
case study to capture and make sense of the complex research
setting around biodiversity and business.

First, the switching path analysis technique (SPAT) pre-
sented by Roos (1999) aims to identify the reasons behind
actual decisions by identifying the events associated with the
processes of making the decision (i.e., a switch). SPAT origins
from consumer context but has been recognized to be useful in
examining the B2B and B2G relationships featuring ecological
and economical values and valuations (see e.g., Kuperstein
Blasco et al. 2021; Saukkonen et al. 2017). As part of our SPAT
analysis, triggers were considered to appear at the beginning
of the process, while drivers and barriers were considered
as part of the decision-making process (cf. Roos 2002). The
decisions studied in our paper address the issue of engaging
in biodiversity loss mitigation within the customers’ larger
environmental remediation projects. A switch examined in
this case study concerns purchasing the remediation solu-
tions with positive biodiversity impacts, instead of purchasing
the traditional alternative, where biodiversity is pretty much
left unconsidered. As such, the SPAT analysis responds to
the RQ1.

As the second analysis method, we used the qualitative research
technique of Gioia et al. (2013) for inductive reasoning towards
identifying the themes and relationships laying out in the data.
The Gioia method presents a three-step template for reasoning
and visualizing the data and its analysis steps by starting from
individual codes towards aggregate dimensions with reduced
complexity of information to illustrate theoretical reasoning
(Gioia et al. 2013). The Gioia template provided us means to rea-
son by structuring individual data points to identify latent devel-
opment areas. The first order codes of Gioia built on the barriers
identified by SPAT, while triggers and drivers provided signif-
icance for the identified areas of development. As such, there
are obvious linkages between the two, but with both providing
their unique perspective for the data analysis. Overall, the Gioia
analysis addresses the RQ2.

The first round of analysis was done by the author who facil-
itated the case company meetings and customer interviews.
Then the preliminary analysis that focused on highlighting con-
textual data points instead of more aggregate findings was iter-
ated further in collaboration with the case company and two of
the other authors of this paper to synthesize a more general level
results that combine individual data points. Finally, the whole
author team still revisited the analysis to move towards a more
balanced structuration of the rather complex and holistic phe-
nomenon examined. The coding was done by using ATLAS.ti
software for both analysis methods. Throughout analysis, the
first order coding remained the same, but the results, their pri-
ority and structuration were co-developed further by the author
team as well as case company representatives. As an example,
the first round of Gioia analysis, focused on customer value
elements, while the second round of analysis on development
streams first identified uncertainty as its own dimension in the
Gioia analysis, later to be considered as part of the key develop-
ment challenges in both dimensions in the final analysis round
(see Figure 1).

4 | Economic Value of Biodiversity Loss Mitigation
in B2B Sector

4.1 | Drivers, Triggers, and Barriers in
Decision-Making

Our SPAT analysis reveals the complexity of the decision-
making landscape, highlighting how internal pioneers, reg-
ulatory pressures, and supplier initiatives can act as triggers
for action, how financial and reporting opportunities as well
as expertise and collaboration drive such decisions, while
challenges such as lack of standardized metrics and finan-
cial justification may hinder progress. Table 2 synthesizes the
key findings from the SPAT analysis by illustrating the driv-
ers, triggers, and barriers of the customer decision-making
on BLMIs.

The SPAT analysis identified that the decision to pursue loss
mitigation was usually initiated by few key persons inside the
companies. The triggers for switching from ‘traditional’ to re-
mediation with biodiversity gains were indeed made by pio-
neering individuals, who emphasized ‘the cause’ and moving
beyond compliance in doing good for the environment. They
thought that biodiversity work could be used to affect brand
image and differentiate in the markets. Being an early mover
with environmental sustainability was sometimes seen even
as a societal obligation, and company representatives were
extremely proud of the work so far and plans to reach even
further.

We have a clear role and a clear opportunity—, and
perhaps even a duty to promote it [biodiversity].
Customer Executive

In addition to the brand image, compliance with the legislation
was triggering initiatives. Legislation promoted awareness of
the nature impacts, which triggered the actions towards in-
ternal studies mapping the current state of impacts and possi-
bilities to contribute for nature, that is, CO, sequestration or
other biodiversity gains. These kinds of studies were also later
conducted to identify the potential of contributing to strategic
goals like number of initiatives including biodiversity resto-
ration elements.

There are already certain legal obligations for us to be
aware of those nature values and not at least to harm
them.

Customer Executive

Suppliers promoting the remediation solutions with biodiversity
gains triggered the restoration actions in some customer cases.
The focus on emphasizing cost effectiveness was found to be ef-
fective in value propositions towards operative level and acted
as a notable contribution to increase the attractiveness of biodi-
versity work, especially as the cost savings opportunities were
rather significant. Cost savings were associated with the main-
tenance activities in surface vegetation debate, but initiatives
addressing the overall design of land remediation while saving
virgin lands and materials were found to be also effective. There,
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1st Order Codes (illustrative)

=  Climate friendly solutions are not
always most effective in conserving
biodiversity

= [tis not enough to assess only one
aspect of environmental sustainability

=  Individuals have identified the
opportunities related to nature values

= Corporate governance guides towards
mitigation initiatives

= Lots of initiatives, but no common
understanding how biodiversity should
be measured

= Targets are currently focused on
number on of implemented
conservation actions

= Goals to achieve NNL within X years

= Activities to select biodiversity metrics
to asses 1) company’s nature footprint
2) impact of individual actions

Identified opportunities to decrease
=  GHG footprint

= Operative costs

Indentified opportunities to increase
=  GHG handprint

= Common sense is widely used to assess
conservation initiatives

= Experts (consultants, business partners)
are used to asses mitigation initiatives

=  Financial impact analysis of
implemented activities are not yet in
scope

VoV VYV VYV Y

= Cost increase in real estate
maintenance

= Cost increase in energy (heating,
transport fuel, etc.)

FIGURE 1

2nd Order Themes

Dimensions

-

\_

Trade-offs between
sustainability actions
require better
understanding

)

.

Environmental values of

biodiversity innovationsj

individuals trigger —

Ecological value

B

requires the development

measurement

~

iodiversity measurement

and standardization of
measures

|

Interest in mitigation
efforts (NNL and NPI)

[Interest in the economic
i

mpact of environmental
opportunities

L

decision-making support
especially from economic

Demand for better

Economic value
mechanisms
perspective

Cost-driven need for
innovations in resource
efficiency

o

| Development streams of biodiversity innovations using Gioia data structure. The figure illustrates our analysis process using the

Gioia method, showcasing illustrative first order codes, second order themes, and aggregate dimensions. As aggregate dimensions the figure shows

‘Ecological value measurement’ and ‘Economic value mechanisms’.

indirect biodiversity gains stem from cost savings concerning
land use when utilizing less virgin raw materials.

As drivers towards loss mitigation activities, the sustainability
reporting was seen important. Companies are trying to figure
out how to select the proper indicators for overall biodiversity
work but also how to embed these indicators to, for example,
Corporate Sustainability Reporting Directive (CSRD) report-
ing. The CSRD was seen to accelerate the transition towards
indicator development and reporting, giving the companies
the opportunity to communicate ambitions and performance in
biodiversity work to a broader audience. While not everyone is

obligated to participate in CSRD reporting, voluntarily report-
ing requires some kind of parameters for the measurable indica-
tors and their development work.

CSRD creates additional pressure, and we are

certainly not the only ones, but more and more it

needs to be integrated into all other activities.
Customer Employee

When considering the novelty of biodiversity loss mitigation ac-
tivities, the active role of supplier and customer collaboration in
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TABLE 2 | Customer decision-making triggers, drivers, and barriers for biodiversity remediation solutions.

Influential factors

Description

Triggers

Values of pioneering individuals

Brand image and differentiation opportunities
Environmental legislation compliance
Suppliers promoting their remediation alternatives

Drivers

Opportunities in reporting ambitions and performance

Supplier and customer collaboration in tailoring
Customers' strategic biodiversity targets
Cost savings especially in operative expenditure
Life-cycle greenhouse gas savings synergies

Barriers

Complexity of measuring biodiversity impacts

Lack of commonly agreed standards for measures
Lack of direct economic incentives and mechanisms
Restrictions within the customers' sourcing processes
Knowledge for nature preservation is disconnected and scattered

designing biodiversity loss mitigation activities as well as ways
to measure, report, and economically incentivize such activities
was identified to be important for promoting such practices.
Supplier-customer collaboration was seen critical for develop-
ing the BLMIs for both the customer and for nature. Therein,
the trust in the expertise of individuals who had worked with
biodiversity-related topics for years was one of the core things
that drove supplier and stakeholder selection.

The customers' strategic targets, that such biodiversity ac-
tions could be linked with, and connections to cost savings,
for example related to maintaining the areas being remedi-
ated, were accelerating the decisions. In addition, the con-
nections to greenhouse gas (GHG) savings with for example
CO, sequestration opportunities, were found promising way
to link with climate change mitigation targets. The indicator
development is already further with GHG emissions, and the
companies were interested in CO, handprint implications of
biodiversity initiatives.

The biggest barriers concerning biodiversity initiatives are the
lacking standards for biodiversity impact metrics and the lack of
direct economic incentives of biodiversity loss mitigation. These
hinder the extent of customer ability to measure nature impacts
and thus justify biodiversity loss mitigation decisions econom-
ically. The lack of quantification is also making it difficult to
communicate the ecological gains to the stakeholders. The soci-
etal discourse and legislation are currently not strong enough to
steer towards selecting common metrics, which the companies
could use to manage the performance of the biodiversity actions.

When we do this kind of nature work relatively

intensively, but we don't really find metrics to measure

our own progress, it's a bit of a difficult combination.
Customer Executive

In some cases, the restrictions inside the customers’ sourcing pro-
cesses hindered the adaptation of these new solutions. The local
legislation could be setting some boundaries to guide the public
procurement. For example, the metrics for biodiversity could not

be straightforwardly implemented inside public tendering key pur-
chasing criteria, as the standardization of the metrics is required
for the competition to be fair for all participants. This is espe-
cially the case if only one supplier in the market can provide such
information.

We can measure it [biodiversity| internally and
create a metric for it but getting it into the tendering
system—I don't really see that as something that
would succeed.

Customer Manager

In many cases, the decision-makers who have the power to
influence and implement BLMIs are not experts with the eco-
logical aspects. Moreover, the decision-making power and
knowledge needed to preserve nature are usually disconnected
and scattered even intra-organizationally. Moreover, many
customers are using external consultants and experts to pro-
vide knowledge about effective solutions to restore biodiversity.
While the external consultants could hinder the implementa-
tion and effectiveness of the activities and at least make it more
complex—thus, acting as a barrier—they are an important
stakeholder with their own incentives that can positively influ-
ence the co-development process as a driver as well.

Overall, the current status of decision-making on BLMIs seems
to rely on the interest in doing good for the environment, as
long as it is still economically viable to do so. Ecological value
is assessed mostly through commonsense, expert judgment, or
context-specific metrics that are hard to standardize, while eco-
nomic value—mostly in the form of cost efficiency of such inno-
vations—drives adoption at the moment.

We examine the opportunities and try to identify the
commonsense, easy to implement, not-too-expensive
procedures, and there, one of the big things is to
change our practices by leaving some parts without
care or lesser care.

Customer Executive
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At the same time, the interviewees share a common goal and
hope in being able to justify greater ecological value also in eco-
nomic terms in the future.

4.2 | Ecological and Economical Value
of Biodiversity for Customers

To address the hopes to find economic justification for the
ecological value created, further analysis with Gioia method
on how to develop the BLMIs identified two core dimensions:
(1) ecological value and its measurement, and (2) economic
value and mechanisms driving them. Present in both dimen-
sions is a common factor: uncertainty. Figure 1 presents the
data structure for BLMI development analysis. Within the fig-
ure, the first order codes provide syntheses of the coded quota-
tions, while illustrative quotes are presented in the discussion
that follows.

The first perspective, ecological value measurement, focuses
on measuring the direct effects of BLMIs for nature. There
currently, measuring the biodiversity impacts is focused on the
number of initiatives or areas under restoration, which currently
do not take into consideration their effectiveness. Some custom-
ers even indicated the trade-offs when choosing actions for envi-
ronmental sustainability.

Now we have to understand that in sustainability
there are always trade-offs.—We want to go from
oil-based or fossil-based raw materials towards
renewable materials. It's obviously a trade-off
between the CO, emissions and then the biodiversity

impact.
Customer Manager

Currently, environment is included either through customers’
individuals' personal interest or through business targets related
to NNL and even net positive impact (NPI) of the operations.
Tied together, this aspect emphasizes the importance of mea-
surable impacts from two aspects: mitigation efforts must be
somehow managed to achieve desired impact, and the environ-
mental impacts should be quantified to gain transparency and
communicability.

We want to have some other positive things to
communicate about this project and potentially
use those in our external communications as well.
To concretely show our stakeholders what we are
doing.

Customer Manager

For customers to be aware of the overall environmental impacts
and make data-driven decisions to choose the best alternatives,
the impacts should be holistically addressed. Some customers
showed effort on assessing biodiversity impacts on certain key
operations, but the integration into decision-making and sourc-
ing activities remains under development. Some customers em-
phasized life-cycle analyses (LCA) as a potential tool to assess

the environmental sustainability comprehensively, though it was
identified to be very time consuming, and the applicability lies
in identifying the most impactful aspects. “I think LCA studies
are really good there [comparing trade-offs], although usually
one LCA study takes a lot of time”—Customer Employee.

Second, the elements wrapped around economic value mecha-
nisms dimension focus on emphasizing the economic implica-
tions, particularly the cost saving as well as opportunities and
risks associated with the business itself. In our case example,
the biodiversity restoration and real estate maintenance could
go hand in hand. Customers were interested in the cost-saving
opportunities, and it was relatively easy for suppliers to back
up their claims using common sense logic. At the same time,
the interest in and potential of ecological value was acknowl-
edged. Currently, CO, and other GHG emissions and their
compensation with CO, sequestration and credit markets
could provide opportunities for the customers, as well as sav-
ings in GHG emissions derived from the maintenance activity
optimization.

Carbon neutrality targets now have relatively easy
metrics—we measure our emissions and, going
forward, also how much carbon sequestration we can
achieve.

Customer Manager

To make justified decisions about where to put the money on,
customers would need to better know the effectiveness of resto-
ration to also evaluate the cost-effectiveness of such actions. It
seems that currently the decisions are made based on common
sense, or trusting expert judgment, and no clear metrics are used
to select, for example, between two different options both ad-
dressing biodiversity restoration.

It [biodiversity restoration] wasn't modelled any
further—maybe in the early stages it was approached
more with common-sense reasoning.

Customer Executive

Also, as amarket trend, real estate maintenance costs had been
significantly increasing during the last 3years. Customers
were actively seeking ways to reduce the maintenance costs
and improve resource efficiency to both justify such actions as
well as manage them appropriately, promoting cost-efficient
alternatives. These linkages provided ample ground for eco-
nomic value, while they could be considered side effects
of BLMIs.

When you add it all up, the maintenance costs [in
real estate] have increased by over 30% just in the
last 10years. That's an unsustainable situation for
service providers—meaning us. We haven't been able
to raise prices nearly in proportion to what would be
necessary, because for property owners, the biggest
increase has been in energy-related costs, which are,
in a way, part of the maintenance costs.

Case Company Manager
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Overall, the economic value of biodiversity remains wrapped
around instrumentality. Cost-effective solutions in real es-
tate maintenance, such as a flourishing meadow instead of
a well-maintained lawn, are linked with biodiversity resto-
ration, which currently incentivises investments in BLMIs.
Biodiversity restoration and other loss mitigation activities are
seen as a way to differentiate in the markets, futureproof, and
gain early mover advantage. Companies are eager to quantify
biodiversity impacts but lack proper metrics, which hinders
the ability to measure the ecological impacts of different ac-
tions, but also the communication of created nature positive
impacts. However, even the measurement and reporting of
biodiversity is not enough unless we have the mechanisms
to translate such ecological value into concrete economic
value for business that could help justify such actions in busi-
ness sense.

5 | Discussion and Conclusions

Biodiversity-loss mitigation innovations are not blocked simply
because customers lack environmental concern, but because
ecological value remains difficult to make visible, credible, and
translatable into decision-relevant economic value. Therefore,
we conceptualize the adoption challenge as a visibility-trans-
lation gap: biodiversity benefits may be locally meaningful
and practically recognized, but they do not become actionable
in procurement and investment decisions unless they are ren-
dered visible through credible indicators and translated into
economic consequences. In fact, in the case company inno-
vation depends not only on new ecological practices, but also
on the development of valuation infrastructure such as indica-
tors, calculative routines, supplier—customer narratives, and

economic mechanisms that allow ecological improvements to
travel into business decision-making (Blanco-Zaitegi et al. 2022;
Schaltegger et al. 2023; Pigatto et al. 2026; King and King 2026).

In response to the RQ1, on how tensions between ecological
value and economic value are negotiated in customer decision-
making, our findings suggest that tensions are currently negoti-
ated by identifying the most cost-efficient approaches that address
the biodiversity-related concerns, while hoping to also capture
broader ecological value in economic terms beyond mere cost
savings. In response to the RQ2 on making biodiversity-related
value visible and actionable, our analyses highlight how in ad-
dition to the BLMIs themselves, both measurement of the ecologi-
cal value and its translation into economic value for the customer
need to be developed and made evident. Figure 2 synthesizes our
core findings.

Thus, our study highlights the need for (1) improved, stan-
dardized metrics for measuring biodiversity health, and (2)
mechanisms for translating innovations' ecological value into
economic value. In fact, reducing the uncertainty in both mea-
surement and translation should help the adoption of BLMIs.
In our research, we highlight how current mechanisms such
as brand value, differentiation strategies, compliance risk, op-
portunities of futureproofing, and even green financing remain
rather intangible and difficult to evaluate. However, even before
we get there, businesses need to be able to transparently make
ecological value visible by solving the measurement challenges.
The bottom line of the measurement problem is that the com-
plexity of biodiversity, the uniqueness of local biospheres and
ecosystems, the expert judgment and common sense as prox-
ies for impact evaluation, and the legislation and standardiza-
tion lacking behind, make it difficult for businesses to find a

Where biodiversity loss mitigation innovations are now:
Customers choose innovations with common-sense ecological value with direct,
measurable economic value (e.g., cost savings)

e

‘Where biodiversity loss mitigation innovations are expected to go:
Customers would want higher ecological value if it could be translated into economic
value for business.

What biodiversity loss mitigation innovations require to get there:

Measurement:
Measures to capture how much
ecological value is created

Challenges include:

*Complexity of biodiversity
*Uniqueness of local biospheres
*Going beyond common sense
*Moving towards standardization

Mechanisms that translate ecologic

Translation:
value into economic value
Opportunities include:
*Brand and differentiation
*Compliance risk

*Futureproofing
*Green financing

<suone/\ouu! uaALIp-ainleN suolneAouul USALIP-1S09)

FIGURE 2 | Transitioning from cost-driven biodiversity loss mitigation innovations towards nature-driven innovations. The figure provides a

conceptual framework to synthesize our findings concerning where BLMIs are now, where they are expected to go, and what is required to get there.

The figure shows measurement and translation as the two domains of future development required to improve the adoption of BLMIs and move from

cost-driven innovation into nature-driven innovation.
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coherent direction for measurement development. And diffi-
culties in measuring might be a consequence of being confused
about what to measure (i.e., the measurand) in the first place
(Boiral 2016; Jones and Solomon 2013).

Our findings therefore reposition BLMIs as a process of innovat-
ing under ecological uncertainty. The innovation is not limited
to the restoration practice itself, but it includes the joint work
through which suppliers and customers define what counts as
biodiversity improvement, decide which indicators are credible
enough, and identify whether these improvements can affect
costs, risks, legitimacy, reporting, or future financing. This ex-
plains why customer adoption remains fragile: when ecological
value is visible only through expert judgment or common sense,
it can motivate experimentation, but it rarely becomes strong
enough to reshape procurement criteria or investment priorities.
Efforts towards quantifying the benefits are important part of
the process, as we know they can effectively reduce the uncer-
tainty organizations experience (e.g., Saukkonen et al. 2017) and
make implicit impacts explicit (Fromm 2000).

Our study has important theoretical contributions for both bio-
diversity innovation literature and customer value research. For
biodiversity innovation literature, we explain why biodiversity-
positive intentions and commitments do not automatically
translate into the adoption of BLMIs. We position BLMIs as a
specific form of green/environmental innovation: they seek to
reduce environmental harm while also creating customer and
business value, but they are harder to operationalize than many
established green innovations because biodiversity outcomes
are local, multidimensional, difficult to standardize, and con-
tested in valuation terms (Schiederig et al. 2012). This also ex-
tends green innovation implementation research, which shows
that environmental innovations must satisfy both sustainability
and economic expectations and are shaped by stakeholder re-
lationships during implementation (Fliaster and Kolloch 2017).
Our findings show that the difficulty is not only that firms lack
concern for biodiversity, but that biodiversity must be made suf-
ficiently visible, credible, and economically actionable inside
concrete organizational decisions. Even when customers rec-
ognize the ecological desirability of restoration, remediation,
or reduced land disturbance, they may struggle to compare al-
ternatives, justify additional expenditure, or embed biodiversity
criteria into procurement when evidence remains local, quali-
tative, supplier-specific, or weakly standardized (cf. Saukkonen
et al. 2017). This shifts attention from whether firms value bio-
diversity in principle to how biodiversity becomes specified,
evidenced, and translated into decision-relevant value at the
supplier-customer interface.

For customer value research in the domain of B2B marketing lit-
erature, our study problematizes the decoupling of ecological
value and economic value, that have been typically considered
as different value elements of customer value (see e.g., Sairanen
et al. 2024). There, our study argues, that for ecological value
would have to be translated into economic value to make eco-
logical value an important value element for the business.
Many calls for monetary quantifications of customer value have
been made (Anderson et al. 2006; Kleinaltenkamp et al. 2022;
Wouters and Kirchberger 2015), but such calls fall short con-
cerning ecological value if we lack the mechanisms to translate

how ecological value affects the finances of customer businesses.
Collaborative efforts within the supplier-customer interface to-
wards documenting realized biodiversity impacts and their eco-
nomic value are indeed desirable, but not an easy task (see e.g.,
Anderson et al. 2006; Wouters and Kirchberger 2015). While at-
tempts to measure the impact might not provide exact answers
(Jordan and Messner 2012), they provide understanding that
can help develop and manage those offerings further (Tiitola
et al. 2025; Wouters and Kirchberger 2015). While pioneering
suppliers can propose value (Anderson et al. 2006), agency
from customer organizations is still always required (see e.g.,
Saukkonen et al. 2017) to realize the impacts (Kleinaltenkamp
et al. 2022; Tiitola et al. 2023). These kinds of collaborations cre-
ate an excellent setting to both co-develop BLMIs and deepen
our understanding of their implications in reducing their per-
ceived economic and biodiversity risks for customers (Tiitola
et al. 2025; Bach et al. 2025).

Our case study is specific for BLMIs, but its implications can
be analytically generalized (see Parker and Northcott 2016) to
other biodiversity innovations as well. However, unlike climate
change that uses CO2eq as a proxy for measurement, biodiver-
sity lacks a similar unique measure. Moreover, biodiversity is
spatially specific with local biospheres, and its legislation is lag-
ging climate change. On the other hand, the effects of biodiver-
sity loss mitigation are very visible to the local population, for
example in terms of loss of pollinators and soil microbiology.

As managerial implications, there are two tracks that man-
agers and regulators could pursue. The first track is to reduce
the uncertainty related to the impacts of BLMIs, for example,
by documenting the realized impact and the economic implica-
tions of such impact in pilot cases (see e.g., Anderson et al. 2006;
Kerdnen and Jalkala 2013; Wouters and Kirchberger 2015). It is
critical to holistically understand the impacts of biodiversity in-
novations to make them more feasible for customer businesses.
BLMISs could also benefit from new kinds of business models that
better capture the ecological value (cf. Feger and Mermet 2020).

The second track is developing the business and societal mech-
anisms of how ecological value might directly impact the cus-
tomers' businesses, both in terms of motivational economic
instruments such as credit markets, green financing, and en-
hanced regulation. While there is an increasing stream of liter-
ature on societal valuation of biodiversity, such valuations need
to flow into the organizations making those biodiversity efforts
as real economic value to push adoption (cf. Dasgupta 2021;
Dasgupta and Levin 2023; White, Mukherjee, et al. 2023).
Otherwise, we continue lacking the economic justification for
biodiversity loss mitigation that would make such decisions eas-
ier for managers.

There are multiple future research avenues that benefit from
attention. While our paper identifies the development oppor-
tunities to address the challenges that make biodiversity loss
mitigation decisions hard to make, we welcome conceptual,
philosophical and even ethical measurement research on the
activities—such as measurement both in ecological and eco-
nomic terms—that reduce the uncertainty related to biodi-
versity innovation adoption. Future research should focus on
the development of practical proof of concept innovations that
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address the challenges of both measurement and translation.
Moreover, our study is limited to a single-case company and
leaves non-adopters absent. Thus, further comparability and
ways to address customers who choose to opt out from BLMIs
would provide interesting avenues as well. Finally, we call for
cross-sectional partnerships, such as public-private-academia
collaboration, that try to tackle these issues by combining multi-
tude of perspectives. Whichever the approach, the development
efforts should go beyond greenwashing and really help our so-
ciety move towards green transition when still, the use of virgin
materials and instrumental view of biodiversity remain easier
and cheaper alternatives.
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Appendix A

TABLE A1 | Datatable.

Date Type of interaction Attendants' roles Hours
5.11.2024 Provider meeting Biodiversity & Strategy Managers; Business Director 1.0
15.11.2024 Provider meeting Biodiversity & Strategy Managers 1.0
9.1.2025 Provider meeting Biodiversity & Strategy Managers; Business Director 1.0
14.1.2025 Provider meeting Biodiversity & Strategy Managers; Business Director 1.0
24.1.2025 Provider meeting Biodiversity & Strategy Managers 0.5
3.2.2025 Provider interview Local Business Manager 1.0
3.2.2025 Provider meeting Biodiversity & Strategy Managers 1.0
6.2.2025 Customer interview Construction Manager 0.8
7.2.2025 Customer interview Environmental Specialist 1.0
7.2.2025 Customer interview Sustainability Manager 1.0
12.2.2025 Customer interview Project & Environmental Managers; Constructor Engineer 1.2
13.2.2025 Provider interview Customer Account Director 1.0
14.2.2025 Customer interview Manager 0.5
17.2.2025 Customer interview Project Director; Environmental Specialist 1.0
3.3.2025 Provider meeting Biodiversity & Strategy Managers; Business Director 2.0
6.3.2025 Provider meeting Biodiversity Manager 1.0
10.3.2025 Provider meeting Biodiversity Manager; Business Director 1.5
17.3.2025 Provider interview Business Director 1.0
17.3.2025 Customer interview Division Manager 1.0
24.3.2025 Provider meeting Biodiversity Manager 1.0
25.3.2025 Provider meeting Biodiversity Manager 4.0
28.3.2025 Provider interview Strategy Manager 1.0
31.3.2025 Provider interview Corporate Relations and Responsibility Executive 1.0
10.4.2025 Provider interview Biodiversity Manager 0.8
17.4.2025 Customer interview Sustainability Specialist & Manager 1.5
22.4.2025 Provider meeting Biodiversity & Strategy Managers; Business Director 1.0
5.5.2025 Provider meeting Biodiversity Manager 1.0
16.6.2025 Provider meeting Biodiversity & Strategy Managers; Business Director 1.0
Sum. 31.8
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