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Preface 

A detailed self-assessment report was prepared for the Review panel well in advance. A clear protocol 
and programme for the visit to the central facilities of Wageningen Plant Research were provided. The 
Review panel gratefully acknowledges the preparatory work by staff and management of WPR.  
 
The site visit was concentrated in a three day period October 4-6, 2017. Initial discussions were held 
with Prof. Mol, vice president of WUR, the Dean of Wageningen Research, Prof. Visser, and WPR director 
Dr. van den Ende, followed by the management teams of nine business units.  
 
Visits to laboratories and Unifarm and a poster presentation by selected researchers from the various 
research locations were part of the programme as well as interviews with graduate schools 
representatives and the managers for business development and human resources. We are very grateful 
to all interviewed persons for their engagement with us in an open and informative dialogue.  
 
Immediately after the two days of interviews and discussions, the review panel presented its preliminary 
observations and recommendations during a meeting with the director WPR. Thereafter, these were 
presented during a plenary meeting to the staff of WPR. 
 
As a review panel we had a few intensive, instructive and very interesting days. We recognise that WPR 
has made significant progress on a number of recommendations from the previous review. We found a 
very positive spirit despite the significant past decline in governmental financial support and current 
challenges.  
 
We trust that our conclusions will help to further build a stronger, more resilient WPR. 
 
 
October 2017 
 

 
Dr. Ir. Niels Louwaars 
Chairman, Assessment Review panel Wageningen Plant Research   
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General conclusions and recommendations  
(Executive Summary) 

Introduction 
The review panel was charged by the Executive Board of Wageningen University and Research (WUR) to 
assess Wageningen Plant Research (WPR) on three main points: quality and impact in a retrospective 
view and viability in relation to the future prospects.  
 
WPR’s mission is: “To be a leader in plant sciences for a sustainable and healthy world”. This is an 
appropriate target even though WPR may not be able to lead in all aspects of plant sciences. It covers a 
broad field of plant sciences though, which allows for a wide range of interdisciplinary approaches to 
complex problems. It contributes to the over-all WUR mission statement “to explore the potential of 
nature to improve the quality of life”. WUR can be proud to have such an internationally respected group 
of plant researchers and vice versa, the staff can be proud to contribute so much to the WUR mission 
and brand. 

Assessment 
The assessment resulted in a very positive outcome, which is reflected in the scores presented in the 
table below. It clearly shows that the marks for quality and impact are very high for both the WPR 
institute as a whole and the nine business units. Quality is assessed taking into account the different 
roles of the various business units in the knowledge chain. The over-all scientific performance is close to 
very good; WPR is well regarded and well networked internationally; the panel identifies some issues 
regarding focus and critical mass in some business units. 
 
Similarly, differences were significant in the various components that together can be defined as impact, 
where some groups score very high on engagement in public debates and others through their effective 
linkages with farmers and companies, multiplying the impact of their research. The over-all view is that 
the research is well connected with current needs of society and industry; there is good attention 
towards engagement with policy and general public; that there is strong interaction with the private 
sector that multiplies impact; similarly, their international research and outreach in various regions also 
multiplies impact of WPR knowledge globally.  
 
Viability marks are somewhat lower compared to the retrospective criteria. WPR has a strong and well 
respected international position through experienced staff, excellent facilities and good networks in the 
knowledge chain from fundamental to applied. However, funding trends and staff demographics 
challenge future development; central infrastructure decisions versus local staff decisions need attention; 
boundaries (intra, inter BU and BU-WU) need redefinition to support the One-Wageningen culture; 
competition analysis may be over-optimistic and in the worst case risk losing connections with the 
primary sector; revenue generation gets a lot of attention but will need to be more strategic, focused on 
key partners to ensure resilience and creating a better balance. Most recommendations in the next 
section relate to the viability assessment. This is not because our worries are so much more serious than 
our appreciation during the assessment, but because the panel considers that recommendations oriented 
to the future may be more useful than praise alone. 
 
The assessment of the Institute and its Business Units is based and weighed according to the rationale, 
explained in appendix 2. According to this rationale the scores cover a range from 4 (very good) to 1 
(unsatisfactory). It must be noted that given the diversity of the tasks of different business units, the 
assessment is based on a ‘horizontal comparison’ with similar research units elsewhere. In scoring the 
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WPR-BU’s the committee has felt it as inappropriate to score the BU Flower Bulbs because they currently 
are in a state of transition / reorganisation. 
 
 
 Quality Impact Viability 
Agrosystems 3 3-4 2-3  
AGV (Arable / vegetable) 3-4 4 3-4 
BIOINT 4 3-4 3 
Bioscience 4 4 3-4 
BBF (Flower bulbs) - - - 
Greenhouse 4 4 3 
CGN (Genetic Resources)  4 4 3 
Biometris 4 4 4 
Plant Breeding 4 4 4 
Whole institute 3-4 3-4 3 
 

Major areas for recommendations 
A major challenge that the review panel identified in WPR that needs to move to the top of the priority 
list for the coming years is the current demography of the staff composition in most business groups. 
This applies to both age-distribution and gender balance. This has been recognised by management and 
some initial results were presented to get more women in team leader / management positions and in 
some groups some non-Dutch staff, which might facilitate communication in particular markets. 
However, the review panel wants to stress that there is an urgent need to address the skewed age 
distribution in many groups. WPR will lose many senior staff in the years to come, with risks of gaps in 
scientific output, acquisition and financial results. Succession is a challenge, especially when there are no 
mid-career staff and (public) funds are declining. These risks are most challenging for small teams, but 
looks least problematic in WPR teams that are integrated with WU counterparts. This provides some 
leads to identify some solutions. In the sections dealing with individual business units we recommend the 
management consider some structural changes within WPR. 
 
The second challenge relates to public and collective funding. First of all, the panel is impressed by the 
way management has been able to cope with the significant staff reductions during the 15 years 
preceding the current review period. Even though the financial performance of the institute as a whole is 
positive and relatively stable, its environment evolves dramatically, both in terms of scientific 
developments and funding opportunities, especially at the national and European levels. Current public 
funding jeopardizes the needed flexibility, which reduces opportunities for strategic expertise 
development necessary to support both economic development, societal challenges and science-based 
policy development. The review panel strongly endorses the conclusions of the TO2 assessment review 
panel on this issue. It is important for government to re-examine its policies towards maintaining a solid 
knowledge infrastructure in the country and follow OECD recommendations to have a significant share of 
block funds next to the competitive mechanisms. The near disappearance of policy support (BO) funding 
carries an increasing risk for the government itself with respect to the capacity of WPR to effectively 
respond to policy questions that require a scientific foundation. The panel underlines the outcomes of the 
‘Thin Ice’ analysis, which was presented in 2016. Finally, on the issue of finances, there is the need for 
WPR to have access to up-to-date research facilities, both in terms of the ever improving omics-
equipment and developments in greenhouse technology and novel (vertical/urban) growing systems. 
Also, the human resource base has to be adapted to changing needs and funds are required to tackle the 
demography issues. The panel recommends that the impact of central decisions in equipment investment 
combined with more local decisions in staff investment requires attention.  
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A third challenge refers to the position of WPR within WUR. A lot has been achieved in the past 20 years 
towards what is now understood as ‘ One Wageningen’, but limitations still exist. WPR has a range of 
experiences in collaborative mechanisms. Two business units have almost fully merged with their 
counterparts in WU; in others groups personal links have been formalised, mainly through 
professorships. Collaboration with other science groups was reported. Still, the structure of science 
groups has not removed all impediments to effectively and efficiently cooperating within WUR. The 
review panel wants to highlight the importance of One-Wageningen both as a general concept, but also 
that further steps in cooperation can significantly contribute to solving the observed limitations in critical 
mass and staff demography, and further improve output quality and customer satisfaction. 
 
WPR as a whole is quite proactive in approaching the various markets. The client satisfaction report 
indicates a good level of customer satisfaction. The declining public funding triggers new initiatives 
towards various markets, such as the “Club of 100” which is commendable. However, creativity will 
continue to be needed in the coming years. In the market approach it struck the panel that competition 
was not often mentioned. Other research providers (inter)nationally are not just interesting partners to 
prepare proposals with, but should also be analysed in their competitive capacity. WPR (and WUR) may 
also spend more energy on representation with public and the major private ‘accounts’, including a 
strong presence in Brussels. 
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1 Introduction 

1.1 Assignment to the Assessment Review panel 

The Executive Board of WUR subjects the performance of its WR Institutes to a peer review every four 
years for the purpose of reflection and benchmarking. The assessment furthermore serves a function in 
accounting for the use of public money, as stated in the “Regeling Subsidie Stichting Dienst 
Landbouwkundig Onderzoek”.  
 
The overall aim of the assessment of WPR is to get an accurate view of its position in the (inter)national 
plant research arena, to receive recommendations for further improvements and to provide an 
independent account for its activities to the Dutch Government and other stakeholders. The Terms of 
Reference (ToR) for the review panel are given in appendix 1; they focus on the organisation’s quality, 
its impact, and its viability.  
 
The assessment covered a period of the last 5 years from 2012 up to and including the year 2016.  

1.2 Assessment procedure 

A set of documents was put at the disposal of the Review panel. The main document was an extensive 
self-evaluation report and programme information for the site visit. Additionally, the review panel was 
provided with various documents (some in Dutch only): 
• WPR 2017 Client Satisfaction Study by Technopolis group  
• WPR Bibliometric Analysis  
• WUR Strategic Plan 2015-2018 
• Multi-Year Plant PSG 2015-2018 
• Final Report PRI/PPO evaluation 2012  
• Wageningen Research (previously DLO) zelf evaluatie 2012-2015 (for the TO2 review) 
• Final Report WR (TO2) evaluation 2012-2015 
• Dun IJs analyse EZ 2016 
 
During the visit, presentations were given by management and members of staff. Key aspects of WPR 
were discussed in sessions with the management of WPR and with heads and management team 
members of the nine BU’s. The review panel also visited some facilities on the Wageningen campus, and 
discussed projects in an informal setting during a poster session (see the programme appendix 3).  
 
All seven panel members participated in all formal interviews. The main conclusions were discussed and 
unanimously agreed during the visit.  
 
The site visit lasted 3 days from the evening of October 3 till the afternoon of October 6th, when 
preliminary conclusions were presented to the Dean of WR, the WPR management and to WPR’s staff.  
 
Finalization of the Assessment Report took place in the following weeks by correspondence. The draft 
report has been presented to the director general of WPR to redress factual errors. 
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1.3 Results of the Assessment 

The Review panel felt that sufficient information was available to draw conclusions and make 
recommendations, despite the very short site visit which allowed for relatively brief but efficient 
discussions. The assessment of the Institute and its Business Units was subsequently based and weighed 
according to the rationale, explained in appendix 2. It must be noted that given the diversity of the tasks 
of different business units, the assessment was based on a ‘horizontal comparison’ with similar research 
units elsewhere rather than a comparison of BUs on the basis of a numerical analysis of bibliographic and 
other output data. The conclusions are given in chapters 3 and 4 of this report. They follow the structure 
and the criteria which are formulated in the Terms of Reference. Chapter 3 gives an impression of the 
Institute as a whole. Chapter 4 elaborates on the performances of the individual Business units.  

1.4 Quality of the information  

The Review panel considered the self-assessment report and in particular the SWOT analyses extremely 
helpful. It gave a lot of information and background to draw general conclusions. The site visit and 
presentations by management and staff were very helpful in enabling the Review panel to assess the 
current performance and potential of WPR. The time available for the site visit did not enable travelling 
to the main facilities outside Wageningen, notably Lelystad, Bleiswijk and Randwijk, but this limitation 
was compensated to a large extent by the presentations and the poster session. 
 
The presentations during the site visit were well prepared and at an appropriate level of detail. All 
discussions and interviews were open and helpful for the assessment. Finally, the organisation of both 
documentation and the three day programme in Wageningen were excellent. 
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2 Mission and position of Wageningen 
Plant Research  

WPR has worked since the previous assessment on short mission statements that connect well with the 
mission of WUR: “to explore the potential of nature to improve the quality of life”. To fulfil this mission 
WUR focuses on three domains (i) food, feed and bio-based production, (ii) natural resources and living 
environment and (iii) society and well-being. Within WUR’s mission, WPR presents its role as follows: 
“To be a leader in plant sciences for a sustainable and healthy world”. WPR aims to be a trusted R&D 
partner, for Dutch, European and global companies, knowledge institutions, national and international 
organisations and agencies, and government bodies. This also strengthens the position in (international) 
cooperative/joint research proposals together with universities and research institutes. However 
attention for focus is recommended.  
 
Together with the university groups in the Plant Science Department of WU, WPR forms the Plant 
Sciences Group (PSG), which is one of the five sciences groups of WUR. PSG provides for the education 
programmes and focuses primarily on research of a more fundamental nature to provide underpinning 
knowledge for applied research. The review panel agrees with the vision of WPR that the distinction 
between fundamental, strategic and applied is not always helpful, and that the structure of science 
groups is merely an organisational principle for WUR to effectively and efficiently pursue its mission. 
Some comments will be made in the following sections concerning the impact of organisational choices.  
 
Within the Plant Sciences Group the integration of university and research units is quite advanced 
compared to other science groups. Chair groups and business units of Plant Breeding and Mathematical 
and Statistical methods (Biometris) each operate as one; others link up through joint positions, 
particularly at the professor level. This is one component of moving towards the culture of One-
Wageningen, a concept that the review panel considers very useful both for more effectively approaching 
complex questions in interdisciplinary ways, and to achieve critical mass in mono-disciplinary excellence.  
 
WPR is a globally respected institute in many fields of plant research. WPR is a valued supplier of 
knowledge for various societal challenges related to, for example, greening and diversifying crop 
production and the availability of high quality food and non-food plant products. This position has been 
carefully built over the past decades when strategic investments have been made to prepare the 
knowledge base for future (now current) opportunities and challenges. Changes in public funding 
measures, however, jeopardize the required flexibility, which is likely to negatively affect the knowledge 
infrastructure necessary to support both economic development, societal challenges and science-based 
policy development. The review panel strongly endorses the conclusions of the TO2 assessment review 
panel on this issue. 
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3 Performance of Wageningen Plant 
Research (WPR) 

The Review panel has reviewed the (inter)national position of the Institute and makes in this report some 
recommendations for further improvements. First of all, the review panel was impressed by the fact that 
the management has been able to manage the significant staff reductions during the 15 years preceding 
the current review period. This major operation has led to the institute as it currently is. Even though the 
financial performance of the institute as a whole is positive and relatively stable, its environment is 
evolving dramatically, both in terms of scientific developments and funding opportunities, especially at 
the national and European levels. Taking this as a base, the review panel has developed a number of 
recommendations in this report to deal with these challenges. A positive aspect of the staff reductions is 
that they have created opportunities to invite other groups into the building which facilitates linkages in 
the area of cooperation through the Centre for Development Cooperation, and on genomic research 
through the animal breeding groups. 
 
The ToR requires that past performance be reviewed specifically considering “quality of the research” and 
“societal and economic impact”, and the future be assessed by appraising the “viability”. These criteria 
were applied both to the institute as a whole and to its nine business units. The Review panel discussed 
on several occasions how to interpret and define these criteria. It is clear that these three terms need to 
be interpreted differentially when applied to business units that have their focus at different positions in 
the knowledge chain. For example, where science quality in a business unit like Biometris or Bioscience 
may be read largely from the bibliographic data and mini curricula presented, a different approach has to 
be applied to units that concentrate mainly on applied research.  
 
In the next sections, the WPR institute as a whole will be discussed, followed in chapter 4 by reviews and 
recommendations for the different business units. 

3.1 General observations 

3.1.1 Vision, mission, and strategy 

Wageningen Plant Research was presented to the review panel under the following mission statement: 
“To be a leader in plant sciences for a sustainable and healthy world”.  
 
The review panel considers this an appropriate target even though WPR may not be able to be a leader in 
all aspects of plant sciences. A broad field of plant sciences is however well represented in WUR which 
also allows for a wide range of interdisciplinary approaches to complex problems. This brief mission 
statement is an excellent goal to guide the organisation. During the presentations business unit 
managers quoted equally brief mission statements for their units that all link up effectively to the WPR 
statement, which in turn contributes to the over-all WUR mission statement “to explore the potential of 
nature to improve the quality of life”. The review panel appreciates the clear character of the different 
groups and their position in the WPR ‘family’ through these mission statements. 

3.1.2 Demography 

A major challenge that the review panel identified in WPR and which needs to move to the top of their 
priority list in the coming years is the current demography of the staff composition in most business 
groups. This applies to both age-distribution and gender balance. This has been formally recognised by 
management and some initial results were presented to get more women in management positions and 
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in some groups some non-Dutch staff, which might facilitate communication in particular markets. 
However, the review panel wants to stress that there is an urgent need to address the skewed age 
distribution in many groups. In several groups the average age of the scientists is over 50. This is the 
result of earlier staff reductions, where last in – first out principles are likely to have played a role. Hiring 
new staff has been delayed for quite some time or is in many cases impossible. This demography carries 
several interrelated challenges. 
 
• WPR will lose some key senior staff in the years to come, with the risk that some essential knowledge 

needs to be replaced. Potentially more important is that networks are almost by definition personal, 
which might mean that acquisition power may be lost when key ‘figureheads’ retire. 

• Very few staff have entered various units, which means that the established research staff has been 
responsible to incorporate all relevant new scientific developments into the group’s programmes. 
Sometimes it is more efficient to bring in new insights from elsewhere through ‘new staff’ (and with 
them also established research partnerships). When that is not possible for an extended period of time, 
research groups risk losing connection with such developments. 

• Absence of younger staff likely affects the culture of the group. It is the feeling of the review panel that 
the presence of young researchers in a team can significantly improve the levels of ‘energy’ and a 
challenging environment in a group and a more outward-looking attitude. 

• Succession is a challenge in all cases when key senior scientists retire. This is however exacerbated 
when the teams do not have mid-career staff. If succession cannot be arranged within the team, new 
leaders will have to be sought elsewhere, which may ideally require a significant (expensive) overlap in 
order to maintain the key networks for the group. In many groups such mid-career staff (age group 
30-49) are not well represented, potentially limiting options and increasing costs.  

 
The review panel considers that the risks associated with the age distribution in research groups is most 
challenging for small teams, and is least problematic in WPR teams that are integrated with WU 
counterparts. Solutions may therefore in some cases be found by merging / integrating groups within 
PSG.  
 
In addition to age, gender and cultural diversity can greatly support output, acquisition power and a 
healthy corporate culture. 

Recommendations  
• WPR and business unit management to give maximum priority to staff demography with special focus 

on age distribution next to gender and cultural diversity and make investments to that effect even 
when this challenges the short term financial outcome of operations. 

• Actively give young/new researchers possibilities to also connect with society/companies and to build 
new networks for development of future programs. 

• Explore opportunities to involve selected senior staff in BSc/MSC teaching, now that student numbers 
increase. This could create some space for WPR groups to hire younger research staff. 

3.1.3 Knowledge base 

Despite the budget cuts in plant research before the period that is currently under review, the Plant 
Sciences Groups remains a large and visible part of WUR. It is important to note that in addition to the 
ongoing reductions in government funding that the flexibility in the use of such funds has dramatically 
changed. In the early 1990s, institutes had a fair amount of freedom within research programmes. In 
addition, explicit ‘Strategic Expertise Development’ funds were available with significant freedom to use 
them to pursue strategic directions. Subsequent policy changes created an important direct influence of 
the ministry (of agriculture) at the programme and even the project level in the so-called policy support 
(BO) programmes. Separate from BO, ‘knowledge base’ (KB) funds were supplied in order for institutes 
to strategically prepare for the future. However, the institute’s freedom to decide on the use of these 
funds gradually diminished. A dramatic policy change just before the review period created the ‘top-
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sectors’ which moved a major part of the direction of the use of government funds to public-private 
partnerships. This fairly quick transfer of the focus of decision power from institute to ministry and to 
(largely) private partners asked a lot of the flexibility of the research organisation. Even though WPR is 
thematically well positioned in the top-sector themes, the top sector policy went hand-in-hand with 
budget cuts in public investments in research. Possibly an even more important effect is the 
disappearance of possibilities to use government funds strategically since almost all of the KB funds were 
transferred to the top sector mechanism.  
 
After several years of operating in the top sector policies it is now becoming very clear that WPR is not 
able to strategically invest in new research developments through government funding. A logical 
response is to create such ‘free’ funds from private contracts. However, this would require a substantial 
increase in the cost of projects, which carries the risk of partners focusing more on other (international) 
knowledge suppliers, as WPR is considered to already have tariffs that are relatively high. 
 
A more logical approach would be that government re-examines its policies towards maintaining a solid 
knowledge infrastructure in the country. For this reason, the OECD recommends to have a significant 
share of block funds next to the provision of funds through competitive mechanisms. Especially in 
innovation-strong economies it is essential that the knowledge infrastructure can continue to support the 
ever-innovating economic sectors. The top-sector approach, very relevant for WPR, is useful to promote 
public-private partnerships in research but does not support the further development of research 
organisations.  
 
Also the near disappearance of BO-funding carries an increasing risk, but this time for the government 
itself with respect to the capacity of WPR to effectively respond to policy questions that require a 
scientific foundation. The ‘Thin Ice’ analysis, which was presented in 2016, indicates that in particular in 
the area of plant health and phytosanitary policies this capacity is under pressure. Funding streams that 
are geared towards maintaining a sufficiently solid knowledge base in areas of direct (e.g. plant health, 
genetic resources, biobased transitions) and indirect (e.g. all aspects of sustainability of production 
systems and health) policy support are in the interest of policy development itself. 

Recommendation 
• Government to urgently reconsider investments in the research infrastructure through basic (block) 

funding for strategic expertise development as proposed by OECD, i.e. for WPR to respond and 
contribute to future scientific developments.  

• Government to carefully consider its own research needs for policy support and taking responsibility for 
maintaining research capacity in strategic areas, where private investment cannot be sufficiently 
expected. 

3.1.4 Investment strategy 

The availability of up-to-date research facilities is key to a successful research organisation. WPR 
particularly needs to keep up with the ever-improving omics-equipment (from genomics through to 
metabolomics and phenomics), but also with the developments in greenhouse technology and novel 
(vertical) growing systems.  
 
Significant investments are made at the WUR level through the so-called CAT facilities that can be used 
at cost basis. However, business units also must invest themselves significantly, for example in new 
greenhouses. On the other hand, business units also must invest in staff, either in increasing the fit of 
their human resource base to changing needs, or to manage sufficient overlap in order to hand over 
projects and networks. 
 
During its brief site visit the review panel has not obtained a full picture of the decision making processes 
regarding investments, but wonders whether central decisions in equipment investments combined with 
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more local decisions in staff investment carry the risk of making the former slightly too ‘easy’ for the 
user, which might lead to somewhat less focus on the high-priority staff issues (see 3.1.2).  

Recommendation 
• WPR management to review the effects of current processes for investment decision-making 

processes. 

3.1.5 WPR in One-Wageningen 

WUR was created among others to close the knowledge chain from fundamental to applied (and back), to 
increase the critical mass for each discipline, and to remove impediments to interdisciplinary research. A 
lot has been achieved in the past 20 years but limitations still exist. The Wageningen Campus is 
instrumental in bringing the WR-institutes and the University closer together. WPR has a wide range of 
experiences in temporary and structural collaborative mechanisms. University groups of Plant Breeding 
and Mathematical Statistics have almost fully merged with their counterparts in WPR without losing 
either the academic or the market orientations that identify the different units. In other groups some 
involvement by WPR in education, often in the form of professorships of senior WPR researchers, and 
collaboration with other science groups was reported (notably FBR and WER). Still, combining university, 
WR and research station groups in Science Groups is not complete and the structure of such (vertical) 
groups may have created additional challenges for cooperating horizontally. Furthermore, the increasing 
focus on markets may also not maximally support cooperation between groups, i.e. when managers may 
prefer to employ their own staff instead of a potentially better one in another part of the organisation.  
 
The review panel wants to highlight the importance of One-Wageningen both as a general concept, but 
also that further steps in cooperation can significantly contribute to solving the observed limitations in 
critical mass, staff demography and further improve output quality and customer satisfaction. 

Recommendation 
• Given the diversity of experiences, opportunities can now be investigated to the further removal 

impediments and support collaborative arrangements wherever possible, either structural or in more 
temporary, flexible teams. This likely requires adaptation of administrative procedures and also 
mechanisms to review managers.  

 
More specific recommendations in this area will be given in the sections that deal with the business units. 

3.1.6 Market development 

WPR as a whole is quite proactive in approaching the various markets. The client satisfaction report 
indicates a good level of customer satisfaction with some critical comments from the field with respect to 
fees and communication. One comment on that report is that WPR itself has determined which clients to 
include in the analysis which could be argued is a methodological flaw.  
 
The continuously declining funding from the Ministry of Economic Affairs and the Produce Boards has 
triggered some creative initiatives towards various markets. The creation of the “Club of 100” is an 
interesting concept of connecting with companies. It remains to be seen though what the outcome will be 
of their assessment of their return on these investments after a few years. Initiatives to support the 
creation of smaller or larger collectives in the primary production sectors (e.g. per crop or through the 
‘Branch Organisations’) are commendable. However, creativity will continue to be needed in the coming 
years as well to maintain stakeholders’ interest in these initiatives. 
 
In the market approach, it struck the review panel that very few BU spokespersons mentioned 
competition. It may be inherent in the mind of a scientist to find research groups that are at least as 
good as them as interesting potentials for collaboration, but a business approach to research markets 
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requires a careful analysis of competition, particularly with companies shopping world-wide for 
knowledge. Also, in some cases some arrogance could be observed with regard to emerging competitors 
on the applied knowledge side with respect to their scientific quality. In the end, it is the quality and 
service that the customer wants, which is steering their investment.  
 
Also the public sector can be seen as a market. Compared with comparable organisations, WPR (and 
WUR) do not spend much on representation and lobbying. At the national level, this is mainly done by 
the top management, which on the one hand suits a serious research organisation, but it results in a 
limited permanent presence in The Hague and Brussels. Also the top-teams have not been able to secure 
an increase in funds to plant science. Some positive signs are visible with the new cabinet intending to 
invest more in research, with a new focus on technical fields and to societal goals that WPR can 
contribute to, but especially now a significant effort is needed to direct enough of these plans to the plant 
sciences.  

Recommendations 
• Novel ways to ‘bind’ companies and organisations to WPR need to be vigorously explored.  
• A solid competition analysis should be included in any future market assessment. 
• Review, together with WUR, the intensity and organisation of (international) lobbying. 
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3.2 Quality of the organisation 

WPR and its business units cover a wide range of activities which cannot be assessed simply by the 
outcome of the bibliographic analysis. Publication in refereed journals is not necessarily the first output 
for assessing quality in applied research. Clients that return to WPR for their projects and actual use of 
the results are better quality measures at that level. Participating and taking up a leading role in 
networks of peers at home and abroad is also a sign of quality. 
 
Another limitation of the bibliographic analysis is to determine what “good” looks like. WPR should not 
want to compare itself to the global average where the quantity of papers, including from emerging 
economies like India and China is skyrocketing. Still, the output of business units like Biometris, 
Bioscience, Plant Breeding and Biointeractions are commendable even though in some cases these may 
depend on some papers that are highly cited.  
 
A wide range of other outputs was reported, including technical and information brochures and field 
days. 
 
Publication in important journals is not only important for the scientific status of the institute; it also 
contributes to increasing private sector interest. It is therefore important to keep publication rates and 
quality high, even though more projects than in the past require confidentiality. Connecting more to PhD 
projects and other collaborations with the university may help with this. For applied researchers, 
similarly, collaborating with WPR scientists in business units that are more geared to writing good 
publications can be a good strategy. 

Recommendations 
• Continue the very good publishing record (!) even where time needs to be spent on acquisition and 

some contracts may reduce opportunities. Distribution of tasks within teams may be useful. 
• Consider publication output when establishing project teams (e.g. including Wageningen-based 

researchers in applied research projects), including PhD projects. 
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3.3 Societal and economic impact of the organisation 

From a retrospective standpoint, WPR’s impact appears to be good. Several significant results have been 
reported over the period; WPR has been visible in societal debates (e.g. concerning the latest breeding 
methods) and has attracted many participants in field days, which is proof that participants expect useful 
insights. Furthermore, the fact that WPR staff participate in important government-led review panels is a 
sign of a good reputation and this impact. 
 
The good connection with industry and primary producers is important since these partners multiply the 
impact of research through their own R&D and commercial activities. The same applies to international 
development projects through which Dutch (WPR) knowledge is multiplied through its adaptation with 
local stakeholders. Looking ahead, however, the review panel identifies some risks for WPR towards its 
linkages with farmers now that various applied research providers are emerging.  
 
WPR contributes significantly to the reputation of WUR. WPR can be considered a trustworthy 
organisation providing access to innovative solutions and good science. Also, the customer satisfaction 
analysis shows that the impact of WPR on its clients is positive, which is also reflected in the fact that 
some of the teams have longstanding research relationships with companies. 
 
It is not easy to define an explicit strategy to produce, analyse and quantify impact in a broad institute 
like WPR. Still making this explicit in a formal methodology could help position WPR more strongly 
towards government and society. Assessing success stories in case studies, identifying outcomes in 
terms such as jobs created, reduced pressure on environment, new policy insights introduced may be 
approaches.  

Recommendation 
• Consider developing a more explicit strategy to produce and measure impact. 
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3.4 Viability of the organisation 

WPR has a long history of excellence both in scientific terms as well as in impact on commercial sectors’ 
development in the Netherlands (e.g. breeding and seed technology sector) and society at large. Past 
funding challenges resulting in significant reductions in staff have been excellently managed with the 
result that WPR remained a solid and well-respected institute. All this leads to the conclusion that WPR 
and its staff can be proud to be part of this institute and that WPR can look to the future with some 
confidence. However, there are some significant challenges and some insufficiently tapped opportunities. 
 
The two main challenges have been described in more detail above: staff demography and ‘funding the 
future’, i.e. pursue opportunities to strategically develop expertise to position WPR in future technical and 
societal developments. Opportunities lie, amongst others in an intensified collaboration with WU and 
WPR-partners, in developing an even more flexible workforce by redefining boundaries in WUR with the 
aim of removing structural bottlenecks for collaboration and by intensifying strategic collaboration with 
clients, both in the private and public sectors.  
 
The review panel considers staff demography a key element of the viability of WPR. Ageing population; 
lack of mid-career staff that could secure succession in management and thus continuity in-house; lack 
of PhDs and postdocs in many groups that thus forego opportunities to introduce radically new insights in 
science developments; and also, that an enormous resource is apparently untapped, given the skewed 
gender balance. It is not that management has failed to identify staff demography as a major issue for 
the near future, but that sufficient solutions not yet have been found.  
 
The second major bottleneck for a healthy future is the lack of strategic funds to explore new 
developments. This creates a risk for all clients, including government, as the thin-ice report indicates. 
The ability to respond to future needs is to a large extent a public responsibility. Some public challenges, 
e.g. relating to ecologically sound production, creating new systems for biomass production, adaptation 
to climate change and the transition towards the bio-economy may – with time - also create 
opportunities for economic sectors. But one cannot expect the private sector to invest in research in 
these directions that has very long horizons of application. However, WPR cannot wait for government to 
review its policies towards block funding. It must be very strategic in prioritising in what areas WUR 
wants to be at the forefront of.  
 
WPR’s presence in society is very visible, which translates into increased public interest, increasing 
numbers of students with the counterparts at WU. At the same time, the organisation has generated a 
high level of respect internationally. Novel ways of creating strategic partnerships with industry (Club of 
100; the start-up initiatives at Campus) and with research partners (e.g. with Delft and MIT on 
‘metropolitan solutions’) positively contribute to the viability of WPR.  
 
Finally, the review panel is impressed by the management of WPR, i.e. the general director and the 
business unit managers (BM) we have met. At the BM level, many changes have been made in recent 
years which contribute to the energy-levels experienced by the review panel. The self-evaluation and 
especially the SWOT analyses show a high level of both pride and awareness of realities that the 
business units must deal with. 

Recommendation 
• Investment in resolving the ageing problem is key. It will jeopardise the financial health of the 

organisation; the review panel fears that the cliff that is approaching will hurt the organisation 
considerably if nothings happens in the short term. ‘Soft’ measures, such as much closer linkages with 
the university in groups like Biointeractions, and between ‘Wageningen’ and outpost groups like in 
Agro-systems and AGV, and Bulbs and Bleiswijk/Lelystad should also be explored with urgency. Such 
measures could also reduce effects of a reduced critical mass in some research areas.  
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• The government is urged to review its policies towards maintaining a knowledge infrastructure in areas 
that are important both for direct policy support (e.g. plant health and quarantine organisms) and for 
creating a basis for future development of the Dutch knowledge economy. 

• Independent from the urgency of the recommendation for block funding, WUR doesn’t have the luxury 
to wait for government decisions concerning funding, and needs to carefully identify which 
developments it wishes to be at the forefront of. 
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4 Performance of the Business units 

4.1 Agrosystems 

The BU is working to raise the productivity of agriculture in a sustainable and socially acceptable 
manner; to increase the resilience of systems; and to deliver food, feed, fuel, fiber under current and 
future climate and resource availability conditions. These are important objectives and the diversity of 
their scope might be seen as a strength but given the limitation of resources and funding it is a potential 
weakness.  

Quality (score 3) 
The bibliometric indicators for the period show a good performance with a RI of 1.79, although this is 
somewhat under the WPR average. However, this may be due the wide range of themes they cover with 
relatively few staff. Despite the reduction in staff over the last years the research output remains on a 
good level. Scientific quality of staff seems to be good. 

Recommendations 
• When focus and critical mass have been improved (see viability) it can be expected that also scientific 

visibility will improve. 

Impact (score 3-4) 
The research areas and the projects within Agrosystems cover activities which have great potential to 
make significant societal impact, for example, the issues of climate impact, spray reduction, health care 
costs etc. Many of these have potential to generate impact at the international as well as at a national 
level. However the broad range of targets addressed by the BU dilutes their impact. 
 
Their role in the development of Akkerweb is an example that demonstrates that BU has the potential to 
provide real economic impact at the farm level given the deployment of sufficient focused resources. The 
extent of that impact is however currently constrained by the limited resources that can be invested in 
each area of their portfolio and to capture the created added value. 

Recommendations 
• The BU should focus on areas of greatest impact on Dutch society and in doing so improve their market 

visibility. 
• Improve their marketing communication to make their potential for economic impact more visible to 

Dutch companies. 

Viability (score 2-3) 
The BU is – even after a decline in turnover of 33 % and of staff 20 % - working very hard and 
enthusiastically on a broad number of issues. The range of research themes varies from Innovative 
Sustainable Agricultural, Crop protection and Environment, Soil to Fertilization and Environment and 
finally Land Use and Food security. This diversity inevitable leads to a lack of sufficient capacity in any 
many of these areas. There is a need for more focus to be competitive in the market with choice of scope 
based on market potential and complementarity with other business units. The review panel considers 
their scope too wide. In addition, there is overlap in target markets with other BU’s and within WPR this 
needs to be resolved.  
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As with other BUs the age distribution shows that more than 75 % of the staff is older than 50 years. The 
attraction off younger staff will be an important issue for their future viability, but this issue should be 
addressed through an appropriate planning framework on the level of the institute. 

Recommendations 
• First of all a realistic assessment should be made as to whether it would be wise to reposition this 

group by a merger with (one of the) other business units to increase the critical mass and resilience of 
the thematic areas that are of great importance to WPR. 

• The business unit needs to develop a clear business plans which identifies the key areas (and a limited 
set of USP’s) that have the greatest potential for future activities. The plan should be based on a 
thorough analysis of competitors in both national and international markets. In this analysis 
overlapping activities with other BUs should be addressed. 

• A key part of this plan should be a careful assessment of the workforce that is needed to make future 
activities cost-effective. For example what added value would be extremely useful in precision 
agriculture and is the right expertise for this available with the current staff complement. 
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4.2 Arable and Vegetable Research (PAGV) 

This BU directs its efforts to contribute to an economically viable and environmentally and socially 
responsible arable crop and field vegetable sector. The BU is well connected to the agricultural 
community and other stakeholders. Its five main research facilities are spread over the country.  

Quality (score 3-4) 
AGV shows a high level of well perceived research. The visibility via publications can be improved and 
there are certainly publication opportunities. At this stage, the focus is on executing contract research. 
The quality of research is stable and at a high level. 
 
The mix of multi-stakeholder and bilateral research is creating the right balance. In general, the assets in 
the form of facilities are at a good level except for the storage facilities at Nagele in the Noordoost 
Polder. 

Recommendations 
• Align with other research group and share results for developing joint publications. This can be further 

increased by training PhD students in collaboration with the counterparts in WUR and/or WPR. 
• Improve links within WUR to have at an early stage access to innovative knowledge and apply that for 

the clients. 
• Renew the storage capabilities up to a future level and ensure that assets are maintained at 

competitive level.  

Impact (score 4) 
International outreach (example SEVIA) on available expertise is showing good success and can be 
extended further. There is substantial added value for the customers, created by executing high level 
research and reporting, including positioning and advise on products within the IPM (pesticide testing) 
and fertilizers areas. Especially IPM research is very relevant for long term durable production options. 
Testing of varieties and other inputs is quite straight forward implementation of protocols without much 
scientific challenges. This sector is under continuous pressure from competitors with cheaper offers. It 
does provide however useful contacts with companies. 
 
There appears to be a good mix of multi-stakeholder and private research to tackle complex issues as for 
example soil quality. The client satisfaction is good and there is evidence of effective knowledge transfer 
based on dedicated advise directly focused on the client. 

Recommendations 
• Develop more international programmes following the SEVIA model and based on available broad 

experience to create more international impact. European options should be studied.  

Viability (score 3-4) 
PAGV is well known via direct contact with end-users via field days etc. The management is showing 
strong leadership and has a structured approach with clear responsibilities close to the customers and 
down to earth. The research is perceived as independent and solid. This trust is an important asset and 
should not be underestimated. It Important to mitigate risk of image damage. Long term research 
capabilities are available, but in view of rapid changing world this approach must be evaluated annually. 
The international network looks fine. 
 
The competition (e.g. Botany, Proeftuin Zwaagdijk and others) is focussing on parts of the AGV-
segments from a niche perspective but this can change quickly when this competition become more 
mature. 
 
The project portfolio is solid on the short term and there are good possibilities to attract young people. 
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Recommendations 
• Develop action plan to become independent of government funding. 
 Analyse competition landscape (national and international) and identify business opportunities with 

focus on one stop shop solutions both for large and SME customers. 
 Review focus of long year experimental approaches on the interest from scientific and customer view. 

This review should be done with other BU’s. 
 Develop added value concepts for variety testing and increase offerings for fertilization, IPM and 

precision agriculture. Maintain quality and develop additional benefits in proposition. 
 Develop business plan for the open field vegetable market. Although the home market (in the 

Netherlands) is declining there could be good opportunities just over the border in Germany. UK and 
North of France might be options as well. With the current expertise there might be potential that 
could be explored. 

• Strengthen connections or even merge with Agrosystems research. 
• Apply dedicated marketing communication to end user customers (primary producers) to create market 

pull. 
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4.3 Biointeractions & Plant Health (BIOINT) 

BIOINT are a team involved in IPM research ranging from diagnostics to management to phytosanitary 
and food safety issues and bee health. They rely heavily on a highly skilled group of scientists that have 
mature networks across the organisation and into industry. A key feature of this group is the presence of 
an in house diagnostic development unit called Prime Diagnostics. This entity generates income that 
gives this group a degree of financial freedom not seen in the other groups. As such the group has been 
able to increase its size in the last 5 years and become net positive financially. Although public funding 
still provides 66% of the income, their capacity to attract private funding is good. 

Quality (score 4) 
Science quality is generally very good. This is helped through a key publication in the period on the 
banana genome and the fact that there are two highly productive researchers that have 0.2 FTE positions 
in the university.  

Recommendations 
- 

Impact (score 3-4) 
Much of BIOINTs work seems to have significant impact. The group has an internationally respected 
position. The Prime Diagnostics work is an important example of output that is highly valued. However 
much of the earnings from Prime Diagnostics are reinvested in customer servicing and the review team 
wondered whether at least a significant part of the earnings would be best used to support new science 
areas. We also wondered whether Prime Diagnostics was best placed inside the business unit or should 
be spun out. 

Recommendations: 
• We would recommend the development of a robust business plan for how to deploy the financial 

reserves of Prime Diagnostics, even considering whether to spin out the entity, while maintaining the 
ability to provide services to it. 

Viability (score 3) 
Financially the team seems highly viable, however the review panel wondered how well the plans for the 
future focus of the team were thought through. They should also consider how to be less dependent from 
government funding. Some of their ideas for future research subjects are in very crowded research areas 
including the microbiome and soil resilience, both with significant international competition. What does 
the business unit have to offer that is unique in these fields? 
 
To maintain enough critical mass across all their many research topics (entomology, virology, plant 
pathology, nematology etc.) seems an important issue for the team. They indeed have many individual 
specialists. We got the impression the team was working harder but not necessarily smarter. And that 
this might contribute to issues of work stress. Critical mass could be supplemented with more joint 
appointments across teams (we note there was one planned already) or with more connections with 
relevant university departments.  
 
To deal with the dilemma of delivering on private contracts and publishing the business unit could mold 
teams that were balanced for science deliverery and publication or again collaborate more closely with 
academics in the university.  

Recommendations 
• We urge the group to reconsider their plans for future science areas to better understand their unique 

positions in these areas given the amount of competition internationally. 
• Address their critical mass issues through more joint appointment across teams or with more university 

connectivity. 
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4.4 Biometris 

Biometris is one of only two BU that spans both WU and WPR with the majority of the staff located in the 
university sector. This appears to be an extremely successful arrangement with the university sector 
providing the capacity to develop and explore novel approaches in response to concepts and 
requirements that arise from many of the WPR BUs. Biometris has a clear focus on three main areas of 
activity with appropriate leadership and resources to support each. In all cases they have excellent 
interactions with the key players as appropriate in either the public or private sectors and are in a strong 
position to work on problems that are of direct relevance to most of the Business Unit in WPR as well as 
to the commercial and publicly funded Plant Science Sectors. 

Quality (score 4) 
The Biometris team in all three major focus areas have developed an extensive portfolio of publications 
in an appropriate combination of high impact and domain relevant journals. Their unique combination of 
methodology development and underpinning roles in an extensive range of plant science and 
environmental contexts ensures that they are able to have publication outputs that span the range from 
methodological development in appropriate statistical or mathematical domain journals to co-authoring 
genetics, plant science or environmental publications. 
 
In addition, the team have both national and international reputations for the delivery of appropriate and 
mathematical solutions which has enabled them to be identified as a local and international focus for the 
provision of solutions to quantitative problems at every stage from experimental design to final analysis 
and decision support. Their current activity in working with key groups around the world to support the 
analysis of high throughput phenotype data is a particularly welcome more recent development. 

Recommendations 
• Biometris continue to work with colleagues across the plant science sector to identify and prioritize new 

areas for methodology development. 
• Biometris work with other BUs and University departments to develop an integrated approach to the 

acquisition, description, integration and maintenance of high quality experimental data which will be of 
central value to the future of WPR. 

Impact (score 4) 
The Biometris team have made good use of their critical mass to establish an enviable reputation for the 
provision of valuable solutions to challenging quantitative problems across the entire plant science 
domain. Their contributions range from the development of methods to solve quantitative problems in 
support of modern molecular plant science, genetics and breeding to environmental assessment and food 
safety. They played a role in both legal and public debates that focus on aspects of their science domain. 
In addition, by incorporating their methodology in appropriate software tools which are widely utilised 
they have substantially broadened the impact of the work and help advertise the quality of the WUR 
brand. 
 
In addition to their research and support/consultancy roles they have an extensive and well-established 
role in teaching qualitative skills within WU, in bespoke courses to the commercial sector with a 
particular focus on plant breeding and in the international development market. 

Recommendations 
• Biometris should continue to play a role in ensuring that public science debates are securely based on 

appropriate quantitative methodology.  
• To ensure the impact and to maximize the value of the Biometris skill base and novel methodologies 

either directly or through partnerships this business unit should ensure that the methods they develop 
are available for delivery through appropriate software tools or development environments and that 
plans in place to support and develop this activity. 
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Viability (score 4) 
By working as a unit which spans both the University and Plant Research Biometris has been able to both 
develop a critical mass which enables it to resource the development of novel methodology in response 
to new developments in science and help guarantee the resilience of its science base. The only major 
concern is with respect to ensuring that Biometris develops a mentoring scheme or recruitment strategy 
which underpins the leadership of its main areas of activity.  

Recommendations 
• Biometris should have a business plan in place which can provide the focus for horizon scanning for 

new opportunities for development and indicate how resources can be deployment to explore their 
viability as new foci for research and development. 

• This business unit should have a strategic plan for mentoring and developing future or if appropriate 
recruiting research leaders to complement and increase the resilience of their leadership team. 
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4.5 Bioscience 

The Bioscience BU is a large and well-focused team built around a series of key technologies which 
underpin both their own research into plant biosynthetic pathways and development and the work of 
other business units and university departments. They appear to be aware of the key technology 
developments in the molecular sciences and appear to be in good position currently in terms of the 
balance of the technology and capabilities at their disposal.  

Quality (score 4)  
The Bioscience team in all major focus areas have developed an extensive portfolio of publications in an 
appropriate combination of high profile and domain-relevant journals. However, it is not always clear to 
the panel how many of the high impact papers that are part of the group’s impressive portfolio were 
based on the bioscience business unit playing the major role in their conception and delivery. It is 
however clear that this group has a valuable combination of technology and domain knowledge which 
gives them a competitive edge over many simple commodity technology providers.  

Recommendations 
• That the BU Bioscience should continue to work with colleagues across the plant science sector to 

identify and prioritize new areas for methodology development and scope technology developments of 
potential value to the other groups within WUR. 

• That the BU Bioscience, together with other WUR groups, develops an integrated approach to the 
acquisition, description, integration and maintenance of high quality experimental data. 

Impact (score 4) 
The unit has good links with companies, projects that have developed or are on their way to developing 
economic impact and they contribute to societal debate on the use of new gene technologies. 

Recommendations 
• That the Bioscience unit should continue to seek to play a major role in new science opportunities 

which are reliant on technology development and utilize a strong publication portfolio to make them 
visible. 

• That the Bioscience unit should continue to horizon scan for new technologies and be critically aware of 
the appropriate point to invest in new equipment and/or capability. 

Viability (score 3-4) 
Bioscience has a clear vision of the scope of their activities and their priorities both in terms of the 
technologies which they need to support and develop and the focus of their own research. It is 
particularly reassuring that they do not see themselves as purely technology providers but researchers. 
Currently they are in a strong position with regard to the range and age of the equipment base which 
they operate but it should always be remembered that the rate at which much of this expensive and 
modern technology is depreciating is shortening rapidly. So both they and the organization as a whole 
need to be continually aware that much of the technology they have passes rapidly from being at the 
forefront of development to becoming a consumer product readily sourced from a wide variety of large 
scale providers at very competitive prices.  
 
This means that though there is competitive value in being at the cutting edge of technology the costs of 
this continual development may not always be easily recovered especially as many of the benefits may 
be of primary value to other business units. Together with technology the management of the resulting 
data will increasingly be an important issue. 
 
Despite the major challenges they face in resourcing state of the art technologies, this business unit has 
been up to now extremely successfully in developing and maintaining its position close to the leading 
edge with an appropriate plant science focus of its technology base. WPR and the University Departments 
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should be continually aware that this position is a costly one and it may be unfair to expect the unit to 
always fully bear the cost of maintaining this position. The viability score reflects the issues around this 
rather than any critical view of the team or their planning framework. 

Recommendations 
• The Bioscience team work closely with the management and other business units to scope new 

technologies and ensure that a strategic plan is in place for equipment replacement that shares 
financial burden appropriately. 

• The Bioscience team are uniquely placed to provide support in accessing the quality of outsourced 
technologies and this capability should be utilized wherever possible. 
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4.6 Centre for Genetic Resources (CGN) 

CGN largely conserves and provides plant genetic resources to the Netherlands and the world. As such 
they are making the Dutch contribution to international efforts to conserved and utilise plant genetic 
resources. They have roles in the conservation and provision of material as well as collaborating with 
research efforts in characterising and expanding the collection. They also have an important role in policy 
translation. 
 
They have the largest (and widest) distribution of vegetable genebank samples in the world, half to 
public and half to private entities; half in the Netherlands and half internationally. In addition, they are 
well networked to NGOs who are involved in maintaining heritage varieties. 

Quality (score 4) 
This is an internationally highly regarded group and the quality of their work is unquestionable. They are 
well placed in the areas of translating/supporting policy and are operationally superb. Their publication 
output is low but this is not how quality of the team should be recognised. 

Recommendations 
• Initiatives such as the recently announced collaboration to sequence the CGN lettuce collection are 

welcome and can provide a valuable route to future high impact publications. 

Impact (score 4) 
The sheer number of requests demonstrates their impact. They also have good outreach activities and 
are highly engaged in and regarded by the PGR community. This is also illustrated by their joint projects 
with Dutch NGOs (Oerakker) on ex situ conservation and as such demonstrates the importance of PGR to 
the general public. Their excellent relation with vegetable seed companies saves significant costs through 
their no-charge multiplication activities and is a sign of their quality and impact. However, this is 
currently not leading to additional funding. 

Recommendations 
• The expansion of their activities to include special collections of genetically interesting material may 

help provide a route to broadening their impact as well as an opportunity for modest income 
generation. 

Vitality (score 3) 
They are a small team with members all over 50 years of age. They obviously have succession issues 
and are attempting to deal with this through joint appointments with other groups and exploring 
employing PhD students. This is ongoing and required constant effort. There are possibilities with more 
interaction with or even merging with Plant Breeding. 
 
In the recent past this group has had financially hard times but have remedied this through increasing 
their project work through renewed efforts in acquisition. In the future they rightly see that demand for 
their services will likely increase, especially linked to the sequencing of multiple accessions of many crop 
sequences – the digital genebank. They will likely see an increase in special collections associated with 
these efforts. This will be their opportunity to grow their revenue, being part of major diversity 
sequencing projects or even making a margin of supplies these special collections to others. This should 
however not lead to extensive pre-breeding operations. Increased levels of bureaucracy and 
phytosanitary issues should be seen as both a hindrance and an opportunity. Increased inability to move 
material over borders may increase the value of the collection locally. The team has also considered 
looking at acting as a bridge for companies to access diversity in other countries using their international 
linkages. Additional revenues could also come from consultancy. However, we believe that it may be 
inevitable to consider that CGN will need to merge with another group to create critical mass, manage 
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succession and buffer the group against financial fluctuations as long as government cannot do that for 
this Statutory Tasks group. 

Recommendations 
• Extend the collaboration with PBR in PhD-projects with joint subjects. This might lead to additional 

funding for CGN and even more visibility. 
• Pursue efforts to address age imbalance and employ PhDs students. 
• Develop a robust plan for the future especially in acquisition, as well as for the succession of their 

leadership. 
• Consider merging or providing resource to buffer the group financially and manage succession provided 

this does not conflict with their statutory role. 
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4.7 Flower bulbs, Nursery stock and Fruit  

The Business unit Flower Bulbs, Nursery stock and Fruit (BBF) was formed through the merger of the 
former applied research stations for the relevant sectors. The BU has been the main knowledge centre 
for all important topics in these sectors for over 100 years. The current themes are Plant health, Quality, 
Green for health and Wellbeing and Sustainable and Innovative Cultivation. BBF is divided in three 
research teams: Fruits and Nursery Stock in Randwijk and Flower Bulbs in Lisse. In the recent years BBF 
has been confronted with dramatically decreasing public and Produce Board funding. The private sectors 
for bulbs and nursery stock have not yet been able to form new collective private funding strategies. The 
Fruit activities of BBF are showing a viable approach with support from private sources. Despite the 
efforts, funding declined 60% and the number of staff 56 % during the assessment period. The net result 
in this period was a loss of € 3,5 million. The critical mass has been lost in several disciplines. The 
research group for bulbs in Lisse will soon almost disappear following some retirements.  

Quality / Impact 
The Review panel came to the conclusion that considering the proposals for further restructuring, it is not 
appropriate to score these indicators for this BU. This does not mean that there is no appreciation of 
their work over the last 4 years. On the contrary, despite the enormous drop in funding, important 
results were produced by the fully committed staff. Especially in the Fruits department the market 
perspective is improving. Examples of projects with visible social and economic impact are: recycling 
waste, need for better working conditions, emission free production and the robot project. 

Viability  
The director general of WPR presented this BU to the review panel. The research teams are facing 
difficult conditions and work hard to produce results. Their viability depends largely on strengthening 
collaboration, increasing critical mass and improving the profile.  
 
The Fruit research activities seem viable after restructuring and the creation of new collaborative 
arrangements with NFO, CAF, FruitConsult- has a good future. This also is indicated by the increasing 
number of visitors.  
 
A recent plan that was verbally presented to the review panel to organizationally integrate fruit research 
with the Arable and Vegetable Research group is supported by the review panel.  
 
For the Lisse location for bulbs the review panel sees no future. It is advised to place the remaining staff 
in Bleiswijk or Lelystad and secure their presence in the bulb growing regions through network meetings 
etc. so that these sectors can thus be serviced by virtual teams of specialists based in different parts of 
WPR. 

Recommendations 
• The Review panel concurs with proposed reorganisation of BBF: integration of Fruit research in the 

PAGV while keeping the location Randwijk open, and integration of bulb flower production research (f.e 
Lily production and forced tulip flowers) in BU-Greenhouse Horticulture. 

• However, the applied research work on production systems of field grown flower bulbs needs a clear 
positioning and it is suggested to do that in PAVG. 

• For the Nursery Stock – given the lack of private funding – the only solution for WPR to stay visible is 
having one researcher operating as contact point for this sector who can activate specialists of WPR 
where necessary. Research can then possibly be combined with comparable topics in other sectors. 

• The Fruit Research Group should make a market analysis of opportunities for its services in countries 
like Germany and Belgium and intensify cooperation. 

• For all sectors in this group, creative initiatives to create sizeable collective funding is required. 
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4.8 Greenhouse Horticulture  

The Business Unit Greenhouse Horticulture is located in both Bleiswijk (2/3) and Wageningen (1/3). Their 
mission is to initiate innovations in greenhouses and cultivation of crops in greenhouses. Key themes in 
their programs are climate/energy, sustainable crop production, water/nutrient efficiency, advanced 
cropping systems/automation and added value crops/products. The business unit has been successful the 
last 5 years both financially (positive net result) and in terms of changing to an organisation less 
dependent on previous funding by the Dutch commodity board for horticulture. A good location with state 
of the art greenhouses and other facilities is crucial for the unit to keep its position as an outstanding 
applied research station. Although high costs are related to that, the management finds it crucial to keep 
continuous renewal of facilities as an important strategy. They try to cooperate with greenhouse 
constructors/ technical companies to realise that. The philosophy is also that because of the historically 
strong position of the Netherlands worldwide in greenhouse cultivation this is an absolute must.  

Quality (score 4)  
In our opinion the unit is offering excellent quality (applied) research for the professional sectors that are 
at the global forefront of developments. Although the total staff number has decreased by some 30 %, 
the research output including publications in scientific journals and professional magazines and the 
number of visitors/meetings has increased. 
 
The unit is very successful in demonstrating new systems, heating/lighting technology, biological control 
and plant physiology. The group really attracts a lot of national but especially international visitors.  

Recommendation 
• Although the quality of research is perceived as excellent in a few projects due to lack of qualified 

technicians and overoptimistic budgeting milestones were not met. Attention to this is recommended 
because this can easily lead to image damage especially if there is no flexibility to repair this due to 
budget constraints. 

Impact (score 4)  
The group has been quite successful in realising possibilities for growers to save energy in newly 
designed greenhouses, in water efficiency, introducing the standing army concept in practise and new 
crops/ cropping systems. The business strategy is focused on building relations with top growers, 
international projects, and close connection with Wageningen Robotics. 
 
To build new connections with the industry the unit has created the so called “Club of 100”. This is a 
group with (leading) suppliers to participate both in program setting/prioritizing and in co funding PPPs. 
This club also offers close contacts for discussing new research directions. The business unit developed 
new relations with competitors/colleagues in applied research that carrying out mainly practical test 
programs, and concentrates itself on higher levels of integrated research. The Bleiswijk-based group 
benefits from the quality image of WUR. 
 
In our opinion the group is doing very well on disseminating results. An active role is played in both 
professional and public debate on sustainable horticulture including reduced use of energy, water and 
nutrients. The programme on ‘Greenhouse as an Energy Source’ is a very good example. The unit and its 
work are very visible in the sector and beyond. 

Recommendation 
- 
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Viability (score 3) 
The review panel appreciates the change the unit has made over the years and how it coped reducing 
public funding without becoming defensive or going into a victim role. Their position in the rapidly 
expanding global development of protected cultivation offers potential for the future. There is an active 
strategy to build new relations with (possible) financiers internationally. The decreasing public funding 
(which still is around 65%) is a point of concern, also in relation to possibilities to maintain and upgrade 
the expensive facilities and further development of the knowledge base.  
 
Integrating facilities with those for other protected cultivation crops (e.g. bulbs, perennials, container 
plants) may relieve some of the pressure. Some challenges created by different administrative systems 
and in some cases cultural differences (way of working) between business units of Wageningen Plant 
Research, the chair groups and other science groups reduce interest in intensifying new connections with 
other science groups/university. The connection with the business sector is good but should not slow 
down investments in radically new developments such as vertical farming.  
 
All in all this gives confidence in the capacity to remain a strong unit within WPR in the future. 

Recommendations 
• The already international orientation can be further strengthened, especially if participation in bigger 

projects can take place.  
• Keep up with developments in growing crops in climate cells, urban and vertical farming, Greenhouse 

Horticulture has important knowledge base and should not become a follower. A lot of practical 
research will be needed to include other crops than only herbs and leafy vegetables. 

• It is advised to look at even a stronger connection with other business units of WPR. 
• The choice of building new relation with applied research companies is a wise strategy and an example 

for some other units. 
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4.9 Plant Breeding  

The business unit Plant Breeding is a merger between the relevant departments from the WU and WR 
undertaken in 2005. Both sections were focused on the same markets and customers so synergies could 
be created which are clearly visible over the underlying review period. Although it is not a full merger 
with all staff appointed under one legal entity, the combined group are collocated and act as one.  

Quality (score 4) 
The unit presents itself to the market more as a university department than a research institute. The 
bibliometric results are excellent and a substantial part of the department is directed towards PhD-
training. The basic principle is that everything will be published. Under PPS-rules there is a lead period of 
six months and in limited situations there is no publication. Many projects are executed by Masters and 
PhD students (all under confidentiality agreements). The fact that long term collaborations exist with 
companies can also be seen as a proof of quality. 

Recommendations 
• Consider working more closely with Unifarm to ensure its financial viability. This recommendation has 

to be addressed also at the WPR level. 
• Have a pro-active position in data management discussions within WUR. 
• Ensure that the solid position in bibliometrics and PhD-training is maintained. 

Impact (score 4) 
This BU has a highly influential position. The research is directed towards a range of crops (quinoa, 
potato and apple) and the BU is well linked with breeding companies (breeding projects, education, 
personnel) that multiply the initial impact of research. 

Recommendations 
• This group is highly active in communicating with the public on issues of new gene technologies, 

however it should be ensured that these efforts are coordinated across WUR and with partners outside 
WUR to maximise impact.  

Viability (score 4) 
The team has a good critical mass and many oncoming students and postdocs. Because it is not a full 
merger it has to deal with two contracts per project and different administrative systems. However, this 
seems to be handled without any real issues.  
 
There is a clear strategy and prospects and due to strategic decision in other countries (MPI-potato), 
their customer base has been extended. 
 
Income from licencing covers the breeding costs for few crops and the rest is used for fundamental 
research. The genetic material is used in a range of projects. As an exception in WPR this BU is able to 
attract international government funds. This is not a strategic choice but part of the project deals and as 
such not a structural way to attract funding. It is important to mitigate these risks because in certain 
countries government rules can change during execution of the project. There are good links with other 
BUs such as Biometris (testing models, setting up projects), Agrosystems (breeding in relation to 
cultivation systems) and CGN.  

Recommendation 
• In order the keep the knowledge base at a competitive level, to extend business development and to 

keep their strategic position, a minimum of 20-30% base funding without attached strings is required. 
This recommendation is supported by independent recommendations of OECD. This recommendation is 
valid in respect to all BU’s but is stressed here particularly because even this relatively stable 
department is suffering under the lack of base funding. 
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Appendix 1 Terms of reference 

Key-criteria and sub-criteria.  
 
 
Key criteria Elements to be considered / Sub criteria 

 
Especially directed towards the past 

 
 
Quality  
 
This criterion reflects the research quality  
• as it is perceived in the professional eyes 

of its peers and competitors (scientific 
quality). 

• as it is appreciated by clients for 
usefulness and reliability.  

 
 

 
• Scientific quality 
• Output  
• Knowledge / experience / training 
• Esteem / authority / visibility 
 
• Strategic choices / targets 
• Position / share in Topsector- and EU-research 

programmes and other renown competitive research 
programmes 

• Client satisfaction  
• Collaborations that add synergy / critical mass 
• Acquisition strength as appears from e.g. portfolio 
• Case studies that indicate the research strength 
 

 
Societal and economic impact  
 
This criterion reflects the institute’s impact  
• as it appears form the knowledge 

utilisation by users. The evaluation is 
based on information about knowledge 
utilisation by various user groups (client 
questionnaires or interviews / surveys 
about knowledge utilisation. 

• as it is appearing from the efforts to 
promote knowledge utilisation by users. 
The evaluation is based on information 
about the actions that the TO2 institution 
undertakes to promote the utilisation of 
research results. The question about 
impact thus becomes a question about 
how the TO2 institution connects with 
which stakeholders. This concerns e.g. 
the organisation of demand-driven 
research for stakeholders, performing 
research in partnership with users, 
helping users to utilise the research 
results, etc. 

 

 
• Strategic relevance of research for  
 Government (contribution to national policy / 

Topsectors) 
 Private industry  
 Economy (contribution to innovation agenda’s 

etc.) 
 Public in general (contribution to social theme’s in 

the national policy) 
• Customer orientation / knowledge utilisation 
• Role in public debate / opinion / agenda setting 
• (Inter)national visibility (EU-, Topsector- 

programmes etc.) 
• Successes in economic value creation through  
 new business cases and start-ups 
 Intellectual property 

• Visibility in Steering committees / media 
• Volume and ratios of money flow 
• Customer relations in public and private arena 
• Collaborations with prominent knowledge 

institutions 
• Case studies (narratives) that support these 

indicators 
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Especially directed towards the future 

 
 
Viability of the organisation 
 
This criterion reflects the attractiveness of 
the institute’s activities towards its 
stakeholders and the feasibility of their 
strategic plans and business plans. It gives 
an indication of its competitive strength, the 
robustness of the group and its continuity. 
 
It also reflects the institute’s abilities to 
operate in an efficient and effective way, 
supported by its management, leadership 
and skills of its employees. 
 
N.B. The market is a broad window that 
includes the total of customers. It includes 
the industrial clients but also governmental 
clients, NGO’s and in some cases the general 
public 
  

 
• Customer appreciation (in the past and expectations 

towards the future) 
• Strategic plan and marketing strategy (focus on 

needs of industry and general public) 
• Competitiveness 
• Strategic investments (strategic expertise (KB)  
• Innovative strength (through examples) 
• Order portfolio analysis / analysis of market 

segments / successes in Topsector-, EU-calls, 
bilateral contracts 

• Attention for critical mass and synergy 
• Collaboration (internal / external) especially with 

the counterparts within WUR 
• Quality of the SWOT (focus on portfolio, staff, 

facilities, business model / finances) 
 
• Organisation structure 
• Leadership 
• Skilled project-/programme-leaders 
• Human resource management, recruiting and 

retaining good personnel  
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Appendix 2  Weighing the assessment 
results 

The Committee has rated the performances for all main criteria on a four-point scale as denoted in the 
table below.  
 
 
Score 1 2 3 4 

 
 Unsatisfactory Satisfactory Good  Very good 

 
Quality The group’s 

research has clear 
weaknesses and 
is insufficiently 
appreciated by its 
stakeholders. 
 

The group’s 
research shows 
some weaknesses 
but is generally of 
good quality. The 
research is 
respected by most 
stakeholders. 
 

The group conducts 
good and respected 
research for its 
stakeholders. 
. 

The group conducts 
very good and highly 
respected research for 
its stakeholders. 
Its research is 
extremely good and 
world-wide respected.  
 

  
Impact The group is 

insufficient 
connected to its 
stakeholders. Also 
the utilisation of 
its research 
products is 
insufficient. The 
strategic 
importance for 
the economy (or 
policy making / 
agenda setting) is 
minimal. 
 

The group has good 
connections to 
stakeholders in 
general but falls 
short on some 
aspects. Also the 
utilisation of its 
research products 
is generally good 
but falls short at 
certain places. The 
strategic 
importance of this 
knowledge 
utilisation for the 
Dutch and 
European economy 
and/or resolution of 
societal challenges 
is generally 
substantial, but not 
in all respects. 

The group has good 
and substantial 
connections with its 
stakeholders. Its 
research us used by 
its stakeholders. The 
utilisation of its 
research products is 
of strategic influence 
on the economy (or 
policy making / 
agenda setting) in 
the Netherlands and 
Europe and / or is of 
great use for 
challenges that 
society has to face 
nowadays.  

The group has very 
strong structural 
connections to 
stakeholder groups. Its 
research products are 
used on a large scale. 
The utilisation of the 
research products are 
of great strategic 
importance for the 
economy (or policy 
making / agenda 
setting) in the 
Netherlands and 
Europe and / or is of 
great use for 
challenges that society 
has to face nowadays.  
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Score 1 2 3 4 
 

 Unsatisfactory Satisfactory Good  Very good 
 

Viability Group with 
significant 
weaknesses. Not 
well positioned 
and insufficiently 
equipped for the 
future. The 
strategy has clear 
deficiencies. 
Problem might be 
of internal 
(strategy, 
expertise) or 
external (market 
related) origin.  
Group is facing 
problems, caused 
by internal 
deficiencies. 
Management is 
responding not 
adequately. 
Decisions made 
on a rather ad hoc 
basis. Significant 
improvements are 
achievable. 

The group has a 
good strategy in 
general but in 
certain parts there 
is room for 
improvement. The 
groups are 
generally well-
positioned and well-
equipped for the 
future, but shows 
some deficiencies. 
Not too innovative 
and not very 
competitive.  
In general, the 
management is 
quite obligatory and 
not too exiting. 
Prerequisites for 
achieving good 
quality and impact 
in terms of finance 
and staff and 
facilities fall short 
on certain places. 

Good group with 
strong focus and 
strategy and 
sufficient critical 
mass. Innovative and 
competitive. The 
group is well 
positioned and 
equipped for the 
future. 
The strategic plan is 
adequate and well-
thought-out. 
It hasn’t used all the 
opportunities yet and 
with a few 
adjustments its 
attractiveness will 
improve.  
Management is solid 
and stimulating. 
Nevertheless, some 
improvements might 
be worthwhile to 
consider in respect to 
finance, staff and / or 
facilities.  

Very strong group with 
strong focus and 
strategy and sufficient 
critical mass. Very 
innovative and 
competitive. The group 
is very well positioned 
and equipped for the 
future. 
Group is very 
attractive for its 
stakeholders.  
Good strong, pro-
active management. 
Decisions are correct 
and in time.  
The strategic plan is 
highly adequate and 
well-thought-out.  
Very satisfied 
employees and staff. 
Prerequisites for 
optimal performance in 
terms of finance and 
staff and facilities are 
present.  
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Appendix 3 The programme of the 
assessment 

Programme Site visit Wageningen Plant Research, October 2017  

Tuesday October 3th, 2017 
18.00 Arrival, welcome and check in of committee members at Hotel De Wageningse Berg 
19.00 Meeting Review committee / discussion preliminary findings 

Wednesday October 4th, 2017 
8:00  Welcome and introduction Review committee, Introduction review process, WUR and PSG  
by Vice president WUR Prof. Arthur Mol and General manager WPR Dr.ir. Ernst van den Ende 
10:00  Bibliometric Analysis explained by Dr.ir. Ellen Fest, WUR Library 
10:15  Coffee break and discussion Review committee  
11:00  BU Agrosystems Research 
11:45  Discussion review committee  
12:15  Lunch 
12:45  BU Arable and Vegetable Farming 
13:30  Discussion review committee 
14:00  BU Biointeractions & Plant Health  
14:45  Discussion review committee 
15:15  BU Biometris 
16:00  Discussion review committee  
16:30  Visit Unifarm and labs 
18:00  Break with snack 
18:15  Poster presentations (young) researchers 
20:00  Departure to hotel 
20:30  Dinner and exchange findings  

Thursday October 5th, 2017 
8:30  BU Greenhouse Horticulture  
9:15  Discussion review committee  
9:45  BU Bioscience Radix 
10:30  Discussion review committee 
11:00  Centre for Genetic Resources  
11:45  Discussion review committee 
12:15  Lunch Impulse with director and BU managers WPR 
13:45  BU Plant Breeding 
14:30  Discussion review committee  
15:00  Meeting with graduate schools EPS and PE&RC  
15:30  BU Flower bulbs, Nursery stock and Fruit 
16:15  Director PSG and heads HRM and Business development 
17:30  Discussion review committee  
18:00  Departure to hotel 
18:30  Dinner and exchange of findings  
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Friday October 6th, 2017 
9:00  Tour lab facilities 
9:15  Discussion and draw‐up of report 
12:00  Lunch and final questions 
12:30  Discussion and draw‐up of final report  
14:00  Presentation conclusion to Board PSG, MT and staff WPR 
15:00  Farewell drinks 
16:00  End of review 
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Appendix 4 The curricula vitae of the 
assessment review panel 

Curricula members assessment committee 

Dr.Ir. Niels Louwaars (Chairman) 
n.louwaars@plantum.nl 
 
Niels Louwaars is director of Plantum, the association of companies in the Netherlands dealing in plant 
reproductive materials. Trained as plant breeder at Wageningen University, he spent about 10 years in 
Asia and Africa working in development projects before returning to Wageningen. There he worked for 
20 years in different positions dealing with international cooperation and research. Based on that 
international experience he developed the concept of Integrated Seed Sector Development, providing 
policy space for a variety of formal and informal seed systems. His PhD dealt with the interplay of 
policies and regulatory issues related to seeds and plant genetic resources, including intellectual property 
rights, national sovereign rights on biological diversity, Farmers’ Rights, and national seed laws. During 
that period he assisted several countries and institutions like World Bank and FAO in designing their 
policies in this area. In Wageningen he was also manager of a WR-wide international programme and 
represented the WUR-organization in the CGIAR. He was also sworn in as member of the Plant Breeder’s 
Rights chamber of the district court in The Hague. Currently he represents the Netherlands seed sector 
nationally and internationally. 

Ir. Stefan van der Heijden MBA 
s.vanderheijden@royalvanzanten.com 
 
Stefan van der Heijden is a plant breeder who worked his whole career of more than 35 years in 
industry. His experience ranges from field crops, grasses and legumes, vegetables and ornamental crops. 
Besides that he has been 15 year and advisor of a pig breeding programme. In late 80-ties he was 
involved in establishing Keygene and has managed it from both programme and shareholder perspective 
for many years. He is involved in a range of projects around precision agriculture with themes as 
sensoring, fertilization and soil interactions, imaging analysis and big data analysis. 
Currently he is employed at Royal van Zanten as director R&D and member of the advisory board of a 
family owned vegetable company. In this area the focus is on developing new varieties and developing 
breeding tools for polyploid species. 
He is treasurer of Eucarpia and member of the board of TKI-TU. 

Ir. Dick Hylkema MBA 
hylkema@nao.nl 
 
Dick Hylkema studied Economy / Marketing at Wageningen University and obtained a master in business 
degree (MBA) at the Rotterdam School of Management. He started his career in 1986 as a commercial 
manager in the Division Butter at Campina. From 1990 to 1996 he worked at the Central Office of 
Horticultural Auctions (CBT), the last four years being the Director of Marketing. Until 2001 he held a 
position as Director at the Western Agriculture and Horticulture Organization (WLTO) and until 2005 he 
was manager Plant at LTO Nederland. In 2005 he pursued his career as Director at the Association for 
the Dutch Greenhouse Horticulture.  
Currently he is director of the Dutch Potato Organisation NAO. 
  

mailto:n.louwaars@plantum.nl
mailto:s.vanderheijden@royalvanzanten.com
mailto:hylkema@nao.nl
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Dr. David Marshall  
David.Marshall@hutton.ac.uk 
 
David Marshall is a Plant Geneticist and Bioinformatician with over 40 years’ experience in the 
development and deployment of tools for analysis of genetic diversity in wild and cultivated crop plant 
populations. Until recently he was Head of Informatics and Computational Sciences at the James Hutton 
Institute (JHI) in Dundee, Scotland and now works jointly between JHI and Scotland’s Rural College in 
Edinburgh (SRUC). His more recent focus has been on the discovery and utilisation of SNP variation in 
plants through the utilisation of modern high throughput sequencing and genotyping technologies. His 
group has developed an international reputation for the development of visualisation tools (including 
Tablet, Flapjack, CurlyWhirly, Helium and the Germinate 3 data warehouse) for quality control of high 
density data and the interrogation of large complex analyses. He works extensively with colleagues in 
around the world, including several CGIAR centres, on a wide range of crop species, including barley, 
wheat, cassava, Heva and potatoes. 

Prof. Richard Newcomb 
Richard.Newcomb@plantandfood.co.nz 
  
Richard Newcomb is an Evolutionary Geneticist who specialises in chemosensory science. His research 
focuses on the evolution of odour sensing in animals. His research includes work on the identification of 
genetic differences between people in their ability to detect food aromas and the isolation of receptors 
from insects that allow them to detect important odours and sex pheromones. Richard is an author on 
over 100 publications and is an inventor on five patents. He is associate editor for the Journal of 
Chemical Ecology and on the editorial boards of Insect Biochemistry and Molecular Biology and Chemical 
Senses. Currently Richard is the Chief Scientist at Plant & Food Research where he has broad 
responsibilities around science quality assurance, strategy, investment and collaboration, and is 
Professor of Evolutionary Genetics at the University of Auckland. 

Ir. John van Ruiten 
j.v.ruiten@naktuinbouw.nl 
 
John van Ruiten studied Plant Breeding at Wageningen University. 
He is working as managing director in the Netherlands horticultural sector at Naktuinbouw, the inspection 
body for horticulture. This organisation is focussing on inspections and certification of seeds and planting 
material, on DUS variety testing for granting Plant breeders rights and variety listing in the EU and the 
laboratories of the organisation offer a great number of testing possibilities for plant health, disease 
diagnosis, resistance testing and seed analysis. 
He is chairman of the plant health Committee (PPS group) in the topsector T and U.  
He is Netherlands representative in various EU standing Committees on marketing seeds and plant 
material. 
 
 

mailto:David.Marshall@hutton.ac.uk
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mailto:j.v.ruiten@naktuinbouw.nl




The mission of Wageningen U niv ersity  and Research is “ To explore the potential  
of nature to improv e the q uality  of life” . U nder the b anner Wageningen U niv ersity   
&  Research,  Wageningen U niv ersity  and the specialised research institutes of  
the Wageningen Research F oundation hav e j oined forces in contrib uting to 
inding solutions to important q uestions in the domain of healthy  food and liv ing 
env ironment. With its roughly  30 b ranches,  5 , 000 employ ees and 10, 000 students,  
Wageningen U niv ersity  &  Research is one of the leading organisations in its domain. 
The uniq ue Wageningen approach lies in its integrated approach to issues and  
the collaboration between different disciplines.
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