
FARMERS: BEWARE! 

(OF DANGEROUS WORM TOURISTS & FRIENDLY SALES REPS BEARING GIFTS!) 

Just today I was shocked and sickened to accidentally view a scathing attack on my 

ecological research (and credibility) by a mere chemist. Sorry but soil and farming are 

both ecological and no chemist is properly qualified to comment on the biotic diversity, 

relationships and multi-mutual-interactions that they are incapable of fathoming. 

Chemists cannot explain complexities of compost nor basic requirements of an 

earthworm. A test tube is no substitute for a spade. And deceptive exaggeration in 

science may buy you a few more bucks or bonus towards your retirement but does not 

validate your narrow view point. Earthworms are threatened by poisons, just like us. 

Here is her personal attack (if you cannot afford 36 minutes of precious time join 

around 20 mins in) - https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=mh7aqhls5Dw&feature=youtu.be . 

It’s also posted here - http://www.wormscience.org/ having an autobiography describing “Dr 

Jackie Stroud” as a soil chemist (not a soil ecologist!) and saying “Dr Stroud undertook 

postdoctoral training at Rothamsted Research (UK) and the University of New South Wales 

(Australia), publishing over 35 articles in soil chemistry, before returning to Rothamsted 

Research as a NERC fellow.  She is the first person to hold a NERC fellowship at Rothamsted, 

winning one of the three soil security fellowships in the country.  This fixed-term fellowship 

enabled her to develop co-participatory research approaches towards improving soil health 

with farmers as partners in research but revealed insurmountable hurdles in applied 

agricultural science. She is emigrating to Australia to take up a senior lectureship in soil 

chemistry at the University of Queensland.” (Just what they need in a time of exceptional 

ecological crisis... yet another dumb chemist). 

What “insurmountable hurdles in applied agricultural science” means is that a chemist likes to 

work in the laboratory, or maybe venture into a glasshouse, but the thought of actually doing 

nasty, dirty and uncontrollable field work is a major hurdle. Simple theory is better than reality. 

Her publications appear mostly on heavy metals in soil, mainly As or Se. So Dr Stroud was a 

professional soil chemist, then instantly but temporarily an earthworm/soil 

ecology/expert/guru, then a soil chemist again. Or, put another way, a fleeting but 

paid/bought/caught earthworm tourist... Sayonara Jackie-chan. 

Her presentation overtly intimates my study somehow misrepresented Rothamsted data 

(although this was only a fraction of my whole study that also present much original and new 

research – all validated with statistical checks). What really upset me about her presentation 

(apart from all the falsehoods and fabrications) is that she knows that I know that she knows 

my work as we did have an email exchange in 2017. She sent me some of her 2017 data (and, 

frankly, it seemed rather dodgy to me) but, as it was not published, I did not cite it (and it still 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=mh7aqhls5Dw&feature=youtu.be
http://www.wormscience.org/


isn’t publishable!). What I did do, as she was a naive novice, was to kindly advise her from my 

40 years experience as a soil ecologist and agronomist to use more conventional m2 

measurements rather than her contrived and meaningless m3 results. Seemingly she heeded 

my advice (without acknowledgment), or else her data is fake (but I would hate to think this of 

anyone aiming to be a serious and respectable scientist/chemist, regardless of how ambitious). 

Here is what she sent me by email 17th Nov., 2017... 

 

Now the report is supposedly “published” (not peered or DOIed) mebbe in December, 2017? 

(Note the many significant differences <0.05 in chemical plots, despite what she says later!). 

You don’t need a PhD to see the first two FYM plots are much higher on average than others... 

 



Her vitriolic 2019 video presentation at 20.35 mins has “m3” in all her earlier report now 

miraculously changed to m2 – just as I advised – so, as samples were only to 20 cm depth, must 

we divide by five and it’s really 10–70 worms m2 not “50–350 m3“ as she initially claimed? 

Which one is fake? Or are both sets fabricated? All this p>0.05 data really shows is inadequate 

sampling, in need of more replication, such that no serious, scientific conclusions pertain. 

  

She intimates that my research was somehow bogus as it missed her so important 2017 study, 

yet in the Rothamsted e-RA update in 2019 (that also totally ignored my earthworm 2018 

study!) also ignore hers!! http://www.era.rothamsted.ac.uk/Broadbalk/bbkearthworms. 

However, it did cite Jackie’s earlier 2018 diatribe rant in no lesser than Nature Comms - 

https://www.nature.com/articles/d41586-018-07059-9. I did read that offensive tripe but let 

that one go as it was only peripherally insulting and misinforming, the usual traps for a paid 

novice like Jackie. But not her video rant. That cannot pass as it is self-promotion by detraction.  

First off she is being dishonest (i.e. fake news) to intimate both times that I only looked at 

Broadbalk data (truly I looked at dozens of reports finding about ten others that were relevant). 

Please check and do not listen to bare faced lies – see my earthworm paper (Blakemore 2018). 

On script, Jackie makes a really, really big deal denigrating my paper stating: “The present 

report clearly proves that, from its earliest days, chemical farming as at Rothamsted is [sorry 

Jackie you have made an error as what I truly said was “has been”] detrimental to soil life and 

certainly is responsible for killing the soil.” With great drama: “I’ll leave you to read it, while I 

have a sip of water, that thousands of people have read this”. Stutteringly she makes like this is 

false and misleading by pausing and putting up a BIG SIGN saying “Belief or science?”. Then 

chemist (not ecologist) Jackie continues, after her drink of water: “but if anyone does scientific 

http://www.era.rothamsted.ac.uk/Broadbalk/bbkearthworms
https://www.nature.com/articles/d41586-018-07059-9
https://www.mdpi.com/2571-8789/2/2/33/htm


research they may find my paper published six months previously...”. Well sorry again Jackie, it 

was not published rather just a conference paper for sale for about $50. and cannot be easily 

traced or cited. If you check her face she is quite bright red and mumbling incoherently trying 

to continue her poisonous fabrications. It is really quite entertaining fiction. 

 

 

Her rather amateurish study only showed that her sampling was inadequate to determine any 

conclusive result, there seemed to be more worms in the organic plots and less in the chemical. 

But her inadequate or false study is unnecessary as proper studies had earlier conclusively 

determined that chemical farming was killing the soil life at Rothamsted (e.g. all those studies 

reported in my meta analysis - https://www.mdpi.com/2571-8789/2/2/33/htm). 

Unfortunately, or pathetically, she has picked the wrong victim for her fake indignation. Her 

real adversary (apart from the dead worms) is the earlier Rothamsted Scientist - Hubert M. 

Morris MSc. Here a real scientist (not just a chemist) has results showing that Rothamsted 

chemicals, especially Super that Lawes & GIlbert made all their money hawking, is what truly 

killed 100% of earthworms (Oligochaeta) in the charts below from 1922 and 1927! 

https://repository.rothamsted.ac.uk/item/845y8/soil-aggregate-stability-and-macrofauna-as-indicators-of-soil-health-and-sustainable-agricultural-systems
https://fertiliser-society.org/store/soil-aggregate-stability-and-macrofauna-as-indicators-of-soil-health-and-sustainable-agricultural-systems/
https://www.mdpi.com/2571-8789/2/2/33/htm


 

Morris (1922: fig. 1), about 100 yrs ago he found the earthworms in the nil control plot were 

much less than the manure plot. Similar results also found by Edwards & Lofty and by Tom 

Sizmur et al., as my paper details: they showed the chemical plots were as low as the nil. 

 

This is Morris (1927: fig. 1) clearly showing chemical treatments are certainly killing soil life; 

higher numbers are only for winged or jumping animals; plot a – nil fertilizer, b - ammonium, c 

- Superphosphate with zero earthworms!, plots d, e, f - manured with FYM and many worms. 

https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1111/j.1744-7348.1922.tb05960.x
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1111/j.1744-7348.1927.tb07025.x


So now the question now is: Which one of us is a dirty liar with false beliefs? Me, Hubert, or 

Jackie? Or maybe it’s the poor dead worms that lie? This is what venal science is. Maybe Tom, 

who Jackie says she does not work with (even though they published together and he 

researched the same fields as her at around the same time) is wrong when he too found the 

worms gone... The chemical plots reduced the earthworm biomass by 94.4%! Here is his figure. 

 

From Tom Sizmur et al. (2017: fig. 2a); the “Control” plots were chemical N-P-K treatments! 

Jackie also implies that there is some sort of conspiracy against her noble work because some 

professor quoted my research (https://www.thedailybeast.com/the-coming-worm-

apocalypse-should-terrify-you). Yet I did not know about this stupid article which is a 

sensational take on my serious academic research, and I have had no direct contact with this 

professor guy. She may well be upset with him but again, sorry, I am just the messenger so 

there is no reason to take her frustrations and failures out on me. In fact it is contrariwise and 

it is my work that is being sidelined and conspired against by her ilk that outnumber reason. 

For example, the honourable e-RA website since my study has deigned to publish a summary 

of Broadbalk Earthworm studies (except for mine!): 

www.era.rothamsted.ac.uk/Broadbalk/bbkearthworms. This prior info would have been 

helpful for my earlier research, but anyways... It is rather interesting that neither does it quote 

Jackie’s “serious” 2017 Broadbalk study at all, although it does cite her previous attack on my 

work and also Dr Tom Sizmur’s correction to his flawed 2015 study (that I told him had errors 

but he inadvertently forgot to acknowledge my help for his corrections...). It is interesting that 

on 8th November 2017 when I asked Jackie whether she knew Tom Sizemur she said: “I’ve not 

worked with Tom” (see attachment below). Seemingly she forgot the $1.5 million paid for her 

and him and a few others to research soil organic health just a couple of months earlier... Ref.: 

“August 2017. Whitmore AP, Watts CW, Stroud JL, Sizmur T, Ebrahim S, Harris JA, et al. 

Improvement of soil structure and crop yield by adding organic matter to soil. AHDB Project 

Report No. 576. 2017.” That was: “the final report of a 48-month project (RD-2012-3787) which 

started in September 2012. The work was funded by Defra (£300,000), Waitrose Agronomy 

Group coordinated by Produce World Group and a contract for £774,999 from AHDB Cereals 

& Oilseeds.” >£1,004,999 = ~US$1,500,000 which is quite easy to forget, happens to me all the 

https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0929139316303912
https://www.thedailybeast.com/the-coming-worm-apocalypse-should-terrify-you
https://www.thedailybeast.com/the-coming-worm-apocalypse-should-terrify-you
http://www.era.rothamsted.ac.uk/Broadbalk/bbkearthworms
https://repository.rothamsted.ac.uk/download/eccc994850311f61db5f0a6e5e9bdd6e908f07f13c7a1cf5685ba8a516c031f4/3817439/pr576-final-project-report.pdf


time... Yet that $ million could have made real progress for earthworm studies if not wasted on 

amateurs that lacked even a proper literature review such as my paper attempted (without 

funds or support because there is little or no organic funding or resources). 

What she probably meant to say somehting like: “Oh, yeah, now I remember, we did work 

together on a project just this year and were paid $1 million to show that organic food can be 

healthy or not for consumers and found that chemicals were the greatest ever invention and 

yummy too (thanks for the dosh)”. Just like the pro-meat study that the author forgot to 

mention was funded by the meat-industry lobby for $75,000, or the glyphosate study in UK 

that was funded by Monsanto (who produced glyphosate...). Seems the National Farmers’ 

Union (NFU 2017 https://www.nfuonline.com/glyphosate-leaflet-feb-2017-final/) innocently 

forgot that Monsatano paid for their pro-Roundup reports 

(https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2020/mar/12/revealed-monsantos-secret-

funding-for-weedkiller-studies-roundup?mc_cid=7d91ae0e4b&mc_eid=6e5aa5c2cf) by these 

“scientist” people: 

(www.ingentaconnect.com/content/resinf/opm/2010/00000021/00000006/art00008; 

www.researchgate.net/publication/268283907_Glyphosate_Use_on_Combinable_Crops_in_E

urope_Implications_for_Agriculture_and_the_Environment). This 12th March 2020 news 

scandal report was what made me recheck Jackie’s versions as I remember her hawking 

glyphosate even though it is known to harm earthworms (but strangely only in those few 

independent studies not funded by chemical companies...) and to devastate their intestinal 

flora as well as all other microbes in soil and in bees and so on... Oh, yeah! And to cause cancer 

in humans... The scandalous NFU advertising report with the tag 

https://twitter.com/hashtag/glyphosateisvital?lang=en was called “Glyphoste is Vital”. How 

can a known carcinogenic poison and patented anti-microbial agent (to “all species of the 

Family Enterobacteriaceae” as well as the nitrogen fixing soil microbes!!) be “vital”..? 

  

https://www.nytimes.com/2019/10/04/well/eat/scientist-who-discredited-meat-guidelines-didnt-report-past-food-industry-ties.html
https://www.nfuonline.com/glyphosate-leaflet-feb-2017-final/
https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2020/mar/12/revealed-monsantos-secret-funding-for-weedkiller-studies-roundup?mc_cid=7d91ae0e4b&mc_eid=6e5aa5c2cf
https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2020/mar/12/revealed-monsantos-secret-funding-for-weedkiller-studies-roundup?mc_cid=7d91ae0e4b&mc_eid=6e5aa5c2cf
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/resinf/opm/2010/00000021/00000006/art00008
http://www.researchgate.net/publication/268283907_Glyphosate_Use_on_Combinable_Crops_in_Europe_Implications_for_Agriculture_and_the_Environment
http://www.researchgate.net/publication/268283907_Glyphosate_Use_on_Combinable_Crops_in_Europe_Implications_for_Agriculture_and_the_Environment
https://beyondpesticides.org/dailynewsblog/2015/08/roundup-damages-earthworms-and-soil-biota-contributes-to-nutrient-pollution/
https://twitter.com/hashtag/glyphosateisvital?lang=en
https://patents.google.com/patent/US7771736
https://veop.wordpress.com/author/vermecology/


The recent court case found that glyphosate is harmful not just to plants, but to humans, their 

pets and to other animals by disrupting their microbiomest critical to critical to maintaining the 

immune system, digestion and brain function (Ref., Ref., Ref., Ref., Ref.). And here’s our 

Jackie... Mmm. Ready for Roundup? Would you trust this chemist as unbiased? Oh excuse me I 

have to have a sip of water too... so I will leave you with this: 

 

Bi*tchin for Bayer or disinterested scientists? 

https://cropscience.bayer.co.uk/blog/articles/2019/07/3-ways-to-improve-earthworm-

populations/ - “Thanks to Jackie Stroud...” 

https://cropscience.bayer.co.uk/blog/articles/2019/03/assessing-soil-health/ - “Dr Jackie 

Stroud, Rothamsted Research Earthworm Expert” (Jackie you are a chemist!!), etc., etc..  

 

https://sustainablepulse.com/2020/03/30/monsanto-to-pay-39-m-in-roundup-false-ad-class-settlement/?utm_source=newsletter&utm_medium=email&utm_campaign=glyphosate_gmos_and_pesticides_weekly_global_news_bulletin&utm_term=2020-04-03
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC3337124/
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC3945755/
https://www.hopkinsmedicine.org/research/advancements-in-research/fundamentals/in-depth/the-gut-where-bacteria-and-immune-system-meet
https://richmanlawgroup.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/11/2017-06-08-Roundup-DC-First-Amend-Compl-FILED.pdf
https://cropscience.bayer.co.uk/blog/articles/2019/07/3-ways-to-improve-earthworm-populations/
https://cropscience.bayer.co.uk/blog/articles/2019/07/3-ways-to-improve-earthworm-populations/
https://cropscience.bayer.co.uk/blog/articles/2019/03/assessing-soil-health/


“3 ways to improve soil health”?- Mebbe: Avoid Bayer biocides!; Compost your “wastes” 

to feed worms!!; Don’t believe chemist/tourists or sales reps bearing gifts!!! 

Talking as “Earthworm Expert” or chemist working undercover as $yngenta $hill? 

 

What exactly did Jackie’s wondrous (but unreviewed and unpublished) 2017 study of 

Broadbalk earthworms claim?: “Contrary to expectations, organic amendments did not 

improve the indicators. A more fundamental change in management practices addressing 

tillage and/or cropping is likely to be needed to improve soil health and the sustainability of the 

agricultural system.” In other words, maybe we all need “sustainable” minimum-tillage 

using Monsanto/Bayer’s glyphosate Roundup for “crop protection”, “soil health” or 

“weed control” in order to “feed humanity” and “save the planet”. Really? Is that the 

“expert”, sorry I mean tourist, opinion? What their study truly showed was that her 

sampling was inadequate and hence all results were inconclusive and no meaningful 

or true conclusions follow. 

How about comparing true organic fertilizers and composts as with Howard’s “Law of 

Return”, or natural mulches, or non-chemical min-till. Just like Masanobu Fukuoka 

postulated in 1970s with his natural farming... The real soil experts are the worms: they 

teach us all and without them we are lost. No chemicals can ever replace viable life. 

Now it gets worse... I just found her attempt to publish this stuff in a December 2019 Preprint. 

She says: “Fabricated relationships between research institutes and the pesticide industry 

underpin conspiracy theories to question the integrity of soil scientists. A particular example 

is the re-interpretation of open scientific data on farmland earthworms with statements such 

as: “…from its earliest days, chemical farming as at Rothamsted has been detrimental to soil 

https://www.biorxiv.org/content/10.1101/2019.12.27.889279v1.full.pdf+html


life and certainly is responsible for killing the soil” (8).” Jackie, you are a chemist so I question 

your integrity as an “earthworm expert”. And you have to support your assertion or retract it. 

It was Morris, Edwards & Lofty, Sizemur et al. who found the worms gone, not me! In fact she 

proves the relationship between Rothamsted and Bayer/Syngenta by seeming to fully endorse 

them while apparently not having studied organic farming or permaculture much, if at all. 

Moreover, at exactly the time she was there multi-million $ alliances were formed between 

Rothamsted research institute with Bayer and Syntenta of the pesticide industry that itself 

questions the integrity of a soil scientist... (e.g. www.fginsight.com/news/news/rothamsted-and-bayer-

form-alliance-on-sustainable-crop-care--23666 ; www.cambridgenetwork.co.uk/news/rothamsted-syngenta-

multi-million-partnership ). 

There must be a special corner of Hell (if you believe in that tripe) for scientists (small “s”) who 

lie. It is one thousand times worse than an ordinary Joe who lies (politician, journalist, 

salesdude, reps., etc. ...). We rely on Scientists to be honest and true. If not they can go to Hell. 

A sage said: “It matters not how many people attest to a ‘fact’, only that the fact is true.” 

Another said “trace the money”. Well my science at least isn’t funded so is open and honest. 

In her rhetorical tirade she mentions emotions and brings up her family history for sympathy. 

OK, here are mine: I am disgusted to see someone claim scientific high ground whilst being 

dishonest and destructive. Or a chemist masquerading as an “Earthworm Expert”. Chemistry is 

not Science, rather it is tiny part of Science and Science is a part of Ecology. As a naturalist and 

qualified Ecologist [BSc (Hons.) Ecology, PhD in Tropical Agroecology, postdocs around the 

world etc., etc., 250 publications etc., etc.] and a disinterested research scientist, I also learned 

chemistry (at A-level and undergrad for a couple of years but found it really, really boring and 

unimportant compared to Nature). I too studied biocides (not “pesticides” or “herbicides” or 

what-have-you) and IPM at college, so I do know a wee bit of what I speak about. 

 

Author and Agri students sorting earthworms from organic rice soil samples in Philippines. 

https://www.fginsight.com/news/news/rothamsted-and-bayer-form-alliance-on-sustainable-crop-care--23666
https://www.fginsight.com/news/news/rothamsted-and-bayer-form-alliance-on-sustainable-crop-care--23666
https://www.cambridgenetwork.co.uk/news/rothamsted-syngenta-multi-million-partnership
https://www.cambridgenetwork.co.uk/news/rothamsted-syngenta-multi-million-partnership


She also brings up Charles Darwin working on earthworms for most of his life. Well OK if she 

thinks that gives her studies credibility... I grew up in the same nature of Grinshill Village in 

Shropshire where Darwin collected his specimens when he was a kid. There from about age 

nine I spent years working on mixed farms and as a dairyman and stockman on weekends and 

on school holidays. In winter I worked on the estates with gamekeepers and their dogs. My 

grandfather (who I spent most of my time with) was the local blacksmith and bee-keeper who 

worked on the estate from age 14 into his 80s. His family were farmers, millers and lead 

miners from the same area of south Shropshire where Sir Albert Howard originated. One of my 

relatives was called Darwin (but I do not know if related) and another relation was “Robert 

Blakemore” the mayor of Shrewsbury when Charles Darwin’s family lived there. My BSc 

(Hons.) project in 1980/81 was at Lady Eve Balfour’s Haughley experimental organic farm in 

Suffolk when, 40 yrs ago, I designed this project as a tribute to mark a centenary of Darwin’s 

1881 “Earthworm” book. (It took me 20 years to publish that report as there was, and is yet, 

resistance to organic studies). Now, although being a leading authority on global earthworm 

ecology, I still have much to learn from Darwin’s humble earthworm (but, sorry, not from a 

dumb chemist) and from organic soil life. Now, “Expert”, that's a name no one would self-apply 

where I come from (a misquote from the Dude in Big Lebowski if you missed the link...). 

 

View of Grinshill home village from the top of the hill in Shropshire, UK. 

Significantly, the founders of the pioneering Haughley experiment involved Rothamsted in the 

design stage partly in order to defray any criticism that it would be scientifically invalid. The 

same standard cannot be applied to Rothamsted as both Lady Eve Balfour and Sir Albert 

Howard visited and were highly critical of their use of just FYM rather than proper compost 

and in other aspects of the design of Broadbalk. This is also called false-flag operation 

https://trevorchalkley.wixsite.com/albert-howard/albert-howard-in-india


especially where agrichemical institutions can say: “well we tried organic as a factor, and it 

failed” when, in reality and truth, they did not test proper organic production.  

It is interesting that just last year at an IPCC conference I went to in Kyoto the then Director of 

Rothamsted, Dr Achim Dobbermann, should complain that organic farming would fail as the 

FYM at Rothamsted was found to be contaminated with antibiotic-resistant microbes. The 

fallacy of this remark is that Organic farming stock is not routinely given anti-biotics thus does 

not spread resistance (unlike all chemical applications!). This highly dangerous anti-biotic 

resistance is a product of the excesses of the failing industrial/chemical farming model. It may 

also be interesting to see just how much of this antibiotic resistance is attributable to Bayer’s 

glyphosate that is patented as an anti-microbial!? Rather, organic farming treasures the 

natural health and biodiversity of soils and really cares for the health of all its stock. His is 

another false assertion that seems contrary to his a public statement on Rothamstead in 2019 

claiming: “We’re not here to promote any particular product or practice based on ideological 

grounds or commercial interests. We’re a not-for-profit organization. Our reputation rests on 

176 years of doing good science in an independent manner. That’s what we are here for.” 

[Maybe Jackie didn’t get that memo when she, as a Rothamstead representative, was 

promoting glyphosate or Bayer? And trying to denigrate my own good science on worms]. 

What Rothamsted seems not to like to admit is that in the 175 years of Broadbalk 

operation its FYM (although a poor substitute for proper compost and their recent use 

of herbicides and fungicides further diminish its organic status) has crop yields as high, 

or higher, than the synthetic chemical plots (see Blakemore 2018: fig. 8). But I have seen 

few studies reporting this. What they usually report is that all chemical yields (or 

worms!) are higher than the nil fertilizer “control” that no sensible farmer would ever 

use. For astute workers of the soil, in this view of Broadbalk wheat plots, can you spot 

which two longitudinal strips had FYM for the last 175 yrs? Scroll down for spoiler... 

 

https://www.vision.org/interview-achim-dobermann-future-of-farming-9003
https://www.mdpi.com/2571-8789/2/2/33/htm


 

 

 

Big hint: its the couple of greener strips to the right-hand-side (see my fig. 1 plan - 

www.mdpi.com/2571-8789/2/2/33/htm). Also note the regenerated land above the plots. 

So now we all know not to trust mere chemists nor let earthworm tourist onto our land. They 

know nothing about vital soil ecology nor agriculture, or rather, organic husbandry. Do not be 

confused: all farmers are stewards of the earth and their main domesticated stock is a healthy 

earthworm population. Sad sacks know, but hate the idea, that when you stop buying poisons 

for their profit alone (nothing to do with health, or yields, or sustainability, just destruction 

and death) or restore natural organic worm foods to the soil, the earthworms also restore 

naturally for free. Fake agrichemical min-till reports say earthworms double, but this is from a 

baseline already depleted by 50- 100%! Your best aim is to have populations as in the fields of 

your organic neighbours or on allotment gardens. Interestingly, and missing from Rothamsted 

reports, is the status of the worms in those sections that have been set aside to rewild 

naturally. This is part of the future of farming for health and carbon storage. 

On balance I do not think that Jackie for one minute truly believes what she says. The proper 

way in science if there is an objection to a work is to show errors and to publish a better 

explanation. Jackie’s data is inadequate, as expected for a novice, and has no merit which may 

be why it is not publishable. Her attacks are rather sad and pathetic without foundations. But 

this kind of disparagement reveals a darker secret. What Jackie’s ilk fears is that we are onto 

them and their chemical remedies for problems they created that are failing spectacularly. I 

am not a threat, but the worms are... When their unneeded poisons kill the worms then all 

their free soil services are lost. We have much better ways of doing things with organic farming 

but the chemists may lose their profits. That is her real gripe. Lack of confidence of an ability to 

change or learn something different to the propaganda she is a part of. Almost 100 years ago 

Hubert Morris showed how Rothamstead was failing the soil. The story is the same as with 

toxic lead or asbestos or tobacco or DDT. These took a century to displace despite known risks 

due only to industry propaganda and resistance. Chemists’ time’s up. Ecology alone offers 

hope. 

What is also scandalous (apart from mistruths and distractions) is the lack of organic research 

and advice. Why is there no SOIL ECOLOGY INSTITUTE anywhere? Most agricultural colleges 

are run by chemists with perhaps tokenistic microbial ecology, or false-flag organic or 

permaculture sections designed to fail, yet few research chemists have ever worked on farms. 

They are mainly promoter/sale reps for the chemical companies and often do not disclose 

their direct (or indirect) sources of funding nor control their own research results. My paper 

may have unintentional mistakes that I am willing to correct, as any good scientist would, but 

all the data is presented and tested statistically so my conclusions can be verified and checked. 

http://www.mdpi.com/2571-8789/2/2/33/htm


Please do read yourself and don’t believe the mistruths of those with vested interests (love of 

$$s more than Truth or Nature). 

Farmers and their kids or neighbouring families are most at risk from chemical poisons and, of 

those farmers and their families I knew as a kid, many have died of cancer or leukaemia, other 

friends have issue like Parkinsons. There are 10,000s of law suits against Bayer for glyphosate 

cancer, many now won. 

The agreement Rothamsted Research company wanted me to sign is attached below; it says: “I 

agree not make the data available to any third party, or publish any part of the data in any form 

either physical or electronic without first obtaining the approval of Rothamsted Research.” In 

other words, they can censor or reject any future Science publication. This would be unacceptable 

to any independent and unbiased researcher. (Note that all I asked for was information on reports 

already published, i.e., made public and available. I am not interested in company secrets).  

As I have nothing to hide, the whole transparent transcript exchanges with Jackie follow below. 

 

Email trail... 

Worms in Broadbalk 
Inbox x 

 

Robert Blakemore <rob.blakemore@gmail.com> 
 

8 Nov 

2017, 

02:12 

  

 

to jacqueline.stroud 

  
Hello Jackie, 

Researching my projects in Asia I came across your work at Rothamsted.  Actually I 

just wrote to Tom Sizmur about their survey as there were several mistakes in their 

paper Appl Soil Ecol. 2017 May; 113: 166–177. doi:  10.1016/j.apsoil.2016.12.006. 

Couldn't work out whether they actually surveyed the FYM and zero plot, or some 

combination of the N plots. 

I sent him a link to my earlier earthworm work at Haughley.  You too may be 

interested...  http://orgprints.org/30000/ . 

Cheers, 

Rob Blakemore 

https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC5391807/
https://dx.doi.org/10.1016%2Fj.apsoil.2016.12.006
http://orgprints.org/30000/


 

 

Jacqueline Stroud <jacqueline.stroud@rothamsted.ac.uk> 
 

9 Nov 

2017, 

04:23 

  

 

to me 

  
Dear Rob 

  

I remember you got that article into Nature about the importance of earthworms, great stuff!  

  

I’ve not worked with Tom.  As you mention worms in Broadbalk…. this Autumn I mapped 

earthworm populations on all continuous wheat sections (and other soil health indicators) and 

I’m going to present results at the IFS conference in December.  I found A. chlorotica (green) 

dominated and did not find a single L.terrestris (adult) in any of the 144 sample pits and 

middens were rare (but present, indicating a residual abundance).  This is agreement with my 

previous research using middens on Broadbalk which I interpreted as a population collapse of 

this species.  Qualitatively, I follow them ploughing up Broadbalk every year and find 

L.terrestris so I know there is a small residual population, and also interestingly there is a patch 

of O.cyaneum at the top end (0, 1 - 2.1 – 2.2).  I pickled a few of the large ploughed (chopped) 

earthworms (L.terrestris, A.longa and O.cyaneum) in case any opportunities come up to do 

some DNA work, although its outside my expertise area.    

  

Anyway, I tend to find intensively cultivated arable soils not the most interesting to study in 

terms of earthworms, hence my research focus is on reduced tillage - particularly L.terrestris 

which seems to be the most sensitive to soil management.  I use the OPAL earthworm key (live 

ID) as this works well for the farms and farmers I work with (who are particularly interested in 

ecological groups rather than species per se) and to date I’ve only found one worm that didn’t 

match the key.  It was interesting to see your findings as some of those earthworms I 

understand are quite rare e.g. Ap. Noctura and Ap. Iterica – although I appreciate my approach 

would not detect these species.  

  

Best wishes, 



  

Jackie 

 Dr Jacqueline Stroud 

NERC Soil Security Fellow 

Rothamsted Research, Harpenden, Herts AL5 2JQ 

P 01582 938244 

W http://wormsciences.weebly.com/ 

Twitter: @wormscience     Instagram: wormhunters2015 

 

Rothamsted Research is a company limited by guarantee, registered in England at 

Harpenden, Hertfordshire, AL5 2JQ under the registration number 2393175 and a not 

for profit charity number 802038. 

 

Robert Blakemore <rob.blakemore@gmail.com> 
 

9 Nov 

2017, 

14:45 

  

 

to Jacqueline 

  
Thank you for your kind reply Jackie. 

My Nature article was a continuation of IUCN Redlist of NZ native earthworms - over 

30% are endangered and, out of about 200 species, I think about 20 are extinct already. 

 

Tom Sizmur also replied saying he surveyed strips 8 and 2.1 but there are several 

errors in his paper.  It would be great to see your results for comparison.  

Some brief comments are: 

O. cyaneum (and other species) may well be re-colonizing from the "Broadbalk 

Wilderness) and the headlands to the NW (just as Howard predicted 100 years ago)! 

 

DNA should indeed help species ID although you should be aware that most of 

Genbank library is unverified and more than a few IDs are way off. 

http://wormsciences.weebly.com/


 

Did you use vermifuge to check for deep-burrowers (as Sizmur et al. did)? I had to omit 

the L. terrestris biomass from my Haughley report as it skewed the stats too much. 

 

Best Guide to UK is "Sims & Gerard (1999)", but this too has some critical errors (as I 

told the FSC but they were not interested in correction), and is now incomplete as there 

are about 70 earthworm taxa in total from British Isles 

(http://www.annelida.net/earthworm/Britain%20&%20Ireland.pdf).  The OPAL guide will 

force you to make a limited choice. 

 

Biodiversity can be high - I found fourteen species in a couple of hours in the gardens 

at Y Plas, Machynlleth (Blakemore, 2013: 100 -

 http://www.koreascience.or.kr/search/articlepdf_ocean.jsp?admNo=JOSRB5_2013_v2

n2_99 ).  There could be more.  Often I find dozens of species on well-run farms: e.g. 

Samford farm in Australia I surveyed monthly for 2 years and identified about 25 

earthworm species (and populations were highly dynamic, often shifting their ranges); 

in Philippines I had more than 20 species from just one organic farm.  Usually I just 

count enchytraeids as a single species, but really I am not that interested in these as 

they are second rank to earthworms in importance.  However, my "claim to fame" is 

being able to collect and recognize the many smaller earthworm taxa which are about 

similar size.  

 

The IFS conference in Dec., 2017 seems really quite interesting, in particular I like the 

presentation by E. Cocking (possibly related to the Samuel Cocking Tropical Garden at 

Enoshima?).  He talks about the N-fixing symbionts from sugarcane.  Just last month I 

met Vaclav Smil again and have severe reservations about his "fixation" with H-B 

N.  There are many alternatives that are nothing like as destructive to our vital 

earthworm fauna (and none of these chemists can understand or explain how to 

replace the worms' free soil services when they are extincted...). 

 

OK I better stop as I am starting to rant. 

 

Please do let me know how your work progresses and whether I can be of assistance. 

 

Best wishes, 

http://www.annelida.net/earthworm/Britain%20&%20Ireland.pdf
http://www.koreascience.or.kr/search/articlepdf_ocean.jsp?admNo=JOSRB5_2013_v2n2_99
http://www.koreascience.or.kr/search/articlepdf_ocean.jsp?admNo=JOSRB5_2013_v2n2_99


Rob Blakemore 

 

 

Robert Blakemore <rob.blakemore@gmail.com> 
 

9 Nov 

2017, 

16:17 

  

 

to Jacqueline 

  
I forgot to mention that NZ pastures are now so contaminated with Cd from "super" that 

meat from stock older than 2 years is inedible for humans (used as dog-food though). 

 

The other thing is that you are not obliged to use Bouche's 1970s ecological categories 

if you don't want.  Much more representative, intelligible  to farmers and soil-scientists, 

and with scientific priority, are those from Lee (1959, 1985) viz. 1. Litter dwellers 

(including composters), 2. Topsoil species, 3. Subsoil species and (I usually include for 

their unique characteristics as seen in L. terrestris) 4. Anecic species.  Lee also 

categorized aquatic and arboreal species.    

Regards, 

Rob B  

 

 

Robert Blakemore <rob.blakemore@gmail.com> 
 

15 Nov 

2017, 

12:45 

  

 

to Jacqueline 

  
Hello Jackie, 

Tom Sizmur has just sent me and the journal updated Appendices (attached), however 

there are still discrepancies and omissions from the original. 

I checked through Edwards & Lofty  (1982) too and found huge mistakes that have 

never been corrected....  Does not say much for referees/editors (nor co-authors)... 

Both these sets of data seem to differ in composition and totals from your data.  I have 

several suggestions for possible causes. 



Kind regards, 

Rob Blakemore 

 

Attachments area 

 

Jacqueline Stroud <jacqueline.stroud@rothamsted.ac.uk> 
 

17 Nov 

2017, 

05:47 

  

 

to me 

  
Hi Rob, 

  

I’ve not compared my data to their data sets – I’m intrigued by your thoughts on Broadbalk 

earthworms…?     

  

Broader sampling, my thoughts are that A.longa could be taking over the niche left my 

L.terrestris - because I’m finding it in abundance (often 100% of deep burrowing population) 

and I think they can regenerate their tails, which suggests a resilience to tillage, not dependent 

on surface straw plus the long obligatory diapause could help to avoid same fate as LT.  Also, 

and I haven’t had a chance to check – but you mentioned subsoil and anecic species, and I 

wondered what the difference was?  I’ve noted that LT makes distinctive middens, but AL has 

just surface cast or they can make midden-like features where there are casts and organic 

material together in a pile, but the straw is always short and loose (rather than pulled into the 

burrow like LT) - no idea why they do that!  Interesting that you mention small worms, I found 

one the other day that was a small, white/grey adult - never seen before from a cover cropped 

field in Suffolk, but I’m loathe to kill things so I just recorded it as unknown before releasing.  

  

I don’t have my BBK worm data with me (offsite talking to farmers again), but I do have the 

worm numbers on a presentation (above) and method pasted below.  I do not use a mustard 

extraction in the pits because more often it fails to infiltrate (e.g. plough pans).  Instead I do 

midden counts, because I can cover 1m2 per minute and map L.terrestris activity, indicating 

abundances across large areas.  Given the high number of juveniles I’ve been taking to 

weighing each worm individually and making histograms, e.g. on BBK off the top of my head 

something like 80 % of the earthworms were <0.3g (live weight). 



  

I’ve been thinking about a framework to support farmers who are improving ‘soil health’ - to 

help measure changing soil management practices on earthworm populations.  As they tell me, 

if you can’t measure it, you can’t manage it – I’d be interested in anything you might 

recommend to make it more ecologically robust?  The questions I am asked are: is my 

population good (I’d argue a worm in every pit is a good start, root cropping is problematic), 

how many worms should I aim for? (I go with 400/m3 based on that meta-analysis, though I 

appreciate their benefits were in low-input systems) and do I have the right sort of 

earthworms?  Here I suggest the OPAL key to ID adults, with aim of 7/10 pits containing at 

least 1 adult from each functional group as an aspirational target. Any thoughts welcomed, 

  

Best wishes, 

  

Jackie  

  

  

After harvest, standard hand sorting assessments for earthworms were performed. Briefly a 20 

x 20 x 20 cm cube (representing ≤ 0.1% plot area) was dug out from the centre of each plot 

using a fork, placed on a plastic liner and hand sorted for earthworms.  This was performed in 

duplicate. For quality control, soil that had been sorted was not immediately returned to the 

hole, but was re-sorted by another person on selected plots. Recovery of earthworms was 81 ± 

8% per pit from the primary sorting activity, with the average size of worms missed then but 

noted in the second sorting being 0.18 ± 0.08 g; these were either juveniles or 

green A. chlorectica. The earthworms were placed in moist containers, and transported to the 

laboratory for counting, weighing (individually) and species identification using the OPAL guide 

(OPAL, 2012). After assessment, the earthworms were released back into a field. 

 

Attachments area 

 

Robert Blakemore <rob.blakemore@gmail.com> 
 

17 Nov 

2017, 

13:27 

  

 

to Jacqueline 

  



Hello Jackie, 

Thanks for reply and for making me jealous (as a soil ecologist, I love fieldwork). 

In quick response (not really well thought through though) some comments are: 

My choice is to use quadrat of 31.6 cm side as this is 1/10th square metre, so just 

times by 10 to get numbers m-2. 

Unless a mistake, you seem to have m-3 in your reports, this unusual notation I would 

forego for more conventional m-2. 

 

ISO has recommendations for soil survey (including my text as a guide to the species!), 

but I do not like some of their suggestions as they are too labour intensive (and I note 

that Patrick Lavelle was a likely source and he had many field workers to do his 

digging).  My simple method of 31.6 sides to the depth of activity should suffice with 

maybe 10 reps. 

 

Your quality control is interesting with 80% recovery first time.  While I can get cocoons 

and enchytraeids, the work is much more difficult in dark organic soils and especially 

where there are root mats (I will not even talk about the problems in bamboo 

groves...).   Vermifuges work, and in Japan we use wasabi plus I have my own secret 

concoction.  Your comment about the plough pan are not really applicable to active 

earthworms burrows as they should either penetrate it or not, and thus residents would 

be expelled or not.   

 

This brings us to ecological categories.  As mentioned I do not like the French versions 

and your "epigeic" more often applies to the compost worms which are Lee's "Litter 

species".  His other categories rather refer to the soil horizon in which the species dwell 

(and create!), viz. "Topsoil" for O/A horizon, and "Subsoil" for B horizon (your 

"endogeic"?).  These are easy to understand.  My published revisions retain has four 

common categories: litter, topsoil, subsoil and "anecic" only for those relatively few spp 

that feed on the surface but have burrows deep into the (sub)soil.  Something like that. 

 

Thank you for your BB data chart; it looks like the FYM plots have about 250 m-2, 

chemicals about half. That is reasonably consistent with Morris (1922/7), Edwards & 

Lofty and Sizmur et al.  given seasonal and extraction method differences (and I think 

Clive Edwards only used formalin and his identifications are often guesses!!).   

 



For the farmer, to find 10 reasonable sized worms in a spadeful would be goodish 

result, 40 excellent.  In pasture in New Zealand I was getting up to 70 in 1/10th m2 

which is a population of about 7 million per ha. 

 

Correct species identification is key but is not always so easy.  Please do keep a 

representative specimen of any anomalies (preserved in 80% ethanol with no formalin 

that destroys DNA).  Biodiversity is defined as species richness. 

 

If you have resources you can mail them out to me for ID.  If you have much funds you 

can invite me over to help survey... 

 

Keep up the good work! 

Regards, 

Rob B 

 

 

Robert Blakemore <rob.blakemore@gmail.com> 
 

7 Dec 

2017, 

21:14 

  

 

to Jacqueline 

  
Hello Jackie, 

I guess you are at the IFS conference.  

Hope it goes well.  Please let me know if your Broadbalk earthworm data is public as I 

would like to quote it. 

Also if you hear of any collaboration projects, there is chance I will revisit UK next year 

(and see Emma Sherlock). 

Kind regards, 

Rob B 

 

 



Robert Blakemore <rob.blakemore@gmail.com> 
 

11 Dec 

2017, 

21:14 

  

 

to Jacqueline 

  
Hello Jackie, 

How was the conference? 

Were your Suffolk studies at Broom's Barn near Bury St E?  That is where I did my 

undergrad study (and where Branston Pickles are made). 

Please do send me your public data (converted to m-2). 

Regards, 

Rob B  

 

 

Jacqueline Stroud <jacqueline.stroud@rothamsted.ac.uk> 
 

12 Dec 

2017, 

00:08 

  

 

to me 

  
Hi Rob 

  

I can post you a copy of the proceedings if you like?   Please let me know the best address to 

send.  I haven’t prepared the data for peer-reviewed publication yet as I’m still working on the 

soil analyses e.g. mineralogy.  The conference was good thanks, particularly meeting 

agronomists who are keen to improve the soil health for their customers. 

  

It was not at Brooms – it was a set of fields being managed by a farmer who is changing his 

management practices (reducing tillage intensity and improving soil carbon levels).  My role 

was to generate some baseline data on earthworms. 

  

I’ll keep an eye out for collaboration projects, 



  

Best wishes, 

  

Jackie 

 

 

Robert Blakemore <rob.blakemore@gmail.com> 
 

12 Dec 

2017, 

01:08 

  

 

to Jacqueline 

  
Thanks for reply Jackie, 

There is a good story building about the worms and the prelim data you sent seems 

interesting but I would prefer published info about Broadbalk.  I may go with what I 

have as pers. comm. and contact you if I need confirmation.  I spoke to Margaret 

Glendining at e-RA but am loathe to sign their censorship form for constrained science, 

so will struggle on regardless.  As you probably know the history of Rothamsted versus 

Soil Association has been mixed.  I am probably somewhere in between, being 

impartial or maybe more progressive with permaculture.  Min-till possibly started here 

in Japan with Fukuoka... 

 

Just BTW, where did you work in Aust? 

 

Regards, 

Rob B 

 

 

Robert Blakemore <rob.blakemore@gmail.com> 
 

4 Jun 

2018, 

13:57 

  

 

to Jacqueline 

  



Hello Jackie, 

It has been a while but I trust you are well.  

Do you have an unofficial email address? 

Regards, 

Rob B 

 

 

Jacqueline Stroud <jacqueline.stroud@rothamsted.ac.uk> 
 

4 Jun 

2018, 

17:31 

  

 

to me 

  
Hi Rob 

  

It’s fine to email me here, it’s not censured or anything.  Everything ok? 

  

Thanks 

 

 

Robert Blakemore <rob.blakemore@gmail.com> 
 

5 Jun 

2018, 

00:04 

  

 

to Jacqueline 

  
No actually it's not really OK.  Can you sign up for Gmail? 

I would like to talk to you offline. 

R 

 



 

 

Thanks 
Inbox x 

 

Robert Blakemore <rob.blakemore@gmail.com> 
 

Tue, 5 Jun 

2018, 

00:14 

  

 

to jacstroud 

  
Thanks Jackie, 

Sorry but it is censured!  Margaret Glendinning tried to get me to sign a "non 

disclosure" contract about eRA and then, just last week I was a bit shocked to see this... 

 

Can you please clarify any conflict of interest between you, the worms and Bayer 

(/Monsanto). 

Sorry but you should know what I am talking about.... 

Kindest regards, 

Rob B 

 

Jac Stroud <jacstroud@gmail.com> 
 

Tue, 5 Jun 

2018, 

  



00:43  

to me 

  
Hi Rob 

 

What’s the conflict of interest? Have you been to Cereals? 

 

Thanks 

 

Jackie 

 

Robert Blakemore <rob.blakemore@gmail.com> 
 

Tue, 5 Jun 

2018, 

01:14 

  

 

to Jac 

  
When did chemists ever understand biology/nature/agiculture/life.  If it was sponsored 

by Bayer I personally would quit.   

How about you? 

Regards, 

Rob B 

 

 

Jac Stroud <jacstroud@gmail.com> 
 

Tue, 5 Jun 

2018, 

02:18 

  

 

to me 

  
It is an opportunity to share knowledge about soil biology, specifically earthworms and 

how to improve soil health at the largest arable event in the UK. Why don’t you come 



and check it out? I think soil health is important and earthworms have been overlooked 

for too long 

 

Best wishes 

 

Jackie 

 

 

Robert Blakemore <rob.blakemore@gmail.com> 
 

Tue, 5 Jun 

2018, 

03:23 

  

 

to Jac 

  
Sorry Jackie, 

You need to really research Bayer... 

They seriously know zero about biology, only how to kill it. 

If you really care, you should know about that. 

R 

[No further messages received, only her personal attacks on my work. A conclusion is 

that the chemist doesn’t care about ecology or earthworms, only about profiting Bayer. 

Note that chemist Jackie’s term “soil health” has been well captured by Bayer, or v.v., 

e.g., https://cropscience.bayer.co.uk/soil-health/; 
https://www.cropscience.bayer.com/people-planet/natural-resource-conservation/soil-
health; https://www.canwelivebetter.bayer.com/environment/saving-earth-how-sustainably-

boost-soil-health; etc., etc. Venal science is bought not independent and free. Shame really]. 

Bayer is a giant chemical company that, as part of IG-Farben, built and ran Auschwitz 

in WW2. Its earlier manifestations in WW1 made poison gas (that killed my other 

grandfather) and sold gas masks as a perfect business model. Their current 

manifestation makes toxic agrichemicals (e.g. glyphosate) proven to cause cancer... 

they also sell cancer drugs - “The Future of Cancer Therapy is Now” 

(https://pharma.bayer.com/future-cancer-therapy-now). All this, and only for $$ profit. 

How about not getting cancer by not using their poisons? Try healthy organic 

food/soil/water/air instead.  

https://cropscience.bayer.co.uk/soil-health/
https://www.cropscience.bayer.com/people-planet/natural-resource-conservation/soil-health
https://www.cropscience.bayer.com/people-planet/natural-resource-conservation/soil-health
https://www.canwelivebetter.bayer.com/environment/saving-earth-how-sustainably-boost-soil-health
https://www.canwelivebetter.bayer.com/environment/saving-earth-how-sustainably-boost-soil-health
https://pharma.bayer.com/future-cancer-therapy-now


My policy is to not criticize unless I can suggest better options. 

Little evidence suggests that natural, organic farmers cause cancer or promote drugs. 

Neither do earthworms profit from their anti-cancer properties. It is another sacrifice 

the worms make to enable us to survive and live comfortably in an ecological, not 

chemical, world. 

Just telling it how it truly is.... Without fabrication or fakery, fear or favour. 

Here is Rothamsted “non-disclosure” censorship contract that I did not sign... 

Data Access Policy – Classical and Long Term Experiments 
 

Request for data from e-RA    
 

Please complete details of applicant requesting the data after reading principles 

and conditions at end of this document: 

 

Name   

email  

Date  

Institute/University/ 

Organisation Name 

 
 

Institute/University/ 

Organisation Address  

 
 

 Brief description of 

Institute/University/ 

Organisation 

 
 

If student, name and 

Department of Supervisor 

 

 

 

 

 

Names of Rothamsted Research staff (if any) that are collaborating in the data 

request: 

 

 

 

 

Scientific Case for Obtaining Data 

Brief details of the research project that the data will be used for, including the project 

title, the hypothesis being tested, and the data analyses that will be performed: 

 

 

 

  

https://bioone.org/journals/African-Invertebrates/volume-56/issue-3/afin.056.0302/Eco-Taxonomic-Profile-of-an-Iconic-Vermicomposter--the-African/10.5733/afin.056.0302.full


 

 

 

Details of the Data Requested 

Give details of what data will be required, including which experiment(s), years and 

plots/treatments: 

 

 

 

 

 

I request access to data from the e-Rothamsted Archive 'e-RA'.  I agree that the copyright 

and database rights for this information are vested in the owner as specified on the e-RA 

web site. I agree not make the data available to any third party, or publish any part of 

the data in any form either physical or electronic without first obtaining the approval 

of Rothamsted Research.  I agree that I will acknowledge Rothamsted Research as the 

owner of the data in any publication that arises from their use.  I will take all precautions 

necessary to ensure that the data are safeguarded against unauthorised access and/or use by 

any other person.  My authority to use the data will terminate on a date four years from the 

date of my signature of this declaration and I will not retain any copy of the data after this 

date. Subsequent use of this data shall be conditional upon a request to renew access to the 

data. This declaration shall be subject to and construed and interpreted according to the 

Law of England. 

 

Applicant Signature …………………………………. Date …………………….. 

(If student, supervisor’s signature) 
 

Please return the completed form by email to:  era@rothamsted.ac.uk 

Electronic signatures are acceptable.  

 

Margaret Glendining and Sarah Perryman 

e-RA Curators 

Computational and Analytical Sciences (Bawden) 

Rothamsted Research 

Harpenden, Herts AL5 2JQ UK 

 

[End of file]. 

Margaret was kindly and helpful, but I declined her offer to sign a censorship contract: 

Robert Blakemore <rob.blakemore@gmail.com> 
 

4 Dec 

2017, 

20:11 

  
 

to Margaret 

 
 

Thank you Magaret, 

mailto:era@rothamsted.ac.uk


Sadly science is too political and often bought by industry.  But signing the 
contract may be moot since you have no earthworm data.  As mentioned, I have 
accessed the published biosurveys and corresponded with your contemporary 
worm workers.  You tempt me with the Carbon data but not the N (yes I know 
that is sacrilegious).  My earlier work was a Haughley organic farm and monthly 
N readings fluctuated widely (as published by Lady Eve Balfour but this 
phenomenon is largely ignored).  Since you don't count earthworms, probably 
there are no microbial data either?  I have access to some plant yield data, the 
most useful is dry matter, and I note that FYM plots consistently have high 
production in Broadbalk wheat and PG pasture.  For me earthworms are key: 
9,000 km of burrows per ha and healthy population in the millions with high 
biomass.  We are lost without them, regardless of politics or profit. 
Kind regards, 
Rob Blakemore 

 

Here is a true & honest soil ‘chemistry’ pyramid (as in happy ‘chemistry’ of a well 

balanced relationship or friendship, such as we need to reclaim with our Good Earth): 

 

From Blakemore (2018b: fig. 19) - https://www.mdpi.com/2571-8789/2/4/64/htm . Wow, 
since mentioning worms makes a chemist an “Earthworm Expert”, does this chart  make me a 
Soil Chemistry “Expert”? Great now I can go lecture the world all about soil chemistry... 

https://www.mdpi.com/2571-8789/2/4/64/htm

