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Cost‑effective approach to explore key 
impacts on the environment from agricultural 
tools to inform sustainability improvements: 
inversion tillage as a case study
Laura Green1*, Elise Webb1, Elizabeth Johnson1, Sarah Wynn1 and Christian Bogen2* 

Abstract 

The United Nations Food Systems Summit and the European Green Deal have prompted various policy and regu-
latory initiatives aiming to transition agricultural practices to become more sustainable. An array of agricultural 
systems (e.g., regenerative, conservation agriculture, integrated crop management) have been lauded as potential 
solutions to improve food production sustainability. These systems use combinations of agricultural tools (e.g., crop 
rotation) to modify the crop environment to reduce weeds, pests and disease, alongside chemical (e.g., plant protec-
tion products) tools. Each tool has the potential to impact both the abiotic and biotic environment, with different 
combinations of tools having different overall outcomes. To improve the sustainability of agricultural practices it 
is important to understand, and where possible, quantify the environmental costs and benefits of the various tools 
that are applied within diverse cropping systems, as well as their potential interactions. While extensive literature 
exists, practical approaches are needed to cost-effectively synthesise key impacts and interactions to support decision 
making. A cost-effective methodology, adapting a rapid evidence assessment, was developed to review evidence 
and enable identification of the key environmental impacts for commonly applied agricultural tool options. The 
approach was applied to each tool individually (e.g., inversion tillage, crop rotation) to, where possible, isolate their 
specific impacts on the environment. Focused categories were assessed, considering biotic (insect, earthworms, etc.) 
and abiotic (soil, water, air quality, climate) impacts. This paper considers inversion tillage (also known as plough-
ing) as a case study to illustrate findings using the approach. Evidence is presented for direct and indirect impacts 
on the environment, selectivity of impacts and data gaps. The approach quickly provided robust evidence summaries 
of the key environmental implications of inversion tillage, facilitating identification of opportunities and trade-offs 
that can inform practice. The evidence highlighted how inversion tillage can offer effective weed control to reduce 
herbicide use, but carries increased risk to soil health, with connected implications for water, air and climate. This 
time-efficient review methodology can facilitate development of clear guidance to inform farmers in their decision 
making to improve on-farm sustainability, while serving as a useful starting point for conducting evidence reviews 
for policy development.
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Background
The sustainability of global food systems has climbed 
higher up the international agenda in recent years, with 
the European Green Deal launching it’s ‘Farm to Fork’ 
strategy to develop ‘a fair, healthy and environmentally-
friendly food system’ (European [23], and the conven-
ing of the Food Systems Summit by the United Nations, 
forming part of the ‘Decade of Action’ to achieve the 
Sustainable Development Goals by 2030 [93]. Agricul-
tural production is increasingly at the centre stage of 
sustainability focused EU policy and regulatory initia-
tives (European [24], presenting further drivers and tar-
gets for farmers with the intent to adopt more sustainable 
agricultural practices. However, within these top–down 
level initiatives, detailed guidance for addressing related 
agronomic challenges or consideration of the potential 
environmental and economic trade-offs associated with 
managing these challenges remain largely absent.

In addition to the increasing prominence of the envi-
ronmental dimension of sustainability, the manage-
ment of agricultural practices by farmers is influenced 
by a range of economic and social drivers (e.g., demand, 
profitability, availability of labour) which must be bal-
anced alongside environmental goals [81]. Furthermore, 
different elements of sustainability (e.g., greenhouse gas 
emissions, biodiversity) may present conflicting objec-
tives for land management [61, 70], with the order of pri-
orities dependent on farm level conditions. A wide range 
of agricultural (e.g., tillage, cover crops, crop rotation) 
and chemical (e.g., plant protection products, fertilisers, 
biostimulants) tools are available to farmers to manage 
crop health and weed, pest and disease pressures [17, 
82], with their combinations dependent on the specific 
agricultural systems employed (e.g., regenerative, conser-
vation agriculture, integrated crop management). To reli-
ably improve the sustainability of agricultural practices, 
greater understanding is required of the environmental 
costs and benefits for the various tools that are applied 
within diverse cropping systems [42, 77]. With each farm 
requiring a nuanced and tailored approach to address dif-
ferent climates, topographies and environmental goals, 
further research is also required to understand interac-
tions between different combinations of agricultural and 
chemical tools [1].

Concerns surrounding the environmental impacts of 
chemical tools, such as plant protection products, have 
resulted in many product withdrawals in recent years 
based on evaluations from regulatory authorities [33]. 
Indeed, the use of plant protection products and their 
environmental impacts are closely monitored within the 
EU, with approval processes (i.e., EU Regulation (EC) 
No 1107/2009 (European [25]) the most stringent in the 
world [73]. Active substances must undergo thorough 

environmental risk assessments before being made avail-
able for use, with any identified risks carefully managed 
through mitigation actions and the inclusion of prod-
uct warning labels (European [25]. While non-chemical 
approaches may pose fewer obvious risks in terms of tox-
icity [67], they may pose other risks to the environment 
[83, 85], such as mortality of injured soil organisms, soil 
erosion, decreased water retention. Applications of agri-
cultural tools are rarely considered within a similar risk 
assessment style framework that would permit chemi-
cal and non-chemical approaches to be compared. Part 
of the challenge is that the environmental impacts of 
one specific agricultural tool are difficult to isolate from 
the impacts of suites of agricultural tools that have been 
applied. Therefore, unlike chemical tool assessments, the 
impacts of agricultural tools are much more challenging 
to quantify.

There is growing urgency for farmers and policymak-
ers to take action to meet sustainability goals and avert 
climate and ecological breakdown. However, there are 
currently limited resources and incentives available to 
conduct multi-faceted environmental assessments of 
well-established agricultural practices. While an exten-
sive body of academic research exists that considers the 
environmental impacts of agricultural tools, the literature 
often focuses upon one environmental issue at a time, 
with limited syntheses undertaken to assess and compare 
a wide range of environmental impacts. Furthermore, to 
meet ambitious timelines required to take practical on-
farm action, rapid evidence gathering is often required 
to provide the latest guidance to farmers to inform their 
decision making. Evidence reviews in an applied context 
must adopt strategic methodologies that enable resources 
to be utilised efficiently. The development of a cost-
effective, rapid evidence review methodology to assess 
agricultural tools, which takes inspiration from a risk 
assessment style approach, would therefore help farm-
ers, policymakers and authorities to make timely and 
informed decisions to meet their environmental goals in 
the practical field context.

Project aims and objectives
This project set out to develop a cost-effective evidence 
review methodology to explore the key environmen-
tal impacts of commonly used agricultural tools applied 
within a multi-faceted comparative framework. The pri-
mary aim was to review existing peer-reviewed literature 
to understand the positive and negative impacts (or no 
impacts) of non-chemical agricultural tools upon a set of 
defined environmental categories (see Methods section), 
with the findings able to complement the risk assessment 
perspective used in the evaluation of chemical tools.
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Based on the available peer-reviewed scientific litera-
ture, a rapid evidence review methodology was devel-
oped which modified a rapid evidence assessment 
approach; a constrained number of sources (minimum of 
ten) were reviewed per environmental category to facili-
tate rapid evidence syntheses for a large number of tools 
across short time frames. It used the biotic (e.g., insects, 
earthworms) categories usually addressed within envi-
ronmental risk assessment processes for plant protection 
products, as well as additional abiotic categories (e.g., 
soil, water, climate), to non-chemical agricultural tools 
that are commonly used within agricultural systems. We 
present this approach for assessing single agricultural 
tools (e.g., inversion tillage, crop rotation) here, using 
inversion tillage (i.e., ploughing) as a case study.

While the rapid evidence review methodology took 
inspiration from the categories used within environ-
mental risk assessments for plant protection products, 
the approach was not intended to be comprehensive and 
used constrained search terms to identify key impacts, 
whereas in a formal regulatory risk assessment all aspects 
would have been considered in depth. Instead it aimed to 
facilitate evidence summaries that capture the key high-
level environmental impacts for each agricultural tool, 
highlighting nuances in the research findings, as well as 
identifying potential data gaps that may inform further 
study.

Further objectives were set out to provide high-level 
comparisons of the severity of impacts between the dif-
ferent environmental categories. These included objec-
tives to assess and estimate impact scale, likelihood and 
relevance from the reviewed literature. The project objec-
tives followed are outlined below:

1.	 Identify existing evidence syntheses of environmen-
tal impacts and assess the quality of supporting evi-
dence,

2.	 Ascertain whether impacts are direct or indirect, as 
well as their degree of selectivity,

3.	 Where available, identify and collate supporting 
quantitative details,

4.	 Estimate the scale and likelihood for each of the iden-
tified impacts,

5.	 Determine where there are knowledge gaps for spe-
cific environmental categories.

Methods
The research set out to understand, and where possible 
quantify, the scale and likelihood of the environmental 
impact, whether positive or negative, of a range of spe-
cific agricultural tools commonly used in cropping sys-
tems (e.g., inversion tillage/ploughing, crop rotation) to 
manage weed, pest and or disease pressure. A bottom–up 

rapid evidence assessment (REA) approach, which was 
modified for cost-effectiveness, was employed to review 
existing peer reviewed literature related to each spe-
cific agricultural tool. To offer a degree of comparability 
with the outputs from environmental risk assessments 
for plant protection products, the study aligned with 
a similar range of biotic impact categories in the analy-
sis, which comprised of six categories for biodiversity 
(Table 1). This was complemented by four additional abi-
otic categories for soil, water, air quality and climate.

At the beginning of the study, five agricultural tools 
that are widely used within arable systems in Europe 
were selected to test the approach; inversion tillage, 
crop rotation, combine harvester use, fertiliser use and 
cover crops. While combinations of these tools are usu-
ally applied within agricultural systems, the aim of this 
assessment was to isolate the environmental impacts of 
each tool as much as permitted by the existing evidence 
and literature. This paper presents the findings from 
inversion tillage to demonstrate how the modified REA 
approach was applied.

Rapid evidence assessment
The research was conducted using a constrained ver-
sion of a rapid evidence assessment (REA) approach to 
gather and analyze existing peer reviewed literature; the 
original REA methodology is presented in Collins et  al. 
[14]. An REA applies similar methodological steps to a 
more comprehensive literature review, however, conces-
sions are made regarding the breadth, depth, and com-
prehensiveness of the literature search. This enables 
REAs to be delivered efficiently within a relatively short 
period of time, whilst also providing a robust and sys-
temic approach to provide an evidence summary that can 

Table 1  The ten criteria used to assess each agricultural tool in 
the rapid evidence assessment

Impact category Assessed environmental criteria

Abiotic Effects on soil (structure, erosion)

Effects on water quality (contamina-
tion)/ Water quantity (retention)

Effects on air quality

Effects on climate (Greenhouse gas 
emissions/Carbon sequestration/ 
Resilience)

Biotic Effects on vertebrates

Effects on aquatic organisms

Effects on bees and other arthropods

Effects on earthworms

Effects on soil microorganisms

Effects on terrestrial plants
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inform practice. In this project, the REA approach was 
modified to constrain the number of sources reviewed 
(minimum of ten per environmental category). This deci-
sion was taken to facilitate the consistent review of a 
large number of agricultural tool environmental impact 
combinations in an efficient time frame. The REA process 
was refined using the first tool (inversion tillage) with the 
aim to enable key details to be collated efficiently and 
provide sufficient detail for further study.

The scope of the study was set to only review peer-
reviewed literature presented in the English language, 
with searches conducted using English search terms. Web 
of Science was selected as the database for the REA, as it 
focuses on peer-reviewed literature and allows advanced 
searches that provide consistent and replicable results. 
To improve the accuracy of the literature searches, the 
search terms utilized Boolean Operators (e.g., AND, 
OR), which were applied within the Web of Science’s 
Advanced Search function. The search terms ‘review’ 
and ‘meta-analysis’ were included to target high quality 
literature where available. The REA was conducted for 
each of the ten environmental categories listed in Table 1. 
The REA was constrained by selecting the top ten rele-
vant sources from each search, which were screened and 
recorded to determine if they should be included within 
the evaluation.

Ten sources were selected and reviewed for each cat-
egory to extract all relevant information on the impacts 
(positive and negative), as well as being evaluated for 
their robustness (i.e., research quality, relevance of geo-
graphical region and context) in relation to the pro-
ject aims; details of the associated scoring are outlined 
below. For each source, the relevant baseline for com-
parison (e.g., no-till) was also identified and recorded. 
Some sources featured details for several of the targeted 
categories, therefore, effort was made to capture all rel-
evant information. This resulted in some categories hav-
ing more than ten sources reviewed. The key conclusions 
from each source were summarized and documented in 
relation to the relevant categories, including quantitative 
details where these were available.

Research quality scoring
Each of the sources selected and reviewed within the 
REA process were also evaluated for their robustness (i.e., 
research quality, relevance of geographical region and 
context), with scoring criteria matched with the project 
aims. The principal aim was to gather extensive bodies 
of evidence quickly and efficiently, including quantita-
tive details where possible, therefore, the highest scores 
for research quality were attributed to meta-analyses and 
review papers. The relevance of context for each source 
was also considered, favouring studies conducted from 

on-farm practice rather than laboratory based research. 
The project scope principally focused on arable systems 
in a European context, therefore, higher scores were 
given for geographical relevance to papers with this crop 
focus and in this region. Finally, an overall rating was 
given based on the quality and robustness of conclusions 
made and the credibility of evidence presented. The full 
details for the associated scoring are in Table 2.

Impact scoring
A scoring matrix was developed to provide a high-level 
estimate of the scale and likelihood for each of the iden-
tified environmental impacts (Tables  3, 4). To enable 
consistent scoring across the ten impact categories, the 
scoring criteria were kept deliberately broad as the use of 
indicator linked thresholds (e.g., tonnes of topsoil lost) 
would not be applicable across all environmental cat-
egories, therefore, resulting in non-applicable scoring. A 
high-level qualitative score was developed for determin-
ing the scale of the impacts identified from the reviewed 
sources (Table  4). This ranged across a five-point scale; 
− 2 (large negative impact), − 1 (small negative impact), 
0 (no impact), + 1 (small positive impact), + 2 (large posi-
tive impact). To determine a score, the identified impact 
was compared against the equivalent baseline practice 
(e.g., no-till for inversion tillage), with scores guided by 
the conclusions identified in the reviewed literature. The 
likelihood of impact occurrence was scored on a five-
point scale (Table 3); 1 (rare, i.e., occurs only in specific 
conditions/circumstances), 2 (low), 3 (medium), 4 (high) 
to 5 (very high, i.e., expected to occur most of the time, 
in all conditions/circumstances or reported in over 75% 
of cases). These combined output scores for the envi-
ronmental impacts were intended to be used as a guide 
rather than directly compared with each other. This was 
due to there being no straightforward method of assign-
ing weighting for the impacts, which would vary accord-
ing to individual project goals and priorities.

Case study: inversion tillage
The review outputs from the first tool, inversion tillage, 
are presented as a case study. Inversion tillage, commonly 
known as ploughing or conventional tillage, is a princi-
pal agricultural tool that has been employed by farmers 
for centuries. While historically associated with advances 
in agricultural production [47], recent research has con-
sistently highlighted some of the negative impacts that 
inversion tillage may have upon soil health [40, 75, 83]. In 
this structured review, inversion tillage was assessed for 
its impacts across each of the ten environmental catego-
ries (Table 1) to determine the various benefits and costs 
associated with employing this tool.
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The primary aim of inversion tillage is to disrupt weed, 
pest and disease life cycles by completely inverting the 
soil profile to provide a clean seed bed for crop establish-
ment [31]. This is achieved using a mouldboard plough, 
which takes the surface layer of the soil, including all 
vegetation, seeds and any other organisms present, and 
buries them at a depth of around 15–30 cm (dependent 
on plough setup) [56]. This agricultural tool is employed 
to loosen surface soil compaction [56, 57], reduce weed 
seed viability [56] and to incorporate organic matter (e.g., 
crop residues, weeds) prior to the planting of the follow-
ing crop [8, 56].

The review findings demonstrated that inversion till-
age has a variety of implications for the wider agricul-
tural environment, which must be considered within 
any attempts to improve the sustainability of agricultural 
practices. Many of the reviewed studies centred around 
the environmental impacts of loosening upper soil layers 
to reduce soil compaction, where inversion tillage plays a 
central role.

Abiotic impacts
Soil
The reviewed literature primarily considered the nega-
tive impacts of inversion tillage on soil. While a pri-
mary aim of inversion tillage is to loosen the topsoil and 
reduce surface compaction [50], several studies revealed 
that cultivating the soil in this manner can increase 
subsoil compaction and negatively impact other physi-
cal aspects of the soil, such as soil organic matter and 
aggregate stability [2, 6, 56]. Half of the reviewed sources 
reported increases in soil erosion, as well as losses in top-
soil from the use of inversion tillage practices [18, 29, 38, 
50, 90], the typical baseline used for such comparisons 

was conservation tillage (i.e., reduced or no-till. These 
negative impacts were supported by a number of quan-
titative assessments within the reviewed literature. One 
experimental field study [71], referenced in Soane et  al. 
[83], observed a mean loss of 2100 kg  ha-1 of soil under 
inversion tillage, this represented a 268% increase in 
soil loss compared to the baseline grass ley treatment 
(570  kg  ha-1). By employing direct drilling instead of 
inversion tillage, another study [92] referenced in Soane 
et  al. [83], showed reductions in particle erosion from 
clay soils by up to 79%. When considering impact scores 
(Tables 3, 4), the negative impacts identified for soil had 
the greatest severity (large negative impact in scale, high 
in likelihood) of all impacts identified in the inversion 
tillage review.

Water
For the water category, which considered both water 
quality (i.e., contamination) and quantity (i.e., reten-
tion), the reviewed literature primarily discussed how 
inversion tillage negatively affects this latter category. 
The key findings centred around the reduced ability of 
tilled soil to retain water, with several studies demon-
strating that soil moisture and water content decreased 
as a result of inversion tillage [2, 8, 40, 83]. One field 
study [12], referenced in Strudley, Green, and Ascough 
[87] found that soil water content was 8% lower under 
inversion tillage compared to no-till, which was attrib-
uted to the retention of crop residues on the soil surface 
and subsequently lower evaporation rates under no-till. 
The burial or removal of crop residues under inversion 
tillage was also found to contribute to increased sur-
face run-off of water, resulting in negative implications 
for local water quality [8, 56, 83]. One study conducted 

Table 3  Scoring criteria to evaluate the likelihood of occurrence of the identified impact

Very high High Medium Low Rare
5 4 3 2 1

Likelihood of occur-
rence

Expected to occur most 
of the time, in all condi-
tions/circumstances. 
Reported in over 75% 
of cases

Often occurs in all con-
ditions/circumstances 
OR expected to occur 
most of the time, 
but only in specific con-
ditions/circumstances

Often occurs, but usu-
ally only in specific con-
ditions/circumstances. 
Reported in at least 
25% of cases

Occurs occasionally 
across various condi-
tions/circumstances. 
Reported in less than 
25% of cases

Rare, occurs 
only in specific condi-
tions/circumstances. 
Only occasionally 
reported

Table 4  Scoring criteria to evaluate the scale of the identified impact compared to the observed baseline

Large negative impact Small negative impact No impact Small positive impact Large positive impact
− 2 − 1 0 1 2

Qualitative score: Scale 
of impact (compared 
with baseline)

Significant impact 
determined by con-
sensus

Negative impact detected Within 
baseline 
variability

Positive impact detected Significant impact 
determined by con-
sensus
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in Italy [10], referenced by Soane et  al. [83], revealed 
that annual run-off was 94  mm for fields under inver-
sion tillage, compared to 57  mm for no-till sites. The 
reviewed literature did reveal one positive impact, as 
inversion tillage aerates the soil by breaking up sur-
face compaction, this can increase water infiltration [8, 
57, 62, 76]. However, this effect appears to be tempo-
rary, at least in certain soil types. In a 4-year field study 
[30] that measured infiltration after different tillage 
treatments (on sandy clay loam), it was observed that 
while pre-inversion tillage water infiltration rates were 
at 68%, increasing to 83% immediately post-till, after 
2  weeks the infiltration rate had dropped significantly 
to 26%. By contrast, under a no-till treatment, water 
infiltration rates were 84%, 77% and 62% for pre-, post- 
and 2 weeks post-inversion tillage, respectively [30].

Air quality
The reviewed literature primarily demonstrated the 
negative impacts of inversion tillage on air quality when 
applied in semi-arid climates or under dry conditions. 
The direct impacts on air quality relates to the distur-
bance of the soil caused by inversion tillage which can 
result in an increase in dust and particulate matter (PM) 
emissions [32, 44, 54, 65, 79], especially when soils are dry 
[37, 44]. Inversion tillage creates a bare soil surface with 
little crop residue which increases the risk of wind ero-
sion, resulting in greater sediment fluxes during strong 
winds [79]. A study conducted in a semi-arid region of 
northern Spain found that the wind-erodible fraction of 
the soil surface was observed to be 41 and 50% for chisel-
ling and mouldboard ploughing, respectively [51]. Sedi-
ment and PM flux decrease with a reduction in tillage 
intensity, as soil that has not undergone inversion tillage 
promotes the aggregation of fine particles, thereby lead-
ing to lower concentrations of PM [32, 79]. While this 
demonstrates a negative effect of inversion tillage, the 
reviewed literature also indicated a positive impact on 
air quality. The literature discussed how in cases where 
organic manures are applied to the soil surface, plough-
ing enables the incorporation of manures into the soil, 
thereby reducing associated ammonia emissions, ammo-
nia volatilisation losses occur when manure is exposed 
to air. The study by Webb et al. [95] indicated that using 
immediate incorporation of cattle, pig, or chicken (broiler 
and layer) manures into the soil via inversion tillage can 
reduce ammonia emissions by up to 95%. However, as 
ammonia losses begin as soon as the manure is applied, 
any delays to incorporation enable these losses to occur. 
For instance, incorporating manures a week after they 
have been applied results in only a 5–10% reduction in 
ammonia emissions [95].

Climate
Aspects considered under the climate category included 
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, carbon sequestration 
and climate resilience. While direct impacts of inver-
sion tillage on GHG emissions and carbon sequestration 
were identified, the reviewed literature did not reveal any 
substantial evidence to determine whether inversion till-
age has any direct impact on climate resilience. Indirect 
impacts on climate resilience associated with drought 
or flooding could be explored through consideration of 
water holding capacity or run-off (see water above), how-
ever, these indirect impacts were not featured within the 
reviewed literature. Nevertheless, the most severe nega-
tive impact (considering both scale and likelihood) was 
found to relate to soil organic carbon (SOC), with lower 
SOC being observed in fields under inversion tillage 
compared to those employing reduced or no-till meth-
ods [34, 52, 83]. One field study conducted over a period 
of 20 years in Germany [86] referenced in Ludwig et al. 
[52], demonstrated that SOC stocks were 5 t  ha−1 lower 
under inversion tillage compared to reduced tillage. The 
loss of SOC due to inversion tillage consequently results 
in higher CO2 emissions [83]. However, one positive 
impact of inversion tillage was found to be a reduction 
in N2O emissions from soils that have undergone inver-
sion tillage [22, 34, 39], with one meta-analysis [39] stat-
ing an increase of N2O emissions by 10.4% under no-till 
methods compared to inversion tillage. Although, meas-
urement of SOC, alongside other aspects such as N2O 
emissions, can often be challenging and inconsistent 
which has led to highly variable results (see climate sec-
tion in discussion below).

Biotic impacts
The effect of inversion tillage on six different biotic cat-
egories were assessed: vertebrates, aquatic organisms, 
bees and arthropods, earthworms, soil microorganisms 
and terrestrial plants. The review identified that inversion 
tillage can negatively impact all of the biotic categories 
evaluated, with most categories scoring very highly for 
likelihood and also having the most severe negative rat-
ing for scale of impact (i.e., − 2).

Vertebrates
The negative impacts identified for vertebrates were 
linked to limited food resources as a direct result of inver-
sion tillage. The abundance of birds and small mammal 
species was found to be reduced in fields under inver-
sion tillage, due to a lack of food resources and habitat 
disruption from the burial of seeds and crop debris [15, 
28, 84, 97]. In one field study in northern France [7] it 
was observed that wheat and oilseed rape fields managed 
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under conservation tillage (i.e., reduced or no-till), when 
combined with a cover crop, saw increases in the abun-
dance of five bird species with 2.3–4.1 times more indi-
viduals compared with fields managed with inversion 
tillage. However, when herbicides were applied instead of 
cover crops in the conservation tillage systems, different 
results emerged with increases in abundance not consist-
ent across all bird species. In this second comparison, 
there were both positive and negative abundance find-
ings, with two species recorded with higher abundance 
by 2.1–2.2 times in fields managed with inversion tillage 
compared with conservation tillage [7]. In a further study 
focused on semi-natural habitat loss [36], populations of 
owls and other predatory birds were shown to decline 
because of lowered prey species availability under inver-
sion tillage. These findings suggest that inversion tillage 
can have a negative effect across the food chain of verte-
brate species.

Aquatic organisms
The literature did not identify any direct impacts to 
aquatic organisms from inversion tillage practices, 
mostly because aquatic organisms are not present where 
inversion tillage occurs. However, aquatic organisms are 
indirectly affected by run-off into nearby waterways, 
associated with inversion tillage (see water category 
above) [78, 83]. However, the literature suggested that dif-
ferent forms of inversion tillage can impact the extent of 
run-off in different ways, affecting the impacts on aquatic 
organisms. Chisel ploughing has been shown to incorpo-
rate organic manures more comprehensively into the soil 
than manure applied to the soil surface in a no-till sys-
tem, reducing the direct runoff of phosphorous immedi-
ately after application [59]. However, as inversion tillage 
causes soil erosion over the long term (see soil category 
above), sediment becomes a component of agricultural 
runoff, which can lead to increased levels of phosphorous 
entering watercourses [4, 72, 78, 91]. Increased levels of 
phosphorous lead to eutrophication and associated nega-
tive impacts on aquatic organisms [72, 78].

Bees and other arthropods
Overall, inversion tillage was found to have an adverse 
effect on bees and other arthropods [3, 9, 15, 16, 35, 41, 
48, 69, 89, 96]. The soil is heavily disturbed by inversion 
tillage which can destroy habitats and directly injure or 
kill arthropods in the soil [3]. Nest location was identi-
fied as a key factor for negative impacts on bees, with 
species that nest above-ground in agricultural fields 
found to be 9  times more negatively impacted by inver-
sion tillage than species which do not nest in these areas 
[96]. Furthermore, arthropods unable to fly or those 
which undergo a larval stage in the soil are significantly 

negatively impacted, with one study [16] reporting a 50% 
reduction in sawfly emergence under inversion tillage 
due to the larval stage being directly affected by soil dis-
turbance. Some selectivity in the impacts were able to be 
identified. While populations of larger beetles and other 
arthropod species, such as spiders and centipedes, were 
negatively impacted by inversion tillage [41, 46, 69], small 
carabid beetles were found to increase in abundance [9, 
35, 46]. This was supported by further studies suggesting 
that smaller carabid beetles are able to tolerate inversion 
tillage events and can even thrive under these conditions 
[35, 69].

Earthworms
The impacts on earthworms varied greatly according to 
the specific species considered. Epigeic earthworm spe-
cies that live within organic matter in the topsoil layer, 
which are small and do not burrow, were found to ben-
efit from inversion tillage due to increased incorporation 
of surface debris [21, 75]. However, the larger burrowing 
anecic earthworm species were found to be detrimen-
tally affected by inversion tillage, with greater anecic 
earthworm biomass identified under no-till or reduced 
tillage [16, 21, 60, 66, 68, 75]. Anecic earthworms can 
suffer injuries and death from direct contact with the 
mouldboard plough during inversion tillage, while their 
burrows can be destroyed during the process [21, 60, 66, 
68]. Indirect impacts on soil and water were also able to 
be linked to reductions of anecic earthworm biomass 
[20, 83]. Burrows from anecic earthworms create pores 
that improve hydrological processes, which allow water 
to move through the soil [68]. Therefore, a reduction in 
anecic biomass could lead to reduced soil porosity in the 
field, increasing the risk of surface runoff.

Soil microorganisms
In most cases, inversion tillage was found to have an 
adverse effect on soil microorganism populations, how-
ever, whether the impacts can be considered positive or 
negative depends on the specific microorganism (e.g., 
beneficial or harmful) in question, goals (e.g., pest reduc-
tion, biodiversity) and perspectives (i.e., farmer, ecolo-
gist). The high level of disturbance from inversion tillage 
leads to the disruption of the life cycles of certain pests 
and diseases [43, 56], which is beneficial to farmers as 
it provides an element of crop protection. However, 
this disturbance also impacts beneficial microorgan-
isms, such as fungal and bacterial populations. From the 
review, 12 studies reported substantial reductions in 
microbial activity under ploughing [5, 6, 8, 11, 34, 49, 
53, 64, 74, 80, 88, 94]. This can be detrimental to over-
all soil health, especially if the abundance of arbuscular 
mycorrhizal fungi or beneficial bacteria are reduced [74, 
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94]. A degree of selectivity was identified within the lit-
erature. One study by Shi et  al. [80] demonstrated that 
effects of tillage on microbiota can vary throughout the 
year depending on other environmental conditions (e.g., 
moisture). Therefore, the aforementioned adverse effects 
on microorganisms may not remain constant during the 
year.

Terrestrial plants
When assessing the impacts of inversion tillage on ter-
restrial plants, the most frequently cited benefit within 
the reviewed literature was the reduced weed burden as a 
result of the burial of weed seeds preventing germination 
[26, 38, 56]. In a 3-year comparative field study, the quan-
tity of weed seeds within the 0–20 cm topsoil layer was 
found to be 68% lower under inversion tillage compared 
to no-till [26]. Inversion tillage can be used to provide a 
clean seed bed to assist in successful crop establishment, 
with reduced seed return further reducing the spread of 
weed seeds from mature plants via wind or animal trans-
mission, ultimately lowering the weed burden [38]. From 
a farmer’s perspective, this impact is significantly benefi-
cial for weed control and is considered to be one of the 
main merits of inversion tillage [13, 58], however from 
an ecological perspective this may be a negative impact 
because it is reducing the plant species diversity in the 
field.

Discussion
When examining inversion tillage using the modified 
REA approach, at least ten papers were reviewed for all of 
the assessed environmental categories. Overall, the qual-
ity of literature (see Table 2) reviewed was scored as high, 
with meta-analyses able to be identified for all environ-
mental categories except for terrestrial plants. However, 
despite the abundance of relevant literature and high 
quality of research, a number of genuine data gaps were 
identified, most notably in relation to aquatic organisms. 
This reflected cases where inversion tillage only had indi-
rect impacts associated with a category, which in some 
instances needed to be inferred from the available evi-
dence. For example, the observation of increased runoff 
from the use of inversion tillage leading to increased risk 
of eutrophication in nearby waterways [83]. It should be 
noted that the selection of just ten papers per category 
also meant there was a risk of gaps not being addressed 
due to the rapid nature of the process.

Abiotic impacts
Soil and water
The REA approach identified research that overlapped 
the different environmental categories, with changes to 
soil structure often directly affecting water quality and 

quantity. Several of the papers identified for the water 
category did not focus primarily on the direct impacts 
that inversion tillage has on water quantity or qual-
ity, instead these were discussed indirectly as a result of 
soil changes. For example, Indoria et  al. [40] reviewed 
the impacts of conservation tillage, which aims to mini-
mise soil disturbance, and identified that this results in 
increased soil aeration and porosity, which subsequently 
improves soil water infiltration and reduces surface run-
off, compared to inversion tillage. Other papers sup-
ported this finding, with inversion tillage resulting in 
2 mm h−1 lower hydraulic conductivity compared to no-
till [87], with average annual run-off also being 37  mm 
higher under inversion tillage [83].

The REA approach was particularly effective for assess-
ing the soil category, primarily due to the extensive num-
ber of papers that have been published over many years 
on the impact of inversion tillage on soil. As a result, 
all of the papers reviewed for soil were of high or very 
high quality, with no observed data gaps. For the water 
category, the quality of the literature reviewed was also 
scored as high. However, due to the generally lower con-
text relevance and geographical applicability (i.e., global 
application rather than European specific) of the sources 
reviewed, the overall research quality score was scored as 
moderate. Sufficient information on the effects of inver-
sion tillage upon water quality was able to be collected, 
with only one knowledge gap identified, which concerned 
the impacts of agro-chemical run-off as a result of inver-
sion tillage on water quality. A more detailed review 
would be required to target and fully assess the impacts 
of this data gap, such as accessing grey literature and gov-
ernment advice programs. The results of the REA also 
suggested that climatic conditions (e.g., arid) can influ-
ence the extent of soil water retention from different till-
age approaches [40], however, the papers identified did 
not provide any further insight into how this occurs. In 
this instance, additional, targeted searches with more 
specific search terms would have benefitted the approach 
and filled this knowledge gap.

Air quality
The REA approach demonstrated some overlap between 
the air quality and soil categories. There were several 
studies identified in the review process for the soil cat-
egory which indicated that inversion tillage increases the 
risk of soil erosion by loosening the topsoil layer [18, 19, 
38, 50]. While for air quality, increased soil erosion from 
the mechanical disturbance of the soil was attributed to 
increases in sediment fluxes and particulate matter emis-
sions [44, 51, 79].

For the air quality category, the overall quality of the 
ten papers was scored as moderate. This is primarily 
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due to lower geographical applicability as the majority 
of the studies were situated in semi-arid or arid regions. 
The overall research quality was also scored as moder-
ate, as only two review papers were identified. Never-
theless, suitable information was found relating to the 
impacts of inversion tillage on air quality, with only lim-
ited data gaps identified. The focus of the studies on arid 
regions indicated that there is a data gap concerning the 
effects of inversion tillage on air quality in the temperate 
regions of Northern Europe. This is especially important 
as the results of the REA indicated that arid conditions 
contribute to increased PM and dust emissions due to 
reduced soil moisture [37, 44]. Additionally, none of the 
papers identified in this REA discussed the implications 
of emissions from tillage machinery and subsequent fuel 
consumption on air quality. To address these knowledge 
gaps, the review would benefit from additional targeted 
searches.

Climate
Within the climate impact category different aspects were 
considered when reviewing the findings (GHG emis-
sions, carbon sequestration, and resilience), but only ten 
sources were reviewed in total. The quality of the papers 
collected for this category was scored as moderate, with 
the relevance of context and geographical region being 
highly variable across the sources. In comparison to the 
other environmental categories, the papers reviewed for 
climate presented a greater amount of conflicting infor-
mation. For instance, one of the positive impacts identi-
fied was a reduction in N2O emissions; a review of four 
European field studies in Soane et al. [83] estimated lower 
N2O emissions under inversion tillage (compared to no-
till) in three out of four cases, with N2O loss between 
21 and 69% lower. This finding was supported by two 
other review papers, with this effect being attributed to 
lower soil moisture levels and a lack of crop residues on 
the soil surface [22, 39]. However, given the sensitivity of 
N2O emissions to soil moisture and the variability in soil 
moisture under inversion tillage [39], these observations 
need to be treated with caution when viewed in isolation. 
In this instance, the REA approach did not provide suf-
ficient breadth of information, collecting more than ten 
papers would have provided better scope for understand-
ing more complex issues.

Similarly, there was some discourse surrounding the 
effect of inversion tillage on soil organic carbon (SOC) 
levels. A study by Feng et  al. [27] suggested that deep 
inversion tillage can increase carbon sequestration and 
improve SOC stocks in the upper 20 cm of the soil, with 
another study demonstrating that CO2 emissions from 
soils under inversion tillage can be up to 22% lower than 
no-till [83]. However, this was attributed to specific 

climatic conditions, with unusually high temperatures in 
Northern France increasing the rate of decomposition of 
crop debris on the soil surface [63] referenced in [83]. The 
majority of papers collected indicated that inversion till-
age results in significantly reduced SOC levels compared 
to no-till methods [8, 34, 45, 52, 55, 57, 90]. For example, 
it was demonstrated by a 30-year study that inversion till-
age can reduce SOC by up to 30% in dryland cropping 
systems [8]. Nevertheless, SOC levels and subsequent 
CO2 emissions involve a range of complex interactions 
between different factors, such as rainfall, soil water con-
tent, temperature, crop residues, and soil organic matter 
[83]. Therefore, it is hard to determine from the restricted 
scope of this study what the short and long-term effects 
of inversion tillage (in isolation) are on CO2 emissions.

In relation to climate resilience, there was a general 
knowledge gap in our findings. Only two papers men-
tioned the effects of inversion tillage on resilience in rela-
tion to drought tolerance, with one stating that resilience 
is improved by inversion tillage [76] and the other indi-
cating that resilience is reduced [8]. The REA approach 
would need to be expanded and applied individually 
to the specific elements of climate to identify sufficient 
papers relating to resilience. Similar to this, another 
knowledge gap was identified about the fuel usage and 
GHG emissions of tillage equipment, which can also be 
attributed to the broad search terms used in the REA 
approach.

Biotic impacts
The quality of the papers collected for the biotic impact 
categories were scored as moderate or high in most 
cases, except for aquatic organisms, which was scored as 
low. This was due to some difficulty in collecting papers 
that had suitable relevance of context, as aquatic organ-
isms are only indirectly affected by inversion tillage as a 
result of run-off into nearby waterways [78, 83]. How-
ever, the REA approach was still fairly effective for deter-
mining an overview of the environmental impacts, with 
sufficient data able to be extracted from the papers for all 
of the categories.

The REA approach demonstrated significant overlap 
between the soil microorganisms category and the soil 
category. Several studies indicated that inversion tillage 
significantly reduced soil microbial activity, with fewer 
bacterial and fungal species being present in the soil [5, 
11, 49, 64, 74, 80, 88, 94]. Consequently, this is detrimen-
tal to soil health, as reduced fungal growth has negative 
implications for organic matter and aggregate stability in 
the soil [8], which were issues that were also identified 
under the soil category. The REA approach showed that 
certain categories, cannot easily be studied in isolation as 
one category often impacts, or is influenced, by another. 
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The approach is, therefore, most effective when consid-
ering topics that already have a wide range of published 
literature spanning many years, with the approach useful 
for uncovering and summarising some of the more com-
plex interactions between different environmental cat-
egories as a result of inversion tillage.

The review demonstrated that consideration of the 
benefits and trade-offs for biotic categories is highly 
dependent on the specific goals (e.g., pest reduction, bio-
diversity) and perspectives (i.e., farmer, ecologist) of the 
review. While the reduction of weed abundance could 
be considered a benefit to farmers, from an ecological 
perspective this could be a negative impact as the plant 
species diversity in the field has been reduced. These con-
flicting goals must be made clear when assessing the out-
puts of the REA approach.

Summary
The REA approach facilitated efficient compilation of the 
environmental implications of agricultural tools, high-
lighting nuances of these different impacts in relation to 
their direct or indirect effect and their selectivity. Due to 
the concessions in the amount of literature gathered and 
reviewed using this approach, a few data gaps were iden-
tified that would require additional research to address. 
Although, increasing the number of sources per category 
would have reduced the efficiency of the REA approach. 
The provision of extra time to find and evaluate more 
papers may yield more robust results and minimise data 
gaps, however, for the slightly more niche categories (e.g., 
aquatic organisms), the collection of additional papers 
relevant to the research question may not be possible due 
to genuine gaps in existing research.

While the robustness of the literature identified var-
ied between the different environmental categories with 
differing availability of meta-analyses and reviews, the 
overall quality of the papers was scored from moderate to 
high for nine out of ten categories. The exception, aquatic 
organisms, was scored as low as these are not present 
where inversion tillage occurs. Only two categories 
(water and climate) had ten papers that were all either 
meta-analyses or reviews (rather than individual arti-
cles) demonstrating that ten meta-analyses and reviews 
for each category is not always possible. Nevertheless, 
the REA approach worked effectively for the inversion 
tillage tool, as the desired total of 100 relevant papers 
(ten papers for each of the ten categories) were able to 
be reviewed. The approach could benefit from further 
disaggregation for the multi-faceted categories (e.g., cli-
mate, water) to ensure that sufficient findings and nuance 
can be collected from the review process for all aspects. 
The isolation of agricultural tools in the approach would 
also benefit from further holistic consideration where 

different questions are asked and thus, reveal a wider 
array of literature.

Further development
This initial phase of research is being complimented by 
a second phase of the project (not presented) that aims 
to explore the environmental implications and interac-
tions of combinations of tools applied within production 
systems. The first system under consideration is conser-
vation agriculture, with a focus on wheat production in 
temperate climates (e.g., comparable to Central Europe), 
to explore the environmental benefits and limitations of 
that specific system. It is expected that this two-phase 
literature review methodology can increase transpar-
ency around the environmental implications of produc-
tion systems, disclosing both synergies and trade-offs. 
The assessment of the different tools across the same cat-
egories can finally support pathways to broadly increase 
the sustainability of cropping systems by informing cost–
benefit frameworks.

Conclusion
The use of this modified REA approach to assess the 
environmental impacts of agricultural tools, which was 
inspired by the categories of environmental risk assess-
ments of plant protection products, was highly effective 
at identifying a wide range of abiotic and biotic impacts 
in a resource efficient manner. It enabled rapid identifi-
cation of the primary issues for environmental sustain-
ability to guide further detailed study. The modified REA 
approach was able to demonstrate that inversion tillage 
has either direct or indirect impacts (or both), positive or 
negative (or both), for all of the abiotic and biotic catego-
ries assessed, as well as determining their degree of selec-
tivity for different species or conditions where applicable.

A small number of positive impacts were observed, 
with inversion tillage offering effective weed control 
through the burial of weed seeds, which reduces the 
amount of herbicide required. By reducing topsoil com-
paction and incorporating crop residues, the practice 
creates a loose stale seedbed to sow crops. However, 
inversion tillage was identified to be particularly det-
rimental to physical soil health, especially in the long 
term. The negative effects of inversion tillage on soil 
structure, such as reduced soil organic matter, reduced 
aggregate stability and increased subsoil compac-
tion, have negative implications for several other cat-
egories assessed both infield and outfield. Infield issues 
including greater levels of soil erosion and reduced 
water infiltration, which can negatively affect air qual-
ity as well as the quality of waterways outfield through 
increased nutrient leaching and sediment run-off, pre-
senting further risks to aquatic organisms through 
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eutrophication. The extensive disruption of biotic habi-
tats from the mechanical process of inversion tillage 
can negatively affect several biotic categories directly 
infield and further impacts surrounding food chains 
through the reduction of food resources.

By isolating and evaluating various agricultural tools 
under this risk assessment categories-inspired REA, we 
were able to present a holistic approach to the identifi-
cation of key environmental impacts that enables links 
between abiotic and biotic impacts to be quickly estab-
lished. The consistent and balanced approach to the 
review of a wide range of environmental impact catego-
ries provided broad and nuanced perspectives to iden-
tify the most prominent opportunities and trade-offs. 
Providing a rapid screen of the evidence across a range 
of environmental categories for a range of agricultural 
tools can support the agriculture sector to identify the 
benefits and trade-offs when introducing new prac-
tices, such as shifting from conventional production 
to conservation tillage or regenerative practices. From 
these evidence reviews informed decisions can be made 
on the optimal practices to adopt to minimise nega-
tive environmental impacts in complex systems. While 
some data gaps were identified using the modified REA 
approach, the broad considerations of the approach can 
be used as the first step to provide rationale for subse-
quent detailed reviews or for commissioning further 
novel research.

In this paper, we have presented the first phase of a 
two-phase evidence review methodology, which aimed 
to isolate the environmental impacts of individual agri-
cultural tools. This work will be supplemented by a 
second ongoing phase of work that considers the inter-
actions of tool combinations typically applied within 
particular production systems (e.g., conservation agri-
culture). It is anticipated that through this combined 
approach, we will be able to build a better and more 
holistic understanding of the agronomic and environ-
mental implications of different management options 
to enable farmers to make better informed decisions, 
as to both the effectiveness of the practice at manag-
ing weeds, pests or diseases, and the environmental 
implication of applying that tool. The modified REA 
methodology can also be used as starting point to 
inform and broaden the scope of more comprehensive 
environmental impact assessments performed to guide 
key policy decisions, with the aim to consider the envi-
ronmental trade-offs of agricultural practices alongside 
those identified for chemical tool applications.

Abbreviations
GHG	� Greenhouse gas
REA	� Rapid evidence assessment

SOC	� Soil organic carbon

Acknowledgements
We would like to thank Sarah Cook and Sarah Clarke (ADAS) for their expert 
insight into weed management and crop physiology.

Author contributions
LG, SW and CB were responsible for the conception, design and editing of this 
work. LG, EW and EJ were responsible for data analysis and interpretation, as 
well as revisions of the work. All the authors have read and approved the final 
manuscript.

Funding
The research was conducted by ADAS, an independent consultancy, with 
funding from Bayer AG.

Availability of data and materials
The data generated during the current study are available from the corre-
sponding author on reasonable request.

Declarations

Ethics approval and consent to participate
Not applicable.

Consent for publication
Not applicable.

Competing interests
Funding has been provided by Bayer AG, a company producing plant protec-
tion products. Bayer is also employer of one of the authors.

Author details
1 ADAS, Boxworth, Cambridgeshire, England. 2 Bayer AG, Monheim, Germany. 

Received: 4 January 2023   Accepted: 2 September 2023

References
	1.	 Alix A, Bylemans D, Dauber J et al (2022) Optimising agricultural food 

production and biodiversity in European landscapes: report of an online-
workshop. Thünen Rep. https://​doi.​org/​10.​3220/​REP16​65401​531000

	2.	 Alvarez R, Steinbach HS (2009) A review of the effects of tillage systems 
on some soil physical properties, water content, nitrate availability and 
crops yield in the Argentine Pampas. Soil Tillage Res 104:1–15. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​1016/j.​still.​2009.​02.​005

	3.	 Alyokhin A, Nault B, Brown B (2020) Soil conservation practices for insect 
pest management in highly disturbed agroecosystems—a review. Ento-
mol Exp Appl 168:7–27. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/​eea.​12863

	4.	 Arheimer B, Torstensson G, Wittgren HB (2004) Landscape planning to 
reduce coastal eutrophication: agricultural practices and constructed 
wetlands. Landsc Urban Plan 67:205–215. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/​S0169-​
2046(03)​00040-9

	5.	 Babin D, Deubel A, Jacquiod S et al (2019) Impact of long-term agricul-
tural management practices on soil prokaryotic communities. Soil Biol 
Biochem 129:17–28. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​soilb​io.​2018.​11.​002

	6.	 Balesdent J, Chenu C, Balabane M (2000) Relationship of soil organic 
matter dynamics to physical protection and tillage. Soil Tillage Res 
53:215–230. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/​S0167-​1987(99)​00107-5

	7.	 Barré K, Le Viol I, Julliard R, Kerbiriou C (2018) Weed control method drives 
conservation tillage efficiency on farmland breeding birds. Agr Ecosyst 
Environ 256:74–81. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​agee.​2018.​01.​004

	8.	 Baumhardt RL, Stewart BA, Sainju UM (2015) North American soil deg-
radation: processes, practices, and mitigating strategies. Sustainability 
7:2936–2960. https://​doi.​org/​10.​3390/​su703​2936

	9.	 Boinot S, Poulmarch J, Mézière D et al (2019) Distribution of overwinter-
ing invertebrates in temperate agroforestry systems: implications for 

https://doi.org/10.3220/REP1665401531000
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.still.2009.02.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.still.2009.02.005
https://doi.org/10.1111/eea.12863
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0169-2046(03)00040-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0169-2046(03)00040-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.soilbio.2018.11.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0167-1987(99)00107-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agee.2018.01.004
https://doi.org/10.3390/su7032936


Page 13 of 15Green et al. Environmental Sciences Europe           (2023) 35:79 	

biodiversity conservation and biological control of crop pests. Agric 
Ecosyst Environ 285:106630. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​agee.​2019.​106630

	10.	 Bonari E, Mazzoncini M, Peruzzi A, Ginanni M (1995) Soil erosion and 
nitrogen loss as eaffected by different tillage systems used for durum 
wheat cultivated in a hilly clayey soil. In: Tebrügge F, Böhrnsen A (eds) 
Experience with the applicability of no-tillage crop production in the 
West-European countries. proceedings of the EC-Workshop II, Wissen-
schaftlicher Fachverlag, Giessen, Germany, pp 81–91

	11.	 Bucki P, Regdos K, Siwek P et al (2021) Impact of soil management prac-
tices on yield quality, weed infestation and soil microbiota abundance in 
organic zucchini production. Sci Hortic 281:109989. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1016/j.​scien​ta.​2021.​109989

	12.	 Chen Y, Cavers C, Tessier S et al (2005) Short-term tillage effects on soil 
cone index and plant development in a poorly drained, heavy clay soil. 
Soil Tillage Res 82:161–171. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​still.​2004.​06.​006

	13.	 Cloutier DC, Van der Weide RY, Peruzzi A, Leblanc ML (2007) Mechanical 
weed management. In: Upadhyaya Mahesh K, Blackshaw Robert E (eds) 
Nonchemical weed management: principles, concepts and technology. 
CAB International, Wallingford

	14.	 Collins A, Coughlin D, Miller J, Kirk S (2015) The production of quick scop-
ing reviews and rapid evidence assessments: a how to guide. Defra/NERC

	15.	 Cunningham HM, Bradbury RB, Chaney K, Wilcox A (2005) Effect of non-
inversion tillage on field usage by UK farmland birds in winter. Bird Study 
52:173–179. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​00063​65050​94613​88

	16.	 Cunningham HM, Chaney K, Bradbury RB, Wilcox A (2004) Non-inversion 
tillage and farmland birds: a review with special reference to the UK and 
Europe. Ibis 146:192–202. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/j.​1474-​919X.​2004.​
00354.x

	17.	 Dara SK (2019) The new integrated pest management paradigm for the 
modern age. J Integr Pest Manag. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1093/​jipm/​pmz010

	18.	 Daraghmeh OA, Jensen JR, Petersen CT (2009) Soil structure stability 
under conventional and reduced tillage in a sandy loam. Geoderma 
150:64–71. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​geode​rma.​2009.​01.​007

	19.	 de Paul OV, Lal R (2014) Using meta-analyses to assess pedo-variability 
under different land uses and soil management in central Ohio, USA. 
Geoderma 232–234:56–68. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​geode​rma.​2014.​04.​
030

	20.	 Ehlers W (1997) Optimizing the components of the soil water balance by 
reduced and no-tillage. In: Experience with the application of no-tillage 
crop production in the West-European countries. Proceedings of the 
EC-Workshop HI, Evora, Portugal. Wissenschaftlicher Fachverlag Dr. Fleck, 
Giessen, Germany. pp 107–118

	21.	 Ernst G, Emmerling C (2009) Impact of five different tillage systems on 
soil organic carbon content and the density, biomass, and commu-
nity composition of earthworms after a ten year period. Eur J Soil Biol 
45:247–251. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​ejsobi.​2009.​02.​002

	22.	 Essich L, Nkebiwe PM, Schneider M, Ruser R (2020) Is crop residue 
removal to reduce N2O emissions driven by quality or quantity? A field 
study and meta-analysis. Agriculture 10:546. https://​doi.​org/​10.​3390/​agric​
ultur​e1011​0546

	23.	 European Commission (2019) The European Green Deal. https://​eur-​lex.​
europa.​eu/​resou​rce.​html?​uri=​cellar:​b828d​165-​1c22-​11ea-​8c1f-​01aa7​
5ed71​a1.​0002.​02/​DOC_​1&​format=​PDF. Accessed 3 Aug 2022

	24.	 European Commission (2022a) An environmentally sustainable CAP. 
https://​agric​ulture.​ec.​europa.​eu/​susta​inabi​lity/​envir​onmen​tal-​susta​inabi​
lity/​cap-​and-​envir​onment_​en. Accessed 25 Aug 2022

	25.	 European Commission (2022b) Approval of active substances. https://​
food.​ec.​europa.​eu/​plants/​pesti​cides/​appro​val-​active-​subst​ances_​en. 
Accessed 4 Aug 2022

	26.	 Feledyn-Szewczyk B, Smagacz J, Kwiatkowski CA et al (2020) Weed flora 
and soil seed bank composition as affected by tillage system in three-
year crop rotation. Agriculture 10:186. https://​doi.​org/​10.​3390/​agric​ultur​
e1005​0186

	27.	 Feng J, Li F, Zhou X et al (2018) Impact of agronomy practices on the 
effects of reduced tillage systems on CH4 and N2O emissions from 
agricultural fields: a global meta-analysis. PLoS ONE 13:e0196703. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​1371/​journ​al.​pone.​01967​03

	28.	 Field RH, Benke S, Bádonyi K, Bradbury RB (2007) Influence of conserva-
tion tillage on winter bird use of arable fields in Hungary. Agr Ecosyst 
Environ 120:399–404. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​agee.​2006.​10.​014

	29.	 Frangi J-P, Richard DC (2000) The WELSONS experiment: overview and 
presentation of first results on the surface atmospheric boundary-layer 
in semiarid Spain. Ann Geophys 18:365–384. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​
s00585-​000-​0365-7

	30.	 Freese RC, Cassel DK, Denton HP (1993) Infiltration in a piedmont soil 
under three tillage systems. J Soil Water Conserv 48:214–218

	31.	 Gajri PR, Arora VK, Prihar SS (2002) Tillage for sustainable cropping. Food 
Products Press, Binghamton

	32.	 Gao F, Feng G, Sharratt B, Zhang M (2014) Tillage and straw manage-
ment affect PM10 emission potential in subarctic Alaska. Soil Tillage Res 
144:1–7. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​still.​2014.​07.​001

	33.	 Goulson D (2013) REVIEW: an overview of the environmental risks posed 
by neonicotinoid insecticides. J Appl Ecol 50:977–987. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1111/​1365-​2664.​12111

	34.	 Haddaway NR, Hedlund K, Jackson LE et al (2017) How does tillage inten-
sity affect soil organic carbon? A systematic review. Environ Evidence 
6:30. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1186/​s13750-​017-​0108-9

	35.	 Hatten TD, Bosque-Pérez NA, Labonte JR et al (2007) Effects of tillage on 
the activity density and biological diversity of carabid beetles in spring 
and winter crops. Environ Entomol 36:356–368. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1093/​
ee/​36.2.​356

	36.	 Hodara K, Poggio SL (2016) Frogs taste nice when there are few mice: do 
dietary shifts in barn owls result from rapid farming intensification? Agric 
Ecosyst Environ 230:42–46. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​agee.​2016.​05.​027

	37.	 Hoffmann C, Funk R (2015) Diurnal changes of PM10-emission from 
arable soils in NE-Germany. Aeol Res 17:117–127. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1016/j.​aeolia.​2015.​03.​002

	38.	 Holland JM (2004) The environmental consequences of adopting con-
servation tillage in Europe: reviewing the evidence. Agric Ecosyst Environ 
103:1–25. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​agee.​2003.​12.​018

	39.	 Huang Y, Ren W, Wang L et al (2018) Greenhouse gas emissions and 
crop yield in no-tillage systems: a meta-analysis. Agric Ecosyst Environ 
268:144–153. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​agee.​2018.​09.​002

	40.	 Indoria AK, Rao S, Sharma KL, Sammi Reddy K (2017) Conservation 
agriculture—a panacea to improve soil physical health. Curr Sci 112:52. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1852/​cs/​v112/​i01/​52-​61

	41.	 Jabbour R, Pisani-Gareau T, Smith RG et al (2016) Cover crop and tillage 
intensities alter ground-dwelling arthropod communities during the 
transition to organic production. Renew Agric Food Syst 31:361–374. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1017/​S1742​17051​50002​90

	42.	 Kanter DR, Musumba M, Wood SLR et al (2018) Evaluating agricultural 
trade-offs in the age of sustainable development. Agric Syst 163:73–88. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​agsy.​2016.​09.​010

	43.	 Katan J (2000) Physical and cultural methods for the management of 
soil-borne pathogens. Crop Prot 19:725–731. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/​
S0261-​2194(00)​00096-X

	44.	 Katra I (2020) Soil erosion by wind and dust emission in semi-arid soils 
due to agricultural activities. Agronomy 10:89. https://​doi.​org/​10.​3390/​
agron​omy10​010089

	45.	 Kiran Kumara TM, Kandpal A, Pal S (2020) A meta-analysis of economic 
and environmental benefits of conservation agriculture in South Asia. 
J Environ Manag 269:110773. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​jenvm​an.​2020.​
110773

	46.	 Kosewska A, Skalski T, Nietupski M (2014) Effect of conventional and non-
inversion tillage systems on the abundance and some life history traits 
of carabid beetles (Coleoptera: Carabidae) in winter triticale fields. Eur J 
Entomol 111:669–676. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1441/​eje.​2014.​078

	47.	 Lal R, Reicosky DC, Hanson JD (2007) Evolution of the plow over 10,000 
years and the rationale for no-till farming. Soil Tillage Res 93:1–12. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​still.​2006.​11.​004

	48.	 Legrand A, Gaucherel C, Baudry J, Meynard J-M (2011) Long-term effects 
of organic, conventional, and integrated crop systems on Carabids. 
Agronomy Sust Developm 31:515–524. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​
s13593-​011-​0007-3

	49.	 Legrand F, Picot A, Cobo-Díaz JF et al (2018) Effect of tillage and static 
abiotic soil properties on microbial diversity. Appl Soil Ecol 132:135–145. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​apsoil.​2018.​08.​016

	50.	 Li Y, Li Z, Cui S et al (2019) Residue retention and minimum tillage 
improve physical environment of the soil in croplands: a global meta-
analysis. Soil Tillage Res 194:104292. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​still.​2019.​06.​
009

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agee.2019.106630
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scienta.2021.109989
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scienta.2021.109989
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.still.2004.06.006
https://doi.org/10.1080/00063650509461388
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1474-919X.2004.00354.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1474-919X.2004.00354.x
https://doi.org/10.1093/jipm/pmz010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoderma.2009.01.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoderma.2014.04.030
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoderma.2014.04.030
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ejsobi.2009.02.002
https://doi.org/10.3390/agriculture10110546
https://doi.org/10.3390/agriculture10110546
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/resource.html?uri=cellar:b828d165-1c22-11ea-8c1f-01aa75ed71a1.0002.02/DOC_1&format=PDF
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/resource.html?uri=cellar:b828d165-1c22-11ea-8c1f-01aa75ed71a1.0002.02/DOC_1&format=PDF
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/resource.html?uri=cellar:b828d165-1c22-11ea-8c1f-01aa75ed71a1.0002.02/DOC_1&format=PDF
https://agriculture.ec.europa.eu/sustainability/environmental-sustainability/cap-and-environment_en
https://agriculture.ec.europa.eu/sustainability/environmental-sustainability/cap-and-environment_en
https://food.ec.europa.eu/plants/pesticides/approval-active-substances_en
https://food.ec.europa.eu/plants/pesticides/approval-active-substances_en
https://doi.org/10.3390/agriculture10050186
https://doi.org/10.3390/agriculture10050186
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0196703
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0196703
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agee.2006.10.014
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00585-000-0365-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00585-000-0365-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.still.2014.07.001
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2664.12111
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2664.12111
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13750-017-0108-9
https://doi.org/10.1093/ee/36.2.356
https://doi.org/10.1093/ee/36.2.356
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agee.2016.05.027
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aeolia.2015.03.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aeolia.2015.03.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agee.2003.12.018
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agee.2018.09.002
https://doi.org/10.1852/cs/v112/i01/52-61
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1742170515000290
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agsy.2016.09.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0261-2194(00)00096-X
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0261-2194(00)00096-X
https://doi.org/10.3390/agronomy10010089
https://doi.org/10.3390/agronomy10010089
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2020.110773
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2020.110773
https://doi.org/10.1441/eje.2014.078
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.still.2006.11.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.still.2006.11.004
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13593-011-0007-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13593-011-0007-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.apsoil.2018.08.016
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.still.2019.06.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.still.2019.06.009


Page 14 of 15Green et al. Environmental Sciences Europe           (2023) 35:79 

	51.	 López MV, Sabre M, Gracia R et al (1998) Tillage effects on soil surface 
conditions and dust emission by wind erosion in semiarid Aragón (NE 
Spain). Soil Tillage Res 45:91–105. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/​S0167-​1987(97)​
00066-4

	52.	 Ludwig B, Geisseler D, Michel K et al (2011) Effects of fertilization and soil 
management on crop yields and carbon stabilization in soils a review. 
Agron Sust Dev 31:361–372. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1051/​agro/​20100​30

	53.	 Tahat M, Alananbeh KM, Othman YA, Leskovar DI (2020) Soil health and 
sustainable agriculture. Sustainability 12:4859. https://​doi.​org/​10.​3390/​
su121​24859

	54.	 Maffia J, Dinuccio E, Amon B, Balsari P (2020) PM emissions from open 
field crop management: emission factors, assessment methods and miti-
gation measures—a review. Atmospheric Environ 226:117381. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​atmos​env.​2020.​117381

	55.	 Manley J, van Kooten GC, Moeltner K, Johnson DW (2005) Creating 
carbon offsets in agriculture through no-till cultivation: a meta-analysis 
of costs and carbon benefits. Clim Change 68:41–65. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1007/​s10584-​005-​6010-4

	56.	 Morris NL, Miller PCH, Orson JH, Froud-Williams RJ (2010) The adoption of 
non-inversion tillage systems in the United Kingdom and the agronomic 
impact on soil, crops and the environment—a review. Soil Tillage Res 
108:1–15. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​still.​2010.​03.​004

	57.	 Morugán-Coronado A, Linares C, Gómez-López MD et al (2020) The 
impact of intercropping, tillage and fertilizer type on soil and crop yield 
in fruit orchards under Mediterranean conditions: a meta-analysis of 
field studies. Agric Syst 178:102736. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​agsy.​2019.​
102736

	58.	 Moss S (2017) Black-grass (Alopecurus myosuroides): why has this weed 
become such a problem in Western Europe and what are the solutions? 
Outlooks Pest Manage 28:207–212. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1564/​v28_​oct_​04

	59.	 Mueller DH, Wendt RC, Daniel TC (1984) Phosphorus losses as affected by 
tillage and manure application. Soil Sci Soc Am J 48:901–905

	60.	 Muoni T, Mhlanga B, Forkman J et al (2019) Tillage and crop rotations 
enhance populations of earthworms, termites, dung beetles and centi-
pedes: evidence from a long-term trial in Zambia. J Agric Sci 157:504–
514. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1017/​S0021​85961​90007​3X

	61.	 National Research Council (2010) Toward sustainable agricultural systems 
in the 21st century. National Academies Press, Washington

	62.	 Novara A, Cerda A, Barone E, Gristina L (2021) Cover crop management 
and water conservation in vineyard and olive orchards. Soil Tillage Res 
208:104896. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​still.​2020.​104896

	63.	 Oorts K, Laurent F, Mary B et al (2007) Experimental and simulated soil 
mineral N dynamics for long-term tillage systems in northern France. Soil 
Tillage Res 94:441–456

	64.	 Patanita M, Campos MD, do Félix RM et al (2020) Effect of tillage system 
and cover crop on Maize Mycorrhization and presence of Magnaporthi-
opsis maydis. Biology 9:46. https://​doi.​org/​10.​3390/​biolo​gy903​0046

	65.	 Pattey E, Qiu G (2012) Trends in primary particulate matter emissions 
from Canadian agriculture. J Air Waste Manag Assoc 62:737–747. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​1080/​10962​247.​2012.​672058

	66.	 Perego A, Rocca A, Cattivelli V et al (2019) Agro-environmental aspects 
of conservation agriculture compared to conventional systems: a 3-year 
experience on 20 farms in the Po valley (Northern Italy). Agric Syst 
168:73–87. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​agsy.​2018.​10.​008

	67.	 Pimentel D (2005) Environmental and economic costs of the applica-
tion of pesticides primarily in the United States. Environ Dev Sustain 
7:229–252. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​s10668-​005-​7314-2

	68.	 Prendergast-Miller MT, Jones DT, Berdeni D et al (2021) Arable fields as 
potential reservoirs of biodiversity: earthworm populations increase in 
new leys. Sci Total Environ 789:147880. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​scito​tenv.​
2021.​147880

	69.	 Pretorius RJ, Hein GL, Blankenship EE et al (2018) Comparing the effects 
of two tillage operations on beneficial Epigeal arthropod communities 
and their associated ecosystem services in sugar beets. J Econ Entomol 
111:2617–2631. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1093/​jee/​toy285

	70.	 Purnhagen KP, Clemens S, Eriksson D et al (2021) Europe’s farm to fork 
strategy and its commitment to biotechnology and organic farming: 
conflicting or complementary goals? Trends Plant Sci 26:600–606

	71.	 Puustinen M, Koskiaho J, Peltonen K (2005) Influence of cultivation 
methods on suspended solids and phosphorus concentrations in 

surface runoff on clayey sloped fields in boreal climate. Agr Ecosyst 
Environ 105:565–579. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​agee.​2004.​08.​005

	72.	 Reynolds CS, Davies PS (2001) Sources and bioavailability of phospho-
rus fractions in freshwaters: a British perspective. Biol Rev 76:27–64. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/j.​1469-​185X.​2000.​tb000​58.x

	73.	 Robinson C, Portier CJ, Čavoški A et al (2020) Achieving a high level 
of protection from pesticides in Europe: problems with the current 
risk assessment procedure and solutions. Eur J Risk Regul 11:450–480. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1017/​err.​2020.​18

	74.	 Rodgers HR, Norton JB, van Diepen LTA (2021) Effects of semiarid 
wheat agriculture management practices on soil microbial proper-
ties: a review. Agronomy 11:852. https://​doi.​org/​10.​3390/​agron​omy11​
050852

	75.	 Roger-Estrade J, Anger C, Bertrand M, Richard G (2010) Tillage and soil 
ecology: partners for sustainable agriculture. Soil Tillage Res 111:33–40. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​still.​2010.​08.​010

	76.	 Schneider F, Don A, Hennings I et al (2017) The effect of deep tillage 
on crop yield—what do we really know? Soil Tillage Res 174:193–204. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​still.​2017.​07.​005

	77.	 Scown MW, Winkler KJ, Nicholas KA (2019) Aligning research with 
policy and practice for sustainable agricultural land systems in Europe. 
Proc Natl Acad Sci 116:4911–4916

	78.	 Sharpley A, Kleinman P, Weld J (2004) Assessment of best management 
practices to minimise the runoff of manure-borne phosphorus in the 
United States. N Z J Agric Res 47:461–477. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​
00288​233.​2004.​95136​14

	79.	 Sharratt B, Wendling L, Feng G (2010) Windblown dust affected by 
tillage intensity during summer fallow. Aeol Res 2:129–134. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​1016/j.​aeolia.​2010.​03.​003

	80.	 Shi Y, Lalande R, Hamel C et al (2013) Seasonal variation of microbial 
biomass, activity, and community structure in soil under differ-
ent tillage and phosphorus management practices. Biol Fertil Soils 
49:803–818. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​s00374-​013-​0773-y

	81.	 Siebrecht N (2020) Sustainable agriculture and its implementation 
gap—overcoming obstacles to implementation. Sustainability 12:3853

	82.	 Singh J, Yadav AN (2020) Natural bioactive products in sustainable 
agriculture. Springer Nature, Singapore

	83.	 Soane BD, Ball BC, Arvidsson J et al (2012) No-till in northern, western 
and south-western Europe: a review of problems and opportunities 
for crop production and the environment. Soil Tillage Res 118:66–87. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​still.​2011.​10.​015

	84.	 Sterner RT, Petersen BE, Gaddis SE et al (2003) Impacts of small mam-
mals and birds on low-tillage, dryland crops. Crop Prot 22:595–602. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/​S0261-​2194(02)​00236-3

	85.	 Stoate C, Báldi A, Beja P et al (2009) Ecological impacts of early 21st 
century agricultural change in Europe—a review. J Environ Manage 
91:22–46. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​jenvm​an.​2009.​07.​005

	86.	 Stockfisch N, Forstreuter T, Ehlers W (1999) Ploughing effects on soil 
organic matter after twenty years of conservation tillage in lower 
Saxony, Germany. Soil Tillage Res 52:91–101. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/​
S0167-​1987(99)​00063-X

	87.	 Strudley MW, Green TR, Ascough JC (2008) Tillage effects on soil 
hydraulic properties in space and time: state of the science. Soil Tillage 
Res 99:4–48. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​still.​2008.​01.​007

	88.	 Sun W, Canadell JG, Yu L et al (2020) Climate drives global soil carbon 
sequestration and crop yield changes under conservation agriculture. 
Glob Change Biol 26:3325–3335. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/​gcb.​15001

	89.	 Tamburini G, De Simone S, Sigura M et al (2016) Conservation tillage 
mitigates the negative effect of landscape simplification on biological 
control. J Appl Ecol 53:233–241. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/​1365-​2664.​
12544

	90.	 Topa D, Cara IG, Jităreanu G (2021) Long term impact of different tillage 
systems on carbon pools and stocks, soil bulk density, aggregation and 
nutrients: a field meta-analysis. CATENA 199:105102

	91.	 Tsiouris SE, Mamolos AP, Kalburtji KL, Alifrangis D (2002) The quality of 
runoff water collected from a wheat field margin in Greece. Agr Ecosyst 
Environ 89:117–125. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/​S0167-​8809(01)​00323-1

	92.	 Ulén B, Aronsson H, Bechmann M et al (2010) Soil tillage methods to con-
trol phosphorus loss and potential side-effects: a Scandinavian review. 
Soil Use Manag 26:94–107. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/j.​1475-​2743.​2010.​
00266.x

https://doi.org/10.1016/S0167-1987(97)00066-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0167-1987(97)00066-4
https://doi.org/10.1051/agro/2010030
https://doi.org/10.3390/su12124859
https://doi.org/10.3390/su12124859
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2020.117381
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2020.117381
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10584-005-6010-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10584-005-6010-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.still.2010.03.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agsy.2019.102736
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agsy.2019.102736
https://doi.org/10.1564/v28_oct_04
https://doi.org/10.1017/S002185961900073X
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.still.2020.104896
https://doi.org/10.3390/biology9030046
https://doi.org/10.1080/10962247.2012.672058
https://doi.org/10.1080/10962247.2012.672058
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agsy.2018.10.008
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10668-005-7314-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2021.147880
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2021.147880
https://doi.org/10.1093/jee/toy285
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agee.2004.08.005
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-185X.2000.tb00058.x
https://doi.org/10.1017/err.2020.18
https://doi.org/10.3390/agronomy11050852
https://doi.org/10.3390/agronomy11050852
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.still.2010.08.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.still.2017.07.005
https://doi.org/10.1080/00288233.2004.9513614
https://doi.org/10.1080/00288233.2004.9513614
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aeolia.2010.03.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aeolia.2010.03.003
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00374-013-0773-y
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.still.2011.10.015
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0261-2194(02)00236-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2009.07.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0167-1987(99)00063-X
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0167-1987(99)00063-X
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.still.2008.01.007
https://doi.org/10.1111/gcb.15001
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2664.12544
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2664.12544
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0167-8809(01)00323-1
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-2743.2010.00266.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-2743.2010.00266.x


Page 15 of 15Green et al. Environmental Sciences Europe           (2023) 35:79 	

	93.	 United Nations (2021) Food Systems Summit 2021—About the Summit. 
In: United Nations. https://​www.​un.​org/​en/​food-​syste​ms-​summit/​about. 
Accessed 3 Aug 2022

	94.	 van Groenigen K-J, Bloem J, Bååth E et al (2010) Abundance, production 
and stabilization of microbial biomass under conventional and reduced 
tillage. Soil Biol Biochem 42:48–55. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​soilb​io.​2009.​
09.​023

	95.	 Webb J, Ryan M, Anthony SG et al (2006) Cost-effective means of reduc-
ing ammonia emissions from UK agriculture using the NARSES model. 
Atmos Environ 40:7222–7233. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​atmos​env.​2006.​
06.​029

	96.	 Williams NM, Crone EE, Roulston TH et al (2010) Ecological and life-history 
traits predict bee species responses to environmental disturbances. Biol 
Cons 143:2280–2291. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​biocon.​2010.​03.​024

	97.	 Witmer G, Sayler R, Huggins D, Capelli J (2007) Ecology and manage-
ment of rodents in no-till agriculture in Washington, USA. Integr Zool 
2:154–164. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/j.​1749-​4877.​2007.​00058.x

Publisher’s Note
Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in pub-
lished maps and institutional affiliations.

https://www.un.org/en/food-systems-summit/about
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.soilbio.2009.09.023
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.soilbio.2009.09.023
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2006.06.029
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2006.06.029
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2010.03.024
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1749-4877.2007.00058.x

	Cost-effective approach to explore key impacts on the environment from agricultural tools to inform sustainability improvements: inversion tillage as a case study
	Abstract 
	Background
	Project aims and objectives

	Methods
	Rapid evidence assessment
	Research quality scoring
	Impact scoring

	Case study: inversion tillage
	Abiotic impacts
	Soil
	Water
	Air quality
	Climate

	Biotic impacts
	Vertebrates
	Aquatic organisms
	Bees and other arthropods
	Earthworms
	Soil microorganisms
	Terrestrial plants


	Discussion
	Abiotic impacts
	Soil and water
	Air quality
	Climate

	Biotic impacts
	Summary
	Further development

	Conclusion
	Acknowledgements
	References


