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Abstract
Soil compaction is a critical issue in agriculture having a significant influence on crop growth. Sugar beet (Beta vulgaris L.) 

is accounted as a crop susceptible to compaction. Reduction of leaf area, final yield, and root quality parameters are reported in 
compacted soils. The most obvious visual indicator of topsoil compaction is root depth affected by agricultural tractor and machinery 
traffic up on the soil. Such indicators are mainly correlated to initial soil condition, tyre features, and number of passages. Monitoring 
and controlling frequency and position of machine traffic across the field, in such a way that passages are completed on specific, 
well-defined tracks, can assist with minimization of compaction effects on soil. The objective of the present work was to analyze the 
subsoil compaction during the growing period of sugar beet with different farming approaches including controlled traffic passages 
and random traffic. To this end, tests were carried out following each agro technical operation using penetrometer readings in order to 
monitor the state of cone-index after each step. In addition, at the harvesting time, root quality parameters were analyzed with particular 
attention to length and regularity of the taproot, total length, circumference, mass, and above-ground biomass. Such parameters were 
usefully implemented in order to evaluate the effects of controlled traffic passages compared to the random traffic in a cultivation of 
sugar beet. Results highlight how an increase in crop yield, derived from samples monitored, higher than 10% can be expected with 
implementation of a careful traffic management.
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Introduction

Currently, agricultural systems are considered 
(analyzed and studied) from different points of view 
compared to the past. One is the protection of the 
environment in terms of carbon emission and soil 
characteristics (López-Garrido et al., 2009; Pezzuolo 
et al., 2014, Basso et al., 2016). Soil characteristics 
are negatively modified by soil compaction, a side 
effect of modern agriculture experienced on soils in 
different parts of the world (Pezzuolo et al., 2017). Soil 
compaction is defined as “the process by which the 

soil grains are rearranged to decrease void space and 
bring them into closer contact with one another, thereby 
increasing the bulk density” (Kroulík et al., 2011). 
Soil compaction leads to negative consequences such 
as the reduction of soil porosity, decrease of aeration 
(McHugh et al., 2009), reduction of saturated hydraulic 
conductivity and an increase in soil resistance to roots 
exploration (Balbuena et al., 2003; Valdes-Abellan et 
al., 2015). Some different approaches have been recently 
proposed in the last year for fast characterisation of 
soil condition, mainly consisting of sensors mounted 
on tines or discs allowing on the go data collection 
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(Chukuw & Bowers, 2005; Hemmat et al., 2008; 2009). 
A more traditional approach is the measurement of soil 
mechanical resistance is, assessed taking advantage of a 
penetrometer with a conical tip. Mechanical resistance, 
expressed as cone index (CI), is calculated dividing the 
insertion force by the base area of the cone. Such stop 
and-go method results a not practical approach in large-
scale fields, even when automated, since it is high time 
consuming and provides only single location variability 
(Hall & Raper, 2005). Additionally, the method is 
influenced by soil moisture, which has in general to be 
considered whenever quantitative analyses are carried 
out (Ayers & Bowen, 1987; Botta et al., 2002; Hummel 
et al., 2004). Despite these limitations, the cone index 
method is relatively simple and intuitive and widely 
recognised, also by the ASABE (2001). For this reason, 
such method was implemented for the present study. 

Machines traversing fields are the main source 
responsible for soil compaction (Chen & Yang, 2015), 
and their most influencing factors are tire dimension, 
wheel loads, and inflation pressure. Several mechanical, 
agronomical, and management solutions are available 
to mitigate soil compaction. Implementation of low 
ground pressure tires can allow a reduction of soil 
compaction on topsoil for about one third of the pressure 
in comparison with conventional practices (50-80 kPa) 
(Chamen et al., 1990), and in equipping machines with 
rubber tracks, a reduction in soil compaction on subsoil 
is observed (Ansorge & Godwin, 2007, 2008). It is 
possible to use lighter machines and reduce passages 
in the fields adopting minimum tillage or no-tillage 
techniques. Subsoiling allows to enhance soil porosity 
and water drainage. In addition, compaction is reduced 
adding organic carbon on soil, depending on soil texture 
(Kumar et al., 2012; Martín-Lammerding et al., 2013). 

Generally, soil compaction leads to negative growth 
conditions for crops due to high mechanical impedance 
for roots, decrease in soil aeration, and decrease in water 
storage (Da Silva & Kay, 1996). There are crops more 
susceptible to soil compaction than others, as suggested 
by Koch et al. (2008). Sugar beet (Beta vulgaris L.) 
is accounted as a susceptible crop to compaction 
(Märländer et al., 1998). Reduced emergence, initial 
growth, final yields, and root quality parameters are 
reported in compacted soils (Chancellor, 1976; Gemtos 
& Lellis, 1997; Tolon-Becerra et al., 2011). Compaction 
can reduce leaf area, dry matter accumulation, and 
plant population in sugar beet. Furthermore, the total 
length and distribution of roots in the soil profile can be 
reduced by topsoil compaction up to 50% (Brereton et 
al., 1986). Adopting the previous described solutions, 
such as using rubber track machines, do not lead to a 
mitigation of problems due to soil compaction in sugar 
beet (Mosimann et al., 2007). 

Controlled traffic farming (CTF) is one of the most 
interesting and often efficient ways to mitigate soil 
compaction. In CTF, all or most of operations are 
performed on well -defined traffic lanes. Machines 
are equipped with satellite guidance systems which 
permit crossing repeatedly the same lanes; additionally, 
machine widths are closely matched with standardized 
track widths >3 m and narrow tires are implemented 
(Holpp et al., 2011). 

Machines never exit defined traffic lanes, therefore, 
topsoil is only marginally affected by compaction 
(Hamza & Anderson, 2005; Chamen, 2006). CTF has 
demonstrated an increase in crop yield related to random 
traffic farming. Advantages can be significant in root 
and bulb crop systems for instance potatoes, onions and 
sugar beet (Gasso et al., 2013; McPhee et al., 2015). 
The present work is focused on sugar beet, with the aim 
of analyzing the subsoil compaction during the growing 
period of sugar beet with different farming approaches: 
controlled traffic passages and random traffic. 

Material and methods

Experimental site

The present study was performed in a private farm in 
north-eastern Italy in a typical Po Valley field (45.280989 
N, 12.006930 E). The soil can be defined, according 
to the USDA, as silty-loam containing 28.45% sand, 
49% silt, 22.55% clay, 1.9% organic matter, 22.5% total 
CaCO3, 1.31 g/kg total nitrogen, C/N ratio=8.4 and pH 
(H2O)=8.0. Before starting the experiments, the area 
had winter wheat (Triticum aestivum L.) as preceding 
crop, harvested in June, with chopping and spreading 
of straws. 

Description of the experiment 

The test field was divided into two equal sub-fields, 
namely RT (random traffic area) and CT (controlled 
traffic area), as depicted in Fig. 1. The area was seeded 
with a total of 84 sugar beet rows, identifying 83 inter-
row spaces. 

In the RT sub-field, agricultural operations were 
carried out with a homogeneous/random distribution of 
tractor lanes over the area. Conversely, in the CT sub-
field, agricultural operations were performed adopting 
controlled traffic basics. To this end, standardized 
machines work widths (WW) were preliminarily 
assessed and implemented allowing the tractor to run 
on defined lanes. Specifically, for the present research, 
a reference width of 2.70 m was considered for the 
following operations: seedbed preparation, sowing, 
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and hoeing operations. Additionally, other agricultural 
operations characterized by high working widths such 
as fertilization, weeding, and pesticide applications 
were carried out using machines with a working width 
multiple of the reference one. A WW = 13.5 m was then 
implemented, i.e. 5 times greater than the reference 
width. Reference data, together with working depth are 
reported in Table 1. 

In both RT and CT cases, all of the operations with 
the exception of harvesting were carried out using a 77 
kW 4WD tractor. The weight of the machine excluded 
implements is 5500 kg, and is supported by 540/65R24 
front tyres and 600/65R38 rear tyres, with an inflation 
pressure of 162 kPa and 182 kPa respectively. A satellite 
guidance system allowed proper positioning and steering 
of the tractor, allowing crossing of the same lanes in the 
field during the entirety of the scheduled agricultural 
operations. To this end, the authors had at their disposal 
a Trimble Fm-1000 integrated monitor with RTK GNSS 
(Real Time Kinematic Global Navigation Satellite 
System) rover and base station, allowing positioning 
with an accuracy better than ±4 cm. Other details on 
implements are given in Table 1. Finally, the field was 
not interested by irrigation in order to allow observation 
of the effects of the different traffic managing strategies 
on crop yield based only on rainfall water. The area 
was monitored by means of a wireless weather station 
(Davis Vantage Pro2 Plus) equipped with a rain collector, 
temperature, humidity and radiation sensors. Main 
precipitations for the period of interest are reported in 
Fig. 2. 

Data analysis

The experimental field can be considered as 
homogeneous. However, in order to take rid of or 
detect some possible variability, and to increase the 

experimental basis, measurements were doubled and 
taken on two different field portions (namely Section 1 
and Section 2 in Fig. 1). The two sections crossed rows 
and inter-rows, characterized by different conditions in 
terms of number of machines passages for both CT and 
RT scenarios:
• CT0, soil portion not affected by machines 
compaction (i.e. no tractor wheels passes during the 
whole agricultural cycle);
• CT3, lanes undergoing three machines passes;
• CT8, lanes undergoing eight machines passes;
• RT, lanes undergoing a number of passes randomly 
varying between 0 and 8, and with an average of 1.4 
passes.

With regard to the controlled traffic area, 33% of the 
soil can be classified as CT0, 53% as CT3, and 13% as 
CT8. For each section, 20 rows and 19 inter-rows were 
monitored, collecting data related to the four conditions 
summarized above. 

Penetrometer analysis

Penetrometric analyses were carried out after each 
agricultural operation, in order to investigate the possible 
evolution in soil compaction correlated to machines 
passages and its role in final yield. Specifically, seven 
sets of tests were considered: after seedbed preparation, 
sowing operation, fertilization, weeding, two pesticide 
applications and after hoeing before harvesting. For the 
scope, a penetrometer Eijkelkamp Penetrologger (mod. 
06.15.SA) was implemented, allowing georeferentiation 
of collected data. Measurements has been carried out, 
with instrument descent speed set in the range 3-4 cm/s 
and with a maximum depth of 0.80 m, as recommended 
by ASAE standard (ASAE, 2001). A total of 38 inter-
rows was monitored: 19 located adjacently in the CT 
area and 19 located adjacently in the RT area; each inter-
row was sampled in two different positions, lying in 
correspondence of the two sections. Collected data were 

Figure 1. Identification of the experimental field. Meas-
urements were doubled and taken on two different field 
portions namely Section 1 and Section 2. The two sections 
crossed rows and inter-rows, characterized by different 
conditions in terms of number of machines passages for 
both controlled traffic (CT) and random traffic (RT) areas.

Figure 2. Month total precipitations (histogram bars) and 
week values (dotted line) in the proximity of the experi-
mental field.
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not corrected for moisture content due to its relatively 
low variability during the experimental tests. Data were 
averaged based on relative depth: to this end the zero 
starting point was defined based on the position of the 
peak of the second derivative of the measured force. All 
CT and RT curves were averaged into two mean datasets; 
additionally, CT curves were averaged based on the 
number of passages in three corresponding mean dataset. 

Sugar beet plants analysis

At the harvesting time, a total representative sample 
of over 150 sugar beet plants was singularly harvested. 
Specifically, four plants per row were picked in the test 

field, in order to have a comprehensive description of 
the four traffic conditions (CT0, CT3, CT8, RT). In the 
case of rows sided by different traffic conditions, the 
plant was ascribed to the most stressed conditions. By 
way of example: in the case of a plant picked within 
a row standing between a CT3 and a CT8 line, it was 
associated to the CT8 group. 

Samples were specifically analyzed in terms of 
some of the most important qualitative parameters 
for sugar beet: length, total length, circumference, 
mass, and regularity of the taproot and aboveground 
biomass as already done by other authors (Gemtos et 
al., 2000; Kenter et al., 2006; Kiymaz & Ertek, 2015). 
Consequently, samples were analyzed to correlate sugar 

Figure 3. Penetrometer resistance after each operation (seedbed preparation, sowing, weeding, fertilization, hoeing and 
pesticide applications), in the four scenarios CT0 (A), CT3 (B), CT8 (C) and RT (D). 
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beet parameters to soil compaction due to machines 
passages between RT and CT. 

Results

With regard to penetrometer analyses, Fig. 3 shows 
average values from different inter-rows after each 
agricultural operation for the four conditions (CT0, 
CT3, CT8 and RT).

It can be clearly noted that after the first operation, 
penetrometer resistances at increasing depths are still 
very similar, with only negligible differences on the 
first 5 cm layer. After eight passages (and about after 
4 months), the soil has undergone relevant compaction 
effect, more evident in the case of the CT3 and CT8 
condition lanes, but recognizable also in the RT 
condition. A slight difference can be noticed also 
in the case of the CT0 condition. This compaction 
variation is clearly not related to wheels passage but 
rather to the effect of atmospheric phenomena. The 
trend can be better appreciated looking at the average 
penetration resistance at a depth ranging between 5 
and 25 cm, where the sugar beet root typically grows 
(Fig. 4). Specifically, it can be noticed how penetration 
resistance increases at a rate of about 0.06 MPa after 
each operation in the case of CT0, 0.10 MPa in the case 
of random traffic management, and 0.13 MPa in the 
case of lanes with 3 or 8 passages. In all of the cases, 
the increase is particular relevant after the first pesticide 
application. The reason for such behaviour, which is 
common to all of the scenarios, is ascribable both to 
the long time passed before the last operation (about 
two months) but also to the relevant precipitations in 
the same period. 

In order to verify if such soil management difference 
has a statistically evident effect of sugar beet plant 

conditions, different parameters were analyzed after 
harvesting and subjected to ANOVA and Tukey 
statistical studies. With regard to the regularity of the 
taproot, no statistical effect was highlighted with an 
occurrence of forking phenomena which was similar 
both for the RT and CT conditions. 

On the other hand, a significant effect was determined in 
the case of the taproot circumference. As reported in Fig. 
5A, the estimated circumference was higher in the case 
of un-trafficked lanes (35.4 cm) and lower in the case of 
trafficked lanes with a minimum in the CT8 condition (27.9 
cm). Thus, a compacted soil tends to inhibit the growth of 
the taproot. Indeed, considering the taproot length (Fig. 
5B), average values close to 25 cm were detected only in 
the case of the CT0 condition, while values lower than 20 
cm were in general monitored in trafficked and randomly 
trafficked lanes. The soil compaction ultimately plays a 
role in both underground and aboveground plants mass. 
Results relative to above-ground biomass are reported 
in Fig. 5C with the same trend described above, and the 
best performance is always displayed by the un-trafficked 

Table 1. Working width (WW) of the monitored agricultural operations.

Monitored agricultural 
operations Date Working width

[m]
Empty weight

[kg]
Working depth 

[cm]
Soil moisture1

[%]

Seedbed preparation 1st week March 2.7 2430 15 23.0

Sowing operation 1st week March 2.7 1560 4 23.4

Weeding 2nd week March 13.5 800 0 22.5

Fertilization 3rd week April 13.5 800 0 23.9

1st pesticide application 4th week April 13.5 800 0 21.1

Hoeing operation 2nd week May 2.7 560 10 21.7

2nd pesticide application 1 st week June 13.5 800 0 21.5

Harvesting 1st week August 2.7 22000
1Average soil moisture measured 3-5 days after agricultural operation, during penetrometer measurements, on four different positions 
at 10-25 cm depth

Figure 4. Penetrometer resistance averaged in a depth com-
prised between 5 and 25 cm, after each operation (seedbed 
preparation, sowing, weeding, fertilization, hoeing and pes-
ticide applications), in the four scenarios CT0, CT3, CT8 
and RT.
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lanes, with a biomass of about 0.6 kg: 27% higher than 
in the case of random traffic plants or at CT8 condition. 
Undisturbed soils and healthy above-ground vegetation 
allow proper growth of the taproot. This is eventually 
evident on the taproot mass (Fig. 5D) with an average of 
1.2 kg, and CT0 sugar beets were 30% heavier than RT 
ones and 46% heavier than CT3 and CT8. 

Discussion 

Soil compaction, in both RT and CT conditions, 
causes a general decline of sugar beet growth. CT 
fields showed an improvement only in those rows not 
undergoing traffic stress. As already stated, such rows 
are only the 33% of the total area, however, they allow a 
general improvement of the yield in the whole CT area. 

Considering the average sugar beet weights in different 
scenarios and the relative distribution of rows with 
different passages (33% as CT0, 53% as CT3 and 13% as 
CT8), a theoretical total yield increase of 1.3% should be 
detected in the CT area compared to the RT area. On the 
other hand, 89.5 and 81.1 t/ha actual yields were found 
respectively for the CT and RT areas. Such values bring 
the difference at a difference of about 10%, which is far 
higher than the theoretical one. Such difference was due 
not only to an increased production but also to a better 

condition of the plants in a particularly rainy season. 
Indeed, CT areas are less subject to losses due to water 
logging, in a percentage which can vary between 5% 
and 15% depending on the specific season, weather, and 
rainfall in particular. Such phenomena affecting more 
seriously RT areas result in a loss of product which amplify 
the benefits produced by controlled traffic. Such results 
are in a good agreement with those reported in literature 
(Chamen et al., 1992) relative to European countries, 
where implementation of CT farming techniques in 
root and bulb crop systems (such as sugar beet, onions, 
potatoes, etc.) bring and increased yields of about 4–14%, 
when compared with RT approaches.

Furthermore, yield difference can be increased by 
implementing larger machine widths which allow an 
enhancement of the CT0 incidence on the total area. It 
is expected that proper application of controlled traffic 
management can potentially reduce yield losses up to 
30%. 

Acknowledgements 

The authors are grateful to Dr. Gianluca Rosso for 
practical support given during the conduction of the 
experiment.

Figure 5. Comparison between taproot circumference (A), taproot length (B), biomass 
weight (C), and taproot mass (D). Different letters above the histogram bars indicate sig-
nificant differences between scenarios. Bars indicate standard deviations.



Traffic effects on soil compaction and sugar beet parameters

Spanish Journal of Agricultural Research March 2017 • Volume 15 • Issue 1 • e0201

7

References

Ansorge D, Godwin RJ, 2007. The effect of tyres and a 
rubber track at high axle loads on soil compaction, Part 1: 
single axle-studies. Biosyst Eng 98: 115-126. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.biosystemseng.2007.06.005

Ansorge D, Godwin RJ, 2008. The effect of tyres and a rubber 
track at high axle loads on soil compaction, Part 2: multi-
axle machine studies. Biosyst Eng 99: 338-347. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.biosystemseng.2007.11.014

ASAE, 2001. EP542: Procedures for using and reporting data 
obtained with the soil cone penetrometer, 48th edition. Am 
Soc Agric Biol Eng, St. Joseph, MI, USA.

Ayers PD, Bowen HD, 1987. Predicting soil density using cone 
penetration resistance and moisture profiles. T ASABE 30: 
1331-1336. https://doi.org/10.13031/2013.30566

Balbuena R, Botta GF, Draghi L, Rosatto H, Dagostino C, 
2003. Soil compaction. Tractor traffic effects on direct 
sowing systems. Span J Agric Res 1 (2): 75-80. https://doi.
org/10.5424/sjar/2003012-23

Basso B, Dumont B, Cammarano D, Pezzuolo A, Marinello 
F, Sartori L, 2016. Environmental and economic benefits 
of variable rate nitrogen fertilization in a nitrate vulnerable 
zone. Sci Total Env (545-546): 227-235. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2015.12.104

Botta GF, Jorajuria D, Draghi LM, 2002. Influence of the 
axle load, tyre size and configuration on the compaction 
of a freshly tilled clayey soil. J Terramechanics 39: 47-54. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0022-4898(02)00003-4

Brereton JC, McGowan M, Dawkins TCK, 1986. The relative 
sensitivity of spring barley, spring field beans and sugar 
beet crops to soil compaction. Field Crops Res 13/C: 223-
237. https://doi.org/10.1016/0378-4290(86)90024-9

Chamen T, 2006. Controlled traffic farming: literatur review 
and appraisal of potential use in the U.K. HGCA Research 
Review.

Chamen T, Chittey ET, Leede PR, Goss MJ, Howse KR, 1990. 
The effect of tyre soil contact pressure and zero traffic 
on soil and crop responses when growing winter wheat. 
J Agr Eng Res 47: 1-21. https://doi.org/10.1016/0021-
8634(90)80026-Q

Chamen WCT, Vermeulen GD, Campbell DJ, Sommer C, 1992. 
Reduction of traffic-induced soil compaction - A synthesis. 
Soil Till Res 24: 303-318. https://doi.org/10.1016/0167-
1987(92)90116-S

Chancellor WC, 1976. Compaction of soil by agricultural 
equipment. Div. Agric. Sci., Univ. of California, Davies, 
Bull., 1881.

Chen H, Yang Y, 2015. Effect of controlled traffic system on 
machine fuel saving in annual twocrops region in North 
China Plain. Soil Till Res 153: 137-144. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.still.2015.06.001

Chukuw E, Bowers JCG, 2005. Instantaneous multiple-
depth soil mechanical impedance sensing from a 

moving vehicle. T ASABE 48: 885-894. https://doi.
org/10.13031/2013.18492

Da Silva AP, Kay BD, 1996. The sensitivity of shoot growth 
of corn to the least limiting water range of soils. Plant Soil 
184: 323-329. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00010461

Gasso V, Sørensen CAG., Oudshoorn FW, Green O, 2013. 
Controlled traffic farming: A review of the environmental 
impacts. Eur J Agron 48: 66-73. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
eja.2013.02.002

Gemtos TA, Lellis T, 1997. Effects of soil compaction, water 
and organic matter contents on emergence and initial plant 
growth of cotton and sugar beet. J Agr Eng Res 66: 121-
134. https://doi.org/10.1006/jaer.1996.0126

Gemtos TA, Goulas C, Lellis T, 2000. Sugar beet genotype 
response to soil compaction stress. Eur J Agron 12: 201-
209. https://doi.org/10.1016/S1161-0301(00)00054-X

Hall HE, Raper RL, 2005. Development and concept evaluation 
of an on-the-go soil strength measurement system. T 
ASABE 48: 469-477. https://doi.org/10.13031/2013.18311

Hamza MA, Anderson WK, 2005. Soil compaction in 
cropping systems: a review of the nature, causes and 
possible solutions. Soil Till Res 82/2: 121-145. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.still.2004.08.009

Hemmat A, Adamchuk VI, Jasa P, 2008. Use of an 
instrumented disc coulter for mapping soil mechanical 
resistance. Soil Till Res 98: 150-163. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.still.2007.11.003

Hemmat A, Khorsandy A, Masoumi AA, Adamchuk 
VI, 2009. Influence of failure mode induced by a 
horizontally operated single-tip penetrometer on measured 
soil resistance. Soil Till Res 105: 49-54. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.still.2009.05.003

Holpp M, Anken T, Sauter M, Rek J, Reiser R, Zihlmann 
U, Oberholzer HR, Weisskopf P, Hensel O, 2011. Swiss 
controlled traffic farming trial - Preliminary results 2008-
2010. 8th Eur Conf on Precision Agriculture, pp: 312-323.

Hummel JW, Ahmad IS, Newman SC, Sudduth KA, 
Drummond ST, 2004. Simultaneous soil moisture and 
cone index measurement. T ASAE 47: 607-618. https://
doi.org/10.13031/2013.16090

Kenter C, Hoffmann CM, Märländer B, 2006. Effects of 
weather variables on sugar beet yield development. 
(Beta vulgaris L.). Eur J Agron 24: 62-69. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.eja.2005.05.001

Kiymaz S, Ertek A, 2015. Yield and quality of sugar beet 
(Beta vulgaris L.) at different water and nitrogen levels 
under the climatic conditions of Kırsehir, Turkey. Agr 
Water Manage 158: 156-165. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
agwat.2015.05.004

Koch HJ, Heuer H, Tomanová O, Märländer B, 2008.
Cumulative effect of annually repeated passes of heavy 
agricultural machinery on soil structural properties and 
sugar beet yield under two tillage systems. Soil Till Res 
101: 69-77. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.still.2008.07.008

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biosystemseng.2007.06.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biosystemseng.2007.06.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biosystemseng.2007.11.014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biosystemseng.2007.11.014
https://doi.org/10.13031/2013.30566
https://doi.org/10.5424/sjar/2003012-23
https://doi.org/10.5424/sjar/2003012-23
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2015.12.104
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2015.12.104
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0022-4898%2802%2900003-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/0378-4290%2886%2990024-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/0021-8634%2890%2980026-Q
https://doi.org/10.1016/0021-8634%2890%2980026-Q
https://doi.org/10.1016/0167-1987%2892%2990116-S
https://doi.org/10.1016/0167-1987%2892%2990116-S
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.still.2015.06.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.still.2015.06.001
https://doi.org/10.13031/2013.18492
https://doi.org/10.13031/2013.18492
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00010461
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eja.2013.02.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eja.2013.02.002
https://doi.org/10.1006/jaer.1996.0126
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1161-0301%2800%2900054-X
https://doi.org/10.13031/2013.18311
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.still.2004.08.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.still.2004.08.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.still.2007.11.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.still.2007.11.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.still.2009.05.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.still.2009.05.003
https://doi.org/10.13031/2013.16090
https://doi.org/10.13031/2013.16090
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eja.2005.05.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eja.2005.05.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agwat.2015.05.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agwat.2015.05.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.still.2008.07.008


Francesco Marinello, Andrea Pezzuolo, Donato Cillis, Alessandro Chiumenti and Luigi Sartori

Spanish Journal of Agricultural Research March 2017 • Volume 15 • Issue 1 • e0201

8

Kroulík M, Kvíz Z, Kumhála F, Hůla J, Loch T, 2011. 
Procedures of soil farming allowing reduction of 
compaction. Precis Agric 12 (3): 317-333. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s11119-010-9206-1

Kumar D, Chen Y, Sadek A, Rahman S, 2012. Soil cone 
index in relation to soil texture, moisture content, and bulk 
density for no-tillage and conventional tillage. CIGR J 14: 
1-16. http://www.cigrjournal.org.

López-Garrido R, Dìaz-Espejo A, Madejón E, Murillo JM, 
Moreno F, 2009. Carbon losses by tillage under semi-arid 
Mediterranean rainfed agriculture (SW Spain). Span J Agric 
Res 7 (3): 706-716. https://doi.org/10.5424/sjar/2009073-456

Märländer B, Tijink FGJ, Hoffman C, Beckers R (Eds.), 
1998. Soil compaction and compression in relation to 
sugar beet production. Advances in Sugar Beet Research, 
vol. 1. IIRB, Brussels, 103 pp.

Martín-Lammerding D, Tenorio JL, Albarrán MM, Zambrana 
E, Walter I. 2013. Influence of tillage practices on soil 
biologically active organic matter content over a growing 
season under semiarid Mediterranean climate. Span J Agric 
Res 11 (1): 232-243. https://doi.org/10.5424/sjar/2013111-
3455

McHugh AD, Tullberg JN, Freebairn DM, 2009. Controlled 
traffic farming restores soil structure. Soil Till Res 104: 
164-172. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.still.2008.10.010

McPhee JE, Aird PL, Hardie MA, Corkrey SR, 2015. The 

effect of controlled traffic on soil physical properties and 
tillage requirements for vegetable production. Soil Till Res 
149: 33-45. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.still.2014.12.018

Mosimann T, Sanders S, Brunotte J, 2007. Erosion reduction 
in tractor tracks - The effects of intermittent planting in 
tractor tracks of wheat and sugar beet fields with different 
soil cultivation. Pflanzenbauwissenschaften 11 (2): 57-66.

Pezzuolo A, Basso B, Marinello F, Sartori L, 2014. Using 
SALUS model for medium and long term simulations of 
energy efficiency in different tillage systems. Appl Math 
Sci 8: 129-132. https://doi.org/10.12988/ams.2014.46447

Pezzuolo A, Dumont B, Sartori L, Marinello F, De Antoni 
Migliorati M, Basso B, 2017. Evaluating the impact of soil 
conservation measures on soil organic carbon at the farm 
scale. Comput Electron Agr 135: 175-182. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.compag.2017.02.004

Tolon-Becerra A, Lastra-Bravo XB, Botta GF, Tourn M, 
Linares P, Ressia M, Balbuena R. 2011. Traffic effect on 
soil compaction and yields of wheat in Spain. Span J Agric 
Res 9 (2): 395-403. https://doi.org/10.5424/sjar/20110902-
235-10

Valdes-Abellan J, Jiménez-Martínez J, Candela L, Tamoh 
K, 2015. Comparison among monitoring strategies to 
assess water flow dynamic and soil hydraulic properties 
in agricultural soils. Span J Agric Res 13 (1): e12-001. 
https://doi.org/10.5424/sjar/2015131-6323

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11119-010-9206-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11119-010-9206-1
http://www.cigrjournal.org/index.php/Ejounral
https://doi.org/10.5424/sjar/2009073-456
https://doi.org/10.5424/sjar/2013111-3455
https://doi.org/10.5424/sjar/2013111-3455
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.still.2008.10.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.still.2014.12.018
https://doi.org/10.12988/ams.2014.46447
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compag.2017.02.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compag.2017.02.004
https://doi.org/10.5424/sjar/20110902-235-10
https://doi.org/10.5424/sjar/20110902-235-10
https://doi.org/10.5424/sjar/2015131-6323

