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2Mississippi Ag’ricultural Extension Service, Delta Research and Experiment Station Opportunity Costs: Competition for sunlight, water, and nutrients, combined
with more variable inputs and production practices (e.g. compaction), reduced
crop yield at field margins for both corn and soybeans (Figure 8). Yield reduction

Background

Non-crop field margin habitats provide environmental and agricultural benefits
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faunal composition) in agricultural landscapes. As policy makers, natural was greatest next to wood lines, and diminished from the 1%t to the 4" combine
resource professionals, and producers strive to develop incentives, regulations, Clay passes into the field (Figures 9 and 10).

and policies that encourage sustainable agricultural production, information is
needed regarding conservation practices which maintain the function and
integrity of agricultural ecosystems while meeting world demands for
agricultural commodities. Field borders (upland habitat buffers), as managed
components of field margins, produce ecological benefits by providing semi-
natural vegetation within the landscape.
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