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The Upper Mississinewa River Watershed Project is a community based initiative funded through 
the United States Environmental Protection Agency and the Indiana Department of Environmental 
Management (IDEM) Clean Water Act Section 205(j) Program with local financial support from the Ball 
Brothers Foundation and the George and Frances Ball Foundation. It is administered locally by the 
Delaware County Soil and Water Conservation District (DCSWCD) in partnership with regional SWCDs.

This project has been funded wholly or in part by the United States Environmental Protection Agency 
under a 205(j) assistance agreement to the Indiana Department of Environmental Management. The 
Contents of this document do not necessarily reflect the views and policies of the Environmental 
Protection Agency, nor does mention of trade names or commercial products constitute endorsement or 
recommendation for use.

FlatLand Resources, a planning and design-build civil engineering firm based out of Muncie, Indiana, 
conducted fieldwork, data collection, report writing and mapping, facilitated public meetings and outreach, 
and provided project oversight. The FlatLand Resources team consisted of Phil Tevis, Colby Gray, Clair 
Burt, Barb Frost, Candace Kindt, David Heilman, Kristin Riga, Chris Tomsic, Jacob Riddle, Luke Waltz, 
Paige Story, and Amanda Arnold. 

Special thanks to Mississinewa River landowners who participated in our public concerns and 
implementation drive, public input meetings, and social indicators survey, and to individuals who provided 
project support/consultation or contributed data to this report.  
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