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07_Appraisal_Approval_w_Review_2Appraisers 

Revised: 1/10/2024 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Tanja Hall, Program Consultant, Bureau of Real Estate Services 

FROM: Clay Courson, Senior Appraiser, Bureau of Appraisal 

APPROVED BY: Jay Scott, Chief, Bureau of Appraisal 

SUBJECT: Appraisal Approval Memorandum 

DATE: February 8, 2024 

Project: Yarborough Ranch 

BA File No.: TBD 

County: Seminole 

Fee Appraisers: (1) 
Craig H. Clayton, MAI, and 

Frank Schieber, MAI, CCIM 
Date of Value: (9/19/2023) 

(2) Daryl W. Williams, MAI Date of Value: (9/19/2023) 

Review Appraiser: John A. Robinson, MAI, AI-GRS, ASA, CCIM Date of Review: (2/6/2024) 

Owner 
Land Size 

(Acres) 

Appraised 

Values 

Maximum 

Value 
Divergence 

Edward Yarborough Ranches, Inc.; James W. 

Yarborough and Frances M. Yarborough; Imogene 

Yarborough and James W. Yarborough, as Co-

Trustees of the JWL QTIP Trust; Imogene 

Yarborough and James W. Yarborough, as Co-

Trustees of the JWL Residuary Trust 

1,360.309 

(1) $35,250,000 

$35,400,000 0.4% 

(2) $35,400,000 

COMMENTS ON DIVERGENCE: 

The divergence in value falls within the acceptable range as indicated in 18-1.006, Florida Administrative Code. 

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: 

An administrative review of the appraisals and the attached appraisal review memorandum performed for the above 

referenced property has been conducted. 

The contract review appraiser conducted a “technical review” which is a detailed review of the appraisals of the above 

referenced property.  In the technical review, the review appraiser provides a certification indicating that the appraisal reports 

and the appraisal review were performed in accordance with the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice as 

well as with the current edition of the Supplemental Appraisal Standards for the Board of Trustees. 

The review appraiser’s memorandum and comments as to the content and appropriateness of the methods, techniques and 

data are accepted.  The review appraiser states that the appraisal reports comply with the required standards and are approved 

as reviewed. 

Staff Appraiser Chief Appraiser 
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204 South Dillard Street, Winter Garden, Florida 34787 

Phone (407) 877-0200   Fax (407) 877-8222 

 

John A. Robinson, MAI, AI-GRS, ASA, CCIM 
State-Certified General Real Estate Appraiser #RZ417 

Blair Beasley 
State-Certified General Real Estate Appraiser #RZ3871 

David Fuller 
State-Registered Trainee Real Estate Appraiser #RI25303 

Aubree Petit 
State-Registered Trainee Real Estate Appraiser #RI24567 

www.PropertyValue.com 
 

 

 

APPRAISAL REVIEW MEMORANDUM 

 

February 6, 2024 

 

To:  Jay Scott, Bureau Chief 

  Division of State Lands – Bureau of Appraisal 

  Florida Department of Environmental Protection 

  Jay.F.Scott@FloridaDEP.gov 

 

  Neil Newton, Real Estate Management Supervisor 

  Seminole County Engineering Division, Public Works Department 

  NNewton@SeminoleCountyFL.gov 

 

From:  John A. Robinson, MAI, AI-GRS, ASA, CCIM  

  State-Certified General Real Estate Appraiser License No. RZ417 

  Blair Beasley 

  State-Certified General Real Estate Appraiser License No. RZ3871 

 

Subject:  Appraisal Review: Yarborough Ranch 

  1355 Snow Hill Road, Geneva, Seminole County, Florida 

 

Reports Reviewed: As of this date, we have completed a desk and field review of two appraisal reports of 

approximately 1,360.309 gross (881.19 net upland, 479.119 wetland) acres, located within the Geneva area 

of unincorporated Seminole County.  The appraisal reports were prepared by Craig H. Clayton, MAI and 

Frank W. Schieber, MAI, CCIM of Clayton, Roper & Marshall, Inc. (CRM) and Daryl W. Williams, MAI 

of AgriAppraisal, Inc.  Mr. Clayton’s report is dated February 2, 2024 and Mr. Williams’s report is dated 

February 5, 2024, both with an effective date of value of September 19, 2023.  Mr. Clayton valued the 

property at $35,250,000 and Mr. Williams concluded a value of $35,400,000 (representing a divergence of 

approximately 0.4%). 

 

Purpose of the Review: The purpose of the review is to form an opinion as to: the completeness of the 

appraisal reports; the apparent adequacy and relevance of the data and propriety of any adjustments to the 

data; the appropriateness of the appraisal methods and techniques used and supply the reason(s) for any 

disagreement; and to form an opinion as to whether the analyses, opinions and conclusions in the reports 

under review are appropriate and reasonable, and develop the reasons for any disagreement. 

 

Intended Use of the Review: The intended use of the review is to assist the State of Florida – Department 

of Environmental Protection and Seminole County Public Works Department in determining the 

appropriateness of the information, valuation techniques and the value(s) reported in the appraisals 

reviewed as an aid in negotiating the purchase of the subject property. 
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Property Valuation & Consulting, Inc. 

 

 

Scope of the Review: A desk review was completed as well as a field inspection (a drive-by inspection 

was completed by John Robinson on February 4, 2024) of the subject property.  The comparable sales 

relied upon in the appraisal reports were not inspected; however, aerial photographs were provided in each 

appraisal report and relied upon.  No additional research was undertaken except for information previously 

known to us in the course of our review of the reports unless otherwise stated.  As part of the review 

process, the reviewer corresponded verbally and in writing with the appraisers seeking clarifications and/or 

corrections of errors or discrepancies in facts and/or appraisal theory.  The appraisals were reviewed for 

conformity with the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice (USPAP) as promulgated by the 

Appraisal Foundation and the Supplemental Appraisal Standards for the Board of Trustees, March 2, 2016. 

 

Interest Appraised: Fee Simple 

 

Neighborhood Description: The subject property is located in the east-central portion of Seminole 

County, south of State Road 46 and north of the Econlockhatchee River, with frontage along the east side 

of Snow Hill Road, within the Geneva area of unincorporated Seminole County, Florida.  The 

neighborhood consists of a mixture of generally low density residential, agricultural and conservation land 

and nearby commercial development.  The major concentration of retail commercial, industrial and 

multifamily activity is located to the west of the subject, in the Oviedo area.  The area to the east of the 

subject is dominated by protected and/or conservation lands surrounding the St. Johns River and the 

Econlockhatchee River basin. 

 

The subject neighborhood is situated relatively close to employment centers in Sanford, Oviedo and 

Orlando including the University of Central Florida and the Central Florida Research Park. The subject has 

access to major roadways including State Road 50, State Road 46, State Road 426 and County Road 419. 

Overall, the subject property is in a semi-rural location and is in the path of suburban expansion, as such the 

neighborhood is expected to continue to develop at a moderate rate with low density residential, 

agricultural uses and limited commercial development in the immediate area.   

 

In conclusion, the appraisers provided an adequate description of the neighborhood and Seminole County 

and its impact on the value of the subject property.  The immediate area surrounding the subject has future 

development potential (although large tracts available for development in the immediate area of the subject 

are relatively limited due to the predominance of protected lands) and a continued increase in demand 

should result from development pressures.  Land values are expected to continue to gradually increase in 

the foreseeable future due to demand and proximity to employment centers coupled with the relative 

scarcity of land available for development. 

 

Brief Description of the Subject Property: The subject property consists of a single tax parcel, totaling 

1,360.309 gross (881.19 net upland, 479.119 wetland) acres located along the east side of Snow Hill Road 

(with an address of 1355 Snow Hill Road), in the Geneva area of unincorporated Seminole County.  The 

net uplands represent 65% of the property with the remaining 35% of the property consisting of 

jurisdictional wetlands.  The acreage including upland/wetland figures was provided to the appraisers based 

on a survey and is relied upon by both appraisers.  The wetlands are scattered throughout the site.  The site 

is currently and has historically been operated as a working cattle ranch and the land primarily consists of 

improved and semi-improved pasture with areas used for sod and hay production in addition to wetlands.  

Access to the property is via Snow Hill Road, a two-lane, asphalt-paved, county-maintained roadway. The 

subject has segmented frontage along the east side of Snow Hill Road, approximately 1,708 feet of frontage 

on the northern portion and approximately 1,246 feet of frontage on the southern extent.  The quality of this 

access would likely be suitable for subdivision of the property to rural residential development (similar to 

the subject’s 300-lot approved preliminary subdivision plan) or agricultural and/or recreational use of the 

property but is not likely suitable for a more intensive subdivision of the property.  The subject has 

historically been used for agriculture (cattle, sod and hay production) and recreational use.   
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The subject is encumbered by an easement in favor of Florida Power & Light Company. Reportedly, this is 

a 15’ wide electric utility easement serving the existing dwelling. No additional easements, encroachments 

or encumbrances were noted. 

 

Additionally, there is a cell tower ground lease near the northern boundary of the site. The original lease 

commencement date is reported to be February 1, 2000 (although both reports indicate there is some 

disagreement regarding the initial start date) for a five-year term with four, five-year renewal options with 

15% increase upon each renewal. The current monthly rate (at the time of appraisal) was $1,574. The 

tenant has proposed a lease extension for a 15-year term with an initial lease rate of $3,000 monthly 

beginning March 2024 with 3% annual escalations and includes a $100,000 incentive for the landlord to 

renew.  At the time of the appraisal the landlord had not yet agreed to the proposed terms.  

 

There are no indications that oil, gas and mineral reservations have been severed from the underlying fee 

owner as reported by the appraisers as clear and marketable title is assumed (the review appraiser was not 

provided with a copy of the title commitment but Mr. Williams’s report indicated that the title insurance 

policy was silent regarding the Oil, Gas and Mineral rights).  The subject site is generally level, ranging 

from approximately 25 to 38 feet above sea level.  According to a subsoil conditions details gathered by the 

appraisers (both appraisers relied on data from the United States Department of Agriculture, Natural 

Resources Conservation Service web soil survey), the majority of the upland area consists of Myakka and 

EauGallie fine sands, while dominant hydric soil is Basinger, Samsula and Hontoon soils.  These soils are 

considered common for the area and are assumed sufficient to support uses permitted by zoning.  The 

majority of the site (Mr. Williams estimates 95% and Mr. Clayton reports over 90%) is located within flood 

zone “X” (identified as an area of minimal flood hazard) with areas also within flood zones “A” and “AE” 

(areas identified as special flood hazard areas) per FEMA Flood Map Panels 12117C0205F and 

12117C0215F, dated September 28, 2007. 

 

Utilities available to the immediate area are limited to electric and telephone with on-site well and septic 

systems required in lieu of public water and sewer service.  Mr. Williams reports that future development 

of the property intends to use the existing 12” well and connect to a centralized water treatment facility for 

potable water and develop individual septic systems for the individual homesites.  

 

There have been no arm’s length transactions of the subject parcel within the past five years.  Ownership of 

the property lies with James W. Yarborough and Imogene Yarborough, as Successor Co-Trustees of the 

JWL Residuary Trust and James W. Yarborough and Imogene Yarborough, as Successor Co-Trustees of 

the JWL QTIP Trust. The subject property (excluding an 18.4 acre tract on which the cell tower is located) 

was previously under contract for purchase by Pulte Homes. The CRM report states that the purchase sale 

agreement was effective June 8, 2021 at a contract price of $27,500,000; the prospective buyer agreed to 

pay the 5% brokerage and consulting fee and the cost associated with obtaining the approvals for the 

preliminary subdivision plan. That prior contract terminated on December 16, 2022. Additionally, it is 

reported that there has been interest from Pulte as well as another developer. The subject property was 

offered to Seminole County via a Letter of Intent submitted by Axel Real Estate, Inc. on behalf of the 

property owner on September 1, 2023. The terms of the offering to the County are a purchase price of 

$34,000,000 with staggered payments of a $3,400,000 down payment, $3,400,000 due June 14, 2024, 

$4,600,000 due December 14, 2024, $11,300,000 due December 12, 2025 and $11,300,000 due at the time 

of closing. The Letter of Intent has been signed by the sellers’ representative but has not yet been executed 

by Seminole County.  

 

The subject property received preliminary subdivision plan approval from Seminole County’s Planning and 

Zoning Department on December 7, 2022 for the development of a 300-lot single family residential 

subdivision.  

 

The subject site is assessed as 1,360.39 acres.  The 2022 certified just/market value for the subject was 

reported to be $5,650,756 (indicating $4,154/acre based on the tax roll acreage) with an assessed value of 
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$396,484 (which reflects the taxable value for Seminole County Public Schools incremental taxes) and a 

taxable value of $266,170 (based on an agricultural classification). The current valuation of the subject is 

significantly higher than the Seminole County Property Appraiser’s just/market value.  

 

Zoning: The subject site has split zoning and Future Land Use designations. The northern/western portions 

of the site have a zoning designation of A-5 with a Future Land Use designation of R-5 (Mr. Williams’s 

report indicates that the A-5/R-5 designated areas apply to approximately 700 acres of the site while Mr. 

Clayton indicates that area as measuring 662.509 acres). The eastern/southern portion (estimated by Mr. 

Williams to cover approximately 660 acres and by Mr. Clayton to encompass 697.8 acres) is zoned A-10 

with a Future Land Use designation of R-10; as defined by Seminole County.  The A-5 district allows for 

residential development with a minimum lot size of 5 acres while the A-10 designation requires a minimum 

10-acre site.  The zoning designation allows for an option clustering provision. The subject property 

benefits from the clustering provision as the subject property consists of Tract 3 of the Creek Side Acres 

project. Mr. Williams’s report states:  

“On February 12, 2008, Seminole County issued Development Order #07-05500040 for a 6,406-

acre tract of land, essentially creating three (3) smaller tracts for a project known as Creek Side 

Acres. This development order required 1,017-acres of Tract 1 and Tract 2 that contained a 

combined 5,057-acres to be encumbered by a perpetual open space easement. Tract 1 and Tract 2 

were subsequently conveyed in their entirety to St. Johns River Water Management District, more 

than meeting the intent of the open space easement requirement. Pursuant to Seminole County 

Land Development Code Section 30.109, the development order allowed the development of Tract 

3 as a subdivision with a maximum of 300 units on one (1) acre minimum lots with 232.92-acres 

set aside for open Space/Conservation. The overall density is one dwelling unit per 4.47-acres.”  

 

Description of Improvements: The site is currently improved with structures used in conjunction with the 

existing cattle operation including a dwelling/cabin built in 1987 containing 1,789 SF of living area with a 

687 SF enclosed front porch, a 2,784 SF canopy area adjacent to the dwelling in addition to an equipment 

barn, small stable with tack room, dog kennels, cattle chute, above-ground fuel storage tank in concrete 

containment, perimeter and some internal fencing, vehicular trails, septic system serving the dwelling and 

water wells.  Both appraisers indicate that the existing improvements are functional and may have minimal 

contributory value for the current use of the property as a cattle ranch with sod/hay production but have no 

contributory value to the property at its highest and best use.  

 

Highest and Best Use: Mr. Clayton concluded that the highest and best use of the subject is for residential 

subdivision development with the most probable buyer being a national residential developer/homebuilder.  

Mr. Williams concluded that the highest and best use of the subject would be for agricultural, silviculture, 

and recreation representing the short-term interim use, with potential for near term future rural residential 

subdivision/development. Based on the data presented in the appraisal reports as to the neighborhood 

description and comprehensive land use plan, I concur with each appraiser’s determination of the ultimate 

highest and best use (very low density/residential use) for the subject property. 

 

Valuation: To estimate the market value of the subject property, both appraisers employed the direct sales 

comparison approach or market approach in comparing the subject tract to other sales of acreage tracts 

within nearby and/or similar areas.  These sales included private sector/open market purchases of properties 

acquired for immediate residential development (Mr. Clayton) or near-term residential development (Mr. 

Williams), consistent with each appraiser’s estimate of the subject’s highest and best use.  This appraisal 

technique is a method of arriving at an indication of market value by comparing the subject of the appraisal 

with sales of competitive properties possessing similar utility that have recently sold.  In this approach, 

comparison is focused on specific characteristics of the real estate that are known to influence its price or 

value. 

 

Mr. Williams valued the subject on a per gross acre basis in the sales comparison approach while Mr. 

Clayton valued the subject on the basis of price per net upland acre (Mr. Clayton’s grid also included the 
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indications on a per potential/proposed development unit, which are referenced in the narrative discussion 

but not analyzed on this per unit basis).  Given the large area of the subject, with mostly uplands (65%) as 

opposed to wetlands (35%), the respective techniques applied by each appraiser is a market-accepted unit 

of comparison.     

 

Mr. Williams analyzed four open market (private sector) acreage sales that were considered comparable to 

the subject.  The acreage transactions analyzed occurred between December 2021 and April 2022 and are 

between 732.24 and 5,969.79 gross acres and ranged in price from $25,127 to $27,613 per gross acre.  The 

unit value conclusion of $25,500/acre is within this range.  Mr. Williams’s sales provide a tight range of 

indications and bracket the subject property characteristics (with the exception of percentage of uplands) 

and are in line with his highest and best use conclusion for the subject for near-term residential 

development. Separately, Mr. Williams analyzed the value contributed by the lease of the cell tower on the 

subject site via direct capitalization. The methodology is reasonable, and the conclusion is supported. There 

is a minor miscalculation in determining the rent loss due to the below market contract rate; however the 

impact of this miscalculation is negligible and does not impact the final value conclusion.  

 

CRM relied on four open market (private sector) acreage sales and included one sale purchased by a 

government entity (analyzed concurrently but considered separately from the open market sales, as 

appropriate) that were considered comparable to the subject.  These transactions occurred between 

December 2019 and April 2023 and are between 69.14 and 463.88 net upland acres and ranged in price 

from $25,869 to $133,366 per net acre.  Eliminating the largest unit price as an outlier (Sale 3 at 

$133,366/net acre), the range is reduced to $25,869 to $95,238 net per acre.  The unit value conclusion of 

$40,000/net upland acre is within this range.  Several weaknesses of the analysis by CRM are that all of the 

comparable land sales are smaller than the subject (the upland area of the largest sale, Sale 4, is just over 

half the size of the subject’s upland area), and the four remaining sales are significantly smaller than the 

subject at between 69.14 to 147 net acres (less than a quarter of the size of the subject) and the range of 

indicated values provides a substantial spread.  Additionally, rather than analyzing the contributory value of 

the cell tower lease independently, CRM considered the cell tower contribution as a physical characteristic 

within the sales comparison grid, which may result in a less reliable value indication (given the qualitative 

sales comparison analysis); however, the value contribution of the cell tower site is relatively nominal 

when compared with the overall value conclusion. Given the wide range of indicated values from the 

comparable properties analyzed, coupled with the significant differences in physical characteristics 

between the comparable sales and the subject property (evidenced by the comparability conclusions within 

the “property adjustments” section of the sales comparison summary), the unit value conclusion of 

$40,000/net upland acre is minimally supported by the analysis, although is within the range set by the 

comparables.   

 

Due to the slight difference in the appraisers’ determination of highest and best use (Mr. Williams 

concluding near-term residential development and CRM concluding immediate residential development), 

there were no common sales between the two appraisals.  

 

Valuation conclusions: Mr. Williams concluded value of the subject property was $35,400,000, rounded 

(reflecting $26,023 per gross and $40,173 per net upland acre); which includes the value contributed by the 

cell tower lease. Mr. Clayton concluded a value for the subject property (including the contributory value 

of the cell tower site) of $35,250,000, rounded ($25,913 per gross and $40,003 per net upland acre).  The 

value conclusions are supported by the range indicated by the comparable sales analyzed.   

 

The unit land values estimated for the subject are reasonable and supported based on the comparable sales 

analyzed.  Both appraisal firms applied qualitative line-item adjustments to the sales analyzed 

(superior/inferior) based on the characteristics of each sale in relation to the subject.  Due to the preceding 

critique and comments stated of each appraisal, with consideration of the comparable sales analyzed, it is 

our opinion that each appraiser’s value conclusions are equally reliable (given the minimal difference in the 

concluded values), although Mr. Williams’s value conclusion has better market support in his analysis. 
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Reviewer’s Recommendations: It is our opinion that both appraisals comply with the Uniform Standards 

of Professional Appraisal Practice and the Supplemental Appraisal Standards for the Board of Trustees, 

March 2, 2016.  The reports support the conclusions and opinions set forth by each appraiser, with minimal 

divergence for the final value estimate of the subject property.  Both reports are considered acceptable and 

approved as reviewed. 

 

Divergence: The divergence between the appraisals is less than 0.5%, a minimal and acceptable variance. 

 

Please refer to the Assumptions and Limiting Conditions of this review and the Certification that follows, 

as they are an integral part of this review. 
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REVIEW ASSUMPTIONS AND LIMITING CONDITIONS 

 

The appraisal review report is subject to the following assumptions and limiting conditions: 

 

• The review report attached hereto is based on data and information contained in the appraisal 

reports that are the subject of this review as well as additional information from other sources that 

may be applicable. 

 

• This appraisal review report constitutes a limited assignment and should not be construed as an 

 appraisal of the subject property. 

 

• It is assumed that the data and information are factual and correct. 

 

• All analyses, opinions and conclusions expressed by the review appraiser are limited by the scope 

 of the analysis, as identified under the section titled “Scope of the Review”. 

 

• I reserve the right to consider any additional data or information that may subsequently become 

 available to me and to revise my opinions and conclusions if such data and information indicate 

 the need for such change. 

 

• All of the assumptions and limiting conditions contained in the appraisal reports that are the 

 subject of this review are also conditions of this review unless otherwise stated. 
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REVIEW CERTIFICATION 

 

We certify that, to the best of our knowledge and belief: 

 

• The facts and data reported by the review appraiser and used in the review process are true and correct. 
 

• The analyses, opinions, and conclusions in this review report are limited only by the assumptions and 

limiting conditions stated in this review report, and are our personal, impartial, and unbiased professional 

analyses, opinions and conclusions. 
 

• We have no present or prospective interest in the property that is the subject of this report and we have no 

personal interest with respect to the parties involved. 
 

• We have no bias with respect to the property that is the subject of this report or to the parties involved 

with the assignment. 
 

• Our engagement in this assignment was not contingent upon developing or reporting predetermined 

results. 
 

• Our compensation is not contingent on an action or event resulting from the analyses, opinions, or 

conclusions in, or the use of, this review. 
 

• Our analyses, opinion, and conclusions were developed and this review report was prepared in conformity 

with the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice. 
 

• John Robinson, MAI, AI-GRS, ASA, CCIM personally inspected the subject property of the reports 

under review but did not inspect the comparable sales relied upon within the appraisal; however, aerial 

photographs were provided in each appraisal report and relied upon, as at least one of the sales appeared 

to have accessibility issues. 
 

• No one provided significant professional assistance to the person(s) signing this review report. 
 

• As of the date of this report, John A. Robinson, MAI, AI-GRS, ASA, CCIM has completed the 

requirements of the continuing education program for Designated Members of the Appraisal Institute. 
 

• As of the date of this report, Blair Beasley has completed the Standards and Ethics Education 

Requirements and the requirements of the continuing education program for Practicing Affiliates of the 

Appraisal Institute. 
 

• The appraisal(s) reviewed are in substantial compliance with the Supplemental Appraisal Standards for 

Board of Trustees Land Acquisitions, March 2, 2016, and the Uniform Standards of Professional 

Appraisal Practice. 
 

• We have performed no services, as a review appraiser or in any other capacity, regarding the property that 

is the subject of this report within the three-year period immediately preceding acceptance of this 

assignment. 
 

          
John A. Robinson, MAI, AI-GRS, ASA, CCIM    February 6, 2024 

State-Certified General Real Estate Appraiser, License No. RZ417 

 
Blair Beasley        February 6, 2024 

State-Certified General Real Estate Appraiser, License No. RZ3871 
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FLORIDA FORhST SERVICE 
(850) 681-5800 

THE CONNER BUILDING 
3125 CONNER BOULEVARD 

TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32399-1650 

FLORIDA DEPART MENT OF AGRICULTURE AND CONSUMER SERVICES 
COMMISSIONER WILTON SIMPSON 

Ms. Callie DeHaven, Director 

Division of State Lands, Mail Station 100 

3900 Commonwealth Boulevard 

Tallahassee, Florida 32399-3000 

Dear Ms. DeHaven: 

February 2024 

If acquired by the state, the Florida Forest Service will manage the Yarborough Ranch tract in Seminole 

County depicted on the attached map. 

The property will be managed in conjunction with Little Big Econ State Forest, Lease No. 3958, 
and will increase the State Forest's ecological value, provide public access and resource-based 
outdoor recreational opportunities, and better resource management due to the direct connectivity 

to other State Forest lands. Further, all management activities will be implemented according to 

the Little Big Econ State Forest management plan. 

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact Alan Davis at (850) 681-5816 or 
Alan.Davis@FDACS.gov. 

1-800-HELPFLA

Sincerely, 

Rick Dolan, Director 
Florida Forest Service 

www.FDACS.gov 
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February 20, 2024 

Ms. Callie Del-laven, Director 
Florida Department of Environmental Protection 
Division of State Lands 
3800 Commonwealth Boulevard, Mail Station I 00 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-3000 

Dear Ms. DeHaven, 

On behalf of the Seminole County Board of County Commissioners, I would like to express my strong 
support for the acquisition of the Yarborough Ranch through the Florida Forever program. This historic 
and ecologically significant land holds immense value for our community and deserves protection and 
preservation for future generations. 

The Florida Yarborough Ranch is not just a piece of land; it is a living, breathing ecosystem that provides 
habitat for a diverse array of wildlife. As one oft he last remaining large tracts of land within Seminole 
County's Rural Boundary, it plays a crucial role in maintaining the health of our environment, including 
water quality, biodiversity, and ecological balance. 

The acquisition of this ranch property aligns with the goal of the Florida Forever program to conserve 
critical natural areas, protect water resources, and preserve wildlife habitat. Located within the Florida 
Wildlife Corridor, the Yarborough Ranch has been identified as a Corridor Opportunity Area, and by 
acquiring this property, the State can fill a crucial gap in the corridor. The ranch is directly adjacent to the 
Little Big Econ State Forest along the east and south boundaries; therefore, the property has been 
identified as part of the optimal boundary for the Florida Forest Service-managed property. 

Please give serious consideration to the acquisition of the Yarborough Ranch through the Florida Forever 
program. Preserving the Ranch is essential for maintaining the character and beauty of our region. h 
provides a unique opportunity for residents and visitors alike to connect with nature and learn about the 
importance of conservation. 

I stand ready to support efforts to preserve this land. Please do not hesitate to contact me if you need any 
more infom1ation or support. 

Sincerely, 

, ... , .. ,...,, .. Jay Zembower 
mmole County Board of County Commissioners 

1101 EAST FIR T STREET • SANFORD Fl 32771-1468 • TELEPHONE (407) 665-7219 • FAX (407) 665-7958 
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Governor Ron DeSantis 
Attorney General Ashley Moody 
Commissioner of Agriculture Wilton Simpson 
Chief Financial Officer Jimmy Patronis 

Executive Office of Governor Ron DeSantis 
State of Florida - The Capitol 
400 S. Monroe St. 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0001 

March 4, 2024 

Dear Governor DeSantis and Honorable Cabinet Members, 

On behalf of Audubon Florida, I write to extend our support for the Division of State Lands’ fee 
simple acquisition of the Yarborough Ranch property in Seminole County, Florida. The 
acquisition of Yarborough Ranch aligns with the DeSantis Administration's goals of 
safeguarding and stewarding Florida’s environmental resources.  

In particular, Yarborough Ranch is identified as a Priority 1 Critical Linkage in the Florida 
Ecological Greenway’s Network, otherwise known as the Florida Wildlife Corridor. This 
property’s location would bridge a gap in the Little Big Econ State Forest and Kilbee Ranch 
Conservation Easement complex, providing increased habitat connectivity for the region. As part 
of the Econlockhatchee River Basin, Yarborough Ranch would not only provide a critical 
corridor linkage, but the purchase of this property would help assemble and protect the integrity 
of this major tributary area of the St. Johns River.  

In addition to the Florida Wildlife Corridor attributes of this property which are well documented 
in the staff report accompanying this item, it is important to note that prior development 
approvals of a 300-unit subdivision on this site confirm that failure to acquire Yarborough Ranch 
will result in the insertion of incompatible development among previously conserved public 
lands. Avoiding this outcome is a very high-priority consideration of Audubon. 

We thank you for considering this request and fully support the state’s acquisition of this 
important conservation area.  

Sincerely, 

Beth Alvi 
Senior Director of Policy 
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March 4, 2024 

Robbie Parrish 
Division of State Lands 
Florida Department of Environmental Protection 
3800 Commonwealth Blvd., MS 115 
Tallahassee, FL 32399 

RE: Florida Conservation Group Letter of Support for Yarborough Ranch 

Dear Mr. Parrish,  

The Florida Conservation Group is providing this letter in strong support of the acquisition of Yarborough 
Ranch in Seminole County. This 1,361-acre property lies within the Florida Wildlife Corridor (mainly 
Priority 1) and is adjacent to existing conservation lands on three sides. However, this critical linkage in 
the corridor is in an area of rapid urbanization and faces a high risk for conversion because an approved 
Preliminary Subdivision Plan is in place that would allow 300 1-acre homesites on this site. 

This property, which has been a working cattle ranch for several generations, has a diverse, connected 
habitat that supports biodiversity and provides potential habitat for several imperiled species including the 
black bear and gopher tortoise. Yarborough Ranch is adjacent to both the Little Big Econ State Forest and 
the Kilbee Ranch Conservation Easement. Protection of this property would widen the corridor for 
species movement and further buffer the state forest and Econlockhatchee River.  

Yarborough Ranch is also a valuable hydrologic resource that is situated within the Big Econlockhatchee 
Drainage Basin and almost entirely within the Geneva Lens. The Geneva Lens is a unique hydrologic 
resource forms an isolated freshwater lens surrounded by nonpotable water that provides drinking water 
for Seminole County residents.  

Overall, protection of this property provides the opportunity to add to a critical linkage within the Florida 
Wildlife Corridor, buffer existing state conservation lands, protect the health of the Geneva Lens, and 
preserve a working rural landscape. 

With kindest regards, 

Julie Morris 
Executive Director 
Florida Conservation Group 
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February 27, 2024 

Callie DeHaven, Director 
Division of State Lands 
Florida Department of Environmental Protection 
3900 Commonwealth Blvd., MS 140 
Tallahassee, FL 32399 

Dear Director DeHaven, 

I am writing on behalf of the Florida Wildlife Corridor Foundation, an organization 
committed to protecting and restoring our wild places in Florida. Please consider this letter as 
an expression of support for the proposed fee simple purchase of Yarborough Ranch under 
the Florida Forever program. This property is within the Florida Wildlife Corridor Boundary. 

The 1,361-acre subject property has been a working cattle ranch for several generations and 
currently has approximately 200 head of cattle. Located in southeastern Seminole County, the 
subject property shares most of its boundaries with conservation land, including the Little Big 
Econ State Forest. A Preliminary Subdivision Plan allowing 300 1-acre homesites for the 
Yarborough Ranch subdivision was approved by Seminole County in December 2023. The 
subject property’s diverse landscape and valuable hydrologic resource, if conserved, helps to 
safeguard the health and diversity of the regional ecosystem, and prevents further 
development in an area of rapid urbanization.  

This project helps to advance the goals set forth in the Florida Wildlife Corridor Act, which 
seeks to maintain access for wildlife to habitats for migration and genetic exchange, prevent 
habitat fragmentation, protect headwaters of important watersheds, protect ecological 
connectivity, promote flood/sea-level rise resiliency and ecosystem functions, protecting 
groundwater recharge for drinking water and estuary health. For this reason, we support the 
acquisition of the Yarborough Ranch parcel.    

Sincerely, 

Jason Lauritsen 

Chief Conservation Officer 
Florida Wildlife Corridor Foundation 

BOARD OF DIRECTORS 
PJ MARINELLI 

CHAIRMAN 

TIFFANY BUSBY 
VICE CHAIRMAN 

BLAKE POOLE 
TREASURER 

MAURICE PEARSON 
SECRETARY 

OSCAR ANDERSON 

ARNIE BELLINI 

LYNN CHERRY 

THOMAS EASON 

ZAK GEZON 

ROBERT D. MCLEAN 

AMANDA MOORE 

ELIZABETH MOORE 

SCOTT NOLAN 

KIMBERLY DAVIS 
REYHER 

2606 Fairfield Ave S 
Bldg #7 

St. Petersburg, FL 33712 
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