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Rural and Family Lands Protection Program 
 

Project Summary 
 
 
 

Project Name:  Heart Bar Ranch IV 
 
 
Owners:    Earl Partin Ranch, LLC 
    Earl Partin Canoe Creek Ranch, Inc. 
    Cynthia A. Partin 
 
 
County:   Osceola 
 
Total Land Area:  4,974 acres       /     Upland:   3,643 acres        

Wetland:      1,331 acres 
 
Land Uses: 

Improved Pasture: 2,200 acres 
Native Pasture:     713 acres 
Row Crops:   
Sod:      230 acres 
Hay / Silage:   
Citrus:    

Planted Timber:     
Natural Forest (Upland):      500 acres   
Natural Forest (Wetland): 1,281 acres  
Marsh / Wet Prairie:          50 acres  
Other:   

 
Agricultural Uses:   

• Cow/Calf  
• Forestry 
• Sod 
• Hunt Lease 

 
Property Description: 
Operated by 5th and 6th generations, the property is just south of the Orlando metropolitan area.  
Agricultural activities include cattle, timber, wildlife management and a seed business.  There 
are 3,000 acres of native or semi-native habitat for wildlife, much of which also supports cattle 
grazing.  Pine flatwoods, forested wetlands and herbaceous wetlands are the primary habitat 
types.  Over 4 miles of Camp Lonesome Creek traverses the property before flowing into Canoe 
Creek, which has a mile of frontage. 
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Maps Provided by FNAI (2017)  
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Public Purposes as Determined by the DACS Technical Team 
 
Does the Project Comply with RFLPP Goals and Objectives:    Score  

   (None, Low, Moderate, High) 

• Protects the integrity and function of working landscapes    High 
• Ensures opportunities for viable agricultural activities on     High 

working lands threatened by conversion to other uses 
 
 
Does the Property Meet Any Public Purposes:      Score 

   (None, Low, Moderate, High) 

• Perpetuates open space on working lands that contain significant natural areas:  High 
• Protects, restores or enhances water bodies, aquifer recharge     High  

areas including upland and springsheds, wetlands, or watersheds:                                                                 
• Promotes a more complete pattern of protection, including buffers   High 

to natural areas, ecological greenways, functioning ecosystems  
and military installations:          

• Promotes the restoration, enhancement or management of species habitat:         High 
 
 
Agricultural or Silvicultural Legacy 
 
This property has one of the longest legacy ranch histories.  This ranch is owned by one of the 
descendants of Hugh Partin who arrived in Florida in 1847.  Today it is owned by a 5th 
generation Partin rancher.  The ranch has been managed with long term goals of preserving the 
natural systems while providing beneficial agricultural products.  This property had abundant 
wildlife seen and is in very good condition ecologically. 
 
The ranch has been owned by the Partins for many generations.  All of the farm equipment used 
on the property is generations old and kept in good working condition by Mr. Dave Partin’s son.  
The Brahman herd is made up of descendants of the first Brahman cattle that were brought to the 
state of Florida by Mr. Partin’s grandfather.  The forested area was historically used for 
turpentine and some “cat-faced” pines still remain onsite. 
 
                     Score 
DACS Staff Assessment (site visit) – Agricultural Legacy:               (None, Low, Moderate, High) 
• Benefits related to agric/forestry legacy, historical structures, etc.  High 
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Description of Agricultural Uses from DACS Technical Team Site Visit 
 
Silviculture Operations 
There are some extensive areas of pole to saw timber sized slash pine.  These have an understory of 
palmetto and grass that is maintained by prescribed burning every 2-4 years.  The stocking of these stands 
is approx. 70-100 BA.  Most stands did not need thinning and the few that were over stocked the 
landowner advised they will consider a sale in the future based on opening up stands to the benefit of the  
ground cover.  All pine stands had good access for logging if needed. 
 
There has not been any timber harvesting since 1979. They are open to the idea of thinning for resource 
benefit. 
                     Score 
DACS Staff Assessment (site visit) – Silviculture/Forestry            (None, Low, Moderate, High) 
• Silvicultural BMP’s followed during forestry operations (Yes/No)  No 
• Quality of forestry/ silvicultural operations     None 
• Suitability of the project’s land for long-term forestry / silvicultural use Low 
 
Cow / Calf - Livestock Operations 
A cow – calf operation with pure-bred Brahman and commercial heifer development.   Purebred 
Brahmans, F-1 Cross-breeds number approximately 500-600 cross-breeds and 180 purebreds.  Stocking 
rates are under-stocked with plans in place to increase cattle numbers.  Rotational grazing with a written 
plan is in place.   
 
The following programs are in place:  a controlled breeding program; an animal identification program 
(ear tags, fire-branded); a vaccination program; and a supplemental feeding program (small grains in 
troughs, haylage, limited molasses, free-choice mineral year-round). 
 
Other livestock include cracker and quarter horses for family ranch use.  The conditions of fencing, pens, 
gates, and farm structures are very good.   
 
Pasture fertilization, tillage, restoration, and weed control activities are extensive and continuous.  Weed 
control is excellent.  Pasture burning is done in late winter ahead of Turkey Nesting Season.  Pastures are 
burned on 2 year rotation 
 
Water lines are run from the barn and house to supply water troughs in all pastures. No other deep wells 
have been drilled. Ponds are available for cattle cooling purposes. 

Score 
DACS Staff Assessment (site visit) - Cow / Calf Operations            (None, Low, Moderate, High) 
• Beef quality assurance guidelines implemented (Yes/No)   Yes 
• Quality of cow-calf / livestock operations     High  
• Suitability for long-term ranch / cow-calf /or other livestock use  High 

 
Farming Operations / Other Agricultural Uses  
There are approximately 230 acres of Floratam and Argentine Bahia sod.  Soil and tissue samples are 
taken regularly and fertilizer applications are adjusted given the recommendations. Herbicide is only 
applied in spot spray treatments, as needed.  Sod fields are irrigated with a hard hose that use water from 
the ditches onsite.  Hay fields are cut two to three times per year for hay, haylage, and for material to use 
in replanting. Seed is also harvested regularly and sold. 
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Participation in Government Partnerships / Cost Shares 
Heart Bar Ranch IV is an active participant with NRCS, having completed multiple EQIP contracts and 
still working to fully implement the conservation plan in its entirety. Through the program, they have 
installed cross fencing and alternative water sources for cattle, improved forested areas with roller 
chopping and prescribed fire, stabilized eroded high intensity areas, managed invasive weed species, etc. 
They qualified for the FSA Livestock Forage Program in years past and plan to work with the FDACS 
BMP program in the near future. 
 
Overall DACS Agricultural Production / Marketing Observations 
The Partin Family has been operating a successful cow/calf, citrus, seed, and sod businesses for several 
generations. The pristine landscape is a prime example of how well cattle grazing and land management 
can complement each other. Heart Bar Ranch IV has been enrolled in the BMP program for 2 years. They 
have alternative water sources in every pasture and rotate their cattle regularly. All improved pastures are 
soil and tissue tested regularly and soil amendments and fertilizers are applied at recommended rates or 
lower. All of the ditches are well maintained and have little erosion from cattle access. The Partins have 
long standing relationships as a supplier for several seed companies such as Pennington Seed, BWI 
Industries, Athens Seed Company, and Diamond R as well as still honoring decades old agreements to 
collect and bag seed for fellow Florida cattlemen. Much of the seed sold wholesale makes its way to big 
box stores such as Lowes and Home Depot. The Brahmin herd of traditional bloodlines are sold through 
various means, with some sold overseas to Puerto Rico and Ecuador. Commercial cattle are sold online 
and on satellite video. 
                    Score  
DACS Staff Assessment (site visit)–Overall Agricultural Production:  (None, Low, Moderate, High) 
• Participation in the DACS Agricultural BMP Program  (Yes/No)  Yes 
• Quality of agricultural production      High 
• Suitability of project for long-term agricultural use    High 
 
Property Maintenance & Other Activities 
Prescribed Fire Regime – There have been no significant wildfires on the property recently.  They did 
install more fences and fire breaks to aid in cattle rotation and to give more flexibility in Rx burning by 
creating smaller burn blocks if needed.  The owners maintain a burn interval of 2 – 4 years on most of the 
flatwoods and native rangeland. They burn 400-500 acres per year. 
 
Presence of Non-Native Invasive Species – There was some cogon grass scattered on the property and 
they are using herbicide to treat it.  Some climbing fern (lygodium) was seen in stands of cypress.  There 
have been some tropical soda apple in the pastures but it is well under control.  The Partins are doing a 
good job at managing for invasives and there is very little weed pressure on the pastures. Only a couple 
patches of cogon grass were spotted on our visit. 
 
Recreational Use / Hunting – There is one hunting lease on the property for two people that come to the 
property twice a year to hunt deer and turkey. The family also does some limited hunting for deer, turkey, 
and quail, along with horseback riding and wildlife viewing. There are about 8 acres of wildlife food plots 
scattered around the property. 
 
The Partins also use the property for family gatherings and events. Children and grandchildren have been 
raised on the site and are learning the family traditions.  The family hosts a fall festival for the community 
every year featuring a corn maze and pumpkin patch. 
 
Agricultural/Forestry Government Program Participation: 
DACS BMP Notice of Intent (Program Title)   NOI Date  Acres 
12358 Cow / Calf 
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Natural Features – Habitat and Wildlife Resources 
 

Florida Natural Areas Inventory (FNAI) Observations (2017 Update):  
The Heart Bar Ranch proposal includes 4,976 acres in central Osceola County about 7 miles 
southeast of the city of St. Cloud. It is a mostly contiguous piece of property, with the larger 
portion situated adjacent to the Florida Turnpike on the east side, and a small section situated in 
the narrow area between the Turnpike and County Road 523. 
 
The property is a working cattle ranch. According to the Cooperative Land Cover map, most 
uplands on the property are improved pasture or other agricultural lands. However, several large 
blocks of mesic or scrubby flatwoods remain. There are several depression marshes and dome 
swamps, as well as a basin/floodplain swamp that drains into Canoe Creek, a tributary to Cypress 
Lake. 
 
No rare species are documented on the property in the FNAI database. However, the proposal 
lists a number of species that have been seen by the applicant – eastern indigo snake, crested 
caracara, wood stork, and Florida scrub-jay, and gopher tortoise. Most of these species have been 
documented on conservation lands nearby, and the natural lands of Heart Bar Ranch would 
provide additional habitat. The proposal falls within Strategic Habitat Conservation Areas 
Priorities 1 and 2 based on potential habitat for Florida grasshopper sparrow and short-tailed 
hawk. 
 
           Score 
FNAI Assessment - Habitat and Wildlife Resources   (None, Low, Moderate, High) 
• Overall benefit as related to natural resource benefit    Moderate 
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FNAI Assessment (2017) 
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Natural Features (continued) 
 
DACS Technical Team Site Visit Observations: 
This property does include large areas of natural forest (upland and wetland) and rangeland.  
Upland forests include oak hammocks with mature live oaks with grass understory.  Also there 
are stands of uneven aged slash pine. These have understory of palmetto (medium to light rough) 
and native and Bahia grass. Lonesome Camp Creek flows through the property and is surrounded 
by intact hardwood and cypress swamp. There are scattered cypress domes in depressions across 
the property.  Areas of palmetto flatwoods have scattered mature slash pine and are well 
maintained by periodic burning. 
 
On the site visit many deer, turkey and some raccoons were seen at multiple locations on the 
property.  Sandhill cranes, bobcat, fox, birds of prey and wading birds are abundant. 
 
There is a bald eagle nest on the property.  Indigo snakes, gopher tortoise, scrub jay and 
Sherman’s Fox Squirrel occur on the parcel. 
 

Score 
DACS Staff Assessment (site visit) – Natural Features          (None, Low, Moderate, High) 
Overall significance / condition of natural areas / wildlife / species habitat  High 
 
 
Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Service (FWC) 
The FWC uses the Integrated Wildlife Habitat Ranking System (IWHRS 2009) Geographic 
Information System (GIS) model to interpret wildlife habitat value on a scale from 0 to 10; a 
rank of 10 being of greatest value.  This GIS model ranks landscape level wildlife habitat of 
importance to terrestrial vertebrates including listed species, focal species, or species that are 
otherwise rare or imperiled.  Application of this model assists in the identification and 
conservation of important wildlife habitats. 
 
The project has an IWHRS 2009 mean score of 7.2 
 

Score 
FWC Assessment - Habitat and Wildlife Resources:                   (None, Low, Moderate, High) 
• Overall natural resource benefit       High 
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Hydrological Resources and Conditions 
 
South Florida Water Management District Observations (SFWMD): 
The proposed easement area is within Flood Zones A and X. Zone A areas throughout the site 
remain largely in a natural condition. 
 
The property lies entirely within the S-63A Drainage Basin. Camp Lonesome Creek traverses the 
property, discharging to Canoe Creek (SFWMD C-34 Canal), which borders the west property 
line. Minor agricultural ditching diverts surface flows to these basins, though drainage appears to 
be predominantly overland flow in natural or near-natural conditions. 
 
The application mentions that 27% of the proposed easement (1331 acres) is considered 
wetlands. Some ditching exists between isolated wetlands in pasture areas, tough a majority of 
the on-site wetlands appear to have largely unaffected hydrology. 
 
The property is primarily within the 0” to <4” recharge range for the Kissimmee River Basin 
(1995). 
           Score 
SFWMD Assessment – Hydrological Resources:           (None, Low, Moderate, High) 
• Overall hydrological resource benefit       High 
 
 
DACS Technical Team Site Visit Observations – Hydrological/Wetland Conditions: 
The property borders the channelized Canoe Creek and contains a big portion of the original 
floodplain. A couple large ditches divert water to Canoe Creek, but the Partins are working with 
NRCS to install seven water control structures to retain the water.  There is one structure in place 
that is managed by the Water Management District to control flow to the creek.  
 
The property falls in the Lake Okeechobee BMAP and the Northern Everglades & Estuaries 
Protection Program areas that are in place to restore and protect the Everglades. The wetland 
areas appear to be highly functional with minimal disturbance from livestock operations. Some 
invasive species are present at low densities (i.e.: Old World Climbing Fern and Duckweed.) 

 
Water lines are run from the barn and house to supply water troughs in all pastures. No other 
deep wells have been drilled. Ponds are available for cattle cooling purposes. 

 
 

Basin Management Action Plan 
Is the property located within a geographic region protected by a Basin Management Action Plan 
as adopted by DEP Executive Order? (yes / no)     Yes  
  
A Basin Management Action Plan (BMAP) is the "blueprint" for restoring impaired waters by reducing pollutant 
loadings to meet the allowable loadings established in a Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL). A BMAP represents 
a comprehensive set of strategies - permit limits on wastewater facilities, urban and agricultural best management 
practices, conservation programs, financial assistance and revenue generating activities, etc. - designed to implement 
the pollutant reductions established by the TMDL. These broad-based plans are developed with local stakeholders -  
relying on local input and local commitment - and BMAPs are adopted by Secretarial Order to be enforceable 
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Connectivity / Buffering Benefit 
 
Florida Department of Environmental Protection Observations (DEP): 
This property is located within the Big Bend Swamp / Holopaw Ranch Florida Forever Project. 
Inclusion of the property would align with the goals and be highly beneficial to the completion of this 
Florida Forever Project. 
 
Agency managed public conservation lands or conservation easements adjacent to this project is the 
Lonesome Camp Ranch Conservation Area.  The project is adjacent to the previously mentioned 
managed lands and could provide future connectivity to other managed areas once more land is 
purchased in the area. Due to this, benefits are moderate. 
 
The project would provide an excellent buffer to Lonesome Camp Ranch Conservation Area as it 
borders it on the north and west portions of the managed lands.   Score 
DEP Assessment – Connectivity / Buffering Benefit:                   (None, Low, Moderate, High) 
• Connectivity / Linkages / Potential benefits     Moderate 
• Buffering and the potential benefit      High 
 
Adjacent Public Land Manager’s Observations: 
Lonesome Camp Ranch Conservation Area (Osceola County) and SFWMD Kissimmee Chain 
of Lakes – Water flowing from the adjacent Lonesome Camp Ranch CA moves across this property 
allowing it to filter before it goes into the C-34 Canal (Canoe Creek) and into the Kissimmee Chain 
of Lakes. This property is part of a large area of sizable ranches. Keeping these properties 
undeveloped allows for greater populations of wildlife and increases water recharge and quality. 
 
There have been offers from developers to purchase this property and others in the area in the recent 
past.  Residential development is steadily moving south from Kissimmee/St. Cloud towards this 
location.  Preserving natural areas and agricultural areas provides ecosystems for wildlife and water 
quality while preserving the heritage of the area.  This property has large areas of native rangeland 
that is regularly burned and well maintained.      Score 
Adjacent Public Land Manager Assessment:                    (None, Low, Moderate, High) 
• Connectivity/Linkages benefit       High 
• Buffering benefit          High 
 
Florida Natural Areas Inventory (FNAI) (2017 Update): 
Except for the small section between highways, the property is within the Big Bend Swamp / 
Holopaw Ranch Florida Forever BOT Project. This project exceeds 56,700 acres, about 6,229 of 
which have been acquired (Lonesome Camp Ranch CA and Whaley CE). A portion of the eastern 
boundary of the property abuts the Lonesome Camp Ranch CA. Camp Lonesome CEs # 1 and #2, 
funded by the RFLPP, are located to the east and southeast. Kissimmee Chain of Lakes lies 3 miles 
to the south. Four additional RFLPP proposals occur in the vicinity: KPB Cattle Company adjacent 
to the northeast boundary, Double C Bar Ranch 1.2 miles to the south, Ridgewood Ranch 3.6 miles 
to the southeast and Southport Ranch 5 miles to the west.    Score  
                              (None, Low, Moderate, High) 
• Landscape Connectivity and Contribution      High 
 
Benefits to the Rural and Family Lands Protection Program: 
• Is the Project adjacent to Existing Project(s): (Yes/No)    No 
 Is the Project adjacent to 2017 Potential Project(s): (Yes/No)    Yes 

KPB Cattle Company 
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Land Planning and Growth Management 
 
Florida Department of Economic Opportunity Observations (DEO): 
 
Land Use Designation 
The current and surrounding land use designations are Osceola County Rural/Agriculture and 
Conservation.  The site is a working cattle ranch supplemented by grass seed production and 
agritourism.  It is located approximately three miles south of the Osceola County Urban Service 
Boundary along N Canoe Creed Road (CR 532) and extending east beyond Florida’s Turnpike in 
west central Osceola County.  The southwestern border of the site is adjacent to Osceola 
County’s Camp Lonesome Conservation Area.  
 
Threats of Conversion 
The site is less than three miles from the South Lake Toho Conceptual Master Plan, which is a 
large mixed-use development area that will be accessed by planned transportation infrastructure 
linking Poinciana with the Florida Turnpike.   However, Osceola has planned for protection of 
agriculture land use by establishing an Urban Growth Boundary and supporting policies in its 
2040 Comprehensive Plan.  
 
Development Trends 
Agriculture is the predominate trend.   
 
           Score 
DEO Assessment - Land Planning and Growth Management:          (None, Low, Moderate, High) 

• Overall level of threat of conversion     Low  
 

Is Project Within a Land Stewardship Area: (Y/N)     No 
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RFLPP Technical Committee 
 Evaluation Summary

Project: Heart Bar Ranch IV
County: Osceola
Acres: 4,974 Total Composite Score:  118 of 153

1. Meets RFLPP Goals and Public Purposes: Composite Score: 30 of 33
Team Members: None Low Moderate High
    Florida Department of Agriculture (SITE VISIT)
    South Florida Water Management District
    Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission
    Florida Department of Environmental Protection
    Florida Department of Economic Opportunity
    Florida Natural Areas Inventory

2. Overall Threat Level for Conversion to Non-Ag or Composite Score: 3 of 9
        Potential for Development: None Low Moderate High
Team Member: Florida Department of Economic Opportunity

3. Benefit of Project for Connectivity/Buffering 
        Adjacent Public Lands/Easement:
Team Members: Composite Score: 14 of 21
    -Connectivity Benefit: None Low Moderate High

Adjacent Public Land Manager 
Florida Department of Environmental Protection

    -Buffering Benefit:
Adjacent Public Lands Manager 
Florida Department of Environmental Protection

    -Benefit / Contiguous with Existing RFLPP: No Yes
Florida Department of Agriculture (SITE VISIT)

    -Landscape Connectivity and Contribution (FNAI): None Low Moderate High
Florida Natural Areas Inventory 3

4. Benefit of Project Related to Agricultural Legacy Composite Score: 9 of 9
         of Property and Structures: None Low Moderate High
Team Member: Florida Department of Agriculture (SITE VISIT)

5. Benefit of Project Related to Protecting Composite Score: 9 of 9
           Water Resources:  None Low Moderate High
Team Member: South Florida Water Management District

6. Benefit of Project Related to Protecting Natural Composite Score: 8 of 9
           Habitat and Wildlife Resoures: None Low Moderate High
Team Members: Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission

Florida Natural Areas Inventory
Florida Department of Agriculture (SITE VISIT)
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RFLPP Technical Committee 
 Evaluation Summary

7. Forestry Operations:
Team Members: Composite Score: 3 of 21
    -Degree of Suitability of Land for Long-term Forestry: None Low Moderate High

Florida Department of Agriculture (SITE VISIT)
    -Degree of Quality of Forestry Operations:

Florida Department of Agriculture (SITE VISIT)
    -Compliance with Forestry BMPs:                     No                      Yes
        Florida Department of Agriculture (SITE VISIT)

8. Ranching/Livestock/Grazing Operations:
Team Members: Composite Score: 21 of 21
    -Degree of Suitability of Land for Long-term Ranching: None Low Moderate High

Florida Department of Agriculture (SITE VISIT)
    -Degree of Quality of Cow-Calf/Livestock Operations:

Florida Department of Agriculture (SITE VISIT)
    -Compliance with Beef Quality Assurance Guidelines:                     No                      Yes
        Florida Department of Agriculture (SITE VISIT)

9. Crops/Ag Uses & Production/NRCS & DACS
         Participation/BMPs/Marketing:
Team Members: Composite Score: 21 of 21
    -Degree of Suitability of Land for Long-term Ag Use: None Low Moderate High

Florida Department of Agriculture (SITE VISIT)
    -Degree of Quality of Overall Agricultural Operations:

Florida Department of Agriculture (SITE VISIT)
    -Participation in DACS Agricultural BMP Program:   No                    In Process Yes
        Florida Department of Agriculture (SITE VISIT)
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t h e  F l o r i d a  N a t u r a l  A r e a s  I n v e n t o r y

November  2023

This map is for illustrative purposes
only and is not a survey.
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APPRAISAL REVIEW 
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EARL PARTIN 
 

CONSERVATION EASEMENT 
 

OSCEOLA COUNTY, FLORIDA 
 

P.O. NO: S-4200-K2871 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

Prepared by 
Thomas G. Richards, MAI 

Richards Appraisal Service, Inc. 
Appraisal Review Memorandum 
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To:    Amy C. Phillips 

Land Program Coordinator 
Rural and Family Lands Protection Program 

    Florida Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services 
 
Client of Review: Rural and Family Lands Protection Program 

Florida Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services  
 
Intended User of Review: Florida Department of Agricultural and Consumer 

Services, Rural and Family Lands Protection Program 
(FDACS/RFLPP). 

 
Intended Use of Review Compliance with USPAP & SASBOT 
 
From:  Thomas G. Richards, MAI 
  Richards Appraisal Service, Inc. 
 
Date:  January 25, 2024 
 
Project Information: 
 
 Richards Appraisal File Number  1379a   

Parcel Name Heart Bar Ranch Earl Partin CE 
 Location    Osceola County, Florida 
 Effective Date of Appraisals  November 16, 2023 
 
Summary of Review 
 
Pursuant to your request, I have reviewed two individual appraisal reports on the Heart 
Bar Ranch, Earl Partin Conservation Easement located in Osceola County, Florida.  One 
appraisal report was prepared by Mr. Tod Marr, MAI, CCIM of Tod Marr & Associates, 
LLC.  The other report was prepared by Mr. Riley K. Jones, MAI, SRA of Florida Real 
Estate Advisors, Inc. I have determined after review of the reports and some minor 
changes to each appraisal that they are acceptable as submitted.   
 
The Marr report is dated January 23, 2024. The Jones report is dated January 24, 2024. 
Both appraisals have a valuation date of November 16, 2023. The value indications for 
the proposed conservation easement reflected by each appraiser were: 
 
(1) Tod Marr, MAI, CCIM      $12,630,000 
(2) Riley K. Jones, MAI, SRA     $12,650,000 
 
In the reviewer’s opinion the appraisal reports were completed substantially in 
conformance with USPAP, were well documented, and reflected reasonable value 
indications for the subject property. Both firms submitting appraisals consider their report 
to be appraisal reports according to USPAP. Both appraisals are considered sufficient to 
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satisfy the requirements of Standard 2 of USPAP as it is applied to this type of report. 
The appraisals are also in substantial conformance with the Supplemental Appraisal 
Standards for the Board of Trustees, Division of State Lands, Bureau of Appraisal, 
Florida Department of Environmental Protection, March 2, 2016. 
 
The intended users of this appraisal assignment are the Florida Department of Agriculture 
and Consumer Services, Rural and Family Lands Protection Program (FDACS/RFLPP). 
The intended use is for FDACS/RFLPP and any other specific organization or entity that 
may be involved in the specific transaction or for consideration in determining the effect 
on value of the proposed conservation easement on the subject property. 
 
Both Mr. Marr and Mr. Jones utilized the Sales Comparison technique to estimate the 
value of the subject property which is essentially vacant agricultural land utilizing the 
“before and after” technique which is deemed by the reviewer to be the most appropriate 
method. The appraisers utilized meaningful data, appropriate adjustment procedures and 
therefore, the resultant conclusions are well supported. 
 
It is important to note that the Hypothetical Condition is made by the appraisers in 
assuming that the proposed conservation easement is in place on the date of the 
appraisal. Hypothetical Condition is defined as that which is contrary to what exists 
but is assumed for appraisal purposes. Uniform Standards dictate that these type 
assumptions are prominently disclosed. This Hypothetical Condition is prominently 
disclosed and treated appropriately by both appraisers and is necessary for a credible 
assignment result. One common Extraordinary Assumption was made by the appraisers 
regarding relying upon the “Draft Copy” of the easement which is not yet executed by the 
parties. The appraiser’s each stress the importance of the final agreement being exactly 
like the draft. This is also a common and reasonable procedure for this property type. 
 
The appraisers and the reviewer are in agreement that the highest and best use for the 
subject parcel is for continued agriculture and recreational use for the foreseeable future. 
More details regarding the highest and best use is included in a later section of this 
review report. 
 
The valuation problem consists of estimating the impact on value of a proposed 
“Conservation Easement” which will encumber the subject property. The significance of 
the conservation easement is that it is proposed to assure that the property will be retained 
forever in its natural, scenic, wooded condition to provide a relatively natural habitat for 
fish, wildlife, plants or similar ecosystems and to preserve portions of the property as 
productive farmland and forest land that sustains for the long term both the economic and 
conservation values of the property and its environs, through management. 
 
In order to value the subject property, the appraisers have applied the traditional appraisal 
methods and have arrived at a supportable opinion of the impact on Market Value of the 
proposed conservation easement.   
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Statement of Ownership and Property History 
 
The subject is currently titled as: 

Earl Partin Canoe Creek Ranch & 
Earl Partin Canoe Creek Ranch, Inc. 

5601 N. Canoe Creek Road 
Kenansville, Florida 34739 

 
The property has been in the Partin family for many years and to our knowledge there are 
no listings or pending contracts and the property is not actively marketed for sale at this 
time. 
 
Property Description 
 
This appraisal assignment encompasses a parcel containing 3,080.39-acres known as the 
Partin Ranch (Earl Partin) located generally east of Canoe Creek Road and the Florida 
Turnpike in unincorporated Osceola County, Florida. While there is additional access 
through commonly owned “family” land from Canoe Creek Road east of the Florida 
Turnpike, the primary access source for the ranch is by virtue of a tunnel under the 
Turnpike. This was how the property was inspected. The subject easement parcel does 
not have any public road frontage and is accessed legally and physically through the 
larger Earl Partin Canoe Creek Ranch by virtue of easements.  
 
The appraisal problem encompasses estimating the impact on value of a proposed 
conservation easement on the subject property. According to mapping provided by the 
client, the subject contains approximately 2,052.14 acres of uplands (67%) and 
approximately 1,028.16 acres of wetlands (33%). Otherwise, the ranch contains mostly 
improved pasture and some native lands and piney woods. 
 
The surrounding area is typically comprised of medium scale ranchettes and/or 
recreational tracts and large government land holdings. Residential development is rural 
and very limited in the immediate area and typically only in support of larger agricultural 
holdings. 
 
The subject parcel has a generally level topography as is common in this area of Osceola 
County Florida with elevations ranging from about 60 to 65 feet above sea level.  
 
The title insurance policy addresses the reservation of oil, gas and mineral rights in a 
deed from November 1946. The appraisers have adequately discussed the likelihood that 
any exploration rights have likely been extinguished by the Marketable Records Title Act 
(MRTA) due to the lack of any evidence of mining activity and/or re-recordings of these 
rights. As such, both appraisers have concluded that these reservations do not impact 
value. 
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The subject property is found on Osceola County FEMA Flood Map 12097C 0430G 
dated June 18, 2013. According to this map the subject property is located within Flood 
Zone AE which is an area determined to be within the flood hazard areas with base 
elevations determined. 
 
The subject ranch is improved with typical ranching improvements such as fencing, 
cross-fencing, gates, ditches, culverts, ranch roads and water holes typical of an 
agricultural property in the area. In addition, the parcel is improved with a house and two 
barns. 
 
While electrical and telephone services are readily available to the area a municipal 
source for potable water or sewage disposal is not. Wells and septic systems are typical in 
the region. 
 
The subject has a zoning and land use designation of AC/Agriculture and Rural 
Agriculture by the Osceola County Planning and Zoning Department. This allows all 
agricultural uses and limits development to 1 dwelling unit per 5 acres. 
 
Highest and Best Use 
 
Highest and best use is defined as the reasonably probable and legal use of vacant land or 
an improved property which is physically possible, appropriately supported, financially 
feasible, and that results in the highest value. The four criteria the highest and best use 
must meet are legal permissibility, physical possibility, financial feasibility, and 
maximum profitability. 
 
Before 
 
Mr. Marr concluded that the Highest and Best Use for the subject would be for continued 
agriculture and recreation, with future long term residential potential. 
 
Mr. Jones concluded that the Highest and Best Use for the subject would be for continued 
agriculture and recreation with a limited potential for future residential development. 
 
After 
 
Mr. Marr concluded that the Highest and Best Use for the subject, as encumbered, would 
be essentially limited to agricultural and recreational uses subject to the conservation 
easement limitations.  
 
Mr. Jones concluded that the Highest and Best Use for the subject would be limited to 
continued agricultural and recreational uses subject to the terms of the conservation 
easement. 
 
Both appraisers recognize the limited development potential of the property in the before 
scenario. The two most significantly impacting criteria of the proposed conservation 
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easement are the loss of development rights and/or the loss of rights to subdivide the 
property.  
 
Overall, the highest and best use conclusions of both appraisers are reasonably similar.  
Each has made a convincing argument and has provided adequate market evidence to 
support these conclusions. Each of the appraisers have adequately addressed the issue of 
highest and best use for the subject property and more importantly the reviewer is 
convinced that the sales data utilized is that of a basically similar highest and best use. 
 
Reviewer Comments 
 
The reviewer found the reports to be very comprehensive and informative as to the 
relative components of a typical appraisal report.  The physical characteristics and site 
descriptions were also found to be typical as were the details and documentation of the 
comparable sales expected in an appraisal for this property type. The reports have also 
conformed to the reporting standards expected by FDEP/FDACS and are substantially in 
conformance with the Uniform Standards of Appraisal Practice (USPAP).  
 
In the valuation of the Subject property the appraisers have applied the sales comparison 
approach to value which is deemed to be the traditional and most appropriate method to 
value a vacant agricultural parcel. Considering that the subject of the appraisal is to 
estimate the impact on value of the proposed conservation easement it was necessary to 
apply the before and after methodology. 
 
In the before scenario the appraisers contrasted the subject property to a set of 
unencumbered comparable sales within the subject market area. In estimating the value 
for the subject, the appraisers analyzed sales of agricultural properties offering similar 
locational attributes and highest and best use characteristics. Mr. Marr analyzed four 
comparable sales in his effort and Mr. Jones analyzed four comparable sales to contrast to 
the subject. The appraisers had three commonly utilized sales in this effort. 
 
In the after scenario the appraisers contrasted the subject property to a set of comparable 
sales encumbered with conservation easements. Due to the limited number of sales 
meeting these criteria the sale search had to be expanded for this property type. In 
estimating the value for the subject as encumbered the appraiser’s analyzed sales of 
agricultural properties offering similar locational attributes and highest and best use 
characteristics similarly encumbered by conservation easements. Mr. Marr analyzed four 
comparable sales in his effort and Mr. Jones analyzed four comparable sales to contrast to 
the subject. The appraisers had three commonly utilized sales in this effort. 
 
The appraisers demonstrated a very thorough analysis of the comparable data and adapted 
a very straightforward and reasonable valuation process. Both Mr. Marr and Mr. Jones 
utilized a qualitative adjustment process to contrast the sale properties to the subject. This 
method is widely accepted, well supported and reasonable. 
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Analysis of Appraisers’ Sales 
 
Marr Appraisal 
 
The following sales were utilized by Mr. Marr in the valuation of the subject before the 
proposed conservation easement. 
 
Sale No. Subject Sale 1 Sale 2 Sale 3 Sale 4 
County Osceola Polk Osceola St. Lucie Okeechobee 
Sale Date N/A 8/22 5/22 7/21 5/21 
Price/Ac N/A $5,040 $6,900 $8,500 $6,495 
Size/Ac 3,080.39 2,232.00 2,287.71 3,229.24 2,204.23 
Upland % 67% 81% 78% 95% 90% 
Overall 
Rating 

N/A Inferior Superior Much 
Superior 

Similar 

 
Mr. Marr analyzed the four tabulated sales above for the purpose of estimating the value 
of the subject before placing the conservation easement on the property. The sales are 
located in Polk, Osceola, St. Lucie and Okeechobee Counties in Florida. 
 
The sales analyzed for the subject parcel have sale dates ranging from May 2021 to 
August 2022. The comparables selected are all agricultural properties with similar highest 
and best use characteristics.  The comparable sales selected and analyzed by Mr. Marr are 
considered to be good indicators of value for the subject. These sales reflect a range from 
$5,040 to $8,500 per acre. 
 
Mr. Marr has elected to apply a qualitative adjustment process to the comparable sales for 
comparable factors such as conditions of sale, financing, market conditions, location, 
access/road frontage, size/shape, upland percentage, topography, zoning/FLU, and 
improvements. Overall, the entire process of contrasting the sales to the subject property 
seems reasonable. The appraiser utilized sound logic and reasoning in contrasting the 
comparable sales to the subject property and, overall, the analyses and qualitative 
adjustment process is well supported and adequately discussed. 
 
In his final analysis Mr. Marr recognizes a more refined range of from $6,495 per gross 
acre demonstrated by similar rated sale 4 to $6,900 per gross acre demonstrated by 
superior rated sale 2. Mr. Marr concludes at $6,600 per gross acre. This equates to a final 
indication of $6,600 per acre times 3,080.39 acres; or $20,330,574 which is rounded to 
$20,330,000. 
 
The following sales were utilized by Mr. Marr in the valuation of the subject after the 
proposed conservation easement. 
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Sale No. Subject Sale 1 Sale 2 Sale 3 Sale 4 
County Osceola Highlands Highlands Hendry Manatee 
Sale Date N/A 1/23 1/23 6/22 12/21 
Price/Ac N/A $2,712 $1,161 $2,622 $3,405 
Size/Ac 3,080.39 1,069.20 3,369.90 1,022.00 1,248.33 
Upland% 67% 75% 83% 71% 72%* 
Overall 
Rating 

N/A Superior Much 
Inferior 

Slightly 
Superior 

Superior 

*The appraisers had slightly varying upland/wetland percentages due to separate confirmation sources. The 
difference is minute 73% versus 72% and this slight difference has no impact on final value conclusions. 
 
Mr. Marr analyzed the four tabulated sales above for the purpose of estimating the value 
of the subject after placing the conservation easement on the property. The comparables 
are located in Highlands, Hendry and Manatee Counties in Florida. 
 
The sales analyzed for the subject parcel have sale dates ranging from December 2021 to 
January 2023. The sales selected are all agricultural properties with similar highest and 
best use characteristics and encumbered by perpetual conservation easements. The 
comparable sales selected and analyzed by Mr. Marr are considered to be good indicators 
of value for the subject. These sales reflect a range from $1,161 to $3,405 per acre. 
 
Mr. Marr has elected to apply a qualitative adjustment process to the comparable sales for 
comparable factors such as conditions of sale, financing, market conditions, location, 
percentage uplands, topography, access/road frontage, size, shape, improvements and 
impact of conservation easement. Overall, the entire process of contrasting the sales to 
the subject property seems reasonable. The appraiser utilized sound logic and reasoning 
in contrasting the comparable sales to the subject property and, overall, the analyses and 
qualitative adjustment process is well supported and adequately discussed. 
 
In his final analysis Mr. Marr recognizes a more refined range of from $1,161 to $2,622 
per acre as indicated by sale 2 and sale 3 respectively. Mr. Marr concludes at a value of 
$2,500 per acre recognizing the slightly superior indication from sale 3 and reflecting that 
the value lies slightly below this indication. This equates to a final indication of $2,500 
per acre times 3,080.39 acres; or $7,700,975 which is rounded to $7,700,000. 
 
Mr. Marr’s value estimate for the conservation easement is the difference between the 
value of the property before, minus the value of the property as encumbered. This 
summary follows: 
 
Total Value Before  $20,330,000 
Total Value After  $  7,700,000 
Impact of Easement  $12,630,000 
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Jones Appraisal 
 
The following sales were utilized by Mr. Jones in the valuation of the subject before the 
proposed conservation easement. 
 
Sale No. Subject Sale 1 Sale 2 Sale 3 Sale 4 
County Osceola Osceola Okeechobee Hendry St. Lucie 
Sale Date N/A 5/22 5/21 3/22 7/21 
Price/Ac N/A $6,900 $6,495 $4,731 $8,500 
Size/Ac 3,080.39 2,287.71 2,204.23 3,393.44 3,229.24 
Upland % 67% 78% 90% 73% 95% 
Overall 
Rating 

N/A Superior Inferior Far Inferior Far Superior 

 
Mr. Jones analyzed the four tabulated sales above for the purpose of estimating the value 
of the subject before placing the conservation easement on the property. The comparables 
are located in Osceola, Okeechobee, Hendry and St. Lucie Counties in Florida. 
 
The sales analyzed for the subject parcel have sale dates ranging from July 2021 to May 
2022. The comparables selected are all agricultural properties with similar highest and 
best use characteristics.  The comparable sales selected and analyzed by Mr. Jones are 
considered to be good indicators of value for the subject. These sales reflect a range from 
$4,731 to $8,500 per gross acre. 
 
Mr. Jones has elected to apply a qualitative adjustment process to the comparable sales 
for comparable factors such as property rights conveyed, financing, conditions of sale, 
market conditions, location, size, wetlands, utilities, topography/character and 
improvements. Overall, the entire process of contrasting the sales to the subject property 
seems reasonable. The appraiser utilized sound logic and reasoning in contrasting the 
comparable sales to the subject property and, overall, the analyses and qualitative 
adjustment process is well supported and adequately discussed. 
 
In his final analysis Mr. Jones brackets the subject between the indications from inferior 
rated Sale 2 at $6,495 per gross acre and superior rated Sale 1 at $6,900 per gross acre. 
Mr. Jones also places “primary consideration” on sales 1 and 2. As such, a conclusion is 
reached at $6,800 per acre. This equates to a final indication of 3,080.39 acres times 
$6,800 per acre; or $20,946,652 which is rounded to $20,950,000. 
 
The following sales were utilized by Mr. Jones in the valuation of the subject after the 
proposed conservation easement. 
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Sale No. Subject Sale 1 Sale 2 Sale 3 Sale 4 
County Osceola Highlands Highlands Manatee Lake 
Sale Date N/A 1/23 1/23 12/21 8/22 
Price/Ac N/A $1,161 $2,712 $3,405 $4,134 
Size/Ac 3,080.39 3,369.60 1,069.20 1,248.33 1,282.00 
Upland % 67% 83% 75% 73%* 67% 
Overall 
Rating 

N/A Far Inferior Similar Superior Far Superior 

*The appraisers had slightly varying upland/wetland percentages due to separate confirmation sources. The 
difference is minute 73% versus 72% and this slight difference has no impact on final value conclusions. 
 
Mr. Jones analyzed the three tabulated sales above for the purpose of estimating the value 
of the subject after placing the conservation easement on the property. The sales are 
located in Highlands, Manatee and Lake Counties in Florida. 
 
The sales analyzed for the subject parcel have sale dates ranging from December 2021 to 
January 2023. The comparables selected are all agricultural properties with similar 
highest and best use characteristics and all sales are actually encumbered by perpetual 
conservation easements. The comparable sales selected and analyzed by Mr. Jones are 
considered to be good indicators of value for the subject. These sales reflect a range from 
$1,161 to $4,134 per acre. 
 
Mr. Jones has elected to apply a qualitative adjustment process to the comparable sales 
for comparable factors such as property rights conveyed, financing, conditions of sale, 
market conditions, location, size, wetlands, improvements, cutouts and impact of 
easement restrictions. Overall, the entire process of contrasting the sales to the subject 
property seems reasonable. The appraiser utilized sound logic and reasoning in 
contrasting the comparable sales to the subject property and, overall, the analyses and 
qualitative adjustment process is well supported and adequately discussed. 
 
In his final analysis Mr. Jones reflects on the overall range of value of from $1,161 per 
acre as indicated by far inferior rated sale 1 to $4,134 per gross acre as indicated by far 
superior rated sale 4. In the final analysis significant weight was placed in sale 2 
considering its “similar” rating. He concludes at a final value of $2,700 per gross acre. 
This equates to a final indication of 3,080.39 acres times $2,700 per acre; or $8,317,053 
which is rounded to $8,300,000.  
 
Mr. Jones value estimate for the conservation easement is the difference between the 
value of the property before, minus the value of the property as encumbered. This 
summary follows: 
 
Total Value Before  $20,950,000 
Total Value After  $  8,300,000 
Impact of Easement  $12,650,000 
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Conclusions 
 
Overall, the reviewer found both reports to be well supported and reasonable leading the 
reader to similar conclusions. The reports reflected a reasonable range of conclusions to 
value offering a variance of only .16%. The appraisers both arrived at similar conclusions 
regarding the highest and best use of the subject. As such, both reports are considered 
acceptable and approvable as amended. 
 
The purpose of the appraisals was to estimate the market value of the subject property 
before and after acquisition of the proposed conservation easement to be placed on the 
subject property to estimate its impact on value. The intended use of the appraisals was to 
serve as a basis for potential acquisition of a conservation easement by the Department of 
Agriculture and Consumer Services, Rural and Family Lands Protection Program 
(DACS/RFLPP). 
 
The reviewer has completed a field review of the above referenced appraisals.  The 
Purpose of the Review is to form an opinion as to the completeness and appropriateness 
of the methodology and techniques utilized to form an opinion as to the value of the 
subject property. 
 
The Scope of the Review involved a field review of each of the appraisal reports 
prepared on the subject property.  The reviewer inspected the subject of these appraisals 
and is familiar with all of the data contained within the reports.  The reviewer has not 
researched the marketplace to confirm reported data or to reveal data which may have 
been more appropriate to include in the appraisal report. As part of the review assignment 
the reviewer has asked the appraisers to address issues deemed relevant to the 
assignment.  I have also analyzed the reports for conformity with and adherence to the 
Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice (USPAP) as promulgated by the 
Appraisal Foundation and that of the Appraisal Institute as well as the Supplemental 
Appraisal Standards for the Board of Trustees, Division of State Lands, Bureau of 
Appraisal, Florida Department of Environmental Protection, March 2, 2016. 
 
Acceptance of Appraisals 
 
The appraisal reports referenced herein are considered acceptable and approvable by the 
signed reviewer subject to the attached certification. 
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Aerial Map 
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Documentation of Competence 
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Certification 

I certify that, to the best of my knowledge and belief: 

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

2. 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 my personal,
unbiased professional analyses, opinions and conclusions.

3. I have no present or prospective interest in the property that is the subject of this review
and I have no personal interest or bias with respect to the parties involved.

4. My compensation is not contingent on an action or event resulting from the analyses,
opinions, or conclusions in, or the use of this review report.

5. My analyses, opinion, and conclusions are developed and this review report was prepared
in conformity with the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice.

6. My analyses, opinion, and conclusions are developed and this review report was prepared
in conformity with the Code of Professional Ethics and Standards of Professional
Appraisal Practice of the Appraisal Institute and with the Supplemental Standards for the
Board of Trustees Division of State Lands, Bureau of Appraisal, Florida Department of
Environmental Protection, March 2016.

7. The appraisals reviewed are in substantial compliance with USPAP and SASBOT as well
as Rule 18-1.006, Florida Administrative Code (FAC).

8. I did personally inspect the subject property.

9. No one provided significant professional assistance to the person signing this review
report.

10. As of the date of this report, Thomas G. Richards, MAI has completed the requirements
of the continuing education program for members of the Appraisal Institute.

11. The use of this report is subject to the requirements of the Appraisal Institute relating to
review by its duly authorized representatives.

12. I have not appraised or performed any other services for any other party in regard to this
property.

___________________________ January 25, 2024 
Thomas G. Richards, MAI      Date 
St. Cert. Gen. Appraiser RZ 574 
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