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MEMORANDUM

TO: Robbie Parrish, Chief, 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: April 23, 2025

Project: Raiford to Oseola Greenway - Weyerhaeuser company CE
BA File No.: 25-8827
County: Baker and Union

Fee Appraisers: (1) Stephen A. Griffith, MAI Date of Value: February 20, 2025

(2) Stephen J. Albright, Jr., MAI Date of Value: February 20, 2025

Review Appraiser: John A. Robinson, MAI Date of Review: April 22, 2025

Owner
Land Size

(Acres)
Appraised

Values
Maximum

Value
Divergence

Weyerhaeuser Company 61,388.6
(1) $98,200,000*

$98,200,000 10.3%
(2) $89,013,000*

*Value of the conservation easement

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 s 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.

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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APPRAISAL REVIEW MEMORANDUM 

 

April 22, 2025 

 

To:  Clay Courson, Senior Appraiser 

  Division of State Lands/Bureau of Appraisal 

  Department of Environmental Protection 

  Clay.Courson@FloridaDEP.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: Raiford to Osceola Greenway – Weyerhaeuser Company 

  61,388.6 Acres – Proposed Conservation Easement 

Baker and Union County, Florida 

  BA Project Number: 25-8827 

 

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

approximately 61,388.6 gross (36,919.4 net upland, 24,469.2 wetland) acres, proposed for the acquisition 

of a perpetual conservation easement located within unincorporated areas of Baker and Union County.  The 

appraisal reports were prepared by Stephen J. Albright, Jr., MAI of Albright & Associates of Ocala, Inc. 

and Stephen A. Griffith, MAI, SRA of Bell, Griffith & Associates, Inc. Mr. Albright’s appraisal is dated 

April 15, 2025, with an effective date of value of February 20, 2025. In Mr. Albright’s appraisal, the 

property before the proposed acquisition is valued at $181,096,000 and the remaining land value “as if 

encumbered” with the proposed easement is valued at $92,083,000; indicating that the value of the rights 

acquired is $89,013,000. Mr. Griffith’s appraisal is dated April 18, 2025, with an effective date of value of 

February 20, 2025. In Mr. Griffith’s appraisal, the property before the proposed acquisition is valued at 

$190,300,000 and the remaining land value “as if encumbered” with the proposed easement is valued at 

$92,100,000; indicating that the value of the rights acquired is $98,200,000 (representing a divergence of 

10.32% in the value conclusion of the proposed conservation easement). 

 

Purpose of the Review: The purpose of the review is to form an opinion about the quality of the work 

under review encompassing completeness, adequacy, relevance, appropriateness, and reasonableness. It is 

also necessary to check that the reports comply with applicable standards and specific assignment 

instructions.   

 

Intended Users of the Review: The client (Bureau of Appraisal) and the Board of Trustees of the Internal 

Improvement Trust Fund of the State of Florida. 
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Intended Use of the Review: To comply with Florida Administrative Code 18-1.007(5)(a) as well as 

evaluate compliance with the applicable Standards, the client’s instructions, and whether the appraisals 

under review are appropriate for their intended use.  

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

Beasley on February 20, 2025, together with the appraisers, client and ownership representatives and by 

John Robinson on February 26, 2025) of the subject property.  The comparable sales relied upon in the 

appraisal reports were not inspected (primarily due to the distance from each sale property); 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 (before acquisition) and Less than Fee, subject to the proposed 

conservation easement (after acquisition)  

Neighborhood Description: The subject property is located in the southwest portion of Baker County and 

the north portion of Union County, approximately four miles north of Lake Butler and seven miles east of 

Lake City, with frontage along the south side of US-90, east and west sides of County Roads 231, 229, and 

238, and the east and west sides of State Road 121, in unincorporated areas of Baker and Union County, 

Florida.  The neighborhood consists of predominately rural residential, silviculture, agricultural and 

conservation land as well as recreational land uses.  Commercial development is very limited in the subject 

neighborhood.  Lake City (the Columbia County seat) is approximately seven miles west of the subject and 

is noted as the nearest significant municipality and the location of the most intense commercial uses within 

the area of the subject.  

The subject neighborhood is somewhat remote to major employment centers; however, the subject has 

good access via US-90 (a paved right-of-way) to major roadways including Interstate 10, US-301, State 

Road 100, and State Road 121. Overall, the subject neighborhood is expected to continue to develop at a 

moderately slow rate with continued agricultural and rural residential uses predominate in the immediate 

area.   

In conclusion, the appraisers provided an adequate description of the neighborhood and of Baker and Union 

counties and their impact on the value of the subject property.  The immediate area surrounding the subject 

has limited development, with no significant increase in demand expected.  Land values are expected to be 

stable to slightly increasing in the foreseeable future due to the abundance of available developable land. 

Brief Description of the Subject Property: The subject property consists of 126 tax parcels located in 

Baker and Union counties, totaling 61,388.6 gross (36,919.4 net upland, 24,469.2 wetland) acres located 

along the south side of US-90, east and west sides of County Roads 231, 229, and 238, and the east and 

west sides of State Road 121 in unincorporated areas of Baker and Union County, Florida.  The net uplands 

represent approximately 60% of the property with the remaining 40% of the property consisting of 

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

the client and is relied upon by both appraisers.  The wetlands are scattered throughout the site additionally, 

the subject has frontage on Palestine Lake and Swift Creek Pond.  The uplands consists primarily of 

planted pines with ages ranging from recently planted to about 25 years and include a blend of loblolly and 

slash pine and the wetlands are native with natural growth pines, hardwoods and cypress. No information 

regarding the values of the existing timber stands was made available to the appraisers. Access to the 

property is via US-90 (approximately 3 miles of frontage), SR-121 (approximately 5 miles of frontage), 

CR-231 (approximately 14 miles of frontage), CR-229 (approximately 6.5 miles of frontage) and CR-238 
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(approximately 7 miles of frontage), each asphalt-paved public roadways.  The quality of this access would 

likely be suitable for subdivision of the property to rural home sites or silvicultural/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 silviculture and recreational use.  The title commitment provided 

identified multiple easements and encumbrances as well as reservations for oil, gas and mineral rights. As 

reported by both appraisers, none of the title exceptions were considered to have a significant impact on the 

market value of the subject.  

 

The subject site has gently rolling to level terrain.  Mr. Albright’s report indicates that the subject includes 

a predominance of well drained fine sand as well as Samsula muck and Placid-Pompano association. These 

soils are assumed to be common for the area and are assumed sufficient to support uses permitted by 

zoning.  The site is located within flood zones “X” (minimal flood hazard area) with approximately 45%-

50% of the site situated within zone “A” (an area determined to be within the 100-year flood plain). The 

subject property encompasses multiple (approximately 20) FEMA Panel Numbers. 

 

Utilities available to the immediate area include electric and telephone.  Water and sewer services would 

have to be provided on site in the form of well and septic as public water and sewer service are not 

available in the vicinity of the subject.  

 

There have been no arm’s length transactions of the subject property within the past five years.  However, 

in September 2024 (Union County parcels) and October 2024 (Baker County parcels), the subject property 

was transferred from Weyerhaeuser Company to Weyerhaeuser Forest Holdings, Inc., as this was an 

internal, non-arm’s length transfer for nominal consideration. The subject property is not known to be listed 

for sale or under contract for purchase.  

 

As of the effective date of value the property was reported to be encumbered by more than ten hunting 

leases with rents ranging from about $8 to $12 per acre. The ownership representative indicated that the 

leases could be terminated within a 12-month timeframe.  

 

The just/market value of the current assessment is reported to total $107,727,123 (indicating $1,755/acre).  

However, the taxable assessment reported was $17,541,881, based on an agricultural classification. The 

current valuation of the subject is considerably higher than the Baker/Union County Property Appraiser’s 

total just/market value (reflecting an assessment ratio of between 57% and 60%).  

 

Zoning: The portion of the subject property located in Baker County has a specific zoning designation of 

AG-10 (Agriculture) with a Future Land Use designation of Agriculture Zone A, with a small portion 

(approximately 89 acres) within the Industrial FLU classification, as defined by Baker County. The Union 

County portion of the subject property has zoning designations of A-2 (Agriculture-2), A-3 (Agriculture-3), 

A-4 (Agriculture-4) and ESA-1 (Environmentally Sensitive Areas), with Future Land Use designations of 

Agriculture-2, Agriculture-3, Agriculture-4 and Environmentally Sensitive Areas-1, by Union County.  The 

allowable density for the respective zoning districts is as follows: AG-10, 1 dwelling unit per 10 acres; A-2, 

1 dwelling unit per 20 acres; A-3, 1 dwelling unit per 10 acres; A-4, 1 dwelling unit per 5 acres and ESA-1, 

1 dwelling unit per 40 acres. Additionally, the zoning/FLU designations permit a variety of agricultural 

uses as well as rural recreational uses.   

 

Description of Improvements: The subject site is unimproved with the exception of some vehicular trails, 

partial fencing, and gated entrances. It was noted that the existing improvements do not provide a 

significant value contribution to the subject and would not be impacted by the proposed conservation 

easement. 

 

Highest and Best Use (As Unencumbered): Mr. Albright concluded that the highest and best use of the 

subject as vacant is for agricultural/forestry/recreational use with potential for future residential division. 
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Mr. Griffith concluded that the highest and best use of the subject as vacant is for recreational use in 

conjunction with timber production.  

 

Highest and Best Use (As if Encumbered by the Proposed Conservation Easement): Implementation of 

the proposed conservation easement will restrict the property owners’ rights in the following manor 

(summarized): Subdivision of the site is restricted to eight divisions of no less than 5,000 acres each. 

Development rights preclude the construction of commercial or industrial structures; however, there is an 

allowance for two residential structures with supporting ancillary structures for each of the eight potential 

subdivisions. Agricultural uses are limited to existing silviculture (in upland areas only), while conversion 

of native lands to more intense agriculture use is prohibited. The hunting/recreational rights remain intact 

and the easement permits temporary, overnight camp structures. Owner must give the Grantee (State of 

Florida) the first right of refusal should they choose to sell the subject property. Easement holder has right 

to access the property for periodic inspection given reasonable notice. Both appraisers included a table 

detailing the property owner’s rights as unencumbered and as encumbered and both appraisers had similar 

conclusions regarding the impact of the property rights based on the proposed conservation easement. 

 

Mr. Albright concluded that the highest and best use of the subject as vacant and encumbered by the 

proposed conservation easement is for continued timber, recreational and very limited residential use. Mr. 

Griffith concluded that the highest and best use of the subject as vacant after acquisition of the proposed 

conservation easement is for continued recreational in conjunction with agriculture/silviculture use. Based 

on the data presented in the appraisal reports as to the neighborhood description and comprehensive land 

use plan, we concur with each appraiser’s determination of highest and best use (in each scenario) for the 

subject property. 

 

Valuation: To estimate the market value of the subject property as unencumbered and encumbered, both 

appraisers applied the direct sales comparison approach or market approach for each scenario in comparing 

the subject tract to other sales of acreage tracts within Levy, Alachua, Columbia, Gilchrist, Suwannee, 

Hamilton, Gulf, Dixie, Lafayette, Madison, Taylor, Volusia, Flagler, and Highlands counties in Florida and 

Clinch, Atkinson, and Ware Counties in Georgia.  These sales included private sector/open market 

purchases of properties acquired for silviculture, agricultural-related and/or recreational use, consistent with 

each appraiser’s estimate of the subject’s highest and best use. The properties that were sold with 

conservation easements were also private sector/open market (no public sector/government) purchases of 

properties acquired for agricultural-related or recreational use, consistent with the subject’s highest and best 

use as encumbered. The sales comparison approach 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. 

 

Both appraisers valued the subject on a per gross acre basis in the sales comparison approach for each 

scenario. Given the large area of the subject, with mostly uplands (60%) as opposed to wetlands (40%), as 

well as the availability of comparable land sale data for both valuation scenarios, this is a market-accepted 

unit of comparison.  

 

In the unencumbered scenario Mr. Albright analyzed four open market (private sector) acreage sales 

located in generally rural areas in the north central/north Florida and south Georgia markets that were 

considered comparable to the subject.  The acreage transactions analyzed occurred between December 

2021 and June 2024, are between 12,098 and 41,016 gross acres and ranged in price from $1,800 to $3,849 

per gross acre.  The unit value conclusion of $2,950/acre is within this range.   

 

In the unencumbered scenario Mr. Griffith relied on four open market (private sector) acreage sales 

located in the north central/north Florida market that were considered comparable to the subject.  These 

transactions occurred between July 2021 and June 2024 and are between 12,098 and 22,861.77 gross acres 

and ranged in price from $1,223 to $3,762 per gross acre (the high end of the range was also Mr. Albright’s 
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upper limit; however, Mr. Griffith adjusted the sale price to deduct $2,000,000 for non-realty included in 

the sale).  The unit value conclusion of $3,100/acre is within this range.   

 

These unencumbered acreage sales are assumed to be the most comparable transactions of similar acreage 

with a similar percentage of uplands to the subject. Given some of the more unique physical characteristics 

of the subject property (specifically the size, access and land mix) it was necessary to include sales of 

properties outside of the immediate area of the subject; however, the sales are located in other rural areas, 

similar to the location of the subject. In the unencumbered analyses, three open sales analyzed by each 

appraiser were common to each appraisal. 

 

In the encumbered scenario Mr. Albright analyzed three open market (private sector), easement 

encumbered acreage sales located in Clinch, Atkinson, and Ware counties in Georgia; Dixie, Gilchrist, 

Lafayette, Madison, Taylor; and Volusia and Flagler counties in Florida that were considered comparable 

to the subject.  The acreage transactions analyzed occurred between December 2021 and July 2023 and are 

between 30,236 and 90,040.25 gross acres and ranged in price from $1,227 to $1,800 per gross acre.  The 

unit value conclusion of $1,500/acre is within this range. 

 

In the encumbered scenario Mr. Griffith analyzed four open market (private sector), easement 

encumbered acreage sales located in Highlands; Dixie, Gilchrist, Lafayette, Madison, Taylor; and Volusia 

and Flagler counties in Florida and Clinch, Atkinson, and Ware counties in Georgia that were considered 

comparable to the subject.  The acreage transactions analyzed occurred between December 2021 and July 

2023 and are between 3,370 and 90,040.25 gross acres and ranged in price from $1,161 to $1,800 per gross 

acre.  The unit value conclusion of $1,500/acre is within this range.   

 

These encumbered acreage sales are assumed to be the most comparable transactions of similar acreage 

properties to the subject with similar restrictions/encumbrances.  The as encumbered analyses included 

three open sales analyzed by each appraiser that were common to each appraisal. 

 

Valuation conclusions: In the unencumbered analysis the appraisers concluded at $181,096,000, or 

$2,950/acre (Mr. Albright) and $190,300,000, or $3,100/acre (Mr. Griffith), via the sales comparison 

approach. In the as encumbered valuation, the appraisers’ value indications were $92,083,000, or 

$1,500/acre (Mr. Albright) and $92,100,000, or $1,500/acre (Mr. Griffith), via the sales comparison 

approach (each appraiser made the same per acre conclusion in the as encumbered scenario but rounded 

differently from one another). In both scenarios and in both appraisals the value conclusions are supported 

by the range indicated by the respective comparable sales.  

 

The difference between the unencumbered and encumbered value indications represents the value of the 

conservation easement. The concluded value of the conservation easement was $89,013,000 (reflecting 

approximately $1,450/acre) by Mr. Albright and $98,200,000 (reflecting approximately $1,600/acre) by 

Mr. Griffith.  

 

The value estimates 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.  It is our opinion that each appraisal 

report is equally reliable in valuing the impact of the proposed subject conservation easement.  

 

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 estimates of the subject property.  Both reports are considered acceptable and 

approved as reviewed. 
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Divergence: The divergence between the value indications of the proposed conservation easement is 

10.32%, a relatively 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”. 

 

• We 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 and Blair Beasley 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    April 22, 2025 

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

 
Blair Beasley        April 22, 2025 

State-Certified General Real Estate Appraiser, License No. RZ3871 
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Winter Park, FL 32792  

gknecht@tnc.org  
nature.org  
Tel (407) 389-4859  

May 13, 2025 

Governor Ron DeSantis 
The State of Florida 
The Capitol 
400 South Monroe Street 
Tallahassee, FL 32399 

Dear Governor DeSantis, 

For more than 60 years, The Nature Conservancy has worked to protect, preserve, and restore Florida’s 
world-renowned natural resources, including on land we own, our award-winning state parks and other 
state and federal managed lands. Today, I am writing you to share our support for the less-than-fee 
acquisition of land in the Raiford to Osceola Greenway Florida Forever project in Baker and Union 
counties that will be heard at the June 10, 2025, meeting of the Governor and Florida Cabinet. 

As a long-standing partner with the Florida Department of Environmental Protection, we 
wholeheartedly endorse the acquisition of a perpetual conservation easement on 61,388 acres in 
northeast Florida. This acquisition will add significant protection to an ecologically biodiverse, yet 
rapidly growing area of our state. This land is an essential piece of the Ocala to Osceola Greenway and 
the Florida Wildlife Corridor, as well as serving as a crucial landscape connection for Florida black bear 
movement. 

Acquisition of a conservation easement on this property will result in a significant piece of the 
landscape connector between the Raiford Wildlife Management Area and Jennings State Forest to the 
south and east and Osceola National Forest to the north being protected as part of a nearly contiguous 
conserved landscape of more than half a million acres! While protecting the property from future 
development, the conservation easement will allow the continuation of sustainable forestry practices, 
ensuring sustainable economic development contributions to the neighboring communities. This 
property has significant water resources from three major river basins—St. Marys, St. Johns, and the 
Sante Fe—and contains essential habitat for Florida black bear, red-cockaded woodpecker, eastern 
indigo snake, and gopher tortoise, as well as supporting rare plants including Chapman’s fringed orchid 
and Florida hartwrightia. 

We urge your support in advancing this important addition to the Florida Wildlife Corridor. 

Sincerely, 

Greg Knecht 
Executive Director 
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NORTH FLORIOA 

INFO@NFLT.ORG I NFLT.ORG 
904.479.1967 LAND TRUST 

May 19, 2025 

Attn: Robbie Parrish 

Chief, Bureau of Real Estate Services 
Division of State Lands 
3800 Commonwealth Blvd., MS #115 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-3000 

843 W MONROE ST 
JACKSONVILLE, FL 32202 

RE: Support for the Weyerhaeuser Conservation Easement - Raiford to Osceola Greenway 
Florida Forever Project 

Dear Mr. Parrish, 

North Florida Land Trust is pleased to express our strong support for the proposed acquisition of 

ac over 61,000-acre conservation easement spanning Baker and Union Counties. This 
extraordinary project is a critical component of the Raiford to Osceola Greenway Florida Forever 
Project and represents the single largest conservation easement acquisition ever proposed within 
the Ocala to Osceola (020) Wildlife Corridor. 

Due to its scale, location, and ecological significance, this tract serves as the keystone property 
linking the northern and central portions of the 020 Corridor. Its protection would secure one of 
the last remaining large-scale, privately held forested landscapes connecting Osceola National 
Forest to Camp Blanding to Raiford Greenway. Coupled with the adjacent pending 14,000 acre 
acquisition, this will be a truly legacy decision. 

The scale and connectivity of this property presents a once-in-a-generation opportunity to advance 
Florida Forever goals related to North Florida's water resource protection, habitat conservation, 
and rural land preservation-while also sustaining the long-term economic viability of Florida's 
working forests and the industries they support. 

North Florida Land Trust commends the Florida Department of Environmental Protection and its 
partners for championing this transformational acquisition. We respectfully urge the approval and 
advancement of this project through the Florida Forever process. 

Sincerely, 

Allison DeF oor 
NFLT President 
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OFFICIAL REGISTRATION AND FINANCIAL INFORMATION FOR FLORIDA WILDLIFE CORRIDOR FOUNDATION, A FLORIDA-BASED NONPROFIT CORPORATION (REGISTRATION NO. CH19141), MAY BE 

OBTAINED FROM THE DIVISION OF CONSUMER SERVICES BV CALLING TOLL-FREE 1-800 HELP-FLA (435·7352) WITHIN THE STATE OR VISITING WWW.800HELPFLA.COM. REGISTRATION DOES NOT 

IMPLY ENDORSEMENT, APPROVAL, OR RECOMMENDATION BY THE STATE.

May 15, 2025 

Robbie Parrish  

Chief Bureau of Real Estate Services  

Division of State Lands 

Florida Department of Environmental Protection 

3800 Commonwealth Blvd., MS 115 

Tallahassee, FL 32399 

Re: Raiford to Osceola Greenway 

Dear Mr. Parrish: 

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 acquisition of a conservation easement on 61,388.6-acres 

within the Raiford to Osceola Greenway Florida Forever project.   

The Raiford to Osceola Greenway Florida Forever project is of the utmost importance to the 

Florida Wildlife Corridor. It is in the Florida Ecological Greenways Network Priority 1 layer, 

and the acquisition of this 61,388.6-acre portion of the project represents a big step towards 

securing a critical habitat connection between Camp Blanding and the Osceola National 

Forest. Bringing this tract under a conservation easement will secure a significant ecological 

connection from the Osceola National Forest, the Olustee Experimental Forest and the 

Olustee Battlefield Historic State Park with the Raiford Wildlife Management Area spanning 

more than 16 miles.   

Acquisition of this easement is significant for the benefit and of numerous species of interest, 

including Florida black bears, Northern Bobwhite Quail, Red-cockaded Woodpeckers, 

eastern indigo snakes, and gopher tortoises. It will also secure hydrologic benefits to local 

surficial aquifers and downstream environments along the New River and the Sante Fe River. 

This project represents a major win for Floridians and for the Florida Wildlife Corridor. For 

these reasons, we strongly support this project. 

Sincerely, 

Jason Lauritsen 

Chief Conservation Officer 

Florida Wildlife Corridor Foundation 

BOARD OF DIRECTORS 

PJ MARINELLI 
CHAIRMAN 
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VICE CHAIRMAN 
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TREASURER 
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SCOTT NOLAN 
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REYHER 

2606 Fairfield Ave S 
Bldg #7 

St. Petersburg, FL 33712 
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May 21, 2025 

Robbie Parrish, Chief 
Bureau of Real Estate Services 
Division of State Lands 
3800 Commonwealth Blvd., MS#115 
Tallahassee, FL  32399-3000 

Via email only: Robbie.Parrish@floridadep.gov 

RE: 
• Proposed conservation easement acquisition over lands in Union and Baker
Counties and most of the Raiford to Osceola Greenway Florida Forever project
area, and
• Proposed conservation easement acquisition over lands in Baker and
Bradford Counties as part of the Camp Blanding to Raiford Greenway

Dear Mr. Parrish: 

Trust for Public Land (TPL) strongly supports the State of Florida’s acquisition of 
two conservation easements one each over two key and adjacent properties within 
the Florida Wildlife Corridor for conservation of critical landscape.  

The proposed conservation easement over an approximately 61,400-acre 
contiguous tract represents nearly the entirety of the Raiford (WMA) to Osceola 
(National Forest) Greenway Florida Forever project area and will move the 
conservation needle in north central Florida. The tract will connect one of the largest 
remaining gaps within the Florida Wildlife Corridor providing a natural corridor 
from Raiford Wildlife Management area to the Osceola National Forest. 
Conservation of this tract promotes habitat resiliency through the preservation of 
numerous watersheds, lakes, blackwater stream, and natural floodplains, namely 
the watersheds of the St. Mary’s, St. Johns and the Santa Fe River systems and 
critical plant and animal species such as the Florida black bear and red-cockaded 
woodpecker. Lastly, the conservation easement presumably provides for continued 
sustainable management of the forest resources preserving multiple small town 
rural economies and jobs. 

Impressively, the second, and also significant, conservation easement proposal is 
on adjacent lands to the one mentioned above and within the Camp Blanding to 
Raiford Greenway. This conservation easement would conserve 14,743 acres or 
about one-half of this Florida Forever project area. This, too, will fill a gap in the 
Florida Wildlife Corridor, ecologically intact watershed and natural habitat, while 
preserving local economies with continued sustainable management of the forest 
resources.  

FLORIDA 

1834 Heritage Blvd., 
St. 100 
Tallahassee, Florida 
32308 
t: 850.222.7911 

tpl.org 
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Robbie Parrish 
May 21, 2025 
Page 2 of 2 

TPL applauds the hard and strategic work of the Florida Department of Environmental Protection under 
Governor DeSantis’s and the Florida Cabinet’s leadership with funding support from the Florida House 
and Senate, and encourages the Florida Cabinet to approve both of these legacy projects. 

Sincerely,  

Douglas Hattaway, AICP   
Southeast Regional Conservation Director 
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