
Property Name County Owner Name

Estimated 

Total Land 

Area

Operation Ranking

Trailhead Blue Springs LLC Levy Trailhead Blue Springs LLC 12,098
Cow/Calf, 

Silviculture
1

Anderson Land and Timber 

Otter Creek
Dixie

Anderson Land & Timber 

Company
12,000 Silviculture 2

Pines of Avalon Jefferson
Pines of Avalon,  LLC and 

Avalon Plantation,  LLC
8,665 Silviculture 3

Eight Mile Properties LLC Dixie Eight Mile Properties LLC 5,737 Silviculture 4

Montsdeoca Ranch Highlands Montsdeoca Ranch,  Inc 5,325 Cow/Calf 5

Bull Hammock Ranch Martin

Bull Hammock Ranch,  Ltd,  

Spur Land and Cattle,  LLC; Ru-

Mar Inc

7,310
Cow/Calf, 

Row/Irrigation
6

Remlap Ranch Okeechobee
Palmer,  Steve & Palmer,  

Jennifer Smith
6,706 Cow/Calf 7

Peeples Family Ranch Glades
Peeples Family Ranch,  LLC 

James R Peeples
6,212 Cow/Calf 8

Crestview Tract Walton Lanier J Edwards 3,009 Silviculture 9

Hard Labor Creek Washington Ted S. Everett 2,424 Silviculture 10

French Golden Gate De Soto French Golden Gate,  LLC 6,874
Cow/Calf, Row 

Crops, Hay
11

Keith Whaley Ranch Madison

Keith E. Whaley,  Kip E. Whaley 

and Shannon M. Whaley 

Whitston as Co-Trustees of the 

Cecile,  Whaley

3,317 Silviculture 12

One Nine Cattle Okeechobee One Nine Cattle Co Inc. 2,788
Cow/Calf, Beans, 

Watermelons
13

Tumlin Terwillegar Properties

Alachua, 

Bradford, 

Clay, Putnam

Tumlin Terwillegar Properties 

Inc
2,732 Silviculture 14

Overstreet Ranch Osceola

Overstreet Ranching LTD,  

Wilma Overstreet Irev Trust No. 

One,  Kissimmee Prairie LLC

4,980
Cow/Calf, Sod, 

Citrus
15

Patricia Flanders Trust Putnam Patricia J. Flanders Living Trust 1,163 Silviculture 16

4 G Ranch East Pasco 4G Ranch,  LLC Stewart Gibbons 1,801

Cow/Calf, 

Silviculture, 

Apiculture

17

Stage Coach Ranch
Pasco, 

Hernando

Massey Partners Ltd.,  

Turpentine Properties LLC,  

Turpentine Land LLC

2,356
Cow/Calf, 

Silviculture, Hay
18

Drew Sandhill Ranch Suwannee

Georgina Drew,  Personal 

Representative of Isabella 

Marsella and Drew Legacy 

Foundation,  Inc.

632
Cow/Calf, 

Row/Irrigation
19

2023 RFLPP Ranked Projects

ATTACHMENT 8K 
PAGE 1



2023 RFLPP Ranked Projects

Double Eagle Ranch Volusia

Dann Ranch,  LLC; Dann Ranch 

North Land Trust; Dann Cattle 

Company,  Incorporated (f/k/a 

Hamlin-Dann C

1,100
Cow/Calf, 

Silviculture
20

Double Bar B Ranch Volusia A.W. Baylor Family LP 3,595
Cow/Calf, 

Silviculture
21

TNT Farm Stonestreet Volusia James F. Stonestreet Rev. Trust 372 Silviculture 22

Double C Ranch Flagler Charles H Cowart,  Jr. 3,440
Cow/Calf, Sod, 

Silviculture
23

Bearadice Volusia Gary Wisniewski 69 Silviculture 24

D&D Ranch Lake
Smoak Family Holdings,  LLC & 

Daniel and Dell Ellis
1,308

Cow/Calf, Sod, 

Hay
25

Walkup Timber Company,  LLC Volusia Walkup Timber Company,  LLC 100 Silviculture 26

Phillips Ranch Flagler
Timothy William,  William Tod 

Phillips
3,000 Cow/Calf 27

Tilton Family Farm
Putnam, 

Flagler
John and Shirley Tilton 2,403

Silviculture, 

Cow/Calf, 

Pasture, Row 

Crops, Apiculture

28

Singleton Family Farm

St. Johns, 

Flagler, 

Putnam

Stephen J. and April Singleton 717
Potatoes, Cover 

Crops
29

JB Ranch Collier
Sunniland Family Limited 

Partnership & JB Ranch I,  LLC
6,657

Cow/Calf, 

Silviculture, Row 

Crops, Apiculture

30

Hall's Tiger Bay Ranch De Soto
M. Lewis Hall III,  M. Lewis Hall,

Jr.
5,928

Cow/Calf, 

Hydroponics
31

Adams Ranch Osceola Adams Ranch Inc. 24,027 Cow/Calf 32

St. Marks Crossing,  LLC Leon St. Marks Crossing,  LLC 373 Silviculture 33

Ridgewood Ranch Osceola Boardroom Holdings LLC 3,200 Cow/Calf 34

Blue Cypress Lake Ranch,  Inc. Indian River
Charles J. Hansen Trust,  

Charles J. Hansen,  Trustee
674 Cow/Calf Pasture 35

Southport Ranch Osceola Southport Ranch,  LLC 4,120 Cow/Calf 36

Williams Property Levy

Williams Heritage LLLP; 

Williams Family Investments 

LLC; Williams,  Thomas W Jr; 

Williams,  Thomas W J

3,751

Cow/Calf, 

Row/Irrigation, 

Silviculture

37

Mabry Carlton Ranch,  Inc. Sarasota Mabry Carlton Ranch,  Inc. 2,560 Cow/Calf 38

Florida Commission Company 

Ranch
Highlands

Joseph B. Cherry & Suzanne 

Rucks
2,309 Cow/Calf 39

Roberson Ranch Osceola

The John and Kathryn Roberson 

Revocable Trust Dated March 

30,  2020 c/o John Roberson,  

Co-Trustee

1,462
Cow/Calf, 

Silviculture, Hay
40
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Kip Whaley Ranch Madison

Edwin Whaley,  Kip E. Whaley 

and Shannon M. Whaley 

Whitston as Co-Trustees of the 

Cecile Whaley Jr Li

2,330
Cow/Calf, 

Silviculture
41

Deer Park Ranch North Brevard Deer Park Ranch Ltd. 3,144
Cow/Calf, 

Silviculture
42

Adams Ranch,  Inc. St. Lucie
Adams Ranch,  Inc.; ARCCO of 

St. Lucie,  LLC
12,363

Cow/Calf, Sod, 

Citrus
43

Triple S Ranch Okeechobee Alfred W and Dan C. Scott 7,053 Cow/Calf 44

Adams Alapaha Ranch Hamilton John Anthony Adams 640
Cow/Calf, 

Silviculture
45

Cannon Family Farm Marion Ronald D. and Sarah F. Cannon 440
Fruit, Vegitables, 

Cow/Calf, Hay
46

Micco Bluff Ranch Okeechobee
Micco Bluff Ranch,  LLC; 

Gwendolyn Chandler,  ETAL
2,150 Cow/Calf 47

Land West Holdings LLC Gilchrist Land West Holdings LLC 869 Silviculture 48

Sleepy Creek Ranch Marion
Frank Stronach Sleepy Creek 

Lands,  LLC
14,500

Cow/Calf, Row 

Crops, 

Silviculture

49

Todd Clemens Unit One Okeechobee
Todd Clemons Family LLC,  

Matthew Todd Clemons Trust
1,922 Cow/Calf, Citrus 50

FX Bar Ranch Polk
W. R. Fewox,  Jr.,  Joyce M. 

Fewox & FX Bar Ranch,  Inc.
1,246

Cow/Calf, Exotic 

Animals
51

Thomas Harris Family Trust Putnam Thomas Harris Family Trust 210 Silviculture 52

Rocking Bar W Ranch LLC Hardee Wayne & Lucy Anne Collier 980 Cow/Calf 53

Williamson Cattle Company 

(EAST)
Okeechobee Williamson Cattle Company 2,996 Cow/Calf 54

Button Pond Farm Madison John Cruce 3,444
Citrus, 

Silviculture
55

Welannee Plantation Okaloosa
The H.T.L. Family Limited 

Partnership; Edwin Henry
7,190 Silviculture 56

Perry Smith Family Ranch and 

Timberland
Highlands Perry C. Smith 2,100

Silviculture, 

Potatoes, 

Cabbage, 

Cow/Calf

57

Blackbeard's Ranch Manatee James Strickland 4,530 Cow/Calf 58

Florida Timberlands Putnam Florida Timberlands,  LLC 317 Silviculture 59

Fig Lake Preserve LLLP Marion Fig Lake Preserve LLLP 1,412 Silviculture 60

Double C Bar Ranch Osceola

Chapman Ranch Properties LLC, 

Chapman Land Corp.,  James C. 

& Leslie C. Chapman

4,128 Cow/Calf 61

Rocky Comfort Ridge Gadsden Rocky Comfort Ridge LLC 588 Silviculture 62

Dark Hammock Legacy Ranch Highlands
Dark Hammock Legacy Ranch,  

LLC
2,038

Cow/Calf, Sod, 

Row Crops
63

Etoniah Creek Tract Putnam
Ernest Cremer and Sandra 

Cremer
387

Cow/Calf, 

Silviculture
64
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Thayendanegea Timber Baker THayendanegea Timber,  LLC 1,783 Silviculture 65

Ryals Citrus & Cattle Charlotte Ryals Citrus and Cattle 4,099 Cow/Calf, Melon 66

Dale Wright Farm Marion Wright Dale S Rev LVG Trust 720

Silviculture, 

Cow/Calf, 

Grazing

67

MAS Pines Madison MAS Pines LLC 615 Silviculture 68

Welaka Ranch Putnam
St. Johns Trading Company,  

Inc.,  et al
8,807 Silviculture 69

Camp Calypso Citrus John and Tammy Culbreth 60 Natural Area 70

Bar-B Ranch Martin Bar-B Ranch,  Inc. 1,910 Cow/Calf, Hay 71

Square One Ranch Highlands Daphne Waldron 1,564 Sod, Grazing 72

Deer Park Ranch South Brevard Deer Park Ranch Ltd. 1,640
Cow/Calf, 

Silviculture
73

Palustris Partners LLC Madison Larry Perrin 421 Silviculture 74

Keene Farm Trust Jackson William Neil Keene Jr 464
Silviculture, 

Peanuts
75

Asphalt Watermelon Farms 

(Colson & R. J. Douglas prop)
Gilchrist Asphalt Watermelon Farms LLC 360

Watermelons, 

Hay
76

Croley Cattle Company Gadsden
Douglas M. & Dianne M Croley 

and B & K Farms,  Inc.
475

Cow/Calf, 

Silviculture
77

Spurlin Farm Clay

Spurlin Gerald Lindsey Trustee - 

Gerald Lindsey Spurlin 

Revocable Living Trust

600 Silviculture 78

Christmas Creek Ranch,  LLC Orange Dykes Everett 164

Cow/Calf, 

Silviculture, Hay, 

Vegetables, Saw 

Palmetto Berries, 

Wildflowers

79

Young Family Farm Putnam

Cory R. Young,  Cory Robert 

Yong Trust,  Devony Carol 

Harnist Revocable Trust,  

Robert Lytle Young,  III

85 Silviculture 80

Lynn Family Farm Taylor Robert and Nell Lynn 515 Silviculture 81

Flanders Boggs Jackson Jeff & Linda Flanders 200 Silviculture 82

Beauchamp Place - 200 Gilchrist Jack & Marsha Cook 200

Vegetables, 

Improved 

Pasture

83

Dixie Ranch West Okeechobee

Family Tree Enterprises Limited 

Partnership,  LLLP; Grazing 

Kissimmee Lands,  LLLP

2,568 Cow/Calf 84

Wheeler Walk-In-Water Ranch Polk Wheeler Farms Inc. 2,232 Citrus, Grazing 85

Fair Bluff Ranch Martin Fair Bluff,  LTD 639
Cow/Calf, 

Silviculture
86
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Joseph (J.) Neil Keene Jackson Joseph (J.) Neil Keene 201
Cotton, Peanuts, 

Wheat
87

Island Grove Alachua Island Grove LLC 757

Blueberry, 

Silviculture, 

Nursery

88

Adams Springs Ranch Madison

Scott & Ngoc Adams; Adams 

Moon Lake Ranch,  LLC; Adams 

Moon Lake Inv.,  LLC; Adams 

Rocky Creek Ranch

1,393 Cow/Calf 89

Finca Vigia Hendry Finca Vigia LLC 1,880 Cow/Calf 90

Wesley Family Farm - Historic 

Hastings Farms
St. Johns

Hastings Farms; Wesley Smith 

Family Farm
2,042 Broccoli 91

John A. Collins Irr. Trust & 

Alexander M. Collins III
Marion

John A. Collins Irr. Trust & 

Alexander M. Collins III
32 Silviculture 92

Headwaters Ranch Lake, Polk Michael Babb and Dan Debra 1,003 Cow/Calf, Sod 93

Harrison Cattle LLC Sarasota
Harrison Cattle LLC,  J Kenneth 

Harrison
1,100 Cow/Calf, Sod 94

Walton 7450 CR 280E Walton Robert Lyle Seigler 55
Silviculture, 

Pasture
95

652 Campbell Walton Robert Lyle Seigler 20 Silviculture 96

The Asphalt Watermelon 

Farms,  LLC
Gilchrist

THE ASPHALT WATERMELON 

FARMS LLC
390

Watermelons, 

Grazing
97

Flanders Farms Jackson Flanders Farms LLC 500 Silviculture 98

Wright Ranch Gilchrist Wendell Jerome Wright 910
Cow/Calf, 

Watermelons
99

Pine Level Farms Santa Rosa
Jerry Jones,  Jerod Jones,  Pine 

Level Farms LLC
1,347

Cow/Calf, 

Row/Irrigation, 

Silviculture

100

King Grove Lake

King Grove Organic Farm,  Inc. - 

successor by merger to the 

Kent Family Limited Partnership

200 Blueberries 101

Espedeco Citrus
Charles Larkin III,  Marian Larkin 

et al
806 Silviculture, Hay 102

Alday Family Farms Jackson

Hilda Alford Alday Revocable 

Trust owner number 1 & 

Brandon Carey Alday & Julie 

Thomas Alday owner 2

486
Row/Irrigation, 

Silviculture
103

CoHabitat Putnam Bjorn Halden Parramoure 82
Improved 

Pasture
104

Square D Ranch Hardee Square D Ranch LTD LLP 1,158 Cow/Calf, Sod 105

Les Que Two Ranch Alachua Les Que Two Inc. 518 Cow/Calf 106

Whiskey Rose Farm Lake Jazmin I Felix 10 Produce 107

Simpson Acres and Simpson Jr 

Farms (Quincey)
Gilchrist

Douglas Simpson Sr and 

Douglas Simpson Jr
38 Hay 108

Coldwater Tract Santa Rosa Jerry H Davis 160 Silviculture 109

Lake's Place Osceola Lake's Place LLP 1,579 Cow/Calf, Hay 110
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Jackson A. Collins Irr. Trust Marion Jackson A. Collins Irr. Trust 27 Silviculture 111

Sweetwater Preserve Hardee

Sweetwater Preserve LLC,  ATP 

Groves LLC,  Camp Sweetwater 

LLC

1,887

Cow/Calf, 

Row/Irrigation 

Crops, Citrus

112

Wetland Preserve Miller Tract Putnam Wetland Preserve LLC 752 Silviculture 113

61 Ranch Highlands 61 Ranch,  LLC 1,759
Cow/Calf, Sod, 

Hay
114

James A. Bailey Revocable 

Trust
Marion James A. Bailey Revocable Trust 40 Silviculture 115

Little Pine Ranch Levy Little Pine Ranch LLC 930 Silviculture 116

W.A.N.D.E.R. Sumter
Wendel Martinkovic & Nancy 

Dwyer
23

Vegetables, Fruit 

Trees, Grazing
117

C. Winston Bailey,  Jr. Trust Marion C. Winston Bailey,  Jr. Trust 35 Silviculture 118

Blossom Hill Highlands Martin J McKenna 80 Citrus 119

Williamson Cattle Company 

(WEST)
Okeechobee Williamson Cattle Company 754 Cow/Calf 120

Barco Farms Citrus Barco Farms 71
Cow/Calf, 

Silviculture
121

Wolf Creek Forest Farm Santa Rosa
J E Golden Limited Family 

Partnership
591 Row/Irrigation 122

Shady Oaks Ranch and Cattle,  

LLC
Highlands Deborah Casey Richards 98 Cow/Calf 123

Meeting House Groves Putnam

Meetinghouse Groves Inc,  

James L Padgett Jr,  James L 

Padgett Jr Life Estate,  

Archambo and Crittende

898

Citrus, 

Silviculture, Palm 

Nursery

124

Tilton-Counts Ranch Putnam
Gina Tilton Counts,  Jody Coe 

Counts,  Jett Tilton Counts
1,237

Cow/Calf, 

Row/Irrigation, 

Silviculture

125

Charles T. Collins Trust Marion Charles T. Collins Trust 11 Silviculture 126

Moon Lake Ranch Citrus Scott Adams 857
Cow/Calf, 

Silviculture
127

Big Swamp Creek Walton Joe Johnson,  Mary Frymire 214 Natural Area 128

Lazy Rockin' A Ranch Pasco, Polk Robert Bradley Alston,  Trustee 983
Cow/Calf, 

Silviculture
129

Ludwig Property Hardee Ludwig Land LLC 660 Cow/Calf 130

Buckhorn Ranch Hardee
T C Prescott LLC and T C 

Prescott LLC & Smith Clay
1316

Cow/Calf, 

Watermelons
131

Bishop Family Farm Jefferson

Benjamin G.,  Benjamin D.,  

Elizabeth P.,  Matthew T.,  

Mordaunt Jr.,  Tonya E. Bishop,  

&Trent B. Roberts

690

Cow/Calf, Row 

Crops, 

Silviculture

132

Decarlo LLC Levy Decarlo LLC 277 Silviculture 133

Bentley Ranch Hardee Bentley Brahman Ranch Inc 2,621
Cow/Calf, 

Blueberry, Citrus 
134

Holt Agricultural Alachua Ray and Nanette Holt 420 Row/Irrigation 135

Howard Cattle Corporation Hendry Ivan Howard 1,190 Cow/Calf, Horses 136

Ocala Manufacturing LP Marion Ocala Manufacturing LP 1,145 Silviculture 137
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Twin Rivers Ranch Hamilton Greg Stafford 212 Row/Irrigation 138

The Asphalt Watermelon Farms 

LLC  (Board Fence)
Gilchrist Douglas and Cynthia Simpson 80 Hay 139

Ireland Timber Suwannee George Ireland 116 Silviculture, Hay 140

Withlacoochee River Ranch Citrus
Cosmic Mortgage Corp.; JEM 

Investments,  LTD.
596

Cow/Calf, 

Silviculture
141

River Bend Century Ranch Citrus River Bend Century Ranch,  LLC 130 Cow/Calf 142

Stevens Land and Cattle Hardee Stevens Land & Cattle Company 505 Cow/Calf, Citrus 143

Kneeknowhow-Walters Project Sarasota

Adam and Rose Bright,  dba 

4242 CARLTON RD,  LLC   /  

Joseph Walters III

43
Cow/Calf, Fruit 

Trees
144

Sipprell Ranch Putnam
Madison Sipprell and Clay 

Sipprell
763 Cow/Calf 145

Circle ‘O’ Groves Hardee Circle “O” Groves 2,473

Cow/Calf, 

Vegetables, 

Citrus

146

Fussell’s Frozen Food De Soto Fussell’s Frozen Food Inc 163 Cow/Calf 147

Mare Branch Longleaf Tract Santa Rosa
J E Golden Limited Family 

Partnership
664

Row/Irrigation, 

Silviculture
148

Johnson Family - Peace River 

Ranch
Hardee Dale Mabry Johnson 283 Cow/Calf, Hay 149

Peace on Earth Ranch Hardee SGK Corporation 182
Cow/Calf, Row 

Crops, Hay
150

Tina Peters Farm Walton Tina M Peters 64 Row/Irrigation 151

Butler Oaks Farm Highlands

Butler Oaks Farm,  Inc.; Robert 

L. Butler and Pamela H. Butler,  

as husband/wife and as 

trustees

1,149

Cow/Calf, Dairy, 

Improved 

Pasture, 

Apiculture

152

Siboney Ranch Okeechobee Siboney Ranch,  LLC 1,162 Cow/Calf, Cervid 153

Gissy Warm Springs Ranch Marion Gissy Warms Springs Ranch LLC 1,308 Hay/Grazing 154

Charlie Creek Marsh Hardee

7R Ranch LLC; WK Durrance LLC 

& Gloria R Durrance; J Ned 

Hancock & Tammy J Hancock; 

Clemons,  Susanne

1,355 Cow/Calf, Citrus 155

Middle Creek Cattle Walton Middle Creek Cattle Company 247 Cow/Calf 156

Osceola Pines (Nash Property) Levy Nash,  John S & Nash,  Allison H 565 Silviculture 157

Turkey Creek Land Trust Walton Turkey Creek Land Trust 80 Pasture 158

R. Davis Farm & Ranch Alachua Roger W. Davis 326
Cow/Calf, Sod, 

Hay
159

Thomas Timberland Columbia
Herbert and Lawanda Thomas; 

Shanda R Hoffman
456 Silviculture 160

Sweetwater Organic 

Community Farm
Hillsborough

Sweetwater Organic 

Community Farm INC
6

Apiculture, 

Produce
161
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C&G Cattle: Fish Branch Hardee C & G Cattle Company LLC 791 Cow/Calf 162

Butler Tree Farm Polk John Glenn Harrell 160 Tree Nursery 163

Ray Farms Walton Edsel & Mandy Ray 30 Pecan,  Pasture 164

Tew Family Farm and Ranch Hillsborough James Horton Tew 645 Cow/Calf 165

Hammer Residence Volusia Brian Hammer 120

Cow/Calf, 

Silviculture, 

Gators, Pigs, 

Poultry, 

Aquaculture

166

C&G Cattle: Charlie Creek Hardee C & G Cattle Company LLC 681 Cow/Calf 167

Harrell Cattle Suwannee Robert C Harrell 297 Cow/Calf 168

Stevens Property: The Home 

Place
Hardee

Stevens,  Jane M & McClelland 

Catherine K Trust / Stevens 

Jane M & Stevens Charles R Jr.

197 Cow/Calf 169

Lewis Friend Farms Ranch Indian River Lewis Friend Farms Inc. 1,088
Silviculture, 

Cow/Calf
170

Lott Ranch Highlands Joe Lott Family,  LLLP 960 Cow/Calf 171

Simpson Acres LLC (barn) Gilchrist
Douglas Simpson Sr and Merry 

Simpson
225

Watermelons, 

Grazing, Hay
172

Vero Groves St. Lucie Vero Producers,  Inc. 1,280 Citrus 173

Camaro Farms Palm Beach Robert C. Hatton Inc. 632
Row/Irrigation, 

Sugar Cane
174

The Darroh Property Highlands Doyle E. Carlton,  Ill LLC 2,266 Cow/Calf 175

Johnson Farm Madison
JM Timberlands,  LLC John W. 

Cruce
153

Citrus, 

Silviculture
176

Blandford Farm & Ranch Lake
Blandford Properties I LLC & 

Blandford Properties II LLC
491

Cow/Calf, Sod, 

Hay
177

Warren Timberlands Calhoun Glenn and Susan Warren 142
Watermelons, 

Silviculture
178

Albritton's Hart Pasture Highlands
Hart Pasture LLC (Dale 

Albritton)
3,219 Cow/Calf 179

Junior Louis Ranch St. Lucie Timothy L.  Stieren 422 Cow/Calf 180

Mossy Island Ranch Manatee Robert and Lori Manning 438
Cow/Calf, Sod, 

Hay
181

KPB Cattle Company Osceola KPB Cattle LLC 882 Cow/Calf 182

Encore Farms Lake
Scott and Elaine Taylor / SEDA 

Properties LLC
371 Cow/Calf, Hay 183

Florida Research Center for 

Agricultural Sustainability,  Inc.
Indian River

Florida Research Center for 

Agricultural Sustainability,  Inc.
30 Citrus 184

Ruff Diamond Okeechobee
Ruff Diamond LLC; Fuller Cattle 

Co.LLC
1,693 Ranch 185

David C. Hunt and Elizabeth C. 

Hunt
Polk

David C. Hunt and Elizabeth C. 

Hunt
76 Cow/Calf 186

Hamrick Madison William H. and Billie T. Hamrick 212
Row/Irrigation, 

Silviculture
187

Tyree Trust Hamilton
Mary M Tyree Trust c/o Angela 

T MIller
418

Silviculture, 

Pasture
188
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Ray Farms Pasture Walton Edsel & Mandy Ray 40 Hay 189

Homestead Property Walton Randy Joe Johnson 60 Pasture 190

Deep Creek Reserve Volusia Deep Creek Reserve,  LLC 285
Silviculture, 

Cow/Calf
191

Wheeler Farms Ortona Grove Glades Wheeler Farms Inc. 936
Citrus, Sugar 

Cane
192

Palmetto Prairie De Soto Palmetto Prairie LLC 376 Cow/Calf 193

Cawthon Property Walton Crown Investment Properties 120 Silviculture 194

B Bar J Ranch Polk Elliott Investments LLC 646 Cow/Calf, Hay 195

Russakis Ranch III Okeechobee Russakis Ranch LLC 2,076 Cow/Calf 196

D.T. Davis Ranch Hardee
Michael and Elizabeth 

Damboise
585 Cow/Calf, Sod 197

Donaldson Tract Alachua
Claude Lanier Jr LLC dba Tom 

Newman LLC
4,700 Silviculture 198

Florida Trail Tract Putnam

Three Steps Forest,  LLC,  a 

subsidiary of Conservation 

Forestry,  LLC.

2,072 Silviculture 199

TewCan Ranch Hillsborough Melinda Tew-Cantrell 960 Cow/Calf 200

Long Ways Nature Ranch Trust Dixie Long Ways Nature Ranch Trust 1,279 Silviculture 201

Sargeant Farms Inc Polk William Sargeant 146 Pasture, Sand Pit 202

G - 3 Ranch Addition Polk

Midway Farms, LLC; Charles G. 

Grimes, Sr.Family Limited 

Partnership and Charles G. 

Grimes Sr.Timber Fa

939

Row/Irrigation, 

Improved 

Pasture

203

Brant Ranch Citrus

Wanda Kay Brant and Timothy 

Alan Brant,  as Trustees of the 

Wanda Kay Brant UTA Dated

April 28,  2006

762 Cow/Calf 204

Bibby Farms Polk Mona Bibbv 257 Cow/Calf 205

Charles P. Lykes,  Jr. Revocable 

Trust
Highlands

Lykes Charles P Jr. Revocable 

Trust
141 Cow/Calf 206

Carlton Upper Horse Creek 

Ranch
Hardee McCarlton Partners LTD 1,035 Cow/Calf 207

Luke Cattle Company Okaloosa Joshua and Kristin Luke 460 Cow/Calf 208

Harrell Family Farm Bradford

Christopher W. Harrell,  Sherri 

Harrell Ferrante,  Perry Family 

Revocable Trust,  Katherine,  

Chanks,  and Stanley Perry

551 Silviculture 209

Outer Limits Ranch De Soto Seabase Arcadia,  LLC 100 Cow/Calf 210

Hogan-Tillman Family Heritage 

Farm
Alachua

R. J,  Hogan,  Joan M,  Hogan,  

H.Z. Hogan,  Margie H. Bowers. 

W. Dale Hogan

159 Cow/Calf 211

Devils Garden Hendry
Devil’s Garden Ranch LLC; 

Ward,  John H
231 Cow/Calf 212
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Raley Grove - Florida Highlands Polk Thelma C. Raley,  Inc 418 Citrus, Cow/Calf 213

The Flatwoods Levy
Karen Usher White and Luther 

M White
2,558

Cow/Calf, 

Silviculture
214

Walter Farms Polk
Walter Holdings and 

Investments,  LLC
402

Cow/Calf, 

Blueberries, Hay
215

Kanapaha Ranch Alachua
Kanapaha Timber,  Land & 

Cattle LLLP
3,996 Cow/Calf 216

Saturiwa St. Johns
Michael D. Adams and Carole J. 

Adams
94 Silviculture 217

Hardt-Winter Tract Levy Nancy Hardt,  William Winter 675 Silviculture 218

Promise Fields Lake Promise Fields,  LLC 256
Blueberries, 

Silviculture
219

Jeffrey's Place Walton Jeffrey Ard 50 Cow/Calf 220

Lynnhart Citrus De Soto Lynnhart Citrus LLC 403 Cow/Calf 221

782 Island Ranch Brevard 782,  LLC 132 Cow/Calf 222

Turnpike Dairy Martin Turnpike Dairy Inc. 550 Cow/Calf 223

Powers Property Lake

Tommie Powers,  Sr.,  Tommie 

Powers,  Jr.,  Charles K. Powers 

and Randy Powers

224

Cow/Calf, Sheep, 

Goats, Llamas, 

Chickens, 

Peacocks, Duck, 

Guineas, Horses

224

Hyatt Farms LLC Osceola Will Hyatt,  Janine Hyatt 1,686 Cow/Calf, Citrus 225

Ogden Property Columbia Rufus C. Ogden,  Jr. 381 Cow/Calf, Hay 226

Randy Byrd Farms St. Johns William R. Byrd III 324
Row Crops, 

Silviculture
227

Corbin Farms - High Springs 

Property
Alachua Corbin Farmst Inc. 235 Cow/Calf 228

Agri-Gators Martin Agri-Gators Inc. 1,920 Corn, Potatoes 229

Raley Grove Hardee Hardee Thelma C. Raley,  Inc 518 Citrus 230

Gapway Groves - Hatchell Hill Polk John W. Strang 234 Citrus, Hay 231

Kickin Tires Ranch Polk Kickin' Tires Ranch LLC 621 Cow/Calf 232

Dry Creek Plantation Jackson Dry Creek Plantation,  LLC 450 Silviculture 233

Williams Ranch Highlands

Williams Daryl and Williams 

Daryl R + Joannah C and D + D 

Tree Farm + Nursery Inc

245 Cow/Calf 234

RM Farm Hendry CR 833,  LLC 2,883

Cow/Calf, 

Improved 

Pasture

235

Four Star Timber Volusia Four Star Timber,  Inc. 96 Silviculture 236

Robert E. Teague,  Jr,  Inc St. Lucie Robert E Teague,  Jr,  Inc. 300 Grazing 237

JA Cattle Santa Rosa Jeff III and June Ates 36 Cow/Calf 238

Shingle Spring Conservation 

Easement
Suwannee Henry E. Mangels 318 Peanuts, Corn 239
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2023 RFLPP Ranked Projects

TREE-O GROVES,  INC. Polk TREE-O GROVES,  INC. 161
Citrus, 

Silviculture
240

Jordan Ranch Columbia Robert F Jordan 280
Silviculture, 

Grazing
241

IT-E-IT Ranch Okeechobee James Smith 111 Cow/Calf 242

Geraci King Ranch De Soto Geraci King Ranch Trust 2,280 Cow/Calf, Hay 243

Crooked Creek Ranch Hardee Guy A. Willard Revocable Trust 82 Cow/Calf 244

Faunita Hardee Trust Levy

Faunita D Hardee Irrovocable 

Trust #1; Hardee Christopher C-

TR

942
Cow/Calf, 

Silviculture
245

Waccasassa Plantation Levy
Martin Andersen-Gracia 

Andersen Foundation,  Inc.
1,565 Silviculture 246

John Campbell Family Lands Okaloosa

Sara J. Eoff aka Sara P. Eoff,  

Kay M. Eoff,  Mack Tyner III as 

Trustee,  Fat Kitty LLC,  Grace 

Nell Tyner

1,596 Silviculture 247

Zinn Farm Alachua Terry L. Zinn 41 Sod 248

Stokes Farm Columbia

E. Chester Stokes,  Jr. and 

Lynda F. Stokes as Tenants by 

Entireties

1,745
Silviculture, 

Grazing
249

Witherspoon Timberland 

Tracts on Pittman Hill Road
Jackson William D. Witherspoon 120 Silviculture 250

Misty Farms Gilchrist Rodney O Tompkins 392
Dairy, Improved 

Pasture, Hay
251

Pender Family Farm Jackson
Adris Pencer and Laurence 

Pender
1,600

Cotton, Peanuts, 

Corn
252

Hidden T Ranch Manatee Jeffrey Thompson 226 Silviculture 253

Hiers Farm Marion
L. L. Hiers,  Jr. and Jodie Hiers,  

husband and wife
955

Cow/Calf, Hay, 

Peanuts, 

Watermelon, 

Corn

254

Grover Rivers Farm Jackson
Jean McMillan Rivers and 

Eugene Grover Rivers,  Jr.
40 Silviculture 255

Borders Polk Ashley Anne Borders 61
Cow/Calf, 

Flowers
256

255 Seigler Walton Robert Lyle Seigler 40 Garden 257

Walton Williams Property Walton Blue Northern Inc. 40 Natural Area 258
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Florida Department of Agriculture and Consumer 
Services 

2023 Project Evaluation Report 

Overstreet Ranch 
Case No 00118-2023 

Osceola County 
This is 4,980-acre large-scale cattle ranch on the eastern shore of Lake Kissimmee and adjacent to Three 
Lakes Wildlife Management Area. This property is mostly pasture interspersed with small depression 
marshes. It includes 2-3 patches of Dry Prairie and corridors of mesic hammock in low-lying areas, with a 
small citrus grove in the southwest and crops in the NE corner. Surrounding lands are pasture to the north, 
dry prairie, flatwoods and wetlands to the east and south, and Lake Kissimmee to the west. Caracara 
(Caracara plancus) and bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) have been documented on site. The 
property includes suitable habitat for snail kite (Rostrhamus sociabilis) that is known to occur in the 
vicinity. The property serves in some small capacity as upland buffer for Lake Kissimmee and the 
Kissimmee River. This property overlaps a strategic corridor within the Florida Ecological Greenways 
Network, and is within the Florida Wildlife Corridor. 
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RFLPP-00118-2023 
Property Information 

  7/26/2023 6:14:57 PM 

Case Number Property Name Section County 

RFLPP-00118-2023 Overstreet Ranch 21,22,23,25,26,27,28,33 Osceola 
  ,34,35,36  

Address    

Street Address of 
Property 

City State Zip 

4859 Joe Overstreet Rd Kenansville  34739 

Owner(s) Record of Property 
Owner Name Registered Agent 

Overstreet Ranching LTD, 
Wilma Overstreet Irev 
Trust No. One, Kissimmee 
Prairie LLC 

Julie Morris 

Owner/Agent Address Phone Email 

35200 Clay Gully Road, 
Myakka City 34251 Florida 

9412347201 jmorris@floridaconserve.org 

Estimated Total Land Area 
Total Area Uplands Wetlands Timber 

4980 4275 705 0 

Ranch Other Agricultural Natural Area 

3385 42 1521 

Additional Property Information 
Agricultural Activities 

The Overstreets began ranching in Florida prior to the Civil War. Six generations of the Overstreet Family have 
ranched on this property. The properties in this application are run as primarily cow-calf operations. The Overstreets 
also run a citrus and sod operation on the property. 
Note: we are combining three ownerships into one project application. It is all the same ownership, under different 
names. Please consider this as one project. 
Outparcels 

None- there is a 60-acre portion owned by Joe and Sharon Overstreet that is not part of this application. 

Encumbrances 

 
Best Management 

Cow-calf. 2011. NOI 9905 
H&O Sod 2021 NOI 15900777 
BMP Agreement 

Yes 
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Species Habitat 

The protection of this property provides an opportunity for conserving a total of 4980 acres in Osceola County. 
Most of this property falls within a Priority 2 linkage for the Florida Ecological Greenways Network (FEGN). High 
priority sites are for the statewide conservation land network and Priorities 1-3 are considered part of the Florida 
Wildlife Corridor. The acquisition of this property bolsters connectivity to adjacent conservation areas (the 
Kissimmee Chain of Lakes and Three Lakes Wildlife Management Area) and will reinforce the corridor occurring in 
Osceola County. Additionally, this property is highly valuable for Strategic Habitat Conservation Areas, including 
Priorities 1-3; meaning that this property holds suitable habitat for one or more rare or vulnerable species known to 
occur in the vicinity. 

 
The dominant land cover found here is improved pasture. Although heavily altered from its native condition, this 
community offers habitat for a variety of imperiled species include the northern crested caracara (Caracara cheriway) 
and Florida burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia floridana), both of which were documented nesting on the property 
(public records 2015). Improved pastures are also important for conservation because they connect or complete 
functional corridors that are needed by many wildlife species to complete their life cycle requirements, including the 
eastern indigo snake (Drymarchon couperi). Historical documentation confirms that eastern indigo snakes occurred 
less than 3 miles north of the property, which suggests that the property was used for foraging opportunities and/or 
safe traversing. Other species with large home ranges that also benefit from a functional corridor bolstered by 
improved pastures include the Florida panther (Puma concolor coryi) and Florida black bear (Ursus americanus 
floridanus). 

 
Patches of dry prairie, and endangered ecosystem (G2), are found on the southern border of Overstreet Ranch, 
covering 282.1 acres. This habitat is a treeless vegetative community with low cover of shrubs and herbs. Wiregrass 
(Aristida stricta), dwarf live oak (Quercus minima), saw palmetto (Serenoa repens), bottlebrush threeawn (Aristida 
spiciforms), and broomsedge bluestem (Andropogon virginicus) are the dominant vegetation. This property falls 
within the historical range of the Florida grasshopper sparrow (Ammodramus savannarum floridanus), but it is not 
likely to occur on the small tracts of dry prairie. However, the conservation of this property offers a buffer to existing 
populations of this endangered species, with the nearest extant population being less than 7 miles south at Three 
Lakes Wildlife Management Area. This community can also provide habitat for the gopher tortoise (Gopherus 
polyphemus), and declining resident grassland birds including the Bachman’s sparrow (Peucaea estivalis), eastern 
meadowlark (Sturnella magna), as well as wintering habitat for the savannah sparrow (Passerculus sandwichensis) 
and eastern grasshopper sparrow (Ammodramus savannarum pratensis). 

 
Marshes are found throughout the property have poorly drained, mucky soil that is frequently flooded. Emergent 
aquatic plant species present include pickerelweed (Pontederia cordata), arrowhead (Sagittaria spp.), alligator flag 
(Thalia geniculata), Hypericum spp., giant plume grass (Saccharum giganteum), Peruvian primrose willow (Ludwigia 
peruviana), and Carolina willow (Salix caroliniana). This habitat supports American alligators (Alligator 
mississippiensis), eastern indigo snakes, wading birds, snail kites (Rostrhamus sociabilis), Florida sandhill cranes, and 
round-tailed muskrats (Neofiber alleni). 

 
Mesic hammocks are found throughout the property on approximately 550 acres. This vegetative community is 
often characterized by a closed top canopy often composed of live oak (Quercus virginiana) and sabal palm (Sabal 
palmetto). A subcanopy of magnolia (Magnolia grandiflora) and pignut hickory (Carya glabra) is often present. 
Other species that can compose the top canopy or sub canopy include water oak (Q. nigra), laurel oak (Q. 
hemisphaerica), sweetgum (Liquidambar styraciflua), and sugarberry (Celtis laevigata). The understory can be dense 
or open depending on land management; it is often composed of saw palmetto, American beautyberry (Callicarpa 
americana), American holly (Ilex opaca), gallberry (I. glabra), common persimmon (Disopyros viriniana), wild olive 
(Osmanthus americanum), and wax myrtle (Myrica cerifera). This community can provide habitat for a variety of 
imperiled species including the eastern indigo snake, eastern diamondback (Crotalus adamanteus), Florida panther, 
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and Florida black bear. 
 

Species reported on or adjacent to the property based on public records and staff observation include the 
whooping crane (Grus americana), gopher tortoise (Gopherus polyphemus), snail kite, sandhill crane (Antigone 
canadensis pratensis), hand fern (Ophioglossum palmatum), little blue heron (Egretta caerulea), tricolored heron (E. 
tricolor), black skimmer (Rynchops niger), Bonaparte’s gull (Chroicocephalus philadelphia), great horned owl (Bubo 
virginianus), bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus), and black-necked stilt (Hemantopus mexicanus). The wood stork 
(Mycteria americana) is likely to occur on site and the Florida black bear, Florida panther, gopher frog (Lithobates 
capito), round-tailed muskrat, and Florida mouse (Podomys floridanus) have potential to occur. Listed plants with 
potential to occur on the property based on exiting and nearby habitat include the threatened Ashe’s savory 
(Calamintha ashe), many-flowered grass-pink (Calopogon multiflorus), Chapman’s sedge (Carex chapmannii), 
Piedmont jointgrass (Coelorachis tuberculosa), Florida beargrass (Nolina atopocarpa), hartwrightia (Hartwrightia 
floridana), nodding pinweed (Lechea cernua), and giant orchid (Pteroglossaspis ecristata), the endangered Carter’s 
warea (Warea carteri), Florida willow (Salix floridana), yellow fringeless orchid (Platanthera integra), Britton ’s 
beargrass (Nolina brittoniana), celestial lily (Nemastylis floridana), Florida spiny pod (Matelea floridana), star anise 
(Ilicium parviflorum), Florida bonamia (Bonamia grandiflora), and sand butterfly pea (Centrosema arenicola). 

Water Resource Values and Benefits 

The property contains habitat that is categorized as Priorities 2 and 4 in Significant Surface Water Priorities and 
Priorities 3-5 in Aquifer Recharge. The western half of Overstreet Ranch and Kissimmee Prairie properties are found 
within the Lake Kissimmee-Kissimmee River Watershed and the eastern half in Lake Marian Watershed. Both are 
part of the Kissimmee River-Lake Okeechobee-Everglades watershed. The Kissimmee River Watershed is a major 
source of groundwater recharge for the Floridan Aquifer, the largest and most productive aquifer in the state. 

 
The Kissimmee Chain of Lakes (KCOL) is found in Polk and Osceola counties. Lake Kissimmee, part of the chain of 
lakes, abuts the property on the west side. SFWMD began a project to restore the dwindling flow of the Kissimmee 
River from Lake Kissimmee. The bordering properties will serve as buffers for inundation following the water 
fluctuations that will occur during the restoration process. The conservation of this property will improve water 
quality into Lake Okeechobee by regulating nutrient inflow. 

 
Marshes and wetlands found throughout the property offer ecological services to the surrounding areas such as 
flood control and water purification for people and wildlife. The conservation of this property will contribute to 
enhanced water quality, aquifer recharge, flow attenuation, and flood hazard reduction around Lake Kissimmee 
Development Impacting Continuation of Agricultural Activities 

Direct threats to this family ranch include urban encroachment radiating from the Orlando suburbs. Expansion is 
occurring to fulfill needs for the massive influx of people moving to the region just to the north of the property. 
Development is occurring a few miles away to the north. The ranch sits a short distance from the turnpike and 
YeHaw Junction. 
Development in the immediate area surrounding Lake Kissimmee would negatively impact the health of the Lake, 
the Kissimmee River and Lake Okeechobee Watershed. The ranch serves as an important buffer from more intensive 
land uses. 
Natural Resources 

Direct threats to this family ranch include urban encroachment radiating from the Orlando suburbs. Expansion is 
occurring to fulfill needs for the massive influx of people moving to the region just to the north of the property. 
Development is occurring a few miles away to the north. The ranch sits a short distance from the turnpike and 
YeHaw Junction. 
Development in the immediate area surrounding Lake Kissimmee would negatively impact the health of the Lake, 
the Kissimmee River and Lake Okeechobee Watershed. The ranch serves as an important buffer from more intensive 
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land uses. 
Interest Statement 

The Overstreets desire to preserve a family cattle ranching operation dating back well over 150 years, 
They also recognize this conservation easement will conserve natural resources in a rapidly 
disappearing landscape and sustain the local agricultural economy. They are interested in ensuring 
the continuation of the family cattle operation so that it remains sustainable for future generations. 
Property Rights to be Acquired 

The Overstreets would like to sell their development rights and ensure the continuation of agricultural 
and other income generating activities on this property. They may retain the rights to subdivide, 
pursuant to RFLPP regulations. They also wish to build additional residences; they will work with 
RFLPP to determine the specifics on residences and subdivisions. They may wish to conduct 
compatible activities, consistent with the RFLPP requirements and regulations. NOTE: The Overstreets 
may slightly reduce the size of the boundary of the conservation easement. Areas to be excluded from 
an easement will include the area around ranch headquarters as well as some road frontage. Any 
reduction will be small and reasonable and be decided upon in cooperation with RFLPP staff (less 
than a 15% reduction). This is a family-run operation and they are carefully considering the final 
boundary. 
Note: we are combining three ownerships into one project application. This is the same family ownership 
under different names. Please consider this one project. 
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Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services 
2023 Rural and Family Lands Protection Project  

 
Uniform Technical Review and Evaluation Report 

 
Agency/Division: ______DOACS Animal Industry_____________________ 
 
Technical Team Point of Contact: George Fernandez DVM  
           Date: 10/04/2023 
 
Project / Property:   Overstreet Ranch  
 
Acres:  4, 980                                                          County:  Osceola  
 
Please score this project using a numerical scale of 1 to 10 to describe the benefit of this project to the following 
measures, where 1 is lowest threat/use/benefit and 10 is the highest threat/use/benefit to achieving the RFLPP 
Program Goals and Objectives. For Program benefits that are not applicable to your Agency, please score with 
“N/A” to denote it is not applicable.  
 
1. Assessment of the viability of agricultural activities and operations of property: 
      Not Applicable _____ Benefit Score __10___ 
 
2. Assessment of overall condition of crops, livestock, or timber resources on property: 
      Not Applicable _____ Benefit Score _10____ 
 
3. Assessment of the overall natural resources of property:  

Not Applicable _____ Benefit Score __10___ 
 

4.  Assessment of wildlife habitat attributes of property: 
     Not Applicable _____ Benefit Score _10____ 
 
5. Assessment of water bodies, aquifer recharge areas, springsheds or wetlands on property:  

Not Applicable __X___ Benefit Score _____ 
 

6. Assessment of overall hydrologic function on property: 
      Not Applicable __X___ Benefit Score _____ 
 
7. Assessment of the connectivity of this Project to other agricultural lands: 
     Not Applicable _____ Benefit Score _10____ 

ATTACHMENT 8K 
PAGE 20



 
8. Assessment of the connectivity of this Project as buffer to other conservation lands, 

ecological greenways, wildlife corridors, functioning ecosystems, or military installations: 
     Not Applicable ____ Benefit Score _10____ 
 
9. Assessment of threat to conversion of this property to non-agricultural uses or potential for 

development negatively impacting agriculture: 
     Not Applicable _____ Threat Score _8____ 
 
10. Assessment of historical resources, including sites, viewsheds, or structures known or 

observed on the property: 
      Not Applicable _N/A____ Benefit Score _____ 
 
11. Assessment of intensity of hunting, fishing, or other recreational activities on property: 
     Not Applicable _____ Use Score _10____ 
 
12. Assessment of control of invasive, non-native plant or animal species on property: 
     Not Applicable ____ Benefit Score _8____ 
 
13. Assessment of prescribed fire regime on property: 
     Not Applicable ___X__ Use Score _____ 
 
14. Assessment of range management regime on property: 
     Not Applicable _____ Use Score _10____ 
 
15. Assessment of fertilizer management regime on property: 
     Not Applicable __X___ Use Score _____ 
 
16. Known existence of state or federally listed plant or animal species on property: 
     Not Applicable __X___ Benefit Score _____ 
 
17. Assessment of overall condition of agricultural infrastructure (fencing, pens, farm buildings, 

etc.) on property: 
      Not Applicable _____ Benefit Score __10___ 
 
18. Confirm whether the property is within an agricultural area as determined: 
 Pursuant to Section 163.3177(6)(a), Florida Statutes;    Yes    No 
 Is within a rural land stewardship area pursuant to Section 163.3248, FS; 

  Yes     No 
 Is classified as agricultural pursuant to Section 193.461, FS; or    Yes     No 
 Is part of an Agricultural Cooperative       Yes     No 
18) N/A for Animal Industry 

(See additional page to provide supplementary comments) 
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19. Please succinctly provide any additional assessments, observations, or information not 
covered in items 1 – 18: 
 

 
The ranch consisted of approximately 4, 980 acres divided into different 
agricultural operations: a cow-calf operation, a sod production, hay production 
and an orange grove, right now not in production as it is affected by Citrus 
Greening. It is family operated; it has been passed down over six generations 
working at the ranch. Pastures dedicated to the cattle operation cover the 
majority of the ranch, rotational grazing is utilized to maintain grazing quality. 
Pastures are mowed and managed with prescribed fire periodically to control 
and reduce weeds. Cattle body condition scores consistently average between 5 -
7 BCS, a routine vaccination and de-worming program is followed, and a control 
breeding program is in place.  
The property is enrolled in the FDACS BMP program for cow/calf operations. 
Cattle pens and fencing are well maintained and in excellent condition.  
Very productive soils suited for cattle production.  
Water is available in all pastures.  
The hay that is produced is utilized at the ranch.   
Cattle is identified (tagged) with their own form of farm ID system or brand; also, 
the USDA official identification is used.  
The ranch is adjacent to Lake Kissimmee, Lake Jackson, and the Three Lakes 
Wildlife Management area, supporting habitat to a wide range of wildlife species.  
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Case Number 118_2023
Project Name Overstreet Ranch
Acres 4,980

Score
State 
Rank

Region 
Rank Land Cover Acres Percent

FINAL SCORE 0.622 45 15 Crops 237 4.8%
Pasture 3,526 70.8%

Size 0.793 19 5 Planted Timber 0 0.0%
Ag Landscape Priority 0.951 116 13 Citrus 42 0.8%
Ag Suitability 0.660 152 41 Livestock Operations 0 0.0%
Distance to Protected Ag/Military 1.000 1 1 Altered Open 0 0.0%
Percent Ag by Parcel or LandCover 1.000 25 5 Altered Wetland 0 0.0%
Restorable/ Impaired Watersheds 1.000 1 1 Developed 10 0.2%
Ag Conversion Threat Index 1.000 1 1 Invasives Predominant 0 0.0%
Disadvantaged Areas 0.000 185 58 Natural Forested Upland 243 4.9%
Smoke-sheds 0.840 42 13 Natural Forested Wetland 55 1.1%
Development Projections 0.000 221 83 Natural Nonforested Upland 282 5.7%
Future Land Use Map* 0.000 Natural Nonforested Wetland 573 11.5%
Species Habitat Priorities 0.559 69 25 Water 13 0.3%
Listed Species* 0.005
Priority Natural Communities 0.101 45 23
Surface Water Priorities 0.569 61 22
Wetlands 0.071 164 62
Floodplain 0.325 157 57
Spring-sheds 0.000 17 2
Recharge 0.489 98 45
Proximity to Conservation Lands 0.800 87 35
Ecological Greenways Priorities 0.792 84 36
Greenways Bottlenecks* 0.000
FL Wildlife Corridor* 0.010
Fire History 1.000 1 1
Landscape Integrity Index 0.784 150 43
Elevation 1.000 1 1
Cultural/Historical Sites* 0.000
*bonus measure with a max value of 0.01
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Overstreet Ranch 
Central Region (Osceola County) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Site Visit Summary: 

• A 4,980-acre large-scale catle ranch on the eastern shore of Lake Kissimmee and adjacent to Three Lakes 
Wildlife Management Area in central Osceola County. 

• This large property is primarily a catle opera�on (> 2,940 acres of improved pasture) with some areas of sod and 
turfgrass produc�on. The pastures are a mix of bahia grass and na�ve ground cover. 

• The site contains Saw Grass Hammock, Orange Hammock Slough, and borders Lake Jackson, all of which flow 
into Lake Kissimmee. Herbaceous wetlands are interspersed throughout.  

• The site contains several patches with restorable dry prairie. These areas have na�ve dry prairie species 
composi�on, but they have become taller and more dense than is typical in natural prairie.   
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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:  October 8, 2024 
 
Project Information: 
 
 Richards Appraisal File Number  1413   

Parcel Name Overstreet Ranching, LTD CE 
 Location    Osceola County, Florida 
 Effective Date of Appraisals  June 26, 2024 
 
Summary of Review 
 
Pursuant to your request, I have reviewed two individual appraisal reports on the 
Overstreet Ranching, LTD Conservation Easement located in Osceola County, Florida.  
One appraisal report was prepared by Mr. Philip M. Holden, MAI, of S.F. Holden, Inc.  
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 Holden report is dated October 7, 2024. The Jones report is also dated October 7, 
2024. Both appraisals have a valuation date of June 26, 2024. The value indications for 
the proposed conservation easement reflected by each appraiser were: 
 
(1) Philip M. Holden, MAI,       $14,700,000 
(2) Riley K. Jones, MAI, SRA     $14,500,000 
 
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 
satisfy the requirements of Standard 2 of USPAP as it is applied to this type of report. 
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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. Holden 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. 
Lastly, Mr. Holden has assumed that the stated subdivisions of land permitted on the 
subject after the easement is implemented is as described in the easement document and 
confirmed with the client. This is done because there is contradictory language in the 
easement document to the contrary. Mr. Jones did not use this extraordinary assumption 
which is also acceptable. These are all common and reasonable procedures for this 
property type under the circumstances. 
 
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. 
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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.   
 
Statement of Ownership and Property History 
 
The subject is currently titled as: 

Overstreet Ranching, LTD 
4859 Joe Overstreet Road 

 Kenansville, Florida 34739 
 
 

The property has been in the Overstreet 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 2,657.08-acres known as the 
Overstreet Ranch located along the east and west sides of Joe Overstreet Road, 3.10 miles 
south of Canoe Creek Road and along the east side of Lake Kissimmee in western 
Osceola County. The location is approximately 23 miles northwest of Yeehaw Junction 
and approximately 27 miles southeast of Kissimmee. 
 
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 2,308.99 acres of uplands (87%) and 
approximately 348.09 acres of wetlands (13%). There is also 191.20 acres of Significant 
natural areas that are uplands and 358.9 acres of Significant natural areas that are 
wetlands. 
 
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 55 to 70 feet above sea level.  
 
The title insurance policy addresses the reservation of oil, gas and mineral rights in a 
deeds. 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 0600G 
dated June 18, 2013. According to this map the subject property is located within Flood 
Zones A and AE which is an area determined to be within the flood hazard areas with and 
without base elevations determined. The AE areas are limited to lands along the Lake 
Kissimmee frontage. The majority of the ranch is located in Flood Zone X which is an 
area determined to be outside of the 500 year flood event. 
 
The subject ranch is improved with typical ranching improvements such as fencing, 
cross-fencing, gates, well, ranch roads, and a pole barn typical of an agricultural property 
in the area. In addition, 230 acres in the northeast portion of the subject are improved sod 
fields. 
 
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/Agricultural Development and 
RA/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. Holden concluded that the Highest and Best Use for the subject would be for 
continued sod harvesting, agriculture, and recreation, with potential for large tract rural 
residential. 
 
Mr. Jones concluded that the Highest and Best Use for the subject would be for continued 
agriculture and recreation with potential for future residential development. 
 
After 
 
Mr. Holden 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 agriculture 
and recreation subject to the conservation easement limitations. 
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Both appraisers recognize the limited development potential of the property in the before 
scenario. The two most significantly impacting criteria of the proposed conservation 
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. Holden analyzed four 
comparable sales in his effort and Mr. Jones analyzed four comparable sales to contrast to 
the subject. The appraisers had two 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. Holden 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. Holden 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 
 
Holden Appraisal 
 
The following sales were utilized by Mr. Holden 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 Osceola Okeechobee Highlands 
Sale Date N/A April 2024 Mar 2024 Jan 2024 Aug 2023 
Price/Ac N/A $10,189 $9,326 $8,298 $7,102* 
Size/Ac 2,657.08 3,435.00 435.86 1,164.40 1,816.00 
Upland % 87% 88% 77% 85% 83% 
Overall 
Rating 

N/A Superior Superior Inferior Very 
Inferior 

*This is the same sale as Jones sale 3 but this appraiser extracted the allocation 
attributable to the extensive improvements that he gleaned from his confirmation whereas 
Mr. Jones did not. Either method is acceptable. 
 
Mr. Holden 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 Osceola, Highlands, and Okeechobee Counties in Florida. 
 
The sales analyzed for the subject parcel have sale dates ranging from August 2023 to 
April 2024. The comparables selected are all agricultural properties with similar highest 
and best use characteristics.  The comparable sales selected and analyzed by Mr. Holden 
are considered to be good indicators of value for the subject. These sales reflect a range 
from $7,102 to $10,189 per acre. 
 
Mr. Holden 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/exposure, size/shape, topography/site improvements, 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. Holden recognizes a more refined range of from $8,298 per gross 
acre demonstrated by inferior rated sale 3 to $9,326 per gross acre demonstrated by 
superior rated sale 2. Mr. Holden concludes at $9,000 per gross acre. This equates to a 
final indication of $9,000 per acre times 2,657.08 acres; or $23,913,720 which is rounded 
to $24,000,000. 
 
The following sales were utilized by Mr. Holden 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 Polk Manatee Lake 
Sale Date N/A Jan 2023 Oct 2023 Dec 2021 Aug 2022 
Price/Ac N/A $2,712 $2,534 $3,405 $4,134 
Size/Ac 2,657.08 1,069.20 1,112.73 1,248.33 1,282.00 
Upland% 87% 75% 82% 73% 67% 
Overall 
Rating 

N/A Inferior Inferior Inferior Very 
Superior 

 
Mr. Holden 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, Polk, Lake, and Manatee Counties in Florida. 
 
The sales analyzed for the subject parcel have sale dates ranging from December 2021 to 
October 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. Holden are considered to be good 
indicators of value for the subject. These sales reflect a range from $2,712 to $4,134 per 
acre. 
 
Mr. Holden has elected to apply a qualitative adjustment process to the comparable sales 
for comparable factors such as interest conveyed, conditions of sale, financing, market 
conditions, location, size/shape, access/exposure, topography/site improvements, building 
improvements and permitted uses/residential density. 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. Holden recognizes a more refined range of from $3,405 per acre 
as indicated by inferior rated sale 3 to $4,134 per acre as indicated by very superior rated 
sale 4. Mr. Holden concludes at a value of $3,500 per acre. This equates to a final 
indication of $3,500 per acre times 2,657.08 acres; or $9,299,780 which is rounded to 
$9,300,000. 
 
Mr. Holden’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  $24,000,000 
Total Value After  $  9,300,000 
Impact of Easement  $14,700,000 
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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 Charlotte/Lee Highlands Osceola 
Sale Date N/A April 2024 May 2023 Aug 2023 May 2022 
Price/Ac N/A $10,189 $6,177 $8,300* $6,900 
Size/Ac 2,657.08 3,435.00 2,752.01 1,816.00 2,287.71 
Upland % 87% 82% 66% 85% 78% 
Overall 
Rating 

N/A Superior Far Inferior Similar Inferior 

*This is the same sale as Holden sale 4 but this appraiser did not extract the allocation 
attributable to the improvements from his confirmation whereas Mr. Holden did confirm 
and extract them. Either method is acceptable. 
 
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, Charlotte, Lee, and Highlands Counties in Florida. 
 
The sales analyzed for the subject parcel have sale dates ranging from May 2022 to April 
2024. 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 
$6,177 to $10,189 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/access, size, wetlands, utilities, topography/character/habitat 
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 similar 
rated sale 3 at $8,300 per gross acre and superior rated Sale 1 at $10,189 per gross acre. 
Mr. Jones also places “primary consideration” on sale 3 which is considered “most 
similar” to the subject.” As such, a conclusion is reached at $8,300 per acre. This equates 
to a final indication of 2,657.08 acres times $8,300 per acre; or $22,053,764 which is 
rounded to $22,050,000. 
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The following sales were utilized by Mr. Jones in the valuation of the subject after the 
proposed conservation easement. 
 
Sale No. Subject Sale 1 Sale 2 Sale 3 Sale 4 
County Osceola Highlands Highlands Manatee Lake 
Sale Date N/A Jan 2023 Jan 2023 Dec 2021 Aug 2022 
Price/Ac N/A $1,161 $2,712 $3,405 $4,134 
Size/Ac 2,657.08 3,369.60 1,069.20 1,248.33 1,282.00 
Upland % 87% 83% 75% 73% 67% 
Overall 
Rating 

N/A Far Inferior Inferior Superior Far Superior 

 
Mr. Jones 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 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 refined range of value of from $2,712 per 
acre as indicated by inferior rated sale 2 to $3,405 per gross acre as indicated by superior 
rated sale 3. In the final analysis significant weight was placed in sales 2 & 3. He 
concludes at a final value of $2,850 per gross acre. This equates to a final indication of 
2,657.08 acres times $2,850 per acre; or $7,572,678 which is rounded to $7,550,000.  
 
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  $22,050,000 
Total Value After  $  7,550,000 
Impact of Easement  $14,500,000 
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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 1.38%. 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.  

 
 

 
___________________________    October 8, 2024 
Thomas G. Richards, MAI          Date 
St. Cert. Gen. Appraiser RZ 574 
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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:  October 15, 2024 
 
Project Information: 
 
 Richards Appraisal File Number  1414   

Parcel Name Kissimmee Prairie CE 
 Location    Osceola County, Florida 
 Effective Date of Appraisals  June 26, 2024 
 
Summary of Review 
 
Pursuant to your request, I have reviewed two individual appraisal reports on the 
Kissimmee Prairie Conservation Easement located in Osceola County, Florida.  One 
appraisal report was prepared by Mr. Philip M. Holden, MAI, of S.F. Holden, Inc.  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 Holden report is dated October 14, 2024. The Jones report is dated October 15, 2024. 
Both appraisals have a valuation date of June 26, 2024. The value indications for the 
proposed conservation easement reflected by each appraiser were: 
 
(1) Philip M. Holden, MAI,                  $8,900,000 
(2) Riley K. Jones, MAI, SRA     $9,150,000 
 
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 
satisfy the requirements of Standard 2 of USPAP as it is applied to this type of report. 
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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. Holden 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. Two common Extraordinary Assumptions were made by the 
appraisers regarding relying upon the “Draft Copy” of the easement which is not yet 
executed by the parties and that access suitable to accommodate the highest and best use 
will be accommodated through commonly owned Overstreet Ranch property adjacent to 
the subject. The appraiser’s each stress the importance of the final agreement being 
exactly like the draft. These are considered common and reasonable procedures for this 
property type. Lastly, Mr. Holden has assumed that the stated subdivisions of land 
permitted on the subject after the easement is implemented is as described in the 
easement document and confirmed with the client. This is done because there is 
contradictory language in the easement document to the contrary. Mr. Jones did not use 
this extraordinary assumption which is also acceptable. These are all common and 
reasonable procedures for this property type under the circumstances. 
 
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 
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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.   
 
Statement of Ownership and Property History 
 
The subject is currently titled as: 

Kissimmee Prairie, LLC 
4859 Joe Overstreet Road 

Osceola County, Kenansville, FL 34739 
 
 

The property has been in the Overstreet 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 1,547.51-acres known as the 
Kissimmee Prairie. This parcel is the southern portion of the larger Overstreet Ranch 
ownership located along the east and west sides of Joe Overstreet Road, 3.10 miles south 
of Canoe Creek Road and along the east side of Lake Kissimmee in western Osceola 
County. The location is approximately 23 miles northwest of Yeehaw Junction and 
approximately 27 miles southeast of Kissimmee. The subject is an interior parcel located 
along the east side of Lake Kissimmee and the west side of Lake Jackson. 
 
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 1,340.66 acres of uplands (87%) and 
approximately 206.85 acres of wetlands (13%). There is also 55.6 acres of Significant 
natural areas that are uplands and 159.7 acres of Significant natural areas that are 
wetlands. 
 
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 55 to 60 feet above sea level.  
 
The title insurance policy addresses the reservation of oil, gas and mineral rights mostly 
in a deed from November 1948. The appraisers have adequately discussed the likelihood 
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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. 
 
The subject property is found on Osceola County FEMA Flood Map 12097C 0600G 
dated June 18, 2013. According to this map the subject property is located within Flood 
Zones A, AE, & X. Flood zones A and AE are generally determined to be within the 
flood hazard areas with or without base elevations determined. Flood zone X is outside of 
flood hazard areas. 
 
The subject ranch is improved with typical ranching improvements such as fencing, 
cross-fencing, gates, agricultural wells, cattle troughs, watering holes, ranch roads, and 
improved pasture. Additionally, there is an abandoned citrus grove of about 40 acres. 
 
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/Agricultural Development and 
RA/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. Holden concluded that the Highest and Best Use for the subject would be for 
continued use of the existing land improvements for continued agricultural and 
recreational uses with potential for large tract rural residential. 
 
Mr. Jones concluded that the Highest and Best Use for the subject would be for continued 
agriculture and recreation with potential for future rural residential development. 
 
After 
 
Mr. Holden 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. 
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Mr. Jones concluded that the Highest and Best Use for the subject would be limited to 
agriculture and recreation subject to restrictions imposed by the Deed of 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 
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. Holden analyzed four 
comparable sales in his effort and Mr. Jones also analyzed four comparable sales to 
contrast to the subject. The appraisers had one commonly utilized sale 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. Holden 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. 
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The appraisers demonstrated a very thorough analysis of the comparable data and adapted 
a very straightforward and reasonable valuation process. Both Mr. Holden 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. 
 
Analysis of Appraisers’ Sales 
 
Holden Appraisal 
 
The following sales were utilized by Mr. Holden 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 Osceola Okeechobee Highlands 
Sale Date N/A April 2024 March 2024 Jan 2024 Aug 2023 
Price/Ac N/A $10,189 $9,326 $8,298 $7,102* 
Size/Ac 1,547.51 3,435.00 535.86 1,164.40 1,816.00 
Upland % 87% 88% 77% 85% 83% 
Overall 
Rating 

N/A Superior Superior Inferior Very 
Inferior 

*This is the same sale as Jones sale 3 but this appraiser extracted the allocation attributable to the 
extensive improvements that he gleaned from his confirmation whereas Mr. Jones did not. Either 
method is acceptable. 
 
Mr. Holden 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 Osceola, Highlands, and Okeechobee Counties in Florida. 
 
The sales analyzed for the subject parcel have sale dates ranging from August 2023 to 
April 2024. The comparables selected are all agricultural properties with similar highest 
and best use characteristics.  The comparable sales selected and analyzed by Mr. Holden 
are considered to be good indicators of value for the subject. These sales reflect a range 
from $7,102 to $10,189 per acre. 
 
Mr. Holden 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/exposure, size/shape, upland percentage, topography/site improvements and 
building 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. Holden recognizes a more refined range of from $8,298 per gross 
acre demonstrated by inferior rated sale 3 to $9,326 per gross acre demonstrated by 
superior rated sale 2. Mr. Holden concludes at $9,000 per gross acre. This equates to a 
final indication of $9,000 per acre times 1,547.51 acres; or $13,927,590 which is rounded 
to $14,000,000. 
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The following sales were utilized by Mr. Holden in the valuation of the subject after the 
proposed conservation easement. 
 
Sale No. Subject Sale 1 Sale 2 Sale 3 Sale 4 
County Osceola Highlands Polk Manatee Lake 
Sale Date N/A Jan 2023 Oct 2023 Dec 2021 Aug 2022 
Price/Ac N/A $2,712 $2,534 $3,405 $4,134 
Size/Ac 1,547.51 1,069.20 1,112.73 1,248.33 1,282.00 
Upland% 87% 75% 82% 73% 67% 
Overall 
Rating 

N/A Inferior Inferior Similar Very 
Superior 

 
Mr. Holden 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, Polk, Lake, and Manatee Counties in Florida. 
 
The sales analyzed for the subject parcel have sale dates ranging from December 2021 to 
October 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. Holden are considered to be good 
indicators of value for the subject. These sales reflect a range from $2,534 to $4,134 per 
acre. 
 
Mr. Holden has elected to apply a qualitative adjustment process to the comparable sales 
for comparable factors such as conditions of sale, financing, market conditions, location, 
size/shape, access/exposure, topography and site improvements, building 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. Holden recognizes a more refined range of from $2,712 as 
indicated by inferior rated sale 1 to $3,405 per acre as indicated by similar rated sale 3. 
Mr. Holden concludes at a value of $3,300 per acre. This equates to a final indication of 
$3,300 per acre times 1,547.51 acres; or $5,106,783 which is rounded to $5,100,000. 
 
Mr. Holden’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  $14,000,000 
Total Value After  $ 5,100,000 
Impact of Easement  $ 8,900,000 
 
 
 
 

ATTACHMENT 8K 
PAGE 146



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 Polk Charlotte/Lee Highlands Osceola 
Sale Date N/A May 2022 May 2023 Aug 2023 May 2022 
Price/Ac N/A $9,584 $6,177 $8,300* $6,900 
Size/Ac 1,547.51 1,297.61 2,752.01 1,816.00 2,287.71 
Upland % 87% 80% 66% 85% 78% 
Overall 
Rating 

N/A Far Superior Far Inferior Inferior Far Inferior 

*This is the same sale as Holden sale 4 but this appraiser did not extract the allocation attributable 
to the improvements from his confirmation whereas Mr. Holden did confirm and extract them. 
Either method is acceptable. 
 
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 Polk, Osceola, Charlotte, Lee, and Highlands Counties in Florida. 
 
The sales analyzed for the subject parcel have sale dates ranging from May 2022 to 
August 2023. 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 $6,177 to $9,584 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/access, size, wetlands, utilities, topography/character/habitat 
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 3 at $8,300 per gross acre and far superior rated Sale 1 at $9,584 per gross acre. 
As such, a conclusion is reached at $8,950 per acre. This equates to a final indication of 
1,547.51 acres times $8,950 per acre; or $13,850,215 which is rounded to $13,850,000. 
 

ATTACHMENT 8K 
PAGE 147



The following sales were utilized by Mr. Jones in the valuation of the subject after the 
proposed conservation easement. 
 
Sale No. Subject Sale 1 Sale 2 Sale 3 Sale 4 
County Osceola Highlands Highlands Manatee Lake 
Sale Date N/A Jan 2023 Jan 2023 Dec 2021 Aug 2022 
Price/Ac N/A $1,161 $2,712 $3,405 $4,134 
Size/Ac 1,547.51 3,369.60 1,069.20 1,248.33 1,282.00 
Upland % 87% 83% 75% 73% 67% 
Overall 
Rating 

N/A Far Inferior Inferior Superior Far Superior 

 
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 more refined range of value of from $2,712 
per acre as indicated by inferior rated sale 2 to $3,405 per gross acre as indicated by 
superior rated sale 3. He concludes at a final value of $3,050 per gross acre. This equates 
to a final indication of 1,547.51 acres times $3,050 per acre; or $4,719,906 which is 
rounded to $4,700,000.  
 
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  $13,850,000 
Total Value After  $ 4,700,000 
Impact of Easement  $ 9,150,000 
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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 2.81%. 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.  

 
 

 
___________________________    October 15, 2024 
Thomas G. Richards, MAI          Date 
St. Cert. Gen. Appraiser RZ 574 
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