Januang, 2012

CommissioneMary Griffin
Department of Fish & Game
251 Causeway St., Suite 400
Boston, MA 02114

Re: Follow-up to December Meeting orEastern Box Turtle ConservationPlan

DearCommissioner Griffin

Thank you for meeting with us on D&ober 14 to provide an update on the status of the Eastern
Box Turtle ConservatioRlan As you are awar@&JAIOP represents the interests of more than
1300 members involved with the development, ownership, management, and financing of more
than 175 million square feet of office, research & development, industrial, mixed use, and retail
space in the CommonwealtNow that we have a clearer understanding of the specifics of the
"LY LYV IPR@afid/the impact it would have on our membess believe that tlee very critical
changes must be made before Rtenis finalized. Without these changes, NAIOP will be

unable to support the proposetin

First, as we stated in our July 2011 comment letter, we continue to dppasedent of land

placed withihnCoQVHUYDWLRQ 3URW H RApptoRkmate y@44bdithesctirBent

Priority Habitat for the Eastern Box Turtle would be within the CPZs, and, as a tiesult,

severity of the regulations ftihose sitesncreases significantlgnd would require a more
LQWHQVLYH SHUPLWWLQJ SURFHVV WKURXJK WKH &RQVHUYD!
process.This is not necessary and would resulasignificant backlash from the regulated
community. We urge the Division to reduce @RZfrom 67% to less than 50% here is no
scientific reason to apply more stringent standarasdre than half of the EasterroBTurtle
population in Massachusettgspecially sinc¢éhe species is at the northern edge of its range in
this region(seeFigure 8 on p. 1%range map With that fact in mind, we urge you to consider
whether NHESP and the Division want to subject over 200,000 acres (more than 4% of the land
area of the Commonwealth) to heightened regulation as CPZ for this spEogesegulatory

goal of MESAshould bea stable population of the species in the Commonweaith and for

the future.No more, no less.

Secondit is imperative that the properties within CPZs be giversttreeopportunity for offsite
mitigation through monetary contributions for land pa®d as is available to projects outside a
CPZ. Property owners in a CPZ will experience a tth20-fold more expensive mitigation
requirement than those in Priority Habitat unless offsite mitigation through monetary
contributions is allowedThe restritions on the use of land within CPZs aresignificant thait
will have seriousconsequential impacts with regard to the acceptance ofdahe While we
understand that the current draft allows for offsite mitigation at the discretion of NHES B,
insufficient. ThePlanmust be modifiedo specifically state that offsite mitigation for CPZ

144 Gould Street, Needham, Massachusetts 02494 phone: 781-453-6900 www.naiopma.org



