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Executive summary 
The New Zealand Government is proposing to replace the Resource Management Act 1991 

(RMA). The RMA, and the institutions that sit within its framework, have performed poorly. It 

is widely regarded as imposing high administrative and compliance costs and has produced 

sub-optimal outcomes across a range of dimensions.  

The Government appointed an Expert Advisory Group (EAG) in September 2024 to prepare a 

blueprint to reform the RMA. The EAG reported back to the Government in late 2024 with its 

Blueprint Reform recommendations setting out key proposed reforms to the RMA. In February 

2025, Castalia prepared independent analysis of the costs and benefits of the Blueprint 

Reforms for Ministry for the Environment (MfE) to support Cabinet’s decision-making (the 

February 2025 report). 

Cabinet and Ministers acting under delegated authority made decisions in early 2025 based on 

the EAG’s recommendations and other advice from officials. Those decisions were largely 

consistent with the EAG’s Blueprint Reforms, with some key differences in policy direction and 

different approaches to the proposed reformed resource management system.  

Cabinet decisions differ somewhat from EAG’s Blueprint Reform proposals  

Key differences between the EAG proposals and Cabinet’s and Ministers’ preferred approach 

include narrowing the regulatory scope to externalities, emphasizing property rights, using 

national standards and standardised zones, simplifying consenting processes, and creating a 

new Planning Tribunal for dispute resolution. By shifting from ex-ante consenting to ex-post 

compliance, the reforms aim to streamline the system, enable development, and improve 

environmental outcomes. The reforms are intended to reshape how central and local 

government identify and prioritise investment, with central government being more specific 

and using standardisation.  

MfE hired Castalia to update our analysis of the costs and benefits of the Proposed Reforms 

MfE has since developed policy advice and more detailed design of a reformed resource 

management system. MfE is preparing a Supplementary Analysis Report (SAR) reflecting those 

decisions, and to inform advice Cabinet on the more detailed legislative design. MfE appointed 

Castalia to update its February 2025 analysis and provide economic analysis of costs and 

benefits of the Proposed Reforms. In this report we describe where policy direction has 

changed, or new mechanisms have been proposed in our detailed analysis included in this 

report.  

Limitations on Castalia’s analysis 

The proposed reforms are wide-reaching and will require detailed design in legislation, 

regulations, national directions and plans. Castalia’s analysis in this report is based primarily on 

drafts of MfE’s Supplementary Analysis Report. Castalia has not seen any drafting instructions 

for the proposed Bills. We cannot confirm if we have been provided with all relevant Cabinet 

papers.  

There are still uncertainties on the impacts of the Proposed Reforms  

The Blueprint Reforms were high-level and directional. The EAG had limited time to prepare 

the recommendations and did not elaborate on all the details of its recommended reform 

package. Subsequent Cabinet decisions have refined and provided more detail on the 
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recommendations made by the EAG. MfE has completed further analysis which enables more 

granular analysis of the costs and benefits of the Proposed Reforms. There are still designs in 

the Proposed Reforms being made, and we had to make significant assumptions about the 

flow-on outcomes from the Proposed Reforms. The estimates in this report are highly sensitive 

to those assumptions. The Proposed Reforms institutional and legal reforms will also take 

some time to implement, and the implementation may diverge from the original intent. 

Therefore, Castalia’s analysis in this report should be interpreted as directional, and not a 

precise prediction of future costs.  

While we model the administrative and compliance costs of both the current RM system and 

the Proposed Reforms, we do not aggregate the indirect costs of either. We assess indirect 

costs using existing literature to evaluate the direction of the impact of the Proposed Reforms. 

This means we assess whether the reforms are likely to improve or worsen outcomes, or if the 

impact remains highly uncertain.  

We analysed the available quantitative evidence on problems with the RM System, and 

incorporated qualitative sources. The quantitative evidence is only used to inform the 

direction of expected change and does not quantify the impact. This approach avoids double 

counting by ensuring that we do not aggregate, or sum estimates across different sources but 

instead use them to reinforce directional trends. Where quantitative evidence can indicate 

directionality across multiple domains, we highlight these connections. Since the quantitative 

evidence is not intended as a proxy for modelling magnitude, it does not provide specific 

figures for indirect costs. Its relevance varies based on factors such as the year of publication 

and its primary focus. These nuances are clarified throughout the analysis.  

We were unable to quantify some aspects of the Proposed Reforms. The costs of a data and 

digital system have been included as part of the costs of the Proposed Reforms. However, the 

potential benefit of that investment has not been included in our analysis as MFE is 

undertaking further separate work on this. We have not quantified potential compensation 

costs for local government relating to regulatory takings in the Proposed Reforms. We have 

also not quantified the potential process benefits from a more streamlined designation 

process in the Proposed Reforms.  

Regulatory changes with downstream effects are challenging to estimate precisely 

Any reform of a regulatory system (which the RM System is) will change the balance of 

administrative and compliance costs. The EAG’s recommendations and Cabinet’s decisions aim 

to avoid the sub-optimal outcomes imposed by the regulatory system. The Proposed Reforms 

are intended to enable the Government to achieve its objects for resource management 

reform including unlocking developing capacity for housing and business growth, enabling 

delivery of high-quality infrastructure, enabling primary sector growth and development, 

improving environment and health outcomes, and improve overall regulatory quality.   

Administrative and compliance cost changes from the Proposed Reforms can be estimated 

with reference to monetary values for the resources used (time and effort estimates for 

officials, council officers and affected parties and their advisors). The Proposed Reforms will 

change the cost of central and local government administration and the compliance costs 

faced by users and stakeholders. The change in resources utilised can, therefore, be estimated 

using monetary values.  

However, opportunity costs, or the indirect costs of the regulatory system are harder to 

calculate. Opportunity costs of not reforming RM System include: 









CONFIDENTIAL 

 12 Castalia   

1 Approach to analysing costs and 
benefits of changing the New 
Zealand RM System 

A wealth of evidence suggests that the RM System is performing poorly. The Government, its 

Expert Advisory Group and many stakeholders have identified deficiencies in the RM system. 

The previous Government appointed an independent Resource Management Review Panel 

chaired by Hon. Tony Randerson, KC, which also identified many problems. Government 

agencies, Productivity Commission, Infrastructure Commission and many stakeholders have 

gathered evidence highlighting problems with the RM System.  

The task of analysing the costs and benefits of the Proposed Reforms involves the following 

steps: 

▪ Understanding the need for a regulatory system for resource management, and the 

functions it performs 

▪ Quantifying the costs of the current RM System, in terms of: 

– Administrative costs 

– Compliance costs 

▪ Analysing the opportunity costs of the current system 

▪ Quantifying the estimated costs of the Proposed Reforms, in terms of: 

– Estimated administrative costs (both establishment and ongoing costs) 

– Estimated compliance costs (both establishment and ongoing costs) 

▪ Analysing the change in the opportunity costs of the Proposed Reforms. 

▪ Comparing the costs of the current RM System to the estimated costs the Proposed 

Reforms provides the net costs or benefits of reform. 

Figure 1.1 illustrates the approach: 
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Figure 1.1: Approach to estimating net costs of the Proposed Reforms 

 

 

 

 

1.1 The need for a regulatory system for resource 
management  

All legal systems develop ways to govern the use of resources. Most countries develop 

frameworks based around property rights to govern the use of resources. Prior to the RMA, 

the Town and Country Planning Act, Water and Soil Conservation Act, Harbours Act, Mines Act, 

Clean Air Act and related laws, plus the common law tort of private nuisance largely governed 

resource and property usage.  

A planning and resource management regulatory system should aim to allocate property rights 

efficiently and internalise externalities (external costs are met by the person who caused the 

cost). In addition, public goods, common pool resources, and club goods should be provided 

for and preserved so that society's benefits are maximised.  

We have a regulatory system for resource management because of several market failures that 

would arise without one. In theory, with robust private property rights, resources would be 

allocated efficiently. However, there would be high transaction costs, as well as other market 

failures, including: 

▪ Externalities from one person’s resource use affecting others 

▪ Under-provision of public goods (non-rivalrous, non-excludable) such as clean air, 

freshwater  

▪ Over-allocation or under-provision of common pool resources 

▪ Over-allocation or under-provision of club goods. 

The regulatory system for resource management should minimise the costs and maximise 

overall social welfare in managing rights to resources, managing externalities, providing for 
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requiring authority status, monitors environmental policies, and directs local 
authorities on resource management issues.1 

Regional Councils manage natural resources through a plan framework and make consent 
decisions on freshwater, coastal areas, land use, and discharge matters. 

Territorial Authorities primarily responsible for plan frameworks on land use and subdivision and 
making consent decisions  

Environment Court mediates, hears, and decides on disputes regarding councils' consent 
decisions and appeals on district/regional plans, designations, and water 
conservation orders. 

Independent Commissioners hear submissions and make either recommendations or decisions on resource 
consent applications that are either notified or council does not have 
delegated authority for, and on plans and plan changes. 

Quasi-judicial Bodies Include commissioners and mediation processes which facilitate mediation 
and resource allocation functions for disputes and disagreements. 

Information sourced from Castalia (2021)  

 

Operating the system outlined in table 2.1 involves both administrative and compliance costs. 

Administrative costs stem from central and local government’s management of institutions 

overseeing the system, while compliance costs are associated with ensuring adherence to 

regulations by all parties. These costs are incurred at the level of government agencies, which 

monitor and enforce laws, and by private parties, which allocate time and resources to meet 

compliance requirements. Additionally, the resource management system devotes 

government resources to prosecutions of non-compliant actors, which incurs both 

administrative costs (on government) and compliance costs (on users).  

In our analysis, we have separated the administrative costs and compliance costs into the 

following categories: 

▪ The Acts (legislative framework): This is the cost involved in preparing primary 

legislation and amending it over time. The Ministry for the Environment is the steward 

of the RMA and periodically advises on amendments to it 

▪ National policy direction and implementation: Central government issues and 

implements national policy direction periodically. There are administrative costs to 

central Government and local government in the preparation and implementation. 

There are compliance costs for users in adjusting to the new directions 

▪ Regional and district plan making and implementation: Both regional councils and 

territorial authorities prepare and implement regional and district plans under the 

RMA. There are administrative costs in preparing these, and compliance costs as users 

must adjust to, make submissions on, and comply  

▪ Consenting, permitting and designations: Regional councils and territorial authorities 

receive consent and permit applications and designation notices and process these. 

Users incur costs to prepare consent and permit applications and designation notices 

 
1  Summarized from: https://environment.govt.nz/about-us/responsibilities-of-the-minister-for-the-environment/ 
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Housing and urban 
development 

The RM system delays and constrains housing and urban development. 
Although recent policy changes (National Policy Statement on Urban 
Development and its earlier iteration) have somewhat improved the housing 
supply, the system continues to hinder urban development and contributes 
to uncompetitive land markets. There is substantial evidence pointing to 
significant opportunity costs associated with housing under-supply. Making 
land markets more competitive and responsive to demand could lead to 
considerable gains in consumer surplus. 

Economy  Evidence indicates that the RM System imposes significant opportunity 
costs, impeding growth and productivity. While some of these costs overlap 
with other areas such as housing, urban development, mining, and 
agricultural productivity, there is evidence that independently affects both 
productivity and economic growth.  

Moreover, qualitative analysis of mining sector suggests that poor regulatory 
environment is a key hurdle in increased investment. Similarly, poor 
regulatory environment can impede productivity of agricultural sector.  

 

Before examining specific opportunity costs, it is important to outline key overarching 

considerations:  

▪ Improved regulation can improve outcomes across the board 

▪ Environmental outcomes are part of economic outcomes 

▪ The opportunity cost analysis is directional only.  

Improved regulation can improve outcomes across the board 

Effective regulation should be clear, consistent, and not excessively burdensome or complex. 

Stakeholders in the mining, agricultural, and environmental sectors frequently highlight 

concerns about ambiguity, regulatory complexity, and associated costs. Establishing national 

standards and Natural Environment Plans can improve regulatory quality, reducing compliance 

uncertainty and leading to better outcomes for all stakeholders. For example, in areas with 

stringent environmental limits, a mining company may choose not to apply for consent if the 

likelihood of approval is low. This avoids unnecessary application costs and reduces strain on 

the regulatory system. The extent of improvement is obviously highly dependent on the 

quality of the regulations. 

Environmental outcomes are part of the economic outcomes  

Economic activity often comes with environmental costs, but these must be weighed alongside 

economic—including environmental—benefits and other considerations. In mining, for 

instance, beyond the value of extracted resources, remediation that may occur after mining 

has finished can even enhance environmental outcomes. A long-term perspective and 

consideration of total economic value allows decision-makers to fully evaluate both costs and 

benefits. Resource use and extraction on the one hand and protecting the environment on the 

other may involve trade-offs in the short term, they are not necessarily incompatible over the 

long run. 

Analysis of opportunity costs is directional only 

We assess opportunity costs using existing literature to evaluate the direction of change 

expected from Proposed Reforms. We are not (and cannot) precisely quantify the impact of 

regulatory change of this nature.  
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To identify the direction of change, we prioritise quantitative evidence ahead of qualitative 

sources. The quantitative evidence only informs the direction of impact and is not a precise 

estimate of the expected outcomes of the Proposed Reforms.  

We avoid double counting by ensuring that we do not aggregate, or sum estimates across 

different sources but instead use them to reinforce directional trends. Where quantitative 

evidence can indicate directionality across multiple domains, we highlight these connections. 

Since the quantitative evidence is not intended as a proxy for modelling magnitude, it does not 

provide specific figures for opportunity costs. Its relevance varies based on factors such as the 

year of publication and its primary focus. These nuances are clarified throughout the analysis.  

2.3.1 Poorer outcomes for the environment  

Several reports highlight the poor environmental outcomes resulting from the RM System. 

There is a mix of qualitative descriptions of the poor outcomes, and some attempts to quantify 

the opportunity costs. 

In 2017, the Environmental Defence Society (EDS) published a report assessing whether RMA 

had successfully met its environmental goals. It found that while RMA has been effective in 

handling individual permitting functions, it falls short in managing cumulative impacts and 

ensuring sustainable resource allocation, leading to an overall failure to fully achieve its 

intended environmental objectives.  

Reluctance to employ efficient economic approaches can lead to negative environmental outcomes 

One issue with the RMA is its "inherent favouring of incumbents, which contributes 

significantly to poor environmental outcomes" (EDS 54). This preference manifests in the 'first 

in, first served' approach to freshwater allocation, where access rights are granted to the first 

applicants regardless of the comparative value or efficiency of their intended use.  

The Randerson Report criticizes this approach as 'unsustainable, inefficient, and inequitable,' 

noting that it often fails to allocate resources to their highest economic uses (14, 159).4  The 

Proposed Report supports reevaluating this method, particularly when a resource is 

overallocated or an environmental limit has been breached, suggesting that communities 

should consider alternative allocation methods (7).  

The key failure of the RMA has been inadequate internalisation of externalities  

Similarly, the RMA is criticised for often overlooking economic tools such as pricing and trading 

that could promote more efficient resource allocation, further worsening the environmental 

impacts of the current system. Kevin Counsell, a member of the Expert Advisory Group, 

critically assessed the effects-based resource management approach of New Zealand's 

Resource Management Act (RMA). He analyses three main factors that are responsible for 

inadequate internalization of externalities:  

▪ The RM system fails to effectively use price signals to represent the true costs 

associated with externalities, thereby undermining the potential of market-based 

solutions. 

 
4  The New Zealand government appointed a panel of experts in late 2019 to review the RM system. Their report was published 

in June 2020, and is often mentioned to as the ‘Randerson’ report after the chair of the panel Hon Tony Randerson.  
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▪ The process is both costly and time-consuming, which poses significant challenges for 

stakeholders attempting to negotiate solutions to externality issues. 

▪ There is a poor implementation of cost-benefit analysis, which hampers the ability to 

assess and pursue socially beneficial outcomes when alternative resolution 

mechanisms like pricing or negotiation are not options (Counsell 44).  

Weak compliance worsens environmental outcomes  

The 2017 EDS report highlights that limited studies on compliance reveal low adherence rates 

and a hesitancy among agencies to employ formal enforcement mechanisms. This reluctance is 

primarily attributed to insufficient resource allocation and conflicts with established interests. 

Such inadequate enforcement significantly compromises the effectiveness of RM system. 

Better management of environmental assets can improve outcomes 

In 2021,SGS Economics and Planning published an impact assessment report for the previous 

Government’s 2021-2023 Reforms. The analysis by SGS drew upon the work by Murray G. 

Patterson and Anthony O. Cole, which calculated the Total Economic Value (TEV) of New 

Zealand's land-based ecosystems at $64.5 billion. This valuation was adjusted for inflation by 

SGS. Subsequently, SGS projected that New Zealanders might be willing to contribute about 1 

percent of this TEV annually assured the continuation of these benefits (SGS 36).  

SGS calculated that better management of environmental assets could have a present value 

benefit of around $10 billion ($11.4 billion adjusted for inflation). The analysis ties the 2021-

2023 Reforms to the public's valuation of environmental benefits, as reflected in their 

willingness to financially support ecosystem services. While the analysis was directed at the 

2021-2023 reforms, it does illustrate the economic value placed on environmental 

preservation and the potential costs of keeping the current RM system, which might negatively 

impact the valued services. 

2.3.2 Delayed and constrained infrastructure development  

The RM System incurs substantial costs in infrastructure development due to lengthy 

consenting processes. There is also evidence suggesting that the system contributes to 

reduced resilience, thereby imposing additional costs.  

Current consenting processes cost infrastructure projects $1.29 billion ($1.5 billion adjusted for inflation) 
every year 

Sapere, in a study commissioned by the Infrastructure Commission/Te Waihanga, reports that 

current consenting processes impose an annual cost of $1.29 billion on infrastructure projects. 

Moreover, the duration required to obtain a resource consent for key projects has nearly 

doubled over the past five years. The report also highlights the disproportionate impact on 

smaller infrastructure projects, where those valued under $200,000 spend an average of 15.9 

percent of their total budget on consenting, compared to just 0.7 percent for projects costing 

between $100 million and $1 billion. Furthermore, between 2014-2020, the overall cost of 

obtaining consents for infrastructure projects has surged by 70 percent (2).  

Private firms often base their investment decisions on two key factors: the expected rate of 

return on the investment and the probability of achieving that return. Lower risk corresponds 

to higher probabilities of meeting the expected return, whereas higher risk correlates with 

lower probabilities. Firms also consider uncertainty, which amplifies the perceived risk of an 

investment. A lower expected return combined with higher risk diminishes the likelihood of a 

private firm committing to the investment. 
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This means that if the cost of consenting increases or the consenting outcomes become more 

uncertain, projects that might have been feasible could no longer proceed, at least with 

private investment. The infrastructure investment foregone in this case is the opportunity cost 

of the current system.  

Reduced resilience in infrastructure.  

The inability of the current RM system to adequately address infrastructure resilience can 

result in significant opportunity costs. These include higher disaster recovery costs and 

unrealized benefits from proactive planning and adaptation.  Evidence suggests that reforms 

to the RM system can enable better planning so that the infrastructure can adapt to climate 

change and hazard risks by encouraging construction in and relocation of infrastructure from 

hazard prone areas, reducing infrastructure vulnerability to disaster hazards via changing 

designs or alternate materials and reducing the impact of disaster hazards on infrastructure via 

early warning, evacuation and contingency systems (54 SGS).  

SGS's modelling quantifies the benefits of enhanced resilience with a calculated present value 

of benefits at $9.4 billion ($10.7 billion adjusted for inflation), based on the following 

parameters:  

▪ SGS estimates the annual losses from disasters at approximately $1.2 billion, a figure 

sourced from the OECD's 2019 report, "Fiscal Resilience to Natural Disaster." 

▪ To account for the escalating risks associated with natural hazards, SGS applies an 

annual adjustment rate of 2.8 percent. This adjustment is based on insights from 

Deloitte Access Economics' 2016 study, "The Economic Cost of the Social Impact of 

Natural Disasters." 

▪ The model assigns a willingness to pay of 1 percent for greater assurance in achieving 

improved infrastructure resilience (55 SGS).  

SGS’s report shows that the current RM system can have opportunity costs related to 

improving the resilience of infrastructure.   

2.3.3 Delayed and constrained housing and urban development  

The RM system delays and constrains housing and urban development. Although recent policy 

changes (National Policy Statement on Urban Development and its earlier iteration) have 

somewhat improved the housing supply, the system continues to hinder urban development 

and contributes to uncompetitive land markets. Similarly, despite the Fast Track Approvals Act 

2024, the lag in infrastructure funding and delivery is still hindering capacity and competitive 

housing markets.5 There is substantial evidence pointing to significant opportunity costs 

associated with housing under-supply. Making land markets more competitive and responsive 

to demand could lead to considerable gains in consumer surplus.   

Local land use regulations play a key role in the housing supply 

Local land use regulations play a significant role in shaping development through zoning laws, 

building codes, and building permitting. These regulations also involve implicit costs, 

manifesting as delays and heightened uncertainty. These costs arise through various channels: 

restricting the supply of land available for development; delaying the commencement of 

 
5  It remains to be seen how the Fast Track Approvals Act will improve infrastructure delivery as it is too early to evaluate  the 

legislation.  
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development projects; and increasing uncertainty for developers regarding whether and when 

their projects will be completed (Wrenn and Irwin 2015). Within New Zealand context, a 

working paper by Kirdan Lees shows that land use regulations also “play a material role in 

constraining housing supply, driving up house prices” (2018).  

Evidence suggests reduced land supply can have economic costs 

Resource Economics Ltd, in collaboration with Principal Economics and Sapere, developed also 

examined costs and benefits of the Randerson Report proposals. The report indicated that the 

increased land supply through spatial planning and reforms to reduce barriers to consenting 

and development are expected to make housing supply more responsive to demand, with 

potential annual benefits of $146 million to $832 million and a present value of $2.2 billion to 

$12.8 billion, with the lower numbers representing conservative scenario and higher numbers 

representing optimistic scenarios. 

This means that reduced land supply under the current RM system might have opportunity 

costs of $146 million to $832 million per year.  

Reduced housing supply and choice could add costs to the economy.  

The current RM system has failed to deliver sufficient housing. This failure is reflected in both 

the increase in the price of housing and housing prices relative to wages in the last ten year.6 

The current system relies on council sequencing. This restricts development options and 

promotes land banking, where undeveloped land is held to profit from future rezoning and 

infrastructure investment (SGS 39). 

In 2020, the National Policy Statement on Urban Development (NPS-UD) was introduced, 

replacing the NPS-UDC. PwC prepared a cost-benefit analysis for MfE for the National Policy 

Statement on Urban Development (NPS-UD). PwC noted that urban intensification benefits 

arise from more responsive housing supply due to fewer regulatory barriers, leading to lower 

housing costs (20). PwC modelled that the consumer surplus benefits of densification will be 

around $2.3 billion (49) which reflects potential reduction in housing costs due to increase land 

supply and more efficient land use. PwC’s report also modelled that for “flexible zoning areas 

in high amenity areas, supply responsiveness is 1.56 to 2.95 times higher on average for the 

same change in land values” (11).  

SGS further analysed the modelling from PwC. They modelled that further improvements that 

lead to more housing supply and choice can have a present value benefit of $1.4 billion (11). 

Their modelling was based on the total consumer surplus benefit of intensification policies to 

2043 as noted in the PwC report. SGS then further applied a willingness-to-pay of 1 percent for 

benefits of greater assurance in achieving benefits from densification (42). The SGS report also 

noted that there are distributional impacts of this benefits as the renters and buyers are the 

net beneficiaries.  

Taken another way, $1.4 billion ($1.6 billion adjusted for inflation) could be considered as an 

opportunity cost of the current system in terms of reduced housing supply and choice.  

 
6 https://www.corelogic.co.nz/news-research/news/2024/kiwi-households-face-ongoing-affordability-squeeze (accessed 

23/01/2025) 
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Coordinated infrastructure and land development  

The current RM system's failure to integrate infrastructure and land development optimally 

represents a significant opportunity cost to the economy. Poor coordination increases costs, 

delays housing projects, and impedes efforts to meet growing demand efficiently.  

By coordinating infrastructure and urban development, the government can reduce costs 

involved with land acquisition as “Early acquisition of land within infrastructure corridors 

would limit government exposure to ‘real’ increases to land costs, whereby land prices grow 

faster than inflation or government revenues” (SGS 44). For example, Infrastructure Australia 

modelled that the protection of seven transport corridors across Australia’s East Coast could 

save Australian governments around AUD $10.8 billion (SGS 44). Similarly, a study by the New 

Zealand Infrastructure Commission suggests that securing sites in advance can be valuable 

decades before construction, even if the project's future is uncertain (2023). 

SGS also assessed the benefits of coordinating infrastructure provision with urban 

development, estimating a present value benefit of approximately $200 million ($230 million). 

SGS’s methodology involved assuming a 2.5 percent cost saving from coordinating 

infrastructure with land development, a conservative estimate based on the 5 percent savings 

suggested in a 1995 study by Kinhill Engineers. They then applied this savings rate to the cost 

of delivering infrastructure per greenfield dwelling, as reported by the Productivity 

Commission (46). 

The inefficiency of the current RM system fails to better coordinate infrastructure and land 

development and hence might be creating the opportunity cost for the economy that can be 

avoided with an improved RM system.  

Broadly, academic literature on the topic also discusses how inefficient resource management can create 
housing and urban development issues.  

A literature review on Regulatory Compliance Burdens published by The George Washington 

University in 2022 notes that regulation-induced delays and uncertainty can have several 

significant impacts including: 

▪ Reducing firms’ willingness to hire and invest  

▪ Lower the probability of new development  

▪ Reducing supply, leading to increased housing costs (Cordes 23).7  

Similarly, Quigley et al. (2008) argue that regulatory stringency is consistently linked to higher 

construction costs, extended delays in project completion, and increased uncertainty regarding 

the time required to finalise residential developments. Their modelling indicates that "the 

addition of one required review to the development process is associated with price increases 

of about 4 percent" (p. 295). 

2.3.4 Reduced growth and productivity in the economy  

Evidence indicates that the RM System imposes significant opportunity costs, impeding growth 

and productivity. While some of these costs overlap with other areas such as housing, urban 

development, mining, and agricultural productivity, there is evidence that poor regulation 

independently affects both productivity and economic growth.  

 
7  The literature review has further details and references to academic literature on each bullet.  
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Inefficient regulation reduces both outcomes for the economy and the environment 

Inefficient regulation can lead to market distortions by misdirecting investments away from 

their most beneficial uses. For instance, restrictions on development, such as limits on 

intensification, can push development outward, resulting in higher direct costs for 

infrastructure like roads and indirect costs such as reduced access to labour markets.  

For example, consider a region where viticulture could offer the highest economic return due 

to favourable climate and soil conditions. For instance, if a region is ideally suited for 

viticulture due to its favourable climate and soil conditions, it might stand to gain in economic 

returns. However, if the region's water resources, essential for wine production, are 

predominantly allocated to less profitable dairy farming due to inflexible water rights 

regulations, it prevents the optimal use of resources. Thus, the region continues to produce 

milk, missing out on the higher economic benefits of wine production. 

Recent research provides empirical support for this argument. Research by Bruno Pellegrino 

and Geoferry Zheng shows that bureaucracy and regulation that delay or constrain investment 

leads to significant GDP losses, averaging 0.8 percent annually, with variations ranging from 

0.1 percent in the United Kingdom to nearly 4 percent in France (13). Their study employs a 

dynamic general equilibrium model that integrates firm-level distortions from enterprise 

survey micro-data, quantitatively demonstrating how regulatory inefficiencies impact 

economic output across different countries. They note that loss of GDP comes from two 

“distinct channels: (i) the effects of depressed capital investment, and (ii) the effects of an 

inefficient allocation of resources” (13). 

Suboptimal planning outcomes creates wider costs for the economy 

Poorly planned urban development can contribute to congestion and longer travel times, 

which can reduce productivity.  There are significant agglomeration effects from enabling 

people and firms to be closer together in space and travel time. Transport constraints and 

limits on agglomeration create very real economic costs.  

Increased economic density, or agglomeration economies, enhances productivity by boosting 

gross value added per hour worked or per dollar invested, primarily through knowledge 

transfer among workers in proximity and a robust, interconnected network. Benefits include 

economies of scale and scope, diverse supply sources and skilled labour, heightened 

innovation, and extensive knowledge spillovers from local interactions and commercial 

relationships (SGS 48). 

One significant cost of the lack of urban intensification (discussed in section 2.3.3) is that 

workers are less connected and further from one another. As the lack of urban intensification 

is an opportunity cost of the current RM system, the consequences of this are also part of the 

opportunity costs.  

SGS modelled that the 2021-2023 reforms could result in greater urban densification provide a 

net present value benefit of around $4.58 billion ($5.3 billion inflation adjusted). They based 

their calculations on PwC’s modelling on agglomeration benefits to 2043 and applied a further 

1 percent annual benefit reflecting the willingness to pay for grater assurance of the benefits 

from urban agglomeration (60).  

The relationship between economic growth and regulation is complex. To better understand 
the opportunity costs associated with the current system, we have detailed case studies of two 
vital sectors, mining and agriculture, in New Zealand in boxes 2.2 and 2.3 respectively. These 
sectors were selected due to their significant economic contributions—agriculture as a current 
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 The Proposed Reforms recommend a series of changes to the primary legislation, and 

significant changes in the plan-making process by having more coverage of national direction 

including national standardised zones and overlays environmental limits for natural resources 

set nationally and regionally and regional uniformity with chapters that each Regional Council 

and Territorial Authority will be responsible for. The Proposed Reforms also propose reducing 

the scope of matters that are covered by the RM system, which leads to changes in the 

administrative function, and corresponding compliance burden. The compliance and 

monitoring function is changed, and dispute resolution process is also altered.  

We have estimated the administrative and compliance costs of the Proposed Reforms, as well 

as estimated the change in opportunity costs. Figure 3.1 illustrates our conceptual approach. 

 

Figure 3.1: Proposed Reforms and costs 

 

 

3.1 Administrative costs of the Proposed Reforms 

The Proposed Reforms will involve initial establishment costs and ongoing administrative costs. 

We have estimated these costs by quantifying the incremental costs to central and local 

government, as well as judicial bodies, to establish the new regime. We then quantify the 

estimated ongoing costs, as central and local government administer the new system. 

Establishment administrative costs of Proposed Reforms 

The two new pieces of primary legislation need to be drafted, consulted on and then 

implemented. The central government will then issue national policy direction, specify 

environmental limits, standards and regulations. Regional councils and territorial authorities 

will then need to develop regional spatial plans, then subsequently combined district plans and 

natural environment plans. The Proposed Reforms propose to change the role of regulation 

(compliance and enforcement). 
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Implement two new 
National Direction  

Assumed implementation costs based on 
the NPS-FM and NPS-UDC, 
implementation occurs over 4 years.  
The average implementation cost of 1 ND 
per year is $1,039,256 (NPS-FM and NPS-
UDC inflation-adjusted costs) 
 

 

$7.9 million 

Ensure coherence 
across National 
Directions 

Assume six FTEs are needed to work on 
the review of national direction and to 
prepare the evaluation and justification 
report. Assume FTE costs $150,000 per 
year (approximates local council cost for 
FTE). 

$4.9 million  

Develop Nationally 
Standardised zones  

Auckland Unitary plan cost $50M to 
develop, assume a 50percent increase in 
this cost because of the scaler of 
developing national regulatory plans.  
Assume the same cost are required to 
develop Nationally Standardized Zones 
and Environmental limits.  
 
Assume that Nationally Standardised 
Zones will take three years to develop. 
 

$72 million 

Develop 
Environmental 
limits 

 

Assume Central Government contribution 
to setting environmental limits that 
pertain to human health will 
representative of a 10 percent decrease in 
the cost of the AUP. 
 
Assume that Environmental Limits will 
take three years to develop. 

$43 million 
  

Develop a national 
standard for caps or 
action plans on 
over-allocated 
resources 

Assume that 5 FTEs will be needed to 
develop a national standard. 
 
Assume FTE annual salary is $210,000 
 
Assume national standards will take 3 
years to develop. 
 

$1 million 

Develop a national 
standard to set 
limits and processes 
for regional councils 
to set limits, set a 
wide range of 
standardised plan 
content, set 
standard consent 
conditions, and set 
standards for 
evidence analytical 
inputs to plans. 

Assume 6 full time FTE's with consultation 
will be needed to develop a national 
standard 
 
Assume FTE salary is $210,000 
 
Assume consultation cost is additional 50 
percent of FTE costs 
 
Assume that national standards will take 
three years to develop.  

$3.6 million 
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Local Government  Implement national 
direction  

Assume the status quo national direction 
cost represents implementing 3 ND per 
year. Therefore, a decrease to two new 
ND decreases implementation cost by 
33percent. 
 
Assume FTE costs are $187,000 

$111 million 

Prepare part of the 
land use plan that 
relates to their 
district  

The estimated cost to local authorities of 
plan-making under the current RMA 
system is $1.9M per plan according to 
MFE. Assume this cost of a representative 
estimate for the cost of developing 
national standards and regulatory plans. 
Assume the same cost are required to 
prepare chapters for Nationally 
Standardized Zones and Environmental 
limits.  
 
Assume that land use plans will take three 
years to develop. 

$29.3 million 

Prepare part of the 
environmental 
limits that relates to 
their district 

The estimated cost to local authorities of 
plan-making under the current RMA 
system is $1.9M per plan according to 
MFE. Assume a factor increase of two of 
this cost is a representative estimate for 
the cost of developing proposed new 
national standards and regulatory plans. 
 
Assume the costs to develop 
environmental limits will be   significantly 
higher than MFE’s stated cost. Because of 
the significant scope of environmental 
limits. Assume that an increase this cost 
by a factor of 2 will represent the 
increased work. 
 
Assume that environmental limits will 
take three years to develop. 

$87.7 million 

Councils to set 
targets (quantum 
and time) to 
achieve, mapping 
out a path for 
bringing resource 
use within the 
allocable quantum 
or limit.  

Based on the cost of Environment 
Canterbury’s CoCoA database system, 
which stores primary consent information 
such as source type, source description, 
take rate and volume. We then make 
adjustments for a national rollout.  
Councils will also need to undertake 
modelling/ hydrology on water 
catchments in the scheme to obtain data 
on catchment health, water volume, 
water quality. Estimate these using 
Auckland Council documents on the cost 
of contracting firms to undertake 
hydrology reports. These range from 
$50,000- $250,000, we use $150,000 as a 
median. MFE estimate there will be 4 
main catchments per region under the 
scheme so we assume that each of these 
will require a hydrology report. 

$19.6 million 





CONFIDENTIAL 

 45 Castalia   

Central government  Developing National 
E-portal 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  

 
 

$72 million 

Combined e-plan  
  

According to MfE 'Short Narratives for 
2021/22 Budget bids', the Auckland Unitary 
plan cost $48 million over six years to 
complete a plan. Therefore, these costs run 
for 6 years. 

$28.6 million  

Natural environment 
plan 

 
 

According to MfE 'Short Narratives for 
2021/22 Budget bids', the Auckland Unitary 
plan cost $48 million over six years to 
complete a plan. Therefore, these costs run 
for 6 years. 

$28.6 million 

Regulatory relief 
framework 

Assume that 3 FTEs and 0.5 managers will be 
required to develop and establish a 
regulatory relief framework 

MFE has not been able to provide an 
estimate of the economic impact of the 
regulatory relief framework due to the 
following limitations:   

Current variability and availability of data 
across councils, 

Future uncertainty of how councils will 
implement the changes alongside broader 
suite of RM reforms.  

We therefore, use assumptions to inform 
this cost estimate. 

$0.54 million 

Local Government  New National e-portal 

 

78 Local Authorities. We assume it will cost 
each local authority $50k to integrate 
system.  

$3.75 million  

Developing a chapter 
for combined plan 

There will be a scale up of resources at the 
local government level to create these plans. 
Therefore, some existing resources will help 
develop these plans. We assume 27.5percent 
of status quo planning costs represents a 
reasonable estimate of what it will take for 
councils to develop and implement spatial 
plans. 

$180 million  

Natural environment 
plan 

There will be a scale up of resources at the 
local government level to create these plans. 
Therefore, some existing resources will help 
develop these plans. We assume 27.5percent 

$180 million  

s 9(2)(f)(iv)

s 9(2)(f)(iv)

s 9(2)(f)(iv)
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Local Government  Consent 
applications--land 
use, subdivision and 
combined land-use 
and subdivision 
 

We assume that Local Government 
planning officers will receive and process 
fewer consent and permit applications 
under the Proposed Reforms. This is 
because more activities are expressly 
permitted in plans, and presumptions of 
the right to use property.  
 
MfE completed analysis on a sample of 
1,000 consents selecting those most likely 
to be unnecessary in the new system.8 
Their methodology included attributing 
each type of consent to the Natural 
Environment Act or Planning Act, MfE 
excluded certain types of consents that are 
likely to be necessary under the reformed 
legislation, and analysed which consents 
with less than minor effects threshold 
would no longer be required in the 
proposed system.  According to MfE’s 
analysis 55 percent of land use, subdivision 
and combined land-use and subdivision 
consents might become unnecessary in the 
proposed reforms.  
 
Castalia reviewed MfE’s analysis and we 
consider the methodology to be robust, 
analysis sound and conclusions reasonable. 
MfE’s estimates are broadly in line with 
Castalia’s earlier estimates in the February 
2025 report, therefore, we use MfE’s 
analysis to inform assumptions on the 
reduction in the number of consent 
applications in the proposed system.  
 

$1.861 billion 

Consent 
applications--Water, 
coastal and 
discharge 
 

We assume that Local Government 
planning officers will receive and process 
fewer consent and permit applications 
under the Proposed Reforms. This is 
because more activities are expressly 
permitted in plans, and presumptions of 
the right to use property.  
 
MfE completed analysis on a sample of 
1,000 consents selecting those most likely 
to be unnecessary in the new system.9 
Their methodology included attributing 
each type of consent to the Natural 
Environment Act or Planning Act, MfE 
excluded certain types of consents that are 
likely to be necessary under the reformed 
legislation, and analysed which consents 
with less than minor effects threshold 
would no longer be required in the 

$506 million 

 
8  Ministry for the Environment, Resource Management consent data report, 2025.  

9  Ministry for the Environment, Resource Management consent data report, 2025.  
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Consent 
applications--Water, 
coastal and 
discharge 

We assume that RM users will receive and 
submit fewer consent and permit 
applications under the Proposed Reforms. 
This is because more activities are 
expressly permitted in plans, and 
presumptions of the right to use property.  
 
MfE completed analysis on a sample of 
1,000 consents selecting those most likely 
to be unnecessary in the new system.11 
Their methodology included attributing 
each type of consent to the Natural 
Environment Act or Planning Act, MfE 
excluded certain types of consents that are 
likely to be necessary under the reformed 
legislation, and analysed which consents 
with less than minor effects threshold 
would no longer be required in the 
proposed system.  According to MfE’s 
analysis 35 percent of coastal, water, and 
discharge consents might become 
unnecessary in the proposed reforms 
 
Castalia reviewed MfE’s analysis and we 
consider the methodology to be robust, 
analysis sound and conclusions reasonable. 
MfE’s estimates are broadly in line with 
Castalia’s earlier estimates in the February 
2025 report, therefore, we use MfE’s 
analysis to inform assumptions on the 
reduction in the number of consent 
applications in the proposed system.  

$1.485 billion  

Responding to 
prosecutions 

Assume 25 percent reduction in decisions 
to prosecute due to the more permissive 
system and more tools for regulators 
besides prosecution. The reduction in the 
number of consent and permit applications 
will also reduce the number of situations 
where a decision to prosecute will arise 

$603 million  

Local Government State of environment 
monitoring and 
making data readily 
available 

Assume making environmental monitoring 
data will increase monitoring and 
enforcement costs by 5percent. 
Representing greater staff time required to 
publish data and make it user friendly.  

$122 million  

 

Compliance and enforcement compliance costs (ongoing) 

Under the Proposed Reforms RM users will be required to respond to enforcement actions and 

ensure compliance. This imposes compliance costs on RM users. We expect these costs will 

continue at a lower rate than under the current RM System.  

 
11  Ministry for the Environment, Resource Management consent data report, 2025.  
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stakeholder feedback, it could lead to worse outcomes, as it might cause regulators to forego 

crucial insights necessary for thorough analysis. 

Some of the changes may worsen environmental outcomes 

The SAR notes the legislation states that less than minor effects are not regulated except 

where it is necessary to manage significant cumulative effect. This change may worsen 

environmental outcomes as less than minor effects will not always be regulated.  

Though some of the other changes are more likely to be positive:  

The 2017 EDS report identifies poor monitoring and compliance as major flaws of the current 

RMA. Analysis from mining sector (discussed in box 2.2) also shows that ambiguity regarding 

permissible activities raises the costs for stakeholders applying for consents and increases the 

system's burden in making and enforcing decisions. 

The Proposed Reforms propose a clearer and more focused scope of resource management 

system. It shifts resources from lower-value activities, such as prosecuting and defending 

minor nuisances, to addressing more significant issues. This clarity in environmental limits, 

activities, and regulations could reduce administrative burdens, improve success rates of 

consent applications, and decrease disputes between stakeholders. 

By refocusing resource management, the system might free up resources for more effective 

environmental protection and prevent costs associated with activities likely to be rejected. 

More effective environmental protection might become possible as the system can now better 

regulate activities that previously might have proceeded due to limited enforcement 

resources. 

Similarly, the independent national regulator with a regional presence could improve the 

compliance and monitoring by assuming these activities away from the local authorities. This 

could improve the consistency of monitoring and enforcement, provide lower cost as the 

national regulator might have the sufficient size to benefit from economies of scale, and be 

more independent of local interests.  

3.3.2 Infrastructure development 

The key changes from the Proposed Reforms that affect infrastructure development as 

follows12:  

▪ Clear environmental limits for all activities. 

▪ Long-term regional spatial planning that has strong weight on regulatory plans  

▪ Clarity in permitted activities. 

▪ Lower thresholds for consenting. 

▪ Defined zones for permissible activities. 

▪ New national compliance and enforcement agency  

▪ More targeted public participation. 

 
12 Note that since nearly all Proposed reforms impact opportunity costs, some repetition exists within these lists. However, it is 

essential to isolate the key effects to help the reader clearly understand the connection between the Proposed Reform and the 

resulting changes in opportunity costs.  



CONFIDENTIAL 

 70 Castalia   

The Proposed Reforms might have positive impact on infrastructure  

Reducing the costs and delays associated with consenting, along with lower compliance costs, 

can decrease the overall investment costs in infrastructure. This reduction can increase 

infrastructure investment by making some projects that might have previously been unviable, 

viable.  

The current system's high consenting costs, which represent a significant percentage of total 

project costs for smaller infrastructure projects, are a major concern as highlighted in section 

2.3.2. Lowering compliance and administrative costs might result in an increase in such 

projects. 

Clarifying environmental limits, permitted activities, and zoning details can enhance the 

attractiveness of investing in infrastructure by providing clearer outcomes from the consenting 

process. Clearer zoning might help support adaptation of infrastructure to climate change and 

hazard risks by facilitating construction in more suitable zones and potentially encouraging the 

relocation of some infrastructure. Additionally, well-defined zones can aid in guiding the 

design and incorporation of disaster mitigation systems into projects, thereby enhancing their 

resilience. Environmental limits can make it clearer about where infrastructure development is 

not appropriate. 

However, whether the Proposed reforms can support infrastructure will depend on the 

execution of the reforms and the environmental limits and restrictions in the NEA. Ultimately, 

the extent of infrastructure development will also depend on how trade-offs between 

infrastructure and environmental protection are managed. 

3.3.3 Housing and urban development  

The Proposed Reforms will affect housing and urban development as follows:  

▪ Defined zones for permissible activities 

▪ Long-term regional spatial planning that has strong weight on regulatory plans  

▪ Standardised planning provisions and performance standards  

▪ Consistent and standard regulations 

▪ Clarity in permitted activities 

▪ Lower thresholds for consenting. 

The Proposed Reforms intend to enhance both the affordability and supply of housing through several 
key changes.  

The current system's fragmentation across various local authorities, like district and regional 

councils, complicates land use regulations and hampers consistent enforcement of central 

government policies. This variation can lead to compromised regulatory quality. 

By standardising regulations and clarifying permissible construction activities and locations, 

the Proposed Reforms can increase housing investments, both in new (greenfield) and existing 

(brownfield) urban areas. These changes might help alleviate pressure on housing supply and 

improve affordability. 

The Planning Act focuses on zoning for housing and infrastructure based on anticipated 

demand, which can provide housing suppliers with better opportunities to meet future needs. 

Importantly, we discussed the role of restricting land supply in increasing house prices in 

section 2.3.2. The Planning Act could reduce house prices and encourage affordable and 
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sustainable urban development by ensuring that enough land is available for cities to naturally 

grow. The Act can also support housing by identifying existing and future infrastructure 

corridors potentially supporting land protection and reducing the cost of providing 

infrastructure.  

Introducing more flexible zoning that permits higher density construction can enhance the 

supply and affordability of housing. Higher supply elasticity in these areas means that housing 

can more readily respond to market demands. Reducing barriers to obtaining consents and 

enhancing land availability through improved spatial planning are also crucial steps toward 

boosting housing supply.  

The proposed spatial planning changes intend to consider opportunities and environmental 

constraints in an integrated manner so that housing and development occurs in a way that 

maximises benefits while minimises costs. However, whether the proposed spatial planning 

can support housing and urban development will depend on the execution of spatial plans, and 

the environmental limits and restrictions in the NEA. Ultimately, the extent of housing and 

urban development will depend on how trade-offs between housing needs and environmental 

protection are managed. 

Forecasting the increase in housing due to these reforms is challenging 

Housing supply is influenced by a variety of factors, including monetary policy, market 

demand, and the availability of building materials. Despite these challenges, the reforms aim 

to tackle the primary deficiencies identified in the RM system by its users and highlighted by 

academic research into housing shortages. This focus on known issues provides a targeted 

approach to improving housing supply. 

3.3.4 Growth and productivity in the economy  

The key changes from the Proposed Reforms that affect economy include:  

▪ Consistent and standard regulations.   

▪ Clear environmental limits for all activities. 

▪ Clarity in permitted activities. 

▪ Reduction in the scope of the resource management system. 

▪ Lower thresholds for consenting. 

Overall, the Proposed Reforms are likely to support growth and productivity in the economy. 

However, depending on the detail, some changes could also restrict growth and productivity. 

For instance, stronger environmental limits, might reduce some otherwise economically 

beneficial projects.  

Reducing the scope of the resource management system will likely reduce the indirect costs associated 
with administrative and compliance burdens 

Reducing the time workers and business owners spend on compliance activities could free up 

time and resources for more productive pursuits. A narrower focus within the resource 

management system could enable a concentration on essential compliance and monitoring 

activities, ultimately improving outcomes for all stakeholders. Furthermore, most users of the 

system recognise that the high costs of dispute resolution a significant burden. We expect that 

as a low-cost alternative to the court system, the Planning Tribunal could help reduce litigation 



CONFIDENTIAL 

 72 Castalia   

expenses for all parties involved. Such changes can have broadly positive effects by enhancing 

productivity. 

As noted in box 2.3, in the agriculture sector, major concerns revolve around the fast pace and 

wide range of regulatory changes, along with the high costs of compliance and administration. 

The reforms address these issues by narrowing the system's scope—setting environmental 

limits, raising materiality thresholds and reducing the need for consents by expanding the list 

of permitted activities. 

Enhanced clarity and stability can encourage investment and improve resource allocation 

across various sectors. In the mining sector, for example, a frequent issue raised is the lack of 

clarity within the resource management system.  

The Proposed Reforms aim to clarify the RM system significantly. For instance, establishing 

clear environmental limits and creating a Natural Environment Plan will provide the sector with 

more predictable regime, facilitating informed decision-making about investments in mining 

projects. However, the level of mining investment will also hinge on how the trade-offs 

between mining activities and environmental protection are handled within the Natural 

Environment Plans. 

Similarly, the development of Natural Environment Plans can offer a valuable opportunity to 

gather and integrate feedback from all stakeholders, including farmers. If local farmers hence 

get a say on the relevant regulations, the plans can effectively address another concern raised 

by farmers regarding the lack of sufficient consultation opportunities before changes to the 

regulatory system are implemented.13 As noted in the NZIER report, farmers emphasize that 

enhanced consultation can lead to better regulation, as they possess crucial insights into the 

system that regulators may lack (2024). The implementation of these plans can also help 

provide long-term stability for the agricultural community. 

4 Conclusion  
The Proposed Reforms are estimated to significantly reduce administrative and compliance 

costs. This means the Proposed Reforms will generate economic benefits. The cost reductions 

are largely driven by streamlining of national direction, regional spatial planning, 

standardisation, and consenting processes. The Proposed Reforms also change the 

presumption of rights for land and resource owners, which means fewer activities will require 

consents. The Proposed Reforms also aim to reduce the matters that are likely to be litigated, 

and introduce lower-cost Planning Tribunal procedures, thus reducing dispute resolution costs.  

The opportunity costs of the resource management regulatory system are also likely to reduce.   

Jurisprudence and practice will develop over time on the legal principles underpinning the 

Proposed Reforms and the extent of rights and obligations that result. Therefore, precise 

economic cost-benefit analysis is not feasible, and impossible in the limited time available to 

us. Based on evidence of the opportunity costs of the status quo RM System, and evidence of 

 
13  Though, if the farmers are not engaged in the process of plan development or setting limits, their concerns would remain, and 

regulations might be sub optimally designed without understanding key stakeholder feedback.  
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