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[ Abstract] Public interest is an indispensable requisite of regulatory.takings in the U.S. In 2005, a
new development was made in the theory of public interest requisite in regulatory takings when the Supreme
Court, in Lingle v. Chevron USA, Inc., abandoned the doctrine of “substantial advancement of legitimate
state interest” and replaced it with a new rule that emphasizes the review of the reasonableness of regulatory
measures. However, the public interest requisite, as the criterion of the reasonableness of regulatory meas-

ures, is still closely related to the judgment of the regulators.
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