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() Abstract

The article examines administrative legitimacy in New Zealand through environmental and
social justice and gender. It argues that trust erodes when environmental burdens, public
benefits, participation, and remedies are distributed unequally by gender, income, ethnicity,
disability, or place. Public value is therefore broader than efficiency and includes environmental
quality, equal treatment, democratic voice, cultural integrity, trust, and long-term stewardship.
The article connects Public Service Act principles, open government, equality norms,
environmental law, and Te Tiriti responsibilities with disaggregated gender analysis,
distributional environmental assessment, institutional memory, co-production, enforcement
capacity, procurement design, and place-based governance. Evidence should include permit
outcomes, consultation influence, household costs, exposure, service access, complaints, and
policy change. Review bodies need resources, independence, and authority to demand responses.
The central conclusion is that legitimacy grows when institutions make fairness visible through
transparent reasons, inclusive participation, equitable allocation, accessible correction, and
attention to communities carrying concentrated environmental and social harms.




GOVERNING FOR TRUST

ADMINISTRATIVE LEGITIMACY IN NEW ZEALAND

Navigating Environmental & Social Justice and Gender Equity

Administrative legitimation is a topic which is again on the agenda in environmental and
social policy in June 2026. The core issue is simple: when a perceived gap exists between
burdens and benefits, or between involvement and lack of involvement, on the basis of
gender, income, and ethnicity or where, public trust is eroded. That challenge can't just be
address through legal authority, as institutional routines, the ways in which power gets to
lived experience, provide the answer. A combination of rules, evidence, participation and

remedy needs to be considered for a credible response.

The public service act 2020, open-government principles and the equality norms come
under the umbrella of the governing framework, as do the environmental statutes and Te
Tiriti responsibilities. Standards are set by those sources but do need the institutions to
interpret, implement and review them. This impludes that there are key actors involved in
the project including ministries, councils, regulators, MB ori institutions, community
organisations, scientists and households affected. That group needs to maintain
independence in coordination and not to encase responsibility.

There is more to Public Value than efficiency. Administrative performance includes
environmental quality, equal treatment, democratic voice, cultural integrity, trust and
future. A "narrow cost” can be used to justify to itself choices which pass costs along to the
household, community or future generations. Those transfers will be apparent on a
broader evaluation.

The Public Service Act 2020 incorporates principles like those of political neutrality, free
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and frank advice, appointments based on merit, open government and stewardship into
the administration of New Zealand. Those principles help to promote legitimacy amidst
increased policy conflict. Indeed, in the context of environmental decision making in
particular, stewardship is of critical importance since the impacts go beyond elections and

the lifetime of organisations.

Exposure, income, role of unpaid care, transport, safety, housing, employment and
participation should all be included in gender analysis. Gender inequalities in control of
resources and time may not be evident at the aggregate level. Disaggregated evidence that
is more robust to form a basis for policy design. Intersectional analysis also refrains from

considering gender to be an homogenous category.

Environmental justice queries: Where is the damage done, who gains the benefits, who
makes the decisions and what are the remaining redresses? Climate risk and conservation
policy, pollution and infrastructure have highly local impacts. The economic assessment
should then be done in a distributional manner as well. Community knowledge can

identify challenges or issues that surveys during the project may not uncover.

There's need for institutional memory for the accountability mechanisms. Strategies such
as reorganizations, changes in leadership, and short contracts can result in loss of lessons
learned and a diminished level of commitment. Records are clear, there are public
dashboards, indicators that persist, and there is independent review, thereby ensuring
continuity. These also enable other governments to tell the difference between real failure
and implementation challenge and complexity.

The reasons for the reform should be transparent; participation for all to be included;
assessment be distributive; data be provided and accessible; review should be
independent; and service should be designed responsively. Each element focuses on a
separate failure point: before the action, on the spot, after the action and when there is
harm. The order is important because amongst other things, checkpoints of

accountability will be reduced if previous records and previous reasons are missing.

Evidence could encompass permit results, impact on consultations, household costs, levels
of exposure, usage of services, complaints and changes to policies. Such information
makes it possible to compare between agencies, regions, over time and with regard to
impact on various groups. Publication can serve a role in securing confidentiality while
simultaneously showcasing trends, inequities, skyrocketing waittimes, and systemic

issues of failure.

3/6



It is important that equity is at the core of Equity analysis, including women, low-income
households, rural communities and disabled individuals, and areas at risk of climate
change, including MB ori and Pasifika communities. The formal neutrality cannot be used
to answer the questions on the leveling off of burdens or inconsistencies in access to
review, by income, by status, by geography or any other of the various factors relating to
disability, ethnicity, age, language etc. Distributional evidence to make diet of design and
allocation of resources.

Should link formal rules to incentives in the institutional analysis. Some of the factors to
which public servants are responsive are workload, targets, budget, profession-related
norms, political signals, and expected scrutiny. Reform succeeds when those forces direct
behaviour which is lawful and fair. Safeguards which are only printed in a manual, may be
overlooked during operation.

All measurements come with their own dangers. Indicators can help make complicated
outcomes simple and promote strategic reporting. Quantitative data should thus be placed
alongside evidence of a qualitative nature, with checks of independent evidence, and clear
definitions. Disaggregated reporting is important as a national average may be hiding
significant failures at the local and group level.

Public communication has an impact on legitimacy. Technical jargon can conceal the
proximate issues at stake in administrative-emanating decisions, and dramatic tones can
remove all elements of uncertainty. Objective(s), evidence, rights affected, trade-offs, and
challenge should be clearly explained. Acknowledging limits is more effective and is often
a more honest approach to bolstering confidence than pretending to have a bit of control.

Implementation requires resources. Staffing, expertise, secure tenure, record access, and a
requirement for responses are all key to review bodies. One also needs to think about the
feasibility of community participation with the point of funding, interpreting and the
venues offering space to do it and the time. Symbolic commitments can be made for

unfunded rights and participation obligations.

It is important to avoid taking a approach to institutional reform in the face of universal
standards and context. Broad protections include the rights of core treatments (legality,
equality, notice, review and remedy). Protections are effective in practice based upon local
knowledge. Durable design leverages roughly normal protection mechanisms and

culturally, geographically, and experientially-indexed procedures.

There should be historical trends of distribution when doing a budget analysis. Upfront
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savings can mean: health cost consequences, disaster losses, service losses or
uncompensated care burdens. Fiscal appraisal must consider uncertainty and be sensitive
to it. Breakthroughs should be counted toward intergenerational effects even if those
effects are down the line - and discounted in standard accounting.

Co-production can mean enhancements in legitimacy and effectiveness. Community
groups understand the barriers and informal supports and how harm can build up. Co-
production is not consultation where design, delivery and evaluation are decisions that are
made after key decisions. Roles and fair compensation defuse participation to prevent it

serving as unpaid administration.

Outcomes are determined by the capabilities of regulation and enforcement. Under-
resourced inspection, monitoring and follow-up leads to an inability to drive up standards
through the strength of the statutory framework. There is a need to not give up on
communities that suffer from chronic low-visibility harm with risk-based enforcement.
Priorities can be conveyed through public reporting — keeping flexibility for new

emerging threats!

Environmental and social objectives can be promoted with the design of the procurement.
Evaluation factors may include emission, working conditions, accessibility, the gains to
the community and gender impacts. It is important to have contract management to be
sure of the performance and not supplier’s promises. There must be a progression from

using correction plans to penalties or termination.

Embedded in place-based governance lie an understanding of connections which are not
necessarily apparent at the national level. Australia's experiences of environmental
susceptibility, service access, employment, transport and housing varies from state to
state. As for central funding, it should take into account local information and the
knowledge of the community. National standards are important, but so too is that delivery
that takes into consideration geographic conditions.

Any responsibility should be identified at each of the governance levels. There is need for
an authorisation regime that, when coupled with delivery, monitoring and remedy;,

enables ministries, councils, regulators, ME ori entities and community groups, scientists,
and affected households to work together effectively. If multiple mandates are in place,
there needs to be written protocols and escalation routes in place. If there is any ambiguity,

then, it is in favour of protecting the institutional boundaries and not the affected people.

Both ‘do’ and ‘muster’ need to be considered for risk assessment. Too much, or
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inappropriate, intervention may infringe rights of the child or young person while not
intervening or intervening too late or not intervening together can mean that significant
harm is not dealt with. Records of decisions should provide an account of how available
evidence and less restrictive alternatives were considered in reaching a decision about the
balance. An opportunity for later review and assessment of the reasoning can then occur

instead of reconstruction of unstated assumptions.

There needs to be a way to link what is officially reported with what people experience in
the community, and a reliable independent research process can help provide this. Access
to such data, ethical management and rights for publication enable researchers to verify
institutional claims. Partnerships must safeguard confidentiality and authority of the

community. Findings should be met with a response, and not passively recognized.

Complaint systems provide useful operational data (intelligence). Ongoing grievances can
reveal unclear rules, subjective practices, keeping services out of reach, or poor oversight
prior to significant litigation. Themes at agencies (should) not be coded and individual
harm be reduced to statistics. Use the Trend Analysis to lead to Corrective Work assigned
and Follow Up published.

Success can be measured by a more equitable distribution, greater participation, clear and
logical decisions, prompt measures to address corrective issues, and lasting public trust.
Outcome, procedure and institutional capability are combined into these measures. Target
should be public, definitions should be stable and failures should be followed by

explanations of corrective plan.

Legality, capability, participation, transparency, and correction, all provided for in the
Public Service Act 2020, in open government principles, equality norms and
environmental laws and obligations and Te Tiriti responsibilities, is essential, but
protection relies on the use of authority by different institutions, including ministries,
councils, regulators, ME ori institutions, community organisations, scientists, and
affected households. Permit results, consultation's impact, household expenses,
exposures, accessibility of services, complaints and changes in policies can reveal gaps
between compliance and impact. Trust will build as administrative systems ensure that
they make fairness apparent in decisions, information, and day-to-day interactions.
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