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Executive Summary 
Background 
The research partner is Sharon Torstonson of the Social Equity and Wellbeing Network (SEWN).              
The Canterbury Earthquake Sequence that began in 2010 resulted in 80% of Christchurch’s             
central city buildings requiring demolition. Not-for-profits consequently needed to find new           
premises, and adapt to changes across the sector.  
 
Objective 
This research aims to understand changes in not-for-profit locations, and how this may have       





 

Not-for-Profit Roles 

The central purpose of not-for-profits is to acquire and deliver benefits to groups within society,               
particularly society’s most vulnerable (Bryce, 2005). As this is dՠ







 



 

Methodology



 

Figure 1. Map of Christchurch and the central city as defined by the four avenues. 
 
A mixed method approach was chosen, to collect both quantitative and qualitative data. This              
was to enable comparisons across organisations and the identification of trends, but to also              
understand the unique perspectives of each organisation which will have been differently            
affected by the earthquakes.  
 
Firstly, interviews were conducted with four not-for-profit organisations, and three members of            
governance entities, to understand their opinions and needs in more depth. Following this, a              
survey was released to gather larger amounts of quantitative data. This was done to gather the                
opinions of a wider range of organisations, and indicate patterns across the sector. Anecdotal              
evidence is used throughout the report from both interviews and surveys.  
 
A database of 157 not-for-profits was created from



 

including members of Christchurch Community House. The research partner also shared the            
survey in network newsletters and to other organisations that may be interested, thus a sample               
size is unable to be calculated.  
 
Organisations in the database were categorised into 12 groups �according to �The International             
Categorisation of Not-for-Profit Organisations �(Salamon & Anheier, 1996; see �Appendix F �for            
definitions of each category): 
 

● Culture and Recreation 
● Education and Research  
● Health 
● Social Services 
● Environment 
● Development and Housing 
● Law, Advocacy and Politics 
● Philanthropic Intermediaries and Voluntarism Promotion 
● International 
● Religion 
● Business and Professional Associations, Unions 
● Other 

 
These categories were used as a rough guide as some organisations bridge several             
categories, however it ensured that the survey was sent to not-for-profits that provide varying              
services and may have different opinions or needs. 
 
Interviews were undertaken to get a general understanding of not-for-profit opinions and their             
post-earthquake circumstances. Three of the not-for-profit interview participants were selected          
from the database as they were identified by the research partner as willing participants and      

 the



 

Regenerate Christchurch. Cllr. Phil Clearwater is the �Chair of the Social and Community             
Development Committee along with other local body roles, with many years of social work              
experience. Dr. Duncan Webb MP also has a background in the not-for-profit sector including              
working with the Howard League for Penal Reform and is the Member of Parliament for               
Central Christchurch. �Chris Mene is �the General Manager of



 

Discussion  
27 not-for-profit organisations responded to the survey.  

Location



 

organisations was the most commonly cited benefit, as was the amenity of the premises such               
as comfort or design features (�Figure 3�). Proximity to the central city was also rated highly,         
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Transport and parking 
Parking and buses were rated as beneficial when available to premises (�Figure 3�) and a               
disadvantage when not available (�Figure 4�). Central city organisations highlight the benefits of             
public transport availability; however, many state that a lack of parking makes accessibility             
difficult for clients and staff. 
 

“�We are close to bus exchange which is good for all the young people that               
use our space after-hours�” - Canterbury Youth Workers 
 
“I don't hold meetings here anymore really… because people can't find           
parking and because they can’t walk to the meeting” �- SEWN 

 
Non-central organisations appear to have more parking available, but sometimes find public 
transport networks challenging.  
 

“I think we are further away from the bus exchange, so some clients will 
have to take two buses�” - Women’s Centre 
 

Cllr. Clearwater sees a solution in improvements to public transport networks, which would             
reduce parking difficulties and better connect peripheral organisations:  
 

“The key is good [public] transport because that would give �[not-for-profits]           
more flexibility where they choose to locate to because locating in one            
central place does not suit all agencies.”� - Cllr. Clearwater 

 
Visibility: 
Accessibility is seen to improve with increased public visibility. This is so clients may find the                
service easily, and can make drop-in visits when they are going past. 

 
“Many people gain the courage to approach us just from having walked or 
driven past us” �- Unknown respondent 
 
 “...this is the first time ever in our thirty plus years that we’re on ground 
floor and so visible. So it kind of increases the traffic for us.”� - Women’s 
Centre 

 
Improved visibility may aid in generating a norm around the use of not-for-profit services, which               
may have a positive effect on wellbeing in society.  
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Appendices 
 
Appendix A. Not-for-Profit interview Questions 
  

1. Have you relocated since the Canterbury earthquake sequence that began in 
2010? 

2. How many times have you relocated? 
3. What is your current location, and what factors influenced this location 

choice? 
4. Is your current location permanent, or do you have plans to relocate? 
5. What are the n
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Appendix B: Phil Clearwater Interview Questions 
  

1. What is your vision for a socially resilient city, and do not-for-profits have a 
role within this? 

2. How would you describe the roles and responsibilities of not-for-profits in 
Christchurch, and has the earthquake sequence altered how this network 
operates? 

3. Have the needs of the individuals who access these services changed 
post-earthquake? 

4. How do you rate the importance of collaboration and co-location among 
Not-for-profits? 

5. Do you see the council as having an organisational role in not-for-profit 
location and collaboration, or should these factors be left for not-for-profits to 
organize as a separate entity from government? 

6. Do you think location within the city centre is useful for not-for-profits, or do 
you think they can work effectively at their current locations in more suburban 
areas? 

7. With your experience in transport and infrastructure planning, do you think 
that Not-for-profits that are located in the suburbs are accessible by a variety 
of transport modes? 

8. CERA’s initial plans for the city centre did not provide formal/structured space 
for Not-for-profits as part of the rebuild process. Will the council consider 
addressing whether there is a need for a formalized central space for 
not-for-profits?  
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Appendix C: Dr. Duncan Webb Interview Questions 
  

1. What is your vision for a socially resilient city, and do not-for-profits have a 
role within this? 

2. How would you describe the roles and responsibilities of not-for-profits in





 

Appendix E: Online Survey Questions 
  

1. What is the name of your organisation, and where is it located? (please 
provide address) 

2. What category best describes your organisation? (Select all that apply) 
3. Has your organisation relocated since the Canterbury earthquake sequence 

that began in 2010? (If no skip to Question 7) 
4. How many times have you relocated? 
5. What was your location pre-earthquakes? (please provide address) 
6. Describe how the locations of your sites have changed? 
7. What are the benefits/disadvantages of your current location? 
8.
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