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Kenton 
Women’s 
Village
Image credit: Mark Stein
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Kenton Women’s 
Village
[Village Profile]

Kenton Women’s Village

2017
(opened on current 
     site in 2019)

FREE
for residents

3 STAFF
   2 full-time managers and
   1 peer support specialist  

FUNDED
 

by Joint Office 
of Homeless Services

20 SLEEPING PODS
8’x12’ sq ft

MANAGED
by Catholic Charities

.83 

SLEEPING UNITS AMENITIES AND UTILITIES GREEN SPACE

50 ft
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39 
    women transitioned 
  to permanent housing 
        in first 4 years

~$850,000
       cost of village (with 
     nearly half that amount 
       provided pro bono) 

acre site

Mark Lakeman who had been involved in the 
creation of Dignity Village and similar initia-
tives. Fourteen design teams emerged from 
the charette committing to design and con-
struct a pod within 2 months, when the pods 
would be displayed in downtown Portland. 
This strong showing and commitment from 
a wide range of stakeholders inspired the 
�>Þ�À½Ã��vwVi�Ì�i��
�>À��i��>�iÃ®�Ì��«À�Û�`i�
$2,000 to each design team for pod materi-
als. While many of the pods created ended 
up costing more than this amount, it repre-
Ãi�Ìi`�>�Ã�}��wV>�Ì�V�>�}i����Ì�i�
�ÌÞ½Ã�Ài-
lationship to villages and, crucially, would ul-
timately make them the owners of 14 pods 
that would need a home.

Following a series of workshops and public 
events, including an exhibit of the pod de-
signs and a press conference at City Hall, 
the 14 pods were displayed in downtown 
Portland in the city’s North Park Blocks for 
three weeks. Portlanders were invited to vis-
it the pod in an attempt to advance conver-
sation around what a village could be and 
what it might mean in their neighborhood. 
The event wasn’t an abstract idea of pods, 
LÕÌ�>�`i���ÃÌÀ>Ì�����v� Ì�iÃi�Ã«iV�wV�«�`Ã�
and a call to use them to provide necessary 
shelter and create a village. The time be-
tween the initial POD Initiative Charrette and 
the exhibit of the pods downtown was only 
about two months. The speed of the initia-
tive intentionally responded to the urgency 
of the issue and demonstrated the ability to 
create this type of shelter quickly. Learning 
from the efforts of Dignity Village and Hazel-
nut Grove, the POD Initiative was an activ-
ist movement aimed at changing public per-
ceptions around homelessness and inviting 

The Kenton Women’s Village is a 20-person 
village in North Portland, and represents 
Ì�i� Ài}���½Ã� wÀÃÌ� V�ÌÞ�Ã«��Ã�Ài`� Û���>}i°�
/�i�Û���>}i��Ã�vÕ�`i`�LÞ�Ì�i�����Ì�"vwVi��v�
Homeless Services and managed by Cath-
olic Charities. The Kenton Women’s Village 
is the result of a concerted advocacy effort 
that brought together designers, houseless 
advocates, and service providers aimed at 
challenging the City to take an active role 
in directly supporting the creation and op-
eration of villages for the sake of improving 
village amenities and expanding shelter op-
tions for people experiencing homelessness. 

The village is the outcome of an effort in 
2016-2017 called the Partners On Dwelling 
*"�®����Ì�>Ì�Ûi�wÀÃÌ�V��Vi�Ûi`�Ü�Ì����Ì�i�6��-
lage Coalition, a newly formed village advo-
cacy organization. Members of PSU’s Center 
for Public Interest Design (CPID) were be-
ing asked for pod designs for use at Hazel-
nut Grove and other newly forming villag-
es. Rather than concentrate on the design 
of pods, the CPID suggested a process that 
would both result in a series of new pod pro-
totypes, but also open up dialogue with the 
public about the City’s role in supporting vil-
lage efforts.  

In October of 2016 the POD Initiative orga-
nizers kicked off the effort publicly with an 
open design charrette that brought together 
architects, service providers, and those with 
lived experience with homelessness togeth-
er to design new visions for pods and villag-
es. Architects were convened by the CPID 
and context was provided to the group by 
POD Initiative collaborators that included 
residents of Hazelnut Grove and architect 
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in a broader range of stakeholders, particu-
larly challenging the architecture profession 
to get involved as active participants in the 
issue of addressing homelessness.

The initiative gained momentum toward a 
village with the leadership of Mayor Hales’ 
Houseless Policy Advisor, Ben Mauro, who 
began advocating for the project and ex-
ploring potential sites.  While an available 
site in the Kenton neighborhood was iden-
Ì�wi`�Ü�i��Ì�i�«�`Ã�ÜiÀi�V��«�iÌi`�����i-
cember 2016, the partners embarking on this 
effort did not want to simply drop a village 
into a community unprepared to welcome it 
into their neighborhood. The village was in-
tended to serve as a yearlong pilot project 
that could be extended and/or replicated in 
other neighborhoods throughout Portland if 
successful. With this in mind, the organizing 
team offered to give the neighborhood an 
opportunity to work with the project part-
ners and ultimately vote on whether to allow 
the village to move forward in their neigh-

borhood before any action was taken. After 
an intensive community engagement pro-
cess led by CPID and PSU School of Archi-
tecture students, the Kenton neighborhood 
took a vote in the spring of 2017 that result-
ed in a decision in favor of the village with a 
margin of over 2 to 1. (One year later when 
the village asked for an extension to remain 
in place for another year while a permanent 
Ã�Ìi�Ü>Ã��`i�Ì�wi`]�Ì�i�Û�Ìi�Ü>Ã��i>À�Þ�Õ�>��-
mous with a 119 to 3 vote in favor of keeping 
the village in Kenton). The village opened in 
June of 2017 with 14 pods and off-grid facil-
ities, including a kitchen, showers, covered 
outdoor gathering space, a sink room, and 
portable toilets. 

��� �ÌÃ� wÀÃÌ� £È� ���Ì�Ã� ��� �«iÀ>Ì���� ��� Ì�i�
original site, Kenton Women’s Village tran-
sitioned 23 women into permanent housing. 
A more permanent site to host an upgrad-
ed village (often called Kenton Women’s 
Village 2.0 to distinguish it from the pilot 
«À��iVÌ®�Ü>Ã��`i�Ì�wi`��ÕÃÌ�>�L��V��>Ü>Þ����

“Watching the Kenton Women’s Village grow from a series of va-
ECPV�RQFU�VQ�C�EQOOWPKV[�YKVJ�EQORCUUKQP�CPF�JGCTV�UQNKFKƂGF�O[�
core belief that architecture and design can address the immedi-
ate social and environmental concerns of our times. Learning this 
as a graduate student and applying the designs that I envisioned 
to real world design-build efforts, gave me the tools to move into 
a career inspired by the opportunity to create new models of com-
munity-based design. At the core of the success in the creation of 
the Kenton Women’s Village was the community itself. After vari-

ous design charettes, build days and a crucial neighborhood vote, 
the support of the neighbors proved to be invaluable to the accep-

tance of such a transformational project.”

- Lisa Patterson, Co-Designer of the Kenton Women’s Village (1.0) 

Placemaking at the original site of the Kenton Women’s Village

Image credit: NashCO



68 69

land owned by the Bureau of Environmen-
tal Services. Learning from the successes 
and failures of the original village, the new 
site would host improved pods with electri-
cal hook-ups and integrated radiant heating 
panels, while the common facilities would 
provide water, sewer, and electricity, with ad-
ditional amenities like a laundry room. The 
organizing group for the new village includ-
ed SRG Partnership, the Center for Public In-
terest Design, Home Builders Foundation, 
Andersen Construction Foundation, Cath-
olic Charities, LMC Construction, and the 
����Ì�"vwVi��v����i�iÃÃ�-iÀÛ�ViÃ°� ����À`iÀ�
to build the new pods and replace older pro-
totypes that were less successful, the orga-
nizing partners worked with the construction 
community through the launch of the POD 
Build Challenge.
 
/�i�V�>��i�}i���Û�Ìi`���V>��V��ÃÌÀÕVÌ����wÀ�Ã�
to build and donate a pod based on three 
designs that were evaluated by villagers and 
village managers to be the most loved and 
suitable for the needs of the village. Con-
ÃÌÀÕVÌ����wÀ�Ã�ÜiÀi�i�V�ÕÀ>}i`� Ì��Li�VÀi-
ative, think sustainably, and advance the de-
signs through use of material, storage, and 
amenities. The new village opened in 2019 
with 20 pods, with 8 additional pods created 
through the POD Build Challenge going to 
the Clackamas County Veterans Village. One 
year later, a new 680 square foot common 
building was added to the site with a kitch-
en, bathrooms, showers, laundry room, and 
living room. (The building was not in place 
at the time of HRAC’s interviews with villag-
ers at the Kenton Women’s Village). Organi-
zational partnerships, pro bono professional 
services, and creative collaborations with the 

construction community, brought the capital 
costs of the project down to approximately 
$420,000 (from what would otherwise have 
been around $850,000).

The Kenton Women’s Village introduced a 
new level of government involvement, social 
service support, and public investment. With 
Catholic Charities providing two full-time vil-
lage managers and one part-time peer sup-
port specialist, the village has high rates of 
access to social services and transition to 
permanent housing relative to the number of 
pods at the village, but also high operating 
costs. The village had originally been con-
ceived of as a self-governed village, lightly 
supported along the lines of Dignity Village. 
However, with public funding and expecta-
tions for residents to transition to permanent 
housing, most of the social infrastructure of 
self-governance has been eliminated. In this 
way, the Kenton Women’s Village has served 
as both a reference point for an alternative 
shelter model to be considered by munic-
ipalities, and as a cautionary tale by some 
village advocates who believe that a village 
must include at least some elements of com-
�Õ��ÌÞ�`iV�Ã�����>���}�Ì���iiÌ�Ì�i�`iw��-
tion of a village. Just as the pods and site 
utilities have continued to evolve, it is like-
ly that the operations of the Kenton Wom-
en’s Village will evolve as well as the proj-
ect continues. More recent villages like the 
Clackamas County Veterans Village and St. 
Johns Village that were inspired by the Ken-
ton Women’s Village model might suggest 
where that evolution could be headed.
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Kenton Women’s 
Village
[Villager Interview Results]

DEMOGRAPHICS

0 M 8 F

Gender

48

Avg. Age

12.5% Multiracial (1)

Race

25% Black(2)

65.5% White (5)

14.3% Divorced (1)

Relationship

100% Female (8)

0% Male (0) 

85.7% Single (6)

Avg. number 
of times homeless

62.5% College (5)

Education

25% High School 
           or GED (2)

12.5% School but not
           graduated (1)

62.5% Yes (5)

Parent
to Children
of Any Age

37.5% No (3) 

50% Yes (4)

Currently
Employed 

2.251 5

Avg. length 
homeless
(Months)

825 120

RESIDENTSAt each village, all current villagers were invited to 

«>ÀÌ�V�«>Ìi����>�ÃÕÀÛiÞ�>�`���ÌiÀÛ�iÜ°�/�i�w�`��}Ã����

the following pages represent only those villagers 

who elected to participate and not the entire popula-

tion of the village.
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Avg. Time 
lived in village

(Months)

7.52 20

25% (2)

0% (0)

37.5% (3) 25% (2) 12.5% (1)

RESIDENCE AT  VILLAGE

POD TYPE
PODS

POP-OUT POD

OTHER POD

CATALYST POD SAFE POD CONDO POD

I want a more 
comfortable bed

The design is 
super sleek

doesnt 
have a toilet

POD DESCRIPTION, LIKES & DISLIKES
Likes Dislikes

I like 
the space

There’s a shelf 
for my 

belongings
Room for

me and cat

POD QUALITY
1 2 3 4 5

1. I have enough space in my pod.

Strongly disagree Neither Strongly agree

Pod Quality

2. My pod is usually a comfortable 
temperature

4. There is enough space between my 
pod and my neighbors’ pod

3. My pod looks nice 

5. The common facilities are easily 
accessible

6. I like the common facilities

8. The !oors, ceilings, and walls in my 
pod are in good condition

7. I have problems with privacy 
where I live

9. The windows in my pod are in 
good condition

10. I have access to working applian-
ces at the village

11. The locks on the doors and 
windows in my pod work well

Note: Before computing the average score, some 
items were reverse scored to ensure that higher 

values re!ect more positive characteristics

3.63 (Avg Score)

3.88

3.75

4.13

2.38

3.75

3.25

4.00

4.25

4.38

3.63

4.13

12. There are problems with the 
electrical system in my pod.

2.00
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VILLAGE
VILLAGE SOCIAL CLIMATE

1 2 3 4 5

1. I feel like part of this village, like l 
belong here.

Village Social 
Climate

2. I know the rules in this village, and 
l can !t in with them.

4. Sometimes l feel unwelcome in the 
village because of my ethnicity and 
my cultural background.

3. I feel safe in the village.

5. There are other aspects of who I 
am that make me feel unwelcome in 
the village

6. People in the village are friendly to 
everybody no matter what the 
person’s skin color or ethnic 

7. People in my village treat me as an 
equal.

Strongly disagree Neither Strongly agree

Note: Before computing the average score, some 
items were reverse scored to ensure that higher 

values re!ect more positive characteristics

2.95 (Avg Score)

3.38

3.50

3.13

3.13

3.25

2.00

3.00

VILLAGE SENSE OF 
COMMUNITY 1 2 3 4 5

1. I think this village is a good place 
for me to live

Village 
Sense of 

Community

2. Other residents and I want the 
same things from the village

4. I care about what other villagers 
think of my actions

3. I feel at home in the village

5. I have no in!uence over what this 
village is like

6. If there is a problem in the village 
people who live there can get it solve

8. People in this village generally 
don’t get along with each other

7. I feel a strong sense of community 
in this village

Strongly disagree Neither Strongly agree

Note: Before computing the average score, some 
items were reverse scored to ensure that higher 

values re!ect more positive characteristics

3.08 (Avg Score)

3.00

4.13

3.13

2.75

3.25

2.75

3.25

3.13
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VILLAGE DESCRIPTION, LIKES & DISLIKES

VILLAGE RESIDENT SCALE
1 2 3 4 5

1. I can count on a neighbor/
villager for help when l need it.

Village 
Neighbor

Scale

2. There is no one in my village with 
whom l’m close.

4. Other villagers and I argue a lot

3. If I needed it, another villager 
would help me get to an appoint-

5. If I needed someone to talk to 
about a problem, I could talk with 
another villager
6. Villagers complain about me or my 
pod

7. Overall, how satis!ed are you with 
your relationship with other villagers

Strongly disagree Neither Strongly agree

Note: Before computing the average score, some 
items were reverse scored to ensure that higher 

values re!ect more positive characteristics

3.61 (Avg Score)

4.00

2.38

3.38

2.38

4.13

2.75

3.25

Likes Dislikes

Not many paved
space to walk Safe 

Place

Sense of 
community

KitchenGateway to
new beginning

Friends 
made here

Noisy
Surroundings

Dirty Shared
Space Smell

NEIGHBORHOOD

1. It is easy to get transportation in 
my neighborhood

2. The air quality in my part of the 
neighborhood is good

4. I can get the things that I need 
from stores in my neighborhood 
(food, clothes, supplies)

3. Crime is a problem in my neigh-
borhood

5. I have a hard time getting health 
care services in my neighborhood

6. My neighborhood looks nice

8. I have good sidewalks in my 
neighborhood

7. There is too much noise in my 
neighborhood

9. There is a lot of tra!c on the 
streets in my neighborhood

10. There are nice parks in my 
neighborhood

NEIGHBORHOOD QUALITY
1 2 3 4 5

Neighborhood
Quality

Strongly disagree Neither Strongly agree

Note: Before computing the average score, some 
items were reverse scored to ensure that higher 

values re!ect more positive characteristics

3.00

2.13

4.25

3.75

3.50

4.63

3.50

4.75

3.88

2.60 (Avg Score)

2.88
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NEIGHBORHOOD SOCIAL 
CLIMATE 1 2 3 4 5

1. I feel like part of this 
neighborhood, like I belong here.

2. I know my way around this 
neighborhood.

4. Sometimes I feel unwelcome in the 
neighborhood because of my race or 
ethnicity

3. I feel safe in the neighborhood

5. There are other aspects of who I am 
(e.g., sexual orientation, ability, gender, 
veteran status, religion) that make me 
feel unwelcome in the neighborhood

6. People in my neighborhood are 
friendly to everybody no matter what 
the person's skin color or ethnic 
background.

8.People in my neighborhood treat 
me as an equal

7. Police treat people di!erently in 
my neighborhood based on the color 
of their skin

9. People in my neighborhood know 
my housing status (i.e., that I live in 
the village)

10. Sometimes I feel unwelcome in 
my neighborhood because of my 
housing status (i.e., that I live in the 

Neighborhood
Social

Climate

Strongly disagree Neither Strongly agree

Note: Before computing the average score, some 
items were reverse scored to ensure that higher 

values re!ect more positive characteristics

2.75

3.87

2.38

2.13

2.88

3.00

3.25

2.87

2.75

3.00

3.04 (Avg Score)

RESIDENTIAL SATISFACTION

1. “How satis!ed are you with your pod as a place to live?”

2. “How satis!ed are you with your neighborhood as a place to live?”

3. “How long do you want to live in the Village? And why?”

VERY DISSATISFIED
37.5% (3)

NEITHER DISSATISFIED
OR SATISFIED

25% (2)

VERY SATISFIED
12.5% (1)

SATISFIED
25% (2)

VERY DISSATISFIED
0% (0)

NEITHER DISSATISFIED
OR SATISFIED

25% (2)

VERY SATISFIED
37.5% (3)

SATISFIED
37.5% (3)

 no longer than necessary  as long as possible
2.141 5

Stay as long as possible 
to get me mentally rightNeed my own

place

Too many 
unnecessary rulesI want 

my own place
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1. Most commonly used transportation methods in the past month.

ERRANDS

RECREATIONS

50% (4)

Bus or
Max

37.5% (3)

Walk

37.5% (3)

Bus or
Max

37.5% (3)

Bus or
Max

HEALTH
SERVICES

25% (2)

Bus or
Max

25% (2)

Personal
Car

FRIENDS /
FAMILY

25% (2)

Bus or
Max

25% (2)

Personal
Car

WORKS /
EMPLOYMENT

1. How often do you feel lonely on a scale of 1 (never) to 4 (always)? 
    On average residents said:

LIFE SATISFACTION AND STRESS

ALWAYS (4)
2.47

SOMETIMENEVER (1)

NOT AT ALL
25% (2)

SLIGHTLY
12.5% (1)

QUITE A BIT
12.5% (1)

EXTREMELY
12.5% (1)

MODERATELY
37.5% (3)

NOT AT ALL
12.5% (1)

SLIGHTLY
37.5% (3)

QUITE A BIT
25% (2)

EXTREMELY
12.5% (1)

MODERATELY
12.5% (1)

2. How much did your physical health interfere with daily activities in the last month?   
    The average response from residents on a scale of 1 to 5 was: 

3. How much did your emotional health interfere with daily activities in the last month?  
The average response from residents on a scale of 1 to 5 was:

DELIGHTED (7)
3.38

MOSTLY DISSATISFIED

4. How do you feel about your life overall right now? 
The average response from residents on a scale of 1 (terrible) to 7 (delighted) was: 

TERRIBLE (1)
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HEALTH AND BASIC NEEDS

Having OHP and 
a lot of places don’t accept itTransportation is a barrier

I don’t qualify for health insurance 
and can’t a!ord it

75% YES (6)

25% NO (2)

12.5% HIGH (1)

Food 
Security

SNAP
Bene!ts

87.5% LOW (7) 

75% YES (6)

25% NO (2) 

Health Care 
Covered

2. How much decision-making power should village residents have?

1. When the village has group meetings, what are the most important elements to help 
facilitate a productive meeting? 
Elements ranked from most important to least important

(1= most important, 6= least important) 1 2 3 4 5 6

Adequate space to meet indoors 2 (28.6%) - 2 (28.6%) 2 (28.6%) 1 (14.3%) -

Adequate space to meet outdoors - 1 (14.3%) 2 (28.6%) 1 (14.3%) 3 (42.9%) -

Outside (non-villager) facilitators 2 (28.6%) - 1 (14.3%) 1 (14.3%) 1 (14.3%) 2 (28.6%)

Established rules for the meeting 3 (42.9%) 2 (28.6%) - 1 (14.3%) - 1 (14.3%)

Comfortable seating - 3 (42.9%) 1 (14.3%) 2 (28.6%) 1 (14.3%) -

Food/Drinks provided at meeting - 1 (14.3%) 1 (14.3%) - 1 (14.3%) 4 (57.1%)

75% There should be shared decision-making 
between villagers and social service providers (6)

25% Most decision-making should be done by 
social service providers and local government (2) 

Decision
Making
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Villager Experiences and Recommendations

Having pavement, or 
pavers, or something, just 
yeah – the gravel is hard

More shaded areas. 
More seating areas. 

And a place for animals 
to walk.

I de!nitely just think the facilities 
need to be more, more appropriately 

designed for the amount of people 
that are here, and just larger, you 
know and more accessible, like to, 

especially people with handicaps, or 
disabilities

A community space I 
think is important. I think 

they should de!nitely 
have a room where you 
can sit and hang out, or 
there’s tables and chairs 

so if you want to do 
things 

A nice big kitchen that we 
can all !t in, you know, not 
all !t in but all be comfor-

table in

It would be nice to 
have a patch of nice 

grass

It's di"cult to hang things. There's a couple of pegs you can hang your 
clothes on. And some people don't even have that in their pods. I think also 
creating a space underneath the bed would allow women to put things in 
waterproof, bug proof containers, and slide it underneath the bed, keep it 

out of the way, o# the $oor. But the way the pods are built now, it's a 
built-in, next to the wall bed structure made out of wood, and it's attached 
to the wall. So, it's very di"cult to get underneath there, especially if you're 

disabled, and you can't bend down, and get stu# in, and out. But if they 
stopped making the pods that way, and just left a space for a twin bed, or a 
full size bed with a steel frame that could be moved. With space undernea-

th, it would make things more accessible.

*

*The interviews at the Kenton Women’s Village took place before the arrival and 
installation of a new and larger common building.


