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PROJECT DATA

Please answer questions in space provided. If possible, answers to all questions should be typed or written directly on the forms. If the forms are not used and
answers are typed on a separate page, each answer must be preceded by the question to which it responds, and the length of each answer should be limited to the
area provided on the original form.

Project Name Quixote Village Location City Olympia State WA

Panza, a 501C3 non-profit organization
Owner

Project Use(s) Housing and support services for 30 formerly chronically homeless adults

Project Size 2-17 acres; 30 tiny houses plus 2,640 square foot community building Total Development Cost  $3.05 million

Annual Operating Budget (if appropriate) $220,000

Date Initiated February, 2007 Percent Completed by December 1, 2014 100%

December 23, 2013 quixotevillage.com

Project Completion Date (if appropriate) Project Website (if appropriate)

Attach, if you wish, a list of relevant project dates

Application submitted by:

Name Tim Ransom Title President, Panza
Organization Panza
Address 3350 Mottman Rd. SW City/State/Zip Olympia, WA 98512
Telephone (360 )790_9188 Fax ( )
E-mail timothyransom@comcast.net Website (if appropriate) quixotevillage.com
Perspective Sheets:
Organization Name E-mail
Public Agencies City of Olympia Leonard Bauer Ibauer@ci.olympia.wa.us
Architect/Designer MSGS Architects Garner Miller GarnerM@msgsarch.com
Developer  Community Frameworks Ginger Segel gingers@communityframeworks.org
Professional Consultant
Olympia Unitarian Universalist Congregation Linda Crabtree crabtree2222@yahoo.com

Community Group

Other Quixote Village residents

Please indicate how you learned of the Rudy Bruner Award for Urban Excellence. (Check all that apply).

ODirect Mailing O Direct Email O Previous Selection Committee member Oother (please specify)
Elonline Notice O previous RBA entrant O professional Organization
|:| Social Media D Bruner/Loeb Forum

The undersigned grants the Bruner Foundation permission to use, reproduce, or make available for reproduction or use by others, and to post on the Bruner
Foundation websites, the materials submitted. The applicant warrants that the applicant has full power and authority to submit the application and all attached
materials and to grant these rights and permissions.

? December 8, 2014
Signature Date
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PROJECT AT-A-GLANCE

Please answer questions in space provided. If possible, answers to all questions should be typed or written directly on the forms. If the forms are not used and
answers are typed on a separate page, each answer must be preceded by the question to which it responds, and the length of each answer should be limited to the
area provided on the original form.

This sheet, the Project Data sheet, and the representative photo will be sent to the Committee in advance as the Project Overview.

Quixote Village
Project Name

Address 3350 Mottman Road SW City/State/ZIP Olympia, Washington 98512

1. Give a brief overview of the project. Approximately 500 words.

Quixote Village is the brainchild of a group of approximately 30 homeless adults who founded a self-governing tent community in 2007. Their tent camp
began in a downtown Olympia parking lot as a protest against a city ordinance that forbade sitting or lying on downtown sidewalks. They hoped their
protest would result in getting land where they could build 30 simple cabins and a community building with a kitchen, showers, and laundry facilities.

Within days, city police threatened to clear the camp and arrest anyone who refused to leave. Instead, a local church offered the camp sanctuary on its
grounds. Within a few months, the city recognized the right of faith communities to practice their religion by hosting the camp, and an ordinance was
passed outlining regulatory requirements for the camp. Initially, it was required to move from one church to another every three months; this was later
changed to once every six months. Over the next seven years, seven faith communities hosted the camp, which moved over 20 times.

Panza, a non-profit named for Sancho Panza, Don Quixote's servant and sidekick, grew out of the faith communities that supported and hosted the
camp. Together, camp residents and Panza campaigned for and won a county-provided site for the Village, raised $2.634 million for construction, and
oversaw the building of Quixote Village, which opened on Christmas Eve, 2013.

The Village consists of 30 144-square foot cottages and a 2,640 square-foot community building that includes showers, laundry facilities, a large
kitchen, dining/living area, offices and a conference room. The 2.17 acre site also features a large communal vegetable garden, individual door-yard
gardens, and a berry patch.

The total per-unit development cost of the Village was just under $88,000 per unit -- approximately half the cost of building conventional studio
apartments.

Quixote Village provides permanent supportive housing for chronically homeless adults. Its residents include people with mental illness, physical
disabilities, and people in recovery from addiction. It is staffed by a full-time Program and Facilities Manager and by a Resident Advocate who helps
people set goals, and access services such as health care, recovery services and education and job training. Both positions are full time.

2. Why does the project merit the Rudy Bruner Award for Urban Excellence ? (You may wish to consider such factors as: effect on the urban environment;
innovative or unique approaches to any aspect of project development; new and creative approaches to urban issues; design quality.) Approximately 500 words.

Quixote Village responds to two basic human needs: the need for housing, and the need for community. People who are homeless often lack both. In
addition, people who are homeless typically lack even the most minimal control over the conditions of their lives. The self-governing features of the
Village empower residents to regain a sense of personal power and responsibility, and to learn skills in collaboration, leadership, and advocacy. The
mutual support and friendships fostered by Village life provide powerful peer support for recovery and personal growth.

While these needs may be most acute among people who are homeless, the Village has also become an inspiration to others who are interested in this
model for housing low-income single parents, low-wage workers, and lower-income elders.

The idea of building tiny houses as a low-cost response to homelessness has been gaining currency in the last two or three years, and other
communities are beginning to mount similar initiatives. As the first to be fully developed, Quixote Village offers a model that features high-quality
design and construction, including half-baths in each cottage, that meets all building codes, includes half-baths in each cottage, and is built to last a
minimum of 40 years.

In addition, the Village’s reliance on resident self-government and responsibility for basic maintenance has created a lower-cost model for sustaining
permanent supportive housing, and offered residents a greater measure of control over their lives than conventional subsidized housing.
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Please answer questions in space provided. If possible, answers to all questions should be typed or written directly on the forms. If the forms are not used and
answers are typed on a separate page, each answer must be preceded by the question to which it responds, and the length of each answer should be limited to the
area provided on the original form.

1. Describe the underlying values and goals of the project. What, if any, signifcant trade-offs were required to implement the project? Approximately 500 words.

During 2007, the first year of Camp Quixote’s existence, the essential goal was simply to overcome community opposition and keep the tent camp
alive. It was obvious to church hosts and volunteers that the Camp afforded its residents a degree of safety, community and dignity they sorely needed.

All residents of the Camp were members of the Resident Council, which met weekly to address issues of community living, to admit or evict residents,
and to make, amend or enforce rules. The Resident Council also elected a slate of officers every six months, and the officers, known as the leadership
team, had the authority to make decisions between meetings. Panza board members attended Resident Council meetings, and Camp officers attended
Panza board meetings.

The core values that emerged from these experiences were clear: People who are homeless are often traumatized, disabled, and burdened by deficits
that began very early in their lives, but they are survivors; they are resilient, inventive, and capable of participating in the life of their community. People
who are homeless are our neighbors; they are not “them” but part of “us.” They are of equal value with every other human being. Homelessness does
not define people; it is simply a circumstance that people find themselves in.

These values were the foundation for the partnership between Panza and the Camp Resident Council. Although Panza controls the resources, we
work hard to sustain relationships of equality and respect. The partnership has worked through many conflicts, endured, and grown stronger over the
years.

The one tradeoff that has been required by the successful completion of the Village has been the diminution of the role of residents in the admission
and eviction process. In the Camp, the Resident Council voted whom to admit, and when to evict. In the Village, Panza is a legal landlord, and
responsible for making those decisions. The Resident Council’s executive committee plays a strong advisory role, but the legal responsibility belongs
to the landlord agency. Panza and the residents' Executive Committee continue to work together to strengthen the residents' involvement in the
day-to-day decisions and long-term planning for the Village.

2. Briefly describe the project’s urban context. How has the project impacted the local community? Who does the project serve?
How many people are served by the project? Approximately 500 words.

Thurston County’s total population is about 260,000; its urban area consists of three cities that have grown together, with Olympia, the state’s capital,
as its core. State government is the major employer. Although the median income for the County is a bit above the state average, there are pockets of
poverty, especially in outlying rural areas. Olympia also draws people who are homeless from those areas, and from poorer neighboring counties that
have never recovered from the near-collapse of the timber and fishing industries over the past 25 years. A visible presence of homeless people in
downtown Olympia has been a persistent reality for many years. Many people who are homeless also live in the woods, either near public trails, on
undeveloped land, or in a nearby state forest.

One of the regulations governing Camp Quixote was a requirement that volunteer “hosts” be present at the entrance to the Camp 24/7. This required a
major mobilization of church volunteers, who served in three-hour shifts. Hundreds of church volunteers who served in this role got to know people in
the Camp, and many lasting friendships formed. Church people hired Camp residents to mow their lawns and help with home repairs and residents
often participated in church services and social events. These relationships were transformational both for middle-class people who had never known
anyone who was homeless, and for many Camp residents who had never had middle-class friends.

One impact of Camp Quixote, (and now Quixote Village), has been a change in the way many people think about homelessness. A lot of
policy-making has been based on fear of people who are homeless; these fears have been diminished by the clear evidence that people in this
circumstance can and do make positive contributions to constructive change. Home and business owners who feared for their property values, parents
who feared for the safety of their children, and elected leaders have all discovered that those fears were unfounded, and nearly all those who initially
opposed the Camp and the building of the Village have become active supporters.

Quixote Village serves 30 formerly homeless adults at a time, and over its 40-plus years of life will serve an as yet unknown number. While children do

not live at the Village, several residents are non-custodial parents, and living in the Village means their children can stay with them for the weekend.
This ability to reconnect parents with their children is a huge benefit.
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION (conrp)

3. Describe the key elements of the development process, including community participation where appropriate. Approximately 400 words.

Community participation was the hallmark of Quixote Village’s development process. Relationships between Camp Quixote, Panza, other citizens, and
local elected officials were developed in the earliest days of the Camp’s existence when the initial ordinances regulating the Camp were being debated
and passed by Olympia, its adjacent cities Lacey and Tumwater, and by the county.

The broad constituency that gathered to support Camp Quixote included not only the seven churches that hosted it, but also many other faith
communities who brought meals, donated supplies, helped with periodic moves, and helped pay for sanikans and propane for a cooking tent. Muslims,
Jews, Buddhists and Christians from a wide spectrum of denominations all participated. So did unaffiliated citizens, service organizations, and college
students.

Supporters of the Camp became supporters of the quest to build the Village. Together, Panza and Camp residents could pack a city council, county
commission, or state legislative meeting on a few days’ notice. Camp residents described their experiences and their hopes to elected officials, and
church members and others spoke to support them. The persuasive power of this coalition paid off in a decision by the County Commission to provide
land, an amended city ordinance that allowed Panza to apply for a conditional use permit to build in a light industrial zone, funding from several
government sources (detailed in the next section), and a new municipal building code definition of single room occupancy housing.

The first key milestone of the development process was acquisition of a 2.17 acre County-owned site, which is leased to the Village for $1 a year for 41
years. The second was lobbying for and winning a $1.5 million budget allocation in the state capital budget in 2011. With a site and that initial financing
in place, Panza hired Community Frameworks, a non-profit low-income housing developer, to assist with raising the balance of the $2.634 million cost
of building the Village and to guide Panza through the development process.

As soon as Panza had a commitment from the County to provide a site, design of the Village began. Garner Miller, a local architect with MSGS
Architects, had spent time playing chess with Camp residents while volunteering as a host in the middle of the night. He led a team of local architects
who met with Camp residents and began to design the Village. (His report of this process is included as the Designer Perspective.) A preliminary site plan
for the Village proved to be a compelling and effective tool that captured people’s imagination and was key to inspiring public and media support for
building the Village.

Fundraising concluded in early 2013; following a bid award, a groundbreaking ceremony attended by 250 people was held on June 8, and the facility
received its initial occupancy permit on December 23, 2013.

4. Describe the financing of the project. Please include all funding sources and square foot costs where applicable. Approximately 400 words.
The project was financed with

$1,550,000 from the Washington State Housing Trust Fund, authorized by the legislature in the state's 2011 capital budget as a demonstration
program.

$699,002 from HUD Community Development Block Grants through Washington state and the City of Olympia

$170,000 from Thurston County, generated by document recording fees that are set aside for very low income and homeless housing programs
$215,000 in donations from individuals, the Nisqually and Chehalis Indian tribes, and the Boeing Employees Community Fund.

In addition, the project received $80,000 in donated professional services including legal assistance, architecture, and enginnering services.
Thurston County leased Panza the land, valued at $330,000, for $1 a year for 41 years.

The total cost per unit was just under $88,000.

w

. Isthe project unique and/or does it address significant urban issues? Is the model adaptable to other urban settings? Approximately 400 words.

Quixote Village is certainly unique in the history of its development, and in the design of both its facility and its program. While it's unlikely that another
community would replicate its history, it seems very likely indeed that others will replicate its basic design and program approach, because it works well
and costs less than conventional supportive housing for people who are homeless.

Clearly, homelessness is a significant urban issue that is sorely in need of innovative solutions. So is the need for affordable housing for very low-wage
workers and low-income elders. Similarly, the social isolation and hunger for community experienced by people who are homeless is shared by people
in many other circumstances. Therefore, it seems logical to think that many variations on tiny house communities with shared services in a community
building are both possible and necessary.

Since its opening, Quixote Village has been visited by a steady stream of reporters, starting with the New York Times’ Michael Tortorello, whose story
is at http://www.nytimes.com/2014/02/20/garden/small-world-big-idea.html?_r=0. Following the media coverage, we have hosted scores of delegations
from other jurisdictions, faith communities, veterans’ groups, and think tanks. Many have expressed the desire or intention of replicating its architecture
and/or its program approach.
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Send to Contact COMMUNITY REPRESENTATIVE PERSPECTIVE

Please answer questions in space provided. If possible, answers to all questions should be typed or written directly on the forms. If the forms are not used and
answers are typed on a separate page, each answer must be preceded by the question to which it responds, and the length of each answer should be limited to
the area provided on the original form.

This sheet is to be filled out by someone who was involved, or represents an organization that was involved, in helping the project respond to neighborhood
issues.

Linda Crabtree . community volunteer, church member
Name Title

Olympia UU Congregation (360 ) 438-5028

Organization

3944 Holladay Park Loop SE.

Telephone

Lacey, WA 98503

Address City/State/ZIP

Fax ( ) E-mail CrabtreesJL@gmail.com

The undersigned grants the Bruner Foundation permission to use, reproduce, or make available for reproduction or use by others, for any purpose whatsoever,
the materials submitted. The applicant warrants that the applicant has full power and authority to submit the application and all attached materials and to grant
these rights and permissions.

. ? December 8, 2014
Signature Date

1. How did you, or the organization you represent, become involved in this project? What role did you play? Approximately 400 words.

As an active member of our Unitarian Universalist congregation, | was involved at the outset when the church offered sanctuary to a homeless camp
that was being evicted from a downtown parking lot. Our offer of sanctuary needed congregational approval within 10 days. |, like most in the
congregation, had little involvement or understanding of homelessness. | was fearful and distrustful of homeless people for my own safety and for the
safety of the church and the neighborhood.

| suggested someone interview individuals in the camp—I wanted to know their stories and what was behind their becoming homeless. Of course that
someone turned out to be me. Frightened, | took a companion and interviewed five residents for a publication for the congregation. It was an
eye-opener for me to hear, see, and feel the effects of poverty, mental illness, drug addiction, mental incapacity, limited social skills, and devastation in
the lives of some. | also was profoundly moved by their need for safety, community, support and resources.

We realized supporting the camp and its residents was a must-do through congregational meetings, camp resident interaction, neighborhood outreach,
and dialog with city officials,. It was part of who we are and what we do. The final congregational vote was unanimous and support for the camp and
the village has only increased in the years since.

I have volunteered at the camp since its inception in 2007. | always took food but quickly learned that nuts, granola bars and crunchies are not useful
due to the lack of dental care for those without resources. Unusual or interesting foods are also out of the experience of many and so not appreciated. |
learned why the same resident would take a hat or socks at each opportunity, i.e. laundry services are hard to come by and expensive. So many things
we take for granted are not there for those who are homeless. Running water is a key example—so fundamental.

A year ago prior to Thanksgiving as the camp was preparing to move to Quixote Village, | invited the neighbors in my retirement community to bring
donations from the list of needs to a neighborhood gathering. | used the opportunity to inform them of the Village and of the homeless experience. The
response was overwhelming: new towels and matching sheets, lamps, toilet paper—more than a van full of items were generated. Since then, | get
calls from neighbors who keep Quixote Village in mind. Three good bicycles have been donated in the last year, for example.

2. From the community’s point of view, what were the major issues concerning this project? Approximately 400 words.

Olympia has more than its share of people who are homeless. The issue has been a major concern in the community, especially among downtown
business owners. Through the years of development and experience with Camp Quixote and then Quixote Village, the number of individuals, churches.
agencies and officials touched by the issue of homelessness has grown. Advocacy, support and outreach efforts have multiplied as a result. The
obstacles and challenges have been immense...and continue in many ways...but the shift in attitude has been palpable. City governments initially
resistant to allowing the Camp have since revised city codes; the county provided land; legal, architectural and other professionals donated services;
more and more churches offered sanctuary, neighborhoods were supportive, individuals volunteered.

Initially the major issues were close and personal. What about the safety of church members (me!) coming and going to church? What about the
church building itself—cleanliness, property theft/damage, access and security in general? How will we interact with the camp residents? What
amenities do they need? What services? How will this be staffed and supported? What will happen in the long term?

Another initial concern was for the neighborhood. Our minister personally went door to door to inform and consult with neighbors. They had the same
concerns many of us did. After time and experience without incident, our neighbors and neighbors of other churches that hosted the Camp were no
longer reticent. A businessman nearest the Quixote Village site objected and, after a couple years of litigation, was overruled. He, too, has experienced
no incidents and eventually even donated office furniture to the Village.
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COMMUNITY REPRESENTATIVE PERSPECTIVE conrp)

3. Has this project made the community a better place to live or work? If so, how? Approximately 400 words.

For the church, Camp Quixote was a seminal event. It was social justice in action and most were involved in one or many ways—intellectually,
emotionally, physically, financially, and philosophically. Through exposure and involvement we developed new understandings and compassion. We
committed to action to change rules and regulations to allow the camp to exist on church properties in the three adjacent communities and were
successful. We shared our experiences with family and friends.

As the dream of a village evolved, the effort to make it happen increased exponentially. Non-profit status was obtained, funds raised, sites considered,
professionals consulted, plans developed, partners solicited and advocacy mounted. As a result, the way the homelessness issue is viewed has
changed among many. The effort has also attracted regional national attention as an innovative and unique approach to serving homeless people.
Even the New York Times sent a reporter and photographer who published an impressive story.

Of course the impact on the residents of Camp Quixote and Quixote Village has been tremendous. To be safe, warm and in community with support,
encouragement and hope is life changing for some and a respite, at least, for others who had experienced more suffering than they could bear. The
Village gives them some control over their lives. They can focus on more than survival...have hope.

4. Would you change anything about this project or the development process you went through? Approximately 400 words.

Once Quixote Village was opened in December or 2013, the need and role of volunteers and the community has shifted. The residents can be much
more independent with the amenities they lacked in the Camp, e.g. a kitchen, laundry facilities, showers and security. They no longer needed the
support of volunteers for meals, safety, or supplies as they once did. Financial support is the biggest need.

The Village has learned through the year how to be in community there...and has learned and evolved through many significant challenges. One of the
challenges still to be addressed is how to keep their supporters engaged. Without the physical presence of the Camp on church property and without
the need for volunteers at the Village, it is too easy to be out of sight and out of mind. As the Village settles in, a focus might shift to more
communication and connection with their various supporters—churches, donors, previous volunteers, and the community.

The Village is a stunning example of what's possible but is a drop in the bucket for the need in this community and in most communities. The more we,
who have been exposed to homelessness, can stay connected, the more we can help advocate for similar villages, for alternative housing options, for
street-people friendly laws, for services and for understanding of the scope and depth of the issues surrounding homelessness.
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Send to Contact PUBLIC AGENCY PERSPECTIVE

Please answer questions in space provided. If possible, answers to all questions should be typed or written directly on the forms. If the forms are not used and
answers are typed on a separate page, each answer must be preceded by the question to which it responds, and the length of each answer should be limited to
the area provided on the original form.

This sheet is to be filled out by staff representative(s) of public agency(ies) who were directly involved in the financing, design review, or public approvals that
affected this project.

Leonard Bauer Deputy Director, Community Planning & Development

Name Title

City of Olympia (360) 753-8206

Organization Telephone

Address 601 4th Avenue East City/State/ZIP Olympia, WA 98501

Fax (360 ) 753-8087 Ibauer@ci.olympia.wa.us

E-mail

The undersigned grants the Bruner Foundation permission to use, reproduce, or make available for reproduction or use by others, for any purpose whatsoever,
the materials submitted. The applicant warrants that the applicant has full power and authority to submit the application and all attached materials and to grant
these rights and permissions.

? D ber 8, 2014
Signature Date ecember 0

1. What role did your agency play in the development of this project? Describe any requirements made of this project by your agency
(e.g., zoning, public participation, public benefits, impact statements). Approximately 400 words.

The City of Olympia’s Community Planning and Development staff adapted a number of rules and regulations to accommodate the “tiny house” model
of Quixote Village. First staff revised the ordinance governing homeless encampments to allow Camp Quixote to be sited as a permanent facility on a
county-owned site in a light industrial zone. This ordinance was adopted unanimously by the Olympia City Council, and was upheld during a series of
legal appeals by adjacent landowners who initially opposed the project.

Second, the Olympia’s building codes were also revised to change the definition of Single Room Occupancy dwellings so that it includes the cottage
dwellings at the Village. This was necessary so that the Village cottages would be eligible for HUD rental vouchers. HUD requires SROs to meet
either HUD’s definition or the definition in the local building codes.

From a Community Planning standpoint, this project illustrates how public officials can utilize existing land use, zoning and building codes to facilitate a
non-profit's innovative approach to housing the homeless. Community planners assisted representatives of Quixote Village, helping them to
understand and negotiate through Olympia’s land use and building code regulatory framework. The challenge was to ensure that the project’s
innovation met the intent of the regulations for public safety and decent housing, and to ensure it did not cross the line into non-compliance. In the
case of Quixote Village, community planners did just that - - resulting in a project that has become a national model.

2. How was this project intended to benefit your city? What trade-offs and compromises were required to implement the project?
How did your agency participate in making them? Approximately 400 words.

Olympia has long been a regional hub for homelessness because of the high concentration of services, shelter and other support systems. Typical of
other urban hubs, the concentration of resources attracts a concentration of people who are homeless.

Over the past 30 years, Olympia staff became familiar with other traditional housing and shelter models. When presented with the cottage or “tiny
house” based community model of homeless housing, the Quixote Village model emerged as a lower-cost, out-of-the-box form of permanent
supportive housing that could help reduce homelessness.

Quixote Village also brought a unique alliance to the table, including homeless people, allies and their development team, each of whom worked
diligently to resolve issues and overcome obstacles, and worked collaboratively with a range of stakeholders to solve problems.

Clearly, there were multiple benefits for Olympia: more housing for people who've been homeless; a new national model that burnishes our city’s

reputation for innovation; an inspiring instance of a genuine partnership between the city and a community non-profit; and, a higher level of
appreciation for the creativity and resilience of people who are homeless.
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PUBLIC AGENCY PERSPECTIVE (conrp)

3. Describe the project’s impact on your city. Please be as specific as possible.  Approximately 400 words.

Urban planners across the nation are grappling with growing populations, the need for more affordable housing, and an overarching goal of reducing
the carbon footprint of development. The “tiny house” is clearly a new model that addresses all three issues.

On a popular culture level, there are few topics that generate as much excitement as tiny houses do: websites, publications and seminars that address
tiny houses are in heavy demand. The need for small-scale housing is related to the growing number of single person households. Yet, local
jurisdictions’ zoning and building codes are still focused on providing for larger, single family houses. The need for bona fide examples of successful
tiny house projects that emerge from replicable regulatory systems will provide useful models.

Our experience as the jurisdiction where Quixote Village chose to build has helped to build staff capacity, allowing us to address other issues involved
with tiny homes. There are already many un-permitted tiny homes in Olympia, and staff are aware that some people build tiny houses on trailers so
that the applicable codes are transportation-related, which are more lax than housing-related development codes.

The success of Quixote Village offers a starting point from which to build local experience for developers, housing consumers and for government

regulators. Ultimately, this will allow us to develop the sorts of land use and development codes that encourage tiny houses as highly affordable,
low-impact housing.

4. Did this project result in new models of public/private partnerships? Are there aspects of this project that would be instructive to agencies like yours
in other cities? Approximately 400 words.

5. What do you consider to be the most and least successful aspects of this project? Approximately 400 words.
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Please answer questions in space provided. If possible, answers to all questions should be typed or written directly on the forms. If the forms are not used and
answers are typed on a separate page, each answer must be preceded by the question to which it responds, and the length of each answer should be limited to
the area provided on the original form.

This sheet is to be filled out by the person who took primary responsibility for project financing or is a representative of the group which did.

Ginger Segel Senior Housing and Community Developer

Name Title

Community Frameworks

Organization Telephone (280 ) 860-2034
409 Pacific Avenue, Suite 105
Address City/State/ZIP Bremerton, WA 98337
Fax ( ) E-mail gingers@communityframeworks.org

The undersigned grants the Bruner Foundation permission to use, reproduce, or make available for reproduction or use by others, for any purpose
whatsoever, the materials submitted. The applicant warrants that the applicant has full power and authority to submit the application and all attached materials
and to grant these rights and permissions.

? 12/8/14
Signature Date

1. What role did you or your company play in the development of this project? Describe the scope of involvement. Approximately 400 words.

Community Frameworks (CF) served as the non-profit affordable housing developer for Quixote Village. CF assisted in securing capital funds from
the Washington State Housing Trust Fund, HUD Community Development Block Grant funding from Washington State and the City of Olympia, and
funding from Thurston County. These public funding sources have significant requirements including competitive bids for construction, paying
prevailing wage to construction workers, and separating housing and non-housing uses of funds as well as on- and off-site expenses. CF monitored
these requirements and was the primary liaison with public funders. CF took the lead on negotiating the contracts with funders and the lease with
County for the land, recording necessary documents, and drawing down funds during construction.

There were numerous issues to work through regarding zoning, land use, and building codes. For example, Quixote Village cottages could not
meet the HUD definition of single room occupancy (SRO) units, and thereby were not eligible for HUD operating subsidies. The HUD regulations did
defer to a local definition of SRO, which Olympia’s code did not have. CF worked with the City to amend the building code to include a definition of
SRO.

CF arranged for the third party due diligence reports including geotech, phase | ESA, and a survey. CF assisted in honing the design concept,
working with Panza, the residents, the architect, and the City to evaluate issues such as site planning, size and purpose of the community building, rest
room facilities inside the cottages, manufactured or site-built construction of the cottages, and product choices. The project meets the Washington
State Evergreen Sustainable Design Standards (ESDS), which required an assessment of energy conservation components as well as other 'green’
project components that impact air quality, livability, and durability. Similar to the LEED standard, project sponsors have a menu of choices to meet
ESDS.

In the role as developer Community Frameworks assisted in evaluating the management options for the project and worked with Panza to develop
the capacity to manage the housing. CF helped to secure operating funding and develop a management plan for the project. The housing is unique in
its design concept, but is also unique as permanent supportive housing for single homeless adults. Panza had to become knowledgeable about
landlord tenant laws, fair housing, building maintenance, and other property manager functions. And, most importantly, Panza and the residents had to

2. What trade-offs or compromises were required during the development of the project? Approximately 400 words.

As a non-profit affordable housing developer, Community Frameworks has learned that with donated land often comes donated problems and
Quixote Village was no exception. The importance of the County donating the land cannot be understated. This action legitimized the efforts of Panza
and the residents of Camp Quixote to create a permanent village. It invested both the County and the City (the land is owned by the County but is
located inside the city limits of Olympia, which had to adopt a text amendment to its zoning code to allow this use) in the outcome of the effort. Panza
may not have been able to overcome NIMBY opposition without the County coming forward with a site and the City giving a conditional use permit. But
the site was difficult. It is located near a residential neighborhood and near a shopping area. Residents can easily get around by bus or bicycle. But it
is in an industrial zone, and the neighboring uses are industrial. The land itself has very poor percolation, requiring very large storm ponds. The result
was expensive site work and adapting the site plan to accommodate the ponds. Had the site been drier, the cottages could have been spaced
differently and there would have been a large central green space for recreation. (However, residents joke that the stormwater ponds mean they all
have “waterfront” houses.)

The development budget was quite tight for Quixote Village and as a result significant value engineering occurred. The changes included: reducing
the size of the community building, reducing the size of the cottages, eliminating a proposed shop building, eliminating a covered picnic shelter in the
central courtyard, and using cheaper products for some of the finishes. Some of these changes were perhaps a blessing in disguise. The community
building is good size to meet the needs of the residents and foster community engagement. The area reserved for the shop has been used for a large
community vegetable garden that produced abundant food for the Village and a surplus that was donated to a shelter for homeless families. Other
compromises were tougher; for example, the flooring in the cottages is painted plywood.

When the project was first envisioned by the residents of Camp Quixote, the cottages did not have any bathrooms. Residents would have had to go
to the community building or to another small rest room building that was planned for the other end of the site. Pressure from funders and veterans of
the affordable housing industry pushed back on this issue. An ice storm that occurred in the middle of this debate was persuasive; so were the growing
number of gray heads in the Camp. In the end, everyone was glad to have made the decision to put toilets and sinks in each cottage, in spite of the
budget impact of extending water and sewer to 30 buildings. In fact, having their own indoor plumbing is one of the greatest pleasures on earth for
people who have been living on the streets or in the woods.
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3. How was the project financed? What, if any, innovative means of financing were used? Approximately 400 words.

The development budget included $1,550,000 from the State Housing Trust Fund, $699,000 in Community Development Block Grant (CDBG), and
$170,000 from Thurston County. The land, valued at $333,000, was provided by Thurston County for $1 per year under at 41 year lease. The project
received $80,321 in donated legal and design services, and $215,000 in cash donations from the Chehalis and Nisqually Tribes, individuals, and
businesses.

The operating and service budget is subsidized by County document recording fee revenue designated for homeless programs; United Way; the
State's Operating and Maintenance Trust Fund (O&M); and 25 Section 8 housing vouchers, which allow residents to pay 30% of their income in rent,
and the federal government pays the difference in rent up to fair market rent (FMR). The local Housing Authority did a rent comparability study and
determined that FMR is $450 per month. These combined sources, along with tenant rent, pay for the operating expenses along with two staff people:
a program and facilities manager and a resident advocate who provides social service support.

Quixote Village was financed at a time of government cutbacks. The State's Housing Trust Fund had been cut 45% between 2009 and 2013. The
federal CDBG program had been cut 22% in the same period. The Board of Panza was well positioned to secure public funds. The President of the
Board was a former legislative staffer and speech writer for two Governors, and Panza’s Treasurer was the CFO of a major state agency. Their
expertise and contacts helped secure funding directly from the Legislature for a demonstration program. The CDBG process was less political, but the
project had significant support by the time of application and funding was secured. During development the local Housing Authority notified us that
they could not honor their commitment for the Section 8 vouchers due to sequestration. Fortunately after sequestration ended, that decision was
reversed.

The financing was quite complicated. The CDBG funds triggered expensive federal requirements including paying commercial prevailing wage rates
on the entire project, even though CDBG funds could only be used on the non-housing, or community building, portion of the project.

The State O & M funds are secured with a 15 year contract as are the Section 8 vouchers. Panza has to reapply for the other funding each year,
which is subject to changing priorities on the part of the funders. Because of this instability in the long term operating and service funding, $150,000 in
reserves were capitalized.

4. What do you consider to be the most and least successful aspects of the project? Approximately 400 words.

Quixote Village is very successful, by any measure. Thirty units of permanent housing were created for homeless adults; thirty people moved from
tents into their own cottages. They went from having no access to showers, laundry, heat or refrigeration to having all these things. And they took with
them a durable tradition of mutual support, self-government, and connection with the wider community.

The capital cost of the housing was less than half of the typical affordable housing project for a similar population. Although a few residents were not
able to stay in the Village because of persistent alcohol or drug abuse, others were finally able to become clean and sober, enroll in school, get jobs,
and address many chronic mental and physical health issues. (The availability of health care coverage under the Affordable Care Act has been a
major benefit in this regard.)

If the project were to be done over again, | would make some minor modifications, use different flooring, different appliances, etc. But all of the major
aspects of the project have been successful.
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1. Describe the design concept of this project, including urban design considerations, choice of materials, scale, etc. Approximately 400 words.

The design concept was born out of the programming effort described in question 2. In essence, it is a homeless project that maintains a level of
individuality and privacy residents were accustomed to when living in tents, but also encourages living in a tight community where sharing of
responsibilities and resources is essential. This is in many ways the exact opposite of how typical housing shelters are designed - with residents living
in an isolated, self-contained apartment or dormitory with no sense of identity and no incentive to form community.

The site is located in an industrial area outside of the urban core of Olympia. Though this may not seem ideal, it did allow acquiring enough land to
create a Village (more than could have been obtained in an urban core) and is located far enough away from residential neighborhoods to dispel major
opposition. The cottages are arranged in two loosely organized rows along the side property lines with a common space between. The community
building is on the south end, closest to the road, and looks toward a view framed by the cottages to a forested natural area to the north. Each cottage is

fronted with its own small garden between the porch and the serpentine common path, and there is a large community garden next to the community
building.

The cottages were designed to be pre-fabricated, simple wood framed dwellings, with plywood walls and floor. (In the end, they were built on site rather
than prefabricated.) The cottages are just large enough for a single bed and small half bathroom and closet, and the front porch becomes an extension
of the indoor space and connection to the large commons which the cottages surround. Though the cottages are essentially identical, each cottage
was painted one of five colors as a simple way to create an identity among its neighbors.

The community building serves as the hub of the village, with an open and tall living/dining room and kitchen, and showers, laundry and support
spaces. The community building also has a large patio, which looks out over the commons toward the cottages, and becomes an extension of the living
room. The focus of the living room is the wood stove (splitting firewood is an important resident activity) and the chalkboard wall, where residents
communicate with each other. Many residents come from living in the woods and are more accustomed to the forested outdoors than urban cities,
therefore natural wood siding, beams and columns were used in the community building to create the sense of a modern lodge.

2. Describe the most important social and programmatic functions of the design.  Approximately 400 words.

Quixote Village is not high design, it is design responding specifically to the Quixote community. My church was one of the original hosts for Camp
Quixote when it was a mobile tent camp. Even then | understood how unique this self-governing organization of homeless individuals choosing to live
and support each other in a community was in the world of those in need. One thing that was important to Panza (Quixote's support group) and to
myself was that this Village be designed with as much input as possible from the residents; this was, and is, their community.

Once the site was secured, the first step was to facilitate a series of design workshops with the residents to understand what their true needs and
desires were for the project. The first workshop focused on how to arrange living and community spaces on the site. From the onset it was clear that
residents did not want to live in a typical apartment arrangement clustered in a single building. Most of the residents had come from living alone in the
woods, choosing to have their own space rather than live in a group shelter. These residents felt more comfortable with greater separation between
them and their neighbors than apartments could give. At the same time, they pull together as a community in ways that rarely happen - sharing
preparation of meals, chores, cleaning, recreation, etc. They also made it clear they did not need a lot of space. Thus what was born was perhaps the
first of its kind in the country - a village of tiny (under 150 SF) cottages that contain a single sleeping/sitting room, a small half bathroom and a porch
centered around a community building that contains the spaces they share: kitchen, living/dining room, showers, laundry, meeting space, and staff
offices. Outside the buildings, the residents share a large community garden and a basketball hoop.

During the workshops the residents were divided into 3 groups and asked to arrange the cottages, community building, and other site components of
their village. The solutions ranged from a traditional street grid to 5 “clusters" of cottages to a singe large "“circle" of cottages around a common outdoor
space. The residents came to the conclusion that the "“circle” concept was the best way to arrange the village to create a cohesive community (clusters
creates cliques, grids are too isolating) The site did not allow for a true circle, but the concept remained with two rows of cottages facing each other
across the common area. The porch became an integral part of creating community - many residents prefer to be on the porch where they can see the
village and interact with their neighbors rather than be shut in their cottage.
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3. Describe the major challenges of designing this project and any design trade-offs or compromises required to complete the project. Approximately 400 words.

The two greatest challenges of designing this project were:
1) Funding and budget (true on most projects).
2) Navigating the jurisdictional and code requirements for a project that was in many ways unprecedented.

The original design for the community building included many good ideas that were not built: a library, larger shower areas, more storage and meeting
spaces, and a covered porch around the entire building. As funding necessitated shaving project costs by shaving program spaces during the entire
project, there came a point as a team where we stepped back and asked ourselves "what do we absolutely need to house this community comfortably
and meet their goals?" With this new perspective we were able to focus on creating a homeless project that does all it set out to accomplish and is an
exceptionally efficient use of funds per resident for building a permanent shelter solution for the homeless. When the project was completed, no one
really thought anything was missing from the facility, except possibly storage space.

Several jurisdictional hurdles had to be overcome to make this project happen. First was working with the City of Olympia to create a zoning
designation that would allow this type of facility to be constructed. This project did not fit in well with typical multi-family residential zone requirements,
and certainly not in an industrial zone. Hours of volunteer time from many people were given to working with City Staff to draft language that would be
acceptable, and the City Council was very helpful in approving amendments to the code that allowed this project to happen. Current building and fire
codes also do not recognize this type of residential arrangement of buildings, which fall somewhere between individual single dwellings, multi-family
apartments and a dormitory living arrangement. To our knowledge nothing like this had been built on this scale in our country, so there was little
precedent available to guide us. City staff were creative in navigating through the code requirements and achieving the desired result.

Requirements by funders also became a challenge. The cottages were originally designed with no bathrooms - residents were to share the bathrooms
in the community building. It was thought at the time by all involved that 32 toilets for use by 30 residents seemed excessive. However because
federal dollars through HUD were used on the project, HUD rules require the dwelling units to either be physically connected or have individual rest
rooms. Though adding 30 additional water and sewer lines to the project was costly, the desire to maintain the individual separation of dwelling units
was important enough to add these to the project. In the end this was a blessing, having individual rest rooms is a benefit to the residents.

4. Describe the ways in which the design relates to its urban context. Approximately 400 words.

As mentioned above, this project is outside the urban core in an industrial area. The site is between a construction equipment rental yard and a former
frozen seafood processing plant (currently used as a storage building). The site, a little over 2 acres, was chosen because it was provided to the
project by Thurston County. Very few residents own or travel by car. Most ride bicycles or public transit. One challenge was creating a decent
pedestrian connection from the Village to the nearest bus stop, several blocks away, by widening the road, creating an asphalt 'sidewalk' where
scarcely a shoulder existed before. The site does offer relief from the industrial nature of it's neighbors - a forested natural area just over the railroad
tracks on the north edge of the site offers nice views, and the Village was arranged with the living room and community building porch, the common
outdoor space, and cottages facing toward this view. The cottages themselves along with perimeter landscaping create screens along the fence lines
blocking the views of the industrial properties.

An important design criteria affecting our community and the planet was the desire to make the project as environmentally sustainable as possible.
The project meets the State of Washington's Evergreen Sustainable Development Standard and was built with many sustainable attributes including
maximizing density, water-efficient landscaping and plumbing, designed for (pending fund raising) solar hot water and electricity collection on the roof
of the community building, low heat-island effect, and energy efficient heating, lighting and appliances. In fact this commitment to sustainability has
been an important attribute to many who have donated funds in support of the project.
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1. What role did you play in the development of this project? Approximately 400 words.
Sharon:

| helped choose cabinet doors, flooring, and other finishes. | also played a major role in setting up the kitchen the day before we moved in.

I lived in Camp Quixote for several months before we moved to the Village. The Resident Council elected me to be on the Executive Committee when
we moved here.

Jimi:

I was in the Camp from September of last year. | did my chores at the camp, sitting at the desk, cleaning the showers in the church, and | would
participate in making food with others. My drug use limited my ability to participate, but that all changed a few months after moving here, when |
realized that this awesome little house that | was gifted with was a lot better than my old insane lifestyle. | went to treatment in March and got clean and
got my head clear. | have 238 days clean. | practice my guitar every day, try to keep creative. | participate in the community because I'm on the
Executive Committee. | also am responsible for assigning weekly chores and making the chore roster every week.

Mike:

I moved in during the last week of June, so the place was already up and running.

2. Describe the impact that this project has had on the your community. Please be as specific as possible. Approximately 400 words.

Sharon:

One of the first and biggest impacts was the joy of having flush toilets in our cottages. One person, on the first morning he woke up here, reported that

he’'d started to go outside to walk to the sanikan before he remembered he didn’t have to do that. Toilets were flushing all day for no reason other than
the joy of it all.

But moving here wasn’t easy for a lot of us. It was a huge change — more rules to live by, new accountability for following rules, doing chores, getting
along with each other — and biggest of all, a new requirement to leave drug and alcohol abuse behind. Some made the choice to move on rather than
get clean and sober. Others — some you wouldn’t ever think could — did get clean and sober.

After a period of turmoil in which several residents left or were evicted, we have come to a place where the community is more cohesive, more
functional and stronger. New residents who weren’t part of Camp Quixote have moved in with different baggage. We had family baggage; new
residents came in more as individuals rather than as part of a giant dysfunctional family. The new residents are more able to follow the rules, and take
pride in doing their chores and are grateful for the opportunity to serve. | am very proud of the way this community has incorporated new people.

Jimi:

| can't speak for the whole community, but one thing | can say is my basic needs are accounted for and that allows my brain to have space for things
that will make my life better, such as creative flow. | dream a lot more now. Everything I've ever done crashes, so it's hard to get on one thing. | would
love to be a writer -- a paid author - but deadlines kick my butt. Here | do feel like | can help other people with IT support, helping those with physical
disabilities take out the trash or run errands for people.

Mike:

| really had nowhere to live, and | was just coming out of the shelter, stressed out on what was going to happen to my future, and | learned about
Onixinte Villane <n | annlied and did all the nanenwork tn net in Refare mv time was 11n at the <helter | was ahle tn move in It was a relief tn know that
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3. What trade-offs and compromises were required during the development of the project? Did you participate in making them? Approximately 400 words.

Sharon:

This is what | miss about living in Camp: the feeling of utter freedom — economically, spiritually, physically. No tethers, no house, no bills, no stress.
And now, guess what | have — a house, with rent. | had to give up my truck because | couldn't afford both rent and truck payments. So now | have
economic stress and a lack of physical freedom.

But it was worth the tradeoff for sure. | wake up happy every morning; | look forward to my day. | might play out in the garden or stay in my cottage
and watch Netflix, but it's my day, and I'm enjoying my retirement. | love that | have a sense that I'm important here; | have relationships here that |
tend to, and a leadership role, none of which I'd have in a regular apartment.

Jimi:

If I lived in an apartment, | would isolate; | kind of do now in the sense that | stay in the Village and don't go anywhere else very often. Some people
might think it's a tradeoff or compromise to not have showers and kitchens in our houses, but | enjoy coming to the community building, watching
football with other people, making food with people, eating and so forth. And if we did have our own kitchens, we'd have to keep it clean on our own.
Every aspect of life is better than before; when | want to be warm, I'm warm, when | want to be full, I'm full.

Mike:

The bad points would be being off the bus line and having to walk a little extra, but the exercise is good for me. But the physical pain slows me down; |
have arthritis in both feet and | have degenerative joint disease so | have spinal pain. | don't think there's too much bad points though. There's small
things, but nothing major. | do have ways to get out and take care of my appointments.

The good things are | started school, which | thought | wouldn't get that far, and I'm able to get plenty of rest to focus on that. | hope to be a drug and
alchohol counselor, and I'm even thinking about getting a bachelor's degree in the far future. Rides are provided for special events and grocery
shopping, which helps a lot. | feel supported in my recovery here, and | participate in mental health and AA groups; | get support from the staff here,
too. Also I'm involved with the community leadership, and that's a new experience for me; I've never been involved like that before.

4. What do you consider to be the the most and least successful aspects of this project? Approximately 400 words.

Sharon:

Our yards, our garden, the landscaping — all the stuff that we do, the puttering work of chores that aren’t on the list — these bring us happiness. What's
really awesome is watching our children and grandchildren grow, and making this place their own. (No kids live here, but they visit, mostly on
weekends.) People’s kids play together, and run around joyfully. Many people have developed relationships with kids who aren’t theirs, many who
haven't been around kids very much.

And then there are the animals — so far, cats, dogs and ducks who live in harmony. People here are allowed to have service animals. And the ducks
just come with having stormwater ponds. Feeding the ducks is a joy — we only feed them poultry feed; no cinnamon rolls!

On the least successful side, drug and alcohol abuse initially caused evictions, a little destruction of property and punching each other. We are very
glad that is behind us, and that the culture has changed so that the peer pressure is to stay clean and sober. That helps people more than | could ever
express.

Jimi:

| think the most successful thing is that it's gotten a lot of people off drugs, so the community is drug and alcohol free now, so that's a big hit in my
mind, having neighbors that are clear-minded as well. It's successful because we all keep trying; everyone who wants to keep trying is sticking it
through.

It's also gotten some people jobs, and one person has already gotten his degree, a job, and moved on. It takes more time for some than others, but we
have two people in school now and one more on the way. Some folks here get to have their kids on a regular basis and spend time with them; they are
all great kids.

| don't see any negatives, really; there have been rough days, but that's just the normal wear and tear of life.

Mike:
I'm very pleased that there is a place to help people who got themselves in the situation | was in. | am amazed at how an idea became a reality and

has helped people grow into their recovery, and have a sense of self-sufficiency. We do everything we need here for self-care, and take care of the
landscaping, and do other chores to keep the place up.
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	At-a-Glance Question 1: Quixote Village is the brainchild of a group of approximately 30 homeless adults who founded a self-governing tent community in 2007. Their tent camp began in a downtown Olympia parking lot as a protest against a city ordinance that forbade sitting or lying on downtown sidewalks. They hoped their protest would result in getting land where they could build 30 simple cabins and a community building with a kitchen, showers, and laundry facilities.

Within days, city police threatened to clear the camp and arrest anyone who refused to leave. Instead, a local church offered the camp sanctuary on its grounds. Within a few months, the city recognized the right of faith communities to practice their religion by hosting the camp, and an ordinance was passed outlining regulatory requirements for the camp.  Initially, it was required to move from one church to another every three months; this was later changed to once every six months. Over the next seven years, seven faith communities hosted the camp, which moved over 20 times.

Panza, a non-profit named for Sancho Panza, Don Quixote's servant and sidekick, grew out of the faith communities that supported and hosted the camp. Together, camp residents and Panza campaigned for and won a county-provided site for the Village, raised $2.634 million for construction, and oversaw the building of Quixote Village, which opened on Christmas Eve, 2013.

The Village consists of 30 144-square foot cottages and a 2,640 square-foot community building that includes showers, laundry facilities, a large kitchen, dining/living area, offices and a conference room.  The 2.17 acre site also features a large communal vegetable garden, individual door-yard gardens, and a berry patch.

The total per-unit development cost of the Village was just under $88,000 per unit -- approximately half the cost of building conventional studio apartments.

Quixote Village provides permanent supportive housing for chronically homeless adults. Its residents include people with mental illness, physical disabilities, and people in recovery from addiction. It is staffed by a full-time Program and Facilities Manager and by a Resident Advocate who helps people set goals, and access services such as health care, recovery services and education and job training. Both positions are full time.

	At-a-Glance City/State/Zip: Olympia, Washington 98512
	At-a-Glance Question 2: Quixote Village responds to two basic human needs:  the need for housing, and the need for community. People who are homeless often lack both. In addition, people who are homeless typically lack even the most minimal control over the conditions of their lives. The self-governing features of the Village empower residents to regain a sense of personal power and responsibility, and to learn skills in collaboration, leadership, and advocacy. The mutual support and friendships fostered by Village life provide powerful peer support for recovery and personal growth.

While these needs may be most acute among people who are homeless, the Village has also become an inspiration to others who are interested in this model for housing low-income single parents, low-wage workers, and lower-income elders.

The idea of building tiny houses as a low-cost response to homelessness has been gaining currency in the last two or three years, and other communities are beginning to mount similar initiatives.  As the first to be fully developed, Quixote Village offers a model that features high-quality design and construction, including half-baths in each cottage, that meets all building codes, includes half-baths in each cottage, and is built to last a minimum of 40 years.

In addition, the Village’s reliance on resident self-government and responsibility for basic maintenance has created a lower-cost model for sustaining permanent supportive housing, and offered residents a greater measure of control over their lives than conventional subsidized housing.

	Project Description Question 1: During 2007, the first year of Camp Quixote’s existence, the essential goal was simply to overcome community opposition and keep the tent camp alive. It was obvious to church hosts and volunteers that the Camp afforded its residents a degree of safety, community and dignity they sorely needed. 

All residents of the Camp were members of the Resident Council, which met weekly to address issues of community living, to admit or evict residents, and to make, amend or enforce rules.  The Resident Council also elected a slate of officers every six months, and the officers, known as the leadership team, had the authority to make decisions between meetings. Panza board members attended Resident Council meetings, and Camp officers attended Panza board meetings.

The core values that emerged from these experiences were clear:  People who are homeless are often traumatized, disabled, and burdened by deficits that began very early in their lives, but they are survivors; they are resilient, inventive, and capable of participating in the life of their community. People who are homeless are our neighbors; they are not “them” but part of “us.” They are of equal value with every other human being. Homelessness does not define people; it is simply a circumstance that people find themselves in. 

These values were the foundation for the partnership between Panza and the Camp Resident Council. Although Panza controls the resources, we work hard to sustain relationships of equality and respect. The partnership has worked through many conflicts, endured, and grown stronger over the years.

The one tradeoff that has been required by the successful completion of the Village has been the diminution of the role of residents in the admission and eviction process.  In the Camp, the Resident Council voted whom to admit, and when to evict. In the Village, Panza is a legal landlord, and responsible for making those decisions. The Resident Council’s executive committee plays a strong advisory role, but the legal responsibility belongs to the landlord agency. Panza and the residents' Executive Committee continue to work together to strengthen the residents' involvement in the day-to-day decisions and long-term planning for the Village.

	Project Description Question 2: Thurston County’s total population is about 260,000; its urban area consists of three cities that have grown together, with Olympia, the state’s capital, as its core.  State government is the major employer. Although the median income for the County is a bit above the state average, there are pockets of poverty, especially in outlying rural areas. Olympia also draws people who are homeless from those areas, and from poorer neighboring counties that have never recovered from the near-collapse of the timber and fishing industries over the past 25 years.  A visible presence of homeless people in downtown Olympia has been a persistent reality for many years. Many people who are homeless also live in the woods, either near public trails, on undeveloped land, or in a nearby state forest.

One of the regulations governing Camp Quixote was a requirement that volunteer “hosts” be present at the entrance to the Camp 24/7.  This required a major mobilization of church volunteers, who served in three-hour shifts.  Hundreds of church volunteers who served in this role got to know people in the Camp, and many lasting friendships formed.  Church people hired Camp residents to mow their lawns and help with home repairs and residents often participated in church services and social events.  These relationships were transformational both for middle-class people who had never known anyone who was homeless, and for many Camp residents who had never had middle-class friends.

One impact of Camp Quixote, (and now Quixote Village), has been a change in the way many people think about homelessness.  A lot of policy-making has been based on fear of people who are homeless; these fears have been diminished by the clear evidence that people in this circumstance can and do make positive contributions to constructive change. Home and business owners who feared for their property values, parents who feared for the safety of their children, and elected leaders have all discovered that those fears were unfounded, and nearly all those who initially opposed the Camp and the building of the Village have become active supporters.

Quixote Village serves 30 formerly homeless adults at a time, and over its 40-plus years of life will serve an as yet unknown number. While children do not live at the Village, several residents are non-custodial parents, and living in the Village means their children can stay with them for the weekend.  This ability to reconnect parents with their children is a huge benefit.
	Community Rep Name: Linda Crabtree
	Community Rep Title: community volunteer, church member
	Community Rep Organization: Olympia UU Congregation
	Community Rep Phone Area: 360
	Community Rep Phone Number: 438-5028
	Community Rep Address: 3944 Holladay Park Loop SE.
	Community Rep City/State/Zip: Lacey, WA 98503
	Community Rep Fax Area: 
	Community Rep Fax Number: 
	Community Rep Email: CrabtreesJL@gmail.com
	About Digital Signature: 
	Community Rep Date: December 8, 2014
	Community Rep Question 1: As an active member of our Unitarian Universalist congregation, I was involved at the outset when the church offered sanctuary to a homeless camp that was being evicted from a downtown parking lot. Our offer of sanctuary needed congregational approval within 10 days. I, like most in the congregation, had little involvement or understanding of homelessness. I was fearful and distrustful of homeless people for my own safety and for the safety of the church and the neighborhood.

I suggested someone interview individuals in the camp––I wanted to know their stories and what was behind their becoming homeless. Of course that someone turned out to be me. Frightened, I took a companion and interviewed five residents for a publication for the congregation. It was an eye-opener for me to hear, see, and feel the effects of poverty, mental illness, drug addiction, mental incapacity, limited social skills, and devastation in the lives of some. I also was profoundly moved by their need for safety, community, support and resources.
We realized supporting the camp and its residents was a must-do through congregational meetings, camp resident interaction, neighborhood outreach, and dialog with city officials,. It was part of who we are and what we do. The final congregational vote was unanimous and support for the camp and the village has only increased in the years since.

I have volunteered at the camp since its inception in 2007. I always took food but quickly learned that nuts, granola bars and crunchies are not useful due to the lack of dental care for those without resources. Unusual or interesting foods are also out of the experience of many and so not appreciated. I learned why the same resident would take a hat or socks at each opportunity, i.e. laundry services are hard to come by and expensive. So many things we take for granted are not there for those who are homeless. Running water is a key example––so fundamental.
A year ago prior to Thanksgiving as the camp was preparing to move to Quixote Village, I invited the neighbors in my retirement community to bring donations from the list of needs to a neighborhood gathering. I used the opportunity to inform them of the Village and of the homeless experience. The response was overwhelming: new towels and matching sheets, lamps, toilet paper––more than a van full of items were generated. Since then, I get calls from neighbors who keep Quixote Village in mind. Three good bicycles have been donated in the last year, for example.

	Community Rep Question 2: Olympia has more than its share of people who are homeless. The issue has been a major concern in the community, especially among downtown business owners. Through the years of development and experience with Camp Quixote and then Quixote Village, the number of individuals, churches. agencies and officials touched by the issue of homelessness has grown. Advocacy, support and outreach efforts have multiplied as a result. The obstacles and challenges have been immense…and continue in many ways…but the shift in attitude has been palpable. City governments initially resistant to allowing the Camp have since revised city codes; the county provided land; legal, architectural and other professionals donated services; more and more churches offered sanctuary, neighborhoods were supportive, individuals volunteered.

Initially the major issues were close and personal. What about the safety of church members (me!) coming and going to church? What about the church building itself––cleanliness, property theft/damage, access and security in general? How will we interact with the camp residents? What amenities do they need? What services? How will this be staffed and supported? What will happen in the long term?
Another initial concern was for the neighborhood. Our minister personally went door to door to inform and consult with neighbors. They had the same concerns many of us did. After time and experience without incident, our neighbors and neighbors of other churches that hosted the Camp were no longer reticent. A businessman nearest the Quixote Village site objected and, after a couple years of litigation, was overruled. He, too, has experienced no incidents and eventually even donated office furniture to the Village. 


	Community Rep Question 3: For the church, Camp Quixote was a seminal event. It was social justice in action and most were involved in one or many ways––intellectually, emotionally, physically, financially, and philosophically. Through exposure and involvement we developed new understandings and compassion. We committed to action to change rules and regulations to allow the camp to exist on church properties in the three adjacent communities and were successful. We shared our experiences with family and friends. 

As the dream of a village evolved, the effort to make it happen increased exponentially. Non-profit status was obtained, funds raised, sites considered, professionals consulted, plans developed, partners solicited and advocacy mounted. As a result, the way the homelessness issue is viewed has changed among many. The effort has also attracted regional national attention as an innovative and unique approach to serving homeless people. Even the New York Times sent a reporter and photographer who published an impressive story.
Of course the impact on the residents of Camp Quixote and Quixote Village has been tremendous. To be safe, warm and in community with support, encouragement and hope is life changing for some and a respite, at least, for others who had experienced more suffering than they could bear. The Village gives them some control over their lives. They can focus on more than survival…have hope.

	Community Rep Question 4: Once Quixote Village was opened in December or 2013, the need and role of volunteers and the community has shifted. The residents can be much more independent with the amenities they lacked in the Camp, e.g. a kitchen, laundry facilities, showers and security. They no longer needed the support of volunteers for meals, safety, or supplies as they once did. Financial support is the biggest need.

The Village has learned through the year how to be in community there…and has learned and evolved through many significant challenges. One of the challenges still to be addressed is how to keep their supporters engaged. Without the physical presence of the Camp on church property and without the need for volunteers at the Village, it is too easy to be out of sight and out of mind. As the Village settles in, a focus might shift to more communication and connection with their various supporters––churches, donors, previous volunteers, and the community. 
The Village is a stunning example of what’s possible but is a drop in the bucket for the need in this community and in most communities. The more we, who have been exposed to homelessness, can stay connected, the more we can help advocate for similar villages, for alternative housing options, for street-people friendly laws, for services and for understanding of the scope and depth of the issues surrounding homelessness.

	Send to Contact: 
	Public Agency Name: Leonard Bauer
	Public Agency Title: Deputy Director, Community Planning & Development
	Public Agency Organization: City of Olympia
	Public Agency Phone Area: 360
	Public Agency Phone Number: 753-8206
	Public Agency Address: 601 4th Avenue East
	Public Agency City/State/Zip: Olympia, WA 98501
	Public Agency Fax Area: 360
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	Public Agency Date: December 8, 2014
	Public Agency Question 1: The City of Olympia’s Community Planning and Development staff adapted a number of rules and regulations to accommodate the “tiny house” model of Quixote Village.  First staff revised the ordinance governing homeless encampments to allow Camp Quixote to be sited as a permanent facility on a county-owned site in a light industrial zone.  This ordinance was adopted unanimously by the Olympia City Council, and was upheld during a series of legal appeals by adjacent landowners who initially opposed the project.

Second, the Olympia’s building codes were also revised to change the definition of Single Room Occupancy dwellings so that it includes the cottage dwellings at the Village.  This was necessary so that the Village cottages would be eligible for HUD rental vouchers.  HUD requires SROs to meet either HUD’s definition or the definition in the local building codes.

From a Community Planning standpoint, this project illustrates how public officials can utilize existing land use, zoning and building codes to facilitate a non-profit’s innovative approach to housing the homeless. Community planners assisted representatives of Quixote Village, helping them to understand and negotiate through Olympia’s land use and building code regulatory framework.  The challenge was to ensure that the project’s innovation met the intent of the regulations for public safety and decent housing, and to ensure it did not cross the line into non-compliance.  In the case of Quixote Village, community planners did just that - - resulting in a project that has become a national model.

	Public Agency Question 2: Olympia has long been a regional hub for homelessness because of the high concentration of services, shelter and other support systems.  Typical of other urban hubs, the concentration of resources attracts a concentration of people who are homeless.  

Over the past 30 years, Olympia staff became familiar with other traditional housing and shelter models.  When presented with the cottage or “tiny house” based community model of homeless housing, the Quixote Village model emerged as a lower-cost, out-of-the-box form of permanent supportive housing that could help reduce homelessness. 

Quixote Village also brought a unique alliance to the table, including homeless people, allies and their development team, each of whom worked diligently to resolve issues and overcome obstacles, and worked collaboratively with a range of stakeholders to solve problems. 

Clearly, there were multiple benefits for Olympia:  more housing for people who’ve been homeless; a new national model that burnishes our city’s reputation for innovation; an inspiring instance of a genuine partnership between the city and a community non-profit; and, a higher level of appreciation for the creativity and resilience of people who are homeless.

	Public Agency Question 3: Urban planners across the nation are grappling with growing populations, the need for more affordable housing, and an overarching goal of reducing the carbon footprint of development. The “tiny house” is clearly a new model that addresses all three issues.

On a popular culture level, there are few topics that generate as much excitement as tiny houses do:  websites, publications and seminars that address tiny houses are in heavy demand.  The need for small-scale housing is related to the growing number of single person households. Yet, local jurisdictions’ zoning and building codes are still focused on providing for larger, single family houses.  The need for bona fide examples of successful tiny house projects that emerge from replicable regulatory systems will provide useful models.    

Our experience as the jurisdiction where Quixote Village chose to build has helped to build staff capacity, allowing us to address other issues involved with tiny homes.  There are already many un-permitted tiny homes in Olympia, and staff are aware that some people build tiny houses on trailers so that the applicable codes are transportation-related, which are more lax than housing-related development codes. 

The success of Quixote Village offers a starting point from which to build local experience for developers, housing consumers and for government regulators.  Ultimately, this will allow us to develop the sorts of land use and development codes that encourage tiny houses as highly affordable, low-impact housing.

	Public Agency Question 4: 
	Public Agency Question 5: 
	Developer Name: Ginger Segel
	Developer Title: Senior Housing and Community Developer
	Developer Organization: Community Frameworks
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	Developer Date: 12/8/14
	Developer Question 1:      Community Frameworks (CF) served as the non-profit affordable housing developer for Quixote Village.  CF assisted in securing capital funds from the Washington State Housing Trust Fund, HUD Community Development Block Grant funding from Washington State and the City of Olympia, and funding from Thurston County.  These public funding sources have significant requirements including competitive bids for construction, paying prevailing wage to construction workers, and separating housing and non-housing uses of funds as well as on- and off-site expenses.  CF monitored these requirements and was the primary liaison with public funders.  CF took the lead on negotiating the contracts with funders and the lease with County for the land, recording necessary documents, and drawing down funds during construction.
  
     There were numerous issues to work through regarding zoning, land use, and building codes.  For example, Quixote Village cottages could not meet the HUD definition of single room occupancy (SRO) units, and thereby were not eligible for HUD operating subsidies.  The HUD regulations did defer to a local definition of SRO, which Olympia's code did not have.  CF worked with the City to amend the building code to include a definition of SRO.

     CF arranged for the third party due diligence reports including geotech, phase I ESA, and a survey.  CF assisted in honing the design concept, working with Panza, the residents, the architect, and the City to evaluate issues such as site planning, size and purpose of the community building, rest room facilities inside the cottages, manufactured or site-built construction of the cottages, and product choices.  The project meets the Washington State Evergreen Sustainable Design Standards (ESDS), which required an assessment of energy conservation components as well as other 'green' project components that impact air quality, livability, and durability.  Similar to the LEED standard, project sponsors have a menu of choices to meet ESDS.  

     In the role as developer Community Frameworks assisted in evaluating the management options for the project and worked with Panza to develop the capacity to manage the housing.  CF helped to secure operating funding and develop a management plan for the project.  The housing is unique in its design concept, but is also unique as permanent supportive housing for single homeless adults.  Panza had to become knowledgeable about landlord tenant laws, fair housing, building maintenance, and other property manager functions.  And, most importantly, Panza and the residents had to craft a management plan which provided a framework for dealing with substance abuse and mental illness, which are common problems among residents.





	Developer Question 2:      As a non-profit affordable housing developer, Community Frameworks has learned that with donated land often comes donated problems and Quixote Village was no exception.  The importance of the County donating the land cannot be understated.  This action legitimized the efforts of Panza and the residents of Camp Quixote to create a permanent village.  It invested both the County and the City (the land is owned by the County but is located inside the city limits of Olympia, which had to adopt a text amendment to its zoning code to allow this use) in the outcome of the effort.  Panza may not have been able to overcome NIMBY opposition without the County coming forward with a site and the City giving a conditional use permit.  But the site was difficult.  It is located near a residential neighborhood and near a shopping area.  Residents can easily get around by bus or bicycle.  But it is in an industrial zone, and the neighboring uses are industrial.  The land itself has very poor percolation, requiring very large storm ponds.  The result was expensive site work and adapting the site plan to accommodate the ponds.  Had the site been drier, the cottages could have been spaced differently and there would have been a large central green space for recreation. (However, residents joke that the stormwater ponds mean they all have “waterfront” houses.)

     The development budget was quite tight for Quixote Village and as a result significant value engineering occurred.  The changes included:  reducing the size of the community building, reducing the size of the cottages, eliminating a proposed shop building, eliminating a covered picnic shelter in the central courtyard, and using cheaper products for some of the finishes.  Some of these changes were perhaps a blessing in disguise.  The community building is good size to meet the needs of the residents and foster community engagement.  The area reserved for the shop has been used for a large community vegetable garden that produced abundant food for the Village and a surplus that was donated to a shelter for homeless families.  Other compromises were tougher;  for example, the flooring in the cottages is painted plywood.

     When the project was first envisioned by the residents of Camp Quixote, the cottages did not have any bathrooms.  Residents would have had to go to the community building or to another small rest room building that was planned for the other end of the site.  Pressure from funders and veterans of the affordable housing industry pushed back on this issue. An ice storm that occurred in the middle of this debate was persuasive; so were the growing number of gray heads in the Camp. In the end, everyone was glad to have made the decision to put toilets and sinks in each cottage, in spite of the budget impact of extending water and sewer to 30 buildings.  In fact, having their own indoor plumbing is one of the greatest pleasures on earth for people who have been living on the streets or in the woods.


	Developer Question 3: The development budget included $1,550,000 from the State Housing Trust Fund, $699,000 in Community Development Block Grant (CDBG), and $170,000 from Thurston County.  The land, valued at $333,000, was provided by Thurston County for $1 per year under at 41 year lease.  The project received $80,321 in donated legal and design services, and $215,000 in cash donations from the Chehalis and Nisqually Tribes, individuals, and businesses.

   The operating and service budget is subsidized by County document recording fee revenue designated for homeless programs; United Way; the State's Operating and Maintenance Trust Fund (O&M); and 25 Section 8 housing vouchers, which allow residents to pay 30% of their income in rent, and the federal government pays the difference in rent up to fair market rent (FMR).  The local Housing Authority did a rent comparability study and determined that FMR is $450 per month.  These combined sources, along with tenant rent, pay for the operating expenses along with two staff people: a program and facilities manager and a resident advocate who provides social service support. 
    Quixote Village was financed at a time of government cutbacks.  The State's Housing Trust Fund had been cut 45% between 2009 and 2013.  The federal CDBG program had been cut 22% in the same period.  The Board of Panza was well positioned to secure public funds.  The President of the Board was a former legislative staffer and speech writer for two Governors, and Panza’s Treasurer was the CFO of a major state agency.  Their expertise and contacts helped secure funding directly from the Legislature for a demonstration program.  The CDBG process was less political, but the project had significant support by the time of application and funding was secured.  During development the local Housing Authority notified us that they could not honor their commitment for the Section 8 vouchers due to sequestration.  Fortunately after sequestration ended, that decision was reversed.

   The financing was quite complicated.  The CDBG funds triggered expensive federal requirements including paying commercial prevailing wage rates on the entire project, even though CDBG funds could only be used on the non-housing, or community building, portion of the project.  

   The State O & M funds are secured with a 15 year contract as are the Section 8 vouchers.  Panza has to reapply for the other funding each year, which is subject to changing priorities on the part of the funders.  Because of this instability in the long term operating and service funding, $150,000 in reserves were capitalized.




	Developer Question 4: Quixote Village is very successful, by any measure.  Thirty units of permanent housing were created for homeless adults; thirty people moved from tents into their own cottages. They went from having no access to showers, laundry, heat or refrigeration to having all these things. And they took with them a durable tradition of mutual support, self-government, and connection with the wider community.

The capital cost of the housing was less than half of the typical affordable housing project for a similar population.  Although a few residents were not able to stay in the Village because of persistent alcohol or drug abuse, others were finally able to become clean and sober, enroll in school, get jobs, and address many chronic mental and physical health issues.  (The availability of health care coverage under the Affordable Care Act has been a major benefit in this regard.) 

If the project were to be done over again, I would make some minor modifications, use different flooring, different appliances, etc.  But all of the major aspects of the project have been successful.
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	Archtiect Question 1: The design concept was born out of the programming effort described in question 2.  In essence, it is a homeless project that maintains a level of individuality and privacy residents were accustomed to when living in tents, but also encourages living in a tight community where sharing of responsibilities and resources is essential.  This is in many ways the exact opposite of how typical housing shelters are designed - with residents living in an isolated, self-contained apartment or dormitory with no sense of identity and no incentive to form community.

The site is located in an industrial area outside of the urban core of Olympia. Though this may not seem ideal, it did allow acquiring enough land to create a Village (more than could have been obtained in an urban core) and is located far enough away from residential neighborhoods to dispel major opposition.  The cottages are arranged in two loosely organized rows along the side property lines with a common space between.  The community building is on the south end, closest to the road, and looks toward a view framed by the cottages to a forested natural area to the north. Each cottage is fronted with its own small garden between the porch and the serpentine common path, and there is a large community garden next to the community building. 

The cottages were designed to be pre-fabricated, simple wood framed dwellings, with plywood walls and floor. (In the end, they were built on site rather than prefabricated.) The cottages are just large enough for a single bed and small half bathroom and closet, and the front porch becomes an extension of the indoor space and connection to the large commons which the cottages surround.  Though the cottages are essentially identical, each cottage was painted one of five colors as a simple way to create an identity among its neighbors.  

The community building serves as the hub of the village, with an open and tall living/dining room and kitchen, and showers, laundry and support spaces. The community building also has a large patio, which looks out over the commons toward the cottages, and becomes an extension of the living room. The focus of the living room is the wood stove (splitting firewood is an important resident activity) and the chalkboard wall, where residents communicate with each other. Many residents come from living in the woods and are more accustomed to the forested outdoors than urban cities, therefore natural wood siding, beams and columns were used in the community building to create the sense of a modern lodge.  

	Archtiect Question 2: Quixote Village is not high design, it is design responding specifically to the Quixote community. My church was one of the original hosts for Camp Quixote when it was a mobile tent camp. Even then I understood  how unique this self-governing organization of homeless individuals choosing to live and support each other in a community was in the world of those in need.  One thing that was important to Panza (Quixote's support group) and to myself was that this Village be designed with as much input as possible from the residents; this was, and is, their community.  
 
Once the site was secured, the first step was to facilitate a series of design workshops with the residents to understand what their true needs and desires were for the project. The first workshop focused on how to arrange living and community spaces on the site. From the onset it was clear that residents did not want to live in a typical apartment arrangement clustered in a single building.  Most of the residents had come from living alone in the woods, choosing to have their own space rather than live in a group shelter.  These residents felt more comfortable with greater separation between them and their neighbors than apartments could give. At the same time, they pull together as a community in ways that rarely happen - sharing preparation of meals, chores, cleaning, recreation, etc.  They also made it clear they did not need a lot of space. Thus what was born was perhaps the first of its kind in the country - a village of tiny (under 150 SF) cottages that contain a single sleeping/sitting room, a small half bathroom and a porch centered around a community building that contains the spaces they share: kitchen, living/dining room, showers, laundry, meeting space, and staff offices. Outside the buildings, the residents share a large community garden and a basketball hoop.

During the workshops the residents were divided into 3 groups and asked to arrange the cottages, community building, and other site components of their village.  The solutions ranged from a traditional street grid to 5 "clusters" of cottages to a singe large "circle" of cottages around a common outdoor space. The residents came to the conclusion that the "circle" concept was the best way to arrange the village to create a cohesive community (clusters creates cliques, grids are too isolating) The site did not allow for a true circle, but the concept remained with two rows of cottages facing each other across the common area.  The porch became an integral part of creating community - many residents prefer to be on the porch where they can see the village and interact with their neighbors rather than be shut in their cottage.  


	Archtiect Question 3: The two greatest challenges of designing this project were:
1) Funding and budget (true on most projects).
2) Navigating the jurisdictional and code requirements for a project that was in many ways unprecedented.  

The original design for the community building included many good ideas that were not built: a library, larger shower areas, more storage and meeting spaces, and a covered porch around the entire building. As funding necessitated shaving project costs by shaving program spaces during the entire project, there came a point as a team where we stepped back and asked ourselves "what do we absolutely need to house this community comfortably and meet their goals?" With this new perspective we were able to focus on creating a homeless project that does all it set out to accomplish and is an exceptionally efficient use of funds per resident for building a permanent shelter solution for the homeless.  When the project was completed, no one really thought anything was missing from the facility, except possibly storage space. 

Several jurisdictional hurdles had to be overcome to make this project happen.  First was working with the City of Olympia to create a zoning designation that would allow this type of facility to be constructed. This project did not fit in well with typical multi-family residential zone requirements, and certainly not in an industrial zone. Hours of volunteer time from many people were given to working with City Staff to draft language that would be acceptable, and the City Council was very helpful in approving amendments to the code that allowed this project to happen.  Current building and fire codes also do not recognize this type of residential arrangement of buildings, which fall somewhere between individual single dwellings, multi-family apartments and  a dormitory living arrangement. To our knowledge nothing like this had been built on this scale in our country, so there was little precedent available to guide us.  City staff were creative in navigating through the code requirements and achieving the desired result. 

Requirements by funders also became a challenge. The cottages were originally designed with no bathrooms - residents were to share the bathrooms in the community building. It was thought at the time by all involved that 32 toilets for use by 30 residents seemed excessive.  However because federal dollars through HUD were used on the project, HUD rules require the dwelling units to either be physically connected or have individual rest rooms. Though adding 30 additional water and sewer lines to the project was costly, the desire to maintain the individual separation of dwelling units was important enough to add these to the project. In the end this was a blessing, having individual rest rooms is a benefit to the residents.    
	Archtiect Question 4: As mentioned above, this project is outside the urban core in an industrial area.  The site is between a construction equipment rental yard and a former frozen seafood processing plant (currently used as a storage building).  The site, a little over 2 acres, was chosen because it was provided to the project by Thurston County. Very few residents own or travel by car.  Most ride bicycles or public transit.  One challenge was creating a decent pedestrian connection from the Village to the nearest bus stop, several blocks away, by widening the road, creating an asphalt 'sidewalk' where scarcely a shoulder existed before.  The site does offer relief from the industrial nature of it's neighbors - a forested natural area just over the railroad tracks on the north edge of the site offers nice views, and the Village was arranged with the living room and community building porch, the common outdoor space, and cottages facing toward this view.  The cottages themselves along with perimeter landscaping create screens along the fence lines blocking the views of the industrial properties.  

An important design criteria affecting our community and the planet was the desire to make the project as environmentally sustainable as possible.  The project meets the State of Washington's Evergreen Sustainable Development Standard and was built with many sustainable attributes including maximizing density, water-efficient landscaping and plumbing, designed for (pending fund raising) solar hot water and electricity collection on the roof of the community building, low heat-island effect, and energy efficient heating, lighting and appliances. In fact this commitment to sustainability has been an important attribute to many who have donated funds in support of the project. 
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	Other Perspective Question 1: Sharon:

I helped choose cabinet doors, flooring, and other finishes.  I also played a major role in setting up the kitchen the day before we moved in.

I lived in Camp Quixote for several months before we moved to the Village.  The Resident Council elected me to be on the Executive Committee when we moved here. 

Jimi:

I was in the Camp from September of last year.  I did my chores at the camp, sitting at the desk, cleaning the showers in the church, and I would participate in making food with others.  My drug use limited my ability to participate, but that all changed a few months after moving here, when I realized that this awesome little house that I was gifted with was a lot better than my old insane lifestyle. I went to treatment in March and got clean and got my head clear.  I have 238 days clean. I practice my guitar every day, try to keep creative. I participate in the community because I'm on the Executive Committee.  I also am responsible for assigning weekly chores and making the chore roster every week.

Mike:

I moved in during the last week of June, so the place was already up and running.
	Other Perspective Question 2: Sharon:

One of the first and biggest impacts was the joy of having flush toilets in our cottages. One person, on the first morning he woke up here, reported that he’d started to go outside to walk to the sanikan before he remembered he didn’t have to do that.  Toilets were flushing all day for no reason other than the joy of it all.

But moving here wasn’t easy for a lot of us.  It was a huge change – more rules to live by, new accountability for following rules, doing chores, getting along with each other – and biggest of all, a new requirement to leave drug and alcohol abuse behind.  Some made the choice to move on rather than get clean and sober.  Others – some you wouldn’t ever think could – did get clean and sober.

After a period of turmoil in which several residents left or were evicted, we have come to a place where the community is more cohesive, more functional and stronger. New residents who weren’t part of Camp Quixote have moved in with different baggage.  We had family baggage; new residents came in more as individuals rather than as part of a giant dysfunctional family.  The new residents are more able to follow the rules, and take pride in doing their chores and are grateful for the opportunity to serve.  I am very proud of the way this community has incorporated new people.


Jimi:

I can't speak for the whole community, but one thing I can say is my basic needs are accounted for and that allows my brain to have space for things that will make my life better, such as creative flow.  I dream a lot more now. Everything I've ever done crashes, so it's hard to get on one thing. I would love to be a writer -- a paid author - but deadlines kick my butt.  Here I do feel like I can help other people with IT support, helping those with physical disabilities take out the trash or run errands for people.

Mike:

I really had nowhere to live, and I was just coming out of the shelter, stressed out on what was going to happen to my future, and I learned about Quxiote Village, so I applied and did all the paperwork to get in. Before my time was up at the shelter, I was able to move in.  It was a relief to know that I had somewhere to lay my head at night and not be out on the sidewalk.  I was afraid of relapse on my alcohol abuse; all that fear went away once I was able to move into the Village. After moving in, I adapted very well. I have a sense of comfort and safety, and focus on school and I'm able to see my daughters more often, which I wasn't able to do at the shelter. I haven't been comfortable with roommates in the past, so this is getting me out of my comfort zone and getting me to communicate with others and be more sociable, and cope with my PTSD and anxiety issues that have been a part of my life for a very long time.  All in all, this has been a blessing for me to be able to socialize with others and have a sense of safety at the same time. I still have the problems, but I'm able to feel more comfortable where I live.
	Other Perspective Question 3: Sharon:

This is what I miss about living in Camp:  the feeling of utter freedom – economically, spiritually, physically.  No tethers, no house, no bills, no stress.  And now, guess what I have – a house, with rent.  I had to give up my truck because I couldn’t afford both rent and truck payments.  So now I have economic stress and a lack of physical freedom.

But it was worth the tradeoff for sure. I wake up happy every morning; I look forward to my day.  I might play out in the garden or stay in my cottage and watch Netflix, but it’s my day, and I’m enjoying my retirement. I love that I have a sense that I’m important here; I have relationships here that I tend to, and a leadership role, none of which I’d have in a regular apartment.

Jimi:

If I lived in an apartment, I would isolate; I kind of do now in the sense that I stay in the Village and don't go anywhere else very often.  Some people might think it's a tradeoff or compromise to not have showers and kitchens in our houses, but I enjoy coming to the community building, watching football with other people, making food with people, eating and so forth. And if we did have our own kitchens, we'd have to keep it clean on our own. Every aspect of life is better than before; when I want to be warm, I'm warm, when I want to be full, I'm full.

Mike:

The bad points would be being off the bus line and having to walk a little extra, but the exercise is good for me. But the physical pain slows me down; I have arthritis in both feet and I have degenerative joint disease so I have spinal pain. I don't think there's too much bad points though. There's small things, but nothing major.  I do have ways to get out and take care of my appointments.

The good things are I started school, which I thought I wouldn't get that far, and I'm able to get plenty of rest to focus on that. I hope to be a drug and alchohol counselor, and I'm even thinking about getting a bachelor's degree in the far future. Rides are provided for special events and grocery shopping, which helps a lot. I feel supported in my recovery here, and I participate in mental health and AA groups; I get support from the staff here, too.  Also I'm involved with the community leadership, and that's a new experience for me; I've never been involved like that before.


	Other Perspective Question 4: Sharon:

Our yards, our garden, the landscaping – all the stuff that we do, the puttering work of chores that aren’t on the list – these bring us happiness.  What’s really awesome is watching our children and grandchildren grow, and making this place their own.  (No kids live here, but they visit, mostly on weekends.)  People’s kids play together, and run around joyfully.  Many people have developed relationships with kids who aren’t theirs, many who haven’t been around kids very much. 

And then there are the animals – so far, cats, dogs and ducks who live in harmony.  People here are allowed to have service animals.  And the ducks just come with having stormwater ponds. Feeding the ducks is a joy – we only feed them poultry feed; no cinnamon rolls!

On the least successful side, drug and alcohol abuse initially caused evictions, a little destruction of property and punching each other. We are very glad that is behind us, and that the culture has changed so that the peer pressure is to stay clean and sober. That helps people more than I could ever express.

Jimi:

I think the most successful thing is that it's gotten a lot of people off drugs, so the community is drug and alcohol free now, so that's a big hit in my mind, having neighbors that are clear-minded as well. It's successful because we all keep trying; everyone who wants to keep trying is sticking it through. 

It's also gotten some people jobs, and one person has already gotten his degree, a job, and moved on.  It takes more time for some than others, but we have two people in school now and one more on the way.  Some folks here get to have their kids on a regular basis and spend time with them; they are all great kids.

I don't see any negatives, really; there have been rough days, but that's just the normal wear and tear of life.


Mike:

I'm very pleased that there is a place to help people who got themselves in the situation I was in. I am amazed at how an idea became a reality and has helped people grow into their recovery, and have a sense of self-sufficiency.  We do everything we need here for self-care, and take care of the landscaping, and do other chores to keep the place up.






